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Chapter 1: Introduction

Guarani is alanguage indigenous to South America. It isamember of the Tupi-
Guarani family of languages, andis goken is goken by over five million peoplein the
courtries of Paraguay, Brazil, Bolivia and Argentina (SIL International, 2006). A number
of dialeds of Guarani exist, including Mbya Guarani of Brazil, the Chiriguano variety
spoken in Bolivia, Brazili an/Paraguayan Kaiwa, and the Spanish-influenced Paraguayan
‘jopar@ variety (Schleicher, 1998. Although dfferences exist, these varieties are a
high degreeof mutual intelli gibili ty.

Many grammars of Guarani have been pulbished; the ealiest by Antonio Ruiz de
Montoyain 1640.Among the most frequently cited are Gregores and Suarez (1961),
Krivoshein de Canese (1983), and Guasch (1996. Yet in spite of the extensive
descriptive data avail able for Guarani, the language is not frequently examined from a
theoreticd point of view, nor is data from Guarani often considered in the devel opment
of formal syntadic theory.

What shoud be espedally interesting to linguistsis the fad that Guarani isan
agglutinating language (Krivoshein de Canese, 1999), with alarge inventory of
infledional and cerivational affixes that can attach to the verb. Sometimes the amourt of

morphdogy onthe verb can be extensive, as Krivoshein de Canese (1983 ill ustratesin

(D):

1. n- o- mbo- guata-se- vé& - ta pa  hina
NEG 3SG.ad CAUS wak DES more NEG FUT INT IMP

‘Will he not want to make him walk anymore?



Thisthesis examines a single specific type of causative sentence foundin
Guarani. The caisative morpheme mbo-, which attaches only to intransiti ve predicates of
any classin Guarani, creates atransitive causative verb (Adelaa, 1986), as was
illustrated in (1). Inthisthesis, | will argue that charaderistics like transitivization and
the change in person-marking paradigms unique to mbo- are the result of the verbal
nature of mbo-, and that mbo- constructions are the result of verb incorporation, as
originaly defined by Baker (1988.

Baker’'s (1988) Incorporation theory argues that many syntactic processes, like
causativization and passvization, which prior to thiswork were mnsidered to be
disparate phenomena derived by individual transformational rules, are actualy individual
instances of a single syntadic movement “rule” called Move-Alpha, in which aX° level
(‘head-level’) category moves, or “incorporates,” into ancother head-level category
elsewherein the structure . As a syntadic operation, Incorporation is boundby
independently-motivated restrictions on movement present in the grammar. Chapter 2 of
this thesis presents the relevant points of Incorporation theory, as well as the predictions
it makes for Guarani causative constructions.

Baker (2003 propases atheory of lexicd caegories that isrooted in the syntax.
Rather than a binary featural system like that proposed by Chomsky (1970, Baker
defines each lexicd caegory (noun, \erb and adjedive- prepaositions are considered to be
afunctional category in Baker’s system) with asingle charaderistic, which he aguesis
sufficient in each case to explain the complementary distribution d the three caegories.
Verbs are the only category cgpable of licensing a speafier, only nours bea areferential

index, and adjedives can neither license aspedfier nor bear areferential index. All



languages have dl three of these lexicd caegories, although language-specific processes
may make it appear that alanguage ladks a particular category. According to Baker, no
language could, for example, completely ladk a dassof adjedives. From these three
simple definitions emerges atheory of lexica caegories that has important implications
for, and perhaps some @nflicts with, Incorporation theory. The theoretica framework of
Baker’stheory of lexicd categoriesis also presented in chapter 2.

Chapter 3 examines Guarani mbo- causative constructions within Baker’s
incorporation framework. This chapter focuses on the causativization d aspedfic dass
of intransiti ve Guarani verbs: those intransiti ve verbs which take the same classof person
agreement markers as Guarani transitive verbs. These canonicd intransitive verbs, which
are sometimes referred to as “active” verbsin Guarani grammars, present few problems
for Baker’s Incorporation theory.

A far more interesting challenge to Baker is presented by the other classof
Guarani intransitive verbs. Verbsin this ssmndclassare sometimes called “inadive
verbs’ (Velazquez-Castill 0, 2003, “attributive verbs’ (Krivoshein de Canese, 1983, or
“quality verbs’ (Gregores and Suérez, 1961)). Other grammars (Muniagurria, 1947 argue
that these predicates are aljedives or nours slected by a phondogicdly null copuaor a
portmanteau morpheme which includes both person agreament and the mpula. Still
others (Guasch, 1996 propose ajuxtapasitiona analysis- that any Guarani noun @
adjedive can become averb simply by juxtapasing it with a personal pronoun a a
subjed agreement marker. The spedfic dams of these grammars is not relevant here.
What isimportant to naeisthat the cdegorical status of this classof predicatesis open

to debate among schalars of Guarani. Baker’s (2003) theory offers a posshble explanation



for Guarani predicdive structures that appea to have anoun @ an adjective & their
center. Baker proposes that aphondogicdly null functional head *Pred’ is present in such
nonwerbal predicae sentences, which servesto license and theta mark a specifier, and
which seleds the noun @ adjedive aits complement. A more refined description o
Guarani norverbal predicatesis given in chapter 4, in which threesubclasses of

nonwerbal predicae aeidentified: predicae aljedives, clausal possessve nominals, and
eguative sentences.

Chapter 4 demonstrates that Baker’ s theory, as it stands, isinsufficient to explain
the distribution d two of the threesubclasses of Guarani nonwerbal predicae.
Spedficdly, Baker predicts that mbo- causativization shoud beimpossble with all
nonwerbal predicaes creaed by Pred, yet ample evidenceis presented to show that bath
predicae aljedives and clausal possessve nominals realily incorporate with mbo-,
proving this prediction incorrect.

A possble solutionto this corflict is propcsed at the end d chapter 4. Rather than
considering Pred to be afunctional head, which Baker argues would block incorporation,
if Pred were alexicd, but phondogicdly null, verb that seleded an adjedival or nominal
complement, incorporation would na be blocked. Many questions abou this adternative

acourt still remain, and provide oppatunities for future reseach.



Chapter 2: General Mechanisms of I ncor poration

This chapter will i ntroduce the relevant mechanisms both of original
Incorporation theory as well as revisions and additi ons, and examine how these
medhanisms combine to producethe grammaticd eff ects commonly described as
“incorporation” and “ causativization.”

Hendrick (199%) outlines threegenera approaches to morphdogy within
generative syntax: the strong lexicdi st hypaothesis, represented by Di Sciullo and
Willi ams (1987), the split morphdogy hypathesis of Perimutter (1988, and the we&k
lexicdist hypathesis defended by Baker (1988, among others. All three positions are
concerned with the relative importance of syntax and the lexiconin derivational and
infledional morphdogy.

The strong lexicdist position dcenies that morphdogy occurs in the syntax.
Acoording to this view, no structure below the word level is aacessble to syntadic rules
or processes. Because word-interna structure is unavail able to syntax, thereisno
morphaosyntactic component in the grammar.

The split morphdogy hypaothesis distinguishes between inflectional and
derivational morphdogy, and assgns the former to syntax, and the latter to the lexicon.

The wek-, or nonlexicdist position argues that much, if nat all, of morphdogy
isderived in the syntax. Regular derivational morphdogy, espedaly, is said to conform
to the principles of syntax. Baker (1988, (1996 and (2003, has been very influentia in

developing a case for syntadicadly-derived morphology. Any subsequent research within



the GB framework concerning grammaticd operations which appear to involve head

movement must acknowledge Baker’s work.

2.1 Overview of Incorporation Theory

While his 1988work concernsitself with morphdogica constructions that can be
explained as entirely syntadic phenomena, Baker (2003281) explores some cases of
morphdogy that he daims are nat syntadicdly derived. Baker adknowledges a “partia
independence of morphdogy and syntax” (Baker, 2003 277). He does not subscribeto a
nortlexicdi st hypothesis which argues that all morphdogy is derived in the syntax,
adknowledging that “once the syntadicdly predictable morphdogy has been stripped
away, there remains aresidue of morphdogy that seansto have nothing to dowith
syntax.” (Baker, 2003280 Such cases include unproductive, semantically unpredictable
morphdogy, root compoundng and gammaticd gender.

In Baker’'s (1988 theory of incorporation, he proposes that morphdogical
causative @nstructions, as well as other phenomena like passves and applicatives, arein
fad instances of Move-Alpha, which Baker argues may apply to heads (X°s) aswell as
maximal projedions (XPs)!. Example (1) is one of two passble structures of a

morphdogicd causative within Baker’s incorporation theory.

! Baker uses the terms “ causativization” and “incorporation” as epiphenomenal names for instances of
Move-a., hot as the names of independent derivational rules.



Norma o-mbo-pupu lay
Norma 3-CAUS-bail the water

‘Norma bail s the water.’

In (1), the lower verb pupu has moved from the head pasition d the lower VP to adjoin
tol and C, andfinaly to the upper causative morpheme mbo-.

A significant result of Move-Alpha operations is that they change the grammaticad
functions of the agumentsinvaved, asin (1). The gparent changesin (1) can be
observed in examples (2) and (3). In(2), lay ‘the water’ serves asthe grammaticd
subjea of the sentence, whilein (3) it appearsto be the objed. The subject agreement

marker onthe verb changes, indicating the change in status of the NP.

2To the extent possble, | retain the original terminology of Baker in examples throughout this work.



2. La y O-pupu
The water 3-bals

‘The water bails.’

3. Xe ambopupu lay
I 1-CAUS-bal thewater

‘| bail the water’

Baker (1988 44) argues that grammaticd functions “have aderivative rather than
afundamental role” in Incorporationtheory. Thus, termslike ‘subjed,” “ objed,” etc. are
only meaningful when explained relative to a particular subtheory of the grammar, like
X’ or Theta Theory.. A “structural objed” istherefore an olged for the purpases of X’ -
Theory. It occupies the complement pasition o an X° category. Similarly, a
Government/Case object beas the surface morphologicd feaures associated with an NP
that recaves gructural Case from the verb. The examplesin (4) (adapted from Baker,

1988 44) demonstrate the relative nature of grammatica functions.

