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1. Intr oduction

Resultativeconstructions,suchas(1), havetypically beenassimilatedei-
therto ECM constructions(Kayne1985, Hoekstra1988) or, in variousways,
to simpletransitives (Dowty 1979, Larson1991, CarrierandRandall1992).

(1) Arthur hammeredExcalibur flat.
Arthur laughedhimselfhoarse.

Thispaper presentsdatafrom Kannadathatresisteithertypeof analysis(
�
2).

Thegrammar of reflexivity in Kannada revealsthatresultatives mustbesyn-
tacticallydistinguishedbothfromECM constructionsandfromsimpletransi-
tives.SimpletransitivesandECM constructionsallow verbal reflexivemark-
ing whenreflexive, but resultativesdonot.

To explain this, we assignKannada resultatives the baseconfiguration
in (2). Hereboth the resultpredicate (flat) andthe meanspredicate,when
transitive(hammer), projectaDP complement,neitheronea silentpronoun.

(2) � P

������� �
� ��� CAUSP

VP	�

�������
(
�����

)

CAUS

CAUS VP	�� ������� � �����

Given(2), resultativesaredistinguished in havinganobjectDPthatis not
localto �! #" , onametricof localitywedefinein $ 3. Thismakesthedifference
to which VRM responds( $%$ 4-5). A non-local objectis not licensedin situ,
andmustmove to spec-� for Case( $ 7). But this movementbleedsVRM,
given the theory of VRM in Lidz 1998( $ 6). Themovementalsopermitsa
novel treatment of object-sharingin (2), requiring no specialmechanismsof&
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anaphora:object-sharing is Case-motivatedATB movement (
�
8). Wearethus

ableto account for theKannada facts,while newly introducinganattractive
solutionto traditional problemsin thesyntaxandsemanticsof resultatives.

2. Kannada resultativesarenot ECM or simple transiti veconstructions

Resultativesarecommonly treatedascongruenteitherto ECM construc-
tions(3a)or to simpletransitives(3b).

(3) a. Arthur consideredExcalibur flat.

b. Arthur hammeredExcalibur.

Thefirst typeof analysis,developedin Kayne 1985andHoekstra1988, as-
signsresultativesthesmallclausestructurein (4).

(4)

Arthur

hammered
Excalibur flat

Thesecondtypehastwo mainvarieties.Complex predicateanalyses,suchas
thoseof Dowty 1979 or Larson1991, takethemeanspredicate(hammer)and
theresultpredicate(flat) to besisters.A singleDP thenservesasa semantic
argumentto both, asin (5). Resultativesthusdiffer from ordinary transitives
just in thecomplexity of theverb. Secondary predicateanalyses,like thatof
CarrierandRandall1992, give resultatives the syntaxtypical of the means
verb, plus a small clausedaughter to VP expressingthe result,with a PRO
subject.Thus thesyntaxof (1) is thatof (3b), plusa smallclauseappended
for flat, asin (6).

(5)
Art.

Exc.
hamm. flat

(6)

Art.

hamm. Exc.
PRO flat

Neithertypeof analysis,however, succeedswith theKannadaresultative.
In Kannada,bothECM constructions(7) andsimpletransitives(8) allow

verbal reflexive marking (VRM) on the matrix predicate when the subject
bindsananaphor thatis a syntacticcoargument.

(7) Hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

puNyavantanendu
wealthy

nambi
believe

-koLL
-VRM

-utt
-NPST

-aane
-3sm

‘Hari believes himselfto bewealthy.’
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(8) Hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

hogaLi
praise

-koLL
-VRM

-utt
-NPST

-aane
-3sm

‘Hari praiseshimself.’ 1

But in resultatives, VRM is ungrammatical,whetherthe meansverb is
transitive(9) or intransitive(10).

(9) * Hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

chappatey
flat

-aag
-be(cm)

-i
-PP

taTTi
hammer

-koND
-VRM.PST

-a
-3sm

Intended: ‘Hari hammered himselfflat.’

