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KEYWORDS: causative constructions, resultative constructions, generative grammar, relational 

grammar, lexical and aspectual semantics 

 

 This dissertation investigates the semantic and syntactic dimensions of causative and 

resultative constructions within both the English and Romanian languages. The primary objective 

is to conduct a detailed contrastive analysis that describes the parametric, structural, and semantic 

variations characterizing how these constructions manifest in each language. This subject holds 

particular significance for Romanian linguistics, given the behaviour of broad contrastive 

discussions on these specific structures. Furthermore, there is a shortage of both cross-linguistic 

and intra-linguistic comparative research bridging these constructions. In addressing this academic 

gap, the present study also evaluates how universally applicable established syntactic and semantic 

theoretical frameworks are when it comes to a less thoroughly examined Romance language. It 

should also be noted that the linguistic examples used in this analysis have been extracted from 

established academic literature. Because this represents an ongoing research, future work aims to 

broaden the scope of the selected corpus. 

 The foundational premise of this research is the recognition that the English language 

possesses both syntactic and lexical causative constructions. Operating from this baseline, the 

study attempts to identify the corresponding Romanian equivalents, with a specific focus on 

isolating the typologies of causatives native to Romanian. Furthermore, the question of whether 

Romanian small clauses within causative structures should be interpreted as monoclausal or 

biclausal remains a central point of discussion. From a semantic standpoint, the analysis also 

addresses the three primary participants engaged in the causative process: the causer (or causing 

event), the causee, and the result (or caused event). A precise understanding of how these semantic 

roles map onto syntactic structures is crucial for establishing the boundaries of argument 

realization across both languages. 

 In English, resultative constructions are classically described as structures involving a 

transitive verb paired with an adjective phrase (paint red) or a prepositional phrase (break into 

pieces). Adopting a cross-linguistic perspective regarding both semantics and syntax, this study 

maps the counterpart analyses in Romanian. A major focal point is differentiating between purely 

resultative interpretations and depictive or descriptive ones. This differentiation proves especially 
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problematic in Romanian, which lacks a specialized morphological marker to indicate resultative 

forms, a morphological gap that frequently leads to both structural and semantic ambiguity. 

 Relying on the underlying functional parallels between these structures, the dissertation 

centers on three primary research questions, which are explored through two experimental studies 

detailed in Chapter II: 

1. Which appropriate resultative verbs can effectively substitute the causative verb a face 'to 

make' under identical contextual conditions? 

2. Is it possible to express the exact same outcome using both resultative and causative 

frameworks? 

3. If affirmative, to what degree do these structural interpretations overlap? 

 The working hypothesis is rooted in the assumption that English uses both syntactic and 

lexical causative forms. Guided by this hypothesis, the research proposes to establish the 

equivalent Romanian configurations to pinpoint its distinct causative behaviors. Consequently, the 

primary objectives of this dissertation are to (i) perform a comprehensive cross-linguistic and intra-

linguistic comparative evaluation; (ii) examine empirical data to trace the mapping between 

resultative and causative patterns within L1 Romanian; (iii) assess the variations in their 

manifestation, contrasting direct and indirect causation alongside varying degrees of agentivity; 

and (iv) draw clear boundaries between depictive-type and resultative-type interpretations. 

 While an extensive body of literature investigates English causative and resultative 

constructions (Carrier and Randall 1992; Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995; Wechsler 2001; 

Goldberg & Jackendoff 2004; Hoekstra 2004; Ramchand 2008; Pylkkänen 2008; Farkas 2013a), 

alongside an increasing scholarly focus on Romance languages (Burzio 1986; Guasti 1996; Mateu 

2000; Ușurelu 2011, 2015a; Ciutescu 2018; Pineda and Sheehan 2022), a distinct gap persists. 

Specifically, apart from broader studies examining Germanic versus Romance language families 

(Washio 1997; Kaufmann and Wunderlich 1998; Snyder 2001; Folli and Ramchand 2008), direct 

contrastive analyses focusing strictly on English and Romanian remain limited. 

