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Abstract

The major aim of this paper consists in showing that de-adjectival veresgikedar(<en+adjec-
tive+ar>, ‘fatten’),agrandar(<a+adjective+ar>, ‘enlarge’) arampliar (<null affix+adjecti-

ve+ar>, ‘widen’), share some crucial properties with resultative secondary predMatgs (
pounded the metal flatA detailed analysis of these constructions seems to indicate that de-adjec-
tival verbs and resultative secondary predicates share a common structure. The structure that we
propose for de-adjectival verbs and constructions with resultative secondary predicates is the one
suggested by Hale and Keyser for denominal location vedtie, canyand by Hale and Keyser

(1991, 1992) and Romero (1997), among others, for basic ditransitive construitiomgéve

the book to Mary)This hypothesis allows us to explain some co-occurrence restrictions, for
example the impossibility of having resultative secondary predicates and Goal arguments with
denominal and de-adjectival verbs.

Key words: de-adjectival verb, resultative secondary predicate, argument structure, complex pre-
dicates, goal arguments, event delimiters.
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Resum Algunes obs&acions sote els verbs deadjeutls i els pedicats secundariesultatius

L'objectiu d’aquest article és demostrar quevelbs deadjettals comengaodar (<en+adjec-
tiu+ar>, ‘fatten’),agranda (<a+adjectiu+ar>, ‘enlge’) i ampliar (<afix nul+adjectiu+ar>,
‘widen’), compateixen algunesnepietats crucials amb elsqulicats secunda resultatiugMary
pounded the metélat). Aquestes seblances ens pmeten poposar que elgerbs deadjestals

i els predicats secundaris resultatius compeagteuna mateixa estructutaestructura que pro-
posem per a aquestes comstions és la suggerida per Hald&k&ser per als verbs locatius deno-
minals(bottle, can i per Hale &Keyser (1991, 1992) i Romero (1997), entre d'altres, per a les
constuccions datves ditransives basiques. Aquesta hipotesi ensr@texplicar algunes res-
triccions de coaparicié, peremple la impossibildt de tenir predicats secundaris resultatius i
arguments meta amierbs denominalsvierbs deadjeotals.

Paraules clau:verb deadjectal, predicat secundari resultatiu, estructugumental, predicats
compkxos, aguments meta, delimitadors d'esdniments.
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1. Introduction

In this pape we will deal with de-adjeital verbs of the type sfwn in (1). These

verbs are formed by the paradignen«adjecive+ar>, <a+adjectve+ar> and

<null affix+adjectve+ar>. We will explore the parallelism between thesabs

and constructions with resulta¢ secondary predicaéound in Germanic lan-
guages of the type giwn in (2).

(1) De-adjecival verbs entadjecive+ar engordar (‘fatten’)
a+adjectvetar a-floj-ar (‘loosen’)
null affix+adjectvetar espesar (‘thicken’) ampliar
(‘enlarge’)

(2) Resultaitve secondary predicates: John pounded the metal flat.
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We will propose thaHale and Kysers stucture for denominal loc#on verbs
(bottle shelw, jail, encircle, entrmin -Hadkbeil 1986)can also be adopted to des
cribe a umber of popeties of de-adjectial verbs and constictions with
Resultdéive SecondarPredicaes. The same sticture has also beenggosed ér
basic ditansitive constuctions like John sheved the dg to Maly, John cqave the
book to May (Hale and Kyser 1991, 1992; Romer1997). his proposal will
allow us to eplain some common ppeties of these constctions on confu-
rational gounds.

We will also daim, on the light of someatts conceting quantifcation, tha
the pocess thaforms those mdicaes can be consided as a syntactic peess.
We follow the poposal madeyHattley (1995) and  Chomsly (1993: botnote
18), who sugest thait does not seem necessto esthlish ary differences bet
ween opeations of the Leical Reldional Stucture, in a model like Hale and
Keysers, and syntactic opatons of pedicae formaion.

The paer is stuctured as dllows: in section 2, Hale andgfsers pioposal br
denominal and de-adjeedl verbs is pesentedin section 3 v will shav tha the
structure proposed i Hale and kyser br denominal grbs can be also @gposed
for de-adjectial verbs and Resultize SecondarPredicdes. Section 4 prides
a syntactic account of someopeties of these consictions thahasze been accoun
ted for by proposing lgical or semantic congtints, namel: (i) their identical basic
meaning;(ii) the fact tha both de-adjectial verbs and Resultave Secondar
Predicdes ae formed flom stae level predicdes;(iii) the Direct Object Resdttion;
(iv) the fact tha Goal aguments cannot occur in these candions; andv) some
scope &cts with aderbials like almostor <during + tempoal expression>. W&
will show tha these popeties can be déred from the stuctures we sugyest and
can be eplained on confurational gounds. In section 6, avexplore some
dictions tha aiise from our poposal. kally, in section 7 v sum up some cen
clusions and msent pospectsdr further irvestigations.

