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RESUMO

Este trabalho pretende esclarecer algumas questivanticas e sintaticas sobre
particulas pos-verbais aspectuais. Além de apmssighificados direcionais ou idiométicos,
as particulas associadas a verbos nas estrutuaasadhs particle verbs, phrasal verbs ou
verb-particle constructions também podem ter sestabpectuais; sdo eles continuatividade,
uma subdivisdo do imperfectivo proposta por Brin(@809), e telicidade, uma nocao dos
accomplishments, uma das categorias de Vendle7}1@baspecto continuativo demonstra a
situacdo continuando no tempo em vez de termimarpaticulas que podem adicionar
continuatividade as situacdes séq along e away Telicidade € uma caracteristica das
situacbes que possuem um ponto final intrinsecqassculas que podem dar um telos as
situagOes saop, down out, off, through overeaway. Estas no¢dées podem vir acompanhadas
de algum outro significado relacionado na combioagétre verbo e particula. No grupo
télico, up € a particula que possui o significado mais p@raeticidade; sua correspondente
no grupo continuativo én. Aléem disso, se aplicarmos a nocédo de produtiadde
Jackendoff (2002), concluiremos qug, e também as continuativasn e away sao
produtivas, pois as combinacgdes entre elas e beyg@odem ser construidas no momento da
fala, sem necessidade de serem listadas no |&icestante das particulas nos dois grupos
sdo, por sua vez, semiprodutivas; isso significa, @mbora haja certa regularidade nas
combinacgdes com os verbos, estas ndo podem searuidas no momento da fala e precisam
ser listadas individualmente no léxico. Estas astas ainda representam um desafio para a
sintaxe; ndo apenas 0s particle verbs aspectuas,tatdos eles, possuem caracteristicas,
como o particle shift, que sao dificeis de explicarteoria sintatica. As duas tentativas mais
adotadas sdo as chamadas complex head e smaél alaalyses, porém, nenhuma das duas é
suficiente para explicar todas as peculiaridadesa@portamento sintatico das verb-particle
constructions. Jackendoff (2002) prop6e que, sardficacdo binaria fosse descartada, seria
possivel propor uma teoria em que as relacdesrtiayga com o verbo e com o complemento
DP nao tivessem precedéncia uma sobre a outra parece ser a principal razao por tras da
dificuldade em descrever a estrutura sintatica @agticle verbs. Ademais, algumas
particularidades na influéncia sintatica de algupeasiculas aspectuais nos verbos levantam

ainda mais perguntas a respeito da sintaxe depaetlzie constructions.

Palavras-chave:particle verbs. aspecto. continuatividade. telidalasintaxe gerativa.



ABSTRACT

This paper seeks to shed some light on a few sireard syntactic issues concerning
aspectual post-verbal particles. Besides havingctlonal meanings or forming idiomatic
combinations, the particles associated with verbghe structures known as particle verbs,
phrasal verbs, or verb-particle constructions, ao convey aspectual meanings, namely,
continuative aspect, a new subcategory of impeviecspect proposed by Brinton (2009),
and telicity, a notion pertaining to accomplishnsemne of the kinds of situations proposed
by Vendler (1957). Continuative aspect portrayst@aton as continuing in time instead of
ending; the post-verbal particles which can addinaativity to the situation they are inserted
in areon, along andaway. Telicity is a feature that situations have ifytHeave a definite,
intrinsic endpoint; the particles which can addebpg to situations arap, down out, off,
through over, and away These aspectual notions might be accompaniedolne sother
related meaning, which arises upon the combinaiforerb and particle. On the telic group,
up is the particle which has the purest telic meanitgycorrespondent in the continuative
group ison. In addition, if we apply the notion of productiviin the sense of Jackendoff
(2002) to them, we can conclude that telicand continuativen andawayare productive, in
that their combination with verbs can be built naliand the outputs need not be listed in the
lexicon. The remaining particles in both groups argurn, semiproductive; this means that,
even though there is some regularity in their coration with verbs, those cannot be built
online and need to be individually listed in theit®n. These structures also pose a challenge
to syntax; not only aspectual, but all particlebgehave syntactic characteristics, such as
particle shift, which are difficult to explain inyistactic theory. The two most commonly
adopted attempts are the complex head and the slaalie analyses, but neither of them is
sufficient to explain all the peculiarities in thgyntactic behavior of verb-particle
constructions. Jackendoff (2002) proposes th&iingdry branching were dropped, it would be
possible to propose a theory in which the relatibias the particle has with the verb and with
the DP complement did not have precedence ovelanather, which seems to be the main
reason behind the difficulty in describing the syiic structure of particle verbs.
Furthermore, a few particularities in the syntaatituence of some aspectual particles on the

verbs raise even more questions on the syntaxrbfparticle constructions.

Keywords: particle verbs. aspect. aktionsart. continuatiyeeas telicity. generative syntax.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Time is one of the most important concepts in huiiifa. It is fair to say that almost,
if not everything, in our lives depends on it. Tirsleapes our existence in many ways. As
such, it is, as expected, a matter of great int@nescience, from all possible perspectives. In
linguistic theory, we also attempt to approachrbg&on of time; more specifically, the way
we express ourselves in and about time.

The area of linguistics which is concerned witd tiotions of time is usually referred
to as TMA — time, mood, and aspect. That part ofesdics is concerned with describing how
we represent and communicate the meanings connedtedéime in natural language. In this
thesis, we will focus on the last element of thatoaym. Aspect is the area of linguistic
studies dedicated to the description of how timeons that go beyond simply past, present,
and future, are represented in language. It cafurieer subdivided into grammatical aspect
(or simply aspect), which is a sort of temporaiefilthrough which situations are shown by
the speaker at the moment of speech; and lexipacagor aktionsart), which concerns the
temporal qualities inherent to situations.

Grammatical aspect can be expressed by meandledtion. We use the available
tenses in our language to convey the proper terhpomat of view upon the situation we are
talking about. Through such differentiation as Vvileetwe chose simple or continuous tenses,
we are able to represent situations in differentsyéor instance, we can use simple tenses to
convey situations as perfective, that is, as caledy or as indivisible wholes; simple tenses
are also used to express habitual aspect, that talk about situations which were repeated
from time to time in the past or are repeated &alat in the present. On the other hand, a
choice for a continuous tense will convey impeifectaspect, probably placing us inside
some stage of a situation, which may or may ndirbghed.

Inflection is not, however, the only resource &lde for conveying aspectual
meanings. For many kinds of aspect, other verhsstioning as aspectualizers (aspectual
auxiliaries), are responsible for the aspectual mmgpof the situation, with little or no
influence coming from inflection. Other elementsradso change or emphasize aspectual
meanings. All of those resources are used to didigations with relation to time as we talk to
other people about them.

As for lexical aspect, or aktionsart, it refersthe intrinsic temporal qualities of

situations, as opposed to a point of view upon tHeon instance, characteristics of a situation



having to do with their durativity, or having to @ath whether they have a definite endpoint,
or occur homogenously in time. As the term lexaspect suggests, these are intrinsic, lexical
features of situations. That means that they cabaadltered by inflection, for instance, as
aspect can. A situation will always have the saet@faktionsart features.

It should not follow from that definition, howevehat aktionsart belongs exclusively
to verbs, as it has been believed. In that senss, similar to aspect, because it is also
compositional, that is, the description of a sitwaican be made up from the meanings of not
only the verb, but also the other elements, suddRs or APs, which are added to it in order
to characterize the situation which is being cuiyementioned. Those assumptions mean
that, even though the intrinsic aktionsart featurfesituations do not change, a same situation
can be described, sometimes, by only a verb, @riiole construction.

In the conception of aspect and aktionsart thataveegoing to adopt and explain in
detail in chapter 2, our discussions will be basenly in the comparison of the aspectual
models offered by five authors: Comrie (1976); D&985), Smith (1997), Brinton (2009)
and, for aktionsart, specifically, Vendler (195These authors were chosen because their
analyses, even though they were made at differeintgin time, are all extremely current.
Comrie (1976) and Dahl (1985) are considered adamstounts in the aspect literature, as is
Vendler (1957) for aktionsart. Smith (1997) is aveework, but which has gained notoriety
for its quality and accuracy, becoming itself a r#assic. Finally, we lean greatly on Brinton
(2009), mainly because of the analysis presentatesie concepts applied specifically to the
structures we aim to discuss: aspectual post-vexndicles, in a study which is solidly based
on extensive literature.

Stemming from insights proposed by these authass,well as other important
observations made by other authors, to appear sideghe main five, we will be able to
adopt the models for aspect and aktionsart thajudge most appropriate. With that part of
our work accomplished, we will choose two notioaisiong these extensive models, to focus
our attention on for the remainder of the papemels, continuative aspect, and telicity, one
of the aktionsart features. Those two meaningsretdlkive special attention, because they are
the aspectual meanings that can be conveyed bgtagppost-verbal particles.

Phrasal verbs, particle verbs, and verb-particlestructions are some of the names
used in the literature to refer to a very commonstaction in Germanic languages, English
included, in which a verb combines with a partittegeneral, these combinations are said to
basically fit into two kinds of semantic configumts: they are either literal (or

compositional, or directional), or idiomatic (oramue). That classification has to do with



how particles sometimes keep their original, dicg@l meanings, while combining with a
verb which also maintains its meaning, while, inestcombinations, neither participant in the
structure contribute with their original meaningad the result is a completely new meaning.

However, there is a third possible kind of senantimbination of verb and particle,
which is the one we have just mentioned: particlas combine with verbs to add aspectual
notions to them; those meanings are, as mentiobedeatelicity and continuativity. The set
of telic particles is composed lop, down off, out, through over, andaway, while the group
of continuative particles is quite smaller, withyoon, along andaway. The whole chapter 3
is dedicated to analyzing these two groups of depeparticles, concerning their aspectual
meanings as well as other, more specific meanwhgh can arise in addition, while also
attempting to determine these particles’ statusceomnng productivity in the sense of
Jackendoff (2002).

In chapter 4, the last one of this thesis, we agqr the whole matter from a different
angle; in that part of our study, we discuss syitaissues concerning particle verbs in
general. These structures present a challengentactic theories, because of many reasons.
First of all, an account of the syntax of partieégbs must be able to account for particle shift,
that is, the ability of the particle to appear adja to the verb or after its DP complement.
Also, the theories seem to have a hard time trygmgxplain what the particle forms a
constituent with; in some examples, it seems iiviely obvious that the particle should form
a constituent with the verb, while, in others,dems quite clear that it cannot do so, forming
instead a constituent with the DP. In our discussiwe do not attempt to offer answers to
those questions. All we do is discuss theoriesaaktiowledge the fact that none of them has
yet been able to gain the status of the defingixvglanation for the syntax of particle verbs.

Our discussion starts, however, with the two besiwn theories which attempt to
describe the syntactic structure behind verb-gdartionstruction: complex head analysis and
small clause analysis. The main difference betvieem is that, while the first considers that
verb and particle should be inserted under the daxneal head node in D-structure, the latter
refutes that idea, considering that the particlsdge suitable to form a constituent with the
DP, more specifically, participating in a smallugda structure with it, which complements the
verb. The authors we lean on for our brief destnms of these theories are, respectively,
Johnson (1991), and den Dikken (1995).

Next, we present Jackendoff's (2002) consideratiabout how the verb-particle
construction might be explained syntactically. Hughor’s considerations about productivity,

which appear in chapter 3, will be useful then.Etreough the author does not offer a model,



such as those offered by Johnson or den Dikkewlolks provide us with important insights.
The author also challenges a few concepts whicle l@en taken for granted in generative
syntactic theory in general, to come up with idimat might, maybe one day, come to answer
the questions we have about the syntax of panibs.

In the last part of that chapter, we briefly dseuhe effect that the aspectual post-
verbal particles, which are our focus on chaptan&y have on the syntax of the verbs they
are combined with. Not all aspectual particles hawyntactic effect on the simple verb they
are attached to, but the ones that do bring abectli@ar results, posing us with even more

guestions about the syntax of particle verbs.
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2 TIME IN LANGUAGE: ASPECTUAL STUDIES IN LINGUISTIC THEORY

Even before linguistics was a fruitful field otidly, there was already great discussion
about how to describe the temporal qualities ofnevdinguistically being started by
philosophers, and many of their conclusions ar atiopted in the studies of aspect and
aktionsart today. There is still, however, greahtooversy in aspectual studies. As will
become evident throughout this chapter, there amynpaths to choose when entering this
field of study, and it is important to have a vefgar theoretical position defined before any
analysis of actual language data can be made.der @0 be able to tackle the discussions
ahead of us throughout this thesis, it becomesssacg to outline in detail the theoretical
framework to be adopted from here on.

The termaspecthas been used in the literature as a broad textmthy actually refer
to either one of two possible kinds of aspect: gratical aspect, or simply aspect, and lexical
aspect, also known as aktionsart. Even the thetrasdo appoint a differentiation between
the two sometimes present an analysis that endsixipg both concepts. It is a tricky yet, in
my point of view, essential distinction to be mageon starting studies in this area, and
therefore the first one | will address. Throughtheé paper, the terms aspect and aktionsart
will be used to refer, respectively, to grammatigadl lexical aspect, while aspectual will be
used to refer to both.

Aspect is the one we will most commonly find ire tiraditional grammars that do
mention aspect. It is expressed by means of inblecnd expressions that work as aspectual
auxiliaries, also known in the literature as aspaicters. Aspect expresses the temporal point
of view of the speaker, and for that reason somghoasi such as Smith (1997) call
grammatical aspect viewpoint. The same situatitiis,t could be seen under different
temporal points of view — for example, as beingstied or unfinished.

As for aktionsart (from German “type of actiontinlike aspect, it has to do with the
intrinsic temporal characteristics of situationsdatherefore, is expressed by the lexical
meaning of the words used to describe a givent&tuanot varying under the influence of
inflection. Such temporal qualities have to do, deample, with how long a given situation
usually lasts or whether it has a definite endpormot. Smith (1997) calls it situation aspect.
Hopefully, as aspect and aktionsart are discuskeslghout this chapter, the difference
between them will become clearer. Before that camldne, however, a few points must be

discussed.
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2.1 SITUATIONS AND COMPOSITIONALITY

An important remark to make at this point is thatthis paper, the term situation is
adopted, reflecting a theoretical choice to see&spnd aktionsart as phenomena belonging
to situations, instead of verbs. Situation was dls® term used by Comrie (1976), and
defended by both Smith (1997) and Brinton (200%jnty based on the idea that aspectual
meaning is compositional. Verbs are not the onlgvant piece of information in the aspect
or aktionsart of a situation, seeing as other etésnean contribute to those meanings just as
much. Also, verbs can have more than just one mgaand these different meanings can and
often do have different aktionsart values.

Another notion that has to be discussed heredsotie of compositionality. Such a
notion has been present in aspectual studies Hwec£920’s, according to Verkuyl (1989, p.
40), who points out that at that time there alreadyg an idea that an NP might influence in
the temporal meaning of a verb. When Vendler (1983%) presented his aktionsart typology,
it was intended to be ontological, according toRégt (1989, p. 39), “because it concerns
situational categories that are part of the woddn& perceive and cognize it.” However, it
was interpreted and adapted by many other autlsoascdassification of verbs. In this paper,
Vendler’s typology, as we discuss below, is be &elbpbut in the ontological sense that
Verkuyl points out.

Compositionality, then, becomes a necessary contepbe adopted by the
aspectologist, to use Dahl's (1985) term, becawesbsvand verb inflection alone are not
sufficient in all languages to convey all aspectunaanings that languages need to and do
convey. English, as Comrie (1976, p. 7) state® language whose only grammaticalized
opposition in grammatical aspect is that betweargm@ssive and nonprogressive, and that
does not even mean that these meanings are cleandwpposed to each other.

In order to describe situations in the world, laage users need not only verbs but
also NPs and APs, all contributing meaning to tbemation of the aspectual notions

connected to that situation. In 1 we have cleamptes of that.

1
a) Sheran yesterday
b) Sheran when she was young

c) | ran this morning.
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d) I ran a milethis morning.

In 1-a and 1-b, we have two different kinds of aspeven though the verb is the same
and has the same inflection in both sentences:dnvie have perfective aspect, because we
are talking about a complete event, and the y#3tgrday functions here as an adverbial to
tell us when the action happened. As for 1-b, thegeet is habitual, because the embedded
sentenceWhen she was youhtgets us know that this was a habit; we are niking about a
single instantiation of that complete event, bé¢mng to many regular instantiations of it.

Similarly, examples 1-c and 1-d do not refer to #eact same situation, and,
consequently, they do not have the same tempoaahcteristics; in this case, what varies is
the aktionsart meaning. While in 1-c we have th@aof running, as we did in 1-a and 1b,
in 1-d the NP 4 milg changes the VPr{in] into a quite different situation; unless someone
has ran the exact distance of one mile, it will hate been an instantiation of the action of
running a mile.

These are example of how aspect and aktionsarc@rgositional, and we have
countless other examples of that as we proceddctnthis whole thesis hinges on the notion
of compositionality, in that it is about aspectpatticles being added to verbs to change their
aspect or aktionsart. Therefore, the adoption ehsa concept of compositionality in this
paper is implied, and so is the idea that we dkentaabout situations instead of verbs.

2.2 ASPECT

We can now move on to the discussion of severaltp@f view concerning aspect
and aktionsart, in order to choose the ones talbptad further on, starting with grammatical
aspect. It could be said that the basic aspectvaiah when we talk about grammatical
aspect is the one which opposes perfective andrfegisre meanings, so it is a good place to
start the discussion.

