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This work investigates dative arguments within a theory of applicative arguments.
The focus is on what dative arguments have in common as a class — well beyond
the most typical datives in ditransitive constructions — and as subcases of applied
arguments, as found in both languages with a rich case system, and languages
without overt case marking.

A typology of applicative constructions that directly associates with dative argu-
ments is developed. The various subtypes of applicatives are derived from a re-
stricted set of structural properties and syntactic-semantic features (the type of
complement of the Appl head, the dynamic/stative nature of its complement, and
the presence/absence of an external argument, and of a verbal head above the ap-
plicative).

The various interpretations of applied arguments (e.g., possessors, bene/malefac-
tives, recipients, experiencers, affected, causees) are configurationally derived, and
do not require encoding as part of the denotation of the applicative head beyond the
traditional, minimal notion of Appl as introducing an argument “oriented” towards
its complement. This richness of interpretations sets applied arguments apart from
the narrow range of interpretations for arguments of v/Voice, on the one hand, and
the practically unconstrained interpretations of arguments of lexical verbs/roots,
on the other.

1 Datives and applicatives

1.1 Introduction

Dative arguments appear in many languages as the third morphological case,
after nominative and accusative, or ergative and absolutive. Although the most
common role of datives seems to be that of indirect object with transitive verbs
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— typically as recipients — arguments in dative case can combine with all classes
of predicates, and can express sources, experiencers, possessors, benefactives,
malefactives, causees, locations, affectees, non-volitional agents or disposition-
als. Both inter- and intra-linguistically a dative argument can alternate with ac-
cusative, genitive, and nominative DPs, or with prepositional phrases.

It is possible to consider that such variety of meanings and constructions pre-
vents us from finding a common core, and that dative case can be unpredictable,
or a default case. There has been, however, a lot of work seeking unification
either at the semantic or the syntactic levels. Sometimes the unification has pro-
posed that all true datives are extensions of prototypical indirect objects in di-
transitive constructions.

In this work I present an approach to the investigation of dative arguments
within a theory of applicative arguments. In order to develop this approach, I
start with the hypothesis that dative arguments are applicative arguments, and
focus on the syntactic context into which an applicative head is merged, with
particular attention to certain properties of the complement and the head that
selects the applicative phrase. This is done for two reasons:

• the belief that both the complement structure and the structure immedi-
ately above the applicative are relevant for a typology of applicative con-
structions that accounts for their syntax and provides a base on which to
develop a systematic account of their crosslinguistic distribution;

• the belief that dative/applicative arguments — like subjects and unlike di-
rect objects — have structural meanings; that is, that their interpretation
is predictable (beyond certain idiosyncrasies related to the meaning of ver-
bal roots) on the basis of their structural position and properties of the
licensing head.

By studying dative structures as applicatives — that is, employing the theoret-
ical, empirical and methodological tools employed for the study of applicative
constructions — it is possible to explore generalizations and theoretical propos-
als that can abstract away from case marking, word order and other language-
particular morphosyntactic properties.

Another crucial issue that applicatives bring to the forefront is the head that
licenses a dative argument, questioning the assumption that datives, as internal
arguments, are licensed by the verb. In a language like Spanish, for instance, in
which a dative argument can appear with practically any kind of verbal predicate
(Cuervo 2003, see §3 below), an approach to licensing of datives on the basis
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of lexical properties of verbs is not tenable. The study of datives as applicatives
provides a framework which can potentially capture all datives as a class, beyond
their shared morphology, in terms of the type of licensing, while allowing for
restricted variation in terms of structural position and thematic interpretation.

What emerges, then, is a broader approach to the study of dative constructions
which, while it takes case seriously and ponders what all dative arguments have
in common (beyond the most typical datives in ditransitive constructions), also
disregards case and considers what subsets of dative arguments have in com-
mon with arguably similar constructions marked by various cases (Finnish) or
not marked by case at all (Bantu). Studying datives as applicatives places the in-
vestigation in the context of an articulated theory of argument licensing heads,
which is an independently needed component in a general theory of syntax.

I discuss below various parallels between applicatives and datives, and, in §2,
potential counterarguments to analyzing datives as applicatives. A typology of
applicative constructions that directly associates with dative arguments in many
languages is developed in §3. In §4 I illustrate how the various subtypes of ap-
plicatives (and datives) are derived from a restricted set of structural properties
and from syntactic-semantic features of the applicative head. The various inter-
pretations of applied arguments are configurationally derived, and do not require
encoding as part of the denotation of the applicative head. Dative experiencers,
in §4.4, are presented in a case study on the domains which contribute to the
morphosyntactic properties and interpretation of these dative-applicatives. Con-
clusions are presented in §5.

1.2 Datives as applicatives

Although not all applicatives are datives and not all datives are applicatives, both
involve the notion of an argument distinct from canonical or ‘core’ arguments
(i.e., subjects and objects), which nevertheless exhibit characteristics of “regu-
lar” arguments.1 Intra- and inter-linguistically, both applicatives and datives are
characterized bymorphosyntactic properties that span various constructions and
interpretations.

When we ask the central question of what type of argument dative arguments
are, we note that they can be similar to objects in properties of word order, case,

1As a reviewer points out, applied arguments are characterized as “non-core” arguments as
opposed to canonical subjects and objects. Later, I will discuss the distinction of core/non-core
as a distinction between selected arguments (core) and extra, non-selected arguments (non-
core), assumed in other work.
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and cliticization. They also can be similar to subjects in their interpretation be-
ing quite regular and structurally determined, mostly falling within the realm of
possession, location/direction and affectedness.2

In their syntactic behaviour and their syntactic interpretation, dative argu-
ments display strong parallels with applicatives, which are argued to be licensed
as specifiers of a specialized functional head, like subjects, but usually pattern
with objects in case licensing, object agreement, and movement in passive.

Datives also seem to occupy a category between direct objects and arguments
of adpositions. That is exactly what applicatives seem to be as well (at least mor-
phologically): the (direct) objects of a derived verb, or of a predicate which in-
cludes an incorporated adposition.

Another property common to datives and applicatives is their ability to partic-
ipate in varied argument structures under the same guise, and to receive a wide
range of thematic interpretations. As such, the challenge of providing a unified
account of datives and applicatives includes developing an analysis rich enough
to account for this latitude, while constrained enough to derive their particular
interpretations in particular constructions, as well as the attested cross-linguistic
variation.

Much of the work on applicatives in the last thirty years has involved teasing
apart different types of applicatives and deriving their interpretations; distin-
guishing applied objects from prepositional objects (as in studies of the dative
alternation); establishing how observed syntactic behaviour (such as word order,
movement, scope, etc.) derives from structural properties or, alternatively, from
language-particular morphosyntactic coding; determining the source of the ap-
plied argument (e.g. is it an independent, specialized head, the result of preposi-
tion incorporation, a general transformational rule?). This type of work has also
been done for dative arguments both within and outside an applicative frame-
work.

Although there is no general agreement about their defining properties, ap-
plicatives have been identified across languages in spite of differences of ap-
proach and theoretical persuasion, differences in word order, in morphological
marking on the head and the applied DP, in possible interpretations, and in avail-
ability with different types of verbs or constructions. In the spirit of Svenonius’s

2I am being very general here. This is not a comprehensive list (the notions of accidental and
non-volitional causers and doers, and causees are relevant formany languages, such as Russian,
Korean, Spanish, German, Pashto, etc.) and relatively vague notions like these overlap and have
various nuances. Issues of interpretations and how they can be derived are discussed in §3 and
§4. See also Fábregas & Marín (2020 [this volume]), Franco & Lorusso (2020 [this volume]) ,
and Tsedryk (2020 [this volume]) for (partial) unification of the semantics of dative arguments.
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(2007) work on adpositions, this suggests that applicatives must be a good way
for language to do something (e.g., licensing an argument), and a good way of
doing something differently (e.g., differently from subject licensors Voice/v, from
object licensors Verb/root, and adpositions).

Although crosslinguistic variation in dative arguments might appear less dra-
matic than variation in applicatives, the general differences in word order, mor-
phological marking on the verb and the argument, and availability and interpre-
tation also apply to datives. It makes sense to ask of datives, as of applicatives,
how much of the syntactic and semantic behaviour depends on properties of the
licensing head, of the structural environment, of the argument itself, and how
much is left to be determined by lexical, idiosyncratic properties of the verb, and
knowledge of the world (for approaches quite different from, but still relevant to,
those discussed here, see Grimm 2011; Maling 2001). §3 is an attempt to address
this central question.

In preparation to addressing this question for datives as applicatives, I dis-
cuss some of the arguments that have been presented against taking such an
approach.

2 Difficulties in equating datives and applicatives

The need for a theory of dative arguments that accounts for their licensing and
interpretation in other than canonical ditransitive constructions is uncontrover-
sial. What remains debatable (and this volume provides good examples of how
this issue is alive) is whether such a theory should also account for so-called
canonical ditransitive constructions.