(10) * Hari
H.

tann
self

-age
-DAT

keTTad
bad

-aag
-be(come)

-i
-PP

nakki
laugh

-koND
-VRM.PST

-a
-3sm

Intended: ‘Hari laughedhimselfhoarse.’

Thegrammaticalformsappear without VRM (11,12),andreflexivity is sig-
nalledonly by theanaphoric pronountann.

(11) Hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

chappatey
flat

-aag
-be(come)

-i
-PP

taTT
hammer

-id
-PST

-a
-3sm

‘Hari hammeredhimselfflat.’

(12) Hari
H.

tann
self

-age
-DAT

keTTad
bad

-aag
-be(come)

-i
-PP

nakk
laugh

-id
-PST

-a
-3sm

‘Hari laughedhimselfhoarse.’

The banon VRM doesnot correspondto a long-distancerelationbe-
tweenthe anaphor andits binder. Were (11,12) contexts for long-distance
anaphora, the pronominal avan ‘3sm’ could replacethe tann anaphor; but
this is impossible(13,14).

(13) * Hari
H.

avan
3sm

-annu
-ACC

chappatey
flat

-aag
-be(come)

-i
-PP

taTT
hammer

-id
-PST

-a
-3sm

(14) * Hari
H.

avan
3sm

-age
-DAT

keTTad
bad

-aag
-be(come)

-i
-PP

nakk
laugh

-id
-PST

-a
-3sm

Thussubjectandobjectin aKannadaresultativearelocal for thepurposesof
anaphor binding.

Neither is it the semanticcausativity of resultatives that blocksVRM,
sinceothercausativespermit VRM. VRM appears on bothsimple(15) and
periphrastic(16) causatives.

(15) Hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

chappatey
flat

-isi
-CAUS

-koND
-VRM.PST

-a
-3sm

‘Hari flattenedhimself.’

1. NPST = non-past,PST = past,PP = pastparticiple,CAUS = causative.
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(16) Hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

chappatey
flat

-aag
-be(come)

-i
-PP

maaDi
make

-koND
-VRM.PST

-a
-3sm

‘Hari madehimselfflat.’

Given this, we infer that resultatives must be distinguishedin their syntax
from theotherconstructionsto which they arecompared. This accordswith
theconclusion in Lidz 1998thatVRM is conditionedexclusively by syntax.

What thendistinguishesthe syntaxof resultatives? The data—inpar-
ticular the contrastbetweenresultatives (which forbid VRM) and simple
causatives (which require it)—suggestsan answer. What setsresultatives
apartis theovert projection of ameanspredicate,in additionto a resultpred-
icate.Somehow this blocks VRM.

We will pursuethe ideathat the presenceof the meanspredicateinter-
ruptsa locality relation,relevant to VRM, betweentheobjectin theresultVP
andsomethingabove themeansVP. Thatrelevant something, we will decide
in
�
5, is (!)+* , theverbal headexpressingagentivity.

3. C-locality

Thestructurewe proposefor Kannada resultatives,(2), allows for a pre-
cise and interestingexecution of our idea. At its basisis the relation of
c-locality, whichwedefinein (17).

(17) C-locality: X is c-local to Y iff:

a. Y c-commandsX, and

b. Every nodethat c-commands X, up to Y, is a function over its
sister.

We will seethat, in (2), the meansVP prevents the DP in the resultpred-
icate from beingc-local to anything outsideof CAUSP; andultimately this
non-locality bleedsVRM. But first we pauseto understandthemechanicsof
c-locality morecarefully.

C-locality canbeunderstoodin termsof function composability. When
X is c-local to Y, then what intervenesbetweenX and Y is a cascadeof
composablefunctions. The nodesc-commanding X, up to Y, arefunctions
that could be composed,in consecutive hierarchical order, to form a single
complex functionover X.2

To geta feel for wherec-locality will andwill not obtain,comparethe
two treesin Figure1, whereeachnode is pairedwith its semantictype. Ar-
rows point from functions thatc-commandA to their arguments,anddotted
linesconnectfunctionsthatarecomposable.

