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Petr Biskup

PREFIXED ADJECTIVAL PARTICIPLES

ABSTRACT

In this paper, I am concerned with prefixed adjectival participles in Czech. I show that in contrast
to the most widely accepted approach to Slavic prefixes, adjectival participles can be derived by
both lexical and superlexical prefixes and that lexically and superlexically prefixed participles
can denote a target state as well as a resultant state. I propose that prefixed adjectival participles
have the following syntactic structure [,, A [, ., Part [, Asp [, v [,V [, p [, PII]]]]], where the
adjectival head works as a stativizer and the prefix is an incorporated preposition. The incorpo-
rated preposition introduces a state variable in its meaning, which licenses the stativizer in the
derivation.
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1. Introduction

Slavic prefixes are usually divided into two types, lexical and superlexical
(IsaGENKO 1962, BABKO-MALAYA 1999, DI SCIULLO - SLABAKOVA 2005, SVENONIUS
2004, RICHARDSON 2007). In the widely accepted syntactic approach to Slavic
prefixes, the syntactic position of lexical prefixes differs from the positions of
superlexical prefixes; whereas lexicals merge in the verbal domain, superlexicals
merge outside vP/VP (e.g. RAMCHAND 2004, SVENONIUS 2004, ROMANOVA 2006,
GEHRKE 2008). Given these different positions, ithasbeen argued thatin contrastto
lexicals, superlexicals cannot occurin adjectival participles; see RomAaNOVA (2006)
for Russian past passive participles and GEHRKE (2008) for Russian and Czech past
active and past passive participles. This paper offers a detailed investigation of
this matter. It is organized as follows. In Section 2, I discuss properties of -Ij and
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-ny/-ty adjectival participles.' In Section 3.1, I am concerned with syntactic
properties of adjectival participles - focusing primarily on target states - and in
Section 3.2 I discuss lexical and superlexical prefixes. Section 3.3 provides a sample
derivation. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2. Data

2.1 -ly participles
Imperfective intransitives derive -1 participles and the past tense; see (1) for unac-
cusatives and (2) for unergatives.

(1) a. mrz b. kvetl

froze blossomed

‘(He) was cold’ ‘(1t) was blossoming’
(2) a. caroval b. pracoval

made.magic worked

‘(He) was making magic’ ‘(He) was working’

The contrast between the ungrammatical (3) and the grammatical (4) with the
agent-oriented émysiné ‘intentionally’ shows that the predicates in (1) are indeed
unaccusative and the ones in (2) unergative.

(3) a. *Umyslné mrzl. b. *Umyslné kvetl.
intentionally  froze intentionally ~ blossomed
(4) a.  Umpslné caroval. b.  Umpslné pracoval.
intentionally  made.magic intentionally ~ worked
‘He was intentionally making ‘He was intentionally working.’
magic.

According to LEVIN - RAPPAPORT Hovav (1995), resultative constructions are pos-
sible with unaccusatives, not with unergatives, but resultative predicates can be
licensed with unergatives by a fake reflexive. Given this, data in (5) and (6) sup-
port our classification.?

(5) a. z-mrzl na kost b. roz-kvetl do krdsy
from-froze  on bone apart-blossomed  tobeauty
‘He was chilled to the bone.’ ‘It blossomed into a beauty.’

1 Irefer to adjectival participles derived by the -ny/-ty and -Ij suffixes as ‘-nj/-ty participles’ and -Iy
participles’ and to verbal participles derived by -l and -n/-t as “-l participles’ and ‘-n/-t participles’.

2 Prefixation ensures here that the result state is reached. Below, we will also see an unaccusativity
test using the formation of -Ij participles.
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(6) U-¢aroval / u-pracoval *(se)  k smrti.
at-made.magic at-worked self  todeath
‘He made magic/worked himself to death.

Although the unprefixed predicates in (1) and (2) form -1 participles, they do not
derive -1y participles, as illustrated below.

