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SOME NOTES ON EXPERIENCER CAUSATIVES AND
DOM IN ROMANIAN

This paper focuses on object experiencer (OE) causatives in Romanian, identifying a less
discussed pattern of variation. The results of a pilot study indicate that for a class of speakers
such predicates are not grammatical with an indefinite object, if the latter is not differentially
marked. A second class of speakers can accept unmarked objects but only if access to
direct evidence of the event is available. As these restrictions set aside OE causatives from
physical causatives, a non-trivial question refers to the nature of this difference. An analysis
is proposed that revolves around a pragmatic distinction between OE verbs and physical
causatives. More precisely, insights put forward by pragmatic investigations of OE verbs
have consolidated the observation, which we follow here, that these types of predicates
presuppose a perception event in which the object of the asserted event is a perceiver. We
further propose that the perception presupposition can be established in the context either
by differential object marking (DOM), which has an independently motivated sentience
feature, or by direct evidence. Subsequently, we also show that an analysis along these lines
gives better results when addressing these types of splits against more general interactions
between causatives, inanimate subjects and DOM; under previous accounts, the facts under
discussion are either unpredicted or not straightforward to derive.
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1. Introduction

The main focus of this paper is a type of variation involving object experiencer
(OE) causatives in Romanian. Although not previously discussed in descriptive
and theoretical accounts, the split under investigation here revolves around the
morpho-syntactic status of the object. More specifically, we will focus on two
classes of speakers. For some speakers, structures with OE verbs are not well
formed, if differential object marking (DOM) is not present on the object, as
seen in (1). We label speakers with this restriction Class A speakers.

(1) Class A Speakers — OEs need obligatory differential object marking
Context: Out of the blue
Reclama  *(l) amuza *(pe) un trecator.!
ad.DEF.F.SG  CL.M.SG.3ACC amuses DOM a.M.sG  pedestrian
‘The ad is amusing/amuses a pedestrian.’

A second class of speakers (Class B) allow an unmarked object but only under

direct evidence, that is if the speaker is directly witnessing the event under dis-

cussion.

(2) Class B speakers —OEs and unmarked object but only under direct evidence
Context: Looking out the window and seeing a pedestrian laughing
Reclama amuza un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG  amuses a.M.SG pedestrian
‘The ad is amusing a pedestrian.” (and the event is directly witnessed)

For both classes of speakers OE causatives are different from regular physical

causatives, as in (3), which are possible without differential marking in an out of
the blue context.

! Abbreviations: Acc = accusative, cL = clitic, paT = dative, pErF = definite, pom = differential object

marking, F = feminine, GEN = genitive, INF = infinitive, Loc = locative, M = masculine, N = neuter, NEG =
negative, pL = plural, Poss = possessive, sG = singular, 1/2/3 = person.
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(3) Physical causative
Context: Out of the blue for both Class A and Class B speakers
Reclama raneste un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG  injures a.M.SG pedestrian
“The ad is injuring/injures a pedestrian.’

In this paper we address the following question: why is DOM or direct evidence
obligatory with OE verbs, but not with physical causatives? The analysis we
propose builds on two, independently motivated, ingredients: i) OE verbs, un-
like physical causatives, presuppose a perception event in which the object of the
asserted event is a perceiver, and thus must be sentient; ii) the sentience require-
ment can be satisfied in two ways: through differential marking (Class A) or
through direct evidence (Class B).

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we provide a brief back-
ground on Romanian DOM, its interaction with causative predicates, and the
experimental set up. In Section 3 we address a special requirement of OE verbs,
namely the presupposition of a perception event. Section 4 spells out the analy-
sis we propose, while in Section 5 we provide some remarks about previous
accounts of the interaction between DOM and causatives and the problems the
Romanian data raise. Section 6 contains the conclusions.

2. Romanian causatives and DOM
2.1 Romanian DOM: a general background

As is well known, many Romance languages exhibit differential object mark-
ing (DOM) via an oblique marker (see especially Moravcsik 1974; Jaeggli 1982,
1986; Givon 1984; Bossong 1991, 1998; Torrego 1998; Cornilescu 2000; Lazard
2001; Aissen 2003; De Swart 2007; Rodriguez-Mondofiedo 2007; Tigau 2011;
Lopez 2012; Ormazabal and Romero 2007, 2013; Manzini and Franco 2016; Hill
and Mardale 2021, a. 0.). DOM refers to splits in the morpho-syntactic encoding
of objects, which are generally regulated by various traits, such as grammatical-
ized animacy, definiteness, specificity, etc. (Aissen 2003; Bossong 1991, 1998;
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Comrie 1981, a. 0.). Across Romance, an important factor is animacy, under
certain conditions (Bossong 1991, 1998).

In Romanian, certain types of objects are differentially marked using a locative
preposition, based on conjunctive sets of features, which normally include ani-
macy (Farkas 1978; Dobrovie Sorin 1994; Cornilescu 2000; Mardale 2009, 2015;
Tigau 2011; Hill 2013; Irimia 2020; Hill and Mardale 2021, among many others),
as can be seen in the contrast below.

