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About this issue  

Questions and Answers in Linguistics (QAL) is a journal presenting short papers (squibs) 
focused on especially problematic areas of linguistic research. The present issue deals with 
grammatical devices that allow language users to describe the result of some activity (new 
state, new location, change of possession). The first article is a cross-linguistic analysis 
investigating how goal and resultative phrases (construed as small clauses or secondary 
predicates) interact with aspect in modern English and Polish, including the notorious 
problem of the meaning of progressive / imperfective resultative accomplishments. The 
second paper in this volume takes a more diachronic approach. It considers goal phrases as 
prepositional objects (one of the possible argument realizations for double-object verbs) and 
is interested in the question of the development of this form in the history of English. The 
paper questions the validity of the hypothesis that different realization schemes are associated 
with different interpretations (double object construction with caused possession and 
prepositional object construction with caused motion). 

 

More precisely: 

Piotr Gulgowski examines the interaction of resultative and goal phrases with aspect in 
Polish and English. The first research problem tackled in the article concerns the ability of 
resultative and goal phrases to aspectually delimit (telicize) an atelic predicate. Data from 
English and Polish shows that in certain constructions resultative and goal phrases can 
aspectually delimit an eventuality, whereas in other contexts this is not possible. The Author 
argues that resultative and goal phrases lose their telicizing potential when in the scope of a 
functional head Asp bearing the feature [-telic], capable of overriding the telicity specification 
established compositionally within VP. This is the case in English progressive and Polish 
imperfective sentences. In Polish, an Asp projection is obligatory, so that the telicity feature 
of its head ([+telic] for perfective and [-telic] for imperfective) is always responsible for the 
interpretation of the VP. In English, this projection is optional and when it is absent, the 
telicity of a predicate can be computed from the default aspectual type of the lexical verb 
combined with other elements inside VP, including resultative and goal phrases. The second 
research problem addressed by the Author in his article concerns the meaning of progressive / 
imperfective resultative and goal constructions (as part of a larger task of finding a proper 
analysis for accomplishment predicates combined with a progressive / imperfective operator). 
The proposed solution is based on the notion of directionality. The Author suggests that 
resultative and goal constructions denote a process of some entity changing in the ‘direction’ 
of a new state. When the process is understood as having a culmination, the ‘direction’ of the 
transition indicates a new state actually holding of the entity undergoing transition. When a 
progressive / imperfective operator is introduced, it can remove the culmination leaving just 
the directed-transition process.  

Katarzyna Sówka-Pietraszewska shows how the arguments of Latinate double object verbs 
were realized and discusses the question of the proper analysis of their inherent semantic 
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meaning in the Late Middle English and early Modern English periods, hence in the time-
span when they were borrowed into English. The main aim of her paper is to show that 
although Latinate verbs occur in a construction with what seems to be an allative preposition, 
not all of them lexicalize movement in the inherent meanings. In contrast, some Latinate 
verbs lexicalize only a caused possession. The Author also demonstrates that the caused 
possession Latinate verbs select a different variant of prepositional object construction than 
the one selected by Latinate verbs lexicalizing movement. The historical data discussed by the 
Author seems to favour the claim that English has developed two variants of prepositional 
object construction (POC): (i) a directional POC with an allative preposition and (ii) a dative 
POC with a dative marking preposition. As a consequence, Latinate verbs can realize their 
arguments in the respective variant. This observation sheds some new light on the problem of 
the structure selection of Latinate verbs. 

 

Joanna Błaszczak 

Editor-in-Chief 
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Resultative and goal phrases in Polish and English: Interaction 

with aspect 
Piotr Gulgowski 
 

ABSTRACT The article examines the interaction of resultative and goal phrases with aspect in Polish and 

English. The first research problem concerns the ability of resultative and goal phrases to aspectually delimit 

(telicize) an atelic predicate. Data from English shows that resultative and goal phrases systematically make an 

atelic predicate telic in non-progressive sentences, but they fail to do so in progressive constructions. In Polish, 

imperfective (atelic) constructions can never be aspectually delimited by such phrases. It is argued that 

resultative and goal phrases lose their telicizing potential when in the scope of an aspectual functional head Asp 

specified as [-telic]. This is the case in English progressive and Polish imperfective sentences. The Asp head is 

able to override the telicity specification established compositionally within VP. The Asp head in Polish is 

obligatory and the value of its telicity feature ([+telic] for perfective and [-telic] for imperfective) is responsible 

for the interpretation of the VP selected by Asp as a complement. In English such projection is optional. When it 

is absent, the telicity of a predicate can be computed from the default aspectual type of the lexical verb combined 

with other elements inside VP, including resultative and goal phrases. A related problem also addressed in the 

article concerns the meaning of progressive / imperfective resultative and goal constructions. The problem is 

presented as part of a larger task of finding a proper analysis for accomplishment predicates combined with a 

progressive / imperfective operator. The proposed solution is based on the notion of directionality. It is suggested 

that resultative and goal constructions denote a process of some entity changing in the ‘direction’ of a new state. 

When the process is understood as having a culmination, the ‘direction’ of the transition indicates a new state 

actually holding of the entity undergoing transition. When a progressive / imperfective operator is introduced, it 

can remove the culmination leaving just the directed-transition process. A formalization of this analysis is 

provided. 

 

Keywords: resultative phrase, goal phrase, aspect, telicity, directed transition, progressive, imperfective, 

perfective, accomplishment 

1 Introduction 

English sentences like those in (1) are known as resultative constructions. They have close 

formal and semantic equivalents in Polish,1 as illustrated in (2).  

 

(1) a. Mary painted the doorj redj. 

b. John wiped the platej dryj. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 There is a difference between Polish and English with respect to the category of the resultative phrase. Whereas 

in Polish resultative phrases can only be PPs, in English they can be PPs, AdjPs, or (rarely) NPs. 
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(2) a. Maria po-malowała2   drzwij na czerwonoj. 

  Mary  PERF-painted  door   on red 

b. Janek wy-tarł             talerzj do suchaj. 

 John  PERF-rubbed   plate  to dry 

 

This article discusses the ways in which resultative and goal phrases interact with aspectual 

structure in Polish and English. It addresses two research questions:  

(i) Why do resultative and goal phrases turn atelic
3
 activities into telic 

accomplishments in non-progressive English sentences, whereas they cannot do so 

in progressive English sentences and imperfective Polish sentences?  

(ii) What is the meaning of resultative and goal constructions with imperfective 

(Polish) and progressive (English) aspect? 

2 Resultative phrases and goal phrases: Definitions 

Defining the resultative construction, I loosely adopt the approach of Levin and Rappaport 

Hovav (1995, p. 34), where a resultative construction is identified by the presence of an extra 

bit of structure, a resultative phrase. The relevant definitions are given below: 

 

(3) Resultative Construction 

A clause consisting minimally of a verb with at least one argument and a resultative 

phrase. 

(4) Resultative Phrase 

 An XP expressing a new property of the main verb’s subject or object
4
 resulting from 

the action denoted by the verb. 

 

In both Polish and English, there is a class of constructions closely related to resultative 

phrases as defined in (4). I will refer to them as goal phrases. 

 

(5) Goal Phrase  

An XP expressing a new location of the main verb’s subject or object resulting from 

the action denoted by the verb. 

 

As can be seen by comparing (4) with (5), there are significant similarities between the two 

phrase types, to the extent that both are sometimes analysed as resultative phrases (Goldberg 

and Jackendoff (2004, p. 537) propose to use the names property resultatives and spatial 

resultatives).  

 

 

                                                 
2
 For clarity, I will separate perfective prefixes from the rest of the verb with a hyphen, although this is not a 

convention of Polish orthography. 
3
 I limit the analysis to episodic atelic predicates only. Iterative or habitual predicates exhibit different properties 

that are outside the scope of this article. 
4
 Argument orientation is represented in examples by indexation. 
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3 Aspectual behaviour of resultative and goal phrases in English and in Polish 

3.1 Resultative and goal phrases in Polish 

One of the common diagnostics for telicity is acceptability with completive adverbials (e.g., 

in an hour) or durative adverbials (e.g., for an hour) – telic predicates are compatible with the 

former and incompatible with the latter and the opposite is true for atelic predicates. The test 

applied to resultative phrases in Polish shows that they can never aspectually delimit the 

eventuality when combined with an atelic (imperfective) construction.
5
 

 

(6) a. Malarz malował dom   przez godzinę / *w godzinę.   (atelic) 

painter painted   house for    hour      /  in  hour 

‘The painter was painting the house for an hour.’ 

b. Malarz malował  domj   na czerwonoj przez godzinę / *w godzinę. (atelic) 

painter painted   house  on red            for     hour     /   in hour 

‘The painter was painting the house red for an hour.’ 

