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Chapter 1. In,troduction 

Oncc: 311 the compounds and derivatives have been taken away, (. . .) 
all the languages in the world are equally inexpressive. 

J. L. Borges: The Analytical Language qfJohn Wilkins 

One of the tenets of formal linguistics is that the meaning of sentences is obtained from the 

meanings of the parts and the way those parts are combined. This idea defines one sf the 

central tasks for linguists: to provide explicit theories of what the relevant parts are, and by 

what mechanisms they combine into structures. In the domain of verbal meanings, the task 

includes identifymg the aspects of meaning that are grammatically relevant, and the pieces 

that are responsible for the licensing of arguments. 

Theories of verbal argument structure attempt to answer questions about how arguments 

are licensed semantically and syntactically; that is, how arguments are projected into a 

syntactic structure and how they get the meanings they have. Hale & Keyser (2993, 2002) 

define the project of a theory of argument structure as investigating how structure 

determines possible meanings of verbs and arguments. 

These assumptions delimit a certain project: that of ascertaining the extent to which the 
observed behavior of lexical items is due to structural relations, rather than to the 
interaction of structure and some other component, that is to say, to matters we will refer to 
as "questions of interface." (Hale & Keyser 2002:l) 

Central to this project is the asymmetry between possible meanings of external arguments 

and possible meanings of objects. The number of possible meanings for an external 

argument, i.e., the subject of a transitive verb or of an intransitive activity verb, is very 

limited. 



(1) a. Willow rode a white horse 
b. Wfllow danced 
c. The sun melted the butter 
d. Willow loves tomaboes 
e. Willow had a dream 
f. Willow has a bicycle 
g. The clover has four leaves 

The subjects in (1) are interpreted as agents (a-b), causer (c), experiencer (d-e) and possessor 

(f-g). At a more abstract level, these meanings can be narrowed further by collapsing agents 

and causers into 'dwrs' of an event, and grouping experiencers and possessors as 

'possessors' of a state or individual. Thus, at most two possible meanings are derived for 

external arguments. Objects, in contrast, can have a much wider range of meanings. 

The engineer cracked the bridge 
'The engineer destroyed the bridge 
The engineer painted the bridge 
The engineer moved the bridge 
TIze engineer built the bridge 
The engineer washed the bridge 
The engineer hit the bridge 
'Fhe engineer crossed the bridge 
7'he engineer reached the bridge 
The engirzeer left the bridge 
The engineer saw the bridge 
The engineer ha fed the bridge 

(patient) 
(gatient/csnsurned object) 
(incremental theme) 
(theme) 
(effected object) 
(location /surface) 
(location) 
(pa&) 
(goal) 
(source) 
(stimdus/object of perception) 
(stiandus/ target or object of emotion) 

(Levin 1999) 

Moreover, many objecis "cannot be readily assigned roles from the most common semantic 

role inventories" (Levin 1999). 

(3) a. The engineer praised the bridge 
b. The engineer touched the bridge 
c. The engineer avoided the bridge 
d .  The engineer owned the bridge 
e. The engineer inragined the bridge 
f .  The engineer studied the bridge 

This asymmetry was defined by Marantz (1984) as an asymmetry rooted in the licensing of 

objects as opposed to the licensing of subjects: while objects are arguments of the verb, 

licensed within the domain of the VP, subjects are not. Kratzer (1996) developed this &sight 

into a theory sf Voice, a syxitzc"u head responsible for licensing the external argument 



syntactically and semantically: the external argument is projected as the specifier of Voice, 

which takes the verbal phrase as its complement. The semantic import of Voice is to relate 

the external argument to the event described by the verbal phrase. If the event complement 

of Voice is an activity, the extema.1 argument is interpreted as an agent; if the event is 

causative, the external argument is interpreted as a causer. The meaning of the external 

argument is thereby derived structurally. Since Voice always occupies the same position in 

the structure, i.e., above the highest verbal projection, the only possible variation in the 

meaning of the external argument is determined by properties of the verbal phrase. 

Objects, on the other hand, are said to be true arguments of the verb; their interpretation 

depends heavily on the idiosyncratic meaning of the verb (i.e., the lexical root) that they are 

complements of, as dramatically illustrated by Levin's examples above. 

h sum, the meaning of external arguments depends on the structure; since there are very 

few types of verbal phrases, the meaning of external arguments is predictable from their 

position in the structure. The meaning of objects depends on the lexical content of the root 

rather than on the structure; since there are many roots with different meanings, the 

interpretation of objects is not predictable from the structure alone. 

Objects and subjects are not the only Ends of argument. In many languages a third kind 

of argument is identified by special case marking: dative arguments. I-Iow are dative 

arguments licensed into syntactic structures, i.e., what are they arguments of? Do dative 

arguments have structural meanings, like external arguments, or are their meanings 

idiosyncratic and unpredictable, like the meanings of objects? Do they represent a third 

option? These questions assume, moreover, that a morphologically defined class (marked 

with dative case) reflects a distinct structural or semantic class. Is this a reasonable 

assmptioi?? Providing answers to these questions is one of the goals of this dissertation. 

Dative arguments appear with verbs of different types (e.g., transitive activities (4), 

psychological predicates (5), causatives and inchoatives (6), existentials (7)), as illt.tstrated 

with examples from different languages below. 

(4) a. Izakaya-no mama-ga (Shin-ni) basashi-o drasitn 
bar.GEN mom.NBM  shin.^^^ basashi.~CC served 
'The bartender served Shin basashi' 

Japanese 



b. Valentine (hi) a coupe' les c ~ ~ e a a u x  French 
V d e n t i n e . ~ ~ ~  CL.DAT has cut the hairs.acc 
'Valentine cut his hair' (Lit. 'Valentine cut him the hair') 

(5) a. A Elena piaceno rnolto ifzlrni francesi Italian 
B l e n a . ~ ~ ~  li.ke.PL a-lot the movies French .NOM 
'Elena likes French movies a lot' (Lit. 'To Elena appeal the French movies a lot') 

b. Ravi-ko seema-par gussaa a-yaa Hindi 
hvi.DAT %ema.on anger.M come.PERF.M 
'Ravi got angry at Seema' (Lit. 'To Ravi came anger at Seem') 

(61 a. DajS Michael (rdem Hans) die Glaser zerbrach G e m  
that Michael.NOM the HW.DAT the glasses.ACC broke 
'Michael broke the glasses on Hans' (Lit. 'Michael broke Hans the glasses') 

b. Ha-radio n s a r  (Ie-Roni) Hebrew 
the radio broke Ro~~.DAT 
'The radio broke on Roni/Roni's radio broke' (Lit. 'The radio broke to Roni') 

(7) (A Laura lei sobraron veinte pesos Spanish 
Laura.DAT CL.DAT were-extra.PL twenty pesos 
'Laura had twenty pesos left' (Lit. 'To Laura were extra twenty pesos') 

many cases, dative arguments are optional, as indicated by parenthesis above. Dative 

arguments do not seem to be required or' licensed by the verb; ,rather, they are added as 

"extra" or "non-core" participants in the events described by the verb. In this sense, dative 

arguments seem to pattern with subjects, and differ from objects, in requiring a specialized 

head for their licensing. Their meaning should be, then, struch~ral and predictable, like the 

meaning of subjects. Unlike subjects, however, dative arguments can have many different 

meanings: in informal terms, the range of possible meanings includes goal, possessor, 

location, experiencer, benefactive, malefactive, affected, dative of interest or ethical dative. 

The challenge for a theory of dative arguments, which form a natural class 

mo~hologically, is to explain both what they have in common and in what semantic and 

syntactic properties they differ, accounting for the puzzling mixed properties of dative 

arguments described above. Additionally, a theory has to be able to predict areas of possible 

crosslinguistic variation. I will argue that dative arguments have structural meanings, which 

are predictable from the configu~ation in which the dative DP is l i c m d .  I propose that 

dative arguments are not direct arguments of the verb; rather, they are, like subjects, licensed 



sptacticsE-y and semantically by a specialized head. This head -which I will call 

App%carive following the use of the term for extra arguments in Bantu languages- licenses 

the da5ve DP as its specifier. Semantically, the applicative head relates the individual 

expressed by the dative DP to the structure it takes as a complement. The range of possible 

interpretatims of the dative DP derives from the range of possible complements an 

appliratP;e head can take, and the range of heads the applicative phrase (ApplP) can be a 

complement of. This proposal requires an articulated theory of possible argument structures. 

Once the tools of sllch a theory are combined with the properties and requirements of 

applicative heads, it is possible to make general pre&cisris about the syntactic and semantic 

properties s f  dative arguments. These predictions generalize to applied arguments in 

languages where hey are not marked by dative case (e.g., English, Bantu languages). En 

other words, such a theory provides a set of positions where an applicative head can merge 

and liceme an argument DP, as well as the interpretation the argument can get in each 

position. The set of positions is a universal set from which individual languages can 

"choose" all, some but not others, or none. Ideally, it should be possible to derive partidar 

selections from independent morphosyntactic properties of each language, for example, from 

the morphological properties of the applicative head and mechanisms of case checking. 

1.1 Argument structure as event structure 

In order to start asking whether there is any systematic connection between morphological 

darive case and the meaning and syntax of dative arguments, it is necessary to form a 

hypothesis about how the meaning of a sentence is built from combining its parts; that is, to 

provide an explicit and articulated theory of possible argument structures and how 

argument structure relates to event structure m,d syntax. It is crucial to have an explicit and 

detailed proposal of how verb meanings are formed and how they interact with the licensing 

of (the different types of) arguments. 

Much work on argument structure, syntax and semantics has formalized the intuitive 

idea that verbs in sentences express events and arguments express participmts ic the events. 

Research has converged on the idea that systew~tic relations between meaning and syntactic 

behavior sf verbs and arguments are the product of event structures, that is, argument 

shucture L..:IL VLUIL sn the basis of the event types or predicates that verbs express. Arguments 



and adjuncts are organized as different kinds of participants or modifiers of events. For 

instance, in (8) the subject the witch is understood as the agent of a dancing event, and the 

phrase all night adds a duration to the event. Sentence (9) expresses two events: a causing 

event, to which the subject the kid is related, and a caused event described by the verb of 

which the object the window is an argument. 

(8) The witch danced all night 

(9) The kid broke the window 

Most verbs do not appear in only one type of structure. Rather, verbs participate in what is 

usually called "argument structure alternations". Alternations may inlrollve same number of 

arguments but different semantic roles (lob-c), different number of arguments (1G)-(12), or 

the same number and similar seaantic roles of arguments, but with the arguments 

appearing in different word order and/or requiring a certain preposition (12b-c)-(13). 

(18) a. Wilhw drovefast 
b. Willow drove the truck to the store 
c. Willow drove herfriends to the store 

(11) a. 7'he wind closed the gate 
b. The gate closed 

(12) a. Willow bought some cake 
b. Willow bought herfriends some cake 
c. Willow bought some cake for herfriends 

(13) a. They loaded the boxes on the truck 
b. They loaded the truck with boxes 

The sentences above illustrate the fact that not only extra or non-core arguments (e.g., h e  

benedactive herfriends in (10) and (12)) are optional. Objects and external arguments can also 

be omitted, as illustrated in (10) and (ll), respectively. When considered from a broad 

enough perspective, then, the licensing of "ordinary" arguments (i.e., subjects and objects) 

and that of "extra" arguments (e.g., benefactives, possessors) raise similar questions. Both 

raise the issue of what elements of grammar are responsible for the syntactic and semantic 

licensing of arguments, and underlie the observed alternations in argument structure. The 

notion of event structure as an organizing principle provides a way to sharpen these 



questions. If arguments are licensed as participants in events, their licensing crucially 

depends on the type of event expressed by a verb. 

I present below the elements of the theory of argument stmcture that will be employed as 

the framework for the analysis of dative arguments developed in this dissertation. The 

framework comprises elements of event structure and event semantics proposed and 

developed by various researchers. These tools and insights are incorporated into a syntactic 

approad1 to argument and event structure in the spirit of Hale & Keyser's research project, 

(henceforth M&K) and developed by, among others, Hale & Keyser 1993,2002, Borer 1994, 

Harley 1995, Marantz 1997, Travis 2000, Nash 2002, Pylkkanen 2002 and Fslli & Harley 2003. 

Within this framework, syntactic 'pieces' (e.g., functional heads and DPs) cornspond to 

elements of the event structure (e.g., event predicates, participants in the event), which are 

interpreted compositionally by the semantics. Although the elements of the theory of 

argument structure are introduced here as part of my assumptions, some elements and some 

distinctions will be proved necessary along the way, which provides them with empirical 

support and shows their theoretical value. 

1.2 Elements of argument structure 

In their theory of argument structure, H&K argue that the relation between heads and their 

arguments is determined by the two possible syntactic relations of complement and specifier. 

I will assume that arguments are licensed on the basis of the event structures which are 

possible given these two basic syntactic relations and the three types of heads in (14). 

Whether an argument is projected as a complement or a specifier is determined by the 

properties of the head that licenses the argument. 

(14) Three types of heads 
a. Event introducers: little v 
b. Argument introducers: Voice and Applicative 
c. Roots 

I will assume, following Marantz 1997, that verbs are formed in the syntax by the 

combination s f  a lexical root and a verbalizing head little v. In the spirit sf Harley 1995, I will 

assume further, that there are three types s f  little v that coreespond one-to-one to three basic 

types of events; that is, roots and little v combine syntactically to build event predicates. 



Arguments are licensed as partidpank or modifiers of the event either by the event predicate 

or via a specialized argument introducer (i.e., Voice or Appl). h i d e s  these two ways of 

syntactic and semantic licensing of arguments, I assume, folloying Levin 1999, that a root 

can license an argument wmantically as its complement. 

1.2.1 Event introducers 

An event predicate is built from the combination of a verbal functional head little v and a 

root. I propose that there are three sub-types or flavors of little v that c&rnespond to three 

different types of simple events (thou@-out the dissertation I will use the term event in a 

sem that covers also stative eventualities). 

(15) Three types of little v Three types of simple events Examples 
a. VDQ AcmvrmS dance, sweq, run 
b. VGo CHANGES fall, go, die, grow7 
c. VBE STATES like, admire, lack 

The three types of little v are dbtlnguished by the character of the event they introduce and 

by the type of arguments they license, as summarized in the table below. 

Tke opposition between dynamic events and states groatps vDO and VGO together as 

dynamic, and distinguishes VBE as the head that creates stative verbs. Within dynamic 

events, ??DO creates activity verbs, where the root expmws some manner of acting. 

Typically, V ~ O  combines with Voice, which licenses the external argument, interp~ted as 

1 I refer here to intransitive, umccusative grow, not the activity verb grow as 'cultivate'. 

18 



the "doer" of the activity? On the basis of the lexical meaning of the root, an appropriate 

object DP can be licensed (e.g., I swept the kitchpoor). Predicates of change (which include 

movement and "happening") do not license an external argument either directly nor 

indirectly via Voice. They typically express manners of non-volitional change and select for 

an object DP interpreted as the individual that undergoes the change (e.g., fall and die). Verbs 

built from the combination of a root and vGO are typically ~maca~sative. The event 

introducer vGO can also combine with predicates that express the end state that results from 

the change or the path along which the theme moves (see Jackendoff 1983,1990). Finally, vBE 

combines with roots that express a state, and licenses a subject DP in its specifier. 

Unaccusative existential verbs such as Spanishfaltar 'miss/lack', sobrar 'be extra', quedrmr 'be 

left' are formed by the combination of the root with vBE and the selection of a complement 

DP (and a location). The structural representation oIC these types of events appears in 51.3. 

Besides simple event structures, a sentence can express a complex event, that is, an event 

that consists of two sub-events. Complex or bi-eventive structures are obtained by the 

combination of two event predicates.3 

(17) Possible combinations Types of complex events Examples 
a. VDO+ VDO CAUSATIVES make wash, make laugh 
b. VDO + VGO CAUSATIVES make grow, make fall 
c. VDO + VBE CAUSATIVES break, bum, close 
d. ZlGO + VBE INCHOATIW INTR. break, burn, close 

In Spanish, as in English, causatives that embed a dynamic event are expressed by two 

separate verbs, (17a-b). ahis type of complex causative predicates will not be discussed in 

Given that v m  is defined as 'agentive' in opposition to vco, an alternative to consider would be 
that the external argument is licensed directly as a specifier of VDO rather than being licensed by Voice. 
I will continue to assume, however, that there are both v m  and Voice, and that the external argument 
is truly projected outside the verbal domain. The distinction between h\ese two heads is of relevance 
for the discussion of ethical datives in 54.3. See Nash 2002 for discussion on Voice for accusative and 
ergative languages. 

Arguably, v B E  cannot embed anything dynamic, so *VBE + v D O  and *vBE + vG0 (events have to 
'become' states before they can combine with VBE).  Predicates of change can embed a final state, but 
not a dynamic event, therefore *SO + VGO and * v G 0  + v m .  Complex events can a l s ~  be built by an 
event predicate that embcds a small clause (5C). Some of these complex constructions are discussed in 
53.3. 



t b  dissertation; their analysis within the framework presented here is left for future 

research. The structural representation of causatives (17c) and inchoatives (1761) is presented 

in 91.3. 

Two properties of causatives and inchsatives are crucial for the analysis of dative 

arguments as arguments introduced by an applicative head. First, notice that there is no 

special predicate CAUSE: being causative is the property of the configuration as a whole. The 

meaning of causatives and inchoatives is the by-product of the syntactic configuration where 

a dynamic event projected as a vDO or vGO takes a stative VBEP as its complement. There is 

no special theta-role "causer" either: an individual (or name of event) is interpreted as 

"causer" when it is licensed as the external argument of a VDOP in which there is no manner 

of acting specified, i.e., no lexical content, and vDO takes a vP as its complement. The second 

relevant property concerns the relation between causatives and inchoatives. As the 

combination sf predicates show, causatives do not include inchoatives; rather, they share the 

embedded stative event and differ in the type of the higher event. Under this view, only two 

event predicates are represented structurally in each case. The structure of causatives and 

inchoatives, and its consequences for the licensing of dative arguments are the focus of 

Chapter 3. 

1.2.2 Argument introducers 

Besides event introducers, there are heads responsible for the syntactic and semantic 

licensing of arguments that do not add an event predicate. Voice a d  Applicative correspond 

to this type. Argument introducers license an argument DP as their specifier and relate it to 

the configuration in which they appear. Voice relates the external argument (projected as its 

specifier) to the event described by the verbal phrase that Voice takes as its complement. 

Voice combines with its complement vP via a semantic mule called Event Identification and 

adds the external argument as a participant of the event (Kratzer 1996). 

An applicative head is another type of syntactic head whose function is to license an 

argument DP. Building on work in Bantu linguistics on the contrastive properties of 

prepositional-type of applicatives that incorporate into the verb and verbal applicatives that 

take a VP as their complement, Py lkhen  argues that there two different types of 

applicative heads that can be identified semantically and syntactically by the type of 



complement they take (see, among others, Baker 1988,196; Bresnan & Moshi 1993; Marmtz 

1984, 2993; 13esetsky 1995 and Pylkkiinen 2002). Pylkkiinen defines two distinct types of 

applicative heads, high and low applicatives, according to whether the applicative head relates 

the DP in its specifier to an event (a vP) or to an individual (the object DP). 

High applicatives license the applied argument DP in a position external to the VP, in a 

manner that parallels the licensing of external arguments. Semantically, the applicative head 

combines with the complement vP as Voice combines with its complement vP, that is, the 

head adds a participant to the event by the rule Event Identification. 

Low applicatives relate two individuals. A low applicative head takes an object DP as its 

complement, then it relates it to the DP licensed in its specifier. Finally, the applicative 

phrase, ApplP, combines with the verb. Pykkiinen analyzes the double object comtruction 

(DOC) as a low applicative construction. She argues that the low applicative head denotes a 

dynamic relation of transfer of possession where the higher DP can be either the recipient or 

the source of the lower theme DP. These two meanings correspond to two sub-types of low 

applicative heads, LowAppl-TO and LowAppl-FROM, respectively. 

(18) Structure of Pylkkhen's High and Low Applicatives 

a. HIGH APPLICATIVE 

VoiceP 
n 

DPsubj A ApplP 

b. Low APPLICATIVE 

VoiceP 
A 

DPsubj A VP 
Voice A ApplP 

V A  

(19) Semantics of Pylkk;inenfs High and Low Applicatives 

a. High Agpl: kx.he. APPL(e,x) 

b. Low-Appl-TO (Recipient applica tive): 
hx.hy.hf<e<s,t>>.he. f(e,x) & theme (e,x) & to-the-possession(x,y) 

Low-Apgl- FROM (kurce applicative): 
hx.hy.hf,,,,t,~.he. f(e,x) & theme (e,x) & from-the-possession (x,y) 



According to Pylkkien, these three h d s  of applicative heads belong t~ a universal 

inventory of functional heads from which individual languages can select. 

One of the central claims in this dissertation is that dative arguments are always licensed 

by an applicative head, never by the verb. Building on Pylkkhnen's distinction, I will show 

that applicative heads are sensitive not only to the category of their complements (i.e., 

whether they take a DP or a vP) but cn~cially also to 1) the position where the object DP is 

licensed (i.e., as a complement of the root or as a specifier), and 2) the type of event 

expressed by the v P  (e.g., dynamic or stative, activity or causative). A third sub-type of low 

applicative, which expresses a static relation of possession between two individuais is 

introduced in 52.2.2. 

Another characteristic of argument introducers is that they can be 'defective', i.e., the 

head can be present in the structure and license its semantics but not be able to license a DP 

in its specifier. This is the case of passive Voice or Spanish impersonal se, where it is 

understood that there is an agent of the event, but the agent cannot appear as an overt DP. I 

will argue, in 54.3, that Spanish ethical datives are cases of a defective applicative head in 

this sense: the applicative head is present and spelled out by a clitic, but cannot license a full 

dative DP in its specifier. 

1.2.3 Roots 

I assume, following H&K and Marantz 1997, that a verb is formed by the combination of a 

root and a verbal host (the verbalizing head v). In informal semantic terms, roots can express 

a property or state (e.g., red-, wide-, open-), a manner of acting or moving (e.g., dance-, fall-, 

laugh-) or a thing or substance (air-, cat-, shelf-). Depending on their meaning, some roots 

easily combine with a verbalizing head to express an event (e.g., swim-); others do not 

usually make verbs, but become nouns (e.g., cat-). The combination of a rmt with the three 

different types of v introduced in S1.2.1 is done on the basis of semantic compatibility 

between the lexical meaning of the root and the type of event little v expresses. Thus, for 

instance, a root like dance- is compatible only with a dynamic event VDO. In contrast, a root 

like open- is compatible with all three types of events and can therefore participate in 

activities combining with VDO (I was opening beers all night), in causative and inchoative 

constructions combining with v~ (That experience opened my mind and The door opened, 



respectively), and in events of change by combining with vGO (That windm doesn't openj. 

Although the meaning of the root open- is constant, the meaning of the verb open is different 

in each case according to the type of event it describes. Arguments are licensed syntactically 

and semantically according to the type of verb formed (i.e., the type of event). 

Verbs (v+Root) and argument introducers Voice and Appl are not the only elements that 

can license an argument; roots also can. I follow Levin 1999 in assuming that roots can 

license an argument semantically, that is, a root can take a complement that is compatible 

with its lexical meaning but that is not required or licensed by the event structure expressed 

by the verb. This is the case of thefloor in (20) and, in general, of all the objects of verbs that 

express activities, i.e., verbs that appear in a simple non-causative transitive structure (what 

kv in  calls "non-core transitive verbs", NCTV; see 91.3.1). 

(20) Leslie swept the poor {Levin 1999) 

The object of activity verbs has to be compatible with the meaning of the root. Objects that 

are not compatible with the meaning of the root can still appear as direct objects of an 

activity verb (21b) as long as they are licensed by a predicate other than the root or verb. 

Sentences (21c-d) illustrate that in (21b) it is the predicate silly rather than the root that 

licenses the reflexive himself, although it appears in the surface to be the direct object sf laugh. 

In (21b), himself is licensed as the subject of the small clause which combines with the verb as 

its complement and is interpreted as a resultative. 

(21) a. Seanlaughed 
b. Sean laughed himselfsilly 
c. *Sean laughed himself 
d. *Sean laughed silly 

Arguments licensed by roots appear as complements of the root, but never as subjects. I 

assume that roots do not take subjects; subjects can only be projected by words (or predicates 

formed by more than one word) of a certain type, e.g., adjectives, stative predicative verbs. 

1.3 Five types of events 

I present below the structural representation of the five types of events introduced in 91.2.1, 

on the basis of which predictions for the licensing of dative arguments will be made and 



tested. The struchrPes are Uustrated by Spanish sentences. Evidence for these s t r u m  will 

be presented t h ~ 8 ' ~ ~ g h ~ u t  the dissertation. The fist three types of events (activities, changes 

and states) are simple, mono-eventive s t m c m .  The two other types (causatives and 

hchoatives) are complex, bi-eventive s t r u c ~ s .  

1.3.1 Activities: vno 

Activity verbs are formed by the combination of a root and vDO. The root is w d y  a m e r  

root that describes the type of "doing" or activity. The functional head Voice takes the vP as 

its complement and projects a specher, interpreted as the Agent (i.e., 'doer' of the activity). 

The root, in virtue of its idiosyncratic meaning, can license an object DF that would be 

interpreted according to the meaning of the root in the context of vm. 

(22) a.  Vicki bail6 
'Vicki danced' 

VoiceP 

DP A vP 
V~cki Voice 

0 vm Root 
0 bail- 

b. Vicki bail6 un tango 
'Vicki danced a tango' 

VoiceP 
n 

D /",, vP 
Vicki Voice 

0 Dm A 
0 R W ~  

bail- un tango 

1.3.2 Predicates of change: w G ~  

Predicates of change are simple dynamic unaccusative verbs formed by the combination of a 

root and m. This type of predicate licenses at least an object DP, which is interpreted as Phe 

theme, i.e., the individual that moves or undergoes the change. I say st least because, 

semtically, predicates of change and movement license a theme and a shte or path 



described by the movement or change (see Jackendoff 1983,1998). Voice, and the projection 

of an external argument are semantically incompatible with simple predicates of change. 

(23) Llegaron d m  cartas 
alTived.P~ two letters.NOM.PL 
'Two letters arrived' 

UP 
n 
vco /'-',. 

Root DP 
lleg- dos cartas 

1.3.3 Statives: VBE 

1.3.3.1 Existmtials 
An existential verb is formed by merging a root with vBE. These verbs typically take an object 

DP, the theme, and a locative PP. Abstracting away from their stative character, the structure 

of existentiiils is very similar to the structure ~f verbs of change (23). Existentials form simple 

unaccllsative verbs which are incon~patible with an external argument licensed by Vaice. 

(24) Faltan dos velitas en la torta 
lack.PL two little-cand1es.NOM.PL in the cake 
'Two birthday candles are missing from the cake' 

VP 
A 

VBE n 
R W ~  ,-,PP 
falt- DP 

dos velitas P DP 
en la torta 

A predicative root (a root that expresses a property) can merge with vBE to form a stative 

verb. The verb thus formed projects a specifier where the DP is merged. These verbs are 



unacmatives incompatible with Voice. A stative predicate can also be fonned by combining 

a copular verb with an adjective.4 

(25) Esas herramientas no sinten 
those ~OO~S.NOM.PL not be-useful.PL 
'Those tools are not useful' 

UP 
n 

DP n 
esas harnientas  V ~ E  Root 

sirv- 

Causatives are a particular kind of structure, not a particular kind of verb. The causative 

shcture is built of two distinct verbal heads v: one corresponding to the causing event, and 

mother corresponding to the caused event. The object DP is the subject of the end result: it is 

licensed as the s w e r  of the lower verb (see Levin 1999, Nash 2002 and 53.1 for discussion). 

The surface subject is the external argument licensed by Voice. In the absence of a manner 

r ~ o t  combined with vm (activity) in, the specifier of Voice is interpreted as causer ('doer' of 

an event). I assume that the causative reading does not arise from the presence of a special 

CAUSE head, but is the interpretation of the complex structure, that is, there is a causative 

reading when there is an event or result embedded under vm. 

(26) Vicki cet-rb la puerta 
Vicki.NOM closed the door.~CC 
'Vicki closed the door' 

DP ,--,vp2 
Voice vP1 

atKO n 
DPm n 
~ U & U  VBE  ROO^ 

cerr- 

Here I am not taking into account transitive stative verbs such as admire, lime, and may. When the 
structure of these verbs becomes relevant, I will assume that their structure Is similar to that of 
activities (91.3.1) but where the UP is stative (i.e., headed by PBE rather than VDO ). 



One could wonder what evidence there is that the lower sub-event is headed by a verb, that 

is, what evidence there is for the presence of a little v rather than having just the root. Recall 

that in the system I am presenting, roots never take subjects, only words can (e.g., adjectives, 

and some verbs, some particles). Therefore, if there were not a v head in (26), something else 

would be required to account for this "special" case of a root taking a subject. I will assume 

that there is a verb formed by vBE and the root in causative structures. The same holds for the 

inchoative structure presented below. 

Roots that appear as causatives can usuzlly appear as inchoatives, or as activities with an 

agent (humanI ani-ate or anthropomorphized), as in the case of open- discussed in 91.2.3. 

1.3.5 Imchoatives: v G 0  + vBE 

hchoatives correspond to a complex event, composed of a sub-event of change (WO) and an 

end result (VBE). The root merges with the lower little v and Licenses an argument DP in its 

specifier, exactly as in causatives. The stative vBEF then combines with the dynamic S O ,  as 

its complement. h Spanish, S O  in this context (i.e., that takes a vBEP as its compkment but 

does not combine with a root) is spelled out by a reflexive clitic that agrees with the DP 
- 

argument in person and number. 3 

(27) Se cerrb la puerta 
CL.REF closed the dosr.NOM 
'The door closed' 

vP2 ,-, vPt 
VGO A 
se DP /"'l 

la puerta VBE Root 
cerr- 

hchoatives share with causatives the strtlchue of the lower event (the argument DP is 

licensed as the specifier of the lower stative verb) and that both are bi-eventive. What is 

different between them is the type of the dynamic event that embeds the end result. 

See Folli & Harley 2003 for a related proposal for some resultative constructions in Italian. 



1.4 Possible dative arguments 

The cenbal claim of this dissertation is that dative arguments have structural meanings. 

Dative DPs are not licensed as arguments of the verb; they are Picensed syntactically and 

semantically by a specialized head, the arguxnent introducer Applicative. The variety of 

meanings dative arguments can have derives from the position of the dative DB in the 

structure in which it is licensed. In particular, I argue that variety of meanings depends on 

what the complement of the applicative head is (i.e., whether the applicative head relates the 

dative DP io another DB, or to a vP) and what the applicative head is a complement of (i.e., 

whether it is a complement of a dynamic event predicate, a root, Voice or Tense). 

Three main types of possible dative arguments are thus predicted. This means an 

addition of one type to FyWnen's (2002) high and low applicatives discussed in 51.2.2. The 

new type of applicative, which be will called Affected Applicative, is defined as an 

applicative that takes vBEP as its complement and embeds under a dynamic event 

introducer, i.e., the AppW is the complement of vDO or vGO. 

(28) Three distinct types of possible dative arguments licensed by Appl 

Further distinctions in the interpretation of applied arguments arise when the distinction 

between types oi applicatives is combined with the distinctions between types of event 

introducers v. In particular, as discussed in Chapter 4, dative arguments licensed by a high 

applicative have distinguishable meanings depending on whether the vP the applicative 

head takes as its complement is headed by vDO, K O  or vBE. Languages with high 

applicatives can differ with respect to which type of vP the applicative can take as its 

complement. 

Affected applicatives can also vary in meaning depending on the type of the vP 

complement the applicative head takes. Although only the caws of applicatives that take a 

stative vP are discussed here, the approach. also makes predictions for the syntax and 

semantics of applied arguments in causative constntctions that consist of a higher vDO and 

Low Appl 

[ Complement of Appl is 
I 

Affected Appl 

(x) 
dynamic v [ ApplP is complement of 

High Agpl 

VP 

~~othing; Voice 

Dl? 

root 



an embedded dynamic event headed by vw3 or 6 0  (e.g., make somebody wash the car, make 

something grow). 

Low applicatives expess a possession relation between two individuals. Pylkkhen 

argues that this rehtion is a dynamic and directional relation of transfer of possession by 

which the applied argument (here the dative DF) is interpreted as the recipient or the source 

of the theme DP. I argue that this relation is not necessarily dynamic, and that a low 

applicative can express a static relation between two individuals by which the dative DP is 

interpreted as the possessor of the theme. As we shall see, whether a low applied argument 

is interpreted as the recipient, the source or the possessor of the theme depends in part on 

the meaning of the verb and in part on pragmatic factors. 

1.4.1 Dative arguments in Spanish 

Most of the data en which this study of possible meanings of dative arguments is developed 

comes from Spanish. Dative arguments in Spanish can appear in the context sf all types of 

verbs and have m y  different meanings, as illustrated below. Spanish is therefore 

particularly challenging for a structural and systematic account of their syntactic licensing 

and interpretation. 

(29) Directional ('to') transitive activity verbs * Recipient 

a. Pablo le mand6 un diccionario a Gabi 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary Gabi.DaT 
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionary' 

b. Pablo le pus0 azucar a1 mate 
Bablo CL.DAT put sugar the mate.DAT 
'Pablo put sugar in the mate' (Lit. 'Pablo put the mate sugar') 

(30) Creation verbs Benefactive 

Pablo nos preparb sandwickitos de miga a todos 
Pablo CL.1.PL.DAT fixed tea sandwiches all.D~T 
'Pablo fixed us all tea sandwiches' 

(31) Directional ('from') transitive activity verbs 3 Source 

Pablo le sac6 la bicicleta a Andreina 
Pablo CL.DAT took-away the bicycle Andreha.DAT 
'Pablo took tile bicycle from Andreha' (Lit. 'Pablo took away Andreha the bicycle') 



(32) Nm-directional transitive activity verbs Possessor 

Pablo le lavb el auto a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the car Tdaleria.D~T 
'Pabls washed Valeria's car' (Lit. 'Pabb washed Valeria the car') 

(33) Stative transitive verbs Possessor 

Pablo le admirw h paciencia /la campera ra Valeria 
Pabb CL.DAT admires the patience /the jacket Valerh.D~T 
'Pablo admires Valeria's gatience/jacket' (Lit. 'P admires Vahria the patience/jacket') 

(34) Unacmative verbs of change or movement Location/ Recipien t 

AGubi le llegaron dos cartas de Londres 
Gabi.DAT CL.DAF arrived.PL two letteas from h d o n  
'Gabi gat two letters from London' (Lit. 'To Gabi arrived two letters from London') 

(35) Causative verbs =s Affected 

Emilio le rompib la radio w Carolina 
Edio CL.DAT broke the radio Carolina.DAT 
'Emilio broke the radio on Carolina' (Lit. 'Emilio broke Carolina the radio') 

(36) Inchsative verbs * Affected 

A Carolina se le rornpib la radio 
Carolina.D~T se CL.DAT broke the radio 
'The radio broke on Carolina' (Lit. 'To Carolina broke the radio') 

(37) Unacccusative psychological predicates * Experiencer 

A Daniela no le p s tan  10s gatos 
Daniela.~~T not CL.DAT  like.^^ the cats 
'Daniela doesn't like cats' (Lit. 'To Daniela don't appeal the cats') 

(38) Unaemative existmtials Possessor 

A Laura le sobraron veinte pesos 
Laura.DAT CL.DAT were-extra.PL twenty pesos 
'Laura had twenty pesos left' (Lit. 'To Laura were extra twenty pesos') 

(39) Unergatives (intransitives) * Ethical dative (&nefactive/Malefactive) 

a. Juanita ya le camina ("a Vicki) 
Juanita already CL-DAT walks V i c k i . ~ ~ ~  
'Juanita can already walk on her/Vicki' 

h. Wfalda no les toma la sopa (*a los padres) 
MafaIda not CL.PL.DAT drink the soup the parents.DAT 
'Mafalda doesn't eat the soup on themher parents' 



1.4.2 Outline of the dissertation 

Each type sf applicative construction in (28) is the focus of one of the three core chapters. 

Chapter 2 analyzes the Spanish double object construction (DOC) in terms of the low 

applicative construction. Its syntactic and semantic properties are discussed, and contrasted 

with the properties of prepositional ditransitive constructions (PPD) and the IXX: in English. 

A new sub-type of low applicative, Low Appbicative-AT is introduced. I argue that the dative 

clitic is the morphological spell-out of the applicative head. Tkis analysis provides an 

explanation of the obligatory character of clitic doubling of datives in Spanish. Chapter 3 

discusses the structure of causative and inchoative predicates and the predictions that follow 

with respect to the licensing of dative arguments. It is shown that dative DPs in these 

configurations have syntactic and semantic properties that distinguish them both from low 

and high applicatives. Predictions for dative arguments are generalized and tested for a 

series of similar constructions (e.g., resultatives, particle construcfions). High applicatives in 

Spanish are the focus of Chapter 4. Dative subject experiencers are analyzed as high 

agplicatives that embed a stative predicational vP. Their properties are c~ntrasted with the 

properties of existential comtPuctions. The shucture and possible meanings of dative DPs 

with predicates of change (&O) are discussed and analyzed in terms of the contrast between 

high and low applicatives. Ethical datives are accounted for as high agplicatives that take a 

dynamic vDOP as its complement. It is argued that this type of high applicative is defective in 

Spanish, in the sense that the applicative head is spelled out by a dative clitic but does not 

license a full DP in its specifier. 

The table below summarizes the possible types of dative arguments with reference to the 

section in which they are discussed. The example verbs are in English, but they stand for the 

corresponding Spanish verbs. 



I I 
Dynamic 1 Static 1 Stative 

- 

Meaning 

Dynamic 

VDO 

7x0 

- 

(40) Types of datives in Spanish 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

TO 

Recipient 

send, b a k  
52.2.1.1 

V B E  

AT 

Possessor 

FROM 

Source 

arrive 
54.2.1 

steal 
52.2.1.2 

awe 
$2.2.1.2 

I 

escape 

Embedded 
(AffAppl) 53 

Affected 

wash 
92.2.2 

save 
s2.2.1.2 

V O W  
$4.2 

Non-embcdded (HigMppl) !# 

break 
53.1 

envy 52.2.2 
lack94.I.P 

Experiencer 

break In&. 
$3.2 

--- 

Benef /Makf 

--- 

happen, grow 
$4.2 

.walk 
94.3 



Chapter 2. Datives in double object constructions 

In this chapter, I aralyze Spanish ditransitive constmctiol~s and I argue that the clitic- 

doubled ditramitive configuration is a double-object construction (DOC); that is, a low 

applicative construction. The Spanish DOC shares the fundamental syntactic property of the 

English DCK: the goal/recipient is sfructurally higher than the theme object. I show that the 

dative argument in the Spanish DOC can have three kinds of meanings: it can be a recipient, 

a source or a possessor. In other words, the Spanish DQC not only expresses a dynamic 

relation of transfer of possession between the two objects, it may express a static relation of 

possession as well. On this basis, I argue that a third kind of low applicative head should be 

added to the inventory of low applicatives introdused in 91.2.2, i.e., a low applicative head 

that relates the indirect object to the direct object as its (static) possessor. 

After introducing the basic data on Spanish ditransitives and clitic doubling, in 52.0, I 

argue that clitic-doubled dative arguments are DPs, and not PPs and that the element a that 

precedes the dative argument is a case marker, rather than a true preposition. Following 

Demonte 1995 and Cuervo 2000, 2003, I show that the presence or absence of a clitic that 

doubles the indirect object in ditransitives correlates with systematic semantic and syntactic 

differences. In the non-doubled configuration, binding, weak crossover and scope indicate 

that the theme is higher than the goal a-DP. The same syntactic tests show that in the clitic- 

doubled configuration the dative is higher than the accusative theme. 

These contrasts are accounted for by analyzing the alternates with and without clitic as 

corresponding to the two structures of the dative alternation. The structure with a clitic 

corresponds to the EX, while a non-deubled indirect object is a prepositional phrase (a 

prepositional ditransitive, PPD). In the PPD, the goal is merged lower than the theme object, 

as the complement of the directional preposition a. In contrast to the PPD, in the DOC the 

dative is structurally higher than the theme object. Despite appearing linearly after the 

object, the dative c-commands the direst object, as revealed by binding, scope and weak 

crossover effects. These facts cannot be explained by a theory in which it is the clitic (and its 

position) that binds into the theme. 

I assume Pylkk;inenls analysis of the DOC as a low applicative construction, which 

incorporates important properties of the construction that had previously been distributed 



across diverse analyses. Under this view, the dative is not an argument of the verb; rather, 

the dative argument is introduced by a specialized head, an applicative head, which merges 

below the verb and relates the dative to the direct object. The applicative head is responsible 

for the syntactic and semantic licensing of the dative argument. In Spanish, I argue, the head 

assigns inherent dative case to the argument it licenses, and the dative clitic is the spell-out of 

the applicative head. That is, the clitic spells out the person and number features of the DP 

licensed by the head in its specifier position. T b  analysis has welcome consequences for the 

nature of clitic doubling. It follows that whenever there is a dative argument in Spanish, 

there is a chic that doubles it. In other words, if there is no clitic, there is no dative 

argument, but a PP introduced by the preposition a. Therefore, I not only show that doubling 

of datives is obligatory in Spanish, contrary to the widely held view that doubling is optional 

in certain cases, but also provide an explanation for this fact 

In § 2.2 I analyze the h d s  of meanings that the Spanish DOC can have and propose that 

a low applicative can also establish a static possessive relation between two entities, adding a 

new type of low applicative head (an 'at' head) to the inventory of two dynamic low 

appiicative heads proposed by PylkUnen for recipient and source DOCS (the 'to' head and 

the 'from' head). The static low applicative is compatible with verbs that do not imply any 

directionality, both activity and stative verbs. I argue that the analysis of possessor datives as 

static low applicatives has empirical and theoretical advantages over previous approaches. 

The table below illustrates the possible combinations of the three low applicatives with 

the different types of verbs as classified by the three types of little v described in 51.2.1. The 

shaded areas indicate the types of low applicatives discussed in this chapter. 

Type of possessive 
relation: 

Low Applicatives 

Static 
AT 

Possessor 

wash 
82.2.2.2 

8Tow 

may 
g22.2~ 

TO 
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Dy-rarnic 
FROM 

Source 

steal 
$2.2.2.2 

escape 

suw 
g2.2,12 

Recipient 

VDO 

VGO 

aBE 

send, bake 
92.2.1.1 

arrive 

ow 
9.2.1.2 



I argue that while it is not possible to know a priori which of the three khds of law 

applicative heads a language will have, and therefore what kinds of verbs the DOC will be 

compatible with, there is a structural requirement on the type of objects to which a low 

applicative can apply. A low applicative head can only take objects licensed below the verb, 

as complements of the root. The root can form a transitive or unaccusative verb; that is, there 

must be an object DP, but a structure with an external argument is not required. It will later 

be shown (Chapter 3) that this requirement prevents low applicatives from applying to 

objects in the context of causative and inchoative verbs, since thee objects are licensed as the 

subject (specifier) of the lower verbal projection. 

I analyze the Spanish ditransitive dative construction in detail, and 1 show that it exhibits 

many of the fundamental properties that Rave been described for the well-studied IXX in 

English. The crosslinguistic contrasts are derived from either differences in morphosyntactic 

properties (e.g. Case and related phenomena) or from the two kinds of meanings that 

Spanish datives in the DOC can have but English's first objects normally cannot: source and 

possessor. Together with the detailed structural requirement for low applicatives, the basis 

for an explicit and detailed theory of possible crosslinguistic variation in 140Cs is developed. 

2.0.1 Basic data 

Indirect objects in Spanish appear in dative case preceded by the morpheme Q, as the second 

object with ditransitive verbs or as the only overt object with some verbs that can alternate 

between taking an overt direct object or not (such as gritar 'shout', pegcr 'hitf, etc.). 