4. a Linda mnsiders Rover to be dangerous.

b. Linda considers him to be dangerous.

The NP Rover/himis gructurally asubjed, becaise it is generated in [Speg, 1P| and

recaves the Subjed theta-role, bu because it is Case-marked by the matrix verb



considers, it beas wurface objed properties. Thus, the grammaticd function status of
Rover/him varies depending uponthe subtheory of grammar being considered.

Baker (1988 8), like Chomsky, claimsthat the diangesin grammatical function
such as those that occur in passve, antipassves, applicative, possesor ascension and
causative @nstructions are not the result of construction-speafic lexicd or syntadic
rules. Thus, thereis no“passvizationrule” that requires that the underlying object
beame the subject at S-structure. Nor isthere ay “causativization rule” which adds an
agentive agument as subjed and demotes the former subjed to an olject or oblique
pasition. Rather, these dhangesin grammatical function are the mnsequence of asingle
rule of movement, Move-Alpha. Baker cdls this movement operation, when applied to
heads rather than phrases, “incorporation.” Incorporation may apply to any X° level
caegory, andin his 1988work Baker examines the incorporation by verbs of nours,

prepositions and aher verbs.

2.1.1Uniformity of Theta Assgnment Hypothesis

Although the surface grammaticd functions of the agumentsin (2) and (3) are
different, Baker argues that the semantic (theta) rel ationships between the verb and its
arguments remain the same. Baker adopts Chomsky’s (1981) assumption that at D-
structure, al phrases appea in the position that the theta-role they receive is assgned to”
(Baker, 198846). Subsequent movement of these phrases to their S-structure positions
does nat alter their initial thematic relationship to the verb. Baker propases the
Uniformity of Theta Assgnment Hypathesis (UTAH) to explain this constant

relationship:
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UNIFORMITY OF THETA ASSIGNMENT HYPOTHESIS (UTAH):
Identicd thematic relationships between items are represented by identicd
structural relationships between those items at the level of D-structure. (Baker,
1988 46)
Two sentences in which the same verb assgns the same theta roles to the same
arguments are said to be “thematic paraphrases.” Under UTAH, thematic paraphrases

share the same underlying structure, asin (5).

5. a Thestonerolled down the hill .

b. Ol&f roll ed the stone down the hill .

In ead of the sentences abowve, the NP the stone serves atheme (or patient?) role
and Olaf an agentive role. Because the same thematic role is always assgned by the verb
to the agument in the same configuration, at D-structure these sentences must share an
identicd structure.

Because Incorporationis the result of syntadic movement, constructions creged
astheresult of Incorporation are not identicd to simple (transitive) structures.
Spedficaly, Baker (1988) says that Incorporation creaes a mmplex category at the X°
level and credes a syntactic link, viatraces, between two pasitionsin the structure.
Evidence of movement in incorporation can be deteded in the same way that other
instances of Move-Alpha can be deteded: through their conformity to syntactic

constraints.
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2.1.2The Empty Category Principle

The Empty Category Principle, formally defined below (Baker, 198839), isa
particularly important tool for distinguishing acceptable and uracceptable incorporation

structures.

EMPTY CATEGORY PRINCIPLE:

A tracemust be PROPERLY GOVERNED.

Baker (1988 39) asaumes the foll owing definition d ‘government’:

GOVERNMENT: A governs B iff A c-commands B and thereis no category C

such that C isabarrier between A and B.

Baker describes Proper Government as a “subset of the government relation” (Baker,

1988 366)

PROPER GOVERNMENT:
A PROPERLY GOVERNS B iff
(i) A governs B, and

(i) A istheta-coindexed® or chain-coindexed with B.

% In Baker's framework, both theta-marking and chain formation via Move-Alpha result in coindexation
relationships between the trace and ather elements in the structure.
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A trace ca therefore be licensed either through theta-government or antecedent
government.
Baker (1988 39-40, examples 15-16" provides the foll owing examples to

ill ustrate structures permitted and prohibited by the ECP:

6. a Whag [st; [vp fixed the ca]]?

b. * Who do[youwonder [s whether [t; [vp fixed the ca]]]]
7. a How; did[s Angelo [vpfix the ca] t;]?

b. * How; do[youwonder [s whether [Angelo [vp fixed the ca] ti]]]
8. a What; did [s Angelo [vp fix t]]?

b.? What; do[youwonder [s whether [, Angelo [vp fixed ti]]]]

Example (6) invalves wh-movement from a structural subjed position, (7) from an
adjunct paosition, and (8) from a structural objed position. In each case, the (a) examples
are acceptable. The (b) examples of (6) and (7), involving much longer movement, are
unacceptable, although the comparable movement in (8b) is much less ®. The ECP states
that atrace must be governed either by the theta-marking verb or by its antecedent. In the
(a) examples of (6) and (7), the antecedent of the trace ecommands and therefore
antecalent-governs the trace Neither the subject nor the ajunct tracein (6b) and (7b) is
theta-governed since neither paositionis c-commanded by atheta-marking verb. The S
(CPin later versions of the theory) ads as a barrier to antecedent government in bah
cases. In contrast, thetracein olged paositionin (8b) is c-commanded by a theta-marking

verb, andistherefore theta-governed. Because of this, it does not require antecealent

“ Baker's category |abels have been maintained.
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government, and the head of the dhain is permitted to move somewhat further from its
trace”. The relevant point is that Move-Alphais freer to apply to itemsin a structural
objed position, kecaise theta-government can li cense traces in these pasiti ons even when
antecalent-government cannd.

The ECP constrains the applicaion d incorporation by limiti ng the pasitions
from which heads may be incorporated. The ECP predicts that incorporation from a
subjed or an adjunct position shoud be impossble, since such movement would leare an
ungoverned trace and Baker demonstrates that such incorporation dces indeed appear to

be nonexistent crosslinguisticdly.

2.1.3The Head Movement Constraint

Baker argues that the ECP also predicts that amoved heal canna skip over an
intervening heal to adjoin to ancther head higher up. This constraint, known as the Head
Movement Constraint (HMC) (Travis, 1989 isformally stated as foll ows (Baker, 2003

49):

HMC: A word-level category X can move to adjoin to ancother word-level
caegory Y only if the phrase headed by X isimmediately dominated by a

projedion d Y.

Baker (1988 demonstrates that the HMC foll ows as a cmnsequence of the ECP.

Skipping heals is disall owed for the same reasons that movement from an urgoverned

®“Short” and “long” wh-movement are Baker’s terms. As the mechanics of wh-movement are not relevant
to the discusdgon, they are omitted here.
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positionis: both leave an ungoverned trace Although Baker considers the HMC to be
merely a arollary of the ECP, it isa amnvenient epiphenomenal term to which Baker

refers often.

2.2 Principles of Incorporation theory

Baker posits anumber of principles which explain the behavior of complex structuresin

which incorporation hes taken place.

2.2.1The Government Transparency Corollary

GOVERNMENT TRANSPARENCY COROLLARY (GTC): A lexicd
caegory which has an item incorporated into it governs everything which the

incorporated item governed in its origina structural paosition. (Baker, 1988 64)

Baker ill ustrates the eff ects of GTC with the abstrad examples (9 a and b) below (Baker,

1988 64). (The subscript numerals indicae theta-coindexing rel ationships).

9. a YP
/\
Y, XPy
/\
Xo ZP>

Z
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b v
X /XP]-\
Xi Y1 X2 ZP,

In an unncorporated structure like (9a), an intervening maximal projedion XP forms a
barrier to government into the lower maximal projedion ZP by the higher head YP,
becaise the head X seleds ZP. When the middie head X incorporates with the higher one
Y asin (9b), the cmmplex category Y* governsinto XP. Under the ECP, the trace of X
must be properly governed. The middle maximal projedion XP nolonger blocks
government of the lowest maximal projedion by the highest head.

The GTC explains why the grammaticd function d argument NPsin
incorporation structures appea to change. The GTC predicts that NPs |eft in-situ after
head movement will be treaed like objeds for the purposes of Government and Case
theory, in that they will be marked like canonical objeds in the language, but for the
purpaoses of X-bar theory they will continue to demonstrate some of the behaviors of their
origina grammaticd function.

Baker (1988 65, from Postal, 1962 provides an illustration d the df ects of the
GTC with an example of Mohawk possessor raising vianounincorporation. The
sentences in (10) are thematic paraphrases. (10a) is the unincorporated form, with all NPs
in their D-structure paositions, while in (10b), the NP nuhs ‘*house’ has undergone

incorporationinto the stative verb rakv ‘ be white.’
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10.a Unincorporated:
Karakv ne [Sawatis hrao-nuhs-a?].
3N-bewhite DET John  3M-house-SUF

‘John s howse is white.’

b. Incorporated:
Hrao-nuhs-rakv ne [Sawatist]
3M-house-be.white DET John

‘John s howse is white.’

C. S > S
T
mp NP VP
e V NP, e \ NP,
RN OV
be.V\ihite Jc;hn hoise hoisa be.gvvhite Jc;hn t.
rakv  Savatis nubs nuts-rakv Savatis

In an urnincorporated structure like (10a) above, Sawatis ‘Johr is not treded as an olject.
The stative verb rakv does nat govern the NP, headed by Sawatis, as the NP; healed by
ruhs ‘house’ forms a barrier to government. For that reason, the verb demonstrates no
agreement with Sawatis. When the possessenubsisincorporated by the verb asin (10b),

the NP Sawatis ‘ John, left behind by the moved verb, istreaed as the dired objed of the
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verb, asindicaed by the dhangein verb oljed agreament marking from neuter, in (10a)
to masculine, in (9b).