Perfective aspect’s classic definition is the orfecw Dahl (1985, p. 74) refers to as

the “totality view of perfectivity”, giving Comries (1976) definition as an example:

perfectivity indicates the view of a situation asiagle whole, without distinction
of the various separate phases that make up thatish, while the imperfective
pays essential attention to the internal strucbdithe situation. (COMRIE, 1976, p.
16)



13

That definition touches the one for imperfectiviyhich, still in Comrie’s words, can
be characterized in terms of an “explicit referemaethe internal temporal structure of a
situation, viewing a situation from within” (COMR]BE976, p. 24). Dahl (1985) criticizes the
totality view, arguing that defining the imperfe&i as “paying attention to the internal
structure of the situation” is an ambiguous deifamf which can lead to many different
interpretations, and which is not even necessaig, seeing as there are, according to the
author, uses of the imperfective which do not seenfocus on any internal stages of the
situation. Dahl’'s (1985) definition of perfectivepgect, however, is not that different from

Comrie’s :

A PFV verb will typically denote a single eventerseas an unanalysed whole, with
a well-defined result or end-state, located inghst. More often than not, the event
will be punctual, or at least, it will be seen asirgyle transition from one state to its
opposite, the duration of which can be disregar@i@dHL, 1985, p. 78)

The similarities lie in the mentioning of a singlegent, seen as a whole. However,
there are other elements in Dahl’'s definition whathr theoretical framework rejects. | insist
that, even though aspect and aktionsart work tegetbverlapping and intertwining, their
notions must not be confused with one another,thatihappens in Dahl’s definition when
the author mentions that the perfective aspect tdsre situation with “a well-defined result
or end-state”. As we discuss below, the presence tflos (from Greek, meaning “end”,
“purpose” or “goal”) is clearly an aktionsart nationstead of an aspectual one. Perfective
aspect, especially showing a situation in the passe, only denotes the attainment of an
endpoint, and only if it is present in the situatio the first place.

As for the statement that perfective presentsuasin in the past, Dahl (1985, p. 79)
explains that this would be a feature of the psgiimal uses of perfective, arguing that
referring to the past “characterizes prototypic#siof PFV — single, completed events will in
the ‘typical cases’ be located in the past.” HoweVéend to side with Comrie’s assertion that
the right word to be used here would be compleistead of completed, arguing that the use
of the latter carries the idea of emphasis on tiee & the situation, when, according to the
author, there’s no such emphasis; he argues that tte of the perfective puts no more
emphasis, necessarily, on the end of a situatian ¢m any other part of the situation, rather

all parts of the situation are presented as asiwgble” (COMRIE, 1976, p. 18)



14

Smith (1997, p. 66), who calls grammatical aspeetvpoint, states that “sentences
with a perfective viewpoint present a situationaasvhole”, which is in a way the same
definition as Comrie’s. Brinton (2009) also defirike perfective in a similar way, namely, as
seeing a situation as complete or as an indivisiliele. Maybe a good way to defend such a
definition in spite of Dahl’s criticism of it is #t imperfective does not have to be seen as a
complete opposite of the perfective, and, thussdud have to be defined as focusing on an
internal stage of the situation. The definition®wad seem to be a good way of explaining

perfective meaning, as we can see through the drarimp?2.

2
a) Patrickbuilt a sandcastle.
b) Zoeyordereda pizza.

c) The ballsmashedhe window.

Perfective aspect, thus, does not focus on anynaitestages of a situation, including
its beginning or ending. It is mostly conveyed e forms and it is, even though not
necessarily, but usually, linked to past tense tduthe fact that simple forms in the present
tense very commonly mean habitual aspect.

Smith (1997) explains that perfective aspect presia “closed” reading in that it
leaves no room for an interpretation in which tinel ef the situation was not reached. The
author means it in pragmatic terms, mentioning €si€1975) implicatures. Basically, they
differ from implications in that they can be cared! In sentences with perfective aspect, no
implicatures about whether the situation begannated are allowed. The same would not
apply to imperfective aspect in Smith’s view; thethor states that sentences with
imperfective aspect have an “open” interpretatiexactly because they allow implicatures

about whether a situation continued or ended. Be=examples in 3:

3
a) Karenwas singing
b) Karenwas singingvhen the phone rang.

c) Karenwas singingand she continued to do so for the rest of therradon.
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If we look at a sentence like 3-a, it is possildeirtterpret that the situation either
ended or did not, at whatever point in time whigmot contained in the scope through which
we see the situation; that interpretation would dre implicature, and thus it could be
cancelled if more information were to be providéalyoring either the end, as in 3-b, or
continuation of the situation, as in 3-c.

So Dahl (1985) is right when he states that defiritre imperfective as focusing on
internal stages of the situation might be mislegdeven though we can see, after analyzing
examples, what the authors who gave such a definitieant. Maybe a way to disambiguate
would be to remove the word “focus”; a sentencénwitperfective aspect could be seen, in
general, as locating the speaker and the intedodaside a certain stage of the situation,
either because they do not know about the otheyesfaor because that one part of the
situation is the important one and therefore the tmat is being talked about, while the
conclusion or not of the action is irrelevant.

Aside from that, there is more than just one kifcdspectual meaning that could be
seen as compatible with the definition of impeifegtwhich gives rise to many subdivisions
by many authors; our discussion of imperfective easp then, becomes even more
complicated when we start discussing these subaings the main ones being probably
progressive and habitual.

Comrie (1976), for example, subdivides imperfectite habitual and continuous, and
the latter is once again subdivided into progresaivd nonprogressive. That last distinction is
made much on Comrie’s statement that English diffeates progressive and nonprogressive
forms, like some languages do not; that is, wheaorgrogressive form is used in English, it
cannot be interpreted as progressive, that is, nacion taking place, while in other
languages that might be possible, as in SpanistPartdguese (cf. Comrie 1976).

The author states, then, that the definition of gpeesiveness could be “the
combination of progressive meaning and nonstatieammg” (COMRIE, 1976, p. 35),
because stative verbs usually cannot be used ipribgressive form. Examples would be
love, seeandhear. We do know, however, that nowadays some of theses have developed
progressive uses, in examples such’msloving that band’s new recordr I'm seeing a
whole different side of yoteven though it is arguable whether such usestatwe, there are
other examples of states being portrayed by pregresaspect, which result in a reading of a
temporary situation, as ihe was living with his mothefThis seems to suggest that the

compatibility of states with the progressive is aomatter of a different category of aspect,
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but a matter of the possible meanings that carebergted from the interaction of aspect and
aktionsart.

Examples with stative situations, though, are r@ only ones which contradict
Comrie’s claim. It is possible to think of exampletere the nonprogressive form could
picture a situation as in progress. Smith (1994test that sometimes perfective and
imperfective meaning can be found in the same seafeand the difference between them is
that something happens to interrupt something #lae was already happening, as in the

example in 4-a.

4
a) Michaelwas sleepingvhen the lightning stroke.

b) Michaelsleptwhen the lightning stroke.

In Smith’s explanation, then, the action depictgdtive progressive form, the one
which is interrupted, is seen from an imperfectp@nt of view, while the action that
interrupts it is seen as punctual, shown by peaxfe@spect. If we think of an example like the
one in 4-b, using the same logic, it is possibleterpret the action of sleeping, even if seen
by a nonprogressive form, as being in imperfectispect, not perfective. The action does not
even have to be interrupted; we could have a versfod-b sayingMichael slept when the
lightning stroke, and he didn’t wake ,uand we could still see the action of sleepingnas
progress.

It is not very clear, however, in Comrie’s accoumthat would constitute a
nonprogressive kind of aspect. Assuming that pssjve aspect is the one conveyed by
progressive forms, we could conclude that a nompsslve aspect would be conveyed by
simple forms. However, those are already the mar&éeither perfective or habitual aspect,
so what Comrie does not specify is what kind ofeasipal meaning would be associated to a
nonprogressive category of aspect, or which woeldtomarkers.

The author only mentions a few differences in megnbetween progressive and
nonprogressive forms, such as the aforementiongdmof a temporary situation associated
with the progressive, while a nonprogressive forould convey a more permanent state, as
in I'm living in Canadaas opposed tblive in CanadaBesides Comrie’s, there is no mention
of a nonprogressive type of aspect on either DaBIfgiton’s or Smith’s accounts, and it is

not considered as a separate category in this géper.
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We keep the notion of progressiveness, however, faidwing Brinton (2009) and
Smith (1997), include it into our account as a kafidmperfective aspect, since it portrays a
situation not in its entirety, but placing the dpmrain some point during its instantiation,
frequently in comparison with a situation seen ungerfective aspect, in which the
imperfective situation is either in progress wtihie perfective one happens or is interrupted
by it. We can see that by taking a look at the eplam

5

a) Michaelwas sleepingvhen |_started working

b) | was lookingfor Andy when she appearedt of nowhere.

That association of imperfective and perfectiveeasps quite frequent, in a sort of
comparison in which the imperfective can be seen &asference point, as lasting longer in
time than the other action, or by serving as a ¢amknd to it. That is probably why whether
such a situation was finished or unfinished and misenot relevant and in most cases not
mentioned.

As for habitual aspect, Comrie defines it as désagi “a situation which is
characteristic of an extended period of time” (COERL976, p. 28). This kind of aspect is
often theme of discussion when compared to itezatimeaning. The difference (and

similarities) could be seen in the examples in 6:

6
a) Johnplayed guitarin the 90’s.

b) Johnknockedon the door many times.

The fact that there is repetition of an action othbsentences is what actually gives
room to doubt. However, it is easy to see thatthenfirst example, in 6-a, we see different
instantiations throughout a period of time of tiaeng action while, on the second, we have a
single instantiation of the repetition of an actievhich has the property of being
instantaneous. Habituality can be seen as a typspact, while iterativity is a combination of
aspect and aktionsart. Therefore, when we refliatotual aspect in our analysis, we will be
referring to situations depicted as in the firshmyple, that is, as different instantiations of an

action throughout a period of time.
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We could say that habitual aspect focuses morehenperiod of time throughout
which these repeated actions occur than on therecthemselves, and whether this period of
time is finished or not is uncertain or not spexfi That is probably why habitual is so often
included as a type of imperfective aspect, as im@gs account.

Brinton (2009) argues that habitual aspect doesbeéing in a classification as a
subdivision of imperfective aspect, though. Thehats arguments are basically two: first,
habitual aspect does not show situations as uh&di®r incomplete; rather, even though the
focus is on the repetition of those actions throaghuncertain and maybe even unfinished
period of time, the actions themselves are not asancomplete. The second reason that the
author presents is about the fact that, in addiiothe aspectualize(to be) used t@nd(to
be) accustomed tdabitual aspect can be and is most commonly gawvdy the simple
forms of verbs, the same ones used to convey pdemeaning, as we can see in the

examples in 7.

7

a) Peterused tomake his own toys.
b) Petemrmadehis own toys.

c) Petemadea toy yesterday.

d) Petemakeshis own toys.

In 7-a and 7-b, we have basically no differencenganing between the useusfed to
and the use of the simple form of the verb to cgnagpectual aspect. In 7-c, we show an
example of how the same form (namely, the simp$t)@an convey either habitual aspect, as
in 7-b, or perfective, as is the case of 7-c, waithlear difference in meaning, since 7-c is a
single instantiation of the action as opposed &odther examples. In 7-d, the example with
the verb in the present tense also conveys halagpsct; the difference is it refers to a habit
that occurs in the present instead of in the past.

Thus, we can see that habitual has similaritiesamby with imperfective, but also
with perfective, which could serve as an argumerfavor of including habitual as a type of
perfective, as well as it is included as a typeimperfective. The fact that it shares
characteristics with both perfective and imperfestiwhich are the greatest opposites in
studies on aspect, is reason enough, in my opin@npt include it under either of them; |

follow Dahl (1985) and Brinton (2009), thereforedareat it as a separate type of aspect.
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Nevertheless, there are still examples of situatithrat fit in an imperfective aspect
framework, but which are different from progresssituations. Brinton (2009) suggests a
subcategory of imperfective named continuativeypee tof aspect that “views a situation as

continuing rather than ending” (BRINTON, 2009, 8).9n 8 we have examples:

8
a) Ally continued working

b) Glennwent on livingafter the accident.

As Brinton (2009) points out, continuative aspextmost commonly expressed by
such aspectualizers @s continueandto keep onand | would addo go on as in the
examples above. Continuative aspect, thus, vietusitBins as continuing after a literal or
implied interruption, or, as | will point out ancemplify in chapter 3, especially in cases in
which a continuative particle is employed, thiskiof aspect could also have a meaning in
which the “continuation” is used simply to emphasihat the situation took a long time,
possibly longer than originally expected.

The perfect aspect is, as Comrie (1976) points werty commonly confused with
perfective, and these terms are sometimes userthatggeably, even though the kinds of
aspect they represent are actually quite diffefimh each other. Perfect aspect is a kind of
aspect which refers to a situation that is locatedthe past, usually finished but not
necessarily (BRINTON, 2009), but which has somelldfhrelevance to the present, as in the

examples:

9
a) | haven’'t broughimy umbrella (and that is why | am drenched.)
b) Robinhas been runningwhich is why she is in such good shape.)

In 9-a, the fact that someone forgot to bring arbratia could be relevant in the
present as the reason, for instance, why this passdrenched. Similarly, the fact that Robin
has been running could have as an effect in theeptehat she is in good shape physically.
The perfect, in English, is expressed by perfecin$y such as present perfect (9-a) and
present perfect continuous (9-b).

According to Brinton (2009), the accounts whichgem phase (or punctual) aspects,
divided into ingressive and egressive, usually diescsuch a kind of aspect as a subdivision
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of perfective. However, since the idea of suchtagmry is that ingressive aspect would focus
on the beginning of a situation, while egressiveidocus on the end of a situation, it seems
contrived to have them be a kind of perfective,chitdoes not focus on any parts of situations
(BRINTON, 2009, p. 52).

Thus, the author treats phase aspect as a separdtef aspect. Ingressive aspect is
usually expressed by the aspectualizerstartandto begin as in examples 10-a and 10-b,
while egressive is conveyed by the aspectualizessop to ceaseandto finish as in 10-c and
10-d.

10

a) Lily started writingher paper this morning.
b) Marshallbegan studyingrrench.

c) Lily stopped writingher paper.

d) Lily finished writingher paper.

In 10-a and 10-b, we see two sentences with actstiasvn by ingressive aspect,
focusing, thus, on the beginning of situations, elgnthe writing of a paper and the studying
of the French language. As for 10-c and 10-d, theth show actions seen under egressive
aspect, that is, with focus on the ending of theasion. However, there is a difference in
meaning between 10-c and 10-d: while 10-c impled Lily gave up writing, or interrupted
the writing for a while, in 10-d we understand thia paper is ready, so that Lily does not
have to write on it anymore. The focus of bothti & the ending of the situation, though.
To ceaséhas a similar meaning &s stop and therefore also implies that the endpoint meats
reached.

Thus, so far, we end up with an aspectual scheamg much like Brinton’s (2009),
containing such categories as perfective, impaveddivided further into progressive and
continuative), phase (subdivided into ingressivel agressive), and perfect. With our

aspectual scheme defined, we may now move on tdiskkassion about aktionsart meaning.

2.3 AKTIONSART

Discussions about aktionsart generate as muchaxanfty as those about aspect, but

one of the few things most scholars agree on isaldiscussion on the matter must mention
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Vendler's (1957) typology, whether it is adopted rmt. Vendler's account consists of a
classification into the following categories: stteactivities, accomplishments and
achievements. According to Verkuyl (1989), Vendietypology, as well as others such as
Kenny's (1963), go back to Aristoltethe categories of states and activities weret firs
mentioned by him.

However, before we start introducing Vendler's gatees, it is important to define a
few semantic features which will help us in ouraggions and argumentations throughout
this part of the chapter, namely, dynamicity, igfiand durativity. According to Brinton
(2009), these binary distinctions have been adddesy most studies on aktionsart; even
though some authors present additional oppositittrese are the only three features which
are agreed upon in all accounts researched fostady (Brinton 2009, Smith 1997, Comrie
1976). They can be represented as equipollentristas in static/dynamic, telic/atelic and
durative/instantaneous, or as privative oppositisush as [+static] or [-static], [+telic] or [-
telic] and [+durative] or [-durative]. Even thoutitere is some debate about which is the best
representation (for instance Olsen, 1994), in thaper either one may appear with no
difference in treatment resulting from that.

Dynamicity defines whether a situation is staticdgnamic, and differentiates states
(as Vendler's category) from events (Vendler's \atés, accomplishments and
achievements). States tend to stay the same, ustessthing happens to change them,
whereas events, or dynamic situations, need neutsrgf energy in order to continue taking
place (COMRIE, 1976, p. 49Know and believe could be seen as prototypical static
situations, which are not likely to change if someg else does not happen to cause that
change, whilerun andtalk are good examples of dynamic ones, and will onlgtioue if
there are regular inputs of energy. Vendler (1268s not talk explicitly about dynamicity or
any of the other features, but he does talk alfmutifference betweemnning andknowing
geographyfor example, saying that the former is a procest stages succeeding each other
in time, such as the legs moving and the feet togcthe ground one after the other, while
the latter is not a procesknowing geographywhich is static, does not include any stages
succeeding one another in time (VENDLER, 1957 44.-145).

