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1.
L

in
g

u
istic typ

o
lo

g
y an

d
 d

ep
en

d
en

cy m
arkin

g

(1)
T

Y
P

O
LO

G
Y

T
he definition of linguistic types based on (large scale) com

parison

(2)
T

H
E

O
R

E
T

IC
A

L B
A

S
IS

‘B
asic linguistic theory’ (D

ryer 2001): m
ainly traditional and com

m
on structuralist notions

(3)
H

E
A

D
 V

S. D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

T
“Linguists of divergent theoretical persuasions are in alm

ost com
plete agreem

ent as to w
hat

is the head and w
hat is the non-head in a given construction [..]. B

riefly, the head is the
w

ord w
hich governs, or is subcategorized for—

or otherw
ise determ

ines the possibility of
occurrence of—

the other w
ord. It determ

ines the category of its phrase.” (N
ichols 1986:57)

(4)
IN

 T
E

R
M

S
 O

F
 P

H
R

A
S

E
 S

T
R

U
C

T
U

R
E

head

[X
P

adjunct[X
P   specifier

[X
’

X
E

com
plem

ent
] ] ]

dependents

(5)
S

Y
N

T
A

C
T

IC
 R

E
LA

T
IO

N
S

“T
hey are binary, directed relations betw

een a head and a dependent.” (N
ichols 1986:57)

(6)
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
C

Y
 M

A
R

K
IN

G
“S

yntactic relations can be m
orphologically m

arked either on the head of a constituent, or
on the dependent.”

(7)
T

Y
P

E
S

 O
F

 R
E

LA
T

IO
N

S

C
O

N
S

T
R

U
C

T
IO

N
H

E
A

D
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
T

possessive
possessum

possessor

attributive
noun

adjective

adpositional
adposition

com
plem

ent

clausal
verb

argum
ents

(8)
possessive 

D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

T
H

E
A

D

a.
az

em
b

er
h

az-a
H

ungarian
the

m
an

house-3
S

G
‘the m

an’s house’
b.

th
e 

m
an

’s 
h

o
u

se
E

nglish

(9)
attributive

D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

T
H

E
A

D

a.
w

ist
t-citx

E
S

husw
ap

high
R

E
L-house

‘tall house’
b.

zelen
-yj

d
o

m
R

ussian
green-N

O
M

.M
A

S
C.S

G
house

M
A

S
C

‘green house’

(10)
adpositional

H
E

A
D

D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

T

a.
b

ez
b

rat-a
R

ussian
w

ithout
brother-G

E
N

b.
r-u

m
aal

aa
Y

aax
T

z’utujil
3

S
G

-by
C

L
Y

aax
‘by Y

aax’

(11)
clausal

.............D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

T
S.....................

H
E

A
D

a.
a-xàc’a

a-p
£°
c̀s

a-š°q
’
c̀

i
-l 
c̀-y-te-yt’

A
bkhaz

the-m
an

the-w
om

an
the-book

it-to.her-he-gave-F
IN

‘T
he m

an gave the w
om

an the book.’
b.

b
o

ku
-g

a
to

m
o

d
ati-n

i
h

an
a-o

ag
eta

Japanese
1

S
G

-N
O

M
friend-D

A
T

flow
er-O

B
J

gave
‘I gave m

y friend flow
ers.’

(12)
G

E
N

E
R

A
LIZ

A
T

IO
N

S (N
ichols 1986)

a.
4 types: head-m

arking, dependent-m
arking, double m

arking, split m
arking

b.
head-m

arking is default (languages tend to develop head-m
arking patterns)

c.
dependent-m

arking is m
ost com

m
on

2.
M

in
im

alist p
ersp

ective

(13)
S

Y
N

T
A

C
T

IC
 R

E
LA

T
IO

N
S

 A
R

E
 A

 F
U

N
C

T
IO

N
 O

F
 M

E
R

G
E

a.
“W

e hypothesize that F
LN

 [the faculty of language in the narrow
 sense, i.e. narrow

 syntax]
includes recursion and it the only uniquely hum

an com
ponent of the faculty of language.”

(H
auser, C

hom
sky, F

itch 2002:1569)
b.

