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Abstract

Psychological verbs (“psych-verbs”) suchamire, amaze, feaandfrighten, have long
been known to exhibit marked syntactic behavior in many laggs. This behavior has
inspired numerous analyses which assume that there is @dieiiplanation for the ob-
served patterns. In this dissertation, | focus on the masblpmatic class of psych-verbs,
the so-called Object-Experiencer (Obj-Exp) verbs (argazedepressfrighten fascinaté
and argue, as some others have, that the explanation fouthesual character is primarily
semantic in nature, and can be traced back to the ways in \mhitians conceptualize psy-
chological events and processes. It is commonly arguedhbatpecial behavior of these
verbs obtains only in their stative and/or more controadissnon-agentive readings.

Through qualitative and quantitative analyses of the séimamnoperties of Obj-Exp
verbs and their arguments, | explore a controversial tapprévious research: the interac-
tion of stativity and passivization among different sulskes of Obj-Exp verbs in English.
Analysis of corpus data shows that eventive and stative argeavailable to all Obj-Exp
verbs in both the active and passive. | show that the choitvedas active and passive uses
is particularly sensitive to the causal role of the stimwnd the nature of the emotion de-
noted by the verb; together these determine the linguististtual of the situation as either
a causative process or an attitudinal state.

Additionally, | examine the variable (un-)acceptability Bnglish Obj-Exp verbs in
agentive contexts, and offer experimental and corpus deaiag that a given verb’s ac-

ceptability in an agentive context directly correlatedwtite tendency for its emotion to be
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associated with a controllable antecedent. These faaie agpinst analyzing differences in
agentivity among psych-verbs at the level of lexical semattucture, and instead suggest
treating agentivity as an inference arising from the totggration of semantic, syntactic,
and contextual information in the clause.

Overall, the findings of these linguistic studies align wath recent theories developed

in the psychological literature on emotion.
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A note on data sources

Throughout this work | present linguistic data from sevemirces: the Corpus of Contem-
porary American English (COCA) (Davies 2008-), the Corpus oft@mporary American
Soap Operas (SOAP) (Davies 2012), web searches via Googlesesatences of my own
creation. When not otherwise indicated in the text, | markwgplas with CocA), (SOAP),

or (G) for Google.

(i) Ilike dinosaurs. | think they’re fascinating. (coca)
(i) I've always been fascinated by a mullet. (SOAP)

(i)  Dinosaurs fascinate us so much, that many people wisk tvere still among us.

(c)

All three of the sources represented in (i)-(iii) are frealgilable online, and searches for
specific examples can be easily reproduced using the bamichsmterfaces which first
identified them. With regard to Web examples, capitalizai®represented as found in
the original, while errors of spelling, punctuation, orgwaar in the original are indicated
with “[sic]”. In addition to the source tags listed aboveaexples from (non-linguistic)
published sources, including those found in Google Booksntine archives like Twitter,
are referenced explicitly with endnotes within each chafiteder “Example sources”).
Any examples reproduced from prior research literaturecéieel with the appropriate ref-

erences. Finally, any examples without marking or citaticmmy own creation.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Humans are emotional creatures. This statement should \deusbto anyone who has
lived any kind of life worth living. But while the fact that wexperience things we call
emotions is not in dispute, it has raised a myriad unanswguedtions that psychologists,
philosophers, anthropologists, linguists, and otherg Istruggled with for centuries. What
exactly are emotions? How do we understand them in ourseiwelshow do we recognize
or identify them in others? Are emotion categories psychicklly universal, or are they
primarily socio-culturally constructed; can we even drawlear line between the two?
How are different kinds of emotions represented and orgahtonceptually in our minds,
and how are these concepts formed in the first place? Ansgvanig of these questions
alone would provide enough challenges for several lifesinfes a linguist however, my
primary interest is in understanding language’s role ineatiihg and shaping speakers’
understanding of emotion concepts. Providing furthemginsinto the relationship between
language and emotion concepts lies at the heart of thisrthtea.
We can begin to understand this relationship by exploring tee conceptual prop-

erties of emotions are encoded in the words and constrigctisad to describe them. It

is commonly assumed that humans build mental concepts afugkinds which reflect
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their experience, and that many of these concepts are ethdndie meanings of in-
dividual words, often conceived as ‘entries’ in a mentalider (e.g. Jackendoff 1989;
Levin and Pinker 1991; Pustejovsky 1995; Tyler and Evand p(uch approaches main-
tain that lexical entries comprise varying degrees of sémmamformation, conceived of
as sets of privative features, thematic role lists, andvenestructures, and that words
are individuated conceptually in terms of the informatibattthey denote. With regard to
verbs—which are the focus of this dissertation—it is argimealwide variety of theoretical
approaches that a verb’s semantic representations datethe range of syntactic real-
izations of its arguments (e.g. Croft 2012; Dowty 1991; Gelgh1995; Jackendoff 1990;
Langacker 1987; Pinker 1989; Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1¥88;Valin and LaPolla
1997). Theorists working in the realm of lexical semantarg] the syntax-semantics inter-
face more broadly, therefore take as their prime directrieeidentification of those facets
of meaning relevant to grammatical structure. Identifytimgse relevant aspects of meaning
is not a simple matter however, and the consequences fatenisying them can give rise
to erroneous generalizations about semantic structurdeaiwhl conceptual organization
both within and across languages (Levin and Rappaport H®85)1

The goal of the present study is to explore aspects of measrigey pertain to the
syntactic patterns of argument realization found in theslaf English emotion verbs—
the so-called “psychological verbs”, or simply “psych+gt. In particular, |1 focus on the
subset of psych-verbs commonly referred to as Object Eepeer (Obj-Exp) verbs, e.g.
amaze, bother, captivate, depress, frighten, pleasisurprise as these verbs have long
been argued to pose challenges for theories of semanticyatactic structure in English
(and many other languages as well). My task throughout theedation is to identify those
aspects of psych-verb meaning that give rise to the variogsiiktic behaviors involving
them.

The methods | use however, depart from those in much of thaque literature on

this topic, especially work in generative frameworks whieve focused almost entirely
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on researchers’ intuitions about isolated, artifically stomcted sentences. In the chapters
that follow, | present evidence that many claims linguistsehmade about English Obj-
Exp verbs over the years are based on considerable misetdidzation(s) of the facts.
The reliance on limited data has led to a number of mistakemganeralizations about
these verbs, and | argue this is due in large part to the &ttuconsider other lines of ev-
idence. In response, this dissertation presents a deikeaiination of psych-verb usage
in context, focusing on the interaction of verb meaning amktructional alternations, in
the spirit of other recent corpus-based studies of lexiegadantics (e.g. Glynn 2010; Gries
2006; Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk and Wilson 2010). But more the, | use the analy-
sis of corpus data and other offline assessments of knowlalolgiet emotional concepts
and lexical items to help understand some of the well-knolams about Obj-Exp verbs
deriving from meta-linguistic tasks, i.e. acceptabiligdgments (both within the literature
and experimentally obtained). By collecting data from thessdtiple lines of evidence, |
show that many apparent puzzles which have featured prarhyria discussions of these
verbs disappear upon closer inspection.

In the rest of this chapter, | continue the discussion of sgimaverb classification,
briefly reviewing the theoretical background of severalpmsals for lexical semantic rep-
resentation and the empirical methods involved in disogyiti Following this, | describe
in more detail the class of psych-verbs in English and dsseseral theoretical proposals
regarding their semantic (or syntactic) structure. In thalfsection, | lay out the organiza-

tion of the rest of the dissertation.

1.1 Lexical meaning and argument realization

The question of what semantic dimensions are relevant tamitical structure has prompted
an extremely rich field of research to say the least (e.g. Acka and Moore 2001; Baker
1988; Bouchard 1995; Bresnan and Kanerva 1989; Croft 1991;s2and Koenig 2000;
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Dowty 1991; Fillmore 1968; Goldberg 1995; Grimshaw 199Q;l6ar 1976; Hale and Keyser
1993; Jackendoff 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Bles#995; Pustejovsky 1995;
Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1998; Reinhart 2002; Schlesing#s;Man Valin and LaPolla
1997; Talmy 1976; Wechsler 1995). As Levin and Rappaport M¢2805: 7) note, the
success of any theoretical enterprise attempting to dénweyntactic properties of verbs
from facets of their meanings is dependent on the existehad¢h®ory of lexical semantic
representation, and on a theory of the mapping betweenales@nantics and syntactic
structures. In this section | introduce some approachesxiodl semantic representation
and the syntax-semantics mapping. For the most part, l@dli$ on those theoretical mod-

els that have been used to derive psych-verb represergation

1.1.1 Thematic roles

The idea that patterns in argument realization are bettéenstood in terms of semantic
or ‘thematic’ roles rather than grammatical functions ésback to early work of Gruber
(1965) and Fillmore (1968). For Fillmore in particular, ttle@soning was that by appealing
to the deeper semantic relationships between predicatethain arguments, he could cap-
ture typologically universal patterns, regardless ofetéhces in languages’ surface syntac-
tic structure. A great deal of subsequent work has of cowl@ifed in this tradition. Such
theories maintain that the assignment of grammatical fonstis determined in large part
by the underlying thematic roles associated with a givei, vigpically defined in terms
of the polar opposition between agent-hood and patientth®objects canonically refer to
Agents, while objects generally refer to Patients (Them@#)er thematic roles, such as
Experiencer, Goal, or Instrument, are said to occupy mrstalong a hierarchy delimited
at the top by the Agent role and at the bottom by a number ofilples®les, depending on
one’s particular theory. Grimshaw (1990) for example, ptathe Theme role last, while

Speas (1990) on the other hand, places it roughly in the miolidihe hierarchy.
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(1.1) a. Agent> Experiencer- Goal/Source/Location- Theme
(Grimshaw 1990)

b. Agent> Experiencer- Theme> Goal/Source/Location- Manner/Time

(Speas 1990)

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (2005: 162-164) provide a list efrttany various hierarchies
that have been proposed, revealing a worrisome lack of agneeabout the existence
and relative importance of different roles. Of course, gliseament among theories is not
necessarily a bad thing, but such widespread uncertaiotyidlgive us pause.

Over the years, it has become clear that these semanticistdeat traditionally de-
scribed are simply too abstract or too coarse to capturaraistic facts. Ultimately, se-
mantic role lists all suffer from the same problem: theytahdequately explain why argu-
ments bearing specific semantic roles should be realizetv@m gyntactic positions. This
drawback has led to the prevailing view of semantic roleseanlizations derived from
more elementary aspects of lexical semantic represensafeog. Dowty 1991; Jackendoff
1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Schlesinger 1995; \éim ¥nd LaPolla 1997).
In response to this problem, various researchers have @tero explicate roles in terms
of more primitive semantic features, specific combinat@inghich give rise to the patterns
in argument realization that the traditional roles of Ag&tient, Experiencer, etc, were in-
tended to explain (e.g. Dowty 1991; Primus 1999; Schlesia§85). In perhaps the most
widely known development of such an analysis, Dowty (19%&ptized that traditional
roles emerge from a set of “Proto-properties” defined in geahthe lexical entailments
of the event described by the predicate. In this view, arguspossessing more “Proto-
Agent” properties, e.g. volition, sentience, movement,cawusing an event or change of
state”, are more likely to be realized as canonical subjé€atsthe other hand, canonical
objects are those instantiating more ‘Proto-Patient’ prbes, such as lack of movement

or independent existence, undergoing a change of statirabeling causally affected by
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another participant. For Dowty (1991), it is the relativenher of Proto-Agent or Proto-
Patient properties a verb’s arguments instantiate, ieerdhative thematic prominence be-
tween the two specific arguments, that determines the angishsyntactic realization.

An alternative approach popular in the field has been to dengantic roles in terms
of structural positions within articulated lexical semamepresentations. These represen-
tations go by many names, e.g. event structures, prediegtntpositions, logical struc-
tures, (lexical) conceptual structures, and so on (e.g.t@&88; Jackendoff 1990, 2007;
Levin 1999; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2011; Rappaport HovaM.avin 1998, 2012,
Van Valin and LaPolla 1997; Van Valin 2005; Wunderlich 199n)the next section | give
a short overview of such approaches to what | will call Lek@anceptual Structure (LCS),

following Levin and Rappaport Hovav (2011).

1.1.2 Lexical Conceptual Structure

Regardless of the exact formulation, structural theoridexa€al semantic representations
are all intended to express the same basic idea: that a \athisnent realization options
are a function of the depth of embedding of its argumentsiwits event structure. Nat-
urally, such a move relies on the idea that verb meaning haeenial structure, and so
the investigation of the mapping between syntax and sensastifts to the exploration of
internal verbal structure. A further advantage of this apph is that we can use the compo-
nents of these (sub)structures to identify and define secadlgtcoherent classes of verbs.
The existence of such verb classes indicates that speakensmake generalizations over
the rules what govern the mapping from semantic structusyneactic structure. Thus, it
would appear that some properties of verbs are learned bygnimom other members of
their class. The belief is that understanding what unifieBqudar verb classes should help
us identify those components of meaning which circumscailverb’s syntactic behavior

(Levin 1993).
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All theories of LCS draw a distinction between a structurahponent and an idiosyn-
cratic component to verb meaning (Rappaport Hovav and Le988)L The structural as-
pect comprises the primitive predicates that are respkn®b determining the range of
event types available, i.e. the classes of verbs that ageamt to the patterns of argument
realization. The idiosyncratic component on the other hanthe part of meaning that is
unique to the individual lexeme. Following Pesetsky (1988, | adopt the term “root” to
refer to the idiosyncratic component of a verb’s meartifigre representations of the verbs
fear, frighten,andscarein (1.2) help to illustrate this distinction (represemas are based

on Bialy (2005) and DiDesidero (1999)).

(12.2) a. fear. [x <FEAR>Y]
b. frighten [e CAUSE [BECOME [y<FRIGHTENED>]]]

c. fascinate[e CAUSE [BECOME [y<FASCINATED-]]]
(e denotes a causing subevent)

In these representations, the operators CAUSE and BECOME2b-().are basic subcom-
ponents of the system that appear in the representationamy different verbs, while the
idiosyncratic elements of these verbs’ meanings are repted byFEAR, FRIGHTENED,
andSCARED The variables x, y and stand in for the distinct argument positions of the
verb.

The essential idea is that verbs belonging to the same clélsshare the same sub-
structures in their LCSs. CAUSE for instance, is part of theesgntation of causative
psych-verbs likdérightenandscare but it also is part of the representation of other causative
verbs, such asreak, bend, melt, kiland so on. Generalizing from examples like these (and
others), it is possible to identify a set of structural “tdatps” that define the range of pos-
sible LCSs within the language. These structures have gomer warious names, includ-

ing “event templates” (Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1998), ‘&tanctions” (e.g. Goldberg

1This notion of root is distinct from the notion of root usednorphology (e.g. Aronoff 1993).
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1995), “logical structures” (e.g. Van Valin and LaPolla I9%nd “conceptual structures”
(Jackendoff 1990), but details aside, the broader poithiatdll such approaches posit sets
of structures which largely tend to conform to generallyramkledged event types. For ex-
ample, all approaches to event structure mark a distintitween stative event types and
causative event types—to name one distinction relevahetdiscussion of psych-verbs. In
the spirit of Rappaport Hovav and Levin (2008: 134), | use #magal term “event schema”
as a descriptive abstraction over the various models oftthetaral aspect of lexical mean-
ing.

The usefulness for these kinds of representations can Ipegsete clearly in the dif-
ference between the event structuredeafr andfrighten Verbs likefear express stative
relations, which in the notation of Rappaport Hovav and Larmrepresented through the
basic schema [x STATE> y], where the individual character of the state is represaby
FEARIn (1.3), repeated from (1.2a).

(1.3) fear [x <FEAR>Y]

Verbs likefrightenhowever, express (externally) caused changes of stateewhasation
and change-of-state are captured via the CAUSE and BECOME tjmeshi At its core,
frightentoo involves a stative relation, as represented by.BRIGHTENED>] in (1.4),
but in the case of meaning bfghten the statd~RIGHTENEDis embedded within a larger

structure.
(12.4) frighten [e CAUSE [BECOME [y<FRIGHTENED>]]]

This latter point highlights a crucial distinction amongeat type which will feature in
the discussion of psych-verb representations below. Ehisd distinction between simple
and complex events (e.g. Arad 1998; Biaty 2005; Croft 1993;d3iDero 1999; Jackendoff
2007; Levin 1999; Pustejovsky 1995).

Psych-verbs present a challenge for semantic represmrgdiecause we are faced with
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the task of capturing the aspects of meaning shared by tlhs vewrarious sub-classes us-
ing a set of common primitives, while at the same time distisiging individual verbs
from each other in terms of their idiosyncratic componeritsneaning, i.e. their roots
(DiDesidero 1999). While it is generally assumed that thgeaof available event schemas
is fixed, the class of roots is taken to be open-ended. Eaclisrobaracterized by an onto-
logical type (e.g. Jackendoff 1990; Pinker 1989; Rappapoxtad and Levin 1998), drawn
from a finite set of categories, including result statkedr), manner $crub, substance
(paint), and many others. The ontological type of a root determitgeassociation with
a particular event structure, thereby indirectly influeigcihe verb’s argument realization
patterns. Exactly to what extent a verb’s root directly iaflues its argument realization
is still a topic of much debate. Levin (2010) for example,ussg that roots can be further
divided into semantically coherent subtypes (e.g. manharation vs. manner of speak-
ing), and that these subtypes constitute meaningful gkratians (verb classes) relevant
to semantic selection and participation in various typeargfiment realization alternation.
Others, e.g. Boas (2006, 2008), propose still finer-grainstihdtions in meaning, argu-
ing that the relevant level of classification pertains to degree of verb “descriptivity”
(Snell-Hornby 1983), with the consequence that the commebetween verb meaning and
grammatical structure lies at the level of ‘mini-constracs’ (Boas 2003) in which “each
sense of a verb constitutes its one conventionalized gaafriorm and meaning, together
with appropriate. . . subcategorization restrictions” (82808: 42).

As will become clear, the question of semantic granulargg bt the heart of many
analyses of psych-verbs, which posit grammatically megfaolrdistinctions between sta-
tive and non-stative, or agentive and non-agentive Obj-#eqb roots. Naturally, as we
probe deeper into the meanings of individual verbs (and glerkses) we must think care-
fully about the methods we use to identify both the relevemantic distinctions, as well
as the reliability of their interaction with different gramatical, i.e. syntactic forms. Such

considerations motivate the various methodologies agpptighe investigation of English
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psych-verbs here.

To preview the main claim of this dissertation, | argue thatevidence does not support
a theoretical distinction among different subtypes of Gkp verbs, at least at the level of
semantic structure that determines their participatioa mumber of argument realization
patterns and constructional alternations available tekhgs as a whole. Still, we will see
that fine-grained semantic detail nevertheless does plajeahe way different Obj-Exp
verbs are used, however this influence is more properly statza in terms of the gradient
likelihood of a given verb being used in a particular maniérese fine-grained differ-
ences in meaning are particularly influential in deterngracceptability in the absence of
contextual support (Levin 2010).

But before | get ahead of myself, it is necessary to lay out soitiee various analyses

of psych-verbs that have been proposed over the years.sTihis task to which | turn now.

1.2 Psych-verbs in linguistic theory

The label “psychological verbs”, or “psych-verbs”, by myfidéion, is restricted to those
verbs which express emotions or emotion-laden attitudasefampleadmire, amaze,
amuse, annoy, enjoy, fascinate, fear, frighten, hate, ldke2, madden, please, saddangd
surprise By nature, psych-verbs involve at least one argument iafgto a sentient, typi-
cally human, KPERIENCERWhO is capable of feeling the emotion described by the verb.
Most languages have a class of transitive verbs of this typehich the second argument,
often referred to as theT®vuLus (Talmy 1985), marks the object, target, or cause of the
emotion. This second argument may be either animate ornraai abstract or concrete.
Verbs of this class have long been known to exhibit markedtesyic behavior in many lan-
guages, making them a useful testing ground for investigahe nature of verb meaning
and its relation to grammatical structure (Belletti and RiZ88; Biaty 2005; Bickel 2004;
Comrie and van den Berg 2006; Evans 2004; Haspelmath 200aekend Willie 1996;
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Jonsson 2003; Nelson 2003; Rudolph arigterling 1997; Verhoeven 2010a; Whitley
1998). The assumption is that there is an underlying expilaméor the patterns seen in
psych-verbs across languages, and that this explanatiohecraced back to the ways in
which humans conceptualize mental events in general. Bpitddhe seeming agreement
in this respect, there has been little consensus regardinigetst method for characterizing
these differing conceptual perspectives.

In some part, this lack of consensus follows from the thézabassumptions embedded
within different frameworks, which necessarily constréie kinds of analyses theorists
can propose. Analyses of these different classes of thebe liave taken on many forms,
with various authors claiming that different elements ofaimiag are relevant to the verbs’
syntactic behavior. Throughout the literature, three elet® of meaning have taken center
stage in the discussion of psych-verb behavior: statiaiggntivity, and most importantly,

causativity.

1.2.1 Experiencers as subjects and objects: The linking problem

Itis widely acknowledged that the class of psych-verbs iglish can be divided according
to whether the Experiencer argument is mapped either toythactic subject (Subj-Exp
verbs) or to the syntactic object (Obj-Exp verbs) (e.g. At888; Belletti and Rizzi 1988;
Grimshaw 1990; Levin 1993; Postal 1970; Pesetsky 1995; Rdd@#t4; Zubizaretta 1992).

(1.5) a. Jason fears/hates/loves dinosaurs. (Subj-Exp)
b. Dinosaurs frighten/disgust/fascinate Jason. (Obj}Exp

A common observation about these two types of verbs is tlegtridpresent (at least) two
distinct ways of conceptualizing events in the world, areddistinction is thought to follow

from the ways it is possible to view the relations betweenxgegencer, his/her emotional
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state, and the object of that emotional state (e.g. Arad ;1B@8y 2005; Bouchard 1995;
Croft 1993; DiDesidero 1999; Hatori 1997; lwata 1995; Jack#h2007; Landau 2010Db;
Malle 2002; Pesetsky 1995; Schlesinger 1995; Wechsler)1995

For almost as long as psych-verbs have been talked about iitdhature, it has also
been noted that this basic fact poses a significant problereeimantic role based theo-
ries of the lexicon-syntax interface (e.g. Belletti and RiZ288). Most such theories posit
a direct one-to-one mapping between semantic roles an@dsysiich that an argument
instantiating a particular semmatic role (Causer) showlégd appear in the same syntac-
tic position (Baker 1988; Perlmutter and Postal 1984). Tiublem is that both Subj-Exp
and Obj-Exp verbs appear to realize the same roles (Expetiemd Stimulus) in opposite

positions.

(1.6) a. Swimmers fear sharks.

Experiencer Stimulus

b. Sharks frighten swimmers.
Stimulus Experiencer
These verbs therefore seem to present direct countereganagpfieneral principles such as
Baker’s (1988: 46) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypotlse@JTAH) and Perlmutter
and Postal’'s (1984: 97) Universal Alignment Hypothesis (A

(1.7) a. Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH):
Identical thematic relationships between items are pteséry identical struc-

tural relationships between those items at the level ofrDesuire.

b. Universal Alignment Hypothesis (UAH):
There exist principles of Universal Grammar which predie initial relation

borne by each [argument] in a given clause from the meanitigeotlause.

In general, researchers have followed two different tydespproaches to resolving this

problem: appeal to finer-grained syntax, or finer-grainedas#ics (Pesetsky 1995). While
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most syntactic approaches do contain some element of Greened’ semantics, they all
rely on some additional syntactic structures/mechanismgsmovement, to explain psych-
verb behavior (e.g. Arad 1998, 1999; Belletti and Rizzi 1988mShaw 1990; Landau
2010b; Pylklanen 1999, 2000). Semantic approaches tend to focus griiralifferences
in the causal nature of psych-verb event structures, ingodat making no syntactic dis-
tinction between Obj-Exp verbs and other non-psycholdgieasatives (e.g. Bouchard
1995; DiDesidero 1999; Hatori 1997; Iwata 1995; Jacken®07; Pesetsky 1995; Puste-

jovsky 1995). | explore some of these in turn below.

1.2.2 Syntactic accounts
1.2.2.1 Unaccusative approaches

When it comes to syntactic approaches to psych-verbs, thhera aumber of analyses
that resort to some variant of constituent movement to atdctmr the differing linking
patterns between Subj-Exp and Obj-Exp verbs. Followinge®&g (1995: 19), | refer to
such accounts in general terms as ‘unaccusative’ accautitgi these accounts all make
the claim that at least some, and possibly all, Obj-Exp vddasot take external arguments
(they do not assign thematic role@-toles” to their subject). One of the most influential of
these unaccusative analyses is Belletti and Rizzi’s (198&)watt of psych-verbs in Italian,
but others have more recently provided additional supprtife general analysis, albeit
with some important differences in the details.

The basic idea behind Belletti and Rizzi’s analysis is thatevtiie s-structures of the
two verb classes differ, they are identical at the undegyavel of d-structure, with the as-
sumption that the non-experiencer argument of both the-Expjand the Obj-Exp classes
(which they refer to as theemere'fear’ and thepreoccupareéworry’ classes respectively)
instantiates the same thematic role (Theme). Crucially #rgue that in both classes of

verbs the Theme argument is internal, i.e. is a sister of thead.
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(1.8) [vp[V Theme] Exp ]

This allows them to maintain a uniform mapping principl&elithe UTAH. Specifically,
they propose the following linking rule for psych-verbsyrad with the associate@-grids

for temereandpreoccupareverbs, where underlining marks an argument as external.

(1.9) Linking Principle for Experiencer Verbs:
Given a0-grid [Experiencer, Theme], the Experiencer is projectea thigher

position than the Theme. (344)

(1.10) Belletti and Rizzi’'s (1988) thematic structures
temere 6-grid [ExperiencerTheme]

preoccupare 6-grid [Experiencer, Theme]

Under normal circumstances, this principle should resuittdth thetemereand thepreoc-
cupareverbs mapping their Experiencer arguments to the subjestipios, except B&R
argue thapreoccupareverbs do not take external (subject) arguments. This popesia
lem because according to (Burzio 1986), verbs that do notdaternal arguments do not
assign structural accusative case, and yet this is exatilt i8 found with Experiencers
of Obj-Exp verbs. B&R get around “Burzio’s Generalization” pmpposing that accusative
case with Experiencers ipreoccupareverbs is in fact lexically governed inherent case.
The Theme however is not assigned any case in its base pesitian accordance with the
principles of Case Theory, it must move to subject positiord(so be assigned structural
nominative case) in order to satisfy the Extended Projadddnciple (EPP) (Chomsky
1982). This is essentially what happens with intransitimaacusativesThe vase broke
whose sole arguments are also internal arguments, and $omaus to subject position by
the EPP.

Belletti and Rizzi (1988) argue that their analysis can expé&anumber of phenom-

ena, including the well-known “backward binding” facts (@il explore more in Chapter
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2), but their analysis is ultimately more descriptive thaplanatory. Grimshaw (1990)
for example, claims that it is entirely stipulative, notitigat simply positing inherent case
marking does nothing to illuminate why these verbs shoulthige this way. In response,
she proposes an analysis that takes into account diffesendbe event (aspectual) struc-
ture of the different verb classes as well as their thematations. Thus, Grimshaw (1990)
argues that the lexical entry of a verb contains two “tiersinformation that is relevant
to argument realization, and that this information is oigad along two dimensions of
prominence: a thematic tier, and an aspectual tier. Thesg@taminence hierarchies, the
thematic and the aspectual tiers, govern the link betweardigate’'s argument structure
and the syntactic realization of its arguments. The therditnension assigns a verb’s
arguments to one of several thematic roles, and orients #leng a familiar hierarchy
(Grimshaw 1990: 24), while the aspectual dimension rangaraents according to their

participation in sub-parts of the verb’s event structure.

(1.11) Grimshaw’s (1990) Prominence Hierarchies
Thematic Tier: (Agent (Experiencer (Goal/Source/Loaafidieme))))

Aspectual Tier: (Cause (other...))

For Grimshaw, external arguments must be both thematiaaliyaspectually the most
prominent. An external argument must have the highest ngn&vailable position on the
thematic hierarchy, and at the same time must be associatiedhe first subevent of the
event denoted by the verb. Agents are typically associaiéd eausing subevents, and
they are the highest ranking thematic role, thus the ageam external argument in most
typical causative verbs. Grimshaw argues that it is thephg between the arguments’
prominence on the two tiers that distinguishes the two maggch-verb classes from each
other (a view shared by many). Subj-Exp verbs denote sinti@lizs events with no distinct
subevents, while the events denoted by Obj-Exp verbs arplearavents composed of (at

least) two distinct subevents, the first of which causes#icersd. For Subj-Exp verbs, the
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Experiencer is thematically more prominent than the Theand,due to the fact that both
are part of a simple event, the Experiencer can be treatedpgstaally more prominent
as well. Experiencers of verbs likear, admire, loveand so on are therefore external
arguments, and hence mapped to subject position.

With Obj-Exp verbs, itis the non-Experiencer argument—hasause of the emotion—
that outranks the Experiencer on the aspectual tier. That®n is actually more compli-
cated however, as Grimshaw notes that there is a differeetveelbn agentive and non-

agentive, or “psychological”, uses of Obj-Exp verbs.
(1.12) a. The clown (deliberately) frightened the children
b. The dog (*deliberately) frightened the children.

Grimshaw makes a number of empirical claims in support af distinction, and | explore
the issue of agentivity in detail in subsequent chapters.nbw, the crucial point is that
the troublesome behavior of Obj-Exp verbs applies only to-agentive Obj-Exp verbs.
The distinction is represented in the misalignment of the ltverarchies, as represented in
(1.13b).

(2.13) a. Agentivdrighten
Thematic hierarchy: Agent Experiencer
Aspectual hierarchy: 1 2
b. Non-agentivdrighten
Thematic hierarchy: Experiencer Theme
Aspectual hierarchy: 1 2

The difference ultimately boils down to the thematic rolsigsment of the non-experiencer
argument, i.e. the subject in the active clause. If the stilgan Agent, then it is an external

argument which is mapped to subject position, and we getieahpansitive causative verb.
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Agentive Obj-Exp verbs are expected to behave like othesataue verbs in (almost) all
respects. However, if the subject is characterized as a &h#man neither argument can
be external, and so the Theme must get to the surface sulgsitiop via some sort of
derivational process similar to that of Belletti and Rizzi §8%.

While Grimshaw’s specific analysis is problematic in a nundfeespects (e.g. Bouchard
1995, DiDesidero 1999), her discussion does contain seusights that have proven quite
useful. Perhaps her most enduring observation has bee®@lhdixp verbs form a hetero-
geneous class, and that the differences among verbs caladss tto the nature of the
psychological event(s) they denote. For Grimshaw, it issta@antics of the subject that
plays the key role in determining the difference betweer{shb)classes of Obj-Exp verbs,
however more recent authors have focused on a differentugthoot entirely unrelated—

notion: stativity.

1.2.2.2 Non-movement approaches

Arad (1998) proposes that Obj-Exp verbs exhibit three mistteadings, and argues that
these readings can be attributed to the fact that Obj-Exps\ee compatible with different
syntactic structures. She calls these readings the “agéntihe “eventive” and the “stative”
readings. As with Grimshaw’s analysis, the distinctiorwestn the agentive and eventive
reading focuses primarily on properties of the subject. Wthersubject is understood as
acting intentionally or volitionally to bring about a changf state in the experiencer, the

agentive reading obtains.

(1.14) Nina frightened Laura deliberately/to make her gayaw
(Arad 1998: ex 2)

The eventive reading is essentially the same as the agewtitrethe exception that the
subject is not understood as acting intentionally. Nalyralhen the subject is inanimate,

or otherwise understood as lacking control/volition, thergive reading arises.
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(1.15) a. Nina frightened Laura unintentionally/accicigt

b. The explosion/the noise/the storm frightened Laura.
(Arad 1998: ex 3)

Of course, this distinction between agentive and evengéaeings is not particular to Obj-
Exp verbs, as almost any causative verb (and many other)vexbgit just this kind of

variation in their uses. Some uses involve intentional tg€inl6), others do not (1.17).
(1.16) a. Crabtree deliberately broke a pool cue down at B&atfeon ... (coca)

b. She deliberately hit me on purpose. (SOAP)

(1.17) a. Rogen, by contrast, accidentally broke the nosestafrdman on his next film.

(coca)

b. And a car came crashing through the window and hit us atadilet (soap

What makes Obj-Exp verbs interesting though is that they ear h third reading—a
stative, or “psych” reading which, according to Arad, pes&s several distinct character-
istics. First, there is no agent. The triggering of the eorwl state and/or the perception of
the stimulus is outside the control of any party involvedcéwaingly, the stimulus is not
interpreted as doing anything to trigger the state, rathisrjust something “about” it that
causes the experiencer to feel a certain way. This lack oftagfg is naturally compatible
with Grimshaw’s proposal for psychological Obj-Exp verbs.

Second, there is no change of state in the experiencer vatstétive reading. A stative
Obj-Exp verb “only asserts that the experiencer is at a §ipenental state as long as she
perceives the stimulus (or has it on her mind)” (Arad 19985)2Most Obj-Exp verbs
alternate between the agentive/eventive reading andttitigesreading, but there are some
verbs, e.gconcern, depressndworry, that are obligatorily stative. Intriguingly, with the

stative Obj-Exp reading, the stimulus is said to trigger antalestate but not trigger a
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change ofstate. In other words, in a sentence like (1.18), there igeroiic point at which
there is a transition from being unconcerned to concerrneuly asserts that while Nina

thinks of this problem, she is concerned.
(2.18) This problem concerned Nina.

While this may seem an odd interpretation, it has been rgceetn investigated by dif-
ferent authors in several different languages (e.g. Bialy520/afin and McNally 2011;
Pylkkanen 2000; Rozwadowska 2013). Arad builds off of an earlienigroposed by
Pylkkanen (1997, cited in Arad 1998) who argues that the essdrditlof stative Obj-
Exp verbs is that the stimulus must accompany the menta statstantly in order for the
mental state to hold. In Arad’s (and others’) analysis, trenédenoting the perception of
the Stimulus and the event denoting the experience of theienab state itself are argued
to be co-extensive. This is the key difference between #w/stand non-stative readings
of Obj-Exp verbs. In the agentive and eventive readingsstineulus only brings about the

event of the mental state, but is crucially not part of it.

(1.19) a. Stative Obj-Exp verb
perception of stimulus: stop

mental state:  ___________ stop
b. Non-stative Obj-Exp verb
stimulus mental state

________ > e ——— — — __ _(indefinite)

For Arad, this semantic distinction is directly reflectedtle syntactic projection of
the verbs’ arguments. The structure she proposes for thiees@bj-Exp verbs does not
involve inversion or movement, but is instead modeled im#&of a Larsonian VP-shell
style structure, in which the uppeP domain is associated with the subject/external argu-
ment, while the lower, lexical VP domain is associated wiik object/internal argument.

Arad argues that this lower VP domain is associated with ¢éngpbral path of the event
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that is “criterial”, i.e. that part that is asserted by thedicate (see also Pylkken 2000).
The internal argument(s) therefore form part of the temipeeith of the event denoted by
the verb, while the external argument, being part of the upPeis external to that tem-
poral path. Furthermore, those arguments that are ctitdribe event are projected within
the lexical VP. Since on the stative reading, the existericheomental state depends on
the continued existence of the stimulus that triggers &, stimulus arguments of stative

Obj-Exp verbs are projected internally.

(1.20) Agentive Obj-Exp verb:

vP
/\

agent/causer Y%

/\
\Y; VP

/\
V. NP

(1.21) Stative Obj-Exp verb:

VP
/\

stimulus V

/\
% VP

/\
V. NP

Following Pylkkanen (2000), Arad argues that stative Obj-Exp verbs ateystiluine
causative verbs, albeit ones whose stimulus arguments@exfed to a different position
than non-stative causative verbs. In essence, she arqigbelupper spec VP “accommo-

dates arguments which are part of the temporal path of thet,eet which are external
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to the domain of change of state and affectedness (i.e. tjgetotbomain [lower VP])”
(1998: 217). In this way, stative causers/stimuli are “exdéinternal arguments”, which,
according to Arad, are the only arguments that can be gestkirathis position.
Unfortunately, this analysis strikes me as rather stijpudaind ad hoc. In later work,
Arad (1999) revises her analysis to do away with the VP-stalicture and proposes that
specvP is the locus of external arguments in both agentive/exeatid stative Obj-Exps
verbs. Under this analysis, the distinction lies entirglythe nature of thes head: one
involves an agentive and the other a stative The unusual behavior of Obj-Exp verbs is
attributed to the presence of the stative functional hgapwhich for some verbspncern,
depres¥is the only available structure. Both of these claims—thativee causers are the
only elements that can occupy spegP, and that some Obj-Exp roots are obligatorily
stative—would seem to contradict her claim that “psych seaibe neither lexically nor
syntactically unique” (Arad 1998: 204). As others have ddtewever (e.g. Landau 2010Db),
this still does not explain why languages should employ fional heads with just these
features, nor does it offer any account of why some rootsldhmei restricted to only the

stative uses (i.e. only attachvgr structures).

1.2.2.3 Experiencers as obliques

In recent work, Landau (2010b) has attempts to resolve sdntieeomore troublesome

issues in the proposals of Arad and others. Like Arad and &raw, he argues that the
differences in behavior among Obj-Exp verbs can be expldiyeheir aspectual structure,
but his analysis departs considerably from those of othelss analysis of the syntactic

structure in which the Experiencer argument is projectethdau’s basic premise can be
summarized as (1.22), adapted from his examples (10) anqZ@10b: 6).

(1.22) a. Experiencers are mental locations
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b. All experiencer objects are [universally] oblique, ahdrefore bear inherent

case.
His proposed structure for non-agentive Obj-Exp verbs awshin (1.23).

(1.23) VP

/\
DP v

N T

Causer \Y} VP

Experiencer
In a nutshell, Landau proposes a syntactic analysis of Em@bj-Exp verbs in which they
do not in fact take complement NPs (or DPs) as do canoniaaditrge verbs, but instead
select for PP complements headed by a null prepos#ipn(2010b: 7). For English (and
many other languages) the inherent case assigned to Experi@guments afy happens
to be the same case assigned to canonical direct objectsaine.
Empirically, his analysis of experiencer objects as oldgjtests on the parallel between

the syntactic behavior of experiencer objects and the hehakprepositional objects and

other oblique arguments (e.g. goals, locatives). He staiesgjuite explicitly.

(1.24) The experiencer [of an Obj-Exp verb] should displ&ydative behavior
(Landau 2010b: ex 42a)

Furthermore, he asserts the generalization that inheasitis assigned only to internal ar-
guments, and uses this to explain patterns of behavior iFERpjpassives. Like Arad, Lan-

dau also argues for a syntactic distinction between statieenon-stative Obj-Exp verbs,
based on the observation that some Obj-Exp verb disallobev@assives (e.g. Grimshaw

1990; Pesetsky 1995).
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(1.25) a. The situation is depressing Mary.

b. *Mary is being depressed by the situation.
(Grimshaw 1990: 114)

Landau argues, similarly to Grimshaw, that stative verksdepresslisallow verbal pas-

sives because they do not project external argumentsvé&tahj-Exp verbs are therefore
unaccusative in Landau’s view. Landau assumes that symitaapping is governed by the
hierarchy in (1.26) (from Pesetsky 1995), and proposesdtaditze Obj-Exp verbs select

for an Experiencer and a Target/SubjectMatter, rather &h@auser, argument.
(1.26) Causer-> Experiencer>> Target/Subject Matter (T/SM)

Landau derives the unaccusativity of stative Obj-Exp vamnkike following way. First, the
hierarchy in (1.26) requires that the T/SM argument proieater than the Experiencer
argument. Additionally, by (1.22b), the Experiencer beaherent case. Inherent case is
taken to only be assigned to internal arguments, and therdie Experiencer of a stative
Obj-Exp verb must be internal. Finally, since the T/SM argatmust project lower than
the Experiencer, it must also be internal.

Though Landau’s analysis differs greatly in many respeots fother syntactic analyses
of Obj-Exp verbs, he relies on much the same evidence from&kin and compounding
that Grimshaw and others do. As we will see in Chapter 2 thoaghore careful examina-

tion of the data does not support his analysis for English.

1.2.3 Semantic accounts

In the previous section, | reviewed some of the more prontiaealyses of psych-verbs,
focusing on those accounts that propose distinctions isyhéactic structures associated
with different classes of psych-verbs. While early accotensled to focus on the broader

distinction between Subj-Exp and Obj-Exp verbs (e.g. Beeletd Rizzi 1988; Grimshaw
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1990; Postal 1970; Rogers 1974), later authors tended tcisket this distinction (indeed
many see it as a non-issue) and focus on the more subtle bedgvatterns found within
the Obj-Exp class (e.g. Arad 1998; Landau 2010b). Though thiker in their details,
these accounts all converge on several basic points. thiestagree that Obj-Exp verbs are
causative verbs. Second, they agree that Obj-Exp can éxlifilgrent aspectual readings,
and that the atypical behavior exhibited by these verbs kg fmund in some readings,
specifically readings in which the verbs are interpretedasagentive states. With agen-
tive readings however, Obj-Exp verbs are treated as typmasdative verbs in most, if not
all, analyses.

In this section | discuss two approaches to understandiychpgerbs that do not appeal
to differences in syntactic structure, but rather mainthat the unique character of Obj-
Exp verbs is better attributed to their semantics. One ishtmatic proposal suggested by
Pesetsky (1995), while the other is a general family of apghes that attributes the unusual
behavior of Obj-Exp verbs to properties of their associateeht structures. These latter
approaches focus on the nature of causativity and eventlegitypin the representations

of these verbs.

1.2.3.1 Thematic approaches

As mentioned above, Pesetsky (1995) characterizes thexatitfe between Subj-Exp and
Obj-Exp verbs in terms of the semantic roles that the ematistimulus instantiates. He

distinguishes three basic roles: Causer, Target, SubjeiteMa

(1.27) a. The article in th&imesangered Bill. Causer
b. Bill was very angry at the article in thiémes Target
c. Billwas very angry about the article in tii@nes Subject Matter

(1.28) a. The new paintindelighted/disgusted/overjoyed the curator. Causer
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b. The curator loved/hated/adored the new painting Target

c. The curator was upset about the new painting Subject Matter

According to Pesetsky, the key difference between the (d)(bhexamples above is that
the (a) examples involve thevaluationof the target object itself, while the (b) examples
seem to imply only that the object was responsibleciusingthe emotion described. The
contrast is fairly easy to see in (1.27), where the impresgdhat in (1.27b) Bill must
have formed a negative attitude toward something in thelaritiself. On the other hand,
in (1.27a), Bill does not necessarily hold a bad opinion ofdtecle, rather it may be the
facts reported in it that make him angry. He may find the artiol be an exceptionally
well-written expog on corporate malfeasance, for example. This latter ird&pon is
parallel to interpretations of the (c) examples. Once timeseroles are integrated into the
thematic hierarchy, the linking of the non-experienceuargnts of the two major classes
becomes completely predictable from the general linkingdd@tmns on argument realiza-
tion (UTAH).

(1.29) Causer-> Experiencer-> Target/Subject Matter (T/SM)

Arguments which are higher on the thematic hierarchy arepea@po higher structural
positions. Thus, Causers are subjects of Obj-Exp verbsev@xperiencers are subjects of
Subj-Exp verbs.

A crucial problem that Pesetsky discusses at length is tlkstoun of why, if the two
roles are distinct, do they never co-occur with the same. \Wetpuzzles over the fact that
there are “no simplex predicates that simultaneouslyzedhe Causer argument and the
Target or Subject Matter argument” (61). He argues thasfalk¢ (1.30) suggest that the
Causer and T/SM roles are conceptually distinguishablesarile explanation cannot be

semantic.

(1.30) The article in th@imes[Causer] made Bill angry at the government [T/SM].
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To resolve this issue, he develops a complex analysis whlasron the presence of “zero”
(null) causative morphemes to explain the behavior of Olyj-kerbs. He proposes that
verbs likeannoyinvolve roots bound to a zero causative morphe@#dJS which intro-
duces the Causer argument inside the VP. T/SM arguments asthibe hand, are intro-
duced by a non-affix P head intervening between the rooC#idS In Obj-Exp verbs, the
causative morpheme raises to the root, but when there isM ar§ument, the preposition
introducing it blocks the raising dCAUSto the root, and the Causer argument is not ex-
pressed. His analysis in fact gets even more complex as skeas$ion moves on to other
phenomena, but I will not discuss it here.

While some (including myself) might argue that Pesetskytoaat is ultimately more
syntactically than semantically nuanced, his exploratibthe differences inherent to the
non-experiencer arguments of Subj-Exp and Obj-Exp ventbsdea number of valuable
insights, not the least of which is his emphasis on the canggale of the latter class. Also
influential have been his observations regarding the asaleptoperties of different sub-
types of Obj-Exp verbs: some verbs favor eventive readiagsgtartle, surpris¢, some are
neutral (e.gfrighten, amusg and some are obligatorily stative (edgpress, worry, con-
cern). In later chapters | explore in detail the relationshipnaesn the aspectual properties
of these verbs, the syntactic constructions they occumd,the arguments that different
verbs tend to occur with. The picture of Obj-Exp verb vadatthat | will draw accords
well with many of Pesetsky’s observations; however, | ssydfeat the behavior of these
verbs is better understood in terms of the roles variousgieints play in the situation

denoted by the sentence.

1.2.3.2 Simple and complex events

As discussed in Section 1.1, the meaning of a verb can beseqer in terms of its event
structure, which consist of an idiosyncratic componeng (tbot) and a skeletal “event

schema”, that is shared by other verbs in the language (eigs@aw 1990; Jackendoff
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1990; Levin 1999; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 2011; Rappapovaiiand Levin 1998).
According to Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998), the ontolaligpe of a verb’s root de-
termines the event schema that it is associated with, whitdrn influences the realization
of its arguments, and these schemas can be used to definedkgges of verbs which
share various argument realization behaviors. The evéwinsas are thus taken to be the
expression of the grammatically relevant aspects of verdning.

A key factor in understanding the behavior of transitivebgeis the complexity of the
event structure they represent. A major division is betwaenplex causative events versus
simple non-causative events (Levin 1999; Pustejovsky 1984 Valin and LaPolla 1997;

Wunderlich 1997). Basic types are shown below.
(1.31) Simple event schemas:

a. [XACT_-maNNER- ] (activity)

b. [x <STATE> ] (state)

c. [BECOME [y<STATE>]] (achievement)

(1.32) Complex event schema:

[[x ACT] CAUSE [BECOME [y<STATE]]]

According to Levin (1999) the presence of two arguments guarent structure is not
equivalent to having complex event structure. Variabletfpys in an event structure are of
two kinds, structure positions and ‘pure constant’ posgicand participants that fill those
positions are labeled structure and constant partici@tsrdingly. Structural participants
are those that are required by the event schema as well asahevhile constant partici-
pants are present due to the meaning of the root alone. Fonpdaathe activity verbsun
andhit are both associated with simple event structures, and duusre at least a “runner”

and a “hitter” participant, but onliit requires an additional participant, the “hittee”.
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Thus, arguments can be licensed both by a verb’s eventwsteuand by its root. Such is
the case with transitive verbs that nevertheless have sieyant structures, e.git, meet,
and most notablfear, love, admirgand so on. Typical causative verbs are always transitive
by virtue of the fact they involve complex event structuidss is due to the way that event
complexity is reflected in argument realization, which iptaaed in Rappapport Hovav and

Levin’s (1998) Structure Participant Condition.

(1.33) Structure Participant Condition:
There must be an argument XP in the syntax for each strucarstiipant in the

event structure.

Transitive verbs denoting complex events like caused arapfstatelfreak necessarily
require the realization of both participants, becauseettstsictures have two structure
positions to be filled.

Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1999) further argue that simpénestructures can en-
compass predicates which involve event composition, ssig¥ith resultative constructions
like Kelly wiggled free Cases like these are claimed to involve two subevents (thegyi
and the becoming clean) which are understood as being geatiporally connected such
that they form a conceptual unit and are therefore repredess a single event in event
structure. The two ‘coidentified’ subevents are tempord#pendent on each other, and
this dependency is a prerequisite of event identity. Thekats the following conditions on

event coidentification (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1999: ex 30

(1.34) a. The subevents must have the same location and euestsarily be temporally

dependent.

b. One subevent must have a property that serves to measuhabsubevent in
time; this property is predicated of an entity that is neaghsa participant in

both subevents.
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The main difference between truly complex and simple eventtures then is that they
involve different kinds of temporal relations. In the cadeaesultatives for instance, the
temporal progress of the event described by the verb is sagsdependent on the tem-
poral progress towards the achievement of the state desdchy the result XP. in other
words, the subevents are temporally coextensive and uatdlde same rate (Levin and
Rappaport Hovav 1999). This relationship does not necégsaid of complex causative

events.

1.2.4 A special kind of causation

So, how does this fit into the discussion of Obj-Exp verbs Agppens, a common theme
that emerges in the literature on Obj-Exp verbs is that tiesomething unusual about
the causal relation between these verbs’ arguments (eayl 2A999; Biatly 2005; Croft
1993; DiDesidero 1999; Dowty 1991; Iwata 1995; Jackend6fi72 Pustejovsky 1995;
Pylkkanen 2000). We have already seen this in the discussion Edimaccounts of these
verbs, most notably in Arad’s (1998, 1999) treatment ofwtatausative verbs. Recall that
for Arad, the crucial difference between stative and natist Obj-Exp (uses of) verbs was
that in the stative reading, the mental state is temporalhtingent on the perception of
the stimulus; the emotion only obtains as long as the expegigperceives it or is thinking
about it. The distinction is once more represented in (1 \85gre the the event marked e

represents the causing (perception) subevent, atiteaesulting emotional state.

(1.35) a. Stative Obj-Exp verb:

t——— === === th  (e1)

t-— - — - th (&)

b. Non-Stative Obj-Exp verb:
€1 > €2

tl ——————————— t n > t1 ——————————— t n
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Again, in the non-stative readings, the stimulus only siagout the event of the mental
state, but is crucially not part of it.

Arad argues for encoding this distinction in the verbs’ agtit structure via a distinct
functional head, but it could just as well be modeled with kiveds of event structures
mentioned above. Following the previous discussion, onédqaropose that the non-stative
Obj-Exp verb readings be represented as complex causal stvaatures in the spirit of
(1.32), the sub-parts of which are temporally distinct. @e bther hand, the subevents
of the stative readings are coidentified parts of a singtapkd event structure, in which
the object of the emotion, or “trigger”, constantly accomiga the mental state. Once the
object is out of mind (i.e. no longer present), the concontieanotion disappears.

This is exactly what Biaty (2005) proposes in his analysis bj-Bxp verbs in Polish.
In Polish sentences like (1.36), it is argued that for Tomeddscinated by jazz, he needs

to hear it or at least be thinking about it.

(1.36) Nowoczesny jazz fascynuje Tomka.

‘Modern jazz fascinates Tom.’

Polish (Biaty 2005: ex 256a)

Tom can of course stop and start listening to or thinking &abmadern jazz at various points
in time, but when he does—and for as long as he’s doing it—fesisnated. Bialy is clear
to point out that the eventuality (1.36) denotes is not tieeskind that other stative verbs,
e.g. Subj-Exp verbs, refer to. Rather, (1.36) describes sataelation where the emotion
obtains whenever the causing event is present. He callsdlaison “generic causation”
(2005: 155).

Biaty demonstrates fairly thoroughly that there is a cleatidction between stative and
non-stative Obj-Exp verbs in Polish. He provides the evehémas for the two subclasses
in (1.37).

(1.37) a. Non-stative
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[e CAUSE [BECOME [y<STATE>]]]

b. Stative

[e CAUSE [y <STATE-]]

(Biaty 2005: 160)

The inclusion of CAUSE in both schemas reflects the fact thasat#on is an essential
part of the meaning of verbs in both classes. The differeretesden the two types of
verbs is captured by the absence of the inchoative operat@CBEE in (1.37b), which
reflects the fact that stative Obj-Exp verbs do not involvéhange of state (Arad 1998;
Marin and McNally 2011; Rozwadowska 2013).

