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AI3STRACT

This papen angues in faveur of inlroducing Penlmuiler’s (1978) (inaccusative Ely-
perbesis mio descniptive and pedagogical grammans of English. We show lhat verbs
which have iradiíionally been elassified as iniransilive venbs eecurring in clauses of
ihe type SV belong, in fact, te lwo different verb classes: unaccusalive atid unerga-
lives, depending en Ihe pesilien of the only argumení of ihe verb ai a more absírací
level of analysis. This dislincilon is shewn te be useful fon both descriplive and peda-
gogical purpeses. Descnipiively, we can acceuní nalurally for syntaciic processes af-
fecíing unaccusative Vs sueh as tbere-inseniien, localive inversion, ihe occurrence of
resultative phrases ami iLe causative aliernation. Pedagogieally, it appears to be tIte
seurce of siudenís’ errors when using unaccusative verbs. Finally, the discussion sug-
gests thai lIte use of granimalical funclions, like Subject, for ILe classificaiion of
clauses and verbs is misleading in thaI it concenírates en surface preperlies.

1. INTRODUCTION: GRAMMARS AND GRAMMATICAL
FUNCTIONS

TL¡s papen leeks at tbe classification of iLe simple sentence míe diflen-
ent clause-iypes, as commonly feutid in descriptive and pedagegical gnam-
mars of Englisb. Sinee a classificaiien of clauses entajís a classificatien of
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V(erb)s ‘<ve will Lave as man>’ clause-types as V-i>’pes can be distinguished in
ILe gnammar. TLe issucs te be discussed Lene eoncenn iLe tnansitive-inlransi-
uve distincílen. and more specifically, iLe class of iniransilive Vs and clauses
in English.

A three-way categonizalion of grammans of ILe kind propesed b>’ Leech
(1988) is assumed, wiiL iheereilcal and pedagegical l>’pes of grammars as
self-contained lo sorne exient, caeh trying lo fulfil diffenent purposcs and ad-
dressed lo diffcreni neaders; and descriptive grarnmars, as falling sornewhere
in iLe rniddle beiween íLeon>’ and pedageg>’. 1 am íhinking cf cemprehensive
grammans of English aimed al (native or nonnative) univensil>’ siudcnts, con-
laining a wide coverage of granurnalical sinuctures which are descnibed accur-
aieJy, reflecíing hoW larguage is actualí>’ used and aveiding unneccssary ref-
erenee lo Lighly abstnact iheerelical concepís. Since ILe beundaries belWeen
descniption and pedagogy are less cleanly delined in grammans designed fon
advanced L2 Iearners, 1 shall refer te Ibose gnammars as descniplive/peda-
gogical; wheíher emphasis is placed en description or pcdagegy will depend
en ILe final objectives of ILe grammar ¡¡seil

In iLe seanch fon an alíernailve te iLe elassificaiion cf clauses and Vs
fcund in descniptive and pedagogical gnarnniars, a non-jhnctional appreach
will be adopted. Such an appreach ma>’ be considered non-funclional in
threc differení ways thai correspotid le ihree common differenl uses of iLe
ierrn ‘funelional’ in linguislic atid language siudies.

Firsí, a funetional gnammar in iLe ESL iradilion is «a grammar which
puís tegelLer ILe pallertis of ILe language atid ihe things dual you cande wiiL
them» (Introduction lo iLe Collins cebuilt/ Eng/ish Grammar, y). This is a
granumar concerned with futictiotis of ILe language: rnaking up rnessages, re-
porting what someene has said, and so en. Aithough it is noÉ my concern lo
establish why iLe type of gramnuar used Lene is non-funculonal in ihis sense,
it sLould perhaps be mentioned al iLis poiní thai sueh an approach faces a
difficult compremise: if iLe Iheory behitid sucL a gnamman becemes toe
sophisticated, it becemes a granumar wLicL describes. ratLer ILan ene which
is coneerned wiIL active use; if ILe emphasis is en pedagegy, iLe Iheereileal
bed>’ is inevitabí>’ weaker and becomes laxonomical in nature.

A secotid use of iLe ienm funclional cerresponds te what is genenicalí>’
knewn as futictienal appreaches te grammar ir iheorelical lingusiics. Unden
ILe funuienal pcrspective, ft¡nction precedes ferm in iLe sense thai iLe par-
ticular uses lo wLich language is pul determine iLe shape of what is actualí>’
said. TLe rules and principies of language are explained ñu Ienms of thcir
funclien ñu communicalion and disceurse, atid Lence, iLe emphasis is en
grammar be>’ond iLe sentencie level 2 TLe approach followed Lene is non-
funelional because it ix closen te the ideas pul forwand by a differeni school
of linguisíics, genenative grammar, wbich disnegards ILe role pla>’ed by fune-
lien atid cencenínates en fenm 3. Although, it is nol ni>’ inientien te evaluate
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ihese diffeneni iLeenies, in my opinion lLene are paniculan aneas of language
descniplien fon whicL an analysis based en form is mene enligLtening; e. g.
ILe basic paltenn undenlying clause-types and V-Iypes. An analysis based en
funetien, Leweven, ma>’ be very useful in explaining iLe natune of vanialiens
en ihis basic patienn.

TLe ihind use of ILe term futictienal is iLe ene thai concertis iLe tepic of
lLis papen mosí dineetly. 1 sLall argue againsí a functional classifieation of
clause-types in English, i.e. a classifieation based en gramnmatical ftinctions
(GFs), such as (S(ubject), O(bjecí), and so en. Two qucsiions divide iheore-
lical grammars coneerning CFs: (i) Are GFs defined as pnimitive en denived
concepis? (u) Are gramnuatical processes beiter acceunied fon by making
use of GEs or noi? In Relatienal Gramman atid Lexical-Functienal (ram-
mar GFs are pnimitives; in Gevertimení and Binding TLeery GFs are sinuc-
luralJy denived; Fillmere’s Case Grammar derives (Es frein semanlic roles.
GEs are presení also in funciional appreaeLes te grammars and are given a
semanuie interpnelaiion, wLicL is ofien related te ILe penspective frem which
iLe s¡ate of affairs expressed by ILe predicate is preseníed in ILe Iinguisíic
expression. As before, m>’ purpose is net te evaluate diffeneni Iheoretical
Irameworks according te iheir use of (Es, under ILe assumptien thai terms
like 5 atid O Lave no clean preiheeretical reference and Ihal an>’ answer lo
tLe quesliens aLeve is inevitabí>’ linked le iLe explanaieny powcr of ILe dif-
ferení duconies, an issue well be>’ond iLe 5CO~C of Ihis papen.

