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relexicalization rules. But if a relexicalization rule is sensitive to the distinction
between homonyms, then it is unclear that it really describes a generalization
stated entirely in terms of the form but not the meaning of a word.)

Of course, relexicalization rules would have to be provided with a means
for handling exceptions quite apart from troublesome cases like hard. There
are many exceptions in English to the causative and inchoative patterns
illustrated for cool and hard (cf. Lakoff, 1965), as there are to the various
nominalization patterns. The point of this discussion is merely to establish
that the device of post-transformational lexical insertion does not, as is
sometimes supposed, unequivocally eliminate the problem of “exceptions’
to lexical transformations.

Generative semanticists were not unaware of these problems (cf. Gruber,
1967). McCawley has pointed out (personal communication) that in writing
McCawley (1968a) he had in mind “the sort of complex dictionary entry
introduced by Gruber, in which specific morphological realizations were
indicated for optional adjuncts to a semantic item,” and “in addition, there
is nothing to prevent general rules for the morphological realization of some
of those items (e.g. BECOME — -en), with the general rules being overridden
by any specific realizations given in particular dictionary entries.” (This
suggestion, of course, involves a more complicated theory of grammar than I
have been describing, since the application of a general lexical insertion
transformation would be constrained by properties of certain other, specific
lexical insertion transformations that happened to be in the grammar. How-
ever, | believe the details of a solution to this problem were not generally
agreed upon, nor have they been worked out explicitly since.)

2.2. THE ARISTOTLE-RYLE-KENNY-VENDLER VERB
CLASSIFICATION

In this section I will introduce a classification of verbs (or rather, of verb
phrases) that developed in the philosophical literature as a result of a distinc-
tion made originally by Aristotle. This is not to deny that the distinctions
have been recognized at one time or another by various linguists, but attempts
at a comprehensive analysis of these classes have been restricted until recently
to philosophers (cf. Comrie (1976) for linguistic references). The relevance
of the verb classification at this point in the book is that the differences
among the various classes will tum out to be explained, to a remarkable
degree, by the hypothesis that one verb class differs from another in which
of the abstract operators CAUSE, BECOME or other such operators appear
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in the Logical Structure of all verbs of each class; that is, the classes differ
systematically in the way exemplified by the logical structures of the three
words cool in (7a), (7b) and (7c), or the structures underlying the words
dead, die and kill in McCawley’s analyses.

I have earlier referred to this classification (Dowty, 1972) by the term
verb aspect. This is not a wholly appropriate term, since aspect in linguistic
terminology is usually understood to refer to different inflectional affixes,
tenses, or other syntactic “frames” that verbs can acquire (aspect markers),
thereby distinguishing “‘different ways ‘of viewing the internal temporal
constituency of a situation” (Comrie, 1976, p. 3). The Slavic languages
provide the best-known examples of aspectual affixes for verbs. Aspect is
distinguished from tense from the point of view of semantics in that tenses
(like the tense operators of standard tense logics) serve to relate the time of a
situation described to the time of speaking (as in past, present and future
tenses), whereas aspect markers serve to distinguish such things as whether
the beginning, middle or end of an event is being referred to, whether the
event is a single one or a repeated one, and whether the event is completed
or possibly left incomplete. By this use of the term aspect, the only instances
of pure aspect markers in English are the progressive “tense’ and the habitual
quasi-auxiliary used to (phonetically ['yust?d]), as in / used to go to the movies
on Saturday. However, it is recognized that in all languages, semantic dif-
ferences inherent in the meanings of verbs, themselves cause them to have
differing interpretations when combined with these aspect markers, and
that certain of these kinds of verbs are restricted in the aspect markers and
time adverbials they may occur with (Comrie, 1976, Chapter 2). It is because
of this intricate interaction between classes of verbs and true aspect markers
that the term aspect is justified in a wider sense to apply to the problem of
understanding these classes of verbs as well, and it turns out to be this same
classification of verbs which is the subject of the Aristotelian categorization.
If it is necessary to distinguish the two uses of aspect, we can (following
Johnson, 1977) distinguish the aspectual class of a verb (the Aristotelian class
to which the basic verb belongs) from the aspectual form of the verb (the
particular aspect marker or markers it occurs with in a given sentence).

2.2.1. The Development of the Verb Classification

It is Aristotle who is generally credited with the observation that the meanings
of some verbs necessarily involve an ‘“‘end” or “result” in a way that other
verbs do not. In the Metaphysics 1048b, he distinguished between kineseis
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(translated “movements’) and energiai (‘‘actualities’), a distinction which
corresponds roughly to the distinction we shall be making between accomplish-
ments and activities/states. However, Aristotle elsewhere made the distinctions
differently and with different terms; couched in metaphysical discussions of
the potential and the actual, these contrasts seem barely relevant to natural
language semantics and perhaps even contradictory at times. Therefore the
reader is referred to Kenny (1963: 173-183) for an exegesis of Aristotle and
additional references. (Kenny also claims to have discovered in Aristotle’s
De Anima the distinction between states and activities.)