“N
arrow

 syntax has one operation that com
es ‘free’, in that it is required in som

e form
 for

any recursive system
: the operation M

erge. (...) A
ny operation other than M

erge requires
em

pirical m
otivation, and is a deviation from

 S
M

T
 [the strong m

inim
alist thesis].” (C

hom
sky

2001:4)
c.

“(..) syntactic relations are established betw
een a syntactic category X

 and a syntactic
category Y

 w
hen (and only w

hen) X
 and Y

 are transform
ationally concatenated (thereby

entering into sister relations w
ith each other) by (...) M

erge (...) during the tree-building,
iterative, universal rule application that constitutes the derivation.” (E

pstein 1999:320)

(14)
A

F
F

E
C

T
S

 (5)
S

yntactic relations are binary, directed relations betw
een sisters.

(15)
IT

 F
O

LLO
W

S
 T

H
A

T
T

he non-dependent m
ay be a head or a phrase

(16)
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
C

Y
 M

A
R

K
IN

G
D

ependency relations m
ay be m

arked on the dependent or on the non-dependent.



(17)
T

H
E

 B
A

S
IS

 O
F

 D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

C
Y

If
argum

ents are selected by a head (the verb), 
and

dependency relations need not involve heads,
then 

selection no longer provides the basis for dependency.

3.
O

th
er reaso

n
s fo

r reco
n

sid
erin

g
 h

ead
 vs. d

ep
en

d
en

t m
arkin

g

3.1
T

h
em

atic ro
les vs g

ram
m

atical fu
n

ctio
n

s

(18)
N

O
 C

O
R

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
C

E
 T

H
E

M
A

T
IC

 R
O

LE
S—

G
R

A
M

M
A

T
IC

A
L F

U
N

C
T

IO
N

S

a.
external argum

ent becom
es object: E

C
M

 (I saw
 h

im
 kiss M

ary)
b.

internal argum
ent becom

es subject: passive (H
e w

as arrested)
c.

object is form
ally dependent on higher verb: raising 

H
ij

schijnt
h

aar
niet

[
te

kennen
—

]
(D

utch)

he
seem

s
her

not
to

know

(19)
JA

K
O

B
S

O
N

 (1935) O
N

 T
H

E
 S

U
B

JE
C

T
T

he nom
inative does not m

ark any kind of dependency

3.2
F

acto
rs o

b
scu

rin
g

 d
ep

en
d

en
cy m

arkin
g

(20)
1.

affix m
igration

2.
‘dependent head-m

arking’
3.

floating m
arking

A
d 1. A

ffix m
igration

(21)
H

E
A

D
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
T

a.
kopkoffie

no dependency m
arking

b.
cupof coffee

dependent m
arking

c.
cuppa

coffee
head m

arking

(22)
the m

orphological m
arker m

ay sim
ply register the presence of syntactic dependency

(N
ichols 1986:58)

(23)
LIN

K
E

R
S

 (IZ
A

F
E

T
 E

LE
M

E
N

T
S): M

A
R

K
IN

G
 T

H
E

 P
R

E
S

E
N

C
E

 O
F

 S
Y

N
T

A
C

T
IC

 D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

C
Y

a.
m

ard-e
pir

b.
asb-e

pedar
(P

ersian)
m

an- E
Z

old
horse-E

Z
father

‘old m
an’

‘father’s horse’

(24)
N

O
 A

U
T

O
-A

G
R

E
E

M
E

N
T

[A
] m

orphological affix m
ay (..) index particular inflectional or lexical categories of either

the head or the dependent, m
arkin

g
 th

em
 o

n
 th

e o
th

er co
n

stitu
en

t (N
ichols 1986:58)

(25)
a.

kur-ê
m

ezin
b.

keç-a
ba

ş
(K

urdish)
boy

M
A

S
C -E

Z:M
A

S
C.S

G
big

girlF
E

M -E
Z:F

E
M

.S
G

nice
‘the big boy’

‘the nice girl’

(26)
A

F
F

IX
 M

IG
R

A
T

IO
N

if any adposition or piece of affixal m
orphology m

oves, it w
ill go from

 the dependent to
the head, not vice versa (N

ichols 1986:84)

