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An unergative verb takes a fake object in resultative use though it can
not in non-resultative use. This paper proposes that a fake object is an in
ternal argument of the main verb. To explain the fact that a fake object 
satisfies Case Filter, we reinterpret Burzio's Generalization. This leads us, 
against Chomsky (1995), to argue that [ + assign Accusative Case] is not 
an intrinsic feature of the verb. Verb's capacity of assigning the Accusa
tive Case crucially relies on whether the verb has an external 8-role to as
sign. So an unergative verb is always a potential Accusative Case assigner 
since it takes an external argument. In this paper, we also clarify that the 
FI Principle forces the appearance of a fake object. 

1. Introduction 

The following sentence in (1) is called a resultative construction: 

(I) John hammered the metal flat. 

In (la), the sentence final adjective flat, called a resultative, a result 

phrase, or a resultative predicate, describes the final state of the object NP 

which results from the action or process denoted by the verb.1 Thus (I) can 

be paraphrased as in (2): 

(2) John caused the metal to become flat by hammering it. 

Resultative constructions in English come in the two varieties shown in 

(3) and (4) based on the transitivity of their verbs in nonresultative sen

tences: 

1 The term "resultative" may be used to indicate a resultative sentence. 
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(3) Transitive Resultative Constructions 

a. Bill wiped the counter dry. 

b. Susan combed Mary's hair smooth. 

( 4) Intransitive Resultative Constructions 

a. Lucy talked herself hoarse. 

b. Mary walked her feet sore. 

Each verb used in (3), being a transitive, can take a direct object NP with

out a result phrase as shown in (5): 

(.5) a. Bill wiped the counter. 

b. Susan combed Mary's hair. 

On the other hand, each verb used in (4), being an intransitive, cannot take 

a direct object NP without a result phrase as shown in (6): 

(6) a. °Lucy talked herself. 

b. °Mary walked her feet. 

We can say that the sentences In (6) are ungrammatical because the 

verbs used in those sentences, not being Case assigners, cannot assign the 

Accusative Case and so the postverbal NPs violate the Case Filter.2 But 

such a way of explanation cannot account for why the intransitive 

resultative constructions as in (4) are grammatical. Apparently, in (4), 

there is nothing to Case-mark the postverbal NP. Since the matrix verb is 

not an Accusative Case assigner, it cannot do so as shown in (6). The 

resultative cannot do so either, since it is assumed that Case is assigned by a 

zero level [-N] head. Then how can the postverbal NP in the so-called in

transitive resultative construction satisfy the Case Filter? 

This paper argues that the so-called fake objects, just like the italicized 

NPs in (4), play the role of a direct object, and that it satisfies the Case Fil

ter by being assigned the Accusative Case just as normal direct objects in 

transitive sentences do. For this, following Rothstein's (1992) reinterpreta

tion of Burzio's generalization, we argue that (structural) Case is a literally 

structural property with specific theta properties: a verb assigns Accusa

tive Case to the postverbal NP if and only if that verb assigns an external 

2 Case Filter: 

°NP, where NP has no Case. (Chomsky, 1981: 49) 
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theta-role. Besides, we clarify that FI (=Full Interpretation) Principle 

forces the appearance of a fake object in the intransitive (unergative) 
resultative construction. Our claims will be justified through the syntactic 
structure of resultatives suggested by Lee (1996). 

2. Object-Qrientedness and Fake Objects 

There is an interesting property of resultatives: they are always "object" 
related. Note the following sentence in (7): 

(7) Fred painted the house black. 

The sentence in (7) has the meaning of (8a) and it cannot be interpreted 
as in (8b): 

(8) a. Fred caused the house to become black by painting it. 

b. Fred caused himself to become black by painting the house. 

In this respect, it is notable that the sentence in (9) cannot have a 
resultative meaning: 

(9) Charlie ate the hot dogs full. 

The sentence in (9) can be paraphrased as in (lOa) whereas it cannot be 
paraphrased as in (lOb): 

(10) a. Charlie ate the hot dogs when (or even though) he was full. 
b. Charlie became full as a result of eating the hot dogs. 

If the sentence's final adjective full in (9) can be regarded as a resultative 
predicate, that sentence should represent a resultative meaning as in (lOb). 
But the adjective full in (9) can only be understood as a depictive phrase, 3 

3 A depictive phrase is a kind of secondary predicates which characterizes the 
state of an NP at the time of the initiation of the main predicate's action. The 
depictive construction in (ia) can be paraphrased as in (ib): 

( i ) a. Bill cut the bread hot. 
b. Bill cut the bread, and at the time he cut it, it was hot. 

As we can see in ( ii ), in contrast with result phrases, depictive phrases can be 
predicated of either the subject or the object: 

( ii) a. John ate the meat nude. (subject-oriented depictive) 
b. John ate the meat raw. (object-oriented depictive) 
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and so the sole meaning of (9) is (lOa). The fact that (9) can only have 

the meaning of (lOa) clearly indicates that a resultative predicate is 

always predicated of the object. 

In short, there must be an object NP of which the result phrase is predi

cated for an acceptable resultative construction. In transitive resultatives, 

the normal direct object of the verb is the host Np4 for the result phrase. 

For an intransitive (unergative) verb to form a resultative construction 

with a result phrase, there must be a so-called fake object. That is, the fake 

object plays the role of a direct object in the intransitive resultative con

structions. 

A fake reflexive pronoun is a common type of the fake object: 

(11) a. "The joggers ran sick. 

b. The joggers ran themselves sick. 

(Carrier and Randall, 1992: 217) 

(12) a. "Sam cried sick. 

b. Sam cried himself sick. 

(Napoli, 1992: 66) 

Sometimes we can find other kinds of fake objects: 

(l3) a. Sam cried his eyes out. (Napoli, 1992: 66) 

b. The tourists walked their shoes ragged. 

c. The joggers have run the pavement thin. 

. (Carrier and Randall, 1992: 217) 

According to Carrier and Randall (1992), body parts such as his eyes in 

(13a), some NPs which are closely related to body parts as their shoes in 

(l3b), or some NPs which come in contact with body parts as the pavement 

in (l3c) can be used as fake objects. 