AlILeugL (Es ma>’ nol Lave unique referenis cuiside a particular íLeon>’,
pedagogical and descniptive grammans make exíensive use of noiiens like 5,0,
and so en. TLis seems lo impí>’ thai sorne iype of generalization is pessible
concerning tIte definutien of 8, fon example, cuiside a paniculan íLeon>’. TItus,
pedagogical grarnmans tend te define Ss in lerms of semantic roles: SS are
ofien referred te as ‘aciors’. When ILe emphasis is mere iowards descriptien,
ILe definitjon of 8 eften encempasses a chisten cf merphe-syniaetic and se-
manuie preperties, similar lo lLai preposed by Reenan (1976). Fnem a Iheone-
tical penspeelive. lLis appneach is inLeneníl>’ non-explanaiony. As poinled cuí
by Maraniz (1984: 310): «~t in fact, a set of constituenis shanes a clusten of
prepeniles. ILe explanaten>’ task is te acceuní fer iLe way lhese prepenties cías-
ter logeiher.» Buí it nemains lo be seen whether ILe use of terms like 5 is ap-
propniale fon a descriptive atid pet/agogicallask like iLe ene examined Lene. M>’
proposaJ is thai reference te (Es, atid ñu particuJan te iLe notien of 8, ñu reía-
lien lo clause-t>zpcs and V-types is misleading Lecause it places ihe empLasis
en ILe superficial preperiles of seníenees, missing genenalimatiesis among
classes ¿md failing te distinguish between sorne clause-iypes.

In section 1, Wc will see iLal a functional classificaiion of clauses and Vs
eniails a íwe-wa>’ lransitive-intransitive distinetien. Te see whetLer iLe class
of ininansitives is syntaeiicall>’ Lomogenceus, iLe prepenties of Ss in 8V
clauses are examine in secticn 2. ILe discussion iLene suggests thaI Vs eccun-
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ing in 8V classes are beiten divided mío lwo classes: unaecusatives and un-
ergatives, basa! en ILe semanlie and syntactic propenties of iLe ení>’ angu-
mení of tLese Vs. In section 3, we loek ai s>’ntactic processes affeeting unac-
cusatives in nelation te Vs of exislence en appeananee (3.1) atid Vs of change
of stale (3.2), pnovid¡ng sincng supperl fon inineducing a class of unaceu-
satives in ILe grammar. Sentían 4 is ILe cenelusien, where tLe conceptual ad-
vantages of iLe elassification propesed fon clauses/Vs are pui fez-ward.

2. IHE FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF CLAUSES ANO VS

In ihein chanactenization of elause-í>¡pes in English, deseniptive and peda-
gogical gnammars efíen focus en ILe funchon, ralLen lLan en tLe categery of
clause constituenis. An argumení in faveur of ibis appreach is thai elemenis
belonging te different syntaetie categenies ofien Lave iLe sane funclien, as il-
lusirated in (1) fon íLe V t/eny

(1) a. They denied [NP the mistakej NP-V-NP
b. They denied [~thai Ihere was a rnistake]. NPVS

lf we were te classify ihe y denyas a V whieh ma>’ appear in two diffen-
cnt consíructictis like iLose aboye, we weuld miss iLe generalization lLal ILe
V doy is a transitive V which appears in 8VO elauses. Similarly, superfi-
cialí>’ elassif>’ing clauses aeconding te tLe categories cf iLein constituení paris
weuld put (la) legeihen with (2), even lhougL lhese are sinuclunes with ven>’
different syntaciie atid semanlie prepenties.

(2) ‘leun propesalseerns a geed solution. NP-V-NP(~(la))

TLus, a descriptien base en calegonies weuld miss impenianí generaliza-
tions abeul the t>’pe of clauses in which ILe V deny is fonud, aud would in-
correctí>’ predicí thai deny atid seemare iLe same V-type. These well known
facis fon descniptive and pedagogical grammans of English Lave lcd te a
elassificaíien of clauses in terms of funetietis [e.g. I-luddlesten (1984),
Greenbaum & Quirk (1990), Oowning & Locke (1992)]. AlíhougL ihene is
disagreemení abeul the number atid/on types cf funetiotis invelved (wLieL
could in iiself be a majer cniiicism againsí ihis appneach), iLe fellewing is a
standard assumpiien abeui ILe basic types of elauses feund in English, laken
from Greenbaum & Quink (1992):

(3) A ‘Funcrional’ Classft¡catien of Clauses
a. 8V Fengus ix sleeping.
b. SVOd Fergus kickedthe doer.
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e. SVOGd Fergus gayeLis mates sorne fags.
d. SVAS Fengus seemsbered.
e. SVGA0 Hilda flnt/sFengus dead bering.
f. 8VA Fengus stayet/in iLe baiL.
g. SVGA His panenis putFengus in iLe baiL.

(A;=Subjecl Atinibute; 01=Indireet Object; Gd=Dinect Objeci; A«=’Object
atinibule; A=Advenbial).

Aecendingly, thene are five V-l>’pes: (a) Intransiuive Vs eccuning in SV
elauses, like s/eeg (b) Cepu/a: Vs cccuning in 8VA and SVA~ clauses Jike
seem and suay, (c)Monetransirive¿ Vs eecunning in SVGJ clauses, like kick (d)
comp/ex Transitive Vs eccuning in SVGA0 and SVGA clauses, like fina’atid
pu4 and (e) Dirransirive Vs oeeuring in 5V0101, clauses, like give.

