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two mm,: to undergo wh-movement naturally. The existence of this second

grouping Is inexplicable in theories with monoclausal surface structures for

causatives. The VT analysis, however, gives it a natral explanation and

.mnqn&.m parallelisms between these facts and standard “island” pheno

in Chichews and other languages, P e
Similarly, the first half of this section showed that NPs in causatives

£roup i two different ways in Chimwiini as well. This time, transitive

n .Em causative of an intransitive verb an object or not? There is no singl.
principied answer to this question; all one can say is “In some ways M m .m,
Some ways no.* This is unaccepiable if the notign “object™ is ?uaﬂnhmmwn
If, :om.mcnﬂ. “subject” and “object” are merely defined in terms of woﬁm
canonical mHEon.:E_ or thematic properties, this situation is harmless, in-
deed expected, in a modujar theory. The “infransitive caugee™ simpl u:mm
Some of the structurat and thematic characteristics of canonical &%nuh ob
Jects and lacks others. From the point of view of one modular subtheor m
may be an “object™ (in that it i Identical to canonical objects in the HMM H
Mwamﬁmw@u E:Mmmww from Mn point of view of another subtheory it may :Mm
. W actually use the word “ohiect” is the
mBEn.Ewﬁ_n matter of terminology. mﬁmn Eoﬁr&hmw%&ﬁﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂ%mazﬁ
tybrid” GF behavior, they provide very strong support for this ..auo<mM._-

Preposition Incorporation

Up to this point, we have considered at length constructions in which a
single morphologically complex verb stands for both a verb and the head
noun of its direct object, and those in which it stands for both a vetb and
the main verb of its sentential complement. It was argued that these were
instances of Noun Incorporation and Verb Incorporation respectively,
where “Incorporation™ is the syntactic movement of an X° category to ad-
join to its X® governor. Given this, we might expect the incorporation pro-
cess to generalize across categories in languages of the world. In particu-
Lar, given that nouns and verbs incorporate into governing verbs, there is no
reason why prepasitions should not do the same. In this chapter, I will ex-
plore the hypothesis that they do, and that this is the source of the GF
changing processes called “‘applicative™ and “dative shift” in chapter 1, In
this way, yet another GF changing process will be reduced to Incorporation
without the need of particular GF changing rules.

5.1 APPLICATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS A5 PREPOSITION INCORPORATION
Consider the following paradigms from English and Chichewa:

(1) a. The zebras handed the trap to the fox.
b. Tsent a sixpack of beer to the mayor.
(2) a. Mbidzi zi-na-perek-a msawpha kwa nkhandwe,
zebras sp-pAST-hand-Asp trap to fox
"The zebras handed the trap to the fox.*
b. Ndi-na-tumiz-a  chipanda cha mowa kwa furnu.
1sS-pasT-send-asp calabash of beer te chief
‘I sent a calabash of beer to the chief.’
(3) a. Mbidzi zi-na-perek-er-a nkhandwe msampha.
zebras sp-pasT-hand-fo-asp fox trap

‘The zebras handed the fox the trap.’
229
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b. Ndi-na-tumiz-ir-a  mfumu chipanda cha mowa,
© 15S-PasT-send-to-asp chief calabash of beer
‘1 sent the chief a calabash of beer.'

In the English sentences in (1), the verbs take a prepositional phrase com-
plement as well as a noun phrase complement. The same is true of the cor-
responding morphalogically simple Chichewa verbs in (2). The Chichewa
examples in (3), however, are different. On the one hand, the verbs are
morphologically complex, appearing with a suffix which is traditionally
called the APPLIED or APPLICATIVE suffix; on the other hand, the sentences
seem to have one less phrase, in that a {second) simple NP takes the place
of a PP dominating an NP. Nevertheless, the sentences in {3) qualify as
“thematic paraphrases™ of those in (2) and good translations of those in

(1), since corresponding elements receive the same thematic roles through-
out. Thus, the morphologically cornplex verbs in (3) are another example
of a single word doing

the work of two words, but this time it is the work of
a verb and a preposition that is done.’

This set of examples is in many ways paralle] to those considered in the
previous chapters, and the guiding assumptions of chapter 2 point in
the same direction here. Thus, since (2a) and (3a) have the same theta role
assignments, the Uriformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis implies that
these theta roles should he assigned in the same way at D-structure. Hence,
(2a} and {3a) should have parallel D-structures, presumably like (4):

4 s

\/

J P VP
7ehras 4\_Zv/m.m_
| AN
hand trap P NP
..Q_mba pqn__x

-ir
where the object and the PP can appear in either order, depending on the
needs of case theory. I assume that in Chichewa, two different clements can
fulfil] the role of the Preposition in assigning the goal thematic role to “fox’
in this structure: kwa and -ir Kwa is a standard preposition; if it is in-
serted, nothing much need happen to the structure, and {2a) surfaces.
-Ir, however, is an affix; hence it must move to attach fo a verb root
by S-structure or the Stray Affix Filter will be violated. The Projection
Principle implies that thematically relevant structure must be preserved
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throughout the derivation. Since -ir is involved in mmmwmngﬂw. mew Mm EH
i I : hen it moves to preserve this relation,

matic role, it must leave a (race wi v

well as to head a PP node that the verb root subcategorizes for. Thus the

S-structure of (3a) must have the form:

(3) S

T

NP vP

# D

zehras v \\Eu// Z_m
IN N o
| | |

hand -irp fox

imi ionl i Preposition Incorporation (P1) struc-
The preliminary conclusion is that . )
Enmm@mo indeeqd exist, parallel to Noun Incorporation and Verb Incorpora
i fEres. o .
noﬂwﬂwﬂlﬂm (13—(3) with the patterns used to initially Eoﬁmﬁ NI mE.a
V1, we notice one potentially important &ﬂﬁnﬂnw. in O:_o:wému Eomoﬁ M
no «Boﬁwowomwo& relationship between the E%%mna_n“ﬂ m_.mvompwwwnﬂ @
it "] This is unlike some o
d the prepositional *““incorporee™ of (3). . ;
Mw NI m:ﬂ /wm cited, in which the same root was clearly Hﬂuom:ﬁmw_.m HHWMM
: is i i il 3.5.2, however; 1
of structures. This issue is familiar ».BE. » :
memﬂm the fact that the prepositional element is an mmmwa.s._:w H%Mohoﬁw
than a full root. As such, in addition -
morphology theory, rather : . Lo the or
iti hological subcategoriz
mal features of a preposition, it has a morp on e
1 i bound te a verb. Therefore it
ture, expressing the fact that it must be :
aonﬁ HE% the option of staying in place as a root ,_chmm wﬂdomrmme ﬂMv Mm_“,wm
iomn 1 i the PLin (3) is like the
lternation is observable. In this way, ,
Mcwnmmo of Noun Incorporation rather than the full compounding cases of
Noun Incorporation.* . A )
oﬂmnnn MMM minimal alternation between (2) EE (3} in Q:n_.ﬁsﬂ _”“w mm
wwnnoacnm of the fact that Chichewa happens to :mcﬂ Hs.oﬁ wmwmﬂmm tona!
i in the set 0
i ¢ an affix, the other not—which overlap in
MMHMM% Mm.mwmn. Of course, a language need not have QWE. Ifa WMM:MM
{ lexical items, then only one o
has only one of the two types o th : > o
i i . Familiar Furopean languages,
tructure types will appear in that language : . >
Man&anWﬂm:mFu French, and Ttalian, contain only Eamwmnnwnﬁ MRM%Mn
tions, and thus allow no general analog of G,vu On the o&m_.a mM_._.EW ome
languages apparently have only the @ﬂwom:_on,m_ affix, E.__ e
analogs of (3} but not of (2). One such is Tzotzil. a Mayan languag
Mexico, as described by Aissen (1983):
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6) a. ?1-B-h-don 5 Gitome.
ASP-A3-El-sell the pig
‘L sold the pig(s).
b. I @-h-con-bhe Sitom i Sune.
AsP-A3-El-seli-to pig  the Sun
‘I sold (the) pigs to Sun.’

(6a) is an ordinary fransitive structure. wi
» with the agent areurment d
M“nam E.m:_dnu.m expressed, the latter as the direct object cmmh the mnﬂﬂEﬁn
(6b), the ov:onﬂ amn.EQ goal argument is expressed, It jtself shows Eu.
as an unmarked object-like NP, but when it is included, the morpheme -be
:wcmﬁ mﬁ@nmm on the ﬁnnw..ﬁ.;m is like Chichewa’s (3), implying that the mor-
P M:ﬁ -@.m isa w_.%cmmﬂo:m_ clement that is generated along with the goal
an Fna p.unoﬁonm.ﬁm mta the verb, -be is clearly an affix, and Incorpora-
MM“ is %_um_mmanﬁ indeed the goal can never appear as a PP or obligue con
et of some kind, whether with -be or some other mo: i1,
. heme.
then, is the case complementary to English and Italian. peme. Tootll
ng%ﬂ m_wwmﬁ _uwm_... .omE:m preposition incorporation stractures such as
& m._wn A. u:Em:.anEo:E_w known as “applicatives,” or as sentences in
. atrve” ( : Emgmaﬁ.: “locative,” . . ) voice. The generative
MMMEER on this topic can be classed as medium-sized: it has attracted
mﬁw mhoﬂ_ﬁcw than noun incorporation, but less than mozphological causa.
- Nich information about the properties of P structures i i ¢
Mw:mnmmmm E-q available in the Relational Grammar Em_.m__.:nnwm _Mmmhwwmwnmw
¢ names of ““3-t0-2 Advancement™ or “Obj; :
: que-to-2 Advan e
Mwwnsm ﬂmn will become clear in 4.3. This body of work is _.Hnmwmw“ mmMMn
0y, however, in that the prepositions themselv ig-
nored, and explicit rules of GF changi i outate s 1
nored ging with stipulative conditi
invariably employed. The core idea that applicati i sonecal
ployed. . pplicatives arise from a
WMMMN nc%wswum M.._uamzwﬁm@ separate verbs and prepositions in MMHMMM.E
s directly irom important work on these constructi .
(1982a; 1984} (cf. also Gruber (1965 for Propotion o ontz
a; . }. who argues for Preposit “In
poration” of a more ghstract kind). M is di om Marautze 5
. : - My analysis differs from M 1
two tmportant details, however. The first is in inci covern the
npor ) . the principles that
combination of the two elements and th i praportcs o
ereby determine the i
the result: for Marantz, a i - P s vohues.
‘ » & particelar type of “‘merger” relation is in
‘ 1
JE._. Eoﬁ:oﬂo‘maﬁ feature percolation (in the sense of Licher M%@Mm%
M m_wm_mmmm prominent role; for me the relevant principles are those of stan
syntax, including the Empty Category Principl lter,
and Move-Alpha. The second kev di oo ot o ke,
Mo Ipha. y difference is that [ assume 2 na
”w._monos vznoi_m than does Marantz. This forces the uawommmonmﬂwﬁw
eave a trace, which has no counterpart in Marantz's analysis. The rest of
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this chapter will develop and defend a Preposition Incorporation analysis
of applicative constructions in general, and the version of such an analysis
that is shaped by the principles of government-binding theory as developed

here in particular.

5.2 THE DISTRIRUTION OF PREPOSITION INCORPORATION

In chapters 3 and 4, we saw that the distribution of NI and VI processes is
explained by the restrictions that the Empty Category Principle puts on the
trace of the moved X°. In effect, the ECP implies that an X" can only move
to adjoin to the lexical head which governs it {the Head Movement Con-
straint), since otherwise it will not be in a position to antecedent-govern its
trace. In this section, 1 give evidence that Preposition Incorporation obeys
the same constraint, thereby explaining facts zbout the range of applicative
constructions found across languages. Thus, the approach will uncover a
deep and nontrivial similarity between noun incorporation, causative for-
mation, and applicative constructions. Showing that Pl obeys the Head
Movement Constraint will be complicated somewhat, however, by the fact
that the theta role assigning relationships in PPs remain somewbat murky
in current theoretic work. Thus, we will need to find independent basis for

our assumptions in same instances.

5.2.1 Basic Consequences
Perhaps the one kind of PP which is universally acknowledged as being a
complement of the verb is the goal PP in “dative™ constructions such as

those in (7):

(7) a. Linda threw the frisbee to Joe.
b. I handed my exam booklet to the teaching assistant.

¢. Jerry gave a bracelet to his girlfriend.
Thus, with a number of these verbs it is ungrammatical or at best elliptical
to omit this PP:
(8) a. *I handed my exam booklet.
b. ??lerry gave a bracelet.-
Furthermore, dative fo phrases cannot be added freely onto any verb one
may like:
(9 a. 7*Kim beat her roommate to Brent out of anger.
b. *Sophia carved a figurine to Don yesterday.

Thus, verbs must be strictly subcategorized for the presence or absence of
- this type of PP in the sense of Chomsky (1965). Since subcategorization
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is wsually assumed to presuppose theta role assignment in GB theory
{Chomsky (1981)), PPs such as those in (7) are theta-marked by the verb
that governs them. Assuming that this generalizes to other languages,
prepositions of this type should be able to Incorporate in languages whose

morphological properties sanction such a movement, The derived structure
would be:

(10} 5
T
N N _
v p P NP

€Xam

hand to; % teacher

Here, the moved prepositional element c-commands its trace, and the PP it
is moved from is theta-coindexed with the verb, and thus not a barrier to
government; therefore, government holds between the P and its trace, sat-
isfying the ECP. Hence, PI should be possible.,

Indeed, the facts -agree with the theory on this point: “dative” ap-
plicative constructions are pethaps the most common and syntactically
regular class across languages. The exatnples from Chichewa and Tzoizil
in the last section are of this type (see (3) and (6)), and the same process
can be illustrated in many other languages. (13)—(15) show further ex-
amples that demonstrate the existence of this construction in a variety of
typologically different languages: ®

{11) a. Hu tugi® | katta pdrai  che'lu-hu,
IsS-write the letter to  the sibling-my
‘L wrote the letter to my brother.’
(Chamorro, Austronesian; Gibson {1930}
b, Hu tugi’i i  che'lu-hu ni kditta.
1s8-write-to the sibiing-my oBL letter
‘I wrote my brother the letter.*
(12) a. Saja mem-bawa  surar i kepada Ali.
I TRANS-bring ietter the to Ali
‘I brought the letter to AlL’
(Bahasa Indonesian, Austronesian; Chung (1976))
b. Saja mem-bawa-kan Ali surar iy,
I TRANs-bring-to Al letter the
‘T brought Ali the letter.”
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(13) a. Wa?-r-k-nmv?6.
AOR-DU-188/3m-write .
‘I wrote #.” {Tuscarora, Iroqueian; Williams (1976, 86))
b. Yah-wa?-r-khe-nv?Q-v-?.
TL-AQR-DU-188/3F-write-to-PUNC
‘I wrote [it] to him.’

Similar examples exist in Huichol (Uto-Aztecan; Comrie ( 1982}), the other
Troquoian languages, and Bantu languages. .

om.wn ECP also determines where incorporation cannot SWW m_mon. For
example, N movement and V movement, although aliowed E::E, the VP,
are blacked from the subject position: if they were to occur the incorpo-
rated X® would not c-command its trace, leaving it not propetly mo,ﬁ_.:..wn.
The same is predicted to be true of P movement, Hence, a structare like
(14) should be impossible:

(14 *5
>
PP Yp
N VAN
P NP v (NP)
| AN
i v F;

Ie fact, this seems true: I know of no plausibie or proposed cases of PI

from a subject position. This is not extremely telling in and of itself, how-
ever, since PPs are rare or impossible in subject position across languages
in the first place. Thus, the base structure ».85. which (16) would toﬁm._r
tially be derived will in general not be generated in .Eo first Emnm. m_._. ﬁ.Em
way, PPs differ from NPs and Ss, which can appear in the subject position
freely. Therefore, the predictions derived from the ECP are empirically
true in this case, but vacuously s0.°

Of more interest is the prediction derived from the HMC that P Incor-
poration cannot take place out of embedded structures. > n.._oﬂo or less
tikely candidate for what such a construction would look like is (15):

(15) a. The goats {ypate [pthe letter [ppta ?.:S.E.
b. (*)The goats [ pate-to, [pthe letter [ppt; Britta]]].

(15b), while perfectly imaginabie, is predicted to be mHmommmEo cw incor-
poration theory. In particular, the NP will be a Minimality Condition _umﬂ
rier to antecedent government, since its head ‘letter” is a ** closer governor

that selects the PP. Hence, the structure too will be ruled out by mn.m..
Strictly on the basis of lexical and morphological properties, the potential
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structure (15b) could be an actual structure in Chichewa. Nevertheless, the
result is ungrammatical {compare (2) and (3)}:

tives are nearly as common in languages of the world as the dative/goals,
and are perhaps even more syntactically and semantically regular. Ex-
amples of these are:’

(16) a. Mbuzi zi-na-dy-a tkalata [kwa Mavute]].
2Oats - 5P-PAST-eat-asP letter to  Mavuto
“The goats ate the letter to Mavuto.
b. *Mbuzi zi-na-dy-er-a {kalata [t Mavuzro]].
goats SP-PAST-gat-to-AsSP letter  Mavuto
“The goats ate the letter to Mavuto.’
(OK as ‘The goats ate Mavuto for the letter*?)

As far as T know, nothing similar to (15b) or (16b) has been attested, Thus,
here the theory of Incorporation makes a correct and nonredundant em-
pirical claim about the class of possible applicative constructions. Further-
more, it relates the impossibility of these exanmples to the impossibility of
other instances of nonlocal X° movement, such as preposition stranding
with noun incorporation (3.2), or direct verb incorporation from an em-
bedded clause with no preliminary movement (4.3.2). Thus, Preposition
Incotporation is seen to be the same as Noun Ineorporation and Verb Incor-
poration in this way. Of course, arbitrarily more complex hypothetical in-
corporations involving deeper embedding could be generated, all of which
will be impossible for ail the incorporable categories by this same reason-

ing. In this way, we derive a strong constraint on all morphosyntactic
“union” processes.

5.2.2 Incorporation and Theta Marking in Prepositional Phrases

The final consequence of the Head Movement Constraint is that incorpora-
tion of the head of a phrase used as an adjunct is impossible, since the
adjunct phrase itself will be a barrier to government between the position
of the verb and the head position inside the adjunct. Adjuncts contrast
minimally with complements in this 1egard, incorporation being possible
out of the latter, Here, however, checking predictions becomes difficult,
because there is little agreement as to which PPs are adjuncts and which are
actually argaments of the verb, In this subsection, I will explore these
issues somewhat, arguing that the predictions of the HMC are true in this
domain as wefl,

Empirically, the facts seem o he fhat applicative constructions are pos-
sible when the NP thematically refated to the applied affix bears one of the
following semantic roles: dative/ goal, benefactives malefactive, instramen-
tal, or locative (of various types). This list is arranged roughly in order of
decreasing commonness and syntactic regularity across languages. Dative/
goal PPs have already been discussed. Benefactive/malefactive applica-

(17) a. Mlimi a-ku-dul-a mitengo.
farmer SP-PRES—CUt-ASP frees
“The farmer is cutting the trees.’ (Chichewa, Bantu)
b. Mlimi a-ku-i-dul-ir-a mitengo nkhandwe.
farmer sp-PRES-OP-cut-for-ASP trees fox
“The farmer is cutting trees for the fox.’

“(18) a. Umukoobwa a-ra-som-a igitabo.

girl SP-PRES-read-asp back
“Fhe girl is reading the book.’
(Kinyarwanda, Bantu; Kimenyi {1980))
b. Usudwoobwa a-ra-som-er-a umuhuwngu igitabo.
girl sp-PRES-read-for-asp boy book
*The gir}] is reading the book for the boy.’
(19} a. °I-B-s-komgan hun kampana y-u?un héultottik
ASP-A3-FE3-leavea bell ac-for holy-father
San-torenso.
San Lorenzo
‘They left a bell for Qur Holy Father St. Lawrence.’
{Tzotzil, Mayan; Aissen (1983))
b. C-g-h-mil-be-ik cih.
AsP-A2-E1-kill-for-2pL sheep
‘Tl kill the sheep for you(pL).
(20) a. Ha punu’ si Miguel i bidbui péra guahu,
3s8-kill pN Miguel the pig  for me
‘Miguel killed the pig for me.’
(Chamorro, Austronesian; Gibson (1980}
b. Ha punw’-i yu' si Miguel nu i  bdbui.
3s8-kill-for me PN Miguel orL the pig
‘Miguel killed the pig for me.’
(21) a. Ne-O-ribw-ahk-9.
DU-255-word-pickup-IMPER
*Sing!” {(word-pickup = sing)
. (Tuscarora, Iroquoian; Williams {1976))
b. N-ak-rihw-ahk-v-0. :
pU-180-word-piclup-for-IMPER
*Sing for me!”

Instrumental applicative constructions are less widespread linguis-
tically, most of the examples coming from Africa. Nevertheless, the con-



238 Preposition Incarparation

struction can be very
Examples include:

(22) a. Fisi a-na-dul-g chingwe ndi  mpeni
mdaum SP-PAST-cut-ASF rope with Em? .
‘_.J:.m hyena cut the rope with a knife.’
b. Fisi  a-na-dul-irq mpeni chingwe
hyena sp-past-cut-with-asp knife rope .
“The hyena cut the rope with a knife,’

(23) a. Umwaalimy a-ra-andik-q ibaruwa n'i-ikarem
wmmnnmn SP-PRES-Write-ASP leiter with-pen *
The teacher is writing a letter with the pen.’
Kin 1 Ki i
b. Umwaalimy a-wnéa.&.k.mﬁwm.meém:awmnmwﬂw.mwﬂﬂw (1980
.ﬁomorﬂ SP-PAST-write-with-Asp letter pen .
The teacher ig writing a letter with the pen.’
(%) a. Aali ay-ii  Jeigi.
Aali cut-pasT tree
*Aali cut the tree.”
(Fula, memn.noumow Sylla (1979)
b. \_.nm.w tgy-r-i lekki jammbere. u
Aall cut-with-past tree axe
‘Aali cut the ee with an axe,’

{Chichewa, Bantu)

cited in Marantz (1984))

... ant contexts; in most, h
nation i e . : » owever, the alter-
15 limited and idiosyncratic.® At least one language is amwna_uma as-

havi . .
_._M““MW mmwmu..\_m“a.ﬁ Mua RMEE locative applicative constructions, however
anda as described by Kj i is illustrati .
ampley ot oot ¥ Kimenyi (1980). His lustrative ex-
{25} a. bwnng b-lica-ye ky meeza.

children sp-sit-Asp on table

The children are sitfing on the table.’
b. Abaana b-liea-ye-ho ameezq.

children sp-sit-asp-on tabie

The children are sitting on the table.’

