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1. Background

Basic object predicative and object control constructions in the Scandinavian languages,
in this article, Danish and Swedish, come in several distinct flavours, most often coupled with
the verbs make (Sw. gora, Da. gore), ger (Sw., Da. fid) and et (Sw. ldta, Da. lade), excluding,
for the moment, resultative verbs with an incorporated adjectival root. Normally, these should
pattern rather neatly with their (metalinguistically mentioned) English counterparts make, get,
and /et. However, in my experience of teaching Scandinavian languages to Bulgarian university
students, their early pretheoretic model of distinguishing between Scandinavian object
predicative constructions (of the shape [cora/core [NP AP]]) and object control constructions
(of the shape [ra (1iL) aT/T [NP VP]]) is often met with interference from the L2 acquired in their
studies prior to university, the said L2 most often being English or German (with a few
exceptions, students have also studied other European languages, such as French or Spanish, to
areasonably high level, usually B2). This interference nearly always converges on the causative
light verb maxe, or its equivalent in the respective other L2, being used for both structures, to
the effect of levelling them as follows:

1. Sw. Jag gjorde honom glad.

Da. Jeg gjorde ham glad.
I make preT him happy
‘I made him happy.’
2. Sw. *Jag gjorde honom att njuta av semestern.
Da. *Jeg gjorde ham at nyde ferien.
I makeprer him to enjoy vacation.pgr.
‘I made him enjoy the vacation.’

The obvious culprits are the various Agent- or Cause-introducing MAKE- Of CAUSE-
structures in languages such as German (3, 4), French (5, 6), and of course, English (7, 8). The
examples below all mean the same thing, respectively I made him happy (3, 5, 7) and I made
him enjoy the vacation (4, 6, 8).

3. Ich machte ihn gliicklich.

. Ich machte thn den Urlaub genieB3en.
. Je I’at fait heureux.

4
5
6. Je lui a1 fait prendre plaisir aux vacances.
7. Imade him happy.

8

. I'made him enjoy the vacation.
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In what follows, an attempt will be made to distinguish between the two structures in
Scandinavian via a comparison with the same Bulgarian sentences:

9. HampaBux ro mactius.

10. Hakapax ro ga ce HacnaJau Ha BaKaHILIMATA.

A further comparison will be made with the structure of lexical resultatives (or
factitives) and causatives, with examples extracted from KorpusDK (Asmussen et al. 2007),
Korp (Borin et al. 2012), and The Bulgarian National Corpus (Koeva et al. 2012).

The layout of the article is as follows: part 1 has already given a brief introduction to
the issue at hand. Part 2 gives a deeper, theoretical background information on resultatives and
causatives; part 3 consists of an analysis of the structures in Swedish, Danish, and Bulgarian,

their representation and thematic marking; and part 4 is a summary of the results.

2. Causatives and resultatives: a brief background

As previously mentioned, Bulgarian students of Swedish and Danish initially often
conflate the verbs fd and gora/gore in the object control (Sw. fd@ X att <verb>, Da. fd X til at
<verbum>, 1.e. make X <verb>) and the object predicative (Sw. gora X <adjektiv>,
Da. gore X < adjektiv >, make X <adjective>) constructions. The mistake itself is usually not
persistent, but has cropped up on several occasions, which is what provoked the author’s interest
in delving further into the topic.

The article will be a case study of these structures with reference to their semantic role
distribution and general lexical semantics. A further study of these errors coupled with a
corrective application of the strategy proposed in this article may be warranted, but this is an
endeavour beyond the scope of the current work.

The term resultative refers to the object predicative construction, with the simplified
structure [x make [y <adjective>]], analysed here as a singular, joint predication and theta
assignment operation, akin to English deadjectival labile verbs like redden/blacken or
Da. forbedre, forskonne, gleede, Sw. forbdttra, forskona, gldidja, and Bg. nooobpssam,
paszkpacasam, paoeam — in English, to (make) better, to embellish, to gladden/make happy. The
verb makg and the adjective jointly and simultaneously assign the Theme theta role to the object
of make, which is also the subject of the adjectival predicate. They have a change-of-state
reading in the Theme object — with the result being denoted by the adjective.

The term causative refers to the object control construction, with the simplified structure
[x make [y <verb>]], analysed here as a two-step predication and theta assignment operation,

akin to object control verbs like Eng. force, cause, convince, Da. tvinge, formd, overtale, Sw.
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tvinga, formd, overtala, Bg. npuwnyxcoasam, kapam, ybexwcoaseam. They have, perhaps
unsurprisingly, a causative reading, where an initial Cause (the higher subject) exerts some
force on a lower semantic subject and syntactic object (in syntactic causatives this can be an
Agent, Recipient, or Theme, which are the potential c-selected internal arguments of the lower
verb; in lexical causatives a curious picture emerges), that then initiates a second event with its
own arguments. The Theme object of make/causk 1s coindexed with the controlled rro subject
of the lower predicate; this makes for a two-step predication and theta assignment operation,
first by the lower predicate, then by the higher predicate.