Despite these problems, several Oxford philosophers of this century have
had a go at Aristotle’s classes, and in ways that are increasingly relevant for
linguistic methodology. The first of these was Gilbert Ryle, who in his book
The Concept of Mind (Ryle, 1949, p. 149) coined the term achievements
for the resultative verbs, to be distinguished from the irresultative activities.
Achievements, such as win, unearth, find, cure, convince, prove, cheat,
unlock, etc., are properly described as happening at a particular moment,
while activites such as keep (a secret), hold (the enemy at bay), kick, hunt,
and listen, may last throughout a long period of time. Ryle also noticed that
achievements have a kind of semantic dichotomy that activities do not:

One big difference between the logical force of a task verb and that of a corresponding
achievement verb is that in applying an achievement verb we are asserting that some
state of affairs obtains over and above that which consists in the performance, if any,
of the subservient task activity. For a runner to win, not only must he run but also his
rivals must be at the tape later than he; for a doctor to effect a cure, his patient must
both be treated and be well again . .. (Ryle, 1943, p. 150)

However, he also distinguished a sub-class of achievements which lack this
dichotomy, “which are prefaced by no task performances.” Ryle also supplied
a test for these “purely lucky achievements” in the form of a list of adverbs
which cannot co-occur with them:

. .. we can significantly say that someone has aimed in vain or successfully, but not that
he has hit the target in vain or successfully; that he has treated his patient assiduously
or unassiduously; but not that he has cured him assiduously or unassiduously; that he
scanned the hedgerow slowly or rapidly, systematically or haphazardly, but not that he
saw the nest slowly or rapidly, systematically or haphazardly. (Ryle, 1949, p. 151)

Additional test adverbs are attentively, studiously, vigilantly, conscientiously,
and pertinaciously .

In Action, Emotion and Will (Kenny, 1963, pp. 171-186) Anthony Kenny
brought more grammatical and logical criteria to bear on these classifications.
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He observed that if ¢ is a performance verb (his term for the class that corre-
sponds to Ryle’s achievements) “A is (now) ¢ing” implies “A has not (yet)
¢ed.” If a man is building a house, then he has not yet built it. But if ¢ is
an activity verb, then “A is (now) ¢ing” entails “A has ¢ed.” If I am living in
Rome, then I already have lived in Rome. While Kenny apparently did not
appreciate Ryle’s distinction between achievements with an associated task
and purely lucky achievements,® he did on the other hand make precise the
distinction between activities and states. Activities and performances can
occur in progressive tenses, states cannot: We say that a man is learning how
to swim, but not that he is knowing how to swim. On the other hand, the
simple present of activities and performances always has a frequentative or
habitual meaning (John listens to Mary, John builds houses) in a way that
the simple present of states does not; John knows the answer is not fre-
quentative. (The rest of Kenny’s tests are incorporated below.)

It was Zeno Vendler who first attempted to separate four distinct cat-
egories of verbs by their restrictions on time adverbials, tenses, and logical
entailments (Vendler, 1967). He distinguished states, activities, accomplish-
ments (which are Kenny’s performatives, Ryle’s ‘“‘achievements with an
associated task’), and achievements (which are Ryle’s “purely lucky achieve-
ments” or “achievements without an associated task’). This terminology will
be adopted throughout the present work. Examples of verbs from Vendler’s
four categories are listed below:

States Activities Accomplishments Achievements
know run paint a picture recognize
believe walk make a chair spot

have swim deliver a sermon find

desire push a cart  draw a circle lose

love drive a car push a cart reach

recover from illness die

.One of the things which seemed to bother Vendler was the question of
how the four categories should be grouped together. He considered states
and achievements to belong to one “genus” and activities and accomplish-
ments to belong to another, on the basis of the fact that the first two cat-
egories lack progressive tenses while the second pair allow them. (We shall
see that states and achievements also fail the tests for agency, unlike the
other two classes.) Yet he also noticed that achievements and accomplish-
ments share some properties (e.g., they take time adverbials with in, such as
in an hour) which activities and states lack. What we will attempt to do in
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the analysis that follows is not merely arrive at the most pleasing taxonomy
of four or more categories of verbs, but to try to explain by the analysis given
just why each of the categories or combinations of categories has the proper-
ties it does.

2.2.2. States and Activities

The distinction between states and activities (or actually between states on
the one hand and activities and accomplishments on the other) is familiar
to the linguist as the distinction stative vs. non-stative® drawn by Lakoff in
his thesis (Lakoff, 1965) and does not require extensive discussion here.
The usual tests are as follows (know is a stative, run is an activity, and build
is an accomplishment):

I. Only non-statives occur in the progressive:

(21) a. *John is knowing the answer.
b. John is running.
c. John is building a house.