Biaty follows Rozwadowska (cited as to appear) in proposirag the individual vari-
able normally present with accomplishment event strust@iRappaport Hovav and Levin
1998) be replaced with an event variabldt is not clear what motivates this, though from
Biaty’s discussion it appears that the event variaieay be intended to reflect something
like the event of the experiencer’s perceiving, experiegodr conceptualizing the stimulus
in her mind. This is based on the observation that in Polisisigas, the stimulus argument
cannot refer to an individual, but must refer to some prgparbehavior of that individual.

Although Bialy is focused solely on Polish verbs, he standmimd company with many
others who have suggested similar analyses for English tedt @nguages. Pustejovsky
(1995: 210) for example, proposes a model of Obj-Exp verlghich “experienced causa-
tion” is considered to be distinct from the more typical &tit causation” in verbs likkill.
He notes that the causative act associated with Obj-Expsvredicates a certain state
of the person performing the act, hence, the experiencedravtihe surface subject is the
logical object of an experiencing event” (210). Pustejgvslo argues that the temporal
relations between the subevents of the verbs’ event stegiovolve an overlap with the
resultant state. In much the same way, Bouchard (1995) thesgosychological events as

the same as other non-psychological events, with the diffe that they occur in mental
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rather than physical space. “When a verb expresses physictlat between two objects,
that contact induces a change of state in one or the otheesé thbjects, hence one of them
is affected. Similarly, | assume, in mental space, [a pshodical state] is somehow put in
contact with the argument it affects” (Bouchard 1995: 272).

In an analysis based upon Rappaport Hovav and Levin’s (1988)testructure tem-
plates, DiDesidero (1999) also argues that English Obj-teqrs divide into two sub-
classes, only for her the distinguishing criterion is ayéyt(like Grimshaw 1990). She

proposes the following structures, wheggsctaken to be a variable over events.

(1.38) a. Agentive
[[x ACT] CAUSE [BECOME [y<STATE>]]]

b. Non-Agentive
[Xxe CAUSE [BECOME [y<STATE>]]]

With regard to the event variablg,DiDesidero (1999) makes essentially the point as Biaty
in her analysis of English Obj-Exp verbs. She proposes theeastructure for non-agentive
Obj-Exp verbs in which the variablesxepresents what she calls the conceptualization
event (DiDesidero 1999: 182). She argues that this is theteolema associated with the
roots of non-agentive Obj-Exp verbs. Interestingly stibr analysis of agentive verbs is
essentially identical to the “Agent shifted” variant of then-stative Obj-Exp verb event
structure attributed to Rozwadowska in Biaty (2005: 160n9).

In a slightly different take, lwata (1995) argues that OkpEverbs differ from other
prototypical causative verbs in that the causal relatiaghilghts the resultant state (i.e.
the embedded core) and accords little weight to the cagsatiocess itself” [101]. He
represents this as a modification of the CAUSE operator in tmeaeptual structure in
(1.39). This analysis, inspired by Jackendoff (1990),eepnts the event structure in spatial

terms, though entirely at the conceptual level (cf. Landal0b).

(1.39) [CAUSE([X], [INCH [BE([Y], [AT EMOTION([AT T Z])DID]



1.2. PSYCH-VERBS IN LINGUISTIC THEORY 33

This result-focused causal structure is claimed to haveraégrammatical consequences
regarding adverbial modification. For example, the lowesaly of the causative process
(and hence the increased saliency of the resultant statiimsed to be manifested in the
kinds of adverbial modification available to Obj-Exp verbsr example, Obj-Exp verbs

can be modified byather, which ordinarily can only modify adjectives or adverbs.

(1.40) a. |thought you said hip *herpesQolt rather frightened me. (G)
b. ...and the incoherence of the above paragraph beforéelddtirather worries
me. (G)

c. But for her, she didn’t feel much during the treatment, \whiather amazed

me and also made me kind of sad. (G)
On the other hand, prototypical causative verbs cannot lbfi@d byrather.

(1.41) *John rather broke the window.
(lwata 1995: 101)

Iwata notes, following Lee (1971), that sentences liket rather annoyed Margntail
Mary was rather annoyedvhich suggests that in (1.4@ther is modifying the Experi-
encer’s state, and not the process of bringing about thtd. &ing a degree modifier,
rather cannot modify the process itself; therefore it must be preted as modifying the
embedded state represented through the BE function. Foa lWwét the low saliency of the
causal process with Obj-Exp verbs (his CAUSEnNction) that allows degree adverbials to
“percolate through” to the embedded function.

Iwata’s analysis is unfortunately not very insightful isetf, as simply stipulating a new
operator does not offer much explanation Wdry these verbs should have this operator in
the first place. Still, his observation about Obj-Exp modificn is compatible with the

coidentification analysis suggested above, on the assompiiat degree modifiers and
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other adverbshorribly) modify the resultant state, in much the same way as raterlaslve
(Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1999).

Working within a cognitive rather than formal framework, &r1993) offers an anal-
ysis of psych-verbs that, while different in certain respeshares many affinities with
the event-based accounts above. He argues that we canuredtnstand the variation in
psych-verbs by appealing to a model in which semantic raleslafined in terms of the
positions that participant(s) occupy in the cognitive ataalization of an event. Events
can be construed as causal chains composed of primitivetaghé.e. processes or states)
and causal types which combine to form sequences withinttaencThe causally initial
end of the sequence is assigned to grammatical subjectk wiglendpoint is assigned to
grammatical object. Which participants occupy the endgaileippends on the character of
the verbal segment. The difference between Subj-Exp andE®bjverbs therefore lies in
their causal structure (Croft 1993: 61).

(1.42) a. Obj-Exp verbs:

Stimulus Experiencer (Exp) (Stim)
° >e > (o) (o)
cause become afraid
HEE frighten #HH

b. Subj-Exp verbs:

Experiencer Stimulus

iHi fear iHi
Causative emotion verbs likeighten lexicalize the cause of the mental state, and so the
stimulus argument is realized as the subject similar toroteebs likebreak These verbs
present the prototypical event view of the transmissionootd from one participant to
another (Talmy 1976, 1988). In contrast, the stative r@tatidenoted by Subj-Exp verbs

like love do not involve any transmission of force—the stimuluskiig not affected by
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the experiencer, nor is the experiencer necessarily irraloott the state. Hence, both the
experiencer and/or the stimulus arguments of stative psgdbs are often marked with

oblique case in many languages, as other ‘unaffected’ aggtsrsuch as goals, recipients
and locatives are (Croft 1993; Haspelmath 2001; Landau 200€iimoda 1985).

Like Bouchard, Biaty, Pustejovsky, and others, Croft too finglgchological causatives
to be special. Unlike physical states however, emotioks,any other mental states, are
inherently directed toward some object. That is, emotiasspss the property of “object-
directedness” (e.g. Kenny 1963; Nissenbaum 1985; Wilsaf2)19n Croft’s view, this is
reflected in the two processes involved in possessing an@mabstate. One is the process
by which the stimulus causes the experiencer to be in a nestigtie, while the other process

involves the experiencer attending to or directing hemgitba to the stimulus (1993: 64).

(1.43) The dual nature of emotion relations:

direct attention to

Experienceru’ Stimulus|

cause emotional state

While Croft does not talk about psychological causation irhgeems, | take his notion of
a dual process to express essentially the same idea as ttertsiee causal state approach
suggested by Arad, Bialy, Bouchard, and others (e.g. Rylkk 2000). In Chapter 4 | dis-
cuss how such an approach relates to the way emotion coraredizmed and expressed,
and how understanding this relationship can provide ingiglthe syntactic behavior of

Obj-Exp verbs in constructions like the passive (and to sextent the progressive).
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1.3 The empirical scope of the dissertation

In the preceding sections, it was noted that one reason Hasréeen little consensus re-
garding the best method for characterizing psych-verbskas the theoretical assump-
tions embedded within different frameworks, which necelyseonstrain the kinds of anal-
yses theorists can propose. A more substantial reasorigatifagreement, | believe, is that
the kinds of data on which most explicit theoretical forntigias of psych-verbs are based
have been surprisingly limited in scope. As | will show, gomersial facts can easily be
uncovered through only a few minutes of searching using gwemost basic tools avail-
able. Illluminating the empirical landscape of English gsyerbs thus forms one of the
primary motivations of this dissertation.

In addition, once the underlying mechanisms of this mapanmegroperly understood, it
should become clear that syntactic patterns in Englishtpsgcbs are reflections—perhaps
merely gradient ones—of the very same patterns of psydh+verkedness found cross-
linguistically. In the words of Bresnan et al. (2001), thefts@read ‘gradient’) patterns of
psych-verbs in English mirror the ‘hard’ (read ‘categoficpatterns of other languages.
Looking beyond the dissertation then, it is hoped that tlsgghits from the present study
will be of use in typological studies of psych-verb phenomanother languages.

| frame the discussion around an approach common in the stuggych-verbs, and
Obj-Exp verbs in particular. In a nutshell, this approacsuases that the class of Obj-Exp
verbs does not constitute a uniform class of verbs, but ratiheuld be further subdivided
according to syntactically relevant distinctions in thr@@mantic properties. For the present
discussion, the relevant semantic properties are statamitd to a lesser extent agentivity,
and their role in inhibiting the use of certain verbs in certzonstructions claimed to re-
guire non-stative predicates, e.g. the progressive amlihetual uses of passive participles
(Pesetsky 1995).

(1.44) a. alot of the things that have been continually coning me for ages... (o)
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b. the thought of re-reading 'First among equals’ suddepjyrdssed me. (c)

Stativity and agentivity play an important role in the arssgyof Obj-Exp verb behavior
in many other languages (e.g. Arad 1998; Biaty 2005; Landd®B0Pylkkanen 1999). In
such languages, unambiguous morphosyntactic featurpgdebarve out sharp divisions
between stative and non-stative verbs (see Landau 2018bifioe review); however, | will
argue against making a similarly sharp distinction betwstative and non-stative verbs
in English. | argue that despite the intuitive semantic kinties between Obj-Exp verb
phenomena in English and other languages, the evidencestuggyradient rather than
categorical distinction for English (Bresnan et al. 2001).

| find such fine-grained classification of English Obj-Expbseproblematic primar-
ily for two reasons. For one, there has been a surprising ¢a&dany serious attempt to
clarify which of the dozens of Obj-Exp verbare inherently stative, and which are non-
stative. Representative data, in the form of examples iwglunacceptable uses of certain
verbs, are frequently brought out (and repeated), but ttenerf the empirical investiga-
tion rarely proceeds beyond a relatively small set of caiestid sentences. There are some
verbs that most agree fall decidedly on one or the other enldeo$tative—eventive spec-
trum (e.g.concernvs.surpriseg, but there are many more whose stativity is uncleangze,
amusg. Tellingly, it is sometimes the case that different aushioclude the same verb in
two different categories.

This leads to a second objection to drawing sharp distinstmmong Obj-Exp verbs,
which is that there exists plenty of evidence that all ObpBErerbs have the potential to
exhibit the same range of interpretations available to aheroObj-Exp verbs. It's just
that not all verbs are equally likely to have the same usesterpretations. Consequently,

there is little justification for drawing sharp distinctoamong these verbs, at least when it

2The true number is probably in the hundreds (see Levin 1983:1D0). Moreover, there is a robust pro-
ductive tendency for verbs denoting physical activitiepéometaphorically extended to psychological uses
(e.g.strike, kill, wound, burn, tickle, slay, brepkAmritavalli 1980; Bouchard 1995). Considering the highl
complex nature of human emotion, Obj-Exp verbs are undetatzly one of the most open and dynamic of
transitive verb classes.
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comes to facts regarding passivization and other aspqutealomena. There is simply not
a strong case for rejecting what | take to be the null hypashésat in English, Obj-Exp
verbs constitute a homogeneous class of verbs at the les#uature relevant to argument
realization. All Obj-Exp verbs can form verbal passivesif@tance, though the frequency
with which they do so will vary from verb to verb.

Fortunately, an exhaustive list of the behaviors of eachemedy verb isn’'t necessary
to make this point. We need not even look beyond the verbsatlgatommonly cited as
stative (e.gconcern, depress, woryyo challenge such categorical analyses. All we need
do is to consider the use of these verbs in more naturalistitegts. As | argue throughout
this dissertation, there is a considerable discrepanaydeet the empirical claims found
in the literature on psych-verbs and data from actual usBigis.is a serious concern for
anyone trying to understand the connections between tren@agion of Obj-Exp verbs
in the lexicon and their syntactic behavior in Englfsile therefore need a much better
picture of how these verbs behave in actual contexts. Thisediation is one step on the

road toward that goal.

1.4 Road map

In this chapter, | introduced the class of psych-verbs inliEhghat will constitute the em-
pirical domain of this dissertation. | briefly discussed thationship between semantics
and syntax from two widely held perspectives: the notioneyhantic roles, and lexical
conceptual structure (event structure). | discussed tfwabed linking problem associated
with the two major classes of psych-verbs, the Subj-Exp abgdE3p verbs. Two types

of solutions to this problem were explored, with furthertidistions among the Obj-Exp

3Not to mention the sweeping cross-linguistic generalmtithat often rely on some of these obser-
vations. For some recent empirically rigorous investimagi of typological variation in psych-verbs, which
question some recent claims about their cross-linguisirndgeneity (e.g. Landau 2010b), see Verhoeven
(2008; 2010a; 2010b) argiychlihski (2011).
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verb class emerging along the way. One approach attemptgtaire the various psych-
verb phenomena in syntactic terms, either via some meahansvement or some special
structural projection of the verbs. The second approachseasantic in nature, focusing
on the role of causation in the semantic representation ¢ERp verbs. Within both per-
spectives it was noted that Obj-Exp verbs do not form a homeges class with respect to
properties such as stativity and agentivity.

As the final section of this chapter makes clear, enrichirgeimpirical landscape of
English psych-verb behavior is a primary impetus behingl dissertation. To that end, in
the next chapter | will explore the evidence motivating mafyhe analyses of psych-
verbs | outlined here, focusing on the subclass of Obj-Exps/and their behavior with
respect to a number of phenomena. In Chapters 3 and 4, | detvéhmissue of Obj-Exp
verb stativity, and its relation to the participation offdient verbs in passive constructions.
Chapter 3 presents a qualitative discussion of passivizatio Obj-Exp verb aspect (with
plenty of naturally occurring data), while in Chapter 4, | Exp Obj-Exp verb behavior
guantitatively in an attempt to ground our understandingsytch-verb semantics in recent
cognitive theories of emotion conceptualization. Finaapter 5 takes up the issue of
agentivity in Obj-Exp verbs, presenting still more evidertbat their behavior is more
flexible than assumed—a finding that is entirely expectedyint of the previous chapters.

Chapter 6 concludes.



Chapter 2

The peculiar properties of

Object-Experiencer verbs

In the previous chapter, | reviewed how English psych-vedss be split into two major
classes according to whether the Experiencer argumeralized in subject or in object po-
sition. These were referred to as Subject-Experiencerj{Ex) and Object-Experiencer

(Obj-Exp) verbs, respectively.
(2.1) a. Patloves/fears Chris. [Subj-Exp]
b. Chris frightens/delights Pat. [Obj-Exp]

Additionally, | discussed a number of different analysethefse verbs, focusing in partic-
ular on the syntactic and semantic nature of Obj-Exp verlosthe properties that serve
to distinguish individual sub-classes within that grouplléwing many others (e.g. Arad
1998; Pesetsky 1995; Pustejovsky 1995; Reinhart 2001)gel¢alisativity to be the defin-
ing characteristic of Obj-Exp verbs that differentiatesnthfrom Subj-Exp verbs and that
determines the realization of their stimulus argument injestt position. | also noted that

special interest in Obj-Exp verbs has been prompted by tehiavior with respect to a

40
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number of phenomena, including binding, compounding aexitbn, passivization, among
others.

In this chapter | explore a number of these peculiar behavidrObj-Exp verbs in
English and clarify their empirical basis. | consider somé¢he aforementioned theoret-
ical accounts of these verbs in light of this new data. Ulteha | argue that the syn-
tactic “unaccusative” style approaches to Obj-Exp verbseated by Belletti and Rizzi
(1988), Grimshaw (1990), and Landau (2010b) cannot be stgghcAdditionally, | argue
against proposals that Obj-Exp verbs constitute a hetaemes class in English, whether
one wants to distinguish them according to stativity, agéwpt or any other property. The
evidence that | provide here suggests that all Obj-Exp veey® both external and di-
rect internal, affected arguments, just like ordinary edive verbs (Bouchard 1995; lwata
1995), and moreover, | argue the phenomena examined henetanesll-served to differ-

entiate stative and non-stative uses of Obj-Exp verbs idi§ing

2.1 Binding phenomena

Postal (1971) noted that Obj-Exp verbs exhibit unusual ehavith respect to anaphora,
and this behavior has been discussed in subsequent rebganemy others (e.g. Belletti and Rizzi
1988; Bouchard 1995; Grimshaw 1990; Landau 2010b). Therenareifferent phenom-

ena to be explained here: forward binding and backward bgdi

2.1.1 Forward binding issues

Forward binding refers to the ability of subjects of psy@rhs to bind anaphors in ob-
ject position, which is purported to only be possible for Skp verbs (Belletti and Rizzi
1988; Bouchard 1995; Grimshaw 1990; Postal 1971).

(2.2) a. They fear/hate themselves.
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b. ?*They frighten/worry themselves.
(Bouchard 1995: 285)

Explanations for this apparent restriction have tendedpfzeal to differences in the on-
tological (or conceptual) status of the enity denoted bydhbject. To account for the
resistance to forward binding in sentences like (2b), Gnams (1990), for example, pro-
poses that subjects of non-agentive Obj-Exp verbs do nadnhdenote individuals, but
rather properties of individualsCrucially, anaphors always denote individuals, and bind-
ing requires type matching between an anaphor and its ateatehence the inability of
non-agentive Obj-Exp verb subjects to bind their objects.

One problem with such an account is that the distinction betwa property and an
individual is not at all clear in specific examples of Obj-Bxgrbs with forward binding.
This is especially troublesome considering that many sxelmeles can be found rather

easily.

(2.3) a. During the darkest part of the night, she terrified&k by thinking about how

the world was not precisely half male, half female (coca)

b. He amazed himself by continuing to be effective at his wo#dgotiating con-

tracts for comedians. (coca)

c. | frightened myself with the possibility that | had ruined/ chances for the

competition. (coca)

d. Inhind sight i never should have worried myself about tly@hristmas after-

noon, (G)

This suggests, at the very least, that subjects of Obj-Expsvean vary between individial
and property-denoting uses. This is the same variation wieafith direct objects of Subj-

Exp verbs, which do allow forward binding, and hence musivalindividual-denoting

INote the similarity between Grimshaw’s intuition here, dmele variable in the event structures proposed
by Bialy (2005) , DiDesidero (1999), and others (see Sedi@r3.2).
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objects, according to Grimshaw’s logic. But we also know aj-Exp verb objects can

denote properties of individuals (2.4).
(2.4) a. we love their generosity and positive attitude! (G)
b. | hate his arrogance. | hate his hypocrisy. (G)

c. You know | adore his sense of humor—him showing off his niirdnd his

hot gut region, LOL (G)
d. Butl despise their heartless nature and cruelty. (G)

The objects of the Subj-Exp verbs in (2.4) clearly descritoperties of the individuals who
the feelings of love, hate, admiration, and so on are diceateand the sentences are per-
fectly acceptable. There are also clear cases of Obj-Expsudsjects denoting properties

of individuals, these are the easy cases to distinguish.
(2.5) a. The darkness in your soul disgusts me. (G)
b. But his appearance terrified them. (G)

c. The perfect symmetry of lines, the geometry of anglestheid completeness

fascinates us as artists. (G)

It is much harder to tell however, when human denoting Oly-E&rb subects refer not
to individuals, but rather to properties of those individu#s Landau (2010b) observes,
it becomes difficult to determine when an argument involv@sagerty or an individual,
outside these purportedly unacceptable binding sentefibes Grimshaw’s reasoning be-
comes circular, absent any indepentent evidence for theepedenoting status of subjects
in sentences like (2.2b).

Other semantic accounts suffer from similar problems olreagss, as in Bouchard’s

(1995) distinction between a “Concept”, an entity not vievasda participant in the event
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(i.e. external to the event), and a “Substantive”, an erthitis viewed as a participant
in the event (i.e. internal to the event). Like Grimshaw, Bward suggests that when the
antecedent is a Concept referring to properties of an indalicbinding is disallowed. |
find however, that the same problem of circularity just desad for Grimshaw’s analysis
also applies to Bouchard'’s ideas.

Landau (2010b: 112-115) takes a different tack, arguingfstructural account of for-
ward binding in Obj-Exp verbs based on an analysis of inearsi Experiencer objects at
LF. The details of his account are intricate, but the mosivaait aspect to note here is that
for Landau, the restriction on binding only applies to s&bj-Exp verbs. Unfortunately,
| find Landau’s account also suffers from a similar problenvajueness that others’ ac-
counts suffer from, though here it is vagueness with regathe stativity of given uses of
Obj-Exp verbs. Though he himself notes that stativity isadggnt property, he argues that
some verbs likeeoncernanddepressnever allow the non-stative reading. There is ample

evidence to contradict this though.

(2.6) a. Iconcern myself sometimes with the time i spendnenli (G)
b. I concern myself sometimes, and by sometimes | mean dlirtiee (G)
c. | worried myself for a bit there. (G)
d. Irather worry myself when | find myself agreeing with youasfer. (G)
e. Sometimes | even depress myself (G)

f.  He also tends to depress himself so much that he gets a chaictze (G)
g. “Oh, how we depressed ourselves that night,” she says. (coca)

h.  Weigh yourself in the morning one day and in the eveningwedi@ys later, and

you'll only depress yourself for no reason. (coca)
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It could be argued that the Obj-Exp verbs in these sentemeas &act exhibiting eventive,
not stative, uses, but then we're back to the same problennaeiiarity mentioned before.

One thing that has never been discussed to my knowledgeyitheonature of the sub-
jects necessary for the use of a reflexive with Obj-Exp verightinfluence the admittedly
subtle variability in judgments about such sentences. Bylthmean that because the ob-
jects of Obj-Exp verbs are necessarily sentient indivisttadlmost always humans—any
coreferential subjects must also be human. As | show in Chdptnalysis of a corpus of
Obj-Exp verb sentences reveals that certain Obj-Exp vezhsily disfavor human causers,
and similar results were found in recent work using data foditme intuitions about indi-
vidual emotion terms (Grafmiller 2012). Not surprisinglyese verbs tend to be verbs like
concern, worryanddepressall of which are generally said to disallow forward binding
Combined with the above data, this suggests that perhaps Wieelss are considered less
acceptable not because they are stative, but because thaybedeemotions that are typi-
cally not caused by human individuals. | see no reason totdbab such knowledge has
some influence on judgments of out-of-context examples,itacould very well explain
Grimshaw’'s and Bouchard’s intuitions about subjects ofaterverbs tending to denote
properties or concepts rather than individuals. As it tuwas verbs likeconcernandde-
pressare indeed more commonly found with Stimulus arguments til@pabstract entities,
e.g. properties, than are verbs suclaemise, annogndfrightenwhich show a greater ten-
dency to involve human causers.

Overall, the argument that Obj-Exp verbs do not allow fovinding in English is
rather weak. The negative judgment data that the claim oesis highly suspect (I dis-
agree with the judgments in (2.4b)), and is also contradibie copious evidence from

natural usage. The forward binding facts provide littledevice for treating Obj-Exp verbs

?Itis also possible that judgments about sentences suithepatients concerned themselaes affected
by other, more common senses of the veshcern as in ‘to concern oneself with X'. Of course, this does not
apply to other supposedly stative Obj-Exp verbs tillepressbutconcernis the verb for which the intuitions
about unacceptability with binding phenomena appear thbetost robust.
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as different—whether in syntactic or semantic event stimggtfrom other causative verbs

in English.

2.1.2 Backward binding issues

As was mentioned briefly in Chapter 1, one of the proclaimedhathges of the unac-
cusative analysis of Obj-Exp verbs is that it can explaicaled “backward binding” facts
like in (2.7-2.9).

(2.7) a. Questi pettegolezzi su @& preoccupano Giannpiu di ogni altra cosa.

“These rumors about himseiforry Giannj more than anything else.”

b. *Questi pettegolezzi su dgsdescrivono Giannimeglio di ogni biografia uffi-
ciale.
“These rumors about himsellescribe Giannibetter than any official biogra-
phy.
(Italian; Belletti and Rizzi 1988: ex 57)

(2.8) Each other's remarks annoyed John and Mary.

(Pesetsky 1995: ex 122)

(2.9) a. That book about herself struck Mary as embarrassing

b. *That book about herself struck Mary on the head.

(Bouchard 1995: ex 68)

Binding in these kinds of examples, again first noted in P¢&&70, 1971), is considered
backward because anaphors in the subjects are somehow bguhne objects, which vi-
olates the c-command condition on bound anaphora (Prenéijpl Accounts like those of

Belletti and Rizzi (1988) and Pesetsky (1995) explain thesteis in structural terms,
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by proposing that the Experiencer does in fact bind the amaghsome level of deeper
syntactic structure. Much subsequent work however, hasnstibat backward binding
cannot be reduced to a purely structural phenomenon (e.gchaodi 1995; Iwata 1995;
Pollard and Sag 1992; Zribi-Hertz 1989). For one, there ase€in which the Experiencer
is never in a position to c-command the anaphor, regardiestat level of structure one
examines. Elements in the specifier position of the objecf@mnstance, can also bind

subject anaphors (or anaphors inside the subject).

(2.10) These nasty stories about himsketbke Johyis resistance.
(Landau 2010b: ex 154b, attributed to D. Bouchard)

(2.11) a. These rumors about himgekiught Johy's attention.
b. The jokes about herseffot Mary’s goat.

c. Each otheis nasty remarks really ruffled John and Mg&yeathers.
(Iwata 1995: ex 67, attributed to D. Pesetsky)

(2.12) a. The picture of himselih Newsweekiominated Johis thoughts.
b. The picture of himsglin Newsweeknade Johys day.

c. The picture of himselfin Newsweelshattered the peace of mind that John
had spent the last six months trying to restore.
(Pollard and Sag 1992: ex 62)

Notably, none of the above examples involve Obj-Exp verbggssting that whatever the
explanation behind this phenomenon is, it should not apjpesbme special character of
Obj-Exp verbs per se. Additional evidence for the broadeerexof backward binding

phenomena comes from sentences involving periphrastisati®a constructions, which

also allow backward binding.
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(2.13) a. Each other’s remarks made John and Mary angry.
b. Pictures of each other make us happy.

c. These stories about herself made Mary nervous.
(Pesetsky 1995: ex 124)

(2.14) a. The mere idea of talking about herself made her spyuthat action was

required. (coca)

b. Never before has the amount of information about himsalierhim so inse-

cure. (©)

c. Inshort, this false pride about himself made him chake8gerlock to catch

him. (G)
d. Every detail about herself made her hate her entire baeigrhuch more.(c)

e. Perhaps this anxiety about himself caused him to be vepidaus of others.

(c)

The wide variety of syntactic contexts in which backwardsding occurs argues against
explaining it in structural terms. As Pollard and Sag (19928) observe, “it is difficult to
imagine any principle involving a configurationally detened notion of binding domain,
however formulated, that would account for such facts”.

In response to these observations, a number of authors paealad to the notion of
logophoricity, where alogophor is understood as a reptatien of the thoughts or feelings
of an experiencer or participant whose point of view is extdd in the discourse (e.g.
Bouchard 1995; Kuno 1987; Pollard and Sag 1992; Zribi-He®29). Bouchard (1995)
refers to the Experiencer in these cases as the “Subject aioi@usness” which is an entity

to which the speaker attributes consciousness. Underdb@iat, a reflexive pronoun may
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be non-locally bound—violating Principle A—if the pronoigin the part of the sentence,
“the meaning of which part is presented by the speaker agbeithe consciousness of
[the] Subject of Consciousness [Experiencer]” (Bouchard51299). This is essentially
the line that recent structural analyses take as well (eagdau 2010b), since the cluster
of environments in which backward binding is allowed do ravtri a coherent class in any
structural theory actively being pursued in the field today.

In any case, a complete theory of anaphoric binding will évally have to account
for these facts, whether in semantic, syntactic, or pragnbatms (or most likely a com-
bination of them all). Recent studies have shown subtle infles of information in all
these domains on the interpretation of anaphora (e.g. Ar@0D1; Kaiser et al. 2009;
Keller and Asudeh 2001; Rohde et al. 2086)p it is clear that sorting out the relevant
factors influencing coreference in Obj-Exp verb bindingmpmaena will require a much
more careful and systematic investigation than has beea Hdere (or in most studies of
psych-verbs). But, since the issue does not bear on the @iggrssion in this dissertation,

| leave the topic for future research.

2.2 Experiencers as direct internal arguments

As discussed in the previous chapter, many syntactic aeslyave proposed that the Ex-
periencer objects of Obj-Exp verbs are not typical diregects. The most recent, and
provocative, approach is the one proposed by Landau (2@@bargues that Experiencer
objects are universally oblique arguments, headed by gindinglish) prepositional head.
In this section, | provide data that cast doubt on such adsdmndiscussing a number of
phenomena associated with “affected” objects, only sometoth (e.g. synthetic com-

pounds) have received much attention in the psych-ventatiiee.

30f course, many of the ideas explored in these recent sthdigsantecedents in the generative linguis-
tics literature, e.g. Wasow (1972).
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2.2.1 Secondary predicates

One problem for unaccusative analyses is the fact that QpjvErbs readily take secondary

predicates, or resultatives. Again, Landau (2010b) makeshrof the parallel between Goal

arguments and Experiencer objects, but as Simpson (1983, mesultative constructions

cannot be predicated of Goal arguments. Under a syntactimaph, secondary predi-

cates must therefore be predicated of direct object DPsp&m1983; Landau 2010a).

Unfortunately for the unaccusative/oblique accountgjltagves can be predicated of the

Experiencer arguments of English Obj-Exp vetbs.

(2.15) a.

(2.16) a.

b.

she knew that he did so have that much scratch ahdhibacared him pale

(coca)

the kind you feel when you drift out of your lane onto the hlenstrips, as the

vibration and noise scare you awake (coca)

Go back to the first time you fell fully in love, and made lpaad lay beside
each other for hoursJn sunlight and then shadows, and tleesgmsation of
cupping your hand lazily around the pelvic curve of a perfeptstunned you

immobile and nearly into tears. (coca)

But the woman | saw before me—frail, pale, with glazed egaly;, patches of

stubble where short sandy blonde hair had once been—sca&sdant. (c)

Facebook’s apps have annoyed me into not using them (G)

In her previous line of work, Elsie had come across men giftarent dialects,

and Hale’s accent amused her into wondering. (G)

4] have tried to restrict the data here to examples involving tesultatives. Common examples lb@red
me to deathor scare me sillyare arguably better understood as grammaticalized ititerssiather than true
secondary predicates (Margerie 2011).
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c. | was recently diagnosed with schizo-affective disor@ehnich is what de-

pressed me into gaining most of my weight back). (G)
d. I hardly ever put a novel down, but this one bored me into it. (G)
e. Thelines of the pose are what fascinated me into makingaiming.  (c)
f. and the roars of their approval obviously pleased him jaiaing in. (G)

g. My relation to these truths is not exhausted even whené haaditated upon

them, and they have touched me into a rapture of devotion. (G)

h. it takes something very special to amaze me into givingithé® or 10. .. (c)

While it is argued that the special properties of Obj-Exp sevhly apply to the non-
agentive, and in some cases stative, uses, an appeal tivdgeainnot save the day here.

There are many more cases in which the subject cannot bereted agentively.
(2.17) a. Itfrightened you out of my study for the rest of thatnmer (coca)

b. | cannot explain to you why the trend of recent politicatisty in the West

depresses me to the point of introversion and withdrawal. (G)
c. Staff did not look happy. Almost depressed me out of bugisgndwich. (c)
d. Something about their expressions startled her intacgle (coca)

This contrasts sharply with the clear unacceptability sbif@atives with goal and/or loca-

tive arguments.
(2.18) a. *I gave the present to Robin happy.
b. *I gave Robin the present happy.

c. *Itracked mud on the rug filthy.
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d. *I put a cloth over the stain hidden.

(2.19) a. *The soft music appealed to me relaxed.

b. *The soft music appealed to me into a state of completeaéian.

These data contradict the predictions of oblique accoumiistit perfectly with the treat-
ment of Experiencer objects as direct affected argumergdaias | know, such data has
not been addressed by Landau (2010b) or other proponentsyotactic analysis of Obj-

Exp behavior.

2.2.2 Null object constructions

Another potential problem for oblique accounts of Obj-Exgobs is that they undergo the
null or “PRO-arb” object alternation (Levin 1993; Rizzi 1986 which the object could be

paraphrased as some generic notion of “people” or “one) §8.20b).
(2.20) a. The sign warned us against skating on the pond.

b. The sign warned against skating on the pond.
(Levin 1993: ex 68)

According to Rizzi (1986) this construction involves afled¢targuments that are typically
direct internal arguments of the verb. Again, in the acceonBelletti and Rizzi (1988) and
Landau (2010b), Experiencers are not direct argumentshardfore should not undergo

this alternation, yet natural usage data clearly show thgis not the case.
(2.21) a. Can a culture nourish if it doesn’t have room to agjtaritate and unsett|@?
b. Oprah Winfrey continues to amaze. (coca)

c. Itastonished, it puzzled, it even aroused laughter, ... (coca)
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d. Should anyone see her, the sight would befuddle, astoamsloman, entirely

on fire. (coca)

e. If beauty is what pleases upon being seen, then the podittiedeauty,

(coca)

f.  But with just one division title and six winning seasons oti29, the team’s

on-the-field influence has mostly been to depress. (coca)

This construction appears to be quite common with Obj-Expsebu it is not available to

prepositional verbs.
(2.22) a. *My sister always confides (in).
b. *Sam never fails to rely (on).

Interestingly however, psych-verbs lippeal to(2.23) do allow null objects, and this

may relate to the fact that ditransitives also allow null Garguments (2.24).

(2.23) a. There was just something about her that appealed. (G)
b. The idea of uniting families appealed. (G)

c. And crime was my drug. | was sworn to smell it out and okéiteiit. No matter

how much it sometimes appealed. (G)

(2.24) a. That awkward moment when you're that one friend alla@ys gives relation-

ship advice, but is still single. (G)
b. Alex always gives socks for Christmas.

As far as | can tell, the data in (2.23) are not incompatibléhvdandau’s proposal that
Experiencers are covert oblique arguments. To see thisthatin examples such as (2.23)
and (2.24) the preposition must be omitted for the sentembe taicceptable, cf. (2.25) and
(2.26).
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(2.25) a. *There was just something about her that appealed t

b. *The idea of uniting families appealed to.

(2.26) a. *That awkward moment when you're that one friendalways gives relation-

ship advice to, but is still single.
b. *Alex always gives socks to for Christmas .

If Experiencer arguments introduced by overt preposilitieads with verbs likappeal
(to) can be omitted, | see no reason why Experiencer argumentsbpEXp verbs—
introduced by covert prepositional heads under Landawswat—should not also par-
ticipate in this alternation. In this respect at least, thpdfiencer argument afp peal(to)
and the Goal arguments of ditransitives pattern just likpdfiencer arguments of genuine
Obj-Exp verbs such ammaze, astonisanddepress

Still, there does seem to be an interesting parallel betwleempsych-verb examples,
and what Levin (1993) calls the “characteristic propertifgm@nation, found in cases like
(2.27).

(2.27) a. That dog bites.

b.  Our bug spray kills on contact.

These cases seem different from the unspecified recipier{fa26), and it's argued that
the alternation is restricted to affected, hence direetrivdl, objects (Levin 1993: 38). Ulti-
mately however, these data may provide little support efthreor against oblique accounts
of Obj-Exp verbs. For instance, recent work suggests tleabthissability of direct objects
with different verbs is contrained more by pragmatic andalisse factors than by any par-
ticular structural or lexical properties (Glass To appednjder such an account, the class
of verbs that allow implicit objects is in fact much largeathpreviously assumed, and may
even be too broad for this phenomenon to be useful in disshgwy Obj-Exp verbs from

other (sub)classes of verbs.
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2.2.3 Synthetic compounds

Another supposed peculiarity of Obj-Exp verbs is their ifigbto form synthetic com-
pounds involving a deverbal head and its object. AccordinGtimshaw (1990: 15), Ex-

periencer arguments cannot be incorporated into devedpedtaves of the type in (2.28b).

(2.28) a. agod-fearing man, a fun-loving teenager, a catdngerk
b. *a man-frightening god, *a parent-appalling exploit,@n-annoying cat

Grimshaw argues that this is due to a general constraint sypoand formation which is
that when a verb takes more than one internal argument (@sghes stative Obj-Exp verbs
do) only the least prominent argument can be compounded.eXplains the observation
that Goal arguments of ditransitives cannot be the modifier compound whose head is
derived from the verb (2.29).

(2.29) a. (gift-giving to children
b. *child-giving of gifts

However, as Baker (1997) observes, the restriction extendsrbs such adepend orand

confide inthat involve only two arguments.
(2.30) *charity-depending, *stranger-confiding

Baker suggests that the parallel between Experiencer ska@ct other obliques is due to
the presence of a covert P head governing the Experienaamarg of verbs likdrighten,
amusegetc. Landau (2010b) incorporates this suggestion into magyais of Experiencer
objects as universally oblique arguments.

Upon further examination though, the facts are not as cdteaied as has previously

been assumed. First, it is simply not the case that Obj-Expsveannot occur in such
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compounds. They are somewhat rare, but searches turn upowsrexamples of synthetic

compounds containing Obj-Exp verbs on the Web.

(2.31) a.

b.

McDonald’s bravely speaks out against PETAsefiightening tactics. (o)
Peppy, the child-frightening clown. (G)
By day a couch potato but by night a child scaring monster. (G)
They both have child-amusing characters (G)

For the God-bothering techie in your Ife.

Pooman in child-scaring moéle

We're Not in the Child-Scaring Busine$s.

This girl comes from the child-scaring school of clownjst (G)

| am going to give you a picture show of all the child-amugsihings | thought

to pack (6)

Martin Suter never quite deliver [sic] the high-voltagé pf stomach-churning

suspense that such a parent-scaring plot should reallgticgger. (G)

the 1950s provided a particularly conservative backdos@Richard Penni-
man’s hollering, boogie-ing, piano-humping and pareftrisig path to global

fame. (©)

a colleague tells me that a recent study of the parenifytiery phenomenon of

“sexting” found. . . (G)

Ah, the parent-terrifying 1950 Nash. Parent-terrifylmgrause the front seat

will recline to meet the back seat. .. (G)
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n. Find Teen Annoying Sounds for your BlackBerry Smartphone.

While few Obj-Exp verbs show up in these compounds in greath&us) some verbs are

in fact quite commonpleasein particular.

(2.32) a. Maple Mustard Man Pleasing Chicken [recipe] (G)
b. A Husband Pleasing Dessert! (G)
c. Find recipes for Kid-Pleasing Spaghetti and other BakestbRacipes. (c)
d. crowd-pleasing comedies (G)
e. ‘This Means War’ an audience-pleasing mix of action, cdyfie

Some examples of Obj-Exp synthetic compounds may be relatiixed expressions
(e.g.crowd-pleasing but certainly not all of them can be dismissed in this wayere
clearly seems to be some productive process at work. It sasb@len suggested that such
examples involve agentive uses of Obj-Exp verbs, and sodMoellexpected to be accept-
able by some accounts (e.g. Arad 1998; Grimshaw 1990; La2@d#0b), but not all exam-
ples unambiguously involve (what could be) potential ageaig. (2.31l-m). Nonetheless,
many examples do involve either humans or objects createdimans, and so it is possible
that the arguments are understood as agentive through akimdtonymic reconstruction
(Pustejovsky 1995) by which the object is treated as an siiarof the event denoting its
deliberate creation by some agent. This assumes of couasewvbry such use of a com-
pound involves the intentional causing of the emotion orptm of some associated agent,
but | doubt this holds of every case. For example, such araagpibn would require that the
clown puppet Peppy in (2.33) (repeated from 2.30b) was erdiiely designed to frighten,

rather than entertain, children.

(2.33)  Peppy, the child frightening clown
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There is still a great deal that we do not understand aboutaitters that condition
the formation of these compounds. | suspect that the felagiObj-Exp verbs in synthetic
compounds is mostly a matter of pragmatic inference, depgnu large part on the nature
of the direct object. Semantically, the modifying objecyd a role in restricting the scope
of the event denoted by the verb, such that it is understo@fféat only individuals of
the same type as the object. Pragmatically, this giveseisa implicature that entities not
denoted by the direct object are generaldt affected by the situation denoted by the verb.
In the case of Obj-Exp verbs, the range of object entitiepéBencers, usually human)
which could be construed as more or less susceptible tarcernaotions is fairly limited.
For examplea man-frightening godounds odd possibly because it is hard to think of a
god that would frighten men and only men (and not also wonegy), ©f coursea human-
frightening godis not much better, as it's hard to see how this would be diffefrom
just a plain oldfrightening god Both compounds are judged to be odd based on general
pragmatic principles rather than violations of syntactisemantic constraints.

Furthermore, comparing the odaan-frightening Godo the common expressiagod-
fearing manis probably not the best example for illustrating the supplogistinction in
acceptability between Obj-Exp and Subj-Exp synthetic conmals. The latter has become
fairly conventionalized, and therefore its unquestioraaiceptability is probably not rep-
resentative of such Subj-Exp verb compounds in generas iShevident from its seman-
tic drift from a fully compositional ‘man who fears god’ to aome general sense of ‘re-
ligous man’. Novel compounds witlear, e.g. 3hark-fearing surferor scandal-fearing
politician, seem no better or worse than the Obj-Exp verb compoundsmezsabove. Of

course, like with Obj-Exp verb synthetic compounds, rarneples can be found.

(2.34) a. ... they are not the photo-derived or appropriptedtings of an urbane, bug-

fearing loft dweller. (coca)

b. Bunny-fearing readers, beware! (coca)
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c. He advises keeping information to a minimum when it contepreparing
kids, since dentist-fearing parents could unintentigniatipart their anxieties.

(coca)

Finally, the best evidence for the pragmatic account | angssiing is the fact that
almost all the examples of Obj-Exp verbs in synthetic conmgsuthat | have found in-
volve specific kinds of Experiencers, e.g. children, paeieienagers, husbands. Synthetic
compounding is acceptable with an Obj-Exp verb when thectlmbject (Experiencer) of
the verb refers to a semantically and/or contextually cemiegroup of people who could
reasonably be understood to be affected by the entity thgpocond modifies (the head
noun) in the way described by the verb. | suggest that thissisffécient, if not necessary,
condition for synthetic compounding. What is clearly neeaegsowever, is more empirical

research on this phenomenon.

2.2.4 The middle construction

Lastly, evidence from middle constructions casts furtheuwld on the syntactic accounts
of Experiencer objects as oblique arguments in English.tN0dg-Exp verbs have mid-

dle variants (2.35), while Subj-Exp verbs do not (2.36) (&gvidse and Olivier 2008;

Fellbaum 1986; Halliday 1967). Unlike with synthetic comapds though, examples of
Obj-Exp middles are abundant and judgments about them @eerqbust.

(2.35) a. 12-year olds. They scare easy. (coca)
b. If you depress easily, don’t read!!! (G)
c. Good thing | don’'t worry easily, eh, red sox? (G)

d. ldon't please easily, but | was very happy with the CheesalSEhop. (c)

(2.36) a. *Van Gogh’s paintings admire easily. [cf. Peoglenae Van Gogh'’s paintings]
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b. *Sharks fear easily. [cf. Swimmers fear sharks]

c. *Kittens don’t detest easily. [cf. People detest kitlens

The unacceptability of Subj-Exp verb middles as well as negldf other verbs (2.37) has
been attributed to the fact that the verbs involved do nat &dfected objects.

(2.37) a. *Struggling swimmers don’t save easily.
b. *Cooperative patients help without any trouble.
c. *Generous friends thank easily.

Assuming that Obj-Exp verbs have affected objects, thetfattthey have middle forms
is not surprising. Note also this affected-object requeatpredicts that dative verbs as
well as psych-verbs with overt oblique Experiencer objeetg.appeal tg should also be

unacceptable.
(2.38) a. *Trusted charities donate (to) easily.
b. *My sister doesn’t confide (in) easily enough.

c. *Terry relies on easily.
(2.39) ??Young children appeal to easily.

The (un)acceptability of (2.39) is perhaps questionahle] hote that | was unable to find
any examples of middle constructions wappeal toin any corpora or on the Web. This
suggests that overt oblique verbs ligpeal toare constrained in a way that other Obj-Exp
verbs are not. With respect to the middle construction, aibjef Obj-Exp verbs pattern

more like true affected objects than other oblique argumgnEnglish.
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2.2.5 Experiencers as affected objects

With the possible exception of the arbitrary object condtam, the constructions reviewed
in this section all present a picture of Experiencer objastslirect affected arguments of
Obj-Exp verbs. To my knowledge, only the synthetic compaugdata has been discussed
much in the literature, and yet each of the phenomena disduisshis section bear directly
on claims about the syntactic status of Obj-Exp verb objédd have argued throughout,
these data constitute clear counterexamples to propddaigeriencer objects as anything
but direct objects. These data—excluding perhaps nullotdsjeare especially damaging
to accounts like those of Baker (1997) and Landau (2010b), argae quite explicitly
that Experiencer objects should pattern like dative/PRaibjin English, and indeed all

languages.

2.3 Nominalization

Yet another well-known observation about Obj-Exp verbfia their associated nominals
lack any causal force (Bouchard 1995; Chomsky 1970; GrimsI8@0;1wata 1995; Lakoff
1970; Pesetsky 1995).

(2.40) a. John amused the children with his stories.

b. *John’s amusement of the children with his stories
(lwata 1995: ex 26)

(2.41) a. Bill's continual agitation about the exam was silly

b. Mary’s constant annoyance about/at/with us got on owraser
(Pesetsky 1995: ex 199a-b)

(2.42) a. The exam’s continual annoyance of Bill was silly.



2.3. NOMINALIZATION 62

b.  Our constant annoyance of Mary got on our nerves.
(Pesetsky 1995: ex 208a-b)

Grimshaw (1990) makes two important observations abowd aséhese nominals. First,
there is a difference between nominals that refer to evemd, nominals that refer to
result states. The former are derived through the suppressithe external argument,
while the latter do not project any argument structure (agnchk are not derived via argu-
ment suppression). Second, there is a difference betwesttiagy and non-agentive event
psych-nominals in that non-agentive Obj-Exp verbs lackmdl arguments, and so cannot
undergo the nominalization process. The end result is teaglvould only observe psych-
nominals that denote either agentive events or resultatgsst

One problem for this analysis is that there is good evidehaerton-agentive Obj-Exp
verbs do in fact have external arguments, just like theimtige counterparts. Another
problem is that there are very few Obj-Exp nominals that takevent interpretation, even

when they involve agents (lwata 1995; Landau 2010b; Pesé8%5).

(
amazemen}

annoyance
boredom
depression
(2.43) *Chris’ deliberatg fascination, of Pat.
horror
pleasure

scare

surprise
\
Pesetsky (1995) argues that all Obj-Exp verbs do have ettarguments, and instead
proposes a morphological explanation for the nominalrefacts. For Pesetsky, causative
Obj-Exp verbs are formed by the attachment of a phonoldgicalll affix CAUSto the

root of the verb (see Section 1.2.3.1).
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(2.44) [[psych-root]CAUS

The inability to form nominals from such roots is capturetViyers’ Generalization (Myers
1984, cited in Pesetsky 1995: 73-81) which posits that deroed forms do not allow
further derivational affixation. The problem, as Pesetskes, is that other suffixes liker

and-abledo attach to Obj-Exp verbs.
(2.45) a. Chocolate was an infallible soother of nef/es.
b.  Your article on air-fare ‘triangular’ routes was an asber. (G)

c. |think that maybe just the cam sensor and it would workfjust, but the lobe

with a chunk gone is a concerner. (G)
d. He was an astound®r.

e. ...and the fact that people didn’t really ever think—adbpeople thought
he was dead and others thought he never, ever would be cé@ughs just an

astoundet.

(2.46) a. She came across as a very annoyable and irritalderp&ho is angry with

everything. (G)

b. That depends on the susceptibility of people to fear, afs® .. some people

might indeed be scarable with D&D and a good GM, ... (G)

c. You haven’t even had a near miss yet? Damn...If | was feigéble, I'd be

scared. (G)

d. Then, just as we angerable folks sigh with relief on regdis, ..}

Pesetsky ultimately argues that Myers’ Generalizatiopigleenomenal, and that the effect

pertains to the kinds of affixes that can attaciC®lUSrather than to the mere presence of
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the CAUSmorpheme in the structure. Pesetsky instead proposes dicateg, and rather
stipulative analysis in which each nominalizing aff@AUS, -er, -ablegtc.) is subject to
its own set of distributional restrictions.

However, as Pesetsky (1995: 79) also notes, the restrichagentive nominals does

not seem to be unique to psych verbs.
(2.47) a. The thief returned the money.
b. the return of the money

c. *The thief’s return of the money

(2.48) a. Bill grows tomatoes.
b. the growth of tomatoes

c. *Bill's growth of tomatoes

(2.49) a. Inflation diminished my salary.
b. the diminishment of my salary

c. *inflation’s diminishment of my salary

(2.50) a. Gravity is swinging the pendulum.
b. the swing of the pendulum

c. *gravity’s swing of the pendulum

Clearly, something more is going on with such nominalizatitiman meets the eye. But
as with binding phenomena, a full account of these facts extsind beyond the class of

psych-verbs investigated here, therefore | set this tagaeafor now.



2.4. OBJECT ISLANDHOOD 65

2.4 Objectislandhood

Yet another supposed syntactic distinction between Supjdhd Obj-Exp verbs is that
extraction from the direct object is possible with membefrshe former class, but not
possible with those of the latter. This observation can &eetl back to Belletti and Rizzi
(1988), who note this distinction with Subj-Exp verbs (thieimereclass) and Obj-Exp

verbs (theipreoccupareclass) in Italian.

(2.51) a. La compagnia di cui tutti ammirano il presidente

“the company of whicheverybody admires the presideyit

b. *La compagnia di cui questo spaventa il presidente

“the company of whichthis frightens the president
(p 325, ex 83; Italian)

They go on to imply that the blocking of extraction from Exj@cer objects is similar to

restrictions on extraction from other kinds of post-verdd&ls, most notably adverbials.

(2.52) a. Gianni ha passato la prima settimana del mese andila

“Gianni spent the first week of the month in Milan.”

b. Gianni e tornato la prima settimana del mese scorso.

“Gianni came back the first week of last month.”
Italian (p 326, ex 90; Italian)

(2.53) a. Il mese di cui Gianni ha passato la prima settimariilano

“the month of which Gianni spent the first weakin Milan”

b. *Il mese di cui Giannie tornato la prima settimana

“the month of which Gianni came back the first we§k
Italian (p 326, ex 91; Italian)
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Belletti and Rizzi attribute these islandhood facts to déferes in the structure of the Italian
VP. They argue that Experiencer objectpadoccupareverbs are sisters of’Yand hence
are not lexicallyg-marked by the head verb.

These same restrictions on extraction have also been ddoexist for English (Roberts
1991; Johnson 1992; Baker 1997; Landau 2010b).