Telicity is a feature that indicates whether aaitan has or does not have a telos, that
Is, a definite endpoint, or a climax; a point whids to be reached in order for the situation to

have been completed. That wayn could be said to be atelic, whilen a mileis a typically

! Aristotle. Metaphysics, infhe Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised OxfordTranslation Il . 1552-
1728. Princeton, 1984.
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telic situation. Comrie (1976) exemplifies with thetions ofsinging and making a chair
saying that the first does not have a terminal fpdihat is, it can simply stop and it will still
be true that someone has sung, or it can contimiefinitely in time. Differentlymaking a
chair does have a terminal point, which has to be rehébeit to be true that someone has
built a chair; also, once that endpoint is reactied,action cannot continue beyond it; the
chair is made. Maybe this person can proceed twlibgi another chair, but that action of
making a chaiiis obligatorily terminated (COMRIE, 1976, p. 44).

This feature puts Vendler's states and activitiesone side, as atelic situations, and
accomplishments and achievements on the other agléglic situations. It is important to
stress that aktionsart only indicates the presefseich a feature. The endpoint’s attainment
or not will be given by the aspect chosen (impéivecaspect would show that the endpoint
was not reached, for example, while perfective wondlicate it was).

As for durativity, it separates events that takeetifrom those that occur in a single,
instantaneous moment. An example of a durativastn could beclimb a mountainwhile
reach the topwould happen in a single instant. That is the ueathat will differentiate
Vendler's accomplishments from achievements.

Now that we are better equipped to describe Verdlsategories, we can start by
talking about states. This is the only static catggand thus the only one marked [+static],
while all the other three categories are markethtied. States also take time, that is, are
marked [+durative], and will therefore answer thestionfor how long? Since they do not
have a natural endpoint, states are also [-t€ligpical examples includknow believeand
love, as shown in examples 11-a and 11-b. As mentiahede, states can also be used to
describe places and situations, as in 11-c, wheresérbdecorateis not used in a dynamic
sense, seeing as the NBegutiful paintingk could not be its subject, since they are not
agentive; therefore, we interpret that as a desonf the decoration in a certain place, and

thus a state.

11

a) BarneyknowsJapanese.

b) Danabelievedin God.

c) Beautiful paintingsiecoratedhe walls.

Activities also take time and are, thus, [+durdtibeit, being marked [-static], they are

events instead of states. They also do not hawendpoint, and are consequently marked [-
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telic], so that they can happen during a periotimé and then simply stop. Activities “go on
in time in a homogenous way; any part of the pregesf the same nature as the whole”
(VENDLER, 1957, p. 146), in that any instantiatiohrunning, whatever distance is run or
whatever period of time is spent doing it, congtisuan action afunning Activities will also
answer the questidior how long? and examples could be, besides, push a cart, walk and
talk, as shown in the examples that follow.

12
a) Ted and Barney attalking on the phone.
b) My fatherwent fishing

c) Gracedances

Accomplishments take a certain time, that is, theye a natural endpoint, and
therefore have “the notion of unique and definiteet periods” (VENDLER, 1957, p. 149).
They are, therefore, [+durative] and [+telic], s of course being [-static].
Accomplishments will answer the questibow long did it take?and the presence of an
inherent endpoint will differentiate them from agies in that not every instantiation of
driving will constitute the action adriving to Bostononly an action ofiriving that arrives at
Boston and takes the amount of time necessary sodeill be an instantiation afriving to
Boston so that if the action stops at any point befdvat ndpoint, it will not have been
completed, whereas a simple action drving, whenever interrupted, will still have
constituted an instantiation adriving. Besidesdriving to Boston other examples of
accomplishments could lagaw a circleandrun a mile as well as the ones in 13.

13
a) Olivia is going to New York
b) Lily startedwriting her paper

c) Patrickbuilt a sandcastle

As for achievements, they can be described asgghiiece in a single moment, and
are, therefore, [-durative], answering the questibmwhat moment? They are also [-static]
and [+telic]. Examples includeach the topwin the raceandspot somethingas well as the

ones in 14.
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14
a) The ballshattered the window
b) Peterarrived.

c) Ellafell asleep

All three examples in 14 are situations which tpkece in a single moment; in 14-a,
the amount of time that it might have taken thd tmlcome in contact with the window is
irrelevant and not even mentioned; the moment whey actually do come in contact and the
glass breaks is a single one, whose duration caarnary. Similarly, the time that Peter
took, in 14-b, to go from wherever he was beforevteerever it is he arrived at does not
appear whearrive is used; the instant in which he does arrivesmgle one. As for 14-c, the
time when Ella falls asleep is a unique moment, sghduration does not vary or cannot be
measured, independently of how long she lay inldefdre she was finally asleep.

As widely adopted as Vendler's typology is, howeuérhas been issue of debate
among other authors. Mourelatos (1978), for examglestions a differentiation between
accomplishments and achievements, based much ofa¢hehat Kenny (1963), who also
based his typology in Aristotle, came up with oahe category, “performances”, as opposed
to those two of Vendler’'s classes. Mourelatos (3J9f8ues that both accomplishments and
achievements have definite duration in time angbeimds, and an accomplishment’s endpoint
could be seen, in the author's view, as an achiemem find the following excerpt in
Vendler's argumentation to be very clarifying orstimatter, as already pointed out in Endres
(2010).

When | say that it took me an hour to write a keftehich is an accomplishment), |
imply that the writing of the letter went on duritigat hour. This is not the case
with achievements. Even if one says that it took lthree hours to reach the
summit, one does not mean that teachingof the summit went on during those
hours. Obviously it took three hours of climbingreach the top. Put in another
way: if | write a letter in an hour, then | can sélyam writing a letter” at any time

during that hour; but if it takes three hours taate the top, | cannot say, “I am
reaching the top” at any moment of that period. \WEER, 1957, p. 148)

It is a fair statement that the endpoint of an ag@éshment, at least in some cases,
could be an achievement, but the differentiatiotwben the two makes it possible to refer
either to the process and its result (the accommpient), as irclimb the mountairfwhich will
only be finished when the top is reached), andsthgle moment when the climbing finishes,

reach the togachievement). Therefore, while an accomplishnmesitides the process and its
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result in the same situation, an achievement dogsbeing “a single-stage event, detached
from any associated process” (SMITH, 1997, p. 3P-31
Similarly, Comrie (1976) does not think that a attan which fits into Vendler’s

category of achievements could be telic, as becateas in the excerpt:

In expressions referring to telic situations itngortant that there should be both a
process leading up to the terminal point as welthesterminal point. Thus the
example quoted abovdphn reached the summits not telic, since one cannot
speak of the process leading up to John’s reagffitige summit by sayingohn is
reaching the summi{COMRIE, 1976, p. 47)

What Comrie states is that a telic event shoultlude the process, but that does not
seem to be the case. Smith (1997) argues thatvachents are telic, because they promote a
change of state. It does make sense that it sedohgooimagine a definite endpoint to a
situation which has no duration and is thus verffiadit to divide into stages such as
beginning or ending. Therefore, achievements cay lm considered telic if we assume that
change of state is part of the meaning of telias/Smith (1997) claims. Let us take a look at

the examples in 15.

15

a) Maryfoundher bracelet.
b) Ellafell asleep

c) Mary coughed

d) Ellaknockedon the door.

In the first two sentences, we can observe a chahgtte, while in the last two, the
same thing does not occur. In 15-a, there is aghdéiom a state in which Mary does not
know where her bracelet is to one in which she #oesv where it is; similarly, in 15-b, there
iIs a change of state from one in which Ella is aavak one in which she is asleep. In 15-c,
Mary’s coughing does not promote a change of stetéher does Ella’s knocking on the
door. It does not make sense to say that, in ibece is a change from a state in which Mary
had not coughed to one in which she had, or that5td, there is a change from a state in
which the door was not knocked on to one in whicgh or has been knocked on.

Therefore, in Smith’s (1997) conception, the exaaph 15-a and 15-b are telic and
belong to the category of achievements, while tesan 15-c and 15-d are not telic and thus

do not belong to the same category, belonging thengroup known as semelfactives. In this
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paper, achievements and whether they are telicobiare not included in our main focus.
However, | tend to side with Smith (1997) and cdasiachievements to be telic, admitting
thus the meaning of change of state as a possiigécation of telicity. | do not, however,
consider every change of state to be telicity; geanf state can accompany it, but the
essential characteristic of a telic event is thesence of a telos, a definite endpoint.

Another criticism to Vendler’s typology concerreetfact that the categories seemed
to be an attempt to classifierbs Mourelatos (1978, p. 419) points out that verbs bave
aspectual “multivalence” and therefore fit more nthist one category, arguing that a
classification should be offered in terms of vemedication instead of verbs only. Smith
(1997, p. 2) observes that situation type, her temaktionsart, is expressed by the verb and
its complements, the “verb constellation”, in hemts. Brinton (2009, p. 31) states that “we
must recognize that aktionsart is a feature ofdhtre sentence and that it is difficult to
specify the ‘basic’ aktionsart of any verb”.

Agreeing with these authors, the notion of comjmsality is adopted, as it has
already been stated, not only to talk about aktidnsut also to talk about aspect, as
demonstrated with examples above of how aspecanaliand other elements can influence
the grammatical aspect as much as or even moreirfiantion. We therefore do not talk
aboutverbs but about situations, as also discussed in teeiqus section, which can be
described by verbs, or by verbs and other elemsamtounding it, such as, for example,
aspectual particles, which is our main subject.

| argue that all languages, as different from eatier as they may be, tend to
represent the same or very similar phenomena duodtisins, and, if we have situations in
mind when we think of aktionsart, and that aktiohgainherent to situations, and not verbs,
the need for a language-specific classificationmsemexistent, since the same situations will
be classified, independently of how they can beesgnted in language. What will be
language-specific, then, is the way in which thsseations will be represented. That is a
notion that is defended by Verkuyl (1989), who riaithat, as mentioned above, that Vendler
did not intend his typology to be one of verbs, hatontological typology; it does seem
unlikely that Vendler intended to classify verbsemtone of his categories is mainly made up
of examples whose aktionsart is determined by amditfed to the verb.

Authors have offered other categories to be adol&tndler’s original schema. Smith
(1997), for example, offers the category named #awstes, mentioned briefly above, a
term which appears in Comrie (1976), being definasdreferring “to a situation that takes

place once and once only (e.g. one single couddPMRIE, 1976, P. 42). For the author,
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semelfactivity contrasts with iterativity, which wid be the repetition of an instantaneous
situation (for example, many coughs).

In Smith (1997), semelfactives become a categorsitaations which are [-static], [-
durative], and [-telic], being atelicity the onlyfférence between them and achievements.
Thus, the examples in 15-c and 15-d above woulihtiit this new category. Other examples
might includeblink, sneezgor kick We do not mention semelfactives again througlogt
rest of the paper, but such a category could beded in the scheme for aktionsart adopted
in this thesis.

Brinton (2009) also offers a category, which théhaucalls series. In order to be able
to describe this category, we need to mention thatauthor includes, in her aktionsart
scheme, an additional semantic feature: multiglicihe author defines this feature as serving
“to differentiate series from activities” (p. 56¢ that series would be the only category
marked for multiplicity.

Series would be, thus, a category which actuallysjtabitual aspect and a situation
which is an activity, an accomplishment or an aefmeent (BRINTON, 2009, p. 55). The
author does not offer examples, but we could imagihat something likdlike runs in the
park three times a weesould fit into that category. However, that doet seem like a
category which should belong in a scheme for akhon since it refers simply to the
interaction of a kind of aspect with events. Iftthategory should be implemented, then there
should also be categories treating, for instartoe,interaction of perfective or imperfective
with telicity, and the effect on the attainmentnmt of the endpoint. Multiplicity, then, does
not seem like a legitimate feature to be part ofakiionsart scheme, as well as the category
of series.

To sum up, in our aktionsart scheme we have adogésdiler's categories, namely,
states, activities, accomplishments and achievesnéiie also agree with Smith’'s (1997)
category of semelfactives. Such a classificatiderseto situations instead of only verbs,
which are compositional and are thus made up ebwarelements in the sentence. In the next
section, we briefly discuss post-verbal particlesth emphasis on the ones which have

aspectual meanings.
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2.4 POST-VERBAL PARTICLES

Post-verbal particles are common in Germanic laggs, as well as Slavic languages.
To the first group belongs English, with a wideiggyr of such structures, commonly known
as phrasal verbs. When discussed in the literaégecially by traditional grammars, they
are usually divided into two groups: the one whocmprises literal phrasal verbs, and the
one with idiomatic phrasal verbs.

Literal phrasal verbs, or compositional verb-pae&ti constructions, as Jackendoff
(2002) calls them, receive those names due toatiettiat the meanings of the simple verb
and the directional particle remain practicallyacttin the combination of the two, asrim
away andthrow out They are not, however, to be mistaken for contimna of verb plus
preposition.

As for idiomatic phrasal verbs, they are thus chlbecause their meaning cannot be
understood as a combination of verb and partielger, their meaning is arbitrary; the verb
and the particle hardly ever serve as a meansnfgoree to even try to guess the meaning of
such a combination. Examples couldpe upanddo away Here the term idiomatic makes
no reference to any claims concerning what it cou&hn or represent in any other contexts
and fields of study; it is merely the current nagneen by most grammars and studies to these
specific structures.  We will again talk about latlefor compositional) and idiomatic phrasal
verbs on chapter 3, when we discuss the syntaaifepties of aspectual post-verbal particles.

Those are not, however, the only verb-particlmlgimations in the English language.
The objects of study in this paper are the comlmnatof a verb with its original meaning,
plus a particle which does not either add a dioeeti meaning to it, nor makes with it an
idiomatic combination with opaque meaning; ratheontributes some kind of aspectual
meaning to it, which could be compared to that gilkg some kind of expression, an NP, or
an AP, for example. That addition changes the &xit grammatical aspect, as discussed
above, that the verb originally had, as we canrséee examples:

16

a) The place waslling up.

b) The place wa#lling completely

c) Mike stood up anavalked onafter he fell.

d) Mike stood up andontinued to wallafter he fell.
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In 16-a and 16-b, the meaning is practically eqemnabetween the sentence with the
aspectual particle and the one which has the cARpletely both are adding a natural
endpoint tofilling; not only the place was filling with a great qugnbf people, but it was
completely filled, to the limit. The particle thuslds the meaning of telicity to the verb.
Similarly, the examples in 16-c and 16-d are alsisthy correspondent to each other in that
they both present the idea of continuing to watkraén interruption. In this case, the particle
adds a continuative aspect meaning to the simple ve

The aspectual meanings that can be contributeaspgctual particles are, basically,
telicity and continuative aspect. Telic particlesludeup, shown in the example above, as
well asdown off, out, through overandaway As for continuative particles, they ag, also
seen aboveglong andaway. On the next chapter, the meanings, both aspeatuhbny other
associated meanings belonging to aspectual partiglebe analyzed in detail.

This chapter’'s aim was to present the matters hvhre the object of our analyses in
the remainder of the paper, as well as to explantiheoretical background behind them and
choose certain views so we can trace the persgeatiopted here as the rest of the text goes.
On the next chapter, we proceed to discussing spectual as well as associated meanings

which aspectual post-verbal particles add to veihsn both are combined together.
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3 TO END OR TO CONTINUE: THE SEMANTICS OF ASPECTUAL PARTICLES
IN ENGLISH

In the previous chapter the aim was to discusditiiature on aspect and aktionsart,
so that we could come up with what is to be ounpof view throughout the rest of the
paper. In this chapter, we focus on the aspecteahings that post-verbal particles can add to
the simple verbs they are associated with, as agetither meanings they provide in addition.
In order to do that, we start by discussing comm@aempts at semantic descriptions towards
particles, and explaining why they are not goingoéoadopted here. Then, we discuss the
notion of productivity in Jackendoff (2002), whiahll be useful to us later on in this chapter
and in the next one. Finally, the two following sews in the chapter are dedicated to
describing the two kinds of aspectual meanings ssei@e aspectual particles to have, namely
telicity and continuativity. In doing so, we dissusach particle as to the meanings it may
add, from pure aspectual meanings to associateaingsa while examining examples in
order to verify the descriptions given. Our dedoips then lead us to conclusions about the

semantic descriptions of these patrticles.

3.1 ASPECTUAL PARTICLES IN THE LITERATURE

In traditional English grammar books, as mentiomedchapter 2, the meanings of
particles are usually classified as either litenaidiomatic, depending on the opacity of the
particle’s (and the verb’s) meaning. Only a fewngmaars do mention the possibility of
particles having aspectual meanings, such as @Gélceia and Larsen-Freeman (1999), but
most, including this one, do not really offer theshaccurate aspectual descriptions.

The main problem with the analysis of aspectudigas in Celce-Murcia and Larsen-
Freeman (1999), for example, is that it seems tduse notions. For instance, the authors
classifytake off in an example likdohn took offas aspectual, in a semantic class they call
“inceptive”, when that is clearly an example of idiomatic particle verb. They also have a
category of “completive” aspectual phrasal verbgjcW includes particles which we call
completive (or, rather, telic) here, but some ef éxamples do not seem to represent that kind

of meaning, such dd out in whichoutdoes not add an endpoint; instead, verb and feartic
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form an idiomatic combination — which is, in tunelic, but not as a consequence of the
addition of the verb.

