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AbstractThis dissertation considers the proper treatment of syntactic ergativity, arguing fora framework that decouples prominence at the levels of grammatical relations andargument structure. The result is two notions of subject: grammatical subject andargument structure subject (as in Schachter (1977) and Guilfoyle, Hung and Travis(1992)), and a uniform analysis of syntactically ergative and Philippine languages.Both these language groups allow an inverse mapping in the prominence of the twohighest terms between argument structure and grammatical relations. A level of argu-ment structure, although appearing in much recent work, is shown to be particularlywell motivated by the examination of ergative languages. A study of Inuit, Tagalog,Dyirbal, and other languages shows that constraints on imperative addressee andcontrollee selection, antecedent of anaphors, and the controller of certain adverbialclauses are universally sensitive to argument structure. Thus these phenomena arealways accusative or neutral, and we can explain why passive agents and causeescan generally bind reexives. However, constraints on relativization, topicalization,focussing or questioning, speci�city or wide scope, coreferential omission in coordina-tion, etc., are shown to be universally sensitive to grammatical relations. Examiningjust these phenomena, which are sensitive to grammatical relations, we see that manylanguages are indeed syntactically ergative, and so this option must be countenancedby linguistic theory.
iv
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Transcriptions, Abbreviations, and ConventionsThis section describes conventions and abbreviations that I have used. I have tried tomake this dissertation useful as a reference document. There is an index of languagesand topics (although I should stress that it is incomplete). The bibliography alsoacts as an index of citations { at the end of each entry is a list that gives the pagenumbers where the work is cited. At the �rst mention of each language (strictly the�rst mention from Section 1.1 on outside of footnotes), I list in brackets its familya�liation and where it is spoken.Almost all the examples in this thesis are drawn from previously published sources.The source of each example is given in the Appendix, Sources of Examples. Refer-ences are to the example number of the cited work, where available (in the form(ch.ex) when examples are numbered separately within each chapter), otherwise tothe page number. Most examples appear using the transcription conventions of mysource. Some attempts have been made to make transcriptions and the glossing ofgrammatical formatives more consistent, as outlined below.All Dyirbal examples are transcribed using a form of the practical orthographynow in widespread use by Australianists (including Dixon (1991, 1994)). The corre-spondences with the system employed by Dixon (1972) are: ny = N, j = d�, r =and rr = r . However, the name Dyirbal is not written in the practical orthography(where it would become Jirrbal).The transcription of Inuit examples is not completely consistent. Some WestGreenlandic examples are in the o�cial orthography while others are in a pure phone-mic variant thereof (the new orthography continues to distinguish i/e, u/o and v/f ,although these di�erences are not phonemic). Examples from other varieties of Inuitare transcribed as in their source. viii



Most Lezgian examples use the transliteration system of Haspelmath (1993), butsome examples from Mel0�cuk (1988) follow his transcription conventions.Mayan examples appear in the practical orthography of Terence Kaufmann (themost unusual feature of which is that `7' is used for glottal stops).Tagalog examples are shown using the style and glossing of Kroeger (1993) (inparticular case markers are attached to the following word with an equals sign (=)which indicates cliticization).The following abbreviations are employed in the glosses:1, 2, 3 �rst, second, thirdperson4 fourth person (Inuitanaphoric form)i, ii, iii, iv noun class markersA Absolutive agreementabl Ablative caseabs Absolutive caseacc Accusative caseantip Antipassiveasp Aspectaux Auxiliaryav Active Voicecaus Causativecmpltv Completive aspectcond Conditionalcop Copuladat Dative casedef De�nitedep Dependent aspectdir Directionaldm Determinatedirs Directional Su�xdv Dative VoiceE Ergative agreementemph Emphatic marker

excl Exclusiveequ Equalis caseerg Ergative casefreq Frequentativefut Futuregen Genitive caseger Gerundiveimmed Immediately followingeventimpv Imperativeincept Inceptiveind Indicative moodinf In�nitiveinstr Instrumental caseinterrog Interrogativeintr Intransitive endingiv Instrumental voicelnk Linkerloc Locativemasc Masculine gendermod Modalis casemsd Masdar (eventnominalization verbform)neg Negativeix



