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This paper addresses the question to what extent the large influx of French
verbs effected structural changes in the expression of resultativity in earlier
English. Early French and English use distinctly different lexicalization
patterns to encode motion and change-of-state events. In terms of Talmy’s
(2000) typology, early English is a typical satellite-framing language,
encoding Result outside the verb in a satellite, while French is a verb-
framing language, encoding Result in the verb. A comprehensive corpus
study of the lexical semantics of verbs occurring in the Penn Parsed
Corpora of Historical English reveals that French verbs establish a novel
way of expressing Result: transitive state-incorporating verbs are introduced
in Middle English and witness a consistent diachronic increase after that.
Complementary distribution effects with satellite-framing constructions
suggest that these verbs are copied with their featural properties in the
mental lexicon, which we interpret in terms of Ramchand’s (2008) First
Phase Syntax.
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Introduction

The diachronic development of English is characterized by long-term contact
with Old French (OF) after the Norman Conquest in 1066. This resulted in a
brief period of diglossia, in which English and French were spoken by distinct
groups in society, but which was soon followed by extensive bilingualism, espe-
cially among higher members of society. The impact that this contact situation
had on the English language is profound, at least on the level of the lexicon (cf.
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Durkin 2014). The grammatical consequences have been harder to pin down,
however, even though the contact situation coincides with many major changes in
the syntax at that time. The present paper is concerned with the question to what
extent lexical change may lead to change at the syntax-semantics interface, build-
ing on the research program outlined in Percillier et al. (2024). In particular, it
will focus on the question to what extent verbs copied from French effect changes
in the expression of resultativity in English.

In Present-day English, resultativity is expressed by a “family of construc-
tions” (cf. Goldberg & Jackendoff 2004), which can be roughly divided into two
types: those in which the Result is expressed as an independent element outside
the core meaning of the verb, as in (1a)-(1b) and those in which the verb itself
already expresses the Result, as in (1¢).

(1) a. Hedraws the metal out. Phrasal verb
b. He hammered the metal flat. Resultative secondary predicate
c. He flattens the metal by hammering it. Result-incorporating verb

This distinction is remarkable in light of Talmy’s (1985; 2000) typology which
classifies languages as either s(atellite)-framing or v(erb)-framing based on how
a language realizes the Result and Manner components in a sentence. The sen-
tences in (1a)-(1b) are typical of s-framing languages, as the Result is expressed
outside the verb, while the verb itself expresses the Manner in which the Result
is achieved. Conversely, (1c) is typical of v-framing languages, as the Result is
expressed within the verb itself, while Manner is expressed in an adverbial phrase.

The status and diachronic development of the constructions in (1a)-(1b) have
received ample discussion in the literature (Broccias 2008; Elenbaas 2007; Los
et al. 2012, inter alia). The diachronic status of (ic) is unclear, however (but see
Van Gelderen 2018). We can therefore ask to what extent Result-incorporating
constructions have been diachronically present in the language. This is particu-
larly relevant in light of the observation that OF is considered a (weak) v-framing
language (Burnett & Troberg 2014; Troberg & Burnett 2017; Troberg & Leung
2021). The extensive lexical copying from French into English means that speakers
were modulating two typologically different systems, raising the hypothesis that
Result-incorporation is introduced by contact with French. The copying of verbs
in the context of resultativity goes beyond simple lexical insertion of verbs into
the native verbal slot, but straddles syntax and semantics, making this a good test
case to explore the question what long-lasting effects lexical copying has on the
grammatical system.

To answer this question, we will draw on the intuition in the literature that
one of the crucial differences between s-framing and v-framing languages lies in
the possibility of expressing an end-state as part of the core meaning of the verb
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(Folli & Harley 2020; Smith et al. 2026; Yu et al. 2023, inter alia). We will pre-
sent a detailed corpus study of the lexical semantics of verbs copied from French,
and how these compare to the lexical semantics of native verbs. We show that,
in addition to Manner verbs, French contributes a substantial number of Result
verbs which incorporate an end state. This contrasts strongly with the inventory of
native Result verbs, which predominantly encode an event of change. We further-
more show that French verbs are syntactically integrated into the native s-framing
system, but only when they are of the right lexico-semantic type. Specifically,
Result-incorporating French verbs do not occur in verb-particle or other resulta-
tive constructions, whereas other verb types do. We argue that, from a theoretical
perspective based on Ramchand’s (2008) First Phase Syntax model, French verbs
are copied together with the formal features of the French v-framing system. Con-
cretely, French verbs are shown to encode the full [(INIT), PROC, RES] span, in con-
trast to native verbs which either encode [(1N1T), PROC] Or [RES].

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 will focus on the syntax and
semantics of verbal roots, where we will demonstrate that the crucial difference
between Result verbs in s-framing and v-framing languages lies in the way the end
state is specified. Section 2.3 focuses on how this plays out in early English and
French and the consequences for a contact scenario. This discussion will form the
basis for our hypotheses and feeds into our annotation procedure, which we out-
line in § 3. The results are presented in § 4 and interpreted in Ramchand’s (2008)
First Phase Syntax model in § 5. § 6 concludes the paper.

2. The syntax and semantics of verbal roots in contact

2.1 Manner/Result complementarity

Since Talmy’s (1985, 2000) foundational work it has been acknowledged that lan-
guages are categorically different in their prototypical lexicalization of complex
resultative events. Present-day English is considered an s-framing language, as it
allows the expression of the Result in a satellite with the Manner lexicalized in
the verb, illustrated in (2a). Present-day French, on the other hand, is a typical v-
framing language, as it only allows lexicalization of the Result as part of the verb,
as in (3b). Secondary predicate constructions, as in (3a), are ungrammatical.

(2) a. Hehammers the metal flat.
b. He flattens the metal by hammering it.

(3) a. *Il martele le métal plat.
Il aplatit le métal en le martelant.

I
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This typological variation has been claimed to arise from a constraint on what can
be verbalized in verbal roots: a root may encode either Manner or Result seman-
tics, but not both simultaneously. Consequently, one of the two components must
be expressed verb-externally (Beavers et al. 2010; see also Levin & Rappaport
Hovav 2019 as an overview). This is formalized as Manner/Result complemen-
tarity (MRC) in the influential work by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (henceforth
LRH, e.g. Rappaport Hovav & Levin 2010, Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995). Cru-
cially, LRH see Manner and Result as belonging to two different ontological types,
which relate to event schemas — predicate decomposition representations of verb
meaning — in predictable ways. All dynamic verbs can be reduced to these two
broad semantic classes, and it is assumed that this ontological classification ulti-
mately determines their grammatical behavior.

A central issue in the discussion on the MRC is what characterizes the dif-
ference between Manner and Result. LRH argue that Manner and Result both
encode a dynamic change-of-state event, but that resultative verbs represent a
specific kind of change-of-state: directional change on an ordered scale, where
a scale is defined as a dimension consisting of a set of degrees with an ordering
relation (Rappaport Hovav 2014). Result verbs inherently specify such a scale.
For instance, in the case of the Result verb widen, the scale represents increasing
width, with degrees ordered from narrower to wider. Importantly, in LRH’s
framework, resultativity does not necessarily entail telicity. For example, widen
encodes a scale of increasing width, but the process of widening can continue
indefinitely without necessarily reaching a defined endpoint. Manner verbs, in
contrast, such as dance, do not lexically encode such a scale. While Manner and
Result verbs are both dynamic, the dynamicity in Manner verbs refers only to
the presence of activity, not to a change-of-state. That is, LRH see the change
in Manner verbs as dynamicity (vs. stativity, cf. Vendler 1957), or complex, non-
directional change, not as change along a predefined scale. Dance expresses a
structured movement, but does not entail progression toward a specific Result or
endpoint; one can dance indefinitely without reaching a particular end-state. As a
result, Manner verbs are inherently atelic.

The MRC has sparked a rich debate regarding the extent to which a verbal
root is inherently associated with Manner or Result entailments and how this
influences both its event structural role and the syntactic positions it can occur in
(cf. the discussion on ontological vs. free distribution approaches, e.g. in Ausensi
2023; Rappaport Hovav 2017). LRH (2010), who are proponents of the ontological
approach to root meaning, argue that roots carry grammatically relevant semantic
information and are pre-associated with either Manner or Result entailments.
Hence, roots are structurally restricted to certain positions in an event schema:
Manner roots always act as modifiers of the operator ACT as in (4a), whereas



Tracing changes in resultativity encoding in English  [5]

Result roots can only function as a complement of the operator BECOME in the
event schema, as in (4b) (cf. Dowty 1979).

