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O Introduetion

In thís paper1 wíll try to gíve an explanationof an on fírst víew ra-
ther incomprehensiblephenomenontírst alludedto in Bolkesteín(1985a
218, note 26) It is therearguedthat Latín trívalent predícatessuch as
aspergere‘to sprinkle, círcumdare ‘to surround and donare ‘to gíve’,
whích allow two syntactícpatterns, namely an accusatíveplus datíve
(Dat-) andan accusatíveplus ablatíve (Abí-) pattern, selecttheír pattern
accordíng to the relatíve degree of «cohesíveness» wíth respect to the su-
rroundíng díscourseof theír two non-subjectconstítuents that pattern
wíll be chosenin whích themostcohesíveof diesetwo constítuentsis ac-
cusatíveobject (ex2’») Ihe selectionof syntactícpattern,in other words,
ís motívated by pragmatíc phenomena

One exceptionwaspointed out to exíst,namelythe behavíourof such
trívalent verbs whenoccurríngin an ablatívusabsolutus(AA-) construc-
tion in thís constructionthe patternselectedis almostínvaríably theac-
cusatíveplus datívepatternratherthan the accusatíveplus ablatívepat-
tern (In fact in 351 attestedprose-instancesof the trivalent verbsmen-
tionedthe ratioof Abl-vs Dat-patternis ca 56,6%vs 43,4%,whereaswít-
hin the AA construction only 10% of the patternsare in the Abí pat-
tern) The question is, of course, why is thís the case
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1 wíll suggestthai the rendencyis due tu the specialnatureof the AA
construction,and that the «devíant»behavíourof theverbs underconsí-
deration is une moreargumentin supportof thoseanalysesin whícb ihe
underlyíng structure of sentencescontaíníng an AA construction is vi-
ewed as quite dífferent from those contaíníng a partícípíum conjunc-
tum (PC), ashasbeenarguedtu Vandcc Linden (1955)and lately aÑo tu
Vester (1983, 147 ff), Pínkster(1984, 188 ff) andHoUf (n d) As sooften,
some of the observatíons in more tradítional grammars of Latín, such as
e g Kuhner-Stegmann(1, 786) andSzantyr (139) wíll turn out to be not
only ríght but also justífíable in more ways than was deemednecessary
at the time they werefírst ~ormu1aed

1 wíll fírst díscussthe natureof the «devíantacasesand then make
someremarksconcerníngthe AA constructionin general

1 Priva/emverbs in theAA-con~truction

tu ihe following sentencesthe patternswhích arepossíblein principie
areexemplífíed

1 a) vallo urbí círcumdato cíves fugerunt
palísadeabí citya~ surrounded»bi cítízenswom fled

3~i
«alterapalísadehadbeeríput aroundthecity, thecitizensfled»

h) urbe vallo círcumdata cíves ftígerunt
ciiy«bi palísade,í,í surrounded,bícítízensí,,m fled3~í

in la) the trívalent verb has tbe Dat-pattern, in Ib) the Abl-pattern
As observedaboye, 1 a) is relatívely much more frequent than 1 b), al-
thoughin the caseof main clausesthe patternexemplífíedby Ib) is more
frequent

Ip 1 a-b) the AA constructionaud the main clausehappeutu haveno
constituentin common,that is, thereis no coreferencebetweenan entíty
in the stateof affaírs desígnatedby the AA andan entíty in the stateof
affaírs desígnatedin the main clause In fact, the instancesof ¡te Dat-
patternfound al! concerninstancesin whích the datíveconstítuentof the
trívalent verb is eítherconípletely coreferentíalto a constítuentsu the
main clause(as in 2a), or stands into a narrow semantierelation tu a
constítuentin the main clause,as in 2c) In dic caseof completecorefe-
rentíalíty, however, 2b) is the expressíon used rather than 2a) (Accor-
díng to the data in Hoff [n d] the coreferentconstítuentwíll in 85% be
explícítly expresscdin the main clause,aud only ni 5,4% xvíth the AA)

causeof thedístííbutíanof patternin ihe AA wasthc exístenceof a «surfacefílter» ihe AA
rnight be avoidedbecauseof passíbleresuhíngambígníty Ibis had tobe díoppcd, howc-
vcí, in víew of the ísoniorphy of abí nad dat wíth most noun ctassesiii latín, andin víew
of dic fact thai manyinsíancesof dic Dat-patternin ihe AA areambíguousanyhow(at leasí
íf the contexí is left out of consíderation)