(4) Romanian

a. 1l vad pe un copil.
CL.3M.SG.ACC see.1sG LOC=DOM a.m.sG child
‘I see a child”’

b. (D) vad (*pe) un copac.
CL.3M.SG.ACC  see.lsG LOC=DOM a.M.SG tree

Intended: ‘I see a tree.’

Despite their oblique appearance, such objects have accusative syntax; for ex-
ample, they can be clitic doubled using the accusative form of the clitic, as in (4)
a. The inanimate in (4)b, on the other hand, is not grammatical with differential
marking and cannot be clitic doubled either.

2.2 Interactions between causatives and DOM

In both typological and formal accounts (Comrie 1981; Torrego 1998, a. 0.) it
has been shown that crucial, important insights into the nature of differentially
marked objects come from their interaction with causatives. Romanian, how-
ever, exhibits a nuanced picture, which goes beyond current analyses, as further
discussed in Section 5. Here we are interested in a puzzling split, which separates
physical causatives (lovi ‘hit’, rani ‘hurt’, ucide ‘kill’, etc.) from object experi-
encer (OE) causatives (@muza ‘amuse’, infuria ‘enrage’, etc.). The former allow
unmarked objects, even if animates. OE verbs, however, result in ill-formedness
for a class of speakers (Class A speakers), if their animate object is left un-
marked. Another class of speakers (Class B speakers) allow unmarked objects
with OE verbs, with a twist — an evidentiality restriction appears to be imposed.
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More specifically, class B speakers mention that they can use unmarked nomi-
nals with OE verbs only if there is direct evidence of the eventuality — for ex-
ample, in the context in which the speaker is directly witnessing the eventuality
under discussion. The examples inserted below illustrate our core observation.
First, a physical causative is well formed with an unmarked object, as in (5), for

both Class A and Class B speakers. Secondly, an OE causative imposes restric-

tions: Class A speakers do not tolerate it without DOM on the object, as in (6),

while Class B speakers tolerate an unmarked object only under direct evidence,
as in (7).

(5) Physical causatives — DOM not obligatory

(Out of the blue context for both Class A and Class B speakers)
Furtuna a ucis/lasat invalid un batran.
StOrm.DEF.F.SG  has killed/left invalid a.M.sG old man

‘The storm has killed/left invalid an old man.’

Furtuna l-a ucis/lasat invalid ~ pe un
batran.

StOrm.DEF.F.SG CL.M.3sG.Aacc-has killed/left invalid  Loc=poMm a.Mm.SG
old man

“The storm has killed/left invalid a (specific) old man.’

(6) Object experiencer (OE) causatives — DOM obligatory even under direct evi-
dence (Class A speakers)
2?

a.

" "Reclama amuza un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG a muse.3sG a.M.sG pedestrian

Intended: ‘The ad amuses a pedestrian.’

Reclama il amuza pe un  trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG CL.M.SG.ACC amuse.3SG LOC=DOM a.M.SG pedestrian
‘The ad amuses a pedestrian.’

' ?Amenda a infuriat un sofer.

fine.DEF.F.SG has enraged a.M.sG driver

Intended: ‘The fine has enraged a driver.
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d. Amenda I-a infuriat pe un sofer.
fine. DEF.F.SG  CL.M.SG.ACC-has enraged LOC=DOM a.M.sG driver
‘The fine has enraged a driver.’
(7) Object experiencer (OE) causatives — DOM not obligatory, but direct evi-
dence is necessary (Class B speakers)
a. Reclama amuza un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG amuse.3sG a.M.SG pedestrian

Intended: ‘The ad amuses a pedestrian and I have direct evidence for

this.’
b. Amenda a infuriat un sofer.
fine.DEF.F.SG has enraged a.M.sG driver

Intended: ‘The fine has enraged a driver and I have direct evidence for
this.’

The examples we use in this paper are constructed with inanimate subjects (i.c.,
stimulus or causer). This is because predicates such as amuse, enrage, etc. are
ambiguous between agentive and non-agentive readings when they have ani-
mate subjects. Only the non-agentive readings are OEs that have the restriction
we are interested in. The same predicates with inanimate subjects are unambigu-
ously OE verbs.