2. F can composewith G iff the rangeof G is the domainof F. By definition:
COMPOSE ,�-�.0/214365�7#89,�-#,�/:,;7:1�1
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I<;=?>
H<;@BA�=?> G<;@�>

F<DC?A�@�> E<DCE>
D<;FGA0CH> C<;F2>

B<;I#A�F2> A<;IG>
Tree(a)

I<;=?>
H<;@BA�=?> G<;@�>

FC E<DC2A�@�>
D<;FGAJ<DC2A0@�>�> C<;F�>

B<;I+A�F2> A<;I:>
Tree(b)

Figure1: Function-argumentrelationsamongnodesc-commandingA

The two treesdiffer just in the typesof nodesF andD. F is a function
over its sisterin (a)but not in (b). In (b), F is anargumentof its sister, owing
to thefactthatD hereis a two-placepredicate.

As a result,nodeA enjoys broader c-locality relations in (a) thanin (b).
Everynode thatc-commandsA in (a) is a function over its sister, hencehere
A is c-local to all its c-commanders.This is not true in (b). HereA is again
c-local to B, D andF; but thenc-locality is interruptedby F. NodeA is not
c-localto anythingaboveF, i.e. it is notc-localto H, sinceF is nota function
over its sister.

We will now seethat resultativesdiffer from otherconstructionsas(b)
differs from (a),with themeansVP playingtheobstructive roleof F in (b).

4. C-locality in resultatives

In simpletransitives(18)andcausatives(19), theobject DP is c-localto
( )+* , aswell asto thesubjectDPin its specifier.3 Everynodeupto spec-( )#*
thatc-commandstheobjectis afunction overits sister—asagainindicatedby
arrows pointingfrom functionsto arguments.Thesameis truefor thelower
subjectin anECM construction (20), andevenfor theobjectin a resultative
(21), if theresultative is treatedasa complex predicateasin Dowty 1979or
Larson1991.4

3. Therelevanceof theselocality factswill beestablishedin latersections.
4. Thedefinitionof c-locality presumesthatany nodehasa uniquesister. Henceit
is not meaningfullyappliedto theternarystructureof CarrierandRandall1992, (6).
Still, supposethatdefinitionaladjustmentsaremadeandwe decidethat—in(6) asin
our (22)below—theDPargumentto theresultpredicateis notc-localto K . Eventhen,
(6) would gain no advantage in explaining the Kannadafacts,we suggest,sincethe
nonc-localDP in (6) is PRO. Thereis no reasonwhy c-locality betweenK andPRO,
a caselesscategory, shouldgrammaticallymatter. Compareour analysisin L�L 5–7.
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(18) Simpletransitive
=
P

Art.
=

=NM�O
VP

hamm. Exc.

(19) Simplecausative
=
P

Art.
=

=PMQO
CAUSP

CAUS XP

flat Exc.

(20) ECM construction
=
P

Art.
=

= MQO
VP

cons. XP

Exc. flat

(21) Resultativesascomplex verbs
=
P

Art.
=

= MQO
XP

Exc. X

hamm. flat

Contrastouranalysisof theresultativein (22). Whetherthemeansverbis
transitive(hammer) or not (laugh), theresultpredicatealwayshasaDPcom-
plement. And this lower objectDP is not c-localto ( )+* or to its specifier—
unlike in all thecasesabove.

(22) Ouranalysisof theKannada resultative=
P

R�S M�O =

=NM�O
CAUSP

VP

T�U
V�W�X�Y
(
R�S�Z

)

CAUS

CAUS VPT�[ V�Y�\�] ^
DP

Z
As we would like, theopacityis inducedby theprojectionof themeans

predicate on top of the result. Up to the meansVP, every node that c-
commandsthe lower DP is a function over its sister. But the meansVP is
not. It is anargument to CAUS, satisfyinga slot in thetwo-place relationde-
notedby CAUS. Consequently, c-locality is interrupted,andthelower object
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is c-localto nothing above themeansVP.5

5. C-locality and VRM: preliminaries

We now claim that it is this differencein c-locality relations thatmakes
thedifferencefor VRM. VRM occurs only if every VP-internalDP is c-local
to (!)+* , or perhapsto thesubject.