(4) a. Annadanced. [Anna ACT_, ...]
b. The gap widened. [The gap BECOME <wIDE>]

(5) a. Anna broke the lid off. [Anna ACT____, .. [the lid BECOME <oFF>]]
b. The glass broke. [ The glass BECOME <BROKEN>]

However, this approach faces challenges in cases where there is no one-to-one
mapping between the lexical semantics of a verb and the structural position a verb
may appear in, as is the case with the verb break, illustrated in (5). The seman-
tic flexibility of a verb may allow it to be used as a modifier in Manner construc-
tions, which allow the addition as a satellite, as in (5a), or as a complement of the
BECOME operator to form a Result construction. For this reason, free distribu-
tion approaches maintain that verbal roots are semantically underspecified and
argue that roots gain their Manner/Result interpretation based on the syntactic
positions they appear in (e.g. Borer 2005; Acedo-Matellan & Mateu 2014).

Importantly for the present study, the debate between ontological approaches
and free distribution approaches to verbal root meaning underscores a funda-
mental question: Is the Manner/Result distinction a conceptual given or a syntac-
tic outcome? More broadly, this raises the issue of whether there is grammatically
relevant semantic information encoded in verbal roots, and whether this has con-
sequences for the syntactic configurations they occur in.

While the ontological and free distribution approaches outlined above pre-
sent two opposite ends of a spectrum, there are also frameworks which take a
more intermediate position. Ramchand’s (2008) First Phase Syntax model is a case
in point. The model provides an interesting angle in that it is syntax-driven, but
with more semantic content baked into the syntactic heads, such as entailments
of causation, change, and result. Roots of lexical verbs are not just phonologi-
cal material in this model, but are specified for the subevental head(s) that they
lexicalize, which in turn constrain the syntactic configurations a verb can occur
in. Such a more flexible approach is well-suited in light of Talmy’s (2000) asser-
tion that conflation and framing patterns across languages present tendencies, not
absolutes. We will also show in § 5 that this model adequately captures the find-
ings from the study we present in § 4, which shows that the lexical semantics of
verbs play a crucial role in whether they can combine with a satellite. It is not a
simple Manner/Result dichotomy that seems to be at issue here, but rather a cru-
cial difference between Result verbs in s-framing and v-framing languages and
whether they can lexicalize the end-state of an event as part of the verb.
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2.2 Different types of result roots

Recent research suggests that the class of Result roots is not homogeneous
(Beavers & Koontz-Garboden 2020) and that more fine-grained distinctions must
be made between different Result root types, both within individual languages
(Yu et al. 2023) and cross-linguistically (Smith et al. 2026). Hence, precisely iden-
tifying what can be copied in a language contact scenario first requires a thorough
understanding and definition of the concepts Result and end-state, as well as an
understanding of how these concepts can be lexicalized in verbal roots.

While Result appears to be a homogeneous category in LRH’s framework,
Beavers and Koontz-Garboden (2020) and Yu et al. (2023) argue that a distinction
should be made between Results roots that culminate in a specific end state and
Results roots that focus on the event of change. They distinguish two primary
classes of Result roots: (1) Property concept roots, which relate individuals to
states and typically encode a property change (e.g., in dimension, color, or physi-
cal properties). Many of these verbs are deadjectival and describe a transition into
a particular end state like lengthen or redden. These verbs describe a change in
a scalar property like width or color intensity; (2) Change-of-State (COS) roots,
which relate individuals to events of change and explicitly encode a transition,
e.g. break, shatter, burn. Unlike property concept roots, COS verbs allow and fre-
quently require additional specification of the Result state. The classification in
Yu etal. (2023) is based on type-theoretic considerations, but the authors also
investigate the behavior of different Result roots within resultative constructions.
The distinction between property concept roots and COS roots becomes obvious
here, as their findings reveal that change-of-state roots can also function as mod-
ifiers in resultative constructions (e.g. With a few slices of her claws, she tore him
free), much like Manner verbs, whereas property concept roots cannot, because
they always lexically encode an end-state (e.g. *Kim dimmed her eyes sore). This
distinction suggests that not all Result verbs behave uniformly and thus challenges
a strict ontological categorization, highlighting the additional role of syntactic
structures in determining root behavior.

Smith et al. (2026) mention another crucial cross-linguistic difference, and
propose that there is a formal semantic difference between change-of-state roots
in Spanish and English with important syntactic implications: English change-
of-state roots behave more like Manner verbs and can combine with an indepen-
dent Result phrase, whereas their Spanish counterparts cannot. Building on the
foundational work of Washio (1997), Smith et al. distinguish between two types
of resultative complements: weak resultatives, which elaborate on a Result already
encoded in the verb root (e.g. The tunnel widened into a large cavern), and strong
resultatives, which introduce a Result independent of the action denoted by the
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verb (e.g. He melted a hole into the metal). Their findings indicate that Spanish
Result roots can only combine with weak resultatives, while strong resultatives
are ruled out. In contrast, English allows both weak and strong resultatives with
Result roots. They attribute this to a formal type-theoretic difference between the
Result roots in the two languages: whereas English change-of-state roots are even-
tive in the sense described above, Spanish Result roots are more stative across
the board. This claim can be extended beyond the two languages that formed the
focus of their study to apply to s-framing and v-framing languages more broadly.

These accounts indicate that Result roots encode grammatically relevant
information beyond simple Manner/Result distinctions, which is crucial for our
language contact situation. Typologically, these differences in state-incorporation
are reflected in the tendency of v-framing languages (like French) to lexicalize the
end state of an event, whereas s-framing languages (like English) typically encode
it externally. The crucial point for our study is thus not the framing system per se,
but the lexical semantics of the roots involved.

2.3 End state lexicalization in historical English and French

The discussion above suggests that what is encoded in terms of event structure in
Present-day English and French Result verbs is formally different, with clear con-
sequences for the syntactic realization of the end state. As yet, the lexical seman-
tics of the verbal inventory in the historical language stages has received little
attention, as previous research has mainly focused on the existence and nature of
satellites to identify (diachronic changes in) the typological profile of early Eng-
lish and early French. We will here review the key characteristics of each language,
and highlight their relevance in light of copying of event structure in contact.

Early English is typically classified as an s-framing language, as s-framing
constructions have been consistently present in the history of English. Old Eng-
lish (OE) has an elaborate system of prefixes and particles with end-state seman-
tics, marking the resultative state of an activity (for detailed discussion, see
Elenbaas 2007; Los et al. 2012; Thim 2012; van Kemenade & Los 2003). The prefix
a- in (6), for instance, indicates the completion of the writing event and thus the
availability of the gospel, whereas the particle ut ‘out’ in (7) indicates that the
eyes are now out as the result of the sticking event. The prefixes were lost around
the Middle English (ME) period, but the verb-particle construction survives until
today (cf. Elenbaas 2007; Rodriguez-Puente 2019; Thim 2012). In addition, a sub-
stantial number of additional s-framing strategies, such as adjectival resultatives
and the way-construction, emerged after ME.
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(6) Dapry odre godspelleras a-writon heora godspell be  Cristes
the three other evangelists up-wrote their gospel, about Christ’s
menniscnysse
humanity
‘The three other evangelists wrote down their gospel about Christ’s humanity’
(coaelhom, AHom 1:17.7, adapted from Elenbaas 2007:114)

(7) pa sticode him mon pa eagan ut
then stuck him someone the eyes out
‘then his eyes were gouged out’ (coorosiu,Or 4:5.90.13.1822, Elenbaas 2007:132)

One of the few studies focusing on the lexical semantics of verbs in relation to
the s-framing properties in English is Fanego (2012). She tests Slobin’s (2004)
diachronic prediction that s-framing languages will show an increasing number
of Manner-of-motion verbs and senses. Slobin (2004:246) notes that “if manner
is easily accessible, it will be encoded more frequently and, over time, speakers
will tend to elaborate the domain in terms of semantic specificity. Consequently,
learners will construct a more conceptual space for manner, allowing each new
generation to continue the cycle of attention of manner”. Fanego (2012), and also
Huber (2017), show that the type frequency of Manner verbs indeed expands in
the domain of motion, but it is not clear how this relates to the general expan-
sion of the lexicon, in particular in light of our hypothesis that lexical copies from
French contribute to Result-incorporation.

