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Abstract

This paper offers a unified syntactic analysisfor free and subcategorizediative objectsin
German.While assuminggenuinecasepositionsfor the structuralcasesnominativeand accu-
sative, we treat all dative objects as syntactic adjuncts. This explainsthe contrastsbetween
accusativeand dative objectsw.r.t. word ordervariation,anaphorainding, extraction,a.o. The
binding propertiesof dative objectscan be explainedwith a slightly modified version of the
binding theory of Reinhart and Reuland (1993). We thus revive the ‘old’ case theoretic
distinction betweenstructuralcase(accusativeland oblique case(dative). Severalconsequences

follow from this for casetheory and the conceptof markednessSomecurrentsyntaxtheories
suffer from not having implemented this distinction.

The topic of this paperis the dative object casein Germanand the constraintsthat govern
word orderin the so-calledmiddlefield of Germanclausesin recentgenerativditerature,the
dative hasvery often beentreatedas structuralcaseon a par with accusativeand nominative
(cf. Fanselow1995a/b,Gallmann1992, Meinunger1995, Milller 1993, Sabel1995, Wegener
1991a.0.).Thestructurein (1.) is a possiblerealizationof this idea. The functional projection
for the dativecaseis locatedbetweePAGRSPandAGROP.Overt movemenof all arguments

leads to the linear surface word order NOM > DAT > ACC (where x >y, here and throughout,
means that x precedes y).
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Such a solution makes clear predictions about the syntactic behavior of dative objects:

a) uniform unmarked order of the arguments (NOM > DAT > ACC)
b) equal syntactic behavior of dative and accusative objects
c) equal mode of thematic interpretation for the 3 arguments

As will be outlinedin this paper,eachof thesethreeclaimsaboutdative objectshasto face
strong counter-evidence:

ad a) the unmarked order of German dative and accusative objects varies, depending on
on a variety of conceptual constraints.

ad b) dative objects,in contrastto accusativescannotserve as A-binders and are
extraction islands.

ad c) Germanhas ‘free’ dative objectsthat have a thematicinterpretationwhich is
independendf the verb and other syntacticpredicates- this neveroccurswith
nominative and accusative.

The conclusionwe will draw is therefore that the treatmentof German dative objects
illustrated in (1.) is not adequate— while it appearsto be defensiblefor nominative and
accusative.

Our own proposalwill bethat Germandative objects,showingclearA'-properties haveto be
treatedas syntactic adjuncts They surface,where they are insertedand do not needto
undergomovement.They are only semanticarguments We thus revive the traditional case
theoretic distinction between structural and oblique case.

This paperis organizedasfollows: the first sectiondiscussesvord order factsin the German
middlefield. The secondsectionshowsthat Germandative objectshaveA'-properties.Section
3 tries to explain the behaviof dativeobjectsw.r.t. anaphoraindingwith a slightly modified
version of Reinhartand Reuland’s(1993) binding theory. The final section discusseshe
consequences of our findings, especially for case theory and the concept of markedness.

1. The ‘Base Position’ of German Dative Objects

We first want to take a closerlook at what hasbeencalled ‘the possiblebasepositionsof
German dative objectsGermanclauseseento showfree constituenorderin the middlefield
(cf. 2.). On the otherhand,only sentencg2.a) is neutralwith respectto focus. With neutral
stress (Jacobs 1992, 1993) (2.a) is the best variant in a reuttaxt;it canhaveglobalfocus
(Féry 1993) or maximal focus spreading(cf. Hohle 1982; Uhmann1987, Stechow/Uhmann
1986). Therefore,it is an optimal answerto a questionlike “what happened?’and also to
guestions on angf the constituents(2.a)is claimedto bethe unmarkedwvord order. The only
DP-movement that might have taken place in this case, is movement to case positions.

2.

a.Es hat ein Junge einem Madchen ein Buch gegeben
It has a boywom a girl-DAT a bookacc given

b. Es hat ein Junge ein Buch einem Madchen gegeben

c. Es hat ein Buch ein Junge einem Madchen gegeben

d. Es hat ein Buch einem Madchen ein Junge gegeben



e.Es hat einem Madchen ein Junge ein Buch gegeben
f. Es hat einem Madchen ein Buch ein Junge gegeben

One might be scepticalaboutidentifying unmarkedword orderswith basicor ‘normal linear’
orders.Basepositionsof argumentsare standardlyassumedo be thetaand/orcasepositions,
motivatedby sometheoryof linking and caseassignmentNonethelessthis ‘standard’theory
shouldpredictempirical effects,suchthatit canbe verified. Hohle (1982:126)observesthat
anynon-normalword orderblocksfocusprojection.Unmarkedargumenorderswith maximal
focus spreadingseemthereforeto be a very naturaland plausiblecandidatefor basicorders.
This assumptiorgoesalongwith theoriesthat correlateDP scramblingwith focus and topic
effects: the marked orders are derived from the unmarked ones (cf. Jager 1996).

There are severalintervening factors that have to be eliminated,if one tries to find the
unmarkedorder. Lenerz (1977) hasgiven a list of five constraintsfor the optimal order of
constituents in German:

“a. Theme/RhemeCondition: the theme tends to precede the rheme; b.
DefinitenessCondition: definite tendsto precedeindefinite; c. Law of Growing
ConstituentyGesetader wachsenderGlieder, following Behaghell932): heavier
constituentstend to follow lighter ones; d. SentenceBracket Condition: the
tendency,not to end a sentenceon a light constituentif the sentenceoracketis
open,i.e. if the clausedoesnot end with a verb; e. Subject/AgentCondition:
subject/agentendsto precedeother constituents.”(Lenerz 1977:63 and 97ff;
translation taken from Cooper 1994:19)

Zubin/Kdpke(1985) elaboratedh pragmaticaccountof the interactionof theseconstraintso

explainwhensubject> objectsurfaceorderoccurs,andwhenit is inverted. The mechanismn

guestionis suggestedo be“an instanceof generalcognitiveproblemsolving ratherthana real

mechanismspecific to language][... It lies] outside the domain of real structuresof a

competenceggrammar”. (ibid: 94) What Zubin/Képke proposeis a “polycausallinearisation
mechanisnwhich operatesith the ‘weights’ of individual factors:it calculategshe cumulative
weight offactorsfavoring S—Oin anindividual instanceandcompareghis with the cumulative
weight of factorsfavoring O—Sin a competitionmodel[...] The heavierside wins, and that
orderis produced.”(ibid: 93f) Cooper(1994) concludeswith this in mind and the fact that
markednesss differentfrom grammaticality that the word orderin the middlefield of clauses
in Zurich German — an Alemannic dialect spokenin Zurich/Switzerland— is governed
pragmaticallyin toto. Syntax hasnothing more to say aboutit than providing its structural
possibility. The easiestvay to do this is postulatinga ‘flat strucure’andthis is what Cooper
does (with the exceptionof the subject position). Fanselow(1995b) comesto the same
solution for StandardGerman with respectto the rules governing word order, but he
implementsnon-configurationalityinto the bare phrasestructuretheory of Chomsky(1995).
He proposeghat the order of the argumentscanbe left openbefore Spell-Out,becausecase
hasto be checkedat LF, andthis will succeedwhateverthe surfaceorderof the argumentss.

This ability is supposedto be the property that differentiates configurational and non-
configurational languages.

