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INTRODUCTION

In this paper, | argue that modal elements can &eyed inside the vP domain,
and an Agree relation is established between tiie dand low modal projections
to fulfill the requirement of Full InterpretationCHiomsky 2000). | present
evidence from Mandarin Chinese to support this dink®dal proposal; |
examine the excessiva construction, which contains the 3rd person siagul
pronounta that seems to lack referentiality and instead despss a modality
meaning. | propose a vP-internal modal projectimat hoststaand | claim that
this projectionmust be licensed by a higher modal via Agree, taedmeaning
of excessiveness can be derived compositionalty fitee structure.

1. EXCESSIVE ta CONSTRUCTION: GRAMMATICAL
PROPERTIES OF THE NON-REFERENTIAL PRONOUN fa

In this section, | examine the grammatical progsrtdof the non-referential
pronounfa. | begin with the semantics of thi@ sentences, followed by a
discussion of distributional facts with respectrtood and modality.

1.1. SEMANTIC PROPERTIESAND THE FUNCTION OF fa
1.1.1. EXCESSIVE ta

Mandarin Chinese exhibits a construction in whiclpranounta, related to
modality but lacking referentiality, surfaces low the structure. A sentence
with non-referentiata is provided below:

) he fa ge buzui-bt-gue
drink it CL not-drunk-not-return
‘Let’s drink such that we won’t go home until weearunk!
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In (1), the &' person singular persdaappears post-verbally, and is followed by
the classifierge and the adverbial complemebtzui-bi-gue ‘not-drunk-not-
return’. It has been noticed that the absenceteofdoes not affect the
grammaticality of the sentence, although the “§dlavour disappears with the
absence ofa. Recently, more work has been done on what ex#foflyneaning
of “liveliness” is, and also what function the nmferential pronouma plays in
the sentence. From a discourse point of view, RMO. (2003) considers non-
referentialfa to be a metalinguistic expression in the sensktligaspeaker tries
to claim a role of a third person remote from heés/normal state of self. Yeh
(2006) follows up F.-C. Wu'’s view and suggests that detachment created by
the use ofta mentioned above may be triggered by the “extreigiation
described by the sentence, for instatezui-bi-gue ‘not go home until drunk’
in (1), which in turn explains why the complemeft@is typically associated
with quantity that is excessive. Following thisdiof reasoning, Big (2004) and
Yeh (2006) further claim that the utterance cornitgjrfa expresses excessive
qguantities and the sense of ‘above an implicit roisn implied in the
construction (Yeh 2006: 92).

To show thatfa sentences possess the meaning of excessivendss, Ye
(2006) utilizes two evaluative verbsa andjiu. These two evaluative adverbs
are both translated as ‘only’, but they differ fraach other in that while the
adverbjiu implies that the preceding action requires litffler, cé, on the other
hand, implies the preceding action is perceiveshexessarand is associated
with a more demanding situation (Shu 2007). i sentences denote
excessiveness, we would expad but notjid to co-occur withfa. This
prediction is borne out as shown in (2).

2) a. Za he a lrang-be pijiu heo
again  drink it two-glass beer good
le!

PAR

‘Drinking two more glasses of beer is good=
please drink two more glasses of beer!

b. *za he 2] lrang-be pijiu  jiu
again drink it two-glass beer only
hao le!
good PAR

‘Drinking two more glasses of beer is goodwgh!’

C. zhe  shu yao ma fa yi-ba-ben
this book  want buy _it one-hundred-CL
*id/cd  guu.
only enough

‘(We) have to have one hundred copies af ioiok.’



While (2a) and (2b) clealy show that the advgdbcannot co-occur with the
excessive pronoufd, the contrast in (2c) can be explained if we agstimtcéi
requires a more demanding situation described @natitecedent clause, and is
thus compatible with the excessive reading conteithuby ta, whereasgiu is
associated with a less-demanding interpretation #mt is strongly dis-
preferred in théa sentence.

