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Abstract: 

The paper examines the applicability of Leonard Talmy‘s 

typological division of languages into the so-called verb-framed 

languages (henceforth VLs) and satellite-framed languages 

(henceforth SLs. It demonstrates that there is no clear-cut 

distinction in languages regarding the expression of path: the 

presence of one type does not preclude the absence of the other. 

For instance, Spanish, Standard Arabic, French, and Italian 

supposedly belonging to a VL type, make use of satellites to 

articulate the path outside the verb, while English, German, 

Dutch, and Russian supposedly belonging to an SL type, may 

incorporate the path within the verb. The paper proposes that the 

micro-variation in terms of expressing path can be syntactically 

derived via an extended version of Feature Inheritance (FI), 

where the phase head v* transmits its probing features to V or P. 

Via the FI mechanism, two distinct relations [v*-ViPath] and [v*-

PiPath] account for variation between VL and SL frames, 

respectively, combined with P-to-V movement in the derivation 

of the latter, but not in the former. The proposed FI-based v*-V/P 

model not only accounts for the distributional behavior s of path 

encoding across languages, but also deepens our understanding of 

how typological variation should be approached in the theory of 

generative grammar.  
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probing features; head movement  
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1. Introduction  

The issue of whether languages completely fit into the bipartite typology (Talmy, 2000a, 2000b, 

1991, 1985, 1975): path (or verb) framed languages and manner (or satellite) framed languages is the 

subject of a heated debate. The bipartite typology classifies languages into either of the following two 

types: 

a) Verb-framed Languages (VLs) incorporate the path of motion into the verb whereas Manner, when 

. specified, is conveyed outside the verb In this language type, the components of motion and path 

are lexically merged in the verb, but manner is expressed separately. Putative examples of this 

category are Semitic languages (Arabic, Hebrew), the Romance languages (Spanish, French), and 

Japanese. 

b) Satellite-framed Languages (SLs) incorporate Manner of motion into the verb, whereas the Path is 

expressed outside the verb. The satellite element includes separable and inseparable verb prefixes in 

German, verb particles in English, verb prefixes in Latin or Russian, non-head versatile verbs in 

Lahu, and verb complements in Chinese.  

Talmy sought to highlight that some languages tend to incorporate the path component within the 

verb, while others express it through external elements such as particles, prefixes, and 

prepositions/post-positions. For illustration, consider the example (1) from English and (2) from 

Spanish. 

 

    The boat floated into    the cave.  

Main Semantic 

Elements: 

Figure Motion Path      Ground  

Co-Event Element:  Manner    

         

  La  botella entró a  la cueva-ø flotando  

 the bottle moved-

in 

prep  the cave-acc (floating

) 

 

Main Semantic 

Elements: 

Figure Motion 

 

    Path 

  Ground  
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Co-Event Element:        Manner   

As in (1), English predominantly tends to lexicalize manner, a co-occurring event with a motion 

event, along with the movement-related verb ‗float‘ and needs to express path information on the 

preposition/particle ‗into‘. By contrast, Spanish, as in (2), predominantly tends to lexicalize the path 

within with the motion verb entró ‗move.IN‘ and needs to convey manner information in a separate 

lexical item, i.e., the participial adjunct flotando ‗floating‘. The complementary distribution of path and 

manner components across languages supports Mateu and Rigau‘s (2002) argument that path and 

manner in constructions encoding motion events compete for one slot within the verb. when the slot is 

filled with path component, then manner shall be expressed outside the verb, namely in satellites, and 

vice versa.  

This study used a qualitative approach to collect data from native speakers of eight languages: 

English, Spanish, French, Italian, German, Russian, Dutch, and Standard Arabic. The goal was to gain 

insights into their perceptions of linguistic data. Informants were asked to provide equivalent sentences 

in their languages for given English sentences, followed by their grammatical judgments and degrees 

of acceptability. They also participated in structured discussions when additional options were 

observed. Contact was made through social media, emails, and telephone calls. The study seeks to 

explore in depth the similarities and differences across languages in terms of expressing path. It aims to 

enhance the reliability and validity of its findings and ensure that the results accurately reflect the 

grammatical judgments of these speakers. 

Several languages, assigned to the VL type and to the SL type, display language internal 

variation in path/manner encoding: such verb-framed languages as Italian, Spanish, French and 

Standard Arabic, may articulate the path on satellites, while English, German, Dutch and Russian, 

supposedly belonging to an SL type, may encompass path within the verb. Spanish, French and 

Standard Arabic, and Italian may articulate the path on satellites, while English, German, Dutch, and 

 Russian, supposedly belonging to an SL type, may encompass the path on the verb. 

 1.1. Expressing Path in languages with VL frame      

Spanish, French, Italian, and Standard Arabic were classified as typical examples of VLs because 

they lexically indicate path within the verb but manner outside.   

1.1.1. Path expressions in Spanish 

  a)  *La 

botella 

floto´ a la cueva-ø   
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   the bottle floated Prep the cave-

acc 

 

 

 

 

 b)  La botella        entró a la cueva-ø flotando  

  the 

bottle 

   

moved-

in 

Prep the cave-

acc 

(floating)  

  ‗The bottle floated into the cave.‘ 

 

 

 c)  La 

botella       

salió *(de) la cueva-ø flotand

o 

 

  the 

bottle 

moved-

out 

 Prep the cave-

obl 

(floatin

g) 

 

                     ‘The bottle floated out of the cave.’  [Talmy 2000b:49, 

Spanish] 

 

The ungrammaticality of sentence (3a) is attributed to the fact that motion verbs in Spanish, like 

entró ‗MOVE.IN (3b) and salió ‗MOVE.OUT‘ (3c), tend to lexicalize path instead of manner. Talmy 

notes that languages such as Spanish and French, unlike English, cannot integrate a manner of motion 

verb with a path expression within a minimal clause, rendering sentence (3a) ungrammatical. Instead, 

only path of motion verbs can serve as the main verb in directed motion constructions, while the 

flotando ‗floating‘ as in (3b) and (3c). manner event must be expressed separately as an adjunct 

Bearing in mind the fact that Spanish lexically includes the path within the verb, one may wonder why 

the path information in (3b) cannot be simply expressed on satellites, the element a glossed as a 

preposition. However, there has been a controversy in the literature on whether the element a in 

Romance languages is a preposition encoding path or not. This may cast some doubt on whether 

Spanish falls within the VL frame at all. Folli (2002), Tungseth (2005), Fábregas (2007), and Gehrke 

(2008) claim that Spanish belongs to a VL frame because it lacks pure directional prepositions and can 

Romance element a is intrinsically locative and best only express the path within the motion verb. 

interpreted as ‗at‘. When a appears with a directed motion verb, the directional meaning is attributed to 
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the verb itself, while the a phrase functions solely as a location marker. Torrego (2002) argues that the 

element a is no longer a directional preposition and is seen as a remnant of the moved complex 

preposition INTO. Others like Jaeggli (1986), Demonte (1987) and Brugger (1996) take the element a 

as a dummy preposition, viz. the manifestation of accusative Case that is licensed by the verb. These 

various views share the common thing that the element a lacks path/directionality information and that 

Spanish tends to lexicalize path within the motion verbs remains valid. Contrarily, the obligatory 

element de in (3c) expresses path information, interpreted as ‗a source-oriented preposition‘ proves that 

Spanish can also makes use of satellites, namely preposition de, to express a path.  

1.1.2. Expressing Path in French   

   a) Julie traversa / a  

traverse           

la  rue   

  Julie    crossed the  street      

  ‗Julie crossed the street.‘ 

 

  

  b) La fille       est     entrée   dan

s 

la    pièce      

  the girl    aux.i

s        

entere

d 

in(t

o)        

the  room      

 ‗The girl entered the room.’ 

 

 

  c) Le 

garcon 

est  sorti *(de) la   

pièce 

 

  the  boy aux.i

s 

exite

d 

from the  

room 

 

                              ‘The boy exited the 

room’ 

 

 

French is typologically classified within a VL frame. The verb traversa ‗move.across‘ lexically 

encodes the route path. Similarly, the path components IN and OUT are lexicalized within the verbs 



Mustafa Ahmed Al-humariExpressing Path Information in Languages: A Unified Syntactic Account
 

- 355 - 

entrée ‗enter‘ (4b) and sorti ‗exit‘ (4c) respectively. I assume that element ‗dans‘, like the Spanish 

element a, does not encode path, or at best it can be taken as a remnant of the moved complex 

preposition to the motion verb in the lexicon. However, the case is not the same with regard to the 

element de ‗from‘ which denotes source path and its occurrence with the path lexicalized within the 

verb appears obligatory. The examples in (4) reveal that French, like Spanish, shows variation in terms 

of path expression; it makes use of satellites to articulate the path apart from the language‘s dominant 

pattern; the lexicalizing of the path within a verb.  