What Cooper and Fanselow fail to show, is, though, that syntax reaihplrapact on surface
orders. To do this, one would have to neutralize the factors mentioned above as far as possible,
and seewhetherrestrictionson word order can be detectedunderthesecircumstancesThis



aimis thereasorfor the very specialformatwe usefor our examplesentenceghroughoutthis
paper: thetic sentences with indefinite BPs.

1.1. Variation in unmarked word orders

If the unmarkedorderof subjectand objectswas uniformly the one shownin (2.a) abovefor
all clausesf Germantherewould be no problemfor the structuralaccountllustratedin (1.).
But this is not the case.The unmarkedword order of ditransitive constructionsvaries (as
described in detail in Haider 1992). While (3.) illustrates the pattern we alreattykgmw, in
(4.) the unmarked order of the objectads > DAT.

3. NOM > DAT > ACC
a.Es hat ein Junge einem Méadchen ein Buch geschenkt = unmarked order
It has a boywom a girl-DAT a bookacc presented
b. Es hat ein Junge ein Buch einem Méadchen geschenkt
It has a boywom a bookAcc a girl-DAT presented

other verbs that often occur with this unmarked oralegewohnerfto wean),
beibringen(to adninister),génnen(not to begrudge)eribeln(to blame s.th. on s.0.),
verweigern(deny),zurauen(to think s.o. capable of s.th.)

4. NOM > ACC > DAT
a.Es hat ein Polizist einen Zeugen einer Gefahr ausgesetzt= unmarked order
It has a policemarnem a withessacc a dangebBAT exposed
b. Es hat ein Polizist einer Gefahr einen Zeugen ausgesetzt
It has a policemarnem a dangeBAT a withessacc exposed

other verbs that often occur with this unmarked ordeterzieher{to subject to),
ausliefern(to extralite), entzieher{take away from)unterwerfen(to subject to),
zufuihren(to bring to)

There are paradigms with two unmarked orders of the objects, too:

5. a.Es hat ein Freund einem Madchen einen Jungen vorgestelinmarked order
It has a friendiom a girl-DAT a boycc introduced
b. Es hat ein Freund einen Jungen einem Méadchen vorgestelitnmarked order
It hasa friendiom a boyAcc a girl-DAT introduced

6. a.Es hat ein Agent einem Polizisten einen Spion Ubergeber unmarked order
It has an agemioM a policemarbAT a spyAcC handed over

b. Es hat ein Agent einen Spion einem Polizisten Gibergeber unmarked order
It has an agemiom a spyACC a policemarbAT handed over

Haider (1992) claimsthat the unmarkedordersare a subcategorizatiopropertyof the verb?
Counterevidencagainsthis claim arethe following datathat showdifferent patternswith the
verbs in (5.) and (6.). Both of them can appear with only unmarked Acc, too:

7. a.Es hat ein Autor einem Journalisten ein Buch vorgestellt = unmarked order
It has an author a journalstT a bookacc introduced



b. Es hat ein Autor ein Buch einem Journalisten vorgestellt
It has an author a boalcc a journalistbAT introduced

8. a.Es hat ein Agent einem Polizisten eine Geheimakte Gibergebamarked order
It has an agent a policeman¥ a classified documemtec handed over
b. Es hat ein Agent eine Geheimakte einem Polizisten Ubergeben
It has an agent a classified documerit-a policemarbAT handed over

To give anotherexample the verb entzieher(to withdraw), showsdifferent unmarkedorders
with different objects:

9. a.Es hat ein Mann ein Kind einem schlechten EinfluR entzegenmarked order
It has a man a childec a bad influenc®AT withdrawn
b. Es hat ein Mann einem schlechtem Einfluf3 ein Kind entzogen
It has a man a bad influermer a childAcc withdrawn

10. a.Es hat eine Frau einen Mordfall einem Detektiv entzogen
It has a woman a murder cases a detectivebAT withdrawn

b. Es hat eine Frau einem Detektiv einen Mordfall entzogen=unmarked order
It has a woman a detectiveT a murder caseec withdrawn

The examples(7.-10.) suggestthat the unmarkedorder of the objectsis determinedby the
animacyof the nounsin question.This observatiorhasalsobeenmadeby Fanselow(1995a):
animate arguments precede inanimate argumentsin the unmarked case. Ditransitive
constructions with two animate objects have two unmarked orders &fd6.). As expected,
ditransitive constructions with two inanimate objects also have two unmarked orders:

11. a.Es hat ein Junge einem Ball eine Kugel entgegengerollt = unmarked order
It has a boy a balaT eine shotacc towards-rolled

b. Es hat ein Junge eine Kugel einem Ball entgegengerollt = unmarked order
It has a boy eine shatc a ballbAT towards-rolled

In the caseof transitiveclauseswith two animateargumentsywe havetwo unmarkedorders,
whenthe objecthasdativecase(12.), while we haveonly one,whenthe objecthasaccusative
case as in (13.) (cf. also Cooper 1994:29f).

12. a.Auf dem Markt ist ein Nomade einem R6mer begegnet = unmarked order
at the market is a nomathm a RomarBAT met

b. Auf dem Markt ist einem Romer ein Nomade begegnet = unmarked order
at the market is a RomaaT a nomadNoM met

13. a.Auf dem Markt hat ein Nomade einen Romer getroffen = unmarked order
at the market has a nomadm a Romanacc met
b. Auf dem Markt hat einen Romer ein Nomade getroffen
at the market has a Romate a nomadNoM met

In some contexts, e.gthenwe haveexperiencepbjects,ananimatedative objectprecedesn
inanimate nominative in the unmarked case. This is impossible for animate accusative
experiencer objects. They never precede the nominative in the unmarkéd case:



14. a.Esist einem Kind ein Stein aufgefallen = unmarked order
It is achild-DAT a stonenOM attracted attention
b. Es ist ein Stein einem Kind aufgefallen
It is a stone+OoM a childDAT attracted attention

15. a.Es hat eine Explosion einen Jungen erschreckt = unmarked order
It has an explosionem a boyAcc scared
b. Es hat einen Jungen eine Explosion erschreckt
It has a boycc an explosioNoM scared

Our explanationfor thesefactsis that dative objectsare syntacticadjunctsin German Like
otheradjuncts,they surface wherethey are inserted.Hence,thereis no A-movementof the
dativeobjectto afixed functionalprojectionin German As we saw,the unmarkedword order
is determinecamongotherthingsby the animacyhierarchywhich seemso be a non-syntactic
cognitiveconstraint.Therearefurther constraintdike definitenessandagentivity hierarchy,cf.
section 1.

1.2. Pronouns

Another difference betweenaccusativeand dative objectsw.r.t. word order is discussedn
Gartner&Steinbach(1996). In the middlefield, German accusativepronounscan refer to
animateand inanimateentities (cf. 16.a). As soon as an accusativepronounis fronted, it
receivesa ‘strong’ interpretation(cf. Cardinaletti&Starke1994), i.e. it can only refer to
animate entities (16.b).

