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1 Introduction
Since the seminal work of Wasow (1977), adjectival passives (APass) are analyzed
as stative constructions consisting of a copular verb and an adjectival participle de-
rived from a verbal input. Unlike genuine adjectives, adjectival participles contain
an underlying event that makes some event modifiers available, as shown below for
English.

(1) a. The painting is carefully restored.
b. This phone is made with plastic.
c. The ceiling is supported by four columns.

In the literature dealing with APass, we find two common claims: first, that only
telic VPs are acceptable inputs for APass formation. This view has been upheld for
languages like Spanish (Luján 1981; Bosque 1990), German (Gehrke 2012b) and
Hebrew (Meltzer-Asscher 2011; Doron 2013). The second claim is that APass have
in-built resultative semantics. Again, this has been proposed from Spanish (Bosque
1990), German (Maienborn 2009) and English (Embick 2004).

This work challenges the above claims for German, Spanish and Hebrew. I
show that APass in these languages are restricted to causative VPs, which can be
eventive (i.e. telics) or stative. I will furthermore argue that the resultative reading
in APass is not an intrinsic trait of this construction, but a by-effect of the Aktionsart
of the underlying VP: when we have a telic VP, the resultative reading arises; when
the VP denotes a causative state, a non-resultative reading follows. I will show how
this state of affairs can be derived naturally by the target-state stativizer proposed
in Kratzer (2000) and the event semantics decomposition I assume for the different
types of Aktionsart which are, by assumption, universal.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 introduces the different event
types acceptable in APass and the readings they give rise to in such constructions.
Section 3 introduces my proposal regarding the structure of the event types identi-
fied in the previous section. Section 4 introduces my account regarding the syntac-
tic and semantic composition of APass. Section 5 discusses the influential work of
Kratzer (2000) on APass and section 6 concludes the paper.
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with this work and her helpful comments. Thanks are also due to Barry Schein and María Luisa
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helped improve this paper substantially. Last, but not least, I am grateful to my German informants,
Berit Gehrke and Ulli Steindl, as well as Itamar Kastner and Irit Meir, who kindly provided me with
the Hebrew data and judgments that I requested. Errors are my own.



2 Aktionsart and the interpretation of adjectival passives
APass are derived from verbs that have an internal argument, i.e. transitives and un-
accusatives (Levin & Rappaport 1986). As is known, verbs with internal arguments
can be found across all aspectual classes: telics (eg. break the vase, write an email),
activities (push a cart) and states (love John). In what follows, I will discuss the
different aspectual classes and the readings they impose on APass.

2.1 Telic VPs: the resultative reading
As has been often discussed in the literature (Luján 1981; Bosque 1990; Gehrke
2012b; Meltzer-Asscher 2011; Doron 2013), telic VPs are good inputs for APass1:

(2) a. La
the

novela
novel

está
is

{escrita/
written

encuadernada}.
bound

‘The novel is {written/ bound}.’ (Spanish)
b. Der

the
Roman
novel

ist
is

{geschrieben/
written

gebunden}.
bound

‘The novel is {written/ bound}.’ (German, from Ulli Steindl, p.c.)
c. ha-sipur

the-story
katuv.
written

‘The story is written.’ (Hebrew, from Meltzer-Asscher 2011: 820)

As has been also frequently pointed out (Bosque 1990; Embick 2004), participles
derived from telic VPs give resultative readings in APass, i.e. the subject is inter-
preted as being in a state resulting from the underlying event. For instance, (2a) can
be paraphrased as ‘the novel is in a state of having become written/ bound.’

2.2 (Some) atelic VPs: the non-resultative reading
When we move away from telic VPs, however, we find three main types of verbs
that are perfect inputs to APass despite being atelic and, furthermore, they do not
deliver a resultative reading in APass. While some of these verbs have been sep-
arately discussed for different authors for different languages, my goal here is to
provide a unified account thereof, which can be applied to Spanish, German and
Hebrew.