A central issue in this debate is the contrast between core and non-core argu-
ments, or arguments of the verb versus arguments of a functional head. If such
a distinction is made between core and non-core datives, then, in principle, only
non-core datives would be applicatives, since all applicatives are, under this def-
inition, non-core.

Another argument for rejecting an applicative analysis of (some) datives is
based on a comparison of dative arguments, either intra- or crosslinguistically.
The idea is that if a certain type of dative argument differs in syntactic or seman-
tic behaviour from another type of dative which is analyzed as an applicative,
then some authors conclude that the contrasting dative cannot be an applicative
as well. This is, schematically, the view in Boneh & Nash (2012) for French da-
tives, in Tubino (2012) for Spanish dative causees, Folli & Harley (2006) for Italian
benefactives and goals, and Cépeda&Cyrino (2020 [this volume]) for Portuguese
datives.
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Another counterargument to treating datives as applicatives arises when cer-
tain coding aspects of applicative constructions are taken as definitional, such
as morphological exponence of argument and head. Snyder (1995) for instance,
contrasts double-object constructions — as in English — with dative construc-
tions — as in Spanish — taking them to be different structures. Within Romance,
whether the dative a, pe or à heads a prepositional phrase or signals a dative DP
has also been part of the ‘datives as applicatives’ debates (Sheehan 2020 [this
volume]; see Calindro 2020 [this volume] for an analysis of diachronic change
of ditransitives in Brazilian Portuguese). For Polinsky (2013), overt morphologi-
cal marking on the predicate is a crucial property of applicatives, which leads to
negating applicative status to most dative constructions. As I have noted in previ-
ous work (Cuervo 2015b: 131), the identification of applicatives with a particular
morphosyntactic coding, rather than with formal semantic or structural proper-
ties, has resulted in common but questionable claims that languages like English,
German, Russian, Finnish, Japanese, Basque, Guaraní, Spanish, and Kiowa lack
applicative constructions.

Dative arguments fail some diagnostics for applicatives based on certain syn-
tactic asymmetries, and on alternation with prepositional constructions, as dis-
cussed in §2.3. Finally, the interpretation of certain datives has also been sug-
gested as a reason not to consider them applicatives, as in the case of agentive
causees (Tubino 2012) and experiencers. These semantic, morphological and syn-
tactic difficulties are discussed in turn below.

2.1 Core vs. non-core arguments

One difficulty in identifying dative arguments with applicatives has been the ar-
gued contrast among dative arguments between those that appear to be required
arguments of the verb, and those that are not. Within Romance, for example, Pu-
jalte (2009) distinguishes between datives with lexically ditransitive verbs such
as Spanish dar ‘give’ and enviar ‘send’ from monotransitives such as comprar
‘buy’; Boneh & Nash (2012) contrast French à-datives in canonically ditransitive
‘motion’ verbs such as envoyer ‘send’ and dire ‘say’ with datives (clitics) associ-
ated with verbs such as massacrer ‘destroy’ or vider ‘empty’. In these two works,
the notion of ‘core dative’ comprises both a notion of ‘thematic argument of the
verb’ and of an ‘obligatory’ argument DP.

This distinction, however, is problematic. On the one hand, the notion of the-
matic argument of the verb is vague at best if it is not tightly related to the
requirement for the argument to be overtly expressed or some other exclusively
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syntactic behaviour.3 With the exception of the verb give, which is practically
a light verb, and some verbs of direct, physical transfer such as English hand,
dative recipients can be omitted as easily with canonical ditransitives (1) as with
monotransitives (2).

(1) a. Los
the

empleados
employees

(le)
3SG.DAT=

enviaron
sent

la
the

carta
letter

(a
DAT

la
the

directora).
director

‘The employees sent (the director) the letter.’
b. Il

he
a
has

dit
said

la
the

vérité
truth

(à
DAT

Jean).
Jean

‘He told the truth (to Jean).’ (Boneh & Nash 2012)

(2) a. Los
the

empleados
employees

(le)
3SG.DAT=

compraron
bought

un
a

reloj
watch

(a
DAT

la
the

directora).
director

‘The employees bought (the director) a watch.’
b. Il

he
a
has

acheté
bought

des
INDF.PL

bonbons
candy

(à
(DAT

Jean).
Jean)

‘He bought (Jean) some sweets.’

Although the distinction between lexically ditransitive verbs and monotran-
sitives might be syntactically relevant at some level, that does not mean that
when a dative argument appears with a monotransitive the resulting construc-
tion must be different from that of a ditransitive like enviar ‘send’ or poner ‘put’.
This is standardly assumed for English: the structure attributed to double-objects
related to so-called lexically ditransitive verbs (which take to-DPs in their PP
variant, such as send) is also attributed to double-objects with monotransitives
whose PP variant take for-DPs (such as buy).

There is an additional confusion intertwined in work that argues for an ap-
plicative analysis only of non-core datives. It is sometimes the case that differ-
ences in morphosyntactic properties have been observed between core and non-
core datives. Noted differences concern the case of the applied argument, the
exponence of the applicative head (null, or optionally or obligatorily overt), the
(im)possibility of the dative to be expressed as a full DP in argument position,and
so on. These differences, however, can be the result of there being different sub-
types of applicatives within the same language rather than entailing that one

3See Fernández Alcalde (2014) for further arguments against Pujalte’s (2009) distinction be-
tween core and non-core datives.
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argument is licensed by an applicative head, but the other is not (see Boneh &
Nash 2012; Cuervo 2003; 2015a; Diaconescu 2004; Pineda 2016; 2020; Roberge &
Troberg 2009, for intra-linguistic morphosyntactic differences among dative/ap-
plied arguments).

The other class of dative arguments claimed to be selected, core arguments
of the verb, are datives experiencers found with the piacere-class, famously ana-
lyzed as unaccusative double-object constructions by Belletti & Rizzi 1988.4 The
‘core argument’ label makes sense within an analysis like that of Belletti & Rizzi,
who propose the two arguments of piacere-type verbs are internal arguments of
the verb on a par with the internal arguments of canonical ditransitive construc-
tions (double-object constructions). But the parallel between ditransitive con-
structions and dative experiencer constructions gets blurry when we go beyond
the verb piacere/gustar ‘like’ itself and consider psych expressions (e.g. Spanish
dar miedo ‘give fear’) and non-psych expressions (e.g. Spanish quedar bien/mal
con ‘go well/badly with’), which cannot be easily analyzed as unaccusative dative
experiencer–nominative theme (see Cuervo 2011). The ‘core’ analysis of these
dative experiencers also faces difficulty when predicates beyond gustar are con-
sidered: interesar ‘interest’, molestar ‘bother’ and importar ‘matter’ can all easily
appear without a dative argument, in which case they merely ascribe a property
to an entity, without restricting the ascription to a certain individual. The exis-
tence of adjectives with the same roots (interesante ‘interesting’, molesto ‘bother-
some’, importante ‘important’) similarly suggests that the lexical content of the
root does not require licensing of an experiencer argument (see §4.4 for further
discussion and an applicative analysis of these constructions).

2.2 Coding properties

Another difficulty in identifying datives as applicatives has been the belief that
because applicatives— even low applicatives in double object constructions— are
hierarchically higher than the direct object, only languages in which the dative
appears linearly before the direct object are languages with applicatives. Numer-
ous studies, however, have shown that the relative word order between a theme
and an applicative, or a dative and an accusative DP, is not always a reliable in-
dication of underlying hierarchical asymmetries (Antonyuk 2020 [this volume];

4This class of psychological predicates corresponds to Belletti & Rizzi’s Class III, which com-
prises verbs like Italian piacere and Spanish gustar which take a dative experiencer and a nomi-
native theme. The dative argument typically appears preverbally, and the nominative DP after
the verb.

8



1 Datives as applicatives

Cornilescu 2020 [this volume]; Cuervo 2003; Demonte 1995; Miyagawa & Tsu-
jioka 2004; and see McGinnis 2018 for data and discussion).

Morphological marking on the argument DP has also been thought to indicate
whether it is an applicative. On the one hand, in the tradition of Bantu studies,
applicatives have no case marking. On the other hand, applicatives and double-
object constructions have been proposed for languages in which two internal
arguments appear with the same case (typically accusative), as argued for En-
glish and Korean. There also exist (unambiguously) high applicative construc-
tions (that is, an argument applied to a vP, and therefore not double-objects in
Pylkkänen’s (2008) sense) in which both the applied and the direct object or
causee have accusative case, as argued for Hiaki by Harley (2013). An additional
issue concerns the morphological shape of dative case and, potentially, the syn-
tactic category of the dative (DP or PP), particularly in languages in which ar-
guably dative marking is syncretic with an existing adposition, as in the case of
Japanese ni, Hindi ko and Spanish, Catalan, Italian and French a/à.