Then what is the syntactic status of a fake object? According to the dis

cussion developed so far, a result phrase is always predicated of the direct 

object. The logical consequence of such an observation is that the 

postverbal NP in the intransitive (unergative) resultative construction 

(namely, the fake object) should be regarded as an internal argument. 

4 The term "host NP" is used to indicate the notional subject of a result or a 
depictive phrase in Jackendoff (1990). 
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There are two pieces of empirical evidence which show that a fake object 

is an internal argument of a verb. The first one comes from the phenome

non of long distance wh-extraction of the postverbal NP out of the intransi

tive resultative construction. Let us consider the following examples: 

(14) a. ?Which metal; do you wonder who hammered t; flat? 

b. ?Which metal; do you wonder whether to hammer t; flat? 

(Carrier and Randall, 1992: 204) 

(15) a. ?Which sneakers; do you wonder who ran t; threadbare? 

b. ?Which sneakers; do you wonder whether to run t; threadbare? 

(Carrier and Randall, 1992: 204) 

(16) a. ?Which boys do you wonder whether to punish? 

b. "How do you wonder whether to punish these boys? 

As we can see in (16a), when a complement wh-phrase is extracted out of 

the wh-island, the result is a Subjacency violation rather than an ECP vio

lation. This means that the wh-trace of a complement in (16a) is lexically 

governed by the verb in the sense of Chomsky (1986a). In contrast, when 

an adjunct wh-phrase is extracted out of the wh-island, that sentence is to

tally ungrammatical as shown in (16b). This means that the wh-trace of an 

adjunct (16b) is not lexically governed by the verb and so it violates ECP.5 

The sentences in (14) are instances of long-distance wh-extraction of the 

postverbal NP out of the transitive resultative construction, whereas those 

in (15) are instances of long distance wh-extraction of the postverbal NP 

out of the intransitive resultative construction. As we can see in the above 

examples, when the wh-postverbal NPs are extracted out of the resultative 

construction, the result is a Subjacency violation just like the case of (16a). 

This means that a complement, rather than an adjunct, is extracted out of 

the wh-island in each sentence in (14) and (15). In other words, the mar

ginal status of the examples in (14) and (15) indicate that postverbal NPs 

5 An anonymous reviewer pointed out that the ECP violation of .(16b) comes 
from the fact that the adjunct trace cannot be antecedent-governed. Proper gov
ernment can be achieved in two quite distinct ways: theta-government and ante
cedent-government (Chomsky, 1986a: 17). Now we are discussing the phenome
non of long distance wh-extraction out of a wh-island. In this situation, due to the 
intervening wh-Spec of CP, the base trace cannot be antecedent-governed wheth
er it is lexically governed or not. Therefore, theta-government is the only crucial 
requirement for satisfying ECP in this situation. 
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in intransitive resultatives are internal arguments of the verb. 
The second piece of evidence for the complementhood of the postverbal 

NP in the intransitive resultative construction is found in verbal passive 

formation: 

(17) a. The seedlingsi were watered ti flat. 

b. Those cookiesi were broken ti into pieces. 

c. The socksi have finally been scrubbed ti clean. 
(Napoli, 1992: 66) 

(18) a. Her Nikesi have been run ti threadbare. 

b. Wei have been talked ti into a stupor. 
c. Ralphi was laughed ti out of the room. 

(Napoli, 1992: 66) 

The intransitive resultatives in (18) can form verbal passives just like 
the transitive resultatives in (17). In other words, when a resultative sen
tence is passivized, whether it is transitive or intransitive, the postverbal 

NP plays a role of the subject, just as normal direct objects do. This means 
tnat the postverbal NP in the intransitive resultative construction is a di
rect internal argument of the verb. 

Carrier and Randall (1992), however, argue that the postverbal NP in 

the intransitive construction is not a direct internal argument of the verb. 
The major point of their argument is that adding a resultative predicate 
does not change the transitivity properties of the matrix verb. They show 

that there are critical differences between the intransitive and the transi
tive resultative construction indicating that only in the latter case does the 
postverbal Case-marked NP behave as a thematic argument of the matrix 
verb. They demonstrate, for instance, that intransitive resultatives do not 
participate in middle formation (MF), adjectival passive formation (APF) 
and process nominal formation (PNF), though the parallel transitive con

structions are acceptable. This is shown in the following examples (Carrier 

and Randall, 1992: 188fO: 

(19) Middles from Transitive Resultatives 

a. New seedlingsi water ti flat (easily). 
b. Those cookiesi break ti into pieces (easily). 

(20) Middles from Intransitive Resultatives 

a. "Competition Nikesi run ti threadbare (easily). 
b. "Delicate feet i walk ti to pieces (easily). 
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(21) Adjectival Passives from Transitive Resultatives 

a. the stomped-flat grapes 

b. the spun-dry sheets 

(22) Adjectival Passives from Intransitive Resultatives 

a. 'the danced-thin soles 

b. 'the run-threadbare Nikes 

(23) Process Nominals from Transitive Resultatives 

a. The watering of tulips flat is a criminal offense in Holland. 

b. The painting of fire engines the color of school buses is strictly 

prohibited by state law. 

(24) Process Nominals from Intransitive Resultatives 

a. *The drinking of oneself sick is commonplace in one's freshman 

year. 

b. 'The talking of your confidant silly is a bad idea. 

The essential assumption of Carrier and Randall (1992) is that MF, 

APF, and PNF apply to a verb only if it has a direct internal argument. If 

such an assumption is correct, it can be argued that the postverbal NP in 

the intransitive construction cannot be a direct internal argument of the 

verb on the basis of (20), (22), and (24). 

However, we can consider those examples in (19-24) in another perspec

tive. If the direct argumenthood is not a necessary and sufficient condition 

but a necessary condition for MF, APF, and PNF, we can say that those 

sentences in (20), (22), and (24) are ill-formed due to some other reason 

than the non-direct argumenthood. 