1.1.3. Expressing Path  in Standard Arabic (SA)
1
  

 5)   a) daxala ashraf-u al-

maktabat-a 

 

  went.into.3

SM 

Ashraf-

nom 

the-library-

acc 

 

  ‗Ashraf went into/entered the 

library.‘ 

 

  

  b) ʕabara ashraf-u al-jasr-a   

  went.across.3

SM 

Ashraf-

nom 

the-bridge-acc  

            ‗Ashraf crossed the 

bridge.‘ 

 

   

 c)  Xaraja ashraf-u *(min) al-

 maktabat-i

  

  went.OUT.3

SM 

Ashraf-

nom 

of/from the-library-

 gen

  

                  ‗Ashraf went out of/ exited the 

library.‘ 

 

 

                                      
1 Examples are adapted from grammar books of Standard Arabic, namely Haywood et al. (1965), Ryding (2005), and Wright (1995). Data are grammatically judged by 

fluent speakers of the language as well.  



(April - June 2025)Annals of the Faculty of Arts Volume 53
 

- 356 - 

The path information INTO and ACROSS in (5a) and (5b) are lexically articulated within the 

motion verbs daxal  

‗enter‘ and ʕabar ‗cross‘ respectively. Standard Arabic (SA), unlike Spanish and French, leaves 

no path remnant on satellites, namely prepositions and particles, as shown in (5a) and (5b). However, 

the element min ‗of/from‘ in (5c) expresses path information, specifically source path, in addition to 

the path lexicalized within the motion verb xaraj ‗exit‘. These examples serve as evidence for the fact 

that Standard Arabic, like Spanish and French, may show internal variation in path expression. It may 

utilize satellites to carry the path information in addition to the dominant pattern of the language by 

which motion verbs lexicalize the path.  

1.1.4. Expressing Path in Italian  

   a)  Mari

o 

é entrato nella     

stanza 

corrend

o. 

 

  Mari

o 

has MOVED.

IN 

in.the     

room 

Runnin

g 

 

  ‗Mario has run into the room.‘    [Lapesa & Lenci 2012:1, 

Italian] 

      

 b)  Mari

a 

ha Attraversato la     

 strada

 

  Mary has MOVED.ACR

OSS 

 the   street  

  ‘Mary has crossed the street.’ 

 

 

 c)  Mari

a 

uscì dalla stanz

a 

  

  Mary MOVED.O

UT 

from.t

he 

room   

  ‗Mary exited the room.‘ [Judged by native speakers of 

Italian] 
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In the examples of (6), the path components INTO, ACROSS and OUT are lexicalized within the 

motion verbs entrato ‗entered‘, attraversato ‗crossed‘ and uscì ‗exited‘ respectively. The 

occurrence of the element nella, glossed as ‗in.the‘, does not change the fact that Italian, like 

Spanish, is compatible with the VL frame. The Italian element nella  behaves like Spanish 

element a in that they do not lexicalize path/directionality. However, Italian may articulate 

path in satellites remains valid because the element dalla ‗from‘ in (6c) expresses the source 

path. 

To sum up, the data given from Spanish, SA, French, and Italian show that the languages under 

study tend to lexicalize the path within the motion verb regardless of occurrence of Path-like elements 

in the clause. Data also show that these languages may make use of the SLs pattern; they express the 

path on satellites, specifically prepositions and particles. 

 1.2. Expressing Path in languages with SL frame             

Likewise, English, German, Dutch and Russian are typologically categorized into the SL frame. 

They show tendency towards expressing path outside verbs, namely on satellites like 

prepositions/particles, and prefixes, but manner within verbs. However, the language facts reveal that 

they may display some properties peculiar to those of languages with the VL frame. 

1.2.1. Expressing Path in English 

   a) John  ran into the store.                      

  b) John ran out 

of 

the store.   

  c) John  ran 

across 

the street.  

 

  

   a) John  entere

d  

the 

house                    

(running).  

  b) John exited the house.   

  c) John  crosse

d 

the street.    

In English example (7), the path information is expressed in separate elements, particularly on the 

particles into in (7a), out of in (7b), and across in (7c), but manner within the motion verb and 

therefore categorizing English into the SL frame is easily accounted for. On the other hand, English 

may show properties similar to those in languages with the VL frame; it may lexicalize the path within 
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motion verbs as illustrated in example (8) in which the verbs entered in (8a), exited in (8b) and crossed 

in (8c) lexically encode the paths: INTO, OUT OF, and  ACROSS respectively. Above examples (7) 

and (8), therefore, suggest that there is an internal language variation in terms of path/manner encoding 

in English.  

1.2.2. Expressing Path in German            

 9)   a) Mary Ging in das         

Zimmer. 

 

  Mary Went in the.acc    

room 

 

  ‗Mary went into the room.‘ 

 

 

  b) Mary Ging aus dem        

Zimmer. 

 

  Mary Went out the.dat    

room 

 

  ‗Mary went out of the room.‘ 

 

 

 10)   a) Mary Betrat das         Zimmer.   

  Mary Entere

d 

     the.acc      room   

  ‗Mary entered the room.‘ 

 

  

 b) Mary überque

rte 

die                      

straße 

  

  Mary Crosse

d 

the.acc.fem     

street 

  

  ‗Mary crossed the street.‘ 
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 c) Mary Verließ das         Zimmer.   

  Mary Exited   the.acc       room   

  ‗Mary exited the room.‘    [Judged by native speakers of 

German] 

 

As an SL-framed language, German expresses the path in satellites, particularly on 

prepositions/particles in and aus, respectively, as in (9a) and (9b). However, the same conclusion can 

be extended to examples (10a) and (10b) but not to (10c). The peculiarity of the motion verbs betrat 

‗entered‘ (10a), überquerte ‗crossed‘ (10b), and verließ ‗exited‘ is that they may contain inseparable 

verbal prefixes like be-, über-, and ver- respectively. One can treat these prefixes as satellites if they 

are separable and articulate path. This reflects that the motion verbs encoding path in the languages 

with VL frame may be proceeded up in a fashion similar to the etymological derivation. However, this 

remains a mere stipulation. Compare example (9) with example (10) which suggests that there is an 

internal language variation in terms of Path expression in German.  

1.2.3. Expressing Path in Russian                           

Russian is typologically classified as an example of SL-framed languages due to the fact that it 

tends to express the Path in satellites, namely on separable verbal prefixes, e.g., v-, vy-, pere- etc. 

 

 11)  F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑣 − 𝑣 + 𝐴𝐶𝐶 > 

‗into‘  

F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑝𝑜𝑑 − 𝑘 + 𝐷𝐴𝑇 > ‗up to‘ 

 F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑣𝑦 − 𝑖𝑧 + 𝐺𝐸𝑁 > 

‗out of‘ 

F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑜𝑏 − 𝑜𝑏 + 𝐴𝐶𝐶 > ‗onto‘ 

 F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑒 − č𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑧 +

𝐴𝐶𝐶 >‗across‘ 

F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑜𝑡 − 𝑜𝑡 + 𝐺𝐸𝑁 >‗of/away 

from‘ 

 F(igure) 

… 

← 𝑝𝑜𝑑 − 𝑝𝑜𝑑 + 𝐴𝐶𝐶 > 

‗to under‘ 

F(igure)

… 

← 𝑧𝑎 − 𝑧𝑎 + 𝐴𝐶𝐶 >‗to 

behind/beyond‘ 

               [Russian; Talmy 

(2000b:105-106)] 

To illustrate this paradigm in Russian, study the following examples. 
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 12)   a) Dzhon v-oshel V komnat

u 

 

  John in-went To room.a

cc 

 

  ‗John went into/entered the room.‘ 

 

 

  b) Dzhon pere-shel (čerez

) 

ulitsu  

  John across-

went 

(acros

s) 

street.a

cc 

 

  ‗John went across/crossed the street.‘ 

 

 

  c) Dzhon vy-shel Iz komnat

y 

 

  John out-went of/fro

m 

room.g

en 

 