(1) Pablo le mrzndb un dicciomrio a Gabi 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary G ~ ~ ~ . D A T  
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionaryf 

(2) Pablo Ze grit6 (la respuestd a Gabi 
Pablo CL.DAT shouted the answer Gabi.Il~T 
'Pablo shouted the answer at Gabi' 

A dative clitic preceding the verb marks the person and number features of the dative 

argument: me, te, le, nos and les correspond to first, second and third person singular, first 

plural, and second and third plural respectivelyl. Drawing from examples such as (3), it has 

Only third person le and les have a form different from the accusative and reflexive clitics. Me, te and 
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been observed, and it is widely held, that dative arguments are optionally doubled by a 

dative clitic. 

(3) Pablo (le) mand6 un diccimrio a GaM 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary to Gabi 
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionary' 

This olptionality of dative clitic-doubling is surprising, however. Intralinguistically, it 

contrasts, on m e  hand, with restrictions on the doubhg of accusative arguments (Jaeggli 

1986, SuSier 1988, Torrego 1938, among others) and, on the other, with the obligatoriness of 

doubling of dative arguments other than dative goals in ditransitives. 

2.0.2 Clitic doubling of accusatives 

Clitic doubling of accusative arguments in Spanish is sometimes obligatory and sometimes 

un.grammatical. Varieties of Spanish usually display the same context of obligatory doubling 

(i.e., pronomix1 object DPs); some of the dialectal variation abes  h dialects that allow more 

doubling than others. As observed by Sufier 1988, however, even in "doubhg dialects", 

doubling of accusative arguments is restricted by features of the argument. The following 

examples show restrictions of specificity (4, animacy (51, and word order (6). 

(4)  a. (*La) invitb a una cantante 
CL.ACC.FEM invited.3.S@ a singer.ACC.FEM 
'S/he invited a singer' 

b. (La) invitb a la eantanfe 
CL.ACC.FEM invitd.3.SG the singer.ACC.FEM 
'S/he invite2 the singer' 

(5) a. (*La) dibujb la manzapra W 
CL.ACC.FEM drew.3.% the a p p k . A C c . ~ ~ ~  yesterday 
'S/he drew the apple yesterday' 

b. (La) dibujb a Maria a Y 0  
CL.ACC.FEM drew.3.SG hfaria.~CC.FEM yesterday 
IS/ he drew Maria yesterday' 

nos are the form of dative, accusative and reflexive elitics. In some areas of Spain os is the second 
person plural form. Throughout the dissertation, only first or second person will be glossed for the 
clitic; third person clitics will be marked only as clitic and case, as in (1). 



(6) a. (*La) comib la manzana aYm 
CL.ACC.FEM ate.3.X the appie.ACC.FEM yesterday 
'S/he ate the apple yesterday' 

b. La manram "(la) comib ayer 
the apple.AcC.~~M CL.ACC.FEM ate.3.X yesterday 
'The apple, s/he ate it yesterday' 

In most dialects of Spanish, all. the a. sentences above (46) are ungrammatical if said with 

normal intonation. In 'doubling varieties', e.g. River Plate or Portdo Spanish, only (4a) is 

completely ungrammatical; that is, it is possible t~ double inanimate objests as long as they 

are specific. The three a. sentences are grammatical, in all dialects, if there is no clibic 

doubling. As we see, doubhg of accusatives requires a s p e a k  (generally) animate object 

DP. Specific topics, even if inanimate can -in fact, must- be doubled by a clitic (6b). 

The apparent correlation between the presence of the so-called personal a before the 

accusative DP, and clitic doubling, as illustrated by the contrast in (5a)-(5b), was used by 

Kayne 1975 to argue that clitics absorb case, and therefore the presence of the preposition a, a 

case assigner, is required. This is usually known as Kayne's (or Jaeggli's) generalization. 

Tke correlation, however, does not really hold. As shown by Suiier 1988, there are cases 

of a-DIPS in which doubling is neither required nor forbidden (Sb), cases where ,%za a-DP 

cannot be doubled (7 below), and, importantly, cases of doubled accusative DPs that are not 

preceded by a, (6b) and (a). 

(7) a. (*La) buscaban a alguien que 10s ayudara 
CL.ACC searched-for.3.PL somebody.~CC that them.~cC.MASc would-help 
'They were looking for somebody who codd help them' 

b. Yo lo VOY a compar el diario just0 anfes de subir 
1 CL.ACC am-going to buy the newspaper.ACC just before of come-up 

'I am going to buy (it) the newspaper just before coming up' (Suiiier 1988) 

Sufier shows, then, that the (accusative) particle a is not a case assigner, md that clitics are 

not case absorbers, but a form of object agreement. In spite of the evidence, Kayne's 

generalization, has somehow survived as a valid claim about Romance languages, and has 

been extended by some authors to Spanish datives (e.g. Anagnostopsulou 2QO2), which are 

always preceded by a, and can be doubled by a clitic. 

Still, there codd be a difference in the s t a b  of a in datives and accusatives, as there is a 



difference between the possibility (and requirements) of doubling of datives and accusatives. 

The two related questions are: 1) are dative arguments DPs or PPs?, and 2) is dative a a 

preposition/case assigner that is causally related to clitic doubling? Only after answering 

these empirical questions can we seek a principlzd account of the facts. We will see that the 

little evidence that has been advanced to support the ideas that dative a is a preposition/case 

assigner, and that datives are PPs does not withstand scrutiny, and that several authors have 

already convincingly shown that datives are DPs, not PPs. i will further provide an account 

of clitic doubling in structural terms that denies a causal relation between doubling and the 

presence sf a. 

2.0.3 a-Datives are DPs 

Spanish dative arguments are always preceded by a, regardless of the animacy or specificity 

of the argument. 

(8) a. Hugo (le) devolvid 10s libros **(a) Juana / *(a) la bo'blioteca 
Hugo CL r e b e d  the books Juana.DAT /the library.D~T 
'Hugo returned the books to Juana/ the library' 

b. Hugo (le) quiere devolver 10s libros *(a) la bibliotecaria / *(a) una bibliotecaria 
Hugo CL wants to-return the books the  librarian.^^^ / a 1ibrarian.Daf 
'Hugo wants to return the books to the librarian / a librarian' 

Strozer 1976 presents several arguments that datives are DPs (called NPs by her, as was 

standard at that time) and not PPs. She shows that dative a-phrases (as well as accusative a- 

DPs) differ from PPs in several ways, and that therefore the burden of proof should be on 

those who claim that datives are PPs. Among her arguments, she notes that dative a-phrases 

can have an anaphoric relation with a clitic, which In Spanish is impossible for ordinary 

prepositional phrases, including directional a or a lexically required by a verb (all the 

sentences from Strozer 1976: 7%-93). 

(9) a. El policia le asustaba a ella 
the police CL.DAT frightened her.DAT 
'The police was frightening to her' 

b. Nnda (*re) funciona sin ella 
nothing CL.DAT works without her 
'Nothing works without her' 



c. Juan Pie) f i e  de cornpras a Paris 
Juan CL.DAT went of purchases to Paris 
'Juan went shopping to Paris' 

d. Luis (*le) renuncid a ella 
Juan CL.DAT renounced to her 
'Luis renounced her' 

Strozer ako observes that pronominal indirect object phrases marked for gender (e.g. a ella 

'her', a 41 'him'), like p r o n o w 1  direct object NPs, can only refer to animates and "are not 

admissible if inanimate", (10a). In contrast to pronominal datives, pronouns with PPs in 

general (10b) and with a-PPs (I&) do not fall under this restriction. 

(10) a. Le past! lafranela a la mesa / "a dla 
' I  passed the flannel cloth over the table/itr 

b. Lola limpib la mesa con 1afp.anela /con ella 
'Lola cleaned the table with the flannel cloth /it' 

c. Luis renuncib a la lucha / a  ella 
' E ~  renounced the struggle /it' 

Given the evidence that dative a phases differ from the behaviour of PPs in general, and 

from directional and lexically selected a-PPs, Stmzer concludes that dative a-phrases, as well 

as accusative a-phrases are D P S . ~  

2.6.4 Dative a is not a preposition 

Jaeggli 1982, however, argues that the lexical item a that appears before indirect objects in 

Romance is in some languages a realization of dative case, that is, a case marker, while it is a 

preposition in others. Me argues that while li is a case marker in French, a is a preposition in 

Spanish. As evidence for his claim, he cites Vergnaud's 1974 arguments for the status of 

French indirect objects as W s  rather than PPs. One of the tests involves the possibility of 

onussion of the preposition in coordhat;~n. While the complement of a preposition can be a 

coordination of two Ws, this is not the case with dative h-phrases, as illustrated bclow 

There are other funstional uses of a, for which a would be called complementizsr in c u m t  theory# 
as illustrated below. 
(i) Einpezamos a cantar 

'We started C ~ M P  to-sing 



(Jaeggli 1982, from Vergnaud 1974). 

(11) a. *Us ont parle' d [Marie et 1e directeurl 
'They talked to Mary and the director' 

b. Ils ont parle' lh  Mariel et fau directeurl 
'They talked to Mary and to the director' (au = d+le) 

Jaeggli, assuming that the contrast in French would be directly qroduable  in Spanish, 

claims that Spanish a can take a coordination of DPs as its complement (12), in contrast with 

French, which requires b far each phrase (11). 

(12) LPS cmpj7ram urn casa a ( h d a  y el director) 
'They bought a house for Maria and the dimtor' 

Jaeggli concludes that Spanish a is a preposition that a s s i p  case to the dative DP. His 

conclusion, however, does not seem fully j~ t i f i ed .~  First, without disputing the acceptability 

of sentence (12), if the DPs are reversed, a highly degraded (if not ungrammatical) sentence 

(13) */??Ls compraron unn casa a1 director y Maria 
'They bought a house for the director md Maria' (a1 = a+el) 

Second, the wib&ty of having m e  or two instartses of a is generally available when if is a 

directional preposition. 

(14) El afio pasado, Pablo viaj6 ia Francia y (a) Espaiia 
'Last year, Pablo traveled to France and (to) Spain' 

In contrast, use of oraly one a in coordinated datives is highly restricted. In both (12) and (15) 

3 His second piece of evidence has to do with a comparison of French and Spanish ordering of datives 
in the fiire-causative construction. Oddly, Jaeggh compares an French dative (tilkphoner rt ses parents 
'call his parents') to Spanish llamar a sus padres, in wM& a sus padres is am accusative direct object, not 
dative. 

It might be that in (12), the second conjuncl. may be interpreted as having not just Zhe determiner el 
but the contracted form a1 (the contraction of a+determitler el), a difference too small to notice. One of 
my consultant5 says that while he would be ready to use only one dative a in some caws when talking, 
he would always write two. It is important to note that tlpis does not seem a case of prescriptivism, 
since there are usually no rules about this issue taught in school, or given in writing manuals or 
prescriptive grammars. 



the single theme is distributed among both recipients: there is one house bought in (12) and 

one present in (15). 

(15)  Pablo les comprd un regalo I a [Valeria y EmilioJJ 
Pablo CL.DAT.PL bought a present [Valeria and E m i l i o ] . ~ ~ ~  
'Pablo bought Valeria and Emilio a gresent' 

a single present shared by both 

This is confirmed by the following example, in which pragmatics excludes the possibility of 

there being only one kiss. 

(16) a. #Pablo les dio un beso w Valeria y la hija 
Pablo CL.DAT.PL gave a kiss [Valeria and the daughter].DAT 

b. Pablo les dio un beso a Valeria y a la hija 
Pablo CL.DAT.PL gave a kiss Valeria.DAT and the daughter.DAT 
'Pablo gave Valeria and her daughter a kiss' 

One context that facilitates the use of only one a (in both dative and accusative functions) is 

when the names of a couple are coordinated. 

(17) Gabi les mandb u ~ t a  carta a Vicky y (a) Hugo 
Gabi CL.DAT.PL sent a letter Vicky and Hugo 
'Gabi sent Vicky and Hugo a letter' 

Interestingly, 'chis is only possible when the names are in their usual order; the names of two 

people in a couple tend to be used in a fixed carder, and it is only in that order that omission 

becomes more acceptable. My friends Vicky and Hugo are always named in that order, from 

whie? the contrasting judgments of optionality of a in (17) and (18) seem to arise. 

(18) Gabi bes mand6 una carta a Hugo y +(a) Vicky 
Gabi CL.DAT.PL sent a letter Hugo and Vicky 
'Gabi sent Hugo and Vicky a letter' 

Use of only one a becomes preferable in the case of famous couples, as illustrated bellow. If a 

is used before each name, the salient reading is that there were t w ~  letters sent, one to Simon 

and another to Garfunkel. 

(19) Susana 2es mandb una carta s Simoii y Garfinkel 
Susana CL.DAT.PE sent a letter Simon Garfunkel 



'Susana sent Simon & Garfunkel a letter' 

Even if in the case of coordination, dative cr behaved as the preposition and/or the 

complementizer a, their identical status does not follow automatically. h many languages, 

for instance, both case markers and adpositions can take coordinated NlPs or DPs (e.g. 

Japanese case markers -o and -ga, as well as postposition -e, appear only once at the end of 

the coordinated phrase, Shinichiro Ishihara, p.c.). 

As mentioned above, the coordination facts surrounding anhate accusative a parallel 

those of dative a.5 

(20) a.  (10s) viste a Vicky y (a) Nugo? 
CL.ACC.FL you-saw Vicky.ACC and HU~O.ACC 
'Have you seen Vicky and Hugo?' 

b. ~(losb viste a Hugo y *(a) Vicky 
CL.ACC.PL you-saw HU~O.ACC and Vicky.~CC 
'Have you seen Hugo and Vicky?' 

Given these facts, if one argues that the acceptability of coordina%ed dative DPs with a single 

a in (12) and (17) is evidence for the PP status of dative arguments, one would be pressed to 

say that accusative a-phrases are prepositional as well. 

There have been diverse approaches to accusative n that either argue or assume that 

accusative a is not a preposition, and that accusative a-phrases are not PPs but ~ P s . 6  Several 

authors (e.g., Strozer 1976, Suiier 1988) have used the similar behavior of dative and 

accusative a-phrases (and the contrasts with uncontroversial PIPS) to extend the arguments 

concerning accusatives to datives. As far as I how,  nobody has presented compelling 

evidence that accusative a-phrases are ISPs while datives are prepositional, after Suiier's 

evidence against Jaeggli's proposal in that respect. 

The ungramrmaticality of omission of a in coordination of pronominal arguments is general for 
accusative, dative or prepositional a. 
(i) a. Nos llarnd. a vos y *(a) mf Accusative 

'He called you and me' 
b. Nos sonrid. a vos y *{a) mi Dative 

'He called you and me' 
c. Renuncib a vos y *{a) mi Selected preposi tior? 

'He renounced you and me' 
See Torrego 1998,1999 and Richards 2002 for alternative views on the role of accusative a. 



The ability of Spanish n to function as either a preposition, a case marker or a 

complementizer is not an isolated phenomenon. Miyagawa 1997 argues that Japanese ni 

exhibits a similar ambiguity between being a (directional) postposition and a dative case 

marker. Anagnostopodou. 2002 makes similar claims with respect to Greek se. Nor is having 

the same marker for dative and accusative an exclusive trait of Spanish, either. In Hindi 

(Rajesh Bhatt, p.c.),'the dative case marker ko is used also for accusatives, interestingly, when 

the DP is animate and specific. These crosslinguistic facts suggest that ambiguity of 

prepositional-like elements is not uncommon. 

I will henceforth assume that dative a-phases are DPs, not PPs, and that n in a (chtic- 

doubled) dative is a case marker, while it is a contentha preposition when it provides a 

directional meaning. 

2.0.5 Clitic doubling of datives 

Clitic doubling of dative arguments, in contrast to doubling of accusatives, is not restricted 

by the position of the argument, nor by animacy, specificity or definiteness. As Suiier 

observes, the only restriction on dative doubling concern unqualified bare nouns, for which 

doubling is ~n~rammatical.~, 

(21) (*led donart! todos nris bienes a museos 
CL.DAT.PL will-donate.l% all my belongings to museums 
'I will donate all my possessions to musetuns' (Suiier 1988:395, fn 6) 

Doubling in (21) becomes acceptable if museos is qualified (22a), or the argument is otherwise 

made phonologically heavier (22b). 

(22) a .  (les) dona re' todos mis bienes a museos locales 
CL.DAT.PL will-dona te. 1 .SG all my belongings to museums local 
'I will donate all my possessions to local museums' 

In all cases in which clitic doubling is obligatory (see below), there is no grammatical "option" with 
a bare noun phrase dative; the sentence is just impossible with or without clitic. 
(i) *iLes gustari la pelicula a chicos? 

CL.DAT.PL will-like.3~ the movie kids 
'Will children like the movie?' 

Throughout the dissertation, glosses and translations have been adapted for consistency. 



b. (les) donare' todos mis bienes a museos y bibliotecas 
CE.DAT.PL will-donate.l.SG all my belongings to museums and libraries 
'I will donate all my possessions to museums and libraries' 

Although optional &tic doubling of datives has sometimes been presented as a general 

phenomenon, the optionality of doubling a dative argument (specifically, the option not to 

double one) is restricted to non-pronominal dative goals with ditransitive predicates, as 

exemplified above. However, as noted by several researchers (Strozer 1976, Masullo 1992, 

Demonte 1995, Brukun de Garaviko 2000, Cuervo 2003) clitic doubling is in fact obligatory for 

all other cases of dative arguments, i.e. datives with other kind of predicates. This is 

illustrated below for psychological predicates (23a), se-inchoatives (23b), two-argument 

mergatives (24), and for possessor datives (25a-b). Doubling is also obligatory for 

benefactive datives with transitive predicates (26). 

(23) a. A Laura *(le) gustan las empanadas 
Laura.DAT CL.DAT l ike.3.~~ the empanadas.NOM 
'Laura likes empanadas' 

b. A ninp'n libas se *(le) salieron IQS tapas 
No book-QAT CL.REF CL.DAT came-0ff.3.~~ the csvers.NOM 
'No book's cover came off' 

(24) a. Andrea *(les) gritb a unas gatos 
hdrea.NOM CL.DAT shouted some cats.DAT 
'Andrea shouted at some catsf 

b. Andrea *(led hbla hasta a las paredes 
hdrea.NOM CL.DAT talks even the walk.D~T 
'Andrea talks all the time/would talk with anyone' 

(25) a. Hugo *(le) lavb el babero a juana 
Hugo.NOM CE. DAT washed the bib Turna.D~T 
'Hugo washed Juanafs bib' 

b. A Hugo *(le) picaban las m n o s  
HU~O.DAT CL.DAT itched.3.PL the hamds.NO~ 
'Hugo's hands were itching' 

(26) a. Carlos ' ( l a )  construyo una casa a 10s suegros 
Carlos.NOM CL.DAT built a house his parents-in-law.D~T 
'Carlos built his parents-in-law a house' 



b. i A  quikn *(le) construyb una casa Carlos? 
whom.D~T CL.DAT built a house Carlos.NOM 
'Who did Carlos build a house for? 

The sentences above show ghat doubling of the dative argument is obligatory irrespective of 

word order, applying to preverbal datives, (23) and (25b), as well as to post-verbal datives, 

as in (24). Doubling is obligatory for negatively quantified datives (23b), indefinite datives 

(24a), inanimate datives (24b) and wh-datives (25b1.9 

Strozer 1976 argues for a correlation betweer1 clitic doubling md the type of indirect 

object. She claim that there are two kinds of indirect objects (dative arguments), which she 

labels INDl and IND2. INDI are "ordinary goals" and can only appear with verbs of transfer, 

e.g. give, sell, lend. KID;! would be goals", which can have different meanings in 

different verbal contexts. One of the syntactic contrasts between these two kinds s f  indirect 

objects is that while clitic doubling of INDl is optional, clitic doubling of I N D 2  is obligatory. 

(27) INDI [+TRANSFER]: optional doubling 

INDz [-TRANSFER]: obligatory doubiing 

She notes that most verbs that can take INDI can also take IND2, but not vice versa. The 

choice of one or the other "depends on the lexical properties of the verb in a particular 

construction." Interestingly, she observes (Strozer 1976: 555-557) that the presence UP absence 

of the clitic with verbs that could take either LNT91 or INLh seems to correlate with the dative 

alternation in English. She notes that matters are obscured in Spanish by cIitic doubling and 

more flexible word order, and leaves the matter for further research. 

Masulio 1992 was, to the best of my knowledge, the first to argue for a tight link between 

clitic doubling and dative case in Spanish. He claimed that "where the clitic can be omitted 

there is actually no indirect object (more precisely, no dativemarked NP), but a PP 

introduced by a content preposition." (Masullo 1992:HI). He develops an account of Spmish 

dative arguments by which datives are the result of incorporation of some element (a 

preposition, a noun, etc.) into the verb. Structures with a dative argument are predicted to 

have a non-incorporated alternate, where there is no clitic. In the case of alternates to 

!%e also the data presented in Q1.4.1. 



preposition incorporation, for instance, the configuration with no clitic is the unincorporated 

structure which requires a contentlid preposition: en, para, de, etc. The relationship between 

sentaces a. and b. in (29)-(31) is parallel to the relationship between a. and b. in (28), with a 

transfer predicate. 

(28) a. Pablo le mandb un diccionario a Cabi 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary Gabi.Il~T 
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionary' 

b. Pa&lo mandb un diccionario a Gabi 
Pablo sent a dictionary to Gabi 
'PabPo sent a dictionary to Gabi' 

(29) a. Pablo le puso azdcar a1 mate 
Pablo CL.DAT put sugar the ma&.DAT 
'Pabls put sugar in the mate' 

b. PabEo puso azlicar en el mate 
Pablo put sugar in the mate 
'Pablo put sugar in the mate' 

(30) a. Pablo be cocinb una to& a Andreha 
Pablo CL.DAT baked a cake Andreina.~~T 
'Pablo baked Andreha a cake' 

b. Pablo cocin6 una torta para AndresCpta 
Pablo baked a cake for Andreha 
'Pablo baked a cake for Andreha' 

(31) a. Pablo Is laud la bicicleta a Andreiha 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the bicycle hd reha ,D~T  
'Pablo washed Andreha's bicycle' 

b. Pablo lavb la bicicle fa tie Andrei'na 
PabBo washed the bicycle of Andreha 
'Pablo washed Andreha's bicycle' 

The parallelism is obscured by the fact that in (28) the same morpheme a participates in both 

constructions. Masullo assumes that a is a case marker in (28a), but a content preposition in 

(28b). His claim amounts to saying that clitic doubling of datives is always obligatory: 

whenever there is a dative argument, there is clitic doubling; if there is no clitic doubling, 

there is no dative. This gositiun has been further argued for by hmonte 1995, Brdm de 



Garavito 2000 and Cuervo 2000,2003. The argument opens the possibility of an explanation 

of doubling and its -apparent- optionality. The explanation, however, dogs not follow 

automatically. It crucially depends on the theory of how dative arguments are licensed and 

what the role of the clitic is. In Masullo's incorporation approach, for instance, it is not 

possible to account for the licensing and doubling of all instances of datives in a fully unified 

way. As he acknowledges himself, there are some datives that are hardly accountable for in 

terms of incorporation, e.g. there is no non-incorporated variant for Le gunk el partido a Pedro 

' I  beat Pedro at the game', Eso Ze ahorrara dinero 'That will save him money' or Lr saqut; el 

chupefe a Juanita 'I1 took the pacifier away from Juanita'. The lack of non-incorporated 

equivalent of the clitic-doubled construction is general for all datives interpreted as source 

(the low applicative-FROM discussed in §2.2.1.2), a generalizati~a that his analysis cannot 

capture. His assumption that the alternates are thematic variants, i.e., that they share the 

same meanings, is also problematic, as we shall see in 92.2. 

Demonte 1995 convincingly argues, through a series of syntactic tests, that the alternation 

exhibited in (28)-(31) is the form the dative alternation takes in Spanish. It is not clear, 

however, how her derivational approach to the DOC could be extended to account for the 

syntactic licensing and interpretation of other dative arguments, e-g. datives with 

psychological predicates, inchoa tives, existentials, unergatives, etc. (see 51.4.1 for examples). 

As in Masullo 1992, the meaning of the dative argument does not derive from the position in 

which the dative argument is licensed, so there are no predictions concerning their possible 

meanings. Demonte's analysis shares with other derivational agproaches the problem of 

accounting for differences in meaning between the prepositional and the dative varimts.1° 

With respect to clitic doubling, both the incorporation and the derivational agproaches just 

push the problem of optionality of clitic doubling to the optionality of the transformation. 

I develop in this chapter an approach to the dative alternation that can account for the 

presence of the dative clitic in a simple and systematic way. I will show that the 

configurations with clitic doubling differ from the colPdigurations with a contentful 

preposition in a series of syntactic properties. I will further show that there are also 

systematic differences in the semantics of the two constructions. On the basis of these 

syntactic and semantic differences, I will argue that the two configurations indeed 

lo See 52.2.2.3 for discussion of previous approaches to possessor datives, as that in (31). 



correspond to two distinct argument structures which are not derivationally related.11 The 

dative argument (clitic-doubled) is licensed by low applicative head; the clitic is the 

morphological spell-out of the licensing head. The obligatoriness of &tic doubling is thus 

explained on the basis of two factors: the obligatory cmcurrence of a dative argument and a 

dative clitic, and the fact that there is no h e  optionality between the configuration with a 

clitic and the configuration with a preposition. 

The analysis I develop has two main advantages over previous approaches. First, it 

shows in a principled way that there is no optionality of dative clitic doubling, not even in 

ditransitives; that is, it offers an explanation of the presence of the clitic. Second, the licensing 

and doubling of datives in ditransitives is extended to account for the --similarities and 

contrasts- in the licensing and doubling of dative arguments in other configurations, as we 

shall see in the next chapters. In 9ther words, the analysis builds a principled, unified 

approach that is able to account for the somewhat varied syntactic and semantic 

characteristics of dative arguments while still having restrictive and predictive power. 

2.1 The dative alternation in Spanish: datives and PPs 

2.1.1 Structures 

As stated above, the optionality sf the clitic in a sentence like (32) is only ,apparent. If this is 

so, we expect to find other contrasts between the sentence with a cli and the sentence Y 
without it. 

(32) Pablo (le) mand6 un diccionario R &bi 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary (to/Qb.T) Gabi 
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionary' 

If we replace the goal a Gabi in (32) with a name of a place, like a Barcelonn 'to Barcelona', 

clitic-doubling is no longer possible. 

(33) a. Pablo envi6 un diccionario a Barcelona 
Pablo sent a dictionary to Barcelona 
'Pablo sent a dictionary to Barcelona' 

- -- 

l1 Here I follow my argumentation in Cuewo 2003. 
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b. *Publo le envid un diccionario a Barcelona 
PabIo CL.DAT sent a dictionary B a r c e l o n a . ~ ~ ~  
'Pablo sent Barcelona a dictionary' 

The restriction, however, cannot be described as a restriction on doubling of inanimate 

datives, since, as we have seen in (23b) and (24b), inanimate objects can be clitic-doubled 

dative arguments in Spanish (these restrictions are further discussed in 52.3.3.1). A better 

parallel for the facts is the restriction on pure locative goals in the English IDOC. 

(34) a. I sent the book to Daniel / to Eondun 
&. I sent Daniel /*London the book 

Another suggestive contrast arises when a locative phrase is added to the t w ~  structures. If a 

locative is added to the structure with dative clitic, the sentence is perfectly acceptable (35a). 

In contrast, a locative added to the structure without a clitic is seriously degraded.l2 

(35) a. Pablo le mand6 un diccionario a Gabi a Barcelona 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary G ~ ~ ~ . D A T  to Barcelona 
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionary to Barcelona' 

b. ??/'Pa610 mando un diccionario a Gabi a Barcelona 
Pablo sent a dictionary to Gabi to Barcelona 
'PabTo sent a dictionary to Gabi in Barcelona' 

Once again, this contrast parallels a similar contrast in English and Japanese, where double- 

objects behave like the clitic-doubled Spanish sentence, and the 'dative-FP' parallels the 

sentence without clitic with respect to the effects of adding a locative PP. 

(36) a .  Stephanie sent Daniel a letter to his ofice 
b. *Stephanie sent a letter to Daniel to his ofice 

In Japanese, the morpheme ni is ambiguous between a dative case marker and a psst- 

position with directional meaning (Miyagawa 1997), which parallels the ambiguity of 

Spanish a. Miyagawa & Tsujioka 2002 show that a sentence with two ni-phrases is only 

An even sharper contrast arises if the direct object is replaced by a clitic (the dative clitic le surfaces 
as se in the context of an accusative clitic). 
(i) a. Pablo se lo mandb a Gabi a Barcelona 

P a b l o c ~ . ~ ~ ~ c ~ . ~ c c s e n t  G ~ ~ ~ . D A T  toBarcelona 
b. 'Pablo lo mandb a Gabi a Bareelm 

Pablo CL.ACC sent to Gabi to Barcelona 



acceptable if the first ni-phrase is a 'high goal', i.e. a dative, and the second a ni-headed 

directional PP, as in (37a). They show that if the pure locative Tokyo-ni or the theme tegami-o 

appear before John-ni, as in (37b) and (37c), respectively, John-ni camz only be another locative, 

which makes the sentence ungrammatical. 

(37) a. May-ga John-ni Tokyo-ni tegami-o okutta 
Mary.NOM J O ~ . D A T  Tokyo.to letter.ACC sent 
'Mary sent John a letter to Tokyo' 

b. *May-ga Tokyo-ni john-ni tegami-o okutta 
Mary.NOM Tokyo.to joh.to 1etter.ACC sent 

c. *Mary-ga tegami-o John-ni Tokyo-ni ohtta 
Mary.NOM 1etter.ACC John.to Tskyo.to %sent 
'Mary sent a letter to John to Tokyo' (Miyagawa & Ts~jioka 2002:ex. 16-17) 

These initial data are suggestive of a syntactic alternation. Notice, however, ahat there is no 

difference in word-order between the two 'alltemb' in Spanish: in both cases, the dative or 

the PP appear after the direct object in a sentence that can have wide fcus (that expresses all 

new information) and receives normal nuclear stress. In the case of animate directional goals, 

the only apparent difference is the presence or absence of the clitic. In cases where the 

doubled dative 'alternates' with a PP headed by a preposition other than a, the difference is 

more obvious (29-31). 

I present now the structures that I attribute to the prepositional, non-doubled sentences, 

e.g. sentences b. in (28)-(31). Then, I present the structure corresponding to the 'real dative', 

clitic doubled construction. Evidence for the structures is presented in 52.1.2. 

2.1.1.1 Non-doubled: prepositional ditrarrsitives PPD 

For the prepositional ditransitives, I assme the structure in (38). 

(38) Fablo m n d b  un diccionnrio a Cabi/a Barcelona 
Babb sent a dictionary to Gabi/ to Barcelona 
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This structure expresses the fact that the theme object asymmetrically s-eommands the DP 

complement of the preposition. Semanticall~t, there is a relation between the theme and the 

goal, through the preposition. However, as we shaU see in 92.1.2.4, movement possibilities 

and scopa facts iondicate that the theme DP and the directional PP as a whole behave as two 

cosntituents in a symmetric relation. The structure in (38) is largely compatible with 

Bruening's (2001) or Miyagawa's proposals. The differences are not crucial, and could be 

adapted if some assumptions are changed (e.g., how the arguments combine with the verb). 

Since this issue is not crucial for the analysis of dative arguments or the comparison with the 

prepositional construction in (38), I will not take a stmd with respect to the category of the 

node that combines with the root. 

2.1.1.2 Clitic-doubled: double-objects DOC 

The clitic-doubled dative configuration also expresses a relation between the recipient and 

the theme. The crucial difference is that in the PPD, the theme is the specher of the 

preposition, while in the clitic-doubled DOC this relation is reversed. The dative is related to 

the lower theme DP through some head, but in this case the dative DP is the specifier and the 

theme DP is the complement of the relational head. The applicative head is such a relational 

head. In particular, I will as5ume the low applicative head p r o p o d  by PylkkB;nen (2002) 

stands as the source of the double abject construction. 

(39) Pablo le m n d 6  un dicciomrio a Ga&i/ k Barcelona 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary G ~ ~ ~ . D A T /  Barcelona.Q~T 
'Pablo scent Gabi/ *Barcelona a dictionary" 
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The low applicative head licenses the dative argument semantically and syntactically, and 

relates it to the theme DP. Then, the applicative phrase as a whole combines with the root. 

Similar in many respects to Pesetsky's (1995) structure for double-objects, where a null 

preposition i n d u c e s  the theme DP, PylWnen's low applicatives differ from Pesetsky's in 

that the recipient (the higher object) is not a direct a r p e n t  of the verb, but is intruduced by 

the applicative head as its sspeclker. The hierarchical relation between the BPS is the same in 

both proposals: the recipient asymmetrically c-commands the theme DP. 

One central claim of my proposal is that the applicative head in Spanish is not null, as in 

English amd many other languages. Rather, it has a spell-out: the dative clitic. In most 

studied languages where the applicative head is spelled-out as a morpheme, the morpheme 

is a verbal affix (e.g. in Bantu languages). Spanish is similar to those languages ('affixation' 

following from the clitic nature of the morpheme), but differs from them in that the 

applicative head varies according to the *features of the DP it l i c m  in its specher. 

Although this fact might seem surprising at first, several authors have argued for an analysis 

of Romance clitics as the spell-out of verbal functional heads (see Fslli & Harley 2083 and 

references cited therein). In fact, this seems to be quite a general phenomenon in Romance 

and to be attested in non-Romance languages as well (e.g., see Nash 1999,2002 for Georgian). 

2.1.2 Syntactic evidence 

I have presented two different underlying skuctures for the doubled and the non-doubled 

alternates of the dative alternation. Crucially, the hierarchical relation between the two DPs 

is reversed. In the prepositional structure, PPB, the theme is higher than the goal DP. In the 

clitic-doubled configuration, DOC, the dative DP is higher thaR the theme. If there is indeed 

a stntctural difference between constructions with and without clitie, and the difference is 

related to different syntactic positions of the arguments, it should be possible to find 



contrasts that involve asymmetries in c-command relations. &monte 1995 presents a series 

of syntactic asymmetries between the objects in the two constructions. I will present and 

elaborate here, however, mainly the data in Cuervo 2000,2003. 

2.1.2.1 Binding sf anaphors 

Barss and Lasnik (1986) observed that the two structures in the English dative alternation 

exhibit c-command asymmetries. Larson (1988) discusses binding asymmetries in the PPD. 

In the PPD construction, the direct object can bind an anaphor in the PP (Ma), but the PP 

cannot bind into the direct object (40b). 

(40) a. I showed John to himselfin the mirror 
b. ' I  showed himselfto John in the mirror (Barss & Lasnik 1986) 

Pesetsky (1995) analyzes asymmetries in the DOC that parallel those observed in the PPD" 

alternative. 

(41) a. l showed John himself in the mirror 
b. *I showed himserJohn in the mirror 

(42) a. I denied every ~ t k e r i  his, paycheck 
b. 'I denied itsi owner eve y paycheck, 

In the double-object comtrudion, DOC, the first object (the dative) can bind an anaphor (41a) 

or a possessive (42a) in the direct object, but the direct object cannot bind into the dative, as 

illustrated in (41b) and (42b). 

In spite of the identical surface word order in the two constructions, parallel asymmetries 

in binding relations can also be observed in Spanish between the doubled DOC and the non- 

doubled PPD. In the construction without the &tic, the direct object can bind an anaphor in 

the a-PP (43a), but not vice versa (43b).l3 

(43) PPD 
a. Valeria mostrb el ma?s!ro a si mkmo 

Valeria showed the teacher.ACC to himself 
'Valeria showed the teacher to himself' 

13 The anaphor si mismo can only refer to humans (or animates). It always takes personal a when 
accusative (the same as indefinite persod pronouns alguien 'somebody' and d i e  'nobody'). 



b. *Valeria mostrb a si mismo a1 maestro 
Valeria showed him self.^^^ to-the teacher 
'*Valeria showed himself to the teacher' 

I;c is not easy to construct acceptable clitic doubled variants of the sentences in (43). There is, 

however, a contrast between the ungramrnaticality of binding of the anaphor by the object 

(Ma), and the deviance of (Ub) where the dative binds the maphor. The deviance of (44b) 

does not arise from binding, but from the required presence of two a-DP: the object anaphor 

and the dative.14 The most important contrast here is between grammatical (43a) and 

ungrammatical (44a). 

(44) D o c  
a. *Valeria le mostrb el maestro a si mismo 

Valeria CL.DAT showed the teacher.~CC him self.^^^ 
'Valeria showed himself the teacher' 

b. ??Valeria le rnostrb a simismo a1 maestro 
Valeria CL.DAT showed himself.ACC the  teacher.^^^ 
"Valeria showed the teacher himself' 

Demonte 1995 provides clear evidence that the clitic-doubled dative cm bind m anaphor in 

the direct object. By embedding the anaphor in the direct object, she avoids the  problem^ of 

the double a, and sentence (45), equivalent in binding to (Gb), is perfectly grammatical.15 

(45) El tratnmien to psicoanalitico le devolvio la estimn de si misma a Maria 
the therapy psychoanalytic CL.DAT gave-back the esteem of herself Maria.DAT 
'The psychoanalytic therapy gave back Mary her self-esteem' 

2.1.2.2 Binding of possessives 

We have just seen that in non-doubled sentences, a direct object can bind an anaphor in the 

indirect object, but not vice versa. The opposite is true for the clitic-doubled configuration, 

which strongly suggests that the dztive is higher than the accusative object. This implies that 

l4 See Torrego 1998 and Richards 2002 for alternative analysis of the reasons why such sentences are 
degraded or ungrammatical. 
l5 Although the difference is lost in the translation, si misma differs from English self-esteem in that it is 
always an anaphor that requires an antecedent. For instance, in order to say Sev+steem is importantfir 
that job a different expression, uno mismo, or the noun autoestima must be used; 'la estima de si mismo es 
importante para ese trabaja. 



word order (Accusative > Dative) in the Spanish DOC does not reflect the hierarchical 

relationship between object and dative. If ahis is so, we expect other syntactic phenomena to 

confinn this hierarchy. 

The following predictions arise from the structures presented in (38) and (39) with 

respect to binding of possessives. In every case, the third person possessive su will be used. 

(46) Predictions for binding of possessive su 

a. In the PPD, the string su > PP will be ungrammatical 
the stzing DP > su will be grammatical 

b. In the DOC, the string su > D P D ~ ~  will be gramma tical 
the string DP > su wdl be ungrammatical 

Notice that the predictions for h e  DOC follow from a structure where the dative DP is 

higher than the theme. If linear order where considered instead, the predictions for the DOC 

will be exactly the same as those for the PBD. 

Possessives in the PPD 

A possessive su in the direct object c m o t  be bound by the goal, as expected. 

(47) PPD 
a. +Entregamos Susi cheques a IQS tmbajadoresi 

we-gave their check.~CC to the workers 
'*We gave their checks to the workers' 

b. +Presentamos su, paciente n la doctorn, 
we-introduced heri patient.ACC to the doctor 
'*We introduced her patient to Ae doctor' 

In contrast, if possessive su belongs to the DP (complement of the preposition a), the 

sentences are grammatical in the reading whew the DP binds the possessive, as illustrated 

below. 

(48) PPD 
a. LA policia entrego 10s bebisi a S U S ~  (respectivos) padres 

The police gave the babies.~CC to theiri respective parents 
'The police gave the babies to their (respective) parents' 



b. Presentamos (a) la doctora; a sui paciente 
we-introduced the doctor.ACC to heri patient 
'We introduced the doctor to her patient' 

Possessives in the ]DOC 

As in the English DOC, a possessive in the theme object can be bound by a clitic-doubled 

dative (49), even when in Spanish the dative appears to the right of the direct object. 

(49) Doc 
a. ?Les entregnmos susi cheques s 10s trabajadores, 

CL.DAT.PL wegave their checks.~CC the workers.D~T 
'We gave the workers their checks' 

b. L.e presentamos Sui pacienfe a la doctora; 
CL.DAT we-intrduced heri patient.ACC the  doctor.^^^ 
'We introduced the doctor her patient' 

The grammaticality of (49) contrasts sharply with the unacceptabilify of the sentences below 

in the reading where su in the dative DP is b o n d  by the theme DP. 

(50) a. BXX: 
*/??La policia lcs enfregb 10s bebisi a sus; (respectivos) padres 
The police CL.DAT.P@ gave [the b a b i e s . ~ ~ ~  ]i theki respective paremts.DAT 
'+The poke  gave their parents the babies' 

b. *Le presentamos (a) la doctorn a su; pnciente 
CL.QAT weintroduced the doctor.~CC her patienk.DAT 
'+We introduced her patient the doctor' 

In this case, the clitic-doubled sentences is ungrammatical or quite degraded (50). The 

contrast between (50) and (4%) is specially sighcant, since the only surface difference 

between the sentences is the presence or absence of the clitic. 

It is important to note that a possessive in the dative phrase cannot be Bomd by the 

direct object but can, in principle, be bound by the subject. In (50a), this reading is excluded 

by the abstract nature of the singular noun policia and the presence of the distributive 

respecfivos. In the absence of these kind of factors, binding by the subject is grammatical (51). 

(51) Possessive in Dative bomd by the subject 
Valeriai les entregb el libro a S U S ~  pndr'~~ 
Valena CL.DAT.PL gave [the book.ACC ] her parents.DAT 
'Valeria gave her parents the book' 



A subject can also bind into a PP, with the result that sentences like (48a) are, in the absence 

of special factors, always ambiguous between a reading where the possessive is bound by 

the subject and the reading where the possessive is bound by Be direct object. In (52), since 

both actors md movies can have directors, binding is not disambiguated by context. 

(52) Possessive in PP with competition for bindhg 
Los actores, entregaron las peliculas, a sus,/i respectivos directores 
The actors gave [the movies.~CC] to their respective directors.DAT 
'The actors gave the movies to their respective directors' 

To sum up, binding of a possessive pronoun is consistent with binding of anaphors in 

providing evidence that in the clitic-doubled configuration the dative argument c-commands 

the theme DP. These facts could not be captured by a theory that does not make reference to 

the hierarchical structures, nor by a theory that assumes that the linear order Acc > Dat is the 

direct reflection sf the hierarchical position of the arguments. 

2.31.2.3 Weak cross-over 

The structures assigned to the PPD and the DOC make clear predictions with respect to 

weak crossover effects (WCO). WCO effects arise when a possessive pronoun is coindexed 

with a lower constituent that undergoes wh-movement, as represented below. 

(53) WCO 
*[ wh-i .. . 1 heri ... ] ... ti ... ] 

In the English PPD construction, WCO effects are induced when the goal DP wh- moves 

across a theme DP that contains a possessive coindexed with the goal DP. No problems arise 

when the possessive is in the prepositional phrase (54b). 

(54) PPD 
a.  *Who, did Mary give his, check to ti ? 
b. What, did Mu y give t i  to its, owner? 

In the DOC, the effects are reversed: WCO arises when there is a possessive pronoun in the 

dative bound by a raised wh- theme object (55a). The effect does not arise if the possessive is 

in the direct object and the dative is a wh-word (55b).16 

Some English speakers do not like wh-extraction of a dative from the double object construction. 



(55) Doc 
a. *Whati did Mary give itsi owner ti ? 
b. Who, did nllay give ti h i ~ i  check? 

The claim that the Spanish clitic-doubled ditransitive is a D(aC, while the non-doubled 

dikansitive corresponds to the PPD predicts that WCO in Spanish will reproduce h e  WCO 

effects found in English comparing structure to structure; but will lmk different if the 

predictions are stated in terms of linear order of arguments. 

WCO in PPD 

The sentences (56) show that, as expected, WCO effects arise if the possessive is bound by a 

raised wh-PP, but not when the possessive is contained in the PP. 

(56) PPD 
a. * i A  quie'ni entregamos sui cheque ti ? 

to whom we-gave his check.~CC 
'*To whom did we give his check?' 

b. iQue' (libro) entregamos ti a sui dut+ioi? 
what (~OO~).ACC wegave to its owner 
'What (book) did we give to its owner?' 

WCO in DCX: 

If we assume that the clitic-doubled dative is higher than the theme object, in spite of its 

appearance to its right, WCO effects should be reversed with respect to the effects in the PPD 

(56), and parallel those found in English (55). 

(57) 
a. *iQuPi (libro) le entregrrnlos 0 sui duen'o? 

what (book).ACC CL.DAT we-gave its owner.DAT 
'What (book) did Lilus give to its owner?' 

b. i A  quie'ni le entreganlos sui cheque? 
who.~AT CL.DAT we-gave his check.~CC 
'Who did we give his check?' 

