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1. Introduction

In this paper | analyze the morphosyntactic aternationsinvolving the causative
morpheme t- in Hupa, an Athapaskan language. The distribution of this morpheme
isof interest because it isintermediate between that of what might be called a‘lex-
ical’ causative, and that of a syntactic causative which takes a clausal complement.
I will argue that a uniform treatment may be given for 1- in structural terms; that
is, that its distribution is determined by syntactic considerations, such that it always
appears as a causative (light) verbal head with the same type of complement.

The analysis | propose provides an identical syntactic treatment for two sets of
environments, one of which exhibits idiosyncrasies associated with Lexical pro-
cesses, and one of which does not; this raises questions concerning the applicability
of asyntactic account for all of the casesin question. | thus devote the concluding
sections of the paper to a discussion of the resolution to this question, and itsimpli-
cations for the relationship between syntax and argument structure. In addition, |
discusstheimplicationsof the discussionfor analysesof the Transitivity Alternation,
focussing on questions surrounding the morphology found in intransitive/transitive
pairs.

2. Hupa

Hupais a Pacific Coast Athapaskan language of Northern California. The data
discussedin thispaper stem from thework of Golla (1970, 1976) (afurther collection
of Hupamaterial is Sapir (1927)). Golla(1970) containsadetailed discussion of the
types of morphosyntactic operations which take place in the Hupa verbal system,
and it ison his discussion that mine will be based.

The Hupa verb often shows a number of obligatory prefixes in addition to the
verb stem; the basic representation of the verb will be of what is called the verb
theme, which consists of the verb stem and any obligatory prefixes. In presenting
abstract representationsof Hupaverb themes, | will follow conventionsderived from
Golla(1970) and Golla(1976). Thisinvolvespresenting the verb withtheobligatory
prefixes, with schematized object and adverbial markers (O and A respectively, when
different adverbialsmay appear), aseries of threedots(‘...") showing where subject
inflection would be, and the classifier that appears with the relevant form of the
verb. Thus the representation for a theme like the (derived) verb that is translated
as ' causeto extend in aline somewhere) is as follows:

LB A O ..t tk
ADV OBJ... CL (aline)-extends
‘cause O to extend in aline somewhere’

Here the element ‘O’ will be instantiated in an occurring form with one of the
object markers, while that given as ‘A’ will be instantiated as an adverbial prefix

indicating the relevant sort of motion. The underlined portion of the verb is the
stem.!’  The morpheme to be examined in this paper, t-, is one of the elements
referred to as ‘classifiers’ in Athapaskan grammar. These elements are associated
with functions of voice and transitivity, with changes in these being accompanied
by classifier alternations. All Athapaskan languages show effects of this type, in
reflexes of four classifiers, t-, d, |-, and @.

3. The Transitivity Alternation

Theinital environment in which 1- will be examined isthe‘ Transitivity Alterna-
tion’ (henceforth TA): pairs of verbsin which the surface subject of the intransitive
corresponds to the logical object of the transitive, aswith English ‘break’. Beforel
begin, itisimportant to emphasize that what | am looking at in thisand the following
sections are sets of alternations in which the changes in the classifiers accompany
changes in voice or transitivity. In some cases, the presence of a classifier with a
verb themeis not the result of productive morphosyntactic processes, but isinstead
simply a property of the verb in question; this point is made clear in the discus-
sion of Golla (1970), where these ‘lexical’ functions of the classifiers are sharply
distinguished from the productive systems of alternations.

