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Feeding agreement: Anti-locality in Crow applicatives of unaccusatives*

Edwin Ko

University of California, Berkeley

1. Introduction

Aanti-locality effects, which bans *“too close” movement, have been reported for A‘movemem,
particularly subject-extraction asymmetries across a variety of languages (Erlewine 2014,
2016, 2020, Boskovi¢ 2016, Brillman and Hirsch 2016, Douglas 2017, Amaechi and Georgi
2019, Issah and Smith 2020). Although the discussion on anti-locality effects has focused
on A-movement, anti-locality effects have also been observed for A-movement in applica-
tives of Nez Perce (Deal 2019). Therefore, anti-locality effects appear not to be restricted
to A-movement (ct. Erlewine 2016:431, Ex 4).

In this paper, I will argue that anti-locality effects involving A-movement can also be
observed in Crow. In plain unaccusatives in Crow, as in (1), the theme argument is referenced
using the B-set marker (underlined), which references object-like arguments. In applicatives
of unaccusatives, as in (2), the theme argument is now obligatorily referenced using the
A-set marker (bolded), which instead indexes subject-like arguments. Therefore, in Crow
applicatives of unaccusatives, how does the theme argument come to receive A-set and not
B-set agreement, as in constructions with plain unaccusatives? More generally, what is the
subject in applicatives of unaccusatives of Crow?!

€))] Unaccusative 2)
bii-wfisshi-k
IB-tell.lie-DECL
‘I ied’

Applicative of unaccusative
dii-wiissa-a-wa-ku-k
28-tell.lie-JUNCT-1A-APPL-DECL
‘I lied for you’

*Thanks to all my friends in Crow country, especially Felice Big Day. Cyle Old Elk, Jack Real Bird,
Alma Real Bird, Riley Singer, and Charles Yarlott Jr., for their patience and hospitality, and for sharing their
language and culture with me. Thanks also to Amy Rose Deal. Line Mikkelsen, and Tyler Lemon for their
insightful comments on various stages of this work. As always, all errors are my own.

"The abbreviations used in the glosses is as follows: 1: first person, 2: second person, 3: third person, A:
active, appL: applicative, B: stative, CAUS: causative, DECL: declarative, INDEF: indefinite, INTERR: interrogative,
JUNCT: juncture. 0B): object, sBJ: subject, and ss: same-subject
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1 will propose that in Crow applicatives of unaccusatives, the underlying theme moves
over the applied object into Spec,vP thereby feeding A-set agrecment. Movement occurs
in (3) but not (4) due to an anti-locality constraint that bans movement considered to be
“too local”. Thus, when an applied argument is introduced in Spec,ApplP in applicatives
of unaccusatives, the theme argument is able to move into Spec,vP without violating the
anti-locality constraint. In this way, Crow represents another case in which A-movement
may be sensitive to anti-locality effects.

3) Unaccusative (4)  Applicative of unaccusative
vP vP
% DPTHI‘.ME
VP v ApplP v
DPrugme v DP.pi )
VP Appl

(DPTHI-:\H > v

2. Overview of Crow syntax

Crow is a endangered Siouan language spoken in Montana. Data used in this paper, unless
otherwise indicated, come from my fieldwork with ten native speakers between the ages of 24
1062 from 2017 to 2020 on the Crow Indian Reservation.? The orthography used in this paper
follows the conventions employed by Graczyk (2007), which lists IPA correspondences.

2.1 Unaccusativity and active-stative agreement

Crow is a head-final, head-marking, highly polysynthetic language with an active-stative
alignment expressed via its verb agreement system. In an active-stative language, verbs
generally belong to one of two classes, ACTIVE and STATIVE.3 In general, the two classes
are predictable based on the semantics of the verbs. Active verbs tend to denote events with
agentive subjects while stative verbs commonly denote states with non-agentive subjects.
In active intransitives, subjects are referenced with so-called A-set morphemes, as in (35),
whereas stative intransitives are marked using B-set markers, as in (6). In an active transitive,
as in (7), A-set marks subjects and B-set marks objects. The A- and B-set morphemes are

2Gome of the data collected between 2019-2020 come from elicitation sessions that were held virtually
through video conferencing platforms with Crow speakers who reside on the Crow Indian Reservation.