The authors also seem to mingle the concepts ioftyehnd continuativity, as well as
others, in the aspectual category for phrasal vettish they call “continuative”; they show
on andalong with such a use, in a way much like that whichdeéend on this chapter, but
also include examples daflong with another kind of meaning, that of doing sonregh
together as income along In addition,through which is a telic particle, is described as
having continuative meaning, even though the asthwntion that its meaning is usually that
of “from beginning to end”. Yet another problem lwihe continuative class of phrasal verbs
described by the authors is the presencar@findin its meaning of an activity done without
purpose, a quite productive combination, but whosaning does not seem to be aspectual,
as it is not, really, related to either intrinsicoircumstantial time features.

It is not only traditional grammars, however, tigate aspectual post-verbal particles
semantic descriptions which are considered inadeqerording to the views adopted in this
paper. Brinton (2009) mentions a number of authdre seem to follow what she calls the
resultative or causative analysis; such a viewpatds that particles, in general, convey a
result. According to that, in an example suchttasw out the interpretation would be that
something was caused to et by throwing (BOLINGER, 197% apud Brinton 2009).

Such an analysis, especially when applied to aspkparticles, seems to stem from
the fact that telicity is sometimes confused widlsuitativity (as well as with goal); some
verbs have a goal (usually verbs of movement),samde verbs have a result, and that usually
comes along with a telos; when the goal is reactiedend has also been reached, and when
the result is obtained, that also means that tlos teas been attained. A telos, however, does
not entail a result or a goal. A telic event suslslaep the whole nightas a telos, but does
not have a goal (in the sense of a place where @oener something is moving towards) or a
result — only, maybe, that the person who sleptthele night is rested; but that might even
turn out not to be the case. There is no resultlvlg an intrinsic part of the meaning of such
an event asleeping the whole night

There could be cases of verb-particle constructisimch end up presenting a
resultative meaning, but those are most commombctonal particles, like the example just
mentionedthrow out which, in a sentence such thsow the garbage outhas the reading

that, as a result afhrowing the garbage now happens to d&, instead ofin. Another

2 BOLINGER, Dwight.The phrasal verb in English Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971.
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example could bg@ush the window ypand, in this case, the window is caused taupby
pushing (upwards)These examples could be compared to other résalt@onstructions such
asshoot (somebody) deadose (the door) shutut (something) open

A resultative reading is hardly applicable, howeweridiomatic phrasal verbs; it is
inconceivable that a plane was caused tofbby taking or that a word wasp as a result of
looking A resultative or causative reading is also odthaspectual particles, if we consider
a reading such as the milk was caused togdey drinking, or that someone (something?) was
caused to ben by driving. We may thus conclude that such an interpretatoaid only work
for directional meanings, and not for all partio{BRINTON, 2009).

Another common (especially towards telic particlegt, in my opinion, not
appropriate way to describe aspectual particlessishough they were perfective markers.
Not only in terms of the meanings of aspectualigied, but in general, it seems to be a quite
common misconception that telicity is the sameghas perfectivity, which it is not. What
gives room to doubt is that they can be conneaadntrinsic endpoint, which is the telicity
that a situation may or may not have as an inhdeattire, may be understood to have been
attained if we have this situation being portragggerfective aspect.

However, to assume that the two things are ortharsame shows a flawed notion of
both aspect and aktionsart, as separate thingsasmhenomena which interact with each
other. As claimed in chapter 2 and just abovegitglis a feature present in situations which
have a definite endpoint; that is inherent and adu#schange depending on the kind of aspect
through which the situation is seen; however, #hestwill be shown to have been attained or
not depending on the kind of aspect.

Usually, as mentioned above, a telic situation sewter perfective aspect will provide
the reading in which, in that certain instantiatioihthat situation, the telos was achieved.
Similarly, if seen through imperfective aspect, specific instantiation of such telic situation
will be understood as not having had its telosiméth Based on those assertions, Brinton
(2009) concludes and | defend that telic parti¢kesd certainly not continuative particles)
should not be seen as perfectivity markers.

Following Brinton (2009), | take the aspectual megs conveyed by post-verbal
particles to be basically of two kinds: telic akisart and continuative (or iterative, depending
on the durativity of the event) aspect, being thst fthe group with the most members,
namelyup, down off, out, through overandaway, while the latter’s rather smaller, but quite

productive inventory consists of onbn, along andaway What is meant by productivity,
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here, is the point to be made in the next sectignich discusses Jackendoff's (2002)
definition of that notion and its applicability pmst-verbal particles.

3.2 PRODUCTIVITY IN JACKENDOFF (2002)

Jackendoff (2002) addresses an important issueMihi@onsider on this paper, which,
as the author says himself, can be summed up iguéstion: “What parts of an utterance can
be constructed online, and what parts must be dtore long-term memory?”
(JACKENDOFF, 2002, p. 67). In order to address,ttte author distinguishes between, on
one hand, lexical item and grammatical word, andl,tiee other hand, productive and
semiproductive combinations.

A lexical item is a piece of language that is etbin memory, while grammatical
words are units which are bigger than affixes, $maller than phrases. As for productive
versus semiproductive combinations, this diffeian is the one between structures (for
example, a word and an affix) which combine freelg, long as they meet each other’s
(syntactic, semantic, phonological, etc) requirerseand those whose combination is much
more restricted.

Language users know what productive structuresgfwvbombine rather freely) mean
as well as whether their combination is possibing room to well-known (for instance the
addition of-s for plural to common nouns) and to new combinai¢for example adding the
plural suffix to a word that has just been invehtetlich are understood by other speakers of
the language. Semiproductive combinations, on therdand, of which an example could be,
as the author mentions, the irregular verbs in iBhghre those in which the elements are not
as free to combine; even though these combinati@ve a certain regularity, as in, for
instance sing/sang ring/rang, that is obviously not the most common pattern doés not
repeat often enough so that the affix can be censttito mean, say, the simple pasteals
taken to mean.

The outcome of semiproductive combinations, tlwesefmust be listed in the lexicon
individually, which is not the case with productigembinations, which need not be listed
and, instead, can be built online, like phrasesxCKENDOFF, 2002, p. 68). As the author
highlights, such a conception of these ideas assanteeatment of productive structures, like
affixes, for instance, as lexical items, wheth&ytare grammatical words or not (which is not

the case for affixes).
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Jackendoff (2002) claims that these concepts canapplied to verb-particle
constructions, not only in lexical terms but alsthveyntactic consequences, as we will see in
detail in chapter 4. In this chapter, however, vay aomment on the productivity or not of
particles, in accordance with the author's defimtiand leave the syntactic matters to be
commented on later. In the next section, we exarthieetelic particles, by far the biggest
group, and, in the next section, we talk aboutdhmller group, namely, the continuative

particles.

3.3 TELIC PARTICLES

We begin by describing the telic particles. Inemgral way, we can see their influence
on simple verbs as the following; a telic partide@dded to an otherwise atelic verb, therefore
an activity, for example, altering its aktionsaytddding an intrinsic endpoint to the situation
referred to, turning it into an accomplishment.

The process is much like the addition of an NFhtoverb, indicating an endpoint, as
in the activity run as opposed to the accomplishment a mile or, more specifically
concerning the addition of telic particles, theutesf the addition olp, for instance, to the
activity clean is quite similar to the addition of the A€bmpletely turning it into an
accomplishment. A comparison can be seen in 1séméences in 1-a and 1-c present atelic
situations, and both the addition of an NP in 1dd & telic particle in 1-d change the

aktionsart of the situations.

1

a) Annie was drawing.

b) Annie was drawin@ circle.

c) Annie was cleaning the house.

d) Annie was cleaningp the house.

In order to verify whether a verb-particle combioatis conveying telicity or not,
tests for accomplishments can be used, such asrbse offered by Dowty (1979). For
example, accomplishments are compatible with espras liketake an hour to \andin...,

so combinations of verbs plus telic particles stidad as well:
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2
a) It took us a week tdrink upthat bottle of wine.

b) The housdurned downn an hour.

Accomplishments are also compatible with egressnagkers, but with different
meaningsfinish indicates the attainment of the endpoint, whtlgpandceasedoes not.

3
a) Lucy finished writing the lettertlje letter is writteh
b) Lucy stopped/ceased writing the lettehd letter is not (entirely) writtgn

When used witlalmost accomplishments are ambiguous in that it is he#rovhether
the action was almost finished or if it was almststrted. The example in 4 can be used to

demonstrate such ambiguity.

4
a) Robin almost cleaned up the house.

If such a sentence is uttered without any addidi@ontext given, the interlocutor will
probably be in doubt as to whether Robin almossHied cleaning up the house (she was, say,
interrupted by a phone call, or she had an app@ntrand had to stop cleaning in order to
make it in time), or if she almost started (and stinmg stopped her from doing it altogether),
and, therefore, the event never even took plaed.dh the first situation, some cleaning was
done, while, in the second, none was.

If we submit the examples we are about to showe#mh of the telic particles to the
tests briefly mentioned above, the situations preesk will behave as accomplishments,
which they are once they receive the particle. dhes which are most commonly used with
telic meanings arap, down off andout, while the rest of the particles which can havehsa
meaning, even though they are used very often,atddefound in as many examples, namely
through overandaway:.

Due to being the most widely used telic partiaip, has received the title of “the
aktionsart particle par excellence” (DENISON, 198537). Denison names it “completive
up”, because its telic contribution is similar, mgntioned above, to the addition of an AP

such as “completely”. | believe it is safe to shgtup has the most “pure” telic meaning, as
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we can observe in the examples in 5 and as wilbioecclear when we describe the different
shades of meaning presented by the other partictée group.

5

a) The store haslosed up

b) Weused upthe paper.

c) The clothes are outsidying up

d) It's going to take a lot of water fdl up the tank.

In 5-a, the meaning is completely different if wengpare it to the meaning of the
simple verb; by saying a store ¢dosed we simply mean it is not open anymore today,
probably because it is late at night, or becauseatholiday, but when we say itdbsed up
that means the store will never open its doorsmagss for 5-b, saying that someounsed the
papermight generate a reading in which all the papailable is now gone, but such reading
is no longer possible if we add more informatioar Example, in a sentence suchnasused
the paper (to write), and the blackboard to drame no longer have any indication (in fact it
becomes very unlikely a reading) that the pap@&ver, whereasve used up the papeioes
imply that there is no more paper left.

In example 5-c, we could have the same meaningsengence sayintpe clothes are
outside drying as in meaning that the clothes are hanging aataiih the objective of
becoming dry, but the use of the particle emphasikaat they will be hanging outside until
they are completely dry, while the use of the sengdrb could mean that they will be hung
somewhere else — for instance, inside — latehatrthey will stay outside even after they are
dry. In addition, not all uses of the vedby will imply being or becoming completely dry,
whereas the use of the verb plus the particle avirmplies that.

As for example 5-d, not necessarily does everyamigtion offill imply that the
whole container — in this case, a tank — was filledile the use of the particle makes it clear
that the meaning is to fill it completely. Thus,an example such d%d filled the glass with
the remaining watereven though there is a telos, it is connecteth& point where the
remaining water will end, not to the point where tilass fills up, as in the sentence we have
in 5-d. It is not clear whether the remaining wates enough to fill the glass completely,
even because it would be an uncanny coincidentkeifremaining quantity of water was

exactly the amount of water necessary to compldiilg glass. However, if the particle is
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used, as in our example, there is no interpretaiassible other than one in which the whole
glass is filled with water.

As we can see through the examples, the addifiop & indeed almost equivalent to
the addition of an AP such asmpletely That is not the case of all other telic particles
will become clear in our analysis; while we can #agtup has the “purest” telic meaning,
other particles bring other meanings along witht#les they add to the situations they take
part in.Downis an example of that.

When verbs are added the partid®wvn their meaning receive, besides the telos, a
meaning of “down to the ground”, “down to destroati, or “down to the feet”, as pointed
out by Brinton (2009). Let us take a look at thenparison between the addition of bagh

anddownas telic particles to the vedurn, an example originally given in Endres (2010):

6
a) The housdurned up
b) The housdurned down

Even though both examples tell us that the housguestion was (completely)
destroyed by fire, on the first example we do retenthe meaning of “down to the ground”
that is implied by the second example; we can thatge that there is an emphasis on the
destruction in 6-b, with the choice dbwnas a telic particle. Not only there was a firdha
house, and not only such house was destroyed (vidichplied in 6-a), but there were also
no walls left standing; the whole house wlasvn on the groundt the end of the fire.

On 7 we have more examplesdmfwnbeing used as a telic particle, in which such an

additional meaning is also present:

7

a) The cops found that the door had bbesken dowrby the thieves.
b) The ecosystem is threatened with all forests beiriglownlike this.
c) You have tacut downthe sugar from your diet.

d) Ted wasknocked dowiby Barney.

e) | feel reallybeat dowrafter a semester of such hard work.

In 7-a, there is a clear difference between sathiatja door idrokenand saying it is

broken downwhen it isbroken downit is literally on the floor, completely unhingeahd
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unattached from its original place, whereaw@kendoor might be simply one that does not
work properly, or which has a broken piece, butas not necessarily and maybe even not
likely been brought to the ground.

In 7-b, cut downbrings to our minds the clear image of trees whielne cut and now
lie on the ground; plus, a forest that has beendownis one that is probably not even a
forest anymore, due to such an extensive damage, iH®ugh, the use of the simple verb
would not imply that a whole forest, if a specifine is being talked about, is destroyaa (
the ground; it would imply only that it is threatened becaushas been subjected to cuts. In
7-c, we have the same verb, nameadyt, but with a slightly different meaning. In this
example, cut means to decrease, andpwnis added, the literal meaning of “down to the
ground” is somewhat figurative in that the quantifysugar in someone’s diet has not only to
be decreased, but to be reduced to zero (“to thengt’).

As for the example in 7-d, the vekhockdoes not seem to be very commonly used on
its own; it is very commonly added of eithewwnor out In this exampleknock dowrdoes
not only mean that Ted was defeated, as in the fgybver (the telos added by the patrticle),
but it also has the quite literal meaning thateratieing punched, Ted was on the ground,
unable to stand up. Finally, in 7-e, we have agameaning that still has the idea of “down to
the ground”, but not as literally, as in examplks [7-d; actually, the meaning in example 7-e
can be said to be the most figurative among thes gneen using the telic particown it
means that the person is (figurative) “down to ¢jneund” with so much tiredness after a
semester of hard work.

Along with the telos, the particldown adds a meaning which is quite similar to the
directional meaning it originally has; we can obserthen, that, differently fronup, the
aspectual meaning dbwnis not that of “pure” telicity. Such a specific areng makesiown
(mostly, if not only) likely to combine with verbahich refer to situations in which a
meaning of “down to the ground” is compatible, ertHiterally or figuratively, and this
particle might even be preferred over the more ggn@ in these specific contexts.

Another among the most commonly used telic pagi@®ff, like down it offers its
own specificity along with the telo©ff, as a telic particle, seems to have a meaning of
“finished completely”; besides making sure that siteation has a telos, the particle seems to
promote an emphasis to it, a focus on the pointrgvaeguantity, for instance, is to be over, as

in some of the following examples:
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8

a) The movie ended because they kdled off the characters.
b) Have the survivors of that disaster in the 20i&d offyet?

c) Alison is relieved because she Ipasd offher credit card bill.
d) The party only ended when the beer Washed off

e) Helping you carry that book case was winaishedme off.

In 8-1, we understand that all characters, oramstlall the main characters, were killed
during the movie, so that it could not continue &ad to end; therefore, we have a limited
group which was finished, as in there were no ncbiggacters left to die in the movie. A very
similar idea is present in 8-b, witlie off the only difference here is the usual difference
betweerkill anddie, because, in aspectual terroff,adds a telos to both sentences by adding
the idea that the endpoint of the situatiorkitiing or dying is reached when all the people
contained in either groups (characters, survivarg)dead.

In 8-c, the addition obff to the verlpaylets us know that the whole amount of money
was paid, so that Alison does not owe anymore, @dsethe use of the simple verb might not
imply the same thing and we could interpret thagnethough some amount was paid, not all
of it was, so that there is some debt left. We khawake an observation here that this use of
pay offis not to be confused to the more idiomatic onéclwvinefers to a situation in which
something done before the moment of speaking hasght about good consequences, as in
an example such adl that hard work I've had has paid off

Finally, in 8-d and 8-e, sindaishedis the additional meaning off as a telic particle,
it is to be expected that the verb and the partolabine frequently; in 8-d, we have a literal
meaning — all the beer was over, there was noitdeadt — and, in 8-e, a figurative one — after
helping carry a book case, the subject of the septevas really tired, or hurt, and therefore it
was impossible for him or her to make any more gay<ffort of that sort, at least for a
while. It is arguable that, without the particlagtsame meaning could still be understood
from the usage of the simple verb in both sentendewever, if there are attested examples
of such a combination, then at least emphatic nmgamiust be added by the telic particle.

The last patrticle in the subgroup of most commdin ferticles isout Concerning its
telic meaning, it differs fromup, down and off in that it can be found both in examples
presenting both a meaning of somewhat pure telanity in others with the specific meaning

of “disappearing completely”.
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The examples witlbutin its “purely telic” meaning, that is, simply add a telos with
not much of any additional meanings, do not seemetwery common, though. In 9-a, we
have a sentence in which a person is simply asknogher to listen to what he or she has to
say, until the end, with no interruptions. Heoet adds, in terms of meaning, nothing more
than a telos to the vetiear.