(26} a. ﬂﬂ%ﬁhg y-a-taq-ye igitabo mu maazi,
child SP-PAST-throw-asp book  in water

*The child has thrown the book inte the water.’

regular and semantically transparent when it exists
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b. Umwaana y-a-taa-ye-mo amaazi igitabo.

chitd sp-pasT-throw-ase-in water  book

“The child has thrown the book into the water.”
2Ty a. Umugore y-oohere-je umubooyi kw’-iiscko.
woman  Sp-send-ASP cook to market
“The woman sent the cook to the market.’
Umugore y-oohere-je-hoisoko umubooyi,
woman Ssp-send-asp-to market cook
“The woman sent the cook to the market.’

=

-+ This, however, is the only clear and productive case of locative applicative

constructions I know of.*
The question now is, does this range of data confirm or falsify the pre-

. diction that Ps can be incorporated out of argument PPs and not out of

adjunct PPs? The answer clearly depends on which PPs are taken to be ar-

" guments of the verb (perhaps “optional arguments™) and which are not.
- Marantz (1984) assumes that benefactives and instruments are adjunct

modifiers of the verb phrase, based on the fact that verbs do not seem to
subcategorize for benefactive or instramental phrases in the same way that

-+ they do for certain goal phrases (see (7)—(9) above): no verbs require them,

and it is not clear that any verbs forbid them either. This poses no problem

- for Marantz’s framework, in which it is possible to “merge™ the head of an

adjunct (“modifier”) phrase with the head of the main predicate;"' it would,

- however, mean that many of the applicatives illustrated above are counter-

examples to the incorporaticn theory. Yet, it does not necessarily follow
from the fact that benefactive and instrumental phrases are never obh-
gatory that they are not theta-marked by the verb when they do appear.
Indeed, the contrary is always assumed for the objects of verbs like eat,
which are “optional™ in some sense but are certainly complements of the
verb in structures where they are present. I will offer two reasons that,
while not cenclusive, give reason to think that the same is true for benefac-
tive and instrumental phrases, as well as for some locatives.

The first reason for saying that these constructions are arguments of the
verb is based on semantic intuitions about what factors the exact semantic
role of the NP in question depends on. It seems BOTH the prepositional
element and the specific verb together play a significant role in determining
the reading of the NP in this class of cases. For example, what I have been
calling the “benefactive™ applied affix in Chichewa certainly drastically
narrows the range of interpretations its associated NP can have, giving it
the element of meaning that can be characterized roughly as ‘person who
the actor (intends to} affect by the action.” However, the specific interpreta-
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tion within this general area can be affected by the particular verb in-
volved. Consider the following examples:

(28) a. Misikana a-na-phik-ir-a ana nsima.
girl SP-PAST-cook-APPL-ASP children cornmeal
“The girl cooked cornmeal for the children.’
b. Kambuky a-na-b-er-a mkango njinga.
leopard  Sp-pAST-steal-sPpL-asP lion bicycle
“The leopard stole the bicycle from the lion.’
(29} a. Awsikana a-na-vin-ir-a mfumu.
girls SP-PAST-dance-APPL-ASP chief
"The girls danced for the chief.’
b. Ndi-na-vend-er-a kalulu.
155-PAST-walk-APPL-ASP hare
‘I walked for the hare.’

(28a) is the classic (and most common) benefactive interpretation: the
natural reading is that the woman is cooking for the children’s benefit. In
addition, the ‘children’ are 2 kind of goal, i that they will receive the corn-
meal when it is done. If, however, the verb has negative content, the inter-
pretation can invert, sach that the associated NP is adversely rather than
positively affected by the action, as illustrated in (28b). Here also the
affected NP “lior’ is the source of the bicycle rather than its goal. "2 (292a)
and (29b) both correspond to benefactives in English, but they have read-
ings that do pot coincide. The rormal interpretation of (292) is that the
dancing takes place so that the chief can watch and enjoy it. (29b), on the
other hand, does not have this reading; instead of meaning that I walk be-
cause I think that the hare will enjoy watching me do so, it means that I
walk because the hare is responsible for walking for some reason and T
fulfill that responsibility for him. Thus, the exact interpretation of the
“benefactive™ NP is a function of both the verb and the prepositional ele-

ment. Similar observations can be made about Romance PPs with the

preposition a ‘to/for’ .13

The same kinds of dependencics of mterpretation occur with instrumen-

tals, as noticed by Marantz (1984) (citing Dick Carter). An ingtrumental
preposition like with narrows the class of interpretations of its NP greatiy,
focusing it down to something like ‘inanimate tool used by the actor in per-
forming the action’. Nevertheless, as Marantz (1984, 246) puts it:

The class of roles usuaily cafled Instrumentals includes widely varying roles.
Which member of this class a given instrumental NP wiil bear depends on the verb
producing the predicate with which the instrumental is associated,
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" Em of his examples illustrating this are:

(30) a. Elmer unlocked the porcupine cage with a wnw.. .
o w. Elmer examined the inscription with the magnifying glass.

\ key in (30a) is an “intermediary agent” in the action, in the sense that
MM MMM mAwEmHE:m to the key such that the key ao,.um man&E.m Rw wﬂm
cage, such that the cage unlocks. In contrast, mwm magnifying glass in mmq W
‘refers to a tool used in the action, but one s&.ﬁ: aonm:son.n.oaﬂom.ﬁ affec
. “the inscription in any way. Marantz calls mzm class ».mﬁ:ﬁaﬂm imstru-
" mentals. Indeed, Marantz shows that these differences .m:._onm _mmqﬁdon-
tals have tangible syntactic consequences: %9. axmm.:w_n Eﬁnawm_mﬁ.m. agent
- instruments can appear in subject position in English, whereas mmo:_.mmn.nm
" instruments cannot (cf. A key unlocked 5@ cage vs. %ﬂﬁ. Enm;e@hxm
- glass examined the inscription}. Thus, the ﬂ“ﬂﬁnﬁanﬁ%: of instrumenta
i ion of both the verb and the preposition.

Zﬁw%&mﬂww %w%umﬂmmm holds true for a subset of locative PPs. Consider the

folowing paradigm:

(31) a. Carmel went in the room.
b. Carmel sat in the room.
¢. Carmel ran in the room.

Here the phrase in the room has significantly different Enmnw:mw depending
on the verb that governs it. In (31a), it names a path of motion: Carmel
must have actually crossed the threshold. In (31b), :os.oaﬂ.._ mro same
phrase describes not a path, but a pure location s&ﬂd Hw.m sitting Sw..ocm
place. Thus, the threshold of the room is not implicated. in any Mamw._.n
(31b). Finally, (31c) is ambiguous between these two types of 8»&:@@ it
can mean either that Carmel went into the room by renning (path reading),
or that Carmel was running around in circles in the Ean—n.& F_o room
(pure location reading). In each case, the actual range of ﬂnmn__bmm. is annmm...
mined by the verb, even though the preposition in Hmwmm a moamnco contri-
bution that is common to all of these cases by defining a particular space
relative to the object mentioned by its complement the room. Fnooa, some
verbs Do subcategorize for locative phrases. Thus, the fellowing are ellip-
tical or ungrammatical without some such phrase:

(32) a. The snake went ??7{down his hole). )
b. Joe put the tambourine *(in his backpack) before leaving.

Assuming again that subcategorization implies theta role assignment, the
verb must assign a theta role to PPs like these.

=
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In each of these cases, we have found that the ultimate semantic role
of the NP depends both on lexical properties of the particular preposition
and on lexical properties of the particular main verb. In fact, the seman-
tic judgments are adequately described by saying that the P determines a
certain range of interpretations that the NP can have, and the V then fur-
ther lirnits that range. Now theta role assignment is supposedly a formal
grammaticalization of compositional semantic dependencies. Therefore, it
seems that these semantic facts indicate that in benefactives, instrumen-
tals, and some locatives, the P theta-marks the NP and the V theta-marks
the resulting PP.

The second argument that PPs of these types are arguments of the verb
comes from the Empty Category Principle, which states that every trace
must be governed either by its antecedent or by something that assigns it a
theta role. This principle then can be used to test whether a given phrase is
theta-marked or not if one moves the phrase far enough so that there is no
possibility that the antecedent governs the trace. Then, if the structure s
grammatical, the phrase must have been theta-marked; if it is ungram-
matical, it must not have been theta-marked (Huang ¢1982), Lasnik and
Saito (1984)). The following illustrates the kinds of contrasts that are ex-
pected given this:

(33) a. Ididr'tzemember to fix {the car] [by adjusting the spark plugs].
b. Which car, do you remember how; to fix ¢, 47
¢. *How; de you remember which car, to fix 5?
In (33a), there are two elements in the lower VP which ean be questioned:
the theta-marked direct object and the manner adverbial, which is not
theta-marked. When the direct object is moved long distance over a Comp
filled by another question word as in {33b), the result is quite acceptabie,
with no more than a slight degradation from Subjacency. However, when
the manner question word kow is similarly moved over a filled Comp as in
(33¢), the result is uninterpretable with the intended reading, since the ECP
is violated.
The question then is whether benefactive, instrumental, and locative
PPs show the free movement behavior of theta-marked direct objects, or

the restricted movement behavior of non—theta-marked adverbials. The
relevant data are:

BENEFACTIVE:
(34) a.  Iknow to bake a good cake {for my friends] {by whipping the
eggwhites vigorously].

I remember to buy clothes [for my wife] [by checking the
sizes].
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b. ?For which of your friends do you know how to bake a cake (that
they will enjoy)? )
?For whom do you remember how to buy clothes (that will fit
properly)?
¢. *How do you know for which friends to bake a cake (that they
will enjay)? . ,
*How do you remember who to buy clothes (that will fif) for?

STRUMENTAL: . . o
_HMmm,\. a. I always forget to open doors [with this key] [by flicking my
wrist].

I know to seal these cans [with a hammer] [by tapping lightly
on their tops]. . ,
b. (7 With which key do you always forget :94 to open doors?
(?) With what do you wonder how to seal paint cans?
¢. *How do you always forget with which key to open doors?
*How do you wonder what to seal paint cans with?

LOCATIVE: .
(36) a. 1know to sit [in that chair] comfortably {by keeping my back
straight].

I wonmonm SH@E the books [on the top shelf] ?.m using a iadder].

b. In which chair do yon know how to sit comfortabiy?

On which shelf did you forget how to put the books?

¢. *How do you know in which chair to sit comfortably?

*How did you forget which shelf to put the books on?

The situation is fairly clear: in each case the long movement of the PP in
question is no more than slightly odd. In particular, there is a &mmw. contrast
between the (b) sentences and the much worse (c) sentences, s.m.:o: show
the standard ECP effect of long-extracting an adjunct phrase. ,E:m. contrast
leads us to the conclasion that the (b) sentences are not ECP violations, but
rather the traces of the PPs are in fact properly governed by the embedded
verb. This implies that they are assigned a thematic role by the lower verb,
we have supposed."
® .ﬁm_.ﬂ, m@EMMﬁo selection and wh-movement converge on the fact that
benefactive, instrumental, and certain locative phrases mnm Emm.on argu-
ments of the nearby verb. Assuming that this conclusion is valid cross-
linguistically, it follows that the PP node dominating such phrases will not
be a barrier to government between the verb and the head of the PP. Thus,
Preposition Incorporation will be grammatical in n.ﬁmm.nmwom_ thereby ac-
counting for the range of applicative constructions seen in EVI.QU. Iten-
tatively conclude that this is evidence for a PI theory of applicative con-
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structions, rather than evidence ag,
repeated here, with an indication of their S-structures;
(37} a. BENEFACTIVE {Chichews):
Miimi mﬁm-waég..mﬁam Ippt; m%mwgsm: mitengo|
farmer  cut-for . fox trees
‘The farmer is cutting trees for the fox,’
b. INSTRUMENTAL {Chichewa):
Fisi Ivea-na-dul-ir,-a (vet; (upmpeni]] chingwe]
hyena cut-with knife  rope
‘The hyena cut the rope with a knife,’
¢. LOCATIVE (Kinyarwandz):
Umwaana Héwé-mmn.wm-_&? [ep?; [ipamaazil] igitabo)
child throw-in water  book
“The child has thrown the book into the water.’

In all this, however, we have

still not seen whether Pl js possible out of a
true PP adjunet or not. Here

an instructive minimal contrast can be found
within the class of locative PPs, only some of which are theta-marked by
the verb. In fact, there is a classical linguistic distinetion between “inner
locatives™ (the arguments) an

d adjunct or “outer” locatives. Hornstein and
Weinberg ( 1981, 88) iflustrate the difference betw
lowing examples:

(38) a. Islept in the bed.
b. Islept in New York.

Here it is claimed that ir e bed is a(n optional) theta-marked complement
of the verb, while in New H\awfmmhoomnﬁ m&::ngwnﬁﬁnan:mnomn cn

added to any verb phrase in English.'s Hornstein and Weinberg go on to
point out that there are some differences in symiactic behavior between the
two types of locatives. For example, Preposition stranding is possible with
argument locatives, but is harder with adjunct locatives:

(39) a.  Isleptin my bed in New York.
b.  Which bed did you sleep in in New York?
. T*Which city did you sleep in your bed in?

This, then, is one clasg of PPs which are not theta-
theory of Incorporation thep predicts that PI sh

these “outer locatives,” just as incorporating N out of Np adjuncts or V oqut

of 8 adjuncts is impossible. The following contrast in Kinyarwanda shows
this to be true (Kimenyi ( 1980)):

marked by the verb. The

ainst it. Examples of these Processes are

i
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. (40) a. Abaana b-iica-ye ku meeza.
. children Sp-sit-as® on table )
*The children are sitting on the table.”
b. Abaana b-iica-ye-ho ameeza.
children sp-sit-asP-on table ,
“The childrer are sitting on the table.
(41} a. Abaana b-ilica-ye ku MUSOZi.
. children sp-sit-ASP on mountain .
“The children are sitting on (the top of } the mountain.
b. *Abaana b-lica-ye-ho xﬁﬁeﬁm
children sp-sit-asP-on mountain .
“The children are sitting on the mountain.

- The difference between (40a) and (41a) is parallel to the difference between

(38a) and (38b), and the prepositionai &Mnﬂwﬁ MMM“N%%%HM M._Rﬁwwowoﬂm.g
ut not in thesecon . :
.MMMMGAM? MHHMM m“wh_wmuwum examples of locative applicative nosmq:acowm MMM
.Emammc,_w “immer™ locatives (e.g. .valﬁd above). WEMN. Q@omoom o
standardty assumed to be adjuncts include most Sﬁm_.un ﬂ _m%m _.V . o
Monday’, ‘for two weeks’), manner m_..:mmg {e.g. ‘in mE or 5 w_.m. and
“reason” phrases (e.g. ‘for a cheap .E.HE ). In generzl, the mw m_mnwaﬁ
tions of phrases like these cannot he ﬁ.:oo.ﬂ.wo_.mﬁon to form an Mmon -
construction. ' If this is a true generalization, then the FnoﬁMn fon sy
tem improves upon Marantz’s (1984) Merger account of applica mw_m,ms-
that it correctly distinguishes between the @o.mm&_n and Hﬂmommwsag&
stances of applicative formation in terms which can be indep
Ec%nawwwn““_nmmouu I have shown that Preposition Hanoﬁn.wnmmo: is mmﬂﬁoawwﬂm
by the Empty Category Principle and shows ﬁ.wo usual &mm:a:noﬂw ! ﬂmM: "
metry between complements and mnuu.m.ﬂuﬂm&namam”w@mﬁwo”%_ ihe s
inguistic variation in the so-c **applic

MMMMMM”M& woa in an explanatory way." EonooMon, L have nwﬁmnm.m M_Mwo mﬂwﬁ
erative semantics—like generalization about _u_.&_omﬁw raising {section
4.2} to include prepositions as well as nouns and <Q..cm. all Hqﬂmwu. mno he
right circumstances, incorporate into a higher ﬁaw&mmﬁn. is ”u oMu
tion relation has the same configurational properties in each instance.

3.3 TuE OBJECTS OF APPLICATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

So far we have discussed the range and diszibution of .m%:nmﬁd oommsdm-
tions and how it can be explained in terms of Preposition Incorporation. In
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this section I turn to consideration of the syntactic characteristics of the
applicative constructions which actually exist. We will sec that these prop-
erties also are readily explicable in terms of the principles of grammar
relevant to X° movement, as they have been developed in previous chap-
ters. In particular, these constructions have the special property of having
two bare “objects™: the original D-structure direct object, which I call the
BASIC object; and the NP which is stranded by the P when it incorporates

which I call the APFLIED object, since its presence is a result of the muu
plicative construction. The discussion then focuses on how the Tequire-
ments of case theory and the Principle of PR Interpretation apply to these
two VP-internal NPs to determine aspects of their syntax. Moreover, the
Case-assigning parameters that arose in the discussion of causatives T.uv
will also be seen to account for one type of cross-linguistic variation in
applicatives as wejl.

It should be mentioned at the outset that there is a second type of varia-
tion in the syntax of applicatives which interacts with these issues, but
which has a very different source: namely, a universal thematic role mmwmmm.
ment asymmetry between instrumentals and benefactives. This is discussed
in depth in Baker (in preparation),” so I will put it aside here. We wiil
mun:m instead on data from the dative and benefactive applicative construc-
ttons, which are the most common and best described cross-linguistically,

5.3.1 The Applied Object

First let us consider the applied object, which is left behind by the preposi-
tion when it ircorporates. In groundbreaking work on applicative construc-
tions, Marantz (1982a; 1984) articulates a fundamental property of their
syatax: whenpever a verb appears with both extra morphology and an addi-
tional NP argument bearing some oblique thematic role (a pretheoretical
mrmBnﬁnNmaou aof applicatives), that additional NP argument wili behave
like the surface direct object of the compiex verb. In fact, if the verb root
itself normally takes an NP object, this new applied object will show more
behavior characteristic of canonical direct objects than will the basic object
itself, even if both are marked the same superficially. This generalization
although almost paradoxical, holds true over a very large number of F:.v
guages and characterizes how word order, morphclogical case marking
verbal agreement, Passivization, and similar phenomena work in such _ms._
guages. We may call this MARANTZ’S GENERALIZATION. ’

Marantz’s Generalization can be illustrated easily in Chichewa. Direct
abjects are usually immediately postverbal in this language. Moreover, they
may optionally trigger object agreement, they. may “pro-drop,” msnm they
may become the subject of a passive verb. Ilustrations of these proper-
ties are:

i
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(42) a. Mikango yvanu i-na-thamangits-a mbuzi zathu.

lions your SP-PAST-chase-ASP goats our
“Your lions chased our goats.”

b. Mikange yanui-na-zi-thamangits-a mbuzi zathu.
lions your sP-PAST-OP-chase-aASP goafs our
“Your lions chased our goats.’

c. Mikango yanu i-na-zi-thamangits-a.
lions your SP-PAST-OP-chase-ASP
“Your lions chased them (the goats).”

4. Mbuzi zathu zi-na-thamangiis-idw-a (ndi mikango yanu).
goats our sp-PasT-chase-PASS-aSe by lioms - your
‘Our goats were chased (by your lions).

In a benefactive applicative construction, however, these relationships
change, and the NP with the benefactive role has all these properties.
Thas, the benefactive preferentially appears in the position immediately
afer the verb, taking priority over the basic object:*

(43) a. Amayi a-ku-umb-ir-a mwana misuko.
woman SP-PRES-mold-for-ask child  waterpot
‘The woman is molding the waterpot for the child.’
b. PYAmayi a-ku-umb-ir-a misuko mwana.
woman SP-PRES-mold-for-asp waterpot child
‘The woman is molding the waterpot for the child.’

Furthermore, the benefactive may trigger object agreement, and, if it does,
it may optionally “‘pro-drop,” so that it is phonclogically nuil:

(44} a. Amayi a-ku-mu-umb-ir-a mtsuwko  mwand.
woman SP-PRES-0P-mold-for-ase waterpot child
“The woman is molding the waterpot for the child.”
b. Amayi a-ku-mu-umb-ir-a mistko.
woInan sP-PRES-0P-moid-for-Ase waterpot
*The woman is molding the waterpot for himn.’

Interestingly, when a benefactive applied object is present, the basic object
can no longer do these things {(compare {(42b,c)):

(43) a. *Amayi a-na-u-umb-ir-a - mwana msuko.
woman $P-PAST-OP-mold-for-ase child  waterpot
‘The woman is molding the waterpot for the child.’
b. *Amayi a-na-u-umb-ir-a mwand. .
woman SP-PAST-OP-mold-for-asp child
“The woman is molding it for the child.’
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Finally, the benefactive applied object becomes the subject of the clause
when the verb is passive:

(46) a. Kalulu a-na-gul-ir-a mbidzi nsapato.
. hare  sp-PAST-buy-for-asr zebras shoes
“The hare bought shoes for the zebras,’
b. Mbidzi zi-na-gul-ir-idw-a nsapato (ndi kalufu).
zebras sp-PAST-buy-for-pass-sp shoes by hare
“The zebras were bought shoes by the hare.’