 Certain studies do focus specifically on Romanian (Farkas 2009a, 2009b, 2011a, 2011b, 

2011c; Drăgan 2012, 2023a; Coftas 2016; Bleotu 2019; Giurgea 2024a). However, they generally 

lack a comprehensive intra- and cross-linguistic comparison of both constructions backed by 

native-speaker data, particularly concerning parametric variation, semantic overlap, and syntactic 
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parallelism. Complex phenomena require further investigation, such as clitic doubling within 

causatives and its proclitic nature aligning with modern Romance languages (Pires 2005), the 

auxiliary-like grammaticalization of the Romanian verb a face 'to make', and specific typological 

and terminological constraints. A prime example is the strict separation of resultative versus 

depictive readings for the Romanian equivalent, EPS (element predicativ suplimentar or 'floating 

predicate'). Historically, Romanian grammarians grouped both English equivalents under the broad 

umbrella of EPS. Fortunately, more recent perspectives distinguish between the object’s 

predicative complement in argumental positions and the supplementary predicative in non-

argumental slots (GALR 2008). Prominent linguists across traditional and modern schools (Pană 

Dindelegan 1999; Secrieru 2001; Popușoi 2002; Neamțu 2007; Chircu 2010) acknowledge that the 

exact status of the Romanian EPS remains highly debated, potentially lacking a perfect counterpart 

in international grammatical standards. To ensure a rigorous dual analysis, this study employs 

distinct theoretical models. Syntactic elements are examined using Generative Grammar and 

Relational Grammar, while the semantic investigation utilizes Lexical Semantics (specifically 

lexical decomposition) alongside Aspectual Semantics, exploring parameters such as Telicity. 

 Although the aforementioned literature is fundamental for comprehending these 

constructions in isolation, a more integrated cross-linguistic and intra-linguistic perspective 

remains essential. This dissertation uses the theoretical paradigms of Relational Grammar, 

Generative Grammar, and lexical and aspectual semantics, aiming to adapt theoretical adjustments 

in the field. Furthermore, the study incorporates empirical findings from a pilot survey that 

examined how Romanian speakers process and pattern causative-resultative structures. The cross-

linguistic comparison is heavily informed by Talmy’s well-known typological division concerning 

lexicalization patterns (Talmy 1985, 200). Under this framework, Romanian, alongside other 

Romance languages, is classified as verb-framed, typically lexicalizing the path or result directly 

into the verb, or relying on idiomatic and metaphorical expressions (a bate măr 'to beat as soft as 

an apple' or a freca lună 'to scrub as shiny as the moon/to scrub clean'). Conversely, English and 

other Germanic languages are satellite-framed, incorporating manner into the primary verb while 

shifting the result or path into a satellite component (wipe the table clean). This typological 

framing directly influences the productivity of resultatives and their potential to overlap with 

causatives. Acknowledging these constraints clarifies why English resultative phrases often resist 

a direct, word-for-word translation into Romanian without transforming into a causative frame. 



11 

 

 The analytical corpus relies on texts spanning both Romanian and English, supplemented 

occasionally by examples from related Romance or Germanic languages. The primary emphasis 

is on authentic, natural language structures rather than literary prose. 

 Initially, the evaluated phrases, words, and sentences are sourced from various linguistic 

publications, including dictionaries, scholarly articles, and academic books, all properly 

referenced. Thus far, the theoretical data has been gathered or adapted from researchers such as 

Alexiadou et al. (2006); Carrier & Randall (1992); Ciubăncan (2014); Comrie (1989); Davies & 

Rosen (1988); Dixon (2000); Farkas (2009; 2013a); GALR (2008); Goldberg & Jackendoff (2004); 

Hoekstra (1988; 2004); Ionescu (1998); Koontz-Garboden (2009); Levin & Rappaport Hovav 

(1994; 1995); Rappaport Hovav & Levin (2001); Song (2006), and Schäfer (2008). These 

examples serve to outline the idealized linguistic paradigms of how resultative or causative 

constructions behave in standard language use. 

 Additionally, empirical data is generated through questionnaires distributed to L1 native 

Romanian speakers to measure the acceptability of various resultative and causative formulations. 