 

Polish goal phrases pattern in many respects with resultative phrases, particularly, in their 

inability to delimit an atelic eventuality: 

 

(7) a. Statek płynął przez tydzień / *w tydzień.    (atelic) 

  ship    sailed  for     week    /   in week 

 b. Statekj płynął do Amerykij przez tydzień / *w tydzień.  (atelic) 

  ship    sailed   to America   for     week    /   in week 

 

Additional tests can be employed to confirm the lack of a telicizing potential of Polish 

resultative and goal phrases in imperfective clauses. Negating the culmination or endpoint of 

an eventuality is one such diagnostic. Notice how the potential conclusion of an imperfective 

                                                 
5
 There is a class of Polish expressions telicizing a predicate, which resemble resultative phrases, e.g., do 

wyczerpania (‘to exhaustion’), do zachrypnięcia (‘to hoarsness’), do nieprzytomności (‘to unconsciousness’); cf. 

(i). However, a closer analysis shows that they are in fact temporal adverbials with a resultative reading added by 

a pragmatic mechanism; cf. (ii). 

(i) a. Malarz pracował   w   czwartek   i      w   piątek.   

painter  worked     on Thursday  and  on Friday 

‘The painter was working on Thursday and on Friday.’ 

(1 event or 2 events = atelic) (see the main text below; cf. (10) and (11)) 

b. Malarzj pracował   do wyczerpaniaj w czwartek    i    w  piątek.   

painter  worked     to exhaustion     on Thursday and on Friday 

‘The painter worked himself to exhaustion on Thursday and on Friday.’ 

(2 events = telic) 

(ii) Q: Jak  długo malarz  malował  dom? 

how long  painter  painted   house 

  ‘How long was the painter painting the house?’  

 A: Do wyczerpania. 

  to exhaustion 

  (Malarzj malował  dom   do wyczerpaniaj. 

  painter  painted     house to exhaustion) 

 A’: #Na czerwono.  

  on    red 

(#Malarz malował domj  na czerwonoj. 

  painter  painted   house  on red) 

RESULTATIVE AND GOAL PHRASES IN POLISH AND ENGLISH 
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predicate in (8) can easily be negated, whereas this is not possible when the predicate is 

perfective. 

 

(8) a. Malarz malował dom,  ale dom   nie     został            pomalowany.           (atelic) 

painter painted house  but house NEG  PASS-AUX  painted 

‘The painter was painting the house, but the house was not painted.’   

b. #Malarz  po-malował    dom,   ale dom   nie    został          pomalowany. (telic) 

painter   PERF-painted house but house NEG PASS-AUX painted 

 

When a resultative or goal phrase is added in Polish to an imperfective predicate, negating the 

outcome of the activity is still possible. This shows that phrases like na czerwono or do 

Ameryki cannot introduce any actual conclusion in such constructions. 

 

(9) a. Malarz malował domj  na czerwonoj, ale  dom    nie    stał          

painter painted  house on red             but house  NEG became   

się       (cały) czerwony. 

REFL  (all)   red 

‘The painter was painting the house red, but the house did not become 

(completely) red.’ 

b. Statekj płynął do Amerykij, ale   nie   dotarł  do Ameryki. 

ship     sailed  to  America  but  NEG came   to America 

‘The ship was sailing to America, but it did not reach America.’ 

 

Another commonly used test for (a)telicity involves conjoined adverbials. When the predicate 

is atelic, as in (10a), adding conjoined adverbials gives rise to an ambiguity. The sentence can 

denote either a single event, or two separate ones. With a telic predicate, as in (10b), a two-

event reading is the only possibility. 

 

(10) a. Malarz  malował dom    w  czwartek   i     w piątek.   (atelic)  

painter  painted  house  on Thursday  and on Friday 

‘The painter was painting the house on Thursday and on Friday.’ 

(1 event or 2 events) 

b. Malarz  po-malował     dom    w  czwartek  i     w  piątek.    (telic) 

painter PERF-painted  house on Thursday and on Friday 

‘The painter painted the house on Thursday and on Friday.’ 

(2 events) 

 

Applied to sentences in (11), the test shows that adding a resultative or goal phrase preserves 

the atelic character of the predicate.  

 

(11) a. Malarz malował domj   na  czerwonoj w czwartek    i     w piątek.   

painter painted  house  on  red            on Thursday and on Friday 

‘The painter was painting the house red on Thursday and on Friday.’ 

(1 event or 2 events) 

 b. Statekj płynął do Amerykij w maju   i     w czerwcu. 

  ship    sailed  to America   in May   and in June 

  ‘The ship was sailing to America in May and in June.’ 

  (1 event or 2 events) 
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3.2 Resultative and goal phrases in English 

It is commonly observed (e.g., Cornilescu, 2004, p. 20; Ettlinger, 2008, p. 4; Folli and 

Ramchand, 2005, p. 85; Fontanals, 2000, p. 74; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995, p. 57; 

Mezhevich, 2003, p. 168; Tenny, 1994, p. 37) that adding a resultative predicate to a non-

progressive atelic clause in English systematically makes it telic, or, to put it Vendlerian 

terms, English resultative phrases derive accomplishments from activities. The following 

examples are from Mezhevich (2003).  

 

(12) a. Suzan hammered the metal *in an hour.  (atelic) 

 b. Suzan hammered the metalj smoothj in an hour. (telic) 

 

As in Polish, English goal phrases resemble resultative phrases in their telicizing role in 

aspectual composition. This property is reported by, among others, Folli and Ramchand 

(2005), who observe that “[r]esultatives and goal of motion constructions are alike in that they 

add a ‘telos’ to an otherwise unbounded predicate” (p. 85). The same claim can be found in 

Mezhevich (2003, p. 168) or in Nam (2005, p. 311), who illustrates it with the following 

examples: 

 

(13) a. Mary ran *in ten minutes / for ten minutes.   (atelic) 

 b. Maryj ran to the storej in ten minutes / *for ten minutes. (telic) 

 

The behaviour described above applies, however, only to non-progressive constructions. The 

picture changes when the verb appears in a progressive form (which could be associated with 

the presence of a progressive operator in the structure), in which case resultative and goal 

phrases lose their telicizing potential. 

 

(14) a. Suzan was hammering the metal for an hour / *in an hour. 

 b. Suzan was hammering the metalj flatj for an hour / *in an hour. 

3.3 Summary 

In English, resultative and goal phrases typically make atelic predicates aspectually delimited 

(telic) if the predicate is non-progressive. However, if the atelic interpretation of a predicate is 

due to the progressive form of its verb, resultative and goal phrases cannot change the 

aspectual properties of the construction. In Polish, resultative and goal phrases do not show 

any telicizing potential. An imperfective (atelic) predicate combined with a resultative or goal 

phrase results in a structure which is still atelic. 

4 Syntax of resultative and goal phrases 

As far as the position and status of resultative and goal phrases in the clause structure is 

concerned, I am going to assume (following the syntactic accounts of English resultatives by, 

e.g., Bowers, 2003, p. 325; Folli and Ramchand, 2005) that the entire ResP projection is 

merged as a complement of V. The projection forms a secondary predicate (small clause) 
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(15) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The low structural position of such phrases in Polish is indicated by the fact that, in a sentence 

where a resultative phrase co-occurs with an adverbial, the former is closer to the verb under a 

neutral reading (with no topicalization / scrambling). This is expected if the resultative or goal 

phrase is a complement of the verb and the adverbial modifier is adjoined to a higher 

structural position. 