However, for hose who accept (55b)' there is no contrast with (i), where there is no pronoun: 

(i) Who did Mary give the check? 



In order to account for the facts in (57) we have to assume that the trace of the wh- object in 

(572~) is lower than the position of the dative DP; in (57b) the trace of a qu& must be to the 

left of (higher than) the position of the object DP.~' 

2.1.2.4 Summary of binding 

We have seen that in the PPD, the theme DP can bind an anaphor or a possessive pronoun in 

the DP complement of the preposition a (the goal). WCO effects do not arise if a possessive 

contained in the goal is bound by a theme that wh- moves. In contrast, an anaphor or 

possessive pronoun in the theme DP cannot be bound by the goal, and WCO effects are 

induced if the goal PP wh- moves across a theme that contains a possessive coindexd with it. 

Therefore, binding data in PPD shows that the theme DP asymmetrically c-commands the 

DP contained in the a-PP, exactly as in the English to-PP construction. 

Binding facts in the clitic-doubled construction are the opposite of those found in PPD. 

The theme DP cannot bind an anaphor or a possessive pronoun in the dative Dl'. WCQ 

effects arise when the possessive is in the dative DP and the theme wh- moves. The dative 

DP, in contrast, can bind into the theme DP. These facts clearly argue for a structure where 

the dative DP asymmetrically c-commands the theme, as in (38). The neutral word order 

Accusative > Dative must be, therefore, derived by movement, a kind of movement that does 

not create r.cw binding possibilities.l8 Binding facts are parallel to facts in English if we 

assume that the Spanish clitic-doubled construction has the same syntax (in the relevant 

sense) as the English DOC. 

It is possible to think of an alternative explanation of the binding facts in the clitic- 

doubkd construction on the basis of the presence of the clitic. One could argue that the 

pcssibility f ~ r  the dative to bind into the accusative object does not arise because the dative 

DP is higher, but from the position of the clitic. In (49), the dative clitic is in a high functional 

head (in or above T m )  from which it could be argued ehat it is able to bind into the 

accusative, even when the dative DP sits lower than the accusative theme. Such an approach, 

1 am simplifying here in that I am leaving aside the issue of whether the wh- theme moves across 
the dative as it moves in affirmative sentences. In fact, I assume it d m ,  but that the traces relevant for 
WCO are, as for binding, the traces in the position where the arguments are licensed, not in 
intermediate positions. 
l8 I assume here that the dative DP is not generated in a specifier to the right. See Demonte 1995 for 
some arguments against projecting the dative to the right. 



however, runs into several problem. First, if it is the clitis that can bind into the theme DP, 

but the theme is higher than the dative DP, then, such an approach would predict that in 

those constructions, the accusative should also be able to bind into the lower dative DP. This 

prediction is not borne out, as shown by the unacceptabihty of the sentences in (50). Second, 

WCO facts would also be problematic. We might expect WCO effects when the dative wh- 

moves and there is a possessive in the theme, contrary to fact (57b). It is not very clear what 

role binding by the clitic would play, in general, in a WCO environment. Finally, an even 

more serious problem would emerge. An approach by which clitics can be binders has to 

assume that clitics are pronouns (that stand for an argument) that must be interpreted. If this 

is so, then the dative DP should be higher in the structure than the clitic, as in left dislocation 

structures.l9 

I will conclude, then, that binding and WCO facts do provide evidence for the structures 

presented in (38) and (39), that is, that the clitic-doubled configuration corresponds to the 

DOC, while the non-double configuration corresponds to a Theme DP- Goal PP structure. 

2.1 2.5 Scope 

Aoun & Li (1989) observed that the possibie scogal relations between theme and goal are 

different in the two consbuctions of the English dative alternation. They show that there is 

free scope between the theme object and the to-dative in the PPD. In contrast, in the double- 

object construction, the dative can take scope over the theme object, but not vice versa. h the 

double object construction scope is frozen. Examples below are from Aoun & Li 1989:ex. (61) 

and (59). 

(58) a. M a y  gave some book fo eveyone 
b. M a y  gave someone epe y book 

some > every; eve y > sowze 
some > eve y; *eve y > sonte 

Brue~hg 2001 made similar observations for the relative scope of a and each. 

(59) a. M a y  gave a doll to each grrl 
b. M a y  gave a girl rach doll 

a > each; each > a 
R > each; *mch > a 

Similar frozen scope has been shown to occur in other languages as well, including 

languages not related to English such as Japanese. For Spanish, Demonte 1995 and Cuervo 

l9 Thanks to Irene Heirn (p.c.) for making me aware of this problem. 



(2003) show that scope is free in the PPD. In conkast, frozen scope obtains in clitic-doubled 

ditransitives. 

(60) PPD 
a. Andrks mando eada cuadro a an rnuseo Cdistinto) 

Andah sent each painting.ACCt0 a m w u m  different 
'Andrks sent each painting to a (different) museum' 

cada > un 

b. Carolina llevb un arficulo (distinto) a cada revisfa cada > un 
Carolina took an articlt?.~CC different to each magazine 
'Caroliria took a (different) article to each magazine' 

h (60) we see that cada 'each' can take scope over an indefinite independently of whether it is 

in the direct object or in the goal PP. In the double object construction, in contrast, cada 'each' 

cannot take scope over the indefinite when it is in the direct object (61a). 

(61) 
a. Andris le vnando cada cuadrs a un museo (#distinto) %ads> srn 

Andrhs CL.DAT sent each painting.~CC a museum.DAT different 
'Andrks sent a (different) museum each painting' 

b. Carolina Ie llmo un larticulo (distinto) a cada revista 
Carolina CL.DAT took an  article.^^^ (different) each magazine.DAT 
'Carolina took each magazine a (different) article' 

cada > un 

We can see in (61) that the scope is frozen in a way that is inconsistent with word order: the 

direct object cannot take scope over the dative even when it precedes it in linear order 

(remember that the word order Accusative > Dative is the neutral word order). These scope 

facts are confirmed in sentences with todo 'every' and alglin 'some'. 

(62) PPD 
a. Temk que llevar todo candidato a alp'n bum restaurante t d o  > a l g h  

have.% that take every candidate to some good restaurant 
'You have to take every candidate to a good restaurant' 

b. Tenis quue Ilevnr algu'n candidato a tsdo buen restaurante todo > a l e  
have.2SG that take some candidate to every good restaurant 
'You have to take some candidate to every g o d  restaurant' 

Restaurants can vary with candidates in (62a), or there can be fhe same one for every 

candidate. In (62b) the obligation is to visit every restaurant, be it with the same or different 



candidates. \ 

(63) Doc 
a. Tenis que recomerldarle todo candidato a algu'n buen profesor * t d o  > al@ 

have.2SG that recommend.CL every candidate to some good professor 
'You have to recommend every candidate to a good professor1 

b. Tenis que recomendarle ai#n candidato a fodo buen profesor todo > al-gin 
have.2SG that rec0mmend.c~-some candidate to every goid professor 
'You have to recommend some candidate to every good professor' 

In the DOC, the universal quantifier in the theme object cannot take scope over a l e  in the 

dative argument. That is, in (63a) the obligation consists irP recommending every candidate 

to some particular professor; the reading where every candidate is recommended to one or 

other professor is not available. 

Bruening 2001 shows that frozen scope facts in the English DOC are not the result s f  the 

theme DP being frozen In place. Rather, he argues that both internal DPs can move for scope, 

but quantifier raising (QR) obeys superiority, i.e., QR cannot alter the relative hierarchical 

relation between the two objects that share some local domain. 

The data just presented is consistent with Bruening's account if the order Acc > Dat does 

not follow from the initial position of the arguments but is obtained via movement of the 

accusative object, across the higher dative, to the specifier position sf v. Even if the position 

the accusative DP moves to is suck that the DP can be interpreted there for scope, when the 

dative DP has to undergo QR, it would move to a specifier position above the accusative, 

obeying superiority. An alternative would be that the accusative DP has to reconstruct 

obligatorily to its base position; from where it might undergo QR to a position lower than the 

moved dative. I leave this issue open pending further research. In any case, scope facts of the 

Spanish DOC can be better captured by the structure in (38) than by a proposal by which the 

accusative is higher than the dative, as in the PPD. 

In sum, scope facts show that that word order is not the direct reflection of the 

hierarchical relation between the objects. Facts from binding and weak crossover have been 

shown to argue in the same direction: the non-doubled construction is a PPD and the clitic- 

d~ubled  construction corresponds to the Spanish version of the DOC, where the dative is 

higher than the accusative object. 



2.2 Three kinds of low applicatives 

Now that I have shown that Spanish ditransikives with a clitic-doubled dative object have the 

structure of a DOC, I will present a more detailed analysis of the structure and the meanings 

of the DOC in Spanish. The structure of the DOC h a t  I have assumed in 52.1, that is, 

P y W e n ' s  low applicative construction, will play a crucial role for the analysis of dative 

arguments, in particular, of datives that are interpreted as the possessors of the theme object. 

First, in 5 2.2.1, I show that in the Spanish DOC, the dative argument can be interpreted 

as a recipient or as a source. The properties of the construction sre discussed, and I argue 

that their syntax and semantics are naturally captured by saying that Spanish has the hvo 

kinds of dynamic low apphcatives proposed by Pylkk;inen, i.e. low applicative 'to' and low 

applicative 'from' 

(64) a. Recipient 
Pablo le regal6 una bicicletn a Andreina 
Pablo CL.DAT gave a bicycle.ACC Andreina.DA~ 
'Fablo gave Andreina a bicycle (as a gift) 

b. Source 
Pabls le robb la bicicleta a Andreina 
Pablo CL.DAT stole the bicycle.~CC hdreina.DAT 
'Pablo stole the bicycle from Andreha' 

A dative argument in Spanish can also be interpreted as the possessor of the heme object. Ira 

(65), Valeria is the inalienable possessor of the forehead. The action expressed by the verb 

falls on the forehead and, in virtue of the possessive relation, on Valeria. 

(65) Pablo le besd l a b n t e  a Valeria 
Pablo CL. DAT kissed the forehead. ACC Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo kissed Valeria on the forehead' (Lit: 'Pablo kissed Valeria the forehead') 

Possessor datives typically appear with verbs that are n ~ t  considered ditransitive. This 

observation is the basisof the analysis of possessor datives as semantically licensed as 

arguments of the direct object rather than of the verb. Possessor datives have been analyzed 

before as cases of possessor raising, either with literal raising (&monte 1995, Landau 1999), 

control structures (Borer & Grodzinsky 1986) or abstract incorporation (Masullo 1992). 

Pylkkiinen argues that (Hebrew) possessor datives are an expression of the dynamic Source 



low applicative. I will argue that possessor datives are better analyzed as one of two (new) 

kinds of applied arguments, depending on the verb that embeds them. A possessor dative 

under a stative predicate (e.g. admirar 'admire', envid i~r  'envy', conocer 'know') or a non- 

directional activity verb (e.g. lavar 'wash', besar 'kiss', mirar 'look at', sostener 'hold') is an 

applied argument licensed by a low applicative head with a static meaning. As datives in the 

KC; these arguments are related t9 the ,heme ~bject =A_ bezr no direct re!at;,cn wit!! the 

verb or event. As opposed to recipients and sources, thee datives are basically interpreted as 

the possessor of the object. In some cases, the dative argument is interpreted also as 

'affected'. I will show that the affectedness interpretation depends on the individual verb 

and pragmatic factors; that is, affectedness is not a core meaning of the construction. 

Affectedness can arise as an indirect consequence of the dative being the possessor of an 

affected object, particularly if possession is inalienable. For instance, with a stative verb such 

as admirar 'admire', the dative possessor is not interpreted as affected; the dative possessor of 

lavcar 'wash' or operar 'operate on' can be, but only if the theme is interpreted as affected too. 

Another kind of datives that have been analyzed as possessors appear with causative 

verbs (e.g. romper 'break', quernar 'bum', arrugar 'wrinkle') and are compatible with the 

transitive or the inchoative variant of the predicate. In this co~prat icsn,  the dative is not 

directly related to the object DP but to the end state of the object (a stative event). This 

different kind of applicative construction, afected npplicatives, is the topic of Chapter 3. 

In order to account for the data, a new type of low applicative is proposed: a head that 

establishes a static relation of possession rather than a dynamic one. The dative argument 

does not get or lose anything as a result of the event, it is just a participant in the event as the 

possessor of the theme DP. This construction is also found in other Romance languages, in 

Hebrew, in Geman and in Georgian. Crosshguistically, the expression of possession 

through an applicative construction can be restricted to inalienable possession by an animate 

possessor, and be restricted to appear only with dynamic events (i.e., with activities vDO but 

not with stative verbs, vBE). I show that in Spanish, however, it is not so restricted. 

Mere, I depart from one of Pylkk;inenfs diagnostics for low applieafives: the 'stative verb 

restriction' of low applicatives (S2.2.4.1). I also review the second of Fylkkhnen's diagnostics: 

the transitivity restriction (92.2.4.2). I argue that the diagnostic requires a finer-grained 

definition of the object that a low applicative can apply to. Specifically, I argue that the 



requirement that a verb must fulfill to be able to embed a low applicative is not exactly as 

defined by Pylkkhen: to have an object and be an event. Crucially, a low applicative 

requires an object that is licensed as a complement of the root, as opposed to objects that are 

licensed as h e r  subjects, in the sense of Levin 1999 and Nash 2082. 

The object a low applied argument (here, a dative) can apply to can be not only the object 

L!at appear" $,e context of a d.parric activity verb, but a h  Me cbiect J of ~~acc*watives 

and stative verbs. Followirrg the typology of 'flavors' of little v presented in the Introduction 

(§1.2.1), a low applicative phrase can combine, in principie, with a root that is embedded 

under a dynamic agentive vDO, a dynamic unaccusative K O ,  or a stative vBE. 

As we shall see in detail in Chapters 3 and 4, a low applicative cannot apply to an 

argument licensed in specifier position. This prevents low applicatives from applying to 

external arguments. It also prevents them from applying to objects of causatives, inchaatives 

and psychological predicates, which are licensed as the subject of stative verbs formed by the 

combination of a root and vBE. Furthermore, a low applicative cannot apply to any object that 

is in a predicatisnal relation, even if the predicate is not a verb but an adjective, an adverb or 

a particle, in the context of a small clause. 

The table below illustrates the three kinds of low applicatives and how they combine 

with the three different of simple eventualities, represented by vDO, z G 0  and vBE. One 

or two veibs are given as examples for each cell. The shaded cells are the types of low 

applicatives discussed in the next section. 

(66) Combinatorials of low applicatives and kinds of predicates 

2.2.1 Dynamic relation of two individuals: 'to' and 'from' 

Pylkkanen defines low applicatives as heads that relate an individual to the internal 

argument of the verb. The low applicative head licenses the "extra" argument both 

Type of AppY 
Types of Verb 

VDO 

VGO 

VBE 

AppI-TO 
Recipient 

d, bnka 
52.2.1.1 

arrive 

owe 
52.2.1.2 

Appl-FROM 
Source 

s h l ,  take-away 
82.2.1.2 

escape 

save 
92.2.1.2 

Appl-AT 
Possessor 

msh ,  kiss 
$2.2.22 

grow 

en y, admire 
$2.2.2.1 



semantically and syntactically. The relationship is defined as a dynamic transfer of 

possession, which can be literal (Daniel gave Stephanie a tagine) or metaphorical (Daniel showed 

Stephanie a tagine). She argues for the existence of two types of low applicative heads that 

specify either a transfer 'to' or a transfer 'from'. Depending on which of the heads licenses 

the applied argument, this argument is interpreted as the recipient or the source of the theme 

~bject. 

(67) P y M e n f  s sub- types of low applica tives (Pylkkhen 200322) 

Low-APPL-TO (Recipient applicative): 
h~.hy.Af<~~,t,>.he. f(e,x) & theme (e,x) & to-the-possession(x,y) 

Low-APPL-FROM (Source applicative): 
A~.hy.hf,,,,,~,,.he. f(e,x) & theme (e,x) & from-the-possession(x,y) 

?he semantic interpretation is computed directly from the syntactic structure. The 

applicative head combines first with the theme object (x), then with the applied argument 

(y), and finally with the verb. 

A language, Py1lck;iPlen argues, can select one or both of these heads from the universal 

inventory of functional elements. English, for instance, only has the 'to' applicative head, 

while Spanish has both. 

(68) Low-AppEicative-TO: Applied argument as a Recipient 

a. English 
Daniel handed Stephanie the magazine 

b. Spanish 
Pablo le pasd la biciclcta a Andreina 
Pablo CL.DAT passed the bicycle.ACC Andreina.DAT 
'Pablo handed Andreina the bicycle' 

(69) Low-Agplicative-FROM: Applied argument as a Source 

a. English 
"Daniel stole Stephanie a magazine 

(intended meaning: Daniel stole a magazine from Stephanie) 

b. Spanish 
Pablo le robd la bicicleta a Andreina 
Pabb CLODAT stole the bicycle.~CC Andreina.D~T 
'Pablo stole the bicycle from Andreina' 



From the Spanish examples it is not clear where the difference in meaning (interpretation of 

the dative as recipient or source) comes from. In principle, it couid be that there are two 

different heads, as Pylkkanen proposes, or it could be that the directionality of the 

applicative is rande~pecified, and it is the semantics of the verb that determines whether the 

applied argument is recipient or source. Since under this view low applicatives are restricted 

to dynamic (directional) verbs, it could be said that a language like English does not 'lack' 

one of the heads, but that the applicative is only compatible with 'transfer to' predicates. 

Pykkanen also presents data from Finnish, another language that has both types of low 

applicatives and seem to allow us to settle this issue. In Finnish the case of the applied 

argument correlates with the meaning: recipients have allative case (70a), while sources have 

ablative (70b). 

(70) Finnish 
a. Eija z7arasti Liina-llr auto-n 

Eija.NOM stole Liina.ALL car.ACC 
'Eija stole a car for Liha' 

b. Eija varasti Liinn-lta auto-?I 
Eija.NOM stole Liha.ABL car.ACC 
'Eija stole a car from Liina' 

This cases are better captured by a proposal in which here exist in fact two different heads 

that can vary in some morphosyntactic properties (e.g. case assignment). In any case, it 

follows h a t  in languages that have the two applicatives with the same morphosyntactic 

properties, a low applicative construction (a DOC) would be ambiguous in the context of a 

transfer predicate that is compatible with both directions, 'to' and 'fromf.20 As we shall see, 

in Spanish dative arguments with verbs such as buy, sell and rent are ambiguous in this 

sense. 

One of the crucial aspects of analyzing DOCS as low applicatives is that the applied 

argument is not a core argument; that is, it is not an argument sf the verb. The applicative 

head licenses the argument and relates it to the theme object independently from the verb. 

Recall that the structure of low applicatives highlights this by mergmg the applicative below 

the verb (or verb root), a property that will turn out to be crucial for my analysis of affected 

20 David Pesetsky (p.c.) observes that it is still possible that a language like Finnish has two different 
heads, while a language like Korean has just one type, with underdetermined directionality. 



datives in causative and inchoative configurations. 

(71) Structure 

VoiceP 
A 

DP~ubj A vp 
Voice 

l7 n APP 
 ROO^ 

DP n 
Appl DPm, 

At the same time, the proposal makes room for crosslinguistic morphosyntactic differences. 

In particular, it makes no claims with respect to case assignment or morphological spell-out 

of the applicative head. 

This contrasts with Ohe structure of lDOC proposed by Marantz 1993 and assumed in 

Demonte 1995 and Anagnostopoulou 2002, among others. Marantz's stnnctblre for the DOf: 

as an applicative construction (72) express  the correct hierarchical relations among the 

arguments but fails to capture the correct semantic relations. Abstracting away from several 

differences in details, in the structures proposed or assumed by these authors, the dative 

argument (in general, the higher argument in the DOC) b merged above the verb and, as a 

consequence, it has a relation with the event, but no $ k t  relation with the theme object. 

(72) 
VoiceP 
,". 

DP~,,, A ~ ~ I P / C E ~ ~ C P  
Voice/v 

D P J ~ ~  ,-, v9 
APP~ 

v/V DPmj 

Moreover, the structure in (72) does not express the difference between a DOC and a 'high 

benefactive' construction (where the applied argument is benefited by the event) in 

strudural terms. The structure above would not be able to capture either the semantic or 

syntactic differences between DOCS and affected dative constructions described in Chapter 



3. The availability of one structure and not the other in a certain l m p g e  will Rave to be 

derived, in the best of cases, from other properties of the language; from stipulations, in the 

worst case. The singular properties of Pylkhen's low applicatives will prove fundamental 

for an account of (the different kinds of) possessor datives in Spanish and acrsss languages. 

2.2.1.1 Applied Recipients 

As we have seen in examples before, in the context of a predicate that expresses the transfer 

of a theme to(wards) a goal, the dative is understood as the (intended) recipient; that is, 

Spanish has the low applicative-?'O. This is the case of predicates such as dar 'give', mandar 

'send" arrojar 'how', pasar 'hand', that usually take two internal arguments and participate 

in the DOC of the English type. 

(73) Pablo 1e pas6 un mate a Andreinn 
Pablo CL.DAT passed a mate Andreina.DAT 
'Pablo handed Andreha the mate' 

Andreina has the mate 

ahis configuration also covers the DOC embedded under verbs of construction (e.g. cocinar 

'cook/bakel, construir 'build', dibujar 'draw', disefiar 'design'). Although these activity verbs 

are not transfer verbs, the dative is applied to (related to) the theme DP. Dative DPs in the 

context of creation verbs are usually referred to as benefactives. However, they do not really 

contrast in meaning with datives in the context of transfer verbs: the dative DP is interpreted 

as the (intended) recipient of the theme DP. 

(74) Valeria Ie diseri6 una pollera a Andreina 
Valeria CL.DAT designed a skirt hdreina.D~T 
* Andreina has (the design of) a skirt 

A distinctive characteristic of Spanish recipients, and datives in the low applicative 

construction in general, is that they are not restricted to animates. Rather, the requirement is 

that the dative must be able to 'receive' the theme in some sense. Thus, the dative can be an 

inanimate object in so far as the theme can belcome) part of it, as exemplified by Demonte's 

sentences (Demonte 1995:12).~* 

21 Sentence (75a) can only mean something like "I spread out the tablecloth on the table'; it is not 
appropriate for a case where the tablecloth is placed folded on the table. 

69 



(75) a. Le puse el mantel a la mesa 
CL.DAT put. 1.SG the tablecloth the table.D~T 
'I put the tablecloth on the table' 

b. *Le puse 10s platos a la mesa 
CL.DAT put. 1 .SG the dishes the table.DAT 
'I put tht! dishes on the table' 

Sentence (7%) is unacceptable due to semantics more &an due to its syntax; it is clear what 

the parsing is, and what it means, but the meaning is inappropriate. The acceptability of the 

combination of a daiive DP and accusative DP in Spanish t ~ w  applicatives cdrrehtes with 

&e pssib2it.i ef the same DPs appearing with the verb t m  'have (76). In these sentences, 

the object in the low applicative is the object of tener; the dative DP appears as the subject. 

(76) a. La mesa tiene (un) mantel (cf. 75a) 
The table has a tablecloth.~CC 

b. *La mesa tiene (unos) platos (cf. 7%) 
The table has some dishes.~CC 
(Cf, Hay platos en la meso 'There are dishes on the table') 

The semantic characteristics of the Spanish K K  are further discussed in 52.3. 

2.2.1.2 Applied Sources 

A dative argument can also appear in Spmish in the environment of a transfer predicate 

with "reverse directionaiity", such as robar 'steal', sacar 'take from', extraer 'take out from'. In 

this case, the dative is understood as the (possessive) source of the theme object, rather than 

the recipient. 

(77) Pablo le rob6 la bicicleta a Andreina 
Pab10 CL.DAT stole the bicycle.~CC h d r e h a . ~ ~ ~  
'Bablo stok the bicycle from Andreha' (or 'Pablo stole Andreha's bicycle') 

Andreha lost her bicycle/has no bicycle 

Notice that a source applied argument appears in dative case, and that the applicative head 

is spelled-out as a dative clitic, i.e., the same morphosyntactic properties sf a recipient 

applicative. It is predicted, therefore, that in the context of a verb with underspe&ed 



dimtionality, the dative would be ambiguous between a recipient and a s o b ~ r ~ e . ~  The 

prediction is borne out, as illustrated by the examples below, with vender 'sell' and alquihr 

'rent'. 

(78) a. Valeria le vendi6 el auto a su hermano 
Valeria CL.DAT sdd the car.aCCher brother-DAT 

1. 'Valeria sold the/her car to her brother' 
2. 'Valeria sold the car from her brother' 
3. 'Valeria sold her brother's car' (e.g. Valeia is a car dealer) 

b. Vrakrin le alquila la cam de RQCQ a Roberto 
Valeria CL.DAT rents the house of hca .~CC Roberto.DAT 

1. 'Valeria rents h e  house in Roca to Roberto' 
2. 'Valeria rents the house in Roca from Roberta' 
3. 'Valeria rents out Roberto's house' (e.g. Valeria is a realtor) 

In (78a), a su hermano can be the person to whom Valeria sold a car, or could be the person 

from whom she sold a car to somebody else (or whose car she sold). Siniilar h igui t i tes  

arise in (78b). The potential ambiguity of the interpretation of the dative argument is also 

evidenced in the Literal and the idiomatic reading of sacilr unafoto below. 

(79) Valerin le sac6 urn fsto a Gabi 
Valeria CL.DAT took-out a picture.ACC Gabi.DAT 

1. 'Valeria took a picture from Gabi' 
2. 'Valeria took Gabi a picture 

The interpretation of the low applied argument as a source usually requires a directional 

dynamic verb, although this directionality can be metaphorical, as in (80). 

(80) Le exigib una explicacio~z al empleado 
CL.DAT demanded.3.~~ an explanation. ACC the employee.D~T 
'He demanded an explanation from the employee' (Masullo 1992:16) 

If the predicate is dynamic but not directional (i.e., not a transfer predicate), or if it is stative, 

the dative is usually interpreted as a possessor rather khan a source, as discussed in the next 

section. In some cases, however, it .seems possible to interpret a dative as a sou~ce in the 

context of a stative predicate such as ahorrar 'save'. 

22 Ambiguity sf directionality for the indirect object usually correlates with ambiguity for the 'extra' 
role of the subject as a source or a goal/recipient (besides king the a p t ) .  



(81) a. Esk mktodo le ahorrarri problemas a Juan 
this method CL.DAT wfl-save pmblems.~CC Juan.DAT 
'This method will save John problems' (Masullo 1992:56) 

b. La decisibn le ahonb much p ! , ~  :a a Valeria 
the decision CL.DAT saved a-lot-of money.ACC Valeria.DAT 
'The decision saved Valeria a lot of money' 

One could express the meaning of sentence (81b) by saying that Vale& is the potential s o m e  

of the money that did not get spent. This metaphorical directionality ("orientation" in 

Jackendoff 1990) is also found with recipients with stative verbs like owe 'dekr', as 

illustrated below. 

(82) a. Pablo le debe una disculpa /much plata a Valeria 
Pabls CL.DAT owes an apology.~~~/a-lot-of money.aCC vale ria.^^^ 
'Pablo owes Valeria an apology/a lot of money' 

b. Me deb0 unas buenrrs vacaciones en el mar 
CE.~%G.REF owe.lSG some good holidays.ACC in the sea 
'I owe myself some good holidays by the sea' 

Source applicatives present a problem for derivational and incorporation approaches (as 

mentioned in 52.0.5 with respect to 1Wasdlo 1992 and Demonte 1995). In most cases, there is 

no prepositional variant the dative construction could derive from, as illustrated below. 

(83) a. Pablo le sac6 la bicicleta a Andra'na 
Pablo CL.DAT took-away the bicycle Andreha.DAT 
'Pablo took the bicycle (away) from Andreina' 

b. *Pablo sacb la bicicleta dr? /desde Andreina 
Pablo took-away the bicycle of /from Andreina 
'Pablo took the bicycle (away) from Andreina' 

Problems for the analysis of source datives as possessors that originate inside the theme DP 

are is discussed in 52.2.2.3. 

2.2.2 Static relation of two individuals: possessor datives ('at') 

A dative argument can be related to a direct object in Spanish abo in the conkxt of a 

predicate that does not express a transfer reiation, not even in a metaphorical way. 



(84) a. Pablo le admira la paciencia a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT admires the patience. ACC Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo admires Valeria's patience' (Lit: 'Pablo admires Vakria the patience') 

b. Pablo /e besb lafiente a VaIeria 
Pablo CL.DAT b d  the  forehead.^^^ Valeria-DAT 
'Pablo kissed Valeria om the forehead' (Lit: 'Pablo kissed Valeria the forehead') 

The n~n-transfer predicate can in itself be either stative (e.g. as admirar 'admire', t e w  'have', 

ver 'see', envldinr 'envy') or dynamic (e.g. activity verbs such as besar 'W, lavgr 'wash', tocar 

'touch', (sos)tener 'hold'). What is crucial is that in this case there is no sense in which the 

dative argument 'gets' or '2ocses' the object: it is just understood as the possessor (or 

location) of the object. 

Syntactically and morphologically these possessors are expressed exactly as recipients 

and sources are: they exhibit the same groperties in t e r n  of case, hierarchical position, word 

order, and spell-out of the head.. Semantically, the dative argurnent is related directly to the 

object and not to the verb. It makes sense, therefore, to hypothesize that they have the same 

basic structure as low applicatives, that is, that they are low applicatives. In this section I 

present the relevant data from Spanish, and show that the meaning of these constructions, 

however, cannot be forced into a dynamic relation of transfer of possession. Instead, I a r p e  

that there exist a third kind nf Inw ayplicative head, which relates an individual to the theme 

object as its possessor. The semantics of this head is exactly as for the other low applicative 

heads but rather than having a 'to' or 'from' meaning, it has an 'at' meaning. 

(85) Low-APPL-AT (Possessor applicative): 
hx.ky.hf,,,,t>>.he. f(e,x) & theme (e,x) & in-the-possession(x,y) 

The semantics of this static applicative head highlights the fact that structurally this kind of 

possessor dative is expressed as other low applicatives; in other words, that possessor 

datives are an instance of the DOC. 

2.2.2.1 Stcative verbs 

A dative argument can appear with a stative verb in Spanish, such as ndmirar 'admire', 

envidiar 'envy', conocer 'know', (sos)fener 'hold/haver, vrr 'see', etc. The structure with a 

dative argument (86a) seems to have an alternative expression with a gex;itive preposition de 



'of' (Mb). What is the nature of this alternation? What is the difference in meaning, if any, 

between the expressions? 

(86) a. Pablo le admira la pacimcia a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT adrnires the patience.ACC Valeria. DAT 
'Pablo admires Valeria's patience' (Lit: 'Pablo admires Valeria the patience') 

b. Pablo admira la pacimcia de Valeria 
Pablo admires the patience of Valeria 
'Pablo admires Valeria's patience' 

The dative a Valeria in (Ma) is understood as the possessor of the patience, the person whose 

patience Pablo admires. Sentence (86b) a h  means that Pablo admires Valeria's patience. 

There is, however, a subtle difference between the hvo, in terms that are difficult to 

formalize. One could say that there is a different f o m  of the admiration, that is, a difference 

in the object of admiration. A possible paraphrase of (&a) would be that Pablo admires 

Valeria for her patience. There is an implication in (Ma), which is absent in (Rib) that Pablo 

feels admiration both for Valeria and for patience in general. In (&b), the focus of the 

admiration is just patience, which is embodied in Valeria. mere is also some difference of a 

temporal nature. Sntence (86a) can be felicitously uttered even in the case of Valeria not 

being specially patient, but behaving sa in a certain occasion or under certain circumstances. 

For (86b) to be felicitous, in contrast, there is a requirement that Valeria be a patient person. 

A similar contrast arises with another stative verb, mvidisr 'envy', where a dative is also 

possible. 

(87) a. Pablo le envidia el allto a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT eravies the car..4CC Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo envies Valeria's car' (Lit: 'Pablo envies Valeria the car') 

b. Pablo envidirl el auto de valeria23 
Pablo envies the car of Valeria 
'Pablo envies Valeria's car' 

Imagine a situation where Vaiesia has a fantastic car, let's say a Jaguar. Then, both sentences 

can be appropriate. Now, if Valeria has a shabby, unattractive car, sentence (87b) samds 

23 In this sentence, the meaning of the verb is stretched somehow towards meaning 'be jealous of', in 
the sense of 'wanting to have'. Replacing mvidhr with adrnirar wouldn't alter the point here, and 
might sound more natural as a feeling towards an inanimate entity. 



odd, but (&a) can be felicitous. It can mean, for example, that Pablo 'envies' the fact that 

Valeria has a car, no matter what kind of car. In fact, for some speakers of English, envy can 

alternate between a genitive construction and a DOC, as below. 

(88) a. Daniel envies Linnaea her talent 
b. Daniel envies L i n e a s  talent 

For those who accept sentence (Ma), the contrast in meaning is, as expected, reported to be 

similar to the contrast in Spanish. In (Ma), Daniel is troubled by Linnaea having a certain 

talent; in (Wb), Daniel wishes he had some particular talent, which Linnaea has. In (88a), 

Daniel cannot envy the talent without envying Linnaea; in (88b) it is possible to think that 

Daniel dses not envy LirarPaea at all. A sharp contrast between the two "variants" arises 

when the direct object is also animate. 

(89) a.  Stephanie envies D~nie l  his farther 
b. Stephanie envies Daniel3 father 

In contrast to (88)' sentences (89) are accepted by most speakers, but they are not 

paraphrases. In (89b), Stephanie envies a man, who is identified as Daniel's father. In (89a), 

Stephanie does not mvy a person (Daniel's father or just Daniel) but rather a situation or 

relationship. The semantics of the DOC variant highhghts, again, that there is a direct 

relationship between the two objects, and that the whole constituent [Daniel the father] 

combines with the verb (the two DPs still are interpreted as separate participants in the 

event). Exactly the same alternation obtains in Spanish: 

(90) a. Pablo le envidia la hijca a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT envies the daughter.ACC Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo envies Valeria the daughter' 

b. Pablo envidia a la hija de Valeria 
Pablo envies [the daughter of vale ria].^^^ 
'Pabla envies Valeria's daughterf 

In both configurations Valeria is related to the theme object. The crucial difference is in the 

relation between Valeria and the verb. In the genitive construction, Valeria is part of the 

theme object and it is not related with the verb at all. In the dative construction, in contrast, 

Valeria is one of the arguments that, after combining with the theme object, relates to the verb 



as its complement. The structure of low applicatives allows us to express exactly that: the 

Applicative Phrase expresses a relation between two individuals that is embedded under the 

verb. In the semantic interpretation of the Low-Applicative-AT, there are two variables for 

individuals that relate to the event: the theme and the possessor; in the interpretation of the 

genitive constauction there would be only one for the theme DP. The relevant struchwes of 

the sentences in (90) are represented below. 

(91) a. Possessor dative construction 

UP 
/". 

v /'-'. 
Root ApplP 

mvid- A 
DP n 

a Valeria Appl DP 
le la hija 

b. Genitive construction24 

VP 
/". 

Zi A 
Root DP 

unvid- A NIP 

D , " .  
la hija A 

de Valeria 

Notice that in order to spell out the difference in meaning between the dative construction 

and the genitive construction, it was not necessary to make reference to the notion of 

affectedness, inalienability or transfer of possession. In fact, none of these notions are 

relevant here. There is no sense in either (86a) or (8Ya) that Valeria is affected at all (the same 

applies to the first object in the English sentences with envy (88a). Example (87a) shows that 

24 That the dePP is embedded under the DP, and not related to it as a PP can be related to a DP theme 
in PPD is supported by the following contrast concerning pronominalization of the theme DP. 
(i) a. Pablo envidia la la hiia de Valerial a * Pablo rnoidia de V a l d  

Pablo envies the daughter of Valeria Pablo envies her of Valeria 
b. Pablo sac6 [la vastilia] lde la caja] 3 d~hrblo sncd de la caja 

Pablo took the pill sf the box Pablo took it from the box 



the dative construction is not restricted to inalienable possession. Finally, we have seen that 

there is no sense in which Valeria gets or loses anything. Other stative verbs that appear with 

possessor low applicatives are irnaginrav 'imagine', esperar 'expect/hope', entender 

'understand', interpretar 'interpret/analyzef, querer 'want' (e.g. esperaba un novio rnejor 

tia ' I  expected my aunt would have a better boyfriend' and ~2 interprets 10s suelios (avos)? - 
'Does s/he interpret y o u  dreams?'). 'Fhis configuration is also exploited in the construction 

of psychological predicates with tener 'have', as illustrated below (see also M.1.1.3). 

(92) Daniela les tiene miedo /pens / envidia /asco a las araiias 
Daniela.NOM CL.DAT.PL has fear pity envy disgust the spideas.~~T 
'Daniela is afraid of / pities /envies/ is disgusted by spiders' 

2.2.2.2 Activity verbs 

Dative DPs can appear in ditransitive structures with verbs that express an activity. We have 

seen that when an activity verb is a construction verb (e.g., cocinar 'cook, bake', construir 

'build', dibujar 'draw', cnntar 'sing') that takes a theme object and a dative, the dative 

argument is usually interpreted as a benefactive or intended recipient of the created object. 

The DOC with this kind af activity verb (usually referred to as accornpliskme~~ts) is also 

possible in English as long as tk.e object is overtly expressed. 

Many other activity verbs that can take a direct object but are not directional or 

construction verbs are not, in general, compatible with the English DOC. In Spanish, ~ I I  

contrast, we do find dative arguments licensed with these predicates, as illustrated be1ow.E 

(93) Pablo le beso la frertte a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT kissed the forehead.~CC vale ria.^^^ 
'Pablo kissed Valeria on the forehead' (Lit: 'Pablo kissed Valeria the forehead') 

The semantic properties of the structure are the same with respect to interpretation of the 

dative. The dative is understood as the (static) possessor of the theme object: there is no 

transfer of possession, literal or metaphorical. An activity verb like kiss can take a surface as 

its object. In (93) it is umderstood that Pablo kissed both a forehead and Valeria; and that he 

did that ~t tllr snmP tinw in virtue of the inalienable possession relationship between the 

25 There are many verbs that belong to this class. Just to name a few, mirar 'look at', lazwr 'wash', 
peinar 'comb', limp iar 'clean', tacar 'touch', acariciar 'caress', bear  'kiss', observar 'observe', estudiar 
'study'. 



forehead and Valeria. An altemtive expression of a similar meaning would involve Valeria 

as the direct object and a locative PP that specifies a location 'on' Valeria (94a). 

(94) a. Pabdo besd a Valeria en hfiente 
Pablo kissed ValeIia.~CC on the forehead 
'Pablo kissed Valeria on &e forehead' 

b. ?Pablo besb lafiente de Valeria 
Pablo kissed the f~rehead.~CC of Valeria 
'Pablo kissed the forehead of Valeria/Valeria's forehead' 

The alternative with a genitive phrase sounds very odd due to the inalienable possession; in 

(94b) Valeria is not presented as a participant in the event but just a possessor (see Q2.2.3). 

However, it is a grammatical sentence that a special context could make appropriate. The 

same oddity seems to arise in the Ehglish translation of (94b). Notice that the relation of 

inalienable possession can be expressed in English too, but only through the prewositional 

constauction with on, as reflected in the same translation given to the Spanish alterriatives 

(93) and (94a). 

The possession relation between the dative argument and the theme can be inalienable, 

as above, or alienable. 

(95) Pablo le laud el auto a Valeria 
Fablo CL.DAT washed the car.ACC Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo washed Valeria's car' 

As in the dynamic low agplicative constructions, the dative argument can be animate or 

inanimate. If the dative is inanimate, there must be a wholegart relation between the dative 

(the whole) and the accusative (the part). 

(96) a. Valm'a le mird las llantas a1 auto 
Valeria CL.DAT looked-at the tires.A@C the car.DAT 
'Valeria checked the car's tires' 

b. 'Valeria le mird 10s ntinreros a la pantalia 
Valeria CL.DAT looked-at the numbers.~CC the screen.DAT 
'Valeria looked at the numbers on the xrm' 

Exactly as with recipients and sources (52.2.1.1), the possibility of inanimate entities 

participating in the static low applicative construction correlates with their possibility of 



combining with tener 'have'. 

(97) a. El auto tiene llantas (cf. 9th) 
the car has tires 

b. *La pantalla tiene nlirnmos (cf. 96b) 
the screen has numbers 
(Cf. Hay nzimeros en la pantalla 'there are numbers on the s c m )  

2.2.2.3 Friwious analyses 

There has been a lot of research on possessor datives. Most studies, however, do not present 

cases with staaive verbs such as the equivalents of admire, enVd know, Nevertheless, thew is 

nothing in most approaches that would make us expect a different analysis d the datives in 

(86a-87a) above from the analysis received by possessor datives in the context of predicates 

such as robar 'steal', urn 'see', mirar 'look at1, quenzar 'burn', romper 'break', ensuciar 'duty' - 
verbs that appear in examples in the literahre. Previous analysis have centered on providing 

an account of the 'double' nature of the dative argument: on the one hand, the dative, as a 

possessor, seems to be semantically an argument of the theme object; on the other, 

syntactically, it appears to be an argument of the verb. It has been claimed that the dative 

a h  behaves as an argument of the event semantically, as an affected argwnenk. Abstracting 

away from the details of the proposals, previous research can be divided in three grours: a 

control analysis (Borer & Grodzinsky 1986), a raising analysis (Masullo 1992, Demonte 1995, 

Landau 1999) and a source 1 ~ w  applicative analysis (PyIkkhen 2002). 

Hn the course of this secti~n, and in Chapter 3, 1 will try to show how all of the 

approa&(is, by focusing on the dative argument, fail to consider a property of the theme 

object &at is crucial to develop a theory that is at the same time broad enough to cover 

crosslinguistic variation and restricted enough as to provide an explanation of the facts. The 

crucial property of the object, as we shall see, is the status of the object with respect to its 

licensing by the verb or by the event it participates in. 

Instead of getting into the details of each approach, I would like to highlight what they 

all have in common in terms of goals of the explanation and the syntax and semantics of 

dative possessors, and in t e r n  of their shortcomings. The approach that at first sight is the 

least able to account for the cases presented in this section, i.e., PyWnen's typology of high 

and low applicatives, will prove to be the only one that, with some modifications, provides 



the tools to develop a more adequate analysis. 

The basic puzzle that linguists tried to solve with respect to possessor datives has been 

their semantic and syntactic licensing. How are possessor datives projected into the 

structure? Why are they restricted to be related to objects, and c m o t  appear as possessors of 

subjects? 

Raising and control approaches share the proposal that the apparent split between the 

semantic licensing of possessors and their syntactic properties is the product of the argument 

being in two structural positions. In Demonte's 1995 analysis, the possessor DP ori,&ates in 

the specifier of the theme object. The specifier being a p~sition where the possessor c m o t  

receive case, it moves to the specifier of a Clitic Phrase, above the verb. 

(98) Possessor raising analysis 
VP2 
/", V' 

DPsubj A CE+ 
v2 n 

D P D ~ ~  A VPi 

A /", 

&monte and Landau want to adhere to the idea that arguments do not generally receive 

additional theta rolcs by movement, and that meanings are structural. Both argue that the 

possessor originates inside the DP object in a position that is dzferent from the position of 

genitive complements. They are therefore forced to propose that movement out of the DP is 

for case reasons only. The restrictions on subj9cts, i.e., that possessor datives cannot be 

related to external arguments, is derived from case checking too. If a possessor originates 

inside the subject DP it would not be able to get case, given that the subject is projected 

above the position where dative case is checked (98). It is noi clear in Demonte's (or 

Landau's) work what justifies the special Clitic Phrase, nor how it wodd be restricted to 

appear just when it is needed. As will become apparent during discussions in the following 



chapters, an approach in which the meaning of datives is related to their structural position 

and in which all datives are licensed in the same position cannot capture the different 

interpretations dative arguments can bear. Additionally, the position where the possessor 

moves to in Spanish, the specifier of CEticPhrase, seems problematic given that normal word 

order is Acc > Dat, and that the assumption is that dative case checking takes place in a 

position higher than Accusative case checking. 