(2.54) a. ?Which company does international unrest frigtiterpresident of?

b. Which company does the international community fear tlesigent ot?
(Baker 1997: ex 67)

(2.55) a. ??Who did your behavior bother the sistefof

b. Who did you tease the sistertaf
(Johnson 1992: ex 24)

As (2.55) suggests, the (non-)agency of the subject appegiay a significant role in
generating these kinds of violations. As a result, it hambeaimed that only sentences
with agentive subjects seem to allow extraction from an Eepeer object (Johnson 1992;
Landau 2010b). | believe however, that this conclusion is\@rsimplification based upon
a failure to explore the full range of possibilities regaglthese kinds of sentencegor
example, Baker’s (2.54a) does not involve an agentive stfpfgernational unrestand yet

I actually find it better than Johnson’s (2.55b), which doe®ive (potentially) an agentive

subject®

5This is a common theme throughout this dissertation.

6] suspect that part of the reason is Johnson’s poor choicemdrEncer DPs in his examples. Note that
the non-extracted versions of (2.55) sound odd as well, hischias nothing to do with the position of the
Experiencer DP inside the verb phrase.

(i) a. ?Your behavior bothered the sister of Chris.
b. ?Youteased the sister of Robin.

In contemporary Englishgf-genitive constructions involving kinship relations anger noun possessors
are heavily disfavored (Grafmiller To appear), and it is&iaty possible that this contributes to the overall
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Johnson (1992) also notes that Experiencer objects are seasgtive to extraction out

of islands than other types of objects.
(2.56) a. ??Who did you wonder whether Sam knew

b. ?*Who did you wonder whether the book botheted
(Johnson 1992: ex 25a and 26a)

He suggests that Experiencer objects behave like adjunttisegpect to their extraction-
blocking effects.

Pursuing this line of evidence even further, Landau (20H0gdies for a still finer dis-
tinction between the acceptability of true adjunct islamalations (2.57a) and extraction
out of Experiencer objects (2.57b-c). Landau suggestshbeas is a reliable, though subtle,
difference in the acceptability of sentences involvingdpeping extraction versus those
involving preposition stranding. The former (2.57b) heros are slightly less acceptable

than the latter (2.57c).
(2.57) a. *Why did you wonder whether the book appealed to &am
b. ?*To whom did you wonder whether the book appeakd

c. ??Who did you wonder whether the book appeald@ to
(Landau 2010b: ex 60)

He argues that the kind of violation exhibited in (2.57b)ssiaacceptable as extraction out
of genuine Experiencer direct objects, which he offers @deece for his analysis of Expe-

riencers as arguments of null prepositions. His analy®dipts a pattern of acceptability

acceptability of the sentence. When the Experiencer DPuagoh more likelyof-phrase, the acceptability
improves.

(i) a.  Which political party did the editorial insult supgers oft?
b.  Which teams do you think the new NCAA rankings will annoydafit the most?
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like in (2.58), where extraction from the direct object of fQbj-Exp verlplease(2.58¢) is

taken be of an equivalent level of (un)acceptability as ilbed{piped extraction in (2.58a).

(2.58) a. ?*To whom did you wonder whether the book appeied
b. ??Who did you wonder whether the book appeald@ to

c. ?*Who did you wonder whether the book pleased

Landau proposes a syntactic analysis of English Obj-Expsver which they do not in
fact take complement NPs (or DPs) as do canonical transiévies, but instead select for
PP complements headed by a null prepositiap (see Section 1.2.2.3). The logic is that
because objects of Obj-Exp verbs are actually argumentsilbprepositions, extraction
from within these null-headed PPs should exhibit the sangeegeof unacceptability as
extraction from overt-headed PP complements found in otbeys. For complex reasons,
it is an essential part of Landau’s analysis that (null) @areding not be available for Obj-
Exp verbs, unlike verbs with overt-headed PP complemen&8ii2. Thus, the difference
in acceptability between sentences like (2.58b) and thikeg2.58a,c) is a crucial bit of
evidence in support of his null preposition head. A similaalgsis is suggested by Baker
(1997), who notes that restrictions on extraction from Egreer objects mirror those on

extraction from the Goal arguments of double object verbs.

(2.59) Which woman do you think | should ?give/*buperfume?
(Baker 1997: ex 25)

Although these arguments have been repeated in varioussdist of English Obj-Exp
verbs, | find | do not share all the distinctions in acceptgbihade by these authors, nor
am | convinced that the equivalence in unacceptability betwcertain types, as in (2.60),

is well-established.

(2.60) a. ?*Who did you wonder whether the book bothéfed
(Johnson 1992: ex 26a)
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b. ?*To whom did you wonder whether the book appeakd
(Landau 2010: ex 60b)

There is a considerable body of research showing that aadmiéfyt judgments about filler-
gap dependencies are sensitive to a host of psycholingdéttors, including the fre-
guency, specificity, discourse accessibility, and otheperties of both the filler and the
intervening constituents (see Hofmeister and Sag (20X(arfcoverview). To my knowl-
edge there exists no systematic demonstration of the judgpatterns adduced by John-
son, Landau or any others to support their analyses of thedBr@bj-Exp verb data.

To investigate these claims more systematically, | set ulogjpdgment survey through
Amazon Mechanical Turk, eliciting judgments about senésnavolving extraction from
different kinds of arguments and extraction sites. The g@al to investigate the claim that
extraction involving Experiencer objects is significantiprse than extraction involving
non-Experiencer direct objects. Native English speakiogkdrs (N = 99) rated 16 test
items (along with 16 additional fillers) contrasting ObjgExerbs with non-psychological
causative verbs in two conditions: extraction from withne direct object DP (2.61) and
extraction of a direct object out of a CP island (2.62). Ser#srwere judged on 1-7 scale

of acceptability. Example test items are shown in (2.6122.6

(2.61) Extraction from Direct Object:

a. Which neighborhood did the construction annoy resideints o the most?

[Pysch]

b.  Which neighborhood did the construction benefit residehts  the most?

[Non-psych]
(2.62) Extraction from CP island:

a. Which studentglid you wonder ¢p whether the teacher upset ; |?

[Pysch]
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b. Which studentsdid you wonder ¢p whether the teacher punished ; ]?
[Non-psych]

The results of the survey were not encouraging for the syintaccounts previously dis-
cussed. The summary of the ratings obtained is shown in &@ur. Mixed-effects regres-
sion analysi§revealed no significant main effect of verb tyje= —0.25,SE= 0.21,t =
—1.21 p=0.11, or condition type = —0.03 SE=0.22,t = —0.12, p= 0.45. Interaction
of the two also did not achieve significan@®= —0.62, SE= 0.46,t = —1.35,p = 0.098

In all, subjects did not find extraction involving the obgcf Obj-Exp verbs to be signif-

Figure 2.1: Ratings from the object extraction survey

Verb Type
- Non-psych
BS Obj-Exp

cP Object NP
Extraction site

icantly worse than extraction involving objects of non-gsylogical verbs. A somewhat
unexpected finding is that subjects’ ratings were not ctesily different across sentences
involving extraction from direct objects (2.61) and sewc&ninvolving extraction from

wh4slands (2.62), which are typically understood to incur mgtronger violations (see

"The model included random intercepts for subject and itew fixed effect controls of subject age and
gender. Likelihood ratio tests did not support the inclasibrandom slopeso( = 0.05).

8All statistical analyses in this dissertation were conddatising R statistical software (R Core Team
2013). Unless otherwise specified, graphics were generaitbdthe ggplot2 package (Wickham 2009).
Analysis of the specific experimental results here useditd (Bates et al. 2013) anths (Harrell 2013)
packages.
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Landau 2010b: 31). Why this should be is unclear, and we shmeilcautious in making
too much of the results of this brief survey, given that they rmull results obtained using
only a small number of items. Nevertheless, the evidenadiaale enough across speakers
(N =99) to cast doubt on the claims made by some authors thatithesyntactically rele-
vant distinction between Experiencer objects and otheatkof affected objects in English.
All things considered, these facts point toward an analykiEnglish Experiencer objects

as typical affected direct objects, and Obj-Exp verbs asthansitive verbs.

2.5 Heavy NP shift

A final minor fact about English Obj-Exp verbs noted by Land2010b: 30, credited to
an anonymous reviewer) is that Experiencer objects resatyhNP shift. For Landau this
is especially relevant as it parallels the resistance toyhs#e shift found with recipients

in double object constructions.
(2.63) a. *These things bothered yesterday the man wheuisally.
b. *We toldt; these things (yesterday) [the man who visited Sally]

c. These things appealed yesterday to the man who visitéd Sal
(Landau 2010: 31)

It has been argued before in the generative literaturelteahnher object (recipient) of dou-
ble object constructions is introduced by a null P head @agger 1997), and naturally this
meshes well with Landau’s similar treatment of Experieratgects. Moreover, he suggests
that shifting is a PF rule that applies only to those phrasasléd by a phonologically vis-
ible head. In this way, the facts he cites in (2.63) can beagnptl—since neither the inner
recipient object nor Experiencer object phrases (2.63aab¢ visible heads, those phrases

are invisible to heavy NP shift.
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As evidence for the special structure of Obj-Exp verbs h@mdvind this argument to

be pretty weak. First, | disagree with the judgments abaritidia in (2.63). | find (2.63c)

no better (or worse) than (2.63a). Second, although nonleeof tare very good, | do not

find examples of shifted Experiencer objects (2.64) to belhmarse than shifted examples

of other kinds of affected objects (2.65).

(2.64) a.

(2.65) a.

The meteor shower amazed last night all the amasttonomers who came
out to see it.
The speaker’s offensive remark stunned into silenceyewerin the room.

The museum’s dinosaur exhibit delighted for weeks caidsf all ages.

The eye-tracking equipment fascinated yesterday a lity who came visit

the lab.

The senator's comments unintentionally shocked todaesuf his more con-

servative political allies.

The hailstorm dented last night all the cars on meest
The sudden wildfire burned to ashes several houses atgleeoéthe town.

The blowing sands eroded for years the many cliffs and fockations in the

canyon.

We devoured yesterday two entire quarts of ice cream.

Third, heavy NP shift of affected objects actually appearbe quite rare. Searches in

COCA yielded only a few examples of shifted direct object N&@sd most of these did not

9This is opposed to shifted sentential complemefite president announced yesterday that. . .
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involve affected objects (2.66); searches in SOAP—a coop(@rguably) more conversa-
tional style—yield no hits at alt® This is perhaps because heavy NP shift of this kind often

smacks of a high register “reporter-ese” that is just notrmam to conversational speech.

(2.66) a. Ireceived yesterday a large parcel which | suppmbe a score of ‘Simone’.

(coch)
b. ...Pionerskaya Pravda published today a resolutiontiyadchildren in many
parts of Russia. .. (coca)

c. We showed today a Cadillac Escalade EXT, which is a crossoxery sport

utility. .. (coca)

d. And they played yesterday a shocking audiotape of a segyrdnugged Jack-

son... (coca)

e. Sally Quinnl...]wrote last week an editorial column iagsquestions for the

new Homeland Security Office director. (coca)
f. Pete Wilson formed last week an exploratory committee. (coch)

It is worth noting that the examples in (2.66) all involve mdbs who are potential
Agents, but the general scarcity of such examples sugdesdtthe construction is not very
common overall. The absence of an Agent is a crucial poinafalyses like Landau’s—
since this restriction is claimed to only apply to non-agentises of Obj-Exp verbs—but
I know of no evidence demonstrating a clear improvement énatceptability of shifted
Experiencer objects when the subject is an Agent. The claithat sentences such as

(2.67a) and (2.67b) should be judged significantly bettan those such as (2.67c) because

10The searches were for any past tense verb, followed imnedyliily a time adverbial yesterday,
today, last week/nightor a day of the week), followed immediately by an articlaf/thg: [v*d]
yesterday|today| [npd1] [at*] and[v*d] last week|night [at*].



2.6. THE PROBLEM OF STATIVITY AND AGENTIVITY 74

the first two involve genuine cases of affected direct okjeehereas the Experiencer in

(2.67c) is a covert oblique, like the inner objects of datieebs.

(2.67) a. The clown terrified yesterday every child at thejgic
b. The thunderstorm drenched yesterday every child at treqi
c. The thunderstorm terrified yesterday every child at tiaipi

| find however, that whatever differences in the judgmenthee sentences there may be,
they are far too subtle to draw strong conclusions aboue(gially covert) aspects of their
syntactic structure. To make a convincing case one would aemuch more systematic
investigation of the judgment patterns, but | will not puiessuch a study here. For now, |
will leave the matter open, and until sufficient evidencer@/med to the contrary, proceed
from the null hypothesis that Experiencer objects are ng &silable to heavy NP shift

than other affected objects.

2.6 The problem of stativity and agentivity

As | discussed in this and the previous chapter, it is comgnargued that the special be-
havior of Obj-Exp verbs obtains only in their stative andion-agentive readings. Authors
disagree about which distinction is most relevant; somadan stativity (e.g. Arad 1998;
Bouchard 1995; Pesetsky 1995), others on agentivity (e Qefldero 1999; Grimshaw
1990; Landau 2010b), and some discuss both (e.g. Landal@E¢€tting aside the possi-
ble conflation of agentivity with stativity, almost all agaés argue for some grammatically
relevant distinction between stative and non-stative BX{g-verbs. As | pointed out in this
chapter, a number of phenomena that have been the focus dif-peyb studies cannot
serve to distinguish these subclasses of verbs (or verl). usad this is especially true in

light of some of the additional data | provided. If we wish wsiify claims for differences
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in stativity then, we must look to other phenomena, whichh&tmany others have done.
In the next chapter | explore the nature of Obj-Exp verbtstin detail, focusing on the
verbal and adjectival properties of Obj-Exp passives. urreto the topic of agentivity in

Chapter 5.

Example sources

aNYT, 6/9/2002, p4.

bhttp://www.inquisitr.com/83857/for-the-god-bothegitechie-in-your-life/

http://www.myspace.com/phonessportsmanband/phats8765

dhttp://abcnews.go.com/US/story?id=92799&page=1#5089y92A

®http://azdailysun.com/entertainment/movies/this-nseaar-an-audience-pleasing-mix-of- action- com-
edy / article ccc6e9a2-628b-5111-bd0b-4f6578cdadcd.html

fhttp://www.flickr.com/photos/26 758067 @N08/6151646783

9T. SutherlandThe Fifth SummeBlack Swan, London, 1991: 278.

hA. Rice, New Tales of the Vampires: includes Pandora and Vittoriotampire.Random House, 2004:
175

iScott LeHigh, oriThe Rachel Maddow Sho®/24/2011, MSNBC

IDick Cavett.Talk Show, Enhanced Edition: Confrontations, Pointed Cemtary, and Off-Screen Se-

crets.Macmillan, 2011.



Chapter 3

Stativity and passivization

The aim of this chapter and the next is to examine the natupasdivization with Obj-
Exp verbs, in the hope of clarifying some of the more contrena issues regarding the
aspectual character of a subset of English Obj-Exp verloguds on verbs such aepress,
concern, worry,andbore that have been claimed to obligatorily denote states, dinice
many, the peculiar behavior of Obj-Exp verbs obtains onlthastative uses (Arad 1998;
Biaty 2005; Landau 2010b; Pyliéanen 1999). The unacceptability of Obj-Exp verb passives
in certain environments has been one of the primary diagisofir the stativity of these
verbs (Bouchard 1995; Pesetsky 1995).

In this chapter, | provide a close empirical examination bf-©xp verb passives, rely-
ing heavily on data from natural usage—something ratheelnouhe literature on English
psych-verbs. The present chapter focuses in part on theedelsar whether (or which)
Obj-Exp verbs can form verbal, as opposed to adjectivakipes. This debate is an old
one, but as | will show, there is still much to be said aboutghssive behavior of Obj-Exp
verbs in English. The present chapter explores these tgp@litatively, and | follow this
with quantitative investigations of these phenomena irfdhewing chapter.

Section 3.1 briefly considers some of the empirical clainmialbj-Exp passives that

have been made over the years, focusing on the distinctinveba eventive (verbal) and

76
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stative (adjectival) passives. Section 3.2 reviews howdHacts have been incorporated
into specific analyses of English psych-verbs, and re-exasnsome extant analyses in
light of new evidence. In Section 3.3, | suggest a novel apgiido understanding Obj-
Exp verbs which attributes their variable behavior to tHatien between the meaning of

individual verbs and the functional role of passivizatigrasshift in conceptual perspective.

3.1 Verbal and adjectival passives

It is well-known that English passive participles, sucHraghtenedin (3.1), display both
adjectival and verbal behavior (e.g. Bresnan 1982; Emond6é;Zxabb 1984; Freidin 1975;
Levin and Rappaport 1986; Siegel 1973; Wasow 1977; WilliaB&L).

(3.1) Thorn was frightened by all the noise and confusion. (coca)

With Obj-Exp verb passive participles, the discussion leagered on the issue of their syn-
tactic status as either event-denoting verbs or statetihgredjectives (or both). Grimshaw
(1990), for example, argues that non-agentive Obj-Exps/&tk external arguments, and
since passivization in her view necessarily involves thetagtic suppression of the ex-
ternal argument, Obj-Exp verbs cannot form verbal passit@sccount for data such as
in (3.1), she maintains that these Obj-Exp passives mustijeetaval. Many others have
disputed Grimshaw'’s claim, citing unambiguous evidene¢ @bj-Exp verbs can form ver-
bal passives in some instances (Bouchard 1995; Chung 199@ 183; Landau 2010b;
Pesetsky 1995; Tenny 1998). No one to my knowledge has ewdateld that all Obj-Exp
verbs readily form adjectival passives. However, thoseliagyfor the unique stative or
non-agentive status of (at least some) Obj-Exp verbs havertieless relied to varying
degrees on evidence from Obj-Exp verb passivization (ergd A998; Belletti and Rizzi
1988; Grimshaw 1990; Landau 2010b; Pesetsky 1995). In ¢laisos | review some of the
evidence and arguments for both the adjectival and verhalsbf Obj-Exp passive par-

ticiples, followed by a discussion of how these two passivermmena relate to the specific
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realization of the passive agent in Section 3.1.3.

3.1.1 Adjectival passives of Obj-Exp verbs

While the semantic distinction between the stative (adjabtand eventive (verbal) uses
of the past participle is subtle, over the years various gnatical diagnostics have been
proposed for distinguishing between them syntacticallgsoWw (1977: 338-341) cites four

criteria for identifying adjectival passives:
(3.2) a. Use as prenominal modifiers;
b. Use as the complement of verbs suclseasm, look, sounandact,
c. Prefixation withun-;
d. Modification with the degree adveviery
These environments are alike in that all share the propéréglecting adjectives and not
verbs. | examine the use of Obj-Exp verb passives in eachesétenvironments belob.
3.1.1.1 Prenominal modification

Prenominal modification is characteristic of adjective&mylish, allowing, for example,
both -ed and -ing deverbal adjectivesti{e delighted/smiling children This behavior is
completely regular and productive with Obj-Exp verbs—aity-Bxp passive can be found
in this environment as in (3.3), even passives of quite rarbs/likeflabbergast, irk, rankle,

or titillate (3.3e-h).

(3.3) a. Shelooks at him like a concerned parent. (coca)

11t is well known that many verbs which do allow verbal passivevertheless cannot also be used in
these adjectival environments. Since my focus is only origm@sych-verbs, | will not attempt to review the
entire literature here. For some discussion of the varieasasitic and pragmatic factors affecting adjectival
passive formation with specific verb types, see AckermanGoldberg (1996), Bresnan (2001), and Levin
and Rappaport (1986).
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b. After something whacked Jupiter, surprised astronotoengd into sleuths to

find out what happened. (coca)
c. ...she won court orders to search the attic accompaniesh lmnnoyed clerk

eager to return to his desk. (coca)
d. She laughed and clapped like a delighted child. (coch)

e. He turned out to be gracious and kind, patient with a flajgsted fan’s bab-
bling of thanks?

f.  The crowd parts ever so slightly as the irked townsfolktdtaheat up(coca)

g. Likearankled parent, the National Institute for Occupal Safety and Health

keeps warning that. .. (coch)
h. His condemnation removes him from his position as aatéidl participant. °.

Evidence for the adjectival status of prenominal Obj-Exgspges comes from the fact that

they can be conjoined with other adjectives in this position

(3.4) a. ...and he didn't try to pretend he was anything buscarfed and lonely]
kid. (coca)

b. His breath came in [angry and worried] snorts betweerctied teeth(coca)

c. There were some [bitter and upset] fans, and | was the pmamt for the fire

sale. (coca)

Also like other prenominal modifiers (3.5), Obj-Exp pasgpaticiples cannot take com-

plements (3.6).

(3.5) a. Your dog seemgdhappy to see us]!

b. *Your [, happy to see us] dog is wagging her tail!
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(3.6) a. The distant howls startled the campers, who wegterfrified of wolves].
b. The distant howls startled thg ferrified] campers.

c. *The distant howls startled thgsfterrified of wolves] campers.

This “Head-final filter” (Williams 1981) is a well-known gera restriction against com-
plex prenominal phrases in English (see also Bresnan 1982, Hoekstra 1984; Levin
and Rappaport 1986; Maling 1983). While the head-final regiricapplies to nouns as
well as adjectives, the fact that Obj-Exp passives obeyadbissistent with their adjectival

status.

3.1.1.2 Complements ofook, seem, etc.

A second test for adjectival status is use as the compleniamtrbs likelook, seemand
act These verbs take adjectival (3.7), and sometimes non8r&jl, complements, but none

can take bare VP complements (3.9).

(3.7) a. The clown acted silly, and the food was cold. (coca)
b. The harried officer looked happy to confront an easy issue. (coca)
(3.8) a. Sometimes | got both wedges stuck and looked a fool. . (coca)
b. | must have looked a mess... (coca)
c. He must have looked a fright, covered in dirt and dust anddl (coca)

(3.9) a. ...long glowing silvery bars that looked *(to be)bdng at an uncertain dis-
tance overhead. .. (coca)

b. They were drunk and seemed *(to be) enjoying the sensation  (coca)
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Obj-Exp verb passive participles clearly fit this pattemng ainlike in the prenominal en-
vironment, verbs likeseem, lookand appearreadily allow complex AP complements
(3.10a,d-h}

(3.10) a. Coleen Rooney’s son Kai looked terrified of Cinderallthe Disney On Ice

launch. (G)
b. David snorted, but he looked amused. (coca)
c. No wonder the men seemed bored and overfriendly. (coca)

d. Robert, in the throes of painting her portrait, seemedvated by her(coca)
e. ...probably why Roxy didn’t look scared of anybo€ly.

f.  He finds the humor in things, and he’s never once actedréiest or angry

about what's happened to him. (coca)

g. The bunyips, for their part, seemed delighted to obsdr@ezbo visitors who

were observing them. (coca)
h. She is talking animatedly and he seems enchanted with her. (coch)

Use of Obj-Exp passive participles in this environment jdes still more evidence of their

potential for adjectival use.

2Those familiar with the literature on English passives materthatby phrases referring to external
arguments have been claimed to only be acceptable with ealkaives (e.g. Emonds 2006; Wasow 1977),
though Levin and Rappaport (1986: n 26) note that “sporaiistances ghe remained surprised by their
enthusiasmcan be found. The use oftey phrase in (3.10d), and in other examples below, suggedithina
realization of external arguments with adjectival passigemore complicated than sometimes assumed. |
return to this issue in Section 3.2.
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3.1.1.3 Un- prefixation

Prefixation with the negative affixn- offers a third diagnostic for adjectivehood. Negative
un- attaches to adjectives and not verbhsakappy, unlikely, uncaring, unawareut *un-
delight, *uncare, *unsedLevin and Rappaport 1986; Siegel 1973; Zimmer 196Fhe
negativeun- prefix is available with most Obj-Exp verbs (Bouchard 1995nGhaw 1990;
Iwata 1993; Pesetsky 1995), though the acceptability seeney based on the individual

verb.

(3.11) a. Ilooked away, unamused. | didn’'t want to do this. (coca)
b. Serena kept her tone mild and unconcerned. (coca)
c. She’s wholly unbothered by the failure. (coca)
d. ...you can limit the damage by acting completely unfazgdatything he

say$

Common examples includenconcerned, unamused, unfazadd unsurprised but un-
passives of other verbs are somewhat odd. The adjectivaivea8unhorrified ?uncapti-
vated ?unscaredand?unpuzzledor instance, are relatively rare and not very good in my
judgment. Bouchard (1995: 306) makes a similar observatiimg questionable cases
like *unboredand*undisgustedNevertheless, many examples of even these less accept-

ableunpassives can be found (3.12), so the pattern is a produci®® o

(3.12) a. Isshe withdrawn or simply unannoyed? It's not like to be calm. (coca)

3This prefix should be distinguished from the “privative” ¢§el 1973: fn. 3) or “reversative”
(Levin and Rappaport 1986: fn. @in- which attaches to verbs as @hris unzipped her jackefThe dif-
ference is thato un-V does not mean simply “to not V", but rather it means somettike “to undo the
action/state described by V”. For example, someone coulgaw “It's not that cold, you can unzip your
jacket”, to mean “It's not that cold, you can leave your jackezipped”. The former sentence is felicitous
only if the addressee’s jacket is already zipped (see also P@01; Zimmer 1964).

“Notice again the use dfy phrases in (3.12c-f,i-j).
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b.

Can we find you a new home? You have to be unscared first, thandrstart

shaking your tail. [speaking to a dog in a shelter] (coca)

... free from stereotypes, open to new experiences, afidjliened by the

unknown. (coca)

It's like they are uncaptivated by the excitement of edétifie later and new

life now. (G)
If there was one person unastonished by the boy’s gifts, ..

Both of Don’s brothers appeared unpuzzled by their dadsroents accepting

knowingly the advice to be right dn.

Even though right now | am the most unbored person on thedathe earth.

| need your suggestions on things that are funny and hilariou (G)

| started these weeks ago, got disgusted with them andheset &side, then

came back to them when | was undisgusted. (G)
She loved Profondo Rosso, and like me was undisgusted loy. Sal (G)

Hunter was as genuinely undisgusted by other peopleissdes and uncon-
cerned about the probability of catching them as he was a@about disgust-

ing people with his owA.

It is still interesting to consider why some of these examm@leould seem better than

others, as cases like this cut to the heart of the compleiarhip between acceptability,

grammaticality, and frequency. In general, | find very fem passives actually seem very

good (especially in isolation), and there seems to be agtconrelation between those
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that are intuitively more acceptablaninterested, unsatisfied, unconcerned, unfazed, un-
daunted and their frequency relative to other less acceptableEXpjun- passivesyndis-
gusted, undelighted, unpleage@onsider the distribution of a few Obj-Exp veub- pas-

sives in Table 3.1.

N N
uninterested 596 undepressed 3
unconcerned 567 unamazed 3
undaunted 551 unscared 2
unfazed 468 undelighted 2
unsatisfied 344 unastonished 1
unsurprised 104 unannoyed 1
unamused 48 unastounded O
unbothered 42 unbored 0
unworried 42 unconfused O
unoffended 9 wundisgusted O
unpleased 6 unfascinated O
unstartled 3 unshocked 0
unfrightened 3 unstunned 0

Table 3.1: COCA frequencies (raw) of Obj-Exp- passives

One possibility is that some of these adjectiual forms are lexicalized to a much
greater degree than others. For examgéntandfazeare rare (as Obj-Exp verbs go) in
their use in transitive sentences, yet they are considembte frequent aan- participles
than verbs that are otherwise far more common @igorise, frightei. Additionally, their
un- forms are more than twice as common as their positive adgctd counterparts:
unfazed/fazed468/174 = 2.6)undaunted/daunte(651/225 = 2.4). Compare this to the
ratios ofunconcerned/concerng867/38433 = 0.014)ninterested/intereste®96/32876
= 0.018), andunsatisfied/satisfie(844/5235 = 0.065).

The semantics of the individual verbs themselves could @ffeence their use and
acceptability asin- passives, as adjectives denoting negative propertieslesme argued

to be less open to modification with the negative prefix than those adjectives denoting
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positive properties (e.g. Horn 2001; Zimmer 1964). But tlasrwot be the only story, as

it would not explain the high frequency/acceptabilityusf- passives with negative verbs
such azoncernandworry, or the low frequency/acceptability ah- passives with positive
verbs likeamazeanddelight Clearly, there is more to be learned about the semantics of
negativeun- and its distribution across different verbs and adjectibes | leave this for

another study.

3.1.1.4 Degree modification

Finally, many adjectives and adjectival passives may beifreddvith the degree modifier

very.
(3.13) a. Ilwas very hurtto hear my dad died because he waa |iegt of me. (coca)

b. What we really need to focus on is the fact that we have a weken immi-

gration system that needs to be fixed. (coca)
c. ...youre going to wind up with a very damaged asset that'inze able to
compete globally. (coca)

This kind of degree modification withery (and other adverbs) is not available to all adjec-

tives, however (Fabb 1984; Freidin 1975).
(3.14) a. *The cat was very asleep.
b. *Sam was very arrested.

C. *You are extremely next.
(Freidin 1975: ex27)

Fabb (1984: 148) sets adjectival passives apart from othectves, based on the fact that

adjectival passives imply “a resultant state, a state whitdes as the result of an event
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or act” (see also Bresnan 2001; Langacker 1991; among otliedurther suggests that
adjectival passives “may only marginally be intensified49), following Freidin’s (1975:
399) observation that predicates referring to events vatltake degree modifiers, since
events are generally not conceived of in degrees.

Freidin’s observation about the importance of conceivihthimgs in terms of degrees
is key here. While it is true that one semantic condition oreetiljal passive formation
is that the verb imply a resultant state, the “marginal istiability” of some adjectival
passives does not follow directly from their implicationaof event. Instead, the ability to
take a degree modifier is in fact related to the gradabilitthefproperty or state described
by the adjective, regardless of whether that property@dstathe result of an act or event.
This should be clear from the fact that even some basic aegsctlo not allow degree
modifiers, even when they are not associated with an evetit(&t B4c). Predicates such
asdead, arrestedandnextdenote binary states which are either true with respect to an
individual or not—one cannot be slightly or mostly dead—¢®ethey cannot be modified
with degree modifiers likeery. This is also evident from the fact that adjectival passives
of verbs describing non-gradable events actually becoroepaable when modified with

adverbs implying (coercing?) a gradable property integti@n (from Fabb 184: 154).
(3.15) a. awell-executed plan

b. ??an executed plan

(3.16) a. the recently built museum

b. ??the built museum

Additionally, modification withveryapplies even to stative Subj-Exp verbs, which are
not result verbs themselves, but nevertheless describedatf that are gradable. In certain
circumstances, usually when the attitude is directed tdveahuman target, we can talk

about the target as experiencing the effects of that atitad/iarying degrees.
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(3.17) a. Butlfeel unimportant, not special, and not verebhv (coch)
b. You're very admired and people like you a lot. (coch)
c. Ireally felt very special and very adored on that day. (coca)
d. Carhartis very, very disliked in Bellevue. (coca)

It has also been suggested that the acceptability of adpgassives of stative verbs (like
Subj-Exp verbs) is related to pragmatic informativenesskgékman and Goldberg 1996;
Bresnan 2001), and this too could be connected to gradaliitty reasoning being that
perhaps it is often more informative to characterize artyati possessing a property when
that property falls toward the end of some relevant contimuWhether this is correct or
not, | will not explore further here, however it is clear tltligree modification is not a

necessary condition for Subj-Exp adjectival passives.

(3.18) a. As to why the Jesuits, who seem admired if a bit osséd here, should be

interested, ... (coca)

b. Milwaukee, which had never won a World Series, was plajtrghated Yan-

kees, who dominated baseball then. (coca)
c. Here, she shares cherished memories and recipes (coca)

d. Demanding his empathy and getting none at all, the wiferégécted and

unloved. (coca)

These adjectival passives describe gradable states legmad whether they are modified.

Obj-Exp verbs naturally meet several of these conditioist,lemotions are uncontro-
versially gradable. No one would dispute that we can expedearying degrees of anger,
joy, sadness, fear, love, and so on. Non-derived adjectiessribing emotions, such as

afraid, happy andangry, readily allow degree modification witrery.
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(3.19) a. She also told cops that Casey was very afraid of Cindy. (coch)
b. Isaac is very happy with his relationship with Mill Pon&Bs. . . (coch)
c. Butheisvery angry at Thor. (coca)

Second, as they are based on verbs describing causativiei@itezs associated with re-
sultant emotion states, adjectival Obj-Exp passives shbelideal candidates for degree

modification. Not surprisingly, Obj-Exp passives of all #gare frequently modified with

very.
(3.20) a. Personally we were very delighted. (coca)
b. Mum was very upset when he said this. (coch)
c. We were very puzzled and surprised when this happened. (coch)

d. Andwe’re all sitting here very baffled about how it is thaté has gone so bad

in these situations. (coca)
e. He said he was very astounded by this stunning result. (coca)
f.  No one in my family is very tickled about having to meet her. (coca)
g. And I was very struck by how quietly she spoke (coca)

h. 1was very charmed by his writings after we started exclangoems!

Taken together, the facts regarding the use of Obj-Exp yessan prenominal modi-
fication, use withseem modification withun- prefix, and modification by degree adverbs
all lead to the conclusion that Obj-Exp verbs, like many ottaisative verbs, readily form
adjectival passives. The adjectival status of Obj-Expigas$as never seriously been chal-
lenged, however. In the next section | delve into the comrey over verbal passivization

of Obj-Exp verbs.
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3.1.2 \Verbal passives of Obj-Exp verbs

Many who study the structure of English Obj-Exp verbs havestted with the question
of whether Obj-Exp passive participles can ever be usedrimav@nvironments. The facts
mentioned in the previous section demonstrate that alth@lg-Exp verbs can form ad-
jectival passives, it does not necessarily follow that €kp verbscannotform verbal
passives (Bouchard 1995). One argument commonly put foeimsigthe unavailability of
verbal passives for Obj-Exp verbs is the supposed fact iggdtogressive is incompatible

with Obj-Exp passives of certain verbs.
(3.21) a. The situation was depressing Mary.

b. *Mary was being depressed by the situation.
(Grimshaw 1990:114)

The logic is that adjectival passives, like typical adjeesi, only describe states, yet the
progressive requires an event or process interpretatengehit requires a verbal passive.
Similar arguments have been made based on the supposddyratlbj-Exp verbs to be

used in the punctual past tense.

(3.22) ?7?Bill was sitting around happy as a lark, when sugdealwas depressed by an
unexpected groan from the next room.
(Pesetsky 1995: 30)

Because (nhon-agentive) Obj-Exp passives are unacceptahkeprogressive and the punc-
tual past, which require eventive interpretations, pasgarticiples of Obj-Exp verbs must
denote states, and are therefore grammatically adjectival

In Section 3.1.2.1 | discuss the use of Obj-Exp passivesapthgressive, followed by
discussion of the punctual past tense in Section 3.1.2 &l\.& examine the use of Obj-
Exp verbs in a lesser known construction, the so-calleelds washedonstruction found

in a dialect of the midwestern United States (Tenny 1998)déwe from each of these
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constructions shows that passive participles of Obj-Expwean, and quite frequently do,

denote events.

3.1.2.1 Passives and the progressive

While Grimshaw’s analysis of Obj-Exp passives highlights tble of agentivity in differ-
entiating among Obj-Exp verbs, others attribute the végidkhavior of Obj-Exp verbs in
certain environments to differences in stativity (e.g. A\d098; Bouchard 1995; Landau
2010b; Pesetsky 1995). Some verbs are claimed to be edlyestiive, while others al-
low either a stative and non-stative (eventive) reading.dxample, some Obj-Exp verbs
(e.g.depresyare claimed to be unacceptable in the progressive whenfiaddy adverbs
such ascontinuallyor repeatedly These adverbs force a reading of the progressive pred-
icate as denoting an iterated series of events. Therefahg verbs/predicates capable of
denoting events are acceptable in the “iterative progresstince certain Obj-Exp verbs
are (supposedly) not acceptable in the iterative progresgiis reasoned that those verbs
must denote states, and not events.

It is sometimes claimed that the unavailability of an eweninterpretation applies to
both passivandactive uses of the progressive, and therefore stative ®pjvErbs should

be unacceptable in either instance (e.g. Pesetsky 1995).
(8.23) a. ??0dd noises were continually depressing Sue.

b. ??Sue was continually being depressed by odd noises.
(Pesetsky 1995: 29-30)

Verbs such ascareon the other hand can describe events, and are entirely dithepaith

the iterative progressive and punctual past constructions

(3.24) a. 0Odd noises were continually scaring Sue.
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b. Sue was continually being scared by odd noises.
(Pesetsky 1995: 30)

Since the iterative progressive requires eventive prégcand the only passives that can
make reference to events are verbal ones, use of a passii@gbain such environments
testifies to the participle’s verbal status. Assuming thisue, verbs such asaredo indeed
have verbal passive forms. On the other hand, adjectivalyess being stative, are the only
passive forms available to verbs lidepress

But this raises a new question: whydigpresss stative, can it be used in the progressive
in sentences lik&'he situation is depressing MdtyPesetsky suggests, following Baker
(1989), that sentences such as (3.20a) actually involvatarpretation of the progressive
slightly different from the ‘iterated action’ interpretan. This interpretation is one that

also shows up with progressive uses of hon-Obj-Exp statviess
(3.25) a. Karenis finally understanding the proof.

b. Donald is finding your accusations ludicrous.

c. Sueis truly hating the sea-urchin sushi.

d. 1think Robin is really enjoying this performance.

(Baker 1989: 489)

Unlike the iterated action progressive, the progressiviease cases “assert[s] the existence
of a judgment of some sort...,” and, “implies that the judgimis an intermediate one
based only on part of the available evidence” (Baker 1989).48Bat is, sentences of
the kind in (3.25) are used when the speaker is understooeiag btill in the process
of making some judgment about the eventuality expressedhéséntence. Thus, when
a person say3he situation is depressing Marywe naturally infer that this person is

making a judgment...about some situation that has not glagelf out at the time of
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utterance” (Pesetsky 1995: 31). Crucially, verbs that takespecial “jJudgment” reading in

the progressive do not allow progressive passives.

(3.26) a. The proofis finally (??being) understood by Karen.
b. Your accusations were (*being) found ludicrous by Donald
c. The sea-urchin sushi is truly (*being) hated by Sue.
d. Ithink this performance is really (??being) enjoyed by iRob

Pesetsky concludes that “for some reason” the judgmentirgtion of stative progres-
sives is incompatible with the passive (Pesetsky 1995: Biis conclusion is in fact not

guite correct however, but | leave further examination afitil Sections 3.2.1 and 3.3.1.

3.1.2.2 Obj-Exp passives and the punctual past tense

The stativity of certai nObj-Exp verbs is also claimed to b#lected in the inability of
a verb to be used in the punctual past tense. Some verbsldjpessare argued to be
unacceptable when modified by adverbs kkeldenlyin the past tense, while other verbs,

such asscare sound perfectly fine used in this way.

(3.27) a. ??Bill was sitting around happy as a lark, when suigide was depressed by an
unexpected groan from the next room.

(Pesetsky 1995:ex71b)

5This claim too, is empirically questionable.

() a. Frank began to feel that some of his angry behavior &edlrities were finally being under-
stood by someone. (coca)

b.  The benefits of this type of program are finally being uneis by the mainstream medical
community. . . (G)
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b. Bill was sitting around calm as could be, when suddenly he seared by an
unexpected groan from the next room.
(Pesetsky 1995:ex73b)

According to Pesetsky (1995), this contrast also appliegtive uses of the different Obj-

Exp verbs.

(3.28) a. ?7Bill was sitting around happy as a lark, when axpseted groan from the
next room suddenly depressed him.
(Pesetsky 1995:ex70b)

b. Bill was sitting around calm as could be, when an unexpegtedn from the
next room suddenly scared him.
(Pesetsky 1995:ex72b)

The implication is that these sentences describe a purattaabe in the Experiencer, there-
fore they require that the predicate be interpreted as amt,exed not a state. Only those
verbs that are acceptable with such interpretations vdhaverbal passives. This, together
with the evidence from the passive progressive, suggeatscéntain Obj-Exp verbs can-
not be used as verbal passives, and are therefore obligadtative. The corresponding
unacceptability of their active uses in these construstifanther supports their (supposed)

unambiguously stative nature.

3.1.2.3 Another construction that needs studied

A final piece of evidence for the existence of verbal passwniés (some) Obj-Exp verbs is
their use in theneeds V-edonstruction predominantly found in dialects of westernrire
sylvania, central Ohio, and other parts of the Great Lakea af the U.S. (Murray et al.
1996; Pratt 2013; Tenny 1998; Ulrey 2009). This construrctioexemplified in (3.29) and
(3.30).
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(3.29) a. The dishwasher needs emptied.
b. Tabs need kept on the suspect.

c. The trash needs taken out.

(3.30) a. Do you need picked up?

b. Have you guys ever opened your work email and saw[sic] @460 emails

that needed addresséd?

c. Justas your house needs cleaned and your car needs chg¢kednechanic,

your body needs a much deserved bfeak

d. Whoever decided the double tap for the rolls was a good idedsislapped.

(c)

e. How do you know when your tonsils need taken out? (G)

This construction unambiguously selects for verbal passwhich is evident from the fact
that while true adjectives are found in all other adjectpassive environments, they are

absolutely unacceptable in this construction (3.32).
(3.31) a. Yourroom needs cleaned.

b. The tank needs filled.
(3.32) a. *Your room needs clean.

b. *The tank needs full.

Patterns of usage with then- prefix further support thisNeeds V-eds only compatible
with the reversativein- which applies only to verbs (see note 3). It is not acceptaitie

the adjective-prefixing negativen-.
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(3.33) a. The door needs unlocked.
b. The door needs closed.
c. *The door needs unopen.

Users of this construction (including myself) find Obj-Exerls to be generally ac-
ceptable with it, provided the context makes their use gmate. Tenny (1998) surveyed

Pittsburgh, PA speakers about sentences like those in)(3.34
(3.34) a. Some people need saddened by tragedy, in ordenigvaavisdom.
b. Nobody needs angered/upset by the truth.
c. The teachers need pleased by the proposed contract, sirikeewill not end.
d. Young people shouldn’'t need depressed by life.
e. The local farmers need concerned by the worsening drought

She found that speakers accepted many of these examplésngvObj-Exp verbs, though
the degree to which they accepted specific examples varisgdnker and sentence.

As a native speaker of this dialect, | too find such examplé®tgenerally acceptable,
but with the caveat that there is considerable variabilityexactly how acceptable. My
intuition however, is that the low acceptability of some @&jp verb examples has more to
do with contextual infelicity than ungrammaticality. Vability in speakers’ acceptance of
certain examples is likely a reflection of how natural thesl feis for a person to need to
be made to feel a certain emotion. Perhaps it is just difftcuinagine contexts in which
it would make sense to talk of someone this Waynlike a car needing to be washed or

a floor needing to be swept, it's rare that someone aeedsto be frightened, annoyed,

This is a frequently mentioned problem with relying solelyintuitions about “acceptability” or “natu-
ralness” as the primary evidence for grammatical strucewen when those intuitions are aggregated across
multiple survey subjects (e.g. Sae 1996; Wasow and Arnold 2005). | return to this point ixelo
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or amazed. But though such situations may be uncommon, wigesittation fits, Obj-
Exp verbs seem perfectly acceptable in the constructioniristance, some (relatively)
common uses of the construction involve verbs describingnaotional change that people

do occasionally require, or at least desire, such as beimfarted or cheered up.
(3.35) a. Everybody needs cheered up now and then.

b. When | need comforted by someone close to me, | just wantltbthem and

have them tell me they understand or that it will be okay. (G)
c. ...they comfort us when we need comforted by just beingetheside us and
not saying a word. (G)

d. He used to wake once a night and only need soothed maybe after that.

(G)
e. They need scared, and a scared straight program doesstargmore. (c)

Likewise, verbs describing certain negative feelings,clvhive generally don’t want or

need, are easier to find when negated.

(3.36) a. Idon’t need frightened by her fashion choices,dtared enough of her poli-

tics. (6)

b. This is your home now and you don’t need bothered by somgthiat is dis-

rupting your life. (G)

c. You don't need confused by learning how to get any othermétion at this

point!

d. I'm feeling bad enough already, | don’'t need depressethdurby hearing

about how good your're life is right now. (G)
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e. City folks might think they don’t need concerned with GMsSGMQO’s. ..M

| suspect that the scarcity of felicitous circumstances-ore precisely the difficulty in
imagining such circumstances—is what lies behind theivelgtiow rating of certain Obj-
Exp verb examples among Tenny’s subjects.

Note also that (3.36d-e) involve two verbs that are fregyeigted as stative Obj-
Exp verbsconcernanddepressand yet both sentences are fine to me. This provides some
evidence that the stativity distinction among Obj-Exp wddnot as clear as claimed. Tenny
hints at this when she observes that speaker’s acceptameetain examples is related to

the degree of eventiveness of the verb.

The Pittsburghese data show us that there is no prohibitioredoal passives
of nonagentive psych verbs arising out of universal granagtrinciples. But
there is a felicity condition (at least in English) that varpassives are more
felicitous the more eventive the verb.A.loose gradient can be defined from
the purely stative ascription of property to the most ewantierb type; | do not
suppose this to be a strictly grammatical construct, bus bme that speakers
make reference to. Individual speakers vary in how strieytare with this

scale in making verbal passivgEmphasis added] (1998: 595)

Here, | think Tenny has zeroed in on exactly the right way tderatand Obj-Exp verb be-
havior in English, not only with respect to this construntibut with other event-denoting
constructions such as the progressive and punctual pdatefrsections of this chapter and
the next, | expand on the notion of gradient stativity, anpl@e how lexical and contex-
tual factors are related to the variable conceptualizaifd@bj-Exp verb emotions as both

states and events.

/It is also possible that there is a register clash in the suexamples that Tenny used—formal lexical
items with an informal construction. But | and other Ohio#re talked to find no distinction in register.
Many (including myself) in fact perceiveeeds washetb be completely standard. This may be different in
Pennsylvania, however.
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Simple tense Progressive Punctual needs V-ed
Grimshaw (1990) All verbs None ?? ??
Pesetsky (1995), Arad (1998), All verbs Non-stative only nhépative only ?7?
Landau (2010b)
Tenny (1998) ?? ?? ?? Most (all?) verbs
Present study All verbs Most (all?) verbs  Most (all?) verbs osk{all?) verbs

Table 3.2: Summary of verbal passive uses among Obj-Exsverb

3.1.2.4 Summary

The evidence presented here offers good reason to beliavattleast some Obj-Exp verbs
can form verbal passives. Use in the iterative progresieepunctual past, and tmeeds
V-edconstruction all require supposedly eventive interpretatof the predicate, and there-
fore are diagnostic of verbal passives. According to a nunolb@uthors however (e.g.
Arad 1998; Landau 2010b; Pesetsky 1995), the eventivepirgition of the passive is
only available with some Obj-Exp verbs and not others. Maayehargued that there exists
a class of stative Obj-Exp verbs that are prohibited frormdpeised in eventive contexts
by virtue of their semantic incompatibility: verbal passigonstructions require eventive
interpretations, but these verbs can only be interpretestadss. The pattern of different
researchers’ claims are shown in Table 3.2.

On its face the argument seems reasonable, but does it gonck$o the actual facts?
Are these verbs categorically prohibited from eventivesys@d more interestingly, what

are we to make of them if they are not? | take up these questidhs rest of this chapter.

3.1.3 Obj-Exp passives and preposition selection

Now | turn to a pattern of behavior unique to Obj-Exp verb pass This is the contrast
between Obj-Exp passive constructions in which the Stisiahgument is realized with a

by phrase, and those in which the Stimulus is realized with dioSyncratic” preposition
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(Langacker 1982). These prepositions are referred to asyidcratic because different
verbs vary in which preposition(s) they allow, and the usea @farticular preposition is
conventionalized to varying degrees for different verlus.dxamplefrightenedandscared

select forof, amazedandsurprisedselectat, andfascinatedselectswith.
(3.37) a. She was frightendry what she heard from her granddaughter, Bethany.

b. She was frightenedf what she heard from her granddaughter, Betljaaya)

(3.38) a. |was amazdaly the conservative reaction to the speech.

b. | was amazedt the conservative reaction to the speech. (coca)

(3.39) a. My father was fascinatég places like Uzbekistan. . .

b. My father was fascinatedith places like Uzbekistan... (coch)

All verbs allowby phrases, though it is sometimes assumed that the variagtwrebn
byand other prepositions is relatively free (e.g. Grimsha@)9many others have claimed
that Obj-Exp passives with idiosyncratic prepositionsikeitibehavior distinct from that of
passives withby phrases (Fabb 1984; Postal 1971; Wasow 1977). Iwata (168B)stance,
notes that passives witly phrases can be construed as true verbal passives, as @udigat
their ability to be used in the progressive. Passives witleioprepositions cannot be used
in the progressive, however. Pesetsky (1995: 32) makesthe sbservation, arguing that

the distinction is “sharp and robust”.
(3.40) a. Sue was continually being scabgtsudden noises.

b. *Sue was continually being scaretisudden noises.

(3.41) a. Bill was often being enragég totally innocent remarks.

b. *Bill was often being enrageat totally innocent remarks.
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Though it is not discussed as often, the punctual past, wiii@hnoses eventivity, also

seems to be incompatible with passives bearing idiosyieqregpositions.

(3.42) a. Bill was sitting around calm as could be, when he wdslanly scarethy an
unexpected groan from the next room.
(Pesetsky 1995: 30)

b. ??Bill was sitting around calm as could be, when he was siyldearedof an

unexpected groan from the next room.

Assuming that the progressive and punctual past are vadid fer verbal passives, such
evidence suggests that passives with prepositions otAebtimust be adjectival.

As for the third verbal passive diagnostic, theeds V-edest, my intuition is that pas-
sives withby (3.43) are much better than those with idiosyncratic prigioos (3.44) in this

construction.

(3.43) a. Some people need saddelgtragedy, in order to achieve wisdom.
b. Nobody needs angered/upbgtthe truth.
c. The teachers need pleadsdthe proposed contract, or the strike will not end.
d. Young people shouldn’t need depresbgdife.

e. Thelocal farmers need concerrmdthe worsening drought

(3.44) a. ??Some people need saddeatdchgedy, in order to achieve wisdom.
b. ??Nobody needs angered/upsdhe truth.

c. ??The teachers need pleaseth the proposed contract, or the strike will not

end.

d. ??Young people shouldn’t need depressid life.
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e. ??The local farmers need concermgith the worsening drought

Again, these sentences are of varying acceptability torbedgfh, but there is a reliable
distinction between passive participles with and withimyiin the needs V-ed@onstruction;
native speakers agree that those viagtare almost always better. Furthermore | have been
able to find only one relevant example of the constructioh ait idiosyncratic preposition

in online searches: (3.36a), repeated in (3.45).
(3.45) City folks might think they don’t need concerned witMG or GMO'’s. . .

This test offers additional evidence for the adjectivatugaf Obj-Exp passives with id-
iosyncratic prepositions.

The stative nature of idiosyncratic Obj-Exp passives ishierr supported by the fact
that passives with idiosyncratic prepositions are much d&eseptable when the Stimulus is

construed agentively (lwata 1993).
(3.46) a. John was intentionally frightened by Bill.

b. *John was intentionally frightened of Bill.
(Iwata 1993: 163).

The use of the agent-oriented advartentionallyforces an interpretation of the sentence
where the Agent (the argument of the PP) actively does sonteth cause the emotion
in the Experiencer. That is to say, it forces an event inatgtion where Bill intentionally
did something to cause John to feel frightened, and so theav@assive is requiredl.
Since passives with idiosyncratic prepositions cannotdael wvith agent-oriented adverbs,
they must lack the potential for eventive interpretatidhisch passives only allow stative

interpretations, and therefore must be adjectival.

8In fact, there are two possible interpretations of (3.48epending on whose mental state the adverb is
taken to modify. The more common reading is the one in whidhi8understood to act purposefully, but
there is another reading in which it is John who intentignelills himself into the state of being frightened.
Of the two, only the latter interpretation is available foe fthough still quite unusual).
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Corpus data paint a more complex picture however. It turngr@itwhile by passives
tend to predominate in agentive sentences (3.47), idioayin@repositions are not entirely

prohibited with passives modified by agent-oriented adv€3bi8).