Our data come from a pilot study run on IbexFarm in the summer of 2021. The
study had a 2x2 design with four conditions: 1) sentences with OE verbs and no
DOM, as in (6)a; 2) sentences with OE verbs and DOM, as in (6)b; 3) sentences
with physical causatives and no DOM, as in (5)a; and 4) sentences with physical
causatives and DOM, as in (5)b. Participants (N = 9, recruited through social
media) were asked to grade 6 sentences in each condition as natural or unnatural
on the 7-point Likert scale (7 = most natural). The sentences were randomized.
The study was within subjects with 1:1 filter:item ratio and included a practice
session. The mean judgements for each condition are shown in Table 1 together
with the judgments for grammatical and ungrammatical control sentences. For
ungrammatical controls, we have used both syntactically ill-formed, as well as
semantically anomalous structures.
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Table 1: Results of the pilot study

Condition Mean judgments
OE verbs with no DOM 4.535714
OE verbs with DOM 6.535714
physical causative verbs with no DOM 6.071429
physical causative verbs with DOM 6.535714
grammatical control 6.660714
ungrammatical control 1.214286

The results do show the effects of the absence/presence of DOM with OE causa-
tives, but they are not as robust as one might expect. To further investigate this
outcome, we followed up the pilot study with individual discussions with some
of the participants who accept OE causatives without DOM. It was during these
focused discussions that the participants indicated the necessity of the evidential
requirement in the absence of DOM. Therefore, we preliminarily divided the
speakers into two classes, as discussed above; more rigorous testing, however,
needs to be left for further investigation.

Given this background, the data present us with two questions: i) what blocks the
presence of unmarked nominals with OE verbs for Class A speakers; ii) why is
direct evidence obligatory with OE verbs for Class B speakers? In this paper we
argue that these restrictions are due to pragmatic differences between physical
causatives and OE verbs. In the next section we introduce an important charac-
teristic of OE verbs that sets them apart from physical causatives.

3. OE verbs: presupposition of a perception event

OE verbs (a type of psych predicates) have been mostly studied from the syntac-
tic and lexico-semantic points of view (see especially Grimshaw 1990; Pesetsky
1995, etc.). What is less discussed are the pragmatic aspects of these types of
verbs, although the unique flavor of OE predicates is arguably tied to them. The
intuition that OE verbs encode some kind of mental representation is present
in all types of accounts, including those that postulate an unaccusative syntax
(e.g., Belletti and Rizzi 1988; Grimshaw 1990), a causative one (Pesetsky 1987,
Iwata 1995, a. o.), or a locative structure (e.g., Landau 2010). But to the best of
our knowledge, this intuition has not been fully investigated, nor formalized.
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In what follows, we present evidence that in addition to structural characteris-
tics, OE verbs have pragmatic requirements that distinguish them from physical
causatives and constitute an integral part of their construal. We present the evi-
dence collected in Oyama (2003).

More specifically, this author argues that OE verbs have a two-way causal re-
lation. The first direction of this causal relation assimilates them to physical
causatives and is presumably associated with the truth-conditional content of
the utterance. It goes from the subject to the object experiencer and indicates
that the subject causally affects the object. For example, in (8) the hammer is a
cause of the window’s broken state and in sentence (9) Sue’s letter is a cause of
Dale’s joy.

(8) The hammer broke the window.
(9) A letter from Sue overjoyed Dale. (Oyama 2003: 76)

The second direction goes from the object experiencer to the subject and is
unique to psych-verbs. It indicates that the object experiencer is a perceiver in
a perception event in which the subject is the entity to which the perceiver’s
attention is directed. This second direction of the causal relation is part of the
non-truth conditional meaning of OE verbs.

Let us consider again (8) and (9). Although in both cases, the subjects are causes
of the effect on the objects, there is a difference in their interpretations. In (8),
the hammer refers to an object-particular, that is to say a physical entity easily
identifiable. But in (9), a letter from Sue has a representational interpretation.
It refers to the object as it is represented in Dale’s mind. This is a reflex of the
non-truth-conditional content that there is a perception event in which Dale is a
perceiver and a letter from Sue is a perceived object.

Linguistic evidence for the presence of this non-truth-conditional meaning with
psych-verbs (but not physical causatives) comes from the examples in (10). They
show that for knock over to have a psych-verb interpretation, the object has to be
a perceiver. Otherwise, the sentence is infelicitous.

(10) a. #The view that I couldn’t see knocked me over.

b. The car that I couldn’t see knocked me over.
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Similarly, if the experiencer object is deprived of some sensory input which is
essential for the perception event, the sentence feels contradictory. This is il-
lustrated in (11).

(11) a. #The color of the lamp amused the blind man.
b. The shape of the lamp amused the blind man.

Finally, only psych-verbs in sentences where the perception relation is not dis-
rupted show backward-binding, a key feature of OE verbs. Note that these facts
are problematic for strictly syntactic and lexico-semantic accounts of the dis-
tinction between psych predicates and physical causatives. The syntactic struc-
tures and lexical meanings of the grammatical and ungrammatical examples
below illustrating OE causatives (12) and physical causatives (13) are identical.
Thus the unavailability of backward binding cannot be derived by syntax alone
or lexical differences. Oyama (2003) argues that this unavailability is due to the
fact that the perception event is defective. We adapt the illustrative examples
below from Oyama (2003).

(12)  a. A picture of herself, surprised Ruth..
b. *A picture of herself surprised Ruth, because of its colour.
c. *A picture of herself, embarrassed Ruth,, who was asleep.

(13) a. That biography about himself, frightened the president, because of its
revealing details.

b. That biography about himself, frightened the president, because of its
bright colour.