(7) a. *mrzly b.  *kvetly
froze blossomed

(8) a. *déarovaly b. *pracovaly
made.magic worked

The following examples show that the formation of -1y participles is sensitive to
aspectual properties. When the verbs are prefixed, some of them derive -1y par-
ticiples since verbal prefixes have a perfectivizing and telicizing effect; compare
(7), (8) with (9) and (10) (see also WEiss 1977 for the claim that Polish -ty participles
can be derived only from perfective verbs and for telicity see KRATZER 1994 and
RAPP 1996).

(9) a. o-mrzly b. roz-kvetly
about-froze apart-blossomed
‘frostbitten’ ‘in blossom’

(10) a.  *o-¢arovaly b. *vy-pracovaly
about-made.magic out-worked

The contrast between (9) and (10) shows that only unaccusative perfective/telic
verbs can derive -lj participles. For this reason, the formation of -ly participles
has been used as a diagnostic of unaccusativity (see Kosta - FRASEK 2004 and
MEDOVA 2012).

The formation of -1y participles is also dependent on the intransitivity of the
predicate. According to LAMPRECHT ET AL. (1986) and NUBLER (2004), transitives
do not derive -l participles in Modern Czech, see (11), although they form -1 par-
ticiples, as in (12).4

(11) a.  *roz-hrabaly b. *na-budily
apart-raked on-woke
3 Note that cases like plynuly ‘fluent’ are true adjectives (PETR ET AL. 1986,1).
4 Transitives with -nou-/-nu- are exceptional since they can often form both participles, e.g. vytisk-

nout ‘print’ derives vytisknutj and vytiskly. According to KOPESNY (1962), there are also some transitives
without -nou-/-nu- that derive -1y participles, like zdédily ‘inherited’, but they are very often archaic or
dialectal.
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(12) a. roz-hrabal b. na-budil
apart-raked on-woke
‘(He) spread sth. ‘(He) energized sb.

To conclude, only perfective/telic unaccusative predicates - which are mostly de-
rived by prefixation - form -1y participles (with the exception of -nou-/-nu- verbs,
see note 4).

2.2 -ny/-ty participles

Intransitives do not derive -n/-t participles and the verbal passive (KARLIK 2004);
see (13) for unaccusatives and (14) for unergatives. Therefore intransitives also do
not derive -ny/-ty participles; as shown in (15) and (16).

(13) a. *je mrznut b. *je kveten
is frozen is blossomed
(14) a. *je C¢arovdn b. *je pracovdn
is made.magic is worked
(15) a. *mrznuty b. *kveteny
frozen blossomed
(16) a. *tarovany b. *pracovany
made.magic worked

The formation of -ny/-ty participles is dependent on the presence of an accusative
object. E.g. (17) shows the transitive hrabat ‘rake’ in the -n/-t passive and -ny/-ty
participles. The verbal participles (17a,c) and the adjectival participles (17b,d) can
be perfective (prefixed) as well as imperfective (unprefixed).

(17) a. To  listi bylo  hrabdno. b. hrabané listi
the foliage was raked raked foliage
“The foliage was being raked.’ “The foliage that is being raked.’
c. To listi bylo roz-hrabdno. d. roz-hrabané  listi
the foliage was apart-raked apart-raked  foliage
‘The foliage was spread. “The foliage that was spread.

In the case of verbal objects that are not marked with accusative (18a), the default
agreement is present on the -n/-t participle in the passive; see (18b). The related
-ny/-ty participle is ungrammatical (18c), in contrast to the participles in (17b,d).

(18) a. (Za-)tleskali détem.

(behind-)clapped children
‘“They were applauding children. / They applauded children.

10
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b. Bylo (za-)tleskdno détem.

was (behind-)clapped children , .

‘Children were being applauded. / Children were applauded.’
c.  *(za-)tleskané déti

(behind-)clapped  children,,

The ungrammatical participles in (15) and (16) are unprefixed. When a prefix is at-
tached to the verbs, at least some of them can derive -ny/-ty participles because the
prefix transitivizes them. The participles can be based on a non-reflexive verb, as
in (19), or on a reflexive verb, as in (20).