The liad behavíourof trívalent verlis in the ablatívusabso!uí’us 95

2 a) vallo urbí círcunídato milites cara
palísade«bí cityd«í surrounded»bí soldíersn,,m (it)acc

oppugnabant
besieged3~i
«aherhavíngsurrounded¡te city wíth a pajísade,¡te sold,ers
besíegedita

b) vallo círcuindato mílites urbem oppugnabant
palísadc«í,í (U)surroundcdasisoldícrsnomeity«~, besiegeds~i
«alter tíavíng put a walt around (it), the soldíers besíeged
the city»

c) círcuííndata laevo bracehio togae lacinia hortatus
surroundedabíleftd«~ armd»í cloakgen flap»bi warned,,om
est (Velí 2,3, 1)

«after havíngsurroundedhís left arrawíth a flap of bis cloak,
he admoníshed »

Ihus 2b) is a representatíveexampleof a trívalent verb in an AA eons-
truction a Dat-pattern,wíth the datíve unexpressed(O), and íts corefe-
rentíalentíty expressedin dic main clause,injusta few instancesthe da-
tíve is expressedin the AA as in 2c), but in that casenot coreferentíal
to, but semantícallyrelated to a constítuentin the main clause

Three facts should be pointed out wíth respect to the aboye data

í) AlI instancesof the Dat-patternof trívalent verbsin the AA are in-
stancesin whích thenon-accusatíveconstítuentsof the trívalentverb (the
datíveconstítuents)are morecohesívethan the «accusative»constítuent
(although ín the AA it is theablatívecaseform, 1 wíll cali it an «accusa-
tíve»», becauseit xvould be Obj of the active voice and is Subj of tSe pas-
síve partícíple) The cohesíveness13 mostly «forward» in thesecases,í e
to the followíng context, ín thís caseconstítuedby the main clause Con-
sequently,theselectionof patterndoesnotobeythecohesivenessruledat-
med to hold in a majoríty of casesin Holkesteín(1985a, Li)

u) Síncethe datíveconstítuentis coreferentialto a main clausecon-
stítuent,theseinstancescould also quite Wc

11 havebeenexpressedas 3,
had the speakers(authors)wíshedto do so

3 mílites urbení vallo círcuindataníoppugnabant
soldiersnompi cíty»c, palisade»t,¡ surrounded«~.besieged

3~i
«the soldíers besíeged the city (after it hadbeen)surroundedby

a palísade»

In 3 the patíent object of the main clause,urbein ‘city’, is aceompaníed
by a conjunctpartícíple (PC)of a trívalent verb in the Abl-pattern, plus
an ablatíve constítuent vallo Also, as opposed to 2b), in 3 tSe “greater
cohesíveness”-rule is not violated (urbení wíll scoreas cohesívewíthín
tSe sentencebecauseit fulfílis a semantícfunetion in two statesof af-
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faírs) Indeedinstancessuchas 3 arenot unusualat all both patternsoc-
cur frequently in the PC construction(more than 25% of the 351 regís-
teredattestedinstancesarepassívePC’s)

From í) and u) the conclusuonarísesthat in our material, the Dat-
-pattern ís usedin spíteof the fact that the datíveconstítuentsinvolved
are morecohesívethan the «accusatíve»constítuent,and tSe AA is eho-
sen in spíteof the fact that a PC constructionwítb the verb in the othcr
patternwould havebeenpossíbletu principie

iii) Although thecohesíveness-ruleshouldleadto selectionof theAbí-
-pattern,consíderthe result of selectíngboth the ríght patternand tSe,
apparcntlypreferred,AA-constructíon

4 urbe tallo círcumdata milites (eam)
city«bi palisade~bi surrounded«ei soldíers (it)i,,,,n WC

oppugnabant
bc’siegcd»~í

In 4, we are dealíngwíth what generallyis consíderedto be an unaecep-
table patternin Latín the Subj (in thís casePatíentSubj) of the (passíve)
AA construction is coreferentíal to a constítuent —in thís case the pa-
tíent object— tui the main clause