 

(16) Malarzk [vP tk [v’ [v’ malowałl [VP tl drzwi na czerwono]]  do    wieczora  / pędzlem]]. 

 painter                   painted             door   on red              until  evening /  brush.INSTR 

5 Resultative and goal phrases in the aspectual systems of English and Polish 

5.1 Aspect in natural languages 

Aspect is an area of intensive research, many controversies and conflicting theories. If there is 

one thing that seems to be commonly accepted in aspectual studies, it is that aspect is one of 

two systems used by natural languages to encode temporal information, the other system 

being tense. Tenses allow languages to situate entire eventualities in time with respect to 

some distinguished moments or intervals. In contrast, languages employ aspectual notions to 

describe the internal temporal structure of an eventuality. A much more contentious part is the 

division between lexical aspect (Aktionsart) and outer aspect (viewpoint aspect). Aktionsart is 

associated with notions like culmination, whereas viewpoint aspect allows the representation 

of an eventuality as a part (imperfective) or a whole (perfective) (for an overview see, for 

instance, Borik, 2006; Filip, 2003). However, this distinction can be understood differently by 

different researchers so that the general picture is rather unclear. I am going to assume that an 

eventuality can be presented as delimited (telic) or non-delimited (atelic), which can be 

revealed by standard tests for delimitedness (like the ones used in section 3). I assume further 

that these categories can be encoded or computed compositionally at different levels in the 

derivation. Typological research reveals that languages can differ significantly with respect to 

the way they convey aspectual information (particularly regarding (a)telicity). Cross-

linguistically attested ways include lexicalizing relevant notions in verbs, utilizing semantic 

properties of arguments, using adverbials, aspectual particles, auxiliary verbs, dedicated 

morphemes or case (Łazorczyk, 2010, p. 72, 103; Filip, 2003, p. 55).  
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5.2 Resultative and goal phrases in aspectual composition in English 

5.2.1 English resultative and goal phrases in non-progressive clauses 

In non-progressive English clauses, the category of (a)telicity seems to be encoded by a 

system where properties of different sub-constituents of VP (internal arguments, particles, 

resultative and goal phrases) all contribute to compositional computation of the aspectuality 

of the whole construction (see, for instance, Verkuyl, 1996). It can be assumed that some 

verbs are strongly lexically specified for a default aspectual type (possibly based on the most 

frequent contextual environments of the verb; see Bott, 2010). 

As an example take the verb to pound. To the extent that it is lexically an activity, it can be 

seen as carrying a feature [-telic]. Suppose that certain complements of a verb can be 

interpreted as delimiting the verbal eventuality. These are, for example, goal or resultative 

phrases. Their delimiting properties can be represented by a feature [end]. In the examples 

below, when to pound combines with a direct object, the resulting predicate is still atelic, like 

in (17). When a resultative phrase is attached to the new predicate, it becomes telic, like in 

(18). Aspectual computation within a VP proceeds in a straightforward compositional way. 

 

(17) Suzan pounded the metal for an hour / *in an hour.  (atelic) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(18) Suzan pounded the metal flat *for an hour / in an hour. (telic) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

5.2.2 English resultative and goal phrases in progressive clauses 

If a resultative or goal phrase is able to delimit the verbal eventuality in non-progressive atelic 

clauses, why can it not do so in a progressive atelic construction? The answer to this question 

presented here is based on the syntactic analysis of goal and resultative phrases described in 

section 4 and the assumption that the progressive operator responsible for the atelic 
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interpretation of this construction is situated above the level of VP.6 The progressive operator 

can be treated as an aspect-encoding functional head Asp carrying a feature [-telic]. This 

functional head is occupied by the auxiliary verb be. The process denoted by the verbal 

predicate selected by a progressive Asp head as a complement cannot be interpreted as actually 

ending in a culmination (an atelic eventuality does not have any endpoint). The telicity value on 

the Asp head can override any aspectual specification within the VP, including the aspectual 

contribution of resultative and goal phrases. 

 

(19) Suzan was pounding the metalj flatj. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The whole predicate can still be delimited by something located above the AspP level, like an 

endpoint adverbial (although adverbials may introduce a different kind of delimitation than 

VP internal elements); cf. (20). 
 

(20) a. Suzan was pounding the metalj flatj until 4 pm on Thursday and on Friday. 

  (2 events) 

b. Suzan was pounding the metalj flatj on Thursday and on Friday. 

(1 event or 2 events) 

5.3 Resultative and goal phrases in aspectual composition in Polish 

5.3.1 Aspectual function of verbal prefixes in Polish  

Because of a system of verbal prefixes in Polish (and other Slavic languages) it is common to 

describe Polish verbs as obligatorily either perfective or imperfective. The data discussed in 

Łazorczyk (2010) indicates that verbs with perfective prefixes in Polish generally denote telic 

eventualities, so the job of (at least some) prefixes is to encode this aspectual category. 

Conversely, imperfective forms are typically atelic.
7
 Łazorczyk postulates the presence of a 

functional projection in syntax whose head hosts the feature [+telic] (and other semantic 

                                                 
6
 For an analysis of progressive aspect in terms of an operator, see, for instance, de Swart (2000). 

7
 Borik (2006) and Filip (2003) problematize the relation between morphological (im)perfectiveness and 

(a)telicity using examples from Russian and Czech. Łazorczyk (2010) addresses and refutes such arguments. In 

any case, there seems to be a strong correlation between telicity (as indicated by standard tests) and verbal 

morphology in Polish, even if the link is not absolute. 
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features for morphemes that are not purely aspectual). The head is spelled-out as a perfective 

prefix on the verb.
8
 She equates atelicity with the lack of such projection.  

I am going to assume that an aspectual projection (AspP) is always required by Polish syntax 

above the VP. In imperfective clauses the (phonologically null) head is specified as [-telic], 

much like the progressive Asp head in English. It is likely that before the introduction of the 

Asp head, the system does not evaluate the telicity of the verbal predicate at all. There is 

therefore no reason to assume that Polish verbal roots are lexically specified as telic or atelic 

by default. A similar idea can be found in Slabakova (2005): “The bulk of Slavic roots are 

neutral with respect to telicity in the lexicon, that is, they are [α telic] roots. Whenever a 

telicizing derivational morpheme is merged in the template (an internal prefix), the lexical 

aspect value is calculated as perfective” (p. 11). Because of the obligatory presence of this 

aspectual projection, internal arguments of Polish verbs can never have any influence on the 

telicity of the whole verbal predicate and cannot change the interpretation of a sentence from 

an activity to an accomplishment, unlike in English where in some sentences there is no Asp 

projection determining the telicity. As a result, Polish verbal morphology forces a telic or 

atelic reading on virtually every verbal predicate, regardless of its internal composition. 

5.3.2 Polish resultative and goal phrases in perfective clauses 

A resultative or goal phrase in a perfective sentence is in the scope of a [+telic] feature on the 

Asp head (manifested as a perfective prefix). The feature itself determines a delimited reading 

of the main eventuality. The new state denoted by a resultative or goal phrase is equated by 

the interpretive mechanisms with the endpoint of the whole eventuality.  

 

(21) Malarz  po-malował      drzwij  na czerwonoj *przez godzinę / w godzinę. (telic) 

 painter PERF-painted   door    on   red            for     hour      / in  hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3.3 Polish resultative and goal phrases in imperfective clauses 

In Polish imperfective clauses, just like in English progressive clauses, resultative and goal 

phrases are unable to telicize the verbal eventuality: being trapped below Asp [-telic] as a 

                                                 
8
 In the case of ‘bare perfectives’ (telic verbs with no prefix), Łazorczyk (2010) proposes to analyse the Asp 

[+telic] head as having a morpho-phonologically null realization. 
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complement of the verb, they cannot take active part in the computation of aspectual 

structure.  

 

(22) Malarz malował  drzwij na   czerwonoj przez godzinę / *w godzinę. (atelic) 

 painter painted   door    on   red            for     hour     /   in   hour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.4 Interim conclusion 

The similar behavior of resultative and goal phrases in Polish imperfective constructions and 

English progressive constructions in terms of aspectual contribution provides more evidence 

for imperfective and progressive aspects being closely related. They can both be seen as 

involving the aspectual head Asp [-telic] whose telicity value overrides the aspectuality 

specification of the VP. The difference between the two languages is that whereas in Polish 

the aspectual projection (valued as [+telic] or [-telic]) is obligatory, in English sentences are 

possible that have no syntactic aspectual projection whatsoever. 

6 Meaning of resultative and goal phrases in imperfective / progressive 

constructions 

Being in the scope of an Asp [-telic] head removes the telicizing potential of a resultative or 

goal phrase. But what is the meaning of an imperfective / progressive resultative construction 

and can it be derived from its perfective / non-progressive equivalent? This question is part of 

a wider problem – one of finding a proper analysis for accomplishment predicates in general 

(predicates referring to some sort of culmination preceded by a preparatory process) 

combined with a progressive / imperfective operator. Many studies have been dedicated to 

this task and it would be impossible to fully describe the proposed solutions here. I will 

briefly discuss some of them emphasizing the elements of the problem most pertinent for the 

topic of resultative and goal phrases. 

