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• Abstract

In this thesis, 1 propose a theo!)' of ergativity in which NP argumcnts are checked

for Case by moving to projections of agreement at LF. The Case-marking pattern of an

ergative language arises when transitive subjec'5 move to the projection of agreement

usually associated with objects (AGR.o), while transitive objects and intransitive subjects

move to the projection of subject agreement (AGR.s). While this proposai assigns the

same underlying structure to clauses in an ergative language (unlike Marantz. 1984), it does

have distinctive syntactic effects. In this it contrasts with :: purely morphological approach

to ergativity, such as that of Anderson (1976).

Arguments can move to the specifier position of agree;,ent. or adjoin to iL~ ma."imal

projection. Movement cannot take place across the same kind of position as the landing

site, which leads us to predict that transitive subjects cannot undergo grammatical extraction

in an ergative language. This prediction turns out to be correct in a number of languages.

including Chamorro, Mam. and other members of the Mayan group. Our theory also

allows for a plausible account of split ergativity - non-canonical patterns in an otherwise

ergative language where transitive and intransitive subjects are marked the same. but

behave differently under extraction.

The proposai that NPs are not checked for Case until LF entails that they remain in

their base positions at S-structure. Evidence for this claim is adduced from the distribution

of empty pronoun arguments whosecontents must be identified. Our prediction is that

transitive subjects in an ergative language will interfere in the identification of an empty

object pronoun, since it is closer to the pronoun than its legitimate identifier. AGR.s. This

is also shown to be the case.

ü



• Résumé

Dans celle thèse, je propose une théorie de J'ergativité par laquelle la vérification ùes

cas des syntamnes nominaux se fait er. les avançant aux projections des accords à LF. La

forme que prend l'assignation des cas à l'intérieur d'une langue ergative se présente lor.sque

les sujets transitifs se re?"ouvent à la projection de l'accord habituellement associée aux

complémer.ts d'objet (AGR.o), alor.s que les compléments d'objet transitifs et les sujets

intrdflsitifs avancent à la prcjection de l'accord du sujet. Bien que ce que je propose attribue

la méme structure sous-jacente pour les propositions d'une langue ergative (contrairement à

Marantz 1984), on y retrouve des effets syntactiques distincts. De ce fait, ce que je propose

fait contraste avec une approche purement morphologique de l'ergativité, telle celle

d'Ander.son (1976).

Un argument peut st: retrouver à la position du détertIÙnant de l'accord ou peut étre

adjoint à sa projection maximale. Aucun mouvem.ent ne peut croiser une position de méme

type que celle du point de chute.' Cela nous amène à prédire que les sujets transitifs ne

peuventétre sujet à une extraction grammaticale dans une langue ergative. Celle prédiction

s'avère étre correcte en ce qui concerne un certain nombre de langues. Celles-ci incluent le

chamarro, le mam, ainsi que d'autres langue mayas. De plus. cette théorie nous fournis une

explication plausible de la double ergativité. c'est-à-dire. de formes non-canoniques à

l'intérieur d'une langue par ailleur ergative dans laquelle les cas des sujets transitifs et

intransitifs sont réalisés de la méme façon, mais se comportent différemment lorsqu'il y a
. ~

extracllon.

Proposer.que les cas des syntagmes nominaux ne sont vérifiés qu'à LF présuppose

que ces mêmes syntagmes nominaux demeurent à leur position de" base en structure de

surface. Cette proposition se trouve renforcée par la distribution des pronoms vides dont le

contenu doit étre identifié. Notre prédiction est que les sujets transitifs d'une langue \,::::::

ergative devraient créer de l'interférence en regard de l'identification d'un pronom ,vid~

complément d'objet puisque le sujet transitif est plus proche du pronom que ne l'est son

identificateur légitime (AGR.s). Ce qui est en effet le cas.
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• List of abbreviations

The following is a list of abbreviations used for gIossing the languages in the text. These
are taken from many sources and usually reflect the system of the authors.
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COM=comitative
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dir---directional
ds=directional suffix
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NFUT=nonfuture
NOM=nominative
Obl.=oblique
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PASS=passive
PI=plural
PF=perfeclive
PN=proper noun
R=realis
rec=recent past
RN=relational noun
S=subject agreement (irrealis)

1=frrst person
2=second person
3=third person
7=glollal SlOP



• CHAPTER ONE
Syntactic ergativity

Introduction

Traditionally. ergative languages are those in which transitive objects and

intransitive subjects have the same case inflection. which differs from the inflection of the

transitive subject. Ergativity can also manifest itself in verb agreement. such that transitive

subjects trigger a unique forrn. while transitive objects and intransitive subjects trigger the

same agreement. The grouping of these two relations is thus characteristic of ergative

languages in general. and one of the questions that is often asked is whether transitive

objects are 'subject-like" or vice versa. Either way. a proper understanding of the

structure underlying transitive and intransitive sentences is crucial in explaining ergativity.

and that is what this thesis is about.

1.1 The issues

Perhaps the most perplexing question surrounding ergative languages is why they

should exist at all. In attempting to provide an answer. we touch on other issues that are

central to linguistic theory. One of these concems the role of case inflection and agreement

in Universal Grammar. which may be regarded as a unified phenomenon (hencefonh

Case). SpecificaIly. what is the link between morphology and syntactic categories like

'subject' and 'direct object'. This issue arises whenever ergative languages are compared

to 'accusative' ones - those in which transitive and intransitive subjects are marked the

same for Case. in opposition to transitive objects. The other major issue concerns the

manner of Case-assignment in an ergative language. Standard theory holds that the same

Case is assigned under the same set of structural. conditions. In an ergative language,

however, different Cases appear to be assigned under one set, and the same Case under

different sets. In order to accommodate this, it is necessary to re-evaluate the status of

Case-assignment in the theory itself.

MorpholQgjçal and syntacric er~arivilY
"-

When syntactic categories Iike 'subject' and 'object' are' said to pattern âiike (or

differently), it can take the forrn ofCase-marking, or in the way that syntactic processes

affect them. Languages can therefore be described as being syntactically ergative or

accusative, in addition to morphologically ergative or accusative. In English, for examplc,

1



[+1R]

• only subjects rrigger agreement on the verb, making this a morphologically accusative

language (agreement is underlined):

(1) Mor:phoJogical accusativitv (English)
a. He admires. him/all the candidates
b. He eats. all the rime.
c. *Him eat all the rime.

The form that pronouns take confirms English as being morphologically accusative:

transitive and intransitive subjects are marked with 'nominative' Case, transitive objects

with 'accusative'. Ungrammatical accusative Case on the intransitive subject in (lc)

aiJticipates the situation in an ergative language, where intransitive subjects are marked the

same ~s transitive objects. English shows no signs of being morphologically ergative,

neither in agreement nor in pronoun-marking.

In addition to being morphologically accusative, English is symactically accusative

as weIl. To illustrate, consider-:;he following paradigm, produced by movement from an

> embedded clause (the base positions of the moved consituems are indicated by co-indexed

traces):

(2) MOJ1lho]ogical accusativity (English)
a. *WhOi do you think [that ti saw John]?
b. *WhOi do you think [that ti left]?
c. WhOi do you think [that John saw ti ]?

In (2a), a transitive subject has moved across a lexical complementizer, while in (2b) it is

the subject of an intransitive, and (2c) a transitive object. Since the subjects pattern

together with respect to gr;Immaticality (and in opposition to the object), (2) represems a•
syntactically accusative paltern.

- 1 -

Just as sorne languages can be both morphologically and symactically accusative,
1 _

others are morphologicaJy and syntactically ergative. Consider the following senienc~s

from Mam (a Mayan language), where subjects and direct objects both trigger agreement on
1

the verb (from Englandi 1983)1:

(3) MOJ1lho]Qgical erg;ulvity (Mam)
- a. ma chin ok- t-tzeeq'a-n-a

asp lsA dir 2sE-hit-ds-CI.
. 'YOUhjme'

1 The morphology of Mam sentences will bc discussed in more detail in 2.1; see p.vii for an index te
abbreviaùons.

;

/
2



• b. ma chin b'eet-a
asp 1sA walk-C!.
'1 walked' [-TRI

(3a) is a transitive sentence, while (3b) is intransitive. ln the latter. the subject oiggers the

same kind of agreement (chin) as the object does in (3a). Th': shared Case of transitive

objects and intransitive subjects in an ergative language is calied the 'absolutive'. the

distinct Case ûf transitive subjects the 'ergative'.

The syntactic ergativity of Mam can be established by observing how subjccts and

direct objects behave when they undergo a process of focussing. This is shown in the

following paradigm (adapted from England, 1983a):

(4) Svntactic er~ativity (Marn)
a. *xiinaq chi-0 kub' t-tzyu-7n cheej

man asp-3sA dir 3sE-grab-ds horse
THE MAN grabbed the horse'

b. ma xiinaq s-uul
asp man 3sA-arrive.here
THE MAN arrived here'

c. cheej chi kub' t-tzyu-7n xiinaq
ilorse aspl3sA dir 3sE-grab-ds man
The man grabbed THE HORSES'

d. xiinaq x-0-kub' tzyu-n t-e cheej
man asp-3sA-dir grab-ap 3s-RN horse

THE MAN grabbed the horse'

[+TR.subj]

[-TR.subj\

[+TR.obj]

[API

ln (4a), a transitive subject has been focussed, while in (4b) it is the subject of an

intransitive and in (4c) a transitive object. As indicated, intransitive subjects and transitive

objects may be focussed grammatically, but not transitive subjects. In order to focus the

subject of what would otherwise be a transitive sentence, the vc:;l;>. must first be

'derransitivized', as in (4d). This involves anaching an antipassive suffixto the stem, and

turning the direct object into the possessor of an oblique ('relational') noun. It appears then. '

that Mam is ergative at heth the morphological and the syntactic leve!.

The next question is whether languages can pattern differently at morphological and

syntactic levels. Is it possible for a language to have an accusative pattern of Case-marking

and'an ergative syntax? What about the converse? This touches on the role of Case­

marking in linguistic theory. Perhaps the most plausible assumption has always been that

surface Case-marking correlates with syntactic categories. On this view, it is no accident.

for example, that NPs marked with nominative Case in an accusative language exhibit

syntactic properties typically associated with subjects. It might therefore be surprising to

3



• find a syntactic process in an accusative language like English that affects transitive objects

and intransitive subjects equally, to the exclusion of transitive subjects. Similarly,

absolutively Case-marked NPs in an ergative language might be expected to behave the

same in the syntax, if the role of Case-marking is to pick out syntactic categories. This

would either mean that subjects of intransitives were 'object-like', or that objects were Iike

'subjects'. Language acquisition might be regarded as a simpler task from this perspective,

for how bener to grasp the fundamentals of syntactic processes than through evidence in

the form of Case-marking?

In spite of this, the role of Case-marking as an indicator of syntactic categories has

been challenged in the field of ergativiry. Anderson (1976), for example, shows that

absolutive NPs in a number of ergative languages do not correlate with a single category

with regard to syntactic processes. At the same time, transitive and intransitive subjects

(which bear distinct Case-markings in an ergative language) are shown to behave alike

under the same circumstances, exactly as they would in an accusative language. This

suggests that a language can be ergative at the morphologicallevel and accùsative at the

level of the syntax. The 'cost' of allowing this, of course, is that we lose our explanation

of the role of Case in Universal Grammar.

What is striking about Anderson's arguments is that the same processes used to

demonstrall~ that most ergative languages are syntactically accusative also operate in Mam,

which has already been exemplified as having an ergative syntax. This calls into question

the nature of Anderson's tests, and raises once again the possibiliry that - if the facts that he

presents can be properly understood - the correlation between Case-,marking'and syntactic

categories can be maintained. As pointed out already, this has cenain theoretical

advantages, and allows for ease of acquisition. This is what is at stake in the issue

surrounding syntactic ergativity. In what follows then, 1 will proposethat syntactic tests

which are meant to establish whether a given language is ergative or not are only

appropriate at a cenain level of representation. At another level, different tests may be

appropriate. Generally speaking, a proposai such as this can only be made in a theory that

allows for grammàtical relations to change in the course of a derivation. This is a

controversial assumption, and it raises a host of questions regarding the execution ofCase

assignment, parricularly in a language that is ergative. This will be discussed below..,

Basic assumptions

The proposais of this thesis are developed within the 'principles and parameters'

approach to linguistic theory, flISt laid out by Chomsky (1981). The grammar is conceived

as a system of subtheories Ce.g. Binding Theory, Case Theory, etc.), with various options

4



• (parameters) that c:m he selected by individuallanguages. Together. the principles of

grammar characterize four separate levels of syntacûc structure: D-structure. S-structure.

Phonetic Form (PF) and Logical Form (LF). They are organized as follows:

(5) D-str.

1
S-str.

P~F

D-strucrure is the lever of 'pure' themaûc relaûons. where lexical propernes are arranged

hierachically in accorèance with standard X-bar theory. 1 will also be assuming the 'VP·

internal subject hypothesis', and the 'uniformity of theta-assignment hypothesis' (Baker.

1988); these will he discussed as we go along.

D-structure convens to S-structure via 'moye-alpha'. which is visible on the surface

(PF). The derivaûonal history of eaeh sentence is preserved through co-indexed traces.

Several principles apply at S-structure, inc1uding those of,Binding Theory. These are

given here (from Chomsky. 1986b:166): .

(6) The binding principles
Principle A: an anaphor is bound in a local domain
Principle B: a pronominal is free in a local domain
Principl: C: an r-e"llression is free (in the domain

of the head of its chain)

Roughly speaking, 'bound' means co-indexed with a c-commanding antecedent. while

'free' means not bound. 'Local domain' is defined in terms of Governrnent. as in the

following (these definiûons will he modified somewhatin the chapters that follow):

(7) Government (adapted from Rizzi. 1990)
X governs Y iff X is a governor which c-commands Y. and there is no
closer governor Z which c-commands Y, such that Z does not m-
commandX c

(8) C-command (adapted from Chomsky, 1986a)
X c-commands Y iff X does not dominate y, and every Z that
dominaies X also dominates Y .

Thus, an anaphor will~ bound if it is co-indexed with an antecedent that governs il, where

Z in (8) stands for any branching category; pronominals are considered to he free when

they are not bound. ,

:

5
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Case Theorv

Case-inflection plays an important role in any discussion of ergativity. In many

theories. Case is assigned at S-structure under govemment, where Z in (8) stands for

'maximal projection', Alternatively, fully-inflected NP's could be inserted into D-structure

and checked for Case at S-structure or LF. This theory was fust explored by Hale (1983),

and later developed by Chomsky (1992); it is the one which we adopt as well. When Case­

checking cannot apply, the sentence containing the Caseless NP is ruled out. 1assume that

the mechanism responsible for this is the Case Filter, or perhaps sorne other principle from

which it is derived (adapted from Chomsky, 1981):

(9) The Case Filter: *NP, where NP is lexical and has no Case

Consider now the following configuration, where both agreement and the vero_are

govemor. and capable of checking NPs marked for Case:

(10) Case-çheckin~at S-structure

IP

[N~'
InfI~

AGR ~
V NP

ln (lO), IP (='inflectional phrase') immediately dominates the subject NP (a specifier),

while VP dominates the object (a complement). If the language is accusative, the subject

NP will receive nominative Case from AGReement, and the object accusative Case from

the verb. Subjects of intransitive verbs wiII be CaSe-marked/checked in the s,aIne way as

transitive subjects, which is to say that they appear in Spec. of IP too.

If the language is ergative, however, it is not so obvious how (l0) would account

for the distribution of Case. Suppose that subjects were .checked for Case by AGReement

in this configuration, and objects by the verb. This raises a question as to how the subject ~

of an intransitivc is checked for Case - presumably aIso by the verb, since it carries

abso1utive markings. At the same time, however, it is a subject, hence shouid be in subject

position. Nevertheless, we haveaIready assumed that this position is associated with the

ergative, not the absolutive Case in (10). Moreover, it is ~Possiblefor the verb to check

NPs in the Spec. of IP, since the verb does not govern this position.

, Alternatively, we might achiev~our goal of accounting for the distribution of Case

in an ergative language by allowing case to be checked at LF. Processes that apply at this
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• level are not visible on the surface. so there is no direct way of confirming it. Still. if it

were possible. object NPs could he checked for Case from Infl by moving then:. aJong

with subjeets. A rough schematization of the LF-counterpan to (10) rnight he as follow,s:

(Il) Case-checking al LF

IP

NP~P
[NP~'
I~VP

Agr.slAgr.o~
V ti

In (lI), the object NP has adjoined to IP, where it will he checked for Case by Agr.o

(=object agreement) under lnf!. The Spec. of IP position is already occupied by the

ergative subject, which in tum cannot he displaced (Ït relies on Agr.s for Case-checking).

(Il) aIso requires a different understanding of Government than the one given in (7). 'This

is an ernpirical question, the answer to which will have many consequences. Before

proceeding, however, it will he necessary to see how other researchers working in the field

have addressed the issues identified here.

1.2 Surface ergativity (Anderson, 1976)

In the literature of generative grammar, the existence of syntactic ergativity has been

caIled into question, most notably by Anderson (1976). According to him, most languages

that show an ergative pattern of Case-marking are syntacticaIly accusative, implying that

ergativity is a rnainly surface phenomenon. This presents a challenge to the approach that

will be taken here, which assumes a correlation hetween Case-marking and syntactic

categories at a certain leveJ. The languages that we claim to be syntacticaJly ergative are

similar to those in Anderson's study. Consequently, it will be important to address these

issues, i.e. 50 that our theory can accommodate them.

Theories ofunder1ying mucrore

Anderson conside:s languages that are morphologièaIly ergative both in terms of

NP-marking and..agreement Not included in this surveyare tliose that have a three-way

distinction between transitive subjects (Agents), objects (Themes or Patients), and
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• intransitive subjects2• He then proceeds to outline various theories that would account for

the Case-marking pattern of an ergative language. The rlTSt theory holds that in the

structure underlying transitive sentences, the verbal arguments c-command each other ­

unlike the structure shown in (10), where the subject asymmetrically c-commands the

object. On the second theory, the verbal arguments would correspond to different types of

noun modifiers - e.g. 'true' complements vs. adjuncts. The third theory 1 refer to as the

'ergative-as-passive' theory, where NPs marked for absolutive Case occupy what would

he the subject position in (10). On this theory, transitive subjects (which are marked with

ergative Case) would correspond to oblique objects in passive sentences, such as the by­

phrase in 'John was shot by the police'. Absolutive NPs, on the other hand, c-command

all other NPs at S-struclUre.

Synmctic subject processes

Each theory is evaluated in light of well-known processes which pick out certain

NPs as syntactic subjects in accusative languages. Anderson's reasoning is that the

subjecthood of an NP in an ergative language should he established by syntactic, rather

than morphological criteria. The 'syntactic subject processes' (as 1shall calI them) include

Equi-NP deletion (or Control), Raising, Conjunction and Reflexhization. An example of

each process is given helow (affected empty categories are symbolized bye):

(12) Syntactic subjee! processes
a. John nied [ e to hit Bill)

('" ... [Billto hit e ))

b. John seems [ e to Iike Mary)
('" ... [Mary to like e )

c.lohn came in and [ e kissed Mary)
('" ... and [Mary kissed e ))

d. Johni annoyed Bil~ with a talk about himselfi/*j

[Equi-NP deletion)

[Raising]

[Conjunetion]

[Reflexivization)

~
As seen in (123), only subjects may he deleted under identity. Similarly, only subjects can

undergo raising (12b), he conjoined with other subjects (12c), or serve as antecedents for

reflexives in 'certain constructions (12d).3 In the theory of grammar we are assuming:

Raising and Reflexivization fall under the binding principles (6), while Equi-NP deletion

2 The undcrstanding here and elscwhere is \hat e.g. vcrbs are spccified for an argument suucwre, whieh
designates the themaùe (theta) roles of its event-participants. Thesc are Agent (or Aetor), Theme (or
Paùent), Goal, ete.
3 ln m:my languages. only subjcets serve as anteecdents to rellexivcs.
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• and Conjunction are subject to principles of concrol (cf. 2.2 and 4.1). Ali of these

processes are checked at S-structure.

'Deep' aeçusarivity

Anderson proceeds to show how subjects of both transitive and intransitive verbs

can be deleted, raised, conjoined with other subjects. or serve as :-mecedents in languages

that are morphologically ergative. At the same time. transitive objects are not allowed to

undergo these processes. The following il!ustrates how Equi-NP deletion operates in

Basque, a language with an ergative pattern of agreement (PRO represents the position of

the deleted subject):

(13) Eoui-NP deletion (Basque)
a. [pRO dantzatzerat] joan da

dance(lnf.) go he.is
'He has gone to dance'

b. [pRO txakurraren hiltzera] joan nintzen
dog(def/gen) kil!(Inf.) go I.was

'1 went to kil! the dog'

c. [PRO ikhusterat] jean da
see(InL) go he.is

.~. 'Hej has gone to see himl
(Not: 'Hej has gone for hlmj to see hiT:1j'

In (13a), the subject of an intransitive verb has ùndergone deletion, a relation that would

normally trigger absolutive agreement in a finite sentence. In (l3b) the deleted NP is a

transitive subject, which would normally be associated with ergative Case. The deleted

categories thus behave the same syntactically, although they relate to different Cases. (Bc)

indicates that the deleted NP cannot be the (absolutivc) objeét of a transitive verb, even

though it is marked the ,same as an intransitive subject. In shon, the results show a

decidedly accusative syntactic pattern, or a system at odds with the morphology. Since all

of the other tests derive this pattern, the conclusion seems to be that sorne ergative

languages are 'deeply' accusative, Le. that the morphology obscures the true nature of

syntactic categories.

If morphologically ergative languages are essentially accusative in underlying

structure, each of the theories discussed above proves false. The fact that reflexivization is

unidirectional in these languages disproves the theory that the arguments of a verb c­

command each other. The fact that the syntactic processes pick out ergative and absolutive

subjects implies that absolutive NPs do not comprise a natura! class, although this is what

the 'ergative-as-passive' theory would predicl The conclusion then is that no theory based

9



• on Case-marking can accurately predictthe syntactic pattern of a language. Still, Anderson

does not claim that syntactically ergative languages cannot exist. Citing Dyirbal - a

language in which relative clauses are formed on an ergative-absolutive basis - he

acknowledges that Case-marking can sometime correlate with syntactic categories. Thus,

while there is no necessary correspondence between surface Case-marking and syntactic

structure, it is not ruled out.

Anderson goes on to propose an account of why a language would have ergative

Case-marking ln the first place, despite being syntactically accusative. Frrst he notes that

most of the languages under consideration allow free scrarnbling of NPs, and tend to be

either verb-initial or verb-final- a situation which apparently requires subject and object

NPs to be kept as distinct as possible4• Because of this, one NP (the transitive subject) is

marked with ergative Case whenever two direct (non-oblique) NPs are present. In

sentences that have only one direct NP argument (Le. intransitive sentences), the NP will

appear with (unmarked) absolutive Case. Presumably, this theory is superior to one in

which Case-marking relates directly to underlying syntactic categories. On an 'ergative-as­

passive' theory, for example, transitive objects would have to undergo a change in

grammatical function (i.e. become passivized) in order to receive absolutive çase - an

otherwise unmotivated stipulation.

Despite the seeming evidence that most languages with ergative Case-marking are

syntactically accusative, il can (and will) be argued that there is a correspondence between .

Case-marking and underlying syntactic structure. Neverth'ê!ess, the validiry of Anderson's

testscannot be denied: Equi-NP deletion. Raising. Conjunction and Reflexivization are al!

syntactic subject processes. only the NPs they pick out are subjects at S-structure. Except

for relativization in Dyirbal, Anderson's tests do not involve processes of question­

formation. clefting. focussing or quantifier raising. As we shall see, morphologically

ergative languages do assume a characteristic syntactic pattern with respect to these.

Typically, representations derived by wh-movement and quantifier raising are checked at

LF. Here we argue that there is a correspondence betwecn morphological Case-marking

and syntactic categories at this level.

4 Sincc Anderson's anicle, however, scrambling bas been shown 10 be not so free as he had thoughl, i.e. it
may be govemed by symactic principles. Cf. Mahajan (1990) for sorne discussion.
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;.

1.3 Thematic ergativity (Marantz, 1984)

MaranlZ (1984) presents a different view of ergativity in terms of how thematic

relations are assigned at D-structure. In accusative languages. a transitive verb typically

assigns Patient to the NP that il governs, while VP assigns Agent to the subject position.

MaranlZ assumes the inverse is al50 possible, 50 that a transitive verb could assign the role

ofAgent to the object, and VP the role of Therne to the subjeet. This would be the situation

in a true (or 'deep') ergative language, independently of Case-marking. The following

diagram represents the alignment of theta-roles and grammatical relations (subject, object)

in such a language:

(14) Thera-mle assi~menr in an ergative language (MaranlZ)

IP

N~'
[Patient] ~

AGR VP

~P
[Agent]

Although (14) represents the possible D-structure of an ergative language, not allianguages

with an ergative pattern of Case-marking derive from il. Like Anderson, Marantz claims

many of these languages have an accusative syntax, which for him entails accusative theta­

rnarking at D-structure. In addition, Case is assigned to structural positions independently

of theta-roles, so that nominative (=absolutive) Case can be assigned to objects, and

accusative (=ergative) CaSe can be assigned to subject NPs. Together, these assumptions

produce a four-way typology of languages. A summary of the possibilities in MaranlZ's

theory is given below:

(15) Grammatical Relations and Case Marking

Thematic language: accusative ergarive

Type:

SUB ofv.i.
SUB of v.!.
OBJ ofv.t.

'A'

NOM
NOM
ACC

'B'

NOM(ABS)
ACC(ERG)
NOM(ABS)

'A'

NOM(ABS)
NOM(ABS)
ACC(ERG)

'B'

NOM
ACC
NOM

Thematically accusative languages (wliere subject NPs bear the role of Agent) are said to

have an accusative 'type A' Case-marking system if both transitive and intransitive subjects
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• are marked the same. An ergative 'type B' pattern can also be derived, however, if

intransitive subjects are marked the same as transitive objects. Similarly, thematicaily

ergative languages can have an ergative 'type A' or accusative 'type B' Case-marking

system.

Arguments a~ainst Marantz

According to Marantz then, there are IWO types of ergative language: those that are

thematically ergative (with ergative or accusative Case-marking), and those that are

thematicaily accusative with ergative 'type B' Case-marking. Most languages, he claims,

belong to the latter type. As in Anderson (1976), the tests Marantz uses to determine a

language's status revolve around S-structure processes such as Equi-NP deletion, etc.,

which are subject-oriented. Thus, in a thematicaily ergative language, Patients (in subject

position) will be affected instead of Agents. Here we argue that these languages cannot

exisl. The idea oftheta,-role assignment as in (14) is controversial fnr severa! reasons, not

the lCitSt of which is that it runs counter to a proposai advanced by Baker (1988), known as

the 'Unifo;mity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis':

(16) Unjrorrnity orThera Assi~nmentHypothesis (UTAH)
Theta-roles are assigned uniformly across constructions
and across languages

Given that Agents are Agents in both ergative and accusative languages, for example, the

UTAH makes it hard to maintain that they are assigned to subjects in one language and

objects in another. Moreover, for Many of the ergative languages to be considered here­

including those which Marantz claims are thematically ergative - it can be argued that theta­

roles are assigned exactly as in thematically accusative languages. Thus, it will be

important to understand that the effects of ergativity examined in this thesis do not derive

from the aiignment of theta-roles proposed by MaranlZ.

Passiye

The languages that Marantz considers to be thematicaily ergative - i.e. with the

theta-role assignment shown in (14) - in Dyirbai (Austraiian) and Centrai Arctic Eskimo

(henceforth CAE). Firsthe notes that when Agents (underlying objects) are passivized, the

form~ subject (Theme or Patient) is put into an oblique Case (the comitative Case for

CAE). This is shown bel~w (from Marantz, 1984:203):- ,
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• (17) Pa.sive in er~ative lan~uages

a. Piruutisi-0 Siisa-mik kap-si-vuq.
Brutus-ABS Caesar-COM stab-ABS-Il\'D3s
'Brutus stabbed Caesar'

b. bayi yara (bagul bargangu, bangul bargandu) durgananu.
man-ABS (wallaby-DAT, wallaby-INST) spear-PASS
'Man is spearing wallaby'

[CAE]

[Dyirbal]

According to Marantz, an NP marked with absolutive Case is the sign of a subject in

Dyirbal and CAE. Since the Agents in (17) are marked with absolutive Case then, they

must be subjeets, de:ived through passivization. At the same time, the faet that Patients are

marked for oblique Case in (17) implies they occupied the Spec. of IP prior to this process.

Bear in mind, however, that a thematically accusative language would be able to identify

these same characteristics in tenns of antipassivization. In this process, objects are marked

obliquely and subjects are not affected at al\. The Agent in (17) - a subject in a thernatically

accusative language - would thus be marked with absolutive Case without a change in

grammatical function, and the Patient (an objçct) would be marked with oblique Case.

The double object construction

Marantz also considers ditransitive verbs, which take an Agent, Patient and Goal in

their argument structure. In a thematically accusative language, Goals are marked as

objects afterthe rule ofDative Shift applies, and Themes become oblique. Marantz reasons

that in a thematically ergative language, Goals should be marked like subjects, since

, behaving Iike a Patient seems to be a propeny of Goals in dative-shifted structures. He

thus predicts that in Dyirbal and CAE, dative-shifted Goal arguments will take absolutive

Case (the Case of subjects in these languages), and Theme (or Patient) will be marked with

oblique Case, as if 'displaced'. The data below appears to confirm this prediction

(Marantz, 1984:203-4):

(18) Goal 'subjects'. fonner 'subjects' as obliques
a. anguti-up titrauti-mik nutaraq tuni-vaa.

man-ERG pencil-COM child-ABS give-1ND3s13s
The man gave the child a pencil'

b. bayi bangun bangum wugan.
him-ABS she-ERG it-INST give
'She gives him food'

[CAE]

[Dyirbal)

In (18a), nutaraq ('the child) is the Goal, marked with absolutive Case. The NP which

would normally be associated with the absolutive (Theme) appears with oblique
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:

(comitative) Case instead. A similar situation obtains in Dyribal (l8b), except that oblique

Case is instrumental.

Marantz does not elaborate on the phrase structures which would underlie the

double object construction: much of his theory is lexicaily-based. In recent work,

however, Larson (1988) proposes a theory in which even D-structures reflect movement

operations. His ideas will be incorporated into the framework of this thesis. Here l show

that Larson's theory can account for the sarne properties of the Dative-shifted construction

observed by MaranlZ without assuming that Dyirbal and CAE are thematically ergative.

I.al'Son fi 988)

Larson's primary assumption is that all of a verb's arguments appear internal to the

VP at D-structure, but that one of them usually moves to get Case at S-structure. This

represents one version of the 'VP-internal subject hypothesis', in which theta-roles are

assigned directly under Government (cf. Kitagawa, 1986; Kuroda, 1988, Sportiche,

1988). Arguments within the VP are arranged in a binary branching structure, which in

turn reflects a universal themanè'lii~~~'Ichy. Agents are most prominent in this hierarchy,

followed by Theme/Patient~~ÔG!.'::!;;'Thefollowing represents the D-structure of a

ditransitive verb like give prior to the mIe ofDative Shift:

(19) Ditrnnsitive construction

VP

N~'
[Agent] ~

(V) VP

N~'
[Th./Pat.]~

(V) NP
[Goal]

A single verb is associated with !wo positions, which is forced by the number of arguments

(three) and strict adherence to binary branching. If the verb raises from the 10wer to the

higher V position, it can be said to occupy both positions, hence govern all the arguments

(the raised verb will c-command its ,trace in the 10wer V position). Without the rule of

Dative Shift applying, (19) will derive a sentence like 'John gave a book to Mary'; the

preposition ro is insened as a Case-assigner.S

5 Larson himself docs nol propose insenion of a preposition: 1have modificd this aspect of his thcory for
exPOSilory purposes only.
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• In the double object construction. the Goal is generated in the position of the

Patient/Theme, which in tum is right-adjoined to V-bar. This is il!usrrated in the

representation below:

(20) The double ohjee! construction

VP

N~'
[Agent] ~

(V) VP

NP~'
[Goal] ~

V' NP
~ [Th./Pat.]

(V) li

This structure would derive a sentence like 'John gave Mary a book', where the Goal

receives accusative Case.

In ergative languages, Theme/Patients are usually marked for absolutive Case.

Suppose that this is so in (19) because they occupy thè specifier position of the lower VP.

Then no matter how it is assigned, the Goal will be marked with absolutive Case when it

appears in this position, as in (20). Theme/Patients also behave like 'displaced' arguments

in receiving oblique Case; this would be because they are adjoined to V-bar in (20). On

this analysis then, the distribution of Case in double object constructions can be accounted

for without assuming that Dyirbal and CAE are thematically ergative.

Tewic chaining

Like Anderson, Marantz would assume that subjects are in Spec. of fP, where they

c-command ail other NPs. The ultimate proof of thematic ergativity would thus involve

processes like Equi-NP deletion, reflexivization, etc. If Patients were consistently deleted

under identity in Dyirbal and CAB, for example, it would suggest that this really was the

role assigned to subject positions in these languages. In Dyirbal there is a process known

as topic-chaining that resembles Equi-NP deletion. Since Patients can undergo deletion in

transitive sentences, it can be argued that Dyirbal is thematically ergative. Even so, Topic

Chaining is rejected by Marantz as evidence for thematic ergativity, owing to the fact that

the saine process picks out different categories in Yidin, a related language.
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• The 'reflexive-passive ambiguitv'

MaranlZ does atlemptto show that CAE and Dyribal are thematically ergative using

a test based on reflexives, however. This is known as the 'Reflexive-passive ambiguity'.

First he notes that intransitive reflexive sentences often have a meaning similar to the

passive. In French, for example, a sentence like Les enfants se. lavent (The children wash

themselves') can also mean The children were washed'. On his analysis of this example,

the subject is derived (a Patient), and the reflexive morphology (the clitic se) receives the

role of Agent. For a thematically ergative language, the derived subject wouId bear the

Agent roIe (as in a passive), and Patient would be assigned to the refiexive morphology.

Then, if the reflexive form had an altemate meaning, it would be something like 'He

washed (something)'. This prediction seems to be borne out, as the following example

indicates (ibid:212):

(21) Reflexive-passive (Dyirbal)
bayi yara buybayimyu
man-ABS hides-REFL
'Man hides himself or 'Man hides (something)'

As confirmation for this approach, CAE is compared to Greenlandic Eskimo, which on

independent grounds is identified as a thematically accusative language with type B Case­

marking. In Greenlandic, the secondary interpretation of the reflexive assigns the role of

Patient to the subject,just as in French. The relevant examples are given below (ibid:214­

5)

(22) Reflexive-passiye (Eskimo)
a. angut ingmi-nik taku-vuq.

man-ABS self-COM see-IND3s
The man sees himself

b. angut taku-vuq.
man-ABS see-IND3s
The man sees (something)'

c. Piniartoq toquppoq.
hunter-ABS kill-IND3s
The hunter killed himself or The hunter was killed.

d. Anut inmi-nut taku-vuq.
man-ABS self-ALI. see-IND3s
The man saw himself

[CAE]

[CAE]

[Greenlndc.]

[Greenlndc.]

The ambiguity of Greenlandic is apparent from (22c). Note, however, that CAE (22a) is

not ambiguous, i.e. it lacks the 'passive' interpretation: for this, a separate form must

instead be used (22b). Moreover, there is another construction used for expressing
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• refiexives in Greenlandic (22d), one which is not ambiguous. Thus while Marantz inlCnds

to demonstrate the thematic ergativity of CAE vis-a-vis reflexive-passive ambiguities, the

overall picture is far from clear.

Mere imponanùy, what ambiguity there is in Dyirbal and CAE is not inconsistent

with the view that these are thematically accusative languages, Le. where an 'antipassive'

interpretation can arise from a refiexive structure in the same way that a passive does in

French and Greenlandic. On this view (which Marantz rejects), the Agent role would be

assigned to the subject position at D-structure, rather than to an object that subsequently

mO\'es. The Patient, on the other hand, would be assigned to the refiexive morphology or

not at all. In either case the result would be intransitive. Given this possibilily then, il is

not necessary to assume that Dyirbal or Central Arctic Eskimo are thematically ergative as

Marantz proposes.

Control

Levin (1983) extends the tests of thematic ergativity to Equi-NP deletion in Yup'ik

(Eskimo) and Dyirbal. As in Anderson, she assumes that only S-structure subjects can be

deleted, or controlled. If the controlled subject bears the role of Patient (and is underived)

the language will lie thematically ergative. In this section, 1 indicate sorne of the

requirements that a theory of control must meet, and show how Levin's data fails to mcet

them. It then fol1ows that her daims regarding thematic ergativity in these languages will

be inconclusive.

One of the assumptions about Control Theory is that the controlled NP is always

PRO, an empty pronominal element that must remain ungovemed. For our purposes, on1y

subject positions of (non-finite) embedded clauses can satisfy this requirement. Moreover, .

if a lexical NP appears in sorne position, the assumption is that it is governed, Le. in order

to receive Case. Dnder tliese circumstances then, whatever rule determines co-reference

with an empty NP would not be 'control', and even objects (which are always governed)

might refer to a higher NP. Secondly, we assume that control is established at S-structure

through co-indexation with a c-commanding NP (cf. Chapter four for an elaboration of the

mechanisms). If it can be shown that co-reference does not occur at S-structure, it implies

that standard Control Theory is not'at work. Given this possibility, the S-structure position

of a controlled NP is no longer relevant, since this could change in the mapping to LF.

Processes determining co-reference such as this could not be used as evidence for thematic

ergativity.

Thematièally ergative languages are such that the subject position will normally

receive the role of Theme or Patient at S-structure (14). Consequently, the target of control
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• should be the Patient, or - if an Agent - only after 'passive' has applied. In suppon of

this, Levin presents the following paradigm from Yup'ik (data is originally from Reed,

1977; structure has been added to the glosses):

(23) Control in Yup'ik
a. angutem t aiciqnia tan'gurraq.

man-ERG come-FUT-say-Tho'D3sl3s boy-ABS
Lit.: 'Man says that boy will come'
('Man tells boy [PRO to come]')

b. anucetaa qimugta.
takeoutside-let-IND3s13s dog-ABS
'He lets the dog [PRO be taken outsider

c. angutem neresqaa tan'gurraq akutamek.
man-ERG eat-want-IND3s13s boy-ABS akutaq-ABLIMOD
'Man wants boy to eat the akutaq'

(23a) illustrates a typical control structure in Yup'ik. According tO Levin, 'say' is a verb of

obligatory control which takes three arguments - Agent, Goal and Theme (the laner a

sentential complement). As indicated, this verb is probably closer to the verb leI! in

English. (23b) is imended to show that the Patient argument of the embedded verb is

controlled, and (23c) that if it is an Agent, the 'passive' (i.e. the traditonal antipassive)

must apply. Although therè is no special morphology on the verb to indicate this, the

Patient is marked with oblique Case.

As Levin herself points out, however, the data in (23) are merely consistent with

the idea that a language can be thematically ergative. They do not, in other words, preclude

an alternative analysis, i.e. one in which the verb has been antipassivized in (23c).

Moreover, there is sorne doubt as to whether the sentences in (23) are biclausal - as in

traditional structures of control- or monoclausal with incorporation of one verb to another

(cf. Baker, 1988). If in fact they were monoclausal, it would explain the absence of

'passive' (or antipassive) morphology on the verb in (23c), as well as oblique Case on ,the

Patient (the latter as a consequence of verb incorporation). ln shon, these data do not

prove that Yup'ik is thematically ergative. where a subject with the role of Patientis the

target of obligatory control.

PUijlQsive clauses
~ ;'-,

? According to Levin, the purposive construction in Dyirbal also exhibits properties '-'

di control. Inasmuch:as only subjects bearing the role of Patient are de1eted, it apparently

confirms the status of Dyirbal' as a thematically ergative language. Examples of purposive

are given here (data is originally from Dixon, 1972):
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• (24) Purposives (Dyirbal)
a. payî yara waynyjin yalu

man-ABS go.uphill-l\'FUT to.here
'Man came uphill towards here'

b. payi yara pangkun tunmngku manjan
man-ABS bird-ERG point.out NFUT
'Bird points out man'

c. payi yara waynyjin yalu [PRO pangkun tuntungku manjali)
man-ABS go.uphill-NFUT to.h~re bird-ERG point-out PURP

'Man came uphill towards here, resulting in bird pointing out (him)'

(24a) and (24b) form the basis of (24c), which contains a purposive clause in brackets.

Crucially, the deleted argument in (24c) is a Patient, indicated by PRO.

As Levin notes, however, purposive constructions really coyer _a wider range of

meaning than the name suggests, and Dixon (1972) consid::rs them a form of Topic

chaining. As such, the same process that deleœs subject-Patients will encompass all NPs

which would otherwise have absolutive Case, including Agents of intransitives. At this

point, we might reject purposives as a legitimate test of thematic ergativity, as both Marantz

and Levin reject Topic chaining. Questions arise, however, when intransitive Agents are

allowed to be controlled. In transitive_ clauses, the role of Agent is presumably assigned \0

objects. In this language then, they will be assigned to objects of intransitives as weU. In

order for an Agent to be controUed, il must therefore move to subject position at S­

structure, e.g. as if undergoing 'passive'. This appears to be unmotivated in theory of

grammatical relations developed by Levin and Marantz, and effectively undermines the

analysis of purposives as control structures.

Co-reference jmo finite clauses

A third construction cited by Levin as evidence for the thematic ergativity ofDyirbal

involves the sufflX -ngurra, which attaches to a matrix verb to signal a sequential point in

time that the action of the embedded verb takes place. It is usuaUy translated as 'until'. As

with purposives, the 'controlled' argument of the clause embedded under -ngurra, is the

Patient of a transitive verb or the Agent of an intransitive. The most revealing propeny of

the-ngurra, construction, however, is that lexical NPs may surface in what would

otherwise be the position of PRO. The relevant paradigm ~s given below (from Dixon,

1972):
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• (25) ÜjJtional control (Dyirbal)
a. pala yuleu pangul yarangku matan

stick-ABS man-ERG throw-NFUT
'Man threw stick'

b. pala yara waynjin
man-ABS go.uphill-NFUT
'Man went uphill'

c. pala yuleu pangkul yarangku matan [waynjingurra]
stick-ABS man-ERG throw-NFUT go.uphill-NGURRA
'Man threw stick and then (he) [immediately] went uphill'

d. pala yuku pangkul yarangku matan [payi yara waynjingurra]
stick-ABS man-ERG throw-NFUT man-ABS go.uphil!-NGURRA
'Man threw stick and then man [immediately] went uphill'

(25a-b) form the basis of (25c-d), which show that the single argument of the-ngurra

clause may or may not be present. This means that the embedded -ngurra clause is not a

true infinitive, hence not a genuine control structure. Consequently, it cannot be used as

evidence for thematic ergativiry. In conclusion, none of the structures Levin uses to

demonstrate control in a thematically ergative language are appropriate. As before, this

undermines the theory of thematic ergativiry,leading to our rejection of this concepL

Conclusion

The theory of thematic ergativity addresses hoth of the issues that 1 have identified

as being relevant to this thesis, the relationship between Case-marking and syntactic

categories on the one hand, and the means of Case assignment in an ergative language on

the other. With regard to the first issue, Marantz and Levin assume that Case is assigned

independently of syntactic category: accusative Case can be assigned to subjeclS, for

example, instead of just to objects, as is commonly assumed; conversely, nominative Case

can be a.c;signed to objects, instead of the usual subjeclS. This is not the view that will be

taken here, where a very close reiationship is argued to exist between specific Cases and

syntactic categories, albeit at LF. As for the second issue, Marantz and Levin seem to

assume that Case assignment is a local operation, taking place at S-structure. Departing

somewhat from standard assumptions, however, accusative (=ergative) Case may

apparently be, assigned by Inf!,nominative (=absolutive) Case by the verb. In contras!, 1

will assume that accusative Case cao only be assigned by verbs, and that ergative Case is

not the same as accusative. Moreover, 1 will assume that nominative Case. (which is the

same as absolutive) can only be assigned from Inf!. 1 will adopt Marantz and Levin's

assumption that ergative Case can be assigned from Inf!, provided that it consislS of
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• separate projections of subject- and object- agreement. A similar approach to ergativity is

taken by Johns (1992), to which we mm below.

1.4 'Derived' ergativity (Johns, 1992)

In many ergative languages, the same morphology used for marking transitive

subjects with ergative Case also shows up as genitive Case in noun phrases. Johns (1992)

develops a theory of ergativity based on this occurrence, whereby transitive constructions

are derived from nominal ones. This is known as 'derived' ergativity. Here we will

review Johns' theory, with an eye towards incorporating sorne of her insights into a more

general theory of syntactic ergativity.

The focus of Johns' work is Inuktitut, another member of the Eskimo family with

an ergative system of Case-marking. As the following examples show, transitive objects

and intransitive subjects are unmarked, while transitive subjects are suffixed with the

relative (=ergative) Case-marker-up:

(26) Case in Inuktitut (Johns, 1992)
a. angut ani-juq

man(abs) go.out-INTR.PART.3s
'The man went out'

b. ama-up angut kuni-ga-a
woman-REL man(ABS) kiss-PASS.PART-3s13s
The woman kissed the man'

In addition, ergative and absolutive NPs .trigger agreement on the verb by way of

'ponmanteau' morphemes, often unexpressed phonetically.6

As seen in (26), Inuktitut verbal morphology is characterized by a passive participle

on the transitive form. Since one of the goals is to account for the identical Case-marking

found on subjects of transitive clauses and possessors in nominal expressions, it is

important to note that, in addition to relative (=ergative) Case, the passive morpheme (jaq)

occurs in both of these constructions. In order to account for this, Johns' first proposes

that verbs in Inuktitut are 'defective', and as such cannot project a VP. Suffixation of the

passive morpheme, however, enables one argument - Theme or Patient - to be assigned to

a position outside of the lexical phrase. Since Agents are already assigned externally,

transitive 'verbs' in this language result in having two external arguments, each of which

appears in the specifier position of an agreement projection. The structure in (27) shows

6 Paniciples like.juq in (263) arc thus assumed to 00 inOccted, although it is not obvious what the
segmentations would 00.
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• the verb-plus-participle to be nominal in character, Le. incapable of projecting a VP. As a

nominal, it serves as the complement for 'nominal' agreement (AGR.n), which is

responsible for assigning genitive Case to a possesse.. Nominal agreement in mm

complements 'verbal' agreement (AGR.v), which has roughly the same function as Infl

(AGR.v is responsible for assigning absolutive Case). Each of the agreement morphemes

in (27) projeclS a maximal projection, complete with specifier position.
(27) The rransitive convuctiQn (D-structure)

AGR.v" (=IP)

N~R.v'
nanuq A

(Th./Pat.) / ",,-.
AGR.n" Agr.v
~ -0

NP AGR.n'
anguti-up~
(Agent) N Agr.n
• 1 1

kapi-jaq -a

e.g. anguti-up nanuq kapi-ja-a
man-REL bear(ABS) stab-PASS.PART-3s13s
The man stabbed the bear'

The common structure of transitive constructions and possessed NPs is evident in

(27): both contain a projection of AGR.n. On the surface, this structllre is reflected by the

following data (ibid:68):

(28) Transitives & possessed NPs

Transitives

a. taku-ja-ra
see-PASS.PART-Is
'1 see it' (OR: The one 1 see')

b. Jaani-up taku-ja-a
John-REL see-PASS.PART-3s
'John saw him'

Possessed NPs

nasa-ra
hat-ls
'my hlt'

Jaani-up nasa-a
John-REL hat-3s
'John's hat'

The same form ofagreement that cross-references ergative NPs in transitive sentences (-ra)

marks possessors of noun phrases in (28a). In (28b), the relative Case-marker (-up )

appears on oyen subjects and possessors - an indication that they occupy the same position

in underlying structure, i.e. the Spec. of AGR.n. In addition, (28a) indicates that transitive

expressions can also have two interpretations, a nominal and a clausal one. The latter
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• surfaces whenever Agr.v is present: the Spec. of AGR.v provides a position for the Theme

or Patient to be reaIized. When AGR.v is absent, the transitive fonn functions as a relative

clause, the head of which receives this role. Consequenùy. s01lctures that derive The man

stabbed the bear' are associated with a paraUe1 S01lcture deriving, The bear is the man's

stabbed one'.

Consequences

Johns' proposal is that transitive sentences are derivec! from possessed NPs

contained within them. This leads to a number of consequences which 1 examine here.

The first of these concems the relationship of arguments and agreement morphemes in the

transitive construction. According to Johns, both arguments are extemal. in the sense that

they must surface in the Spec. position of one agreement morpheme or another. Still.

nothing seems to rule out the possibility of Agent being assigned to the Spec. of AGR.v.

Theme or Patient to the Spec. of AGR.n. In order to ensure that this does not happen,

Johns states that 'The set of (AGR.n) agreement morphemes ... link either to the possessor

in a possessed nominal phrase or to the [Agent) in the transitive relative construction"

(p.69). The result then, is an unwanted stipulation.

The theory of derived ergativity also predicts that the Agr.n projection can itself

function as an argument, and stand in apposition to another NP. This is the basis of a

relative clause coiastruction in which the bears the role of Theme or Patient. Again,

however, nothing in the theory seems to prevent the head of the cons01lction from being

assigned the role of Agent, although this is not possible in the language (ibid: p.72):

(29) Relarivizing Agents (lnuktitut)
a. [anguti-up nanuq kapi-ja-a] anl-Juq

man-REL bear(ABS) stab-PASS-3s go.out-INTR.3s
*The man who stabbed the bear left'

b. [angut nanur-mik kapi-si-juq] anl-Juq
man(ABS)bear-MOO stab-AP-INTR.3s go.out-INTR.3s

The man who stabbed the hear left' .
=

(29a) shows that a relativized noun may not correspond to a transitive Agent, as might he

expected if both Theme and Agent can be reaIized as an extemal argumenL As before then,

it must be stipulated that Agents cannot associate with AGR.v. On the other hand, (29b)

shows that an Agent can be relativized, 50 long as antipassivization has occurred. This in

turn implies that Agents can associate with AGR.

Another consequence of Johns' theory is that all clauses - including 'transitives' ­

turn out to be intransitive. This is because sentences with two direct'arguments always
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• involve Agr.v, which in turn selects for Agr.n. Since one of the arguments (the Agent)

receives Case from AGR.n, there is only one truly 'c1ausal' Case, the absolutive. The

single Case assigned to transitive objects and intransitive subjects in a canonically ergative

panern thus receives a naturaI explanation, since both types of clauses are intransitive (the

difference being only in the presence or the absence of a passive participle).