Two questions anise imrnediaiely: (1) De ILe lenrns transitive, intransitive,
¿md se en nepresení Lomogeneous classes? atid (u) Ls u possible te find eem-
men propenties acress some V-Iypes; i.e. could transitives and comp/ex transi-
lives beleng le iLe same elass? A fulí ansWen te ihese queslietis is obvicusí>’ be-
yond iLe scope of tUs paper. VIere. 1 shall sirnply consider wheíher iLe len
in/runsitire, used fon Vs occurning in SV clanes, represenís a syntactically he-
megenceus class, a lask which nequines a close examinalion of the notion of 5.

3. SEMANTIC AND SYNTACTIC FACTORS JIS Ti-lE DEFINITION
GFSs

3.1. Defining eransisive ana’ inírunsitive Vs una’ claase-types

TLe finsí problern fon a funetienal classificatien of clauses is thai lLene
are fbi man>’ Vs wLich are ‘pure’ intransitives (SM) Iike emerge, vanish, elapse
o ‘pune’ inansitives (SVG) like wielt/, contain, t/ishike (examples frem Kilby,
1984). Mosí Vs can appean in euLer ene or iLe cíher clause-Iype:

(4) a. Fergus laughed. SN’
E Fergus lauglied [aseeroful laughj/jat me]. 8VO

(5) a. Maggie opened thedoer. SVO
h. Thedoerepened. 8V
e. ibis doer opens (easily). SV

(6) a. TIte horsejurnpcd 5V
b. John jumped the Itorse (oven ¡he fence) SVG

(7) a. They inhaled sorne gas. 8VO
b. Inhale! Exhale! SV

(8) a. Fergus met Maggie. 8Vo
h. Maggie aud Fergus met. 8V
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These Vs appear te be boíL transitive and intransitive al ILe same time
and ibus, ILe>’ occur in boíL 5V atid SVO censirueiiens. Buí since mosí Vs
appear te shew Ibis propert>’, iLe validit>’ of iLe classification Ls ves-
tiened.

The obvicus selution is te Sa>’ thai ihese Vs belong primanil>’ lo ene
class: ILe>’ are euLer transitive en intransitive. TLe (a) exaniples sbow wLat is
citen censidened te be iLe mesí common occurrence of diese Vs: i.e. tIte Vs
/augh and jurnp occur pnimanily as intransitive, whule ILe Vs open, inhale and
meet are pnimanily Iransitive. Gun grammar weuld specify, fon instance, thaI a
pnimanil>’ intransitive V like lúugh ma>’ alse cecur in transitive 8VO clauses
wiiL a cognale O, en with a prepesilional O; ILe V jump rnay also appéar in
8VO elauses, wiiL a causative meaning, atid se en. The queslion thai follews
15: en wLat basis de we classify diese Vs as pnimarily transitive en pniniaril>’
intransitive? Tite cniterien appears te be semantie, radien ihan s>’ntaetic: Vs
like /augh atid ¡¿¿mp ma>’ in principie involve en!>’ cnt? panlicipant, WhilC Vs
like epen, inhale atid meetinvolve twe participanis.

In fact, semantic entena (in lennis cf panticipanis) and syntaclic crilenia
(in Ierms of funetiotis) efien appean tegeiher ñu definuticus of diese Vs ñu pe-
dagogical atid descriptive grammars. Thus, intransitives. are typically defitied
as Vs whieh involve ene panticipaní realizad as a S (er lacking an O), and
transilives as Vs involving iwe parlicipanis nealized as 5 atid O. GFs are,
Ihen, ILe syníacíic realization of panticipanis —a denived notion thai does noi
secrn te add much ¡o iLe definitien of Vs if an independení rnapping prin-
cipIe can be esiablished by xvLich Vs associated wilh ene panticipaní are
mapped unto SV clauses ¿md VS wiih iwe panticipanis are mapped mio 8VO
clauses. However, lhough sornewhai redundaní, a definition of Vs in terrus
of participanís and (Es appcars te be useful te correcil>’ classify /augh, ¡u/np,
open, and so en. Since a cerlain arnount of redundane>’ is cerlainí>’ nol han-
ful fon iLe purposes of descniptive asid pcdagcgical grammars, sueh defini-
tions wou¡d oní>’ be put te queslion u it ecuid be shewn tLat ILe>’ make dic
wreng king of prediciicns cencerning ILe Vs Which faIl under the classifica-
lien. With thai purpese, lct us carefulí>’ loek al intransitive Vs atid 8V
claus es.

3.2. Intrunsítive Vs: SU’

Accending te ILe definiliotis abeve, ILe clauses in (9) ah contain iniransi-
uve Vs (alghough jump and open can appear in SVO clauses as well):

(9) a. ¡he chuid jumped/enied.
b. A man felI/arnivcd.
e. The dúos úpeoed/broke.
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TLe N(oun) P(hrases) dic chilt/, a man atid the t/oer are Ss aceonding te
al! menpLo-syntacíic entena: iLe>’ oecupy a pesition befene ILe V in declara-
uve sentences like (9) aLeve, and a pesitien afier iLe eperater un inlernoga-
uve clauses; iLe>’ determine numen atid/or pensen agneemení and can be re-
placed by nominative preneutis ¡n finule elauses.

Fnem a semantie peiní of vicw, Loweven, it seems tLat ILe ení>’ pantici-
paní invelved in iLese sentences and nealized as ILe GE of 5 does nol ferm a
homogenecus class: it us iLe agent of iLe action in (a), wiih jt¡mp and cíy, atid
iLe t/zemexvitb arrive/jkllin (b) ¿md open/breakin (e) “.

TLe Leíeregeneeus natune of iLe 5 un tenms of semaníic en iLematie roles
5 recegnized by mosí pedagogical and descniptive gnammans (theugL sílil

defining 5 as ube ‘actor’ en ‘agení’ in sorne cases) ~. Buí wLiJe Iheeretical
grammars in general Lave leeked mío iLe nelevanee of iLemalie roles for iLe
syntax, and ¡ti panicular fon iLe classification of clauses and Vs, pedagogical
atid deseniptive grammans ofien limil thcmselves te providing a lisí of iLe dif-
ferení iLematie roles asseeiated wiiL iLe 5, and ihus, imponlaní generaliza-
tietis are missed and fundamental distinctiens are nol established.