First, let us consider the case of MF. At first glance, it seems that the di

rect argumenthood condition is too weak for MF. Some recent researches 

have suggested that only "affecting" verbs can enter into certain construc

tions. 6
,7 One such construction is the English middle (Hale and Keyser, 

1986). Contrary to the expectation of Carrier and Randall (1992), not all 

6 The concept of "affectedness" was first suggested by Anderson (1977) in 
order to explain the following asymmetry in NP passives: 

( i ) a. the barbarian's destruction of the city 
b. the city's destruction by the barbarians 

(ii) a. John's pursuit of fame 
b. 'fame's pursuit by John 
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direct arguments can serve as a subject in the middle construction. Consid

er the contrast between the well-formed middles of (25) and the examples 

in (26), which are ill-formed under the middle interpretation. 

(25) a. This glass breaks too easily. 

b. Detective novels sell quickly. 

(26) a. "Whales save with difficulty. 

b. "Turkeys pursue fast. 

In the sense of Hale and Keyser (1986), the sentences in (25) are well

formed middles because they involve affecting verbs: break, and sell. These 

are verbs that cause a change of state or location in the entity denoted by 

their direct object. In contrast, the verbs save and pursue are not affecting 

verbs. So the middles formed with these verbs, as in (26), are therefore un

acceptable though whales and turkeys are direct internal arguments of the 

verb. This means that the sole condition of the direct argumenthood cannot 

be a sufficient condition for MF. There are other examples which shed light 

on this point: 

(27) a. This kind of metal hammers smooth fast. 

b. This counter wipes dry quickly. 

c. Mordy's hair combs smooth with difficulty. 

d. Every window here nails shut fast. 

e. This room sponges clean easily. 

f. Elephants do not knock unconscious easily. 

(28) a. *This (kind of) metal hammers fast. 

b. "This counter wipes quickly. 

c. "Mordy's hair combs with difficulty. 

d. *Every window here nails fast. 

e. "This room sponges easily. 

f. "Elephants do not knock easily. 

(Rapoport, 1990: 47) 

Anderson (1977) has argued that NP passives are restricted to those cases in 
which the object NP is "affected" by the action of the verb or nominal. In ( ii b) 
pursuit (pursue) does not "affect" its object, so the sentence is ill-formed. 

7 I will not pursue the question as to which of the various analyses involving af
fectedness is correct. I simply accept the proposal that affectedness is the relevant 
constraint for a certain construction like MF. 
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The middles of (28) are considerably worse than those of (27). This tells 

us that the crucial condition on MF is not the direct argumenthood but the 

affectedness in the sense of Anderson (1977). If the sole condition on MF 

is the direct argumenthood as the suggestion of Carrier and Randall 

(1992), the middles of (28) should be acceptable. However, this is not the 

case. The dilemma of (27) and (28) can be solved under the assumption 

that even though the base verbs of transitive resultatives are not "affect

ing" verbs, the amalgam of the base verb and result phrase form an "af

fecting" verb which can participate in MF. So we can conclude that the 

crucial condition on MF is the concept of affectedness, and the Carrier and 

Randall's (1992) argument that the postverbal NPs in intransitive 

resultatives are not direct arguments, based on MF, is unreasonable.8 

Now, let us reconsider the case of APF. Carrier and Randall's (1992) 

major assumption on APF is that APF applies to a verb which has a direct 

internal argument. However, Jackendoff (1990) remarks that such an ar

gument is at best marginal. He presents some counter-examples like the 

following (Jackendoff, 1990: 236): 

(29) a. "washed -clean clothes 

b. "hammered-round wire 

c. "cooked-black stove 

Jackendoff (1990) points out that the phrases of APF in (29) are totally 

out. Hence the evidence for the non-direct argumenthood based on APF is 

8 An informal definition of "affectedness" is presented by Rapoport (1990: 45) 
like the following: 

( i ) Affecting verbs are those that cause a change of state or location in the 
entity denoted by their object NP. 

Such a definition cannot explain the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (20). 

So I speculate that the definition ( i ) should be replaced by a more detailed defi
nition like ( ii ) : 

( ii) Affecting verbs are those that directly cause a change of state or location 
in the entity denoted by their object NP. 

If we assume that the amalgam of the intransitive verb and the result phrase 
affects the postverbal NP indirectly in a certain sense, the ungrammaticality of 
the sentences in (20) can be explained straightforwardly under the definition 
( ii ). 
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at. best weak. 

Finally, let us reconsider the case of PNF. Carrier and Randall's (1992) 

major assumption on PNF is also that PNF applies to a verb only if it has a 

direct internal argument. However, such a simple assumption cannot cover 

all the cases of PNF. Sometimes the so-called transitive resultatives cannot 

be nominalized at all as we can see in the following examples presented by 

Kayne (1985) (his (114»: 

~30) a. ihe starving of John into giving up could have been avoided. 

b. "The hammering of metal flat is exceedingly difficult. 

Under the suggestion of Carrier and Randall (1992), the sentences in (30) 

snould be acceptable because they are based on transitive verbs which have 

dil:ect internal arguments. However, contrary to their expectation, they are 

ulllgrammatical. So their argument concerning PNF cannot be maintained. 

Moreover, Jackendoff (1990: 237) points out that nominalizations of tran

sitive resultatives are relatively acceptable only when the result phrase is 

an NP. In other words, for Jackendoff (1990), "The painting of fire engines 

the color of school buses" is acceptable whereas "The cooking of food black" is 

unacceptable. If the judgement of Jackendoff is correct, we can say that 

PNF of resultatives is a more complicated phenomenon and that it cannot 

be solved by the simple suggestion of Carrier and Randall (1992). 

In sum, both verbal passivization and wh-extraction of the postverbal NP 

out of the intransitive resultative construction prove that the postverbal NP 

in the intransitive resultative construction is also a direct internal argu

ment. The counter-argument of Carrier and Randall (1992) on this view 

cannot be sustained because MF, APF and PNF are insufficient to deter

mine the direct internal argumenthood of the postverbal NP in the 

resultative construction. 

3. Reinterpretation of Burzio's Generalization 

In section 2, we pointed out that a fake object in the intransitive con
struction is a direct internal argument of the main verb. This means that 

the Accusative Case is assigned to the fake object. 