This would seem to leave dative arguments (as well as arguments in other
cases, such as allative, adhesive, etc.) as poor candidates for an applicative analy-
sis. Morphological case, however, as arguably a post-syntactic phenomenon, can
sometimes obscure underlying syntactic relations, such as hierarchical relations
and licensing (McGinnis 2018). Additionally, while languages can vary dramati-
cally in their case systems, variation in argument structure is tightly constrained
(Marantz 2013; Wood & Marantz 2017, among others). Finally, dative arguments
have been shown to behave as DPs rather than PPs, with dative markers such as
Romance a/à more akin to a case marker or differential object marker than an
adposition (see Calindro 2020 [this volume]; Pineda 2016; 2020; Sheehan 2020
[this volume]).

With respect to morphological marking on the applicative head, for many au-
thors, special marking on the verb is expected; as stated by Polinsky (2013): “It is
customary to restrict the designation applicative to those cases where the addi-
tion of an object is overtly marked on the predicate.” This association dates back
to Carochi’s (1645) original description of Nahuatl “applicative verbs” as “derived
verbs”, and has been central in Bantu studies. The form of the applicative head,
however, is not a definitional property. Applicatives can have more than one
form, even in the same language, as is the case of Inuktitut, in which an applica-
tive head can be a verbal affix or be null.5 Applicative heads can be spelled out by
morphology with person features, such as datives clitics in Romance, and verbal

5The variation between and overt and a null head can also be seen in French, and Catalan and
certain varieties of Spanish, as argued by Fournier (2010); Pineda (2016; 2020) respectively.
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affixes in P’urhépecha (Moreno Villamar 2018). They have been claimed to take
the form of a dative flag in Basque (an affix preceding a dative agreement affix
on the verb, which signals the presence of a dative argument; see Etxepare &
Oyharçabal 2013 and cites within), or cliticized directional pronouns, such as raa
‘to me/us’ in Pashto (Babrakzai 1999).

This brief discussion of morphological properties of applicative constructions
across languages shows that there is a continuum of marking from head to the
argument: from one extreme being a bound morpheme on the verb (Bantu) to a
bound case morpheme on the applied argument (Finnish, Latin) on the other.6 In
the middle, and sometimes in combination, marking can be a verbal clitic (Span-
ish, Pashto), an adposition, or a case marker.

2.3 Syntactic properties

Some syntactic behaviour associated with certain applicative constructions is
usually not found in dative constructions. This is particularly the case for datives
in ditransitive constructions.

Low Applicatives in ditransitive constructions have been shown to be asym-
metric applicatives: of the two internal arguments, only the applied argument
shows a full range of object properties (Pylkkänen 2000: 203).7 For instance,
a low applicative DP is expected to raise in passive, be extracted, require adja-
cency to the verb, trigger object agreement, and receive the same case as would
a direct object of a monotransitive. However, this is not the behaviour of dative
arguments in Romance, which typically do not become subjects nor get nomi-
native case in passives, as direct objects do in both transitive and ditransitive
constructions. This lack of direct object behaviour, however, can be attributed
to particular properties of dative case in particular languages — such as dative
being inherent case — which, in turn, interact with passives and movement.

In the case of high applicatives with transitive predicates (symmetric applica-
tives), object properties are expected to be exhibited by both the internal argu-
ment and the applied argument. Again, this is not the case in Romance, but the

6Roberge & Troberg (2009: 286) expect complementarity between marking on the head or the
argument: “We assume that the productive morphological case-marking that existed in Latin
made it possible for the [Appl] head to be devoid of overt morphological content.”

7The association of low applicatives with asymmetric applicatives and high applicatives with
symmetric ones — although it has been shown not to hold of several languages in which direct
objects retained their object properties in applicative constructions — continues to be used as
an argument against applicative analyses of (at least) Romance datives. See McGinnis (2004;
2008) for discussion.
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same reservations with respect to this reasoning for low applicatives apply to
high applicative constructions.

Dative arguments in Romance and many other languages do perform on a
par with DPs standardly analyzed as applicatives on other syntactic properties
more directly related to structural position, such as binding, scope, and agree-
ment (Antonyuk 2020 [this volume]; Boneh & Nash 2017; Bruening 2010; Cuervo
2003; Demonte 1995; Pineda 2016; 2020, among others).

On the basis of the arguments for studying datives as applicatives presented in
§1.2, and having shown that the arguments against doing this are not compelling,
I continue in the next sections to show that the analysis of applicatives directly
sheds light on the analysis of dative arguments.

3 Types of datives; types of applicatives

In many languages, dative arguments are compatible with various types of predi-
cates, from ditransitive activity verbs to anticausative change-of-state verbs, and
psychological stative predicates. In previous work, I have proposed a classifica-
tion of predicates that is relevant for a typology of applicatives, which can equally
be applied to the study of dative arguments (see Figure 1).

Transitivity

Transitive

Causative Non-causative

Intransitive

Unergative Unaccusative

Psych states Anticausative Simple

Figure 1: Subtypes of predicates as relevant for a typology of applica-
tives (Cuervo 2015b: 130)

The classification in Figure 1 predicts some of the contrasts among dative ar-
guments in terms of subtypes of applicatives (such as affected datives with caus-
ative verbs versus recipient datives with non-causative transitives). The way the
predicates are subdivided, however, does not directly parallel the typology pro-
posed by Pylkkänen (2002; 2008)8 and later enriched by Boneh & Nash 2011;

8From this point on, I cite Pylkkänen 2008, butmost issues discussed appeared first in Pylkkänen
2002.
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Cuervo 2003; 2010; Kim 2011; McGinnis 2001; 2008; McGinnis & Gerdts 2004;
Roberge & Troberg 2009, among others. Additionally, the classification based
on predicate type does not capture certain proposed implications or correlations
among subtypes of applicatives. For instance, if a language allows dative/applica-
tive possessors or recipients with unaccusatives, it also does with transitives, but
the reverse does not necessarily hold, as in English. The classification cannot ex-
press the intra-linguistic correlation between having (or not having) datives with
“lexically” causative verbs (v.g., break, melt), and (not) allowing for datives with
anticausatives (see Peterson 2007; Cuervo 2015b for discussion).

What is needed is a classification based on structural properties directly rele-
vant for the subtypes of applicatives described in the literature, with the poten-
tial to systematically derive the interpretation of the various applicatives/datives,
and the “natural classes” of crosslinguistic variation in the availability of applica-
tives.

In Pylkkänen’s work, the crucial distinction in height is actually a distinction
between the category or type of the complement of the applicative head.9 To
the basic distinction between applicatives taking nominal complements or enti-
ties (LowAppl) and applicatives taking verbal complements or events (HighAppl),
further distinctions have been developed, particularly among the verbal comple-
ments.

Kim (2011) proposed that in addition to the applicatives which take verbal com-
plements to the exclusion of the subject (vP), there are those which take a larger
verbal projection including the subject (VoiceP). This is the case of Peripheral
Applicatives which introduce a nominative affectee in Korean and Japanese pas-
sives.10 Tsai (2018) proposes an even higher applicative for Mandarin, which li-
censes an argument above the inflectional domain and is “involved in the ar-
rangement of the information structure” (Tsai 2018: 18).

Cuervo (2003; 2011; 2015b) proposed that applicative heads taking verbal com-
plements are sensitive to the eventive (dynamic) or stative nature of the vP. Bene-

9This distinction could be reinterpreted in other terms. For example, McGinnis distinguisges
symmetrical and asymmetrical applicatives in terms of phases. See also Boneh & Nash (2017)
for a scalar approach to high and low datives in Russian.

10In Korean passives, a nominative affectee is the only argument that can trigger honorific agree-
ment with the verb. In the example below, Kim (2012) analyzes apeci-ka ‘father’ as a Peripheral
Applicative: a high applicative merged above VoiceP.

(i) apeci1-ka
father-NOM

Minswu2-eykey
Minsu-DAT

pal-ul
foot-ACC

palp-hi-si1/*2-ess-t
step-PASS-HON-PST-DECL

‘Father1 was adversely affected by Minsu’s stepping on his1 foot.’ (Kim 2012)
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factives are prototypical cases of high applicatives taking a dynamic vP as com-
plement; experiencers are prototypical cases of high applicatives taking (psycho-
logical) stative vPs.

Further, in previous work I have argued that the interpretation of applied ar-
guments not only depends on the (type of) complement of the applicative head
and properties of the head, but is also affected by the structure above the Appl
head.11 Specifically, I have argued that the interpretation of a high applicative is
affected by the structure above the applicative phrase, in particular by whether
there is another vP above it, embedding or selecting the ApplP, as in the case of
Affected Applicatives with (bi-eventive) causatives and anticausatives/inchoat-
ives. For example, Affected Applicatives (3) and Experiencers (4) are both high
applicatives which take a stative vP as complement; the predictable contrast in
interpretation arises from the Experiencers being non-embedded high applica-
tives (4c) and the Affected Appl being embedded under a dynamic vP (agentive
vDO in causatives or non-agentive vGO in inchoatives), as in (3c).