While Present-day French is unambiguously v-framing, the classification of
early French is more complex, because French developed from s-framing Latin
and shows increasing incorporation of the Result into the verbal root. In Early
and Classical Latin, prefixes were used to encode the end-state or goal of a Man-
ner or Manner-of-motion verb, as in (8), where the prefix ex- ‘out’ has a direc-
tional and aspectual interpretation.

(8) Serpentes ova solida hauriunt, [...] atque putamina ex-tussiunt
Snakes eggs whole swallow and shells  out-cough
‘Snakes swallow the eggs whole and expel the shells through coughing’
(Plin. Nat. 10, 197, Acedo-Matelldn 2010:179)

By OF the decompositionality of the prefixes had been lost and the prefixes were
reanalyzed as part of the verb root. Troberg and Burnett (2017) show that the
directional and spatial meaning of prefixes has reduced significantly and where
prefixed forms still alternate with non-prefixed forms, the semantic contribution
is aspectual. This is illustrated in (9). The verb vola ‘flew’ in (9a) is unprefixed and
has a dynamic, non-telic interpretation, whereas the prefixed counterpart adv-
olerent ‘to-flew’ in (9b) is telic, as becomes clear from the locative preposition
phrase en France ‘in France’
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(9) a. Et il volasi hautement
And he flew so high
‘and it flew so high’ (Mach, D. Aler, a.1349, 356; DMF)
b. linnumerable = nombre de langoustes qui ad-volerent en France
The-innumerable number of locusts ~ who to-flew in France
‘the uncountable number of locusts that flew into France’
(Simon de Phares, Astrol, c.1494-1498, fo 107 vo; DMF, Troberg &
Burnett 2017:109)

Troberg and Burnett (2017) also show that even as French prefixes became part
of verb roots, and OF thus becomes more (v-framing), OF also saw an increase
in s-framing strategies such as adjectival resultatives and resultative PPs, though
their use is restricted and examples seem to occur more frequently in the insular
contact variety of French: Anglo-Norman (cf. Chapter 3 in Percillier et al. 2024).
Medieval French thus exhibits characteristics of both systems, but is classified as
a weak v-framing language because only telic verbs combine with resultative ele-
ments, unlike in true s-framing languages.

It is also interesting to note that while Slobin’s (2004) predictions about Man-
ner salience would predict a decrease in the number of Manner verbs as French
becomes more v-framing, Piccione and Rainsford (2024) show that this is actually
not the case: the relative frequency of Manner-of-motion verbs in motion con-
structions increases, suggesting that it is not Manner that is the defining feature of
s-framing and v-framing systems, but that it is the type of Result verb.

These differences in the nature of verbal roots between OF vs. OE/ME have
consequences for our contact scenario, given the substantial lexical copying from
OF into English as a consequence of sustained bilingualism and through pro-
longed and repeated contact in domains such as administration, law, religion, and
education (Ingham 2012; Percillier et al. 2024). Durkin (2014) shows that over half
of the 1,000 most frequent words in Present-day English are of Romance origin,
the majority of which were copied during the Middle and to a lesser extent the
early Modern English (EModE) period. While Durkin (2014) does not distinguish
between different kinds of word classes, it is clear that the impact on the verbal
system was equally profound.

While it has been noted in previous literature that verbs of Romance origin do
not occur in s-framing constructions to the same degree as native verbs (if at all)
(see, for instance, Harley 2008; Huber 2017; Rodriguez-Puente 2019; Thim 2012),
the diachronic integration of these verbs into the native s-framing system and
its potential structural lasting effect has thus far not received attention. What is
needed is a better understanding of the semantic content of verbal roots in the his-
tory of English in terms of their ontological types beyond Manner verbs. We here
focus on how cross-linguistically different structural options for encoding Result
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— whether the result state is encoded within the verbal root itself or expressed
through separate morphosyntactic means — shape the verb lexicon of the English
language. The fact that French-copied Result verbs function as verbal analogues
to verb-particle constructions in Present-day English, as in (10), supports the view
that such Result verbs are functionally and structurally similar.

(10) a. They used up/consumed all the fuel.
b. The soldiers moved forward/advanced.
(McArthur 1992, cited in Thim 2012: 40)

We thus approach lexical copying of verbs as a multi-layered process that may
involve the transfer of semantic, combinatorial, and syntactic properties, not
merely phonological or morphological forms. Following Johanson’s concept of
code copying (1999, 2002), we assume a context in which French verbs entered
ME together with their formal semantic features and retained key combinatorial
behaviors. This means that speakers of ME who copy verbs from OF needed to
manage two different systems of Result expression: one in which Result is realized
in a satellite, and one in which Result is realized as part of the verb root. French-
derived verbs in ME and EModE are therefore not just simple lexical insertions,
but potentially carry structural properties that could gradually reshape the Eng-
lish verbal system.

3. Methodology

3.1 Hypotheses

The idea that Result roots are not a homogeneous class and that finer distinctions
must be made both within and across languages (cf. § 2.2) combined with the
observation that early English and early French are typologically different leads to
the following hypotheses that form the backdrop of our quantitative exploration:
the nature of the Result verbs copied from French into English is different from
that of native Result verbs, and that if grammatically relevant semantic informa-
tion is stored in the root, this may be copied in contact. Concretely, French Result
verbs are expected to be mostly state-incorporating, where native Result verbs are
more eventive in nature, meaning that French verbs inherently encode a result-
ing state and focus on the end-state itself, while English verbs focus on an event
of change, leaving the end-state unspecified. If s-framing is syntactically moti-
vated and restricted by the lexical semantics of the verb, we expect French Manner
and eventive Result verbs to occur with s-framing constructions in the recipient
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language. We expect French state-incorporating verbs to be incompatible with s-
framing constructions like particles and secondary resultative complements.

3.2 Data collection

Our dataset consists of four parsed corpora covering OE, ME, and EModE,
amounting to a total of over 3 million words (see Table 1) and spanning the time
period between 450 and 1720. We include data from the PLAEME and PCMEP
corpora here to fill the well-known data gap in the M2 period in the PPCME2."
EModE is included to take into account possible delayed effects of language con-
tact, even though the majority of speakers were not bilingual anymore at this
time. OE is included to establish a native base line for s-framing constructions and
native verb types.

Table 1. Overview of the corpora used

Corpus Time period ~ Word count
The Lemmatised York—Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old English Prose  450-1150 1.5 million
(YCOE) (Taylor et al. 2024) (OE)

Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English (PPCME2) 1150-1500 1.2 million
(Kroch et al. 2000) (ME)

Parsed Linguistic Atlas of Early Middle English (PLAEME) 1250-1325 173,000
(Truswell et al. 2018) (ME)

Parsed Corpus of Middle English Poetry (PCMEP) (Zimmermann  1150-1250 215,917
2018) (ME)

Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early Modern English (PPCEME)  1500-1720 1.7 million
(Kroch et al. 2004) (EModE)

3.3 Data annotation

To systematically analyze the diachronic development of verbal semantics in OE,
ME and EModE, we semi-automatically annotated each verb in the corpora by

1. The consequence is that there is a significant amount of verse in the early ME period, which,
as an anonymous reviewer points out, obscures potential differences between prose and verse
syntax. Since our main concern is the lexical semantic development of the inventory of verbs,
we feel it justified to prioritize data continuity over potential register variation. An informal
exploration of the use of verb-particle combinations (cf. § 4.2.1) shows no significant differences
between data from PCMEP and PPCME2, suggesting that our conclusions are generalizable
across register.
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matching it with its corresponding lemma, etymology, and lemma-based Man-
ner/Result annotation, resulting in the dataset available in Struik et al. (2025). We
used lemma lists compiled for OE (Taylor et al. 2024), ME (Trips & Percillier
2020) and EModE to systematically categorize the verb lemmas. Our classification
is based on the canonical use of early English verbs as indicated in the Bosworth-
Toller Dictionary (BT) (Bosworth et al. 2010), Middle English Dictionary (MED)
(McSparran etal. 2001), and the Oxford English Dictionary Online (OED)
(Proffitt 2015). Importantly, our annotation excludes meanings that arise contex-
tually from specific usage scenarios.