  ‗John went out of the room.‘  [Judged by native speakers of 

Russian] 

 

The path information in (12) is expressed by satellites, namely separable prefixes v- ‗in‘ (12a), 

pere- ‗across (12b), and vy- ‗out‘ (12c) attached to the motion verb root shel ‗go‘. For the lack of 

sufficient data from Russian, there is no case attested where the language may behave like those 

languages with VL frame; i.e., to lexicalize path within a motion verb. Example (12a) given from 

Russian shows that there are possible co-occurrences of the path on two positions: one on the preverbal 

prefix and another on prepositions/particles. However, I argue this appearance is misleading because 

the path is lexicalized in just one position but spelled out twice: once as a preposition and the other as a 

verbal prefix. Russian is not different from other languages in how it expresses or lexicalizes the path 

in a single position: within the verb or on satellites and not both. The separable prepositions/particles 

like v and čerez in the lower position appear to be remnants of the complex Path ‗into‘ and ‗across‘ 
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respectively. The optionality of the element čerez to appear in the lower position is another piece of 

evidence that the element does not contribute significantly to the derivation, particularly in encoding of 

the path. The preverbal prefix vy- ‗out‘ (12c) differs from v- and pere- in that the path in (12c) is 

expressed in the lower position, mainly on the preposition iz ‗of/from‘. It remains consistent that 

Russian tends to express the Path on satellites; preverbal prefixes or prepositions/satellites.  

1.2.4. Expressing Path in Dutch                            

  a) Jan ging/stapt

e 

 de    

kamer    

In/binne

n 

 

13)   John went/walk

ed 

the    

room 

in/inside  

  ‗John went/walked into the room.‘ 

 

 

  b) Jan ging de     

kamer 

uit   

  John went the    

room 

out   

  ‗John went out of the room.‘ 

 

 

  c) Jan verliet de     

kamer 

   

  John exited  the   

room 

   

  ‗John exited the room.‘  [Judged by native speakers of 

Dutch] 

 

In the examples (13a) and (13b) from Dutch, the path is expressed on satellites, particularly on 

postpositions like in/binnen ‗in/inside‘ in (13a) and uit ‗out‘ in (13b), but manner within the motion 

verb as in stapte ‗walked‘ in (13a). Thus, classifying Dutch as an SL-framed language is simply 

understood. However, this is not always the case. Dutch may lexicalize the Path within the motion verb 

as in (13c); the Path information ‗OUT/OUT OF‘ is encoded within the motion verb verilet ‗exit‘. The 
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exciting thing about Dutch is that it restricts expressing Path/directionality on satellites to 

postpositional order. It hints at a significant role to play by P to derive the postpositional order from the 

prepositional order.  

To conclude, empirical facts given from English, German, Russian and Dutch show that these 

languages tend to articulate the path in satellites, namely adpositions, particles and/or preverbal affixes, 

that is why they are typologically classified into the SL frame. Besides, English, German, and Dutch 

may lexicalize the path within the verbs as VL-framed languages do. In all, the facts brought from SL-

framed and VL-framed languages serve as substantive evidence for the presence of variation in terms 

of path encoding intra-linguistically, i.e., within the same language.  

2. Setting the stage 

The section seeks to build scaffolding necessary for developing a narrow-syntactic alternative, 

variation in terms of path encoding within abandoned with typological/lexical accounts, to capture 

languages in a uniform fashion.  I propose that the differences in VL and SL frames cannot be 

explained by solely examining the properties of PP or VP, but by exploring all possible interactions 

between the two projections. Restrictions on the combinatorial possibilities of manner of motion verbs 

with PPs in some languages, e.g. Hindi, prove this conclusion. The variation is captured under a 

[v* [V PP]] where the probe V or P, via an extended version of Feature Inheritance unified structure: 

(FI), establishes an Agree relationship with the ground-denoting DP complement, valuing features on 

both sides.  The VL frame results from initiating the relation [v*-ViPath] but the SL frame from initiating 

the relation [v*-PiPath]. 

 2.1. Possible Verb-PP combinations in motion constructions expressing path 

Several proposals have been put forward in the literature to explain Talmy‘s binary typology by 

studying properties of verbs in isolation from those of adpositions or vice versa. Jackendoff (1983), 

Helmantel (2002), Kracht (2002), Svenonius (2004), Zwarts (1997), Zwarts & Winter (2000), Zwarts 

(2005), and van Riemsdijk & Huybregts (2007) have attempted to explain Talmy‘s language 

typological distinction by relying solely on syntactic and semantic properties of the verb. Others, e.g., 

den Dikken (2003, 2006, 2008), Puigdollers (2013), Folli (2002), Tungseth (2005), Fábregas (2007), 

Son (2007), Gehrke (2008), have attributed linguistic differences between VL-framed and SL-framed 

languages to some specific properties of adpositional systems. For instance, Folli (2002), Tungseth 

(2005), Fábregas (2007), and Gehrke (2008) categorized Romance languages into the VL frame 

because they lack pure directional prepositions, i.e. linguistic differences were attributed to the 

properties of the inventory of adpositions in these languages compared to those of SL-framed ones.  
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Svenonius (2003) has attempted to structurally formulate Talmy‘s (1975, 2000) claim that there is 

an asymmetric relation between the Figure and the Ground in terms of perception. The internal 

argument of P is always a Ground (or location), whereas the external argument is a Figure or theme 

associated with location or motion. He proposes that prepositional phrases (PPs) can be split similarly 

to verbal phrases (VPs). Since the Ground argument is within the syntactic domain of the preposition, 

the head P introduces it as an internal argument and the head p (in analogy to v) introduces the Figure 

Svenonius (2003) further breaks down the lexical projection PP mainly into as an external argument. 

Path (directional) and Place (location) as schematically shown in (14).  

 

14)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The problem in his proposed structure concerns with the Path projection. It is empirically 

observed that the semantic component (Path) in VL-framed and SL-framed languages is not always 

located in the same position: within verbs in the former, but on satellites in the latter. Therefore, 

dealing with Path as independent projection does not yield a desirable result. Even, the assumption that 

PPs have functional properties does not amount to the extent to which PP projection is able to work 

independently from verbal projection with regard to feature valuation or phasehood. Bearing in mind 

the data related to motion construction encoding path brought from different languages, I propose that 

the nature of interactions between VP and PP projections is associated with the locus of interpretable 

Path feature (henceforth, [iPath] feature), i.e., it is on the head V or P and not both. This line of 

argumentation is almost consistent with Emonds (2000) observation that an object is regarded as a 

Ground only when the predicate (V or P) has a spatial feature that intrinsically refers to either Path or 

Place, among others. There is no possibility of interpreting the spatial feature in (15b) at PP level 

because the verb is not yet introduced into the derivation. 
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It suggests 

that PP does not 

have its own 

independent 

identity that may trigger Path feature valuation/interpretation at the Spell-Out. However, my point of 

departure from Emonds‘ is that only Path feature requires establishing V-PP relation for feature 

interpretation/valuation. The prepositional phrase ‗in the pool‘ is locative in both (15a) and (15b) once 

no interaction is involved with the verbs ‗wriggled‘ and ‗went‘, respectively. 

The distribution of [iPath] feature on either P or V can also be drawn from Talmy‘s (2000) basic 

argument of lexicalization that Path predicates tend to be the main verbs in VL-framed languages like 

Spanish as in (16a) but to be non-verbal predicates, i.e., particles, prepositions, and prefixes in SL-

framed languages like English as in (16b).  

 

 16)  a)  La 

botella 

entró a la 

cueva 

flotando Spanish  

  the  

bottle 

moved.

in 

prep the 

cave 

(floating

) 

 

  ‗The bottle floated into the cave. 

 

 

 b)  The bottle floated into the cave. English  

 

The [iPath] feature in Spanish is coded within the main verbs as in (16a), but by satellites in 

English, particularly on prepositions/particles as in (16b). The same prediction can be extended to the 

internal variation of path expressions within and across languages. Aske (1989) proposes that the 

crosslinguistic variation, with reference to possible combinations of manner of motion verbs with path 

phrases in Spanish, should be localized at phrasal level and be constrained by aspectual factors, i.e., 

telicity.   

     17)   a)  La 

botella 

floto´ hacia/*a la cueva    

15)  in , P [SPATIAL]    

 a)  The    

rabbit 

Hoppe

d 

in the   

garden. 