Again, the basic object loses the ability to become the subject of a passive
in the presence of a benefactive {compare (42d)):

(47) *Nsapato zi-na-gul-ir-idw-a mbidzi (ndi kalulu).
shoes  SP-PAST-buy-for-pass-ase zebras by hare
“Shoes were bought for the zebras by the hare.’

A similar pattern shows up in other languages with applicative con-
structions. Compare the Cha

Moo (Austronesian, Gibson (1980)) sen-
tences in (48}, where the (a) sentence is in an underived form, and the (b)
sentence is its applicative counterpart:

(48) a. Hutugi’ i liina pirati  che’lu-hu.
1sS-write the letter to  the sibling-my
‘I wrote the letter to my brother.*
b. Hu tugi'-i { che'lu-hu ni kéitta,
Is8-write-to the sibling-my oBr. letier
‘I wrote my brother the letter.’

In (48b), the dative phrase ‘my brother’ lacks the overt preposition it oc-

. curs with in (48a) as expected, since the preposition has been incorporated
_ into the verb, appearing as the applied affix -i. This is not the only surface
difference between (48a) and (48b), however. The dative phrase also ap-

_ pears farther to the left relative to other sentential constituents in (38b),
and it is in the unmarked morphological case typical of objects (and sub-

Jjects) in Chamorro. n contrast, the basic object ‘letter” has shifted to the

right in (48b), and it is in the obligue case, having lost the unmarked case

which it kas in the nonapplicative (48a). Moreover, (48a) and (48b) can
both be passivized, but with different effects:

49) a. Ma-tmgi’ i Ikina parai . che'lu-hy,
PASS-write the [etter to  the sibling-my
“The letter was written to ray brother.”
b. Man-ma-tugi’-i i mane ln-hy Hi kéitta,
PL-PASS-write-to the siblings-my oBL letter
"My brothers and sisters were written the letter.’
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= . i napplicative verb (49a), the basic object becomes the
Jate wmm».mﬁﬂw mMMMMMMM Hnﬁﬁﬂm passive of the applicative verb (4%b) u.roém,wmm.
__._U.._mon.c object may not become the subject; rather the dative applied object

_.\v..mmwm, aﬂumm 50, as seen by the fact that it triggers the EEE mm_.mnﬂmuﬂ
' ﬁmam man- which (roughly) only appears when there is a plural m.EU._mnﬁ
uam_w intransitive verb (Gibson (1980, 25); cf. m»wﬂ‘. (19853)). >mm”u? ﬂ‘wm
E.umoa abject supplants the cmmmm object m:_u.nmﬁmmozmoa by the verh wi
spect to this class of surface object properties. N
- Indeed, the facts are the same in _mbmnmmm“ after language: in sahasa b
onesian (Austronesian) the applied object mu@mwmﬁm the basic ommn W
pect to the “object properties™ of appearing in the postverba position
id of moving to subject in the passive, and it m_omn can be a reflexive
..R.u._.inm {1976)); in Tzotzil {(Mayan) it replaces the basic object for ﬂnﬂ_omam..
{riggering (object) person agreement, E._Ewn.n agreement, mw 504nm
sment to the subject of 2 passive Qr.wmmmn Gwmuuw in other Bantu .mﬁmﬂ.mmw
ach as Chimwiini (Kisseberth and Abasheikh (1977)) and m,ﬂm?: { :w m
{1981)) it takes precedence with respect to the postverbal @owuﬁo?.uwﬂ a
.mmwmmanur and Passivization; likewise in Tuscarora (Iroquoian, Williams
( ment. And so on. -
A.WMMMWMMMMMW%MWWMHWQM have dealt with this pattern of #.,momm by writing
grammatical function changing rules that derive (or mmmnuc& mmm:m.mh,ﬁ
constructions by taking an ohlique nominal of mo.Eo.WEa and Em_cﬂw it
vinto the direct object of the clause. Hence, m_u_u_wnmmzmm are :mc.m:w e-

scribed as “Ohl — 2 Advancement” in RG Eo_.‘w.msm_ = direct oEmoc.. As
” ..rww_.cn_.ﬁm of this rule, the basic object mEoB.anE_% ceases to be a QRMMH
. “object, and the verb is marked with the me._na mmmw.‘ﬂﬁm describes the
- difference in grammatical behavior of the NPs in an applicative no:mﬁw:n:mm:
as compared to a nonapplicative one. Marantz (1982z; Gmﬁm roiﬁnﬂ ob-
serves that there is an important generalization to bhe aw@—m_,ng :Q.w‘. ap-
plicative constructions always make the designated mnEmE.:om.Ew oE.E:m
nominal into the direct object, rather than the subject or the indirect oEonm,
or some other kind of oblique phrase. The guestion posed by Marantz’s
Generalization is thus why does the NP Emammom:« related 8, qusmu-
plicative morpheme always have specifically direct oEmnH.ﬁawmn_mm..

it is an important virtue of the Preposition ?noﬂ_oﬁco: analysis z.._mn

Marantz’s Generalization can be readily explained in .HE”Em of %n._uzu-
ciples thiat have already been developed. .Ho. mmw how :...a is 80, oo:mam_” a
typical applicative construction, together with its associated S-structure:

30) a. Kalulu a-na-gul-ir-a mbidzi nsapato.
hare  sP-pasT-buy-for-asp zebras shoes .
“The hare bought shoes for the zebras.” {Chichewa)
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The D-structure of a sentence like {40a) is parallel to that of its English
gloss; in particular, the VP contains an NP which gets the theme theta role,
and a PP which represents the benefactive, Then, Move-Alpha applies be-
fore S-structure, adjoining the head of the PP to the gaverning V and leay-
ing a trace. Now, focus on ‘zebras’, the stranded NP complement that the
incorporated P has left behind. This NP is an argument; therefore by the
Visibility Condition it must receive Case in order to be available for a
thematic role at LF. However, once the preposition has moved, the NP can-
not receive Case from it, since traces of X% in general neither assign Case
themselves, nor transmit it from their antecedent, as we know from the
stady of NI and V1. (Technically, “identification™ at PF fails when the head
is lexically empty; see (3.4.3).) Thus, for an applicative sentence like
(502} to be grammatical, the stranded NP must get Case from some other
category which governs it. Now, normally the main verb does not govern
an NP emnbedded inside one of its PP arguments, since the P is a closer
selecting head that creates a barrier, After PL, hawever, the V+P verb com-
plex does govern the benefactive NP ‘zebras’ by the Government Trans-
parency Corollary (2.2.4). Intuitively, the government-blocking “closer
governor” has moved, so that it is no longer closer. The stranded NP
needs to receive Case, and the complex V is the only potential Case as-
signer which governs it; therefore, the derived verb may and must assign
Case to this NP at S-structure. Furthermore, PF identification requires that
no complex lexical category in a given language can assign more or differ-

ent Case than underived items of the same category can in that language
{the Case Frame Preservation Principle). Underived verbs across languages
generally assign only one structural Case; therefore, syntactically derived

verbs must do the same. This implies that ‘buy-for’ in (50) can assign

‘zebras’ an accusative Case inherited from ‘buy’, but not an obligue Case
which could conceivably have been inherited from the incorporated pre-
position ‘for’.2 Thus, our principles taken together imply that the stranded
object may and must receive accusative Case from the governing verbal
complex; any other situation violates case theory,

5.3 The Objects of Applicative Constructions 251

Now, in government-binding theory, most of the n,m&mo.mm_ .:&n.mnn ob-
ject” properties are more precisely properties of the NP c.w_.:.o: 1s governed
and assigned structural Case by the verb. In pariicular, this is true of all of
the direct object properties of the “applied object” enumerated above.
Thus, adjacency between the NP and V, verbal agreement, mm.a morpho-
logical case are all PF interpretations of the structural Case mmm_muﬂmnﬂ re-
lation, which we now know to hold between the verb and the applied .“.u_u-
ject. The ability for an argument to be “pro-dropped™ is a result of being
governed by the verb and being “identified” by its agreement morphology.
Finally, it is the NP which normally receives structural O.mmw @.oE the verb
that becomes the subject when the verb is passivized, since its Case has
been “absarbed.” Therefore, we explain why the applied object—the NP
that receives its thematic role from the incorporated preposition—always
has all these properties normally associated with direct oE.onﬁ.a Indeed,
oblique NPs become the surface objects of applied verbs in the same way
that the stranded possessors become objects of Noun Incorporating verbs
and thematic lower objects become the surface objects of causative verbs:
all are automatic side effects of the incorporation given the Government
Transparency Corollary. In the relativized GF terminology of section 2.1.4,
all these elements become *“Case and Government objects.” Marantz’s cen-
tral observation about the syntax of applicative constructions is thus ac-
countted for in the context of a general theory of syntax,

This derivation of Marantz’s Generalization is, of course, incompiete in
one very important way. If the benefactive NP ,chnmm., in a sentence Eﬁn
(30a) gets the verb’s structural Case, as 1 have claimed it must, m.z.wn.n arises
the serious question of how the patient NP ‘shoes’ becomes Sm&_o for
theta role assignment. In order to complete the account, two EE.mm are
needed: (i) we must motivate a second type of Case indexing that will sat-
isfy the visibility needs of the basic object, and (ii) we H_._mm show Emﬂ this
second type of Case indexing CANNOT apply to the benefactive mmmrna .ov-
Ject. If the option mentiored in (ii) were available, then the basic ogwoﬁ
could be free to receive the verb’s accusative Case after all, thereby letting
it behave more like a direct object than the applied object wauld, contrary

to fact. I will put these tasks off until section 5.3.4, however; first E. us
discuss some important results that foltow from this approach, assuming
that the account can indeed be completed in the indicated ways.

5.3.2 Preposition Incorporation and Transitivity

An interesting result falls out from the derivation of Marantz’s Generaliza-
tion that involves the interaction of applicative formation and verb tran-
sitivity. Because of the interaction between X® movement and case theory,
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a grammatical applicative censtruction can only occur when the derived
verb assigns accusative Case to the NP that was stranded by the movement
of the preposition. In many instances, this js exactly what happens, as we
have seen. Suppose, however, that this verb has no Case to assign. This
sitwation will in fact oceur whenever the base verb root is not specified as
being an accusative Case assigner in the lexicon, or whenever this lexical
specification has been taken away by some other process. Thus, suppose
that an applied verb was derived in the syntax by productive PI from such a

get the necessary features from the prepositiona) affix, because Ps are gen-
erally obligue Case assigners, property which the complex word cannot
inhetit because of the Case Frame Preservation Principle, as discussed
above. Finally, it cannot inherit such features from the base verh, because,
by hypothesis, the base verb does not have any Case featares to inherit.
Thas, the applied verb has go Case to assign, but the applied object must

Incorporation is not a Case assigner.®

In fact, this prediction is confirmed rather Spectacularly by the descrip-
tions of applicative constructions in the literature . Chung (1976), for
example, states that applicatives {which she calls “datives”) in Bahasa
Indonesian cannot be formed on verbs that do not have direct objects.,
Thus, she contrasts paradigms like the following:

(51} a. Mereka mem-bawa daging itu kepada dia.
they TRANS-bring mear  the o him
‘They brought the meat to him.’
b. Mereka mem-bawa-kan dia daging ity,
they TRANS-bring-to him meat  the
“They brought him the meas *
(52) a. Ajah sgja menj-umbang kepada rumah sakis,
father my TRANS-donate to house sick
‘My father donated to the hospital,’
b. *Ajah saja menj-umbang-kan rumah sakir,
father my TRANS-donate-to  house sjck
‘My father donated to the hospitat.’

The verbs bawg ‘bring” and umbang ‘donate’ both take dative/ goal PPs, as
shown in (51a) and (52a) respectively. However, they differ in that *bring’
appears with a direct abject, while “donate” ig used intransitively, with no
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: ﬁm. ct QG.@OH N.Hm.qmmﬂmm.:. _H.:w wﬂmmaMﬂm Emﬁ ﬁ—Om.—m.ﬂﬂ Q.Uﬂw not ”mm~m.ﬂw Om.mﬂ
T e

iti i onding applicative
this use.” Now, the transitive verb appears in a corresp g app

“gtructure (51b), but the intransitive verb does not; sentences like G.va MHOM
.MMMSEEmmnm_. This is exactly what we expect under the PI analysis: o

the prepositional affix has incorporated into the verb, ﬁAw.n goal Zmauanwm
Ommw but the intransitively based verb, unlike the transitively based verb,

Case to give it. . -
_umm>= M:&E situation occurs in Tzotzil (Mayan), mnona_:m to .Ea.ammn:m_
tion of Aissen (1983). In this language, benefactive applicative con-

it i . For
* structions can be formed out of transitive structures quite regularly

example:

[ ¢ | ti bu batemn
53} a. Mimu F-a-sa’-b-on {ta .
o Q NEG asP-E2-look-for-Al coming the where went

ti cihe.
the sheep - e
*Won't you bring the sheep for me from where they went?
b. I-@-mil-be-ik &ih.

Asp-A3-E3-kill-for-3rL mrmwv
*They killed the sheep for him.

However, basically intransitive verbs cannot underge PI, mﬁnr ﬁmm ”_ww OMHM
positional affix -be appears on the verb, and the NP Emmﬂnw:ow:w MM ..“ a0
i i j is is true in spite of the fact tha I
it shows up as a direct object. This is . 1 . .
En.mamwmé_uﬁ%m are perfectly compatible with a benefactive nominal, if it
is expressed obliguely:

54y a. 7Ali na le’e ?i-B-melgah Sa [y-u?unli Petule].
the house that asp-A3-make now 3s-for the Petul
‘ was made for Petut.’
b, * u,MfM.H :M“mo le?e ?i-D-s-meldah-be li Perule.
. the house that ase-A3-E3-make-for the Petul
“That house was made for Petul.’ ‘
(35) a. ?Al Petde ?i-0-tal y-u?un fi Marule.
the Petul asp-A3-come 3s-for the Marud
‘Petul came for/on account of Marué. .
b. *?A li Petule 7i-B-s-tal-be li Marucé.
the Petu!  Asp-A3-E3-come-for the Marud
‘Petul came on account of/for Maré.*

Indeed the impossibility of EnoEoEH,:.,m a preposition into mﬂ HﬂMmMmMMMM
verb carries over to PERIVED intransitive verbs—those E:%r M Sase
features lexically but those features are mwmc&on|mm well. Thus, “d .

- possible (o form an applicative construction based on a passive verb:
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(56) a. = -B-y-ak’ -at-be Sun li {ibrae.
ASP-A3-E3-give-pass-fo Sun the book
"The book was given to Sun.’
b. *[-Q-s-roh-at-pe Petule li  s-tohole,
ASP-A3-E3-pay-pass-to Petul the 38-price
‘Its price was paid to Petul.’

Nor can applicatives be formed out of antipassive structures:

57y a. ’ak’ -van,
ASP-Al-give-Apags
‘I am giving [someonel.” (ie. my daughter, in marriage)
b. # Tad O-k-ak’'-van-be i Sune.
ASP-A3-El-give-APASS-t0 the Sup
‘I am giving [someone] to Sun.’ (my daughter, in marriage)

True monadic verbs, passive verbs, and antipassive verbs differ in a variety
of ways, but they all share the property of being intrapsitive in the technicaj

ment to the applied object fails ig such circumstances thereby making PI
impossibie.

As a final test case, let ys discuss the interaction of applicative forma-
tion and fansitivity in Chichewa {Bantu} in some deta]. Here

(58) a. Afisi a-na-ph-g #somba.
hyenas $p-pAST-kill-agp fish
“The hyenas kilied the fish.
b. Afisi a-na-ph-er-a anyani  nsombag.
hyenas sp-past-kill-for-asp baboons fish
“The hyenas killed fish for the baboons.”

{59) a. Mlenje a-na-gon-gq,
bunter SP-PAST-sleep-Asp
“The hunter slept.’
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b. *Mlenje a-na-gon-er-a kaluly.
hunter sp-PaST-slegp-for-asp hare
“The hunter slept for the hare,’

©60) a. Chiphadzuwa  chi-a-fik-a. .

beautiful-woman Sp-PERF-arrive-ASP
“The beautiful woman has arrived.’

b. *Chiphadzuwa  chi-a-fik-ir-a E?EF
beautiful-woman SP-PERE-arrive-for-ase o?.n.m .
*The beautifel woman has arrived for the chief,

Essentially the same holds tree if the verb is of the mmo:@n, ::nﬁm.mmﬁ
type; the following (b) sentences seem to be highly marginal at best:

(61) a. Mkango u-ku-yend-a.
lion SP-PRES-walk-Asp
“The lion walked.’ .
b. *Mkango u-ku-yend-er-a anyani.
lion sp-PRES-walk-far-ase baboons
“The lion walked for the baboons.*
{62) a. Kalulu a-na-sek-a.
hare  sP-PAST-laugh-Asp
“The hare Jaughed.’ .
b. *Kalulk a-na-sek-er-a atsikana.
hare  sp-pasT-laugh-for-ase girls
*The hare laughed for the girls.’
(63) a, Mrolankhani a-ku-thamang-a.
journalist  SP-PRES-run-asp
“The journalist ran.’ .
b. *Mrolankhani a-ku-thamang-ir-a qEﬁ&.g.N:En.
jourpalist  sP-PRES-run-for-asp _umm__:?_-m,oﬁmb
‘The journalist ran for the beautiful woman.

The ungrammaticality of (59b)—(63b) gﬂﬂ the H.m.masmm mﬂwﬁ Mmc Mwn
plained if we assume, as before, that primarily monadic verbs w mm.: -
need Case-assigning features do not have them. mozmn,. there saa b o
possible source of Case for the applied object once it is stranded by
i osition, )

mo,wow”gﬁw%wwm needed on this point, however, since it is _”_Q at all BmMM “M
see the applied affix -ir on verbs of these classes, forming a ﬁmmzs e
structure out of an intransitive one. In fact, all the mwo,,.,n nxmmvﬁ { )
grammatical, but under a different reading from the w:o glvenin Enrm o _mwm
Thus, (59b) can mean “The hunter tay on the hare’; AmoE, mm.Eﬂ _HMM -
*The ._umm:z?_ woman received the chief; (61b), ‘The lion inspec
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babaons’. Nevertheless, these readings are guite unrelated 1o the praoduc-
tive dative/benefactive readings that we expect, nor are they productively
telated to one another, These are thus atrue example of lexical derivational
morphology: -ir can attach to g fairly targe number of intransitive verbs
forming transitive verbs out of them, but the process is idiosyncratic. This
idiosyncrasy shows up both in the fact that it applies to some verbs but not
all (e.g. -sek- ‘laugh”), and in the fact that the semantics of the result js
unpredictable. Thus, the Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis does
not imply that the verb root and the applied affix are separate constituents
at D-structure in these cases, but rather the contrary: verbs like fikira and
yendera assign theta roles as atomic units, and hence they should be units
at D-structure. As far as the Syntax is concerned, they are merely basic
transitive verbs at all levels of description, in spite of their morphological
complexity. Therefore, it is still correct to rute out derivations of (55b)—
(63b) which result from syNTACTIC affixation-—i.e. from Incorporation—
as our theory of Case does.

As in Tzotzil, what is true of basic intransitive verbs in Chichewa is true
of derived intransitives as well. Two cases can be considered. First, there
is a productive way of deriving intransitive stative verbs from active tran-
sitive verbs in Chichewa by adding the morpheme -ik to the stem. The result
is similar in some of its functions to adjectivai passives, ar to “V-ghle"
forms in English (carvable, bendable), but it is a full-fiedged verb that can
bear ail verbal infiections.? Examples of this are:

{64) a. Fisi a-na-sw-a mitsuko.
hyena sp-pasT-break-asp waterpot
‘The hyena broke the waterpot,’
b. Misuko u-na-sw-ek-a.
waterpot sP-PAST-break-STAT-Asp
‘The waterpot was broken.’
(65) a. Njovu zi-na-pind-a chitsulo.
elephants SP-PAST-bend-Asp iron-har
“The elephants bent the iron bar.’
Chitsulo chi-na-pind-ik-q.
iron-bar SP-pAST-bend-sTAT-asp
‘The iron bar got bent.’

i

I assume that stative verb formation of this kind; like English deverbal ad-
lective formation, takes place in the fexicon, where arguments can be de-
leted without vialating the Theta Criterion or the Projection Principle, In
particular, the external/agent theta role becomes unavailable to the syntax
when -ik is added, The resutting verb is presumably an unaccusative, with
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: “..n_.:mw:m:m patient theta role assigned internal tQ the <_u. m_w U-mnEnn.:a.
e h verbs do not have Case to assign to an object (cf. Burzio’s Oa:..wwmrum-
mMM. Burzio (1981)); thus, applicatives formed from them are predicted to

be ungrammatical. In fact, they are:

2]

(66) *Mtsuko u-na-sw-ek-er-a mbuzi.
. waterpot SP-PAST-break-8TAT-for-Asp goat _
“The waterpot broke/was broken for the goat.

Passive constructions are similar. I will argue in the next orm_m_zna that
passives are derived syntactically rather than Hwﬁom.:%. Neverthe ess mmﬂ
‘sives in Chichewa (as in English) are like statives in Sm,ﬁ a passive ,Mﬂa
: ‘carmot assign accusative Case to its object. Instead, the object becomes
.m_._E.oQ.. of the clause;

@7 a. Kalulu a-na-(wa)-b-a E«ﬂﬂ. wa Rjovit.