(3) Affected datives

a. With causatives: French
Le
the

teinturier
dry.cleaner

lui
3SG.DAT=

a
has

massacré
destroyed

une
a

chemise.
shirt

‘The dry-cleaner ruined her/his shirt (on her/him).’ (Boneh & Nash
2012)

b. With anticausatives: Spanish
A
DAT

Carolina
Carolina

se
REFL

le
3SG.DAT=

rompió
broke

la
the

radio.
radio

‘The radio broke on Carolina.’

11A reviewer wonders whether this interpretation is countercyclic, and should be restricted
to occur within a phase. Indeed, the relevant interpretation discussed here is thematic in-
terpretation at the level of argument structure, which is arguably restricted to the domain
limited by VoiceP at the edge. The view that structure above a head is relevant for interpre-
tation, although initially surprising, is compatible with Wood & Marantz’s (2017) unification
of argument-introducing heads into one, whose distinct interpretations arise as cases of con-
textual allosemy, that is, configurational meanings within the extended projection of the verb.
See below for discussion.
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c. Structure of Affected Appl in causatives (Cuervo 2003: 113)
VoiceP

DPSubj Voice’

Voice vP

vDO ApplP

DPDat Appl’

Appl vPBE

v’

v+Root DPObj

(4) Dative experiencers

a. A
DAT

Rosa
Rosa

le
3SG.DAT=

molesta
bother

el
the

humo.
smoke

‘Smoke bothers Rosa.’ (Acedo-Matellán & Mateu 2015: 90)
b. A

DAT
Emilio
Emilio

le
3SG.DAT=

parecen
seem

difíciles
difficult

esas
those

decisiones.
decisions

‘Emilio finds those decisions difficult.’
c. Structure of dative experiencers

ApplP

DPDat Appl’

Appl vPBE

DP v’

vBE Root
(Cuervo 2003: 145)
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1 Datives as applicatives

This way, Affected Applicatives are distinguished from LowAppl by the struc-
ture below them: they appear above the root, and take a verbal complement.
In turn, they are distinguished from Experiencers by the structure above them
within the extended verbal projection.

The structure above the applicative is also responsible for the contrast be-
tween “instrumentals” and “causees”, two types of arguments analyzed as high
applicatives taking a dynamic vP as complement. “Causee” is the interpreta-
tion assigned to an instrumental high applicative embedded under a dynamic
vP (vcause or vdo).12 Unlike an instrumental applicative — embedded directly un-
der Voice which is related to the same event as the agent — a causee is the only
external argument related to the embedded event. Although putting together
these two types of arguments might initially seem questionable, Jerro observes
that “several genetically unrelated and geographically non-contiguous languages
have morphological forms that subsume both causative and applicative uses”
(Jerro 2017: 752), and proposes for Kinyarwanda a common origin for both types
of arguments. Kim (2011) proposes an explanation for the causee-instrumental
syncretism in Korean and Niuean arguing that “in morphological causatives, a
causer uses a causee as an instrument to make a relevant event take place” (2011:
499). According to Kim, the Niuean instrumental applicative morpheme aki in-
troduces the causee under causative faka-. She further observes that in Middle
Korean morphological causatives, a causee was marked with the instrumental
–(u)lo, as illustrated in (5), and that an “animate dative DP in morphological caus-
atives and adversity clauses can also be interpreted as an instrument” (Kim 2011:
499).

(5) ai-lo
child-ACTIVE.INS

hwenhi
cool

tung-ul
back-ACC

kulk-hi-ko.
scratch-i-and

‘[I] hadcaus my child scratch my back cool [i.e. relieving the itch].’ (Park
1994, in Kim 2011: 499)

With respect to low applicatives, merged under the verbal root, the distinction
between dynamic and stative applicatives also seems to play a role. Pylkkänen
defined two sub-types of low applicatives, Low ApplTO and ApplFROM, based on
languages whose double-object constructions require a transfer-of-possession
predicate, such as English and, arguably, Hebrew.13 These constructions are dou-

12Some dative causees have been argued to be volitional agents, compatible with agent-oriented
adverbials, as in the case of Spanish hacer-infinitive constructions (parallel to the French faire-
infinitif. In this case, there is no agreement whether these should be considered applicatives
(as in Torrego 2011) or not (Kim 2011; Tubino 2012). See §4.3 for further discussion.

13The verb itself can denote a transfer or it can be a creation verb which is interpreted as a
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bly dynamic, in the sense that both the transfer predicate (arguably requiring a
PATH structure) and the applicative head encode dynamic relations.

Besides those merged under dynamic verbs of transfer of possession, in some
languages a low applicative can also appear under transitive or unaccusative
verbs that do not denote transfer of possession (either dynamic or stative verbs).
This is Cuervo’s (2003) LowApplAT, which expresses a non-dynamic possession
relation. LowApplAT can take a DP, a PP or a small clause-type of structure as
complement, the applied argument being interpreted as different sub-types of
possessors: possessor (6), locative (7), or experiencer (8).

(6) a. DP complement: possessor dative (transitive; French)
Michel
Michel

lui
3SG.DAT=

a
has

lavé
washed

les
the

cheveux.
hairs

‘Michel washed his hair.’
b. DP complement: possessor dative (unaccusative; Spanish)

A
DAT

la
the

casa
house

le
3SG.DAT=

faltan
miss.PL

ventanas.
windows

‘The house lacks (some) windows.’

(7) a. DP-PP complement: locative-possessor dative (Spanish).
Gabi
Gabi

le
3SG.DAT=

puso
put

el
the

bebé
baby

en
in

los
the

brazos
arms

a
DAT

Emilio.
Emilio

‘Gabi placed the baby in Emilio’s arms.’
b. PP complement: locative-possessor dative (transitive; French)

Elle
she

lui
3SG.DAT=

a
has

tiré
shot

dans
in

le
the

ventre.
belly

‘She shot her/him in the belly.’ (Boneh & Nash 2012)

(8) a. SC complement: experiencer/locative-possessor dative (Spanish)
Emilio
Emilio

le
3SG.DAT=

puso
put

la
the

mano
hand

encima14

on.top
a
DAT

Lucila.
Lucila.DAT

‘Emilio laid a hand on Lucila.’

transfer event in combination with a LowAppl.
14Following Cuervo (2003), I assume here that the particle encima acts as the predicate in a
small-clause-type of structure, which the applicative head takes as its complement. Unlike
there, however, I take the datives in (8) to be low applicatives because they are merged as a
complement of the verb. See Acedo-Matellán (2017) for an Affected Appl analysis of spatial
datives in Latin.
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b. DP complement: experiencer-possessor dative (Spanish)
A
DAT

Emilio
Emilio

le
3SG.DAT=

duele
hurt

una
a

muela.
molar

‘Emilio’s molar hurts.’

Sentences in (7) show that a dative argument can be the possessor of a body
part or location expressed as the DP complement of a preposition. For (7a), a da-
tive co-appearing with a direct object and a locative PP, one can wonder what
the complement of the applicative head is, that is, whether the dative takes the
[direct object + locative] or just the locative PP as its complement (as it arguably
does in (7b)). While it is true that there is a possession relation between the da-
tive and the locative that excludes the direct object (this is evident in the English
translation), the entailment of the sentence is expressed as a possessive construc-
tion with the dative as external argument and the theme and locative as internal
arguments of tener ‘have’ (e.g. Emilio tiene el bebé en (los) brazos ‘Emilio has the
baby on his arms’). This shows that the part-whole relation between Emilio and
the arms does not require a syntactic relation between the two to the exclusion
of the theme the baby.15

In the examples above, the dative argument is interpreted primarily as the
possessor of a body part; in each case, however, there is an “extra” layer of mean-
ing arising from the structure, the meaning of the verb and world knowledge:
benefactive (6a), malefactive or affected (7b), locative (6b, 7a), experiencer in (8).

The interpretation that is secondary in the examples above (affected, expe-
riencer) becomes primary — and the possession interpretation is not entailed,
although it might arise as secondary — for other types of dative/applicatives.
This is the case of dative experiencers, which are possessors of a mental state,
as seen in (4), and Affected Applicatives in (3), which are affected by the change
of state of an object (expressed as the direct object). In the case of Affected Ap-
plicatives, many times the dative argument is also understood as the possessor
of that object, and what are termed Affected or Middle Applicatives are some-
times classified as possessors (e.g., Fernández Alcalde 2014; see Cuervo 2003 for
arguments to distinguish possessors from affected datives both syntactically and
semantically).

As a result of these three distinctions (category of complement, stativity/dy-
namicity of complement, and embedding structure), a more articulated typology

15If this were the case, one would expect the entailment to be a location of the theme, expressed
as subject, with respect to the dative and PP as internal arguments: El bebé está en los brazos
de Emilio ‘The baby is on Emilio’s arms’.
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of applicatives can be constructed that accounts for subgroups of applicatives
attested in particular languages, as well as the various interpretations that ap-
plicative arguments can have inter- and intra-linguistically. Ideally, the typology
should also be a good base to account for the morphological form of the Appl
head — in particular whether it is overt or null — as well as for the observed
syncretisms between applicatives, causatives, adpositions and case markers.

