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1.
Introduction

In
this

paper
I

analyze
the

m
orphosyntactic

alternations
involving

the
causative

m
orphem

e

�˜ -
in

H
upa,an

A
thapaskan

language.
T

he
distribution

of
this

m
orphem

e
is

of
interestbecause

itis
interm

ediate
betw

een
thatof

w
hatm

ightbe
called

a
‘lex-

ical’
causative,and

thatof
a

syntactic
causative

w
hich

takes
a

clausalcom
plem

ent.
I

w
ill

argue
that

a
uniform

treatm
ent

m
ay

be
given

for

�˜ -
in

structural
term

s;
that

is,thatits
distribution

is
determ

ined
by

syntactic
considerations,such

thatitalw
ays

appears
as

a
causative

(light)
verbalhead

w
ith

the
sam

e
type

of
com

plem
ent.

T
he

analysis
I

propose
provides

an
identicalsyntactic

treatm
entfor

tw
o

sets
of

environm
ents,

one
of

w
hich

exhibits
idiosyncrasies

associated
w

ith
L

exical
pro-

cesses,and
one

ofw
hich

does
not;this

raises
questions

concerning
the

applicability
of

a
syntactic

accountfor
allof

the
cases

in
question.

I
thus

devote
the

concluding
sections

of
the

paperto
a

discussion
of

the
resolution

to
this

question,and
its

im
pli-

cations
for

the
relationship

betw
een

syntax
and

argum
entstructure.

In
addition,I

discussthe
im

plicationsofthe
discussion

foranalysesofthe
T

ransitivity
A

lternation,
focussing

on
questions

surrounding
the

m
orphology

found
in

intransitive/transitive
pairs.

2.
H

upa

H
upa

is
a

Pacific
C

oastA
thapaskan

language
of

N
orthern

C
alifornia.

T
he

data
discussed

in
thispaperstem

from
the

w
ork

ofG
olla

(1970,1976)(a
furthercollection

ofH
upa

m
aterialis

Sapir(1927)).
G

olla
(1970)contains

a
detailed

discussion
ofthe

types
of

m
orphosyntactic

operations
w

hich
take

place
in

the
H

upa
verbal

system
,

and
itis

on
his

discussion
thatm

ine
w

illbe
based.

T
he

H
upa

verb
often

show
s

a
num

ber
of

obligatory
prefixes

in
addition

to
the

verb
stem

;
the

basic
representation

of
the

verb
w

ill
be

of
w

hat
is

called
the

verb
them

e,
w

hich
consists

of
the

verb
stem

and
any

obligatory
prefixes.

In
presenting

abstractrepresentationsofH
upa

verb
them

es,Iw
illfollow

conventionsderived
from

G
olla

(1970)and
G

olla
(1976).

T
hisinvolvespresenting

the
verb

w
ith

the
obligatory

prefixes,w
ith

schem
atized

objectand
adverbialm

arkers(O
and

A
respectively,w

hen
differentadverbials

m
ay

appear),a
series

ofthree
dots

(‘...’)
show

ing
w

here
subject

inflection
w

ould
be,

and
the

classifier
that

appears
w

ith
the

relevant
form

of
the

verb.
T

hus
the

representation
for

a
them

e
like

the
(derived)

verb
thatis

translated
as

‘cause
to

extend
in

a
line

som
ew

here)
is

as
follow

s:

(1)
AA

D
V

OO
B

J
......

�˜C
L

t ’� k ’ �

(a
line)-extends

‘cause
O

to
extend

in
a

line
som

ew
here’

H
ere

the
elem

ent‘O
’

w
ill

be
instantiated

in
an

occurring
form

w
ith

one
of

the
object

m
arkers,

w
hile

that
given

as
‘A

’
w

ill
be

instantiated
as

an
adverbial

prefix

indicating
the

relevant
sort

of
m

otion.
T

he
underlined

portion
of

the
verb

is
the

stem
. 1

T
he

m
orphem

e
to

be
exam

ined
in

this
paper,

�˜ -,
is

one
of

the
elem

ents
referred

to
as

‘classifiers’
in

A
thapaskan

gram
m

ar.
T

hese
elem

ents
are

associated
w

ith
functions

of
voice

and
transitivity,w

ith
changes

in
these

being
accom

panied
by

classifier
alternations.

A
ll

A
thapaskan

languages
show

effects
of

this
type,

in
reflexes

of
four

classifiers,�˜ -,d� ,l-,and
Ø

.

3.
T

he
T

ransitivity
A

lternation

T
he

initalenvironm
entin

w
hich

�˜ -w
illbe

exam
ined

is
the

‘T
ransitivity

A
lterna-

tion’
(henceforth

TA
):pairs

of
verbs

in
w

hich
the

surface
subjectof

the
intransitive

corresponds
to

the
logicalobjectof

the
transitive,as

w
ith

E
nglish

‘break’.
B

efore
I

begin,itis
im

portantto
em

phasize
thatw

hatIam
looking

atin
this

and
the

follow
ing

sections
are

sets
of

alternations
in

w
hich

the
changes

in
the

classifiers
accom

pany
changes

in
voice

or
transitivity.

In
som

e
cases,

the
presence

of
a

classifier
w

ith
a

verb
them

e
is

notthe
resultof

productive
m

orphosyntactic
processes,butis

instead
sim

ply
a

property
of

the
verb

in
question;

this
point

is
m

ade
clear

in
the

discus-
sion

of
G

olla
(1970),

w
here

these
‘lexical’

functions
of

the
classifiers

are
sharply

distinguished
from

the
productive

system
s

of
alternations.

H
upa

has
a

class
ofTA

verbs
in

w
hich

the
intransitive

form
has

no
classifier(i.e.

the
Ø

-classifier),w
hile

the
transitive

show
s

�˜ -:

(2)
T

ransitivity
A

lternation
w

ith

�˜ -

Intransitive
T

ransitive
T

ranslation
t �...

č ’�d
O

t �...

�˜
č ’�d

‘tire-IN
T

R
/T

R
A

N
S’

...
d �w

O
...

�˜
d �w

‘m
elt-IN

T
R

/T
R

A
N

S’
...k ’ ���˜

O
...

�˜
k ’ ���˜

‘split/tear’
k ’ �� n� ...

c� s
k ’ �� n� ...

�˜
c� s

‘go
out/putout(fire)’

...
g �as

O
...

�˜
g �as

‘break,snap’
...

m
as

O
...

�˜
m

as
‘roll-IN

T
R

/T
R

A
N

S’
...x �s

O
...

�˜
x �c ’

drop,fall/send
dropping,falling’

...x �d
O

...

