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Revisiting Resultative Constructions

Forul ()

We will employ English evidence to argue that lexical and restructuring rules of (a) forming a complex predicate: a
matrix verb + a resultative predicate (Dowty 1979, Verspoor 1997, Wechsler 1997) and of (b) transitivation (Maling
and Kim 1997) are gratuitous in Resultative Constructions (RCs). The goal of a complex predicate account is two-
fold: First, it captures an idiosyncratic selectional relation between a matrix verb and a resultative predicate as shown
in (1). Secondly, prima facie a complex predicate seems to resolve a potential violation of the Theta Criterion
(Chomsky 1986), especially when a matrix verb is a transitive verb as in (8)b. Moreover, the restructuring rule of
transitivization is designed to account for the fact that the intransitive verb run can have the direct object His Nikes in
the RC in (2).

Here | propose that we obtain the above listed effects without reference to any lexical and restructuring
rules. To this end we will adopt lexical-selection (I-selection) (Pesetsky 1995) and a theta role as a formal feature
(Hornstein 2001) in conjunction with a small clause analysis (Stowell 1983). It is important to note these are well
motivated individually not specifically tailored for RCs.

L-selection: At first glance complex predicate formation appears to explain arbitrary selectional properties
between a matrix verb and a resultative predicate. As Dowty (1979) explicitly points out, there is no general
principle that can predict the difference in acceptability. There is no reasoning for why the verb laugh in (1)a allows
the PP to death but not the adjective dead. On the other hand, the verb dance in (1)b requires the adjective sore but
not the PP to soreness. Instead of relying on a lexicalized compound verb, we employ I-selection. Pesetsky motivates
the necessity of I-selection in addition to c-selection and s-selection on the basis of the following kinds of data: The
verb hope exclusively allows for and the adjective ashamed allows of. L-selection requires a specific lexical item
to head the complement.

Theta role as a feature: In order to respect the theta criterion, a complex predicate is assumed to assign two
distinct theta roles to the same argument at the same time. It is called a ‘combo role’ by Carrier and Randall (1992).

The two distinct theta roles merge into a combo role so that they get blurred. This makes it difficult to account for the
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difference between (3)b and (3)c: In (3)b, the bears meets the selectional restriction of the verb frighten but not the
resultative predicate speechless while in (3)c conversely the redwoods meets that of the resultative predicate to death
but not the verb frighten. Instead of receiving a combo role from a complex predicate, we pursue the view where an
argument receives a theta role from a different predicate one at a time drawing on Hornstein (2001) in which a theta
role as a morphological feature of a verb. It follows that an argument is allowed to have more than one theta role.

No Transitivization: In order to deal with non-selected accusatives in RCs with an intransitive verb as in
(2)b, Maling and Kim (1998) propose a restructuring rule of transitivization where all sort of matrix verb is assumed
to convert into a transitive verb in RCs. As a matter of fact, his Nikes in (2)b does not get any semantic/thematic role
from the alleged transitive verb run. This comes as a surprise under transitivization. Furthermore, the RC with the
purportedly converted transitive run in (4) fails passivization, a well-accepted test for transitivity while the RC with
the transitive verb hammer in (5) passes the test. It undermines a validity of a restructuring rule of transitivization.

Small Clause: In (6)a&b, the intransitive verb yell takes neither an internal argument herself nor a
resultative predicate hoarse separately. It needs both of them at the same time. In other words, it takes a small clause.
So his Nikes in (7)b may not start as a direct object but it may merge as a resultative subject. Then we can see the RC
with an intransitive verb in (2) pattern with Raising (ECMs) (Lasnik and Saito 1991) as offered in (7). His Nikes gets
a thematic role from the resultative predicate threadbare and raises to a non-thematic, namely accusative Case
position in the matrix clause in (7)c as does Mary in (7)a. In contrast, the RC with a transitive verb is in sync with
Control via movement (Hornstein 2001). The metal in (8)b merges with the resultative predicate flat getting a theta
role and raises to an accusative Case position through a theta position in (8)c as Bill does in (8)a. Thus the metal has
an extra theta role from the matrix verb hammer as opposed to his Nikes in (7)b.

We can explain RCs without recourse to any lexical and restructuring rules. We can syntactically account
for a host of the unique facts found in RCs when we adopt I-selection and a theta role as a feature in concert with a
small clause analysis. We do not invoke any uncalled-for rules including complex predicate formation and

transitivization, in essence in compliance with the economy spirit of minimalism.