Following the Vendlerian classification of verb types (Vendler 1957; see also
Van Gelderen 2018), we assume that each underived verb lemma falls into one of
the following broad categories, as illustrated in Table 2.

Table 2. Verb categorization framework

Verb type Classification

Non-Dynamic Verbs ~ Stative (excluded)

Dynamic Verbs Manner or Result

This classification forms the basis for our quantitative analysis, allowing for a
structured comparison of verb usage patterns across historical stages of English.
To maintain accuracy and minimize ambiguity, we excluded approximately 5%
of the verb lemmas, as they required manual disambiguation, which was beyond
the scope of the semi-automatic annotation process. This concerned for example
verbs which have both Manner and Result entailments or different types of Result
entailments dependent on the context. In other cases, there was not enough infor-
mation in the dictionary to make an informed decision about the ontological class
of the verb.

We also excluded prefixed verbs, because their status is ambiguous in early
English and their function correlates with the expression of resultativity (e.g.
Elenbaas 2007; Los et al. 2012; Thim 2012; van Kemenade & Los 2003). We anno-
tated a lemma as prefixed if a non-prefixed counterpart occurs in the dictionary.
For instance, the OF lemma aceorfan ‘to cut oft” has the counterpart ceorfan ‘to
carve, suggesting that aceorfan is a prefixed form. Since we are interested in the
bare root meaning of verbs, we exclude aceorfan from the analysis, because the
end state interpretation is possibly derived from the prefix, as the glosses show.

This procedure is particularly relevant for the French verbs, because the
decompositionality of Latin prefixes is already strongly reduced in OF, as dis-
cussed in § 2.3, and one can wonder to what extent the decompositionality sur-
vives in a contact situation. It is difficult to unambiguously determine whether a
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prefix is incorporated or not, so our approach is to annotate a French verb as pre-
fixed if it occurs in prefixed and non-prefixed form in both the English as well as
the French dictionaries, such as aquiten ‘to repay, to relieve’ and quiten ‘to pay/
reward, to take revenge, as this is the clearest evidence the meaning of a verb
might be decomposable for a speaker. This approach potentially overestimates the
number of prefixed verbs in French if they are indeed no longer decompositional,
but this would only reinforce the findings we present here.

We focused on dynamic verbs and therefore systematically excluded stative
verbs (e.g. OF cnawan, ME knouen, EModE know) from the analysis. Each
dynamic verb lemma was assigned to one of two ontological core categories pro-
posed by LRH:

- Manner verbs: Verbs which are typically atelic and which focus on how an
ongoing action is performed (e.g. OE ridan ‘to ride, ME blaberen ‘to babble,
EModE lick ‘to lick’)

- Result verbs: Verbs encoding an ordered change of state and which can be
both telic or atelic (OE biernan ‘to burn, ME fillen ‘to fill, EModE crush ‘to
crush’).

To further refine our classification, Result verbs were subdivided into Result-COS
and Result-state verbs.

- Result-COS verbs: Verbs focusing on the event of a physical or abstract
change (OE bacan ‘to bake, ME plaunten ‘to plant, EModE shave ‘to shave’).

- Result-state verbs: Verbs which inherently encode and focus on a resulting
state and which do not focus on describing the process leading to it (OE dry-
gan ‘to dry’, ME corrupen ‘to corrupt, EModE confine ‘to confine’).

The following sections provide examples for each of the possible verb categories
and how they may be used in historical English.

3.3.1 Manner verbs

The category of Manner verbs is illustrated using the ME verb dashen (‘to strike
violently’), which emphasizes the forceful or violent nature of the action
described by the verb. The MED entry for the verb shows that, when it occurs
on its own, such as in (11), there is no resultative meaning present in the verb.
The absence of a direct object in this attestation further suggests that the verb can
function intransitively and that its semantics emphasize the act of striking itself,
with no inherent Result state present.



[14]

Tara Struik and Lena Kaltenbach

(11) They dassh, they lassh, no thynge pei dred.
They dash, theylash, no thing they dread.
"They dash and lash, they dread nothing’
(MED: c1500(a1450) ALacrim.(Hrl 2274)p.279)

As expected for a Manner verb, dashen occurs in combination with additional
resultative elements encoding the Result of the action, such as the prepositional
phrase fo deeth (‘to death’) in (12), where a forceful action leads to a specific end-
state (death). Here, the Manner verb acts as a modifier in a more complex event
structure: the verbal semantics are focused on encoding the Manner of the action
performed.

(12) ... I daisshe paym to deeth.
...Idash  them to death.
‘T kill them with a blow. (MED: c1450(c1405) Mum & S.(2) (Add 41666)981)

3.3.2 Result-COS (Change of state) verbs

The verb breken (‘to break’) can be classified as a native, event-focused Result-
COS verb. The root meaning of the verb focuses on the event of breaking itself,
where the wholeness of the Undergoer of the breaking event is destroyed. In (13),
the verb breken denotes a telic event in which the successful completion of break-
ing a spear serves as a prerequisite for achieving knighthood. This construction
underscores the role of the verb in encoding a result-oriented action. However,
the verb does not focus on a specific result as such.

(13) Kunne a boy nu breke a spere, he shal be mad a kniht.
Can a boy now break a spear, he shall be made a knight.
‘Once a boy can break a spear, he shall be knighted’
(MED: c1330 Why werre (Auch)266)

Given the eventive nature of breken as a Result-COS verb, the end state can be
further specified with additional resultative elements. In (14), breken functions
transitively, with the direct object (spers ‘spears’) undergoing physical fragmenta-
tion (asonder ‘asunder’). This example emphasizes the eventive nature of the verb,
where the precise Result state is further specified through a particle.

(14) He brake so many sperys asonder.
He broke so many spears asunder.
‘He broke so many spears into pieces’
(MED: a1500(?a1475) Guy(4) (Cmb Ff.2.38)595)

Breken hence consistently encodes an event of change-of-state which focuses on
the destruction of an entity. Additionally, its resultative semantics can be rein-
forced in collocations with particles (atwo, asonder, in peces), where the end-state
of the breaking event is specified.
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3.3.3 Result-state verbs

Finally, we identify different types of Result-state verbs, extending our annotation
beyond exclusively deadjectival or denominal property concept roots to a broader
range of state-focused verbs. Despite formal and semantic differences, we build
on the cross-linguistic difference observed in Smith et al. (2026) and unify both
native and French Result-state verbs under a single category, based on their
shared focus on a result state.

The verb derken ‘to become dark’ is categorized as a native, state-focused
property-concept root. In (15), derken functions as an intransitive verb with an
unaccusative structure. The subject (weder ‘weather’) undergoes a spontaneous
change, marking the completion of the darkening process. Formally, this deadjec-
tival verb root encodes the end-state of the event.

(15) The wynd aros, the weder derketh.
The wind arose, the weather darkened.
‘The wind arose, the weather darkened’ (MED: c.1393 Gower CA (Frf 3)8.604)

The verb destroien ‘to destroy’ is also analyzed as a Result-state verb. Etymolog-
ically derived from OF destruire and Latin déstruere, the verb denotes a transi-
tion into a state of destruction, similar to property-concept roots in the sense that
it encodes a resultant condition rather than the action itself, although it is not
a property concept (cf. Smith et al. 2026). In (16), destroien occurs in a resulta-
tive structure where the past participle (destroyed) describes the result state of the
noun phrase (the toun ‘the town’). The implied causation suggests that an external
agent has caused the destruction of the patient. This underscores the verb’s core
function of encoding the aftermath of an action rather than the destruction event
itself.

(16) ... The toun destroyed, ther was nothyng laft.
... the town destroyed, there was nothing left.
‘The town destroyed, there was nothing left.
(MED: c.1385 Chaucer CT.Kn.(Manly-Rickert)A.2016)

Furthermore, the dictionary definitions of destroien in the MED also support its
classification as a Result-state verb by demonstrating that its core focus is on the
aftermath of an action rather than the action’s execution. Specifically, the primary
meanings of destroien (‘to demolish, reduce to rubble, become dilapidated” MED
sense 2a) describe conditions resulting from destruction rather than the event of
destruction itself. The verb extends beyond physical destruction to irreversible
end-states, such as slaughter, extermination, annihilation, and suicide (MED sense
3a). These senses reinforce the idea that destroien does not encode a process of
destruction but rather the completion and its permanent end state.
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4. The diachronic integration of French verbs into the English lexicon

4.1 The lexical semantic contribution of French verbs

Figure 1” visualizes the influx of French verbs both in terms of types (left panel)
as well as tokens (right panel).> The numbers in the bars represent the absolute
frequencies, whereas the bars themselves represent percentages. Figure 1 clearly
shows the profound impact of the French lexicon on the English verbal system:
the number of French verb types gradually increases and by the end of the EModE
period, French verb types comprise almost two-thirds of the lexicon. The relative
token frequency of French verbs is lower, however, which means that native verbs
are used more frequently compared to French verbs in actual usage.