3 Active-stative languages are also referred to as split-intransitive, split-S, active-inactive, and agentive-
patient, among others. For a more comprehensive list of terms variously used in the literature for this type of
morphosyntactic alignment system, see Mithun 1991,
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Il.\ted n (X) 5-6 N()IC ]ldl overt A- n B-Se dagreement markers ar stricted to l()Cdl
t I and
set greeme arkel dare re!
h Tl
person; third person agreement mdlker.\ are ph()n()l()glc«i”y null

(5) baa-lisshi-k (6) ii-4 ichi
s bii-dmmichi-k ) dii AXpii
. - i-waa-l: ~
.lA dance-pECL I B-fall-pECL 2 rdd .
I danced’ I fell o

‘I hugged you’

(8) A-set and B-set agreement prefixes in Crow

A-SET | B-SET
1sG | baa- bii-
2sG | daa- dii-

36 | @- @-

There is so i At antiue ..
and stative in:r;nnesiz\:/l:se r;;i-thdt]ficuve intransitives behave syntactially like unergatives
attested only for n-()um. iy 'dve ll.(C unac‘cusau.v.es. For example, noun incorporation is
subjects of stative i ..dF are ()bj.ecls of transitive verbs, as in (9a), and nouns that are
[ stative intransitives, as in (9b). Active intransitives, on the other hand, do not

allow incorporation of their subj
eir subjects and : ] icit § i
o Incom. j attempts to elicit such constructions have been
) Noun incorporation
a.  Active transitive
Logan bishka-ldupia-k
Logan dog-dislike-psct
‘Logan dislikes dogs’
b.  Stative intransitive
ildk-hilahp-ak
meat-scarce-ss
‘meat is scarce’ (Graczyk 2007:282)
This test indicates that subjects

to those of objects
for incorporation i

p———— b()t .\l';au':'e intransitives are in a similar syntactic position
: erbs. Both types of arguments she iti ‘

s s share a position that allows

o bs i : s at allows

analye pion Int ..[.he verb Bd.sed. on the facts about noun 1ncorporation in Crow, [

SHIVES as unergatives and stative intransitives as unaccusatives a;ld

3 :
'ln Crow, obstruents often undergo intervocalic laxin
environments where they occur between vowels.

Sws
*With exception of the first-pers
direety preced;l‘ . dt:j:l::i‘ze:]:rr)kplu?:]&;et morpheme. the plural is discontinuously marked as -uu that
tly S arker. The first-personal plural B-s lee- i m
ot et the declaraive : 'h p -set morpheme balee- is a ante:
aper as gh ] y of person features but also number. The plural forms are not my d i ren m‘[u‘u
p p: as they are not relevant to the current discussion l roned e rescof i
The A-set morphemes exhibit rampant allomor,

verbal root it attaches to, whereas B-set morphemes

g. Therefore, b and d may occur as w and /{ in

phy that is conditioned by the i ]
phonological sh:
are generally invariant. ¢ et
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. £ B B
hencetor h I refer t¢ hem as .\Uch. The structures for unergatives dlld unaccusatives are
cefort] 3 efer to t

given below in (10) and (11), respectively.

-cusative (= stative intrans.)
(10) Unergative (= active intrans.) an Unaccusative {

vP
vP
/>\ VP v
DP
VP v /\
| DP Y
v

ic clause s ¥ Crow includes
Following Wallace (1993), 1 assume that the basic clause strucltl{re :[:ercg :ltiveg lue
o : ¢ -set agreement in atives as
its di ‘ and 1 analyze A-set agree
. . at sits directly above vP, an . set agreemen I e
e AISP‘: :] :iree between a g-probe on Asp with the highest accessible goal Ombe o
;:-“ud‘ (l)Zt-s‘eztb agreement in unaccusatives is the result of Agree bct:weeene : fn :r v and
T?::s:a as;‘umpli(ms allow us to capture the agreement asymmetry betw!