Now, although víolatíons of thís rule do occasíonallyoccur, cf e g
K -st (1 786 f), íf they do, they do sonot just randomly but underspe-
cífie extenuatíngcírcumstanees,as has been convíncíngly shown by Van
derLinden (1955)and Hoff(n d) Moreover,accordíngto Hoff, in tSewho-
le of Caesar BG,the percentageof coreferentialítybetweenthesubj¡ectof
the AA and a constítuentin the main clauseis no more than 5% of the
total numberof AA’s (90% concernsomeform of coreferentíalítybetween
a non-Subjof the AA andsomeentíty in the main clause) Thus one may
indeedclaím that pattern 4 is avoidedin Latín, andonly admíssableun-
der specífíccondítíons

It turnsout, that in thecaseof our attestedAA casesof trívalent verbs
the speakerdíd not in fact haverealchoiceasto theseleetionof syntaetíc
patternfor the trívalentverbs tSeehoicewasbetweeneíther AA and Dat-
-patterrí (in violation of cohesíveness)or PC andAbl-pattern(obeyíngco-
hesíveness)2 The fact that AA was chosen tu our instances,tu violation
of tSecohesívenessrule, suggeststhat thereis more to tSedífferencebe-
tweentSe AA andtSe PC constructionthan tSetreatmentof tSetwo con-
structíonsin grammarslíke 1< -st and Sz (í e usually taken together)

2 in the fírst íhreeAbl-patternsalluded lo ni note 1, on thc one hand ihe cohesívencss

rule u, obe}ed, ihe Subj of ihe trívalent verb in the AA beíngmore gohesiveihan ihe non-
-Subj,and on the otheehand thereis no careferencebetweenit and theSubj oí Obj of thc
main clause,thereforediereis no conftíctbetweenihe motívationfar AA andthemotiva-
tion br Abl-patíern In the last caseboth Subj and non-Subjare cohesíve,buí neítber of
them ís coreterentíalin a sti-aighifoí-wardway ta a main clauseconstítuení
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implíes It must meanthat they cannotsímply be regardedas two «rea-
lizationsaof one underlyíngstructure,or as two complementaryexpres-
síons, the AA just fíllíng tSegap in tSedefectívepartícíplesystemcrea-
ted by tSe absenceof an active perfect tensepartícíple,as suggestedin
Haiman (1983, 124 f), and implíed in eg Chausseríe-Laprée(1969,
1 33>’s treatment

1 wíll now consíderwhetherperbapsmore evídencecanbe found for
tSe víew that AA construction and tSe PC are essentíally dífferent

2 Ab!at¡vnsalisolutus vs Part¡czprnmcon~i-inetum

TSe motívation for expressínga stateof affaírs in an AA construction
insteadof a PC construcuonit tSelaiter would havebeenpossíble,as in
the caseof our trívalent verbswíth two casepatterns,is, accordíngto K -

St ( 786),motívated by «dasSírebendas Satzglíedmit groszereNach-
drucke hervor zu zíehenund von der ubrícheRedezu trennen»(cf also
Sz LI, 139]) ThísmotívationmayalsocausetSeuseof an AA evenin tho-
se«díspreferred”instancesin whích thereíscoreferentíalítybetweenthe
subjectof the AA and someconstítuent,e g the subjector object,of tSe
main clause,cf tSeexamplesín K -St , andin Van derLinden (1955,pas-
sim) TSe latter (22 f) also defendstSe víew that the two constructíons
are not at alí equívalent, Iormulatíng thís as follows (my paraphrase,
AMB) in the case of an AA two processesare posíted,betweenwhíeh
some relation exísts (cf for a similar formulation Rubio [1966, 162]),
whereaswhen a PC construetion18 used, two processesare mentioned,
but only one of them (the main clauseone) is posíted Van der Linden
poíntsout that in accordancewíth thís dífferencethe partícíple in a PC
ís more easíly omíttable syntacíically as well as semantícally,whereas
thís is ímpossíblein tSe AA construction In fact thís non-omíttabílítyof
the partícíple in tSe AA construction ís an argumentagaínstanalysíng
the AA, ase g Rubio (1966, 161) does,as havíngarísenout of a nominal
perípheralor satellíteablatíveexpandedby an optional attríbutívepar-
tícíple, cf Pínkster(1984, 162 f) The AA constructionin thís respectís
completelysimilar to the so-calleddomínantpartícíple (or ab urbe con-
dita-) construction,as argued in Bolkesteín(1981, 207 ff) theyare both
clearly dífferent in thís respectfrom eíther PCor partícípleswhích func-
tion asan attríbutíve modifíer