6.1 Progressive / imperfective aspect: semantic accounts 

One of the earliest approaches to the semantics of progressive predicates as related to their 

non-progressive equivalents is the interval-based analysis given by Bennett and Partee (1972). 
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They proposed that a predicate combined with a progressive operator – PROG(p) – is true at 

interval t1 iff the non-progressive predicate p is true at interval t2 such that t1 is part of t2. This 

account was later modified by Dowty (1979), who introduced some modal concepts in the 

form of inertia worlds (a set of worlds identical to some world w up to moment t and 

developing from t onwards in a way most compatible with the history of w prior to t). In his 

account, PROG(p) is true at time t1 in world w iff predicate p is true at time t2 (such that t1 is 

part of t2) in every inertia world of world w. However, such accounts face what Engelberg 

(2002) calls the interruption problem when applied to progressivized accomplishment 

predicates. 

 

(23) a. Mary was crossing the street. 

b. Mary crossed the street. 

 

Sentence (23a) can be uttered truthfully about time t1 even if an accident occurring a moment 

later at time t1+5 seconds prevents Mary from actually reaching the other side of the street, in 

which case there is no event holding at time t2 of which t1 is part that can be truthfully 

described by (23b).  

Engelberg (2002) in his overview of the topic presents other notions reported as relevant for 

the semantics of progressive aspect in the literature. For instance, Landman (1992) stresses 

the influence of a reasonable chance of culmination on the truth conditions of a progressive 

equivalent of an accomplishment. Naumann and Piñón (1997) observe that the agent of a 

progressive predicate must be physically able to accomplish the action and should not intend 

not to complete it. However, it is not clear whether these effects are in fact semantic or 

pragmatic in nature. 

6.2 Resultative and goal constructions as a means for deriving accomplishments 

Before moving on to the meaning of resultative and goal constructions containing an Asp  

[-telic] head, it seems useful to consider the exact semantic contribution of resultative and 

goal phrases to a construction with no aspectual operator. This can be done by contrasting the 

meanings of non-progressive English constructions that differ only in the presence of such a 

phrase. Take the English verb to scrub. It is classified by Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2010) 

as a manner verb. When used in a simple clause, like in (24a), it denotes little more than an 

event of somebody acting in a specific manner on some object. The event is an atelic activity 

– it has no endpoint. The meaning can be formalized as in (24b). 

 

(24) a. The waiter scrubbed the table. 

 b. scrub(waiter, table, e)
9
 

 

Now, adding a resultative phrase changes the message quite substantially. As was observed 

by, for example, Folli and Ramchand (2005) or Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2001), the 

enriched predicate denotes a kind of complex eventuality. As a first approximation, it can be 

assumed that the meaning of the new sentence is the activity of the waiter acting on the table 

                                                 
9
 I adopt here a semantic theory in which certain predicates introduce eventuality variables, as proposed in 

Davidson (1967) and subsequently developed by other researchers (see, for instance, Lasersohn, 2006 for an 

overview). I assume that all free event and state variables are at some point in the derivation bound by an 

existential quantifier, which is not represented in the examples (for some ideas regarding the binding of event 

variables, see, for instance, Maienborn, 1996). 
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in a ‘scrubbing’ manner and a new state occurring as a result. The whole construction is a 

telic accomplishment. 

 

(25) a. The waiter scrubbed the tablej cleanj.  

b. scrub(waiter, table, e) ∧ clean(table, s) ∧ cause(e, s) 

6.3 Directed-transition event in resultative and goal constructions 

So a resultative phrase can change an activity into an accomplishment and alter the event 

structure of a predicate by introducing a new eventuality of its own. But is this new 

eventuality simply a state connected with the verbal event by causation? It might be enough to 

account for perfective / non-progressive resultative constructions but an alternative account 

might prove more useful for analysing the semantics of progressive constructions. Take, for 

instance, the progressive sentence below: 

 

(26) The waiter was scrubbing the tablej cleanj. 

 

The sentence does not assert that the table was actually in the state of being clean at any point 

in the relevant time interval. Neither does it assert, as has been discussed earlier, that the state 

will actually be achieved, as the process can be interrupted. One possible way of capturing 

this meaning is to explicitly introduce a notion of directional change to the semantics of 

resultative or goal constructions. What such constructions denote is a process of changing in 

the ‘direction’ of a new property. It can be assumed then that the semantic notions added by a 

resultative or goal phrase to any verbal predicate are a transition process directed at a new 

state, the culmination of this process (the state holding of the object undergoing transition at 

the end of the event) and the relation of causation binding the change event with another 

event, the two events forming one complex eventuality.10 The schematic semantics of a 

resultative phrase is given below.11 

 

(27) [[ResP]] = λ e1<ev>.∃ E<ev> ∃ e2<ev> ∃ s<s>[E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ change-towards(x, R(x, s), e2) ∧ 
cause(e1, e2) ∧ end-of(culm(e2), E)] 

 

The causing event (e1) is later identified with the event denoted by the verb selecting the ResP 

as a complement by the operation of event identification (see Pylkkänen, 2000). The semantic 

representation contains an eventive predicate of directed transition (change-towards) taking 

an entity (the changing object) and a state (the ‘direction’ of change) as arguments and 

meaning that the entity is undergoing whatever transformations are necessary to end up in the 

result state. The fact that the transition is successfully concluded can be asserted or negated 

independently of the transition event. The ‘direction’ argument of the transition event (a new 

state of the entity undergoing change) is understood as its natural culmination (the output of 

the culm(e) function) and can be used to delimit the entire eventuality E. 

And here is a more complete representation of the semantics of (25a), repeated as (28a):  

                                                 
10

 The situation is different in unaccusative resultative constructions, which most likely denote a simple, non-

causative eventuality. This difference can be accounted for by assuming that the notion of causation is 

introduced by a separate functional head, along the lines of Pylkkänen (2000). 
11

 In the system used here, there are four basic types: e – entity, ev – event, s – state and t – truth value. 
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(28) a. The waiter scrubbed the tablej cleanj. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ scrub(waiter, table, e1) ∧ change-towards(table, clean(table, s), e2) 

∧ cause(e1, e2) ∧ end-of(culm(e2), E) 

 

Putting the directed-transition event in the semantics of telic resultative accomplishments 

allows us to derive the meaning of a progressive predicate from its non-progressive 

counterpart without the interruption problem troubling the early, purely interval-based, 

accounts. The effect of the progressive / imperfective operator on the meaning of a resultative 

or goal construction can be rendered as simply removing the information about the conclusion 

of the transition process delimiting the whole eventuality. The truth of PROG(p) does not 

have to entail the truth of p, although the truth of p is correctly predicted to entail the truth of 

PROG(p). They both describe essentially the same event of change in some direction. The 

direction provides the necessary information to compute the ‘natural’ culmination in a telic 

accomplishment (the culm(e) function). In a progressive construction the process of change 

can be interrupted at any moment before reaching its culmination. The notion of directionality 

might be compatible with some modal approaches, for instance, with accounts in terms of 

different paths through intermediate stages leading to the same outcome (having the same 

‘direction’) as well as in terms of worlds in which the process is interrupted and ones in which 

it is successfully concluded. 

In the case of a manner verb like scrub combined with a resultative phrase, introducing the 

progressive Asp head changes a derived telic accomplishment back into an atelic activity, 

without the culmination but with added event-structural complexity. The bold part in the 

example below is the information removed by the progressive operator. 

 

(29) a. The waiter was scrubbing the tablej cleanj. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ scrub(waiter, table, e1) ∧ change-towards(table, clean(table, s), e2) 

∧ cause(e1, e2)  [end-of(culm(e2), E)] 

 

The same analysis is applicable to goal phrases added to a manner-of-motion predicate, like to 

jump. The only difference is that the final state is characterized as being at a location. 