II was a mainsia>’ of generative semanties that ihematie roles are uni-
formly mapped míe GEs, a Lypoíbesis which Las been recenlly revived in its
sirengesí fon wiihin genenative grammnar by Baker (1988) as dic Unifrrmiíy
cf Theta Assignment Hypcdiesis (UTAH,>, and wLich follews a slighíl>’ weakcr
cenditien preposed by Perímulten atid Postal (1984): ILe Universal Align-
rnent JIypothes¿s (UAfI). TLe U(T)AH (as Pcsetsky (1994) refers le boíL Ly-
peiheses) predicis thai ¡f a NP bears iLe Ihemalie role of agení it is mapped
mío ILe 5 pesition, atid ifa NP bears ILe semantie role of iheme it is mapped
míe ILe O position at an abstract level of anal>’sis [D(eep,>-S(truct¿¡re,iI i’
(evertimení ¿md Binding Theery, aid ILe ¡nidal sirarrun in Relaijonal
Graniman). Aí sueh a level of anal>’sis, whicL is Leneeforih neferred te as
D-S, a distinclien is established between internal argumenís (generated inside
the VP as cemplements cf ube y), and external argurnenís (generated eutside
iLe VP) fellowing Williams (1981). Thc temis 5 and O are resenved for ILe
stirfhce [S-S(tnuciurc)] manifestation of ILe angumenis.

Leí us see, then, what iLe impJicaliens are fon a clause like A man ccived
¡ti (9b). Since tIte NP a man is semaniically a iheme, it musí oecup>’ ILe posi-
lien of iLe inlennal angument. As tLis is iLe cM>’ panticipaní associaied with
iLe V, ILe pesiuien fon iLe extennal angumení is empí>’ al D-S (i.e. lLis clause
lacks a 5), as shown in (lO):

(le) D-S: [~,«arnived a man]

Theonies wLich disuinguish an absirací level of analysis Lave differeni
wa>’s of ensuning ILaí siructunes Iike (10) have a sunface 5. Wíthin Govenn-
mení aid Binding Theory, for example, a rule known as NP-meveíne¿a ap-
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pues le (10) te ereate iLe siructure in (11) (whene tindicaies iLe trace lefí b>’

iLe moved NP afienILe applicaiien of ILe rule):

(11) S-S:A man [vvannived rl

Vs like arrive whose sunface 5 is ILe internal argumení al a mere absirací
level of anal>’sis are called unaccusatives 6• J~ lLis, ILe>’ diffen fnem olLer
monoargumenial Vs like c’ywLieh Lave an external argumení, i.e. iLe>’ Lave
a Sai alí levels of nepresenlatien. Vs like cryare called unergatíve. TLis is spe-
cified in iLe lexical eniny of ihese Vs by meatis of variables, wLene x is used
fon ILe exiennal argumení and y for ILe inlennal argumení:

(12) unaccusative: [ARRIVFU [ KV NP]]
unergail ve: j.xCRY) INP!~~ V]J

TLus, iLe class of iníransilives Las lo be split mio a elass of unaccusatives
asid a class of unergatives. This distincilon is iLe basis for ILe Unaecusauive
J-Jypothesis, as firsí síated by Penlmutier (1978) within ILe framewerk of Re-
lational Gnammar.

Notice thaI mapping principies as siated by iLe IJ(T)AI-I asid lLe adep-
tion of iLe ierms iniennal vs. external angumení render unnecessan>’ iLe use
of GEs, which are neserved fon ILe actual surface pesilion of iLe sole argu-
mení of unaceusative/unengative Vs. TLis is wLy iLis argumení beLaves as a
5 aeeording te ah morpLe-s>’ntaclic cnitenia. Hewever, iLe ineerpenatien of
ILe Unaecusative Hypoihesis míe oun descniplive/pedagogical gramrnan in-
volves iLe addition of anoiher level of analysis atid a rule of NP-mevemeni.
TLis level of complexil>’ dees nol justify ñu an>’ way iLe iask undentaken if it
cannet be sLown thai a gnamman iLal incorporales iLe Unaceusative Hype-
ihesis ñu jis inventony of clause/verb l>’pes is aLíe le make genenalizalions
and pnovide explanaliens wLieh would nel be made and pnovided etLerwse.
TLis is, in fact, iLe lepie of ILe following sectien.

4. SYNTACTIC AND SEMANTIC DIAGNQSTIC
FOR LJNACCUSATIVITY

Atthough Perlmutien’s initial fenmulation of iLe Unaccusative I-I>’pe-
leLesis siated thai Unaceusativiiy was boíL syntacuicauly enceded and se-
maníicauly predielable, mueh of ILe werk en unaccusaiiviiy Las cencen-
trated en detenmining ILe syntaeíic properties of unaccusative Vs.
Penlmuiien’s appreacL Las Leen fellowed by Levin asid Rappapcrt (1992),
fon wLom iLe comed eharacienizatien of unaeeusaiivii>’ is al ILe syniax-se-
mantcs interface.
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ILe leading question fon Levin & Rappapont (1992: 2) is «I-Iow dees ILe
language learner knew Low te elassif>’ newl>’ learned venbs?», a queslien
whicL iLe>’ formuiate fon Li learners, buí wLich is equalí>’ valid fon L2 lean-
nens. Aeeerding te tLese autLers, lLene are iwo optiosis: (1) class memben-
ship is predictable en iLe basis of V meaning, en (u) simple data provide iLe
clue for iLe elassificatien of Vs. While eption (u) ma>’ be ILe corred ene fon
languages thai sLew merphe-syntactie mankens of unaceusativiiy ~, it is
cleaní>’ nei true fon EnglisL, foreing us te assume (1).

TLere is of ecurse a third opilen frem a theereticaJ penspective: lo elaim
thai unaccusative Vs are simpí>’ usted as sueh in iLe lexicon [see (12)1, iLe
place fon idios>’ncnas>’ in language. TLe equivalení te iLis ihínd eption fon a
descniptive and pedagogical gnammar weuld be te provide lisis of unnaeu-
sative Vs wLieh are censidered te be unaceusative. Given tLat mueh of iLe
necení effert in linguisis Las Leen deveted te deniving lexical prepenties from
semanuie propenties, iLis does not appean te be a desirable selulien euLer fon
a lLeonetical gnammar of fon a deseniptive en pedagogical gnammar. Leí us
then explore opilen (i): i.e. the h>’pcthesis lLar whether a V is unergative or
unaecusative is for iLe mesí pad predietable en iLe basis of verb meaning.