If we abstract away from case checking, the raising analyses and the low applicative 

analysis are very similar: in neither case is the dative possessor an argument of the verb. The 

dative argument is instead licensed as related to the theme object. In Pylkkinen's approach 

the meaning of dative possessors also derives from their special original position as the 

specifier of the Low-applicative-FROM head.26 She does not discuss case checking, and there 

is nothing crucial in her approach that would forbid or force the possessor to move for case. 

Her approach can easily be supplemented with the proper mechanisms ~f case checking. We 

shall see that in Spanish, dative case is inherent case (52.3.2). There is therefore no reason to 

assume  at the dative phrase has to move fram its original position, which makes the low 

applica tive analysis more attractive. 

'The analysis of possessors as Low-applicative-FROM is problematic semantically, 

however. Pylkkken imposes a dynamic reading to possessors that is not always present. In 

order to account for Landau's examples in (99)' she makes use of a notion of the dative 

argument losing something. 

(99) a. Gil ra'n le-Rina et ha-puvik 
Gil saw D~T.Rirta ACC the-belly button 
Gil saw Rina's belly button' (Landau 1999: footnote 14, (i)) 

b. *Gil m'a le-Rina et ha-bayit 
Gil saw DAT.Rina ACC thehouse 
'Gil saw Rina's house' (Landau 1999: ex. 49a) 

There is something secret and private about some body parts such that, when they are seen 

by others, a speaker can feel the individual (the dative argument) has lost something. This 

idea makes the source applicative appropriate. Even if this were satisfactory for examples 

26 See Landau 1999 for arguments against Kempchinsky's and the control analysis; see Pylkkanen 
2002 for arguments against the possessor raising analysis of datives in Hebrew. 
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like (99), it c m o t  cover possession under stative predicates like admirar 'admire', envidiar 

'envy' and tener 'have' (loo), nor under mon-directional, non-creational activity verbs like 

lavar 'wash' or mirar 'look at' (101)' where it would be extremely far-fetched to assume some 

transfer of possession as a result of the event. 

(100) a. Pablo le admira la paciencia/ la ropn a Andreina 
Pablo CE.DAT admires the patience/ the clothes Andreh.DAT 
* 'Andreha loses/ gets patience/clothes 

b. Pablo le tiene el gat0 a Andreinn duranfe las vacaciones 
Pablo CL.DAT has the cat Andreina.D~T during the holidays 
'Pablo k p s  Andreina's cat during holidays' 
* +Andreha lows/ gets a cat 

(101) Gil histakel le-Rina et ha-buyit 
Gil looked-at DAT.Rina ACC the-how 
'Gil looked at Rina's hause' (Landau 1999: ex. 49a) 

The examples above are better captured by an approach that proposes that a static possession 

relation is a possible meaning. That the source applicative should be distinguished from the 

possessor applicative is further supported by the following contrasts. 

(102) a. 'Pablo le laud l el auto de la vecina I a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the car of the neighbor Valeria.D~T 
Lit. 'Pablo washed Valeria the car of the neighbor' 

b. Pablo le rob6 1 el auto de la vecina I a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT stole the car of the neighbor Valeria.D~T' 
Lit. 'Pablo stole Valeria the car of the neighbor' 

Sentences (102) show a contrast in the acceptability of a dative argument in the context of the 

verbs robar and lavar whose theme object contains a genitive p0ssessor.2~ Why is this so? If 

the genitive possessor has a different meaning than t%tc dative possessor, as in previous 

analysis, why isn't (a) as natural as (b)? And if the dative possessor is a static possessor in 

both cases, why is (b) acceptable at all? The possibility for an explanation lies in the existence 

of both dynamic source applicatives and static possessor applicatives, and their possibilities 

for combination with different kinds of verbs. In (102a), lavar is a nondirectional, non- 

27 Both sentences are perfect if there is no dative argument. Importantly, both sentences are perfect if 
there is a dative argument but no genitive possessor. 



creational verb, compatible only with a static low applicative, that is, a possessor. The 

sentence explicitly states that the car belongs to somebody else, which generates a 

contradiction, or the need to interpret the dative not as relating to the theme object but to the 

event of the neighbor's car being washed.28 In contrast, the verb robar in (102b) is a 

directional verb, which is compatible with a dynamic source applicative. The sentence is 

understood as involving a situation where, for instance, Pablo's or Valeria's neighbor (a 

woman) lent Valeria her car and PabIo stole it during the time that Valeria had it. Sentence 

(102) is perfectly natural because a Valeria can be interpreted as source (of the theme's "path" 

that an event of stealing implies) while the neighbour is the owner. In the absence of a 

genitive possessor, a Valeria in (102b) can be interpreted both as source and possessor. The 

interpretation of a dative as a source is not available with a verb like lavar 'wash', which does 

not imply a path. The contrast In (102a-b) however, is not a structural contrast; both low 

applicatives have the same structure. 

Another case analyzed in the literature on possessor datives involves causative verbs 

such as break. 

(103) a. Gil Savar lr-Rina et h a - m i w a y i m  k l  Sigal 
Gil broke DAT.ha ACC the glasses of Sigal 
'Gil broke Sigal's glasses on h a '  (Landau 1999~7') 

b. Pablo le rompio la radio de la vecina a Valerin 
Pablo CL.DAT broke the radio of the neighbor Valeria.DAT 
'Pablo broke the neighbor's radio on Valeria' 

Break is not a directional verb; in principle, then, it should only be compatible with a static 

low applicative-AT, not with a dynamic low appkcative-FROM. It should pattern with wash in 

(102a) in not allowing both a static Iow applicative and a genitive possessor. Sentences (103) 

show that this prediction is not borne out, neither for Hebrew nor for Spanish. An account 

for sentences in (103) is developed in Chapter 3 on h e  basis of the different structure 

projected by causative predicates. I will show that dative arguments with causative 

predicates have distinctive semantic and syntactic properties that can be accounted for by 

their licensing position within a bi-eventive structure. 

28 1 leave aside here the possibility of a high-applicative, benefactive reading for the dative argument. 
See 54.3 for discussion of dative arguments as hnefactives/malefactives. 



2.23 Possession and affectedness 

%me authors have claimed that datives in dltransitive constructions are affected arguments 

Uaeggli 1982, Bemonte 1995, Bruhn de Garavito 2000, Landau 1999, Cuervo 2000, etc.). The 

data presented below shows that affectedness is not always part of the meaning of possessor 

datives. W e n  a sense ~f affectedness does arise, it can be shown that it is an indirect 

consequeitce of the lexical meaning of the verb, combined with the possessive relation 

between the direct object and the dative argument expressed by the low applicative 

comhction. 

First, we have seen that in the case of stative verbs, a dative is understood as the 

possessor, but there is no sense of affectedness, as ilustrated below ((104)=(86)). 

(104) Pablo Ie ndmira In pacimcia n Vnierin 
Pablo CE.DAT admires the patience Valeria-DAT 
'Pablo admires Valeria's patience' (Lit: 'Pablo admires Valeria the patience') 

The same holds of perception verbs, such as ver 'see', a~ir 'hear', etc. Thai there is no 

entailment cf affectedness is shown, for instance, in an idiom that involves the verb ver 'see' 

and a dative possessor: no verle el pelo n alpien 'not to see somebody', as in the English idiom 

'not to see hide itor hair of somebody'. 

(105) Hace dos aiios que no Ce veo P I  pelo n Valerirr 
makes two years that not CL.DAT see. 1 .SG the hair.~CC Valeria.D~T 
'I haven't seen hide nor hair of Valeria in two years' 
(Lit: 'I haven't seen Valeria the hair in two years') 

A dative possessor is not necessarily affected in the context of activity verbs either. With 

verbs like mirar 'look at', estudirrr 'study', obsemr 'observe', for instance, there is no sense of 

affectedness of the dative argument. 

(1%) Pnbln le m i d  lestudio /observu 10s pies n VuI~rin 
Pabls CL.DAT looked-at /studied lobserved the feet vale ria.^^^ 
'Pablo looked at /studied /observed Valeria's feet' 

In some cases, however, the dative argument is in te~reted as somewhat affected. This cases 

can be divided in two groups: agentive activity verbs that affect the theme object (107), and 

causative verbs (see (112) and 53.1). 



(107) a. P ~ b l o  k Ibvb las m n o s  a Valeria 
PaMo CL. DAT washed the hands Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo washed 'daleria's Rands' 

b. Pablo le ope, 5 la rodilla izquierda a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT operated the knee left Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo operated on Valeria's left knee' 

It can be said that Valeria is affected in (107). This sense of affectedness of the dative, 

however, depends on the idiosyncratic meming of the verb; specifically, on whether it 

expresses an activity that affects the direct object. As far as it is understood that by washing 

something, the object is affected, then, indirectly, a dative possessor is affected too. The sense 

sf affectedness is stronger in the case of inalienable possession (10%) because then there is 

no way of affecting the theme without affecting the possessor (recall the interpretation of 

dative inalienable pss.sessors with verbs like kiss discussed in s2.2.2.2). 

It is important to note, however, that this kind of affectedness on the object is not 

encoded structurally: there is no special position for affected objects of activity verbs (in fact, 

in most cases a direct object is not required, and the verb can appear without object, as 

unergative verbs do). Since a low applicative phrase relates to the verb as a constituent (the 

ApplPhrase is a sister of the verb), it occupies the same position as an object DP would, if 

there were no dative. The relevant sections of the strucltrres corresponding to the 

intransitive, transitive and ditransitive variants of lnvnr 'wash' are represented below. 

(108) Pablo es tuvo lnvando ayer 
'Pablo was washing yesterday' 

VoiceP 
,". 

DP ,"-, arP 
Pablo Voice A 

v Root 
lav- 

(109) Pablo lavb el auto 
'Pabllo washed the car' 



VoiceP 
n 
DP A UP 

Pablo Voice 
V n 

Root DP 
Inv- 

el auto 

(110) Publo le lavb el auto a Valeria 
Lit. 'Pablo washed Valeria the car' 

VoiceP 
n 

DP A vP 
Pablo Voice A 

v /"-. 
Root ApplP 
lav- A 

DP n 
a Valeria Apyl DP 

Is! el auto 

The claim that datives with activity verbs are possessors and not arguments affected by the 

event predicts that a prepositional genitive possessor should be incompatible with a dative, 

and either produce ungrammaticality or force a different interpretation of the dative 

argument. This prediction is borne out, as discussed in the previous seetion for sentences 

(1021, repeated below. 

(111)  a .  *PabIo le Ian6 el auto de la uecim a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the car of the neighbor Valeria.D~T 
Lit. 'Pablo washed Valeria the car of the neighbor' 

b. Pablo le rob4 la bicicleta de k vesim a Val& 
Pabls CL.DAf stole the bicycle of the neighbor Valhsria.D~T 
'Pablo stole his/her/the neighbor's bicycle from Valeria' 

Since (If la) explicitly states that the car belongs to the neighbor, a Valeria cannot be 

interpreted as the possessor of the car, which makes the sentence sound odd. The only 

reading h i t  the sentence can have is that a Vderia is an argument related to the event of 

somebody washing the car, that is a benefactive high applicative, which are not available in 



Spanish with fuli DP datives.29 In (lllb), Valeria is interpreted as a source, and whether she 

is affected or not depends on pragmatic factors. 

Dative arguments with causative (or inchoative) verbs constitute a different case, 

semantically and syntactically. Dative arguments that appear with causative verbs RW indeed 

affected arguments. They are structurally different: they are arguments affected by a change 

of state of the theme object; the dative argument is related to an event, the end state of the 

theme object. The same applies to datives in resultative constructions (e.g. wash something 

clecatz). The syntax and semantics of these datives is discussed in Chapter 3. For now it will 

suffice to recall that a dative and a prepositional possessor are perfectly compatible in the 

context of causative verbs, as illustrated below for Hebrew (example from Landau 1999:ex. 9) 

and Spanish. 

( 1  12) a .  Gil Snzmr Ir- R im ut h-mis'kafayim k l  Sigal 
Gil broke DAT.ba ACC the glasses of Sigal 
'Gil broke Sigal's glasses an Rina' 

b. Pablo lr rontpio ln rndio de la vrcitm a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT broke the radio of the neighbor Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo broke the neighbor's radio on Valeria' 

Once we leave causative verbs aside, the discussion of whether affectedness is part of the 

meaning of possessor datives resembles the discussion of whether the meaning of the 

English DOC is 'cause to have', i.e., whether successful transfer of possession is a shictural 

meaning. It has been shown (among others by Levin & Rappaport Hovav 2001, henceforth 

L&RH) that whether there is successful transfer of possession depends on the individual 

verb. Thus, that the recipient has something is part of the meaning of giz~e (both in the DOC 

and the to-FP construction), but it  is not entailed with send, throw, bake or write, for instance. 

(113) a. She gazre him thr ntottey, but he nrver got it (contra&ction) 
(L&RH) 

b. 1 threw Johrl the ball, btrt it didn't rtach hint because of thu strotlg wind. 
(Baker 1997:ex. 20b) 

c. 1 zurote Sue a letter but she nmrr got i t .  
(Pylkkanen 2002: 20) 

29 But see g4.3 for an analysis of Spanish ethical datives (expressed by dative cli!ics but no DPs) as 
benefactive high applicatives. 



Given that effective transfer of possession is not required, and even when it seems to be part 

of the meaning of the sentence, it can be cancelled, it has been concluded tRat transfer of 

possession is not entailed by the D8C construction. Nevertheless, in cases where there is 

possibility of alternation between the DOC and the PP variants, the TXX3 seems to favor a 

successful transfer reading. 

What I have argued for here amounts to making similar claims with respect to raffectt'dness 

in the possessor dative DOC, as illustrated below. 

(114) a. Robaaon [el Xibro dr Marial 
stoIe.3.pL the book of Maria 
'They stole Maria's book' 

b. Lu robarort [el librol [a Mnrhl 
CL.DAT stole.3.PL the book Maria.D~T 
'They stole Maria's book' 
'They stole the book from Maria' 

In both sentences iii (114) Maria can be interpreted as a possessor sf the book that was stolen; 

but only in (114b) is Maria interpreted as a participav~t in the event, as the individual who had 

the book at the b e  of the robbery, or the individual that is left without her book. W e n  

possession is inalienable, only the dative option is acceptable. 

(115) a. Lu oprraron [la r t~r i z ]  [ R  E U ~ S R ~  
CL.DAT operated.3.PL the nose Luisa.DAT 
'They operated Luisa on the nose' (Lit. 'They operated Luis  the nose') 

b. "Operaron [la mriz  dc LLlsal 
operated.3.PL the nose of Luisa 
'They operated on the nose of Luisa/on kuisa's nose' (kmonte 1995:ex. 46) 

This is expected since there cannot be an operation of someone's nose without the individual 

being present as a participant in the event (dismembered scenarios not considered). 

The claims about the semantics of static low applicatives (i.e., without a dynamic rela tion 

between the two arguments) are summarized below. 



(I 16) In static Low applica tives-AT 

& the dative argument is a static possessor 
> the dative possessor is a participant in the event described by the verb (as 

opposed to genitive possessors, who are not participants) 
3. affectedness is not a structural meaning (it is not entailed) 
> if there is affectedness, it is affectedness by possession of an affected object 
L if 'alternation' with genitive possessor is possible, the dative construction might 

favor the affectedness reading (because the dative is a participant) 

2.2.4 Diagnostics for low applicatives revisited 

Pylkknen develops a typology of applied arguments based on the semantics of the 

construction. The semantics are expressed structurally. Thus, high applicatives are defi-t d as 

the relation between an individual (the applied argument) and an event. This relation is 

expressed structurally by having the apglicative head merge above the verb. Low 

applicatives, in contrast, establish a relation between two individuals (the direct and the 

indirect objects) within the event. Structurally, the applicative phrase merges below the verb. 

(117) Structure of high and low applicatives 
a. HIGH APPLlCATlVE b. LOW APPLICATIVE 
VoiceP VoiceP 
A f i  

DPsut? /", ApplP DPsuhj 
Voice /l, Voice f i  ApplP 

V A  

These definitions and their associated structures provide two diagnostics to tease apart the 

two kinds of applicatives. One diagnostic concerns the semantics of the low apglicative head 

(1 181, and the other refers tcl the stnictural environment for the applicatives (119). 

Pylkkanen's applica tive diagnostics (2003:23) 

(118) Verb semantics 

Since low applicatives imply a transfer of possession, :5ev make no sense with verbs that are 
completely static: lor example, an event of holding a bag does not plausibly result in the bag 
ending up in somebody's possession. High applicatives, on the other hand, should have no 
problem combining with verbs such as hold: it is perfectly plausible that somebody would 
benefit from a bag-i~olding event. 



(1 19) Transitivity restrictions 

Only high applicative heads should be able to combine with unergatives. Since a low 
applicative head denotes a relation between the direct and indirect object, it cannot appear in 
a structure that lacks a direct object. 

Based on these diagnostics, Pylkkanen analyses applicative comtructions in several 

languages and finds a "ti$t correlation between tmnsitivity restrictions and verbal 

semantics". According to two of my claims, however, both diagnostics should be revised and 

modified to accommodate, on one hand, the data on static low applicatives, and on the other, 

the finer grained distinction among possessor datives. I comment on the diagnostic on verbal 

semantics, and then on transitivity below. 

2.2.4.1 Verb smantics 

Since Pylkkanen argues for the existence of two dynamic low applicative heads, her 

diagnostic in (118) makes sense. In English, which lacks high applicatives, for example, 

sentence (120a) is ungrammatical; while it is natural in Luganda (120b), a language with high 

applica tives. 

(128) a. *I lzeld him the biig 

b. Kztonga ya-k-cuaant-i-ddt. Muhsa tvtsawo 
Katonga P~sr-hold-~ppL-P~ST Mukasa bag 
'Katonga held the bag for Mukasa' (Pylkkanen 2802:ex. 2%; 31b) 

The corresponding Spanish sentence is grammatical, as illustrated below. 

(121) Pablo le sosfuvo la valijn a Andrrirw 
Pablo CL.DAT held the suitcase Andreina.DAT 
'Pablo held Andreina's suitcase' 

According to the diagnostic on verbal semantics, then, the applicative in (121) could not be 

low; under the assumption that there are only two kinds of applicatives, high and low, 

Spanish sentence (121) would correspond to a high applicative of the Luganda type: an 

applicative head merged above the verb, where the applied argument is understood as a 

benefactive of the event. This kind of high applicative can be diagnosed by the transitivity 

test: a high applicative can introduce an argument above an unergative v?rb such as 'correr' 

run or camirzar 'walk'. This prediction, however, is not borne out. While the sentence is 



grammatical in Luganda (122bi), it is ungraananaticcal in Spanish (122a). In this, Spanish 

patterns with En@ (122~). 

(122) a. 'Pablo le camind /conid a Andreina 
Pablo CL.DAT walked/ ran Andreb.D~T 
'Bablo walked/ ran for Andre*' 

b. Mukasa ya- tambu-le-dde Otonga 
hnlukasa PA§T-W~~~-ABPL-PAST bt0nga 
'Mukasa walked for Kabnga' (Pylkkhen 2802:ex. 31a) 

c. * I  ran him (PylWc;inen 2002:ex. 28a) 

There is an apparent contradiction, then, in the result of the diagnostics: Spanish seems to 

have high applicatives according to the verbal semantics diagnostic, while it seem not to 

have high applicatives according to the transitivity restriction diagnostic. In order to solve 

this guzzle, we have to recall that in the Spanish sentence with the norm-directional verb hold 

(121), the meaning of the dative is not the same as in Luganda. In Spanish, the dative is the 

possessor of the suitcase, not the benefactive of the event of somebody holding a random 

suitcase. The Spanish construction in (121) is a low apphcative, but of the static type 

described in 52.2.2.30 

In sum, while the transitivity diagnostic seems to be mppropriak for low applicatives, the 

verb semantics diagnostic has to be revised. This diagnostic only works in one direction: if  a 

language cannot have a sentence of the structure of 'hold somebody something', then it can 

be concluded that that language does not have high applicatives or stative low applicatives. 

From the grammaticality of the sentence, it can not be directly inferred whether the language 

has high applicatives of the Luganda type or static low applicatives of the Spanish type.31 It 

is necessary to carefully inspect the meaning of the sentence and independently test for the 

In fact, hold does not seem to be a stative verb, but what I have identified as a non-directional 
activity. It is predicted to pattern with other non-directional activity verbs such as wash, look at, kiss, 
etc. Stative verbs such as admire, envy, imagine can also ernbed static low applicatives in Spanish, but 
this seems to be, crczsslinpisticaUy, a more restricted possibility. As mentioned before, French, 
German and Hebrew have dative possessor with activity verbs productively, but not with stative 
verbs. Therefore, for the purpose of the (revised) diagnostic, hold is still a better verb once the 
considerations discussed below are taken into account. 
31 Notice that even when Pylkkinen does not mention the possibility nor presents data of a language 
that has both kinds of applicatives, nchhing In her typology predists t!!t a language should have only 
one kind. 



grarxunaticality of high applicatives (the diag;lostic with uraergatives such as run can be used 

to test for this). 

2.2.4.2 Transitivity restrictions 

Pylkkiinen argues that if an applied argument can appear with an unergative verb, then the 

applicative head that introduces it cannot be a low applicative; it must be a high applicative. 

By definition, low applicatives require an overt object for the applicative head to apply an 

argument to it. I would like here just to make two observations on how the transitivity 

diagnostic should be interpreted. 

First, it is important to be careful in the selection of unergatite verbs used to test a 

language, and make s u e  that if an applied argument is accepted it is not the case that there 

is an implied object. In principle, it is s o m t  that a low applicative can appear with an 

"unergative" verb only when there is an overt direct object, as illustrated for Engiish and 

Spanish below. 

(123j a. *Daniel sang Stephanie 
b. Daniel sang her a song 

(124) a. *Pablo lrs bail6 a 10s invitados 
Pablo CL.DA'r.PL danced the guests.DAT 
'Pablo danced for the guests' 

b. Prrblo lrs bail6 u t ~  malambo a 10s invitados 
Pablo CL.DAT.PL danced a malambo the guests.DAT 
'Pablo danced a rnalambo for the guests' 

In the intransitive context, verbs like sing, hnce  and run loosely express an activity that 

involves making melodic sounds or movink. It is only in the presence of an object that they 

can behave as construction verbs (accomplishmenb), and, as a consequence, be able to take a 

low applicative. Other activity verbs, however, express a more defined kind of activity, and 

an object can be implied (and recoverable) even when not overt. Examples of these verbs are 

write, leer 'read', sonrvir 'smile'. Mot surprisingly, a low applicative might appear even in the 

absence of an overt object (see 54.3.1 for further discussion). 

(125) a. Daniel wrote meftotn Ibim 



b. Valeria les escribib a sus amigos 
Valeria CL.DAT.PL wrote her  friends.^^^ 
'Valeria wrote (to) her friends' 

c. Vizleria les ley6 a 10s a1 umnos en la clue 
Valeria CL.DAT.PL read the s t u d e n t s . ~ ~ ~  in the class 
'Valeria read for her students in class' 

Second, the diagnostic is called "transitivity diagnostic". This should be understood as the 

structural requirement of an object DP for a low applicative to apply to. The notion of object 

should be understood as a complement of the root. Thus, the notion includes not only objects 

of transitive activities but underlying objccts of unaccwatives (e.g. simple non agentive 

events formed by vGO or vBE) as well. A low applicative requires an &,kt  but does not 

require transitivity; i.e., it does not require an external argument. Assuming the s h % l c W  of 

complex events htraduccd in 51.3, the requirement of an object defined as a DP complement 

of the root excludes the accusative DP in causatives and inchoatives, which is licensed as an 

h e r  subject, i,e., an specifier, not a complement. This notion of object is crucial in order to 

account for the distinctive properties of applicatives licensed in causative and inchoative 

constructions, as well as to make predictions for the availability and interpretation of dative 

arguments with existentials and simple unaccusative verbs of change. 

2.3 The dative construction is a double object construction 

Building on Demonte 1995 and Cuervo 2000, 2003, I have shown that the clitic-doubled 

dative indirect objects have a struckre systematically different from the non-doubled 

prepositional variant. I have analyzed the doubled dative arguments as applied arguments. 

Building on Pylkkben's (2002) work, I have shown that there exkt three kinds of low 

applicative heads: two dynamic and directional (Low-Appl-TO and Low-A~~I-FRoM) and 

one static (Low-Appl-TO). 

Now, is the dative construction a double object construction? Do studies on DOC inform 

the study of dative arguments? Can this study of datives as low applicatives shed light on 

nspects of DOC of the English kind (i.e., without dative case marking)? In order to address 

these questions I will compare Spanish low applicatives to the English DOC, for which the 

DOC has been extensively studied. 

After briefly observing the hieralchical relation of objects in both languages in 92.3.1, 1 



will compare their morphosyntactic properties ('coding properties') in 92.3.2. Finally, in 

52.3.3 I present a comparison of the semantics, in terms of thematic roles and restrictions on 

the different elements of the construction (anixnacy of the dative, type of verb). 

I will show that where the Spanish and the English constructions differ, the differences 

can be derived from two sources. Morphosyntactic differences between the English and 

Spanish D8C arise from their different mechanisms of Case and Case checking. The 

difference in the semantic contexts where the DOC is available in Spanish but not in English 

is attributed to the two meanings the Spanish applicative construction has and h a t  English 

lacks: the dative as a source, and the dative as a (static) possessor. The comparison is based 

on the meanings of the Spanish DOC in terms of the three kinds of low applicatives 

discussed in 52.2. I will further show that the differences found between English and Spanish 

are differences that are found crosslinguistically elsewhere. 

2.3.1 Syntactic hierarchies 

In the Spanish clitic-doubled configuration, the dative argument is higher than the theme 

object. As was shown in 92.1, facts of binding, weak cross-over and scope exactly parallel sf 

those of the English doublcobject construction. I have argued that the Spanish facts cannot 

be explained in terms of the presence or final position of the dative clitic; rather, they require 

a configuration that reverses the c-c0mmar.d relations of the non-doubled, prepositional 

variant. These facts follow naturally from the asymmetric c-command relation of the dative 

over the theme typical of the DOC, if the construction with the dative clitic is a 140C. 

If one assumes that the crucial characteristic of the I90C and of the dative alternation is 

the arrangement of the two internal arguments in the synhx, then these facts alone suffice to 

conclude that the Spanish clitic-doubled configuration is a double object construction. 

However, I will proceed to test the construction against other characteristics attributed to the 

(English) DOC. In particular, I will review the 'coding properties' of the cox-tstruction (e.g., 

case, word order, passivization), the thematic roles of the two objects, and the meaning of 

their relationship. The contrasts between Engiish and Spanish can serve as a basis for a 

principled study of crosslinguistic variation. 



2.3.2 Coding properties 

In their argumentation for a non-derivational and 'one-verb meaning' approach to the dative 

alternation, L & W  analyze how the object properties are distributed across the recipient and 

the theme in English. Following work by Baker 1997, Maling 2001, Marantz 1993, among 

many others, they claim that the distribution of object properties is "principled and 

systematic": 

> Coding properties of direct objects may choose the recipient 
> Properties involving "theta-role assignment" always chocsse the theme 

Coding properties involve word order, case marking, agreement and ability to passivize. 

L&RH observe (citing work on 260 languages by Siewierska 1998) that there is crosslinguistic 

complementary distribution of double objects (i.e., two objects with same case marking or 

absence of overt case, in which the goal is higher than the theme) and dative constructions. 

?'his alone may lead us to the hypothesis that double objects and dative constructions are 

basically the same type of construction. The analysis of coding properties addresses the 

question of why the constructions 'look so different'. 

In the English DOC there is no overt case marking that distinguishes the two objects. It is 

argued, however, that they are assigned case in different ways. Pesetsky (1995) argues that 

the first object, the recipient, receives case from the verb, while theme object receives case 

from a null preposition G. This is supported by the requirement of strict adjacency between 

verb and recipient (126) -a requirement standardly assumed for English direct objects- 

and by the fact that the recipient, and not the theme, moves to subject position in the passive 

(127). 

(126) a. *SUP pzle yrs trrhy  Bill a book. 
b. ?SUP grtzw Bill yrsturdny n  book. 

(127) a. Bill, zuus sent t ,  a  hook. 
b. *A book, wns snr f Bill t,. 

(Pesetsky 1995:ex. 338) 

(Pese tsky 1995:ex. 339) 

Pesetsky concludes, then, that case marking of the first object is unexceptional, just a case of 

marking by V. I t  is the case marking of the second object that requires an explanation. He 

accounts for this arguing that the theme gets case from the null preposition G. In the 



vocabulary of the applicative analysis, the English null low applicative head assigns case to 

the theme. 

In terms of coding properties, then, recipients in English usurp three object properties: 

case assignment by the verb, requirement of adjacency to the verb, and the ability to 

passivize. These three characteristics are in fact all related to the mechanisms and 

consequences of case checking. Since English does not show object agreement, nothing can 

be said in this respect. Do recipients in Spanish exhibit any of these object properties? 

We will see that the answer is no: the higher object of the Spanish DOC does not exhibit 

any direct object property. However, the lack sf object properties for the dative argument in 

Spanish can naturally be derived from the same source as the object properties of the English 

recipient: case and case checking. 

The higher object of the Spanish DOC is marked with dative case. As we have wen, this 

is true of all recipients, sources and possessors. The dative argument appears after the 

accusative object in linear arder. 

(128) Pablo Ir mando un diccionerio a Gnbi 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary.~CC (2abi .D~~ 
'Pablo sent Gabi a dictionary' 

Is dative case dependant on assignment from the verb? Is dative case structural caw? In 

order to answer this, let us examine passives of ditransitives. 

The argument that moves to subject positiorl and gets nominative case in the English 

DOC is the recipient, as illustrated below. 

(129) a. The university awarded Stuphanip n priw 
b. Stephanie wfis awarded a/thp prize 
c. *A prizg was awarded Sttphanie 

In English passives, the recipient behaves like an underlying direct object: it gets nominative 

case, moves to subject position and the verb agrees with it. In contrast, the argument that 

gets nominative case and triggers verb agreement (and may move to subject position) in 

Spanish is always the theme. The participle agrees in gender and number with the 

nomina tive argwt ient, the theme. 



(130) a. El diario lr entreg6 el primer premio R Carolina 
the newspaper. M.NOM CL.DAT awarded the first pri2e.M. ACC Carolina.FEM.DAT 
'The newspaper awarded Carolina the first prize' 

b. El primer prrmio 1 f ie  entregado a Cnrolina 
the first prize.M.NOM CL.DAT was awarded.~.SGCarolha.FEM.D~T 
'The first prize was awarded to Carolina' 

c. *Carolina Ir fue en trrgado/n fa) PI primer premio 
Carolina.FEM.~OM CL.DAT was awarded.M/FEM the first ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . M . N O M / A C C / D A T  
'Carolina was awarded the first prize' 

Sntence (130c) shows that the dative recipient cannot get nominative in passives, no matter 

what case the theme is assigned, or whether or not there is gender or number agreement on 

the participle. The dative can, however appear preverbally, but always as a dative; the 

participle agrees with the postverbal nominative theme. 

(131) A Curolirra le fiic rntrrgndo rl prinirr prrmio 
Carolina.NOM CL.DAT was awarded.M.SG the first prize.M.NOM 
'Carolina was awarded the first prize' 

The passivization facts follow if one assumes that dative case is inherent while accusative is 

structural. In descriptive t e r n ,  it seems that if the dative moves to preverbal position, it 

enables nominative case checking and agreement between Tense and the verb to be done 

'downwards'. If the dative does not move, the theme moves across it in order to be visible for 

nominative case checking. From this position it can be attracted to subject position, the 

Specifier of Tense (133). This description is consistent with an account of word order hcc > 

Dat in ditransitive active sentences in terms of movement of the theme object across the 

dative DP (132). The dative argument is higher than then theme object. Since dative case is 

inherent, the theme object must move to specifier of v in order to be visible for case checking 

(Cuervo 2003). 



(132) Case and movement in active DOC 
TI' 

n 
A 

EPP c 1 diasio 
K (Nom) Voice vP 

n 
v n A P P ~  

root 
entreg DP 

(133) Case and movement in passive DOC 

b n 
EPP t!: T n V P  

K (Nom) \.. .......... .j Voice vP 
............. n 

n APP~P 
n 

el primer premio 

Passivization of a clitic-doubled ditrawitive is not always acceptable, however. As noted by 

Demonte, while passivization of a structure with a recipient is fine, passivization of 

structures that involve benefactives -or sources, or possessors- are not (examples (Ma-b) 

from Demonte, 1995: ex.13).~~ 

(134) a. El premio Nobel (le) fie concedido a Cela el aiio pasado 
the Nobel grize.NOM CL.DAT was given c e l a . ~ ~ ~  last year 
'The Nobel prize was awarded to Cela last year' 

32 The passive sentences are acceptable if there is no dative argument. 



b. *LA casa le f i e  pintada a Juan anteayer 
the house.NO~ CL.DAT was painted Juan.DAT the day before yesterday 
'The house was painted for Juan the day before yesterday 

c. *La bicicleta le fue robadaapablo ayer 
the bicycle.NO~ CL.DAT was stolen Pablo.D~T yesterday 
'Pablo's bicycle was stolen yesterday' 

d. *Los hijos le fueron admirados a Carolina en la escueia 
the r_hildren.~O~ CL.DAT were admired Carolina.DAT in the school 
'Carolina's children were admired at school' '3 

Degree of acceptability of passivization of clitic-doubled ditransitives also varies with the 

definiteness of the theme and of the dative. Although passive sentences with indefinite 

preverbal themes are acceptable, they usually require special intonation, and cannot receive 

a wide focus interpretation. This, ho Never, might be related to the properties of preverbal 

subject position in Spanish and not be directly related to passivization of a ditransitive. 

I do not have a satisfactory account of these restrictions on passives of ditransitives. It is 

interesting, however, that passivization of the DOC seems to be restricted to recipients also 

in English, as illustrated in (135b-c) with a benefactive and a possessor DOC. 

(135) a. Stephanie wns faxed a/ the con tract 
b. *Stephanie wss jxed a /the sandwich 
c. *Stephanie and Daniel nre envied their cooking abilities 

To sum up, the English DOC contrasts with Spanish dative ditransitives in the coding 

properties of the recipient, that is, of the higher argument. The table below presents a 

summary of these contrasts. 

(136) Summary of object properties of higher object 

In conclusion. English recipients show some object properties that Spanish recipients do not 

show. The theme object in Spanish keeps all the object properties: it gets the same case and in 



the same manner whether there is a second internal argument or not. All of these properties 

can be derived from the properties of case in each language. The differences of the case 

systems are orthogonal to the relevant issues: the crosslinguistic contrast in case says nothing 

about the semantics s f  the constructions or the basic syntactic relation between the two 

objects. Crucially, the Sparlish-English contrasts ira these properties, although they hold 

consequences for the way the sentences 'look', do not entail nor suggest that the thematic 

and structural relations in the DOC are any different across the languages. 

2.3.3 Objecthood and theta-roles 

We have seen that the dative argument in the Spanish DOC does not 'usurp' any of the 

object properties that theme objects have. This is subject to crosslinguistic variation, as 

illustrated in the comparison with English. L&RH argue that the object properties that are 

related to theta-role assignment "always choose the theme". 

The object properties that 'stay with the theme' include the ability to appear in 

nominalizations, compound formation and secondary predication.33 English recipients 

carmot participate in these processes. This means that these properties should not be subject 

to crosslinguistic variation and, under standard assumptions, we should not expect to find 

any contrast between the impossibility sf English and Spanish recipients of participating in 

nominalizations, compound formation and secondary predication. This is true, but probably 

in a trivial way. Given that the recipient in Spanish does not usurp any of the direct object 

properties, there are no reasons to believe that datives would suddenly behave as direct 

objects with respect to nominalizations or secondary predication.34 I therefore leave this 

matter aside, and present a comparison of Spanish and English with respect to the several 

restrictions that the English DOC is subject to. 

33 For a description and analysis of these facts, see Pesetsky 1995, Baker 1997, Maling 2001, L&RH, etc. 
For a different, structural analysis of incompatibility of secondary predication for the higher object in 
DOC, see Fylkkanen 2002. 
34 Spanish does not have a productive compounding mechanism that would be relevant here. 



2.3.3.1 Restrictions on the 'dative' 

Locatives 

We have seen that pure locatives cannot participate in the DOC in English or Spanish, as has 

been repeatedly observed for many other languages too. 

(137) a. Stephanie nrailed Taylor /Toronto an invitation 

b. Pi3blo le mandb u n  diccibnario a Gabil *a Barcelona 
Pablo CL.DAT sent a dictionary G ~ ~ ~ . D A T  / Barcelona-DAT 
'Pablo sent Gabi/ Barcebna a dictionary' 

(138) a. Pablo cocinb una torta para Altdreina/ para la fiesta 
Pablo baked a cake for Andreha/ for the party 

b. Pablo le cocin6 una torta a Andreina / *a lafiesta 
Pablo CL.DAT baked a cake A n d r e i n a . ~ ~ ~  /the party.DAT 
'PabBo baked Andreina / the party a cake' 

Anhacv 

It has been argued that only animates can be the first object of the DOC. In light of examples 

like (139), however, it has been observed that Lhe restriction is not so mush in animacy but in 

the possibility of 'receiving' and/or possessing the object. 

(139) Pablo le don6 u n  diccionario de portuguks a la biblioteca 
Pablo CL.DAT donated a dictionary of Portuguese the fibrary.D~T 
'Pablo donated a Portuguese dictionary to the library' 

It could be said, however, that examples such as (139) above are possible because a library 

can be considered as the group of people that runs it. This has been used as an argument to 

maintain that the restriction is in fact on animacy (even if metaphoric or by synecdoche). 

Spanish shows that the relevant restriction is not animacy. The general condition for a dative 

goal is the possibility of characterizing it as a recipient or intended possessor. 

(140) a. fiblo pusc azricar en el nmte /en la mesa 
Pablo put sugar in the mate / on the table 

b. Pablo le puso azucar a1 mate 
Pablo CL.DAT put sugar mate.DAT 



'Pablo put sugar in the mate' 

c. *Publo le puso azucar a la mesa 
Pabla CL.DAT put sugar the table.D~T 
'Pablo gut sugar on the table' 

In the examples above, an inanimate object can be a clitic-doubled dative in the DOC as long 

as the theme object is or becomes an intrinsic part of the dative DP. The sugar becomes part 

of the mate when added to it, and therefore the DOC is acceptable. The sugar, in contrast, 

does not become part of a table, and the DOC is disallowed. Notice that although it is 

standard to consider that ungrarnmaticality arises when these types of conditions are not 

met, the restrictions per se have more of a 'semantic anomaly' flavor than that of 

Recall there is an interesting correlation between the pairs of objects that can appear in 

the BXX: and the pairs that can appear as the arguments with tener 'have'. 

(141) a. Pablo le rep16 un diccionario a Gabi Gabi tiene u n  diccionarie, 
Lit. 'Pablo gave Gabi.DAT a dictionary' Lit. 'Gabi has a dictionary' 
'Pablo gave Gabi a dictionary as a gift' 

b. Pablo le don6 un atlas a la biblioteca " La t-iblioteca tiene u n  atins 
Lit. 'Pablo gave the 1ibrary.DAT an atlas' Lit. 'The library has an atlas' 
'Pablo donated an atlas to the library' 

c. Pablo Ie puso a z ~ c a r  a1 mate -4 El mate tiene azucar 
Lit. 'Pablo put the mate.DAT sugar' Lit. 'The mate has sugar' 
'Pablo put sugar in the mate' 

d. *Publo le puso azricar a la mesa *LA mesa tiene razticnr 
Lit. 'Pablo put the table.DAT sugar' Lit. 'The table has sugar' 
'Pablo put sugar on tlae table' 

Although the restriction for datives in DIX: is better expressed as a restriction on recipients 

or possessors, in some languages the restriction might resukt in having the same effect as a 

restriction on animacy (e.g. in English, The coffee h s  sugar "(in it)). 

Inalienabilitv 

Spanish does not require that the possession expressed in the DOC be inalienable. No 

comparison is possible with English, whish cannot express static possession with the DOC. 



Differences with respect to restriction on the type of possession is found between Spanish 

and French. In French, the restriction is stronger: possession has to be inalienable for a 

possessor to be expressed as a dative argument. As was discussed in 92.2.3, in Spanish 

inalienability (a whole-part relationship) is required of inanimate datives, but is not 

necessary for animates (although it is preferred). 

2.5.3.2 Restrictions on the verb 

English DOC has been shown to be very restricted with respect to the verbs it can appear 

wiih. I will briefly mention some of these restrictions, and show how the Spanish 

construction compares. 

The English D8C prefers a verb that expresses an 'instantaneous ca-usation of ballistic 

motion' such as throw, kick, etc.; it is degraded with verbs of 'continuous imparting of force', 

such as pull, drag, push, ride (Pinker 1989; see Pesetsky 1995, Krifka 2001 for discussion). In 

contrast, the low appiicative conskiictisn in Spanish is acceptable with these verbs. 

(142) a. Pablole ernpujb la tala a Valeria 
Pablo CL-DAT pushed the box Valeria.D~T 
Lit. 'Pablo pushed Valeria the box 

b. Pablo le arrastro la caja a Vakria 
Pablo CL.DAT dragged the box Vakria.D~T 
Lit. 'Pablo dragged Valeria the box' 

In cases like (142), the dative argument is not usually interpreted as the recipient or final 

possessor of the theme, but rather as a possessor or benefactive. However, the recipient or 

goal reading is possible in the right context. Interestingly, Bakes 1992 makes similar 

observations for English. In the context of soccer, a DOC with push becomes acceptable: 

(143) a. Pelt5 pushed the ball to Maradofza 
b. Pelt pushed Maradona the ball 

Arguably, by push here something like kick is meant, an activity verb which defines a path by 

a starting point whose goal can be defined by the first object of a DOC. 

In Spanish, the DOC construction is also possible with verbs of transfer or movement 

where the dative argument defines the source (as discussed in 5 2.2.1.2). 



(144) Pablo le snco el chupete s Juana 
Pablo CL.DAT took.away the pacifier Juana.DAT 
'Pablo took Juana's pacifier1/ 'Pablo took the pacifier away from Juana' 

While in general this is not possible in English (145a), a similar construction, with all the 

flavor of the DOC, is acceptable with some similar verbs (compare steal and rob), where the 

first object is the source and the theme is introduced by the overt preposition sf. 

(145) a. *Daniel stole Stephanie her magazine 
b. Dand:l robbed Stephanie of $10 

Finally, a dative in a ditransitive sentence in Spanish can specify a static possessor of the 

theme (146). As we saw in detail in 2.2.3, this (alienable and inalienable) possessor 

construction is extremely productive in Spanish. Again, even when this meaning is very 

restricted in English, a few stative verbs allow for a DOC where the first object is a static 

possessor. 

(146) Pablo le admire !a paciencia l a  campera R Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT admires the patience /the jacket Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo admires Valeria's patience/jacketl 

(147) a. Daniel envies Stephanie her culinary abilities 
b. Daniel forgave Stqhanie her rouglz words 

In sum, the differences between English and Spanish with respect to the verbs with which 

the DOC is possible go on the same direction: every type of verb that can appear with DOC 

in English can do so too in Spanish, but the reverse is not true. This contrast does not imply 

any structural difference; it can naturally be attributed to the two meanings the iow 

applicative can have in Spanish (i.e., source and static possessor) but that are only rarely 

found in English. 



Chapter 3. Affected Applicatives 

Dative arguments can appear in Spanish in the cointext of causative and inchoative verbs (e.g. 

with romper 'break', abrir 'open', quemar 'burn', and their intransitive variants romperse, 

abrirse, quemarse). 

(1) a. Emilio le rompio la radio a Valerin 
E d o  CL.DAT broke the radio Valeria.DAT 
'Erreilio broke the radio on Valeria' (Lit. 'Emilio broke Valeria the radio') 

b. A Emilio se Ie quemaron las tostadas 
Emilio.D~T se CL.DAT b u r n e d . ~ ~  the toasts 
'The toasts burned on Ernilio' (Lit. 'To Emilio burned the toasts') 

Dative DPs that combine with causative verbs (la) look exactly like datives in double object 

constructions: they are preceded by a, they are douhled by a dative clitic, and they follow the 

accusative object in normal word order; 'rowever, the meaning of the construction, in 

particular the role of the dative a r g i e n t  in the situation described by the sentence, is 

different. The dative azgurnent a Valeria is not directly related to the theme object as a 

recipient, solirce or possessor. Rather, a Valeria is understood as the individual affected by the 

(change of) state of the theme object. Valerira is understood as the individual 'who gets a 

broken radio'. The same applies to a Enzilio in the context of the inchoative quemarse in (Ib). 

