NEW FACTS FROM FONGBE ON THE DOUBLE OBJECT CONSTRUCTIONS

Claire Lefebvre

Université du Québec 4 Montréal

October 1992



TABLE OF CONTENTS

0. INEOUCHON ..uvviinisiiiiiiiiiii it e e aa e et st s s st s s n s eannmeas 1
) R B B T o 5
1.1. Availability of double object and of preposition stranding ...........c...coeeee.. 6

1.2. Availability of double object and of Genitive Case in nominal
SHTUCTUTES 114t iverisrensaressreesnssnsnsnssnsossasassasstsssssasansnionestossstntnmenennss 8
2. The double object construction in English and in Fon.........oooiiniinniiiineen. 9
A S T (1T 1 11 U S U 9
2.1.1. POSSESSION. cu.uiiiii it anaei e e e e e e e e s rar e aeres 9
2.1.2. Affectedness.......cconinniiiiii e 19
2.2, ASYIINEHICS «. e et eitieat e vnnmoteee et ianrtan et erasaannsamram e teannranseanranenes 23
G TR 1111 u ¢ PO 32

3. The double complement construction in English and the Take serial verb
CORSITUCHION 1IN oM. e e e r e 33
o R -1 1§11 4 U OO OSSP 34
T O B s L o OO PPN 34
3.1.2. Affectedness.....ciiieiiniiieisiiiiiriie et eaa e 38
3.2, ASYMMEIIES .u.uuivesireeinenrreerecnareesaencenensassarasnsecansaranraeanrncnnsnrns 42
3.3. For any one verb there can be only two overtly realized arguments............. 46
3.4, SUMMETY .. ... et eaa s e e s e ecsseanensnrasnannnns 47

4. Is there a mansformational relationship between the double object and the



ii

4.2. TIs there a mransformational relationship between the double object
construction and the serial verb construction? .........oovvervnminiiiiiininnnanns 57

P B TR o' a1 5y 59
5. The syntax of the Fon double object construction......cccvvveveinieinnniiiniiinnannn, 60
5.1. The nominal structure Of FON......cccvoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic s 61
5.2. The inner structore of the small clause..... ..o 63
5.3. The nominal structure and the inner structure of the small clause ................ 66
5.4, DPooooiiiiiiiii e e s e 68
T T 70) ¢ Wo o [ R PP 69

5.6. Spec of DP as an escape hatch for movement........ccccoivmveninnereniinnn 71

T R 1T S 73
5.8. The small clause analysis of the double object construction.........ccveveeee. 77
TR 100 o1 o1 1 PPN 78
6. The semantic representation of n4 'give', x€I€ 'show' et kpldn 'teach'................. 79
6.1. The core meaning of n{ 'give', x¢I€ 'show' and kpldn teach’ .................. 81
6.2. The derivation of the serial verb/ double complement constructons............. 82
6.3. The derivation of the double object cOnSIUCHON ...c.coviiiiiiiiiiiieinieiecnanens 83
6.4, SUMIDAIY ..c.oeuminiiticeeieieiienineanenserontnranreananraneanamennaeanareannennns 85
7. Range of verbs participating in the double object cOnStruction .....c.coveciiiiinnene. 85
B. ACQUISIHOM ...iviiriainieiiee e e e e 89
| T (= | o PPN 90



NEW FACTS FROM FONGBE ON THE DOUBLE OBJECT CONSTRUCTIONS *

Claire Lefebvre

Université du Québec 2 Montréal

0. Introduction

The analysis of the double object construction (NP NP) raises several important
theoretical issnes. What is the parameter which allows the construction in some grammars
and not others? What are the semantic properties of the construction with respect to those of
the double complement construction (NP PP)? How are double object constructions
derived? What is the role of dominance/precedence in the account of the Theme/Goal
asymmetries exhibited by the construction? The particular data of Fon (a West African

language of the Kwa family spoken mainly in Benin) leads to a clarification of these issues.

The Fon grammar presents a quite interesting cluster of phenomena with respect to
issues related to the double object construction. First, Kayne (1984) proposes that a
language which has double object constructions will also allow P-stranding. While Fon has
double object constructions, P-stranding is impossible. Johnson (1991) and Tremblay
(1991) propose that a langnage which allows double object constructions will also have a
possessor phrase marked for structural genitive Case in nominal phrases (e.g. 's in

English). The Fon data do support this correlation (section 1).

Second, the Fon double object construction exhibits two surface word orders: the

word order Goal/Theme as in (1) and the word order Theme/Goal as in (2) 1.



(1) a. Kdi nd Asibd  asn. Goal/Theme
Koku give  Asiba crab
'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.’

b. K  xfl€ Asbd xwé 5.
Koku show Asiba house DET
'Koku showed Asiba the house.'

c. Kdki Kkplsn Asbd flanségbé.
Koku teach Asiba French
"Koku taught Asiba French.'

(2) a. Kk na as5n Asiba. Theme/Goal
Koku give  crab Asiba
'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.’

b. Kdai  x€l1E xwé % Asfbi.
Koku show house DET Asiba

"Koku showed Asiba the house.'

c. K3ki kplsn flanségbé  Asfbé.
Koku teach  French Asiba
'‘Koku taught Asiba French.'

Tests show that the two word orders do not involve a difference in meaning. With both
word orders, there is a possession relationship between the Theme and the Goal of the
construction. With both word orders the Goal (of possession) is an affected argument
(section 2.1). Both word orders constitute an instanciation of the double object construction

(NP NP). The alternation in word order is thus purely syntactic.

Third, the Fon double cbject construction manifests the same Theme/Goal

asymmetries as in English (cf. Barss and Lasnik, 1986). There is a debate in the literature
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as to whether these should be accounted for in terms of dominance (e.g. Larson, 1988;
1990; Aoun and Li, 1989; den Dikken, 1991)) or precedence (e.g. Barss and Lasnik, 1986;
Jackendoft, 1990; Tremblay, 1991). The two surface word orders of the Fon double object
construction provide data which lead to a clarification of this issue. Data involving binding
of 2 pronoun by a quantifier and each...the other asymmetries show that in double object
constructions, the Goal must asymmetrically c-command the Theme: word order is
irrelevant in these cases. Data pertaining to binding of a reflexive, however, show that
precedence must also play a role in the account of this asymmetry. This sets the binding

facts apart from the others (section 2.2.).

Fourth, Fon is a verb serializing language. Verbs which enter in the double object

construction also participate in the serial verb construction. An example is given in (3).

(3) Kdki s asdn = 5 ni Asib4
Koku take crab DET give  Asiba
‘Koku gave the crab to Asiba' (from Lefebvre, 1992: 39)

This construction shares semantic properties with the double complement construction in
English (NP PP). In Fon as well as in English, the Goal of the construction is interpreted
as a Goal of Location (rather than as a Goal of Possession) and the Theme (rather than the
Goal) is the affected object of the construction (section 3.1). Furthermore, the serial verb
construction exhibits the same Theme/Goal asymmetries as those exhibited by the double
complement construction in English (section 3.2). It is argued that the serial verb

construction is, so to speak, the double complement construction of Fon.

Fifth, there is a debate in the literature as to whether there is a transformational
relationship between the double object construction and the double complement
construction. In Fon, for any one verb, there can be only two overtly realized arguments.

PPs never occur in an argument position in this language. There are thus no double
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complements of the type NP PP in Fon. Hence the postulation that there is a
transformational relationship between the double object and the double complement

constructions is not bom out by the Fon data.(section 4.1).

As was mentioned above, the serial verb construction of Fon shares semantic and
syntactic properties with the double complement construction of English. A series of facts
argue against a transformational relationship between the double object and the serial verb
constructions. A. In each construction, the two NPs have different D-Sn'uéturc positions:
in the double object construction, the Goal ¢-commands the Theme, while in the serial verb
construction, the Theme c-commands the Goal. B. The aspectual properties of the Goal
(which are established at D-Structure, cf. Tenny, 1987) are different in the two
constructions: in the double object cons_truction, the Goal is the affected argument while in
the serial verb construction the Theme is. C. While the Theme can be pronominalized in
serial verb construction it cannot be pronominalized in the double object construction

(section 4.2).

Sixth, the double object construction in (1) and (2) exhibits three overtly realized
‘arguments’. This construction appears to be the sole exception to the general pattern of
Fon according to which, for any one verb, there can be only two overtly realized arguments
(section 3.3; 4.1). The hypothesis that verbs entering in the double object construction take
a small clause complement in which the Goal and the Theme are in a predication
relationship completes the generalization: for all Fon verbs there can be only two overtly

realized arguments.

Independent evidence shows that the small clause of the double object construction
has the inner structure of nominal structures in the languagé. On this analysis, the word
order in (2) parallels the word order possessed/possessor in nominal structures. It is argued
that the word order in (1) is obtained by movement of the Goal to Spec of DP, The

distribution of weak pronouns shows that with both word orders, the Goal is being
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assigned structural Case by the verb. This is in line with the fact that with both word
orders, the Goal is the affected argument. (section 5). The striking parallel between the
inner structure of the small clause of the Fon double object construction and of the inner
structure of nominal structures in this language, brings independent and additional support

to Johnson's (1991) claim that double object constructions are DPs.

Seventh, since there is no transformational relationship between the double object
and the double complement/serial verb constructions, the two constructions have to be
generated independently. It is argued that verbs entering in the double object as well as in
the serial verb constructions have a unique semantic representation. This unique semantic
representation is mapped onto two different syntactic structures thus allowing for the two

possible derivations (section 6).

The range of verbs participating in the double object construction varies from
language to language. On what basis is the list of verbs participating in the double object
construction established? The Fon data show that if a possession relatonship must hold
between the Theme and the Goal of the constrution, it is not a sufficient condition. It is
argued that verbs participating in the double object construction must also have the

appropriate Case specification (section 7).

The last section of the paper is dedicated to the discussion of the consequences of

the analysis for a theory of acquisition (section 8).

1. Parameters

Kayne (1984) proposes that a language which has double object constructions will
also have P-stranding. Johnson (1991) and Tremblay (1991) propose that a language
which allows double object constructions will also have a possessor phrase marked for
structural genitive Case in nominal phrases. In this section, I discuss these two proposals

in light of the Fon data.



1.1. Availability of double object and of preposition stranding

The general proposal advocated in Kayne (1984) is that the availability of double
object constructions in a given language correlates with the availability of preposition
stranding in that language (e.g. English). Hence, French does not have dative shift for the
same reason that it does not have preposition stranding. The two constructions have in
common the Case assigning properties of verbs and prepositions. In English, the
preposition to, for example, has the property of assigning objective Case, the Case
normally assigned by a verb to its direct object. In French, while the verb assigns objective

Case to its direct object, the preposition 4 'to' assigns dative Case.

The correlation proposed by Kayne is not born out by the Fon data. While the
double object construction is available, in this language, preposition stranding is not. (See
also Zhang, 1990, for similar facts drawn from Chinese). In (4b) the preposition ni which

translates as "to/for’ has been stranded and the resulting sentence is not grammatical.2

4 a KX s 3shn  nd Asib4.
Koku sell crab to Asiba
'Koku sold crab to Asiba.'

b. ¥ ME/Asitbd wé Kdkid  sd As5n ni.
who/Asiba FO Koku sell crab to
Tt is who/Asiba that Koku sold crab to.'

Moreover, in Fon, both the NP governed by the preposition ni and the NP governed by a
verb, are being assigned structural [+objective] Case. This data is directly accessible in
pronouns. For example, the third person weak pronoun bears a low tone ([+objective]
Case) when it is governed either by a verb as in {5) or by the preposition ni ' to/for' as

in (6).



(5) a. Kiki mb e,
Koku see 3RD

"Koku saw her/him/it.'

b. Kkd Z3n e.
Koku order 3RD
'Koku ordered her/him (a book).'
or 'Koku ordered it.'

(6) Kiki z5n wemi 5 nud e.
Koku order book DET for 3RD
'Koku ordered the book for her/him.'

In contrast, the third person pronoun bears a high tone ([-objective] Case) in other
contexis. In (7a) the pronoun is in SpecIP (a [-objective] Case context) and in (7b) it is in
SpecKP (cf. Lamontagne and Travis, 1992) headed by the Case marker jf (another

[-objective] Case context).

(7) a K yi.

3RD go
'(S)he left.'

b. Wemi 5 do é if.
book the at it on
'The book is on it.'

The fact that both the verb and the preposition #i¢ assign structural [+objective] Case to
their object creates a situation which is much like English (in contrast with French).
Consequently, Kayne's proposal predicts that Fon should allow preposition stranding as

well as double object constructions, but it does not.



8

1.2. Availability of double object and of Genitive Case in nominal

structures

Johnson (1991) and Tremblay (1991) propose a direct comrelation between the
availability of double object constructions and the availability of structural genitive Case
(e.g. s in English) in nominal structures. Hence, the double object construction as in (8) is
available in a given grammar because structural Genitive Case as in (9) is available in the

nominal structure of that same grammar.
(8) John gave Mary a book.
)] Mary's book

The motivation for this proposal is the claim that the two NPs involved in the double object
construction are in a possession relationship which parallels the possession relationship
observed in nominal structures between the possessed and the possessor marked for

Genitive Case.

This parameter is bomn out by the Fon data. In Fon nominal structures, Genitive
Case is available as shown in (10). Note, however, that the KP (cf. Lamontagne and
Travis, 1992) headed by the Genitive Case marker in Fon appears to the right of the head
of the construction. In Fon nominal structures, the complement occurs to the left, and the
specifier to the right of the head noun (cf. Brousseau and Lumsden, 1992; for a detailed

discussion of the nominal structure of Fongbe, see section 5).

(10 wemid Kdki tdn
book Koku GEN
'Koku's book'

Thus in Fon nominal structures, the possessor is marked for Genitive Case and the double

object construction is available. At first glence, then, the Fon data appear to support the
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parameter proposed in Johnson (1991) and in Tremblay (1991). The Fon data presented in

the remainder of this paper strongly support this correlation.

2. The double object construction in English and in Fon

In this scctibn, I argue that the two word orders exhibited by the Fon double
construction {cf. (1) and (2)) are in fact two instanciations of the construction. With both
word orders, the Fon double object construction shares the properties of the double object
construction of English. In the literature it has been argued that the double object
construction in English involves possession and that the Goal is the affected argument of
the construction. I argue that in Fon, both word orders involve possession and that the
Goal is the affected argument of the construction regardless of whether the Goal preceedes
or follows the Theme. Since the article in Barss and Lasnik (1986), it is a well known fact
that the English double object construction exhibits Theme/Goal asymmetries. I show that
with both word orders, the Fon double object construction presents the same asymmetries
as the double object construction of English. Since with both word orders we find the same
semantic properties and the same syntactic asymmetries as those found in the double object
construction of English, I conclude that both word orders constitute an instantiation of the
double object construction. The alternation in word order exhibited by the Fon double
object construction must be purely syntactic. Hence, one of the two surface positions for

the Goal will be a derived position.

2.1. Semantics
2.1.1. Possession

In the literature on Dative Shift in English, it has long been observed that while
double object constructions (NP NP) involve possession, double complement

constructions (NP PP) involve location (cf. Greene, 1974; Ochrle, 1976; Grimshaw, 1989;
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Pinker, 1989; Johnson, 1991; Tremblay, 1991, etc.). Hence, in the double object
construction, the Goal is interpreted as a Goal of Possession (c¢f. Tremblay, 1991) or
Recipient (cf. Pinker, 1989), and in the double complement construction, the Goal is
interpreted as a Goal of Location. This interpretive difference determines the semantic
relationship between the Theme and the Goal in the two constructions: in the former, a
possession relationship between the two arguments is involved, while in the latter, a
locative relationship is involved. In this section I summarize the facts which led to
establishing the semantic distinction between the two constructions.? I will use the noted
differences as a tool in arguing that, with both word orders, the Fon data parallel the
semantics of the double object construction of English: with both word orders, possession

(i.e. ownership) is involved.

While the Goal of the double object construction is interpreted as a Goal of
Possession, the Goal of the double complement construction is interpreted as a Goal of
Locatdon. This semantic contrast is illustrated in (11) and (12). While (11a) entails that
'Mary has become the possessor of the book', (11b) does not (cf. Pinker, 1989; Johnson,
1991).

(11) a.  John gave Mary a book.
b.  John gave a book to Mary.

Similarly, while (12a) entails that 'Mary has acquired at least some French', (12b) does not
(cf. Greene, 1974; Pinker, 1989; Johnson, 1991).

(12) a.  Gary tanght Mary French.
b.  Gary taught French to Mary.