In addition, Johns also captures the ordering of agreement morphemes in the

Inuktitut verbal complex. As seen in the exarnples, relative (ergative) agreement, or

AGR.n, appears c10ser to the verb stem than absolutive agreement (AGR.v). This is

because AGR.v dominates AGR.n in underlying structure, hence the verb+participle move

AGR.n frrst, in compliance with constraints on head movement (fravis, 1984). An

analysis ofInuktitut which posits an inner ergative agreement morpheme is the only way to

explain this fact, which otherwise runs counter to general panern of subject agreement

outside of object ageement (cf. Chomsky, 1991, and Chapter two for sorne discussion).

The theory of derived ergativity has consequences for word order. With the Agent

in Spec. of AGR.n and the Theme in Spec..of AGR.v, the order of major constituents in

Inuktitut transitive sentences should be OSV. Instéad, however, il is SOV. The reason for

this order, Johns suggests, is that after the participle has moved through AGR.n to AGR.v,

the trace in AGR.n can no longer govern the Agent in its specifier position. In order to be

Case-marked then, the Agent must adjoin to AGR.v, where it can be governed by the

verbal complex. The following represents the S-structure of a transitive sentence in this

thcory, i.e. after adjunction has occurred:

(30) The transjtive contruction (S-structure)

AGR.v"

[angun~R.v"
. (Agent)·"..............-

NP AGR.v'
nanuq ~

(Th./Pat) / "-
AGR.n" Agr.v

..............- [[kapi]v-jaln-a
ti AGR.n'..............-

tv tn

e.g. anguti-up nanuq kapi-ja-a
man-REL bear(ABS) stab-PASS-3s13s

The man stabbed the bear':
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• As evidence that Agents are more prominent than Theme/Patients. Johns provides the

following sentences, which are intended to show how co-referential pronouns in embedded

clauses are controlled (ibid:78):

(31) Control bv Agents (lnuktirut)
a. Miuri imnagi-Iauq-ruq [PRO quviasuk-ka-mi]

M.(ABS) sing-PAST-INTR.3s happy-because-4s
'Maryj sang because shej was happy'

b. Miuri-up Jaani kuni-ga-a [PRO quviasuk-ka-mij
M.(REL) J.(ABS) kiss-PASS-3s13s happy-because-4s
'Maryj kissed Johnj because she;/*hej was happy'

The assumption here is that control of the lower subject is determined by the highest c­

commanding NP at S-strucrure~)n (31a), the Agent is the only c-commanding NP, but in

(31b) it would be higher than the Theme or Patient, given the structure (30).

Johns concludes by remarking that only a 'passive panicipial' view of ergativity can

explain the combined propenies of transitive clauses, relative clauses and nominal

expressions. Nevenheless, while this analysis is well-suited to lnuktitut with its many

instances of the passive morpheme, it may not be appropriate for languages in which

transitive contructions show no evidence of the passive. Moreover, even in Inuktitut, not

all transitive verbs are suffixed with the morpheme -jaq. One of the most desirable effects,

though, is the connection Johns makes between ergativity and the order of morphemes

within the verbal complex. This seems to suppon the kind of underlying structure she

proposes, with its two agreement projections. Another imponant aspect which she is

forced to take account of is the fact that Agents cannot be relativized in the tmnsitive

construction. While the theory outlined in the following chapters differs in the means of

capturing this, it too recognizes it as central to the notion of ergativity.

The theory of ergativity proposed by,Johns directly correlates Case-marking with

syntactic categories. Since verbs are 'defective' in lnuktitut, there is no syntactic direct

object, and thèÏ'e is no Case which could identify one. The raie that would be assigned to

the object (Theme or Patient) is syntactically realized as a subject, which is uniquely

identified with absolutive Case. ln addition, a sepamte category (possessor) is associated

with the relative Case, and NPs with the raie of Agent are uniquely identified with this

category. Agents adjoin to AGR.v, where they c-command all other NPs. They may not

be relativized, however, even though they would seem to be more accessible to binding..

This appears to be a propeny unique to lnuktitut, where relative clauses may not involve

standard operator movement.

25



• Case is assigneà locally in the theory of derived ergativity. On the one hand,

absolutive Case is assigned by a head (AGR.v) to an NP in its specifier position; on the

other, Case is assigned by a head (AGR.v) to an NP adjoined to its maximal projection. In

effect, the Case-marking of direct arguments has been taken over by a rich system of

agreement, to the point where verbs are not responsible for assigning Case at ail. A similar

conclusion was reached by Bok-Bennema & Groos (1984), and serves as a starting point
for this thesis: verbs in ergative languages do not assign Case. It then follows that a
system sinùlar to the one Johns proposes will have to be adoptee!, with separate projections

agreement morphemes responsible for Case.

1.5 Summary and outline of the thesis

Summarizing, the approaches taken by Anderson (1976), Marantz (1984) and

Johns (1992) make different assumptions conceming the issues of syntactic ergativity that

we have identified. These involve the correlation (if any) of Case-marked NPs with

syntactic categories, and the nature ofCase assignment itself.

Anderson (1976) assumes there is no correlation between Case and underlying

structure, since e.g. bath ergative and absolutive NPs control processes attributed to

syntactic subjects. The special status accorded to transitive subjects in an ergative

language, he claims, is the reflex of a disarnbiguating mechanism; consequently, there is no

formaI relationship between Case assigning categories and direct arguments. in the

approach to ergativity taken here, however, agreement morphemes in the lnfl complex

determine the well-formedness of NPs in terms of Case. Moreover, the relationship

between arguments and agreement is a formai one, defined locally at LE As for the

purponed lack of correlation between syntactic categories and Case, we argue that the

situation changes between S-structure and LF, where a correlation holds. Anderson's tests

for synlactic subjecthood, in other words, are vaIid ooly at S-structure.

Marantz (1984) proposes a theory in which ergativity arises from the interaction of

two pararneters - Case- and thela-role assignment - neither~f which correlates universally

with syntactic structure. In one type ofergative language, Agents are assigned to objects at

D-structure, while Theme/Patients are assigned to subjects; Case is then superimposed in a

pattern that is either ergative or accusative. In the other type, the Agents are assigned to

subjects, while Theme/Patients are assigned to objects; transitive subjects are then marked

with ergative (=accusative) Case, transitive objects and subjects of intransitives with the

absolutive (=nominative). Although Case may be locally assigned, bath verbs and Infl are

generally capable of assigning ergative or absolutive Case. This is not the viewpoint taken
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• here, where each Case is associated with a unique Case assigner. Thus. if lnf! is

responsible for assigning absolutive Case in one language. verbs will not he able to as.~ign

it in another. Although the absolutive Case is assumed to he the same as nominative. 1

claim that ergative Case is distinct from the accusative. Finally, the concept of thematic

ergativity is inconsistent with the UTAH, hence must he rejected. The only way a language

can he ergative is thus through Case assignment. Still, the intuition behind thematic

ergativity - i.e. that Theme/patients are more prominent with respect to Agents - is in

evidence here, the major difference heing the level at which relative prominence is

achieved.

In the theory of ergativity proposed by 10hns (1992), transitive structures are

comprised of layered agreement projections, each of which assigns Case to an argument.

The major innovation is that transitive subjects are regarded as nominal possessors marked

with genitive (=ergative) Case; other NPs are Case-marked in a higher projection of

agreement. At the level of D-structure, there is a one-to-one correspondence belween

syntactic categories and Case, where the latter is understood as 'Case-assigning agreement

morpheme'. At S-structure, however, this correspondence is destroyed when the

possessor adjoins to the highest agreement projection, presumably hecause its own Case­

assigner has moved away. According to 10hns, possessor movement is required to derive

the SOY order of Inuktitut. As we shall see, the theory developed here does not require

Case to be assigned at S-structure. Consequently, possessors need not undergo

adjunction, and the correspondence between syntactic catégory and Case can he

maintained. In essence though, the ideas put fonh by l?hns are consistent with the view of

ergativity that is taken here.

Out!jne of the thesis

The thesis is organized as follows: in Chapter !Wo, 1spell out the major proposais

concerning Case and ergativity. These involve the use of two agreement morphemes (as in

10hns' theory), and the principies which· govern the linking hetween arguments and

agreement. Attention is focussed on the ergative construction, or the structure underlying

transitive sentences in an ergative language. The phenomenon of split-ergativity is

discussed in light of our proposais, as is the status of infinitive clauses in ergative

languages.

Chapters three and four offer evidence supponing a movement-based theory of

ergativity. One of the central claims is that in sorne ergative languages, NPs may remain in

situ at S-structure, or are not checked for Case until LF. In Chapter four, we test for the

S-structure position of arguments in the ergative construction, using processes that
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• characterize this level. These indude anaphoric binding (as in Anderson,1976), and the

identification of empty categories by agreem~nt and other nominal elements. Particular

attention is focussed on the daim that Agents are in the Spec. of VP at S-structure, where

they may interfere with the identification of empty object pronouns.

In Chapter three, we test for the LF-position of direct arguments, i.e. after they

have moved to agreement for Case-checking. These tests involve wh-movement and

Quantifier Raising - processes whose well-formedness is also determined at this level. It is

argued that an absolutive NP blocks antecedent-government of a subject (Agent) trace,

rendering extraction of the latter ungrammatical. Exceptions to this generalization are

considered, along with techniques that languages employ to move or quantify what would

otherwise be a transitive subjecl In addition, we eXaIIÙne the pattern of extraction in split­

ergative situations.

About the dam

The languages providing most of the material for this thesis are Mam, Tzotzil,

Jacaltec (ail members of the Mayan group), Dyirbal (Australian), and Chamorro

(Austronesian). To a lesser extent, data is drawn from Basque and members of the

Caucasian and Eskimo language families. Many other ergative languages are not included,

but the analysis that follows should apply to them. Most of the material was taken from

grammars and articles, except for samples provided by researchers in the field, and my

own fieldwork on Chamorro.
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• CHAPTER TWO
Case-marking in an ergative language

2.0 Introduction

ln this chapter, 1 lay out the proposais that underlie Case-marking in an ergative

language. As a fust step, 1 adopt the model of phrase structure outlined in Chomsky

(1991, 1992), where separate agreement morphemes project to the phrasaI level. The

relaôonship that an argument has with agreement ulômately determines its well-formedness

in terms of Case Theory. In previous models, structural Case-assignment occurred at S­

structure. Here, however, 1 assume that arguments are inflected for Case at D-structure,

and that Case is checked under Government at S-structure or LF. 1 will argue that two

configuraôons are relevant for Case-checking: one in which the argument appears in the

specifierposiôon of an agreement projecôon, and one in which the argument is adjoined to

agreement. The Case-checking configuraôons arise through movement, which in turn is

constrained by ~e Empty Category Principle (ECP).

The proposais of this chapter address the quesôon of how Case is assigned in an

ergaôve language. The fust daim is that both NPs in a transiôve sentence are Case-marked

through agreement (2.1). This differs from the way that Case is assigned in English,

where agreement is respons:hle for marking only one NPwith Case (the subject). The

second daim is that the same agreement morpheme responsible for assigning Case to

objects also Case-marks intransitive subjects. A different agreement morpheme is

responsible for assigning Case to transiôve subjects. The Case-marking pattern of an

ergaôve language is thus seen to result from the parôcular agreement morphemes that are

involved (2.2).

The existence of separate agreement projections also leads to an enriched view of

"" split-ergaôvity - subparadigms in an ergativeclanguage that exhibit an accusaùve Case­

marking pattern. 1will propose that even in these situaùons, transiôve subjects and"objects

are associated with the same agreement morphemes as in a canonical ergaùve paradigm.

Intransiôve subjects, however, associate with a different agreement morpheme (2.3).

FinaI1y, evidence from ergaôve languages indicates that at least one agreement projecôon is

absent in infinitival constructions. Here 1 will argue that Case-checking by agreement

depends on the verb's ability to support an agreement morpheme, but in infiniùves the verb

is prevented from doing this (2.4).

The proposaIs outlined here aIso bear on the relationship between Case-marking

and the syntacùc categories of 'subject' and 'direct object'. If movement to Case positions
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• does not occur until LF, NPs marked with absolutive Case wiIl not constilUte a natura!

symactic class prior to this, since grammatical (=thematic) relations are defined

configurationaIly. At the same time, transitive and intransitive subjeclS (marked with

ergative and absolutive Case, respectively) may indeed belong to the sarne cIass of categcry

whose effects were fust observed by Anderson (1975). At LF, however, we predict that

an ergative-absolutive pallem of syntactic categories will ernerge, since absolutive NPs will

locally appear with one agreement morpheme, ergative NPs with another. Later, the

prediction wiII be tested with respect to principles that hold at this level. The theory of

ergativiry proposed here thus reaffinns the connection between oyen Case-marking and

underlying grammatical structure, provided that the lauer can refer to LF, in addition to 5­

structure. In this Iight, the different pallerns between surface Case and grammatical (or

thematic) relations no longer seems mysterious.7

2.1 Case assignment

2.1.1 Mam
We begin by looking at Mam, a Mayan language with a rich system of agreement.

In this language, aIl direct arguments are associated with sorne forro of agreement:

transitive objects and intransitive subjects with the absolutive, transitive subjects with the

ergative. This canonicaIly ergative pallern is iIIustrated in the foIlowing sentences (from

England, 1983a):

(32) Basic sentences (Mam)
a. ma chin ok t-tzeeq'a-n-a

asp IsA dir 2sE-hit-ds-cI.
'You hit me'

b. ma chin b'eet-a
asp 1sA walk-cI.
'1 walked'

[+TR]

[-TR]

Ergative agreementtakes the forro of a verbal prefix in (32a), whereas absolutive agreement

appears as a free forro. ln fact, absolutive agreement can also be affixed to other

morphemes in the verbal complex. (32a) also incIudes an aspect marker, a morpheme

glossed as 'direcnonaI', a 'directional suffix', and an enclinc. 'Each of these will be

considered in more detaiI.

7nuoughout this thcsis. 1will rcfer to 'subject' and '(direct) object' to denote an Agent and Theme/Patienl,
rcspectively. The former canonica1ly appears in the Spec. of VP at D-structure, the latter as sister to the
vero.
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•
A~ent

Agreement prefixes in Mam encode person and number features. Person featurc:s

are somewhat underspecified, indicating a distinction between frrst :md non-first person

only; these are subdivided into singular and plural. Ergative and absolutive agreement

fonIIS in Mam are given here:8

(33) Aweernem (Mam)

Ergative
Sing. Plural

1 n-/w- q-
2 t- ky-
3 t- ky-

Absolutive
Sing. Plural

1 chin qo-
2 tz'-/k- ch-
3 t- ky-

Enclitic
(Sing.& plural)

1 -a
2 -a
3 -0

In order to disambiguate secor.d and third persons, Mam utilizes another morpheme, the

enclitic. Actually this may indicate first- or second-person, as in e.g. (32b). ln (32a),

however, the presence of the enclitic means that the NP associated with the absolutive forro

cannot be a third person. Enclitics operate on a nominative-accusative basis in that they

heip cross-reference the subject in both transitive and intransitive sentences. In conjunction

with the agreement prefixes, however, they forro part of an ergative-absolutive syslem.9

The relative closeness to the stern of the enclitic vs. the agreement markers cannot

be deterrnined, but the position of the agreement rnarkers relative to each other can: ergative

agreement appears closer to the stern tlun absolutive agreement in transitive clauses. While

this is true of Mayan languages in general, subject and object agreement markers often

appear in the opposite order in languages that have both (Chomsky, 1991). The following

sentence from Makua (a Bantu language), represents the more common order (from

Stucky, 1983):

(34) Agreement mO!1lherne order (Makua)
Ar1i3rima a-ho-n-th'um-a baâsikeli
A. s.agr-Tns-o.agr-buy-tns bicycle
'Ar1i3rima has bought a bicycle'

8 Unlilce Mam, other Mayan languages (e.g. JacaJtee, TZOlZiI) make use of zero-morphemes le cross­
reference thini persons; it is mainly for this reason thatl have cho~n Mam to introducc the relationship
between crgative and absolutive agreement prefixes in \he verbal complex.
9 ln later sections 1 will refer le the enclitic as a 'free' suffix, indicating its ability le associate with either
AGR.s or AGR,fl.(sec teX! for discussion).
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• In this example, object agreement is doser to the stem, since subject agreeml'llt is separated

from it by another morpheme. As we shaH see, the agreement morpheme order typified by

Mam is directly related tO its ergative pattern of Case-marking.

Tense & aspect

There is no tcnse morpheme per se in the Mam verbal complex., but futurity can be

expressed by a special suffix attached to the verb stem or the directional. Aspect usually

determines the time reference of a sentence, 50 that Mam can be considered as an 'aspect­

oriented' (rather than a 'tense-oriented') language (cf. Cornrie, 1981). The aspect marker

often undergoes phonological modification, however, e.g. when an element is questioned

or topicalized (examples appear in Chapter three). ln this respect, aspectuais behave more

like complementizers, which would be consistent with their initial position in the verbal

complex. In the analysis to foIlow, 1 will be assuming that verbal complexes in

polysynthetic languages are formed by successive applications of head movement, although

this might not always be apparent on the surface. Such a view applies to aspectuals,

directionals and ab50lutive agreement in Mam, sorne of which appear to be free-standing

(32). Head-movement is constrained by the Head Movement Constraint (HMC), which

basically ensures that movement occurs to an immediately dominating head position in

phrase saucture (cf. Travis, 1984).

Djrectionals

Directional heads and suffixes are derived from intransitive verbs of motion, and

serve to modify the action ôf the main verb. As England (1983) points out, it is tempting to

analyze sentences with directionals as containing two verbs, the main verb subordinate to a

directional verb. In any case, the weH-formedness of the main verb does not depend on the

presence of a directional, as the following sentence indicates (ibid):

(35) Absence of djrectionals
ma cl>j t-tzeeq'a-ya
asp 3pA 2sE-hit-cl.
'Vou hit them'

Thus alth?ugh there is no directional in (35), it is perfecùy grammatical (compare this

example to die very similar 32a). Perhaps the most revealing property ofdirectionals is that

they may not sUrface in infinitives (ibid, p.299). This could mean they are related to the ~
\

feature Tense, although aspectuals are also absent from infinitives. Abstracting 5Omewhat,

1will ass~me that directionals occupy the Tense position in saucm:es from which verbal

complexès are formed. Directional suffixes, on the other hand, apPear closest to the verb
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• stem, and are probably attached prior to insertion in the syma.x. Neither directionals nor

directional suffixes play a major mIe in the analysis of Mam semences.

Wçml order

The basic word order of Mam is VSO, but many other permutations are attested

(England, 1992). Anderson (1976) noted a tendency for ergative languages to be 'verb­

peripheraI' (SOV or VSO), and claimed that ergativity arises from the need to distinguish

between subjects and direct objeclS. Still, VOS word oroer is not a1lowed in Mam, despite

the differem forms of ergative and absolutive agreement. ln the following section, we

adopt a phrase structure that accommodates word order, as weIl as the order of morphemes

in the verbal complex.

2.1.2 Phrase structure
The theory of phrase structure that wiII be adopted here was first proposed by

Pollock (1989), and latermoclified by Chomsky (1991). Of the many facets of this theory,

the one that most concerns us is the imernal structure of Infl. This involves the types of

categories that make up Infl, and the relationships that hold between them: for other aspects

of this theory, the reader is referred to Chomsky (1991). The following represems a

possible phrase structure of a transitive semence in this theoty:
"

(36) D-strueture

AGR.s"

Spe~R.s'
Agr~"

spe~'
~

Tense AGR.o"

Spe~R.o'
Agr~"

N~--Y'
(Agent) ...........---.

. V NP
(!berne)

ln (36), each inflectional element heads its own maximal projection, complete with speemer

position. There are IWO separate,agreement morphemes (AGR.s and AGR.o), each of
<c
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• which is capable of assigning structural Case to an argument. AGRs is the morpheme

canonically associated with the subject (Agent) in a language Iike English, while AGR.o

would he associated with the object (Theme) if English had object agreement. In what

follows, AGR.s and AGR.o should he regarded as labels only, independent of syntactic

categories like 'subject' or 'object'.

As shown in (36), ail the verb's arguments appear in VP at D-structure, in

accordance with the VP-internaI subject hypothesis. The Agent functions as the verbal

specifier, the Theme as sister/complement to the verbal head. As in other theories, we

recognize !wo typeS of intransitive verb, each with an argument that corresponds to one in

(36). 'Unaccusative' verbs are specified as having a single Theme, while 'unergatives'

have a single Agent In accordance with the UTAH, these raIes will he assigned uniformly

from one construction to the next, and in different languages.

Returning now to Mam, 1will assume the following structure:

(37) Milm (D-structure)

xünaq

e.g. ma chi kub' t-tzyu-7n xiinaq qa-cheej
asp 3pA dir 3sE-gra~ds man pl-horse
The man grabhed the horses' (England,1983)

ln (37), the aspectual marker is in COMP and the directional head appears under Tense.

Crucially, the absolutive agreement marker is in the higher agreement projection, AGR.s,
/ -

anliergative agreementiii the lower AGR.o. This is the arrangement that is necessary in

deriving theMam verb-complex, assuming that headsmove stepwise from V to C in
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[S-structurel
[LF]

• accordance with the HMC. No syntactic position is provided for directional suffixes or

enclitics in the structure shown in (37). The laner may he associated with either AGR.s or

AGR.o.

In transitive sentences, absolutive agreement is responsible for the well-formedness

of the object in tenr.s of Case, while the subject depends on ergative agreement. This

presents a problem if Case is assigned directly under govemment, since the absolutive

agreement morpheme is separated from the object by several intervening potential

govemors. One way of overcoming this would be to adopt the GovemmentTransparency

Corollary of Baker (1988), whereby successive head movement renders intervening

maximal projections transparent to government. Altematively, one could assume that NPs

are fully infleeted for Case at D-structure, and are not checked until LF (as in Chomsky

(1992, and many others). The following sentences are offered in suppon of this proposai:

(38) Case-checkin~ (English)
a. [IP There [1' was [vp a man standing on the corner]]]
b. [IPA mani [1' was [yp ti standing on the corner]]]

The VP-inteinal subject 'a man' in (38a) receives nominative Case from Infl, the sign of

which is number agreement. This couldn't be the result of VP-transparency, however,

because the verb does not undergo movement. The post-copular NP must therefore be

inflected for Case at S-structure, and then checked at LF. At this level, it would move to

the position occupied by the subject in (38b). Since Case-checking seems to be required

..anyway then, 1 assume (with Chomsky) that ail NPs are marked for Case at D-structure.

-and are Iater checked at LF. if not béCore.

Let us provisionally assume that arguments in Mam remain in their base positions at

S-structure. In English, on the other hand, one argument usually moves to its Case

position at this level. The ability of an argument to remain in VP may depend on whether

the agreement morpheme responsibIe for checking Case can suppon an empty specifier

position. Agreement in Mam would have this capability. but not agreement in English. As

we shall see, supporting empty specifiers has to do with identifying their contents in the

sense of Huang (1984); his theory will be spelled out as we go along. After head

movement then, the verb compIex will a,llpear in the position occupied by aspect at D-
o

structure, the head of CüMP. ..'

To sum up, the order of morphemes in tliéÇerbal complex of Mam can be derived

from the underlying structure proposed by Chomsky (1991) and adopted here. After head

movement, the VSO order of major constituents follows naturalIy, provided that arguments

remain in their base positions at S-structure. These are fully-inflected for Case at D-
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• structure, but must he checked at LF. In addition, the grammar ....ill ensure that NPs

inf1ected for absolutive Case are not checked by ergative agreement, and vice-versa.

Objects in the transitive construction must therefore he associated with absolutive

agreement under AGR.s, subjeclS with ergative agreemen~ under AGR.o. This has

consequences for the overall view of ergativity, to he considered in 2.2.

2.1.3 Argument association

The association of absolutive agreement with AGR.s in the transitive construction

implies that this agreement morpheme is responsible for checking intransitive subjeets for

Case as weil. It would he implausible, in other words, for the sarne form of agreementto

he associated with different agreement morphemes. In languages with a canonical panem

of Case-marking then, let us assume that absolutive agreement is always associated with

AGR.s, the highest agreement projection. This in tum entails that AGR.s is involved in

assigning (checki::g) Case in every sentence of an ergative language, transitive and

intransitive alike. A similar situation obtail)s in accusative languages, where nominative

Case is assigned in every matrix sentence. Since nominative is also associated with AGR.s,

the condition on obligatory Case assignment in both language types can he generalized as

follows:

(39) QbligatOO' Case assignmem

Assign Case from AGR.s, where possible

(39) implies that AGR.s is a default Case-assigner, and that conditions may prevail in

which Case cannot he assigned from AGR.s. These will he discussed in 2.3.

In the current literature, there are conflicting views on how Cases match up in

ergative and accusative languages. Bitmer (l987) and Bok-Bennema {l989} assume as we

do that absolutive Case in an ergative language corresponds to nominative Case in an

accusative language. On the other hand, Chomsky (l992) and Bobaljik (1992) take the

view that absolutive Case corresponds to the accusative. For them, AGR.o would he the

agreement morpheme assigning obligatory Case in an ergative language, AGR.s in an

accusative language. The result of these assumptions is that no single agreement

morpheme could assign Case obligatorily in both language typeS.lO

10 A1lhough Chomsky (1992) indicates how Case would he disuibu1ed in an ergative language, he does not
refer 10 movemenL Moreover. Government does not play a central role in his lheory. as it does here.
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• Binding TheQrv

The theory of ergativity advanced by BobaIjik is motivated by the requirement that a

subject must asymmetrically c-command an object in the transitive construction. As we

saw in Chapter one, there is indeed suppon for t"lis type of relationship based on anaphoric

binding (many of the data Bobaljik presents are borrowed from Anderson). Moreover. he

rejects a theory in which the objeet c-commands the subject in the transitive construction ­

as if it were in Spec. of AGR.s at S-structure. This is not the position being advocated

here, however, where the canonical asymmetry between subjects and direct objects is not

altered until LF.ll In the model we are assunling, the subjeet (Agent) appears in Spec. of

VP, where it c-commands the object (patient) at S-strucmre. If the object is an anaphor. il

can be bound in accordance with Principle A. The following depicts the situation in

Abkhaz, which Bobaljik (Iike Anderson) uses to show how ergative NPs behave as

subjects do in other (non-ergative) languages:

(40) Binding in Abbkaz (SaV)

AGR.s"........----...
Spec. AGR.s'

T
..~

y-

Spe~'
~

AGR.o" -yt'
~

Spec. AGR.o'

v'~­
(sh~'"
N~

[I-xe]; ba

e.g.l-xe y-I-ba-yt'
3sf-head(n) 3snA-3sfE-see-PRES
'She sees herself (Anderson, 1976)

In our theory then, binding-theoretic facts receive a natural explanation, since the

asymmetry between subjects and direct objeclS exists independently of the agreement

11 Bobaljik acknowledges the possibility of LF-movement, but argues against it on the grounds that
Binding Theory would rule out the anùcipated structure, as it does al S-StruClurc. As we shan =. howevcr,
the type of LF-structure we are proposing will not be affecLed by the Binding Theory. 50 Bobaljik's
objeçùon would not apply. ."
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• projections which are responsible for Case-marking them. A slightly more complex

binding-theoretic argument against LF-movement of the direct object will he discussed in

2.2.4

The eœarivjrv parame1er

The question sûll remains as to why transiûve subjects in ergaûve languages are

associated with AGR.o, rather than with AGR.s (Why are languages ergaûve?'). This cao

he seen to follow parùally from the Ergaûvity Pararneter, stated by Bok-Bennema & Groos

(1984) roughly as follows:

(41) The Emrivjty f>arameler
Verbs in ergative languages do not assign structural Case.

Thus in order for both arguments of a transitive verb to be checked for Case, AGR.o and

AGR.s must both be utilized. Chomsky (1991) and Sp0TÔche (1990) go so far to claim

that specifier-head agreement (as in the AGR.s or AGR.o projection) is the only way of

checking NPs marked with structural Case - even in an accusative language. This is not

the view taken here, however, where it is assumed that verbs in languages like English

actively assign accusative Case to their objects. In part, our view is motivated by a cross­

linguistic similarity between ergaûve and passive forms, the latter heing standardly

regarded as incapable of Case-assignment. Another argument can he constructed from

Kayne's (1983) analysis of exceptional Case-assignment to COMP. Kayne notes that

although sorne verbs apparently cannot govem (hence Case-mark) the subject position of

their embedded complements, movement of this NP is still allowed:

(42) Movemem ofun~ovemed subjects (English)
a. *John alleged !cp IIp Mary to he guilty])
b. WhOi did John ~lege !cp t'i IIp ti to he guilty])?

Wh-movement is possible, Kayne argues, because the verb governs and Case-marks the

intermediate trace in the embedded COMP in (42b).

Taking SpoTÔche & Chomsky's view, however, suppose that verbs are not capable

ofassigning structural Case, i.e. that accusative Case is assigned (orchecked) via specifier­

head agreem~nt. This means that the wh-phrase in (42b) will move from the lower CP to

the Spec. ofAGR.o (or its equivalent) on its way te sentence-initial position. The problem

with this approach is that specifier positions (excluding Spec. of CP) are non-operator

positions. from which variables cannot be bound (cf. 2.2.2 below). The crucial step of

movement therefore constitutes a violation of Principle C, a case of 'improper movement'

(Chomsky, 1986b). As a result, the 'Spec.-head' hypothesis of Case assignment prediCts
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• that (42b) will be ungrammatical. On the other hand. traditional theory holds that verbs in

sorne languages assign structural Case to their objects. hence does not make this false

prediction.12

The proposai that verbs in ergative languages cannot assign structural Case gains

suppon when we consider the consequences of Case-checking at LF; this will be

demonstrated in 22. Together though, the principle of obligatory Case assignment and the

dependence on two agreement morphemes for Case-checking will derive an ergative­

absolutive pattern of Case-marking - but only if the transitive object associates with

AGR.s. As things tum out, a nominative-accusative Case-marking pattern can be derived

as weil, i.e. if the transitive subject associates with AGR.s. In other words, just because

verbs in languages like English assign structural Case to their objects does not mean that

AGR.o cannot perform this function in another language. In effect then, ergative

languages are two parameters removed from English, first in Case not being assigned from

verbs, and second in the choice of agreement morpheme (AGR.o) that the subject (Agent)

associates with.

2.1.4 Case and agreement
50 far, we have proposed that direct arguments in Mam are licensed by agreement

through Case-checking at LF. The standard configuration for agreement (hence Case­

checking) is betwéen a head and its specifier, the 'Spec.-head' relation. This implies that

specifier positions are always present in underlying structure, as shown in (37). In

addition, however, l will assume that an NP can be checked for Case when it is adjoined to

the maximal projection of an agreement morpheme. Consequently, it may not be necessary

for agreement morphemes to project a specifier position. Such a structure is schematized

below;

(43) Adjunction to agreement

The proposai that agreement èan be triggered by an NP adjoined to AGR.P has received

mixed treatment in the literature. 5portiche (1990) in parrlcular has argued against it, while

12 Conceivably, adjunction to AGR.o might bc sufficienl for Casc-chccking, thus avoiding the problem of
improper movemenL StiJl, if binding is sensitive lO the opcrator/non-opcrator distinction. even an adjoincd
NP (a non-opcralor) would impropcrly bind a variable in (42b). Sec lcxl for discussion.
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• Kayne (l989b) takes the opposite view. In what follows, we recapitulate the evidence

bearing on this issue, and offer a different conclusion to the one reached by Sportkhe.

Then the concept of Case-checking through adjunction will be incorporated in our theory.

Kavne (l989b)

Kayne observes that in sorne varieties of English, relative clauses Iike the following

are well-formed:

(44) lN!' the people who the boy think(s) are in the garden] ... applauded loudly

What is remarkable about (44) is that the verb tJùnk appears to be agreeing with the plural

wh-phrase that has moved across it, rather than with its subject, which is singular.

Apparenùy in this dialect, AGReement is spelled out as -s (singular) whenever possible,

but otherwise as the zero morpheme -O. Kayne proposes that in the derivation of (44) the

wh-phrase adjoins to AGR.P on its way to COMP, as the following (partial) structure

indicates:

(45) Double aweemenr SInlc!nre

C"

Wh~R"
ti~R"
[the~R'
~

AGR ....
-0

The assumption underlying (45) is that both the wh-trace and the subject are in an

agreement relation with the head, so that the latter cannot be spelled out as -s (singular):

instead, only the zero morpheme -C?> is compatible with both NPs. On this account then,

agreement through adjunction is essential.

Soortiche (1990)

Using data originally attributed to Kayne (l989c), Sportiche"èlaims that agreement

arises only through the Spec.-head relation. For him, participle agreement in French is

brought about by movement to or through the Spec. of AGR.o. The following represents

the relevant cases:
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• (46) abject agreement (French)
a. une femme qu'on a dit(es) belle
b une femme qu'on a dit(*es) être belle
c une femme qu'on a dit(*cs) que lU as vu(es)

In each of these examples, 'une femme' is modified by a relative clause forrned by empty

operator movement. The relativized position is the subject of an embedded small clause in

(46a), the subject of an infinitive in (46b), and the object of a tensed embedded clause in

(46c). abject agreement is optional in (46a) because the empty operator undergoing

movement may or may not 'transit through' the Spec. of AGR.o on its way to CaMP. The

ill-formedness of object agreement in (46b-c) is attributed to improper movement: a trace in

Spec. of AGR.o (a kind of argument position) binds a variable in the specifier of the

embedded CP (a non-argument position), violating Principle C. Sportiche then reasons

that adjunction to AGR.o must be ruled out as a triggering device for agreement, for

otherwise it would be aIlowed in the unanested cases. For him, agreement is triggered only

when movement occurs through a specifier position.

It is aIso possible, however, that movement from an operator position to a non­

operator position is 'improper' (cf. Ft. 12). In (46c), for example, the trace in the lower

CP occupies an operator position, but a trace adjoined to AGR.P does not; presumably,

this would also result in a violation of Principle C. Given this alternative view, there is no

reason to exclude adjunction as a configuration of agreement or Case-checking. --

Govemment

A theory of agreement that aIlows adjunction requires changes in the definition of

Govemment, under which NP's will be checked for Case. Up to now, the domain of

GovernlIlent has been defined by m-command, where (roughly): 'x m-commands y iff

every maximal projection dominating x also dominates y'. The question naturally arises as

to whether a maximal projection dominates (hence m-commands) a category adjoined to it.

Ifnot, dominance itself must be understood as follows:

(47) XP dominates yP if any segmem ofXP dominates YP \'

Given (47), an agreement morpheme can be said to m-command (hence govern) a category

adjoined to its maximal projection, as well as one that occupies its specifier position. This

would be the case in (43) above.J3

13 The definition in (47) is exactly opposite from the_ one proposed by May (1985), and Chomsky
(1986a:7): ft ... a category [YP) is dominated by [XP) iff'every segment of [XP) dominates [YPr. 1 will
not attempt 10 adduce their evidence here, which remains a problcm for our modcl.
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• Case-chains

Another issue surrounding the structure we are proposing concems ovenness of

agreement and the level at which Case-checking applies. Sponiche (1990) assumes (as we

do) that Case-checking is parameterized to S-structure or LF. Moreover, oyen agreement

is a sign that a chain has been established at S-structure. As we saw in (38), post-verbal

NPs nigger agreement in existential 'there' constructions, but not when they are the objects

of transitive verbs:

(48) S-strycryre chains (English)
a. There is a man standing on the corner.
b. There are three men standing on the corner.
c. 1saw three men standing on the corner.

On Sponiche's theory, a chain is formed between the expletive (there) and its associate in

(48a-b), a1lowing the latter to remain in its base position at S-structure. Chain-formation is

obligatory because Case-checking applies at this level and oyen agreement is the sign that it

has happened. The NP object in (48c) cannot receive Case through a chain because English

does not tolerate expletives in the Case position of an object (which for Sportiche would be

the equivalent to AGR.o). Objects must therefore move to get their Case, although this

movement is not visible. The absence of agreement in (48c) means there is no chain­

formation.14

The problem posed by Sponiche's theory is this: oyen agreement is the sign of

chain-formation, and chains arise through expletives in specifier position. We have

proposed that not ail projections of agreement have a specifier position, yet agrel:ment (in

Mam, at least) is oyen. Il seems we stand to lose the account of oyen agreement in this

language. Still, Case-checking could occur at LF, which means there is no reason why

agreement cannot be oyen. Moreover, if there is no specifier position to host an expletive,

NPs will move to their Case positions at LF, just like transitive obje.cts supposedly do in

English at S-structure (48c). As we shall see, this has imponant consequences for the

syntax of ergative languages in general.

2.1.5 Two-agreement systems
The model we have developed here accounts straightforwardly for the disnibution

of absolutive Case in an ergative language, where this derives from a single source, namely

14 We"do nOI adopi the objecl movemenl aspeel of Sponiche's theory for reasons which will soon beeome
clear. Regarding the Case-checking parameler, il seems that LF would repreSCnl the defaull sctting, 50 thal
S-sauclure will be chosen only when positive evidence (e.g. movemenl) is available (L. While, pc).
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• AGR.s. In similar fashion ergative Case derives from AGR.o. but its assignment is not

obligatory in unmarked situations. The source and labels given to Case in 'two-agreement

systems' - Le. systems in which verbs do nOl assign structural Case - are given in the t:lble

below:

(49) Distribution and source of Case in a 'two-agreement' systems

Lan~JSystem +IR subj.

Ergative AGR.o (ERG)

Accusative AGR.s (NOM)

+IR Obi.

AGR.s (ABS)

AGR.o(ACC)

-IR Subj

AGR.s (ABS)

AGR.s (NOM)

It is imponantto distinguish Case-marking panems from language types, however. Ihus

while principle (39) requires Case to be assigned from AGR.s, there may be special

instances where it is suspended. If this occurred in an ergative language, AGR.o would be

responsible for (exceptionally) Case-marking the single argument of an intransitive verb.

Then, transitive and intransitive subjects would look the same, as in an accusative

language. Instances ofnon-canonical Case-marking in an ergative language will be

discussed in 2.3.

The soyrce of Case

As demonstrated in 2.1.1 for Mam, it may be possible to deterrnine the source of

Case - AGR.s or AGR.o - by examining the relative position of the agreement morphemes

in the verbal complex. The assumption is that surface morpheme order reflects the order of

syntactic affixation. Thus. if one agreement morpheme ::.ppears closer to the stem than

another, the more remote one should correspond to AGR.s, the 'closer' one to AGR.o.

Still, not every language is as rich as Mam in terrns of agreement: it may be that agreement

only cross-references one argument of a transitive verb. This complicates the effon of

detennining the source of Case. In the structure we are assuming, howeveri there is­

another morpheme that sometimes appears between AGR.s and"AGR.o. namely Iense. In

languages with just one oven agreement morpheme, the position of agreement with respect

to Tense is crucial: if agreement is to the right of Tense, it is likely to be associated with

AGR.o; conversely, if it is to the left. it should represent AGR.s. In either case, however.

care must be taken to ensure that morphemes are treated uniforrnly (preceding or following

the verb stem) - i.e. as either prefixes or suffixes. 1 assume that for any given language,

tests are available that can establish this.
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(reaIis)
(irrealis)

• Chamouo

Consider now Chamorro, an Austronesian language which we discuss extensively

in the chapters 10 follow. The agreement paradigms of this language are shown below

(most of the Chamouo data is from S. Chung, and fieldnotes):

(50) Mreement jn ChamoITQ

a. 'Nymber' aweement (Intransitive clauses only)
~ fllI!:al

-um-/0 man-
fan-

b. 'SybjecI' aweement (Irrealis mood, transitive & intransitive)
~ f!mlù

1 (bai) u- (u)ta-/(bai) in- (inclusive/exclusive)
2 un- in-
3 u- u-/uma- (intransitive/transitive)

c. 'Ergative' agreemelH (Realis mood, transitive clauses only)
~ f!mlù

1 hu- ta-/in- (inclusive/exclusive)
2 un- in-
3 ha- ma-

As seen in (50a), Number agreement cross-references the number of intransitive subjects

only, in both the irrealis and realis mood (the disoibution of singular forros will be

discussed in 2.3). Subject agreement (50b) cross-references person and number features

of ail subjects in the irrealis mood, while 'Ergative' agreement (SOc) registers the features

of transitive subjects in the realis mood. At this point, 'Ergative' agreement should be

thought of merely as a descriptive label, since it is the ergativity of Chamorro that we are

trying to establish .

A cursory glance at Subject and Ergative agreement reveals a number of basic

similarities. First, there are no differences in the second person forros, or in the fust

person plural inclusive forro (1 ignore here optional elemems such as bai in the Subject

agreement paradigm). The first person plural exclusive and the third person plural

transitive forrns are the same, except for the sequence u- in (50b). It is therefore Iikely that

u- is an irrealis morpheme. If 50, however, there are IWO expected forros in the Subject

agreement paradigm that do not occur: *uhu- (ls) and *uha (35). Let us a,ssume that their

. absence can be explained by natural phonological processes.15 .'

15 On this view, the basic (rcalis) morphemes for the flrsl- and third persons would bc u- (ls) and a- (3s)
rc.1!ecùvely, foUowed by vowel rcducùon in the irrealis (thus: u+ a- => u- • etc.). ln the realis, the
presence of the glollal segment h- probably rcnccts a syUable onsel (G. Piggot!, pe).
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• Topping (1973) also analyzes the mood distinction in Chamorro as one of Tensc:

Subject agreement 15 used for the future. If the irrealis morpheme is generated in the Tense

position then, it follows that the source of Case for subjects - transitive and intransitive

alike - will be AGR.o, since agreement appears tO the right of the mood morpheme.16 The

source of Case for a given argument can therefore be determined in a language with only

one oyen agreement morpheme. This is done by comparing the position of agreement with

respect to Tense, which in theory is generated between AGR.s and AGR.o. ln C"amorro.

AGR.o is the source of Case for all subjects in the irrealis mood because Tense appears to

the left of it Moreover, if a parricular forrn of agreement is associared with a unique source.

we dec!uce that AGR.o is also the agreement morpheme from which tr.lOsitive subjects

derive their Case in the realis mood. The situation is somewhat more complicated with

intransitives. since Number agreement (like the realis mood morpheme) can be null. This

will be discussed in mo:e detail in 2.3.

2.2 LF-movement

ln this section, we discuss the processes and consrraints which lead to well-fomled

structures at LF. Having already claimed that Case-checking in Mam applies at this level,

we will be primarily concemed with how this requirement is met. First 1 will elaborate a

littIe more on the principles which allow arguments to remain in their base positions at S­

structw-e. Then 1 will discuss the properties of Case-checking configuration~ which arise

through movement. Thcse configurations will be seen to have important consequences for

the syntax of ergative languages.

2.2.1 Identification of empty pronouns

According to the Extended Projection Principle of Chomsky (1981), ail clauses

must have subjects. Subjects are usually co-extensive with specifier positions, but this

could be due to Case-checking at S-structure: NPs enter into Case-chains at this level, and

these in turn require specifiers. With its separate projections of Tense and agreement, the

Infl complex could in theory have as many as three specifier positions, maybe more. A

central claim of this thesis, however, is that only one argument of a verb can ever be

associated with a specifier, wifèh usually limits the number of specifier positions to one.

16 The claim that intransitive subjCClS derive their Case from AGR.o in an ergative language would seem
ta contradict principle (39), the condition on obligatory Case assignmenL ln 23, however, we argue thal
the inealis mood signais a non-canonical Case-marlcing situation in Chamorro, which Iakes precedence over
(39). .
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• This will be seen to follow from constraints on movement mIes, which serve to fill the

specifier position(s) Olt LF, if not before.

An argument c:m remain in ilS base position ur:til LF only if its associated specifier

position can remain empty Olt S-structure. Many researchers have observed that languages

vary with respect to whether NP positions can be empty at this level (cf. Jaeggli & Safir

(1989), and references cited there). ltalian, for example, permits the subject position of a

tensed clause to be empty, but English does not:

(51) EmplY subjects (Italian, English)
a. e parla inglese.

(She) speaks English.

b. *e speaks English.

ln standard theory, the difference shown in (51) centers on the nature of agreement, which

identifies the null subject in Italian, but not in English. Agreement in Italian is considered

to be 'rich' in the number of person-number distinctions that it makes, whereas English

agreement is 'poor'. In order for a specifier position to be licit then, its contents must be

identified, and 'rich agreement' (which English laçks) ful!fills this function.17

Within our present theory, it is not obvious whether the structure underlying (5Ia)

contains a null argument, a null specifier in Infl, or both. If arguments are generated

uniformly across languages and constructions, however, the 'missing' argument in this

sentence must have originated in Spec. of VP and either moved to Spec. of AGR.s (Italian

is an accusative language), or remained in siru. The latter possibility is suggested by the

following sentence, in which the Agent is overt (from Haegeman, 1991):

(52) Post-verbal subjecls (Iulian)
Ha mangiato un dolce il ragazzo
has eaten a sweet the boy
The boy has eaten a sweet'

1assume that since the Agent follows the Theme in (52) it remains in Spec. of VP, which is

to the right of V-bar in underlying structure. In subject-initial sentences, the same argument

will appear in Spec. of AGR.s, which is to the left of AGR.s (bar). In both (51a) and (52)

then, there will be a specifier position in Infl, the conteilts of which are identified by rich

agreement. This is both necessary and sufficient in a language where' Case-checking

applies àt S-structure, as 1 assume it does in ltalian. Thus in (52) the Agent NP enters into

t7 The exact definition of 'richness' will be left open here (as elsewhere);:but this will not affect our
analysis. Jaeggli & Safir (1989) give a comprehensive account of identification and the 'pro-drop'
phenomenon.
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• a chain to get Case from an empty pleonastic pronoun. Nevertheless. this does not mean

that identification is the only route by which an argument can remain in ilS base position at

S-structure. In Mam (we have cIaimed), chain-formation is not necessary since checking

applies at LE Consequenùy, Case-ehecking can be satisfied even if the argument adjoins

to the Case-position - sc long as no other principle is violated.

2.2.2 The L1L-bar distinction

In standMd lemÙnology, an A-position is one to which a theta-role can be assigned.

while every other non-head position is an A-bar position. In earlier theories (e.g.

Chomsky, 1981), the Spec. of IF (=AGR.s) was considered as an A-position, one to

which external roles Iike Agent would normally be assigned. According to the VP-intemai

subject hypothesis, however, all of the arguments of a veri> - including those that regularly

appear outside of VP at S-structure - are theta-marked intemally to VP. Strictiy speaking

then, any position oUlSide of VP is an A-bar position, and any argument that appears in one

of these must have moved there between D- and S-structure. These include specifier

positions in the Inf! c(\mplex. Diesing (1990) was perhaps the first to recognize this,

c1aiming that subjeclS of Yiddish matrix clauses habitually undergo A-bar movemenl.

Recenùy, Mahajan (1990) has proposed a further characterizalion of non-argument

positions which in part reflects the possibilities allowed by phrase structure. For him,

argument positions in VP and specifiers ofagreement are considered L(=lexicaI) positions,

whereas adjunction sites and the Spec. of CP are L-bar positions. Mahajan's evidence for

this distinction cornes from Hindi, where certain NPs may be scrambled to the left of

ethers, yet still induce the kind of binding effeclS that are typical of Binding Theory (Le.

ethe theory ofA-binding). Sorne of his evidence is given here (from Mahajan, 1990):

(53) Weak cTc,ssover (Hindi)
• a. kis-ko i [uskiii bahin]j ti tj pyaar kartii thii?

who his sister love do.imp.fem be.psl.fem
WhOi did her, sister love?'

b. sab-ko i [USkiii bahin]j ti tj pyaar kartii thii?
everyone his sister love do.imp.fem be.psl.fem
TheÏIj sister loved everyonei'

(54) Anaphoric bjndin~ (Hindi)
a. *?[apnej baccoN-ne]i mohan·koj ghar se ti tj nikaal diyaa

selfs children(SUB) M. ." house from throw give.perf
'Se1fsi chiidren threw Mohani out of the house'

b. ?mohan-koi [apnei baccoN-ne]j ghar se ti tj nikaal diyaa:
M. selfs chiidren house from throw give.perf
'Selfsi children threw Mohani out of the house'
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In (53a-b), a wh-phrase and a quantifier have been scrambled to clause-initial position,

respectively (the unmarked order of Hindi is Say). If these elements occupied traditional

A-bar positions, they should trigger a weak crossover effect (cf. 2.2.4 below). Since they

don'!. Mahajan concludes that the moved NPs in (53a-b) occupy L-positions, whereas in

other languages they might occupy L-bar positions. (54a) shows that normally direct

objects cannot bind an anaphor embedded in a Hindi subject NP, just as in English. In

(54b), however, the direct object has been scrambled to an L-position, from which binding

can occur. If the fronted object in (54"» were in a typical A-bar position, however, the

relative well-formedness of this sentence would be unaccounted for: the subject anaphor

would not be properly bound. For our purposes, it will be imponantto accept Mahajan's

distinction between LIL-bar positions as an extension of the standard A/A-bar dichotomy.

This becomes clear when we consider the constraints on movement that must apply to

satisfy Case-checking at LE

2.2.3 Movement and constraints

Retuming now to Mam, 1assume that Case-checking does not apply until LF, and

that it is instantiated at this level by movement of the Agent to Spec. of AGR.o, and

adjunction of the Theme to AGR.s. The proposed LF representation of (37) is given here;

head movement is not shown:

(55) The ergative construction (LF)

C'

ma~R.s"
~

qa~cheeji AGR.s"
(horse) ~

chi T"

kU~R.o"
Xiinaq~R.o'
(man) ~

t- V"

lj~' .
~

tzyu-7n ti
(grab)

e.g. ma chi kub' t-ttyu:7n xiinaq qa:cheej
asp 3pA dir 3sE-grab-ds man pl-horse
The man grabbed the horses' (England,1983)



• As indicated, LF-movement leaves behind co-indexed traces in the positions occupied by

the arguments at S-srructure. Since the Agent moves to an L-position. the chain formed by

movement is an L-chain; the Theme moves to an L-bar position, resulting in an L-bar

chain. In what follows, l will argue that no other type of LF-srructure is possible for

transitive sentences in Mam, nor in any other language with an ergative system of Case­

marking.