1.1.2. LICENSING THE EXCESSIVE ta

A property that has gone unnoticed in the literatisrthat the appearance of the
excessivea is restricted to the context of imperative andt nmmdals, such as
Keyi ‘can’, xiang(yap) ‘want’, and yinggd ‘should’. The point is demonstrated
by the following sentencés

3) a. *Wo  ma fa Ji-ba-ben shu
I buy it several-hundredt book
guo.
EXP

‘| bought several hundreds of books.’

b. nTa fa Ji-ba-ben shu ba!
buy it several-hundrede book PAR
‘Let’s buy several hundreds of books!

c. wo xiang/yingga/Keiyi ma @
I want/should/can buy it
Jji-ba-ben shu
several-hundredt book

‘| want to/should/can buy several hundreds afkso

fa is not allowed in an indicative declarative sentetike (3a), and to render
this sentence acceptable, an imperative mood itetiday the sentential particle
bain (3b) or a root modal such as those in (3cgépiired.

In her work on imperatives, Han (1999) argues iimgterative mood has
the semantics of deontic modality. This claim isdedased on the observation
that imperative sentences and deontic modal sesgehoth contribute as an
essential part of their meanings that an obligatiom permission is issued by
the speaker; these two construals only differ iattthe existence of an
obligation or a permission is part of the asserfamdeontic modal sentences,
but it is part of the presupposition that cannotcbatradicted or canceled for

! The existence of a modal/imperative mood in theessiveta construction echoes the
long observed semantic characteristics that thesskee construction typically appears in
irrealis contexts (Kojima 2006).



imperatives (Han 1999: 479). Adopting Han’s proposasuggest that the
crucial element to license the presence of thesskeefa is the root modal and
the relation betweema and the imperative mood is mediated by the deontic

modal contained in the imperative sentence, anslighindirect.
To sum up, in this section, | probed into the seinanof the non-
referentialfa, and showed that first of all, non-referentalcarries the meaning

of excessiveness, and second, this marked coristiust only possible with a
root modal. In the next section, | shift the fodosthe syntactic properties of
excessivea, so as to gain a full understanding of the cowsiva in question.

1.2. SYNTACTIC PROPERTIES OF ta
1.2.1. WHAT CAN FOLLOW ta?

The most salient and most discussed grammaticalreeaf the excessiva
construction is thata must take a quantity-denoting nominal complemehe T
sentences in (4a, b) illustrate the fact that tbga following fa must be
guantity-denoting, and hence it cannot be baregcaorit be definite. The object
can be headed by words liteseveral, a few’ and numerals suchiasg ‘two’.
An interesting phenomenon is that while the quaettjf ‘several, a few’ can
appear in an excessiv@& sentence, other quantifiers such rag ‘every’,
stoyoude‘all’, dabufen ‘most’ andhendau ‘many’ cannot co-occur witka. This
is shown in (4c).

4) a. he a (ge) Tjiliang/*na -ba pijiu
drink it CL several/two/*that -glass  beer
bal
PAR

‘Let’s drink several/two/that glass of beer!

b. *he a pijit ba!
drink it beer PAR
‘Let’s drink beer!

c. *da fa md-ben /Soyoude/déufende/Neduo
read it every-CL/all/most/many
Xiaoshuo bal!
novel PAR

‘Let’s read every/most/all/many the naVel
(J.-W. Lin and Zhang 2006: 804)

Moreover, the nominal that follow& needs not be an argument of the
verb. Oblique constituents are allowed with such as temporal expressions
(liang tian ‘two days’), frequentative phrasd&fg ci‘twice’), and nominalized



resultative complementgé tonkkua ‘cL thorough.satisfication’). (5) involves a
frequency expressiotiang ci ‘twice’, and (6) a resultative phragengkua
‘heartily’, which is nominalized by the precedingrgral classifiege’.

(5) chi fa llang  Ci Kao-ya
eat it two times roasted-duck

‘Let’s eat roasted duck twice!’
(J.-W. Lin and Zhang 2006: 802)

(6) Jinwan  wéan fa ge tongkua ba!
tonight play it CcL heartily PAR
‘Let’s play heartily’

Lastly, it has been observed th@t cannot appear in a ditransitive
construction, as shown in (7); this restriction &b Zhu (1982) and Ma (1983)
to treat the excessiva constructions on par with ditransitive constructio

©) a. shishu yao smg (@ wo yi-zhi
Uncle want give it I onet

shaubieo.

watch
b. shish( yao slng wo (*ta) yi-zhi
Uncle want give I it oneL

shaibteo.

watch

Both ‘The uncle wants to give me a watch.’