Figure 2 presents a typology of applicatives organized on the basis of con-
figurational properties. As the diagram represents an inventory of Appl heads,
it is possible to associate each node in the tree with particular features on the
Appl head, both substantive and selectional. Thus, the splits proposed should re-
flect intrinsic properties of the Appl head or properties of its complement, but
should not reflect properties of the structure that appears above theApplP (which
‘selects’ the ApplP), as discussed below. Additionally, in an ideal geometry, we
would expect that node labels and splits will not repeat within the diagram, and
that each division will delineate a particular subtype of Appl. The diagram fulfills
this to an important extent, but fails in two places, as discussed below.

The classification in Figure 2 captures Pylkkänen’s idea that there are two
types of applicatives. The two types are distinguished mainly in terms of their
height within the extended verbal projection, in reference to being above or be-
low the verb (specifically the root). This distinction results in the first split be-
tween Appls taking a verbal complement, HighAppl, and a non-verbal comple-
ment (but not necessarily a DP), LowAppl.16

The contrast between dynamicity and stativity is further introduced as a dis-
tinction relevant for both applicatives taking verbal and non-verbal complements.
Within (non-embedded) high applicatives, this split captures the contrast be-
tween BENEFACTIVES and INSTRUMENTALS — related to dynamic events — on one
hand, and EXPERIENCERS — related to a state — on the other.17

The label EXPERIENCER covers the notion of possessors of (mental) states with
psychological or non-psychological predicates (see §4.4 for data and discussion).
Among applicatives embedded under a causative, CAUSEES correspond to those
taking a dynamic event — analytical causatives in many languages — while AF-

16I remain agnostic with respect to the existence of applicatives that merge higher than vP (such
as peripheral applicatives proposed by Kim 2011 and Tsai 2018), as opposed to applicatives
found outside the extended verbal domain as a result of movement, and therefore they are not
represented in this typology.

17As noted by a reviewer, Pylkkänen (2008) argued that benefactive high applicatives can com-
bine with static verbs such as hold. This “static verb” is eventive and “dynamic” in the relevant
sense, however, as suggested by the reviewer, at least in the context of a benefactive applicative.
The notion of “static” is presented in Pylkkänen in opposition to dynamic verbs of transfer.
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1 Datives as applicatives

Complement

Non-verbal
Dynamic (TO-FROM)
[RECIPIENT]
[SOURCE]

Stative (AT)
[POSSESSOR]

Verbal (vP)

Dynamic
Embedded
[CAUSEE]

Non-embedded
[INSTRUMENTAL]
[BENEFACTIVE]𝑎

Stative

Embedded
[AFFECTED]

Causative

Anticausative𝑏

Non-embedded
[EXPERIENCER]

Psych

Non-psych

Figure 2: Subtypes of applicatives according to their position in the
structure and properties of their complement

aThe label BENEFACTIVE here represents datives with a benefactive, malefactive, or ethical in-
terpretation, as well as “substitutive” applicatives (Peterson 2007).

bI assume here a bi-eventive analysis of anticausative constructions whereby a dynamic event
— a vPGO expressing the change — embeds a state — a vPBE (see Cuervo 2003; 2015a). Thus, an
AFFECTED applicative taking a stative vP as complement is embedded under the dynamic vP
both in causative and anticausative constructions.
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FECTED are those related to a change of state — lexical causatives in many lan-
guages, and anticausatives/ inchoatives.

In light of the fact that their complement is non-verbal, the contrast in dy-
namicity in LowAppl is encoded as a property of the sub-type of LowAppl head
itself (TO and FROM are dynamic for RECIPIENTS and SOURCES, respectively; AT,
for POSSESSORS is a stative relation). The contrast between dynamic and stative
low applicatives cannot be obtained by simple reference to the embedding verb.
Specifically, a stative Appl-AT is compatible with both dynamic, eventive verbs
(as for Spanish wash and sell) and stative verbs (admire, envy).18 In the case of
LowAppl, what is either dynamic or stative is the (possessive) relationship be-
tween the applicative DP and the theme object DP.

Another distinction is introduced among verbal (high) applicatives: whether
the applicative taking a vP as complement is itself embedded under another (dy-
namic) vP. As mentioned above, CAUSEES and AFFECTED applicatives appear be-
tween two vPs, in contrast to, for example, non-embedded BENEFACTIVES and
INSTRUMENTALS, which appear between VoiceP and a dynamic vP.

The split between non-embedded Appls and Appls embedded under another
vP refers to the structure immediately above the ApplP, that is, to the head the
Appl is a complement of. It is unusual for a feature of the Appl head to allude
to its selecting head or phrase, and this appears to be an imperfection of the
typology.

Another instance of reference to the structure selecting for the Appl could be
found in Appls that select a non-verbal complement, that is, LowAppls. The issue
is that Appl exclusively appears as a complement of a verb: Appl needs a verbal
environment either above or below it, as it is incompatible in the nominal domain.
This means that even if we eliminate explicit reference to selecting structure for
Appls taking a verbal complement, there will always be implicit reference to a
verbal projection above the LowAppl. This property of the classification, rather
than being a problem, expresses a central property of applicatives, as opposed
to their close relatives, adpositions. In contrast with adpositions, which can typ-
ically appear as PP modifiers in the clausal, verbal and nominal domains, Appl
is only licensed in a verbal environment. This could be expressed as a feature or
variable that needs valuation by a v feature. This proposal accords with Svenon-
ius’s (2007) treatment of verbs containing an eventive variable e that is bound by
Tense because Appl is like a more restricted Path PP which also “must be linked
to verbal structure, hence ultimately bound by tense” (Svenonius 2007: 35).

18In contrast, a stative verb (e.g., admirar ‘admire’, faltar ‘lack’) is only compatible with a stative
applicative (LowApplAT).
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1 Datives as applicatives

As noted earlier, reference to the structure above Appl seems difficult to rec-
oncile with an attempt to capture the various subtypes of applicatives in terms
of a geometry of features encoded by the Appl head. These distinctions are bet-
ter captured by an approach whereby an Appl head is defined as an introducer
of an event participant minimally specified as a possessor(-orientation), with its
varying interpretations arising contextually. §4 develops this approach by deriv-
ing the “typology” in Figure 2 on the basis of configurational properties. Further
specification, possibly of a lexical nature, is needed to capture contrasts among
low applicatives, and between benefactives and instrumentals.

4 Deriving the sub-types

4.1 Below the verb: Low applicatives

This section briefly discusses the properties of low applicatives which take a
non-verbal complement, typically a DP. Arguments of this type of Appl are in-
terpreted as RECIPIENTS, POSSESSORS, SOURCES or LOCATIONS.

The contrast among sub-types of LowAppl has been accounted for in terms of
sub-types of heads: TO and FROM for recipients and sources, respectively (Pylkkä-
nen 2008) and AT for possessors (Cuervo 2003).19 Although dynamicity (or direc-
tionality) is at the core of the three sub-types, this constrast cannot be simply
derived from differences in the complement of the Appl head, or other configu-
rational properties. As such, the distinction might require encoding as a feature
on the applicative head (+/- dynamic, or [Path], for instance); alternatively, the
distinction can be captured as a root element associated with the applicative head
(as proposed by Wood & Marantz 2017 for high applicatives and Prepositions).20

Individual languages could, in principle, choose freely among these heads, al-
though TO is the most widespread and basic LowAppl (also the least morpholog-
ically marked, Cuervo 2015b).

Although in Pylkkänen (2002; 2008), LowAppl was defined as an applicative
merged under a transitive verb expressing transfer of possession, I have shown in
previous work that the same relation can take place under unaccusative verbs, as

19In some languages, including Spanish, locatives and other special arguments can also be ex-
pressed as LowAppls.

20A reviewer asks whether this difference in encoding is predicted to have empirical conse-
quences. One consequence concerns whether variation in semantics is systematic or uncon-
strained, which is a central part of my future research. In addition to semantics, intra- and
crosslinguistic variation in morphological overtness and shape of heads will be an important
topic.
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well attested in Spanishwith both dynamic verbs (e.g., crecer ‘grow’, caer ‘ fall’, lle-
gar ‘arrive’, doler ‘hurt’Intr) and stative, existential verbs (e.g., faltar ‘lack’, quedar
‘remain’, sobrar ‘be extra’), contra Baker (1996).

The defining feature of low applicatives is therefore their position as comple-
ments of the verb and their possession relation (with an entity or location), rather
than the transfer meaning, or the transitivity of the verb. With respect to the cat-
egory of their complement, LowAppls do not necessarily select a DP: all that is
required is that they take a non-verbal complement. As such, cases in which an
applicative takes a prepositional phrase or a small clause as complement, as il-
lustrated in (7)–(8), would be cases of low applicatives (LowApplAT, specifically).

