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To claim that Washio's (1997) semantiiwision betweerstrongandweakresultatives
(cf. [1] and [3]), which has a correlate in the &4y domain (cf. [2] and [4]), can be
explained in formaterms: viaconflationandincorporation respectively.

To put forward some parallelisms between Japamesak resultatives and Italian
verb-particle constructions (cf. [3] and [4]), whjdespite appearances, nicely square
with Talmy’s (2000) classification of both Japanese Italian/Romance as “verb-
framed languages” (i.e., languages where Path/Riesakorporated into the verb).

To claim that the typological variation found iretlrgument structure realm has a
morphophonologicabasis: e.g., see Acedo-Matellan (2010). Accordinglwill be
arguing against parametrizing the syntax of argursgncture (see also Boeckx 2011;
but cf. Zubizarreta & Oh 2007, for a different view

trong resultative constructions

The speaker talked the audience into a stupor.
The boy danced his feet sore.

The boy danced himself tired.

They hammered the metal flat.

trong P-verb constructions

John worked his deluff.

They voted Rajoin.

Rebénok dokri¢alsja do xripoty. (Russian)
baby Do-cried-sJA(itself) to hoarseness
‘The baby cried itself hoarse.’ (ex. Spenceza&etskaya 1998)
Ervergértnerte sein gesamtes Vermdgen. (&&rm
hever(away)-gardener-ed his whole fortune

‘In gardening, he used up all his fortune.’ (exeBels 1998; Mateu 2008)
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e.  Serpentes putaminaextussiunt (Latin)
shakes shells out-cough

‘Snakes cough the egg shells out.’ (ex. Acedo-N&ate2010)

(3) Weak resultative constructions
a. Taro-ga kabe-o pinkuiro-ni nutta. (Japanese)
Taro-nom wall-acc pink paint-past
‘Taro painted the wall pink.’
b.  Boku-wa aisu kuriimu-o Katikati-ni koorase-ta
I-top ice cream-acc sohd- freeze-past

‘| froze the ice cream hard'. (ex. Washio 1997)

(4) Weak P-verb constructions

a. Lucaha lavatda la macchia. (Italian)
Luca has washed away the stain
‘Luca washed the stain away.’

b.  Gianni e corsaa.
Gianni is run away
‘Gianni ran away.’

c. Else ga magrfarai schei. (Venetan; Beninca and Poletto 2006: 13)
herEFL has eaten out the money

‘He spent/squandered his money.’

In this talk, | deal with the parallelisms betwedstrong/weak} resultatives and
{strong/weak} P-verb constructions. On the one hahdstrongpattern involvesonflation
of a root with a null light verb (McIntyre 2004; M= 2012). On the other, tweeakpatterns
can be shown to be distinguished within theorporation type: those ones that involve
incorporation of a “result root” and those oneg theolve a light/copular use of the verb and
incorporation of P(ath) into the verb.

Structure of the talk:

Section 2. Incorporation and conflation processes

Section 3. Strong vs. weak P-verb constructionst@donflation/incorporation distinction
Section 4. On the absence of the co-event conflpadtern from Romance

Section 5. Concluding remarks
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2. Incorporation and conflation processes

(5) Haugen (2009: 260): “Incorporation is conceiv&das head-movement (...), and is
instantiated through the syntactic operation of \Caghereas Conflation is instantiated

directly through Merge (compounding)”.

Nota optime Haugen'’s (2009) definition of Conflation doest coincide with the one found in Hale &
Keyser (1998, 2002).

(6) a. John smiled.
b. John smiled his thanks.

(7) a. Incorporation (cConflationin H&K 2002)
v
v/\ X

SMILE]  VSMHLE;

b. Conflation (cf. Manner_Incorporatiofi in Harley 2005)

/\ oP
VSMILE v his thanks

Nota bene:The _externahrgument is not represented in the syntactic aeguiratructures in (7): see
Hale & Keyser (1993, 2002), Kratzer (1996) or Pylikken (2008), among others.

Nota bene For so-called “Manner conflation/incorporatiorsee Mclintyre (2004), Embick (2004),
Harley (2005), Tomioka (2006), Zubizarreta & Oh @2p Den Dikken (2010), Acedo-Matellan
(2010), Mateu (2002, 2008, 2012), i.a.

The formation of unergative verbs likenilein (7a) doeshot involve a syntactic compound
like [v[v SMILE; DO] tj]: i.e., the formation of the verdmilein (7a) does not involve a syntactic
process of adjoining a nominal complement ontortlié light verb. For good reasons, H&K
decided to abandon their initial Bakerian analysidich indeed involved the syntactic
formation of a compound. In contrast, in their m@eent analysis the phonological matrix of
the nominal complement is copied into the null atrbead. A terminological caveat is in
order: what | refer to aacorporationin (7a) is not Bakerian incorporation, assumediBK
(1993), but “conflation” in H&K’s (2002) sense. NB:use the latter termcénflatior) in
Mclntyre’s (2004) or Haugen’s (2009) sense: seg.(7b
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(8) a. John shelved the books.
b. John saddled the horse.
c. The strong winds cleared the sky // The skyrelda

Mateu (2012): Washio’s (1997) semartiistinction betweestrongvs. weakresultatives can
also be accounted for by using the forrdatinction betweertonflation vs. incorporation
respectively. A coarse bipartite typology of reatilte constructions, exemplified by (9a) and
(9b), can be posited depending on how the nullaldtbad can acquire phonological content:

via conflation or via incorporation.