The interpretation of the dative argument as affected correlates with syntactic properties of 

the sentences it is part of (e.g. the theme object cannot be a bare noun, ambiguity of 

interpretation sf adverbs like casi 'almost'). In sum, in spite of appearances, datives with 

causatives can, and should, be distinguished both semantically und structurally from datives 

in DOC, and from high applicatives. 

A theory of datives such as the one I develop in this dissertation cart account for, and in 

fact predict, the distinctive semantic and syntactic properties dative arguments display in t l ~ e  

context of a causative event structure. Dative arguments are licensed by a specialized he6d as 

participants in an event. The position where the apglicative head merges within the event 

structure (recall that event structures are represented syntactically) and the properties of the 

event structure itself determine the meaning of the dative argument. In this chapter, I present 

evidence for an analysis of causative and inchoative constructions as bi-eventive structures 



where a resliiting state (predicated of the object DP) is embedded under a dynamic event 

predicate vDo (causatives) or vGO (inchoatives). Causative and inchoatives share the lower 

half of the structure: the end result. The contrast between causatives and inchoatives lies on 

the higher structure. J n  the case of causatives, an external argument (causer) is projected; 

there is no external argument in uGO: an event of change does not license Voice. The 

causative and inchoative configurations are schematized below. 

(2) a. Causatives b. Inchoa tives 
VoiceP vpc, 
/\ 

DPsubj UPMI K)G?-~~ 
<state> 

<state> 

I develop a theory of datives in causative and inchoative constructions as arguments applied 

to a (resulting) state which is embedded under a dynamic event predicate where an external 

argument is projected (vm) or not (vGO). Affected arguments are introduced by an 

applicative head that takes the state vPBE as its complement, then introduces the dative DP 

and relates it to the UPBE, and finally combines with the higher u. Thus, the dative DP is at 

the same time external to the lower event and internal to the higher event. The notion sf 

affected argument is defined structurally as an argument that participates in two evenb. The 

table below summarizes the basic characteristics of affected applicatives as compared to low 

applica tives and high applica tives. 

Defining characteristics of three kinds of Auvlicatives 

I Meaning of applied 1 Recipient/Source/ 1 Affected [ Ben(mal)efactive/ I 
Characteristics 

I External to the event? I no Yes I 

Low Appl 

. . 

argument 
First arjyment is.. . 

I Requires 2 events? ( no Yes ! no I 

~ o s s ~ s s o r  (positively or negat.) 
DP-obj~t UP state/result 

This analysis sheds new light onto the question of why there is no 'dative alternation' with 

unaccusative verbs and only the prepositional variant is acceptable ('Baker's gap' in dative 

shift, Baker 1995). 

Affected Apgl High Appl 



(3) a. The ring passed to May 
b. "The ring passed Mary 
c. *Mary passed the ring (intended reading: Mary=Recipient) 

In 93.2.1.2 I show that dynamic unaccusative verbs can participate in simple or complex 

event structures. The verbs that participate in transitive-intransitive alternations (e.g. break, 

open, burn, sink, etc.) are usually causative when transitive and inchoative when intransitive 

(i.e., they participate in the complex event structures represented in (2)). The incompatibility 

sf the double object construction with inchoative verbs in English (*The door opetlea Stephanie) 

is tied to their incompatibility with causative predicates ("Daniel opened Stephanie the door). In 

turn, this incompatibility is accounted for by showing that English lacks the applicative head 

that could license the 'dative' in this configuration (the affected applica tive). Baker's gap, 

then, is dramatically reduced to simple unaccusative verbs of change (vGO that does not 

embed an end result, e.g. grow, arrive, g~t) .  I show that in some languages, the DOC can in 

fact appear with these verbs. Spanish and Italian are two such languages. 

The analysis of affected applicatives and the event structures in which they participate 

make interesting predictions concerning the availability of affected arguments with 

resultative constructions (e.g. kick the suitcase open, cook the meat dry). Given the structural 

similarity of causatives and resultatives (both express two events, the lowest of which is a 

resulting state whose subject is the direct object), it is predicted that languages that disallow 

'datives' with causatives will do so with resultatives as well. In tun, a language that accepts 

them in one configuration, will do so in the other as well. These predictions are extended to 

other configurations with similar properties: deadjectival verbs, prepositional resultatives 

and some object-particle constructions. In 93.3 the predictions are tested, and confirmed, in 

English and Spanish. 

3.1 Datives in causatives 

This section deals with the structure of causative constructions and the position where an 

applicative head can merge and license an argument. I will not discuss causatives with hcer  

'make/dof that embed a dynamic event rather than a final state. The analysis of the licensing 

of dative causees in periphrastic causative constructions within the approach developed here 

will remain as an area for future research. 



3.1.1 The contrast causative1 non-causative 

The literature on causative constructions is extensive. I will necessarily have to focus here 

only on the particular aspects that are relevant for the licensing of applicatives within the 

general approach to argument structure introduced in 9'1.2. Many authors have investigated 

the differences in semantic and configurational properties between causative and non 

causative transitive verbs and structures, and have attempted to capture them in different 

ways. Two main currents of research place the burden of the differences in the lexicon (the 

lexicalist approach) or in the syntactic component (the constructionist approach). The 

structures I will argue for, schematized in (2), rely mainly on work on the licensing of objects 

by Levin 1999 and the syntactic instantiation of Levin's proposal in Nash 2002. 

Levin 1999 discusses the licensing of objects of transitive verbs. She argues that not all 

arguments that appear as direct objects of transitive verbs are licensed in the same way. In 

particular, she notes that some verbs are obligatorily transitive, both intra and 

crosslinguistically; these are the Core Transitive Verbs, CTV. Other verbs are subject to great 

variation in their transitivity and do not form a homogeneous class with respect to the 

thematic role they assign to their object; these are called Non-Core Transitive Verbs, NCTV. 

Examples of obligatorily transitive verbs are break, widen, melt, open. Sweep, sirzg, dance are 

some examples of WTVs. The contrast between canonical and non canonical objects (objects 

of CTV and NCTV, respectively) lies, for Eevin, in which component of the verb's lexical 

semantics is responsible for their licensing. The meaning of verbs is composed of two 

distinct elements: its idiosyncratic meaning (the meaning associated with the "constant" or 

root) and an event structure that is associated with it in the lexicon and that is shared with 

verbs that belong to the same class. The possible event structures she proposes can be simple 

or complex, although the predicates in the event structure (e-g. BECOME, ACT, CAUSE) do not 

correspond directly to pieces of syntactic structure. 

(4j Levin's event structures associated with verb 

a. Simple 
Activities: [x ACT <MANNER> ] EX: Sweep [x ACI'  <SWEEP> ] 
States: [x CMANA~ER> ] 
Achievement: [ BECOME [ x <STATE> 1 ] 



b. Complex 
Causatives: ( [x ACT <MANNER> ] CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <STATE> ] ] ] 

Ex: break [ [x ACT <MANNER> ] CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <BROKEN> ] ] ] 
Inchoatives: [ CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <STATE> ] ] ] 

The elements between angle brakes represent the place in the event structure where the 

constant is integrated with the event structure. According to (4), for instance, the lexical 

meaning of break is a type of state, while the meaning of sweep is a manner of acting. The x 

and y stand for variables for individuals that are licensed as arguments. Verbs that belong to 

the NCTV category contain only one variable in their event structure. According to the event 

structure of activity verbs like sweep, one would expect to see it as an intransitive verb; that 

is, only the external argument, the actor, would be licensed. This is correct. An object, 

however, can be licensed semantically by the idiosyncratic meaning of sweep, the constant. An 

object compatible with the meaning of sweep, for instance, would be a nominal phrase that 

names a surface, e.g. the floor, the stairs. Levin represents this situation by adding an 

underlined variable to the event structure associated with sweep. 

(5) sweep [X ACT < S W E E ~  41 1 

In contrast, CTVs, such as break, contain two variables: one for the actor (doer or causer), and 

another for the subject of the state. The object of break is therefore not only licensed by the 

lexical meaning of the constant but also by the event structure. However the arguments are 

licensed by a verb in the lexicon, rules will have to apply to associate the lexical semantics 

with a syntactic representation. These are called linking rules. Levin's work suggests that 

objects that are doubly licensed, i.e. objects of transitive verb that are licensed by the constant 

(semantic licensing) and by the event structure are projected in the syntax by straight- 

forward linking rules and have an identifiable structural meaning: patients. These are 

"canonical" objects. If we go back to the set of possible event structures associated with 

verbs, we see that the only canonical objects are the objects of causatives and in&oatives. 

Ironically, I will present evidence that canonical objects are licensed as inner subjects. The 

central characteristics of canonical objects are 

(6)  Characteristics of canonical objects (COs) 

a. COs cannot be omitted 
b. COs have structural meanings 



c. COs are objects of causative and inchoative verbs 
d. COs are licensed as the subject of the state embedded in the complex event structure 

Nash (2002) incorporates some of Levin's ideas into her syntactic proposal of the structure 

and licensing properties of causative verbs, as opposed to other transitives. In particular, her 

syntactic version of how canonical objects are licensed in the syntax (corresponding to 

property d.) is crucial to my analysis of datives in causative configurations, and that I later 

extend to inchoatives and resultative constructions. 

Nash assumes that verbs are formed in the syntax by the combination of a verbal 

functional head v and a root (following H&K 1993, Marantz 1997). She argues that in the case 

of causative verbs the root first combines with v. Then the object DP merges as thc specifier 

of the verb (v+Root). The external argument is licensed by a Voice head that takes the vP as 

its complement. 

(7) Causative structure (Nash 2002) 

A 
BPabj A 

Voice ,\ 
Dpobj A 

v Root 

In contrast, the object of non-causative verbs is licensed by the root, as its complement. This 

constituent is then merged with the verbalizing head v. 

(8) Non-causative activity verbs 

A 
DPsubj A 

Voice p, 
v A 

Root DPobj 

What this proposal misses, however, is the intuition that causatives constrarctions express 

two events: a causing event, to which the external argument is related, and a caused event, 

the end state of the object. There doesn't seem to be a structural representation of two events 

in (8). 1 will combine Nash's proposal with the tools presented in the Introduction, repeated 

below. 



(9) Event introducers: three types of v 

that correspond to three simple event structures 

a. Activities 
b. Verbs of dwge/happening 
c. States /Existentiah 

or combine to form bi-eventive structures1 

a. Causatives: vDO + vBE 
b. Inchoatives: S O  + vBE 

The proposed structure for activity verbs is the basic structure presented for ditransitives in 

Chapter 2, and virtually identical to Nash's, except for the specification of the type of little a. 

(10) Non-causative activities vDO: 

VoieeP 
n 

D P ~ ~ ~ ~  ,--, VP 
Voice 

vm n 
Root ( DP /LowApplF) 

emarmen 

, The relevant characteristics are: 

9 There is one event, an event of 'doing' or 'acting' (Levin 1999, Jackendoff 1990). 
9 The root combines with the verbalizing head by specrfylng a 'manner' of acting. 
9 The agent is introduced by the Voice head, which in turn is licensed by vDo 

+Manner root. 
> The complement of the root can be a DP, a Law Applicative Phrase, a PF, etc. 
9 There can be no object, i.e. this configuration also applies to unergative verbs. 
4 There is no predication relation between the verb and the object. 

In causatives, in contrast, the verb lexicalizes a state of the object. The object is introduced as 

the specifier of the stative verb: it is the subject of the lower vP. Crucially, there is a 

Recall from 91.2.1 that I am only referring to complex structures that can be expressed with one 
lexical verb in Spanish. The analysl of causation of dynamic events from the perspective developed in 
this work (am)+ VGO, e.g. make grow, and vmc vm e.g., make wash) is left for future research. 



predication relation between the object and the verb. The object c a m t  be omitted. The 

external argument is introduced in a similar way as in activity verbs, as the 'agent' of the 

doing. However, the manner of acting is not specified, and the external argument is 

interpreted just as the 'doer' of the causing event, that is, as its initiator or causer. 

(11) Causatives: 
VoiceP 
n 

D P ~ u b j  A VPDO 
Voice VPBE 

VDO A 
DPobj A 

In (11) the lower event (the state) is represented as a UP headed by a vBE. This is the proposal 

for causative structures where the object is licensed as the specifier of a stative verbal head 

that combined with the root. As we shall see in 53.3, the category of the bwer predicate is 

not crucial for the general proposal, e.g. a resulting state can be expressed by a predication 

relation between a QP and an adjective, or a particle. As I mentioned in the introduction, it is 

not crucial for me whether there exists a specialized Cause head, as opposed to vDO. For 

concreteness, I will continue to assume that the higher v is m ('act' with no manner 

specified), and the causative meaning is read off the structure m+Predication (e.g. do 

[something be open]). 

I will present below evidence from Spanish that supports two crucial properties of the 

structure of causatives represented in (11). First, I present evidence that the a r p e n t  that 

appears as the direct object with causative verbs like romper 'break', quemar 'ix2?72', etc., is 

indeed licensed as an inner subject. I show that objects of causative verbs pattern with 

subjects with respect to a restriction on bare NPs. Second, I present some evidence for the bi- 

eventive analysis of causative constructions. 

3.1.1.2 The object of causatives is an inner subject 

Bare NPs in Spanish are subject to syntactic restrictions: they cannot appear in certain 

positions. Their distribution has received quite a lot of attention in traditional end generative 

grammar. S&er 1982 proposed the following constraint to express the Spanish facts. 
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The Naked Mourt Phrase Constraint 
"An unmodijied common noun in preverbal position cannot be the surface subject of a 
sentence under conditions of normal stress and intonation" (Suiier 1982:209) 

I will not present here a comprehensive descripiion nor an analysis 0 4  the data. I will simply 

present a few relevant positions where bare nouns are not licensed. (For contemporary 

comprehensive data and analysis of this phenomenon see Suiier 1982, Contreras 1986, 

Masullo 1992, Laca 1999 and references therein). The constraint in (12) captwes the fact that 

subjects cannot generally be bare nouns (13), while objects do not exhibit such a restriction 

(14.4. 

(13) a. *Chicos festejaron 
kids.NOh4 celebrated 
'Kids celebrated' 

b. *Festejaron chicos 
celebrated kids.NQM 
'Kids celebrated' 

c. 'Vino es bumo para la saJud 
wine.NOM is good for the health 
'Wine is good for the health' 

(14) a. *Amigos cayeron 
friends.NOM fell 
'(Some) friends dropped by' 

b. Cayeron amigos 
fell friends.NOM 
'(Some) friends dropped by' 

c. Tus amigos trajeron oins /copas 
your friends brought wine.ACC /wine-g1lasses.A~~ 
'Your friends brought wine /wine glasses' 

In (13a) and (14a), the only argument is nominative and the verb agrees with it. The contrast 

between (13b) and (14b) shows that the restriction is not a restrdcti~n on nominative 

arguments in general, nor only on preverbal subjects. In (13a-b) the argument is licensed as 

the external argument (i.e., a subject) of the activity verb, and a bare NP is ungrammatical 

whether it appears preverbal or postverbally. In (14a-b), in contrast, the IW amigos is licensed 



as a theme object of the unaccusative predicate. If it remains postverbal in object position, the 

sentence is interpreted as a 'presentational sentence' and there is no predication relation 

between the NP and verb (14b) (Masullo 1992). If the NP moves to preverbal subject position, 

there is a predication relation (the sentence is about the friends), and a bare NP is 

ungrammatical (14a). The restriction on bare Ws,  then, seems to apply to arguments that are 

in subject position, be it the initial or a derived position. ' h e  relevant notion of subject 

should include subjects of predication in small clauses. 

(15) Tu amiga consideraba interesan tes *(lash pelm'culras 
your friend considered [interesting the movies.~CC] 
'Your friend used to consider the movies to be interesting' 

Subjects of small clauses cannot be bare nouns, even when they appear in the sentence as an 

accusative object. If peliculas is bare in (15) the sentence is ungrammatical; the DP 2as peliculas 

in (15) can have a specific or a generic reading. 

The structures in (10) and (11) predict that while the object of activities will not be subject 

to the restrictions on bare NPs, the direct objects of causatives -which are licensed as 

subjects of the lower vP- should be. It is important to remember that 'subject position' is a 

configurational notion, and it is not directly related to verbs. As an external argument is the 

subject of a predicate, but not the subject of a particular verb or kind of verb, internal subjects 

are subjects of a predicate built in the syntax. This allows, in general, for lexical roots being 

inserted in diverse configurations. In the case at hand, for instance, a verb that can appear in 

a causative configuration could also be used as an activity verb. Whether it is used one way 

or the other should have consequences for the restrictions on the accusative argument. The 

verb derretir 'melt' can be used, as a transitive, as an activity or as a causative. One can 

imagine a context where there is an activity of melting something, e.g. butter, that actively 

involves the external argument; this reading is favored by progressive tenses. It can also 

have a causative reading, by which the external argument might melt something (cause it to 

melt) by doing sometking else, e.g. having sat on it accidentally. If the causative /non- 

causative readings are represented syntactically, and in the causative construction the direct 

object is licensed as the subject of the lower predicate, it is predicted that the object of the 



causative cannot be a bare noun.* With an animate subject, as in (86), ehe prediction is that 

(16a) is ambiguous while (16b) can only have an activity reading. 

(16) a. Ernilio derritib la manteca 
Emilio.NOM melted the butter.ACC 
'Emilio melted the butter' 

b. Ernilio derritib manteca 
'Emilio melted butter' 

Instead of setting up contexts, however, a simpler and clearer way to test for this lcind of 

ambiguity is to replace the subject in (16a) and (16b) with an inanimate object. Inanimate 

subjects can be c a m s  (subjects in a causative configuration), but cannot be the agentive 

subject of activity verbs. A bare noun as the object should be incompatible with an inanimate 

subject, since the latter forces a causative, non-activity reading. 

(17) a. El sol derra'tici la manteca 
the sm.NOM melted the butter.~CC 
'The sun melted the butter' 

b. *El sol derritici manteca 
'The sun melted butter' 

The contrast above cannot be captured by a theory that does not differentiate in the syntax 

the objects of causatives from the objects of achvitiesa3 The puzzled is solved if we assume 

that sentence (12a) is the ambiguous expression of two different underlying struchws: a 

causative and an (Agentive) activity. It is the agentive activity reading (where Emilio is 

actively and directly manipulating butter) that allows for a bare noun object, since there is no 

resulting event projected, and therefore the accusative is not an h e r  subject. 

The analysis developed here allows us to generalize the restrictions on bare nouns to 

include not only (deep and surface) subjects of a sentence, but also internal subjects in 

general, such as subjects of small clauses and the subjects of the lower event in cawtives 

and inchoatives.4 

As will be discussed in 33.2, the same applies to the inchwtive version, which takes tw: derretirse. 
The co:ttrast in (13) also supports the claim that (16a) is etructuraUy ambiguous, while (16b) is not. 

* Tire position where bare nouns cannot appear could be generalized further to specifier position: 
(i) "An modif ied common noun c m o t  be an A-specifier" 



The Naked Noun Phrase Constraint Revised 
"An unmod9ed common noun cannot be the subject of a predicate under conditions of 
normal stress and intonation" 

The notion of predicate in (18) should be understood as involving verbal predicates and 

other kinds of predica.tes embedded in a verbal context. This constraint car, now be used as a 

diagnostic for subjecthood. It will prove useful for the analysis of inchoatives (53.2) and 

psychological and existential predicates (94.1). 

3.1.1.3 Causatives are bi-evmtive 

We have just seen evidence for the proposal that objects of causatives, unlike objects of 

activity verbs, are licensed above the lowest verb (v+Root), as its specifier. We will now see 

evidence for the other side of the same idea: there is a (verbal) predication relation 

embedded under vDo that represents the caused event, i.e., the final state of the theme. 

Much research has given theoretical form and substance to the intuition that sentences 

with transitive verbs that express causation involve two sub-events: a causing event and a 

caused event. Bi-eventive analysis follow philosophical proposals that a cause relation is a 

relation between two events (Dowty 1979, Parsons 1990). In the structure of causatives 

proposed here each event is introduced by a separate syntactic head v . ~  If two events are 

introduced syntactically in causatives but only one in activities, we expect to find a contrast 

in the number of possible interpretations for adverbial modification (Fodor 1970, Hale and 

Keyser 1993, Higginbotham 1997, among others). In particular, we expect to find some 

adverb that can moddy either of the event predicates of the causative construction, 

generating ambiguity.6 The interpretation should be unambiguous in the case of activities. 

Since the embedded event is a state, we have to make sure that the adverb used can m o d e  

state predicates. Casi 'almost' Mfills that requirement. 

This constraint would then cover the ungramaticality of bare n o w  as dative arguments (see Q2.0.5), 
since datives are always licensed as a specifier. However, one might want to relate the restrictions on 
bare noun in datives to the presence of the case marker a, given that the restriction on bare nouns also 
applies to accusative arguments with n. I leave the issue open at this point. 

Recall that by causative here I mean only to causatives structures that are expressed via one verb. In 
Spanish, a causative verb Iike quemar or break can only express the causation of a state, not of a 
dynamic event like arrive or wash. In order to causativize a dynamic event, v ~ o  is spelled out as hacer 
'make/do1 or some other light causativizing verb. 



(19) a. Activity 
Pablo casi baila (un tango) 
Pablo ahos t  dances (a tango) 

1. . . . but then he had second thoughts, so he didn't (dance at all) 

b. Causative 
Pablo casi rompe la radio 
Pablo ahost  breaks the radio 

1. . . . but then he had second thoughts, so he didn't (do mything that would 
have cause the radio to break), or 
2. he dropped it (so he did something), but the radio didn't break, (maybe it 
was scratched or cracked but it went on working or scratched but no more) 

The possible interpretations of cnsi in the sentences above show that indeed there are two 

(event) predicates that can be modified in the causative, but not in the activity. In the 

causative configuration an adverb such as casi can modify: 1) the action of the external 

argument (the higher UP), or 2) the state of the object (the lower vP). In a non-causative 

activity, casi can only scope over the event of doing, dancing in the case of (19a). 

Pylkkanen (2002) argues that in English the causativizing head CAUSE attaches directly 

to the root, and therefore there are not two VPs in English causatives. h her discussion of 

modification in causative structures, she argues that the adverbs that can modify the caused 

event in English causatives, e.g. partly, half (among which we could include almost), are 

modifiers sf the root. As evidence of this possibility she observes that this adverbs can 

modify the corresponding adjectives in the absence of a verbal context. 

(20) a. John partly closed the door 
b. Roger hayfilled the glass 

(21) a. a partway open door 
b. a halffull glass 

The same holds of Spanish casi: 

(22) a. una pacerta casi cerrada 
'a door ahos t  closed' 

b, una radio casi rota 
'a radio ahost  broken' 

(from Tenny 1999,304:37) 

Adverbial modification could, in principle, be e question of scope or site of attachment. !3ee Larson 
2003 for an interesting recent proposal based on predication. I leave the issue open. 
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The fact that half, partway and casi can appear both with a verb and an adjective derived from 

tht same root does not entail, however, that they are root modifiers. They might also be 

modifiers of words (verbs and adjectives, i.e., not category neutral roots) that express a 

state7. Given that both the adjeceve rota in (22b) (formed by adjectivizing head a plus the 

root romp-) and the verb in (19b) at the level of the caused event (formed by the verbalizing 

vBE and the root romp-) express a state, it follows that a modifier that can mod* states will, 

in principle, be able to m o d e  both. In the lack of positive evidence that casi can rnodlfy a 

root directly, I will keep to the (null) assumption that it cannot. 

Now that I have presented some evidence fcr the structures proposed in (10) and (ll), I 

will discuss the consequences of the different structures for the position an applicative head 

can merge in. 

3.1.2 The contrast causative/ non-causative with Dative arguments 
We saw, in 5 2.2.2.2, that nsn-causative activity verbs can embed a static low applicative 

when they appear with an overt direct object. 

(23) Pablo le lavo el auto a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the car vale ria.^^^ 
'Pablo washed Valeria's car' (Lit. 'Pablo washed Valeria the car') 

Voicer 

DPsubj A vP 
Pablo Voice 

v A APP~P 
Root /". 
lav- Dp~at A 

a Valeria Appl DPobj 
le el auto 

In (23), there is a direct relation between two individuals. The dative argument is interpreted 

as the possessor. The direct object has whatever role the lexical meaning of the verb (root) 

assigns it. The root lexicalizes a manner of acting, i.e., an activiv. The external argument 

licensed by Voice is involved in the activity of washing, as an agent. 

With respect to the morphosyntax, recall the central characteristics of the structure: 

That cnsi can modify other types of verbs is irrelevant here. 



(24) Morphosyntax of Spanish low applicative constructions 

> Word order: accusative > dative 
> Case: inherent dative case for applied argument; accusative for the theme 
> Doubling: the dative DP is obligatorily doubled by a clitic. 

(25) Structure of Spanish low applica tive constructions 

the dative DP asymmetric c-commands the accusative DP 
P ApplPhrase merges below the verb; it combines with the root. 
> There is no predication between the dative DP and the object DP; nor predication 

between the verb and the applicative phrase, or any of its arguments. 

A dative DP can also appear with causative verbs such as romper 'break', quemar 'burn', 

arruinar 'spoil/ruh', abrir 'open', etc. (26). Are the properties of applicatives in the context of 

causative verbs the same? 

(26) Pablo le romgib la radio a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT broke the radio Valeria.DAT 
'Pablo broke the radio on Valeria' (Lit. 'Bzblo broke Valeria the radio') 

The structure of causatives, in particular the licensing of the object as the subject of the lower 

verb, makes us expect some differences in the posftion where an applicative head can merge 

and the semantic properties that follow. No differences are expected in the morphosyntactic 

properties. Recall the structure of causatives, (27)=(11). 

(27) Causatives: 

VoiceP ,-. 
DPsubj A VPZ 

Voice 

P0bj n 
<state> 

Here the object is licensed as a specifier above the root. Recall that this object is a canonical 

object, licensed syntactically in a particular position that hits a particular meaning: patient or 

affected object. The object participates in both events: as an object of the higher causing 

event, and as a subject of the caused event (the state). An applicative head, which needs an 



object DP to apply to, cannot merge below the root in this structure because the root does not 

take a complement. So, where does the applicative head that licenses the dative DP in (26) 

merge? What does it apply to? 

There are in principle two possibilities: 1) the applicative head takes the DP object as its 

complement, introduces the dative DP and then combines with the lower verb as its subject 

or 2) the applicative head takes the lower vP as its complement, introduces the dative DP as 

its specifier and then combines with the higher functional verb vm. 

(28) Complement of appllicative is either: 

a. DB object b. VPBE 

VdceF VoiceP 
n n 

DPsubj ,"-,  PI, DPsubj /\ vPcu 
Voice UP,, Voice ApplP 

VCQ /\ 
APP~P /"-.. 

vBE Root v m D P q ~  n 
D P D ~  DPobi & 

vBE Roo 

Option a. is problematic. First, we would lose the possibility of integrating Pylkkkerr's 

semantics of low applicatives as applying to an object DP with the proposal that some objects 

are special sdructurally and are in fact inner subjects. If a low applicative is defined as 

applying to an object, but inner subjects quallfy as objects just as complements of roots do, 

the notion of 'object' relevant for the applicative head would not be defined structurally but 

on same other grounds. Scond, we know independently that applicatives do not apply to 

external arguments (as already observed by Borer & Grdzinsky 1986 for Hebrew possessor 

datives, see also Pykkhen 2002). If an applicative could apply to the h e r  subject of the 

causative structure, we would miss the possibility of generalizing the restriction to subjects 

in general. If what is crucial is the syntactic structure in term of events and predication, it is 

desirable that ald restrictions that apply to subjects would apply to a structural nokion of 

subject. We have seen that such a generalization is possible for restrictions on bare nouns. I 

will hypothesize Chat the same structural notion of subject restricts the combination of a low 

applicative with a DP. If option 2 allows us to predict and account for the syntactic and 



semantic properties of dative arguments in causative structures, this will be taken as 

evidence that the relevant notion of object that a low applicative can apply to is complement 

of a root. 

An additional problem with option 1 involves the movement of the DP object. The object 

checks case in the higher UP. In ~ r d e r  to do this, the object would have to raise from a 

position that seems too embedded in the structure of the lower subject; this movement 

would be a violation of the left branch condition8 

I will proceed directly, then, to analyze and test the predictions structure (28b) makes 

with respect to the syntax and semantics of the dative argument in contrast to the properties 

of low applica tives (DOC). 

(29) Predictions of structure (28b): the applicative applies to the vP 

P Morphosyntax: No differences are expected with respect to morphosyntactic 
properties, i.e., case, doubling or word order. 

P Binding/WCO: The dative DP asymmetrically c-commands the DP object. Same facts 
of binding and weak crossover as DOC. 

> Scope: Dative DP and DP object in different domains. Might expect free scope 
between dative and accusative BPS. 

B !%mantics: 
The dative DP is applied to the end state of the object DP; it is not directly related to 
the DP 3 possession of the object should be not entailed. The dative DP is the 
'possessorf of an end state of the object. 

* The dative DP participates in two events: it is an 'object' of the causing event and it 
is the 'possessor' of the end state. It should be an affected argument. 

As we can see, the morphosyntactic properties of (30) are the same as those of low 

applica tives. 

(30) Pablo Yle) rompi6 la radio a Valerin 
Pablo CL.DAT broke the radio Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo broke the radio on Valeria' (Lit. 'Pablo broke Valeria the radio') 

Movement of the clitic might not be problematic in spite of its embedded location within the subject 
if clitic movement does not obey the tighter constraints on incorporation (head to head movement) 
that apply to the verbal heads and applicatives spelled out by verbal affixes. 



Sentence (30) can be uttered 'out of the blue', with normal intonation. As in DOC, neutral 

word order is Acc > Dat. The dative argument is obligatorily doubled by a clitic. 

3.1.2.2 Binding 

Data from binding of anaphors and possessives and from weak crossover effects indicate 

that the dative argument asymmetrically c-commands the theme object. 

Bhdinn - of anavhors 

Binding facts reproduce the facts of binding in the low applicative construction presented in 

52.1.2.1. 

(31) El trabajo en el colegio le debilitd la estima de s i  misrna a Maria 
the work in the high-school CL.DAT weakened the esteem of herself Maria.D~T 
'Working at the high-school weakened Maria's self-esteem' 

An anaghor in the accusative object DP can be bound by the dative argument, even when the 

dative DP appears to the right of the binder. 

Binding - of Possessive su 

As in the D(X3/low applicative construction, the dakive argument in the causative structure 

can bind a possessive paonom in the theme object (a), but the theme object cannot bind a 

possessive in the dative argument. 

(32) a. La policia les rompid susi cumgutadoras a 10s p r ~ g r n ~ d o r e s i  
The police CL.DAT.PL broke theiri computers.ACC [the programrners.~~~]i 
*'The police broke their computers on the progfammers' 

b. *El jefe les rompid las computadoras, a susi programdores 
The boss CL.DAT.PL broke [the compute~s.~CC]i thehi programrners.DAT 
*'The police broke the computers on their programmers' 

Weak crossover 
If the dative asymmetrically c-commands the theme, we expect to find weak crossover effects 

when a possessive pronoun in the dative is coindexed with a theme object that undergoes 

wh- movement. In contrast, when the possessive is in the theme object, wh-movement of the 

dative should be acceptable (33b). 

(33) a. * i Q ~ i i  le quemaste a sui dtieiio ti ? 
what.~CC CL.DAT bumt.2.SG its omer.DAT 



*'What did you burn its owner?' 

b. ,jA quiini Ie rompiste t i  sui computadora? 
w k 0 . D ~ ~  CL.DAT broke.2.S his computer.ACC 
*'Whom did you break his computer?' 

h sum, binding and weak crossover facts are the same as in DOC. They show that the dative 

DP asymmetrically c-commands the DP object. 

3.1.2.3 Scope 

We saw in 92.1.2.5 that in the Spanish DOC, as in English, an indefinite dative argument 

must scope over cada 'each' or todo 'every' in the direct object. When the direct object is an 

indefinite and cada or todo is in the dative, cada or todo can scope over the indefinite. This is 

illustrate& with todo below. 

(34) 
a. Tenis que recomendarle todo candidato a algrin b w n  profesor *todo > a l g h  

have.% that recommend.cL every candidate to some good professor 
'You have to recommend every candidate to a g d  professor' 

b. Tmis  qque recomendarle algu'n candidato a todo buen pr~fesor todo > algirn 
have.2SG that recommend.CL some candidate to every gmd professor 
'You have to recommend some candidate to every good professor' 

In contrast to the DOC, the dative in the causative construction is not in the same minimal 

domain as the DP object: the dative DP is external to the lower vP of which the object is the 

subject. Under the assumption that quantifier raising (QR) obeys superiority m d  that QR 

cannot disrupt the hierarchical order of two arguments that share the same domain, 

(Bruening 2001)' we might expect a contrast between scope in D6C and scope in the 

causative constructisn. 

(35) a. Emilio le ahrib cada puerta a un actor (distinto) cads> una 
Emilio CL.DAT each door.~CC an actor.DAT different 
'Emilio opened each door for a (different) actor' 

b. Emilio le abri6 una puerta (distinta) a cada actor sada > una 
Emilio CL.DAT opened a dwr.~CC (different) each actor.DAT 
'Emilio opened a (different) door for each actor' 



c. Ernilio 2e awuin6 cadufiesta a una persona (distinta) ccadav una 
Emilio CL.DAT ruined each party.ACC a person.DAT different 
'Emilie spoiled each party for a (different) person' 

It seems to be possible to interpret a un actor in (a) under the scope of cada. Judgments, 

however, are quite difficult, and seem to depend on world knowledge. I will therefore leave 

the maiter open at this point, pending future research. 

3.1.2.4 Semantics 

The applicative in (28b) does not take the object DP as its complement; it takes a stative vP - 
a predication structure- which corresponds to the caused state. Thus, the dative in this 

construction cannot have the same meaning as datives introduced by low applicatives, since 

it is not related to the DP object but to the state. In turn, the Applicative Phrase is embedded 

under a higher verbal head, 7.~~0, that introduces another event, the unspecified activity that 

causes the change of state of the object. The dative argument is also related to the causing 

event, this time as an object. The individual licensed by the applicative is shzlcturally 

'sandwiched' between the two verbal heads corresponding to the two sub-events. I will show 

that these aspects of the configuration are exactly reflected in the meaning that datives with 

causatives express. 

In a similar fashion to a dative in a dynamic low applicative-TO, which is interpreted as 

getting the DP object, the dative in a causative also 'gets something': it gets a certain state of 

an object. In (I), repeated below as (36)' Valeria gets a broken radio. 

(36) Pablo le rompi6 la radio a Valeria 
Pablo CLODAT broke the radio Vaieria.~~T 
'Pablo broke the radio on Valeria' (Lit. 'Pablo broke Valeria the radio') 

One could express the relationship between the dative and the state with several 

paraphrases: as possessive 'Valeria has a b roh  radio', locative 'A broken radio at Valeria', or 

experiential 'Valeria suflers/enjoys a broken radio'. There always seem to be some overlap 

between the expression of location, possession and experience. The important thing here is 

that the meaning is not that Valeria gets, has or loses an object. 

The dative is also indirectly relakd $0 the external argument and the causing event. The 

external argument indirectly afects the applied argument by causing the radio to be broken. 

In the case of (36), Pablo did something and did that something to Valeria. 



It is this position between two eventualities that generates the meaning of affectedness. 

Affectedness of a dative argument as a structural meaning does not arise if there are not two 

eventualities: a causing or a change event, that embeds a result or state. (See Alsina 1992 for 

a similar discussion of causees -in our terms, applicatives merged between a vDO and a 

lower, caused event that is also dynamic event vDO or m). Following Pylkk;inenls 

semantics of high applicatives (i.e. applicatives that take a vP as its complement), I propose 

the following semantics for this 'affected' applicative head. 

(37) Affected Applicative: Ax.Aes.Affected (eslx) 

The semantic combination of the head with the vP proceeds by Event Identification (Kratzer 

1996), a rule that allows one to add conditions (e.g. a participant) to an event without adding 

an event predicate. Event Identification is the rule by which Voice combines with the verb in 

order to license the external argument semantically. The semantics of the head h (37) is 

explicitly 'affected'. Given that I argue that affectedness is a structural meaning (as I argue 

causation is), this might seem redundant. In fact, there might not be much semantic content 

in khe applicative heads in general, and interpretation of the dative is always structural. 

Although I tend to think that the semantic role of the applied argument is not swifically 

dictated by the applicative head, some languages seem to have, for inctance, just malefactive 

applicatives and not benefactive, recipients but not sources, etc. I will leave this issue open 

here, and use Affected Applicative as a cover term for the applicative that is 'sandwiched' 

between two events, the lower of which is a state. 

%he structure and the semantics attributed to the affected applicative predict that there 

should be semantic differences between possessor datives, as developed in 52.2 and affected 

datives. I argued that affectedness in low applicatives is not entailed; if the dative argument 

is interpreted as affected, affectedness arises as a result of the idiosyncratic meaning of the 

lexical verb (e.g. ver 'see1 Vs. opmar 'operate on1) and the possession relation between object 

and dative. I will show now that the reverse holds for datives with causative verbs, where 

possession . The central claims are: 



(38) Affected applicatives 

% Affectedness is a structural meaning, i.e., entailed 

% When the dative is understood as the possessor of the theme object, to assume 
possession is a way of (pragmatically) accounting for the affectedness of the 
dative as a result of the change of state of the theme object. 

3.1.2.4.1 Possession (of the theme bv the dative) 

Shce possession is the core meaning of static low applicatives-AT, a low apglicative-AT is 

incompatible with a genitive possessor, as illustrated by the contrasts below. 

(39) Possessor Low applica tives 

a. Pablo lavd el auto de Valeria 
Pablo washed the car of Valeria 
'Pablo washed Valeria's car' 

b. Pablo le lav6 el auto a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the car vale ria.^^^ 
'Pablo washed Valeria's car' 

c. *Publo le lavd el auto de la vecina a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the car of the neighbor 'Valeria.D~T 
Lit. 'Pablo washed Valeria the car of the neighbor' 

Since lavar 'wash' is not a directional verb, Valeria cannot be understood as a Source or 

recipient either. It is possible to imagine an interpretation that would make sentence (3%) 

acceptable. This interpretation, however, implies that Valeria is related with the event of 

some car being washed, as a high bmefactive (see 94.3 for discussion). What is crucial here is 

that Valeria cannot have the same interpretation in (39b) and (39c). The contrasts are even 

sharper if inalienable possession is involved. 

(40) Inahenable Possessor Low applica tives 

a.  Pablo lavb las manos de 10s chicos 
Pablo washed the hands of the kids 
'Pablo washed the kid's hands' 

b. Pablo le lavd las manos a 10s chicos 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the hands the kids.~AT 
'Pablo washed the kid's hands' 



c. "Pablo le lav6 las manos de Valeria a 10s chicos 
Pablo CL.DAT washed the hands of ValePia the kids.DAT 
Lit. 'Pablo washed the kids the hands of Valeria' 

Affected applicatives (causative), in contrast, are understood as affected, independently of 

being the possessors of the theme object. Sentence (41) illustrates that a dative with a 

causative verb is acceptable even if it is stated in the sentence that it is not the possessor of 

the theme DP (see Gutigrrez Ord6fiez 1999:1902 for a similar observation). 

(41) Affected applicatives 

a. Pablo rompi6 ln radio de Valei-ia 
Pablo broke the radio of Valeria 
'Pablo broke Valeria's radio' 

b. Pahlo Ie rontpib In radio a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT broke the radio Valeria-DAT 
'Psblo broke the radio on Valeria' 

c Pablo le rompib la radio de la vecina a Valeria 
Pablo CL.DAT broke the radio of the neighbor Valeria.DAT 
'Pablo broke the neighbor's radio on Valeria' 

In the case of causative romper not only it is possible to say (41c) without much context, but 

the interpretation of Valeria can be quite similar to the interpretation in (41b). That possession 

is not part of the entailed meaning of affected datives is even more evident in the case below, 

where there is no question of possession of the door. 

(42) Emi l i~  le abrid la puerta a Carolina 
Emilio CL.DAT opened the door C a r o l i n a . ~ ~ ~  
'Emilio opened the door for Carolina' 
'3 Carolina has a door 

This doesn't mean that affected datives are not possessors at all. There is often a possessive 

meaning with affected applicatives as with low applicatives. They are just of a different 

nature. 

We saw in 52.3.3.1 that a sentence with a dative low applicative can be paired with a 

sentence with the verb tener 'have' where the dative appears as the nominative subject and 

the accusative stays the accusative object. 



(43) Pablo le puso azucar al mate 
Pablo CL.DAT put sugar the mate.DAT 
'Pablo put sugar in the mate' 
+ El mate tiene azticar 
''The mate has sugar in it' (Lit. 'The mate has sugar') 

The relation is clearly between two individuals: the mate and the sugar. The matchirag tener 

sentence for a sentence with an affected dative, in contrast, would have the dative as the 

subject and a predication relation (like a small clause) as the complement. 

( U j  Emilio le rompid la pata a la mesa 
E d o  CL.DAT broke the leg the table.D~T 
'Emilio broke the table's leg' 
* La mesa tiene la pnta rota / tiene rota la pata 
'The table has a broken leg' (Lit. 'The table has the leg broken') 

That the complement of the verb tener is a predicative phrase or small clause (X), not a DP, 

is confirmed by the mgrammaticality of ornittimg the subject la pata, (45a) of omitting the 

predicate rota (45b), or Raving a bare noun patas as the subject of the predicate (4%). If an 

accusative clitic replaces the DP, it does not replace the predicate, which has to be explisit 

(456). 

(45) a. *ba mesa tiene la pata 
b. *La mesa tiene rota 
c. *La mesa tiene patas rotas/ rotas patas 
d. La mesa la tiene *(rota) 

Abstracting away from the syntactic implementation, the verb t enu  'have' expresses a 

relation between two constituents, or is the spell-out of some (combination of a) relational 

head (and a light verb).9 The subject of tener is always a possessor of some individual or 

some state. Under this reasonable assumption, the tener paraphrase in (45) reveab that in the 

applicative construction (44), the table is related to the state of the legs being broken. 

The contrast between the object of tener in the sentences paired with low appficatives (43) 

and with affected datives (45) clearly argues that the constituent the dative argument relates 

to is different in one case from the other. The object of tener is a DP in the low applicative- 

9 Here, i abstract away completely from the implementation of this idea, and I just use it as an 
intuition. The literature an 'have' is immense. 1 will not attempt any connection with particular 
proposals. 



paired sentence (43) because the low applicative establishes a possession relation between 

the dative and the object DP. The object of tener in the affected app'licative-paired sentence is 

a SC because the affected applicative relates the dative to a chuse (the vP). 

3.1.2.4.2 Affectedness 

Affectedness is not entailed in low applicatives. Even an animate dative in an inalienable 

possession relation with the theme does not have to be affected. In fact, there is no 

affectedness at all in possessor low applicatires embedded under stative verbs such as 

admirar 'admire', envidiar 'envy', ver 'see', oir 'hear', just like in the possible stative possessors 

DOC in English (46a), or the halienable prepositional variant (46b): 

(46) a. Daniel envies Stephanie her brothers 
b. Daniel kissed Tatjana on the cheek 

Low applicagives are not easily paired with paraphrases like what I did to X was to VP, 

although it is sometimes possible (47a-b). In contrast, the phrasing is a natural paraphrase for 

causa tives (474) .  