As has been pointed out by Pinker (1989:48), "possession need not be literal; [...] verbs of

communication are treated as denoting the transfer of messages or stimuli which the
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recipient metaphorically possesses. This can be seen in sentences such as He rold her the

story, He asked her a question, and She showed him the answer."

If the Goal of the double object construction is interpreted as a possessor, it follows
that the Goal must be a possible possessor (cf. Pinker, 1989; Johnson, 1991; Tremblay,
1991). This is illustrated in (13) and (14) (from Pinker, 1989, who attributes them to
Bresnan). (14b) is bad because 'the border’ is not a possible possessor although it is a

possible location as shown in (13Db).
(13) a. I sent the package to the boarder.
b.  Isent the package to the border.
(14) a. I sent the boarder the package.
b. * Isentthe border the package.

Similarly, (15a} is bad because a city, in this particular case 'NewYork', is not a possible

possessor; it is a possible location, however, as shown by the grammaticality of (15b).
(15) a. * John gave NewYork money
b.  John gave money to NewYork.

In Fon double object constructions, with both word orders the Goal is interpreted as

a possessor. Both (16a) and (16b) entail that ‘Asiba has become the possessor of the crab'.

(16) a. Kbdki na Asibd  assn. Goal/Theme
Koku give Asiba crab

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.’

b. Kdi na assn  Asibd. Theme/Goal
Koku give  crab Asiba
'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.’
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The facts in (17) support this claim. Although (17a) and (17b) are syntactically
grammatical, they are not acceptable because they contain two contradictory semantic

proposals: 'Asiba has become the possessor of the crab’ and 'the crab is not her's'.

(17) a. * Kdki nd Ashd as5n v3 2s5n nyl Asbd tn % Goal/Theme
Koku give Asiba crab but crab is Asiba GEN NEG

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab but the crab is not her's.

b. * Kd3i n4 2sén Asbd v5 2asdn nyl Astbd tn % Theme/Goal
Koku give crab Asiba but crab is Asiba GEN NEG

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab but the crab is not her's.'

Similarly, when we add the prepositional phrase nii Sfcé ‘for Sica' to the sentences in (16),
the clause becomes uninterpretable; the prepositional phrase adds a possessor to the already
possessed Theme.

(18) a. * Kdki ni Astbd 2asSn  nd Sfc4 Goal/Theme
Koku give Asiba cmb for Sica

"Koku gave Asiba (some) crab for Sica.'

b. * Kdki  na asin  Asibd nd Sic4 Theme/Goal
Koku give cmb Asiba for Sica

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab for Sica.'

When we consider the verb kpln 'teach’, we find similar facts. Both (19a) and (19b) entail

that 'Asiba has acquired some French'.

(19) a. Kdki kplén Ashbd flanségbé.
Koku teach Asiba  French

'Koku taught Asiba French.'
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b. Kdki kpISn flanségbé Asfbs.
Koku teach French Asiba
'Koku taught Asiba French.'

The sentences in (20) support this claim. Although (20a) and (20b) are syn_taclically
grammatical, they are not acceptable because they contain two contradictory semantic

proposals: 'Asiba has learned some French' and 'she has not learned any of it'.

(20) a. ? Kdi kpl5n Ashbd flinséghé v5 & kplsn & sin é m? X Goal/Theme
Koku teach Asiba French  but she learn any of it in NEG
'Koku taught Asiba French but she did not learn any of it.'

b. 7 Kdkii kplsn flanségbé Astbd v5 é kplsn 4@ sin é md ATheme/Goal
Koku teach French  Asiba but she Jearn any of it in NEG

'‘Koku taught Asiba French but she did not learn any of it.'

The data in (16)-(20) show that with both word orders, the Goal of the construction is
interpreted as a possessor. This predicts correctly that with both word orders, the Goal
must be a possible possessor.4 (21a) and (21b), which parallel the English sentence (15a),

are bad because the city of "Cotonou’ is not a possible possessor.

(21) a. * Kd¥ai nd Kitdnd  akwé Goal/Theme
Koku give Cotonou money

‘Koku gave Cotonou money.’

b. * Kdai nd  akwé Kitini Theme/Goal
Koku give money Cotonou

'Koku gave Cotonou money.'

The fact that the Goal must be a possible possessor is a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for the double object construction to be licit. It has been argued in the

literature that the Goal of the double object construction must be a possible possessor for a
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specific Theme (cf. Greene, 1974; Oehrle, 1976; Mazurkewich and White, 1984; Pinker,
1989; Johnson, 1991; Tremblay, 1991). The following example is taken from Tremblay
(1991). (22a) shows that the NP 'a new government' can enter in the double object
construction: it can be possessed. {22b) shows that ‘Mary' can be a possible possessor.
(22c) is bad because Mary' is not a possible possessor for the specific object 'the new

government'.

(22) a. The revolution gave Romania a new government.
b.  Therevolution gave Mary a new status.
¢. 7* The revolution gave Mary a new government.

Furthermore, the possession relationship that holds between the Theme and the Goal of the
construction parallels the possession relationship that exists between a noun and its
possessor marked for Genitive Case in nominal structures. The grammaticality judgements
on the nominal structures in (23) parallel the grammaticality judgements on the sentences in
(22). Hence, (22a and b) are good for the same reason that (23a and b) are, and (22¢) is

bad for the same reason that (23c¢) is bad.
(23) a. Romania's new government
b.  Mary's new status
¢. * Mary's new government

Compare the Fon data in (24) with the English data in (22). With both word orders,
the Fon data parallel exactly the English double object construction facts. The sentences in
(24a) and (b) show, respectively, that the NP 'the Fons' can be possessed and that the NP
'Kdki' is a possible possessor. The sentences in (24c¢) are ungrammatical because 'Kkd'

1s not a possible possessor for the specific object 'the new government'.
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(24) a. Hdzdhdzd 3 nd f3n 16  actkpikp4. Goal/Theme
change DET give Fon PL  government

The revolution gave the Fons a government.'

a'. Hizuhizd 35 nA  acekpikpi fan €€ Theme/Goal
change DET give government Fon PL

"The revolution gave the Fons a government.'

b. Hizihizd 3 nd Kdi tinmi. Goal/Theme
change DET give Koku status

"The revolution gave Koku status.'

b'. Hizbhdzd 35 ni tinml Kk Theme/Goal
change DET give status Koku

The revolution gave Koku status.'

c. * Huzihdzd 35 ni Kdkid actkpikpa Goal/Theme
change DET give Koku govemment

The revolution gave Koku a government.'

¢. * Hozihizi 5 nd  actkplkpd K3ki Therme/Goal
change DET give government Koku

The revolution gave Koku a government.'

The semantic relationship that holds between the two NPs in the &oublc object construction
in (24) finds its parallel in nominal structures (cf. (25)) involving a possession relationship
between two NPs. The grammaticality judgements on the sentences in (24) parallel the
grammadtcality judgements on the nominal structures in (25). With both word orders, the
sentences in (24a) entail the possession relationship expressed by the nominal structure in

(25a). Similarly, with both word orders, the sentences in (24b) entail the possession
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relationship expressed by the nominal structure in (25b). Finally, both the double object

construction in (24c) and the nominal structure in (25¢) are ungrammatical,

(25) a. actkpflkpA fon 16 thn
government Fon PL  GEN

‘the Fons' government'

b. tinmi K3ki tn
status koku GEN

'Koku's status'

c. ¥ actkplkpi Kb3ki tdn
government Koku GEN

‘Koku's government'

The above data thus show that in the Fon double object construction, there must be a
possible possessor for a specific Theme. This holds regardless of the order of arguments.
Furthermore, the data show that the possession relationship that holds between the Theme
and the Goal of the construction parallels the possession relationship that exists between a

noun and its possessor marked for Genitive Case in nominal structures.

The possessive relationship that holds between the Theme and the Goal in the
double object construction is further evidenced by the following data. The two word orders
in (26) entail the possessive relationship expressed by the various phrases in (27) all

involving a possession relationship in which the possessor is marked for genitive Case.

(26) a. K>ki n4 Asibd  2assn. Goal/Theme
Koku give  Asiba crab
‘Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.'
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b. Kdki ni As5n  Asfbi Theme/Goal
Koku give  crab Asiba

‘Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.'

(27) a. asdn Asbd tn
crab  Asiba GEN

'Asiba's crab'

b. Assn hizi  Asibd tdn.
crab  become Asiba GEN
' The crab has become Asiba's.'

c. Astn nyi Asibd o©On
crab is Asiba GEN
"The crab is Asiba's.'

Similarly, the two word orders in (28) entail the possessive relationship expressed in (29).

(28) a. Kdki kplén Ashbd flanségbé. Goal/Theme
Koku teach Asiba  French
'‘Koku taught Asiba French.'

b. Kdki kplsn flinségbé Asibi Theme/Goal
Koku teach French Asiba
'Koku taught Asiba French.’

(29) Flanségbé Asbd ©n (md).
French Asiba GEN (good)

'Asiba's French (is good).'

The correlation between the possession relationship that holds between the two NPs

in the double object construction and the possessive relationship that holds between the
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possessed and the possessor marked for genitive Case in nominal structures is further
supported by facts involving verbs which do not enter in the double object construction.
The verbs sa 'sell’ and nya "loan' are such verbs. (30a) shows that a Theme and a Goal,
realized as a PP, may occur with the verb sa 'sell'. The sentence in (30b) shows that sa
'sell' does not enter in the double object construction. The nominal structure in (30c)
containing a Genitive phrase is not possible in relationship with (30a).

(30) a. Kdki s2 asén ni Asibd.

Koku sell crab to  Asiba
'Koku sold crab to Asiba.'

b.* Kdki si assn Asibs/ Astbsd as5n
Koku sell crab Asiba/ Asiba crab
'Koku sold Asiba some crab.'

c. * ashn  Asibd tdn
crab Asiba GEN

‘Asiba's crab'
The data in (31) show parallel facts for the verb nyad loan'.

(31) a. Kdi nyd 2kwé nd  Asibd
Koku loan money to  Asiba

'Koku loaned money to Asiba.'

b. * Kdki nyd akwé Asbs/Asibd Akwé
Koku loan money Asiba/Asiba money

'Koku Ioaned Asiba some money.'

c. * akwé Asbd tdn
money Asiba GEN

'Asiba's money'
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The fact that verbs such as sa 'sell' and nya 'loan’ do not participate in the double object
construction as is illustrated by the ungrammaticality of the (b) sentences in (30) and (31)
respectively, and the fact that in exactly these cases the nominal structure involving a
relationship between a possessed and a possessor marked for Genitive Case is also
impossible, as is shown in the (c) examples, further supports the claim that these two

constructions are semantically related.

The data discussed in this section show that in Fon, as well as in English, there
must be a possession relationship that holds between the Theme and the Goal of the double
object construction. This possession relationship parallels the possessive relationship that
holds between a noun and its possessor marked for genitive Case in nominal structures.
This relationship holds for both word orders and hence both word orders in Fon constitute
an instanciation of the double object construction.® This will become even more evident
when we compare the data discussed in this secton with Fon data comparable to the
English double complement constructions (cf. section 3). The fact that in both of its surface
positions, the Goal is being interpreted as a Goal of possession argues for the claim that the
alternation in word order is purely syntactic. Hence, one of the two surface positions of the

Goal must be a derived position.

2.1.2. Affectedness

Another semantic characteristic of the double object construction has to do with
affectedness. While the Theme is generally the affected argument of a verb of change 6, in
double object constructions, it is the Goal which is the affected object. In Pinker's
(1989:212) terms, the Goal (or Recipient) is the argument which is being ‘acted on'. The
fact that we interpret a sentence like John taught Mary English as meaning that Mary has
learned (at least) some French shows that the Recipient of the construction, that is 'Mary',

is affected. Furthermore, the contrast in grammaticality between (32a) and (32b) (from
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Pinker, 1989:212) shows that the Recipient is the affected argument of the double object

construction.
(32) a.  What John did to Bill was give him a book.
b. 7 What John did to Bill was give a book to him

Being the affected argument of the construction, the Recipient is also the patient of the
construction. Since patienthood and passivization are linked, the claim that the Goal is the
affected argument of the double object construction can be tested with the passive
construction. In passive constructions corresponding to double object constructions, it is
the Goal (not the Theme), which occurs in subject position, as shown in (33b). Although

(33c) is syntactically grammatical, it does not semantically correspond to (33a).
(33) a.  John gave Mary a book.

b.  Mary was given a book by John.

¢. * A book was given to Mary by John

Tenny (1987) further argues that in the double object construction the Goal presents the
canonical aspectual properties of a direct argument. First, being the affected argument of
the construction, the Goal delimits the event denoted by the verb in the sense that it imposes
an end point to that event. In (33a) 'Mary' delimits the event of giving. Second, like direct
arguments, the Goal is assigned structural accusative Case by the verb. The latter property
is directly accessible in languages which have morphological Case markers such as
Quechua. In Quechua double object constructions the Goal is marked for accusative Case
-ta while in the double complement construction it is marked for dative Case -man.

(cf. Lefebvre and Muysken, 1988).

In the Fon double object construction, the Goal is the affected argument with both
word orders. The argument supporting this claim comes from the distribution of the event

determiner in this language.? Fon presents a class of event determiners, among which 5
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which signals known information (cf. Lefebvre, 1992). The presence of this determiner
within the clause correlates with the property [+specific] either of the subject of the clause
or of the affected argument which delimits (in the sense of Tenny, 1987) the event denoted
by the verb. The sentence in (34) provides an example in which the presence of the event
determiner within the clause correlates with the property [+specific] of the affected
argument which delimits the event denoted by the verb.® (In the examples below, the
affected argument is underlined and the event determiner appears in bold). In (34) the
affected argument delimits the event denoted by the verb, in that it imposes an end point to
that event: when the car has been destroyed, the event of destroying it is over.

(34) Stnd Q¢ gba msd 5 5,

man a  destroy car DET DET

'A man destroyed the car (known information: the car would be destroyed).'

In (35) the affected argument is [-specific] and the event determiner is not permitted.
(35) * Stnd dé gba mitd  dé 5
man a destroy a car a DET
[Litt.: 'A man destroyed a car (known information; a car would be
destroyed).']
In (36) the object is not affected by virtue of the semantics of the verb.® It does not delimit
the event denoted by the verb. The event determiner is not permitted in this context.
(36) a * Sind d¢ mh m3td 5 5
man a see car DET DET

{Litt.: 'A man saw the car (known information: the car would be seen)."]
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b. ¥ Stind g€  s& flinséghé 4
man a understand French DET

[Litt.: 'A man understood French (known information: French would be

understood).’]

The facts in (34), (35) and (36) show that the presence of the event determiner within the
clause correlates with the property [+specific] of the affected object which delimits the
event denoted by the verb.

Given the distribution of the event determiner described above, we expect that in the
context of the double object construction, the presence of the event deterriner will correlate
with the property [+ specific] of the affected object of the construction, that is with the
property [+specific] of the Goal. With both word orders, when the Goal is [-specific], the
event determiner is not permitted even if the Theme is [+specific].

(37) a * Stinih dé nd asSn  dé/5 vi dé 3
man a give crab a/the child a DET
[Litt.; ' A man gave a child a/the crab (known information: a/the crab would
be given to a child).]
b. * Sind dé nd vi dé ason dé5 5
man a give chid a crab afthe DET

[Litt.: 'A man gave a child afthe crab (known information: a child would be
given afthe crab).]

In contrast, with both orders, when the Goal is [+specific], the event determiner is

permitted.
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(38) a. Sidnt d¢ nd  asdn 4gf5 o) 5.

man a give crab afthe child DET DET
'A man gave the child a crab (known information: somebody would give the
child a/the crab).'

b. Sdnd dé nd vi 5 asdn  dé/5 5.

man a give child DET crab a/the DET
'A man gave the child a crab (Known information: the child would be given
a/the crab).' 10

The fact that the event determiner correlates with the property [+specific] of the affected
object, together with the fact that it can appear only in the context of a [+specific] Goal
(regardless of the order of arguments) in the double object construction, provides strong
evidence for the claim that, with both word orders, the Goal is the affected argument of the
construction. This is further supported by the argument in section 5.6 that the Goal of the

construction is being assigned stuctural Case by the verb in both of its surface positions.

The fact that with both word orders the Goal is the affected argument of the
construction further supports the claim that both word orders constitute an instanciation of
the double object construction. Furthermore, it supports the claim that the alternation in

word order exhibited by the construction is purely syntactic.