2. Hale and Keyser’s Proposal br Denominal and De-adjectval Verbs

In several pgers, Hale and Kyser hae agued thalexical items poject paticu-
lar syntactic confjurations, called Lgical Reldional Stuctures, thadefne their
basic meaning and theirgagrment stucture. These confjurations ae those per
mitted ty basic syntacticetaions, namel head-complement and head-specifhe
configurations so estaished detemine the syntactic pjection of the agjuments
of the head

In this model, pedicdes ae deived from Lexical Reldional Stuctures ty
means of a mrcess similar to Incporation (in the sense of Bak 1988, 1995),
called Conffation. This piocess of sub-lécal head incgroration obeg's the same syn
tactic constaints which regulate the @plication of head meement in syntax.

1. Vid. Moreno and Romer(forthcoming) br a evision of Hale and Kysers stuctures brlocatio
andlocatumverbs.
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Conflated pedicdes poject as tomic elements in syntax so thhe deived posi
tions of confated sub-lgical heads ar irvisible & the syntactic component. On
the contary, agument positions in the kizal Reldional Stucture have to be st-
rated in syntax.

Hale and Kyser popose the sticture depicted in (3a) ér denominal locéon
verbs like shele or bottle and the one in (4adpf de-adjectial verbs lile fattenor
clear. In (3b) and (4b) the stctures of coresponding angtic constuctions ae
shawn.

(3) a. Denominal loction verbs:shel, bottle jail, encircle, entrain.
John bottled the wine

A
P
DP P Preposition: [ + Complement, + Subject]
the wine "
P N

‘in/ into’ bottle

b. Analytic constuction: dhn put the wine {in/ into} the bottle

Py
v PP
put
DP p
the wine "

P DP
in/ into  the bottle

(4) a. De-adjectval verbs:fatten, dear, narrow, thicken, shotten, enlage.
The sceen teared

Vv

DP \%

the sceen

\% A Adjective: [ - Complement, + Subject]

ﬁ clear
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b. Analytic constuction: The sceen tuned dear.

VP

T~

DP V

the sceen -~
\Y AP
tured clear

As shavn in (3), the confjuretion projected ly a denominal erb like bottle, (3a),
is similar to the strcture of the anaftic constuction under (3bput the wine in
the bottle The nourbottle geneetes in the complement position of thexask
tion. This noun corl&tes/incoporates into the empty ppositional headand the
complex <P+N> confates into the emptyarb position. Fie result of this gclic
incormoration process is the denominal Idimn verbbottle The empty pgposk
tional headan intinsically reldional element, is the gposition ofterminal coin
cidence similar to the English lot¢ave prepositionin (or into, Hale and kyser
1991). The specikr of the peposition surces in syntax as the intat agument
of the \erb(John bottled the wine).

As shavn in (4), the confuration projected ly a de-adjectial verb like clear,
(4a), is similar to the sicture of the anatic constuction shavn in (4b)The sceen
turned dear. The \erbal head selecteifan adjectial head as its complement. In
Hale and Kyser's theoy, adjectves ae defned by their selectional mpeties:
[- complement, + subject]. Since the adjeetiioes not selecof a complement,
it merges diectly with the \erh The specier of the adjectie nmust then be jr
jected in a paasitic way as a spediér of the \erh The adjectie confates/incor
porates into the grh, and theesult of this coréition process is theofmation of the
de-adjectial verbclear, as in the sentendde sceen teared (further embeding
of this stucture to a light caudeve verb results in the cautige variant of the ‘erb:
John deared the sazen).

3. The Proposal: Syntactic Stucture for Resultative Seconday Predicaes
and De-adjectval Verbs

In this section w daim tha the stucture pioposed i Hale and lyser br dene
minal locdion verbs, deicted in (3a), can also account the brmation of de-
adjectival verbs like engordar (‘f atten’), aflojar (‘loosen’),andespesal‘thicken’)
and also ér the brmation of constuctions with esultdive secondar predicaes
like John pounded the metdf. Some common ppeties of these constctions
will be accounteddr on the basis of their identical stture.