Van der Linden dístínguishesanumberof factorswhích maymotiva-
te the use of tSe «díspreferred»AA insteadof a PC íf the latter would
havebeenpossíble,subclassífyíngthesefactors along tSe parametersof
«extenuatíngovs «exploitínga motives and «structural” vs «stylístíc»
motives(1955, 104 f) Sorneof theseare clearly connectedwíth tSefact
that two separatestatesof affaírs areassertedbetweenwhích a relation
exsts
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}{off (a d) aÑo stresses the non-equivalencebetween AA aud PC, ex-
plaíníng the «dispreferred»AA instead of PC in terms of both estructu-
raía and «stylistic» motives among other, he poínts out that usíng a PC
would sometímes have lcd to ambíguíty as to ínterpretíng it as an attrí-
butive modífíer or asa PC the latter functíons asa predícatívemodífíer,
cf Ptnkster(1984, 182, 188 f) More tmportant, however, accordíng to
Hoff, is the fact that the AA often has a specífícpragmatiefunetion, na-
mely that of presentíng«thematíc» information Whether Hoff’s term
«thematíc» is meant in the sense in whích tSe notion «theme» is defiiíed
in Functional Grammar (FC) or in that of FC «topíc» is not quite clear
to me in FC theme is defíned as an extra-predícational constítuent pre-
sentingthedomain wíth respectto whích the followíng predícationis re-
levant, cf Dík (1978, 132 f), whereas topíc (141) is defíned as an
intra-predícational constítuent whích is the entíty «about» whích tSe pre-
dícation predícates somethíng (ofteu «oíd» or «gíven» inforníation, bu
nor necessaríiyso it may just be assumed by the speaker in a gíven set-
tíng tobe sharedinformation,andit shouldnot beequatedwíth subject)
Indeed the AA is often, thoughnotexclusívely, usedfor presentíng«oíd»
or «given» information at the begínníng of a sentence íts pragmatíc fune-
tion míght in such case be vtewed as that of thcme A PC on tSe other
hand wíll rarely have thís pragmatíc funetion in fact, as is pointed out
by severalauthors,cf Pínkster(1984, 200), predícatívemodífíersoften
seemto carry focus in tSe sentence as a whole, í e to present tSe most
sahent information in a gíven settíng (It is my ímpressíonthat thís ten-
deney is stronger in the caseof adjectívalaud substanttvalpredícatíve
modífíers than in tSecaseof particíples)

Moreover, it shouldbe realízed that, although perhapsfrequent, the
thematíc use is not a necessary pragmatíc functíon of tSe AA construc-
non although the distribution of topícal and focal information in a sen-
tence, and/orthe relation of «relevance» between one tlíemaíícstateof af-
faírs and another(xrhematíc»~)stateof affaírsmayweli influencethe se-
lection of oneconstructionVS another construction ~, there15, in the case
of the AA, certainly no one to one relation between pragmatíc structure
on the one hand and syntactíc/semantíc structure on tSe other (cf Chaus-
seríe-Laprée[1969, 109 ff120 ff] for a surveyof varíousdífferent tune-
tíons of tSe AA in Latín narratíve díscourse)

Thcre have been some attemps to dífferentíate the AA and the PCcon-
structíon iii terrasof a more or lessformal representationof theír status
in tSe structure assumed to underly sentences contaíníng them Pínkster
(1984, 182, 188 f) tríes to dífferentíatethe—predicative----PC from both
attríbutívai modífíers and from adverbialsatellítes and subordínatesa-