2.2. Asymmetries

Double object constructions in English exhibit several Theme/Goal asymmetries
(cf. Barss and Lasnik, 1986). In this section I show that with both word orders the double
object construction of Fon exhibits the same Theme/Goal asymmetries as in English. This
argues for the fact that both word orders constitute an instanciation of the double object

construction.
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The asymmetries discussed in Barrs and Lasnik (1986) are widely attributed in the
literature to the dominance relationship that holds between the Goal and the Theme in the
construction. On this view, the Goal asymmetrically c-commands the Theme (¢.g. Larson,
1988, 1990). Barrs and Lasnik (see also Jackendoff, 1990 and Tremblay, 1991), suggest
that the Theme/Goal asymmetries might be accounted for by a precedence ralationship. On
this view, the Goal and the Theme of the construction may symmetrically c-command each
other and the requirement that the Goal precede the Theme accounts for the asymmetries.

This proposal is captured in their definition of domain of.

(39) Y is in the domain of X iff X ¢c-commands Y and X preceedes Y.
(Barss and Lasnik, 1986:352)

In English, the double object construction allows for only one word order: the Goal always
preceedes the Theme. This fact creates a situation which makes it difficult to test the
contribution of linear precedence to these asymmetries. In the Fon double object
construction, however, the Goal can either preceede or follow the Theme. Given the fact
that the two word orders do not entail a difference in meaning (as was argued in section
2.1.), Fon offers a most interesting set of data with respect to the debate on dominance

versus precedence.

I begin with the discussion of Binding facts involving a reflexive, Consider the

facts from English in (40).

(40) a. Ishowed Mary herself,
b. * Ishowed herself Mary

On Larson's account, (40b) is bad because the reflexive is not hierarchically c-commanded
by its antecedent. On Barss and Lasnik account, (40b) is bad because the antecedent does

not preceede the pronoun it binds. In Fon, although in other contexis, both word orders are
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possible (cf. (1) and (2)), the only word order available in this case is the word order

Goal/Theme as is shown in (41).

(41) a. N x6i6 Ashhs; édé I Goal/Theme
I show  Asiba herself
'T showed Asiba herself.'

b. * N x6lé &3¢ Asfb4 Theme/Goal
I show herself Asiba
'I showed Asiba herself.'

Since both the Goal/Theme and Theme/Goal word orders are otherwise permitted, (41b)
c¢an be ruled out on the basis of the fact that the antecedent does not preceede the pronoun it
binds at S-Structure, On the basis of this data, we might be led to the conclusion that the
Fon data support the precedence account of the Theme/Goal asymmetries in the double
object construction. The situation becomes more, complex however, when we look at data

involving other asymmetries.
Consider the facts involving Binding of a pronoun by a quantifier as in (42).
(42) a. I showed every; man his; picture.
b. * Ishowed his; picture every; man

Under Larson’s (1988) account, (42b) is bad because the NP containing the quantifier does
not asymmetrically c-command the pronoun it binds. Under Barss and Lasnik's (1986)
account, (42b) is bad because the NP containing the quantifier does not preceede the
pronoun it binds. The Fon data in (43) show that the Goal NP, containing the quantifier
can either preceede (43a) or follow (43b) the Theme NP containing the bound pronoun.

Hence, precedence does not appear to play a role in the account of this asymmetry.
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(43) a. N xé€lé/nd mé  d5kpédskps; 5o tdn; Goal/Theme
I show/give man every picture his

T showed/gave every man his picture.'

b. N xélé/mnmd 50  tiy; mé  d5kpédskps; Theme/Goal
I show/give picture his man every

'I showed/gave every man his picture.’

The grammaticality of the sentences in (43) contrasts with the ungrammaticality of the
sentences in (44) in which the quantifier is part of the Theme NP and the bound pronoun is

part of the Goal NP. The sentences are ungrammatical with both word orders.

(44) a. * N xflé/md  f510 d5kp&dokps; f5iotd tin; Theme/Goal
I show/give picture every owner his

'l showed/gave every picture to its owner.'

b. * N x€lé/nd  f5e0t5 dm; o0 ddkpodskpd; Goal/Theme
I show/give owner his picture every

T showed/gave every picture to its owner.'

The contrast in grammaticality between the sentences in (43) and those in (44) argues that
the two word orders in (43) are parallel to the double object construction of English
(cf. (42a)). Furthermore, it shows that the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (44)
cannot be attributed to precedence: both word orders are allowed when the quantifier is part
of the Goal NP (cf. (43)), and both word orders are disallowed when the quantifier is part
of the Theme NP (cf. (44)). The contrast in grammaticality between the sentences in (43)
and those in (44) thus has to be attributed to an asymmetrical relationship between the Goal
and the Theme of the construction. Regardless of word order, the sentences are
grammatical only when the quantifier is contained within the Goal NP (cf. (43) versus

(44)). Therefore, it is the Goal which must asymmetrically c-command the Theme. Since
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the Goal can either preceede or follow the Theme, this relationship must hold at S-
structure. Thus in both of its surface positions, the Goal asymmetrically c-commands the

Theme.

Data involving each...the other asymmetry show a similar pattern. Consider the

English data in (45).

(45) a. 1 showed each man the other's child.
b. ¥ 1showed the other's child each man

Again, under Larson’s account, (45b) is ungrammatical because the ‘each-phrase’ does not
asymmeitrically c-command 'the other- phrase’. On Barss and Lasnik account, (45b) is bad
because the 'each-phrase’ does not preceede 'the other- phrase'. The data in (46) show
that, in Fon, the Goal NP containing the each-phrase can either preceede or follow the
Theme. Hence, here again precedence does not appear to play a role in the account of this

asymmetry.

(46) a. N x€lé mé d5kpédskpd v medfyd tdn. Goal/Theme
I show maneach child other GEN

T showed each man the other's child.'

b. N xflfé W mediyd tBn mé  J3kp6dskpé. Theme/Goal
I show child other GEN man each

T showed each man the other's child.'

In contrast when the 'each-phrase’ is contained within the Theme NP and the 'other-
phrase' is contained within the Goal NP the sentence is ungrammatical with both word

orders as shown in (47).

47 a. * N xflE A d5kpSdskpd mediyd sin - 15 Theme/Goal
I show child each other GEN father

'T showed each child to the other's father.'
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b. * N xélé medly> smn 5 vi d5kp6dskpd Goal/Theme
I show other GEN father child each

'T showed each child to the other's father.'

The contrast in grammaticality between the sentences in (46) and those in (47) argues that
the two word orders in (46) are parallel to the double object construction of English
(cf. (45a)). Furthermore, it shows that the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (47)
cannot be attributed to precedence. Both word orders are allowed when the quantifier is
part of the Goal NP (cf. (46)) and both word orders are disallowed when the quantifier is
part of the Theme NP (cf. (47)). Hence, the contrast in grammaticality between the
sentences in (46) and those in (47) can only be attributed to an asymmetrical relationship
between the Goal and the Theme of the construction. Regardless of word order the
sentences are grammatical only when the 'each-phrase’ is contained within the Goal NP
(cf. (46)). Therefore, the Goal must asymmetrically c-command the Theme. Since both
word orders are possible this relationship must hold at S-Structure. Thus, in both of its

surface positions, the Goal asymmetrically c-commands the Theme.

On the basis of the Fon data involving Binding of a pronoun by a quantifier and
each...the other asymmetries, I conclude, first, that the two word orders exhibited in Fon
parallel the double object construction in English, and, second, that an asymmetrical
c-command relationship between the two NPs of the construction is required in an account
of the Theme/Goal asymmetries exhibited by the construction: the Goal asymmetrically
c-commands the Theme. Since an asymmetrical c-command relationship is required in the
account of these two asymmetries, I will assume that this relationship is required in the
account of all the other asymmetries, including the asymmetry involving the Binding facts
in (41). In the latter case, precedence is also required since the Goal must preceede the

Theme at surface structure. This requirement sets Binding facts apart from the others.1!
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Pending further research on binding facts in the langunage, I do not discuss this matter

further.

I now turn to the discussion of the Theme/Goal asymmetries exhibiting Superiority
Effects and Weak cross-over violations. In English, both the double object and the double

complement constructions exhibit Superiority Effects (cf. (48) and (49) respectively).
(48) a.  Who did you show what?

b. * What did you show who?
(49) a. * Whom did you show what to?

b.  What did you show to who?

The asymmerical c-command analysis (cf. Larson, 1988) can account in a unified way for
the above facts. In the double object construction, if the Goal c-commands the Theme at
D-Structure (but not vice-versa), the contrast in grammaticality between the sentences (48a)
and (48b) is explained: (48b) is bad because the Wh-phrase (Theme) has moved over
another Wh-phrase (Goal) that asymmetrically c-commands it in underlying representation.
Similarly, in the double complement construction exhibited in (49), if the Theme
asymmetrically c-commands the Goal (but not vice-versa), the contrast in grammaticality
between the sentences in (49a) and (49b) is explained: (49a) is bad because the Wh-phrase
(Goal) has moved over another Wh-phrase (Theme) that asymmetrically ¢c-commands it in

underlying representation.

In Fon, in unmarked contexts, it is possible to exiract either the Goal or the Theme
of the construction as shown in (50) and (51) respectively.
(50) a. M wt, Kdki xflé xwé 5 1? QUESTION

who FO Koku show house DET

"(To) who(m) did Koku show the house?'
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b. Asfbd; we, Kdki x66 xwé 35 FOCUS
Asiba FO Koku show house DET

Tt is (to) Asiba that Koku showed the house.’

c. nydni; [dé@ Kdki x€lE xwé 5 1] 3 RELATIVE CLAUSE
woman that Koku show house DET DET

‘the woman (to) whom Koku showed the house'

(51) a. FEw; we Kdki x€l6 Asiba? QUESTION
what FO Koku show Asiba
‘What did Koku show Asiba?'
b. Xwé 5 wi Kdki x€l6 £  Asib4. FOCUS
house DET FO Koku show Asiba
Tt is the house that Koku showed Asiba.'
c. xwé [d® Kdki x6l€ 1 Ashi] 5 RELATIVE CLAUSE

house that Koku show Asiba DET

'the house that Koku showed Asiba'

Nonetheless, the Fon double object construction also exhibits Superiority Effects. The data
in (52) show that, when both the Goal and the Theme of the construction are being
questioned, only the Goal can be extracted.
(52) a. Mg we, 4 x€lé/nd e f?
who FO you show/give what
"Who did you show/give what?"
b * E; wd 4  x€§mi 5 m¥?
what FO you show/give who

* "What did you show/give who?'
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The facts in (52) parallel the possibility of extraction out of the double object construction
in English (cf. (48)) and contrasts with the possibility of extraction out of the double
complement construction in English (cf. (49)). Hence, they show that the Goal must

c-command the Theme at D-Structure.

Both the double object and the double complement constructions in English exhibit

Weak cross-over asymmetries.
(83) a. "Which; man did you show his; picture?'

b. ¥ "Whose; picture did you show his; mother?'
(54) a. * Which; man did you show his; picture to?

b.  Whose; picture did you show to his; mother?

The asymmetrical c-command analysis of Theme/Goal asymmetries can account for the data
in (53) and (54) in a unified way. If the Goal asymmetrically c-commands the Theme (but
not vice versa) in the double object construction, (53b) is bad because the Wh-phrase
c-commanded at D-Structure by an NP containing a pronoun coreferential with the
Wh- word has been moved over that NP. If the Theme c-commands the Goal (but not vice-
versa) in the double complement construction, (54a) is bad because the Wh-phrase (Goal)
has moved over another Wh-phrase (Theme) that c-commands it in underlying

representation. As shown in (55), Fon also exhibits this Theme/Goal asymmetry.

(55) a. Mg we %  xélé/nd oo éde t3n;?
which-man FO you show/give picture himself his

"Which, man did you show/give his; picture?'
b. * M¥ sin f510 w2 & x€1é/nd nd tdn;?

who of picure FO you show/give mother his

*  "Whose; picture did you show/give his; mother?
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Once again, the Fon data pattern with the English double object construction (cf. (53)), not
with the English double complement construction: while it is possible to extract the Goal
out of the constructon, it is not possible to extract the Theme. The data show that the Goal

must ¢-command the Theme at D-Structure.

The data discussed in this section show that in Fon, both word orders manifest the
same Theme/Goal asymmetries as in the English double object construction 12, This argues
for the claim that both word orders constitute instanciations of the double object
construction. On the basis of the fact that, when the quantifier is part of the Goal NP, both
word orders are permitted in the context of 'Binding of a pronoun by a quantifier’ and of
‘each...the other' asymmetries, and provided that in the same context both word orders are
bad when the quantifier is part of the Theme NP, it has been argued that the Goal must
asymmetrically c-command the Theme in the account of the asymmetries involved in the
double object construction. Binding facts were shown to require precedence of the Goal in

addition to the hierarchical relationship that holds between the two NPs.

2.3. Summary

The facts discussed in this section argue for the claim that the two word orders
Goal/Theme and Theme/Goal exhibited in Fon constitute instanciations of the double object
construction. First with both word orders, the Goal is interpreted as a Goal of possession.
There is a possession relationship between the Theme and the Goal of the construction
which parallels the possession relationship found between the possessed and the possessor
marked for structural Genitive Case in nominal structures. Second, with both word orders,
the Goal is the affected argument of the construction. Third, with both word orders, the
facts involving Goal/Theme asymmeiries parallel the facts exhibited by the double object
construction in English (not those exhibited by the double complement construction). On

the basis of this series of arguments, I conclude that the alternation in word order is purely
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syntactic. On the basis of facts involving Theme/Goal asymmeiries exhibited by the
construction, I argued that the Goal must asymmeitrically c-command the Theme, both at S-
and at D-Structure.!3 The syntactic proposal (cf. section 5) will thus have to account both
for the semantic properties discussed in this section and for the asymmetrical hierarchical

relation that holds between the two NPs in the construction.

3. The double complement construction in English and the Take serial

verb construction in Fon

Fon is a verb serializing language. Verbs which enter in the double object
construction participate in the serial verb construction. The sentences in (S6) show that the
verbs nd'give', x€I€ 'show' and kpldn 'teach' may combine with the verb 55 "take’. (For an

extensive discussion of the Take serial verb construction, see Lefebvre, 1991).

(56) a. Kdki sb 5n % nd Asibi.
Koku take crab DET give  Asiba

'Koku gave the crab to Asiba.'
b. Kdki sb xwé 5 x€lé  Asibd.
Koku take house DET show Asiba

"Koku showed the house to Asiba.'

c. Kdi sb flanségbé kplsn  Asfbd.
Koku take French teach Asiba
'Koku taught French to Asiba.’

The Fon Take serial verb construction shares semantic properties with the double
complement construction of English (NP PP). In both constructions, the Goal is interpreted
as a Goal of Locaton and the Theme is the affected argument of the construction.

Furthermore, both the Fon serial verb construction and the English double complement
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construction exhibit the same Theme/Goal asymmetries. The Fon Take serial verb
construction and the English double complement constructions share semantic and syntactic
properties which set them apart from the double object construction in a systematic way in

both languages.

3.1. Semantics
3.1.1. Location

In the literature on double complement constructions in English the claim is made
~ that the Goal of the construction is interpreted as a Goal of Location (e.g. Pinker, 1989;
Johnson, 1991; Tremblay, 1991) and that therefore, in this construction, the Theme and the
Goal are in a locative relationship. Recall from section 2 that while (57a) (=(14b)) is not
grammatical because 'the border' is not a possible possessor, (57b) (= (13b)) is

grammatical because ‘the border’ is a possible location.
(57) a. * I sentthe border the package
b.  Isent the package to the border.

Similarly, while (58a) (= (15a)) is not grammatical because a city is not a possible

possessor, (58b) (=(15b)) is grammatical because a city is a possible location.
(58) a. * John gave New York money
b.  John gave money to New York.

As is the case in the English double complement construction, in the Fon serial verb
construction exhibited in (56), the Goal of the construction is interpreted as a Goal of
Location. Several facts support this claim. First, in Lefebvre (1991), it is argued that verbs
which combine with 53 'take’ in serial verb constructions share the common semantic
property of being verbs of transfer involving a Theme undergoing a change of

Location.(Verbs which do not have this semantic property cannot participate in the Take
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serial verb construction. cf. Lefebvre, 1991: 62). For example, the verb 55 may combine
with yi 'come’, wd 'go’ , 46 'put’, etc., as shown in (59), as well as with nd 'give', x6lé
'show' and kpl3n "teach’ (cf. (56)).