(9) a. The boy danced his feet sore.
b. Taro-ga yuka-o kirei-ni fuita. (Japsep
Taro-nom floor-acc cleam-wipe-past

‘Taro wiped the floor clean’.

According to Washio (1997: 7), strong resultatiaes those ones “in which the meaning of
the verb and the meaning of the adjective are faliependent of each other”: e.g., English
examples like (9aJhe boy danced his feet saeThe boy hammered the metal fn be
included in this class. In resultatives of thiseyfi cannot predicted from the mere semantics
of the verb what kind of state the patient comebdadn as the result of the action named by
the verb. In contrast, Washio (1997: 7) gives aatieg definition of weak resultatives like
(9b): “let us call resultatives that are not stramghe above senseeakresultatives.” See also
Takamine (2007), for further discussion.

Washio’s (1997: 8) claim is that “natural languages divided into two broad types, i.e.,
those (like English) which permit strong resultativand those (like Japanese) which do not,
though weak resultatives are potentially possibledth types of language”.

Strong resultatives are formed via conflation (itee root is claimed to be directly adjoined
to the null verbal head), as depicted in (10a) ftateu & Rigau [2002, 2010], Mcintyre
[2004], Embick [2004], Zubizarreta & Oh [2007], aAdedo-Matellan [2010], i.a.)

Weak resultatives are formed via incorporation,(tlee root is claimed to come from an inner

complement position), as represented in the Japaessitative in (10b).
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(10) a. Y
/< Path
VDANCE Vv DP  Path
his feet
ath X
T
‘ — JSORE
b. Y
/\
v Path
/\
VFUI; DP Path
/\
wipe yuka Path X
/\
floor AlFor X A
Aroti VKIREI
clean

Nota bene :I Following the so-called “localist hypothesiéee Gruber [1965], Jackendoff [1983], and
Talmy [1991], i.a.), whereby Result can be claimiednvolve Path, Mateu (2005, 2012) claims that an
abstract P(ath) must be represented in the syo@gument structure of adjectival resultative tamsions.

Nota bene tIWord order details are omitted in the analysithefJapanese resultative in (10b).

(11) TP
DP T
/\
li Tense vP
DP v
/\
ti % V/PredP
CAUSE DP V/Pred’
the table  V/Pr AP

BE A A
LANIPED clean

Baker (2003: 221)
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Some remarks are in order: On the one hand, B3] is silent on which analysis should
be posited for unergative resultatives like (Bhg boy danced his feet sof@f course, these
resultatives cannot be analyzed as (11), i.e.neshiing incorporation: cf. # [Johrcpuse
[his feet pANCED sore]]]]. To solve this problem, Mateu (2012) atdoplaugen’s (2009)
distinction between conflation and incorporatioh:(€0a,b). On the other hand, Baker claims
thatwiPED N (11) has an adjectival nature. However, inghesent framework, nothing forces
us to assume his claim, whereby | represent thema ‘wipe’ as X in (10b): i.e., it lacks
categorial nature; semantically, is interpreted as a terminal Ground since it ocesighe
complement position of a telic P(ath) (cf. Hale &yser’s [1993, 2002krminal coincidence

relation). See Mateu (2012), for more discussion: e.g.rgua thatBaker's (2003: 221)
incorporation analysis depicted in (11) is appropriate for thpahese example in (9b) (cf.

10b) but it is not for its English/Germanic couptt, which involvegonflation

3. Strong vs. weak P-verb constructions and the nflation/incorporation distinction
Washio concluded his (1997) paper by pointing datt tJapanese and French (and, more
generally, Romance) behave alike with respect ¢ts@hphenomena which fall under Levin
and Rapoport’s (1988) “lexical subordination” (8kction 4 below). He added “it would not
be particularly surprising, therefore, if furtheesearch tells us that French <and, more
generally, Romance: JM> does in fact share sigmitiy more such abstract properties with
Japanese than it does with English” (p. 43).

Following Washio’s (1997) trend, | show that theme some interesting structural and
semantic parallelisms between Japanese weak mdgileanstructions and Romance P-verb
constructions

3.1. Romance verb-particle constructions as weaklltative constructions

As shown below, Talmy's (1991, 2000) bipartite thygy of motion events predicts an
interesting parallelism between Romance verb-gartaonstructions and Japanese weak
resultatives. To the best of my knowledge, suchaglfelism, which confirms Washio’s
(1997) abovementioned claim that Romance is maonéasito Japanese rather than to English

in this respect, has not been pointed out befotledriterature.
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Mateu & Rigau (2010) show that Italiarerbi sintagmatici(‘phrasal verbs’) resemble
English phrasal verbs but only superficially. Inrtaular, we claim that verb-particle
constructions are possible in Italian if the veldeady encodes or involves Path/Result, which
is further specified by the particle. Similarly, akeresultatives are possible in Japanese if the

verb already encodes or involves result: e.gthefexamples in (3).