II. Only non-statives occur as complements of force and persuade:

(22) a. *John forced Harry to know the answer.
b. John persuaded Harry to run.
c. John forced Harry to build a house.

III. Only non-statives can occur as imperatives:

(23) a. *Know the answer!
b. Run!
c. Build a house!

IV. Only non-statives co-occur with the adverbs deliberately, carefully:

(24) a. *John deliberately knew the answer.
b. John ran carefully.
c. John carefully built a house.

V. Only non-statives appear in Pseudo-cleft constructions:

(25) a. *What John did was know the answer.
b. What John did was run.
c. What John did was build a house.

V1. As Kenny noted, when an activity or accomplishment occurs in the
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simple present tense (or in any non-progressive tense), it has a frequentative
(or habitual) interpretation in normal contexts. If (26b) and (26¢) are not
used in one of a few specialized contexts (e.g. used by an announcer at a
sports event, appear as a stage direction, appear in a narrative in the historical
present), then they are understood to involve more than one event of reciting
a poem or running respectively. But (26a) does not involve more than one
occasion of knowing the answer. (The third example is changed from build
a house to recite a poem, because one cannot build the same house more
than once, so the frequentative interpretation would be problematic.)

(26) a. John knows the answer.
b. John runs.
c. John recites a poem.

(The behavior_of achievements with respect to the stativity tests is com-
plicated and will be discussed below.)

2.2.3. Activities and Accomplishments

Activities and accomplishments are distinguished by restrictions on the form
of time adverbials they can take and by the entailments they have when
various time adverbial phrases are present.

I. Whereas accomplishment verbs take adverbial prepositional phrases
with in but only very marginally take adverbials with for, activity verbs
allow only the for-phrases:

(27)

a. ?John painted a picture for an hour.
b. John painted a picture in an hour.

(28) a. John walked for an hour.
. (*)John walked in an hour.

o

II. Almost parallel semantically to the for-an-hour sentences and the
in-an-hour sentences above are (29) and (30):

(29)  a. John spent an hour painting a picture.
b. It took John an hour to paint a picture.

(30) a. John spent an hour walking.
b. (*)It took John an hour to walk.

(Though (30b) and perhaps even (28b) have acceptable readings, an hour in
these readings does not describe the duration of John’s action as it does in
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(27b) and (29b), but rather seems to give the time that elapsed before John
actually began to walk. The full explanation of these readings cannot be given
until Chapter 7, however.)

III. The entailments of activity verbs with for-phrases differ from those
of accomplishment verbs under the same conditions. If John walked for an
hour, then, at any time during that hour it was true that John walked. But
if John painted a picture for an hour, then it is not the case that he painted
a picture at any time during that hour. This difference in entailment might
be represented as in (31):

(31) If ¢ is an activity verb, then x ¢ed for y time entails that at any
time during y, x ¢ed was true. If ¢ is an accomplishment verb,
then x ¢ed for y time does not entail that x ¢ged was true during
any time within y at all.

IV. As Kenny noted, entailments from the progressive to the non-
progressive tenses also distinguish activities from accomplishments:

(32) If ¢ is an activity verb, then x is (now) ¢ing entails that x has ded.
If ¢ is an accomplishment verb, then x is (now) ¢ing entails that

x has not (yet) ped.

(This last test must be used with caution. It can be true that John is now
building a house but also that he has already built a house, namely if he
has already built a different house from the one he is now building. But
the intent of Kenny’s test is clear: we must give a “wide scope” reading to
any quantifier occurring within ¢ to apply the test appropriately.)

V. A distinction in entailment also shows up if these two kinds of verbs
appear as the complement of stop:

(33) a. John stopped painting the picture.
b. John stopped walking.

From (33b) we can conclude that John did walk, whereas from (33a) we are
not entitled to conclude that John did paint a picture, but only that he
was painting a picture (which he may or may not have finished).

VI. Only accomplishment verbs can normally occur as the complement
of finish:

(34) a. John finished painting a picture.
b. *John finished walking.
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VII. The adverb almost has different effects on activities and accomplish-
ments:

(35) a. John almost painted a picture.
b. John almost walked.

(35b) entails that John did not, in fact, walk, but (35a) seems to have two
readings: (a) John had the intention of painting a picture but changed his
mind and did nothing at all, or (b) John did begin work on the picture and
he almost but not quite finished it. It is this second reading which is lacking
in activity verbs.

Since I have used an intransitive verb walk to illustrate the activity class,
it might be supposed that the presence or absence of an object accounts for
the difference between the two classes. However, there are activity verbs
which do take objects. For example, push a cart or drive a car can be sub-
stituted for walk in the above examples with the same results.

VIII. Another such difference in possible scope ambiguities between
activities and accomplishments has been noticed by generative semanticists,
e.g. Binnick (1969). Some accomplishments (specifically, those in which
the result brought about is a non-permanent state of affairs) exhibit an
ambiguity with for-phrases which activities never have:

(36) a. The sheriff of Nottingham jailed Robin Hood for four years.
b. The sheriff of Nottingham rode a white horse for four years.