2.2.1 Extent-state verbs (ESVs)
ESVs, a term I borrow from Gawron (2009), are stative verbs that relate two entities
in space. In addition to their stative reading, they can also have an eventive change-
of-state reading, which is favored with animate subjects (Rothmayr 2009). Below
are examples of the two readings, the stative (cf. (3a)) and the eventive (cf. (3b)),
for English:

(3) a. Those mountains surround the village.
b. The police surrounded the building (in a matter of minutes).

1The Spanish examples, unless otherwise noted, are drawn from my own native judgments.



Interestingly, ESVs are acceptable in APass in their stative reading. This has been
observed for German (Kratzer 2000; Gehrke 2012b) and Spanish (Mendikoetxea
1999). The same holds for Hebrew. I provide the relevant examples in (4).

(4) a. La
the

finca
ranch

está
is

cercada
enclosed

por
by

una
a

valla.
fence

‘The ranch is enclosed by a fence.’ (Spanish; Mendikoetxea 1999:1624)
b. Das

the
Haus
house

ist
is

von
by

Bäumen
trees

umgeben.
surrounded

‘The house is surrounded by trees.’ (German, from Gehrke 2012a: 389)
c. ha-bayit

the-house
mukaf
surrounded

begader.
in-a-fence

‘The house is surrounded by a fence.’ (Hebrew, from Irit Meir, p.c.)

Furthermore, ESVs do not deliver a resultative reading in APass. Again, this has
also been noticed for German (Kratzer 2000; Gehrke 2012b) and Spanish (Mendi-
koetxea 1999), and Hebrew behaves alike. Thus, sentence (4b), for instance, does
not mean that the trees got together around the house, but rather, that they are around
it, i.e. without event implications.

2.2.2 Object-experiencer psychological verbs (OEPVs)
OEPVs, like ESVs, often alternate between an eventive (change-of-state) and sta-
tive reading (Pesetsky 1995; Pylkkänen 1999; Arad 2002; Rothmayr 2009; Landau
2010). The general pattern regarding the alternation, following Landau (2010), can
be summarized as follows:

(5) Aspectual pattern of OEPVs:
a. Eventive: anger, startle...
b. Eventive/ stative: frighten, embarrass...
c. Stative: concern, depress, bore, worry, interest...

Alternating OEPVs, like ESVs, favor an eventive reading with animate subjects,
and a stative reading with inanimate subjects (Arad 2002; Rothmayr 2009; Landau
2010), as shown in (6).

(6) a. Mary frightened John (suddenly/ by turning off the lights).
b. Darkness frightens me.

As with ESVs, the stative reading is fine in APass, as shown by the fact that purely
stative OEPVs are allowed in adjectival passives in languages like English (Peset-
sky 1995) and Spanish (Gehrke & Sánchez-Marco to appear). The same holds for
German (cf. (7b)) and Hebrew (cf. (7c)). Also, as with ESVs, their interpretation
in APass is not resultative, but stative2.

2Some Spanish native speakers do find a resultative flavor in APass with stative OEPVs as in
(7a). However, I believe this effect is due to the fact that some stative OEPVs in Spanish, while
being stative, also have an inchoative component (understood as a specified beginning point for the
state), as argued for by Marín & McNally (2011).



(7) a. Pedro
Pedro

está
is

preocupado
worried

por
by

la
the

crisis
crisis

económica.
economic

‘Pedro is worried by the economic crisis.’ (Spanish)
b. Er

he
ist
is

von
by

der
the

Musik
music

beeindruckt.
impressed

‘He is impressed by the music.’ (German, from Gehrke 2012b: 198)
c. dana

Dana
mud’eget
worried

me-ha-bacoret.
from-the-drought

‘Dana is worried by the drought.’ (Hebrew, from Itamar Kastner, p.c.)

2.2.3 Transitive D-states
There is another atelic verb type that is perfectly fine in APass, which was re-
cently identified by Fábregas & Marín (2013) for Spanish and labeled transitive
D(avidsonian)-states3 (following Maienborn 2007). I adopt their terminology for
convenience and provide some examples in (8).