Hupahasaclass of TA verbsin which theintransitive form has no classifier (i.e.
the @-classifier), while the transitive shows t-:

(2) Trangitivity Alternation with 1-

Intransitive Transitive Translation
ti..8d Oti..t&d ‘tireINTR/TRANS
..daw  O.. tdaw ‘met-INTR/TRANS
Lkt Ol kst Csplit/tear’
Kini..cs Kini.. tcs ‘goout/putout (fire)
..g%as O..tgas ‘breaksnap’
... mas O..1tmas ‘roll-INTR/TRANS
..XiS O.. ¥ xi¢ drop, fal/send dropping, falling’
..xad O...txad ‘(severa) drop/knock (them) down’

The most direct way of analyzing the intransitive forms here would be to treat
them as unaccusative; this would be essentially the same treatment given to such
formsin related Athapaskan languages by Rice (1991) and Hale and Platero (1995)
(the phrase-structure here is that of Chomsky (1995)):2

(3) Intransitive Structure:

[\/p DP [V Verb ]]

The VP-internal DP hereis interpreted as the Theme of the predicate, and induces
subject agreement on the verb following raising.

The next question naturally concerns the transitive forms, and the role played
by t-. This question is addressed explicitly in McDonough's (1989) analysis of



the Athapaskan language Navajo, where it is argued that the classifiers provide
the information specifying how the verb is associated with its arguments. More
specifically, the verb itself is not specified for the manner in which it interacts with
its syntactic arguments; this information must be specified by the classifiers. In
particular, she holdsthat the presence of the @-classifier specifies that the argument
of the verb stem is a subject, while the presence of t- has two effects: first, an
external argument is added, and, second, the argument of the verb stem is specified
as internal. While this account is certainly correct in correlating the presence of
- with the creation of a transitive predicate, it does not make clear how precisely
t- carries about this transitivization. It does not elaborate on how the presence or
absence of a classifier specifies how the restrictions imposed by the stem on its
argument will apply. On the account presented here, | will take the role of 1- to be

structural in nature, asin the following (again, see Hale and Platero (1995)):3

(4) Trangitive Structure: Therole of 1-

[ve[v t-1[ve DP[v Verb]]]

In this structure t- plays the role of a (light) verbal head, taking the VP as its
complement. In the resulting transitive predicate, the DP generated VP-internally
remains there, as the logical object of the action denoted by the verb, due to the
presence of an external argument of which the entire structurein (4) is predicated.*
The inner DP is then interpreted as the Theme of the entire predicate, which has
compositional semantics paraphrasable roughly as ‘ Cause-V OBJ .

The compositional properties of this aspect of the verbal system may be seen
when we consider a second group of verbs closely related to those in (2) above.
The relevant verb themes are essentially adjectival in nature, and may be grouped
in intransitive/transitive pairs much like the verbsin (2) above:

(5) Adjectival formsand Transitives

Intransitive Transitive Trandation
ni..Won Oni..tWon? ‘begood/causeto begood
1. Gut O.. 1 GuE ‘belacking/cause O to disappear’
n ... t-cay O.. tcay? ‘bedry/dry’

The factor differentiating the themes in this group from thosein (2) is that the
transitive form is not based simply on the intransitive form; instead, it is based on
an inchoative form referred to by Golla as the ‘Transitional’. This verba form,
which indicates a change of state, is identifiable morphologically in certain verb
themes: CV stems become CV?, while CVN stems become CVN?. An example of
theintransitive, Transitional, and transitive may be seen in the following:

(6) a ni... Won ‘begood
b. ni... Won? ‘come to be good’
c. OBJni ... + Won? ‘cause to be good’
With the light verbal head t- having a causative meaning, the transitive forms

based on adjectival themes are compositionally constructed in the same way as the
‘verbal’ unaccusatives above. Thefact that the complement of t- in these adjectival

formsis Transitiona could be reduced to the fact that an event or change of state
variable is required in the meaning ‘ Cause-V OBJ.’ That is, with the ‘verbal’ TA-
verbs above, the unaccusative VP contains an event as part of its meaning; with the
‘adjectival’ unaccusatives, the transitive forms must be similarly eventive, and for
thisthe Transitional is required.

In conclusion, in addition to being able to account for the appearance of t- inthe
TA, the structural approach is motivated by the fact that - appears as a light verb
outside of the TA, as will be discussed in the following sections.