(23) VRM is licensedonly if theanaphor(s)is (are)c-localto:

a. HypothesisA: thesubject6

b. HypothesisB: (?)+*
In this sectionwe demonstrate,on thebasisof casesin which thereis either
no subjector no agentive ( , thatHypothesisB is superiorto HypothesisA.�
6 thenestablishesthegeneral theory of VRM, allowing us to explain in

�
7

exactlywhy c-locality shouldcondition VRM.
Against HypothesisA, thereis evidencethatc-locality of objectto sub-

ject is neither necessarynor sufficient for VRM. It is not necessary, since
intransitive changeof stateverbs allow VRM, suchaswilt in (24). Hereno
two argumentsarecoindexed, but VRM is licensed.

(24) hoov
flower

-u
-NOM

udur
wilt

-i
-PP

-koND
-VRM

-itu
-3sn

Theflowerwilted.

Conversely, VRM is sometimesprohibited even when thereare two coin-
dexed andc-local arguments.Thishappenswith dativesubjectverbs,suchas
fear in (25); hereVRM is impossible(Lidz 2001).

(25) * hari
H.

-ge
-DAT

tann
self

-u
-NOM

hedari
fear

-koLL
-VRM

-utt
-NPST

-aane
-3sm

‘Hari fearshimself.’

SotheideathatVRM dependsonsubject-object c-locality is notattractive.
HypothesisB, on theotherhand, findssupport in thedata(cf. Mohanan

andMohanan 1998). Evidently, VRM occurs only with predicatesthat se-
mantically implicatean agent,whetherthe agentis realizedby a syntactic
argumentof the verb or not. For example, whenan intransitive changeof

5. Noticethat theobjectDP in (22) would not bec-local to K�_�` even if thecausal
relationbetweenmeansandresultwereintroducedasthesemanticreflex of a combi-
natoryrule,ratherthanby theheadCAUS in syntax.Thusnothingin our analysiswill
dependon this headbeingpresent.
6. HypothesisA recastsReinhardand Reuland1993’s Condition B (a reflexive
predicateis reflexive-marked) usingc-locality to definepredicatehood.
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stateverbsuchaswilt occurs with VRM, anadjunctmaybeaddedthatex-
pressestheagent of change (26). But without VRM this additionmakesno
sense(27). So VRM herecoincides with the expressionof agentivity (or
external causation), andnotwith any relationbetweensubjectandobject.

(26) gaali-ge
wind-DAT

hoov
flower

-u
-NOM

udur
wilt

-i
-PP

-koND
-VRM

-itu
-3sn

‘The flowerwilted becauseof thewind.’

(27) * gaali-ge
wind-DAT

hoov
flower

-u
-NOM

udur
wilt

-i
-PST

-tu
-3sn

Intended: ‘The flowerwilted becauseof thewind.’

The contrast between(25) and (28) reinforcesthe point. A non-causative
psychverb like fear, (25) shows, cannot take VRM whenits argumentsare
coindexed.But thecausativeof fear musttakeVRM, asshown in (28).

(28) hari
H.

tann
self

-annu
-ACC

hedar
fear

-isi
-CAUS

*(-koLL)
-VRM

-utt
-NPST

-aane
-3sm

‘Hari frightenshimself.’

From thesefacts,we infer that the licensingconditions for VRM refer
critically to agentive ( , andhencethatHypothesisB is worthpursuing:VRM
entailssomerelationbetween( )+* andanobjectDP below it.

6. The licensingof VRM

Lidz (1998, to appear)arguesthatVRM appears just when (
)#* hasno
DP in its specifier.7

(29) VRM acb thereis noDP in a specifierof ( . (Lidz 1998)

Direct motivation for this principle comesfrom change of stateintran-
sitiveslike (24) above, which show VRM despitenot beingreflexive. VRM
occurs in (24) becauseit hastheunaccusativederivation in (30).