(36a), an accomplishment, is ambiguous between a repetitive reading (four
years delimits the time over which the act of jailing repeatedly took place)
and a reading in which four years delimits the duration of the result-state
which the single act of jailing produced. (36b), an activity, has only the
repetitive reading.

2.2.4. Achievements

Achievement verbs, Vendler’s fourth class, can be distinguished by the
following tests:

I. Although accomplishments allow both for-phrase and in-phrase time
adverbials with equal success, achievements are generally quite strange with
a for-phrase. '

(37)  a. John noticed the painting in a few minutes.
b. ??2John noticed the painting for a few minutes.
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II. Predictably, the same goes for the spend-an-hour/take-an-hour distinc-
tion:

(38)  a. It took John a few minutes to notice the painting.
b. 72John spent a few minutes noticing the painting.

III. The entailments of achievements also differ from those of accomplish-
ments. If John painted a picture in an hour is true, then it is true that John
was painting a picture during that hour. But from the truth of (37a) it does
not follow that John was noticing the painting throughout the period of a
few minutes. Schematically,

(39) If ¢ is an accomplishment verb, then x ¢ed in y time entails x
was ¢ing during y time.
If ¢ is an achievement verb, then x ¢ed in y time does not entail
x was ¢ing during y time.

IV. Unlike accomplishment verbs, achievements are generally unaccept-
able as complements of finish:

(40)  *John finished noticing the painting.

V. And unlike both accomplishments and activities, achievements are
unacceptable as complements of stop (except in a habitual reading):

(41)  (*)John stopped noticing the painting.

VI. Almost does not produce the ambiguity with achievements that it
produces with accomplishments; compare (42) with (35):

(42)  John almost noticed the painting.

VII. As Ryle observed, there is a class of adverbs which are semantically
anomalous with achievement verbs:

( attentively ) ( discovered the solution |
studiously detected an error
vigilantly found a penny

2 |
Ge, e { conscientiously ( 1 reached Boston
obediently noticed the painting

\ carefully ) \ )

Since the adverbs deliberately, carefully in stativity test IV are a subset of
these adverbs, this test distinguishes states as well as achievements from the
other categories.
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TABLE 1
Criterion States Activities Accomplishments Achievements
1. meets non-stative tests no yes yes 27
2. has habitual interpret- no yes yes yes
ation in simple present
tense:
3. ¢ for an hour, spend OK OK OK bad
an hour ¢ing:
4. ¢ in an hour, take an bad bad oK OK
hour to ¢:
5. ¢ for an hour entails yes yes no d.na.
¢ at all times in the
hour:
6. x is ¢ing entails x has d.n.a. yes no d.n.at
ded:
7. complement of stop: OK OK oK bad
8. complement of finish: bad bad OK bad
9. ambiguity with almost: no no yes no
10. x ¢ed in an hour entails d.n.a. d.n.a. yes no
x was ¢ing during that
hour:
11. occurs with studiously, bad OK oK bad
attentively, carefully,
etc.

OK = the sentence is grammatical, semantically normal
bad = the sentence is ungrammatical, semantically anomalous
d.n.a. = the test does not apply to verbs of this class.

These criteria, many of which distinguish subsets of the four categories
rather than determining a single category, can be perspicuously summarized
in the form of a chart (Table I).

2.2.5. Lexical Ambiguity

At this point, a qualification must be made concerning this classification.
Activities and accomplishments are supposedly distinguished by criteria 4,
5, 6, 8, and 9, but this is not always the case. Notice first that an activity
verb describing movement behaves like an accomplishment verb if it occurs
with either a locative of destination (Fillmore’s Goal case) or with an adverb
of extent, as in (44):

(44) John walked |a mile.
to the park
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Now (44) meets all the requirements for an accomplishment:

(45) a. John walked to the park in an hour.
b. It took John an hour to wzllk to the park.

(45a) and (45b) are well-formed and have the proper entailments for
accomplishments. (46) is also grammatical:

(46) John finished walking to the park.

(47) does not entail that John walked to the park (except on the habitual
reading of course):

47) John was walking to the park.

Furthermore, it can be objected that even when a locative or extent
phrase is not present it is possible to assign an accomplishment reading to
an “activity’’ verb in the proper context. Thus if I know (and the addressee
knows) that John is in the habit of swimming a specific distance every day
(to prepare himself for a swimming race perhaps), then I can assert that
today John swam in an hour, or that he finished swimming early, or that on
Tuesday he stopped, but did not finish swimming. (The starred sentences
(28b), (30b) and (34b) can likewise be grammatical in special contexts.)