(3.47) a. The publicis either intentionally frighteneg anti-GMO advocates or simply

naive about the science involved. .. (G)

b. People—the cat is being intentionally startlegl some sort of remote con-

trolled device beneath the rug. (G)
c. ...aperson trying to study and being intentionally amuldyy other students
becomes frustrated. (G)

(3.48) a. | really liked all the shots of the very arlingtmeking people, silly girls in

little shirts and all, looking intentionally borealith life. (G)

b.  No longer will | be intentionally boredith my classes. | will take interest in

them. (©)

c. | would say someone scared enough to shoot someone in dcivaieeeeds

more training but they are intentionally frightenefevery citizef?

However, sentences such as those in (3.48) are not trultiagémthe same way as those
in (3.47). The difference seems to be that the adugemtionallyis actually modifying the
mental state of the Experiencer in (3.48), and not that ofitigerstood external agent, as
it does in (3.47).

Consider for example, the interpretation of (3.48c), as it weeant in context. Sen-
tence (3.48c) was written in a comment thread on an artiabeitadn unarmed man in a
wheelchair who had been shot by the police. The discussidheothread revolved around
the state of mind of the officer who fired, and more generdily,gerception that police of-

ficers tend to maintain a hostile attitude toward civilidhseems clear that the commenter



3.1. VERBAL AND ADJECTIVAL PASSIVES 103

who wrote (3.48c) was talking about the experiencer’sthe officer’s, deliberate effort to
maintain a state of fear directed at civilians. The comnrasteot at all saying that “every
citizen” has purposefully done something with the expresa gf causing the officer to
become frightened, as the typical understanding of the tisgemtionallywould suggest.

But whenof is changed tdoy, the latter, intentional action interpretation become<imu

more likely.

(3.49) 1would say someone scared enough to shoot someoweieaichair needs more

training but they are intentionally frightendg every citizen.

Of course, this is not the interpretation the speaker wisbednvey, hence the use off

The distinction between intentional action on the part & Agent, and intentional
attitude on the part of the Experiencer is even clearer iecaghere the object of the
preposition is inanimate (3.49a-b). The Causer/Agent cfdtsentences could not possibly
be interpreted as having caused the emotion intentionallguch instances, the passive
clause is understood to describe an emotional attitudieejsteliberately held toward some
target. Idiosyncratic passives, therefore, still refestades, even when modified by adverbs
like intentionally.

How exactly a person is understood to intentionally expemean emotion is not always
clear, though it often seems to be associated with an outdigpdiay of an emotion, as in
the girls in (3.49a), or in a willful insistence on holding ¢t holding) a particular attitude
(3.49b-c). The same pattern can be found with non-derivestiemadjectives. Actions are
often treated as indicators of an actor’s emotional staie wehen those actions are seen to

be deliberate or purposeful, the state itself is sometimastcued as intentional.

(3.50) a person who ideliberately unhappy is possibly being manipulative to those

around them, trying to ruin their good mood and steal théeliday spirit°

Other times, the state is seen as being a means to an end, @raksacribed as intentional.
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(3.51) a. Some people becomeliberately angry to control the listener. (G)

b. You might feel that you beconteliberately angry to always get your way or

enjoy the rush of pleasure that comes with raging at the tgwoff lungs. ()

c. The thing that has always [ticked] off critics about thetful Dead was that
they weredeliberately happy, despite the fact that they were wrestling indi-

vidually with their own demons.

d. An Atheist who isdeliberately angry at all religious people for no legitimate

reasor?

| discuss the use of subject-oriented adverbs more in Chapter

The evidence suggests that idiosyncratic passives aretiadje and not verbal, but
can by passives be adjectival as well as verbal? The answer seebes ‘00", though
researchers are not always in agreement about the facts btden suggested for example,
that passives witlby phrases are less acceptable in certain adjectival enventarthan

passives with idiosyncratic prepositions (Wasow 1977 38@ also Emonds 2006).

(

\
annoyed at

bored with
(3.52) a. He acteq the news.

interested in

\tired of

( )
?annoyed

?bored
b. He acted (ﬁ by the news.

??intereste

\ xtired
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AP complement Verb

Obj-Exp verb seem look appear sound act

annoyed 37 87 1 50 13
bored 39 148 9 14 13
frightened 28 105 2 22 2
interested 239 55 26 14 9
tired 90 499 21 67 1

Table 3.3: COCA frequencies of selected Obj-Exp verbs with aidgement verbs

( 3
annoyed at

bored with
(3.53) a. lamverg these developments.

interested in

\tired of

( 3\
?annoyed

?bored
b. lamvery ‘ﬁ by these developments.

??intereste

xtired
\

Personally, | don’t find many of these examples to be so batiddierent verbs vary widely
in the strength of these judgments. Wasow himself notestligajudgments are “rather
delicate” (1977: 349), and it is possible that subtle acaipty distinctions of this kind
are better attributed to frequency effects than differennegrammaticality. For example,
consider the pair that represents the clearest accepyatiffierence in (3.53)tired of vs
tired by. The COCA frequency dired of is 577 times greater than thattokd by (7502/13
=577.08). Compare this to the COCA ratioasfnoyed avs annoyed by238/276 = 0.86).
Looking at the distribution of a few Obj-Exp verbs across\a tkfferent AP comple-
ment verbs in Table 3.2, it is clear that not all AP complemearbs are equally likely

to be used with a given Obj-Exp verb. While low corpus freqyedces not entail low
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acceptability, extremely infrequent forms (relative tormgaetitors) have been shown to cor-
respond to low acceptability ratings (e.g. Bermel and Ki2iftL2; Kempen and Harbusch
2005, 2008). Moreover, this holds even among items alreatheaxtreme low end of the
frequency spectrum (Bader anétssler 2010; Kempen and Harbusch 2008). Not surpris-
ingly, the acceptability of the examples in (3.52b) is mudipioved when the matrix verb

is a more frequent one likeeem

( )

annoyed

bored
(3.54) He seemeg by the news.

interested

?tired

\ 7

The lone hold-out in this case tged, whose low acceptability is likely due to the
relatively low frequency of active transitive usesto€, which is also overwhelmingly
restricted to the physical sense of the worté effort of walking had no doubt tired him
This use of the verb is closely related to two other commoraugstire out and activetire
of (He tired of hoverball and moved on to astrosurjing

Corpus evidence further confirms these intuitions. Exampfethese verbs used as
complements aseem, look, feedndappear(3.55), as well as examples modified by degree

modifiers (3.56), can be easily found whily phrases.

(3.55) a. Columbus shakes his head, but looks increasinggyesied by what he’s

hearing. (coca)
b. He seemed interested by her vdice.

c. | have however one regret, that young female students tiseeon interested

by this type of job. (G)

d. ...Barbarahad begun to feel pretty tired by the continuousd of dish wash-

ing, ... (coca)
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(3.56) a. Today, Ms. Kozoulina was particularly interesigdhe AmeriCorps Vista pro-

gram, ... (coca)
b. Odin was too much tired by his journey from Helheim ... (G)
c. Coach Munch was very annoyed by his Galesville counterpart  (coca)

d. When I graduated | worked at a small firm and | was very boredeppsitions.

(c)

e. Usually I am extremely bored by popular artists doing Gimas albums . (c)

Indeed, adjectival passives willy phrases can be found for a great many Obj-Exp verbs
(e.g.alarmed, baffled, confused, delighted, enraged, fasahgi@led, horrified, irritated,

etc).

(3.57) a. No one seemed alarmed by the signs featuring cactwaracters flipping the

bird (G)
b. It showed, as Minnesota looked baffled by the Wildcat'slLZbne, ... (c)

c. |justyelled “run, its godzirra!” to an asian kid who loakeonfused by the

tornado alarm test ... (G)
d. Samson seemed delighted by the idea of buying it in Liberia (coca)
e. She fought the red demon who looked enraged by her attack. (G)

f. Judge Maxwell was smiling and seemed fascinated by th@adis  (coca)

g. He would quickly return, and the more she seemed galledidwiitics, the

more Hammer enjoyed his sohg.

h. ...but Kacey seems horrified by their miniature size, ... (coch)
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i. Peach acted irritated by this . .. (G)

Of course, frequency is not necessarily the only reasonhi®ildwer acceptability of
some Obj-Exp verbs withy phrases. There are important semantic differences that are
pertinent to the choice of the PP argum@fithe complementarity in preposition selection
reflects the distinction between the two basic types of 8dna that Obj-Exp verb passives
can denote. Verbal passives describe more eventive sitsatwhile adjectival passives
describe more stative ones (Iwata 1993; Pesetsky 1995prdicg to (Osmond 1997: 112),
the prepositiorby “suggests that some trace of verbal function is requiregletperiencing
of the emotion must be construed as an event or process n@ieesemantic characteristics
of certain constructiondyy is the preposition strongly preferred with verbal passives

Interestingly, the event-implying nature lof affects the interpretation and use of adjec-
tival passives as well. Adjectival passives withimply that an event has taken place, and
because of this implication, such passives have a loweedagfrstativity than those with
idiosyncratic prepositions (Iwata 1993: 174). This is retiéel in the tendency for objects
of by in sentences like (3.55-3.57) to refer to events or prosasdker than abstract prop-
erties or stative individual entities. Things like a tornaaarm (3.57¢), an attack (3.57e),
a display (3.57f), or a person’s antics (3.579) all descsiiecific activities or events capa-
ble of provoking specific emotions in a person—in other wptlmgs capable of causing
a change in someone’s mental state. In these instancesitubhon is construed as an
externally caused change, and therefore they are lingaistiencoded as events via a con-
struction that is typically associated with events, lggassive.

This relates back to the observation about agent-orientlwdrbs discussed above.
In cases genuinely involving agents, asGhris was intentionally frightened by Robin
the agent Robin is interpreted as metonymically represgstime causing subevent (e.g.
Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Nunberg 1978, 2004; Pustejovs§;TBalmy 1976; Van Valin

9Consider in contrast the close synonymy betwkeerk andappear—this difference is a much stronger
case for a frequency effect. In COClapk s roughly five times more frequent thappear(568196/113551
=5.003).
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and Wilkins 1996), much like event denoting nouns suclatéack or antics The agent
is deliberately doing something to cause a change of statieeiexperiencer, hence the
emotion is unambiguously construed as a causal procesttjmgsn the use of the event-

denotingby passive. These topics are discussed in more detail in Clsapterd 5.

3.2 Verbal Obj-Exp passives reconsidered

The data and discussion in the previous section show thestllia great deal we don't
know about the behavior of Obj-Exp verb passives. Despiteesapparent agreement in the
literature, there is a worrisome amount of variability ie thata used to support researchers’
various analyses, especially given the relatively smatiga(s) of data most studies rely
on. A question that naturally arises then, is whether, orliatvdegree, claims about Obj-
Exp verbs in the literature correspond to the way speakéusiyeuse them. In this section

| show that many claims about how Obj-Exp verbs can and cammoised simply do not
stand up to closer empirical scrutiny.

Considering the many potential problems with relying ehtin introspective judg-
ments, we should be wary of relying entirely on linguistguitions about constructed ex-
amples. Instead, | shift the empirical focus onto collegtiiata from various sources. Data
from natural usage, i.e. corpus data, is particularly mfative for understanding the subtle
differences in meaning that shape the way these verbs ade—g® hence also shape our
intuitions about specific examples.

In addition to re-evaluating the reliability of acceptalyijudgments, we can also ques-
tion these judgments’ interpretations, i.e. inferencesialvhy something is unacceptable.
This too seems reasonable, given the shakiness of the judgthemselves. Is the stativity
of verbs likedepresghe only reason for their lower acceptability in verbal passonstruc-

tions? The relationship between grammaticality and aed®igy is complex and still not
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well understood, and it is prudent to be cautious in makirgabtrclaims based on sub-
tle semantic and pragmatic distinctions of the kind opeeath many Obj-Exp examples.
Contrary to what is sometimes assumed, the intuitions absydhpverbs are not nearly
as clear as those regarding other phenom@ar instance, the sentences in (3.58) from
Pesetsky (1995) may be considered somewhat bad, but thegréaely interpretable, and
in my opinion, nowhere near as bad as sentences involvinggisland violations (3.59)

or center embedding (3.60).
(3.58) a. ??0dd noises were continually depressing Sue.

b. ??Sue was continually being depressed by odd noises.
(3.59) *Whq did you hear Pat’s joke about;?
(3.60) *The mouse the cat | just got chased escaped.

Examples like (3.59) and (3.60) are really quite difficulteieen make sense of, unlike
(3.58). In most theories, only (3.59) is considered to becoeptable due to features of the
grammar, while (3.60) is hypothesized to be bad by virtugsohigh processing difficulty
(Chomsky and Miller 1963}! Recent debates about the role of intuitions as evidence in
linguistic theory have rightly pointed out that acceptipils sensitive to numerous influ-
ences (Cowart 1997; Gibson and Fedorenko 2010i2eH.996; Wasow and Arnold 2005;
among many others). Absent independent evidence (e.gpaaof natural usage found in
corpus data), it can be difficult to know what to make of aushdifferent, and sometimes
contradictory, intuitions.

Take for example the intuitions about progressive usdgpfesgprovided by Grimshaw
(1990) and Pesetsky (1995).

1070 be fair, the delicacy of judgments is in fact often mengidnn the literature, but just as often the
implications of this are simply brushed aside. Researdypisally proceed forward with their analyses as if
the distinctions were clear and robust (see, for instanaadau 2010: 29-31).

1 Though even this distinction is controversial (e.g. Hofsteri and Sag 2010; Sprouse et al. 2012).
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(3.61) a. The situation is depressing Mary.
(Grimshaw 1990: 114)

b. ??0dd noises were continually depressing Sue.
(Pesetsky 1995: 29)

Grimshaw finds (3.61a) unproblematically acceptable, lmseBsky finds its acceptability
“surprising” (1995: 30). Pesetsky’s surprise comes fromfttt that according to hinde-
pressis stative, and stative verbs are supposedly incompatibketie progressive (3.61b).
But of course his diagnosis depressas stative comes from his own intuitions about other
examples involving the progressive with this verb. So samet progressivelepresss
acceptable, but other times it is not. What are we to make sktheserging intuitions?
Pesetsky seems to treat the more basic, unmodified caseastmional one (3.61a),
arguing that the factors renderirdgpressunacceptable when modified ontinually
(3.61b) must also apply in the broader context. One couldgsi®asily argue the inverse
however, that it is th@nacceptabilityof (3.61b) that is odd, given (3.61a). This is standard
for most approaches to variation in aspectual interpatativhich assume that the unac-
ceptability of predicates (or sentences) with certain @i is due to the incompatibility
of the meaning of the modifier with the meaning of the moredpstdicate, not that the
basic predicate must involve some special interpretagog. Qowty 1979; Kearns 2000;
Vendler 1967). Regardless of how one wishes to analyze tretaehdwever, the question
remains as to what exactly lies behind the intuitions abloertt. For example, | find with a

little context, and minor semantic changes to the arguméaatativedepresss not so bad.

(3.62) Mary had to stop watching the news because she wasgalhy being depressed

by the situation in West Africa.
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With such a small data set, it is difficult to unpack the vasigyntactic, semantic, or prag-
matic factors that may lie behind these intuitions. What wedntderefore is a more repre-
sentative picture of how these verbs are used “in the wild”.

Rather than rehash previous analyses based on the exanmegladyatliscussed else-
where, let us (re)consider some of these claims in light mfeswce from naturally occurring
English data. For the sake of clarity, | provide a tentatisedf inherently stativ®EPRESS
verbs. In (3.63a) are a few stative Obj-Exp verbs that haes explicitly mentioned by
various authors (Arad 1998; Bouchard 1995; Grimshaw 199@daa 2010b; Pesetsky
1995). In (3.63b) are more verbs that have been mentiondtititerature as being obli-
gatorily non-agentive, i.e. non-volitiori&l(e.g. DiDesidero 1999; Grimshaw 1990; Martin

2013; Verhoeven 2010a).
(3.63) (stativepEPRESSverbs:

a. bore, concern, depress, worry

b. alarm, amaze, astonish, captivate, delight, fascinateifypplease

While agentivity and stativity are independent propertiesnany respects, the two are
connected inasmuch as stative predicates are generadly tatt be agentive (Cruse 1973;
Dowty 1979; Gruber 1976; Lakoff 1966; Lee 197%#)This correlation is borne out by
the tendency for all the purportedly stative verbs in (3)&8aalso be included in lists
of purportedly non-agentive verbs (e.g. DiDesidero 1998mGhaw 1990). It stands to
reason that non-agentive Obj-Exp verbs might also be eixelysstative, in which case
their inability to be used agentively might follow from thaitative nature (assuming that

stative verbs are indeed non-agentive). My own intuitiolthis scenario; the non-agentive

12psych-verb agentivity is the topic of Chapter 5. A typicatter agentive uses is modification biglib-
erately, as inThe clown deliberately amused/*amazed the children.

13The relation between stativity and agentivity is still nagliwnderstood. Part of the reason for this is
that many of the diagnostics originally proposed for stgtie.g. modification with adverbs likdeliberately
or use in the imperative and thehat X did was. . constructions, actually diagnose agentivity (Dowty 1979;
Lakoff 1966; Lee 1971).
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Obj-Exp verbs in (3.63b) are somewhat odd to varying degretiee iterative progressive

and punctual past (3.64).

\

(
?alarmed
?amazed

(3.64) a. Sue was continually beir{g??captivateI by unexpected noises.

??fascinate

\ ??pleased )

4 A
?alarmed

?amazed

b. Bill was suddenly ??captivateI by an unexpected noise.

??fascinate

K??pleased )
Based on data such as (3.64), we could plausibly add the vert&@3b) to the list of
obligatorily stativeDEPRESSverbs.

In the following sections | examine the use of the verbs iB83B.in the (iterative)
progressive and the punctual past. The evidence will shattliese verbs, like the rest of

the Obj-Exp verbs, display both stative and non-stativeaisiein.

3.2.1 New progressive data

Despite my intuitions about examples like those in (3.6d)adrom natural usage show that
any Obj-Exp verb can be used in the progressive passive wiitegative interpretation—
even those that are most frequently claimed to denote segdore, concern, depress

andworry.

(3.65) a. If you turn on the TV and are continually being bobgdthe programming,

it’s likely you have the wrong type of cable package. (G)
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b. I've been a big fan of Ghost Hunters, despite constantiggobored by the

lack of real good evidence much of the time and general saskin (G)

c. Our boys are constantly being depressed by watching elaer sister go off

to Disney, on cruises, to Europe this summer with family,. .. (G)

d. You are not being stupid, you are being concerned by armabwhange in

your cat’s normal behavior. (G)
e. ...because itwill getyou stressed a LOT if you are cotisthring depressed
by these fucking idiots. (G)

f.  Most parents and professionals are being concerned byrbertainty of the

times that we live in. (G)

g. If you are continually being worried by what you are pulfiig, you’'ll miss

out on every one of the good stulff. (G)

These examples sound fine to my ear, and it is hard to arguehiéatare not genuine
examples of iterative and/or eventive progressives. Famgike, (3.65a-b) are referring
to multiple instances of being bored by some TV program ogrms, (3.65c) involves
the speaker’s boys being depressed on various occasiomeipysister's adventures, and
(3.65d) (arguably) refers to multiple instances of the adslee observing their cat’s new
behavior and becoming concerned because of it. ExamplegBa®mes from a YouTube
comment thread, and the commenter is referring to the aslele&sreaction (being de-
pressed) to others’ frequent and boorish comments.

Examples (3.65e-f) also fit this pattern, though they do at#rrto repeated events in
the actual world. In these cases, the progressive is used thbespeaker is construing the
situation as one in which the experiencer is repeatedlygpeng or thinking about some

entity. In other words, these sentences refer to multipenes/of an experiencer thinking
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about something (usually abstract) and becoming depresggded, or concerned by it.
This can involve a truly iterative interpretation where agde individual experiences re-
peated instances of being depressed by some thought'as aontinually depressed by
the possibility that I'll never finish this dissertatiom such cases, the experiencer is not
in a constant state of depression. Rather, the state is gedsais an intermittent one that
comes on whenever he thinks about the stimulus. Such “thgnéwvents” play a crucial role
in initiating a causal chain (Croft 1991, 1993; LangackerZ9&lmy 1976) which culmi-
nates in the Experiencer feeling the emotion expressedeyetb. In sentences like these,
it would seem that the situation in question is conceptedliess as an ongoing emotional
state and more as a discrete process that can be iteratetihoser

Likewise, passives of oth@vEPRESSverbs likecaptivate, delight, horrify, fascinate
andpleaseare also found in similar contexts with the progressive. #ese verbs are fre-
qguently claimed to resist agentive uses, they could by sikterbe considered stative as

well.

(3.66) a. | was continually being astonished by the imaginatised in creating these

worlds and their workings. (G)

b. I am constantly being delighted by the wide variety of flavihat vegetables

provide, flavors that are lost when they are relegated te*slghes. (G)
c. |live with my garden, follow it and am constantly beingdamated by it. (c)

d. She explained that she was constantly being pleased kjriN¢d advance-

ments, ... (G)

e. If I'm constantly being pleased by the graphics and thifgsseeing in the

game, I'm probably going to be in a pretty positive mindset .. (G)

Examples like these are not difficult to find, and show thatghwmcess interpretation is

indeed available to a wide range of Obj-Exp verbs.
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This is further confirmed by evidence dépresg3.67),bore(3.68), andnterest(3.69)
being used in the active progressive when modified by advenp$ying iterative pro-

cessed?

(3.67) a. | had a severe weight problem—one that was corlyndepressing me and

affecting my health. (G)

b. Life is tough enough without people continually depnegsine with racial

bigottry[sic]. (G)

c. Mercy for Animals is always depressing me with their ugdger investiga-

tions... (G)

d. The human race is constantly depressing me... (G)

e. Such comments are constantly depressing me. (G)

(3.68) a. ...school was always boring me to death. .. (G)

b. They were terrible actors, not dramatic enough and cotigthoring us with

all these facts. (G)

c. She was the woman with a fake smile on her face who wore taihmakeup

and perfume and was always boring her friends by talking otk gossip.

(c)

d. Since he is often boring us with his knowledge about cellggprts,... (c)

(3.69) a. | say that the compliment is in fact quite often riesting me less than the

fragrance that garnered it. (G)

b. Thanks to Brian Cole for continually interesting me in Feutransforms.

l4searches foconcernwere unsuccessful due to the overwhelming number of hitésf@mompeting sense
of ‘pertaining to’.
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c. Yet some truly romantic or light or humorous thing is ofteteresting me(c)

d. Most current young charvas take up Engineering in their EEC&ue to the

subject often interesting them. (G)

Similarly, non-agentive verbs likemaze, captivate, fascinatendsaddenare also found

with active progressive uses.
(3.70) a. Technology is constantly amazing me. (G)
b. My son is constantly amazing me with all the things he knows (G)

c. The ever-changing Montana landscape is yet another es@mirmspiration,

continually captivating me with its timeless beauty and emergy. (G)
d. Sunsets are constantly captivating me. (G)

e. Constantly fascinating me is the play of oil paints shifttmder a slashing

stroke, changing shape, mixing with an adjacent color. (G)

f.  The transition of literary works to film is something treatonstantly fascinat-

ing me, (G)
g. Itkeeps surprising me, often saddening me greatly, (G)

h. Not only is this a recurring problem that has been frequesggddening me,

but life seems to be passing by quickly as well. (G)

While it may not be the most common way of using these verbsitéhative progressive

is clearly available to them when the situation makes it appate.
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3.2.2 New punctual data

Assuming that use of a verb in the punctual past tense is aiskable diagnostic for sta-
tivity (see Section 3.1.2), we can examine the use of suplhpseativeDEPRESSODbj-EXp
verbs in this context. The expectation is that these verbigldibe substantially less accept-
able than other Obj-Exp verbs in the punctual past. In thsg cas with the progressive, the

evidence is fairly incontrovertibl@eEPRESSverbs are perfectly fine with the punctual past.

(3.71) a. The nickname, which I'd once found funny, suddelelgressed me even mdre.
b. ...the thought of re-reading ‘First among equals’ sutiddapressed mé.
c. These pretensions to morality, though, suddenly bored.me (G)

d. Maybe, but Janice’s love-hate relationship with Ray Seasueldenly bored

her to tears.

e. The kumquat suddenly intrigued me. For years | had alwajlked by that

little mysterious orange fruit and never paid it any attemti (G)
f. Theidea suddenly intrigued me. (G)
g. Thistopic suddenly interested me for some reason. (G)

h. The mystery of the pyramid suddenly fascinated Landry laaeven ques-

tioned Root. (coca)
i. It suddenly concerned me to see Ervil patronizing my redat"
j. Today | saw a post on Facebook that immediately concerreed m (G)

k. What immediately captivated me about this film was the gmedar lighting

and cinematography (G)
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m.

This lack of infant weight gain immediately worried me, .. (G)

It suddenly struck me that | could be the unknowing dupelofd of contra-

band. (coca)

This extends to punctual past uses of passive verbs as well.

(3.72) a.

g.

h.

| was suddenly depressed by the thought that | may $een the sun for the

last time, three days ago. (G)

Typed ‘fantabulous’ and was suddenly concerned by thegedgle beneath
it.x
It was as if the neighborhood bully had flattened the neagidsod wimp and

was suddenly horrified by what he’d done (G)

He was suddenly fascinated by the golden flux of the BlackaBéeahe gray
dotted line of huts by the shore (G)

It gets triggered when a partner holds eye contact withesom else for a
split second too long, or when a rival stands too close to Yawed one or is

suddenly fascinated by the minutia of his or her life. (coca)

Figgins is suddenly concerned by this because “Ameriesmg have come

down with a serious case of Twilight fever.” (G)
...they are suddenly concerned by a drop in business ... (G)
| was suddenly concerned by the urgency in Edward’s voice. (G)

One could argue—as Pesetsky does—that examples of prvgres®RESSverbs involve

a special kind of interpretation (more on this below), buhtfit hard to interpret the data

in (3.71) and (3.72) in any fashion other than the typicaiiptetation we would associate
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with the punctual past. These examples refer to the suddsegt of some emotion in the
same way that (3.73a) refers to the sudden appearance bbaedile or (3.73b) the sudden

dawning of some realization.

(3.73) a. ...the golem’s silhouette suddenly appeared tmubkat misty horizon ...

(coch)
b. It suddenly dawned on Martin that the man had to be in hisrg@®s. (coca)

Unlike with the progressive examples, | see no reason tondlaatDEPRESSverbs cannot
have genuine punctual past tense uses. Assuming this emert reliably diagnoses non-
stativity, and hence requires verbal passives as in (3tfi@)evidence clearly contradicts
claims thabEPRESSverbs are obligatorily barred from non-stative uses.

Of course, this rests on the assumption that the punctuabpasonmentdoesin fact
require non-stative predicates, but as | show, this assamptay not be viable. Interest-
ingly, it appears that the punctual past environment is mstricted to verbal passives.
Obj-Exp passives with idiosyncratic prepositions, whiah 6ther verbal passive tests, do

show up in the punctual past.

(3.74) a. Nevertheless, after the aforementioned bubbist lgovernments around the

globe were suddenly scared of the coming apocalypse, ... (G)
b. 1was suddenly scared of where we were going. (G)

c. Clements said nothing, and Ulrich was suddenly concernleovameekly the

man was taking his licks. (coca)

d. Robert was suddenly surprised at the words that had comef tig mouth.
(©)

e. My son was suddenly fascinated with rock climbing, ... (G)
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f.  He was suddenly amused at how serious the two men in hiedfeated the

demands of one old ranchero. (G)

g. On his way home from a gig one night he looked up and was siylkesci-

nated with the stars, especially the constellation Orion. (G)

h. She was suddenly surprised at the familiar masculing sésandalwood that

reached her nose. (G)

i. After a few days he was suddenly bored with the doll and nevishinto cars

and trains. (G)

Idiosyncratic passives of many Obj-Exp verbs are found ia tonstruction. How-
ever, some verbs are more frequent than others, and thesefraquent verbs tend to be
those that describe emotions like fear, surprise, shoak,aamazement or astonishment.
Impressionistically, these are emotions that tend to bemapced as coming on abruptly,
in contrast to other emotions like boredom and depressiochndre experienced as emerg-
ing more gradually (Pesetsky 1995; Hatori 1997). Considgthie meaning of adverbs like
suddenlythe likelihood of an Obj-Exp verb to be used in the punctuetgense is deter-
mined largely by the suddenness with which the verb’s emasithought to prototypically
arise (Pesetsky 1995). The explanation for the variable@ability among Obj-Exp verbs
in the punctual past then lies not in an ontological diffeeehetween stative vs. non-stative
eventualities, but in the degree to which a speaker/listsrléely to construe an emotion
as coming on suddenly. Importantly, it appears that all - verb emotions have the
potential to be construed as arising suddenly, though tldeswness of the onset is more
likely for some emotions than others. | explore the punghaat futher in Section 3.3.2 of
this chapter, and | examine the temporal properties of Oip~&erbs more in Chapter 4.
Ultimately, it will become clear that the punctual past does unambiguously diagnose
stativity, making it a suboptimal tool for investigatingethspectual properties of Obj-Exp

verbs.
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3.3 Lexical or grammatical aspect?

Before turning to the details of specific Obj-Exp verbs’ megsi | return to the issue
of stative verbs and the progressive construction. Undedsig what is going on with
intuitions about (stative) Obj-Exp verbs in the progressmill provide a necessary piece

of the larger Obj-Exp puzzle.

3.3.1 Stativity and the progressive

Consider again the distinction between the two progressimsteuctions in (3.75), repeated

from (3.63).
(3.75) a. The situation is depressing Mary.
b. ??0dd noises were continually depressing Sue.

Having established in Section 3.2 that speakers are wiltinggedepressn the progressive
construction (active or passive), the intuitions in (3.i/guire an explanation. Under other
circumstances, we might simply attribute the relative geatability of (3.75b) to some
semantic or pragmatic peculiarity and move on, howeverdisisrepancy in acceptability
features prominently in many analyses of Obj-Exp verbstsam't simply be ignored.
Moreover, any adequate analysis of these verbs should loavetking to say about why
and how such semantic or pragmatic peculiarities arise.

In this section | examine two alternative approaches to dpjgarent discrepancy. In
Section 3.3.1.1, | consider Pesetsky’s “judgment” intetation analysis (see Section 3.1.2),
and show how it fails to account for the available facts. ot 3.3.1.2, | suggest an al-
ternative which is at once traditional and radical: thatéhie nothing special about uses of
Obj-Exp verbs in the progressive construction. Any thedrgxical and aspectual seman-
tics must have an account for progressive (and passivepfisesbs of all aspectual types,

including stative verbs such asderstand
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(3.76) a. Soif I'm understanding the purpose of this forunrectly, ... (G)

b. The agricultural industry also is increasing its usageoohpost in a slow but
steady fashion as the benefits of organic matter are beingrstodd once

again. (coca)

The intuitions about any particular Obj-Exp verb in such astouction should simply

follow from the same principles of interpretation govenimses of other stative verbs.

3.3.1.1 Pesetsky’s “judgment” reading

As | discussed briefly in Section 3.1.2, Pesetsky (1995lpvohg Baker (1989), accounts
for the difference between (3.77a) and (3.77b) by appea&tirsgdifferent kind of interpre-

tation of the progressive, the “judgment” interpretatiahjch is only applicable in (3.77a).

(3.77) a. The situation is depressing Mary.
b. ??0dd noises were continually depressing Sue.

Again, under Pesetsky’s analysis, this interpretatiomefdrogressive involves the speaker
making a judgment that the situation being referred to hasjaibe completed. Exploring
the notion of a “judgment” interpretation in more detailwever, reveals some intriguing
observations that don’t quite jibe with his analysis of @ verbs. Nevertheless, his
analysis has been quite influential in other work on Obj-Eg&fbowpassives (e.g. Bouchard
1995; Iwata 1993; Landau 2002,2010), and so | feel it meoitsesfurther exploration.

Examples of progressive usesd#pressare shown in (3.78).
(3.78) a. The scene is depressing Ruby. (coca)

b. Stop. You're depressing me. (coca)
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c. And if that flattening of the field of possibilities is preely what's depressing

you,... (coca)
d. All this negativity is depressing me (G)
e. Tumblris depressing me and weakening my self esteem!! (G)
f. See, | would just delete my FB account if it was depressieg m (G)

g. In your case, you Americans have become one of the mostssgu, sup-
pressed people on earth regarding what you can and can narsaghis is

depressing you, | believe. (coca)

What Pesetsky seems to be saying is that by using the progresth the (supposedly)
stative verbdepressthe speaker is implicating that she is still in the procdssvaluating
whether that state holds. In other words, when | &/ scene is depressing Rulbyam
implying thatl think the scene depresses Ruby, but I'm not quite sure yet if thiziés t
This incomplete judgment is claimed to explain why such eseces are most felicitously
uttered only while the situation is still unfolding: the giient is an intermediate one, based
only on available evidence (see also Bouchard 1995: 311-313)

Although | agree with the latter conclusion regarding thaditbons on felicitous use
of stative progressives, the “judgment” characterizai®somewhat problematic. First,
it cannot explain why some stative verbs are better in thgressive than others. While
many stative verbs can be used in the progressivel(xg,. hate, admire, understand, fgel
other stative verbs such asntain, know, belong t@ndoweare much less felicitous in it
(Dowty 1975; Lakoff 1966; Mufwene 1984). Consider again egban(3.79), from Baker
(1989: 582).

(3.79) Karen s finally understanding the proof.

Baker suggests that the progressive useirderstandin (3.79) is acceptable owing to

the judgment that Karen is considered to be “only partly dgog through the proof”
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(1989: 489). Again, the speaker is using the progressivapdyithat he is unsure whether
Karen does in fact understand the proof. A natural questmweler, is why this same

interpretation does not also render (3.80) acceptable.
(3.80) *Karen is finally knowing the answer.

Suppose someone is in the process of giving an answer to Kayeestion, yet has not
finished explaining it. According to Pesetsky’s analys&)auld be able to say (3.80), with
the implication that I'm not sure whether Karen knows the &uswer yet. The contexts
and pragmatic function of the progressive seem to be (nNeddwntical across (3.79-3.80),
yet only (3.79) is felicitous. Something about the naturehaf state described kynow
precludes its use in the progressive. There seems to be akgyonent missing from the
“jludgment” approach.

As a brief aside, | note that Web searches (with the appriepdaveats) confirm the
relative unacceptability oknow in the progressive. A Google search for the restricted
“I (\weltheylyou finally know the” returned 901K hits, while a search foniare finally
knowing the” yielded exactly 8540 hits, for a ratio of 0.00®gressive to non-progressive
sentences. ldentical searches replakmgwwith understands/ielded a significantly higher
proportion of progressives famderstand284K/2.08Mil = 0.136;x%(1) = 9898966, p ~
0). Stefanowitsch and Gries (2003) find similar results mirtinvestigation of the collo-
cational strength of numerous verbs in the progressivehdir study,knowexhibited the
weakest association with the progressive by a wide margmilgwnderstandfell some-
where in the middle of the range of verbsConsidering the relative ease with which ex-
amples of progressiveEPRESSverbs can be found, it would seem they are closer to stative

verbs likeunderstandhan to stative verbs likknow

15stefanowitsch and Gries (2003: 231) only report the 30 vaitisthe strongest and weakest association
with the progressive constructiodnderstands on neither list, whilknowis the second weakest (aftes).
Similar collostructional measures are impossible to ddvWikeb data due to the unreliability of Google’s
numbers. Additionally, comparative collostructional lysas of the two verbs in COCA were uninformative
as thep values generated by Fisher Exact tests were indistinghlistidom each other: both were 0.
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A second problem is that by treating the meaning of stativgmssives solely as a
means of implicating the speaker’s uncertainty, the “judgthanalysis would appear to
conflict with situations in which the speaker is also the Eigreer of the emotion, as in
(3.81) and (3.82).

(3.81) a. Stop. You're depressing me. (coca)
b.  All this negativity is depressing me (G)
c. Tumblris depressing me and weakening my self esteem!! (G)
d. See, I would just delete my FB account if it was depressiag m (G)

(3.82) a. |am mentally unstable and depressed, | might endlu myself over this,

that's how much | am being depressed by this whole thing. (G)
b. It helps to remember that when | am being depressed by th&! ne (G)
c. lam being depressed by the thought that | am being depllesse (G)

When the speaker is the one being emotionally affected—aysl a—it strikes me as
quite odd to infer that she is making an intermediate judgnadout her feelings. If |
saythis movie is really depressing raen | implying that I'm unsure whether | am actually
feeling depressed while watching the movie? Following tiggd of the “judgment” reading
approach, this would seem to be the intended use, but agaid tHis interpretation very
unlikely. Using the progressive in this way is indeed onlycitous while the situation is
still unfolding, e.g. while the movie is playing, but thisnst unique to these stative verbs.
This leads to a final objection, which is that the “judgmentakysis seems to confuse
aspects of our interpretation of a sentence that are dueimaleand compositional se-
mantics with those that arise from pragmatic inferencesiath® use of that sentence in a
particular context. Both Baker and Pesetsky point out thatetprogressives are only fe-

licitous when the state being referred to obtains at the tihspeaking, but neither seems to
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take the logical step to unify this interpretation with tieegentially) identical interpretation

of non-stative progressives, namely that the event they tefis on-going.
(3.83) I am typing on my laptop (right now).

The semantics of the progressive construction entailgaicettings about (a speaker’s rep-
resentation of) the temporal characteristics of a sitma@md this may or may not imply
something about the situation itself. In one view, sayingeager is “making a judgment”
about some situation in the world adwaystrue, in the trivial sense that she must be con-
structing some mental representation of the situation.cbhmeeptualization of a situation,
and specifically its internal temporal structure, is susspsitive to numerous contextual
factors, but this applies to all situations, not just thoserefer to with the progressive.
Generally speaking, the progressive construction is §ffyi@ssumed to encode an inter-
pretation of on-going-ness or incompleteness, and imptiytdacks an entailment that the
situation ever be completed (in the world of evaluation astg(Bennett and Partee 1972;
Dowty 1979; Smith 1991). This lack of an entailment has thredwf the speaker making
no commitment to the truth of the state/event beyond the tiugterance, and such a lack
of commitment can potentially give rise to several possitglicatures depending on the
context (Deo 2009). This is where | believe the judgmentefi@hce) about the speaker’s
uncertainty ultimately comes from.

All told, the “judgment” interpretation approach to progsere uses of purportedly sta-
tive Obj-Exp verbs likebore, concern,anddepresss rather weak, both empirically and
conceptually. Examples of theeePRESSverbs in the progressive are too common (in the
active and passive) to ignore. At the same time, the kind tefpmetation he wants to as-
sign to these (theoretically) special cases is not intgricaherent, nor does it apply to all

examples of progressive Obj-Exp verbs.
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3.3.1.2 Impermanence in stative progressives

Instead of treating progressive uses of stative verbs aspéinnal cases which involve
qualitatively different kinds of interpretations, suppage assume their interpretations fol-
low from general mechanisms of semantic interpretatiorat T4y suppose that whatever
processes render progressive uses of verbs denoting dyeasmtualities felicitous, also
render progressive uses of (certain) stative predicatiegdels. Indeed, many analyses of
progressive aspect have attempted to identify a unified megdor the progressive that is
compatible with stative and non-stative verbs (Bertine@84;, de Swart 1998; Mufwene
1984; Smith 1991; among others). Under such approachegdhinat Obj-Exp verbs can
in principle be used in constructions that typically require eventieglgal) participles, such
as the progressive, should not be too surprising, giventhigae are general mechanisms
for arriving at interpretations of iterative progressientences.

Informally, the progressive in English is interpreted toaméhat the speaker is talking
about the situation as if it were still unfolding; it “[takess inside the duration of the
reported event to where the event is in progress” (Kearn8:2I85). This interpretation is
most often applied to the progressive with eventive verbsjths also claimed to be the
function of the progressive with states. The progressiesqats the state as an on-going
(perhaps dynamic) situation (Smith 1991). Stative pragves entail that the state holds
at some specific time of reference, unlike statives in thekmast or present which are
neutral regarding the temporal extent of the state theytedimwty 1979).

Formally, the meaning of the progressive has often beeracteized in terms of inter-
val semantics. This approach traces back to Bennett andeRaQ&2) and Dowty (1977,
1979), and remains a common model for the meaning of the gssiye (e.g. Deo 2009).
The basic formulation, simplifying considerably, goes @ofvs: for any predicate that
is true at some interval the progressiverRoq o) is true at a subinterval’, if and only

if i properly contains’, andi’ is not a final interval of.16 On the face of it, this analysis

16This characterization by no means captures the complekityeosemantics of the English progressive,
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of the progressive does not seem as if it would be incomgatilith states, since in for-
mal terms, a stative predicate is taken to be true at an edt@rst in case it is true at all
moments (subintervals) within that interval (Dowty 1973%. what is it about some stative
verbs that they readily allow progressive usds(y is finally understanding the problgm
while others generally do notlary is finally knowing the problej?

In answer to this, Mufwene (1984) suggests that the verpnatf a clear-cut stative/non-
stative dichotomy is ill-conceived. He proposes instead #ventualities be redefined in
terms of their potential for permanence (or converselyydience). The stativity scale is
recast as “nothing but@URATION scale on which, theoretically, native speakers distribute
the verbs/predicates they use” (Mufwene 1984:3T)nder such an approach, the relevant
determinant for the use of a predicate in the progressivenéistly reduces to the duration
of the situation it denotes. This builds off Leech and Svukik\(1975: 65) idea that for
stative verbs, “the effect of the progressive is to put emsfghan the limited duration of the

state of affairs”. Mufwene takes the progressive constadb be basically a “stativizing’
aspect”, which assigns transient duration to the integpiget of a predicate (see also Dowty
1975; de Swart 1998; Michaelis 2004; Vlach 1981; among s)h&redicates that cannot
be construed as transient in any relevant sense are thetetst likely to be used in the
progressive. Conversely, verbs that (prototypically) deschighly transient eventualities
are most likely to be used in the progressive.

Focusing on stative predicates, the difference in inteéapien between the progressive

and the simple present can be most clearly seen in examide81B84—-3.85).

(3.84) a. Long lives in the village of Grogan’s Mill. (coca)

which has a long and varied literature (see also Bertin&®a 1Higginbotham 2004; Landman 1992; Parsons
1990; Portner 1998; Vlach 1981; among others).

"\Whether linguistic theory ultimately should do away with \déer/Dowty/Bach style taxonomies of even-
tuality classes is a question well beyond the scope of trmudion here, but such a move does not seem to
be a requirement for adopting Mufwene’s general idea. Fampte, we could view duration or potential for
permanence as one of several gradient orthogonal dimensiaging over aspectual types. Various aspectual
types (e.g. activities, accomplishments, achievemewigdde characterized in terms of the relative degree
of temporal permanence associated with prototypical mesnifeeach class.
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b. Longis living in the village of Grogan’s Mill.

(3.85) a. He then used rustic woods to construct furnitureafmost every room, in-

cluding . .. a built-in bench that stands in the entry. (coca)

b. ...including...a built-in bench that is standing in timérg

While both constructions describe states that presently dbtheir subjects, the simple
present examples imply that those states are somewhat penin&d hey are presented as
characteristic traits of their subjed$The speaker in (3.84a), for instance, appears to treat
it as a basic fact about Long that he lives in Grogan’s MilleTgrogressive in (3.84b) on
the other hand, implies that the speaker views Long’s lim@rogan Mill as a relatively
new or temporary fact about his current state. A similar @sttregarding the location of
the bench is found in (3.85).

Although lexical stativity is closely tied to (potentialdjgpermanence, it does not guar-
antee it. The interpretation of temporariness is largehtiogent on the nature of the state
and the entity it is predicated of, as well as other contédxtiraumstances. This fact ac-
counts for the variable frequency of progressive uses ardifiegent kinds of stative verbs,
which on the whole, describe relatively permanent statesic& example of this comes
from Dowty (1975: 582), who observes that when the locatibaroentity is necessarily
fixed, the progressive is much less acceptable with stasilesvdenoting spatial configura-

tions.

lies
(3.86) New Orlean at the mouth of the Mississippi River.
1S lying
In most circumstances, the geographical location of Neve&hs is not seen as movable,

and so its present location is treated as a characterisifepty, expressed linguistically

18This aspect of the simple present is part of what gives riseotoalled “characteristic property” uses
of transitive verbs, as ithat dog bites(Levin 1993: 39). The characteristic property interprietatis not
available with the progressivéh@t dog is biting, which can only have the on-going process interpretation.
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via the simple present construction (Deo 2009). Similargrps describing certain kinds
of motion (e.gflow, run, twis} also imply permanent characteristics of their subjectd, a

are preferred in the simple present (Dowty 1975, 1979).

_ flows
(3.87) The river through the center of town.

x1S flowing

On the other hand, entities that are not typically constagdesiding in a fixed location
tend to be used with locative predicates in the progresSilteen the subject refers to a
human, the progressive is overwhelmingly preferred witsséhverbs, owing to the fact
that humans are generally not construed as having fixeddosafThe progressive in such

cases highlights that the person is in the specified locatmiytemporarily.
(3.88) a. Bill Wardlaw is standing in the world’s largest apple. (coca)
b. Bill Wardlaw stands in the world’s largest apple pie.

When permanent residence in a location is deemed partiguddd or unlikely, as in the
world’s largest apple pie, the simple present sounds ratesualft®
As a final illustrative example, consider the descriptiomofimmovable object (e.g. a

tree) relative to some transient location. Consider an exghiike (3.89).

(3.89) A: Do you see the redwood tree?

B: No.
xit stands S
A: But right in front of you!
it's standing
Here, the transience of the tree’s location (and hence tlehmweferred use of the progres-
sive) arises because the location that is being mentionedérence to it is not a permanent

one. Unlike the exact geographical location of the treeciitioes not change, the space

9Certain discourse circumstances can render the simplemragpropriate, as in the case of the historical
present, the “sportscaster presente(shoots, he scorgslor other narrative structures. For the discussion
here, all examples of the simple present should be undetstoexclude these interpretations.



3.3. LEXICAL OR GRAMMATICAL ASPECT? 132

“right in front of” the interlocutor is not a fixed one in the texnal world. It is defined
relative to the position and orientation of the interlocutehich we assume are not per-
manent, and quite easily and frequently changed. Agaiarenices about the transience of
the spatial configuration described by a predicate are basedr stored knowledge of the
entities and relations involved. What is important in alldbeases is the nature of the state
expressed by the entire sentence: how permanent is theoloadtthe figure (subject) to
the ground (the argument of a locative PP, for example).

The permanent vs. transient state distiction has intugirenections to the well-known
individual-level vs. stage-level distinction (Carlson I97and one could appeal to formal
semantic treatments of this distinction to capture thec@injpatibility of certain stative
verbs with the progressive (see, e.g. Chierchia 1995; Djek#92; Dowty 1979; Kratzer
1995)20 Alternatively, some have suggested that temporarines®is @ matter of prag-
matic inference, arising as a result of semantic underBpation (Deo 2009; Maienborn
2004). In a recent crosslinguistic analysis of imperfextand progressive aspect, Deo
(2009) argues that verbs likenow and own are not prohibited from the progressive by
grammatical constraints, but are ruled out by a pragmatcKkohg principle which pro-
hibits progressive uses of these verbs in favor of simplsgireuses (see also Dowty 1986).
Progressive sentences assert that the situation theyilwesoids at a specific interva|
while simple present sentences are neutral with respeché&th&r the situation holds at
or at some superinterval af The progressive is more informative, and so conversationa
implicates, by the maxim of Quantity, that the situationsloet hold beyond the interval

(Deo 2009: 512). So, when a speaker says (3.90a) for exasi@énplicates that Barney’s

20Kratzer (1995), for example, argues that the logical stmecof stage-level predicates contains an addi-
tional Davidsonian argument, which individual-level picades lack.

(i) a. tired: AXA€TIRED(X, €)]
b. blond: AX[BLOND(X)]

She uses this analysis to explain a number of phenomenat &adat difficult to imagine how it could
be incorporated into a semantic analysis of the progres€ine could argue the progressive requires the
predicate it combines with to assert an event, perhapsHargons 1990).



3.3. LEXICAL OR GRAMMATICAL ASPECT? 133

living in Brooklyn is temporary because she could have usetktss specific simple present

construction (3.90b), which implies that Barney’s livingusition is more permanent.

(3.90) a. Barney is living in Brooklyn with my trainer, Rob Cox. (coca)

b. Barney lives in Brooklyn with my trainer, Rob Cox.

In circumstances where the temporariness of the locatibweres with what the hearer
knows about the world—that some people frequently moveratdar instance (3.90)—
the implicature goes through. When this is not the case thaagkvith the geographical

location of a city (3.91), the inference fails, and the pesgive sentence is infelicitous.
(3.91) The city of Juneaus sits [*is sitting] at the far end o inside Passage. (coca)

In sum, the evidence suggests that the “potential for peemegiexpansion in time”
(Mufwene 1984: 40) is a sufficient, if not necessary, coondifor the use of a predicate in
the progressive. Moreover, the approach outlined herésttba unacceptability of certain
progressive sentences as a matter of pragmatic infeliattyer than semantic incompati-
bility. An essential component of this approach is thatrefees about the duration of a
situation are highly context dependent, and because ofthi@snterpretations (and accept-
ability) of different verbs in the progressive are quite iftés. The natures of the situations
prototypically denoted by the verb (phrase) undoubteday @ crucial role in the inter-
pretive process, and it seems clear that the meaning oficereb roots, e.gknow, own,
contain renders the progressive nearly impossible with them. Sadbs are taken to de-
scribe states that endure well beyond the reference timleeoprtogressive. Other stative
verbs (e.gunderstangl describe properties or relations whose durations areradewith
respect to how long they must last.

This analysis of the progressive then suggests a way forimandr understanding of
Obj-Exp verb behavior. Perhaps those verbs that are lesly kit judged less acceptable
in progressive uses—theBEPRESSverbs—tend to describe emotions with a higher de-

gree of permanence than other emotions. Intuitively, thenss plausible, as depression,
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boredom, concern, interest and fascination seem much rikkekhg to persist over time, as
opposed to emotions described by participles $itetled, stunned, surprised, scareahd
so on?! In the next chapter | test this hypothesis through a detaitedje-based semantic
analysis, which reveals that those former emotions are tikalg to be associated with ab-
stract antecedents (causes) which tend to endure overTimsestrong affinity for abstract
antecedents in turn contributes to the common construdiexdet emotions as relatively

persistent states.

3.3.2 Statives and the punctual past

The two environments that were suggested by Pesetsky agjtgsbunds for verbal pas-
sives are the iterative progressive and the punctual useedditnple past tense. We have
already established that use of the progressive is semgitithe duration of the eventuality
the sentence describes, and not to stativity per se, but admit the punctual past? The
assumption is that adverbs lilseiddenlymust modify dynamic predicates, and therefore
are incompatible with stative verbs.

The problem is that this prohibition on use in the punctuat paly applies to some sta-
tive verbs. Many stative verbs are in fact perfectly acdaptavith the punctual past tense
uses. Verbs of cognition and mental states of all kinds goecally prone to being used
in this mannef? For example, achievement cognition verbs likeognize, noticegr re-
memberare perfectly acceptable with a punctual past interpitaiihis is not surprising,
as these verbs canonically denote momentary changes®{lséatce their classification as

achievements).

(3.92) a. Kramer suddenly recognized the neighborhood @amaifthe door. (coca)

2INote also that many Obj-Exp verbs (eagtound, faze, starf)@lo not have corresponding nominal forms.