(P, SPATIAL  PLACE / 

*PATH ) 

 b)  The   

rabbit 

went in the   

garden. 

( P, SPATIAL  *PLACE / 

PATH) 
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  the 

bottle 

floated towards/t

o 

the cave    

  ‘The bottle floated towards/to the 

cave.’ 

 

  

 b)  Jua

n 

bailó hacia la       puerta   

  Joh

n 

dance.PAST

.SG 

towards DEF.F.SG 

door 

  

  ‘John danced towards the door.’ 

 

  

 c)  La 

botella 

floto´ por el    

canal 

   

  the 

bottle 

floated along/abou

t 

the   

canal 

   

  ‘The bottle floated along/about the canal.’ [Aske 1989:3, 

Spanish] 

 

 

For Aske, the occurrence of instances of the English-type pattern in Spanish as (17) and 

presumably instances of the Spanish-type in English, is due to the assumption that there are two types 

of directional/path phrases: atelic path phrase which modifies the verb, or predicates a location of the 

whole proposition, e.g. along the fence, and telic path phrase  which predicates, besides the path of 

motion, an end-point location /state of the Figure argument, e.g. ‗into the house‘, ‗off the table‘. Path 

phrases are distributed differently in Spanish compared to English. Spanish features only the atelic type 

of path phrase, which adds only a location to the whole proposition. Aske (1989) noted that the 

restricted distribution of path phrases in Spanish compared to English cannot be attributed to a lexical 

gap in the language, since there appears to be a path adverbial for nearly every English path ‗satellite‘ 

that could fulfill its function Aske further draws a correlation between the lack of combination of 

Spanish manner of motion verbs + telic path phrases and the lack of resultative non-verbal predicates 

as telic path predicates and resultative predicates form a natural class where the two signify an end 
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state or location, a ‗culmination point‘ that arises from prior activity. Roughly speaking, Aske‘s 

classification of path phrases into telic and atelic PPs is well predicted under the proposed VP-PP 

relation where there is an interaction in the former, but not in the latter. To put it in different terms, in 

telic path phrases, a structural relation [V-PP] is initiated by the presence of [iPath] feature on the head 

P. In atelic (location) phrase, by contrast, there is no such a structural relation due to the absence of 

[iPath] feature on P. The interpretation/valuation of [iPath] feature on a telic P may entail telicity, 

boundedness, endpoint, achievement or change of state/location. However, the (im)possible V-P 

relations will be more elaborated as we proceed. The examples (17a-c) from Spanish show that manner 

of verbs flotó ‗floated‘, bailó ‗danced‘ cannot interact with telic path elements like a in (17a); but it 

simply does with atelic path elements like hacia ‗towards‘ and por ‗about/along‘. The impossibility of 

combinations V-PP in (17) is due to the fact that [iPath] feature is coded on neither Vs nor Ps. The lack 

of [iPath] feature on verbs in (17) may be because the verbs already lexicalize manner and no slot left 

within the verb to articulate path. Ps in (17) also lack the [iPath] feature because they are atelic in 

nature.  

 2.2. Towards building up a unified structure 

I propose that the variation within languages in terms of path expression (on V or P) can be 

straightforwardly explained by the structure [V motion verb [PP] as schematically shown in (18).  

 

 18)     

                                                                                                      

  

  

 

 

 

 

In (18), a motion verb always takes a PP complement whether the head P is phonetically realized 

or not. The proposed structure (18 can capture all the language facts of path expression within 

languages for a variety of reasons. First, it provides an explanation for the SL frame of path expression 

where the path is lexicalized on satellites, e.g., adpositions, particles, and thus these elements occupy 

the head position of P. Let us study the following examples of SL frame.  

 19)   a)  John went into/out of the  English 
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room.  

 b)  Mar

y 

ging I

n 

das         

Zimmer 

  

  Mar

y 

wen

t 

I

n 

the.acc    

room 

  

  ‗Mary went into the room.      German 

 

 c)  Jan ging  de    

kamer 

in/binn

en 

  

  Joh

n 

went the    

room 

in/insi

de 

  

  ‗John went into the room.‘  Dutch 

 

 

  d)  Dzh

on 

vy-shel Iz Komna

ty 

  

  John out-

went 

of/fro

m 

room.g

en 

  

  'John went out of the room.‘  Russian 

 

The motion verbs in (19) ‗went‘ from English, ging ‗went‘ from German, ging ‗went‘ from 

Dutch, vy-shel ‗out-went‘ take PP complements headed by into, in, in/binnen,and iz respectively. 

Russian is distinct from other SL-frame languages in that it can express path transparently by a verbal 

prefix like vy- in (19d) and this element, I assume, has been incorporated into the verb by some 

movement from the original position, i.e., PP projection. I will discuss this point in detail later.  

Second, structure (18) accounts for the certain cases of the VL frame where some obligatory 

satellites may also appear. The elements like Spanish a in (20a), French dans in (20b), Arabic min ‗off 

/from‘ (20c), and Italian da in (20d) can be explained under proposed structure.  
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 20)   a) La 

botella        

Entró *(a) la cueva-ø Flotando 

  the 

bottle 

moved-

in 

Prep the cave-

acc 

Floating 

  ‗The bottle floated into the cave.‘                   Spanish  

           

  b) La fille       est     entrée   *(dans) la  pièce          

  the girl    aux:is        Entered in(to)        the room     

  ‗The girl entered the room.‘                          French 

 

  c) Xaraja ashraf-u *(min) al-maktabat-i  

  went.OUT.3

SM 

Ashraf-

nom 

  of/from the-library-gen  

  ‗Ashraf went out of/ exited the library.‘                      SA 

 

  d) Maria uscì *(da)lla       

stanza           

 

  Mary moved.o

ut 

  in.the         

room 

 

             ‗Mary exited the room.‘                                    Italian 

 

The obligatory presence of satellites in the VL frame as in (20) may indicate that there should be 

an interaction between V and P regardless of whether the path is lexicalized on verbs or satellites. 

Third, it can account for the cases of the VL frame where a motion verb lexicalizing path takes an 

apparent DP complement. I argue that the complement of motion verbs encoding path is always a PP 

where the head P is phonetically realized or null. Motion verbs encoding path; as daxala ‗went.into‘ in 

(21a) from SA, attraversato ‗moved.across‘ in (21b) from Italian, betra t ‗went.into‘ in (21c) 
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from German, and ‗crossed‘ in (21d) from English, take apparent DPs. However, this 

appearance is not proper, I assume. 

    

 21)   a) Daxala ashraf-u al-maktabat-a  

  went.INTO.3S

M 

Ashraf-

nom 

the-library-acc           

      ‗Ashraf went into/entered the 

library.‘ 

                     SA 

 

  b) Mari

a 

Ha attraversato la     strada  

  Mary Has moved.across the   street  

            ‗Mary has crossed the street.‘  Italian 

 

  c) Mary Betrat das         Zimmer.  

  Mary Entere

d 

the.acc    room       

        ‗Mary went into the room.‘   German 

 

 

  d) John crossed the street.  English 

 

 

The assumption that the complement of motion verbs encoding path is always PPs, and not DPs 

as it may appear, is based on investigating the properties of apparent DP complement of verbs 

encoding path compared to those of other verbs. First, DP complements of verbs encoding Path is 

distinct from other DPs in that it inherently denotes a location (place) and this observation may be 

widely accepted across languages. For comparison, study the following examples from SA.   

 22)  a)  kataba  ashraf-u al-qisat-a  

  wrote.3S

M 

Ashraf-

nom 

the story-acc  
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  ‗Ashraf wrote the story.‘ 

 

 

 b)  Daxala ashraf-u al-maktabat-

 a

 

  went.into.3

SM 

Ashraf-

nom 

the-library-

 acc

 

  ‗Ashraf entered the library.‘ 

 

 

The DP complement of the motion verb daxala ‗entered‘ in (22b) must be restricted to some 

location-specifying constraint, i.e. it must denote location (place). It is not the case for the 

complements of other verbs like kataba ‗wrote‘ in (22a) which may denote some entity other than 

place, i.e. a thing. This line of reasoning follows from similar arguments made in literature of Arabic 

grammar. Sibawayh (1988) provides robust arguments in favor of the fact that the verb daxala 

‗entered‘ in the phrase ‗daxala almaktabat-a ‗entered the library‘ is an intransitive verb that gets 

transitivized by virtue of deletion of the preposition ila/fii ‗to/in‘. Alfarsi (2003) among others 

expounds Sibawayh‘s view by indicating that the deletion is needed to expand the domain of the verb 

and that the use of construction with dropping the preposition is more frequent. If the verb daxala were 

transitive  in this context, it could have shown transitivity elsewhere, but this is not the case with non-

location specifying DP complements.
2
 The nature of the verb daxal ‗entered.‘ can be measured by 

taking into account its synonymous word ɣirt or antonymous word xaraj ‗exit‘ as these verbs simply 

require PP complements where P should be realized.  