(30) TP

dQeJfhg�ikj
T

l P

VPm j
wilted

l - VRM

T

7. SeeEmbick1998andto appearfor similarclaimsin othercases.
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Spec-(?)+* is alsogenerally absentin reflexive clauses,claimsLidz, ow-
ing to aprinciple of chainformation, given in (31): whenaDPbindsareflex-
ive, intermediateA-tracesof thatDPareerased.

(31) Anaphor CHAINs (Lidz 1998, Lidz andIdsardi 1998):

a. DPn and oHp#o�q:rtsHu n areconnected by CHAIN.

b. A-tracesintermediatebetweenthe headandtail of a CHAIN are
deleted.

Thusasubjectraisedto spec-T, if it bindsareflexive, leavesnotracein spec-
(H)+* , asoutlinedin (32). This meansthata simplereflexive clauselike ‘Hari
praiseshimself’ hasthe structure in (33). Subjectraising leavesspec-(
)#*
empty, andVRM is consequently licensed.

(32) [ vGw hari [ x�w —hari— [ yzw praisesrashmi] ] ] CHAIN: { hari,—hari— |
[ vGw hari [ x�w [ yzw praiseshimself] ] ] CHAIN: { hari,himself |

(33) TP

}�~ i�� j
T

l P

VP� �9����g�����j
praises

lP�Q� - VRM

T

Now observe that VRM would be bled in a reflexive clause,evenafter
deletionof thesubjecttrace,if someotherDPwereto moveto spec-( . Spec-(
wouldthenbeoccupied, andVRM notlicensed.Thisthenis whatwepropose
happensin Kannadaresultatives:theobjectDPobligatorily movesto spec-( ,
bleeding the insertionof VRM in ( . The requirementthat this DP raiseis
derived from thetheoryof Caseassignment detailedin thefollowing section.

7. C-locality and Caseassignment

To explain why thefailureof c-locality betweentheobjectDP and ( )+*
shouldblock VRM, we proposethe following theoryof Caseassignment.
First, a DP hasCasein its basepositionif anonly if it is c-local to a Case-
assigninghead,asstatedin (34) (cf. Chomsky 2000).

(34) Caseby AGREE: X hasCasein its basepositioniff X is c-local to a
headY, andY assignsCase.
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ThusaCase-assigningheadY licensesX only if whatintervenesbetweenthe
two couldbecomposedto give a singlefunction over X. Syntacticlicensing
is therebylinked to independently necessaryproperties of the combinatory
semantics.

Next, we assumethat ( )#* is a Caseassigner(Chomsky 1995). It then
follows that objectsin transitives,causativesandECM constructions check
Casein their basepositions, becausethesearec-local to ( )+* (

�
4); but the

lowerobject DPin aresultativedoesnotgetCasein its baseposition, because
it is notc-localto ( )+* (

�
4).

Casefor nonc-local DPsis licensedotherwise,by movementto a speci-
fier of ( . We proposethatthis is alsoa Caseposition,asstatedin (35). And
weassumethatthemovementfrom within theresultpredicate is licit, all else
equal;this meansthatA-movementdoesnot requirec-locality, animportant
claim to whichwe will return in ourconclusions.

(35) Caseby MOVE: X hasCaseif X is in a specifierof Y, andY assigns
Case.

Finally, wewill saythatmovementfor Caseis permittedonly to DPsthat
lackCasein situ.

(36) LastResort:X movesiff movement is required to checka feature of
X. (Chomsky 1995)

It follows that, while objectDPs in general cannot (anddo not) move
to spec-( for Case,DPsborn deepinsidea resultative must (anddo). The
structurefor Kannadaresultatives is therefore as in (37), wherethe bowed
line represents Casechecking.

(37) Caseby MOVE in aKannada resultative

TP

�������9�
T

T
=
P

� �9����������� =
= MQO

CAUSP

T�S�U
V�W�X�Y
V ( ����� )

CAUS

CAUS
T�S�[ V�Y�\�] ^
V � �
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But now notice,thestructure in (37) doesnot licenseVRM, since (z)+*
hasa DP in its specifier. Hencewe derive thetheorem in (38),which finally
explains why VRM is impossiblein Kannadaresultatives.