4. Causativization of M edio-Reflexives

The next cases to be examined are based on a verbal form called the Medio-
Reflexive. Golla(1970) describesthisas being derived from transitive themes, with
a meaning which is either reflexive or similar to the classical middle in nature.
The Medio-Reflexiveis signaled by achangein classifier from the transitive theme:
transitives with no classifier show the classifier -di- in the Medio-Reflexive, while
those with *- show either -di- or -I-® Below are sample transitives with their
corresponding Medio-Reflexive forms:

(7) a O..tkvoc, ‘sretch O’

b. ... di k¥oc, ‘stretch’
(8) a AO..1Wrt, dideO somewhere

b. A ... | Wat, ‘slide oneself somewhere; skid’
(90 a O..1tGut, ‘bendO’

b. ... & Gut, ‘wiggl€e (i.e. ~ ‘bend oneself’)

The (b) forms here may be further causativized; thus for averb like ‘bend’ we
have the following set of forms:”

(20) Full Paradigm for ‘bend’

nas .. Gut ‘be humped over, bent, crooked’  Intransitive
O..1Gut ‘bend Transitive
di Gut  ‘wiggle, tumble, squirm’ Medio-Reflexive
Ot di Got  *make O squirm’ Causative of M-R

Turning to thequestion of what sort of structuresarethe complementsof t- inthis
case, we may extend the considerations advanced in the discussion of intransitives
in the last section to gain insight into the structure of the Medio-Reflexive. Asthe
following exampl es show, the M edio-Reflexives behave like the unaccusatives seen
above in applying the semantic restriction of the stem to the surface subject:

(11) a AO.. tGed shove (astick) somewhere’
b. A .. diGed (A stick) shovesitself somewhere’

(12) a A-O... mit ‘throw (several objectsin abunch)’
b. A ... di mit ‘(several objectsin abunch) move precipitously, fly’



The question of the how the V Psin the unaccusatives and the M edio-Reflexives
stand in relation to one another depends on a structural analysis of the Medio-
Reflexive, which | am not attempting to provide here. Abstracting away from this
issue, however, the diagnostic concerning the semantic restrictions provides the
necessary information about the Medio-Reflexive. It may thus be concluded that
the more abstract structuresinvolved in the Medio-Reflexive and the unaccusatives
in §3 are similar in the sense that they are both without external arguments.

5. The Possessive

The final case to be discussed is the ‘ Possessive', a verba form with - which
is related to both statives and passives; the relationship of the Possessive to these
other formsisillustrated in the following:

(13) Stative — Possessive
a S .. 2an‘Oneabjectlies
b. Os ... t2an ‘have (one object) lying; own (one object)’

(14) Passive — Possessive
a 0-0..3xed 'buy O
b. O-owi ... di xed ‘O has been bought.’
c. O-owi ... t-di xed ‘have O bought.’

The meaning of the Possessive depends to some extent on the meaning of the
theme to which it is related; according to Golla, the interpretations are:® (1) From
Statives: “...have (an object normally in motion) lying motionless’; often ‘keep’
(Golla 1970:191). (2) From non-statives: “...causation (by the subject) of the
passive state, or the ownership (by the subject) of the object in this state.” (Golla
1970:182). Thestativesreferred to here form amorphologically (and to some extent
semantically) coherent class of themes which are roughly adjectival in nature; this
class will be discussed in detail in §5.2. The more pressing question raised by
the Possessive concerns the cases related to the passives in (14). The properties
of the verbal form referred to as ‘Passive’ are as follows. Firdt, it is aways a
‘neuter’, meaning that it is incapable of variation for mode/aspect. In addition, it
shows agreement with the object of the verb, in the same way that transitive verbs
show agreement with their objects, and exhibits classifier alternationsin the pattern
@.di::t:l. Finaly, the verb stemisin the perfective form. The most telling of these
is the second property, namely that the verb continues to show object agreement
with the logical object of the verb. The conclusion | will draw from thisis that such
passives are in fact transitives with an impersonal subject.® Thisis at odds with
the hypothesis which has been developed to this point- if the passives are actually
transitives, and if the Possessive is actually the transitivization of a passive, then
the characterization of 1- asaverb taking only a VP complement cannot be correct.
However, treating the Possessive formed from a passive as smply a different use
of *- is also undesirable; in particular, it does not account for the fact that simple
transitives cannot be causativized with *-, and actually predicts that this should
be the case. The solution to this problem is, | will argue, to be found in treating
the Possessives apparently formed from Passives as actualy being formed from
something like the Stative. | will first provide an analysis of the Statives from
which the Possessive may be formed, and following this argue that all Possessives
may be analyzed similarly.