TLe central question eoncenning eption (i) is le determine diese aspecis
cf meaning relevaní fon iLe syntax. Fon Levin & Rappapperi (1992) unaceu-
sativil>’ encempasses two main semantie groups: Vs of exisience and appear-
anee; and Vs of cLange of siate. Leí us new see Low unaccusativil>’ is s>’nlac-
licail>’ enceded fon diese two semantie classes of Vs.

4.1. Vs cfappearance and existence: rhere-inserdon and locative inversion

ILe sinongesí s>’niaetie motivation fon iLe Unaecusative I-I>’pethesis in
English comes frem iLe pbenomenen knewn as there-insention, b>’ wLieh iLe
explelive tbere is insented in 5 position, allewing ILe intennal angumení te
surface in its original positien witLin iLe VP:

(13) a. 0-5: — [<~arrived a man]
b. S.S There f1arrivea’a rnan/

Vs lLat allow there-insention Lave ihemalie stnuctures likes ihese in (12a)
aud ducir meaning expresses appearanec en exislence: cg. begin, emerge,
derive, sem, exisit, grow, uve, etc. [see Levin (1993: see 6) fon a complete
lisí] 8~ [ti iLis, iLe>’ conirasí wiih moneargumenial Vs wutL extennal argo-
menis: le. unengative Vs like work, cíyand yawn [set?(12bfl:

(14) a. ~‘ Ihere Worked John (alí da>’)
b. * There cried Fergus (alter Lis defení)
e. * Ihene yaWned Maggie (in tIte middle of Lcr speech)



142 Amaya Ment/ikeetxea

TLe semantie class of unaccusative Vs wieh a[Iew t/tere-insertien is
reughl>’ ihe same as lLal of Vs which allew lecative inversion. ILe nelien of
exisience asid localien being elosely linked [set? cg. Lyens (1968)1. Like
thereis (13b), in consírucíions sueh as (15) ILe locative pLrase ocdupies ihe
Sas angued fon example by Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) ~:

(15) a. Inte the room síenmed delia.
b. in (he stneets el Chicago lives an oíd man.

An intniguing case concerning there-inseríion and localive invensien is
dial of Vs of mellen like ivalk jump, ¡¡y, eíc. Wiih Ihese Vs dic occurrence of
there-inseriion is subject te ILe presence of a lecative adjuncl, as ebsenved b>’
Heekslra & Mulder (1990)

(16) a. There Walked a man (¿mc tije reon,j (lee)
b. * There Walked a man <«.#tA a t/eg,)

(t7) a. There jumped a Itorse (over rIte fenecí (loe)
b. * Therejumped a herse (rig/ttatt/tequeenThrrival).

(1 8) a. There flew amidge (¡nro ¡ny eye,1.
It. * There flew a midge (at bígit .speed)

TIte fact that the ocurrenee of títere is noí free, buí conditioned by iLe
presence of a lecative adjunet suggests te Hoekstra & Mulder (1990) thai
ihese are pnimaril>’ unergalive Vs (disallewing dtere-insertien) which
undergo a process of ergativizahon tniggered by iLe presence of a lecative ad-
juncí. ThaI is, ILe V jurnpis an unergative y which beconies unaecusalive (oF
engative) wlien a locative adjunct is presení (see fn 10)

(19) a. IXJUMP/ Tite borse/4uínpet//
it. /JUMPy~ ~« jump [,<.i1w hense] [~ over Ihe fenee]]

A sínuclure like (1 9b) can surface as (16a) alíen there-insetion, buí aNo
as (20a) afler NP-movemenl, en as (20b) aher locaiive-preposing, tUl of
wLieh supon ILe hypeíesis thaI iLe posilion fon Ihe 8 is actuaR>’ empí>’ al an
absírací level of representatien. The sanie is Irne fon walkandflv.

(20) a. [NI> TIte herse] (NP>’ ~j ever the fence]
It. [>1’ Oven the fenee] [~

9jumpedJ [NP the horse] [«,tJ]

TLe discussion se fan Las suggesíed iLal there-insertion and locative in-
version are preeesses affeeiing siruclunes ihat laek an extennal argument. In
ibis sense, Vs of motion pattern logether widi Vs of appearanee ami exisí-
ence, aid ihe enly differenee beiween iLem is thai Vs of metien are priman-
II>’ unergative Vs which suffer a process of engativization (aliLougL it is
unelear how thai operation aciually takes place).
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4.2. Vs indicating change of state: resultative pítrases ana’ the causative
a/terna/ion

Levin & Rappapont’s (1992: eLap. 2) anal>’sis of resultatuve pLnases of-
fers cenipelling evidenee fer a s>’ntactie aceeunt cf unaccusativity in English.
Syntacíically, a nesuliative phnase is a XP (normally AP en PP) whicL is
predicated of a NP objeet; semanuically, it denotes iLe siate acLieved b>’ thai
NP as a nesulí of iLe actien denoted by iLe V. TLe examples in (23), witL
Iransilive Vs, are fnom Levin & Rappapení (1992:27):

(23) a. Wooliíe safely soaks ah your fine Washablesclean (ad.)
b. a 1,147 page novel that Lores yeu bandy-legged (NYT Bock Re-

view, December 7, 1986, p. 28)

ILe genenalizalion is iLat Vs lacking Os cannot eceur wiih nesultative
phrases (*Ma,y /aughed sick~. There are, Lewevcr, linee ways in whieh Vs
witL no Os may appear in resuliative consinuctietis: with a frke neflexive,
wiih a non-subealegonized NP, and with a NP exprcssing inalienable pos-
sessien, as iJlustrated ¡ti (24), where dic astcnisk indieates thai witbeut ILe re-
sultative plirase iLe consinuetion is ungnammatical:

(24> a. Mary ]atghed herse/Jf>siek).
1>. The dog barked tite caretaker (*awake).
e. Fergus yaM’ned bis /teat/ (*eft).