(47) Lo que Pablo le hizo a Valeriafue . . . 
'What Pablo did to Valeria was.. ." 

a. *. . . comprarle un libro 
'... to buy her a book' 

b. ?. . . lavarle el auto 
'. . . to wash her car' 

c. . . . rmperle la radio 
'. . . to broke the radio on her' 

d. . . . arreglarle la cornputtadora 
'. . .to repair the computer on her' 

3.1.3 Summary 
The position where the object is projected in a causative configuration makes it structurally 

impossible for an applicative head to relate an argument to the DP object. In causative 

configurations, the DP object is the subject of the stative predicate; e.g. in (27) there is a 

predication relation between the object la radio and the predicate romper 'break'. No head can 

take the DP as an arpment with exclusion of the predicate. Therefore, the applicative phrase 



must be outside the lower vP. A representation of the proposedl structure of the affected 

applicative appears below. 

(48) Affected applica tive in causa tives 

VoiceP 
n 

DPW VP 
Voice ApplP 

vm P\ 
D P ~ ~  ,-, WPISC 

A P P ~  n 
BPobi n 

v+Rmt 

The structure above accounts for the c -commd relations that hold between the dative and 

the object (binding and weak crossover indicate &at the dative DP asyrnmetricalily c- 

c o m m d s  the object). As in the DOC, the object moves to a higher head where it checks 

accusative case. The theme object appears before the dative (which gets inherent case from 

the Appl head) as a result. As in low applicatives, the clitis is the spell-out, in the applicative 

head, of the pfeatures (person and number) of the applied DF. 

The event stntcture that the syntactic structure builds is cmchB to account for the 

semantics of affected datives. An affected applicative is dehed  structurally as an applicative 

that takes a resulting state UP as its complement and is embedded mder a dynamic VDO. In 

other words, affected datives are datives licensed between the two sub-events of a bi- 

eventive configuration. 

3.2 Datives in inchoatives 

The structure and meaning of inchoative predicates has beera a matter of debate. Ferlmutter 

(1978) classified verbs of change of state (inchoatives) as unaccusative, i.e. the d a c e  subject 

of the c l a w  is a deep object. One of the points at issue is whether these verbs are simple or 

complex in terms of their event structure. Whether there is causation in inchoatives is also a 

still unsettled matter. 

According to one view, represented by Chierchia 1989 and Lavin Br Rappaport Hovav 1995, 

inchoatives always have Cause. Inchoatives differ frorn causatives in not projecting an 

external argument. Recall k i n ' s  event structure for inchoatives and causative. 



(49) Complex event structures (Levin 1999) 

Causatives: [ [x ACT <MANNER> ] CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <STATE> ] ] ] 
hchoatives: [ CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <STATE> ] ] ] 

For Levin, event structures like (49) are not syntactic structures; they are part of the meaning 

of verbs in the lexicon and their elements do not correspond directly to parts of structure. 

Therefore, causation of inchoatives can be or not be represented in the syntactic structure: the 

literamre includes different positions on this issue. 

Another view (e.g., Harley 1995) argues that change of state verbs are simpler thkan 

causatives: there is no causation in inchoatives. 

3.2.1 Inchoatives are bi-eventive 
I will argue h a t  there is no causation in inchoatives. Structurally, this meam that there is no 

vrx> and, as a consequence, there is no Voice and no external argument. It does not 

necessarily mean that there is less structure, or that inchoatives are simpler than causatives. I 

will propose the change of state s t r u c ~  consists of two parts: one corresponds to the 

change, the other to the state. An event of change is built in my system by little vCO, the 

dynamic unacmsative functional verbal head, and vBE, which combines with the root and 

lexicalizes the end state of the object that undergoes the change. 

(50) The shucture of inchoatives: 

VBW 
VPBE 

Vco /'-'. 
DP A 

VBE R O Q ~  

The structure .h (50) is a configurational decsmposition of the predicate BECOME into COME 

to BE. As we shall see, Spanish provides morphological evidence for this proposal. The bi- 

eventive inchoative structure is contrasted with the mono-eventive structure of maccusative 

verbs of change, that I refer to as simpEe verbs of change (51). 



(51) The structure of simple verbs of change: 

vPm 
n 

vco n 
Root DP 

Inchoakives, as bi-eventive predicates composed of an event of change and an end state share 

some structure with caowtives (the embedded structure VPBE) and with events sf change 

(the event predicate). We expect, them, that there might be roots that can appear both in 

causative and inchoatives, and roots that can participate both in inchoatives and simple 

events of change. There a h  might be roots that can participate in all three structures. The 

distinct meanings of the three structures make predictions with respect to the semantic 

compatibility of DPs in the different positior~,s (e.g. I opened ihe doar/rhe door opened; I lengthen 

the trousers/"rhe trousers lengthen). The altemation causative/incPasative is dimmed in 

53.2.1.1; in 53.2.1.2 I present cases of verbs that participate in ina&oative/simple change 

structures. 

The bi-eventive structure sf inchoatives predicts ambiguity of interpretation of adverbial 

modifiers that are compatible with dynamic events of change and with states. Casi 'abost' 

satisfies this requirement and will be used as one of the ways of testing the structure, in 

s3.2.1.3. 

The object DP, the only a r p t m t  of inchoatives, is licensed as the specifier of VPBE, i.e., 

as a subject. As such, it should be subject to the restriction on bare nouns discussed in 

53.1.1.2. The predictions for the argument of hchoatives and the argument of simple verbs of 

c h g e  are tested in 53.2.1.4. 

The embedded event of hchaatives is the same as the event embedded in the causative 

configuration: an stative vP headed by vBE whose specifier is the accusative DP object. 

Therefore, the possibilities in inchoatives for syntactic licensing of an applicative argument 

and for its meaning are parallel to the predictions made and tested for apphcatives in 

cawatives. This is discussed in 53.2.2. 

3.2.1.1 Inchoatives "fiom" causatives: romgerse Vs romper (tr.) 

In Spanish, the intransitive variant of transitive causative verbs appear with clitic se. The 

class of verbs that participate in this alternation include romper(se) 'break', abrir(se) 'open', 



cerrarbe) 'close', quemr(se) "burn', hundirbe) 'sink', dmetidse) 'melt'. Recall that within the 

approach introduced in 91.2 the causative/inchoative alternation is the consequence of roots 

that can participate in the two types of event strus-. 

(52) a. Causative 
El sol derritib la manteca 
The sun melted the butter' 
'The sun melted the bumr' 

b. Inchoative 
La manteca se dem'tib 
the butter CL.REF melted' 
'The butter melted' 

The clitic se that appears in the citation fom correspmds only to the third person, and varies 

according to the argument DP. That is, the clitic spells out the cpfea- somesponding to 

the person features of the argumemt undergoing the change of state. This is exemplified 

below, with a first person reflexive clitic me. 

(53) Me derreti con ese calor horrible 
CL.I.SG meikd with that heat horrible 
'I melted in that horrible heat' 

The se in inchoatives, then, is a 'true' reflexive clitic, as opposed to invariant innpersonal se 

(see s . 3  for a brief discussion of impersonal se). Why would a reflexive clitic appear in a 

change of state verb which is an unaccusative predicate (e.g. intransitive derretir 'melt') that 

takes only one argument? The structure in (54) allows us to account for this in a natural way 

by articulating the (syntactic/sernantic) event structure. 

(54) Spanish inchoatives 
ha mnteca se derritih 
'he butter CL.REF melted' 

wPc0 
PPBE 

VGO n 
se DP 

Ia manteca VBE Root 
dem't- 



An event of change, headed by vco can take a complement as the argument that undergoes 

some change, as in verbs of movement, and a phrase that expresses the end location or state 

of the change. In (54) the complement of S O  is not an object DP but a vPBE that expresses the 

end state. The complement stative vP licenses the DP object internally, as its subject; this DP 

is the same argument that undergoes the change. The clitic spells out -in the higher verbal 

head- the cp-features of the argument that undergoes the change but that in the inchoative 

configuration is licensed as the subject of the lower stative vP. The reflexive clitic appears 

when vCO embeds a clausal structure and does not combine with a (manner) root.10 

Transitive causatives are bi-eventive; the intransitive variant is also bi-eventive. The 

relationship between the structure of causatives and inchoatives is not of inclusion but of 

intersection. Given the tight connection between syntactic structure and semantics in the 

framework I am working in, this means that causatives and inchoatives share the expression 

of an end state both in their syntax and their semantics. The difference between them is 

greater than the one proposed by L&RH (among many others). Recail that for L&RH the 

only difference lies in the absence of extemal argument of the intransitive variant. Here, the 

lack of Voice, and therefore of extemal argument is tied to the different type of little v, which 

constitutes a different type of event. This approach can naturally account for asymmetries in 

the arguments that can be objects in the transitive but not argument of the intransitive. (The 

examples are the Spanish version of English examples in L&RH 1995:85.) 

(55) a. Emilio rompi6 su promesa/el contrato 
Emilio broke his promise/the contract 

b. *Su promesa /el contrato se rompi6 
'*His promise/the contract broke' 

The meaning sf romperse in (5%) Ss 'become broken', -in my approach, GO to BE. If the 

meaning of the causative were 'cause to become broken' (here DO to GO to BE), i.e., if the 

causative included an inchoative, the contrast in (55) would be unexpected and would have 

to be explained by some level distinct from the event structure. In my analysis, the causative 

is just DO to BE, so there is no expectation that everything that can be externally (and, in the 

lo See Folli & Harley 2003 for another proposal of reflexive clitics as spell-out of filnctional heads. 
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case of (55a), probably instantaneously) 'caused to be broken' can undergo a process of 

change until reaching a final state. 

3.2.1.2 Pnchoatives "from" simple verbs of change: caerie Vs. caer (rsnac.) 

Not only causative verbs alternate between a variant with and without se. Many verbs of 

change (including verbs of movement) have a se and a se-less variant. Verbs that belong to 

this group include caer(se) 'fall', morirfse) 'die', irfse) 'go', salirise) 'go out/come out/sff'. 

In the present framework, the conbast can be captured as an alternation between a pure 

unaccusative verb of change, formed by vGO+Root, and a bi-eventive inchoative predicate of 

change of state, i.e., a complex predicate that includes two events, with the schematic 

meaning of 'GO to BE'. 

(56) Structure of simple verbs of change 
Maria sali6 (a carninar) 
'Maria went out for a walk' 

vPw 
n 

Urn n 
0 Root DP 

sal- M a r k  

(57) Structure of inchoa tives 

Se salieron 190s clavos 
CL.REF carne-off two nails' 
'Two nails came off' 

VPW 
VPBE 

vco n 
se DP A 

dos clavos VBE Root 
sal- 

The alternation between sralir 'go out' and salirse 'come off' is the alternation between a verb 

of change (56) and a verb of change of state, i.e., an inchoative (57). Again, what se expresses 

is that there is an argument that participates in two events. In (57), the nails underwent some 

movement and achieved a certain state. 



Another verb that has two unaccusative variants, a se and a se-less variant, is caer 'fall'. 

Caer is a manner of moving, so it is compatible with m. When the root is verbalized by a 

vw, it builds an unaccusative predicate that takes an object. 

(58) Cayeron muchas hojas ayer 
 fell.^^ many leaves yesterday 
'Many leaves fell yesterday' 

In this configuration the falling is understood as something that just happens naturally. The 

falling of leaves is 'htezmally caused' (MRM 1995). This predicate cannot take just any kind 

of object. For instance, b~oks do not fall naturally, and books is incompatible as the sole 

argument of caer . 

(59) *Cayeron muchos libros ayer 
 fell.^^ many books yesterday 
'Many books fell yesterday' 

In order to obtain an acceptable sentence, se is required. 

(60) Se cayeron muchos libros (del estante) ayer 
CL.REF feU.pL many books (from the shelf) yesterday 
'Many books fell (from the shelf) yesterday' 

What is 'added' in (60) above is a final state or location of the boob, that is not part of the 

meanirtg in the pure unacmative event of leaves falling. The object 10s libros is now licensed 

by the stative predicate (be fallen), and it just has to be compatible with a change of location. 

A difference in the aspectual properties of caer versus caerse points in the right direstion. Gzer 

is compatible with duration modification, as processes /activities are (6la). Caerse cartnot be 

modified by a duration phrase (61b-c), even if the duration is reasonable. 

(61) a. Gzyeron hojas duratate horas 
fell leaves for hours 

b. *Se ccayeron hojas durante horas 
CL.REF dell leaves for hours 

s. *Se cayeron los libros durante veinte segundosl minutos 
CL.REF feu the books for twenty seconds/ minutes 



The meaning of caerse seems closer to English fall dozun, while caer closer to fall. In both 

languages, the pure unaccusative of change can be used as a light verb of change and 

combine with a state expressed by a separate predicate (62.4, and it can have metaphorical 

uses (62b). Caerse and fall d o m  cannot substitute for caer and fall (63). 

(62) Verb of change (vCO) 
a. Emilio ca yo' enfermo /domido 

Emiho fell sick /asleep 

b. Veinte soldados cu yeron dtdran te la badalla 
Twenty soldiers fell in the battle 

(63) Verb of change of state (KO+VBE) 
a. Emilio se cay6 enfermo /domido 

Emilio fell down when he was sick /asleep 
(cannot mean = (62a) ) 

b. V e i n k  soldados se cayeron durante la batalla 
Twenty soldiers fell down during the battle 
(cannot mean = (62b) ) 

We have seen that the meanings of the ~tnaccusaiive se- sentences correspond to a complex 

inchoative structure. I will now test the proposed structure in its two central properties: 1) 

the event structure is composed of two sub-events, and 2) the internal argument is licensed 

as the subject of the lower vP. Inchoatives should behave as causatives in this respect. 

3.2.1.3 Ambiguity of casi 

Recall that causative sentences with casi 'ahost' are ambiguous with respect to what casi 

modifies: it s m  have scope over the acting event (lugher vP) or over the final state (lower vP). 

The structure of hchoatives I have proposed predicts that the scope of casi should be 

ambiguous between applying to the event of 'going' or happening, or applying to the final 

state. The prediction is borne out. 

(64) LA pererta casi se cierra con el viento 
The door ahost  CL.REF closes with the wind 
'The door almost closed because of the wind' 

In (64), casi can have scope over the higher or the lower event. In the reading where it 

modifies the event of going, the sentence can be used in a situation when the wind was 



strong and made the door shake or somehow it gave the impression the door would start to 

close, but that did not happen. Casi can have narrower scape, by modlfying the state of the 

door, in which case the sentence means that the door is partly closed, but nct completely. 

With respect to the contrast salir/salirse, we expect casi to be unambiguous in sentences with 

mono-eventive salir; in sentences with inchoative salirse, casi should have two readings, as 

(64) above. 

(65) a. Salir: 1 event 
Vicki y Hugo casi salen de paseo 
'Vicki and Hugo almost go-out for a ride' 
(they almost left, but didn't do anything) 

b. Salirse: 2 events 
Casi se salm dos clavos 
almost CL.REF come-out two nails 
'Two nails almost come off' 

Only one interpretation of casi is possible for (65a), as indicated; two interpretations can be 

assigned to sentence (65b). In one, casi applies to the movement of coming out: the sentence 

means that the nails almost started to come out, but did not. In the second reading, casi 

modifies only the final state, and the sentence means that the nails did start to come out, but 

did not come off completely. 

3.2.1.4 The restriction on bare nouns 

One central property of the structure of inchoatives is that the object DP is the subject of a 

stative vP. The object of simple unaccusatives, in contrast, is the complement of the root. If 

there is indeed a structural difference in the position of the sole argument between 

inchoatives and simple verbs of change in the sense just descr~bed, we predict a contrast in 

the grarnmaticality of sentences where the argument is a bare noun. Wal l  that subjects of 

predication in Spanish cannot be bare nouns, (66)=(18). 

(66) The Naked Noun Phrase Constraint Revised 
"An unmodified common noun cannot be the subject of a predicate under conditions of 
normal stress and intonation" 



Assuming the s t x u c W  in (56) and (57) for simple verbs of change a d  for inchoatives, and 

the constraint in (66), we predict that bare nouns should be disallowed with inchoatives but 

acceptable with simple unaccwatives. 

Masullo (1992:269-273) observes that the postverbal nominative complement of 

unaccusatives is usually a bare noun, as illustrated below. 

(67) a . k  volvieron a salir granit~s en la cara 
CL.DAT ret-urned.~~ to come-out pimples.NBM in the face 
'He got pimples in his face again' 

b. Avmoche cayeron piedras 
last-night feu.P~ stones.NOM 
'It hailed last night' (Masullo 1992) 

He differentiates unaccusatives like those above, which he calls existential-presentational, 

with unaccusatives with se -called se-ergatives, which he assumes to be process predicates- 

and shows that the nominative complement of these predicates cannot be a bare noun. 

(68) a. *Se salieron botones de las camisas 
CL.REF came- off.^^ but tons .~O~ of the shirts 
'(Some) buttons came off the shirts' 

b. *Anoche se cayeron piedras 
last-night CL.REF fell.PL stomes.NOM 
'(Some) stones fell last night' 

The contrast in gramrnatisality between (67) and (68) follows directly from the structure 

proposed. In simple verbs of change such as those in (67) the post-verbal DP is licensed as a 

complement, while in the inchoative se-variant the nominative DP (65) is an internal subject, 

i.e., the subject of the end state where the verbal root is inserted. 

Masullo also shows that bare nouns are incompatible with the unaccusative se variant of 

transitive verbs. 

(69) a. Se derritib la mnteca 
CL.REF melted the butter.NOM 
'The butter melted' 

b. *Se derritib manteca 
'Butter melted' (Masullo 1982272) 
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As in the case of the accusative object of causatives, the nominative argument of se- 

hchoatives is treated as a subject by the constraint on bare nouns. n e  argument of se- 

inchoatives cannot be a bare nouxl even if it appears post-verbally. The nominative argument 

of se-less unaccusatives, in contrast, do not fall under the restriction and can be bare nouns. 

This is exactly what the structures predict. 

3.2.2 Datives with inchsatives 

I have argued that the intransitive se-variant of transitive causatives and the se-variant of 

simple verbs of change are bi-eventive hchoative structures. The embedded event of 

causatives is interpreted as the caused final state. The embedded event of inchoatives is 

interpreted as the final state of a event of change. The embedded event has the m e  internal 

structure in both configurations: a predicational stative -JP with a subject DP. Given that the 

DP object is licensed as a subject in both structures, the same predictions are made with 

respect to the position where an applicative head can merge, and the consequent possible 

meaning. 

(70) Predictions for applicatives in inchoatives: l l 
B A dative cannot be applied to the DP which is the subject of the state, i.e., low 

appkatives are disallowed. 
% A dative can be agpnied to the vPBE, externally. 
P A dative applied to the vPBE will be 'sandwiched' between the VPBE and the vGO, 

i.e., it is an Affected Applicative. 

The structure below represents the bi-eventive hchoative configuration with an applied 

dative argument. 

(71) A Carolina se le rompici el frorero 
C a r o l i n a . ~ ~ ~  CL.REF CE.DAT broke the vase 
'The vase broke on Carolina' (Lit. 'To Carolina broke the vase') 

l1 Given that inchoatives consist of two events, it is also predicted that, in principle, an applicative 
head could take the higher VPGO as its complement. The same applies to causatives: an applicative can 
apply to the higher vPm. These types of unmbedded high applicatives are discussed in g . 2  and N.3, 
respectively. 



VPZ 

Tense Applp 
Val n 

a Crarolim Agp A 
I 

eljlormo v+Rwt 

The structure above differs from the structure of causatives in the higher event. Here, the 

higher v is GO rather than vDQ. As a consequence, Voice is not projected and no external 

argument is licensed. There is a difference irP case too: ucO does not assign or check case. In 

Cuervo 2000,2003, I argued that Spanish T attracts to its speafier the closest DP, imspctive 

of whether the DP has olninterpretabk case features (cf. Chomky 1998). In an unacmative 

structure like (72) -that is, where the internal argument does not move to specifier of vDO to 

be visible for accusative case checking-, the argument closest to Tense is the argument 

merged higher, that is, the dative DP. The dative DP moves to specifier of Tense and checks 

its EPP feature. Since dative case is inherent, there is no case checking relation wi* T. The 

uninterpretable ease feature on T then 'looks down' md establishes an Agree relation with 

the next (and only) QP available. The DP subject 04 the stative vP checks case with Tense, and 

appears in nominative case. As the other side of this checking relation, the verb agrees in 

person and number with the nominative DP (see (132)-(133) in 92.3.2 for movement and case 

checking in active and passive ditransitives). 

(72) Case and movement in unaccusatives with applicative 



This is the account of the linear order Dat > Mom of Spanish wccusative sentences. Facts of 

binding, WCO and scope confirm that the dative argument is structurally higher than the 

nominative. §everal tests confirm that the dative argument indeed moves to subject position 

(i.e., it is not a Topic). I refer the reader to Masullo 1992, Fernhdez Soriano 1997 and Cuer~o 

1999,2003, for details; 

3.2.2.2 Semantic interpretation 

Once the morphosyntactic effects of vGO, as opposed to vDO of cawtives, are abstracted 

away from, we expect datives with inchoatives to have the m e  semantics as the affected 

applica tives discussed in §3.1.2.4., repeated, schematically here. 

(73) Semantic interpretation of Affected Applicatives: 

> The dative DP is applied to the end state of the object DP; it is not directly related 
to the DP 3 possession of the object should be mot entailed. The dative DP is the 
'possessor' of the end state of the object. 

> The dative DP participates in two events: it is an object of the event of change 
md it is the 'possessor' of the end state. It is an affecteu argument. 

Let's see some examples of dative arguments in an inchoative configuration. Sntences in 

(74) serve as comparison with dative arguments in causatives. In turn, sentences (75) will be 

used in a comparison with datives with the 'same verbs' in the se-less variant, that is, datives 

with simple verbs of change. 

(74) Inchoa tives from causa tives 
a. A Carolina se le rornpib elflorero 

Carolina.~~T CL.REF CL.DAT broke the vase 
'The vase broke on Carolina' (Lit. 'To Carolina broke the vase') 

b. A1 tintorero se le quemaron 10s pantalones de Carolina 
the dry-cleaner.DAT CL.REF CL.DAT burnt.PL thg trousers of C a r o h  
'Carolina's trousers got b m t  on the dry-cleanem' or 
'The dry-cleaner (accidentally) burnt Carolina's trousers'~2 

12 This reading, where the dative is understood as somehow responsible for the event is discussed in 
H.2.3. 



(75) hchoatives from simple verbs of change 
a. A Carolina se le cayeron muchos libros (del estante) 

Car0 l ina . l~~~  CL.REF CL.DAT fell.PL many books (from the shelf) 
'Many books feu from the shelf on Carolina' 

b. A Carolina se le salieron dos clavos (de la pared) 
C a r o l i n a . ~ ~ ~  CL.REF CL.DAT cameout.Pk two nails from the wall 
'Two nails came off the wall on Carolina' 

In the sentences above, the dative argument is understood as the individual affected by the 

events that took place. The dative argument is related to the end state of the object, and not 

directly related to the nominative DP. In sentence (7%)' for instance' it is stated that the 

trousers are not the dry-cleaner's and still the sentence is completely natural. (Recall that a 

genitive possessor is not compatible with a low applicative if the verb is not directional.) Nor 

does the sentence entail that the dry-cleaner was present when the trousers got burnt. 

In the sentences in (75), if the dative were a low applicative, it should be understood 

obligatorily as the source (original location or possession) of the path described by the verb. 

In sentence (75b), if a Carolina were directly applied to the DP dos clavos, and the applicative 

pluase were merged as a complement of the root of salir, it shodd be understo~d that the 

nails were inside Carolina, and somehow came out. This is not the case, as illustrated by the 

acceptability of having an explicit source, de la pared. 

As in the case of datives with causatives, datives in inchoatives can be paired with 

paraphrases where the dative is the subject of tener 'have' and the 'content' of the lower UP is 

expressed by a small c law.  

(76) A Carolina se le arruinaron 10s zagaios 
earslina.D~T CL.REF CL.DAT Puined.PL the shoes 
'The shoes got &ed on Carolina' 

Cat*oIim tiene 10s zapatos arruinados 
Lit. 'Carolina has the shoes ruined' 

Assumingl as I did in 93.1.2.4.1, that tener 'have' is some kind of light verb that expresses a 

relation between an individual and some state or individual, the tener paraphrase of (76) 

reveals that in the applicative construction, Carolina is related to the state of the shoes. 

That datives in the se variant are affected is also codirmd by the fact that when the 

meaning of the verb (and pragmatics) make it clear that the individual is affected by the 



change of state, the construction with se is highly preferred, if not the only one acceptable. 

This is the case with the verb morir 'die'. 

(77) A Carolina ' h e )  le murib el helecho 
Carolina.D~T CL.REF CL.DAT died the fern 
'The fern on Carolina' 

Recall that causatives, unlike simple activities, can be paired with paraphrases like Wfiat I did 

to X was to VP, as discussed in 93.1.2.4.2 and illustrated in (78) for causatives. 

(78) a. Pablo le rompid /arregl6 la radio a Valeria 
PabBo CL.DAT broke /repaired the radio Valeria.D~T 
'Pablo broke the radio on Valeria' 

b. Lo que Pablo le h im a Valerig f i e  . . . 
'What Pablo did to Valeria was.. ." 
1. . . . romperle la radio 

'. . . to broke the radio on her' 
2. . . . arreglarle la computadora 

'. . .to repair the computer on her' 

Inchoatives also have their corresponding paraphrase in What happened to X was that VPl an 

expression of the relation of the dative argument (X) with the two events. 

(79) a. A Carolina se le amittaron 10s q t o s  (=(76)) 
Carolina.D~T CL.R;EF CL.DAT ruined.PL the shoes 

b. A Carolina se le murib el helecho (=(77) 
Carolina.D~T CL.REF CL.DAT died the fern 

c. Lo que le past a Carolinu es que . . . 
'What happened to Carolina is that . . ." 

1. . . . se le arruinaron 10s zapatos 
'. . . the shoes ruined on her' 

2. ... selemuribelheiecho 
' . . .the fern died on her' 

3.2.2.3 Inchoafives versus simple verbs of change 

I argued, in $3.2.1.2 that the contrast between verbs of movement such as caer 'fall' and ir 'go' 

and those 'same' predicates with se is a contrast between simple verbs of change and 



inchoatives. In other words, it is a contrast between a configuration that introduces one event 

(unaccusative) or two (se-unaccusative=inchcoative). This structural difference co~relates with 

a difference in the licensing of the object DP (that becomes nominative). The object of simple 

unaccusatives is licensed as a complement of the root, below the first little v; the object of an 

inchoative is introduced above the first little v, as the specifier of the verb formed by the 

combination of the root and vBE. The difference in configuration predicts there should be a 

difference in the meaning of a dative argument that is applied to these structures. In 

particular, the predictions is:13 

(80) Datives with simple unaccusatives 
A dative can be applied, below v, to the object complement of the root 
* the dative can be a low applicative 

(81) A low applicative under a predicate of change 

vco A A P P ~  
0 Root /", 

DP A 
Appl DP/NP 

The prediction that the dative with an unaccusative predicate can be a low applicative is 

borne out. In the cases where the constfuction is acceptable, a dative with caer or salir, for 

example, bears a direct relation with the DP that undergoes movement. The dative is 

interlpreted as a location (or possessor of the location), and no affectedness is entailed. (See 

54.1 and 4.2 for an analysis of datives with existentials and other unaccusatives.) 

(82) a. ACarolina le cayeron hojas fencimalen la cabeza) f'de/en la mesa) 
Carolina.D~T CL.DAT fe1l.p~ leaves on-top/on the head from/on the table 
'%me leaves fell on (top of) Carolina' 

b. A Carolina le salieron granitos fen la cara) 
Carolina. DAT CL.DAT came-out.PL pimples on the face 
'Carolina got pimples on the face' 

13 As in the case of inchoatives, it is also possible, in principle, for an applicative head to apply an 
individual to the event of change. This is addressed in S4.2.3. 
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'Fh9 possibility of the object being a bare noun indicates that these objects are indeed 

complemnts of the root and not specifie~ of a. As we shall see next, the central structural 

syntactic and semantic properties of the sentences above correspond to those of unaccusative 

predicates of movement that do not have a se-variant, such as venir 'come' and llegar 'arrive, 

reach'. 

(83) a. A Carolina de llegaron muchas cartas de Londres 
Carolina.DAT CL.DAT amved.PL many letters from London 
'Carolina got many letters from London' 

b. A Carolina le ainieron gunas cSe tomar mate 
Caroha.DAT CL.DAT came.PL desires of taking mate 
'Carolina got cravings for (having) mate' 

In contrast with inchoatives, sentences with se-less simple verbs of change do not have a 

natural garaphrasis in What happened to X is that, as illustrated below (cf. (79)). 

(84) a. A Carolina le cayeron hojas (encima/en la cabem) (=(82)) 
Carolina.D~T CL.DAT feU.PL leaves on-top/on the head 

b. A Carolina le liegaron muchas cartns ds Londres (=(83)) 
Caroha.DaT CL.DAT arrived.PL m y  letters from London 

c. Lo que le pas6 a Carolina es que . . . 
'What happened to Carolina is tka t . . . " 

1. ??. . . le cayerort hojas (encim/en la cabem) 
'. . . leaves fell (on her/ on her head)' 

2. *. . . le llegaron cartas 
'...she got letters' 

3.2.3 Baker's gag 
Baker (1995) claims ehat there is a 'gapr in the dative alternation. If under a transitive verb it 

is possible to have a prepositional comf~~ction (PPD, Theme higher than Goal, (85a-b)) or a 

double object construction (DOC, Goal higher &an T'heme, (85a'-b')), why doesn't that 

alternation take place with the corresponding unaccusative verbs (86)? 

PPD DOC 

(85) a. John passed the ring to M a y  a'. John passed May the ring 

b. Peter opened a beerfor M a x  b'. Peter opened Max a beet. 



(84) a. Zle ring passed to A ~ L Z  y a'. T h e  ring passed May 
2". * A&ry passed the ring (as Mary=Goal) 

b. The beer opened for Max b'. "The beer opened M a x  
b". * MRax opened the beer (as Max=Goal) 

The analysis of the structure of causa tives, inchoa tives and shp l e  verbs of change devehped 

in this chapter sheds new light onto Baker's question. As it turns out, the question and the 

claim on the existence of a gap arise from a confusion. The detailed structures I have argued 

for make it possible to identdy the confusion and, ultimately, to show that there exists no 

such gap. The confusion, which arises from the fact that roots can participate in different 

types of events, has two sides. First, Baker does not distinguish, among transitive verbs, 

causatives from activity verbs. Second, Baker does not distinguish, among unaccusatives, 

between inchoaiive and simple verbs of change. The table below summarizes the differences 

and indicates in shading the areas of difference in predictions between Baker's view and the 

view developed here. 

(87) The confusion 

We have seen that the 'dative alternation', i.e., the possibility of having either a DOC or a 

ditransitive prepositional structure, cannot take place with just any transitive verb. 

Specifically, we saw in S3.1 that the DOC is structurally incompatible in a causative 

configuration. I argued that the dative arguments that appear in Spanish in causative 

configurations are not low applicakives (DOC) but a different kind of applicative, Affected 

Applicatives, that have different semantic and sy-ntactic properties. 

I 

Types of verbs for 

bake, pass (tr.) 

open, break 

pass, arrive 

- 
open f intransitive) 

Baker 

Type of verb 

transitive 

unaccusative 

This approach 

DOC 
possible? 

yes 

no 

Type of verb 

activity 
(1 event) 
causative 
(2 events) 
verb of change 
(1 event) 
hchoative 
(2 events) 

DOC 
possible? 

Yes 

no 
1 d ~ & ~ ~ p p 1 )  

Yes 

no 
141Wec~ppl) 



In the previous sections, I argued that the intransitive variant of causative verbs is 

inchoative, a kind of unaccusative structure that differs from the structure of simple 

unaccusative verbs of change. The inchoative configuration is structurally incompatible with 

the DOC; in contrast, a simple verb of change can, in principle, embed a DOC. 

The predictions that emerge from these considerations is that, in the absence of 

independent restrictions, there will be a language internal correlation between having DOC 

with activities and having DOC with simple unacmatives. The availability of affected 

apglicatives with causatives shouid correlate, intralinguistically, with their availability with 

incRoa tives. 

We have seen that Spanish has each type of applicative (DOC and affected applicatives). 

The possibility of having a IaOC with unaccusative llegar 'arrive', then, is the first piece of 

evidence against Baker's generalization. But let's look at the data from English first. At first 

sight, my analysis seems to be making the wrong predictions for English: while a DOC is 

incompatible with inchoative open ((86b'-b"), *The beer opened Max), it is possible with 

transitive open, which I classified as causative. However, the use of open in (85bf) is not as a 

causative but just as an activity. As predicted, the lDOC is possible, and expresses a dynamic 

relation between two individuals. In Peter opened Max a beer, Peter was involved in an act of 

actual opening; Peter is not the agent of some undefined event. Max is related to the beer, as 

the recipient; he is not related to a state of the beer being opened. That this is so is confirmed 

by the unacceptability of the DOC with uses of open that do not imply a transfer s f  

possession and by which the first object cannot be interpreted as the (intended) recipient of 

the theme. 

(88) Causative: 

'Daniul opened Stephanie the door 

(89) hchoative: 

a. *The door opened Stephanie 
b. "Stephanie opened the door (Steghanie=Goal) 

The incompatibility of the double object cons~c t ion  with hchoative verbs in English (891, 

then, is tied to their incompatibility with causative predicates (88). If a 'dative' is not allowed 

in either structure, we can conclude that English does not have Affected Applicatives. This 



may be attributed to simple selection among the possibilities of universal inventories of 

applicative heads, or might be derived or related to other properties of English (e.g., the 

zero-morphology of the applicative head, case issues, etc.).14 

In sum, the DOC with open in (85b') is possible because open is used as a transitive 

activity verb. Activity verbs do not have intransitive variants; thus, the DOC is impossible in 

(86b1), *The beer opened Max, and in (86bH), *Max opened the beer, simply because *The beer 

opened is ungrammatical.15 In turn, when a sentence is possible with intransitive open (e.g. 

The door opened), the use is inchoative; then, the DOC is structurally incompatible, and only 

languages with affected applicatives can have sentences like (89b). As I have shown, Spanish 

is such a language, and the equivalents of (88) and (89) are grammatical. 

(90) a. Causative 
Ernilio le abri6 Ins puertas a Carolina 
Ernilio CL.DAT opened the doors Carolina.DAT 
'Emilio opened the doors for Carolina' 

b. hachoa tive 
A Carolina se le abrib la puerta 
Carolina.D~T CL.REF CL.DAT opened.PL the door 
'The door opened on Carolina' 

By accounting for the incompatibility of the DOC with unaccusative inchoative verbs, 

Baker's gap is dramatically reduced to simple unaccusative verbs of movement or change 

(vGO that do not embed and end result, e.g. grow, arrive, get). The question is, why are the 

sentences in (92) ungrammatical, given (91)?16 

(91) Two letters arrived tolfor Daniel 

(92) a. +Daniel arrived two letters 
b. *Two letters arrived Daniel 

l4 Notice that given its case system and the zero-morphology of the applicative head in English, if the 
higher argument raised to subject position, sentences like (8%) would always be ambiguous between 
an external argument-reading and an applicative reading for Stephanie. 

Among the English speakers I consulted, I could not find anybody that would confirm the 
judgment in (86b). 

I have discussed only Baker's examples with open. The other English examples, with pass, also fail 
to make the crucial distinctions: transitive pass is an activity which, like hand or send, does not have an 
intransitive variant. Unaccusative pass in (86a) has a different meaning (something like 'be inherited'); 
its transitive variant is not pass but pass on, as in *john passed on ("May)  the ring. 



The question can be paraphrased as: why does English not have DOC/low applicatives with 

unaccusative verbs? Baker suggests that the ungrammaticality of both sentences in (92) is 

"more or less' universal, that he couldn't find a language where a goal DP is 'higher than the 

theme CIP with unaccusative predicates. This mgrammaticality is not predicted by my 

approach: low applicatives are compatible with unaccusative verbs. In fact, sentences like 

(92) are not universally ungrammatical. 

(93) a. A Gabi le llegaron dos cartas 
G ~ ~ ~ . D A T  CL.QAT  arrived.^^ two letters 
'Gabi got two letters from London' 

b. A Valentina sono awivate due lettere 
Valentina.Q~T are arrived.PL two letters 
'Valentina got two letters' 
(kit. 'To X arrived two letters') 

Spanish 

Italian 

The structure of these sentences is parallel to the structure of the DOC. The difference is that 

while in the DOC the root combines with the agentive vDO, here the root combines with the 

unaccusative dynamic K O  and takes the AppW as its complement. The structure of 

unaccusative llegar , presented in (56) is repeated below. 

UP 

vco n 
Root D P m  

Instead of a simple DP, unaccusative llegar can take an applicative phrase. The structure of 

sentences like (93) is represented in (95) (=81). 

(95) UP 
n 

V m  / " .APP~~ 
Root A 
lleg- DP ,"-, 

a Gabi Appl DP 
k dos cartas 

Even in English, Pesetsky 1995 argues that get (at least in some meanings) is a two-argument 

unaccusative, and can be analyzed in parallel to the sentences in Spanish and Italian (with 



the usual contrasts in the morphosyntax of double objects between Spanish/Italian &. 

English). 

(96) Sue got the book (Pesetsky 1995:ex. 341b) 

The ungrammaticality of (92) seems to follow from the general restrictions of the DOC in 

English: English only has the low applicative-TO with activity predicates (directional or of 

creation). Just a few lexical items in other configurations, idiosyncratically, accept it (e.g. 

mvy, owe, save). 

3.3. Applicatives in other complex struchtres 

The theory of affected arguments developed in the previous sections is based on the 

structural configurations where datives appear, rather than on the arguments that verbs are 

associated with in the lexicon. In contrast with theories in which applicative arguments are 

added to verbal argument structures in the lexicon, this approach makes predictions not only 

for the structures "causative and inchoative verbs project" but also for any causative or 

inchoative configuration, that is, any vDO or v60 that embeds a predication relation that 

takes place as a consequence of the higher dynamic event. 

The theory derives the meaning and syntax of affected arguments from the position they 

have as participants in a configuration that expresses two events: an event of 'doing' 

(agentive) or of 'happening' (unaccmative) and a resulting final state to which the higher 

event leads. This event configuration is met by any combination of predicates that express an 

active event that embeds a predicative relation that results from the higher event. Besides the 

case of causative and inchoative verbs, where the verbal root is associated with the 

enibedded predication, the relevant configuration -represent& in (97)- can be built by a 

combination of functional verbal heads and predicates that are spelled out as a verb and 

adjective (wipe the tale clean, cook a steak dry), verb and preposition (put the books on the table), 

verb and particle (write a letter up, remite a letter, give a coat away) or verbs derived from 

adjectives (redden, clarzh, nntionalize). The theory of affected applicatives predicts that 

applicatives in these constructions should behave, syntactically and semantically, like 

applicatives with causative verbs. 



(97) Complex stnvctures with SC 

/". 
A 
predicate 

I show, in the next four sections, that the predictions for the gramaticality and meaning ~f 

applied arguments in the context of multative, deadjectival, prepositional and (some) 

particle constructions are borne out. 

3.3.1 Wesultative eomtmctions 

Activity verbs in English participate in resuitative consantctiom of the kind illustrated in 
(98). 

(98) a. Taylor slammed the door shut 
b. Taylor laughed himself silly 

Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995 argue that "the lexical representation of a verb in the 

resultative construction does not differ from that of the same verb in isolation" (1W5:43). The 

arguments of the verb are projected the same way as in the non-resdtative conspruction. The 

only difference is, according to these authors, that a resdtative XP is added and predicated 

of the otsject DP. They a w e  that the predication relation requires mutual c-command, but 

that it does not have to be represensed in the syntax with a clausal structure (i.e., a small 

clause). I will argue against this approach by showing that tbe object DIP in resultative 

constructions is not projected in the same position as in the non-resdtative activity 

construction. In particular, I will argue that the objects in (98) are not l i d  as 

complements of the root (as with activity verbs) but as subjects of the embedded predicate. 

That is, the licensing of objects in (98) is parallel, in the relevant sense, to licensing of the 

internal argument in causative constructions. Resdtative constructions have the structure 

represented in (99). 

(99) Taylor slammed the door shut 



Voice? 
n 

DPsuh n VP 
Taylor Voice 

vm n s c  
Root 
slam- IDPobj Adj 

the door shut 

Although the higher predicate slam and the lower predicate shut do not combine to form a 

unit (a "lexicd" verb), the structure captures the fact that the state of the door being shut is a 

result of the activity of slamming. h this rap&, resultatives are distinct from English 

secondary predication, where the state of the object is expressed as its state during the main 

event, but does not constitute an added event. 

(100) Stqhnnie sewed the meat raw 

Py lkhen  2002 argua that in a structure as that of (loo), the secondary predicate combines 

with a depictive head that, in turn, combines with the verb.17 In the case at hand, in contrast, 

the SC combines with the verb as a whole. The structure is like the configuration in which 

causative verbs appear. The difference is that not only is t l~e final state lexicalized (shut), but 

also the manner of the Acting of the agent (slam). 

The structure in (99) makes predictions with respect to applicatives. A low applicative is 

structurally incompatible with the resultative construction in (99): the applicative c m o t  take 

the inner subject DP (the door) as its complement to the exclusion of the predicate it is the 

subject of. An affected applicative, in contrast, can be applied to the restdting event; that is, 

an applicative head can take the SC as its c0m~lement.~8 English lacks affected applicatives, 

and only has low applicatives. Therefore, adding an applied argument in the resultative 

construction should result in ungrannmaaidty. 

('POI) *Taylor slammed Stephanie the door shut 

l7 See Pylkk;inen 2002 and references therein for an analysis of the syntactic and semantic properties 
of depictive phrases. 

The resultative construction should also k compatible with high applicatives of the benefactive 
type. This is not relevant at this point, so I leave it aside. 



Although the ungrammaticality of (101) is consistent with the predictions, it does not really 

prove the point, since the sentence without the resultative is also ungrammatical. 

(102) *Taylor slammed St~pharzie the door 

What is needed is a transitive activity verb that can take a low benefactive applicative (a 

DOC), such that we independently know that the same verb can take a resultative. Cook can 

serve as an iUustaation. When both a resdtative and an applicative are combined, the 

sentence should be ungrammatical. This prediction is borne out. 

(103) a. Taylor cooked Stephanie a steak 
b. 'Faylor cooked the steak medium rare 
c. Taylor cooked Stephanie the steak dry 

(Low BppU 
Rmulta tive 
DOC + Resultative 

The ungrammticality of sentences Eke (10%) has, of c o w ,  been noted before. Keyser & 

Roeper 1992 develop an account of the incompatibility of double object datives with 

particles, resdtatives and some prefixes in terms of their competing for the same syntactic 

position. Although the account developed here is different in several aspects, it is similar to 

theirs in spirit (see also Goldberg 1995). 

h csntrast with English, the prediction for Spanish is that dative arguments should be 

compatible with resultative constructions. The specific prediction is that affected applicatives 

should be possible. Unfortunately, resultative constructions of the English kind are not 

productive in Spanish so the prediction cannot be tested.l9 

3.3.2 Deadjectivali verbs 

Many verbs that are derived from adjectives belong to the group of verbs that exhibit the 

causative-inchoative alternation. This is the case of lengthen, zuitien, clear, in English, and 

Spanish aclarar 'clear', ralargar 'lengthen', oscurecer 'darken', etc. Other deadjectival verbs, 

however, are more normally f ~ u n d  either as causatives (nationalize, privatize) or inchoatives 

The foilowing sentence, however, seems to have a resultative structure (indicated by brackets and 
the t a t  of replacing the DP by a clitic with exclusion of the predicate). 
(i) a. CocinP 1 [el bifel ljugasoll Lo cocine' ljugosol 

I-cooked the steak rare CL.ACC I-cooked rare 
b. Le cacine' 1 [el bz$l IjugosolJ a Vicki Se lo cocint! Ijugosola Vicki 

CL.DAT lcmked the steak rare V i c k i . ~ ~ ~  CLDATCL.ACC I-cmked rare V~C&.DAT 



(redden). Independently of whether they appear as causative, inchoative or both, they all fall 

under the same predictions with respect to applicative arguments. h w  applicatives are 

structurally incompatible, so applicatives with these predicates will be ungrammatical if a 

language lacks affected applicatives. In languages that do have affected applicatives, the 

comtructiom should be grammatical and the applied argument understood as affected. 