ReJativizetl Minjmality

To begin with, l will adopt the theory of movement outlined in Rizzi (1990).

known as Re1ativized Minimality. Basically, this theory represents an articulation of the

ECP, the principle which holds that ail (non-pronominal) empty categories must be

properly govemed (Chomsky, 1981). ln Rizzi's version, traces left by movement must be

both head- and antecedent-governed (a 'conjunctive' formulation). The following

definitions represent the core of Relativized Minimality, where alpha ranges Qver head- and

antecedent-govemment:18

(56) Relativized Minimality
X alpha-govems Y if there is no Z, such that
i) Z is a typical potential alpha-govemor for Y
ii) Z c-commands Y and does not c-command X

(57) Potential antecedent ~vemQrs
a. Z is a typical potential antecedent govemor for Y, Y in an L-chain

=Z is an L-specifier c-commanding Y. .

b. Z is a typical potential antecedent govemor for Y, Y in an L'-chain
=Z is in an L-bar position c-commanding Y.

c. Z is a typica! potential antecedent govemor for Y, Y in an XO-chain
=Z is a head c-commanding Y. .

Rizzi'sdefinitions were originally formulated in terms of the NA-bar distinction; 1 have

convened thein to match Mahajan's (1990) terminology here. In addition, (57b) has been

amended to inc1ude elements adjoined to maximal projections.

The spirit of Relativized Minimality is that - all else being equal- moved elements

are prevented from antecedent goveming their traces when another category of the same

type (L- or L-bar) intervenes. A wh-phrase may not govem its trace, for example, if there

18 Although government by a hcad is usually defined in lenns of m·command, Ri?.>:; argues (p.32) for a
definition of hcad-govemment bascd on stricl c-command. Hcad·govemment will he discusscd in Chapter
thrcc.
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• is another wh-phrase doser to that trace, and a moved !Io'P will not govem its trace if there

is doser one in a specifier position. A moved !Io'P may intervene between a wh-phrase and

its trace with no ill effects, however, and a wh-phrase will not block the relationship

between a moved NP and its trace.19

Derived LF-srruclUre

Let us now examine (55) more closely, the proposed LF-structure where one

argument (the Agent) moves to the Spec. of AGR.o to satisfy Case-checking, and another

(the Theme) adjoins to AGR.s. Specifiers of agreement projections are L-positions, sa

movement to AGR.o constitites L-movement. Nothing intervenes between the moved

Agent and its trace, so the latter will be properly antecedent-governed. The AGR.o

agreement morpheme may be considered as the head-govemor of the trace in Spec. of VP.

The Theme adjoins to AGR.s, resulting in an L-bar chain. Although the trace of L-bar

movement is separated from its antecedent by the Agent and its trace, these bath occupy L­

positions hence do not count as potential antecedents. The trace of L-bar movement is

therefore also properly antecedent-governed. Here the verb (or verbal trace) functions as

the head govemor.

Suppose instead that AGR.s projected a specifier position, as weIl as AGR.o.

Movement of the Agent would proceed as before, leaving a trace in Spec. of VP.

Movement of the Theme, however, would leave a trace that could not be antecedent­

govemed: bath the Agent and its trace occupy L-positions, hence would count as doser

potential antecedent governors. Even if the Agent adjoined to AGR.o, the Theme could not

•move to a specifier position, since the trace of the Agent in Spec. of VP (an L-position)

would intervene. Th~ Ag~nt and the Theme couldn't bath adjoin to agreement for Case-= " ~

checking either, for this would result in two L-bar chains, one of which would block

go~~rn'~ent of the other's trace.20 It follows then that if the Agent is associated with

--.AGR.o (as in an ergative language), only one weIl-formed structure can be derived, the one
~

in (55). If the Agent associates with AGR.s, however, another structure is allowed to

surface, one which represents an 'accusative' two-agreement system. This is schematized

below:

19 Anolltet recent lIteory of movemcnt is lite 'Barriers' approach proposcd by Chomsky (1986a). For lite
most pan. 1 will not adopt lite priiteiples of tMs lIteory. but will follow Rizzi in assuming lItat sorne of
lItem MaY play a mie willtin his framework. . .
20 ln Rizzi's system. lItera·govemment by a lexical hcad MaY substitulC for anteecdent-govemment. 1
assume. howcver. lItatlltis cavcat applies only 10 variables. i.e. not 10 traees left by movemcnt 10 a Case
position. ('f. lite following section for furlher discussion. .

50



• (58) An 'accusative' l\Vo-a:m;ement <v~tem

AGR.s"

[NPn~R.S'
(agr~'
~

Tns AGR.o"
~

[NPacclj AGR.o"
~

(agr.o) V"

t'~,
j

~ti

As in (55), both agreement morphemes are active in Case-checking. Notice that the Theme

adjoins to AGR.o, since movement to the specifier position of this category would cross

another L-position, the Sp~c. of VP. As before, both arguments could not adjoin to

agreement, for then the Th'=:l1e would constitute a c1os~r potential antecedent-governor of

the Agent's trace. (58) thus represents the only we\l::formed structure from which an

'accusative' pattern of Case-marking can œderived in a two-agreement system.

If Case is assigned from AGR.s by default, intransitive subjects will pattern with

Agents in structures Iike (58), rather than with Themes. In both two-agreement systems,

however, intransitive subjects- could form an Le or L-bar chain when they are checked for

Casè, since no principle disallows it. Thus although a transitive object must adjoin to

AGR.s in ergative languages, the subject of an intransitive verb may adjoin to the maximal

projection of AGR.s or occupy its specifier position (pace its contents can be identified).

In an accusative language, transitive subjects occupy the Spec. of AGR.s. Subjects of

intransitives, on the other hand, have the option of adjoining to this category. This

difference between LIL-bar chains may be reflected in the form that agreement takes, and

may bave consequences for other syntactic processes. These will be pointed out as we

proceed.

2,2.4 LF·movement & weak crossover
The proposaI that t!le absolutive NP in the transitive construction moves across the

ergative subject at LF bas potentially serious consequences for Binding Theory. This is

because the potential binding relatiôns that hold between subjects (Agents) and objects

(Patients) at S-structure - including NPs contained within them - are reversed at LF, in

effect creating new ones. Suppose, for instance, that a VP-internal subject (Agent) binds
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• an object (Patient) anaphor at S-structure. At LF, the Patient would adjoin to AGR.s for

Case, where it would c-command the Agent. Since these two 1'."'Ps would already he co­

indexed, the question arises as to whether the Agent (an R-expresssion) would not he

bound by the Patient, a case of Strong Cros50ver.

Perhaps more seriously, suppose there were a possessive pronoun in the specifier

position of the subject NP, co-referring to the object (Patient) at S-structure. Since the

pronoun does not c-command the Patient, the laner would not he bound. At LF, however,

the Patient will c-eommand the pronoun, hence should a150 bind it. Moreover, if the trace
"

left by LF-movement of the Patient were a variable, the resulting structure would constitute

a case ofWeak Crossover rNC). In English, this is exemplified by the following:

(59) Weak Crossover (English)
a. Hisi mother kissed Johni
b. *WhOi did his; mother kiss t; ?

In (59a), the possessive pronoun is free in reference, but in (59b) it is bound. Informally

then, WC occurs whenever a variable is co-indexed with a pronoun to itsleft - sonceivably

a.~ in the ergative construction at LF. Following this line of reasoning, we predict that even

sentences corresponding to (59a) will not surface in an ergative language. The following

sentence (with proposed structure) shows this not to he the case:

(60) Weak Crossover (False)

Ha-ehiku li nena~iia pro ;]si Juan;
R3s-kiss the mother-3s ,PN J.
'His; mother kissed Juan;' (SC, pc)

The grammaticality of this example implies that that WC is not involved, or else the LF­

structure could not he as proposed.
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• In a recem article. Georgopoulos (1991) suggests that WC effeets may be absent in

sorne languages (e.g. Palauan). If sc, the analysis we have argued for may be salvaged.

provided that WC does not oceur in ergative languages. Nevenheless. Bobaljik (1992) has

shown that ergative languages do exhibit WC effeets in sentences eorresponding to (59b).

The foIIowing data is from Basque:

(61) Weak Crossover (Basque)
a. Bere aIDa nork maite du?

his mother-ABS who-ERG love AUX-3sN3sE

b. Nork maite du bere arna?
who-ERG love AUX-3sN3sE his mother-ABS

(both) WhOi loves hisi mother?'

c. ?*Bere amak nor maite du?
bis mother-ERG who-ABS love AUX-3sN3sE

d. ?*Nor maite du bere amak?
who-ABS love AUX-3sN3sE his mother-ERG

(both) ?* WhOi does hisi mother love?'

In (61a-b), the variable corresponds to a subject (Agent), and no WC effeets occur. In

(61c-d), however, the variables are in object (Patient) position and the effects are present.

The wh-phrases in these examples are in situ at S-structure, suggesting that any

differences in grammaticality are due to LF-movement (cf. Chomsky, 1976). Yet This is

the very level where absolutive NPs supposedly adjoin to AGR.s in an ergative language.

Thus, even though WC effects may be absent from sorne languages, They can he found in

ergative ones, and Georgopoulos' alternative cannot be used.

The Bijection Principle

Still, there is reasen to believe that the trace left by adjunction of an abso!ulive NP,

to AGR.s is not a variable, hence would not be expected to induce a WC effect in the tirst

place. According to Koopman and Sportiche (1982), a WC violation occurs when an

operator binds both a variable and a pronoun, the latter only locally. When this,happens- -
(as in 59b), the pronoun becomes 'variable-like', disrupting a necessary one-to-one

correspondence between variables and operators. This is known as the Bijection Prinèiple

(Koopman and Sportiche, 1982:146):21

21 The Bijection Principle bas bcen:amended lO bring it inlO !ine with Mahajan's proposais. See teXt for
discussion. '
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• (62) The Bijection Principle
There is a bijective correspondence between variables and A-bar
positions (read, 'operator positions')

Returning to (60), the question is whether the trace left by object-adjunction is a

variable or not. Following Mahajan (1990), let us flI'St assume that operator positions are

restricted to the Spec. of CP, i.e. that adjunction sites are not operator positions per se

(other potential operator positions will be discussed in 3.4). From this it follows that the

object (Patient) trace is not a variable, and no WC violation will occur in declarative

sentences based on LF-structure. On the other hand, we must assume that when an

absolutive NP is questioned (as in 61c-d), the lowest trace will be interpreted as a variable,

even though its immediate antecedent (the Case-checked trace adjoined to AGR.s) is not an

operator.22

If traces left by adjunction do not induce WC effects at LF in an ergative language,

we expect none to occur at S-structure in a language such as English. The following

sentences (from Bobaljik) show fronting of an object NP, which could involve adjunction;

(63b) is considered by him to be fully ungraffimaticaI:

(63) T0J2jcaljzalÏon (English)
a. Hisi teacher, JOhni really admires ti
b. ?Johni, hisi teacher really admires ti

ln (63a), no Bijection Principle violation is expected, since John is not c-commanded by

the specifier of the fronted object NP. In (63b), however, the specifier is locally bound by

John, hence should function as a variable. If the object trace were a variable as weil, the

one-to-one correspondence belWeen operators and varia.bles would be disrupted, violating

the Bijection Principle. Still, (63b) is not fully ungrammatical, suggesting that the trace of

the adjoined object is not a variable. In fact, (63b) is much bener than (59b), where the

fronted element is a wh-phrase.23 We thus assume that adjunction of an absolutive NP to

AGR.s in an ergative language creates an L-bar chain, but that the residue of such

movement is not a semantic variable ranging over different values. Consequenùy, no WC

effects are expected to occur in declarative sentences. Moreover, Strong Crossover effeets
c

should not be apparent either, assuming that these fall under Principle C: this is becauSe

.22 A similar phenomenon bas becn observed by Cinque (1990), where adverbs adjoined ta IF MaY have
eilller clausal (widc) scope or VP (narrow) scope. When lIley are moved long-disrance, howevei, only
narrow scope is permiucd, rncaning lhatllle lowesl trace in Ille chain of adverb movement is intefpreted as
Ille var.able. .
23 The trace in (62b) is probably whal Lasnik and Stowell (1991) cali a 'null epilllet'. These too failto
trigger Bijection Principle violations.
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• fronted NP objects occupy L-bar positions. This becomes imponant when we discuss

anaphors that adjoin to AGR.s in 3.3.

2.2.5 Implications of Case-checking

In 2.1.4 we saw that it was possible to determine the source of Case assignment by

examining the position of the agreement morphemes in the verbal complex. Through this,

we were able to determine the overall Case-rnarking panem of a language. Here we anempt

to determine whether an agreement morpheme (AGR.s or AGR.o) is the target of L- or L­

bar movement. Generally speaking, the 'richer' an agreement paradigm is - Le. the more

person-number distinctions it makes - the more likely it is to be associated with movement

to a specifier position (L-movement). This is because only rich agreement can identify the

contents of an empty specifier at S-srructure. Then, whichever agreement morpheme is not

associated with 'richest' agreement will be the target of adjunction (L-bar movement). This

(plus Relativized Minimality) also predicts the well-known fact that the richest forro of

agreement is always with the subject.

Knowing just the manner in which Case is checked (through L- or L-bar

movement) cannot establish a language as being ergative or accusative, however. The

subject of a transitive verb may be checked by movement to a specifier position, for

example, but whether the language is ergative or not depends on which agreement

morpheme is involved. Presumably, however, an argument checked for Case in a cenain

manner from a given source will trigger the same form of agreement. Conversely,

agreement of the same forro implies that Case is checked by the same agreement inorpheme

and in the same manner. Using the source and forro of agreement as diagnostics, the

manner in which Case is checked can be deduced as weil. Together, the ovcmll Case­

marking panern of a language can be established.

:: ConsiderMam, forexample. As we saw in 2.1.1, this language has two agreement

paradigms, the absolutive and the ergative. In the transitive construction, the Agent is

cross-referenced by two morphemes, AGR.o and the enclitie. Together, these comprise

the 'richest' forro of agreement, and thus most likely to be the targe~~ovement.

Transitive objects, on the other hand, are cross-referenced by just o~sc(ofpr~t;ixes, so it

constitutes the 'poorer' of the two agreement paradigms. By our reasoning, objects should

lie checked for Case by L-bar movement. In the intransitive construction, however. the

enclitic conspires with absolutive agreement to cross-reference the subject; strictly speaking

then, tho: forro of agreement is, different than it is for transitive objec~s. It is therefore

possible that intransitive subjects are checked through L-movement, rather than L-bar
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• movement. Still. the assumption is that AGR.s (the 'default' Case) is responsible for

checking bath absolutive NPs.

In Chamarra. determining the source and manner of Case assignment is not sa

easy. especially for intransitives. In the realis mood. for example. sorne intransitive

subjects appear with aven Number agreement. while others don't (cf. 2.1.4). The

question we attempt ta answer here is whether this difference can be related ta a different

source and/or manner of Case-checking. The following sentences illustrate the two types

of intransitives (adapted from Chung. 1990):

(64) Intransitives (Singular)
a. T-um-angis i neni.

cry (sing.) the baby
'The baby cried'

b. Sulon i patgon.
slip (sing.) the child
'The child slipped'

(65) Intransitives (Plural)
a. Man-tangis i neni siha.

pl.-cry the baby pl.
'The babies cried'

b. Man-sulon i famagu'un.
pl.-slip ... the children
The children slipped'

(64) illustrates the two agreement forms used for marking intransitive singular subjects, the

infix -um- (64a) and a zero morpheme (64b). The prefix man- (65) marks ail plural

subjects (and sometimes only optionally), so it obscures any differences which may

account for the distribution in (64). For this reason, 1will ignore the plural marker man­

and assume that it anaches ta a verb stem in the lexicon. As such, it can be considered as a

kind of group-action marker, rather than an inflectional affix (M. Baker, pc).
The 'agreement' in (64b) has the same (zero) form associated with direct abjects in

the transitive construction. There it wasassociated with AGR.s, and objects were checked

for Case by adjunction (L-bar movement). By analogy, the null agreement morpheme in

(64b) will be associated with AGR.s as weil, and intransitive subjects will be checked for

Case in the same manner.

What then of the infi,x -um-? Since this affix is not the same in form as transitive

subject agreement (e.g. ha· [3s]), the subject in (64a) is not likely to be cheéked via L­

movement ta the Spec. of AGR.o. Moreover, since -um- is different than the null

agreement morpheme in (64b), the subject is unlikely ta adjoin to AGR.s. Consequently,-
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• wn- must either oigger movement to the Spec. of AGR.s, or else adjunction to the ma.."ima!

projection of AGR.o. As we shaH see, there is good evidence in favor of the second

option. This might seem surprising, since it would mean relaxing the requirement on

default Case assignment from AGR.s. As it tums out, however, there are situations in

ergative languages that show non-canonical panems of Case-marking; these are known as

ergative splits. 1 will claim that -um- represents such a pattern in Chamorro. or that

intransitive subjects are checked for Case by adjoining to AGR.o. This will be discussed

further in the next section.

Summarizing, we have claimed that zero-marked intransitive subjects and transitive

objects are Case-checked through adjunction to AGR.s. Sorne intransitive subjects oigger

a different forrn of agreement, however, w;lÏch represents a different source and rnanner of

Case-ehecking. SpecificaHy, NPs cross-referenced by the infix -um- are checked for Case

when they adjoin to AGR.o. Although transitive subjects are also checked for Case by

AGR.o, the mechanism is different from that employed by -um- ; this is reflecled in their

different forrns. Finally, Case-checking of an intransitive subject by AGR.o represents a

departure from canonical Case-marking in an ergative language, since Case is not assigned

from AGR.s.

Discussion

In this section, we have seen how movement satisfies the government requirement

on Case-checking, and how .it is constrained by principles of Universal Grammar. Of

these, the one that plays the most important role is Relativized Minimality, which forces

Case-marked NP's to adjoin to AGR.s or AGR.o if there is an intervening specifier. In an

ergative language, the subject of a transitive clause is checked for Case by L-movement 10

Spec. of AGR.o, so the object must adjoin to AGR.s. In an 'accusative' language,

transitive subjects are checked by movement to the Spec. of AGR.s, objects byadjunction

to AGR.o. Otherwise(in a 'true' accusative language), the verb itself assigns Case to the

object.

Another condition that we have seen rulès out movement to AGR.s or AGR.o from

an operator position, i.e. the Spec.. of CP. This is considered as a case of improper ,

movement. The system that emerges is rich enough to assign Case by agreement to both

NPs of a transitive clause, yet not so rich that anY'Case array ensues. This is because the

forrn of Case-marking correlates with the source of Case, and the manner in which Case is

checke~. Still, Case arrays may sometimes differ within the same language. A typical

examplè in an ergative language is when the Case of intransitive subjects'(llorrnaHy the
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• same as transitive objects), takes the form associated with transitive subjects. This

describes a split ergative system, the focus of the next section.

2.3 Split ergativity

In order to allribute similar agreement forms to a common source, we must a1low

for situations where Case is not checked by AGR.s. This is not surprising, given an

underlying structure that has more than one agreement projection. In theory then, the

single argument of an intransitive verb may associate with either agreement morpheme.

The 'cost' of such a measure is in overriding the requirement that Case be checked by

AGR.s in every sentence. We thus predict that AGR.s remains inert only under special

circumstances.

Such a view seems 10 he requircd in explaining phenomena known collectively as

split ergativity, special situations in ergative languages where intransitive and transitive

subjects are rriarked the same. While this results in a Case-marking pattern typical of

accusative languages, our claim will he that this is only apparent, and follows from the

(exceptional) association of intransitive subjects with AGR.o. At the same time, however,

NPs in the transitive construction will he checked for Case exactly as in normal ('non­

split') situations. The predictions that follow from this hypothesis will then be tested in

Chapter three.

2.3.1 Exceptional argument association
'",,, The system of agreement being advocated here assumes that in matrix sentences,

AGR.s is generally responsible for checking Case. This includes subjects of intransitives,

whose LF-structure is schematized helow:

(66) An;ument associàtion (canonical)

AGR.s"

[NP~R.s'
Agi.'s~"
~

Tns AGR.o"
~H VP

ti~'
t
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• The structure (66) shows how the single argument of an unergative verb - an Agent ­

would move from its base position in Spec. of VP to the Spec. of AGR.s. As indicated.

AGR.o is present but inert.24

The type of language (ergative or accusative) is determined by whichever argument

of the transitive construction derives its Case from this agreement morpheme: if it is ùe

subject (typically an Agent), the language is :lccusative: if it is the object (typically a

Theme), the language is ergative. As we saw in 2.2.5, however, sorne sentences do not

require AGR.s to play a:l active role in cbecking Case. These turn out to he intransitives

whose single argument derives its Ca~e from AGR.o. Together with the transitives, the

overall panern is one which superficially looks like an accusative language - although in

'true' accusative languages, subjects derive their Case from AGR.s. Situations where this

occurs thus exhibit non-canonical Case-marking for an ergative language. Schematically.

the structure underlying such an intransitive is proposed to he as follows:

(67) AT~ument association (non-canonical)

AGR.s"

[--~"
~

Tns AGR.o"

[N~R.o'
~

Agr.o VP

~V'
.~. ~

In this structure, the intransitive subject moves· 10 the Spec. of AGR.o, while AGR.s

remains inert (67) is t'tus very similar to the proposed structure of a transitive sentence,

where the sùbject (Agent) also moves to AGR.o in an ergative language.

2.3.2 Types of ergative splits
According to Dixon (1979), non-canonical Case-marking in ergative languages can

,,~cpincide with a change in mood or aspect; with the type of NP that is involved (e.g. full

NPs vs. pronouns), or with argumerits bearing different theta-roles. In the following we

24 According 10 Chomsky (1991), even in sentences with one direct argument, heth types of agreement are
still available.
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• give an example of each type of ergative split, aiong with a proposai for the structure that

underlies it. In 2.3.3, the circumsrances triggering non-canonicai Case-marking will be

discussed.

Are-ument-pair split<

One of the ways in which a nominative-accusative pattern can emerge in an ergative

language is along sernantic lines. Usual1y, this hinges on the thematic raie of the

intransitive subject. In Bats - a North-East Caucasian language - the single argument of

sorne intransitive verbs can .appear with either absolutive or ergative Case. The latter

occurs when the subjec: is regarded as having caused the action (from Cornrie, 1973:241):

(68) .!tl.l:i
'a. 50 woze.

Ais faH
'1 fel1'

b. As woze.
Els fal1
'1 fel1' (Le., deliberately)

The single argument of the intransitive verb in (68a) could be considered as a Theme, while

the one in (68b) appears to be an Agent. Cruciaily, transitive subjects are marked the same .

as the subject is in (68b). This in turn implies that bath subjects derive their Case from a

common source and in a common manner; thus if transitive subjects are normaily checked

by movement to the Spec. of AGR.o, so too will the subject be in (68b). Again, while tlùs .

gives the impression of a nominative-accusative Case-marking pattern, the association of

arguments and agreement in the transitive construction is characteristic of an ergative

language.

Chamorre is another language with a possible split along semantic lines. As we

saw in 2.2.5, sorne singular intransitive subjects are cross-referenced by the infix -um- "
while others are unmarked. Although there are sorne exceptions,"most of the verbs that

appear with -um- are agentive, and verbs with zera Case-markipg are unaccusative or

stative (Le. the single argument usually;~the raIe of Theme). Since agreement in the

latter is the same as for direct objects, verbs infixed with -um- represent the non-eanonical

Case-marking situation where Case is checked by A~.o._:Although the fClm\50

agreement is not the same as fonran~'Ïtive subjects (which aiso receive their Case from

AGR.o), this can be attributed to a differencein the manner of Case~hecking:L-movement

in the·case of transitive subjeclS. L-bar movement in the case of unergatives.

:
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• PronQun splits

Another wav that non-c;m:mi;;al Case-marking ..:an manifest its.:if in an ergative. - -
language is by NP-type. In Dyirbal (Australian). full NPs and third person pronouns

follow a canonicall~r ergative pattern of Case-marking. but first- and second-person

pronouns do not, pattcrning instead on a nominative·acc.)sative basis (ail Dyirbal data is

originally from Dixon, 1972):

(69) Full !'o'Ps (Dyirbal)
a. payi yara paninyu

man-ABS come-NFUT
'Man is comin,;'

b. payi yara pangkun jukumpiru palkan
man-ABS woman-ERG hit-NFUT
Woman is hitting man'

.(70) First- and second- prnons (Dyirbal)
a. ngaja paninyu .

l-'NOM' come-NFUT
Tm coming t

b. ngaja nginuna palkan
l-'NOM' yon-'ACe hit-l'iFUT

Tm hitting you'

According to Dixon (1972), it is even possible to use NPs from each pamdigm in the same

sentence, as in the following:

(il) 'Mixed' systems
a.ngaykuna pan~kulyarangku palkan

l-'ACC' man-ERG hit-NFUT
'Man is hitting me'

b. ngaja payi yara palkan
l-'NOM' man-ABS hit-NFUT
'1 am hitting man'

Nominative and accusative Case appears in quotes in (70) - (71) because the source (it is

argued) is the same as for absolutive and ergative ~s, respectively. True 'mixes' such as

those in (71) are not expected to exist 1propose that tirst- and second-person pronouns in

Dyirbal are only labelled 'nominative' and 'accusative' because there are no corresponding

ergative or absolutive pronoun forms to compare them to (nor do they use morphemes

comparable to ergative-absolutive endings). Let us then assume that 'nominative' first- and

second-person forms are systematically associated with AGR.o, along with ergative full

NPs and thirC:-person subject pronouns. 'Accusative' forms, on the other hand, are
--~

'~
.~~~,
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associated "..ith AGR.s, along with absolutive full NPs and third-person object pronouns.

FL'St- and second-person intransitive pronoun subjects thus contribute to a non-canonical

Case-marking pattern. Our daim is that the structure underlying (ïGa) woulè be the same

as in (68). Still, we expect that the association of arguments and agreement morphemes is

canonically ergaùve in the structures underlying (71), a prediction which will be tested in

Chap~~~ three.

M~er-mood splilS

Other splits occur along the lines of tense and aspect. In the Mayan language Chol,

for example, the single argument of an intransiùve verb triggers absolutive agreement in the

perfective aspect, but ergaùve in the imperfective. This simple shift has the effect of

making agreement in the imperfective paradigm look nominative-accusative. Whether the

a,;sociation between arguments and agreement morphemes has been altered is another

m:;.~er, however; the proposaI here is that only the morpheme from whichthe intransitive

subject derives its Clise has ch:mged in the imperfective aspect, from AGR.s to AGR.o.

Similar ins:ances of ergative splits based on aspect are found in Hindi (lndo-european) and

Ixil(Mayan).

Noil-canonical Case-marking also manifests itself in Chamorro irrealis clauses.
. .

This is sbown below, where the Same form of agreement cross-references the subjects of

both transitive and intrarisitive verbs (from Chung, 1982):

(72) A~menl in the irrealis (Chamorro)
a. Para uta-lalatdi i maiiain-hu.

Fut. SIp-scold the p'!l:ents-my
'We are goinglo scolctmy parents'

b. Pan: uta-fan-ma-Ialatdi~ni,maiiain~hu.
Fut Sfp,Pl-PaSs-scold-Obl. parents-my
'We are going !pbe scolded by my parents'

.'.-
[-TR]

ln these sentences; the agreement morpheme ta- appears doser to the stem than the irrealis

.morpheme'ù-(cf.2.1.4). Ourcondusion iH,"~t it rep~sentsAGR.o. If the transitive·

subjec;:is-chec~èdfor Case thr"ugh L:movement to the SPec. of AGR.o in (72a), the sarne

'kind of movemelJt must be involved in (72b), where the form of agreement is the same. As.

in the ~~~i~~sI~amples,this givèstile impressio.!l of a nominàtivecaccusative pattern of

Case-marking. The daim, ho~~er,isthat the association of arguments with agreement is

the same in(72~) aÙn the.~eali~:~~. The structure undbrlying (72b), however, would

becas in (68).: .
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• 2.3.3 Causes of split ergatiyity

The non-canonical patterns exhibited by Bats. ChoI. Dyirbal and Chamorro are ail

morphological in nature. It is not obvious. however. that the differences in Case-marking

signal different syntactic categories. Although we claim that they do not. this remains to be

tested. In the theory we are assuming, the similar markings on transitive and intransitive

subjects implies that these two relations derive their Case from the same agreement

morpheme. Still, unless there is evidence from morpheme order. we do not know which

agreement morpheme it is - AGR.o or AGR.s. This too must ultimately be decided on the·

basis of syntactic tests. For the time being, however, let us continue to assume that

intransitive subjects derive their Case from AGR.o in a non-canonical Case-marking

situation, and that transitive subjects and direct objects are checked for Case consistently in

ail contexts. Having already seen how this can give rise to a nominative-accusative pattern.

let us explore how such a situation could arise in the first place.

First, the view of split ergativity offered here entails relaxing the requirement on

Case assignment from AGR.s. Al! along~ our assumption has been that AGR.s is a default

Case, which is only assigned when necessary. The question then is what requires AGR.o

to be assigned, when il would otherwise remain inen? Wh:n is il about the irrealis mood in

Chamorro, for example, that requires AGR.o to be assigned? Why is the imperfective

aspect typically associated with non-canonical Case-marking in ergative languages, rather

than perfective aspect? While the answers to these questions are not fully understood. 1

believe they can be frarned within the type of phrase structure we are assuming, where the

functional category Tense dominates the AGR.o projection, but not that of AGR.s. One

can thus imagine how a panicular morpheme under Tense rnight select for a rich agreement

morpheme, which then attracts an argument to ils specifier position. A similar mechanism

determines the relationship between a verb like wonder and ils CP complement. At D­

structure, this verb selects a CP headed by the feature [+wh]. At S-structure, a wh-phrase

'saturntes' the CP, such that wonder always appears with an interrogative complement ('1

wonder what Bill bought'). The structure' underlying e.g. a Chamorro sentence in the

irrealis mood might then be represented as follows:

63
;

,-



..:

•

-

(73) AGR 0 selectjon

AGR.s"

~T'H

u-~R.o"
[+_Fl ~

[el AGR.o'

i+~VP
oo~

NP V'

~

In this structure, the irrealis morpheme u- is lexically specified for the feature [+F]. which

heads its AGR.o complement at D-structure. As a rich agreement morpheme, [+F] projects

a specifer position, which is saturated by an argument at LF. The structure in (73) yields

sentences likc those in (72). The lexical selection for a rich agreemee! morpheme thus

takes precedence over the requirement that (the default) AGR.s be used.

A selection-based account of split ergativity could also be adapted to DyirbaI, given

certain other assumptions. In this language, ftrSt- and second-person pronouns trigger the

non-canonical Case-marking pattern, which we claim to follow t'rOm the association of

intransitive subjects with AGR.o. Inherently, first- and second-persons are linked to

discourse in a way that third persons and full NPs are not: the former are relevant to the

speech act itself. We might then attribute to the Tense morpheme in Dyirbal a lexical

property of selecting for 'inherent discourse Iinking' which would then auract a frrst- or

second-person pronoun at LF. Only AGR.o would satisfy this requirement, if selection is

hOl1) Tense. This would then produce the paradigrn of split ergativity.

Imperfective aspect in Chol presents a different kind of problem. Here too, the

~electional property responsible for the ergative split would have to be attributed to Tense,

which dominates theAGR.o pl'()jection but not that of AGR.s. This split involves aspect,

which we h~v~analyz'ed aS'àppearing under COMP in Mayan languages (cf. 2.1.1). Still,.- .: '-~---- .'

o it'iS'a::well-known fact that a kitÎd of feature-sharing occurs between Tense and COMP,
. . . :: : =-=-: -=-.::.:.,.""'-:

exemplifieè below~ior ~gli;Îl:" •;' '::.. 0'

'(74) FeaWie-Sharin{::::. 00' '0 "_", • cc •

a. We wanted very much for hilll to comel*that~RO to come•. 0

b. w.,e never expected that he would eome/*for he would come
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• (74a) shows !hat infinitive clauses are incompatible v.'ith 'finite' complementizers. (74b) the

converse. If feature-sharing between Tense and COMP is a propeny of Choi. the features

of the imperfective aspect could be shared by Tense. sc that in eÎfect an ergative agreement

morpheme could be selected for indirectly.

Finally. argument-pair splits in Bats and Chamorre might be determined by Tense if

a propeny of selecting Agent-like features were atoibuted to it. In each case, the selectional

requirements of Tense could be satisfied through government of the lower agreement

morpheme, as in (73). Throughout this discussion, it has been assumed that Tense does

not govern AGR.s. hence may not select for features under this projection in the manner

proposed for AGR.o. Thus, any account which cakes the basic relationship of intransitive

subjects to be with AGR.o (i.e. instead of AGR.s) could not appeal to government­

selection as a means of explaining the (supposedly) exceptional relationship it would have

with AGR.s in a split ergative context.

Discussion

ln this section, 1 have argued that the structure we are assuming for ergative

languages allows for a nominative-accusative Case-marking pattern to obtain with only a

minimal change in argument-agreement association. Subject~ of intransitive clauses, it was

claimed, derive their Case from AGR.o in non-canonical situations, instead of the usual

AGR.s. In the transitive construction, there is no change at all in the association of

arguments with agreement.

It is interesting to note that the alignment 1have ascribed to intransitive sentences in

split ergative contexts is the basÎt' one assumed by Bobaljik (1992). For him, an

intransitive subject with non-canonical Case-marking would presumably involve the

AGR.s agreement morpheme. While there is little to choose between the twO theories (bath

explain the distribution of Case) they make divergent claims regarding the syntactic

behaviour of direct arguments - if Case-marking has anything at ail to do with underlying

syntactic categories. For example, Bobaljik would predict (correctly) that intransitive

subjects and ttansitive objects (Patients) behave the same in canonicaIly ergative situations,

since these NPs derive their Case from the saÎne agreement morpheme (AGR.o). In non­

canonicaI situations, however, transitive and intransitive subjects might be expected to

behave similarly, in opposition to ttansitive objects. This latter prediction differs from the

one that is made here. If the nominative-accusative pattern exhibited by non-canonicaI

Case-marking is only apparent, transitive and intransitive subjects would still behave

differently, as in the canonical situation. The reason for this would be.that absclutive NP's

occupy the 'highest' position at LF, whereas ttansitive subjects (Agents) are c-eommanded
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• by the absolutive NP at LE The relative position of these NPs should interact with

principles that hold at LF, such as the ECP. These predictions will be tested in Chapter

three. FtrSt, however, we examine the panern of Case-rnarking in infinitives.

2.4 Infinitives

So far, anention has been focussed on the Case-marking properties of finile clau5e's

in ergative languages; here we ccnsider clauses that are non-finite. 'In English, infinitives

are characterized by the phonetically-empty NP PRO and an absence of subjeet agreement.

These properties are seen as being related, since agreement is a govemor and PRO must

always be ungoverned.25 Still, English is an accusative language. and only one agreement

morpherne plays an active role in Case-assignment anyway. In an ergative language. both

agreement morphemes are responsible for checking Case. so il is important to determine

which one of these is absent from infinitival constructions. In this section, we c1aim that

AGR.s is absent, but that nothing roles out AGR.o from surfacing. FtrSt we explore the

consequences that the_Yf>-internal subject hypothesis has for structures of obligatory

control and speILc-'<~~he predictions that our theory makes (2.4.1). In 2.4.2 we consider
/ .

evidence tha~NPs marked with absolutive Case cannot be checked in infinitival

constructions, and in 2.4.3 that ergative NPs cano The opposite view has been advanced

for infinitives by Bobaljik (in press), and his theory is discussed in 2.4.4. A summary of

Chapter !wo then follows.

2.4.1 The distribution of PRO ,~

In CUITent versions of syntactic theory (e.g. Chomsky, 1986a), subjects are base­

generated in Spec. of IP; the 'extema1'. argument position. If the clause is finite. a'

[+Tense] feàture in the head of Inf! govems the subject. assigning Case to it. In non­

tensed clauses, the subject still appears in Spec. ofIP. but [-Tense] is notconsidered as a

govemor. Consequently. the subject cannot receive Case and must be realized as the'non­

lexical PRO. It is alse usually assumed(though not always explicitly) that a PRo-subjeet

cao only occupy a specifier ,pOsition. For the most pan, these assumptions carry over to

the present theory, where IP=AGR.s, The only major difference is that the Spec. ,of

'25 For the pwposes of this discussion 1will assume the standard GB theory of PRO, which holds !hatas a
pronominal anaphor, it cannot be assigned a goveming category.
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• AGRs is not an argument position per se, oll.-ïng to the VP-internal subject hypothesis:

nevenheless, it is an L-position in Mahajan's sense.26

The VP-internal subject hypothesis also forces certain changes in the way that

infinitives are derived. First. both uguments of a typically transitive verb (Agent, Theme)

will be governed at D-structure by thc verb itseif. This means that for a PRO-argument to

remain ungoverned, it must L-move to a high~r specifier position. If PRO were generated

as an object, however, movement would viohùe Relativized Minimality, since the Agent (or

whichever argument is in Spec. of VP) represents a closer potential antecedent govemor.

PRO-Thernes will never surface then, unless the verb is unaccusative or passive. On the

other hand, PRO-Agents can L-rnove to a higher specifier position so long as they remain

ungoverned. Still, rnovement could not be to Spec. of AGR.s or AGR.o, since agreement

morphemes are considered governors. 1assume then that in infinitives, Agents which are

reaiized as PRO move to the Spec. ofTP, as in the following:

(75) Structure of infinitives

T" (==TP)

[PR~'
~

[-Tns] AGR.o"

~
(erg.) . V"

ti~'
~P)'

Sinee [-Tns] is not a govemor, PRO will not be governed in the Tense ph'.lse. Moreover,

PRO occupies a specifier position, and in this sense is well-formed. 1 assume that [-Tns]

can never identify the contents of its empty specifier, even after movement has occurred; it

is therefore necessary.for a c-commanding NP in the matrix clause to serve this function.

. Another pro~rtyof (75) is that AGRo does not project a specifier position. This

wOlildn't make a difference in a language such as English, where AGR.o is basically inert.

On the other hand, AGR.o is rich enough in an ergative l~guage to project a specifier

~osition, at least in transitive clauses. If this happened, however, it would block L­

Tovement of the PRo-subject to the Spec. ofTP, violating Relativized Minimality. Thus,

~RO-Agentsinan ergative language can only surface if AGR.o does not project a specifier.

26 Subjects of infinitives may bc rcalizcd Iexically if they are govemed from outside the clause, as in 'Mary
wanted [him ta win]'. For the purposes of this discussion, however, 1 will nol bc concemed with
exceptional Case-marking.
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• in 2.4.3 we see evidence of a different AGR.o projection in the morphology itself.

Finally, note that L-movement of a PRO-Agent to the Spec. of TP allows for L-bar

movement to a higher position Ce.g. COMP) of sorne other relation. On the other hand, L­

bar movement across the AGR.o projection would he ruled out if sorne NP were adjoined

to it. Evidence bearing on these predictions will he adduced in Chapter four.

Summarizing, PRO satisfies the conditions on its well-formedness by moving from

its base position ta the specifier ofTP, where it remains ungoverned and can he controlled.

Only arguments originating in the Spec. ofVP can he realized as PRO, even in an ergative

language (unless the verb is unaccusative, passive, etc.). If Marantz (1984) and Levin

(1983) are correct in assuming that NPs with the role of Theme can he base-generated in

the Spec. of VP, they too should surface as controlled arguments. In the theory we are

assuming, however, arguments are assigned uniformly across languages and structures;

consequently, if Themes are generated as sisters to the verb in one language, they could not

he genernted in the Spec. of VP in another.

AGR,s and Tense

Consider next the relationship hetween Tense and agreement. In the Economy of- . .

Derivatio~s. Chomsky (l991) proposes th~t 'the feature [-Tns] is not 'strong eilOugh' tO

allow verb movementP This means that the verb cannot move tO AGR.s, since the latter

is higher on the tree than Tense: tO do so would violate the Head Movement Constraint

(Travis, 1984). The lack of agreement in infinitives can thus he explained by assuming a)

, that AGR.s must he lexically supported by the verb tO play an active role in Case-checking, "

and b) that AGR.s cannot he realized when the feature [-Tns] is present. The lanerin effect

blocks head movement tO AGR.s, prohibiting the absolutive agreement morpheme from

surfacing.28 ;

From these assumptions, two predictions emerge. First, lexical NPs checked by

AGR.s should never surface in infinitive clauses (but cf. Ft. 22). For an ergative

language, these include intransitive subjects and transitive objects (absolutive NPs), for an

accusative language, transitive and intransitive subjects (nominatives). Subjects represent

the controlled argument in an infinitive, so we expect these to he non-lexical anyway.

Objects, on the other hand, distinguish hetween ergative and accusative languages: in the

27 'SlIOng' docs not com:lale with 'rich', as in descriptions of agreement; the lailer may nOl be rich enough
10 project a specifier posiùon, but could sùll be SIIOng enough 10 induce verb movement (cf. the Chamorro
morphemc -um- ).>
28 If Tensc lowers 10 the vcrb al S-structure (as in e.g. English), lexical suppon cao come as Jale as LF,
wOOn the lenscd verb mises back again.
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• fonner they are checked by AGR.s, while in the lauer they are not. We thus expect lexical

NP objects to be ill-fonned in ergative languages (where they depend on AGR.s for Case),

but not in accusative languages. Second, since AGR.o is lower than the Tense projection,

NPs that depend on it for Case should be able to surface in infinitives. In accusative

languages, the object could depend on AGR.o (if the verb did not Case-mark it directly).

In ergative languages, the transitive subject is usually associated with AGR.o, but must

rernain ungovemed in infinitives. Still, if transitive objects cannot be checked for Case by

AGR.s, they could be linked to AGR.o in infinitives. If this happened, however, it would

have to be through adjunction, for otherwise Relativized Minimality would be violated. In

what folloWS, we examine evidence suggesting that each of these predictions is correct.

2,4.2 Absolutive agreement in infinitives

::C' _ We fmt consider evidence from the Mayan group which shows that NPs marked

with absolutive Case do not surface in infinitival constructions. We have claimed thatthe

source of absolutive Case is AGR.s, which is higher than the Tense projection. Owing to

conditions on the realization of agreement morphemes, it follows that when a clause is

[-Tns], NPs marked with absolutive Case will not occur. Data is presented here from

Mam, Jacaltec, Tzotzil and Tzutujil. Throughout the discussion, 1 will assume that the

controlled NP is the subject (Agent) of a transitive verb, base-generated in the Spec. of VP,

and that it moves to the Spec. of TP at S-strUcture.

Mll!ll .c

According to England (1983), infinitives in Mam serve as complements to verbs of

motion or location, as weil as causative verbs. 'In the fonner, the embedded empty subject

is co-referential wil.' the matrix subject, while in the laner, it refers to the matrix object As

we have seen, Mam is a VSO language, and the order of morphemes in the verbal complex

is roughly ASP-ABS-ERG-STEM Infinitives are fonned by suffixation of the morpheme

-1. which ~presents the feature [-Tns]. Nonnally, this would be expected to occur

between AGR.o and AGR.s, except that these agreement morphemes are absent from

infinitives (along with aspectuals and directionais). If infinitives represent structures of

control, it is not surprising that AGR.o is missing, since this agreement morpheme is

responsible for checking lexiCal NPs marked with ergative Case. The absence of AGR.s,
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• on the other hand, forces transitive objects to be checked for Case by other means.

Evidence for this is given below (from England, 1983:298-300):29

(76) Subject convoI structures
a. c chi e7x xjaal

past 3pA go person
The people went'

b. 0 tz'-ex ky-laq'o-7n xjaal
past 3sA-dir 3pE-buy-ds person
The people bought h'

C.o chi e7x xjaal [PRO laq'o-I t-ee]
past 3pA go person buy-inf 3s-RN
The people went to buy it'

(77) abject conrrol SIDlclUres
a. ma tz'-ok n-q'o-7n-a [PRO tx'eema-I sii7]

asp 2sA-dir lsE-give-ds-cl. cut-inf wood
'1 made you cut wood'

b. ma tz'-ok n-q'o-7n-a [PRO tx'eema-I t-ee sii7]
asp 2sA-dir IsE-give-ds-cl. cut-inf 3s-RN wood

'1 made you cut at (the) wood' (adapted from England, 1983)

ln (760) and (77b) the transitive object surfaces as the possessor of a relational NP. ln this

context, it is checked for Case by agreement internai to the NP, and not by. AGR.s. ln

(77a) the object is a non-specific bare noun, adjacent to the verb stem. 1assume this means

it has been incorporated. Schematicaiiy;olhe structure underlying (77a) would be as

follows (prior tO verb movement):

(78) ... V'
~

V+Ni": NP

~.
1

ti

e.g.... tx'èema sii7 ('cut wood')

According to Baker (1988), noun incorporation is a rneans of-satisfying the Case

requirements of a lexical NP. If sô, the NP object in (42) would not be marked for Case,

and no Case-checking by AGR.s would occur. The datain (77) are thus consistent with

the prediction that absolutive NPs cannot be expressed b control structures: instead of

29Aissen (1987) analyzes similar structures in TZOlZiI as subjunctives, but her observations penain as
much 10 malrix verbs as embedded ones: bath are underspecilied in lerms ofagreement
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• relying on AGR.s, transitive objects rely on agreement in oblique (relational) NPs for

Case, or else incorporate.

Jacaltec

As in Mam, tenseless clauses show no sign of aspect or agrec.nent in Jacaltec. and

s:Ibjects are always null. According to Craig (1977), they exhaust the set of control

structures in the language. The following sentences contain examples of infinitives in

Jacaltec (from Craig, 1977:244-245):

(79) Infinitives (Jacaltec)
a. chin oc [pRO way-oj]

1sA enter sleep-inf
'1 am falling asleep'

b. chin to [PRO il-o' kin]
1sA go see-inf fiesta
'1 am going to see (the) fiesta'

c. [PRO lok-o' ixim] x-0-w-u lXonbal
buy-inf corn asp-A3-EI-do market

'Buying corn is what l'm doing in the market'

Infinitives are marked by the suffix -oj, which is phonologically modified in (79b-c),

According to Craig, this too is a sign of incorporation. Moreover, she states that objects

such as those in (79b-c) cannot take a noun classifier, which would indicate that Jacaltec

does not allow the strategy of expressing a direct objectobliquely, as in Mam. As before,

these data confirrn the prediction that absolutive Case cannot be assigned in infinitives,

which in turn would follow if AGR.s were higher than the Tense projection and

responsible for checking NPs marked with absolutive Case.

Tzotzil & Tzurnjil -

Tzotzil is another Mayan language in which infinitives lack aspect and agreement

markers. As before, the cases with which we are most concerned involve infinitives with

two direct arguments. In the following, however, the verbs appéar with no overt NPs at all

(fromAissen, 1987:16):30

(80) Infinitives (Tzotzil)
a. 7a li chon-e mu s-k'an [PRO mil-el]

TOP the snake-cl not E3-want· kill-inf
'The snake doesn't want to be killed'

30 ln (8OC). the marrix (modal) verb is composcd of a stem and an crgativc prefix, although it wasn't
glosscd this way by Aissen. .
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• b. Av-ich' [PRO 7il-el]
E2 gel· see-inf
'You were seen'

c. Mu s-lak' [PRO jOlz'-el]
.'lOI E3-ca!l dig-inf
'Il can'l be dug oU!'

No transitive object is expressed overtly in (80a-c). Funhermore, what would be the object

NP is co-referential with the subject of the matrix clause. This strongly suggests that a

passive transformation has taken place, or that the embedded verbs in (80) 3re derived

intransitives. If 50, the structure underlying (80c) might be as follows:

(81) ... T"

[PR~T'
~

-el AGR.o"

[--r---v"
~,

v~gt.)
'.~

Jotz' ~ ti

e.g.... jotz'-el ('10 be dug out')

Mayan languages in general have severa! passive affixes, .'lot all of which are phonetically

overt (England, 1983; Dayley, 1985). If (80c) contains one, the Agent would be

syntactically suppressed, surfacing as an optional argument in (81). Then, L-movement of

the Theme (PRO) to Spec. of TP would be unimpeded. Given this possibility. the data are

consistent with our prediction that absolutive NPs cannot surface in Tzotzil:!:,finitives. as in

Mam and Jacaltec.
"~. .

The situation in Tzutujil is similar to the one in Jacaltec; where object5 of transitive •

verbs undergo incorporation in infinitival constructions. Dayley (1985:396) observes that

objects in Tzutujil are interpreted as non-specific or indefinite, which is consistent with the

effects of incorporation. An example is given here (from Dayley, 1985:393):

(82) TZll!ujil (incorporation)
x-0-qa-amaj [PRO choy-oj chee7].
asp-A3-EI-begin cut-inf tree
'We began to cut trees'
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• Absolutive NPs are thus prohibited from appearing in infinitives. a fact that follows if they

depend on AGR.s for Case. This does not exhaust the set of possibilities for marking

transitive objects in the language, howe~'er; in 2.4.3 we discuss a special case of how they

cao he realized in Tzutujil and Tzotzil.

BaSQue

Basque is another ergative language where absolutive agreement fails to surface in

infinitives. Paradoxically, however, absolutive NPs may still he realized. The following

sentence represents the purposive construction, in which an infinitiva! clause complements

the verb 'to go' (from Anderson, 1976):

(83) [PRO libu."U hoïk irakunzerat) noatza
book those read-inf I-go-them

'1 am going (in order) to read those books'

It seems that here the NP 'those books' triggers absolutive agreement on the matrix verb,

rather than on the embedded infinitival verb. From this we can deduce that infinitives are

themselves incapable of checking NPs marked with absolutive Case, or that AGR.s is

inert.3!

In this section, we have looked at evidence bearing on the proposai that AGR.s is

responsible for checking NPs marked with absolutive Case in an ergative language.

Because AGR.s cannot he realized in infinitives, the prediction was that absolu:ive NPs

would not surface in these structures. Subjects of intransitives are unilluminating, since

they are always realized as PRO, and cannot be associated with agreement. abjects, on the

other hard, provide the ideal testing ground for our prediction. In ergative languages,

thesê'~e realized differently, i.e. without the agreement that marks them in matrix clauses:

objects of infinitives are marked with oblique Case, incorporated, passivized, or trigger

absolutive agreement in a matrix clause. In accusative languages, on the other hand.

objects of infinitives are marked the same as in matrix clauses (evidenced e.g. by members

of the Bantu group). This implies that they rely on AGR.o instead of AGR.s for Case­

checking. The data thus confirm our predictions, and lend support to the general theory of

Case worked out thus far.

31 The suggesüon that NPs can be checked for Case by agreement morphemes outside their clause raises
many interesüng quésüons, but 1will not pursue them here.
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• 2.4.3 Ergative agreement in infinitives

One of the proposais of this thesis is that AGR.o is responsible for checking NPs

marked with ergative Case. In infmitives, the prediction is that AGR.o may be present,

and play an active role in checking !I.'Ps. The reason is that this agreement morpheme is

Iower than the Tense projection, and thus will not be affected by the inability of the verb to

move beyond [-Tns]. Nevertheless, AGR.o cou:d never be associated with the controlled

subject (PRO), which must remain ungovemed. Funhermore, it could not project a

specifier position, since this would ultimalely block antecedent-govemment of the trace of

PRO, which moves to Spec. ofTP at S-structure. In this section, we examine evidence for

AGR.o appearing in infinitives from Chamorro, Tzotzil, Tzutujil and Basque.