The stuctures tha we popose br de-adjectial verbs and conaictions with
resultdive secondarpredicdes ae those deicted in (5) and (6):

(5) De-adjectval Verbs
Engordar (‘fatten’): Juan engrdé los pollog‘Juan fittened the kickens))
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vP

Juan

los pollos P’

the dickens
P DegP/ QP
en-/ a-/ @ \
‘in/ into’ AP
gord(os)
fat

(6) Resultéive SecondarPredicdes: &hn pounded the metdaf.

VP

;

Vv PP
pounded /\

the metal /P\
P DegP/ QP
@ |
AP
flat

The elevant popeties of these siictures ae the bllowing: (i) the \erb selects
for a pepositional phase with locive meaning as its complement, and the DP
intemal agument gneates in the speddr of the pepositional phase;(ii) the
adjectve genestes as complement of theeposition, in the position here Goal
and Locdion aguments & geneeted This daim entails thathe adjectie, as it
is the case with Goalguments, is the element thaelimits the eent denotedy
the verb in de-adjectal verbs and consictions with esultdives, as &nry (1992)
points ouf

2. Aswe hae said Hale and kyser deine adjecties ly their selectional mpeties: [-complement,
+ subject]. IFom this point of viey, forms like proudin proud of his somre not adjecties, since
they select ér a complement (Hale andeyser 1998). In the syntactippgroac we ae adopting
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The peposition can be thought of as theyposition of teminal coincidence
similar to Englishin, into or Spanisten.Following Hadbeil (1986), ve will assume
tha in the case of de-adjeedil verbs, the pfix en-/ a can be conceed as an
allomorph of its pepositional countgrat. It is a pepositional head thanust be phe
neticall linked to another elementhi preposition selectsdr a locdion as its
complement. Adjecties ae then consided as bstract locdions, llowing
Jadkendof (1972, 1990).

The pocess of drmation of de-adjectial verbs is also shen in the stucture
in (5). The adjectie incoporates into the m@position, and the compte<adijectt
ve+peposition> aises to theerhd This morement is tiggered ty the need of the
empty \erb to be supplied with a phongloal marix in order to eceve an inter
pretaion & PF and disfy Full Inteppretaion a this level (Hale and I€yser 1998).
This phonolgical requirrment br visible movement is Bsent in the case of
constuctions with secondgirpredicaes in English, since thestb has its wn
phonolaical mérix.

4. Similarities Between De-adjectval Verbs and Constuctions
with Resultatives Based on feir Identical Structure

In this section, w piovide a syntactic accountif some popeties of de-adjecti
val verbs and condictions with esultdives tha have been gplained ly propo-

sing lexical or semantic constints. V\& will shav tha the llowing propeties

can be déaved from the stuctures we have sugested in (5) and (6]i) de-adjee

tival verbs and consictions with esultdive secondgrpredicdes shag an identical
basic meaningii) only stage level predicdes ae involved in these consictions,
(iii) the Direct Object Resitrtion formulated by Simpson (1993)dr resultdive

seconday predicdes is also opetive in the case of de-adjeel verbs,(iv) the

impossibility of co-occuence with Goal guments angv) some scopeatts con

ceming adverbs like almostor <during + tempoal expression>*

in this paoer, we have to explain cases li& ahondar er(*deepen in’),igualar a(‘to make equal to’)n

which the adjectie seems to lva incoporated into the erb leaing its complement sitnded For

other cases in hich a head incqorates to another head leag its complement behind seeeitv
(1986) and Bosque (1999).

3. There might be cases efsible incomporation of the type studiedybBaker (1988) in vhich the
noun incoporates into a pposition, the combirteon then meing on to adjoin to theerb so tha
ead of the heads igisible in the mopholagical male-up of the erb word. This seems to be the
case in Neajo, and also in the Spanish gposition+noun> compounds (vitloreno and Romex
forthcoming).

4. In section 5 w will consider the obsegtion tha de-adjectral verbs and conaictions with esut
tative secondarpredicdes behee differently with respect to the licensing ofgtee \erbal adjuncts.
We will shaw tha this different behwior follows from facts thaare indgendent fom the stuctures
proposed
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4.1. Identical Basic Meaning

Following Hale and &yser we accet tha the basic meaning of elements and eons
tructions is basicall confgurational. If this is the casehe poposal of an identi
cal stucture with a locéive piepositional phase 6r denominal grbs, de-adjeatal
verbs and conaictions with esultdives eplains why all of them shar a basic
meaning: bang of locdion/stde. Following Jadkendof (1972, 1990) w assume
that in the case of de-adjeeil verbs andesultdive predicaes, the locive inter
pretaion of the adjectie is basiclf this is the casean unifed account of dero
minal and de-adjectal verbs ma be sustained in ters of a loction relaionship.