16. a.Hans hat ihn an der Bushaltestelle gesehen (ihn = the bus/his friend)
H. has himacc at the busstop seen
b.Ihn hat Hans an der Bushaltestelle gesehen (ihn = *the bus/his friend)

Him-Acc has H. at the busstop seen

This restrictiondoesnot hold for nominativepronouns.A nominativepronouncan refer to
animate and inanimate entities even in sentence initial position (17.):

17. Er steht seit Stunden an der Bushaltestelle (er = the bus/his friend)
heNowm stands for hours at the busstop

Interestingly, fronted dative pronouns show the same freedom:

18. a.lhr fehlt eine Zinke (ihr = fork)
herbAT misses a prong
b.Ihm hat gestern jemand zwei Beine abgesagt (ihm = table)
him-DAT has yesterday somebody two legs sawed off
c. Ihr hat wieder mal niemand etwas gesagt (ihr = Maria)

herbAT has once again nobody anything told



This is another interesting case where the correlation between unmarked word order and
animacy is relevant. Discourse linking of pronouns seems in principle easier if the pronoun
refers to an animate entity. This holds especially for marked word orders. While datives are
relatively unmarked in sentence initial position, fronted accusatives are more marked.
Therefore it is no surprise that fronted accusative pronouns tend to get a [+animate]
interpretation. Nevertheless, a [-animate] interpretation for accusatives is quite possible with
explicit discourse linking:

19. Diesen Schrank kriegen nicht nur die Profis zusammen. Ihn kénnen auch die
Laien problemlos aufbauen
This cupboard can be fixed not only by professionalsctt-can also be fixed by
amateurs without problems.

1.3. VP-remnant-topicalization

VP-remnant-topicalizatiohasalsobeenconsideredsevidencefor basicargumenbrder(e.g.
by Miiller 1993).0n the contrastggivenin (20.), one might conjecturethat the basicorderis
accusativeobject> PP > verb for the given example.If the verb is fronted togetherwith a
constituent, it has to be the constituent immediately preceding the verb.

20. a.Auf den Tisch gelegt hat Maria das Buch
On the table put has Maria the book
b. *Das Buch gelegt hat Maria auf den Tisch

However,the pictureis not that clear.First of all, notethat VP-remnant-topicalizatiooreates
markedsentencesind obeysits own semantiaestrictions.Second Haider (1990) showswith
many examples that non-adjacent constituents can indeed be fronted together with%the verb:

21. a.Ein AuRenseiter gewonnen hat es noch nie (Haider 1990:102)
An outsider won has it yet never
b. Dem Jungen gegeben hat er das Buch (Buring 1995:55)

The boypAT given has he the book
c. Mehrmals gelesen habe ich nur ‘Krieg und Frieden’
Several times read have | only ‘War and Peace’

The examplesn (21.) showthat thereis no strict correlationbetweenthe topicalizedVP or
VP-part and basic word order. We would expect, howekiat VP fronting is possibleat least
on the basisof unmarkedorders.This appearsto be correct. Wheneverwe postulatetwo
unmarked orders, both can ‘feed’ VP-remnant topicalization:

22. a. Einem ROomer begegnet ist er noch nie (cf. example 12.)
b. Ein R6mer begegnet ist ihm noch nie
c. Einem Mann vorgestellt hat er sie noch nie (cf. example 5.)

d. Eine Frau vorgestellt hat er ihr noch nie

1.4. Conclusion

Let us summarize the observations we made so far:



1. The unmarked positioning of dative objects is sensitive to non-syntactic cognitive
constraints like the animacy hierarchy.

2. The unmarkedrelative order of accusativeand nominative is not sensitive to
such cognitive constraintdt is uniformlynom > Acc, as would be expected frofh.).

3. Unmarked orderings do not (totally) result from lexical properties of the verb.

4. The dative object occupies one of three possible posftions:

(DAT) NOM (DAT) ACC (DAT)

When we take a look at their syntacticbehaviorin other cases,as we will do in the next
section, we see that the difference between accusative and dative olggstismsaticandthat
datives behave, asttiey occupiedwhatin the GovernmenandBinding frameworkusedto be
called ‘A'-positions’.

2. Syntactic Differences between Dative and Accusative Objects in German

The most crucial caseswhich we want to illustrate here,are binding and extraction,but we
also discuss two more subtle contrasts at the end of this section. Let us take binding first.

2.1. Datives do not serve as A-binders

The contrastbetween(23.) and (24.) showsthat a dative object cannotbind an accusative
anaphorwhile an accusativeobject canbind a dative anaphor(cf. Miller 1993, Grewendorf
1988).

23. * DAT;> REFLACC,
a.dald der Arztdem Patientensichy«, im Spiegel zeigte
that the doctoroM the patienBAT REFL-ACC in the mirror showed
b. *daR man den Gasterinandey vorgestellt hat
thda oneNOM the guest®AT each othercc introduced has

24. v'ACC;> REFLDAT;
a.dafld der Arztden Patientensichy, im Spiegel zeigte
that the doctoroM the patientacC REFL-DAT in the mirror showed
b.dall man die Gas{einandey vorgestellt hat
that oneNoM the guestacc each othepAT introduced has

But it is not the casethat dativescannotbe bindersat all, they just cannotbe A-binders.That
dativescanserveasbinders,whenthe binderneednot bein an A-position, is illustratedin the
following exampleswith quantifier-pronourrelations,the each...otherconstructionand the
licensing of negative polarity items. Here only c-commandis required (thesetests follow
Barss/Lasnik 1986):



25.  QNP-Pronoun Relations
a.lch verweigerte jedem Arbeiteseinen Gehaltsscheck
| denied each workeyaT his paycheclacc
b. Ich zeigte jedem meiner Freundein Foto
| showed [each of my friendshkT his photograpiacc
c. *Ich verweigerte seingrisehaltsscheck jedem Arbeiter
| denied his paycheekcc each workeBAT
d. *Ich zeigte seinFoto jedem meiner Freunde
| showed his fotographAcc [each my friends]pAT

26. each ... other construction
a.lch gab jedem Mann des anderen Uhr
| gave each mapaT the other’s watciaxcc
b. *Ich gab dem Trainer des anderen jeden Lowen
| gave [the trainer of the oth@dT each lionacc

27. Negative Polarity

a.Ich gab niemandeffjemandem auch nur ein Buch

| gave nooneAT/*someone even only one boak:c
b. Ich gab keirein Buch auch nur einer Person

| gave no/*a bookcc even only one persapAT
c. *Ich gab auch nur ein Buch niemandem

| gave even only one boak:C noonebAT

d. *Ich gab auch nur einer Person kein Buch

| gave even only one persoar no bookAcc

We conclude that dative objects can c-command accusatives, but only from a position with A'-
properties.

2.2. Datives are extraction islands

The secondcontrastbetweerdativesandaccusativesn Germanis that dativesare considered
to be extraction islands, but accusatives are not. This holds both for wh-extracsiooywag
(28.), and PP-extraction, as shown in (29.).

28. Wh-extraction (Muller 1993)
a. *[rp Uber wen]; hat der Verlegef einem Buclt; ] keine Chance gegeben?
about whom has the editapm a bookbAT no chance given
b. [r Uber wen]; hat der Fritz der Anné ein Bucht, ] gegeben?
about whom haT Fritz-NOM ART AnnaDAT a bookAcCcC given

29. PP-extraction

a. [Uber Scramblingy habe ich einem Buch uiber Optionalifagtnen Aufsatt]
hinzugefugt
‘About scrambling have | the boakT about optionality [an articleecC t |

added’

b. *[Uber Optionalitd}; habe ich einen Aufsatz iber Scrambliagem Buch]
hinzugefugt
‘About optionality have | an articlesc about scrambling [a boabaT t ] added’



We areawareof the fact thatextractionout of DPsis morecomplicatedandsubtlethanthese
datasuggest(cf. e.g. Pafel 1995). For many constructionghat are under debateit is even
controversialwhethertheyinvolve movemenbut of DP. Nonethelessthereis a clearcontrast
betweenthe transparencyf accusativeand dative objects.In general,we observethat it is

significantly betterto extractout of anaccusativehanout of a dative,whenminimal pairsare
considered.