Despite claims to the contrary, verb-particle cargtons arenot a quirk of Italian but can
also be found in other Romance languages (e.glasebini [2009]). E.g., Mateu and Rigau
(2010) show that many verb-particle constructiamsnf Dante’s dialect (see Masini [2006:
87-99]) can also be found in Contemporary CatatghSpanish: see (12) for a samble.

(2 Dante’s dialect Catalan Spanish
andare avantigo ahead’ anar endavant ir/salir adelante
andare fore ‘go out’ anar fora ir fuera
andare suso/slgo up’ anar amunt ir arriba
buttare fuori ‘throw out’ tirar fora echar fuera
discendere giu/giuso baixar avall bajar abajo
‘descend down’
gittare giu‘throw down’ tirar avall echar abajo
mettere avantiput ahead’ tirar endavant sacar adelante
tirare su‘throw up’ tirar amunt echar arriba
uscire fuori‘exit out’ sortir fora salir fuera

This said, it is true that Italian and other langem such as Venetan and Friulan can be
considered exceptional among other Romance langusigee they have developed a pattern
where the verb is not a motion verb (e.g., seeettaanples in [13], which are not found in
Dante’s dialect; see Masini [2006]). This notwitireling, Mateu & Rigau (2010) argue that

! Phrasal verbs are also present in other Romangeadaes, as exemplified in the sample in (i):
(i) a. Friulan (Vicario 1995)ia fur ‘to go out’,Ia su‘to go up’,la vie ‘to go away’,monta suto go up’, etc.
b. Piedmont (lacobini 2009gl1a via ‘to go away’,biita giti‘to throw down’, tiria avanti ‘to throw ahead’,
i.e., 'to manage’, etc.
c. Sardinian (lacobini 2009esari a forasto exit out’, andarei abbascitto go down/to fall’,fuliare foras
‘to throw away’, etc.
d. Sicilian (lacobini 2009, from Amenta 2008):avanti ‘to go ahead'jttari fuori ‘to throw away’, mettiri
iusu‘to put down’, etc.
e. Venetan (Beninca and Poletto 200&)ar fora‘go out’, buttar fora‘throw out’, tirar su ‘bring up’, saltar
fora ‘jump up’, i.e., ‘crop up’vegner foracome out’, etc.
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this innovative pattern is allowed in Italian (asttier languages such as Venetan and Friulan)
as long as the verbal basis involves an abstraett@nality/result component. Interestingly,
Masini (2005: 167) claims that the existence ofidtaphrasal verbs likéavare via(‘wash
away’) orraschiare via(‘scrape away’) in (13) depends on ttenovalsense of the verb,
which Mateu & Rigau (2010) argue is related to itheorporating status of Path/Resuh
contrast, such a restriction does not hold in Germa\ccordingly, examples like those ones
in (14) are impossible in Italian because the \dbs not involve Path/Resutidta optime
similarly, strong resultatives are impossible ipal@ese since in these constructions [cf. some
examples in [1]] the verb does not encode nor verélesult].

(13) a. Gianniha lavato via la  macchia. (Italian)
Gianni has washed away the stain
‘Gianni washed the stain away.’
b. Gianni ha raschiato via la vernice.
Gianni has scraped away the paint

‘Gianni scraped the paint away.’

(14) a. He worked his debts off.

b. He danced the night away/He danced away.

Italian phrasal verbs like (13) can be analyzedagmarticular instantiation of theeak
resultative pattern, i.e., the one where the gdaripecifies the abstract Result that has been
incorporated (i.e., copi¢dnto the verb. The incorporation of P(ath) inte tverb is intended
to capture Masini's (2005) observation that thebaérmasis of Itlavare ‘wash’ in (13a)
involves a directional meaning. Cf. (15) and (16).

(15) %
/\
\% Path
/\
VLAVA DP Path
/\
la macchia Path X
/\
Ay X (Part)

Aeava via
8
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Cf. the analysis of the Japanese weak resultatiyd0b) Taroga yukao kireini fuitdTaro

wiped the floor clean’ (based on Baker’s [2003]lgsia in [11]):

(16) v
/\
v Path
/\
VFuI; DP Path
/\
yuka Path X
/\
ror X A
Aroti VKIREI

In contrast, the English examples of verb-partict;structions in (14) (e.g., [14abe
worked his debts gfexemplify the strong pattern, i.e., they invothe conflation analysis:
e.g., in (17) is depicted the syntactic argumenicstire of (14a). P in (17) = Hoekstra's
(1988) Small Clause Resu{SCR); cf. Ramchand & Svenonius’s (206&)sultPhrase(RP).
The analysis of (17) is intended to capture Svarsisi(1996) proposal, assumed by Hale and
Keyser (2002: 229-230), that bare particles lkin (17) can be analyzed as prepositions
that incorporate a complement (i.e., the Ground)ice that such a proposal is coherent with

maintaining the birelational nature of P. But sesDikken (1995), for a different proposal.

a7 %
/\
Y P&ResultP)
— —
VWORK v DP Path
his debts ——_
Path X
off

Nota bene:The _externahrgument is not represented in the syntactic aeguiratructures in (7): see
Hale & Keyser (1993, 2002), Kratzer (1996) or Pylikken (2008), among others.