Instead of attributing the ungrammaticality of (@)ta being an “extra”
thus unlicensed argument in the ditransitive sereld.-W. Lin and Zhang
(2006) propose that the unacceptabilitytafn (7) can be explained as follows.
In (7a),ta is not followed by a quantity-denoting nominaldan (7b)ta is not
adjacent to the verb. However, while their explamais sufficient to account
for the ungrammaticality in (7), it does not teb much about the contrast
between (8a) and (8b):

(8) a. wo yao slng (*f@) Sa-ge h&  San-ben
I want  give it threesL child  threeeL
shu
book

‘I want to give three children (a quantity tiree books.’

2 please see Wu (2002) for the nominalizer anabfsilse general classifigre.



b. WO yao smg Ta San-ben shu
I want  give it threesL book
??(ge San-ge ha&i).
to threei child
‘I want to give three books (to three chilgyé

(8a) shows again that the non-referentealcannot appear in a ditransitive
sentence, even though the adjacency problem thald gootentially cause
unacceptability is removed. On the contrary, in eeppsitional dative
construction like (8b), it is possible to have tton-referentiata in the sentence,
although it is best without the presence of thérewd object.

However, if we accept the analysis tafas an argument of the verb as
proposed in Zhu (1982) and Ma (1983), we will becénl to conclude that the
transitive verbs in the excessiteesentences are in fact ditransitive. Moreover,
this analysis also predicts that intransitive veshsuldn’t co-occur withia, and
it should be possible to questiercessivda, contrary to the facts demonstrated
below:

9) pa/ku fta ge tingquabal!
run/cry it CL heartily PAR
‘Run/Cry heartily”

(10) *i Xiang nia shé/shéne ge

you want  buy who/what CL
Ji-ba-ben sh®
several-hundredis book

‘Who/What do you want to buy several hundredsamfks for?’

(9) involves two unergative verbgao ‘run’ andKu ‘cry’, and the acceptability
of (9) strongly suggests that excessimean't be analyzed as the argument of
the verb. (10) shows that excessimeannot be replaced by the question words
she ‘who’ and shéne ‘what’, and this again doesn’t support the argumen
analysis ofta. As will be argued later, the contrast we havenseg8) is better
understood as an incompatibility problem betwiesind an indirect object.

1.2.2. WHAT MUST PRECEDE f@a?
Many linguists have noticed that not only does e¢keessiveda have to

follow a verb, but it also has to be adjacent ® \tkrb without any intervening
constituent, including aspect particleszhe andguto in (11).



(12) *ZhangSan hele/gio/zhe Ta yi-be
Zhangsan drinkRFEXP/PROG it one-glass
Jiu.
wine
‘Zhangsan drank/has an experience of drinkirdylisking one glass
of wine.’

Based on the distribution shown above, J.-W. Linl &thang (2006)
conclude thata is an enclitic and must be cliticized onto thecering verb
without any intervening morpheme. However, as weis€12), it is unexpected
under the clitic account that the aspect marr which doesn't block the
cliticization of pronominata, is also incompatible with the excessiae

(12) Ta za chi (*@d) llang ge habao.
He PROG eat it two CL burger
‘He is eating two burgers.’

| propose that the contraint on the co-occurrerfcé&aavith the aspect
markersle/gio/zhe/2ais better understood as a constraint on the caorosace
of a modal with those aspectual markers. It is dedwn that in English,
modals take a bare infinitive complement (He muisbk/take a pen from you.).
T(ense) in Mandarin, the complement of a modalnoarcarry an aspectual
marker. For example, the modgbo ‘want’ in (13a,b), which licenses the
excessive@, does not appear witle/gto/zhe/Zza On the other hand, in (14a),
the sentence-final inchoative marler which scopes over the modal, is licit
with the modalyao®. It is, therefore, to be expected that the sewrtdimal
inchoative markele is accepted in an excessive sentence, as shofdhij

(13) a. Wo yao he*le/*guo/*zhe yibe
I want  drinkPRFEXP/PROG one-glass
Jiu.
wine
b. Wo yao (*zd) he yi-be Jiu.
I want PROG drink one-glass wine

‘| want to drink one glass of wine.’

