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MINIMAL SIGNS AND GRAMMAR

Lars Hellan
University of Trondheim

This paper presents and illustrates some ideas concerning the interaction
between the Lexicon and Grammar, in the context of a general approach set
forth in Hellan and Dimitrova-Vulchanova, forthcoming,1 which
conceives Grammar largely as a set of conditions on properties of
constructions, these properties being represented formally by what we call
global features.2 Among the upshots of this approach is that a significant
part of the 'production’ dimension of Grammar can be seen as incremental,
building up larger and larger constructs, with lexical objects called ‘minimal
signs' as the first steps. It also allows us to construe, in a very precise way,
the basic lexical information in a grammar as essentially semantic in nature,
with syntactic properties deducible by general principles.? To give a picture
of this view, we outline a system of features representing what we take to be
the most important properties relative to lexical description, and illustrate
how the analysis of sentential constructions can be made to follow from the
description of their lexical heads.

As the focus of this presentation is on areas that only to a small extent
distinguish among current theories of syntax and semantics, we will not try
to identify the present approach as more or less close to this or that
framework; we share some salient features with the approach of Anderson
1992, but resemblance to frameworks such as LFG (e.g., Alsina 1992) and GB
(Chomsky 1992), as well as that of Talmy 1987 and Jackendoff 1990, should be
recognized as well. ‘

1. General assumptions
The present proposals involve the following general assumptions:

(A) A grammar is a recursive characterization of the possible
constructions of a language, where 'construction’ includes conceptual,
syntactic, morphological and phonological properties. As another word for
such a combination of properties constituting a construction, we use, with a
tenuous link to the Saussurean tradition, the notion sign. Sentences, thus,
represent what we may call 'complex signs'.4 The Grammar is constituted

ISee also Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Hellan 1991,

2 Another part of the background for this paper are the lexicon projects TROLL and Nordlex.
3 Among authors who have suggested this, we may mention Hale and Keyser 1987.

41n the Saussurean framework, this notion would be a contradictior., since signs there are
exclusively words (corresponding to our 'minimal signs’; this is what makes the link tenuous.
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by the rules and principles performing the recursive characterization of
signs.

(B) The formal building-blocks of Grammar are of two kinds, regardless
of what aspect (syntactic, conceptual, etc.) is considered:

(i)  binary features, which may be specified or non-specified;
(ii) constituents, and hence, constituent stractures.

(C) The rules and principles of Grammar are essentially static. They
divide into two kinds, likewise regardless of what aspect (syntactic,
conceptual, etc.) is considered:

(i) feature-entailments;

(ii)  rules for 'spell-out’ of feature-combinations into constituent
structures.

(D) Construction types are ‘holistically' characterized in terms of what we
call global features, reflecting both syntactic and semantic properties of
constructions as wholes. Rules for 'spell-out' of combinations of global
features determine the constituent structure of the construction; the
constituents are in turn characterized by what we call local features relative
to the global ones. The feature-entailments regulate which syntactic and
semantic global features can occur together, and in this way these
entailments are what regulate the range of construction types.

Abstractly illustrating, the features characterizing the top node of the
configuration (1) (each of {g1, g2, ...gn} being a specified binary feature) are
global, whereas those characterizing the constituents are local; at least a
subset of the features {g1, g2, ...gn} gives rise, through spell-out rules, to the
particular constituent configuration in question (in the category
specification of which the local features are crucial), and the constellation

{g1, 82, ...8n} as a whole is formally accepted by the general feature entailment
rules.

(1) 81

/ | \
11 kq mi
Ip ko moy

ln kn mn

To the extent that the entire constituent structure in (1) is predictable from
the global specification {g1, g2, ...gn}, we say that (1) is an unfolded version of




the specification (2), which thus unambiguously represents the same object
as (1) represents; (2) is called a purely global representation:

@) 81

82

&n
(E) A special type of sign is called a gestalt: this type of sign is constituted
by conceptual, syntactic and morphological features occurring together.> A

gestalt can be either purely global or unfolded. Thus, either of (1) and (2) is a

gestalt in case, in the set {g1, g2, ...gn}, some g are syntactic/morphological
and some are conceptual.

(F)  Although the Grammar as a system of rules is static, we may still
recognize some dimensions of 'dynamics' of Grammar, residing in the
following types:

(i) expansion (of feature-characterization);
(ii) saturation;

. ((iii) derivation, or 'reanalysis'.

( Saturation formally reflects a unification of the specification of a
constituent in a structure like (1) with another sign, namely one containing
morpho-phonological information. This type of relation is a step in
deducing from the grammar what are possible ‘complex' signs of the
language.

Expansion consists of the addition of specified features to a given
structure like (1) or (2). This dimension crucially assumes the availability of
non-specification of features, in the sense that in structures like (1) and (2),
all grammatical features except those explicitly entered in the structure as
specified, may be regarded as unspecified. Such structures can then be
enlarged through the addition of new specified features.

Derivation, or 'reanalysis', is commented on in section 6 below.

(G) The Lexicon provides the set of recursive bases for the
characterization of signs. Such a base is called a minimal sign. This is the
minimum of information about a given word from which the grammatical
behavior of that word can be deduced. Formally speaking, the minimal sign
consists of a grammatical category, a phonological form, a set of conceptual
features, and, in some cases, certain syntactic features reflecting the
grammatical context of the item. Thus, a minimal sign, when constituent
structure is not included, is on the ferm (3a); 'a’ here represents the
morpho-phonological specification. If constituent structure is included, it is

SThis construct has interesting similarities with what Grimshaw 1990 calls 'Argument
Structure’, but space prevents us from exploring the similarities here.
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on the form (3b) (i.e., in an unfolded version), where the node terminated
by 'a' may be counted as the head of the constellation, with ensuing possible
equivalence between {g1, g2, ...gn} and {13, Iy, ...1n}:

@ a g1 b. g1

82 82

gn gn

| / | \

a 11 ki mi
1 ks ms;
In kn Mp
|
a

The Lexicon also provides the set of more complex forms, morpho-
phonologically specified, which do not result from regular saturation. This
- aspect of the Lexicon is relevant to derivation or reanalysis, and is only
briefly touched upon here.

Apart from the Lexicon, we do not, at the outset, assume any special
'stages' entitled to be recognized as 'levels of grammar' in the 'dynamic’
dimension of grammar. For instance, there is no stage of 'lexical insertion’
as a level of the grammar itself, nor any 'deep structure'. However, it will be
useful to conceive of different degrees to which characterization takes place,
along the different ‘dynamic’ dimensions of characterization - expansion,
saturation and reanalysis. The formal object on which these types of
characterizations accumulate starts out as a minimal sign, and throughout
the accumulation process it has the status as a gestalt frame. A frame is a
structure 'like (3b) where at least some constituent slots have not been
saturated, and it is a gestalt frame insofar as the features represent a
combination of syntactic and conceptual information. Expansion now
consists of enlarging the sets of specified features characterizing the nodes.
From the initial set of features characterizing the minimal sign, which
reflect properties of lexical (as opposed to functional) words, the enrichment
of the feature structures will comprise (for languages where relevant)
constructional phenomena like small clause formation and verb
serialization, and eventually include more abstract, functional features of
sentence structure, such as (again va“ving actoss languages) tense, auxiliary
verbs or markers, reflexive markers, clitic doubling and other cliticization
phenomena. In this perspective, sqaturation can be regarded as a further
enrichment relatior, augmenting the constituents of gestalt frames with
phonological and other material. Both expansion and saturation can thus be
regarded as unidirectional, or monotonic, operations on gestalt frames
(initially on minimai signs), in that they unidirectionally 'pump up' the




feature specifications, with whatever constituent structural unfolding the
created feature combinations engender through the spell-out rules.