Thetypeof stativesrelevant to the study of the Possessivearedesignated * Stative
Neuter Motion Themes' in Golla (1970); these statives are si-neuters, meaning that
they always show the stative aspect morpheme si-. Two of these themes, with their
Possessives, are the following:

(15) a si...?2an‘Oneobjectlies

b. Os ... 1?2an‘have (one object) lying; own (one object)’
(16) a s ... |Q4as‘(stones) lie thrown’

b. Os ... % d gas‘have (stones) lying; own (stones)’

There are two points to be made here, one concerning the syntax/semantics of
the stative, and one concerning its morphology. Golla (1970:167) describes the
themes in this class as being primarily stative, describing an entity typicaly in
motion as being at rest. In this group there are two subtypes. The first smply
refers to the stasis of a particular object, without reference to how it arrived in
that position. In the second class, reference is also made to an object being in a
particular state, but with the implication that it had been handled or manipulated.
On this basis, | would like to suggest that the complements of *- in the latter
cases are effectively resultative: states implying prior events. Structuraly, these
may be treated as VPs without external arguments. This amounts to treating the
Resultative as a type of unaccusative, a stance which is supported by the fact that
the semantic restrictions found with the statives behave exactly like those noted for
the unaccusatives earlier (cf. e.g. (16) above).X® The Possessives formed from this
statives are thus compositionally * Cause O to be V-ed’ .1

There are two distinct classes of si-neutersidentified by Golla, with the classes
being partitioned on the basis of (1) classifiersand (2) relation to other verb themes.
The first class, exemplified by (15), comprises themes which show t- in the Pos-
sessive; while some of these verbs are unrelated to other themes, the majority are
identical in classifier totransitiveverbsrelating to directional motion. Thefollowing
illustrates some themes of this class:

(17) Class1 Stative Motion Neuters

Si-... yen ‘(one) stands

Si-... 2an ‘(one) lies motionless

S-... la‘(severd) lie motionless
Si-... da‘(one) sits, dwells

Si-... ten ‘(one person) islying down’

The themes in the second class are all related to transitive directional themes,
and show classifier differences based on the passive correlation. This latter fact
leads Gollato hypothesize that the class in question represents ‘...afossilized type
of passive formation’ (p.190). The themes are as follows:

(18) Class2 Stative Neuters

Si-... | 26X “(several) lie extended’
Si-... di 2ad ‘(afabric) lies flapped’
si-... | cit *(rope) lies knotted’

Si-... | wak ‘lie thrown, flung’

Si-... | Ged ‘ (astick) lies shoved’



Golla notes that for each of the Possessives of the verbs in Class 1 with 1-,
there is an alternate form with the same meaning; thus O si-..t da ‘have (one)
sitting’ ~ O si-..t di-da. These alternants, Golla suggests, are derived anaogically
on the basis of Class 2, in which the Possessive is invariably t-di. This situation
pointsto ageneralization of the role of the di-classifier, such that it always appears
in resultatives/statives> Based on this generalization, | would like to suggest
that what is found in the Possessive of the Passive is the causativization not of a
transitive, but of a resultative of the type found in the si-neuters. That is, the facts
discussed in §5.2 show that di- may always appear with statives,

Morphologically, in terms of the classifiers shown, the passives are identical to
the statives; all of these appear with t-di. Gollanotesthat passives are identified as
Class 2 Statives for the purposes of further formations.