% The issues are still unsettled as to whether seaténalle (sententiale) and verbale
are the same and where in the structure they gmesented; however, there is some
concensus on that sentence-fitmhas a wider scope than verl@l as it expresses the
meaning of ‘change of state’, and serves as a disedfinal particle, marking the end of
a discourse unit (Chao 1968).



(14) a. Wo vyao he yi-be Jiu le.
I want  drink  one-glass wine  INCH
‘I wanted to drink one glass of wine now.’

b. Wo yao he fa yi-be Jiu
| want  drink it one-glass wine
le.
INCH

‘I wanted to drink one glass of wine now.’

123 LOCALITY IN fa-LICENSING

As mentioned in Section 1.1.2, excessteeis licensed by a modal in the
sentence. Importantlyia licensing has to be local, i.e., it cannot be ssra
clause boundary, or an island boundary:

(15) a. John _Xig ma @ Ji-ba-ben

John _want buy it several-hundredt
shu
book
‘John wants to buy several hundreds of books.’

b. John _Xiag zhideo ta ma (*ta)
John _want know he buy it
Ji-ba-ben shu le ma.
several-hundredt book PRF Q

‘John wants to know if he bought several huddref books.’

In (15a), the modakiang ‘want’ and the pronouria are located in the same
clause, and licensing holds between these two elesnélowever, when the
modal is separated from excessteeby the boundary of a finite clauss-
licensing is blocked and the result is ungrammbatiaa shown in (15b). (16)
below shows again that licensing between a modhfaamust respect locality:

(16) a. Wo renshi  [xiang he a lrang-be
| know want drink it two-glass
de] ren.
DE person
‘I knew the person who wants to drink two glasgds
wine).’
b. *W0 xiang renshi[he a lrang-be
I want  know drink it two-glass
DE rén



de] person
Intended, ‘I want to meet the people whadrvo glasses
(of wine).’

(16a) is acceptable since the moxiahg ‘want’ and the non-referential pronoun
fa are both in the relative clause, an island foraetion; however, licensing is
blocked when the modal is outside the island tlettains the pronoufs, as
(16b) shows. Note that as claimed by J.-W. Lin daehg (1995), the modal
xiang takes an infinitive clause as its complements lthierefore not the clause
boundary that causes the problem in (16b); instda&,ungrammaticality of
(16b) is attributed to the violation of an islandndition. In sum, the relation
betweerta and its licensor observes locality constraints.

In the next section, | show that the syntactic apen Agree is
responsible for the establishment of the relatietwleenta and the modal.

2. AN AGREEMENT APPROACH
| start this section by answering the questiond i) one by one:

a7 Questions:
a. Why must excessiva be licensed by a modal?
Why musta be immediately followed by a quantity-denoting rioat?
c. Why can objects headed by certain quantifiedsdemonstratives not
co-occur withta?

d. Why ista barred from double object constructions?

c

Following Cinque (1999), Butler (2003), Tsai andrtRer (2008), |
assume that root modals are generated between dPvRNn This modal
projection is headed by M8dith an interpretable yet unvalued feature, which
probes another instance of modal feature with wkichgree in its c-command
domain. In thefa excessive construction, Mdastablishes an Agree relation
with ta, which heads a functional projection inside thedehain. The licensing
relation held between the modal and the excedsiwan be best characterized
by syntactic agreement between these two elemthissagreement occurs to
establish a functional relation between the modatl dahe excessivea
(Miyagawa 2009), and to fulfill the requirementFadll Interpretation (Chomsky
2000). Assuming the feature sharing model propdseesetsky and Torrego
(2007), the functional relation in the excessitee construction can be
represented in the following tree diagram (irrelevdetails are ignored):
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Let’s start from the top of the tree respresentaiio(18). First, the interpretable
and unvalued modality feature of Moid valued by the modal feature @ as
stated above. After the sentence is convergedotiyut of the Agree relation
between Moflandfa is a meaningful input (an interpretable modal deatwith
a value [excessive]) at LF. A deontic modal is neergt the specifier of M8d
and values Madif it can’t otherwise find a matching goal in icscommand
domairf. Second, | assume th&@ possesses some uninterpretable features,
*uQuan andiMod; the former attracts a quantity-denoting phitasiés specifier,
while the latter is checked by agreeing with arfptetable modal feature. As
will be discussed in details below, the excessivéakes the quantity-denoting
expression as its specifier, and this configuratierives the meaning of
excessiveness. Lastly, head movement takes plageV tofa to v, and thus
the order ta QP is derived