The central claim that will be made throughout this text is that these constructions are
structurally not identical, even in English — mainly due to the distribution of thematic roles —
and this will be demonstrated by comparison with Bulgarian.

The central assumption behind the analysis is Baker’s Uniformity of Theta Assignment
Hypothesis (Baker 1988), whereby identical (or similar) theta roles are assigned in identical
deep-structural positions cross-linguistically. Unlike Baker’s thematic hierarchy (Baker 1988
and 1997), here it is assumed that Locations are assigned lower than Themes, hence prior to
them, Themes prior to Recipients (with Patients and Experiencers being a prominent subtype
of Recipient), and Recipients prior to Agents — a hierarchy largely borrowed from Jackendoff
(1990, 258) and Grimshaw (1990), and strongly influenced by Ramchand (2008, 193-194). This
1s paired with a stringent version of the Theta Criterion, whereby all semantic relations of a
predicate must be assigned on a one-to-one basis (one role per one argument per sub-event),
either directly or via last-resort Preposition Insertion; and its corollary, whereby a
Determinative Phrase may not be left without an assigned theta role; also, theta assignment
happens under a locality of theta-marking condition in spec,XP (by Ramchand 2008).

Throughout the analysis, a layered approach to vP derivation is assumed, with each v°
or V® denoting a particular verbal sub-event. For the sake of brevity, only an impoverished
representation of the deep structure of the layered vPs will be presented. The generalised phrase
structure assumed to exist above vP employs the following idiosyncrasies, as seen in figure 1:

e both matrix and subordinate clauses have a generalized X-bar clause structure, of

the CP-TP-vP shape, corresponding to the functionalist semantic-grammatical-
pragmatic/contextual layering of the clause (Heltoft 2016, 80);

e the thematic layer consists of a vP shell structure based on a causative conception

of lexical semantics;

o small clauses are marked as VP in figure 1, but rootP, predP, or eventP conceptions

are also possible, as they are functionally broadly synonymous;
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By the Theta Criterion, no DP can be assigned more than one semantic role; hence, the
question arises whether it is the causative light verb that assigns the theta role, or the adjectival
predP. A comparison with verbs such as forbedre, forbdttra, nooobpssam, 1.e. make better,
could shed light on the question.

In syntactic resultatives the light verb is morphologically independent, and hence, does
not require movement of the AP to take on its verbal qualities. However, in dyadic, lexical
resultatives such as forbedre, forbdttra, nooobpsasam, 1.e. improve, a very similar, albeit still
different picture emerges:

19. Men vi vil ogsd se péd, hvor vi kan forbedre tingene yderligere

but we will also see at where we can better  things per further
‘But we will also see where we can improve things further.’
20. Og som sadan tror vi, den kan forbedre verden
and as such believe we it canbetter world.per
‘And as such, we believe it can improve the world / make the world better.’
21. Man kan forbéttra virlden pa en massa olika sétt.
one can better worldperin a mass differentrr ways
‘One can improve the world / make the world better in many different ways.’
22. Nu maste vi jobba dnnu hardare pa att forbattra situationen [...]
now must we work even harder on to better situation.per
‘Now, we must work harder to improve the situation.’
23. HampaBux nu Hewo JHecC, ¢ KOeTo Ja moaoops cBeta?
do.aorsa.ip Q something today, with which to betterprsc.ip world.masc.per
‘Did I do something to improve the world today?’
24. mie gaM BCMYKO OT  cebOecH, 3a1a TOAOOpSs  CHTyalusATa B Ta3H
IbpIKaBa
will give  all from myself, for to betterprsc.ip situationper in this
country
‘I will give it my all to improve the situation for this country.’

Lexical resultatives such as these are instances of single predication — but it is
noteworthy how similar their structures are to the structure of a [x maxe [y <adjective>]]
predicate. Even more important is the fact that semantically, these two structures are almost
entirely synonymous, and thus, share an identical lexical deep structure, as demonstrated in fig

4:
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A curious example, owed to Prof. Kristin Mellum-Eide, is the Scandinavian sentence
Han gjorde det kallt/koldt/kaldt i rummet/veerelset/rommet (Sw, Da., Nor.), literally He made it
cold in the room, where the pleonastic object det, 1.e. it, appears to be inserted in a theta-marked
position by the analysis in the article so far. Svenonius (2007, 96) proposes a solution whereby
the pronoun is inserted to satisfy an EPP subject feature of the lower predP; the Location role
1s assigned by the preposition i in [pp [p 1][pp Tummet]].
3.2. Causatives
Examples 25-27 are syntactic causatives; fig. 5 demonstrates an impoverished account,
again due to temporal and spatial restrictions — with the extremely basic semantic
decomposition of [X cAusSEMAKE [y <verb>]].
25. Det er en kamp at fa ham til at lave lektier.
it 1s a fightto gethim to dohomeworkpL
‘It is a struggle to make him / get him to do his homework’.
26. Vi kdmpar genom tdrar med att f& honom att gora ldxor.
we fight through tears with to gethim to do homeworkrL
‘We struggle through tears to make him / get him to do his homework.’
27. He Mmora aro Hakapam na cu MHIIE
JOMAITHUTE.
NEG CanprrRSG.1P  t0 MASCACC.CL MakeprsGiP  tO REFLDAT.CL WIItE PR.SG.3P
homework pr.DEF
‘I can’t make him do his homework.’
The idealised structure in fig. 5 (on the next page) presents a solution to an issue outlined