(8) gobernar ‘govern’, dirigir ‘direct’, presidir ‘head’, habitar ‘inhabit’, coor-
dinar ‘coordinate’, controlar ‘control’, proteger ‘protect’, supervisar ‘su-
pervise’, mantener ‘maintain’, sostener ‘support’, cortejar ’to court/ woo’.

APass with transitive D-states do not have a resultative meaning either. This was
noted by Fábregas & Marín (2013) for Spanish and, interestingly, it also holds for
German and Hebrew. I provide the relevant examples in (9-11).

(9) a. Los
the

sospechosos
suspects

están
are

vigilados.
surveilled

‘The suspects are surveilled.’ (Spanish)
b. La

the
ciudad
city

está
is

protegida.
protected

‘The city is protected.’

(10) a. Das
the

Land
country

ist
is

gut
well

regiert.
governed

‘The country is well governed.’ (German, from Thomas Borer, p.c.)
b. Die

the
Arbeiter
workers

sind
are

durch
by

den
the

Vorarbeiter
foreman

ùberwacht.
supervised

‘The workers are supervised by the foreman.’

(11) a. ha-yahalom
the-diamond

mugan.
protected

‘The diamond is protected.’ (Hebrew, from Irit Meir, p.c.)

3By Davidsonian state, the authors mean a non-dynamic eventuality which has an event argu-
ment. See section 3.2.2 and footnote 7 for further discussion.



b. ha-ictadion
the-stadium

šamur
guarded

al-yedey
by

šotrim
policemen

xamušim.
armed

‘The stadium is guarded by armed policemen.’ (from Meltzer-Asscher
2011: 823)

A defining trait of transitive D-states, which sets them apart from ESVs and OEPVs,
is that they never have an eventive counterpart, i.e. they do not alternate aspectually.

2.3 Activities and (the rest of) states
Activities and (the rest of) states are out in APass, as has been observed for Spanish
(Luján 1981; Bosque 1990), Hebrew4 (Meltzer-Asscher 2011; Doron 2013) and
German (Kratzer 2000; Gehrke 2012b)5. The kind of states that are not allowed as
inputs for APass are subject-experiencer object verbs (eg. love, fear, hate...) and
copula-like states (eg. own, weigh, cost...).

(12) a. *La
*the

carreta
cart

está
is

empujada.
pushed

(‘The cart is pushed.’) (Spanish, from Luján 1981: 199)
b. *Pedro

*Pedro
está
is

amado.
loved

(‘Pedro is loved.’)

(13) a. ??Die
??the

Katze
cat

ist
is

gestreichelt.
stroked

(‘The cat is stroked.’) (German, from Gehrke 2012b: 188)
b. *Die

*the
Antwort
answer

ist
is

gekannt.
known

(‘The answer is known.’)

(14) a. *ha-kufsa
*the-box

daxup.
pushed

(‘The box is pushed.’) (Hebrew, from Itamar Kastner, p.c.)
b. *Max

*Max
mexubad.
respected

(‘Max is respected.’)

3 Towards a unified account
Taking into account the previous discussion, I propose the hypothesis below regard-
ing the well-formedness conditions for APass:

4Itamar Francez (p.c.) points out that modification with well renders states acceptable in Hebrew
APass. I leave aside this issue for future research.

5But see Section 5 for further discussion of Activities and their improvement in APass under the
right context.



(15) Hypothesis: Only causative VPs are good inputs for adjectival passives.

I adopt the counterfactual analysis of causation (Lewis 1973): for two distinct even-
tualities e1 and e2, e2 depends causally on e1 iff e2 could not have occurred if e1 had
not. Thus, I call a causative VP one that encodes a causative relation between two
eventualities in its decomposition. Furthermore, I assume two types of causative
VPs: eventive (i.e. telic predicates, to be discussed in section 3.1) and stative (i.e.
the verb types identified in section 2.2, which I analyze in section 3.2).