The GTC explains how movement operations like incorporation can appear to
change the grammaticd caegory NPsin the sentence Changing agreement patterns
reflect the dhanging government rel ationships post-incorporation.

The principles described abowve, the Uniformity of Theta Assgnment Hypothesis,
the Empty Category Principle, and the Government Transparency Corollary, form the
core of Baker’s Incorporation theory asit was originally concaved in 1988. The

foll owing section will examine some significant revisions to Incorporation theory.

2.3 Development of Incorporation Theory

2.3.1Li’s Generdli zatior/ Proper Head Movement Generali zation

Li (1990 updates Baker’'s 1988analysis of causative verb incorporation
(ilustrated in (1) abowve) by expanding the S node into separately articulated CP and IP

nodes, asin (11):
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11. P
/\
NP I’
| VP
/\
Y CP
/\ /\
Voo c I=
A | /\
tl NP |’
........................... A /\
|| VP
. t v (NP..))
...................... A |
ti
Normao-mbo-  pupu ay

Acoording to Li, thisupdated structure reveds a problem with Baker’s (1988) original
analysis of verb incorporation. Li argues that verb incorporation requires that the matrix
causative verb select a VP, rather than the full CP that Baker (1988 propased. This
requirement isaresult of Li’smodified version d Binding Condtion C (first put forward
by Chomsky (1986), which daes nat all ow the formation d chains of tracesin bah A
(argument) and A’ (non-argument) paositions. Li redefines A-positions as lexicd
pasitions (such asV and N), and A’ -pasitions as functional pasitions (like C and 1), and
argues that chains canna include traces in bah functional and lexicd positions. The
upckted version (10) of the structure Baker (1988) originally proposed, presented in (1),
would crede such amixed chain, in which the verb pupu‘to bal’ heals achain o traces

inV, I, CandV positions. To avoid the aeation d such mixed chains, Li clams that
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incorporating verbs must selea a VP, rather than a CP, complement. The structure Li

proposesis presented in (12).

12. VP1
AVA(F VP2
/\ /\
V2 V1 NP VP2

Although Baker (1996 does not accept Li’s argument that arevised Binding
Theory appliesto verba traces, he retains Li’s original observation that incorporation
canna occur when afunctional projedion, such as CP or IP, intervenes between the
incorporating verb and the lexicd head it would incorporate. Baker (1996, 2003

formali zes Li’ s findings as the Proper Head Movement Generali zation (PHMG):

A lexicd head A canna moveto afunctional head B and then to alexicd hea

C (Baker, 2003 53)°

Baker, like Li, uses the PHMG to explain why incorporated verbal heads lack tense and
agreament morphdogy. Such verbal morphdogy is generated in 1P, which is afunctional
projedion that would block incorporationif it were present. Because the matrix verb
seleds abare VP complement, the incorporated verb canna be infleded with tense or

agreement morphdogy.

® Sohin (personal communication) notes that the PHMG can be further generalized as prohibiting a
functional head from movingto alexicd heal pdsition.
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A posshbly more important consequence of the PHMG is Baker’s claim that the
PHMG aso prohibits the caisativization d nonwerbal predicates through verb
incorporation. Guarani appeasto dffer some munterexamples to this prohibition, and a

closer examination d these munterexamples will be made in alater chapter.

2.4Baker on Lexicd Categories

Whil e his 1988work concerns itself with morphdogical constructions that can be
explained as entirely syntadic phenomena, Baker (2003 explores morphdogy that he
clamsisnot syntadicdly derived. Baker claims a“ partial independence of morphdogy
and syntax” (Baker, 20@B; 277).

Baker’s later work is principally concerned with arguing the universal nature of
the threelexicd categories Noun,Verb and Adjedive. Baker reduces the definition o
these cdegoriesto asingle charaderistic for each. He agues that the three lexicd
caegories of Noun,Adjective and Verb are universally present in human languages,
although sometimes only in an abstrad form. Nevertheless the “ core grammaticd
behavior” of these categories is the same, cross-linguisticdly, and can be defined in

syntadic terms.

2.4.1Charaderistics of Lexicd Categories

Chomsky (1970,and 1972, cited in Webelhuth, 1995 described a two-feaure

system that distinguished the cdegoriesN, V, Adj and P.
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13.N=[+N -V]
A= [+N +V]
V=[-N +V]

P=[-N-V]

Baker criticizes thisfeaura system (2003 21), and ather simil ar systems, as
introducing unrecessary structure. Baker argues that spedfic inherent properties of N and
V, independently suppated in GB theory, can explain the distribution o lexicd
caegories. He reduces the definition d each category to asingle dharaderistic, which he
arguesis sufficient to explain their distribution and kehavior. A summary of these

definitionsis given in (14):

14.a Verbsprojed aspedfier.
b. Nours bea areferential index.
c. Adjedives neither projed a specifier,

nor bear areferentia index. (Baker, 2003:21)’

" InBaker's system, the dassof adpasitionsis considered a functional, rather than lexicd, caegory. He
notes that adpasitions are a ¢osed class that they are similar in form and function to case markers, and
that, unlike nouns, verbs, and adjedives, adpasitions do not take derivational morphology. A more
complete explanation for Baker’ s rationale may be found in Baker (2003:303-325).
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2.4.1.1Verbs project a spedfier

Baker defines verbs as the only lexicd items which may license asubject (by
being the only caegory to take aspecifier). Hisformal definitionisgivenin (15) (Baker,

200323):

15. X isaverb iff X isalexicd caegory and X has a spedfier.

Thus, aheal must fulfill two requirements to be averb in Baker’s framework. It must

have lexicd content, and it must projed a spedfier, to which it assgns athetarole.

2.4.1.2Nours have an R-index

The referential nature of noursisthe daracteristic which make them unique

among lexicd caegories. Baker’'s (200395) formal definition d noursisgivenin (16).

16.X isanouniff X isalexicd caegory and X bears areferential index, expressed

asan ardered pair of integers.

Baker observes that only nours may bind quantifiers, distinguish between definite
and indefinite (or spedfic and norspedfic), take numerals, and serve & anteceadents. All
these follow logicdly from a dharaderization d nominals as beaers of areferential
index, or in Baker’'sterms, a‘criterion d identity.’

Baker outlines the restrictions on naminal distribution with two condtions. The

NounLicensing Condtion (NLC) (Baker, 2003 153) requires nours to be related to
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argument pasitions, either by receiving atheta-role diredly from the verb that isits
structural sister in aminimal c-command relationship, o by being coindexed with atrace
that receves athetarolein thisway.

Baker uses atwo-part referentia indexing system for nours. The first member of
theindex pair isthe NP s unique referential role, whil e the second must be co-indexed
either with atheta-assgner, or with its own theta-marked trace Baker describesthis
“dependent index” as “the index of an element that does nat have intrinsic lexicd content

of itsown: atheta-role, a pronaminal, atrace, or anull operator” (Baker, 2003 153).

NounLicensing Condtion (NLC)
The second member of the index of anounmust be systematicdly identicd to

some dependent index in the structure that its bearer [minimally] c-commands.

In example (17a), Baker ill ustrates aviolation o the NLC, while (17b) isan

acaceptable sentence.

17.a *The guests;i iy smiled <Ag,> a dickengnm; .

b. The guests;iiy ate <Agk, Thn> a dickennm -

Baker acknowledges that his NLC resembles the theta aiterion d Chomsky

(1981 36):
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Theta Criterion
Ead argument bears one and orly one theta-role, and each theta-role is assigned

to ore and orly one agument.

A unique quality of nounsisthat they are the only caegory of lexicd itemswhich
can be ourted, andthe only lexicd itemsthat can display a masdcourt contrast. In the

examples (18), (19) and (20) below (after Baker (2003 107), this contrast is ill ustrated.

18.a Wolfgang has a disease.

b. Wolfgang has (two) diseases.

19. a Wolfgang is sck.

b.* Wolfgang is (two) sicks.

20.a Wolfgang will nap this afternoon.

b. *Wolfgang will (two) naps this afternoon.

The noundiseasein (18) is able to take plural morphdogy as well as the number word
two. Adjedives (19b) and verbs (20b) can neither take plural morphdogy nor be
courted.

Nor do verbs or adjedives display the masdcount distinction. Nouns which
canna be counted with cardinal numbers are cdl ed massnours. Although they canna be

courted, massnours like water and salt in English can be measured, while even
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semanticdly related verbs and adjedives like to salt and salty cannat be. The examplesin
(21) (Baker, 2003106 demonstrate this contrast. The nounsalt in (21a) is measured in
cups. The sentences containing the aljedive salty in (21b) and the verb salted in (21c)

are unacceptable when the measurement phrase two cupsis present.

21.a The soupcontains two cups of salt.
b. * The soupistwo cups of salty.

c. * Olaf two cups slted the soup.

The nominal ‘criterion d identity’ iswhat allows nours and orly noursto be
infleded for number or the masgcourt fedure. Recdl that Baker’s indexing system for
nours consists of apair of indices for ead noun.Thefirst index, which represents the
NP suniquereferentia role, or “criterion d identity”, iswhat Baker credits with

allowing noursto be counted or measured.

The second condtion Baker proposes for defining naminal distributioniswhat he

cdl s the Reference-Predication Constraint (Baker, 2003 165).

Reference-Predication Constraint (RPC)

No syntactic node can both theta-mark a spedfier and have areferential index.

This mndcondtionis sgnificant in that it constrains the derivation d verbs from

nours, by preventing the aedion d adenominal verb that theta-marksitself. Baker
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argues that when denominal verbs do accur, the nounmust lose its referential index, asin

(22):

22.The solution crystalli zed. #It was two inches long.