(59) a. Kk s5 asdin yi  axi.
Koku take crab go market
'Koku brought (direction away the speakers) the crab to the market.'

b. Kd3ki s5 asin w4 axi.
Koku take crab come market

‘Koku brought (direction towards the speakers) the crab to the market.'

c. Kdki s3 2sn 46 tAvd-ji.
Koku take crab put table-on
‘Koku put the crab on the table.'

Hence, in the sentences in (56), Asfbd is interpreted as a Goal of Location in the same way
as ax! ‘'market' or tdvé jf 'on the table' are interpreted as Goals of Location in (59). (56a)
means that 'the crab has undergone a change of location to (physical possession of) Asiba’.
(56b) means that 'the house has undergone a change of location to (possession/sight of)
Asiba', and (56c) means that 'French has undergone a change of location to

(possession/knowledge of) Asiba'.

Second, in the sentences of (56), the notion 'possession’ does not necessarily
involve ownership. Rather it is interpreted as physical (either literally or metaphorically). 1
take physical possession to be a type of location. This claim is supported by the following
data. While (56a) entails that 'Asiba’ is in physical possession of the 'crab’ it does not
necessarily entail that 'Asiba owns the crab'’. This is shown by the data in (60) and (62).
The grammatical sentence in (60) contains two semantic propositions: 'Koku gave the crab

to Asiba’ and 'the crab is not her's’. These two semantic propositions are compatible only
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if the Goal of the serial verb construction is interpreted as a Goal of Location {physical

possession), rather than as a Goal of Possession (ownership).

(60) Kdkd s5 asén 5 ni Asbd v5 as5n nyi  Asbi Hn 4L
Koku take crab DET give Asiba but crab be Asiba GEN NEG

'Koku gave the crab to Asiba but the crab is not her's.’

The grammaticality of (60) contrasts with the ungrammaticality of parallel data provided for

the double object construction in (17), repeated here as (61) for convenience.

(61) a. * K3ki nd Asfbd asSn v3 as3n oyl Asbd tn X
Koku give Asiba crab but crab is Asiba GEN NEG

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab but the crab is not her's.'

b. * Kdki nd 2asn Asbd v5 2s5n nyli Asbd t©n 3
Koku give crab Asiba but crab is Asiba GEN NEG

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab but the crab is not her's.'

Similarly, when we add the prepositional phrase ni Sfed ‘for Sica' to (56a), thus adding a
potential possessor to the initial proposition, the clause is perfectly acceptable as shown by

the grammaticality of (62).

(62) Kdki s5 as5n 5 nd Ashd ni Sica.
Koku mke crab DET give Asiba for Sica
'Koku gave the crab to Asiba for Sica.’

The grammaticality of (62) contrasts with the ungrammaricality of (63) (=(18)) exhibiting
similar facts for the double object construction.
(63) a. * K3ci ndé  Astbd 2as5n nd  Sfcd

Koku give Asiba crab for Sica

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab for Sica.'
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b. * Kd3ki  n4 asén  Astbd nd Sicd
Koku give cmab Asiba for Sica

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab for Sica.’'

The grammaticality of (62) follows from the fact that the Goal of the serial verb
construction is interpreted as a Goal of Location rather than as a Goal of Possession as in

(63).

Furthermore, (56¢) does not necessarily entail that 'Asiba has learned (at least
some) French'. This is shown by the grammaticality of the sentence in (64) which contains
two semantic propositions: 'Koku taught French to Asiba' and 'Asiba has not learned any
of it'. These two semantic proposals are compatible because the Goal of the serial verb
construction is interpreted as a Goal of Location rather than as a Goal of Possession as is

the case in the double object construction in (65) (= (20)).

(64) Kdki s5 flanségbé kplsn Asibd v3 € kplin d&  sin 6 md A
Koku take French teach Asiba but 3rdlearn any of it in NEG

"Koku taught French to Asiba but she has not learned any of it.'

(65) a.? Kdki kplsn Astbd flanséghé v3 é kpldn d& sfn é me %
Koku teach Asiba French but she leam any of it in NEG

'Koku taught Asiba French but she did not leamn any of it.'

b. ? K3ki kpisn flinséghé Asibd v5 & kplén ¢ sio € mé X
Koku teach French  Asiba but she leam any of it in NEG

'Koku taught Asiba French but she did not leamn any of it.'

Third, while a city cannot occur as the Goal of the verb nd 'give' in the double
object construction as shown in (66) (= (21)), it can occur as the Goal of this verb in the
serial verb construction as shown in (67) (which parallels the English data in (58)). While a

city is not a possible possessor, it is a possible location.
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(66) a. * Kdki nd Kithnd  dkwé
Koku give Cotonou money

'Koku gave Cotonou money.'

b. ¥ Kiki nid  akwé Kiitdnt
Koku give money Cotonou

'Koku gave Cotonou money.’

(67) Kdki s akwé nd Kutsni.
Koku take money give Cotonou

'Koku gave money to Cotonou.'

The data reported on in this section show that in both the Fon serial verb
construction and the English double complement construction, the Goal is interpreted as a
Goal of Location. This semantic property sets these two constructions apart from the
double object construction in which the Goal is interpreted as a Goal of Possession in both

languages. 14

3.1.2. Affectedness

With verbs of transfer occurring in the double complement construction (NP PP) in
English, the Theme of the construction is the argument undergoing the change and
therefore, it is the affected argument of the construction (e.g. Hale and Laughren, 1983;
Tenny, 1987; Pinker, 1989). For example, the meaning of the verb 'give’ occurring in the
double complement construction can be described ‘as an Agent causing an object, the
Theme, to undergo a change of location to a location z'. Being the affected argument of the
construction, the Theme is also the patient of the construction. The fact that this is so is
reflected in the passive construction in which it is the Theme which occurs in subject
position, as shown in (68b). Although (68c), in which the Goal occurs in subject position,

is syntactically grammatical, it is not semantically equivalent to (68 a) (cf. Pinker, 1939).
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(68) a.  John gave a book to Mary.
b. A book was given to Mary by John.
¢. ¥ Mary was given a book by John.

This contrasts with the double object construction in which the Goal is the affected
argument of the construction. Recall from section 2 that in the latter case, the Goal occurs

as the subject of the passive construction (cf. (33)).

The Fon data pertaining to the Take serial verb construction parallel the English data
of the English double complement construction. In this case also, the Theme is the affected
argument. It is the Theme of change of location of each of the verbs taken separately as
well as the Theme of change of location of the serial verb construction. On Lefebvre's
(1991:55) account of the semantics of the verbs participating in the Take serial verb
construction, the verb 53 'take' describes an event for which 'an Agent causes a Theme to
undergo a change of location'. In (69), 'the crab’ is the Theme of change of location and
hence it is the affected argument of the verb $3 'take'.

(69) K3ki s5 asdn 34
Koku take crab DET
‘Koku took the crab.'

In Lefebvre (1991), it is argued that the verbs which combine with 53 ‘take' also all denote
an event involving a Theme undergoing a change of location. Hence, the verb yi 'go’
describes an event involving a participant, the Theme, undergoing a change of location.
Similarly, the verbs nd 'give’, xél€ 'show' and kpldn 'teach’ describe events involving a
participant, a Theme, undergoing a (physical) change of location (literally or
metaphorically). The embedded component of the LCSs of these verbs provided in
Lefebvre (1991: 57 and ff.) is reproduced in (70).
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(70) a.yi'go": [ y undergo change of location to (location) z]
b. nd 'give": [ y undergo change of location to (possession of) z]
c. xél€ 'show': [ y undergo change of location to (sight of) z]
d. kpl3n 'show": [y undergo change of location to (knowledge of) z]

Hence, for each of the verbs participating in the Take- serial verb construction, the Theme
is the argument undergoing the change and therefore it is the affected argument of the

constructon.

The Theme is also the Theme of change of location of the serial verb constructions
in (56). In recent literature, it has been proposed that verb serialization forms complex
predicates (e.g. Déchaine, 1988, Lefebvre, 1991, etc.). The nature of the operation which
produces these complex predicates and the identification of the module of the grammar
where these complex predicates are formed is still a question of debate. For the sake of the
present discussion, 1 will used the proposal in Lefebvre (1991) according to which the
operation of serialization consists in the association of the LCSs of two verbs yielding a
derived Lexical Conceptual Structure. For example, the serial verb construction exhibited in
(56a) is produced by the association of the LCS of 54 'take’, in (71a), and of the LCS of n4
‘give ' in (71b). This association produces the derived LCS in (71¢) from which (56a) is
derived.

(71) a. LCS of 55 'take":
[ x cause[ y undergo change of location]]
b. LCS of nd 'give"
[x cause[ y undergo change of location to (possession of) z]]
c. derived LCS of s3...n4 'take...give'":

{x cause [y undergo change of location to (possession of) z]]
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On this proposal, the Theme of change of location (represented in the LCSs above by the
variable y) of each verb participating in the serial verb construction, becomes the shared
argument (in the sense of Baker, 1991} of both verbs of the serial construction. Hence, in
(56a), assn 'crab’ is interpreted as the Theme of location of both 53 'take' and nd 'give'.
The Theme is thus the affected argument of the serial verb construction {(cf. 71c).

Since the Theme is the participant undergoing the change, it is the affected argument
of the construction. Since there is no 'standard' syntactic passive in the language (cf. note
8) I cannot provide data comparable to the English data in (68). Let us consider, however,
the distribution of the event determiner in the context of the serial verb construction. Recall
from section 2.1.2. that the event determiner is licensed by the property [+specific] of the
affected argument which delimits the event denoted by the verb (cf. (34)- (36)). In the
double object construction, the presence of the event determiner was shown to correlate
with the property [+specific] of the Goal (of possession) of the construction (cf. (37),
(38)), the affected argument which also delimits the event. In the Take serial verb
construction, the event determiner is not allowed as is shown by the ungrammaticality of

(72). Note that in (72) both the Theme and the Goal of the construction are [+specific).

(72) * Kdki s5 as5n 5 nd Asbi/vI 5 5
Koku mke crab DET give Asiba/child DET DET
[Litt.: 'Koku gave the crab to Asiba/the child (Known information: the crab
would be given to Asiba/the child).]

A cluster of properties accounts for the ungrammaticality of (72). In (72), although the
Goal delimits the event denoted by the verb, it is not the affected argument of the
construction. Hence, the property [+specific] of the Goal cannot license the event
determiner. This is in line with the analysis that in this construction the Goal is interpreted
as a Goal of Location (rather than a Goal of Possession, as in the double object

construction). While the Theme is the affected argument of the construction, it does not
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delimit the event denoted by the verb. Consequently, the event determiner cannot be
licensed in the Take serial verb construction because neither of the two internal arguments
present the required cluster of properties to license it. The data in (72) provide only indirect
syntactic evidence for the claim that in the Take serial verb construction, the Theme is the
affected argument. However, it provides direct evidence that the Goal is not the affected
argument of the construction, since, unlike in the double object construction, in this

construction, it does not license the event determiner.

The data discussed in this section show that the Theme is the affected argument of
the serial verb construction. This parallels the double complement construction of English
in which the Theme is also the affected argument of the construction. This semantic
property sets these two constructions ( the serial verb and the double complement
constructions) apart from the double object construction, in which the Goal is the affected

argument in both languages (cf. section 2.1.2).

3.2, Asymmetries

In section 2.2. we saw that the double object construction exhibits Theme/Goal
asymmetries in Fon as well as in English. It was argued that an asymmetrical c-command
relationship between the Goal and the Theme of the construction, where the Goal
dominates the Theme, is required in the account of these asymmetries. Theme/Goal
asymmetries are also exhibited by the double complement construction (NP PP) in English,
In the latter case, the asymmetries manifest an opposite pattern as in the double object
construction. In this section I show that the Theme/Goal asymmetries exhibited by the
serial verb construction of Fon parallel the Theme/Goal asymmetries exhibited by the
double complement construction (NP PP) in English. Since an asymmetrical ¢c-command
relationship between the Theme and the Goal was shown to be required in the account of

the Theme/Goal asymmetries in the double object construction, I will assume (with e.g.
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Larson, 1988) that in the double complement construction this asymmetrical relatdonship

also holds between the two arguments of the construction.

Binding facts involving a reflexive in (73) show that the Fon data parallel the
English data. In the Fon serial verb construction as well as in the English double
complement construction, the reflexive must be part of the Goal NP. {The English data are
not presented separately since the grammaticality judgements for English (cf, Larson, 1988:

338) comrespond exactly to the translation of the Fon sentences).

(73) a N s5 Ashbd x6é &dé.
I take Asiba show herself
'T showed Asiba to herself.'

b. * N s &3¢ x€lé  Asibd
1 take herself show Asiba
* 'T showed herself to Asiba'

This contrasts with the double object construction in which the reflexive has to be part of

the Theme NP (cf. (44} and (45)).

Consider the facts involving Binding of a pronoun by a quantifier in (74).
Here again the facts from the serial verb construction parallel those of the double
complement construction in English. In both languages the quantifier must be contained
within the Theme NP as in (74a). The presence of the quantifier within the Goal NP, as in
(74b), yields an ungrammatical sentence.

(749) a. N s5 50  ddkp6dskps xE£lé/nd faxs  thn.
I take picture every show/give owner its

'T showed/gave every picture to its owner.’



b. * N s oo thn  xé€lEmé mé  d5kp6dakp6
I take picure his show/give man every

* 'T showed/gave his picture to every man'

This contrasts with the double object construction in which the quantifier must be part of

the Goal NP (cf. (47) and (48)).

With respect to each...the other asymmetry, the Fon serial verb construction also
parallels the double complement facts of English. The contrast in grammaticality between

(75a) and (75b) shows that the each-phrase must be part of the Theme NP in both
languages.

(75) a. N s5 1€1€  d5kpédskpd x€ElE  médfy) sin  t5,
I take child PL each show other of father
T showed each child to the other's father.'

b. * N s v medlyd n x6l§ md  d5kpédikpsd
1 take child other GEN show man each

* T showed the other's child to each man'

This contrasts with the double object construction in which the eack-phrase must be part of
the Goal NP (cf. (49)-(51)).

In the context of Superiority Effects, while the Theme can be cx&actcd out of
the construction, the Goal cannot. This holds for both the Fon serial verb construction and

the double complement construction of English.
(76) a. &; we Kdai s 5 nd me?

what FO Koku take give who
"'What did Koku give to whom?'
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b. * M we Kd¥i s5 é ni I
who FO Koku take what give
* "What did Koku give to whom?'

Again the facts in (76) contrast with those exhibited by the double object construction: in

the latter case, while the Goal can be extracted, the Theme cannot (cf. (52), (56)).

Finally, the Fon data of the serial verb construction parallel the English data of the
double complement construction for the asymmetry involving Weak cross over

phenomena. While the Theme can be extracted out of the construction, the Goal cannot.

77) a. ME; sin £ we & s 4 x€léEmd  nd tdn;?

who of picare FO you take show/give mother his

"Whose picture did you show/give to his mother?'

b. * Mg wi 4 s&  fato é4é tdn; x£lé/nd 5
who FO you take picture himself GEN show/give

* "To which man did you show/give its picture'

Again, this data contrasts with those exhibited by the double object construction. In the

latter case, the Goal can be extracted but the Theme cannot (cf. (57) and (59)).

The data discussed in this section show two things. First, the Theme/Goal
asymmetries found in the Fon serial verb construction parallel those found in the double
complement construction of English. Second the Theme/Goal asymmetries exhibited by
these two constructions contrast with those exhibited by the double object construction in
both languages. On a dominance account of these asymmetries then, while in the double
object construction the Goal asymmetrically c-commands the Theme, in the serial verb

(Fon)/ double complement (English) constructions, the Theme asymmetrically c-commands
the Goal.
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3.3. For any one verb there can be only two overtly realized arguments

The fact that the Fon Take serial verb construction shares semantic (section 3.1.)
and syntactic (3.2.) properties with the English double complement construction is not
surprising when we consider a more general property of Fon. In this langunage, for any one

verb, there can be only two overtly realized arguments. !5

Consider the Fon sentences in (78) and (79) involving two verbs put’ and 'send'

which are typical double complement verbs in English. Both sentences are ungrammatical.

(78) * K3k dé ashn tivo i
Koku put crab table on

(79) * Kdki s wemi  Asib4
Koku send letter Asiba

Verb serialization is the means by which more than two obligatory arguments can be
overtly realized in the syntax. Hence, the verbs ¢d 'put' and s€ 'send’ must appear in a

serial verb construction as illustrated in (80) and (81) (from Lefebvre, 1991).
(80) a. Kdki s asin dé tavd  jf.