TLe examples below weuld be considered as ceuníenexampies lo ILe
gencralization unden a superficial eLassification of ILe clauses in (25) as 5V
elauses. Howeven, iLe nesírictien en the eccurrence of resulíative pLrases
can still be maintained if ihese are unaccusalive Vs wiIL iLe NPs in ILe púsi-
tion el ILe 5 as iniernal angurnenis ai a more absinací level of anal>’sis:

(25) a. TIte deor sWung epen.
b. Ihe lake frote selid.

Ii fací, funihen evidence iLai elauses of Ihis iype conlain unaccusative Vs
is limÉ stspenficially 8V censtructietis like diese ñu (25) thai allow resulíatives
neven sLow fake reflexives or non-subeategonized Os:

(26) a. ~‘ The lake frote iiselfsolid
b. * The show melted ¡bepali slusIty

Ihe cenírasí beiween (26) aid (24) is related te anoihen obsenved con-
trasí between unergative atid unaceusative Vs ecneerning cognale Os (Puer
srniled ¡jis mcxl sarcashc smíle / (‘art siepí a resíless sleep rs ~Fergusamived a ti-
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red arrival/ «TIte deor swung a stit/t/en swing). Fon ILe purposes of Ibis papen
it is suffieient te note thai iLe ungrammaticality of eonsíructions with Gs for
unaceusative Vs is a furíhen indicalion thai ILe position of ILe O is ‘filled’ al
sorne leveJ of representation and Lence no elernenís can eceupy thai posi-
lien in ILe surface. TLese examples are, iLus, additional suppent for ILe Un-
accusative Hypothesis.

Nol alJ unaecusatives allew nesullative phnases, atid tUs is whene seman-
tic consideratietis play a pan. As noted b>’ man>’ nesearchers, nesultative
phrases derive aeeemplishments frem activities [see Levin & Rappapont
(1992: 43) atid nefenences cited lLene]. Aceomplishmetits tIende causative
changes of síate, expressing an activil>’ atid a síate which ix ILe resulí of iLe
aciivity (freeze activil>’; soid: siate). This is true even when iLe y <lees nol
denote a change of siate fu isolation. i-Iowever, lLene are sorne unaceusative
Vs whose meaning is incempalible wilh censtnuciions of ibis type: stalive Vs
(e.g. remain ana’ of/ter Vs indicating existence er appearance) ana’ Vs of in/ter-
cnt/y directed motion (cg. arrive). Levin & Rappaperí (1992: 2.3) argue iLaí
ILe latier Vs denote an achieved siate of lecation asid may nel lake a resulta-
tive phrase indieating change of siate. whieh weuld finchen as a secoed syn-
lactically enceded delimiten Thus a constructien Iikc I’eter creíved breaddess
cannol mean ‘Peten became breathless as a resulí cf arriving’. This resine-
tion applies as well te Vs thai shew an unergative/unaecusaiive alternation
in iLe presenee of a lecative adjuncí like jump, whieh pattern once again
tegeiher wiiL Vs dencting existence en appearance (set? fu 10).

‘¡Le nexí step is lo leek al iLe causative alíernation, as in (27)

(27) a. John epened Ihe <leen.
b. The <loor opened.

Sernanuieally, iLe 5 of the intransitive V ix iLe same elemení as tIte O of
iLe intransilive V: a h/,eme. Censidenalions nelated te ihe U(T)AH (see see.
3.2) Lave lcd reseanehens lo prepose a íypical unaccusative analysis fon iLe
intransitive use of the V open, as representa! in (28):

(28> a. D-S: (~ opened ~ Ihe doer] [OPENy]
b. S-S: ~ The deorj [~«epened [NP ti

Hale & Keyser (1986) suggest thai a ICAUSEI predicate centaining an
extennal angument is tdded’ te an unaccusative predicale, obiaining

¡xCAUSE(OPENy)¡ frem [OPEN<.
A final poiní ñu need of clarification ix why Ñere-inseniien cannol apply

lo unaccusative predicates denoting ehange of síate. A possible synlaetic-se-
manlic explanation cf iLe kind emple>’ed Lere Would be te claim that enly
Vs of exisíence en appeananee conlain a locative arnumcnt whieh is related
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te eonstructiens with diere atid locative inversion Lsee cg. Ternego (1988> in
Len aceuní of unaceusatives in Spanish]. In iLe nexí sectien, 1 diseuss bniefly
a second altennative based en iLe disceurse funetien of there,.

In conclusien, we Lave loeked al unaecusaíivii>’ al ILe s>’ntax-semanlic
inlerface, mosíl>’ fellowing tIc analysis in Levin & Rappapent (1992). Twe
semantie classes of unaecusalive Vs Lave been dislinguished, and syntaetic
pnocesses affecting ihese elasses Lave been discussed, precesses lLal without
iLe unergative-unaecusative distinetion weuld remain m>’stenious fon any ac-
ceuní of iLe syniax of English. Having looked al ihe empinical advaniages of
ILe Unaccusative H>’poiLesis, 1 new lunn lo some of iLe conceptual advaní-
ages of ineenporating ILis Lypoihesis mio iLe gnammar

5. CONCLUSION

TLe facis discussed in iLe preceding sectien lead us te iLe nejectien of
ILe SV-SVG dicheiomy, as presenied in deseniplive and pedagegical gnam-
mans of English. The class of iníransitive Vs appeaning in SM elauses cern-
prises Vs with very diflerení syntactie arid semantie behavicur: unaceusatives
atid unergatives. As fon the notien S, we Lave seen thai is is simply a superfi-
cial manifesíatien of an angumení lLal ma>’ be iLe extennal er ILe iníernal ar-
gumení al a higher level of absiractien, wLich Las been censidered necessany
fon ILe cerned acceuní of ceníain s>’niactic pnocesses. Accordingí>’, ILe fol-
lewing V-Iypes atid clause-types are distinguisLed:

(29) Transiiive 1—NP] (x. y) NP [~,,,V NP[

Unaccusative L—NP1 (~y) [~V NP[

What ceunts iii (29> is xvheiher dic Y subearegerizes er ¡mt fer a cemple-
mení (a NP. in lLis case), and Low many anmments iLe V is asseeialed With

in its argumen¡’ síructure (x, y, en búth, ‘<itere xis ihe extennal argumení aid y

is ILe intennal angumení). TLe two cencepis are diffenent: subeategorization
refer-s Lo iLe numberand íype cf eemplemenrs a Y takes ji iLe VP (i.e ILe in-
tennal argumenís), wLile angumení siruclune ineludes ulí ihe participanis in
ILe actien expnessed by ILe V. The tWe lypes of infenmalion are needed te
eorreetly define the Vs and tIte iype of clauses lLey appear in wiihoul nefer-
ring te concepís sueh as S orO 2

Wc Lave seen thaI Vs like jump ma>’ Lave múltiple classificaiiens: as un-
ergative (llie [terse jr¡mpet/~, unaecusative (The [terse jumped over tIte fénce)
and even transitive (John jumped ¡he horse crer thefénce). Buí ibis dees nel
pul mío queslion iLe wbele elassifiealien, Lecause diere are syntaclic and se-
mantie phenemena Whieh explain (i) Lew ihe unaceusative Y is den-
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ved frem iLe unergative (by a pnocess cf ‘engativizatien’ in ILe presence of a
~oeative adjunct) and (Ii) how iLe transitive V is denived from iLe unaceu-
salive (by ILe addiiien of Ihe predicate IxCAUSE]). Wc ihus avoid ILe arbi-
traniness of a classificatien based en functiens.

Enem a Iheonetical poiní of view Ihe ienms 5 andO are iLus den ved lennis
wLich refer te ILe surface siruclune pesilien of ILe argumenís of a V. How-
even, given iLe fael lLal lLene seem tú be seme ccmmon cross-linguistic in-
luitietis abeul wLal cotislilutes a 8 oran O, it may nel be necessar>’ (en even
advisable) le eliminate GFs fnem descriptive/pedagogical grammars. RaiLen
ILe suggestion Lene is thaI ihese tenms be takcn as what iLey appean lo be:
surface fonnus which are useful wLen we wanl lo determine agneemení, iLe
elemení wbicL appeans in a lag-questiún, and so en.

TLe eliniinatien of GEs fon ILe classifieation of elauses asid Vs, Lcw-
eveT, involves iLe recognition of a mere absirael level of analysis. In hiel,
iheeries whicb do nol pestulate thaI level of deseniptien musí resont te
GEs lo acceuní fon iLe mapping of semaníle funetiotis loto syntaetie fune-
tiens (e.g. funetienal gramniar). Pesiíing an absírael level of analysis fon
ILe syntacíie nepresentatien of argumenís has been shown te be fruiiful in
aceeunuing fon centain syniactie preccsses affeeting Vs laeking an external
angumení, i.e. unaccusative Vs, sueh as there-inseniion, Iceative inverson.
iLe oceurrenee of resuliative phnases atid of tbe causalive alíennation.
These are tUl pnecesses whieh provide sirong suppenl in faveun of introdo-
cing ILe Unaceusative Hypothesis míe cur descniptive/pedagogical gnam-
ruar.

Se. iheeneticalí>’ and desenplively. il makes sense lo introduce ihe Unac-
cusalive Lypeihcsis. buí dees it make sense pedagegieally? Will it Lclp L2
learnens iri iheir aequisiíion of tLe siruelures of English? Sevenal studies
seem te suggesí so: learnens Lave problemas wiiL unaecusative Vs. which are
semetimes replaced by passive construetietis; i.e. Dic gluss ¡vas broken ¿u-
síead of The glass bruÑe ¡see Zebí (1989) and Yip (1 994)j. Yip (1994) sug-
gesis thai grammatical eonscieusness-raising in iLis anca appcans ‘¿e be useful
in eerree¡ing misiakes asscciaíed with Ihese Vs. Múneeven, errors which
Lave beco atinibuied te an ineomplete knowledge of iLe auxiliary/teose sys-
1cm sueh as This prob/em ix existed ¡br many vears, and Something strange ¡vas
happenet/, are reponed in F-Iubbard (1983) as anising cuí of tIte cenfusion
belween unaceusative and passive morpLolegy. given that unaecusatives
Lave passive merpholegy un many languages.

Aneiher imporiant questien is how ocr grammar is lo presení unaeeu-
sative Vs. Here, a formal appreach has been followed, which coneenirates
en syniaetie and semantie aspeets of unaceusaliviiy. A diffenent approacL is
fellowed in the Gol/ms Cobuu/d English Gmammar (elassified Lene as a de-
seniptive/pedagegical gramnuar), mío wLieh unaceusatives (ergatives in thein
ierminelegy) have been reeently introduced. ILe causative alternation is
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dealí with accerding lo iLe funchonal nolion of peiní of view: diese are Vs
which describe an aclien fnem iLe peiní of view of iLe G affected b>’ iLe ac-
lien. This dees nel apply te Vs indicating existence and appearance, elassi-
fied as ininansitives appearing in SV clauses.

There is no deubí thai funetienal aspects may play an impertaní role ¡o
descniptive atid pedagegical grarnmans. Fon example, lLene are aspecis of
dzere-inseníien which are dosel>’ related te disceunse matters, as Iheenetical
grammars coneenned wiíh disceunse Lave peinted cuí. Downing (1990), fon
insíance, argues, witLin ihe fnamewonk of syslemic/funciienal gnammar, iLal
iLe (disceurse) role of diereis te ‘push’ iLe 5 te ILe O posilien, exactí>’ iLe
opposiie of whai we Labe angued Lene frem a formal penspective. TIte fune-
lien of ¡Itere is «te presení en ihe seene of disceunse a Subjeet en a whele
predication» [Dewnung (1990: 107)], when tw’e aspecís ce-oceun: )i) iLe 5
presenis tiCW information, and (U) ILe V is of low eommunicate dynamism; a
‘light’ y in ierms of L &R, explaining wL>’ diere is fol Íeund wilh Vs of
change of siate. [ti cnn view, ihe fcrmal and tLe flinclional apprúaehes are nol
incompatible WLen cembined mío a descniptive en pedagegical granimar of
EnglisL. Fecusing en form reveals inienesiing generalizaiions aeross iLe elass
of unaccusative Vs WhieL ma>’ preve fruilful fon ILe L0 leanner, while fecus-
ing en funcuien prevides useful guidelines fer iLe actual use of tIte consinuc-
lien in real disceurse.

