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predicates tell us about 

the nature of primary and 
secondary predication
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Introduction
Butt et al. (2016) look at a construction found across the South Asian 
languages Punjabi, Sindhi and Urdu, illustrated in (1) for Urdu. This 
construction is remarkable in that what seems like a resultative adjective 
(‘cheap’) turns out to have the interpretation of a manner adverbial. In (1), 
the manner of selling clothes is interpreted as being done cheaply, but the 
clothes themselves are not of cheap quality (they might be market brands 
being sold at cut rates).1

(1) rɑvi kɑpṛe sɑst-e bec-ta

Ravi.M.SG.NOM clothes.M.PL.NOM cheap-M.PL sell-IPFV.M.SG

1	  All examples are in Urdu or English unless noted otherwise.
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hɛ
be.PRS.3.SG
‘Ravi sells clothes cheap.’ (He sells them cheaply, the clothes are not cheap 
quality.) (Butt et al. 2016, (12a))

Evidence from agreement (see also Butt and King 2021) indicates that while 
items such as ‘cheap’ in (1) have the interpretation of a manner adverb, 
their morphosyntactic distribution is consistent with resultative adjectives.2 
This leads Butt et al. (2016) to posit a diachronic development by which 
the manner adverbs are derived from an originally resultative construction 
via a pseudo-resultative stage (Washio 1997; Levinson 2010) in which 
the predication of the result state of an undergoer is semantically almost 
indistinguishable from that of a manner adverbial with verbs denoting 
a result. An example from Washio (1997) for English is given in (2), 
where the interpretation of the resultative adjective (loose/tight) is almost 
indistinguishable from that of the manner adverbial (loosely/tightly): both 
constructions result in loosely tied shoelaces and tightly braided hair, 
respectively.

(2) a. He tied the shoelaces loose/loosely.

b. Janet braided her hair tight/tightly.

In this chapter, we do not revisit the arguments by Butt et al. Rather, their 
analysis prompted us to ask whether there are any true resultative structures 
in the synchronic grammar of Urdu and, indeed, whether one would expect 
this given the posited diachronic change. As far as we can ascertain, there is 
only one other construction that is a likely candidate for a resultative 
in Urdu: an adjective-verb (Adj-V) construction of the type exemplified in 
(3) (see Ahmed et al. 2012; Butt and King 2021).

(3) yasin=ne mez saf k-i

Yassin.M.SG=ERG table.F.SG.NOM clean do-PFV.F.SG
‘Yassin cleaned the table.’ (lit.: ‘Yassin did the table clean.’)

2	  Urdu has a lexical category of adverbs, such as  roz ‘daily’ in (i). Adverbials can also be formed 
by instrumental case marked nouns (e.g. dhıyan=se ‘with care’) and by masculine oblique inflection on 
nouns and adjectives (e.g. pɑhl-e ‘firstly’ from pɑhl-a/i ‘first’). See Butt et al. (2016) for more details and 
examples.
(i) lɑṛki gaṛi roz cɑla-ti hɛ

girl.F.SG.NOM car.F.SG.NOM daily drive-IPFV.F.SG be.PRS.3.SG
‘The girl drives a/the car daily.’
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However, this construction could also plausibly be analysed as a complex 
predicate similar in structure to N-V complex predicates (Mohanan 1994) 
as in (4). In (4), the complex predication consists of a verb ‘do’, which takes 
two arguments: an agent and an event or entity that is done. The agent is 
‘Nadya’, the second argument is instantiated by ‘memory’. This noun itself 
licenses an argument, namely, ‘story’. Mohanan shows that ‘story’ is  the 
syntactic object of the clause and that this argument is not licensed by 
the finite verb ‘do’. The overall argument structure of the predication is thus 
arrived at via a composition of the arguments provided by the individual 
parts of the predication (‘do’ and ‘memory’).

(4) nadya=ne kahani yad k-i

Nadya.F.SG=ERG story.F.SG.NOM memory do-PFV.F.SG
‘Nadya remembered a/the story.’ (lit.‘Nadya did memory of the story.’)

In this chapter, we use the term complex predicate as defined by work coming 
out of the LFG tradition (Alsina 1996b; Butt 1995; Mohanan 1994) and as 
explicated in Butt (2010) and, more recently, Butt (2014). In this body of 
work, a hallmark of complex predicates is the combination of two or more 
predicative elements (‘do’ and ‘memory’ in (4)) into a configuration that 
licenses arguments as in a monoclausal predication. That is, the predicative 
elements are combined into a new element that predicates like a simple verb: 
an instance of primary predication. This means that there are no embedded 
grammatical relations, which sets complex predicates apart, on  the one 
hand, from control and raising constructions (Butt 2014) and, on the other 
hand, from auxiliaries, which serve to situate an event, rather than licensing 
independent arguments that are added to a joint predication (Butt 2010). 
A concrete illustration of the differences is provided later in this chapter 
with respect to permissives.

This notion of complex predication is very similar to the proposals found 
in Neeleman (1994) and more recently Neeleman and van de Koot (2002) 
for resultatives in terms of copying �-roles licensed by the adjective into 
the �-grid of the overall predication. However, resultatives have generally 
been thought of as secondary predication (Halliday 1967),3 an intuitive 
definition of which is provided by Himmelmann and Schultze-Berndt 
(2005, 4): ‘… the state encoded by the secondary predicate is interpreted 
as holding for one of the participants of the main predicate …’ That is, 

3	  Halliday refers to these as predicate attributes and discusses subtypes for English. See Halliday 
(1967) and Himmelmann and Schultze-Berndt (2005) for discussion.
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the main arguments of a resultative predication are provided by the 
main predicate: the secondary predication merely serves to provide more 
information about the resultant state of one of these arguments (generally 
now established as the Undergoer argument; Beavers 2012). Given that 
the information provided by secondary predication is, in a sense, ‘extra’, 
resultatives (and depictives) cross-linguistically are also often expressed 
in terms of adjuncts (Himmelmann and Schultze-Berndt 2005) (see also 
Simpson 2005 on English and Warlpiri depictives and Ostler, this volume, 
on resultatives in Sanskrit, Ancient Greek and Latin).

In this chapter, we pursue the tension between analysing resultatives as 
complex predicates, thus treating them as instances of primary predication, 
vs the intuition that they are instances of secondary predication. We also 
note that the literature to date is not very clear as to what the difference 
between primary and secondary predication really is and how this difference 
relates to complex predication and resultatives. The Adj-V constructions 
in (3) provide a concrete way of exploring the distinction and articulating 
a formal definition of primary vs secondary predication.