Chamorro

In Chamorre - which 1c1aim is an ergative language - infinitives are marked with

the same infix -um- that cross-references unergative subjects in realis clauses (cf. 2.2.5)

Sorne examples appear below (from Chung, 1989; fieldnoles):

(84) Infinitives (Chamorro)
a. MaIagu' gui' [PRO bmnisita si Rila)

want he visit-UM PN Rita
'He wants 10 visit Rita'

b. MaIagu' si Maria [PRO bumisita gui']
want PN M. visit-UM him
'Maria wants to visit him'

The question here is whether the object NPs in (84) are marked for absolutive Case. As we

saw in the previo~s section, AGR.s is generaily unavailable in infinitive clauses. If -um­

Jhas the same function as in intransiûves, however, som~ argument will be Case-checked

through adjunction to AGR.o. Let us assume, therefore, that the object NPs in (84)" are

licensed by this affix, as in (85). The PRO-subject of the transitive verb L-moves to Spec.

of TP, as in aIl infinitives. The object, on the other hand, adjoin~.to AGR.o - just as

subjects do in unergative constructions. Because each argument in~dves a different forrn

of movement (IJL-bar), Relativized Minimality is resoected.32 In the irrealis mood, what
- . - "

appear to be infinitives are not marked by -um-. Moreover, transitive objects are well-~

forrned, as if they were checked by absolutive ~greement

3:l Wc also prcdici thalinlinitivc vcrbs with just onc argument do not require the inli" -um-. This
prediction L< eonflnllcd by Toppin~ (1973), who cites numerous examples (p.227).
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(85) Srru;;rure of infinitive~(Chamorro)

T" (=TP)

[PR~'
~

[-Tns] AGRo"
.~~

[51 Rita]j AGR.o"

~"-um- V

ti~'
b"~ISlta tj

... bumisita si Rita ('to visit Rita')

As it turns out, however, lexical NPs also surface in subject position. This is shown in tht:

following example (fieldnotes):

(86) Irreali~ 'infinitives'
MaHigu' gui' [para u-bisita si Rita si Juan]
want he Fut S3s-visit PN R. PN J.
Lir.: 'He wants that Juan should visit Rita'

As indicated by the translation, irrealis clauses are not considered as 'true' infinitives: if tht:

subject can be realized lexically, in other words, it must be governed. even when tht:

subject is non-lexical. 1 assume then that irrealis clauses are fully specified for AGR.s and

AGRo. and that (86) does not fall under the analysis proposed for infinitives.

The proposa.! that ergative agreement is present in infinitival constructions in

Chamorro is consistent with our claim that AGR.s (or absolutive agreement) is absent.

That AGRo should license direct objects in infinitives is somewhat surprising. however.

given the system of ergativity that has been developed here. ,As noted in 2.3.2 -um­
signals a non-canonical panern of Case-marking in which subjeets derive their Case from

AGR.o. The alternative, of course, is that the transitive verbs in (84) assign structural

Case to their objects. Still, this would treat the various manifestations of the infix -um- as

accidenta.!. In addition, such a view will not account for the syntactic behaviour of direct

arguments, to be discussed in Chapter three. More importantly, however, the relationship

that an object can have with AGR.o seems to be anested in other languages as weil.
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• Tzotzjl

In 2.4.2 we saw how tran~itive objects in Tzotzil behaved as controlled subjects in

infinitives by first undergoing passive. Lexical objects can be expressed, however, as in

the foIlowing sentences (frem Aissen, 1987:15-16):

(87) 'Ergative' infinitives (Tzotzil)
a.7ak'-Q [TP PRO s-pamta-el a-vex]

let-imp E3-cense-inf E2-p:mts
'Have your pants censed'
(Lit.: 'Let (you) cense you pants')

b. ta j-Iajes-be [TPPRO s-ti7-e1 pro]
icp EI-finish-io E3-eat-inf
'l'Il finish eating (it)'

c. Mi x-a-na7 [TP PRO y-uch'-el kajve]
Q asp-E2-know E3-drink-inf coffee
'Do you drink coffee?'

d. Kolta-(o)-on ta [TP PRO s-t'ox-el j-si7]
help-imp-lsA prep E3-split-inf EI-frrewood
'Help me split my firewood'

Each of the sentences in (87) contains an embedded infinitive with a transitive verb whose

objeet is cross-referenced with ergative agreement. This constitutes evidence that AGR.o is

present and responsible for checking NPs marked with ergative Case. A similar strategy

has been observed for Tzutujil (Dayley, 1985) and Basque (Anderson, 1976):
\'

(88) 'Ergarive' infinitives (Tzutujil, Basque)
a. x-0-qa-;unaj [TP PRO r-choyji-ik ja chee7].

asp-A3.Elp-begin E3-cut-inf the tree
'We.t.egan to cut the tree'

b. nahi dut [TP PRO tzakurraren hil]
desire I.have.it dog.def.gen kill
'1 want to kiIl the dog'

(Tzutujil)

(Basque)

In each of these examples, a transitive object is eross~referenced by ergative agreement,

consistent with our daim that AGR.o is present in infinitiv~s. /.On the other hand, the
. - ,f

embedded constituents in (88) might represent possessed nomiliaIs. given that a similar

forro of agreement appears intemally to NPs in TzotziÎ, Tzutujil and Basque. Sorne

rcsearchers (BobaIjik,I992) have pointect out that infinitival constructions are notoriously

hard to find in ergativ~ languages, and what candidates there are might be better anaIyzed

as complex nominals (=possessive constructions). The sentences in (87),- (8~) faIl into

this category.
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• Sûll. it is not c1ear how possessed nominals would be interpreted if sorne measure

of control were involved. In English. for example. a sentence like 'John wants to kill the

dog' means that only John intends te be the killcr. A corresponding sentence with a

possessed notrûnal - 'John wants the dog's killing' - allows other potential killers to be

involved. Arguably. sorne derived nominals do allow either one of their implicit arguments

to be conlTolled, as Îil the follov.~g examples (cf. Williams. 1980):

(89) Control in nominais
a. The doctor performed the operaûon
b. The paûent underwent the operaûon

operaûon: [Agent, Theme]

In (89a) the impEcit Agent of the derived nominal is understood as being co-referential with

the subject, while in (89b) it is the Theme. In (89b), moreover, co-reference with the

subject (which does not involve a P,R0) pa.-:Ùlels the relationship between the possessor of

an object and.a subject, as in 'The paûent unJerwenthis (the patient's) operation'. ln the

languages we have considered, however, the matrix subject never corresponds to a

possessed NP (a Theme), but only te an Agent. It seems then that the embedded

construcûons in these languages should be analyzed as infinitives, rather than as complex

nominals.

The proposed structure of AGR.o is slightly different in infinitives than in finite

clauses: in the former, objects (Themes) adjoin to AGR.o, while in the latter, subjects

(Agents) move to a specifier posiûon. The manner of Case-checking in tensed and non­

tensed clauses being different, we expect to find differences in the form of Case-marking

too. This predicûon appears to be substanûated in Chamorre. where transitive subjects in

tensed clauses are marked by members of the Ergative agreement paroldigm. objects of

infiniûves by the infix -wn-. ln other languages, the situation is not 50 clear. Tzotzil may

exhibit a different form of ergaûve agreement in tensed clauses and infinitives: first- and

second-person encliûcs appear in the former, but Aissen (1987) cites no examples 0: them

occurring in the latter. Tzutujil and Basque, on the other hand, show no difference at all.

Sûll, this does not entai! that different manners ofCase-checking cannot have the same

forro. These are only tendencies, and languages may vary as to how c10sely they adhere to

them.

In this secûon, we have shown that AGR.o can exist inside infinitives, and that

NPs rnarked with ergaûve Case can be checked by this agreement morpheme. This follows

from our assumptions about the underlying structure and propenies of infinitives, and the

parûcular associaûon of arguments with agreement morphemes. In the next section we
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• consider infinitives from another point of view, where the association of arguments with

agreement is reversed.

(90) Trnnsjtive infinitive~ (W. Greenlandic)
a. [miiqqat ikiu-ssa-llu-git] mnusui-vutit

children-ABS help-FUT-LLU-3pA promise-IND.2sA
'You promised to help the children'

b. anguti-rujug-suaq [aavir-suaq uniar-lugu] tiki-lir-suq
man-very.big-ABS whale.big-ABS trail-LLU.3s come-begin-PART
•... the big man who ~an to come [trailing the big whale ....,.

\.

(91) Intransjtive infinitives (W. Greenlandic)
a. aggi-ssa-llu-tit niriusui-vutit

come-FUT-LLU.2s promise-IND2s
'You promised to come'

b. agi-ssa-vlutik . uqar-put
come-FUT-LLU.3p-REFL say-IND.3p
Lit: They said (of themselves) to come-',,

c. [qaammassuaq uqaluaaartu~nuariuni] nirilirput
m()o.)n.man~ABS tell.stories-cOlÎtinue-LLUAs eat-start-3p

The moon man continuing to tellcSlories, they started to eat'
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d. [niviarsiaq sikkir-luni] kiina-nnu-a nui-r.uannuar-puq
girl giggle-LLUAs face-linle-3s appear-at.last-3s

'The girl giggling. her little face appeared at last'

In (9Oa-b), the contemporative clause contains a transitive verb. and as expected only the

object ttiggers (absolutive) agreement. The subject is non-lexical. and does not ttigger

ergative agreement. This is consistent with Bobaljik's proposal that transitive subjects are

associated with AGR.s in ergative. as well as in accusative languages. The sentences in

(91) contain embedded intrallsitives in control and gerundive constructions. Unlike

transitive subjects in tlle contemporative mood. intransitive subjects trigger agreement, and

in (91c-d) are realized lexically. This confmns Bobaljik's prediction that they are not

affeeted in infinitives. consistent with his hypothesis that they associate with AGR.o.

While Bobaljik's evidence looks compelling at face value. there are sorne ~-pects of

the cOntemperative mood which undermine an~nalysis that equates it with true infinitival

constructions. Fii"St. while there is a tendency to suppress ergative agreement in clauses

marked by -/lu, it is not ruled out completely. Fonescue (1984:299) report.~ that first- and

second-person transitive subjects can be cross-referenced with third-person objects on

ponmanteau forms in the contemperative mood: e.g. -llurigu (=lpl3s). Assuming that

.agreement is a governor then. PRO could not exist in Spec. of TP. as in true infinitives.

Second, Bergsland (1959:58) cites the following example of a lexical transitive subject in a

contemporative clause (morpheme glosses,added):33 ::?
,,~

(92) Contemporative (lexical subject)
[kunu-up ilagalugit pro] pro aullarpuq

K.-rel be.together-LLU-3p go.out-IND-3s
'Kunik/being together with (them). (he) went out'

The superordinate verb here is i~:ransitive. so there is litt!e doubt that the ergative subject
.J -

'Kunik' belongs in the cOntem)lÔrative clause. Since lexical NPs must be checked for

Case, they will be governed at LF. This suggests that governed pra:~ instead of PRO - is

the empty category in (90). where there is no oven subjecL

Perhaps the.-rnost serious problem with Bobaljik's analysis' concerns the Slatus of

co-reference in tran~itive and intransitive contemporative clauses. According to Fonc~~e
(1984), the contemporative mood is used whenever a lower subject is cO-:referenÎi:J "lth a

higher one, or overlaps in reference with iL On Bobaljik's analysis, thiS~ny can be

33 It might be argued !hat the embedded structure in (92) is not transitive. but conrains an inU"d/lSitive verb
with a collective subject - somewhat Iike galher in English (M. Baker, pc); 1assume !hat this is nol the
case. however. since the absolutive agn:emenl suffi" on the verb does nol cross-reference the subjecl. the
nonnal pattern for intransitives.
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• attributed to a PRO-subject in transitives clauses (90). In intransitives, however, there is

no necessary link between superordinate and contemporative subjects. since these are not

structures of obligatory controL In (91a-b), for example, the empty subjects are govemed

by AGR.o, hence could not be PRO. In (9Id), moreover, Bobaljik ignores the fact that

'the girl' overlaps in reference with 'her little face', as does 'moon man' with 'they' in

(9Ic); this is confirmed by founh-person object marking on the verb, which signais

overlapping reference independendly of -llu.. For these reasons, it seems unlikely that

contemporative mood should be equated with true infinitives. Instead, it seems to function

as a switch-reference device betweer. clauses with co-referential or overlapping subjects.

As such, it is not relevant to the q\!estion at hand.

In this section, we have considered Bobaljik's proposai that absolutive NPs derive

their Case from AGR.o in an ergative language, while transitive subjects derive t.'Jeirs from

AGR.s. As in the present theory, this panicular alignment predicts that only NPs

associated with AGR.o will surface in infinitival constructions. The difference, however,

is that this agreement morpheme iS,associated with ergative Case in our system. Bobaljik's

prediction rests on the stalUs-of the contemporative morpheme -llu in West Greenlandic,

which is regarded as a reflex of the feature [-Tns]. It was shown, however, that clauses in

the contemporative mood lack the properties of true infinitives. In particular, Bobaljik's

analysis treats as accidentai the co-(or overlapping) reference of embedded intransitive

subjects, missing a generalization that govems transitive and intransitive subjects alike.

These problems can be overcome by assuming that contemporative clauses are indeed

finite. This in -'lUm obviates 'any advantage Bobaljik's proposai has over ours, where

absolutive NPs are associated with AGR.s.

SummarV and conclusion. Chaptet two

Here 1 summarize the basic elements of my theory. Ergative languages are put

tog~therdifferently than accusative languages. In the unmarked case, transitive objects

(e.g. Patients) and intransitive subjects are associated with AGR.s, the highest projection

~f agreement in Int1. Evidence for this ali~nme~t cornes from lànguages like Mam, where

ergative agreement is doser to the verb stem than absolutive agreement, and Chamorfo,

where (transitive) subject agreement is to the right of Tense. The daim is that whenever ;'
. ....~::-

such an ordering obtains, the language will be ergative. ,~

Agreement is a formai means of checking èase assignmeilt. NPs may De marked
- , .

_. for Case at D-structure, but must be checked at LF, if not before. Languages vary as to

whether checking takes place at S-structure or LF. -If checkil)g is at LF, arguments remain '

in VP until this level; otherwise they enter into oven chains or move to Case positions at S-
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structure. Case-checking occurs under govemment, i.e. when agreement govems a Case­

marked NP. Govemment can be satisfied through the Spec.-head relationship. or between

a head X and an 1I.'P adjoined to the maximal projection XP. ~10vt:ment to a Case position

at LF is conditioned by rwo separate modules of grammar, identification (i.e. of empty

categories) and Relativized Minimality. The fust determines whether a specifier position is

licit at S-structure, such that a landing site will be available for movement at LF. The

second helps determine whether traces left by movement are well-formed in terms of head­

and antecedent-govemment. Together, these two modules limit the distribution and types

of allowable Case positions. CruciaIly, only one type of position (ljL-bar) is permitted for

each argument of a transitive éIause in a language that depends on AGR.s and AGR.o for

Case. Thus if the subject (Agent) moves to Spec. of AGR.o (as in an ergative language),

the object must adjoin to AGR.s, and if the subject moves to Spec. of AGR.s. the object

(typically a Patient) will adjoin to AGR.o. True accusative languages do not depend on

both agreement morphemes, so that transitive objects may be checked for Case in silll by

the verb.

The agreement morpheme responsible for Case and the manner in which it is

checked (through Spec.-head agreement or adjunction) may be reflected in the form that

Case-marking takes. Conversely, if objects of transitive verbs and subjecl~ of intransitive,.

bear the same markings (or if they trigger the same form of agreement), it is probably

because they derive their Case from the same agreement morpheme and in the same

manner. Differences in the form of Case-marking - even on the same argument - can be

attributed to a difference in the source of Case, the manner of Case-checking, or both.'BY "

the sa.!iiê~oken, the formaI similarity of differen~arguments may signal a common som-œ

and mann;:r of Case-checking. As diagnostics, the correlations of form with source and

manner can help to det~rmine the alignmem of arguments and agreement in a language,

including situations where case-marking does not follow a canonical pattern.
----:=:

The posiûon of agreement morphemes inunderlying structure is crucial with-iespect

to Tense. Absolutivc NPs in particulardepend'on Tenseto.facilitate head movement. If

Tense is 'weak'(as in infinitives) the verb will not be able to provide AGR.s with lexical

suppon, hence'AGR.s'may not be!'ealized;Xiollowst~:.ÎI that NPs marked with absolutive
': . -.--,...... --...

a,s.? are precluded from appearing in infinitives. 'bûlguagés employ various techniques to

compensate for the unavailability of absolutive Case, sùch as incorporating objects or

, marking them obliquely. Transitive objects (Themes 0t;.Patients) may even be marked with

ergative Case in these constructions, since AGR.o is not affected by a weak Ttlnse

morpheme. On the other hand, subjects (Agents) are never realized lexically in infinitives.

This is probably because the matrix verb requires an empty argument slot in its complement
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• clause. As PRO-argments then, Agents move to Spec. of TP where they can he identified

(controlled) by a higher NP.

Two predictions follow from the proposed association of arguments with agreement

morphemes. First, the morpheme responsible for checking transitive subjects (Agents)

should he closer to this argument than the one responsible for checking objects (Themes or

Patients). Otherwise, the association of arguments and agreement morphemes might he no

different in an ergative language than in an accusative one. The position of agreement with

respect ot arguments should he evident at S-srrucrure, provided that Case-checking does

not occur until LF. We also predict that after Case-checking has occurred, the argument

adjoined to AGR.s (Theme or Patient) asymmetrically c-commands the Agent in Spec. of

AGR.o. This prediction will he tested in the following chapter, the ftrSt in Chapter f/)ur.

::-;::::::

..

\-:;
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CHAPTER THREE
Movement in an ergative language

3.0 Introduction

In this chapter, we focus our attention on the proposai that NPs marked with

absolutive Case are adjoined to AGR.s at LF. Adjunction is requi:ed in the crgative

construction because the subject (in Spec. ofVP or AGR.o) blocks movcment of the object

to a specifier position. In a canonically ergative system. intransitive subjects aIso adjoin to

AGR.s. Since rnovernent to a Case position does not always take place until LF, adjoined

NPs can only be detected with respect to processes that app!y there. Principles which

characterize S-structure (such as Binding Theory), would thus be unaffected by LF­

movernent of an absolutive NP. Our main concern will be the ECP, conditioned as it is by

Relativized W.tinirnality.

The ECP deterrnines the well-formedness of movement that occurs al S-structure or

LF. Wh-movement usually takes place at S-structure, but in sorne languages wh-phrases

de not move until LF. QR generally occurs at LF, but quantifiers and the NPs that they

modify sometimes appear separately at S-structure; this is known as quantifier float. In

accordance with Rizzi's (1990) conjunctive formulation of the ECP, traces left by

movement at S-structure or LF must be both head- and antecedent-governed. It follows

then that if there is a doser potential antecedent to a trace than its 'true' amecedem, the ECP

will not be satisfied, and .representations derived along t~ese lines will be ruled out. It is in

this way that the presence of an NP adjoined to AGR.s can be feh.

The proposai is that NPs marked with absolutive Case adjoin toAGR.s via L-bar

movement. This means that:other argurnerlts - in panicular transiti~e subjects (Agents) -.--',- --......,
cannot moveto CaMP or unaetgo QR without crossing the L-bar adjunction site. In ::.

effec!, we predict that transitive subiectscannol~~rgo L-bar movement unless the
J ~ "'"",

structure is modified in sorne way. This is because the NP\~djoined to AGR.s functions as

a closer governor, blocking proper government of the Agent's trace by its 'true' antecedent.

Absolutive NPs, on the oilier hand, should not be barred from undergoing wh-movement

or QR, since there is no closer governor that could intervene between a trace adjo~neÇ to

AGR.s ~nd its 'true' antecedent. The overàll distribution of traces left by wh-movement :=
and quantifier raising will then reflect D.se-marking itself: ~ilive objects (e.g. Patients)

and intransitive subjects will pattern together, leaving traces that are prop,erly governed; "

transitive subjects (Agents), on the other hand, willleave traces that do not satisfy the ECP.
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• Chapter tmee is organized as follows: 3.1 focusses on wh-movement in ergative

languages, as it is instantiated in constituent questions and relative clauses. The behavior

of Agents, Patients, and other arguments is examined in light of the prediction that an NP

adjoined to AGR.s blocks antecedent-government of wh-traces. Although wh­

constructions are produced at S-structure, 1 assume their well-formedness is determined at

LE This differs from the theory proposed by Lasnik & Saito (1984), in whîch sorne traces

are marked for government at S-structure. The same pattern exhibited by S-strllcture

movement should therefore be discernable through processes that operate solely at LF,

such as Quanùfier Raising. 3.2 is a survey of QR, and the semantic scope that certain NPs

have in relation to sentential operators. The prediction is that only absolutive NPs will have

operators like negation in their scope, since only these NPs c-command the operators at

LF.

There are sorne interesting exceptions to the ban on movement of transitive subjects

in an ergative language. Even so, these follow a distinct pattern of their own, one in which

the object NP is or contains an anaphor ccr.referring to the subject. These cases will be

discussed in 3.3. Section 3.4 is devoted to wh-rnovement and QR in situations that do not

typify canonical Case-marking in an ergative language (ergative splits). If this does not

reflect a basic re-alignment of underlying grammatical relations (as suggested in 2.3), there

should be no difference in the pattern of wh-rnovement or quanti~cationin these cases~

While this prediction is borne out with regard to wh-movement, the QR facts are obscured

b{oiher factors. In 3.5, sorne of the strategies that languages use to move or quantify

constituents which are otherwise blocked by absolutive NPs will be considered. These

include antipassivization and 'wh-agreem~f, a strategy taken by Chamor;'o that is

reminiscent of a nominative-accusative syntax. This is followed by a summary of the

proposais made in Chapter three, and a brief discussion of the literature surrounding

movement in an ergative language.

3.1 'Wh·movement

In this section, we examine sentences that~ derived hy wh-movement. For the

most pan. these involve constituent questions, but the generalizations extend to relative

clauses, clefts and focussed elements. Wh-constructions are typified by an operator in

COMP (sometimes null) and a gap somewhere in the sentence where a: constituent would

otherwise be expected. The standard assumption is that the operator (wh-phrase) originates

in the position of the gap and moves to the Spec. of COMP at S-strllcture (Chomsky,

1977). The chain formed by such movement is an L-bar chcin, and will satisfy the ECP so
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long as no potential L-bar antecedent intervenes. In 3.1.1 we consider how subjects and

direct objects pallem when they move to CaMP in constituent questions. In 3.1.2 the

range of data is extended to include other constructions forrned by wh-movement - relative

clauses, clefts, etc. In 3.1.3 wh-movement of adjuncts is considered. and 3.1.4 that of

non-direct, or optional arguments.

3.1.1 Wh-questions

Constituent questions are usually forrned when a wh-phrase is moved to CaMP at

S-strUcture.34 A priori, nothing prevents subjects and direct objects from doing this. In ail

cases, traces left by movement must be head- and antecedent-govemed. In Rizzi's (1990)

theory, the domain of head-govemment is the immediate projection of the head (p.31). The

set of head-govemors includes lexical categories and their traces. and certain other

agreement morphemes, to be described as we proceed. Antecedent-government was

spelled out in 2.2.3. To iIlustrate the workings of head- and antecedent-governrnent,

consider the following abstract representation, which depicts the S-structure of a sentence

derived by questioning a trans:~ive subject in an ergative language:

(93) Transitive subject extrllctiQn (S-structure)

c"
w~,
~

[+agr] AGR.s"

(ab~"......--.-'--.
Tns. AGR.o"
.~
[ 1'i] . AGR.o'

~...........
(erg) V"

--~.
ti V'

.~p

This structure contains a feature in the head of CaMP labeJlc:cI";p,:a'-w]', which in Rizzi's
'-- " .

system functions as a head-govemor. Its main purpose is t~Iiécr.se.Jhespecifier position. ,

ofCaMP, and is only present when the Spec. of CaMP isfilled:

34 1 will not be considering wh-phrases that remain in sil~"t S·structure and move to COMP at LF (wh·
in·situ). ~

85



• The lower subject trace in (93) will he head-governed by ergative agreement, and

antecedent-governed by another trace in the Spec. of AGR.o. This trace will in turn he

head-governed by absolutive agreement, or else by the fearure [+agr) (Tense is not

considered as a head-governor). The wh-phrase in CaMP antecedent-governs the trace in

Spec. of AGR.o. If the ECP applied at S-structure, transitive subject extraction would he

grammatical, since every trace is head- and antecedent-governed (this would he sufficient to

ensure well-formedness of subject extraction in Lasnik & Saito's (1984) theory). On the

other hand, the LF-structure underlying transitive subject movement would be as

follows:35

(94) Transitive subject extraction (LF)

)je e"

W~C'
~

[+agr} AGR.s"

NP~R.s"
(ab~"
~

Tns. AGR.o"

[t'i~R.o"
/ ~

(erg) . V"

ti~V'

~tj
~

The difference between,(93) and (94) is that in the latter the transitive object has adjoined to

AGR.s for Case-checking, creating a potential L-bar antecedent for the subject trace in

Spec. of AGR.o. As a result, this trace cannot be antecedent-governed by the wh-phrase in

CaMP. We thus predictthat questions formeà on subjects in an ergative language will not
( '-

he JlC.rmitted in the presence of an absolutive NP.

t" .,--/,

35 According to the VP-intemal suï)jêtthypothesis, the lower trace in (94) is thela-govemed by the vero>...-­
hence wc might suppose that.antccedent-govemment can he saùsfied through thela-marking. Apparently,
however, traces left by L-movement cannot he antecedent-govemed in this way:

i) "John, is Iikely foiMaryj to have be':;n IOld tj [pRO to kiss ~ 1
For rcasons that will bccome clear. 1 will thus assume that only U'aces bound by operators can be ..
anteeedent-govemment through thel:l-marking. -
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• In contrast, consider the representation tl,at corresponds to movement (\f a transitive

object in a language that is ergative:

(95) Tran~irive abject extraction (LF)

The lower object trace in this representation (sister to the verb) is head-governed by the

verb/verbal trace and antecedent-governed by the trace adjoined to AGR.s. This tmce in

turn is head-governed by the feature [+agr) and antecedent-governed by the wh-phrase in

the Spec. of COMP. The ECP will thus be satisfied at LF, leading to the predictionthat

questions forrned on transitive objects will be grammatical in an ergative language. A

similar prediction holds for intransitive subjects.36

In view of these predictions, consider the following data from Mam, with its

ergative-absolutive system of Case-marking. In transitive sentences the object can be

questioned, along with the single argument of an intransitive verb. Transitive subjects, on

the other hand, cannot undergo thisprocess without a change verbal morphology (data

from England, 1983, 1989):37

,~

/

36 Intransitive subjects may sometimes bc associa~~ith ergative agrccmen~ in which case AGR.o servcs
as the hcad·govcmor of the lower trace in Spcc. of VP. -
37 Wh-movement in Mam involves a change in aspecl marking, from unmarked 10 'dependenl': this is
probably an indication thal a wh·operalor is in the Spec. of COMP, Le. il is a Spell'OUI of the fealure
[+agr].
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• (96) Tnin'itive NP exrrnct\Qn (Mam)
a. ma-a7 chi tzaj t-tzyu-7n Cheep kab' xiinaq

rec-emph 3pA dir 3sE-grab-ds José t\\'o man
'José grabbed the men'

b. alkyee-qa xhi tzaj t-tzyu-7n Cheep
who-pl rec dep/3pA dir 3sE-grab-ds José
'Whom did José graiJ?'

c, *alkyee saj t-tzyu-7n kab' xiinaq
who rec dep/3sA1dir 3sE-grab-ds !wo man
'Who grabbed the men?'

(97) .Im!:aDsjtive NP exrraCIÏon (Mam)
a. ma chi b'eet xi:naq

rec 3pA walk man
'The men walked'

b. alkyee x-hi b'ee:?
who 3pA-dep walk
'Who walked?'

[Basic]

(+Tr.obj.]

(+Tr.subj.]

(Basic]

(-Tr.subj.]

These data match the predictions of subject and direct object question fonnation in an
" .ergative language. (96b) shows grammatical extraction of a transitive object.

corresponding' to the tree in (95). (96c) indicates that transitive subjects cannot be

extracted. in accordance with the tree in (94). Intransitive subjects also undergo movement

as predicted (97). The semences in (96) - (97) thus provide initial confirmation of the

propoS.l1 that absolutive NPs are checked for Case by adjoining to AGR.s at LF.

ChamoITQ

As in Man:. transitive subjects in Chamorro cannot be questioned without a change

in verbal morphology. Transitive objects. on the other hand, are under no such restriction.

This is shown in the data below:

(98) Transitive NP exrraction (Chamorro)
a. Ha-fa'gasi si Juan i kareta.

R3s-wash PN J. the car
'Juan washed the car'

,b. Hafa ha-fa'gasi si Juan?
what R3s-wash PN Juan
'What did Juan wash?'

c. *Hayi ha-fa'gasi i kareta?
who R3s-wash the car
'Who washed the car?'
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• The claim is that (98b) corresponds to the tree in (94), anô (98c) to the one in (94). The ill­

forrnedness of (98c) is attributed te the ECP, whereby the subject trace in Spec. of AGR.o

fails to be properly govemed by its antecedem, due to the intervention of the absolutive

object. As expected, intransitive subjects can also be questione.d using the same

morphology as in declarative sentences. This holds of subjects marked by -um- (singular

unergative), and zero-marked (singular unaccusative), or man- (plural) (adapted from

Chung, 1982;1990):

(99) Intrnn<itive <uhjeet extraction (Chamorro)
a. Kumati i patgon.

cry(UM) the child
The child cried'

Hayi kumati?
whocry(UM)
Who cried?'

b. Mamaigu' i neni.
0-sleep(Imp) the baby
'The baby is sleeping'

Hayi mamaigu'?
who 0-sleep(lmp)
Who is sleeping?'

c. Man-ma'pus i famalao'an.
pl-Ieave the women
The women left'

Hayi na famalao'an man-ma'pus?
who L women pl-Ieave
'Which women left?' .

[Unerglsg.]

[Unacc/sg.]

[Plural]

Although the intransitive subject in (99a) shares a common source of Case with transitive

subjects (AGR.o), nothing intervenes between the trace adjoined to this agreeœent

morpheme and the wh-phrase in COMP. These facts are thus consistent with the

"predictions concerning constituent questions based on Case-assignmenL ~

3.1.2 Relative clauses
Other constructions formed by wh-movemem include relative clauses, clefts, and

focus constructions. Iti this section, we focus on the behaviour of subjects and objects in

relative clauses, which are representative of the others. The most conspicûous difference

between relative clauses and constituent questions is that the latter involve oven wh­

operators, whereas the former often don'L This is demonstrated by the following:
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[Basic -Tr.]

• (100) Nyll ooer;Jlor movemenl (Subjacency)
a. *This is the man w}lOm 1 don't know how John me!.
... the man [cp whomi le fIp 1 don't know [cp howj [IP John mel li tj llll!

b. *This is the man rhar 1don't know how John met.
... the man [CP Op.; [C' that [IP 1 don't know [cp howj [IP John met t; tjl!lll

The relative clause in (l00b) is equally bad as the one in (loob) with respect to Subjacency.

even though there is no oven wh-phrase involved. We thus assume that a Dull oper.ltor

undergoes movement in (IOOb). and that it is subject to pnnciples like the Subjacency

Condition and the ECP. Generally speaking. ùle languages under consideration use nul!.

rather than oven operators in forming relative clauses. Even so. the predictions are the

same with regard to which NPs can he relativized. clefted or focussed: transitive objects

and intransitive subjects. but not transitive subjects. The following illustrates the

possibilities of grammatical relativiz:!tion in Dyirbal (from Dixon. 1972: p.IO1):

(101) Grammatical relativizatiQn (Dyirbal)
a. balan djukumbil nyinanyu

woman-abs sit-NFUT
'woman is sitting down'

b. nadja balan djukumbil buran
I-'NOM' woman-abs see-NFUT

'1 am watching woman'

c. balan djukumbiI [nadja bura-ngu] nyinanyu
woman-abs I-'NOM' see-REL sit-NFUT
'the woman whom 1 am watching is sitting down'

d. nadja [balan djukumbiI nyina-ngu] buran
I-nom woman-abs sit-REL see-NFUT
'1 am watching the woman who is sitting down'

[Basic +Tr.]

[+Tr.obj.]

[-Tr.subj.]

(lOla-b) form the basis for (IOlc-d). The latter show that transitive objects (lOlc) and

intransitive subjects (IOld) can be relativized without any changes in morphology or

sentence structure. Transitive subjects. on the other hand. cannot he relativized directly.

Transitive sentences containing Agents must first he antipassivized. followed by

relativization of the (now-intransitive) subject Relativization of subjects and direct objects

in Dyirbal therefore follows the canonical pattern of Case-marking in an ergative language.
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[+Tr.obj]

• Jaca!tec

In Jacaltec, the facts are roughly the same as in Dyirbal. 1 have provided what

would be an example of ungrammaücal relaùvizalÏon of a transiùve subject, based on

statements made by Craig (1977):38

(102) ReJatiyjzmion (Jaca1tec)
a. ... ch'en orne [xinliko ... ]

the/cl earrings buy(A3/EI)
.... the earrings that 1 bought ...'

b. x-0-w-il naj [xto ewi]
asp-A3-El-see cl go(A3) yesterday
'1 saw (the man) who went yesterday'

c. *... metx tx'i' [xintx'a ni'an unin ... ]
cVthe dog bite(A3/E3) little chiid

•...the dog that bit the child ...'

[-Tr.subj.]

[+Tr.subj]

In (102a) a transitive object has been relaùvized, while in (102b) it is the subject of an

intransitive; (102c) shows that transitive subjects cannot he relaùvized directly in Jacaltec,

following the panerri--established by Dyirbal. In both languages, the ECP is assumed to he

responsible for ruling out transitive subject relaùvizaùon. This follows from the proposai

that a transitive object - e.g. 'the .child· in (102c) - is adjoined to AGR.s for Case-checkïng

at LF, blocking antecedent-gov~r:::nent between a null operator in COMP and a subject

trace in AGR.o. A similar paradigm of relativizaùon obtains in a variety of ergative

languages, including Chamorro and Inuktitut (but not Basque). It is one of the central

features of these languages, and disùnguishes. them syntactically from those in which

subject relativization is relatively unmarked (cf. Keenan & Cornrie, 1977),:

3.1.3 Adjunct extraction

Up to now, diSCUSSion has centered around the direct arguments of basic sentences.

ln this section, we consider the hehaviour of adjunct phrases: temporal expressions ('in the
- .- -..

moming'), locaùves ('at the bank'), manner adverbiaIs ('with a hammer') and resultatives

('because of her·). On the face of it, the analysis proposed here would seem to predict that

extraction of anything other than direct objects will he prohibited., This is because

absolutive NPs adjoin to AGR.s, blocking antecedent-govemment. Like traces leit in

Spec. of AGR.o, adjunct traces will not he properly antecedent-govemed, hence should

38 Firsl- and second- persan (u:insiIive) subjeclS in Jacaltee can lit relaIivized without specialrnarking, i.e.
against the pauern of canonical Case-marking. Our discussion is thêiefore restrieted to cases involving third
persans only.
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[Temporal]

• violate the ECP. In the majority of cases. however. these predictio'1S are not borne out. In

Jacaltec. for example. locative and temporal expressions can he questioned freely witl! no

special morphology (data from Craig. 1977):

(103) Adjunct extraction (Jacalte.:)
a. Bakin x-0-ul naj

when asp-A3-arrive he
'When did he arrive?'

b. Bay chach yoyi?
where A2 go
'Where are you going?' [Locative]

In Tzotzi1 too. certain adjunclS cao he focussed, a process which we assume involves wh­

movement. The following sentence contains a focussed PP, evidcnced by the c1itic in

sentence-second position (from Aissen, 1987):39 "

(l04) Adjuncr exrraction (Tzotzil)
Naka ta mulaetik la 7i-0-bat 7un
just by mule cl asp-A3-go cl
'JUST it went on muleback'

In Mam. adjuncts may also he questioned without a change in verbal morphology - except

for the shift to dependent aspect marking characteristic of ail wh-movement (from England.

1983:253):

(105) Adjunct extraction (Mam)
a. tii-tzan x-0-b'aj t-tzeeq'a-n-a nii-tal t-litz'an-a

why-tllen asp-3sA-dir 2sE-hit-ds-c1 small 2s-brother-2s
'WHY did you hit your litùe brother?'

b. jatuma setz q'i-7n-0 u7j
where asp-3sA-dir bring-ds-pass book
'WHERE did the book come from?'

The fact that cenain adjuncis can be questioned without changing verbal

morphology does not mean that absolutive NPs are not adjoined to AGR.s. however. It is

conceivable that these adjunctsare anached to a projection that is higher than AGR.s. such

as C-bar. This possibility is supponed by the fact that adjunct phrases in Marn occur

clause-initially 'in unmarked situations. as shown by the following sentences (England.

1983):

39 The same elements may not be topicalized, however. Cf. Aissen (1987:158) for discussion.
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"8 (106) AdjgnC! placement (Mam)
-, a. k'ala-7tz-a cheej maajlaj

-~ t ie.up-proc imp-2s horse other side

~maajlaj k'ala-7tz-a cheej
(bc~:, 'Go and tie up the horse there on the other side!')

----<...............

b. cheeb'a b>:im:lla-n-kub'-t-a q-mees
slowly make-jffip-dir:2slemph-cl pl-table
'Slowly make our table1"''-'''o-"

--:::.,:-:::-_.~==--

c. eew tz-ul aaj nan yaa7
yesterdav 3sA-dir retum ma'am grandmother
'Yesterday Grandmother came'

[Locative]

[Temporal]

In (106a) the fromeà adjunct phrase is a locative, while in (l06b) it is a manner adverbial

and (106c) a tempornl phrase. These consùtuems could not be adjoined to VP, since they

all appear to the left of (absolutive) agreement. Neither could they be adjoined to AGR.s,,:',

for even then they wouldn't appear clause-initially if aspect is in COMP and the verbal

complex raises to it (cf. 2.1.1). The only other possibility seer.1S to be C-bar. Suppose

then that the adjunct phrases in (106) are attached to this node, but that in declarative

sentences, COMP does not project a specifier position. This is co-extensive with the

absence of dependent aspect marking in Mam. In wh-questions, however, there is a

specifier position to which the adjunct phrase can move, and its presence there is indicated

by dependent aspect. ,The latter is a spell-out of the feature[+agr]. The following

represents the kind of structure envisaged here (details omitted):

(107) Mignct placement (optional)

007) shows how adjunclS may originate in C-bar adjoined position, leaving a trace that can

he govemed by ilS antecedent. The feature [+agr] occupies the head of COMP, serving as

head-governor. Moreover, by alIowing non-arguments to adjoin to C-bar, we predict
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• extraction to he grammatical. as in (103) - (105). This is hecause the path of movement

does not cross an ab~lutive !\'P adjoined to AGR.s.leading to a violation of the ECP.-lO

ChamoITQ

In Chamorro too. cenain adjunct phrases can he questioned without a change in

verbaT morpholGgy;=cJnC"II1ost cases. however. a complememizer in second position

separates me wh-phrase frOtl1·the~s{ofthe.sentence (data is from Topping. 1973: Chung.
1991):41 .~"'".

'-',,-

(108) Adjunct extraction (Chamorro)
a. Amanu na sumâsaga si Gtrmell?

where C stay(s).prog PN Carmen
'Where does Carmen live?'

b. (Sa) hafa na un-cho'gue pro ?
Sub. what C 2-do (it)
'Why did you do it?'

c. Ngai'an nai humanao hao?
when C go(sing.) you
'When did you go?'

d. Taimanu agang-mu ni patgon?
how call-2p ObI. child
'How rl.id you cali the child?'

[Locative]

[Resultativej

[Temporal]

[Manner]

"e

In (l08a-b). the wh-phrase co-occurs with a lexical complementizer na. This can he

explained by assuming that - unlike Mayan languages - the verbal complex in Chamorro

does not raise heyond AGR.s in tensed clauses. Then. in order to license a trace adjoined

to C-bar, the complementizer is insened.42 In (l08c), the questioned adjunct phrase is

followed by a different complementizer (nai), which also serves to head-govem the adjunct

trace. In (l08d), thé questioned adjunct raimanu appears without a complemenrlzer,

although here the verb has been nominalized. It seems then that while most cases of

adjunct movement in Chamorro do not result in changes to verbal morphology, they are

accompanied by .. differences in clause. structure, viz. the insertion of a lexical

complementizer or nominalization. This follows from the proposal~ that adjuncts can he

40 (l07) is sim problematica1 if the fllSt projection of C-bar is taken as the domain of hcad-govemmenL
41 The particle sa in (108b) is ana\yzed by Topping as a subordinating particle. and sometimes occors
before hafa na ('why'): this may indicate !hal the sentence as a wholc is biclausal.
42 According 10 Rizzi (199il: p.53). the lexical complemcntizcr that is gcnerally incompatible withthe
feawre [+agr] in English. In diaIects !hal permilthat-lIaCC violations, however. theSe IwO elemcnts may
both reside in COMP, as suggested for Chamorro. This view is further substantiated by Chung (1991),
who demonslIates !hallexica1 complementizers do nol prohibillong-distance movemenl of any kind.",

~,~
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• attached 10 C-bar in underlying SUUClure. More imponantly. movement from this position

does not cross another L-bar adjunction site, hence does notlead us to predict that adjunct

phrases cannot be exrracted in an ergative language. Even though adjunct phrases

apparenùy undergo wh-movement in the presence of an absolutive NP, however, we still

predict t.ljat they cannot move long-distance, e.g. across a COMP node filled by another

wh-phrase: the latter countS as a closer antecedent-governor, blocking antecedent­

govemm<:nt.

ln this section, we have seen that adjunct phrases do not pattern like trar.sitive

subjects under movement in ergative languages. Like subject traces in Spec. of AGR.o,

adjunct traces are not theta-marked, hence depend on antecedent-goxernment from COMP

to satisfy the ECP. Absolutive NPs would block movement of adjunct phrases if these

originated inside VP. As C-bar adjuncts, however, their traces can be govemed by their

antecedents.

3.1.4 Optional arguments

In addition to adjuncts and direct arguments, there is another type of category to

consider for extraction: indirect or 'optional' arguments. Sorne examples of optional

arguments include Insuuments ('Cut the bread with a knife' ), stative complements ('Be

afraid ofsomething'), and passive Agents ('Be seen by somebody'). Optional arguments

are considered 'argumentaI' in thatthey reflect part of a verb's meaning (thus eut entails a

cutting device), and 'optional' because they often failto appear in phrase suucture ('John

was' arrested'; 'He is afraid', etc.). To capture these special properties, 1 will assume that

optionàl arguments are generated inside VP (as V-bar adjuncts), but are not theta-marked

by the verb. This proposal will be seen as having consequences for their extraction.43

Languages may vary as to how optional arguments are expressed. In English, for

example, passive Agents surface with a distinct preposition (by) which is related to its

meaning. In Chamorro, passive Agents take a 'default' (oblique) Case-marker ni, so-called

because it also appears with Instruments, complements of nouns and stative verbs, and

second (Theme) objects of double object constructions.' The various uses of this ,

preposition are shown below:

(09) Ob!jQue Nps (Chamorro)
a. Chiniku si Maria ni lahi.

kiss(Pass.) PN M.' ObI. man
'Maria was kissed by the man' [Pass. Agt.]

43 1 follow roughly herc the work of Grimshaw (1990), who refees 10 optional arguments as 'argument­
adjuncts'.
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• b. Ha-fa'gasi si Juan i kareta ni hapbun.
R3s-wash PN J. the car ObI. soap
'Juan washed the car with soap'

c. Malago y6 ni banana.
want 1 ObI. banana
'1 want the banana'

d. Ha-tugi'-i si Juan i che'ulu-fia ni katta.
R3s-write-Dat. PN J. the cousin-3s ObI. leuer
'Juan wrote his cousin a letter'

[l'lstr.]

[Staùve]

[Double obj.]

[Pass. Ag!.]

The assumpùon that opùonal arguments are not theta-marked and originate inside

VP leads to specific predicùons conceming movement in the presence of an absolutive NP.

In shon, we predict that optional arguments cannot be directly extracted. since antecedent­

govemment will be blocked from COMP. Moreover, the lack oftheta-marking means that

they cannot be antecedem-governed by the verb. In order for optional arguments to

undergo wh-movement, sorne changes in morphology or sentence structure must be made

in order to circumvent the absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s.

Consider first the-situation in Chamorro, where NPs normally marked with

'default' (oblique) Case are questioned:44

(II0) Optional argument extraction
a. *Hayi chiniku si Maria?

who kiss(Pass.) PN M.
'Who was Maria kissed by?'

but: Hayi ChllIIliku si Maria?
who kiss(UM) PN M.
'Who kissed (wh.subj) Maria?')

b. *Hafa ha-fa'gasi si Juan i kareta?
what R3s-wash PN J. the car

'What did Juan wash the car with?'

. but: Hafa fa'gase-fia si Juan ni kareta?
what wash(NOM)-3s PN J. ObI. car
'What did Juan wash the car with?'

[wh.agr]

[Instr.]

[wh.agr]

44 Arguments of ditransitive verbs arc 'U1Ie' arguments sinee they must appcar in surface sU1lcture: ') gave
John ·(a book)'. Il follows then that traces left by movcment of Theme or Goal will bc anteeedcnt-govcmcd
by virtue of thela-marking. Apart from this, ditransitive verbs follow the pattern ofother transitive verbs.
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• c. *Hafa malago hao?
what want you
'What do you want?'

but: Hafa malago-mu?
what want(NOM)-2s
'What do you want?'

[Stative]

[wh.agr]

[lnstr.)

In each of the examples, direct questioning of an optional argument leads to

ungrammaticality, and alternate constructions (collectively known as 'wh-agreement') must

he used instead (cf. Chung, 1982; Chung & Georgopoulos, 1988). This takes the form of

an active sentence in (II0a) and ncminalization of the verb in (110b-c). The overall pattern

of extraction in (110) is thus as predicled, and can he attributed to the blocking effect that

an absolutive NP has on antecedent-government. The optional NP traces would not he

antecedent-governed in the structure underlying (110), leading to a violation of L'le ECP (in

351 analyze the kind of structure underlying (110a) in more détail).

Jacaltec

In Jacaltec too, different optional arguments are marked similarly. in this cas~ as

possessors of 'relational nouns'. Consider the following sentences from Craig (1977);

sorne morpheme glosses have heen added: "

(111) QpriQna! arguments (Jacaltecj
a. x-0-in-tzoc'ic'oj te' te' y-u ch'en machit an

asp-A3-EI-cut cl/the tree E3-RN cl/the machete Ip
'1 cut the tree with the machete'

b. x-0-in-mak rnetz tx'i y-u hune' te'
asp-A3-EI-hit cl/the dog E3-RN astick
'1 hit the dog with :i stick'

c. x-0-mak-ot naj pel y-u naj xuwa:t
asp-A3-hit-PASS cl. P. E3-RN/Obl. J.
'Peter was hit by~caus~ Çlf John'

[Instr.]

[PasS.AgL)

Because relational NPs involve the same kind of agreement found intransitive sentences

(ergative), their internai structure is also likely to he similar. If so. they may he viewed as

NPs embedded within a projection ofAGR.o, as in the f~l~owing structure:
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[lnstr.]

• (112) Relational NPs

AGR.o"

[e~R.o'
~

(t,'rg) NP
y ~

N NP
u ch'en machit

y-u ch'en machit
B-RN me machete
'wim me machete' (=llla)

In (112), me optional argument ch'en machir ('this machete') is generated as the NP

complement of a relaùonal noun ou. This NP moves to the Spec. of AGR.o at LF, whilc

me reiational noun raises to the head ofAGR.o at S-soucture - Just as verbs do in transitiw

clauses.

As in Chamorro, optional arguments in Jacaltec - self-contained projections of

AGR.o adjoined to V-bar- are not expected tO be grammmically extracted. The following

sentences show mat this prediction is correct, at least in Jacaltec (ibid):

(113) (41tional argument extraction (Jacaltec)
a. *tzet y-u x-0-a-tzoc'ic'oj te' te'

what E3-RN asp-A3-E2-eut cl/the tree
'What did you cut the tree wim?'.,:

but: tzet x-0-tzoc'nic'oj te' te' haw-u?
what asp-A3-cut(ap) cl/me tree E2-RN
Lit: 'What eut the tree because of you?'

b. y-u naj xuwan x-0-mak-ot naj pel
E3-RN cl J. asp-A3-hit-Pass. cl P.
"'It is by John mat Peter got hit'

but: 'It is because of John mat Peter got hit'

[AP]

[Pass.Agt.]

[Adjunct]

(l13a) shows that an Instrument cannot be ql1estioned directly in Jacaltec unless

grammatical relations are significantly altered: the verb in the second sentence carries

antipassive morphology (underlined), usually a sign mat mc,object (Theme) has itself
'"becomè an optional argumentWe assume ::hen that me Insoument trace'is govemed by iÎS

antecedent, or that there is no absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s in underlying sOUcture

(unless it is me Instrument itself). In (113b) a passive Agent has been clefted, and as

predicted me sentence is ungrammatical. There is another interpretation for this sentence,

however, me 'indirect agentive' (Çraig, p.78). 1 assume that this arises from a situation
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[Pass.Agt.]

• where an adjunct, rather than a passive Agent has been affected, in keeping with the

analysis developed in the previous section. To summarize, optional arguments behave as

expected in Jaclatec.

Mam also uses relational nouns to express optional arguments, hence we predict

that these will be prohibited from undergoing wh-movrnent. The following daia do not

seem to bear this out, however (from England, 1983):

(114) ililrionaJ ar~ment extraction (Mam)
a. 0 0-ja'N patq'u-7n-0 xaq t-\17n Kyel

past 3sA-dir turn.over-ds-pas? rock 3s-RN M.
The rock was turned over by Miguel'

al u7n 0-0-jaw patq7n-0 xaq?
QRN past-3sA-dir turn.over-ds-pas? rock
'By whom was the rock turneâ over?'

b. ma 0-kub' t-tx'ee7ma-n Kyel tzee7 t-u7n maachit
rec 3sA-dir 3sE-cut-ds M. rree 3s-RN machete
'MiglJel cut the rree with a machete'

al u7n x-0-kub' t-tx'ee7ma-n Kyel tzee7?
Q RN asp-3sA-dir 3sE-cut-ds M. rree
'With what did Miguel Cut the rrce?'