nfut Nonfuturenom Nominative casenomlz NominalizerO Object agreementogen Oblique Genitiveextensionov objective voicepart Participlepass Passivepart Participlepat Patientperf Perfectivepl Plural numberpm Proper name markerpurp Purposivepres Present tensepret Preteritepast Past tense
psub Past subordinate moodptcl Particleques Question markerrec Recent past tenserel Relativizer, RelativeCaseS Subject agreementsg Singular numbersubj Subject (agreementwith)term Terminalis caseth `There' seriesdemonstrativestm determinate TopicMarkertns Tensetr Transitive endingIn glossing the agreement of Eskimo transitive verbs, agreement with the A argu-ment is always listed �rst in the gloss, and agreement with the O argument is listedsecond (even when this doesn't correspond with the historical order of morphemes,for which see Section 2.2.5).The following abbreviations are used for grammatical frameworks:ALS Autolexical Syntax (Sadock 1991)GB Government-Binding Theory (Chomsky 1981, Chomsky 1986)GPSG Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (Gazdar et al. 1985)HPSG Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (Pollard and Sag 1994)LFG Lexical Functional Grammar (Bresnan 1982a)RG Relational Grammar (Perlmutter 1983)x
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CHAPTER 1Cutting the ergativity pieThis dissertation considers the proper treatment of some of the phenomena thathave led languages to be considered ergative (Dixon 1979, Comrie 1978). At presentmost such languages have been only sparsely studied, and many fundamental ques-tions in their analysis seem at best incompletely answered. Thus the dissertationtries to concentrate on such basic issues as when ergativity should be analyzed assyntactic or morphological, whether there is a division into two classes of syntacti-cally and morphologically ergative languages, and if so where should it be drawn,whether ergative arguments are always core roles or not, and so on.The plan of the dissertation is as follows. The �rst half of this chapter introducesthe lines of the analysis that I will propose within a broad typological sweep. This sec-tion includes some review of standard approaches to ergativity from the structuralist/functionalist literature. The second half discusses some possible models of ergativitywithin the tradition of generative grammar and briey introduces the framework thatI will be assuming.The next chapter examines Inuit (Eskimo). It shows how the main languagephenomena support a division between grammatical relations and argument structure,with Inuit showing an inverse mapping between the two. The chapter also serves asecond function: since so much of the recent generative literature on ergativity dealsin whole or in part with Inuit, I will continue to survey the literature from the vantagepoint of Inuit. 1



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 2Chapter Three then turns to the analysis of Lezgian. While Inuit is a di�cultcase because it is what Dixon (1979) describes as a \mixed pivot language", Lezgianis problematic because there is little evidence for surface grammatical relations at all.Chapter Four briey considers the placement of Dyirbal within the typology thatI have been developing, and summarizes the conclusions of my study.The dissertation views language from a basically lexicalist perspective. It isn'ta lengthy defense of lexicalism (for which, see among others Bresnan and Mchombo(1993) and Sells (1994)), but adopting a lexicalist perspective is an important partof the argument, and is discussed especially in Section 2.3.1.3. The dissertation alsoattempts to describe grammatical phenomena by factoring constraints onto di�erentlevels (in the tradition of LFG), rather than trying to treat everything in terms ofthe con�gurational relationships de�ned on a single tree structure, as in much GBwork. The bulk of the dissertation ends up being about the interplay between alevel of grammatical relations and a level of argument structure. Questions of phrasestructure and word order have seemed less cogent to the issues that I concern myselfwith, or at least I have not seen how to make su�cient use of them.1.1 What is ergativity?It is a longstanding observation that many languages exhibit not the pattern of casemarking known from the major European languages, but rather an ergative pattern ofcase marking as shown for Burushaski (isolate, Pakistan) in (1), and West Greenlandic(Eskimo-Aleut, Greenland) in (2):(1) a. nethe.masc h��r-eman-erg phal�oseed.pl.abs b�ok-isow.pret-3sg.masc.subj`The man planted the seeds.'b. nethe.masc hirman.abs y�alt-iyawn.pret-3sg.masc.subj`The man yawned.'(2) a. Oli-pOli-erg neqimeat.abs neri-vaaeat-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`Oli eats meat.'