(38) Theorem:An anaphor notc-localto (z)#* will bleedVRM, becauseit
mustMOVE to spec-( for Case.

8. Casemovementand object-sharing

Whenthemeansverb is transitive, resultatives show ‘object-sharing’. A
singleovert DP (here,Excalibur) providesthe valueof two semanticargu-
ments: the logical object of the meanspredicate (hammer) andthe logical
subjectof theresult(flat).

In Kannada, resultatives whosemeanscomponentis transitive have two
objectpositions in syntax;but still only oneovert objectsurfaces.How does
this singleDP relateto thetwo objectslots?

The Case-movementanalysis just set out allows for a simple answer.
Object-sharing in Kannada is ATB Casemovement. Concretely, the verbal
phrasein a resultativewith object-sharinghastheLF in (39).

(39) Object-sharing asATB movementin aKannada resultative=
P

R�S�Z =

CAUSP

CAUS

VP

� Z T�[ V�Y�\�] ^ CAUS

VP

� Z T�U
V�W�X�Y

=PMQO

Heretheobjectpositions areoccupied by traces,bothcoindexedwith a
singleDP in aspecifierof ( )+* . Theresultis anATB configuration.Familiar
ATB movementis co-extractionfrom within thetwo argumentsof a coordi-
natingconjunction. (39) is co-extractionfrom within the two argumentsof
CAUS, aheadformally of thesametypeasacoordinatingconjunction.8 Thus,
any soundtreatment of thefamiliarATB casesought to workhereaswell (see
Williams 1978, Gazdar1981, Munn1992).

8. In an alternative analysiswherethe headCAUS is omitted(seenote5), this ex-
tractionwould of coursebestructurallysymmetrical,unlike in (39).
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Finally we assumethat (2)+* canassignCaseonly once, i.e. canlicense
only a singleovert DP. This explains why a Kannadaresultative cannot have
two overt objects,despiteits two objectpositions.TheATB configurationis
nonthelesslicit, sinceit hasonly a singleDP bearingCasefeatures.Interest-
ingly, this meansthatobject-sharing is forcedby thesyntaxwe presume for
resultatives.

In
�
10, after our conclusions,we give a simplified semanticderivation

for (39), usingconventional combinatoricsandformalism.

9. Conclusions

Wehavearguedthatthelackof VRM in reflexiveresultativesin Kannada
is a consequenceof our articulated phrasestructurefor resultatives, (2), in
concert with a Casetheorydriven by c-locality. In (2), themeanspredicate
interruptstheCaserelationbetween( )#* andtheobjectDPin situ. Hencethe
objectmoves to spec-( )#* , andthis bleedsVRM, becauseVRM occurs just
whenspec-( )+* is empty.

Thec-locality relationservesthis account in two ways.Generally, it di-
agnosesthestructural complexity of resultatives in comparisonto othercon-
structions;andspecifically, it bounds the domainof locality for Caserela-
tions. In both roles its useseemsto us natural,andalsoexplanatory, as it
alignscomplex structural relationswith the elementaryrelationof function
to argument. Of course,the challenge this posesto a radically ‘modular’
separationof syntaxfrom semanticsis clear.

Finally, weobservethatourtheoryestablishestwo domainsof locality as
importantlydistinct.First is thec-locality domain, in which AGREE operates.
Herelocality maypreventmovement: e.g.aDPc-local to ( cannotMOVE for
Case.Secondis the lessrestrictive domaindefinedby traditional notions of
locality, within which MOVE, in particularA-movement, canoperate.Future
researchwill explorewhetherthisdistinctioncanbeutilizedmorebroadly, in
casesoutsidetheKannadaresultative.