Nota bene For so-called “Manner conflation/incorporatiorsee Mcintyre (2004), Embick (2004),
Harley (2005), Tomioka (2006), Zubizarreta & Oh @) Den Dikken (2010), Acedo-Matellan
(2010), Mateu (2002, 2008, 2012), i.a.

P-Workshop
Stuttgart, July 13-14, 2012

Cf. the analysis of the English strong resultaiivéda)John danced his feet sore

(18) \
Y Path (ResultP)
VDANCE Vv DP  Path
his feet
ath X

-

~ " VSORE

There are some cases in Italian where the paiclebligatory: see (19). However, these
examples are not to be regarded as counterexatoptles generalization that Italian lacks the
Germanic co-event conflation pattern. Rather, follgy Den Dikken's (2010: 47-48) insight
that manner verbs can also directly instantiatexicalize the event operator, these examples
do not involve manner conflation but rather incogtion of P(ath) into the light motion verb:
see (20¥ In other words, the examples in (19) can be cldittteinvolve a copular use of
manner verbs (see Hoekstra & Mulder [1990]). Aseeted, pure (i.e., non-directional)
manner verbs like Iballare ‘dance’ do not enter into the verb-particle constion in Italian:

e.g., see the relevant contrast in (21).

(19) a. Gianni € corso *(via) (Italian)
Gianni is run away
‘Gianni ran away.’
b. Gianni e volato *(via)
Gianni is flown away

‘Gianni flew away.’

2 The examples in (19) involve an unaccusative airadike the one represented in (20), wh@ianniis not an
external argument. Although both verbarrere ‘run’ and volare ‘fly’ select avere ‘have’ in the unergative
structure, they sele@ssere'be’ in the unaccusative one, e.g., in the onetaiomg the particlevia ‘away’.
Hence the contrasts between (19) and (i). SeeHdskstra (1988, 1992), i.a., for the claim thatammative
constructions like those ones exemplified in (1®)oive a Small Clause Result (SCR), whereas uneegat
constructions like the ones in (i) do not.

(i) a. Gianni ha corso (*via). b. Gianni ha volgtvia)
Gianni hasran away Gianni has flown away

10
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(20) Y
Y P (ResultP)
[FP@h)] T
\CORRERE ~DP P
Gianni /\
P Part
[+P(ath)] via

(21) a. Gianni é corso via. (ltalian)

Gianni is run away
‘Gianni ran away.’

b. *Gianni & danzato via.
Gianni is danced away

‘Gianni danced away.’

As pointed out by Mateu & Rigau (2010), Talmy’s 919 2000) descriptive tersatellitecan

be said to be misleading when dealing with theedéffices between Germanic and Romance
P-verb constructions. Since the particle is a psjomal-like satellite in both linguistic
families, both patterns of phrasal verbs could imgiple be descriptively classified as
“satellite-framed”. Given this, we prefer to uselmg@s expressionCo-event conflation
pattern rather than the more usual “satellite-framed pattevhen referring to the (strong)
Germanic P-verb pattern. Accordingly, we claim tiet relevant typological difference is not
the one exemplified by light verbs plus a satellieth linguistic families have examples of
this type: e.g.go away At. andare vig, but the one exemplified by pugee., non-directional)
manner verbs plus a satellite, the latter beinggrein Germanic but not in Romance (e.g.,
float/dance/... awaws. It. *galleggiare/ballare/... vig Following this trend, consider the
Italian examples in (22), which, as argued by Fafld Ramchand (2005), can be accounted
for by positing thatorrere ‘to run’ (unlike danzare‘to dance’) optionally encodes a Result
feature: according to their dual lexical classifica of Italian manner of motion verbs in (23),
the verbs in (23a) optionally encod®¢gesult)feature, while the ones in (23b) do not.

11

P-Workshop
Stuttgart, July 13-14, 2012

(22) a. Gianni € corso in farmacia.
Gianni is run in pharmacy
‘Gianni ran to the pharmacy.’
b. *Gianni & danzato in farmacia.

Gianni is danced in pharmacy

(ItaJian

‘Gianni danced to the pharmacy.’

(23) a.[+V, (+R<esult>)] verbs
correre (‘run’)
rotolare (‘roll’)
rimbalzare(‘bounce’)
scivolare(‘glide, slide)
gattonare(‘crawl’)
saltare (‘jump’)
volare (‘fly")

saltellare(*hop’)

(24) a. Gianni € corso via.
Gianniis run away

‘Gianni ran away.’

b. ?(?)Gianni € nuotato via.