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 3b. OliOli.abs sinippoqsleep-ind.intr.3sg`Oli sleeps.'In such languages the more patient-like argument of a transitive verb appears inthe same absolutive case as the single argument of an intransitive verb, while the moreagent-like argument of a transitive verb is marked di�erently, in what is known as theergative case. This contrasts with the accusative system of case marking, illustratedby Latin (ancient Indo-European, Italy) in (3).(3) a. puellagirl.nom veni-tcome-pres.ind.3sg`The girl comes.'b. puerboy.nom puella-mgirl-acc audi-thear-pres.ind.3sg`The boy hears the girl.'To avoid constant use of clumsy locutions like \the more patient-like argument ofa transitive verb", I will use for descriptive purposes the abbreviations introduced byDixon (1972, 1979), whereby A represents the agent-like argument of a transitive verb,O the patient-like argument of a transitive verb and S the single actant of intransitiveverbs. The accusative and ergative systems of case marking then pick out the classesshown in (4):(4) Nominative 8><>:Accusative ASO Ergative9>=>; AbsolutiveI will always refer to the two direct cases in an ergative language pretheoretically asErgative and Absolutive (a term ultimately from the Eskimo literature (Thalbitzer1911)). Many prefer to call the Absolutive case Nominative, in part because both areusually unmarked, as in the examples above, but that is a theoretical decision whosevalidity I will discuss.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 4From a basis in case marking, the term ergative has been extended to other sub-systems of language (verbal agreement, potentially word order, syntactic and evendiscourse properties) that treat S and O in one way and A in another. The termaccusative is similarly used when a subsystem treats S and A in one way and O inanother. These are not the only two groupings that appear in language, but they arethe two most common ones. Others will be introduced later.Before proceeding, let me introduce a little more basic terminology that I willuse throughout. Most grammatical theories distinguish between the basic means bywhich the actants of verbs are expressed, and more specialized means which havede�nite semantic restrictions. I will refer to the former as core roles, or terms, andthe latter as oblique roles. In case-marking languages, terms are most commonlymarked by the basic cases of the language, variously called direct or structural cases,whereas obliques (and sometimes some terms) are marked by oblique cases whichhave clear semantic content.1 I will sometimes use the expression displaced term foran argument which in some verbal diatheses appears as a term, but which in a certaincon�guration has been demoted or has been unable to be linked to a term (such asthe agent of passive constructions and the dative or oblique causee in the Romancelanguages).Returning to our initial examples, the question is what signi�cance this di�erentpattern of morphological marking has for the analysis of ergative languages. Unlikein Latin, the `subject' of traditional grammar (the class of S and A NPs) is no longerconsistently marked by a single case. Do these di�erent morphological markingsshow that the languages concerned have a fundamentally di�erent syntactic charac-ter from familiar accusative languages? This was widely assumed by grammariansin the premodern era. Various analyses could be viewed as denying there are anygrammatical relations in an ergative language or suggesting that there is only onegeneral grammatical relation of modi�er, but the most common view was that theergative is something like a passive. This analysis holds that the O bears the same1It is hard to precisely characterize this distinction. Many have noted that ergative cases havesemantic correlates, but then some people, such as Wierzbicka (1980, 1981) have suggested that allcases, including nominative and accusative, have meanings. Nevertheless, I feel that there is a basicdistinction that has to be made.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 5grammatical relation as the S of an intransitive (as in the English passive) while theA has a di�erent grammatical relation. This allows one to maintain a simple linkbetween morphological form and syntactic function, which seems desirable, ceterisparibus (and, indeed, most traditional work was averse to recognizing syntactic re-lations that were not overtly marked). However, it complicates the statement of themapping between semantics and syntax, where it is often assumed that, universally,an agent argument should be mapped onto the subject position (in the basic verbalvoice).1.1.1 Anderson (1976)This traditional analysis is challenged by Anderson (1976) and Dixon (1979). Ander-son argues that for most morphologically ergative languages there is a clear notion ofgrammatical subject which picks out the same roles (A and S) that the term grammat-ical subject picks out in accusative languages, despite the di�erences in case marking.He suggests that the best understood tests for subjecthood are the major cyclicsyntactic rules (of transformational grammar): equi-NP deletion, raising, reexivebinding and conjunction formation. Anderson shows that many ergative languageshave analogs of these operations and that they appear to behave in an accusativefashion. He examines equi-NP deletion in Basque (isolate, France and Spain), sub-ject raising in Tongan (Austronesian, Tonga), conjunction reduction in Kâte (Huon,Papua New Guinea) and reexivization in Abkhazian (Abkhazo-Adyghean, Georgia)and suggests that they all pick out a subject relation comprising the S and A NPs. Topresent just a couple of Basque examples at this stage, (5) shows how an absolutivereciprocal can be bound by an ergative NP (5a), while the reverse is impossible (5b).Reciprocals never appear in the A or S subject positions, but an S can also bind anoblique reciprocal (5c):(5) a. Gudari-eksoldiers-erg elkarrecip.abs hiltzenkill zutenaux`The soldiersi killed each otheri.'b. *Gudari-aksoldiers-abs elkarr-ekrecip-erg hiltzenkill zituen/zituztenaux



