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1. Introduction!

Some 22 transitiveverbs in laai (Oceani®) have a three-way distinction itheir
morphological form dependent on the class of the direct cb|jacthis paper proposethat:

() the threekinds of direct objects are syntactically distinct in terms of their constituent
make-up; and (ii) the three constructitypes are distinguished as involving: (ayntactic
incorporation of N, (b) syntactic incorporation of D and (c) absence of incorporation.

2. Three classes of construction

2.1 Verb form and direct object characterization
In the description of Ozanne-Rivierre (1976: 134-137) the three transa#itbeconstructions
in laai are distinguished as follows:

Directobject
@ 1 Determinate: ~ common noun phrase or zero 3rd person
Il Personal: proper name or pronoun

Il Indeterminate  non-specific noun
The examples in (2) - (4) illustrate the distinctions with the ketbhit’ 4.

Classl
(2)a. A-me kot
3SG-PROCESShit
‘He is hitting something/him/her/it.’

b. A-me kot tep
3SG-PROCESShit  rat
‘He is killing the rat.’

c. A-me kot jee tep
3SG-PROCESShit PAUC rat
‘He is killing the rats.’

IMy thanks to Samuelkewea Wadjenavho contributedall of the data in the paperwhich is notfrom
referenced sources. Thanks also to Frangoise Ozanne-Rivierre for support and diand$srocontributions

of laai materials, to Chris Lane, Patrizia PaciandJuan Romero for discussiaand totwo anonymous
ALS reviewers for constructive comments. All errors are mine.

2|aai is spoken on Ouvéa in the Loyalty Islands. It is most closely related to other Receatdc languages
of the Loyalty Islands and New Caledonia (Ross 1995:90). The most comphehensive descriptois db

be found in Ozanne-Rivierre (1976). See also Tryon (1968) and Lynch et al (forthcoming).

30ther transitive verbs have a two-way distinction in whick Class | form contrasts with the Class
[I/Class lll form, or do notpresentevidencefor a Class Il/Classlll distinction. A smaller number of
transitive verbs have base forms which are unaffected by the phonological processes giving rise to the Class |
versus Class lI(/Class Ill) contrast.

4] use the orthography detailed in Ozanne-Rivierre (1976, 1984), Lynch et al (forthcomindP Alaowel

symbols are: ' '#y/,'0 '=/9/,'a =/2/. Among the consonants, 'tr'/'dr 'are retroflex.
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Classll

(3)a.A-me kuc u
3SG-PROCESshit  2SG
‘He is hitting you.’

b. A-me kuc Poou
3SG-PROCESShit Poou
‘He is hitting Poou.’

Classlil

(4) A-me Xuc tep
3SG-PROCESshit  rat
‘He is killing rats.’ / ‘He is rat killing.’

In (2) - (4) the verlkot ‘hit’ has three distinct formskot, kuc, xuc. Exceptfor the cases of
(2b) and (4), the objects are uniquely identifiable for their class thitveghdistinct surface
forms following the descriptions in(1). The (2b) versus (4)ontrast gives rise tdistinct
semantic interpretations: i{2b) the object is specific and i4) the object isnon-
specific/generic.

Although clearand intriguing phonological patterns in the morphological alternations have
been detailed in Ozanne-RivielfE376, 1986), it inot clearwhether these pattermsflect
synchronically transparent morpho-syntagiiocesses. It is possiblleat further systematic
work on the phonology could bring such effect$i®fore, but | leavethis issueaside here

as my purpose is to focus on the syntactic interpretation.

2.2 Linear sequencing

Aside from the differences in the morphologiéams of the verbs inthe threeclasses and
the differences in the object type in each of thassesthere is also &vo-way syntactic

distinction: in Class | the verb and the direct object damae up aconstituent, whereas in
both Classes Il and Ithe direct objectorms aunit with the verb. Thus, forexample, an
aspectual particle as the final element of the verbal group folléass Il or 11l object, but
precedes a Class | object:

Classl

(5)a. A-me an do jee waa
3SG-PROCESSeat PUNCT PAUC fish
‘He ate the fish.’

b. D&a but waa!
prick coMmPL fish

‘Prick the fish!’ [Gram 147]
c. ke odra ka homthidhd wanakat

but 3PL SIMUL take PUNCT child

‘but they took the child’ [Ciau 86]

Classl|

(6)a. me tubwii 6drin but
and cover 3PAUC COMPL
‘and (it) covers them up’ [Joél Mau 12]

b. Kuc O0drin  dd!
strike  3PAUC PUNCT
‘Strike them?’ [Gram 147]
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c. a-me ka kuc Pouhibut
3SG-PROCESSSIMUL hit Pou COMPL
‘and he hit Pou’ [Moju 97]
Classlll

(7)a. A-me han waaha.