22| am distinguishing here between verbs describing ematioasthe Obj-Exp verbs, verbs describing
attitudes, e.g. Subj-Exp verbs, and verbs describing atbgnitive states, e.cknow, believe, understand,
think, suppose, suspect, realize, rememdter,
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b. | suddenly remembered the pizza box sitting on the passesgat of my
car. (coca)
c. ...he suddenly noticed that the skulls were all facingatalithe east. (coca)

More interestingly, stative cognition verbs likeaow, understand, wardndhopeare also

quite commonly found with adverbs lileuddenly

(3.93) a. Then, gazing at his favorite waterfall, he sudg&nkew what to do. (coca)
b. Butl suddenly knew the truth she’d beat me to. (coca)
c. lwanted to hurt this monster, and | suddenly knew how tolgmugit. (coca)

d. I suddenly understood the true beauty of a program like Mygit Doctor.

(coch)
e. |suddenly understood why he was so worried. (coca)
f. Iflushed and suddenly wanted to get out of her apartmesit, fa (coca)

g. Peter wondered why now she suddenly wanted to play withlothes on.

(coca)

h. | stared at the ceiling and suddenly hoped that Jack wellltiér not to show

me the letter. (coca)

What all these examples of cognition verbs have in commoraigtiiey describe situations
in which the Experiencer suddenly became aware of some liacitéhe world, or of some

feeling or desire inside her. In most circumstances, thsraness is not under the control
of the one experiencing it, nor is it often understood howriges. The impression this
leaves on the Experiencer is that the state came on suddéaihtal states are therefore
frequently conceptualized as involving some instantaseealization, and this conceptu-

alization is reflected in, and influenced by, the languagel tis@lescribe that experience.
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Thus, adverbs liksuddenlyare often used with verbs describing cognitive states th-hig
light the seemingly instantaneous nature of the state’stenthat moment when the light
bulb goes on, so to speak.

The essential point about stative predicates with puncidirbs then, is that the states
they describe are readily conceived of as having a definigetprand this onset should
be defined in any formal model to be independent of any estitie state may be pred-
icated of. For many stative predicates the punctual inégpion is generally quite hard
to get (3.94), however under the appropriate contexts }3s2eh predicates can have ini-
tial change-of-state interpretations, as many have nd@dke(chia 1995; Fernald 1999;
Moens and Steedman 1988).

(3.94) a. *Tomer was suddenly Israeli.

b. *Suddenly, Jason was blond.

(3.95) a. The officer signed the papers and suddenly, TomeawaAmerican.

b. My hair was suddenly BLONDE, and to my KNEES, my eyes were soBL
| had such a FIGURE ...Oh, God, I've mutated into a Sue! (G)

The frequent occurrence of certain stative cognition venlakes complete sense in this
respect. Verbs lik&knowandunderstanddescribe relations between the Experiencer and
some (mental) entity that are frequently conceptualizetiaasng discrete onsets. And,
though the punctual past construction asserts that the lstgan at the relevant time, it is
agnostic with regard to the extent to which the state parsisyond that time. Different
states of knowledge, understanding, belief, and the likg extend indefinitely, and hence
have high potential for permanence following the refereimoe of the sentence, but they
are only entailed by the punctual past not to have extendedtprthe reference time.
Section 3.2 presented data showing that most Obj-Exp veebtaaly unexceptional

in the punctual past tense, including those verbs typicatijyed to be stative. This applies
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to the active as well as the verbal passive. Neverthelessnwah Obj-Exp verb passive

is used in the punctual padty phrases are preferred. This preference stems in part from
the semantic properties of the prepositiynas | briefly discussed in Section 2.3. Passives
with byimply an event has taken place (Osmond 1997), and are taki=stoibe a situation
with a much lower degree of stativity. Specifically, they lgna change in the mental state

of the experiencer. On this interpretation, Obj-Exp verlogidd be treated as achievement
predicates, as Van Voorst (1992) has suggested.

Recent work on Obj-Exp verbs in other languages has suggbsteever that Obj-
Exp verbs should not be characterized as telic predicatesather as a kind of “mirror
image” of telic eventualities (M@am and McNally 2011; Rozwadowska 2013). Following
Pifion (1997), these approaches treat Obj-Exp verbs as inghdatitial boundary hap-
penings” as opposed to telic culminations. In a nutshelj;EXp verbs delimit the initial
punctual onset event and the resultant state. Importantygh, Obj-Exp verbs do not
denote changes of state, i.e. they are not telic (Filip 199@)y only make reference to
the initial boundary of the emotional state (Maand McNally 2011). Such “inceptive”
eventualities contrast with the more familiar notion ofhinativity, as defined by Dowty’s
(1979) BECOME operator for example, in that the predicate dotsssert the existence
of an event or interval prior to the initial bound of the intak over which the predicate is
true. In this analysis, the change in the experiencer’s & pragmatic implicature, rather

than an entailment of the verb.

Imagine that a predicate is lexically specified to refer mttine initial interval
of a state, but not to any interval prior to the onset of thaitestlf the predicate
entails reference to this initial interval, it will have te the case that prior to
that interval, the state did not hold. From this fact, it viné possible to infer
that a change has taken place immediately prior to the onsle¢ gtate being
referred to. (Dowty 1979: 141)
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This approach seems entirely compatible with the data ptedebove.

In this section we have seen that many mental processes/stah be construed as
having rapid onsets, despite the fact that they are ofteerwibe treated linguistically as
referring to non-dynamic, durative eventualities, i.ates$. As we might expect, emotions
are ideal candidates for such construal. Section 3.2 shdveeédome verbs are found with
adjectival passives in the punctual past environment. échthhat the verbs most likely to
be used in the punctual past tend to be ones which refer ta@msdy/pically construed as
arising suddenly and abruptly, however this is only a prdistic tendency. Actives and
passives of so-called stative verbs l@@ncernanddepressalso occur in this construction,
albeit with less frequency. This should come as no surpilignghe meaning of adverbs
like suddenlyand the data we have seen here regarding the use of such sittvenodify
stative predicates. As with the progressive constructi@®PRESSverbs exhibit the same
potential to be used in the punctual past tense as any othdexplverb, and they all (Obj-
Exp verbs, that is) display the same range of interpretativa would predict from the

compositional make-up of these sentences.

3.4 Summary

In this chapter | brought forward several new observatidmsut Obj-Exp passives and
their relation to those made in previous work on English ©kp verbs. The summary of

previous work is schematized in Table 3.4, partially repéditom Table 3.2.

Simple tense Progressive Punctual needs V-ed
Grimshaw (1990) All verbs None ?? ??
Pesetsky (1995), Arad (1998), All verbs Non-stative only nhative only ??
Landau (2010b)
Tenny (1998) ?? ?? ?? Most (all?) verbs

Table 3.4: Summary of verbal passive uses among Obj-Exsverb
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First, it is clear that Obj-Exp verbs can be used as adjdgi@ssives. The adjectival
environments discussed in Section 3.1.1 are open to any la@bjpExp verbs | have
examined, and these facts are entirely compatible withxadire analyses of these verbs.
Like other non-derived adjectives, adjectival Obj-Expgmess are taken to denote states.

Second, previous work has shown that, contra Belletti andi Ri®288) and Grimshaw
(1990), some Obj-Exp verbs can be used as verbal passivegyhthverbal passives are
claimed to be limited only to non-stative verbs suchaasoy, frighten, scare, surprise
This distinction between stative and non-stative Obj-Eafg was suggested by Pesetsky
(1990, 1995), and it has since featured prominently in mamiyses of English and
other languages (Arad 1998; Biaty 2005; Ilwata 1993; Jackiérd®7; Landau 2010b;
Pylkkanen 2000). The logic behind such analyses is that only /pessives can be used
in environments that select for event-denoting predic&es the iterative progressive and
punctual past constructions; passives of verbs that do emdtd events should therefore
exhibit significantly reduced acceptability in such enrireents.

Natural usage data contradicts the claim, however. Se8tibprovides extensive proof
that all Obj-Exp verbs are compatible with verbal passiees] by Pesetsky's argument,
non-stative interpretations. This runs counter to manya@g claims, which were based
primarily on intuitions about constructed examples (Ar@88; Bouchard 1995; DiDesidero
1999; Jackendoff 2007; Landau 2010b; Pesetsky 1990, 18¥&n@many others). Speak-
ing in categorical terms regarding their potential for useerbal passive constructions, it
appears that all Obj-Exp verbs can be used in constructlmtsréquire verbal passives,
e.g. the iterative progressive, the punctual past tensktreaneeds V-edonstruction. If
the question is whether any English Obj-Exp verb can formrhalgpassive, the answer is
clearly yes.

Still, one could object to this conclusion by arguing thatdd examples involve in-
stances of coercion (de Swart 1998; Goldberg 1995; Jackieh€®7; Michaelis 2004;
Moens and Steedman 1988; Partee and Rooth 1983; Pustejd¥3%&y, And that we need
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not abandon the stative/non-stative distinction, esjigaraight of its cross-linguistic sup-
port (e.g. Arad 1998; Bialy 2005; Landau 2010b; Pyklkn 2000). Many theories treat
coercion as a kind of pragmatic “corrective mechanism” (kexs and Willems 2011) to
account for interpretations of acceptable sentences thata predictable from the basic
rules of the grammar, and one could argue that the eventee ofSpurportedly stative
Obj-Exp verbs provided here are just such examples of cdenterpretations.

However, while the notion of coercion in its various guisas been broadly accepted
within the field, it is not without its critics (see, e.g. Laexg and Willems 2011; Ziegeler
2007). For the present discussion, it is sufficient to nos ghcoercion analysis cannot
resolve the issue of Obj-Exp verb stativity in English. Ret&dt the argument for treating
DEPRESSverbs as stative was the supposed fact that they cannot derugerbal passive
constructions. It is claimed that these constructions afibwv non-stative verbs, therefore
DEPRESSverbs should not be found in such constructions. But we now biear evidence
thatDEPRESSverbs can be used as verbal passives. Basically, the coengament must
go as follows: ()DEPRESSverbs are stative because they can’t be used as verbal ggssiv
(i) but if (when) one of these verbs is used as a verbal pasgimust be via coercion; (iii)
it must be via coercion, because we knb#PRESSverbs are stative; (iv) and we knave-
PRESSverbs are stative because. .. see (i). The argument forioaascentirely circular in
this case. The reasonable conclusion is that all Obj-ExXipsveehave as a unified class with
respect to these particular phenomena. From the corpugpdzganted here, all Obj-Exp
verbs participate in the full range of active-passive aléions available to the class. In this
resepect, Obj-Exp verbs in English behave much like othesatase verbs with affected
direct objects, e.goreak, bend, crush, flatten, kill, mettnd so on (modulo differences in
the gradability of their resultant states). Obj-Exp venb&nglish can describe both even-
tive and stative eventualities, but what distinguishestfrom Subj-Exp verbs—Subj-Exp
verbs also describe states—is their causal nature.

A remaining question though is why EnglisfEPRESSverbs should be less frequent
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in certain constructions than other members of their Olg-#rb cohort. Where does this
variability in frequency, and by extension the gradabilityntuitions, come from? In Sec-
tion 3.3.1, | characterized the progressive as a consbiuthiat is semantically sensitive to
the duration of the situation it describes. As the data shkipwee transience of the situa-
tion a sentence describes is heavily influenced by semardpepies of the verb and its
arguments, as well as context and other general knowledgehér words, the use of the
progressive with a given verb is related to the tendencyifaasons described with that
verb to be conceptualized as having limited or transienatiium. Generally, stative verbs
describe situations with high degrees of permanence, aadespidged to be less accept-
able than other verbs in the progressive construction. Adddin Section 3.3.2, a similar
kind of gradient tendency also applies to the punctual mestet construction, although the
relevant semantic dimension is the potential for a stateetodmceptualized as coming on
suddenly. Both constructions have been argued to be diagresstironments for verbal
passives.

Not all stative verbs are created equal, however. Sometisiiga while they may typ-
ically be described as permanent states, are neverthetassflexible with regard to their
duration. Other situations are not so flexible in their terapoonstrual (these would in-
clude individual-level properties for example). This flakty will naturally be linguisti-
cally reflected in the degree to which a predicate is accépiabconstructions that en-
tail bounded temporal construals—constructions like ttogpessive or the verbal passive.
Obj-Exp verbs exhibit just such variability, and it for thisason that they have been the
focus of so much attention. Some verbs are more frequeefiéadule as verbal passives
than others, though none of them seem to be prohibited ditgpropos this variability,
Pesetsky (1995) makes some intriguing observations aheutdture of the stative Obj-
Exp verbs themselves. He suggests that the variation irE@pjstativity might ultimately
be attributed to the nature of the emotions the verbs descvitrbs such aSighten, star-

tle, surprise, terrify, and so on describe emotions that come on rapidly and perhiéips w
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some degree of conscious awareness, while verbs suobrasconcernanddepressie-
scribe emotions that grow slowly and imperceptibly. In esse Pesetsky is making a very
similar claim to Mufwene (1984), that the varying accepifgbamong verbal passive (in-
cluding progressive and punctual past) uses of Obj-Expsvhas something to do with

their tendency to describe temporary or enduring emotiepelodes.

Figure 3.1: Relation of emotional state to passive uses a@jdxp verbs
Obj-Exp Passives

more permanen > more transient
emotional state
Stative (adjectival) passive Eventive (verbal) passive
uses more likely uses more likely
Verbs:bore, concern Verbs:amuse, startle
depress, worty, ... surprise, scare, ...

The gradient patterns in use of verbal and adjectival passamong Obj-Exp verbs is
schematized in Figure 3.1. In the next chapter, | expandiemndea and develop an analysis
of Obj-Exp verb usage in English based upon a quantitatiadyais of the finer semantic

details of the verbs’ roots, i.e. the nature the emotiorfeidiht Obj-Exp verbs describe.

Example sources

http://thesaurus.com/browse/flabbergasted

bEllen Bayuk RosenmarlJnauthorized Pleasures: Accounts of Victorian Erotic Higece. Cornell
University Press, 2003: 78.

¢Shelly LaurenstoriThe Mane Attraction Kensington Books, 2008: 45.

dJohn Rosemond Family of Value Andrews McMeel Publishing, 1995: 289.

€Michael Levey.Sir Thomas Lawrencerale University Press, 2005: 29.

'Don ReadEmily. Dorrance Publishing, 2009: 62.

9Tanya Egan GibsortHow to Buy a Love of Reading: A NovBenguin, 2009
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hJude K. Hill. Select Undergraduate Papers: Real Term & Research PapersRéceived Top Grades in
College Decent Hill, 2009: 165.

IText message from my sister (also Ohio native).

IFacebook post from Ohio friend.

Khttp://thegreciangarden.com/2011/01/05/detoxingtwisa-need-to-know/

'http://www.beginnertriathlete.com/discussion/foritmsead-view.asp?tid=142139&start=261

Mhttp://www.examiner.com/article/organic-consumersid-genetically-modified-crops

Thttp://iwww.dailykos.com/story/2012/09/22/113536 1dtidton-Police-Kill-Mentally-1ll-Double-Amputee-
Who-Was-Waving-a-Pen-Around

Ohttp://www.experienceproject.com/question-answer/W¥guld-Someone-Deliberately-Choose-To-Not-
Be-Happy-On-The-Holidays/104571

Phttp://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=ArigB0Atheist

9Susanna Kearsle¥he Winter SeaSourcebooks, 2010: 139.

"George Baggetirouth in AsiaAuthorHouse, 2006: 218.

Shttp://cs.brown.edu/research/pubs/pdfs/1992/Hud8&2-SFV.pdf

tCarol SnowSnapHarperCollins, 2009: 164

UStephen MurrayTaking Liberty AuthorHouse, 2007: 133

YRichard Bachman [Stephen King]he RegulatorsPenguin, 1997: 276

WSusan Ray SchmidEavorite Wife: Escape from Polygam@lobe Pequot, 2009: 106.

Xhttp://twitter.com/player0O/status/23915194446213529



Chapter 4

Transitivity and the conceptualization of

emotion

In the preceding chapter, we saw evidence that when it compadsivization, Obj-Exp
verbs, as a class, display a much wider range of behaviorshtha previously been as-
sumed. We saw in the corpus data that any Obj-Exp verb hasotkeetml to be used in a
particular passive construction, though the relativelilikamd of a specific verb being used
in that construction can vary considerably. This obseovatuns counter to the claims of
many, who have suggested—based mostly on intuitions alomstmicted data—that some
verbs are obligatorily stative, and therefore barred fr@®a n certain constructions, e.g.
verbal passives. The corpus data simply does not accordmwétty of the intuition-based
claims found in the literature. As the chapter concludedweee left with an apparent
puzzle: why do many researchers find (some) examples of @bpBEssives unacceptable,
despite the fact that corpus searches show these verbsmaneardy used in such construc-
tions?

This chapter presents a solution to this puzzle by way of ailéet semantic analy-
sis of Obj-Exp verb sentences, couched within a generalitegriunctional model of

voice and transitivity alternation(s) in English (e.g. Grd994b; Dik 1989; Gigon 1981;

144
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Hopper and Thompson 1980; Myhill 1997; Shibatani 1985). Ghestion at hand in the
previous chapter was whether a given Obj-Exp passive exaouild be classified as ver-
bal or adjectival, which in turn led to considerations aktbetdiversity of semantic proper-
ties characterizing the class of Obj-Exp verbs as a wholegyueathat the varying patterns
of acceptability among Obj-Exp verbs examined in the previchapter are reflected in the

way ‘real world’ situations are construed in specific cotgex

4.1 Passivization, event construal and discourse

The question driving the corpus study in this chapter ree®Bround why speakers choose
one linguistic expression over another. Addressing qoestof this kind necessitates—or
at least strongly suggests—that we consider construcgageifrom a functional point of
view. That is, we must consider what communicative purpogi¥en construction serves
in a given situation. This section focuses on the functiool&(s) of passivization.
Functional approaches to passivization can be broadlgeiiinto two camps. The first
camp maintains that the primary role of the passive is to demiode-focus the Agent ar-
gument! Discussion of the “Agent-defocusing” (Shibatani 1985)dtion of the English
passive goes back at least to Jespersen (1924), who idésiferal possible motivations
for using a passive in English. Alternatively, some have leasgzed the topicalization as-
pect of the passive (Hopper and Thompson 1980661079, 1981; Perimutter and Postal
1977), viewing passivization primarily as a “Patient-paimg” operation rather than an

Agent-demoting one. These motivations can be stated lieatig as in (4.1).

(4.1) The passive is most felicitous when:

1The label “Agent” is used here to refer to the argument thatld/mormally occur in subject position
in the active clause, and should not be taken to connote awgifspproperties associated with agentivity,
e.g. sentience or volition, nor does it imply that its refgérmstantiate a specific thematic or semantic role
(Birner and Ward 1998: 194-95). Though labels such as “aaivbject” or “logical subject” may be less
confusing in this context, | stick with “agent” simply becathis is the label used most often in the literature
on passivization (e.g. Svartvik 1966).
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a. The agentis unknown, cannot easily be stated, or is eMicten the context

b. For politeness or other reasons, mentioning the agemiajgpropriate or

undesired
c. The agentisto be mentioned, but the patient is more glosklted to:

i. The theme or topic of the discourse, or

ii. A participant in the immediately preceding clause

Which of these two functions—agent demotion or patient proone—should take center
stage in a functional theory of passivization remains actopmuch debate (see for exam-
ple Comrie 1977; Myhill 1997; Shibatani 1985, 2006), but iersough to note that both
functions undoubtedly play a role in motivating the choi€expression (Shibatani 1985).
For instance, one could attribute (4.1a-b) to the agent tieméunction, and assume that
patient promotion drives (4.1c). In what follows | will makéar how both relate to the
cognitive, semantic, and contextual, or discourse-rd|dectors influencing construction
choice, but | remain agnostic about whether one should h#lgged over the other in a

theory of passivization.

4.1.1 Overt vs. implicit Agents

One reason these debates have been so hard to resolve isettegeint argument of an
English passive verb need not be overtly expressed. It ifveansidering then, what dif-
ferences there are, if any, between so-called ‘agentlésza) and ‘agented’ (4.2b) passives

(Svartvik 1966).
(4.2) a. The nextday | looked at the dailies, and | was amazed. (coca)

b. Lucy was amazed by the strength of the temptation to say yes (coca)
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Looking at the distribution of passives in English, manydakiserved that although agented
passives are rarely, if ever, grammatically prohibitedgadfic instances, there is a signif-
icant overall tendency toward agent omission. In corpugisty the proportion of agented
passives in English has been shown to range from as low as tb-2%high as 20% (e.g.
Biber 1988; Givwn 1979; Jespersen 1924; Svartvik 1966; Thompson and H@& i,
Weiner and Labov 1983), with the exact number varying adogrtb the nature of the
text examined (e.g. Roland et al. 2007; Yamamoto 1984, cite8hibatani 1985: 831).
These patterns suggest that the conditions on the omissiaolosion of the agent phrase
in a passive clause are highly variable and context spesiiich that in some instances
the agented passive may be used quite naturally, while iersti is extremely unlikely
(Marin-Arrese 1997a,b; Thompson 1987).

Understandably, this variability in passivization pattefollows from the incredible di-
versity of human experience, and the inherent variabifitdiscourse contexts that comes
with talking about that experience. For example, the firgt bonditions for an agentless
passive (4.2a-b), obtain quite frequently in natural disse. These are when the agent
phrase refers to an individual who is either inferrable fribva context, or whose specific
identity is unknown (4.3), or when the speaker is attemptinge tactful, evasive, or de-

ceptive (4.4Y

(4.3) a. Today, in aradio interview, Rick Pemas askedf elected, which government

agencies he’d close. .. (coca)

b. Mass murder Charles Mansavas deniedparole again today in California,

possibly for the last time. (coch)
c. Kendall:...Ipicked up a fire poker, and | swung it
Greenlee: But no oneas hurt (SOAP)

2This latter use is probably a major reason for the passiwegtsn strongly (and unjustly) proscribed in
certain influential prescriptive texts (e.g. Orwell 1946).
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(4.4) | just regret that the moral mistakesere madeand the consequences are se-

vere[sic] associated with those. (coca)

Under certain conditions then, agent omission is highlygredle, but in many cases these
conditions seem to have more to do with the speaker’s irestand assessment of the ad-
dressee’s inferential capabilities than the structuréefdiscourse itself (Thompson 1987:
501).

However, the agentless passive is not always the prefeptazholn a minority of situa-
tions, it appears the expression of the agent is in fact mabfe to its omission (Man-Arrese
1997a, 2009; Thompson 1987). As | am interested in speakaecehregarding their use
of Obj-Exp verbs and the expression of both the experienaértlae stimulus argument,
the agented passive provides firmer ground on which to staralytically speaking. This
is mostly because Obj-Exp verbs rarely occur with the naesigc pronominal subjects
(you, they that were used by Weiner and Labov (1983: 38) to diagnossetlagentless

passives that have possible active alternates.

(4.5) a. John got [was] arrested to test the law.

b. They arrested John to test the law.

In Weiner and Labov'’s study of the agtgspassive, the unavailability of the non-specific
active alternate was a diagnostic for a participle’s adjatstatus, and these examples were
excluded from their dataset. Weiner and Labov would seersgarae then that almost all
instances of agentless Obj-Exp passives are adjectialgththis may not be the most
reliable criterion (see Section 3.1). In any case, an exatioin of agentless uses of Obj-Exp
passives faces the problem of determining what the apatepaictive alternative would be

for a given token. The examples below illustrate this difficu

(4.6) a. Forthe firsttime in her life, Dandy was depressed. (coca)

b. Forthe first time in her life, ??you/??they depressed 2and
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(4.7) a. Look, I was worried. | thought that | was being folkxly . . . (sOAP)

b. Look, ??you/??they worried me. | thought that | was beatig\ived, . . .

In my judgment, examples of Obj-Exp passive participles tikose above fail Weiner and
Labov’s non-specific pronominal test, leaving us to pondeatwif anything, could be the
agent of a possible alternative active clause. In this stioely, | will focus on the alternation
between active and agented passive (verbal and adjecises)of Obj-Exp verbs.

In the next sections | discuss the notion of prototypicahgravity, and explore how
it relates to the choice of active-passive constructiomnftavo seemingly different, but
ultimately overlapping perspectives: the discourseional and cognitive semantic ap-

proaches.

4.1.2 Prototypical transitivity

In their influential work, Hopper and Thompson (1980) argtlet transitivity should be
characterized as a scalar notion derived from numerousTedess associated with the
degree to which an activity or event is ‘carried-over’ oafisferred’ from one participant
to anothe? Hopper and Thompson provide a list of what they take to be toenbonent
parts of the Transitivity notion” (252).

SWhile these ideas are often traced back to Hopper and Thomieyrare quite similar to ideas proposed
by Lakoff (1977).
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(4.8) Transitivity components (Hopper and Thompson 1980)

HIGH LOW

A. Participants 2 or more, A(gent) & O(bject) 1

B. Kinesis Action Non-action

C. Aspect Telic Atelic

D. Punctuality  Punctual Non-punctual
E. \olition \olitional Non-volitional

F. Affirmation  Affirmative Negative

G. Mode Realis Irrealis

H. Agency A high in potency A low in potency
I. Affectedness O totally affected O not affected
J. Individuation O highly individuated O not individuated

Importantly On this view, transitivity is not treated sgleds a property of the verb, but
is instead understood as a global property of an entire elausentence, with each of
the individual components focusing on a particular facdhef“carrying-over” in various
parts of the clause. Together, these properties charaet@rclause as more or less transi-
tive. A clause with HIGH values for all the components is take be the instantiation of
prototypical transitivity.

Isolating the core features of the transitive prototype I@sn a popular topic over
the years (e.g. DeLancey 1987; Kemmer 1994;6B81\0990, 1995; Kittih 2002; Lakoff
1977; Malchukov 2008; Naess 2007; Tsunoda 1985). Researcherptoposed numerous
variations on the precise set of components that make uptbtstype, but almost all of
them tend to converge on the same basic idea. To take a partex@ample, Gién (1995)
groups many of Hopper and Thompson'’s features into threadosemantic components
of a prototypical transitive event. Each of these compaeaotrespond to one of the three

main facets of a transitive event: the two participants, thedserb.

(4.9) The prototypical transitive event involves:
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1. An agent who is a volitional, controlling participant whotively initiates

the event and is responsible for it, thus its cause;

2. A patient who is a non-volitional, inactive, non-conlirgg participant who

registers the effect of the event (undergoes some change);

3. A verbal coding of the event that is non-durative (i.e.qual), perfective,
and realis. The prototypical transitive event is tiiast-paced completed

real, andperceptually-cognitively salient.
(from Givon 1995: 76)

Grammatical coding reflects different ways of concepturadjzan event, and so variations
in transitivity will have morphosyntactic exponents in taaguage. Events lacking any of
these features (or being lower on the relevant scales asedavith them) are deviations
from this prototype, and so will be linguistically encodedconstructions involving fewer
participants than the basic transitive schema. The passpesents a paradigm case of

what could be called a “detransitivized” construction irgksh.

4.1.3 Discourse-functional approaches

Discourse-based analyses of the passive generally hdlddkaivization involves a choice
of perspective: one entity is chosen as the “starting pahthe situation expressed by the
sentence, and placed in a syntactically most prominentippnsiwhile other participants
are relegated to less prominent positions (Chafe 1976; Dedyah981, 1987; Gitn 1983,
1990, 1992; Hopper and Thompson 1980; Langacker 2006 nvarese 2009; Thompson
1987; among others). This notion of a starting point is ideghto capture the idea that a
speaker can attend to or focus on the role of specific indalglim his or her description of
a situation, with the most prominent individuals being the®who will be mentioned first

(in English, this is most often the subject position). Inestiwords, different individuals
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will be afforded different degrees of prominence in the &p€a conceptualization of the

situation, and this is reflected in the order in which indiats are mentioned.

Coding ... events [or individuals] as salient amounts tongithe hearer that
if he had seen the action he too would have found these thesalstt events,
and that he should so consider them in building his own meapksentation
which the speaker’s narrative is intended to help him créBteLancey 1987
65-66)

DeLancey (1981) characterizes this process in terms ofgbaker's manipulation of
“attention flow”. In choosing a particular grammatical exgsion to describe a situation
(active or passive, for instance), the speaker is commtingcto the hearer not only “the
facts” of the situation (who did what to whom), but also thenx@eptual importance she
places on different individuals within the situation, aheit relation to each other and to
other (sub)components of that situation. In the prototgipéctive transitive sentence, the
agent is usually chosen as the natural starting point ofithat®n, as the agent is the “first
mover in a transitive event, i.e. the starting point of nak(iAttention Flow]” (DeLancey
1981: 650). DeLancey’s notion of natural attention flow lBe@any similarities to other
semantic and cognitive approaches to argument realizatibich view the initiation or
instigation of an event as a characteristic determinangehthood (e.g. Croft 1991; Dowty
1991; Fillmore 1968; Schlesinger 1995; Talmy 1976, 1988%.4lso intimately linked to a
key aspect of the natural transitive prototype (Hopper amahipson 1980; Tsunoda 1985),
as | explore below.

For DeLancey, the natural direction of attention flow is fragent to patient, and transi-
tivity alternations such as the passive reverse this niggateern. This reversal of the natural
order is used to explain the relative predominance of agesitpassives—agented passives
involve an unnatural patient-to-agent attention flow, amndre highly dispreferred. The pas-

sive construction involves a focus on the patient and debasipes the role of the agent,
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and so it is the patient-related aspects of the situatiorst roften the stative-resultative
aspect of the event, that are thematically salient, andhosiet aspects associated with the
agent (Givwn 1990). From the passive perspective the event is conisasienore prototyp-
ically intransitive, and the agent tends to be unexpresssukcially in those cases when
it can be easily recovered based on the preceding discdsirsge they mention only the
patient, agentless passives do not disrupt the natural Aswe saw, agentless passives
are by far the most common types.

Attention flow is also related by the speaker’s point of viegarding a situation, either
as a participant directly involved in the event, or as anregteobserver. This notion of
“viewpoint” (DeLancey 1981) is closely tied to other notsoaf “empathy” (Kuno 2006;
Kuno and Kaburaki 1977). As elaborated by Kuno and Kaburb®&7{: 628), “[empathy]
is the speaker’s identification, with varying degrees|.with a person who participates in
the event that he describes in a sentence”. Speakers arallyatuore likely to empathize
with—or take the viewpoint of—themselves or their intettars in a speech event; thus,
individuals who are not speech act participants are leggotdifor viewpoint status (De-
Lancey 1981). All things being equal, speech act partidgpare the most natural choice for
the starting point of attention flow, and so we find that (agéhpassives are more likely
when the patient refers to a speech act participant, mosh ofith a 1st or 2nd person
pronoun (e.g. Bresnan et al. 2001; Estival and Myhill 1988riktArrese 1997a).

The linguistic encoding of perspective is also related ® tdndency of speakers to
maintain what might be called “thematic unity” (Thompsor8IY or “topic continuity”
(Givon 1983). Again, the idea is that the same situation can berided from several
discourse perspectives, and the choice of perspectivasiise to the relative topicality of
the agent and patient (Gim 1990), but here we are mostly interested in cases of agjente
passives (Man-Arrese 1997a; Thompson 1987). Thematic unity and tdipfcsubsume
a number of related dimensions, including (but not limiteyl referential predictability,

information status, thematic importance, and topic ptsie or thematic coherence, all of
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which emphasize the crucial role of a referent’s cognitaleesicy in shaping the way events
are linguistically encoded in the context of an ongoing diisse (e.g. Birner and Ward
1998; Chafe 1987; DeLancey 1981; Giv1992; Siewierska 1984). In essence, “discourses
are more cohesive (and presumably easier to process) tleeth®r sentences have topics
[subjects] which relate to the overall theme of the [disseliror to the material in the
immediately preceding clause” (Thompson 1987: 501).

Psychologically, topicality is tied to referential accaiptity and thematic continuity,
which are involved in the search for a given referent in thetalestorage space (Gin
1992). Many factors influence this search process, but frois@urse-based perspective,
the factors of interest pertain to 1) the recency of a retebeimg mentioned in the pre-
ceding discourse, and 2) the relevance of the referent tthéhgheme’ of the surrounding
context, i.e. what the text is ‘about’ (Thompson 1987).

The former can be seen in (4.10), where the subject of theveadause in the second

sentencé&iffordswas also (part of) the subject of the immediately precediagse.

(4.10) At least that was the tone ba®iffordsand Kelly tried to set in public. Privately,
according to some news repor@iffords was frightenedyy the over-heated polit-

ical climate in Arizona,. .. (coca)

The latter is illustrated in (4.11), where we see the begimf a new paragraph in which
the larger theme is the actions of the Gore camp and theitioeato Bradley’s non-
response. Thematic continuity is evident in the fact thatgame referent is the subject
of several successive clauses, including the openingygasse. Considered within the full
context, the initial passive sentence foregroundimgGore camgounds more natural than

its active alternativeRradley’s refusal to hit back amazed the Gore camp

(4.11) The Gore campvas amazed by Bradley’s refusal to hit back. It seemedthiest
could say anything or do anything and Bradley would just stréh At a can-

didates’ forum before the lowa caucuses in Januagy,Gore campaigplanted
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a farmer in the audience to ask why, as a U.S. senator, Bill Byaldad voted

against flood relief for farmers after a series of floods hadsi@ated lowaicoca)

It should be stressed of course, that these patterns reféiegt tendencies in the shaping
of discourse perspective and event construal rather thigaacal distinctions in gram-
maticality.

Referential accessibility then, is a component of topigdhiat links the construction
of the immediate clause to aspects of the preceding (“amaghdiscourse context. This
is naturally related to the well-known idea that linguisticits conveying old or ‘given’
information tend to precede those encoding new informatiad the information status of
the patient has indeed been shown to affect the choice otamtpassive (Birner and Ward
1998; Chafe 1976, 1987). Conversely, thematic continuitybeaviewed as a kind of “cat-
aphoric” component of topicality linking the constructiohthe clause to aspects of the
following, or rather global, context (Gon 1992)*

Both of these aspects are tied to transitivity. When the agetdggical and themati-
cally important, that is, cognitively salient and accelgsibgent-related properties of the
situation such as control, initiation, and volition areriselves more salient. This leads
to a tendency to view the situation as one involving the pymical agentive construal—a
situation as a real, dynamic, temporally bounded eventqi&990). The active perspec-
tive then corresponds to the prototypical transitive ety (e.g. Hopper and Thompson
1980). On the other hand, the passive construction inv@vesus on the patient and de-
emphasizes the role of the agent. Itis the patient-relegpdas of the situation, most often
the stative-resultative aspect of the event, that are theaflgt salient, and not those as-
pects associated with the agent (@iv1990). From the passive perspective the event is
construed as more prototypically intransitive. In the neattion | examine how this no-

tion of construal—and its role in the active-passive atition—is developed within the

4The discourse thematic status of referents has also beamsbalay a role other constructional alter-
nations in English, e.g. the choice of genitive (Osselto88)9
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framework of cognitive semantics.

4.1.4 The cognitive semantic perspective

For cognitive approaches the notion of the concept is takbe the basic theoretical unit of
mental representation, and the meaning of a linguisticessgion is equivalent to the con-
cept it expresses (Croft 1991; Clausner and Croft 1999; Lal@8f71Lakoff and Johnson
1980; Langacker 1987, 1999; Jackendoff 1989, 1990; amdreg®)t Importantly, concepts
are not understood in isolation as atomic, abstract unitkenmind, but are interpreted
in relation to pre-existing background knowledge struesuiThese knowledge structures,
frequently referred to as ‘domains’ (Lakoff 1987; Langack87) or ‘frames’ (Fillmore
1982), provide the context against which the meaning of gmession can be understood
and used in communication. The frame is the base againshvatoncept is ‘profiled’, in
Langacker’s (1987) terms. The label ‘frame’ emphasizestipporting role of domains for
concepts, along with the hypothesis that domains have etstaeuthat is more than a list of
experientially associated concepts. A domain can thezderthought of as a “system of
concepts that is structured in such a way that to understapare of them, you have to
understand the whole structure in which it fits” (Fillmore829111)°

At their core, cognitive approaches to semantics are cordewith the way language
is used to express relations between objects and events iretid world’, and speakers’
internal subjective representations of those objectatevé@he guiding principle is that the
minds of the speaker and hearer actively create semantatstes through the conceptual-
ization orconstrual(Langacker 1987) of their experiences in the world. One efthmary
working hypotheses of cognitive semantics can be sumneanzéhe slogan ‘grammar is

conceptualization’ (e.g. Croft and Cruse 2004). Not sumpgisi, a great deal of work in

SFollowing the general trend in the cognitive linguistidetature, | use the terms ‘frame’, ‘domain’ and
‘base’ interchangeably (see, for example Croft and Crug§dR0



4.1. PASSIVIZATION, EVENT CONSTRUAL AND DISCOURSE 157

the field has been devoted to uncovering and understandengatfure of these conceptu-
alization processes. Researchers have variously charactesuch processes as imaging
systems (Talmy 1988), focal adjustments (Langacker 19891}l or construal operations

(Croft and Cruse 2004), but there is general agreement ths¢ thcesses all represent
examples of the same basic notion of construal.

Although there is a great deal of flexibility with regard towhan event can be pro-
filed by a given verb, verbs are nevertheless associatednettral’ or prototypical con-
struals, and it is argued that these construals follow fremegal (universal?) patterns in
human experience (DeLancey 1984, 1987; Lakoff and John88@)1Linguistically, these
prototypical event views are represented by grammaticalimarked forms. For instance,
unmarked stative verbs are associated with situationsoftest construed as inherent prop-
erties, while unmarked causatives denote events that iexqparience almost always occur
with an external cause, in particular a human agent (Crof4tp9

From this perspective, event construal is closely interédiwith transitivity and tran-
sitivity alternations. Croft (1991) for example, proposes‘ladealized Cognitive Model’
(Lakoff 1987) of events, which resembles in important wdyes transitive prototype sug-
gested by many others, and indeed builds off many otherassigpeLancey 1984, 1987;
Lakoff 1987; Langacker 1987; Talmy 1976, 1988). Croft’'s ev@ased theory of argument
realization posits that the fundamental semantic propgoierning the ranking and as-
signment of semantic roles is an event’s causal structum@aply characterized by the
transmission of force between participants Talmy (197@88)9Schematically, events are
represented as causal chains which consist of a seriesokesgg relating individual par-
ticipants in the everft.The Idealized Cognitive Model of events is therefore one ifictvh
the prototypical event type involves one participant vatially causing a change in another

participant. This model is schematized in (4.12).

8More recent formulations of this model have been reviseddorporate aspectual and spatio-temporal
information (e.g. Croft 2009, 2012). For the sake of claripyesent only the causal dimension developed in
his earlier work.
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(4.12) Idealized Cognitive Model of events:
Initiator Endpoint (Endpoint) (Endpoint)

° > @ > (o (o)
cause change state

According to Croft, the basic causal chain can be though ohbstbe first level of con-
ceptualization of events for linguistic encoding. It is@sed that there is some component
of the meaning of a verb (root) that remains constant acress, @nd it is this component
that forms the frame or base against which a specific use afeivgrofiled (e.g. see also
Langacker 1987, 1991). In this way, different uses of a vepgoesent different segments of
the causal chain that underlies the meaning of the verleréiit segments of the chain may
be profiled across different contexts. Linguistic verbalature, in Croft’s view, represents

a kind of second-order level of conceptualization.

[Verbs] represent self-contained events, that is, evehistware conceptual-
ized as isolated from the causal network and individuatedddous purposes.
Subjects and objects represent s@ting pointand theendpointrespectively
of the segment denoted by the verb. .. [Emphasis in orig{@axfft 1994b: 92).

These segments profiled by a given use of a verb can be reteresdevent views’.

Each event view focuses on a different segment of the caesabrk, be it the entire
causal event, the change of state and/or the resultant Statior example, with a sentence
like Jamie broke the VCRhe event view represents the entire causal chain assdaiath
the verbbreak whereas the sentendée VCR brokerofiles the final two segments of the
chain, and the passivehe VCR was brokeeither the final two segments or just the final

segment, depending on whether it is construed as a procetsioe passive.

(4.13) a. Jamie broke the VCR.
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Jamie VCR (VCR) (VCR)
° > @ > (@ (')
cause become broken

Ht#H broke Ht#

b. The VCR broke.

VCR (VCR) (VCR)
[ ] > @ [ ]
become broken
HH#H broke Hitt

c. The VCR was broken (by Jamie). [process/verbal passive]

(Jamie) VCR (VCR) (VCR)
o ——————- ° > (o) (o)
become broken
Hi#H was broken Hitt

d. The VCR was broken (for weeks). [stative passive]

VCR (VCR)
o — (o)
broken
Hit# Ht#H

The hash marks (###) in the representations in (4.13) markligtinct event views asso-
ciated with each construal. The essential idea is thatypaason involves a change in the
verbal profile of the causal chain. Focusing on the two passinstructions, we see that
the difference is in the inclusion of the second link in thaiohthe inchoative “become”
segment in the verbal passive.

It is this idea of unmarked causal profiling that Croft usesdecoant for the different

argument realization patterns among Obj-Exp and Subj-Exps/(Croft 1993: 61).

(4.14) a. Obj-Exp verbs:
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Stimulus Experiencer (Exp) (Stim)
° > o > (o (o)
cause become afraid
Hit frighten HHt

b. Subj-Exp verbs:

Experiencer Stimulus

o o
i fear iHi
Causative emotion verbs likeighten lexicalize the cause of the mental state, and so the
Stimulus argument is realized as the subject similar torotaebs likebreak These verbs
present the prototypical event view of the transmissionoofd from one participant to
another. Alternatively, the stative relations denoted lfpjSExp verbs likelove do not
involve any transmission of force—the Stimulus/Targetas affected by the experiencer,
nor is the Experiencer necessarily in control of the staéndé, both the Experiencer and/or
the Stimulus arguments of stative psych-verbs are oftelkedawith oblique case in many
languages, as other “unaffected” arguments such as Goal§)i®ds, or Locatives are
(Croft 1993; Haspelmath 2001; Landau 2010b; Tsunoda 1985).

Connecting these two threads, we can model the differentafs@bj-Exp verb pas-
sives discussed in the previous chapter in terms of thendistvent views associated with
different construals of the emotion event. The key diffeeeis between those examples of
Obj-Exp verb passives that involve viewing the situatiomagmsinctual or iterated process,
and those examples in which the situation is viewed more as@lbsting state than as
a bounded event. The former set of examples requires thatammstrue the situation as a
dynamic event, and use of a given participle in such a manasttaken as a testimonial to
its verbal status. Stative uses on the other hand, are esqurélsrough adjectival passives.

Building off (4.13) and (4.14), the two event views can be espnted as follows.

(4.15) a. Verbal Obj-Exp passives:
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(Stimulus) Experiencer (Exp) (Stim)
® ———— - ° > (o) (o)
cause become afraid

Ht frightened (by) HHt

b. Stative Obj-Exp Passives:

Experiencer (Stimulus)

° (o)

HHH frightened (of) #it#

In passive sentences the causal segment of the chain isafibégiby the verb, and so the
the verb is often used without the Agent argument. When thatageealized, it appears
as an oblique argument, introduced Wt
Adjectival passive uses of Obj-Exp verbs represent the sari®l construal of the

situation as adjectival passive uses of other causativies\vdr13d), but with one key dif-
ference. Unlike physical states, emotions, like many othental states, are inherently di-
rected toward some entity. That is, emotions possess tipepyoof “object-directedness”
(e.g. Kenny 1963; Nissenbaum 1985; Wilson 1972). In Crofeswthere are therefore two
contrual processes involved in possessing an emotiortal dae is the process by which
the Stimulus causes the Experiencer to be in a certain staile,the other process involves

the Experiencer attending to or directing her attentiom&Stimulus (1993: 64).

(4.16) The dual nature of emotion relations:

direct attention to

Experiencer; Stimulus

cause emotional state

Bringing the discussion back to the main focus of this chaptercan now use this

idea to help understand the variation among different Odgj-&erbs. Not surprisingly, the
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stative construal of Obj-Exp passives bears a strikinglanity to the profiling of the sta-
tive Subj-Exp verbs. In both cases the Stimulus argumerdnstcued as not having much
causal effect at all. Instead these verbs present the nretaibn between the Experiencer
and Stimulus as a dispositional rather than causal relafitim respect to their underlying
conceptual frames, all Obj-Exp verbs involve the ICM of eger@presented in (4.14a).
However, not all Obj-Exp verbs are associated with the saenbaV profile to the same
degree—different verbs tend to isolate specific event viears the basic causal network
with varying likelihood. That is, some verbs tend to be carei more often as active
causal events, while others are construed more often adelirattitudes or states. This is
linguistically reflected in their relative likelihood of gy used in constructions that entail
eventive interpretations, such as the verbal and adjég@iassive. The cognitive ‘function’
of the (stative) passive then is to mark the construal of thuaton as more like a dispo-
sitional relation between the Experiencer and some emalttanget. This is accomplished
through the disassociation of the causal link between timeuBis and the state in the con-
strual of the event.

Finally, it is important to note that from the cognitive vipaint, the influence of discourse-
related factors on linguistic structure is to be expectda demands of a specific commu-
nicative setting naturally shape the construal of the scetméch in turn influences the
choice of linguistic form used to describe (the construaltibht scene. As Croft (1994a:
32) putsiit,

Language use—communicative and interactive intentiopaiticular contexts
of discourse—largely determines what semantic concepaigin of the expe-
rience is to be encoded. The conceptualization largelyrah@tes its encoding
in the system of signs (words and constructions) of the laggu. . Both of
these processes—from context to conceptualization amd émnceptualiza-
tion to grammatical construction—have cognitive and ipéesonal elements.

Communicative and interactional intentions are ultimatefyned in the mind,



4.1. PASSIVIZATION, EVENT CONSTRUAL AND DISCOURSE 163

and the conventions of symbolizations are socially esthbll, maintained and

altered across time and space.

A similar point is made by DeLancey (1987) who argues thasédmantic and discourse-
functional facts are merely reflections of the same undaglgiognitive schema (see also
Lakoff 1977). “The various transitivity parameters cohieréhe way they do because they
code aspects of a coherent semantic prototype,” such thatsémantics of both clause-
and discourse-level constructions are rooted in a levebghttive representations prior to
either” (1987: 54-55). This view echoes Croft's observattwat cognitive semantic and dis-
course functional approaches are examining “two sideseo$éime coin” (1994b: 91). The
transitive prototype exhibits the features it does prégisecause it derives from a natural
and perhaps universal human understanding that eventschases (e.g. DeLancey 1984;
Lakoff and Johnson 1980). “The basis of the transitivitytptgpe is a simple CAUSE—
EFFECT schema which owes its universality to its univergatyin dealing with the real
world” (DeLancey 1987: 60).

Ultimately, usage-based semantic and functional appesaassume that linguistic mean-
ing is a social construct that is dynamically negotiatechimitand across particular com-
munication settings (Barsalou 2003; Clark 1983; Croft 200@1sv2006; Kecskes 2008).
Regarding lexical meaning, when a word is used in a giventsitugspecific aspects of that
situation (where it took place, how long lasted, who/whas wwolved, how the speaker
felt, etc) are attended to and encoded in memory. Recentigisibeen argued that it is the
memory of and the mental simulation of these situated exarsptand not abstract amodal
representations (e.g. Fodor 1975)—that constitutes awidugl’'s conceptual knowledge
(Barsalou 2003, 2005, 2009). In the next Section 4.2, | dsbwsv this relates to the for-
mation and propagation of emotion concepts, and ultimdkelyvay we use specific terms

to denote those concepts.
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4.2 What is an emaotion, that a person may talk about it?

To paraphrase Jackendoff (1989: 68), asking a psychologishilosopher what an emo-
tion is is much like asking a linguist what a language is. ®&#t researchers will tend
to give different answers depending on which aspect of ematiphenomena they focus
on, as well as their particular theoretical stance reggrthe nature of emotion concepts.
At present, there is still no commonly agreed-upon definitd the range of phenomena
we label ‘emotion’ (e.g. Frijda 2007; Gross and Barrett 2(Majligan and Scherer 2012;
Russell and Barrett 1999; Scherer 2005), and a major contrgptactor to this disagree-
ment has been the imprecision of the language used to difoeisgimerous varieties of
psychological phenomena. In everyday language, termseliketion, affect, mood, feel-
ing, attitude,anddispositionare often used interchangeably, which leads to a great deal
of confusion when we try to understand the various aspectsesie phenomena, and to
differentiate them scientifically.

Nevertheless, the meaning of the teemotionas used in ordinary language does cap-
ture much of what researchers have come to view as esseugsfof emotion in a techni-
cal sense (e.g. Mulligan and Scherer 2012). Consider thewwlh definition of emotion,

taken from the Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary.

(4.17) A conscious mental reaction (as anger or fear) stibgbg experienced as strong
feeling usually directed toward a specific object and tylbrcaccompanied by

physiological and behavioral changes in the body.

There are several ways in which this ordinary language diefimdf emotion aligns with at-
tempts to define emotion more technically. Perhaps the mystitant point of agreement
between the everyday and technical senses istiationis typically applied to phenom-
ena that are relatively short-lived. For most theoriess assumed that the things we refer

to as emotions involve discrete, temporary episodes infiéeflan individual (e.g. Arnold

’Retrieved 4/19/2013 from http://www.merriam-webstemédictionary/emotion
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1974; Davidson 1994; Ekman 1992; Frijda 1986, 2007; Iza@RiMulligan and Scherer
2012; Russell and Barrett 1999; Scherer 2001; Wilson 197 8sdkpisodes involve some
change in the functioning of an individual that is broughtatby some triggering event,
and persist, with decreasing intensity, for a certain domabefore fading away (Scherer
2000). | follow Scherer (2005) in reserving the teemotionfor short-lived affective
episodes, while we might use the latadfective phenomento refer to affects, moods,
feelings, attitudes and so on (Mulligan and Scherer 201Be&r 2005: 347). Particular
instances of an emotion can be referred to as “prototypiceiti®nal episodes” (Russell
and Barrett 1999), or simplgmotional episodes

A second crucial aspect of emotions is that they are dirg¢otedrd some object (Arnold
1960; Kenny 1963; Nissenbaum 1985; Wilson 1972). This dlgan be a concrete entity
(e.g. a person, a painting, a landscape), an event (e.gpérs@®n, a sudden noise), the be-
havior of oneself or others, a proposition or fact about tedy or the sudden memaory or
recall of any of these things. It is important here to distiis between an emotion’s object
and its cause; the two need not be the same. For exampleyifllhgaarticle about corrup-
tion in congress really angered mig¢is understood that although my anger was caused by
the article, it is the corruption that constitutes the obggeny anger. In this view, emotions
involve specific episodes of feeling, perceiving, or remenmy some object which may
be real or imagined, external or internal, concrete of alb&tiThe importance of object
directedness for linguistic structure has been noted byes@ny. Biaty 2005; Jackendoff
2007; Nissenbaum 1985), and the idea of an emotional obggetrate from the cause is

essentially what Pesetsky (1995) is trying to capture WishIthSM role.

4.2.1 Features of emotion and emotion categories

Scherer (2000, 2005) suggests that emotions and relatdiedf phenomena can be distin-

guished from each other according to several elementagidddeatures” that collectively
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characterize the different phenomena. As a working defimjthe proposes that “emotions
are episodes of coordinated changes in several compomecited{ng at least neurophysi-

ological activation, motor expression, and subjectivdifige. . ) in response to external or
internal events of major significance to the organism” ($&h2000: 138-139). This work-

ing definition is shared by many others, for instance, Russel|Barrett (1999) who char-

acterize a “prototypical emotional episode” as a compléwssubevents directed toward a
particular object, which is the “the person, condition,rayer thing (real or imagined; past,
present, or future) that the emotional episode is about)8Bcherer (2005) further iden-
tifies and distinguishes emotion from several other affeqthenomena, including moods,
dispositions, and attitudes (see also Ekman and Davidse)19

According to Scherer (2005: 700-702), different affectpleenomena can be charac-
terized according to the relative importance they placeemersl gradient dimensions or
design features. The ‘event focus’ dimension involves thednfor an emotion to be an-
chored to a specific external or internal event, rather thxstieg as a permanent feature
of an individual, or the result of an intentional decisionemaluation. The relevance of
an event to the concerns of the experiencer represents gneed® which an emotion is
‘appraisal driven’, where appraisal is thought to invole@id evaluation at several levels
of conscious and unconscious processing. ‘Rapidity’ andation’ comprise the temporal
characteristics of affective phenomena. Some phenomeol@&more or less rapid (series
of) changes in appraisal and subjective feeling, and theesponding states may endure
for relatively longer or shorter periods of time.