We end up classifying Urdu Adj-V combinations as complex predicates 
rather than resultatives, being guided in our analysis by seminal work 
on resultatives by Jane Simpson (Simpson 1983a, 1983b).4 However, 
a  consequence of our analysis is that the traditional XCOMP approach 
to resultatives, first pioneered by Simpson, does not capture the empirical 
generalisations correctly. Instead, resultatives (and depictives) should be 
analysed as a PREDLINK, a grammatical function that has independently 
been argued for in the context of the analyses of copular predications, 
including the argument of copular verbs (e.g. English be and seem) and 
certain ternary verbs with copular-like small clauses (e.g. English consider 
in we consider them foolish) (Butt et al. 1999; Dalrymple, Dyvik and King 
2004; Attia 2008; Abbas and Raza 2014).

In what follows, we first examine secondary predication and then primary 
predication, with a special focus on what Urdu complex predicates tell us 
about derived predication. We then provide an initial LFG analysis of the 
Urdu Adj-V constructions in light of the primary-secondary predication 
distinction.

4	  Simpson (1983b) was reprinted as Simpson (2006) as truly foundational work that has stood the 
test of time, as have many of Jane’s insights and writings over the decades. Her PhD thesis (Simpson 
1983a) contains further details and data on secondary predication, focusing on Warlpiri.
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Primary vs secondary predication
In this section, we first address the question of whether there is indeed 
a difference between primary and secondary predication and, if so, what 
this difference might be. We conclude that there is a difference.

In secondary predication, all the major arguments are independently licensed 
by the main verb, and the secondary predication serves to fill in or provide 
more information about the basic predication. In primary predication, the 
overall initial event predication and the concomitant licensing of event 
participants is either established simply by a single predicate or, in the 
more complex case, by co-predication by more than one predicate.5 This 
distinction serves as a basis for the analysis of the Urdu Adj-V constructions.

Secondary predication

There is a strong intuition in the literature, on which Simpson’s (1983b) 
seminal paper builds, that resultatives involve an additional, secondary 
predicate which attributes a result state to an entity (see Himmelmann 
and Schultze-Berndt 2005 for an overview discussion). This result state 
has been shown to be sensitive to the lexical semantics of the main or 
primary predication (usually the verb) and (loosely) to target undergoers 
(e.g. Beavers 2012; Goldberg and Jackendoff 2004). Examples taken from 
Simpson (1983b) with adjectives as secondary predicators are shown in (5).

(5) a. I painted the car yellow.
b. I froze the ice cream solid.
c. The ice cream froze solid.

Simpson provides the analysis in (6) for resultatives. The idea of (6) is 
that a basic predication like paint can be augmented via a lexical rule to 
have an expanded predication that includes an XCOMP projected by the 
resultative.

5	  Butt (1995) defines co-predication as when two lexical predicates lead to a monoclausal functional 
structure in LFG. A monoclausal functional structure is one where there is only one predicate (PRED) as 
opposed to multiple nested predicates. Examples are provided further in the chapter, e.g. the f-structure 
in Figure 3.2.
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(6) a. paint<(SUBJ)(OBJ)>
b. paint<(SUBJ)(OBJ)(XCOMP)>

XCOMP SUBJECT=verb’s OBJECT6

The intuition of resultatives as a type of secondary predication is clear from 
the perspective of the formalisation in (6). It involves a lexically constrained 
addition of a further predicational element (in this case, a resultative 
adjective) to an already existing predication; hence, this is a secondary 
predication. While we adopt this intuition and idea, the analysis in (6) has 
the drawback that it predicts an inherent biclausality for resultatives, i.e. that 
there should be evidence for an embedded SUBJ in the XCOMP and that 
the embedded XCOMP should provide a separate domain for phenomena 
such as agreement or anaphora resolution (see the next subsection on 
primary predication for more discussion). We are not aware of data or 
explicit argumentation in favour of a biclausal analysis in the literature.

Indeed, more recent analyses of resultatives take advantage of developments 
in lexical semantics since the early 1980s, whereby the event structure of a 
predicate can be decomposed into smaller subevents and related individually 
to event participants (e.g. Jackendoff 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav 
2005) and within this style of approach, one can see resultatives as adding 
an attribute to a result subevent that is already in principle licensed by the 
basic (primary) event predication.

The analysis proposed by Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998) illustrates 
this. Based on previous work on events and participants of events (Dowty 
1979; Parsons 1990; Pustejovsky 1991, 1995; Van Valin 1993), they propose 
the basic template in (7) for event predications. Accomplishments such as 
kill will typically fill all the slots in this basic template (x ACT CAUSE 
BECOME y <dead>), while activities such as run do not, instead just filling 
part of the overall template as shown in (8).

(7) [[ x ACT ] CAUSE [ BECOME [ y < STATE > ]]]

(8) [ x ACT ]

6	  The subject control shown here as it is in Simpson (1983b). Later versions of LFG lexical entries 
would use (↑OBJ)=(↑XCOMP SUBJ).
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Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998) provide evidence for a fundamental 
difference between manner verbs, such as sweep, which denote a basic 
activity as in (8) and have no specified result (BECOME) component vs 
result verbs, such as break, which already include a result as part of their 
basic event predication. As illustrated in (9), they show that activities can 
easily form resultatives, but that result verbs cannot.7

(9) a. Kelly swept the dishes off the table.
b. *Kelly broke the dishes off the table.

Their analysis rests on the idea that while verbs such as sweep may initially 
only instantiate a part of the generally available template for verbs, this 
initial predication may be augmented via a monotonic process of Template 
Augmentation, which adds further subevents to an initial predication and 
thus licenses additional event participants. This is possible with sweep where 
the result subevent is not fully specified. In contrast, verbs like break already 
have their result subevent fully specified and therefore cannot be further 
augmented and hence cannot form resultatives.

Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998) are not the only ones who work with 
a decompositional lexical semantics in which event predications can be put 
together from smaller building blocks. The idea has been of interest across 
theories (for example, see Butt and Geuder 1998 for a collection of papers 
purposely sampled across several very different theories and Levin and 
Rappaport Hovav 2005, Croft 2012 and Ramchand 2017 for more recent 
discussion). However, for the purposes of this chapter, Rappaport Hovav 
and Levin (1998) state the intuition most clearly: the basic predication of 
a verb can be augmented up to the maximal template allowed. That is, in 
English, activity verbs can generally be augmented to form a more complex 
event, allowing for a resultative predication over this more complex event.8

The intuition behind Template Augmentation is also found in early LFG 
work, where it was stated in terms of lexical rules operating on grammatical 
functions. Besides Simpson’s analysis of resultatives, we find this idea being 
applied to license the addition of instruments in the function of core 
arguments:

7	  Levin (Ch. 4, this volume) discusses further constraints on the argument structure of verbs which 
occur with resultatives, expanding on Simpson’s initial generalisations and illustrating the complex 
argument structure and lexical-semantic licensing of resultatives.
8	  Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998) also develop various constraints and well-formedness 
conditions on the process of Template Augmentation. We do not go into those details here.
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It is possible to define a lexical rule of Instrumentalization (analogous 
to lexical rules of Causativization) which converts an n-adic predicate 
argument structure P to an n + 1-adic predicate argument structure 
P-with whose n + 1st argument is assigned the grammatical function 
INSTR OBJ [instrumental object]. (Bresnan 1982, 165)

Needham and Toivonen (2011) take up this basic idea, but work within 
LFG’s subsequently developed Mapping Theory, which represents a verb’s 
argument structure in terms of thematic or semantic roles and relates 
these to grammatical functions (SUBJ, OBJ, etc.) via a series of linking 
principles (see  Butt 2006 and Findlay, Taylor and Kibort 2023 for an 
overview of linking in LFG; Bresnan and Zaenen 1990 provide a basic 
analysis of resultatives within Mapping Theory). Needham and Toivonen 
(2011) further argue for a series of rules that serve to add an argument to 
an existing argument structure and call these derived arguments. They show 
that it is precisely these derived arguments that are difficult to distinguish 
along the argument vs adjunct distinction, showing distributional evidence 
consistent with both categories simultaneously. They suggest that this 
confusing indeterminacy in classification arises directly from their status 
as derived arguments, i.e. of being added as part of a secondary predication 
to an already existing primary predication. Christie (2013) shows that the 
targets of resultative predications, such as dishes in (9), similarly bear 
the characteristics of derived arguments.

In this chapter, we build on the combined insights from the previously 
mentioned literature and propose that secondary predication comes about 
via a process of Template Augmentation along the lines of Rappaport Hovav 
and Levin (1998): an existing primary event predication is augmented with 
a result state predicated of an existing undergoer. This resultative attribution 
is further subject to the lexical semantic compatibility constraints already 
described at length in the literature (e.g. Rappaport Hovav and Levin 
2001; Goldberg and Jackendoff 2004; Beavers 2012). Most importantly, 
event predications which license resultatives have event templates that are 
compatible with a result state (subevent), but have not already filled this 
part of the predication. The addition and syntactic realisation of this result 
state via a secondary predicator such as an adjective (clean) or a PP (off the 
table) yields a resultative secondary predication.

Toivonen (2021, 318), in further work on the argument-adjunct distinction, 
clearly articulates this way of viewing predication:
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Predicates correspond to events and states in the world, and 
speakers form mental representations of those events and states. […] 
However, as pointed out by Levin and Rappaport Hovav (2005, 
168) and Jackendoff (1990, 156), a participant can be associated 
with an event denoted by a verb without being a linguistic argument 
of that verb.

The maximum number of possible linguistic arguments is 
more restricted than the maximum number of conceptual event 
participants. The maximum number of linguistic arguments of 
a given predicate is typically assumed to be three or four, but the 
number of possible event participants can be higher.

Thus, we have event conceptualisations, which include core participants 
(typically, agents, patients and goals) and, further, generally optional parts 
of an event description such as locations, paths, instruments or beneficiaries. 
Toivonen argues that it is the latter kind that can be added to a basic or 
primary argument structure via a process of augmentation and that it is 
these derived arguments that are then difficult to classify according to the 
argument-adjunct distinction.

We follow Toivonen’s basic conceptualisation with some differences. 
In particular, Toivonen (and Bresnan 1982) sees causatives as falling into 
the same category as resultatives, benefactives and applicatives. We find 
this analysis problematic as causatives have generally been conceived of 
as instances of primary rather than secondary predication, suggesting that 
they should not fall into the same category as instances of clear secondary 
predication. In order to illuminate the distinction, we turn to primary 
predication in the next section.

Primary predication

Markantonatou and Sadler (1996) argue against the constructional 
approach to resultatives pioneered by Goldberg (1995) and instead propose 
an analysis in terms of a type-hierarchy to account for the range of lexical 
semantic restrictions and effects found with resultatives. As part of their 
analysis, they make a distinction between: (1) predicate extension analyses 
by which a resultative predication is added via a lexical rule; and (2) complex 
predicate or predicate fusion analyses in which two or more predicates 
combine to form a new predication. They consider the complex predicate 
analysis but model English resultatives via predicate extension along the 
lines of the Bresnan (1982), Simpson (1983b) and Needham and Toivonen 
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(2011) analyses discussed previously (see also Alsina 1996a). We turn to 
well-studied instances of complex predicates in Urdu to better understand 
the distinction drawn by Markantonatou and Sadler (1996).

N-V complex predicates
As already mentioned, a complex predicate analysis of the Adj-V 
combinations could work along the lines originally proposed by Mohanan 
(1994) for Urdu/Hindi N-V complex predicates as in (10).9 Here, the 
complex predication consists of a combination of the light verb kɑr ‘do’ 
(10a) or a ‘come’ (10b) and the eventive noun yad ‘memory’. Together, they 
mean ‘remember’.

(10) a. nadya=ne kɑhani yad k-i

Nadya.F.SG=ERG story.F.SG memory.F do-PFV.F.SG
‘Nadya remembered the story.’

b. nadya=ko kɑhani yad a-yi

Nadya.F.SG=DAT story.F.SG memory.F come-PFV.F.SG
‘Nadya remembered the story (the memory of the story came to 
Nadya).’

The noun and verbs predicate as one, functioning like simple predicates with 
respect to tests of monoclausality such as agreement, anaphora resolution 
and passivisation (see Mohanan (1994) for a detailed demonstration and 
Butt (2010) for more general discussion). The joint predication is evidenced 
by the joint contribution to the overall argument structure of the complex 
predicate. The light verb ‘do’ licenses ‘Nadya’ and ‘memory’ (‘Nadya 
does memory/remembering’) while the noun ‘memory’ contributes the 
argument ‘story’. The light verb influences the case marking on the subject: 
the agentive light verb ‘do’ requires an ergative subject in the perfective, 
while the motion light verb ‘come’ requires a dative subject (giving rise to 
an overall experiencer predicate).

9	  Urdu and Hindi are varieties of the same language and structurally almost identical, with Urdu 
deriving more vocabulary from Persian and Arabic than Hindi. In the literature, they are often referred 
to as Urdu/Hindi or Hindi-Urdu.
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The argument kahani ‘story’ is thematically licensed by the noun yad 
‘memory’, but it is not realised as a genitive, as would be typical for arguments 
of nouns, as shown in (11) for comparison. Rather, kahani ‘story’ in (10) 
functions as the syntactic object of the joint predication (see Mohanan 1994 
for details on the argument structure and agreement patterns).