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 6c. Lagun-akfriend-abs elkarr-ekinrecip-with joango diraaux`The friendsi have gone with each otheri (i.e., together).'Anderson (1976) presents the data in (6), suggesting that they show that equi-NPdeletion followed an accusative pattern in Basque:2(6) a. nahidesire duthave.1sg.3sg joango.inf`I want to go.'b. nahidesire duthave.1sg.3sg egindo-inf`I want to do it.'Thus Anderson's argument is that the morphology of ergative languages is misleading.In general, syntactic operations show these languages have a grammatical relation ofsubject grouping A and S, just like accusative languages.However, Anderson notes that this is not true for all languages. In particular hesuggested that Dyirbal (Pama-Nyungan, Queensland, Australia) has processes of bothequi-NP deletion and relativization that work on an ergative basis by applying onlyto S and O NPs. For a language such as this, Anderson concludes that \somethinglike the `underlying passive' theory appears to be correct" (p. 17).31.1.2 Dixon (1979)This line of approach led to the current orthodoxy, as presented in Dixon (1979), thestandard survey of ergativity.4 Dixon analyzes direct arguments in terms of what2However, Ortiz de Urbina (1989:23{34) argues that these examples do not consist of a biclausalequi control construction (with an embedded PRO subject), but rather a monoclausal complexpredicate construction. Thus they should be handled at argument structure as I suggest for similarconstructions in Inuit in Section 2.3.1.3It is unclear whether Anderson was actually adopting the analysis that in these languages surfaceergative structures arise by passivization or whether he was simply referring to a certain con�gurationof grammatical relations. The distinction is discussed further in Section 1.4.4Dixon updates his ideas in the monograph Dixon (1994). The summary in this section is ofDixon (1979), but it is generally compatible with the position of Dixon (1994). Some ideas andreferences from Dixon (1994) are used further on.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 7he regards as universal semantic-syntactic primitives A, S, and O, de�ned as in Sec-tion 1.1.5 Dixon argues that there are two types of ergative languages, a large classof morphologically ergative languages and a small class of syntactically ergative lan-guages. In the former, tests that are sensitive to surface grammatical relations (theseinclude some of the tests Anderson (1976) uses, in particular tests involving clausalcoordination and subordination), show that the underlying grammatical relations donot mirror the surface morphology. Rather, all of these processes clearly pick out anotion of grammatical subject (or pivot as Dixon terms it) grouping A and S. Forsyntactically ergative languages like Dyirbal, similar processes pick out a groupingof S and O. Dixon is careful to distinguish the presence of a pivot (which not alllanguages need have, or they may use a mixture of pivots) from what he regards asthe true universal concept of (deep) subject { which I will refer to here as the logicalsubject following Jespersen (1924). The logical subject is the highest argument at ar-gument structure of the basic form of a predicate, normally the agent or experiencer oftransitive verbs. Dixon suggests that all languages have a category of (deep) subjectformed by grouping A and S. For semantic reasons certain grammatical processeswill universally pick out this notion of deep subject regardless of the surface pivot ofthe language. This is because it is the (deep) subject that can control events. Theseprocesses include deciding the addressee of imperatives, control relations with jussivecomplements (roughly complements to verbs belonging to Sag and Pollard's (1991)inuence sort) and the similar control relations with aspectual/modal-like verbs suchas `can', `must', `try', `begin', `�nish', when they occur as lexical verbs in a language.6Thus, for example, Anderson's evidence for the syntactic accusativity of Tongan isthat there is optional `subject raising', a process a�ecting A and S (7b, 8b) but not5Note that, for Dixon, valence changing operations change the assignments of A, S and O, sothat passive, for example, puts an underlying O NP into derived S function (Dixon 1994:12). Thisis compatible with a framework (like mine { see Section 1.4, Grimshaw 1990, Bresnan and Zaenen1990, etc.) where passive manipulates argument structure, but not with an approach (like in RG,or Bresnan 1982b) where passive manipulates grammatical relations.6Dixon (1994:131f) deletes discussion of jussive complements and adds discussion of reexives.Note also that on Dixon's theory, operations like passive must change the con�guration of A, S,and O { in the case of passive the former O becomes what is called a derived S . This is need toexplain how the theme can control events in the grammatical English gloss of (9), for example.