But the postverbal NP in the intransitive resultative construction would 

not be linked to the grammatical function (GF) of object in the absence of 
the result phrase: 
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(31) "They ran their shoes. 

(32) They ran their shoes threadbare. 

The sentence in (31) is explained by the traditional assumption that an in

transitive verb cannot assign the Accusative Case. Then, how can the pos

tverbal NP in the intransitive resultative construction, as in (32), satisfy 

the Case Filter? 

The traditional view that an intransitive cannot assign the Accusative 

Case is based on the following assumption: 

(33) Case assigning property is a lexical feature. 9 

At this point, we need to reconsider (the so-called) Burzio's generalization: 

(34) 8s-A (Burzio, 1986: 185) 

The point of (34) can be paraphrased like the following: 

(35) Burzio's Generalization: 

A verb assigns an external 8-role (85), if and only if it assigns the 

Accusative Case CA). 

Burzio (1986: 185) points out that (34), which is equivalent to the state

ment -8s--A, consists of two independent claims: 

(36) a. -8s--A 
b. -A--8s 

Rothstein (1992: 125) suggests that the conjunction of these two princi

ples makes a strong prediction as in (37): 

(37) No Accusative Case is assigned when and only when no external 

theta-role is assigned. 

In other words, when an external 8-role is assigned, Accusative Case will 

always be available to licence an NP in the object position. An immediate 

consequence of this reinterpretation is like this: unergative verbs (as op

posed to unaccusative verbs) are always potential Accusative Case
assigners : 10 

9 See Pesetsky (1982) among others. 

10 Hoekstra (1984) also claims that the transitivity of a verb depends on whether 
the verb has an external 8-role to assign. 



668 Chang-Su Lee 

(38) Transitivity and Case Assigning Property 

Transitivity 
Can assign Does assign an 

Accusative Case? external 8-role? 

Transitives Yes Yes 

Intransitives 
Unergatives Yes Yes 

Unaccusatives No No 

Rothstein's reinterpretation of Burzio's generalization in (37) accounts 

for certain syntactic phenomena. 

First, (37) explains why some of the so-called "CP-deletion verbs", but 

not others, are exceptional Case assigners (Rothstein, 1992: 125). For in

stance, even though both are CP-deletion verbs, believe can assign Accusa

tive Case while seem cannot: 

(39) a. MarYi is believed ti to be a genius. 

b. MarYi seems ti to be a genius. 

(40) a. John believes Mary to be a genius. 

b. ·It seems Mary lo be a genius. 

As we can see in (39), both believe and seem are CP deletion verbs and so 

the subject of the embedded sentence can move to the matrix subject posi

tion without violating ECP. But, as shown in (40), only believe can the as

sign Accusative Case to the subject of the embedded sentence. According to 

(37), this asymmetry finds a natural explanation: since seem does not as

sign an external (J-role, it cannot assign the Accusative Case. l1 

Second, Rothstein's suggestion in (37) also explains why unergatives can 

form the Ks way construction whereas unaccusatives cannot: 

( 41) a. Harry moaned his way down the road. 

b. Bill belched his way out of the restaurant. 

(Jackendoff, 1990: 211) 

(42) a. "The river melted its way downstream. 

b. ·The door swung its way open. 

(Rothstein, 1992: 130) 

11 The fact that seem does not assign an external 8-role is confirmed by the obser
vation that it takes a dummy expletive as its syntactic subject: 

( i ) It seems that Mary is a genius. 
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If we take Xs way as a direct object, why unaccusatives cannot form the Xs 

way construction, as shown in (42), is clearly accounted for: unaccusatives do 

not have an external 8-role to assign. 12 According to (37), it is naturally pre

dicted that unaccusatives cannot assign the Accusative Case, and so each 

sentence in (42) is ungrammatical since its way violates the Case Filter. 13 

So far, we have observed Rothstein's (1992) finding that the Accusative 

Case assigning property depends not on the traditional dichotomy of 

transitivity but on the verb's capacity of assigning an external B-role. This 

observation is paraphrased as follows: 

(43) A verb which has an external argument can assign the Accusative 

Case. 

According to (43), we can predict the following: 

(44) Unergatives can form an intransitive resultative construction with 

a fake object while unccusatives cannot. 

The following examples confirm our prediction of (44): 

(45) Intransitive Resultatives Based on Unergatives: 

a. Lucy laughed herself sick. 

b. Mary walked her feet sore. 

c. Susan drank herself silly. 

l2The subject NPs in (42a) and (42b) are raised from the internal argument po
sition to get the Nominative Case. So they are not regarded as external argu
ments. 
13 If a verb takes a direct object, it cannot form the Xs way construction, and this 

fact clearly indicates that X's way is a direct object of the verb: 

( i ) a. 'We ate hot dogs our way across the U. S. 
b. 'Sue whistled a tune her way through the tunnel. 

(Jackendoff, 1990: 212) 

The sentences in ( i ) are ungrammatical since each phrase of X's way cannot 
receive the Accusative Case. Interestingly, if the direct object NPs are omitted 
from ( i ), those sentences become grammatical. In this case the phrase of X's 
way can avoid the violation of the Case Filter: 

(ii) a. We ate our way across the U. S. 
b. Sue whistled her way through the tunnel. 

(Jackendoff, 1990: 212) 
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( 46) Intransitive Resultatives Based on Unaccusatives: 

a. The shirt bleached white in the sun. 

b. The bacon fried crisp. 

c. The river froze solid. 

(Napoli, 1992: 60-66) 

The intransitive resultative based on an unergative has a fake object as we 

can s"ee in (45). On the other hand, the intransitive resultative based on an 

unacqusative is grammatical without a fake object. 14 This asymmetry is 

su"Ccessfully explained by (44). According to (44), an unergative which 

can assign an external 8-role can assign the Accusative Case to the 

}1lostverbal NP. So a fake object appears in the intransitive resultative con

struction. In contrast, an unaccusative does not have an external 8-role to 

assign, and so cannot have a fake object with the Accusative Case. 

