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1. Intr oduction

Resultatve constructims,suchas(1), have typically beenassimilatecbi-
therto ECM constrictions(Kayne198, Hoekstral 98§ or, in variousways,
to simpletransitves (Dowty 197, Larson1991], CarrierandRandall19).

(1) Arthur hamneredExcalikur flat.
Arthur laugredhimselfhoarse.

This pape presentslatafrom Kannad thatresisteithertypeof analysiq§2).
Thegramnar of reflexivity in Kannad revealsthatresultatves mustbe syn-
tacticallydistingushedbothfrom ECM constrietionsandfrom simpletransi-
tives. SimpletransitvesandECM constrictionsallow verhal reflexive mark
ing whenreflexive, but resultatvesdo not.

To explain this, we assignKannala resultatves the baseconfiguration
in (2). Hereboththe resultpredicae (flat) andthe meanspredicate when
transitive (hammey, projecta DP complanent,neitheronea silentproroun.

(2) vP

T
/\

VAG CAUSP

ﬂw—us

Vn)m 1) CAmP
Vem  DP,

Given(2), resultatvesaredistinguishe in having anobjectDP thatis not
localtovag, onametricof locality we definein §3. Thismakesthedifference
to which VRM respads (§§4-5). A nonlocal objectis not licensedin situ,
and mustmove to specw for Case(§7). But this movementbleedsVRM,
giventhetheoy of VRM in Lidz 1998(§6). The movementalsopermitsa
novel treatmenof objectsharingin (2), requiring no specialmechanismef
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anaplora: object-shangis Case-motiatedATB movemet (§8). We arethus
ableto accoun for the Kannad facts,while newly introducing an attractve
solutionto traditioral problemsin the syntaxandsemantic®f resultatves.

2. Kannadaresultativesare not ECM or simple transiti ve constructions

Resultatvesarecommanly treatedasconguenteitherto ECM constrie-
tions(3a)or to simpletransitives(3b).

(3) a. Arthur consideed Excalikur flat.
b. Arthur hamneredExcalitur.

Thefirst type of analysis, developedin Kayne 1985andHoekstral988 as-
signsresultatvesthe smallclausestructuren (4).

4)
Arthur/\A

hammered
Excalitur\ﬂat

Thesecondypehastwo mainvarieties.Comple predcateanalysessuchas
thoseof Dowty 197 or Larson1991], take themeangpredcate(hamner) and
theresultpredcate(flat) to be sisters.A singleDP thensenesasa semantic
argumentto both asin (5). Resultatvesthusdiffer from ordnary transitves
justin thecompleity of theverh Secondar predcateanalyses,like thatof
Carrierand Randall192, give resultatves the syntaxtypical of the means
verh plus a small clausedaudnterto VP expressingthe result,with a PRO
subject. Thus the syntaxof (1) is thatof (3b), plusa small clauseappewled
for flat, asin (6).

® (6)
Art. A A/\

= hamat
: hamm. Exc.
Pmat
Neithertypeof analysis,however, succeedwith theKannadresultatve.
In Kannad, bothECM corstructiong7) andsimpletransitves(8) allow
verkal reflexive marking (VRM) on the matrix predcate when the subject
bindsananaplor thatis a syntacticcoagument.

(7) Haritann-anru puNyavantanadunamb -koLL -utt -aane
H. self -acc wealthy believe-vRM -NPST -3sm

‘Hari believes himselfto be wealthy



252 WCCFL 21

(8) Haritann-anru hogali -koLL -utt -aane
H. self -AcC praise -VRM -NPST -3sm

‘Hari praiseshimself: !

But in resultatves, VRM is ungammaticalwhetherthe meansverbis
transitive (9) or intransitive (10).

(9) * Haritann-annuchapptey -aag -i taTTi -koND -a
H. self -acc flat -be(cm -PP hamme -vRM.PST -3sm
Intenced: ‘Hari hammerd himselfflat.

(100 * Haritann-age keTTad-aag -i nakki-koND  -a

H. self -DATbad -be(mme)-Pplaugh-vRM.PST -3sm
Intencked: ‘Hari laughedhimselfhoase..

The granmaticalforms appea without VRM (11,12), andreflexivity is sig-
nalledonly by theanaploric prorountann

(1) Haritann-anru chappatey -aag -i taTT  -id -a
H. self -acc flat -become)-PP hamme -PST -3sm
‘Hari hamneredhimselfflat!