This is not to say that Grammar, as a ‘'dynamic’ system, in all respects
can be regarded as monotonic - it is so only in so far as we consider the set of
minimal signs and the dimensions of expansion and saturation together.
The reanalysis processes, in contrast, which operate both on 'sub-word'’
(through affixation and incorporation) and phrasal level, are not monotonic
in the sense now in question.

We now illustrate the picture we have drawn. First, we introduce
some of the main features that play a role in characterizing 'lexical’
mirimal signs (section 2 and 3), and then we exemplify the composition of
minimal signs and the process of extending minimal signs to gestalt frames,
subject to feature-entailments and syntactic spell-out rules (sections 4 and 5).
The constructions used for illustration here are especially small clause
formation and implicitation in English and Norwegian. Section 6 remarks
on reanalysis, and section 7 summarizes the emerging picture of Grammar
and Lexicon.

2. The content of the basic features
We distinguish between syntactic and conceptual features. The main types
of conceptual features are introduced first, and then the syntactic ones.

Lexical (as opposed to functional) words are interfaces between
Grammar and general cognition. In the latter capacity, they represent
schemata of experience and activity, in the former, they are the
informational cores of sentences and other complex signs, and as such,
'sewn' according to the roles they play in the syntactic and morphological
patterns of the signs. The concern of the present model of a Lexicon is the
relation of words to Grammar. In this respect, a full representation of the
cognitive capacity of a word is irrelevant; however, we claim that certain
general aspects of this capacity are grammatically relevant, and a key
ingredient of a grammar-related lexical description will be the identification
of this aspect. The aspect will be called criteriality, and is explained as
follows.6 '

The meaning of a linguistic expression may be said to consist of
criteria for deciding whether a given item is a referent of the expression. For
clause meanings, the items in question are situations, and at the broadest
level, we can distinguish between two types of criteriality of situations: the
criteria can pertain either to directly observable features of the situation, or
to what will be entailed by the situation.”? The main item to which these
criteria are tied is the verb. Most verbs of the basic vocabulary have the
observationally based type of criteriality, and this is the type on which we

6 A similar notion, named ‘identification’, is developed in johnsen 1991

7 An instance of the entailment type is the verb "know": the criteria for whether a sentence
headed by "know" applies to a situation, pertain to whether the complement of the vetb ('p'
in "x knows that p") is true or not; i.e,, "x knows that p" entails "p". On a classification of
verbs along these lines, see Karttunen 1971,
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will focus in the following, and to which we will generally refer by the term
‘criteriality’.

One parameter of criteriality resides in the types of criterial properties
involved, which we group into ‘coloring’, 'space relatedness', and
‘existence'. Coloring means that certain properties or types of behavior of
the argument itself are criterial, to be assessed by inspection of the
argument; thus, metaphorically speaking, the argument entity is 'colored'
by the relation. Space relatedness means that the criterial factor is the spatial
coordinates of the argument, relative to other defined spaces or landmarks,
expressed or understood. This parameter divides into at least three subcases:
spatial location; spatial fit, also referred to as posture; and orientation. In
spatial fit, the landmark is the immediate surroundings of the argument
entity, often contiguous to it, whereas in spatial location, the landmarks of
criterial importance are less close to the entity. In orientation, what counts is
the orientation of fronts and other sides of the entity, independent of
possible movement and contact relative to the reference space. Existence
means that the criterial factor pertains to coming into, or passing out. of,
existence - to be referred to as actualization and annihilation, respectively.

For example, in "John ran”, John is the entity to which the criteria
associated with 'run’ apply, one criterion being one of coloring, namely that
John makes certain leg movements, and one being a criterion of space’
relatedness, namely that he gradually changes position in space. In "John ate
the cake", criteria of coloring apply both to John (by his movements) and to
the cake (its being subjected to the penetration of teeth or other material),
the latter also having the existence parameter applying to it (by its gradual
disappearance). :

Another parameter resides in the distribution of criteria on the
participants of the situation, if it has more than one participant: in the case
of "eat", as just mentioned, both participants are criterial, whereas in "John
broke the window", it is only the window which has criteriality, in the form
of coloring - the exact behavior of John is immaterial, as long as his
responsibility can be recognized.8 To further illustrate, in “John fell into the
pit", 'fall’ is the relation, its criterion being one of space relatedness, namely
that there is a movement downwards on the part of the entity expressed.
The notion 'downward' presupposes a reference space, which need not be
specified if clear from the context. As John need not at all have contiguity
with this space, this is an example of spatial location criteriality.

Quite often, a verb is accompanied by an expression which specifies
an instantiation of the type of criteriality inherent in the verb. Such
expressions we refer to as criterial spell-outs. Examples of the various types
of such spell-outs include the following, with the spell-out property
italicized and the argument in which this property is found underlined:

8Thus, the conditions pertaining to John's role here relate to the entailment dimension.




4) Coloring:  John cut the grass short

John broke the glass to pieces
Existence: The flower faded away

He ate the banana all up
Space relatedness:
Location:  He went away

He stayed in Uruguay

Iohn fell into the pit
Posture: Iohn sat in his chair

For instance, in "John fell into the pit", the expression "into the pit"
instantiates the criterial factor of downward movement tied to "fall”. In a
similar way, "short” in "John cut the grass short" is the criterial spell-out of
the object-related criterion associated with “cut", and likewise for "to pieces"
in association with "break"; these spell-outs are both spell-outs of coloring.

The ways in which the criteriality factors play a grammatical role will

be demonstrated in sections 4 and 5. To represent these factors, we define
features corresponding to them, made accessible to the rules of Grammar;
we thereby avoid specifying all semantic details of the words in question,
but separate out those aspects of the ‘criterial' semantics which is
grammatically relevant.
' Another conceptual dimension resides in what we may call
(thematic) roles. (They represent another, and more standardly recognized,
dimension of abstraction over meanings.) It should be noted that there is an
ambiguity in the notion 'role’ as commonly used. On the one hand, it can
be used simply as a way of keeping participants in a situation apart; 'roles' in
this sense are mutually exclusive, in that no participant will be two
participants. On the other hand, 'role' can be used for any type of property
characterizing parts played by participants in an activity, such that a
participant may conceivably have more than one such property at the time.?
This is the sense in which we use the term 'role’ here.