 

(30) a. John jumped. 

b. jump(John, e) 

(31) a. Johnj jumped (all the way) to the storej. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ jump(John, e1) ∧ change-towards(John, be-at(John, store, s), e2) ∧ 

cause(e1, e2) ∧ end-of(culm(e2), E)  

(32) a. Johnj was jumping (all the way) to the storej. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ jump(John, e1) ∧ change-towards(John, be-at(John, store, s), e2) ∧ 

cause(e1, e2) [end-of(culm(e2), E)] 

 

It should be possible to extend the analysis to all accomplishments in progressive / 

imperfective contexts. For accomplishment predicates without a resultative or goal phrase it 

can be assumed that the main verb lexicalizes a directed-transition process with a default 

result state (plus a causing event for complex causative eventualities). 
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(33) a. Mary built a house. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ build(Mary, house, e1) ∧ change-towards(house, completely-

built(house, s), e2) ∧ cause(e1, e2) ∧ end-of(culm(e2), E)  

(34) a. Mary was building a house. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ build(Mary, house, e1) ∧ change-towards(house, completely-

built(house, s), e2) ∧ cause(e1, e2) [end-of(culm(e2), E)]  

(35) a. John crossed the road. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ move(John e1) ∧ change-towards(John, be-at(other side of the 

road, s), e2) ∧ cause(e1, e2) ∧ end-of(culm(e2), E) 

(36) a. John was crossing the road. 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ move(John e1) ∧ change-towards(John, be-at(other side of the 

road, s), e2) ∧ cause(e1, e2) [end-of(culm(e2), E)]  

 

If a resultative or goal phrase is added to such an accomplishment predicate, its semantics 

replaces the default result.12 

The situation might look slightly different in Polish. For reasons discussed above, Polish 

verbs might not be lexically specified for telicity. If that should be the case, then Polish 

lexical ‘accomplishments’ might contain just the directed-transition event (plus a causing 

event in causative constructions) without the information about its culmination. Rather than 

the imperfective Asp head removing the culmination information then, it is the perfective Asp 

head that adds this information to the truth conditions of a perfective sentence. The bold part 

is the information added by the perfective operator. 

 

(37) a. Maria malowała dom. 

  Mary  painted    house 

  ‘Mary was painting the house.’ 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ paint(Mary, house, e1) ∧ change-towards(house, some-color(house, 

s), e2) ∧ cause(e1, e2)  

(38) a. Maria po-     malowała dom. 

  Mary  PERF-painted    house 

  ‘Mary painted the house.’ 

b. E=e1 ⊕ e2 ∧ paint(Mary, house, e1) ∧ change-towards(house, some-color(house, 

s), e2) ∧ cause(e1, e2) ∧ end-of(culm(e2), E) 

                                                 
12

 Usually the ‘direction’ introduced by the resultative phrase is semantically close to the default result, although 

sometimes a resultative phrase denoting a non-standard outcome of an activity is possible, completely overriding 

the default goal and giving rise to a disconnected (strong) resultative construction (see, for instance, Dimitrova-

Vulchanova, 2002; Washio, 1997, as presented in Takamine, 2007; Beavers, to appear, p. 9). Examples of 

disconnected resultatives in English are given in (i) and (ii): 

(i) The horses dragged the logj smoothj. 

(ii) Harry kicked his trunkj openj.  

Dragging logs does not necessarily make them smoother and kicking a trunk is not a perfectly reliable way of 

getting it to open. Equivalent constructions in Polish are hard to obtain. 
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7 Summary 

The article investigated the interaction of resultative and goal phrases in Polish and English 

with aspect, in particular the ability of such phrases to aspectually delimit non-progressive 

atelic predicates in English and their inability to delimit progressive constructions in English 

and imperfective constructions in Polish. A syntactic analysis of relevant aspectual 

phenomena was adopted, according to which a functional aspectual head Asp specified as 

either [-telic] or [+telic] can appear above the VP projection in a clause. The value of the 

aspectual feature on the head completely overrides the telicity of the verbal predicate that the 

head takes as a complement. In Polish, the AspP projection is obligatory, whereas in English 

it is optional. In English sentences with no syntactic aspectual operator, resultative and goal 

phrases are able to freely influence the telicity of the whole construction, delimiting it. It was 

argued that in progressive English sentences and imperfective Polish sentences resultative and 

goal phrases, as complements of the verb, are in the scope of Asp [-telic], and as such they 

cannot affect the telicity of the whole construction. 

As far as the meaning of progressive / imperfective resultative and goal constructions is 

concerned, it was argued that resultative and goal phrases themselves denote a directed-

transition event – a process (typically caused by another event) of some entity changing 

towards a new state. The process has a culmination understood as the new state actually 

holding of the entity at the end of the whole eventuality. This semantics allows a resultative or 

goal phrase to combine with a lexical activity (atelic) and derive an accomplishment (telic). 

When the newly derived accomplishment is later selected by Asp [-telic], the information 

about culmination is removed and the predicate becomes atelic again, denoting now a 

(potentially caused) process of change in a particular direction with no culmination. A 

formalization of this analysis was provided as well as a way of extending it to all 

accomplishment predicates combined with a progressive / imperfective operator. 
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On the inherent semantic meaning of double object Latinate verbs 

in English in modern and historical perspective
*
 

Katarzyna Sówka-Pietraszewska 

ABSTRACT This paper shows the realization of arguments of Latinate double object verbs and an analysis of 

their inherent semantic meaning in the Late Middle English and early Modern English periods, hence in the 

time-span when they were borrowed into English. The main aim of this paper is to show that although Latinate 

verbs occur in a construction with what seems to be an allative preposition, not all of them lexicalize movement 

in the inherent meanings. In contrast, some Latinate verbs lexicalize only a caused possession. What is more, this 

paper shows that the caused possession Latinate verbs select a different variant of prepositional object 

construction than the one selected by Latinate verbs lexicalizing movement.  

 

Keywords: Latinate double object verbs, prepositional object construction, caused motion, caused possession, 

conceptual path  

1 The issue 

The study of dative alternation in ModE tackles the issue of the structure selection of Latinate 

double-object verbs.
1
 The main controversy comes from the observation that the majority of 

double object verbs realize their arguments in two ways, whereas Latinate verbs select only 

one of the two available options (see, among others, Levin, 1993; Pinker, 1989; Krifka, 

1999). The first of the variant realizations of arguments is double object construction 

(henceforth DOC). In this construction the arguments of a verb are realized as NPs, for 

example I give Mary (some) flowers every day, with Mary as an indirect object and flowers as 

a direct object. An alternative to DOC is a prepositional object construction (henceforth 

POC), which requires that the indirect object is realized as a PP headed by the preposition to, 

for example, I give (some) flowers to Mary every day. Surprisingly, Latinate verbs occur only 

in the latter construction. Yet, before I proceed with the discussion of Latinate verbs, let us 

introduce some details of the alternating constructions relevant to further discussion. 

Given that some double object verbs occur only in one construction while the others in both 

constructions (dative alternation
2
), the question arises as to what criterion determines the 

                                                      
*
 I am grateful to Terence Clark-Ward for his comments on the material in the ModE section of the paper and 

professor Joanna Błaszczak for her comments on the pre-final version of this paper. 
1
 The etymological analysis of the Latinate double-object verbs in Appendixes 3 and 4 in Sówka-Pietraszewska 

(2011) shows that they were borrowed typically from French in the late Middle English period or the early 

Modern English period. 
2
 Dative alternation involves an alternation between the double object construction and the prepositional object 

construction. The term dative is used rather conventionally as having to do with a real or metaphorical transfer of 

possession, but not as referring to the case assignment. 
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selection of a relevant construction or variant constructions. One of these criteria is the nature 

of the meaning of a verb. According to the recently prevailing polysemy approaches,
3
 the fact 

that a verb occurs in both variants is a result of the polysemy of its inherent meaning, that is, 

DOC and POC are associated each with one of the respective meanings of a given verb. In a 

nutshell, DOC encodes a possession change event in which the recipient comes into 

possession of a theme, whereas POC expresses a caused motion imposed on the theme when 

it is moved from the agent to the goal or recipient. The pairing of POC with a caused 

movement derives from the observation that it is a construction commonly found with caused 

motion verbs, some of which involve a continuous imparting of force, e.g., push or haul. I 

will use Pinker’s (1989) linearized tree representations to illustrate the semantic events 

represented by the constructions. That is, I assume for DOC the following representation:  

NP0 CAUSES NP1 TO HAVE NP2, whereas in the case of POC the representation is as follows:  

NP0 CAUSES NP2 TO GO TO NP1. The main claim of the polysemy approaches is that only verbs 

that lexicalize caused possession and caused motion occur in both constructions. If a verb has 

only one of those meanings, it is associated with its respective construction.  