: hare  SP-PaST-OP-steal=ASP wife of elephant
“The hare stole the elephant’s wife,’ .
b. Mkazi wa njovue  a-na-b-edw-a ndi kalulu.

wife of elephant sp-PAST-steal-PASS-ASP _N% hare

*The elephant’s wife was stolen by En.sma. .
*(Alzi)-nae-wa-b-edw-a  mkazi wa njovu ndi kalulu,

SP-PAST-OP-steal-pass-asp wife of elephant by .sE.n

“There was stolen the elephant’s wife by the hare.

| - And, applicative constructions cannot be formed out of passive verbs:

(68) a. Nsima  l-na-phik-idw-a ndi mbidzi.
cornmush sP-PAST-cook-PASS-ASP by zebras
“The cornmush was cooked by the zebras.’ o
b. ¥*Nsima  i-na-phik-idw-ir-a kadzidzi ndi mbidzi.
cornmush sP-PAST-cook-paSs-for-asp owl by Na_u,_.mm
“The cornmush was cooked for the owl by the zebras,
(69) a. Mitondo i-na-sem-edw-a ndi makoswe.
mortars SP-PAST-carve-PASS-ASP by rats
“The mortars were carved by the rats.’ ‘
b. *Mitondo i-na-sem-edw-er-a mbewa ndi makoswe.
mortars SP-PAST-carve-PasSS-for-asp mice hy mem
“The mortars were carved for the mice by the rats.

Again, the correlation between verbs that do not assign mnonmmzsw case to

an object and verbs which cannot serve as hosts mm:, PI holds true. .
There is only one class of intransitive <oﬂ_um Eﬂ_o: can HHB the cmm_m. or

productive and semantically transparent applicatives in Chichewa, and it is
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anh exception that confirms the generalization. The class includes verbs like
‘dance’ and ‘sing”:
(70) a. Atsikana a-na-vin-a,
girls SP-PAST-dance-Asp
“The girls danced.’
b. Atsikana a-na-vin-ir-g mfumu.
girls $r-pasT-dance-far-asp chief
“The girls danced for the chief.’

Certainly, it is not a coincidence that verbs of this particular class can take
a “cognate” object very readily:

(71) Atsikana a-ng-vin-a chiwoda.
girls SP-PAST-dance-ASP chiwoda
"The girls danced the chiwada (a tribal dance).’

Thes, children learning Chichewa have overt evidence that -vir- ‘dance’
can in fact assign structural Case, vnlike most of the other “intransitive™
verbs. The applied verb complex can then ipherit this Case-assigning ahil-
ity from the stem, and assi gn the Case to its applied object, making (70b)
possible. Thus, we account for the fact that applicatives are possible with
exactly this class of intransitive verhs and not others,

Thus, we see that across a range of languages, the possibility of an ap-
plicative construction is directly dependent on the ability of the root verb
involved to assign Case. When it does, applicatives can be formed freely and
productively in the syntax; when it does not, there is no grammatical output
derived by syntactic Preposition Incorporation. If there is a sentence form
which appears to be an applicative of a non—Case-assigning verb, it must be
derived in the lexicon, and it is generally not fully productive, and has
idiosyncratic semantic interpretation. ™ This impaortant observation about
the syntax of applicative canstructions is given as a rather mysterious stip-
ulation on the relevant GF changing rule in Relational Grammar work (e.g.
Chung (1976), Seiter (1979), Aissen (1983)), Indeed, since RG and other
theories generally claim that there can only be one instance of a given GF
such as “object” in a clause at onc time {the Stratal Uniqueness Law; see
also Bresnan (1982b)), one might even expect that an oblique could only
become an object in a clause that LACKS an object, rather than the other
way around. However, the restriction follows in an explanatory way from
the interaction of case theory and the theory of X° movement This gives

strong support for the Preposition Incorporation analysis of applicative
constructions.
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5.3.3 Preposition Reanalysis and English Pseudopassives

In 4.3.5, T observed that there are causatives in Italian -which have all the
syatactic properties of Verb Incorporation causatives, oxon@m.&mﬂ the ,_o,éon
verb does not visibly incorporate. Thus, two Eo%:ouom_omcw. distinct
verbs remain in these Italian causatives, but the mcﬁmgama aoﬂm_.s of the
higher verb is still extended into the lower <mnu phrase, just as it is ﬁ&wb
the lower verb is incorporated. These constructions have been discussed in
terms of the syntactic “reanalysis” of two words into one; H. ma:oio,a m:mm
intuition and gave content to the technical notion of Reanalysis 5. claiming
that it was “Abstract Incorporation,” pessibly at LF, Formally, this was ex-
pressed by coindexing a lexical head with a lexical head EE., governs ‘_r
where this coindexing is interpreted as eguivalent to _.,:.n coindexing in-
duced by X movement with respect to syntactic principles mmn.: as the
Government Transparency Corollary. In other words, Reanalysis is lncor-
poration without the incorporation, . N

At this stage, we have discovered enough properties of m__.avOm._m_on In-
corporation to recognize that there also exist instances of m.aom.om.:_o: Re-
analysis, the latter having the same relaticn to the former as Hﬁmrmj caus-
atives have to Chichewa or Malayalam causatives. Thus, consider pairs like
the following from English:

(72) a. Everyone talked about Fred.
b. Fred was talked about (last night).
(73) a. The principal spoke to John (at last).
b. John was spoken to (at last).
(74) a. The contestants skied under the bridge.
b. That bridge was skied under by the contestants.
(75) a. Three Nobel laureates have lectured in this hall.
b. This hall has been lectured in by three Nobel laureates.

((72) and (73) are based on Hornstein and Weinberg (1981); (74) and {(75)
on Perlmutter and Postal (1984a).} In each of the (b) sentences, the Zmu
which was the object of a preposition becornes the subject when the main
verb of its clause is put into the passive. This is known as the PSEUDO-
PASSIVE or the PREPOSITIONAL PASSIVE construction. In most languages,
such a construction is completely impossible. This js true, for example, of
French (cf. Kayne (1983)):

€76) a. Toutle monde a parlé de Fred.
b. *Fred a été parié de {hier soir).
(7T)y *Jean a été vo1é contre par presque tous.
‘fohn was voted against by almost everybody.”
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This diffcrence between French and English has indeed been taken as fal-
lowing from the fact that English has a rule of Verb-Preposition Reanaly-
sis, which French lacks (van Riemsdijk (1978}, Hornstein and Weinberg
(1981), Stowell (1981), Kayne {1983)).% Furthermore, researchers have
made a conceptual link between the V-V Reanalysis involved in Romance
causatives and the V-P Reanalysis seen here.

In fact, the English pseudopassive construction can be neatl ¥ attributed
to Reanalysis under my theory of it as abstract Incorporation. For corn-
parison, consider Chichewa. As in French, it is totally impossible to strand
a preposition by NP movement (or wh -movernent) in this language:

(78) a.  Msangalatyi a-ku-yend-a ndi  ndodo,
entertamner  sp-PRES-walk-ASP with stick
“The entertainer is walking with a stick .’
b. *Ndedo i-ku-yend-edw-a Adi,
stick  sP-PRES-walk-PASS-ASP with
‘The stick is being walked with.’

If, however, the P that governs the NP in question is incorporated into the

verb to form an applicative construction, the stranded NP can become the
subject of a passive naturally;

(79} a. Msangalatsi a-ki-vend-er-a ndodo.
entertainer  Sp-rRES-walk-with-ssp stick
“The entertaiper is walking with a stick .
b. Ndodo i-ku-yend-er-edw-a.
stick  sP-PRES-walk-with-pass-asp
"The stick is being walked with ’

The difference in acceptability between (78b) and {79b} is explained by
claiming that the verb does ot govern (or assign Case to) the object of a
preposition in (78), since government is blocked by the P. In (79). however,
this P has been incerporated into the verb, having the automatic conse-
quence that the verb complex governs what the P governed before it moved
(the GTC). Thus NP movement is possibie in the latter case, but rot in the
former (see 6.4 for details). Now, the English pscudopassives clearly be-
have not jike passives of the co&-n_am-mzn_nm_g%:?w constructions in (78),
but rather like passives of the PI structures (79). In other words, the En-
glish constructions have the properties of Preposition Incorporation, but
without the actual incerporation—which js exactly the characterization of
the Reanalysis relation,

If Reanalysis in my sense of the term is necessarily involved in the deri-
vation of pseudopassives, then we can Predict various detailed aspects of
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ibuti i ' be possible when they
- their distribution. In particular, they shouid onE. v !
E%MM% Wmﬂao: structurally could be incorporated in languages with (overt)
5

Pl like Chichewa and Kinyarwanda. This seems to be true. Thus, P11s pos-

" sible out of theta-marked argument PPs, but not out of non—theta-marked
si

ydiunct PPs (4.2.2). The best minimal pairs to exemplify this were loca-
Mqhmm where a similar phrase can play either role:

¢80} a. I slept in my bed last night.
b. Islept in New York last night.

.>m expected, the locative argument can form a pseudopassive, but the

tocative adjunct cannot (Hornstein and Weinberg (1981)):

(81) a. My bed was slept in last night.
b. *New York was slept in last night.

This parallels the fact that the P can overtly incorporate in Kinyarwanda in
cases like (80a), but not in {81b}. The iltustrative examples I repeat here

(from Kimenyi (1980}):

(82) a. Abaana b-iica-ye ku meeza.
children sp-sit-ASP on table
*The children are sitting on the table.’
b. Abaana b-iica-ye ku musozi.
children sp-sit-asP on mountain .
“The children are sitting on (the top of) the mountain.
(83) a. Abaana b-iica-ye-ho ameeza.
children sp-sit-ase-on table
“The children are sitting on the table.’
b. * Abaana b-lica-ye-ho umusozi,
children sp-sit-AsP-on mountain o
“The children are sitting on the mountain.’

More generally, I argued that benefactive and instrumental PPs are mammm-
ments of their verb and their heads can Enoﬁonmﬂmm a_&wmam.mm temporal,
manner, and reason PPs are adjuncts and cannot wmann%mﬁ in E,. m,_”.van:
thing of this same bifurcation is duplicated in English pseudopassives:

i ir] in the village.
84) a. ?The chief was danced for by every .m:._. in :
0 b. ?That special baseball bat was hit with in 156 straight games.

5) a. *Monday is overslept on nearly every Emnw”
o w. *The mmw._m way is walked in by everyone with bad knees.
(* if way="manner’; ok if way= ‘path’) )
c. *Zestis always sung with in the shower by Linda.
{* if zesr=enthusiasm; ? if Zest=a brand of soap)
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'The sentences in (84) arc inelegant to a degree, but are quite understandable,
and are found in informal

speech styles. The (83) sentences, on the other
grammatical. This asymmetry is immediately ac-
counted for by the ECPif P Reanalysis is abstract Preposition Incorporation,

The other situation in which overt PI ig inpossible is when there is an
intervening lexical head between the base pos

part like (86b) for a sentence like (86a);

(86) a. The goats [ypate [yoletters [pto Britta]]]
b. *The goats [vpate-to, I, letters [pp; Brittal]]

If overt PI is impossible in such a structure, covert PI should be as well,
making pseudopassives of (86a) impossible, This is, of course, correct:

(87) *Britta has been eaten letters to (by the goats),

(87) might be thought to be bad because Jezrers cannot get Case, but the NP
in the VP in {(87) is indefinite, and these seem to be able 1o receive Case in

site even in passives {cf. Belletti (1985)). Indeed, the same point can be
made with no questi

Wing up an ohservation

(88) a. The mouse ran to behind the grandfather clock.
b. A monster emerged from under the tabie.

Now, pscudopassives can be formed in which any one of these Ps is
stranded:

(89) a. Late peopie must asually run to bus stops,
b. ?Bus stops are usually run to by late people.
(90) a. Mice hide behind grandfather clocks.
b. ?Grandfather clocks are often hidden behind (by mice).

Nevertheless, pseudopassives corresponding to the sentences in (88) in
which both prepositions are stranded are completely impossible:

{91} a. *Grandfather clocks are often run to behind (by mice).
b. *The table was emerged from under by the monster.

Assuming that the structure of these examples is as in (92), the ungram-
maticality of (91) is accounted for by the abstract p Incorporation analysis:

(92) Clock, was mchP_ [peto hrvﬂmaﬂw [net, TH1
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i * . blocking government between
i P to is a *‘closer governor, i
mna“ M.Moa of the V zand that of the embedded P under. Thus, Ew Mwm
zwn...mnwo Incorporation reiation is illegitimate here, and the pseudopassiv
S
ingrammatical. * . -
EQ.H.:.E‘B section, I have accepted the idea put forth by many that a E.MH
: s n..m V-P Reanalysis is responsible for the mmwmﬂnumm of wmo:aomﬁminm
Wﬂmmzm: and have gone on to show that this Reanalysis no_mnﬁ_ﬁ.gm the WMMM
i i lation. Indeed, this hypo
‘formal properties as the P Incorporation re ition. It ‘
?Hmm m uﬂma_&o to explain more of the distributior of @mnaaommmw_ém
.Hma previous formulations of Reanalysis Um,_.m.. ﬂwm same nonn_mmwmﬂ: Mw-
reached for V-V Reanalysis and V Hnoeeoﬁm_omﬂ in A.u.m. . Hﬂwmm_.ﬁ om e
. i i alizes across grammatical categories .
e Torporosion i lelism between the two being
. Incorporation does, with the parallelism : bein,
Muwbm_wﬂmn Enﬁ:mwoﬁ. The empirical scope of the ideas developed in this

. work thus is increased by subsuming Reanalysis under Incorporation.

- 5.3.4 The Basic Object

“Now let us return to a typical example of an applicative construction with a
; dyadic transitive base verb:

(93) Kalulu a-na-gul-ir-a mbidzi nsapato.
hare  sP-PaST-buy-for-ase zebras shoes

So far we have focused on the properties of the “applied object” of the verb

- - (mbidzi *zebras’ in (93)), arguing thai, because of PI, it may and must re-

ceive accusative Case from the complex verb in order to _u.m Sm_Em MOM _ﬁﬂ.nm
role assignment at LF. This accounts for n._.n ways ”E: this :.o::bauo powe
behavior usually associated with direct objects. ‘F this section, he fogus
will turn te the “basic object™ of such moumnn:mso:mllﬁ@ﬁwﬂ 5 Hmmwaow
(93). The critical question that arises wEEn&mRE S;.m._ regard 0 Such
nominals I have put off so far: given that the applied o_&nmﬂ _.Noo:.n
from the verb, how can the second object pass the Case Filter? oase
Clearly, the answer to this must go beyond the :nEmwwonEoonM M f case
theory. The verb in applicative cho.ﬂ_hwm mno:. as Gm..u has o wﬂ_“uo ne
tural Case alotted to it by general E.EQMEW ; m”MMnGM_WM mﬂﬂh nﬁo e Mov% o
ject, some other provision must be made or i . ed,
MMWMMOQ in mm_m&nmmém is very mw.__.:m_mh to that WMM GMFMHHM;NONMW_MMMM mM
i i i .3: in both cases, an :
MMMM_MMMQ W_ﬁnsmmmmﬁmwown are two NP arguments but only one coﬁwﬁmw .M.J%Mw
assigner, posing problems for case theory. Different languages me ne
this situation in somewhat different ways. In mm.nr we shall see a M.awmm-
- large, each language uses the same resources in both causatives a

“The hare bought shoes for the zebras.’ (Chichewa) _
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plicatives. In the process, however, we shali find reason to revise the char-
acterization of one of the language types, thereby accounting for a related
group of GF changing effects.

3.3.4.1 Case Parameters and Applicative Variation

In chapter 4, we identified three major classes of languages which were
distinguished in terms of thejr Case systems. One type cansisted of lan-

assignment, The consequences of a language having this property for
structures like (93} are very simple: such sentences are ungrammatical.
Therefore, these langyages will necessarily and Systematically lack ap-
plicative constructions. Note that this lack goes beyond the elementary
possibility that a given language may Emomwnnmmaom:% tack a prepositional

affix with the right properties to enter into PI constructions in its lexicon:

object constructions, no applicative constructions, and that they will only
be able to form causatives by moving the entire VP to Comp.
A second class of languages was those which could assign structural

wardly, since they have enough structural Case to satisfy the basic object as
well as the applied object. This is a marked option, since its extensive use
would cause the PF identification of thematic roles—the functional core
underlying the Visibility Condition—tg break down. Nevertheless. it isa
legitimate Possibility which is realized in Kinyarwanda and other Bantu

languages. In these languages, the applied object and the basic object are

265

5.3 The Objects of Applicative Construciinns

.. igned structural Case by it at S-
5 ed by the complex verb and assigne , . .
coa_. Wohm_.‘.wwmawonn these two nominals behave identically @wﬂuﬁwmﬂw H”u
e scs whi “ riies. Kimenyi -
. h dependent on these prope :  de
Bomwmomﬁwamn_.:mimmm.mo Emunmmn in Kinyarwanda. Standard dative/benefactive

=

onstrates . .

: w.mw:nmmcm constructions are: .

.\ 94} a. Umukoobwa a-ra-som-er-a umihuungu igitabo.

¢ . girl sp-PRES-read-fer-ase boy book

“ ir] { i for the boy.”

The gir] is reading a book .

b. Umuhuunga a-ra-andik-ir-a umtikoobwa ibaruwa.
. boy Sp-PRES-write-for-asp girl letter

*The boy is writing the letter for the girl.

” i j ic object—or in fact both—can trigger
- Ei the applied object or the basic obj £ »
: cmMH” mmh.o%mwﬁ on the verb, and thereby undetgo “pro-drop™ {(data from

Gary and Keenan (1977)): .

(95) a. Yohaniy-cher-er-eje Maria ibaruwa.
John  sp-send-to-asp Mary letter
‘John sent Mary a letter.” ,

b. Yohani y-a-mw-oher-er-eje ibaruwa.
John sP-PAST-OP-send-to-aAsr letter
*John seat her a letter.’ .

¢. Yohani y-a-y-oher-er-eje Maria.
John  sp-rAST-OP-send-to-asp Mary
*John sent it to Mary.’ .

d. Yohani y-a-yi-mw-oher-er-eje.
John  SP-PAST-OP-OP-send-to-ASP
*John sent it to her.’

Furthermore, either object may become the subject of the clause when the

- verb is passivized:
umukoobwa n' umuhuungu.

(98) a. Ibaruwa i-ra-andik-ir-w-a -

letter  $P-PRES-write-fOr-PASS-ASP m.:,wu
i i i the boy.’
‘“The letter is written for the girl by ; h
b. Umukoobwa a-ra-andik-ir-w-a ibaruwa w umuhuungu.
girl SP-PRES-write-for-PASS-ASP letter auluow
“The girl is having the letfer written for her by the boy.

Kimenyi goes on to show that the two chjects show similar anmfo_, EH.M:

i i - ent—
i flexive formation and cerlain w. moveme

respect to morphological re ovemen:-
i i anda behaves the way we expect, g

type constructions. Thus, NE%E.,E : e
EM P analysis and the assumption that Kinyarwanda verbs can have
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property of being able to assign two structurzl Cases. Recall from section
4.3.3.1 that Kinyarwanda also makes use of this special Case property in
morphofogically underived double object constructions and in VI causative
cotistructions. Thus, theme and dative, causee and lower object, applied
object and basic object ali consistently show the same Government. and
Case-related “direct cbject properties™ in the Ianguage. Again, as pointed
out by Marantz (1984), this is no coincidence; rather it follows from the
way the framework is set up with independent but Interacting subtheories
that the three types of structures shouid have interrelated behaviors, Evi-
dence from Gary (1977), Hadges (1977), and Trithart (1977) shows that
the Bantu languages Luyia, Mashi, Kimeru, and the B dialect of Chichews
also assign two accusative Cases per verb, and therefore behave similarly
to Kinyarwanda in these respects across the three constructions.

The third and final class of languages considered in 4.3.3 consisted of
those which coald assign an inherent Case to a theme/patient argument at
D-structure, in addition to the usual structural Case. This seems to be the
property of the majority of languages that have applicative constructions,
One can tell that Chichewa (dialect A) verbs, far example, do not assign
structural accusative Case to both of their objects, because if they did, both
would show similar object properties, as in Kinyarwanda. However, as
documented in 4.2.1, this is not what happens, In Chichewa, as in Kinyar-
wanda, the applied object can trigger object agreement on the verb, can
“pro-drop,” and can become the sabject of a passive verb:

(97} a. Amayi a-ku-mu-umb-ir-a misuko  mwana,
Wwoman SP-PRES-OP-mold-for-Asp waterpot child
“The woman is molding the waterpot for the child ’
Amayi a-ku-mu-umb-ir-q mitstika.

WOman sp-FRES-OP-mold-for-asp waterpot

“The woman is molding the waterpot for him,’

(98) a. Kalulu a-na-gul-ir-a mbidzi nsapato,
hare  SP-PAST-buy-for-asp zebras shoes
“The hare bought shoes for the Zebras,”
b. Mbidzi zi-na-gul-ir-idw-g nsapato (ndi kaluly).
zebras sp-pAST-buy-for-pass-asp shees by hare
“The zebras were bought shoes by the hare.’

=

However, unlike in Kinyarwanda, basic abjects cannot be involved in these
processes:

(99} a. *Amayi d-RA-U-Urmb-ir-g mwana mitsuko.
Woman SP-PAST-OP-mold-for-asp child waterpot
*The woman s molding the waterpot for the child.’
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b. *Amayi a-na-u-umb-ir-a mwang.
WOMman SP-PAST-0P-mold-for-asp oE.E
‘The woman is maolding it for the child.’

(1) *Nsapato zi-na-gul-ir-idw-a mbidzi (ndi kalilu).
shoes  sP-PAST-buy-for-pass-AsP zebras by WBR
‘Shoes were hought for the zebras by the hare.