Thus far, we have pointed out that a fake object appears only in the in

transitive resultative construction based on an unergative. This is exactly 

predicted by (44). Then, what's the reason for the asymmetry in (45-46)? 

This question will be answered in the next section. 

4. Fake Objects and Case Filter 

4. 1. Case as an Optional Feature 

According to Chomsky (1995: 277), some features are intrinsic, either 

listed in the lexical item or determined by listed features; others are option

al •. added arbitrarily when a lexical item enters the numeration. For exam

ple, let us consider the following sentence: 

(47) We build airplanes. 

In (47), intrinsic features of the three lexical items include the categorial 

features, [1 person] of we, [3 person] and [-human] of airplanes, [assign 

Accusative Case] of build, and [assign Nominative Case] of T. Optional 

14 Of course, if a fake object is inserted in each sentence of (46), it is ungram
matical. 

( i ) a. 'The shirt bleached itself white in the sun. 
b. 'The bacon fried itself crisp. 
c. 'The river froze itself solid. 
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features include [plural] of airplanes and q.>-features of build. 

Among others, note the point that Chomsky (1995) regards [assign Ac

cusative Case] of a verb as an intrinsic feature. If this is correct, we cannot 

but distinguish the verb walk in (48-49) into two separate verbs: 

(48) a. *Mary walked her feet. 

b. Mary walked. 

(49) a. Mary walked her feet sore. 

b. *Mary walked sore. 

In (48a), the verb walk does not assign the Accusative Case to the 

postverbal NP. If a result phrase like sore is added to the same sentence, 

the same verb now assigns the Accusative Case to the postverbal fake ob

ject. Chomsky (1995) would resolve this problem by distinguishing two sep

arate verbs as follows: 

(50) a. walk l [-assign Accusative Case] (walk in (48» 

b. walkz [+assign Accusative Case] (walk in (49» 

But such a way of resolution as in (50) is problematic. First of all, it is 

very dubious whether walk) and walkz are really different verbs from each 

other. Both of them have the same phonological features and the same 

meaning. If we should distinguish walkl and walk2 under the sole standard of 

the Accusative Case assigning property, such a distinction brings about an 

unwanted complexity in the lexicon. 

Now, we assume the following: 

(51) The feature of [assign Accusative Case] is optional. 

Given this assumption, every problem mentioned so far disappears. Here, 

an interesting question arises: why does the verb walk have the feature of 

[-assign Accusative Case] in (48) whereas it has [+assign Accusative 

Case] in (49)? We shall answer this question in 4.3. 

4. 2. A Predicational Approach to the Resultative Construction 

In Lee (1996), the syntactic structure of resultatives are suggested on 

the basis of some basic assumptions: 

First, there are two types of predication: Core Predication and Peripheral 
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Predication. When the relevant subject and the predicate XP form a 

syntactic constituent, e.g., matrix predication and (the so-called) comple

ment small clause (=SC) predication, we call their relation Core Predica

tion. It is syntactically represented as a PrP structure, which was originally 

suggested in Bowers (1993). In a PrP structure, Core Predication is ex

pressed as a relation between the subject in the Specifier and the predicate 

XP in the complement position: 

(52) PrP /"" Spec Pr' 

I /~ 
ZP Pr Complement 

1 ~P 
Core Predication 

Bowers (1993) proposes that Pr has the following syntactic and semantic 

properties: (a) the canonical position of an external argument is [Spec, PrP]; 

(b) Pr functionally selects the maximal projection YP of any category Y; (c) 

either PrP is functionally selected by I (or AGR), or it can be subcategorized 
as a complement of V 15; (d) the semantic function of PrP is predication. 

On the other hand, when the relevant subject and the predicate XP do 
not form a syntactic constituent and the latter is regarded as an adjunct, 

e.g., the so-called adjunct SC predication, their relation will be called Pe
ripheral Predication. In the structure of Peripheral Predication, the adjunct 

predicate is represented as an X' -adjoined adjunct: 

(53) XP /"" Spec X' 
I /~ 

ZP X' ADJ 

1 !~ .. + 
Peripheral Predication 

15 When I takes a PrP as its complement, we get matrix predication. When V takes 
a PrP as its complement, we get (the so-called) complement se predication. 
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Second, the structural Case assignment is, literally, structurally deter

mined. In particular, it is argued that the canonical position of the object 

NP (before Spell-Out) is the Spec of VP. 

One major point of Case-checking Theory in Chomsky (1993) is that the 

N-features of T and V as checker and those of subject and object NPs as 

checkee are already given in the lexicon. Instead, Lee (1996) suggests 

(54), which is rather different from the original Checking Theory of 

Chomsky (1993): 

(54) The [+Nominative] feature of the subject and the [+Accusative] 

feature of the object as checkee are not given to NPs when they 

are introduced into the computational system from the lexicon, but 

generated structurally in the position of [Spec, PrP] and [Spec, 

VP], respectively. 

Given (54), the NP-movement for Case-checking can be uniformly defined 

as Spec-to-Spec movement on both cases of Nominative and Accusative 

Case-checking, since the source position of NP-movement for Accusative 

Case-checking is also the Spec position (of VP). 

Third, the morphological motivation for the overt V-raising below the 

structure of INFL is subcategorization feature checking in the sense of 

Yang (1993 fall lecture, 1994). According to Yang (1993 fall lecture), the 

main predicate is inserted into the syntactic structure with its subcate

gorization feature which prescribes the number of external and internal ar

guments. To clarify the sub categorization feature of the main predicate, 

Yang exploits the concept of domain in the sense of Chomsky (1993). 

Chomsky (1993: 1lfO provides two kinds of important concepts of do

main which are defined by the minimal X-bar structure: 16 

16Chomsky(1993: 11) defines the domain of a head aas follows: the domain of a 
is the set of nodes ( i ) which are contained in the least full-category maximal 
projection dominating a, and (ii) that are distinct from and do not contain a 
Thus, the domain of X in (55) is {UP, ZP, WP, YP, H} and whatever these cate
gories dominate. 
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(55) 

Cnomsky (1993) assumes that the fundamental X-bar theoretic relation is 

that of head-complement, typically with an associated f)-relation deter

mined by properties of the head. He defines this relation as a concept of do

main which is called complement domain: 

(56) The complement domain of a is the subset of the domain reflexively 

dominated 17 by the complement of a. (Chomsky, 1993: 11) 

Aecording to the definition (56), the complement domain of X in (55) is 

yP and whatever it dominates. 