3.1 Eventive causation
I assume that all change-of-state predicates (unaccusatives and transitives alike)
are built syntactically by an eventive verbal head vCAUSE (Alexiadou et al. 2006).
Following the latter authors’ Distributed Morphology approach, this head verbalizes
a category-neutral root with an internal argument, denoting a predicate of states.
The external argument, if any, is introduced separately by VoiceP (Kratzer 1996). I
provide sample derivations for transitives (16) and unaccusatives (17).

(16) a. John broke the glass.
b. [VoiceP John [Voice’ Voice [vP vCAUSE [√P

√
break [DP the glass ] ] ] ] ]

(17) a. The flower wilted.
b. [vP vCAUSE [√P

√
wilt [DP the flower ] ] ]

The semantics I assume for the eventive vCAUSE head are as follows:

(18) JvCAUSEK = λP λe λs [CAUSE (e,s) & P(s)]
CAUSE (e,s) iff s could not hold if e hadn’t occurred, e precedes s and e
and s do not temporally overlap but share a transition point.

3.2 Stative causation
In addition to eventive causatives, a causal relation can hold between two states as
well (cf. Arad 2002; Pylkkänen 1999; Landau 2010, a.o., for OEPVs, and Kratzer
2000; Rothmayr 2009, for ESVs in German). In what follows, I will argue that the
verb types in Section 2.2, including transitive D-states, can be uniformly analyzed
as stative causatives.

3.2.1 OEPVs and ESVs
In her work on the aspectual alternations of OEPVs, Arad (2002) argues that their
difference boils down to the type of v head that verbalizes the root: namely, she
argues that the eventive reading is built by an active vCAUSE head, which introduces
an agent who brings about a change of state (the eventive causation reading). In
turn, the stative reading is derived by a stative vCAUSE, which introduces a stative
causer/ stimulus which ‘triggers a state whose existence is co-extensive with that of
the stimulus’ (Arad 2002: 21, emphasis mine). The aspectual schema of the two
types of causation is represented below (adapted from Arad 2002: 21):



(19) a. Active causation:
actionspaceeeeeeeeemental state
——————->..............................(indefinite)

b. Stative causation:
perception of stimulus:———————stop
mental state:spaceeeeee...........................stop

I follow Arad in that stative causation involves two temporally co-extensive states,
and that the alternation is derived by two different vCAUSE heads6. However, I re-
fer to these two as eventive and causative causation, since stative causers can be
‘weakly agentive’, and therefore ‘active’ in Arad’s sense: the divide, as I see it,
is purely aspectual, rather than thematic (cf. Martin 2013 for ‘weakly agentive’
OEPVs, and also Borer 2005, who shows that animate subjects in OEPVs and ESVs
still give rise to both eventive and stative readings). Also departing from Arad, I
assume that the external argument is introduced by Voice, not by vCAUSE.

I provide below the lexical entry for the stative vCAUSE head (cf. (20)), as well
as a sample derivation in (21).

(20) JvCAUSEK = λP λs λs’ [CAUSE (s,s’) & P(s’)]
CAUSE (s,s’) iff s’ could not hold if s did not and s and s’ are temporally
coextensive.

(21) a. The crisis depresses John.
b. [VoiceP the crisis [Voice’ Voice [vP vCAUSE [√P

√
depress [DP John ] ] ] ] ]

I extend this analysis to ESVs (see also Kratzer 2000; Rothmayr 2009). Again, the
eventive-stative ambiguity depends on whether they are built with an eventive or
stative vCAUSE. A sample derivation is provided in (22):

(22) a. The snow covers the hill.
b. [VoiceP the snow [Voice’ Voice [vP vCAUSE [√P

√
cover [DP the hill ] ] ] ] ]

3.2.2 Transitive D-states
Fábregas & Marín (2013) are, to the best of my knowledge, the first ones to identify
transitive D-states as a separate verb class. They argue that these verbs have mixed
properties between atelic events (i.e. activities) and states: they are activity-like in
that they allow comitatives, instrumentals and agent-oriented adverbs like carefully
as well as locative modifiers (cf. (23)). They are state-like in that they do not have
a habitual reading in the present tense and disallow dynamic modifiers like slowly
(cf. (24)). Also, like states, they have the sub-interval property: if the predicate is
true at an interval I, it is also true at every sub-interval of I down to instants (Dowty
1979).