Other evidence for the argument that the complement of motion verbs is always PPs come from 

Mandarine Chinese. The language uses localizers3
 with the NP complement when the path is not 

lexicalized on motion verb as illustrated in (23). Localizers such as –li ‗inside‘ in (23a) and –shang ‗on 

top of‘ in (23b) need to be attached to the noun phrase in order to change thing-specifying nouns into 

place-specifying nouns. 

 23)   a) Xiaohai zai fangzi-*(li) Wanr 

                                      
2
 For Sibawayh (1988), the verb daxal ‗enter‘ in the phrase daxala al‘amra ‗entered the matter‘ is not possible without the realization of the preposition.  

 whether on consensus no been has there However, nouns. from grammaticalized are localizers Chinese (2009), James & Huang and (2008) Peyraube & Chappell For 3

 (1989), Thompson & Li by particles locative 2008), (Sun, .enclitics NP e.g., noun, of subclass a are or noun a than other category lexical a to belong morphemes these

(2008). Liu by postpositions and 
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  Kid At house-

inside 

Play 

  ‗The kid is playing in the house.‘ 

 

 

  b) Xiaomao zai zhuozi-

*(shang) 

Shuijiao  

  Kitty at table-on top.of Sleep  

         ‗The kitty is sleeping on the 

table.‘  

 

[Lin 2013:243, Mandarine 

Chinese] 

However, this is not true when motion verbs express path, as seen in (24). For example, verbs like 

jin ‗enter‘ in (24a) and shang in (24b) should take localizers such as –li ‗inside‘, fangzi ‗house‘, and 

zhuozi ‗table‘, respectively. 

 24)   a) Xiaoha Jin le fangzi  

  Kid  Enter asp house  

       ‗The kid entered the 

house.    

 

 

  b) Xiaom

ao 

Shang le zhuoz

i 

 

  Kitty Ascen

d 

asp table  

  ‗The kitty went onto the table.‘ [Lin 2013:244, Mandarine 

Chinese] 

 

The examples from Mandarin Chinese with localizers, or postpositions in Liu‘s (2008:39) terms, 

suggest that the actual complements of verbs encoding path are PPs, but not DPs as they may appear. 

Simply, adding localizer morphemes to the DP complement of verbs encoding path is not possible 

because such a DP complement comes with something like a localizer. Technically, the lexical 
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ni 

 
‘house-of inside’ 

hairu 

’retne‘   

encoding of localizers in the complement of verbs encoding path suggests that these complements are 

not DPs but PPs. However, a postposition or preposition is to occupy the position of head P for 

uniformity purposes. This argument corresponds with several Lexical syntax-based proposals made in 

the literature; for instance, Inagaki (2001), building on the ideas of Hale & Keyser (1993), argues that 

in Japanese, there exists an incorporation of Path P into V and manifests it as a verb of directed motion. 

His proposed structure for the Japanese motion verb encoding the path hair-u ‗enter‘ (25) is given in 

(26). 

 

 

 26)  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Inagaki‘s proposed structure (26) for Japanese illustrates how Path P is lexically and syntactically 

integrated into V, resulting in the expression of the directed motion verb hairu ‗enter.‘ It reveals that 

what appears in the complement of motion verbs is not a true DP, but rather a PP. Lexicalization of P 

bearing path within the verb (some sort movement in the lexicon) may suggest that there a possible 

similar movement from P to V in the narrow syntax. The following section will discuss the possibility 

of having P-to-V head movement and its motivation in motion construction encoding path. 

To conclude, all forms of variation in terms of Path expression within languages should be 

captured under the unified syntactic structure [V motion verb [PP]], where the verbs encoding Path 

consistently take PP complements – even in the cases where the complements of verbs look like DPs. 

 25)   John-ga ie-no naka Ni Hairu 

       John-

Nom 

‗house-of 

inside 

At entered 

  ‗John entered the house.‘ 
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 2.3.  An extended FI-based proposal 

The proposal I am developing here is essentially based on Chomsky‘s (2007, 2008, 2013) and 

Richards‘ (2007) Feature Inheritance-based approach to Phase theory. Phase theory has effectively 

addressed the crucial question of how the syntactic computation of human language CHL accesses the 

lexicon when deriving a given syntactic object (SO). Chomsky (2007, 2008, 2013) proposes that 

phases are defined in terms of the case/agreement system rather than to interface properties.
4
 Phase 

boundaries are demarcated by the valuation of the unvalued features (on the phase head). That is, a 

phase is identified by its head, which carries uninterpretable features. For regulating locality matters, 

Chomsky (2000) proposes Phase Impenetrability Condition (henceforth PIC) given in (27): 

 27) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) 

 In phase α with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations outside α, only H and its 

edge are accessible to such operations 

    [Chomsky, 2000:108] 

The condition (27) ensures that once the phase head H is fully formed, its complement is 

phonetically spelled out, rendering it inactive and inaccessible for further computation. Only the head 

and its specifiers, called the phase edge, remain accessible for further operations. Phase Edge serves as 

an escape hatch for long distance agreement attested in some languages.  

Chomsky (2008) further conjectures that only phasal heads (C and v*) intrinsically possess 

probing features and the Edge feature/EPP, while the non-phasal heads T and V inherit these features 

from C and v*, respectively, through an Agree mechanism known as feature inheritance (FI). He posits 

that FI is a universal characteristic of all phase heads in the C-T and v*-V domains. In other words, 

under the feature inheritance (FI) operation, only the phase heads C and v* are specified for probing 

features, while the categories T and V are not considered phase heads as they cannot probe by 

themselves; rather, they need to inherit probing features from the phase heads C and v* respectively. FI 

reinterprets the connection between T and C: Agree (φ features) and Tense features related to the 

inflectional system are not inherent to T; they are instead part of the phase head C. As a result, T lacks 

uninterpretable features unless it is selected by C. This means that the non-phase head T is no longer an 

independent probe; it inherits its probing features from the phase head C.  

                                      
 lexical of chunks‘ ‗small be to thought are Phases concerns. interface as well as conceptual on phases defining in relied heavily has 2001) (2000, Chomsky Initially, 4

 and coherent phonologically and semantically be should phases wise,-Interface system. computational the on burden computational the reduce help that elements

 v*P. and CP as phases izingcharacter to led ideas Such ‗propositional.‘ being phases about talks Chomsky example, For (2004:140). Chomsky e.g. independent, 
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Analogous to C -T feature inheritance, the phase head v* ships uninterpretable features down 

onto the nonphase head V and by virtue of this mechanism the nonphase head V complement can 

probe in its search space domain for a matching goal, say the DP complement. Schematically, the 

feature inheritance C-T and v*-V can be illustrated in (28a) and (28b), respectively. 

 

 

 

 

28)   a)  Inheritance of φ-features (C T)                                   b)  Inheritance of φ-features (v* V)                      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Chomsky (2004, 2005) supports the notion that phases are CP and v*P through the FI mechanism, 

offering both conceptual and interface motivation. Conceptually, phases are envisioned as "small 

subarrays" to minimize computational load, while from an interface perspective, they exhibit easily 

identifiable semantic and phonetic properties that suggest a degree of independence or convergence. 

Thus, CP and v*P are the only phases
5
 accordingly. Empirically, C-T relation of FI mechanism has 

come as a possible solution for the traditional T-related issues: subject verb agreement, EPP (Extended 

Projection Principle) effects (such as A-movement of the formal subject to Spec; T, expletives). 

Similarly, the v*-V relation of FI expects object agreement, raising-to-object phenomena, v*P internal 

subject hypothesis, etc. For Chomsky (2001), v* -V relation is parallel to C -T relation via FI in that T, 

like V, is a substantive category: T should be understood as a substantive category, similar to N and V, 

rather than as a functional one. Thus, the C-T relationship is comparable to the v*-V relationship.  