(104) Transitive (causative) nacional iaar 

n 
DPsubj 

Voice 
V w  A 
-ize 0 b a t  A SC 

APP~ n 
DPobj Ad j 

national 

(105) a. Spanish 
Les nacionalizaron la deuda a todos los latinoamericanos 
CL.DAT.PL they-nationalized the debt all the Eatin-Americans-DAT 
'They nationalized the debt on all the Latin-Americans' 

b. English 
*They natiorurliwd the htin-Aniericans the debt 

As predicted, a dative argument is possible in Spanish but ungramallicail in English. The 

dative a todos 10s latinoamericanos in (105a) is understood as the argument affected by the 

nationalization of the debt. The same holds for the unaccusative construction below. 

(106) Unacmsative (inchoative) aclarar /clear 

/'-'. 
vw ,"-% 

se R- D P D ~ ~  A SC 

A P P ~  n 
DPobj Adj 

slaro 

(107) a. A Carolina SP le aclaa6 el panorama 
Carolina.D~T CL.REF CL.DAT cleared.PL the panorama 
'Carolina got a better prospective' 

b. "Mary darkened thefuture 



Sentence (107a) is related to a paraphrased with tener 'have', as with causatives, 

(108) Carolina time el problema aclarado 
Lit. 'Carolina has the problem clear(ed)' 

3.3.3 Prepositional resultativea 
Not only adjectives can function as the predicate of a resulting state. In English, a 

prepositional phase might do the same, as illustrated below with locative PPs under 

movement verbs. 

(109) a. Taylor ran to the tap ofthe hill 
b. Taylor put the books under the table 
c. Taylor t h r w  the books on the table 

Beck & Snyder 2001 argue that languages can vary in the interpretation of goal PPs. They 

argue that in some languages (e.g. Engltsh, German, Japanese) goal BPS are interpreted as 

resultatives, while this is impossible in other languages (e.g. Spanish, Hebrew, French). In 

(109a), for instance, the PP is the final location of the subject, Taylor; in (109b-c) the PPs 

unddon the table are understood as the resulting location of the books. The verb put acts as a 

causative light verb (it does not specify a manner) of the change of location. IR (109c), the 

verb throws specifies the manner of the activity. If we assume that goal PPs form resultatives 

in English, we expect that in the case of transitive verbs (109a-b) the direct object will act as 

the subject of the resultative, as discussed for adjectival resultatives in S3.3.1. The DP the 

books is the subject of the PP under/on the table, with which it f o m  a small clause predication 

relation. As a consequence, we predict that a low applicative cannot take the internal 

argument DP as its complement: the D06 should be incompatible with constructions as 

those in (lWa-b). Only an affected applicative could take the constituent [DP PPJ as its 

argument. 

(110) Taylor threw /put Daniel the books under the table 

As predicted, the addition of an applied argument is impossible in the context of the English 

prepositional resultative. Given that Spanish does allow for an applicative to take a SC or vP 

as its argument, we expect these constructions to be possible. 



(111) Le tire' /puse flos libros sobre la mesa] a Carolina 
CL.DAT.PL I-threw/put the books on the table Caroha.D~T 
'I thretv/put the books on the table for Carolina' 

The sentence (1 11). the Spanish counterparts of English (110) are grammatical, as expected. 
I 

Recall, however, that Beck & Snyder argue that, in Spanish, goal PPs do not form complex j 
I 

resultative predicates. Beck & Snyder 2001 correlate the resultative interpretation with j 
I 

compounding and complex predicate formation. In Spanish, the hck of resultative I 
1 

interpretation for the PPs in (111) correlates with the lack of productive resultatives with \ 

activity verbs and adjectives (see 53.3.1). With respect to dative arguments, the question is: if 
I 

the apparent constituent [los libros sobre la mesa] does not form a SC, what is the applied I 

dative in (111) applied to? Although I will not provide an answer to tlus question, the 

analysis of licensing of objects in causatives and other complex event structures does offer 

new syntactic evidence for the contrast studied by Beck & Snyder. If the constituent in 

question is a SC, the accusative 'object' would be licensed as a 'subject'; a bare NP should be 

barred from that position. This prediction is not borne out, as illustrated by the 

gramaticality of (112). 

(112) a. Le tire' libros sobre la mesa a Carolina 
CL.DAT.PL I-threw books on the table Carolina.DAT 
'1 threw the books on the table for/on Carolina' 
also, 'I threw Carolina's books on the tablejthe books on Carolina's tabk' 

b. Le puse azeicar en el mate n Carolina 
CL.DAT.PL I-put sugar in the mate Carolina.DAT 
'I put sugar in the mate for / on Carolina' 
also, 'I put sugar h Carolina's mate' 

The 'mysteriousf constituent, as a whole, is what the dative argument is related to. As in 

causatives and inchoatives, the dative argument in (112a), for instance, is interpreted as 

affected, and as the 'possessor' of the state or situation of the books being on the table. It is 

possible to say Carolina time libros sobre In mesa, literally, 'Carolina has books on the table'. 

The interpretation of the dative as a possessor of the theme is also possible, although, as 

discussed in detail in 53.1.2.4, this possession is indirectly inferred from the structural 

relation with the whole constituent. Interestingly, notice that in (1 12) this indirect possession 



' 
relation can not only c d e r  the theme 10s libros -as in affected datives with causatives and 

inchoatives--but also the location (la mesa, el mate). 

The licensing of a dative argument as an apglicative to some kind of constituent formed 

by a theme DP and a preposition is very productive in Spanish. These constructions, as well 

as construction with a PP but no theme DP, are also found in French (113a-b), and in Hebrew 

(113~). It is suggestive that these three languages belong to the same type with respect to 

Beck & Snyder analysis of constituency and interpretation of goal PPs. 

(113) a. Elle lui a mis la m i n  sur l'ipaule 
she CL.DAT has put the hand on the shoulder 
'She put her hand on his shoulder' (Kayne 1975:164) 

b. Lajille lui couraif apr2s 
the girl CL.DAT was-running after 
'The girl was nmning after him' (Kayne 1975:160) 

c. Gil hitpdet le-Rina mu1 ha-ynayim 
Gil undressed rCina.D~T in-front-of the eyes 
'Gil undressed in front of Rina's eyes (Landau 1999:lB) 

d. Ernilio nunca las esti encima a sus alumnos 
Ernilio never CL.DAT.PL is on-top his students.D~T 
'Emilio never bothers his students' 

e. Emilio le puso la mano en el hombro (a Lucila) 
Emilio CL.DAT put the hand on the shoulder Lucila.DaT 
'Emilio put his hand on Lucila's shoulder' 
'Emikio put Lucila's hand on his shoulder' 

In French, the construction is restricted to inalienable possession and to clitics. In Spanish 

and Hebrew, a full dative DP is possible. In 94.3.2.2, an analysis of the restrictions to clitics is 

proposed. I leave the category of the node the applicative head applies to as an open issue. 

Let us turn now to the last type of small clause construction in which predictions 

concerning affected applicatives are tested. 

3.3.4 Particles 

Some particles (intransitive prepositions) take the DP (that appears as the accusative) object 

as their subject. Together, they form a SC that combines with the verb, as schematically 

represented in (114). 



(114) a. Peter put a CD on 
b. Peter threw the books away 
c. Peter wrote a report up 

n 
DP n 

n 
the books away 

As predicted, an applied argument is incompatible with this configuration in English. 

(115) a. *Peter put May a CD on 
b. "Peter threw May the books away 
c. *Peter wrote Mary a report up 

On the assumption that ap2s in French (113b) and encima (113d) correspond in the relevant 

sense to English intransitive prepositions (particles), the discussion in the previous section 

applies to these cases as ~ e l l . 2 ~  'Ihe same distinction between English and Spanish, French 

and Hebiew that Beck & Snyder 2001 proposedl should be taken into account; that is, that the 

verb and the preposition do not form a complex resultative predicate. Under this view, the 

possibility of bare M3s appearing as direct objects is not unexpected. 

n A P P ~  
pus0 n 

DP fi XP ?? 
a Lucila Appl ,---, 

le DPw Prep 
la mnno ensima 

This chapter dealt with the syntactic and semantic properties of dative arguments in bi- 

eventive, complex structures. We have seen that the properties of Affected Appficaiives can 

be attributed to the syntactic position in which the dative DP is licensed, with reference not 

only to the complement of the head but abo to the event that embeds the applicative phrase. 

The next chapter deals with applicatives that take a UP complement but are not embedded 

under event predicates: high unembedded applicatives. 

20 Encima can also take an argument DP, as in encim de la mesa 'on top of the table'. 





Chapter 4. High unembedded datives 

Felipe: -i Y? ~ C o m o  anah la paz en Vietnam? 
So? How is peace in Vietnam doing? 

Mafalda: - Ahi Parece que les sobro un poco de guerra y les da ldstima tirarla. 
So,so. Seems that themi D~,P, was-extra a little of  war^,, and thami Da(PI gives pitty [PROi throw-it-away] 

(Mafaldu, Buenos Aires, 5th. February 1973) 

This chapter deals with dative argumenks that relate to an event, that is, high applicatives. 

Thee kinds of high dative arguments can be distinguished, according to the kind of event 

predicate (type of vP) they are applied to. Specifically, I argue that there are three subtypes of 

high applicative heads distinguishable by whether they take, as their first argument, a stative 

vP (UPBE), a dynamic non-agentive vP (vBGo), or a dynamic agentive UP (vPDo). From the 

universal inventory of these three types, particvlar languages can, in principle, select none, 

one, two or all of the three types. 

In 8 4.1, I develop an analysis of dative experiencers with maccusative predicates as 

argument CPs licensed as the specifier of a high applicative that takes a stative predication 

relation (UPBE), e.g. pistar 'like', parecer 'seem') as its complement. Dative experiencers are 

compared with locative or possessor datives with existential predicates (e.g. faltar 

'lask/missl, sobrar 'be-left'), which are shown to be an instance of a low applicative. 

Sction 4.2 presents the case of dative arguments Lhat correspond to applicatives that take 

a non-agentive dynamic event (UPGO, e.g. suceder 'happen', ocurrir 'occur/take place') as its 

complement. 

Finally, in !j 4.3, ethical datives -which in Spanish appear as critics but not as DPs in 

argument position- are argued to be the expression of a high applicative head that takes a 

dynamic agentive event (VPDO, e.g. carninar 'walk', bailar 'dance') as its complement. In 

contrast to several Bantu languages, this kind of high applicative is shown to be available in 

Spanish only i r t  a 'defective' or 'passive' variety, i.e., as a head that introduces the semantics 

of an argument, but does not project a specifier (hence the unavailability of a full dative DP). 

Unlike the indefinite implied agent in short passives and impersonals, however, the omitted 

applied argument is definite, and its person and number features are expressed by the clitic. 

The table below indicates with shading the types of applicative constructions that are 

discussed in this chapter, among the full set of possible dative arguments. 



Types of applied datives 

The complementary distribution of the meaning 'experiencer' and 'benefactive /malefactivef 

with respect to dynamic and stative predicates suggest that high applicative datives can 

indeed be considered as having the same basic meaning, something like 'the event is 

oriented to the dative'. The notions of experiencer, benefactive and malefactive, rather than 

being part of the semantic content provided be the licensing head, can be the specific 

interpretation the applied argument gets when the type of event and the idiosyncratic 

meaning sf the predicate are taken into account. We will see in 94.1, for instance, that when a 

dative can be applied to an stative vP that does not express a psychological state (e.g. es ddificil 

caminar,, lit. 'is difficult to walk', esos zapatos so11 inconzodos 'those shoes are uncomfortable'), 

the dative is not interpreted as 'experiencer', at least not in the usual sense. In turn, datives 

applied to an event of 'happening' (e.g. ocurrio una desgmcia, lit. 'occurred a calamity') can be 

interpreted as experiencers or benefactive/malefactive (54.2). 

IstARG: 

UDO 

K O  

uBE 

Inanirna te 
dative? 

4.1 Datives with stative anaccusative predicates @BE) 

In Spanish, a dative argument can combine with stative predicates that express a 

psychological experience (e.g. gustar 'like', (1)) or a 'manner' of existence (e.g. foltar 'lack', 

(2)). In the context of psychological and existential predicates, dative DPs are interpreted as 

experiencers and locations or possessors, respectively. Previous studies have argued that 

these experiencer and locative datives are the subject of the clause in which they appear 

(Masullo 1992, Fernandez Soriano 1997, Cuewo 1999, among others). 

DP EVENT 

State I Dynamic Static 
AT 

Possessor 

wash 

Dynamic 
Embedded 

Affected 

break 

TO 

Recipient 

send, bake 

~ - - -  

arrive 
54.2.1 

owe 

Yes 

FROM 

Source 

steal 

escape 

save 

YfS 

Non-embedded 

Experiencer 

--- 

SrO 

lack 
$4.1.2 

Yes 

Benef/Malef 

walk 
54.3.2 

bred hch. 
$4.2.3 

--- 

Yes 

k a ~ ~ e n  
54.2.2 /$4.2.3 

appeal, seem 
54.1 

no 

--- 

no 



( 1 )  A Daniela le gustan las gatos 
D a n i e l a . ~ ~ ~  CE.DAT like.PL the cats 
'Daniela likes cats' 

(2) A1 libro le faltan las tapas 
the ~ O O ~ . D A T  CL.DAT 1ack.p~ the covers 
'The book has no covers/ is missing its covers' 

Systematic semantic and syntactic properties of dative subjects with psychological and 

existential predicates can be capturd by the theory of dative arguments as arguments of 

(different types of) applicatives. Within the system proposed here, in both cases the dative 

DP is introduced by an applicative head (i.e., is not an argument licensed by the verb). In 

both cases, the dative exhibits subject-like properties that derive from its being the higher 

argument in the structure and its moving to subject position. In spite of these similarities, I 

will show that the applicatives that introduce experiences are distinct from the applicatives 

that introduce dative possessors or locatives with existential predicates. I argue that the 

semantic and syntactic contrasts can be derived from two configurational properties: 1) the 

type of applicative that licenses the dative DP, and 2) the different position where the other 

argument, i.e., the nominative DP, is licensed in each type of predicate. 

I propose that dative experiencer DPs (1) are licensed by a high applicative head that 

takes a stative UP (i.e., a vP headed by VBE) as its complement. The theme DP is the subject of 

the predicate formed by vBE and the root. 

In contrast, locative/possessor datives (2) are better analyzed as the specifier of a low 

applicative phrase that combines with an existential. predicate as its complement. 

Locative/possessor dative DPs are related to another DP, the Theme, in the same way the 

possessor dative relates to the theme in the non-dynamic double object construction, i.e., the 

low-Appl-AT discussed in s2.2.2. 

This approach allows us to account for several syntactic and semantic differences 

between psyshologicai and existential configurations, while still being able to derive the 

common subject-like properties of the dative argument in the context of both types of 

predicates. 



4.1.1 Psychological predicates 

A Spanish dative argument can appear as the experiencer subject of psychological verbs, 

such as gustar 'like', importar 'matter', parecer 'seem'. In these cases, the dative does not enter 

into a direct relation with the theme object. It differs from affected argument as well, since 

this dative DP is not embedded under another event predicate. As datives with other 

unaccusative predicates such as romperse 'intr. break' and faltar 'lack, miss' (see inchoatives in 

93.2, and existentials in $4.1.2), the dative experiencer is the highest argument in the 

structure, occupies subject position and exhibits other properties and restrictions of subjects. 

As any other dative in Spanish, however, dative subjects do not trigger agreement with the 

verb (in the sense of verbal inflexion); it is with the nominative object (if any) that the verb 

agrees. 

Several researchers have studied the syntax and thematic properties of psychological 

predicates, that is, predicates that take an experiencer and a theme as their arguments. In 

their influential article om psych verbs, Belleti & Rizzi (1988, henceforth B&R) argue that 

there are three kinds of syntactic configurations into which psych verbs can project. The class 

that is relevant here is their piacere (Italian for 'like') class, where the experiencer argument is 

realized by an inherently dative DP, as illustrated in (1). 

(3) piacere: 8-grid [Experiencer, Theme] 
I 

Case-grid [Dat - ] 

B&R present evidence that in Italian the experiencer argument asymmetrically c-commands 

the theme, but either one can occupy preverbal subject position. The basic structure of 

sentences (4) is represented in (5). 

(4) a. A Gianni t sempre piaciuta la nzusica. 
Gianni.D~T is always pleased the music 
'Gianni has always liked music' 

b. La musica P senlpre piaciuta n Gianni. 
the music is always pleased Gianni.D~T 
'Gianni has always liked music' 



In their theory, the syntactic structure in (5) represents hierarchical relations, but there is 

nothing in (5) that makes reference to why or how the higher argument gets dative case. 

Inherent case properties are expressed in the case grid associated with the verb in the lexicon 

(5). Within the tlteory of dative DPs as applied arguments, it is possible to express 

hierarcrlaical relations and account for the source of dative case at the same time. 

(6) A Waniela le gustan 10s gatos 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT like.PL the cats 
'Baniela likes cats' 

Dhat vP 
a Wanieb Appl 

le ~p n 
10s gatos Vee Root 

gust- 

As in B&R, in the structure in (6) the dative YIP is merged higher than the nominative DP 

theme and asymmetrically c-commands it. This accounts for the asymmetric binding 

relations of possessives, as illustrated in the Spanish sentences (7) below. 

(7) a. Al director le gusturon sus propias pelfcdas 
the director.D~T CL.DAT 1ike.p~ hjs own movies 
'The director liked his own movies' 

b. *A S M  propio director le gustaron 10s actores 
the own director.D~T CL.DAT like.PL the actom 
'The actors pkased their own director' 

The relation between the predicate and the theme, and the licensing of the exlperiencer, 

however, are different. In (6), the nominative HIP is the subject of the stative predicate $ustar 



'like', rather than its object. The experiencer is 'externalf to this predication relation: the 

stative UP is the first argument of the high agplicative head that licenses the dative DP. These 

two configurational properties can naturally account for two properties of psychological 

predicates and their nominative argument, which are left unexplained by an approach such 

as B&R's. The first property I will discuss is that the nominative argument c m o t  be a bare 

noun, irrespective of whether it appears post-verbally (the unmarked word order) or 

preverbally. The second relevant property of the configuration is that the dative argument is 

'external' to the predication rela tion between the verb and the nominative DP. 

4.1.1.1 The object is an inner subject 

The first property has to do with restrictions on the positions where bare nouns are licensed 

in Spanish. In 9 3.1.1.2, I discussed a restriction in Spanish on the positions a bare NP ca 

occupy in the structure. Drawing on previpous research, I show that the following 

generalization holds: 

(8) The Naked Noun Phrase Constraint Revised 
" A n  unmodified common noun cnnnot be the subject of a predicnte under conditions of 
normal strrss and intonntion" 

I showed that bare NPs cannot be external arguments, nor subject of small caluses K. The 

generalization also covers the nominative argument of se-inchoatives (9a) and the direct 

object of causatives (9b). 

(9) a. Se salieron Ylos) botones de las cnmisns 
CL.REF came-off.PL buttons.NO~ of the shirts 
'(Some) buttons came off the shirtsf (Masullo 1992) 

b. El sol derritib *(la) manteca 
the sun.NOM melted the butter.~CC 
'The sun melted the butter' 

If the objects of psych predicates of the gustar class is indeed an inner subject, as illustrated in 

(6)' they should fall under the restriction in (8). As predicted, the theme argument of 

psychological predicates of the pincert! type must be a DP. Neither in Italian or Spanish can 

the theme be a bare noun, not even in generic uses, as illustrated in B&Rfs senknce in (4) for 

Italian, and below for mass and countable nouns in Spanish. 



(10) a. A Daniela le gusta *(el) wins 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT us the wine 
'Daniela likes wine' 

b. A Daniela le gustan *(las) estamp'llas 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT b . P L  the stamps 
'Daniela likes stamps' 

That the restriction on bare W s  considers the nominative argument of psychologicd as a 

subject would be unexpected for B&R. Since there is no contrast between the position of the 

theme argument in (5) and any object of an activity verb, they cannot easily account for these 

facts. In contrast, the restriction in (10) follows directly from the structure I propose. 

4.3.1.2 The dative DP is extmal to the vP 

The second relevant property of the structure of psych predicts presented in (6) has to do 

with the 'externality' of the dative with respect to the predication relation between the theme 

and the predicate. Most psychological verbs of the piacere kind can appear without an 

experiencer. When verbs such as p t a r  'like', importar 'matter', molesfar 'bother', fascinar 

'fascinate/like a lot', intermar 'interest', convenir 'be convenient', repugnap. 'disgust', encantar 

Uelight' appear without the experiencer, the fact that the sentence expresses a property of 

the theme is more evident. 

(11) Psych predicates without the experlencer 
a. h s  peliculas japonesas gustaron nt ucho 

[the movies J a p a n e s e ] . ~ ~ ~  pleased.~L a-lot 
'The Japanese movies were very much liked' 
('Many people liked the Japanese movies') 

b. Los chicas prapios nunca molestan 
[the kids OW].NOM never bother.PL 
'Your own children are never bothersome' 

C. VPBE 
n 
DP n 

las peliculns VBE Root 
gust- 

Although unaccusative (i.e. there is no structural accusative case), these predicates have a 

subject. The licensing position of the theme in (11) is similar to the position of the nominative 



argument of inchoatives, where the theme is the subject of the resulting state (5 3.2). The 

notion of subject of predication, then, is distinct from the notion of subject as external 

argument. Unaccusatives do not project an external argument, but the internal argument can 

be licensed as a subject (specifier) or as an object (complement). The internal argument of 

inchoatives and psychological predicates are projected as specifiers of the verb (the root 

verbalized by VBE). The argument of verbs of movement and change (e.g. suceder 'hapyc.nl, 

llegar 'arrive', ), and of existentials (e.g. faltar 'lack') is licensed as a complement of the root, 

below v. 

The idea that the theme of psychological predicates is a st~bject (i.e., that there is a 

predication relation between the theme and the predicate), and that the experiencer is 

external to the predication is further supported by the syntactic and semantic parallels 

between psychological predicates and predicates built by the combination of copular or 

quasi-copular verb (i.e., stative light verbs) and an adjective that 'become' psychological 

predicates when a dative argument is added. This is the case of spr 'be', parecer 'seem' and 

resultar 'turn out to be'. Sentences in (12) express a property of the books or the movies, and 

it is hardly controversial that there is a predication relation between the nominative 

argument and the predicate (formed by a verb and an adjective).l 

(12) a. Esos libros son /pnrecrn itnportantrs 
those ~ O O ~ S . N O M  ar'e.PL /seem.PL important 
'Those books are important' 

b. Las pelicnlns jnponesas rrslrltaron aburridns 
the movies Japanese.NOM turned-out.PL boring 
'The japanese movies turned out to be boring' 

As in the case of the theme of psychological predicates, the nominative argument in (12) 

cannot be a bare noun. 

(13) *Libras son lpnrrcen intporfantrs 
books.NOM are.PL /seem.P~ important 

I am dealing here only with parecer+predicate taking a DP argument, not with parectr taking a 
complement clause. For analyses of the semantic and syntactic differences between parecer with and 
without experiencer, see Torrego 1996, Aush & Depiante 2000 and Cuewo (to appear). Torrego 1996 
also argues that parccer+(individual level) adjective, as in (lo), forms a complex predicates and is not a 
raising verb. 



'Books are/ seam importarat' 

The structure corresponding to the example in (12) is represented below. 

(14) 
VPBE 
n 

DP n 
10s libros %e 

son a+ importantes 
/parecen 

The structure in (14) is identical. to the lower structure in (62, except that there, the predicate 

is formed by a root and a verbalizing head rather than by a cogular verb and an adjective. If 

an applied argument is added, we obtain the structure below. 

D P D ~  PBBE 
a Daniela Appl 

ie DP A 
~ O S  f i !~s,c USE & 

son a +imprtanfes 
/parecen 

(16) a. A Daniela le son /paresen importizntes esos libros 
Daniela.DAT CL. DAT are.PL   seem.?^ important those books.N(SM 
'Those books are/seem important to Daniela' 

b. A Daniel0 le resultaron aburridas las peliculas japonasas 
T)araiela.DAT CL.DAT turned-out.PL boring the movies Japanese.NOM 
'The Japanese movies turned out to be boring to Daniella' 
'Daniela found the Japanese movies boring' 

In the sentences above, the dative argument is interpreted as an experiencer, exactly as in 

sentences with gustar. 

4.1.1.3 Light verbs in psych predicates 

Besides the use of psychological verbs such as gastar 'like', (srative, non-agentive) asustar 

'frighten', importar 'matter', etc., psychological and somatic experiences are very frequently 

expressed by combining a noun that names the 'feelingr and a light verb. The two n?mt 



common light verbs used for h i s  purpose are tener 'have' and dar 'give'. Tener relates an 

individual (which appears as the subject of tener) to a state. 

(17) Danirln tiene wzucho sueiio lhambre /frio /miedo lganas 
Daniela.NO~ has a-lot-of sleep /hunger /cold /fear /cravings 
'Daniela is very sleepy/ hungry/ cold/ afraid/craving for something' 

As illustrated above, the state can be expressed as a noun object of tetter 'have'. The object 

can be a bare noun (in fact, a definite determiner is usually impossible in h s  context), in 

contrast with the nominative a r p e n t  of ptstnr. The psychological predicate in (17) is 

formed by the combination of tener and the bare noun; the subject is the experiencer DP. The 

sentences in (15) do n ~ t  mention the source of the feelings (e.g., what m k e s  Daniela sleepy 

or afraid). It is exactly the source of the experience, which is not expressed in (17), that is 

licensed as inner subject with gustar. In order to express the source or stimulus of the 

psychological or somatic state, the light verb dnr is used. The structure in (18) is parallel to 

the structure of gustar. 

(18) a. A Daniela le don suerio / puiuseras /pi0 lo$ peliculas de Gr~enaway 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT give.PL sleep /nausea /cold the movies of Greenaway 
'Greenaway's movies make Daniela sleepy/ nauseous / cold' 

b. A Darrirla le da hombre el nirr be nmontaria 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT gives hunger the air of mountain 
'Mountain air makes Daniela hungry' 

c. A Daniela lr dan miedo /pala las am n'as 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT give.PL fea; pity the spiders 
'Daniela is afraid of spiders/ pities spiders' 

As noted by Masullo 1992, the sentences with light verb dar -wluch has a stative, non- 

agentive meaning in this context- have all the properties of sentences with verbs like gustar. 

Th: normal word order (wide focus interpretation) is Dativz > Nominative. The preverbal 

experiencer gets dative case and is obligatorily doubled by a clitic. The verb agrees with the 

pos t-verbal nominative argument. Interestingly, the nomina live argument cannot be a bare 

noun, not even h generic use, exactly as the nominative argument of gustar ((18c)=A Danicla 

le don miedo '(lns) nmfias) . In (18) dar is the spell-out of vBE, which combines with the bare 

noun (e.g, miedo in (18~))' and then the stimulus DP combines as the specifier of the verb (e.g. 



las araas) .  The dative argument is lice& by a high applicative that takes the vP as its 

complement. 

DPL, ,---, UPBE 
a Daniela Appl 

le DP 
las araiias ~ l r ~  n 

dan n +rniedo 

The light verb structure makes the ~mc tu re  of psychological predicates more apparent, by 

spelling out each piece with separate words. Light predicates offer a way to see the 'pieces' 

inside lexical verbs like gustar. 

Similar to the non-light psychological predicates, dar+mme of experience can also appear 

without a dative argument. 

(20) a. Lus pelicuhs de Greenaway dun suefio /ndusedzs /fro 
the movies of Greenaway give.PL sleep /nausea /cold 
'Greenaway's movies make you sleepy/ nauseous / cold" 

b. El aire de montaiia dro hambre 
the air of mourrtain gives hungei 
'Mountain air makes you hungry' 

4.1 .I .4 Datives ws'th non-psychological stative predicates 

Dative arguments in Spanish can also be applied to stative UPS whose predicates are not 

psychological. The structure in (15), that is, where a dative takes a UP with a predicate 

formed by an adjective and a (quasi) copular verb is quite productive. 

(21) a. ADaniela le resultanincdmodos '(esos) zcopatos 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT are.PL uncomfortable those shws.NOM 
'Daniela finds those shoes uncomfortable' 

b. A Daniela le quedatl grandes Yesos) znpatos 
Daniela.DAT CL.QAT  fit.^^ big those shoes.NOM 
'Those shoes are too big for Daniela' 

c. A Daniela le estri dificil viajar ahora 
Daniela.DAT CL.DAT is difficult to travel now 



'It is difficult for DaPliela to travel now' 

The subject of the predicate can be a DIP, as esos upatos in (21a,b), or a infinitival control 

clause, as viajar ahora in (21c). The subject of the infinitival clause PRO is obligatorily 

controlled by the dative arg-urnent.2 

The stative verb servir 'be usefufl is another example of a non-psychological predicate 

that has the same structure as gustrap. A dative argument is understood as the individual far 

or ascording to whom an object is useful. 

(22). A Daniela tzo la! sirven esils herramientas 
Daniela.D~T not CL. DAT be-taseful.~~ those tools 
"k'hose tools are not useful for Daniela' 

As the gustor class, seruir can appear without a dative argument (Za), in which case, it 

expresses a general property of the nominative argument (i.e., not restricted to the sphere of 

an individual). 

(23) a. *(Esas) herramientas no sirven ( p r n  nada) 
those tmls.NOM not be-usefu1.p~ for nothing 
'Those tools are not useful (at all)' 

b. *A Danieln no le sirven herranrientas 
D a n i e l a . ~ ~ ~  not CL.DAT be-usefu1.P~ took 
'Tools are not useful for Daniela' 

The mgrammaticality of a bare nominative NP in either preverbal or postverbal position 

(23a and b, respectively) provides support for the analysis of serz~ir as belonging to the gustar 

class: sta tive unaccusa tive predicates with a subject. 

* If there is no dative argument, the subject of the infinitival is arbitrary PRO. 
(i) Esta difficil [PROARB aiajar ahorn] 

is difficult to-travel now 
'It is difficult to travel now' 

Semir also means 'to serve' as in Pablo le sirvi6 v i ~ o  a bas amigas 'Pabio served his friends wine'. I will 
not consider this directional activity verb here, since it corresponds to a different lexical item, and 
seems to be just a case of homonomy. 



4.1.2 Existentials 
Dative arguments can appear as the preverbal argument in c l a w  with unaccusative 

existential predicates such as faItar 'lack, miss', quedar 'be left', sobar 'be extra'. 

(24) a. A Laura le falta la birorne 
Laura.DkT CL.DAT iacks the pen 
'Laura is missing her pen' 

b. A d i e  le sobraba nada 
nobody.D~T CL.DAT was-extra nothing 
'Nobody had mythrig extra' 

It has been shown that the dative in this configuration is the higher argument in the clause, 

and occupies subject position, as dative experiencers do (Masullo 1992, Fernaindez Soriano 

1997 and Cuervo 1%). In spite of tkre fad that datives with existentiah have the same 

subject-like properties as dative experiencers with verbs of the gustar class, the 

configurations differ both semantically and syntactically. I propose that the sentences in (24) 

have the structure of a low applicative, embedded under the stative predicate, as represented 

below. The different semantics follows directly from the different structure I assign to each. 

(25) A Laura le falta la birome 

Laura Aypl DP 
la birome 

Semantically, the dative argument with existentiah is related with the theme DP d W y ,  

and the dative is interpreted as the possesor or the location of the theme. In (24a), for 

instance, la birome is interpreted as Laura's pen. If a genitive possessor is added, Ute sentence 

is only felicitous in a context where Laura had the pen with her when it disappeared. 

(26) A Laura le falta la birome de Pablo 
Laura.DAT CL.DAT lacks the pen of Pablo 
'Laura is missing Pablo's pen' 



This possession relation contrasts sharply with the relation between the dative and the 

nominative DPs with gustar, where no possession whatsoever is implied. As a sonsequence, 

a genitive possessor of the nominative DP does not require any special context to be 

felicitous. 

(27) A Laura le gustra la birome (de Pablo) 
Lawa.DAT CL.DAT likes the pen of Pablo 
'Lama likes the /Pablots pen' 

n 
VBE hot 

a birome de Pablo gust- 

The dative and the nominative arguments are in different domains, and do not relate to each 

other directly in (27). In existentials (26), in contrast, the two argumenis of the low 

applicative are in the same minimal domain. The contrast in meanings are predictable from 

the shmres .  

The relation between the predicate and the nominative argument is a h  different. in 

contrast to (27), in (24) there is no predication relation t 'ween theme and the predicate: the 

predicate does not express a property of the theme. The existential predicate combines with 

the theme as the prototypical existential haber 'there be'. Structurally, this relation is better 

(28) a. Hay utta birome 
there-is a pen 
'There is a pen' 

b. UP 
/'--\ 

VBE DP 
hay una birame 

In this configuration, the complement DP can be the argument fro which a low applicative 

applies a dative. The resulting structure, then, is the structure presented above in (29). 



I showed in the previous section that nominative subjects of predication c m o t  be bare 

nouns in Spanish (sentences (9)-(18)). Since the nominative argument in the structure (29) is 

not a subject of predication, but a complement, it is predicted that the nominative theme can 

be a bare noun. This prediction is borne out, as illlustrated below. 

(29) a. A Laura le jnlta (el) wino 
~ U ~ . D A T  CL.DAT hcks the wine 
'Laura hcks wine/& missing the wine' 

b. A Laura le jadaltan (lad estarnpillas 
hura.RAT CL.DAT lack the stamps 
'Laura lacks stamps/is missing the stamps' 

Both a bare NB or a DP can appear as the theme argument of existential predicates. The 

difference in meaning between a bare noun or a DP parallels exactly the difference between 

bare NP or QP complement of fener 'have'. 

(30) h u r a  tiene llaves /las llizves 
Laura.NOM has keys.ACC /the keys.~CC 
'Laura has keys/ the keys' 

The difference between the PJIP and the DP is the usual contrast in this context between an 

existential and a specific reading. The contrast in Spanish (30) is the m e  as the contrast in 

the English banslation. 

If the position sf the theme nominative argument of verbs like gusbar were the same as 

with existentials verbs, the contrast in grarnmaticality of bare n o w  in the same position 

would be left unexplained. 

It is important to notice that even when I propose different structures for applicatives 

with psychological and existential predicates, the subject-like properties of the dative 

argument can be derived from both. As datives expriencers, the dative of existentials is the 

higher argument of the clause and moves to subject position. 

The idea that datives with existentials are licensed by a low applicative head, is further 

supported by some alternations that resemble double-object altemations. We saw in 5 2.3.3, 

that the double-object construction (i.e., a low applicative) in Spanish can 'alternate' with a 

configuration where the 'dative' is e x p d  as the complement of the locative preposition 

m 'in/on'. 



(31) a. Pablo le pus0 azucar a1 m t e  
Pablo CL-DA'r put sugar the make.DAT 
'Pablo put sugar in the mate' 

b. Pablo yuso azucar en el male 
Pablo put sugar in the mate 
'Pablo put sugar in the mate' 

A similar alternation is found with existential predicates, as illustrated below. 

(32) a. A L torta Ze faltan 11ps velitas 
the cake.D~T CE.DAT 1ack.p~ the little-candles 
'The cake is missing the birthday candles' 

b. Faltan las velitas en la torta 
lack.PL the little-candies on the cake 
'The birthday candles are missing from the cake' 

As in the double object construction (DOC) in (31), the dative construction in (32a) is not 

restricted to animates. The requirement in the case of inanimates is, rather, that the theme 

must be a n  integral part of the dative, that is, a requirement oil (inalienable) possession. h 

this case, for instancr, the candles are considered a constitutive part of the birthday cake. As 

in the case of inanimate inalienable possessors in transitive predicates (discmsd in 92.2.2)' 

the acceptability of the construction correlates with the acceptability of the same combination 

of DPs with the verb tener 'have'. This is illustrated by an acceptable pair (321)-(33), m d  by 

an unacceptable pair in (34). 

(33) La torta tiale zleliias 
the cake.NOM has little-candles 
'The cake has birthday candles' 

(34) a. *A la mesa le faltan las velitas 
the table.D~T CL.DAT 1ack.PL the little-candles 
'The table is missing the birthday candles' 

b. +LA mesra tient! velitas 
the table.NOM has little-candles 
'The table has birthday candles' 

Further evidence that the theme of existential predicates is l i d  as a complement of the 

predicate and not as a specifier is that even when the theme is the only argument, it camat 



move to subject position (359). This is exactly the behavior of themes of dynamic 

unaccusative predicates such as llegar 'amve' (3%) and smeder 'happen' (3%). 

(35) a. *Las wlitas faltan 
the little-candles.~O~ Pack 
'The bixtladay candles are missing' 

b. *ks invitados llegarvn4 
the guests.NOM arrived 
'The guests arrived' 

c. *Muchos accidentes sucedieron 
many accidenbs.NOM happened 
'Many accidents happened' 

The sentences above show that theme DPs c m o t  be in preverbal subject position: the 

sentences said with normal intonation are all ungrammatical. This contrasts with the 

grammaticality of preverbal nominative argments that are licensed as qxc&efs, such as the 

external argument of activity verbs (%a) and the theme of unaccusative staaive predicates of 

the elass discussed in 54.1.1 (36b). 

(36) a. Los invitades bailaron 
the guests.NOM danced 
'The guests danced' 

b. LQS peliculns japonesas gustaron mucho 
[the movies Japmese].NOM pleased.PL a-lot 
'The Japanese movies were very much liked' 
'Many people IiM the Japanese movies' 

4.1.2.1. Eight verbs in existential predicates 

There axe not many ways of paraphrasing existential sentences by using light verbs. In fact, 

existential verbs like faltar, sobrar and quedar, axe quite 'light' themselves. One use of faltar 

can be paraphrased as hcer falta 'need', lit. 'make lack(noun)/absencef, as illustrated below. 

The grammaticality sf preverbal subject DPs with unaccusative verbs like llegar 'arrive' improves 
considerably when there is an adverb, negation or another predicate. 
(i) a. Los invitados (no) llegaron tarde /juntos /contentos 

the guests (not) arrived late /together /happy 



(37) a. A 10 tarta le falta tands sal 
the pie. DAT CL.DAT hcks more salt 
'The pie needs more salt' 

b. A la tarta le hace falta mris sal 
the pie.DAT CL.DAT makes lack more salt 
"fie pie needs more salt' 

Other pasaphrases involve the idiomatic use of tener 'have' and a de-PP. Recall that recipient 

and possessor low applicatives in general can be paired with sentences with tener, where the 

dative argument in the low 2 pplicative construction appears as the subject and the theme as 

the direct object (52.2.1.1,2.2.2.2). The fact that this paraphrasing is possible with existentials 

further suggests that the existential construction is a low applicative construction. 

(38) a. A la torta le sobra /falta urn velita 
the cake.D~T CL.DAT is-extra /lacks a little-candle 

b. La torta tiene u1u vclita de mris /de menos 
the c a k e . ~ O ~  has a little-candle of more /of less 
'The cake has one too many/few birthday candles' 

In any case, there are no (combination of) predicates that express the existential meaning and 

the 'dative' argument (the possessor or location) with exclusion of the theme. 

(39) a. *ALnura It? sobrn /faha 
Lakua.D~T CL.DAT is-extra /lacks 

b. * h u r a  tiene soha /falta 
bura.NOM has extra /lack 

The fact that a dative cannot be licensed in the absence of the theme object further confirms 

the status of the construction as a low applicative. Remember that a low apphcative head 

applies an individual (the dative) to another individual (the theme): if there is no theme, 

there cannot be a low applicative. The facts in (39b) contrast with eke availability of 

psychological predicates with light verb tener (54.1.1, ex (18)) that license an experiencer in 

the absence of the theme or stimulus of the experience. The contrast in idiomatic phrases 

with light verbs between psychological and existential predicates follows naturally if the 

structures I have proposed in (6) and (25) are assumed. 



4.1.3 Datives with dolea 'hurt': an ambiguous unaccusative predicate 
Dative arguments with doler 'intr. hurt' are interpreted as the individual that experiences 

some pain. 

(40) a. A Dankla le duele tener que decir que no 
Daniela.DAT CL.DAT hurts to-have that to-say that no 
'It is painful for Daniela to have to say no' 

b. A Daniela no le dolieron las injecciones 
Daniela.D~T not CL.DAT hurt.PL the injections 
'The injections weren't painful for Daniela" 

In (40)' Baniela relates to the stative eventuality of something producing pain. In (Na), the 

dative obligatory controls the infinitival subject PRO. The sentences in (48) can be 

paraphrased with light verb dar (or producir 'produce') that takes the subject mtter/source 

of the pain as its subject. 

(41) a. A Daniela le h dolor tener que decir que no 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT gives pain to-have that to-say that no 
'It is painful for Daniela to have to say no' 

b. A Daniela no le dieron dolor las injeccci~nes 
Daniela.D~T not CL.DAT gave.PL pain the injections 
'The injections weren't painful for Daniela' 

If no experiencer is mentioned, the sentence only expresses a property of the nominative 

argument, as the English translations make apparent. If the argument is m infinitival clause, 

PRO is interpreted as arbitrary. 

(42) a. Esas injecciones no dueler1 
those injections not hurt.PL 
'The injections aren't painful' 

b. Siempre duele [[PRO tener que decir que no ] 
always hurts to-have that to-say that no 
'It is always painful to have to say no' 

Doler behaves here, then, as a sta tive predicate of the gustar class analyzed in 9.1 .I. Besides 

this meaning of doler as 'produce pain', doler abo expresses the state of being in pain. 



(43) a. A Laura le duele la cabeza 
hura.D~T CL.DAT hurts the head 
'Laura has a headache' 

b. Me duelt! la rodilla 
CL.DAT.~.SG hurts the knee 
'My knee hurts' 

The dative argument is the inalienable possessor of the body part that is in pain. The relation 

between the dative and the nominative arguments is direct: it is the possessive relation of 

static nature discussed in 52.2.2, i.e., a low applicative-AT. 

The relation between the nominative argument and the predicate in (43) is a h  

different from that in (40). In this case, there is no predication relation between the 

nominative and the predicate. This is supported by the unavailability of paraphrasing with 

dar (and the anomality of the English translations) for the sentences in (44). 

(44) a. (43a) *A Laura le da dolor la cabem 
Laura.DaT CL.DAT gives pain the head 
'*Her head is p a d d  to Laura' 

b. (43b) *A mi me a dolor la rodilla 
me. DAT CL.DAT.1 .SG gives pain the knee 
'*My knee is p a W  to me' 

Other verbs that pattern with this 'non-predicationalVoler are what Masullo 1992 calls verbs 

of bodily hction/sensation, and include ~rdm 'bum', picar 'itch', sangar 'bleed', bemblar 

'tremble', etc. (Masullo 1992:48-52).~ 

4.2 Datives with dynamic unaccusative predicates 

This section deals with dative arguments in configurations where there is a predicate of 

change, represented in the syntax by a verbal head 1%~).  It is shown that datives in this 

context can have drfferent ~neanings, e.g., experiencers, recipienis, affected arguments or 

unintentional causers. Meaning differences are shown to correlate with different syntactic 

His analysis of these predicates, however, is different from the one presented here. Masullo proposes 
that these predicates correspond to B&R piacere class, "except that the dative argument is not lexically 
predetermined 1i.e. licensed by the verb] but arises instead from [abstract] incorporatio~~" (of the head 
noun of the object DP into the verb. 



properties. The semantic and syntactic contrasts are accounted for by exploiting the 

difference between high and low applicatives, and the way the event predicates are bbui. 

4.2.1 Datives embedded under VGO 

We have seen in g3.2 two kinds of dative arguments that can be 'Licensed in a configuration 

with an event sf change, movement or happening, that is, where there is a vGO head. h e  

kind sf dative argument is licensed as the specifier of a low applicative ,which takes the 

theme DP as its first argument. This is the case of s h p k  omaccusatives that express 

move~nent or change and project a simple event structure. 

The example with ilegar 'amrive' and its structure are repeated below (from 53.2.2 ex63). 

(45) a. AGabi /t! 18egaron dos cartas 
Gabi.EIAT CL.DAT arrived.PL two letters 
'Cabi got two letters' 

b. UP 
A 

UGO A ApplP 
Root ,--', 
k g -  DP /, 

a Gabi Appl DP 
lu dos cartas 

In (45) the dative is interpreted as a recipient of the theme, exactly as in the DOC embedded 

under verbs like send. As in the DOC, the dative argument is not related to the verb but to an 

individual. 