. . ) s
unaccusatives, which are schematized in (12) and (13).

i nt in unaccusatives
(12) A-set agreement in unergatives (13) B-set agreeme

AspP

= ve oV
DP <--° '
VP v /\ ,”
' DP v
V A /1

In (12), Asp probes and agrees with the highest Dl? argu.mem - the ext;rn.a‘l'::ﬁszr:(i

n (12), Aspp ith the internal argument and copies its p-features. Butw y is 1‘ o
o (19), v ;fgrees w‘l'nto an Agree relation with the VP-internal DP? Folloyvmg Legate (' o
Ry emerbl" ssume that unaccusative v is a phase head re-ndermg the |ntern: o
- Dealt Eigggg;ﬂibdlg to the Asp probe. By the time Asp is merged into the structure, the

i i i ansitives, mi sth
1 stative e itive verbs in Crow, which, unlike active transitives, mark be

discussed in this paper, they provide some supp;{)llg;r
h all DP goals within its search dlnmam (Clen? X t
| arguments within the VP domain. Under an accoun

a single B-set morpheme in stative

argumen

__7Th; is a small set of stative trans
with B-set morphemes. While they are not
of v as an insatiable probe that interacts wit
as consisting of two interna
highest accessible DP, one would expect only
be and interact witl ' - arch dom;
guments in this paper, | will continue to analyze v

arguments
an analysis in
[ analyze stative transitives
in which v targets only the
transitives. Thus, v must be able to prol
insatiability does not figure into the ar,
approach. ) o

3The CP layer is omitted for simplicity’s sake.

ithin its searc| ain. However, since
Ps within its search domain.
o under the standard
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complement of the phase head v has been sent to PF and LF (see Chomsky 2000, 2001 on
the PHASE IMPENETRABILITY CONDITION). Therefore, the differences between agreement in
unergatives and unaccusatives results from which probe is involved and where the subject
DP is located within the clausal spine. In unergatives, Asp agrees with the subject, an
external argument, which occupies Spec,vP. In unaccusatives, v agrees with the subject, an
internal argument, which resides within the VP,

2.2 Applicative constructions

In this paper, I focus on applicatives involving the benefactive -ku.9 Both unergatives and
unaccusatives may combine with the applicative -ku, as shown in (14) and (15), respectively.
Note that (1) and (2) are reproduced below as (15a) and (15b). Example (14a) displays a
simple clause with the unergative verb chiwakii ‘pray’. In this construction, there is a
single A-set morpheme referring to the first-person subject. However, in the applicative
counterpart, given in (14b), there are two occurrences of A-set marking, one adjacent to
the verbal stem and one adjacent to the applicative -ku, both referring to the first-person
subject. In a plain unaccusative, as in (15a), B-set marker is used to refer to the first-person
subject. However, in (15b), the same argument is now referenced via an A-set marker that
occurs directly adjacent to the applicative marker -ku, and the B-set marker now references
the applied object. Thus, for both applicative constructions, A-set marker references the
subject while B-set marker references the applied object.

(14) a.  Unergative b.  Applicative of unergative
bah-chiwakf{i-k dii-wah-chiwaké-a-{wa} ku-k
1A-pray-DECL 2B- 1 A-pray-JUNCT- 1 A-APPL-DECL
‘I prayed’ ‘1 prayed tor you’

(15) a.  Unaccusative b.  Applicative of unaccusative
bii-wiisshi-k dii-wfissa-a{wa}-ku-k
Is-tell.lie-pDECL 2B-tell.lie-JUNCT-1A-APPL-DECL
‘I lied’ ‘I lied for yow’

Since the applicative marker -ku may occur with both unergatives and unaccusatives, fol-
lowing the typology of Pylkkiinen (2002, 2008), 1 assume that -ku is a high applicative
heading an ApplP that sits between above VP but below vP. The structural configurations of
applicatives of unaccusatives is schematized in (16).10 Crucially, I also adopt the position

9Other applicatives in Crow include the instrumental ii- which behaves differently from the benefactive
applicative.

"n the remainder of the paper, I focus on applicatives of unaccusatives. An analysis of applicatives of
unergatives 1s beyond the scope of this paper and will no longer be discussed.
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that distinct theta roles are configurationally determined (i.e. UTAH; Baker 1988, 1997).
As such, the applied argument is introduced in Spec,ApplP and the theme argument is
base-generated VP-internally.