(120 Haritann-age keTTad-aag -i nakk -id -a

H. self -DATbad  -be(cane)-pp laugh-PST -3sm
‘Hari laughedhimselfhoarse.

The banon VRM doesnot correspondto a long-distancerelation be-
tweenthe anapho andits binder. Were (11,12) contexts for long-distance
anaplora, the prorominal avan ‘3sm’ could replacethe tann anaplor; but
thisis impossible(13,14).

(13) * Hari avan-annuchapmtey -aag -i taTT  -id -a
H. 3sm-acc flat -be(cane) -PP hammer-pPST -3sm
(14 * Hari avan-age keTTad-aag -i nakk -id -a

H. 3sm-DATbad -be(mme)-pPpPlaugh-PST -3sm

Thussubjectandobjectin a Kannad resultatve arelocal for the pumposesof
anaptor binding.

Neitheris it the semanticcausatiity of resultatvesthat blocks VRM,
sinceothercausatrespernit VRM. VRM appeas on both simple(15) and
periphrastic(16) causaties.

(159 Haritann-anru chapatey -isi  -koND  -a
H. self -acc flat -CAUS -VRM.PST -3sm
‘Hari flattenechimself.

1. NPST = non-past,PST = past,pP = pastparticiple,CAUS = causatie.
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(16) Haritann-anru chappatey -aag -i maaDi-koND -a
H. self -acc flat -become)-PP make -VRM.PST -3sm
‘Hari madehimselfflat!

Given this, we infer that resultatves mustbe distinguishedn their syntax
from the otherconstructios to which they arecompaed. This accodswith
theconclusim in Lidz 1998thatVRM is condtionedexclusively by syntax.

What then distingushesthe syntaxof resultatves? The data—inpar
ticular the contrastbetweenresultatves (which forbid VRM) and simple
causaties (which requre it)—suggestsan answer What setsresultatves
apartis theovert projection of ameangredicatejn additionto aresultpred
icate.Somehwv this blocks VRM.

We will pursuetheideathatthe presencef the meanspredcateinter
ruptsalocality relation,relevart to VRM, betweertheobjectin theresultVP
andsomethingabore the meansVP. Thatrelevant somethingwe will decide
in §5,isvag, thevertal headexpressingagentvity.

3. C-locality

Thesstructurewe proposefor Kannac resultatves,(2), allows for apre-
cise and interestingexecution of our idea. At its basisis the relation of
c-locality, which we definein (17).

(17) C-locality: X is c-localto Y iff:
a. Y c-commadsX, and

b. Every nodethat c-canmand X, upto VY, is a function over its
sister

We will seethat,in (2), the meansVP prevents the DP in the resultpred
icate from beingc-locd to anything outsideof cAausP; and ultimately this
non{ocality bleedsVRM. But first we pauseo understandhe mechanicof
c-locality morecarefuly.

C-locality canbe undestoodin termsof function commsability When
X is c-local to Y, then what intervenesbetweenX andY is a cascadeof
compsablefunctions. The nodesc-conmandirg X, upto Y, arefunctions
that could be compsed,in consective hierardical order to form a single
comgex functionover X.2

To geta feel for wherec-locality will andwill not obtain,comparethe
two treesin Figure 1, whereeachnoce is pairedwith its semantidype. Ar-
rows point from functionsthatc-canmandA to their aguments anddotted
linescomectfunctionsthatarecompsable.

2. F cancomposewith G iff the rangeof G is the domainof F. By definition:
COMPOSE(f, 9) = Az.(f(g9(x))
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Figurel: Functimm-agumentrelationsamongnodesc-comnandingA

Thetwo treesdiffer justin the typesof nodesF andD. F is a function
over its sisterin (a) but notin (b). In (b), F is anargumentof its sister owing
to thefactthatD hereis atwo-placepredcate.

As aresult,nodeA enjoys broacer c-locality relatiors in (a) thanin (b).
Every nock thatc-commandsA in (a) is a function over its sister hencehere
A is c-localto all its c-comnanders.Thisis nottruein (b). HereA is agan
c-localto B, D andF; but thenc-locality is interryptedby F. NodeA is not
c-localto anythingaboveF, i.e. it is notc-localto H, sinceF is notafunction
over its sister

We will now seethat resultatvesdiffer from otherconstretionsas (b)
differs from (a), with themeansVP playingthe obstrictive role of Fin (b).