(199 a AO.. 1ttiW ‘move (one person) somewhere
b. A Owi ... | ten‘(one person) has been moved somewhere’
c. A Owi... tditen‘have (one person) moved somewhere

The position | would therefore like to take is that the form in (19c) has as the
complement of - aresultative VP of thetypefound with the stativethemes discussed
in §5.2. This accounts for the interpretation of the relevant forms, and in addition
allows for the generalization concerning t- and complements with external argu-
ments to be maintained.'® To sum up §3-5, the distribution of t- in morphosyntactic
alternationsresults from structural considerations: *- isacausative head which only
appears with complements which do no have an external argument.

6. Implications

The analysis devel oped in the previous sections assigns the same structural role
to -, and shows that its distribution in the verbal system may be stated in syntactic
terms. A question raised by this treatment concerns the fact that the pattern &-
Intransitive and t-Transitive is not the only one seen in the Transitivity Alternation
in Hupa. In addition to this pattern, it is also the case that some verbs show no
classifier at al in either form, while others show t- in the transitive and k- or |- in

the intransitive, as the the following examplesiillustrate:*
(20) Different Alternations

Intransitive Transitive Translation
Ni ... yiw Oni ... yiw ‘grow to maturity/raise’
N ... Gic O.. Git ‘betwisted/twist’
... 0k wan O... wan ‘break (acomplex thing)’

naxv..|lWen naO..tWen ‘mét
di...dimd Odi..1tmid ‘tipover

Thistypeof variability inthe Transitivity Alternation isquitecommon, to judgefrom
typological studies such as Haspelmath (1993).'° Focussing for the moment on the
first threeformsin (20), the relevant point isthat - does not appear in the transitive
forms.2® This raises the question of whether thislack of full productivity, which is
often taken to be the hallmark of Lexical as opposed to syntactic processes, argues

against the structural treatment of - given above. On a Lexicalist approach to the
TA, the variation in TA morphology would presumably be a non-question. Various
verbswould beidentified as fundamentally transitive or fundamentally intransitive,
with the morphol ogical marking seenin‘ detransitivized' or ‘ causativized’ members
being the result of lexical operations on argument structure.

There are two major objections to simply dismissing the variation in TA mor-
phology as a Lexical idiosyncrasy. Thefirst is that on such an account, one cannot
pose the question of why the morphological marking found within the TA is often
exactly the same as the morphology found with processes such as passivization and
causativization which require syntactic analyses. On aLexical account, thereis no
reason why the morphology associated with causativization should appear in the
TA, as one appearance of the morpheme would be as a functor on argument struc-
tures applying in the Lexicon, and the other being a syntactic verbal head. In the
analysis above thisisthe question of why t- appears systematically both inside and
outside of the TA, but more generally it isthe question of why the morphology inthe
TA should, if Lexical, be identical with the morphology associated with processes
which are syntactic in nature.

Furthermore, the Lexicalist approach to the TA failsto capture propertieswhich
characterize TA verbs cross-linguistically, as argued originally in Chomsky (1970)
and developed more recently in Marantz (1995). One conceivable approach to the
different patterns in the TA would be to say that some of the verbs in question
are basically intransitive, while others are basically causative; the morphological
differences would then stem from the difference in the types of change required to
make a particular verb intransitive or transitive. However, this type of approach
failsto account for anumber of propertiesof TA verbs, and | will therefore not adopt
it.Y” Based theseconsiderations, | will assumeaview of the Transitivity Alternation
discussed in Marantz (1995) and originating in Chomsky (1970). On this approach,
the Transitivity Alternation involves the same abstract root, eg. GRow, in two
syntactic environments. According to thisview, theroots of TA verbsareinherently
non-agentive, and may receiveagentsonly withinasentential environment; thismay
in turn be due to the presence of a causative verbal head, as on the approach to t-
taken here. Because the differencein the transitive and intransitive versions of the
TA verbsis reduced to a distinction between two syntactic environments in which
a single root appears, the question of variation in morphology becomes directly
relevant, given the assumption that identical syntactic representations are involved
whether the causative head appears overtly or not.*8