To illustratethe problemsan accountfor Germandativeasstructuralcaseleadsinto, we want
to take a shortlook at the most elaboratedtheory of this kind, that we could find in the
literature, the one from Mduller (1993).

2.3. A derivational account: Muller (1993)

In Muller's model, which is inspiredby Larson’stheory of the English‘dative shift’ (Larson
1988/1990Y° dative caseis assignedn the specifierof a VP-shell, called uP* The dative
object moves there from its VP-interr@dposition:

30. [HP DAT1 [Vp ACC [V' t A ]]]

The two positionsareillustratedin (31.). The directional PP surfacesin the ©@-position, the
dative object in the case posititn:

31. a.dal der FritZ,r [ve einen Briefly [rran den Vermietef geschicki]] hat

thatART Fritz a letter to the landlord sent has
b. daf3 der Frit4,» dem Vermieter{ve einen Brief[\ t; geschick{]] hat
thatART Fritz the landlorabaT  a letter sent has

How doesMuiller accountfor the syntacticfacts?He claimsthat the dative anaphordoesnot
needcaseandhenceremainsgn situ. Thereforeit canbe boundby the accusativeobject,which
is situatedin SpecVP.SpecpPin turn, is an A'-position per definition, at leastin German A-
binding from this position,aswell as extractionout of it, is excludedin German,not e.g.in
English. The A/A'-status of Spec-uP, thus, is open for language specific parametrization.

Muller alsointegrateshe phenomenorof free dativesinto his model. Freedative objectsare
mostly possessorsr beneficiariesThey can be insertedrather freely in Germanclauses.It
would not make sense to consider them as subcategorized by the verb.

It is typical of free dativesto havemore than one possiblereading,as is glossedbelow the
examples in (32.), which are standard examples of possessor or beneficiary datives.

32. a.Peter hat Maria ein Buch auf den Tisch gelegt
P.  has MDAT a bookAcc on the desk put
‘Peter put a book on Maria’s table’ or
‘Peter put a book for Maria on some (or Maria’s) table’ or
‘Peter put a book (for Maria) on some (or Manidgéble, because Mary wants him
to do so’



b. Peter backte Maria einen Kuchen
P. baked MDAT a cakeAacc
‘Peter baked a cake that is supposed for Maria’ or
‘Peter baked a cake, because Maria wanted him to do so’

In Mller's account free dativeobjectsareinserteddirectly in SpecpHRcf. 33.). Note thatthe
dative here has to be considered as free, because therthésadicrole of theverbleft for it.
The directional PlRach Hauseg‘home’, receives theoAL role:

33. dal der Fritz[,» dem Vermietefyr einen Brief nach Hausg geschickt hat
thatART Fritz the landlordbAT a letter home sent has
Either ‘the letter is for the landlord (and it is Fritz’ home)’ or
‘it is the landlord’s home and the letter is for him, too’ or
‘Fritz sent the letter for the landlord to his home’

What this approachcannotexplainis binding of free dative anaphorswhich is as possibleas
binding of subcategorizedlatives,as we seein (34.). Becausefree dativesare insertedin

SpecpP, they can never ocaun positionwherethey canbe boundfrom the VP-internalcase
positionof the accusativeobject.If this casepositionwas higherthanpP, on the otherhand,
we would get the wrong unmarked word order for these sentences.

34. a.Maria setzte die Kinderinander auf den Schol3
Maria sat the childremcc each otheBAT on the lap
b. *Maria setzte den Kindefreinandey auf den Schol3
Maria sat the childrepaT each othercc on the lap

Extraction out of free datives is also impossible, as expected:

35. *[Von wenp hast duy dem Vermietet; | die Haare geschnitten?
of who have you [the landlookT t;] the hair cut?

We concludethat free dativessyntacticallybehavelike subcategorizednes.This fact canbe
observedn manylanguage§. A derivationalaccountcannotavoid to falsely predictsyntactic
differencesdbetweenthe two, becausesubcategorizedativeshavea VP-internaltheta-position
andfree dativesdo not. Muller further restrictshis theoryto thoseverbsthat are assumedo
haveunderlyingDAT > Acc order— stipulatingthat the other casesarelexical — which he has
no empirical argument for — and result from inherent case matrking.

Also, a derivationalaccountandany structuralaccountfalsely rulesout multiple appearance
of datives Thesecasesare rarer, but not impossible.Presumablythey are restrictedonly
semantically (i.e. each dative needs a different interpretation):

36. a.lch habe der Maria dann ihre Falafel dem Oliver mit auf den Teller legen lassen.
I have the MBAT then her falafel the AT with onto his plate put let
‘| had the falafel for Maria put onto Oliver’s plate (together with others)’ or
‘| had Maria’s falafel put onto Oliver’s plate (together with others), as she wanted’
b. Dem Peter habe ich gestern seinem Auto einen neuen Motor eingebaut
The PBAT have | yesterday his caaT a new enginecc built-in
‘For Peter’s benefit or because of hider | inserted a new engine into his car’
c. Helf mir mal deinem Vater in der Kiiche



Help mepAT a minute your fathepbAT in the kitchen
‘I want you to help your father in the kitchen’
d. Der David hat mir der Claudia schon zuviele Geschenke gegeben
the D. has meAT the C.pAT already too many presents given
‘| think, David has already given too many presents to Claudia’

Apart from this, thereis oneargumenteft for analysingdativeasstructuralcasethe so-called
‘kriegen’-passive.Many authorsclaim that dative casehasto be structural becausedative
objects can be passivized:

37. Der Vermieter kriegt einen Brief geschickt
The landlord gets a letter sent
Either ‘the landlord is given a letter’ or
‘a letter is sent for the landlord’ or
‘the landlord manages to send a letter’

Firstof all, the ‘kriegen’-passivas debatedcontroversiallylt is lessbut clearif a sentencdike
(37.)is bestanalysedasa predicativeconstructionor asa passive Secondfree dativescanbe
passivized as well:

38. Der Vermieter kriegt das Zimmer geputzt
The landlord gets the room cleaned
‘The room is cleaned for the landlord’

Third, ‘kriegen’-passivemay be seenas evidencethat dative casecan be absorbedand the
caselessNP movesinto a nominative case position where it receives(or has to check)
nominativecase But beingabsorbablemight not be anexclusivepropertyof structuralcases.
In the linguistic literature, passive constructions have been taken as evidestoectoralcase
w.r.t. thelanding site of casemovementput rarelyw.r.t. the absorbectase'® But in German,
thereare no exampleswherea NP hasbeenmovedinto a (structural)dative caseposition.
Parallel examplescan be found both for nominative (passive) and accusative (ECM-
constructions)Therefore, kriegen’-passivas no convincingargumentfor dativeasstructural
case. Note further that dative objects cannot undergo middle formation in German, either.