From the perspective of lexical semantics however, we arénterested in the status
of emotions as cognitive or psychological entites se rather our interest lies in the way
speakers’ conceptualizations of different affective mireana are encoded in a particular
language. That is to say, we are interested in the folk cdscafpemotion that are en-
capsulated in a speech community’s emotion lexicon. By qaiscé am referring to the

internal mental representations of categories of entisidsations, events, and experiences
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(e.g. Jackendoff 1990; Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Langaci®9;INiedenthal 2008), and
by ‘folk’ concepts, | am talking about the commonsense mithat speakers intuit and
appeal to, sometimes consciously, in everyday life—sintdawhat Lewis (1970, 1972)
calls “platitudes” (see also Malle 2004; Nichols 2004; B#md Ravenscroft 1994). When
it comes to emotions, it is these folk concepts that are estaua language’s words and
constructions, and consciously or unconsciously, diffefacets of these concepts are ac-
cessed when we use or make judgments about specific emating (@/ierzbicka 1992,
1995, 2009).

It is an interesting question to what extent a culture’s $etrmotion categories, and
by extension its language’s emotion lexicon, directly mapthe unconscious (and per-
haps universal) “psychophysiological processes” (SchH2080: 148) that make up emo-
tions. Scarantino (2012) argues that these are really tiferelint questions, which she dubs
the Scientific Emotion Project and the Folk Emotion Proj#¥¢hereas the Folk Emotion
Project has the accurate reconstruction of the boundafriteaditional emotion categories
as its primary objective, the Scientific Emotion Project thestransformation of such cate-
gories into useful scientific tools as its primary objectiveuspect these are essentially two
sides of the same coin, and | follow Wierzbicka (2009) in teéds that the exploration of
linguistic meaning can lead to valuable insight into thatieh between language and our

understanding of the social world.

[While] the meaning of emotion words may not neatly map “p®pyttysiologi-
cal processes,” they do reveal facts of social cogniticat,ith) shared construals
of individual experience. The fact that these construasargely unconscious
does not prevent them from being clearly reflected in the séimstructure of
the lexicon. (Wierzbicka 2009: 12)

| argue we can take this even further, however. The aim ofchépter, and indeed the

entire work, is to show that the reflection of these conssraah be detected not only in the
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lexicon, but also in patterns of grammatical variation foumlanguage use. As | discussed
in section 4.1.4, conceptual construal is not limited toléxécon, and focusing solely on
variation among isolated terms unnecessarily handicapattempts to understand the the
conceptualization processes that shape, and are shadewhbistic meaning.

To be clear, | assume that language plays a causal role iretredagphment of emotion
knowledge (Barrett 2009). If this is true, we should expevesa things. One, we should
be able to identify specific linguistic patterns common tetipalar emotion terms. If a
community’s shared conceptual understanding of the cdrisegre’ is constructed from
a loose collection of experiential exemplars to which theelacarehas been applied, it
stands to reason that we might be able to detect regularisitigpatterns associated with
the termscare From these patterns we may be able to divine informationtihe shared
construal of that emotion concept which can aid in makingligteons about synchronic
and diachronic variation in the use of the emotion term. Aiddally, concepts which over-
lap considerably in their situational knowledge shouldikitlsimilar linguistic behavior,
partly because the language itself has worked to shape toomepts. Finally, we should
expect a non-trivial amount of variation in the concepuation of lexical items across
individual speakers and, more importantly, across theouarlanguage-related tasks that
they engage in. This last point suggests that we shouldliydealapplying various linguis-
tic and other methodologies to the investigation of lexitedaning that extends beyond
meta-linguistic judgments about isolated sentences. fitkes described in the rest of this

chapter represent a beginning step in this direction.

4.3 Corpus study

In this section | present an investigation of Obj-Exp vertameg though a close analysis
of the semantic properties of the verbs’ arguments, whigkals a striking correlation

between the stative/non-stative verb classes discussstpsly, and the associations of
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those verbs with specific kinds of causes.

4.3.1 The data

The data for this study were sampled from the written and spalections of COCA as of
autumn 2012. The initial data set constituted 400 tokenb®fl6 Obj-Exp verbs listed in
(4.18); these tokens were randomly extracted from COCA uskgtlaon script.

(4.18) amaze, amuse, anger, annoy, astonish, captivate, cordepness, fascinate,

frighten, horrify, please, scare, startle, surprise, upse

The specific verbs were chosen for several reasons. One giaptavalence in the litera-
ture on Obj-Exp verbs. Verbs likemaze, concern, depress, frightandsurpriseare often
cited in examples of one kind or another, and so it is only r@dthat a corpus study of this
kind might begin with these verbs. A second consideratiositha interaction of polysemy
and the ease of automated extraction from COCA. While many Qpjverbs potentially
involve many different senses, some of those senses are fregueent than others, and
some are easier to search for and eliminate than ofhEisally, given that quantitative
analyses require sufficient amounts of data to be meaningéhlose verbs on the higher
end of the Obj-Exp verb frequency distribution for which Lddbe assured to find enough
tokens.

After the initial automated collection, tokens were furtheanually filtered to remove
tokens involving non-psychological senses (8gfore he depressed the buttor).as well
as other non-verbal uses. Since the goal of the study wasplorexthe role of the stim-

ulus argument in shaping the usage of these verbs, the tattesi@ed only those tokens

8For examplebore has the psychological sense as well as two other commonsseéhsephysical sense
‘to drill into’ as in bore the holes for the shelf pinand the ‘carry, wear, convey’ sense of the past tense of
bear, as inThe man bore the dazed grin of a lottery winr@ther verbs likedbotherandworry are similarly
diverse in their usage. For this study, these various uses twe common for me to sift through efficiently
by hand, and so | left them aside for further investigatiage(®.g. Glynn 2010 for a more comprehensive
study ofbothel).
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Verb Tokens Verb Tokens
amaze 268 fascinate 285
amuse 283 frighten 202
anger 207 horrify 159
annoy 366 please 130
astonish 169 scare 272
captivate 313 startle 133
concern 137 surprise 389
depress 210 upset 121

Table 4.1: Number of tokens by verb after filtering

in which both the stimulus and the experiencer argument® weertly realized in the
sentence. This meant that agentless passive sentenc@a)(4dtive sentences with null

objects (4.19b), and middle constructions (4.19c) were aisitted from the dataset.
(4.19) a. ...my mother found the scrapbook, and she was qusfibd.

b. More than 20 years and some restoration later, the necldfit astonishes

with the bold assurance of its design, ...
c. Butthe Padres are Alfred Hitchcock. They don’t scare asil

Other fixed patterns involving certain verbs, such as fratparticle uses (e.dgrighten
away/off), were also excluded.

The initial sampling procedure was done randomly in the rad@ehieving something
close to a representative distribution of forms and uses iI€&@s a whole. However,
because tokens of each verb were randomly and automatszatipled from the corpus, a
fair number of tokens were eliminated during the post-filtigiprocess. The resulting tally
of tokens amounted to 3644 total sentences, with no single eecurring in fewer than

120 sentences. The exact counts are provided in Table 4.1.



4.3. CORPUS STUDY 171

4.3.2 Annotations

Each token was manually annotated for a range of semantitgayc, and discourse-level
features. These variables included properties of the wach as active or passive voice,
tense, and mood, as well as numerous morphosyntactic ésadfiboth the stimulus and
experiencer arguments. These included person, numbegmioality, definiteness, given-
ness, phrase length and syntactic status. This last varaidoded differences between

stimulus arguments of varying syntactic types, e.g. CPs, &iit$proper or common NPs.

(4.20) a. That | spent the money on an Oriental stripper deck with its ownenamel

caseonly further annoyed the dean of discipline. ..[CP]

b. You'll be amazed atow much easier these filters make sorting your mail
[CP]

c. Being lateirritated the hell out of her. [VP]

d. Young children will be captivated bthe turtles that inhabit the shallow

pools. [common N]
e. Mayor Bloomberg in New York is angering smokers. [proper N]

Additional sentential level variables were coded, sucthastesence of resultative mod-
ifiers and/or the use of prepositional phrases to expressatse of the emotion. These
phrases include the use by-phrases (4.21), as well as “property-factoring” (van @ost
1980) uses oivith (4.22).

(4.21) a. Chikane astonished the ex-cop by forgiving him.
b. And he captivates students by sharing jawdropping stdren his past. ..

c. Then there were those who annoyed her by asking if shé&tlidnyone.



4.3. CORPUS STUDY 172

(4.22) a. They fascinate us with their on-the-court finesse.

b. Exaggerated in size, color, and form, the “Venetianspsse and astonish

us—and even amuse us with their excessive splendor.

c. He frightened me with his big voice and fierce ways, and lldiwu sleep

right. ..

Annotation for properties such as givenness and definisgrvelsich are challenging to
verify objectively, followed methods laid out in previousoik. Definiteness was coded
according to the guidelines established in Garretson €2@04), while the givenness of
both arguments was coded based on whether the referent baddferred to anywhere
in the preceding material available in the expanded comtiettte COCA corpus (see, e.g.
Grafmiller To appear; Shih et al. To appear).

Semantic coding of the stimulus type proved to be the thedsigchallenge, and there-
fore required careful consideration. From the outset, tloe$ was on the ontological type
of the stimulus argument, and the relevant distinctionserfagre roughly parallel those
found in familiar animacy hierarchies (e.g. Silversteirv&p The list of semantic types
are provided below. These were determined partly basedtablsfied annotation systems
(Glynn 2010; Zaenen et al. 2004) and partly from patterngumto the Obj-Exp verb data.
Stimulus arguments were grouped into one of the ten ontcdbgategories listed in Table
22.

Categories like Human, Concrete Object, and Abstract Objeda&ly common in the
corpus annotation literature and require little elaborafsee Garretson et al. 2004; Glynn
2009; Gries 2006; Zaenen et al. 2004; among others), howsther categories used in
this study like Aesthetic Object and Sensation are novesottemy knowledge. These
independent categories were used in large part becaussdbeyto occur quite frequently
in the psych-verb data (esp. the aesthetic objects), amdb&sause they are otherwise

difficult to fit into the any of the other more familiar categes.
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Human: Specific and non-specific human individuals

Organization: Human collectives functioning with a singlepose

Other Animate:  Non-human living thing or entity endowed hwientience
and/or agency (e.g. God)

Concrete Obj: Physical entity at which one could point

Event: Specific, spatially and temporally bounded activitgvent

Aesthetic Obj: Human created artwork, artifact, or absteantity that typ-
ically evokes some evaluation and/or relates some story or
information about the world

Location: Geographical or other position in space

Sensation: Entity referring to a basic sensual percepéan & scent)

Abstract Obj: Entity that is not prototypically concretet lmearly inani-
mate

Abstract SoA: Information, fact, or proposition about therid

(State of Affairs)

Table 4.2: Categories of Stimulus types

Many semantic classification systems usually include omegoay that functions (in-
tentionally or not) as a waste-bin category to which cordreial or otherwise difficult-
to-classify examples are typically relegated. Sometirhesis because the focus is on the
upper (human) end of the animacy spectrum, and inanimageergs that are clearly not
humans, animals, concrete objects, or any of the otheryedsihtified types are simply
grouped into some broad “non-concrete” category by proglsiamination. Unfortunately,
this results in a loss of information which is particulamgublesome for analyses of psych-
verbs, since non-Experiencer arguments of these verbswdmwery frequently do, refer to
abstract, inanimate entities, which are indeed difficuttlgssify. But this difficulty should
not stop us from at least attempting to make sense of the m@ingatities that commonly
show up with different verbs, especially given the disoussif “property” and “individ-
ual” referring stimuli mentioned in Chapter 2 (see also Ghiavg 1990; Bouchard 1995).
As the results here show, employing a more fine-grained t@xgrof entities can capture

some interesting patterns that might otherwise be oveddok
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The Aesthetic Object category illustrates this point nic&éhe denotations of stimuli
coded as aesthetic objects can comprise things that aretypumally either concrete (a
book, a statue, a toy), abstract (a story, a rumor), or sangeih between (a movie, a
piece of music). These entities form a natural class in tiet all are designed with some
aesthetic purpose—they are intended to evoke some emlotiopaychological response.
Again, this group consists of physical artifacts as well agemabstract entities that are
associated with some informational ‘content’, and thisteohis imbued with some degree
of psychological reality. It is this feature of being deliaely designed that distinguishes
aesthetic objects from other types of objects. This acowittsthe frequent occurrence of
stimuli like bookused metonymically to refer not to a physical object, butsacbntents
(e.g. Cruse 1992; Nunberg 1995; Pustejovsky 1995). It is\dfie case that the aesthetic
or informational content of the object, not the object itse the focus of the emotion
described by the verbFor illustration, some examples of Aesthetic Object and Gatac

Object stimuli are provided in (4.23) and (4.24).
(4.23) Aesthetic Objects:
a. And we begin with a report we believe will surprise the moatiworld, ...
b. Preston hopes his book will do more than simply scare reade
c. Those statues of Poe fascinated me. ..
d. [Iwas fascinated by these stories of hope and faith.

e. The photographs of the women please her.

(4.24) Concrete Objects:

SWe could still further distinguish between physical axta(paintings, statues, crafts, etc.) and abstract
narrative objects (e.g. stories, jokes, news, etc.). Sudiktection might be informative for exploring finer-
grained usage patterns of individual verbs or even subsatermeptually related verbs such as verbs of
surprise or wondermengifnaze, astonish, astound, awe, captivate, fascinate, wo,This is one area |
intend to explore further in future work.
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a. Wooster wants you to be amused by amaranths five and a baHith with

crimson stalks. ..
b. We've got two long walls in our mine and they amaze me.

c. You understand why people are—are frightened of kniveatesl of them,

right?
d. Why do we develop scars, and why are we so captivated by them?

e. The blackened kitchen walls depressed us throughoutthe d

Aesthetic objects turn out to be common stimulus argumeitts many Obj-Exp verbs,
and so the current coding schema maintained a distinctionee® treating an entity as
either a Concrete Object or as an Aesthetic Object. Includigarser-grained concrete
vs. abstract classification would lose this potentiallpmfative distinction in usage.

In corpus studies involving annotations for animacy or otbetological classifica-
tions of entities, the decision to leave the category of ti@as things’ as broadly de-
fined as possible is motivated not (just) by the uncertaibtyua what the sub-categories
should be, but also by concerns about the reliability of eateuclassification. To address
this, the present study employed an inter-annotator aggsemethod commonly used
in quantitative analysis of semantic features: the catmnaof the k correlation coeffi-
cient (Brennan and Prediger 1981; Szméasuns 2003). For an initial pass at inter-annotator
agreement, after the initial annotation, a second lingrosied 100 randomly sampled to-

kens from the dataset based on detailed instructions freninihial annotation. The two
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codings were then compared, generating eoefficient of 0.74:2 Values above 0.7 sug-
gest a promising degree of inter-rater agreement (BrennaPeediger 198131 Not sur-

prisingly, the cases in which raters showed the most disageat tended to involve distin-
guishing between subtypes of abstract entities. For ex@mptermining whether a given
stimulus should be treated as referring to an event or arcobgnetimes proved to be a
challenge. Should, for example, “trials” in (4.25a) be tegkas referring to a set of specific
events, or to the content of the various trials? Should tfieiival phrase “to see your pu-
denda” in (4.25b) be treated as referring to the activitgywf seeing something, or to the

thing itself; which is a better assessment of the cause cfghaker’'s amusement?
(4.25) a. Countless trialshave captivated the American public in the last 99 years.
b. Do you thinkit amuses méo see your pudend&

c. He smiled at her. She was as startledtlhgt smile as if it had focused a

floodlight on his face, ...

For those cases in which raters disagreed, the initial gsdivere used.

Finally, four stimulus types (Non-human animate, Orgainire Location, and Sensa-
tion) were quite rare in the data, and so to eliminate probldoe to data sparseness, all
but Non-human animate were incorporated into other categdrocation, and Sensation
became part of the Abstract Object class, while Organiadtkens were incorporated into
the human category, on the reasoning that these entities p#ttern like animate, voli-
tional agents with respect to other grammatical phenomegalflinrichs and Szmrecsanyi
2007).

10Calculated using theérr package (Gamer et al. 2012).

HCommon methods in the literature also involve a second atinatprocess (ankl calculation) in which
the annotators discuss the results of the initial classificeand then recode additional data (e.g. Zeschel
2010). As of this writing, this follow-up annotation has yetbe completed, but researchers generally find
that results approach perfect correlation, kex 0.95 (Glynn 2010; Zeschel 2010).
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4.3.3 Analysis and discussion
4.3.3.1 Exploratory methods

To examine the associations between individual verbs agid dihguments, several statis-
tical techniques were employed. The first method was (b)neoyrespondence analysis
(CA), which is a dimension-reduction technique useful fgresenting associations be-
tween features of two variables (e.g. verb and stimulus)typa visually intuitive way
(Glynn 2012; Greenacre 2007; Murtagh 2005). The basic iddand CA is simple: it
takes the frequency of co-occurring values of two varialaled converts them into dis-
tances which can be plotted on a 2 or 3 dimensional map. Inriktance, the variables
are “verb” and “stimulus type”, whose possible values advidual verbs &émaze, amuse,
etc.) and stimulus types (Human, Event, etc.). The resutteap, known as a “biplot”, re-
veals how closely related the individual levels of eachalalg are, based on how far from

each other the levels are on the map.

Human Non-H Event Concrete Aesthetic Abstract Abstract

Animate Object Object Object SoA Sum
amaze 42 0 13 11 10 82 110 268
amuse 99 1 39 17 34 61 32 283
anger 61 0 34 1 23 62 26 207
annoy 140 5 62 26 16 81 36 366
astonish 31 1 15 12 14 55 41 169
captivate 77 4 31 43 63 93 2 313
concern 5 0 10 4 8 82 28 137
depress 22 0 21 20 13 92 42 210
fascinate 42 10 19 51 31 115 17 285
frighten 69 10 16 17 11 52 27 202
horrify 15 0 29 7 15 64 29 159
please 52 2 12 14 5 29 16 130
scare 108 5 29 16 11 49 54 272
startle 31 1 47 3 6 34 11 133
surprise 136 1 54 15 14 89 80 389
upset 28 0 26 3 14 34 16 121
Sum 958 40 457 260 288 1074 567 3644

Table 4.3: Distribution of stimulus types by verb
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Table 4.3 shows the co-coccurrence frequencies (countsfiividual verbs and stim-
ulus types observed in the corpus. The correspondence ncapssructed from this table
in two steps. First, from this table of 16 rows and 7 columns,d@Astructs two dissimi-
larity matrices, a 16 by 16 matrix specifying distances leswindividual rows, i.e. verbs,
and a 7 by 7 matrix specifying distances between columnsstiraulus types. These are
symmetrical square matrices representing the relativ&@ndirities, or “distances”, be-
tween elements, similar to the way geographical road mapgtmes provide a matrix of
distances between cities. For illustration, part of theéadise matrix for verbs is shown in
(4.26)1?

(4.26) Subsection of the distance matrix for verbs in th@asr
amaze amuse anger annoy..
amaze 0.00
amuse 0.95 0.00
anger 0.88 0.29 0.00
annoy 1.00 031 0.44 0.00

In correspondence analysis, distances are calculated tisenchi-squared distance
measure to assess the dissimilarity between two rows (anom) in the contingency table
based on the “profiles” of those individual rows. The profii@oow is simply the counts in
each cell in that row converted to proportions of the totalrddor that row. For instance,
the number of Human Stimulus arguments with the \amazereported in Table 4.3 is
divided by the total number of instances of the vanazeo give the proportion of Human
Stimulus arguments for that verb as reported in the firstaféllable 4.4: 42268= 0.16.
The same method is also used to create column profiles. Howaveall category co-

occurrences (verb-stimulus pairings) are of equal impogaas some categories are quite

12The distance between a verb and itself is always 0, and sathesralong the main diagonal will always
be 0. The matrix is also symmetrical along the main diagdhak, one half of the distance matrix is usually
omitted for readability (as with geographic maps).
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infrequent overall. If all categories were treated equadlgse infrequent categories, e.g.
Non-human animate stimulus, would have a disproportior#ieet on the analysis. The
chi-square distance measure takes into account diffesgndbe “amounts” of individual
categories by weighting the distance calculations. Thesghs are referred as “mass” in
CA. The mass of a given row/column is the proportion of theltotember of counts for
that row/column out of the total number of data points. Faregle, from Table 4.3, we
can calculate the mass of Human stimulus types by dividiedgdtal for that column, 958,
by the grand total of observations 3644: 958/3644 = 0.26s i&ihe number given in the
first entry of the row labeled “Mass” in the table of verb predi] Table 4.4. The profile

matrices for both verbs and stimulus types are shown in $ahleand 4.5 respectively.

Human Non-H Event Concrete Aesthetic Abstract Abstract

Animate Object Object Object SoA Sum

amaze 0.16 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.31 041 1.0
amuse 0.35 0.00 0.14 0.06 0.12 0.22 011 1.0
anger 0.29 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.11 0.30 013 1.0
annoy 0.38 0.01 0.17 0.07 0.04 0.22 0.10 1.0
astonish 0.18 0.01 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.33 024 1.0
captivate 0.25 0.01 0.10 0.14 0.20 0.30 001 1.0
concern 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.60 020 1.0
depress 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.44 020 1.0
fascinate 0.15 0.04 0.07 0.18 0.11 0.40 0.06 1.0
frighten 0.34 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.26 0.13 1.0
horrify 0.09 0.00 0.18 0.04 0.09 0.40 0.18 1.0
please 0.40 0.02 0.09 0.11 0.04 0.22 012 1.0
scare 0.40 0.02 011 0.06 0.04 0.18 020 1.0
startle 0.23 0.01 0.35 0.02 0.05 0.26 0.08 1.0
surprise 0.35 0.00 0.14 0.04 0.04 0.23 0.21 1.0
upset 0.23 0.00 0.21 0.02 0.12 0.28 013 1.0
Mass 0.26 0.01 0.13 0.07 0.08 0.29 0.16 1.0

Table 4.4: Verb profiles for CA analysis derived from Table 4.3

The distance matrix takes the form of a cloud of profile powith masses adding up
to 1. These points have a centroid (i.e. the average profildradistance between profile

points. The degree of variation of points within the cloudaterred to as ‘inertia’. Each
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Human Non-H Event Concrete Aesthetic Abstract Abstract

Animate Object Object Object SoA Mass

amaze 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.19 0.07
amuse 0.10 0.02 0.09 0.07 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.08
anger 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.06
annoy 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.10
astonish 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.05
captivate 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.17 0.22 0.09 0.00 0.09
concern 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.04
depress 0.02 0.00 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.09 0.07 0.06
fascinate 0.04 0.25 0.04 0.20 0.11 0.11 0.03 0.08
frighten 0.07 0.25 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06
horrify 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.04
please 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04
scare 0.11 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.10 0.07
startle 0.03 0.02 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04
surprise 0.14 0.02 0.12 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.14 011
upset 0.03 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03
Sum 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Table 4.5: Stimulus type profiles for CA analysis derived froable 4.3

profile point contributes to the inertia of the whole cloudettia is higher when profiles
deviate widely from their expected values (averages). CAniply a method for decom-
posing the overall inertia by identifying a small number dhogonal dimensions in which
deviations from the expected values can be represédtedese dimensions are referred
to as the principal axes, or sometimes just ‘inertias’. ggime distance matrices of rows
and columns, correspondence analysis determines thegairaxes of variance, or iner-
tias, and for each axis the corresponding eigenvalue, whittte same as the inertia of the
‘cloud’ of profile points in the direction of that axis. Thedirfactorial axis is the line in
the direction of which the inertia of the cloud is a maximurheTsecond factorial axis is,
among all the lines that are perpendicular to the first famtaxis, the one in whose direc-
tion the inertia of the cloud is a maximum. The third factbaais is, among all the lines

that are perpendicular to both the first and second faciaxid, the line in whose direction

B3For those familiar with principal components analysisrespondence analysis is a very similar method,
but adapted to count data. The outputs of PCA and CA are iriexghin very much the same ways.
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Dimension Inertia % variance Cumulative %

1 0.090 37.9 37.9
2 0.081 33.7 71.6
3 0.041 16.5 88.1
4 0.017 7.3 95.5
5 0.006 2.6 98.0
6 0.004 2.0 100.0

Table 4.6: Principal inertias (eigenvalues) of CA analysis

the inertia of the cloud is a maximum, and so on. The sum oktkegenvalues is the ‘total
inertia’, and is a measure of the total variance in the &4@A uses these eigenvalues to
create a map of row and column points in Euclidean spacer@igterceptual space).

In addition to the biplot, the eigenvalue summary table igallg included in the de-
scription of CA, to provide a clear picture of how the variamecahe data is distributed
across the derived dimensions. This is shown in Table 4r&eShe purpose of CA is to
represent associations between elements visually, oalyit two (or sometimes three)
dimensions are typically used in plotting. Ideally, thetfixgo eigenvalues (inertias) will
account for a substantial proportion of the cumulativearace ¢ 75%), but this is not
always the case, especially with naturally occuring comgais (e.g. Glynn 2010). Infor-
mally, the sum of the percentages on the two axes can be thotigh a measure of how
well the plot represents the true associations betweemthedual levels of the variables
in the data. In other words, the sum of the percentages gwas®me idea of how much
of the variance in the data can be “explained” by just thosedimensions. In the present
study, the first two axes have a cumulative percentage of@,ich, though not as high
as we might like, nevertheless results in a plot that can teepreted with some degree of
confidence. Still, it must be kept in mind that a fair amountarfiance is left unexplained.

Figure 4.1 shows the CA biplot derived from the counts in TabB(the dotted circle

14The total inertia is also equivalent to ty& statistic for independence calculated over the originakco
tingency table (Table 4.3.3.1), divided by the total numifedata points: inertia= x2/N.
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is explained below}? The two axes accounting for the greatest proportion of t@teance
are labeled “Factor 1" and “Factor 2” in the plot, along wiltetpercentage of variance
explained by each. The interpretation of the axes themsalag also be tricky, but gen-
erally in CA we are not as concerned about the axes, as mucle asl#tive positions of
the individual points. Still, they can sometimes provideoagh guide. For instance, the
vertical axis in Figure 4.1 could be interpreted as reprisg@an approximate dimension
of animacy, humanness, or concreteness, as the Human gabegapies the upper region,
while the more abstract categories all tend to fall in thedowegions, but this is not a
perfect correlation (and the axis seems somewhat skewedt ¥ horizontal dimension
could represent is much less clear, however. Lastly, tHesedong the two axes are not in-
terpretable on their own, but do provide a way of gaugingirealistances between points
in the plot.

Turning now to the results in detall, | focus first on the arefeigure 4.1 circled with the
dotted line. This area contains a number of verbs su@masse, annoy, scare, pleased
startle, which the correspondence analysis suggests are much mular4o each other
than to other verbs (e.goncern, depress, amaze, fascinate.), as evidenced by their
relative positions on the biplot. These verbs cluster withttvo stimulus types Human and
Event. We can interpret this straightforwardly: verbs irs ttluster are closely associated
with human and/or event related stimuli. To a lesser extemtpuld appear that the verbs
anger, upset, frighterandsurpriseare also associated with human or event stimuli; how-
ever their interpretation must be treated more cautiousit(rn to this below). Examples
of uses with stimulus arguments referring to humans andtswractivities are provided

in (4.27) and (4.28) respectively.

(4.27) a. It was his second time, and a kid doesn’t get calkzk ho sing a stadium

anthem unless he pleases the crowd.

15CA biplots were generated with tHeanguageR package (Baayen 2011). Values for Table 4.6 were
obtained using thea package (Greenacre and Nenadic 2010; Nenadic and Gre&t#fe
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b. Again the Don was amused by the boy and wondered what wouha mext.

c. Another worker was deeply annoyed by a cubicle-mate whiberf@disgusting

food noises” when she ate at her desk.

d. Okay, her pound cake was sinfully good, but this woman waasiisg to frighten

me a little.

(4.28) a. Mr. Waturi comes in as Joe moves forward and, widageffort, rotates the

wheel to its opposite extreme. This scares Waturi.
b. She was willing to do anything that might please Mary, ...
c. Cuervo Jones gives her a slap on the butt, which startlgsdJto

d. House leaders are annoyed by the Senate’s actions.

The close association of Human and Event type stimuli isrdieen the graph, and
examining the specific data suggests why. In many casesasuoh(4.28), aftvent stim-
ulus refers to some human related action, e.qg. sitting at &k20a), participating (4.29b),

whistling (4.29c), and so on.

(4.29) a. Butit pleased me anyway to sit in a bar with her, smmpknursing an English

ale on draft. ..
b. The teacher’s participation especially pleased theestisd
c. ...whistling only annoys people, ...

d. Or do you just like to hang around the library censoringapks, sentences,

paragraphs, whole pages because it amuses you?

e. He attempts a leer but can’t quite pull it off, which doesiaeher.
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At the same time, entire events are often referred to metaaliy via reference to the hu-
man actor(s) involved in them (Talmy 1988; VVan Valin and Wik1996). That is, a Human
stimulus argument often functions as an indirect referéoeetionsthat the given person
is understood to have performed. Conceptually, it is theoaar event that is understood
as the direct cause of the emotion, but this is expressedisitically through the use of a
human stimulus argument, typically accompanied by somdiaddl element describing
the means by which the person caused the emotional statse Biements typically con-
sist ofwith phrases (4.30Qy phrases (4.31), or other constituents (4.32) that destrnie
activity the person is engaged in (van Oosten 1980). As thenples in (4.30—4.34) show,

the use of such elements is common with most (all?) the vertied in Figure 4.1.

(4.30) a. When my father was in a good mood, he’d amuse us vatiestabout the

hospital back in the’ 20s.

b. Sally amused her with a highly colored account of Milesikig their horse,

c. When autumn comes to Anderson, Radio leads calistheniga@tiqe, takes
the field as the Hanna High quarterback and amuses playdrdisinonsen-

sical game-film narration.

d. Donovan angered President Nixon when he wrote about gtevithdrawal of

U.S. troops from Vietnam ...
e. And so Netanyahu angers his hard-liners with that syrolbalndshake, . ..

f. Pierce Hawthorne, a lecherous old windbag who hangs arthenlocal com-
munity college and annoys his fellow students with pompageeshes, racial

slurs and inappropriate groping.

g. ...soCrumb clearly is not aiming to please Jews with histarefforts.
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(4.31) a. She even angered Republicans by claiming the pgsposted only rich white

men for office.

b. ...believed that the only way for her to get my attentiockoar please me was

by changing her ways.

(4.32) a. | was somewhat annoyed by the woman in front of usingisted on putting

her arm around the back of her companion’s chair, ...

b. Vivian spoke so quickly that she startled me.

In other examples, the immediate context makes the metangarinection between the

human argument and the emotion-causing activity clear.

(4.33) a. Narr2: Mr. Collins spends several days at the haaseplimenting the sisters
at every opportunity. Narr 3: He annoys the middle girl, Maoymuch that she

nearly stabs him with a fork.

b. Mike and Kevin wake and stumble along on numb feet. Theylsta fisher-

man meandering toward his secret trout hole;

It is not surprising that verbs such aswuse, surprise, startletc., that are strongly associ-
ated with such human and/or event denoting stimuli are alsgetthat are most often cited
in eventive and/or agentive uses.

The clearest distinction in Figure 4.1 is between thoses/arbst associated with hu-
man and event denoting stimuli and those more associatddstihuli denoting other
types of entities. The biplot shows however, that thesenattrbs do not all pattern alike.
Now | briefly examine these other clusters that emerge frarctrrespondence analysis.
Figure 4.2 shows the same plot as in Figure 4.1 but with thtleer @roupings circled in
addition to the cluster circled initially in Figure 4.1 (st here in the circle labeled ‘@’).

Impressionistically, we can identify these additionalstérs by grouping verbs with their
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Figure 4.2: Correspondence Analysis of Stimulus Type and Ver

closest associated stimulus type on the plot. The one pessiltlier isconcern which
does not fall very close to any single stimulus type, but igentheless positioned along
the same axis as the vertigpress, astonistandhorrify, which also aligns with the stimu-
lus type Abstract Obj(ectlConcernrepresents the extreme case of this subset of Obj-Exp
verbs—perhaps the most stative of stative Obj-Exp verbis. i§lan important point, as the
patterns revealed in the biplot are derived from the stien§tassociations between verbs
and stimulus types. No temporal or aspectual informatios weluded in the CA.

As | mentioned above, these clusters represent subclatsesbs that belong to the
broader class of abstraction-focused emotion verbs thetast with those verbs circled in
Figure 4.1. | discuss each of these in turn.

Turning first to cluster (b.), the verlastonish, concern, depresandhorrify are most
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closely associated with abstract entities coded as AlsBbi As an ontological class,
this is a fairly hard-to-define group, at least technicaflyot intuitively. Abstract Stim-
ulus arguments comprise a considerably heterogeneousfriiings: feelings, attitudes,
guantities, properties, and various other concepts ofrpareal entities. Examples of sev-
eral common types abstract Stimulus arguments are showw.hal general, such entities
are common Stimulus arguments of verbs suchsdsnish, concern, depress, horriénd
likely many others.

One of type of abstract object constitutes properties a¥iddals. Linguistically, these
are denoted by nouns often ending-iress -ity, or other nominalizing suffixes, as illus-
trated in (4.34).

(4.34) a. The aimlessness of tourism is starting to depress h

b. The vitality of activity in centers such as Frankfurt aradi® does not depress

Andrew Hugh Smith, chairman of the London Stock Exchange.

c. | worried about his drinking, worried that the intensitynay grief would de-

press him.
d. lam horrified by my inability to concentrate on this matter
e. Itastonished him, her capacity to think ahead.
f.  She is astonished at his lack of bitterness,. ..

g. Farmer says the youthful troops at CNN [...] were astonistidis calmness.

Another type involves nouns referring to locations, whittough they could be construed
as physical entities, abe cemeterin (4.34a) could be, they are commonly used in a more

abstract sense to talk about the state of being at or in soacegiP

16This is related to the well-known use in British dialects bfases likeat universityandin hospitalto
refer to being enrolled in a university or admitted to a htapuses that sound distinctly odd to American
ears. British English speakers just seem to have embratesdhse extension more broadly (Americans do
sayin schoo] for instance).
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(4.35) a. Rebecca never went to the cemetery because it dedriesr.

b. The Alps inevitably astonish Americans because they@esAmerican, so

suddenly steep and vaguely ominous.
c. Casagemas was as depressed by Paris as Picasso was iadiggre.
d. The place depressed her somehow. Silly that a grocerydstepress one. ..

Then of course, there are a great many cases where the stinefdus to something that
does not obviously fall into a coherent subtype of abstmaiitye(4.36). This includes nouns

referring to emotions or psychological themselves as dtimmarguments (4.37).

(4.36) a. ...lam horrified by the new fad of rude, disrespgetid unkind messages on

T-shirts for children and adults being sold in stores thiaud our community.
b. Their philosophy would astonish you.

c. The concentration of women’s labor in the public sectspaoncerns some

feminists.

d. Gordon recalls loggers who were horrified at the vast amofiforest they

had cut down, ...
e. He did not want to move at first, although the night horrihed.

f.  That very same utopian vision was precisely what horriftegl young writer

Fyodor Dostoevsky.

g. Eventhough there are significant groups in the Arab WoHatare horrified

by certain aspects of Western cultures, ...

h. Many Israelis are depressed by the long history of falgssand phony hopes,
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(4.37) a. In fact, their loyeis so complete and endearing and sickeningly idyllic, it

depresses everyone in its soupy green wake.

b. The emotion | feel as | approach Chilean territory alwaysrashes, disturbs,

and pleases me.

c. Theincreased feeling of responsibility depressed me.

Thoughconcerndid not appear very close to the other verbs circled in (bFigure
4.2, it nevertheless shows up with abstract stimuli quigdiently, and it turns out to be by
far the most over-represented verb with this stimulus tygee Figure 4.3 below). Indeed,
concernappears to have a particular affinity for certain abstrachse such asssuesfor
instance (4.38d-f).

(4.38) a. It's the interactive nature that concerns me.

b. The only handicap that concerns him is the one listed orctimeputer he

oversees
c. wherever he was going had nothing to do with the enigmacthraterned her.

d. Gertrude Bonnin urged delegates to speak out confidentiysoies that con-

cerned them...

e. the three patriarchs and heads of other churches peallydpublished joint

statements on issues that concerned them in the Holy Land.
f.  However, the issue that probably concerns mother the.most

Interestingly, the few instances of concern that do havedrustimulus arguments seem to
involve reference to the individual as an abstract idea acept, rather than to a specific

concrete agent that acts directly on the experiencer. Betbases the stimulus arguments
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are often generics or bare plurals, suggesting that whatlf/r‘concerning” is some gen-
eral property of the (type of) individuals involved rathéiah a specific action or event

instigated by the individual(s).

(4.39) a. That's the Barack Obama that concerns me,. ..
b. It's the local peasants that concern me.
c. What concerns me is the conservatives. . .

d. Rice told Berrithat she was “deeply concerned” about thehebe and “what

they are enduring.”

e. A dozen of them, dirtier and rougher than many, but stdt juen burned by
sun and wind and erratic fortune. The one man who concerregd thost sat

at a large table in the corner,...

Even in the case of (4.39¢e), the context makes clear the adusmcern is more like the
man’s mere presence, and not something he has done spéc{itédast in the immediate
sense). As | suggested back in Section 2.1.1, the relatioelyrequency ofconcernwith
human stimuli that actually denote individuals (rathemtladstract properties or concep-
tualizations of them) may have something to do with the loaereptability of forward
binding withconcern

Turning to the cluster circled in (c.) in Figure 4.2, we see ¥erbamazes markedly
distinct from the others in the corpus, and its position éathie right of the plot is due to
its close association with stimuli describing what | havéethabstract states-of-affairs.
These are words, and more often entire clauses, that refaofmsitions or facts about
the world. Very often these are realized grammatically #iseeidemonstratives (4.40),

pronouns (4.41) or complementizer phrases introducettidty how,or what(4.42).

(4.40) a. I mean, for him to complain, that totally amazes me.
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b. The world had not changed, and this amazed me.
(4.41) Yeah, it's almost—there are so many parallels toytddat it amazes me.

(4.42) a. Butyou'd be amazed at how many guys come in here anitlkamw.
b. What amazes me is that the drive hits so hard.
c. Hooton is amazed every day at how difficult young pitcheakerthe game.

d. ...andyou would be amazed at how his ideas flow.

But why shouldamazepattern so differently from other verbs lilkestonishand sur-
prise—and possiblyascinateandcaptivate—which all intuitively seem to denote emotions
involving some degree of unexpectedness and/or wonder@drpas study of English and
Polish emotion terms, Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk and Wil20a @) also showed that the
terms used to describe these emoticamgzement, astonishmeatdsurprisg do not in
fact pattern together in all respects. They found that alghoall three emotion concepts
involve elements of unexpectedness and disbeli®izemerlso involves a much higher
degree of appreciation and ‘positive wonder’ than the attwerterms do. It is possible that
this sense of wonder or appreciation consists of the exteada&uation of some stimulus,
and scamazds therefore used more frequently with stimulus antecexkiat are relatively
persistent or enduring, both in the external world and imtived of the experiencer. Propo-
sitions, beliefs, and facts would naturally be the kindsmtitees that we would expect to
find as the target and/or cause of amazement. Hence thergezadency foamazeto be
used with Abstract SoA stimuli.

This idea is supported by the fact that most examplesstdnishwith abstract stimuli
do not appear to reflect this kind of long-term evaluationgraciation as much as such
stimuli do withamaze Insteadastonistreally seems to highlight unexpectedness, and this

emerges in the way the verb is often used to describe sihsatibiere the experiencer has
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suddenly come to some realization, or has suddenly recegroz perceived something

about the stimulus.

(4.43) a.

Because the French are famously chauvinistic, | stonshed by Lassus’

frank admiration of American ways.

“Do you miss her, Dad?” Paula said through the door. “N@"Whs astonished

by the truth of it.

Both of them blond, willowy, always in motion. It always astshed me how

much they looked alike, ...

The emotion | feel as | approach Chilean territory alwaysrashes, disturbs,

and pleases me.

GSU music professor Ruth McDonald, the festival’s orgamizadn’t thought
much about women composers until 1981, when at the age oféatsmded
her first festival of music by women, in New York. She was asstioad by the

guantity and quality of what she heard.

A similar pattern emerges witkurprise

(4.44) a.

b.

The seriousness of Bruenor’s grim tone surprised/ene in the room, ...
His anger surprised him; or rather, the force of it did.

Even paleontologists prepared for finding small dinosamight have been

surprised by the tiny size of Eoraptor says Sues.

Compared tcamaze the emotions described kgstonishand surprisedo not appear to

involve the long-term evaluation of abstract states ofieffas much as the more short term

reaction to recent experience.
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The difference between the (relatively) long-lasting easibn of some stimulus, and

the short-lived reaction to a stimulus, is perhaps best pkéed in the way the verbs

fascinateandcaptivate circled as (d.) in Figure 4.2, pattern so differently frame verbs

surprise, astonishgnd especiallpmazeMore than any other verbigscinateandcaptivate

show a patrticular affinity for Aesthetic Obj (4.45) and Coner@bj (4.46) stimuli.

(4.45) a.

b.

(4.46) a.

But Ira’s lyrics captivated me at an early age, ...

. much of black scholars’ work captivates AUC studemtsaoise the infor-

mation is so fresh.
| was captivated by “Five and a Half Utopias,” ...
I’'m fascinated by the photo of two identical-looking be@iners on the wall.

He had found a tattered old copy of a novel by Franoise Sagalit fascinated

him.

When the Bible was read to me, | was fascinated by the stofiemonic

possession ...

Adults also are captivated by buckeyes, prob&alyrfg—as | do—that some-

thing so delightful must have human use.

Venus, currently a dazzling beacon in the western sky aiteset, will capti-

vate you with its half-Moon appearance.
...it was the snowflakes that fascinated me most.
Coconuts fascinated me.

Bram was fascinated by her large ears.



4.3. CORPUS STUDY 195

Similar to the way human-denoting stimuli of verbs listonishtended to refer to more
abstract conceptualizations of humans or human types,aherete object stimuli found
with the verbdascinateandcaptivatetend to involve reference to such objects as concepts,
rather than any kind of metonymic reference to an event avigcinvolving them, as
with human-denoting stimuli of verbs likemuse In other words, it is not that the object
has done something (in an immediate sense) to cause theoamatiher it is something
about the object’s nature—some intrinsic quality it posees—that evokes the feeling of
fascination or captivation for the experiencer. This isatlyawhat we would expect for
stimuli referring to aesthetic objects as | discussed afave it would explain the fact that
Aesthetic Obj and Concerete Obj types pattern so closely in it

An important property of all the abstract stimulus argureeligcussed above (concepts,
states-of-affairs, aesthetic properties) is that theyules entities that are generally not
conceptualized as having temporal, and in most cases p@lybigunds. That is, unlike
specific events or activities (and the human actors assacwith them), abstract entities
exhibit a much greater potential to endure beyond the imate@motional situation. If the
continued existence of the stimulus is taken to be a negessadition for an Obj-Exp
verb to be construed as stative (e.g. Arad 1998; Biaty 200%kRapen 1999), it is not
surprising that the verbs most strongly associated wittrattsstimuli are those that are
most commonly taken to be stative. The continued existeheestimulus also provides
greater opportunity for an experiencer to focus (delitdyadr not) his or her attention on
the stimulus, thus it might be expected that verbs assatiaith more abstract Stimulus
arguments describe emotions involving some significantesegf appraisal or evaluation
of the Stimulus. Such ‘evaluative’ emotions would stand amtcast to more ‘reactive’
emotions, which are perhaps more rapid and automatic, ardftire more likely to be

construed as externally caused changes-of-$tdbéfferences in the way these evaluative

17Scherer (2005) makes a similar distinction between “atiin” emotions and “aesthetic” emotions,
noting that utilitarian emotions facilitate “our adaptatito events that have important consequences for our
wellbeing” (706). Such a distinction may be useful in untemding the difference between other seemingly
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or reactive emotions are construed gives rise to differeircthe tendencies to which verbs
are used in prototypically transtive or intransitive, passive, constructions. Thus, Obj-
Exp verbs associated with abstract stimuli are more likelgd used in stative and passive
constructions, all things being equal.

In addition to the CA biplots, another useful way to represamtelations between
variables is through an association plot (Cohen 1980; Fiyet@2) which is sometimes
used in corpus studies to visualize count data displayedmtirggency tables (e.g. Gries
and David 2007). Pearsonjg® is a standard test for independence across the rows and
columns in a contingency table, and the association plogrsphical representation of the
contribution of an individual cell to thg? statistic (Cohen 1980). Normally, an association
plot consists of a series of bar graphs representing theseiaions, where the width of the
bars corresponds to the size of the expected frequEpaf row i columnj, derived from
the total proportion of stimulus types in the data, and thghteof the bars represents the
relative contribution of the observed frequency to fHestatistic. This is expressed by the
normalized observed-over-expected vali@®; — E;j)//Eij. Since the size of the table in
this case is quite large, | present a simplified version ofssoeiation plot for all 16 verbs
in the study, with the verbs collapsed into a single plot @Féy4.3). Since the expected
frequency of given cell is not of vital importance, | havetga only the contribution size
of the individual verb-stimulus type pairings (cells). Hauild be kept in mind that some
stimulus typesNon-human animatein particular, are generally quite rare in the data, and
therefore the patterns observed among verbs with theselasitypes should be interpreted
with caution.

In association plots, a contribution value of 2 or greateoissidered to represent a sta-
tistically significant contribution to the tota? measure of independence. Positive values
indicate the degree of over-representation of a given aetl, negative values indicate the

degree of under-representation. For example, we can sgb¢h@bserved number amaze

closely related emotion terms, efgar andhorror (or frightenandhorrify).
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Figure 4.3: Adapted association plot for 16 verbs and 7 dtimtypes
Dotted lines mark significant contribution thresholds.
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tokens with Abstract SoA stimuli is much greater than theeex@d number based on the
total distribution of these stimuli in the corpus. Conveyseaptivateshows an unexpect-

edly low number of uses with these stimuli. Roughly speakivegcan view the association
plot as a representation of the significant associatiortsamata, providing a nice comple-
ment to the correspondence analysis. The patterns in FHg8fer the most part reveal the
same trends as the CA. For instance, we see that the aaruy, scare, please, surprise

andamuseare all over-represented with Human stimuli, whitencern, depress, fascinate,
amazeand horrify are significantly underrepresented. It is surely not a ¢derce that

these latter verbs are those that are most often cited asestad/or non-agentive.

4.3.3.2 Confirmatory methods

The previous section presented a detailed descriptionechsisociations between a set of
Obj-Exp verbs and the semantic properties of the stimulgaraents they tend to occur

with. | argue that the associations between verbs and theiulsis arguments can tell us

something about the nature of the emotion concepts thatehes\wcome to denote, and

that understanding this conceptual knowledge is espgampiortant for understanding the

behavior of passive forms of different verbs in stative on4stative constructions. These
constructions provide the primary evidence for treatinglish Obj-Exps as a heteroge-

neous class composed of stative and non-stative verbsdqoutposes of understanding
their supposedly peculiar syntactic behavior, an apprtlzahl have been arguing against
throughout this dissertation.

The question I turn to now is whether the semantic propediesverb’s stimulus ar-
gument actually do influence the verb’s use in the passivetoastion. The exploratory
methods applied above merely reveal the patterns of aswmoca different verbs with dif-
ferent types of stimuli, but this does not tell us whetherslmantic type of the stimulus has
an actual causal relation with passivization. Nevertigldggese techniques provide a clear

and reasonable hypothesis: that the semantic propertiaa emotion’s cause influence
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the linguistic construal of the emotion event as reflectetthéchoice of active or passive
construction. Looking just at the distribution of passiviej@&xp verbs in the corpus, it is
clear that many of the verbs associated strongly with hurtiemukis arguments, such as
please, amus@ndangerare far more frequent in the active, while those verbs aatexti

with abstract stimuli, e.dascinate, concern, astonish, , are much more common in their

passive forms. To test the hypothesis directly though, veel edifferent analytical tool.

Figure 4.4: Frequency of active and passive forms by verb
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Mixed-effects logistic regression modeling provide justis a method to test the hy-
pothesis. In the case of binary logistic regression, theaue is the probability of ob-
serving one of two discrete alternatives—in this study tkelihood of the passive form
of the verb being used. Regression analysis estimates & sfze and direction of each
individual predictor, and provides a measure of the valitshin the data explained by
the predictors. Importantly, it not only allows us to cohfiar systematic variation along
known parameters in ways that significance tests over uateadlata cannot, but it also en-

ables the partial pooling of data across specific groupstefest to adjust for idiosyncratic
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variation within those groups (the so-called ‘random’ ef$.

In Section 4.1 | discussed a number of factors that have beanmrsto influence the
choice between active and passive construction in Engiéth this in mind, it is nec-
essary to take these into consideration when testing tleetedf any additional predic-
tor. Following work in this arena, | included numerous cohfredictors in addition to
stimulus type in my mixed-effects model of Obj-Exp verb pagation (e.g. Birner 1994;
Estival and Myhill 1988; Ferreira 1994; Snider 2008; Weiaed Labov 1983). These in-
cluded the pronominality (noun vs. pronoun), givennesgfgvs. new), definiteness (def-
inite vs. indefinite), and relative length of both the Stimsiand Experiencer arguments, as
well as a 3 level factor of Experiencer person (1p/2p/3pk model also included a bias
factor for each verb, calculated from the proportion of itptssive to active forms found
in COCA.

In order to simplify the model and avoid problems due to dptaseness, the categories
of stimulus types were simplified to a three-way distinctiorcausal force or ‘potency’:
animate individuals (human and non-human), events andteesi and abstract entities. |
define potency here as the relative (in)ability of an enttiiing about some change in the
world, physical or otherwise (see also Asher 2000; Hale L9 8tency is closely related
to, though distinct from other properties such as animacyonicreteness, however, like
these other properties, it forms a graded scale onto whicbanesituate different types of
entities based on the relative degree of causal force ttetgntiate. In this case, the three
stimulus types form a hierarchy of increasing abstractaesisdecreasing potency, as we

move from Animate to Event to Abstract stimulus types.

(4.47)
more potente > less potent

Animate (human) > Event> Abstract

less abstrack > more abstract

Results of the regression analysis are shown in Table 4. #a®uwhe model provides a
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Estimate Std. Error t p-value
Intercept -0.920 0.129 -7.14 <0.001
Passive freq 2.568 0.222 11.55<0.001
Stim. Animate -1.335 0.125 -10.67 <0.001
Stim. Event -1.076 0.139 -3.66 0.001
Stim. Given -1.000 0.496 -2.02 0.044
Stim. Pronoun -0.369 0.139 -2.66 0.008
Stim. Indef 0.422 0.456 0.93 0.353
Exp. Given 0.176 0.323 0.55 0.585
Exp Pronoun -2.714 0.334 -8.14 <0.001
Exp. Indef -0.703 0.851 -0.83 0.409
Exp. 1p 1.077 0.258 4.17 <0.001
Exp. 2p 1.885 0.272 4.50 <0.001
Random effects Variance Std. Dev.
Verb 0.012 0.111
Residual 0.131 0.362

Model Summary
C=0.84 log Likelihood =—1067
Dyy = 0.68 K =17.29

Table 4.7: Coefficient estimates and summary statistics ixeareffects logistic regression
model predicting use of passive construction. Significaetgtors are shown in bold.
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reasonably good fit to the data as indicated byGlsgatistic (values above 0.8 are indicative
of a good fit). Since the main focus of interest here is in tieced of stimulus type, | will
not discuss the other control predictors in detail, thougiote that the significance and
direction of the effects largely conform to what has beemtbin other recent work (e.qg.
Snider 2008).