(16)  Applicatives of unaccusatives

vP
ApplP v
DPpi
VP App!
DPrwiar .. v

Given the structure above, we expect the applied object to be structurally higher than
the theme argument. However, as 1 will argue below, the lowest object in applicatives of
unaccusatives is in fact the applicative argument and not the theme argument, suggesting
that the theme argument moves into a landing site above the applied object.

3. Diagnosing the height of DPs in applicatives of unaccusatives

In this section, | present three pieces of evidence that demonstrate that the Jowest argument
in applicatives of unaccusatives is the applicative argument and not the theme argument.
First, in applicatives of unaccusatives (and unergatives), overt DP subjects must precede
applicative arguments suggesting that theme arguments are structurally higher than the
applicative arguments. Second, the wh-words in Crow. sapéen and sapée ‘who’, have a
nominative-accusative-like distribution; the former is must be used for the highest argu-
ment of the clause, whereas the latter is used for all other arguments. In applicatives of
unaccusatives, sapéen can only be used to refer to the theme argument, but not the applica-
tive argument. Finally, the indefinite object baa may attach to transitive verbs to demote the
lowest argument and in applicatives of unaccusatives, only the applicative argument can be
demoted.

31 Evidence from word order

The first diagnostic involves word order. In general, applicative constructions are sensitive
to differences in word order. In applicatives of unergatives, as in (17), the agent must precede
the applied object. In (17a), Logan precedes Taylor and Logan is obligatorily understood
as the agent. If the order of the DP arguments is interchanged, as in (17b), then Taylor is
interpreted as the agent of the sentence with Logan as the benefactor. The same observations
about word order can be made for applicatives of unaccusatives which are given in (18).

S i
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7 Applicatives of unergatives

a. Logan Taylor chiwakd-a-ku-k
Logan Taylor pray-JUNCT-APPL-DECL
‘Logan prayed for Taylor’
NOT ‘Taylor prayed for Logan’

b.  Taylor Logan chiwaka-a-ku-k
Taylor Logan pray-JUNCT-APPL-DECL
"Taylor prayed for Logan’
NOT ’Logan prayed tor Taylor’

(18)  Applicatives of unaccusatives
a.  Logan Taylor bfiss-a-ku-k
Logan Taylor tell.lie-JUNCT-APPL-DECL
‘Logan lied for Taylor’
NOT ‘Taylor lied for Logan’

b. Taylor-sh Logan biiss-a-ku-k
Taylor-DEF Logan tell.lie-JUNCT-APPL-DECL
"Taylor lied for Logan’
NOT ’Logan lied for Taylor’

Th S P ol <1 P H
[iv::,dv:(ljldllj rtlt:e struclzlture.s mh(l7) and (18) suggest is that subjects of applicatives of unerga-
S ¢ accusatives, which precede the applicative argum i
— ent, are $ :
than the applicative arguments. ’ : e serally bigher

3.2 Evidence from wh-words

In : cnmdon s 4 Sarhe? :

ﬁ)l(lf)r‘;:»\: :\v(l)zmv.vor?b sapéen and sapée ‘who’ are used strictly to refer to humans. These words
‘ inative-accusative-like distribution. In (19), sapéen is or subjects

o ’ ’ I , sapéen is employed for subjects

;egagct\./ert])s. Ff)r example, (19a) and (20a) contain an unergative and a transitive \J/erb

w:n;')l anl\;e/:Py,. with an extgrnal argument subject DP, whereas (19b) features an unaccusative;

i -m.ternal subjec.t .DP. (The question mark symbol <?> represents a glottal stop.)