A further problem for a treatment of dative as structural case is the following asymmetry:

39. a.Wir bedauern Reagans Wiederwahl
We regret Reagan’s reelectiaoe
b. Wir messen Reagans Wiederwahl grof3e Bedeutung bei
We attribute Reagan’s reelectipba¥ great significance to
‘We attribute great significance to Reagan’s reelection’

40. a.Wir bedauern, daR Reagan wiedergewahlt wurde
We regret that Reagan reelected was
b. *Wir messen groRe Bedeutung bei, dal3 Reagan wiedergewahlt wurde
We attribute great sigrneéince to that Reagan reelected was

Someverbs(like bedauern cf. 39.a)that selecta propositionas object assignaccusativeo
this object, others(like beimessencf. 39.b) assigndative. The propositionalobject can be
realizedasa CP only with accusativeassigningverbs(40.). FanselowandFelix (1987)explain
this contrastwith the samecasetheoreticdistinction betweenstructuraland oblique casethat
we use.Interestingly,when ‘passivized’,the CP is no longer ruled out evenwith the dative
assigning verb (Webelhuth 1990:45):



41. Dal’ Reagan wiedergewdahlt wurde, bekam eine grof3e Bedeutung beigemessen
That Reagan reelected was got a great significance attributed

2.4, Dative objects in coherent infinitives

A further phenomenoithat marksa differencebetweendative and accusativecasein German
is the following: There are someverbsthat are able not only to selecta zuinfintive (‘to’-
infinitive), but, accordingto the widely acceptedview of this phenomenonto form a
morphosyntactiainit with the selectednfinitival verb. The infinitives that showthis behavior
arecalled‘coherentinfinitives’, after Bech(1955/1957)As a consequencef this the complex
verb< V1+zu-V2 > behavedike onesingleverb andhencegovernsonly one nominativeand
one accusativecase.lt waswidely assumedecauseof this that verbsthat selecta coherent
infinitive have to be intransitive. Haider (1988), however, showed that dative assigning
transitive verbs also are able to selecta coherentinfinitive and only accusativeassigning
transitivesare not (cf. Haider 1988: 128/129). A good diagnostictest for coherenceis
scramblingthe embeddedbjectin front of the subject,which is possibleonly with coherent
infinitives:

42. a. weil es ihr jemand zu lesen versprochen hat
because ikCcC herbDAT someonenyoM to read promised has
b. *welil es sie jemand zu lesen Uberredet hat
because ikCcC herAcc someonevoM to read persuaded has

It is even possible to have two dative objects:

43. weil einem krankn Schiler der Rektor dem Lehrer zu helfen erlaubte
because a sick studemaT the headmasterom the teachebaAT to help allowed
‘because the headmaster allowed that the teacher helped a sick student’

Again, this difference between accusative and dative is only predicted, if dative object case is
not treated as structural case.

2.5. Conclusion
The following properties of dative objects have been demonstrated:

1. dative objects cannot A-bind, but they can A'-bind.

2. dative objects are extramti islands, which also is an A'-property.

3. free datives and subcategorized datives have identical syntactic properties.
4. multiple appearance of dative objects is possible.

5. dative, but not accusative, assigning transitive verbs allow for coherent
infinitive complements.

This list of phenomena is not complete. For a more detailed survey of further syntactic, as well
as morphological and semantic phenomena, see Vogel & Steinbach (1995).

We concludefrom this that dative objectsare syntacticadjunctsin German They surface,
where they are inserted.Hence, there is no ‘dative movement’'in Germart.’ Each of the
indicated positions in (44.) ispossiblesite for insertionof the dative object.Which of theseis



qualified as unmarked,is determinedby non-syntacticcognitive constraints,e.g. animacy,
definiteness, and agentivity hierarchy a.o., cf. section 1.

44, [AGRS (DAT) [AGRS NOM Agrs° [Tp (DAT) [Tp T® [AGROP (DAT) [AGROP ACC Agr0° [Vp

(DAT) [ve ... 111111

This seems tasto bethe only way to keepthe correlationbetweerunmarkedorderandbasic
syntacticorderin minimalism.With the assumptiorof directinsertionof the dativeobjectinto
its surfaceposition, is it possiblethat two different but equally unmarkedconstructionslike
(5.), (6.) and(11.), arealsoequalin the numberof derivationalsteps.So, this picturefits into
an economy-based theory of syntactic derivations.

An accountthat treatsdative asa structuralcasepostulatesa fixed casepositionandbecause
of this cannotanalysetwo different but equally unmarkedordersas also economicallyequal.
One order is always derived from the other.

An accountthat takesthe oppositedirection, and basegeneratesot only datives,but all
argumentsin their surfacepositions,is Fanselow’s(1993 and 1995a/b)and also Cooper’'s
(1994).Whatboth, andsimilarly Haider(1992)andwith him Frey (1993),cannotexplain,are
the syntacticdifferencesbetweendativesand accusatives- without additionalassumptions’
The mainreasorfor this is simply that noneof theseapproachefasan implementatiorof the
‘old-fashioned’ distinction between structural and oblique case.

3. Explanation of the Binding Properties of Dative Objects

In this sectionwe will show that the distinction betweenstructural and oblique casecan
successfullybe exploitedto explainthe binding facts discussedn section2.1. A theorythat
makesuseof sucha distinctionis the binding theory of Reinhart& Reuland(1993).We first
introduce their core ideas.

3.1. The Binding Theory of Reinhart/Reuland (1993)

The mainthesisof Reinhart& Reuland(henceforthR&R) is thatthe applicationof the binding
conditions should be reduced to cases of true reflexivization.

Not all occurrence®f anaphorsare subjectto the binding theory. This is exemplified with
Dutch. Dutch hastwo anaphorszich andzichzelf Only zichzelfis a reflexivizer. Zich is used
asmarkerof inherentlyreflexive verbsandin logophoriccontextslike long-distanceanaphors.
R&R classifyanaphorandpronounson the basisof two propertiesthe reflexivizing function
andreferentialindependenceBoth anaphorsn Dutch, zich and zichzelf are not referentially
independentbut only zichzelf functions as what R&R call a reflexive-marker— where
‘reflexive-marker’is to interpretroughly as‘an elementthat marksan originally non-reflexive
predicateas reflexive’. Reflexivity simply meanscoreferenceof two argumentsof the same
predicate.The theoreticalnotionsR&R introducefor the two kinds of anaphorsare SELF
(zichzelfa.o.) and SE (zich a.0.), implying that thesecharacteristicf reflexives show up
universally. The following table illustrates the classification:
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SELF SE Pronoun
Reflexivizing function + -
R(eferential independence) - - +

The different distribution of the two typesof anaphordhelpsto draw the distinction between
syntacticand semanticpredicatesand arguments— which is central for R&R’s binding
theory. Consider the following examples:

46. a. *Henk hoorde hem
Ha heard him

b. *Henk hoorde zich

H. heard SE
c. Henk hoorde zichzelf
H. heard SELF

47. a.*Henk hoorde[ hem zingen]
Hys heard [ himsing
b. Henk hoorde[ zich, zingen]
H. heard SE sing
c. Henk hoorde[ zichzelf zingen]
H. heard SELF sing

In (46.) the SELF anaphoris required,while in (47.) both SE and SELF are possible.The
differencebetweenthe two sentencedies in the relation betweenthe verb hoorde and the
directobject.In (46.), the directobjectis both assignedcaseandits thematicrole by the same
verb.In (47.) the direct objectis also assigneccaseby hoorde but the thematicrole of the
anaphorstemsfrom the embeddedverb zingen Hence,in (47.) the direct object (i.e. the
anaphor/pronoun)s only a syntacticargumentof hoorde and thus only a syntactic co-
argument ofts antecedentenk In (46.), the anaphor/pronours both syntacticandsemantic
argument ohoorde and hence both syntactic and semacti@rgumenof its antecedentThe
empirical generalization is that exclusive syntactic co-argumenthood just rules out the pronoun,
while simultaneousyntacticand semanticco-argumenthoodequiresa SELF anaphorThis is
summed up in (48.):

48.