Chomsky's other concept of domain is the residue of complement domain. 

The residue is a heterogeneous set, including the specifier and anything 

adjoined to the maximal projection, its Spec, or its head. The technical defi

nition of the residue of complement domain is as follows: 

(57) The residue of a is the domain minus the complement domain of a. 
(Chomsky, 1993: 11) 

Thus, in (55), the residue of X is {UP, ZP, WP, H} and whatever they 

dominate. 

However, Chomsky (1993: 12ff) says that the operative relations have a 

local character. He is, therefore, interested not in the sets just defined, but 

rather in minimal subsets of them that include just categories locally relat

ed to the heads: 

L'Trn the following structure, 

( i ) a 
/ \ 

{3 r 

a dominates {3 and r, and a reflexively dominates a, {3 and r. 
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(58) For the set S of categories, let us take MIN(S) (minimal S=mini

mal domain) to be the smallest subset K of S such that for any rE 
S, some {3 reflexively dominates r. 

Especially, Chomsky (1993: 12) calls the minimal complement domain of a 
its internal domain (=ID), and the minimal residue of a its checking domain 

(=CD). The terminology is intended to indicate that elements of the inter

nal domain are typically internal arguments of a; while the checking do

main is typically involved in checking inflectional features. 

Under Chomsky's assumption, Yang (1993 fall lecture, 1994) suggests 

that the selectional (or subcategorization) feature of a predicate is the 

syntactic specification of the external and internal arguments of the predi

cate. According to Yang's suggestion, the selectional feature of put is pre

scribed in lexicon in the following way: 

(59) put:[CD=1, ID=2J 

The concept of CD is identical to that of external argument. The concept of 

ID is identical to that of internal argument. If the subcategorization feature 

in (59) is a strong morphological feature to be checked before Spell-Out, as 

in the assumption of Yang (1994), the overt V-raising to Pr can be ex

plained within the Minimalist framework. 

Let us consider the following structure: 

(60) PrP1 

/~ 
DP1 Pr/ 

I /~ 
Max Prl VP 

I /~ 
puti DP2 V' 

I /~ 
the bookj V PrP2 

I/~ 
t( DPs Prz' 

I /~ 
Pr2 PP 

I I 
ti in his car 
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At first, the verb put is inserted from lexicon into the position of Prz with 

the subcategorization feature [CD=I, ID=2]. In this position, the verb put 

has one CD (=DP3) and one ID (=PP), so its subcategorization feature 

cannot be checked. Then the verb put raises to V in accordance with the 

Economy Principle of Derivation. 18 In this process, the verb put forms a 

chain (put;, t;). The concept of the domain of a chain is defined as follows 

(Chomsky, 1993: 13fO: 

(61) a. The domain of the chain (al,·:···,an) is the set of nodes con

tained in the minimal projection of al that are distinct from a; 
and do not contain a;. 

b. The complement domain of the chain (al'·····,an) is the subset of 

the domain of the chain (a,,······,an) reflexively dominated by the 

complement of al. 
c. The minimal complement domain is the internal domain (=ID). 

(62) a. The residue of the chain (a,,······,an) is the domain of the chain 

(at,·····,an) minus the complement domain of the chain (a,,······,an). 

h. The minimal residue is the checking domain (=CD). 

Given the definition of (61) and (62), the chain (put;, t;) has one CD (= 

DPz) and two IDs (=DP3 and PP). Apparently, it seems that the sub

categorization feature of the verb put, [CD=l, ID=2], can be checked or 

satisfied in this stage. But this is not the case. Here, let us assume (63): 

(63) An argument DP must have a Case feature before Spell-Out in 

order for a derivation to converge. 

Then, the candidate for CD, the DP2 the book, must raise from the Spec of 

PrPz to the Spec of VP to obtain the [+Accusative] feature as checkee. 

After this raising, there emerges a chain (the bookj , tj), in which the DPz in 

the Spec of VP and the trace in the Spec of PrPz are actually the same lexi

cal element. Now, I would like to suggest the following constraint for count

ing the domain of a predicate: 

18 Economy Principle of Derivation: A derivation with a longer move is blocked. 
a. Principle of shortest chain: A derivation with a longer chain is blocked. 
b. Principle of shortest link: A derivation with a longer link is blocked. 
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(64) For a chain («1o······'<<n)' it is counted as an ID of a predicate X if 

the tail of the chain is in the minimal complement domain of X. 

By the constraint of (64), the subcategorization feature of the verb put, 

[CD=1, ID=2], cannot be checked in this position. Then the verb put rais

es to Prl' In this stage, the verb put form a chain (put;, t;' , t;). According to 

the definition of (61) and (62), the chain (putj, t(, t;) has one CD (=DP t ) 

and two IDs (=the chain of DPz and PP). So the subcategorization feature 

of the verb put, [CD=1, ID=2], can be checked or satisfied in this stage. 

Hence, the overt V-raising to Pr is motivated by subcategorization feature 

checking in our theoretical framework. 

Lee (1996) argues that resultative constructions are an instance of Core 

Predication based on the observation that resultatives are arguments of the 

main verb. The most convincing evidence for the argumenthood of a 

resultative comes from the phenomenon of long-distance wh-extraction of 

resultatives. Consider following sentences from Carrier and Randall (1992: 

185) : 

(65) a. ?How flat; do you wonder whether they hammered the metal t;? 

b. ?How shiny; do you wonder which gems to polish t;? 

c. ?Which colors; do you wonder which shirts to dye t;? 

(66) a. ?How threadbare; do you wonder whether they should run their 

sneakers t;? 

b. ?How hoarse; do you wonder whether they sang themselves t;? 

c. ?How dry; do you wonder whether the sun baked the field t;? 