4. C-locality in resultatives

In simpletransitves(18) andcausaties(19), theobjed DP is c-localto
vaq, aswell asto thesubjectDPin its specifier’ Everynodeupto specy g
thatc-commandstheobjectis afunction overits sister—asagainindicatecby
arravs pointingfrom functionsto arguments.The sameis truefor thelower
subjectin an ECM constructim (20), andevenfor the objectin aresultatve
(212), if theresultatve is treatedasa comple predicateasin Dowty 1979or
Larson19914

3. Therelevanceof theseocality factswill beestablishedn latersections.

4. Thedefinitionof c-locality presumeshatarny nodehasa uniquesister Henceit
is not meaningfullyappliedto the ternarystructureof Carrierand Randall1992 (6).
Still, supposehatdefinitionaladjustmentaremadeandwe decidethat—in (6) asin
our (22) belov—the DP agumentto theresultpredicatds notc-localto ». Eventhen,
(6) would gain no adwvantag in explaining the Kannadafacts,we suggestsincethe
nonc-localDPin (6) is PRO. Thereis no reasorwhy c-locality betweerny andPRO,
acaselessatgory, shouldgrammaticallymatter Compareour analysisin §§5—7.
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(18 Simpletransitve (19 Simplecausatie
vP vP
A_ A_
Art. v Art. v

vAGgP vaqg —> CAUSP
/\
hamm— Exc. cAUs—» XP

flat/»Ew.
(200 ECM corstruction (21) Resultatvesascomplex verbs
vP vP
T~ P
Art. v Art. v
co@P Em
Exc. ~ flat hamat

Contrasburanalysisof theresultatvein (22). Whetheithemeansrerbis
transitive (hammey or not (laudh), theresultpredcatealwayshasa DP com-
plemern. And this lower objectDP is notc-localto v o or to its specifier—
unlikein all thecasesabove.

(220 Ouranalysisof theKannad resultatve
vP

T

DPac v

vAg —— > CAUSP

\/ACAUS

me’ 1) CA(\P
Ve - DPy

As we would like, the opacityis inducedby the projectionof the means
prediate 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 anargumen to CAUS, satisfyinga slotin thetwo-plae relationde-
notedby caus. Consequetty, c-locality is interruged, andthe lower object
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is c-localto nothirg abore themeansvP.®
5. C-locality and VRM: preliminaries

We now claim thatit is this differencen c-locality relatiors that makes
thedifferencefor VRM. VRM occus only if every VP-internalDP is c-local
towvag, or pertapsto thesubject.

(23) VRM islicensedonly if theanagor(s)is (are)c-localto:
a. HypathesisA: thesubjec?
b. HypathesisB: vag

In this sectionwe demorstrate,on the basisof casesn which thereis either
no subjector no agentie v, that HypothesisB is superiorto HypathesisA.
§6 thenestablisheshe geneal theoy of VRM, allowing usto explain in §7
exactly why c-locality shouldcondtion VRM.

Against HypotlesisA, thereis evidercethatc-locality of objectto sub-
ject is neithe necessannor sufficient for VRM. It is not necessatrysince
intransitve changeof stateverts allow VRM, suchaswilt in (24). Hereno
two argumentsarecoindexed but VRM is licensed.

(29 hoov -u udu -i  -koND -itu
flower -NOM wilt -PP-VRM -3sn
Theflower wilted.

Corversely, VRM is sometimesprohikited even whenthereare two coin-
dexed andc-locd arguments.This hapnswith dative subjectverts, suchas
fearin (25); hereVRM is impaossible(Lidz 2001).

(29 * hari-ge tann-u hedar -koLL -utt -aane
H. -DAT self -NOM fear -VRM -NPST -3sm

‘Hari fearshimself.

SotheideathatVRM depeidson subject-ofect c-locality is not attractve.
HypathesisB, on the otherhand finds suppat in the data(cf. Mohana
andMoharan 1998. Evidertly, VRM occus only with predcatesthat se-
mantically implicate an agent,whetherthe agentis realizedby a syntactic
argumentof the verb or not. For exampe, whenan intrarsitive changeof

5. NoticethattheobjectDPin (22) would not be c-localto vac evenif the causal
relationbetweermeansandresultwereintroducedasthe semantiaeflex of acombi-
natoryrule, ratherthanby theheadcAus in syntax. Thusnothingin our analysiswill
dependon this headbeingpresent.