This phenomenon is not limited to activity verbs of motion, of course.
Look at, for example, is normally an activity, but it has a familiar “special
sense” in which it is an accomplishment:

(48) I haven’t finished looking at your term paper yet, but I'll try
to finish it tonight so we can discuss it tomorrow.

In fact, I have not been able to find a single activity verb which cannot have
an accomplishment sense in at least some special context. Look for (listen
for, etc.) would seem to be the most inherently irresultative of the activity
verbs, but it is easy to find a context in which they are accomplishments:
If a library has an established search procedure for books involving a definite
number of prescribed steps, then one librarian can tell another that he finished
looking for a certain book but never found it.

Furthermore, it may be supposed that those few examples which sound
equally felicitous with for and in adverbials — e.g. Fillmore’s (1971) example
He read a book forfin an hour or She combed her hair forfin five minutes,
an example pointed out to me by James McCawley — are all cases where a
verb phrase can be read ambiguously as an activity or an accomplishment.
In other words, for phrases may be restricted to activities exclusively, and
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alleged “marginal” occurrences of for-phrases with accomplishments such as
(27b) are in fact being read as activities.

If this claim is correct, then Vendler’s attempt to classify surface verbs
once and for all as activities or accomplishments is somewhat misguided.
First, we have seen that not just verbs but in fact whole verb phrases must
be taken into account to distinguish activities from accomplishments. (In
a certain sense, even whole sentences are involved, as will be seen in the
next section.) And second, the possibility of giving accomplishment ‘‘in-
terpretations” to activity verbs in special contexts blurs the distinction
even further. The problem of distinguishing between lexical verbs which
must be accomplishments, those which may be accomplishments with the
right time adverbs, and those which can be accomplishments only under
special interpretations is an interesting and difficult one, involving as it does
the thomy problems of polysemy versus homophony. These problems will
not be completely sorted out until Chapters 6 and 7, but the nature of the
distinction and its interaction with tenses and time adverbs can be examined
in the meantime anyway. The term ‘‘activity verb’’ will be retained for the
present to describe instances of particular verbs in particular sentences when
those sentences have the appropriate surface syntactic features (according
to the criteria in Table I) and an irresultative meaning when understood
in their most typical (or otherwise specified) context.

2.2.6. The Problem of Indefinite Plurals and Mass Nouns

There is another, more serious problem for Vendler’s classification. Ac-
complishment verbs which take direct objects unexpectedly behave like
activities if an indefinite plural direct object or a mass-noun direct object is
substituted for the definite (or indefinite singular) one:

(49) a. John ate the bag of popcom in an hour.
b. *John ate popcormn in an hour.

(50) a. John built that house in a month.
b. *John built houses in a month.

(51) a. It took an hour for John to eat the bag of popcom.
b. *It took an hour for John to eat popcorn.

(52) a. It took a month for John to build that house.

b. *It took a month for John to build houses.
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(53) John finished (eating) the bag of popcom.

b. *John finished (eating) popcorn.

(54) a. John finishing (building) the house.
b. *John finished building houses.

=

Unfortunately, this difficulty extends to achievement verbs as well. That is,
discover and meet, achievement verbs, disallow the durative adverbials for
six weeks, all summer in (55a) and (56a), as they should according to our
criteria. But (55b) and (56b), with indefinites or mass nouns, are good:

(55) a. *John discovered the buried treasure in his back yard for
six weeks.
b. John discovered {ﬂeas e

crabgrass in his yard} for 6 weeks.

(56) a. *John met an interesting person on the beach all summer.
b. John met interesting people on the beach all summer.

Furthermore, if an indefinite plural occurs even as subject of an achievement,
the sentence is acceptable with durative adverbials:

(57) a. *John discovered that quaint little village for years.
b. Tourists discovered that quaint little village for years.

(58) a. *A gallon of water leaked through John’s ceiling for six
months.
b. Water leaked through John’s ceiling for six months.

We can informally state a general principle to cover the cases (55){58).

(59) If a sentence with an achievement verb contains a plural
indefinite NP or mass noun NP (or if a sentence with an
accomplishment verb contains such an NP as object), then it has
the properties of a sentence with an activity verb.

How should principle (59) be incorporated into the grammar? Around
1967 most generative-transformational grammarians would probably have
agreed how to do this. One would postulate syntactic features such as
[+ durative] and somehow state selectional restrictions, say, between verbs
with these features and time adverbials like for x time and in x time.

In fact, an excellent and very thorough study of the phenomenon of
aspect has already been done from this theoretical point of view (Verkuyl
1972) and it will be useful to consider it at this point. Verkuyl was acutely
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aware of principle (59) (or at least aware of the data behind it, which is the
same in Dutch as in English, and no doubt as in many if not all other
languages®), and most of his work is devoted to finding a way of generating
correctly sentences like (55)<(58). His main thesis is that the notions of
durative and perfective aspect are not to be found in any one constituent
in surface structure, but arise from the “composition” of certain constituents;
hence his title On the Compositional Nature of the Aspects. 1 quote: '

In chapter two the compositional nature of the aspects will be demonstrated with the
help of a number of outwardly diverse sentences, all of which allow for the same general-
izations regarding the position of durational adverbials. The durative and non-durative
aspects in these sentences appear to be composed of a verbal sub-category on the one
hand and a configuration of categories of a nominal nature on the other.