further down 1n the text.
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In the theoretical, idealised model in fig. 5, the object of the matrix predicate is assigned
a Patient or Beneficiary theta role (both being types of Recipient role) in spec, VP in the matrix
vP, hence the matrix CP. A theoretical lower Agent subject, coindexed with and thus
semantically corresponding to the matrix Recipient, gets its role assigned by the lower predicate
complex. Depending on what kind of verb po is, further roles may be assigned. Examples 25
through 27 can be explored here — the Patient role is assigned to the pronominal arguments Da.
ham, Sw. honom, Bg. 20, all meaning him; the subordinate Agent role is assigned to spec,vP,
L.e. the subject of Da. lave, Sw. géra, meaning do, and Bg. nuuse, 1.e. write, and the Theme role
1s assigned to the objects Da. lektier, Sw. lixor, Bg. domauinume.

Apart from Theta Criterion violations, an additional argument for the clausal status of
the lower predicate 1s the appearance of an infinitival complementiser att / til at (a different
analysis is possible for Danish a based on facts from Neg® distribution, but this will not be
touched upon here). The Bulgarian examples contain a null complementiser (akin to the
Scandinavian infinitival) with a oa-particle in the head of TP (not pictured for space
considerations); further reading on the status of Bulgarian da-sentences can be found in Radoev
(2022) and Simov and Kolkovska (2017).

Dyadic lexical causatives in the compared languages, on the other hand, have a simpler
causative structure where an Agent or Cause initiates a causal change-of-state chain in a
thematically lower object (usually a kind of Recipient or Theme), similarly to the causal change
of state of the resultatives described above — after all, it was proposed that adjectival predP be
analysed as a stative (not inchoative) unaccusative, hence incapable of assigning Accusative
Case and requiring upward movement of its DP subject for Case Filter reasons.

Fig. 6 (on the next page) gives the structure of the example Scandinavian sentence Sw.

Pekka ska fdlla tridet | Da. Pekka skal feelde treeet (Eng. Pekka will fell the tree).
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and cry) seems to have an underlying thematic hierarchy of Agent > Agent > Theme, with the
Theme cmax or naau incorporated into the unergative verbal root of cues ce, nraua. This has
the semantic structure [x cause [y [make <laugh>]]], followed by a transformational
incorporation of the laugh object to the verbal head maxe, yielding an intermediate, simplified
structure Maria MAKE-LAUGH, 1.€., Bg. Mapusa ce cmee, Sw. Maria skrattar, Da. Maria griner,
Eng. Maria is laughing. The causative light verb in the head of the small vP then requires the
movement of the incorporated make-Laugn complex to it, in order to be pronounced at PF,
resulting in the sentence Hean pazcmsa Mapus, which is grammatical, unlike the English and
Scandinavian examples, which do not show this alternation of causatives and agentive
unergatives. The explanation for this apparent contradiction cannot be explored further here,

but it opens up an area for further research.

4. Summary and results

According to this analysis, syntactic and lexical resultatives are instances of singular,
simultaneous dyadic predication and theta assignment, while syntactic causatives assign one
theta role more than either resultatives or lexical causatives, in two separate instances of
predication and theta role assignment, with syntactic causatives in Swedish, Danish and
Bulgarian involving an overt, nonfinite CP.

There are a number of lexical causatives in Bulgarian, with the pa3- prefix used in a
broadened version of its inchoative meaning begin, alternating with unergatives: pascmes,
pazniaua ~ cmesa ce, naaya — where the assumed underlying thematic hierarchy is
Agenti > Agent2 > Theme. Scandinavian lexical causatives are restricted to instances where the
secondary subject (the understood subject of a lower rootP) is only a Theme — Da. feelde, Sw.
filla, which 1s the well-known causative-inchoative alternation, attested also in Bulgarian.

Overall, syntactic causative and resultative constructions in Bulgarian, Swedish and
Danish pattern quite well with one-another, differing from English with respect to the
lexicalization of the light verb in the syntactic versions of the constructions. As such, while
teaching Swedish and Danish (and Norwegian, presumably) to Bulgarians, an explicit

comparison with the Bulgarian constructions needs to be made early on.
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