0 refer to objects of transitive clauses, sapée must be used, as in (20b) ’

(19) a.  Unergative 20) Transitive
?Eéen xalisshi-? a. sapéen Logan dichi-?
‘ 0.SBJ run-INTERR who.sBy Logan hit-INTERR
Who ran? ‘Who hit Logan?’
b.  Unaccusative b. Logan sapée dichi-?
sapéen  biisshi-? E,ogan vyho.om hit-INTERR
who.sBs tell.lie-INTERR Who did Logan it

‘Who lied?
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The choice of wh-word in Crow appears determined not by the argument’s position
within the clause, but by its position in relation to other arguments (if any). In a plain
intransitive with a single argument, sapéen is used to reference the subject. In a transitive
clause which bears two arguments, sapéen refers to the subject and sapée refers to the
object. In configurational terms, sapéen indexes the structurally highest DP while sapée is
dependent on the presence of a structurally higher DP.!

In applicatives of unaccusatives, sapéen must refer to the theme argument, as in (21),
and sapée can only be used to index the applicative argument, as in (22).12 Therefore,
the distribution of sapéen and sapée in applicatives of unaccusatives indicates that theme
arguments are the structurally highest DPs and suggests that although they are generated
below the applicative argument within VP, they somehow come to be in a position above
the applied object.'®

@2n Wh-words as theme arguments
a. sapéen Taylor-sh biiss-a-ku-?
who.sB1 Taylor-DEF tell.lie-JUNCT-APPL-INTERR
*Who lied for Taylor?

b. *sapée  Taylor-sh bfiss-a-ku-?
who.0BJ Taylor-DeF tell.lie-JUNCT-APPL-INTERR
Intended: Who lied for Taylor?

(22) Wh-words as applicative arguments
a.  Logansapée  biiss-a-ku-?
Logan who.0oBJ tell.lie-JUNCT-APPL-INTERR
‘Who did Logan lied for?’

b. *Logan sapéen biiss-a-ku-?
Logan who.sBJ tell.lie-JUNCT-APPL-INTERR
Intended: ‘Who did Logan lie for?’

33  Evidence from incorporation of baa ‘indefinite object’

The last piece of evidence comes from the indefinite object baa in Crow, which is found
across other languages in the Siouan family. In descriptive terms, when this morpheme
attaches to a transitive verb, it demotes or suppresses the object and the object is interpreted
as an indefinite. Example (23a) consists of a transitive verb baluushi ‘1 eat’ inflected for

117y causative constructions of transitive verbs, sapéen must also be used to refer to the subject (i.e. the
causer). However, in describing the causee, either sapéen or sapée may be used. Nonetheless, the fact that
sapéen must be used for the highest DP of the clause is still in line with the overall generalization about
sapéenlsapée. )

12Constructions with sapéen appear to have a more flexible word order in Crow. In scenarios where sapéen
unambiguously refers o a single DP, its placement in the sentence is relatively free.

13The same generalization about sapéen and sapée holds for applicatives of unergatives. in these construc-
tions, sapéen can only mark the external argument, whereas sapée is only used for the applicative argument.
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:lr[j‘;ﬁer‘son ;lngular. ﬁubject alongside an overt object DP xéoxaashe “corn’. In (23b), baa
es Lo the transitive verb and the object is demoted and receives an indefinite rez;ding

(i.e. S()llle[hlllg ) N()[e [hal OVEer (’b'ec[ DPs cannot occur wit nd ] b
’ ( ) h the indefin te ()b_]ect ad,

(23) a.  xooxaashe baluushi-k
corn l.eat-DECL
‘I’'m eating corn’
b.  baa-waluushi-k

INDEF.OBJ- | .eat-DECL
‘I'm eating (something)’

c. *xdoxaashe baa-waluushi-k
Corn INDEF.OBJ- | .eat-DECL

ll: :i]t)pl.lcanves of transit?ves.. baa can only demote the theme argument, as in (24a). Attempt-
,ei[ ;1 ;lépﬁr?“ lhedapphcauve argument and imbuing it with indefinite reading renders the
s ill-formed, as shown in (24b). Accordin i i A
: s . gly, in constructions that be: :
one object, haa- demotes the lowest i i . e
s s st one — in (24a), this argument is i
' vad- demol low , this arg is the theme sugges
that themes in applicatives of active transitives do not undergo raising seesine