It is important to point out that, for a sense aipg attention to what somebody is
saying,listenis much more common thdrear, which seems usually more connected to the
ability to hear, independently of any attentionnigepaid. In combination with the particle,
however, there is a sense of paying attention edplit could be argued that this specific
combination has a certain degree of idiomaticitythis sense, considering that the intrinsic
meaning ofhear seems to be changed indeed after the additioneoparticle. However, the
telicity added by the particle is undeniable anousth be noticed.

Other examples witlout in a purely telic meaning are hard to find. Anetbé such
examples could bgll out, which is used specifically in situations of wmiji data, answers or
required information on a form, as filling out a form In theory,fill the form is a
grammatical possibility, but it is by far much lessnmon thariill out the form which seems
to suggest that, similarly to what happens vh#ar oui it is the particle that in a way
licentiates the use of this verb in this situatiewen thougliill is compatible with the context
and the only meaning that seems to be providetidparticle is that of fillingompletely

Curiously, these two examples do not seem compatilith up, our “purely telic”
particle.Hear (someone or something) apdfill up (the form)do not seem possible. That
seems to suggest that there is an idiomatic relstip between the verlbearandfill and the
particleout, and that it is the idiomaticity of these combiaas itself which explains thaip,
and any other telic particles, for that matter, mvecompatible here, since these are not verbs
which are open to this combination, and are theeefmly possible without, sanctioning

idiomatic combinations even if the meanings of vand aspectual particle are almost intact.

9

a) Please, I'm begging you to juséarmeout

b) Is it true that panda bears are in dangetyarig ou?

c) When Teresa got home, sunshine was alréading out

d) Unfortunately, | have to throw away my favoriten)gébecause it'sorn out
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However, in the other examples in 9, the meaningubfs much more connected to a
specific meaning, namely that of “disappearing cletgby”. Thus, in 9-b, not only the telos
provided by the particle adds the meaning of tregldef all members in the group of existing
panda bears, but it also adds a meaning that, alhaethe group are dead, panda bears will
have completely disappeared from the planet.

Similarly, the idea of sunlight or any other kinfllight fading out as in 9-c, gives us
an idea of that light fading little by little, uhtt is completely gone and it is completely dark,
whereas the use of the single verb would not intipdy fading completely would be the telos;
it can be said that a light is fading if it is begag weaker, but the addition olit adds the
idea of not only becoming weaker but also beconwegker and weaker, to the point of
having disappeared entirely.

As for the example in 9-d, the fact that some pieicelothing or whatever object is
worn outdoes not imply that it will disappear; it does igghough, that its original color, or
the sayings that used to be written on it, or anghike that, are disappearing due to much
use. The telos here could be either the point wihieeecolor or letters have completely
disappeared or the moment when someone has jubllgguldce of clothing was worn out to
the point that it should not be used anymore.

We can observe, thus, thait seems to be used as a marker of pure telicitypbiyt
in very specific examples, suggesting that thoselioations have a degree of idiomaticity.
The most common use ofit as a telic particle is that in which this partibléngs along with
the telos a meaning connected to “disappearing tmslp’. In fact, in a matter to be
discussed still in this section and later againpceoning the productivity of aspectual
particles, the very fact that different particlegm to offer different meanings associated with
the telos also suggests degrees of idiomaticitfectihg (or being a consequence of)
productivity.

Also connected to productivity is the observatibattthere is another subgroup inside
the group of telic particles, one whose members moeh less common, consisting of
through, overand away. The particlethrough when used as a marker of telicity, has, as
mentioned briefly above, a meaning of “from begmnto end”, which obviously includes a

necessary endpoint, as we can see by lookingear @famples.

10
a) Sydneyread throughthe long list, but didn’t find her name on it.
b) The plan had really beg¢hought through
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c) | skimmed througkhe text and didn’t find any major errors.
d) We have tdollow throughthe instructions, otherwise it won’t work.

In 10-a, thereforeeading throughmeans that the list was read from beginning tq end
not a single name was not read, while the use efsithgle verb may or may not imply the
same thing. We might even understand that Sydrebyati find her name because she did not
really read the whole list, seeing as it was langjf it was organized alphabetically, that she
only read the part of the list which might contaer name, whereas the use of the particle
ensures that she did read it from the beginninipecend. In 10-bthinking throughimplies a
meaning of thinking “from beginning to end” in tkense that all aspects and details about
said plan were thought about and accounted fonduhe planning, so that nothing was left
out.

In 10-c, even though not all the attention givem,égxample, in 10-a, was given to the
text referred to, that is an implication broughbabby the difference in meaning between the
verbsread andskim the particle is still doing its job of adding elds and is still adding a
meaning of “from beginning to end”. Finally, in tfollow throughgives an emphasis that
would not have been reached by the use of the watbe; following instructions still
constitutes the action of following instructionseavif one of the steps is ignored, for
whatever reasons. However, followitigoughthe instructions is only an instantiation of this
action when all steps and recommendations are &atw the letter, with no changes at all.

Whenover is used with a telic meaningje can find examples in which, along with
the telos, we find a meaning of checking all dstail possibilities, for instance, or generally
doing something with the objective of solving algem, or finding a solution. Actually, the
telos of the situations in whidwveris used is the point where the activity denotedhayverb
has taken place in time long enough for the problearbe solved or the solution to have been

found. We can see that in the following examples:

11

a) Don't leave, let'salk thisover.

b) We've been ovethis more than once... not a detail was overlooked.

c) They are pretty mad at each other, do you thinkeifhave a dinner all together it

would smooththingsover?
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In 11-a, the plea for someone to stay so that, égns of a conversation, the problems
between them can be solved, is given by the meahmgarticle adds to the vetdlk. If a
similar example, not containing the particle, sastdon’t leave, let’s talkwvere to be given,
the meaning would be different in that the speakemly asking the interlocutor to stay so
that they can have a conversation; the idea ofrsplthe problem is not necessarily attached
to it as it is by means of the particle, neitheeslthat instantiation délking imply a definite
endpoint as does the instantiation with the partichmely that in which there will have been
enough conversation for the problem to be solved.

Even though the construction in 11-b seems to betheer idiomatic one, in that the
verbbewould not be used alone in such a situation, westidl observe that the particle here
has a telic meaning, adding a telos to the sitna®well as the meaning of looking for some
kind of detail or solution, or even, in this caae, explanation for a problem. Whatever the
idiomaticity implied here is, the meaning of theaame has a telos which is a point in time
where all details will have been analyzed with dbgective of finding a problem (whether, in
this specific case, the problem was found or not).

In 11-c, we have the description of a situatiorwimich two people are mad at each
other, and their friends are concerned, tryinghtak of something which might make these
two people come to terms. One person, therefokes asother whether they think a dinner
will smooth things ovethat is, be a nice time for everyone, including two involved in the
fight, enough so that their problems with each ot be solved. A use of the verb without
the particle in this situation could mean only, iftstance, to make the situation less awkward
or uncomfortable, without a necessary implicatibthe problems being solved between the
two parts, as opposed to the use with the particle.

Away, the last particle yet to be analyzed in this isegctand a member of the less
common subgroup, has a curious peculiarity. Bedidesg a telic marker in some examples,
this particle can also be found being used as &emnanf continuative aspect in other
examples, as we are about to see in the next sediiayalso takes part in a very interesting
and telic construction, pointed out by Jackend@®9(a), which we discuss shortly. As a
marker of telicity, specificallyaway adds, alongside the telos, a meaning connected to
“disappearing”, similar in this way tout in example 12-a, for instance, either of these tw
particles could have been used, even though thattishe case for all situations in which

either particle is used with that meaning.
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12
a) When | looked again, those weird lights in the Bygfaded away
b) The conversation slowlgied away

c) His ex-wife haspenthis moneyaway.

In 12-a,away, in association withifadg intensifies its meaning of “disappearing”,
adding a telos so that we understand the lightaatdme seen anymore, whereas the use of the
verb alone might leave us in doubt whether they, liadact, disappeared completely, or
simply become more difficult to see. In 12-b, trerbudie is not used in its most literal and
common way, but in a way which means that, liti§yeitile, the conversatiostopped Away
here adds a telos to that meaning, which emphasizésmplies that, one by one, each and
every person who had been talking stops doing $ib airpoint when complete silence is
reached, so that conversation, in a way, disapdedie same thing happened to the man’s
money in 12-c, aawayadds an inherent endpoint to a situation whicHdtotherwise mean
that only a certain amount of money was spent; With addition of the particle, the only
possible reading is that all the money was speththais thus disappeared.

Aside from appearing in these exampkesayis also, as just mentioned, part of a very
intriguing and quite productive expression to whidckendoff (1997a) has called attention
and given the name of “time-away construction”. Buaghor states that this structure is made
up of a verb plus “a free time expression” plus plaeticle, as in the examples reproduced in
13.

13

a) Bill slept the afternoon away.
b) We’'re twistin’ the night away.
(JACKENDOFF, 1997, p. 534)

The time-away construction is subject to many trangts, Jackendoff (1997a) points
out. The “free time expression” is an NPtlhsafternoonthe nightor Tuesdayand it fills the
spot of the object of the verb. It becomes impdssib have any other kind of NP in that
position, as we can see in the example in 14-athfamaonstraint is that the subject has to be
agentive, otherwise the sentence ends up ungracahats we can see in the example in 14-
b. A [+static] situation would result in ungramneadity also, as in 14-c. In fact, the verb has

to refer to an activity; that is, it has to be §st], [+durative] and [-telic]. A [-durative]
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situation is incompatible with the constructioncéese we have a time expression indicating
the (long) duration of the event, which seems addisituation which has basically no

duration, as we can see in the example in 14-d.

14

a) *Peter dranlgin the night away.
Peter drank the night away.

b) *The sunshone the day away.
Johnrested the day away.

c) *Johnknewthe afternoon away.
Johnstudiedthe afternoon away.

d) *Johnfell asleepthe night away.
Johnsleptthe night away.

These are, thus, telic structures, because “th&uis in some sense understood as
‘using’ the time, or even better, ‘using the timg”(JACKENDOFF, 1997, p. 535), as in
something likeBill used the afternoon up sleepingis therefore the time expression which,
with its determined duration, attributes a telosh® situation. Even thoughwayhere is not
the element responsible for telicity, without itsentence likd?eter drank the nightvould
seem very odd, unless it was part of a poem ohefiyrics to a song and its meaning was
supposed to be something figurative that differechgletely from what these words put
together suggest.

Actually, the use oawayin the time-away construction seems to be a hatlar to its
use as a marker of continuative aspect, in tha¢eims to suggest that the even took a long
time (defined in the time expression), possiblygenthan expected, while the subject lost
track of time. We return to the continuative megmafawayin the next section.

If we apply Jackendoff's (2002) concept of produtyi to the telic particles that we
have just analyzed, we can reach a few concluskirs. of all, we can easily distinguish two
groups, one of which seems to be more productiae the other. We can at this point, thus,
claim that the telic particleshrough over and away are, in Jackendoff's terms,
semiproductive and their combinations with verbstiberefore be listed individually on the
lexicon. Does that mean, then, that the other gragmelyup, down off and out are

productive? Not necessarily.
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As briefly pointed out above when we were discugsire possible meanings ofit,
the presence of specific meanings alongside théiaadaf the telos is an indicator of some
degree of idiomaticityDown, off andout all have specific meanings being added along with
the telos, and that makes their combination withpse verbs restricted; that idpwn due to
its specific meaning, is more compatible with catgeof destruction or even of a directional
implication (downwards, obviouslypff is common in examples which involve a quantity to
be finished, anaut appears in situations that involve disappearirftat’suggests that they
cannot be classified as productive and generatéic@ations online, including new ones that
might even not have been heard before. Howevegesihese particles present some
regularity in the combinations they do appeartimauld be unfair to rate them as completely
idiosyncratic; | believe the adequate classifiaaiio terms of productivity fodown out, and
off would be as semiproductive combinations, whichtrbaedisted in the lexicon.

Jackendoff (2002) himself, in the same article,lymes the productivity of particles.
The author starts off by stating, as we might ekpétat telic up is productive; the
combinations between this particle and simple vedss be built online and therefore must
not be listed in the lexicon individually. The othgarticles which Jackendoff analyzes ang
away (in their continuative usejhroughandover. The last two particles are classified in the
way we just did, as semiproductive combinations ®ther telic particles are not mentioned,
but | believe they belong in the semiproductiveugrceven though we might argue tdatvn
off andout are more productive thahrough over and (telic)away However, | do not think
thatdown off, andout are productive enough to receive the same claasn asup, which
could be said to be the default telic particle.

Stemming from the logic Jackendoff (2002) uses<uaen the difference between, for
instance, the productivity of the regular and iudeg simple past in English — namely that
wherever the most restricted, semiproductive irf@giorms do not apply, the most general,
productive form, the regular, will — I come up witie hypothesis thatp could be the most
general and productive telic particle, the one Wwhiapplies whenever there is no
semiproductive particle, with a more specific megrand its applicability more restricted.

Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999), when deegrian exampleWhen are
you going to clean up your room®here telicup is present, make the following observation:
they say that, in the exampleygd‘is syntactically optional, and its contributiontb® meaning
of the sentence is quite modest. The verb coulddstan its own with almost the same
meaning” (CELCE-MURCIA and LARSEN-FREEMAN, 1999, p425). Similarly,
Jackendoff (2002) comments on hawdoes not “satisfy an argument position of the vérb
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can be freely omitted. It is often even redundgd@CKENDOFF, 2002, p. 76). We will
leave the syntactic questions raised by these ns¢éaiis to be discussed on chapter 4.
However, it is important to point out here thatshellegations concerning the redundancy of
up and telic particles in general might be true if s@nsider that, sometimes, they only
reinforce a telos which might be understood withthut addition of the particle. It is
important, though, not to confuse redundancy witklévance.

Telic particles are far from irrelevant. The numbéparticles and examples is proof
of that. Considering that language tends to becasamic as possible in each given set of
circumstances, if these particles were irrelevanmeaning they would be easily dropped,
when the data seems to suggest that these conansatie, on the contrary, becoming more
and more common. Their presence in a structura iadicator that something was needed in
order to make sure that the telos was understoquoperly emphasized. In many examples,
the telos would be understood, if at all, merelyntigans of pragmatic implicature without the
particle, which, if present, makes it a necessamlication.

The objective of this section was to discuss feditticles and their meanings. We also
attempted to give an explanation concerning thgplieability, based on Jackendoff's (2002)
definition of productivity. In the next section, waove on to the analysis of continuative

particles.

3.4 CONTINUATIVE PARTICLES

As pointed out in the previous chapter, continataspect is a subdivision of
imperfective aspect suggested by Brinton (2009)icivhiepicts a situation as “continuing
rather than ending” (p. 53). As briefly pointed ontchapter 2, this kind of aspect could
convey a meaning of continuing after some kindngblied or explicit interruption, or simply
be used to mean that a situation took a long tpossibly longer than expected. That last
statement is my suggestion, given that Brinton amngntions the first meaning as being
associated with continuative aspect. My assumptiecomes clearer once we discuss
examples.

Among the aspectualizers which can be used to audinciative meaning to a
situation argo continueto keep orandto go on Looking at the former two, we can already

notice the continuative nature of the particie which can also, if added to verbs, give them
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the same meaning, as in the examples inQrbis the most common continuative particle,

and can convey both kinds of meanings mentionedeabo

15

a) Brandontalked on(andon) about what happened.
b) Daniellived onafter his disease was cured.

c) Mike fell, but he stood up anslalked on

d) Josh isworking onon his paper which is due tomorrow.

In 15-a, the use of the particle adds to the sanahe idea of a much longer duration
than we would normally understand it to have withthe addition of the particle, so that
Brandon not only talks about what happened, butdminues talking even when he was
expected to have already stopped. The use of aticadd particle, as irtalked on and on
gives it a much greater emphasis.

As for the example in 15-b, we have the meaningpotinuing after an interruption. If
the verb had been used without the particle, thding would be that Daniel survived after
the cure of his disease; however, the additiomefparticle changes the focus a little in that it
gives us the idea that he went back to his usudinm®, even though it had been interrupted by
a life-altering event such as a serious diseas&54a we have a clear exampleasfworking
as an almost perfect equivalent in meaning to ipectualizecontinue after an interruption
in his walking, Mikecontinued walkingorwalked on

The example shown in 15-d contradicts our expemiatiin a way; seeing &8, as a
preposition, is very commonly associated with tleebwvork, to show clearly what is the
object or task to which work is being dedicatedwe, would probably not expeon, as a
continuative particle, to be found in associatioithwthis verb, generating an otherwise
unwanted repetition of both occurrence®nfwhich are not in any way the same word here,
but are homophonous. Even Jackendoff (2002) questtbhe acceptability of a similar
example. If we enter the string “working on on {iser/my/etc)” in a search engine such as
Google, though, we can find hundreds of attestesnges of that use. In examples like this
one, the continuative particle is used to showamy continuation after an interruption that
may or may not have happened, but also and mosmouaity it indicates that a person is
working on somethingvithoutany (or many) interruptions.

Onis by far the most productive continuative partieled we are already able to agree

with Jackendoff that it can be considered a pradecstructure, whose combination with
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verbs can be built online; the outcomes of thesehtoations need not, therefore, be listed in
the lexicon. That may not be the case &wng and away, though, which are much less
commonly found with a continuative use, if compat@dn.

As a result of our observation of semiproductigkctparticles, we might be led to
conclude that, ifalong and away are less productive thamn, then they must have more
specific meanings than only the idea of continuti\At a first glance, that does not seem to
be the case oélong If we examine the examples in 16, we will seet tiee meanings
provided by the particle are very similar to thgsevided byon, that is, both the meaning of
continuing after an interruption and the one wheeeevent takes longer than expected, and
in these casemong could easily be replaced by its colleague.