Types Tokens
100 100

75 75

50 50

Percentage
Percentage

25 25

OE M1 M2 M3 M4 E1l E2 E3 OE M1 M2 M3 M4 E1l E2 E3
Period Period

Etymology @French @Native

Figure 1. The diachronic relative distribution of French and native verbs by types and
tokens

The division between Manner and Result verbs is visualized in Figure 2 in
which the plots on the left indicate the division between Manner and Result verbs
of French origin, while the plots on the right indicate the division between Man-
ner and Result verbs of native origin. We note first of all a higher number of Man-
ner types and tokens in OE compared to later stages of English, which is in line

2. The periodization in the graphs follows the periodization in the respective corpora and
is as follows: OE =450-1150, M1=1150-1250, M2 =1250-1350, M3=1350-1420, M4=1420-1500,
E1=1500-1569, E2=1570-1639, E3=1640-1720.

3. The search queries, R code and complete statistics are available on OSF: https://osf.io
/q628g/.
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with the observation that s-framing languages typically show a higher degree of
Manner salience (cf. Slobin 2004). However, the diachronic development goes
against Slobin’s diachronic prediction that in s-framing languages, the Manner
lexicon (in the domain of motion) keeps expanding and will become more salient
over time (cf. § 2.3). While our data show that there is a numerical increase in the
number of Manner verbs, in line with Fanego’s (2012) and Huber’s (2017) obser-
vations, there is no increase in the relative frequency of the overall inventory of
Manner verbs. In fact, we observe an increase in the relative number of Result
verbs, on both the type and token level throughout the history of English.

Types

French Native
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50

Percentage

25

OE M1 M2 M3 M4 EI E2 E3 OE M1 M2 M3 M4 El E2 E3

Tokens
100

75

50

Percentage

25

OE M1 M2 M3 M4 E1l E2 E3 OE M1 M2 M3 M4 El E2 E3
Period

MR @ Manner @Result

Figure 2. The diachronic relative distribution of Manner and Result verbs by etymology
and types and tokens

To test the validity of these observations, we fitted a binary logistic regression
within a generalized mixed model using the generalized linear mixed-effects
(glmer) function from the Ime4 package (Bates et al. 2015) in R (v4.3.2) (R Core
Team 2021). We take the ontological class of the verb as dependent variable, and
include Period (recoded as a scaled and centered numerical value), Etymology
and the interaction between Period and Etymology as independent variables. We
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also include token frequency (scaled and centered) as an independent variable,
to account for potential frequency effects in the overall distribution. TextID was
included as a random effect to control for textual idiosyncracies. The significant
positive effect of Year (f=0.27, SE=0.03, p<.001) confirms a general increase in
Result verbs, and the significant negative interaction between Year and Etymology
(B=-o0.10, SE=0.02, p<.001) shows that the increase in Result verbs is stronger
with French verbs than with native verbs. There is no main effect of Etymology
(B=-0.02, SE=0.01, p=0.12), showing that there is no difference in Manner and
Result frequencies between the two etymological classes. The significant negative
effect of Lemma Frequency shows that more frequent lemmas are more likely to
be Manner verbs (f=-0.17, SE=0.004, p <.001).

The fact that there is no difference between the frequencies of Manner and
Result verbs between the French and native lexicon seems to suggest that French
did not contribute lexical items that might have a lasting impact on the way Eng-
lish lexicalizes resultative events. However, when we consider the distribution
across the two different Result verb types that were outlined in § 2.2, we see a dif-
ferent picture emerge, as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3 points to a strong difference in the type of Result verbs that are orig-
inally available in the English language and the Result verbs that are contributed
by French. French Result verbs are predominantly of the Result-state type on both
type and token level. Native verbs, on the other hand, are strongly Result-COS.

These observations are confirmed by the statistical model. We again fitted a
binary logistic regression within a generalized mixed model using the ontological
class of the verb as a dependent variable, but this time only on Result verbs. We
included Year (scaled and centered), Etymology and Lemma Frequency as inde-
pendent variables, as well as the interaction between Etymology and Year. The
model shows a strong negative effect of Etymology (8=-2.02, SE=0.03, p<.001),
which shows that native Result verbs are significantly less likely to be Result-state
verbs than French verbs. The model also shows a significant positive effects of
Year (B=0.14, SE=0.04, p=.0015), statistically confirming the increase in Result-
state verb. The interaction between Year and Etymology is marginally significant
(B=-0.07, SE=0.04, p=.098), and shows a weak tendency for French verbs to
occur more frequently as Result-state verbs diachronically. The strong negative
effect of Lemma Frequency (f=-4.51, SE=0.09, p<.oo1) shows that more fre-
quent lemmas are more likely to be Result-COS verbs.

Let us briefly comment on the nature of Result-state verbs in the transition
from OE to eME. The token frequency of Result-state verbs is relatively low in
OE, which is what we would expect considering that OE is an s-framing lan-
guage. There is nevertheless a fair number of Result-state verb types that needs
accounting for. A closer scrutiny of the Result-state verbs in OE shows that these
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Figure 3. The diachronic relative distribution of Result-COS and Result-state verbs by
etymology and types and tokens

verbs largely fall into the following categories: they are either unaccusatives,
causatives which derive back to proto-Germanic -ja formation, deadjectival prop-
erty concept roots or a combination of these types. The verb drygan ‘to dry’, for
instance, is a deadjectival verb which was formed in proto-Germanic by adding
the causative -ja suffix to an adjective. Other verbs of this type are brunian ‘to
get brown, widian ‘to grow wide, Jdeostrian ‘to grow dark’ Other examples not
formed on an adjectival base are predominantly unaccusative, such as cwelan ‘to
die’ What these findings show is that OE predominantly — and perhaps originally
— only allowed intransitive stative predicates. This argument is in line with obser-
vations by Van Gelderen (2018) and Garcia Garcia (2020) that the basic valency
orientation (in terms of Nichols et al. 2004) of (pre-)OE is intransitive and that
OE relies on valency increasing strategies to derive transitive predicates, although
some of these valency increasing strategies are in the process of being lost.

Figure 3 also shows that while native Result-state verbs are highly infrequent
in OE, early ME shows a significantly higher number of Result-state types. One
hypothesis is that language contact with French and the influx of French Result-
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state verbs facilitated the use of Result-state verbs based on native verbs, and while
there is a lack of data from the crucial post-conquest period (O4, 1050-1150), this
scenario seems unlikely considering that this change takes place well before wide-
spread individual bilingualism and the peak in French verb copying. At the same
time, the increase in native Result-state verbs coincides with the loss of prefixes
and further erosion of causative -ja. It may be the case that what drives the rela-
tive increase of native Result-state verbs is the loss of these affixes. We also see an
increase in the number of labile verbs in the native lexicon (see recently Garcia
Garcia and Ingham 2023 on the rise of lability and the role of French) and the
increase in Result-state verbs may thus also stem from the increased possibility
to use verbs as causatives without overt morphology. A final observation is that
while the cases with a clear causative suffix are few in OE, we observe a surge in
deadjectial verb formations with -en (such as flatten after ME, which we might
attribute to a stronger emphasis on state-encoding after French contact.*

What we conclude from the results presented here is that while French con-
tributes verbs of both ontological categories, the Result verbs that they contribute
are of a unique type. The lexical semantic analysis of the verb types and their
quantitative distribution in the corpora show that French Result verbs typically
encode an end-state, whereas native verbs typically encode the event of change.
This suggests that French verbs are copied along with the features associated with
their v-framed grammar.