4.2 Benefactives, instrumentals and other dynamic high applicatives

This section discusses the properties of high applicatives which take a dynamic,
eventive vP as complement, and appear under a Voice head. These high applied
arguments are typically interpreted as benefactives, malefactives, or instrumen-
tals.

Benefactives seem to be the most widespread type of high applicatives (Polin-
sky 2013): applicatives that license an argument related to a dynamic event in
a non-actor role. Malefactives and so-called ‘ethical datives’ can be captured in
the same way structurally. The different interpretations could be associated with
different subtypes of applicative heads, or could be derived as a combination of
a ‘factive’ meaning of the Appl head, lexical meaning of the verb, and world
knowledge. This seems to be the case for ‘ethical datives’ in Romance (dativus
commodi/incommodi, see Roberge & Troberg 2009 for discussion of terms for the
various datives labelled ‘ethical’ or ‘dative of interest’), in which arguments with
the same morphosyntax can be alternatively understood as benefactives (9a) or
malefactives (9b); examples from Roberge & Troberg 2009.

(9) Bene/malefactive applicatives: vPDO complement

a. Portuguese benefactive
Elle
he

ligou-lhes
connected=3PL.DAT

amavelmente
kindly

a
the

luz.
light

‘He kindly switched on the light for them.’
b. Italian malefactive

Gli
the

invitati
guests

gli
3SG.DAT=

hanno
have

mangiato
eaten

tutto
all

quello
that

che
which

rimaneva
remained
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nel
in.the

frigo.
fridge

‘The guests ate everything that was left in the fridge on him.’

Instrumental applicatives have also been assigned the same structural proper-
ties, but are thematically related to the event in a more active initiator or actor-
like role. If the same position is assigned to instrumental applicatives, then a feat-
ural analysis of argument introducing heads could distinguish them from (bene/-
male)factives with a +actor/initiator specification. Interestingly, in Kinyarwanda,
benefactives and instrumentals are introduced with the same applicative mor-
phology, but contrast in terms of the relative word order between the applicative
and the direct object (benefactives appear before, instrumentals after; McGinnis
& Gerdts 2004).

Causees are also introduced by an Appl which takes a dynamic vP as comple-
ment. As we have seen, the contrast between instrumentals and causees reduces
in this approach to a contrast between being embedded under another dynamic
v (Causees) or not (Instrumentals, merged under Voice). Given the semantic and
syntactic similarity, and the syncretisms between causatives and instrumentals
discussed in §3 for Niuean, Korean and Kinyarwanda, this is a welcome result.21

This classification, which considers the structure below and above the Appl
head, can also capture “accidental causers” in unaccusative change-of-state verbs
(inchoatives), as well as non-volitional agents with activity verbs.

In the case of dative arguments with anticausative predicates, a dative argu-
ment is usually ambiguous between an affected reading and an unintentional
or accidental causer reading. This is the case for Spanish and German, among
other languages. Cuervo (2003; 2014) and Schäfer (2008) propose that the acci-
dental causer reading is the interpretation of a high applicative which takes the
bi-eventive inchoative structure as its complement (vGO-vBE), and which cru-
cially does not merge under an agentive Voice head (example and structure from
Cuervo 2003: 166–167).

(10) a. Dative with inchoative
Al
DAT.the

tintorero
dry.cleaner

se
REFL

le
3SG.DAT=

quemaron
burnt.PL

los
the

pantalones
trousers

de
of

Carolina.
Carolina
‘Carolina’s trousers got burnt at the dry-cleaner’s.’ or
‘The dry-cleaner accidentally burnt Carolina’s trousers’

21Syncretic forms between benefactives and causatives are found in Hualapai (Peterson 2007).
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b. Structure of accidental causer high applicative
ApplP

DPDat Appl’

Appl vPGO2

vGO vPBE1

v+Root DPObj

On the same basis, “non-volitional agents” expressed as dative arguments, as
in Russian impersonal constructions, could be introduced by a high applicative
which takes a dynamic vDO as complement, but no Voice head is projected above
it.22 Except for the structure above them, these arguments are like instrumentals:
an entity or individual involved agentively in an event, but without volition (see
Skorniakova 2009 for discussion).

(11) Boris-u
Boris-DAT.M

xorošo
well

pe-l-o-s’
sing-PST-N-REFL

(# čtoby
in.order

zarabota-t’
make-INF

den’gi).
money

‘Boris (felt like) singing well in order to make money.’ (adapted from
Skorniakova 2009: 189)

4.3 Embedded high applicatives: affected applicatives and causees

This section briefly discusses the properties of two kinds of high applicatives
embedded under a dynamic, eventive vP: those which take another eventive vP
as complement (applied DP interpreted as Causee), and thosewhich take a stative
vP (their applied argument interpreted as Affected).

Affected Applicatives are defined as those which appear in change-of-state
constructions, both transitive causatives and intransitive anticausative/inchoat-
ives (Cuervo 2003; 2010; 2015a), as illustrated in (3), repeated as (12) below.

(12) a. Le
the

teinturier
dry.cleaner

lui
3SG.DAT=

a
has

massacré
destroyed

une
a

chemise.
shirt

‘The dry-cleaner ruined her/his shirt (on her/him).’ (Boneh & Nash
2012)

22Alternatively, a Voice head is projected but it is somehow defective and does not project an
argument in its specifier (morphologically expressed as a reflexive).
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b. A
DAT

Carolina
Carolina

se
REFL

le
3SG.DAT=

rompió
broke

la
the

radio.
radio

‘The radio broke on Carolina.’

These applicatives take a state as complement and, in this sense, are the “pos-
sessors” of a state. In this they resemble experiencer applicatives, which also
relate to a state, as expressed by Figure 2. As possessors or recipients, they can
be confused with low applicatives, but two types of evidence suggest a structural
as well as an interpretational difference. First, there are languages (e.g., English)
in which double objects/low applicatives are productive, but are systematically
disallowed in constructions involving an embedded state, such as causative con-
structions and resultatives (*The storm broke them the radio, *They drank me the
teapot empty). Secondly, Affected applicatives do not need to be the possessors
of the theme, although a possession relation might be an inferred component of
the interpretation (see Cuervo 2003 for further arguments).

As argued in §3, it is the projection above the applicative that distinguishes af-
fected from experiencer applicatives, in particular the fact that there is a dynamic
event above Appl that signals the initiation of the state in causatives and inchoa-
tives. An experiencer, by contrast, is the highest argument within the extended
verbal projection, as represented in (4c) (see §4.4 for more detailed discussion).

Causees are also derived as a type of high applicative, which, like Affected
Appl, is “sandwiched” between two verbal layers.23 Unlike Affected Appl, Caus-
ees take a dynamic, eventive vP as complement. One of the arguments advanced
against analysing causees as applicatives has been the interpretation of causees
not only as the entity or individual acted upon (or “affected”) but also as agentive.
This is the semantic argument based on which Tubino (2012) rejects an applica-
tive account of Italian and Spanish causees. In fact, Kim’s (2012) conclusion is
exactly that the difference in agentivity is what distinguishes high applicatives
from arguments of Voice, the contrast being encoded as a feature +/- agentive in
the licensing head. Boneh & Nash (2011) also propose that affectedness is the cen-
tral meaning of applied arguments, while causees are licenced as regular agents,
in the specifier of vP.

The framework presented here reconciles the affectedness and the agentivity
components of the interpretation of causees. On the one hand, affectedness —
a prominent interpretation of causees in the “obligation” reading of causatives

23In this sense, Causees are a sub-type of Affected Applicatives. However, I reserve the term
Affected Appl for those taking a (verbal) state as complement, as a distinction that may be
relevant to capture systematic crosslinguistic variation in the availability of applicative con-
structions.
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(as in the Romance faire-infinitif constructions, Folli & Harley 2007) — could be
derived as the meaning of the High Appl head directly. Alternatively, it can arise
as the configurational meaning of an argument that participates in two events:
the object of the higher verb faire and the ‘instrument’ or ‘bene/malefactive’ of
the lower predicate, as in Ippolito’s (2000) applicative analysis and in Affected
Appls. On the other hand, the agentive or ‘doer’ interpretation of the relation
between the dative causee and the lower event can be derived by the applicative
being the highest argumentwithin the extended verbal projection of the lower vP
(as in accidental causers with unaccusatives, illustrated in (11) above).24 In other
words, agentivity might arise also as the interpretation of an animate argument
DP above a dynamic vP for which Voice is not projected.25 This is possible if the
meaning of the applied argument is specified more configurationally than deter-
mined by the denotation of the head (see Cuervo 2015b, and Wood & Marantz
2017).

4.4 Dative experiencers as stative high applicatives

This section discusses several structural and semantic properties of dative expe-
riencers as the last type of applicative in the typology schematized in Figure 2:
unembedded high applicatives which take a stative vP as complement, and intro-
duce the highest argument in the extended verbal projection (that is, Voice is not
projected).