(19) a. o-carovat b. o-tarovany starec
about-make.magic about-made.magic  old.man
‘bewitch’ ‘abewitched old man’

(20) a. pre-pracovat se b. pfe-pracovany lékar
over-work self over-worked doctor
‘overwork’ ‘an overworked doctor’

When the base verb is not transitivized by the added prefix, the -ny/-ty participle
is ungrammatical, as shown below.

(21) a. Jirka  do-pracoval. b. *do-pracovany Jirka
Jirka  to-worked to-worked Jirka
Tirka stopped working.’

(22) a. Strom  roz-kvetl. b. *roz-kveteny strom
tree apart-blossomed apart-blossomed  tree

‘“The tree blossomed.’

There is also an agentivity (causativity) restriction on the formation of -nj/-ty and
-n/-t participles; consider (23) (cf. also VESELOVSKA - KARL{K 2004). Although the
experiencer verb selects an accusative object and derives an -1 participle, as in
(23a), it does not derive -n/-t and -ny/-ty participles, as shown in (23b,c), indepen-
dently of whether or not it is prefixed.

(23) a. Jana (za-)svédila stard  rdna.
Jan, . (behind-)itched  old wound,
“The old wound itched Jan. / The old wound began to itch Jan.
b. *an byl (za-)svédén.
Jany,, was  (behind-)itched
c. *(za-)svédény Jan

(behind-)itched Jan,

11
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To sum up, in the vast majority of cases, -ny/-ty participles are derived from agen-
tive transitive predicates with an accusative object.

3. The analysis

3.1 Syntactic properties of adjectival participles

Since -1 can attach to imperfective verbs, as in (1) and (2), the ungrammaticality of
-ly participles in (7) and (8) is not based on selectional requirements of the affix -I.
The ungrammaticality also cannot be based on some requirements of the agree-
ment marker -y because it can attach to imperfectives, too, as shown by hrabané
‘being raked’ in (17b). Following KRATZER (2000), [ assume that there is a covert af-
fix between the participial -l and the ending -j that represents the adjectival head
(A) and works as a stativizer since the perfective -1y participles in (9) have a sta-
tive interpretation. Since -ny/-ty participles derived from perfective verbs also
have a stative interpretation (cf. KoPEENY 1962), I also assume the stativizer in
A for perfective -ny/-ty participles. The stativizer cannot be realized by -l or -n/-t
because these affixes also derive eventive participles like hrabdn ‘being raked’ and
pracoval ‘was working’ (therefore, the stativizer also cannot be attached some-
where lower in the structure). Given that unprefixed -ny/-ty participles are even-
tive (see e.g. hrabané), the stativizer also cannot be realized by the ending -y.

Given that prefixes almost always turn atelic eventualities into telic ones,
I propose that prefixes introduce a state variable into the derivation. Note that
the target state operator can apply only to verbs with a ‘visible’ state (KRATZER
2000, ALEXIADOU ET AL. 2003). Then, the reason why the -lj participles in (7)
are ungrammatical in contrast to (9) is that they do not have a prefix, which
would introduce a state variable licensing the stativizer. Similarly, in the case of
-ny/-ty participles derived from eventive predicates, only the prefixed participles,
like nabuzeny ‘energized’ (in contrast to buzeny ‘being woken’), can have a stative
interpretation.’

As discussed in VESELOVSKA - KARL{K (2004), long endings (occurring in ad-
jectival participles) are related to stativity and short endings (occurring in verbal
participles) to eventivity in standard Czech. Hence, I propose that A is present
only in adjectival participles and that it is the locus of the stativizer. In contrast,
verbal participles project only PartP, thus, the extended verbal projection cannot
be stativized and short endings realize ¢-features of Part.