�˜
x�d

‘(several)
drop/knock

(them
)

dow
n’

T
he

m
ostdirect

w
ay

of
analyzing

the
intransitive

form
s

here
w

ould
be

to
treat

them
as

unaccusative;
this

w
ould

be
essentially

the
sam

e
treatm

ent
given

to
such

form
s

in
related

A
thapaskan

languages
by

R
ice

(1991)
and

H
ale

and
Platero

(1995)
(the

phrase-structure
here

is
thatof

C
hom

sky
(1995)): 2

(3)
Intransitive

Structure:

[V
P

D
P

[V
V

erb
]]

T
he

V
P-internalD

P
here

is
interpreted

as
the

T
hem

e
of

the
predicate,and

induces
subjectagreem

enton
the

verb
follow

ing
raising.

T
he

next
question

naturally
concerns

the
transitive

form
s,

and
the

role
played

by

�˜ -.
T

his
question

is
addressed

explicitly
in

M
cD

onough’s
(1989)

analysis
of



the
A

thapaskan
language

N
avajo,

w
here

it
is

argued
that

the
classifiers

provide
the

inform
ation

specifying
how

the
verb

is
associated

w
ith

its
argum

ents.
M

ore
specifically,the

verb
itself

is
notspecified

for
the

m
anner

in
w

hich
itinteracts

w
ith

its
syntactic

argum
ents;

this
inform

ation
m

ust
be

specified
by

the
classifiers.

In
particular,she

holds
thatthe

presence
of

the
Ø

-classifierspecifies
thatthe

argum
ent

of
the

verb
stem

is
a

subject,
w

hile
the

presence
of

�˜ -
has

tw
o

effects:
first,

an
externalargum

entis
added,and,second,the

argum
entof

the
verb

stem
is

specified
as

internal.
W

hile
this

account
is

certainly
correct

in
correlating

the
presence

of

�˜ -
w

ith
the

creation
of

a
transitive

predicate,it
does

not
m

ake
clear

how
precisely

�˜ -
carries

about
this

transitivization.
It

does
not

elaborate
on

how
the

presence
or

absence
of

a
classifier

specifies
how

the
restrictions

im
posed

by
the

stem
on

its
argum

entw
illapply.

O
n

the
accountpresented

here,I
w

illtake
the

role
of

�˜ -
to

be
structuralin

nature,as
in

the
follow

ing
(again,see

H
ale

and
Platero

(1995)): 3

(4)
T

ransitive
Structure:

T
he

role
of

�˜ -

[V
P

[V

�˜ -
]

[V
P

D
P

[V
V

erb
]]]

In
this

structure

�˜ -
plays

the
role

of
a

(light)
verbal

head,
taking

the
V

P
as

its
com

plem
ent.

In
the

resulting
transitive

predicate,the
D

P
generated

V
P-internally

rem
ains

there,
as

the
logical

object
of

the
action

denoted
by

the
verb,

due
to

the
presence

of
an

externalargum
entof

w
hich

the
entire

structure
in

(4)
is

predicated. 4

T
he

inner
D

P
is

then
interpreted

as
the

T
hem

e
of

the
entire

predicate,
w

hich
has

com
positionalsem

antics
paraphrasable

roughly
as

‘C
ause-V

O
B

J’.
T

he
com

positional
properties

of
this

aspect
of

the
verbal

system
m

ay
be

seen
w

hen
w

e
consider

a
second

group
of

verbs
closely

related
to

those
in

(2)
above.

T
he

relevantverb
them

es
are

essentially
adjectival

in
nature,and

m
ay

be
grouped

in
intransitive/transitive

pairs
m

uch
like

the
verbs

in
(2)

above:

(5)
A

djectivalform
s

and
T

ransitives

Intransitive
T

ransitive
T

ranslation
n �...

W
on

O
n �...

�˜
W

on �

‘be
good/cause

to
be

good’

�˜ � ...
G

� č ’
O

...

�˜
G

� č ’
‘be

lacking/cause
O

to
disappear’

n� ...

�˜ -cay
O

...

�˜
cay�

‘be
dry/dry’

T
he

factor
differentiating

the
them

es
in

this
group

from
those

in
(2)

is
thatthe

transitive
form

is
notbased

sim
ply

on
the

intransitive
form

;instead,itis
based

on
an

inchoative
form

referred
to

by
G

olla
as

the
‘T

ransitional’.
T

his
verbal

form
,

w
hich

indicates
a

change
of

state,
is

identifiable
m

orphologically
in

certain
verb

them
es:

C
V

stem
s

becom
e

C
V

�,w
hile

C
V

N
stem

s
becom

e
C

V
N

�.A
n

exam
ple

of
the

intransitive,T
ransitional,and

transitive
m

ay
be

seen
in

the
follow

ing:

(6)
a.

n �...
W

on
‘be

good’
b.

n �...
W

on �

‘com
e

to
be

good’
c.

O
B

J
n �...

�˜
W

on �

‘cause
to

be
good’

W
ith

the
light

verbal
head

�˜ -
having

a
causative

m
eaning,the

transitive
form

s
based

on
adjectivalthem

es
are

com
positionally

constructed
in

the
sam

e
w

ay
as

the
‘verbal’unaccusatives

above.
T

he
factthatthe

com
plem

entof�˜ -
in

these
adjectival

form
s

is
T

ransitional
could

be
reduced

to
the

fact
that

an
event

or
change

of
state

variable
is

required
in

the
m

eaning
‘C

ause-V
O

B
J.’

T
hat

is,w
ith

the
‘verbal’

TA
-

verbs
above,the

unaccusative
V

P
contains

an
eventas

partof
its

m
eaning;w

ith
the

‘adjectival’
unaccusatives,the

transitive
form

s
m

ustbe
sim

ilarly
eventive,and

for
this

the
T

ransitionalis
required.

In
conclusion,in

addition
to

being
able

to
accountforthe

appearance
of�˜ -in

the
TA

,the
structuralapproach

is
m

otivated
by

the
fact

that

�˜ -
appears

as
a

lightverb
outside

of
the

TA
,as

w
illbe

discussed
in

the
follow

ing
sections.

4.
C

ausativization
of

M
edio-R

eflexives

T
he

next
cases

to
be

exam
ined

are
based

on
a

verbal
form

called
the

M
edio-

R
eflexive.

G
olla

(1970)describes
this

as
being

derived
from

transitive
them

es,w
ith

a
m

eaning
w

hich
is

either
reflexive

or
sim

ilar
to

the
classical

m
iddle

in
nature. 5

T
he

M
edio-R

eflexive
is

signaled
by

a
change

in
classifierfrom

the
transitive

them
e:

transitives
w

ith
no

classifier
show

the
classifier

-d �-
in

the
M

edio-R
eflexive,w

hile
those

w
ith

�˜ -
show

either
-d �-

or
-l-. 6

B
elow

are
sam

ple
transitives

w
ith

their
corresponding

M
edio-R

eflexive
form

s:

(7)
a.

O
...

�˜
k ’ �oc ’,‘stretch

O
’

b.
...

d� k ’ �oc ’,‘stretch’
(8)

a.
A

O
...

�˜
W

�t ’,‘slide
O

som
ew

here’

b.
A

...
lW

� t ’,‘slide
oneself

som
ew

here;skid’

(9)
a.

O
...