To prevent bias from theoretical awareness, participants were specifically chosen outside of the 

linguistics field. These questionnaires primarily test the contrast between resultative and causative 

readings, asking participants whether a result or causative verb is more appropriate in a specific 

context, for example, choosing between a face 'to make' and a freca 'to scrub' in sentences like (i) 

Maria a făcut masa lună 'Mary made the table clean' versus (ii) Maria a frecat masa lună 'Mary 

scrubbed the table clean'. 

 The structure of the dissertations aims for logical progression, having the following 

components: 

 Chapter I establishes the introductory remarks and theoretical groundwork for both grammatical 

constructions. It laid the groundwork by outlining the typological distribution of these 

constructions, using the English language paradigms as the foundational baseline. Several critical 

classifications emerged from this initial overview: (i) English causatives bifurcate into syntactic 

and lexical categories; (ii) English resultatives are constructed using unaccusative, unergative, or 

transitive verbs, adhering strictly to the Direct Object Restriction (DOR). Notably, when 

unergative verbs yield a resultative interpretation, they require the insertion of an extra nominal 

element in the direct object position, distinguishing them from unaccusative and transitive 
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structures. The analysis further differentiated between weak and strong resultatives on purely 

semantic grounds. 

 Crucially, this opening chapter foreshadowed a central point of contrast between the two 

forms: while syntactic causatives involve an unspecified event that triggers an outcome, 

resultatives explicitly lexicalize the causing event. Furthermore, Chapter I supplied an extensive 

literature review, surveying foundational concepts across Generative Grammar, Relational 

Grammar, Nanosyntax, Distributed Morphology, and Aspectual and Lexical Semantics. 

Establishing this comprehensive typological framework illuminated potential zones of cross-

linguistic interference across Germanic and Romance languages, highlighting major structural 

gaps between the Romanian and English systems. 

 Chapter II outlines the empirical methodology, introducing two experimental studies that 

contrast picture-based elicitation tasks with text-based surveys to capture authentic native speaker 

conceptualization free from the bias of written prompts. The findings revealed that respondents 

typically map specific verbal forms and result phrases (RPs) to resultative and causative structures, 

though this tendency naturally diminishes when it introduces semantic redundancy. Additionally, 

the dataset underscored a high productivity of metaphorical noun phrases. This reflects a 

distinctively Romance strategy that favors bounded monoclausal structures to encode semantic 

entailments, thereby avoiding the adjectival phrase (AP) resultatives common in English. 

 While this chapter thoroughly synthesized the qualitative data and primary concepts, it also 

transparently acknowledged specific methodological limitations, such as the absence of expansive 

quantitative data. Future empirical investigations must prioritize statistical analyses to correlate 

specific verb classes with particular result phrases, thereby securing a more empirically grounded 

understanding of the observed structural patterns. 

 Chapter III investigates the syntactic architecture of resultative and causative constructions 

across English and Romanian. A major point of discussion was the derivational trajectory of 

causative constructions. While Romanian straightforwardly relies on clitic markers to indicate 

causation, English lacks overt morphological markers for this process; thus, the syntactic 

representation for English was modeled upon Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (2004) 

framework. The investigation into syntactic causatives also required establishing their biclausal 

nature, a stance supported by adopting causative union theories from Relational Grammar, as 

proposed by Davies and Rosen (1988) and Blake (1990). 
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 Regarding resultatives, the chapter presented a Small Clause interpretation for Result 

Phrases in both Romanian and English, building on the work of Hoekstra (1988, 2004) and Farkas 

(2013a). This discussion concurrently introduced a preview of the complex predicate interpretation 

characteristic of Romanian resultatives. Ultimately, the syntactic divergences highlighted a 

profound structural variation: English depends on specific structural configurations to license 

secondary predicates, whereas Romanian achieves equivalent outcomes through complex 

predicate formation and overt morphological marking. 