[Instr.]

In (114a), a passive Agent has been questioned, and in (114b) an Instrument. Each of

these sentences contains an NP marked for absolutive Case, which should block antecedent

government of the optional argument trace adjoined to V-bar. Since this obviously does

not happen, (114) remains a problem for our analysis. Passive Agent extraction is

discussed again in 3.5.1.45 -

Summmy

In this section, we have explored the consequences of the absolutive Case

hypothesis for the extraction of optional arguments - NPs which are generated within VP

but which are not theta-marked by the verb. Optional argument traces depend on

government from COMP, so moving them across an absolutive NP should result in

ungrammaticality. For the most part, this prediction is borne out. Generally speaking

then. only absolutive NPs and adjunct phrases undergo unobstructed wh-movement,
:

45 There is one differcnee bctwccn Mam and Jaealtcc ~iieh might explain the different bchaviour of
opùonal arguments in thesc languages: in Mam there is no geniùve (=ergaùve) agreement within the moved
relaùonal NP, while in JacallCe therc is. A propcr analysis would take us tao far afield, however.
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• whereas transitive subjects and optional arguments must choose other str.ltegies. The most

important principle in deterrnining the well-forrnedness of traces is the ECP. which in our

theory holds only at LF. The level of application is crucial in the analysis of wh­

movement, which occurs before Case-checking in an ergative language. Even so. an

absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s can be detected. In the nex[ section. we give fllnher

evidence for the LF-position of this NP based on Quantifier Raising.

3.2 Quantification

In this section, we focus our atte:nion on sentences containing quanti fiers.

including NPs that are modified by elements such as eaclz, every, ail, many, etc. As is

well-known, quantifiers are interpreted as binding variables, leading sorne researchers to

propose that they undergo a rule of movement at LF (May, 1985; Chomsky. 1986a). If so.

it is reasonable to suppose that in a ergative language ,only absolutive NPs will be affected.

whereas NPs marked with ergative Case will net. As in the case of wh-movement.

ergative NPs would leave a trace in Spec. of AGR.o that cOlild not œantecedent-governed.

In other words, we expect that transitive subjects in ergative languages cannot be

quantified.

In 3.2.1. we review the major assumptions of quantification theory, including thc

rule that affects them in LF - Quantifier Raising (QR). Sorne of these are modified in light

of Rizzi's (1990) theory. In 3.2.2, we examine the data from ergalive languages, and

show how a theory of ergativity based on movement accounlS for them. Section 3.2.3

presents evidence bearing on the proposalthat quantifiers can be assigned their scope by

undergoing wh-movement. In 3.2.4 we discuss how ergativity interacts with sentential

operators like tense and negation.

3.2.1 Basic, assumptions

Quantifiers like everyone do not refer to specific persons, but rather to a .variable set

of persons. In order to reflect this fact, everyone is treated as an LF-operator that binds a

variable in the position that it occupied at S-structure: In standard theory (May, 1985), this

means a quantifier will adjoin te IP (=AGR.s) at LF, as the following sentence from

Haegeman (1991) shows;46

46 The discussion in the text will bc oriented towards English IP for exposiLOry purposcs, and later adaptcd
LO structures that are appropriate for ergative languages.
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• (l15) Ouanrifier-binding (=QR)

a. [IP Mary lilces everyone]

b. [IP everyonei [IP Mary likes til]

[S-srr.]

[LF]

The LF structure reflects the way a sentence with a quantifier is interpreted, roughly: 'For

ail x, x a person, Mary likes x'. The variable (x) is representend by a trace in (115b), and

as such is subject to the ECP. The rule adjoining the quantifier to IP is obligatory, but only

inasmuch as variable-binding is satisfied. As we shall see, there other means by which a

quantifier can bind a variable, in which case QR need not apply.

The LF-position of a quantifier determines the way that other elements within the

sentence are interpreted. In the following sentence, for example, !wo quantifiers internct

with each other to produce distinct interpretations (from Van Riemsdijk & Williams,

1986:225):

(116) Double raisjng: 'Someone loves everyone'

S-structure: [IP someone loves everyone]

a. [IP everyonej [IP someonei [IP Ii loves tj III
('For aIl x, thereisay, suchthatx lovesy')

b. [IP someonej [IP everyonej [IP ti loves tj ]]]
(There is a y, for ail x, such that x loves y ')

[LF-l]

[LF-2]

(116) shows how both quantifiers adj()in to IP, but in different orders. In (116a), the

subject-quantifier someone adjoins to IP first, followed by the object-quantifier everyone;
in (116b) the order is reversed. The way that each LF-structure is interpreted reflects the

fact that one quantifier is in the scop~ the other, where 'being in the scope of x'

corresponds to 'being c-commanded \)y~. Thus in (116a) each person may love someone

different, while in (1l6b) there is one person that is loved by all. The result is that (116) is

ambiguous.

Head-govemmeD!

In standard quantification theory, raised quantifiers leave traces in the positions that

they occupy at S-structure. This presents sorne problerns for the version of the ECP we are

assuming, especially withrespect to subject traces. In (1100), for example, the subject

trace is antecedent-govemed by the raised quantifier someone, but does not appear to be

head-govemed. Unlik"e structures derived by wh-movement, there is no (+agr] feature in

COMP to head-govem 'traces left by QR. In (116b), moreover, everyone should also
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• block antecedent-govemment of the subjecl trace. since il is a doser polenrial anlecedent.

Given the conjuncrive formulalion of the ECP then, sentences like (116) should nOl be

a1lowed 10 surface. The facl lhal lhey do requires either quantificalion lheory 10 be

modified, or else the ECP. In !he follo\\'Îng 1propose a slighl revision of lhe former.

The S-structure position of subjecl quantifiers is usually assumed 10 be lhe Spec. of

IP. On the VP-intemal subjecl hypolhesis, however, subjects (Agents) originale in the

Spec. of VP. LeI us suppose thal a subjecl trace in Spec. of VP can function as a variable.

satisfying quantifier-binding. The result is thal the subjecl quantifier in Spec. of IP will no!

have to undergo QR al LE On this accounl, lhe LF-struClure of (116) would be as

follows:

(117) Ouantifier-bindinf; (QR)

IP

[""'"';2----,
~

Agr VP

~V'ti

~t·J
loves

Both: 'For aU x, rhere is a y, such rhar x loves y' (=116a)
There is a yJor aU x, such rhar x loves y' (=116b)

Subjects move to Spec. of IP 10 get their Case in English, but in (117) lhe subjecl also

binds a trace in Spec. ofVP, satisfying the requirements of quantification theory. Crucially

for our analysis, the subject does not undergo further movement at LF, hence leaves no

offending trace that would violate the ECP.

We also propose that the structure shown in (117) is the source of both

interpretations of the sentence (116). First, since (l,ieryone still adjoins to lP, il is obvious
'-

how the subject falls within its scope, yielding the interpretation (1 16a). What is not so

clearis how everyone falls within the scope ofsomeone, yielding the interpretation (l16b).

In 2.2, we proposed a definition of m-command that allowed a head to govem elements

adjoined to its maximal projection. In fact, the same relation holds between the IP subject

in (117) and the adjoined object: the subject m-commands the object, since one part of lP
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• dominates the object. It men remains to state that 'being in the scope of x' corresponds tO

'being m-commanded by x', giving both interpretations of sentence (115).47

Scope positions

As a final modification of quantification theory, 1 would Iike to suggest that the

scope position of a quantifier must be one in which the quantifier c-commands an

independent operator such as Tense. The intuition behind this idea is that a quantifier

inherits its operator-function when Iicensed by an operator-head. A similar relationship

obtains between a wh-phrase in CaMP and the feature [+agr). Quantifiers in the Spec. of

IP (=AGR.s) satsify the c-command requirement, as do those that are adjoined to IP.

Quantifiers occupying the corresponding positions of TP will also be well-formed, as will

those that move to CaMP (cf. 3.2.3). On the other hand, quantifiers cannot be licensed if

they are adjoined to AGRo or VP. or if they occupy the specifier position of either

category: this is because they will not c-command the Tense node.

Summarizing, 1 assume that scope assignment is obligatory (as in the standard

analysis), and that quantifiers must appear in a legitimate scope position at LF. QR is not

the only means by which quantifiers can assign scope. however: movement to the Spec. of

IP is sufficient, as is movement to any other position which c-commands the Tense­

operator. In an ergative language, NPs adjoined to AGRs will not have to undergo QR.

since they are in a valid scope position already. Transitive subject quantifiers, on the other

hand, will have to move beyond their Case position (Spec. of AGR.o) to be well-formed.

If this happens prior to movement of the absolutive NP, the latter will be unable to

antecedent-govern its trace in object position (recall that antecedent-government can only be

achieved through theta-marking if the trace is a variable). Still, if the transitive object NP

adjoins to AGRs first, the quantifier-subject willlikewise leave behind a trace that cannot

be amecedent-governed. We thus predict that quantification of transitive subject NPs will

be ungrammatical in an ergative language, in contrast to transitive objects and intransitive

subjects. In the following. we present evidence in suppon of this prediction, which in turn

confirms the general theory of ergativity presented here.

3.2.2 Quantifier-raising

Assuming that quantifiers take scope over Tense enables us to test the hypothesis

that absolutive NPs occupy legitimate scope positions at LF. Transitive subjects, on the

47Sentenecs like (116) arc thus ambiguous bccause either interprctaüon is avaiiable, i.e. not beèause each
imerpret:ltion is :l.SSOCialCd with a unique sU"Ueturc. This is eonsist:lnt within the framework of May (1985).
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• other hand, should not he grammatical under quantification. since they cannot anain a $Cope

position without violating the ECP. While the data is incomplete. evidence from Jacaltec

suggests that only absolutive NPs can he quantified (from Craig. 1977):

(118) Quantification (Jacaltec)
a. x-0-ul hune' maca.

asp-A3-come someone
'Someone came'

b. x(a)-0-w-al hune' tzetet.
asp-A3-E2-say something
'You said something'

[-TR.subj.]

[+TR.obj.]

(118a) represents quantification of an intransitive subject, (118b) the object of a transitive

verb. Not induded in this paradigm is a sentence having a quantified tr.msitive subject.

Qur prediction is that such a sentence would not he possible. The structure underlying this

unattested case would he as follows:

(119) TTlIn<itive subject quantification (*)

AGR.s"

Q~R.S"
N~R.S"
(ab~"

-----------Tns AGR.o"

[t'i~R.o'
~.

(erg) V"
~

ti V'

~tj

(119) depicts a tTlInsitive sentence in which an absolutive NP has adjoined to AGR.s,

followed by the raising of a quantifier-subject. The latter leaves a tTlIce in Spec. of AGR.o

which cannot he antecedent-governed: the absolutive NP serves as a closer antecedent,

blocking government from the scope position. If the order of adjunction were reversed, the

QNP would funetion as a doser anteeedent, blocking government of the object tTlIee.
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• Ouantification ofaœuments

In 3.1.1, we saw that transitive subjectS could not undergo movement in ChamotTO

without special morphology, but that absolutive NPs could. The ungrammaticaliry of

transitive subject extraction was attributed to the ECP. Since QR involves movement too,

we expect a similar paradigm offuCtS to obtain: sentences with quanti&-..d transitive subjectS

should be ruled out, in contrast to those containing transiti,·;; objectS and intransitive

subjectS. Such a paradigm is attested by following data From Chung (1990); NPs modified

by quantifiers are bracketed:

(120) Quantification ofrransitive subjects (ChamotTO)
a. *Ti ya-niiiha [rodu i medikus] i manbaba na nengkanu'

not Iike-3p all the doctors the bad L food
'AII doctors dislike bad food'

b. *Ha-fatinasi yu' siya [kada taotao]
R3s-make.for me chair each persan
'Each man built me a chair'

(121) Quantification of transitive objects (Chamorro)
a. In-atan [rodu i sanhalom-iia i lugat]

Rlp-see all the inside-3s the place
We saw allthe interior of the place'

b. iinai ha-hunguk [rodu i istoria-n i asagua-iia]
when R3s-hear all the story-L the wife-3s
•..• when he heard his wife's whole story'

(122) Ouantification ofjntransitive subjects (ChamotTO)
a. Gaigi gias John [todu i lapis]

exist Loc. J. all the pencil
'John has ail the pencils'
(Lit. 'AlIthe pencils are at John')

b. Man-dangkulu yan man-Iokka' [kada patgun]
pL-big and PI.-tall each child
'Each child is big and tall'

c. Ni-na'sinmagagu ni nana-niiiha [kada neni]
make(pass.).w/o.clothes ObI. mother-3s each baby
'Each baby was undressed by its (Lit. their) mother'

d. Man-gine'ri [rodus] ni kandit
pl.-grip(pass.) all ObI. eleciriciry

'Everyone was shocked by the electric current'

e. Man-hiniluk [rodu i trongku-n niyuk yan lemmai]
pl-break(pass.) all the ttee-L coconut and breadfruit
'Ali the coconut and breadfruit trees were broken'
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• These sentences contain the quantifiers todu ('aIl') and kiida ('each'), which 1 assume are

generated in the specifier positions of the NPs that they modify. If the quantified NP

adjoins to AGR.s first (i.e. if it is absolutive). it will be well-formed in terms of

quantification theozy. This would be the case in the structures underlying (121) - (122).

In the structure underlying (120), however, there are (wo NPs that adjoin to AGR.s: the

absolutive (for Case-checking) and the subject, which must undergo QR to attain a scope

position. The underlying structure would be the same as in (119), which is illicit in terms

of the ECP. The data in (120) - (1"") are thus consistent with the proposaI that movement

to a legitimate scope position is blocked by an absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s.4S

Adjunrn and Qprional argumems

It still remains to see how adjuncts and optional arguments behave when they are

quantified. Unfonunately, here too the data are incomplete. The only other sentences

which are available involve 'true' arguments, as in the following (from Chung, 1990:18­

32):

(123) OuanrificariQn Qf Olher arguments (Chamorre)
a. Ha-dimanda i gubietnu saiappi' gi [kada familial

R3s-demend the govemment money Loc. each family
The govemment demanded money from each household'

b. Man-sinangan-i as Juan [todu i bidada-iia kada dia]
pl.-tell(Pass.)-DS ObI. J. aIl the do.Prog-3s each day
They were told by Juan aIl the things he had been doing evezy day'

c. Mam-ahan yu' kiindi para [todu i fama'ao'an]
AP-buy 1 candy for aIl the girls
'1 bought candy for aIl the girls'

In (123a-b), the quantified phrase is an NP argument of a ditransitive verb, while in (123c)

it is a PP. In either case, however, the trace of QR could be antecedent-govemed by the

verb through theta-marking. This explains why these sentences are grammatical.

GeneraIly speaking then, giammatical relations in Chamorre behave as predicted

under quantification: absolutive NPs are well-formed, whereas transitive subjects are not.

This follows from the underlying structure we have proposed, i.e. where absolutive ~s

attain a legitimate scope position through their association with AGR.s. Transitive subject

quantifiers must undergo QR to reach a scope position, which ultimately violates the ECP.

48 Unexpectedly, sorne intransitive subjccts cannot undergo QR grammatically. These are the subjccts of
'agentive' (unergative) verbs, which derive their Case from AGR.o instead of AGR.s. As these belong 10 a
split-ergative paradigm, they will be discussed in 3.4.

106



• There do exist alternative means by which an otherv.ise transitive subject can be quantified,

however, including wh-agreement and a shift to sva word order. Since these involve a

change in verbal morphology or sentence structure, they will not be considered here (cf.

3.5 for wh-agreement, 4.4 for the sva word order).

3.2.3 Quantifier-movement

Languages may vary as to how quantifiers auain their scope positions. As we have

seen already, quantifiers in the Spec. of NP may force the whole NP to undergo QR.

Another possibility would be for the quantifier to move by itself,leaving a trace in Spec. of

NP. Since this would only be detectable at S-structure, it could not be considered as QR

per se, but representations derived by such movement should be similar to those resulting

from QR. In French, the wh-quantifier combien ('how much') behaves in the manner just

described. The following shows that the phrase containing combien can move to CaMP,

or just the specifier by itself (from Rizzi, 1990:12-27):

(124) NP-specifiermQvement (French)
a. [Combien de livreS]i a-t-il consultés ti ?

'How many (of) books did he consult?'

b. [Combien]i a-t-il consultés ti de livres?
'How many did he consult (of) books?'

Strictly speaking, these sentences depict wh-movement, rather than QR. Crucially,

however, the interpretation of both (124a-b) is the same ('For which x, x a number, he
J

read x books'), suggesting that their LF structures are the Sàme (or similar). In other

words, the S-structure position of the phrasai unit 'de livres' does not entail a difference in

meaning.

Consider next the following sentences from Tzotzil (Mayan) where the quantifier

7ep ('rnany') occurs in clause-initial position (data frorn Aissen, 1987; sorne morpheme

glosses added):

(125) NP-specifier DJQvement (Tzotzil)
a. 7ep 7i-s-0-k'el-ik k'in li tzebetik-e.

lots cp-E3-A3-1ook-pl fiesta the girls-cl
The girls saw rnany fiestas'
(not: 'Many girls saw the fiestas')

b. 7ep ta-s-0-jirn-ik hala li solteroetik-e.
lots icp-E3-A3-fire-pl bullet the soldiers-cl
The soldiers îrred many bullets'
(not: 'Many soldiers fired bullets')
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[Unacc.]

• c.7ep 7i-s-0-ti7-ik kaxlan li viniketik-e.
lots cp-E3-A3-eat-pl chicken the men-cl
The men ate plenty of chicken'
(not: 'Many men ate chicken')

In e:lch case, the quantifier 7ep is interpreted as if it were in the Spec. position of the

appropriate !'.'P. Exactly which NP is of crucial interest to us, given the proposais of

argument association and Case-checking: in (125), 7ep quantifies the transitive object, an

absolutive NP. This is ir;accordance with out prediction that only absolutive N:'s can he

quantified in an ergative language, and that transitive subject !'.'Ps cannot: as indic~ted, 7ep

cannot quantify the latter. The following reinforces the idea that quantification by 7ep is

not just a propeny of objects, but of absolutive !'.'Ps in general (from Aissen, 1984; sorne

morpheme glosses added):

(126) Intransitive subjects (l'zotzil)
a.7ep 7i-0-laj ti Pinedae.

many cp-A3-die the Pinedists
'Many Pinedists died'

b.7ep xa 0-ch'ay y-osil ti krixchanoetik le7e
many cl A3-lose E3-land the people there
'A lot of land of the people there was lost'

c.7ep 7i-0-nuxinaj-ik ta 7uk'um li viniketike.
many cp-A3-swim-pl in river t he men
'Many men swiun in the river', or
The men swam a lot in the river'

[Passive]

[Unerg.]

-e

The sentences in (126) are intransitive, and like those in (125), 7ep is interpreted as

quantifying over the absolutive argument49

Analogously to combien, l will assume that 7ep originates in the Spec. position of

the NP that it modifies and moves to the Spec. of CP at S-structure. At LF, the structure

underlying (125b) would be as in (127) below (head-movement not shown):So ln this

structure, the relationship between 7ep and the NP that it quantifies is a local one: no

potential antecedent appears between the moved quantifier and its trace. This is because the

NP containing the trace of 7ep has adjoined to AGR.s, and is immediately subjacent to

49 According 10 Aissen (1984:26), 7ep can have a sentential adverb rcading, as in (l26c); this is
reminiscent of the analysis of a/ways given in Heim (1982), and may suggesl a similar treatrnent of 7ep
(thanks lO M. Baker). :
SO Again il musl he statcd thal the present analysis is incompaùble with Lasnik & Sailo's (1984) thcory of
govemment Following their prineiples. the trace of 7ep (a non-argument) would he ungovemcd al S­
structure, lcading 10 a violaùon of the ECP. In our thcory, the ECP applies only al LF.
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7ep la-s-0-jim-ik bala Ii solleroelik-e.
lots icp-E3-A3-fire-pl bullet the soldiers-cl
The sol:liers fired many bullels' (=125b)

• (127) Quantifier-movement (TzolZil)

c"

------------c'[7eplk

ta-~R.s"
N~R.s"A A

[lk] N' 0- T"
bala ~

Tns AGR.o"
~

[Ii soIteroetik)j AGR.o'

s-t-ç-y..
li~'

..~
-Jlm y

In the unallesled cases of transitive subjecl quantification, however, anlecedenl-governmenl

of a trace in Spec. of NP would be blocked by the intervening (absolutive) NP adjoined to

AGR.s.

An accounl of 7ep that mirrors combien predicts thatthère are cases where this

quantifier appears in its base position at S-structure, forcing the whole NP to undergo QR

at LF. The following sentences point to such a possibilily (from Aissen, 1987; sorne

morpheme glosses added):

(128) Quantifier-raising (TzolZil)
a. 7i~0-y-ich' [7ep tak'in) Ii viniketik-e.

cp-A3-E3-get much money the men-cl
The men received a lot of money'
(not: 'Many men received money')

b.7i·0-s-man-ik [7ep kaxlan) vaj li kremotik-e.
cp-A3-E3-buy-pl lots bread the boys-cl
The boys bought lots of bread'
(nol: Many boys bought bread')

Here too ooly absolutive NPs can be modified by the quantifier 7ep. This foliows from the

assumption that scope assignment is obligatory, and our proposai that absolutive NPs

appear in a legitimate scope position at LF. The fact that ergative NP$ cannot be modified

by 7ep also follows from our claim that they cannot allain a valid scope position without
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• violating the ECP. The generalization holds regardless of whether quantifiers movc: to

CaMP at S-structure or at LF through QR.

Summarizing, we have seen evidence from Tzotzil suggesting that quantifiers can

attain their scope position either via overt movement or QR. The quantifier 7ep can move

to CaMP at S-structure, or else remain in the specifier position of ilS containing NP. If the

former course is taken, the quantified I\'P - with the trace of 7ep in NP specifier position ­

adjoins to AGR.s for Case-checking. The quantifier ilSelf remains in CaMP, a position

from which it can assign scope. If the latter course is taken, the whole NP adjoins to

AGR.s for Case-checking and scope assignment. Unattested quantification of transitive

subjects reduces to ungrammatical movement. The overall pattern of quantification in

Tzotzil thus refleclS the pattern of Case-marking, and provides additionai support for the

theory of syntactic ergativity outlined here.51

3.2.4 The scope of absolutÏ\'e NPs

The proposai that absolutive NPs adjoin to AGR.s predicts that only these NPs will

have scope over sentential operators at LF. Sentential operators include items Iike

negation, tense, and mood. At the same time, ergative and other non-absolutivc NPs are

not expected tO exhibit this propeny, since they never c-command sentential operators. In

this section, we examine data from ergative languages which corroborates these claims,

thereby lending support to the absolutive Case hypothesis.

According to Bittner (1987), transitive objects in West Greenlandic always have

scope over modals of necessity (e.g. must), whereas antipassive objects (Themes) with

oblique Case never do. Her examples showing this effect are given here:

(129) Modals of necessity (W. Greenlandic)
a. atUarlut ilaat ikiur-tariaqar-pa-ra.

of.students one.of.them(Abs) help-must-tr.indic-I sE!3sA
'1 must help one of the students' (MB'87:20S-29a)

;: 3x lx is one of the students & it is necessary that i (1 help x»)

b. atUarlut ilaannik ikiur-(ss) i-tariaqar-pu-nga.
of.students one.of.them(lnstr) help-ap -must -intr.indic-lsA
~I must help one of the students' (MB'87:20S-29b)

;: It is necessary that (3x lx is one of the students & 1 help xl)

SI The account of quantificr-movcmcnL givcn hcrc prcdicts mal only spccificrs of absolulive NPs will
undcrgo movcmcnl, if spccifier-movcmcnL is allowed al ail. Indications arc thal this prediction is correct:
cf. Gcrdts (1988a) for Salish, and Chung (199Ib) for Chamorro. 1 will nol pursuc this malter hcrc,
however.
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• The semence in (129a) is transitive (there is beth ergative and absolutive agreement

marking on the verb), while the one in (129b) is an intransitive amipassive. In both

semences, only the argument marked with absolutive Case can have wide scope with

respect to the sentential operator. This fact can be explained by assuming that an absolutive

NP adjoins to AGR.s at LF, where it c-<:ommands the modal- assuming that the laner is

generated under Tense). Non-absolutive NPs, on the other hand, would never c-command

the Tense node in unmarked (e.g. declarative) semences. At LF, the transitive subject in

(129a) would be in Spec. of AGR.o, while an antipassive object would remain its base

position (129b). It follows then that these relations will not have wide scope.

Another effec: cited by Bitmer involves the interaction of absolutives and negation.

The data are repeated here, along with their interpretatons (211-38):

(130) Ne~atiQn (yV. Greenlandic)
a. suli uqaasia puiur-nngit-Ia-a

yet his.unerance(Abs) forget-NEG-neg.indic-3sEl3sA

b. suli uqaasia-nik .- -. puiur-0-pngit-Ia-q
yet his.unerance-Instr forget-<lJj:':NEG-neg.indic-3sA

'- - '~'::.~

'He1 had net yet forgonen his2 !!t!er'...nce'.- .,

=*A, B

A. He:z had uttered severa! things. Hel had fcrgotten all of them but one:.
B. He:z had unered severa! things. Hel had net forgonen any of them, stilL""

remembers everything. -

As before, the data indicate that transitive objects (but not subjects) '~an have scope over

negation (130a). Moreover, intransitive subjects also take wide scope, but antipassive

objects do net (130b). According to Chomsky (1991), the 'negation phrase' (Neg.P) is

generated between Tense and AGR.o in underlying structure. If so, the facts in (130) are

straightforward: absolutive NPs move to an LF-position which is higher than the negative,

whereas ergative NPs do not (antipassive objects do not move). Bittner goes on to claim

that the interaction between absolutive NPs and sentential operators is not specific to West

Greenlandic, but rather to ergative languages in general. Thus in Basque, transitive objects

are interpreted as having scope over negation, while objects marked with the special 'Z'­

Case (which 1 take to he oblique) are n6t (ibid, p.227):

(131) Ne~atiQn (Basque)
a. Ez dut ikusi ikalslea.

NEG 3sA.have.lsE see student-Abs
'1 didn't see a/the studem'

== x is a studem & no! (1 saw x)
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• b. Ez dut ikusi ikaslerik.
NEG 3sA.have.lsE see student-Z
'1 didn't see any studentsla (single) student'
;: nor (3x [x is a student & 1saw xl)

No interpretations are given conceming NPs with ergative Case, presumably because they

do not exist. This is not surprising, if in Basque transitive subjects are checked for Case

by AGR.o: they could never attain a position of c-command over negation. According 10

Binner, no-ninative NPs have scope over sentential operalors in accusative languages. This

tOO is consistent with our analysis, given that nominative NPs are associated Wilh AGR.s,

which c-commands the Tense node. It seems then that whichever NP is associated with

AGR.s will exhibit this effec!, regardless of language-type.

To sum up, transitive objects and intransitive subjecls take scope over sentential

operators in ergative languages, whereas transitive subjects apparently do not. This fact

can be readily explained within our framework, where absolutive NPs c-command

sentential operators at LF, the level where scopal relations are determined. In other recent

theories of ergativity (Johns, 1992; Bobaljik, 1992), sentential operators would c­

command transitive objects at S-structure and LF. In these frameworks, the data presented

by Bittner would seem accidentai, requiring an independent explanation. In the theory of

ergativiry outlined here, however, the relationship between absolutive NPs and sentential

operators is reversed between S-structure and LF, providing a staightforward account of

these facts.

3.3 Exceptional movement
./

~/.

Our observation thus far has been that movement or quantification of ~nsitive

subjects is ungrammatical in an ergative language. This was seen to follow from the

proposai that absolutive NPs are adjoined to AGR.s atLF, blocking antecedent­

govemment of the subject trace. In this section, we examine sorne exceptions to the

observed pattern - sentences where the subject is moved or quantified but which are not

ruled out. In our ter.ms, this might follow if the absolutive NP could not function as a

potential govemor. allowing a moved wh-phrase or quantifier tO antecedent-govem its

trace. We propose that such a situation May in fact arise through the intervention of a

condition on 'circulariry ofreference'.
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[Dir.obj.]

• 3.3.1 Basic exceptions

In Chamorro, transitive subjects can be grammatically eXlracted if the object is or

contains an anaphor referring to it. Embedded anaphors may be in Spec. of r-.'P (i.e.

possessors), or serve as the complement to a head noun. Sorne examples are given below

(Chung, 1989-47,58):

(132) Wh-mQvement (Chamorrorurealis)
a. Hayi na palao'an i para u-kattayi gui' i?

who L woman Fut. S3s-write her
'Which woman is going to write herself?'

b. Hayi i para u-ripiti [i isturia-iia pro il ha'?
who Fut. S3s-repeat the story-3s Emp.

'Whoi is not going to repeat hisi story?'

c. Hayi i para u-paini i gapitulu-n [i patgon-iiapro il?
who Fut. S3s-comb the hair-L the child-3s
'WhOi is going to comb hisi child's hair?'

d. Hayi r.afamalao'Qn i para u-na'iniiaihun [i alitus-iiiha pro il?
who L women Fut. S3p-give.away the earrings-3p

'Which womeni are going to give away theiri earrings?'

e. Hayi i para u-na'na' [i minagahit put guiya il?
who Fut. S3s-hide the truth about him
Who is going to hide tlÏe truth about himself?'

f. Hayi napalao'an i para u-taitai [i lepbIu putguiya il?
who L woman Fut. S3s-read the book about her
'Which woman is going to read the book about herself?'

[Specifier]

[Specifier]

[Specifier]

[NP-compl.]

[NP-compl.]

According to Chung (l982b;1989), lexical anaphors are morphologically the same as

proÎlOuns in Chamorro. That the forms in the sentences above are indeed anaphors follows

from their obligatory co-reference with the subject. If the object form in (132a) referred to

any other NP, for example, the sentence would he ungrammatical. In (132b-d) an empty

anaphor occupies the sper-ïfier of the object NP, and in (132e-f) the complement of the

object is an anaphor. There are thus three separate cases in which extraction of a transitive

subject is permitted.S2

;

S2 Therc may bc sorne question as to whethcr anaphors can appc:lt in Spcc. of NP. Here 1follow Chomsky
(1986b) in assuming lhat the binding domain of an anaphor is the minimal category lhat eontains a
polCntial binder. Sincc ihcrc is no other NP lhal can c-command a specifier, the NP lhal contains the lauer
could nOl bc considcred as a binding domain. This docs not explain the impossibility ofpossessor-anaphors
in languag::s like English, however.

113



[Dir.obj.]

• The Chamorro sentences in (132) are marked for irrealis mood. Exceptiomll

subject extraction can be detected in realis clauses too, as the following sentences illustrate

(obtained from informants):

(133) Wh-moveroent (Chamorrofrealis)
a. ? Hayi i ha-liT gui' i?

who R3s-see him
'Who saw himself?'

b. Hayi i ha-taitai [i lepblo-iia pro il
who R3s-read the book-3s
'WhOi read hisi book?' [Specitier]

c. Hayi i ha-sangan [i istoria put guiya il?
who R3s-tell the story about him
'Who told the story about himself? [NP-comp l.]

As in the irrealis mood, there are exactly three environments where movement of a

transitive subject is acceptable: when the direct object is an anaphor (l33a), when the

possessor of the object is an anaphor (l33b), or when the complement of the object head

noun is an anaphor (133c).53

Jacaltec

[Control]

naj i
cVhe

Exceptional movement of transitive subjects is not restricted to Chamorro. A

similar paradigm is found in Jacaltec,' as shown in the sentences below (adapled from

Craig, 1977:217-218; structure added):

(134) Wh-mQvement (Jacaltec)
a. x-0-s-potx' [s-ba pro i]

asp-A3-E3-kill E3-refl
'He killed himself

b. mac i x-0-s-potx' [s-ba pro il
who asp-A3-E3-kill E3-refl
'Who killed himself?' [Dir.obj]

c. ha' naj i x-0-s-potx' [s-ba pro i]
cleft cVhe asp-A3-E3-kill E3-refl
'It is he who killed himself [Dir.objl

d. mac i 0-s-mak [s-mam pro i]
who A3-E3-hit E3-father
'Who hit his father?' [Specifier]

53 When the object functions as an anaphor (133a) the sentence is considered questionable. No explanation
for the differe.~ce between this and (1313) will be offered, however.
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• As in Chamorro, object anaphors which refer te the subject allow extraction to occur

grammatically (134b-c), as do anaphors in the specifier position of the object 1'0'1' (l34d).

ln fact, these twO cases can he collapsed in Jacaltec, since anaphors take the form of

possessed relational nouns. The data do not include examples analogous to Chamorro

(132e-f) and (133c); in all probability, NP-complements simply do not exist in the language

(M. Baker, pc). Still, unless the object is or contains an anaphor referring to the subject,

ergative subject extraction is ungrammatical.

Qyantifier Movemen,=·-

A similar set of exceptions can he found in Tzotzil conceming the quantification of

transitive subjects. Ordinarily, these cannot he quantified, a fact which was explained by

the blocking effect of the absolutive NP at LF; S-structure movement of 7ep from a

transitive subject position, or QR of the whole NP containing 7ep would he mled out by

the ECP. When the absolutive NP contains an anaphor referring to the subject, however,

quantification hecomes possible. The following shows this to occur when 7ep moves to

CQMP at S-structure (Aissen, 1987-257; structure added):54

(135) Qyantifier-movement (Tzotzil)
a. 7ep i 7i-0-s-nak' [s-ba-ikpro il ta ch'en li viniketik-e

·Iots cp-A3-E3-hide E3-self-pl in cave the men-cl
'Lots of men hid themselves in the cave'

b. 7ep i 7i-0-x-chol [s-bapro il
lots cp-A3-E3-line.up E3-self
'Lots of toads lined up'

c. 7ep i 7i-0-s-tzob [s-ha pro il
lots cp-A3-E3-gather E3-self
'Lots of toads got together'

li 7amuchetik-e
the toads-cl

li sapo-e
the toad-cl

In the structure underlying these examples, the trace of 7ep would he in the specifier

position of the NP marked with ergative Case (itself in Spec. ofAGR.o at LF); ordinarily,

an absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s would block antecedent-govemment of this trace, but

doesn't. To complete the paradigm, transitive subjects may he exceptionally quantified

when 7ep remains in its base position, as in the following data (ibid, p.265):

(136) Quantifier raisin~ (Tzotzil)
a. 7i-0-x-chol [s-bapro il [7ep i li 7amuchetik-e]
_ cp-A3-E3-line.up E3-self many the toads-cl
~ 'Lots of toads line~ up'

54 As in Jacaltee, therc is no avaiJable data on the quanùfieaùon of ergaùve subjccts in sentences whose
direct objccts contain a eo-rcferring noun eomplemenL
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• b.7i-0-s-tzob la [s-bapro il [7ep i li sapo-el
cp-A3-E3-gather cl E3-self many the toads-cl
'Lots of toads got together'

In the LF-structures underlying these examples. there would be two NPs adjoined to

AGR.s, the absolutive and the ergative. The absolutive NP adjoins first. for otherwise the

ergative NP would block antecedent-government of the object trace. The quantified subject

nevertheless manages to antecedent-govern its own trace in Spec. of AGR.o, despite the

intervening absolutive NP. Apparently, this has to do with the anaphor in the specifier

position of the object NP, which refers back to the subject.

Returning to Chamorro, we might expect quantification of transitive subjects to be

possible if the absohitive NP is or contains a co-referring anaphor. As it turns out, this

prediction is incorrect. In 3.4.3, however, we recognize an independent principle (head­

government) that accounts for the ill-formedness of such cases.

Summing up, while transitive subjects are general!y prohibited from undergoing

wh- or quantifier-movemènt in ergative l::::guages, there is a set of principled exceptions.

These can be broken down into three specific cases, al! of which involve obligatory

dependence of an anaphor on the subject NP. Somehow, this must be responsible for

overcoming the effect of the absolutive NP on antecedent-government. In the following

section, we pursue this idea, and propose an analysis of transitive subject extraction that

interacts with the idea that absolutive NPs receive Case by adjunction to AGR.s.55

3.3.2 Mut::al dependence

Although the examples discussed so far are exceptional in allowing movement or

quantification of the transitive subjecl, they share one imponant propeny: in each case, the

absolutive object is or contains an NP that is referential!y dependent on the subject. This

type of dependency can be termed as 'L-dependency', since the antecedent of the anaphor

is in an L-position (Spec. of VP). Proper government of traces left by wh-movement or

QR also represents a kind of dependency, Le. of the trace on the moved constituent. This

is L-bar dependency'. lt seems likely then that potential antecedent-government of a trace

(or of an anaphor) represents a case of potential dependency, Le. where the trace (or

anaphor) is 'potentially dependent' on a closer c-commanding category of the appropriate

type. Bringing these concepts under a unified set of principles, 1 will argue that an NP

55 Berinstein (1985) bas observed a similar pattern of ungrammatieal subject extraction in K'ekchi, a
Mayan language. According 10 her, however, co-referential NPs embedded in the object do not have the
same 'saving' effect that they do in Chamorra anj Jaealtee.
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• which is or contains an element dependent on another 1';1> cannot also function as the

potentiai antecedent of the second NP. To aIlow otherwise would amount to saying that an

NP can be its own antecedent, a situation which the grammar does not tolerate. As a result

of this condition, an NP adjoined to AGR.s (as in an ergative language) will not block

antecedent-government of a trace in subject position.

Linking theQry

Higginbotham (1983) proposes a theory of antecedence that expresses the

relationship between co-referring elements in a way that differs from co-indexing. His

proposai is that antecedence should be expressed in terms of 'Iinking', which is indicated

by means of headed arrows pointing to the antecedent. This aIlows both John and Mary in

the following example to function as the antecedent of they - a fact which cannot be

captured by a theory that relies solely on co-indexing:

(137) John told Mary that they should leave
t l' 1

The linking shown in (137) is made possible by the rule 'Link X to Y', which applies

freely between argument positions at S-structure, and automatically in the case of

movement (p.402).

Higginbotham argues that binding relations are best expressed in terms of Linking

Theory, but many principles of the Binding Theory are carried over. One of these is c­

commando Thus, ..... if X c-commands y, then Y is not an antecedent of X ...n (ibid).

Nevertheless, Linking Theory aIso govems A-bar (L-bar) relations, such as those that hold

between moved wh-phrases and their traces. Such traces will be linked to their antecedents

by means of headed arrows, just as other anaphors are linked to arguments. In other

words, Linking Theory is a theory of A/A-bar relations (in the traditionai framework), or

LIL-bar here. Consider how the principles of Linking Theory would be implemented in a

sentence like the following, which exhibits both kinds of antecedence (Higginbotham

himself does not discuss tbis sentence):

(138)
.JI 1

[IP Himself [I? John likes t )J
1 t

,

The relative grammaticality of this example suggests that himselfis linked to John even

though it doesn't occupy an argument position and isn't c-commanded by the subject. 1
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• assume that this is possible because himselfis also linked by movemem to its trace. which

satisfies both of these requiremems. Conceivably. if the subject also underwent L-bar

movemem, the anaphor adjoined to IP could also function as a closer antecedem, since it

appears in L-bar position. This will become important in the analysis of exceptional subject

extraction to follow.

Consider next the following represemation, which roughly corresponds 10 a

transitive sentence in an ergative language in which the object contains an anaphor referring

to the subject (extraction of the subject does not occur):

(139)
-.v 1

[IP [Pictures of hirnself NP] [IP John likes t ]]
1 l'

The arrows indicate that John is the antecedent of himself (an L-anaphor). and that the

fromed object NP is the antecedem of its own trace. We might ask if himselfcould be the

amecedem ofJohn in (139), since both NPs occupy an argument position. The answer is

obviously no, since himselfdoes not c-command the subject at any level. In the following

representation, however, the subject John has been replaced by a wh-trace:

(140)
--i/ :r=h

*Who did [IP [pictures of himself NP] [rp t like t ]]
. 1 l'

The sentence associated with this structure is ungrammatical, perhaps because the trace of

who (an L-bar anaphor) cannot be properly head-governed across two IP nodes.

Otherwise, the fronted object intervenes between the wh-phrase and its trace, so it qualifies

as a potential govemor. The ill-formedness of (140) could therefore also be attributed to

Relativized Minimality.

Again we may speculate as to whether a dependency exists between the matrix

subject position (filled by trace) and the anaphor himself. As we noted earlier, it seems

doubtful that himself could be considered as an antecedent, since there is no obvious c­

command relation between this anaphor and the subject trace. Nevertheless, aecording to

Higginbotham: ..... antecedence of y to x is a special case of dependence of x on y, and x

[may bel dependent on y if y is contained in an antecedent of x" (p.404). Thus, if the

fronted object NP in (140) is considered as a potemial antecedent of the subject trace (x),

the laner can be dependent on the anaphor (y) contained within the object NP.
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• CiJ'Çulariry

In addition tO the various notions of dependency expressed in I..JL-bar relations,

Higginbotham proposes the following resoiction on LF soucmres, where D" = 'closure of

dependence':56

(141) The Cjrcularitv Condition

NOT: D" (X, X).

This condition is meant to mIe out cenain cases of 'circularity' which had been noted in the

literature. For example, a semence like 'His wife saw her husband' is considered to be

circular. assuming that the possessive pronoun her depends on the NP 'his wife' for its

imerpretation, and that his depends on 'her husband'. The circuJar imerpretation of this

sentence is represemed here by means oflinking (from Higginbotham, 1983-36):

(142) CircularilY (English)

-..{ï 1
"[his wife NP] saw [her husband NP]

1 .1'

According to Higginbotham, the mutual dependency shown by linking violates the

Circularity Condition. In order for the semence to receive a grammatical imerpretation, at

least three people must be involved, so that her refers to sorne person other than 'his wife',

or his to someone other than 'her husband'. The following definition of potential

antecedemhood shows how the Circularity Condition can be incorporated into the

Relativized Minimality system of Rizzi (1990:7):57

(143) POlential amecedemhOO<! (revised)
Z is a pOlential antecedent-govemor for Y if
Y is in an X-chain (X ranges over I..JL-bar and head),
Z =an X-categoty c-commanding Y, and
and Z does not depend on Y.

In what follows, we show how potential antecedenthood enriched with the notion of

dependency allqws for grammatical extraction of transitive subjects in an ergative language.

56 Higginbotham did nol name this condition.
57 1have used 'X-calegory' 10 conOate the terms 'specifier' and 'head' from Rizzi's original fonnulation; the
fonner aIso includes elemems adjoined ta agreement for the purpose of Casc-checking.

119



(./)
L _

• StrQng cro"<;Qver

In light of the Circularity Condition, recall the claim that absolutive NPs adjoin to

AGR.s, where they serve to block antecedent-government of a subject trace. If the object

is an anaphor, however, its dependency on the subject is established prior to L-bar

movement. Given this dependency, the subject trace could not 'potentially depend' on the

fronted object, for to do so would (potentially) violate the Circularity Condition. As a

result, the object couldn't function as a polential antecedenl-governor. and the subject trace

would be properly governed by its natural antecedent in COMP. As we saw in 3.3.1,

transitive subjects in Chamorro may undergo exceptional wh-movement when the

absolutive NP is an anaphor. Sentence (l32a) is repeated here (minus verb movement).

along with its LF structure in Linking Theoty. Linking berween the absolutive NP and its

trace in VP has been omined.

(l44) Direct ohieel anaphof (Chamorre)

CP

c[HaYin~C'
'" [+a~R.s"

N~R.s"
gui' ~

0- T"
~

u- AGR.o"
~

[l'] AGR.o'L...- ,

1"~t~'
~

kanayt t

Hayi na palao'an para u-kattayi gui'? (=132a)
who L woman Fut. S3s-WrÏte her
'Which woman is going 10 WrÏte (to) herself?'

The linking in this sentence conforms to our proposals: the absolutive NP gui' (here an

anaphor) is shown to be dependent on the subjectlsubject trace despite subsequent L-bar

movement. The sllbject trace is prevented from potentially depending on the absollltive NP

(to avoid a violation of the Circularity Condition), sllch that the wh-phrase in COMP may

antecedent-govern its trace. This accounts for the grammaticality of the sentence.

120



• Weak CTQsSQver

A similar situation arises wh::n the object I\'P contains an anaphor dependent on the

subject prior to L-bar movement. Normally, the object would function as a potential

antecedent, blocking proper govemment of the subject trace from COMP. Taking Rizzi's

definition of antecedent to include the notion of dependency means that a subject trace will

'potentially depend' on a fronted object NP, however. Moreover, the trace depends

potentially on any element conrained within this antecedent. Thus, if an anaphor

embedded in an object is already dependent on the subject, the subject trace could not also

be dependent on the anaphor without leading to a violation of Circulariry. In short, an

object NP containing a subject-oriented anaphor cannot function as a potential antecedent,

and in sentences that meet this description, a wh-phrase in COMP (or quantifier adjoined to

AGR.s) will succeed in antecedent-gcverning its own trace. In the Jacaltec sentence

(134d), a possessor-anaphor is embedded in the object NP. The LF-stTucture of this

sentence is given here, represented in terms of Linking Theory. As before, the doned line

indicates potential antecedenthood (or dependency), and (*) that a dependency may not

obtain without violating the Circulariry Condition.

(145) PossessQr-anaphQr (Jacaltec)

CP

------------[mac] C'
l' ~
: [+agr] AGR.s"

i N~.s"
1 ~ .~

1 pro smam 0:" T'
.1 ---.

...1. ..:---- MR.o"
1

~~L L.:C'*'-')'--__[t'~R.o'1,-~
t~'

------------mak t

mac 0-s-mak [s-mampro] (=I34d)
who A3-E3-hit E3-father
'Who hit his father?'
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• The proposaI that the absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s cannot function as a doser potential

antecedent implies that the ECP is satisfied. accounting for the gralumaticality of this

sentence. In similar fashion, avoidance of the Circularity Condition accounts for the weIl­

formedness of sentences with a co-referring noun complement in an absolutive NP, as in

(132e-f). The structure underlying (132e) would thus be the same as (145). except that the

anaphor (which is oyen) is located under N-bar and the specifier position is empty.

3.3.3 Pronouns and anaphors

Transitive subjeclS undergo exceptional movement if the object is or contains an

anaphor referring to il. The reason for this, il was proposed. has to do wilh avoidance of

the Circulariry Condition, an independent principle that holds at LF. Implicit in this

approach is the assumption that oneJ~rinciple (the Circularity Condition) can affect the

applicabiliry of another (the ECP). Aoun (1985) has proposed a similar system. where

cenain traces are assigned a goveming category by default in order to avoid a Principle C

violation. Here we have suggested that a category cannot be considered as a potential

antecedent for the ECP if by doing so il would violate the Circularity Condition.

Our account of exceptional subject extraction relies on the presence of an anaphor in

the object position. This is notto say that a co-referential pronoun embedded in the object

could not induce the same effect, however, as in Higginbotham's example (142).

Moreover, anaphors and pronouns in Chamorro are identical in forro. enhancing the

possibility that extraction will be facilitated by co-referring pronouns (rather than just

anaphors) in sentences with object-possessors or noun complements.58 Nevertheless.

there is good evidence in Chamorro to suggest that avoidance of circularity can only be

induced by anaphors. and never by pronominals. The foIlowing sentence (adapted from

Chung. 1982b) depicts wh-movement of a matrix subject from a clause whose verb

complement contains a co-referring pronoun (the return to co-indexation here is for

expository purposes):59

(146) Co-referring embedded pronouns (Chamorro)
*Hayi i ha-tungu' [na atraso gui' il

who R3s-know that be.Iate him
'Whoi knew that hei was late?'

58 The same possibility would not be a110wed in semences with an Objecl pronoun, however, since thcn thc
~ronoun would he bound al S-struclure in violation of Principlc B.
9 (146) is based on an ungrammatical senlence which bas a third person plural subject; in Section 4.5 1

argue lhal transitive sentences wilh third person ~luraJ subjeclS arc ruled OUI by illicil wh-movcmenL
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• As indicated, the sentence (146) is ill-formed, presumably ruled out by the blocking effect

on antecedent-govemment caused by an absolutive NP. The failure to avoid the Circularity

Condition can be explained by assuming that only anaphors nigger this effect in Chamorro,

and that the subject of the embedded clause in (146) could not be an anaphor, there being

no local antecedent to bind it. This view gains further support from the following

construction, where a co-referential noun complement embedded in a possessed object fails

to save subject extraction (adapted from Chung, 1982b; cf. Ft.55):

(147) Csrrefening emhedded anaphors (Chamorro)
*Hayi i ha-hunguk [ i istoria-ta prok put gui' i]?

who R3s-hear the story-lp (our) about him
Who heard our story about him(*self)?'

In this sentence, the proform gui' is not anaphoric, since the object NP itself constitutes a

binding domain where the closest binder is the (disjoint) possessor. It must therefore he a

pronoun, one that fails to nigger the circularity effect.60

It appears then that in sorne languages, only anaphors allow for exceptional

extraction of a subject vis-a-vis avoidance of the Circularity Condition. Why this should be

the case is something of a mystery, considering that this condition was motivated in the

fiI'St place by sentences involving pronouns. In English, moreover, there are instances

where the circularity effect can be niggered by a pronoun in the subject position of an

embedded relative, shown below with linking (irrelevant links have been omitted):

(148) Co-refening emhedded pronouns (English)

1 \li
*[Her husband NP] kissed the woman that [NP his wife] knew t

l' 1

Ifpronouns in embedded complements can violate the Circularity Condition, our account of

(146) - a case where circularity did not come into play - would be undermined.

Conversely, by stipulating that co-referring NPs must be anaphors, we are left with no

account of (148). These are problems that require funher study.

Conclusion

In this section, sorne exceptions to the general ban on extraction/quantification of

transitive subjects were presented, and an account of them was offered based on

60 In Jacaltee as weil. eo-rcferring (posscssor) pronouns arc the sarne in forro as anaphors. hence a similar
aucmpt mighl he made ta auribule cilCularilY thelC ta either calegory. Al present, however. then: is no data
available thal would bcar on this issue. ~
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• Higginbotham (1983). The basic idea is that an object NP - adjoined to AGR.s at LF ­

will not function as a potential antecedent when it would violate the Circularit)' Condition. a

principle which disallows cases of mutual dependency.