Given that -1 participles are derived from all types of verbs, -l realizes any Part
head, as shown in (24a), whereas -n/-t spells out Part with features [ag, p] since
-n/-t participles can only be derived from agentive transitives; see (24b). [p] stands

5 In cases like Ta knizka je lepend “The book is glued’, lepend can be analyzed as an adjective (SticHa
1986).
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for transitivity because all verbal non-vP arguments - including the direct object -
merge in pP selected by the root (see also Section 3.2.1). I assume the copy theory of
movement and the incorporation analysis of head movement, hence the agentive
feature of the incorporated v and the categorial feature of p are also visible on the
complex head Part.

(24) a. [PARTP [PARTl []]]

b. [PARTP [PART [ag, P] n/t []]]

This predicts that a pP embedded under the root whose preposition does not in-
corporate will not enable the predicate to form -n/-t participles, in contrast to a pP
whose preposition incorporates. This prediction is borne out:

(25) a. *prasan snézeny na stfechu/strese.
powder snow  snowed on roof, /roof .
b. prasan na-snézeny na strechu/strese.

powder snow  on-snowed on roof, . /roof,

‘powder snow on the roof”
We saw in 2.1 that in contrast to -l participles, -1y participles can be derived only
from unaccusatives. For this reason, I assume that A selects a complement con-
taining the unaccusative v, as shown in (26).

(26) [P Astat [unacc] [parte [part 1 [ ]]]]

The fact that -Iy participles are only formed from perfective/telic predicates will
be derived by the semantic (in)compatibility of the stativizer with the semantic
type of its sister. Specifically, the compatibility is ensured when PartP contains
a state variable, which is introduced by a prefix.

As to -ny/-ty participles, there is no unaccusative feature on A because they are
formed from transitives. The fact that stative -ny/-ty participles are formed from
perfective/telic (prefixed) verbs will be analyzed as above in -1j participles. Merging
the stativizing A with unprefixed -ny/-ty participles will result in a semantic mis-
match since these participles do not contain a state variable (except a few perfective
simplex verbs). And merging the non-stativizing A with the prefixed participles will
not derive their stative meaning. The higher structure of -nj/-ty participles looks
like (27). The difference between the two types is that A in the eventive (unprefixed)
participles does not stativize the extended verbal projection; see (27b).

[ap Astat [Partp [part [ag, p] n/t [ 1]]]

(27) a
b. [ap A [partp [Part [agp] n/t [11]]

13
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Why is the stativizer always present in A of -1y participles but is not in -ny/-ty par-
ticiples? The eventive interpretation of -1y participles seems to be blocked by the
existence of -ci participles (e.g. kvetouci kytka ‘blossoming flower’). It is not blocked
with -ny/-ty participles since -ci participles cannot modify the accusative object,
as shown by délajici chyby ‘made mistakes’.

We saw in 2.2 that -n/-t participles receive the default agreement when the
verbal object is marked with a non-structural-accusative case, whereas -ny/-ty
participles are ungrammatical with non-structural-accusative objects. The noun
over which the adjectival participle predicates is merged outside the participle
(BELLETTI - R1zz1 1981, MCINTYRE 2012, BRUENING 2014). Following BRUENING
(2014),1assumethatintheadjectival participle, thereisanull operatorinplace ofthe
internal argument, which is forced by the head A to move to its specifier. This
movement forms a predicate of individuals.

BiskuP (2015) shows that movement of the specifier of P and movement of the
prepositional complement out of defective pP (whose P does not have ¢-features
and does not assign case among other things) is possible but movement of the com-
plement out of non-defective pP is ungrammatical (i.e., preposition stranding is
not grammatical in Czech). Given this and the assumption that non-structural
cases are assigned by a covert P, the null operator generated as the complement of
the non-defective P cannot move to SpecA. Therefore, the appropriate type (<e, t>)
is not derived and the participle cannot combine with a noun, as in tleskané déti
‘clapped children’, based on the verb tleskat, taking a dative object. However, in
cases like (28a) the operator can move out of pP since P is defective. As shown in
(28b), P does not assign case (z assigns genitive) and is spelled out only as a verbal
prefix.