                                      
5
 For more details on the distribution of phases, see also Boeckx & Grohmann (2004) and Chomsky (2001, 2000). 
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Chomsky (2005) argues that Feature Inheritance (FI) arises from the requirement of the 

Conceptual-Intentional (C-I) interface, which allows for a structural distinction between A and A-bar 

categories. The spreading of Agree to T creates a structural difference between the A-position 

established by movement for C‘s Agree feature (Spec; T) and the A-bar position created by movement 

for C‘s edge feature (Spec; C, the phase edge). Furthermore, once this motivation for the C-T 

relationship is established, it is reasonable to expect feature inheritance to apply to phase heads in 

general, based on optimal design principles. Chomsky (2013, 2015) points out that the spread of Agree 

features from the v* phase head to the V complement, along with A-movement of the object to Spec; 

The raising VP, results in the well-known ‗raising to object,‘ similar to the subject raising to Spec; TP. 

to object paradigm is exemplified in ECM, as the embedded subject is able to bind into and take scope 

over matrix adverbials, indicating that it has moved to a position in the matrix v*P. Furthermore, 

Richards (2007) defends the conceptual necessity of FI for the simultaneous occurrence of Valuation 

and Transfer and thus, a phase head requires a nonphase head. He proposes feature inheritance to non-

phase heads follows from the following two premises:  

29) Premise 1: Value-Transfer Simultaneity: Value and Transfer of uF (unvalued/uninterpretable 

features) must happen together.  

Premise 2:  Cyclic Transfer: The edge and non-edge (complement) of a phase are transferred 

separately.                                                                                                               (Richards, 2007:565) 

Concerning premise (1), the valuation must happen concurrently with feature transfer to properly 

ensure the distinction of unvalued features at the C (conceptual) - I (intentional) interface. Valuation of 

features and Transfer to the interfaces must happen simultaneously to avoid positing a mechanism in 

the syntax to ‗look back‘ at the origin of particular features within a derivation. Syntactic operations 

are, therefore, claimed to take place at the phase level. Richards therefore concludes that ―[i] t thus 

follows from the SMT [Strong Minimalist Thesis]  that uninterpretable (unvalued) features can only be 

a property of phase heads, that is, those heads that trigger Spell-Out/Transfer.‖     [Richards 2007:567] 

As for premise (2), FI presents an argument based on the SMT for the necessity of cyclic spell-out in 

any well-structured language system; without the immediate spell-out of valued probes, no expression 

could achieve convergence. The phase-based cyclic computation stems from the interface conditions in 

that since phase edges are escape hatches, phase edges must Transfer separately from the nonedge 

(complement) of the phase head. In sum, the FI system complies with the SMT, which defines phases 

as pairs of phase heads and non-phase heads, having core sequence (C-T-v*-V).  



(April - June 2025)Annals of the Faculty of Arts Volume 53
 

- 376 - 

3. Path expression variation: The account  

The main proposal of the paper is that the variation in terms of path expression within languages 

is uniformly captured under an extended version of FI-based Phase Theory. Path expression variation 

depends solely on whether the phase head v* hands down its probing features (Ф-features along with 

The locus of the interpretable feature [iPath] determines which an EPP property) onto nonphase V or P. 

potential nonphase head – V or P – inherits probing features from the phase head v*. Via the extended  

version of FI, the two distinct relations: [v*-ViPath] and [v*-PiPath] explain the cases with the VL and SL 

frames respectively; some sort of P-to-V movement takes place in lexicon for the former, but P-to-V 

movement in the narrow syntax for the latter. In cases of VL frame, the phase head v* ships down 

probing features to V, a nonphase head bearing the [iPath] feature as straightforwardly shown in (30).  

 

 

 30)    v
*￫V relation via FI when [iPath] on V 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed structure (30) can capture the cases of path expression in a VL frame by assuming 

that the phase head v* passes down the probing features onto the nonphase head V bearing the feature 

[iPath]. The v*￫V[iPath] via FI is predicted as it takes place between a phase head and its closest c-

commanded nonphase head complement, and therefore respects all locality conditions/constraints 

relevant. Therefore, the structure (30) is a legitimate case of FI. By contrast, things are not that smooth 

when dealing with all VL frame cases in which the relation [v*￫PiPath] needs to be established as 

another legitimate relation of FI. Technically, handing down of probing features from the phase head 

v* to P bearing the [iPath] feature raises a locality problem, whereby the head V, during the process of 

shipping down the probing features from v* to P, acts as an intervening head between the phase head 

locality problem can be schematically shown as in (31).  v* and the recipient P. Such a 

 31)     v*￫ P relation via FI when [iPath] on P  
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In a configuration [ . .  v*. .  V . .  P. . ] shown in (31), the shipping down of probing features by 

the phase head v* onto the lexical head P is ruled out by all relevant locality conditions, primarily 

Rizzi (1990) Relativized Minimality (RM), given in (36),  and Chomsky‘s (1995) Minimal Link 

Condition (MLC) , given in (32), among other locality principles.  

 32) Relativized Minimality condition (RM)  

‗in a configuration [ . . . α . . . γ . . . β . . . ] , where α c-commands γ and γ c-commands β, γ blocks a  

relationship between α and β iff γ is of the same type as α, where ‗of the same type‘ is understood as: 

(a) if α is a head, γ is a head; (b) if α is a phrase in an A-position, γ is a phrase in an A-position; and 

(c) if α is a phrase in an A‘-position, γ is a phrase in an A‘-position.‘  [Rizzi, 1990]    

 33)  Minimal Link Condition (MLC):  

[K attracts α only if there is no β, β closer to K than α, such that K attracts β.                 Chomsky 

1995:311]  

Based on these different formulations of locality (32) and (33), the head V in the proposed 

structure (36) counts as an intervening element that blocks any relation between the phase head v* and 

the nonphase head P. The nonphase head V is closer to the phase head v* than P, purporting the former 

to appear as a sole legitimate recipient probing features of the phase head v*. Hence, shipping down 

the probing features by the phase head v* onto P crossing V is an unorthodox to the locality conditions, 

though it operates downward, so does the old and tried Affix-Hop, proposed by Chomsky (1957), 

which is strictly local nevertheless. 

To address this locality issue in motion constructions encoding path, the head movement of P to 

V makes both P and V equidistant from the phase head v*. Head movement was formally characterized 

as an operation that takes place in narrow syntax in Travis (1984) and Baker (1988) as given in (34) 

and reformulated in (35). 

34) Head Movement Constraint  

               An X
0
 may only move into the Y

0
 which properly governs it.                     [Travis 1984: 131] 

 

   
X 
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35)  Head Movement Constraint 

Head movement of X to Y cannot skip an ―intervening‖ head Z.                 [Roberts 2001: 113] 

Head movement in GB theory was a case of move α° that was subject to three types of well-

formedness conditions: structure preservation, locality and well-formedness of traces.
6
 The head 

movement as a narrow-syntactic operation gained more explanatory adequacy in the early days of 

minimalism. For instance, Chomsky (1993) suggests that a head movement operation, in addition to 

the morphologically-derived motivation, is to create what he calls equidistance,
7
 which could explain 

the derivation of a clause in the checking theory.
8
 I strictly adhere to the idea that head movement is an 

operation of narrow syntax, though Chomsky (2001) reconsiders it, apart from Baker‘s (1988) cases of 

incorporation, as a phonological or morphological operation. However, his latter claim has sparked a 

considerable debate in the literature. Donati (2006) argues that head movement triggers some semantic 

interpretation that Chomsky does not consider in his recent analysis and concludes that no principled 

way to exclude head movement from narrow syntax. To resolve the locality-based issue that occurred 

in the case of the SL frame illustrated in (31), I propose that there must be P-to-V head movement to 

take place before PF and such a movement is well motivated. First, head movement is needed, in line 

with Chomsky‘s (1993) proposal, to make both heads (P and V) equidistant from the phase head v*. If 

P-to-V movement is initiated, then either P or V can receive probing features from the phase head v* 

without raising any locality issue. The movement of P to V expands the domain of the head V and 

makes the DP complement of the inert/null P accessible for further operations by the head V. Second, 

the proposal of P-to-V head movement is not that novel in the literature. Baker (1988) proposes a 

similar structure for ‗preposition incorporation‘. He sees the incorporation process in general as an 

essentially syntactic instantiation of Move-α and subject to constraint(s) governing it.  For illustration, 

study the examples of Preposition-incorporation in (36). 