3SG-PROCESSat fish PUNCT
‘He ate fish.’

b. mw-6drin sitr eet to kau
and3PAUC makenet PUNCT INSTR
‘and they made nets with it’ [Moju 93]

Cc. me hwenyiiien thidhé me "Odang"
COMP give name PUNCT with Odang
‘that (they) called “Odang™ [Moju 25]

Because of the positioning contrast for Class | versus Classes Il aalbhid, withOzanne-
Rivierre (1976:135), wetake theview that Classes Il and llincorporate the direabject,
whereas Class | does not.

How andwhy are the objects iiClasses Il and llsyntactically distinct fronthe Class |
objects?

3. Constituent structures of direct objects

3.1 Noun Incorporation (N-Incorporation)

Although N-incorporationmay apply from different argumentpositions in different
languagesthe most accessiblaoun for incorporation wittihe verb is a barewoun in the
complement role (Baker 1988).

According to Baker’s (1988) interpretation N-Incorporation is a syntactic process which may
apply in configurations of the type in (8).

(8) Vv

/\
Y NP

[ o

The surface ordering @he V+N sequence, such as in (7a)then derived through raising
of this sequence out of the VP:

(9) [pame[han wag dhd [vp t t]]  [=(7a)]

3.2 Direct object constituents

If we now suppose that the object in Class Il isageNP, weobtain the contrast between

Class Ill objects and Class | objects under the assumption that the Class | object is a standard
DP constituent. What of Class 11?

Kikusawa (2000: 196) notes:
From a cross-linguistigoint of view, pronounsand propernouns having a
syntactic distribution distinct from common nouns is not commonly found. This is
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reflected in the fact that in Lexicase there is no featureuihiges pronouns and
proper names together.

However, within currengenerativeviews of noun phrase structutbere aregood reasons
to supposehat pronounsand propernames, adistinct from commonmouns, may be

positioned in the D head of their DPtherefore propose that the thrgpes ofdirect object

are distinguished structurally in terms of the schemas in (10).

(20) 1 DP Il DP [ NP
N |
D NP D NP N
| | | |
N pronoun N noun
| prop. nj |
noun tj

In (10), the Class lll object is distincfrom the objects irboth Classes | and Il ithat it is
housed in a simple NP. Both Classes | and Il are DPs rather than NPs, but Class | and Class
Il differ from each other for the content of their D heads.

What is the basis for the placement of both pronouns and proper names in D in (1011)?

In the case of theronouns, lIrely on previouswork, dating from Posta(1966) and
extending to Longobardil994) andUriagereka(1995)amongothers, which supports the
interpretation that the pronoun is a D, rather than an N.

In the case of th@roper names, Longobardi (1994) he®wn that in some languages
proper names, but not common nouns, may raise in the syntax to the D head potiim of
DP. For example, in dialects of Italian which allow fadedinite articlewith a proper name,
the surface forms indicate raising of the propeme to the D hegglosition whenthe article

is not present.

(11) ltalian
a. il mio Gianni
the my Gianni
‘my Giannv’

b. Gianni mio
c. *mioGianni [Longobardi 1994]

In (11), if the article is not present the proper noun must prebegssessiveThe raising
of the proper name is thus obligatory in the absence of the article. Longobardi (1994) further
shows that such raising does not apply to ordinary common nouns.

The kind of positional evidencehown in (11) isnot available in laai because tipeoper
name in laai mayot be accompanied kpre-N articles, modifiers guossessivefOzanne-
Rivierre 1976: 155).1 take it, howeverthat thecross-linguistic evidence indicatésat it is

SFrom a type-theoretic perspective, Alderete (1998) identifies comparable pronoun and proper name Class ||
objects in Fijian as entities of type <e>, contrasting with Class | objects which, as quantifying expressions,
denote sets of sets and are of type <<e,t>,t>.