~ In Bolkesteín(1985b), for example, it arguedíhat ihe condítion for ihe useof
Latín nomínatívuscum infinitivo (the «personalpassíve»)should be bormulaíedni terrus

a required dístríbutionof iopic and focus in the sentence
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tellíte clausesín tSesemaníícfunctíons manner,time or placeby means
of eerta¡ntesis (eg the behavíour as to coordínatíon and collocation, and
subsíítutíonpossíbíiítíes)He poíntsout (1983, 210),however,thai wha-
tever theoretícal framework one uses, it isnotoríouslydiffícult to formally
represent predicativa in general, the PC included, in such a way that jus-
tice is done to íts semantie and syntactíc dífferenees to ihese other
constructíons

In Vester (1983, 147 1) one fínds a proposal for formalízation wíthín
an FG framework, mn whích the PC 15 mndeed dílferentíated by means of
íts formal representation both from attríbutíves and from the AA cons-
truction TSe latter is analysedasanembeddedpredícationwíth satellíte
statusfulfíllíng tSesemantícfunctíoncírcumstance,possíblecausal,tem-
poralor otherínterpretatíonsbeínga matterof the interplay betweencon-
textual and lexícal information, cf also Rubio (1966, 162) Ihís embed-
dedpredícationhas,just as in the caseof the domínantpartícíple,under-
goneacategorychangíngrule (from predícationto NP) by meansof crea-
tíng a verbal adjectíveouí of tSepredícate(cf Bolkesteín [1981, =07])
The PC,on theother hand,ís, in Vestersanalysís,notasatellítefulfillíng
a particular semantícfunctíon, bit a modífíer atíachedto tlíe predíca-
tion as a who]e, wbmch falís wthin the scopeof eg íts tenseoperators

Ratherthan díscussíngthe merítsof Vestersproposal,1 want to stress
the fact that a formal representationin whích the PC is dífferentíated
from tSe AA wíth respectto íts statusin tSe underlyíng structureis not
jusí an aíra in ítself such a representationmakessenseto the degreeto
whích it is a vísualízationof the íntuítívely feit díflerencesalluded lo abo-
ve, andit wíll be necessary,íf onedíscoversspecífícruleswhích aresen-
sítíveto thís dífferentíatíonbetweentSeunderlyíng structurese g becau-
se they operateupon only oneof them (Moreover,the two dífferentcons-
tructíonsmay themselvesbe the outputof further rules whích haddíffe-
rent semantícor pragmatícínput)

Síncethe purposeof my paperis to show thai tbe «badbehavíour»of
trívalentverbs ín AA constructíonsis not just purechance,butdueto the
fact that tSe choicebetweenan AA and a PC is nol random, 1 wíll, ra-
ther than go into the detaílsof necessarílyiheoretícalframework-bound
formaiízatíons,offersomefuríherobservationswhích,to my opínion,con-
fírm thaI the íntuítmveiy felí dífference indeed exsts

3 Tite dístríLiution of adverlis of trine

K -St (1, 789 f) observe thai in sentences coníaíning partícíples one
may encountervaríous adverbial expressíons specífyíng the temporal re-
lation between tSe staíe of affaírs expressed by tSe main clause and the
state of affaírs expressedby the partícíple K -St mention siniul, extein-
pío, s/atím,vixdumwhích a!l indícate that the two states of affaírs are ín
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very closesuccessíon,or almost overlap In other words they coneern the
síze of tSe lapse of time between them, and also adverbs líke tuin, mdc,
dernde,suliínde,bine whích are dífferent frora the fírst group in that they
ratlíer sítuate a state of affaírs in time wíth respect ir sorne oríentation
poínt gíven in the context In the examples gíven, 1< -St do not systema-
tícally differentiatebetweenthe AA andthe PCconstruction whereavaí-
lable,examplesare gíven of both, cf e g 5-6

5 a) quod viso staííní hoste in dedítionera concessissent
becauseseen«hi at-onceeneniy«bi ín surrender had-gones~i
<Liv , 28, 7, 9)

«becausethey hadsurrenderedassoonas theyhadseenthe enemy»