4.2. Ony Staye Level Adjectires Can Occur in iese Constrctions

The fact tha the pepositions ivolved in de-adjectial verbs and congictions
with resultdives select a lotiwe complementyglains on syntacticrgunds vy

the adjecties irvolved in these constctions can oyl be stge level adjectves.
Resultdive secondarpredicdes ae alvays stage level predicdes. Also de-adjec
tival verbs ae huilt from staye level adjectves. These erbs ae ungammdical if

formed flom indvidual level adjectves like modestq‘modest’), veloz(‘fast’),

honesto(*honest’), as v can see in (7). Wén the de-adjeetal verb is brmed
from an adjectie thd is ambiguous in the Xé&con between a stge level and an
individual level reading the stae level reading is selected in the de-adjeativerh,

as ve see in (8). fie adjectie flojo (‘loose’) has tvo meanings. fie indvidual

level meaning is something BKpoor’, ‘not \very well done’. The stge level mea

ning is ‘loose’. he de-adjectial verbaflojar (‘loosen’) can ony mean ‘mak

loose’, not ‘malk poor'. Therfore, a sentence Ik (8a)* El trabajo es tanlbjo

gue no es posib alojarlo mas(‘T he paer is so poor that is impossite to male

it poorer’) is ungammadical.

(7) * enmodestar * ervelozar * honestar
(make/become) modest, fast, honest

(8) flojo — aflojar: (loose— loosen)

a. individual level meaning: ‘poor’, ‘not gry well done’.

* El trabajoes tan flojo que no esposide aflojarlo mas.
the pgoer is so poor tha not is possille make poor itmore
‘The paer is so poor that is impossilte to male it pooer’

b. stage level meaning: ‘loose’.

El tomillo no esta flojo, afijalo.
the scew not is  loose loosen it
‘T he scew is not looseplease loosen'it.

4.3. The Direct Object Resittion

The stuctures poposed in (5) and (6) can alsgkin some of the syntactic simi
larities between esultdives and de-adjeetl verbs, besidesxplaining on corif
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gurational gounds their similar basic meanirgnd the dict tha only stage level
adjectves ae involved in these constctions, as @ hae seen.
Let us consider thexamples in (9):

(9) a.Mary pounded the metalit.

b. EI granjeo engordé los pollos.
the famer fattened the chickens
‘The famer fattened the leickens.

(9a) illustites the so-called Dact Object Resittion. Simpson (1983)ofr-
mulated this estiiction as a Igical constaint, pointing out thiathe esultdive
seconday predicde (flat) can ony be pedicaed of the intaral agument with the
Theme thetaale (the metal)Thus, (9a) cannot be infgeted as «Marpounded
the metal and as asult May becamelét». Also in the case of de-adjeeti verbs
of change of stae, the intenal agument is the glument iwolved in tha change.
Therefore, as illusteted in (9b), the mpety denoted ¥ the adjectie within the
verb can onl be pedicded of the intemal agument(los pollos‘the chickens’)
and neer of the &temal agument(el granjero ‘the famer’). There seems to he
then, a pedicdion reldionship betveen the adjeate and the DP inteal agu-
ment in both constictions.

Following Williams (1980), ve tale predicaion relaionships to be based in
a nutual m-command coigfuration between the elementsvaolved The nutual
m-command conduration necessarto estalish the pedicdion relaionship
between the adjecte and the interal agument in the case of de-adjesetiverbs
and consuiction with esultdives, bllows from the stuctures in (5) and (6). &
can &plain the Diect Object Resitttion, opeegtive in both cases, on cagdira-
tional gounds.