SELF SE Pronoun
pro-form is only syntactic coargumer + +
pro-form is semantic coargument  +

As a consequencef this, the binding principleshaveto be formulatedrelativeto syntacticand
semantic predicates. R&R do this in the following way (Reinhart&Reuland 1993%78):

49. Definitions
a. Thesyntactic predicatéormed of (a head) P is P, all its syntactic arguments, and an
external argument of P.
Thesyntactic argumentsf P are the projections assigne®-&ole or Case by P.
b. Thesemantic predicatiormed of P is P and all imgumentsat the relevantsemantic
level.



c. A predicate iseflexiveiff two of its arguments are co-indexed.
d. A predicate (formed of P) ieflexive-markedff either P is lexically reflexive or one
of P’s arguments is a SELF anaphor.

50. Conditions
A:  Areflexive-marked syntactic predicate is reflexive.
B:  Areflexive semantic predicate is reflexive-marked.

The formulation of the binding conditions in (50.) refletiscontrastoetween(46.) and(47.).
Condition B saysthat, whentwo semanticco-argumentsre coindexed,a SELF anaphoris
required,accordingto the definition of reflexive-markingn (49.d). This accountdor all of the

three sentences in (46.). But condition A can only account for (47.c), but not (47(ay d)d

It just requiresthat a SELF anaphorhasto be coindexedwith anothersyntacticargument.
Furthermore nominative anaphorsare not excluded.R&R rule out thesecasesby another
condition, that unifies the treatment of binding and A-movement chains. And this is the General
Condition on A-chains given in (51.):

51. General Condition on A-chains
A maximal A-chain (a4, ... , 0,) containsexactlyonelink — a; — thatis both +R and
Case-marked.

This condition claims thahe headandonly the headof an A-chainhasto be bothreferentially
independenand case-markedAnaphorsare not referentiallyindependentandthus are ruled
out as heads of A-chains, which nominatives necessarilylaegronounin (47.a)is ruled out
becausaét is bothreferentiallyindependenandcase-markedyut not the headof the chain.SE
in (47.b) is still allowed, correctly, because the anaphor is not referentially independent.

3.2. An application of Reinhart & Reuland (1993) to German

Whenwe apply this theoryto Germanwe haveto considerthat Germandativesdo not count
as A-binders,as we saw, contraryto English, and despitethe fact that Germandativesare
semanticargumentsTo capturethis, we relativize the definition of a syntacticpredicatein
(49.a) by (49.a),

49. a....
Thesyntactic argumentsf P are the A-chains that are assigned structural Case
in the extended projection of P and, optionally (i.e. parametrized language speci-
fically), the semantic arguments of P.

In German,only DPs with structural casecount as syntacticargumentswhile in English
semantic argumentsalso count as syntactic arguments.This parametrizeddifference is
illustrated in table (52.),

52.

structural case semantic case
English + syntactic argument + syntactic argument
German + syntactic argument - syntactic argument




This parametrizatioeadsto the following disambiguatedersionof the A-chain conditionfor
German:

53. General Condition on A-chains in Germéesults from 49.a’ and 52.)
A maximal A-chain (a4, ... , 0,) containsexactlyonelink — a; — thatis both +R and
Structural-Case-marked.

The headandonly the headof an A-chainin Germanhasto be referentiallyindependentand
markedwith structuralcase.ConditionA now correctlypredictsthatin Germanan accusative
anaphor can only be bound by the subject in matrix clauses.

We cannow rule out (54.a)with a dative antecedentor the accusativeanaphorandlikewise
(54.b) with an antecedentarkedwith anothersemanticcaseform, a mit-PP. We correctly
predictfurtherthatin (55.) the pro-form hasto berealizedasa SELF anaphor_’ accordingto
condition B.The pronounis ruled out, becauséwo semanticcoargumentsre coindexedThis
again holds not just for datives, but alsorfot- andvonphrases.

54. a. *Peter hat Maria sich gezeigt
P. has MbAT: SELFR shown
b. *Ich habe mit Mariasich, beschenkt
I have with M. SELR presented

55. a.Maria; hat sich /* ihr; einen Kuchen gebacken
M.  has SELMAT, /*her a cake baked
b. Maria; ist mit sich /*ihr; zufrieden
M. is with SELK*her; satisfied
c. Maria; ist von sich/*ihr ; enttduscht
M. is by SELF/*her; disappointed
‘Maria has been disappointed by herself/*her’

The binding conditionsas statedin (49.a’) and (53.) correctly predict a gap: The clause-
internal antecedentor a pro-form with accusativecasecan neverbe markedwith semantic
case in German:

56. *Peter hat den Gasterinandey /sie vorgestellt
P. has the guestsxT; each othefthem introduced

The anaphor is ruled out by condition A and the pronoun by conditfén B.

We further predict that a dative anaphorcan precedeits antecedenimore easily than an
accusativeanaphorWe found evidencethat eventhis predictionmight be correct,asgivenin
the contrast between (57.a) and (57.b) below.

57. a.Maria hat einanderKinder; die Ohren waschen lassen
M. has each otheaT childrenAcc the ears wash let
b. ?Maria hat einanderKinder, waschen lassen
M. has each othexec childrenacc wash let



4. Concluding Remarks

The ‘messagef this studyis to treat surfacecaseseriously.PostulatingAGR-phrasess not
sufficient,if this disablesusto accountfor the differencesetweenstructuralandobliquecase.
Different casetypesare classifiedthroughpatternsof different syntacticbehaviour,aswell as
semantic interpretation and morphological properties. The syntactic behavior has been
discussed this paper.With respecto semanticandmorphologywe arguedfor this claimin

Vogel&S‘;?inbacl*(1995). The distinction betweenstructuraland oblique casein Germanis

threefold:

structural case oblique case

syntax A-properties A'-properties
semantics dependent independent
morphology simple complex

We suggesthatall casesystemsanakeuseof both of thesecasetypesin oneor the otherway,
but we do not expectthe samesyntacticpropertiedor themin all languages- one presumably
parametrizedlifferencehasbeenillustratedin section3. Thoughthe generaltendencyof cases
seemdo be that a complexmorphologypatternstogetherwith a complexsemanticsandthe
leastmarkedcasesalso are the ‘semanticallyemptiest’,we do not want to proposethat it
alwayshasto belike this. Nonethelessn Germanandmanyotherlanguagest seemdo work
exactly this way.

A lot hasto be saidaboutthe semanticf dative objects.Everybodyin the field agreeshat
dative caseis semanticallymore specific than accusativeand nominative.On the other hand,
the numerous attempts to make this intuition explicit sti#it is really hardto tell, whatthe
semanticof dative caseactuallyis. The sameproblemsoccur with other oblique casesWe
leave this issue open for further research.