6A reviewerraises the issue qfost-head dependents, particular, the question déffectswith respect to
coordination. laauses a formme 'and'/'with' in additive coordination. It is possible thahe constituents
following proper namesre comitative prepositionahdjuncts (whose precisg/ntactic location is yet to be
identified). The following exampléncludes a proper name in @ass Il construction with @ost-particle
strandedneconstituent:
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possible that laai is one of those languages which has raising of the paopertto D. Since
pronounsand propemnounsare syntactically comparable in othrespects in laai, it would
seem that th@roposed (10ll) structure provides alegantway to syntactically assimilate
both of thesekinds of elements, whilst athe sametime, providing the means for
differentiating between the Class Il and Class | structures: (10II) versus (10I).

The (10I1) interpretation also provides a way for understanitiegapparensharedsyntactic
behaviour of the object i€lasses Il andll. Whereas the N head of the NP constituent
incorporates in Class Ill, in Class Il ittlse D head of the DP constituent thatorporates.
That is, in both classes it is the highest heath@fobject constituent thatcorporates to the
verb. Can this generalization be extended further to Class I?

4. Incorporation

4.1 Head-incorporation

An across-the-boartteatment of the syntactigrocessesassociated withall threetypes of
direct object might suppose that all three classes of construction irtkiel\necorporation of
their highesthead. Inextending the incorporatioanalysis tothe Class | construction, we
would have tosay that the Dincorporates to the@erb leaving remnant content tfe DP
behind. This form ofncorporation would bévisible andwould imply that the D head is
empty in the Class | case. The generalization for the three classes would then be stated as:

(12) Head-incorporation: verb and direct object

Class|:  empty D incorporates
Class Il:  overt D incorporates
Class lll: N of NP incorporates.

In order to investigate this possibility as it appliesQlass |, weneed to examine the
structure of common noun phrases.

4.2 Common noun phrases

If the D position can be non-overt in laai DPs, then there is the possibility that seatpgn
D in a direct object could incorporate to therb. The table in(13) sets outhe range of
articles in laai, candidates for filling the D position.

(13)  Articles
SG DU PAUC PL
Definite - li jee ta, ta jee
Indefinite ke keli ke jee ke ta jee

[Ozanne-Rivierre 1976: 182]

The contrast between the definite and indefifatens in (13) suggests that, if D is the
locationfor the [+/-def] characteristic, then D is ovdae whenthe phrase is indefinite, but
non-overt when the interpretation is defiriite.

(i) odree hum Ciau thidhdé me nokon daa hootai
3DU.COMPL carry Ciau PUNCT with child.3SG boy land.to
‘they carried Ciau and her son on to the land’ [Moju 58]

(See also exampl@c) in the text.) FollowingOzanne-Rivierr§1976: 156),apart from a vocativé&d, the
only post-head dependent occurring with proper namagény= collective:Pal méény'Pal and the others'.
| lack the data on the behaviour of such expressiomiirect objects, as | do also for thmse of disjunctive
coordination of DP objects.

“The interpretation thateis in D is supported by the conclusions of a detailed investigation of laai DP-
internal structure carried out in Ford (1999).
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But if keis in D, then the empty D-incorporation hypothesis cannot be correct, ({idgm
which theke article is separated from the verb by the parttulghd

(14) ke ka Iolo thidhd ke venya a e hlitr
but then pull up PUNCT INDEF eel which 3sG black
hnalimen ke e ahnyikong
colour but 3scG little
‘but pulled up an eel which was black but little’ [CLO 64]

We therefore conclude that D does not incorporate in Class thahde have talistinguish
the content of the D in Class | from the D of Class II.

In Class | Dmay have a determiner function or it may beam-overtpronoun. In fact,
however,there aretwo further constituent typeshat can be direct objects in tiass |
construction: clausal complements andvigoronoun with non-human reference:

(15)a. sumata [me eme he ka hna but li gugumelan]
ask that 3sG.PROC go to abandon cOMPL DU Gugumelan
‘(and) ask that he abandon the two Gugumelan’ [Gugu 22]
b. a me sumatéd nya
3SG PROC ask 1SG
‘he asks me’ [Dict]

(16)a. led u mwe wa?
what 2SG PROC see
‘What do you see?’

b. U mwe oo jaa?
2SG PROCsee who
‘Who do you see?’ [Gram 145]

In (15a) with the clause complemesimata’ask’ has the Class | fornThe examplg15b)
shows the corresponding Class Il fosmmat6owith the pronoun objectThe examples in
(16) showcontrasting behaviour farh-pronoun objects. In (16ajhe verb ‘see’ has the
Class | formwéa and thenon-humarobject isfronted. In (16b)the verb hasthe Class Il
form oo and the [+humanjh-pronoun must immediately follow the verb.