(Verkuyl, 1972, p. iv)
This conclusion leads him to propose, for example, that VP nodes should be
sub-categorized as durative and non-durative, the first of which can be
expanded as in (60), (61), and (62). Non-durative VPs can be expanded as
(63) but not (64); the structure (64), which would correspond to the
ungrammatical (49b) or (54), is excluded by the phrase structure rules
(Verkuyl, 1972, p. 54):

(60)  [vey,, [v AGENTIVE] + [yp INDEF.PL]]

(61)  [vey,, [v NON-AGENTIVE] + [yp INDEF.PL.]]
(62)  [vegy, [v NON-AGENTIVE] + [yp INDEF. SG.]]
(63) [v AGENTIVE] + [np INDEF. SG.]]
(64)  *[vp, gy v AGENTIVE] + [yp INDEF. PL]]

Actually Verkuyl later concludes (Verkuyl, 1972, pp. 107ff.) that the sub-
categorization with respect to aspect must take place at an even higher node
than the VP since information outside the VP, e.g. in (57)(58), must be
taken into account.

Verkuyl’s solution seems to produce all the good sentences without
producing any of the bad ones; yet I think many linguists today would not
be totally satisfied with this kind of solution, and for good reasons. In the
first place, Verkuyl’s analysis does absolutely nothing toward explaining
why the structure (64) is ungrammatical while the others are not. Using his
formalism and categories, it would be just as simple to wnte a grammar in
which (60) or (61) or (62) would be blocked while (64) would be generated.
Yet I doubt that there is any language in which this would be the case.

[vp non-dur.
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In the second place, I believe it would be agreed that the distinction
between durative and perfective aspect is a semantic notion at least as much
as it is a syntactic notion. What all accomplishments (including activity
verbs in the “‘special interpretation™ discussed earlier) have in common (as
Ryle and Kenny noted) is the notion of a specific goal or task to be
accomplished: in some cases it is a specific distance which is traversed or a
specific location which the subject (and/or object) ends up at. In other cases
it is the creation or destruction of a specific direct object; in still others it is
the new state which the object (or subject) comes to be in as a result of the
subject’s action. If these verbs occur in a simple past tense, then we under-
stand the goal or task to be reached. If these verbs occur in the progressive,
then we are not entitled to assume the same task to be accomplished, though
we understand that the action the subject performed was the same kind as
before. Surely a semantic analysis of these verbs must account for these
meanings in terms of the very same notions of time reference, completion
of action and definiteness or indefiniteness of object that Verkuyl has neatly
explained away as co-occurrence restrictions. The effect of these restrictions
would surely have to be reflected in the semantic component, hence duplicated
in the grammar.

2.2.7. Examples of the Four Vendler Categories in Syntactic and
Semantic Subcategories

I believe that a defect of previous studies of the Aristotelian verb classification
has been that only a few examples from each category are discussed, possibly
giving the reader (not to mention the authors) a somewhat skewed impression
of what the full ranges of verb phrases singled out by the given tests actually
consist of. To try to rectify this situation, I have inserted here an informal
list of different kinds of verbs in each category, subcategorized by both
semantic and syntactic properties. The semantic headings should not be taken
too seriously; I simply intend these to bring some of the different kinds of
verbs in each class to the reader’s attention, and I do not claim that these are
either exhaustive or mutually exclusive categories, amd I do not necessarily
attach any theoretical significance to them or the way I have arranged them.

Some verbs are aspectually ambiguous in ways that have been alluded
to already and will be described further later on.

As the reader may notice, the syntactic tests given for distinguishing
the four categories do not give totally consistent results for all examples
below. In fact, consideration of some of them will force us to make some
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revisions in the Vendler-Kenny classification (this revision will be made
after interval semantics is introduced in Chapter 3). But for expository
purposes, I retain Vendler’s four categories here and in the rest of this chapter.

By the term transitive as applied to verbs and adjectives, I mean that
a second noun phrase essential to the meaning follows the adjective or verb
immediately (i.e. semantically a two-place relation is involved). By two-place
phrasal 1 mean that a semantically essential noun phrase follows after a
preposition. For example, love and like are transitive in John loves Mary and
John is like Mary, but listen and similar are two-place phrasal in John listens
to Mary and John is similar to Mary .

1. STATES (STATIVES)
A. Intransitive Adjectives

1.

2.

With individuals as subjects: be tall, big, green, American,
quadnilateral.
With propositions as subjects: be true, false, likely, doubtful.