(23) a. Anne supervises the construction work {with Zoe/ with a pair of binoc-
ulars/ from her office}.

6Empirical support for a causative component in stative OEPVs comes from the fact that many
languages have causative morphology with stative OEPVs, as has been often observed (cf. Pylkkä-
nen 1999 for Finnish and Pesetsky 1995 for Japanese).



b. My dog protects its bone zealously.

(24) a. Mary supports her good friend (right now).
b. Vincent presides the committee (*slowly).

To account for these mixed properties, Fábregas & Marín (2013) argue that transi-
tive D-states are eventive (activity properties), but non-dynamic (stative properties),
thus separating dynamicity from eventivity (in the spirit of Maienborn’s (2007)
analysis of intransitive D-states)7.

Departing from these authors, I argue that transitive D-States can be analyzed
as stative causatives, just as OEPVs and ESVs, on the basis that they share the
same core properties. With respect to their eventive properties, stative OEPVs and
ESVs may also accept instrumentals (of sorts), as we can see in (25), as well as
comitatives (cf. (26)).

(25) a. Nolan bores me with his dull behavior.
b. The army surrounds the village with twenty tanks.

(26) a. John delights me with Peter.
b. Peter obstructs the path with his friends.

Locative modifiers are also possible in ESVs if denoting parts of the object (cf.
(27a)). Not so much in OEPVs (cf. (27b)), which may be explained if experiencers
are syntactically encoded as ‘mental locations’ (Landau 2010).

(27) a. A pile of debris obstruct the path on its narrow side.
b. Emily worries Daniel (??in his house).

ESVs and OEPVs also share the stative properties of D-states. They do not have
habitual readings in the present tense (cf. (28)) and they disallow dynamic modifiers
((cf. (29))). Like D-states, they have the sub-interval property.
(28) a. The wall surrounds the house (*habitually).

b. John depresses me (??habitually).

(29) a. The curtain blocks the sunlight (*quickly)
b. The Empire State amazes John (*swiftly)

I thus conclude that there is no good reason not to analyze transitive D-states as
stative causatives, just like OEPVs and ESVs. Their main (and perhaps only) differ-
ence is that transitive D-states do not alternate aspectually: they are always stative
(which, in my terms, means that they can only be built with a stative vCAUSE).

(30) a. The police protects the diamond.
b. [VoiceP the police [Voice’ Voice [vP vCAUSE [√P

√
protect [DP the diamond]

] ] ] ]
7Fábregas & Marín, as well as Maienborn, understand eventivity as ‘particular spatiotemporal

entities with functionally integrated participants’ which can be perceived. A dynamic predicate, in
Fábregas & Marín, is understood as that ‘denoting (abstract) movement within a time period in some
quality space’, and it does not follow from the previous definition of eventivity. Eventivity here is
contrasted with pure (Kimian) states, which do not contain a Davidsonian event argument and are
mere temporal instantiations of a property holding of a given individual. I refer the reader to the
aforementioned papers for the technical implementation of this idea.



3.3 Activities and (the rest of) states
Activities and states do not have a bi-eventive causative structure and, as expected,
they are out in APass. I assume two different v heads for activities and states (cf.
Harley 1995; Folli & Harley 2005; Cuervo 2003, a.o.): vDO, for activities, and vBE,
for simple states (i.e. subject-experiencer psychological verbs, copula-like verbs...).