(11) nadya=ko [kɑhani=ki yad] a-yi

Nadya.F.SG=DAT story.F.SG=GEN.F.SG memory.F come-PFV.F.SG
‘Nadya remembered the story.’

This type of complex predicate is considered primary predication because 
there is no difference between the joint predicative power of a N-V 
combination, such as ‘memory-do’, and a simple verb, such as ‘remember’. 
N-V complex predicates, as in (10), can be causativised, passivised or 
combined with other types of complex predicates, just like primary, simple 
verbs of the language. Urdu/Hindi contains only about 500–700 simple 
verbs (Ahmed et al. 2012). Most of the verbal predications are complex V-V 
or N-V combinations (see Butt and Ramchand 2005 and Ramchand 2008 
for discussion) and illustrate a building block approach to verbal predication 
that seems typical of languages with a small verbal inventory.

Complex primary predication differs from secondary predication in that the 
parts of a complex predicate are combined to create a new predication, with 
a new verb meaning. In (10), we get ‘remember’ instead of a simple ‘do’. 
In contrast, in secondary predication, the meaning of the original predicate 
does not change. For example, ‘sweep’ and ‘clean’ each retain their original 
meanings, and it is simply that a result state is additionally, secondarily 
predicated of the undergoer.

Simple verbs, i.e. those which undergo no lexical rules or alternations in 
argument structure, are by definition primary predicates. They are, however, 
uninteresting primary predicates for this chapter. Here we focus on derived 
primary predication, such as the N-V complex predicates in (10). Within 
LFG, several other types of complex predicates have been analysed along 
similar lines to N-V complex predicates. As such, these have also been 
considered to be instances of primary predication. Quite prominently, these 
include permissives and causatives. We turn to these in the next sections.
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Permissives
Butt (1995) investigated two constructions which look similar on the 
surface, but which turn out to have very different syntactic properties. 
In the instructive in (12) a matrix verb embeds a non-finite clause, which 
Butt standardly analyses as an embedded XCOMP within LFG. In contrast, 
the permissive in (13) forms a complex predicate in that the finite verb de 
‘give/let’ predicates jointly with the non-finite verb to form just one domain 
of predication.

(12) nadya=ne yɑsin=ko [pɑoda kaṭ-ne]=ko

Nadya.F=ERG Yassin.M=DAT plant.M.SG.NOM cut-INF.OBL=ACC

kah-a
say-PFV.M.SG
‘Nadya told Yassin to cut the plant.’

(13) nadya=ne yɑsin=ko pɑoda kaṭ-ne

Nadya.F=ERG Yassin.M=DAT plant.M.SG.NOM cut-INF.OBL

di-ya
give-PFV.M.SG
‘Nadya let Yassin cut the plant.’

The difference between the two sentences in (12) and (13) can be illustrated 
as in Figures 3.1 and 3.2, respectively, which show a mismatch between 
argument structure and the realisation of grammatical relations. In LFG 
terms, both have a complex argument structure whereby one predicate embeds 
another. However, in the permissive, this does not lead to a parallel realisation 
of syntactic embedding. Rather, there is only one set of grammatical relations 
in a monoclausal predication. In LFG, by definition, a monoclausal structure 
is one with a single verbal10 PRED in the f-structure (Figure 3.2), as opposed 
to a biclausal one with multiple nested verbal PRED (Figure 3.1) (see Butt 
1995 for extensive discussion of mono- and biclausality in LFG).

10	  Technically the PRED in question need not correspond to a verb in c-structure but instead must 
be eventive, in the broad sense of the term. This allows f-structures which correspond to c-structures 
headed by other eventive predications, such as adjectives in Japanese copulas (Dalrymple, Dyvik and 
King 2004), to be considered in the definitions of clausality.
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Figure 3.1: Urdu Instructive: Biclausal Control.
Source: Authors.

Figure 3.2: Urdu Permissive: Monoclausal.
Source: Authors.

Evidence for these analyses comes from tests which show that in Urdu 
permissives the ‘embedded’ object (‘plant’ in our examples) functions 
exactly like a matrix object and there is only one predicational domain for 
phenomena such as negative polarity item (NPI) licensing, as shown in 
the upcoming contrasts taken from Bhatt (2005). The permissive allows 
for NPI, but the instructive does not. The relevant data are provided in 
(14)–(15); (14) and (15) are Bhatt’s (37a) and (38), respectively.

(14) a. ek=bhi lɑṛke=ne sita=se [kıtab

one=also boy.M.OBL=ERG Sita.F=INS book.F.SG.NOM 

pɑṛh-ne]=ko nɑhı kɑh-a

read-INF.OBL=ACC not not say-PFV.M.SG
‘Not even a single boy told Sita to read the book.’
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b. *ek=bhi lɑṛke=ne sita=se [kıtab

one=also boy.M.OBL=ERG Sita.F=INS book.F.SG.NOM

nɑhĩ pɑṛh-ne]=ko kɑh-a

not read-INF.OBL=ACC say-PFV.M.SG
‘Not even a single boy told Sita to read the book.’

(15) ek=bhi laṛke=ne sita=ko kıtab nɑhĩ

one=also boy.M.OBL=ERG Sita.F=DAT book.F.SG.NOM not

paṛh-ne d-i

read-INF.OBL give-PFV.F.SG
‘Not even a single boy let Sita read the book.’

In Urdu/Hindi, an NPI reading can only be obtained when the negative 
marker and the polarity item are in the same clause. When the negative 
marker and the polarity item are distributed across two different clauses, an 
NPI reading cannot be obtained. The data in (14) indicate that the instructive 
is biclausal: (14a) is grammatical with negation on the instructive verb ‘say’, 
while (14b) is ungrammatical with the negation on the subordinate verb 
‘read’. However, the permissive in (15) is monoclausal, and the NPI reading 
can be obtained even when the negative marker is positioned before the 
infinitive.

This and other data follow straightforwardly if one posits a biclausal 
(embedded XCOMP) structure for the instructive, but not the permissive. 
See Butt (1995, 2010, 2014) for further discussion and data.

Causatives
Both the permissive and the N-V complex predicates involve the 
combination of two separate predicational elements that act syntactically 
as a single, primary predicate. Some periphrastic causatives, most 
prominently in Romance, have similarly been argued to jointly predicate 
as a single entity (Aissen and Perlmutter 1983; Alsina 1996b; Rosen 1989). 
Causatives in Urdu/Hindi are formed morphologically. However, in terms 
of combinatorial possibilities with respect to argument structure, they seem 
to be identical to periphrastic causatives (Alsina and Joshi 1991). In this 
section, we briefly go through Urdu/Hindi causatives from the perspective 
of primary vs secondary predication that is relevant for this chapter.
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The patterns found with morphological causatives in Urdu/Hindi are 
complex and there are two distinct causatives, -a- and -va-. These used to 
be allomorphs of one another, but now tend to express direct vs indirect 
causation, as shown in (16). Useful overviews have been provided in Saksena 
(1980, 1982), Butt (1998, 2003) and Bhatt (2003).