In Baker’ s words: “the verb crystalli ze does not introduce areferent to a crystal into the
discourse.” (Baker, 2003166
The Reference-Predication Constraint also serves to explain the senceof a

logicdly possble fourth lexicd caegory.

23.N=[+N -V]
V=[-N +V]
A=[-N-V]

2= [+N +V]

If Baker’s definitions of lexicd categories are expressed in feaural terms, asin (23), the
taxonamy would resemble Chomsky’s (13), for nouns and \erbs. Adjectiveswould be
described as[-N -V] because according to Baker’s system, they are limited to appeaing
in pasitions where neither anoun no averb would belicensed. Thelexicd caegory [+N

+V] would be prohibited by the RPC.

2.4.1.3Adjedives are neither nours nor verbs

Thethird lexica caegory in Baker’s framework isthat of adjedives. Where

nours and verbs both have inherent properties which define their distribution and
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behavior, adjectives can be said to be defined as those lexicd items lading either of
these properties. Unlike verbs, bare aljectivesin Baker’s framework donot projed a
spedfier position, and wlike nours, adjediveslack an R-index. Thislad of properties
determines the structure of two major adjectival constructions. the dtributive and the
predicative.

Baker argues that the non-referential nature of the aljedive dlowsit to appea in
nonrtheta pasiti ons like that of an attributive aljedive which modifies anoun®

Examples (24) and (25) are adapted from Baker (2003.192):

24.a arich man; ashiny coin [ne Adj N]
b. *awedth man; a genius man *[ne N N
C. *ashine min; ahunger man *[neV N]
25. a Attributive aljective b. Attributive nown c. Attributive verb
VP )P\ *VP
/\ /\
NP, iy \Y NP, ny \Y NP, iy V
A N{j, n} <Th,> N{i,k} N{j' n <Th,> V<Th(*n)> N{j' n <Th,>
smart woman fall genius woman fall huger woman fal

Examples (a) in (24) and (25) show the acceptable atributive modificaion d anounby

an adjedivein English. (24b) and (25b) show the “merger” of a nounwith anoun,which

8 Baker notes that this abil ty of particular lexicd items to merge with a noun within a NP has been used as
adiagnostic tod by descriptive grammarians seking to identify a dassof adjedivesin particular
languages. Thisfact will prove helpful in determining the categoricd status of some lexical itemsin
Guarani.
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is unaccetable because one of the noursin the NP (that which isnat the head o the NP)
would na be mindexed with anything elsein the structure, and would therefore violate
the NLC, and dtimately, the theta aiterion. (24c) and (25¢) ill ustrate an unacceptable
modificaion d anounby averb. According to the definition o verb Baker is propasing,
averbisalexicd item which projeds, and presumably theta-marks, a specifier. Theta
roles are asggned to maximal projedions. In (24c) and (25c), the verb is nat the head of
the maximal projedion, and so is unable to assgn its thetarole, which also violates the
theta aiterion.

Baker argues that adjectives are dso the only lexicd category which can be the
complement of a degree hea li ke the English how, too, so and as. Baker (2003212)

demonstrates this contrast in (26):

26.a Mary istoo/as/so intelligent.
b. * Mary istod/as/so agenius.

C. * Mary too/as/so hungers.

Baker assumes the structure (27) for (26a) (the function d Pred will be discussed in the

next sedion):
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27. PredP
NP{k,i} Pred’ <Thi>
/\
Pred DegP
/\
Deg AP
|
A
Mary solftoohow  intelli gent

An adjedive can be selected by afunctional degree head asin (264), bu neither nours
(26b) nor verbs (26c) can. Adjedives can be selected by degree heads for the same reason
that they can enter into attributive relationships with nours: both nours and verbs are
required by Baker’s definitions to enter into syntactic relationships with ather elementsin
the structure, but adjectives have no such requirements. The intervening DegP prevents
the asggnment of averb’stheta-role(s) and so violates the Theta Criterion; and aNP
seleded as a aomplement of the degreehead would na be @indexed with anything else
in the structure, violatingthe NLC.

The traditional definition d adjedives as modifiers of nours thus remains
relatively unchanged within Baker’ s framework. Adjedives used predicaively are nat as
universally recognized as proper adjedives, and Baker must propose some alditional

structure to accourt for the predicative behavior of adjedivesin some languages.

2.4.2Pred

Adjedives are un-verb-like in that they are unable to projed a specifier paosition

alone, and therefore cannot license asubjed. Where aljectives (and nours) appea in a



30

predicative mnstruction, they are életo doso orly through merger with afunctional
head which is abstrad in many languages, bu paossibly overt in afew languages like Edo
and Chichewa. This functional® element, cdled Pred by Baker, is verbal in that it projeds
aspedfier, assgns atheta-role of ‘theme to it, and seleds an adjedival or nominal
complement. The predicate aljedive may optionally incorporate into the null Pred head
in some languages. The structure in (28) demonstrates a simple aljectival PredP (adapted

from Baker, 200335):

28. PredP
NP (k) PredP <Th, >
Pred AP
o
Cghris D h.urgry

Baker notes that there seemsto be an asymmetry between the participation of
adjedives and nours in Pred constructions. Crosslinguisticdly, nours are often
extremely limited in their abili ty to combine with Pred. Baker explains this asymmetry as
aresult of the R-index that nours, but nat adjedives, bea by definition. The nounmust

be mindexed by some dement in the structure which it c-commands (either the verb that

9 Asaverb, Baker describes Pred as “morphologicdly defedive” in that Pred + Adj complexes are unable
to beinfleded for tense or agreement in many languages, and, he daims, cannot be caisativized with the
same ausative morpheme used with lexical verbs. Because of these perceved defeds, Baker describes
Pred as being an intermediate caegory: neither wholly lexical nor completely functional.

“Intermediate” is a problematic status for alexicd item, espedally in aframework like Baker’s which
aspiresto hinary predsion. Even within the languages Baker examines, the behavior of the assumed Pred
head varies with resped to the verbal morphology it can take. Whil e the evidence suggesting that Pred isa
functional head isweak at best, afunctional Pred is central to his analysis of nonverbal predication.
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theta-marks it or atrace of that theta-marker) under the Noun Licensing Condtion
(NLC). Baker arguesthat, for languages which do alow nominal predicaion, asewmnd
Pred head with different propertiesis present in the lexicon. This nominal-seleding Pred,
illustrated in (29), is able to theta-mark its complement as well asits gedfier, fulfilli ng
the NLC. Predicae nominals are prevented from incorporating into Pred, because this
would creae asyntactic node that both theta marks a speafier and kears areferential

index- adired violation d the Reference-Predication Constraint explained above.

29. PredP
NP1 PredP <Thy>
Pred |\||P{n,k}
Nini
John Q <X> V\;olf
‘Johnisawolf’

2.4.2.1Pred and causative verb incorporation

The PHMG prevents the caisativization by incorporation d nonwerbal predicaes
derived viaincorporation with Pred, since Pred is afunctional projectionwhich, like Infl
or C, would block movement of the nonwerbal predicae to the causative matrix verb.

Baker considers threedternate passhiliti es for causativizing Pred constructions
viaincorporation, and explains why they are nat permitted by independent principles of

the grammar.
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30.a * VP
I
V PredP
CAUS A, NP PredP
A
Pred AP
............................. tl
A
e ti
b. * VP
I
V PredP
CAUS A NP PredP
A
Pred AP
ti
C* /\/P\
I &y
V AP
CAUS A; NP A
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First, the nonwerbal item could move through Pred to be incorporated into the
causative affix asin (30a), sesoond,the nonverbal item could skip owver the functional Pred
head to incorporate into the causative dfix, asin (30b), or third, Pred could be omitted,
the causative dfix seleding abare AP or NP, asin (30c).

Thefirst of these passhbilitiesis prohibited by the PHMG, because the movement
of the aljeaive heal through the functional Pred to the lexicd causative verb would
creae anonuniform chain of tracesin bah functional and lexica projedions.

The second ogion, in which the nonwverbal heal skips over Pred in order to
incorporate with the upper verb, isruled ou by the Empty Category Principle. Thetrace
of the moved head would have neither alexicd nor an antecedent governor if moved
element skipped ower the Pred projedion.

Thethird of these dternate posshiliti es, the seledion d abare NP or AP by the
causative verb, is excluded by Baker’s definition d the verb asthe only lexicd category
able to projed a spedfier. An adjedive or anounwould have noway to license the
argument in [Speg AP].

Baker argues, then, that Pred + N and Pred + Adj structures are prevented from
being causativized viaverb incorporation die to the PHMG. This argument relies onthe
asumption that Pred isafunctional head, rather than alexicd light verb. That
asumptionis nat well supparted, even by Baker’s own data. Instead of acknowledging
counterexamples as evidencethat Pred doesn’'t necessarily block incorporation, Baker

adds afurther refinement to his theory to accourt for the murterexamples.
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2.4.2.2Pred, Tense and Asped

Baker also observes that Pred constructions are lesslikely crosslinguistically to
take dfixal tense and asped morphdogy. He aumes an “attradion” analysis of tense, in
which the verb head moves to the tense dfix. Non-affixal tense morphdogy does not
attrad the verb in thisanalysis.

Baker argues that tense affixes in many languages have arequirement that they
may only attach to alexicd category. For thisreason,tense dfixes often canna attrad a
Pred + N/ADJ construction, which Baker considers afunctional category. Nor can the
lexicd noun @ adjedive be dtraded ou of Pred to the tense affix, as such movement
would skip over Pred, thus violating the Head Movement Constraint.

The prohibition against Pred constructions taking tense and asped affixesis far
from universal, Baker admits. Some languages allow tense dfixesto attach to any hea,
lexicd or functional. For that reason, tense or aspect affixation alone caana be used as a
diagnastic for establishing the lexicd or functional status of predicaesin agiven

language.