What seems to be the main drawback of these approaches is the analysis of the caused 

possession verb give, which is said to involve movement in its POC variant. After all, it is a 

well-known fact that give takes a path with no internal structure for the movement to take 

place. The path in such a POC involves only agent and recipient;4 cf. *I gave flowers all the 

way to Mary. or *I gave flowers from Mary to Susan. Another problematic issue for the 

polysemy approaches is the fact that POC, due to the character of its preposition, is said to 

involve an intended possessor rather than a factual possessor. Again data from give 

contradicts this statement as, regardless of the structure, this verb lexicalizes only a successful 

possession; cf. *I give flowers to Mary, but she never gets them.  

The analysis in this paper will be based on the ‘Verb-sensitive’ approach of Rappaport Hovav 

and Levin (2005, 2008), according to which it is the verb that determines the meaning of a 

construction. As a result, DOC and POC with give realize only the caused possession 

meaning, as only a caused possession is lexicalized by this verb. This observation implies that 

there must be two different variants of POC since give and give-type verbs5 do not lexicalize 

movement, in contrast to motion verbs, which involve movement in their inherent meanings. 

The analysis in this paper provides more evidence for this claim drawn from Latinate verbs 

and at the same time contributes to the heated debate on the structure selection of Latinate 

verbs in (late) Modern English (ModE) (Krifka, 1999, 2004; Pinker, 1989; Grimshaw and 

Prince, 1986; Grimshaw, 2005, et al.). Since Latinate verbs have been thoroughly analyzed in 

present-day English, the data for this research is taken from outside the realm of ModE. The 

analysis takes account of the constructions in which Latinate double object verbs realized 

their arguments in the late Middle English period (ME) and early Modern English (early 

ModE) period. Such an analysis will help modern approaches to answer the question of the 

meaning lexicalized by Latinate verbs as well as the question of the manner in which 

successful possession change meaning is realized in POC.  

                                                      
3 See, among others, (i) for Constructional approaches: Goldberg (1995), Hale and Keyser (2002), Harley 

(2003), Pesetsky (1995), and for Lexicalist approaches: Krifka (1999), (2004), Levin (1993), Pinker (1989). On 

the contrary, in Monosemy approaches the structures are derivationally related and since dative verbs are taken 

to have only one meaning, the structures do not represent different meanings, see, among others, Larson (1988), 

Edmonds (1972), Baker (1988), Bresnan (1982) for details.   

4 For details, see Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008, p. 138). 

5 Give-type verbs (verbs that inherently signify acts of giving): feed, give, lease, lend, loan, pass, pay, peddle, 

refund, render, rent, repay, sell, serve, trade (Levin, 1993, p. 45). 
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As far as the structure selection of Latinate verbs is concerned, it seems that it is a 

phonological constraint that restricts their structure selection to POC (see Grimshaw and 

Prince, 1986; Grimshaw, 2005). This constraint requires that the verb which occurs in DOC is 

either a monosyllabic verb or a verb with initial stress; another option is a verb with a second 

syllable stress if the first syllable is a schwa. Latinate verbs do not conform to any of these 

requirements. They are all polysyllabic with the stress on the second syllable. As a result, they 

occur in POC. This paper will not tackle the findings of the phonological approach, but will 

provide historical evidence for the claim that the structure selection of POC does not 

predetermine the meaning of motion in Latinate verbs, as POC, apart from DOC, also can 

realize the meaning of a successful possession change. Although this claim may seem 

controversial, data from the history of the English language provides support for this 

statement and the relevant facts are presented in the following sections in this paper.  

This paper is organized as follows: sections 2 and 3 provide details of the classification of 

Latinate verbs into different semantic groups. This classification will be applied to ModE and 

later verified against data from the history of English. The next section takes an historical 

view on POC and provides evidence for two types of POC with double object verbs in the 

history of English. The last section shows the historical analysis of Latinate verbs and their 

structures. The main result of this section is that the structure selection of Latinate verbs does 

not contradict their inherent meaning; namely, Latinate possession change verbs and caused 

motion verbs map their arguments on different variants of POC. The data for the historical 

analysis will be drawn from the Helsinki Corpus TEI XML Edition, first edition (2011) (HC). 

HC is a compiled and coded corpus. It contains c. 150,000 words. The parts of the corpus 

used in this analysis were the M3 period (1350-1420) containing 184,230 words, the M4 

period (1420-1500) containing 213,850 words and EModE1 (1500-1570), which contains 

190,160 words, EModE2 (1570-1640) containing 189,800 words and EModE3 (1640-1710) 

with 171,040 words. Searches for constructions with Latinate verbs were lexical searches. 

The data verbs for the search are given in the next section.   

2 Major classes of double object verbs. Introducing Latinate verbs into the picture   

Levin (1993, p. 45) provides a list of double object verbs in ModE divided into semantic 

classes. The verbs are additionally categorized as alternating verbs and non-alternating verbs 

(DOC variant only and POC variant only). In Levin’s approach, Latinate verbs are classified 

as non-alternating verbs which select a POC variant. The list of Latinate verbs includes: 

address, administer, broadcast, convey, contribute, delegate, deliver, denounce, demonstrate, 

describe, dictate, dispatch, display, distribute, donate, elucidate, exhibit, express, explain, 

explicate, forfeit, illustrate, introduce, narrate, portray, proffer, recite, recommend, refer, 

reimburse, remit, restore, return, sacrifice, submit, surrender, transfer, transport (Levin 

1993, p. 46).  

This list includes mainly transitive verbs, e.g., recommend or portray that can select an 

indirect object. There is only one ditransitive verb in this group, namely deliver. Since this is 

an analysis of double object constructions, the scope of the analysis has been limited to the 

Latinate verbs found in the HC, in double object constructions in the respective periods. As a 

result, this analysis will focus on the predecessors of the following verbs: address meaning ‘to 

speak to somebody’, administer, convey, contribute, deliver, refer, restore, submit and 

surrender. Let us next divide these verbs into subgroups on the basis of their inherent 

meaning. 
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3 Subtypes of Latinate verbs in ModE   

In her classification, Levin (1993) points out that Latinate verbs could be allotted to the 

already existing semantic groups in her classification. At first sight it seems that for example 

deliver could join the group of send verbs and that the semantic meaning of donate makes it a 

perfect match with the other give verbs. The only problem is that all verbs in these send and 

give classes occur in alternating structures and we know that Latinate verbs have different 

structure preferences. This was one of the reasons that made Levin (1993) categorize them as 

belonging to a separate group of Latinate verbs. The other criterion was their common 

descent. Levin does not provide any further group-internal semantic divisions. 

Since the main claim in this paper is that Latinate verbs can express the meaning of caused 

possession and caused motion, the aim of this section is to preliminarily divide these verbs 

into two groups: (i) caused possession and (ii) caused motion verbs. I will do this division 

now, for the ModE data and in the later sections I will draw evidence from the history. 

In order to elaborate on the semantic encoding of Latinate verbs under investigation, we need 

to recall the list from section 2. The inventory of verbs from section 2 includes address, 

administer, convey, contribute, deliver, recommend, restore, submit and surrender. The basic 

criterion used in examining the caused possession event is the well-known ‘but clause’ test. It 

shows that with some dative verbs the meaning of caused possession can be easily negated, 

whereas with some verbs it is strengthened. 

 

(1) a. He addressed dark questions to me, but I was interested in the news, so did not   

      listen.  

b. My GP administers the drug to me, but I never bought it.  

c.  The sovereign conveyed some messages to his people, but they never got 

them.  

d.  The students contributed their own time to the presentation project, but it 

misfired.  

e. *John delivers flowers to Mary every day, but she never gets them.  

f.  He recommended this book to me, but I never read it.  

g. The mayor restored the old house to the owners, but they never bought it.
6
  

h. He surrendered himself to authorities, but they never arrested him.  

i.  *The student submitted the paper to the teacher, but the teacher never got it. 

 

The results of this test with the Latinate verbs being investigated show that they fall into two 

broad groups. The first group contains verbs lexicalizing a caused possession:
7
 deliver and 

submit. The manner of the possession change event lexicalized by these verbs will be 

discussed later, but for now the examples show that these verbs involve a caused possession 

event. The second group includes verbs of communication: address, administer, recommend, 

and verbs associated with a change of possession meaning: contribute, restore and surrender. 