B. Intransitive Verbs

1.
2.

exist, stink, itch, burn, live (as in Bird lives).
“Pseudo-passives’ that have no real active forms, with
propositions as subjects: be rumored, be (widely ) believed.

C. Transitive and Two-place phrasal adjectives

1.

2.

like; similar, identical, related to NP [These are the symmetric
predicates of Lakoff and Peters 1969].
proud, jealous, fond of NP.

D. Transitive Verbs

1.
. Symmetric predicates: resemble, equal, be.
. With propositional object and propositional or human subject:

W

Animate subjects: love, hate, dislike, know, have.

mean, prove, show, indicate, suggest, imply.

. Propositional subject: involve, concemn.
. Physical perception verbs [all are achievements as well as

states] see, hear, smell, taste, feel, perceive.

. Cognitive verbs with propositional objects [also achievements]

understand, know, believe, doubt, regret.
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7. “Psych-Movement” Verbs [propositional subject, human
object; also achievements] dismay, worry, please, surprise,
astonish.

8. Non-extensional Objects: need, want, desire, fear.

E. Two-place phrasal Verbs

1. Locatives
a. bein, on, around, under, at NP.

b. Pseudo-passives: be located, be found at, on, around NP,

C. sit, stand, rest, hang, lie, perch, adhere to, on, at, in NP.

d. Pseudo-motional locatives, predicated of roads, rivers, etc.:
run, flow, meander (transitive: cross).

2. “Psych-movement” [May be transformational variant of D.7]
be pleased, astonished, dismayed at NP; like NP.

II. ACTIVITIES
A. Adjectives [all adjectival and predicate nominal activities are volitional]

1. Intransitive: be brave, greedy.
2. Two-place phrasal: be rude, nice, polite, obnoxious to NP.

B. Predicate Nominals: be a clown, hero, bastard, fool, stick-in-the-mud.
C. Intransitive Verbs

1. Animate or inanimate subjects: vibrate, rotate, hum, run,
rumble, roll, squeak, roar.

2. Cosmological: thunder, rain, snow.

Animate subjects: cry, smile, walk, run, swim, talk, dance.

4. Transitive absolute, or ‘““object deletion” verbs: smoke, eat,
drink, play (music).

w

D. Transitive Verbs of movement: drive, carry, push NP.

E. Two-plﬁce phrasal [though perhaps the prepositional phrase is a
modifier] sit, write, ride on, in NP.

F. Non-extensional Object [both transitive and two-place phrasal] seek,
listen for, look for, search for.

G. Physical Perception Verbs [transitive and two-place phrasal] listen to,
watch, taste, feel, smell (the last three are also states and achievements).
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H. Pseudo-three place idioms: pay attention to, pay heed to, keep track
of NP.

I. “Aspectual” Complement Verbs: keep, continue.

III. ACHIEVEMENTS (May be coextensive with inchoatives)
A. Locatives

1. Transitive verb: reach, leave, touch NP (touch also stative
and active).

2. Two-place phrasal verbs: arrive at, land on, depart from,
fall from NP.

B. Change of Physical State (Absolute states; cf. 2.3.5 for distinctions
between absolute and degree achievements)

1. Intransitives: melt, freeze, die, be born (Pseudo-passive),
molt, ignite, explode, collapse.

2. Two-place phrasal: turn into a NOUN, turn to NOUN, become
ADJ.

C. Change of Physical State (Degree state)

1. Intransitive: darken, warm, cool, sink, improve.
2. Phrasal: become ADJ-er.

D. “Aspectual” Complement Verbs

1. Infinitive complement: begin, start, cease.
2. Gerundive complement: stop, resume, begin, start.
3. With event nominal as subject: end, stop, resume, start, begin.

E. Possessive: acquire, receive, get, lose.
F. Cognitive (many both achievements and states)

1. Physical perception: notice, spot, see, catch sight of, hear,
taste, smell, feel, lose sight of.

2. Abstract cognitive: realize, recognize, understand, detect,
find (also accomplishment), remember, forget.

G. Change of State of Consciousness: awaken, fall asleep.
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IV. ACCOMPLISHMENTS
A. Locatives

1. Transitive verb involving enclosure: hide, cover, box, uncover,
crate, shell NP,

2. Two-place phrasal: walk, swim, fly to NP.

3. Two-place phrasal, can also be stative: sit, lie, stand on NP.

4. Pseudo-transitive motion verbs with extent NP — this NP is not
a real direct object, as can be seen from absence of passive:
*A mile was walked by John: walk a block, swim a-mile.

5. Two-place phrasal derived from activity verbs with locative
result state: drive, carry, push NP to NP.

6. Two-place phrasal not derived from activity verbs: put, place,
set NP into NP.

7. transitive with extent NP: carry, push, drive NP a mile, a block.

B. Intransitives that are not locatives [may be empty?]: shape up, grow
up (fig.).

C. Transitive verbs of creation (accusativus effectivus)

1. [derived from activities] draw (a picture), knit (a sweater),
dig (a hole).