Chichewa's behavior in this regard is duplicated E ather Bantu _m:m:mm.mf
such as Swahili (Vitale (1981}) and Chimwiini Qm._mmocmzr and Abasheikh
(1977)), and it is common outside the Bantu mmn.:ww ag in.:. MOH example,
Chung (1976) describes the same pattern in detail for applicative construc-
tions in Bahasa Indonesian. To take just one of her examples, En applied o.c-
Ject but not the basic ebject can become the subject of a passive sentence:

{101} a. CQrang ity me-masak-kan perempuan itu ikan.

man the TRANS-cooR-for woman the fish
*The man cooked the woman fish.’

b. Perempuanitu di-masak-kan ikan oleh orang itu.
woman  the pass-cook-for fish by man the
“The woman was cooked fish by the man.’

¢. *lkan di-masck-kan perempuarn itu oleh orang itu.
fish Pass-cock-for woman the by man the
‘A fish was cooked the woman by the man.’

The same is found in Chamorro (Austronesian, @.cmon (198073, .HN.OG.__
{(Mayan, Aissen (1983)), Tuscarora (Iroquoian, ﬁa_:mﬂm (1978)), Huichol
(Uto-Aztecan, Cornrie {1982)), and other _mmmcmmnmu with respect to s&.m?
ever surface verb agreement, word order, passivization, m:&.ﬂmmﬁﬁumnca
effects are relevant to direct objects in the language in acomcon. Overzll, it
is normal for applied objects to supplant basic objects with respect to all
these “object properties.” .
The assumption from 4.3.3.2 that verbs in these languages can assign
an inherent Case as well as the usual structural Case extends naturalty .m.oE
causatives and underived triadic verbs to these applicative oom,mmaowo:m.
The Case Filter can be satisfied if and only if the inherent Case is assigned
to the basic object under government at D-structure, and the mq.:oEﬂE ac-
Cusative is assigned to the applied object at m-mndna_..m.. nEo.E:% nmmm
assignment cannot be the other way around, with the applied object getting
the inherent Case and the basic object getting structural Case, cmomcmn the
verh does not govern the applied object at D-structure, where H:ﬂﬂ:
Case is assigned (cf. Chomsky (1986a)), but only after P Incorporation has
occurred. It follows from this that the basic object will have almost rone n.;.
the canonical, Case-dependent “direct object™ properties: its word order is

el
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different because inherent Case need not be manifested as adjacency; it
does not become the subject of a passive since such Case is “theta-related”
and assigned at D-structure and thus cannot be absorbed in passives; it does
not trigger verbal agreement because it is rare for a verb to agree with
obliques rather than with the argument to which it assigns structural Case.
Thus, this analysis accounts for the basic properties of applicative con-
structions in terms of the differences between inherent Case and structural
Case. Finally, it explains the fact that languages with applicatives zlso tend
to have Rule 2 morphological causative constructions, since the same
Case-assigning parameter makes possibie both applications of the generai
process of X° movement. More generally, whether or not applicatives are
possible in a given language, and how the two objects will behave if they

are, is linked to a more basic typological property of the lan guage that has
a broad range of effects.

5.3.4.2 Noun Reanalysis and Possessor Raising

In spite of its successes, there is reason to think that this account shouid be
refined; in particular, it is unfikely that the basic object in Chichewa ap-
plicatives does indeed get inherent Case in the conventional sense. For-
funately, there is an alternative way that such an NP can satisfy case theory
that is patentially available in the system: it can undergo Noun-Verb Re-
analysis. This subsection motivates the existence of thig alternative, show-
ing that it must be available to account for so-calied “Possessor Raising™
constractions.

The problem with the analysis as given above is that the notion of se-
mantic/inherent “accusative” Case is not very clear or satisfying. In par-
ticular, it is suspicious that this Case fiever has the morphological proper-
ties of obvious instances of semantic Case. In Bantu and similar languages
where structural Case has no overt morphological realization and inherent
Case is realized by prepositions, the crucial “*basic objects™ appear in bare
unmarked form. In Janguages which have marphologically realized case
but which include a kind of “default” case that a variety of “extra™ NPs
appear ig, the basic object appears in this case. For example, in Chamorro
there is an oblique case form which is assigned to NPs that function as the
by-phrase of passives and antipassives, as instrumentals, and as the objects
of certain affective verbs. Thig case is also the case of the “basic objects”
(Gibson (1980)). Finally, in languages where every NP must have a case
ending and there is no obvious defauit case, the second objects appear in
accusative Case, identical to that of the applied cbject. True semantic/
inherent morpholagical cases tend not to be so variable.®

The alternative to an account in terms of inherent accusative Case is to
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say that the “basic object” does not receive Ommw at E.w. This would _u.m more
natural, given the morphological forms of basic object NPs described in
the previous paragraph: thus, there is no case .mond on %w NP unless D:M is
morphologically necessary in the lanpuage, in which circumstance a M-
fault case appears. Nevertheless, this NP must _um Case-indexed to be
visible for theta role assignment at LF. Wmnm:. that in 3,4.2 1 argued that
there is available in UG a way of being Case-indexed at LF that doss not
draw upon the lexical properties of the governor: the head of the NP can be
incorporated into the governor, The ocgaox_.:m Eamnon_ between .Em moa,ﬂ..
nor and the NP then counts as a Case-indexing for case ?mo@. _Fﬁ, as the
coindexing induced by NP movement counts as nomo.wonxm_.noﬁmmm_nm mo,ﬂ
binding theory. Section 3.4.1 presented a Ean. variety of empirical evi-
dence establishing this result, showing in particular that the accusative
Case which the object NP atherwise would have needed can be assigned by
the vert to some other NP in need. Thus, mno.mn@_. way to mo?w the Ommw-
marking puzzle posed by applicative constructions would be to incorporate

“basic object” intc the verb.

.ﬂ:ozwﬂw _w is _mmnﬁ:w not tnie that second oE,.wo.ﬂ nominals appear morpho-
logically incorporated into the verb in (say) Chichewa or Chamorro. There
is still a possibility open, however: the head N of the NP could REANALYZE
with the verb. Thus, [ have argued that parallel te Verb Eonm@o@uow there
is a relation of Verb Reanalysis, and that parallel to Preposition Fooﬁoﬁm-
tion, there is a relation of Preposition Reanalysis. The former appears in
Ttalian causatives; the latter in English pseudopassives, accounting for the
fact that they behave just like incorporation mE._nEn,nP mxnmmﬂ that the two
key words are not actually morphologically combined. This Homn.wm:cm to
think that in Ianguages of the world there might be “‘Noun mnm:m@m_m con-
structions which are paralle] to instances of avert Zozm Fncﬁoaio:.. The
paradigm would then be complete. These N mmmm.&wm_m cases would in es-
sence be instances of Noun Incorperation, but é_ﬂ:oﬁ._&n Emnmr.o_omﬁnm_
incorporation. Such a process could then be at work in applicative con-
structions in Chichewa and Chamorro. .

In fact, there are strong reasons to think that such N Wm.mnmﬂm_m con-
structions do exist. V Reanalysis and P Reanalysis were both identified pri-
marily by the eifects of the Government Hﬂmnw@mﬂounw Corollary: thematic
arguments of the lower verb or preposition Ewmﬂmnocm@, began to behave Wm
if they were getting Case under government from the higher .<Q_u. Exacty
the same thing happens to the thematic dependent of a noun in a o_u:mﬁm:n-
tion known in the literature under the name POSSESSOR zZm_z.m. Possessor
Raising is another of the GF changing processes introduced in w_w but
thus far I have said little about jt. The hallmark of the construction is that
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the possessor of an argument NP of a verb comes to behave like an argu-
ment of the verb itseif. This can be illestrated with examples from Kinyar-
wanda (Kimenyi (1980)):

(102) a. Umugore y-a-vun-nye ukuboko k' kumwaana,
WOman  SP-PAST-break-ASP arm of-child
“The woman broke the_ arm of the child.’
Umugore y-a-vun-nye umwaana ukuboko,
woman  SP-PAST-break-ase child arm
“The woman broke the child’s arm.’
(103} a. Umujuura Y-iib-ve amdfaraanga ¥ umunyeeshuyri.
thief SP-rob-ASP money of-student
“The thief stole the maney of the student.’
b. Umujuura y-fibye  umunyeeshuyri amdfaraanga.
thief SP-rob-ase student money
“The thief stole the student’s money.’

s

wanda equivalent of English of-insertion in nominals. (102h) and (103b) are
thematic paraphrases of their (a) counterparts, but they have rather differ-
ent properties. This time the thematic possessor of the patient/theme ap-
pears without its usual Prepositional Case assigner and must be adjacent ta
the main verb of the clause. These facts suggest that the possessor is no
longer dependent on the bkead noun for its Case, but rather it is dependent
on the verb itself; this would simultaneousty explain why gf-insertion is no
longer necessary, and why the canonical word order between the possessor
and the head s reversed, assuming that some slightly extended notion of

mark the possessor in thege constructions. For example, the possessor may
tripger object agreement on the verb and then undergo “‘pro-drop™:

(104) a. Umuhiungu y-a-som-ye ibitabo by-ga-cu,

boy SP-PAST-read-asp bogkg AGR-of-us

"The boy read our hooks. .
. b. Umuhuungy y-a-du -som-e-ye ibitabo.

boy SP-PAST-1PQ)-read-APPL-Asp hooks

“The boy read our books.’

I have assurned throughout that, in the Banty languages, when an NP tri g-
gers object agreernent on the verb, itis a sign that the verb assigns accusative

3.3 The Objects of Applicative Constructions 271

Case to that NP. Furthermore, there is evidence from binding theory that the

. rament relations change in these structures. Normaily a Eono_w_un
. mc&mr is the possessor of the direct object can be coreferent with the sub-

.. ...EEMH M:n clause in Kinyarwanda as in English. Kimenyi (1980, 102) states
. .HMMM the situation is different in a (102b)-type structure, woimcmnm:ﬂmnm M_M.H
- Aexivization must apply between the subject and the possessor of the

] .42
ject. Thus, there is a contrast between the following two sentences:

(105) a. Abaana ba-ra-shyir-q ibitabo i-ruhaande rw-aa-bo.

children sp-PRES-put-ase books side , ‘>mw-om.=.ﬁ=
‘The children are patting the books at their side.,

b. Abaana ba-r-fi-shyir-a ibitaba H...Ewnn:&m.
children sp-PRES-REFL-put-ase books mm% ,
*The children are putting books at their side.

€ POSSEssor is mummmamnw not governed by Ew verb, so iis gov-
Wﬂnmwwmwwmmwo% is the direct object NP, and the pronoun is _unmvalw MMMQM:
this category. In (105b), however, the an_u. {also) .moamEm fl M %“mwm mnx;.
forcing its governing category to be the Mnhﬁn@ﬂﬁ%ﬂﬂmﬁ%ﬁ.&n M:E.onﬂ ”
ivizati st happen for the possessor to be .
HWH%MW ﬁ_“.__m:mmwm.:m exactly mirrors properties of overt NI in Zor.miw mM
described in 3.3.2. Kimenyi also states (1980, 55. Emﬂ. the Emawjo vwm,
sessor of a (b)-type structure may become the .mn_u._onﬁ if the ver E%ooﬂ
sivized. Because the possessor of the &HWQ object shows a1l Emmo o ._, o
.Edvmanf Kimenyi and many others claim that the mo%omwoh. raises 0
become the direct object of the clause; hence Ea :mwﬁ mcmmomm.ﬁ Wm_wnﬂmm_ )
Examples of this so-called *“Possessor Wm_m_.um are found in _Mmhm. ane
guages. More or less identical to Kinyarwanda is Chichewa, which pe

pairs like the following:

(106) a. Fisi a-na-dy-a nsomba z-a  kaluly.
hyena Sp-PaST-cat-ASP fish AGR-of hare
“The byena ate the hare’s fish.’

b. Fisi a-na-dy-er-a  kaluly nsomba.
hyena sp-pasT-eat-aSP hare  fish
“The hyena ate the hare’s mm_,r

In (106b), the Possessor Raising variant, the thematic possessor m.&c.s.m m_m
the nsual direct object properties we have Unom.ﬂ aoumam.nﬁm“ it is maﬂ.ﬁmﬁ
diately postverbal in canonical word order; it :._,mmanm object m%ooﬁwuywﬁ
may “pro-drop,” reflexivize, or become the subject of a passive. This

. property is illustrated in (107):
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(107) a. Nsomba z-a kalulu zi-na-dy-edw-a ndi fisi,
fish of hare SP-PAST-cat-PASS-ASF by hyena
“The hare’s fish was eaten by the hyena.’
b. Kalulu a-na-dy-er-edw-a nsomba ndi fisi.
hare  SP-PAST-cat-APPL-PASS-ASP fish by hyena
‘The hare had his fish eaten by the hyena.’

. (107a) is the passive of (106a), with the wholc object NP moving to the

g subject position as a unit, Possessor and all.* (107h), however, is the pas-

sive of (106b); here the possessor alane moves into the subject position of

the passive, suggesting that it and it alone is an NP both governed and as-

. signed structural Case by the main verb. Simitar examples exist in the Aus-
. tronesian language Chamorro (Gibson (1980), Crain (1979);

(108) a. Ha fa’gasisi F. lory i  magagu-hu.
. 3sS-wash PN Flory the clothes-my
‘Flory washed my clothes.’
_ b. Hafa'gasi-yi yu’si Flory ni  magagu-hu,
3sS-wash-aPPL me pN Flory opL clothes-my
‘Flory washed my clothes,’

In (108a), the direct object head ‘clothes’ agrees with its possessor ‘my’,
’ which then “pro-drops™ since it is identified by this agreement relation.*
In (108b), however, the pronominal thematic possessor appears in a word
order position and morphological form that show that it is Case-marked by
the verb.” The head nown, on the other hand, now appears in the oblique
case form, indicating that it does not recejve Case from the verb in this
construction. Related possessor taising constructions exist in the Western
Muskogean languages of Choctaw and Chickasaw (Davies (1981), Munro
(ms)), and others.* Indeed, Munro (ens) presents a particularly interesting
pair of sentences from Choctaw. She observes that this language contains
idioms which have the form of possessed NPs: for example, naaholls i-
tobi “white man’s beans', which means ‘green peas’. The possessor part of
this idiom can then “‘raise,” so that it is Case-marked by the verb and trig-
gers agrecment on it, rather than on the “possessed” noun:

(109) a. Naahollo i-tobi-ya apa-li-tok.
white.man AGR-bean-Acc eat-15S-pasT
T ate the white man’s beans’ OR ‘I ate the green peas.’
b. Naahollo-ya  tobi i-m-apa-li-tok.
white.man-acc bean 3s-APPL-cat- IsS-past
‘Late the white man’s beans® OR ‘I ate the green peas.’

3.3 The Objects of Applicative Constructions 273

- The idiomatic interpretation present in the nOM—Possessor raised {1(9a) is
- still available in the possessor raised structure (109b). This shows strongly
 that ae NP which is necessarily a dependent of the head noun of the object

with respect to semantic interpretation can be morphologically dependent
on the verb at surface structure. . o
What are the implications of these so-called “*Possessor Raising™ con-

~ structions? One thing that we cannot say given the structure of E.a mnmn,ﬁ-
© work is that the possessor actually raises by moving out of the NP in which

it is base-generated to become a full-fledged [NP, VP] &R.Q object. Sucha
derivation wauld violate the Projection Principle, in that .: would create a
new, unsclected complement of the verb, as correctly pointed out by Car-

"den, Gordon, and Munro (1982) and Munro (ms) {cf. the discussion of

.:m:Enn?SrOEmR Raising” in Chomsky (1981)}. On the other r.m:nw, ‘m,
one maintains a strong Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis, it is

- just as bad to avoid the Projection Principle problem by claiming that the

thematic possessor was an [NP, VP] direct object from the beginning; since
sentences like (109a) and (109b) are “thematic paraphrases” .wm one an-
other, they should have paralle]l D-structures. Fortunately, the Eﬁmr.ﬁ of the
evidence is not that the possessor actually becomes a structueal object Z._u
immediately dominated by VP, but merely that it becomes the NP that is
governed and assigned structural Case by the verb.” This can be accommeo-

~ dated to the theory without violating the Projection Principle, if the verb

can be taken to govern the NP in its D-structure NP-of-NP position. How-
ever, according to the definition of government (2.2.3), the possessed head
noun will be a “closer governor” of the possessor, thereby creating a Wmm..
rier to government between it and the verb. Thus, to complete the analysis
of Possessor Raising structures, we must say why the head noun does not
block government. in these particular structures. We know that the :nm.a
noan ceases blocking government when it is incorporated into the verb in
overt NI, by the GTC (3.3.2). Thus, overt NI has the automatic side effect
of causing the complex verb to govern and assign Case to a mﬁmmama pos-
sessor, giving rise to “Possessor Raising™ effects in Southern Tiwa and the
Iroquoian languages. An example was:

(110) a. * Kuchi-nkam-tha-ban.
pig-suF 18S8/2s0/B-find-pAsT
‘T found your pigs.’

b.  Kam-kuchi-ihd-ban,
158/2s0/B-pig-find-pasT
‘I found your pigs.’

{Southern Tiwa; AGF)

ki
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When the patient of the verb is unincorporated, the verb cannot show gh.

Ject agreement—a morphologicat reflex of Case indexing—with the pos-

developed. Therefore, Possessor Raising constructions must be instances
of N Reanalysis (“abstract NI”) between the head noun and the verb,
When this occurs, the matrix verh governs the possessor of the thematic
object by the Government Transparency Corollary, thereby assigning it
Case and causing it to have its observed range of “object” properties.
Thus, I conclude that N-v Reanalysis does exist paraliel to N Incorpora-
tion as an option in universai grammar,

This N Reanalysis account of Possessor Raising makes an immediate
prediction about the Process’s distribution: since Reanalysis is in all ways
syntactically Incorporation, the distribution of Possessor Raising should
mirror the distribution of Noun Incorparation, both being determined by
the ECP, Specifically, nouns can only incorporate into a verb if they head
the direct object of a transitive verb or (in some languages) the sole argu-
ment of an unaccusative-type intransitive verb, and N Reanalysis must
abey the same restriction. The result is that “Possessor Raising™ should
only be allowed if the raised Np is the possessor of a transitive verb’s direct
object, or of an unaccusative verb’s surface subject, In fact, this prediction

(111) a.  In fahan ddyu na chupa pdra che'lu-by.
IP.EXS-buy that 1k o garette for  sibling-my
“We bought those cigarettes for my hrother.’
(constructed example)
b. *In fihan ddyu na chupa  pérg guaku ni  che'ly-hy.
IP.EXS-buy that 1k cigarette for me OBL sibling-my
“We bought those cigarettes for my brother,’

" The same is true in Chichewa; there too Possessor W&wm:w can take place
with the direct oObject, as in ( 106). Trying to “raise™ the possessor of (say)
a subject or the object of a preposition is ungrammatical, however:
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GBJECT OF P kalata kwa nsemba z-a kalulu.

Fisi a-na-tumiz-a
hyena SP-PAST-send-ASP letter to . ﬂwﬂ ,
‘ hyena sent a letter to the hare’s fish.
*MWM M.zh&a_ﬁh.m-ﬁwv-a kalulu kalata kwa nsomba.
hyena SP-PAST-send-APPL-ASP hare Moﬂmn to fish
hare's fish.”
“The hyena sent a letter to the
* Mw_m M-aa-EEW-Q& -a kalara nsomba kbwa kalulu.
hyena SP-PAST-send-APPL-ASP letter fish _ to  hare
*The hyena sent a letter to the hare’s fish.

of hare

oA Mbuzi z-a kalulu zi-na-dy-a wdzu.
goats of hare SP-PAST-eaf-ASP grass
“The hare’s goats ate the grass.

* Mbuzi zi-na-dy-{er)-a kalulu vudzu.
goats SP-PAST-gcat-APPL-ASP hare  grass
“The hare’s goats ate the grass. “
{ok as “The goats ate grass for the hare. v

* Kalulu a-na-dy-(er)-a udzr mbuzi.
hate  SP-PaST-cal-APPL-ASP grass goats
“The hare’s goats ate the grass.

.H...s.o descriptive generalizations about Possessor Raising _._m,ﬁ not vMM MM@
n:._ ished in the examples we have seen so m_mn.vommmmmo_.. WEE”.W nH i oe
a HW“ooww that makes the possessor of any NP ES. the :MMM %wmhon of the
: clause; or Possessor Raising could be 2 process ﬁw_”mh ks OWOEE o
‘of an NP take over whatever GF that NP held, whi M e tb) o (0
moves out of the way (cf. RG’s Relational mc.nnwmmsm ami ..EQ. O o
" sentences show that the process is asﬁmﬂamcn& un E@ M” s are ity
unless the NP in question is the direct o_u._nor. The @mmmm TN
broader but still within the predicted range in the Mus Gmm P P
Choctaw and Chickasaw: Carden, Qcaou.u and ?‘Ewﬂo { Then opiects of
(ms) claim that Possessor Raising is possible do& nun._gmaé dects o
transitive verbs and from the “subjects”™ of ﬁnmnﬁuw EH isitive verbs In
these languages. Finally, Kimenyi (1980) reports a m:.:w E.E.m e
Kinyarwanda, although the matter is made somewhat o 5 e y niepen
dent properties of the language.® Thus, we see Em.ﬂ not u.”_mm 8% w osessor
cam “‘raise” across languages; rather the process is :E._ e : %_._ sasssors
of NPs whose heads are in incorporable structural positions. Th
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plained by saying that V-N Reanalysis (= gbstract NI} is what makes it

possible for the verb to govern and Case- i
ing the raisms chr mark an embedded Possessor, givy-

‘ goment at LF. Thes, whep N
MMMMMN a vmmmnmmoh as in (110) from Southern Tiwa, the verh H.mmw mmmmmmh
Ve Lase to the possessor only because the lar,
. . ger NP no |
needs it, thanks to Incorporation. As expected, N Reanalysis alsg wmmm%,“

wnc_uon%. of satisfying case theory mcw the NP involved. In fact, this result is

(114) a. Fig a-na-dy-er-a  kalyly nsomba,
hyena sp-pasT-eat-asp hare fish
“The hyena ate the hare’s fish.’