A first division in role types may be drawn between those properties
or roles that pertain to spatial movement or orientation of participants, to
be called spatial roles, and those that are connected with the participant as
such, called inherent roles. Inherent roles in general classify both criterial
arguments {especially through coloring and existence) and non-criterial
arguments, one example being '‘cause’ for a verb like “break". Spatial roles
essentially reflect the domain of space-related criteriality, the main such role
being the one described later as a 'pivot' or 'monotonic participant’. We
now describe some of the inherent roles in detail.

? We leave open whether more than one participant may have the same property. The idea
that a participant may have multiple role properties is also developed in Jackendoff 1987,
1990, through a system of 'tiers’ of conceptual representation. His multiplicity of tiers may be
compared to our multiplicity of co-occurring features, as illustrated throughout, e.g. in (22).
For a comparison, see Hellan and Dimitrova-Vulchanova, forthcoming.
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One type of inherent role is characterized by force or energy emitted
by the participant; the relation is here characterized as a force, and the
participant emitting the force is a source. Another type is the perceiving
relation, whose main participant is a perceiver. A third type of relation is
the controlling relation, whose main participant is the controller: having
this role means that the participant is in a position to willfully bring the
situation to an end.

Forces, controlling and perceiving relations are quite often polarized,
or asymmetric, involving two arguments which we may call the poles of
the relation, such that one pole has in some way or other a dominant
function over the other; hence they will be called, respectively, the
dominant pole of the relation and the non-dominant pole. The prototypical
polarized relation is the force, as excmplified in "John kicked the ball", but
the polarized type comprises purely controlling relations as well, as in "John
owns the house", and perceptual relations, as in "John sees the house". The
non-dominant pole of a force is called the target of the force, the non-
dominant pole of a controlling relation is called the controllee.

It should be noted that forces can be expressed without either source
or target, some possibilities being exemplified in (5):

(5) it is raining

John ran

the stone hit the window

John shot plastic bullets (against me)
the water is boiling

oo oD

In (a), there is just the force, with neither source nor target, expressed nor in
the situation itself. In (b), there is a source but no target. In (c), "the window"
must count as the target of the relation, but "the stone" is hardly to be
perceived as a source, hence this is a case where the force obtains with a
target but without a source. Here the constituent “the stone" will be called a
vehicle of the force expressed: this is an entity which is so to say 'carried
along' by the force, or, conversely, an entity 'hosting' the force. This category
is .exemplified also by "the water" in (e) and "plastic bullets" in (d). Vehicles
are the prototypical non-poles, their presence being no contribution to
asymmetry. As a result, they occur not only in non-polarized images like
the above, but also as a third element of a polarized image, like the italicized
items in the examples in (6):

6) a John hit the window with the stone
b. the vulcano covered the field with ashes

In (a), the vehicle may be counted as instrument of the force, a status it gets
when the source is controlling; in either case, its non-pole status prevents it
from upsetting the asymmetry established by the other participants.




Sources may be either controlling or not: a verb like "kick" generally
favors a controlling source, whereas the vulcano example (6b) has a non-
controlling source. Sources, moreover, as said above, may be either criterial
or not. Thus, "John" in “John broke the window" is not criterial with regard
to the event, but does count as a source (or ‘cause’); in "John ate the carrot”,
in contrast, "John" is both a source and criterial.

That "John" is criterial in a case like "John ate the carrot” means that
his activity is identified, something which is not the case in "John broke the
window". Based upon this, we make a principled distinction between
identified and non-identified source activity, correlated with whether the
source is criterial or not. When the source activity is not identified, it is also
impossible to assess what type of direct impact it has on the target, which is
to say that the target, with regard to the non-identified act, is non-criterial as
well (whereas, e.g.. with a verb like "break", it is criterial with regard to the
change resulting from this unidentified act - that is, the state of brokenness).
Reflecting this distinction, we distinguish between two types of polarity of
forces, source polarity belonging to an image when the source activity is
identified, and global polarity when either there is source polarity, or the
source activity is non-identified, but the direct object undergoes change.
"The window" in "John broke the window" is thus a target pole of global
polarity, but not a target pole of source polarity.

Let us now state briefly and very informally how some of the
conceptual notions now considered relate to grammatical realization:

(7) -a In a polarized relation, the dominant pole is realized as

subject, and the non-dominant pole as object.

Sources are realized as subject.

Controllers are realized as subject.

d. In the absence of participants represented as source or
controller, a vehicle is realized as subject

N o

These rules define part of the canonical mapping between the conceptual
dimension and the syntactic dimension.

A further type of role is that of the pivot, also called monotonic
participant. Among the types of change that may be found in a situation,
one type is characterized by having what we may call persistent
directionality; in the terms of Tonne 1992, such change is monotonic (and in
the terms of Tenny 1987, undifferentinted), as opposed to the activity
exercized by sources generally. A participant undergoing monotonic change
may be called a monotonic participunt, or pivot, and a situation, in so far as
it has a component of monotonicity, a monotonic situation; we also call it a
transition. Situations may be monotonic in one respect and still non-
monotonic in another; indeed, it is possible even for a single participant to
be monotonic in one respect and differentiated in another, as, for instance,
in "John ran along the road": here one component of John's behavior is
differentiated, involving repeated leg movements and so on, whereas
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another component is monotonic, namely John's traversal of the path
leading along the road. Only in the latter respect is John counted as a
monotonic participant.

Monotonic behavior may be construed as defining a scale along
which the changes involving the monotonic participant may be represented
as successive values. Thus, if the change is a change of location, the scale is
constituted by the successive positions occupied by the monotonic
participant along the path traversed. If the change involves inherent
qualities, the scale concerns the development of the quality in the
monotonic participant, as with "ripen": the monotonic participant here
goes, unidirectionally, through the series of values of ripenness obtaining in
the participant itself. If the change concerns existence, through gradual
increase or decrease of the mass constituting an entity, the scale concerns the
successive sizes or amounts of that entity reached through the persistent
development, and the monotonic participant in this case is this entity
successively coming into or out of existence.

Another way of viewing a transition is as a sequence of situations, or
images, tied together by the monotonic participant, such that in each pair of
consecutive itnages in the sequence, the second member is a development
from the first member with regard to properties of the monotonic
participant.

In the limiting case of transitions, the sequence of images has only
two members, or the scale only two values; such transitions may be called
punctual ‘ransitions, exemplified by "break".

We distinguish between completed and non-completed transitions. A
transition is completed when it relates to a scale for which a delimiting
point is expressed, and the change has reached that delimiting point of the
scale. This last point, or the corresponding image, we call the result of the
transition. Punctual transitions are necessarily completed.

A transition is either encoded in the meaning of the verb, or
expressed through the larger construction. Examples of the former type are
"John ate the apple" and “the apple ripened"”, an example of the latter type is
“John licked the jar empty". Transitions encoded in the verb meaning may
be either completed or non-completed, whereas constructionally expressed
transitions are always completed. We first discuss transitions encoded in the
meaning of the verb.