3.4 Ergative splits

In this section, we examine wh-movement and quantification in contexts of non­

canonical Case-marking, where transitive and intransitive subjects are marked the same. In

Chapter (Wo, it was suggested that a similar marking on the two types of subject might

arise from a common source of Case, rather than a realignment of underlying grammatical

relations. For example, if the subject of an intransitive verb received its Case from AGR.o,

it would look the same as the subject in the ergative construction, which receives its Case

from AGR.o. At the same time, however, the overall pattern of wh-movement and

quantification would be exactly as in the canonical Case-marking paradigm, where only

transitive objects (and intransitive subjects) can be affected without a necessary change in

verbal morphology. Essentially, it is evidence for this type of split-ergativity that is

adduced here.

The AGR.o hypothesis, as 1shall cali it, makes specific predictions concerning the

overall pattern of movement and quantification in these contexts, as opposed to a

hypothesis that assigns rransitive and inrransitive subjects the same grammatical function in

accordance with their Case-marking. If transitive and intransitivè subjects were

underlyingly the same, they should pattern together syntacti~ally, as in a nominative­

accusative language. On the other hand, the- AGR.o hypothesis predicts that - despite

appearances - transitive subjects will pattern differently under exrraction than intransitive
•

subjects. Transitive subjects, for example, should not be able to undergo wh-movement or

QR, as before. Intransitive subjects, on the other hand, should undergo these processes

easily, along with transitive objects. The following then is a brief look at syntactic

processes in non-canonical Case-marking environments, one which seems to corroborate

the view of ergativity taken here.61

3.4.1 Pronouns in Dyirbal
In 2.3, we saw that full NPs in Dyirbal follow an ergative-absolutive Case-marking

pattern, while tirst- and second- person pronouns were 'nominative-accusative'. The

rationale for this was that tirst- and second- person pronoun subjects are marked the same

61 Cf. Massam (1991) for a diffcrcnl vicw of whal thc syntax of splh-crgalivilY is about
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• for Case (as in a nOl'l'inative-accusative language), while objects are marked differently.

The claim was made, however, that 'nominative' Case was really ergative, and that

'accusative' Case was absolutive. The source of Case for objects ('accusative' or

absolutive) was proposed to be AGR.s, while subjects derived theirs ('nominative' or

ergative) from AGR.o.

ln Dyirbal there is a mie of topic-chaining, whereby the topic of one clause is

deleted under co-reference with the topic of another. 1 assume that prior to the application

of this rule, NPs must first be topicalized. The generalization, however, is that only

absolutive NPs may do so. For the remainder of this discussion 1 will concentrate mainly

on clauses in which topicalization occurs. The following data illustrates the possibilities of

topic-chaining in transitive and intransitive sentences (from Dixon, 1972):62

(149) TQpjc-chainin~ (full NPs)
a. bayi yara baninyu

man-ABS come-NFUT
'Man came here'

b. bayi yara bangun djugumbiru balgan
man-ABS woman-ERG hit-NFUT
'Woman hit man'

c. bayi yara i baninyu [ e i bangun djugumbiru balgan]
man-ABS come-NFUT woman-ERG hit-NFUT
'Man came here and was hit by woman'

d. bayi yara i bangun djugumbiru balgan [ e i baninyu]
man-ABS woman-ERG hit-NFUT come-NFUT
'Man was hit by woman and came here'

e. bayi yara i baninyu [ e i bagun djugumbilgu balgal-nga-nyu]
man-ABS come-NFUT woman-DAT hit-AP-NHIT
'Man came here and hit woman'

Sentences (l49a-b) form the basis for (l49c-e), which are ail biclausal in nature. The

initial clauses of these sentences are 'complete' in the sense that both arguments of the verb

are lexically realized; the second (bracketed) clauses contain li null argument co-referential

with an absolutive NP.63 ln (l49c), the transitive object of the second clause has been

62 Ergative NPs can trigger deletion of a co-referential IOpic, but according to Dixon these are not
themselves 10 be considered lopics (p.79). Strictly speaking then, constructions involving ergative co­
reference (marked by -ngu"a on the second verb) are nOllopic-chains (cf. 1.3). For the remainder of this
discussion 1will concentrale on clauses in which 'truc' IOpicalization occurs.
63 AI this point, il is nOI c1ear whal the relalionship is belween the IWO clauses of a lopic-chaining
construction; following Dixon, 1will assume thal the second is dominaled by the tirsl, such thal the lexical
lopic in the tirsl clause will c-command other IOpics thal are deleted.
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• deleted under co-reference with the intransitive subject of the initial clause. while in (149d)

an intransitive subject that refers to a transitive object has been deleted. In (14ge) what

would otherwise be an ergative subject has been deleted under co-reference. but this

possibility is not attested: antipassivization must first apply. such that the Agent

corresponds to an absolutive relation.

The pattern of co-reference in (149) is typical of an ergative system. 1 will thus

assume that topicalization in Dyirbal arises through movement of an r-.'P to COMP. which

may then be deleted under co-reference with another NP. A similar approach to

topicalization has been proposed for Chinese by Huang (1984). who considers it a forro of

wh-movement (cf. Chapter four for more discussion of his system). The following

diagram represents the proposed S-structure of the second clause in sentence (149c):

(150) TQpicalizarion (absolutive full-NP)

CP

([bayi~C'
~

[+agr] AGR.s"

t'~R.S"
T~s.)

AGR~
[e~R.o"
~rg.)

bangun djugumbiru V'

ti~
balgan

bayi yara i ... [bangun djugumbiru e i balgan]
woman-ERG hit-NFUT

'Man came here and was hit by woman' (=149c)

In this structure. a transitive object has moved to the Spec. of CP of the second clause.

leaving behind traces that are both head- and antecedent-governed. The topic is non·

lexical, signalling; co-reference with the intransitive (topicalized) subject the initial clause.

Transitive subjects cannot generally undergo movement to COMP without violating the

ECP. oThis is because they would leave behind a trace in Spec. of AGR.o that could not be

properly-governed: at LF. an absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s would block antecedent-
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• government. Agents must therefore derive their Case from AGR.s, and if necessary, the

rule of antipassive will apply, as in (I4ge). A movement analysis of topicalization thus

accounlS for sentences involving NPs that pattern on an ergative-absolutive basis. In what

follows, we examine fust- and second- person pronouns in more detail, to see if they

pattern in the same way.64

Pronoun-topics

Fmt- and second-person pronouns in Dyirbal follow a nominative-accusative Case­

marking pattern. In 2.3 it was suggested that this would foIlow from an analysis whereby

the relevant pronoun subjeclS derived their Case from AGR.o, regardIess of transitivity. If

so, we predict that nothing would change in the formation of topic-chains with fust- and

second-person pronouns. For example, intransitive ('nominative') pronoun subjects

~hould enter freely into IOpic-chains with transitive objeclS, but not with transitive pronoun

subjects, even though both subjects are marked the same. Moreover, for transitive

pronoun subjects to occur in topic chains at aIl, they would have to undergo

antipassivization, just as full NP (ergative) subjects do in canonical Case-marking

situations. The following data (from Dixon, 1972:133) show the fmt ofthese predictions

to be correct:

(I5l) Pronoun topic-chainin~ ('NOM" ACC')
a. ngadja baninyu

[Ist]-'NOM' come-NFUT
'1 came here'

b. ngayguna bangun djugumbiru balgan
[lst]-'ACC' woman-ERG hit-NFUT
'Woman hit me'

c. ngadja i baninyu [e i bangun djugumbiru balgan]
[lst]·'NOM' come-NFUT woman-ERG hit-NFUT
'1 came here and was hit by woman'

d. ngayguna i bangun djgumbiru balgan [e i baninyu]
[lst]-'ACC' woman-ERG hit-NFUT come·NFUT
'1 was hitby woman and came here'

(ISla-b) form the basis of (ISlc-d). 'Nominative' intransitive subjeclS can indeed enter

into topic:chains with transitive (absolutive) objects without any special marking.

Presumably;'this is because NPs marked with 'nominative' Case are checked by AGR.o,

64 Maramz (1984), h3S questioncd the validity of a rnovernem-based analysis of topic-chaining in Dyirbal
(3S originally proposed by Dixon,1972). 1 will not alternptlO addrcss his objections here (but cf. also
Levin,1983 for sorne discussion).
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• and nothing intervenes belWeen a trace in the specifier position of this agreement morpheme

and the topic in Spec. of CP. The following paradigm confirms the second prediction. i.e.

that two 'nominative' pronoun subjects cannot enter into a topic chain together (ibid.

p.135):

(152) Pronoun tovic-chainin~ CNOM'(NOM': AP)
a. ngadja baninyu

[lst]-'NOM' come-NFUT
'1 came here'

b. ngadja balan djugumbil balgan
[lst]-'NOM' woman-ABS hit-NFUT
'1 hit woman'

c. *ngadja i baninyu [e i balan djugumbil balgan]
[lst]-'NOM' come-I\'FUT woman-ABS hit-NFUT
'1 came here and hit woman'

d. *ngadja i balan djugumbil balgan [e i baninyu]
[lst]-'NOM' woman-ABS hit-NFUT come-NFUT
'1 hit woman and came here'

e. ngadja i baninyu [e i bagun djugumbilgu balgal-nga-nyu]
[lst]-'NOM' come-NFUT woman-DAT hit-AP-NFUT
'1 came here and hit woman'

(152a-b) form the basis ofallthe other sentences. (152c-d) indicate that chaining transitive

and intransitive pronoun subjects is ungramrr:atical in contexts of non-canonical Case­

marking, just as chaining both types of full-NP subjects would be in canonical situations.

The ill-formedness of these examples hinges on the transitive pronoun subject: it cannot

become a topic because in moving to topic position (taken here as COMP), itleaves behind

a trace in Spec. of AGR.o that cannot be antecedent-govemed. This is seen in the LF­

representation of (152c) in (153). Here the absolutive NP has adjoined to AGR.s, its Case

position. Since this is an L-bar position, it qualifies as a potential antecedent-govemor of

the subject trace, blocking proper govemment from COMP; topicalization is thus ruled out

bytheECP.

In order to take part in a well-formed topic chain, transitive pronoun subjects -like

ergative NPs - must become absolutive, as in (152e). Thu~ although first- and second­

person subject forms are marked the same in Dyirbal, theyc do not behave the same

syntactically. This follows on the analysis developed here, but would remain a mystery if

surface Case patterns were always taken to reflect underlying grammatical relations.6S

6S There is a cenain irony 10 !bis conclusion, since 1have argucd (contra Anderson) !bal Casc·marlc:ing is
indeed an indicalOr of underlying grammalical relations. Rccall, however, !bal his arguments focus on !be
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•

:

(153) Topjcalization ('nominative' pronoun)

CP
~

([ngadja)il C'
~

[+agr] AGR.s"

[balandjUgUmb~R.s"
T~S.)

AGR~
[tir-----~R.O ..
~

VP (erg.)

ti~'
t·~
J balgan

*ngadja i baninyu [e i balan djugurnbil balgan]
[lst)-'NOM' come-NFUT woman-ABS hit-NFUT
'1 came here and hit woman' (=152c)

Extensions

ln addition to topic-chains, there are other structures in Dyirbal based on L-bar

movement that involve only absolutive full-NPs, or 'nominative-accusative' first- and

second-person pronouns. The following represents a relative clause construction (from

Dixon, 1972:136):

(154) Relative clauses (Dyirbal)
a. ngadja i [e i waynydji-ngu) miyandanyu

[lst)-'NOM' go.uphill-REL laugh-NFUT
'1 laughed as 1 went uphill'

b. ngayguna i [e i waynydji-ngu) bangu1 yarangu blLt-aIl
[lst)-'ACC' go.uphill-REL man-ERG see-NFUT
'Man saw me going uphill'

c. ngadja. [e i waynydji-ngu) ba/an djugumbil i buran
[lst]-'~OM' go;uphill-REL woman-ABS see-NFUT
'1 saw the'woman as she was going uphill'

symactic propcrtics of subjcclS and direcl objcclS al S-StruClure, whcrcas minc Pcnain 10 lhose lhal hold al
LF.. Casc-marking: on firsl- and second-pcrson pronouns in Dyribal is lhus deccptive, only insofar as
IOpicalization is considclCd as an S-structure phenomcnon.
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[-TR]

• The relative clauses are bracketed in the sentences above. ..vith a co-inde.xed empty category

corresponding to the manix r-..'P that it modifies. In (l54a). the empty category is an

intransitive subjecr. which would he marked with 'nominative' Case if it were realized

lexically; in (154b) the empty category is a transitive objecr. which would otherwise he

'accusative'. These relations both correspond to absolutive NPs in the full-!'ol' paradigm.

Moreover. transitive subject Ïrrst- or second-person pronouns (which would otherwise he

marked with 'nominative' Case) cannot he relativized in Dyirbal without undergoing

antipassivization Ïrrst. These faets correspond exactly to those of topicalization given

earlier. and would follow from the saIne analysis. (154c) is potentially ambiguous. but in

fact can on1y he understood when the modified NP is the transitive object. Again. these

facts illustrate that despite appearances. first- and second-person pronouns in Dyirbal

panern on an ergative-absolutive basis: 'nominative' subjects derive their Case from

AGR.o. while 'accusative' objects are checked by AGR.s.

3.4.2 Il'l'ealis in Chamol'I'o

Another type of ergative split is evidenced in Chamorro. where subjects of both

transitive and intransitive clauses are eross-referenced by oyen agreement in the irrealis

mood (ada.pted from Chung. 1984):

(155) Irrealis subjects (Chamorro) .
a. Para u-fanu y6 agupà'.

Fut. SIs-arrive 1 tomorrow
'1 will arrive tomorrow'

b. Para bai u-taÎtaÎ edyu na lepblu.
Fut. Sls-read that L book
'1 am going to read that book' [+TR]

Since agreement has the same forrn in (155a-b), the assumption is that both transitive and

intransitive subjects derive their Case from the same agreement morpheme, AGR.o. The

resulting overall pattern therefore looks nominative-accusative. Nevenheless, it is

predicted that absolutive NPs will pattern the same syntactically, since nothing blocks

antecedent-government of an absolutive trace left by wh-movement or QR. Transitive
. ~

subjects, on the other hand, should not be able to undergo wh-movement or QR in irrealis

clauses, just as in realis clauses. This is beèause an absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s will

disrupt govemment ofthe subject trace. These predictions are confll'lTled by the data below

(from Chung, 1989):66

66 The verb in (1563) is unaccusative, yet urw.cusative verbs are normally ehecked for Case by AGR.s (cf.
2.3). Presumably then, the requiremeRt !hat AGR;0 be utilized in the irrealis mood has overridden the
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• (156) Wh-movemenl (irrealis)
a. Hayi para u-fallu agupa'?

who FUI. S3s-arrive lomorrow
Who will arrive lomorrow?'

b. Hafa para u -fa'gasi si Juan?
whal FUI. S3s-wash PN. J.
'What is Juan going to wash?'

c. *Hayi para u-laÎlaÎ edyu na lepblu.
who FUI. S3s-read that L book
'Who is going to read that book'

[-TR.subj.]

[+TR.obj.]

[+TR.subj.]

[Dir.obj.]co'.:

In the Lf-structures underlying (156a-b), there would be an intermediate trace adjoined to

AGR.s. Since nOlhing intervenes between this trace and the wh-phrase in COMP, the

former could be properly-governed by the laller. On the other hand, the ungrammaticality

(l56c) suggests that transitive subject traces are not antecedent-governed in the irrealis

mood. This difference in the behaviour of transitive and inrransitive subjects is not

expected in a theory where surface Case reflects underlying relations at the deepest level;

such a theory would predict both types of subject to pallern together under movement,

possibly in opposition to transitive objects. The data in (156) do not suppon this view.

Excçptional movement

If indeed the ungrammaticality of extracting a transitive 'nominative' subject is due

to the blocking effect of an absolutive NP, the same exceptions to the general ban on

ergative subject extraction should be in evidence. This was already demonstrated in 3.3

using the appropriate examples, which are repeated here (from Chung, 1989:162):

(157) ExceptiQnal extraction (irrealis)
a. Hayi na palac'an i para u-kallyi gui' i?

who L woman Fut. S3s-wrïte her
'Which woman is going to wrïte to herself?'

':')

b. Hayi i para u-chiku [i patgon-iiapro il?
who Fut. S3s-kiss the child-3s

'WhOi is going 10 kiss hisi child?' (RCN) [Specifier]

nonnal associaùon of unaccusative arguments with AGR.s. This bas obvious consequences for long
eXlracùon, bUI Ibey will nol bc pursued bere. Certain other problems arise wben wc consider the
implicaùons of Casc-cbecking discusscd in Chapter IWO. For example, irrealis subjccts are sUPpoSedly
cbcckcd for Case via L-movemeOl IO-AGR.o, wbercas unergaùve subjects adjoin 10 AGR.o. The quesùon
then is whal happcns 10 unergaùve sliaJects in the irrcaIis mood? AI present, the answer 10 this quesùon is
nOI known. ~ .
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• c. Hayi i para u-na'na' [i minagahit put guiya il?
who Fut. S3s-hide the truth about him
Who is going to hide the truth about himself?' [NP-comp!.]

Presumably, extraction of a transitive subject in the irrealis mood could only improve if it

was difficult to begin with - i.e. if it was checked for Case by AGR.o despite appearing in

a nominative-accusative paradigm. These data thus confirm the view of split-ergativity

taken here.

Passive A~ent extractiQn

The source of subject (irrealis) agreement in ChamQrro is AGR.o, which projects a

specifier position for NPs to occupy at LF. Moreover, in structures with a single

argument (intransitives), there will be no adjunction site at AGR.s tQ interfere with proper

government. It should thus be possible for an optional argument like a passive Agent to be

questioned, etc. without violating Relativized Minimality. This is because an NP in the

Spec. of AGR.o only counts as a pOlential Antecedent for traces left by L-movement. On

the other hand, intransitive subjects in the realis mood are checked for Case via adjunction,

regardless of the source. We thus predict that wh-movement of a passive Agent will be

ungrammatical in the realis mood. The following sentences confirm these expectations

(from Chung, 1982:72):

(158) Passive a~ent extractiQn
a. *Hayi in-aligao i lepblu?
.- who Pass.(R)-look.for the book
,. 'Who was the book looked for (by)?'

b. Hayi para u-in-aligao i lepblu?
who Fut. S3s-Pass.-Iook.for the book
'Who is the book going to be looked for (by)?'

[Realis]

[lrrealis]

1 assume that extraction of the passive Agent is ruled out in (l58a) because antecedent­

government of the Agent trace is blocked by the subject NP ('the book'), adjoined to

AGR.s at LF. In (l58b) extraction is permitted because the subject is in Spec. of AGR.o

(an L-position), allowing the wh-phrase in COMP to antecedent-govern its trace. The

structure of (l58b) is given in (159) (heads remain in situ f~r ease of exposition). The

structure (159) shows how a transitive object 'displaces' an./~gent in the derivation of a

passive, along the lines proposed by Larson (1988); at LF,the object moves to Spec. of

AGR.o. Having been demOled, the passive Agent trace is not theta-governed by the verb,

and must rely on the wh-phrase in COMP for proper government (cf. 3.1.4). Even so, the

object NP in the Spec. of AGR.o does not block it.
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•

'\
i

(159) Passjve agent extraction (irrealis)

CP

[..~]C'naYlj

[+a~R.s"
[-~..
~

u- AGR.o"

[ilep~R.o" .

(er~"·
~

t'i VI
~

V' tj

~ti
in-aligao

Hayi para u-in-aligao i lepblu?
who Fut. S3s-Pass.-look.for the book
Who is the book going to he looked for (by)?' (=145b)

Irrealis agreement in Chamorro typifies non-canonical Case-marking in an

otherwise ergative language: transitive and intransitive subjects are marked the sarne, just as

they would he in an accusative language. As the evidence has shown, however, subjects

do not pattern alike under extraction, and in fact the situation is identical to extraction in the

realis mood. This leads us to conclude that irrealis subjects derive their Case frorn AGR.o,

where they are checked by movement to a specifier position. In the next section, we show

how the same principles of Case assignment deterrnine the distribution of quantifiers in the

coiltext of non-canonical Case-assignment.

3.4.3 Quantification in Chamorro (Argument-type splits)
In section 3.2 we considered quantification in Chamorro, and gave evidence that it

conforrned to an ergative pattern of Case-marking. Nevertheless, the data there included

examples of unaccusative intransitives only, i.e. where the single argument derives its Case

from AGR.s. When unergative intransitives are considered, a different pattern emerges,

reflected in the data below (from Chung, 1989):67

67 The gener.uizaùons herc apply to verb-initial orders only, As willt many ollter proccsscs in Chamorro, a
differcnt paradigm obtains when the order is ehanged 10 Sy~. In Chapter four 1give an analysis of Ibis
construction, and rca.<ons for lite differcnccs.
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• (160) Quantification of unergalive<
a. *Man-a'ayuda rodu ifamaloo'an para uma-fa'tinas i sena.

pl.-help all the women Fu!. S3p-make the dinner
'AIl the women helped cook dinner'

b. *Kumentus kàda palao'Qn put i chala'an na ha·ani.
talk(sing.) each girl about the weather L rain

'Each girl talked about the rainy weather'

c. *Kumati kàda pargun
cry(sing.) each child
'Each child cried'

(161) Quantification of olherrelations
a. *Ti ya-niiiha rodu i medikus i manbaba na nengkanu'.

not like-3p ail the doctors the food L bad
• 'AIl doctors dislike bad food'

b. anai ha-hunguk rodu i isroria-n i asagua-iia
when 3s-hear ali the stoiy-L the wife-3s
.... when he heard his wife's whole story'

c. Man-dangkulu yan man-lokka' kiida pargun
Pl.-big and Pl.-tall each child
'Each child is big and tal\' (=156b)

[+TR.subj]

[+TR.obj)

[Unacc.]

The unergative subjects in (160) pattern with transitive subjects (161a), and against

transitive objects (161 b) and unaccusative subjects (161c). As such, Agent quantification­

for this is the shared argument in (160) and (161a) - has the appearance of being

syntactically nominative-accusative, corresponding roughly to Case-marking: AGR.o is the

source of Case for both kinds of subjects in the ungrammatical sentences. This is

somewhat unexpected, given our previous arguments against a realignment of underlying

relations in split-ergative situations. The data in (160) - (161) also contrast with the facts

of wh-movement in the language, where both unergative and unaccusative subjects were

shown to undergo extraction easily (cf. 3.1.1). In what follows 1 argue that a separate

cause is responsible for the failure of unergative subjects to undergo QR in Chamorro.

After factoring this out, the paradigm would be as expected: intransitive subjects patleming

with transitive objects, and in opposition to transitive subjects. The syntactic accusativiry

of quantification in situations of non-canonical Case-marking is therefore only apparent,

and underlyingly the grammatical relations are the same as they would be in canonical

Case-marking contexts.
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• Unergative Quantification

ln 3.2 it was proposed that quantified lI.'Ps must c-command the Tense-operator.

This means that unergative subjects are forced to undergo QR in order to bind a variable,

since AGR.o (to which they are adjoined for Case) does not c-command the Tense

morpheme. Suppose then that the structure underlying (16Oc) is as follows, after QR has

applied (head-movement has been omi:ted):

(162) Unergative Quantification

AGR.s"
~

[klida patgun]j AGR.s"

[--~,
~GR"Tns. - A .0

[t'i~R.O"
UM~..

t~'
~

kati

*Kumati kiida paJgun
cry(sing.) each child
'Each child cried' (16Oc)

As can be clearly seen in (162), nothing intervenes between the quantified NP in its scope

position and the trace adjoined to AGR.o that would qualify as a closer antecedent­

governor. What is not so clear is whether this trace is governed by a lexical head. In

Rizzi's (1990) theory, the domain of head-government is restricted to the fmt immediate

projection of the govemor, i.e. the X-bar level. This meansthat while the lowest trace of

the unergative subject can be head-governed by AGR.o (realized here as -um- ), the same

agreement morpheme cannot govern a trace adjoined to its maximal projection. Moreover,

there is nothing higher in the tree which could serve as head-governor: Tense does not

qualify, and AGR.sis inert.

1assume then that bath unergative and transitive subjects violate the ECP when they

undergo QR because there is a trace associated with AGR.o that is not govemed by a

lexical head. Transitive subjects leave their trace in Spec. of AGR.o, whereas unergative

subject traces are adjoined to this category. In addition, however, transitive subject traces

fail to satisfy the ECP in terms of antecedent-government, since the absolutive object
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• adjoined to AGR.s constitutes a doser governor. We then predict that an object which is or

contains an anaphor referring to the subjeet will not 'save' transitive subject quantification.

since although Circularit)' may intervene to allow antecedent-governrnent. head-government

is stilllacking. The following sentences confirrn this prediction (Sandy Chung. persona!

communication):

(163) Non-excep!Îonal OR (transitive subjects)
a *Ha-Ialatdi [kada paIgon ]i gui' i

R3s-scold each child him
'Each child scolded hirnself

b. *Ha-1aladti [kada /alaJù ]i [i plùgon-iiapro il
R3s-scold each man the child-3s
'Each man scolded his (own) child'

c. *Ha-hunguk [kada paIgon]i [i istoria put guiya i]
R3s-hear each child the story about him
'Each child heard the story about himself

[Dir.obj.]

[Specifier]

[NP-comp!.]

In (l63a). the direct object is an anaphor referring to the subject, while in (163b) the

anaphor is a possessor, and in (163c) anoun complement. The fact that transitive subjecl

quantification is ungrammatical thus supports the proposaI that head-governmenl is

responsible for unergative quantification.

Unergative wh-movemenl

The lack of head-government in the proposed structure (162) can account for

ungrarnmatical quantification of unergative subjects, but not for grammatical wh-movement

of these same NPs. As we saw in 3.1.1, subjects of a11 intransitives extract freely in

Chamorre. In Rizzi's (1990) framework, however, structures underlying wh-movement

are fundamentally different from those derived by QR in that they are specified for the

fearure (+agr] in the head of COMP. This can he seen in (164), which we take to he the

wh-counterpart of (162).68

As the structure (164) shows. the subject trace in Spec. of AGR.o is within the first

immediate projection of [+agr], such !hat it can he head-governed; the resu1t is that all traces

in (164) satisfy the ECP. In English too. [+agr] is responsible for head-goveming traces

left by wh-movement (e.g. 'Who ate th,e apple'?'). Just as in Chamorro though, raising of

subject quantifiers is not perrnitted. for this would leave a trace in Spec. of AGR.s that

could not he head-govemed. The difference is that while subject QNP's in Chamorre are

68 Aecording to Rizzi, the feature [+agrl may not he realized lexically in every language, but can âc:t as a
head-govemor on a language·specifie basis.
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• forced to raise in order to satisfy their scope requirement, subject QNP's in English (and

transitives and unaccusatives in Charnorro) satisfy it by assuming their Case position in

AGR.s (cf. also 3.2).

(164) Unergative wh-mQvement

C"
~

[hayili C'

~GR"[+agrl A.s

[--~,
~

Tns. AGR.o"

[t·~R.o"
~V"

ti~'
~

kati

Hayi kumati?rWho cried' (99)

The difference between wh-movement and QR of unergative subjeclS in Chamorro

thus reduces to the presence vs. absence of the feature [+agrl, a natural consequence in a

theory that requires traces to be both head- and antecedent-governed. Asymmetries

between QR and wh-movement have been noted in the literature before (Chomsky, 1991),

so it is not surprising to find them in an ergative language. After head-government has

been factored out, quantification in Chamorro takes on a syntactically ergative pattern,

where transitive objects and intransitive subjects of both kinds satisfy antecedent­

government (and in contrast to transitive subjects). The generalization is significant here in

that it ranges over data that project a syrltaetica11y accusative pattern based on split-ergativity

of the argument type.

Conseouences and conclusjon

In this section, we have spelled out a theory of split-ergativity which holds that at

least sorne nominative-accusative patterns in otherwise ergative languages are due to

exceptional Case-checking by AGR.o. Norrnally, Case is obligatorily checked by AGR.s,

but in these special circumstances the requirement is suspended. The evidence for syntactic

ergativity in the split situations is twofold: the continued ability of the transitive object to
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• pattern with the intransiùve subject despite being rnarked differenùy. and me inability of the

IWO subjects to pattern alike, despite being marked the same. The conclusion is that

ergaùve SplilS do not necessarily reflect a change in structural relations.

The syntax of split-ergativity has been most recently addressed by Massam (1991).

In her system (as in this one) ergative splits arise through the selectional requirements of

morphemes such as tense or aspect. In a language like Chamorro. for example, the realis

rnorpheme would select a VP containing an internal subject, while in the irrealis mood

subjects would be generated in IP. In addition, nominative (= absolutive) Case is assigned

ob1igatorily. While this system successfully accounts for the distribution of Case in an

ergaùve language (including ergaùve SplilS), il implies that subjects in me irrealis mood will

behave the same under extraction, and that transitive objects and intransitive subjects will

no longer continue 10 do so. As we have seen, however, this doesn't happen in Chamorro

(or in Dyirbal, etc.), so there must be something more tO the syntax of split ergativity than

just me distribution of Case.

Only a few examples of syntactic split-ergativity have been illustrated here - one

example each involving NP-type (Dyirbal), mood (Chamorro), and argument-type

(Chamorro). These are representative of the kinds of splits that can occur in ergative

languages, but clearly much more research must be done before the AGR.o hypothesis can

be accepted. Still, the predictions made by this hypothesis are clear: in a non-canonical

Case-marking situation, the transitive subject is expected to behave no differently under

extraction/quantification man in a canonically ergative one.

It should be noted that Mayan languages have been absent from the discussion of

split-ergativily. This is not to say that mere are no splits in these languages, or that if there

are, they do not pattern as predicted by the AGR.o hypothesis. Usually, the evidence is

simply unavailable. Thus while e.g. the durative aspect in Ixil exhibits a nominative­

accusative Case-marking pattern, it is not known whether transitive subjects are any easier

to extract or quantify than in the punctual aspect, where Case·marking refleclS an ergative­

absolutive pattern. In Jacaltec, on the other hand, first- and second-person ergative

subjects can be clefted without a necessary change in verbal morphology. This represents a

real challenge to me approach to ergativity taken here, but also suggests a type of split that

is not addressed by the AGR.o hypothesis. These are questions that require futher

research.

Finally, the view of split ergativity advocated here echoes Anderson's (1976)

discussion of surface ergativity, where it was argued that surface Case patterns did not

reflect underlying grammatical relations (cf. 1.2). For him (and for Bobaljik, 1992), an

ergative-absolutive Case-rnarking pattern obscures an underlying S-structure in which
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• transitive and intransitive subjects have equal status. The main proposal of this thesis has

been that LF-structures correlate with Case-marking in an ergative language. In a

canonically non-ergative situation, however, Case-marking does indeed obscure

grammatical relations at this level. In this sense then, ergative splits are truly marked

constructions.

3.5 Alternate strategies

So far, we have seen how transiùve subjects generally fail to undergo extracùon or

quantification without a change in verbal morphology. Here we examine sorne of the

strategies involved that make movement of this NP possible. These will be of interest

mainly insofar as they interact with the processes and structures that have been proposed

for ergaùve languages. Ali of the languages under consideraùon have processes of passive

and antipassivization. The immediate effect on underlying structure is to decrease the

number of direct arguments by one, or the number of agreement morphemes that are

necessary for Case-checking. ln passive constructions Agents take on the status of

optional arguments, whereas in antipassive structures Themes are realized opùonally. The

remaining direct argument - Theme in the passive construction, Agent in the antipassive­

is marked with absolutive Case (except in non-canonical Case-marking situations).

Extraction or quantification of an Agent thus amounts to moving an opùonal argument

across the absolutive NP in the passive construcùon, or moving the absoluùve itself in the

antipassive. Chamorro has a special set of constructions known collectively as wh­

agreement. Each of the strategies that enable Agents to be moved will be considered

separately.

3.5.1 Passivization

Passive Agents are not expected to undergo wh-movement or QR in an ergative

language. since the trace they leave in VP is not theta-governed, and an absolutive NP

adjoined to AGR.s may block antecedent-government. As we saw in 3.4, however,

passive Agents in Chamorro can be exn-acted if the subject is in Spec. of AGR.o, as

required by the irrealis mooè. The following data indicates that passive Agents can be

extracted in Mam as well (data from England, 1983, 1983a):69

69 lt is not known whether passive Agents ean undergo QR in Chamorro irrealis elauses, but the
expcclation is they ean; as bcfore, the subjcct of the derived inuansiùve would bc in Spcc. of AGR.o, Su
that the passive Agent trace could bc amcccdem-govemed. Subject (irrealis) agreemem would provide the
trace with a hcad-govemor.
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• (165) Passjve a~ent extraction (Mam)
a. 0 0-jaw patq'u-7n-0 xaq t-u7n Kyel

past 3sA-dir tum.over-ds-Pass rock 3s-RN Miguel
The rock was lUmed over by Miguel'

b. al u7n 0-0-jaw patq'u-7n-0 xaq?
Q RN asp-3sA-dir lUm.over-ds-Pass rock
'By whom was the rock tumed over?'

c. al u7n xhi kub' tzy-eet qa-cheej?
Q RN dep-3pA dir grab-Pass pl-horse
'By whom were the horses grabbed?'

The examples in (165b-c) are potentially damaging to the account of Case-checking

proposed here, especially if the forro of absolutive agreement is the same in both transitive

and intransitive sentences. The same forro would imply the same source and manner of

Case-checking, and since transitive objects adjoin to AGR.s, so too would intransitive

subjects. Then, unlike irrealis passive agent traces in Chamorro, traces left by movement

in (165) would failto satisfy antecedent-govemment.

As we saw in 2.1.1, however, the absolutive agreement in (165b-c) is notthe same

as for transitive objects. Recallthat Mam is specified for a set of enclitics (hencefonh 'free'

suffixes) which mark both transitive and intransitive subjects. In the ergative construction,

the members of this set cross-reference the subject, along with the independent set of

ergative agreement prefixes. The object in the ergative construction is cross-referenced by

a single set of absolutive agreement morphemes. In intransitives, however, the members

of the free set cross-reference the subject with the regular absolutive morphemes.. Since the

(absolutive) agreement paradigms are slightly different, we conc1ude that the manner of

Case-checking is different for transitive objects and intransitive subjects. ln intransitive

se~:ences, the subject could derive its Case via movement to thé' Spec. of AGR.s, rather

than adjunction (which is how transitive objects get their Case). Then passive Agents

would be expected to undergo extraction grammatically, i.e. without violating the ECP.

The c1aim then is that the passive Agent traces in (165) are properly govemed by their

antecedents. The structure underlying (165c) is shown in (166) (exc1uding head­

movement). The absolutive subject NP is shown to be in Spec. of ~,:13R.s, rather than

adjoined to it. The 'free' suffix appears along with the absolutive agreement morpheme

(phonologically modified when joined with aspect) in the head of AGR.s, much like it

would appear with ergative agreement under AGR.o in transitive sentences. The

assumption here is that a specifier position is projected whenever the free suffix appears,

i.e. in AGR.s or AGR.o. The absolutive morpheme appears whenever Case is being
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• checked by AGR.s. through L- or L-bar movement. This explains how a passive Agent

can be extracted in Mam without failing te meet the requirement c.f antecedent-govemment.

(166) Inlnln<itive <ubject agreementfpassive Agent eXlnlction

CP
~

[al u7n]j C'

x~~R.s"
[qa-Ch~R.s'

-(C)h~"
ku~R.o"
~

[--] \Il?

[t'~V'
~t·J

~ti
tzy-eet

al u7n xhi kub' IZy-eet qa-cheej?
QRN dep-3pA dir grab-Pass pl-horse
'By whom were the horses grabbed?' (l65c)

3.5.2 Antipassivization

By far the most prevalent means of extracting or quantifying what would otherwise

be a transitive subject is through antipassivization. This involves changing the status of an

object (Theme) from direct to optional, and marking the Agent with absolutive Case.

Antipassive constructions are therefore intransitive, so extraction or quantification of an

Agent should be no different than for other intransitive subjects. The following shows

extraction of antipassive subjects in Mam (England, 1983) and Tzutujil (Dayley, 1985):

(167) Antipassive subject movement (Mam)
a. ma chi tzaj t-q'o-7n Mal kab' xkoo7ya w-ee-ky'

rec 3pA dir 3sE-give-ds Maria!Wo tomato Is-RN-ls
'Maria gave me sorne tomatoes'

b. Mal 0-0-saj q'oo-n t-e xkoo7ya w-ee-ky'
Maria asp-3sA-dir give-AP 3s-RN tomato Is-R.~-ls

'~gave me sorne tomatoes'
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• (168) Anripassive subject movement (fzulUji1)
a. Atet xatjech'eb'a7-nija chakach

you twïsted-AP the basket
'You were the one who twisted the basket up'

b. Qas jab'el jar iixoq ja x-ch'anab'a7-ni ja r-aal.
very preny the woman that p-undressed-AP the 3s-child
The woman who undressed her child is very pretty'

c. Naq x-b'ak'ab'a7-ni ja sii7?
who 3sA-tie.up-AP the frrewood
Who ties up the frrewood?'

[Cleft]

[Relative1

[Question]

In the structures underlying (167) - (168), the Case-checked trace of wh-movement would

either he adjoined to AGR.s or in its specifier position, depending on the availability of free

suffixes. In either case, it would be head-governed by [+agr] and antecedem-governed

from COMP. The structure underlying (168c) would therefore he as follows:

(169) Anripassive structure

CP
~

[Naq]j C'
~

[+agr]/x- AGR.s"

t'j~R.S"
~"

[--~R.o"
~H VP
~

t" V'J
~ ..

V' Ija sn7]
[
V

b'ak'ab'a7-ni

Naq x-b'ak'ab'a7-ni ja sii7?
who 3sA-tie.up-AP the frrewood
'Who ties up the frrewood?' (168c)

The subjeet (Agent) is checked for Case by adjoining to AGR.s (it is not clear if Tzutujil

employs free suffixes). Aspect resides in COMP, which is compatible with the feature

[+agr]. The antipassive object (Theme) is generated as a V-bar adjunct, in accordance with

its Status as an optional argument These assumptions account for the grammaticality of
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• antipassive subject movement in TzutujiI. In principle, Chamorro alse permits extraction of

the Agent from an antipassive construction. but this is not the preferred strategy; this will

De discussed in 3.5.3.

Ouantification

Quantification of antipassive subjects is expected to be grammatical in an ergative

language, se long as they are no! checked for Case by AGR.o: quantifiers associated with

this category would have to undergo further movemem to reach a legiômate scope position,

and would leave behind a trace that couldn't be head-governed. In 3.4.3 we saw exar.tples

.of this in Chamorro. If quantification takes place through wh-movement, on the other

hand, the feature [+agr] can function as a head-governor. Tris was argued to be the means

by which the quantifier 7ep in Tzotzii appeared in clause-initial position (3.2.3). The

expectation then is that antipassive subjects quantified by ïep will be grammatical. The

fol1owing sentences appear to confirm this prediction (from Aissen, 1984):

(170) Antipassive subject quantification (fzotzil)
a. 7ep i ta x-k'-el-van [e i krixchano] ta ch'ivit

man)' icp-look-AP people in rr.arket
'Many people are watching (someone) in the market'

b. 7ep i ch-mil-van-il [li e i viniketike]
many icp-kill-AP-pl the men
'Many men kill (people)'

In (170), 7ep moves from the specifier position of the subject NP to the Spec. of CP. At

LF, the subject NP will adjoin to AGR.s, where thp- quantifier-trace embedded in' it can be

head-governed by [+agr]; antecedent-government is from the quantifier itself. Quantifièr­

movement from antipassive subjects inTzotzilis thus grammatical. Quantifier-raising of

whole NPs containing 7ep should alse be well-formed, provided AGR.s is responsible for

checking them; this is because AGR.s c-commands the Tense node, such that raising

beyond this point becomes unnecessary. At present, it is not known whether this

prediction is correct.

In Chamorro, antipassive subjects cannot undergo quantification in the realis mood,

indicating that they are checked for Case by AGR.o (like unergative subjects). An example

of ungrammatical quantification is given here (from Chung, 1989): .

(171) Antipassive subject OR (Chamorro)
~Man-aitai kiida pargun lepblu
AP-read each child book
'Each child read a book'
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• In the structure underlying (171). the subject would tirst adjoin to AGR.o. and then move

on to AGR.s for scope. The trace adjoined to AGR.o would fail to he head-governed.

however, leading to a violation of the ECP (cf. 3.4.3). Evidence that the amipassive

morpheme man- (not to he confused with the plural morpheme man- ) is associated with

AGR.o can he adduced from the fact that the irrealis morpheme u- precedes it. as shown in

the following sentence (adapted from Gibson. 1990):

(172) Mood{antipa~sive moroheme order
U-mam-a'gasi i lalahï ni karet3.
S3s-AP-wash the male ObI. car
The boy will wash the car'

Antipassives in Chamorro therefore represem a panern of non-canonical Case-marking. one

in which AGR.o is responsible for checking Case instead of AGR.s. Nevenheless. this

type of ergative split is entirely consistent with the type of argument that is involved. since

antipassive subjects are invariably agentive, like unergatives. In the irrealis counterpan of

(171), the antipassive subject would move to Spec. of AGR.o (to satisfy the lexical

requirements ofirrealis mood), foUowed by adjunction to AGR.s for scope. As in (171).

however, quantification is expected to he ungrammatical due to lack of head-govemment:

no examples are available 10 confinn this. ::

The inability of transitive subjects to undergo wh-movement or QR forces ergative

languages to adopt different strategies for affecting Agents. Here we have examined the

. most common of these strategies, the antipassivize. In this process, rransitive objects

(1bemes)are generated as optional arguments that receive oblique Case, enabling Agents to

become associated with AGR.s, the source of absolutive Case. Having achieved this,

Agents may then be moved or quantified without violating the ECP. In non-ergative Case­

marking situations, intransitive subjects are associated with AGR.o, instead of AGR.s.

While sùch amipassive subjects may be moved, they carlnot be quantified, due to the

absence of a [+agr] head-governor in these structures. For languages like Chamorro then,

the antipassive strategy is no escape for quantification. Still, tms doesn't méan that Agents

can't be quantified. The srrategy for achieving this will be the topic of the next section.70

70 ln Char.lorro and the Mayan languages, extraction of the antipassivc: objcct (Theme) is also'
ungramniatical. While this may in pan be duc 10 the lacle of anteccdeOl-govcmmeOl '(along with rcalis
passive Agents in Chamorro). sueh a view cannot explain uhauestcd movement in irrcalis clauses. or in

'sentenc('S where intransitive subjccts are chccked for Case via L-movemeOl (e.g. Mam). 1suspect this has
something to do with hcad-govemment, but willicave the mauer open for the time being.
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• 3.5.3 Wh-agreement (Chamorro)
In Chamorro realis clauses, transitive subjeclS can be extracted or quantified when

the verb is infixed with the morpheme -wn-. This is part of the paradigm of so-called wh­

agreement in the language (Chung, 1982; Chung & Georgopoulos, 1988). The relevant

exarnples are given here:

(173) Wh-amemeD! (extraction)
a. Ha-fa'gasi si Juan i kareta.

R3s-wash PN J. the car
'Juan washed the car'

b. *Hayi ha-fa'gasi i kareta?
who R3s-wash the car
Who washed the car?'

c. Hayi fuma'gasi i kareta?
who wash(UM) the car
Who washed the carT

(174) Wh-amement (quantification)
a. Todu i dos um-aluk na bunitu esti na na'an i Juan.

ail the two UM-said that beautiful this L name PN J.
'Ail the two of them said this narne Juan was beautiful'

b. Kiida ma'esrra gi iskuela mu-rekuknisa si Maria.
each teacher Loc.. school UM-recognise PN M.
'It was each teacher at school who recognized Mari:.': .

[-wh.agr.)

[+wh.agr.)

We may suppose that the morpheme -wn- in (173) - (174) has the same properties as il

does in infinitives and in unergative (singular) constructions. If so, it is generated in

AGR.o, and does nor project a specifier position. For the transitive subject to be checked

for Case, it could adjoin to AGR.o (like subjects of unergatives) before moving to a higher

position. This gives rise to severa! problems, however; first, a trace adjoined to AGR.o

would constitute a closer potential-antecedent for the lower object trace (assuming this still

moves to AGR.s), and second, thc object adjoined tO AGR.s would block antecedent­

govemment of the subject trace, as in (l73b).

In 2.4.3 il was suggested that objects of infinitives adjoined to AGR.o, while-o-the

PRo-subjec~moved.to th~ specifier of theTense phrase. When the clause is non-finite, the

verb cannot raise to Tense, nor to the higher AGR.s position (this was seen as necessary 50

that the PRO-subject ~uld remain ungoverned). The structure of (83a) - a sentence which •

cQltains an embedded tnfinitiva! clause - is repeated here for convenience (verb-movement

is not shown):
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Hayi fuma'gasi (kareta?
who wash(DM) the car
'Who washed the car?' (=173c)

• (l75) Snvcrure Qfinfinirive~ (Chamorro)

... T" (=TP)

[PR~'
[-T~R.O"

[siRJ~R.O"
~"-um- V

ti~'
~

bisita tj

Maliigu' gui' [PRO bumisita si Rita]
want he visit-DM PN Rita
'He wants to visit Rita' (83a)

When a clause is [-+-Tns], however, the verb may transit via head movement ail the way to

AGR.s, and NPs marked with absolutive Case can be checked. This is shown in (176),

the proposed structure of the Chamorro sentence (li3c):

(176) Wh-agreement ~nvc!ure (DM)

C"

[Ha~'
~

[+agr) AGR.s"

[t'i~R.S'
(ab~"
~

[+Tns) AGR.o"

[ikare~R.O"
.~

DM V"

ti"'-------"'-'V'

~t·
fa'gasi J
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• The wh-phrase hayi ('who') has moved directly from the Spec. of VP to the Spec. of

AGR.s and on to COMP. Crucially, the first link in this chain is formed by L-movement,

50 that the object adjoined 10 AGR.o doesn't block antecedent-government. The structure

shown in (176) represents a true reversai of grammatical relations, since the subject (Agent)

:s checked for Case by AGR.s, the object (Theme) by AGR.o. At the same time, the

proposed structure of wh-agreement in (176) is consistent with the properties of the infix ­

um- in both infinitive and unergative (singular) constructions, in keeping with the goal of

'one form, one meaning'.

SummaI)'

In this section (3.5), we have examined various strategies that ergative languages

use in order 10 eXlract or quantify whal would otherwise be the subject oi' a transitive

clause. Of these, the antipassive strategy is used most often, since il circumvents the

blocking effect of absolutive NPs aitogether. Passivization represents a slightly different

strategy, in which Agents are first rendered as optional arguments and then moved.

Passives generally highlight the object, however, making this a more compIex affair. Only

in Chamorro irrealis clauses is passivization the main strategy for questioning the Agent,

owing mainly 10 the facl that there is no wh-agreement in this paradigm. In the Chamorro

realis mood, a reversai of argument-agreement association obtains, so that extraction of a

transitive subject does not cross an absolutive NP. This was shown to be part of a unified

phenomenon involving the morpheme -lOl1l-.

Conc1Ùsion. Chailler three

In" this chapler, we havCexplored the consequences of LF-movement of the

absolutive'-NP,to AGR.s for Case-checking. In the ergative construction, the absolutive
\' "

NP aêioins' te> AGR.s, blocking antecedent-governmem of other L-bar traces. The
'"

predictioi:-,::-was that transitive subjects and other (non-absolutive) elements could not

undergo L-bar movement on their own, as this would ultimately violate the ECP. For the

most part, this prediction turned outto be correct. At the same time, absolutive NPswere. .
expected to undergo L-bar-movement easily, and the data bore this out as W~U. Adjuncts,

on the other hand, did not appear tobe affected by the presence of an ab501utiveNP. A

major cIass of exceptions to ungrammaiical tritnsitive subject ~ovement was 'noted, but

these were very systematic, and actually supported the proposai that objects were subjaéent

to a moved wh-phrase or raised quantifier at LF. The exceptional cases ail involved an

object NP which was or comained a co-referring anaphor, and this obviated the bIocking

effect on antecedent-govemment. The association of transitive objects with AGR.s was
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• shown to hold in contexts which displayed a non-canonical Case-marking pattern for an

otherwise ergative language. Only here did surface Case-marking obscure underlying

grammatical relations, which were elsewhere shown to correspond to LF-structure.

Finally, sorne of the strategies that ergative languages employ to extract or quantify Agents

were examined. Significanùy, each strategy represented an alternative to the underlying

structure proposed for transitive sentences, and in this respect supponed the approach to

ergativity taken here.

The major contribution of the absolutive Case hypothesis is that it accounts in a

principled way for the general inability of transitive subjects to undergo syntactic (LF)

processes in an ergative language. While many authors have taken note of this fact, none

has offered an explanation of it in a Government & Binding framework. Among the

Mayanists, there is a tendency to attribute obligatory antipassivization (i.e. for extraction) to

a necessary disambiguation of direct arguments in transitive sentences (Craig. 1977:

England, 1983). On this view, it is the pover!)' of agreement that leads to a potentially

ambiguous situation: third-persons in particular are often the least-marked. Still, when

ambiguity can be reduced by other~e.g. pragmatic) means, the facts do not change. More

imponantly, the 'ambiguity approach' does not extend to languages with different

morphological systems. ln Chamorro, for example, only one direct argument (the subject)

can ever be cross-referenced on the verb, so there is little doubt as to which one is being

questioned, etc. Berinstein (1985) has proposed an account of ungrammatical transitive

extraction i!l-K'ekchi (Mayan), using a Relational Grammar approach.

The-treatrnent of subject movement has not been consistent in the literature on

ergativity. Smith (1984) addressenhe question of whether transitive subjects can't be

relativized in Labrador Inuktitut. Although he concludes they can, his examples show that

antipassivization has occurred. ln contrast, Johns (1992) assumes that NPs marked with

relative (=ergative) Case are systematically fronted in the derivation of Eskimo transitive

constructions, but does not pursue the syntactic consequences of this,move The only

, consistent treatrnent of transitive subject movement has come from researchers who treat

NPs marked with absolutive Case, as ,nominative, i.e. where it can he claimed that only

'suf~cts' (a class excluding ergatives) undergo processes like relativization, etc. Keenan
'-';"" \\

& Comne (1977) take this approach, but the appropriate conception of ergativity was never

made explicit Dixon's (1972) work on Dyribal foIIows in this vein, but noformal means

were proposed to rule out ungrammatical involvement of transitive subjects in unmarked

situations. In this respect, the present theory hopes to shed sorne light.
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• CHAPTER FOUR
Object pronoun binding

4.0 Introduction

In Chapter two, it was proposee! that the local relationship between direct arguments

and agreement morphemes was established at iF, either through L- or L-bar movement.