 Chapter IV shifts the focus to semantic attributes, analyzing the crucial continuum where 

the semantics and syntax of these constructions intersect. Relying on Dixon’s (2000) framework, 

the section evaluated the specific semantic roles of the causer and the causee within causative 

frameworks. The study posits that these parameters require further expansion to adequately 

encompass the full spectrum of English and Romanian examples. For resultatives, the analytical 

focus shifted to aspectual constraints and telicity. The findings illustrated exactly how the matrix 

verb's inherent lexical aspect interlocks with the result phrase. The data demonstrated that telicity 

functions as a compositional semantic operation, one that strictly regulates which prepositional 

phrases and adjectives can successfully serve as valid end-states 

  Chapter V offers a comprehensive cross-linguistic approach, emphasizing a contrastive 

analysis of the constructions both within and across the two languages. This final chapter 

consolidates the primary findings to underscore the study's academic value and serves as a 

comprehensive summary of the dissertation. A primary revelation was the shared foundational 

causation pattern linking both constructions, juxtaposed against a distinct lexical divergence: 

resultatives explicitly define the causing event, whereas syntactic causatives leave the initial event 

unspecified. Telicity tests utilizing time adverbials confirmed that both syntactic causatives and 

resultatives operate as fundamentally telic structures. Furthermore, the Romanian language's 

limited capacity to generate AP resultatives was shown to align flawlessly with the broader 

Romance tendency toward rigid secondary predication. 

 The cross-linguistic evaluation of causatives (summarized in Table 19) reinforced these 

typological divides. In the realm of resultatives, Romanian exhibits a highly constrained inventory 

of applicable verbs compared to the flexibility found in English. Because this specific section on 

resultatives was not exhaustively detailed, it remains an open question for subsequent research. 
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 Exploring Talmy’s (1985) framing typology further illuminated this dichotomy. As a 

satellite-framed language, English freely utilizes prepositions and particles to license Result 

Phrases and permits Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) alongside unergatives. Conversely, the 

verb-framed nature of Romanian restricts resultative formation to unaccusative and transitive 

verbs, dictating that the matrix verb root inherently bear the result feature [res]. This effectively 

confirms Talmy’s hypothesis, showcasing that Germanic and Romance language families 

grammaticalize the cognitive concepts of result and motion in fundamentally disparate ways. 

 Concluding, the work concludes with a list of academic references and suggestions for 

future research trajectories. This dissertation emphasizes that the contrastive intersection of 

resultative and causative constructions between Romanian and English remains a place for 

continued investigation. While this study focused on existing singular-language research, 

comparative synthesis underscores a pressing need for broader, cross-linguistic analyses. Future 

research should prioritise expanding the empirical dataset and integrating corpus linguistics to 

determine the natural frequency of these grammatical patterns in natural language. Finally, 

investigating how native Romanian speakers acquire English resultatives as a second language 

(L2) could provide invaluable insights, mapping the theoretical domains of syntax with the 

practical applications of applied linguistics. 

 Finally, future research trajectories must embrace experimental syntax and 

psycholinguistics. Existing literature (Trașcă 2014; Fernández, de Souza, and Carando 2017) 

indicates that bilingual individuals process complex predicates fundamentally differently than 

monolingual native speakers. Psycholinguistic methodologies, particularly self-paced reading 

tasks, demonstrate that highly complex argument structures correlate with elevated cognitive load 

and increased processing times. Experimental data also highlights the phenomenon of "bilingual 

innovations," wherein highly proficient L2 speakers (L1 Romanians operating in English) exhibit 

an enhanced tolerance for argument structures that contradict the typological constraints of their 

native tongue. Exploring this cognitive flexibility is essential for accurately mapping the cross-

linguistic correlation between strong resultatives and their culturally bound metaphorical templates 

(a bate măr, 'to beat as soft as an apple'). 

 Extending this experimental paradigm, future research should also incorporate 

neuroanatomical methodologies to physically map the syntax-semantics interface. As detailed by 

Andrulyte et al. (2024), specific neural pathway, such as the arcuate fasciculus (AF) for complex 
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syntax and the inferior fronto-occipital fasciculus (IFOF) for semantics, directly mirror the dual 

processing required for complex predicates. This neurobiological approach is particularly relevant 

for understanding L1-to-L2 structural bridging, as it necessitates bilateral brain activation among 

bilingual individuals who use both hemispheres for language processing. Nevertheless, 

undertaking such interdisciplinary research presents distinct logistical challenges, primarily the 

reliance on highly specialized medical and analytical equipment, including neuroimaging 

technology (MRI, fMRI), behavioral frameworks (like the STORY-MATH contrast paradigm), and 

advanced computational software (such as DSI Studio and R). 
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