$

AN

NP VP

IV

byena V; Np#*

14y b, (Chichewa)

‘aee k
dmm Lw

Mmmmmoww %Mwyuﬂwm_.m .cwgwn: the main V and the head of its complement
Coilndexing, and the Cage assignment b

and the Possessor by the line that links them, .mu”mﬂ ot

Southern Tiwa, the fact that th

&n. coindexing of Reanalysis serves as Case ind
visible in the same way the chain coindexing
fact that the NP headed by “fish’ does not rec
verb jn (1 14a) is confirmed by the fact that
become the subject if the verb ig passivized:

exing to make the Np
of Incorporation does. The
eive (structural) Cage from the
it need not (indeed, may not)
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H.m.v a. *Nsomba zi-na-dy-er-edw-a kalulu ndi fisi.
. fish  SP-pAST-eat-APPL-PASS-ASP hare by hyena
“The fish of the hare was eaten by the hyena.’

ZQEon can ‘fish” trigger object agreement on the verb in (114a). Further
vidence to this effect comes from Chamorro, in which the “default” case
orm of nominals is different from the simple accusative or bare form of
m_m. nominal. In a Possessor Raising structure, the NP headed by the re-
aialyzed patient N appears in this default oblique case, rather than in the
sase of direct objects:

116y Ha fo’gasi-yi yuw' si Flory ni  magagu-hu.

3sS-wash-apPL me PN Flory 0BL clothes-my

‘Flory washed my clothes.’

The possessor, of course, does appear in the objective case. Thus, the em-
irical properties of N Reanalysis are established and found to accord with

the theory.

.3.4.3 Noun Reanalysis in Applicatives

ﬁ:& all this in mind, let us return to epplicative constructions, and in par-
- ticular the status of the “basic object” in a structure like (93) from Chi-
« chewa, repeated here; :

(7 Kalulu a-na-gul-ir-a mbidzi nsapato.
hare  sp-pasT-buy-for-asp zebras shoes
“The hare bought shaes for the zebras.’

We have seen much evidence that the applied object ‘zebras’ receives the
verb’s accusative Case in such structures, and that the basic object ‘shoes’
does not. I reasoned in the last subsection that the most desirable thing to
say about the basic object from a morphosyntactic viewpoint is that some-
how it does not need to receive Case at afl. It was speculated that this
would be possible if the NP abstractly incorporated into the V, a process
which I have now shown to be independently motivated. Thus, I drop the as-
sumption that languages like Chichewa can assign inherent Case to patient/
themes, and claim instead that the basic object in applicatives does in fact
undergo N-V Reanalysis, which is possible because it is “directly theta
connected” to the verb. It is then “PF identified” by this relationship, and
its accusative Case can be freely assigned elsewhere; in (117) it goes to the
applied object, rather than to a possessor. Reanalyzed nouns are still mor-
phologically independent words, and thus need to appear in some form or
another; hence they appear either as unmarked stems (in Chichewa and
Bahasa Indonesian) or in a default case form (in Chamorro). They do not,
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however, appear in a distinctive semantic case form,

The resulting S-
structure will be:

{1L8) 5
z_ﬂ\\\\/%
\\\\\\_/
hare v PP NP
SN N\ |
V; P P NP N;
m:__w mo_n H_M uh__unw mE_ﬁw

Giver this approach, we expect that, in a lan
10 “covert NI of this type, the patient/basic ol
incorporated in applicative
be just such a language. Re
sessor Raising apart from
Reanalysis. NI is indeed o
the goal NP becomes Cas

(1% a.

guage that has overt NI but
biect should be chbligatorily
-type constructions. Southern Tiwa appears to
call from above that Southern Tiwa has no Pos-
overt NI, making it plausible that it has no N-v
bligatory in applicative-type constructions where
¢-marked by the verb, according to AGF:

Ti-t' un-wia-ban Fay.
1s8: A-baby-give-past 25-10
"I gave the baby fo you.
b, Ka-’w'un-wia-ban.

155:250/ A-baby-give-past

‘I gave you the baby.’
c. *' Uu-de ka-wia-ban,
baby-suF 158:250/ A-give-past
‘I gave you the baby.’

In (119a), the goal appears in a postpositional
equivalent applicative-tike construction (11903,
rates, and the goal gets accusative Case from the verb, as signified by the
fact that the verb agrees with the goal. This means that there is no Case
remaining for the theme NP ‘baby’, so it can only escape the Case Filter by
incorporating into the verb, as in (119b). If this “basic object” does not
incorporate into the verb, the structure is ungrammatical ((119¢)). Thus,
in Southern Tiwa onc actually sees the incorporation which happens ab-
stractly in most languages that have applicative constructions. !

As first mentioned in footnote 14 of chapter 3, overt Noun Incorpora-
tion obeys some additional constraint to the effect that Ns cannot move out
of dative and benefactive NPs even when those NPs look like direct objects -

phrase. In the thematically
* the postposition incorpo-
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the surface. For example, the following is ungramrmatical in South-

0) *Ta-hlinwra-wia-ban ('u'u-de).
.. 1s5/A/A-woman-give-pAsT baby-sUF
*[ gave the woman him (the baby).’

. t of this chapter, we begin to see why this wannmoﬁoﬂm .c:nmu
Jwﬁw%ﬂﬂ%xﬁmma might moﬁn. the N comes out of an “applied wEmnH_m
mEnu is governed by the trace of an an%o_,.mﬂoa P. H:cm. . QMS‘ Is rea _uw
y instance of nonlocal incorporation, which is generaliy ._Em.om.m&_a..w .ﬂﬁm
full explanation of this constraint SE be postponed until nﬁmEQ.H . H.H
Thowever, it remains true that Reanalysis has the same properties Mvm ﬂﬂo
ﬁom..wncn‘ applied objects will not be able to ﬂm:&ﬁo with the verb either.
Hence, the new way of satisfying case theory is not apen to w—.um:oa oSoaM
in .Wmnnw&. but only to the basic object. Therefore, in m”_o wnﬁmnn_ approac
¢ still follows without stipulation from more general principles that &a mw-
object must be the one that receives structural Case and the basic ab-
cct must be the one that reanalyzes and not the _unvm_. way E.c:sa..ﬁﬁm_
the explanation of the properties of objects in mww:nmmﬁ oonmﬁ.uocmﬁm is
preserved, and the gap left in the derivation of Marantz’s Generalization in
3.1 is properly filled. S
u—uwmwmwu %Enw I have replaced the property of assigning ﬁwﬁﬁi Omm.ﬂ to
themes with the property of allowing abstract NI, we must briefly reconsider
the causative construction in this class of languages. As om.ﬁ.rmmﬁmm at the
_.u.anE:m of this subsection, Verb Incorporation and Preposition Emo@owm_.“
tion put similar strains on the grammar, since both create m“.w:nanmw in S_MHM
a sitigle morphological verb is responsible for Case-marking two Zm..m. -
dictably, languages overwhelmingly tend to use Em.mmﬂm Omuo-am_..fnm re-
- sources to face the strains in both circumstances: Ew@ﬁam assigns two
accusative Cases in both; Berber avoids both. I now claim that _msmd._.mmom
- like Chamorro and Chimwiini (abstractly) incorporate the extra NP in PI
) .. constiuctions, and the same should therefore be true in the VI nmm.EEom.

-Thus, the results of 4.3.3.3 for causatives in these languages which were
* stated in terms of assigning inherent Case are now to be .Bmu.oa and Row%
in terms of N Reanalysis. First, the verb reanalyzes (i.e. is coindexed) with
the head of its NP object, thus frecing that object from the need to get
Case. The verb then may move to Infl, C, and ultimately mo the B»Ex. verb
without taking the object NP along. This movement, which 10:5 violate
Chomsky’s (1986a) Uniformity Condition if Eromonﬁ.nmmm assignment were
involved, is legitimate because the trace of the verb will continue 8 properly
govern the reanalyzed NP, satisfying the ECP (see q.w‘m.,wu. Finally, the
" .complex matrix verb assigns its single Case to the lower subject (causee). In
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this way, the properties of this type of causative construction are explained
within the revised assumptions. Moreover, in Southern Tiwa, where al in-
corporations are visible, overt Noun Incorporation of the lower object in a
causative construction will be obligatory, just as it is with the basic object
in applicative constructions and with the possessed noun in Possessor Rais-
ing constructions. This obligatoriness was illustrated in 4.3.3.4. Thus,
Southern Tiwa confirms on the surface that it js correct to group all these
constructions fogether, based on their common use of Noun Incorpora-
tion—aovert or covert—as done in this section.

In conclusion, I have argued that the two objects in the double object
constructions formed by applicatives have very different statuses: one re-
ceives Case from the verb in the usual way; the other is incorporated into
the verb. In this way, the theoretical need for each NP to be PF-identified
(i.e. to “get Case™ in the broad sense} is satisfied withoat forcing the verb
to have two lexical Case-assigning features. At the same time, the asym-
mefries in the syntactic behavior of the two NPs are acccunted for. Many
have previously addressed the question of how Case assignment works in
“double object™ constructions in more familiar languages, with varying de-
grees of empirical and conceptual success {e.g. Hornstein and Weinberg
(1981}, Kayne (1983), cf. Oeshile (1975)). Of such accoants, that of Stowell
(1981} is by far the most similar to that of this work, Stowell shares the
basic insight that one of the NPs in a double object construction rust in-
visibly incorporate into the verb in order to avoid being ruled out by the
Case Filter. The difference between my account and Stowell's is simply that
Stowell incorporates the wrong NP: the dative, rather than the theme NP.
That it is the theme NP that incorporates rather than the dative is clearly
seen in languages with maorphologically avert incorporation such as South-

ern Tiwa and Mohawk, and this fact will be explained given the disciplined

account of incorporation in general developed in this work. Moreover, in

the systemn I have developed, the possibility of accounting for double ob-

jeots in terms of Incorporation is not a mysterious patchwork device; in-

stead it falls out naturally from the combination of several notions, each of

which bas wide empirical support. Further empirical advantages of this ap- -
proach to “double object” constructions wil] be seen in chapier 7, where

the interactions among GF changing processes are considered.

5.3.5 Morphology and Dative Shift
Compare the following two sets of examples from Chichewa: *

(121) a. Ngombe zi-na-tumiz-a mitolo  yaudzu kwa mbuzi,
COWs  SP-PAST-send-asp bundles of grass to goats
‘The cows sent bundles of grass to the goats.’
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b. Ngombe zi-na-umiz-ir-a mbuzi mitolo  ya udzu.
cOWS  SP-PAST-send-APPL-AsP goats bundles of grass
“The cows sent the goats bundles of grass.’

(122) a. Joni a-na-pats-a nthochi kwa amai n.”.a.
John sp-pasT-give-AsP bananas to  mother his
‘John mm.,,ﬁ the bananas to his mother.”

b. Joni a-na-pats-a amai  ake nthochi.
John sp-rast-give-ase mother his bananas
*John gave his mother bananas.’

(Trithart (1977))

(£21) is a standard example of an applicative pair: {121 mw hasa ?mwom_:ﬂw
(kwa) which its thematic paraphrase (121b} lacks, while (121b) has the
applied affix on the verb, which (1212) lacks. 1 have E.m_.woa that H.:omnwﬂm_o
ftems are to be identified, such that the source of the applied affix in (121b)
is a preposition which is base-generated in the same mn.:n.g,m_ confi gura-
tior: as kwa in {121a) and then undergoes X° movement to Enwﬂonmﬂ.o into
the verb. From this assumption, a variety of facts w_um.:; the &mﬁ.mamﬂwa Mw
applicative constructions and their mwwﬁn:n properties can be explained,
as we have seen. Now, the relationship between (122a) and (122h) _oﬁ.uw_.w
identical to the relationship between (1212} and (121b) except for one im-
portant fact: there is no extra morpheme on the verb {or mz%i:nﬂ else)
in (122b) which is the refiex of an incorporated P. By m:m_omw. ﬁ.:m._ H,_._n
well-known English construction, I somewhat a:&ﬂnimﬂn&@ distinguish
examples like (122) from those like {121) by om:.:._m them _.u}d<m. SHIET
alternations. In this section, 1 argue that dative shift alternations, like .mm-
plicatives, are derived by Prepasition Incorporaticn. The Bpoéwoﬁompn&
difference between the two is explicable given the way that “‘morphology
theory” is integrated into the framework. ‘
Given the analysis so far, there are strong reasons to suspect E.ﬁ awﬁ:ﬁ
shifts are associated with the same syntactic structures as applicatives.
First of all, NPs receive the same theta roles in the same M:ana configura-
tions in both {121b) and {122b)}: a goal argument is immediately wmmja&mr
and the theme argument also appears morphologicaily nnEE._S.a in the VP.
Thus, it seems that these two sentences should be associated with the same
syntax in order to capture these generalizations in a ﬁmnmmwﬂnuﬂ.émw. d..:w
conviction grows with the observation that the two behave identically with
respect to thelr interactions with other syntactic processes. Hrnm, we know
from 5.3.1 and 5.3.4 that the goal argument in a sentence like (121b) mms
trigger object agreement, can “pro-drop,” and can become the subject
when the verb is passivized. In conirast, the theme object has none of these
properties. Exactly the same characteristics hold true of the goal and
theme NPs in a structure like (122b):
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(123) 2. Ngombe zi-na-zi-pats-a nsima mbuzi,
COWS  SP-PAST-OP-give-ASP cornmush goats.
“The cows gave the goats cornmush,’
b.  Ngombe zi-na-gi-pats-a Rsima.
COWS  SP-PAST-OP-give-Asp cornmush
“The cows gave them cornmush.’
S Mbuzi zi-na-pats-idw-q nsima ndi ngombe.
goals  SP-PAST-give-PASS-AsP cornmush by cows
“The goats were given cornmush by the cows,’
(124) a. *Ngombe zi-na-i-pats-q mbuzi nsima,
COWS  SP-PAST-OP-give-ASP goats cornnnsh
‘The cows gave the goats cornmush.’
b. *Ngombe zi-na-i-pats-q mbuzi,
COWS  SP-PAST-OP-give-ASP goats
“The cows gave the goats it.”
C. *Nsima  i-na-pats-idw-a mbuzi ndi ngombe.
COrnmush SP-PAST-Zive-PASS-ASP goats by cows
‘Cornoush was given the goats by the cows.’

Thus, it would seem 1o be a theoretica
atizations by assigning the same SYTI
tions. The case for this is incomplete,
be found in its favor in Jater sectio

| fajlure not to capture these gener-
tactic descriptions in both construc-
* but more and striking evidence wiil

s, where it will be seen that the two
constructions behave alike with Tespect 1o wh-movement (5 .4} and with re-

Spect to interactions with other Incorporation processes {chapter 7).
This situation is not an isolated i iosyncracy of Chichewa

in which the prepositional affix has
pending on the ﬁEoﬁw&vrouo_ommn& context;

(125) a. Hu gl | kit parai  che'lu-hy,
1sS-write the letter to  the sibling-my o
1 wrote the letter to my brother.’ -
b. Hu tugi-§ [ che’lu-hu ni ling,
LsS-write-APPL the sibling-my oBL letter
‘I wrote my brother the letter.

a productive applicative construction

However, there is a small class of verbs which appear in configurations

identical to (125b) byt which do not have the applied morpheme on the

verb. In fact, they also fail to appear in a structure like (125a). Examples of

this class are the verhs na’i ‘give’, fa'nu'i ‘show’, and bend; ‘sell’:
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26) a. *In nd'i [ bdbui pdra si tata-n-mami.
: Ir.Ex-give the pig to  pw father-Lk-our
“We gave the pig to our father.”

b. Innd'i st rata-n-manii nu i .wme
1p.EX-give PN father-LK-our oBL the pig
“We gave our father the pig.’

?wﬁ? sentences like (126b) have the same syntactic behavior as mmnﬁmnoom
:like (125b) in nontrivial ways, as Qw__umon demonstrates, suggesting that
there is a generalization (o be captured. o
m.%uwm M_umwo:m way to capture this generalizadon and m.m: maintain the
n.m.qumSQ value of the P Incorporation account of mmﬁrnmﬁﬁ construc-
ions is to claim that sentences like (122b) and ( G.Q: are ﬁ.ﬁnﬁmm _u.u. Pl as
well. Then, the only difference between the two is that with a :.Enma set
f verbs, the incorporated P is simply invisible. In fact, this is natural
enough, if we keep in mind the moiphological side of Incorporation, dis-
in 2.2.5. o
nﬁam{mmh_g uunc moverment applies., it creates a complex structure consisting of
miore than one X level item. It is then the task of the Eo%:w_omﬁmu sub-
.ﬁoE_uonoE of the grammar to determine what the brouc_om_o.& shape A.um
the combination will be. Now, in the cases we have ._u.wos monum_nm. on, this
‘task is fairly transparent; it has involved only Enmumcon of wnoa:mnﬁ mor-
‘phemes, pius perhaps a few simple phonological rules. Nothing in the
framework requires that it always be this easy, :oi.oﬁn. For QSEE? there
‘can be—and sometimes is—-—morphological selection ﬁo.n & particular form
of a syntactically incorporated affix by the specific 30? Just as En._.m can be
morphological selection between roots and mmwxnm. in noﬂm:ﬁosm affixa-
tion. Indeed, the relation can be Eo_.w:oﬁ_uo._&om_oa@.ﬁnm&mn in some
way, or even suppletive. Now, there is one other possibility that m.ﬁ. in with
this range of phenomena: the moarphological shape of the noEEnwE.un of
- o items can be identical to the morphological shape of one of Ecm.n items
" on its own. With some types of morphology, all this _m ::nonqcﬁwma_. an
example, ihe formation of past participles in English shows this nE.:.n
range of morphological realization. The most common way o.m forming
Past participles is to add the productive affix -d to .En. verb, which c:a.n.‘.?
8oes general phonological rules of voicing mmmEEm:wm and mvnun_._.om_m‘
thereby deriving forms such as like/liked, n&cammgfa..m&. omit!/omitted.
Nevertheless, some verbs select for a special, unproductive morpheme -en
{e.g. givel given); others are suppletive {c.g. &am?mam“ @xﬁwe:man.v. Fi-
nally, a small class of verbs have a past participle which is B.Qnﬁrw_om_om:.w
identical to the stem itself: cur/ci, splitjsplit, hit/hit. Yet in spite of this
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morphophonological variation, all these past participles are equivalent in
terms of syntactic properties and distribution.

Now, since morphology theory is a set of wellformedness principles that
applies to representations but is not rooted in any special level of syntactic
description, the morphological forms that are formed in the symax by in-
coiporation show exactly the same range of variation, Thus, the Chichewa
applied affix -ir is morphologically similar to the English past participle
affix -d: it is productive, relatively invariant in shape, and is subject to
simple phonological rules—in this case, Yowel Harmony. The Chamorro
applied affix -7 is similar, but it can appear with an extra consonant, which
is usually phonologically conditioned, but which may in some instances be
morphologically corditioned as well. The Tuscarora applied marker, on
the other hand, has forms that cannot be explained by phonological rules;
rather the form is to some degree selected by the verb and the aspect
(Williams (1976, 87)). Williams gives the following summary of forms:

(127) ASPECT  Serial/ Punctual/
Perfective  Imperative
V-TYPE
Class 1 -?8e -8
Class IT ~(a)ni -gh@
Class Il -ani -V

This sort of form selection/morphological conditioning is similar to the
English selection for an -en past participle morpherme, Nevertheless, the
syntax of applicatives in Tuscarora is essentially identical to that of ap-
plicatives in Chichewa. Suppietive forms also exist in certain languages.
Given this context, it is not surprising that the combination of verb and
applied affix is sometimes identical in form to the verb itself, Just as cur
plus the past participle is still cuz. I claim that this is exactly what happens
in “dative shift” constructions like (122b) and (126by); for the relevant small
and semi-idiosyncratic set of verbs, the applied affix is syatactically present
but is simply not seen morphologically,
Inasmuck as dative shift depends on a lexically determined morpho-
logical quirk, it is not surprising that its appearance is lexicaily governed in
" idiosyneratic ways in different languages. For example, in Trithart’s Chi-
chewa (Chichewa-B) the verb -pats- ‘give’ appears in both an applicative
(122b) and a ronapplicative (122a) frame; hence it is the surface form for
both a basic verb and a “verb + applied affix,” Qn the other hand, in
Chamorro the verb na’i ‘give’ appears oaly in the applicative frame
(126b); hence it is only the surface form of 2 “verb + applied affix.” There
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5 thus a gap in the Chamorro Ho%:owcmmom_ m_mhm&mﬂ.. which mmmmm.:m. _wo
morphological form to the straight verb ‘give.’* Returning to the cm.u.mn:u €
nalogy, the Chichewa-B verb is directly parailel 6 the case of English past
_mEoE_mm of verbs like cur; the Chamorro verd is @mmm:& to Eo. ommw of
“verbs with defective paradigms, which do not appear in all tenses in a lan-
wﬁwn. Mchombo’s Chichewa AOEnonm..E 5. similar to Ormﬂoﬂo in Ewm
regard, since (122a) is ungrammatical in n:.m 9&.02,. Not surprisingly, 3.5
type of null morphology is tolerated only with a limited wzaco,a of verbs in
wuu. given language, and they are always :omnoﬁomb applicative type
verbs, in that they naturally focus on a goal or _unnammnn/.& mwm:mnwa. dEm_
even though the class of verbs that allow a “nuli muu:omm.& in a m:_nn
.H.wnmummm is always idiosyncratic o a anmﬂn“ ﬁ.rn_.m are partial Rm:mmﬂ.:w?
‘the verb meaning ‘to give’ has a null applicative more omnm. Em.:.:or ,8
‘show’ and “to send’ are very common members of this m_mmm“ to hit .EE to
like’ are probably never in this class. Guno:?m,._u_ur this helps clue E.QE.
“dren learning one of these languages to the .wﬁmﬁo:ow ‘Om null syntactic af-
“fixes. As always, the thearetical justification for wuom:u.um m_.uo_.” null mwmxw.m
is the need to capture significant syntactic generalizations in an appropri-
55
mhmkﬁmwam point, a brief digression is in order oounmn:mu‘m the &mw.ooﬁm_ dif-
ference between Chichewa-A and Chichewa-B. As &mnc%an. in 4.3.1,
. these dialects differ both in their causative constructions and in the fact
‘that the latter but not the former has morphologically unmarked .ﬁdo;Em
object” constructions. This correlation was shown to be mwmﬂoEm:m Cross-
- linguisticafly and was explained by saying that in languages like Osﬁwﬁ&m.
"B verbs can assign structural or inherent Case to a second NP, whereas in
- languages like Chichewa-A they cannot. Then, in m.,mar the _uacoﬁ.w of
assigning inherent Case was replaced by that of allowing the Reanalysis of
an N. Now, this explanation covers directly every Hm:mmmmn that I w:o.é
‘enough about—except Chichewa-A. As we have seen, Os_om._n«.cm& does in
* - fact have N Reanalysis in its applicative constructions mmm in :m —uomwmmmma
Raising constructions. Why, then, is it not available in Ov_nams.mumwm
causative constructions as well, thereby allowing V-to-C type causatives
similar to those of Chichewa-B? Taking our cue from the fact that the mmor-
phologically unmarked ““dative shift” alternation in (122} is also lost W:
Chichewa-A, we can say that Chichewa-A has a hybrid system (perhaps in
" tramsition) that aflows N-V Reanalysis, but ONLY TF THAT REANALYSIS IS
REPRESENTED AT THE PF LEVEL BY THE APPLIED AFFIX (5¢e Dote Ev. ‘H.:m
sole exception to this in the language is -pats- ‘give’, mba. even this item
fails to alternate and is frozen in the (122b) frame. Then, it is impossible
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for a language with this stipulation as part of jts Case-marking gystem to
have a causative identical to that of Chichewa-B

; indeed the applied affix is obliga-
ircumstances (Aissen (1983)). Thus,
this is simply a rather trivia instance of low-Tevel crosslinguistic variation,

Finally, it would be consistent with our set of assumptions for a Jan-

guage to have ‘nell’ as the onLy phonological form of its prepasitional af-
fix. This would be similar to languages w

affixes.” Presumably, the restriction of the process to a semantically de-
fined subclass of “canonical” applicative verbs will hold in this case as
well, thereby making the process less general in such a language than in
one with an overt applied morpheme. This scenario fits the famous dative
shift constructions in English almost perfectly. Examples include:

(128} a. Joe gave a computet to his girlfriend for her birthday.
b. Joe gave his girlfriend a computer for her birthday.