(24) a.  Logan baa-60ssh-b-aa-wa-ku-k
L(’)gan INDEF.0BJ-Cooked- 1 A-CAUS- 1 A-APPL-DECL
I’m cooking (something) for Logan’
b. *xdoxaashe baa-Gossh-b-aa-wa-ku-k

corn !NDEF.OBJ-C()()ked— [A-CAUS-1A-APPL-DECL
Intended: I'm cooking corn for people

B aQ atte : 1 M 3
pl)ilczgr‘::artst, when baa d:ache.s to applicatives of unergatives and unaccusatives, the ap:
argument, not the theme argument, must be s in 2 n !
‘ . s St be suppressed, as in (25a) and (25b
res y sults of this di i : ;
';l)]e.ctlv‘el)f.. Thus, the results of this diagnostic suggest that in applicative construﬁtion)s'
with mntransitive verbs, the lowest argument is the applied object A l

25) a.  baa-waa-waldxx-ba-ku-k
INDEF.OBJ- | A-5ing-1A-APPL-DECL
I sing for people (e.g. a crowd)’
b.  baa-wiiss-a-wa-ku-k

INDEF.OBJ-tell.lie-JUNCT- 1 A-APPL-DECL
‘I lie for people’
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34  Summary

The three diagnostics suggest that in applicatives of unaccusatives, the theme DP is the
structurally highest argument and the applied DP is the structurally lowest argument. The

results of these tests are given in (26).

(26) Summary of diagnostics for applicatives of unaccusatives

DiaGNosTIC OBSERVATION

Word order theme DPs must precede applied DPs

sapée(n) ‘who’ sapéen = theme DPs, sapée = applied DPs

Incorporated baa baa may only refer to applied DPs
4. Feeding agreement: An anti-locality-based account

The results of the diagnostics raise two questions about the structural relations between
theme and applicative arguments in applicatives of unaccusatives. First, what is the mech-
anism by which the theme argument comes to be situated above the applicative argument?
Second, what is the syntactic position in which the theme resides? To address these ques-
tions, I propose an analysis in which the theme raises to Spec,vP, crossing over ApplP as
a response to constraints on ANTI-LOCALITY, which is formulated in (27a) and illustrated
in (28) with local and non-local A-movement.' Movement of the theme argument from its
VP-internal base position to Spec,vP is motivated by an EPP feature on v.

27 a.  Generalized Spec-to-Spec Anti-locality: Movement of a phrase from SpecXP
must cross a maximal projection other than XP Deal (2019:408).

b. Movement from position A to position B crosses C if and only if C dominates
A but does not dominate B.

In (28a), movement of the element X does not cross over an intervening projection. Since
movement is considered local, it violates the constraints on anti-locality. In contrast, move-
ment of X in (28b) is permitted since it crosses over an ApplP.

(28)  a.  Local A-movement: *[ve X; [vP 1; ]]
b.  Non-local A-movement: v [v» X; {appiP Y [ve 1; ]]]

The claim is that (28a) corresponds to plain unaccusatives whereas (28b) corresponds to
applicatives of unaccusatives. In unaccusatives, the theme must remain in its base position
since raising to Spec,vP would violate the constraint on local movement. In this way, the v

4 Until recently, work on anti-locality effects has primarily focused on A-movement (e.g. Boskovic 2016,
Brillman and Hirsch 2016, Erlewine 2016, 2020). The Generalized Spec-to-Spec Anti-locality from Deal
(2019:408) in (27a) is a revision of the original formulation by Erlewine (2016:431), which specifically
addresses constraints on A-movement, to include A-movement.
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robes and : s wi ,
&arking lg retores w“:]h[hehtheme argument - the closest DP argument - resulting in B-set
: nce the theme argument. The c: cof . )
illustrated in (29). g he calculus of agreement in unaccusatives is

29)
vP

In contras sents g

unaccus:tsit\;e?ii%nb)clr'i;;etif):s. ‘the type of non-local movement found in applicatives of

theme BP sreumenn cr(,) : .d. :, the Fheme moves. over ApplP into Spec,vP. Because the

Secmmying et sses .p;'>lP, {t d(.)es no? violate the constraint on anti-locality. By
pec,vP, the theme in applicatives of unaccusatives can become the target of the

pl()l)c on A.Sl) tlle source of A-Set agreement. M reover, the dl)])]]Cd[lVe argument Wthll
N g oreo s N