Building on the observations above, we propose the following condition of use
for OE verbs:

(14) A sentence S with an OE verb can be felicitously uttered in context ¢ only
if it is
established in c that there is a perception event in which the experiencer object

is a perceiver and the subject is the entity to which the perceiver’s attention is
directed.
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In the next section we show how this requirement of OE verbs accounts for the
restrictions mentioned above.

4. Towards an explanation

We hypothesize that the observations discussed in section 2 are due to the prag-
matic requirement in (14). In particular, we propose that in languages that have
differential marking like Romanian, the condition in (14) can be satisfied in
two ways. First, the existence of the perception event can be established using
linguistic material like differential object marking. This strategy is employed by
Class A speakers and is discussed in Section 4.1. Secondly, the existence of the
perception event can be established contextually by using an evidential basis,
that is when the speaker has direct evidence. This accounts for Class B speakers
and is addressed in Section 4.2.

4.1. Class A speakers: DOM and the perception event

In order to derive the obligatory presence of DOM with OE verbs with Class A
speakers, we start by providing evidence for a sentience feature in DOM. We
hypothesize that this feature is sufficient to establish the existence of the percep-
tion event. This is because the characteristic property of a perception event is the
presence of a sentient perceiver.

There are at least two pieces of evidence that support the connection between
DOM and sentience. We will present the relevant data below. First, DOM is
obligatory in the context of pain predicates (durea ‘hurt’, mdnca ‘scratch, itch’,
etc.), as seen in (15). In the absence of sentience, this restriction would be sur-
prising because in Romanian specific animates do not need obligatory DOM, as
illustrated by the sentences in (16).

(15) Pain predicates and DOM in Romanian

a. *( doare  capul *(pe) un copil.
CL.3M.SG.ACC hurts head.DEF.N.SG LOC=DOM  a.M.SG child
‘A child’s head hurts.
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b. *(D doare  capul *(pe) copil.
CL.3M.SG.ACC hurts  head.DEF.N.SG LOC=DOM child
‘The child’s head hurts.’

(16) Specific animates do not need DOM in Romanian
a. Am vazut un copil.
have.l seen a.M.SG child
‘I have seen a (specific) child.’
b. L-am vazut pe un copil.
CL.3M.SG.Acc-have.1 seen  LOC=DOM a.M.sG  child
‘I have seen a (specific) child.’
a. Am vazut copilul.
have.1 seen child.DEF.M.SG
‘I saw the child.’
d. L-am vazut pe copil.
cL.3M.sG.Acc-have.1 seen  LOC=DOM child
‘I saw the child.’
Secondly, oblique DOM triggers co-occurrence restrictions for which more ad-
equate results are obtained under DOM encoding a specification more similar to
[PERSON] or Sentience (Irimia 2020, a.0.). In (17)a> we see a context in which
DOM cannot co-occur with a dative clitic interpreted as a possessor. To obtain
grammaticality, either DOM or the dative possessor clitic must be removed. Ir-
imia (to appear) has provided evidence indicating that the problem here is not a
clash of licensing in terms of Case (as unmarked nominals also need Case), but

rather the need to license more than one PERSON feature (one on DOM and the
other one on the dative possessor clitic).

2 See also Onea and Hole (2017) for discussion of the data under a different type of analysis, that builds

on licensing position. Irimia (to appear) has provided various counterarguments against reducing these
restrictions only to licensing position.
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(17) Romanian DOM and co-occurrence restrictions?

a. *Si/mi-I ajuta pe prieten.
CL.DAT.POSS.38G/CL.1SG.DAT-CL.M.SG.3acC  helps Loc=pom  friend
Intended: ‘He helps his own/my friend.’

b. Isi/imi ajutd prietenul.
CL.DAT.POSS.3SG/CL.1SG.DAT helps friend.DEF.M.SG
‘He helps his own/my friend.’

c. 1l ajutd pe prietenul meu/sau.
cL.M.sG.3acc  helps Loc=pom  friend.DEF.M.SG my.M.SG/his.M.SG
‘He helps my/his own friend.’

To sum up, the observations above show that DOM has a [Sentience] feature
that can be thought of as a felicity requirement. This treatment is similar to the
proposal in Heim and Kratzer (1998) according to which gender features intro-
duce a presupposition satisfied only for individuals of a corresponding gender.
Similarly, we propose that the [Sentience] feature on DOM requires that DOM

marked objects are viewed as sentient entities. Thus, a simple sentence as in (18)
is felicitous only if the child is viewed as a sentient entity by the participants of

conversation.
(18) Maria il vede pe un copil.
Maria CL.M.3SG.ACC  see.3SG LOC=DOM a.M.SG child

‘Maria sees/is seeing a specific child.