6. HypothesisA recastsReinhardand Reuland1993s Condition B (a reflexive
predicatds reflexive-marled) usingc-locality to definepredicatehod.
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stateverb suchaswilt occus with VRM, anadjunctmay be addedthat ex-
presseshe agen of chang (26). But without VRM this additionmakesno
sense(27). So VRM herecoincides with the expression of agentvity (or
exterral causatiol, andnotwith ary relationbetweersubjectandobject.

(26 gaali-ge hoov -u  udur-i -koND -itu
wind-DAT flower-NoM wilt -PP-VRM -3sn
‘The flowerwilted becaseof thewind.

(27 *gaali-¢ hoos -u  udur-i -tu
wind-DAT flower-NoOM wilt -PST -3sn
Intended: ‘The flower wilted becausef thewind!

The contiast between(25) and (28) reinforcesthe point. A noncausatie
psychverblike fear, (25 shows, canrot take VRM whenits argumentsare
coindexed. But the causatie of fear musttake VRM, asshavnin (28).

(28 haritann-annuhedar-isi  *(-koLL) -utt -aane
H. self -acc fear -CAUS -VRM -NPST -3sm
‘Hari frightenshimself.

From thesefacts,we infer that the licensingcondtions for VRM refer
critically to agentve v, andhencehatHypathesisB is worth pursuing: VRM
entailssomerelationbetweernvypg andanobjectDP below it.

6. The licensingof VRM
Lidz (1998, to appearamguesthat VRM appeas just whenwv ag hasno
DPin its specifier’
(29 VRM <= thereis noDPin aspecifierof v. (Lidz 1998)

Direct motivation for this principle comesfrom chang of stateintran
sitiveslike (24) above, which shov VRM despitenot beingreflexive. VRM
occusin (24) becaseit hastheunaccsative derivation in (30).

(30 TP

flower; T
U/\
t;  wilted

7. SeeEmbick1998andto appearfor similarclaimsin othercases.
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Specwvag is alsogeneanlly absenin reflexive clausesglaimsLidz, ow-
ing to aprindple of chainformatian, givenin (31). whenaDP bindsa reflex-
ive, intermediateA-tracesof thatDP areerased.

(31) Anaptor cHAINS (Lidz 1998, Lidz andldsard 1998):
a. DP; andanaphor; areconnectd by CHAIN.

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

Thusasubjectraisedto spec-Tif it bindsareflexive, leavesnotracein spec-
vAG, asoutlinedin (32). This meanghata simplereflexive clausdik e ‘Hari

praiseshimself hasthe structue in (33). Subjectraisingleavesspecw ag
empty andVRM is consegantly licensed.

(32  [rp hari[,p -ha# [vp praisesashmi] ][] cHAIN: { hari,-ha# )
[rp hari[,p [vp praiseshimself]]] cHAIN: ( hari,himself)
(33 TP

Hari; T
,U/\'

himself; praises

Now obsenre that VRM would be bledin a reflexive clause even after
deletionof thesubjectrace,if someotherDP wereto moveto specy. Specy
wouldthenbeoccupiedandVRM notlicensed.Thisthenis whatwe propose
happensin Kanradaresultatves: theobjectDP obligaorily movesto specw,
bleedirg the insertionof VRM in v. The requilementthat this DP raiseis
derived from thetheoryof Caseassignmendetailedin thefollowing section.

7. C-locality and Caseassignment

To explain why thefailure of c-locality betweerthe objectDP andv ag
shouldblock VRM, we proposethe following theory of Caseassignmen
First, a DP hasCasein its basepositionif anonly if it is c-localto a Case-
assigninghead asstatedn (34) (cf. Chomsly 2000).

(349 Caseby AGREE: X hasCasein its basepositioniff X is c-localto a
heady, andY assign<ase.
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Thusa Case-assigninigeadY licensesX only if whatintervenesbetweerthe
two couldbe commsedto give a singlefunction over X. Syntacticlicensing
is therebylinked to independely necessarypropeties of the combiratory
semantics.