(129) a. 1sent my resumsé to this accounting firm last week.
b. I sent this accounting firm my resumé last week.

(130) a. Picasso carved that figurine on the mantie for Mary Harvey.
b. Picasso carved Mary Harvey that figurine on the mantle.

Thus, T will ciaim that p Incorporation and N Reanalysis occur in English as
well, therehy assigning to a sentence like (128h) the following structures:

{131) a, s b. 5
> \/
NP VP NP vp
L T~ | T
Joe V PP NP Joe /._1 vv

P N N

give P NP N \A P

R T R A I

@ girl  computer give g g girl  campuyter

This approach requires only a minor extension of the theory and
analysis with some explanatory depth to this notorionsly
struction. First, the D-struchire (131a}
non—dative-shified counterpart (128a),

gives an
intractable con-
is parallel to the D-structure of the
thereby accounting for the fact thar
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¢ thematic paraphrases in consonance ,i.& the Uniformity of

e e Ass nment Hypothesis. Moreover, we can import our theory of

The >mmmeouﬁ in applicatives to solve the case theory puzzles posed by

o M”Hmm_nom For example, we immediately account for the fact that the
.thes¢ :

goal/benefactive argument necessarily appears adjacent to the verb in
£9

" dative-shifted structures, since this argument can only be PF-ided by re-

ceiving accusative Case from the verb, parallel to the examples discussed
ce
at length in 53.3.1 and 5.3.4:

" (132) a. *I sent my resumé this accounting firm last week.

b. *Picasso carved the figurine on the mantle Mary Harvey.

i i i be reanalyzed with the

in particular that the applied object cannot ¢

wanmm_”om Reanalysis is blocked by the intervening trace of the empty prepo

i * This also explains the fact that (in general}® the goal/ vouow.mocﬁ

mwmﬁmmﬂma may become the subject of the sentence when the verb is pas-
sivized, whereas the theme NP fnay not:

i és last week.
. This accounting firm was sent 100 resumes
(43 w 2*%100 resumés were sent this accounting firm last week.
o figurine by Picasso.
4) a.  Mary Harvey was carved a fig :
.Qu U b. *,H,%Mwmmﬁgm was carved Mary Harvey by Picasso,

In all these ways, the syntax of dative shift is Enuan&m_ﬁ.o Eo mwnn@w M.M
icatives in oth — slinguistic generalization whic
applicatives in other _mumn.mmwm a Cros SHiste Boncraliuation which 1s

tured by giving them similar structures., : . !
HM gﬁo&womwm also accounts for the properties of ﬂ.ek‘.oxﬁnnmo:u?oﬂ:
dative-shifted structures. Thus, the syntax of dative mrrmﬁwmowﬂw_mm._w v._:n:
i it i 1975}, Stowe , Lz
Finzlly, it is well known (ci. OE,EnA. / . ‘
C@mwu ﬂwﬁ there are lexical idiosyncrasies in dative shift, such ﬂ.sﬁ mo.mno
verbs seem to dative-shift optionaily (as seen m,wo.qnf some oarmmﬁﬂuuu
and soine not at ail, even though they are semanticalty plausible candidates
for the shift. Examples of these last two cases are:

(135) a. Jerry donated his butterfiy mo:oo:on to the nwE.nF
b. *Jerry donated the church his butterfly no:n,qoﬁo?
(136) a. *The orange socks cost two dollars to/for Linda.
b. The orange socks cost Linda two dollars.

This lexical idiosyncrasy can be mooocaﬂ& for .E the .mm:._w Snﬁw mm nMM
Chamorro/Chichewa difference in the ﬁ.ﬁro.:w_:% of amﬁw& st e
cussed above: by appealing to Eoﬁso_ommnﬂ ﬁ_ommnn_.mmw.wa_ Mw. Ema (30
abandoning a syntactic account of amzwn mfﬁ in the face of ( v.mu o
and returning to multiple subcategorization frames, one can simply
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that give is the morphological form for both ‘give’ and ‘give-to’; donate is
the morphological form for ‘donate’, but there is no valid Ecn_t:&o man
form for wnoumﬁ._.aw and cost is the morphological form for .nomﬂmﬂou
but Eﬁ.n. 1s no morphological form for the meaning of ‘cost’ that takes a
benefactive argument. The combinations of lexical items that are morpho-

Mom_om_.q ill-formed then act as filters eliminati

5.4 THE COMPLEX STRUCTURE OF PREFPOSITION INCORPORATION

>Eu.=amm<m sentences are commonly thought to be formed by a gram-

- . ’ . e
phrase comes to be the direct object of the clause it appears in. [ &mm.”
giaﬁ_.. that there are no GE changing processes per se; rather Eu.u

_wnonmamm“ mmﬂnr that the NP stranded by the P behaves like 2 standard
direct object in many ways, in particular those which are dependent on
Eovernment and on case theory. In this way, the “GF changing effect™ illus-
anwn in the literature is accounted for, This is short of saying that the the

matically oblique NP becomes a fuf] direct object in €very sense, howev ]
In .wmnﬁ. the Projection Prineiple implies that it wil] NOT become m. mq:oEM.M
object in the X' theory sense of being an [NP, VP], since the thematicall

relevant categorial structure must be preserved, Hence, the moved P mu u_M
_mwa..m a trace, which continues to head a PP that containg the anmanﬁw

oblique NP. In other words, the structure js {137a) and not (137b): g

(137) a. 8 b. 8
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The retained preposition trace and the PP node are “invisible™ for many
parposes, given the Government Transparency Corollary. Nevertheless, we
stifl expect that their presence will be detectable with respect to some sub-
theory of the grammar, thereby causing differences between “applied ob-
jects™ and standard direct objects to appear in that realm, The issue is par-
iel to the one discussed in 4.4, where I shiowed that the comiplex clausal
structure for Verb Incorpoeration that is implied by the Projection Principle
has predictabie effects with respect to hinding theory and bounding theory.
In this section, 1 seek to establish the corresponding point for P Incorpora-
- tion sentences. Unfortunately, this time there will be less evidence and it
-will be less well understood, for the simple reason that PPs are mentioned
by fewer principles than Ss are. Nevertheless, the evidence will again em-
pirically distinguish the symtactic Incorporation account of applicatives
from alternatives which derive applicatives in the lexicon or in the syntax
~ but in a'way which does not obey a strong Projection Principle.
- As with causees in VI comstructions, crucial data which distinguish ap-
plied objects from standard direct objects come from wh-movement con-
* structions in Chichewa. It is perfectly acceptable to extract the object of an
. ordinary transitive verb in this langnage:

(138) a. Ndi-ku-ganiz-a kuti Mavuto a-na-on-a mfumu.
185-PRES-think-asp that Mavuto SP-PAST-see-ASP chief
‘I think that Mavuto saw the chief.”

b. Iyi ndi mfumu imene ndi-ku-ganiz-a kuti a-na-on-a.
Thisis chief which 15S-PRES-think-ASP that 355-PAST-sec-ASP
“This is the chief that I think that she saw.’

However, the benefactive applied object cannot be extracted in this way, in
spite of its surface similarities to a standard direct object:

(139) a. A-ku-ganiz-a kuti mu-na-phik-ir-a
3s8-PrES-think-AsP that 28S-PAST-cook-AFPL-ASP
mfumu nsima.
chief cornmush
‘He thinks that you cooked cornmush for the chief.’
b, *Iyi  ndi mfumu imene a-ku-ganiz-a kuti
This is chief which 3sS-PRES-think-As® that
mu-na-phik-ir-a nsima.
288-PAST-cO0K-APPL-ASPE cornmush
“This is the chief which he thinks that you cooked the corn-

mush for.*

(139a) is similar to (138a), but this time the wh-moverment in (139b) is
Ungrammatical. I propose to show that this contrast can only be explained
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if there is indeed an extra PP node in (139) which is not present in (138)
and which blocks the extraction. This then will establish the Incorporation
theory, which implies that this difference in stracture should exist,

5.4.1 The Basic Facts

The first step is to establish the data more firmly, focusing, as in the lagt
section, on benefactive and dative applicative structures. Further examples
showing that it is impossible to move the benefactive argument to form
(say}) a relative clause in Chichewa are:

(140) a. Ndi-na-nen-a kuti Mavuto a-na-thyol-er-a
1s5-pasT-say-asp that Mavuto SP-PAST-break-ApPpL-asp
mfumuy mpando.
chief chair.
T said that Mavuto broke the chair for the chief.”
b. *iyi ndiyo mfumu i-mene ndi-na-nen-a kuti Mavuto
this is chief which 1sS-PAST-say-Asp that Mavuto
a-na-thyol-er-a mpando.
SP-PAST-break-APPL-ASP chair
“This is the chief which I said that Mavuto broke the chair for.’
Mawito a-na-wmb-ir-a mfumu misuko.
Mavuto sP-PAST-mold-APPL-asp chief waterpot
‘Mavuto molded the waterpot for the chief.’
b. ¥Iyi ndiyo mfumu imene ndi-ku-ganiz-a kusi Mavuto
this is chief which 1SS-PREs-think-sp that Mavuto
a-na-umb-ir-q misuko,
SP-PAST-mold-APPL-ASP waterpot
“This is the chief which I think that Mavuto moided the water-
pot for.’

(141} a.

Interestingly, the inability

to wh-move holds only of the applied object, and
not of the basic patiest o

bject. This “second object” can move freely:

(142} Uwu ndi mpando u-mene ndi-na-nen-q kuti Mavuto
this is chair  which 18S-PAsT-say-Asp that Mavuto
a-na-thyol-er-a mifterni.
SP-PAST-break-APPL-ASP chief
“This is the chair which I sajd that Mavuato broke for the chief.’
(143) Uwu ndiwe misukoe  u-mene ndi-ku-ganiz-q kuti Mavuto
This is waterpot which  158-PREs-think-asp that Mavuto
a-na-umb-ir-a miumu,
SP-PAST-mOId-APPL-ASP chief.
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*This is the waterpot that I think that Mavuto molded for the
chief.’

These examples contrast minimally with the corresponding ox%ﬁu‘ﬂnmﬂ _“5
{(140b), (141b), showing that whatever makes wqm-EQnEomm z2d in M
- latter cases is a property specifically of the applied object, and not Eﬂ -
‘ter of applicative clauses as a whole being frozen with respect to wh-
-~ movement.® . ‘ ‘ o e, Tho
' The same pattern is seen in dative mm._.u:nm:q.m constructions. ws,
- perek ‘ta hand over” is a Chichewa verb which mc:mmﬁo:uw.mwcomﬁ%o:s%w
..H..on a goal argument. This argument can appear either as an independent
“or as an applied object:

chitseko kwa mfumu.

(144) a. Atsikana a-na-perek-a chief

girl sP-pAST-hand-ase door . 8_
“The girl handed the door tg the chief. .

b. Atsikana a-na-perek-er-a mifumu chitselo.
girl SP-PAST-hand-APPL-ASP chief door
“The gir] handed the chief the door.’

-In the applicative form, the second object may be extracted freely, but the
 dative-applied object may not be extracted at alk:

(143) a. *Ivi ndi mfumu imene ndi-na-nen-a kuti nmumwng
. thisis chief which [sS-PAST-say-ASP that girl
a-na-perek-er-a chitseko.
sP-PAST-hand-APPL-ASP door . _
*This is the chief which I said that the girl :mnn_on_. the aoe. to.
b. fchindi chitseko chimene ndi-na-nen-a Kueti Q.E\.E;a
thisis door  which IsS-PAST-say-aspthat girl
a-ha-perek-er-a mfumir.
$P-PAST-hand-APPL-ASP chief .
“This is the door which I said that the girl handed to the
chief.’

Whatever factor is mn effect here has some nmomm-:nm:.wmmo ,monn_.m:nm.
- Thus, a similar difference hetween applied objects and basic objects m:ﬂ&m
up in one of the question formation strategies ﬂ.um QEE@HJ 35?0:02.&5
Gibson (1980), Chung {1982)). (146b) is a typical applicative construction
from this language:

(46) a. Hutugs i kduapdrai che’lu-hu.
[88-write the letter to  the sibling-my
‘I wrote the letter to my brother.”
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b. Hu tugi-i i che'lu-hu ni Idtia,
1sS-write-APPL the sibling-my oB1. letter
‘I wrote my brother the letter.’

From Em. applicative structure, questioning the theme “second object™ is
grarmmatical, but questioning the goal “‘applied object” is not:®

(147) a. *Hayi t-in-igi’-i-n-fiiho ni  kdfta?
who NoM-write-APPL-LX-their onr. fetter
“Who did they write the letter t0?°
b.  Hafa tin-igi’-i-n-fitha as Rosa?
what NOM-write-APPL-LK their 0zr. Rosa
‘What did they write to Rosa?’

Indeed, Gibson shows that this effect carries over into “double object”
structures which have the same structural configuration of NPs but where
no (overt) applied affix appears on the verb. Na'i © give’ is a verb that ap-
pears in such configurations in Chamorro:

(148) Ha na'i yu' s5i Anmtonio nu i Joris,
3sS-give me PN Antonio OBL the flower
‘Antonio gave me the flowers.’

The possible wh-extractions from this structure are numoﬂ._w the same as
those from the overtly applicative structure (149b):

(149) a. *Hayi ni-na’i-da  si Amorio nu i floris?
who NOM-give-his PN Antonio OBL the flower
‘Who did Antonio give the flowers to?’
b. Hafani-na’i-a  si Antonio nu hagu?
what NOM-give-his PN Antonio oBr, you
“What did Antonio give you?’

.H:.mm identity of behavior confirms the hypothesis of 5.3.5 that “dative
shift” constructions where there is no change in verbal morphology are
syntactically the same as applicative constructions in which there is overt
and productive verbal morphology.

This last example brings to mind another fanguage in which the ban on
exiracting benefactive/dative applied objects is operative: English. It is a
q.qoz-w:oﬁﬁ fact that the “inner,” thematically oblique NP cannot be ques-
tioned from an English dative shift construction, while the :oEob‘., basic
object NP can (data from Stowel] (1981

(150} a. Wayne sent a telegram to Robert.
b, Wayne sent Robert a telegram.
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c. *Who did Carol say that Robert sent — a telegram?
d. What did Carol say that Robert sent Wayne — ?

(151} a. Greg baked a birthday cake for his mother,

b. Greg baked his mother a birthday cake.
c. *Whose mother did Greg bake — a birthday cake?
d. What did Greg bake his mother — ?

The similarity between the English, Chamorro, and Chichewa construc-
tions is obvious, and it would be kighly desirable to have the same account
cover all three. )

Unfortunately, it is unclear whether this constraint against the extraction
of datives and benefactives is universal or nat. it would be desirable from a
learnability viewpoint for the answer to be yes, since it is not clear that the
data needed to Iearn the difference directly would be available to the chiid.
On the other hand, the literature seems to point to the opposite; benefac-
tives/datives are said to be extractable in Kinyarwanda (Kimenyi {1980)),
Chimwiini (Kisseberth and Abasheikh (1977)), Bahasa Indonesian (Chung
(1976)—but see her footnote 11!}, and other Bantu languages (Hodges
(§977)). There are two factors that may conceal what is going on, however.
First, in Chichewa if the lower verb shows object agreement with the ex-
tracted benefactive, the sentence becomes perfect. For example:

(152) Iyl ndiyo mfumu imene ndi-na-nen-a kuti Mavuto
Thisis  chief which 1s5-PasT-say-asp that Mavuto
a-ng-i-umb-ir-a misuko.
SP-PAST-OP-mold-APPL-ASP waterpot
“This is the chief which I said that Mavuto molded the waterpot
for.” (compare (167), etc.)

When the agreement is present, island effects also disappear (cf. note 46 to
chapter 3), so there is evidence that there is no real wh-movement in this
construction; rather the agreement acts as a resumptive pronoun. The sec-
ond interfering effect is that sentences are much improved in both Chi-
chewa and English if the extracted benefactive phrase appears in the Comp
of the clause from which it was extracted:

(153) yi ndiyo mfumu imene Mavuto a-na-umb-ir-a misuko.
Thisis  chief which Mavuto sP-PAST-mold-APPL-ASP waterpot
“This is the chief which Mavuto molded the waterpot for.’

These sentences are still noticeably deviant, but to a ruch milder degree—
presumably for some parsing or analogical reason (Stowell (1981}, Hormn-
stein and Weinberg (1981))—to the point that they may hecome essentiatly
acceptabte. These two factors together make most of literature almost
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useless for deciding whether the extraction of benefactives is universally
barred or not, since putative examples are invariably only “short™ extrac-
tons, and often (in the Bantu literature) optional object agreement appears
in them as well. Hence, they are not conclusive with respect to the issee at
hand. Thus 1 leave open the question of whether the constraint which we
are seeking should be parameterized or not.

5.4.2 The Non-Oblique Trace Filter

With this paradigms established, we turn to the task of giving them a theo-
retical analysis.

There is a large literature which tries to account for the extraction facts
in the English dative shift constructions, and any of the solutions offered
could potentially account for applicatives cross-linguistically as well, Let
us very briefly survey some of the important possibilities. Consider an ab-
stract, possibly derived, dative shift structure as schematized in (154):

(154) .. [,V NP*NP' . . ]

Why should it be that NPt can be wh-moved from such a configuration,
but NP* cannot be? One obvious idea, which recurs in different forms, is
that it is simply bad to take out the first or innermost of two formally iden-
tical categories (here NP), either for perceptual reasons (Jackendoff and
Culicover (1971)), or as a formal constraint on rale application (Ochtle
(1975; 1983)}. Two somewhat more subtle variants of this basic notion
are those of Kayne (1983) and Stowell (1981), both of whom argue that
the structure of {154) must be further articulated for theoretical reasons.
Kayne's “unambiguous path” condition on theta role assignment (plus case
theory) implies that “double object” constructions must have an embedded
“small clause” structere in which an additional constituent contains only
NP* and NP?. Given this assumption, NP* is on a left branch in the phrase
structure tree, 80 its movement is raled out by Kayne’s version of the ECP.
Stowell’s approach is quite different. He claims that Case assignment can
only take place under strict adjacency in English, and then points out that
in order for NP* to get Case, it must be strictly adjacent to the verb, This,
he claims, implies that NP* must be “incorporated™ (in a different sense of
the term from mine) into the verb; then and only then NP* will be adjacent
to a verbal category. Now, NP* cannot be wh-moved in this construction,
for the simple reason that syntactic movement rules never apply to the sub-
parts of words (cf. my 2.2.5 (76)}.