Gianni is swum away
‘Gianni swam away.’

c. *Gianni e danzato via.
Gianni is danced away
‘Gianni danced away.’

b. [+v, +V] e
galleggiare(‘float’)
camminarg‘'walk’)
galoppare(‘gallop’)
danzare(‘dance’)
nuotare(‘swim’)
sciare(‘ski’)
passeggiard€‘'walk around’)
vagabondard‘'wander’)

ex. Folli and Ramchand (2005)

(Italian)

(Antonella Sorace, p.c.)

Folli and Ramchand’s (2005) [Réesult)] feature can be related to our TalmR(ath)® As
predicted by Talmy’'s typology, Italian pure mannerbs (e.g., verbs like ldanzare‘'to

dance’ or camminare ‘to walk’) are excluded from complex telic path ahotion

3 Following the so-called “localist hypothesis”, whiis also assumed by Talmy (1991, 2000), “Resti be
understood as an abstract variant of “Path” (forl-agntactic reinterpretation of this hypothesisg sMateu

[2008]).

12
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constructions: cf. It‘danzare viavs. ®dance awaylt. *camminare viavs. ®walk away etc.
Moreover, the existence of P-verbs likeclrrere via‘run away’ must not be taken as a true
counterexample to Talmy’s typology (at least asderstand it) since the vedorrerein the
unaccusative structure can also be claimed to wevd(ath) (or R(esult), in Folli and
Ramchand’s terms). In other words, Germatg@noce awayalls under the Co-event conflation
pattern, while It.correre via ‘run away’ can be claimed to fall under the Padg@t

incorporationpattern in (20).

The conclusion is then that, unlike English, Itallacks those verb-particle constructions that
involve conflation of a root with a null light verhi.e., only the ones that involve
incorporation of Path/Result are possible in Rorear@cordingly, two subtypes have been
distinguished within the incorporation type: theesrthat involve incorporation of a “result
root” into P en route to the verb (e.g., see [E3])l the ones that involve a light (or copular

use of the) verb plus incorporation of P(ath) mte.g., see (19).

Finally, following Hale & Keyser’s (2000) “P-cognah” analysis of complex verbs likeool
down or heat up Mateu & Rigau (2009) also pointed out anotherocalsRomance phrasal
verbs, the ones that involve “cognate” P(articlés)uscire fuorilit. ‘exit out’, entrare dentro
‘enter in’, etc.

According to Hale and Keyser (2000: 45-47), theectional particleup, down or out in
complex verbs likeheat up cool downor widen out(e.g., cf. [25]) can be claimed to be
analyzed as “cognate8if) complements of an abstract P incorporated irvéinb. According
to these authors, it is not the case that the lieatin (26) incorporates into the partialg;
rather their claim is that this prepositional-lielement is inserted into the P head after the
“simple” verb has been formédrurthermore, Hale and Keyser (2000: 45-46) poirtttbat

in (26) “P does not head a separate, autonomoutcpte. Instead, it is as if A and P jointly
head one and the same predicate. And this, likeaalgctival predicate, finds its subject

external to its own projection.”

(25) a. We heated the soup up. Wk heated the sojup
b. The soup heated up. (€he soup heatéd

“* The upper verbal head in (26) is only positechin¢ausative use in (25a).

13
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(26) V
/\
V
/\
heat DP \Y
/\

thesoup V P

P/\A

up
Hale and Keyser's (2000) analysis of “P-cognatiombdulated by Haugen’'s (2009) Late
Insertion account to avoid cyclicity problems, dsnclaimed to account for the formation of
truly cognate Romance phrasal verbs likeusicire fuorilit. ‘exit out’, entrare dentrdenter
in’, etc. Following Haugen (2009), | assume thas ipossible to spell-out two different roots
for the purpose of expressing the same syntactowstic features: i.e., the P(ath) feature in
(27).

(27) a. Gianni & uscito (fuori) (Italian)
Gianni is exited (out)

b. %
v P (ResultP)
FP@h)] T
JUSCIRE DP P
Gianni /\
P X
(fuor)

However, H&K'’s (2000) P-cognation analysis does se¢m to be appropriate for Germanic
complex verbs likéneat up cool downor widen out Rather, given our present assumptions,
there are two possible alternative analyses fasetherbs: cf. the conflation analysis in (28)
(i.e., the strong pattern; cf. [17]) with the inporation one in (29) (i.e., the weak pattern; cf.
[15]).

14
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(28) v
/\
v P&ResultP)
— —
VHEAT v DP Path
thesoup ——o
Path X
up
(29) v
/\
% Path (ReshltP
/\
VHEAT; DP Path
/\
the soup Path X
T~
NHEAT, X (Part)
JHEAT up

To sum up: the relevant descriptive generalizatmrbe drawn from the Japanese and
Italian facts is that these two languages lackstheng {resultative/P-verb} pattern that is
found in English and, more generally, in Germa8igch a generalization is indeed important
and nicely squares with Talmy’s (1991, 2000) typatal observation that both Italian (and,
more generally, Romance) and Japanese laclcdfeent conflation pattern that can be
found in languages like English or Chinese: i.@thbRomance and Japanese lack cases
involving conflation of a root with a null light vie (cf. McIntyre [2004] and Mateu [2012]).