Another kind of dative can appear embedded under a verb of change vcO which, in turn, 

embeds a state headed by vBE. This is the case of the bi-eventive inchoative configuration 

discussed in 53.2., in which the dative argument is licensed as the specifier of an applicative 

head that takes the saused state as its complement. The dative argument, 'sandwiched' 

between the two events, is  interpreted as an affected argument. 

(44) a. A Carolina se Iu rompib P I  Jorera 
Carolina.DAT su CL.DAT broke the vase 
'The vase broke on Carolina' (Lit. 'To Carolina broke the vase') 



In neither of these cases is the dative external to the event of happening. h other words, in 

both cases the dative is merged below the KO, and it is not directly related to the predicate 

of change. 

4.2.2 High datives above simple unaccusatives 
Now, what about applisatives that take the vPGO as its argument? There should be, in 

principle, a high applicative ba t  can take this h d  of UP. Let's consider first what the 

structure would look like, and what it would mean. The applied argument must be merged 

outside the UPGO. 

The structure above represents the case of a simple mono-eventive dynamic predicate. The 

dative argument should be interpreted as 'getting' the lower event. In other words, the event 

of change is oriented towards the dative arpment. Given that the dative in (47) is not 

directly related to the theme DP, the meaning of this kind of dative should be distinct from 

the meaning of the dative in (45a), and any other instance of the DOC/Iow applicative 

construction. A candidate verb to appear in this configuration is suceder 'happen'. Suceder can 

take a DP theme that names the kind of event that took place. The structure of sentence (48) 

would correspond to the structure in (47) without the applicative. 

(48) Sidcedio algo buer~isimo 
happened something.NoM v e r y - g d  



'Something great happened' 

Things can happen, and things can happen to people. If we want to express in S p d h  that 

something happened to Daniela, for instame, we can say (49). 

(49) A Daniela le sucedib algo buenkimo 
Daniela.D~T CL.DAT happened something.NOM very-good 
'Something great happened to Daniela' 

How can we tell whether the dative argument is projected above or below the verb? The 

crucial aspect of the meaning to test for high or low applicatives is whether the dative 'gets' 

an object (the theme) or an event (the vP). The problem here is that the theme names an event. 

It could be argued, therefore, that the intex-pretation of the dative relaking with an event can 

be obtained either by its relating to the vP as a whole, or to the DP that names an event. 

A more telling test would be to find a dynamic predicate of happening or change (that is, 

not agentive) that d m  not take an object. If a dative is licensed in the absence of a theme, 

then that dative cannot be a low applicative (recall the relevant version of Pykkanen's 

transitivity diagnostic in s2.2.4). One use of light verb dar combined with the noun ganas 

'cravings' is arguably as a dynamic predicate that does not take a subject DP. 

(50) DP repente, a Daniela le dbron ganas de bailar 
suddenly Daniela.D~T CL.DAT gave.PL cravings of to-dance 
'Suddenly, Daniela felt like dancing' 

This use of kr-tganas contrasts with the stative ti?ner+ganas (lit. 'have cravings') in (19). In 

both, however, gatras is licensed as an object. The dynamic character of the dar+ganas 

idiomalic expression (and that g a m  is an object, and not a subject) is evidenced by the 

acceptability of modification by de repente 'suddenly'. It is reinforced by the fact that 

unaccwtive dynamic venir 'come' can appear instead of dar, keeping the meaning and 

aspectual properties constan t.6 

(51) Be repente, a Daniela le! vinicron ganas de bailar 
suddenly Daniela.D~T CL.DAT came.PL cravings of to-dance 
'Suddenly, Daniela felt like dancing' 

This dynamic expression contrasts with stative desiderative constructions in languages like Russian, 
Albanian and Finnish. In these three language, either the case of the experiencer or verbal non-active 
morphology indicate that the dessideratives are staative. 



The other crucial aspect of the Spanish expression is that dar can be used alone, that is 

without gunas, just followed by an infinitival clause' and still a dative argument is licensed. 

(52) De repente, a Waniela lr did por bailar 
suddenly Daniela.DAT CL.DAT gave% for to-dance 
'Daniela suddenly felt like dancing' 
Cf. *A Daniela le di6 gunas por bailar 
Cf. *Daniels tiene ganas por bailar 

The interpretation of the dative argument is exactly the same as in the sentences (50)-(51), 

that is, an experiencer of an event. Since there is no overt or implied object DP in (52)' the 

dative codd not be licensed as a low applicative (it would have nothing to be applied to). We 

are then forced to conclude hat  the dative in (52) is licensed by a high applicative that takes 

the whole vPCO as its complement. I will assume that the same structure (i.e. the structure in 

(47)) c~rresponds to the sentences with suceder and dar gams in (49)-(51). 

Dative arguments are licensed with other dynamic predicates of simple event structures 

that involve movement or beginning of existance. Some of these dynamic verbs are surgir 

'arise', salir 'some out', aparecer 'appear', crpcer 'grow', brotar 'bloom') 

(53) a. A 10s chicos les salieron granites 
the kids.D~T CL.DAT.PL came-out pimples.NQM 
'The kids got pimples" 

b. A Daniela le crect, rapido el pel0 
Daniela.DAT CL.DAT grows fast the hair.NOM 
'Daniela's hair grows very fast' 

c. A Daniela le salieron bien ]as tartas 
Daniela.DAT CL.DAT came-out well the pies.NOM 
'The pies Daniela made turned out alright' 

d .  A Daniela siempre le crecen bien 10s helechos 
Dan ieh .~~T  always CL.DAT grow well the frm.NOM 
'Ferns grow well to Daniela' 

e. ADaniela le surgid un problenza 
Daniela.DAT CL.DAT arose a problem.NO~ 
'A problem arose to Daniela' 



In these cases, it is difficult to tell whether there is a direct relatiomhip bebeen the dative 

and the object. In (53a-b), the dative can be understood as the inalienable location where the 

pimples or the hair grow, and therefore, the applicative would be a low applicative. These 

two cases would be the dynamic variant of low applicatives with existential predicates, as 

discussed in 54.1.2. 

In (5k-d), in contrast, the most salient reading is that Dmiela is good at making pies and 

growing plants. This reading would follow from the high apglicative structure, in which the 

dative DP is related, externally, to the event of change (the turning ~ u t  or the growing), and 

not directly to the DPs (the pies or the plants) as a possessor (see next section). 

The analysis of the contrast between (53a-b) and (53c-d) as the contrast between low and 

high applicatives is confimed by the animacy restriction on high applicatives. While the 

dative argument in (53a-b) can be inanimate, the dative argument in (5k-d) must be 

animate, as illustrated b e ~ o w . ~  

(54) a.  A In plantrrs les snliero?l f7sre.s 
the p1ants.D~~ CL.DAT.PL came-out f l o w e r s . ~ ~ ~  
'The plants got flowers' 

b. *Alaplntlta le snlivrsra bien lnsflores (cf. (53c)) 
Danie la .~~T CL.DAT came-o~at well the flcwc.ers.~OM 
*'The fiowers the plant made turned out alright' 

The analysis of (5%) raises the same issues as (49). The ambiguity, or difficulty in assigning 

one structure to the sentences in (53) does not pose a problem to the theory, however. We 

have seen that both structures -a low aplicative embedded under a verb of change (a) or 

a high apglicative that takes a uPGo as its complement- are possible, and are attested in 

Spanish. Therefore, the examples in (53) could be covered either way. Hopefully, there might 

be some language with a similar range of applicatives as Spanish, but that makes more overt 

morphosyntactic differences (e.g. case of the applied argument) and can be more telling. 

Almost as interesting, there might be a language that has just either low or high agplicatives 

in which sentences Like those in (53) could be tested. At this point, I leave the matter open. 

Recall that, altllough indicated with an asterisk, the problem with sentences like (54) is that the 
reading the sentences have issemantically anomalous; strictly speaking, i t  is not ungrammaticality. 



4.2.3 High datives above inchoatives: unintentional responsibility 
We have seen that a dative in the context of an inchoative predicate can be sandwiched 

between the two events, the event of change and the resulting state (S3.2.2 and (46) in 4.2.1). 

The dative is interpreted as an affected argument to which the end state is oriented. In fact, 

in many cases, the interpretation of the dative is ambiguous. Apart from the affected 

interpretation, there is an 'unintentional responsibility' interpretation of datives with 

inchoa tives. 

(55) Al ti:t torero sr lu quemarotl 10s pnntalonrs dr Carolina 
the dry-rleaner.D~T se CL.DAT b u r n t . ~ ~  the trousers of Carolina 
'Carolina's trousers got burnt on the dry-cleaners' or 
'The dry-cleaner (accidentally) burnt Carolina's trousers' 

The dative argument in this sentence is ambiguous between an affected dative (noted as first 

reading), or as having caused, by accident, the event of the trousers getting burnt. In this 

second case, the sentence can be paraphrased as 'the dry-cleaner got/had Carolina's trousers 

burnt", as opposed to 'the trousers burnt and that affects him', possible in a context in which 

the dry-cleaner was not present when the burning occurred. 

The constrats in meaning between an active transitive sentence and the sentence in (55) is 

quite sharp. 

(56) El tintormo qrremo 10s pntttdones rfe Cnrolitm (sin querrr) 
the dry-cleaner.NOM burnt.% the trousers of Carolina without to-want 
'The dry-cleaner burnt Carolina's trousers (accidentally)' 

The active sentence (56) is ambiguous between an agentive-activity reading and a causative 

reading8 In the causative variant, the sentence is felicitous both when the dry-cleaner burnt 

the trousers on puqpose and when he burnt them omintentionally, that is, if the dry-cleaner 

accidentally caused the trousers to get burnt. When the subject is animate, this accidental 

The agentive-activity reading (in which the subject is performing a burning act) can be forced by 
replacing the nominative DP by a bare NP  (see 3.1.1.2). In this case, the sentence is imcompatible with 
the unintentional reading, as illustrated below. 
(i) El tintorero qk,--3 pnntnloncs ("satr querer) 

the dry- cleaner.^^^ b u r n b , ~ ~  trousers without to-want 
'The dry-cleaner burnt trousers (unintentionally)' 



reading has to be explicitly stated, e.g., with a phase such as sin querer 'without wanling to', 

or the sentence must be uttered in a special context to have this reading.9 

In the construction in (55), in contrast, the dative argument c m o t  be interpreted as having 

intentionally caused the burning. This is illustrated by We incompatibility of the sentence 

with a purpose phrase. 

(57) A1 tintorero se le quemaron 10s pantalones de Carolina (*a propbsito /para vengane) 
'The dry-cleaner burnt Carolina's trousers (on purpose/ to take revenge)' 

Interestingly, the unintentional responsibility interpretation of the dative argument is not 

available in the transitive causative variant.lO The dative argument a1 tintorero ir, (58) can 

only be interpreted as affected. 

(58) LA nueva mriquina /mrpleadn le quernb +(toda la) ropa a1 tintorero 
the new machine /employee CL.DAT burnt all the clothes the dry-cleamer.D~T 
'The new machine/employee burnt all the clothes on the dry-cleaner' 
'*The new machine/employee made the dry-cleaner burn all the clothes by accident' 

The interpretation is also absent, or is less available, in the case of inchoatives that do not 

have a causative variant as with the verb mrchitarse 'to wilt'. 

(59) A Carolinn se le nmrchitarorz Ins f i r e s  
Carolina.DAT sf CL.DAT wilted the flowers 
'The flowers wilted on Carolina' 
'*Carolina unintentionally wilted the flowers' 

The most salient reading for (59) is &at the wilting of the flowers affected Carolina. In 

contrast with the dative in causatives, hcrv,fever, it is still possible to obtain a reading od (59) 

where Carolina is responsible for the wilting, or at least a faster wilting of the flowers by, for 

instance, having left them in the sun or without water. 

An inanimate subject would i'orce a causative reading of qumar in (56); for different and obvious 
reasons, however, the (un)intentional reading of the causative is also unavailable in this case. 
( i )  La n u m  mdquinu qumb 10s pantalones (*sin querer) 

the new machine burnt the trousers without to-want 
lo Recall that the fact that the subject can k inanimate (la nutva mdquina) indicates that the structure is 
causative. This is confirmed by the impossibility of having a bare noun ropa when the subject is 
inanimate (this isues were discussed in 53.1.1.2) 



The unintentional responsibility reading, as expected, is not available for inanirnates. Even 

when an inanimate object might appear as an affected dative with a causative or inchotive 

predicate, it is of course not posssible to interprete an inanimate object to have done 

something 'by accident' or 'uninterltionaliy', the same way inanimate objects do not do 

things 'intentionally', either. 

(60) A la mesa se Ie ronipieron dos patas 
the table.D~T se CL.DAT broke two legs 
'Two legs of the table broke' (Lit. 'To the table broke two legs') 
'"The table accidentally broke two legs' 

In structural t e r n ,  an inanimate dative cannot be related (applied to) the predicate of 

change, that is, cannot be above vCO. The structure of (60) must be (61a), and cannot be (61b). 

The struch~re of (55), in contrast, can be either (6la) or (glb), corresponding to the affected 

and unintentional responsibility ("happened to") interpretations of the dative argument, 

respectively. 

(61) a. Affected Applicative 

b. High Applicative 

Besides the meaning of the verb, certain combinations of tense, aspect and adverbial 

modification might make one of the readings preferred. 



(62) A Daniela siempre se le rompen copas 
Daniela.D~T always se CL.DAT hreak.PL wine-glasses 
'Daniela is always accidentally breaking wine glasses' 

Sentence (62) expresses something about Daniela to the effect that she is clumsy or usually 

does things that make glasses break. The most salient reading is for the dative to be related to 

the event of change, and not to a resulting state. Again, the fact that in (62) the nominative 

argument copas is a bare plural, strongly suggests that the event structure is not that of an 

inchoative, but a simple unaccusative verb of change (recall that the internal argument in an 

inchoative configuration is projected as the subject of the lower vP, a position from which 

bare nouns are barred). That the dative argument in (62) cannot be inanimate also supports 

its analysis as a high applicative. 

(63) +A In nwsn se lr ronzpieron patns 
the table.D~T se CL.DAT broke legs 
'Legs of the table broke' (Lit. 'To the table broke legs') 

The dative structure, as opposed to the active transitive is exploited ir, questions for marking 

responsibility that does not assume intentionality. In the context of a parent rehrrning home 

and finding a vase broken, for instance, question (64a) is more natural (and more polite) than 

question (64b). 

(64) a. LA q u i h  se le rompi6 elflorpro? 
who.D~T se CL.DAT broke the vase 
'Who broke the vase accidentally?' 

b. LQ~iitjn rompid. rlflorc~ro? 
W ~ O . N O M  broke the vase 
'Who broke the vase?' 

In sum, dative arguments can appear in configurations where there is a non-agentive 

dynamic predicate zG0. The dative argument can be intepreted as a recipient or possessor, in 

which case, it can be animate or inanimate. Datives in an inchoative configuration can also be 

interpreted as affected, and can also be animate or inanimate. Other meanings, i.e., the dative 

as an experiencer or as the individual unintentionally related with a change, are available 

only to animate DPs. I have argued that the three distinct meanings of the dative argument 

can be derived from the position where the applicative head is merged. Recipients or 



possessors are low applicatives merged below a verb of change K O .  Affected datives are 

merged between the two event predicates that correspond to the bi-eventive inch~ative 

configuration. Finally, an animate dative can be merged above a K O  (either in simple or 

complex event structures), where it relates directly with (is applied to) the event of change 

and is interpreted as the experiencer or the person unintentionally responsible for the event 

taking place. The tight correlation between meaning and the structures proposed is 

supported by independent syntactic properties, such as the restriction on bare NPs. 

4.3 Datives with dynamic activity verbs (UDQ) 

The crucial syntactic test to tease appart low and high applicatives that Pylkk3nen employs is 

whether an applicative can introduce an argument to an unergative verb. If it is possible, 

then the applicative is a high applicative, that is, the argument introduced is applied to an 

event. We have seen in the previous two chapters that Spanish has applicatives that c m  

apply a dative argument to an stative event (UPBE) or to a non-agentive dynamic event 

(VPGO). By definition, these are high applicatives, and one would be led to expect that 

Spanish also has benefactive applicatives as those found in Luganda (65) that is, arguments 

applied to an agentive dynamic event (UPDO) headed by an unergakive activity verb. 

(65) Mtrhsa ya-tambu-lr-ddr Kntonga 
Mukasa FAST.W~~~.APPL.PAST Katonga 
'Mukasa walked for Katonga' (Pylkkanen 2002:25) 

The Spanish equivalent of the Luganda sentence is, however, ungrammatical. 

(66) *Hugo ie corrio a Vicki 
Hugo CL.DAT ran Vicki.DhT 

(Intended meaning: 'Hugo ran for Vicki') 

Interestingly, sentences apparently similar to (66) are acceptable. 

(67) a. Hugo lr corrio una carrera a Vicki 
Hugo CL.DAT ran a race Vicki.D~T 
'Hugo ran a race against Vicki' 

b. Juanita les sonrio a todos 10s inztitndos 
Juanita CL.DAT smiled ail the guests.DAT 



'Juanita smiled at all the guests' 

c. luanitn ya le camina 
Juan-ita already CL.DAT walks 
'Juanita already walks on hinra/herf 

First, I will show that the contrast between (66) and (67a) arises in canection with the 

presence or absence of a direct object. In (47a), the dative argument k not related to the event 

but is an instance of a low applicative embedded under an non-directional activity verb. That 

is, (67a) is an example of the ditransitive consttPactions discussed in Chapter 2,§2.2.2.2. The 

case of (6%) is similar: the dative is a directional low applicative, although the object in this 

case is an implicit object. 

In (67c), in contrast, the individual 'represented' by the third person dative clitic is in fact 

related to the event of walking; it is a true high applicative interpreted as related to the event 

as a benefactive or malefactive. This clitic is an example of what has been called 'ethical 

dative' or 'dative of imterest', and it has been argued that the clitic does not relate to an 

argument position (Perhutter 1971, Rivas 1977, Jaeggli 1982). Within the theory of dative 

arguments developed here, these dative clitics are analyzed as the spell-out of high 

applicative heads that take a dynamic vP (i.e., a UP headed by vDo) as its complement. 

Crucially, the dative cannot appear as a full DP in argument position. This applicative head 

is analyzed as 'defective', in the sense that it does not project a specifier. As we shall see in 

54.3.2, pronominal DPs are ungrammatical. In the case of third person, a dative DP 

associated with the clitic can appear, but it is dislocated, to the right or to the left, as a topic. 

These benefactive clitics are not accepted by all speakers, and judgments vary considerably. 

The most acceptable cases tend to involve a first or second person clitic, and appear in 

colioquial language only. 

4.3.1 Low apglicatives 

4.3.1 .I Activities with overt direct objects 

Activity verbs such as bailor 'dance', cl~ntar 'sing', correr 'run', leer 'read', dibujar 'draw', can 

be used as transitive or intransitive. In their intransitive use, the verbs express an activity 

and there is no implicit object. For instance, to dance is to move in a certain way, probably 

rhythmically to some music, but not necessarily. Crucially, one does ~ o t  have to do any kind 

of particular dance to be dancirtg. In their transitive use, the object names a particular dance, 



a song, a distance, and bounds the event. To dance a tango, for instance, is to do a tango by 

dancing, that is, the verb is a m m e r  of doing (or "making") what the direct object names. 

There are other ways of 'doing a tango', such as writing, playing or singing one. 

In the intransitive use, a dative argument can only be applied to the event, that is, the 

structure is a high applicative related to the activity, since there is no overt or implicit object 

to apply to. In Spanish, these high applicatives can only be expressed by a clitic. This is the 

ca.w of sentence (67c), which will be discussed in 54.3.2. 

In the transitive use of activity verbs, the complement can be a DP. The object DP of 

activity verbs is not a canonical object, in Levin's terms, i.e., it is only licensed by the 

meaning of the root, but not by the event structure. In place of an object DP, the root can 

license an applicative phrase, other restrictions being met. We have seen that Spanish allows 

for low applicatives to appear embedded under verbs that are not obviously directional. In 

this context, the dative is related to the direct object and is interpreted as an intended 

recipient. 

(68) a. Vicki y Htigo le bailaron t c n  tango a Pablo 
Vicki and Hugo CL.DAT danced a tango Pablo.D~T 
'Vicki and Hugo danced a tango for Pablo' 

b. Voicer 
/", 

DP A UP 
Voice A 

vno A ApplP 
RQQt ,-', 
blzil- DPD,~ A 

a Pnljlo Appl DP 
le titr tango 

In the transitive configuration, these verbs act as verbs of creation. As such, they can embedd 

a low applicative with a recipient or benefactive meaning as in English. 

(69) Daniel srrng Stephanie a tie y nice song 

4.3.6.2 Activities with implicit objects 

Dative arguments can appear with some agentive verbs in the absence of 3 direct object, that 

is, with some unergative verbs. Superficially, the datives in (70) look like the applied 



a r p e n b  in the Luganda sentence (65). Since there is no direct object, the dative should be 

related to the event. 

(70) a. Juanita les sonrib n todos 10s invitados 
Juanita CL.DAT smiled all the guab.DAT 
'Juanita smiled at all the guests' 

b. Juanita le gritb alagata 
Juanita CL,DAT shouted the ca t.DAT 
'Juanita shouted at the cat' 

c. juanita le peg6 a la gata 
Juanita CL.DAT hit the cat.DAT 
'Juanita hit the cat' 

Notice that the interpretation is different, however. Sentence (70b), for instance, does not 

mean that Juanita did some shouting for the cat. Rather, the cat 'receives' a shout. In fact, the 

meaning of the se~lte~ces in (70) can be expressed by a a light verb and a direct object related 

with the corresponding verb, or action. As illustrated below, in this case, the dative 

arguments of (70) are aL9o dative DPs, and their intergetation is a h  constant. 

(71) a. Juanita les him una sonrisa a fodos los invitados 
Juanita CL.DAT made a s d e . ~ O ~  all the guests.DAT 
'Juanita smiled at aU the guests" 

b. Juanita le dib un grito a la gata 
Juanita CL.DAT gave a shout the cat.DAT 
'Juanita shouted at the cat' 

c. Juanita le dio una piCia a la gata 
Juanita CL.DAT gave a blow the cat.DAT 
'Juanita hit the cat' 

The sentences in (71) make it clear that the the constructions in (70) are instances of low 

applicatives (double-objects), where the dative is a recipient of an (null) object and is not 

externally related to the activity as a benefactive or maledactive. 

Unlike verbs like dance, discussed above, the meaning of unergative verbs that accept a 

dative DP as its sole overt internal argument remains constant when an object (usually a 

cognate object) is overtly realized. In other words, while bailar 'dance' in its unergative rase 

does not necessadly mean to do some particular dance, sonreir 'to smile' is aiways to do a 



smile, and is not just a rnannner of acting. The same applies to mergative uses of hnblar 'talk 

to', escribir 'write1, leer 'read', ganar 'win/lieatl. A recipient with some of these unergatives 

verbs can also appear in languages that do not have high ayplicatives, e.g. English. 

(72)a. Wiliow wrote me (a 1etter)fiom Sunnydale 

Further evidence that these datives are not high appiicatives but Isw appllicatives comes 

from the fact that an 'ethical dative' @gh applicative) clitic can be added to sentences like 

those in (70). 

(73) a. Juanita me les sonrib a todos 10s invitados 
Juanita CL.1.SG.DAT CL.DAT smiled all the guests.DAT 
'Juanita smiled at all the guests on me' 

As we shall see in the following section, the only case where two datives can appear in a 

mono-clausal sentence in Spanish is when one is an ethical dative and the other is either an 

affecfed dative, or a low applisative. 

4.3.2 Datives of interest or ethical datives 
As we have seen, a dative clitic can appear with predicates of many different kinds. The 

cases that concerns us here are those clitics that cannot be interpreted as corresponding to a 

dative argument of the kinds I have discussed so far, and can only be interpreted as a 

benefactive (or rnalefactive) dative sf the kind called 'dative of interest' or 'ethical dative'. 

Ethical. datives can appear with predicates of all types and, as a result, a dative clitic can be 

ambiguous between corresponding to an ethcal dative or to some other type of dative. In 

order to avoid this problem, I will provide cases where the slitic under study c m o t  be of 

any kind discussed so far. Two unambiguous contexts are dative clitics that appear 1) with 

unergative predicates (intransitive activity verbs such as caminar 'walk', corrrrr 'run', that do 

not have a null or implied object (74a)) or 2) in a configuration where there is aiother dative 

slitic that correfers to a dative argument DP (74b' from Strozer 1976). 

(74) a. Juanita ya le canrim 
Juanita already CL.DAT walks 
'Juanita can airead walk on him / her' 

b. Me le, dieron un helndo a1 niiio, 
CL.1 .DAT CL.DAT gave an ice-cream the kid.D~T 



'They gave the kid an ice-cream on me' 

Strozer (1976:145) expresses the meaning and grammatical status of tRe first person clitic in 

(74b). 

". . . (the first person clitic) is not related by the sentence grammar to either a subject 
or an object NP, a1ti"lough it may be correferential to some NP in a given sentence. 
This clitic is often called a "dative of interest" or "benefactive" clitic, because it is 
understood as indicating the interest or involvement of the speaker in the action. 
However, . . . it may never correspond to an indirect object NP." Strozer 1976:145-146. 

It has been observed that ethical datives are mostly first or second person, and typically 

appear in colloquial language. Delbecque & Larniroy (1996:106-107) define these datives as 

'non-actantial' datives (i.e., not part of the valency of the verb) as having an expressive 

function and as grounding "the event structure in relation to the speech participants". 

Together with a partictdar meaning, ethical datives also have some syntactic properties 

that differentiate them from other datives. As Strszer shows, a full pronominal DP 

corresponding to the benefactive clitic is ungrammatical. 

(75) Me lei dieron un helado a1 nifioi (*a mij (cf. (74b) 
'They gave the kid an ice-cream on me' 

Jaeggli 1982 also presents examples (like those mentioned by Perlmutter 1971) that involve a 

first person clitic ((76) =Jaeggli 1982:1.15), and observes that the benefactive cannot appear in 

post-verbal argument position, as illustrated in (77). 

(76) a. IAe de arruinarun la vida a mi Ilijo 
'They ruined my son's life' 

b. Sin mi permiso, te me compras te la moto 
'Without my permisson, you bought (yourself) the motorcycle' 

(77) *Le arruinaron la vida la mi hijo a mi (Jaeggli 1982:1.16a) 

Jaeggli presents ethical or benefactive clitics as a case of clitics that are not generated in object 

position. Arguing against Kayne's (1975) movement theory of clitics (i.e., that clitics are 

generated in NP position and cliticized to the verb by an obligatory movement rule), Jaeggli 

argues that since ethical clitics do "not alternate with any other post-verbal object position, 

we can use this as strong evidence that the &tic is generated by the base in clitic position" 

(Jaeggli 1982:18). 



The mgrarnrnaticality of pronominal DPs as doubled by the benefactive clitic also 

applies to third person datives. 

(78) *Juanita ya le camina a 61 /a e2la 
Juanita already CL.DAT walks hirrp.D~T   her.^^^ 

In contrast to the ungrammaticality of pronominal ethical DPs, a non-pronominal third 

person DP can appear as correferent with the ethical dative clitic. In sentence (791, MasuUo 

observes that  the dative a Maria c m o t  be interpreted as originating from within the subject 

DP el nifio (i.e., cannot be a case of possessor raising). In the present framework, this is 

equivalent to say that the dative is not licensed as a possessor low-apglicative. 

(79) El nifio le es turiib mucho a Maria 
the child CL.DAT studied a-lot Maria.D~T 
*'Maria's child studied a lot' (oak. if dative of interest) Masullo 1992:45 

Although he does not present an analysis of the alternative structure, he notes the sentence is 

acceptable if the dative is interpreted as a dative of interest. This is true, but should be 

qualified: in order for the sentence to be acceptable, the dative argument has to be 

pronounced with a special intonation. A dative in a DOC or an affected dative in a causative 

construction receives sentence S ~ ~ Y S S  by the nomall stress pule, and there is no break in the 

melody (Zubizarretta 1998). The sentence can have a wide focus interpretation and can 

therefore be the answer to a What happened? type of question. 

(80) El nifio le mandb una carta a Maria 
the child CL.DAT sent a letter Maria.DAT 
'The child sent Maria a letter' 

In contrast, sentence (79) c m o t  be an answer to a What happened? type of question and is not 

felicitous as an out of the blue sentence. Sentence stress falls qn mucho and the dative BP is 

pronounced after an intonational break. 

(81) El nlfio le estudib mucho # n Marin 
the child CL.DAT studied a-lot Maria.DAT 

This intonation pattern parallels the intonation of a right dislocatted DP, as in the case of the 

inanimate clitic-doubled accusative below. 



(82) El nifio ya la mando' # la carta 
the child already CL.ACC.FEM sent the letter.~CC 
'The child has already sent it, the letter' 

Intonation, then, shows that the ethical dative DP is not in argument position. A full ethical 

dative DP might also appear dislocated to the left, sentence initially. In this case, there is a 

break in intonation after the dative, as after a topic DP. 

(83) a. A Vicki, Juanita ya le caminn 
Vicki-DAT Juanita already CL.DAT walks 
'Juanita can already walk, on Vicki' 

b. ?A 10s padres, Mnfalda no Ies toma la sopa 
the parents.DAT Mafalda not CL.DAT.PL drink the soup 
'Mafalda doesn't eat her soup, on her parentsf 

Wh- movement and subject inversion provides further evidence that an ethical dative DP is 

not an argument. In Spanish, wh-questions for the accusative or dative arguments trigger 

obligatory subject inversion, as illustrated below. 

(84) a. * i Q ~ e '  Vicki comib? 
what.~CC Vicki.~OM ate 
'What did Vicki eat?' 

b. * iA  quirSn Vicki invitb? 
whs.ACC Vicki.NOM invited 
'Who did Vicki invite?' 

(cf. i Que' conzib Vicki?) 

(cf. i A quit% invif6 Vicki?) 

c. * iA quie'n Vicki le gritb? (cf. i A  quikn le grit6 Vicki?) 
who.DAT Vicki.NOM CL.DAT shouted 
'Who did Vicki shout at?' 

d. ?LA quie'n el hijo ya le caminra? (cf.?iA quie'n yn le cnrnina el hijo?) 
7vho.D~T the son.NOM already CL.DAT walks 
'On who does the son already walk on?" 

The sentences above show obligatory subject inversion when the wh-word corresponds to an 

inanimate direct object (84a), an animate accusative DP (Mb) or a dative DP (84~). In the case 

of the ethical dative (&Id), for those who accept the sentence, there is no difference in 

acceptability between the two word orders. 



Another peculiarity of ethical datives is that they are the only case of dative clitics that 

can appear in a clause where there is another dative. As long as other restictions on co- 

occurrence of clitics are met (for instance, the clitics c m o t  be both third person), a first or 

second dative clitic corresponding to an ethical dative can co-occur with a third person 

dative clitic, as illustrated by Perlmutter's (1971) sentence . 

(85) Me le arruimron la v i a  R mi hijo 
CL.1SG.DAT CL.DAT ruined the life I I I ~  son.DAT 
'They ruined my son's life on me' 

The fact that ethical dative clitics can appear with unergative verbs (74) and also in a 

monoclausal configuration where there is a dative argtunent (a low-applicative or an affected 

dative) strongly suggests that they are licensed by a head that is very high in the structure, 

and takes the whole event as its argument.11 The structure is represented below. 

(86) a. Juanita ya le camina 
Juanita ahready CL.DAT walks 
'Juanita can already walk on him/her' 

b. VoiceP 
/", 

DP /". 
Juanita Voice A vP 

(,87) a. Me lei dieron un helado a1 niiioi (*a mi) 
'They gave the kid an ice-cream on me' 

11 Two overt dative DPs can appear in a causative with hacer 'make', which is arguably bi-calusal. 
(i) Juanle  him darle un regalo r su hermano a Pedro 

Juan CL.DAT made give-CL.DAT a present his borther.DAT P e d r o . ~ ~ ~  (Masullo 1992:113) 
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b. VoiceP 

DP n 
Voice A vP 

APP~ n A P P ~  
me vw+Root A 

dieron IDPD,~ 
a1 nifio Appl DP 

le un helado 

The structures above express the observation that this subtype of high appficative does not 

project a specifier. Although this might sound unusual at fist, it is not the only case of a 

verbal head that, although present in the structure, might be 'defective' in the sense of not 

licensing an argument DP. A comparable case can be passive and impersonal constructions, 

in particular, impersonal se. 

4.3.2.3 Other defective functional heads 

In passives, third-person impersonals and impersonal se constructions, an overt external 

argument DP is Nevertheless, the semantics of the event is the same as if there 

were an external a r p e n t .  In the passive of an activity verb like (88), the event is 

understood as an agentive event. 

(88) a. The ship WQS sunk last year 
b. They sank two ships last year 

The same holds of Spanish passives and imprsonals. 

(89) a. El barcofie hundido el a60 pasado 
'The ship was sunk last year' 

b. Hundieron dos barcos el rafio pasado 
'They sank two ships last year' 

c. Se hundimon dos barcos el afio pasado13 
'They sank two ships last year' 

l2 1 will abstract away here from the difference between the se construction in which the verbs agrees 
with the postverbal argument (nominative DP) or not (the argument DF appears in accusative case). 
See Bhmn de Garavito 2000 for discussion. 
13 Sntence ($9~) also means 'Two ships sunk last year'. 'This inchoative reading, which corresponds 
to a different underlying structure (see Q3.2)' is irrelevant here. 



In the work of several research&, it has been argued that the head that licenses the external 

argument is present in the structure of the passive, but in a defective or passive variety. 

Special passive morphology can appear as the spell-our of the passive voice head. 

Particularly relevant here is the analysis that takes impersonal se to be the spell-out of a 

verbal functional head, a little v or inflection head, proposed with differences of detail, 

among others, by Baker 1988, Masullo 1992, Bhrun de Garavito 2000. In this view, se 

corresponds to a head that does not license an external argument, i.e., does not project a 

specifier. 

The impersonal construction with se is very frequent in Spanish. It is usually claimed that 

it is a much more frequent strategy than passive, specially if there is more than one 

argument. As in passives and third-person impersonals of activity verbs (90)-(91a-b), the 

implied agent of impersonal se constructions is indefinite; it is an indefinite that does not 

create a discourse referent ihat a pronoun in a following utterance could pick out. 

(90) a. A new building was designed. #He was n famous Canadian architect. 
b. They are building a new department. #He is a famous Canndian architect. 

(91) a. Fue d isekdo un nuevo edificio. #(f?l)fue un fismoso arquitecto canadiense 
was designed a new building. He was a famous architect Canadian 

b. Esfhn construyendo un nuevo edificio. # ( E l )  es un famoso arquitecto canadiense 
are building a new building. He was a famous arfitect Canadian 

c. Se construyb un nuevo edificio. #(El) es un famoso arquitecto canadiense 
se built a new building. He was a famous architect Canadian 

Impersonal se is more restricted than passives, however, in that the implied agent must be 

human, and that the agent cannot appear at all, not even in a byphrase.14 

(92) a. El pastofie comido totalmente (por las vacas) 
the grass was eaten completely by the cows 
The grass was completely eaten by the cows' 

b. #En esta chacra se come mucho pasto (*par las vacas) 
in this farm se eats a-lot-of grass by eaPe cows 

l4 The differences between verbal passives (91a) and impersonal se (91c) might be associated to the 
role of morphology, or to different structures (e.g., se as a spell-out of Voice, while there is no Voice 
head in passives). I leave asside the issue concerning the syntactic representation of these differences. 



'People eat a lot of grass in this farm' 

Impersonal se is incompatible with infinitivab. This fact lead Baker 1988, Masullo 1992 to 

propose that se is the realization of the external argument that incorporates into Inflection 

(here Tense). Within the framework of his dissertation, ss can be taken to be the spell-out of 

a defective Voice head. Sentence (91b) would have the structure below. 

(93) VoiceP 
A vp 

Voice ,-'--., 
se vm A 

Root A 
constru- un nuevo edificio 

In the impersonal se construction, then, the head that is responsible for the semantic and 

syntactic licensing of the external argument is present, although in a variant that lacks the 

property of projecting a specifier; i.e., it is not able to syntactically license an agent DP. In 

other words, impersonal Voice is defective syntactically, but not semantically. Passive Voice 

denotes that there is some individual that is related to the event described by the verb as its 

agent. 

(94) Voice (active): hx.he. agent(e,x) 

Voice (passive): he. (3x) agent(e,x) 

The proposal of a 'defective' high benefactive applicative head parallels the behaviour of 

impersonal Voice. The defective Appl head denotes that there is some individual related to 

the event as its benefactive or malefact.ive (glossed as applicative Appl in (96)). 

(95) MighAppl : hx.he. Appl(e,x) 

HighAppl (defective) : Ae. (3x) Appl(e,x) 

There is, however, an important contrast between impersonal se and defective MighAppl. An 

applicative head in Spanish always spells out the cp-features of the argument it licenses. The 

high applicative head responsible of ethical datives is syntactically defective. Nevertheless, it 

does license a benefactive semantically, and it spells out all its cp-features. The ethical dative 



clitic has person and number (and case) features; this contrasts with impersonal se, which 

only has an indefinite animate interpretation. 

4.3.2.2 Defective applicatives in other languages 

Spanish ethical datives are not the only case of 'defective' dative heads. Hebrew, for instance, 

has ethical datives that can be expressed by a clitic (96a), but no overt DP is allowed (96b) 

(See Borer&Grodzinsky 1986). Other kinds of dative arguments can appear either as a clitic 

or as a dative DP, as illustrated in (97) with an affected dative in an inchoative construction. 

(96) a. ha-yalda xatza Io et ha-hi3 
the girl crossed CL.DAT.M ACC the street 
'The girl crossed the street on him' (when he was babysitting her, for instance) 

b. 'ha-yalda xafza le-Roni et ha-kv8 
the girl crossed Roni.DAT ACC the street 
'The girl crossed the street on R o d  

(97) ha-radio izigbaa le-Rina / la  
the radio broke Rina.DAT / CL.DAT.FEM 

In French and Italian there are several constructions where a dative clitic can appear but 

pronominal or full DPs are not possible. Kayne (1975) presents severa: cases. Of special 

relevance here are dative clitics interpreted as affected. 

(98) a. Elle lui a dirnoli sa maison 
'She demolished his h o w  on him' 

b. Elle lui a tue' sa femme. 
'She killed his wife on him' (Kayne:1975:169-70, fn. 121) 

In (98), the clitic refers to the individua! that is affected by the event or end state. While a 

dative clitic is allowed, Kayne observes, the corresponding sentences with a lull DP are 

ungrammatical. 

(99) a. *Elle a d h o l i  sa maison d lui / d  Jean 
'She demolished his house on him/on Jean' 

b. *Elle a tue' sa femme r f  lui / r f  Jean 
'She killled his wife on h / o n  Jean' 



In term of the approach developed here, there is a close parallel between Spanish ethical 

datives, Hebrew ethical datives and French affected datives: an applicative head with 

pronominal features is allowed, but it does not project a specifier. The general properties of 

the predicate and event structure are not altered by the presence of the applicative head. 

Another interesting case involves a construction with the verb seem. The corresponding 

Italian verb sembrare and Spanish parecer can take an infinitival clause as its complement. The 

subject of the embedded clause can raise to matrix subject position. Some Italian speakers 

accept sentences where raising sembrare takes a dative clitic, which is interpreted as an 

experiencerl5. A full dative DP in this context is ungrammatical. 

(100) a. Gianni non gli sembra I t fare il suo dovere] 
Gianni not CL.DAT.M seems to-do his duty 
"Gianni does not seem to him to do his duty' 

b. "Gianni sembra a Piero [ t non fare il suo doverel 
Gianni seems Piero.DAT not to-do his d u v  
"Gianni seems to Piero not to do his duty' 

As with Spanish ethical datives, a full dative DP that is not in argument position is reported 

to be degraded, but not completely ungrammatical. 

(101) a. ?A Piero, Gianni non sembra [fare il suo dozrere I 
Piero.DAT Gianni.NOM not seems to-do his duty 
'To Pieroo, G i m i  does not seem to do his duty' 

b. ?A chi Gianni sembra I non fare il suo doverel ? 
who.D~T Gianni.NOM seems not to-do his duty 
'To whom does Gianni seems not to do his duty" (McGinnis 2001:21) 

This contrasts with another seem construction, where sembrare can take a full dative DP and 

an infinitival control CP, headed by complementizer di. 

(102) a. A Vicki sembra [ di aver dormito bene I 
Vicki.DAT seems COMP to-have slept well 
'Vicki feels that she has slept well' 

b. Mi sembra [ di aver dormito bene I 

l5 Not all speakers accept these type of sentences, and judgements vary according to the content of the 
embedded clause. 



CL.~STJ.DAT seems COMP to.have slept well 
'I feel that I have slept well' (Cuervo 2002) 

As discussed in Cuervo 2002, Spanish has the equivalent of the Italian sentences in (97), but 

the Spanish equivalents of (100) m d  (101) are ungrammatical. A dative clitic with pnrecer 

always corresponds to a high applicative that projects a specifier, even if it is occupied by a 

null pronoun pro; that is, the high applicative head that takes a stative vPBE as its 

complement is never defective in Spanish. h contrast, this head in Italian (and French) can 

be defective and combine with senibrare in the variant that takes a raising TP (1OQa) (as 

opposed to sembrare that takes a control CP headed by di). A dative experiencer DP is only 

compatible with parecer /sembrare when the complement infinitival is a control clause, or 

when parecer forms a complex predicate with an adjective or another predicate, as discussed 

in 54.1.1. 

Going back to Spanish defective HighAppl, one question imposes itself: why is a high 

applicative full DP incompatible with activity verbs in Spanish, which has otherwise a wide 

arrange of applicatives? What characterizes a configuration with activity verbs is the 

presence of an external argument DP. An applicative would also be external to the event, 

which would yield a structure with two DPs above little v. This configuration is possible in 

several languages; why not in Spanish? h principle, I do not see an answer to this question. 

One might think that two DPs above little v could be a problem with respect to attraction to 

subject position, i.e., to the specifier of T, since we h o w  independently that Spanish T can 

attract a dative QP to its specifier. 

Another possibility would be that Spanish bundles Voice and vDO in one head as 

Pylkkiinen proposes for English Voice and Cause heads. But, if that were &,h.e czse, &en 

probably not only the projection of a specifier should be impossible but a high applicative 

head itself -as it is in English-, which will leave ethical datives without a position to 

appear in. I leave this question open at this point, pending detailed crosslinguistic reseach. 



Concluding remarks 

Andr6s Bello 1847 divided datives into (indirect) complements of the verb and superfluous 

datives. Proposing -as I have d o n e  Cqat all types of dative arguments are licensed by a 

specialized head, and none is a true argument of the verb amounts to urufyrng datives into 

the superfluous kind. Or it can be seen the other way: within the approach I have developed, 

each dative has its own place in the structure and, accordingly, its own meaning. The only 

relevant differences among them derive from the three sources: 

+ the category and type of complement the dative argument is related to by the 

applicative head (i.e., a DP or a vP; a stative vP or a dynamic vP; an agentive or non- 

agentive dynamic UP). 

+ whether the applicative phrase is embedded under a root, between two event 

predicates, or is nst embedded (i.e., low, affected and high applicatives). 

4 whether the applicative head is syntactically and semantically complete or it is 

semantically complete but syntactically defective (i.e., whether it projecb a specifier or 

just the head is present). 

The combinatarial possibilities of event predicates and applicatives have provided the means 

to predict possible kinds of dative arguments, where kinds are defined structurally. 

Interpretation of the structures is performed compositionally on the syntactic structures. As a 

consequence, structural kinds of datives correspond to semantic kinds. Not only does this 

approach systematically account for the syntactic behaviour and semantic interpretation of a 

wide range of dative arguments in Spanish, but it also provides the theoretical tools to locate 

points at which languages can differ from each other. 

Many interesting aspects of dative arguments have not been addressed. Among them, 

the possibility and properties of reflexive applicative heads, the importance of the 

morphological characteristics of the head, and dative arguments in periphrastic causatives. 

The investigation of these topics, and of crosslinguistic variation, within this framework is 

just opening. But here, I have to stop now. 
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