�˜
G

�t ’,‘bend
O

’

b.
...

d� G

� t ’,‘w
iggle’

(i.e. �

‘bend
oneself’)

T
he

(b)
form

s
here

m
ay

be
further

causativized;thus
for

a
verb

like
‘bend’

w
e

have
the

follow
ing

setof
form

s: 7

(10)
FullParadigm

for
‘bend’

na
s� ...

G

� t ’
‘be

hum
ped

over,bent,crooked’
Intransitive

O
...

�˜
G

�t ’
‘bend’

Transitive
d�G

�t ’
‘w

iggle,tum
ble,squirm

’
M

edio-R
eflexive

O

�˜
d� G

� t ’
‘m

ake
O

squirm
’

C
ausative

ofM
-R

T
urning

to
the

question
ofw

hatsortofstructuresare
the

com
plem

entsof�˜ -in
this

case,w
e

m
ay

extend
the

considerations
advanced

in
the

discussion
of

intransitives
in

the
lastsection

to
gain

insightinto
the

structure
of

the
M

edio-R
eflexive.

A
s

the
follow

ing
exam

ples
show

,the
M

edio-R
eflexives

behave
like

the
unaccusatives

seen
above

in
applying

the
sem

antic
restriction

of
the

stem
to

the
surface

subject:

(11)
a.

A
O

...

�˜
G

ed
‘shove

(a
stick)

som
ew

here’
b.

A
...

d �G
ed

‘(A
stick)

shoves
itself

som
ew

here’

(12)
a.

A
-O

...
m

i�˜
‘throw

(severalobjects
in

a
bunch)’

b.
A

...
d� m

��˜
‘(severalobjects

in
a

bunch)
m

ove
precipitously,fly’



T
he

question
of

the
how

the
V

Ps
in

the
unaccusatives

and
the

M
edio-R

eflexives
stand

in
relation

to
one

another
depends

on
a

structural
analysis

of
the

M
edio-

R
eflexive,w

hich
I

am
not

attem
pting

to
provide

here.
A

bstracting
aw

ay
from

this
issue,

how
ever,

the
diagnostic

concerning
the

sem
antic

restrictions
provides

the
necessary

inform
ation

about
the

M
edio-R

eflexive.
It

m
ay

thus
be

concluded
that

the
m

ore
abstractstructures

involved
in

the
M

edio-R
eflexive

and
the

unaccusatives
in

	 3
are

sim
ilar

in
the

sense
thatthey

are
both

w
ithoutexternalargum

ents.

5.
T

he
P

ossessive

T
he

final
case

to
be

discussed
is

the
‘Possessive’,a

verbal
form

w
ith

�˜ -
w

hich
is

related
to

both
statives

and
passives;

the
relationship

of
the

Possessive
to

these
other

form
s

is
illustrated

in
the

follow
ing:

(13)
Stative




Possessive
a.

s �... �an
‘O

ne
objectlies’

b.
O

s� ...

�˜ � an
‘have

(one
object)

lying;ow
n

(one
object)’

(14)
Passive




Possessive
a.

O
-o

...
Ø

xed
‘buy

O
’

b.
O

-o
w

�...
d�xed

‘O
has

been
bought.’

c.
O

-o
w

�...

�˜ -d �xed
‘have

O
bought.’

T
he

m
eaning

of
the

Possessive
depends

to
som

e
extent

on
the

m
eaning

of
the

them
e

to
w

hich
it

is
related;

according
to

G
olla,the

interpretations
are: 8

(1)
From

Statives:
“...have

(an
object

norm
ally

in
m

otion)
lying

m
otionless”;

often
‘keep’

(G
olla

1970:191).
(2)

From
non-statives:

“...causation
(by

the
subject)

of
the

passive
state,or

the
ow

nership
(by

the
subject)

of
the

object
in

this
state.”

(G
olla

1970:182).
T

he
statives

referred
to

here
form

a
m

orphologically
(and

to
som

e
extent

sem
antically)

coherentclass
of

them
es

w
hich

are
roughly

adjectivalin
nature;

this
class

w
ill

be
discussed

in
detail

in

	 5.2.
T

he
m

ore
pressing

question
raised

by
the

Possessive
concerns

the
cases

related
to

the
passives

in
(14).

T
he

properties
of

the
verbal

form
referred

to
as

‘Passive’
are

as
follow

s.
First,

it
is

alw
ays

a
‘neuter’,m

eaning
that

it
is

incapable
of

variation
for

m
ode/aspect.

In
addition,

it
show

s
agreem

entw
ith

the
objectof

the
verb,in

the
sam

e
w

ay
thattransitive

verbs
show

agreem
entw

ith
theirobjects,and

exhibits
classifieralternations

in
the

pattern
Ø

:d �:: �˜ :l.
Finally,the

verb
stem

is
in

the
perfective

form
.

T
he

m
osttelling

of
these

is
the

second
property,

nam
ely

that
the

verb
continues

to
show

object
agreem

ent
w

ith
the

logicalobjectof
the

verb.
T

he
conclusion

I
w

illdraw
from

this
is

thatsuch
passives

are
in

fact
transitives

w
ith

an
im

personal
subject. 9

T
his

is
at

odds
w

ith
the

hypothesis
w

hich
has

been
developed

to
this

point-
if

the
passives

are
actually

transitives,
and

if
the

Possessive
is

actually
the

transitivization
of

a
passive,

then
the

characterization
of

�˜ -
as

a
verb

taking
only

a
V

P
com

plem
entcannotbe

correct.
H

ow
ever,

treating
the

Possessive
form

ed
from

a
passive

as
sim

ply
a

different
use

of

�˜ -
is

also
undesirable;

in
particular,

it
does

not
account

for
the

fact
that

sim
ple

transitives
cannot

be
causativized

w
ith

�˜ -,
and

actually
predicts

that
this

should
be

the
case.

T
he

solution
to

this
problem

is,
I

w
ill

argue,
to

be
found

in
treating

the
Possessives

apparently
form

ed
from

Passives
as

actually
being

form
ed

from
som

ething
like

the
Stative.

I
w

ill
first

provide
an

analysis
of

the
Statives

from
w

hich
the

Possessive
m

ay
be

form
ed,and

follow
ing

this
argue

thatallPossessives
m

ay
be

analyzed
sim

ilarly.

T
he

type
ofstativesrelevantto

the
study

ofthe
Possessive

are
designated

‘Stative
N

euter
M

otion
T

hem
es’

in
G

olla
(1970);these

statives
are

s� -neuters,m
eaning

that
they

alw
ays

show
the

stative
aspectm

orphem
e

s� -.
Tw

o
of

these
them

es,w
ith

their
Possessives,are

the
follow

ing:

(15)
a.

s� ...� an
‘O

ne
objectlies’

b.
O

s� ...

�˜ � an
‘have

(one
object)

lying;ow
n

(one
object)’

(16)
a.

s�...
lq ’as

‘(stones)lie
throw

n’

b.
O

s�...