For such transitions, the scale provided by the verb may or may not be
delimited; common to all cases is only that the scale has direction. Whether
the transition itself counts as completed depends in part on syntactic factors
of the construction, these being primarily i) whether the monotonic
participant, when not expressed as subject, is expressed as direct object or
prepositional object, and ii) whether an adverbial or predicative expression
marks an 'end of path' or not. Consider first non-punctual change with
regard to existence, that is, gradual coming into or passing out of existence,
the latter exemplified by “eat". "Eat" conceptually presupposes something
eaten, and this thing in each case determines the delimitation of the scale of

12
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the monotonic aspect of the eating event in question. Thus, if what is eaten
is an apple, the size and texture of the apple determines the scale, the
delimitedness of the apple inducing the delimitedness of the scale.
Completion of the eating event now means that the event progresses to the
final point of this scale. This will be the case if the expression for the apple
functions as a direct object for the verb, but not if it is embedded in a
prepositional phrase. That is, (8a) expresses a completed event, (8b) a non-
completed event.

8) a. John ate the apple
b. John ate of the apple

The same can be observed for a verb like "paint”, which expresses
change of quality rather than existence, but still has its scale determined
according to the size of some object, here the surface of whatever is painted.
In Norwegian, thus, a pair similar to (8) is (9), the use of a direct object again
expressing the circumstance that the event reaches the end of the scale:

© a Jon malte huset
'Jon painted the house':
b. Jon malte pa huset

Jon painted on the house
'Jon did some painting on the house’

For 'internal' properties like ripenness, delimitedness of a transition
may again be induced by the type of thing ripening, but now not as a reflex
of the size of the thing. The completion role of the direct argument is less
salient in such cases.

For both existence and coloring, we may thus say that once the verb,
together with its monotonic participsrt, establishes a delimited scale of
- transition, if that participant is expressed as a direct object, the image is
completed, whereas if the participant is expressed as a prepositional phrase,
the transition is not completed. If the montonic participant is expressed as
subject, as in "the apple ripened" or "the apple shrank”, the completed
reading is the most likely reading (but perhaps not necessarily, such that
context may bring out the potential for non-completion).

When the change happens with regard to location, that is, a scale
which is not related to the size or quality of the monotonic participant, then
both delimitedness of the scale and completion of the transition are induced
by a delimiting adverbial expression, like in “John ran into the house".

For punctual transitions, both the delimitedness of the scale and the
completion of the fransition are determined by the verb alone. Thus, even
where a direct object can be used, as in "win the race" vs. "win", the
punctual construal is obligatory for both,

11




We may sum up the above in the following regularities, as a
continuation of the mapping principles in (7) (being 'co-participants’ - cf.
(10c) - means being participants of the same relation):

(10) a. In the absence of a source, a controller or a vehicle, a
monotonic participant is realized as subject.
b. In a completed transition of coloring or existence, if the

monotonic participant is not realized as subject, it has to be
realized as direct object.

C A monotonic participant is realizable as a prepositional object
only if it is a co-participant with a color- or existence-criterial
non-monotonic participant - i.e., if it is the target pole of a

_ source polarity relation.

The notions of transition and delimitedness are often seen as
aspectual notions. This dimension concerns the way in which the internal
structure of an image is mapped upon the temporal dimension. One
example is the distinction punctual - non-punctual (durative), which was
characterized above. The class of punctual verbs includes both criterial and
non-criterial verbs, like "hit" and "win", respectively; it includes both
polarized and monadic verbs, like "hit"/"win" and "explode", respectively;
and the verbs can have either a controlling or a non-controlling reading.

Besides punctuality, the most ¢ ral aspectual notion is telicity. For
an image/situation I to be telic means that if some event E is modelled by 1,
then no subpart of E can count as being modelled by I, nor can any extension
of E. Telicity is related to completedness: thus, in the contrast in (8) - "John
ate the bread" vs. "John ate of the bread" - the latter, which js incompleted,
is atelic, meaning that the event can be both divided and extended and still
be describable by the sentence "John ate of the bread". "John ate the bread",
in contrast, cannot be applied to a point prior to where the bread is
completely eaten, nor can it be applied to any stage beyond that point. The
conditions for telicity of a transitional construction are thus those stated
above concerning completedness, with the addition that the arguments
represent what may be called specified amounts: thus, in “John ate the
apple”, both arguments are specified amounts and the construction is telic,
whereas "John ate apples" is an atelic construction, due to the object
argument being a non-specified collection of individuals.!10 Likewise there
is a non-specified amount object in "John drank wine", the participant this
time being even non-individuated, and again the construction is atelic. In
constructions with punctual verbs, non-specified amount subjects and
objects again induce atelicity; examples are "volcanoes exploded every day",
"John won prizes every week", and so on.

Another instance of completedness/telicity is constructions like
"walk a walk", "live a long life", etc., where what is completed is not a

10For discussion of these notions, see, ey, Verkuyl 1989,
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transition, but rather a 'non-targeted differentiated activity; the type of
'cognate object’ exemplified here in a way 'frames in’ the event, again on
the condition that it represents a specified amount. The main semantic
factors on which telicity depends can thus be summarized as in (11):

(11) telicity requires
of the and of the
verbal constellation participants
punctuality, or specified amount reading

completed transition, or
'framing in' of activity

Having now outlined most of the conceptual factors of relevance to
gestalts/signs, we introduce a few syntactic notions. We define the topology
of a clause-gestalt as consisting of a verb, on the one hand, and one or more
points on the other, of which one functions as the subject and another as
the direct object; a third point is the predicative, understood as an extension
of the notion from Jespersen 1924: when combined with a predication
subject, this constellation expresses the same propositional type of content
as a sentence does. Whenever there is a direct object (DO), the predicative
takes this as its predication subject, otherwise it takes the subject (SU) as
predication subject. Thus, in "John painted the house red", "red" is a
predicative with "the house" as its predication subject; in "the bottle
remained cold", "cold" is a predicative with "the bottle" as predication
subject.

We distinguish between intransitive clauses, which have a SU but
no DO, and transitive clauses, which have both a SU and a DO.
Derivatively, we define an intransitive vesh as a b heading an
intransitive clause, and a transitive verb correspondingly. Since a given
verb can often occur in both types of construction, this is not a classification
of verbs as lexemes, but of verbs according to types of occurrence.

If a clause has a predicative, we call it a branching clause, meaning
that an additional predication 'branches off' from the verbal predication.
Such a clause may, but need not, have a DO, hence there can be both
transitive and intransitive branching clauses. The part of the clause which is
defined for the verb in isolation (comprising SU, verb and possibly a DO) we
call the root predication, the 'branch' part together with the predication
subject we call the dependent predication.!!

11Among notions that are 50 far not represented in the topology, but belong there, is indirect
object; nothing , however,will be said about this notion here.
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3. Towards a formal analysis

Most of the notions introduced in section 2 will now be recast as values of
binary features. After listing the features, with definitions reflecting the
original notions, we give some general indications as to how the
distribution of features is regulated, and illustrate their use in the analysis of
an actual sentence. We then turn to minimal signs and their expansion into
gestalt frames.