4.2. OE verbs and evidentiality

We hypothesize that the perception presupposition is also at the core of the evi-
dentiality restriction seen with the second class of speakers. In a nutshell, object
experiencer predicates require a sentient perceiver. Thus, the perceiver needs to
satisfy the existence presupposition; at a more abstract level, this implies that
objects that are of type <e,t> (semantically predicates, narrow scope indefinites)

The alternation in the shape of the possessor dative clitic is only due to phonetic reasons — the presence
of the accusative clitic in (17a).
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and undergo incorporation with the verb are not allowed, as they do not meet the
existence presupposition. Evidentiality is simply a grammatical means to force
the existence presupposition on the object. An entity that the speaker can per-
sonally see and who undergoes an eventuality the speaker can personally wit-
ness passes the existence presupposition and is thus semantically well-formed.

This strategy is employed by Class B speakers for whom sentences like (19)
repeated from above are infelicitous when there is no access to (direct) evidence
that the object experiencer is a perceiver.

(19) OE verbs and evidentiality: unmarked noun only possible if direct evidence
is available
a. Reclama amuza un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG amuse.3sG a.M.sG pedestrian

Intended: ‘The ad amuses a pedestrian and I can see the event happen-

b

ing.
b. Amenda a infuriat un sofer.
fine.DEF.F.SG has enraged a.M.sG  driver

Intended: ‘The fine has enraged a driver and I witnessed this directly.’

In summary, OE verbs, unlike physical causatives, presuppose a perception event
in which the object of the asserted event is a perceiver, and thus must be sentient
(Lakoff 1995; Oyama 2003, a. 0.). The presupposition of a sentience entity forces
an evidentiality requirement in the context of a predicate that presupposes a
perception event. The result is that the latter has to be directly witnessed by the
speaker, accounting for the restriction seen with Class B speakers. For Class A
speakers, on the other hand, DOM, possibly due to its specificity, is enough for
satisfying the restriction imposed on the object by the perception event.
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5. The bigger picture: where does Romanian DOM fit?

Although the interaction between causatives and DOM has been explored before
and has been proved to provide important insights into DOM, the Romanian
data are hard to derive under most previous accounts. Here we will illustrate two
prominent analyses, pointing out the ways in which the Romanian facts we have
just discussed are problematic.

For example, Comrie (1981, et subseq.) has addressed regular transitive clauses
with causative semantics, which also contain DOM (when the relevant condi-
tions are met). The leading idea in this work is that DOM is a disambiguation
strategy in those contexts in which the object has characteristics more similar to
the subject. The most common event frame is the one that has agents (and thus
subjects) which are animate entities. In those configurations in which objects
(too) are animate (and specific, definite, etc.), a processing clash arises, as the
agent cannot be correctly identified. As a result, DOM is seen as a morphological
means to signal the object, so that confusion with the subject can be safely avoid-
ed. The main problem with this account for the Romanian data is that it cannot
unstipulatively distinguish between the two types of causatives — the physical
causative and the OE causative. These two classes can both have animate agents,
as seen in the examples (20) and (21). However, only the OE causative requires
obligatory DOM or triggers an evidentiality requirement. Obviously, one cannot
claim that in physical causatives the animate agent is not a subject. Therefore,
the source of obligatory DOM with OE verbs for Class A speakers cannot be the
need to avoid interpretive ambiguity caused by a configuration containing both
an animate subject and an animate object.

(20) Criminalul a omorat un batran.
murderer.DEF.M.SG has killed a.M.SG old man

‘The murderer has killed an old man.’

(21) Magicianul l-a amuzat pe un copil.
magician.pDEF.M.SG CL.3sG.M.acc-has amused Loc=pom aM.sG  child

‘The magician has amused a child.’
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Moreover, we have seen that the same split also holds with inanimate agents,
as in the two examples we repeat below in (22), (23), and (24). In this case, the
objects are animate and this makes them more similar to subjects. The process-
ing bias would predict the systematic presence of differential marking in these
contexts. However, this is clearly contradicted by the data — as we have seen,
differential marking is only obligatory with OE predicates, and only for Class A
speakers. Class B speakers allow even an unmarked object, if an evidentiality
constraint is imposed.

(22) Physical causatives — DOM not obligatory
(Out of the blue context for both Class A and Class B speakers)
Furtuna a ucis/lasat invalid un batran.
Storm.DEF.F.SG has killed/left invalid a.M.SG old man
‘The storm has killed/left invalid an old man.’

(23) Object experiencer (OE) causatives — DOM obligatory even under direct
evidence

(Class A speakers)
a. "Reclama amuza un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG amuse.3sG a.M.sG pedestrian

Intended: ‘The ad amuses a pedestrian.’
b. Reclama il amuza pe un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG  CL.M.SG.ACC amuse.3SG LOC=DOM a.M.SG pedestrian
‘The add amuses a pedestrian.’
(24) Object experiencer (OE) causatives — DOM not obligatory, but direct evi-
dence is necessary (Class B speakers)
Reclama  amuza un trecator.
ad.DEF.F.SG amuse.3SG a.M.SG pedestrian

Intended: ‘The ad amuses a pedestrian and I have direct evidence for this.’
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5.1. DOM and position

A second type of analyses for the interaction between DOM and causatives
comes from accounts which link the differential marker to a specific position
of the object. A very insightful discussion in this direction can be found in Tor-
rego’s (1998) work for Spanish. An important observation is that in certain types
of causatives, more specifically the analytical ones, DOM is obligatory on the
causee. More specifically, when the causee (¢ una nifia ‘a girl’) precedes the
verb, it must be differentially marked. An example is below:

(25) Spanish

El fantasma hizo *(a) una niha lorar.
DEF.M.SG  ghost made.3sG LoCc=DOM a.F.sG girl CI'Y.INF
‘The ghost made a girl cry.’