�˜
d�q ’as

‘have
(stones)

lying;ow
n

(stones)’

T
here

are
tw

o
points

to
be

m
ade

here,
one

concerning
the

syntax/sem
antics

of
the

stative,
and

one
concerning

its
m

orphology.
G

olla
(1970:167)

describes
the

them
es

in
this

class
as

being
prim

arily
stative,

describing
an

entity
typically

in
m

otion
as

being
at

rest.
In

this
group

there
are

tw
o

subtypes.
T

he
first

sim
ply

refers
to

the
stasis

of
a

particular
object,

w
ithout

reference
to

how
it

arrived
in

that
position.

In
the

second
class,

reference
is

also
m

ade
to

an
object

being
in

a
particular

state,
but

w
ith

the
im

plication
that

it
had

been
handled

or
m

anipulated.
O

n
this

basis,
I

w
ould

like
to

suggest
that

the
com

plem
ents

of

�˜ -
in

the
latter

cases
are

effectively
resultative:

states
im

plying
prior

events.
Structurally,

these
m

ay
be

treated
as

V
Ps

w
ithout

external
argum

ents.
T

his
am

ounts
to

treating
the

R
esultative

as
a

type
of

unaccusative,a
stance

w
hich

is
supported

by
the

fact
that

the
sem

antic
restrictions

found
w

ith
the

statives
behave

exactly
like

those
noted

for
the

unaccusatives
earlier

(cf.
e.g.

(16)
above). 10

T
he

Possessives
form

ed
from

this
statives

are
thus

com
positionally

‘C
ause

O
to

be
V

-ed’. 11

T
here

are
tw

o
distinctclasses

of
s �-neuters

identified
by

G
olla,w

ith
the

classes
being

partitioned
on

the
basis

of(1)classifiers
and

(2)relation
to

otherverb
them

es.
T

he
first

class,
exem

plified
by

(15),
com

prises
them

es
w

hich
show

�˜ -
in

the
Pos-

sessive;
w

hile
som

e
of

these
verbs

are
unrelated

to
other

them
es,

the
m

ajority
are

identicalin
classifierto

transitive
verbsrelating

to
directionalm

otion.
T

he
follow

ing
illustrates

som
e

them
es

of
this

class:

(17)
C

lass
1

Stative
M

otion
N

euters

s �-...
yen

‘(one)
stands’

s� -...

� an
‘(one)

lies
m

otionless’
s� -...

la
‘(several)

lie
m

otionless’
s� -...

da
‘(one)

sits,dw
ells’

s �-...
ten

‘(one
person)

is
lying

dow
n’

T
he

them
es

in
the

second
class

are
all

related
to

transitive
directional

them
es,

and
show

classifier
differences

based
on

the
passive

correlation.
T

his
latter

fact
leads

G
olla

to
hypothesize

thatthe
class

in
question

represents
‘...a

fossilized
type

of
passive

form
ation’

(p.190).
T

he
them

es
are

as
follow

s:

(18)
C

lass
2

Stative
N

euters

s �-...
l �e �

’
‘(several)

lie
extended’

s �-...
d ���d

‘(a
fabric)

lies
flapped’

s �-...
lc �t ’

‘(rope)lies
knotted’

s�-...
lw

a�

’
‘lie

throw
n,flung’

s� -...
lG

ed
‘(a

stick)
lies

shoved’



G
olla

notes
that

for
each

of
the

Possessives
of

the
verbs

in
C

lass
1

w
ith

�˜ -,
there

is
an

alternate
form

w
ith

the
sam

e
m

eaning;
thus

O
s� -..�˜

da
‘have

(one)
sitting’ �

O
s� -..�˜

d� -da.
T

hese
alternants,G

olla
suggests,are

derived
analogically

on
the

basis
of

C
lass

2,
in

w
hich

the
Possessive

is
invariably

�˜ -d� .
T

his
situation

points
to

a
generalization

of
the

role
of

the
d� -classifier,such

thatitalw
ays

appears
in

resultatives/statives. 12
B

ased
on

this
generalization,

I
w

ould
like

to
suggest

that
w

hat
is

found
in

the
Possessive

of
the

Passive
is

the
causativization

not
of

a
transitive,butof

a
resultative

of
the

type
found

in
the

s� -neuters.
T

hat
is,the

facts
discussed

in

	 5.2
show

thatd� -
m

ay
alw

ays
appear

w
ith

statives;
M

orphologically,in
term

s
of

the
classifiers

show
n,the

passives
are

identicalto
the

statives;allof
these

appear
w

ith

�˜ -d� .
G

olla
notes

thatpassives
are

identified
as

C
lass

2
Statives

for
the

purposes
of

further
form

ations.

(19)
a.

A
O

...

�˜
t� W

‘m
ove

(one
person)

som
ew

here’
b.

A
O

w

� ...
lten

‘(one
person)

has
been

m
oved

som
ew

here’
c.

A
O

w

�...

�˜
d �ten

‘have
(one

person)
m

oved
som

ew
here’

T
he

position
I

w
ould

therefore
like

to
take

is
thatthe

form
in

(19c)
has

as
the

com
plem

entof �˜ -a
resultative

V
P

ofthe
type

found
w

ith
the

stative
them

esdiscussed
in

	 5.2.
T

his
accounts

for
the

interpretation
of

the
relevantform

s,and
in

addition
allow

s
for

the
generalization

concerning

�˜ -
and

com
plem

ents
w

ith
external

argu-
m

ents
to

be
m

aintained. 13
To

sum
up

	 3-5,the
distribution

of

�˜ -in
m

orphosyntactic
alternations

results
from

structuralconsiderations:

�˜ -is
a

causative
head

w
hich

only
appears

w
ith

com
plem

ents
w

hich
do

no
have

an
externalargum

ent.

6.
Im

plications

T
he

analysis
developed

in
the

previous
sections

assigns
the

sam
e

structuralrole
to

�˜ -,and
show

s
thatits

distribution
in

the
verbalsystem

m
ay

be
stated

in
syntactic

term
s.

A
question

raised
by

this
treatm

ent
concerns

the
fact

that
the

pattern
Ø

-
Intransitive

and

�˜ -T
ransitive

is
notthe

only
one

seen
in

the
T

ransitivity
A

lternation
in

H
upa.

In
addition

to
this

pattern,
it

is
also

the
case

that
som

e
verbs

show
no

classifier
atallin

either
form

,w
hile

others
show

�˜ -
in

the
transitive

and
d� -

or
l-

in
the

intransitive,as
the

the
follow

ing
exam

ples
illustrate: 14

(20)
D

ifferentA
lternations

Intransitive
T

ransitive
T

ranslation
n� ...

y� w
O

n� ...
y� w

‘grow
to

m
aturity/raise’

n �...
G

�c ’
O

...
G

�c ’
‘be

tw
isted/tw

ist’
...

d �w
an

O
...

w
an

‘break
(a

com
plex

thing)’
na

x�

...
lW

en
na

O
...