4.2 The structural integration of French verbs

The lexical semantic analysis in the previous section confirms our hypothesis that
French Result verbs are of a different semantic nature than native Result verbs.
They are predominantly state-focused, which we argue means that they are copied
together with the formal features associated with the French v-framed grammar. If
French Result verbs are indeed formally different from native Result verbs, we can
ask the question how they are integrated in the native s-framing grammar of Eng-
lish and, in particular, whether they participate at all, or whether they establish
their own syntactic niche. We will consider two syntactic contexts that feature a
satellite in English: verb-particle constructions and resultative complementation.

4.21 Verb-particle combinations

One of the key identifying features of the English s-framing grammar is the pos-
sibility for verbs to (freely) combine a verb with a particle, which in early English
adds an end state to an activity (cf. the discussion in § 2.3). We find verb-particle

4. We thank an anonymous reviewer for bringing this point to our attention.
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combinations with Manner verbs, as in sticode ut ‘stuck out’ in the example in (7)
above. We also find verb-particle combinations with Result-COS verbs, suggest-
ing that the implied correlation between the ontological class and the possibility
to combine with a secondary predicate is too strong (see also Ausensi & Bigolin
2023; Yu et al. 2023 for discussion). This is illustrated in (17) in which the verb lifte
‘lifted’ relates the DP pe dore-tre ‘the door beam’ to an event of change with the
end state specified by the particle up ‘up.

(17) Hauelok lifte up pe dore-tre
Havelok lifted up the door-beam
‘Havelok lifted up the door beam’ (Havelok.50.1806.858)

Considering that French verbs contribute verbs of all ontological classes, we
may expect verbs that are of the right semantic type, Manner and Result-COS
verbs, to participate in the s-framed syntax of English, while Result-state verbs
do not. It has been recognized in the literature on Present-day English that verbs
of Romance origin do not interact with the native s-framing system at all (see,
for instance, Harley 2008). This is typically attributed to the morphophonolog-
ical complexity of Romance verbs, although a precise analysis of how this com-
plexity prohibits use in Germanic structure is still lacking. There is reason to
believe that this situation was not diachronically stable, however. Rodriguez-
Puente (2019:160) finds in her study of the development of the phrasal verb from
1650 onward that verb-particle combinations show a considerable decrease in the
number of French verbs that occur in the construction, leaving the possibility that
the Present-day restriction on the verb-particle effect is the result of some reanaly-
sis taking place at the start of EModE. We will take a neutral position and assume
that there are no a priori motivations against the integration of French verbs into
the native system.

To assess the integration of French verbs into the native s-framing system, we
collected all particles annotated as [RP] in the Penn corpora and determined the
verb types that combine with a particle. We only included types that occurred ten
times or more in each corpus to avoid overestimating the number of types that
never combine with a particle. The verb types were then subcategorized accord-
ing to their ontological class as discussed in § 3.3. Figure 4 reports the findings for
each period.

Let us first of all comment on the native verbs. OE shows a clear difference
between Result-state verbs, on the one hand, and Manner and Result-COS verbs,
on the other. These findings support our hypothesis that Manner and Result-COS

5. For ease of exposition we do not report counts for each individual subperiod in the corpus,
but we note here that the development that the data show is gradual.
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verbs pattern similarly, and that there is a restriction on the doubling of a state ele-
ment already encoded in the verb. The data show a strong increase in the number
of Manner and Result-COS verbs that combine with a particle, to the point that
Result-COS verbs are — perhaps surprisingly — more frequently found with parti-
cles than Manner verbs. The data also show an increase in Result-state verbs that
combine with a particle.

This increase in the use of particles with verbs of all semantic classes may
be related to the diachronic development of the particle system. Particles start to
occur in non-literal and more idiomatic contexts from ME onward, while some
particles also acquire a completive or aspectual sense in this period (see Brinton
1988; Denison 1985; Elenbaas 2007; Hiltunen 1983). We frequently find this com-
pletive sense with Result-state verbs, in which the verb denotes a multi-point
scale and in which the particle indicates that the end point on the scale has been
reached. This is illustrated in (18), in which the meaning is intended that the water
has completely evaporated.

(18) wvntill the waters were dried vp from off the earth
until the waters were dried up from off the earth
‘until the waters were dried up from the earth’ (Authold.e2 98,1G.422)
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Turning now to the combinational properties of French verbs, we find that, like
native verbs, Manner and Result-COS verb types occur more frequently with par-
ticles than Result-state verbs, which hardly combine with particles at all. This is
what we expect under the hypothesis that the stative semantics of Result-state
verbs blocks syntactic combinations with independent elements also lexicalizing
a state.

There is a further obvious difference which warrants discussion: French Man-
ner and Result-COS verbs are nowhere near as frequent in verb-particle com-
binations than native verbs. The question is, of course, what causes this lower
frequency. Is this the effect of bilingual speakers not using French verbs in native
constructions, or can we identify a language internal motivation? One possible
reason is that French Manner and Result-COS verb are not of the “right type” to
combine with particles. van Kemenade and Los (2003:93) note in a diachronic
study on the formal properties of English and Dutch verb-particle constructions
that “it appears to be the particle that selects the verb rather than the other way
around” This suggests that the action denoted by the verb must be directly able
to trigger the result state denoted by the particle, which might mean that the type
of Manner and Result-COS verbs that are copied from French are not the ones
that particles typically combine with. While we cannot go into the details of the
different types of Manner and Result-COS verbs here, we note that French verbs
typically convey highly specialized activities and activities which are not easily
associated with a Result, such as the ME examples preien ‘to pray’ or defenden ‘to
defend’ The native translational OE equivalents of these verbs, biddan ‘to pray’
and beorgan ‘to defend, also do not occur with a particle (although they may
occur with the aspectual prefix ge-).

What is important for our purposes is that we do find combinations of French
Manner and Result-COS verbs in cases in which the lexical semantics of the verb
may lead to an independent result state, as in (19), where the Result-COS verb
squat ‘to place, to put’ combines with the end point doun ‘down’ and (20), where
the Manner verb dawnse ‘dance’ is combined with the directional particle doun
‘down’ We take this to mean that there is no grammatical restriction based purely
on the etymology of the verb.

(19) But whon pe Roode ros and doun was squat
But when the cross rose and down was put
‘When the cross rose up and was put down (forcefully)’
(DisMaryCross.142.320.205. Stanza_25.205)
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(20) Idawnse doun as adoo be dalys ful derne.
I dance down as a doe to valleys very secluded
‘I pranced as a doe down into very secluded valleys’
(MED: ai450 Castle Persev.(Folg V.a.354))

4.2.2 Weak and strong complementation patterns

A further characteristic of the English s-framing grammar is the possibility for
verbs to combine with resultative complements in general, including PPs and APs.
While s-framing systems have been shown to do so rather freely prototypically,
this possibility in v-framing systems is highly restricted, if possible at all, as we
noted in § 2.2. The observation by Smith et al. (2026) that Spanish Result roots are
stative in their semantic interpretation, whereas English roots are eventive leads
to a strong prediction: if French Result verbs are copied together with these for-
mal features, we do not expect them to occur in strong resultative contexts. We
can thus use the occurrence of verb types in resultative construction as a diagnos-
tic of how the v-framing French verbs are integrated into the English s-framing
system.

To answer this question, we annotated for all ME verb types that occurred ten
times or more in the ME corpora whether they combined with no, weak, strong
or both weak and strong resultatives on the basis of the examples that are available
in the MED. We follow Washio (1997) and Smith et al. (2026) in their operational-
ization of weak and strong resultativity. Resultative complements are considered
strong if they introduce a result that is independent of the action of the verb (as
in hammer the metal flat), whereas they are considered weak if they elaborate on
a result already encoded in or strongly associated with the verb or (as in burn
to ashes). We considered particles to be resultative if they were used transpar-
ently and in a clearly decomposable way; aspectual particles such as away or com-
pletive up were not considered to express a result. The findings are reported in
Figure s.