10. Commentson the semantics

Figure2 exemplifiesthesemanticderivationweassumefor Kannada re-
sultatives,in particularfor (40). Thederivation proceedsbottom-up, calcu-
latingtheinterpretationfor eachnode in thestructural analysisof (40), which
we presumeis asin (39). We ignore thetensenode,T, asa convenience.9

9. For simplicity’s sake, we suppress referenceto variableassignmentsin figure2,
andinsteaddistinguishunbound variables(i.e. termsdependenton anassignment)by
namingthemwith Greekletters.For example,insteadof writing ��������� , wewrite � .)
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(40) Hari
H.

kabbinavannu
metal.ACC

chappateyaagi
flat.be(come).PP

taTTida
hammer.PST.3sm

‘Hari hammeredthemetalflat.’

1. DP � tracerule
2. V  �¡0¢0£%¤¦¥ 5�§G8©¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®J,;§21 lexical entry
3. VP ¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®J,;�41 FApp: 1,2
4. CAUS 5Q¯�5G°68 ±�²³,�°6.�¯�1 lexical entry
5. CAUS 5G°68 ±�²³,�°6.%¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®�,;�41�1 FApp: 3,4
6. DP � tracerule
7. V ´ ¡¶µ�·N¢ 5�§G8 ¸2­P«¹«º,;§21 lexical entry
8. VP ¸2­P«¹«º,;�41 FApp: 6,7
9. CAUSP ±�²³,�¸2­%«»«º,;�41�.%¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®�,;�41�1 FApp: 5,8
10. K _�` 5Q¼B5�7+8 ½�¾»,;7#.�¼B1 lexical entry
11. K 5�7#8 ½�¾»,;7+.�±�²³,�¸2­P«¹«º,;�41�.�¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®J,;�
1�1�1 FApp: 9,10
12. K 5Q¿289,�5�7#8 ½�¾»,;7+.�±�²³,�¸2­P«¹«º,D¿H1�.�¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®�,D¿H1�1�1�1 5 Abs: 11

(movement)
13. DP À lexical entry
14. K P 5�7+8 ½�¾»,;7#.�±�²³,�¸2­%«»«º,;Àc1�.�¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®�,;Àc1�1�1 FApp: 12,13
15. spec-T Á lexical entry
16. TP ½�¾»,DÁ+.�±�²�,�¸?­P«»«º,;Àc1�.�¨�ª�«c8 ¬�­P®�,;Àc1�1�1 FApp: 14,15

Figure2: Derivation for (40), analyzedasin (39)

Thecombinatoryoperationsusedin figure2 arestandard, basicallythose
of Heim andKratzer1998. But our presumeddenotationsfor theconstants
require somecomment.

Wefactorthecausativity expressedby resultativesinto two relations:Â�Ã
and ÄÆÅ . Â�Ã is arelationbetweentwo propositions,truewhenthefirst results
in thesecond. ÄÆÅ is a relationbetweenanindividual anda proposition, true
whenthefirst is theagent of thesecond(Kratzer1996). Thusour semantics
for (40) canbeglossed,brutally: ‘Hari is theagentof thehammering of the
metal’s resultingin themetal’s beingflat.’

ÄÆÅ hererelatesan individual to the (propositionexpressingthe)event
of causation,not themeansevent. But of coursetheagentof causationis also
interpretedastheagentof themeansverb: (40) entailsthat thehammerer is
Hari. By itself, our semanticsfor (40) does not capture this fact. We leave
openthequestionof how exactlyit should becaptured,givenatheory thatfol-
lowing factorsagentivity fromverbmeanings,in themannerof Marantz1984
andKratzer1996. Provisionally, weassumethattheentailment arisesby pos-
tulate,oneweconsiderplausibly‘deep’: Ä¹ÅºÇDÈ�É�Â�Ã�Ç�ÊËÉ�Ì�ÍkÍ�bÎÄÆÅºÇDÈ�É�ÊÏÍ .

Finally, wenotethatoursemanticscould berenderedin neo-Davidsonian
fashion,using event variables,without great technicaldifficulty. Yet this
would require answersfor subtlequestionsbetteravoidedin this paper, such
asthe following (seeRothstein2001:158–9). It seemsthe assertedcontent
of a resultative refers to only a singleevent;how shouldthis berepresented
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in ananalysisthatwill presumably introducedistinctvariablesfor themeans
event, theresultevent,andtheeventof causation?
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