Next, we assumehatvg is a Caseassigne(Chonsky 19%). It then
follows that objectsin transitves,causatiesand ECM constructios check
Casein their basepositiors, becauseheseare c-localto vag (§4); but the
lowerobjed DPin aresultatve doesnotgetCasen its baseposition because
it is notc-localto vag (§4).

Casefor nonc-local DPsis licensedotherwise py movementto a speci-
fier of v. We proposethatthisis alsoa Caseposition,asstatedn (35). And
we assumehatthe movementfrom within theresultpredicae is licit, all else
equal;this meanghat A-movementdoesnot requirec-locality, animportant
claimto whichwe will retum in our corclusions.

(359 Caseby MoVE: X hasCaseif X is in a specifierof Y, andY assigns
Case.

Finally, we will saythatmovementfor Caseis permittedonly to DPsthat
lack Casein situ.

(36) LastResort:X movesiff movemet is requirel to checka featue of
X. (Chomsly 19%)

It follows that, while objectDPsin gener& cannad (anddo not) move
to specwy for Case,DPsborn deepinside a resultatve must(anddo). The
structurefor Kannadaresultatvesis therebre asin (37), wherethe bowved
line represets Casecheckng.

(37) Caseby MOVE in aKannad resultatve

TP
T/\’UP
himself; v

VAG CAUSP

VPmeans CAUS
N

/\
v ( : ) CAUS VPrcsult

/\
V ti
J
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But now notice,the structue in (37) doesnotlicenseVRM, sincevag
hasa DP in its specifier Hencewe derive thetheoren in (38), which finally
explainswhy VRM is impassiblein Kannadaesultatves.

(38) Theaem: An anaplor notc-localto v o will bleedVRM, becaseit
MustMOVE to specw for Case.

8. Casemovementand object-sharing

Whenthe meansverb is transitive, resultatves show ‘object-sharing A
single overt DP (here,Excalitur) providesthe value of two semanticargu-
ments: the logical object of the meanspredcate (hamrer) andthe logical
subjectof theresult(flat).

In Kannad, resultatves whosemeanscompamentis transitve have two
objectpositiors in syntax;but still only oneovett objectsurfaces.How does
this singleDP relateto thetwo objectslots?

The Case-muementanalysis just set out allows for a simple answer
Object-shang in Kannad is ATB Casemovement. Concretely the verhal
phraséan aresultatve with object-slaringhastheLF in (39).

(399 Object-shang asATB movementin a Kannad resultatve
vP

T

DP, v

CAUSP VAG

CAUSAP
\A t/V\
P CAUS 1 means

S
t1 Viresult
[

Herethe objectpositiors areoccuped by traces both coindexed with a
singleDP in aspecifierof vag. Theresultis an ATB configuation. Familiar
ATB movementis co-extractionfrom within the two argumentsof a coord-
natingcorjunction. (39) is co-extractionfrom within the two agumentsof
cAaus, aheadformdly of thesametypeasa coordiratingcorjunction.g Thus,
ary soundreatmenof thefamiliar ATB case®udhtto work hereaswell (see
Williams 1978, Gazdarl98L, Munn 199).

8. In analternatve analysiswherethe headcAus is omitted (seenote 5), this ex-
tractionwould of coursebe structurallysymmetricalunlike in (39).
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Finally we assumédhatvag canassignCaseonly once i.e. canlicense
only asingleovert DP. This explains why a Kannalaresultatve canrot have
two ovett objects,despiteits two objectpositions.The ATB configurationis
nonttelesdlicit, sinceit hasonly a singleDP bearingCasefeaturesinterest-
ingly, this meanghatobject-shang is forced by the syntaxwe presune for
resultatves.

In §10, after our corclusions,we give a simplified semanticderivation
for (39), usingconventioral combiratoricsandformalism.