4. On the absence of the co-event conflation pattefrom Romance

The results presented here are compatible with tyicdis (2004) descriptive proposal in
(30). It should be pointed out that the relevarargmetric” difference does not depend on
compounding a root with a light verb but, cruciallyith anull light verb. If the light verb is
phonologically full (e.g., via direct insertion @fa incorporation: see below), no problem
should in principle arise in the languages thak l@onflation phenomena” with respect to

compounding with light verbs. For example, as shdyrMateu (2012), this difference can

15
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be made clear when comparing Chinese resultativecémpounds, which involve “Manner

conflation”, with Japanese ones, which dontr{tra Tomioka 2006).

(30) “In the present theory, languages lacking ledioih phenomena (e.g.,, Romance
languages) simply lack the type of compounding<iBié)” .
(31) M(orphological) ©NFLATION: Compound a root R withuiT or CHANGE if R names an
event which is identified to the initiation or clggnexpressed by those heads.
Mclntyre (2004: 551/554; ex. (57))

The relevant “parametric” difference does not depemn the syntactic operation of
compounding/merging X with Y (e.g., as argued bpiZarreta & Oh 2007)but rather has to

do with how null light verbs are licensed crosslinguistigalE.g., light verbs in Talmy's

(2000) verb-framed languages are licensed via dinsertion of a non-null light verb or via
incorporation, but not via conflation. Assuming tpkusible proposal that conflation (in
Mclntyre’s [2004] or Haugen’s [2009] sense) can feeluced to External Merge, the
descriptive generalization in (32) shouhlibt be understood as involving a syntactic

parametef.

(32) The grammar {disallows*, allows} conflation afroot with a null light verb during the

syntactic derivation. [*unmarked value]

Rather the relevant crosslinguistic differenceseh&y do with themorphophonological
licensing of light verbs (cf. Mateu & Rigau 2002¢&do-Matellan 2010). For example, light
verbs in English can be licensed (i) via direcention of a non-null light verb (e.g., [33a]),
(ii) via incorporation (e.g., [33b]), or (iii) viaonflation (e.g., [33c,d]). In contrast, in
Romance the light verb in (33c,d) or (34b) canemtain null’ which has nothing to do with
syntax: from a minimalist perspective it would make sense to parametrize the syntactic

5 Cf. zubizarreta and Oh (2007), for an account base8nyder’'s (2001) work on ti@ompounding Parameter
According to them, Romance cannot use the relesampound rule (i.e., “Merge two lexical categorigshe
same categorical type”) to compose manner andtditenotion in the way Germanic does.

8 Cf. Snyder's (2001: 328) formulation of the wefldwn ‘Compounding-Parameter: “The grammar
{disallows*, allows} formation of endocentric ro@mpounds during the syntactic derivation”. [*unkeat
value]

7 As pointed out by Mateu & Rigau (2002, 2010), theigatorily incorporating status of (argumentadjtt?in

Romance languages prevents them from having comgaéix of motion constructions like (33c,d); seenals
Acedo-Matellan (2010) and Real-Puigdollers (201@)further elaboration of this Talmian idea.
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operation involved in the formation of a compouRdther the relevant linguistic variation
has to do with a morphophonological issue: in Rareaand, more generally, in Talmy's
(1991, 2000) verb-framed languages (e.g., in JagmEnthe light verb cannot remain null as in
(33c,d) or (34b).

(33) a. He wentinto the room.  ,went [sgee he into the room]]
b. He entered the room. v €nter [sore he-intg the room]]
¢. He danced into the room.  [{VDANCE GO [sgre he into the room]]

d. He danced the night away. [He .[\[VDANCE CAUSH [sqrr the night away]]

(34) a. She made a hole in her coat with a cigatre  [She... | madea hole]]

b. He burned a hole in her coat with a cigarrette[She... |[,VBURN DO] a hole]]

Crucially, in order for the explanation of the abmentioned crosslinguistic facts to be
plausible it is important to assume that, unlikenflaion, the incorporation process
exemplified in (33b) does not involve the syntae@unction of a root to a null light verb:

i.e., (33b) does not involve the formation of atagtic compound *[[{ VIN/VENTER} GO]...

t]. So in this respect | depart from Hale & Keysd893) Bakerian notion of incorporatifn.

Similarly, | claim that the incorporation process/olved in (35b) does not involve the
formation of a syntactic compoungFLAT cAusg. In contrast, in conflation structures like
(35¢) a syntactic compound likgfHAMMER cAUsH is created (cf. Mcintyre [2004], Embick

[2004], Zubizarreta & Oh [2007], Mateu [2008, 201ahd Acedo-Matellan [2010], i.a.). In

(35b) the phonological matrix of the root is justped into the null causative verb, but,
crucially, this phonological process is not assecido the syntactic creation of a compodnd.

8 The Hungarian example in (i) does not involve ipopation (in the sense intended here) of P(ath) bu
affixation of P(ath) onto the verb formed by cotifia of VDANCE with the light verbco. In Talmy’s words, (i)

is an example of satellite-framedness. By conti@3b) does involve the Path incorporation patté; the
incorporation of P(ath) into the null verb givesnarphophonological atonenter, whereby it is an example of
verb-framedness. See also Acedo-Matellan (2010)nfre discussion.