Koku ke  crab put table on

‘Koku put crab(s) on the table.'

b. Kdi ds asdn dé tivd i
Koku put crab put table on

'Koku layed out crab(s) on the table.’

(81) Kdki sé  2asén d6  Asibi.
Koku send crab put Asiba
'Koku send crab to Asiba.'
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The serial verb construction thus appears to be, so to speak, the double complement
constructon of Fon. This claim is further supported by facts discussed in section 4.1.

which show that there are no double complement of the type NP PP in Fon.

The double object construction appears to be the sole counter example to the
generalization that, in this language, for any one verb, there can be only two overtly
realized arguments. In section 5, however, it will be argued that this is only an apparent

counter example to the forementioned generalization.

3.4. Summary

The Fon Take serial verb construction shares semantic properties with the double
complement construction of English (NP PP). In both constructions, the Goat is interpreted
as a Goal of Location and the Theme is the affected argument of the construction.
Furthermore, both the Fon serial verb construction and the English double complement
construction exhibit the same Theme/Goal asymmetries. Hence, the Fon Take serial verb
construction and the English double complement constructions share properties which set

them apart from the double object construction in a systematic way in both languages.

4. Is there a transformational relationship between the double object and

the double complement/serial verb constructions?

There is a debate in the literature as to whether there is a transformational
relationship between the double object and the double complement constructions. On a
transformational account of the relationship between the two constructions, we find two
proposals. The double object construction is derived from the double complement
construction (e.g. Emonds, 1976; Baker, 1988; Larson, 1988). The double complement
construction is derived from the doubie object construction (e.g. Fillmore, 1965; Aoun and

Li, 1989). Several scholars have argued that the two constructions must be independently
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generated (e.g. Oehrle, 1976; Kayne, 1984; Pinker, 1989; Grimshaw, 1989; Tremblay,
1991). In this section, I argue that in Fon, there are no double complements of the type we
find in English, that is NP PP. Hence, the postulation that there is a transformational
relationship between the double object and the double complement construction is not borne
out by the Fon data (section 4.1.). The Fon grammar exhibits the serial verb construction.
As was shown in section 3, the semantic and syntactic properties of the serial verb
construction parallel those of the double complement construction in English. Hence, it is
possible to hypothesize a transformational relationship between the double object and the
serial verb construction in this language (cf. den Dikken, 1991, for a proposal along these
lines based on data drawn from Igbo). I argue that such a proposal is not born out by the

Fon data (section 4.2.). Hence, the two constructions have to be generated independently.

4.1. There are no double complement constructions in Fon

In English, the verbs 'send’ and 'give’ are typical double complement verbs. They
select two internal arguments: a Theme and a Goal. The Goal is realized as a PP. The

construction is exhibited in (82).
(82) a.  John sent a letter to Mary.
b.  John gave a book to Mary.
The preposition occurring in the sentences in {82) can be stranded as shown in (83).
(83) a. Who did John send a letter to?
b.  Who did John give a book t0?

Only PPs in the domain of V can be stranded (cf. Hornstein and Weinberg, 1981: 63).
Hence, in the English double complement construction, the PP must be in the domain of V.

If the PPs occurring in (82) are base generated in the direct argument position of the verb as
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in (84), (along the lines of the proposal in Larson, 1988) (rather than adjoined to the

projection of V), the required relationship obtains.

(84 VP
P \
vf
/\
v PP

In Fon, we find sentences presenting the surface sequence NP PP as depicted
in (85).

(85) K3kt sa asén  nd Asibid.
Koku sell crab to Asiba
'Koku sold crab to Asiba.'

I argue that unlike in English, in Fon, the PP headed by the preposition ni 'to"6 is not

base generated in the direct argument position of the verb. Rather, it is a syntactic adjunct.

In arguing that the PP headed by the preposition ni 'to’ in Fon is a syntactic
adjunct, I contrast the properties of the Goal PP as it occurs in (85) with those of the Goal
NP occurring in the serial verb construction discussed in section 3. The contrast between
the syntactic properties of the Goal in the two constructions leads to the conclusion that,
while in the serial verb construction the Goal NP has the properties of arguments, in the

sequence NP PP the Goal PP has the properties of syntactic adjuncts.
First, in the serial verb construction, the Goal of the construction is obligatorily
realized in the syntax. (§6b) in which the Goal is not realized is not grammatical.

(86) a. Kdki s5 as5n 5 nd  Asib4.
Koku take crab DET give  Asiba
'Koku gave the crab to Asiba.’'
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b. * Kki sb asdn 5 né.
Koku take crab DET give
In contrast, a PP headed by ni is always optional as shown in (87). (Optionality of the PP

is indicated by parentheses).

(87) a. Kdki s5 asn =~ 5 (nd Asibé).
Koku give  crab DET 1o Asiba

'Koku gave the crab (to Asiba).’

b. Kdki  si assn  (nd Asfbd).
Koku sell crab to Asiba
‘Koku sold crab (to Asiba).'

While arguments are obligatory, adjuncts are optional. (cf. e.g. Randall, 1987; Pinker,
1989)

Second, in the serial verb construction, the Goal can surface as a clitic on the verb
as in (88).
(88) Kk 55 ason ) na g.

Koku take  crab DET give  her

'Koku gave the crab to her.'

In this case, the clitic corresponding to the Goal can even undergo clitic climbing and attach

to the first verb of the construction as illustrated in (89) (=(13b) in Lefebvre, 1992:42),

(89 K3ki 55 & asbhn 3 nd ().
Koku take  her crab DET  give (her)
'Koku gave the crab to her.'

In contrast, a clitic cannot be interpreted as referring to 2 PP headed by mif as shown by the

ungrammaticality of (90b).
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90) a. K3k 53 Asdn
Kokn sell crab DET o her
'Koku sold the crab to her.'

b. * Kdki sa & asdn

(418

Koku sell her crab DET

While arguments can cliticize onto the verb, adjuncts generally cannot (Baker, 1988: 467 n
17). If the Goal is in the direct argument position of the verb in (88, 89) and if it isin an
adjunct position in (90), the contrast between the two sets of facts finds a natural

explanation.

A third set of data distinguishing the behavior of the Goal in the two constructions
comes from extraction facts. When the Goal NP is extracted out of a serial verb

construction, the extraction site is empty.
(91) Asibd; wd, Kdi s5  asn 5 nd g
Asiba FO Koku take crab DET give
Tt is to Asiba that Koku gave the crab.’
When a PP headed by nit is extracted, the extraction site must contain a resumptive
preposition (cf. Segurola, 1963; Brousseau, in preparation). This is illustrated in (92).
(92) a * [Nd Astbd); wt,  Kdki sa assn = 5
to Asiba FO, Koku sell crab DET to
b. [Nd Asibs]; we, Kdki sa assn 5 [n4];

to Asiba FO, Koku sell crab DET RP

Tt is to Asiba that Koku sold the crab'

The contrast in grammaticality between (91) and (92b) follows from the ECP
(cf. Chomsky, 1981). In (91) the trace of the moved element is properly governed by the
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verb. In (92) it is not and hence it has to be spelled out. This distribution follows naturally
if the Goal is in the direct argument position of the verb in (91) and in an adjunct position in
(92).

A fourth set of data distinguishing the behavior of the Goal in the two constructions
comes from facts involving the Theme/Goal asymmetries. Recall from section 3 that the
serial verb construction exhibits Theme/Goal asymmetries which parallel those exhibited by
the double complement (NP PP) construction of English. If the Theme (NP) and the Goal
(PP) under discussion in this section were in a similar structural relationship as the Theme
(NP) and the Goal (PP) in English, we would expect them to present the same Theme/Goal
asymmetries as those exhibited by the double complement construction in English (and the
serial verb construction in Fon). This prediction is not born out by the data. On the
contrary, the Theme (NP) and the Goal (PP) do not present the Theme/Goal asymmetries
exhibited by the double complement/serial verb constructions. For example, with respect to
each...the other asymmetry, we saw that in the serial verb construction the each-phrase
must be contained inside the Theme (NP) (cf. (75)). In contrast, with the NP PP sequence,
the each-phrase can either occur as part of the Theme NP or as part of the Goal PP as

shown in (93a) and (93b) respectively.
(93) a. Kdki s5 vI  dokpédikpé nd mediyd sin td.
Koku give child each to other of father
'‘Koku gave each child to the other's father.’
b. Kdi s5 v midiyd Hn ni md d5kp6d 5kpé.
Koku give child other of to person each

'Koku gave the other's child to each person.’

The serial verb construction exhibits Theme/Goal asymmetries involving Superiority

effects (cf. (76)) and Weak cross over phenomena (cf. (77)). The NP PP sequence
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does not exhibit these asymmetries. In both contexts, either the Theme (NP) or the Goal
(PP) can be extracted. This is shown in (94) and (95) respectively.

(94) a. E we % ) ni  me? THEME
what FO you give to whom

"What did you give to whom?'

b. Ni mé we 4 5 é®  nd? GOAL
to whom FO you give what RP

"To whom did you give what?'

(95) a. Mg; sin 51D we i $9 mi nd t3n;7? THEME

who of picture FO you give to mother his

"The picture of whom did you give to his mother?'

b. Ni me sin nd we i s3 510 thn n4g? GOAL
to whom of mother FO you give picture his RP

"To the mother of whom, did you give his picture?'

The fact that the Theme (NP) and the Goal (PP) do not present the Theme/Goal
asymmetries observed in the serial verb construction of Fon (and hence in the double
complement construction of English) argues for the claim that the Goal PP in the sequence
NP PP is not in the same position as the Goal NP is in the serial verb construction. Hence,

it is not in the direct argument position of the verb.

The lack of Theme/Goal asymmetry in the sequence NP PP correlates with a fifth
property of PPs in Fon. Syntactic adjuncts exhibit more freedom than arguments in terms
of their position in the tree. Facts drawn from the progressive construction illustrate this
point. The progressive construction makes used of do 'at' which takes a complement
phrase headed by wé. The phrase headed by wé is head final, Wé takes a nominalized VP as

its complement.17 (96b) illustrates the progressive form of (96a). (96c) shows that the
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internal argument of the verb cannot occur to the right of the head of the construction, that

is to the right of we .

(96) a. K3kt du asan.
Koku eat crab

'Koku ate crab.'

b. Kdni ddo ashn di we.
Koku at cmab eating POST

'‘Koku is eating crab.’

c. * Kdai do dudo we assnl8

Koku a eating POST crab

(97b) provides parallel facts for a double object verb. Again, (97¢) shows that the Goal of

the construction cannot occur to the right of we.

(97) a. Kdki nd 2as5n Asfbi.
Koku give crab Asiba
'Koku gave Asiba crab.'

b. KdG dd 2as5n nd  Asbd  we.
Koku at crab giving Asiba POST
"Koku is giving Asiba crab."

c. * Kdkii dd asn nd wd Ashd

Kokn at crab giving POST Asiba

Finally, (98b) provides parallel facts for the serial verb construction. (98c) shows again

that the Goal of the construction cannot occur to the right of we.



(98) a.

35

Kdi s5 2asbn 5 n4 Asibi.
Koku take crab DET give  Asiba
'Koku gave the crab to Asiba.'

~

Kdaii do asén sb ni Asib4 we.
Koku at c¢mab ke give Asiba POST
'Koku is giving Asiba crab.’

Kdki db as5n s5 nd we  Asibd

Koku at crab take give POST  Asiba

The sentences in (99) provide comparable data for the sequence NP PP. (99b) is the

progressive form of (99a). (99c) shows that , unlike in the other cases, the PP can occur to

the right of the constituent headed by we .

99) a.

K3k si ashn nd Asibi.
Koku sell crab to Asiba
'Koku sold crab to Asiba.'

Kdi  do asén  sA ni Asibd  we.
Koku at crab sell to Asiba  POST

'Koku is selling crab to Asiba.'

Kdai Qo assn sA we o Asib4.
Koku at crab sell POST 1o Asiba
'Koku is selling crab to Asiba.'

The fact that the PP can surface to the right of the constituent headed by we is difficult to

explain if the PP headed by i is in an argument position of the verb. It follows naturally,

however, if the PP is an adjunct . In (99b) it is adjoined to VP and hence it occurs to the

left of we. In (99¢) it is adjoined to the phrase headed by wé and hence it occurs to the right

of we. A direct consequence of this proposal is that when the constituent headed by wé is
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fronted to the focus position (leaving the lexical trace ¢ in the extraction site) the PP can be

left behind as shown by the grammaticality of (100b). 19

(100) a. [AsSn sh ni Astbd we]; Kdkd
crab sell ) Asiba POST Koku
Tt is selling crab to Asiba that Koku is doing.'
b. [Asin s we]; Kdki o &
crab sell POST Koku at it

Tt is selling crab that Koku is doing to Asiba.'

do

Asib4.
Asiba

The grammaticality of (100b) contrasts with the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (101),

in which the Goal NP of the construction has been left behind. The examples involve a

transitive verb, a double object verb and a serial verb construction, respectively.

(101) a. * [didd we]; Kdki do &; ashn
eating POST Koku at it crab
b. * [AsSn ni  wdl; Kdki & & Ashf
crab  giving POST Koku a it Asiba

c. * [Asdn s5 nd wi]; KdiG dd & Ashd

crab take give FO Koku a it Asiba

The proposal that PPs headed by ni 'to’ are syntactic adjuncts accounts for the

properties of the Goal PP headed by this preposition. The PP is optional. It cannot cliticize

onto the verb because it is not in the domain of the verb. There has to be a resumptive

preposition in the extraction site because the trace is not properly governed by the verb. The

Theme and the Goal do not exhibit the Theme/Goal asymmetries observed in the Fon serial

verb nor in the English double complement constructions. Finally the Goal PP is freer than

the Goal NP with respect to its position in the tree.
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In Lefebvre (1990) it has been argued that PPs headed by other prepositions in Fon
(e.g. kpddé 'with', sfn 'from’, 49 'at’) are also syntactic adjuncts. The analysis of PPs
headed by mi as adjuncts thus completes the generalisation: all Fon prepositional phrases
are adjuncts. The fact that prepositional phrases are adjuncts explains why preposition
stranding is not available in the language (cf. section 1.1). Only PPs in the domain of V can
be soranded (cf. Homstein and Weinberg (1981:63)). If PPs are adjuncts, it predicts that
prepositions cannot be incorporated into the verb (cf. Baker, 1988: 283, 288) nor absorbed
by the verb (cf. Larson, 1988; Kayne, 1984): both incorporation and absorption require

adjacency of the preposition and the verb.

If all prepositional phrases are adjuncts, it follows that in Fon, there are no double
complement constructions of the type we find in English. The fact that all prepositional
phrases are adjuncts in the language argues against the postulation of a derivational
relationship between the double object and the NP PP sequence in Fon. For an alternation
to apply, it is a necessary condition that all the affected phrases be arguments of the verb
(cf. Pinker, 1989: 40).

4.2. Is there a transformational relationship between the double object

construction and the serial verb construction?

As we have seen in section 3, the Fon serial verb construction and the English
double complement construction share semantic and syntactic properties which make them
on a par. This situation raizes the possibility of a transformational relationship between the
double object and the serial verb construction in languages of the type of Fon (cf.
den Dikken, 1991, for a proposal along these lines on the basis of data drawn from Igbo).
Several arguments speak against a transformational relationship between the double object

and the serial verb constructions in Fon.
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First the D- structure position for the Goal is not the same in the two constructions.
Data involving Theme/Goal asymmetries show that while the Goal of the double object
construction must asymmetrically c-command the Theme at D-structure (section 2.2), the
Goal of the serial verb construction must be asymmetrically c-commanded by the Theme at
that same level of representation (section 3.2.). Since a transformational relationship
between the two constructions would require a single D-Structure position for the Goal, it

follows that the two consiructions cannot be transformationally related.

Second, the aspectual properties of the Goal are different in the two constructions.
While in the double object construction, the Goal is the affected argument (cf. section
2.1.2), in the serial verb construction it is not (cf. section 3.1.2). The aspectual properties
of arguments are determined at D-structure (cf. Tenny, 1987: 238). If the Goal is base
generated in different D-Structure positions in the two constructions, these aspectual
properties can be accounted for at the relevant level of representation. Since a
transformational relationship between the two constructions would require a single D-
Structure position for the Goal, it follows that the two constructions cannot be

transformationally related.

A third argument against a transformational relationship between the two
constructions comes from the distribution of pronouns in the two constructions. In the
double object construction, while the Goal can be pronominalized, the Theme cannot. This

1s shown in (102) and (103) respectively.

(102) a. Kaki x€l€ éy¢ Wi A
Koku show her child DET

'Koku showed her the child.'