9. Conclusions

We have arguedthatthelack of VRM in reflexiveresultatvesin Kannac
is a conseganceof our articulatel phrase structurefor resultatves, (2), in
concet with a Casetheorydriven by c-locality. In (2), the meanspredcate
interryptsthe Caserelationbetweerv o andtheobjectDPin situ. Hencethe
objectmoves to specv g, andthis bleedsVRM, becase VRM occus just
whenspecwvag is empty

The c-locality relationsenesthis accoun in two ways. Generallyit di-
agnaesthe structual compleity of resultatves in comparisonto othercon-
structions;and specifically it boundsthe domainof locality for Caserela-
tions. In bothrolesits useseemso us natural,and also explaratory, asit
alignscomple structual relationswith the elementaryrelationof function
to agument. Of course,the challerge this posesto a radically ‘modular’
separatiorof syntaxfrom semanticss clear

Finally, we obseve thatourtheoryestablishetvo domans of locality as
importantly distinct. Firstis the c-locality doman, in which AGREE opeates.
Herelocality maypreventmovemert: e.g.aDP c-locd to v cannotv ovE for
Case.Seconds thelessrestrictve domaindefinedby traditioral notiors of
locality, within which MOVE, in particularA-movemer, canoperate Future
researchwill explore whetherthis distinctioncanbeutilized morebroally, in
caseutsidethe Kannalaresultative.

10. Commentson the semantics

Figure2 exemplifiesthe semantiderivationwe assumdor Kannad re-
sultatives,in particularfor (40). The derwvation proceedshottontup, calcu-
lating theinterpretationfor eachnocke in thestructurdanalysisof (40), which
we presuneis asin (39). We ignore thetensenode, T, asa corvenience®

9. Forsimplicity’s sale, we suppres referenceo variableassignment figure 2,
andinsteaddistinguishunbound variables(i.e. termsdepementon anassignmentpy
namingthemwith Greekletters.For example insteadof writing || ¢1 ||9, wewrite c..)
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(40 Hari kakbinavanru chappéeyaagi taTTida
H. metalacc flat.be(cone).PP hammelrsT.3sm
‘Hari hammeedthe metalflat!

1. DP a tracerule
2. Viesuit  Ay.bem.flat(y) lexical entry
3. VP bem. flat (o) FApp: 1,2
4. CAUs ARAM.CS(M,R) lexical entry
5. TAUS  AM.CS(M,bem.flat(a)) FApp: 3.4
6. DP e tracerule
7. Vimeans  Ay.-hamm(y) lexical entry
8. P hamm(c) FApp: 6,7
9. cAausP  CS(hamm(a), bem.flat(a)) FApp: 5,8
10. wag APXz.AG(z, P) lexical entry
11. v Az.AG(z, CS(hamm(a), bem.flat(cx))) FApp: 9,10
12. v Az.(Ax. AG(z,CS(hamm(z), bem.flat(z)))) AAbs: 11
(movemen)
13. DP m lexical entry
14. P Ax. AG(z, CS(hamm(m), bem.flat(m))) FApp: 12,13
15. spec-T h lexical entry
16. TP AG(h,CS(hamm(m), bem.flat(m))) FApp: 14,15

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

Thecombnatoryopeationsusedn figure2 arestandardbasicallythose
of Heim andKratzer1998 But our presumediendationsfor the constants
requie somecomment.

Wefactorthecausatiity expressedy resultatvesinto tworelations:CS
andAG. CS isarelationbetweenwo propositions fruewhenthefirst results
in thesecond AG is arelationbetweemanindividual anda propgsition, true
whenthefirst is the agen of the secondKratzer19%). Thusour semantics
for (40) canbe glossedprutally: ‘Hari is the agentof the hammeing of the
metal’s resultingin themetal’s beingflat.

AG hererelatesanindividual to the (praposition expressingthe) event
of causationnotthemeansevert. But of course¢heagentof causatiors also
interpretedasthe agentof the meansvertr (40) entailsthatthe hammereis
Hari. By itself, our semanticdor (40) does not captue this fact. We leave
openthequestionof how exactlyit shoud becapturel, givenatheoy thatfol-
lowing factorsagetivity from verbmeanimgs,in themanrerof Marantz1984
andKratzer19%. Provisionally, we assuméhattheentailmen arisesby pos-
tulate,onewe consideplausibly‘deep AG(z,CS(M, R)) = AG(z, M).

Finally, we notethatoursemanticgoud berenderedin neo-Daidsonian
fashion,using event vaiiables, without gred technicaldifficulty. Yet this
would requre answerdgor subtlequestionsbetteravoidedin this papersuch
asthe following (seeRothstein2001158-9. It seemghe assertedortent
of aresultative refers to only a singleevent; how shouldthis be representa
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in ananalysisthatwill presunably introdwcedistinctvarialesfor the means
evert, theresultevent,andtheeventof causation?
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