Those sentences in (65) are instances of long-distance wh-extraction of 

resultatives from the transitive resultatives, while those in (66) are in

stances of long-distance wh-extraction of resultatives from the intransitive 

resultatives. As McNulty (1988: 157,165) points out, when wh-resultatives 

are extracted out of wh-islands, the result is a Subjacency violation rather 

than an ECP violation. In this respect, resultatives behave like internal ar

guments: 

(67) a. ?Which boys; do you wonder whether to punish t;? 

b. ?Which guests; do you wonder which dishes to serve t;? 

c. ?Which letters; do you wonder how vaguely to word ti? 
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(68) a. "How; do you wonder whether to punish these boys t;? 

b. "How; do you wonder who should punish these boys t;? 

c. 'How; do you wonder which boys to punish t;? 

Those sentences in (67) are instances of long-distance wh-extraction of 

internal arguments. On the other hand, those in (68) are instances of long

distance wh-extraction of adjuncts. If resultatives are adjuncts, as argued 

in Rothstein (1985) and Jackendoff (1990), the marginality of the sentenc

es: in (65) and (66) must be identical to (68). But the marginality of the 

sentences in (65) and (66) is identical to (67). This means that the result 

XPs in (65) and (66) are arguments of the verb. (This evidence crucially 

supports the claim that resultatives are internal arguments of the verb.) 

Under the discussion so far developed, the resultative construction has 

the following syntactic structure: 

(69) a. John painted the barn red. 

b. AGRsP 

/~ 
DP1 

I 
Johnk 

PrP 

/~ 
Pr' 

/~ 
tk Pr VP 

I /~ 
painted; DP2 V' 

[+Acc] /~ 
I V PrP 

the barnj I / ~ 
t;' DP2 Pr' 

I /~ 
Pr AP 

I I 
t; red 

In (69b), the object the barn and the result phrase red are generated in 

the Specifier and in the complement position of the lower PrP. The lower 

PrP structure itself reflects their predicational relation. The verb painted is 

generated in the position of PrO of the lower PrP, and m~diates the predica

tional relation between the barn and the AP red. The fact that the result 
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phrase is an argument of the matrix verb is captured by the sisterhood rela

tion of painted and red in the lower PrP. The verb painted raises to the 

higher Pr via V for its subcategorization features checking. In the position 

of the higher Pr, it mediates matrix predication between the subject John 

and the VP. The Spec of VP is filled with the barn which has undergone DP 

-movement for getting the Case feature of [+Acc]. 

4. 3. Accusative Case Realization of a Fake Ob~t 

An intransitive (unergative) verb like run can take a fake object in a 

resultative construction. However, the verb run does not take any internal 

argument when it appears in a non-resultative construction: 

(70) a. The joggers ran their Nikes threadbare. 

b. 'The joggers ran their Nikes. 

This phenomenon is not very strange under the assumption that [assign 

Accusative Case] is an optional feature. If [assign Accusative CaseJ is an 

optional feature, why cannot the postverbal NP in (70b) get the Accusa

tive Case from the verb run? Here, I argue that the sentence in (70b) is un

grammatical not because the postverbal NP violates the Case Filter but be

cause it cannot get a proper o-role from the verb. 

Let us assume that the argument structure of the verb run in intransitive 

resultative use is different from that of non-resultative use. Given this as

sumption, the subcategorization requirement of the verb run should be rep

resented in lexicon as follows: 

(71) run: V, [CD=l, 10=0 or 2J 

If the verb run takes the subcategorization feature [CD=l, IO=OJ, it is 

used in the non-resultative construction. On the other hand, if it takes the 

subcategorization feature [CD=l, 1O=2J, it is used in the intransitive 

resultative construction. Since the verb run does not take an NP argument 

without a result phrase, the postverbal NP in (70b) cannot get a proper 0-

role from the verb and so it violates o-criterion. 

Now let us return to our major topic: how can a fake object avoid the 

Case Filter? The fake object in the intransitive resultative construction re

ceives the Accusative Case in the same way as the object in the transitive 

one does. The syntactic configuration of the intransitive resultative con-
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struction is not different from that of the transitive resultative construc

tion: 

(72) AGRsP 

/ "'" DP l 

I 
The 

PrPl 

/ ""-
joggers; DPl Prl' 

I / ""-
t; Prl VP 

I / ""-
ranj DP2 V' 

[ + Acc] / ""-
I V PrP2 

their I / ""-
Nikesk tj DP 2 Pr2' 

I /""-
tk Pr2 AP 

I I 
tj threadbare 

In (72), the verb ran is generated in the lower Pro with the subcategoriza

tion feature [CD= 1, ID=2]. In this position the verb ran mediates the 

predicational relation between their Nikes and threadbare. It combines with 

the result phrase threadbare and compositionally assigns an external (J-role 

to their Nikes. The verb ran then undergoes head-movement to Prl by way 

of V to satisfy its subcategorization feature, [CD= 1, ID=2]. Incidentally, 

the Spec of VP is filled with their Nikes which has undergone NP(or DP)

movement to obtain the Case feature of [ + Acc]. This means that the Ac

cusative Case is assigned to the postverbal NP. This is possible since the 

postverbal NP in the resultative construction is an internal argument of the 

verb as we argued in section 2. 

5. Fake Object and FI Principle 

A result phrase can only be predicated of the direct object. There must 

be a so-called fake object in the intransitive resultative construction if it is 

based on an unergative verb: 
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(73) a. 'The joggers ran sick. 

b. The joggers ran themselves sick. 

(Carrier and Randall, 1992: 217) 

681 

Why must there be a so-called fake object in the intransitive resultative 

construction? This mystery can be explained straightforwardly in our predi

cational approach presented in 4.2. In short, an intransitive resultative con

struction without a so-called fake object is structurally impossible in our 

theoretical framework. For example, let us consider the syntactic structure 

(74) for (73a): 

(74) AGRsP 

/ "" DP 

I 
The 

PrP 

/"" DP Pr' 

I / "" 

joggersi 

Pr VP 

I 
ranj V' /"" V PrP 

I / "" t; DP Pr' 

I / "" 6 Pr AP 

I I 
tj sick 

In (74), the Spec position of the lower PrP is empty because there is no 

fake object. This fact brings about the ill-formedness of (74). The AP, sick, 
in the complement position of the lower PrP cannot be interpreted as a 

predicate XP because there is no subject to be linked to. So the lower PrP 

becomes an improper projection. In other words, the structure (74) is ille

gitimate, since it contains an uninterpretable lexical item, the result phrase 

sick. Hence the Full Interpretation Principle (=FI Principle)19 forces the 

appearance of a fake object in the Spec position of the lower PrP in the 

19 Full Interpretation Principle: 
Every element at the interface level (=LF and PF) must be interpreted. 
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structure (74). 