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 8O (9) with the verb lava `be possible, can':(7) a. `okupres lavapossible ketns h�uenter `aabs meleMary kito honohis falehouse`It is possible for Mary to go into his house.'b. `okupres lavapossible `aabs meleMary `otns h�uenter kito honohis falehouse`Mary can go into his house.'(8) a. `okupres lavapossible ketns taa`ihit `eerg sialeCharlie `aabs edef fe�newoman`It is possible for Charlie to hit the woman.'b. `okupres lavapossible `eerg sialeCharlie `otns taa`ihit `aabs edef fe�newoman`Charlie can hit the woman.'(9) *`okupres lavapossible 'aabs edef fe�newoman `otns taa`ihit `eerg sialeCharlie*`The woman can be hit (by Charlie).'But Dixon does not accept this data (apparently originally from Chung (1978)) asevidence of syntactic accusativity in Tongan, suggesting that it follows from universalproperties of deep subjects (Dixon 1979:116; 129, fn. 101). Indeed, as he suggests, allChung's evidence for syntactic accusativity is of this sort (involving the behavior ofaspectual/modal verbs like `can', `begin', `must') and therefore unconvincing.7 Thisidea that processes of control and imperative addressee have a partly semantic basisand operate independently of the language particular pivot is important and it is onethat I will try to build on.This universal notion of (deep) subject is independent of whether a language isergative or accusative at either or both of the levels of morphology or syntax. Dixon7Cf. also argumentation by Mosel and Hovdhaugen (1992:711) concerning the Samoan (Austrone-sian, Samoa) construction that corresponds to the Tongan examples cited above { they suggest thatthe restriction on raising follows simply from the corresponding Samoan verb meaning not just `can'but `can do something'; see Cook (1991) for a dissenting view on the status of subject in Samoan.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 9sees syntactic and morphological ergativity as two separate parameters although thereis a one way implication in which syntactic ergativity implies (some) morphologicalergativity. Note also that morphological ergativity, at least, is not an all or nothingthing { Dixon suggests that no language he surveys is entirely ergative at the surfacemorphological level.Whether a language has an ergative or accusative syntactic pivot is to be deter-mined, according to Dixon, by the behavior of language particular syntactic oper-ations such as coordination, subordination and related phenomena that he sees asapplying at a level of shallow structure. Dixon suggests that most languages usean S/A pivot for these operations, but a few use an S/O pivot. He gives Walmatjari(Pama-Nyungan, Western Australia) as an example of a morphologically ergative lan-guage with an accusative S/A pivot. In three clause linking constructions, includingthe one shown in (10), clauses can only be linked when they share the S/A NP.(10) t.iki�ryan-ul.areturn-after ma-n.a-;-lu-njaind-1exclS-3O-plS-plO mana-wan. t.itree-pl.abs patjanichopped`Having returned, we chopped trees.'Another example is Basque. In a sentence like (11), the A of the �rst clause mustbe interpreted as the S of the second (regardless of whether the �rst clause is in areduced form without the auxiliary):(11) Seme-ason-abs eskola-nschool-at utzileave (zuen)aux etaand klase-raclass-to joango zenaux`S/he left her/his son at school and went to class.'This contrasts with similar data from Dyirbal where clause linking requires the clausesto share an S/O NP:(12) bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs banguli.erg.th gubi-ngugubi-erg munda-nbring-nfut bangunii.erg.th jugumbi-ruwoman-ergbalga-nhit-nfut`The gubi [shaman] brought the man here and the woman hit (him).'I take the above to be the essence of Dixon's analysis. But the paper naturallydiscusses much more { the functional bases of NP grouping, the di�erent types of



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 10split ergativity that occur, and the process of diachronic change. There is also muchother relevant work in the structuralist/functionalist literature { especially the surveyarticle of Comrie (1978) and the work of Silverstein (1976) on the hierarchies condi-tioning ergativity splits { but since Dixon ably summarizes much of this work, I willmove on.1.1.3 The scarcity of syntactically ergative languagesExamples (11{12) showed a clear di�erence in syntactic behavior between two lan-guages with ergative morphology. However, there are some reasons to doubt whetherthe above division into syntactically ergative and syntactically accusative languagescorrectly, or optimally subdivides the class of languages that have (partially) erga-tive morphologies or otherwise exhibit `patient prominence'. One problem is thatattempts to add other languages to the class of syntactically ergative languages, thusde�ned, have tended to prove unsustainable. Anderson (1976) claims without sub-stantiation that Hurrian (ancient isolate, Turkey) is also syntactically ergative. Butthis is questioned by Pullum (1977) { in large part because the textual record isso scant that the proposition is untestable { and the manuscripts in preparation inwhich Anderson was supposed to support this claim have not appeared. Marantz(1984) attempts to