(28) a. z-otrodend populace a. z-otrocili celou  populaci
from-slaved population from-slaved entire population
‘an enslaved population’ ‘“They enslaved the entire population.

As to -n/-t participles, they do not contain AP, with the probe moving the preposi-
tional complement. Moreover, -n/-t participles also do not contain a null operator
since the object merges directly in pP.

3.2 Prefixes

3.2.1 Lexical prefixes

Recall from Section 1 that according to the widely accepted approach to Slavic pre-
fixeslexicals differ from superlexicals in their syntactic positions. The proposal that
lexicals merge very low in the syntactic structure seems to be correct. Every lexical
prefix can appear in some adjectival participle. As an illustration consider (29).

14
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(29) a. o-carovany stafec b. na-metené smeti
about-made.magic  old.man on-swept  rubbish
‘a bewitched old man’ ‘arubbish swept on sth.’
c. za-hloubany pracovnik d. roz-déland pracka
behind-mused worker apart-done washing.machine
‘a worker lost in thoughts’ a disassembled washing machine’

As shown below, these prefixes can also appear in -Ij participles. This is not sur-
prising because the participial morphemes -1 and -n/-t merge in the same syntac-
tic position in adjectival participles.

(30) a. o-tekld noha b. na-mrzly led
about-flowed  foot on-froze ice
‘a swollen foot’ ‘ice frozen to sth.
c. za-padly prsten d. roz-tekld fokoldda
behind-fell ring apart-flowed chocolate
‘aring fallen behind sth. ‘a melted chocolate’

It depends on the type of the base verb whether the prefixed verb derives a -1j par-
ticiple or a -ny/-ty participle. When a prefix is attached to an unaccusative, then
a -ly participle is derived, as in (30). When a prefix is attached to an unergative, as
in (29a,c), a -ny/-ty participle is derived because the verb is transitivized. When
a prefix is attached to a transitive, a -ny/-ty participle is derived because the verb
remains transitive, as in (29b,d) (cf. ScCHOORLEMMER 1997 for Russian).

This means that prefixes can add an internal argument and this argument
competes for the same syntactic position with the complement of unaccusatives
and transitives. In addition, prefixes can also add an argumental pP. From the
constructionist point of view, this suggests that prefixes are in fact prepositions,
projecting a phrase with maximally two arguments, which is merged as the com-
plement of the root. Therefore, I analyze lexicals as incorporated prepositions
(for other arguments, see BISKUP - ZyBATOW 2015), following e.g. MULDER (1992),
P17z (1994), FOWLER (1996), RomANOVA (2006), BISKUP - PUTNAM (2012). Then the
syntactic structure of adjectival participles with lexical prefixes projecting a pP -
which can be either transitive or intransitive - looks like (31).

(31)  [ap A [partr Part [aspe Asp [wev LP A [p p [e» P]111111

Thus, in -1y participles, the root merges with a pP (the projection of the prefix),
which is in complementary distribution with the projection projected by an
empty head that introduces the internal argument of the unprefixed verb (cf.
BORER 2005). Hence, the argument structure is not augmented; maximally,

15
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a prepositional phrase can be added. Since -n/-t spells out Part with agentive and
transitive properties, only an -1 participle and a -Iy participle can be derived.

As to prefixed -ny/-ty participles derived from unergatives, the pP adds an
unselected argument(s) to the external argument, therefore we observe transi-
tivization of the base verb. Given the prepositional nature of prefixes and the fact
that -n/-t spells out the Part head with the features [ag, p], a -ny/-ty participle is
derived. When a prefix is attached to a transitive, the pP replaces the phrase intro-
ducing the internal argument of the base verb; hence the prefixed verb remains
transitive. As with unergatives, given that -n/-t spells out the Part head with the
features [ag, p), a -ny/-ty participle is derived with base transitives.