(31) a. John rocked the cradle.
b. [VoiceP John [Voice’ Voice [vP vDO [√P

√
rock [DP the cradle ] ] ] ] ]

c. λe [Subj(John,e) & rock(e) & Theme(the cradle,e)]

(32) a. John loves Mary.
b. [VoiceP John [Voice’ Voice [vP vBE [√P

√
love [DP Mary ] ] ] ] ]

c. λs [Subj(John,s) & love(s) & Theme(Mary,s)]

4 Building the adjectival passive
I argue, following Kratzer (2000), that APass are derived by the stativizer below:

(33) J∅K = λR<s,st>λs ∃e R(e)(s)

This stativizer takes a predicate of an event(uality) e and a state s, returns a predicate
of that state s, and existentially quantifies e (e being an event or a state), thus closing
it off for higher tense and aspect operators. The APass stativizer also derives an
adjective (cf. Kratzer 2000; Gehrke 2012b; Bruening 2012, a.o.).

Also following Kratzer (2000), I assume that adjectival participles do not project
a VoiceP. Furthermore, I take the -en morpheme to be a morphophonological reflex
of the failure of verbal morphology to inflect for tense and aspect, i.e. it does not
constitute a lexical entry (in line with Kratzer 2000; Borer 2013, a.o.).

4.1 The resultative reading
This reading arises when the stativizer takes an eventive causative VP, as in (34).

(34) a. El ordenador está reparado. (Spanish)
‘The computer is repaired.’

b. [AP A [vP vCAUSE [√P
√

reparado [DP el ordenador] ] ] ]

Since the result state retrieved by the stativizer temporally follows the causing event,
the reading is resultative. The semantic calculation is provided below:

(35) a. J
√

PK = λs [repar-(s) & Theme(el ordenador,s)]
b. JvPK = JvCAUSEK (J

√
PK) = [λP λe λs [CAUSE(e,s) & P(s)]] (λs [repar-

(s) & Theme(el ordenador,s)]) = λe λs [CAUSE(e,s) & repar-(s) &
Theme(el ordenador,s)]

c. JAPK = JAK (JvPK) = [λR<s,st>λs ∃e R(e)(s)] (λe λs [CAUSE(e,s) &
repar-(s) & Theme(el ordenador,s)]) = λs ∃e [CAUSE(e,s) & reparado(s)
& Theme(el ordenador,s)]



4.2 The non-resultative reading
This reading arises when the stativizer takes a stative causative VP. In this case,
the causing state argument is existentially quantified, and the caused state is re-
trieved for higher tense and aspect operators. This was already suggested for Ger-
man OEPVs and ESVs by Kratzer (2000). Here, I extend it to Spanish and Hebrew
and also for transitive D-states.

Since the causing state is temporally coextensive with the caused state retrieved
by the stativizer, a resultative meaning cannot arise.

(36) a. El sospechoso está vigilado. (Spanish)
‘The suspect is surveilled.’

b. [AP A [vP vCAUSE [√P
√

vigilado [DP el sospechoso] ] ] ]

(37) a. J
√

PK = λs [vigilado(s) & Theme(el sospechoso,s)]
b. JvPK = JvCAUSEK (J

√
PK) = [λP λs λs’ [CAUSE(s,s’) & P(s’)]] (λs [vig-

ilado(s) & Theme(el sospechoso,s)]) = λs λs’ [CAUSE(s,s’) & vigi-
lado(s’) & Theme(el sospechoso,s’)]

c. JAPK = JAK (JvPK) = [λR<s,st>λs ∃e R(e)(s)] (λs λs’ [CAUSE(s,s’) &
vigilado(s’) & Theme(el sospechoso,s’)]) = λs’ ∃s [CAUSE(s,s’) & vig-
ilado(s’) & Theme(el sospechoso,s’)]

5 Some remarks on Kratzer (2000)
This last section aims to discuss Kratzer’s (2000) influential work on German APass,
which has been followed by many authors not only for German, but for other lan-
guages such as Greek (Anagnostopoulou 2003) and English (Baglini 2012).