We start with features representing the syntactic dimension of the
gestalt. The topology, i.e., the structural skeleton of the gestalt, can be
defined in terms of the features 'ttransitive’ and 'tbranching', applied in
accordance with the usage introduced above; they represent the various
syntactic topological options illustrated in (12):

(12) a. [-transitive, -branching]: SsU V
b. [+transitive, -branching]: SU V DO
c. [-transitive, +branching}: st Vv Pred
d. [+transitive, +branching]: SU V DO Pred

The constituent categories 'SU', 'DO’, 'V' and 'Pred' are in turn

decomposable into features, as follows; each feature is defined in terms of its
positive value:

(13) +topological: applies to all topological categories
tpoint: applies to SU, DO and Pred, as opposed to V,
relevant only given '+topological’
targument: applies to SU and DO, relevant only given '+point’
tsubject: applies to SU, relevant only given '+argument’

Among '-topological' constituents, various distinctions will be relevant, a
basic one being the one between wvisible constituents and implicit
arguments; the feature representing this difference will be simply "tvisible'.

We then introduce the conceptual features, starting with global
features representing the notions discussed above. In this context, we use
Image’ instead of 'situation’ as the conceptual entity expressed by a
sentence, so that the global features in cuesticn may be said to classify
images, at the same time as they classify ygestalts.

In most cases, features assigned to the verb also apply to the image;
the only feature reserved for the image is 'ttelic', as this notion is defined
above. The other aspectual feature is tpunctual’, again used in accordance
with the above remarks, applying both to V and Image.

From the transitional dimension we posit the following global
features, defined in terms of their positive value:
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(14) *transitional:

tcompleted:

a monotonic change takes place in the image
(not necessarily the only change in the image)
a transition has been completed (relevant only
given '+transitional')

The following global Image-features reflect the role notions
introduced above, again defined in terms of their positive value; these
features also apply to verbs, as they are essentially properties of relations:

(15) tpolarized:

tforce:
+sourcal:

ttargeted:

Fcontrol:

the image is constituted by an asymmetric binary
verb (applies both to 'global' and 'source' polarity)
the image is constituted by a force

the force has a source (relevant only given
‘+force')

the force has a target (relevant onlv given '+force’;
applies both to targets of source polarity and global
polarity, criteriality of SU distinguishing between

those) :

the image is constituted by a relation of exerted
control; such a relation is necesssarily polarized

Global features representing criteriality, finally, are as follows,
belonging both to Image and V, here defined as Image features, and again in
terms of their positive value; the notions "part(icipant)l’ and 'part(icipant)2'

are explained below:

(16) *criterial:
tpartl-criterial:

tpart2-criterial:
tpivot-criterial:

*coloring:

tpartl-coloring:
tpart2-coloring:

tpivot-coloring:

texistence:

ispace-related:

the image is observably criterial

the image is criterial by virtue of criteriality of
participant 1

the image is criterial by virtue of criteriality of
participant 2

the image is criterial by virtue of criteriality of
the pivot

the image is criterial in terms of coloring

the image is criterial in terms of coloring of
participant 1

the image is criterial in terms of coloring of
participant 2

the image is criterial in terms of coloring of
the pivot

the image is criterial in terms of existence

the image is criterial in terms of space-relatedness
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- Specification of criteriality for participant 1 and 2 applies for existence and
space-relatedness as well. A feature like '+partl-coloring' entails '+coloring’,
which in turn entails '+criterial’. Subspecification of criteriality types is
again represented by features; for instance, space-relatedness has as one of its
subtypes location, which in turn has traversal, represented by 'ttraversing’,
as one subtype.

These features constitute the main features categorizing images as
such, and most of them apply to the verb as well. We now look at the
relationship between Image specification and local features, i.e., specification
of the constituents of the topology, including the verb.

Related to the features in (15), we define the following participant

features (again in terms of their positive value, when nothing is specified to
the contrary):

(17) *pole: belongs to the two participants of a polarized
relation
+dominant: relevant only for participants marked ‘+pole', such

that the positive value goes to the controller of a
control relation, the source of a polarized force
relation, the perceiver of a perception relation, etc

tsource: the participant specification corresponding to
‘+sourcal’

target: the participant specification corresponding to
'+targeted’

tcontroller: belongs to the dominant pole of a control relation

tcontrollee: belongs to the non-dominant pole of a control
relation :

A vehicle of a force is specified "-pole, -source, -target'.

Related to (16) are the following criteriality features characterizing
participants (defined in terms of their positive value):

(18) zLpartl-criterial:  criterial qua being participant 1 of the relation
tpart2-criterial:  criterial qua being participant 2 of the relation
tpartl-coloring:  coloring-criterial qua participant 1 of the relation
tpart2-coloring:  coloring-criterial qua participant 2 of the relation

tpivot-criterial:  criterial qua being pivot of the relation

tpivot-coloring: coloring-criterial qua pivot of a transition

tcrit-spell-out:  serves as criterial spell-out of the relation; will
belong to the topological 'Pred’ or adverbial of
manner (not formally distinguished so far)

*path: relevant only given '+crit-spell-out’, and entails
‘+traversing' as specification of one of the
participants

18

16




The following features relate to (14) (defined in terms of their prsitive
value):

(19) zpivet: relevant given '+transitional’, marks the
monotonic participant of a transition
tresult: marks the Pred of a branching transition

construction (distinguishing it from other
conceivable functions played by Pred in non-
transitional constructions)

All of the participant features now given relate implicatively to verb-
features. A participant feature entailed by '+telic' is the positive value of
'specified amount', '£SPA’, to be carried by both direct arguments.

Consider now the question of co-specification, i.e., how the system is
to ensure that the right specifications co-occur in a given matrix of features.
This issue has two parts: one concerns the co-occurrence of conceptual
features (those in (17), (18) and (19), plus 'tSPA") in the specification of a
given participant, the other the co-occurrence of conceptual features with
the topological features in (13) - a correlation we refer to in (7) in part 1 as
mapping principles between the conceptual dimension and syntax. In the
present system, conceptual and topological features co-occur in the same
matrix, whenever a participant is syntactically realized, hence the syntax-
semantics mapping is here a matter of feature co-occurrence in one and the
same constituent. We first address the co-specification between conceptual
features.

Certain specifications are bound to co-occur, or not eco-occur,
whenever they both obtain. An example of the former case is the co-
occurrence between '+source' and '+controller’, an example of the latter is
the co-occurrence between '+target' and '+controller’. Principles
interrelating Image specification with participant specification will
'orchestrate’ this distribution, through rules of the form "if F is an Image
feature and G occurs in Participant x, then H occurs in x as well", and "if F is
an Image feature and G occurs in Participant x, then H cannot occur in x as
well", exemplified by (20a) and (20b):

(20) a. If Image contains '+control’, and '+source' occurs in Participant
x, then "+controller’ occurs in Participant x as well.
b. If Image contains '+control’, and '+source' occurs in Participant

x, then "+controllee' must occur in Participant y distinct from x.

Once substantively incompatible features are kept separate, through rules
like (20b), co-occurrence of features is successively induced through rules
like (20a).

The labels 'Partl' and Part2' used in the criteriality features in (16)
and (18) relate by convention to rules like (20), for instance such that 'Partl'
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refers to that participant in an Image which receives '+source' or
'+dominant' (a disjunction containing only compatible specifications), and
‘Part2’ refers to that participant which receives '+target' or '+pole,
-dominant’; rules imposing these conventions are like (20) in form.