Li) Calídius statiíí-í desígnatus declaravít (Cíe , Sen,22)
C Dom aít-once appoínted~0,0 declared3sg
«assoon as C wasappoiíítedcorísul-to-behe declared»

6 a) castrís positís populatur inde agruraromanura (Liv , 2, 39, 5)
camp»si put,bi destroyed3»«then fíeld roinan
«when he had made a camp, he subsequentlydestroyed ¡te coman

lands”

b) castra posíta mdc munívít
carnp«<, PUt«~C then fortílíed
«after havíng níade a caníp he subsequently fortítíed it»

As is shown in 5, adverbsof the sta/irn-group occur wíth both AA (Sa)
and wíth PC (5 Li) TSe group is not whofly homogeneouse g whereasex-
templo may occur both in the participial phrase and in ihe main clause,
sta/ini is in the case of both AA and PC always construed wíthín the par-
tícípal phrase,usuaily precedíngthe partícíple, and cannotbe consíde-
red to introduce the main clause or to belong wíthín it (In aquíck sur-
vey of sta/un in Lívy 1 have no! encountered instances of s/a/ím in the
main clause expressínga close temporal successíonbetweentSe stateof
affairs desígnated by the partícíple and tSe state of affaírs designated in
the main clause, te lli) in the seuse of 7a)

7 a) cura Sura nostro statím htteris Lectis locutus suni
wíth 5 our at-once letter~bi read«bi spoken beín
(Cíe , Para, 5,11, 2)
«1 have spokenwíth 5 as soon as1 had read the letteríí

Li> lítterís lectís statím cura Sííra nostra locutus suni

In ítself tSeabsenceof 7b) in the sense of 7a) is rather remarkable, sínce
s/atíin may occur both wíthín fíníte subordínate clauses introduced by
e g cuin ‘when’, uN ‘as soon as’, etc , and at the begínníng of main clau-
sesfoilowíng such temporal subordínateelauses)In any case,as Sa-Li)
show, tlíís group of temporal adverbs does not dífferentíate between
tSe AA and the PC construction

As far asthe group of tun is concerned,on theother haud,thís group
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cooccursmucb more frequently wíth the AA construction, cf 6a), than
wíth the PC 6Li)” They belong to the main clause Note that thís second
classof temporaladverbs,asopposedto thefírst class,is dewtíc they re-
fer to an oríentation poínt in time, whiclí is specífíed in the precedíng con-
text. Tbe oríentation poínt is, in our instances, const]tuted by the AA the
fact that such referríng adverbs are not unusual wíth AA but rather ex-
ceptionalwith PC(andotherpredícatívemodífíers,for that matter)may
be interpreted as a confírmation of the intuition tlíat the status of AA
and PC~n the structure of tbe underly~ng predícations is dífferent In fact
the same líne of reasoníng could be followed wíth respect to other deictie
adverbs, such as those whích indícate that there is a causal relation bet-
ween the two statesof affaírs, cf the example gíven by FC -St (1, 790) of
tius phenomenon, wh]ch, accordíng to them, occurs maíniy in colloquial
Latín

8 a) Poruipetussaucius et intorto talo ideirco
P woundednom and sprained«bi ankle«í,i therefore
taidabatur (B Hísp, 39, 1)
was-slowed-downssg
«O wasslowed down becausehe was woundedand had spraíned
bis ankle»

h> Poínpemus saucius idcírco tardabatur

P woundcd therefore was-slowed-down3»5
In 8a) a predícatíveadjectíveand an AA are coordínated(on the pro-
blemswhích the acceptabílítyof thís type of coordínatíonraisesfor the
analysíscf Pínkster(1984, 37, 194),andreferredto by ídcírco ‘therefore’
However,¡te presenceof ¡drírco 15 decíded]ylesssuccessfulwhentbe AA
in/or/o talo is not present(8Li) ~ (Otherpossíbleadverbsor partícleswhích
may be added to participial constructions such as ut, taniquan ‘as íf’, etc,
do not dífferentíate betweenthe two constructíons)

Ihe phenomenon observed, namely that AA’s are more frequently re-

In Vergíl [have foundjust threeinstanceswíífí PC, cf Verg ¡ten, 1, 225 (with sic), 2,
391 ((deíndc’) and 5, 382 (íum)