Oneissueof this article is to find out whethersyntaxhasany impacton the markednes®f
Germanclauses.To do this we comparedunmarkedorderingsof argumentsand formulated
the constraintsthat have to be assumedo get the right results. We saw that dative and
accusativeobjectsdiffer in the constraintghat governtheir unmarkedpositionin the clause.
This can best be illustrated with their relationship to the nominative in unmsekéshcesNe
saw that the accusativealwaysfollows the nominativein the unmarkedcase,irrespectiveof
other syntacticand semanticpropertiesof theseargumentsBut the unmarkedposition of a
dative relatedto nominative dependson cognitive constraintslike the agentivity and the
animacyhierarchy.lt is plausibleto assumehat theseconstraintsare constraintsof different
sub-componentsf the languagefaculty: the order of structuralcasess governedby syntax
proper,the computationabystemin the senseof Chomsky(1995), while agentivity,animacy,
and definitenesshierarchyare rulesimposedby the conceptual/intentionatomponentwhich
lies beyond syntax proper.

Our theory predicts that with a nominative and an accusativethere is only one optimal
configurationwith respecto economyof derivation.But with a nominativeanda dative,there
areseveralpossibilities,becausehe insertionof the dativeis equalin cost,no matterat what
stageof the derivationit occurs.Let us assumehat the computationakystemproducesmore
thanonesingleoutputin sucha case.This outputis now the input for the conceptuakystem.
We have two different situations, depending on the case of the object:



l. { NOM >Acc}
[I.  { DAT >NOM ; NOM > DAT }

Let us further assumethat the job of our cognitive constraints(definitenessand animacy
hierarchyetc.)is ‘disambiguation’ theyfilter out the unmarkedoutput.Hence theyapplyonly
whenthe input consistsof a multi-memberedset of derivations,asin our casell. In casel
nothingis to disambiguatendhenceour conceptuafilters needanddo not apply. Construed
in this way, the machineryyields the right resultssofar. One addition hasto be made:in the
caseof anAcc > NOM derivationthereis againno competitor,but the derivationis marked.
This is so, becauseéhe syntactictransformationsnvolved herewere not only thosenecessary
to geta grammaticallywell-formed derivation;therewas one additionalderivationalstep, the
fronting of the accusativeWe haveto assumehat the computationabystemcanprovidesuch
structureqalsofor the casesf extraction,fronting, and extraposition).So our solution must
bethatthesederivationdeavethe computationabystemasalreadymarked.Let us assumehis
as an additional principle for markednessA derivation is marked if it contains more
derivational steps than ultimately necesssary for convergence

It seemsaturalto usto assumehat markednessesultsfrom violations of constraintsat all
levels, syntacticas well as conceptualand, of course,prosodic.A sentenceas marked,if it
departs in at least one respect from the, say, functionally optimal or simplest structure.

Notes
" Thisis arevisedand abridgedversionof Vogel&Steinbach(1995). We want to thank a lot of friendsand
colleaguesfor commentsand discussion.Specialthanksgo to Manfred Bierwisch, Chris Wilder, Hans-
Martin Géartner, Daniel Blring, GereonMdller, Paul Law, llse Zimmermann,Tolja Strigin, Reinhart
Blutner, Uwe JunghannsAndre Meinungerandtwo anonymougeviewers.The authorsthank themselves
and blame each other for the mistakes.

1 It has been stated by some native speakemskedfor judgmentghat(2.c.,d. andf.) aredegradecdevenin
grammaticality.Interestingly,theseare the exampleswhere Acc precedesvom (seesectionl.1. for the
difference betweenAT > NOM order andacc > NOM order).

2 Uncontroversiakxamplesof a syntactictransformationaffecting markednessre topicalizationand ‘long
topicalization’ out of embeddedverb-finite-clausesn German. Further candidatesare extraction and
scrambling phenomena. Thiagter phenomenanight bereducibleto non-configurationalityalongthe lines
of Cooper(1994)or Fanselow(1995b),but suchapproacheseedto be enrichedby a theorythat explains
the correlation of specific syntactic configurationsand markednessTraditional generativeanalysesof
scramblingandextractionarederivationally.In thesecasesmarkednesss inducedby an optional syntactic
transformation: the markddrm is syntacticallyderivedfrom the unmarkedone.For moregeneralremarks
on the issue of markedness, see the last section below.

3 Relying on Haider’s claim, Frey (1993) considersquantifier scopephenomenas evidencefor basicword
order. Frey proposes that scope inversion is impossible with basic (i.e. unmarked) word orders:

(i) DASS er mindestens ein Geschenk fast jedem Gast Uberreichte

that he at least one present-acc almost every guest-dat handed over
(i) DASS er mindestens einem Gast fast jedes Geschenk uberreichte

that he at least one guest-dat almost every present-acc handed over
Accordingto Frey, (i) is ambiguoudetweenwide scopereadingsor either‘almostevery’ or ‘at leastone’,
while (ii) hasno scopeinversionreading. We do not completely shareFrey’s intuitions. We get both
readingsfor both sentencesthoughthe preferredreadingis the onethat respectghe surfaceorder of the
guantifiers. An example that seems to us a bit clearer is the following:
(i) DASS er mindestens einem Gast fast jedes Lied vorsang

that he at least one guastT almost every sonrgcc sang to
It is also possibleto find exampleswhere scopeinversionis preferred,evenwith unmarkedconstituent
order:
(iv) DASS mindestens eine Person fast jedes Haus in dieser Stral3e bewohnt



that at least one person almnost every house in this street inhabits

(v) DASS mindestens ein Angestellter fast jeder Firma treu bleibt
that at least one employee almost every compamjeyal remains

(vi) DASS er mindestens ein Packchen Zigaretten in fast jeder Schublade fand
that he at least on pack of cigarettes in almost every drawer found

For further arguments against Frey’s analysis see Fanselow (1995b).

4 Thereis a subtlecontrastoetweerthesetwo sentenes:in (12.a)nomadsappearo be morefrequenton the
market,in (12.b) it is the Romans.This contrastdoesnot occur with the semanticallynearly identicd
accusative assigning vetteffen(13.).

5 Therearesomerare casesvith unmarkedacc > NoM orderasin (i), but all thesesexamplesareidiomatic
as far as we can see.

(i) Ihn hat der Schlag getroffen
Him-Acc has the strokeiom hit (‘He was floored’)
6 Haider gives further examplesthat raise strong doubts about derivational analysesof VP-remmant
topicalization, one of them is the following:
(i) Briefe geschrieben hat sie mir nur drei traurige bis jetzt
Letters written has she nmaT only three sad up to now
(ii) *Sie hat mir nur drei traurige bis jetzt Briefe geschrieben
As (ii) showsiit is impossibleto constructa VP remnantvia scramblingof the adjectivalpart of the split
DP, in order to yield a basis for the derivation of (i).

7 Onealternativeview is that the whole phenomenorof markednesss dueto pragmatics- as proposedoy
Cooper (1994). In this casenomM > AcC’ rule has to be stated asian-syntacticcognitive constraint.This
would be artificial, because this ‘constraint’ is simply an outcome afythaxof structuralcasesWe getit
for free from syntaxproper.From the point of view of Chomsky(1995) structuralcasefeaturesare solely
morphosyntactic and simply ‘invisible’ outside the ‘syntax module’.

8 Fromthis statemenbnewould expectthatin everycaseof ditransitiveconstructionsvith animatesubjects
and datives we find twanmarkedword orders,with the dativeeitherin front of or behindthe subject.This
is very rarely the case.Thereis a secondkind of conceptuakonstraintat work, which is well-known: the
agentivity hierarchy.Agentsare ‘naturally emphasizedby the conceptuakystem— so they are the most
prominent argumentsin the unmarked case. Every theory of thematic roles, linking and thematic
interpretationreflectsthis empiricalfact in one or the otherway. Cf. alsothe discussionin Cooper1995,
chapter 2, and the list given by Lenerz (1977), cited in the first section.