2.4.3Incorporation versus Conflation

Baker acknowledges that some languages appea to al ow nonwerbal predicatesto
take verbal morphdogy. He explains this diff erence by arguing that incorporation d an
adjedival complement into Pred is possble & two levels: pre-syntacticdly (presumably
in the lexicon) and syntacticdly after insertioninto a D-structure representation. Baker
cdlstheincorporation d Pred with aN or Adj head before insertion * conflation.”
Conflation, acoording to Baker, renders the internal structure of the incorporated structure

invisible to syntax. The processof conflation causes the Pred + Adj constructionto be
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reanalyzed as an ureccusative lexicd verb, and as aresult, conflated Pred + Ad
predicaes are aleto act syntadically as any verb would: combining with a causative
morpheme, being marked for tense, asped and person, and being nominalized. Mohawk,
as alanguage with “adjedival verbs’ that are the result of conflation, is able to function
in syntax asalexicd verb, withou the restrictions placeld onPred + Adj constructions
that are syntacticdly derived.

“Reanalysis’ as aresult of conflationis arather ad-hoc explanation for the
variation d behavior of nonverba predicaesin dfferent languages. A more satisfadory
explanation would find independent motivation for the diff ering behavior of nonverbal

predicates aaosslanguages.

2.4.4Syntadic vs. norsyntadic causativization

Baker's examination d the properties of these categories leads him to some
interesting hypotheses about the placeof morphdogy in the grammar. Specificdly, he
propases ®vera tests which he daims can determine whether the morphdogy in
guestionis syntadicdly derived, a whether it occurs pre-insertion, in the lexicon. Baker
(2003 lists the foll owing characteristics as passble tests for syntadic morphology:
caegory-spedficity, constancy and transparency of meaning, the possbility of reaursion
and productivity.

Baker’sfirst proposed test for syntacticdly active morphdogy is caegory-
spedficity. He aguesthat “purely morphdogicd processes would be relatively
insensitive to category, lexicd caegory not being a aucial nation ouside the syntax.” In

addition, the unique charaderistics of ead lexica caegory disallow theinsertion d a
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member of one cdegory into aposition wsually occupied by ancther. Syntacticdly-
derived morphdogy, then, must be cdegory-spedfic, allowing a particular affix to
combine with members of only one lexicd caegory. Because lexicd caegory is defined
entirely in syntactic termsin Baker’s framework, nonsyntactic morphdogy has no such
restriction. Non-syntadic morphdogy is generally nonproductive and often na
semanticdly transparent. In (31), Baker gives examples of English affixes that combine

(at least to alimited extent) with roots of more than ore lexicd category.

3l.a —ify  Attachesto N (classfy) or A (intensify); makesaV.
b. -ful  Attachesto N (peaceful) or V (forgetful); makes an A.

C. -age AttadestoV (steerage) or N (orphanag); makes an N.

In contrast, Baker cites the Chichewa caisative dfix -its/ -ets, illustrated in (32)

as an example of a cdegory-spedfic, and therefore syntacticdly active, morphdogy.

32.a Mwana aku-d-ets-a zovaa
child 3sS-PRES-be.dirtyy-CAUS-FV clothes

‘The dild is making the dothes be dirty.’

b. *Mbidzi  zi-nakali-its-a m-kango
10.zeébras 10S-PAST-fiercea-CAUS-FV 3-lion

‘The zebras made the lionfierce.’
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C. *Mbidzi  zi-na-mfumu-(i)ts-a m-kango
10.zebras 10S-PAST-chiefy-CAUS-FV 3-lion

‘The zebras made theliona cief.’

In Chichewa, the causative morpheme —itsislimited to attaching to verbs, asin (324).
Causative —its constructions which incorporate nouns or adjedives are prohibited, asin
(32b) and(c). This particular Chichewa causative construction was extensively examined
in Baker (1988, and, within Baker’s assumptions, can be confidently accepted as an
example of syntacticdly-derived morphdogy. Thisconstructionis productivein
Chichewa, and the meaning of the incorporated structure is smanticdly transparent,
meding two more of Baker’s suggested tests for syntacticdly-active morphology. And
finaly, Chichewamay all ow the reaursive use of the caisative morpheme, as srownin

(33), which Baker marks as ‘ questionabl e’

33.?Aslli kali anavin-its-its-a atsikana kwa akaidi
Soldiers 3sS-PAST-dance CAUS-CAUS-FV girls to  prisoners

‘The soldiers made the prisoners make the girls dance.’
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2.5 Predictions of Incorporation Theory

In summary, Baker makes a number of predictions abou how a syntadically-
derived causative verb construction shoud behave.

Firgt, if a causative morpheme does indeed trigger verb incorporation, the
constructionis constrained by syntactic principles. Under the ECP, incorporation from a
structural objed position shoud be straightforward, whil e incorporation from a subjed or
adjunct paosition shoud beimpossble.

After incorporation, the grammaticd function o lower NPs will appear to change,
becaise under the GTC the mmplex verb will be ale to govern into the lower VP. This
apparent shift in grammaticd functions will be demonstrated by changes in agreement
morphdogy.

Verbs (or causative morphemes) which trigger verb incorporation will select aVP
complement, and for that reason, the lower verb will be incorporated without any tense or
agreement morphdogy. Incorporation d averb embedded in any functional projedionis
impossble.

Verbs, nours and adjedives, becaise of their individual qualiti es, ead display
characteristics and dstributional patterns exclusive to their respedive cdegories. Only
nours display a masdcount distinction, infledionfor number, and the aility to be
numbered or measured. Adjedivesaretheonly lexicd itemsthat can be seleded by a
degreehea. Verbs are the only lexicd items which may be seleded by a causative dfix.

Thelexicd categories of N and Adj can only be used predicatively by combining

with the functional head Pred. As aresult, these nonverbal predicaes do not exhibit the
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same dharaderistics aslexica verbs. Onerelevant differenceis Baker’s prediction that
under the PHMG, nonwerbal predicaes canna undergo verb incorporation.

In the foll owing chapter, the caisativization d lexicd verbs will be examined, to
determine if these, at least, conform to independently-motivated syntadic restrictions on
movement described by the HMC and the ECP. In alater chapter, Guarani nonverbal
predicates will be analyzed within Baker (2003’ s framework, to establi sh the underlying
lexicd categories of these items, and examine the dhall enges that Guarani presents for

Baker's framework.



Chapter 3: Guarani Causativization®

Gregores and Suérez (1967) distinguish between three Guarani verb classes:
transiti ve verbs, intransitive verbs and quality verbs.*! Intransiti ve verbs share asubjed-

agreament paradigm with transitive verbs. Table 1 oulines this paradigm:

Table 1. Active subjed agreement prefixes
Singular | Plural 1 Plura 2

(inclusive) | (exclusive)

1¥ Person | & jar/fa ro-
2" Person | re- pe- pe-
3%Person | o- o- o-

Intransiti ve verbs appear to agreewith an agentive subjed, and as aresult this
classof verbsis often also cdled the “adive” verb class In contrast, the dassof
predicates cdled quality verbs demonstrates an agreament pattern identicd with the
objed agreement pattern of transitive verbs. An argument may be made that this sswnd
classof predicaes does not consist of lexicd verbs at al, bu adjedival or nominal
predicaes combined with a nul functional verb. | will discussthe caegoricd status of
these predicates in the following chapter. In this chapter | will discussthe most
straightforward case; that of the causativization d “active” intransitive verbs in Guarani,
to seewhether the facts match the predictions Baker (1988 and (2003 makes abou

them.

1% For some non-generative acounts of causativization, seeComrie, 1976 1985, Shibatani, 1975 1976a
and 197®, and Song, 1996

™ Guasch (1996 uses the terms transitivos, areales and chendaes, respedively, for these dasses.

40
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(1) shows an active intransitive verb, whil e (2) shows atransitive verb. Both verbs

use the adive subject agreement prefixes snownin Table 1.

1. Xe a-guata
1sy 1sg-walk

‘| walk’ (Krivoshein de Canese, 1983 75)

2. Xe  aguerumand’o
1sy  1sg-bring manioc

‘I bring manioc’ (Krivoshein de Canese, 1983 74)

Guarani active intransitive verbs are considered by most reseachers (Gregores
and Suarez, 1961 Krivoshein de Canese, 1983 Guasch, 199) to be underived lexicd
verbs which projed one agument. These verbs can be caisativized with mbo-, resulting
in atransitive verb which marks the former lower subjed as the objed, or causeg of the
causative @nstruction. Thus, the intransitive sentencein (3) beames the transitive (4)
visa the syntactic movement of the verb puka ‘to laugh’ to adjoin to the caisative

morpheme mbo-, asill ustrated in the diagram below.
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3. a lsabel o-puka
Isabel 3-laugh

‘|sabel laughs’

b. Xeambo-puka Isabel-pe
1 1CAUS-laugh Isabel-ACC

‘| make Isabel laugh’

P
/\
NP I’
|/\\/P1
/\
V1 VP,
| /\
mbo NP V'
s | |

After causativization with mbo- the new verb does not show agreament with the caisee
argument Isabel, but with the higher, causer subject, urlessobjed agreanent is triggered

through the person herarchy™? The lower argument, when overt, appears in acasative

211 transitive sentences with two animate arguments, the verb will agreewith the objed rather than the
subjed iff the objed is ‘higher’ on the person hierarchy than the subjea (VelazquezCastillo, 1996: 17).

Person hierarchy: 1% person> 2" person > 3" person
Olaf xe- su'u

Olaf 3.0BJ bite
‘Olaf bit me.’
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Case. In Guarani, nours and pronours referring to humans are marked with the suffix —pe

when they are the dired objed, or patient, of the verb, asin (4):

4. Petel jagua 0-su’u Juanito-pe
one dog 3-bhite Juanito-pe

‘A dog bit Juanito.

When an intransitive verb like puka (3a) combines with the caisative morpheme mbo-, as
in (3b), the same accusative infledion with —pe occurs on the former subject 1sabel.