As a general conclusión. 1 Lave argued in faveur of ILe eliminatien of
CEs, and in particular of ILe nolien of 5, in dic classificatien of V-iypes and
elause-íypes en EnglisL. Vs appeaning in clauses of ILe type 5V Lave been
shewn te belong le twe differenl classes wilL diflenení synlaclic atid seman-
tic propenties. TLe faets diseussed Lave provided suppcnt lcr ILe incerpera-
lien of Penlmutien’s Unaecusalive Hypeihesis mio deseniptive atid pedagogi-
cal grammans of EnglisL since it can acceuní naturalí>’ fon processes such
tbere-insertion. locatíve inversien, iLe occunrence ~>fresullative pLnases and
ILe causative altennatien. Eren a pedagogical poiní cf view, iLe Unaccu-
sative Hypethesis is useful in delerm¡ning iLe seurce of siudenis’ errors
when using ihese Vs. Rus, ILis papen is meaní tobe a (modesí) centnibution
lo bnidging iLe gap beiween theeny and pedagogy, researeb in linguisties and
Janguage teaching.

NOVES

¡ have been Ieeking at twe of such grammars: ¡he (olljns Cbbulid (1990). ¿md Duwning
& Locke’s (1992) A (Jniversity Coarse in Enghsit Grarnrnar¿ in tbe fornier ¡he emphass is un
pedagegy and in tIte Iatter the en,phasis is en descriptien.

- See the werks of HaIIiday (1985) ¿md Dik (1980) and their associates as perhaps thc
nl osí rcprescntative uf di fferent framewerks within funetienal gramnar.
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‘ The term generative grammar has eneompassed a series of theeriessince ihe 1950s op te
¡he present <lay. The coneere here is with ideas in ene of those ¡heories: Governmen¡ and
BindingTheery, as in Chomsky (1981; 1986).

The use of the tena titeme may be eonfusing ter ¡hose not aequainted with the generative
grammar frame’<vork. It is eommonly used ter ene nf ¡he partieiponts of aetivity Vs, whieh le
ether frarnewerks is referred te as patient (or geal) (ia); iris also the on]y partieipant of Vs of
aehievemeat (le other framewenks, position) (ib), and ene of the partieiparits of psychologieal
Vs witb experiencers (ic):
(1) a. John killed tite spider,

b. Jcitn carne.
e. Tite new Head cfDepartament pleasesJohn.
TItis is, of ceurse, not trise of alt deseriptive/pedagegical grammars. la Downing &

Locke (1992: 32), 5 Ls defined as «the elemení of whieh semething is predicated in a clause»,
and different semantie roles assucia¡ed with Ss are mentioned (see see. 5.1.2).

» The term ergarive is alse ¡o refer te these Vs, especiallywhen denoting change uf grate.
~ Languages like Italian have a variety el oven morpho—syntactie markers uf unaecusativity

vs. unergativity, as extensively discussed by Burzie (1986) within Ihe iramework of Gevern-
ment aad Binding Theory.

Levin (1993: see. 6.2) peints oit thaI not ah Vs whieh appear in eons¡ructions with
¡here-insertion are readily elassified as Vs of appearanee or existenee, sueh as Vs of sound
emíssiun (beat, ring, sitriek), Vs of ligh¡ emission (fiare, flasit, fiicker) aid other sneh as citarter,
doze, sleep, walt, and se en. Hewever it has heen suggested tha¡ they ahí show aH existenee or
appearance sense when they appear le ¡iterc-cons¡ructions. The same applies tu ¡ypical ehange
of state Vs (cg. break, grcw, open), which are understoud as Vs of existence er appearance in
¡bese ceastructiens, as claimed by Miísark (1974).

Locative subjeetsare found in manylanguages of ¡he world, cg. Finnish and Icelandie.
The fellowiag contrst betweea Orno tite ¡ab/ejumped a cal and *On rite ¡ab/e ju¡nped a cat

ebserved by Levin (1993: 6.2) suggests that the locative adjunet must specify direedon of mo-
ten. Thus. the presenee uf ¡he locative pirase cunveris a V of metien jetea V of directed me-
lien Iike orn ve. Wc «iii ge back te Ibis ceneepí whea ‘<ve leuk al Vs of ehange uf siate le ihe
next seetion.

Ihere is a variable degree of aceeptabilitv conceraieg cunstrnetions with ¡itere with me-
tion Vs indicating direetien; ter sorne aurliors ihe variad tu whieh Use NP fotlows tIte PP.
raiher ¡han precede it is ¡he enly fully grammatieal ene. as ia ¡he fe]lewing contrast (Levin
1993: 89) [see also Milsark (1974) and Aissen (1 975)]:

(1) a. Ihere darted mro ¡he mcm a little bey.
h. ??There daríed a little bey jato ¡he roem.

A diflerent set of issues arises la relation tu ¡he ‘naturalness’ of examples (1 6)-( 18). The
siruerures appear re be more natural when the appearence of the entity deneted by 5 en the
seene of disceurse Ls semehow onexpeeted er shocking; cg., replacing a man le (1 óa) by a
síranger, er a horse in (1 7a) by a itippcpoíarnus renders thesc strucrures ‘more natural. Ihus,
pragmatie faeters play an impertant role e ¡he aceep¡ahility of ¡itere-censtructiens. The (b)
examples, however, remain ungrammarical no matter what NPs are used as Ss, whicli shows
thai ¡he conrrast berweee (a) and (b) is a grammatical ene, aud col a pragmalie une. 1 am grate-
ful re A. Downing for bringiag my altention te ¡bese issues.

~ The clause-types Itere make referenee te categeries, rather ¡han fune¡iens. This <loes nel
mean thaI the y denywill have ¡o be elassified as a different y, depending en whether it takes
an NP er an 8 es a cumplemeer Isee (1)1. This V is transitive because it subeategerizes ter a
eomplement (whieh can be realired as NP or S) aid is asaeciated wilb two semantie rules ‘a its
argument strueture.
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