9 Muller further claimsthat extractionout of scrambledobjectsis impossible.Wedo not totally agreewith
Mdiller’s judgments Extractionfrom a ‘scrambled’direct objectstill seemdor usto be muchbetter,if not
perfectly grammatical, than extraction from a dative, as in (28.a.),

(i) ?[Uber wen]i hat [ein Buch ti ] der Fritz der Anna gegeben
About whom has a booicc the F-nom. the ABAT given

Even extradgbn out of subject is sometimes grammatical. Consider the following examples:
(i) Von Thomas Mann hat mich noch kein Roman tberzeugt

[ By Thomas Mann;Jhas meacc yet [ no novel;t]-Nom convinced
(iif) Von Thomas Mann habe ich noch keinen Roman gelesen

[ By Thomas Mann;have Inom yet [ no novel;t]-accread
(iv) *Von Thomas Mann habe ich noch keinem Roman neue Einsichten abgewonnen

[ By Thomas Mann;Jhave InNoMm yet [ no novel;t]-DAT new insights won from

‘I didn’t get new insights fronany novel by Thomas Mann yet’
Fanselow(1995) givesthe following counterexampl@gainstthe claim that scrambledDPs are islandsfor
PP-extraction:
(v) Worlber hattd einen solchen Schméahartikdlselbst der Peter nicht aus Wut verfassen

kénnen

About what would have such a diatribee t even the Peter not in anger write can

= '‘About what would even Peter not have been able to write such a diatribe in anger’
The only clear contrastwe can seeis with extractionfrom dativeson the one hand and extractionfrom
accusative®n the other hand, at leastif we deal with extractionwithin a clauseand not acrossclause
boundaries.

10 In his reply to Larson(1988),Jackendoff{(1990) pointsto the non-productivityof the relationshipbetween
oblique datives and double object structures.But comparedto English ‘dative shift’, ‘dative shift’ in
German is even less productive.

11 pP originally was an invention by Johnson (1991). Muller adapts Johnson’s concept to German.



12 Notethat (31.a)and (31.b) are not full thematicparaphrasenly in (31.a)the landlord might not have
beenthe addresseeayhile only in (31.b)the letter might havegoneto a placedifferent from the landlord’s
current address. Cf. also Meinunger (1995:53) for this effect.

13 Researclon severallanguagesameor hasbeenbroughtto our attention.Up to now, we could not find a
singlelanguagethat hasfree and subcategorizedativesandtreatsthemsyntacticallyin a differentway. It
has been claimefbr someRomancdanguagese.g.Portuguesethat dativeclitic doublingoccursonly with
subcategorizedlatives. However, as Albert Branchadellfound out, this appearedio be a myth. Clitic
doubling occurseitherwith all dativesor with noneof themin the RomanceanguagegseeBranchadell
1992 and the referencesgiven there). The same holds for clitic doubling in Bulgarian (see
Schick/Zimmermanri995). Evenin Basque,which is one of the rare languageghat have true indirect
objectagreementthe agreemenmorphologyoccurslikewise with both ‘free’ and ‘subcategorizedtatives
(see Wunderlich/Joppen 1994). The possibility of multiple datives has been testified for Italian, where dative
clitic and dative NP may not be coreferent (Anna Cardinaletti, p.c.) and for Czech (Uwe Junghanns, p.c.).

14 This evokes questions abaut theta-role assgnment. How do subcategorized datives get their role, if they can be
inserted anywhere in the clause? A proper answer to this question would reguire a separate treatment, but its
genera diredion would be that verbs Smply do not assgn thematic roles in syntax a dl. We grongly recommend
a ‘pure syntax. Thematic interpretation clearly is part of semantic interpretation and so it has to be done in a
different ‘modul€’, S0 to speak, of the ‘language faculty’.

Reis (1995) notes that a non-standardprocessof thematic interpretationis neededanyway, e.g. for
parenthetical constructions, cf.:
(i) In Bonn wohnt sie, sagt Paul, mit dem Kind seit 1985

In Bonn lives she, says Paul, with the kid sih©85
Herethe objectvariableof the verb in the parenthesigsagen mustbe specifiedby the propositionof the
hostclause;perhapsy someinferencemechanismSucha mechanismmight be useful for dative objects,
too.

15In fact, dative passive does not rule out the appearance of dative objects:

(i) Sonja hat ihrem Auto einen neuen Motor eingebaut bekommen
S. has her carAT a new engine built in got

16 We havein mind a relatively simple version of syntactic structuresthat correlatesA-propertes with
structural case (positions).

17 Fanselowadmitsthis: “ ... Insofernwird manwohl kaumdarumherumkommengdasVerbotder Bindung
DAT; einanderals ratselhafte Sonderbeschrankung festzuhalten.” (Fanselow 1993: 46)

18 The definitions are the abbreviationdR&R gavefor easeof representationThe precisedefinitions should
speak of i-reflexivity and i-coindixation. That is, two or more arguments share the same index i.

19 We assume for the examples we discuss that the sole German reflexive michdas to be classified as a
SELF anaphor.

20 Oneanonymouseviewerpointsout that dative objectscan serveasbindersof obliquely markedanaphors,
as in:

(i) weil den beiden Henkerwmor einandergraute

because the two executioners-DAT of each other dreaded
Our versionof R&R’s approachpredictsthatthis is possible Only conditionB is relevanthere,becausave
arenot dealingwith a syntacticpredicate asthereis no structuralcaseinvolved. ConditionB only requires
reflexive-marking,i.e. that one of the two coindexedargumentshasto berealizedasa SELF anaphor.it
does not, however, require which argument it is, so the following should also be well-formed:
(i) * weil vor den Henkerreinander graute

because of the executioners each other-DAT dreaded

As we see,this predictionis incorrect.But this only proofsthe incompletenessf the proposedreatment,
ratherthanits falsehoodWe treatedobliquely markedargumentsasoneunstructuredetin our discussion.
This is obviouslyto coarse-grainedOur model canand shouldbe enrichedwith an obliquenessierarchy,
perhapsalongthe lines of the binding theory of Pollardand Sag(1994).1n sucha hierarchy,the dativeis
presumablyrankedhigherthan prepositionalobliqgues,and the requirementshouldbe that the antecedent
hasto be higherin the hierarchythanthe anaphor Deeperexplorationand elaborationof this is necessary,
however.

21 Bader et.al. (1996) present empirical evidence which demonstrates that processing difficulties arise if a case
ambiguous NP in sentence initial position must be interpreted as dative.

(i) Dirigenten, die ein schweres Werk einstudiert haben, kann ein Kritiker ruhig umjubeln
conductoracc who a difficult opus rehearsed have can a critic safely chear
(ii) Dirigenten, die ein schweres Werk einstudiert haben, kann ein Kritiker ruhig applaudieren



conductor®AT who a difficult opus rehearsed have can a critic safely applaud
Sentence (i) is much easier to parse than (ii). Bhikie to the fact that a parser prefers the assignment of
structural case over oblique case (in their terms: ‘abstract’ over ‘lexical’ case).
22 This is not enough. At leastit hasto be explained, why certain ‘unnecessary’transformationsare
‘grammatical’, while others are not.
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