(Torrego 1998, ex. 7a, p. 80; adapted)

For Torrego (1998), marked objects can only be licensed after scrambling to a
[Spec, v] position (more accurately, a second specifier of v), as shown in (26).
In that domain they are too close to the subject, and thus differential marking
signals that they are not subjects nor agents.

(26) Y (based on Torrego 1998)
ru
DO =DOM v
ru
Subject V...
ru
v VP
ru
v <DO>*
[+specific]
[TANIMATE]

The question is how to apply this analysis to the Romanian data. Given what
we have seen regarding the obligatoriness of DOM with OE verbs, for Class
A speakers it must be the case that in these contexts the animate object must
raise to a Spec, v. This operation, however, must be blocked from applying with
the animate object in physical causatives. It is not clear how this can be done
unstipulatively. This, compounded with the fact the precise position of DOM in
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Romanian cannot be unambiguously related to raising, indicates that a different
analysis would be more adequate for the data at hand.

A second type of accounts connecting DOM with a raising operation comes
from Lopez (2012). In this work, differential morphology is derived as resulting
from a licensing need objects with special types of characteristics (animacy, spe-
cificity, etc.) have. The requirement that these objects must be properly licensed
forces their raising to a position between VP and vP, as in (27). More specifi-
cally, the marked object raises to a specifier position of a functional projection
(abbreviated as o) which bundles aspectual and applicative features (hence the
special marking which is homophonous with the dative in Spanish).

The problem with analytical causatives as in (25) is precisely that they contain
an embedded domain in which an argument cannot be properly licensed. This
is represented in (28) — the causative predicate hacer ‘make’ has a non-finite
infinitival complement where the DP the girl cannot be licensed in terms of
Case, as the defective infinitival structure cannot license Case. A second pos-
sibility of licensing a nominal, namely via incorporation, is not available in this
configuration. Incorporation can only take place in a complement position, but
the relevant nominal is not found in a complement position. This is schemati-
cally represented in (29), adapting the structures from Lopez (2012). As a result
of both the impossibility of licensing in the embedded domain and of lack of
incorporation, the nominal can only be licensed by raising into the domain of
V_,..- This forces obligatory differential marking.

Ci

27 v (based on Lopez 2012)
L1l
Subject v
ru
y aP
ru
DO=DOM a...
ru
a VP
TaLL
v <DO>
[+specific]
[+ANIMATE]
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(28) ...oP (for examples such as (25))
ru
DP=DOM a
ru
a v
ru
VCQMA' VP
168
<DP> v
ru
v s VB
ru
VP AdvP
cry
(29) ..oe 1 b. ... el
v InfP Obj v
ru ru
Obj Inf v Inf
*Obj-V incorporation *QObj-V incorporation

(based on Lopez 2012)

As we already mentioned above, it is not easy to prove that Romanian DOM is
licensed in a high or low position or, crucially, that it is licensed in a different
position from unmarked objects (see especially Hill and Mardale 2021 for ex-
tensive discussion). Moreover, Romanian DOM is not obligatory on analytical
causatives. The difference we see instead is a difference between two types of
causatives, the physical and the OE one. These observations make it difficult to
fully extend analyses along these lines to Romanian.

In sum, the Romanian data are challenging for previous accounts that attribute
obligatory marking to parsing or structural constraints. By contrast, the analysis
proposed in this paper links obligatory marking on the object of certain types
of predicates to pragmatic factors. Moreover, the present account captures the
different behavior of OE verbs versus physical causatives by appealing to an
independently motivated fact, namely the presence of the perception event with
OE verbs.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper we discussed new data from Romanian concerning the interaction
between differentially marked objects and various (two) types of causatives. In
particular, we have seen that Object Experiencer (OE) causatives have a spe-
cial requirement: either their object needs to be differentially marked (Class A
speakers) or there is the need to have direct evidence of the OE event (Class B
speakers). Physical causatives, on the other hand, do not have this type of restric-
tion, unmarked objects being well formed for both classes of speakers.

We have proposed to explain these facts by taking into consideration non truth-
conditional differences between OE causatives and physical causatives. The
former contain a presupposition of a perception event that can be satisfied either
by DOM marking on the object, signaling that it is sentient, or by direct evidence
of the perception event. We have also shown that other proposals cannot derive
this difference.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank the audience at Colloque international a distance / Inter-
national online conference Lexpression de la causalitée en langue maternelle et
en langue étrangere / Expressing Causality in L1 and L2 (2021) and Linguistic
Symposium on Romance Languages 51 (LSRL 2021), the editors of the volume,
and two anonymous reviewers for very useful comments and feedback.