Thus to summarize the discussion to this point, there are good reasons for
rejecting aLexical treatment of the TA, both from the perspective of the analysis of
t- presented here and more generally. The different morphological patternsin the
TA may not be seen as stemming from the fact that different semantic roots appear
inthe TA, and must be accounted for otherwise.

Thequestion | will discussin the remainder of this paper iswhether the variation
seen in TA-morphology should be regarded as allomorphy. The treatment of %-
developed in this paper identifiesit as the head of averbal projection, and we may
therefore ask whether the variation seen with the causative element of the TA verbs
is the same as that seen between e.g. the affixes -@, -d, and -t of the English past
tense. On any account assuming uniformity in the class of TA verbs, one must
specify as a property of certain verb roots whether or not the causative head should
be realized as t- or as @- in the transitive form. The question then is whether a
treatment of TA-transitives asinvolving t- and @- allomorphs of the causative head
isadequate. Onthefaceof it thisapproach seems promising, but something remains



tobesaid. In particular, this approach says nothing about the fact that the only cases
in which the allomorphy appears are in the Transitivity Alternation; in other cases
with 1-, there is no @- alomorph. That is, there are no cases in which a si-neuter
meaning ‘beor lieV-ed is paired with a Possessive with @-classifier meaning ‘ have
OV-ed.’ ¥ Although aseemingly trivial observation, this pointsto the fact that if the
variation in the TA is to be reduced to allomorphy, this allomorphy is constrained
S0 as hot to apply to the causative head in all instances.

One possible approach would be to capture this difference through an appea
to considerations of morphological locality. As noted earlier, it is quite possible
that the VPs involved in medio-reflexives and resultatives should be taken to be a
more complex syntactic structure than the simple V Ps posited for the unaccusatives
examined in §3. One could then appeal to the fact that the potential allomorphy
of the light verb does not occur because it is not in a sufficiently local relationship
with the root that conditionsit. This approach might find further motivation in the
fact that in the cases in which t- aways appears the classifier di- appears between
the t- and the verbal stem. It could perhaps be argued that di- blocks the relevant
morphological relationship required for allomorphy, so that t- always appears.

A second approach would also involve an appeal to locality, but of a syntactic
rather than morphol ogical sort. Marantz (1995) discussestheideathat the projection
of an agent delimits syntactically adomain with which ‘ special’ non-compositional
meanings may be associated, and is thus in some sense privileged. The generaliza-
tion about allomorphy with t- might therefore be stated in terms of the syntactic
structures in which the causative head appears. Somewhat loosely, the general-
ization would be that there is only potential allomorphy when the causative head
appears within the simple domain associated with the structure [vp [v - ] [vp DP
[v Verb]]]. The alomorphy in question could thus be termed Inner Allomorphy,
to emphasize the fact that it only occurs within the non-agentive domain associated
with special meanings.

Inthepresent case, it isdifficult to distingui sh between thesetwo treatments. For
one, detailed syntactic analysesof thecomplementsof t- arenct available, especialy
in the case of the Medio-Reflexive. Moreover, as noted above, in all of the casesin
which allomorphy does not occur, there is additional morphology; combined with
the previous point, this makes it difficult to determine what sort of cases would
differentiate the two accounts?® In spite of the fact that some matters must be left
undetermined at this point, the discussion of this section makes a number of points,
which | will summarize here. (1) Theories of the TA must address the question of
why morphology in the TA is often identical with the morphology associated with
syntactic processes; at least with causative or light-verbs appearing in the TA, this
question may be answered directly on a structural approach to argument structure.
(2) On aunified or ‘single-root’ treatment of the TA like that of Marantz (1995),
the question of morphological variation within the class of TA verbs requires an
explanation. (3) Asan answer to the question raised in (2), it was shown that some
variation in the realization of morphemesin the TA may be treated as allomorphy,
but only if locality conditions on this allomorphy are recognized. This final point
establishesa question for further research. Further research on Hupasyntax, aswell
asreserach on other languages with causative morphology in the TA, will determine
whether the locality conditions on allomorphy are to be stated morphologically or
syntactically.
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1 In citing verb themes throughout the discussion, | will not cite both imperfective and perfective
stem variants, but will instead give only the imperfective form. In terms of the transcriptions used,
| follow Golla (1970) except that | use ‘t' in place Golla's‘v'.