�˜
W

en
‘m

elt’
d� ...

d� m

� d
O

d� ...

�˜
m

� d
‘tip

over’

T
histype

ofvariability
in

the
T

ransitivity
A

lternation
isquite

com
m

on,to
judge

from
typologicalstudies

such
as

H
aspelm

ath
(1993). 15

Focussing
for

the
m

om
enton

the
firstthree

form
s

in
(20),the

relevantpointis
that �˜ -

does
notappearin

the
transitive

form
s. 16

T
his

raises
the

question
of

w
hether

this
lack

of
fullproductivity,w

hich
is

often
taken

to
be

the
hallm

ark
of

L
exicalas

opposed
to

syntactic
processes,argues

againstthe
structuraltreatm

entof

�˜ -
given

above.
O

n
a

L
exicalistapproach

to
the

TA
,the

variation
in

TA
m

orphology
w

ould
presum

ably
be

a
non-question.

V
arious

verbs
w

ould
be

identified
as

fundam
entally

transitive
or

fundam
entally

intransitive,
w

ith
the

m
orphologicalm

arking
seen

in
‘detransitivized’or‘causativized’m

em
bers

being
the

resultof
lexicaloperations

on
argum

entstructure.
T

here
are

tw
o

m
ajor

objections
to

sim
ply

dism
issing

the
variation

in
TA

m
or-

phology
as

a
L

exicalidiosyncrasy.
T

he
firstis

thaton
such

an
account,one

cannot
pose

the
question

of
w

hy
the

m
orphologicalm

arking
found

w
ithin

the
TA

is
often

exactly
the

sam
e

as
the

m
orphology

found
w

ith
processes

such
as

passivization
and

causativization
w

hich
require

syntactic
analyses.

O
n

a
L

exicalaccount,there
is

no
reason

w
hy

the
m

orphology
associated

w
ith

causativization
should

appear
in

the
TA

,as
one

appearance
of

the
m

orphem
e

w
ould

be
as

a
functor

on
argum

entstruc-
tures

applying
in

the
L

exicon,and
the

other
being

a
syntactic

verbal
head.

In
the

analysis
above

this
is

the
question

of
w

hy

�˜ -
appears

system
atically

both
inside

and
outside

ofthe
TA

,butm
ore

generally
itis

the
question

ofw
hy

the
m

orphology
in

the
TA

should,if
L

exical,be
identicalw

ith
the

m
orphology

associated
w

ith
processes

w
hich

are
syntactic

in
nature.

Furtherm
ore,the

L
exicalistapproach

to
the

TA
fails

to
capture

properties
w

hich
characterize

TA
verbs

cross-linguistically,as
argued

originally
in

C
hom

sky
(1970)

and
developed

m
ore

recently
in

M
arantz

(1995).
O

ne
conceivable

approach
to

the
different

patterns
in

the
TA

w
ould

be
to

say
that

som
e

of
the

verbs
in

question
are

basically
intransitive,

w
hile

others
are

basically
causative;

the
m

orphological
differences

w
ould

then
stem

from
the

difference
in

the
types

of
change

required
to

m
ake

a
particular

verb
intransitive

or
transitive.

H
ow

ever,
this

type
of

approach
fails

to
accountfora

num
berofproperties

ofTA
verbs,and

Iw
illtherefore

notadopt
it. 17

B
ased

these
considerations,Iw

illassum
e

a
view

ofthe
T

ransitivity
A

lternation
discussed

in
M

arantz
(1995)and

originating
in

C
hom

sky
(1970).

O
n

this
approach,

the
T

ransitivity
A

lternation
involves

the
sam

e
abstract

root,
e.g.

G
R

O
W

,
in

tw
o

syntactic
environm

ents.
A

ccording
to

this
view

,the
roots

ofTA
verbs

are
inherently

non-agentive,and
m

ay
receive

agentsonly
w

ithin
a

sententialenvironm
ent;thism

ay
in

turn
be

due
to

the
presence

of
a

causative
verbal

head,as
on

the
approach

to

�˜ -
taken

here.
B

ecause
the

difference
in

the
transitive

and
intransitive

versions
of

the
TA

verbs
is

reduced
to

a
distinction

betw
een

tw
o

syntactic
environm

ents
in

w
hich

a
single

root
appears,

the
question

of
variation

in
m

orphology
becom

es
directly

relevant,given
the

assum
ption

thatidenticalsyntactic
representations

are
involved

w
hether

the
causative

head
appears

overtly
or

not. 18

T
hus

to
sum

m
arize

the
discussion

to
this

point,
there

are
good

reasons
for

rejecting
a

L
exicaltreatm

entof
the

TA
,both

from
the

perspective
of

the
analysis

of
�˜ -

presented
here

and
m

ore
generally.

T
he

differentm
orphological

patterns
in

the
TA

m
ay

notbe
seen

as
stem

m
ing

from
the

factthatdifferentsem
antic

roots
appear

in
the

TA
,and

m
ustbe

accounted
for

otherw
ise.

T
he

question
Iw

illdiscuss
in

the
rem

ainderofthis
paperis

w
hetherthe

variation
seen

in
TA

-m
orphology

should
be

regarded
as

allom
orphy.

T
he

treatm
ent

of

�˜ -
developed

in
this

paper
identifies

itas
the

head
of

a
verbalprojection,and

w
e

m
ay

therefore
ask

w
hether

the
variation

seen
w

ith
the

causative
elem

entof
the

TA
verbs

is
the

sam
e

as
thatseen

betw
een

e.g.
the

affixes
-Ø

,
-d,and

-t
of

the
E

nglish
past

tense.
O

n
any

account
assum

ing
uniform

ity
in

the
class

of
TA

verbs,
one

m
ust

specify
as

a
property

of
certain

verb
roots

w
hether

or
notthe

causative
head

should
be

realized
as

�˜ -
or

as
Ø

-
in

the
transitive

form
.

T
he

question
then

is
w

hether
a

treatm
entof

TA
-transitives

as
involving

�˜ -
and

Ø
-allom

orphs
of

the
causative

head
is

adequate.
O

n
the

face
ofitthis

approach
seem

s
prom

ising,butsom
ething

rem
ains



to
be

said.
In

particular,this
approach

says
nothing

aboutthe
factthatthe

only
cases

in
w

hich
the

allom
orphy

appears
are

in
the

T
ransitivity

A
lternation;

in
other

cases
w

ith
�˜ -,

there
is

no
Ø

-
allom

orph.
T

hat
is,there

are
no

cases
in

w
hich

a
s� -neuter

m
eaning

‘be
orlie

V
-ed’is

paired
w

ith
a

Possessive
w

ith
Ø

-classifierm
eaning

‘have
O

V
-ed.’ 19

A
lthough

a
seem

ingly
trivialobservation,this

points
to

the
factthatifthe

variation
in

the
TA

is
to

be
reduced

to
allom

orphy,this
allom

orphy
is

constrained
so

as
notto

apply
to

the
causative

head
in

allinstances.
O

ne
possible

approach
w

ould
be

to
capture

this
difference

through
an

appeal
to

considerations
of

m
orphological

locality.
A

s
noted

earlier,
it

is
quite

possible
thatthe

V
Ps

involved
in

m
edio-reflexives

and
resultatives

should
be

taken
to

be
a

m
ore

com
plex

syntactic
structure

than
the

sim
ple

V
Ps

posited
forthe

unaccusatives
exam

ined
in

	 3.
O

ne
could

then
appeal

to
the

fact
that

the
potential

allom
orphy

of
the

lightverb
does

not
occur

because
itis

notin
a

sufficiently
localrelationship

w
ith

the
rootthatconditions

it.
T

his
approach

m
ightfind

further
m

otivation
in

the
fact

thatin
the

cases
in

w
hich

�˜ -
alw

ays
appears

the
classifier

d �-
appears

betw
een

the

�˜ -
and

the
verbal

stem
.