(27)
H

E
A

D
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
T

cup
=

a coffee
dependent m

arking cum
 cliticization

m
ard

=
e pir

A
d 2. D

ependent head-m
arking

(28)
H

E
A

D
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
T

ki-ti
ch-a

m
-ti

(S
w

ahili)
7-chair7- LIN

K
3-w

ood
‘w

ooden chair’

(29)
N

[A
P

a
N

P
]

8head-m
arking

head
dependent

(30)
‘D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
T

 H
E

A
D-M

A
R

K
IN

G
’

m
arking of a dependent on its head =

 dependent-m
arking

(31)
S

U
B

JE
C

T-V
E

R
B

 A
G

R
E

E
M

E
N

T
dat

w
ij

in het bos
w

andel-en
(D

utch)
that

1
P

L:N
O

M
in the forest

w
alk-P

L
‘that w

e are w
alking in the forest’

(32)
+ w

ij 
+ in het bos w

andelen , ,
 8head-m

arking

nondependentdependent

(33)
O

B
JE

C
T

IV
E

 C
A

S
E

ich
liebe

[
d-en

G
artenzw

erg ]
(G

erm
an)

I
love

the
garden gnom

e

(34)
G

E
N

E
R

A
LIZ

A
T

IO
N

dependent-m
arking is realized on a term

 of the dependent, typically the head

A
d 3. F

loating agreem
ent

(35)
a.

xinär-en
lavaš

u-ne-k-sa
(U

di)
girl- E

R
G

bread:A
B

S
eat-3

S
G

-$-P
R

E
S

‘T
he girl E

A
T

S bread.’
N

B
, $ designates the part of the stem

 follow
ing the clitic.

b.
xinär-en

lavaš-ne
uk-sa

girl- E
R

G
bread:A

B
S-3

S
G

eat-P
R

E
S

‘T
he girl eats B

R
E

A
D.’

(36)
realization of agreem

ent is sensitive to focus (S
chulze 2004)

(37)
if (35b) is not head-m

arking, then neither is (35a)



(38)
+ subject

+ object
verb , ,

m
arking

nondependentdependent

(39)
agreem

ent is realized on a term
 of the predicate (not necessarily the verb)

(40)
i

si
cu

atavéa
e
§hó

§h-i
no

cm
ói

R
E

C.P
A

S
T

3
S

G
C

O
M

P
L.A

S
P

finally
tear off-LT

S
U:IN

V
IS

bear 

na
sapcí-si

(T
sou)

O
B:IN

V
IS

face-P
O

S
S

‘T
he bear finally m

auled his face.’

3.3
T

h
e exp

ressio
n

 o
f d

ep
en

d
en

cy

(41)
D

ependency is
a.

a sem
antic relation

e.g.
predication

w
hich m

ust be
b.

syntactically realized,
sisterhood

can be
c.

m
orphologically m

arked,
by agreem

ent
and

d.
phonologically expressed.

via cliticization

(42)
T

he relations
(((S

E
M

  º
  S

Y
N)  º

  M
O

R
P

H)  º
  P

H
O

N)need not be hom
om

orphic

(43)
D

IS
T

U
R

B
A

N
C

E
S

a.
S

E
M

 º
 S

Y
N

m
o

vem
en

t
[ S

 ]ø
[ V

 O
 ]
º

V
 [ S

 ]ø
[ t O

 ]

b.
º

 M
O

R
P

H
d

ep
en

d
en

t h
ead

-m
arkin

g
 (20.2), flo

atin
g

 ag
reem

en
t (20.3), m

u
ltip

le
ag

reem
en

t

c.
º

 P
H

O
N

affix m
ig

ratio
n

 (20.1)

4.
R

eco
n

sid
erin

g
 th

e b
asic typ

es

4.1
P

o
ssessive d

ep
en

d
en

cy

(44)
T

W
O

 B
A

S
IC

 T
Y

P
E

S (H
eine 1997)

a.
possessor =

 subject (John’s house)
b.

possessor =
 com

plem
ent (the house of John)

(45)
S

U
B

JE
C

T—
P

O
S

S
E

S
S

U
M

a.
fia

dadá
(E

w
e)

chief
m

other
‘the chief’s m

other’
[no m

arking]

b.
fia

fé
x
]

(E
w

e)
chief

P
O

S
S

house
‘the chief’s house’