argue that Central Arctic Eskimo (Eskimo-Aleut, Canada) is syn-tactically ergative (as opposed to certain other forms of Eskimo, in particular WestGreenlandic, which he analyzes as morphologically ergative). However, this claim fora fundamental typological di�erence between Central Arctic Eskimo and other vari-eties of Eskimo simply cannot be substantiated (see Johns (1984) and Section 2.4.2,below). Anderson's tests of equi-NP deletion and reexive binding would identifyCentral Arctic Eskimo as syntactically accusative, just like all other forms of Eskimo.Levin (1983:64) suggests Yup0ik (Eskimo-Aleut, Alaska) and Yidiny (Pama-Nyungan,Australia). But the only evidence she provides for the syntactic ergativity of Yup0ik isawed (see Chapter 2, fn. 58), and Dixon (1979:129) describes Yidiny as less ergativethan Dyirbal { as a `mixed pivot' language.Thus Dyirbal has tended to stand alone as the one true syntactically ergativelanguage. Perhaps because of this, some researchers have maintained that there are



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 11no syntactically ergative languages (such is the position of Johnson (1977), Pullum(1977), and apparently the one of Perlmutter and Postal at the 1974 Linguistic In-stitute lectures on Relational Grammar). Now this apparent rarity of syntacticallyergative languages may just be an historical accident { certain basic word orders areapparently very rare but nonetheless exist { but I would like to suggest that this resulthas instead come about from cutting the pie in the wrong places. Given the cuts Ipropose, there will turn out to be a large supply of syntactically ergative languages.Another problem is that many languages do not appear to �t into the currenttypology. Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertation will be spent concentrating on lan-guages that do not �t in in one of two ways. Chapter 3 looks at Lezgian (Nakho-Daghestanian, Russia and Azerbaijan), which like some other Nakho-Daghestanianlanguages is problematic because there is little or no evidence for a pivot of anysort. However, here and in Chapter 2, I will concentrate on the opposite problem.Many languages have a variety of syntactic phenomena that one might take as ev-idence in determining the subject or pivot, but the phenomena are not consistent,and some groupings work along ergative lines and others along accusative lines (thisis what Dixon (1979, 1994) termed the problem of \languages with mixed pivots").A classically problematic case is the Philippine languages, and in particular Tagalog(Austronesian, Philippines) (Schachter 1976, Schachter 1977). My aim is to showthat the so-called mixed pivot behavior of these language is not random, and is infact to be expected under an appropriate de�nition of syntactic ergativity.1.2 Towards a new typology of mixed-pivot languages1.2.1 TagalogTagalog has a rich system of so-called voices (up to seven depending on the verb,some of which I will term, following Kroeger (1993): active voice (av), objectivevoice (ov), dative/locative voice (dv) and instrumental voice (iv)), which determinethe semantic role which is born by the ang-marked NP, of which there is normally



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 12one in every sentence.8 The �rst three of these voices are illustrated in (13). Theang-marked NP is in turn the agent, the theme and the location:(13) a. B-um-iliperf.av-buy ang=lalakenom=man ng=isdagen=�sh sa=tindahandat=store`The man bought �sh at the store.'b. B-in-ili-;perf-buy-ov ng=lalakegen=man ang=isdanom=�sh sa=tindahandat=store`The man bought the �sh at the store.'c. B-in-ilh-anperf-buy-dv ng=lalakegen=man ng=isdagen=�sh ang=tindahannom=store`The man bought �sh at the store.'The perfective aspect marker is an in�x (the stem above is bili), and there appearsto be a special fusional in�x for the perfect in the active voice. Here and generally inthe nonfuture aspects Objective Voice is morphologically zero (that is the unmarkedform is when the O is the ang-marked NP), but this is not always the case.Schachter (1976, 1977) points out that Tagalog had a split in apparent `subjectproperties' (in roughly the sense of Keenan 1976b) between those borne by the ang-marked NP and those borne by the Actor. Some of these properties can be lined upas follows:(14) Ang-marked NP (Topic) ActorObligatory element of clause Possible antecedent of reexivesLaunches oating quanti�ers Equi targetRelativization Imperative addresseeSpeci�cBecause Keenan's criteria do not consistently pick out a notion of subject in Tagalog,Schachter concludes that the ang-marked NP is the Topic, but that various other8Here and elsewhere in this chapter, certain complexities in the data have been suppressed forthe purposes of a clean presentation of the basic idea. Some of these lacunae are addressed in laterchapters. The omission at hand here is that certain Tagalog constructions do not exhibit voicemorphology or an ang-marked NP, but the description is accurate for what Schachter (1976, 1977)called Tagalog simple narrative sentences.