                                                      
6
 An anonymous reviewer suggested marking this sentence with an asterisk. This approach would classify 

restore as a caused possession verb.   
7 Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008) define a caused possession event as restricted only to the meaning 

lexicalized in give and give-type verbs. Neither of these verbs involve motion in the possessional field. 
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These verbs licence the ‘but clause’, which indicates that the success of the possession change 

event from an agent to a new possessor encoded in these verbs may be easily challenged. 

In order to answer the next question of whether the possession change event in the selected 

Latinate verbs involves a change in physical location, I will apply a ‘source phrase’ test 

presented in Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008, p. 139) for give. This test examines the path 

constituent involved in the meaning of a verb. It is a fact that only those verbs that lexicalize a 

change in physical location can take a PP with a directional meaning, as movement is a 

component of their root meaning. The result of this is that they inherently select a path 

argument with a spatial goal; see (2a). In contrast, give-type verbs do not lexicalize 

movement. Consequently they ignore spatial goals but always take recipients. A caused 

possession lexicalized in the meaning of give and give-type verbs does not involve movement, 

and accordingly it does not take a conceptual path argument; see (2b).  

 

(2) a.  Agent �……..Theme …GOES.…� New Location [spatial Goal] 

b.  Agent �……..Theme ……...........� New Possessor [Recipient] 

   

Such a path, as in (2a), is taken to have an internal structure, which can be modified by, for 

example, introducing another source for the possession change event, distant from the agent, 

as indicated by the underlined part in: John threw the ball from Jack to Jill. This PP, 

modifying the path of the throwing event, is called a ‘source phrase’. As shown in Rappaport 

Hovav and Levin (2008, p. 139) for give, give-type verbs do not licence the ‘source’ phrase 

because – since they do not involve movement – their path has no internal structure. It is 

questionable whether they involve a path at all.
8
 Now, the ‘source’ phrase test with the 

analysed Latinate verbs has offered the following results, see (3) below. 

 

(3) a.  ?He addressed dark questions from him to the audience.  

b.  *My GP administers these drugs from my husband to me.  

c.  The sovereign conveyed the goods from his division to his people.  

d. The students contributed their own time from the project planning to the 

presentation.  

e. *The dairy delivers milk from the shop to individual customers every day.  

f. *He recommended this book from my boss to me.  

g. ?The mayor restored the old house from the old owners to the new owners.  

h. He surrendered himself to the local authorities rather than to the state 

authorities. 

i. *The student submitted the paper from the biology teacher to the PE teacher. 

 

We see that the verbs which do not licence a ‘source’ phrase are administer or the caused 

possession verbs deliver and submit. On the contrary, the PP in POC with address, 

recommend, contribute, restore and surrender can be modified with a ‘source’ phrase, which 

demonstrates that they express motion. This provisional analysis of the manner of movement 

that accompanies a change of possession event will be verified against the historical data in 

section 5. Now, having arranged the groups of verbs, let us have a closer look at the theories 

concerning the rise of two variants of POC in the history of English.  

                                                      
8
 See the discussion of the Lexicalist theory in Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008, pp. 137-142). 
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4 Historical account on POC   

This analysis assumes a historical motivation for the development of different types of POCs 

and follows from the analysis of double-object constructions in Old English (OE) and their 

development in ME after the withdrawal of the morphological case system (see Sówka-

Pietraszewska, 2011). Sówka-Pietraszewska shows that in OE, give-type verbs selected 

mainly DOC, while motion verbs, i.e., send and bring commonly occurred in POC. Only after 

dropping the morphological case system, in the early ME period, give-type verbs started to 

select POC.9 McFadden (2002) claims that it was a new type of POC, a give-type POC, which 

was created in early ME and was conditioned by the disappearance of DOC with the order of 

verb’s arguments [DO IO]. The order of arguments in which DO c-commanded IO
10

 was one 

of two available base orders in DOC in OE and early ME. In the second of the constructions, 

the IO c-commanded the DO [IO DO]. Both structures were equally popular in OE (see 

Koopman, 1990). After the twelfth century, when the base order for English became SVO (for 

details, see Pintzuk, 1991), there were only two options for the realization of arguments of 

double object verbs: DOC [IO DO] and POC [DO to-IO].  

Given the observation that POC was already present in OE with motion verbs and that with 

give-type verbs it developed from DOC [DO IO], Sówka-Pietraszewska (2011) claims that in 

the ME period there were two variants of POC, one with give verbs – dative POC, with the 

grammaticalized preposition to, whose function was a dative case marker, and the other with 

motion verbs – directional POC, a remnant construction of the OE era, with a directional 

(allative) preposition. Both structures had an identical surface make-up, however, only the 

second one involved a path from an agent towards a spatial goal, while the dative POC only 

realized a possessional path.  

 

(4) a.  Uortigerne  nom his sonde;  &  sende   to Sexlonde.  

Vortiger  took his messengers  and  sent    to Saxony 

  ‘Vortiger took his messengers and sent (them) [Theme] to Saxony [Goal]. 

         (Layamon: Layamon's Brut)  

    b.  &      ȝeue   to ioseph. þe wes  þe ȝungeste  hap 

  and (you)  gave   to joseph  who was  the youngest  happiness 

 i  pharaones  halle. 

 in  Pharaoh’s  hall  

 ‘…and you gave to Joseph [Recipient] who was the youngest, happiness in 

Pharaoh’s hall [Theme].’ 

        (Anonymous: Juliane)  
  

                                                      
9 For a detailed study of the loss of lexical case in the late OE and early ME, its consequences for the distribution 

of DOC and the theory concerning the rise of to-dative construction, see McFadden (2002). See Allen (1995) for 

a discussion of the loss of morphological case distinctions in the various dialects.  
10

 Since in OE and the early ME the surface ordering of arguments was relatively free, in his study of the base 

order of arguments in DOC, McFadden (2002) excluded from the scope of his analysis constructions in which 

one of the arguments moved from the base position, e.g., an object moved before the subject, as a result of 

fronting via topicalization, or the examples where a verb intervenes between two objects (for further details see 

McFadden (2002) and for details concerning the movement processes in OE and ME see van Kemenade (1987) 

and Pintzuk (2005) for an alternative account).    
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In modern literature, various tests are provided that specify the extent of a path (for details, 

see Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 2008, p. 138). The analysis in the next section will use parts 

of such tests to analyse the paths with Latinate verbs. 

5 Structure selection of Latinate verbs in ME and early ModE     

Even a brief look at the data from the historical analysis of the structure selection of Latinate 

verbs reveals an intriguing observation. Namely, in late ME and early ModE Latinate verbs 

used to occur in DOC. What is more, surprisingly, the examples found in Visser (§689,  

p. 626) do not involve only Latinate caused possession verbs, but also caused motion verbs, 

see (5) below.  

 

(5) a. Sir Thomas Paulmer came to th'erl Warwike, since that time duke of 

Northumberland, to deliver him his cheine, being a very faire one, for every 

lince wayed ane ounce, to be delivered to Jarnac, and so to receive as much.  

1547-1553 Edward VI: The Diary of Edward VI (from HC) 

b.  He delyuers þis curror þe letters.  

C1400 Mandev. (Roxb.) XXV, 119 (from Visser §689, p.626) 

c.  …who had his pardon delyvered him on the tower. 

   Old English Dictionary (from Visser §689, p. 626)  

d. Yet scarce to contribute Each Orb a glimpse of Light.11 

    1667 Milton, P. L. VIII, 155 (from Visser §689, p. 626) 

 

This observation demonstrates that in the past, the limitations on the structure selection of 

double object verbs were not so strict. On the other hand, following the polysemy approaches, 

one could assume that the selection of DOC with these verbs was intentional and aimed to 

emphasize the successful transfer of possession. However, Rappaport Hovav and Levin 

(2008, p. 147) show that the selection of DOC with motion verbs does not prejudge success in 

the possession change (e.g., Levis sent/shipped Sam a bicycle, but it never arrived (RH&L’s 

example (42)).
12

 Now, given that the inherent meaning of motion verbs lexicalizes movement 

and the trigger for this movement is a transfer of possession, it will be assumed here that the 

speaker’s motivation for DOC selection in (5) above was the desire to express a successful 

change of possession. However, more research on the contexts in which Latinate caused 

motion verbs occur in DOC in late ME and early ModE is needed in order to offer strong 

evidence for the posited statement.  