Rules for mapping the conceptual specification onto topology are of
the same form as (20), e.g. (21a,b), restating (7a,b) from section 1; we here
replace Tmage' by 'Gestalt’, as this is the appropriate name for the construct
comprising both conceptual and topological features, and we replace
‘participant’ by 'argument”:

(21) a. If Gestalt has '+polarized’, and '+dominant’ occurs in
argument matrix A then '+subject’ occurs in A as well.
b. If '+source’ occurs in argument matrix A, then '+subject’
occurs in A as well.
C. If Gestalt has "+transitive', and '+target’ occurs in argument

matrix A, then '-subject,+argument’' occurs in A as well.

Notice that there is no Gestalt level feature on which '+subject' is
dependent, given a language like English or Norwegian, since any gestalt in
these languages has to contain this type of argument.

The situation of an implicit argument is represented as an argument
matrix containing only conceptual features, together with '-visible'. The
situation of an expletive argument (like "there" in “there is a book here") is
represented as a matrix containing only topological features.

To illustrate this formalism, we give the (necessarily incomplete)
gestalt tree for the sentence "John ate the apple”. The italicized features
under the Gestalt node are to be seen as projected from the verb-inherent
specification [x], and the italicized Arg-features are those that are induced by

these same verb-inherent features (in neither case is the italicization part of
the formalism itself).

(22) Gestalt

+telic

+completed
+transitional
-punctual
+partl-criterial  (=x)
+part2-criterial
+pivot-criterial

+force
+polarized
+transitive
-branching
/ | \
Argl \% Arg2
+sauree [x] +target
+gar’t‘1-critI +partl-crit
+5PA +pivot
+pivot-crit
+SI’A
+nr%' +arg
+.~Isu ject -subject

| |
John ate the apple
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The criteriality can here be further specified as coloring for Argl and Arg2,
and existence for the pivot. We note that Arg2 is specified both as a pivot,
i.e., as undergoing a monotonic change, and as a target, which means that in
some other respect, the participant is directly affected. This complex
involvement of the participant is reflected in the V and Gestalt
specification, in the co-occurrence of ‘+transitional’ representing
monotonicity, and ‘+force, +polarized' reflecting non-monotonicity.

4. Minimal signs and their extensions

We are now in a position to illustrate the notion of a minimal sign, and
extensions into gestalt schemata. Continuing with "eat", (23) is the essential
part of the minimal sign for "eat" (the symbol '{'eat’}' is here a place-holder
for the phonological specification; it is a highly non-trivial issue exactly
what this specification should be, but this is not considered here):

(23) \Y
+transitional
-punctual
+partl-criterial
+part2-criterial
+pivot-criterial
+force
+polarized

I

{'eat'}

The feature characterization in (23) renders all semantic aspects of
grammatical relevance of the item; thus, '+polarized’' and '+force' together
imply that there are two participants involved in any act of eating, one a
source and the other a target; by conventions like those given in (20) and
(21), the source is understood to be 'participant 1', such that whatever
criteriality features are understood to be associated with the source are
represented in the characterization of V with the prefix '+partl-...', and
correspondingly for the target and 'part2'. The specification '+transitional’
marks that one of the participants, in at least one respect, behaves like a
monotonic participant or pivot, by '+pivot-criterial' represented as criterial
with regard to the change (by disappearance), and by general convention
(not stated so far), when one of two force-related participants is monotonic
and the act is identified (i.e., source-criterial), then it is the target participant
which is the monotonic one. Given these entailments, this means that the
conceptual properties of "eat" are fully represented ty (23); (24) is the
unfolded counterpart of (23), produced by the implications mentioned, and
thus has exactly the same information as (23):
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(24) Image
+transitional
-punctual
+partl-criterial (=x)
+part2-criterial
+pivot-criterial

+force
+polarized
/ I \
Partl v Part2
+source ix] +target
+partl-crit +part2-crit
+pivot
+pivot-crit
|
{'eat'}

The node labels 'Image’ and 'Partl/2' reflect the circumstance that (24) is
only a conceptual specification, not a gestalt, and for this reason we will say
that (23) and (24) represent the conceptual core of "eat", non-unfolded and
unfolded, respectively.

Not all minimal signs are conceptual cores. For instance, there are
verbs, such as "make" in the use exemplified in "John made me laugh", for
which the minimal specificatica will necessarily involve syntactic features
representing transitivity and a small clause predicative; for the present,
however, we confine ourselves to the cases where the minimal sign is a
conceptual core.

For a structure like (23) to attain the richness of a saturated gestalt like
(22), it has, apart from the constituent spell-out and saturation, to undergo
expansion with regard to the global syntactic features 'ttransitive' and
tbranching', and the local feature '+tSPA'. General feature-entailments will
then decide values for 'tcompleted' and 'ttelic’ for the dominating node
(which is then ’Gestalt’) - according to (10) above, if the target of "eat" is
realized as a DO, which follows from the specification '+transitive’', then the
gestalt is '+completed’, and if in addition all direct arguments are '+SPA/,
the gestalt will be '+telic', thus yielding the structure of (22), apart from the
saturation. Some of these entailments in their feature form are given in
(25a), and some spell-out principles in (25b), mainly to illustrate the format.
In the rules in (a), brackets are labelled only if the rule interrelates
specifications in different constituents.

(25) a.i [+teliclGestalt >  ([+arglargn > [+SPA]Argn)

ii. [+polarized, +completed] -> [+transitive]
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b. i. [+transitive, -branching] => Gestalt
/ { \
+arg \Y +arg
+subj -subj

ii. [+transitive, +branching] =>

Gestalt
/o \ \
/ ! \ \
+arg \% +arg -arg
+subj -subj +point

In the branching rules, it might be investigated to what extent features like
'+transitive’ and '+branching' could be construed as making separate
contributions, with some kind of unification between the subtrees they
unfold separately. This question can only be assessed in the context of a
fuller treatment of syntax, but since we expect to exploit the possibility of
unfolding sets of features jointly to account for synthetic forms, this possible
type of compositionality will not be all essential to our approach.s

Having thus illustrated the formal apparatus and some of the general
rules, we turn to a more substantive aspect of the expansion of (23), which
will lead to a number of principles constraining expansion.

In expanding the minimal sign (23), we notice that not all
combinations of "ttransitive' and ‘tbranching’ are possible:

(26) a. '+transitive, -branching: OK ("John ate the apple")
b. "+transitive, +branching’: OK ("John ate the apple up", "John
ate himself sick")

¢. '-transitive, -branching" OK ("John ate", “John ate of the
apple")
d. '-transitive, +branching': bad (*"John ate sick")

General feature-entailment rules dictate these possibilities, being dependent
on exactly the properties pertaining to criteriality and roles which have been
outlined earlier, and which are encoded in the feature specifications of the
minimal signs. We now demonstrate some of these rules, along with the
expansions that they license. In this section we address the patterns in (26c),
and in the next section, the patterns involving '+branching'.