 

The bound 

morpheme 

(pre-, be-) 

seems to force 

incorporation. 

Baker‘s 

                                      
6  For the detailed discussions on the well-formedness conditions, see Roberts (2011). 

7 Equidistance (Chomsky 2001:27): Terms of the edge of HP are equidistant from probe P.  
8 See Chomsky (1995) for the discussion on how derivations proceed in the checking theory. 

36)  a)   

We  

over-

stepped 

the line.  

 b)   The 

Sumerians 

pre-

existed 

the Babylonian empire.  

 c)   The 

colossus 

be-

strode  

the harbor.                                
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(1988) structure for the incorporated preposition over in (36a) is shown in (37). 

 

37)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this structure, the head P ‗over‘ adjoins to the left of V ‗step‘ and leave a copy ‗t over‘ in the 

original position of P. It may appear that this movement takes place for deriving the correct word 

order. However, this is not the whole story. I argue that the head movement P-to-V, analogous to V-to-

T movement proposed by Chomsky (1995), Biberauer & Roberts (2010), among others, is triggered to 

fulfil some requirements of the head V, namely categorical unvalued feature [uP]. The valuation of this 

feature on the head V motivates V to attract P and thus the moved head P left-adjoins to the head V. 

Bearing in mind this consideration, I argue that categorical feature [uP] on the verb in both SL and VL 

frames needs to be checked/valued before PF. However, the fulfilment of this feature in the VL frame 

is distinct from that of the SL frame in that the head V in the former comes from the lexicon
9
 with a 

valued instance of the feature, or perhaps proceeded under some sort of the movement in the lexicon, 

say P-to-V lexicalization, as the one shown in (26) for Japanese. By contrast, the [uP] feature of the 

head V in the SL frame needs to be valued in the narrow syntax by moving P moves leftwards and 

adjoins the head V. Therefore, the head movement of P to V is not invoked merely to save the 

derivation from crashing at LF but it addresses the theoretical issue of locality as well. Once the head P 

adjoins to the head V, both heads V and P become equidistant from the phase head v* as it is 

schematically shown in (38).  

                                      
9 It can be assumed, in line with the early minimalism (Chomksy, 1995), that V comes from the lexicon with interpretable valued P feature. 

P

 t over 

PPV

NP 
the line

P 

over 

 

V 

stepped 

 

V
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 38) v*￫   P Feature Inheritance when [iPath] on P                                           (No  Minimality Effect)

 

 

 

By assumption, the phase head v* in the SL frame passes probing features to P because the latter 

satisfies the prerequisite of having [iPath] feature and no locality issue might arise after the P moves to 

V either. The head movement of P to V typically expands the domain of P upwards by dissolving the 

barriers and holds the two heads V and P as legitimate candidates of FI. On priori, the head P is the 

more possible recipient of probing features from the phase head because it bears the [iPath] feature. 

However, the necessity of P-to-V head movement where the head P left-adjoins to V may result in a 

linearization problem for the SL frame. That is, prepositions, due to P-to-V head movement, will 

appear to the left of verbs. This issue can be easily resolved if we adopt Chomsky‘s (1993) copy theory 

of movement, instantiated in Nunes (1997) that moved element leaves behind a copy of itself, rather 

than a trace, i.e. P-to-V head movement with a possible pronunciation of the copy of moved head P. 

Recent proposals, e.g., Bobaljik (1995, 2002), Brody (1995), Nunes (1999, 2004), Pesetsky (1998), 

Franks (1998), Abels (2001), Bošković (2001, 2002, 2004), Landau (2003) among others, have also 

supported the copy theory of movement in that there is a choice concerning which member of a 

nontrivial chain survives deletion in PF and that pronunciation of lower copies is possible even when 

the relevant phonological features are copied under movement. Frank (1988) argues that deleting lower 

copies in PF is not the only choice; it is merely a preference. In this process, a chain is pronounced at 

the head position, with lower members removed in PF unless doing so would create a PF violation. If 

pronouncing a lower member can avoid the violation, that lower member is pronounced, and the head 

of the chain is deleted. 

Concerning the empirical facts of path expression in SL and VL frames, the head movement of 

P to V is required to save the derivation in SL frame as represented in (31) for a couple of things. One 

{uP:val} 



Mustafa Ahmed Al-humariExpressing Path Information in Languages: A Unified Syntactic Account
 

- 381 - 

thing is that the phase head v* needs to ship down its probing features onto the head P. This shipment 

feature results in an equidistance issue as the intervening head V blocks any interaction between the 

phase head v* and the head P. A sort of the interaction between v* and P may be reflected in case 

assignment where the complement of P gets an oblique case such as dative, genitive. Another thing is 

that the unvalued [uP] feature on the head V needs to be valued against the head P bearing [iPath] 

feature and that is reflected as in Baker‘s P-incorporation cases. 

Since the P-to-V head movement for the SL frames takes place in the narrow syntax, the language 

variation of path expression in the SL and VL frames lies on whether the head movement takes place in 

the narrow syntax or not.  First, the proposed v*￫V relation via FI (38) can uniformly account for all 

the VL cases in (39) where the verb enters into the numeration with valued P feature and thus needs 

not be checked in the course of the derivation. 

 39)   a) La  botella        entró A la cueva-ø        

  the bottle moved-in Prep the cave-acc   

              ‗The bottle went into the cave.‘  Spanish 

 

  

  b) Mario É Entrato nella     stanza           correndo.      

  Mary Has moved.in in.the     room Running    

               ‗Mary has run into the room.‘    Italian 

 

  

  c) Julie traversa /a  

traversé  

la rue - ø                        

  Julie Cossed the street-acc                    

                    ‗Julie crossed the street.‘            French 

 

  

  d) daxala ashraf-u al-maktabat-a     

  went.INTO.3

SM 

Ashraf-

nom 

the-library-acc     

  ‗Ashraf went into/entered the library.‘            SA   
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  e) John entered/exited the store.           English   

  f) dzhon v-oshel v Komnatu    

  John in-went in room.acc    

      ‗John went into/entered the 

room.‘ 

           

Russian 

  

 

In the examples (39c), (39d), and (39e), the nonphase head V bearing the [iPath] feature is the 

only possible candidate to receive probing features from the phase head v* as P simply lacks the 

feature. Similarly, in the examples (39a) and (39b) the head V is a recipient of probing features from 

v* because it bears the [iPath] feature and is located in the c-commanding domain of v*. The presence 

of [iPath] feature on some head, I argue, determines the identity of a would-be probe by virtue of 

inheriting probing features from the phase head v*. 

 For illustration, the proposed structures (40) and (41) are given below to explain examples 

(39a) and (39d) respectively. They share the common fact that the phase head v* ships down probing 

features onto the complement head V bearing [iPath] feature, i.e., entró ‗move.into‘ in (39a) and daxal 

‗went.into‘ in (39d). In either case, an Agree relation is established between the probe V and the DP 

complement, resulting in the valuation of uninterpretable features on both sides. The v*￫V relation via 

FI licenses accusative case on the Ground DP either phonetically marked by the suffix –a in SA or not 

the status of element a in Romance as in Spanish if the element a is not taken as a case marker as 

languages is still ambiguous between case marker and locative P.
10

 Things are almost similar with 

regard to the morphological (un)marking in French (39c), Italian (39b), and English (39e). However, 

the two structures differ in the phonetic manifestation of P: P is phonetically realized in (39a), but 

unrealized in (39d).   

 

 40)  

 

                                      

10 Fábregas (2007), Son (2007) among others claim that Romance a is inherently locative and best glossed like ‗at‘. Torrego (2002) treats the element a in Spanish as a 

remnant of the moved complex preposition INTO and this might reflect the P-to-V movement can be a lexical or narrow-syntactic operation as supported by the facts 

given from VL and SL frames. That is why the lexical head movement operation (P-to-V) is not shown in structure in the case of VLs.  
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 41)  

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

Second, the proposed v*￫P relation (38) via FI can also uniformly account for all cases of path 

expression in (42) where verbs enter into the narrow syntax with valued categorical feature [P] and 

lexically encodes [iPath]. 

 42)  a)   John  went into/out of the room.                    English 

  b) Mary gin

g  

Aus dem    Zimmer   

  Mary we

nt 

Out the.dat   room.  