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 13properties key o� the macrorole of Actor, and that Subject isn't a useful notion inthe description of Tagalog. However, he is careful to point out that these Philippinistconceptions of Topic and Actor are somewhat at variance with normal usage (theTopic can be what would normally be called a focus, for example, and the Actor canhave various thematic roles in the context of Tagalog verbs meaning roughly `receive'and `endure'). But the Topic has reference-related prominence while the Actor hasrole-related prominence, serving as the protagonist.I do not wish to illustrate all these properties, nor the other tests discussed byKroeger (1993), but let me just work through a few which have further applicationin my crosslinguistic study. Schachter (1977) describes the topic as regularly de�nite,or more carefully as a term whose reference is presupposed. This was indicated veryapproximately in the di�erence in the translation between (13a) and (13b).Another key property of the Topic is that it is the only position that can berelativized on. This is illustrated in (15) where active voice and objective voiceare used when relativizing the actor and patient respectively. It is not possible toform relative clauses unless the gap representing the relativized NP is in the Topicslot (16).(15) a. Iyonthat ang=babae=ngnom=woman=lnk b-um-iliperf.av-buy ng=barogen=dress`That's the woman who bought a dress.'b. Iyonthat ang=baro=ngnom=dress=lnk b-in-iliperf-buy.ov ng=babaegen=woman`That's the dress that a/the woman bought.'(16) a. *Iyonthat ang=baro=ngnom=dress=lnk b-um-iliperf.av-buy ang=babaenom=womanb. *Iyonthat ang=babae=ngnom=woman=lnk b-in-iliperf-buy.ov ang=baronom=dressOn the other hand, Schachter shows that the Actor can always control a reexive(regardless of whether it is the Topic) (17a{b) while it cannot itself be a reex-ive (17c):



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 14(17) a. Nag-aalalaav-worry ang=lolonom=grandfather sa=kaniyangdat=his sariliself`Grandfather worries about himself.'b. Inaalalaov.worry ng=lologen=grandfather ang=kaniyangnom=his sariliself`Grandfather worries about himself.'c. *Inaalalaov.worry ang=lolonom=grandfather ng=kaniyanggen=his sariliselfAlso, in the basic pattern of control, it is always the actor that is the gappedcontrollee, regardless of the verbal voice of the complement. For example, (18a)shows a topic actor controllee, while (18b) shows a non-topic actor controllee (seeKroeger (1993:39, 99) for more extensive paradigms).9(18) a. In-iwas-anperf-avoid-dv ko=ngI.gen=comp t-um-inginav-look.at kay=Lornadat=Lorna`I avoided looking at Lorna.'b. B-in-awal-anperf-forbid-dv koI.gen si=Maria=ngnom=Maria=comp awit-insing-ov angnom \Dahilbecause sadatiyo"you.sg`I forbade Maria to sing \Because of you".'Thus the kind of `subject properties' that Keenan (1976b) identi�es are splitbetween two NPs in Tagalog sentences (except when the Actor and the Topic coincide)and it is not immediately obvious to which of these we should apply the term `subject'.1.2.2 InuitBut this problem { where `subject properties' are split between two NPs in a sentence{ is not con�ned to the Philippine languages. Indeed, a very similar sort of split9The controller is determined on semantic grounds, and can be either a non-topic (18a) or a topic(18b). This follows from the sort of semantic theory of controller selection given in Sag and Pollard(1991) and Pollard and Sag (1994) (where in (18a) the controller is an experiencer and in (18b)an influenced participant).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 15appears to occur in various ergative languages. For example, the Eskimo languagesare widely regarded as syntactically accusative (having an S/A pivot), and hence onlymorphologically ergative. According to the criteria of Anderson (1976), it seems thatall Eskimo languages would be regarded as syntactically accusative: evidence frommajor cyclic transformations like control and binding suggest syntactic accusativity.This is the position argued for in Johnson (1980). Marantz (1984:216) also concludesthat West Greenlandic Eskimo is syntactically accusative on rather di�erent grounds.Giv�on (1984:166) endorses the analysis of Kalm�ar (1979) that \the language is not`deep' ergative, but rather `surface' ergative."However, Woodbury (1977a) notices that there is a mixture of evidence for bothS/O and S/A being pivots in Greenlandic, and this analysis is mentioned by Dixon(1979:129), who suggests Eskimo as another mixed pivot language family. We canbegin to produce a split of properties quite similar to that shown for Tagalog in Inuit:(19) Absolutive marked NP ActorSubcategorized element of every clause Antecedent of reexivesRelativization Equi targetSpeci�c/Wide Scope Imperative addresseeSome of these same properties are briey illustrated below (they are exempli�edin greater detail in Chapter 2). Examples are from West Greenlandic except wherenoted. All verbs subcategorize for an absolutive argument (although it may notappear overtly because of free pro-drop). Relative clauses are restricted so that therelativized role must be the absolutive within the relative clause.10 So (20a{b) showrelativization of O and S NPs, while (20c) shows that relativization of an A NP isimpossible.(20) a. nanuqpolar.bear Piita-pPiita-erg tuqu-ta-akill-tr.part-3sg`a polar bear killed by Piita'10Relative clauses in Inuit are actually participial nominalizations, but I am essentially acceptinga functional de�nition of what a relative clause is, following Comrie (1981:136).