59

b. K3k xE1E wi 5 éye.
Koku show child DET her
"Koku showed her the child.'

(103) a. * Kdki  x6l6  éy¢ Asibd
Koku show him Asiba

b. * Kdki  x6l6 Asibd &y
Koku show Asiba him

In the serial verb construction, however, both the Goal and the Theme can be
pronominalized.
(104) a. Kdka s3 asbn nd  éye.

Koku take crab give her

'Koku gave the crab to her.'

b. Kdki s5 &2 nd  Asibd
Koku take it give Asiba
'Koku gave it to Asiba.'

The postulation of a transformational relationship between the two constructions could not
account for the above facts without recourse to additional ad hoc assumptions.(cf. Ochrly,

1976, for a discussion of similar facts in English).

On the basis of these arguments, I conclude that there is no transformational

relationship between the serial verb and the double object constructions.
4.3. Summary

Given that there cannot be a transformational relationship between the double object
and the serial verb / double complement constructions, I conclude that the two

constructions must be independently generated (see also Oehrly, 1976; Kayne, 1984;
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Pinker, 1989; Grimshaw, 1989; Tremblay, 1991, etc.). Section 6 provides a specific
proposal as to how this is achieved.

5. The syntax of the Fon double object construction

In the literature on double object constructions, it has been proposed that the Theme
and the Goal of the construction form a small clause in which the Theme and the Goal are
in a predication relationship (e.g. Kayne, 1984; Larson, 1988; Aoun and Li, 1989;
Johnson, 1991; Tremblay, 1991). There is a debate as to what the categorial status of the
small clause 15?0 and as to whether it is the Theme or the Goal of the construction which is
the subject of predication of the small clause. On Johnson's (1991) proposal, the small
clause of the double object construction is a DP in which the Goal of possession appears in
the same position as the NP marked for genitive Case in nominal structures and the Theme
appears in the same position as the possessed NP in nominal structures. The Goal is the

subject of predication. The structure he proposes is represented in (105).

(105) VP
/\
Y DP
| ]
give DP D'
(Goal) |~
D DP

(Theme)

In this secton, I provide a detailed analysis of the Fon double object construction along the
general proposal in Johnson. The particularities of the Fon data will be shown to bring
independent additional support to Johnson's general proposal. I begin with an overview of

the nominal structure of Fon.
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5.1. The nominal structure of Fon

Following the analysis in Broussean and Lumsden (1992), I assume that the D-
structure of the nominal phrase of Fon is as in (106). In (106), D selects a Num(ber)P (cf.
Ritter, 1992). Num selects a XP headed by a phonologically null head. The specifier of XP
is the basic position for the possessor, the affected argument of the nominal structure. The

complement of XP is the position for the possessed.

(106) D-structure of nominal phrases

KP

X!
/\ (possessor)
KP X0

(possessed) e

On Brousseau and Lumsden's analysis, XP is a functional category. On this point, I depart
from their analysis; I take XP to be a lexical category headed by a phonologically null
nominal predicate of possession taking the possessed as its complement. On this view, the
configuration in (106) presents a structure of predication. The possessor is the subject of

predication and the possessed is the visible part of the predicate phrase.

By S-structure (cf. 107), the possessor phrase will have moved to Spec of NumP to
be assigned structural Genitive Case under Spec-Head agreement. Genitive Case is realized
as tan (= ‘s in English).
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(107) S-structure of nominal phrases

DP
/\
DI
NumP/\
/\
Num’ KP(possessor) D

X’ t | NP K
KP (possessed) X
deé e g Kdki tdn 5
sketch Koku GE Det

'(the) Koku's sketch'

The nominal structure of Fon appears to be the mirror image of that of English. As can be
observed from a comparison between the structures in (107) and in (107') (from Abney,

1987), in Fon, the possessor occurs on the right of the head noun while in English, it

appears to its left .

(107°) DP
—
KP

D
| ™~

K’ D NP
/| I |
NP K | N’
\
KP
AN
Ed 's @  picture of John

Not that unlike in English, in Fon, the determiner may appear in nominal structure

containing a genitive phrase (cf. 107).
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5.2. The inner structure of the small clause

I propose that small clause involved in the Fon double object construction has the

inner structure of nominal phrases. I propose the structure in (108).

(108) D-structure of small clause

In (108) the small clause is a DP. D selects a functional category AspP which corresponds
to NumP in (106). Independent arguments that D may select an AspP in Fon are provided
in Law and Lefebvre (1992). That Aspect is the functional category of the clausal system
which is the counterpart of Number in the nominal system, has long been noted (cf. Ken
Hale) and argued for (cf. Travis, 1992, and the references therein)). I assume the specifier
position of AspP to be on the right side of the projection just like that of NumP in nominal
structures. Asp selects a nominal Predicate Phrase. The head of the predicate phrase takes
its complement to the left just like in nominal structures. (The position assigned to

specifiers and complements with respect to their heads will be justified below).

The Goal NP is base generated in the specifier position of the nominal predicate
phrase, that is in the same position as the possessor in (106). The Theme NP is is base
generated in the complement position of the nominal predicate phrase, that is in the same

position as the possessed in (106). The head of the Predicate Phrase is usually
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phonologically null. In the progressive construction, however, it is lexically filled by the
nominalized verb as depicted in (109).21

(109) Kdi dod[[[assn ni]  Asbd]] wi].
Koku at crab giving Asiba POST
'Koku is giving Asiba crab.'
[Litt.: "Koku is crab-giving Asiba."]

The NP base generated in the specifier position of the nominal Predicate Phrase is assigned
the thematic role Goal through predication achieved by co-condexation of the ‘subject’ of
the small clause with the Predicate Phrase. The NP base generated in the complement
position of the nominal predicate is assigned the thematic role Theme by the nominal

predicate.z2

By S-structure, the Goal NP will have moved to the specifier position of AspP as in
(110). The specifier position of AspP is a natural position for the Goal of the double object
construction: being the affected argument of the construction, the Goal has aspectual
properties (cf. section 2.1.2). Unlike Num(ber) the functional category Asp has no
structural Case to assign (cf. Avolonto, 1992). This explains why the Goal is not marked
for Genitive Case marker t3r nor assigned structural Case by Asp {cf. section 5.7. on

Case).
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(110)  S-structure of small clause
DP

/\
/\

K7

Asp’ KP; (Goal)

/\
NP Asp
N
N’ i;
/\
KP N
(Theme) e

Since the nominal predicate is usually phonologically empty, the Theme is the
visible part of the Predicate Phrase. The analysis that the Theme of the double object
construction is the predicate of the construction finds support in the fact that it shares
properties with other nominal predicates in the language. Recall from section 4.2. that the
Theme of the double object construction cannot be pronominalized. This was shown in

(103) repeated here as (111) for convenience.
(111) a. * Kdki  x6l6  éyd  Asibd
Koku show him Asiba

b. * Kdki  x6l6 Asibd éyd
Koku show Asiba him

In some languages, like French for exemple, it is possible to pronominalize nominal
predicates as in Jean est-il docteur? Oui il U'est. Interestingly enough, in Fon, comparable

data are ungrammatical.
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(112) Détd we € nyl 4? Dotdb wé € nyi/*é(ye)wd ¢ nyi
doctor FO 3rd be Q doctor FO 3rd be 3rdFO 3rd be

' Is he a doctor? It is doctor that he is." * [Lit.: He is it]

Thus, the fact that the Theme of the double object construction cannot be pronominalized

correlates with a more general property of nominal predicates in the language.

5.3. The nominal structure and the inner structure of the small clause

The inner structure of the small clause involved in the double object construction
proposed in (108) and (110) parallels exactly the structure of nominal phrases in the
language (cf. (106), (107)). On this proposal the two constructions present a structure of
predication headed by a phonologically null predicate of possession. The D- and S-
structure positions of the Theme parallel those of the possessed and the D- and S- structure

positions of the Goal parallel those of the possessor.

The proposal that the small clause involved in the double object construction has the
inner structure of nominal structures presents several advantages. First, it determines the
D-Structure position of the Goal (cf. (108)). From this position the Goal asymmetrically c-
commands the Theme of the construction. This hyerarchical relationship was argued to be
needed at D-Structure in the account of the Theme/Goal asymmetries exhibited by the

construction (cf, section 2.2).

Second, this proposal accounts for the possession relationship that holds between
the Theme and the Goal of the construction (cf. section 2.1.1). We have a possession
interpretation because we have a possessive construction (¢f. also Johnson, 1991;
Tremblay, 1991). The possession relationship is captured by a predication relationship
between the Goal (the subject of predication) and the predicate of the construction, which

the Theme is part of.
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Third, the proposal that the small clause has the inner structure of the nominal
structure provides a natural access to the semantic correlation that exists between the Theme
and the Goal of the double object construction, and the possessed and the possessor
marked for genitive Case in nominal structures. Recall from section 2.1.1.that the
relationship between the Theme and the Goal of verbs which participate in the double object
construction can be translated into nominal structures exhibiting a possessor marked for
structural genitive Case {(cf. (24)-(29)). In contrast, the relationship between the Theme and
the Goal of verbs such as nyd 'loan' and sd 'sell' cannot be translated into nominal
structures exhibiting a possessor marked for structural genitive Case (cf. (30), (31)) and
these verbs do not participate in the double object construction. Under the present proposal,

this correlation is well motivated.

Fourth, the pattern of pronominalization in the double object construction and the
nominal structure respectively parallel one another. The data in (113) show that the Goal of
the double object construction as well as the possessor of the nominal structure can be
pronominalized.

(113) a. Kk xELE éyt W 3.
Koku show her child DET

'Koku showed her the child.’
b. K3kii x§l€ vi 5 éye.

Koku show child DET her

'Koku showed her the child.’

c. vi éye t5n 5
child her GEN DET

'the child of her's'
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The data in {(114) show that neither the Theme of the double object construction nor the

possessed of the nominal structure can be pronominalized.

(114) a. * Kdki  x€lé  &yd  Asid
Koku show him Asiba

b. * Kdki  x8lé  Asfbd éyd
Koku show  Asiba him

c. * éyd Asibd tin
ithe/she Asiba GEN

There should be a unique account for this constellation of facts. Interestingly enough,
nominal predicates cannot be pronominalized {(cf. (112)). If the Theme and the possessed
are the nominal predicates of the double object construction and of the nominal structure

respectively, it follows that they cannot be pronominalized.

5.4. DP

Aside from the fact that DP is the functional category dominating the nominat
structure, there is another piece of evidence which supports the proposal that DP is the
functional category dominating the small clause in double object constructions. Recall from
section 2.1.2 that the determiner 5 in Fon may also surface as an event determiner, Recall
also that in the context of the double object construction, the presence of the event
determiner correlates with the property [+specific] of the affected argument, that is with the
property [+specific] of the Goal of the construction as depicted in (38) repeated here as

(115) for convenience.
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(I115)a. Sund d¢ nd asdn dé¢5 vi 5 5.
man a give crab afthe child DET DET
'A man gave the child a crab (known information: somebody would give the
child a/the crab).'
b. Simd dé nd vi 5 asdn  dé/s 5.
man a give child DET crab a/the DET

'A man gave the child a crab (known information: the child would be given
a/the crab).'

I propose that the event determiner in (115) heads the DP in (108), (110). The distribution
of the event determiner in the context of double object constructions, thus provides
additional motivation for the proposal that the small clause involved in the double object
construction of Fon is a DP. In turn, the configuration in (108), (110) provides a local
context for the relationship that exists between the Goal of the double object construction

and the event determiner occurring in the context of this construction.

5.5. Word order

The Structure in (110) generates the surface word order Theme/Goal as in (116) and
the surface word order Theme/Goal/event determiner illustrated in (115a).

(116) K>Xi ni assn  Asfb4.
Koku give  crab Asiba

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.’

This word order parallels the word order possessed/possessor in nominal structures

(cf. (107)).23
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I propose to account for the derived word order Goal/Theme exhibited by the
double object construction by movement of the Goal to the specifier position of the DP

dominating the small clause as in (117).

(117) DP

/\
KP; D’

Goal) 7~

AT{ D

Asp’ 4
NP
IINT'\I,- Asp?
KP N
(Theme) e

The structure in (117) produces the surface word order Goal/Theme depicted in (118).

(118) Kdi  n4 Asfbd  asn,
Koku give Asiba cmab

'Koku gave Asiba (some) crab.’
It also produces the surface word order Goal/Theme/event determiner depicted in (115b).

Movement to the specifier position of DP is independently motivated in the language
by facts involving relative clauses. In Fon, the relative clause is 2 DP/IP (=CP/IP) headed
by the clausal determiner24 as shown in (119). The Wh- moved element occurs at the

beginning of the relative clause in the specifier of DP.
(119) Xdsh 5 & [ppé me [p Kki s5 asén do 1 15]

basket DET REL of in Koku take crab put DET

"The basket in which Koku put the crab'
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The facts in (119) independently motivate the specifier position of DP as a landing site for
movement. They also independently motivate the position attributed to the specifier position

of the projection of D, in (108), that is to the left of the projection.

In (115b), the Goal of the construction is in a Spec/Head relationship with the event
determiner (cf. 117) while in (115a) it is not. The different structural relationships between
the Goal and the event determiner in the two surface configurations accounts for the slightly
different interpretations assigned to the clause in the context of the event determiner. In
(115b), the small clause is assumed to be part of known information. In (115a) what is

assumed to be part of known information is the whole clause.

The analysis accounts for the two surface word orders exhibited by the
construction. It accounts for the fact that there is no difference in meaning between the two
word orders exhibited by the construction (cf. section 2.1): there is only one D-Structure
posttion for the Goal (and the Theme) of the construction. In both of its surface positions,
the Goal asymmetrically c-commands the Theme (cf. (110), (117)). On this analysis, the
Theme/Goal asymmetries, which were argued to require an asymmetrical c-command
relationship between the Theme and the Goal at S-structure (cf. section 2.2.) can be

accounted for.,

5.6. Spec of DP as an escape hatch for movement

The specifier of DP is a landing site for the Goal of the construction. I propose that
the position is also an escape hatch for movement out of the small clause. That the specifier
position of DP is an escape hatch for movement is independently motivated by long

distance movement out of relative clauses as shown in (120).

(120) Xast 5 d€ [€ me; [Sicd dd [ppr;[pKdkd s5 asdén do # ]51])
basket DET REL of in  Sica say Koku take crab put  DET
"The basket in which Sica said that Koku put the crab’
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On this proposal, either the Theme or the Goal can be extracted out of the small
clause through this COMP-like position. This accounts correctly for the extraction facts in
(50) and (51) reproduced here as (121) and (122) respectively. In (121) the Goal has been
extracted while in (122) the Theme has been extracted.

(121) a. ME; we, Kdki xEI€ f; xwé 3 ;? QUESTION
who FO Koku show house DET

'(To) who(m) did Koku show the house?'
b. Asib4; we, Kdki xélés; xwé 35 FOCUS

Asiba FO Koku show house DET

Tt is (to) Asiba that Koku showed the house.'

>

c. nydny; [de Kdkd x€lE r; xwé 3 1] 5 RELATIVE CLAUSE
woman that Koku show house DET DET
‘the woman (to) whom Koku showed the house'
(122)a.  E; we, Kdki x6l6 r  Asbd? QUESTION

what FO Koku show Agsiba

"'What did Koku show Asiba?'
b. Xwé 5 wd, Kdxi xfl6 r  Asibi FOCUS
house DET FO Koku show Agiba

Tt is the house that Koku showed Asiba.'

c. xwé [d® Kdkd x€6 1 Asbd] 5 RELATIVE CLAUSE
house that Koku show Asiba  DET
'the house that Koku showed Asiba’

On this proposal, the Therne can only be Wh-moved out of the small clause when the Goal
has remained in its basic position. Otherwise the specifier of DP is either filled by the Goal

or by its trace and the Theme has no position available to leave the small clause. This
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analysis is in line with informants judgements according to which the Theme of the
construction cannot be extracted when the extraction is performed out of a clause presenting

the surface word order Goal/Theme.

5.7. Case

The property of being 'affected’ of an object correlates with its property of being
assigned structural Case (cf. Tenny, 1987). Recall from section 2 that with both word
orders, the Goal is the affected object of the construction. Given this situation, we expect
that with both word orders, the Goal will be assigned structural Case by the verb. Evidence

that this is the case comes from the distribution of weak pronouns in Fon.

Recall from section 1 that the weak pronoun @ occurs only in [+objective] structural
Case assignment contexts. In the double object construction, the weak pronoun ¢ (or i in
context of vocalic harmony) can appear as the Goal of the construction with both orders as

is shown in (123).