16
a) The sun went down as hdrove along
b) Mike rodehis bikealong just enjoying his surroundings.

In 16-a, Ivy continued driving, or drove for a lohigme, and, meanwhile, the sun was
going down. The same happens in 16-b, where thenact riding a bike continues. In these
cases, there does not seem to be an interruptienwalfiich the action continues; rather, the
continuative sense seems to be more connecte@r® lfaving been a previous mention that
the action was going on, and now there is an uptatehe action is still going on.

At a second, more thorough look, though, we realizat along seems to be
compatible with action verbs only, or at least mostnmonly. Going to a search engine,
again, we can only find examplesatbngadded to verbs indicating mental processes, ssich a
think or dream in the sense of “together”, but no examples tupnwith a continuative
meaning. Differentlypn does not seem to have a restriction concerningahprocesses; it is
comfortable and even common in combination withs¢éhgerbs conveying a continuative
meaning. That could be the specificity we were Ingkfor; even though there is no overt
specific meaning being added alongside the corivityameaning whenalong combines
with a simple verb, this particle’s combination sseto be restricted to action verbs.

Jackendoff (2002) does not talk abalibtng but we consider this particle, based on
the author’s definition of productivity and on oabservations, to be semiproductive. Its
combinations with simple verbs cannot, therefoeecbnstructed at the moment of speaking,

and will be listed individually in the lexicon.
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Our last continuative particleway, does not seem restricted to verbs of either actio
or mental processes, as we can see by lookingeagxmples in 17. However, this particle

does present a specific meaning associated to ¢aaing of continuativity it conveys.

17
a) Lily dreams awaybout her trip.
b) Anna isworking awayon that project.

c) John and Marglanced awayt the party.

Away; like bothon andalong, can convey both the meaning of continuing after a
interruption and the meaning in which the evengxtended in time. However, this particle
seems to have, in addition, a meaning related smdotrack of time, seeming thus most
compatible with the meaning of a situation takinigrag time, possibly longer than expected.
The situation continues, for a long period of timad the subject does not even notice the
time passing by.

In 17-a, Lily loses track of time when she dredasay) about her trip; similarly,
Anna is so focused on her project, in 17-b, tha dbes not notice time passing by as she
works long hours. In 17-b we have an example wittaetion verb, in which John and Mary
were so distracted and having so much fun whilecidgnthat they also lost track of time
during a party.

It is important to point out, however, that motigrbs do not seem to receiaeayas
a continuative particle very commonly; that candxplained if we consider that motion
verbs, such adrive, walk andrun, imply movement, which in turn implies a directj@way,
in combination with such verbs, seems to almostoif exclusively convey its directional
meaning On andalongare, in contrast, comfortable in combination witese verbs.

Jackendoff (2002) considesasvay, with its continuative meaning, to be a productive
particle, which is, therefore, able to combine fyesith verbs. Even though it seems very
attractive to make a similar assumption as theroade about telic particles, in claiming that
on would be the default continuative particle,ugsis the default telic particle, it does seem
like away can combine freely with verbs, without the neech&we the output listed in the

lexicon.
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3.5 FINAL REMARKS

After our extensive description of both telic ar@htinuative particles, as well as our
discussion on productivity and semi-productivityagsbd on Jackendoff (2002), we have
concluded, so far, that teligp and continuativeon are productive, while the rest of the
aspectual particles are semiproductive, while songt even be completely idiosyncratic. If
we broaden our discussion, we might conclude thatal combinations, those in which
particles have their literal, directional meaniagg productive, while idiomatic ones, those in
which particles have little or nothing from theirigtnal meaning, could be taken to be
idiosyncratic.

What is important to stress here is that theneoiclear-cut correspondence between
being literal, idiomatic, or aspectual, and beimgdoctive, semiproductive, or idiosyncratic.
As we have just discussed, the group of aspectagicles does not fall entirely into
productive, semiproductive, or idiosyncratic condtians. While some particles are
productive, others are semiproductive, and soméhtr@gen fit into the idiosyncratic group.
Similarly, even though directional verb-particlendmnations seem to be productive in
general, there are a few idiomatic combinationscWviaire not idiosyncratic.

Jackendoff (2002) gives an example; since arobadl®70s, a subgroup of idiomatic
phrasal verbs has become semiproductive in Endlisthis subgroup, the particle is always
out, while the verb may or may not be an attested wand its meaning may or may not be
relevant to the construction, which, by means ef fhresence of the particle, gives rise to a
somewhat uniform meaning for all of these constomst, namely, to “go into an unusual
mental state” (JACKENDOFF, 2002, p. 73). Even thodlgere is some regularity in the
meaning and a great ability to form new combinatjahey all still have to be listed, hence
the semiproductive status. Among the examples dgwedackendoff argass outblack out
zone outflip out, bum NP outgross NP outfreak (NP) oui(p. 74).

Therefore, we can state that, among all existiagigle verbs, there are three groups
when it comes to productivity: productive, semiprotive and idiosyncratic combinations.
That classification is not necessarily dependentthair semantic classification as literal,
idiomatic or aspectual; what it does depend orhé way that we build and access these
meanings as we use language.

This chapter's aim was to analyze semantic aspeftisost-verbal particles, with
emphasis on aspectual particles; to discuss anga@rthe meanings that they can add to

verbs when used in aspectual combinations, asagsatither meanings that could arise in the
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process. We also considered Jackendoff’'s assunspéibaut productivity, and attempted to
classify verb-particle constructions in these terms

In the next chapter, we turn away from semantievé€n completely, though) as our
focus shifts to syntactic matters concerning pesbal particles. The syntactic structure of
particle verbs is a puzzle which has yet to beeshl¥We do hope to get a clearer picture of it,
though, as we discuss the two most commonly addpieories and why they are not good
enough explanations, as well as a controversiabqeal by Jackendoff which could be
considered as a direction to go in the searchriswars. We also discuss whether aspectual

particles have a syntactic impact on the verbs #reyadded to or not.



53

4 A STRUCTURAL PUZZLE OR A PUZZLING STRUCTURE: SYNT ACTIC ISSUES
ON POST-VERBAL PARTICLES

It is a fact that the syntactic structure of tteamis known commonly as phrasal verbs,
particle verbs, verb-particle constructions, ad aelother terms, has been one of the greatest
puzzles posed to linguists. A solution has beergisbbby numerous authors and from a
variety of different theoretical perspectives. histchapter, what we intend to do is, first, to
briefly review the most adopted theories whichrafieto explain the syntax of particle verbs,
with their pros and cons. Then, we move on to empthe syntactic point of view of
Jackendoff (2002), which is linked to his lexicabdlassemantic statements about particle verbs,
introduced and adopted in the previous chapterallyinwe return our focus to aspectual
particles and their addition to simple verbs, idasrto discuss a few syntactic consequences

of this combination.

4.1 TRADITIONAL ACCOUNTS: CP AND SC ANALYSES

There are many reasons why is it so difficult xplain the syntax of particle verbs.
Maybe the first of all is the fact that, differdndm prepositions, particles can undergo what is
sometimes called “particle shift”, that is, theleypiof the particle to appear either right after
the verb or after the verb’s DP complement. In 1haee examples of, respectively, a literal,

an idiomatic, and an aspectual verb-particle coation:

a) Lisathrew outthe trash.
Lisathrewthe trashout

b) Gregturned dowrthe job offer.
Gregturnedthe job offerdown

c) You really need telean upthe house.
You really need teleanthe houseip.

However, the shift is not always possible, andrdasons that block it are challenges

to syntactic theories in themselves. For instarfciie verb’s DP is an unstressed pronoun,



54

the particle has to appear after it, obligatordg,in examples 2-a through 2-c. When an AP
modifies the particle, its shift is also restrigtad in the example in 2-d. Also, when the NP or

DP is too heavy, the particle does not shift argitbdbe adjacent to the verb, as in 2-e.

a) Lisathrewit out
*Lisa threw outit.
b) Gregturnedit down
*Gregturned downt.
c) You really need teleanit up.
*You really need talean upit.
d) Jamedoroughtthe groceries righn.
*Jamesbroughtrightin the groceries.
e) Chasebrought upthe question as to where his father had gone to.

*Chasebroughtthe question as to where his father had gongp.to

Apart from the questions related to the constsaart particle shift that we have just
mentioned, this phenomenon raises yet another iqnest there are two possible syntactic
structures for particle verbs, one in which theipkr is adjacent to the verb, and one in which
it is separated from it by another phrase, thentusahe underlying structure for particle
verbs? Even more urgently, probably, where doepéicle belong? Is it part of the VP or is
it part of a new phrase?

If we look at the two most widely adopted theomd®ut the syntactic structure of the
verb-particle construction, namely the complex haadlysis and the small clause analysis,
we realize that a consensus concerning these gnsstas not only not been reached yet, but
it might also take a while for that to happen. @a bne hand, the complex head analysis
basically answers the question concerning the itaesty of the particle with the first
option, that is, by assuming that the particle bgtowith the verb, not only in the same
phrase but also as part of the same lexical heaccemplex head. On the other hand, the
small clause analysis goes to the other end ofsgeetrum and assumes that the particle
participates in a different phrase, or, rathem small clause which complements the verb. In

the next two subsections, we present an overvietvesfe two theories.
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4.1.1 Complex Head Analysis

The complex head, or complex predicate (CP) arsalyses the particle verb as a
complex head, that is, verb and particle are utitersame ¥ node. This theory, therefore,
answers the question about the constituency gbdinigcle by saying it is one in the same with
the verb. Concerning the question about the pringgntactic structure of particle verbs, in
this conception, particle shift can be explainedsigptactic processes, such as movement,
while the default position of the particle is adjatto the verb, since they are the same lexical
unit.

Johnson’s (1991) theory is to this date one ifthetmost important analysis under the
complex head label. The author starts arguing &otigge and verb forming a single lexical
unit by exemplifying how they undergo morphologigabcesses in a similar way as simple

verbs do, as in the examples below:

3

a) Their pointing out that we should leave was timely.
b) Their relationship seemed broken up.

c) the dusted off table

d) His car breaks down easily.

(JOHNSON, 1991, p. 591)

However, even though the examples above show mlugytreating particle verbs as
though they were simple verbs, there are other hwbogical processes which do not.
Inflection, for instance, does not affect the peti it applies exclusively to the verb, as we

can observe in the examples in 4, posing a chalémgthe CP analysis subscribers.

a) Gregturns downrevery job offer he gets.
*Gregturn downsevery job offer he gets.

b) Gregturned dowrthe job offer.
*Gregturn downedhe job offer.

The next reason Johnson (1991) gives for a tredtofgrarticle verbs as single lexical

units is the fact that any complements to the glartierb seem to be selected by it as a whole,
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instead of selected either by the verb or the gartas in the example in 4-a, given by him.
The example in 4-b appears in Dehé (2002) when atidor is discussing Johnson’s
arguments. However, the examples differ, not onlthe fact that the complement in 4-a is a

whole sentence while the one in 4-b is a PP, lautatter could contradict the argument.

5

a) We can’t make out whether he is lying or not.
(JOHNSON, 1991, p. 591)

b) let someonen [pp 0N something]

(OLSEN, 1997 apud DEHE, 2002, p. 48)

¢) James wais on the plan

d) *Amber knewout whether he was lying or not

The particle present in the expression referreid the example in 4-det [someone]
in [on somethinglcan be found in the use exemplified in 4-c, alanigjout the verb. Still, its
meaning is similar to the one it has in 4-b, namély be aware of something”, and, more
specifically, to have been told by someone who thadintention of including this person (in
the plan, for instance) for some reason, whichery similar to the meaning ¢ét in referred
to in 4-b. It could be argued that the verb to Wbgtecal for some reason, but that does not
seem to be the case. TheiRPN the plans predicating the subject, and the planseems to
be complementing the particle.

Coordination can also be an argument in favorhef approach. In cases where the
verb is elliptical, the particle is also omitted.the particle formed a constituent with the
following NP, it would have to appear alongsideven when the verb is not present, as we
can see in examples 6-a and 6-b. Coordinationtigadawvith particle verbs alongside simple
verbs, as we can see in the examples in 6-c andwidh show, respectively, an example of
a compositional particle verb and one of an idiomgtarticle verb in coordination with

simple verbs.

6
a) Betsylooked upthe address quickly andyp) the phone number slowly.

3 OLSEN, S. Uber den lexikalischen Status englisétstikelverben. In: LOBEL, E. RAUH, G. (Eds.)
Lexikalische Kategorien und Merkmale[Linguistische Arbeiten 366] (p. 45-71). Tubing&tax Niemeyer,
1997.
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b) Garylooked upSam’s phone number, and Mittieud my number.
(DEHE, 2002, p. 49)

c¢) He [picked up] and [threw] the ball.

d) She [brought up] and [spoiled] her children.

(BOLINGER, 197f apud DEHE, 2002, p. 49)

In a complex head perspective as Johnson’s (19@ih, and particle are adjacent in
D-structure, being inserted under the samiedde. Johnson argues for an account in which
lexical items and syntactic positions have a onert® mapping; for the author, after being
inserted together in the deep structure, verb amticie may be separated through syntactic

processes. Below we have Johnson’s tree struatuted underlying structure of a sentence:

CP

v up  thereference

|

lock
(Source: JOHNSON, 1991, p. 600)

“ BOLINGER, D. L.The phrasal verb in English Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971.
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As we can see by looking at the tree, Johnson eseatfunctional head, u, and its
projection, uP. Dehé (2002) exemplifies how sucfuractional category appears in other
studies, even though there is no consensus alsoexigtence. In Johnson’s theory, | is what
ultimately explains particle shift.

Johnson (1991) states that, through head moveitihenterb can move to p and it can
either take the particle with it or leave it behirdltense has to be assigned to the verb, it
obligatorily leaves the particle behind eithertsbase position or at u and moves again, to T,
as we can see in the tree below. That explaindpimson’s theory, why the verb is the one

that receives inflection while the particle remaimsct.

LT
: /P\
vV T iy

look /VP\
/V’\
' NP
{

/N
A

the reference

(Source: JOHNSON, 1991, p. 603)

However, if the particle is either left under itsginal V node or under u, that does not
change the word order; the DP object still appeftes the particle. What would explain the
change in order is, according to Johnson (199]gcbishift. That is a syntactic process that
happens in Scandinavian languages, and the authionscit happens in English as well.
Object shift is triggered by the verb’s movementie dto reasons connected to Case



59

assignment. The verb has to assign accusative ©age DP, so, depending on when it
happens, the DP follows the verb when it movesobr n

In order to claim that, Johnson assumes that Casgrament can happen at any level,
from deep structure to surface structure; therefibi@ase is assigned before the verb moves,
then the DP stays in its original place. If nogrtht follows the verb’s movement, moving to
Specifier of VP, yielding the structure below:

o
L

UP
/\ /\
Vi U NP: V
VANRVAN
look the reference Y NF;
|
t up ¢

(Source: JOHNSON, 1991, p. 608)

Johnson (1991) goes further and exemplifies, wehtences in Danish, that object
shift is only available for NPs (or DPs, as we @kerring to them). This process, therefore,
makes a distinction between this and other kindshofses. The author states that the process
also makes a distinction between “full NPs” and aWe (unstressed) pronouns, so that it
might not apply to the first but it obligatorily piges to the latter.

Because the verb forms a complex predicate, anddwement particle and verb may
become separated, the theory presented by Johasawll as the other, similar accounts it
gave rise to, are often referred to as excorpardtien Dikken, 1995, p. 39). Excorporation,
as we have seen, seems like a very reasonablenakipla at first glance. However, the
qguestion remains as to what triggers the verb’singpto p in the first place, as well as to
what causes the particle to either go along withvierb or to stay behind. In sum, we still do
not have an answer to why verb and particle endegarated when they started out as a

complex head.
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Svenonius (1996) argues against object shift asxgfanation for particle shift. The
author claims that, even though there are simiaribetween both, they are not the same.
First, Svenonius claims that particle shift is ndépendent on verb movement; in
Scandinavian languages, according to the authershiit does not occur when the verb is not
inflected. In fact, considering Johnson’s (1998irals, the only situation which forces verb
and particle to be separated, making it possibi¢hi® DP to come between them, is when the
verb has to move alone to T to receive tense, genn ordinary movement to u the particle
can accompany the verb. However, as Svenonius [1&96es, particle shift occurs freely

with non-finite verbs, both in Scandinavian langesgnd English, as in the example in 7-a.

7

a) You need talean upthe house.
You need taleanthe houseip.

b) Jamedrought insome groceries.

Jamedroughtsome groceriem.

The author also claims that non-definite DPs canuotlergo object shift in
Scandinavian languages, while particle shift ocduegly with that kind of DP, as in the
example in 7-b for English. Ramchand and Sveno(2082) point out yet another problem
with Johnson’s hypothesis; in his theory, in ortlermove to u, the verb, as well as the
particle, have to move left, thus violating the IRipand Head Rule (RHR).

It is clear to us, at this point, that a compleadhanalysis does not seem to be enough
to explain the structure of particle verbs. It itasadvantages, but it also leaves a number of
questions open. On the opposite side, the smaliselaanalysis not only recognizes the
problems with CP analysis, but it also seems toidis it almost if not completely, presenting

a virtually contrary account. On the next sectwa,review SC analysis.