Examples in (29) and (30) also show that lexically prefixed -ly and -ny/-ty
participles have a resultative/change of state meaning (cf. SVENONIUS 2004,
ZAUCER 20009); see e.g. (30b), where the telic namrzly is related to the atelic verb
mrznout ‘freeze’. Compositionally prefixed verbs like (29b) and (30c) show that the
result state has the prepositional/prefixal meaning, which supports the view that
it is the preposition that introduces the state. Thus, by transitivization, lexicals
help the unergative base verb to derive a -nj/-ty participle and by adding the state
variable they help imperfective unaccusative base verbs to derive -y participles.
The fact that lexicals license the stative interpretation confirms that they are
merged lower than the stativizer.

Resultant states differ from target states in that they cannot be modified by still
(NEDJALKOV - JAXONTOV 1988, TARALDSEN - MEDOVA 2007). (29) and (30) show
that both -Iy and -ny/-ty lexically prefixed participles can denote a target state. For
resultant states, consider (32).

(32) a. Ten romdn je (*stdlejesté)  pre-cteny.
the novel is still over-read
“The novel is (*still) read through to the end.
b. Ta kytka je (*stdlejesté)  od-kvetld.
the flower is still away-blossomed
“The flower is (*still) withered.

3.3.2 Superlexical prefixes

All prefixes from (29) can be used as a superlexical prefix. (33) shows that these
superlexicals can derive -nj/-ty participles; see the inchoative o- in (33a), the cu-
mulative na- in (33b), the inchoative za- in (33c) and the inchoative roz- in (33d).

(33) a. o-slepeny ridi¢ b. na-Zehlend sukné
about-dazzled driver on-ironed skirt
‘a dazzled driver’ ‘aneatly ironed skirt’

16



Petr Biskup
Prefixed Adjectival Participles

c. za-milovany chlapec d. roz-pracovand  kniha
behind-loved boy apart-worked  book
‘aboy in love’ ‘an unfinished book’

These prefixes can also appear in -l participles; consider the inchoative o- in (34a),
the cumulative na- in (34b), the attenuative za- in (34c) and the inchoative roz- in

(34d).

(34) a. o-chraptély profesor ~ b. na-béhlé ruce
about-became.hoarse professor on-ran hands
‘a hoarse professor’ ‘swollen hands’
c. za-rudld noha d. roz-mékly snih
behind-reddened foot apart-softened snow
‘areddened foot’ ‘softened snow’

Some of the prefixes can also have other superlexical meanings, like the attenua-
tive na- in naklonény ‘alittle leaned’ and the attenuative o- in ovlhceny ‘a little mois-
tened’. Other prefixes with a superlexical meaning can derive adjectival partici-
ples, too, as shown by the excessive and the repetitive pre- in presyceny ‘overfed’
and previnuty ‘rewound’, the distributive po- in pobity ‘killed one after another’,
the completive do- in dostavény ‘finished building’, the terminative od- in odsouh-
laseny ‘agreed’, the attenuative pod- in podmraceny ‘a little frowned’ and the perdu-
rative pro- in propracovany ‘worked through’.

Generally, except the saturative za-, all superlexicals can occur in (both types
of) adjectival participles. There is no special interaction between superlexicals
and the stativizer in A. This suggests that superlexicals merge below A, just as
lexicals. Recall that the target state operator existentially binds the event variable
and projects the state variable and that it can apply only to verbs with a ‘visible’
state. Since it is the prefix that brings about the stative component, superlexicals
must merge below A. Concerning telicity, adjectival participles with superlexicals
behave like lexically prefixed participles. They can also turn atelic eventualities
into telic ones, as shown e.g. in (33b), where the accomplishment naZehlend is re-
lated to the activity Zehlit ‘iron’.

As with lexicals, when a superlexical prefix is attached to an unaccusative,
a -1y participle is derived, as in (34). When the prefix is attached to an unergative,
the verb is transitivized and consequently the -ny/-ty participle can be derived,
as in (33d). And when the prefix is attached to a transitive, the derived predicate
remains transitive and a -ny/-ty participle is derived, as in (33b,c).¢ Thus, at least
some superlexicals can be analyzed on a par with lexicals. These derivational facts
are accounted for as in the case of lexicals in terms of the insertion of the appro-

6 Oslepit does not have an unprefixed counterpart.
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priate morpheme into Part and the complementary distribution of the pP project-
ed by the prefix and the pP introducing the object.