2Rice (1991) presents acomparative analysis of several Athapaskan languagesin which she argues
that Hupa differsfrom e.g. Slavein allowing the causativization of verbs with external arguments.
Although | will not discuss particular caseshere, | believe that the causativized formsin Hupawhich
she analyzes as having external arguments may be analyzed otherwise.

3Some comments are in order at this point concerning approaches similar to that taken here. In
Hale and Platero’s (1995) analysis of Navajo, the structure assigned to the transitive member in the
Transitivity aternation is effectively that in (4), with the difference that the classifier t- is not the
causative verb itself. Rather, Hale and Platero argue that the upper (causative) verba head in such
structures is empty, and is (typically) supplied with the t- classifier. | will make the assumption
here that t- in both casesis actually the realization of the causative grounds, as this accounts for the
causative role played by t- in the alternations in which it appears.

4 The question of where the external argument originates will be answered in different ways
depending upon one's theoretical assumptions.

5 |n many casesthe forms isted as Medio-Reflexive by Gollacould beinterpreted as theintransitive
membersof verbsinthe Transitivity Alternation. In other cases, thisislessclear (seefor instancethe
examplesin (11) and (12)), and sets such as A win.. 1k ‘ (aline) extends somewhere', A-O ... 1 tik¥
‘cause Oto extendin aline somewhere’ and A ... | 1k  (agroup) extendsitself in aline somewhere’ .
For the purposes of this section, the difference between the t- and t-di- forms of ‘bend’ suffice to
make the relevant point, which isthat the simple transitive and the causative of the Medio-Reflexive
aredistinct.

6 1t isnot clear what determines whether a t-transitive will show -di- or -I- in the Medio-Reflexive.
7 The causative of the Medio-Reflexive shows the ‘ compound classifier’ +-di adjacent to the verb.
This type of classifier stacking within a productive system of morphosyntactic alternations is re-
stricted to the Pacific Coast subgroup of Athapaskan; see Krauss (1969) for discussion.

8As is evident from the following descriptions, semantic possession is only sometimes associ-
ated with the verbal form denoted by the term ‘Possessive'; nevertheless, | will continue to use
‘Possessive’ to designate the formsin question.

9 See Krauss (1969) for similar observations concerning this verbal form.
1011 other cases, verbal themes which appear to be ‘adjectival’ like those discussed in §3 appear on
closer inspection to be resultative si-neuters. Thus we find pairs such asna s ... Got/O ... 1 Gut
‘be bent/bend’ and de st ... min/di(?) ... + min ‘be full/fill’. Thereis morphological evidence that
verbs of this class differ from the ‘adjectival’ unaccusatives. If the last form here were based on an
intransitive, we would expect to find CVN? in the transitive form (cf. the Transitional in §3.)
11Although thisis not the place for detailed discussion, the interpretation of semantic possession as-
sociated with thisverbal form seemsto be derivative from the causative semantics (cf. Kibrik (1993)
for some relevant remarks.)
12This generalization could in turn be seen as being an extension of the non-active or middle-voice
system of Hupa. For instance, the discussion of the Muskogean language Creek in Hardy (1994)
exhibits a situation in which the middle voice appears with resultativesin addition to anticausatives,
suggesting that similar forces are at work in each of these cases.