The model reveals a significant negative effect of both themarte stimuli, and Event
stimuli. This means that when the stimulus refers to an at@neatity—most likely a
human—or an event, the likelihood of a passive form deceeagmificantly. In other
words, with an animate stimulus, the odds of the passiveedser by a factor of about
3.8, while with an event stimulus, the odds decrease by &éh8ut

So far, we have seen that different verbs are unquestiorsddgciated with differ-
ent kinds of stimulus arguments, and that these patternssoications clearly align with
stative/non-stative distinctions that have been noteldariterature. Non-stative verbs (e.g.
amuse, annoy, scarare closely associated with stimulus arguments that éecmicrete
and/or human individuals, as well as stimuli denoting Spespatio-temporally bounded
events or activities. These types of stimuli are generalsumed to have a greater de-
gree of causal force or efficacy (Asher 2000; Hegarty 2008n§dl976), and therefore
are found with verbs typically construed as involving ertdly caused changes-of-state.
In other words, “everyday concrete objects...have sgatipbral boundaries and inter-
act causally with other objects. Events have a status in snantology akin to that of
everyday objects, while propositions have a status of laugal force]” (Hegarty 2003:
893). Like propositions, abstract concepts suchiagessness, vitality, philosophy, issues,
or other immaterial properties associated with aesthetituations are similarly weak in
their ability to causally affect entities in the world, atndktis directly reflected in the strong
correlation between these types of Stimulus arguments arpbgedly “stative” Obj-Exp

verbs such asoncernanddepress
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As | discussed earlier in the chapter, transitivity is irdiely tied to many of the prop-
erties related to this notion of causal force. Prototypycahnsitive events are those that
involve a volitional agent acting upon and causally affegtsome other individual. Nat-
urally then, we expect Obj-Exp verbs describing emotiorsd #re more closely associ-
ated with concrete, and especially human, antecedents tgdzemore frequency in pro-
totypically transitive constructions, which denote pwatt dynamic events. Again, these
prototypically transitive uses reflect construals of theogomal situation as an externally
caused change-of-state, brought on by the perceptiondateowith some stimulus. On
the other hand, we expect verbs describing emotions conynamsiociated with the eval-
uation of abstract properties, propositions, or stateffa#irs to be used more frequently
in constructions denoting durative and atelic eventwjtin other words, intransitive or
“detransitivized” constructions like the passive. Thipestation is confirmed by the lo-
gistic regression model which revealed a significant infbgeof the semantic type of the
Stimulus on the likelihood of a speaker using the passive.

But, as | noted in Chapter 3, the temporal characteristics efethotion denoted by
a given Obj-Exp verb also perhaps have a role to play in thestoosl of the emotional
episode, and hence the likelihood of the verb occurring m-stative constructions. Some
verbs are more frequent/acceptable in non-stative catieaih others, though none of them
seem to be prohibited outright. Again, Pesetsky (1995) mesethat the variation in Obj-
Exp stativity could be attributed to the nature of the emwithe verbs describe. Verbs
such adrighten, startle, surprise, terrifyand so on describe emotions that come on rapidly
and perhaps with some degree of conscious awareness, ehile such abore, concern,
anddepresglescribe emotions that grow slowly and imperceptibly. Eheaster emotions
might naturally be more likely to persist for longer durato while the former may be
more short-lived.

Unfortunately, the corpus evidence here only provides@utievidence for these tem-

poral characteristics, in terms of the passivization feaguy, as well as the trends in use of
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different stimulus types. As we saw, many verbs are assatiatth abstract stimuli that
lack much causal force, yet are not temporally bound in tineesaay that specific activi-
ties and events are, and so constitute things about whighigptend to direct longer-lasting
attitudes or evaluations. Not coincidentally, these aeesdime verbs that are often said to
resist non-stative constructions like the progressiveiga®r punctual past.

But again, this constitutes only indirect evidence. To teistinore directly, it necessary

to turn to other methods.

4.4 Emotion survey

In order to assess speakers’ intuitions about emotionstliré employed a simple survey
in which subjects were prompted with an emotion term andagk@rovide ratings of the

emotion along several conceptual dimensions, includingtén, suddenness, intensity,
and so on. Some of the results of these surveys are discussgdihile other aspects are
discussed in Chapter 5. In the rest of this chapter | focus dimiys relating to the temporal

characteristics under discussion, i.e. duration and suthks.

4.4.1 Materials and procedure

For this study, 60 subjects were recruited through Amazoonhdeical Turk and asked to
provide information 15 on different emotions. Subjectsevemdomly assigned to one of
three groups, such that each group saw only 5 verbs. Verbs imadomly assigned into

the groups. The verbs and their groups are listed in (4.48).
(4.48) a. Group lamazed, annoyed, bored, depressed, horrified
b. Group 2:astonished, captivated, pleased, scared, upset

c. Group 3:amused, concerned, fascinated, frightened, startled
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Subjects were given the following instructions.

In this questionnaire, we ask you to imagine a person whosgienal experi-
ence at a particular time could be described by observerséntain way. For
example, people might describe a person as “frustratedppl”, “jealous”,

“excited”, and so on.

In this survey, you will be presented with five different eratterms. We ask
you to try to imagine a specific instance or episode where sopamnight feel
the emotion described by each term. Please respond to tlstiangeon the
following pages by marking the appropriate point on the eesipe scales. If a
particular question does not make sense in a specific sityatiease mark the

circle “Does not apply”.

Feel free to rely on whatever past experiences you may hayeusang either
your own feelings or those of others to help you answer thetipres. We are
interested only in your own intuitions. There are no rightvwong answers to

these questions.

Subjects were then asked for each verb to “Imagine a typit@tgn in which a per-
son could be described as...[VERB]’, where the past paréagblan Obj-Exp verb was
inserted into the slot marked “[VERB]". This was followed by eries of 5 randomized
guestions about aspects of the emotional “situation”. @hgsestions were intended to
probe subjects’ intuitions about the degree to which difféproperties tend to be associ-

ated with particular emotions.
(4.49) Emotion Questions

a. Suddenness’At the time of experiencing the emotion, do you think thag th

emotion came on verguddenlyandabruptly?”
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b. \Verifiability: “At the time of experiencing the emotion, do you think thag th

emotion would be easy tmbjectively verifyin another person?”

c. Duration: “At the time of experiencing the emotion, do you think thag th

emotion is likely tolast a long time”

d. Imageability: “How easy is it to imagine a specific activity or event in which

the emotion came about, or in which someone felt the emdtion?

e. Intensity: “At the time of experiencing the emotion, how intense do ook

the feeling was?”

Following these questions, subjects were then asked ailtielit tauses of the emotional
situation, prompted with the question “How likely do yourtkiit is that one or more of the
following factors caused the emotion event?”. The possibBvers were (again, in random

order):
(4.50) a. Special circumstances beyond (or prior to) theedtiate emotional situation
b. Chance (no discernible cause)
c. Natural phenomenon or other event
d. General trait, or characteristic of one or more otherqess
e. The behavior of one or more other persons
f.  The behavior of the person experiencing the emotion
Finally, subjects were asked about the intentionality ef¢huser.

(4.51) Intentionality : “If you think it was caused by one or more persons (includhne
person experiencing the emotion), how likely do you thinkats that the person

or persons caused the emotion evietgntionally?”
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Figure 4.5: Correlation of Suddenness and Duration acrobsye
Spearman’p(N = 60) = —0.27, p < 0.001

Ratings were given on a five-point scale, 1 being not at allliker easy), and 5 being very

likely, easy, etc.

4.4.2 Results and discussion

Although a number of emotion properties were examined irstimeey, this section focuses
on only two of them, duration and suddenness, as these avadisgertaining most directly
to the discussion of stativity and passivization in thispteaand the preceding one. First,
there is a moderate negative correlation between duratidnrsaddenness, such that the
more suddenly an emotion is judged to emerge, the less likislyo last a long time (Fig-
ure 4.5). This correlation fits with my own intuitions abol¢temotions involved, and has
important linguistic ramifications in that it provides soganfirmation for the alignment of
transitivity features discussed above. According to Hoppel Thompson (1980), and oth-

ers following them, prototypical transitive clauses désesituations/events that are both
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short-lived and punctual, while prototypical intransgtislauses describe situations that are
long-lasting and gradual. It is still unknown at this poirttether the correlation between
durativity and punctuality is part of some innate componahlinguistic knowledge, or
merely the reflection of the way events tend to unfold in theldydout my money is on
the latter. What is important here though, is that while dpedetails of a situation may
alter the way an emotion is conceptualized in context, thaulieconstrual of the emotions
described by some Obj-Exp verbs as both gradual and loigdasorrelates strongly with
the likelihood of that verb being used in a more prototypycailtranstive construction, e.g.
as a stative and/or passivized verb. Verbs toward the logkt section of Figure 4.5je-
pressandconcernfor example, happen to be the verbs most likely to appearipéssive,
while verbs in the upper left section, egfartle tend to be used most often in the active.

Figure 4.6 presents a closer look at the patterns amongdi@ivverbs with respect to
each of the two dimensions. The average ratings for DurgaprM = 2.92, SD= 0.23,
and Suddenness (Y] = 3.43,SD= 0.24, across all verbs are represented by the dotted
lines, and the dots for each verb indicate the deviation efrttean for that verb from
the grand mean. Positive values indicate greater durationn@ore sudden onset of the
emotion, whereas negative values indicate shorter duratiol more gradual onset. Verbs
whose ratings differ significantlyp(< 0.05) from the grand mean are marked with solid red
dots. Significance was assessed by way of linear mixed sffectiels which included a by-
subject random intercept and a 15-level fixed effect of veidependent models predicting
suddenness and duration were run, both of which employedtiav coding for the single
fixed effect of verb. Deviation coding (also called ‘effeoding’) of a categorial variable is
used to compare the mean of each individual level of the blri® the grand mean across
all levels of the variable (Wendorf 2004). That is, in the ralpdhe mean rating for each
verb was compared to the mean across all verbs together.

The results show a clear parallel with the passivizatiogdesncies and associations

with certain stimulus types observed in the corpus data.tem®described by verbs such
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concern - —— depress- —@—
depress - —o— bore-4 —@—
horrify - —o— fascinate - —o—
upset - —o— please - -0
please - == concern - ——
captivate - —— annoy - —o—
annoy - —e— captivate - ——
frighten - —— upset - —r
scare - —— amuse - ——
fascinate - —— scare - =E=
astonish - -0 frighten - —
amaze - —o— amaze - ——
bore - —o— horrify - —0—
amuse - —o— astonish - -o-
startle - _'_. . ! startle - . . .+
-1 0 1 -1 0 1
a. Duration of Emotion b. Suddenness of Emotion

Figure 4.6: Mean ratings of Duration (a) and Suddennessy(bglb. Means are centered
around the grand mean for comparison. Positive valuesateligreater duration and sud-
denness, negative values indicate shorter duration and gradual onset. Verbs whose
ratings differ significantly p < 0.05) from the grand mean are marked with solid red dots.

asamaze, amuse, astonisindstartle are rated significantly more likely to come on sud-
denly and to last a relatively brief time. These verbs aretxshose same ones that are
most often used in eventive and agentive contexts, and asé strongly associated with
Stimulus arguments denoting humans and/or events. Thikrsflacted in speakers’ bias
toward using these verbs in active, eventive sentences.

The opposite holds true for verbs suchcascern, depresgnd perhaps a few others
(e.g. fascinaté, which describe emotions that are both long-lasting aradlgal. These
verbs are rarely found with human Stimulus arguments in thpus data, are used far less
frequently in eventive contexts, and are more frequentiylas passive participles denoting
states. Againgoncernanddepressre quite frequently listed among the obligatorily stative
Obj-Exp verbs (e.g. Arad 1998; Bouchard 1995; Landau 20168bef3ky 1995).

Finally, it should be mentioned that there are verbs that @toconform to the gen-
eral correlational pattern, which appear to describe emstthat are prototypically either
gradual but somewhat short-livefhgcinat®, or sudden but endurindn@rrify). This is not

surprising given the complex nature of emotions and emattmtepts, and such variation
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is entirely expected under the approach | take here. Deloatg@ue over the most ap-

propriate way to characterize the operative features indmsrepresentation of emotions
(for brief overview, see Niedenthal 2008; Scarantino 20&8)it is perhaps unreasonable
to expect a tidy picture to emerge from an admittedly coangestigation of these few

dimensions.

What we see among Obj-Exp verbs then, is a tendency to be mifieagly toward or
away from the prototypical end of the transitivity spectriPactuality, brief duration, and
association with human agents are all factors charaatgriaihigh degree of transitivity
(see Section 4.1.2), and verbs that are highly likely to m=lus active or verbal passive
constructions tend to describe emotions that bear thegpegires. These are verbs such as
startle, amuse, annoy, frighteand so on. At the same time, verbs liégencern, depress,
amaze, fascinatetc., are much less frequent in these (more) prototypitahysitive con-
structions, due to their tendency to describe long-lasdtates that come on gradually and

are caused/directed at more abstract entities.

4.5 Summary

This chapter began with a puzzle: how do we reconcile therappaontradiction between
previous authors’ claims about Obj-Exp verb stativity, e@ynthat some verbs obligato-
rily denote states, and data from natural usage, which shatainy Obj-Exp verb can be
used to describe a situation as a dynamic event? | presergelditzon to this puzzle by
way of a detailed exploration of Obj-Exp verb usage, focgsin the associations between
individual verbs and the types of Stimulus arguments thiegt te occur with in a large cor-
pus of modern American English. My investigation revealastirang statistical correlation
between prototypically ‘eventive’ Obj-Exp verbanjuse, annoy, frighten, surprisetc.)

and human- and event-denoting, i.e. ‘potent’, Stimulusiargnts, as well as a consistent
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tendency for ‘stative’ verbsafnaze, concern, depress, fascinate,) to be used with Stim-
ulus arguments denoting abstract entities. Logistic segoa analysis further established a
causal connection between the relative potency of the Sisrargument and passivization
in Obj-Exp verbs, adding considerable support to my argurtiert the choice of syntactic
expression in describing an emotional situation is sigaifity influenced by the ability of
the Stimulus argument to causally affect the experiencer.

The strength of the association between a verb and potentisis arguments is closely
tied therefore to the increased likelihood of an emotiotabsion described by that verb
to be conceptualized as a (change in) mental state causeddxtexnal force, rather than
an attitude directed toward an object, as with stative &ixg-verbs. These two ways of
conceptualizing an emotional situation have consequeioceggammatical expression, as
the former is associated with features of prototypical dit@re clauses, e.g. volition and
change in a Patient, while the latter is not associated \e#ltuires of prototypical intransi-
tive clauses, e.g. non-volition and unaffected Patienpassivization is one of the primary
“detransitivizing” operations in English, | argue that ffeys speakers a convenient means
of linguistically representing the contrual of the emotbscene they wish to convey. More-
over, converging evidence from both corpus data and offliatuations support the notion
that speakers’ linguistic knowledge contains informataout fine-grained collocational
probabilities, which in turn shape their representatidrenaeotion concepts. Building upon
the discussion of stative and eventive uses in Chapter 3chi@ipter presented evidence
that although the construal of a specific verb is potentigilite flexible, it is nonetheless
sensitive to the speaker’s knowledge of the emotion cordempbted by the verb, such that
various aspects of that knowledge will render some conistraare likely than others in a
specific context. Such an approach meshes well with usaggdtapproaches to linguistic
meaning advocated by many working within the realm of cagmisemantics and corpus
linguistics (see e.g. Bybee 2010; Glynn and Fischer 2016¢9Gmnd Stefanowitsch 2007,
Tummers et al. 2005). In the next chapter, | argue that thpsagzh can help shed light on
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debates surrounding agentive uses of Obj-Exp verbs in &ngli



Chapter 5

Agentivity in Object-Experiencer verbs

In Chapter 2, | briefly discussed the common claim that mostpifall, of the peculiar
behaviors of Obj-Exp verbs involve only the non-agentive'psychological’ (Grimshaw
1990) uses of those verbs. The syntactic phenomena dedanidhapter 2 have also been
claimed to be sensitive to stativity rather than agentipigr se, and in the intervening
chapters, | explored the evidence for distinctions ingtgtimore closely. In this chapter,
the role of agentivity in English Obj-Exp verbs takes cerstiaige, however it should be
noted that distinguishing between effects of the two prige(stativity and agentivity) is
a tricky business, as many have long observed (Cruse 197 3yl1®&x9; Lakoff 1966; Lee
1971; among others). Many stative verbs are also known tstiesing used in agentive,
i.e. intentional, contexts, and this relative resistermcagentive uses also applies to some
Obj-Exp verbs, as we will see. Following the discussion in s 3 and 4, | argue that
the acceptability of a given verb in an agentive context issn@omatter of inferential biases
based on contextual and world knowledge, and not deternbgdexicalized differences
in event structure (cf. Bialy 2005; DiDesidero 1999).

This chapter presents the results of judgment surveys meditp test certain claims

213
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about Obj-Exp verb agentivity. Results of the first study sliost despite significant dif-
ferences in acceptability across supposed Obj-Exp verseta acceptability among indi-
vidual verbs in agentive contexts is quite variable, andtioader pattern across individual
verbs does not fit well with a binary categorical distinctidhe second study investigates
the contribution of contextual information to subjectsteptance of these sentences, show-
ing that agentive uses of certain Obj-Exp verbs signifigantproves with the addition of
an optional constituent, such a prepositional pharaseesgprg the means by which the

agent caused the emotion.
(5.1) a. Karen depressed me with this pi¢yo
b. ... Crystal had amazed him by claiming he was her lover opsa tr (coca)

The implications of these findings are taken up and explargtiér in the final section.

5.1 The nature of agentive events

Few semantic roles have played a more central part in theeofiargument structure than
that of ‘Agent’, but there has been a fair amount of disagesgrover how best to model
the connection between morphosyntactic patterns and tn&edtation of semantic prop-
erties that comprise our notion of agency (e.g. Bresnan améia 1989; Cruse 1973;
Chvany 1997; Davidson 1971; DeLancey 1984; Dowty 1991; Fawieo 2011; Fillmore
1968; Gruber 1976; Kittd 2005; Lakoff 1977; Nishimura 1997; Schlesinger 1995; Talm
1985; van Oosten 1986; Van Valin and Wilkins 1996; Yamamd0&). Agentivity fea-
tures prominently in the theories of argument realizatiemetbped by many, but a com-
plete understanding of the nature of agency, and its rebevemlexical meaning has proven
to be rather elusive.

It has become the consensus opinion over the years thattiag€eris best charac-

terized as a cluster concept comprising a number of priemtonceptual properties (Croft
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1991; Gruber 1967; Gan 1993; Cruse 1973; Lakoff 1977; Fillmore 1968; DeLancey4198
1985; Dowty 1979, 1991; Schlesinger 1995; Van Valin and W&k1996; Primus 1999;
Siewierska 1991; Talmy 1985; Yamamoto 2006). Propertief 1 animacy, sentience,
intention, volition, control, responsibility, being sehergized, and instigating/causing a
change, have all been associated with the notion of Agemguiistics. In order to be con-
sidered an Agent therefore, an individual must possess s@oessary (sub)set of these
properties, however theories differ with regard to whichhadse properties are necessary
or sufficient for an entity to be considered an Agent. Newdeds, we can make a useful,
and important, distinction between subsets of these ptiepel he distinction is that prop-
erties such as animacy and sentience are intrinsic featfices concept of an entity, while
intention, instigation, and control characterize an graitcording to its role in a given
situation, i.e. what it is ‘doing’ (Schlesinger 1995; Huri04; Yamamoto 2006). This
cuts right to the heart of research into the nature of semaoites, which from the outset
were intended to capture linguistically relevant patténrsur conceptual representation of

events in the world (Fillmore 1968).

5.1.1 Distinguishing agentivity in Obj-Exp verbs
The focus of this last chapter is the distinction betweemage, i.e. volitional or control-
ling, readings (5.2a) and non-agentive readings (5.2b)opEXp verbs.

(5.2) a. Pat (deliberately) amused/frightened/surprizeblin.

b. Pat’s attitude amused/frightened/surprised Robin.

It has been widely noted that Obj-Exp verbs exhibit variadseeptability with regard to
whether the subject argument, which | have been referringstthe ‘stimulus’, can be
interpreted as acting volitionally (Arad 1998; Belletti aRtzzi 1988; DiDesidero 1999;
Grimshaw 1990; Iwata 1995; Klein and Kutscher 2002; Verleoe2010a; Zaenen 1993).



5.1. THE NATURE OF AGENTIVE EVENTS 216

Verbs such aamuse, annoy, bother, frighteandsurprise are compatible with both agen-
tive and non-agentive interpretations. In contrast, taesenany other Obj-Exp verbs in En-
glish that are claimed to prohibit, or at least heavily disfaagentive interpretations. These
include verbs such ammaze, bore, concern, depress, fascinate] horrify (DiDesidero
1999). The agentivity of a verb is brought out by assessiagtiteptability of the verb in

a number of “agentive” diagnostic contexts.
(5.3) a. Pat (deliberately) amused/frightened/surprizeblin.
b. Pat (#deliberately) amazed/fascinated/horrified Robin.

Like all Obj-Exp verbs, verbs such asnaze, fascinateand horrify describe situations
in which the subject causes an emotional state in the expeniebut with the additional
entailment that the subject does not have intentional obower the situation, and therefore
cannot have intended to cause the emotional state in goes$tios, the stimulus argument
of such verbs is argued not to be a true Agent, but somethiegalimore general Causer
(Pesetsky 1995) of the emotional change—a role akin to Vdim éad Wilkin's (1996)
Effector. Although they are compatible with either an agenbr non-agentive use, | will
refer to Obj-Exp verbs like those in (5.3a) as (potentiaB3ENTIVE-OE verbs. Obj-Exp
verbs like those in (5.3b) | will refer to asdW-AGENTIVE-OE verbs.

This distinction in agentivity has consequences for thengnar of Obj-Exp verbs in
many languages. Various phenomena involving Obj-Exp vieave been shown to be sen-
sitive to agentivity, including clitic doubling in Modernréek (Anagnostopolou 1999;
Verhoeven 2009), auxiliary selection in Dutch (Zaenen }98lexivization and object
extraction in Italian (Arad 1998; Belletti and Rizzi 1988)pbking of genitive case under
negation in Russian (Landau 2010b), and the optionality s@imgtive object pronouns
in Hebrew (Landau 2010b). As I discussed in Chapter 2, it has begued that agentivity
shapes the syntactic behavior of English Obj-Exp verbs #gevg. Arad 1998; DiDesidero
1999; Grimshaw 1990; Landau 2010b), though this claim ietgsimarily on semantic
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intuitions, as English does not have clitics, variable easeking or auxiliary selection, or
any other clear grammatical reflexes of this property.

However, recent typological work suggests that not all legges exhibit such a sen-
sitivity to agentivity. Verhoeven (2008, 2010a,b) demaosuts that the unavailability of
agentive interpretations with certain Obj-Exp verbs foumdsreek and German do not
hold for Turkish, Yucatec Maya, and Mandarin. Speakers @$¢hatter three languages do
not appear to distinguish between Agentive-OE and Nontage®E verbs, unlike speak-
ers of Italian, Dutch, German, Greek, and (arguably) Ehglis

Corpus data presented in this chapter suggest that it is weribiting the claims that
English Obj-Exp verbs can be distinguished by their agégtiVhe larger question is how
to model the lexical meaning of psych-verbs in a principleayihat can account for the
necessary facts that have be attributed to “agentivity”. ®uanswer this question, we
must first have a clear picture of what the facts are. As | iidvg, the data are not nearly
as straightforward as previously assumed, even for a layegaa thoroughly examined as
English. While | share with many other researchers the ionstthat some Obj-Exp verbs
are less acceptable in agentive contexts than others,rdatattual usage suggests a more
complex picture. Before getting tangled up in theorizingwltbe appropriate model of
Obj-Exp verb meaning, it is worth taking time to more robystibstantiate the basic claim
that a distinction in agentivity among English Obj-Exp \&ttuly exists. More to the point,
even if we can find differences in agentivity across thesbsjave must consider carefully
whether this distinction is best captured in terms of thdoselexical semantic structure,
or in some other domain of interpretation, e.g. pragmaterences about the likelihood of
events in the world (cf. the discussion of stativity in Chap@and 4).

| follow Holisky (1987), Van Valin and Wilkins (1996), andtwrs in proposing an anal-
ysis of Obj-Exp verb agentivity that assumes the contrgsiosteptability of different Obj-
Exp verbs in agentive constructions is not solely attriblgdo differences in the semantic

roles or event structures associated with individual vdrassume agentive interpretations
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of Obj-Exp verbs arise as the result of a combination of seim@md pragmatic factors.
Specifically, a person’s general knowledge about the ematescribed by a verb, along
with the antecedents (causes) typically associated wah éimotion, combine with the
semantic properties of the verb’s arguments, as well asnrdton in the immediate dis-
course context, to determine the inferences availablertali@ut the intention and volition
of an event participant. In other words, the use and/or d@abéjy of a psych-verb in an

agentive context is dependent on how easily a person cannmagscenario in which an

agent might purposely act to evoke the emotion in question.

5.1.2 Folk concepts of intentionality

Before moving on, it is necessary to tease apart some coratepsues. Throughout this
discussion | use the term “agency” to refer to a pre-theoi@incept associated with our
conceptualization of individuals and their participatiorevents in the world. Intuitively,
the notion of agency hinges on the concept of intentionabagcarticulated in (5.4), from
Davidson (1971: 46).

(5.4) ...aperson isthe agent of an event if and only if thesedescription of what he

did [or didn’t do] that makes true a sentence that says he diteintionally.

Put another way, an agent is an individual who “intentionatd responsibly uses its own
force, or energy, to bring about an event or to initiate a @sst (Lyons 1977: 483). Cru-
cially, this property holds of an individuahdependently of how that individual or event
is describedmore on this below). An individual is or is not an agent refiess of how
a language chooses to describe her. In contrast, | use leagtdéAgent” to denote a
theoretical construct, usually the upper bound on somee safaprominence underpin-
ning the mapping between syntax and semantics. Promineadhies have variously
been defined in terms of primitive thematic roles (e.g. Folten1968; Grimshaw 1990;

Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995; Pesetsky 1995), sets of serfeatures or entailments
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(e.g. Dowty 1991; Reinhart 2001; Schlesinger 1995), refatiaver predicate event struc-
ture or conceptual structure (e.g. DiDesidero 1999; Jabi@t990; Van Valin and LaPolla
1997), or positions within causal chains (e.g. Croft 1991, &eey 1987; Talmy 1988).
Defining agency in this way has intuitive appeal, yet it mgralses the further question
of what it means to act intentionally. Philosophical andgb®fogical debates over the
nature of intention reach back to antiquity, and these @sdadve raised many fascinating
and thorny issues (e.g. Adams 1986; Austin 1956; Bratman;I3&7idson 1963; Dennett
1987; Malle and Knobe 1997; Mele 1992; Searle 1983). In mypiopithough, such high-
level discussions of intention and agency often extend ttiergafar beyond the level of
everyday experience. We make distinctions between imteatiand unintentional actions
on adaily basis, and yet it is doubtful that most of us evep si@uestion the intuitions that
allow us to make these distinctions. Throughout this disicurs | assume something very
close to Dennett’s (1987) notion of the ‘intentional standéat is, | assume that in any
situation, an individual will conceptualize that situatias having been carried out either
intentionally or unintentionally by one or more participgyfor whatever reason. Dennett
and others (including myself) take for granted that we cakemaferences about others’
will to act (or not act) and unless presented with evidengkdaontrary, we will assume an
action engaged in by a human is intentional. Provided thesssry conditions are met, the
intentional stance maintains the agentive construal ohdridual/event is the default one,
and recent experimental work on folk intuitions supporis te.g. Carpenter et al. 1998;
Kelemen and Rosset 2009; Knobe 2003; Rosset 2008). Natwatlynferences about the
intention behind another’s actions draw upon our generaWkedge about the world, our
awareness of the immediate context in which an act is siyated facts following from
our knowledge of the grammatical constraints on the languaged to describe the act
itself. What is of primary concern to the present discusssomhat aspects of the speaker’s

conceptualization of an event she chooses to convey thriangliage.
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This is an important and subtle point, but it has been a socoireg®me confusion. It
must be kept in mind that the full interpretation of a senéederives from information at
multiple levels of linguistic structure to which the lexismantics of the verb (predicate)
contributes but a part. Theories of semantic roles are detéionly to capture that aspect of
meaning contributed by the verb, and not what is manifestadully interpreted sentence.
That is to say, semantic roles are intended to capture deragians about the restrictions
a verb places on its arguments, but these restrictions migiybera subset of the semantic

properties of the sentence as a whole. Consider (5.5), fongbea
(5.5) Jason cut the ribbon.

The natural interpretation of (5.5) seems to be one in whadod intentionally cuts the

ribbon, i.e. one in which Jason is an agent in the intuitive-fieoretical sense. This in-
terpretation is not the only one available, however. It ifrely possible that he had no

intention of cutting the ribbon; it was an accident. Nothaigput the meaning of the verb
cut precludes either the intentional or accidental interpi@ta There is perhaps a bias for
the intentional one (the intentional stance), but it is bynmeans the only possible reading
of (5.5). This becomes even more apparent with a sentere€dig), where the bias seems

go in the other direction, toward an accidental reading.
(5.6) Jason cut his finger.

Surely this bias for the unintentional reading stems fromfttt that most people don't
injure themselves on purpose. These different biases rateg to do with the subject or
the verb, as the only difference between the sentencesiigtrect objects. This suggests
that inferences about intention really are highly atturedur general knowledge about
the world, and this observation raises questions about loilityato isolate truly lexical
components of meaning from other sources of knowledge whsesaing the naturalness

of a particular verb used in an atypical, decontextualizdence. Distinguishing between
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agency as an inherent versus circumstantial property of@uceptualization of (a partici-
pant in) an event turns out to be a delicate matter, and onéletieve has led researchers
to erroneous generalizations.

When a situation does involve an agent, that event is saidstantiate the property of
“agentivity”. Agentivity in this sense is a property of evgrfor states); an agentive event
involves the willful control of the event by some participanhis is similar, for example,
to Cruse’s (1973) feature ‘volitive’, which he posits as atea present whenever an act of
will is stated or impliedt Such a property would hold of events involving human agesits a
well as entities seen as being self-energized, such asah&dures, machines, and in some
instances, even objects/projectiles in motion. Theserlatitities ar@ot considered agents
under the characterization of agency laid out here, siregdhe not capable of acting with
purpose or intent.

The issue that all this raises, is how to identify whethewvagiexical item—and specif-
ically an Obj-Exp verb—truly lexicalizes agentivity (or m@agentivity). This is the topic
of the next section, in which | discuss in detail various diagfics that have been used to

assess Obj-Exp verb agentivity.

5.2 Agentivity diagnostics

Over the years, a number of tests have been devised for diengnagenthood. For some,
these tests were originally intended to serve as tests etasg properties such as stativity
(e.g. Lakoff 1966), under the assumption that stative (artdezement) verbs cannot be
agentive. It is clear however, that most of these tests tamescious and volitional action
on the part of the subject and not aspectual properties giréwicate per se. For example,

sentences with inanimate subjects possessing their ovemanhenergy fail most of these

1confusingly, my notion of agentivity is distinct from Crusdeature ‘agentive’, which is present in
sentences involving “an object which is regarded as usingh energy in carrying out the action” (1973:21).
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tests, yet embody most of the core properties associatédpratotypical Agents. Ma-
chines, projectiles, weather and other natural phenonaeeaeen as acting independently,

yet they are also non-sentient, and hence are incapablésotional action.

(5.7) a. The safety failed, and the press automaticallyatukthe operation and the

press (#purposefully) smashed down with a roof pressura@handred ton8,

b. The hailstorm severely/#deliberately dented countesscles and damaged

homes and businesses. (G)

c. Anearlier report said the landslide (#enthusiasti¢llyied at least four houses

(c)

Intention and volitional control (at some level) are therefnecessary conditions for al-
most all agentivity tests (Cruse 1973; Gruber 1965, 1976r&a000; Lakoff 1966; Lee
1971; among others). Following recent work on agentivitPinj-Exp verbs (DiDesidero
1999; Martin 2013; Verhoeven 2010a), | will focus on thredlskaown diagnostics for
agentivity: modification by agent-oriented adverbs, endliggl under control verbs, and

use in the imperative. These are exemplified below.

(5.8) Moadification by agent-oriented adverbs

a. The children deliberately/carefully/reluctantly dnad their teeth.
b. #The students deliberately/carefully/reluctantlywrike answer.

c. #George deliberately/carefully/reluctantly noticed tlinosaur tracks in the

riverbed.
d. #The storm deliberately/carefully/reluctantly deg&d the family’s new house.

e. #The building deliberately/carefully/reluctantly kamsed.

(5.9) Embedding under control verbs
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a.

| persuaded/asked the children to brush their teeth.
#| persuaded/asked the students to know the answer.
#| persuaded/asked George to notice the dinosaur tratke riverbed.
#| persuaded/asked the storm to destroy the family’s ravgé
#| persuaded/ask the building to collapse.
The children decided/chose to brush their teeth.
#The students decided/chose to know the answer.

#George decided/chose to notice the dinosaur tracke invérbed.

. #The storm decided/chose to destroy the family’s new aous

#The building decided/chose to collapse.

(5.10) Use as control imperatives

a.

o

1)

Brush your teeth!
#Know the answer!
Notice the tracks in the riverbed!

#Break the window! (to a storm)

. #Collapse! (to a building)

Acceptable use in any of these constructions shows that la isecompatible with an

agentive reading, however use in such constructions doesnpdy that a verb must be

interpreted as agentive in all contexts. To my knowledge Ohp-Exp verbs have ever

been claimed to be necessarily agentive in this manner—gsfew verbs are, in gen-

eral (Van Valin and Wilkins 1996). In the following sectigrisexamine each test in turn,

and present ample evidence from natural usage refutingatmeeational notion that there

exists an easily distinguishable subclass of ‘non-agehiwglish Obj-Exp verbs. What
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the corpus data suggests is that intuitions about agendyigingy flexible and heavily in-
fluenced by a combination of factors related to discourséesdnworld knowledge, and

their interaction with the meaning of the verb and its argota¢both subject and object).

5.2.1 Agent-oriented adverbs

Agent-oriented adverbs ascribe intention and control éodihibject of the predicate they

modify, and therefore provide natural tests of agentivity.

(5.11) Agent-oriented Adverbs:
enthusiastically, carefully, deliberately, intentiohyaleluctantly, on purpose, pa-

tiently, cautiously, attentively, studiousstc.

Stative and achievement predicates are generally, thoaigiecessarily, incompatible with

these adverbs (5.12a-b), as are predicates with inanimbjecss (5.12c).
(5.12) a. #The children were happy deliberately.
b. #Terry intentionally recognized the woman in the phoapdr.
c. #The hail carefully dented the roof.

Martin (To appear; see also Geuder 2000) also notes thaf usany of these adverbs must
obey another constraint, namely that the event they modifstmnfold incrementally. Ad-

verbs likepatiently, studiouslyandattentivelyare generally quite odd with events lacking
duration, although they can sometimes coerce iterativarpnétations with achievement

predicates.
(5.13) a. ?#Chris did it patiently, and all in one stroke!

b. Robin jumped/snapped her fingers (#just once) studiously.
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This incrementality requirement applies in addition to teguirement that the subject act

intentionally.
(5.14) a. Jamie patiently filled the barrel.
b. #The rain patiently filled the barrel.

Other agent-oriented adverbs do not impose such an inctalitgmequirement however:
adverbs such anthusiastically, carefully, reluctantlgndintentionallyquite readily mod-

ify punctual events.
(5.15) a. Chris did it enthusiastically, and all in one sttoke
b. Robin jumped/snapped her fingers (just once) reluctantly.

Adverbs like carefully, attentivelyand patientlyin fact seem to behave much like other
manner adverbs in this respect. They modify processes, r@rdfbre are incompatible

with predicates lacking any duration, i.e. achievemenidy @y implication do they mod-

ify the degree of control a participant has over an event. l@@nother hand, the adverbs
deliberately, intentionally, purposehandreluctantlyrelate solely to the degree of intent
on the part of the subject, modifying the internal mentatiestd the subject rather than any
process of the event itself. This is apparent from the feait tthese adverbs can sometimes

modify stative predicates.

(5.16) a. An unexcused absence/truancy is when a studegtilehtely absent from
school and/or class without the knowledge or consent of theients or the

school. (G)
b. I had afriend who used to be alone deliberately. (coca)

In cases like these, there is no activity directly reporteolivever it is understood that

the subject has willfully participated in (or abstainednfrparticipating in) some activity
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leading to the relevant state. The adverb highlights theele§the subject for that state to
hold, and therefore implicates that the subject has actéfiliNyi to bring the state about.
In other words, the adverb implies that the subject had obwotrer some prior activity
resulting in the state obtaining.

When it comes to the use of the subjective adverbs in (5.1i8}Igtas tests for agen-
tivity then, 1 will focus on those adverbs that impose onlynimial restrictions on agency.
Including adverbs such gmtientlywill potentially muddy the water. For this reason, | ex-
amine only those adverbs that impose no additional reqe@ngsnbeyond the intention of
the subject.

It is commonly argued that some psych-verbs, #ighten, amuse, confusare com-
patible with agent-oriented adverbs while others, sucnaaze, horrifyandfascinate are
not (DiDesidero 1999: 103-04).

(5.17) a. The man deliberately frightened the children.

b. The librarian reluctantly amused the children.

c. The psychologist deliberately confused the patient.
(5.18) a. #The magician reluctantly amazed the children.

b. #The teenager intentionally horrified his parents.

c. #The boy deliberately fascinated his sister.

While | agree with the intuitions in (5.18), the degree to vihacspecific verb is judged un-
acceptable seems to vary greatly by verb and even indivgrdaence. Moreover, naturally
occurring examples are in fact quite easy to find. The folhmMiepresentative examples

from Google all sound perfectly acceptable to me.

(5.19) a. Ithinkit's about time we had a thread discussirmgthiings you do to deliber-

ately horrify and torment your wife. (G)
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b. Slick male foreigners talk funny to deliberately fas¢gnalder women who

don’t know any better. (G)
c. I'mgoing to purposely bore you with this tip, but it TOTAXIWORKS. (c)

d. Josephus records that King Agrippa intentionally amazedrowd in the the-
atre when he entered attired in a garment woven completedjveir so that its

texture was indeed wondrous. (G)

e. Itis unthinkable that Penelope should deliberatelyifede a hall full of men

whom she despises and wishes in their graves. (G)
f.  Sandler To Intentionally Horrify Us With New Film (G)

g. A high school friend, Justin Densmore, said he also findgl&ndisappear-
ance very surprising. He said Smith is a jokester, but hdikelg to purposely

worry his family. (G)

h. The old prince said that if he was ill it was only becauserofd¢ess Mary: that
she purposely worried and irritated him, and that by indadgeand silly talk

she was spoiling little Prince Nicholas. (G)

i.  The politicians and health police deliberately depressso we’ll pay the out-

rageous taxes on smoking products to cheer ourselves up. (G)

j. |feellike someone ran the animation style | like from TheoBdocks through

a shit-grinder to intentionally sadden me. (G)

k. F. O’Connor, you must be equally sadistic to deliberatelyden your “sensi-

tive child.” (G)

I.  One way to challenge the prevailing cultural standardb\atues of bourgeois

culture is to intentionally shock and provoke the audience. (G)
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m. | often will intentionally shock the person by telling thd handle access to

my website the same way as | do my PayPal account. (G)

The difference between the above examples and exampleastiobse in (5.18) is that nat-
urally occurring examples are situated within a much riatiscourse context. The corpus
evidence suggests that speakers have little difficultygusiost Obj-Exp verbs with agent-
oriented adverbs, provided such uses make sense withingbeudse, and | find nothing
wrong with such sentences as a reader/listener. If subggaicy is often a contextually
determined aspect of a sentence’s interpretation, these laets are not at all surprising.
Agent-oriented adverbs can also modify verbs with certamdkof inanimate subjects.
Nouns referring to artworks, music, or other creations asguent subjects in such sen-
tences, by virtue of the fact that these artifacts are oftgliatly designed to provoke

some reaction.

(5.20) a. Some campaigns seek to deliberately horrifyitatet[sic], depending on your

point of view. (G)
b. Gericault’s works shock and intentionally horrify thewier. (G)
c. These songs of hopelessness intentionally horrifyreste (G)

In such cases, it is the artist’s intent in the creation ofwuek that is implicitly being
described. Artists create their works with certain effectmind, and so it is only natural
that we talk about the results of their efforts as being itbexlly designed to bring out
these reactions or emotions. Speakers exploit the reftiprbetween the artist and her
artwork in order to express something about the emotion tir& evokes and the intention
of the artist to evoke that emotion.

The examples of psych-verbs and agent-oriented adverbglptbabove are but a sam-
ple of the full range of sentences that can be found, as welesontexts they occur in.

Those contexts are important; they play a major role in stgapidgments about uses of
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certain kinds of constructions. The ability to imagine plokesscenarios in which a person
might deliberately horrify, depress, or concern anotheelgunfluences our judgments of
simple decontextualized examples This evidence caststdwouthe claim that there is a
class of easily identifiable Obj-Exp verbs which are nevaeatable when modified by
agent-oriented adverbs likieliberately, purposefullygr intentionally.As | will show, this

is equally true of the other agentivity tests.

5.2.2 Complements of control verbs

Semantically, control verbs such psrsuade convince ask and order, require that the
matrix object exert control over the situation describedigyembedded infinitival clause.
Similarly, it is the matrix subject of the verlakecideandchoosethat controls the implicit
subject of the embedded infinitive. In both cases, the int@idbject of the complement
must be interpreted as volitional, and therefore the aet@y of a verb in such clauses
can be taken as evidence that the verb allows agentive $sibjedivide these verbs into

three broad classes: verbs of persuading, verbs of reqgeatid verbs of deciding.

(5.21) a. Verbs of persuading:

persuade, convince, force, compel, coerce, gfet,

b. Verbs of requesting, ordering, or influencing:

ask, order, urge, advise, dare, counsel, beg, challerige

c. Verbs of choosing:

decide, choose, opt, agree, determine, resolve, seetuut,

2] am not making any claims about the syntactic status of th@iém subject of the embedded VP. What
is important here is that this implicit subject must be ipteted as coreferential with either the overt object
(in the case opersuadgor the overt subject (in the caseddcidg of the matrix verb, regardless of how one
wishes to formally represent the construction.
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5.2.2.1 Verbs of persuading

Use with verbs of persuading is a well known test for predicgentivity (Cruse 1973;

Gruber 1976; Kearns 2000).

(5.22) a. | persuaded/convinced the children to brush teeth.
b. #l persuaded/convinced the students to know the answer.
c. #l persuaded/convinced the storm to destroy the house.
d. #l persuaded/convinced the building to collapse.

(5.23) a. #l persuaded/convinced Jamie to accidentallykatee window.
b. #l persuaded/convinced Kim to unintentionally drop tlesg.

Only sentences that involve matrix objects capable of gotwlitionally, and embedded
clauses headed by verbs allowing volitional subjects ate@able. Sentences that involve
non-volitional embedded verbs (5.22b,d), inanimate matbjects (5.22c-d), or explicitly
negate the volitionality of the embedded clause (5.23) hrenacceptable with verbs of
persuading.

Like with the adverbial test, Obj-Exp verbs display varyaegrees of acceptability as
complements of persuading verbs, with the weakly agent&rbs/likefascinate, amaze,

depress, horrify, sadderic., falling on the lower end of the acceptability spectrum

(5.24) a. Pat persuaded Robin (not) to frighten/annoy/afhaseer/surprise the chil-

dren.

b. #Michael persuaded Alice to horrify/amaze/fascinagedhildren. (DiDesidero

1999: 103)

As one would expect, examples of non-agentive Obj-Exp verlbisis construction do in

fact appear to be quite rare in natural corpora, though elesgan be found.
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(5.25) a. He wanted to play another one but we convinced hiamaze us with his

“hand trick” (G)

b. With no intention at all of becoming the owners of a stallithe Magic of
Maa’zooz, and the look on Michael’s face, as he admired titimacing young
colt, convinced Terry to astonish his family by proudly pidog Maa’zooz as

the future sire for The Palms Arabian Stud. (G)

While they are uncommon, | find such examples sound perfectdy gven taken out of
their natural discourse context. Yet, though such examalesquite rare, their scarcity
should not automatically be taken as evidence for ungramaidy. It is worth noting that
many agentive verbs, including agentive Obj-Exp verbsy alspear to be quite rare as
complements of persuading verbs. One likely reason fomttaig have to do with general
facts about the world. In most situations there are actibasit would seem quite odd to
(have to) ask or persuade another person to do, and the lgquwefney of certain verbs in
this construction could be due to basic facts about normaldminteraction: people rarely
have occasion to persuade or convince others to do thogesttiia verbs describe.

We can explore this possibility by looking at the frequenéyother verbs as com-
plements of verbs of persuading. Consitteghten for example, a card-carrying agentive
Obj-Exp verbFrightenis a relatively frequent Obj-Exp verb, yet my impressiorhigtione
seldom finds cause to persuade someone to frighten somesenelaht is to say, people
might usdrightenfairly often in general, but they may not find many opportigsito use it
as a complement aonvinceor persuadeThis intuition is supported by a Google search of
frightenin the phrases{convinced * to frightef” and “{persuaded * to frighte}{, which

yielded only a single example.

(5.26) In high school, Daniels encouraged a bully to sell himmsoul for 50 cents, and
then convinced classmates to frighten the bully into buynrggsoul back ... for

an inflated pricé.
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Searches of verbs of similar frequency (agnew, omit, hopyielded orders of magni-
tude more Google hits, even when those searches were tegtiicjust personal pronoun

objects® Table 26 shows these resullts.

Total frequency  Google hits

in COCA in construction
omit 4,590 101
grade 4,542 11
frighten 4,451 1
hop 4,430 19,790
lobby 4,411 972
renew 4,402 26,800
weep 4,397 1
gasp 4,372 0
defy 4,246 4,980
amplify 1,735 4
amuse 1,711 1
mow 1,695 3,970
demolish 1,665 4
annoy 1,650 1

Table 5.1: Comparison of Google frequencies for various s/@mld'persuaded/convinced
[pronoun] to V”.

The numbers in Table 26 should be treated with caution, asntawbers from any
Web search engine can be highly misleading for many reasaes$ctitze 2009), but |
believe they are meaningful. Many examples of these othdasvare surely duplicates,
but the size of the discrepancy between verbs makes it uylikat the numbers are
merely the result of repeated hits. Unfortunately, whilethmods for exploring the kind
of constructional frequency patterns of interest here dsteg.g. collostructional analy-

sis (Stefanowitsch and Gries 2003), the necessary Goaglaéncy figures are simply too

3Google does not allow regular expression searches, so tiabha* in “convinced * to summarize”
cannot be restricted in length. This returns true Rtmyinced the executive board to summaribet also
lots of false positivesdonvinced? We'll try to summarizeRestricting the searches of these other non-psych-
verbs to pronominal objects still produced thousands mxaienples than the broader searches \ritihten
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unreliable to be of any use. It is possible that the discrejganin the Google numbers
merely reflect different overall frequencies from COCA, butliéve the differences are
large enough to allow us to at least consider alternativéaesgpions.

One reasonable explanation is that these corpus patterrgeror reasons that have
more to do with facts about events in the actual world, ansl feslo with the properties
of the verbs used to describe those events. The likeliho@doafcumstance in which one
might persuade or convince another to do something is goingry considerably depend-
ing on what that something is, and by extension, the likelchof different verbs being used
as complements gfersuadeandconvincewill vary concomitantly. This is most apparent
with unergative verbs likeveepandgasp Even if we accept that they can have intentional
readings (which is arguable), they are unusual activittebd persuading or convincing
someone else to do. Similarly, the transitive vegbsde anddemolishclearly have inten-
tional uses, however these do not seem to be activities tteat equire persuasion, and so
we don't find many uses of the verb as a complement of persgaeirbs. It would seem
that most psych-verbs fit this pattern: they are just unuguags to ask a person to do.
Even with agentive Obj-Exp verbs this should not be too ssirgg, since many of them
denote negatively valued emotions (eagger, annoy, bother, frighten, irritate, scare, up-
sed. Under most circumstances these are not things we typidallor have someone do)
willingly to another. A notable exception to this is the vestrprise for which it is very

easy to find examples.
(5.27) a. Gabirielle convinced me to surprise Noah after wotk a small gift. (G)

b. My best friend convinced me to surprise Kaila right awaywe would have

the whole time together. (G)

4The COCA frequency of the verdurpriseis 10,907. Google searches fdgiconvincedpersuaded [pro-
noun] to surpris¢’ returned> 130,000 hits.
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c. I'mreally glad Tim convinced me to surprise the [sic] lah and Vivian at the

airport tonight. (G)

d. It was the year after Neema and | were dating and my oldeh&rémaan,

convinced her to surprise me in Delhi. (G)

While surprisecan refer to a negative reaction, most examples involveriggiens of a
positive event, such as surprising someone with a gift, ¢n wiwelcome visit. However,
differences in verbs’ positive or negative connotationsncd be the whole explanation,
since other positive verbs, egmuseare in fact very rare with this construction. (5.28) is

the only example | found cimusewith a non-reflexive object.
(5.28) Or perhaps we could convince him to amuse us. (G)

This also does not explain the fact that many supposedlyagemtive Obj-Exp verbs do
not appear in this construction, even though many of themeszribe positively valued
emotions, e.gamaze, astonish, delight, captivate, fascinate, plebsthe following sec-

tion | examine a related class of verbs that differ from padsog verbs in a crucial way,
and | suggest this difference can help us to understand sbwieab may be going on with

these verbs.

5.2.2.2 Verbs of requesting, ordering, and influencing

Beyond verbs of persuading, there are object control verbsdgfring, requesting, or chal-
lenging (henceforth simply requesting verbs), which akketvolitional direct objects.

These includask, beg, order, dare, challengendurge.

(5.29) a. The two exchanged words and security eventuatyvaned and asked Ston-

estreet to leave. (G)

b. |daredthem to throw back three shots of crown withoutth&sg. (G)
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c. |begged her to forgive me.

Requesting verbs are seldom mentioned in the literature pyehpgerbs, or agentivity in
general, but they have the same constraints with respelsetagentivity of their comple-
ments as verbs of persuading do, thus they seem like natamnalidates for diagnosing

agency.
(5.30) a. I asked/ordered/dared the children to brush teeth.
b. #| asked/ordered/dared the children to know the answer.
c. #l asked/ordered/dared the storm to break the window.

d. #l asked/ordered/dared the building to collapse.

(5.31) a. #l asked/ordered/dared Jamie to accidentalbkittee window.

b. #l asked/ordered/dared Kim to unintentionally drop tlessg,

In contrast to verbs of persuading, Obj-Exp verbs are r&tiquite common with verbs

of requesting.
(5.32) a. They were delighted, and begged me to frighten ey night. (G)

b. Mr. Ellershaw praised me for my masterful handling of the fellow and then

begged me to amuse him with some stories from my time in tlge rin  (G)
c. you asked me to annoy you, so | will. (G)
d. My doctor ordered me to scare the do§. ..

e. Alright, maybe that is just my situation but my 5 year old $as triple dared

me to frighten him! (G)
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f.  Jorito ordered me to amaze you and hopefully | managed tbalcsomehow.

(c)

g. This was made for the company Vocaloid since they askedramtze them

with something that had Hatsune Miku in it and so | did. (G)

One possible reason for this disparity in frequency betw@leREXxp verbs with verbs
of persuading and verbs of requesting is that the latter deentail that the event/action

was accomplished.
(5.33) a. | persuaded the children to brush their teethut. ey couldn’t do it.

b. | asked the children to brush their teeth. .. but they aotttb it.