References

AisseN, Jupith. 2003. Differential object marking: iconicity vs. economy. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory 43/4. 591-614. doi.org/10.1023/A:1024109008573.

BELLETTI, ADRIANA; Rizz1; GUGLIELMO. 1988. Pysch verbs and 0-theory. Linguistic Inqu-
iry 6/3.291-352.

Bossong, GEora. 1991. Differential object marking in Romance and beyond. New analy-
ses in Romance linguistics. Eds. Kibbee, Douglas A.; Wanner, Dieter. John Benjamins.
Amsterdam — Philadelphia. 143—170. doi.org/10.1075/cilt.69.14bos.

323



Rasprave 48/1 (2022.) str. 305-326

Bossong, GEorG. 1998. Le marquage différentiel de I’'object dans les langues de I’Eu-
rope. Actance et valence dans les langues d’Europe. Ed. Feuillet, Jack. De Gruyter
Mouton. Berlin — New York. 193-259. doi.org/10.1515/9783110804485.193.

CoMRIE, BERNARD. 1981. Language universals and linguistic typology. Basil Blackwell.
Oxford.

CornILEScU, ALEXANDRA. 2000. On the interpretation of the prepositional accusative in
Romanian. Bucharest Working Papers in Linguistics 2. 91-106.

DE SwaRT, PETER. 2007. Cross-linguistic variation in object marking. Doctoral disserta-
tion. Radboud University. Nijmegen. 234 pages.

DoBROVIE-SORIN, CARMEN. 1994. The syntax of Romanian: Comparative studies in Ro-
mance. De Gruyter Mouton. Berlin — Boston. doi.org/10.1515/9783110886597.

Farkas, Donka. 1978. Direct and indirect object reduplication in Romanian. Papers
from the 14" Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society. Eds. Farkas, Donka;
Jacobsen, Wesley M.; Todrys, Carol W. Chicago Linguistic Society. Chicago. 88—97.

Givon, TaLmy. 1984. Direct objects and dative shifting: Semantic and pragmatic case.
Objects. Towards a theory of grammatical relations. Ed. Plank, Frans. Academic Press.
London. 151-183.

GRIMSHAW, JANE. 1990. Argument structure. MIT Press. Cambridge, MA

HEem, IRENE; KRATZER, ANGELIKA. 1998. Semantics in generative grammar. Blackwell.
Oxford.

HiLL, Vircinia. 2013. The direct object marker in Romanian: a historical perspective.
Australian Journal of Linguistics 33/2. 140—151. doi.org/10.1080/07268602.2013.814527.

HiLe, VIRGINIA; MARDALE, ALEXANDRU. 2021. The diachrony of differential ob-
ject marking in Romanian. Oxford University Press. Oxford. doi.org/10.1093/
0s0/9780192898791.001.0001.

IrmmiA, Monica ALEXANDRINA. 2020. Types of structural objects. Case, agreement and
their interactions. Eds. Barany, Andras; Kalin, Laura. De Gruyter. Berlin — Boston.
77-127. doi.org/10.1515/9783110666137-003.

IrRIMIA, MONICA ALEXANDRINA. [fo appear]. Oblique DOM and co-occurrence restricti-
ons. How many types? Open Romance Linguistics 1. Eds. Russi, Cinzia; Bullock, Bar-
bara E.; Toribio, Almeida Jacqueline. Language Science Press. Berlin. 1-20.

IwaTa, SE1Z1. 1995. The Distinctive Character of Psych-Verbs as Causatives. Linguistic
Analysis 25/1-2. 95-120.

JaEGGLI, OsvALD. 1982. Topics in Romance syntax. Foris. Dordrecht.

JaeGaLi, OsvaLp. 1986. Three issues in the theory of clitics: case, doubled NPs and ex-
traction. Syntax and semantics 19: The syntax of pronominal clitics. Ed. Borer, Hagit.
Academic Press. Orlando, FL. 15-42.

324



Julie Goncharov, Monica Alexandrina Irimia: Some Notes on Experiencer Causatives and DOM in Romanian

Lakorr, GEORGE. 1995. Reflection on metaphor and grammar. Essays in semantics and
pragmatics. Eds. Shibatani, Masayoshi; Thompson, Sandra A. John Benjamins. Am-
sterdam. 133—-143. doi.org/10.1075/pbns.32.08lak.

LanDAu, Ipan. 2010. The locative syntax of experiencers. MIT Press. Cambridge, MA.

Lazarp, GiLerT. 2001. Le marquage différentiel de I’object. Language typology and
language universals — An international handbook 2. Eds. Haspelmath, Martin; Konig,
Ekkehard; Osterreicher, Wulf; Raible, Wolfang. Berlin — New York. Walter de Gruyter.
873-885.