The thematic role of the caiseeremains the same in bah (3a) and (3b), bu bath
agreament marking and the overt forms of the pronounreflect the cdhange of grammeticd
function d the agument from subjed to ojed.

Baker (1988 claims that apparent changes in grammaticd functions of arguments
are a“side effect” of incorporation, in this case, verb incorporation. Becaisein bah (3a)
and (3b) Isabdl isthe patient or theme of the verb puka, under Baker's UTAH, the two
constructions must assgn the thematic role in the same configuration at some level of
representation. Therefore (@) and (b) must have an identicd structure & the point that
thetaroles are asggned to arguments. Subsequent movement of the verb, aswould be the
casein verb incorporation, would result in alower NP governed by the complex verb as
stated in the GTC, and receaving accusative Case from the complex verb through
adjacency.

The mbo- causative anstructionis subjed to the same limitations on applicaion

of rules as other movement-based operations. Spedficdly, head movement of the
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incorporated element leaves a trace which must be properly governed either through
theta-government or antecedent-government, according to the Empty Category Principle.
Constructions which attempt to incorporate averb from asubjed or adjunct clause can be
expeded to be unacceptable.

The foll owing examples demonstrate the cntrast between the acceptable
incorporationin (5h) of averb from a dausal complement of mbo- (in curly bradets) and
the unacceptable incorporation (5¢) of averb from an adjunct adverbial clause (in square

bradkets). (59) ill ustrates the D-structure position d the dements.

5 a ambo {re-puka} [re-jeroky vove]

1SG-CAUS {2SG-laugh} [2SG-dancewhen]

b. ambo-puka ndéve t; [re-jeroky vove]
1SG-CAUS-laugh  you(ACC) [2SG-dancewhen]

‘I make you laugh when you dance

C. *ambo-jeroky;-vove ndéve {re-puka} t;
1SG-CAU S-dance-when you(ACC)  {2SG-laugh}

‘I make when you danceyou laugh’

These observations abou the caisativization o Guarani intransitive verbs match
up well with Baker’s assertions abou the behavior of causativized intransitive verbs

crosslinguisticdly. Because intransiti ve verbs, when causativized, do nd present a
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problem for the Case Frame Preservation Principle, the behavior of causativized
intransitivesisidenticad aaosslanguages, Baker (1988 197) clams. Such causatives
shoud mark the caisee asthe dired objed, assgn acaisative Case to the causeg alow
the causee to trigger object agreement, and all ow the caisee to become the surface

subjed in passves:

6. a Roddfo oombo-puka Erika-pe
Roddfo 3CAUSE-laugh Erikato

‘Roddfo makes Erika laugh’

b. Roddfo xe-mbo-puka
Roddfo 1SG.OBJ-CAU S-laugh

‘Roddfo makes me laugh’

c. Erika o-fie-mbo-puka
Erika 3-CAU S-laugh

‘Erikawas madeto laugh' or ‘Erikamade herself laugh'

In (6a) above, we can dbserve that the caisee Erika is marked with —pe, an item similar

to the personal a of Spanish, which marks human dred objeds, asin (7):

13 pasgve and reflexive voices in Guarani are derived the same way, and with the same morpheme je/fie.
Interpretation is a matter of context.
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7. Roddfole hizo reir aFErika
Roddfo 3SG CAUS.PST  laugh to Erika

‘Roddfo made Erikalaugh’

Thisindicaesthat in bah (6a) and (7) Erika isfunctioning as adired object, and has
bean assgned acwsative Case. Objed agreament can be triggered onaverb if the caisee
lies higher onthe Guarani ‘ person herarchy’ than the caiser, asisthe casein (6b).
Finally, Erika can beame the surface subject when the sentenceis passvized, asin

(6c).*

3.1Testsfor Syntadic Activity

Although Baker (1988 deds with causative morphology in exclusively syntadic
terms, Baker (2003) notes that not all causative morphdogy is syntadically active. Non-
syntadic morphdogy includes that which is“semanticdly idiosyncratic,” as well as
morphemes with limited productivity. Syntadicdly active morphdogy, then, would be

expeded to be productive and semantically transparent.

14 Guasch (1996 notes that adive voiceis preferred to passvein Guarani, asit isin Spanish. Spedfically,
he points out that some sentences containing mbo- are unaaceptable when passvized, while others are
listed as acceptable without comment. The foll owing examples from Guasch (1996158-159)

*yvyra o-fieemo-mbe yvytu rehe
trees 3-PASS-CAUS-flat wind from
‘The trees were flattened by the wind.’

a-fie-mbo-guapy-ma VOI
1SG-PASS-CAUS-sit-alrealy quickly
‘| was made to sit down quickly.’
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Baker cites the Chichewa causative morpheme /ets/ as a likely morpheme that

triggers incorporation:

8. Mtskana anau-gw-ets-a mtsuko
girl AGR-fal-made-ASP waterpat

‘The girl made the waterpot fall’ (Baker, 1988 148)

Baker citesthe Lezgian affix /-ar/ as an example of an affix not likely to be syntacticdly
adive, becauseit isnot fully productive and it doesn’t always change meaning or
argument structure of the verb to which it affixes.

Aside from semantic transparency, and full productivity Baker outli nes another
other possbletest for determining the syntactic ectivity of a particular morpheme. He
clamsthat such morphdogy is category-spedfic. Syntadically adive affixes shoud be
able to attach to the members of only one lexicd category. In hiswords, “category-
spedficity seansto correlate with pasitive evidence of syntactic derivation” (Baker,

2003 283.

3.1.1Category Spedficity

Baker (2003 argues that the unique tharaderistics of ead lexicd caegory
disall ow the insertion d amember of one category into a position wsually occupied by
ancther. Syntadicdly-derived morphdogy, then, must be cdegory-spedfic, alowing a
particular affix to combine with members of only one lexicd caegory. Because lexicd
caegory isdefined entirely in syntadic termsin Baker’s framework, nonsyntactic

morphdogy has no such restriction, and Baker gives examples of affixes that combine (at
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least to alimited extent) with roots of more than one lexicd caegory. Thus, Baker takes
caegory-spedaficity as an indicaor of syntadically-derived morphdogy. Thisassrtion
creaes a problem for the incorporation analysis of mbo- being proposed here. As noted
previously, mbo- is able to combine with any transitive predicae. Active verbs, described
abowe, are astraightforward case, as they are commonly considered to be underived
lexicd verbs. The cdegoricd status of stative predicaesis much lessclear. Predicaes of
this classamost withou exception resemble nowns or adjedives, inflected with a dassof
agreament markers exclusive to predicates of this class In the following examples, vai

‘ugly’ isused first as an attributive adjedive, and then as a stative predicae:

9. Avavai O-guata
man wly 3-walk

‘The ugly man walks

10.xe-vai-ete
1SG-ugly-very

‘I am very ugly’

It is possble for vai to combine with mbo-, asin (11):

11.Yvytu ombo-vai Xe yvotyty

Wind 3CAUS-ugly my garden

‘The wind made my garden wgly’
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Depending on the categoricd status of vai, this example may be demonstrating the aili ty
of mbo- to combine with more than ore lexicd category. There are anumber of passhble
analyses of the status of stative predicaes: words like vai may have both averba and an
adjedival form listed in the lexicon, a the predicative form of vai may be derived from
the adjedival form.

Clealy, to determine whether mbo- causativizationisindeed limited to asingle
lexicd category, it isfirst necessary to determine the nature and categoricd status of

Guarani stative predicaes. Thiswill be the topic of the foll owing chapter.



Chapter 4: Nonverbal Predication in Guarani

In the previous chapter, it was noted that the authors of Guarani grammars divide
Guarani intransitive verbs into two classes. a dass of verbs which take subjea agreement
prefixes from the same paradigm as transitive verbs, and a dassof lexicd itemswith its
own paradigm of subject agreement prefixes. The lexica caegory assgned to this £mnd
classvarieswidely by grammar, yet aprincipled description d this classandits predse
caegorical status could have important impli cations for Baker’s Theory of Incorporation
and hisdescription d the properties of lexicd categories.

In Chapter 2, bah Baker’s (1988 theory of Incorporation as well as histheory of
Lexicd Categories (2003) are ouitlined. Incorporation theory argues that causative
constructions are derived in the syntax via head movement, and thus are mnstrained by
independent syntadic principles which restrict the applicaion d Move-Alpha
principally the ECP andits coroll aries.

Baker’s more recent theory of lexicd caegories makes a number of assertions
which will prove especially relevant in the examination o Guarani nonverbal predicates.
Baker argues that every language has all threelexicd caegories- noun,verb and
adjedive- at some level of representation. For example, in languages which are
considered to lack a dassof adjedives, Baker argues that conflation o adjedives with
Pred is mandatory. According to Baker, nours and adjedives canna projed subjeds, and
therefore canna serve predicaively withou additional (functional) morphology, i.e. a
projedion d the functional head Pred. Under the PHMG, the functional nature of the
morpheme Pred limits the participation o constructions including Pred in movement-

based operations such as causativization. If Guarani nonverbal predicates are indeed Pred

50
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constructions, then their abili ty to participate in incorporating causative anstructions
with mbo- shoud be extremely restricted, if not prohibited.

In this chapter, a brief descriptionwill be made of three ¢asses of nonverbal
Guarani predicaes, and a comparison will be made between the linguistic data for these
items and Baker’s (1988 2003 theory and the predictions it makes for such predicaes.
Where the linguistic evidence montradicts Baker’s predictions, passble dternative

anayses will be considered.

4.1 Threesubtypes of nonverbal predicae in Guarani

Descriptions of Guarani differ in regard to the dassficaion d nonwerbal
predicaes. For the purposes of this paper, | will adopt Baker’s (2003 as<ertion that all
languages have the three lexicd categories of Verb, Nounand Adjedive™. Initidly, | will
also adopt Baker’ s assertion that nours and adjedives must be seleded by afunctional
Pred head in order to serve a a predicae. Thus, Guarani has three ¢asses of nonwerbal

predicaes. predicae aljectives, clausal possessve nominals, and equative sentences.