Kratzer (2000) argues that there are two kinds of APass, with different semantics
and derived by distinct operators:

1. Target state passives: They are derived from VPs that have a target state ar-
gument in their decomposition, i.e. a cancellable result state of bi-eventive
VPs. As a test, they accept the adverbial immer noch ‘still’(cf. (38))). They
are derived by the operator in (33), repeated in (39) for convenience.

(38) a. Die Geisslein sind immer noch versteckt.
‘The little goats are still hidden.’

b. Die Reifen sind immer noch aufgepumpt. (Kratzer 2000: 385)
‘The tires are still pumped up.’

(39) J∅K = λR<s,st>λs ∃e R(e)(s)

2. Resultant state pasives: they have perfect semantics and may take any kind
of VP except for simple states, which do not have an event argument. By
resultant state she means a state that holds forever after the culmination of an
event, i.e. a perfect, following Parsons (1990). She assumes that these are the



semantics of the perfects of verbal passives, their only difference being that
in resultant state passives Voice does not project. Her diagnosis for resultant
state passives is the unacceptability of immer noch ‘still’ (cf. (40)). The
operator at play is in (41).

(40) a. Das Theorem ist (*immer noch) bewiesen.
‘The theorem is (*still) proven.’

b. Der Briefkasten ist (*immer noch) geleert. (Kratzer 2000: 386)
‘The mail box is (*still) emptied.’

(41) J∅K = λP λt ∃e [P(e) & τ (e) ≤ t]

As Kratzer notes, activities are bad out of the blue in APass, but they nonetheless
improve if a ‘job done’ or ‘that’s over’ context is provided, as we can see in (42).
In these cases, given that they lack a target state argument, they combine with the
resultant state operator.

(42) a. Die Katze ist schon gestreichelt.
‘The cat is already petted.’

b. Dieser Kinderwagen ist schon geschoben. (Kratzer 2000: 388)
‘This baby carriage is already pushed.’
CONTEXT: It was my job to pet the cat or to push the baby carriage.

As I see it, Kratzer’s account has several problems. First, I share my doubts with
Gehrke (2012b) in terms of what still really diagnoses. Note, for instance, that
the same predicate may give different results depending on the subject it takes. For
instance, (43a) is fine since we can expect the city to be rebuilt after, say, a bombing,
but (43b) is not since evidence is expected to be burned/ shredded when one wants
to destroy it8. My idea here is that the acceptability effects with still in adjectival
passives does not really have to do with a difference in their semantics, but rather
in the semantics of still itself and the presuppositions it triggers. When still is not
acceptable regardless of context (cf. (40a), I assume that the incompatibility is due
to the lexical semantics of the verb, but not to a difference in event decomposition
or in the semantics of APass9. For further discussion regarding the still test, see
Gehrke (2012b) and Alexiadou et al. (2012).

(43) a. Die
the

Stadt
city

ist
is

immer
still

noch
noch

zerstört.
destroyed

‘The city is still destroyed.’
b. #Die

#the
Beweises
evidence

sind
is

immer
still

noch
noch

zerstört.
destroyed

‘The evidence is still destroyed.’

8All the German examples in this section are due to Berit Gehrke, p.c.
9Note that even (40b) could be acceptable in a scenario where a mailbox is supposed to be

constantly filled and emptied:‘The mailbox is still emptied: it’s time to fill it up again.’



Turning to Kratzer’s claim that activities become fine in APass with a ‘job done’ or
‘that’s over’ context, I observe the same effect in Spanish.

(44) a. (?)El
(?)the

gato
cat

ya
already

está
is

acariciado.
petted

‘The cat is already petted.’ (Spanish)
b. (?)Este

(?)this
carrito
carriage

de
of

bebé
baby

ya
already

está
is

empujado.
pushed

‘This baby carriage is already pushed.’
CONTEXT: It was my job to pet the cat or to push the baby carriage.