[dependent-m
arking: linker]

c.
the chief’s house

[dependent-m
arking: linker +

 affix m
igration]

(E
nglish)

( <
 his house )

d.
à- …’k°’cn

y
c-y°n

b̀
(A

bkhaz)
D

E
M

-boy
his-house

‘the boy’s house’
[dependent-m

arking: dependent head-m
arking]

(46)
P

O
S

S
E

S
S

U
M

—
C

O
M

P
LE

M
E

N
T

a.
the house

of the chief
[dependent-m

arking: linker]
(E

nglish)

b.
xane

=
ye

pedæ
r

(P
ersian)

horse
E

Z
father

‘the horse of the father’
[dependent-m

arking: linker +
 affix m

igration]

(47)
G

E
N

E
R

A
LIZ

A
T

IO
N

D
ependency m

arking on the predicate and on the com
plem

ent

(48)
E

X
C

E
P

T
IO

N
S

 IN
V

O
LV

E
 D

O
U

B
LE

 M
A

R
K

IN
G

 W
IT

H
 G

E
N

IT
IV

E
 C

A
S

E
 O

N
 T

H
E

 P
O

S
S

E
S

S
O

R
a.

A
hm

ed-in
ev-i

(T
urkish)

A
hm

ed- G
E

N
house-3

S
G

‘A
hm

ed’s house’ (H
eine 1997:148)

b.
hw

an-pa
w

asi-n
(H

uallaga Q
uechua)

John-G
E

N
house-3

‘John’s house’ (N
ichols 1976:72)

(49)
E

X
C

E
P

T
IO

N
S

 W
IT

H
O

U
T

 D
O

U
B

LE
 M

A
R

K
IN

G
 M

A
Y

 S
IM

P
LY

 IN
V

O
LV

E
 F

R
O

N
T

IN
G

u-paal
a’

w
inik-ej

(Itza)
3. E

R
G

-child
D

E
Tm

an-T
O

P
‘the child of the m

an’ (H
ofling 2000:257)

4.2
A

d
p

o
sitio

n
al d

ep
en

d
en

cy

(50)
S

T
A

N
D

A
R

D
 C

A
S

E
S

a.
bez

brat-a
(R

ussian)
w

ithoutbrother- G
E

N
‘w

ithout a brother’
[dependent-m

arking: case]

b.
out

of the house
[dependent-m

arking: linker]
(E

nglish)

(51)
G

E
N

E
R

A
LIZ

A
T

IO
N

T
he com

plem
ent is m

arked

(52)
C

A
S

E
S

 O
F

 A
D

P
O

S
IT

IO
N

 M
A

R
K

IN
G

1.
cliticization

2.
relational noun construction (=

 possessive construction)

A
d 1. C

liticization

(53)
a.

W
araka

hyaye
(H

ixkaryana)
W

araka
from

‘from
 W

araka.’ (D
erbyshire 1985:208)

[no m
arking]



b.
v-hyaye
3

S
G

-from
‘from

 him
’ (id.)

[no m
arking +

 cliticization]

(54)
a.

t0’-m
a

(W
appo)

3
S

G
-for 

‘for him
’ (R

adin 1929:126)
[no m

arking +
 cliticization]

b.
p
]l’0-m

a
boy-for
‘for the boy’ (id.)

[no m
arking +

 cliticization]

A
d 2. R

elational nouns

(55)
S

U
B

JE
C

T—
P

O
S

S
E

S
S

U
M

L
�
õa B

rum
o

m
o-p

�
…i

(B
urushaski)

Langa B
rum

o
3

S
G

-side
‘w

ith Langa B
rum

o’ (Lorim
er 1935:I, 132)

[dependent-m
arking: agreem

ent]
(lit: Langa B

rum
o his side)

(56)
E

X
C

E
P

T
IO

N
S

a.
hw

an-pa
hana-n-chaw

(H
uallaga Q

uechua)
John- G

E
N

above-3-LO
C

‘above John’ (N
ichols 1986:72)

b.
y-alam

t-a’w
inik-oo’-ej

(Itza)
3.E

R
G

-below
to-D

E
T

m
an-P

L-T
O

P
‘below

 the m
en’ (H

ofling 2000:328)