. . - - p e -

remains in-situ in SPCC,APPIP, is within the search d()mdln of

to cross-reference the applied object. 15 v resulting in B-set marking
(30
AspP
vP Agp
DPTHM ) el <
ApplP v
DPyp, <~ N

Too vocar] VP Appl

<DPTHM) V

The fact th: ¢ in f:
that the theme argument moves in favor of the applicative argument can be

adequ ) . . .
equately accounted for by the anti-locality constraint. Although the applicative argument

fragile” as a change in the number of intervenin
take place. That said, | am not aware of any pr
next step would be to investigate the class of so

15As Baier 201 : : i
(2017), Deal (2019) and Erlewine (2020) note, a solution based on anti-focality is inherently

g.pxto.Jectlons can determine whether movement can or cannot
(){elcluon.\‘ between APPIP and vP in Crow, although a logical
-called aspectual auxiliaries in Crow (see Travis 2010).
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{ o Spec,vP
is closer to the Spec,vP landing site than the theme, movement trom SP"T“;’APF;: ;ppl?cmve
) ) 7 . . . . . . u‘\ .
s e’ — it tails 33 an intervening maximal projection. s :
is ‘too close’ — it fails to cross over ant ! : e
argument must remain in-situ. Thus, movement of the theme into Spec,vP It));:n:;sy o
A-set agreement in applicatives of unaccusatives since movement allows the g
l ithin Asp’s search domain.
to become accessible within Asp’s sea : o ‘ R
The anti-locality account therefore provides an explanation for rllhehaxgr(;,.emem d:f,’:‘[hemi
i ) ions i ence
31 ai accusative constructions, which reler
observed between simple, plain undc C ‘ . ‘ he e
i applicatives : satives, which reterence
‘ ia B-set mz , and applicatives of unaccusa , ¢
T e, In the e ins in-situ and is the target of the v probe.
i arki { he theme remains in-situ and 18 g c v p
via A-set marking. In the former, t ( ‘ et hevproe
In the latter, the theme moves over ApplP into Spec,vP and into the search domai p

S. Alternative proposals

i sals to ¢ { ‘ ment
Before concluding, 1 briefly consider alternative proposals to (licco.unt tn:_ thned;l(,:gl:'t;«;;:liVes
: i ‘ satives and applicatives of unaccusatives.
5 ies obs simple unaccusatives and appli ; lacct
asymmetries observed between 8 and applicates o i e
ifi 5 als that place restrictions on allowng ap
Specifically, I sketch out two proposa . o D e propcsal
i lying on constraints on anti-locality. ¢ :
ments to move to Spec,yP without relying : : cality propos]
involves inherent Case. Under this analysis, the applied object recew;; ;;h;rlzr;: S:;s e
ineligible f 5 Ginnis 1998a,b, 2004, Cuervo . 004,
ineligible for A-movement (see Mc vo - fecFucden 200
7()()6g Woolford 2006, and among others). The second .pm[éoskal |(nz\8)llze3s6;r)1 :g;lﬁ:a:ive
whict icative ¢ ¥ s and not DPs. Following Baker : s
which applicative arguments are PPs an ‘ ’ 67),
argumerp:l;:‘ that are PPs are unable to move and are therefore unable to satisty the EPP
feature on v; the PP-internal DP itself is also unable to move lpt() ?pec,\;lP. e the v probe
i ase ¢ analyses provide an explanation for why
The inherent Case and PP analyses pro Why th prove
satisfy its e ‘ the applicative argume
] ; to satisfy its EPP feature and not
targets the theme argument EPP oL e e A o, the
is clos i applicative argument is ineligible .
though the latter is closer. Since the app ive argu le e
next&clmes‘l accessible DP within the domain of v is the theme. A]s ‘.;u.ch, }hte)l:zzfi(m o
Set $¢ ; A e "
ives A-set ¢ nent. Although these proposals bring 1 .
to Spec,vP and receives A-set agreen : o B e ativer
{ traints on anti-locality, they face at least one challenge: simp cusative
need for constraints on anti-locality, e
i satives does not move to Spec,vP. Instead, :
In simple unaccusatives, the theme \ VP T e e
ives B-set two alternative proposals conside
and receives B-set agreement. The , . | here make 02
‘ ¥ ; not only raises to Spec,
i icti ¢ argument of unaccusatives no .
incorrect prediction that the theme a . s ot only Hes
i icati 5 ions also when there is no applicative, as illu .
in applicative constructions but 4 § no : o
Thufpan anti-locality account provides an explanation tor.why themes move to Spec,
applicatives of unaccusatives, but not in simple unaccusatives.