(i) Mari be-tancolt a szoba-ba. (Hungarian)
Mary into-danced the room-into
‘Mary danced into the room.’ (Gehrke 20084 [L7a], p. 202)

9 See also van Riemsdijk (2002) for the existenceutiflight verbs in the syntax. He argues thabeplement
such as the directional PP in (ic) must be depemnafea phonetically unexpressed verb of motim whereby
one can preserve the plausible hypothesis accotdimdnich modals are always true auxiliaries (N8 painted
out by this author, the hypothesis according tocilihe modals in (i) are analyzed as main (lexicatps does
not seem to be plausible). Romance, and more dgnetlaer verb-framed languages, are predictectk these
constructions, which seems to be the case.
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(35) a. The metal got flat. v 9Pt [sc the metal flat]]
b. They flattened the metal with a hammer.  jThd, flat-en[sc the metaHat]]]

c. They hammered the metal flat. [They,],VHAMMER cAUsH[ s the metal flat]]]

4. Concluding remarks

- Despite appearances, ltalian phrasal verbs (apdng&se weak resultatives) can be claimed
to fall under Talmy’'s (2000Path/Result incorporatiomattern while strong {resultative/P-
verb} constructions in Germanic fall under lois-event conflatiorpattern(i.e., the one that
involves conflation of a root with a null light \@rcf. so-calledManner conflation

- The relevant “parametric” difference involved pmesence or absence of the co-event
conflation pattern does not depend on the syntasgeration of compounding/merging X
with Y but rather has to do withow null light verbs are licensed crosslinguistlgalThe
phonological matrix of verbs in Talmy’'s (2000) veéramed languages can be licensed via
direct insertion of a non-null light verb (e.g., éindare via‘go away’) or via incorporation
(e.g., It.correre via‘run away’; lavare via ‘wash away’), but not via conflation (e.g., It.

*ballare via‘dance away’).

- Unfortunately, cases of misinterpretation of Tgbn(1991, 2000) typology (as | understand
it) are quite frequent, this being partly due te lack of formalization (but see Acedo-
Matellan [2010], for a very detailed formal accquridespite many qualifications (see Son
[2007], Folli [2008], Beavers et al. [2010], i.athe following descriptive generalization
seems to be correctpyre (i.e., non-directional) manner verb + argumentala$ Clause
Result] constructions are absent from Romance kgesiand, more generally, from Talmy’s
(1991, 2000) verb-framed languages.

(0] a. Stoute kinderen mogen geen snoepje. (Dutch)

naughty children may no candy
‘Naughty children can’t have candies’.

b. Jan wil dood.
John wants dead
‘John wants to die’.

c. Diedoos kan naarde zolder.
thatbox can to the attic
‘That box can be put in the attic’.

van Riemsdijk (2002: 144; ex. (1))
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E.g., ltalian data with complex PPs like those36)(have been argued to be counterexamples
to the Talmian generalization according to whichnfRace languages cannot form goal of
motion structures without relying on a verb-franstditegy (e.qg., see Folli 2008)However,
notice that examples like (36) amet true counterexamples since they involve adjund, PP
i.e., they do not involve argumental SCRs (see @strrke [2008] and Real-Puigdollers
[2010], for relevant discussion).

(36) a. La barca ha gallegiatto dentro alla grotta. (Italian)
the boat has floated inside to.theecav
‘The boat floated into the cave.’
b. Gianni ha camminato fino alla spiaggia.
Gianni has walked  until to.the beach

‘Gianni walked up to the beach.’

(37) Gehrke (2008: 213) on (36a): “we are not idgalith an unaccusative structure here
but with an unergative one. The fact that the $tingcis not unaccusative means that the
DP la barcais a proper external argument and has not raised fhe subject-position
of the PP. Therefore, | assume that the PP is mmetdnodifying the event rather than

a secondary predicate, and no accomplishment steuist created.”

(38) a. Gianni cammino fino a casa in poco pitiecdminuti.
Gianni walked until to home in little neothan ten minutes
b. La barca galleggio dentro alla grotta in tiimeo.
the boat floated inside to.the cave incamant Folli (2008: ex. (23); p. 21)

NB: Folli (2008: 213; fn. 15) “a reviewer points tioe existence of speaker variation with respethi®data”.
In fact, the data in (38a) and (38b) are ungrantahin Catalan and Spanish. E.g., see Aske (13®9)Juan
camind hasta la cima (*en dos horakf) John walked until.to the summit in two hours