The data show that both French and native Manner verbs combine with
strong resultatives. The frequency is significantly lower with French verbs, how-
ever (as it was with particles). It is unclear whether this is due to a formal differ-
ence between French and native verbs. A possible explanation is that the lexical
semantic properties of the verbs do not align with the use of a resultative, in the
same way as native Manner verbs do not always combine with a particle. How-
ever, there does not seem to be a syntactic restriction on the use of French Man-
ner verbs in resultative constructions: Manner verbs combine with resultatives at
non-negligible frequencies in ME, as in (21).
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Figure 5. Percentage of resultative complements types with ME French and native verbs,
divided by semantic verb class

(21) but he was caried into Ynglond
but he was carried into England
‘but he was carried into England’ (cmcapchr, 1.252.860)

The data on the different types of Result verbs are most important when deter-
mining the underlying structure of copied verbs, as the semantic nature of French
and English Result verbs is hypothesized to be different. We first of all note that
while French Result-COS verbs do not combine with particles very frequently (cf.
Figure 4), they do so with resultatives, albeit at slightly lower frequencies than
native verbs. We also note similar patterns with Result-state verbs: both native and
French verbs hardly combine with strong resultatives, but weak resultatives are
found frequently. This combination with weak resultatives is illustrated in (22a)
and (22b) respectively. We take this to mean that native and French Result-state
verbs are structurally similar, which is what we expect under the assumption that
both encode an end-state. The data for Result-COS verbs show a different picture:
while native verbs combine frequently with strong resultatives, as in (23), French
verbs do so less frequently. They do show frequent combinations with weak resul-
tatives.
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(22) a. Native Result-state with weak resultative
and pe hete of sonne schal harde pe water in to salt
and the heat of sun  shall harden the water in to salt
‘And the heat of the sun shall harden the water to salt’
(MED: a1450(1408) *Vegetius(1) (Dc 291))
b. French Result-state with weak resultative
and thy vessel may neuere be reparailed ayen in-to the same estat
And your vessel may never be repaired again in-to the same state
‘And your vessel may be never be repaired to the same state again’
(MED: a1450 *Aelred Inst.(2) (Bod 423))

(23) Native Result-COS with strong resultative
Yborit werin ut pe heen of pe louerld S. blase.
pierced were out the eyes of thelord  S. blase
“The eyes of the lord S.B. were pieced out’
(MED: a1275 Louerd asse pu ard (Trin-C B.14.39))

While this pattern is reminiscent of the pattern observed in Smith et al. (2026),
who show that change-of-state verbs in Spanish are stative, and as such do not
combine with strong resultatives (cf. § 2.2), the French Result-COS verbs never-
theless occur at a higher frequency with strong resultatives than French Result-
state verbs. This relates to our final observation regarding the differences in
complementation types between the different semantic classes within etymolo-
gies: native Manner and Result-COS verbs occur at significant frequencies with
strong resultatives, but Result-state verbs do not. Similarly, French Manner and
Result-COS verbs occur with strong resultative complements, but not Result-state
verbs. While the overall frequencies for French Manner and Result-COS verbs are
lower than for the native types, they nevertheless show a difference with Result-
state verbs. This shows that the semantic difference that we observed between
Result-COS and Result-state verbs is reflected in the syntactic configuration these
verbs can occur in.

5. Theoretical integration in Ramchand’s First Phase Syntax model

The previous sections have shown by means of a careful semantic and syntactic
analysis that French verbs predominantly contribute Result verbs which express
an end-state to the English lexicon. We have demonstrated that these Result-
state verbs do not integrate into the native s-framing system by showing that
they do not combine with particles or with strong resultatives. Conversely, French
Manner verbs do integrate into the native s-framing system, as they are shown
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to combine with particles and strong resultatives, although at lower frequencies
compared to native verbs. This finding has two important theoretical conse-
quences. First, it shows that French verbs are copied together with their formal
lexico-semantic features from the source language, making this a case of global
copying in the sense of Johanson (1999, 2002). We will explain this observation
in terms of Ramchand (2008)’s First Phase Syntax, which is an explicit mapping
of the lexical semantics of roots and their structural integration. At the same
time, this case study adds support to the hypothesis that the difference between
s-framing and v-framing systems falls out from differences in the lexical inventory
of languages, coupled with the syntactic possibility to express the Result in an
independent phrase (see Ausensi 2023; Ausensi & Bigolin 2023; Beavers et al.
2021; Beavers & Koontz-Garboden 2020; Beavers et al. 2010; Smith et al. 2026).

The First Phase Syntax model presented in Ramchand (2008) is a formaliza-
tion of the observation that the lexical decomposition of events correlates with
positions in the syntax (as in Alexiadou et al. 2015; Dowty 1979; Goldberg 1995;
Rappaport Hovav & Levin 1998, among many others). The analysis explicitly sep-
arates argument structure from lexical items, and instead assumes that arguments
are introduced by the syntactic structure. Verbs in this model are associated with
features that correspond to one or more syntactic heads in a universal structure,
which in turn allows the projection of the arguments to be associated with a par-
ticular head. The structure that Ramchand (2008:39) proposes essentially corre-
sponds to a decomposed vP and is illustrated in (24).

(24) initP
DP; init’
“subject of ‘cause’y\
init procP
DP, proc’
“subject of ‘process”’/\
proc resP
DP, res’
“subject of ‘result”

res DP

Ramchand argues that the core meaning of events can be subdivided into three
phrases which are in a strict selectional relationship: initP, procP, and resP. The
initP or Initiation Phrase is the causative layer of events, and typically introduces



(28]

Tara Struik and Lena Kaltenbach

the causer or the agent (the initiator in Ramchand’s term).® The ProcP or Process
Phrase introduces the dynamic event and represents the core of the verbal mean-
ing. The argument in the specifier of this phrase is the subject of the process:
the UNDERGOER. The ResP or Result Phase indicates the end state of the dynamic
event. The argument hosted by this phrase is the holder of the state expressed by
the REs head.

Crucial to Ramchand’s approach is that verbs are not associated with a par-
ticular (syntactic) position in the event structure template. Rather, verbs are cate-
gorized based on features, which in turn constrains the event structures that they
can appear in. The framework thus represents a (neo-)constructionist view on the
realization of event structures, although it does not assume that the integration of
roots is entirely free. The approach postulates that verbs first Merge at the most
deeply embedded feature level, project upwards and then Remerge to the highest
feature level that the verb is associated with. This is illustrated using the PDE verb
push in (25).

(25) John pushed the cart. (Ramchand 2008: 65)
initP
DP init’
John /\
init procP
push /\
DP proc’
the cart ‘
proc
<push>

Push is a verb which denotes a caused process, and may thus be said to carry the
features [INIT, PROC]. The verb is inserted in the structure as the head of ProcP
and merges with the UNDERGOER of the process, the cart in (25), after which it
remerges to init by virtue of its [INIT] feature. Here, the verb merges with the DP
that acts as an INITIATOR, in this case John.

Verbs vary in the features that they are associated with, and this is what
causes the variation in argument structure realization patterns between verbs
both within and between languages. The example push in (25), for instance, does
not have the feature [REs] and as such is not interpreted as a verb indicating an
end-state. This is different for verbs such as defuse, which Ramchand argues is

6. This idea has been refined in Ramchand (2018), where it is argued that INIT does not intro-
duce the external argument, but only the causative semantics. The external argument is intro-
duced by a higher eventive phrase. This does not affect our current argument, however.
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associated with the features [INIT, PROC, RES] as it entails an initiation state, a
dynamic process and an end state. The decomposition tree is given in (26).

(26) Mary defused the bomb.

initP
DP init’
Mary /\
init procP
defuse
DP proc’
the bomb /\
proc resP
<defuse>
DP res’
<the bomb> ‘
res
<defuse>

The general machinery available in this approach allows us to elegantly account
for the difference between native verbs and French verbs: the crucial distinction
lies in the specification of [REs]. French Result-state verbs are lexically specified
for [REs], which immediately accounts for the complementary distribution effects
that we observed in § 4.2.1 and § 4.2.2. Under the assumption that a complex
event can at most lexicalize one event leading to one end state (cf. Goldberg 1991’
UNIQUE PATH CONSTRAINT), the lexicalization of [RES] as part of the verb blocks
the combination with an independently realized state.

While this straightforwardly accounts for the semantic interpretation of
Manner verbs, which are prototypically [(INIT), PROC] and Result-state verbs,
which are [(INIT), PROC, RES] it does raise questions about the status of (native)
Result-COS verbs, which we argued typically encode an event of change, without
dictating a specific end state. It is crucial to note here that Ramchand’s approach
does not explicitly deal with Manner/Result complementarity or the different
types of Result roots as we have done so here. As a consequence, our Result
types do not map straightforwardly onto the different feature combinations that
Ramchand discusses (cf. Chapter 4, p.108 for an overview). The verb throw, for
instance, which we classify as a Result-COS verb, is analyzed as having the fea-
tures [INTT, PROC, RES], while a verb such melt, which also clearly entails a change,
is classified as [INIT, PROC] in its causative use. The evidence that Ramchand
adduces for the existence of a [REs] feature rests largely on the nature of resul-
tative complements. She argues that in the case of throw, the [REs] feature must
be encoded on the verb, because throw combines with locational preposition
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phrases that do not explicitly encode pats. This is illustrated in (27a). The prepo-
sition on encodes a stative location, and is thus assumed to be in the complement
of REs. However, this is contrasted with the example in (27b), not mentioned by
Ramchand, in which the verb throw combines with the paTH-encoding preposi-
tion onto. This suggests that the verb throw does not have the feature [REs], as it
combines with independently lexicalizing [RES] elements.