Dative experiencers have received much attention following Belletti & Rizzi’s
(1988) seminal work on Romance. An important puzzle they recognize is the ap-
parent reversal of the usual thematic mapping: the theme is the nominative sub-
ject while the experiencer is coded as object, as illustrated below in Spanish and
Pashto. Another important characteristic is the stative nature of dative experi-
encer constructions.26

24The Voice projection that licenses the causer relates it to a different vP, which merges above
the applicative, and it is typically spelled out by a causative affix or light verb.

25Tollan & Oxford (2018) argue that external arguments of activity verbs can be licensed either
as arguments of Voice (for transitives) or v(for unergatives). In a parallel fashion to dative
causees receiving an interpretation associated with Voice, dative experiencers as the highest
argument within the extended projection of a stative vP also receive an interpretation as the
argument of stative Voice: that of holder of a state (Kratzer 1996). See §4.4 for further discussion
of experiencer DPs as applied arguments.

26Their stative nature has been claimed to cover even cases of eventive interpretations, such as
when the verb is in past tense (see Fábregas & Marín 2020 [this volume]), and of psychological
expressions with light verbs of movement or transfer of possession (as illustrated in Pashto
(14)).
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(13) Spanish
A
DAT

Daniela
Daniela

le
3SG.DAT=

gustan
like.PL

las
the

películas
movies

suecas.
Swedish

‘Daniela likes Swedish movies.’
(Lit. ‘Swedish movies are appealing to Daniela’)

(14) Pashto
Meena
Meena

taa
DAT

de
of

pradi
strange

khelko
people

na
ABL

sharem
shyness.NOM

wer-z-i.
to.3-go-3

‘Meena feels shy of/from strangers.’ (Babrakzai 1999)
(Lit. ‘Shyness goes to Meena from strange people.’)

The nature and source of dative case has been debated, but here the two central
questions are 1) where does the “experiencer” interpretation come from? and 2)
what kind of arguments are dative experiencers?

With respect to their interpretation, experiencer datives with psych predicates
have been characterized as possessors or locations, or holders of psychological
states. Parsons (1995), for instance, subsumes experiencers as a case of the more
general “in-ness relation” of subjects of states: “x is in s” by observing that “when
the verb is one of psychology or perception, the in-ness relation coincides with
(…) the Experiencer relation” (1995: 664). For Landau (2010), experiencers are lo-
cations of mental states. In de De Miguel’s (2015) words, experiencers “combine
the values of location and possession” (1995: 243; my translation). This character-
ization of the meaning of dative experiencers in terms of possessors or locations
of states resembles characterizations of stative low applicatives, and makes da-
tive experiencers good candidates for an applicative analysis. Cuervo (2003; 2011)
developed a high applicative analysis of dative experiencers: the experiencer DP
is external to the state specified by the verbal root, of which the nominative DP
is the holder. In this sense, there are two “subjects” in the construction in (15).27

Dative case andmorphological expression of the Appl head as a pronominal clitic
are the usual forms for applicative constructions in Spanish.

27Other evidence that the nominative argument is also a ‘subject’ is that psychological verbs tak-
ing dative experiencers are acceptable without the experiencer, in which case the nominative
DP typically appears pre-verbally, as illustrated in (i). See Cuervo 2011 for further arguments
and data.

(i) Los
the

ruidos
noises

de
of

la
the

calle
street

no
not

importan
matter

/
/
molestan
bother

/
/
gustan.
appeal

‘Street noise is not important/ bothersome/ appealing.’
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(15) Dative experiencers as high applicatives (for example (13))
ApplP

DPDat
a Daniela

Appl’

Appl
le

vPBE

DP
las películas

v’

vBE Root
gust-

The high applicative analysis contrasts with previous analyses that equate
(the initial position of) dative experiencers with datives in canonical ditransitive
constructions, whether treated as double-object, incorporation, low applicative
constructions or locatives (Belletti & Rizzi 1988; Masullo 1992, among others).28

Unlike those analyses, (15) expresses the fact that the dative DP is not directly
related to the other argument, and that there is no possession relation between
the two DPs: crucially, the “possession” relation is between the dative DP and
the state (the vP complement of the Appl head).

Constructions with experiences datives reveal semantic crosslinguistic varia-
tion based on availability of particular constructions. The structure and meaning
of the transitive English sentence Daniela likes Swedish movies contrast with its
translation equivalent in a language with dative experiencers as in (13), in which
the psych predicate expresses a property of the nominative argument (Las pelícu-
las suecas gustan, ‘Swedish movies are appealing’), a predication that is lacking
in the English sentence.29

As mentioned earlier, experiencers are related to possessors and (human) lo-
cations, but are not taken to be affected arguments. This is consistent with the
proposal that affectedness in dative or applicative arguments arises as a config-
urational meaning involving two verbal layers. However, proposing that dative
experiencers are unembedded high applicatives which take a stative vP as com-
plement does not directly derive the ‘experiencer’ interpretation. In principle, the

28Acedo-Matellán & Mateu 2015, Pujalte 2015 adopt the unaccusative analysis with the dative
experiencer as HighAppl and the usual dative case (but change the licensing position of the
lower DP).

29Not all psych constructions display this variation, however. English also has psych construc-
tions formed with prepositional phrases, such as to-DPs with psych predicates such as appeal,
seem, and be important.
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1 Datives as applicatives

interpretation could arise as a result of the lexical meaning of the psych verb, of
the denotation of the Appl head or some other specialized head, or the extended
verbal configuration as a whole.

It could be argued that the meaning of the experiencer as a specialized type
of possessor or location arises from the meaning of the psych verb, in virtue of
the dative DP being one of its arguments. Regardless of whether one has any
general reservations against a lexically-based approach to argument structure,
there are empirical arguments against deriving the interpretation of the dative
experiencer from the lexical meaning of a verb. These arguments are presented
below from Spanish, but other languages provide similar evidence.

First, not every experiencer is the subject of a psychological experience, there
also being physical states associated with an experiencer argument, as in (16).30

Second, intra- and inter-linguistically, many experiencers appearwith psycholog-
ical predicates formed as light verb constructions in which the psych meaning
comes from a nominal element, not from the verb, and the dative argument is ar-
guably associated with the light verb, as in (17), and in (14) above. Finally, as noted
by Di Tullio (2015), there are dative DPs interpreted as experiencers in combina-
tion with idiomatic psychological expressions formed without any psych words,
as in (18).

(16) A
DAT

Daniela
Daniela

le
3SG.DAT=

aprietan
squeeze.PL

los
the

zapatos.
shoes

‘Those shoes are too tight for Daniela.’

(17) A
DAT

Daniela
Daniela

le
3SG.DAT=

dan
give.PL

miedo
fear

las
the

tormentas.
storms

‘Daniela is afraid of storms.’ lit., ‘Storms give fear to Daniela.’

(18) A
DAT

Daniela
Daniela

le
3SG.DAT=

dan
give.PL

cosa/
thing/

no
not

sé
know.1SG

qué
what

las
the

arañas.
spiders

‘Daniela feels uneasy about spiders.’
Lit., ‘Spiders give Daniela stuff/I don’t know what’ (adapted from
Di Tullio 2015)

30The interpretation of the dative in (16) and (19) is not perfectly captured by its English trans-
lation. As in the case of other applicatives, such as low and affected applicatives, a dative
argument is understood as more than a goal or location, and typically only animate entities
are licensed (therefore, the dative in (16) could not be replaced by the mannequin) or inanimate
entities in a part-whole relation, as in (19b). The contrast between Spanish (16) and its English
translation is perhaps similar to the contrast in English between That is important to Amir/*the
lawn and That is important for Amir/the lawn.
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These data provide evidence against a lexical source of the experiencer in-
terpretation, since experiencers do not require a lexical psychological verb. An
alternative explanation is that the interpretation derives directly from the deno-
tation of a specialized, more functional head, whose contribution is to licence
an experiencer both syntactically and semantically (as Voice does for Agents).
Within an applicative approach, this head would be the Appl head. It can be pro-
posed that there is a specialized Experiencer ‘flavour’ or feature specification of
HighAppl (as has been proposed for LowAppl in order to derive the recipient,
source and possessor interpretation). A specialized head, rather than the verb, as
the source of the experiencer interpretation has also been proposed by Landau
(2010), and argued by Fábregas & Marín (2020 [this volume]): a prepositional
head P which takes the dative DP as its argument and relates it to the state. The
non-psychological experiencers illustrated in (16) are potential problems for this
“all-in-the-head” approach, since it is not clear whether these cases would require
a different P head than the one which combines with psychological predicates.
Additional issues arise with arguably experiencer arguments that are hard to
classify as either psychological or physical, particularly in the case of inanimate
datives, as in (19b).

(19) a. A
DAT

Daniela
Daniela

le
3SG.DAT=

quedan
stay.PL

mal
bad

los
the

zapatos.
shoes

‘Those shoes look bad on Daniela.’
b. Al

DAT.the
regalo
present

le
3SG.DAT=

queda
stay

mal
bad

ese
that

moño.
bow

‘That bow looks bad on the present.’