The presented data argue against the generalized distinction between lexicals
and superlexicals with respect to the possibility of the formation of adjectival par-
ticiples of the widely adopted syntax based approach. It seems that ungrammati-
cal superlexically prefixed participles should rather be analyzed on a case-by-case
basis. This is supported by the fact that one and the same superlexical can behave
differently in dependency on the prefixed verb, e.g., the inchoative roz- derives
rozpracovand ‘unfinished’ in (33d) but does not derive a participle with bolet ‘hurt’
and the inchoative u- derives uvéznény ‘imprisoned” with véznit ‘keep in prison’
but does not derive a participle with véfit ‘believe’.

These facts can be accounted for as follows. As to rozbolet ‘begin to hurt’, the
participle rozboleny cannot be derived because v is of the experiencer type but -n/-t
needs to be inserted into Part with features [ag, p]. And rozbolely cannot be derived
since the stative A in -1y participle selects a complement with the unaccusative v.
As to (u)vérit ‘(begin to) believe), it takes a dative object, which is introduced by
a covert non-defective P, hence the preposition cannot be stranded, i.e., the null
operator cannot move to SpecA and the derivation crashes.

(33) and (34) show that both -y and -nj/-ty superlexically prefixed participles
can denote a target state. We also saw some resultant states above, e.g., ovlhéeny
‘a little moistened’, previnuty ‘rewound’, pobity ‘killed one after another’, odsou-
hlaseny ‘agreed’. As for -1y participles, consider e.g. po-mrzly ‘frozen one after an-
other’.

To sum up, since the stativizer is merged in a high syntactic position, we do not
observe any peculiar interaction between it and superlexicals; almost all super-
lexicals can occur in adjectival participles. We have seen that by means of transi-
tivization, superlexicals help the unergative base verb to derive a -ny/-ty partici-
ple. Superlexicals can also telicize, thereby helping base verbs to derive participles
because telicity - the state variable - is a necessary condition for the formation of
-ly participles and stative -ny/-ty participles.

3.3 The derivation
As an illustration, consider the derivation of the target state participle zapadld in
(35).

(35) kniha  za-padld za gaucem
book behind-fell behind sofa
‘the book that fell behind the sofa’

The order of morphemes is derived by head incorporation to the left: [[[[za]pad]i]d]
and the form of the ending -d is determined by the case and ¢-features properties
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of kniha via Agree. Since the complex head is not agentive, Part must be spelled out
as -1. The unaccusative selection feature of A is satisfied because v of zapadld is of
the unaccusative type. Now consider the derivation (36).

Za localizes the referent of the external argument behind the referent of the
internal argument. Importantly, P also introduces the state variable. It is this state
variable that will be projected by the stativizer. The state denoted by the preposi-
tional phrase is the result state of the prefixed predicate. The meaning of za applies
to the definite expression gaucem, derived by the Strawsonian iota operator, which
results in the meaning that the referent of x is in the state of being behind the sofa.

(36) AP
Ax3s3e[x behind ly[sofa ) & fall(e) &
cause(s) (e) &t(e)ct &( Lcr

0 A
)\S)\X[S(xﬁl 3s3e[x behind iy[sofa(y)](s) & fall(e) &
cause(s)(e) &t(e)ct &‘L’(e)DCT( )]

x.cl. Y
)\PEIs[];(s)] stle[x behind iy[sofa(y)](s) & fall(e) &
cause(s) (e) &t(e)ct &T(E)DCT(S)]

A PartP
ARAs3e[R(s)(e)] Ashe[x behind iy[sofa(y)](s) & fall(e) &
cause(s)(e) &t(e)ct &t(e)oct(s)]