One of the merits of this agreement approach ig tha locality
conditions onta licensing observed in the previous section fall waturally if
there is agreement between the modal @nith the excessivé& construction;
relevant examples are repeated below:

* The syntactic status of Chinese modals is stilmnch debate. While J.-W. Lin and
Tang (1995) argue for a ‘modals as verbs’ approa@shi (2009) and X. -Y. Huang (2009)
adopt the universal hierarchy proposed by Cinq899), and claim that there is an
adverb-auxiliary distinction among Chinese modahents, which form spec-head pairs
in a Cinquian style. Since both root modal advégisgga ‘should’, Kayi ‘can’), and
root modal auxiliariesy@o ‘want’, néng ‘can’) can license excessiva, | assume that
they are operators and are base-generateted Mod].

® Evidence in the literature & being phonologically deficient suggests that trenpun

fa might undergo affixation to the verb. Shu (200falszesta as a verbal clitic which
forms a constituent with the verb.

10
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(29) a. John _Xiag nia fa Ji-ba-ben
John _want buy it several-hundredt
book
shu

‘John wants to buy several hundreds of books.’

b. John _Xiag zhidao Ta ma (*ta)
John _want know he buy it
Ji-ba-ben shu le ma.

several-hundredt book PRF Q

‘John wants to know if he bought several heddrof books.’

(20) a. Wo renshi  [xiang he a liang-be
I know want drink it two-glass
de] ren.
DE person
‘I knew the person who wants to drink two gessgof wine).’
b. *Wo  xiang renshi [he a liang-be
I want  know drink it two--glass
DE rén.
de] person
Intended, ‘I want to meet the people who drank ghasses
(of wine).’

(19) and (20) demonstrate a locality violation. time (a) examples, the
agreement relation is able to maintain betweennbdal xiang ‘want’ andta,
since they are both in the same clause, whereathein(b) examples, the
agreement between these two constituents cannastablished by crossing
either the finite clause boundary or tivk-island created by the relative clause.
The contrasts shown in (19) and (20) follow naftyraf ta-licensing is
understood as syntactic agreement in terms of Agméch obeys the same
syntactic conditions af licensing (Chomsky 2000, Rackowski and Richards
2005).

To answer the second question of viaynust be immediately followed
by a quantity-denoting nominal, we need to firstierstand the semantic rake
plays in the structure. Yeh (2006) argues thatctivestructional meaning of the
excessivea construction is postulated as ‘above an implicitm’. Rather than
pursuing a construction-based analysis, | clainhttiiameaning of the excessive
fa construction can be derived in a compositional waytopose that the non-
referentialta establishes a comparison between the degree demptibe QP in
its specifier and the contextual standard/normsTthéatment assimilates the
excessiveéa with the null positive morpheme assumed in seretike ‘Sally is
tall' (Kennedy 1999). A gradable predicate suchtalkis argued to combine
with a null positive morpheme, which may be overtlized by dor-phrase

11
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(Sally is tall for a third grader, and results in a function of a type that allatvs
to combine with an individual (Kennedy and McNal905). The denotation of
the null positive (POS) is given below:

(21) a. [[POS]] 2Gix. Ud[standar d(d)(G)(C) * G(d)(x)]
b. [[POSII([[tall]]) = Ax. Ld[standar d(d)([[tall]])(C) ~ tall(x) >
d]
C. = ‘True if and only if there is some degkthat counts atall

in contextC, andx is at least-tall.’

(21a) expresses that the function of the null pasitnorpheme is to restrict the
degree argumertt to values no less than a contextual standard wipecison.
(21c) shows that aftaall combines with the null positive morpheme in (21b),
the computation takes in an individual x and refuire value TRUE if and only
if there is some degrakthat counts as “positive” in the discourse contéxnd

X is at leastl-tall (Kennedy and McNally 2005).

| suggest that the excessitzeperforms the same semantic function as the
null positive morpheme in the sense that an impdieatext-sensitive degrekis
compared with/related to a degree denoted by thatgy-denoting phrase by a
partial ordering relatiors; a fa sentence is true if and only if the degmke
denoted by the quantity-denoting phrase no less ttiea quantity implied in the
context C, and thus the meaning of excessivenairiged.

