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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Motivation - Secondary Predication in English

(1) a. Kimi painted the barn hungryi. (depictive)
‘Kim painted the barn, during which he/she was
hungry.’

b. Kim painted the barnj redj. (resultative)
‘Kim painted the barn with red color.’
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Intransitive Resultatives

(2) a. Kim ran the shoes threadbare.
b. *Kim ran the shoes.
c. *Kim ran threadbare.
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Transitive Resultatives

(3) a. Kim painted the barn red. (barn =̂ THEME)
b. Kim painted the bucket empty. (bucket =̂ CONTAINER)
c. Kim ate the parents bankrupt.
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Unaccusative Resultatives

(4) a. The pond froze solid.
b. The pond froze the water plants solid.
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Passivized Resultatives

(5) a. The barn was painted red (by Kim).
b. The shoes were run threadbare (by Kim).
c. The parents were eaten bankrupt (by Kim).

Burkhardt, Kallmeyer, Lichte (Düsseldorf, Tübingen) Secondary Predication November 11th , 2020 6 / 24



Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Framework: LTAG and Frames
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Depictives: Analysis via adjunction at VP
revision of Burkhardt et al., 2017
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Depictives: Analysis via adjunction at VP

revision of Burkhardt et al., 2017
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Resultatives: Four types to cover

(6) a. Kim painted the barnj redj

b. Kim ran the shoesj threadbarej
c. The pondj froze solidj

d. The kids ate the parentsj bankruptj
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Derived tree frame pairs: what we want to get (6-a)
An analysis of secondary predication with LTAG and semantic frames

S[E = 10 ]

NP[I = 1 ]

Kim

VP[E = 10 ]
[E = 0 ]

VP[E = 0 ]

V

painted

NP[I = 2 ]

the barn

AP[E = 4 ]

red

Figure 4: Derived tree of weak resultatives using the example in (15-a)
prior to top-bottom unification (ug = undergoer)

elementary tree-frame pairs.
The derived tree-frame pairs wewould like to obtain for (15-a)–(15-d) are given

in Fig. 4–7. The resultative, similarly to a depictive, introduces an additional state
predicate. The way this combines with the verbal predicate is, however, differ-
ent, since the event denoted by the verb causes a change of state whose result
state is the state characterized by the result predicate. The complex predication

such a clumsy way that a lot of color ends up in different places in the barn (instead of on the
furniture). Then one might utter (15-a), meaning that Kim painted something using red color
and, due to his clumsy way of painting, the entire barn became red.
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Derived tree frame pairs: what we want to get (6-b)

Authors

S[E = 10 ]

NP[I = 1 ]

Kim

VP[E = 10 ]
[E = 0 ]

VP[E = 0 ]

V

ran

NP[I = 2 ]

the shoes

AdjP[E = 4 ]

thread-
bare

0

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
⎣

causation
actor 1
ug 2

cause

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢
⎣

activity, running

agent 1 [animate, person
name Kim

]

actor 1

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥
⎦

effect

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
⎣

change-of-state
patient 2
ug 2

result 4
⎡⎢⎢⎢
⎣

state, threadbare

theme 2 [phys-entity, shoes]
ug 2

Figure 5: Derived tree-frame pair of strong resultatives (intransitive
verbs) using the example in (15-b) prior to top-bottom unification

is therefore of type causation, the verbal predication is embedded as its cause
attribute, while the effect attribute is of type change-of-state and embeds the
state contributed by the resultative (see the interface features e at the AP nodes)
as its result. The respective presence or absence of an actor and of unifications
between undergoers in Fig. 4–7 reflect the observations we made concerning the
readings of (15-a)–(15-d).
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Derived tree frame pairs: what we want to get (6-c)
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

Derived tree frame pairs: what we want to get (6-d)

Authors

S[E = 10 ]

NP[I = 1 ]

The kids

VP[E = 10 ]
[E = 0 ]

VP[E = 0 ]

V

ate

NP[I = 3 ]

the parents

AdjP[E = 4 ]

bankrupt
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
⎣

effect

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
⎣

change-of-state
patient 3
ug 3

result 4
⎡⎢⎢
⎣

state, bankrupt
theme 3
ug 3

Figure 7: Derived tree of resultatives using the example in (15-d) with
separate undergoers in the cause and the causation prior to top-bottom
unification.