4.3
A

ttrib
u

tive ad
jective co

n
stru

ctio
n

s

(57)
T

W
O

 T
Y

P
E

S
a.

adjective =
 com

plem
ent (izafet construction)

b.
adjective =

 adjunct
i.

linker construction
ii.

adjective inflection

(58)
IZ

A
F

E
T

 C
O

N
S

T
R

U
C

T
IO

N
a.

ki-ti
ch-a

m
-ti

(S
w

ahili)
7-chair7- LIN

K
3-w

ood
‘w

ooden chair’ (A
shton 1959:145)

[dependent-m
arking: linker]

b.
pir’tok

=
o

fvnd
(D

im
li)

book
M

A
S

C
E

Z:M
A

S
C.S

G
good

‘good book’ (T
odd 1985:136)

[dependent-m
arking: linker, agreem

ent +
 affix m

igration]

(59)
LIN

K
E

R
 C

O
N

S
T

R
U

C
T

IO
N: S

U
G

G
E

S
T

S
 A

D
JE

C
T

IV
E

 =
 N

O
N

D
E

P
E

N
D

E
N

T
a.

w
ist

t-citx°
(S

hushw
ap)

high
R

E
L-house

‘tall house’
[dependent-m

arking: linker]

b.
calay

a-m
onit

(cf. m
onit calay)

(M
ikir)

funny
R

E
L-m

an
‘funny m

an’
[dependent-m

arking: linker]

(60)
A

D
JE

C
T

IV
E

 IN
F

LE
C

T
IO

N
a.

de
oud-e

m
an

(D
utch)

the
old- D

E
F

m
an

‘the old m
an’

b.
zelen-yj

dom
(R

ussian)
green- N

O
M

.M
A

S
C.S

G
house

M
A

S
C

‘the green house’

(61)
O

R
IG

IN
 O

F
 A

D
JE

C
T

IV
E

 IN
F

LE
C

T
IO

N
 F

E
A

T
U

R
E

S
a.

outsider: dependent-m
arking (case)

b.
determ

iner etc.: dependent-m
arking (num

ber, definiteness)
c.

noun: nondependent-m
arking (gender)

4.4
C

o
n

clu
sio

n

(62)
U

N
M

A
R

K
E

D
 D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
C

Y
 M

A
R

K
IN

G
a.

dependent over non-dependent
b.

(w
ithin dependent category) head over non-head

5.
T

h
e n

atu
re o

f case

5.1
O

b
jective case as ‘d

ep
en

d
en

t d
ep

en
d

en
t-m

arkin
g

’

(63)
T

R
A

D
IT

IO
N

A
L A

P
P

R
O

A
C

H
a.

head-m
arking =

 agreem
ent

b.
dependent-m

arking =
 case

(64)
D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
T

 H
E

A
D-M

A
R

K
IN

G
A

greem
ent is a subcase of dependent-m

arking (on the head of the dependent)

(65)
JA

K
O

B
S

O
N

 O
N

 T
H

E
 A

C
C

U
S

A
T

IV
E (cf. (19))

a.
T

he m
eaning of the accusative is so closely associated w

ith the action, that it m
ay

only be governed by a verb (1935 [1966:57]) =
 h

au
p

tb
ed

eu
tu

n
g

b.
T

he accusative by itself signifies that som
e elem

ent is ranked higher than it on the
hierarchy of clause m

eanings, i.e. it, unlike the nom
inative, conveys the existence

of such a hierarchy (1935 [1966:60]) =
 g

esam
tb

ed
eu

tu
n

g

(66)
A

ccusative does not express dependency w
.r.t. the verb but w

.r.t. the subject.