130ne question which must be asked at this point is why there are not wi-neuters with subject
agreement, effectively like the si-neuters discussed above. Thistype of verbal formwould be similar
similar to forms found elsewhere in Athapaskan; in Sarcee, for instance, this type of ‘Passive’ is
found: compareyis?i (< yi-s-@-2in) ‘I saw it’ with yist'i (< yi-s-d-2in) ‘| was seen.’, both with 1S
subject agreement (data from Cook (1984).) However, this does not seem to occur in Hupa.
14Gollaclassifies the intransitive of the third form here as the Medio-Reflexive of the transitive. As
noted earlier, in many cases verbs classified as Medio-Reflexive simply appear to be theintransitive
members of TA verbs.

I5Thus for instance in Modern Greek some verbs in the Transitivity Alternation are non-active in
theintransitive and activein the transitive, while others appear in the same (voice) form in both the
intransitive and the transitive:

1. ‘Anticausative’ Alternations 2. Active-only TA Verbs

Intransitive Transitive  Trandation Verb  Translation
tsakizome tsakizo ‘break’ ksipnd  ‘wake up’
kéome kéo ‘burn’ spézo  ‘break’
singendronome  singendrono  ‘gather’ anigo  ‘open’

16)t is also the case that with simple transitive verbs (i.e. outside of the Transitivity Alternation) one
finds variation in the classifiers shown. The mgjority show t- or @, asin the following sample:

1. Transitive Verbswith t- 2. Transitive Verbs with @,

O-ni..t ye ‘eat O, devour O’ O... 25 ‘hit Oinshooting’
O..tyec ‘tie fasten Owithaknot’ O.. 2t ‘chew O
O..tnad ‘lickO O..tas ‘cutQ

O..1tig" ‘pinch, squeezeit’ O..sww ‘scratch/scrapeO ...
O..t&W  ‘pound O with wedge/chise!’ O...cid ‘pound, crush O’

The question of whether these verbs should be analyzed into structures like those found in the
transitive versions of Transitivity Alternation verbs is more contentious, although it has been as-
sumed to be the case in recent syntactic work (see Chomsky (1995) for one such approach) and in
decompositionally-oriented semantic studies.
17For instance, thefact that nominalized versionsof TA-verbsfail to take Agentswould becompletely
unexpected on such an account; see Marantz (1995) for discussion. Another optionwould beto treat
al TA verbs asfundamentally causative, the position of Levin and Rappaport-Hovav (1995). Again,
| refer the reader to Marantz (1995) for arguments against this position.
18The assumption that the structures of all transitive TA verbs within a given language are identical
is crucia to the discussion to come. For reasons of space | will not discuss any aternatives to this
position here.
19A parallel may be made here once again with languages in which the non-active voice is used in
the intransitives of TA verbs; in Modern Greek there are no passives with active morphology, yet
the intransitive members of TA pairs show either active or non-active morphology. ‘Minimal pairs
may also be found for the same verb; for instance, the verbs which appear in the active voicein the
TA-intransitive appear in the non-active when passive: compare anigo ‘open-ACT (INTR)" with
anixtike ‘open-Non/Act (PASS)'. The differencein this caseisthat it is not as clear whether passive
morphology should be assumed to be a syntactic head like the light-verbal head in Hupa (although
see Baker (1988) and related work for recent attemptsto treat passive morphology aong such lines).
Nevertheless, the pattern exhibited seems to be the same.
200ne remaining point worth noting concerns the other patterns exhibited in (20). In the cases with

the classifiers di- and |-, which are at the center of the middle voice system of Hupa, the precise
analysiswill depend on what structural role (if any) is assigned to these morphemes. In any case, the
appearance or hon-appearance of di- or |- in theintransitive member of aTA verb could similarly be
reduced to atype of allomorphy; it would be simply be specified for particular roots which prefix (if
any) they appeared with in the intransitive syntactic environment.
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