(16) a. jɑngɑl jɑl-a

jungle.M.NOM burn-PFV.M.SG
‘The jungle burned.’

b. fɔj=ne jɑngɑl=ko jɑl-a-ya

army.F=ERG jungle.M=ACC burn-CAUS-PFV.M.SG
‘The army burned the jungle.’ 

c. raje=ne fɔj=se jɑngɑl=ko

king.M.SG.OBL=ERG army.F=INS jungle.M=​ACC

jɑl-va-ya

burn-CAUS-PFV.M.SG
‘The king had the army burn the jungle.’

Analyses of causatives vary, but as seen from the pattern in (16), at a 
minimum, the causative morpheme adds a causer to an existing predication. 
Indirect causation as in (16c) can be analysed as an instance of double 
causation whereby two sets of causers are added, or as the introduction 
of one causer and an additional (possibly adjunct) instrument by means of 
which the action is effected.

The precise effects of causation vary depending on the underlying lexical 
semantics of the causativised verb, with unergatives displaying different 
patterns from unaccusatives, agentives from so-called ingestives (e.g. ‘learn’, 
‘read’, ‘eat’, ‘drink’), etc.11 However, regardless of the variations in the 
combinatorial possibilities, the resulting predication is syntactically always 
monoclausal, resulting in a similar overall picture as that for the monoclausal 
permissives and N-V complex predicates.

11	  See Saksena (1980, 1982) for a detailed discussion of causativisation patterns and the interaction 
with lexical semantics such as the ‘ingestives’.



PROJECTING VOICES

96

While Needham and Toivonen (2011) include causatives in their discussion 
of derived arguments, they do not include causative agents in their inventory 
of derived arguments. Rather, the items that qualify as derived arguments 
with respect to causatives are the ‘by-means-of ’ instruments like the army 
in (16c). These are indeed difficult to analyse in Urdu/Hindi as they have 
characteristics of both adjuncts and arguments, fitting into the category 
predicted by Needham and Toivonen (2011). But what of the directly 
‘added’ causer argument in causatives? Or of the permitter in permissives? 
Are these derived arguments like those found in resultatives? Needham and 
Toivonen (2011) do not include these in their inventory of derived arguments 
and we argue that this is justified because these are the result of primary, 
not secondary predication. We propose that the essential difference lies in 
whether the ‘addition’ of information is via a process like predicate expansion 
or Template Augmentation, where the argument structure information of the 
main predicate is extended in a way that is compatible with the predication. 
In this process the main predication does not change in its essence, the essential 
meaning of activities such as ‘paint’ or ‘freeze’ remains the same, regardless of 
whether a resultant state is predicated. In contrast, in complex predication 
two or more separately predicating elements are combined into a new joint 
predication that is realised syntactically as a single, primary, monoclausal 
predication and that generally gives rise to a new predicational meaning. 
For  example, ‘give’ ends up meaning ‘let’ in the permissive.12 We proceed 
towards formalising this difference in the next section.

The primary-secondary predication contrast

Earlier in the chapter, we surveyed several phenomena that can be loosely 
subsumed under the heading of derived predication. Some of these 
have traditionally been taken to be instances of secondary predication 
(resultatives) while others are thought of as primary predication (causatives, 
permissives, N-V complex predicates). Intuitively, the difference between 
primary and secondary predication is the following:

(17) a. In secondary predication, all the core arguments and corresponding 
(sub)events are compatible with the event semantics of the main 
predicate. The secondary predication serves to add more information 
about parts of the predication already independently compatible with 
the main predicate as part of its (complex) event description.

12	  Although not thematised here, causatives are prone to lexicalisation, e.g. English rise vs raise, which 
used to be derived via a regular process of causativisation.
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b. In primary predication, two (or more) independent predicators 
combine to form a new predication (with a new meaning). This 
new primary predication jointly determines the overall (sub)event 
structure of the predication and licenses the arguments associated 
with the event predication.

For example, resultatives provide information about the result state of the 
undergoer. However, the undergoer is independently licensed by the verb as 
shown in (18) and in both of the examples we have a basic event of wiping. 
The difference is only that in (18b), information about the result state of the 
overall basic wiping event is explicitly provided.

(18) a. Ravi wiped the table.

b. Ravi wiped the table clean.

In contrast, with complex primary predication, we have the joint predication 
of two separate predicators, each of which means something different when 
used separately.13 For example, consider the separate verbal components 
of the permissive in (19), as illustrated in (20).

(19) nadya=ne yɑsin=ko pɑoda kaṭ-ne 

Nadya.F=ERG Yassin.M=DAT plant.M.SG.NOM cut-INF.OBL

di-ya

give-PFV.M.SG
‘Nadya let Yassin cut the plant.’

(20) a. nadya=ne yɑsin=ko pɑoda di-ya

Nadya.F=ERG Yassin.M=DAT plant.M.SG.NOM give-PFV.M.SG
‘Nadya gave Yassin a/the plant.’

b. nadya=ne pɑoda kaṭ-a

Nadya.F=ERG plant.M.SG.NOM cut-PFV.M.SG
‘Nadya cut the plant.’

13	  As a reminder, in this chapter we are concerned with complex primary predication. Simple primary 
predication has been well studied in the literature.
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Neither of the component parts of the permissive provides a permissive 
reading per se. Instead, it is the combination and joint predication of the 
individual components that results in a new, primary predication on a par 
with primary but simplex predications in the language.

Based on our definition of secondary predicates as providing additional 
participants already underlyingly specified by the event, we propose that 
permissives, causatives and N-V complex predicates, at least in Urdu, are not 
a type of secondary predication. This is because they involve the creation of 
a new predication and thus of an entirely new event and argument structure. 
This new argument structure crucially features embedding, as sketched in 
Figure 3.2 for the permissives and in (21) for causatives as in (16) (see Butt 
1998, 2014 for details).

(21) CAUSE < agenti BURN < theme/patienti > >

Butt (2014) proposes that the combination of separate argument structures 
in complex predication follows the same possibilities for combination as 
that of control and raising in the syntax, thus predicting that one argument 
structure is embedded in another in complex primary predication. 
In contrast, secondary predication involves the augmentation of an existing 
basic predication, without an extra embedding.