4.1.2 The Small Clause Analysis

The Small Clause (SC) Analysis for particle veobiginates from the notion of small
clauses, first proposed in Stowell (1981), and fisplied to particle verbs by Kayne (1985

® KAYNE, R. S. Principles of particle constructioms: GUERON, J. OBENAUER, H.-G. & POLLOCK, J.-Y.
(Eds.)Grammatical representations (pp. 101-140). Dordrecht: Foris, 1985.
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apud Dehé 2002). Small clauses are abbreviatedrsmrg with no independent tense, which
are part of a bigger sentence, functioning as patidin for a verb or a preposition, of which
they are arguments, and by which they are thet&edarthat is, receive a theta-role. Such

structures are exemplified in 8.

8
a) Teresa considergd Jane foolish].

b) Marshall judgeddc Mary irresponsible].

As we can see in both examples in 8, the SC congiesthe main clause’s verb, and
the AP contained in if@olish, irresponsibl¢ predicates both the verb and the SC’s subject, in
a predicate-argument-relation in which the verkahearks the SC, and, inside the SC, the
predicate theta-marks the NP. Dehé (2002) pointshlat SCs only complement verbs and
prepositions, and never do so with NPs from thenmkause.

An SC analysis for particle verbs, as defendeduiiiaas such as den Dikken (1995)
and Svenonius (1994, 1996), proposes basically that particle has its own lexical
projection, heading a small clause which servab@serb’s complement, constituting one of
its arguments, as in the example in 9-a. In an & lyais,Fred downis a new sentence whose
subject is the NP and the particle is its predicasein ordinary SCs, the verb theta-marks the
SC, and, inside it, the particle theta-marks the piedicating it and the verb in the main

clause.

9
a) [ve push[sc Fred dowr]
(JACKENDOFF, 2002, p. 90)

Den Dikken’s (1995) analysis actually goes deeptr the question and proposes a
rather more complex structure than that. The aighbeory stems from the need to analyze
structures which are even more difficult to expldiman the ordinary verb-particle
constructions, such as the structure of the seatshown in 10, which the author calls a

complex particle construction:

10
They sent a schedutait to the stockholders.
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They senbut a schedule to the stockholders.
*They sent a schedule to the stockholdrrs
(DEN DIKKEN, 1995, p. 51)

The author then comes up with a structure thatdcemplain not only these complex
particle constructions, but also others, and evwaple verb-particle constructions. Basically,
the proposal is that the verb takes a small claoseplement, headed by an abstract copula
verb (such av®e), which takes yet another small clause complentezaded by the particle.
The particle’s SC, in turn, is completed by a therdall clause, which is where the DP is, and
where a PP, licensed by the partide the stockholdejsis, in case of a complex particle
construction in den Dikken’'s sense. Peter Svenodras a tree structure to illustrate den

Dikken’s (1995) theory in a review he wrote abdw book, in 1995, for Language, and we
reproduce it here below:

VP
/\
v SC1
| //X\-\
send Specl VP
W Sk
Vv 5C2
| R
BE Spec2 PrtP
N
Prt SC3
I A
out NP PP

e T Sy

the schedulesP NP
! T e~ V0
to the sharcholders

Particle shift would be explained, in den Dikkettigory, by movement of the DP in
SC3 to the specifier position in SC2, yielding thecontinuous order, that is, the DP staying
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between verb and particle. The reason given aghiothe DP moves is similar to the one in
Johnson’s (1991) account in that it does so inrotdeeceive Case from the verb because,
according to den Dikken, particles are not lexiesds and therefore cannot be governors and
assign Case.

That leads us to ask how, then, the author’s prlpasplains the continuous order,
that is, when verb and particle are adjacent aadDtR directly follows the particle. Does the
particle govern and assign Case to it then? Inrotdeexplain that, den Dikken (1995)
assumes that particles can undergo a kind of rgsigalin which they incorporate into the
verb; that results in verb and particle formingamplex head, and then the verb is able to
govern the DP and assign Case to it. Roughly,abt®unt assumes that the processes which
underlie verb-particle constructions come in th@agite way as in a CP analysis such as
Johnson’s (1991): there, verb and particle wereomptex head and they could become
separated by means of excorporation. Here, theyseparate elements which can undergo
incorporation and result in a complex head.

In general, the first reason to adopt a small daasalysis for particle verbs, as
opposed to the complex head analysis, is partitiie isself; it seems contrived to assume
that, against probability and without an explaieat#ason, syntactic processes will so often
come to separate two elements which are part afgeslexical head. Dehé (2002) argues,
however, that this argument does not prove thdigamerbs should be seen as a kind of
small clause, but, rather, it only challenges Célyauis.

As an argument in favor of SC analysis, den DikKe95) mentions, for instance, the
fact that the particle can only receive modifieifsew it is not adjacent to the verb, suggesting
that modifier and particle form a constituent, afalms this points to an analysis in which the
particle has its own projection. We had already tioeed that as one of the constraints
involving particle shift, and given an example ird2repeated in 11 for convenience; the
modifier sounds odd being the only thing betweer and particle when the latter would be
otherwise adjacent to the verb, followed by thedomplement.

11
a) Jamedroughtthe groceries right.
*Jamesbroughtrightin the groceries.

However, as Jackendoff (2002) points out, someifieosl like completely do not

seem dependent on the patrticle, that is, they deseem to form a constituent with it, even
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though they are subject to the same constraints24a and 12-b, we can see that the modifier
is comfortable when the particle is not adjacenth® verb, and, when it is, the result is
ungrammaticality, just like the examples in 11 alow 12-c and 12-d, though, we can see
that, if the modifier appears at the end of thetessre, the particle can be in either position
comfortably, showing that modifiers do not alwayavé to form constituents with the
particle.

12

a) Please shut the gaempletely off.

b) Please shut (*completely) off the gas.
c) She shut the gas off completely.

d) She shut off the gas completely

As part of his argumentation in favor of seeingtipbe verbs as small clauses, den
Dikken (1995) also mentions that the events thérit® can be described, or paraphrased, in

a similar way as small clauses do:

12

a) They hammered the metal flat.
There was a hammering event which resulted in thee ©f affairs of the metal
being flat.

b) They put the books on the shelf.
There was a putting event such that the books enpdeuh the shelf.

(DEN DIKKEN, 1995, p. 24)

However, Dehé (2002) comes up with many exampfeswhich verb-particle
constructions cannot be paraphrased in that way,tlaese examples are reproduced in 13

below:

13
a) He looked the information up.

*There was a looking event such that the infornmagaded upp.
b) They made the story up.

*There was a making event such that the story engegb.
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c) They locked the dog out.
*There was a locking event such that the dog engbemiit
(DEHE, 2002, p. 20)

The example in 13-c was meant to be representafiviw it is not only idiomatic
particle verbs which cannot be paraphrased in te tivat small clauses can. However, it is
questionable, because the paraphrase in 13-c dbee@m ungrammatical; in the other two
examples, the particle made no sense isolated framverb but in 13-c it does; we do
understand that the dog endeday (as opposed tm) because someone locked the door. It
does seem that particles which have their direatiameanings are suitable for such
paraphrasing, while idiomatic ones are not.

Dehé (2002) also mentions two syntactic envirortsiein which verb-particle
constructions behave in a similar way as small sgapy which have been pointed out by
several authors who subscribe to the SC analysth as den Dikken. The first one is that
nominalization of both small clauses and partia@ebg result in ungrammaticality, as we can
see in 14-a and 14-b, respectively. The other enmient is wh-extraction of a postverbal DP,
which does not seem possible for small clausesefisaw particle verbs, as we see in 14-c and
14-d.

14
Teresa considers Jane foolish.

*Teresa’s consideration of Jane foolish
Joey and Rachglutthe bookaway:.

*Joey and Rachel’putting of the bookaway
Jane found the niece of Teresa smart.

*Who did Jane find the niece of smart?
Monicabroughta story about the beadaip.

*What did Monicabring a story aboutip?

However, Dehé (2002) points out that these enuimts only seem to be a problem
in the discontinuous construction, that is, wheegrehis still a DP between the verb and the
particle. The author points out that, when the iglartis adjacent to the verb, both
nominalization and wh-extraction are not ungramoadtias we exemplify in 15 below.

Therefore, only examples of verb-particle constang in which the verb and the particle are
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not adjacent seem restricted in the way small elsume with respect to those syntactic

processes.

15
a) Joey and Racheljsuttingawayof the book
b) What did Monicéabring upa story about?

Dehé (2002) points out that both continuous andcodiBnuous verb-particle
constructions fail to behave as small clauses Irast two situations. First, small clauses are
short versions of what could be longer clausesséeh, they are compatible with the overt
realization of a copula verb, as in 16-a and 16¢pjn case of an SC with an infinitive verb,
its substitution for a finite verb in a full senten connected to the main clause by a
complementizer, as in 16-c. Therefore, especidllya consider thabe heads SC1 in den
Dikken’s structure, verb-particle constructions @wkdobe compatible with that as well.

However, Dehé’s examples, reproduced in 16-d aré, 5&ow they are not.

16
a) | considersdJohnap[honest]].
| consider [John to be honest].
b) The captain allowegdhim pdin the control room]].
The captain allowed him to be in the control room.
c) Nobody heargdit vp[rain last night]].
Nobody hear@dthat it rained last night].
d) He looked;the information up].
*He looked [the information to be up] / *He look@tiat the information was up].
e) He handed[the paper in].
*He handed [the paper to be in]. / *He handed [thatpaper was in].

Also, Dehé (2002) states that the SC is usuallya@ument of the verb and theta-
marked by it. Thus, the SC can be replacedt loy, in case of an echo-question, by a wh-
element, as in 17-a and 17-b. The same does not seeapply to particle verbs, as the

examples in 17-c and 17-d show.
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17
a) Alexandra proveddthe theory false].
Alexandra proved it. / Alexandra proved what?
b) Nobody heargdit rain last night].
Nobody heard it. / Nobody heard what?
c) He looked;the information up].
*He looked it. / *He looked what?
d) He handed|the paper in].
*He handed it. / *He handed what?

Like CP analysis, SC analysis also seems to faleszribe the syntax of verb-particle
constructions. Even though it brings importantghss, it does not seem like we can consider
these constructions analogous to small clausegcedly idiomatic combinations seem very
uncomfortable when analyzed in this way. It ha at®t been irrevocably proven that
particles have their own lexical projections, atcarclaim to the SC analysis.

In the next section, we discuss the proposal affére Jackendoff (2002). Different
from both CP and SC analyses, the author doestteobat to offer a definitive explanation as
to what is the structure of particle verbs. Ratllackendoff puts into question what has been
considered so far in the theories which have attethfo explain these structures, and offers
convincing arguments as to what should really cannan analysis of the verb-particle

construction.

4.2 JACKENDOFF (2002): THE AUTONOMY OF THE SYNTAX

In the previous chapter, we have discussed JaokiEn@002) considerations about
productivity; we assumed the author’'s statementsitathe difference between lexical unit
and grammatical word, as well as the differencevben productivity and semiproductivity,
the latter being some kind of middle ground betwpesductivity and idiosyncrasy. Still in
the previous chapter, we have concluded that partierbs can be divided, concerning
productivity, into productive, semiproductive, amtlosyncratic combinations, while that

division may not coincide exactly with their cldgstion as literal, idiomatic, or aspectual.
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Based on Culicover's hypothesis concerning Coecfdinimalism (2000 apud
Jackendoff 2002), author with whom Jackendoff lateote Simpler Syntax the author
comes up with very simple, yet reasonable considesabout the syntax of the verb-particle
construction in this work of 2002. Some of thesasiderations challenge the mainstream
generative beliefs, as do both works just citedhi@ beginning of the paragraph, but not
without taking these beliefs under careful consitien before.

To begin with, there is an implied criticism of @hsky’s Minimalist Program in
Culicover’'s proposal of a Concrete Minimalism, whiclaims for the “minimum syntactic
structure necessary to relate sound and meanidKENDOFF, 2002, p. 68). Here | do not
dare take sides on that, but instead consider ddokiés proposal for what it is: an attempt to
give a simple and broad explanation to the strectirparticle verbs, which is not afraid to
ask questions about long accepted principles iorthi¢ attested data challenges them.

Through syntactic tests, Jackendoff reaches thelgsion that the syntax of particle
verbs is very much the same, independently of anyastic or other distinctions they might
have. They all present very much the same podgililiappear adjacent or not to the verb, a
possibility which is restricted by very much thengareasons, all of which we have briefly
discussed in the beginning of section 4.1. Theee lmowever, questions to be answered, the
same ones that have been addressed by both CRCaakb/sis, as well as probably all other
attempts at describing the syntax of particle vedaskendoff (2002) summarizes them in

three questions, reproduced below in 18:

18

a) Do the verb and the particle together form a ldxiean?

b) Do the verb and the particle form a constituent éxaludes the direct object?
c) Do Prt and NP form a constituent that excludes/grb?

(JACKENDOFF, 2002, p. 88)

The author addresses the first question by meaniseoflistinction we have already
discussed at length between productive, semiprogycand idiosyncratic combinations.
Idiomatic, as well as other combinations which mhestisted in the lexicon, do form a single
lexical item, in Jackendoff's point of view. Thethar goes further in suggesting they should

® CULICOVER, Peter w. Concrete minimalism, branchstigicture, and linear order. In: Proceedings of
Generative Linguistics in Poland, Warsaw, 2000.
" CULICOVER, Peter W. JACKENDOFF, Ragimpler Syntax Oxford: Oxford University, 2005.
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be treated the same way as multi-word idioms, sisdell NP down the rivertake NP for
grantedor blow somebody’s mind

Jackendoff (2002) argues intently, though, thahsastatement does not entail that
they should form a constituent in the syntax. Multird idioms such as the ones above are
not seen as constituents, if they are not in aityu@hst because they have just one meaning
and are listed as a whole in the lexicon. The foilhg quote should be reproduced here, not
only because it states better than any explan#ti@muthor’s opinion, but also because of its

convincing, definitive tone:

Lexical listing does not require the verb and p#etio form a constituent or even
be contiguous in underlying structure. As obserasdong ago as Emonds 1972,
there are many discontinuous VP idioms liake NP to taskgive NP the slipand
sell NP down the riverwhere a freely chosen direct object intervends/den the
two components of the idiom. There is no reasontmdét idiomatic verb-particle
combinations be discontinuous as well. In shorgrhticity is evidence for lexical
status, but not for grammatical wordhood or evemstituency.” (JACKENDOFF,
2002, p. 73)

The treatment that the author proposes, thendfomiatic particle verbs, is that which
is presented in Jackendoff (1997b) for ‘units larggan X’ in general. This treatment
assumes that the matching between syntax and sem&ntobviously, not one-to-one. The
author exemplifies with the expressitatke NP to the cleanersvhich means “get all of NP’s
money or possessions”. All words in this expressave clearly void of their original
meanings, so a composition of their meanings ismede. Instead, the words are disposed in
the syntax as they would, as what we have in Ehd,the VP they form is linked as a whole

to the meaning in 19-b.

19

a) vel v[take]pd plto] prlthe cleaners]]]

b) [event GET ([ ] [ALL OF [MONEY OF [ ]]])]
(adapted from JACKENDOFF, 1997b, p. 162)

The blank spaces in 19-b correspond to the subjedtthe object positions; in the
syntax, the object position remains open inside $lyatactic structure represented in 19-a,
that is, a direct object is licensed and intervdnealy in the middle of the idiom, as if it were
any other kind of syntactic structure, which algplains how morphology applies to the verb

independently of its semantic statusok instead of taked in case of past tense, for
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instance). Below we have a clarifying quote abdus kind of linking that the author

proposes.

The basic idea is that full linking is necessarylyofor productive syntactic
composition, that is, syntactic composition in theual generative sense. In
productive syntactic composition, the meaning optaase is a rule-governed
function of the meanings of its parts. However, whesyntactic phrase is lexically
listed, there is no need to build it up semantycédbm its parts — the meaning is
already listed as well, so full linking of the pais unnecessary. (JACKENDOFF,
1997b, p. 163)

Jackendoff (1997b, p. 160) points out that sonmamd are full sentences, suchkagp
your shirt onandthat’s the way the cookie crumblesnd that it would be unimaginable to
analyze them as under the samfendde, as a complex head. It does make sense, tthen,
question whether we really need to see particlbssdrat way.

If we apply this treatment to such an idiomatictiske verb aslook up we might
come up with a unified syntactic structure for ldlhds of particle verbs, which therefore
applies tolook upas well; a syntactic structure in which the pé#stis able to appear either
adjacent to the verb or following its DP complemenpossibility that is limited by factors
such as heaviness of the DP complement or thermress® a certain kind of modifier, when
possible. However, whatever that syntactic strécisiy what happens in the case of idiomatic
constructions is that their meaning is alreadgtstand therefore not made up from its parts.
Roughly, then, according to Jackendoff (1997b, 20@2e difference between listed and
productive verb-particle combinations is in thekiing between structure and meaning, rather
than in their syntactic structure per se.

Even though the first question seems to have lm®wered satisfactorily, two

guestions remain, and we repeat them in 20 belowdovenience:

20

d) Do the verb and the particle together form a ldxiean?

e) Do the verb and the particle form a constituent éxaludes the direct object?
f) Do Prt and NP form a constituent that excludess/érg?

