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Qg f 9 Limiting space- movement possibilities in German
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The purpose of this paper is to investigate thectiire and syntactic properties of Applicative
Phrases (ApplP) in German Double Object Constrost{®OC). The problematic issue in the
area of Applicatives is the asymmetry in the bebaviof Indirect Objects (I0) and Direct
Objects (DO), in aspects such as availability ofjg@b Shift or acceptability of object
movement to the subject position of the passivéesee.

The analysis begins with the application of theotlggoroposed by McGinnis (2001, 2005),
based on the division of Applicative Phrases intghHand Low, according to their semantic
features, developed by Pylkkanen (2002). In ordemdcount for the differences in the
properties of both types of Applicative Phrases,Gibnis adopts Chomsky’s theory of
Phases (Chomsky 2000, 2001). She claims that siiigle ApplPs are phases they allow
relatively free object movement, thanks to an eRP position, addition of which is a
feature of Phases. McGinnis explains limited pabksés of object movement within (Object
Shift) and out of Low ApplPs (passivisation) wittetr non- phasal status.

McGinnis’s approach seems to reach required coioclsswhich are supported by the facts
from a number of languages. However, the analysiGeyrman data proves that adopting a
phase- based account may not be compatible withgshena present in German. Considering
the results of this analysis and the fact that ékistence of Phases themselves has been
guestioned (Jeong 2006, Boeckx and Grohmann 20@@)her solution to this issue,
advocated by Jeong (2006), will be applied. Hemppsal requires consideration of objects’
features, such as the category (DP vs. PP), the Qabkerent vs. structural) and the
availability of scrambling without ascribing thegdal status to Applicative Phrases.
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