What the patterns in (26¢) ("John ate", "John ate of the apple") have
in common is that they do not to realize the target participant as a direct
object: in "John ate” the target is implicitated, in "John ate of the apple" it is
realized as a prepositional phrase (PP). We noted ~bove (cf. (10c)) that the
latter option is available only for source-criterial acts, excluding
constructions like "John broke of the window”. We now show that
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2.2

criteriality is crucial also to the possibility of implicitation, through showing
the validity of the following licensing principles for implicitation:

(27) Principle of Implicit Argument Retrieval I:
Only criterial items can be implicit.
that is:
Given an image with the verb V, a participant of V can be
implicit (i.e., not syntactically realized) only if it is criterial to V.

(28) Principle of Maximality of Implicitation:
At least one criterial item must be expressed.
that is:
Given a criterial image with the verb V, at least one of the criterial
participants of V must be syntactically realized.

Simple illustrations of these principles are given by the following examples;
we recall that "break" is criterial with respect to the object only, while "eat”
is criterial with regard to both arguments:
(29) John broke the vase
* John broke
the vase broke
John ate the apple
John ate

raoop

The first fact to be noted is the illfformedness of (29b) (ignoring the option of
interpreting John as something breakable) vs. the wellformedness of (29¢)
and (29%). (29b) is a violation of (28), since no criterial item is expressed,
whereas both (29¢) and (29¢) fulfill (28), "the vase" and "John" being criterial
items with regard to the verbs in question. The second fact to be noted is
that in (29¢), there is an understood second participant - an item eaten -,
whereas in (29¢), no cause-like item is understood. This difference is in
accordance with (27), since (29e) fulfills the condition for being construed as
an implicitated version of the pattern in (29d), the item eaten being criterial,
whereas from the pattern in (29a), there is no way of deriving an
implicitation with regard to the subject, since this item is not criterial with
regard to "break".

A further fact relating to the above is that from the pattern headed by
"eat" in (29d), there is no derivative like (30), analogous in form to (29¢):

(30) *the apple ate

(30) is out, both on a reading where no agent (source) is understood at all,
and on a reading with an implicit agent. Neither construal is excluded by
(27) and (28). The impossibility of the first construal points to a further
constraint related to criteriality, namely that criterial participants cannot be




dropped from the frame of a verl - they can only be implicitated. That is,
more precisely formulated (with 'agentive' standing for the combination of
source and controller):

(31) Principle of Lexical Frame Alternation:
A verb can alternate between a frame with an agentive participant
and a frame without an agentive participant only if that agentive
participant is not criterial.

From (31), it follows that there can be no alternations like that between
transitive and intransitive "break" for manner-verbs. The restriction of (31)
to hold only for agentive participants is motivated by the apparent
possibility for a verb like "kick" to alternate conceptually between a use with
a target (as in 'kick something'), and without a target. Since the target of
"kick" should count as criterial, in virtue of the direct contact between the
agent and the target, this limitation of (31) seems necessary; however, it is
not clear why there should be such an asymmetry.

The circumstance that (30) does not allow for a reading with an
implicitated agent is in turn due to a restriction to the effect that
implicitation must somehow be refrievable. Such retrievability does obtain
in constructions like (32),

(32) a. the apple was eaten
b. suck apples eat easily

and also in (29¢) ("John ate"). In (29e), the implicitated role is one which is
canonically linked to object position, and apparently the circumstance that
this position is empty serves for the retrieval of the participant. The
canonical linkage is crucial in this respect - in (30) the object position is
empty as well, but this does not license an agentive role, canonically linked
to subject position. We thus have (33) as a further regularity concerning

implicitation, along with (34) which may serve as a preliminary statement
concerning (32):

(33) Principle of Implicit Argument Retrieval II:
An empty position can serve for the retrieval of an implicit argument
only if the role of that participant is canonically tied to the position.

(34) Principle of Implicit Argument Retrieval III:
An implicit argument which is not retrievable through an empty

position must be morphologically 'flagged’ or semantically supported
by another item as well.

Here, the passive morphology of (32a) constitutes a licensing flagging, and
the adverbial in (32b), through the understood relation ‘easy for x', provides

2
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the extra semantic support. In (30), both flagging and semantic support are
missing.

It should be noted that in passives, the implicit argument need not be
criterial at all, as in Norwegian: "glasset ble knust" ('the glass was broken');

hence, when morphological flagging obtains, it may seem as if this means of.

retrieval is strong enough to render criteriality superfluous. The same may
hold for the type of semantic support found in middles, in so far as
sentences like "such glasses break easily" can have the 'middle’ type
reading, i.e., with an understood agent.

The formal upshot of this discussion is that by the principles now
stated, the gestalt frame (35), which represents implicitation of the second
participant, is licensed, reflecting the wellformedness of (29¢), whereas (36),
the representation of (29b) on the reading considered, violates principle (28),
since here, the only visible argument is non-criterial:

(35) Gestalt

+transitional
-completed
-punctual
+partl-criterial
+part2-criterial
+pivot-criterial

+force

+polarized

-transitive

-branching

/ [ \
Argl \Y Arg?
+source [x] +target
+partl-crit +part2-crit
+arg +pivot
+subj +pivot-crit
-visible
|
{'eat'}
(36) Gestalt

+transitional

+completed

+punctual

-partl-criterial

-part2-criteria!

+y{3ivut-criterial

+torce

+polarized

-transitive

-branching

| \
Argl \4 Arg2
+source [x] +target
-partl-crit -part2-crit
+arg +pivot
+5ubj +pivot-crit

! -visible

{'break’)

We have thereby established the possibility of expanding the minimal sign
(23) in such a way as to accommodate the implicitation construction type in

DO
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(26¢), "John ate". The possibility of the other type, "John ate of the apple”, as
opposed to "John broke of the apple”, follows from (10c), so we conclude
that the gest{It frames underlying the options in (26c) are licensed as
expansions frem (23), through principles which are formally within the
scope of the format of feature entailments (although we will not formulate
these rules here). We now proceed with the types in (26b,d).

5. Expansions into branching constructions

5.1. Engendering and exchange constructions

The crucial part of the branching construction is the predicative (Pred). If the
construction expresses a completed transition, the predicative generally
expresses the result stage. In serving this function, the Pred either
constitutes a criterial spell-out, as illustrated in a subset of the examples in
(4), repeated as (4'),

(4') Coloring: John cut the grass s/iort
John broke the glass to pieces
Existence: The flower faded away

He ate the banana all up
Space relatedness:
Location: ' He went away

Iohn fell into the pit

or it is what we call an engendered result. We first explain the latter notion,
resuming our discussion of transition from section 2, now addressing
constructionally expressed transition.

In transitions expressed by constructional means, a resulting image is
explicitly stated, and along with it, an indication of an act which engenders
this image. For instance, in a construction like "John kicked the ball flat",
the part 'the ball flat' expresses the result, and we call this the result part of
the construction; the part John kicked the ball' expresses the engendering
act, and we call this part the antecedent image of the construction. The
constructional transitions may thus be called engendering complex images,
given the causal relation expressed between the antecedent and the result.