(JACKENDOFF, 2002, p. 88)

While addressing the two remaining questions, #u¢hor analyzes briefly the
possibilities of the particle (PrT) forming a cateent with the verb or with the NP, brushing
lightly on CP and SC analyses. In the author’s gmgve, it might be possible to conceive
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that, at some level, the particle in left-hand posj that is, adjacent to the verb, could
become incorporated into the verb and form a compksad, but, if that really happens, it
should not, in the author’'s opinion, lead to angnaetic consequences; if verb and particle
were to end up under the sam@ node, that would not commit them to be a singiéck
unit, or have a single meaning. Apart from adjaqesgition, there is nothing else, according
to the author, to suggest that verb and particle evar form a complex head.

As for the particle forming a constituent with thi#, for Jackendoff (2002), that
seems even more improbable. If the particle verguestion is a literal one, then forming a
constituent with the NP would basically be the sahmeg as being a PP, even though the
particle presents different syntactic behavior. @tbfmrming an SC, Jackendoff admits that
some particles can be predicative, and that mighkemthem suitable for becoming
predicative of the subject, becoming similar orreparticipating in a small clause. However,
that is not enough to assume that the structusemaill clauses underlies the structure of all
particle verbs.

Even though Jackendoff (2002) discusses, quitestieally, the possibilities raised by
the most traditional accounts on the structure efbyparticle constructions, and does
recognize the situations in which they might mag&ese as explanations of these structures’
behavior, what the author really wants to suggesich more in that sense, really, than
presenting a theory and irrefutable evidence, & thhat motivates the endless search in
syntactic theory for the constituency of the péatis binary branching, and that, if that did
not exist, the question would disappear.

Jackendoff states that Culicover's work on Coreciidinimalism proves that binary
branching does not make syntactic theory any simplieich would be the reason to assume
it in the first place. Without binary branchinggethuthor states, nothing would stop scholars
from stating a structure for particle verbs @s¥ NP Prt], in which neither the relation that
the particle has with the verb or the one it hathwhe NP takes precedence over the other, a
factor that might be behind the failure of manyaties. However, | do not intend to go
deeper into the reasons for either adopting ormlrapbinary branching here.

Again, | do not dare take sides on whether bifmanching should be dropped from
syntactic theory or not. However, | do believe &mdoff brings great insight into the
structure of the verb-particle construction, andol agree with the author that assuming a
treatment for idiomatic particle verbs similar bat given to multi-word idioms simplifies our
questions. It is true that, even though they haweet very different kinds of semantic uses,

and that might sometimes lead us to think they lerapletely different behavior, in fact,
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they do not. If we analyze their syntactic behavibey are in general very similar, and
subject to the same constraints.

A theory which succeeds in describing particlebgerorrectly must, therefore, in my
opinion, not be biased with respect to semantiabien. It must be able to account for the
different positions the particle can appear inwad as the relations it might form with the
elements around it, while the question of whetkemeaning is listed or can be built online
does not have to be resolved in the syntax. It tridighproven, in the future, that the only way
to describe the syntax of particle verbs succegstito drop binary branching, or it might be
proven that it is not be necessary to do that.eEittay, verb-particle constructions continue,
to this date, to represent a challenge for alllesonvhich attempt to describe them.

In this section, Jackendoff's (2002) insights irttee verb-particle construction’s
syntactic structure were presented. | do not dige \8ith him unconditionally, seeing as his
proposal about how dropping binary branching migket the way to finally find the
explanation that we are all looking for challengesxims long accepted in syntactic theory,
which would have to be carefully analyzed in mucbrendetail than | would be able to do
here. For now, | am content to simply comment as¢hideas, which might someday lead to
a bigger development in the theory, or simply bavpn wrong. Either way, | am certain the
questions raised in this section by means of tlsemations made by Jackendoff help refine
our questions on the matter, and that is an impbsi@p in seeking answers.

4.3 ASPECTUAL PARTICLES AND THEIR SYNTACTIC INTERAEENCE

In chapter 3, we mentioned two quotes concernisgeetual particles, most
specifically telicup, which raised interesting questions to be disaigsth in a semantic and
in a syntactic perspective. | repeat them both Hereconvenience: Up is syntactically
optional, and its contribution to the meaning af 8entence is quite modest. The verb could
stand on its own with almost the same meaning” (CEIMURCIA and LARSEN-
FREEMAN, 1999, p. 425). Yp does not] satisfy an argument position of the védrban be
freely omitted. It is often even redundant” (JACKBEFF, 2002, p. 76). Seeing as we have
already addressed the semantic part of that questve now proceed to discussing the
syntactic part.

Jackendoff's statement, thap does not satisfy an argument position of the viexb,

very much the same thing as saying that it is ‘agtntally optional”. Even though it is not
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required by the verb, teligp, as well as the other aspectual particles in génmction as
though they were aspectual auxiliaries. In thaseethey are like adjuncts. However, as we
will see, some patrticles present a few singulaitie

Up seems to be really optional, in the sense thate=urcia and Larsen-Freeman
meant, because it does not seem to have a hugetimpathe syntax of the verbs it is
combined with. As we can see in the examples, wipds added to an intransitive verb, as in
21-a, the verb’s characteristics do not chang&hesdo not in 21-b, which shows an example
of a transitive verb receiving the particle. Ifxiere removed, nothing would be missing in the
structure, not only in the whole sentence but aisibs shorter version witht replacing the

object.

a) Kids grow upso fast.

b) Charliedrankhis milk up like a good boy.
Charliedrankit up.

c) The housdurned down

d) The copdrokethe doordown
The copsrokeit down

That seems to be the same casedoivii in 21-c, we have an example of an
intransitive verb receiving it. Then, in 21-d, artsitive one; iidownwere removed, nothing
would be missing both in the whole sentence artiershorter version. That also seems to be
the case obff andout In addition, all of these particles present #adliook behavior of verb-
particle constructions that we described earlisryva can see in the examples withar out
the particle can appear adjacent to the verb er #ie DP complement (22-a); however, that
is not optional in case of unstressed pronounsghwvfarce the particle to follow them (22-b),
as well as in case there is a heavy NP, which $ottee particle to precede it (22-c).

22
a) He wanted her thear outhis story.
He wanted her tbear his storyout
b) He wanted her tbearit out
*He wanted her tdear outit.

c) He wanted her thearoutthe story about how he had got lost.
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*He wanted her ttearthe story about how he had got lost

However, among telic particles, we have a few glamwhich do not seem to follow
the same rule©veris a semiproductive aspectual particle; its tetimbinations are not very
common. One which we mentioned in the previous t&raig talk NP over which means
roughly “talk until some existing problem is solVedlarticle shift is not possible for this
verb-particle combination, not only when the DPais unstressed pronoun (23-a), and not
even when it is a full DP (23-b).

23
a) Let'stalk thisover.
*Let’s talk overthis.
b) They wanted taalk the situatiorover.
* They wanted tdalk overthe situation.

Telic combinations withthrough are also semiproductive, and the particle adds a
meaning of “from beginning to end”. In general, tde shift happens normally in particle
verbs containing this particle, as in the exampl4-a. However, the example in 244,
through which means roughly “to watch the whole of sonrmeghy does not seem to accept
particle shift. It is also a curious combinationtivat it makes the otherwise intransitive verb

sit become transitive.

24

a) | read throughthe list.
| readthe listthrough

b) | sat throughthat stupid movie because | had paid for it.
*| satthat stupid movighroughbecause | had paid for it.

That might lead us to conclude that those pedtiéar belong only to isolated
combinations, probably the most idiomatic ones,ciwhinight be obligatorily listed in the
lexicon with a fixed syntax, like multi-word idiomslowever, that does not seem to be the
case of telicaway, which seems to act like the other telic particlkesing compatible with
intransitive verbs, as in 25-a, as well as witmsrave ones, as in 25-b, also allowing (or

disallowing) particle shift to apply in the samentexts as it does for most verb-particle
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combinations, as we can see in examples 25-b thr@Gep. | do not know of any examples
with telic awaywhich present syntactic anomalies like thosenusttioned.

25
a) The conversation slowlgied away
b) His ex-wife haspenthis moneyaway.
His ex-wife haspent awayis money.
c) His ex-wife haspentit away.
*His ex-wife hasspent awayt.
d) His ex-wife haspent awayhe money he won in the lottery two years ago.

*His ex-wife hasspentthe money he won in the lottery two years agay:.

We could be tempted to assume that the other ptwduparticles have a neutral
syntactic behavior, likeip does. However, that is not the case of the proeeicontinuative
particles. Bothon and away seem to promote significant changes in the syofake verbs
they combine with. As pointed out by Jackendoff020) when added to transitive verbs, both
particles block the presence of a complement, asanesee in the examples in 25. If we look
at the fact that they mean roughly, in 25-a, “coméid drinking”, and, in 25-b, “continued
dancing”, we can observe that the structures viighaspectual auxiliary plus the verb with
the -ing affix do not require a complement. That may or may be a relevant observation,
but the fact that these structures do Islotk complements, as the ones with the particles do,

does not make it a strong candidate as the expdenatt why it happens.

25

a) Jamegirank on
*Jamesdrankvodkaon.

b) Anniedanced away

*Annie dancedazzaway:.

The same does not happen watbng the third continuative particle; it can appear in
combination with intransitive verbs, as in 26-awadl as in combination with transitive ones,

as in 26-b, allowing their complements without algpem.
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26
There’s nothing to seejove along
Mike rodehis bikealong

In this section, we briefly analyzed the influerthat aspectual particles may have in
the original syntax of the verb they are attacleedlh general, these particles do not influence
these structures. There are, however, a few clyatigrexamples, most of which we could
attempt to explain through idiomaticity, claimingat maybe these specific verb-particle
combinations are getting closer to multi-word id®nhan particle verbs, as they do not
present the characteristic syntactic features béroparticle verbs. The biggest challenge
presented here, however, is the impact of contimelah andawayon the verbs they combine
with.

The aim of this chapter was to discuss issues coimgethe syntax of particle verbs.
We can probably conclude right about now that weelraised much more questions than we
have offered answers. The truth is that one thuag) inight be stopping scholars from finding
definitive answers concerning this subject is agkhre wrong questions, or taking the wrong
factors into consideration. Much on the literatab®ut the syntax of phrasal verbs has to do
with defining what questions should be addressed.

Probably the closest we got to achieving an answdo what the structure of particle
verbs might be was with Jackendoff's (2002) propossen though it does not have a
definitive claim as to what the structure is, itrehates, rather convincingly, the doubt about
whether we should consider the semantic distinstiamong particle verbs relevant for
building a theory of their syntax, which were thasé of many theories that failed to describe
these structures.

We have also discussed briefly the aspectual pestighich can promote some kind of
change in the original syntax of the verb theydhtso, and found ourselves facing a new
challenge: why do continuativen and away block the complements of the verbs they
combine with? The aim of this chapter was not ferchnswer to the questions raised, but to
discuss the current theories, as well as the nyaitastic challenges that particle verbs pose to
theorists.
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5 CONCLUSION

In this thesis, we have attempted to shed somé tighthe semantics and syntax of
aspectual post-verbal particles. In order to do, thva have first of all established, in chapter
2, our view of aspect, both grammatical and lexiédter discussion on the proposals by
several authors, we adopted a scheme for aspectmuech like Brinton's (2009), including
the author's suggestion of a new subcategory otifaptive aspect, namely, continuative
aspect. For aktionsart, we stuck with Vendler'sS7d9model of categories, believing that,
even after so much time and many objections amangiis at refinements, the author's model
is still the most complete and better suited tadbe aktionsart in language.

In chapter two, we focused closely on our main cbgé study, aspectual post-verbal
particles. We started by describing the two kinflaspectual meanings that they can convey;
continuative aspect and telicity. The first is diow suggested by Brinton (2009), which can
represent a situation as continuing, after anrapgion or not, but, basically, extending itself
in time instead of ending. The post-verbal partialéhich can convey that meaning are
away, andalong Telicity is a notion from aktionsart; it is thetiinsic property of a situation
of having a definite endpoint. The post-verbal ijgles which can add or emphasize a telos in
verbs areup, down out, off, through over, andaway.

After the thorough discussion of the meanings thate particles can add to simple
verbs, in association with Jackendoff's (2002) rdedéin of productivity, we have concluded
that, among the telic particles, onlp is productive. That means that it can be addecttbs
online, in combinations which are understood by speaker and the interlocutor without
needing to be listed in the lexicon. The same hagppm the continuative particles group,
with on andaway. When these particles combine with verbs, thestpeed not be listed in
the lexicon either, and are understood even ifsfheakers have never heard the combination
before. The other particles in both groups are peaductive; semiproductive combinations
between verbs and aspectual particles must bd listdhe lexicon, and have a more specific,
less "pure" aspectual meaning than the productines.o

The syntax of the particle-verb construction isatter of extensive debate. Ramchand
and Svenonius (2002) wrote a very interesting ane statement: “whether despite the
amount of ink spilled over the verb-particle constion or because of it, there is still a

dramatic lack of consensus regarding its syntadtoucture” (RAMCHAND and
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SVENONIUS, 2002, p. 1). The question has been addefrom numerous points of view,
yielding a wide literature on the matter, with refiditive answer as a result.

In chapter 4, we reviewed briefly the two theomasst often adopted by authors when
attempting to describe the syntactic behavior atigla verbs: complex head analysis and
small clause analysis. For each theory, we focusedne author, very representative of the
respective point of view.

For CP analysis, we reviewed Johnson (1991), whoesoup with what is later
referred to as excorporation; basically, verb aadigle are inserted under the same lexical
head node, and might end up separated later on dwement of the verb and the DP
complement. For SC analysis, the reviewed propmaalden Dikken's (1995); in the author’s
account, a structure consisting of three smallsgapyone of which is headed by the particle,
complements the verb in the main clause. Parthulé is explained in terms of movement or
not of the DP to an upper position in the struciir¢he small clauses, which would end up
with the DP between verb and patrticle on the setfac

Besides explaining both author's proposals, we ladés@ looked at the good and bad
sides about them; that is, the reasons why thisddoe&l a good explanation to the syntactic
structure of particle verbs, as well as the reasamg that explanation does not seem to be
enough to account for these structures' behavior.

As an alternative, we also reviewed the proposatrgiby Jackendoff (2002), whose
insights had been first applied in chapter 3, whikeanalyzed whether aspectual post-verbal
particles, and later on, literal and idiomatic wdet as well, were productive, semiproductive,
or idiosyncratic in the author's analysis. In cleapt, we discussed how these considerations
might reflect on a syntactic approach about venbigla constructions, as well as where the
author's proposal was headed to.

The notion of productivity was then useful for tla@thor to propose that the
combinations which must be listed in the lexicomtcary to what intuition might say — and
that has motivated many theoretical approache® -aotl have to be inserted under the same
lexical head node, neither do they even have toobéiguous in deep structure. That ensures
that there is probably no need to provide a differgyntactic explanation for idiomatic
combinations as opposed to literal or aspectuas.ohiee fact that all kinds of particle verbs
are subject to the same kind of syntactic conggaafurther evidence of that.

Jackendoff (2002) does not propose a whole themigxplain the syntactic structure
of particle verbs. What the author does is to dqoesthe need of earlier theories for

determining what the particle forms a constitueithwf with the verb, or if with the DP.
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Jackendoff states that this need is a result dflimgi structures with binary branching. If
binary branching was not implemented, nothing waatlshd in the way of a theory which
dared to propose a structure such as [V DP Parntyhich verb, particle, and DP, when one is
present, are inside the VP, with no hierarchicdeorand no need to determine which is the
most important relation that the particle estaldskyntactically, if with the verb, or with the
DP.

Even though that perspective challenges conceptshwiave been long established in
generative syntactic theory, it does seem to maeereense that both the relation between
verb and particle and the one between the paréinkk the DP are important, and neither
should be determined as the most important in agéexplanation for the syntax of all verb-
particle constructions. Jackendoff's (2002) sutygescould be the one to follow, and
develop further, in order to come up with an actusyntactic description of particle verbs.

Still in chapter 4, we have also taken a closek labthe syntactic relations formed or
changed upon the addition of aspectual post-verbdicles. We have concluded that most
particles do not cause a change in the originatagyof the verb besides, of course, their
presence. However, a few among the aspectual lgarpcesent syntactic peculiarities or have
an important impact on the syntax of the verbs #reyadded to.

While up, down off, out and away, among the telic particles, seem to behave in a
rather neutral way in relation to the verbs they associated witithrough and over have
examples which are subject to different constraimas the remainder of post-verbal particles
— blocking particle shift and making the verb titiae are examples.

Among the group of continuative particles, thoutgte examples are not so much
isolated cases like those; even thoading seems to have a quite neutral syntactic behavior
as well, bothon and away, the productive aspectual particles, block thesoaiated verbs
from having complements when they are presentoagqu out by Jackendoff (2002). That
behavior is not restricted to just a few examplkat seems to happen in all combinations of
on andawaywith simple verbs to convey continuative aspetiese observations add a few
more questions for us to pursue on our searchrfewars concerning the syntax of aspectual
post-verbal particles, and the syntax of partiedog in general.

While the semantic issues addressed throughoutp#dpsr seem quite clear to us at
this point, the syntactic issues have not recetkefthitive answers. It might even be fair to
say that we have raised more questions than thessready had in the beginning, but that is
not necessarily a bad thing. It is a fact, in sogerthat asking the wrong questions will lead to

wrong answers; following that logic, | believe thaven though we did not come up with any



80

definitive answers to the syntactic questions alweub-particle constructions, we did get at
least one step closer to asking the right questions
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