15> For example, some grammars (Guasch, 1996 Gregores and Suarez, 1961) argue that
Guarani entirely ladks a classof adjedives, despite the fad that examples of attributive
adjedives modifying nouns are plentiful in Guarani:

ava kyra o- cd api- i
man fat 3.ACT- cut.weeds- NEG
A fat man can’t cut weeds (Pangrazio, n.d:51)
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4.1.1Predicae ajedives

Predicate aljedivestake aperson agreament marker from a diff erent classof
agreement markers than that used for verbs (and which was outlined in the previous
chapter). This classof nonverba subjed agreement markersis presented in Table 1 and

ill ustrated in examples (1) and (2).

Table 2 Nonverbal subjed agreement markers'®

1 singular Xe-

1 PL inclusive fiane-/fande-
1 PL exclusive ore-

2 singular ne-/nde-

2 plural pene-/pende-
3singular and dura | i-/ij-/ifi-

These agreement markers attad to the beginning of the aljedive, asin (1):

‘He/she/it/they idare tal’

18 Multi ple forms are phonologicaly conditioned variants.
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A separate subjed NP or pronounmay optionally also be present, bu is nat required:

2. amoyvyty ij- yvate
that mountain 3- tall

‘That mountain istall’ (Guasch, 1996179

Because aljedives aone canna projed or theta-mark a subjed position, they must be

seleded by a Pred head when used predicatively. The structure of (2) would be asin (3).

3 PredP
NP/\PredP’
"
o
e e
N tall

‘He/she/it/they idare tal’

Most importantly for the purpases of this discusson, pedicae aljedives, like

intransitive verbs, can be causativized with mbo-, asin (4).
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4. & mbo-  pxy la kava

1SG.ACT-CAUS- angry the bees

‘I made the bees angry’
5 VP
N P/\V’
/\
\ PredP
mbo- NP/\IDredP’
‘ kzilva Prgd/\,é\ P
o
................................................................. 5 péoxy

CAUS bed(s) angry

‘I make the bees angry’

In Baker’ stheory, an incorporation d a Pred construction into mbo- shoud be
imposgble, because the Proper Head Movement Generali zation prohibits head movement
of alexicd hea through afunctional head pasition (like Pred), to anather lexicd heal
pasition.

One posshle explanation for the verb-like behavior of Guarani predicae
adjedivesisthat they incorporate into Pred before being inserted into the syntax, a
processthat Baker cdls Conflation. When an adjedive wnflates with Pred, Baker argues
that the internal structure of the Pred construction becomes opague to syntax, and the

item isinserted as alexicd verb, asin (6).
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6 VP
NP/\V’
T~
\ VP
mbo- NP/\V
‘ kzilva \|/
................................................................. Ty
CAUS beds) angry
‘I make the bees angry’

The Proper Head Movement Generali zation daes not apply, as there is no functional Pred
head to bock incorporation d poxy into the causative dfix. Therefore the deadjedival
verb poxy can freely incorporate into the causative affix mbo-.

Acoording to Baker, Conflation creates alexicd verb from the Pred + Adjective
complex. If Guarani predicae aljectives were indeed lexicd verbsit would be expeded
that they would be infleded as such, taking person agreament prefixes li ke those used for
other lexicd verbs, as discussed in the previous chapter, insteal of a separate dassof
agreament affixes. Even more puzzling isthe fad that this same dassof agreament
affixesis also used with nonwerbal predicaes that are prohibited from conflating in
Baker’'s framework. This classof clausal possessve nominals will be discussd in the

foll owing section.
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To summarize, Baker argues that, in Guarani, predicae aljectives arereally
deajedival verbs, and shoud display the characteristics of other intransitive Guarani
verbs, rather than the atributive adjedives from which they are derived. Thisisnaot
entirely the cae for predicae aljedives, bu is even more problematic for Guarani

clausal passessve nominas, as will be demonstrated in the foll owing sedion.

4.1.2Clausal possessve nominals

Clausal possessve nominalsin most respeds resemble the predicae aljectives we
have just seen. Clausal possessve nominals sled a person marker from the same
paradigm of nonwerbal subjed agreement markers as predicate aljectives (Table 1). The
marker appears diredly on the nominal, asin (7), asno owert verb o other predicaive
element nead be present in the @nstruction. Clausal possessve nomina sentences
convey ameaning of passesson, wually the inalienable possesson d kinship or body

parts (Velazquez-Castill 0, 1996:

7. i- memby
3- child

‘ She has a sor/daughter’ (Velazquez-Castill o, 1996



3- child

‘ She has a sor/daughter’

Like predicate ajectives, Guarani clausal possessive nominals may take the caisative
affix mbo-, with aresulting meaning of “provide A with B,” (Velazquez-Castill o,

2002519 Damaso Vieira, 199§, asin (9) and (10):

9. tuja'i ava o0-mo-  kyse
old-DIM man 3- CAUS- knife

‘The old man gave the man aknife.’(Damaso Vieira, 2000399
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10. VP
v
yai Vv PredP
o P -
4 ava pr(\NP
o
................................................................ & € kyse
old.man CAUS man knife

As previoudly discussed for predicate aljedives, incorporation o a Pred
constructioninto a causative dfix is prohibited under the PHMG. Conflation was used to
explain hawv predicae aljedives are aleto incorporate into a causative affix. A
conflation accourt for clausal passessve nominasis far more problematic than it was for
predicae aljedives, however. Under Baker’ s Reference-Predication Restraint, nours
with areferential index, or criterion o identity’’, canna conflate with Pred, as conflation
would crede asyntactic node that both theta-marks a spedfier and bears areferential
index. Acoording to Baker, anounmay only conflate with Pred by losing its referential
index. Nourns withou referential indices are nolonger nours in Baker’ s theory, bu rather
adjedives. If Guarani clausal possessve nominals undergo conflation, the nounlading
areferential index shodd na demonstrate behavior typica of nours (like an abili ty to be
quantified or courted), and the conflated nounshould be syntacticdly invisiblein the

conflated structure. The oppasite seansto bethe cae, hovever. The nounsin Guarani

1" Baker (2003:95) describes the ‘referential index’ as the syntadic expresson of asemantic ‘criterion of
identity.” Although not strictly synonyms, Baker uses the termsinterchangeably.
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clausal passesdve nominas bath appea to be syntadicdly adive, andto retain their
status as nours.

Baker claimsthat the noun’s “ criterion of identity’ allowsonly noursto be
quantified or to bear amasdcoun feaure. Damaso-Vieira (2000, 20Q) ill ustrates the
fad that Guarani clausal possessve nominals can be quantified, and appear to strand that
guantifier. Compare the clausal possessvein (11), where the quantifier irundy ‘f our’
appeas after the nounmemby ‘ child’, to the normal order for quantified nouns shownin

(12

11.Pe kufiakarai i- memby irundy
That lady 3SG- child  four

‘That lady hasthree dildren’ (MeliadLliteraset a., 1960

12.xe a hexase mokdi Xivi
I 1SG-seewant two jaguar

‘| want to seetwo jaguars (Damaso-Vieira, 20)*2

In (11), memby appears to have undergore head movement, leaving its quantifier irundy

in situ. Both the quantificaion and the head movement suggest that memby was not

inserted into the syntax as a denominal verb, aswould be the cae in a mnflationacourt.
The possessed nounin Guarani clausal possesdve nominals also maintains its

masgcourt feaure. Court nours like pakova ‘banana’ can be modified by reta ‘many’,

18 The spelli ng of examples from Damaso-Vieira (200Q 2001) has been sightly altered to match the
Guarani spelli ng conventions used elsewherein this paper.
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even when they are part of a dausal possessve nominal (asin (13)), while massnours

like mandokui ‘manioc’ in the same @nstruction (14) canna be modified the same way.

13.Ha'e i-pakova reta
He  3-banana many

‘He has many bananas (Damaso-Vieira, 2000

14. * Hae i-mandiokui reta
He 3-manioc many

He has many manioc.” (Damaso-Vieira, 2000

Baker argues that anounwhich haslost its criterion d identity, as would be required for
conflation, canna take aquantifier or bear amasdcourt feaure. Yet nat only can
Guarani clausal possessve nominals be quantified or display a masgcourt distinction,
they also appear to strand quantifiers via head movement.

Guarani clausal possessve nominas therefore are in aparadoxicd position. They
display properties which, in Baker’s theory, would simultaneously classthem as verbs
and as nours. Clausal possessve nominals can be causativized by mbo-, and can take
other verbal morphdogy, like tense and regation, as well. On the other hand, Guarani
clausal passesdve nominals can beinfleded for plura, display a masdcount distinction,
andin the cae of court nours, can be numbered: in Baker’ s theory, these are qualiti es

exclusiveto nours.
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A final classof Guarani nominal predicae, which conforms exadly to Baker's
predictions for Pred constructions, provides an interesting contrast to the ase of clausal

possessve nominals.

4.1.3Equative sentences

A third classof nonwerbal predicate, the equative predicate, isunique anong
Guarani norverbal predicatesin that the sesandNP is never infleded for person
agreement. The subjed NP may be ather an independent pronoun @ alexicd NP, bu is
never redized as a subjed agreanent affix. These sentences expressthe meaning of “A is

B,” asin (15) and (16):

15.lapombero petel espiritu
ART pombero one spirit

‘The pomberoisaghost’ (CHP, n.d:97)

16.hae pai
3SG  priest

‘Heisapriest.
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17. PredP

Ha’ e Q péi
3SG priest

‘Heisapriest.’