4.4. Impossibility of Co-occrence with Goal AJuments

Consider nw the ekamples in (10):

(10) a. *The grl shaved her dg to bhn, crazy

b. *John put the pictu in this bomg,, ruined

(11) *Juan engrdé los pollos a Mariagg,
Juan fattened the chickensto Maria
‘Juan &ttened the kickens to Marig,,, ’

Goldbeg (1991) notes thidhere is a conssint ajainst esultdives and Goal
phrases occuing together Example (10a), a basic ditrsitve ddive stucture,
shaws this fct. Resultive predicdes cannot occur in dénsitve stuctures (neither
being pedicaed of the Goal, the subject, nor of theeme intemal agument).
(10b)illustrates the sameatt with a ditansitve locdive stucture. To accountdr
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this co-occurence estiction, Goldbeg intepprets esultdives as bstract locdions
(as ve did moe geneally with staye level adjectves, bllowing Jadkendof) and
formulates the Unique &h Constaint. This semantic congtint essentiayl staes
tha «an NP cannot be @dicded to mee to two distinct locéions & ary given
time t.» (1991: 368) fle ungammadicality of (10a) and (10b) stemofn the &ct
that two goals co-occur in these sentences.

The same gnealization is also alid in the case of de-adjedd verbs, as &
see in (11). e pesence of a Goalgument maks the sentence urmgnmadicalP.

Our pioposal canxplain this estiction on syntactic gounds, without postu
lating ary lexical or semantic congtint. The stucture thd we piopose ér resut
tatives and de-adjestal verbs is the same thhas been mposed 6r Basic
Ditransitve Constuctions ly Hale and Kyser (1991, 1992) and Ronee{1997),
depicted in (12). Tierefore, we pedict tha (i) Goals ae incompéble with resut
tative predicdes since both of thenegegte in the same position, afig) Goals
are incompéble with de-adjectial verbs since the adjeed from which the \erb
is built up genestes in the same position as Goaanents dé.This fact povides

5. Note hawever, tha daive ditics can occur with de-adjeetl verbs, as shen in (i). In these cases
clitics are intepreted as benattives or as inhent possession tiees, neer as Goal guments
(Demonte 1994: 557). br an analsis of the diferent popeties of Goal ayuments and berest
tives, vid Gruber (1971).

(i) a. Juan le engrdé los pollos a Maria.
Juan herda-clitic fattened the chickensto Maria
‘Juan fttened the koickens to Maria.

b. Juan te alis6 el pelo.
Juan you-dd-clitic  smoothedthe hair
‘Juan smoothedaur hair
6. Tenry (1987) accountedf this co-occuence estiction by arguing tha resultdives (and also
Goals) act asvent delimites and thaa dause can oglbe delimited onceThis daim is used to
account or the non occuence of esultdives with \erbs thaare inheently delimited (accom
plishments, duevements) lile arrive. However, it must be noted thasome erbs thaare inhe
rently delimited (adreez, breakand mag other unaccusives) ae compéble with resultdive
predicdes as in (i).
(i) The iver froze solid
The bottle boke open.
The door sed shut.

However, as Lein and Rapagort (1995) and drtora (1998) among otherhare pointed out,
in these cases, thegultdive acts as a ftier specitation of the esulting stte alead/ speci
fiedin the meaning of theerh These erbs ae aliead/ delimited and the psence of tre esut
tatives is brbidden because theare also delimites. The secondarpredicaes tha occur with
these erbs ae not delimites (not tue resultdives) tut a futher specitation of the fnal stde
alread/ codified in the erb From the point of vier we ae detnding in this pper, they are not
resultdives gneeted in Goal position. Noténcidentaly, tha an eample like The lale froz solid
is well-formed; hevever, a sentence l&*The lale froz dak is not well-formed although theris
nothing pegmaically incoheent with a lak becoming d&ras a esult of its feezing Note also
tha sentences li&those under (ii) argammadical as long as one of thegultaives is undestood
as a futher specitation of the other:

(i) He nailed the doorlased shut. (Goldbep, 1991: 371)
The wizad made the ater frozen solid
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a stong agument or the thesis thale-adjectial verbs andesultdive secondar
predicdes ae formed in syntax.

(12) The drl shaved her dg to bhn.
vP

The grl v

P DP Goal position
to John

4.5. Scope &cts

Adverbials sub asalmost/cas{‘almost’) or<during + tempoal expression> ge
rise to similar scope ambiguitiesen consuied with de-adjecial verbs or cons
tructions with esultdive secondarpredicaes. Pustejosky (1991), among othsy
noted these simildies and agued thathis fact stems im the &ct tha these cons
tructions shag a similar eent stucture.

According to the syntactic point of wietha we ae adopting in this pgeer,
adverbial scope ambiguitiesadetemined lty the diferent c-commandeala
tionships thaare estalished deending on the placehere the aslerbs mege in
the stucture. The scopedcts we deal with in this section can then beided
fromthe stuctures poposed in (5) and (6).

Let us look athe ekamples in (13) and (14) hése gamples shw the scope
ambiguities thaaiise with the aderbalmost/cas{‘almost’).