It
could

perhaps
be

argued
that

d �-
blocks

the
relevant

m
orphologicalrelationship

required
for

allom
orphy,so

that �˜ -
alw

ays
appears.

A
second

approach
w

ould
also

involve
an

appealto
locality,but

of
a

syntactic
ratherthan

m
orphologicalsort.

M
arantz

(1995)discussesthe
idea

thatthe
projection

of
an

agentdelim
its

syntactically
a

dom
ain

w
ith

w
hich

‘special’non-com
positional

m
eanings

m
ay

be
associated,and

is
thus

in
som

e
sense

privileged.
T

he
generaliza-

tion
about

allom
orphy

w
ith

�˜ -
m

ight
therefore

be
stated

in
term

s
of

the
syntactic

structures
in

w
hich

the
causative

head
appears.

Som
ew

hat
loosely,

the
general-

ization
w

ould
be

that
there

is
only

potential
allom

orphy
w

hen
the

causative
head

appears
w

ithin
the

sim
ple

dom
ain

associated
w

ith
the

structure
[V

P
[V

�˜ -
]

[V
P

D
P

[V
V

erb
]]].

T
he

allom
orphy

in
question

could
thus

be
term

ed
Inner

A
llom

orphy,
to

em
phasize

the
factthatitonly

occurs
w

ithin
the

non-agentive
dom

ain
associated

w
ith

specialm
eanings.

In
the

presentcase,itis
difficultto

distinguish
betw

een
these

tw
o

treatm
ents.

For
one,detailed

syntactic
analysesofthe

com
plem

entsof�˜ -are
notavailable,especially

in
the

case
of

the
M

edio-R
eflexive.

M
oreover,as

noted
above,in

allof
the

cases
in

w
hich

allom
orphy

does
not

occur,there
is

additionalm
orphology;

com
bined

w
ith

the
previous

point,
this

m
akes

it
difficult

to
determ

ine
w

hat
sort

of
cases

w
ould

differentiate
the

tw
o

accounts. 20
In

spite
of

the
factthatsom

e
m

atters
m

ustbe
left

undeterm
ined

atthis
point,the

discussion
of

this
section

m
akes

a
num

berof
points,

w
hich

I
w

illsum
m

arize
here.

(1)
T

heories
of

the
TA

m
ustaddress

the
question

of
w

hy
m

orphology
in

the
TA

is
often

identicalw
ith

the
m

orphology
associated

w
ith

syntactic
processes;atleastw

ith
causative

or
light-verbs

appearing
in

the
TA

,this
question

m
ay

be
answ

ered
directly

on
a

structuralapproach
to

argum
entstructure.

(2)
O

n
a

unified
or

‘single-root’
treatm

ent
of

the
TA

like
that

of
M

arantz
(1995),

the
question

of
m

orphological
variation

w
ithin

the
class

of
TA

verbs
requires

an
explanation.

(3)
A

s
an

answ
er

to
the

question
raised

in
(2),itw

as
show

n
thatsom

e
variation

in
the

realization
of

m
orphem

es
in

the
TA

m
ay

be
treated

as
allom

orphy,
but

only
if

locality
conditions

on
this

allom
orphy

are
recognized.

T
his

final
point

establishes
a

question
forfurtherresearch.

Furtherresearch
on

H
upa

syntax,as
w

ell
as

reserach
on

otherlanguages
w

ith
causative

m
orphology

in
the

TA
,w

illdeterm
ine

w
hether

the
locality

conditions
on

allom
orphy

are
to

be
stated

m
orphologically

or
syntactically.

N
otes

*M
y

forem
ost

debt
in

w
riting

this
paper

is
to

V
ictor

G
olla,

on
w

hose
w

ork
I

am
relying

both
for

insights
on

H
upa

gram
m

ar
and

for
data;I

w
ould

also
like

to
thank

him
for

providing
com

m
ents

and
suggestions

on
aspects

ofthe
m

aterialpresented
here.

Forhelpfulcom
m

ents
and

discussion
Iw

ould
also

like
to

thank
M

ark
B

aker,
R

ajesh
B

hatt,
R

obin
C

lark,
K

en
H

ale,
Tony

K
roch,

A
lec

M
arantz,

K
eren

R
ice,D

on
R

inge,L
aura

Siegel,A
rnim

von
Stechow

,and
L

aura
W

agner.
A

llerrors
belong

to
m

e.
1

In
citing

verb
them

es
throughoutthe

discussion,I
w

ill
not

cite
both

im
perfective

and
perfective

stem
variants,butw

illinstead
give

only
the

im
perfective

form
.

In
term

s
of

the
transcriptions

used,
I

follow
G

olla
(1970)

exceptthatI
use

‘ �

’
in

place
G

olla’s
‘ 


’.
2R

ice
(1991)

presents
a

com
parative

analysis
of

severalA
thapaskan

languages
in

w
hich

she
argues

thatH
upa

differs
from

e.g.
Slave

in
allow

ing
the

causativization
of

verbs
w

ith
externalargum

ents.
A

lthough
Iw

illnotdiscuss
particularcases

here,Ibelieve
thatthe

causativized
form

s
in

H
upa

w
hich

she
analyzes

as
having

externalargum
ents

m
ay

be
analyzed

otherw
ise.

3Som
e

com
m

ents
are

in
order

at
this

point
concerning

approaches
sim

ilar
to

that
taken

here.
In

H
ale

and
Platero’s

(1995)
analysis

of
N

avajo,the
structure

assigned
to

the
transitive

m
em

ber
in

the
T

ransitivity
alternation

is
effectively

that
in

(4),
w

ith
the

difference
that

the
classifier�˜ -

is
not

the
causative

verb
itself.

R
ather,H

ale
and

Platero
argue

thatthe
upper

(causative)
verbalhead

in
such

structures
is

em
pty,

and
is

(typically)
supplied

w
ith

the

�˜ -
classifier.

I
w

ill
m

ake
the

assum
ption

here
that�˜ -

in
both

cases
is

actually
the

realization
of

the
causative

grounds,as
this

accounts
for

the
causative

role
played

by

�˜ -
in

the
alternations

in
w

hich
itappears.