The assumption has always been, however, that these relationships are not local at S­

structure, where NPs marked with ergative or absolutive Case remain in their base­

positions. In this chapter, we examine evidence that bears on this daim.

To sorne extent, the relationship between an Agent in Spec. of VP and agreement in

AGR.o is a trivial one, since nothing significant intervenes between them (possibly only

adverbs adjoined to VP). The relationship between a transitive object (e.g. Patient) and

absolutive agreement is more interesting, however, since both AGR.o and the Agent

intervene. The strategy here is thus to find sorne process involving AGR.s and al'!

absolutive NP that is affected by the presence of an Agent NP. This would then

corroborate the long-distance nature of the absolutive relationship.

Huang (1984) has proposed a version of Control Theory which 1 refer to as

Identification. In this theory, empty pronominal categories must be formally identified, a

process that occurs at S-structure. Crucially, both NPs and agreement morphemes qualify

as identifiers. Given just this much, it is easy to see how an Agent (in Spec. ofVP) might

'misidentify' an empty pronoun object, if it tums out to be doser to .the object than th-;:

morpheme needed to identify il, namely AGR.s. The prediction then is that empty object

pronouns will not be tolerated in an ergative language, in contrast to empty subject
- .

pronouns. The following Mam sentences represent the type of example we are interested in

(from England, 1983a):

(177) Emptv pronoun NPs (Mam)
a. ma 0-tzaj t-tzyu-7n xiinaq

asp 3sA-dir 3sE-grab-ds man
'(She) grabbed the man'
Not: 'The man grabbed (ber)'

b. ma tt-uul
asp'3sA-arrive
'(He) arrived'
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• Only empty subject pronouns are allowed in Mam. never objects. This. we daim. is a

consequence of identification principles operating on an ergative structure.

Chapter four is organized as follows: first. Huang's (1984) generalized theory of

control is presented as a means of accounting for the distribution of empty pronouns in

various contexts (4.1). We also adopt a proposaI of Speas' (1990) restricting potential

identifiers to lexical NPs and rich agreement. The modified theory of identification is then

applied to languages that employ both agreement morphemes for Case-checking. These

include ergative languages, and sorne 'accusative' ones (4.2). Section 4.3 examines the

distribution of pronouns in Chamorro, including those that appear to he lexical. ln 4.4 we

extend the analysis of Chamorro to subject-initial word orders, where conditions governing .

the distribution of object pronouns are altered. Chapter four concludes with a study of the

Chamorro morpheme ma-, which interacts with many of the processes that operate in the

language (4.5). This is followed by a conclusion to the thesis.

4,1 Identification Theory

In this section, 1 spell out the general framework within which the analysis of

empty pronouns in ergative languages takes place. This draws on the important work of

Huang (1984), whose theory of control predicts the distribu:ion of empty pronouns in

general. In (4.1.1) we review Huang's theory, and in (4,1.2) adopt a parameterized

v;:,!SÏon of it proposed by Speas (1990).

.4,1.1 Generalized Control Theory
Acccrding to Huang (1984), the distribution of empty categories is detennined by

their ability to be identified. As we saw in (2.2,1), one of the ways :his can be done is

through the presence of agreement features. provided these are rich enough. While

imprecise, this notion usually refers to the complexity of person-number distinctions in a

given paradigm (Jaeggli & Safir, 1984). In Spanish, for example, ari empty pronoun is

lic~t in t.lte subject position of a tensed clause because subject agreement (AGR.s) is

sufficiently rich. English, on the other hand, docs no! allow:null pronouns to appear in this

. position, as agreement is 'too meager'. Sorne examples are given here (from Huang,

1984):

(178) Null subjects (Spanish, English)
a. José sabe que [Ip e ha sido visto por Maria]

. b. *John knows that [IP e has been seen by Mary]
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• ln these examples, the empty subject position (symbolized bye) is assumed to be a pro

instead of PRO, because it is govemed by agreement.

Not ail languages conform to the pattern shown in (178). In Chinese, for example,

an empty category appears in the subject position of a tensed clause, even though there is

no agreement to identify it (ibid:533):

(179) Nul! sybjects (Chinese)
[IP e kanjian ta le]

see him asp
'(He) saw him'

ln (l79),/e represents an aspect marker, presumably located under Inft. Nevertheless, it is

not specified for any person-number fearures relating to the subject, sc a pronoun could not

be identified by this morpheme. Huang reasons that the empty subject position in (179) is

occupied by a variable instead, bound by an empty NP that has been topicalized. This

remains an option insofar as L-bar movement is licit, and of course the empty topic can be

identified The latter condition is linked to principles of discourse, and need not concem us

here.71

Object agreement

Agreement also plays a role in identifying empty categories in non-subject

positions. Languages with rich object agreement should be able to identify empty object

pronouns, for example. Without objé~t agreement, however, an object pronoun might be

'misidentified' by subject agreement (or the subject), resulting in its being bound. The

following illustrates the situation in English:

(180) Object pronoyn bindin~ (English)
[IP JOhili [l'AGRi [VP see pro i ]]]
·'John saw'

The distribution of nul! pronouns isthus assumed to be determined by the interplay of!Wo

independent principles, given below:

(181) Generalized Control Rule (GCR)
Co-index an empty pronominal with the closest nominal element (NP or Agr)

71 Idcnùficalionof cniPlY lopiés.is a propcny of 'discourse-oriCnled' languages like Chinese, which are
characlCr:zed by discoursc-bound anaphora and lopic chains. 1assume lhat this paramelCr is indcpendenl of

, ergaù"ily. so lhat somc crg~ù"c languages (e.g. DyirbaI) could Ile considcred as discourse-oriented, others
noL For discussion of discoursc in Mam, cf. England (1991): for Chamoiro, Chung (1984).
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• (182) Disjoint Reference Rule (DJR)
A pronoun must be free in its goveming category

The GCR represems a formai means of recovering the contents of an empty category. In

addition, it applies at S-structure. The DJR, on the other hand, is none other than Principle

B of the Binding Theory. Since null pronouns must be identified - but cannot be locally

bound - they will usually only surface in subject position. This becomes clear in the

discussion to follow.

Identification by NPs

In both English and Spanish, the subject position of an infinitival clause may be

occupied by the empty category PRO, even though this kind of clause Jacks subject

agreement altogether. In 2.4 it was suggested that PRO-subjects moved to Spec. of TP :Il

S-slrUcture in order to remain ungovemed. Under these conditions, a c-commanding NP in

a higher clause can identify it, as in the sentence 'John persuaded Bill to come'. A panial

S-structure of this sentence is shown here:72

(183) Control (English)

VP

JOh~'
~vp
Bil~'
~
PR~T'
~

to VP
~

ti V'
come

(183) illustrates the kind of structure proposed by Larson (1988) for verbs with more than

two direct arguments (cf. 1.3). In it, two NPs can be seen to c-command the embeddèd

PRO subject, but onJy one of them (Bill) identifies it. This can be expJained by assuming

that there is a 'cIoseness' condition on the GeR which takesinto account the asymmetrical

72 Subject agreement in the matrix clause is nol shown in (183), bUI il aIse c-commands the embedded
empty subjecc il too must therefore be regarded as a potential identifer of PRO. .
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• relationship between arguments in a verbal projection. Tne following definitions are

adapted from Huang (pp. 552-3):

(184) Closes! nominal elements
A is closer to B than C if A c-commands B but C does not, or
(where both A and C c-command B) .

-A but not C occurs within the sarne clause as B, or
-A is separated from B by fewer clause boundaries than C

(where clause=VP, or any maximal projection of IntI)

The only difference between Huang's definitions and those in (184) is the notion of what

constitutes a clause. Speas (1990) regards VP as a kind of 'lexical clause', a concept

which we incorporate here. In addition, maximal projections of Tense and agreement are

assumed to be clausal; this becomes relevant in 4.1.2 below. According to these

definitions then, Bill is closer to PRO than John is in (183) by vinue of the fact that fewer

clausal boundaries separate this NP from the lower subjecl.73

The definitions of 'closes!' in (184) apply to agreement morphemes as weIl as to

full NPs. As is standardly assumed, however, c-command is understood as m-command

in the case of heads, such that agreement will be able to identify an empty category in its

own specifier position (provided it is rich enough). In Chapter two we proposed that the

specifiers of agreement projections could be fiIled by empty pleonastic pronouns at S-
. 0

"-
structure. These must aiso be identified by agreement in order to satisify the GCR. In the

discussion to follow, we will be mainly concemed with empty pronouns that occur in

argument positions at S-structure.

4.1.2 The parameterization of identifiers (Speas, 1990)
Before showing how identification works in ergative languages, let us fust consider

how it has been applied to Navajo by Speas (1990). There are two sets of data that Speas

altempts to account for: the distribution of null pronouns in basic transitive sentences, and

the possibilities for co-reference bctween matrix and relative clauses. As Speas herself

points out, the latter set is not govemed by principles of identification, hence need not

concem us here. The distribution of nuIl pronouns, on the other hand, can be accoùnted

for in Huang's general fra~ework. This will provide the basis for the analysis of ergative

1ll1lguages to foIlow.

73 Thc situation with vcrbs likc promise is·less than clcar: c.g. 'Johni promiscd Billj [PROil"j to come]'.
Larson (1991) suggcslS thalpromise undergoes thc rule of dativc shifl, in which case the GCR would have
to apply al D-struclure. Nothing in our account of underlying crgativilY lums on this, however.
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[pro.subj/pro.objl

• yi-constnlctions

Drawing on data originally compiled by Platero (1974.1978.1982). Speas notes

that in transitive sentences with two third-person arguments, both NPs can be lexical, or

both can be null. Subject NPs (Agents) can be empty when object NPs (Patients) are

lexical, bU! an object NP cannot be empty when the subject is lexical. These facts are

shown beiow (from Sp~as, 1990:340):

(185) Identification YI (Navajo)
a. ashkii at'eed yi-yiiltsa

boy girl YI-see(3s)
The boy saw the girl' [Lex.subjl1ex.obj]

b. yi-yiiltsa.
YI-see(3s)
'He saw her'

c. ashkii yi-yiiltsa
boy YI-see(3s)
'He saw the boy'

*The boy saw her'

[pro.subjl1ex.obj]

[Lex.subj/pro.obj]

e.g. ashkii yi-yiiltsa/'He saw the boy' (= l8Sc)

The morpheme that marks both objects and subjects as third-person in this language is the

portrnanteau form yi-. Navajo has another such form bi-, the function of which is to

highlight the object; this is used to express the unattested reading in (1SSc). Sentences

involving bi- will be discussed below,74

In Speas' framework, a lexical clause contains ail of the arguments of a verb at D­

structure, making il equivalent to VP. Infl, on the other hand, is not r.ontained within the

lexical clause. This means that when Huang's theory is applied to structures underlying

unmarked (yi-) sentences, the subject (Agent) is alway~ closer to the object (Patient) than

the agreement morpheme. The following represents thissituation:

(186) Yi-sentences (Empty subject)

IP

[e~'
~GR
~ yi-

pro " V'

as~tsa

74 Third person readings sueh as 'IL saw him' for (185b). and 'It saw the boy' for (l85e) are rule<! out
independenlly by a semantie hierarchy; cf. Hale (1973).
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• (186) shows a lexical clause embedded under yi-, which in tum projects a specifier

position with a pleonastic pronoun (symbolized bye). The Spec. of VP position contains

an ernpty (argumentai) pronoun, and the object position a lexicall\'P.

Speas' account of this example is roughly as follows: first, the object is lexical, so

the GCR does not apply to it. The null pronoun in Spec. of VP must be identified,

however. Infl is specified for agreement, which apparently is rich enough te identify the

subject; recall that yi- is a ponmanteau form, capable of identifying [WO arguments.

Consider next the kind of structure that would correspond to the unattested reading

of (1 85c) - where the subject is a lexical NP and the object is a null pronoun:

(187) Yi-sentences (Empty object)

*IP

[e-î'~'
~

VP AGR
____________ yi-

ashkii V'

~Ipro yu tsa

e.g. ashkii yi-yiiltsa/*The boy saw him' (:.185c)

Here the subject NP is the nominal element closest to the empty object pronoun. The

subject is thus the identifier of the pronoun, and the two will be co-indexed. As a result,

: the pronoun is bound, in violation of the DJR: the interpretation is disallowed.

Finally, consider the kind of structure that would correspond to (l85b), a

grammatical sentence with two null pronouns. Again, the nominal element closest to the

empty object would he the ~ubject in Spec. of VP. On a strict interpretation of Huang's

principles then, (l85b) should not be allowed to surface since it violates the DJR. In order
. .

to prevent the object from being bound by the null subject, Speas proposes that the GCR is

parameterized such that in sorne languages empty NPs do not themselves count as potential
."
-,' identifiers. Navajo being such a language, identification depends on a lexically-specified

. referent. The identifier of the object pronoun in (l85b) is therefore not the subject (Agent)

in Spec. of VP, but the agreement morpheme under Infl. (Note that if there were [Wo.

agreement morphemes under Infl, neither one of them would be' closer to all. empty

pronounthan the other: potentially then, theempty pronouns in sentences like (185b) are

ambiguous.)
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• To summarize, Sp"a. makes use of Huang's theory of control to account for the

distribution of null pronouns in Navajo transitive sentences with the third-person marker

yi. As a morpheme that appears only when both NPs are third-person. it is not clear

whether AGR.s and AGR.o are present in underlying structure. 1 will assume that they

are, however, and that each is capab~e of identifying a null pronoun. This will prove

important in analyzing sentences with bi-, another third-person agreement morpheme.

bi-constructions

The morpheme bi- ahernates with yi- in Navajo much like passive morphology

alternates wit!l active in languages 1ike English. Like yi-, bi- is considered as a

portmanteau forro, rnarking both subjects (Agent) and objects (Patient) as third person

(unlike yi-stems, however, those te which the affix bi- attaches are phonologically reduced.

suggesting a passive-like argument structure). While sentences with yi- foilow the

standard SOV word oroer, those with bi- are OSV. Null pronouns and lexical NPs have

the foIlowing distribution in transitive sentences with this morpheme (from Speas.

1990:341):

(I88) Identification BI (Navajo)
a. ashkii at'eed bi-Ï!tsa

boy girl BI-see
'The boy, the girl saw'

b. bi-iltsa
BI-see
'Him, she saw'

c. at'eed bi-iltsa
girl BI-see
'Him, the girl saw'

*The girl, he saw

[Lex.subj/lex.obj]

[Pro.subj/pro.objl

[Lex.subj/pro.Obj]

[Pro.subjilex.obj]

(188a) shows !~at two lexical NPs can occur in a bi-sentence, so long as the order is OSV;

in (188b) both arguments are null. As with yi-sentence (I8Sc), (188c) has two potential

readings, only one of which actually surfaces: with bi-, however, the fronted object must

be nuIl, and notthe subject. In this sense, (I88c) is the opposite of (I8Sc).

~~peas' analysis of bi-constructions capitalizes on the fact that the object appears to
//~

the 1eft of the subject in sentences where both are visible (188a). According to her, the

objects in these sentences have been fronted by a mie of topicalization. Consequently,

there is no empty pronoun in object position that has to be identified, but instead a trace to

which the GCR does not apply. 'StiIl, even topicalized empty pronouns need to be
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• identified. Following Huang's arguments, the empty fronted topic in bi-constructions

could be identified by sorne J'iP in the discourse, or else by the morpheme bi- itself. Let us

assume that bi- identifies the empt)' topic in (188b-c), along with the empt)' pronoun

subject in (l88b). Still, in order te explain the missing interpretation of (188c) the

topicalized lexical NP must he closer to the empt)' subject (Agent) than subject agreement.

As Huang states, " ... control theory refers to the closest potential binders that may

he in A- or A-bar position" (p. 568). This means that lexical NP topics are capable of

binding a pronoun that is in the Spec. ofVP, potentially resulting in a violation of the DJR.

We could assume then, that the topic moves to Spec. of IP in (186), and that binding is

possible between a topicalized NP there and an empt)' pronoun in the Spec. of VP. Still,

Speas' analysis of the data in (188) is inconsistent with the mechanisms of identification,

given a structure like the one in (186): if the null subject can he identified by agreement in

(1 88b), agreement should he able to identify it in (l88c) as weil, rather than the topicalized

object. On Speas' own account then, (1 88c) is predicted to have [wo grammatical readings

instead of one (it doesn 't). This problem can be resolved by assuming an underlying

structure in which the topicalized object is closer to the empty subject than the verbal

complex, as in the following S-structure representation:

(189) Identification by AGR.s & AGR.o

AGR.s"
~

[e 1 AGR.s"

T~ltsah'
~

AGR.o" tv
~

at'eedj AGR.o"
~

V" tv

pro~"
~

lj tv
'~'
~

e.g. At'eed bi-iltsa/*The girl, he saw (=188c)

~---'ln this structure, the topicalized object is shown to have adjoÏÎleë!" to AGR.o, t1:~ same

position it associates with at !..F in sentences marked with yi-. The subject, on the other

hand, will he checked by L~m(\vement to Spec. 'of AGR.s - a position which remains

empty at S-structure. Notice now that the topiCalized object is separated from the subject

b)<fewèr clause boundaries than AGR.~ in the verb,al':complex: AGR.s is separated from it
~ .
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• by maximal projections ofAGR.o and Tense. As a result. the topicalized NP is closer. and

will 'misidentify' the subjcct, leading to a violation of the DJR, Speas' accoünt of (! 88c)

can thus be maintained by assuming an Inf! with an articulated internai stucture, with the

verbal complex moving to the highest head JY.lsition.75

The claim is that in Navajo sentences with two :mpty prcflouns, both identifiers

(AGR.s and AGR.o) are Iocated in the verbal complex under AGR.s at S-str\lcture.

Assuming that they share their properties with the complex as a whole. both agreement

morphemes will c-command the pronouns they i(l·~ntify. Still, since the identifiers are

dominated by the sarne maximal projections, neither one of them will be closer to a given

pronoun than the other. In order to prevent an empty pronounfrom being identified by the

wrong agreement morpheme, let us assume that they retain the indices of their identifiers at

LF. When Case-checking applies. potential 'feature clashes' willthen be filtered out. A

pronoun that is identified by AGR.s cannot be checked for Case by AGR.o, al'd one that is

identified by AGR.o cannot be checked by AGR.s. Only one correct association between

agreement and a pronoun is permined.

A funher refinernent

- Speas' contribution to Identification Theory is in parameterizing the GCR, such that

it is only sensitive to phonetically-realized nominal elements in sorne languages. While

this accounts for the Navajo data, a non-parameterized GCR would be preferable as a

constr\lct of universal grammar. Suppose then that nor.cphonetic pronouns, NP-traces, and

traces of agreement morphemes never function as potential identifiers. On this view, the

GCR would only be se::,sitive to lexical NPs and rich agreement. With respectto English,

this means that both PRO as weil as pro would be invisible for the purpose of

identification. The following sentence seems to contradict this proposaI, however:

(190) EmptY chject binding (English)
fIp John told Bil~ [IP PRO to fix pro jll
(*'John told Billto fix')

~

If the notion of potential identifier were parameterized as Spe.:s suggests (Le. if PRO \vere

able to identify the einpty object pronoun in (190», the ungrammaticality of this example

wouid be straightforward: pro would be bound by PRO, in violation of the DJR. On the

other hand, ü PRO cannot function as an identifier (as we propose),pro might bejdentified

75 We'must a1so ensure thal agreement traees do nOl misidentify an emply pronoun, ifthey are closer to the'
pronoun !han its 'proper' idèntifier: cf. the structure underlying (l88b). This cao be accomplished by
including traces in the sel of (non.lexical) elements thal do nol counl as polemial identiliers.
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• by the matrix object. Note, however, that both PRO and pro are forcCli tO be identified by

Bill. Through the transitivity of co-indexing then, the object pronoun will be co-indexed

with a c-eommanding NP, and end up being bound. It mus seems plausible to assume that

PRO, like other empty elements, does not function as a potential identifier.76

In conclusion, a modified version of Huang's Generalized Control Theory has been

presented, which restricts identifying categories of ernpty pronouns to lexical NPs and rich

agreement. In the following section, we apply this modified theory te ergative languages,

and use it to support the proposais that have been made concerning their underlying

structure.

4.2 Identification in two-agreement systems

In this section, we apply the principles of Identification Theory to languages that

rely ônboih:agreement morphemes for Case, which includes ergative languages.

Inasmuch as our account of empty pronoun binding is successful, the proposed struCùlre of

ergative languages'will gain support. As in Navajo yi-constructions, the claim will.be that

empty object (e.g. Patient) pronouns in ergative languages are bound by lexical transitive

subjects in the Spec. of VP. This is see", to be the case in 4.2.1 for Mam. Although the

distribution of empty pronouns in this language is characteristic of Mayan languages in

general, Woolford (1991) has proposed a different account for Jacaltec, which will be

considered in 4.2.2. :

Our analysis is based on the proposal that direct arguments in an ergative language

"depend on both agreement morphetÎlesTor their well-formedness. Nevertheless, a similar

dependency could obtain in languageswith an 'accusative' pattern of Case-marking. In

order to show tha!the·èffects attribu~(FiO ergativity are not just a property of twO­

agreement systems, we w!ll examine,Palauan, an 'accusative' language with a rich system

of agreement. TlÏere w~=sé:e that in the relevant cases, null objects may surface with lexical

NP subjects. This will be the fecus of 4.2.3.

:1.2.1 Identification 'in an ergative language

.:. . in this 'setti~n;~\~e examine the distributiol}::of empty pronouns in an ergative
- -" .-. ....- - -' ....~ ,-

language, Mam. Only transitive sentences will be considered, since intraIÎsitives do not
~~ -

;;:. :::

76 This mises the qucslion o.f whether,·soniences oi the fo~ [proi saw projl are grammatical in Chinese. 1
assl!.mc th:ll they arc nOl, elther r~ the same =son diS:-usscd here (wliere both subjccl and objccl arc
idcntified by the sam" c31egory. rcsulting in tlie binding of Lie !aller). or becausc both subjccl and objcct are
IOpicalizcd.rcsulting in the objccl''; uaci: nol bcing anicccdcnt-governcd (Re!ativizcd Minimalily). , .
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• contain the elements that could potentially disrupt the identification of an object pronoun.

As we saw in 2.1.1, transitive verbs register agreement with subjecls (Agents) as well as

objects (patients). Sorne examples of transitive sentences with lexical NPs are given helC

(data from England, 1983. 1983a):77

(191) Lexical subjectf)exical object (Mam)
a. ma 0-tzaj t-tzyu-7n xiinaq cheej

asp 3sA-dir 3sE-grab-ds man horse
The man grabbed the horse'

b. ma 0-kub' t-tx'ee7ma-n Kyel IZee7 t-uI' maachit
rec 3sA-dïr 3sE-cut-ds M. rree 3s-RN machete
Miguel cut the rree with a machete'

In the srructure underlying (l9Ia-b), there is only one empty category that needs to be

identified, a pleonastic pronoun in the Spec. of AGR.o; this could be identified by AGR.o

itself, which c-commands it f;om its position in the verbal complex. For the remainder of

this discussion, 1 will ignore empty pleonastic pronouns, and concentrate on prenouns in

argument positions.

In the unmarked case, pronoun subjects are null in Mam. This fits into a typology

of languages proposed by McCloskey & Hale (1984), in which rich agreement roughly

correlates with the obligatoriness of empty pronouns. When they are allowed, lexical

pronoun subjects are fronted. as if having undergone wh-movement. This is shown in the

data below (from England, 1983:157):78

(192) Obligatoriness of emptvpronouns (Mam)
a. *aax n-q-uul Q07-va b'iincha-l t-ee

the same preg-IpE-come IpA-IpEx arrange-inf3s-RN

b. aax Q07-va n-q-uul . b'iincha-I t-ee
the same IpA-lpEx prog-IpE-come arrange-inf 3s-RN

(heth): 'We came to arrange it'

The position of the lexical pronouns is indicated by underlining in (192). In general then.

subject prenouns are non-lexical in the presence of subject agreement, whether ergative or

absolutive. The following sentences show null subjects occurring with lexical NP objects

(ibid):

77 Only sorne of the cornbinations of subjcct and objecl arc possible in Mam. regardless of the lexiealily of
these NPs. For exarnple. plural subjccts may nol occur with plural objects. .
78 As in Jacallec. firsl- and second-p-êrson (ergative) pronouns undergo wh-movemenl exceJ:tioilallY'cin
Mam. i.e. withoul the nccessary change in verbal morphology thal lypilies movement.of other NPs.,. _-:. "

:
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• (193) Null sybjectsllexical objects (Mam)
a. ma 0-tzaj t-lZyu-7n cheej

asp 3sA-dir 3sE-grab-ds horse
'He grab""...d the horse

b. ma ch-ok t-lZeeq'an cheej
asp A3-dir E3 -hit horse
'He hit the horses'

c. ma lZ'-ok kY-lZeeq'an cheej
asp A3s- dir E3p-hit horse
They hit the horse'

[3s->3s]

[3s->3p]

[3p->3s]

[3s->3s]

In the structures underlying (193a-c), the verb will have undergone head-movement

through AGR.o and AGR.s ail the way to COMP, the site of aspect; from there, the subject

pronoun in Spec. of VP can be identified by AGR.o in the verbal complex, in accordance

with the GCR.

Mam also tolerates empty pronouns in object position. When this happens,

however, the subject position must bc empty too, as in the following (ibid):

(194) Nul! subjects/null objects (Mam)
a. ma 0-tzaj t-lZyu-7n

asp 3sA-dir 3sE-grab-ds
'He grabbed her'

b. ma ch-ok t-tzeeq'an
asp 3pA-dir 3sE-hit
'He hit them'

c. ma tz'-ok ky-tzeeq'an
asp 3sA-dir 3pE-hit
They hit her'

[3s->3p]

[3p->3s]

[+TR]

When transitive subjects are lexical, objeclS must be lexical as well; (177) - repeated here­

shows that third-person lexical subjects and empty pronoun objects cannot co-occur in

transitive se~tences(from England, 1983a):

(195) Lexical subjects/oronoun objç"çts (Mam)
a. ma 0-tzàJ-'-f.lZyu-7n· xünaq
. lisp;3sA-dir 3sE-grab-ds man
. 'She grabbed th.~ ma!J' ~. :-

(*Jl1e man gra~ëed.. her') . 0

.<~ - .

o .

b~ma 0-lZyuu:n xiinaq
asp 3sA-grab-AP man
The mari'grab~d'

.' ..
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• To express the forbidden me:ming in (195a). it is necessary to antipassivize first. as in

(195b); this results in a syntactical!y intransitive consU1lction. These facts are predictable.

given the type of sU1lcture we are assuming: although object agreement is apparently rich

enough to license a nul! object pronoun in (194). something prohibits the identification of

one in (195a). The sU1lcture of the latter would he as fol!ows:

(196) 'Misidentificarion' of a pronoun object

c'
~

[ma tzaj t-tzyU-7n]v AGRs"

~,
~

tv AGR.o"
~

[e] AGR.o'
~

tv V"

[xiin~V'
~

tv [pro]-k

e.g. ma 0-tzaj Hzyu-7n xiinaq
asp 3sA-dir 3sE-grab-ds man
(*The man grabbed her') (=195a)

Both arguments appear in their base positions, 50 the nominal element closest to the object

pro is the subject NP in Spec. of VP. Since it is lexical. the subject is determined as the

identifier of the pronoun. and the IWO wil! he co-indexed. The empty object pronoun will

then he bound. in violation of the DJR; this prohibits the illicit interpretation. A sU1lcture

such as (196) ensures that object pro's can never surface in an ergative language in the

context of a lexical subject (e.g. Agent). a claim which is supponed by the Mam data.79

In the sU1lctures underlying sentences with two pro's (194), the subject in Spec. of

VP is not considered as a potential identifier since it is non-lexical. It fol!ows then that the

absolutive agreement morpheme in the verbal complex will iàentify the object pronoun

without binding it. Moreover. both agreement morphemes in the verbal complex will

identify the empty pronouns correctly: absolutive agreement will not identify the pro­

subject (Agent), nor ergative agreement the pro-object (Patient); otherwise a feature-clash

will ensue. Transitive sentences without any lexical NPs are thus grammatical, as

79 Even if lIle subject in (196) were to move LO AGR.o at S-strueture. it would still bc lIle closest nominal
elementto lIle object pronoun • i.e. closer lIlan absoIutive agreement in lIle verbal eomplcx.
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[-NCD]

• predicted. A similar situation obtains in sentences with just an empty pronoun subject

(193).

The principles of Identification Theory and the srructure shown in (196) thus

account for the distribution of lexical ys. empty NPs in Mam transitive clauses. This

analysis relies on the claim that arguments remain in VP at S-srrucrure, or that movement is

not involved at this level. The analysis also assumes that Agents asymmetrically c­

command Patients, such that the latter can be bound by the former, but not vice-versa. In

the following section, we examine this asymmetry in more detail, showing that wiÙlOUl it

the facts of object pronoun binding cannot receive an adequate treatrnent.

4.2.2 The 'fIat-VP' hypothesis (Woolford, 1991)

The preceding discussion rests on the assumption that Agents in Mam

asymmetrically c-command Patients at S-srructure. Woolford (J991) arrives at a different

conclusion for Jacaltec, a language that is similar to Mam in both word-order and empty

pronoun distribution. According to her, Agents and Patients c-command each other within

the VP. This 1 shall refer to as the 'flat-VP hypothesis'. Evidence for this view takes the

form of Principle C violations, where the possessor of a subject (Agent) NP shares an

index with the objecl: sentences in which this happens are ungrammatical, presumably

because the possessor (an R-expression) is not free.

Noun c1assifiers and cCtl'eference

Pronoun binding in Jacaltec interacts with an independent process of co-reference

known as Noun Classifier Deletion (Craig, 1977). Noun classifiersare forms that typically

àppear with common nouns or n~es, but which can also stand alone. When this happens,

they are interpreted as pronouns. According to Craig, noun classifiers deiete under co­

reference with a preceding NP, as in the examples below (ibid, p.16I):

(197) Noun Classifier J)e:letion
a. [sat s-tz'at naj] xway naj

on E3-bed cl sleep(ABS) cl/he
'It is on hisi bed that hej/"i sleeps'

[sat s-tz'at naj] xway pro
on E3-bed cl sleep(ABS)
'It is on hisi bed that heil"j sleeps'
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• b. [s-tx'i' naj] xtx'a-ni naj
E-dog cl bite-AP cllhe
1t is hisi dog that bit himj/"i'

[s-tx'i' naj] xtx'a-ni pro
E3-dog cl bite-AP
1t is hisi dog that bit himil"f

c. xiI naj [s-mam naJl
see cllhe E3-famer cl
'Hei saw hisj/"i father'

xiI naj [s-mam pro]
see cllhe E-father
'Hei saw hisil"j father'

[-NCD]

[+NCD]

[-NCD]

[+NCD]

Following sTandard practice, deletion sites are understood as being occupied by empty

pronominals, in this case by pro-classifiers. In (I97c) the NP antecedent is a subject

(Agent), which c-commands the empty classifier in object position: in (I97a-b), however,

the antecedent is itself a specifier that does not c-command the classifier. This would be a

problem ifpro-classifiers relied on their antecedents for identification: 1assume, theref?Je,

that they are identified by NP-internai (ergative) agreement instead.

Consider now the following sentences from Woolford (1991), provided to show

that co-reference is not possible between a subject possessor and a pro·classifier in object

position (from Craig, 1977):80

(198)pro-ciassifier objects
a. 0-x-il [Np s-mam naj Pel] pro

A3-E-see E-father cl P.
'Peter's father saw it',
(*'Peter'si father saw him;')

b.0-x-il [NP s-mam" naj] pro
A3-E3-see E3-father cl
'His father saw il'
(*'Hisi father saw himi')

According to Woolford, the impossible reading of (198a) represents a Principle C

violation; where the pro-classifier binds a referential noun in the subject (Agent) NP. This

presupposes that the Patient c-commands the Agen:, as in the following structure (details- "

omined):

80 For the purposes of this discussion, we will only be concerned with animale pronouns. lnanimale
object pro's may he lieit in the presence of lexical NP subjects, but animaleS may not; this distinction is
apparent in (198a-b).
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• (199) Rat-V? (=198a)

VP____1---___
V NP pro;
xiI ...---------...

N NP
smam [naj Pel];

The unattested reading of (198b), on the other hand, represents a principle B violation,

where one pro-classifier binds another, the latter in the position occupied by 'naj Pel'

above. This of course would only follow if the subject NP did not constitute a binding

domain, for otherwise its possessor could he co-indexed with any other NP, including the

object.

In addition, the 'flat-VP' hypothesis predicts that an empty pronoun in the specifier

position of an object (Patient) NP cannot be co-indexed with an Agent as in the sentence

below:

(200) Chjeet oossessor bindin& (Jacaltec) .
. 0-x-i1 naj Pel [NP s-mam prii1

A3-E3-seec-c1. P. E3·father
'Pete:; 'saw hisj father'

Following the reasoning set out by Woolford, the object NP in (200) would be c­

commanded by the subject (Agent), so that the pro-possessor in the object would end up

being bound by 'naj Pel' (here the subject); this should also be a violation of Principle B.

Nevertheless, there is no evidence in the Iiterature to suggest that sentences Iike (200) are

ùngrammatical.

An jdenrificarion-based account

In-.the theory of identification outlined here, the sentences in (198) would be

accounte(â~rby assuming that pro-classifiers in ~bject position wtll be 'misidentified' by

the lexical subject-Agents which c-command them. ThUs, having an (animate) pro in these

sentences is excluded by the DJR. Given the independently motivated principles of

ièentification, there is no need to posit a flat VP in which the arguments c-eommand each

other. Moreover, an identification-based approàch predicts that (200) will be grammatical,

i.e. if possessor agreement can identify the empty specifier. Then, the possessor pronoun

will be free to be co-indexed \\ith a c·commanding NP. Identification Theory thus gains

support if (200) turns out to be well-formed.
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• The two views of VP-structure make different predictions concerning the

distribution of empty pronouns in Jacaltec. For example. the 'flat-VP' hypothesis predicts

that every sentence with one lexical and onepro-NP will he ruled out. since the IWO NPs c­

cornrnand each other. For sentences with a lexical Agent and an ernpty pronoun Patient this

prediction is correct, assuming that the former 'rnisidentifies' the latter. The 'flat-VP'

hypothesis makes the wrong prediction regarding sentences with an empty pronoun Agent

and a lexical Patient, however. These are predicted to be ungrammatical. for here the

P<:nent could 'misidentify' the Agent. Given these considerations then, and the fact that

identification rules out all the ungrarnrnatical cases attributed to the flat-VP hypothesis, il

seems rea~onable to suppose that arguments in Jacaltec VP's (as in other ergative

languages) are a.-ranged hierarchically. This was also shown to he necessa:y for anaphoric

binding in ergative languages by Anderson (1976).

Summarv

. In this section 1 have shown how the GCR and DJR account for the distribution of

null pronouns in Jacaltec, a Mayan language similar to Mam. This was possible by

assurning an underlying structure in which the subject (Agent) NP remains in Spec. of VP

at S-structure, where it asymmetrically c-commands the object (Patient). Given this, it was

argued that Woolford's flat-VP hypothesis was unnecessary.

4.2.3 Identification in an accusative language
So far, we have seen how empty object pronouns fail to occur with lexical NP

subjects in IWO ergative languages (Mam and Jacaltec), and have attributed this fact to the

operation of identification principles on a specific underlying structure. This structure is

motivated by the proposai that verbs in ergative languages are incapable of assigning Case,

so that both projections of agreement are required. The ergative pattern of Case-marking

was then seen as a consequence of arguments associating with particular agreement

morphemes. Still. our analysis does not preclude the possibility that verbs are incapable of

assigning Case in languages with a non-ergative pattern of Case-marking. If such

lang'.lages exist - and if the distribution of empty pronouns is the same as that which has

been observed for Mam - our explanation may have less to do with the possibility of an NP

remaining in VP at S-structure than with two-agreement systems in general. In order to

control fOI" this, we must therefore show that in a two-agreement system, the subject

(Agent) does not always remain in Spec. of VP, so that pro-objects (Patients) may surface
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• without being bound. Here we claim that Palauan (Austronesian) represems just such a

case.

Palauan

Palauan is a VOS language in which agreement fol1ows a canonically accusative

pattern: subjects of transitive and intransitive verbs are cross-referenced by the same set of

prefixes, while objects in the perfective aspect are cross-referenced by a unique set of

suffixes. In the imperfective aspect, a preposition appears before the object (data from

Georgopoulos, 1985a:61):

(201) Morpholo~ical accusativÏ\y (Palauan)
a. ng-kileld-ii a sup a Droteo

3s-heat(PF)-3s soup D.
'Droteo heated up the soup'

b. ng-remun pro
3s-run(IM)
'(He) is running'

In addition, subjects of transitive and intransitive verbs pattern the same under extraction,

in opposition to transitive objects. This can be seen in the sentences bclow (ibid, pp.

61,67):

(202) Syntactic accusativitv
a. ng-te'aj [a kileld-ii a sub _il?

CL-who heat(RlPF)-3s soup ..
Who heated up the soup?'

b. ng-te'aj [a remun _il
CL-who run(lM)
Who is running?'

c. ng-ngeraj [a le-silseb-ii --i a se'el-i1l
CL-what IRI3-bum(PF)-3s friend-3s
What did his friend bum?'

[+TR.su~]

[-TR.subj]

[+TR.obj]

(202a-b) show that subjeéts retain realis mood-markingwhen they are Cjuestioned, whereas

objects require a shift to the irrealis mood (202c). Palauan is thûs:both mCl!phologically

and symactically 'non-ergative'.

The fact that objects trigger agreement in the perfective aspect and must appear with

a preposition in the imperfective suggests that verbs in Palauan~ incapable of assigning

Case)ust as in an ergative language. Taken with the overall pattern of Case-marking, we

are kd tCl conclude that objects (Themes or Patients) get their Case from AGR.o in the

perfective aspect, while AGR.s is responsible for checking subjects (Agents). Both
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[Lex.subj/lex.obj)

• agreement projections are therefore needed in perfective transitive sentences. In addition.

subject and object agreement appear to be rich enough to license empty pronouns. as can be

seen in the following exarnples (Georgopoulos. pc):

(203) Lexicallempty pronQuns (Palauan)
a. ng-'iIIebed-ii a resensei-ii a Droteo.

3s-hit(PERF)-3s teacher-3s D.
'Droteo hit his teacher'

b. ng-'illebed-ii a reSenSel-ll pro
3s-hit(PERF)-3s teacher-3s
'(He) hit his teacher'

c. ng-'iIIebed-ii pro pro
3s-hit(PERF)-3s
'(He) hit (him)'

[Pro.subj/lex.obj)

[Pro.subj/pro.obj)

These data indicate that empty subject pronouns can occur with lexicai NP objects (203b)

or with emprj object pronouns (203c). The deciding case. however. is whether empty

pronoun objects can grammatically occur with lexical NP subjects. The following indicates

that this is also possible (ibid):

(204) Lexical subjectslpro!1Qun objem (Palauan)
a. ng-'illebed-ii pro a Droteo.

3s-hit(PERF)-3s D.
'Droteo hit (him)'

b. ng-'illebed-terir pro a Droteo.
3s-hit(PERF}-3p D.
'Droteo hit (them)'

Crucially then, Palauan does not exhibit the same pattern of behaviour with respect to

empty object pronouns as Mam does, despite its reliance on bath AGR.s and AGR.o for.. ', ,
Case. This would be consistent with a structure in which the Agent L-moved tô AÇiR.s, as

in (205).81 The empty pronoun object in (205) depends on AGR.o for Case, and will

adjoin to this agreement projection at LF. Now since the subject (Agent) moves to Spec. of

AGR.s, the closest nominal element to the pro-object is agrèement (AGR.s or AGR.o) in

the verbal complex; it can therefore be properly identified without violating the DJR.

The failure ofpro-objects to be ruled out in the presence of lexical NP subjeclS in

. Palauan followsfrom the general approachto underlying structure taken here, provided that

subjects (Agents) can appear in their Case positionsat S-structure. Consequently, the

81 1assume that syntacüc structures are lert·headcd in Palauan. Le. in order to accommodale word order;
nothing in the analysis tums on this, howevcr.
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• ungrammaticality of lexical subjects co-occurring with pro-objects is not universal, but is

characteristic only of languages where the subject remains in VP at S-snucture. This is the

case in ergative languages, where a transitive subject (Agent) is always doser to a pro­

object than its legitimate identifier. Still, some non-ergative languages may exhibit binding

effects on empty pronouns. This was seen to be the case in Navajo, and can be observed

in Palauan too, where (204a) turns out tO have the alternative interpretation Droteo hit

himself (Carol Georgopoulos, pc). In keeping v:ith our analysis, the subject-Agent

CDroteo') wouId remain in VP, where it identifies the empty object-Patient. Instead of

violating the DJR, however, the Patient takes on an anaphoric role. This seems to be a

property of certain pronouns in Chamorro too, which will be discussed in the foHowing

section.

(205) Palauan (S-snucture)

AGR.s"
~

AGR.s' [a Droteoli

[ng-'iilebed-iilv~..

tv~R.o"
• =tv~"

V~ti
~

tv pro

e.g. ng-'illebed-ii pro a Droteo.
3s-hit(PERF)-3s D.
'Droteo hit (him)' (204a)

Summaty '''.
Identification Theory predicts that ohject pronoun binding effects may 'occur in

'accusative' languages, depending on the S-snuctùre-position of the transitive subject. If

the Agent remains in Spec. of VP, it will still be doser to an empty pronoun Patient than

the agreetpent morpheme needed 10 identify it (AGR.o). On the olher hand, if the Agent is

in its Case position (AGR.s) at S-snucture, AGR.o will be doser to the Patient, allowing it

to be identified. This option iS'not available for ergative languages, since even if the Agent

moved to AGR.o at S-snucture, it would still be doser to an empty pronoun Patient than
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[AGR.o]

• AGR.s. Predictions concerning the distribution of empty object pronouns in ergatiye

languages are thus more easily refuted.82

4.3 Pronoun binding in Chamorro

In this section, we examine the distribuùon of pronouns in Chamorro, to see if

there is evidence for the daim that arguments remain in their base positions at S·srructure.

If 50, a lexical subject (Agent) should bind a pro·object (Patient) that needs to he identified.

Unlike Mam and Jacaltec, however, sorne object pronouns in Chamorro are not empty.

Strictly speaking then, one would not expect them to he conditioned by the GCR. Despite

this, their distribuùon appears to be deterrnined by Identification Theory (4.3.1). Our

proposai will be that lexical pronouns are really verbal ditics co·indexed \Vith empty

pronouns in object position (4.3.2). Object proforrns in Chamorro may also double as

anaphors, to which the DJR does not apply (4.3.3). ln the presence of a lexical subject

then, a co-referential object proforrn should he licit, since as an anaphor it can he bound.

A disjoint proforrn, on the other hand, will be ungraminatical. By and large, these

predictions are confirrned, and lend overall suppon to the analysis of Chamorro as an

ergative language. In 4.3.4, we consider sorne exceptional cases involving discourse

factors and inanimate NPs.

4.3.1 Pronoun distribution

As in Mam and Jacaltec, pronoun subjects are generally non-lexical in Chamorro, a

consequence of-rich agreement. This is illustrated in the examples helow (Chung, 1984;
/

Topping, 1973):

(206) Subject pronouns (Chamorro)
a. Ha-fahan (*gui) i lepblu.

R3s-buy he the book
'(He) bought the book'

b. Guahu lumi'e' i palao'an.
I(Emp.) see(UM) the woman ..
'I am the one who saw the woman' [Focus]

82 Still, the assuinption is that arguments cemain in their base positions at S-structure, where the GCR &
DJR apply; if movement occl:ITCd prior 10 this level, pronoun binding effects could he obscured, regardless
of the language-type.
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• c. 0-manu (gui').
(abs)-arrive (he)
'(He) arrive' [AGR.s]

(206a) shows that lexical pronouns are incompatible with ergative agreement in transitive

clauses: in order for a pronoun to be o,,~rtly realized. it must be focussed. as in (206b).

Pronouns may be empty when associated with AGR.s as weil, which would be the case in

(206c). Underspecified as it is then. this agreement morpheme must he; rich enough to

satisfy the GCR.

Emptv pronoun objects

According to Chung (1984), empty object pronouns in Chamorro are acceptable

when they refer to another NP in the larger discourse context. In this respect, Chamorra

might be considered as a discourse-oriented language like Chinese, where an empty topic

binds a variable in object position. Chung argues convincingly against this. however.

citing numerous examples which show how an L-bar relationship could not hold between a

topic and a trace in argument position, Moreover, if AGR.s is capable of identifying a pro­

NP in (206c), a topic-based analysis would not be necessary in accounting for apro-object

in a transitive sentence. Examples of empty pronoun object-Patients in Chamorra appear

below (ibid,pp.120-121):'

(207) Pm- objects (Chamorra)
a. Ha-hlihassu ha' si Maria i [na in-bisitapro i gi espitat]

R3s-remember Emp PN M. that 1p-visit Loc. hospital
'Maria remembers that (we) visited (her) at the hospital'

b. Ha-konni' si Dolores ifamagu'un i gi paingi. Kao ha-Ialatdipro i?
R3s-take PN D. the children Loc. last.night Q R3s-scold

!' 'Dolores took the children last nigh!. Did (she) scold (!hem)?'

In (2C7a), the empty pronoun Patient appears in an embedded clause, and takes the matrix

subject (Agent) as its antecedent; in (207b), the antecedent of the pronou~is the matrix

Patient.

In the structures underlying these examples, the subjects of the clauses containing

the pro-objecis do not count as potential identifiers. since they are themselves non-lexical.

This means that the closest nominal element to the eo:pty pronoun Patients will be AGR.s

in the verbal complex. As this constitutes the proper identifier. the GCR will be satisfied,

and the sentences are predicted te be well-formed. Sentences containing lexical Agents

should be ruled out, however, since these NPs count as potential identifiers, The

following examples indicatethat this prediction is correct (ibid, p.l22):

:
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[Lex.subj/lex.obj]

• (20S) Lexical ~ubjeet</empty object~

a. *Para u-pannada i lahi pro
Fut. S3s-slap the boy
The boy will slap (her)'
(but OK: 'She will slap the boy')

b. *[Yanggin turnangis tli'iu i piirgun J, para u-kastiga si Maria pro i
if cry(UM) again the child Fut. S3s-punish PN M.

'If the child cries again, Maria will punish (him)'
(but OK: 'If the child cries again, he will punish Maria')

(20Sa-b) have IWO potential interpretaùons, one that is attested and one that isn't. ln the

anested interpretaùon, the null argument is construed as an Agent, while in the unanested

one it corresponds to the Paùent. The non-occurring interpretaùons can be explained by

assuming that in both (20Sa-b), the Agent is doser to the empty pronoun Patient than its

legitimate idenùfier, AGR.s. The pronouns therefore end up being locally L-bound, in

violaùon of the DJR. The generalization then, is that Chamorro behaves in the way

expected of a language where arguments remain in VP al S-structure. There is even funher

evidence for this proposai based on sentences involving lexical pronoun objccts. These

will be discussed below.

Lexical pronoun objecis

If object pronouns are lexical in Chamorro, their well-formedness should not

depend on having to be identified. The following dataindicate, however, that while other

combinaùons are possible, lexical pronoun Patients may not occur in the presence of an

oyen Agent (data i~ from fieldnotes):83 :

(209) abject pronouns (Chamorre)
a. Ha-fa'ùnas si Maria [i statue siha]

R3s-make PN M. the statue pl
'Maria made the statues'

b. Ha-fa'ùnas pro [i statue siha]
R3s-make the statue pl
'(She) made the statues'

c. Ha-fa'tinas pro siha
R3s-make them
'(She) made them'

d. *Ha-fa'ùnas siha si Maria.
R3s-make them PN M.
'Maria made them'

[Pro.subj/lex.obj]

[Pro.subj/pro.obj]

[Lex.subj/pro.obj]

83 The normal (S-O) order of subjects and direct objects is reversed in sorne of the examples for reasons that
will Ile discussed Ilelow: these sentences would Ile ungrammatical in any case, ho,.,ever.
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• The distribution of lexic::! pronoun Patients in Chamorro is identicalto that of empty ones

in Mam, which we analyzed in terms cf Identification Theory. (209a) contains !wo full­

l\'Ps, 50 the GCR does not apply. In (209b), the subject (Agem) is a null pronoun, which

would he identified by rich agreement. In (209c) there appear to he two pronouns,

although if the object-Patient islexical the GCR should not apply to il. The i1I-formedness

of (209d) is unexpected, however, given these assumptions. It seems to he ruled out by

the DJR, since the only difference he!Ween this example and (209c) is the presence of a

lexical Agent Still, this is paradoxical since Identification Theory should not apply to non­

null pronouns.

Funher evidence thatthe GCR and DJR are responsible for (209) can he adduceà

from sentences involving first- or"second-person object pronouns. In Mam, these forms

are exempt from the principles of identification which govem full-NPs and empty pronoun

distribution. The following data show that first- and second-person Patient pronouns are

also unaffected in ChamoITO by the presence of lexical Agents (ibid):

(210) )st & 2nd object pronouns (ChamoITO)
a. Ha-liT yo' si Maria.

R3s-see me PN M.
'Maria saw me'

b. Ha-chiku hao si Maria.
R3s-kiss you PN M.
'Maria kissed you'

Unlike (209d), the senwnces in (210) are considered grammatical. Since the same

exceptions that occur i~Mam are also evident in ChamoITO, it is reasonable to assume the

same principles detennine the pattern of full-NPs and (third-person) object pronouns.

These we take to he the GCR and DJR.

ln the following section, we develop llil account of why lexical object pronouns in :

Chamorro should hehave the samc as empty pronouns do with respect to Identification

Theory. For the time being, however,let us assume that (2090) is ruled out by the DJR, or

that the lexical Agent NP is the nominal element c10sest to the pronoi~n in object position.

~This follows naturally from our proposai that transitive subjects in an ergative language are

~'i5ociated with AGR.o, and that an object pronoun in its base position must he licensed by

li higher nominal element
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• 4.3.2 Clitic-pronoun pairs

In this section we discuss how Identification Theory can be extended to lexical

object pro:1ouns, even though only ernpty ones are mentioned by the GCR. The claim will

be that so-called lexical prolaouns are really clitics, which are in tum co-indexed with an

empty pronoun in object position. One piece of evidence for this is that object (Patient)

'pronouns' are reldom separ.::ècd from th~verb, as in the following (fieldnotes):

(211) Adjacencv of object pronouns
a. Ha-li'e' YQ' si Maria

R3s-see me PN M.

b. *Ha-li'e' si Maria YQ'
R3s-see PN M. me

Both: 'Maria saw me'

[VOS-orcier]

[VSO-orcler]

[VS-orcier)

In (21 lb) a prcform appears in object (VSO) positi0n bUlthe sentence is ungrammatical.