Lorez, Luis. 2012. Indefinite objects. Scrambling, choice functions and differential
marking. MIT Press. Cambridge, MA.

Manzing, M. Rita; Franco, Lupovico. 2016. DOM and goal datives. Natural language
and linguistic theory. 34/1. 197-240. doi.org/10.1007/s11049-015-9303-y.

MaRDALE, ALEXANDRU. 2009. Un regard diachronique sur le marquage différentiel de
I’object en roumain. Revue Roumaine de Linguistique 54/1-2. 65-93.

MARDALE, ALEXANDRU. 2015. Differential object marking in the first original Romanian
texts. Formal Approaches to DPs in Old Romanian. Ed. Hill, Virginia. Brill. Leiden —
Boston. 200-245. doi.org/10.1163/9789004292550 007.

McCAwLEY, NORIKO AKATSUKA. 1972. A study of Japanese reflexivization. Doctoral dis-

sertation. University of Illinois.

Moravcsik, Epita A. 1978. On the case marking of objects. Universals of human lan-
guage — Volume IV: Syntax. Eds. Greenberg, Joseph H.; Ferguson, Charles A.; Moravc-
sik, Edith A. Stanford University Press. Stanford, CA. 249-289.

ONEA, Epcar; HoLg, DanieL. 2017. Differential object marking of human definite direct
objects in Romanian. Revue Roumaine de Linguistique 62/4. 1-16.

ORMAZABAL, JAVIER; ROMERO, JuaN. 2007. The object agreement constraint. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory 25/2. 315-347. doi.org/10.1007/s11049-006-9010-9.

ORMAZABAL, JAVIER; ROMERO, JUuAN. 2013. Differential object marking, case and agree-
ment. Borealis: An international Journal of Hispanic Linguistics 2/2. 221-239. doi.
org/10.7557/1.2.2.2808.

Ovama, Kyouko. 2003. Experiencer-centred event construal of psychological causation.
Bulletin of Tokyo Institute 9. 73-78.

PEseTsKy, Davip. 1987. Binding Problems with Experiencer Verbs. Linguistic Inquiry
18/1. 26-140.

PEsETsky, Davip. 1995. Zero syntax. Experiencers and cascades. MIT Press. Cambrid-
ge, MA.

RoDRIGUEZ-MONDONEDO, MIGUEL. 2007. The syntax of objects. Agree and differential
object marking. Doctoral dissertation. University of Connecticut. Storrs, CT.

325



Rasprave 48/1 (2022.) str. 305-326

TicAu, ALiNa M. 2011. Syntax and interpretation of direct objects in Romance and Ger-
manic languages. Editura Universitatii din Bucuresti. Bucuresti.

TorrEGO, ESTHER. 1998. The dependencies of objects. MIT Press. Cambridge, MA.

Nesto opazaka uz objektni iskustvenik i DOM u rumunjskom

Sazetak

Tema su ovoga rada kauzativni glagoli s objektnim iskustvenikom u rumunj-
skom jeziku, kod Cega se identificira jedan varijacijski obrazac koji je dosada
bio manje pretresan. Rezultati pilot-istrazivanja upucuju na to da su za jednu
skupinu govornika ovakvi predikati s neodredenim objektom agramati¢ni ako
on nije diferencijalno obiljezen. Druga pak skupina govornika moze prihvatiti
neobiljezene objekte, ali samo ako je dostupna izravna bjelodanost dogadaja.
Kako ova ogranicenja razdvajaju kauzativne glagole s objektnim iskustvenikom
od fizickih kauzativa, netrivijalno pitanje se odnosi na narav te razlike. Pred-
lazemo analizu koje je stozer pragmaticka razlika medu glagolom s objektnim
iskustvenikom i fizickim kauzativima. Preciznije, uvidi dobiveni pragmatickim
ispitivanjem glagola s objektnim iskustvenikom utvrduju opazaj, koji ovdje sli-
jedimo, da ova vrsta predikata pretpostavlja perceptivni dogadaj u kojem je per-
ceptor objekt dogadaja za koji se veli da se je dogodio. Nadalje, predlazemo da
se pretpostavka percepcije moze ustanoviti u kontekstu bilo s pomocu diferen-
cijalnoga obiljezivanja objekta (DOM), koji ima nezavisno motivirano obiljezje
¢utivosti ili izravnu bjelodanost. Zatim takoder pokazujemo da analiza u tom
pravcu daje bolje rezultate kada se tematiziraju rascijepi ovoga tipa nasuprot
opcenitijim interakcijama medu kauzativima, nezivim subjektima i DOM-om;
po prijasnjim tumacenjima ¢injenice koje se ovdje pretresaju ili su nepredvidive
ili se ne mogu izravno izvesti.

Keywords: differential object marking, experiencer, causative, sentience, evidentiality,
Romanian

Kljuéne rijeci: diferencijalno obiljezivanje objekta, iskustvenik, kauzativ, zivost,
evidencijalnost, rumunjski
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