So far | have answered the first two questiongdish the beginning of
the section, that is, the licensing conditionstamand the obligatoriness of the
presence of the quantity-denoting complement.

Regarding the issue of why the excesdiveloesn’t take objects headed
by the quantifiemTa ‘every’, stoyaude‘all’, dabuféen ‘most’ andhendau ‘many’,
butJi ‘several’. J.-W. Lin (1994) notices that the qtilé&rs that can appear
with the non-referentiala are those that can be preceded by demonstratives.
(22a),]i ‘several, a few’ is licit with the demonstratizbe this/these’, whereas
it is not possible to haveid ‘every’, stoyoude‘all’, dabofén ‘most’ andhendou
‘many’ in the same context, as shown in (22b).

(22) a. zhe  Ji-ben shu
these  severalt book
‘these several books’

b. *zhe  md/stoyou/dzbifen/fendwo-ben  shu

these every/all/most/mary- book
‘these *every/*all/*most/many books’

On the basis of the data above, J.-W. Lin and Z{26@6) claim that the

quantifiers which do not occur with demonstratieee themselves D-elements.
Therefore, the issue of why the excesstgeis incompatible with certain

12
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quantifiers and demonstratives now can be unifiedh@ question of whya
cannot take DP as its argument. In Su (2012), keharoposed that the co-
occurrence restriction on the excessiiee with D-elements should be re-
interpreted as a co-occurrence restriction betwden D-elements and the
classifierge, which seems to optionally appear in the excedsiwenstruction. |
claimed that the classifigre,as an indefinite determiner, occupies a D position,
and thus excludes other D-like quantifiers and destratives in the excessiv@
construction.

Now | turn to the last question: why fa barred from double object
constructions? The relevant example is repeatexibel

(23) WO yao stng (*d) [0o Sa-ge hazi]
| want  give it threeL child
[bo Sa-bEn shy.
threecL book

‘| want to give three children (a quantity of) ¢lerbooks.’

In Section 1.2.1, | have argued that the argumealyais ofta cannot be
correct, and the example below further shows thais ipossible to have
excessivea in a prepositional dative sentence without anrgatiobject:

(24) wo yao stng Ta (ge)lo.San-ben shy
| want give it CL threeeL book
(oo g6 San-ge  hiai]).
to  threeeL child
‘| want to give three books (to three children).’

As (24) indicatesfa can appear in a prepositional dative sentence when
indirect object is abseng@ san-ge hdzi ‘to three children’). Based on the fact
in (24), | suggest that the probihition of excessta in double object
constructions is due to incompatibility between essiveta and the indirect
object, which may be linked to the ditansitive tsad excessivéa at an earlier

stage. The incompatibility between an ethical dagironoun and an indirect
object is also observed in English personal datfi?&3s):

(25) He needs hima little more sense.
(Horn 2008: 172)

(25) illustrates an English PD sentence, in whiah tptional occurrence of a
non-subcategorized personal datives pronominalransttive clauses which
obligatorily coindexes the subject” (Horn 20089L6Rotschy McLachlan and
Queller (2010) claim that English personal datigeslved from the ditransitive
construction; it “begins as a recipient/beneficiasflexive dative pronoun
marking the third argument in the construction amdater reanalyzed as an

13
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affect-marking ethical dative” (Rotschy McLachlaf12). It is possible that
Mandarin excessivefa construction undergoes a similar process of
grammaticalization as English PDs, and the dittevesusage of the excessive
fa construction at an earlier stage may impose aicttsh on the co-occurrence
of fa and the indirect object, & was used as an indirect object. As (24) shows,
the presence of an indirect object in the excessivnstruction is marginally
accepted, which suggests that since excedaivas taken on a new structure,
and doesn't bear the recipient role, the restnictia the co-occurrence @f and

the indirect object is not as strict. However, mdrachronic research on the
development of the excessia constructions and cross-linguistic studies on
personal datives/ethical datives need to be done.
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