Another reason why these forms should noi be considc...-ed as independent pronouns is that

they cannot appear clause-initially in the subject-inilial construc:ion (to be discussed in

detail in 4.4). The relevant examples are given here (ibid):

(212) Focussed Nps
a. munaiiu i liihilgui'

swim(UM) the boy/he

b. i liihil*gui' munaiiu
the boy/he swim(UM)

Both: 'The boy/he swam'

[SV-orcier]

(212a) represents the standard verb-initial order, (2l2b) the subject-initial construction: as

indicated, only full-NPs are well-formed in the latter. The inability of an absolutive

proform in Chamorro to be fronted or separated from the verb can be explained by

assuming that these IWO elements form a unit at D-structure: in this respect, the proform

could be regarded as a verbal clitic. Then, as the verb moved through Inf! at S-structure, it

would take the clitic along with it

In the literature on clitics (cf. Borer, 1984), il is standardly assumed that a clitic is

linked to an empty category in the position otherwise occupied by a lexical NP. Consider

the following sentences from French, for example, where a clitic is associated with a pro­

NP in object position:

(213)Clitics (French)
a. Marie a vu les enfanIS

'Marie has seen the children'
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• b. Marie les i a vu pro i
M. them-has seen
'Marie has seen them'

In (213b), the clitic les is co-indexed with an empty category in the same position occupied

by 'les enfants' in (213a). Suppose then that an empty category also occupies the object

position of Chamorro sentences wiül verb:l1 clitics. The following would represent the D­

structure underlying (209d):

(214) Chamorm abject cljrics (D-structure)

AGR.s"

(ab~'
T~G-R ..ns A.o
~

[-e 1 . . AGR.o'
.~

ha- . ..VP
- ~.............
si Maria V' c

~roi
fa'tinas+siha i

e.g. *Ha-fa'tinas siha si Maria.
R3s-make them PN M.
'Maria made them' (=209d)

)n this structure, the verb and clitic are depicted as a single unit, and will remain inseparable

~:;throughout the derivation. At S-structure then, (209d) will appear as. follows: ~

(215) ChamQITQ ohjeet clitics (S-structure)

AGR.s"

[ha-fa'ti~..

~
tv AGR.o"

[e~R.o'
~

tv VP

[siM~':::-
~

tv ~~ pro i/*k
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• This structure shows how the verb!las moved through AGR.o and Tense to AGR.s. along

with the clitic. The GCR will apply to (215). co-indexing the empty pronoun v..ith the

closest nominal element. If the clitic remair.ed in VP as in (214). il could have been

considered as a legitimate identifier of the empty pronoun Patient since it moves. however.

the lexical Agent in Spec. of VP is the closest, and ends up 'misidentifying' the Patient in

the familar way.

To summarize. we have shown how the behaviour of object proforms in Chamorro

follows from the principies of Identification Theory operating on a particular underlying

structure. In this structure, a lexical Agent is closer to the proform than its legitimate

identifiers, which is to be expected ifarguments remain in VP at S-strUcture. In addition. 1

have suggested that object proforms consist of IwO pans, a lexical clitic and an empt)'

pronoun in o~iect position. The latter might have been regarded as a clitic trace. as in e.g.

Aoun (1985). If tbis were so. however, there could be no explanation of the distribution of

objèct pronouns based on Identification Theory, which penains to pronouns but not to

variables. In this respect, the data presented here argues in favor of the empt)' pronoun

theory. This will be substantiated in the next section. where it is shown that identification

ofempty profortnS can result in anaphoric interpretations.

4.3.3 Pronouns as anaphors
. In 3.3 we mentioned that object proforms in Chamorro (what we now refer to~

clirlc-pronoun pairs) may also double as anapho:S. As' such, they must be bound in theii'

governing categoi'Ïes. and will never Violate the DJR. As an empty pronoun. however. the .

se~ond member of a clitic-pronoun pair is still subject to the GCR. We thus predict that in·

the presence of a lexical Agent, the second part of a cliùc-pronoun pair can only have an

anaphoric function. referring to the Agent. The following examples confirm our prediction
l'·

(fieldnotes): '" ..

(216) Anaphoric pronouns
a Ha-li'i' gui' pro i i palao'an i

R3s-see+her the woman
The woman sali\', herself

b. Ma-kastiga siha pro i ifamagu'un i
R3p-punish+them the cbildren
The children punished themselves'

These examples are grammatical with obligatory co-reference only. Disjoint reference

would entail a non-anaphoric usage. in which case the empty pronoun,Patient wouldbe

'mïsidentified', hence ungrammatically hOund. In the structure underlying (216) then. the
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• empty category in object position is an anaphor, c<rindexed with a lexical Agent in Spec. of

VP. It is bound grammatically. Instead ofviolating the DJR, an object-anaphor satisfies

Principle A of the Binding Theory.

A second prediction that follows from this approach concems the inherent fearure­

sharing between the members of a clitic-pronoun pair. 1 assume that pro-NPs are specified

for the sarne features as the clitics with which they are c<rindexed. In addition, however,

anaphors can only he bound by a category with the apprcpriate person-number features (cf.

*John shot myself). It follows then that a clitic-pronoun pair could never function as an

anaphor if the Agent is specified for different person-number fearures. The relevant case is

given below, along with its S-soucrure (details omitted):

(217) Tnappropriate binding
a. *Ha-chiku siha si Juan

R3s-kiss them PN J.
'Juan kissed them(*selves)'

b. [AGR_~' ha-chiku+silza ilY' si Juan j [Y' tv pro i/*j]J)

The empty category in object position shares the feature [+plural] with the clitic auached to

the verb. On the other hand the Agent is [-plural], hence cannot function as an appropriate

antecedent. (217a) will thus be ruled out if the object (Patient) functions as an anaphor (by

Principle A), or if il functions as a pronoun (by the DJR, or Principle B).

The ability of an object pronoun to f Jnction as an anaphor seems to be

pararneterized. In Marn,' for example"fro-objects are universaIly ill-formed in the presence

of a lexical NPsubject, hence not admitting of an anaphoric function. Chamorre and

Palauan, on the other hand, apparently permit it. For the time being, 1 willleave this matter

open. More importantly, we have seen how the anaphoric function of clitic-.~ronounpairs

is consistent with the soucture we are assuming for an ergative language.

,4.3,4 Exceptional pronoun binding

So far, the evidenceclearly indicates that empty pronoun Patients are ungrammatical

in the p;esence,of a lexical NP Agent. Neverth~less, there are certain exceptions to this

generaIization which we take note of here. The following sentence~_from ItaIian have

lexical subjects (Agents) and empty pronoun Patients but are not ruled out (data from Rizzi,
':';'.

1986:501):

(218) Qbject pronoun binding (Italian)
a. Questo conduce pro alla seguente conclusione

This leads *(people) to the following conclusion'
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• b. Gianni e sempre promo ad accomentare pro
'Gianni is always ready to please *(people)'

In the version of Identification Theo!)' we are assuming. the embedàed object pronouns in

(218) should be bound by the lexical subjeclS. as in their English counterparts. According

to Rizzi. the pronouns in these examples are interpreted as arbitraI)'. licensed by generic

rime reference; non-arbitraI)' (i.e. referemial) pronouns are unacceptable in the same

circumstance!>. Even 50. Identification Theo!)' must be refined to account for the Italian

facts. Rizzi's solution is to allow languages to choose whether certain head-govemors

(e.g. verbs) may be included in the set ofpotential identifiers.S4 Italian takes this option.

whereas English doesn't. The reason that the sentences in (218) are not mled out is thus

because the empty pronouns are identified by their goveming verbs. In order to recaprure

the object pronoun binding facts in Mam and Chamorra. however. it is necessary to

stipulate that verbs denot qualify as identifiers in these languages; this would then force the

binding of an empty pronoun object (Patient) by a lexical NF subject (Agent). On this

analysis. agreement would still play a role in identifying empty object pronouns., in addition

to determining the type of empty category that is allowed (i.e. referential in Mam. arbitf'.ll'Y

in Italian).

Animacy

The sensitivity of object pronouns to lexicalsubjects in Chamorro was first

observed by Chung (1981). who attributed it to the following condition:

(219) No transitive,clause can have a direct object that outtanks the
subjeeton the hierarehy: pronoull > animate > inanimate

Animate and inanimate NPs areunderstood as lexical in (219). although there is sorne

uncertainty as to what is meant"by pronoun (cf. Woolford.1991 for sorne discussion). '-'

The crucial aspect of (21~~: is that il gôvems the distribution of animate and inanimate NPs. =
This is necessary to ~ccount f?r sentences like the following (from Chung. 1981:319):

(220) Inanimate subiects(Chamorro)
a. *Ha-na'ma'a'iiao i susedimentu-iiiha i bebbV

R3s-frighten the experiencec3p the g;!l
1'iîeir experience frightened the girl'

-
b. *Ha-na'kati i manenghing i patgiin

R3s-make.cry the cold the child
The cold made the child cry'

84 Rizzi does not use the tenninology of Identification Thcory. howcver.
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• In (220a-b), an inanimate subject (not an Agent) 'outrarlks' an animate object (Experiencer)

on the scale (219). Identification Theory, on the other hand, is silent with regard to these

examples.

A funher problem for Identification Theory can he seen in the following examples

(from Chung,1984:129, and Woolford,1991), where an inanimate pronoun object (Theme)

C<K>Ccurs with a lexical NP subject (Agent):

(221) Emmy jnanimate objects
a. Para u-tatrni si nana-hu pro

Fut. S3s-plant PN mother-1s
'My mother is going to plant (it)'

b.0-x-il s-mam naj Pel pro (=198)
A3-E3-see E3-father cl. P.
'Peter's father saw (it)'

[Chamorro]

[Jacaltec]

, (221a) contradicts the Chamorro condition:!,219): the object is a pronoun that outranks the

(lexical) subject on the hierarchy. Both (221a-b) conttadict Identification Theory, since the

empty pronouns in object po~;tion would he identified by lexical subject-Agents and ruled

out by the DJR (there is no rossibility of an anaphoric interpretation here). Conceivably,

inanimate pronouns lack the features to he bound in the first place. Alternative1y, verbs in

Jacaltec and Chamorro might he able to exceptionally identify just this type of object in the

spirit of Rizzi (1986). In eithercase, the questio.1 ofanimacy remains a problem for our

analysis.

Summaty

,)n secti(lI'A.3, we have shown that object pronouns in Chamorro are licit whenever

they,c~ be"i(kntified without being locally bound, or when they can he interpreted as

anaphors. The distribution is the same for clitic-pronoun pairs as it is for unassociated .'

empty objects that refer to NPs in the discourse: both are ungrammatical whenever tiiê vp­
internal subject is lexical. With regard fo underlying structure, these faets prove ùiât ernpty

object pronouns can he identified (i~tby AGR.s), and that the subject (Agent) is clos~ to
, . ~

the object (Patient) than its legitimàte identifier. This is consistent with the underlying

structure proposed for languages when;;arguments remain in situ at S-struCture. In the next

section ~e examine these assumptio~s in light of a construction where the Agent moves
,-~

away from Spec. of VP priOl\to this level.;, ~
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• 4.4 The subject-initial construction

The account of object pronou'l binding in Chamorre (and in ergative languages in

general) rests on the assumption that the subject (Agent) is doser to an empty object

(patient) pronoun than its legitimate identifier in me verbal complex. We then expect that if

the subject moves to a position higher than the verbal complex, a pro-object may be

identified without triggering the DJR, as in e.g. Palauan. Here th;s prediction will be

tested, lising a construction where the subject NP appears dause-initially (4.4.1). At first

glanœ, the subject-initial construction suggests that Chamorre is an accusative language. 1t

is argued, however, that underlying accusativity could not account for the basic properties

that are exhibited by this language (4.4.2). We then propose that the subject occupies a

special topic position, me specifier ofTP, which only exists when it is visible at S-structure

(4.4.3).

4.4.1 Object pronoun binding

Subject-initial orders are common in Chamorre, and occur withoUl any changes in

morpholo:,:y or sentence intonation. For the most pan, they are used to place imponance

on the subject, which is considered old information. Direct arguments in transitive

sentences are a1ways definite (Gibson, 1980). The following represents a typical pair of

sentences with altemate VSO and SVO word orders (from fieldnotes):

(222) Standardlsubject-initial orders
a. Ha-fa'gasi si Juan i kareta ni hapbun.

R3s-wash PN J. the' car ObI. soap [VSO-order]

[VSO-order]

b. Si Juan i ha-fa'gasi li i kareta ni hapbun.
PN J. R3s-wash the';ar ObI. soap [SVO~order],--

Bom: 'Juan washed the car wiih-soa.p',
- " ':'-~. "
-'-'~"

(222b) indicates that the subject has moved to clause-iniïiiîl positÎÔ;>, presumably from me,
Spec.ofVP.

Now when the oi>ject is a ,,:oform (or me second member ofa ditic-pronoun pair),

the following situation obtains:' instead of functioning as an anaphor - the only solution in

verb-initial ord~rs - the object may refer to omer,' NPs (Chung,1981). The contrast in
•

referentiality brought about by me change in word order is illustrated,below (fieldnotes):

(223) Disjoint reference (SVO)
a. Ha-li'i'+gui' i palao'an i pro irj

''= R3s-see+her the woman
The woman saw (herself)'
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• b. i palao'an i ha-li'i'+gui' ri pro i/i
the woman R3s-see+her
'The woman saw (her/herselfj' [SVO-order]

In (223b), the closest nominal element to the pro-NP in object position is the subject

(Agent) trace. This not being lexical, however, it is not considered as an identifier.

Moreover, the subject has moved to clause-initiaI position, so it can't identify the object

either, leading to an anaphoric interpretation. Instead, the pro-NP can be identified by

AGR.s, enabling it to remain fn:e. This is in accordance with our predictions. What

remains to be determined is the nature of the clause-initiaI position in (223b). This is taken

up below.

4.4.2 Chamorro as an 'accusative' language

Up to now, we have maintaincd that the distribution of nul1 pronouns in an ergative

language provides evidence that the subject is in Spec. of VP at S-structure. As we saw in

4.2.3, however, the same facts can obtain in an 'accusative' language where both

arguments of a transitive verb depend on agreement morphemes for their Case. The

question we ask here is whether subject-initial sentences in Chamorro cannot also be

construed as evidence for underlying accusativity - contrary to our earlier assumptions.

Here we argue that they cannot, and that the properties which surround the subject-initial

constructio~.~l)llow from the proposais that have been made so far.

Let us begin by supposing that Chamorro is an accusative language, andth:u the

subject (Agent) which normal1y moves to AGR.s at LF does so at S-structure in the
-------- ,'-subject-initial construction. The S-structuré underlying (223b) might then be representèd

as follows:

(224) S-structure (accusative hypothesis of SY~)

AGR.s"

iPdao~R.s'
~

ha-li'i'+gui' T' é·

.~

tv AGR.o"
~ ~

tv V"
~

ti V'
~

tv pro
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• e.g. i palao'an i ha-Ii'i'+gui' r i pro i/j
the woman R3s-see+her
'The woman saw (her/herself)' (=223b)

The subject NP in (224) is associated with AGR.s. Whether it occupies the specifier of

this agreement projection or adjoins to it is another matter to be considered. More

imponantly, this structure is consistent with our assumptions conceming object pronoun

binding: agreement in the verbal complex is doser to the pro-object than the subject NP.

allowing it to he free in reference.

Although the structure shown in (224) makes the correct predictions with regard to

identifying pro-objects, there are other facts surrounding the subject-initial construction

which militate against an accusative analysis. For one thing, the accusative hypothesis

predicts that transitive subjects will undergo movement easily, or withoUl a change in

verbal morphology. This is because nothing intervenes between a wh-phrase in COMP

and a subject trace in Spec. of AGR.s (or adjoined to it). As we saw in Chapter three.

however, wh-movement of transitive subjects in Chamorro requires special marking.

Secondly, whatever principle is used to rule out transitive subject movement would have to

allow for wh-movement of intransitive subjects, which is grammatical. Thirdly, an

accusative analysis would have to account for the following facts conceming quanti fiers

(from Chung, 1990):

(225) Transitive subject Quantification
a. ,*Ha-fa'tinasi yu' siya kiida taotao

R3s-make me chair each man
'Each man built me a chair'

b. Kiida taotao ha-fa'tinasi yu' siya
each 'man R3s-make me chair
'Each man built me a chair'

(226) Uneq:ative subject Qyantification
a. ,*Kumati kada patgun

cry(UM) each child
'Each child cried'

b. Kiida patgun kumati
each child cry(UM)
'Each child cried'

[V-initial]

[S-initial]

[V-initial]

, '::::.-J _'__'~

These data indicate that quantification of transitive and unergative subjects15 l;àmmatical in

subject-initial orders, which is not the case in verb-initial orders~ Atf:rst glan~e. it might
-....- '

- seem that the contrasts shown in (225) - (226) actually suppôn an accusative analysis,

where clause-initial subjects appear in AGR.s, c-conimanding Tense. The scope
./:/
0/
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• requirement on quantified NPs holds at LF, however, not at S-structure (otherwise, e.g.

objects could never be quantified grammaticaIly). At this level, the structure underlying

verb-initial sentences would be the sarne as for subject-initial sentences. There is thus no

way of explaining the difference in grammaticality between the two sentence-types.

Pronoun binding in subject-initial sentences is consistent with the hypothesis that

Chamorro is an 'accusative' language, and that NPs occupy their Case-positions at S­

structure instead of LF. This view proves to be deficient in relation to wh-movement and

quantifier raising, however. Transitive subjects are expected to undergo wh-movement

easily, but don't; in addition, they are predicted (incorrectly) to pattern with intransitive

subjects. In Chapter three we c1aimed that transitive subject traces are neither head- nor

antecedent-governed following QR, and that unergative subject traces (adjoined to AGR.o)

are not head-govemed. The accusative analysis incorrectly predicts that traces left by LF­

movement will be just as licit in terms of govemment as those resulting from movement at

S-structure. Having lost the distinctions between subject-initial and verb-initial sentences,

we reject the accusative analysis of Chamorro.

4.4.3 An ergative analysis ~

An ergative analysis of subject-initial sentences forces us to assume that transitive

and unergative subjects derive their Case from AGR.o, just as in verb:-initial sentences.

Nevertheless, grammatical qua~tification of these relations suggests that the clause-initial

position is one which legitimately represents quantifier scope. The Spec. of AGR:o

therefore does not qualify as a possible landing site for subjects in this construction.

Moreover, the position uf these subjects could not be a final landing site for wh-phrases, or

else there would be no way to rule out basic cases of ungrammatical (subject) extraction.

ln other words, it could not be.:dle Spec. of CP either. 1 propose instead that the subject

(typically an Agent) moves to Spec. of TP in this construction, which in turo containsa

special topic morpheme. This is shown in the following srructure (verb movement not

shown)::

r
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• (227) S-slructure (ergative hypothesis of SVO)

AGR.s"

(ab~
kMar~'

---------...........[+TOP) AGR.o"

r·~R.o'
~

ha- VP

r;~'
~

V' slya

~---V Proi
fa'tinasi+yu'

e.g. Kiida taot~o ha-fa'tinasi yu' siya
each man R3s-make me chair
'Each man built me a chair' (=225b)

The subject has moved from its base position ir. VP through AGR.o to the Spec. of TP.

Although it is not indicated, 1 assume the verbal complex only moves as far as Tense at S­

snucture, moving on to AGR.s at LF. Tnis accounts for the increased prominence of the

subject. The closest nominal element to the empty pronoun Patient is the c!itic in the verbal

complex, c!oser than the Agent; the Patient can therefore be identified without being locally

bound.

Ouantifiers

The proposaI that the subject moves to Spec. of TP in subject-initial sentences

means that transitive and unergative subject quantifiers will be able to satisfy their scope

requirement. 1 assume that traces left by such movement are head-govemed by the [+TOP)

morpheme under Tense, much like certain traces left by wh-movement are head-govemed

by the feature [+agr) in COMP. Movement to the Spec. of TP may not occur at LF,

'however. For this to happen, an empty pleonastic pronom: would have to occupy the

specifier position at S-snucture. Such a form couId o~!fbe identified by AGR.s, but this

would result in a feature-c!ash, since an ergatively Cas,::-marked NP (the subject) eventually
-,('

replaces it. The assumption is that a [+TOP) morpheme is only present when it is visible-

Le. at S-snucture, through the occupation of its specifier position.
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• Movement

The proposed analysis of subject-initial sentences also predicts that transitive

subjeclS cannot undergo further movement e.g. as in questioning. etc. As before. this is

because an absolutive NP will be adjoined to AGR.s at LF. blocking antecedent­

government of the subject trace. now in Spec. of TP. In addition. the fact that the landing

site of subjeet-fronting is an L-position prediclS that L-bar movement of another constituent

can occur across a fronted subject gr..rt'.matically. The foliowing sentence (from Woolforri.

1991) seems to confirm this:

(228) Wh-movement a::ross a ftonted subject
Hayii si Juan. ha-sangal1.-i hao [PRO bumisita Ci
who PN J. . R3s-say-Dat. you visit(lnf.)
Who did Juan tell you visited Rita?

si Rita]?
PNR.

Here an embedded subject has been grammatically moved across the matrix fronted subject.

'si Juan'. Now if subject-fronting resulted in an L-bar chain. subsequent L-bar movement

would be blocked by Relativized ~linimality. Presumably then. wh-movement is permitted

in (228) because the fronted subject occupies an L-position.

The proposai that frOnted NPs occupy an L-position in transitive sentences leads us

to expect that only subjeclS can undergo this type of movement. This is because tr.lnsitive

subject NPs occupy the Spec. of AGR.o at LF, another L-position. Movement of a non­

subject NP to the Spec. of TP would therefore have to cross an L-position, in violation of

Relativized Minimality: the subject would count as a closer potential antecedent of the object

trace. blocking.~ntecedent-government. We thus predict that nothing like an OVS word

order can be derived in Chamorro, at least not without a change in intonation or

morphology. This prediction is conftrmed below:

(229) Non-subject fronting
a. *1 kareta ha-fa'gasi si Juan.

the car R3s-wash PN J.

b. 1 kareta fina'gase-na si Juan.
the car wash(lN)-3s PN J.

lxith: 'THE CAR Juan washed'

(229a) shows that object-fronting is ungrammatical, presumably because the subject NP

intervenes between the object and ilS trace. The grammatical (229b) contains the infix -in-,

which designates a focussed object NP. Thus, only subjects can occupy the Spec. of TP

position in Chamorre, which is an L-position.

185



• Summarv

In this section, we have proposed that subject-initial constructions in Chamorro

involve a special topic position (Spec. ofTP) which interacts with object pronoun binding

in the predicled way. This is not the only construction where the Spec. ofTPplays a role,

however: in 2.4 it was suggestd that PRO-subjects moved there to remain ungoverned,

while in 3.5 we argued that it provided an intermediate landing site for transitive subjects

undergoing wh-movement. The difference between the subject-initial construction and the

others, however, is that only in the former does a feature [+TOP] coincide with Tense,

which must be saturaled by a lexical NP at S-structure.

The subject-initial construction also interacts with animacy effects (cf. 4.3.4). In

short, combinations of inanimate and animate NPs that would be ungrarnmatical in v('rh­

initial orders improve when the (inanimale) subject is fronted (from Chung, 1981:327):

(230) Animacv effecis (SVO)
?I manenghing ha-na'kati i palgun

the cold R3s-make.cry the child
The cold made the child cry' .

Since our analysis of similar facts concerning object pronouns is based on Identification

Theory, il is not obvious how the improved status of (230) can be accoumed for.

Conccivably, inanimale NPs are incompatible with AGR.o, which usually implies

agentivity in Chamorro; then the feature [+TOP] might assign a special kind of Case in the

SVO construction. How ergative agreement continues to be registered in this example

remains a myslery, but 1will not attempt to solve it here.

4.5 The Ch:imorro morpheme ma-

In this section, we examine the facts surrounding the Chamorro morpheme ma-. a

transiti\~e subject prefix that interacts with severa! of the processes discussed 50 far. These

indude identification, quantifier-raising, circu1arity, and topicalization. Our claim is that

the distribution of this morpheme provides suPPOrt for the under!ying structure of

Chamorro, and of ergative languages in general. This assumes that traÏ1sitive subjects are

checked for Case by L-movement to the Spec. of AGR.o, a position occupied b{'an empty

pleonastic pronoun at S-structure. First il is observed that transitive sentences contai.'1ing

ma- (which al50 doubles as a passive morpheme) are ungrammatical un1ess the object is or

contains an anaphor referring to the subject (4.5.1). This is reminiscent of exceptional

subject extraction in Chamorro, and a movement analysis is proposed (4.5.2). Wc then

consider why third-person plural subjects would undergo this process in the first place
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Ima-]

• (4.5.3). This may have to do with the features that are responsibh: for identifying thc

empty pleonastic pronoun in the Spec. of AGR.o itself. The passivc function of ma- is

considered (4.5.4), followed by a brief summary.

4.5.1 An ambiguous morpheme

The prefix ma- has IWO main functions in Chamorro grammar, as a third-person

plural marker of transitive subjects, and as a passive morpheme. In addition, however. a

very large number of verbs and adjectives begin with what appears to be the same form.

According to Topping (1973), these are fossilized prefixes, Sorne examples are given

below:

(231) FQ'silized ma-
li. Malago' yo' ni lepblo

forget 1 ObI. book
'1 forgot the book'

b. Ma'a'iiao gui' as Maria.
be.afr.lid he Ob!. M.
'He is afraid of Maria'

For the most part, we will not be concemed with the fossilized forms of ma-. Still. the

Case arrays of arguments appearing with them are exactly those produced by the passive:

an absolutive (intransitive) subject, and an optional oblique NP. The following examples

illustrate the passive usage of ma-, along with thm ofanother morpheme, -in- (data is

from Topping, 1973'and Chung, 1982b):

(232) Passive forms
a. Man-ma-diilalak siha nifamagu'un.

PI.-Pass-chase they ObI. children
They were being chased by the children'

b. Para u-fan-binisita i famagu'un ni ma'estra.
Fut. S3s-PI.-visit(lN) the children ObI. teacher
The children will be scolded by the teacher' [·in-]

According to Gibson (1980), the ma- form of the passive is used whenever the Agent is

plural and/or non-specific. This is shown in (232a). The infix -in-, on the other hand, is

reserved for passive Agents which are singular and specific (232b). This infix has a

second function in Chamarro, as a wh-agreement marker of transitive objects (Themes).

Since passives tend to highlight objects anyway, the two functions of -in- are quite close,

although the syntax of the sentences in which they occur is very different.
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[ha-]

• ?mnnt,., hinding

At tirst glance, the proyenies surrounding the agreement morpheme ma- appear to

be the same as those conceming ha- ([3s)), at least in relation to object pronoun binding

(clitic-pronoun pairs). Thus when transitive subjeets are lexical, only the anaphoric

interpretation is allowed; when the subjects are the:nselves empty, object 'pronouns' may

be disjoint in reference. These faets are refleeted in the data below (fieldnotes):

(233) Lexical suhjeet~(emPty objects
a. Ha-fa'gasi+gui' i pacgun i proif"j

R3s-wash+him the child
The child washed himself

b. Ma-fa'gasi+siha ifamagu'un i proif"j
R3p-wash+them the children
The children washed themselves'

(234) Empty s\lhjec!~(empty objec!~

a. Ha-li'i'+gui' pro; proi/j
R3s-see+him
'(He) saw him(sell)'

b. Ma-li'i'+siha pro; (proi/j)
R3p-see+them
'(They) saw them(selves)'
(also: They were seen')

[ma-]

[ha-]

[ma-]

The ungrammatical interpretàiions in (233a-b) are due to the DJR, where the non-anaphoric
'1"

function of the pro-objects forces the lexical subject NPs to identify them. The grammatical

interpretations represent the anaphoric function of the pro-objects. (234a-b) aIIow for!Wo

interpretations, owing to the absence of a lexical identifying NP: one of them is anaphoric,

the otheris pronominal (both pro-NPs are identitied byagreement). . .

(234b) diftèrs slightly in that it also has a passive interpretation, indicated by the

gloss. This follows from the passive usage of the morpheme ma-. This difference also

surfaces when empty pro-subjects co-occur with lexical NP objects, as in the following

sentences:

(235) Empty subjectsOexical objects
a. Ha-chiku pro i neni.

R3s-kiss the baby
'(She) kissed the baby'

b. Ma-chiku pro i neni.
R3p-kiss the baby
'(They) kissed the baby'
(also: The baby was kissed'
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(ha-]

• The passive imerpretations associated with the agreemem marker ma· are practically

indistinguishable from passive semences in which the oblique Agent fails to surface. This

casts doubt as to whether (234b) and (235b) are transitive at ail. \Ve retum to thc,c cases

in 4.5.2 below.

Ungrammarical senren~

Singular and plural agreemem forms diverge .:ompletely in semences comaining

two lexical NPs. As the following data show, sentences with the prefix ma· arc

ungrammatical, in contrast to those comaining ha· (data adapterl from Chung. 1981):

(236) Lexical subjeetsllexical obkcts ("SO)
a. Ha-bisita si Juan i manatungo'-hu gi hospitat

R3p·visit PN J. the fricnds-ls Loc. hospital
'Juan visited my friends at the hospital'

b. *Ma-bisita i manatungo'-hu si Juan gi hospittit.
R3p-visit the friends-ls PN J. Loc. hospital
'My friends visited Juan at the hospital'

c. Ma-bisita si Juan ni manatungo'-hu gi hospittit
PASS-visit PN J. ObI. friends-ls Loc. hospital
'Juan was visited by my friends at the hospital'

[ma·]

[Pass]

The order of major constituents in (236a-b) is VSO, an important factor in the grammar of

Chamorro. (236b) is ungrammatical, but its meaning c.:n he expressed via passivization

(236c).

It is not always the case that lexical subjects and direct objects cannot appear with

ma-. As the following data show, sentences are well-formerl when the object is or contains

an anaphor referring to the subject (ibid):

(237) Exceptional plural suQiects
a. Ma-dulalak+siha ifamagu'un i pro i/*j

R3p-chase them the children
'The children chased themselves'

b. Ma-cIiiku i lalahi i [NP i famagu'un-iiiha pro i/*j]
R3p-kiss the men the children-3p

. 'The men kissed their ~lwn children'

c. Ma-fa'tinas [NPi statue nu siM i/*j] ni klé ifamalao'an i
R3p-make the statue ObI. them ObI. clay the women
'The women made statues of themselves with clay'

In (237a), a pro-object refers directly to the subject, hence is interpreted as an anaphor.

The pro-object in (237b) is a possessor, identifierl by the rich agreement suffix -niha
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• ([3p]); at the same time, however, it is co-indexed with the m.ltrix subject. In (237c), the

co-referring pronoun is a noun complement.

The sentences in (237) correspond exactly to the cases of exception:.l subject

extraction discussed in 3.3. There we saw that transitive subject Nl's coula be questioned.

relativized, etc. if the direct object was or cOnlained an anaphor referring to the subject.

Tnis suggests that transitive sentences containing ma- are derived by movement of sorne

kind. Although it is not visible on the surface, movement of the subject could occur at LE

Alternatively, the empty pleonastic pronoun associated with AGR.o could be the element

that ~,noergoes movement. As a final piece of evidence favoring a movement-based

approach, consider the following sentences in which ma-subjects appear clause-initially

(from Chung, 198\):

(238) Clause-initial plural suhjects
a. I manatungo'-hu ma-b:sita si Juan gi hospitat

the friends-ls R3p-visit PN J. Loc. hospital
'My friends visited Juan at the hospital'

b. I famagu'un siha para uma-fa'gasi i kareta
the children pl. Fut. S3p-wash the car
The children are going to wash the car'

Unlike theirverb-initial counterparts, the subject-initial sentences in (238) are grammatical.

In the previous section (4.4) we proposed that subjects in Chamorro could move to the

Spec. of TP without violating any principles. Plausibly then, the sentences in (238) are
grammatical because movement has occurred. In the next section, we develop an analysis

of mfJ- in terms of movement.

4.5.2 A movement analysis of ma·

Let us begin by supposing that the subject of a transitive sentence containing ma­

moves to the Spec. of CP at LE This would derive a structure like the following (verb

movement is not shown):
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• (239) Tran'itive ,uRjecl mQvement (LF)

CP

----------i manarungo'-hu i C'
~

[+agr] AGR.s"
. .-------............

si Juan j AGR.s"

(ab~'
~

Tns AGR.o"

[li~R.O'
~V"ma-

.---------------........
li V'

----~V l'
b

' , J
lsna

e.g. *Ma-bisila i manalungo'-hu si Juan gi hospital.
R3p-visit lhe friends-ls PN J. Loc. hospital

'My friends visiled Juan al the hospital' (=236b)

The structure shown here represents the ungrammatical sentence (236b). The reason that

this sentence is ruled out would be thàt an absolutive NP adjoined to AGR.s blocks

antecedent-government of the subject trace in Spec. of AGR.o. Moreover; an analysis

based on (239) could explain the sentences containing ma- where the absolutive.NP is or

contains an anaphor refening to the subje<:t (237): the ba:! on Circularity wùuld pr<'hibit an

absolutive NP from blocking antecedent-govemment.

Nevenheless, an analysis of ma- based on movement of the transitive subjeci: lacks

independent motivation. Why should subjeclS move to COMP at LF? Sentences involving

ma- which do manage to surface are not given any special status, as if e.g. the subject

became operator-Iike. Moreover, subjects in clause-initial position could not move to

COMP in any case, if transitive objects are adjoined to AGR.s. Apparently what these

structures have in common is that the Spec. of AGR:o - instead of being filled with an

empty pleonastic pronoun - is filled with sorne kind of trace at S-structure. Such a

situation might be necessary if the pleonastic pronoun could not be identifiecL

ln the following section, 1 discuss the reasons why the pronoun Iinked to ma­

cannot be identified. Here, however, 1 assume that it cannot, hence must be eliminated at

S-structure to satisfy the GCR. This can either be achieved by moving the pronoun to
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• CQMP, or by moving the subject to Spec. of1P, through the Spec. of AGR.o. Suppose

now that the structure underlying (236b) is as follows (verb-movemem not shown):

(240) Pleona<!Ïc pronoun movement (S-structure)

CP

~C'proj

~
[+agr] AGR.s"

(ab~'
~

Tns AGR.o"

[ti~R.o'
~V"ma- -------NP V'

i manatungo'-hu ~
. V NP

bisita si Juan

e.g. "Ma-bisita i manatungo'-hu si Juan gi hospitiit.
R3p-visit the friends-ls PN J. Loc. hospitaI

'Myf:iends visited Juan at the hospitaI' (=236b)

.(240) shows that the Spec. of AGR.o is occupied by a trace, which does not need to IJe

identified. The empty pronoun in Spec. of CP is still subject to the GCR; here 1 will

;;sume that [+agr] is capable of identifying it even though this agree~em morpheme does

no\carry person-number features. It may be that empty pleonastics -'iike empty inanimate

pronouns - can be identified by language-specifie goveming heads, a proposai that was

advanced by Rizzi (1986).85

85 ln Gennan, the lexical eomplementizcr dajJ can lieensc an cmpty plconastic pronoun, but not an cmpty
argument. This is shown in the dam bclow (from Travis,1984):

(i) Govemçrl plcona<tics (German)
a. leh denke da1l (·cs) get:\llZt wurdc.

1 think that it danced was

b. Ich dcnke ·(cs) wurde get:\llZl
1 think it was danccd

Both: '1 think lhere was d:lncing'

Whelher or nOI the lieensing of pleonastics can bc dcrived from Identification Thcory is a scparale issue,
however, one whieh 1will nol aucmplLO dcal wilh here.
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• An analysis based on (240) prt'dicts that transitive sentences will be rulcd out.

unless the absolutive NP is or contains an anaphor. etc. This is because the absolutive NP

still adjoins to AGR.s at LF. potentially blocking antecedent-government. The LF­

structure of (236b) then, is in fact (239). The difference in the two approaches conccrns

the Ievel at which movement fust takes place; in (240) it occurs at S-structure. forced by

principles of Identification Theory. In this respect. the approach to movement taken herc

resembles Huang's (1984) original proposal. in which empty objects in Chinese can only

be interpreted as variables.

In the structure underlying subject-initial ma-semences (238). the subject would be

in Spec. ofTP, and a trace would occupy the Spec. of AGR.o. Consequently. there would

be no empty pleonastic pronoun that had to be identified. This explains why these

sentences are grammatical. Re~ll, however, that the Spec. of TP must be occupied al S­

structure, since a pronoun cannot be properly identified there(4.4.3). This rules out the

possibility of a pro-subjec: moving to clause-initial position in (234b) and (235b).

Moreover, the pro-subjects in these sentences could not appear in COMP, except in cases

where the pro-objects have an anaphoric function. We conclude there is no grammatical

derivation of transitive ma-sentences whose objects are disjoint (or which contain a subject­

oriented anaphor); these se~iences are intransitive, with a passive interpretation.86

To summarlze, 1 have proposed that the agreement morpheme ma- is incapable of

identifying a pleonastic pronoun in the Spec. of AGR.o, which fails to satisfy the GCR.

Ungrammaticaliry can be avoided by moving the pronoun to the Spec. of CP, where [+agr]

can identify it, or by moving the subject through AGR.o to Spec. ofTP, which eliminates

it. The former option is governed by the usual constraints on subject movement in an

ergative language, 5:elding a pattern similar to subject extraction proper. The latter option

is available for lexiccl.subjecrs only.

4.5.3 Non-identification by ma-

In this section we consider how it is that a pleonastic pronoun in the Spec. of

AGR.o fails to be identified by the agreement morpheme ma-. The reason, we daim, has

86 Intransiùve subj~ts trigger number agreement in the fonn of man- ([pl]), which prcdicts that semences
liIee

i) Ma-Ialatdi i famagu'un siha
Pass-scold the children pl
The children were scoldcd'

will not surface without the morpheme man- (compare: Man-ma·lalatdi i famagu'un siha). Although
semences liIee i) are auested, 1assume it is because man- is optional.
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• to do with the fearures that a language recognizes as essential in maintaining distinctions of

person, number, etc. Recal1 once more the paradigm of ergative agreement in Chamorro,

which must cenainly be considered 'iich' in that a different form exislS for eve!)' person­

number combination:87

(241) Ere;ative al!reement (Chamorro)

Fim

Second

Sinl!UJar

hu-

in-

ha-

E!Y!ill

ta-/un- (lncl./Excl., resp.)

un-

rna-

The organization of the paradigm implies that three person fearures [1,2,3] are required to

distinguish the forms in (241), and two numbers [sing., pl.]. Given that the features are

themselves expressed in terms of binary values, however, not ail of them are needed to

characterize each form uniquely. A third person form like 00- , for example, only has to be

specified for the feature [+sing.] to disnnguish il from ma-([-sing.]), rendering the fearure

[plural] superfluous. 1 would like to suggest that languages are required to select only

those features which are necessary in maintaining the distinctions in a given paradigrn.

Being economical in terms of agreement does not mean that languages cannot be

redundant: a language other than Chamorro might use IWO features ([-sing., +pl.]) to

specify plural agreement forms instead of one. The reason we maintain this option is that

third-person plural pro-NPs are not unidentifiablein every language.

Suppose now that Chamorro selects the features [flfSt] and [second] to characterize

agreement morphemes with respect to person, and the feature [sing.] with respect to:_

number. The fol1owing depicts how each of the agreement forms in (241) would be

specified:

(242) Ae;reernent fearures (Chamorro)

hu­
in­
ha­
ta-
un- (Ex)
un-(2p)
ma-

[+I,-2/+sing.]
[-I,+2/+sing.]
[-I,-21+sing.]
[+1,-2/-sing.]
[+1,+2/-sing.]
[-I,+2/-sing.]
[-I,-2/-sing.]

87 The addition of categories like 'fourth person', 'dual', cIe. would inerease the maxima! number of
possible eombinations. but these need not eoneem us here. -
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• Each of the agreement morphemes in (242) is specified for a different combination of

person-numher features. Moreover, the distinctions are maintained with the minimal

number of features possible (three).ss

From (242) we mal' see what causes the failure of ma- to identify an empty

pronoun: this morpheme is the only one that is not specified for a positive feature. The

claim then, is that only morphemes which are positively specified are capable of identifying

empty pronouns (underspecifying certain morphemes would produce the same results). It

is thus a consequence of the person-number features selected by Chamorro that prevents

third-person plural pro-NPs from surfacing in the Spec. of AGR.o. This is not to say that

ma- is not capable of checking subject NPs for Case; like AGR.s in English. it mal' govern

subject NPs without identifying them.

As we saw in 4.5.2 then, the inability of ma- to identify a pro-NP in its specifier

position effectively forces movement to COMP or TP, depending on whether topicalization

is involved.

4.5.4 Conflating the functions of ma-

Up to now, we have concentrated mainly on the agreement morpheme ma-, and.

have said very litde about the passive. Still, it would be desirable to relate these two

functions to one form. A major obstacle to achieving this concerns the realization of the

Agent. In transitive sentences, for example, the Agent is by definition a direct argument,

while in passives it is indirect, and is obliquely Case-marked when it surfaces at ail.

Nevenheless, if there were a single morpheme ma-, the argument structure of the stem to

which it attaches should he uniform.

One way of resolving thisdilemma would be to show that oblique Case is·

suppressed in sentences where the Agent appears to he a direct argument. Alternatively,

we could argue that direct arguments are marked obliquely in sentences that are understood

as passive. The first hypothesis holds that ma- is basically a passive morpheme, the

second that it functions mainly as an agreement marker. A third possibility is that sorne

other troll' optional process is responsible.

As it turns out, neither of the flI'St two hypotheses can be maintained. First, while

definite NPs are marked ovenly with oblique Case in Chamorro, indefinite NPs are not.

This is shown in the sentences below (adapted from Topping, 1973), where the oblique

. morpheme ni is regarded as a contracted form of nu +i (the laner a definite anicle): ~

881 have choscn to express the Exclusive/Inclusive distinction by mcans of person fcatures. in part to
capture the homophony betwecn the first-pcrson plural exclusive and sccond-pcrson plural fonns.
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• (243) Oblique NPs (Chamorro)
a. Malag6 y6 ni lepblo.

want 1 ObI. book(s)
'1 want the book(s)'

b. Malag6 y6 lepblo.
want 1 book(s)
'1 wam a book/books'

(243b) shows that indefinite oblique NPs are not marked ovenly. Now if ma- were a

passive morpheme. and if for sorne reason the oblique forrn nu were suppressed in

transitive ma-sentences. we would expect to find sentences with indefinite subject NPs as

weil. Le. where the Agent is not marked with oven oblique Case. Nevenheless. Gibson

(1980) states that this is impossible. The following sentences - based on Gibson's

statement - would not he well-formed:

(244) Tndefinite oblique subjects
a. *Ma-dulalak siha famagu 'un

R3p-chase them (ObI.) children
'Children chased themselves' (sic)

b. *Famagu'un-siha pâra uma-fa'gasi i kareta
children-pl Fut. S3p-wash the car
'Children are going to wash the car'

[VSO-order]

[SVO-order]

We thus conclude that ma- could not function solely as a passive morpheme. i.e. where

Agents are realized indirectly.sometimes with suppressed oblique Casec!Darking.

Consider next the hypothesis that ma- is an agreement morpheme, and that Agents

are direct arguments which are sometimes marked with oblique Case. First we may

assume that if the argument structure of all ma-stems is uniforrn. the arguments will he

projected uniformly. in accordance with the UTAH (Baker. 1988). This means that Agents

will he rc=alized to the left ofThemes in structures~lmderlying standard VSO sentences. We

also predictthat oblique Agents' will surface to the left of Themes in sentences that are
. .

understood as passive. In all of the examples we have seen. however. oblique NPs Agents

appear to the right of direct arguments. including Themes. Chung (1982) states that the

order of Chamorro sentences is VSOX. where X ranges over oblique NPs. Based on this

statement. the following sentence would he ungrammatical:

(245) Un~mmarical oblique 'suWecrs'
.*Man-ma-Ialatdi ni palao'an i famagu'un

PI.,Pass-scold ObI. women the children
The children were heing scolded by the women'
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• Given the problems encountered by word order then. ma· could not function only as

agreement morpheme. where direct Agent arguments are sometimes marked with oblique

Case.

It seems that the two functions of ma· cannot be reconciled to derived stems with :1

uniform argument structure. Still, a panial solution might be :lchieved if the àifferent

functions of ma- could be attributed to the level at which affixation occurs. Suppose. for

example. that this prefix has the ability of attaching to a stem either in the lexicon or in the

syntax.89 If ma- attaches in the lexicon, the verb stem will assign it the role of Agent.

Then, whenever Agent is expressed syntactically, it will have the status of an adjunct. e.g.

along the lines proposed by Grimshaw (1990). Dnder these circumstances. the Agent will

be marked with oblique Case. In addition, the AGR.o projectior. would be inert, at least in

situations where the remaining direct argument (fheme) depends on AGR.s for Case. In

effect then, lexical attachment would derive the passive function of ma·.
If ma· is not attached in the lexicon. it will be generated under AGR.o, where it

assumes the status of an agreement morpheme (albeit one that cannot identify an empty

pronoun). The argument structure of the verb would not be affected. hence both arguments

would have to be realized syntactically. Dnder these circumstances. the Agent will depend

on ma- for Case. Syntactic affixation is effected through head movement. and accounts for

dual function of ihis affix. Inadopting this proposai, we also gain 'sorne insight into how

ma- could be fossilized in so many Chamorro words: as a morpheme that can attach to

stems in the lexicon, it interacts with other lexical processes such as re-analysis.90

Summary

In this section, we have focussed our attention on a different aspect of Identifiçation

Theory, the forced movement of an empty pronoun to escape the effects of the GeR. In

Huang's (1984) theory, empty categories that could not be identified as pronouns were

thc:pght to be variables instead. bound by a pro-topic. Here we saw that sentences

containing ma- resembled subject movement, and proposed an analysis whereby a

pleonastic pronoun moved from Spec. of AGR.o to COMP, or else was eliminated by

subject-fronting.. The motivation for this resulted from the economical usage of persan­

number features in distinguishing agreement forms. Finally. we suggested how the

different function ofma- could be given a unified treatment.

89 Asimi1ar proposaI has bccn made for Navajo and Dogrib (Athapaskan) by Hale (1988).
90 In many respects, the Chamorro morpheme ma- rcscmbles the elilic se in French: il is uscd in passives,
middles, and appears Icxically on (sorne) accusative verbs. '
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• Conclusion

This thesis has investigated the relationship between surface Case-marking and

syntactic structure in a number of ergative languages. On one hand, syntactic processes

like refIexivization and control do not follow an ergative pattern in these languages,

suggesting that transitive subjects (Agents) c-command their objects (Themes or Patients) at

S-structure. On the other, wh-movement and QR pattern along the Iines of Case, implying

that subjects are in a different relationship with objects. This somewhat paradoxical

situation was resolved by assuming that transitive sentences have different representations

at S-structure and LF. or that the command relation was reversed between these levels. An

absolutive NP at LF becomes the highest c-commanding NP in a Case position, in a sense

an LF-subject.

The theory ouùined here addresses the morphological and syntactic properties of

ergative languages in terms of LF-movement. The type of marking on.the NP is pre­

determined by the agreement morpheme that it moves to at this le.el. The reason that a

transitive subject (Agent) is marked uniquely in an ergative language is that only This

argument canonically moves to the lower of two agreement projections The failure of

transitive subjects to participate in certain processes can henceforth also be explained in

terms of movement, owing to the intervention of universal principles.

A movement theory of ergativity does not treat the correspondence between Case­

marking and syntactic behaviour as accidentaI: Case-marking refIects the relative position of

arguments at LF. We may then speculate that the role of Case in Universal Grarnmar is to

pick out grammatical reJations (so-.defined) at this level. In accusative languages the

correspondence between Case-marking and LF-relations is trivial, since nothing significant

changes past S-structure. Only in an ergative language does the role of Case become

apparent.

AcQuisition

From the language learner's point ofview, knowing that Case-marking underscores

grammatical relations at LF means that s/he will not have to grapple with the mismatches

thatoccur between Case and arguments at S-structure. It will not be necessary for a child

to learn that alL'lough transitive objects (Patients) and intransitive subjects (Agents) both

have absolutive Case, these two arguments behave differe'1cùy for purposes of control or

raising. Simply put, surface Case-marking cannot obscure processes that pertain' to the

relative prominence of Agents over Patients at this level. On the other hand, mismatches

between arguments and Case would surely seem confusing if the laner did noc refer to LF

grammatical relations. Worse still, after having mastered them, the child would soon
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• discover that sorne processes (extracùon) were exceptionally consisrent with C3se-marking.

This would then lead us to predict that ergative languages are more difficult to learn.

although there is no evidence in support ofit (cf. Slobin,1992:l5-37 1).

Ca<e-chec1dn~ at S-<tn!crure and LF

Another issue which we have identified concems the locality condition on Case­

assignment Previously, ergative languages had been problematicaI for theories where each

NP received its Case under Government at S-structure. The assumption was that Case had

to be assigned, instead of checked. Under these conditions, locaIity (=Govemment) could

only be achieved by oven movement - in marked COntrttst to the word order exhibited by

many languages. In the true spirit of the Principles & Pararneters approach, our strategy

has been to aIlow for the locality condition to be met at S-structure or LF, such that word

order may not be affected. This accounts for the distribution of Case in an ergative

language. but without requiring Case-checking to apply at one level or another.

Finally, the theory of ergativity presented here strongly correlates absolutive Case

in an ergative language with nominative Case in languages Iike English. MorphologicaIly,

these IWO Cases share similar properties of markedness and distribution. SyntacticaIly,

both are associated with NPs that undergo extraction easily. At the same time, however,

ergative Case does not correlate with accusative. lnstead it reflects a distinct projection of

agreement, in contntst to the accusative Case assigned by verbs. Other theories attempt to

show that ergative Case corresponds to nominative, and absolutive to accusative Case.

Such theories fail to explain the marked syntactic behaviour of transitive subjects in the

languages in question.

The essence of ergarivity

Ergative languages are those in which a) verbs are not capable of assigning Case to

objects, and b) the lower agreement morpheme (AGR.o) is morphologicaIly stronger than

the one that dominates Tense. AGR.o is thus responsible for checking the most prominent

argument of the verb for Case (typicaIly an Agent), while other direct arguments (Patients.

subjects of intransiti.ves) are checked for Case by AGR.s.
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