Even more importantly, a problem with the proposal that experiencer is the
meaning assigned by a dedicated applicative (or P) head is that, as noted byWech-
sler (2020 [this volume]), an unconstrained quantity of different heads would be
required to account for the other interpretations. The resulting system would be
unable to express or account for the systematicity between the structure of the
verbal domain and interpretation of arguments.

A third, intermediate possibility can be developed within a more explanatory
applicative analysis: “experiencer” is a configurational meaning which takes into
account the Appl head and its position within the extended verbal projection,
properties of the complement of Appl, as well as idiosyncratic meanings of vo-
cabulary items, and idiomatic expressions.31 Ideally, the semantic contribution

31Such a configurational approach could also be developed on the basis of Landau’s (2010) func-
tional P head, but I do not pursue that line here. See Acedo-Matellán & Mateu (2015) for an
account of properties of psychological predicates based on characteristics of the root.
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of the Appl head is minimal and constant as far as the interpretation of its argu-
ment is concerned, although Pylkkänen’s (2008) distinction between High and
Low in terms of semantic composition must be maintained.

As specifiers of a high applicative, dative experiencers are related to a vP, and
share properties with bene/malefactives, instrumentals, causees, and affected ap-
plicatives (Figure 2). Unlike bene/malefactives, Affected Appls and causees, expe-
riencers are not typically affected arguments. Unlike instrumentals, experiencers
are not related to an event in a ‘doer’ capacity; if anything, they are closer to un-
dergoers than to agents. Can these different interpretations be derived without
postulating “experiencer” directly as the denotation of a particular HighAppl
head?

As discussed in §3, experiencers are structurally distinguishable from both
Affected Appls and Causees, as represented in Figure 2 by the “embedded/non-
embedded” contrast. Since affectedness arises from the applicative argument par-
ticipating in two (sub)events, the lack of affectedness reading for dative experi-
encers follows. The contrast between experiencers and bene/malefactives and in-
strumentals is based, in Figure 2, on the dynamic or stative nature of the comple-
ment vP. Stativity is a crucial component of our understanding (or definition) of
an experiencer as the possessor of a mental state. Another property of the struc-
ture of dative experiencer constructions, however, is crucial: the experiencer is
the highest argument, there not being another external argument licensing head
(such as v or Voice) above Appl.

In order to test whether these two structural components are needed to obtain
an “experiencer” reading (of a high applicative), they should be isolated. First,
stative verbs that are not unaccusative, such as Spanish vivir ‘live’, usually appear
in unergative structures with a nominative subject alone, or with a locative as
well. A dative argumentmay be added to the sentencewith a locative, as in (20).32

(20) Emilio
Emilio

le
3SG.DAT=

vive
live

en
in

el
the

jardín
garden

(a
(DAT

Vera).
Vera)

‘Emilio is living in Vera’s garden (on her).’

The interpretation of the dative argument Vera in (20) is not that of an experi-
encer, but more specifically a bene/malefactive, arguably due to the presence of
the external argument, merged above the high applicative, which, in turn, takes
a stative vP as complement.

32The resulting sentence is colloquial, and not accepted by all speakers. In any case, the relevance
of the example is the interpretation obtained by those speakers who accept it.
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The other test is an unaccusative structure in which the dative is the highest
argument, but inwhich the vP complement is dynamic rather than stative.Would
such dative be interpreted as an experiencer? Fábregas & Marín (2020 [this vol-
ume]) probe this question and suggest that a dative argument with a reflexive
dynamic predicate is a potential experiencer:

(21) A
DAT

Juan
Juan

se
REFL

le
3SG.DAT=

olvidan
forget.PL

las
the

cosas
things

(rápidamente).
quickly

‘Juan forgets things (quickly).’

This sentence is in present tense, just like the typical stative in (13), but here
the present is understood as episodic or habitual, as an activity verb would. Inter-
estingly, what Fábregas & Marín consider an experiencer could be the result of
the psychological nature of the predicate in an inchoative structure, in which a
dative argument would typically be read as an accidental causer. This highlights
the interaction between structural properties and lexical meaning in the inter-
pretation of a dative DP. Note in the examples below how the interpretation of
the dative is somewhat different in the absence of a psychological reading of the
predicate. In the unintentional causer reading, the underlying structure is that of
a high applicative merged above a (non agentive) dynamic vPGO (Cuervo 2003;
2014; Schäfer 2008; see §4.2).

(22) A
DAT

Juan
Juan

se
REFL

le
3SG.DAT=

pierden
lose.PL

/
/
queman
burn.PL

las
the

cosas.
things

‘Juan (accidentally) loses/burns things.’

These data support the view that the interpretation of a (dative) argument as
an “experiencer” is better captured as a configurational meaning rather than a
meaning dependent on the denotation of a licensing head or a lexical element.
In particular, the data show that both stativity of the verbal complement, and
absence of an external argument above the dative DP, are crucial components
for the experiencer interpretation to arise as the most salient.33

33Kim’s (2011) analysis of Korean adversity passives as experiencer have constructions (as in
English Peter had the children laugh at him) is also crucially based on the “affected experiencer”
being the highest external argument in the extended verbal domain. Interestingly, these two
properties also hold of the arguably other way of licensing experiencer subjects: as Holder
arguments licensed by Voice in the context of a psychological predicate, as in Natasha fears
lighting.
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1 Datives as applicatives

5 Conclusions

The Classical Nahuatl grammarian Horacio Carochi characterized applicatives
as those which “orient the action of the verb towards another person, or thing,
attributing it to him by way of harm, or benefit, taking it away from him, or
putting it on him, or relating it to him in some way or another, as shall be un-
derstood through the examples; e.g., nitlaqua, ‘I eat something’; its applicative is
nictlaquaia in notàtsin, ‘I eat my father something’, as if he has fruit, or something
else, and I eat it from him...”:

VERBO aplicativo es el que ordena la acción del verbo a otra persona, o cosa,
atribuyéndosela por via de daño, o provecho, quitándosela, o poniéndosela,
o refiriéndosela de qualquiera manera que sea, como se entenderá por los
exemplos; verbi gracia: nitlaqua, ‘como algo’, su aplicativo es nictlaquaia in
notàtsin, ‘como algo a mi Padre’, como si tenía fruta, o otra cosa, y se la
como. (Carochi 1645: 466)

Carochi’s translation of the Náhuatl applicative into Spanish involved the addi-
tion of a dative argument (a mi Padre, and se in se la como above), illustrating the
overlap between applicative and dative arguments. Although the overlap may
be imperfect, it is significant and systematic. The study of datives as applicatives
provides a framework to capture datives as a class beyond their morphology in
terms of the type of licensing, while allowing for systematic variation in terms
of structural position and thematic interpretation.

This broader approach to the study of dative constructions goes well beyond
the most typical datives in ditransitive constructions. By putting aside case as
a domain where languages can vary, I have focused on what dative arguments
have in common as a class and as subcases of applicative arguments, as found in
both languages with a rich case system and languages without overt case mark-
ing. Going beyond morphosyntactic coding is necessary in the quest to make
crosslinguistic generalizations and to articulate a theory of argument structure.

Carochi’s (1645) notion of applicatives as derived verbs captures the intuition
that there must be some extra piece in a verb that co-occurs with — and li-
censes — an applied argument. In order to systematically derive the subtypes
of dative/applied arguments, it is crucial to take into account the way this extra
piece integrates into the extended verbal projection of the clause. In describing
its integration, not only the merge position (i.e., the complement) of the Appl
head is relevant, but also the dynamic/stative nature of its complement, and the
presence/absence of an external argument, and of a verbal head (intruducing a
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(sub)event) above the applicative. Once such a detailed proposal is developed,
broad empirical coverage can be maintained while featural and lexical specifi-
cation of the Appl head is drastically reduced. This minimal notion of Appl as
introducing an argument “oriented” towards its complement accords well with
the fact that in somany languages applicatives are expressed as dative arguments,
analyzed themselves as an argument “in contact” with the rest of the predicate
(Fábregas & Marín 2020 [this volume]) via a directional or locative morpheme,
such as Romance a/à. Appl is thus akin to the more grammatical adpositions
whose complement is interpreted contextually (Svenonius 2007). In this view of
semantically underspecified Appl, a distinction remains between applied argu-
ments and arguments of Voice (cf. Wood & Marantz 2017).

The richness of interpretations of applicative and dative arguments, in spite of
their being licensed by a functional headwithminimal semantics, sets them apart
from the narrow range of interpretations for arguments of v/Voice, on the one
hand, and the practically unconstrained interpretations of arguments of lexical
verbs/roots, on the other. Applicatives are, in this sense, an “efficient” way of
generating diversity of meaning with limited resources by making use of various
properties of the syntactic structures with which they combine.
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The abbreviations used in the glosses of this chapter follow the Leipzig Glossing
Rules. Additional abbreviation: HON honorific.
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