The structure selection of Latinate verbs became more regular in the ModE period and since 

the aim of this paper is to show that already in late ME and early ModE POC could realize a 

caused possession alongside a caused motion meaning, let us analyze the semantic roles of the 

indirect objects of the verbs being investigated. As was mentioned in section 3, give and give-

                                                      
11 Notice the order of arguments [DO IO] without a preposition preceding the IO in (5d). One of the reasons of 

the object variation in OE, as well as in ModE, has been heaviness of objects (for OE and ME see Pintzuk and 

Kroch (1989) and for ModE Wasow (1997), among others).  

12 It is only an interesting possibility to be considered. However, since it is no way crucial to my analysis, and 

also I have no strong empirical support, I assume that it should be left for the future analysis. 

 ON THE INHERENT SEMANTIC MEANING OF DOUBLE OBJECT LATINATE VERBS 

 

28

type verbs take only recipients, while motion verbs can select recipients or spatial goals. It 

seems intriguing to find out which objects were preferred by Latinate verbs in the history of 

English. The observation of the IO selection will be particularly vital to a discussion 

concerning the inherent meaning lexicalized by Latinate verbs in the late ME and early ModE 

periods.  

The historical analysis of the complements of P with address, administer, convey, contribute, 

deliver, recommend, restore and submit confirms that change of possession verbs select 

recipients; see Table 1 below and for some examples, see (6) below. 

 
Table1: Complements of P with the selected Latinate verbs in late ME and early ModE 

VERB RECIPIENT/ 

POSSESSOR 

SPATIAL GOAL TOTAL 

address 4 0 4 

administer 5 2 7 

convey 3 17 20 

contribute 0 5 5 

deliver 18 0 18 

recommend 7 6 13 

restore 0 1 1 

submit 7 0 7 

surrender 1 0 1 

 

(6) a.  … which he perceiving, lays hold of all Opportunities to address himself to 

her by way of Love… 

Anonymous: Penny Merriments (E3) 

b. …or to take One of the said Two before mentioned Oaths soe to bee given and 

administred to them respectively by the said Justice or Justices of the Peace… 

Anonymous: Statutes VII (E3)  

c. All those thynges that have the habyte of parfyght cognycyon may move 

themself and conveye themself to theyr ende 

      Anonymous: In Die Innocencium (M4) 

d. And after the saide obligacion withe condicion so made sealed and delivered 

unto the saide customer, thenne the saide customer shall delivre a sufficient 

cocket unto the partye owner... 

       Anonymous: Statutes III (E1)  
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e. ...and referr hem to dyuers religions whech lyue vndir Seynt Austyn reule...  

Capgrave, John: Capgrave's Sermon (M4) 

f. …the seid william Aleyn apere to the writ aforeseide. that thanne be your 

discrecion restore the seid Suppliaunt to the seid londis.. 

       Anonymous: Petitions (M4), London 

 

We can elicit from the data in Table 1 that submit and deliver restricted their indirect object 

selection only to recipients, which confirms that they lexicalized only caused possession 

meaning. Apart from that, address also selected only recipients. Since address selects animate 

goals, this result does not come as a surprise. On the other hand, administer selected 

recipients in the majority of structures, but it also showed some structures with spatial goals. 

In section 3, administer was classified as a verb involving movement and the analysis in the 

Table 1 supports this observation.  

A caused possession event can be accompanied by motion, as some change of possession 

verbs lexicalize a change of the spatial location of the theme as a result of a possession 

change. The indirect objects of contribute and convey above are mainly goals. Contribute 

seems to involve a possessional path, while convey requires a change of physical location. 

This claim will be further supported by the tests provided below. In short, the results of this 

analysis point out that already in late ME and early ModE, POC must have realized the 

meaning of a caused possession, not accompanied by movement, as data from deliver and 

submit confirmed that they lexicalized a caused possession meaning. I assume that the context 

of a caused possession of address or submit was realized in the dative POC. 

In order to distinguish the two variants of POC (i.e., POC with a dative preposition and POC 

with an allative preposition) one can look at the path and ask whether it can be modified with 

spatial prepositions. Clearly, the path in the case of POC with motion verbs should allow for 

such a modification.  

In ModE, the path of motion verbs can be modified by prepositions such as, e.g., at, towards, 

off, out of, etc. The data from the corpus shows examples of such constructions; see (7). 

 

(7) a. …Clothes called Vesses Rayes Saillyng Clothes and other Clothes nowe 

comonly sold at iiij Mark or under be not comprised in this or any of the seid 

Act but may be caried and conveyed oute of this Realme into the parties of 

beyond…  

      Anonymous: Statutes III (E1) 

b. ...can convey any Wash or other Liquors fitt for Distillation out of one Back or 

Vessell into another...        

     Anonymous: Statutes VII (E3) 

 

However, we see that only convey occurs with spatial prepositions. No examples of other 

Latinate caused movement verbs were found in such contexts. Therefore, convey is the only 

representative example for the claim that motion verbs take POC with an allative preposition, 

which may be substituted with other spatial prepositions. 

Next, we have to verify if any of the analysed verbs can occur with a source phrase from NP 

(to NP). As was already pointed out in section 3, the main assumption is that caused 

possession verbs do not occur with a phrase introducing another source, distinct from the 
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agent. In contrast, this restriction does not apply to motion verbs. Example (3) in section 3 

showed the results of the test applied to Latinate verbs in ModE. On the other hand, the 

corpus data shows the following examples of source phrases with Latinate verbs in ME (‘from 

NP’ phrases); see (8).  

 

(8) a. ...men for felony be used to be conveyed frome the Seyntwarie wherin they 

abjure unto the port to theym assigned.  

     Reynes, Robert: Commonplace Book  

b. ...any Wash or other Liquors fitt for Distillation may be conveyed from any 

such Back or Vessell into any Still or Stills or into any other Place...  

       Anonymous: Statutes VII (E3) 

 

Again, we see that only the motion verb convey was able to take a source phrase. None of the 

other Latinate caused possession verbs were found with a source phrase in the corpus data. 

We can glean from this observation that, presumably, since change of possession verbs did 

not occur with a source phrase, they lexicalized a possession change event with the agent as 

the only source, hence their POC could not involve an allative preposition, but rather one that 

marked the recipient with the dative case. This assumption gets additional support from the 

results of the other tests presented above. On the contrary, convey (in (8) above), being the 

most frequently occurring representative of motion verbs in HC, takes various modifiers of 

the path phrase, which proves that this motion verb definitely involved a spatial path. 

Consequently, it can be claimed that the POC it occurred in was a directional POC. 

Unfortunately, the data from the corpus did not provide information for further tests with 

adverbial modifiers, e.g., all the way, halfway. However limited the data was, it provided 

support for the major claim of this paper. Let us sum up the main findings of the analysis 

presented here. 

6 Concluding remarks   

The main part of this paper has examined the inherent meaning of the selected Latinate verbs 

in the late ME and the early ModE periods. The main aim was to provide evidence for the 

claim that Latinate verbs fall into two semantic groups: (i) caused possession and (ii) caused 

motion. This approach provides new data on Latinate verbs and historical English double 

object constructions.  

The analysis in this paper lent two perspectives to the problem of the inherent meaning of 

Latinate verbs: a modern and historical perspective. Firstly, I analysed the inherent meaning 

of Latinate verbs in ModE. This analysis was followed by the semantic analysis of the same 

verbs in the late ME and early ModE periods. In both sections the semantic tests from 

Rappaport and Hovav (2008) were used to demonstrate the inherent semantic meaning of the 

verbs.  

The analysis of the ModE Latinate verbs inventory laid the foundations for a preliminary 

division of the verbs into groups. Accordingly, the verbs deliver and submit were classified as 

caused possession verbs and address, administer, recommend, contribute, restore and 

surrender as caused motion verbs. The following historical analysis provided rather scant 

results but strong enough to demonstrate the distant meanings of Latinate verbs. Moreover, 
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these examples were supportive of the main claim that some Latinate verbs express caused 

possession, regardless of the fact that in ModE they occur in a construction which seems to be 

a directional construction.  

The data in the historical section still needs to be developed, but even in its present form it is 

already favourable towards Sówka-Pietraszewska’s (2011) claim
13

 that English has developed 

two variants of POC: (i) a directional POC with an allative preposition and (ii) a dative POC 

with a dative marking preposition. As a consequence, Latinate verbs can realize their 

arguments in the respective variant. This observation sheds some new light on the discussion 

of the structure selection of Latinate verbs.  
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