Class | objects can therefore be defined as follows:

(17) Class | Direct objects a. common noun phrases
b. non-overt pronouns
C. nonhumamwh-pronoun
d. clauses

4.3 Pronouns and animacy: [+/-human]

The wh-pronoun inthe Class | construction has non-human reference, contrasting with the
human referringvh-pronoun in the Class Il construction. This [+/-human] distinction carries
across toovert 3rd personobjects generallyThe pronounsoccurring in theClass I
construction only have human reference (Ozanne-Rivierre 1865: 150-1). Fothe 3rd
person pronouns, the schema is as follows:
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(18)  Direct object (3rd person)
SG DU PAUC PL WH

+human - Odra  6drin odra iaa

- human - - - - ie

The [+/-human] division does not exactly correspond to the Class Il/Ctiissniction since
Class I includes 3SG non-overt objects with human reference. The relevant class distinctions
for the Ds may be defined in terms of the characteristics for the Class Il object:

(19) The D of a Class Il construction must be overt and must have semantic content.

The ‘semantic’ content in (19) may be individual specific, as in the prizpeecase,and/or
it may be the ‘humantiesignation, as witlthe pronouné Quantifying elementsuch as
determiners anwvh-features do notount as ‘semantic’ in thederms. | proposehat the
‘semantic’/'nonsemantic’ divide identified hecerresponds to Eexical/functional divide for
specific types of heads and their features.

The Class Il elements that incorporate to therb therefore in somesensehave lexical

content, buthe elements iClass |, which do not incorporate, althoupky have specific
reference or quantificationalontent, do notmanifest such lexical content. The common
characteristic oClasses Il and Ill ighat in both of these classdke incorporatingheads
have lexical content, whether they are in Ds or simply in Ns.

The interpretation that Class | is characterized as hgrmgounobjects with headicking
lexical features is parallelled in an interestimgay in comparableClass I/Class Il
constructions in Fijian (Churchward 1941, Pawley 1986).

5. Fijian Class I/Class I

Whilst the laai interrogatives giving the Class I/Class Il contrast in (16a)/(16b) do not appear
as distinct types of constituents Hyeir overtform, such adistinction becomes overt in
Fijian which has contrasting common and personal articles.

In the Bouma Fijian examples {20) and(21), cava ‘what’ is preceded byhe common
articlea, whereagei ‘who’ occurs with the personal artiobe

BoumaaFijian

(200a. O aa rai-ca a cava i waa'olo levu?
2SG PST seeTR ART what P road big
‘What did you see on the main road?’

b. A _cava o aa rai-ca | waa'olo levu?
ART what 2SG PST seeTR P road big
‘What did you see on the main road?’

(21)a. O aa rai-ci cei ‘Who did you see?’

b. Ocei o aa rai-ca ‘Who did you see?’
[Dixon 1988: 170-1]

8] do not have data on how or if toponymic proper nouns would occur as objects of transitive vetber In
contexts they occur as locative expressions.

9Chomsky (1995: 277) proposes distinctions between four clasgeatofes: categorial featuregfeatures,
Case features and F (Formal) features. The particular divisadrtoncerns us here that between (lexical)
categorial features versus (grammatigefatures.
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When the personal article is not present, as in (21a), the construction i$l Césssdicated

by theverb formrai-ci. On thesuppositionthat cei raises tothe empty Dposition and is

then incorporated to the verb in (21a), the contrast with the preposeidn (21b) suggests

that the construction in (21b) is a Class | construction because theadiotgtis a D lacking

the necessary lexical content for incorporation to fakee. Ifthe interpretations arising out

of (21a) and (21b) are identical, then we would want to assume that the D function is present
in both cases, rather than to infer that the D might be lacking in (21a) but present in (21b).

6. Conclusion

The analysisthat | havepresentegroposesthat thethree-way distinction in constructions
with transitive verbs in laai is a function of the content of the highest head in theobjestt
constituent, the distinctions being:

Directobjectheads
(22) Class I D (or C for clauses) functional head
Class Il:  Dhead including lexical features
Class lll: N head.

Since [+/-human] animacy can be the crucial determinalexafal contenfor a D pronoun,
it would appear that, in laai, and in other languages like daamacy may count aslexical

categorial feature distindtom more strictlygrammaticalg-features (seén. 9). It would
clearly be of interest to further investigate syntactic manifestations of the animacy distinctions
as they apply both in the transitivity alternations that we have sdaaiifand Fijian) and in

the syntactic roles of personal versus common articles in languages which have these.
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