1) PP/AP Resultative Phrase
a.  John laughed himself [pp to death]/*[ agjective dead]
b.  Bill laughed himself [pp out of a job]/ * [ adjective JODIESS]/*[ Adjective Unemployed]
c.  She danced her feet *[pp to soreness]/[ adjective SOre]
2 Matrix verb: intransitive verb
a. *John ran his Nikes
b. John ran his Nikes threadbare (Carrier and Randall 1992)
3) a.The bears frightened the hikers speechless
b. *The hikers frightened the bears speechless
¢.*The bears frightened the redwoods to death
4) Passivization (RC with an intransitive verb)
a. John ran his Nikes threadbare (active)
b.  *His Nikes were run threadbare by John (passive)

(5) Passivization (RC with a transitive verb)
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John hammered the metal flat (active)
b.  The metal was hammered flat by John (passive)
(6) a.*Mary yelled herself
b. *Mary yelled hoarse

134

Mary yelled [sc herself hoarse]
@) Raising

a. John considered Mary (to be) kind
6/acc

b.  John ran his Nikes threadbare

6/acc
c.  [trJohn [t past [ his Nikes [vp John v+ran [vp ran [te his Nikes [t [ar their Nikes threadbare]]]]]
6/acc 0
(8) Control
a.  John persuaded Bill to leave
6/6/acc
b.  John hammered the metal flat
6/6/acc
c. [trJohn [ past [ve the metal [y John v+hammered [ve the metal hammered [t the metal [+
6/6/acc 6/6
[ar the metal flat]]]]]]
0
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Functor-Argument Relation in Computational Minimalism
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Since the advent of Chomsky's Minimalist syntax, there have several trials to computationally implement the ideas in
Minimalist syntax. A series of Stabler's papers (1997, 2001, forthcoming) tried to implement Chomsky's Minimalist
Program (Chomsky, 1995), which he called Computational Minimalism (CM). Recently, Lee (2005a, 2005b) and
Lee & Park (2004) revised Stabler's ideas and developed Revised Computational Minimalism (RCM). In Lee's
papers, the ideas in Chomsky (2000, 2001a) are computationally implemented.

The goal of this paper is to examine the functor-argument relations which we have when we calculate the
semantic interpretations of phrases and sentences in the RCM system and to incorporate these relations in the
semantic operations. Unlike the series of Stabler's papers, Lee (2006) developed computational algorithms for
calculating the semantic interpretations based on Montague(1974)'s Universal Grammar. In this paper, syntactic
operations and semantic operations are connected by homomorphism, and all the semantic interpretations are
calculated compositionally.

In Minimalist syntax, we have two operations, merge and move. Merge combines a word/phrase with another
word/phrase. Merge operations in Minimalist syntax proceed based on binary branching, where one becomes a head
and the other is a specifier or a complement. One interesting this is that these head-nonhead relations in the syntactic
operations, in most cases, becomes the functor-argument relations in semantic operations. Accordingly, we can
easily calculate the semantic interpretations of phrases and/or sentences using these functor-argument relations.
About move, Chomsky (2001b) said as follows: merge is external and move is internal. That is, move can be defined
as internal merge. Accordingly, merge and move can be unified into merge.

This is not the first paper that pointed out the functor-argument relations between the constituents. A series of
Lecomte's papers (2001, 2003, 2004, 2005) compared the syntactic operations in CM and those in Categorial
Grammar, and he pointed out that the relations of constituents in CM are basically similar to the functor-argument

relations in Categorial Grammar. This paper is a little different from his papers. This paper not only points out the
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functor-argument relations between the constituents but also provides the algorithms by which we can calculate the

semantic interpretations in the RCM system.
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Polarity and Focus
Hyunoo Lee (Inha University)
This paper attempts to define (and thus account for) some problematic aspects of the distribution and interpretation
of the Korean adverb yekan 'ordinarily’. From the point of syntax, it is a mystery that only a specific type of

antimorphic operator.

(1) John-i  yekan khuci anhta.
John-Nom ordinarily tall not
Literally "John is not ordinarily tall.'

‘John is extraordinarily/unusually tall.

(2) John-i  yekan ppali tallici anhunta.
John-Nom ordinarily fast run don't
‘John runs extraordinarily fast.'

(3) *John-i  yekan ppali tallici moshanta.
John-Nom ordinarily fast run cannot

‘John can run extraordinarily fast.'
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The contrast between (2) and (3) shows that yekan is licensed only by negation. From the point of semantics, it is
another mystery that the negation that is supposed to license yekan does not maintain the negative force any longer.
It is well-known that negative polarity items intensify the meaning of their licensor. Contra this virtually universal
tendency, the use of yekan in a sentence like (1) appears to deprive it of its negative force. Thus it seems that (1) is
no longer a negative sentence, but instead serves as a positive emphatic statement. From the point of the theory of
polarity sensitivity, it is a further mystery that a term that occupies the mid position on a scale need to be negated in a
manner that is hard to find across languages.

In this paper | argue that yekan is necessarily focused by negation. Hence it requires negation syntactically, but is
directly negated by negation semantically. Thus the overall meaning of the sentence yekan occurs at is derived from

the literal meaning of the sentence together with the conventional(?) implicature of it.

(4) John-i  yekan khuci anhta.
What is said: John is not ordinarily tall

Conventional implicature: John is extraordinarily/unusually tall

Although the present account is based on the stipulation that yekan is necessarily focused by negation, it correctly

rules out sentences like (5).

(5) *Amwu-to yekan  ppali tallici anhunta.
anyone ordinarily fast run did not

'Everyone runs extraordinarily fast.'
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