(13) Mary almostpounded the metalat.
a. almostmodifies the bginning of the gent: May almost caused the metal
to becomelft.

b. almostmodifies the inal stae: Mary caused the metal to become almost
flat.

(14) {Juan/La humedad}casi alis6 tu  hemoso pelo rizado.
Juan the humidity almostsmoothedyour beautiful hair cury
‘{Juan / Humidity} almost smoothed @ your beautiful culy hair’

a. casimodifies the bginning of the gent: The humidity almost caused
your hair to become stight.

b. casimodifies the inal stae: The humidity causedour hair to become
almost staight.
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(13) has tw intempretaions deending on the scope of thevadbialalmost
In the frst one (13a),almosthas scopeer the bginning of the gent. In the
second ong(13b), the aderbial has scopever the esulting stte. Both intepre-
tations ae also obtained with de-adje@l verbs, as it is shven in (14). In one of
the intepretdions, (14a), the agrb modifes the bginning of the gent. In the
other (14b), the agerb has scopever the esulting stée denoted Ypthe de-adjec
tival verh

Consider nv examples (15) and (16).hEse gamples shw the scope ambi
guities tha arise with the aderbial constuction <during + tempoal expression>
(during the summer)This adverbial constuction can efer to some tempat inter
val within which the &ent denotedythe \erb tales placelt can also modify the
final stae denoted Yothe \erh indicaing how long this esulting stee lasts.

(15) John watered the tulipslét duiing the summer

(16) La tormentaaliso tu  hemoso pelo rizado durantela
the stom  smoothenedyour beautiful hair cudy during the
estanciaen la isla.
stay in the island
‘The stom smoothened den your beautiful culy hair duing your sty
on the island

In (15)the aderbial expressionduring the summetan be intgrreted as moedli
fying the eent of watering or as modifying tharal stde, indicaing hav long the
tulips were flat.” This difference in intgoretaion can be xplained ly proposing
tha the aderbial geneetes in diferent positions in the sicture in eab caseThe
same ambiguity isound with de-adjeatal verbs. In (16) the agrbial can modify
either the pocess of smootheningwn, indicding the moment ¥en it took place
(the event took place ¥wen you were on the island), or thefl stde (being stight)
indicding its length (pur hair emained saight duing the peiod of time you
stayed thee).

Scope ambiguities arthen consided ftom a syntactic point of weas a con
sequence of the dérent c-commandeataionship esthlished betveen some element
and an aderh depending on the placehgie the aderb meges in the stictue. The
facts shan in (15) and (16) can begained on corifurational grounds® Since
we hae poposed the same stiture for de-adjectial verbs and conaictions with
resultdive secondar predicdes, their similar beh@or concening scopedcts

7. Some speaks seem to he toulde to get the secondeading in some of thexamples. V& do not
have ary sugyestion br this fact.

8. However, Chiis Kenneg (p.c) points out thesome de-adjeatal verbs like shottendo not ehi-
bit scope ambiguities with aerrbs like aimost A sentence li&John shotened the talkkan ony mean
«The talk is shaer nav than bebre», lut it cannot mean thaThe talk is shdr. Vid. Tenry
(1987) whete it is sugested thathe diference betwen this kind of de-adjeetl verbs and those
tha pemit ambiguities seems to lie on the kind of adjexfrom which the \erb is huilt up.
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shawvn in (13-14) and (15-16) can be accountedky proposing thathe ader
bials ae associd in the sticture with the same nodes in both cases.

5. Differences Betwen De-adjectval Verbs and Constuuctions
with Resultatives are not Confgurational in Nature:
The Inherent Quantification Phenomenon

So far we have eplained on syntacticrgunds some simildies between de-adjec
tival verbs and condictions with Resultive Secondar Predicaes. In this sec
tion, we will deal with the obseetion tha de-adjectial verbs and conaictions
with resultdives behee differently with respect to the licensing of glee \erbal
adjuncts? We will propose thathis diferent behwior does notest on corifjura-
tional gounds and can be accounted ihdependent.

Consider thexample deicted in (17):

(17) Juan endulz6 demasiadoel café.
Juan sweetenedtoo much the coffee
‘Juan sveetened the cfée too nuch!

In the kample under (17the verbal adjunct —a dgee quantier— dema
siado(‘too much’), quantifes over the popety conceved as theesulting stte of
the action, notwer the action itselfSo the sentence means something likhn
caused the ctde to be toovgeet’, hut not ‘hn accomplished toounh the action
of causing the coée to be weet'.