« 1 woutd expeetsímítar dífferencesin frequencyof occurrencewíth AA and PC of ex-

pressíonsmn dic nia,n clauselíke <nicrin, in dicnícantmnie’(cf caes, 50, 3, 3, 4), andaNo
those índícatíng a eoncessíverelation, such as Lamen and níhílomínui, ‘itilí, ‘yet’ (e g
Salt, C, 26, 1, Caes,SG, 3, t4, 4) Alt of theta 1 would expecttobe relatívely more fre-
queníwíth AA than wíth PC K -St (II, 98 fl give no information about thís, however
A ratherexeeptionalcase,altudedtoby Van der Linden(1955,95) u Caes Sc, 3,51, 5 Su-
1/a , ¡<beratí,, suív,liar ¡‘uit conteraus(«5 aftec!í,s peaplewereImbeenied,wascontentwidi
that’>) Froní the material in Chausserie-Lapree(1969, 515 U it appearsthat íaan tendsto
be rnoíefrequentwíth AA thanwíth PC (cf e g Caes,SG, 3, 15, 3), themain clausemay
iben be ínirodueedby repenteor subuto(cf Liv, 32, 35, 2, Caes, SG, 7, 32, 2) As far as
theoccurrenceof quídcmis concerned,no indícatuonaboutdífferencesin frequencyis gíven
in Solodow(l978,43 f,6i f),whogivesexamplesofbothAAWaes SG, 7,77,14, Liv, 2,
31, 4) and PC (Cíc , Acad, 1, 3, Liv, t, 50, 3)
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ferred to by deictie adverbsthan PC’s, is compatiblewíth the víew that
by theAA a stateof affaírsis índependentlyposíted Apparently, for asta-
te of affaírs to be deícncally referred to by temporalor causaladverbía,
it must be índependentlyasserted,íf we consíderpredícatívemodífiers
suchas PC’s asnotassertedin the requiredmanner,the lessfrequentoc-
currence of such adverbs wíth PC’s is understandable 6

4 Conclusion

me non-representatívebehavíourof trtvalent verbswíth two casepat-
terns when occurríng in the AA construction, namely the statístícai pre-
ferencefor usíng theDat-pattern, may be explained as due to the fact that
a conflict arísesbetweenobeyíng the cohesívenessmíe and avoídíng the
well-known constraanton the AA constructionthat —undernormal cir-
cumstances—íts Subj shouid not be coreferentto a constítuení,cg a
Subj or Obj, in the main clause In cases in whích there is no such con-
flict the Abl-pattern may be chosen In casesin whích thereis a conflict,
the AA of tlie Dat-patternwíll be preferred even4 a PC of the otherpat-
tern would havebeenpossíbleThís seemsto confírm the claím that the
stateof affaírs in the AA hasa different status in the underlyíngpredíca-
tion than that of the PC Otherevídencefor such a claím may be iound
in a dífference as to the frequencyof occurreneeof temporal and causal
deíctíc adverbs wíth the main clauseswhích contain AA and PC cons-
tructíonsin general suchadverbs,whích explícítatethe relationbetween
the two statesof affaírs, seemto bemuch morefrequentin the caseof AA
than of PC Ihus, in whateverformuiae the underlyíngstructureof such
sentenceswíll be represented,the two constructíonsmust be clearly díf-
ferentíated in them

6 This paperis not an atten-ípí lo exhaustívelylíst thc ways in whích thedífference iii

statusof AA and pc may be confírmed One more tNpe ob evídencemíght be ihe possíble
«copeob the imperatíveaid interrogatíveseíxtencetspe(in FG describedas «predícation
operator»»)in predícatíonscontaíning AA and pc It seems<o inc that an AA may more
easíly líe outsídeof thcsesentencctypesof dic main clause,use

1!havíngtobe undeisiood
asdcclaratíve,whcreastíos would not be possíblewith <he PC constioction Another iypc
of evidencecouldbeaditíerenceasto ihe possíbi¡ityto answcrquestionswíth quando‘~shen’
andcur, «<¿are why Howevcr,altestedmateriat ~ Lackíng
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