2. [Not derived from activities] make, build, create, construct,
erect.

D. Transitive Verbs of Destruction: destroy, obliterate, raze NP; melt
(an icecube), erase (a word), eat (a sandwich).

E. Transitive Change of State: kill, transmogrify, petrify NP; marry NP

to NP, cook (a turkey), paint (a house), tan (leather).

[Note that the same verb can be understood to express different
semantic relationships to its object and thus belong to IV.D, IV.C, or
IV.E accordingly. Cf. paint a picture (picture comes into existence) vs.
paint a house (house undergoes change, but existed already). Also cf.
erase a word (word ceases to exist) vs. erase a blackboard (blackboard
undergoes change, but still exists).]

F. Creation of a “Performance Object”

1. Concrete Representation Created: paint a landscape, photo-
graph a senator, draw a unicorn, record a conversation, tran-
scribe a lecture. [Here something is created, but not literally
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the thing named by the object NP. Rather, a representation of
that object is created, and the object itself does not undergo
any change. Cf. draw a picture vs. draw a unicom. Also, note
paint a picture (IV.C) vs. paint a house (IV .E) vs. paint a scene
(IV.F.1)]

. Abstract “Performance Object” Created:

a. “Agent Performance’: perform a sonata, recite a poem,
sing a song, prove a theorem, produce a play.

b. “Experiencer Performance”: [Here the subject of the
sentence does not bring about the performance as in F.2a,
but the phrase is an accomplishment by the syntactic tests
just the same]. listen to a symphony, watch a play, attend
a course, read a book. [Note that listen to the sound of the
waterfall is an activity but listen to the symphony is an
accomplishment.]

c. unclassified: play a game of chess, basketball.

[It is hard to know whether prove a theorem and sing a song should be
considered ambiguous. If the theorem is being proved or the song sung
for the very first time, then the theorem or song is created, just as in
build a house, though the object is abstract. But if a previously com-
posed song is sung or a theorem in a textbook is proved, there is at
most a “re-creation”. Yet no strong ambiguity is felt. Also, should
read a poem be taken as ambiguous between agent and experiencer
performances, according as it is read aloud or not? Probably not.
Again, these categories are only for expository purposes.]

. Other syntactic types of accomplishments. [These are not subcategor-

ized semantically, and I have not tried to determine how many of the
above semantic types occur in each of these forms.]

1.
2.
3.

That-complement verbs: bring about that S.
Infinitive-complement verbs: make NP VP, cause NP to VP.
Prepositional Phrase complements: see under Locatives above;
also turn NP into a NOUN, put NP to sleep, drive NP to drink,
read oneself to sleep.

. Factitive (Adjective of Result): hammer NP flat, wipe NP

clean, wiggle NP loose.

. Factitive (Nominal of Result): elect NP president, chairman,

appoint NP chairman.

. Verb particle constructions: (i) Transitive: take NP out, chase
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NP away, turm NP off; (ii): Intransitive: go out, run away, sit
down, dry out. [As Bolinger (1971) points out, verb-particle
constructions are almost invariably accomplishment verbs. In
many cases, the particle makes no significant contribution to
the meaning of the whole except to indicate unambiguously
that an accomplishment is intended (cf. clean the room vs.
clean the room up), so in a sense this particle is the closest
thing English has to a marker of perfective aspect.]

2.3. AN ASPECT CALCULUS

2.3.1. The Goal and Purpose of an Aspect Calculus

In this section an explanatory hypothesis about the four Vendler categories
will be explored (though actually more than four categories will result). This
hypothesis is essentially that of Dowty (1972). The idea is that the different
aspectual properties of the various kinds of verbs can be explained by postu-
lating a single homogeneous class of predicates — stative predicates — plus
three or four sentential operators and connectives. English stative verbs are
supposed to correspond directly to these stative predicates in logical structure,
while verbs of the other categories have logical structures that consist of
one or more stative predicates embedded in complex sentences formed with
these ‘“‘aspectual” connectives and operators. These aspectual operators and
connectives are treated as logical constants — a standard model-theoretic
interpretation is to be given for each — and the stative predicates are non-
logical constants.

This hypothesis, then, is essentially a reductionist analysis of the aspectual
classes of verbs. The goal is for a puzzling diversity of kinds of verbs to be
explained as combinations of an aspectually simple and unproblematic kind
of verb — the stative — with an explicitly interpreted operator or operators.
The success of this depends not only on the formal interpretation of the
operators, but also on the assumption that statives are clearly understood
and unproblematic. Intuitively, the notion of a stative predicate will seem
clear. Statives can be judged true or false of an individual by reference to
the state of the world at only a single movement of time (while other classes
of verbs require “information” about more than one point in time and in
some cases, from more than one possible world). To make this hypothesis
into a substantive claim about possible versus impossible word meanings in
a referential framework such as that of UG will require being more specific