Note hawvever, as Bosque and Masullo (1996:12) point outt leabs ae not
gradale or non gaddle per se According to Bosque and Masullo, therbal
adjunct modifes a gadale element inside the edicae stucture, namey the
innemost embeded gaddle predicae in the stucture. Accoding to the stic-
ture poposed in (5), in the case of de-adjetdtierbs of the type eae dealing with
this predicae is the gadale stage level adjectve. The poposal is thathe erbal
adjunct is licensedyba Dayree head gneeted dove the AP in the sficture once
it has incoporated into the erb, as ve see in (18).

(18) VP ... demasiado (‘too oth’)
V+P+Deg+A PP
/\
DP P’
P DegP/ QP
Deg AP

9. For an atensie stug of this issue vidBosque and Masullo (1996).
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As Bosque and Masullo (1996: 33aim, the fct tha an adjunct can syntac
tically seeinside the pedicde is incomptble with an othodox version of Hale
and Keyser’s model or with other model thassumes thet@micity of the vord,
because syntactic gresses arnot alleved to hae direct access to the dekical
structure of items. Terfore, the obseration tha some adjuncts can be licensed
by a sultexical head could be inditiag thé predicdes (in this case de-adjeal
verbs) ae formed in syntax.

We nust eplain nav why we do not hee inheent quantication with resut
tative predicdes, as the umgmmadicality of (19) shavs.

(19) * John pounded the metdaf too nuch.

Bosque and Masullo point out tha order to license aerbal dgree adjunct,
the \erb nust hae the dgree head incqorated This seems to be themandion
of the ungammdicality of (19), since the adjeetiflat, and thezfore the dgree head
tha accountsdr its gadaility, is not incoporated into the erh, and theefore,
the dgree quantikr is not licensedThis explandion seems to be fyllcompaible
with our pioposal of an identical stcture for de-adjectial verbs and consic-
tions with esultdive secondarpredicdes.

6. Predictions

In this pger we hare daimed tharesultdive secondarpredicaes gneegte in the
same position as nouns and adjexgitha give lise to denominal and de-adjeet
verbs in a strcture like the one shwn in (20):

(20) w... VP
\Y PP
DP P’

P flat John pounded the metdaf.
gord(os) Juan engrdd los pollos.
bottle  John bottled the wine

Our hypothesis pedicts the impossibility of Wéng resultdive secondarpre-
dicates with denominalerbs, since the nouncim which the \erb is brmed and
the secondgrpredicde ae genested in the same position. A®vgee in (21) this
prediction is bone out. (hese gamples a& ungammadical with resultdive inter
pretaion of the adjectie.)

(21) a. *John bottled the wine sour
b. *John jailed the psones dead

¢. *John canned the peastten.
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Our proposal also mdicts tharesultdive secondar predicaes will not co-
occur with de-adjeotal verbs, since the adjeet from which the \erb is lilt up
and the secondgaipredicae ae geneeted in the same positionhik is pecisel
wha we find, as we can see in (22):

(22) a. *Mary fattened the laickens dead

b. *| thickened the sauce solid

It is also pedicted thatwo distinct esultdive phases cannot co-occuas ve
see in (23). Haever, the co-occuence of tvo resultdives is possile, as ve said
before (see note 6), as long as the second one ipiieted as a fiiner specita
tion of the frst onet®

(23) a. *She kiked him Boody dead
b. *He wiped the thle diy clean.

7. Condusions and Futther Investigations

To sum up, in this gzer we hare daimed thathe stucture proposed i Hale and
Keyser br denominal locion verbs and § Hale and kyser (1991, 1992)
andRomeb (1997) or basic ditansitve constactions is alsoalid for de-adjectial
verbs like engordar, alargar, ampliarand br constuctions with esultdive secon
daly predicaes. This hypothesis has aleed us to gplain:

— The fact tha denominal erbs, de-adjeatal verbs and conasictions with esut
tatives shae a basic meaning of kange».

— The impossibility of heing Goal aguments in these sirtures.

— The fact tha the Direct Object Redttion seems to be optive in these cons
tructions.

— Some scope ambiguities with tan adrerbs.

We hare also poposed thathe diferences beteen de-adjeotal verbs and
constuctions with esultdives —br example the dict tha degree \erbal adjuncts
are licensed ¥ de-adjectial verbs lut not by verbs in constrctions with esulta
tives— do notest on confjurational gounds.