(5.34) a. |asked youtoamaze me, you failed. (G)

b. | persuaded you to amaze me (#you failed).

This accomplishment entailment seems to be the key elemedthis is where the seman-
tic notion of ‘control’ (as opposed to the syntactic one)tskenter stage. In some frame-
works, control over a situation is defined to include bothgbeer over one’s participation
in an event, in addition to the intention to bring the everdwbSchlesinger (1995) treats
control as one of three basic features comprising agenttamchim, an entity in control
“steers the activity in the event and may be able to termioatebviate it,” and, “[t]he
notion of control bears some affinities with those of intentand volition” (1995:33). This
view of control is shared by many others (e.g. Dik 1989; PEr2Q02; Siewierska 1991;
Yamamoto 2006).

Possessing the ability or skill necessary for carrying ouaet is an essential criterion
for an individual to be said to act intentionally. The faadt®bj-Exp verbs are unusual with
verbs of persuading but not verbs of requesting suggedtshidie is a difference in terms

of the claims[presuppositions?, implicatures?] the verbs make about the matrix object’s
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ability to carry out the action of the complement. By entaglthat their complement event
is accomplished, verbs of persuading implicate that thgestibf the complement had the
ability to bring the event about. Verbs of requesting ineoho such entailments, and so
imply nothing about the subject’s abilities.

If it is true that we conceptualize emotional states as notgodirectly accessible to
external actors or forces, it would follow that in most cases do not view human agents
as direct causes of mental changes-of-state—the verystiog-Exp verbs are claimed
denote. In other words, human agents are not seen as haerapility to directly affect
psychological states. It is only through some intermedaotjon that we can affect the
emotions of another, and it is these intermediate eventsstbanay or may not control.
What this means is when an Obj-Exp verb is used with a verb cduaeling, the listener
must make an additional inference about the possible secpmdtivity the subject must
have engaged in to ultimately cause the emotional stateciexperiencer. This extra in-
terpretive effort, which will be heavily influenced by the améng of the verb and other
contextual information, could give rise to the lower acedyity ratings associated with
different verbs.

This actually would follow from the event structure of catisga verbs more gener-
ally, since it's widely assumed that causative events ameposed of several component
subevents, including the ‘causing’ event (e.g. Croft 1998/ih and Rappaport Hovav 1994;
Pustejovsky 1988; Talmy 1976; Wolff and Song 2003; Wundkrli997). The lower ac-
ceptability that some Obj-Exp verbs exhibit with verbs ofqueading also connects well
with the results of the results in Chapter 4. Obj-Exp verbs dn@ associated with abstract
stimuli tend to be less acceptable than other Obj-Exp veitbswerbs of persuading. These
abstract stimuli are things, properties, or states thaplpeare not seen as having much
control over. In addition, the predictability of an activg effect is also surely influence
the degree to which an intentional use might be acceptedaifynof these verbs describe

more “aesthetic” emotions (see Section 4.3.3.1), theyrav@ved with a potentially more
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idiosyncratic evaluation component.

5.2.2.3 Verbs of choosing

Like verbs of persuading and requesting, verbs of choosmgad with complements that

are non-volitional.

(5.35) a. The children decided/chose to brush their teeth.
b. #The children decided/chose to know the answer.
c. #The storm decided/chose to break the window.

d. #The building decided/chose to collapse.

(5.36) a. #l decided to accidentally break the window.

b. #l chose to unintentionally drop the glass.

The activities of deciding or choosing to do something aréigoal by definition, since
intuitively someone can only choose to engage (or not erjgagetivities over which she
also has control. Therefore these verbs make ideal testgy@antivity. That said, Obj-Exp

verbs as complements of choosing verbs can be easily foutitedveb.

(5.37) a. We were chatting about our relationships and éelcid amaze our men by

wearing a black leather bra, stiletto heels and a mask . .. (G)

b. Brooke Fraser really decided to amaze us this year, shedadipg her music

almost everywhere especially in Europe . .. (G)

c. This might have been an extraordinary flash of the elefitiid, accompanied
with thunder, with which God chose to astonish and confouadl &nd his

company. (G)
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d.

| choose to astonish my co-workers by staying happy. (G)

This time he has decided to captivate us all with some suptleep progres-

sive sounds. (G)

Giving it another go, | decided to captivate the readehwaitfilm analysis of

Blade Runner. (G)

So I've decided to depress everyone else and let you all latmut the flu

epidemic that’s set to hit Britain this year. (G)

In fact - | am still under [sic] impression - that moviemekef that flick sort

of decided to depress the viewers on purpose. (G)

Baden Haus has decided to fascinate and astonish its ceigtovith new bath-

room Gemma. (6)
| got bored and decided to fascinate everyone with thidlitig article.  (c)

Why was my hair straight this morning? Well, because laghini decided to

fascinate my man and temporarily disarm him ... (G)

I've decided to horrify you straight away by putting upghgic of me and my

poor friend spuff who had to suffer by being shot next to me. (G)
| decided to please the family and study business and law. (G)

Instead of looking to please God, her Creator, Eve deciogdetise the ser-

pent, believing his lies. (G)

We have decided to sadden the one person’s family bechasetber person’s

action. (G)
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What is still unknown is why Obj-Exp verbs should be so muchenaymmon with
subject control verbs (verbs of choosing) than verbs ofyseti®ig? The explanation may lie
in the way we make inferences about the ability of the ageattmmplish the task denoted
by the embedded clause. For instance, there seems to be astnuager implication that
the controller, i.e. agent, knows how to amaze someone wiefamazer” is the one
making the decision to amaze. This is definitely tied to thg warious aspects of folk
intentionality interact: how people think about the fastof desire, knowledge, and ability
in intentional action clearly seems to be shaping the aetdjiy judgments they make vés
vis the use of particular Obj-Exp verbs as complements dfs/ef persuading or choosing.
One thing that is clear however, is that intuitions abouhagere tapping into a deep well
of linguistic and conceptual information. All the diagniastoutlined in Section 5.2 assume
that inferences about the plausible agency of an indiviohilalence the acceptability of the
relevant diagnostic sentences, yet the data presentediim@nethat isolating the source of
those inferences is incredibly difficult.

Overall, the evidence (or lack thereof) suggests that thty af Obj-Exp verb uses in
control constructions, combined with the general strargsrof the situations such uses
might describe, likely contributes to speakers’ low evahraof such sentences, especially
in the absence of any context. Nevertheless, Non-age@tiveerbs do seem to be accept-
able when the circumstances permit, contrary to most egtaaliyses, and the same can be
also said for Agentive-OE verbs, as expected. They too aegmahese constructions, but
acceptable in the proper context. In this regard, the codpte does not offer any positive
evidence for treating the two classes of verbs differefdthe lack of corpus examples of
Non-agentive-OE verbs as complementpefsuadas not sufficient evidence to conclude
that they cannot be used agentively; however, closer exaimmof the corpus data—from
psych-verbs and non-psych-verbs—suggests that we muspkeeially careful in drawing

conclusions about grammatical structure from judgmentsutfof-context examples.
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5.2.3 Imperatives

The ability to be used in an imperative has often been useddasyaostic for agentivity.
Imperative constructions are frequently used to issue canas, and naturally it makes

little sense to command someone to perform an action oveshwie has no control.
(5.38) a. Brush your teeth!

b. #Know the answer!

c. #Break the window! (to a storm)

d. #Collapse! (to a building)

(5.39) a. #Accidentally break the window!

b. #Unintentionally drop the glass!

Taking the test at face value, the data suggests that modEXphbyerbs can be used agen-

tively, even many purportedly non-agentive ones.
(5.40) a. Please amaze us with something stylish and oligina (G)
b. Go ahead, amaze me...| dare you (G)

c. Please astound us with the “brilliance” of the NON exis@tonomic “solu-

tion” of the tea party. (G)
d. Go ahead, astound & amaze me w/ your fundie I&gic!

e. So please fascinate us with the amazing time you guys hiel th rest of us

slaved over math books. (G)

f.  Hmph! If you wanna winge go ahead. Depress me with it! (G)
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g.

NASA, please astonish me once more in my lifetime with ecepaaft as

inspiring as the Space Shuttle. (G)
Please astonish me with your knowledge of the book andiveesbility. (c)

Please captivate us with your story, enlighten us withryexperience, and

astonish us with your allure. (G)

Could a Muslim please shock me by not acting holier than thod taking

some responsibility? (G)

It is often noted that it is easier to find examples of verbsotiag negatively valued emo-

tions when the imperative is negated.

(5.41) a.

b.

(5.42) a.

Unless you have some kind of crazy news, then dontt&rn me with it. ()

Server admins have enough on their hands, don’t concem tith updates

(c)

Don’t bore us with your puritanical facts. (G)
Don’t bore me with the details. (G)
And don’t depress me with that adorable love crap. (G)
Seriously Jeff don’t depress me with this first thing in therning (G)
Don'’t horrify me with your music choices ok? (G)
Please don't alarm everyone like that, Will. (G)

Like | said, please don’'t depress me on Christmas! (G)
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When it comes to agentivity though, the imperative test idomiproof. The imperative
construction has many functions, and it is important toimggtish between true orders or
commands, and the construction’s many other uses. Huddlesid Pullum (2002: 929-
931) list seven distinct subtypes of direct uses of the i@per that vary with respect to
the degree to which they involve willful direction or comgolice. All of these uses attribute
agency to the addressee, though the two most relevant leeoedsars Don’t move) and re-
guests Open the door, will you? Huddleston and Pullum contrast these direct imperatives
with other kinds of imperatives involving indirect speeatsa—what Lakoff (1966) refers
to as the ‘pseudo-imperative’—most notably expressiomgisties and desireSleep well.
Have a good weekend.

The distinction between the order and request types of dinggeratives (5.41a-b)
is gradient rather than categorical, as Huddleston andifautiote, but both types assign
agency to the subject. In contrast, wish imperatives irvpikedicates denoting uncontrol-
lable situations, hence they inhibit a direct agentiverprgtation. In practice however, it
is often difficult to clearly distinguish between the requasplea type of direct imperative
and the wish type of indirect imperative. When using impeeatias a test for Obj-Exp verb
agentivity, we are often faced with a problem of circularitys argued that Non-agentive-
OE verbs are non-agentive because they can only be usedirednisnperatives, and yet
we know they are instances of indirect imperatives pringavécause Non-agentive-OE
verbs are non-agentive. Of course, an alternate conclusitrat they are indeed being
used in direct imperatives, and are therefore agentivewleutannot know this for sure.
This is a well-known problem with using imperatives as a festcontrol/agentivity: the
use of a predicate in an imperative is not necessarily eceleh an agentive use. Yet it
has been suggested that while we cannot use the availaifilityperative formation as a
positive test for agentivity, we can assume that the noiladibty of imperative formation

is evidence for a lack of agency or control (Verhoeven 202@8). This means then, that
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the data presented here is inconclusive. While many of thenples above could be inter-
preted as direct commands, they are also compatible witintheect imperative reading,

which is not restricted to agentive predicates. It is difti¢a determine whether we are
dealing with a direct or indirect imperative in these siioia$, so to truly resolve the issue

of Obj-Exp verb agentivity, we need to look to other diagresst

5.3 Experimental studies

The preceding sections discussed three linguistic enviesrts which are argued to entalil
volitional and/or intentional action on behalf of at leasegatrticipant in the situation they
describe. This participant can be explicit, as in the casmadification by adverbs like
deliberatelyand with embedding under control verbs ligersuadeor it can be implicit,
as with control imperatives. In these environments, thebation of agency to the sub-
ject is semantic, rather than pragmatic. The subject iretheastructions must be capable
of volition because some element of the sentence explidéblares that the activity was
deliberate. Nevertheless, even when the subject is humaderuost circumstances a ca-
pable agent—some Obj-Exp verbs are noticeably less adileptathese environments.
The reasonable inference is that these verbs must not afjemtize subjects (DiDesidero
1999). Modification of such verbs yeliberately and the use of them in imperatives or
as complements gfersuadeall result in a semantic mismatcdRersuadedeliberately and
the imperative require a particular volitional participabut the Obj-Exp verb entails a
non-volitional one; thus, such sentences are infelicitous

The data from natural usage presented above paint a diffpignre however. Many
of the (supposedly) Non-agentive-OE verbs do seem to betadule with intentional sub-
jects, though it may not be the way that they are most typiceded. The evidence suggests
that when the context renders agentive uses of these vepbspaate, speakers generally

do not find them problematic. Furthermore, looking more elpst the ways in which
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Obj-Exp verbs are actually used in agentive constructiemsals a fact that is rarely ever
discussed: their overwhelming tendency to be used wittooptiarguments expressing the
means by which the agent causes the emotional state (seseatsan 4.3.2). These aby

phrases (5.43), and more commonly, the instrumenmithl phrases (5.44),.

(5.43) a. With no intention at all of becoming the owners oftalli®n, the Magic of
Maa’zooz, and the look on Michael’s face, as he admired titimacing young
colt, convinced Terry to astonish his family by proudly prdog Maa’zooz as

the future sire for The Palms Arabian Stud. (G)

b. | often will intentionally shock the person by telling thd handle access to

my website the same way as | do my PayPal account. (G)

(5.44) a. He wanted to play another one but we convinced hianriaze us with his

“hand trick” (G)

b. I'm going to purposely bore you with this tip, but it TOTAKLIWORKS. (c)

In this section | attempt to establish a more reliable erogifbasis upon which to make
claims about Obj-Exp verb agentivity through two judgmentges of Obj-Exp verbs in

agentive constructions.

5.3.1 Judgment Study 1
5.3.1.1 Materials and procedure

The purpose of this first study was to investigate the acbdjyaof Obj-Exp verbs in

agentive constructions. The focus is on two classes of Qpjuerbs: Agentive-OE verbs,
which allow agentive interpretations; and Non-agentiie-@rbs, which are claimed to
disallow agentive interpretations. In the spirit of Verliee (2010a), two control groups

were also included in the study: physical transitive vetien¢eforth simply “transitive
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verbs”) and transitive Subj-Exp verbs. Each of the travesiierbs are unambiguously dy-
namic and compatible with agentive interpretations, wiieeSubj-Exp verbs are typically
regarded as stative and inherently non-volitional. Théseised in the stimuli are given in
(5.45).

(5.45) a. Agentive-OE verbs:

amuse, anger, annoy, bother, disturb, frighten, irritateare, surprise, upset

b. Non-agentive-OE verbs:
amaze, astonish, bore, captivate, concern, depressnfsgihorrify, offend,

please

C. Subj-Exp verbs:

admire, adore, despise, detest, enjoy, fear, hate, like, lmathe

d. Transitive verbs:

help, hug, kick, pinch, shove

It should be noted here that the decision regarding whetlparigcular Obj-Exp verb
allows or does not allow an agentive interpretation cannofte rather delicate. Further-
more, individual verbs vary with respect to speakers’ tinis about their use in agentive
contexts. Per my own intuitions, some Non-agentive-OE sjeshch agoncern are quite
odd when used in agentive constructions, while others are@arly so bad, and this is
supported by corpus searches. The question at hand thehatscviteria to use in classi-
fying an Obj-Exp verb as Agentive or NonAgentive. In a sim#éudy of Obj-Exp verb
agentivity in several languages, Verhoeven (2010a: 226yt four verbs of each class
which showed the clearest contrast in their acceptabifiseld on consultations with native
speakers. Given the goals of the present study however,asoethod is problematic. Se-
lecting verbs in this way assumes that these verbs are eyjegse of the class of Obj-Exp

verbs as a whole, and more important, it assumes that thédisin of acceptability in
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agentive contexts across the verbs is bimodal. The proldehat foranysuch distribution
of acceptability judgments across verbs there will neaégdae a few verbs occupying
positions in the opposite tails. So selecting only thosdvet the extreme ends of the
distribution ultimately tells us little about the pattercrass the class as a whole.

The present study attempted to skirt this problem by expanttie number of verbs
under investigation, while at the same time imposing leasda criteria for classification.
The 20 Obj-Exp verbs used were chosen for similar reasomsthe corpus study of Chap-
ter 4: i) prevalence in the literature, and ii) overall fregay. In addition to those verbs
mentioned in the literature, several other high frequenbyExp verbs were included, in
order to balance the sample as well as expand the coverages\The experiencer sub-
ject verbs were also chosen based on their prevalence iitehatlire, while the transitive
verbs were selected primarily on their natural compatipwith human patients. As noted
before, Obj-Exp verbs are similar in many was to other caesgerbs describing physical
changes of state, suchla®ak, bend, melbut these verbs are generally less felicitous with
human patients (except when used metaphorically, i.e.yahpkgical verbs).

Each verb was presented in four different sentence typkspataining only human
subjects and objects. Three of the sentences types comhplissgnostic environments for
intentional action, i.e. agentivity: modification by an ageriented adverb, use as a com-
plement of control verbpersuadeandconvince and use as an imperative. Following Ver-
hoeven (2010b), a fourth sentence type was included, tlseptr@rogressive construction.
Sentences were constructed so as to make the intentioegpiietations as reasonable as
possible.

The combination of the four verb classes and four senterpestyielded a total of 16

possible item types, exemplified in (5.46)—(5.49).

(5.46) Transitive:

SVerb frequency was also included as factor in the multivarimalysis (see below).
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e Adverb
The boy intentionally hugged his grandmother.

e Control verb complement

The girl persuaded the boy to hug his grandmother.

e Imperative

Hug your grandmother!

e Progressive

The boy is hugging his grandmother.
(5.47) Agentive-OE:
e Adverb

The girl intentionally surprised her friend.

e Control verb complement

The children persuaded the girl to surprise her friend.

e Imperative

Surprise your friend!

e Progressive

The girl is surprising her friend.
(5.48) Non-agentive-OE:
e Adverb

The gymnast intentionally astonished the judges.

e Control verbcomplement

The coach persuaded the gymnast to astonish the judges.

e Imperative

Astonish the judges!
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e Progressive

The gymnast is astonishing the judges.
(5.49) Subj-Exp:

e Adverb

The student deliberately loved the teacher.

e Control verb complement

The lecture persuaded the student to love the teacher.

e Imperative

Love the teacher!

e Progressive

The student is loving the teacher.

In order to keep the task to a reasonable size, only five vdrleaah category were
included in the test items per subject. Thus, each subjecadatal of 80 items: 5 verbs
4 verb classes 4 sentence types. Two survey templates of 80 items werercoted with
complementary sets of five verbs of each of the psych-vedseta For example, survey A
contained the five Agentive-OE verbarprise, annoy, scare, disturb, upsethile survey
B contained the verbsmuse, irritate, frighten, bother, anger

Surveys were administered to 40 subjects via Amazon Mechbhurk (AMT), where
subjects were asked to rate each sentence on a 7-point $catucalness, with specific

instructions to:

rate each sentence on how likely you think it is that someoighinsay that
sentence. A rating of 7 means that the sentence is a perfettlyal sentence
of everyday English, while a rating of 1 means that the saeas not at all
something that someone might say. Ratings in the middleatelihat you feel

the sentence is somewhere between. You will likely find vemeamong these
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sentences, but there are no right or wrong answers, so plsasgour own

intuition in making your judgments.

Ratings were indicated on a discrete 7-point multiple checzde.

5.3.1.2 Results

Results were analyzed using a linear mixed effects modelnaitdom intercepts for sub-
ject, item (sentence), and verb, and with by-subject randtmpe for verb class. Fixed
effects included the verb class, sentence type, and theaatiien of the two. Control fac-
tors included subject age and gender, as well as verb fregugeg transformed). The
results and statistics for the fixed effects are presentéttiappendix (A.1).

Surveys were administered to 40 subjects, for a total of 3200x 80) judgments.
Due to the remote administration of AMT, a minimum cut-ofh@ of 5 minutes was used
to screen for those workers who completed the survey todkiyyiand hence likely did
not perform the task as required. In all, 5 subjects had wgrkimes below this cut-off,
and therefore were eliminated. Additional data trimmingrfoessing judgments and other
issues left a dataset of 2739 usable ratings.

The contrast of interest was between the ratings for Ager@iz and Non-agentive-OE
verbs, and so the results presented here are for only thosddeses of verbs. As predicted,
Agentive-OE verbsNl = 5.46,SD= 1.75) were judged significantly more acceptable than
Non-agentive-OE verbdM = 4.42, SD = 1.94) in intentional contexts (Figure 5.1). Con-
trolling for other factors, Agentive-OE verbs were on ageraated 0.92 points higher
than Non-agentive-OE verbs in intentional contegts; —0.92,t = —2.34, p < 0.05. The
model employed deviation coding for the four level factorsehtence type, where the
mean for each sentence type was compared to the grand mezmss adlr types. Of the
three intentional sentence types, only the ContMI=£ 4.66,SD = 1.80) and Impera-
tive (M = 4.30,SD = 2.03) sentences differed significantly from the grand mddn=(
4.93,SD= 0.59): Control, = —1.15t = —2.37, p = 0.036; Imperative = —1.60,t =
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—3.96, p=0.001 (Figure 5.2). There were no significant interactionsasbwclass and sen-
tence type however; the significant effect of Verb Class wasistent across all sentence

types (Figure 5.3).

Figure 5.1: Study 1 ratings of Obj-Exp verbs by Verb class

I I
Agentive-OE NonAgentive-OE

While variation across the sentence types was not the focasitie worth considering
why certain types, namely the Control and Imperative seegnwould be rated lower
than the others (the Adverbial and Progressive). One likgglanation is that the kinds
of situations in which the former two sentence types are mftsh used, tend to be most
common with verbs denoting positive emotions. Sections25a2d 5.2.3 discussed the
relation between the use of these constructions in realdnemhtexts as indicated in the
patterns found in corpus data. Again, people simply tendtmatause negative feelings
on purpose, and this tendency seems to extend particuladggly to cases where one
individual persuades, orders, or otherwise compels anailt® negatively affect someone.
Thus, the use of negative Obj-Exp verbs in control and intperaonstructions sounds
odd. Many Obj-Exp verbs, both Agentive-O&nhoy, bother, frighten, scare,.) and Non-

agentive-OE onedpre, concern, depress, horrify, ), describe negative emotions, and
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Figure 5.2: Study 1 ratings of Obj-Exp verbs by Sentence type

1+ .

I I I I
Adverbial Control Imperative Progressive

this fact likely drove down the overall ratings for these stouctions?

At first blush, the results of Study 1 appear to confirm theititas reported in the liter-
ature on English Obj-Exp verbs (DiDesidero 1999). They pks@llel results of similar ex-
perimental studies of psych-verb agentivity in German arneeés, though similar patterns
did not emerge in studies of Turkish, Yucatec, and Mandaeni{oeven 2010a). Assuming
the classification of Obj-Exp verbs was accurate and meéuijrthe present study shows
that it is indeed possible to distinguish two classes of BhgDbj-Exp verbs according to
their acceptability in intentional contexts. But of courkiststudy was intended to test the
claim that such a distinction truly exists, not merely to foon it. The verbs in this study
were assigned to each class beforehand, based on obsesvatibe literature (which my

own intuitions largely agree with). Much of the previous Wwoin Obj-Exp verb agentivity

8]t is worth noting that the lower acceptability of negatieens in these environments applies to adjectives
as well (DiDesidero 1999).

(()) a. Be happy!
b. #Be sad!

c. Don't be sad!
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Figure 5.3: Study 1 ratings of Obj-Exp verbs by Verb class &edtence type
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has assumed that it is a simple matter to determine the apgi®glass for a given Obj-
Exp verb, and moreover, has at least implied that the distimbetween the two classes is
a clear one.

What we find when we look at the distribution of ratings by indixal Obj-Exp verbs
is a considerable amount of variability among members oftloeclasses, but also a much
more gradual scale of acceptability across all Obj-Exp veémbgeneral. The mean rating
for each verb can be seen in Figure 5.4. This is not exactliiticeof pattern that we might
have expected if there were a clean distinction betweentizgesmd non-agentive verbs.
The distribution in Figure 5.4 shows that intuitions abogemtivity, and the acceptability

judgments that follow with them, are much more subtle andatée than the standard
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Figure 5.4: Mean ratings for individual Obj-Exp verbs by diion
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binary classification would lead us to believe. Some verlescégarly more acceptable
in agentive contexts than others, esgrprisevs. concern but the twenty Obj-Exp verbs
examined here don’t obviously line up into two clearly digtiishable groups. The Non-
agentive-OE verbs do indeed lean toward the lower end of ¢hepability distribution,
and likewise, Agentive-OE verbs cluster toward the uppet @md some are almost at
ceiling). But there is considerable overlap among the twssda (e.ghorrify andamusg,
and there is no point where the two groups clearly divergmfeach other. The overlap
in the distributions is also evident from the histograms iguFe 5.5. If the two classes
were clearly distinct in their relative acceptability, wewd theoretically expect to see a
bimodal distribution in the ratings across all verbs, big th not borne out in the results.

Hartigan dip tests (Hartigan and Hartigan 1985; Maechl&f2did in fact significantly
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Figure 5.5: Distribution of Obj-Exp verb ratings across teece type
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reject the likelhood of unimodal distributionp & 0.001), however this was true of distri-
butions for all sentence types and verb classes investigdtas included Transitive and
Subj-Exp verbs which theoretically should be relativelyform in their ratings. In other
words, the Obj-Exp, Subj-Exp, and Transitive verb clasdlesxibited at least a bimodal
distribution in ratings across their individual member®ach of the four Sentence types.
Therefore, we have no reason to interpret the multimodéibligion among Obj-Exp verbs
as anything other than a reflection of the natural varigkaldross verb classes of all stripes.
For these data then, the dip test appears to be anti-cotiger{@verly likely to reject
a true null hypothesis), and so is of little use in helpingwsinderstand the true nature
of the ratings obtained here. Still, it is worth noting thiag test can determine significant
deviation from unimodality, but cannot distinguish bi-rmanulti-modality. What we may
be seeing is a pattern of judgments that reflects more thasubgroups of verbs, suggest-
ing a gradual continuum of acceptability in intentional @xts. Such a result is entirely
expected under the approach to Obj-Exp verb agentivity | dwo@ating. The verbs used
in this study are only a small subset of English Obj-Exp ved&l it remains to be seen

to what extent other verbs actually vary with respect to figéyn My suspicion is that
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further testing with new verbs would simply reinforce theuks presented here. That is,
adding judgments about more Obj-Exp verbs in the enviroris®@m@mined here would not
result in a more robustly bimodal distribution of agentivelanon-agentive verbs. Rather,
it would merely result in a denser cluster of verbs along #tmg spectrum.

Taken together with the corpus data presented above, thesiésrmilitate against anal-
yses which attempt to explain differences in Obj-Exp verbeptability via lexicalized
properties of specific verbs related to volitionality (omrAeolitionality as the case may
be). On the other hand, the data are compatible with appesatiat view interpretations
of agentivity as inferences arising from a variety of fastorhis inferential process natu-
rally takes into account verb meaning, but it is also higlegsstive to other information as
well. Judgment Study 2 was designed to investigate thistsetysto additional informa-

tion more directly.

5.3.2 Judgment Study 2

The purpose of the second study was to investigate whetleeinttusion of additional
context (in the form of instrument phrases) would improveahceptability ratings of Obj-
Exp verbs. As discussed above, the acceptability of agestwntences is determined by a
combination of semantic and pragmatic factors. | argue ttimtreduced acceptability of
certain Obj-Exp verbs in agentive contexts does not in fasedrom a semantic constraint
on these verbs, but rather from the difficulty of imaginingtaation in which the emotion
denoted by the verb could be deliberately caused by andther.predicts that when cer-
tain information makes inferences about a participantsntions easier, acceptability of
agentive sentences should improve. The second judgmetyt si@s designed to test this

prediction.
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5.3.2.1 Materials and procedure

Test materials for this study were constructed in a 2 by 2gtesiossing verb class (agen-
tive vs. non-agentive) with the presence or absence of amumental PP. The same twenty
Obj-Exp verbs from Study 1 were used in Study 2, and the seatipes were restricted
to only the adverbial and control complement environmeBech of the 20 verbs was

presented in both sentence types, yielding a total of 4Gtsgences.

Other PP condition

Agentive “The magician deliberatelgmusedhe little girl with the bow in
her hair.”

Non-Agentive “The magician deliberatelgmazed the little girl with the bow in
her hair.”

Instrument PP condition

Agentive “The magician deliberatelpmused the little girl with his disap-
pearing trick.”

Non-Agentive “The magician deliberatelgmazed the little girl with his disap-
pearing trick.”

Table 5.2: Test items in Study 2 (Verb AgengyPP)

As with Study 1, Study 2 was run over Amazon Mechanical Turikhwhe difference
that each test sentence was presented in its own individu fit. This was done to
control for any effect of item order in the presentation, a8TAdoes not currently have a
procedure for randomizing items in a hit for each user. Adddilly, it precludes the need
for complex fillers and presentation design. Since a sulgjelst sees one test item, there
is less likelihood of them ‘figuring out’ the intentions ofethhresearcher and potentially
biasing the results. Nevertheless, some respondents didijpate in multiple hits, and this
was controlled for in the analysis.

Along with the test sentence, each hit contained two additibller sentences. Two sets
of filler sentences were constructed for this purpose, ohe®#aining acceptable sen-

tences and another containing clearly unacceptable smgdree appendix A.2). Fillers
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were designed to match the test items in length and syntstcticture as closely as possi-
ble. They served as distractor items as well as baselindbdaating (and analysis) of the
test sentences.

Each hit included one test item and one filler of each typejoerly ordered. Subjects
were instructed to rate each of the three sentences forahadss on a scale of 1to 7, 7
being ‘most natural’, and 1 being ‘most unnatural’. Eachwuis assigned 40 times for a

total of 1600 data points.

5.3.2.2 Results

Results of Judgment Study 2 confirm the prediction that thé&Wwee against Non-agentive-
OE verbs in intentional contexts can be mitigated througtettidition of facilitative infor-
mation. As with the previous study, Agentive-OE verbs waited significantly higher than
Non-agentive-OE verbs as a who[g£ —0.65t = —2.84, p= 0.038). However, there was
a significant interaction of verb class and PP, such that &fgemtive-OE verbs significantly
improved in acceptability when the sentence contained stnumental PP{ = 0.48,t =
2.72,p = 0.006). Overall, sentences with instrumental PMs< 5.51,SD = 1.48) were
rated significantly lower than those withoM & 5.50,SD= 1.56), though this was a very
small effect = —0.25,t = —2.07, p= 0.04). Finally, there was no significant main effect
of sentence type, nor were there significant interactiorseatence type and PP type, nor
sentence type and verb class. The full results of the modedteown in Appendix A.2.

The summary of the ratings for the interaction between vixsscand the inclusion of
an instrumental PP (collapsed across sentence typeshismshdhe graphs below. Figure
5.6 shows the pattern across verb classes, and Figure 5vg #impattern across individual
verbs. The results clearly fit with my predictions. By mangiirg the contextual informa-
tion in such a way as to make explicit the connection betweeagent’'s actions and the
emotional state of the experiencer, it is possible to elatardifferences in acceptability

among the classes of Agentive-OE verbs and Non-agentiveetiis.
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Figure 5.6: Mean rating of verb class by PP condition
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Figure 5.7: Mean rating of individual verb by PP condition
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The results of both judgment studies cast serious doubt atelm@f English Obj-
Exp verbs that propose a lexicalized distinction betweebs/éhat are categorically non-
agentive, e.gamaze, concern, depresand those that are more flexible in their use with

either agentive or non-agentive subjects, arguse, frighten, surprise

5.3.3 Emotion survey

In Chapter 4 1 described in detail the emotional feature sunged for obtaining speaker in-
tuitions about a number of properties associated with thatiems denoted by 15 different
Obj-Exp verbs. In addition to the temporal properties ofdarthess and duration discussed
previously, this survey also asked subjects to rate howylitkeey thought the emotion sit-
uation was to be intentionally caused, provided it was cdibgeanother person. Thus, this
survey asked subjects directly about the degree to whichlibbeve different emotions

tend to be intentionally caused. The results of the ratingshown in Figure 5.8.

Figure 5.8: Mean rating of intentionality by verb (valuesised around global mean)

amuse - —_——
please - ——
scare - ——
captivate 5 —
astonish - -——
upset - ——
startle -
fascinate —_——
annoy - —_———
amaze - —_—
frighten H —_—
horrify - —_—
bore —_—————
depress - ——
concern{ ———@——

-1.0 05 0.0 05 10 15
Likelihood of emotion being Intentionally caused
(1= not at all likely, 5 = very likely)

Again, the larger solid dots indicate verbs whose meangadeviated significantly
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from the grand mean across all verbs (the dotted line), baseadsults of a linear mixed
effects model (see 4.4). Emotions rated as having a graéled&hbod of being intentionally
caused fall on the right of the line, while emotions rated asirig lesser likelihood of
being intentionally caused fall on the left. These ratinggebeautifully with the judgment
data, as well as trends in the corpus data discussed in 8écf0 In the results of the
acceptability judgment surveydgepressand concernwere the two verbs which clearly
stood out for their persistent unacceptability in agentimetexts. These are exactly the two
verbs receiving the lowest intentionality rating in the ¢imo survey. On the other hand,
amuseclearly stands out from the others in its tendency to be viea® a deliberately
caused emotion. The rest of the verbs show no strong bias apewnthe other, with some
(fascinate, frighterandstartle) showing considerable variability in subjects’ assesdmen
Considering the result from the corpus data and the judgntadtes, this is not at all
unexpected given that a) most verbs do readily appear iraat #ome agentive contexts,
e.g. used as imperatives, or modifieddsliberately, intentionallyetc., b) Study 1 failed
to reveal consistent acceptability judgment patternssscroany of these verbs, and c)
Study 2 showed that additional information can significaatter a verb’s acceptability in

intentional contexts.

5.4 Summary

The degree to which the stimulus argument is seen as playtagsal role in the emotion
event, i.e. its ‘potency’, is directly tied to inferencesoabthe agentivity of an event, as
the ability to control the unfolding of an event is taken toabprerequisite for intentional
action. Though agentivity in Obj-Exp verbs has been a featfisome importance in pre-
vious analyses, this chapter provided further evidendg timge again, distinctions among
supposed Obj-Exp verb subclasses are not as sharp as sesiassumed. Results from

Judgment Study 1 replicated recent experimental findings fseveral other languages
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(Verhoeven 2010a), however the replication was basedegntin an a priori classification
of Obj-Exp verbs that was itself suspect, given the corpuda descussed in Section 5.2.
Extending the investigation to more English Obj-Exp verdsenled that although oman
draw a distiction between subsets of more and less agentiv&Xp verbs, the allotment of
an individual verb to one or the other subclass is not at aditamous choice. Furthermore,
Judgment Study 2 demonstrated that inferences about Qby&tk agency (in the form of
acceptability judgments) can be significantly improveatigh the addition of only a small
bit of contextual information supporting an intentionaddeng. Finally, the results from the
emotion survey showed that some individual verbs exhil@aicintentionality bias, even
when presented in isolation. This suggests that detailedtdsased knowledge is associ-
ated with and activated by verb meaning, and psycholinguissearch suggests that such
knowledge is immediately available in processing (e.gmalbn and Kamide 1999, 2007;
Ferretti et al. 2001; McRae and Matsuki 2009).

The findings presented in this chapter shed light on theentél processes underly-
ing interpretations about agency, as well as the role ofeptual knowledge in influencing
meta-linguistic tasks such as making acceptability judgseérelying on experimental and
corpus data, | argued instead that the variability amongEXpj verbs in agentive sentences
is in part a reflection of the probabilities of the eventuedithose sentences denote. Thatis,
the likelihood of a verb being used agentively is interredias part of speakers’ knowledge
about emotion concepts, and human interactions more dgsnarad crucially, this knowl-

edge shapes the way speakers—including linguists—irgegod evaluate language.

Example sources

ahttps://twitter.com/adeeyis/status/3271229919536128

bSlippage: Previously Uncollected, Precariously Poisenti®s Harlan Ellison. 2011:396, E-Reads.com.
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bart Sells His Soul [last checked 08/01/2013]
dhttp://twitter.com/ItAlIChanges/status/8243932916
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http://twitter.com/Fisheswithfeet/status/209524080B@36771



Chapter 6

Conclusion

In this dissertation | have argued that the widely-discdsg@mmatical peculiarities of
English Object-Experiencer verbs should be explained mée¢rms of lexically specified
syntactic or semantic structures, but rather in terms oidag the emotional situations the
verbs describe are conceptualized in given contexts. Mieoion is that the gradient vari-
ability in the use of active, passive, and/or agentive qoietibns across different Obj-Exp
verbs reflects differences in the tendency for a given vetietoonstrued as a mental state
caused by an external stimulus, or as an attitude directestbsome object. Furthermore,
| have argued that while the construal of a specific verb igally quite flexible, it is
nonetheless sensitive to the speaker’s knowledge of thei@mooncept denoted by the
verb, such that various aspects of that knowledge will resdene construals more likely
than others in a specific context.

One of the hallmarks of this research is its emphasis on a it@tibn of method-
ological approaches. Sentences taken from natural cogmoraded numerous counter-
examples to several recent theoretical analyses. Indeedldring inconsistencies between

researchers’ claims and my own intuitions are what sparkeishtarest in the topic to begin

264
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with. And | am not talking here about quantitative tendes@e“gradience” in acceptabil-
ity over populations (see Newmeyer 2003), but merely emceclaims about the possibil-
ity of a verb being used in a particular way (Chapters 2, 3, aBd $hat said, | also showed
that corpus data can provide valuable evidence not onlytalbat is possible with Obj-
Exp verbs, but also about what is probable (Chapters 4 andM@kover, | argued that
the two cannot truly be separated: meta-linguistic taskise-dcceptability judgments—are
always influenced by fine-grained knowledge relating to gleats of information relevant
to the use and interpretation of a word, construction, otesee. This includes things such
as pragmatic inferences about the likelihood of real wovieh¢és, which are seemingly di-
vorced from “pure” syntactic knowledge (see also Matsukile2011; McRae and Matsuki
2009).

In Chapter 2, | provided a number of empirical rebuttals todietactic analyses of
English Obj-Exp verbs proffered by Belletti and Rizzi (1988)yimshaw (1990), and oth-
ers. Relying primarily on evidence from naturally occurrohgfa involving a wide variety
of phenomena, | made the case that English Obj-Exp verbghehstative or non-stative,
agentive or non-agentive, have external Stimulus argusn@ee also Chung 1999; Iwata
1995; Pesetsky 1995) as well as internal Experiencer angisntleat behave syntactically
much more like canonical affected direct objects than aigligrguments, contra Landau
(2010b). I also argued that much of the unusual behaviabatéd to Obj-Exp verbs, e.g.
backward binding, constraints on nominalization and commgkng, is either not unique
to these verbs, or is due to contextual and pragmatic factaken together, the evidence
suggests that Obj-Exp verbs (in English at least) are noym@sctically peculiar as often
claimed.

Chapter 3 tackled the recurrent issue of Obj-Exp verb statifidcusing particularly on
the role of passivization facts in diagnosing the aspectatlre of individual verbs. Build-

ing on ideas of Dowty (1979), Mufwene (1984), and others,guad that differences in
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acceptability among passive Obj-Exp verbs in construstliwe the progressive and punc-
tual past are intimately tied to speakers’ general knowdesdgput the temporal nature of the
emotions the verbs describe. Some emotions are construmdressudden and ephemeral
(e.g. surprise), while others are construed as gradualsgdlasting (e.g. depression, con-
cern). Naturally, the relative transience of the emotiod\describes directly influences
the likelihood of that verb being used in constructions thmglicate suddenness and/or im-
permanence. Speaker judgments about the temporal pegeftemotion verbs, presented
in Chapter 4, provided support for this idea. Emotions demhdmg purportedly ‘stative’
Obj-Exp verbs likeconcernanddepresswvere rated as significantly less transient and sud-
den than other emotions. Conversely, emotions associatbdkj-Exp verbs found more
often in the active (e.gamuse, please, starjlevere rated as significantly more punctual
and transient.

Such facts call into question the structural approachesabsume categorical dis-
tinctions among (subclasses of) verbs, whether at the lelvelyntactic structure (e.g.
Belletti and Rizzi 1988; Pylk&nen 2000; Landau 2010b) or lexical semantic representa-
tion (e.g. Bialy 2005; Bouchard 1995; Ilwata 1993; Pesetsky519%he evidence from
actual usage suggests that the tendency for any given Qbjy€rb to be used in a con-
struction like the iterative progressive is gradient anobabilistic, and not the result of
categorical differences in specific lexical features ongraatical structures. As | argued in
Chapter 4, the conceptual knowledge speakers possess hbamotion a verb describes
is shaped by, among other things, the nature of the argurttenteerb tends to occur with.
Furthermore, this conceptual knowledge about a parti@rtastion influences the syntactic
expression of a verb and its arguments, resulting in theetenydfor different verbs to be
used to varying degrees in certain constructions like tbgnassive or punctual past.

This hypothesis was explored through a close examinatidineokinds of Stimulus ar-
guments that are commonly used with different Obj-Exp vérlaslarge corpus of English.

The corpus investigation revealed clear and robust tremélsel use of certain verbs with
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arguments denoting human and event-denoting, i.e. “pgoteatises, along with a strong
tendency for other verbs to be used with Stimulus argumestistthg abstract entities. A

regression analysis established the causal connectiareéetthe relative potency of the
stimulus and passivizability of Obj-Exp verbs, adding ¢desable support to the idea that
the choice of syntactic expression to describe an emot®ndtion is partially determined

by the ability of the Stimulus argument to causally affeet éxperiencer.

The degree to which the Stimulus argument is seen as playcasal role in the
emotion event is directly tied to inferences about the aggynbf a given sentence, as the
ability to control the unfolding of an event is taken as a eggiisite for intentional action.
Though agentivity in Obj-Exp verbs has been a feature of sonp@rtance in previous
analyses, | argued in Chapter 5 that, once again, distirciorong supposed Obj-Exp verb
subclasses are not as sharp as sometimes assumed, regafdibether the distinctions
are taken to reflect differences in verbs’ syntactic stnecfa.g. Arad 1998; Landau 2010b)
or event structure representations (e.g. DiDesidero 1999)

The evidence amassed here demonstrates that the use oha&dpy&xp verb in a pro-
totypically stative, eventive, or agentive constructiam either contradict or reinforce pre-
existing conceptual knowledge about the emotional sibnés)) that verb tends to describe,
with the result that a given use may seem more or less acdefrtatural in a particular
context. This implies that judgments and interpretatidngua sentences in isolation are
likely to converge merely on something like a default camestrbut it also suggests that
such judgments and interpretations are quite delicate mydytsensitive to effects of un-
known and unintended factors. We must be particularly oasttherefore in attempting to
extrapolate sweeping generalizations from such a limitetteoublesome range of data.

Because psych-verbs, and Obj-Exp verbs in particular, &entto be exceptional in
various ways, analyses of their behavior has often been tasathke larger theoretical
points, and this work is no different. Theories of lexicalaneg take for granted that se-

mantic representations are structured in terms of the qanakinformation they denote,
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but linguists, psychologists, and philosophers (to namewvarelevant fields) vary con-
siderably in their opinions as to what the nature of mentaicepts are. One particular
point of contention involves the extent to which lexical iegentations are seen as be-
ing composed of purely fixed semantic content, from whichmmegs of larger clauses are
computed according to general rules of compositionalitgnilresearchers from otherwise
quite different theoretical perspectives, have tendedsoime that word meanings can be
treated as relatively stable, circumscribed knowledggcsires that can be identified in a
relatively straightforward way (e.g. Baker 1988; Dowty 19&timshaw 1990; Jackendoff
1990; Lakoff 1987; Pesetsky 1995; Pustejovsky 1995; Rapp&jmvav and Levin 1998;
Van Valin and LaPolla 1997).

The stability of lexical meaning has been criticized by osheho maintain that word
meanings do not constitute discrete (sets of) knowledgetstres, but rather serve merely
as potential access points to much larger domains of enogdio knowledge (e.g. Croft
2000; Elman 2009; Evans 2006; Fauconnier 1997; Fillmore21®dImore and Atkins
1992; Goldberg 2006; Langacker 1987; Tomasello 2003). Saoent approaches em-
phasize the protean nature of word meaning, arguing sontevamaroversially that the
semantic contribution of a word is solely the function of thiteerance context in which
it is embedded (e.g. Evans 2006, 2009). What a word meanshan aords, is always a

function of how it is used in a specific setting:

[Meaning] arises as a function of the way in which words (aamtguage) are
deployed by language users in socio-culturally, tempgratid physically con-
textualized communicative events, which is to say uttezangue to a complex
battery of linguistic and non-linguistic processes, invgar of the expression

of situated communicative intentions. (Evans 2009: 22)
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Such approaches constitute ‘usage-based’ accounts of weathing in that they empha-
size the importance of grounding their claims in the use ofdsdn natural commu-
nicative contexts. A desirable feature of such approacbdsguistic meaning is that
they accord well with recent work in cognitive psychologyrdathe psychological na-
ture of emotion concepts in particular—which proposes tbatepts are not processed in
isolation but are situated in background settings, evemtd,introspections (e.g. Barrett
2006; Barsalou 2005; Lindquist and Gendron 2013; Tomasdl@aB2 Yeh and Barsalou
2006; Zwaan 2004). These “situated conceptualizatioresiraplemented/activated online
through the multi-modal simulation of various types of imf@tion including perceptions
of relevant actors and objects, actions, introspectiodsattings (e.g. Barrett and Lindquist
2008; Barsalou 2003, 2009; Bergen and Chang 2005). Thus, thendsaterpretation of
languagen any settingnecessarily involves the processing of linguistic and hoguistic
information garnered from stored experience, includingextual and encyclopedic knowl-
edge of all kinds.

The findings | have presented here lend considerable sufgposage-based accounts
of lexical meaning, however | am not convinced that fully mdb@ning the notion of (rel-
atively) stable, context-independent word meaning isifjagt The present findings are
entirely compatible with the view that interpretation isuaétion of both contextual infer-
ence and word-specific (or word-class specific) semantiegties (e.g. Hartshorne 2011),
which are acquired through the recurrent use of words irr poatexts (e.g. Kecskes 2008).
In the view of many (Ambridge et al. 2008; Braine and Brooks 1®6o0ks and Tomasello
1999, but cf. Goldberg 2009), lexicalized meaning represte ‘entrenchment’ of situated
conceptualizations (Barsalou 2005) or event schemas (ER®@9) which, over time, “be-
come so well established that [they become] active autaaltiand immediately when
the situation arises” (Barsalou 2009: 1284). In this wayyelopedic knowledge is built
up from generalizations across multiple individual epesycand aspect of this knowledge

may become lexicalized as part of linguistic knowledge #jeeto individual lexical items.
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Recent psycholinguistic work on sentence processing stgjtied language users possess
detailed thematic- and event-based knowledge of the edentsted by different verbs, and
this knowledge is immediately active in comprehension (Bedket al. 2010; Ferretti et al.
2001; Hare et al. 2009a,b; McRae et al. 1997, 2005; McRae ansLikiZ2009). The lex-
icalization of finer-grained aspects of event knowledgeiin gives rise to variable patterns
in linguistic behavior across words and word senses (Anglerit al. 2008; Bermel and Knittl
2012; Hare et al. 2009a).

The results presented in my investigation of Obj-Exp ventesfally consistent with
these psycholinguistic findings. Obj-Exp verbs do indeddlBistatistical variability in the
types of arguments they take, as well as the frequency witbhwthey are used in stative,
eventive, and agentive constructions. Additionally, ttedistical patterns observed in the
corpus data mirror patterns in speakers’ offline acceptalpidgments and assessments of
verb emotions. These facts all point to a model of linguiktiowledge that is quantitative
in nature, and built up from experience.

Variability is an inherent feature of any such model, asvitlial speakers’ knowl-
edge of specific words, constructions, etc., will dependchemiature of the specific words,
sentences, and discourses speakers are exposed to. Brpadking), the data presented
here are compatible with a number of quantitative appraatihhgrammar, including prob-
abilistic grammars as well as exemplar-based approaamnése former approach, linguis-
tic knowledge characterized by the association of proliegsilover grammatical rules or
constraints, which converge on patterns in speakers’ énpiat domain-general statistical
learning algorithms (e.g. Boersma and Hayes 2001; Bresnaklap@008; Bresnan et al.
2007; Chang et al. 2000; Chater and Manning 2006; Manning 200 latter approach
models grammar as a set of generalizations over storechoestaf previously encountered
bits of language, and new expressions are created by an@agyBod 2006; Walsh et al.
2010). Different but similar situations can, by analogyj\ate entrenched conceptualiza-

tions or schemas at various levels of abstractness on sudrsegccasions, providing the
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mechanism through which similar words (concepts) comeagn & semantically coherent,
and therefore grammatically relevant, ways

In this dissertation, | have argued for just such a model efréhation between syntax
and semantics of psych-verbs in English. To be sure, thenains a great deal left to
discover about psych-verbs in English and in other langsialgly hope is that the work
presented here will provide an influential model, both mddtogically and theoretically,
for future investigations into the fascinating and complebation between emotion and

language.



Appendix A

Experimental results

A.1 Judgment Study 1

Full statistics for the results of Judgment Study 1 are showhable A.1. Significance
was determined using likelihood ratio tests comparing idahmodels with and without
the relevant predictor. Baayen (2008: 247-8) discussedamative method using MCMC
sampling, however current R packages have not yet impleedesutch methods for models

containing random slopes, as is the case here.

A.2 Judgment Study 2

Judgment Study 2 used two sets of fillers as good and bad bemksifor acceptability
ratings. Each test sentence was presented with one acleeplien and one unacceptable
filler.

Full statistics for the results of Judgment Study 2 are shiowfable A.3. Again, sig-
nificance was determined using likelihood ratio tests campadentical models with and

without the relevant predictor.
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Estimate Std. Error t pvalue
Intercept 6.085 0.329 18.50
Verb Class = NonAgentive -0.918 0.392 -2.34 0.043
Sentence
= Adverbial —-0.506 0.191 134 0.113
= Control -1.152 0.191 -2.37 0.036
= Imperative -1.598 0.176 -3.96 0.001
Gender = Male 0.106 0.324 0.32 0.518
Age 0.306 0.317 0.97 0.251
Freq 0.226 0.182 1.32 0.095
NonAg x Adv -0.279 0.166 -1.44 0.490
NonAg x Control 0.090 0.254 0.36 0.490
NonAg x Imp —-0.024 0.250 -0.10 0.490
Random Effects: Variance  Std. Dev.
Sentence 0.125 0.355
Verb 0.368 0.607
Subject (intercept) 0.664 0.815
Subject by Verb Class 0.400 0.632
Residual 2.129 1.459

Table A.1: Model statistics from Judgment Study 1.
Bold-faced factors significant at< 0.05.
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Acceptable fillers:
The chef intentionally melted the chocolate in the stainless steel pan.
The custodian dutifully swept the floor with the new broom.
The instructor carefully wrote the instructions to the problem on the board.

Unacceptable fillers:

The movie star deliberately blushed the young fan at her autograph signing
The marathon eventually swooned the exhausted runner with its extreme length
The dog angrily cringed the terrified cat with its barking.

Table A.2: Judgment Study 2 filler stimuli

Estimate  Std. Err. t p-value
(Intercept) -0.022 0.089 -0.246< 0.001
Male subject 0.059 0.136 0.437 0.329
Instrument PP -0.254 0.122 -2.072 0.038
persuadesentence -0.087 0.640 -0.137 0.891
Age 0.378 0.163 2.313 0.021
NonAgentive verb -0.653 0.230 -2.844 0.004
Verb classx PP 0.486 0.179 2.717 0.007
Sent. Typex PP 0.118 0.388 0.304 0.676
Sent. Typex Verb Class -0.023 0.392 -0.058 0.913
Random Effects: Variance Std. Dev.
Sentence 0.641 0.801
Verb 0.084 0.289
Subject 0.03 0.777
Residual 1.404 1.185

Table A.3: Model statistics from Judgment Study 2.
Bold factors significant gb < 0.05. All other factors are not significant.
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