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            Abstract
          
        

        
          Though the type of verbal root plays a role in the computation of telicity, very little work has been done on this issue. Given the scarcity of the research on this issue, the present study aims to highlight the role of verbal root in the computation of telicity by providing statistical evidence that English accomplishment predicates behave not uniformly in several diagnostics for telic/atelic distinction: the compatibility with in/for adverbials and the ambiguity of in adverbials between event duration interpretation and event delay interpretation. We test whether English accomplishment predicates behave differently with respect to these diagnostics depending on their verbal root on 65 Korean learners of English and 48 native speakers of English. The result of the first test shows that in adverbials are chosen more often when the accomplishment predicates focus on result rather than manner. Likewise, for adverbials are chosen more often when the accomplishment predicates focus on manner rather than result. The result of the second test shows that in adverbials are interpreted as more ambiguous between the two readings when the predicates focus on result rather than manner. Event duration interpretation is more likely to arise when the predicates focus on result rather than manner, while event delay interpretation is almost equally available for both verbal roots. Taken together, the findings in the present study validate that the aspectual value of the predicate is conditioned, at least partially, by the verbal root.
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