N
1 Part AspP
ARAsAe[R(s)(e)] )\s}\e[x behind ty[sofa(y)](s) & fall(e) &
cause(s) (e) &t(e)ct &‘r(e):)cr( )]

As vP
ARAsAe[R(s)(e) &t(e)ct &(e) DCT(Sﬁ Ashe [)(( ?Eel’;ﬁnd ty[sofa(y)](s) & fall(e) &

v P
ARAsAe[R(s)(e)] Ashe [)(( l))ze}ﬁnd iy[sofa(y)](s) & fall(e) &

ad
Ae[fall(e)] )\kake[x behlndl [sofa(y)](s) &
Q(e) & cause(s) f

PP
APAQAsAe[P(s) & Q(e) & cause(s) (e)ﬁ As[x behind ty[sofa(y)](s)]
N

t P

1

X AxAs[x behind ty[sofa(y)](s)]

za P DP gaucem
AyAxAs[x behind y(s)] ty[sofa(y)]
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Then, the meaning of P’ combines with the external argument. Since the modi-
fied noun kniha is generated outside the participle, the external argument is a null
operator. In (36) it is represented by the trace of the operator because the operator
moves to SpecAP. The trace is interpreted as a variable and its referent is deter-
mined by the assignment function. After movement of the operator to SpecAP, the
assignment function is manipulated so that the index is mapped to the variable x;
therefore I put x on all relevant nodes.

The meaning of p is crucial because it derives pP of the prefixal type. Its mean-
ing consists of three conjuncts. The first conjunct stands for the meaning of PP, i.e.,
for the result state brought about by prefixation. The second conjunct introduces
an event with properties of the root. The third conjunct stands for the telic prop-
erty of prefixes, i.e., for the fact that prefixes bring about the causative relation be-
tween the state denoted by the prepositional phrase and the eventuality denoted
by the root.”

The meaning of pP applies to the root, with the result that x is in the state of
being behind the sofa, which is caused by the event of falling. Since unaccusatives
do not have an agent, the unaccusative v is semantically empty. The perfective Asp
is standardly treated as a perfective operator, which localizes the running time of
the event within the reference time (PASLAWSKA - VON STECHOW 2003). Instead
of the usual existential quantification of the event variable, I use lambda bind-
ing here because it will be the target state operator that will existentially bind it.
Because of the meaning of p, I also add the state variable and assume that the time
of e abuts the time of s. Since participles do not have T (and their own speech time),
I leave the reference timet variable free and the context will decide how it will be
interpreted.

The participial morphology (Part) is meaningless and PartP combines with the
head A, which has the meaning of KRATZER's (2000) target state operator. It ex-
istentially closes the event argument and externalizes the state variable. Since
a prefix - i.e., a prefixal pP with a state variable - is present in the structure, the
stative meaning is derived. Without a prefixal pP, a type mismatch would arise.
Since there are no elements modifying the state in (35) and there is no reason not
to existentially bind the state variable in AP already, the existential closure closes
the state variable.

In AP with the moved operator, via the assignment functiong manipulated by
Predicate Abstraction (Heim - KRATZER 1998), the index 1 is mapped to the vari-
able x.® I analyze the moved operator as an identity function, which returns the
<e,t> meaning of the AP (the Predicate Abstraction step is not shown in (36)). Con-
sequently, the AP can combine with the noun kniha.

7 The variable e ranges over dynamic as well as stative eventualities.
8 The same happens in the case of movement of the operator to the edge of vP, which is not shown
in (36).
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4. Conclusion

We have seen that both lexical and superlexical prefixes occur in adjectival par-
ticiples. I have analyzed lexicals and (some) superlexicals as incorporated prepo-
sitions projecting pP in the complement position of the root. By transitivization,
both types of prefixes help unergative verbs to derive -ny/-ty participles and by
adding the state they help unaccusative verbs to derive -1y participles. The added
state variable licenses the target state operator in the structure. Lexically and su-
perlexically prefixed -1y and -ny/-ty participles can denote a target state as well as
aresultant state.
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