- Beaverset al. (2010: 20): “since nearly all languages have padtbs, then nearly all

languages have at least one verb-framed encodtigndp

(39) a. The bottle entered the cave. b. pingii-le dongxue. (Chinese)

bottle  entered-perf. cave

% see Folli (2008: 197): “the occurrence of compkis with a certain class of motion verbs in Itatianfirms
that the contention according to which Italian, ama@yeneral Romance languages, cannot form goaiation
structures without relying on verb-framed strateggefar too strong (Mateu 2002)”.
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In contrast, it has proven quite difficult to firdear examples of the co-event conflation
pattern in Talmy’s (2000) verb-framed languageg.(&komance, Japanese, Greek, etc). E.g.,
cf. Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou’s (2011) example(#0a), which, despite appearances,
can be claimed to involve incorporation of PathiRemto the verb rather than manner
conflation (cf. also Itlavare via‘wash away’). Otherwise, (i) there is no way t@ksn why
both examples in (40) are grammatical in English but inoGreek, (ii) there is no way to
explain why the very same contrast in (40) holdSpanish (cf. [41]), and (iii) there is no
way to explain the contrast between English anchiSpan (42), i.e., why the PP is necessary
in (42a) but not in (42b).

(40) a. OJannis skoup-is-e ta pesmena fila apatoma (Greek)
the Jannis swept the fallen leaves from therfl
b. ?2/*O Jannis skoup-is-e ta pesmena fila dtomo
the Jannis swept the fallen leaves up tetieet
Alexiadou & Anagnostopolou (2011)
(41) a. Jannis barrio las hojas del suelo. (Spanish)

b. *Jannis barrio las hojas a la calle.

(42) a. Jannis swept the leaves ??(off the sidgwallCf. Jannis swept the sidewalk.

b. Jannis barrié las hojas (de la acera). J&inis barrié la acera

Furthermore, if the present analysis of the Germasi Romance differences is on the right
track, the relevant contrasts in (43) through (4#@)ich once again are predicted by Talmy's
typology, can also be explained on the basis tteRomance verbal bases in these examples
do involve a Path/Result component, while the Emgkorresponding ones do not: indeed,
this difference would account for why the direcibphrase cannot be omitted in the English
examples.

(43) a. John washed the stain ??(away).
b. Gianni ha lavato (via) la macchia. (Italian)
Gianni has washed away the stain

‘Gianni washed the stain away.’
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(44) a. John wiped the fingerprints *(from thble&away...).
b. Juan fregé las huellas (de la mesa). (Spanish)
Juan wiped the fingerprints (of the table)

‘Juan wiped the fingerprints from the table.’

(45) a. John wiped the dust *(from the table).
b. Jeana essuyé la poussiere (de latable). (French)
Jean has wiped the dust (of the table)
‘Jean wiped the dust from the table.’

(46) a. John wiped the stains *(from the door).
b. En Joan frega les taques (de la porta) (Catalan)
the Joan wiped the stains (of the door)

‘Joan wiped the stains from the door.’

The ungrammaticality of the English examples ina(4® (46a) would then run parallel to
that of the examples in (47). As shown by Hoekgt888), the resultative PP/AP is
compulsory in (47) since it is the Small Clause WRepredicate (and not the verb) that
licenses the direct object as its arguméitatis mutandisone can argue that the English
PP’s in (43a) to (46a) have the same function éseltative PP/AP has in (47): the presence
of PP/PartP is compulsory in (43a) through (46a)riter to license the direct object, which
expresses the stuff that is removéd.

47) a.John danced the night *(away)
b. He talked us *(into a stupar)
c. The dog barked the chickens *(awake)

11 see also Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998: 118;1f2?)an alternative semantic explanation of the il
formedness of examples like the one in (ia):

0] a. John swept the crumbs *(off the tablg}f. John wiped the fingerprints *(away/from the table)
b. John swept the floor. (Cf.John wiped the tabje

Notice thatJohn swept the crumlis grammatical in Romance: e.g., Sphn barrié las migasJohn swept the
crumbs’. Sincesweepin (ia) lacks a directional component, the PathisPébligatory in English. In contrast, Sp.
barrer ‘to sweep’ is a directional manner verb in the oeal use obarrer las migaswhereby the Path PP is not
necessary in Spanish. As predicted by Talmy’s tygpl Sp.barrer, but not Englsweepis allowed to acquire a
Path/Result component in the directional contexbafrer las migas(cf. Sp.quitar las migas‘get+out the
crumbs’) but not in the activity context bérrer el suelo'sweep the floor’ (see ib).
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In contrast, the Romance verb in (43b) through Y4@in be argued to incorpordte abstract
predicative head of the SC-like resultative streestwhich encodes Path/Result. Given this,
the Romance counterpart wfipe in (43b) through (46b) means ‘remove/get.out’: Jfhn
[V+P; [scee{the stain/the fingerprints/the dudg)]] . No further PP is then necessary in (43b)
through (46b) to license the inner SC-like predicaince such a licensing is carried out via
the incorporation of the Path head of the SC-liReiRo the verb.

The Germanic P-verb pattern in (48) should themlibBnguished from the Romance one in

(15), repeated in (49), which does not involve &tidn but incorporation of the “result root”

VLAVA.
(48) v
/\
\% P
/\ —
\WASH v DP P
VSCRAPE the stain —
the dirt P X
??/*(away/off/...)
(49) v
/\
\Y Path
/\
VLAVA DP Path
/\
la macchia Path X
/\
eavA X (Part)
seava  (via)
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