as a substitution of the lexical anchor into the anchor slot.
In the case with a transitive use of the verb as in (15-a) (“Kim painted the barn

red”), the elementary tree is the same but the frame differs in the characteriza-
tion of the cause event, see Fig. 10. The cause is a painting event that has an
undergoer whose value is the undergoer of the entire causation. This means
that the direct object contributes an entity that acts both as undergoer of the
cause and as undergoer of the effect. This identity of the two undergoer val-
ues is already specified in the unanchored tree since it is due to the construction,
not due to the lexical anchor. The unanchored tree-frame pair is given in Fig. 11.
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

MG decomposition

Observation: The resultative contributes a causation with a
caused change of state. The verbal predicate is the cause. The
four cases differ wrt. the type of the cause and the way the
patient of the change of state is involved in the cause.

Resultative class in the MG:
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

MG decomposition ctd.

MG classes for subject and object:

(7) a. Resultative-with-object-undergoer:
Actor-subject ∧ Direct-object ∧ Resultative

b. Resultative-with-subject-undergoer:
Undergoer-subject ∧ Resultative
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

MG decomposition ctd.

Result of compiling Resultative-with-object-undergoer:
An analysis of secondary predication with LTAG and semantic frames

respective nodes is preserved.
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cause 00
⎡⎢⎢
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ug 2 / 3 / ⊥

⎤⎥⎥
⎦

effect

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
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Figure 16: Compiled tree and frame of the resultative-with-object-
undergoer class

Due to the disjunctions in the cause attribute of the resultative fragment frame
(see Fig. 15), this tree may be combined with three different frames that are char-
acterized on the right of Fig. 16.

All of the licensed frames have in common a) the type causation ∧ activity,
since both subject and object fragment are of type activity, b) the actor and un-
dergoer contributed by the subject and object frame, and c) the effect attribute
and its value. The contribution of the actor in turn fulfills the frame constraint
(16-a). In order to prevent the violation of the constraint in (17-b), we must add
an actor to the event frame under the cause attribute, the value of which is
identified with the value of the actor of the entire causation. We must also add
an undergoer to the event frame under the effect attribute, which then iden-
tifies with the undergoer of the causation to respect the constraint in (17-c). In
turn the possibility of an event of type process as the value of the cause attribute
must be excluded as the presence of an actor otherwise would violate the con-
straint in (16-b). These steps result in three different frame representations, all of
which are comprised in the frame in Fig. 16 where the three different values of
the cause undergoer are listed together. I.e.., we obtain three distinct licensed
frames where the value of cause undergoer is either 2 (= cause and effect
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(see Fig. 15), this tree may be combined with three different frames that are char-
acterized on the right of Fig. 16.

All of the licensed frames have in common a) the type causation ∧ activity,
since both subject and object fragment are of type activity, b) the actor and un-
dergoer contributed by the subject and object frame, and c) the effect attribute
and its value. The contribution of the actor in turn fulfills the frame constraint
(16-a). In order to prevent the violation of the constraint in (17-b), we must add
an actor to the event frame under the cause attribute, the value of which is
identified with the value of the actor of the entire causation. We must also add
an undergoer to the event frame under the effect attribute, which then iden-
tifies with the undergoer of the causation to respect the constraint in (17-c). In
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

MG decomposition ctd.

Result of compiling Resultative-with-subject-undergoer:

Authors

have the same undergoer, as in (15-a)) or 3 (= the cause has an undergoer
that is not necessarily identical to any other semantic role in the frame, as in
(15-d)) or ⊥ (= the cause does not have an undergoer, as in (15-b)).

The computation of the second resultative class leads to the tree-frame pair in
Fig. 17.

S

NP↓[I = 2 ] VP[E = 0 ]

VP[E = 0 ]

V♢[E = 00 ]

AP↓[E = 4 ] 0

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
⎣

causation, process
ug 2

cause 00 [process
ug 2 ]

effect

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢
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change-of-state
patient 2
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result 4
⎡⎢⎢
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Figure 17: Tree-frame pair of the compiled resultative-with-subject-
undergoer class.