In sum, we propose that one can formalise secondary predication as a 
process of an augmentation of the basic predication; for example, along the 
lines of Template Augmentation (Rappaport Hovav and Levin 1998) or the 
type of lexical rules found in Needham and Toivonen (2011). In contrast, 
primary predication is a process of clause union, as first proposed by 
Aissen and Perlmutter (1983) and analysed within LFG under the term 
complex predication by Mohanan (1994), Butt (1995) and Alsina (1996b). 
We explore this distinction in the next section through the analysis of the 
Urdu Adj-V combinations and the adverbial pseudo-resultatives.

Adjectival predication
Now that we have surveyed various instances of complex predication and 
have established guiding principles for the difference between primary 
and  secondary predication, in this section, we return to the question of 
whether Urdu Adj-V combinations as in (22) and adjective-based pseudo-
resultatives as in (23) are instances of primary or secondary predication.
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(22) yasin=ne mez saf k-i

Yassin.M.SG=ERG table.F.SG.NOM clean do-PFV.F.SG
‘Yassin cleaned the table.’ (lit.: ‘Yassin did the table clean.’)

(23) rɑvi kɑpṛe sɑst-e bec-ta

Ravi.M.SG.NOM clothes.M.PL.NOM cheap-M.PL sell-IPFV.M.SG

hɛ

be.PRS.3.SG
‘Ravi sells clothes cheap.’ (He sells them cheaply, but the clothes are not 
of cheap quality.) (Butt et al. 2016, (12a))

We begin by looking at the Adj-V combination, then examine copulas 
and briefly return to pseudo-resultatives. We conclude that the Adj-V 
combinations are instances of primary rather than secondary predication 
(contra what is assumed in Ahmed et al. 2012 and Butt and King 2021).

Adjective-verb combinations

Like N-V complex predicates, Adj-V combinations are a common way of 
expressing verbal predicates in Urdu/Hindi.

(24) a. yasin=ne mez saf k-i

Yassin.M.SG=ERG table.F.SG.NOM clean do-PFV.F.SG
‘Yassin cleaned the table.’ (lit. ‘Yassin did the table clean.’)

b. yasin=ne kɑmra ṭhanda ki-ya

Yassin.M.SG=ERG room.M.SG.NOM cold.M.SG do-PFV.M.SG
‘Yassin cooled the room.’ (lit. ‘Yassin did the room cold.’)

There are several things to note about adjectives in Urdu. Urdu has agreeing 
and non-agreeing adjectives. Agreeing adjectives agree with the head noun 
in number and gender, as illustrated in (25) for the simple adjective ṭhandi 
‘cold’. Non-agreeing adjectives such as saf ‘clean’, also shown in (25), are 
not inflected.

(25) yasin ek ṭhandi saf gari=mẽ bɛth-a

Yassin.M.SG.NOM one cold.F.SG clean car.F.SG=in sit-PFV.M.SG
‘Yassin sat in a cold, clean car.’
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The adjectives in Adj-V combinations similarly agree with the noun they 
modify semantically (the table is clean, the room is cold). This becomes clear 
in non-perfective clauses where the verb agrees with the subject, as shown 
in (26).14 Here, the verb agrees with the feminine subject laṛki ‘girl’, but the 
adjective agrees with the masculine kɑmra ‘room’.

(26) laṛki kɑmra ṭhanda kɑr-e-g-i

girl.F.SG.NOM room.M.SG.NOM cold.M.SG do-3.SG-F.SG
‘The girl will cool the room.’

This pattern looks very much like that found with resultatives, where the 
result predication (the adjective here) targets a noun. In LFG, this has been 
modelled since Simpson’s seminal paper in terms of an XCOMP whose 
subject is controlled by the matrix object, as in Figure 3.3. This is thus 
a potential analysis of the Adj-V combination in (26).

Figure 3.3: XCOMP analysis of resultatives applied to Urdu Adj-V.
Source: Authors.

Indeed, Butt and King (2021) analyse these Adj-V combinations as 
resultatives. However, they model the predicational contribution of the 
adjective in terms of a PREDLINK analysis. This accounts for the fact 
that resultatives are monoclausal in the sense that syntactically there is no 
embedded subject (see the sections on copulas and on the PREDLINK 
analysis of resultatives for further discussion).

14	  Agreement patterns in Urdu/Hindi are complex but well-established. Verbs only agree with 
nominative (unmarked) NPs; overt case marking blocks agreement. If the subject is nominative, the 
verb agrees with that; if not, the verb agrees with the nominative object. If the object is also overtly case 
marked, the verb defaults to masculine singular agreement.
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However, consider the argument structure from which the f-structure 
in Figure 3.3 would be mapped. This would need to consist of a basic 
predication that is augmented. The basic predication in the sentence is ‘do’, 
which can be either intransitive or transitive, as shown in (27).15

(27) a. DO < agent >
b. DO < agent undergoer >

These possibilities would correspond to sentences such as those in (28) with 
respect to the Adj-V combination in (25). Example (28a) only describes 
a  simple activity, without an attendant undergoer to which a result state 
could be ascribed. Example (28b) is infelicitous, but this is the version 
that could be compatible with a resultative predication.

(28) a. laṛki kɑr-e-g-i

girl.F.SG.NOM do-3.SG-FUT-F.SG
‘The girl will do (it).’

b. ??*laṛki kɑmra kɑr-e-g-i

girl.F.SG.NOM room.M.SG.NOM do-3.SG-FUT-F.SG
‘The girl will do a/the room.’ 

Now consider what an analysis in terms of primary predication would 
look like, i.e. an analysis similar to the complex predicates described in the 
previous section on primary predication. In this case, we posit a light verb 
analysis of kɑr ‘do’ along the lines of Mohanan (1994) and Butt (1995) 
whereby the light verb contains an argument that must be instantiated by 
another predication. In line with Butt (2014), we notate this as %Pred to 
indicate that it is not yet fully specified.16

(29) DO < agent %Pred >

When the complex predicate is composed, this %Pred can be specified 
(i.e. instantiated) by a noun predication (as shown in the section on N-V 
complex predicates) or by an adjective, resulting in (30) for the example in 

15	  The undergoer is standardly referred to as theme/patient in LFG (Bresnan and Zaenen 1990; Butt 
2006).
16	  The % in the %Pred notation is used to indicate a local variable which can be referred to in other 
equations in order to further define or constrain the final argument structure or functional structure. 
Although we do not make extensive use of this formal notation in this chapter, we use the notation for 
consistency with the theoretical LFG literature.
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(26). In particular, the %Pred in (29) is instantiated by the adjective ‘cold’ 
and its undergoer argument, thereby giving rise to the complex argument 
structure in (30).