However, it is unclear that these are derived by a perfect aspect operator, as Kratzer
has it, that does not need telic VPs as an input. If so, why do activities in APass
need context to improve, but activities in verbal passives in the perfect do not (cf.
(45-46)).

(45) a. ??Die
??the

Katze
cat

ist
is

gestreichelt.
petted

(‘The cat is petted.’) (German)
b. Die

the
Katze
cat

ist
is

gestreichelt
petted

worden.
become

‘The cat has been petted.’

(46) a. ??El
??the

gato
cat

está
is

acariciado.
petted

(‘The cat is petted.’) (Spanish)
b. El

the
gato
cat

ha
has

sido
been

acariciado.
petted

‘The cat has been petted.’

A more plausible explanation for the relative acceptability of activities in APass,
as I see it, is that they can be coerced into telics when the context allows. ‘Job
done’ contexts, for instance, favor a coercion from activities into telics since the
eventuality is understood as having an endpoint.

Further evidence that APass do not have perfect semantics in German comes
from the fact that positional adverbials (on Monday, yesterday...) are fine in the
German present perfect (VPass included), but are out in APass (cf. (47)).

(47) a. Die
the

Töpfe
pots

sind
are

am
on

Montag
Monday

abgespült
washed-up

worden.
become.

‘The pots have been washed up on Monday.’
b. *Die

the
Töpfe
pots

sind
are

am
on

Montag
Monday

abgespült.
washed-up

(‘The pots are washed up on Monday.’)



Also, APass and perfects of verbal passives give different readings with today in
German: in APass, the underlying event does not need to have happened today (cf.
(48a)), but in the perfects of verbal passives the event needs to have happened today
(cf. (48b)).

(48) a. Heute
today

ist
is

der
the

Boden
floor

gewischt.
swept

‘The floor is swept today.’ (The sweeping event did not necessarily take
place today: it could have been swept before today)

b. Heute
today

ist
is

der
the

Boden
floor

gewischt
swept

worden.
become

‘The floor has been swept today.’ (The sweeping event necessarily took
place today)

In short, while I think that the stativizer that Kratzer proposes for her target state
passives gives us the right semantics for APass (and is indeed the one I adopt in this
work), I do not accept her extra perfect (i.e. resultant state) operator, on the basis
that the nuances it intends to capture can be explained by factors not pertaining to
APass per se (eg. how well the presuppositions triggered by still fare with respect
to the context or the lexical semantics of a given verb).

6 Conclusions
This paper has argued that, contra the received view, APass are not restricted to
telic VPs nor do they encode resultative semantics. Rather, what APass require
is a causative, bieventive VP. A causative VP can be eventive, in which case it
contains a causative relation between an event and a result state (i.e. a change-of-
state predicate), or stative, encoding a causative relation between two states, both of
which are temporally coextensive. In addition to OEPVs and ESVs, both of which
have already been argued to be stative causatives (Pylkkänen 1999; Arad 2002;
Kratzer 2000; Rothmayr 2009), I have argued that there is a third verb class, recently
discovered by Fábregas & Marín (2013), that also belongs aspectually to stative
causative verbs.

Then, partly following Kratzer (2000), I have argued that APass are derived by
a null stativizer that takes a bi-eventive causative VP, existentially quantifies the
causing eventuality (an event or a state) and retrieves the caused state by delivering
a predicate of that state. Thus, if we have an eventive causative VP, the reading will
be resultative, since the state is interpreted as caused by an event that temporally
precedes it. On the other hand, if the stativizer takes a stative causative VP, the
reading will be non-resultative, since the caused state is interpreted as temporally
coextensive with the causing state. Thus, APass do not have intrinsic resultative
semantics; rather, a resultative reading arises as an entailment if the underlying VP
is a change-of-state predicate.

The data I have presented here comes from Spanish, German and Hebrew. Fur-
ther research will be needed, of course, to see whether my proposal can also be ap-
plied to other languages that have APass, or whether other languages have stricter
or more permissive restrictions with respect to the Aktionsart of the underlying VP.
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