(67)
M

orphological opposition N
O

M
—

A
C

C m
atches syntactic opposition S

U
B

JE
C

T—
O

B
JE

C
T

(68)
D

A
S

R
T

here can be no direct relation betw
een the subject and the object (no sisters)

(69)
C

O
N

C
LU

S
IO

N
O

bjective case is dependency-m
arking on a non-head of the dependent



(70)
A

G
R

E
E

M
E

N
T

C
A

S
E

+ he
+ love-s

her , ,
+ he

+ loves
her , ,

head-m
arking

dependent-m
arking

dependent
dependent

nondependent
non-dependent

5.2
A

rg
u

m
en

ts

(71)
1.

scram
bling in D

utch
2.

direct object m
utation in W

elsh
3.

ergativity

A
d 1. S

cram
bling in D

utch

(72)
..dat

hij
h

aar
nietschijnt

[
te kennen

—
]

(Z
w

art 2001)
that

he:N
O

M
she:A

C
C

notseem
s

 to know
:IN

F

(73)
S

O
U

R
C

E
S

 O
F

 O
B

JE
C

T
IV

E
 C

A
S

E
a.

em
bedded verb kennen ‘know

’: no, haar m
oves to an A

-position (V
anden W

yngaerd
1989)

b.
m

atrix verb schijnen ‘seem
’: no, unaccusative verb

c.
som

e little v: no, little v in the m
atrix clause is either absent or defective

d.
dependency m

arking of the sister of the subject hij ‘he’ on a term
 of the dependent

A
d 2. D

irect object m
utation in W

elsh

(74)
a.

prynodd
y

ddynesfeic / *beic
(W

elsh)
bought

the
w

om
an

D
O

M bike / bike
‘the w

om
an bought a bike’

b.
roedd

y
ddynesyn

prynu
beic / *feic

w
as

the
w

om
an

P
R

O
G

buy:IN
Fbike / D

O
M bike

‘the w
om

an w
as buying a bike’

(75)
N

A
T

U
R

E
 O

F
 T

H
E

 M
U

T
A

T
IO

N (R
oberts 1997, H

arlow
 1989)

a.
restricted to nouns and nom

inalized verbs (=
 case) 

b.
only triggered in the absence of a directly governing verb (=

 X
P

-triggered)

(76)
F

acts follow
 if case expresses a dependency, not w

.r.t. the verb but w
.r.t. the subject

A
d 3. E

rgativity

(77)
C

O
N

D
IT

IO
N

 F
O

R
 D

E
P

E
N

D
E

N
C

Y
 M

A
R

K
IN

G
 O

N
 T

H
E

 O
B

JE
C

T
A

ccusative case as dependency m
arking device is only available w

here a m
orphological

opposition exists betw
een the structural cases nom

inative and accusative (cf. (67)).

(78)
E

R
G

A
T

IV
IT

Y
transitive

subjectE
R

G
objectN

O
M

verb
intransitive

subjectN
O

M
verb

(79)
E

rgative is an inherent case (W
oolford 1997, N

ash 1996)

(80)
W

hen the subject is ergative, m
orphological case can no longer be used to realize

dependency of the predicate w
.r.t. the subject >

 object show
s up in default case

(absolutive/nom
inative).

(81)
P

R
E

D
IC

T
IO

N
S

1.
dependency m

ay still be expressed via subject-agreem
ent

2.
(all else equal) there should be no ergative agreem

ent pattern

(82)
S

U
B

JE
C

T-A
G

R
E

E
M

E
N

T
 W

IT
H

 E
R

G
A

T
IV

E
 C

A
S

E

a.
ngaju

ka-rn
a

w
angka-m

i
(W

arlpiri)
1

S
G

:A
B

S
A

U
X:P

R
E

S-1
S

G
:S

U
speak-N

O
N

P
A

S
T

‘I am
 speaking.’

b.
ngajulu-rlu

ka-rn
a-ngku

nyuntu
nya-nyi

1
S

G
:E

R
G

A
U

X:P
R

E
S-1

S
G

:S
U-2

O
B

2:A
B

S
see-N

O
N

P
A

S
T

‘I see you.’

(83)
W

oolford (2004): ergative agreem
ent m

arkers are clitics (so in fact, case-m
arked

elem
ents).

6.
C

o
n

clu
sio

n

!
N

ondependent-m
arking is typologically rare.

!
H

ead-m
arking (agreem

ent) and dependent-m
arking (case) are tw

o varieties of dependent-
m

arking (in a subject—
predicate dependency).

!
H

eads play no central role in dependency relations.
!

If com
plem

ents and predicates are prototypical dependents, w
e m

ay hypothesize (84)

(84)
M

erge turns each current stage of a derivation into the dependent of the new
ly m

erged
elem

ent.
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