(30) DO < agent COLD < undergoer > >

We know that the target of the adjectival predication in these examples is the 
matrix object because of evidence from verb agreement and passivisation. 
This is shown for (24a), repeated in (31a). In (31a), the verb agrees with 
the feminine mez ‘table’ and this argument becomes the subject under 
passivisation in (31b). As such, the combined argument structure of the 
light verb and the adjective necessarily results in clause union: the undergoer 
argument contributed by the adjective ‘raises’ up and acts as the matrix 
object. An f-structure analysis as mapped from the complex argument 
structure is given in Figure 3.4.

(31) a. yasin=ne mez saf k-i

Yassin.M.SG=ERG table.F.SG.NOM clean do-PFV.F.SG
‘Yassin cleaned the table.’ (lit.: ‘Yassin did the table clean.’)

b. mez saf k-i gɑ-yi

table.F.SG.NOM clean do-PFV.F.SG go-PFV.F.SG
‘The table was cleaned.’ 

Figure 3.4: Clause union analysis of the Urdu Adj-V.
Source: Authors.

The discussion in this section has shown that an analysis in terms of 
complex, but primary predication accounts for the Urdu/Hindi Adj-V 
combinations better and more straightforwardly than an analysis in terms 
of resultatives or secondary predication. A further argument for the analysis 
in terms of the joint predication and unification of two separate argument 
structures comes from examples as in (32), where an extra source (glossed 
as instrument INS) argument is introduced into the clause. We propose 
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that this source argument is contributed to the joint argument structure 
by the adjective alag ‘separate’, licensing an extra matrix oblique argument 
for the joint predication, as shown in Figure 3.5.

(32) yasin=ne ʃiʃe=ko khiṛki=se alag

Yassin.M.SG=ERG glass.M.SG.OBL=ACC window.F.SG=INS separate
ki-ya

do-PFV.M.SG
‘Yassin removed the glass from the window.’

Figure 3.5: Joint predication as evidenced by additional arguments.
Source: Authors.

Contra Butt and King (2021), we therefore conclude that the Adj-V 
combinations should be analysed as primary and not as secondary 
predications.

Copulas

Besides the agentive predications with kɑr ‘do’ discussed previously, 
adjectives  can also combine with the verbs ‘be’ and ‘become’. However, 
these can be straightforwardly analysed as instances of copula predications 
(Lory 2015, see also Abbas and Raza 2014 on Urdu copular constructions 
in LFG). In this section, we provide a brief discussion and analysis of 
these  in  the context of a lively discussion in the LFG literature as to the 
analysis of copular constructions cross-linguistically.

Dalrymple, Dyvik and King (2004) outline the three major approaches to 
copular constructions in LFG: the copular verb provides the main predicate 
(e.g. be in English) taking an XCOMP argument; the copular verb provides 
the main predicate taking a PREDLINK argument; the copular adjective 
provides the main predicate while the verb, if present, provides tense and 
agreement features. Following Lory (2015), we assume that Urdu copular 
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constructions have the copular verb as the main predicate and take a 
PREDLINK argument. Two standard Urdu copular sentences are shown 
in (33) with the f-structure for (33a) shown in Figure 3.6.

(33) a. mez saf hɛ/hu-i

table.F.SG.NOM clean be-PRS.3.SG/become-PFV.F.SG
‘The table is/became clean.’

b. kɑmra ṭhanda hɛ/hu-a

room.M.SG.NOM cold.M.SG be.PRS.3.SG/become-PFV.M.SG
‘The room is/became cool.’

Figure 3.6: Copular f-structure with PREDLINK.
Source: Authors.

Crucially, this PREDLINK argument does not project an f-structure with 
a subject, unlike an XCOMP analysis.17 As discussed in Lory (2015), 
there is no evidence in Urdu for an additional f-structure component 
with an additional subject and event, as would be implied by having an 
XCOMP. We argue later in the chapter for a parallel analysis of resultatives 
so that the additional argument realised in resultatives and depictives18 is 
a PREDLINK and not an XCOMP, as originally proposed by Simpson 
(1983b). We  propose this analysis because there is no evidence for the 
additional subject and event implied by the XCOMP analysis, analogous to 
the reasons that motivated the original proposal of the PREDLINK analysis 
for copulars.

17	  For comparison, the XCOMP analysis of the copular for (33) is shown in Figure 3.I (see Appendix). 
In contrast to the PREDLINK structure in Figure 3.6 the subject of the copular is shared with its 
predicative argument.
18	  We focus on resultative-like examples as opposed to depictives. Urdu has depictives, as in (i). Figure 
A3.2 (see Appendix) shows our proposed PREDLINK analysis for depictives, but we leave a detailed 
investigation of depictives in Urdu to future work.
(i) bɑcc-a nang-a sot-a hɛ

child-M.SG.NOM naked-M.SG sleep-IPFV.M.SG be.PRS.3.SG
‘The child sleeps naked.’
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Adjective-adverbial pseudo-resultatives

Before returning to true resultative secondary predication, we briefly discuss 
the question of the Urdu adjective-adverbial pseudo-resultatives.

As discussed in Butt et al. (2016), examples as in (34) look like adjectival 
resultatives on the surface, but the distribution and semantics of the 
adjectives aligns with manner adverbials.

(34) a. ravi kapṛ-e saf dho-t-a

Ravi.M.SG.NOM clothes-M.PL clean wash-IPFV-​M.SG

hɛ

be.PRS.3.SG
‘Ravi washes the clothes clean.’

b. ravi am kɑm tol-t-a

Ravi.M.NOM mango.M.​NOM less weigh-IPFV-​M.SG

hɛ

be.PRS.3.SG
‘Ravi weighs mangoes less.’ (he cheats by misweighing them.)

The adjectives in examples such as in (34) are analysed as adjuncts by Butt 
and King (2021) and we adopt this analysis. As such, this construction, 
although involving an unusual adjectival use and superficially appearing to 
be a resultative, is synchronically irrelevant to our understanding of primary 
and secondary predication since these adjectives are classic adjuncts. 
However, it is this construction and its analysis that first prompted us to 
explore the space of secondary predication and, from there, to explore 
the difference between secondary and primary predication, using Urdu 
constructions to guide the analysis. It is also very likely that these pseudo-
resultatives historically developed from true resultatives, as a similar pattern 
is found in Romance (Ledgeway 2011, 2016; Silvestri 2016).



PROJECTING VOICES

106

A PREDLINK analysis of resultatives
As far as we can tell, there are no true resultatives or other instances of 
secondary predication in the synchronic grammar of Urdu/Hindi. 
Whether this is related to the prevalence of complex primary predication 
in the language or not remains an open question that could fruitfully be 
investigated. Indeed, Washio (1997) makes a distinction between ‘strong’ 
and ‘weak’ resultatives, noting that Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998) 
correctly predict that resultatives as in (35) should be possible whenever 
a verb’s basic template can be augmented appropriately. Washio classifies 
resultatives as in (35) as strong because the description of the resultant state 
is rather unexpected given the basic lexical semantics of the verbs.