Gh vP
VP v
DPTHEMI". V
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6. Conclusion

In simple unaccusatives, the theme argument in applicatives of unaccusatives is cross-
referenced via the A-set, and not B-set marking. Moreover, in applicatives of unaccusatives,
the theme is structurally higher than the applied object. By adopting a general ban on “too
close™ movement, we are able to account for two syntactic puzzles. First, it provides an
account for why the applied object does not undergo movement. Instead, it is the theme that
undergoes A-mavement into Spec,vP thereby feeding A-set marking. Second, it explains
why in simple unaccusatives the theme argument remains in-situ and receives B-set marking.

Despite the fact that discussions on anti-locality have focused on A-movement, Crow
represents a case in which A-movement also exhibits anti-locality effects. One implication of
this study therefore relates to the lower bounds of A/A-movement across different languages.
In particular, if the lower bounds of A/A-movement are constrained in a similar way, then
the number of properties that distinguish between A/A-movement is further reduced (see
van Urk 2015). However, intervening projections between vP and ApplP that display the
‘fragility” of anti-locality-based accounts of A-movement remain to be seen.
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Low (in)transitivity: Evidence from Kipsigis*

Maria Kouneli

Universitiit Leipzig

1. Introduction

Recent syntactic approaches to the causative alternation (e.g., The cup broke vs. Mary broke
the cup in English), treat it as a Voice alternation (e.g., Marantz 2013, Alexiadou et al. 2015,
Wood 2015, Wood and Marantz 2017, Kastner 2020, Nie 2020, Tyler 2020). These theories
adopt an architecture in which little v and Voice are two separate heads; little v verbalizes
the root and introduces event semantics, while Voice introduces the external argument (e.g.,
Pylkkinen 2008, Harley 2013, Legate 2014). What they argue, then, is that the causative
and anticausative variant have the same vP (event) layer, but differ in the type of Voice head
(e.g., transitive or intransitive) that they merge with.

In this paper, I present a detailed investigation of the causative alternation in Kipsigis
(Nilotic; Kenya), based on data from original fieldwork. [ show that the causative alternation
in the language cannot be just a Voice alternation: (in)transitivity in the language is calcu-
lated at the little v level for most verbs. I therefore conclude that while Voice theories of the
alternation have many advantages (and are most likely correct) for some languages (e.g.,
Greek), they are not able to account for all cross-linguistic variation in the phenomenon, at
least not without further modifications.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: in Section 2, T give a brief overview
of previous theories of the causative alternation; in Section 3, I provide a description of
the alternation in Kipsigis; in Section 4, I outline the challenges that the Kipsigis data
pose to Voice theories of the alternation; in Section 5, I conclude by briefly discussing the
implications of the Kipsigis data for theories of the causative alternation.

*I am grateful w0 B. Kemboi, E. Kipkorir, W. Kirui, H. Mosonik, and P. Ronoh for their valuable work
as linguistic consultants. I'd also like to thank Artemis Alexiadou, Itamar Kastner, Alec Marantz, Yining
Nie, Jim Wood, and the audiences at Yale University, Leiden University, University of Leipzig. Humboldt
University, NELS 51, and the workshop on Theme Vowels in (V)P Structure at the University of Graz. for
feedback on previous stages of this work. All errors are my own.

Abbreviations follow the Leipzig glossing rules, with the addition of cL2 = class 11, N = nominalizer, NACT
= non-active, MID = middle, RED = reduplication, v = verbalizer. Tone is transcribed whenever possible, but
some transcriptions are incomplete due to sound difficulties over certain Skype elicitations.
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