(123)a. E kplsn i i

he show aji 3RD
'He showed him/her the game aji.' (Anonymous, 1983: 111,3)
b. Kbdki x£l¢é é xwé 5,

Koku show 3RD house DET
'Koku showed her/him the house.'

In contrast, the weak pronoun € cannot occur as the Theme of the construction.

(124) a. * Kdkid xflé &  Asbd
Koku show 3RD Asiba

'Koku showed it/him/her (t0) Asiba.’
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b. * Kdki x€lé Asibid @
Koku show Asiba 3RD
'Koku showed it/him/her (to) Asiba.’

From this data I conclude that the Goal of the construction has to be assigned
structural Case by the verb in both of its surface positions and that the Theme is not being
assigned structural Case by the verb.

I will assume that verbs participating in the double object construction project a
complex VP of the type proposed in Larson (1988) and that the small clause containing the
two objects is base generated in the position sister to the verb.2 I will further assume, with
Larson, that by S-Structure, the verb will have moved to the higer V position within the

complex VP. This is represented in (125).

(125) VP

N

vf

V!

vV DP=small clause
L5

By S-Structure, the small clause containing the double object will have moved to the
specifier position of the lower VP as in (126). In this configuration, the verb can assign
structural Case to the Goal.
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(126) VP

This proposal accounts for structural Case assignment to the Goal in a straightforward way
providing that the Goal of the double object construction has moved to the specifier
position of the DP dominating the small clause. When the Goal has stayed in Spec of
AspP, however, the functional category DP intervenes between the verb and the Goal of
the construction. Since structural Case assignment requires structural adjacency (cf.
Chomsky, 1981), the verb cannot assign its structural Case to the Goal, when the latter is
embedded within the small clause.

Suppose that, in the latter case, AspP, rather than DP, moves to the specifier

position of VP, thus producing the configuration in (127).
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127 VP

v!

AspE,

v.f
/\
Asp DP \' DP
—1  (Goal) Py
Asp D’
/\
t; D

This would produce a proper configuration for Case assignment to the Goal by the verb
under structural adjacency.

On this account D has been stranded. Independent evidence for availability of D
stranding in natural languages is provided for Fon in Lefebvre (in preparation), for
Mohawk, Onongada, Southern Tiwa and Eskimo in Baker (1988) and for Walpiri in Hale
(1983). Note that the reported cases of D stranding all involve languages in which, in

addition to being [+definite], the determiner is also [+deictic].

As for the Theme of the construction, I assume that it is being assigned Case by the

phonclogically null nominal predicate as shown in (128). (For a similar proposal see Aoun
and Li, 1989).26
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(128) e
NlP -
Nf
/\
T
Theme e

5.8. The small clause analysis of the double object construction

Recall from section 3.3. that in Fon, for anyone verb, there can be only two overtly
realized arguments. The small clause analysis of the double object construction completes
the generalization. The small clause uses only one argument position. Hence, the double

object construction is not an exception to the general Fon pattern.

The small clause analysis of the double object construction also accounts for facts
reported on in note 7 but remained unexplained. Fon presents a passive-like construction.
The derivation of this construction involves NP-mouvement of the direct argument to a
specifier position in the tree. This argument surfaces as the subject of the verb producing a
passive-like construction depicted in (129b) derived from (129a). Note that in this passive-

like construction, the Agent has to remain implicit.

(129) a. Kdki gba xwé 3.
Koku destroyed house DET

'Koku destroyed the house.'

b. Xwé 5 nyi ghigba.
house  DET s destroyed

"The house is destroyed.'

This altermation is not available with the double object construction.
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(130)a. Kdai  nd Astbd  Asén %
Koku give  Asiba crab Det
'Koku gave Asiba crab.’

b. * Astbd nyi  3s5n 5 ni
Asiba be crab Det given

‘Asiba has been given the crab.’

c.* Asin 5 nyl nd Asib4
crab Det be crab  given
"The crab has been given Asiba.'

The ungrammaticality of (130b and ¢) follows directly from the small clause analysis of the
double object construction. Following the proposal in (125), the small clause is the direct
argament of the verb. The Goal and the Theme are only part of that direct argument. If they
can be Wh-moved out of that direct argument through Spec of DP (=Spec of CP), they
cannot be NP-moved out of it. Hence, the ungrammaticality of (130b, and c).

5.9. Summary

The analysis proposed in this section supports the view that the double object
construction involves a small clause in which the Theme and the Goal are in a predication
relationship. It strongly supports the proposal in Johnson (1991) according to which the
small clause has the inner structure of DP, Empirical evidences argue that it is the Theme of

the construction (not the Goal) which is the predicate of the double object construction.

The particular aspects of the Fon grammar motivate the proposed analysis. The
availability of the event determiner motivates DP as the projection dominating the small
clause of the double object construction. The positions of the possessor in nominal

structures determines the D- and one of the S-Structure positions of the Goal, thus
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accounting for the surface word order Theme/Goal exhibited in the language. The word
order Goal/Theme is derived by movement of the Goal to the specifier position of DP; that
Spec of DP is a landing site for movement is independently motivated by data provided by
relative clauses. From its D- and S- structure positions, the Goal asymmetrically c-
commands the Theme. This relationship was argued to be required in the account of the
asymmetries exhibited by the construction (cf. section 2.2). Finally, on the basis of the
distribution of weak pronouns in the language, it was argued that the Goal is assigned
structural Case by the verb in both of its surface positions. This is an expected result since

the Goal is the affected argument of the construction (cf. section 2.1.2).

6. The semantic representation of nd 'give', x€I¢ 'show' et kpldn ‘teach’

In section 4, it has been argued that there is no transformational relationship
between the double object and the serial verb, double complement constructions and that
consequently, the two constructions must be derived independently. According to current
proposals in the literature, the serial verb/double complement constructions consist of a
small clause which has the inner structure of VP ( for the serial verb construction, see e.g.
Lefebvre, 1991; Larson, 1991; Law and Veenstra, 1992; for the double complement
construction, see e.g. Larson, 1988; den Dikken, 1992). According to the proposal in
section S for the Fon double object construction (see also Johnson, 1991, for English) the
double object construction consists of a small clause which has the inner structure of DP.
The Fon verbs nd 'give’, x£l€ 'show' and kpldn ‘teach’ participate in both the double object
(cf. (1) and (2)) and the serial verb (cf. (56)) constructions. The clusters of basic properties
that characterize these verbs entering in each of the two constructions are summarized in

(131) and (132).



(131)

(132)

C.
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Double object construction (cf. section2):

the Goal of the construction is the affected argument (that undergoing

the change) of the construction;

possession is interpreted as involving ownership and hence the Goal is

interpreted as a Goal of Possession ;
the Goal c-commands the Theme at D- and at S-structure.
Serial verb construction (cf. section 3):

the Theme is the affected argument (that undergoing the change) of the

construction;

possession is interpreted as physical possession and hence the Goal is

interpreted as a Goal of Location;

the Theme c-commands the Goal at D- and at S- structure.

On the assumption that the syntax consists in the projection of the lexico- semantic

properties of words, this situation immediately raizes the question as to whether these verbs

need two semantic representations. It is widely assumed, in current literature on lexical

semantics, that verbs presenting argument alternations should be represented by two LCSs

(cf. e.g. Levin and Rapoport, 1988; Lumsden, 1992). In this section, I take the point of

view that it is possible to derive the alternations exhibited by the verbs nd 'give', x£I€

'show' and kplsn 'teach’ from a unique LCS. I argue for the proposal in (133).

(133) a.

b.

verbs presenting the alternations of the type in (131) and (132) have a unique

semantic representation,

this unique semantic representation is mapped onto two syntactic structures;
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c.  mapping of the LCS onto syntactic structures is achieved by linking rules
(which associate variables with syntactic positions to which thematic roles are
assigned). These rules may assign a given variable to a position in more than
one syntactic structure, yielding the possibility for a given verb of entering in

more than one syntactic construction.

6.1. The core meaning of nd 'give', x£I€ 'show' and kplbn 'teach’

In providing a LCS for these verbs, I will assume the following. First, I will
assume that the verbs nd 'give', xél€ ‘show', kplsn ‘teach’ in Fon are verbs of change of
possession. Possession can be interpreted as involving ownership as in the double object
construction or as involving physical possession (or location) as in the serial verb/double
object constructions. These three verbs require three participants: an Agent, a Theme and a

Goal.

Second, I will assume the theoretical framework developed in Jackendoff (1990 and
related work). This framework includes the following components. The representation of
the meaning of verbs uses two tiers: a thematic tier and an action tier. Participants in the
event denoted by the verb are represented in the LCS by variables which will be linked to
syntactic positions where they will be assigned a thematic role. MOVE TO is the abstract
predicate which represents the notion of change on the thematic tier. AFFECT is the
abstract predicate which represents the notion cause incorporated into the verb on the action
tier. With Lumsden (1992) I assume that the notion 'possession’ is best represented as an

implicit argument, represented as POSSESSION in the LCS.

On the basis of these assumptions, the core meaning of the verbs nd 'give, x€lé€

'show', kpldn 'teach’ is as in (134).

(134) thematic ier: y MOVE TO [POSSESSION of z]
actiontier: x AFFECTy
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If we let linking rules associate the variables of the LCS to syntactic positions in
more than one syntactic structure, more than one syntactic construction can be derived from
the LCS in (134). Suppose then, that in the serial verb construction (and the English double
complement construction), the variable y is assigned to a syntactic position where it can be
assigned the thematic role Theme and z is assigned to a syntactic position where it can be
assigned the thematic role Goal. The interpretation of (134) would then be something like:
"Theme moves to (physical) possession (location) of Goal' and 'Agent affects Theme',
This would account for the fact that in this construction the Theme is the affected argument
and for the fact that the Goal is interpreted as a Goal of Location. Similarly, suppose that in
the double object construction the variable y is assigned to a position where it can be
assigned the thematic role Goal and the z variable is assigned to a position where it can be
assigned the thematic role Theme. The interpretation of (134) would then be something
like: ' Goal moves to possession (ownership) of Theme (i.e. Goal acquires possession of
Theme)' and 'Agent affects Goal'. This would account for the fact that in this construction
the Goal is the affected argument and for the fact that it is interpreted as a Goal of

Possession.

6.2. The derivation of the serial verb/ double complement constructions

The serial verb/ double complement constructions will be derived from the LCS in
(134) in the following way. For the sake of this discussion, I will assume a structure of the
type of that proposed in Larson (1988) for the double complement construction of English
and the justifications there in. For the serial verb construction, I assume the structure
proposed in Lefebvre (1991) and the justifications therein. 27 Hence, let the structure in
(135) be the relevant one for deriving the serial verb and the double complement

constructions.
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(135) Fon serial verb construction English double complement construction
(from Lefebvre, 1991) (from Larson, 1988)

YP VP
/\ /\
V’

v Y v Y
v VP Y YP
N
SpecV V SpecV'  V’
N TN
Y NP Y PP
\ || N | | | |
Koku s5 asfnd ni Asibd Koku gave; thecrab £ to Asiba
Koku take crab Det give Asiba 'Koku gave the crab to Asiba'
'Koku gave the crab to Asiba'

In (135), the variable y has been assigned to the specifier position of the lower VP. The
argument in this position is the syntactic subject of the lower VP. It is being assigned the
thematic role Theme through predication achieved by co-indexation of the specifier position
with the V' node (along the analysis in Larson, 1988). The variable z has been assigned to
the direct argument position of the verb where it is assigned the thematic role Goal by the
verb. From this structure, the expected interpretation obtains: the Theme is the subject of
predication, and as such, it is interpreted as the affected argument of the construction, that
is, the participant undergoing the change. The Goal is interpreted as the Goal of physical
possession and hence as a Goal of Location. Furthermore in the configurations in (135),
the Theme asymmetrically c-commands the Goal both at D- and at S- structure. The

properties of the construction listed in (132) are thus being accounted for.

6.3. The derivation of the double object construction.

The derivation of the double object construction will require that the variables of the
LCS in (134) be assigned to different positions, hence using a different syntactic structure,

which will allow for an account for the properties listed in (131). Given the correlation



84

established in section 1.2. between availability of the double object construction and
availability of Genitive Case in nominal structures in particular grammars, and given the
syntactic account of the double construction in section 5 that the small clause involved in
the double object construction has the inner structure of DP, Iet the LCS in (134) be

mapped onto the structure proposed in (108) as in (136) .

(136) DP

NP Asp
N’/y\=Goal
zZ= @N
[poss:ssion]

The variable y will be assigned to the specifier position of the nominal predicate phrase.
The phonologically empty head of the nominal predicate stands for the implicit argument
POSSESSION in the LCS. The variable y is assigned the thematic role Goal through
predication. As the subject of predication of the construction, the Goal is the affected
argument, the argument undergoing the change. The variable z is assigned to the
complement position of the nominal predicate where it is assigned the thematic role Theme.
The interpretation of ‘ownership’ entailed by the construction is forced by the fact that we
have a possession construction. In the configurations in (136), the Theme asymmetrically
c-commands the Goal both at D- and at S- stucture. The properties of the construction

listed in (131) are thus being accounted for.
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6.4. Summary

In this section, I have shown that there is no need to postulate two semantic
representations for a given set of verbs presenting argument alternations of the type
discussed here, if we let a single LCS to be mapped onto more than one syntactic structure.
The possibility of mapping a unique LCS onto more than one syntactic structure rests on
properties of liking rules which associate the variables of the LCS to syntactic positions.
The variables of the thematic tier of a given set of verbs may be mapped onto a small clause
which has the inner structure of VP thus producing the serial verb/double complement
constructions. Or they can be mapped onto a small clause which has the inner structure of
DP thus producing the double object construction. The analysis that verbs presenting the
argument alternations of those of the type under analysis in this paper need only one

semantic representation is a welcome result since it reduces redundancies in the lexicon.

7. Range of verbs participating in the double object construction

The range of verbs participating in the double object construction varies between
speakers of a given language and between languages. Not all Fon speakers have exactly the
same range of double object verbs. Furthermore, while English has a wide range of verbs
which can participate in the double object construction, Fon presents a rather narrow range

of such verbs (cf. note 1). How can this variation be accounted for?

In section 2.1.1. it was shown that the Theme and the Goal of the double object
construction must be in a possession relationship. Verbs for which there is no possession
relationship between the Theme and the Goal cannot participate in the double object
construction. Sa 'sell' and nyad 'loan’ were shown to be such verb (cf. (30), (31) ). The
verbs x3 'buy' and o 'tell’ can be added to this list on the basis of this semantic criterion.
In this section, I show that, although this semantic correlation must hold between the

Theme and the Goal of the double object construction, it is not a sufficiant condition for
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establishing whether a verb can participate in the construction. I argue that the Case feature

specification of individual verbs is also a required feature.
Consider data involving the verb i 'pay" as as depicted in (137).

(137) K3kid sd xdkwé 5 ni  xwétd 5
Koku pay rent Det to owner Det
"Koku payed the rent to the owner'

For all informants, the relatonship between the Theme and the Goal in (137) entails the
possession relationship found between the possessed and the possessor in the

corresponding nominal structure (138).

(138) xdkwé nyl/ hizi xwétd tHn
rent be/become owner GE

'The rent(money) is/has become the owner's’

Half of the informants have si as a double object verb: for them the sentence in (139) is
grammatical. The other half do not have sz as a double object verb: for them the sentence in

(139) is not grammatical.

(139) ok/* Kdkd si xwétd 3 xokwé 5f xdkwe 5 xwéd 8
Koku pay rent Det ownerDet/owner Det rent  Det
'Koku payed the owner the rent’

The constellation of facts in (137)-(139) constitutes evidence supporting the claim that the
possession relationship that holds between the Theme and the Goal of a given verb cannot
constitute the only criterion for establishing whether a verb can participate in the double
object construction. For if it were there would be no explanation for the variation between

informants exhibited for the verb si in (139).
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I propose that the variation observed in (139) rests on the Case feature specification
of verbs. Suppose that for speakers of the first group, the verb si 'pay’ is specified for
assigning structural Case to the argument bearing the thematic role Goal and that for the
second group of speakers it is not. This would explain why the first group has si as a

double object verb and why the second group does not.

Data involving the serial verb construction support this claim. Recall from section 3
that verbs which participate in the double object construction may also participate in the

serial verb construction. An example sentence from (56) is reproduced as (140) for

convenience.

(140) K3k s3 astn =~ 5 ni Asiba.
Koku take crab DET give Asiba
‘Koku gave the crab to Asiba.’