Unlike the dasses of predicae aljectives and clausal possessve nominas siown
abowve, equative sentences canna be causativized with mbo-. In this respect, only the
classof equative sentences conformsto Baker’s prediction that nonwerbal predicaes

formed with Pred canna take causative dfixesthat trigger incorporation.

4.2 The question d Pred’s datus

Asnominal predicaes, clausal possesdve nominals and equative sentences soud
be expeded to demonstrate similar syntadic characteristics. As has been demonstrated,
thisisnat the cae. In their abili ty to incorporate into the causative affix mbo-, aswell as
their abili ty to beinflected with ather verbal morphology like subjed agreement prefixes,
tense and regation, clausal passessve nominals resemble predicate aljectives much more
than they do equative sentences- an urexpeded situation, given the different
distributional requirements Baker’ s theory establi shes for nours and adjedives. The

status of Pred as afunctional category is at the enter of Baker’s description o nonwerbal
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predication. Because Pred is asaumed to be afunctional caegory, incorporation o Pred
constructionsinto causative dfixesis prohibited under the PHMG. Baker must introduce
an additional process conflation, to acourt for contradictory evidence Y et Baker

himsalf is rather ambivalent about the functional status of Pred:

The question d Pred’'s gatus with resped to the lexicd/functional distinction
now arises more aiticdly. In fad, it has asomewhat intermediate status. On
the one hand, Pred islike afunctional category in that it has norich, dstinctive
lexicd semantics asociated with it. It isalso a dosed classcaegory: each
language has only a small number of Preds, probably no more than ane or two.
On the other hand, Pred islike alexicd caegory in that it licenses anoun
phrase by theta-role assgnment (or by cdli ng for an expletive). Thisis
something that the prototypical functional categories like tense and
complementizer canna do. It seems reasonable then to say that Pred isa
functional caegory in and dof itself, because it ladks encyclopedic content. If,
however, it acquires encyclopedic content by a processof conflation, it

automaticdly becomes alexicd caegory. (Baker, 2003 87)

In Guarani, Pred clearly contributes semantic information to the sentence (18) (19) and
(20) ill ustrate the semantic contribution o Pred to a predicate aljective, a clausal

possessve nomina and an equative sentence, respedively.



64

18.xe- kane' o
1SG tired

‘I AM tired.

19.xe- aka  mokd
1SG hea two

‘I HAVE two heas’

20. Antonio jaguarete
Antonio tiger

‘Antonio ISatiger.’

In (18), Pred contributes ssmantic information which could be trandated as ‘A has the
quality B.” In (20), Pred indicaesthat ‘A equals B.” The case of (19) isespedally
interesting, becaise norverba possessve nominasindicae aparticular type of
possssonwhich is often inalienable.’® Thereisalexicd verb reko ‘to have’ in Guarani
(Mustrated in (21) which does naot indicae inali enable possesgon, and which dces not

incorporate its direct objed as the Pred in (19) appeasto.

1% The inali enabili ty of possesson in clausal possessve nominals may vary somewhat acordingto daled.
Velazguez Castill 0 (1996 asserts that these predicates nealy aways indicae inalienable possesson
(usually of body parts and family members) in Paraguayan Guarani, while Damaso Vieira (1998) cites
several examples of clausal possessive nominalsin Mbya Guarani that indicate possession of such non-
alienable items as baskets and knives. In one important resped the two daleds agree in reither dialed can
the possession of kin or body-parts be expressed with the verb reko ‘to have.’
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2l.a reko mokd mbarakga
1SG have two ca

‘| have two cas.’

The boundhries between Pred passesdve nominals and the verb reko are well defined.

Compare (19) to (21), where possessonisindicaed with the verb reko:

22. & reko mokdi aka
1SG have two hed

‘| have two heals.’

(22) does not have the same meaning as the dausal passessve nominal (19). (19)
expreses the ideathat the two heads are inali enable parts of the speaker’s own bady,
whereas (22), like (21), indicates that the two heals are independent entiti es.

Nor are dosed classes necessarily limited to functional caegories. Pronours
belong to a dosed classof lexicd items, for example.

In short, Baker claims Pred isafunctional category because of itsladk of
semantic content and because it is the member of a dosed class Thisis fragile motivation
at best, and the implicaions of alexicd Pred for Baker’s theory are compelli ng, primarily
becaise alexicd Pred (esentially aphondogically null li ght verb) would na constitute a

barrier to incorporation under the PHMG.



If we reanalyze the Guarani clausal possesdve nominal asaNP seleded by a
lexicd Pred, the advantages of lexicd Pred become deaer. The structure would be (8),

repeaed here & (23).

23. PredP

3- child

‘She has a child’

The fact that clausal passesdve nominalsin Guarani take verbal morphdogy like tense
and agreement suggest that the NP seleded by Pred incorporatesinto it, asin (24).
Further evidence indicating that the NP incorporates into Pred is the fad that clausal

possessve nominals aways grand numerals.?°

24. PredP
T
NP PredP
e
Q/\membyi irlﬁcy\ ti
3- child four

*She has four children’

2 geeBaker's (1988 92-105) use of stranding as evidence of NP movement in noun incorporation.
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In cases where the dausal possessve nominal is causativized with mbo-, ancther cycle of

incorporationwill occur, thistime of the Pred+N complex into mbo-, asin (25):

25. VP
I\_IP/\V’
Hae % PredP
\/ Pred, NP PredP’
rénb(} @ memby; I?red /NP\
! QP N
irugncy t.
Hae o- mo-  memby irundy [kufa pe]
He 3 CAUS child  four [woman-ACC]

‘He made [the woman] have four children.’

A lexicd, rather than functional, Pred simplifies the analysis of Guarani nonverbal
predicaes, espedally when those predicates are causativized with mbo-. The PHMG
playsnorolein such an analysis, and it becomes unnecessary to resort to a anflation
mechanism to explain structures like (25) in Guarani.

Some questions abou this alternative analysis of Pred asalexicd verb remain to
be answered. Namely, if Pred is verbal, then why do Pred constructions not take verbal
subjed agreement prefixes? It is passble that lexicd verbs and Pred assgn diff erent

thematic roles to their spedfiers. The fact that nonverbal subjed agreement prefixesin
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many cases are identical to oljed agreement markers is promising evidence for such a

hypothesis. This question deserves a more thorough exploration than is possible here.

4.3Conclusion

Guarani norverbal predicates appear to present some chall enges to Baker’ s theory
of lexicd categories, particularly where that theory interads with his ealier work on
Incorporation theory. Baker’s Proper Head Movement Generali zation predicts that
Guarani norverbal predicates, as Pred constructions, shoud nd undergo causativization
viaincorporation with mbo-. This prediction daes not hold upfor two classes of Guarani
nonwerbal predicae, as has been demonstrated here. While a onflationanaysis (where
Pred + Adj isinserted in the syntax as areanalyzed lexicad verb) can passbly explain the
abili ty of Guarani predicate aljectives to causativize with mbo-, conflation has been
demonstrated to be inadequate & a description d Guarani clausal possessve nominals.
Crucial to Baker’ s description d nonverbal predicates is the wealy-motivated and
unrecessry assumptionthat Pred isafunctional category that blocks the type of heal
movement involved in incorporation. Assuming the oppdasite, that Pred isa
phondogicdly-null | exicd verb, would make the PHMG irrelevant, and ke sufficient to
explain the aili ty of Guarani nonwerbal predicates to beincorporated by the caisative

affix mbo-.



Chapter 5: Concluding Remarks

Thisthesis examined two related questions. First, ismbo- an affixal verb that
incorporates the hea of its complement VP? And seand, what is the categoricd status
andinternal structure of Guarani norverbal predicates? What, type of head, exadly, is
mbo- incorporating?

In cases where mbo- appeas on canonicd intransitive verbs, an incorporation
analysisalaBaker (1983) is draightforward. Baker claimsthat the Empty Category
Principle restricts causative verbs from incorporating verbal heads from subjed or
adjunct clauses, because such incorporation would leare an ungoverned trace Asit has
bean shown here, mbo- can orly incorporate the head of its VP complement.

The fact that the other classof Guarani intransitive predicatesis also ableto be
incorporated by mbo- is apuzzling result for Baker (2003. If these predicates are indeed
nours or adjedives that must combine with afunctional Pred head, then that Pred head
shoud block incorporation unaer the Proper Head Movement Generali zation. Baker
argued that, in cases such asthese, the aljediveincorporatesinto Pred prior to insertion
in the syntax, and the Pred + Adjedive unit is becomes asingle lexicd verb for the
purpases of syntax. This process which he call s conflation, is only possble for nominals
which have been stripped of their referential index.

Conflation provesto be an inadequate explanation d Guarani predicate aljedives
and clausal possessve nominals. If predicate aljectives and clausal passesgve nominas
are inserted into the syntax as lexicd verbs, why do predicaes of these types not take

person agreanent markers from the same dassused with ather lexicd verbs? Also, In the
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case of clausal posesdve nominals, nours which after conflation shoud have become
invisible to the syntax continue to dsplay behavior which is baoth very noun-like, asin
their abili ty to be numbered, and very syntadic, asin their abili ty to strand that numeral
or quantifier.

These isaues provide ample material for continuing research. First, one possible
modificaion o Baker (2003 is suggested briefly in thisthesis: that Pred isa
phondogicdly null lexicd verb, rather than afunctional head. Asalexicd verb, it would
not be abarrier to verb incorporation unaer the PHMG, and the theoreticd implications
of this alternative account have yet to be worked out. Andfinally, the presence of two
classes of personrmarking prefixesin Guarani presents ome interesting questions. Do
these dasss encode diff ering thematic rel ationships between the verb and its sngle
argument? Could they serveto indicate unergative and ureccusative verbs?

As alanguage that has, up to the present, been left largely unexplored by linguists
working in the Government and Binding traditi on, Guarani provides awealth of material

that can provide both challenge and reinforcing evidencefor formal theories of syntax.
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