  ‗Mary went into/entered the room.‘   German 

  c) Dzho

n 

vy-shel iz Komnaty  

  John out-went of/fro

m 

room.gen  
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  ‗John went out of the room.‘                      Russian 

  d)  Jan ging  de    kamer-

ø     

in/binn

en 

  

  John Went the    room-

obl 

in/insid

e 

  

  ‗John went into/entered the room.‘  Dutch 

  e) Xaraja ashraf-u min  al-maktabat-i  

  went.out.3

sm 

Ashraf-

nom 

from the-library-gen  

  ‗Ashraf went out of/exited the library.‘ SA 

  f) la botella        Salió de la cueva-ø Flotando 

  the bottle moved-

out 

prep the cave-

obl 

(floating) 

  ‗The bottle floated out of the cave.‘         Spanish 

  g) le garcon est  sorti  de la pièce   

  the  boy aux.i

s 

exited of/fro

m 

the room  

                   ‗the boy exited the room.‘                French 

  h) Mari

a 

Uscì dalla Stanza  

  Mary moved.out from.the room  

                        ‗Maria  exited the room.‘                 Italian 

In all examples (42a-h), the [iPath] feature is lexically encoded on satellites and not on the verbs. 

To fulfil the feature requirement of V, namely the valuation of the categorical feature on V and EPP 

feature, P bearing the [iPath] feature has to move and adjoin to the head V in the narrow syntax. A sort 

of head movement renders both P and V equidistant from the phase head v*. The head P, not V, is 

predicted to receive probing features from the phase head v* due to having the [iPath] feature. 
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Moreover, morphologically realized oblique cases on DP complements of P, i.e., dative case in 

German as in (42b), genitive case in Russian as in (42c), genitive case in SA as in (42e) – or 

morphologically unrealized oblique ones, as those in languages like English (42a), Dutch (42d), 

Spanish (42f), French (42g) and Italian (42h), substantially support the assumption that it is the 

nonphase head P, not V, which probes for a matching DP complement.  For illustration, the proposed 

 structure of (43) is given for the German example on path expression (42b).  

 43)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The derivation in the proposed structure (43) proceeds as follows. The phase head v* hands down 

its probing features onto the head P bearing the [iPath] feature. The P-to-V movement circumvents the 

intervention effect of V that blocks v￫P feature inheritance. Then the probe P via FI enters into a 

matching process with the DP complement where the uninterpretable features on both sides are valued. 

Since the relation is [v*￫PiPath], is initiated, an oblique case materialized on D as dem ‗the.dat‘ is 

normally predicted. 

 

 

3.1. Implicational insights  

The proposed FI-based model of syntax yields significant implications, notably in predicting how 

narrow syntax computation is processed and how the learning difficulties of the two typological 

patterns are addressed. One of the practical ramifications of the extended model involves viewing the 

semantic path component as a flexible entity that can exist independently of specific locations; within 

VP or PP structures. This concept encompasses semantic, conceptual, and syntactic interactions, with 

the verb serving as the primary controller of the path. Regardless of whether the path component is 

expressed within the verb or externally, the hypothesis remains consistent: there exists an agreement 
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relationship between the verb and its complement, where the preposition plays a significant role in one 

scenario and a lesser role in the other. However, this interaction is confined to the phase domain, where 

the prepositional phrase (PP) cannot theoretically function as a phase but always remains reliant on the 

phase head v. This aligns with the fundamental tenets of Chomsky's (2000) and (2001) agree model of 

syntax, which posits that a syntactic clause comprises only three core functional heads—CP, TP, vP—

excluding PP from this classification.  

The proposed account also underlies the fact that there is no clear-cut distinction in languages in 

terms of path expression; a language showcasing one pattern does not preclude the lack of the other. 

Within this model, learners face a potential dual choice determined by whether the phase head v 

transmits its probing features to the lexical head V or overlaps them with the lexical head P. 

Consequently, learners have two pathways to comprehend how languages convey the semantic aspect 

of path in their structures. This implication warrants thorough exploration, particularly concerning the 

learning obstacles encountered by second language learners when acquiring these distinct patterns. 

4. Conclusion  

The paper has proposed that classifying languages in terms of path encoding into Verb-framed 

languages (VL) and Satellite-framed languages (SL) encounters several issues, notably that the VL and 

SL frames are shown as properties within the same language. The account for the empirical picture of 

such variation is presented in terms of an extended version of feature-inheritance in both cases, 

combined with head movement in one but not the other. It is the locus of [iPath] feature, either on V or 

P, is what determines a possible recipient of probing features from the phase head v*. Via FI, the 

relation [v*-ViPath] results in the VL frame, while the relation [v*-PiPath] in the SL frame. It can be 

extended to explain the behavior of various language facts, deriving a postpositional order in Dutch, 

case alternation in Slavic PPs, restrictions on possible combinations of manner of verbs with path 

phrases in Hindi, impossible phasehood of PP, particularly in motion constructions encoding path. The 

proposed FI-based account [v* → V and/or P] serves as a minimalist rendition of earlier works on 

verb-preposition/particle combinations, specifically those by Svenonius (2002) and den Dikken (1995), 

as well as the distinctions between prepositions, postpositions, and case markers in various languages, 

as discussed by Starke (2001) and Caha (2009). In essence, the proposed account can effectively 

predict difficulties in second language learning within typological patterns and represent how they are 

processed within the computational system of the human mind. 

AKITA, K., GOTO, N . & S HIBATA, Y. 2016. Labeling through Spell-Out. The 

Linguistic Review 33(1):177–198. 
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تثذث ْزِ انذساسح يذٖ إيكاَٛح تطثٛق انتصُٛف انُٕػٙ نهغاخ_ انز٘ أقتشدّ انؼانى انهغٕ٘ نَٕٛاسد تانًٙ_ إنٗ 

). تثشٍْ انذساسح أَّ لا ٕٚجذ SLs( )، ٔنغاخ تؤطش انًساس تأدٔاخ لافؼهٛحVLsَٕػٍٛ: نغاخ تؤطش انًساس فٙ انفؼم (

لا ٚذٕل دٌٔ غٛاب انُٕع اٜخش. فؼهٗ سثٛم  انًساس؛ فظٕٓس َٕع يا فٙ نغحتًٛٛض ٔاضخ فٙ انهغاخ فًٛا ٚتؼهق تانتؼثٛش ػٍ 

)  تسًخ تاستخذاو أدٔاخ لافؼهٛح، فٙ VLs( ٗ ٔانفشَسٛح ٔالإٚطانٛح انًصُفح ضًٍانًثال، انهغاخ الإسثاَٛح ٔانؼشتٛح انفصذ

 ) تسًخ إٚضاً تانتؼثٛش ػٍ انًساس فٙ انفؼم.  SLs( ضًٍٍ أٌ انهغاخ الإَجهٛضٚح ٔالأنًاَٛح ٔانٕٓنُذٚح ٔانشٔسٛح انًصُفح دٛ

تقتشح انٕسقح أٌ انتثاٍٚ فٙ انتؼثٛشػٍ انًساس فٙ انهغاخ ًٚكٍ تفسٛشِ َذًٕٚا يٍ خلال تطٕٚش َسخح يٍ َظشٚح ٔساثح 

)  Vانًؼجًؼٙ (انفؼم سأط ستكشافٛح إنٗ ) تُقم يٛضاتّ الا*v( انفؼم انُذٕ٘قٕو سأط انًٛضج نهؼانى  انهغٕ٘ تشٕيسكٙ دٛث ٚ

) نتفسٛش الاختلاف تٍٛ v*-V( ) ٔv*-P( ). ٔيٍ خلال آنٛح ٔساثح انًٛضج، ٚثشص أٌ ُْاك ػلاقتٍٛ يًٛضتPٍٛ(دشف انجش أٔ 

)VLs)ٔ (SLs( دشف انجشتاَتقال تٕانٙ، يقشَٔاً ) ػهٗ انP ٗ(انفؼم  ) إنV كًا فٙ دانح انثُاء انتشكٛثٙ نلأخٛش. فانًُٕرج (

فذسة، ٔنكُّ أٚضًا ٚؼًق فًُٓا نكٛفٛح  ٔساثح انًٛضج لا ٚفسش انسهٕك انتٕصٚؼٙ نهًساس أساط َظشٚح ػهٗ انًقتشح انز٘ ٚقٕو

 انتؼايم يغ انتثاٍٚ انُٕػٙ فٙ ظم يُٓجٛح انُذٕ انتٕنٛذ٘.
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