(27) a. Ariel threw the ball on the ground. (Ramchand 2008:75)
b. Ariel threw the ball onto the ground.

In fact, it is clear that Ramchand does not assume that all Result verbs are asso-
ciated with a [REs] feature. She mentions in several places that [INIT, PROC] verbs
may denote an event of change. For instance, when discussing the derivation of
transitive [INIT, PROC] verbs, Ramchand (2008: 64) notes that in these cases “each
contain some DP which is conceived of as the initiator of a dynamic event, where
the second DP is commonly represented as undergoing a change” We take this
to mean that a Result-COS verb need minimally be associated with [INTT, PrROC]
features. The change-of-state entailments are the result of the lexical-encyclopedic
content of the verb, which becomes available upon transfer to LF and PE. We
thus assume that the default features associated with Result-COS verbs are [INIT,
pRrOC], although we leave open the possibility that some may also be associated
with [Res] if the result of the process is so salient that it comes to be associated
with a prototypical state. Ramchand discusses the case of break in this regard:
break allows strong resultatives (see also the discussion in Beavers & Koontz-
Garboden 2020; Yu et al. 2023), but seems nevertheless associated with a pro-
totypical state of ‘being broken. Ramchand (2008:136) suggests that these verbs
underassociate with [REs], allowing these verbs to combine with items that inde-
pendently realize [RES] provided that their lexical-encyclopedic content is unified.
We suggest that the strong Result entailment follows from break being a telic verb
representing change on a two-point scale (cf. Rappaport Hovav 2014). The state
of ‘being broken’ may look different depending on the context: cracked, in pieces,
not working, torn loose, etc, which raises the question whether it is truly one spe-
cific end state that is semantically encoded or whether this comes from contextual
information.”

7. Although it is not so clear whether this applies to break, it is not difficult to envisage how
such a scenario may come about diachronically; a verb may originally be associated with [INTT,
prOC] only, but may acquire [REs] by its repeated use in situations in which there is a clear
contextually recognizable end state, see also the discussion in Beavers and Koontz-Garboden
(2020:71-73) and Embick (2004:357-358).
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The analysis that emerges for the history of English is that English, by virtue
of being an s-framed language, has a main inventory of Manner and Result-COS
verbs that are endowed with [(1n1T), PROC] features. This allows these verbs to
freely combine with independent [REs] lexicalizing elements, such as particles,
strong resultative APs and PPs, and in OE also prefixes. Manner and Result-
COS verbs are thus crucially similar in that their inherent lexical properties only
encode an event, but not a state. We illustrate this similarity in (28)-(29), using
the ME Manner verb smiten ‘to deal a blow” and the ME Result-COS verb breken
‘to break’, which can both combine with an independent REs element.

(28) a. and smote horse and man downe
and beat horse and man down

‘and [he] beat horse and man down’ (cmmalory, 22.703)
b. initP

DP init’

[he] /\

init procP
smote
DP proc’
horse and man /\
proc resP
<smote> /\
DP res’

<horse and man> ‘

res
down

The tree in (29) illustrates this for the ME French Result-state verb destroien ‘to
destroy;, which combines with the weak resultative to the ground ‘to the ground’ in
the complement of res, and further specifies the end state already encoded in the
verb. Because the verb already lexicalizes [REs], independent [RES] elements are
blocked from merging with the verb root. The only possibility is to further specify
the end state by adding a weak resultative as rhematic material in the complement
of res. This is illustrated in the example in (29).
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(29) and destroied it to the ground
and destroyed it to the ground

‘and destroyed it completely’ (stow-e2-h, 571.186)
initP
DP init’
[Sbj] /\
init procP
destroied /\
proc’
<it> /\
proc resP

<destroied> /\

<it> /\

<destroied>

o~

to the ground

While the bulk of Result-state verbs in the English lexicon comes from French,
OE does have a small inventory of state-incorporating verbs. We showed in § 4
that this set is largely restricted to unaccusatives, deadjectival verbs, verbs which
show relics of the earlier causative -ja suffix or a combination of these proper-
ties. The properties of these verbs seem to suggest that the language originally
only allowed intransitive state-encoding predicates, which in the framework that
we pursue here means that they maximally project [PrROC, RES], without [INIT],
in the case of unaccusatives or deadjectival verbs. These forms could be aug-
mented by the causative suffix -ja, projecting [INIT] to create a transitive predicate.
Alternatively, verbs projecting [INIT, PROC] could also combine with non-verbal
resultative predicate elements, such as particles and PPs or resultative prefixes,
projecting [RES] to derive a transitive state-incorporating predicate (see Elenbaas
2007; Los et al. 2012; van Kemenade and Los 2003 for arguments that the prefix
encodes a state in OE and ME, and McFadden 2015 for an analysis of the prefix
ge- in terms of Ramchand’s model). While French also contributes Manner and
Result-COS verbs that project [(INIT), PROC], the relatively high number of tran-
sitive verbs that project the full span of [INIT, PROC, RES] (as in (29)) that French
contributes thus equips English with a novel way of expressing the end state of a
caused event: by means of a non-derived transitive verb.
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6. Conclusion

The primary aim of this paper has been to determine the precise lexical semantic
contribution of early French verbs in Middle and Early Modern English and how
these verbs are syntactically integrated into the native s-framing system. A detailed
investigation of the semantic and syntactic properties of early French verbs enter-
ing the English language has shown that French Result verbs are of a unique
lexico-semantic type: they are stative in their representation. We furthermore
demonstrated that these verbs are rarely used in native s-framing constructions,
such as verb-particle combinations and strong resultative complements. French
verbs which do not have stative lexical semantics do, in fact, occur in native s-
framing constructions. We argued that this means that verbs are copied together
with their formal semantic features and that this triggers complementary distrib-
ution effects in syntax.

The diachronic contact approach that we pursued here also sheds light on
the wider discussion on the syntax-semantics interface and the formal integration
of verbal roots in complex event structures. The fact that French verbs maintain
their v-framing syntactic properties when copied to English strongly supports the
position that verbal roots are endowed with information that is grammatically rel-
evant. It is not the ontological class of a verb (i.e. Manner vs. Result) per se that
is relevant, but the more fine-grained abstract semantic notion of end state (as
also argued in Beavers and Koontz-Garboden 2020 and Yu et al. 2023), meaning
that the syntactic integration of roots is not entirely free. We cast this observa-
tion in terms of Ramchand’s First Phase Syntax model, arguing that Result-state
verbs from French project the full [1N1T, PROC, RES] span as opposed to the native
more eventive Result verbs, which only project [INTT, PROC], leaving the possibil-
ity to combine with an independent [REs]. Crucially, this means that Manner and
Result-COS verbs have the same syntactic status.

Ultimately, our study shows that a careful study of the development of lexical
semantics from a diachronic contact perspective not only sheds light on the devel-
opment of individual languages, but that it can also significantly contribute to
the long-standing theoretical discussion on the syntax-semantics interface and the
structural encoding of events.
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Abbreviations
OE Old English
ME Middle English

EModE Early Modern English
s-framing  satellite-framing
v-framing  verb-framing

OF Old French

Result-COS Result change of state
LRH Levin & Rappaport Hovav
DP Determiner Phrase

PP Prepositional Phrase

AP Adjective Phrase

PPCME2  Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English
PLAEME  Parsed Linguistic Atlas of Early Middle English
PCMEP Parsed Corpus of Middle English Poetry

YCOE The Lemmatised York-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old English Prose
PPCEME  Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Early Modern English

BT Bosworth-Toller Dictionary

MED Middle English Dictionary

OED Oxford English Dictionary

initP Initiation Phrase

procP Process Phrase

resP Result Phrase
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