The transition expressed in these constructions clearly does not
consist of the sequence antecedent image - result image, since these are not
related as images in a monotonic transition sequence; rather, the
understood transition is one turning a non-expressed state into the
resulting state. For instance, in "John kicked the ball flat", the initial state of
the transition is one where the ball is in its normal inflated state. Often,
these transitions will be interpreted as punctual, as in the present example,
but there are also cases where the antecedent may be seen as representing a
sequence of images, each member of which can be related to a member of a
sequence constituting a monotonic change leading up to the result. Such an
example is "John sang the room empty", which can be interpreted such that
the consecutive moments of John's singing are correlated with a sequence
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of stages where the room has less and less people in it. Whether the
transition is to be understood as punctual thus depends on whether the
antecedent has to be interpreted as punctual.

The label 'engendering image' may also naturally be applied to those
verb inherent transitions where the non-monotonic participant is non-
criterial to the act, that is, non-source polarized images constituted by verbs
like "remove" and "break" (as opposed to "eat"). In these cases, the
engendering participant does not have an identified relation to what
happens, for which reason it may be seen as operating from ‘outside’ of the
transition itself, just like in the constructional cases. We will use the notion
engendering simple image in these cases, as opposed to engendering
complex image in the above cases.

Constructions with criterial spell-outs as predicatives, like in "John
broke the glass to pieces", superficially look like complex engendering
constructions, since they have both the branching structure and a result
predicative. However, we reserve the term 'complex engendering
construction' for those cases where the predicative result is the primary
result expressed; in criterial spell-out constructions, the result part - e.g,,
“"the glass to pieces" - is at most what we might consider to call a secondary
result, the primary, or ‘real' one being the one expressed by the verb. So,
since "break" only heads a simple engendering <vastruction and "the glass
to pieces" is only a secondary result, "John broke the glass to pieces" does
not constitute a complex engendering construction. (We will still refer to its
content as 'constructionally expressed transition'.)

A notion subclassifying engendering images is that of exchange. An
exchange image is an engendering image with an antecedent act which is
identified, and thus has criteriality in itself, like in "John kicked the ball
flat" and "John sang the room empty", as opposed, e.g., to "John made Bill
angry", where the antecedent act is not identified, only postulated. In
exchange images, we may say that one identified act is exchanged into
another state of affairs. Engendering verb-inherent images ("break” etc.) are
never exchange images, whereas constructional images can be of either type,
as the examples just given show.

The coverage of some of the notions now introduced (ignoring
criterial spell-out constructions) is summarized in the following figure,
with the monotonic participant italicized (to read the figure, subsume under
each notion the structures listed immediately underneath it within the
vertical dividing line, and all the examples in the bottom area in the
corresponding vertically defined area; thus for instance, under 'verb-
inherent transition’ belong the structures 'NP V NP/PP’ and 'NP V', and
the examples 'T broke the glass’, 'the glass broke', 'I ate the apple’, "the apple
turned red'):
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(37)
constructional transition | verb-inherent transition
NP V NP Pred I NP V NP/PP
NP V Pred I NPV
I
engendering image | non-engendering
NPnon-crit VNP | NPV
| NPt VNP
I' NP Vnon-crit Pred
exchange image | non-exchange .

NPcrit VNP Pred | anon.crit V NP Pred
NP Vcrit Pred l

I kicked the Dall flat I made John sick I broke the glass the glass broke
I sang the room empty | ate the apple
the match rained away the apple turned red

The monotonic participant, or for short, pivot, of constructionally
expressed transitions is always syntactically expressed, whereas participants
of the antecedent image have possibilities of implicitation along the lines
defined earlier. How these possibilities are exploited provides one
dimension of variation among these constructions. Other dimensions are
on the conceptual level, the most important one being how saliently the
pivot is involved in the antecedent image. In "John kicked the ball flat", the
pivot - the ball - is naturally understood as being the affected participant of
the 'kick' relation, whereas in "John sang the room empty”, the pivot - the
room - has only the more marginal role in the antecedent image of being
the location of the singing. Still more marginal is this role in a case like
"John ate the refrigerator empty" - here the refrigerator takes part in the
antecedent image only as the container from which the food understood as
being eaten (an implicitated participant of the antecedent image) has been
taken, and not as the target of eating. In accordance with the way in which
the notion 'participant’ is being used here, we will say that in the latter two
cases, the pivot is not a participant of the antecedent image, whereas in
"John kicked the ball flat" it is; a conceptual dimension of variation is thus
whether the pivot is shared (between antecedent and result) or not.

Further dimensions of variation include the number of participants
in the antecedent, their criteriality and their roles. Illustrating the
grammatical significance of these and the above-mentioned factors, we now
look further at the licensing conditions for constructionally expressed
transitions. First, we demonstrate that the principles (10), partly repeated,
also apply to constructional transitions.

9
&)

21




(10) a. In the absence of a source, a controller or a vehicle, a
monotonic participant is realized- as subject.
b. In a completed transition of coloring or existence, if the

monotonic participant is not realized as subject, it has to be
realized as direct object.

Consider the near minimal pair (38), where "run”, as has been noted,
has both a coloring and a space-related dimension, the latter representing
transition with regard to location:

(38) a. John ran out of the wood
b. John ran himself out of the team

In (a), the italicized part is a criterial spell-out of "run”, expressing a stage
that John reaches in his capacity as a monotonic participant of "run”. "John"
is thus realized as subject in accordance with (10a). In (38b), in contrast, the
resulting location of John emerges as an exchange of his act of running - for
instance, he ran so badly that he was excluded from the team. With regard
to the antecedent image of such a construction, it is the coloring aspect of
"run” which prevails, giving “John" the role as 'source'. With regard to the
exchange part, however, i.e., the circumstance that John enters into the state
of being out of the team, John is a monotonic participant. The individual
John thus plays two parts in this complex event: as a pivot with regard to
the change of state, and as a source with regard to the running. The
mapping rules (10a,b) now distribute these two capacities each to its syntactic
position: (10a) channels the source capacity to subject position and (10b)
channels the pivot capacity to object position. Ultimately, thus, it is the
exchange factor which causes the reflexive construction in (38b), as
compared to the non-reflexive construction in (38a). We discuss the
construction type in (38b) more generally in 5.3.

5.2. The realization of pivots in branching constructions

The following regularity holds, and must for the present be counted as a
principle:

(39) A pivot for a result predicative, whether 'regular' or a criterial spell-
out, has to be expressed, as subject or direct object.

In the first place, (39) rules out implicitation of pivots. For non-

exchange engendering, this follows from the principle (28), which says that a

criterial item must remain in the structure after implicitation: in an
engendering structure of the form "Johnr made me happy", no criterial item
is left if the pivot is implicitated.1? For exchange constructions, (39) rules

12we ignore here collocations of the type "Arbeit macht {rei”, which in their form show
exactly the pattern we claim to be generally impossible - also in German.
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oat implicitation of constituents like "the room" in "John sang the room
empty”, and "the ball" in "John kicked the ball flat". In these cases, (28)
would be sat<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>