However, we have left aside in this gmer somedcts thaohviously need to be
accounteddr. In the frst place it must be gplained vy resultdive secondar
predicaes ae not possile in Spanish or in gnRomance languge whereas ve

10. Note as Rothstein (1983) pointed out,ttresultdive predicdes can co-occur with geetive secon
dawy predicaes. This possibility is alleved by our poposal, since gective secondarpredicaes
are not g@nerted in the same position assultdives: [xamples pud Goldbeg 1991: 370]

(i) a. You can ub the tay smooth vet.
b. The day won't set stif cold.
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find de-adjectial verbs both in Romance langes and in Genanic languges.
One possile solution ve want to sugest (within ChomsKs 1995, 1998 theyy
is tha this difference lies in the diérent feaure composition of adjeatés in
Romance and Garanic languges! We would like to sugest tha Spanish
adjectives hae unintepretable phi fedures, wheras adjecties in English lak
these uninteretable feaures. Unintepreteble phi feaures of adjecties nust
be deleted p estdlishing a local c-commancelaion with a DP with identical
phi fedures. As it can be obserd in the stucture ploposed ér resultdive secon
dary predicaes, (6), the unint@reteble phi feaures of the adjecte do not
c-command the phieftures of the DP andheefore, the deivation crashes
because the uninteretable feaures of the adjecte ae not tieked, so tha
resultdive secondarpredicdes ae impossike in Spanish. In English, since the
adjectve laks unintepretable phi feaures, the devation corverges a the inter
face levels. This solution is aeformulation of the poposal (Haris, 1991) tha
English nouns and adjeatis ae mots wile Spanish (Romance langes ingene
ral) nouns and adjew®s ae formed ty a oot plus a «wrd-maker» (in Haris’
1991 tems, thais a sufix vowel tha is suppessed in dévational plocesses li&
in nifi-o - nifi-ea). Bok Bennema (1996), in a similagyy staes tha word mar
kers ae stong in Romance langgeas and thefore they must be bedked bebre
Spell Out, vhile they are weak in Gemanic languges like English and ther
fore they can be hedked cavertly. This diference has been connected with the pr
ductiveness of N-N compounding in Englishrsus its non-grductiveness in
Romance languges.

Sryder (1995) elates the pesencefasence of N-N compounds to theepr
sence/bsence ofasultdive secondgrpredicdes in ag given languge. He accounts
for this paallelism stéing tha Gemanic languges «fieely pemits indgendent,
word level (X°), lexical items to be “optionafl affixal”» (he conceies this po-
petty as a éaure [+/-Affixal]), whereas in Romance langges «the distbution
of the [+Affixal] fedure is lically conditioned and occws ptimarily with sub-
lexical (X~ momphemes».

We believe tha a solution on this line is on thight trad; however, we leare
this issue open in this par

Secondy, our poposal nust accountdr the fict tha de-adjectral verbs par
ticipate in the caugiave/inchodive altenation while denominal locgon verbs and
constuctions with esultdives do not. W sugjest a solution along thelfowing
lines. Kratzer (1993) points out tihéhe altenaion between unaccuse/transitve
pairs is the esult of \aiation in selectional ppeties of a bice Phase (hove
the VP) which is the gtemal-agument-pojecting headThe \bice Phase can be
projected as te possilie ebstract heads, one thaelects am@éemal agument and
one thadoes not. On the samadk, Hattley (1995) poposes thaary verbis made
up of some Base Pdse in combin#on with an Eent headThis Event head can

11. We follow Chomslk’s (1998: 34) kaim tha the «&temal maniéstdion of inflectional faures
appeas to be the locus of meh of the \ariety of languges».
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be extemal agument-selecting (CASE) or not-gtemal-agument-selecting (BE).
As for the Base Phse it contains the basicevh, either a bound stem thanust
have CAUSE dtached to it (likekill) or a stem thaallows either CAJSE or BE to
attach to it (like open. We sugyest, then, thathe caustive/inchodive altendion
can be deved from the selectional ppeties of some functional nodéave the
VP (we sugest light v in a model Itk Chomsi('s), without poposing thait deiives
from confgurational popeties associ@d to diferent kind of constrctions. his
proposal vould hare to explain why there ae some de-adjeetl verbs vhich do not
paticipate in the altemaion in Spanish, sucasabrillantar (‘polish’), internar
(‘intern’, ‘commit’); and also iy thele ae maly English denominalerbs tha
do paticipate in the altanaion, for example:splash, dip, spill. We will leave these
issues open in this par.
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