Following the analysis in section 6 (cf.(135)), in (140), the Goal occupies the direct
argument position of the verb nd. Assuming the analysis in Lefebvre (1991), the verb nd

assigns structural Case to the Goal NP in this position.

Now, let us consider verbs which can participate in the serial verb construction but

which do not participate in the double object construction. Examples are provided in (141).

(141) a. Kdkdi s5 2akwé nyd ni  Ashbi
Koku take money loan to Asiba

'Koku loaned money to Asiba’

b. Kdi s» xwémixd ¢ ni Asibs
Koku take story tel to Asiba

'Koku told a story to Asiba'
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Notice that in (141), the Goal is realized as a PP rather than as a NP as in (140). The
contrast between (140) and (141) follows from the Case feature specification of the verb.
In (141) the second verb of the serial verb construction has no structural Case to assign to
the Goal and hence, the Goal has to be realized as a PP. The contrast between the data in
(140) and in (141) thus supports the claim that verbs which participate in the double object
construction must also have the property of assigning structural Case to the argument

bearing the thematic role Goal.

With this tool in hand, we have a means of explaining the variation between
informants with respect to the verb si 'pay' (cf. (139)). The proposal above predicts two
possible realizations for the Goal of the verb s when the latter appears as the second verd
in a serial verb construction: one in which the Goal is realized as an NP (as in (140)) and
one in which the Goal is realized as a PP (as in (141)). This prediction is bom out by the

data as shown in (142).

(142) a. Kdki s5 dkwé sdsi Asibd
Koku mke rent  pay Asiba
'Koku payed the rent to Asiba’

b. Kdki s& xdkwé sb-si nd  Asibd
Koku take rent pay 1o Asiba
'Koku payed the rent to Asiba'

Speakers for whom si is 2 double object verb accept (142 a) and reject (142b). Speakers

for whom sif is not a double object verb accept (142b) but reject (142a).

The data discussed in this section show that in order to participate in the double
object construction, a verb must have the appropriate Case feature specification, that is, it
must be specified for assgning structural Case to the argument bearing the thematic role

Goal. On this view, the Case feature specification of verbs accounts for variation between
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speakers, and presumably between languages, with respect to the range of verbs

participating in the double object construction.

8. Acquisition

The particular data of Fon bring the following clarifications on the theoretical issues
raized by the double object construction. First, the Fon data strongly support the proposal
in Johnson (1991) and in Tremblay (1991) that the availability of the double object
construction in a given grammar correlates with the availability of the Genitive Case in
nominal structures (section 1). Second, the two surface word orders of the Fon double
object construction provide data which support the dominance account of the Theme/Goal
asymmetries exhibited by the construction (section 2). Third, the Fon data support the view
that the double object and the serial verb/ double complement constructions are not
transformationally related and that therefore, they must be independently generated (section
4). The Fon data strongly support the general proposal in Johnson (1991) that the small
clause involved in the double object construction has the inner structure of DP (section 3).
Providing that linking rules are allowed to map the variables of a given LCS to positions in
more than one syntactic structures it is possible to represent the verbs under analysis by a
unique LCS (section 6). Hence, the LCS of the class of verbs under analysis can be
mapped onto a small clause having the inner structure of VP yielding the serial verb/ double
complement constructions with the appropriate meaning and hierarchical relationships
(section 3). Or the LCS of the same class of verbs can be mapped onto a small clause
having the inner structure of DP yielding the double object construction with the
appropriate meaning and hyerarchical relationships (sections 3 and 5). Finally, it has been
argued that verbs participating in the double object construction must be specified for
structural Case assignment to the Goal. What are the consequences of these findings for

acquisition?
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The language leamer has a unique representation for verbs of change of possession.
(S)he will deduce the availability of the double object construction from the availability of
Genitive Case in the nominal structure of the language (s)he is faced with.The basic
position of the Goal of the double object construction will be deduced from the position of
the possessor in nominal structures. Thus the Fon leamner will deduce the basic word order
Theme/Goal from the word order found in nominal structures. This will also provide
him/her with the appropriate hierarchical relationship holding between the Goal and the
Theme in the construction. In order to establish the range of verbs participating in the
construction, the language learner will have to learn the Case specification feature of verbs.
Fon, the Case specification of particular verbs can be deduced from the realization of the

Goeal as a PP or as a NP in the serial verb construction.
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Notes

*  This paper is written in the context of the UQAM Haitian project. The project is

financed by CRSH, FCAR and FIR (UQAM). The data discussed in this paper come from
several informants: Dica Adotevi (whose dialect is discussed in the main text), Maxime da
Cruz, Aimé Avolonto and Sedjolo Agoli-Agbo (whose dialects are discussed in notes
when the data depart from those in the main text). Many thanks to Aimé Avolonto, Marc
Baker, Anne-Marie Brousseau, Maxime daCruz, Marcet denDikken, Kinyalolo Kasangat,
Paul Law, John Lumsden, Betsy Ritter, Lisa Travis, Mireille Tremblay and Tonjes
Veenstra for their comments on an earlier version of the paper. Thanks to Monique Poulin
for formating the manuscript.

1. The range of verbs participating in the Fon double object construction is rather
limited. The verbs in (1) and (2) represent the core list for all the speakers interviewed on
this construction. For a discussion on factors which determine the range of verbs
participating in the construction, see sections 2.1 and 7.

2. See also Lefebvre (1990) for a detailed analysis of the full range of prepositions in
Fon and for the unavailability of preposition stranding in the langunage. Lefebvre (1990)
also presents data on the resumptive strategy which is available in some cases.

3. Whether the difference in meaning between the two constructions is as sharp as has
been suggested in the literature is a debatable question. For a discussion of fuzzy data, see
Oehrle (1976). For a general discussion, see Pinker (1989).

4. Since the verb s¢ 'send’ in Fon is not a double object verb, I cannot provide data
which are comparable to the English data in (13) and (14). For a discussicn of this verb,
see secton 3.3.

5. I'would like to point out another difference between the double object construction

and the double complement construction which involves the property of the subject of
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verbs entering in the constructions. In English, in sentences involving verbs like 'give’,
occurring with an inanimate subject and a psychological state, the inanimate NP can
surface in the double object construction, but it cannot in the double complement

construction.
(i) a. Theaccident gave John a scare.
b. ?? The accident gave a scare to John.

In Fon, both word orders allow for an inanimate subject and a psychological state.

() a Awévi 5 nd ni-ny3 Kdki.
accident DET give scare Koku
‘The accident gave Koku a scare.'
b. Awévi 5 ni Kdai nii-ny%é.
accident DET give Koku  scare

The accident gave Koku a scare.'

So in this respect as well, the two word orders of the Fon double object construction
parallel the double object construction of English. T am endebted to John Lumsden for
bringing this fact to my attention.

6. In the terminology of current research in Lexical Semantics, the affected argument is
the argument corresponding to the variable that undergoes a change of state or a change of
location in the Lexical Conceptual Structure of a verb (cf. Hale and Keyzer, 1987). For
example, on Levin and Rapoport's (1988) analysis of the LOAD verbs alternation, in
'Tohn loaded the comn in the wagon', 'com’ is the affected argument (it is the Theme of
change of location ) and in 'John loaded the wagon with corn', 'wagon' is the affected
argument (it is the Theme of change of state): from the state of being empty, the ‘wagon’

has undergone a change to the state of being full.
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7. Since there is no 'standard' syntactic passive in the language, it is not possible to

provide Fon data similar to (33) in English: The Fon construction closest to the English

passive is illustrated in (ii) derived from (i). Note that in (ii) the Agent must remain an

implicit argument (cf. Brousseau, in preparation, for an extensive discussion of this

construction).
@ Kk gba xwé 5
Koku  destroy house DET
'Koku destroyed the house.’
(ii) Xwé 5 nyl gbigba.
house DET be destroyed
"The house has been destroyed.’

The alternation exhibited above, which allows for the direct argument of a verb to appear in

the subject position of this verb, is not available with the double object construction as is

illustrated by the ungrammaticality of (i b and c).

(i) a. Kdi ndi Asbd 2sén/asén
Koku give Asiba crab/crab
'Koku gave Asiba crab.’

b. * Astbd nyi 2s5n nd

Asiba is crab  given

'Asiba has been given crab.'
c. * Astn nyl Asbd nd

cab is  Asiba given

'Crab has been given Asiba.'

Asibd.
Asiba
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The reason as to why this is so will follow from the analysis proposed in section 5. For a

specific discussion on this issue, see section 5.8.

8. In (34), the internal argument of the verb 'destroy’ is the affected argument both
semantically and syntactically according to the definitions provided in Tenny (1997: 80):
"A syntactic argument is an affected argument iff it is the direct argument of an affectedness

verb, ant its referent delimits the event described by the verb" (p.80).

"A semantic argument is an affected argument iff it independently delimits the event in
which it participates” (p. 80).

9. The verbs 'see' and 'understand’ do not correspond to the definition of an
affectedness verb provided in Tenny (1987:75): "Affectedness may be defined as the
property of a verb, such that it describes a situation or happening that can be delimited by
the direct argument of the verb".

10. Note the subtle difference in the presupposition between the (a) and the (b) sentences

of (38). The discussion of this difference will be taken up in section 5.5.

11. All Fon speakers interviewed on the Theme/Goal asymmetries agree on the data in
(41). As for the data involving binding of a pronoun by a quantifier and each...the other
asymmetries, speakers divide into two groups. For the speakers of the dialect under
discussion in this paper, the data are as reported in the main text. Speakers of another
dialect tend to prefer the word order Goal/Theme for the latter two asymmetries (cf. (43a)
and (46a). For these spedkers then it appears that precedence is a generalized requirernent
in the account of the Theme/Goal asymmetries. However, for this latter group of speakers,
an asymmetrical c-command relationship between the Goal and the Theme of the
construction is also required since for these speakers, as well as for the speakers of the

first group, the sentences in (44), in which the quantifier is part of the Theme NP and the
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bound pronoun is part of the Goal NP, and the sentences in (47), in which the 'each-
phrase' is contained within the Theme NP and the ‘other-phrase’ is contained within the
Goal NP, are also ungrammatical.

12. Pending further research on negation in Fon, the Theme/Goal asymmetry involving
negative polarity items is not discussed in this paper.

13. For a different analysis, see Lumsden (1992).

14. There is another difference between the serial verb construction and the double object
construction in Fon which involves the property of the subject of verbs entering in the
constructions. Recall from note 6 that the double object construction allows for an
inanimate subject and a psychological state. This is shown in (i) (=(ii) in note 6).
@ a Awévi 5 nd nii-ny3€ Kdkd.
accident DET give scare Koku
"The accident gave Koku a scare.'
b. Awévi 5 nd Kdki  nii-ny5é.
accident DET give Koku  scare
The accident gave Koku a scare.’
Fon speakers do not allow for an inanimate subject in the serial verb counterpart of (i) as
shown by the ungrammaticality of (ii).
@) * Awévi 5 s5 nuny% nd  Kdki
accident DET take scare  give Koku
"The accident gave a scare to Koku.'
The ungrammaticality of (ii) parallels the ungrarnmaticality of parallel data from the double
complement construction in English in (iii) (=(ib) in note 6).

(iii) ?? The accident gave a scare to John.
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15. For a more elaborate discussion on this property of Fon verbs see Lefebvre (1991).
The discussion as to why Fon presents this property is beyond the scope of this paper.
16. Segurola (1963:409) defines i as a preposition.The preposition i translates as 'to’
or ‘for'. It selects a NP which is interpreted either as a Goal or as a Benefactive. A PP
headed by nif may occur in the context of the verbs participating in the double object
construction. In this case, the PP is always interpreted as a Benefactive. Compare the
meaning of the (a) and (b) sentences in (i)-(ii).
G) a Kdi nd  as5n  Asfbé.
Koku give crab Asiba
'Koku gave Asiba crab.’
b. KdGi nd  as5n nd Asid
Koku give c¢mb for Asiba
'Koku gave crab for Asiba.’
() a. K>kt  kpln flinségbé Asiba.
Koku teach French  Asiba
'Koku taught Asiba French.'
b. K3i kplsn flinstghé nii  Asfbi.

Koku  learn  French for Asiba

'Koku learned French in the interest of Asiba.'
A PP headed by nii may also occur in the context of verbs which do not participate in the

double object construction. In this context, the NP selected by the preposition n# may be

interpreted as a Goal, as in the examples in (iii).
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(i) a. Kdkd sd 3s5n = nd  Asfb4.
Koku  sell crab to  Asiba
Koku sold crab to Asiba.'

b. Kdi & xwenlix6 i Asibd

Koku  tell story to  Asiba
'Koku told a story to Asiba.'

c. K3ki nyd 2akwé ni Asfbd.
Koku loan money to  Asiba
"Koku loaned money to Asiba.’

In some cases the NP selected by the preposition nz may be interpreted either as a Goal or

as a Benefactive as in (iv).
(iv) Kdki  sd axd ni Asfbd

Koku  pay dept to/for Asiba

'Koku payed the dept to/for Asiba’
The syntactic properiies of PPs headed by n:f are the same whether the PP is interpreted as
a Goal or as a Benefactive, or whether it occurs in the context of verbs which participate or
not in the double object construction.
17. While in tensed clauses the Theme follows the verb, in nominalization contexts, the
Theme precedes it. Nominalization of the verb consists in duplicating the verb stem: e.g. yi
'go; yiyl 'going’. When the nominalized verb is preceded by an object, the verb is not
reduplicated (cf. 96b). For extensive discussions on the progressive construction, see

Kinyalolo {1992) and Fabb (1992).

18. Note that (96c¢) is also impossible under Heavy NP shift as is shown in (i):
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@ * Kdai dd f iyl we Axd d¢ me mi yi 5];

Koku at going POST market that in we went DET

[Lit.: 'Koku is going to the market that we went to.’]
19. We could hypothesize that the rightmost position for the PP is a case of extraposition.
This hypothesis falls short, however, in light of the previous four arguments.
20. It has been advocated that the Theme and the Goal of the double object construction
form a small clause. For Kayne (1984), that small clause has the following structure:
[ PP NP]. For Larson (1988), the small clause is [, NP V PP]. For Tremblay (1991)
the small clause is comprised of two NPs: [ NP NP]. For Aoun and Li (1989) the smail
clause has the following inner structure: [ NP [, V NP]] . For Johnson (1991), the small
clause has the inner structure of a DP: [, DP DP].
21. cf.note (17) on nominalizations.
22, The structure proposed in (108) minimally differs from that in Johnson's: in the latter
proposal, the Theme is the predicate of the construction while in mine the Theme is part of
the predicate phrase: it is the complement of the phonologically null nominal predicate of
possession, In this respect, my proposal is very similar to that of Aoun and Li (1989) for
English. As can be seen in (i), they also propose that the Theme is the complement of a
phonologically null predicate. While they propose that this predicate is verbal, I propose
that this predicate is nominal.

@ VP
N
A sC
/\
NP VP
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23. This is consistent with the fact that in unmarked contexts the word order Theme/Goal
is prefered over the word order Goal/Theme.

24. The clausal determiner is homophonous with the event determiner. It is distinct from
the latter in two major ways: while the clausal determiner occurs as the head of DP
(=CP/IP), the event determiner is the head of a functional projection within IP (cf.
Lefebvre, 1992, for an extensive discussion on the distribution of the event determiner).
While the ¢vent determiner induces a presupposition on what is ’known information’ (cf.
section 2.1.2.), the clausal determiner does not induce such a meaning.

25. cf. Travis (1991) who argues that in spite of the fact that the double object

construction involves a small clause, the VP containing that small clause is a complex VP.

26. The proposal that the Theme of the double object construction is being assigned Case
by the phonologically null predicate raizes the question as to how the Theme is marked for
accusative Case (in addition to the Goal)} in languages such as Quechua in which Case is
morphologically visible. I propose that in languages of the type of Quechua, Case
assignment proceedes in the same way as in Fon. 1 further assume that in these languages
there is a Case agreement rule (just like person agreement) taking place between the subject
of the construction (the Goal) and the predicate of the construction. The accusative Case
feature thus found on the predicate phrase as a result of Case agreement. It cannot be
realized onto the nominal predicate because the latter is phonologically null. It thus attaches
to the closest lexical item available within the projection, that is, the Theme.

27. Variants of these proposals have been made in recent literature. For the serial verb
construction see e.g. Larson (1991) Law and Veenstra (1992). For the double object
construction, wee ¢.g. denDikken (1991). With respect to the discussion at stake in this

section, nothing hinges on the differential features between these proposals.