(35) a. The horses dragged the logs smooth.

b. The jockeys raced the horses sweaty.

Washio also notes that exactly these strong resultatives do not exist in 
Japanese, whereas weak resultatives like ‘boil the meat soft’ do exist. Urdu 
also does not allow for examples as in (35). Like Urdu, Japanese makes 
intensive and productive use of complex predicates. Conversely, languages 
like English or Dutch that have been shown to make wide-ranging use of 
resultatives do not exhibit complex predicates of the V-V and N-V or Adj-V 
type found in Urdu and Japanese. Following the observations in Butt and 
Ramchand (2005) and Ramchand (2008) on how languages can differ in 
building up verb meaning, we posit that there is a potentially deep correlation 
between a restrictive use of resultatives and the existence of primary 
complex predication in the language. Butt and Ramchand differentiate 
between languages that make extensive use of complex predicates and thus 
wear lexical decomposition ‘on their sleeves’, so to speak, and languages like 
English or Dutch, whose verbal inventory is comparatively large and where 
single, simple predicates make up the bulk of verbal predication.

Since we have not identified secondary predication for resultatives in Urdu, 
in this section, we revisit English resultatives and briefly outline a potential 
LFG analysis of resultatives. English resultatives are secondary predications 
under the definition discussed in this chapter; cf. (17). Where our analysis 
differs from Simpson (1983b) is that the resultative is a PREDLINK, not 
an XCOMP. This reflects the fact that there is no evidence of an event 
or subject introduced by the resultative, as would be expected if it were 
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an XCOMP (see the previous section for a comparison to the analysis of 
copulas). So, the English resultative in (36) from Simpson (1983b) would 
be analysed as in Figure 3.7.

(36) I painted the car yellow.

Figure 3.7: PREDLINK analysis of English resultative.
Source: Authors.

The restrictions on the occurrence of English resultatives cited in the 
literature need to be captured at the level of lexical semantics. For example, 
the literature to date has demonstrated that resultative predications 
target only undergoers (and not syntactic objects, for example) and that 
the predication of a result state must be compatible with the basic lexical 
semantics of the verb and the undergoer. We posit that secondary predication 
(resultatives here) can only realise or elaborate on arguments licensed as part 
of an augmented argument template of the verb as proposed by Rappaport 
Hovav and Levin (1998).

Discussion and conclusion
We have examined the difference between primary and secondary predication. 
The initial catalyst for this investigation was an unusual pseudo-resultative 
construction in Urdu. Although the straightforward analysis of the adjective 
in these constructions is as an adjunct, the seeming resultative semantics 
of this and other Adj-V combinations led us to explore the definition of 
secondary predication and from there to how secondary predication differs 
from primary predication, especially primary predication where two or 
more lexical items contribute to the predication. This investigation resulted 
in the intuitive definitions repeated in (37).
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(37) a. In secondary predication, all the core arguments and corresponding 
(sub)events are compatible with the event semantics of the main 
predicate. The secondary predication serves to add more information 
about parts of the predication already independently compatible with 
the main predicate as part of its (complex) event description.

b. In primary predication, two (or more) independent predicators 
combine to form a new predication (with a new meaning). This 
new primary predication jointly determines the overall (sub)event 
structure of the predication and licenses the arguments associated 
with the event predication.

This chapter focused on the informal definitions in (37) and how they 
apply to different types of constructions, including Adj-V, N-V and 
V-V configurations, causatives and resultatives. While we have sketched 
analyses for each of the types within an LFG approach, we leave the precise 
formalisation of the definitions in terms of lexical decomposition and 
subevental structure to future work.

A related issue to formalise within LFG is how lexicalisation interacts with 
the difference between primary and secondary predication and between 
complex and simple primary predication. An example of where this arises 
is with particle verbs, which Simpson (1983b) and subsequent literature 
consider to be resultatives (Toivonen 2020), and hence secondary predicates. 
Although some English particle verbs have compositional meanings where 
the prepositional meaning of the particle straightforwardly combines with 
that of the verb, as in (38a) from an anonymous reviewer, other particle 
verbs are much more idiomatic and non-compositional, as in (38b) from 
Simpson (1983b).

(38) a. I pushed the drawer in.

b. The boxer knocked John out.
(i.e. he became unconscious)

Given the degree of lexicalisation in the meaning of many English particle 
verbs (see Toivonen 2020 for a detailed discussion of particle verbs), 
these appear to be closer to the primary predication found with complex 
predicates, as the verb and particle independently have a different meaning 
than when used together as a particle verb. It is often, but not always, 
possible to see how the combination could have given rise to the particular 
meaning from a diachronic perspective. However, synchronically the 
meaning is not compositional and in some case is so idiomatic as to be 
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seem fully lexicalised. For example, in (38b) the particle out refers to a state 
of unconsciousness, especially in the domain of boxing, and not to being 
removed from the boxing ring. Another example is the heavily lexicalised 
throw up with a meaning of vomit, which has both transitive and intransitive 
frames with this meaning. Based on this, we propose that particle verbs are 
primary predication and that the particle does not represent a resultative 
state, and that in many cases these are instances of lexicalised simplex 
primary predication that do not involve the productive composition of two 
different lexical elements (e.g. a verb and a particle).

In this chapter, we investigated the question of whether Urdu Adj-V 
combinations should be analysed as instances of resultatives. In order 
to answer this question, we first had to achieve clarity on the concept of 
primary vs secondary predication since Urdu works with a building block 
approach to verbal predication: two or more predicational elements are 
routinely combined to achieve a joint predication.

We concluded that the Adj-V combinations of interest should not be 
analysed as instances of secondary predication, but instead as instances of 
complex primary predication on a par with N-V complex predicates. We also 
conclude that Urdu/Hindi has no instances of secondary predication and 
leave the question of why this should be, as well as the precise formalisation 
of primary vs secondary predication in terms of the interface between lexical 
semantics and syntax for future work.
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List of abbreviations
caus = causative, acc = accusative, dat = dative, erg = ergative, f = feminine, 
gen = genitive, inf = infinitive, ins = instrumental, ipfv = imperfective, m = 
masculine, nom = nominative, obl = oblique, pfv = perfective, pl = plural, 
prs = present, sg = singular.

Appendix

Figure A3.1: Resultative analysis with XCOMP.
Source: Authors.

Figure A3.2: Proposed depictive analysis for Urdu.
Source: Authors.
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