4
T

he
question

of
w

here
the

external
argum

ent
originates

w
ill

be
answ

ered
in

different
w

ays
depending

upon
one’s

theoreticalassum
ptions.

5
In

m
any

cases
the

form
s

listed
as

M
edio-R

eflexive
by

G
olla

could
be

interpreted
as

the
intransitive

m
em

bers
ofverbs

in
the

T
ransitivity

A
lternation.

In
othercases,this

is
less

clear(see
forinstance

the
exam

ples
in

(11)
and

(12)),and
sets

such
as

A
w �

n...t ’�

k ’�

‘(a
line)

extends
som

ew
here’,A

-O
...�˜

t ’�

k ’�

‘cause
O

to
extend

in
a

line
som

ew
here’and

A
...

lt ’�

k ’�

‘(a
group)extends

itselfin
a

line
som

ew
here’.

For
the

purposes
of

this
section,the

difference
betw

een
the

�˜ -
and

�˜ -d �

-
form

s
of

‘bend’
suffice

to
m

ake
the

relevantpoint,w
hich

is
thatthe

sim
ple

transitive
and

the
causative

ofthe
M

edio-R
eflexive

are
distinct.

6
Itis

notclear
w

hatdeterm
ines

w
hether

a

�˜ -transitive
w

illshow
-d �

-
or

-l-
in

the
M

edio-R
eflexive.

7
T

he
causative

of
the

M
edio-R

eflexive
show

s
the

‘com
pound

classifier’ �˜ -d �

adjacentto
the

verb.
T

his
type

of
classifier

stacking
w

ithin
a

productive
system

of
m

orphosyntactic
alternations

is
re-

stricted
to

the
Pacific

C
oastsubgroup

ofA
thapaskan;see

K
rauss

(1969)
for

discussion.
8A

s
is

evident
from

the
follow

ing
descriptions,

sem
antic

possession
is

only
som

etim
es

associ-
ated

w
ith

the
verbal

form
denoted

by
the

term
‘Possessive’;

nevertheless,
I

w
ill

continue
to

use
‘Possessive’

to
designate

the
form

s
in

question.
9

See
K

rauss
(1969)

for
sim

ilar
observations

concerning
this

verbalform
.

10In
other

cases,verbalthem
es

w
hich

appear
to

be
‘adjectival’

like
those

discussed
in

� 3
appear

on
closer

inspection
to

be
resultative

s�

-neuters.
T

hus
w

e
find

pairs
such

as
na

s�

...
G� t ’/O

...

�˜
G� t ’

‘be
bent/bend’

and
de

s�

...
m�

n/d�

(?)
...

�˜
m�

n
‘be

full/fill’.
T

here
is

m
orphologicalevidence

that
verbs

of
this

class
differ

from
the

‘adjectival’
unaccusatives.

If
the

lastform
here

w
ere

based
on

an
intransitive,w

e
w

ould
expectto

find
C

V
N�

in
the

transitive
form

(cf.
the

T
ransitionalin

� 3.)
11A

lthough
this

is
notthe

place
for

detailed
discussion,the

interpretation
of

sem
antic

possession
as-

sociated
w

ith
this

verbalform
seem

s
to

be
derivative

from
the

causative
sem

antics
(cf.

K
ibrik

(1993)
for

som
e

relevantrem
arks.)

12T
his

generalization
could

in
turn

be
seen

as
being

an
extension

of
the

non-active
or

m
iddle-voice

system
of

H
upa.

For
instance,

the
discussion

of
the

M
uskogean

language
C

reek
in

H
ardy

(1994)
exhibits

a
situation

in
w

hich
the

m
iddle

voice
appears

w
ith

resultatives
in

addition
to

anticausatives,
suggesting

thatsim
ilarforces

are
atw

ork
in

each
of

these
cases.



13O
ne

question
w

hich
m

ust
be

asked
at

this
point

is
w

hy
there

are
not

w�

-neuters
w

ith
subject

agreem
ent,effectively

like
the

s�

-neuters
discussed

above.
T

his
type

ofverbalform
w

ould
be

sim
ilar

sim
ilar

to
form

s
found

elsew
here

in
A

thapaskan;
in

Sarcee,
for

instance,
this

type
of

‘Passive’
is

found:
com

pare
yı̄s� ı́(�

� i-s-Ø
-� ı́n)‘I

saw
it’

w
ith

yı̀st’ı́(�
� i-s-d-� ı́n)‘I

w
as

seen.’,both
w

ith
1S

subjectagreem
ent(data

from
C

ook
(1984).)

H
ow

ever,this
does

notseem
to

occur
in

H
upa.

14G
olla

classifies
the

intransitive
of

the
third

form
here

as
the

M
edio-R

eflexive
of

the
transitive.

A
s

noted
earlier,in

m
any

cases
verbs

classified
as

M
edio-R

eflexive
sim

ply
appearto

be
the

intransitive
m

em
bers

ofTA
verbs.

15T
hus

for
instance

in
M

odern
G

reek
som

e
verbs

in
the

T
ransitivity

A
lternation

are
non-active

in
the

intransitive
and

active
in

the
transitive,w

hile
others

appear
in

the
sam

e
(voice)

form
in

both
the

intransitive
and

the
transitive:

1.
‘A

nticausative’A
lternations

Intransitive
T

ransitive
T

ranslation
tsakı́zom

e
tsakı́zo

‘break’
kéom

e
kéo

‘burn’
singendrónom

e
singendróno

‘gather’

2.
A

ctive-only
TA

V
erbs

V
erb

T
ranslation

ksipnó
‘w

ake
up’

spázo
‘break’

anı́go
‘open’

16Itis
also

the
case

thatw
ith

sim
ple

transitive
verbs

(i.e.
outside

of
the

T
ransitivity

A
lternation)one

finds
variation

in
the

classifiers
show

n.
T

he
m

ajority
show

�˜ -
or

Ø
,as

in
the

follow
ing

sam
ple:

1.
T

ransitive
V

erbs
w

ith

�˜ -

O
-n�

...�˜
ye

‘eatO
,devour

O
’

O
... �˜

yec ’
‘tie,fasten

O
w

ith
a

knot’
O

... �˜
nad

‘lick
O

’
O

... �˜
t �g �

‘pinch,squeeze
it’

O
...�˜

t ’�

W
‘pound

O
w

ith
w

edge/chisel’

2.
T

ransitive
V

erbs
w

ith
Ø�

O
...���

‘hitO
in

shooting’
O

...��
�˜

‘chew
O

’
O

...
t ’�

s
‘cutO

’
O

...
s�w

‘scratch/scrape
O

...’
O

...
c �

d
‘pound,crush

O
’

T
he

question
of

w
hether

these
verbs

should
be

analyzed
into

structures
like

those
found

in
the

transitive
versions

of
T

ransitivity
A

lternation
verbs

is
m

ore
contentious,

although
it

has
been

as-
sum

ed
to

be
the

case
in

recentsyntactic
w

ork
(see

C
hom

sky
(1995)

for
one

such
approach)

and
in

decom
positionally-oriented

sem
antic

studies.
17Forinstance,the

factthatnom
inalized

versionsofTA
-verbsfailto

take
A

gentsw
ould

be
com

pletely
unexpected

on
such

an
account;see

M
arantz

(1995)fordiscussion.
A

notheroption
w

ould
be

to
treat

allTA
verbs

as
fundam

entally
causative,the

position
ofL

evin
and

R
appaport-H

ovav
(1995).