The tree in Fig 17 differs from the one in the first class in that it does not provide
a leaf node for a direct object. Instead the subject NP provides the value of the
causation undergoer. In conjunction with the constraints in (16-b) and (17-b),
the frame type causation, process determines that there must not be an actor in
both the cause event and the entire causation. Given this, the disjunction in the
cause value of the resultative fragment can be solved in favor of the process event
frame, in which the undergoer value is identified with the effect undergoer.
Following the constraint in (17-c) the effect undergoer and the undergoer
of the entire causation are identified, which means that in this compiled class
the subject NP provides the value of the undergoer attribute 2 of the causation,
cause, and effect which is the desired behavior for unaccusative constructions
as in (15-c).

The metagrammar fragments we described above offer another possible com-
bination of fragments from which we can obtain syntactically and semantically
sound tree-frame pairs, i.e. the conjunction of Actor-subject ∧ Resultative,
see Fig 188. However, we must not include this combination in our specification

8The frame compilation of the combination yields the same three licensed frames variants, that
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

MG decomposition ctd.

What about passive?

(8) a. The barn was painted red (by Kim).
b. The shoes were run threadbare (by Kim).
c. The parents were eaten bankrupt (by Kim).

Standard way of treating passive in the MG (Crabbé et al., 2013):

(9) Subject ∧
(ActiveVerb ∧ CanonicalObject) ∨ (active)
(PassiveVerb ∧ CanonicalByObject) (passive)
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Data Framework Depictives Resultatives

MG decomposition ctd.
Extension:

(10) Class Subject: Actor-subject ∨ Undergoer-subject
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MG decomposition ctd.
Extension:

By-object:

(11) a. Resultative-with-object-undergoer:
Subject ∧ Resultative ∧
((ActiveVerb ∧ Direct-object) ∨ (active)
(PassiveVerb ∧ By-object) ∨ (passive, by-PP)
PassiveVerb) (passive, no by-PP)

b. Resultative-with-subject-undergoer:
Undergoer-Subject ∧ Resultative ∧ ActiveVerb
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Combining depictives and resultatives
Predictions of our analyses:

1 If the event denoted by the verbal predicate has an ACTOR,
then the depicitve should be able to target this ACTOR
(provided semantic types are compatible) because it is the
ACTOR of the entire causation.

2 Provided types are compatible, the depictive should be able
to target the argument of the result state (its UNDERGOER,
which is also the UNDERGOER of the causation).

3 If the event denoted by the verbal predicate has an
UNDERGOER that is not the UNDERGOER of the
change-of-state, this UNDERGOER should be excluded as a
target for the depictive (since it is not the UNDERGOER of the
entire causation).
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Combining depictives and resultatives
At least 1 and 2 seem to be the case:

(12) a. Nackti/j
Naked

tanzten
danced

siei
they

die
the

Füßej
feet

blutig.
bloody.

‘Naked they danced the feet bloody.’
b. Kim ran the shoesi unlacedi threadbare.
c. Sie

They
haben
have

das
the

Zimmeri
room

unausgeräumti
uncleared

gelb
yellow

gestrichen.
painted.
‘They painted the room, which was not cleared,
yellow.’

d. Theyi ate the parentsj hospitalizedi/j bankrupt.
e. Ungepflegt/ungestricheni

Unkempt/unpainted
rostete
rusted

das
the

Tori
gate

kaputt.
broken.

‘Unkempt/unpainted, the gate rusted broken.’
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Combining depictives and resultatives ctd.

3 is harder to test, here is a try:

(13) a. ?Roh/?kalt/?unaufgewärmt
Raw/cold/unheated

haben
have

sie
they

den
the

Kühlschrank
fridge

leer
empty

gegessen.
eaten.

‘?Raw/?cold/?unheated, they ate the fridge empty.’
b. Sie

They
haben
have

?unverdünnt
undiluted

den
the

Keller
cellar

leer
empty

getrunken.
drunken.
‘?Undiluted, they drank the cellar empty.’
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Conclusion

We proposed an adjunction-based analysis for depictives,
and a construction-based analysis for resultatives within the
MG.

Key features of the latter:
1 Due to general frame constraints for causative events, the

undergoer necessarily is the undergoer of the change of
state that is embedded as an effect in the causation.

2 Consequently, the direct object slot (resp. the subject slot in
the unaccusative case) need not be a semantic participant
of the verbal predication but must be a participant of the
result state.

3 Conversely, the undergoer of the verbal predicate (if it has
one) need not be realized.
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