In contrast to these approaches, there are two others which focus not so
much on NP*% configurational relationship to V and NP?, but on inherent
properties of NP* itself. One is that of Hornstein and Weinberg (1981),
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who assume that dative shift verbs such as ‘give’ (somewhat exceptionally}
mark the first NP (NP*) with oblique Case, and the second (NP1} with ab-
jective Case. Then, they propose a general filter which rules out oblique
Case—marked traces, thereby making NP* unextractable. In this way, they
intend to relate the fact under consideration to the general ban or Preposi-
tion Stranding in languages of the world. The other is Czepluch (1982),
who argues that, for reasons having to do with case theory, there must be a
phonalogically empty preposition present that governs NP* in double ob-
Ject constructions (see aiso Kayne (1983, chapter 9)):

(155) . . .[weV lep NP¥] NP' . . ]

Then, extraction of NP* is prohibited by a general constraint against con-
figurations with embedded empty categories, such as *[e [¢]}.

Significantly, the extraction data from Chichewa and Chamorro _._nwb. us
to distinguish these different propesals empirically. Thus, the _uounmmnn,wm
applicative construction in Chichewa differs from dative shift in English in
being productive. In particular, benefactive applicatives can be formed
with one particular class of intransitive base verbs (5.4.2). Our example of
this was:

(156) Mavuto a-na-vin-ir-a mfumie,
Mavuto Sp-PAST-dance-APPL-ASP chief
*‘Mavuto danced for the chief.’

Now, if one extracts the benefactive applied object ‘chief’ out of this con-
struction, the result is as bad as the analogous extraction from the ap-
plicative of a transitive verb:

(157} *Iyi ndi mfionu imene ndi-ku-ganiz-a
This be chief which 1sS-prES-think-Asp
kuti a-na-vin-ir-a.
that 35S-PAST-dance-APPL-ASP
“This is the chief which I think that she danced for.”

This fact is of great immportance, because it shows that ail approaches
which single out the “inner object” of two objects as being unextractable
are on the wrong track; exactly the same prohibition appears when the appli-
cative object is the only object. Thus, there is no “*second object” in (157) to
confuse a language perceiver (ef. Jackendoff and Culicover {1971)) or to
block rules from applying to the applied object (cf. Oehrle (1975)). Fur-
thermore, there the benefactive NP cannot plausibly be taken to be on the
left branch of a small clause in (157), since there is nothing to be on the
implied right branch (cf. Kayne (1983));% neither is there any case theory
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pressure which would force it to incorp

it unmovable (cf. Stowel] (19813). Thus on any of these views (157) should
be as good as cxtracting a standard, direct object, contrary te fact; com-
pare (157} with the grammatical (158):

orate into the verb, thereby making

(158) Iyi ndi mfumu imene ndi-ku-ganiz-a kuti a-na-on-q.
This is chief which 1s8-PRES-think-asp that 388-PAST-see-Asp
“This is the chief which I think that she saw.’

Similar examples occur with a
morre. Again, wh-movement of
without a theme basic object i
(1580, 161)):

pplicatives of intransitive verbs in Cha-
the goal direct object is as wngrammatical
n the structure as it is with one (Gibson

(159} a. *Hayi rin-igi'-i-n-fitha ni Ltta?
who NOM-write-APPL-LK-their OBL letter
“Who did they write the letter to?’
b. *Hayi t-in-igi’-i-n-iha?
who NOM-write-APPL-1 &-their
“Who did they write to?’

pattern: the verb to write;

(16Q) a. Britta wrote a letter to her mother last week.
b. Britta wrote her. mother a letter last week.
<. Britta wrote to her mother last week.
d. Britta wrote her mother last week.

Thus, (160d) is plausibly a case of
transitively used verb. When the

tences, the following Jjudgments
variation:

(161) a.
b. *

(invisible) P Incorparation with an in-
goal is extracted from each of these sen-
emerge, although there is some dialecta]

Who do you hope that Britta wrote a fetter to last week?
Who do you hope that Britta wrote a Ietter last week?

¢ Who do you hope that Britta wrote to last week?

d. 7?Who do you hope that Britta wrote last week?

Throughout, the correct genera
object construction cannot

lization is not that the first NP of a double
wh-move, but rather that benefactive and dative
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applied objects cannot whi-move. Thos, we reject those accounts of the

movement limitation that are based purely on the structural relation be-
tween the middle NP and the V and second NP, . .
Turning to the accounts of this constraint which are based directly on

properties of the thematically oblique NP itself, we see that Hornstein and

Weinberg's (1981) analysis fares no better with the cross-linguistic evi-
an.acn. They claim that the applied object cannot extract because the verb

“." assigns it oblique Case, rather than structural Case, an account which

could easily be extended to cover the examples of &o last paragraph. mmi-
ever, it depeads in a very strong way on an mmmcawnoﬂ about Case Emwr_.am
which is not readily confirmed or falsified in English, because mam.:m:
makes no overt morphological distinction between what they calt mquo-
tive” and “oblique™ Case. In languages which do make an overt P&En-
fion, Hornstein and Weinberg get the situation exactly cmowﬁmamm it _a‘&_n
applied object which gets structural, objective Case and the basic object
that is oblique. This shows up clearly in Chamorro:

(162) Hu tugi'-i fi che'lu-hul(ni kdral.
158-write-APPL the sibling-my 0OBL letter
‘1 wrote my brother the letter.”

Thus, Hornstein and Weinberg’s Oblique Trace Filter .im: not do for ruling
out the extraction of applied objects in languages like these . and Ewmﬂﬁ.dn
else blocks such extractions in them will presumably explain the English
well.
wmn.wmdﬂmm. the process of elimination Jeaves us S.WE.m Czepluch (1982)—style
analysis, in which extraction is blocked fram :..mam a phrase headed g a
prepositional empty category. In fact, throughout ﬁ.:_.m chapter I _.,mcm. given
strong and principled reasons to co:@m.&mﬂ &Qn.“m._:amon a prepositional
empty category that governs the :mu@_.ﬁn_.ogonn in m.:.Emmm structures,
namely the trace of P movement. This time, the m&&.ﬂos. of the Qomm”-
linguistic data improves the analysis, rather than Am.,omEEm it. Czepluch s
(and Kayne’s (1983)) original motivations for positing an empty preposi-
tion in English dative shifi structures are absiract and 983,.585&”
having to do with particular assumptions about Em H_._Q.UQ of mvmﬁmﬂ Case;
but the P} analysis of applicative constructions is relatively solid, since En
process is productive and morphologicaily visible and has a :R:ﬂ_ Emom in
a broader range of incorporation phenromena. Moreover, the E.n&n.ao.nm of
the empty P stranding account are the only ones that have nn,omm-_wumc_msm va-
lidity; the only true generalization about the class o.m seeming 9@2 cbjects
that cannot be extracted ts that they are the NPs which (in a plausible analy-
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sis} are governed by traces of Ps. Competing generalizations, in terms of
Case or configurational environment, are simply not borne out, as we have
secr. Therefore, a version of Czepluch’s basic idea should be adopted.
Unfortunately, Czepluch (1982) is unclear about the exact nature of the
constraint against moving out of a PP headed by an empty P (cf. Ochrle
(1983}), and he does not explicitly relate it to a more general context. In
the current context, it is possible to go somewhat further. We know that it
is ungrammatical to wh-rnove the complement of an incorporated P, but
what about the complements of other incorporated categories? In fact it is
also bad to wh-move the thematic possessor from a Possessor Raising con-
struction. This is illustrated for Chichewa by the following paradigm:

(163) a. Fisi a-na-dy-a nsomba za kalulu.
hyena sp-PAST-eat-ASp fish of hare
- “The hyena ate the hare’s fish.’

b. Fisi a-na-dy-er-a kalulu nsomba.
hyena sp-PasT-cat-APPL-ASP hare fish
“The hyena ate the hare’s fish.*

¢. *Kodindi chiyani chimene fisi a-na-dy-er-a nsomba.
Q is thing which hyena SP-PAST-eat-APPL-ASP fish
“Whose fish did the hyena eat?

Gibson (1980, 230) gives similar facts frorn Chamorro:

(164) a.  Ha yulong-guanyu’si Julie ni i relos-su.
3s5-break-apPL me PN Julie oBL the watch-my
“Julie broke my watch.’
b. *Hayi y-in-ilang-guan-miyu ni i relos-fia?
who Nom-break-APpL-vour(PL) OBL the watch-his
*Whose watch did you break?”

Thus, the extraction prohibition extends to the complements of reanalyzed
and incorporated nouns. Curiously, it does NOT extend to the complements
of incorporated verbs, however. This also is seen in both Chichewa and
Chamoero: ®

(165} a. Alenje a-na-bay-its-a njova  kwakalulu.
hunters sp-PAST-stab-CAUS-ASE elephantto hare
*The hunters made the hare stab the elephant.” {Chichewa)
b. fyi ndi nfjove  imene ndi-na-nen-a kuri alenje
This js elephant which 135-PasT-say-asp that hunters
a-na-bay-iis-a kwa kalulu.
SP-PAST-5tab-CaUS-aSPto  hare
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“This is the elephant which I said the hunters made the hare
stah.’
(166) a. Ha na'-balli him i md’estru au | sdrgi.
3s§-caus-sweepus  the teacher 0BL the floor
“The teacher made us sweep the floor.’
(Chamorro; Gibson (1980, 164))
b. Hayii md estra ni-na’-ballen-fia me 1 sdtgi?
who the teacher NOM-CAUS-sweep-her oBL the floor
“Who did the teacher make sweep the floor?”

Thus the ban on moving the NP governed by an empty category cannot be
perfectly general, as Czepluch’s discussion sSuggests.

The filter that seems to be motivated by all these examples is something
fike the following:

(167} The Non-Oblique Trace Filter
0, - - . X .. L=V 4] - . ] at S-structure

where O stands for an operator, {-V} for a nonverbal category (i.e. a P or
an N}, and X for a lexical category (usually V) which is coindexed with the
{-V} element through Reanalysis or Incorporation. Clearly, one would like
to derive this filter from general principles of grammar rather than to stipu-
late it independently. I will not attempt to do this here, but simply observe
that the various stipulations suggest that case theory must be invalved. For
example, this might explain why N and P are mentioned but not V: N and P
are uniike V in that they typically assign oblique rather than structural Case
to their arguments. Thus, PI and NT will change the type of Case marking
on the variable in question in a way that VI will not. Therefore, in these
constructions an enipty category appears with a different type of Case than
expected given its thematic role, and this may block its identification and
recoverability in some way. This motivates the name of the filter: the trace is
bad because it is not obliquely Case-marked, contrary to expectation. An
explanation in terms of Case would also account for why wh-movement
traces are blocked in these structures, but the NP trace left by passive is not
(see 4.2.1, 4.2.4): the former must be Case-marked but the latter is not.
Finally, the filter must hold only of traces that are formed by movement in
the syntax, but not of traces formed at LF, given that applied objects can be
questionted by wh-in-situ in Chichewa (Mchombo (personal communica-
tion)). This too could patentiaily be explained, since case theory require-
ments often involve the levels of S-structure and PF.

" This analysis of extraction facts from applicatives can be supported in
a rather surprising way in Chichewa by borrowing some data and analy-

]
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sis from Baker (in preparation). That work discusses systematic cross-
linguistic differences between benefactive phrases and instrumnental phrases.
Superficially, applicatives of the two types are almost identical in Chichewa:

(168) a. Mavuio a-na-umb-a misuko. (plain transitive)
Mavuto sp-pAST-mmold-Asp waterpot
‘Mavute molded the waterpot.”

b. Mavuto a-na-umb-ir-a mfurmu
Mavuto SP-PAST-mold-APPL-ASP chief
misuko. (benefactive applicative)
waterpot
‘Mavuto molded the waterpot for the chief.’
c. Mavuto a-na-umb-ir-a
Mavuto SP-PAST-mald-APPL-ASP
mpeni mtsuko. (instrumentat applicative)
knife waterpot
‘Mavuto molded the waterpot with a knife.’

Nevertheless, Baker (in preparation) argues that there js an important the-
matic difference between the two: the benefactive (or dative) NP receives
its theta role from the prepositional element in the way we have been as-
suming throughout; but the instrumental NP gets its theta role from the
verb directly, the prepositional element appearing only as a spelling out of
this assignment.® This difference shows up differently in different lan-
guages. For example, in some languages with NI ejther the instrument or
the theme can be incorporated into a verb which has both:

(169} a. Ne?@-panci-tete?ki ika kocillo. (patient incorporated)
he 3sS-bread-cut with knife
‘He cut the bread with a knife.” {Nahuatl; Merlan (1976))
b. Ya? ki-kedillo-tete ki panci. (instrement incorporated)
he 3sS-knife-cut bread
‘He cut the bread with a knife.’

However, in no language do benefactives and datives incorporate, as previ-
ausly discussed:

(179) *Ta-hliawra-wia-ban (u'u-de).
- 188:A/A-woman-give-PAST baby-sur

‘I gave the woman it (the baby). {Scuthern Tiwa; AGF)

I suggested that examples like (170) are bad because the applied object is

governed by the trace of an incarporated P, making the NI a forbidden in-
stance of nonlocal incorporation. If, however, the instrumental preposition
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does not assign a theta role, then its presence is not forced by the Projection
Principle. Hence the instrument need not be in a PP in a mﬁ,EnER like
(16%b), and NI can therefore be grammatical. In fact, there is reason to
believe that exactly the same difference shows up abstractly with N Re-

‘analysis in Chichewa applicatives. Although “object™ agreement is pos-

sible only with the applied object in dative and benefactive mvﬁﬁnmﬁrﬁm
((F71)3, it is possible with either the applied object or the basic object in
instrumental applicatives ((172)):

(171} a. Mavuro a-na-wa-umb-ir-a misuko  ana.
Mawitto SP-PAST-0P-mald-APPL-ASP waterpot children
‘Mavute molded the waterpot for the children.’
b. *Mavuto a-na-u-umb-ir-a ana misuko.
Mavuto sP-PaST-0P-mold-aPPL-ASP children waterpot
*Mavuto molded the waterpot for the children.’
(172} a. Mavuto a-na-u-umb-ir-a mpeni mitsuko.
Mavuto sp-pasT-OP-mold-APri-Asp knife waterpots
*Mavuto molded the waterpots with a knife.
b. Mavuto a-na-f-umb-ir-a mpeni mitsuko.
Mavuto SP-PAST-OP-mold-aPPL-ASP knife waterpots
‘Mavuto molded the waterpots for the children.’

The paradigm in (171) was accovnted for in 5.3.4; the applied obfect can-
not reanalyze with the V because of the empty prepaosition, so the Case
Filter can only be satisfied if this NP gets the verb’s structural Case, one of
whose PF representations is agreement. The grammaticality of agreement
with the basic object in (172b), on the other hand, implies that this time the
basic object gets the verb’s structural Case. Hence, the instrument must be
reanalyzed with the verb, implying that it is NOT governed by an empty
preposition. Under this interpretation, the difference between (172) and
(171} is exactly the same as the difference between (169) and (170). Baker
(in preparation) gives further arguments to the same effect.

Strikingly the wi-movement of an instrumental applied object is gram-
matical in Chichewa, unlike the wh-movement of a benefactive applied ob-
ject. Thus contrasts like the following are found (cf. (168)):

(173) a. *Iyi ndiyo mfumu imene ndi-ku-ganiz-a ki Mavuto
this is chief which 1sS-prEs-think-asp that Mavuto
a-na-umb-ir-a wmisuko.
SP-PAST-mold- APPL-ASP waterpot
“This is the chief which I think Mavute molded the water-
pot for.’
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b.  Uwu ndi mpeni umene ndi-ku-ganiz-a kuti Mavuto
this is knife which 1sS-PRES-think-ase that Mawvuto
a-na-umb-ir-a mtsuko.

SP-PAST-mold-APPL-ASP waterpot
“This is the knife which I think Mavuto molded the waterpot
with.’
(U74) a. *iyi adiyo mfumu imene ndi-na-nen-a kuti Mavuto
this is chief which 15S-PAST-say-asp that Mavuto
a-na-thyol-er-g mpando.
5P-PAST-break-APPL-ASP chair
“This is the chief which I said that Mavuto broke the chair for.”
b.  Ivi ndi ndodo imene ndi-na-nen-q kuti Mavuto
This is stick which Is8-PAST-say-asp that Mavuta
a-na-thyol-er-a mpando.
SP-PaST-break-appr-asp chair
“This is the stick which I said that Mavuto broke the chair
with.’
These surprising differences® are explained immediately by the Non-
Oblique Trace Filter, given the argument reviewed above: the traces of
benefactive extractions are ruled out by the filter as before, but the instru-
ment fraces are not governed by the trace of a moved P and hence do not
satisfy the filter’s structural description. Thus, these minimal pairs give
strong independent support for the conclusion we had already arrived at—
that the presence of nuil preposition governors blocks certain extractions

in the way described by the Non-Oblique Trace Filter, whatever the nature
of this principle ultimately proves to be.

5.4.3 Implications for Syntactic Theory

Several themes of theoretical importance emerge from the analysis of wh-
movement in applicatives in this section. First, it provides strong evidence
for the syntactic nature of P Incorporation. The section is in this way paral-
lel to section 4.4, which showed that if one looks beyond simple facts of
government and case theory, there was strong evidence that causatives are
syntactically derived, based on binding theory and bounding theory, Here
the same point is made for applicatives with respect to the theory of move-
ment. Thus, in order to distinguish benefactive applied objects from instru-
mental applied objects—not to mention from the ordinary objects of
simple transitive verbs—the trace of the mcorporated P has played a cen-
tral role: it blocks wh-extraction of the benefactive NP by causing the vari-
able left behind to violate the Non-Oblique Trace Filter. However, in order

>
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. for the trace of the P to serve this explanatory function, it must exist. In

order for this to be true, the prepositional affix must be generated sepa-

_tately from the verb at D-structure, in accordance with the C.Emoh.awﬁ%. of
..ﬂumﬁ Assignment Hypothesis. This, then, is an argwment against mﬁ..EEm

applicative verbs by operations on the argument chnﬁa of z._o. ,@& in the
~Jexicon, as would be the case in frameworks like that of Williams and

DiSciullo (to appear) and the Lexical-Functional Grammar of wnmm:mw_
'(1982b). Furthermore, the P must also be required to leave a trace when it

"does combine with the verb, in accordance with the strong Projection Prin-

_.n%._m that I have assumed. This, then, is an argument against a framework

“like that of Marantz (1984} with a modified T&.onao.u T.E&Em.. where
““applied objects™ are not structural objects in underlying syntactic struc-

ture, but they are completely assimilated to ordinary direct objects by sur-
face syntactic structure. . .
In addition, the analyses of this section provide further evidence for the

- hypothesis that there is no theorefical notion of the GFs like “subject’” or
- “object™ which has fundamental importance; rather, Em.% are only cover
terms for clusters of behavior that must be relativized with respect to the
" modular subtheories of the grammar (¢f. 2.1.4). Thus, if we gather up all

‘the postverbal NPs that we have studied in Chichewa in the last two chap-
ters and consider only the two “surface™ properiies of whether they can

- receive accusative Case (as seen by verbal mm_.aoaon.c E.a iro&nn. they
can wh-move, we find that every imaginable combination is mu‘mﬁn.amnom_@
- attested by some class of NPs. This is 8@8@:3& in the following chart:

(175) CHICHEWA “QBRIECTS”

may receive may not receive
accusative Case accusative Case
extracts OBIJ of transitive verb Basic O.w.ﬁ .o». benefactive
freely Instrumental applied OBJ applicative
lower OBJ of causative
extracts Causee with cagsative of Causee with causative of
marginally intransitive verbs transitive verbs
may nol Applied OBJ of benefac- Oblique arguments of un-
extract tive applicative derived verbs

Chamorro “objects” present nearly as complex a paradigm. Clearly, no
“structure-preserving” principle, which says that arguments om morpho-
logically derived verbs behave like arguments of Eoﬂro_omﬁm_@ un-
derived verbs, is at work here, Only a theory which can systematicaily
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motivate traces of verbs and traces of prepositions in a principled way can
make the distinctions necessary to account for such a pattern of facts in an
explanatory way, as has been done in the last two chapters. If, however,
such a theory is adopted, there is no need to stipulate these properties with
explicit GF changing rules; rather, they follow from independent prin-
ciples. Indeed, these examples make it clear that there is not even a single
privileged notion of “object” such that some of the NPs are objects and
seme are not. Instead, one set acts like canonical objects with respect to
case theory, another set acts like them with respect to the theory of move-
ment, still another does so with respect to binding theory. Then, if there is
no fundamental notion of the GFs in universal grammar, there cannot even
in principle be explicit GF changing rules which are defined in terms of
them. Thus, the observed range of facts supports a framework of grammar
which includes no GF changing rules, but which does include more than
one level of syntactic description, where the levels are conceived of in ac-
cordance with the Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis and the
strong Projection Principle.

Passive Incorporation

In the preceding chapters I have shown that most of the core mﬂh:ﬁmznm_
function changing processes introduced in section 1.1 receive an meEwm-
tory analysis in terms of syntactic X? movement. There is only one major
GF changing process stilt unaccounted for, but it is the most famous of
them all: the Passive. Perhaps no single construction has received more at-
tention throughout the history of generative linguistics. Certainly, any
work which has the ambition of eliminating all GF changing rules but

which gives no insight into this one is incomplete. Moreover, we have al-

ready seen in examples throughout this work that Passive interacts with the

* Incorporation types already considered in such a way that a unified account
- is desirable. Thus the question arises as to whether Passive has at its heart a

type of X" movement, thereby atlowing it to be a part of the incorporation
pattern. I will argue that it does: in particular, passive crucially involves
Incorporation of the verh into the Infl constituent, a movement which is
both closer to universal than and a necessary precondition for the famous

NP movement of an object into the subject position. !

6.1 TOWARD AN INCORPORATION ACCOUNT OF PASSIVES

- The Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis has been taken to be a -

guiding principle concerning the nature of syntactic representation through-

. out this work. This principle gives good initial reason to think that the pas-

sive involves Incorporation as much as nour incorporation and morpho-

logical causative constructions do. Consider the following sentences in

English:

(1) a. Something bit my hand.
b. My hand was bitten (by something).
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