A
gain,

I
refer

the
reader

to
M

arantz
(1995)

for
argum

ents
againstthis

position.
18T

he
assum

ption
thatthe

structures
of

alltransitive
TA

verbs
w

ithin
a

given
language

are
identical

is
crucialto

the
discussion

to
com

e.
For

reasons
of

space
I

w
illnot

discuss
any

alternatives
to

this
position

here.
19A

parallelm
ay

be
m

ade
here

once
again

w
ith

languages
in

w
hich

the
non-active

voice
is

used
in

the
intransitives

of
TA

verbs;
in

M
odern

G
reek

there
are

no
passives

w
ith

active
m

orphology,yet
the

intransitive
m

em
bers

of
TA

pairs
show

either
active

or
non-active

m
orphology.‘M

inim
alpairs’

m
ay

also
be

found
for

the
sam

e
verb;for

instance,the
verbs

w
hich

appear
in

the
active

voice
in

the
TA

-intransitive
appear

in
the

non-active
w

hen
passive:

com
pare

anigo
‘open-A

C
T

(IN
T

R
)’

w
ith

anixtike
‘open-N

on/A
ct(PA

SS)’.T
he

difference
in

this
case

is
thatitis

notas
clear

w
hether

passive
m

orphology
should

be
assum

ed
to

be
a

syntactic
head

like
the

light-verbalhead
in

H
upa

(although
see

B
aker(1988)and

related
w

ork
forrecentattem

pts
to

treatpassive
m

orphology
along

such
lines).

N
evertheless,the

pattern
exhibited

seem
s

to
be

the
sam

e.
20O

ne
rem

aining
pointw

orth
noting

concerns
the

other
patterns

exhibited
in

(20).
In

the
cases

w
ith

the
classifiers

d�

-
and

l-,
w

hich
are

at
the

center
of

the
m

iddle
voice

system
of

H
upa,

the
precise

analysis
w

illdepend
on

w
hatstructuralrole

(ifany)is
assigned

to
these

m
orphem

es.
In

any
case,the

appearance
ornon-appearance

ofd�

-orl-
in

the
intransitive

m
em

berofa
TA

verb
could

sim
ilarly

be
reduced

to
a

type
of

allom
orphy;itw

ould
be

sim
ply

be
specified

for
particularroots

w
hich

prefix
(if

any)
they

appeared
w

ith
in

the
intransitive

syntactic
environm

ent.

R
eferences

B
aker,

M
.

(1988)
Incorporation:

A
T

heory
of

G
ram

m
atical

F
unction

C
hanging,

U
niversity

of
C

hicago
Press,C

hicago.
C

hom
sky,N

.(1970)“R
em

arkson
N

om
inalization,”

in
R

.Jacobsand
P.R

osenbaum
,

eds.,R
eadings

in
E

nglish
Transform

ationalG
ram

m
ar,G

eorgetow
n

U
niversity

Press,W
ashington

D
.C

.
C

hom
sky,N

.(1995)
T

he
M

inim
alistP

rogram
,

T
he

M
IT

Press,C
am

bridge,M
A

.
C

ook,
E

.-D
.

(1984)
A

Sarcee
G

ram
m

ar,
U

niversity
of

B
ritish

C
olum

bia
Press,

V
ancouver.

G
olla,V

.(1970)
H

upa
G

ram
m

ar,
D

octoraldissertation,U
niversity

of
C

alifornia
at

B
erkeley.

G
olla,V

.(1976)
“H

upa
V

erb
T

hem
es,”

unpublished
M

s.
H

ale,K
.,and

P.Platero
(1995)“N

avajo
R

eflectionsofa
G

eneralT
heory

ofA
rgum

ent
Structure,”

m
s.,M

IT
and

W
indow

R
ock.

H
alle,

M
.,

and
A

.
M

arantz
(1993)

“D
istributed

M
orphology

and
the

Pieces
of

Inflection,”
in

K
.H

ale
and

S.K
eyser,eds.,T

he
View

from
B

uilding
20:

E
ssays

in
L

inguistics
in

H
onor

ofSylvain
B

rom
berger,M

IT
Press,C

am
bridge,M

A
.

H
ardy,D

.E
.(1994)

“M
iddle

V
oice

in
C

reek,”
InternationalJournalofA

m
erican

L
inguistics

60:1,39–68.
H

aspelm
ath,

M
.

(1993)
“M

ore
on

the
Typology

of
Inchoative/C

ausative
V

erb
A

lternations,”
in

B
.C

om
rie

and
M

.Polinsky,eds.,C
ausatives

and
Transitivity,

B
enjam

ins,A
m

sterdam
.

K
ibrik,A

.(1993)
“Transitivity

Increase
in

A
thabaskan

L
anguages,”

in
B

.C
om

rie
and

M
.Polinsky,eds.,

C
ausatives

and
Transitivity,John

B
enjam

ins,A
m

ster-
dam

/Philadelphia.
K

rauss,
M

.
E

.
(1969)

O
n

the
[C

lassifiers]
in

the
A

thapaskan,
E

yak,
and

T
lingit

Verb,
M

em
oir24

ofthe
InternationalJournalofA

m
erican

L
inguistics,Indiana

U
niversity

Publications
O

n
A

nthropology
and

L
inguistics,B

loom
ington,IN

.
L

evin,
B

.,
and

M
.R

appaport-H
ovav

(1995)
U

naccusativity:atthe
Syntax/L

exical
Sem

antics
Interface,

M
IT

Press,C
am

bridge,M
A

.
M

arantz,A
.(1995)

“‘C
at’

as
a

PhrasalIdiom
:

C
onsequences

of
L

ate
Insertion

in
D

istributed
M

orphology,”
m

s.,M
IT.

M
cD

onough,J.(1989)“A
rgum

entStructure
and

the
A

thapaskan
‘C

lassifier’Prefix,”
P

roceedings
ofthe

W
estC

oastC
onference

on
F

orm
alL

inguistics
8,220–235.

R
ice,

K
.

(1991)
“Intransitives

in
Slave

(N
orthern

A
thapaskan):

E
vidence

for
U

naccusatives,”
InternationalJournalofA

m
erican

L
inguistics

57:1,51–69.
Sapir,

E
.

(1927)
“H

upa
Field

N
otes,”

T
exts

and
Slip

File,
in

the
L

ibrary
of

the
A

m
erican

PhilosophicalSociety,Philadelphia.