We may think of an alternative structure rather than (74) for (73a) 

such as (75): 

(75) AGRsP 

/ "" DP! 

I 
The 

PrP! 

/"" joggersj DPz Pr!' 

I /"" t;' Pr! VP 

I I 
V' 

/"" 
V PrP2 

I / 
"" DP3 Pr 2' 

I /"" t j Pr 2 AP 

I I 
ran sick 

Ifr as in (75), the overt subject the joggers is generated in the Spec position 

of the lower PrP and undergoes successive movement to the Spec position 

of AGRsP, we cannot explain the ill-formedness of (73a). in terms of the 

Fr Principle. In (75), the Spec position of the lower PrP is filled with the in

itial trace of the joggers, t j, and the structure can avoid the FI Principle vio

lation, since the subject position of the lower PrP is occupied by a proper 

nominal expression. 

Such an alternative, however, cannot save (73a). As is well-known, run 

is an unergative verb, so it must have an external argument in its argu

ment structure. And a result phrase is regarded as a complement in our 

theoretical framework. Therefore, the subcategorization feature of ran in 

(73a) should be [CD=l, ID=l] if it is a convergent structure. But this 

subcategorization requirement induces an MLC violation20 of ran at LF in 

(75). 

20 MLC (Minimal Link Condition): 
a must make the "shortest move" (Chomsky, 1994: 14) 
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In (75), the verb ran is inserted from lexicon into the position of Prz with 

the subcategorization feature [CD=l, ID=l]. In this position, the verb ran 

has one CD (= DP 3) and one ID (= AP), and so its subcategorization re

quirement is satisfied. Then, at LF, the verb ran has to move across two 

head positions, viz., V and Prh to the position of AGR to have its agree

ment features checked. Since its subcategorization feature, [CD=l, ID=l] 

can be checked in the position of Prz, there is no proper syntactic motiva

tion for the verb ran to move to V or Pr). The movement of ran from Prz to 

V or Pr) does not benefit the verb itself. Hence, the V-raising of ran form 

Prz to AGR at LF violates MLC by skipping two intervening heads. There

fore, this derivation crashes. If the verb ran undergoes successive move

ments from Prz to AGR via V and Prh such a derivation would violate the 

Principle of Greed, since it does not have any proper syntactic motivation 

for dropping in at V or Pr). In any case, the alternative structure (75) for 

(73a) cannot be a convergent structure. 

In short, a syntactic structure for the unergative resultative construction 

without a fake object is structurally impossible in our theoretical frame

work, and it automatically explains the ungrammaticality of (73a). 

As a result, we can say that the FI Principle forces the appearance of the 

fake. object in the unergative resultative construction. That is, absence of 

the fake object would leave the resultative predicate in the complement po

sition of the lower Pi-P uninterpreted. 

In contrast to the case of unergatives, the unaccusative resultative con

struction is acceptable even though it lacks a fake object: 

(76) a. The shirt bleached white in the sun. 

b. The bacon fried crisp. 
c. The river froze solid. 

(Napoli, 1992: 60-66) 

As is well-known, unaccusatives have deep objects which move into the 

subject position.21 So, the surface subjects of the sentences in (76) are deep 

objects, since the verbs are unaccusatives. This inference is confirmed by 

the following examples which show that those arguments which are used as 

subjects in (76) are used as direct objects in the transitive usage of the 

21 See Burzio (1986). 
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same verbs: 

(77) a. The sun bleached the shirt white. 

b. They fried the bacon crisp. 

c. The cold weather froze the river solid. 

(Napoli, 1992: 60-66) 

In our theoretical framework, the unaccusative resultatives in (76) have 

structures in which the initial position of the overt subject is in the Spec po

sition of the lower PrP (since it is a deep object): 

(78) a. The shirt; [PrP t;' bleachedj [vP t: [PrP t; tj white]]]. 

b. The bacon; [PrP t;' fried j [yp t: [PrP t; tj crisp]]]. 

c. The river; [PrP t;' frozej [yp t: [PrP t; tj solid]]]. 

In the case of unaccusative resultatives, as in (78), the overt subject is gen

erated in the Spec position of the lower PrP, unlike the case of unergative 

resultatives. So the resultative predicate can have a subject to be linked to 

even though there is no fake object. Therefore, the so-called fake object 

need not appear in the unaccusative resultative construction, since it is not 

necessary for the interpretation of the resultative predicate. Resultatives in 

the so-called unaccusative construction are predicated of the NP-trace left 

in the Spec of the lower PrP. 

6. Conclusion 

A fake object in the intransitive (unergative) resultative construction is 

a direct internal argument of the verb. So it has the Accusative Case as the 

normal object does. This observation is based on the reinterpretation of 

Burzio's generalization of Rothstein (1992): no Accusative Case is as

signed when and only when no external theta-role is assigned. This means 

that (structural) Case is a literally structural property with specific theta 

properties: a verb assigns the Accusative Case if and only if that verb as

signs an external theta -role. 

The presence of a fake object in the resultative (unergative) construction 

is forced by the FI principle. Since resultatives are predicated of only deep 

objects, there should be a fake object to which the resultative predicate is to 

be linked in the unergative resultative construction. In contrast, the 



Intransitive Resultative Constructions and Fake Objects 685 

unaccusative resultative construction does not need to have a fake object 

because the surface subject is generated originally in the deep object posi

tion. So the resultative predicate in the unaccusative resultative construc

tion can be predicated of the trace of the surface subject. These findings 

are successfully justified through the syntactic structure of resultatives sug

gested in Lee (1996). 
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