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 16b. miiraqchild.abs kamat-tu-qangry-rel.intr-sg`the child that is angry'c. *angutman.abs aallaatgun.abs tigu-sima-sa-atake-prf-rel.tr-3sg.sg*`the man who took the gun'Thirdly, the absolutive NP has certain special interpretive properties, which muchof the traditional literature has interpreted as de�niteness, but perhaps speci�cityis nearer to correct, and which Bittner (1987, 1994) accounts for in terms of scope.The avor of the distinction between the transitive Central Arctic Eskimo sentence in(21a) and the intransitivized variant in (21b) comes from the speci�city, referentialityor givenness associated with the absolutive NP in (21a), unsatisfactorily captured bytranslating it with `the':(21) a. Jaani-upJaani-erg tuktucaribou.abs taku-vaasee-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`Jaani sees the caribou.'b. JaaniJaani.abs tuktu-mikcaribou-mod taku-vuqsee-ind.intr.3sg`Jaani sees a caribou.'On the other hand, some properties seem to be sensitive to a notion of `subject'linking A and S. This is the kind of evidence that (following Anderson 1976) is oftentaken to suggest that most ergative languages are syntactically accusative. Thus apossessive reexive can be bound by an A or by an S (22a{b), but not by an O(22c):11(22) a. ataata-nifather-4sg.abs Juuna-pJuuna-erg tatig(i-v)-a-atrust-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juunai trusts hisi father.'11In Inuit, possessor agreement is su�xed to nouns. A separate set of reexive agreement a�xesare customarily referred to as the 4th person.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 17b. AaniAnne.abs illu-mi-nuthouse-4sg-term ingerla-vo-qgo-ind.intr-3sg`Annei is going to heri house.'c. *Anaana-mimother-4sg.erg PiitaPiita.abs nagligi-janalove-3sg.3sg (Inuktitut)*`Hisi mother loves Piitai.'and in cases of control, the controllee NP is again the A or S and not the O:(23) a. Miiqqatchildren.abs [erg JuunaJuuna.abs ikiu-ssa-llu-guhelp-fut-inf-3sg] niriursui-pp-u-tpromise-ind-intr-3pl`The children promised to help Juuna.'b. Miiqqatchildren [abs qiti-ssa-llu-tikdance-fut-inf-4pl] niriursui-pp-u-tpromise-ind-intr-3pl`The children promised to dance.'The correlation of properties between Philippine languages and certain other erga-tive languages (compare again (14) and (19)) is actually quite impressive, but doesnot seem to have gained wide currency. However, after I began investigating thecorrelation between properties of Kroeger's (1993) analysis of Tagalog and propertiesfound in the Inuit literature, I became aware of a number of prior observations of thiscorrelation. Johnson (1980) refers to the \remarkable coincidence of results" betweenher work on Central Arctic Eskimo and Schachter's (1977) discussion of Tagalog,and Payne (1982) makes a similar argument with respect to Yup0ik (Eskimo-Aleut,Alaska). Similarly Blake (1988) compares Tagalog to Kalkatungu (Pama-Nyungan,Australia). At the end of his paper, Andrews (1985) also tentatively considers col-lapsing the syntactically ergative and Philippine language types, although the parallelwith the class of syntactically ergative languages, as traditionally de�ned, is less con-vincing than the one that I have been considering. I thus conclude that within asyntactic typology, the basic voices of Tagalog and Inuit should be analyzed the same(something that some previous researchers have been reluctant to do because of the`di�erentness' of Philippine voice systems).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 181.2.3 Notions of `Subject'What, then, is the subject of an Inuit sentence? We might conclude that Inuit shouldalso be put in the too hard basket, and we could start talking about the Actor andTopic of Inuit sentences following Schachter. However, this seems undesirable. If wehave any conception whatsoever of universals of human language then we should seeksyntactic categories that can be applied across languages of di�erent typological sorts.This is the condition of generality of Chomsky (1957:50). It would be irresponsibleto exclude Philippine, Eskimo and many other ergative languages from considerationwhen determining the meaning of the notion `Subject'. There is absolutely no reasonto suggest that basic grammatical primitives should not also be found in Inuit sinceit has syntactic processes that are in general familiar from languages around theworld. Rather, it suggests only that our traditional grammatical categories may needre�nement. But this is the whole point of doing crosslinguistic work.If we accept that linguistic notions should be applicable to Philippine and Eskimolanguages, the question then becomes which NP is the subject. There are clearlytwo choices before us: Either the Philippine Topic and the Eskimo absolutive is thesubject or the Philippine Actor and the Eskimo S/A NPs are the subject.12 It islogically possible that the answer to this question is quite arbitrary. Suppose thatthese groupings in Philippine and Eskimo languages pick out two notions, A and B,and that it happens that the notion of subject from common European languages isprecisely the conjunction of the notions A and B. Then it would be quite arbitrarywhich of A and B we call subject and which we �nd a new term for. In practice,however, I do not believe that this is the case.Nevertheless, part of the problem is that `subject' is not used uniformly. Someframeworks and analyses de�ne `subject' in terms of a system of surface grammaticalrelations, others (such as Dixon (1979)) consider `subject' as a basically semanticnotion, while yet others seem to confuse these di�erent criteria (such as the list ofsubject properties in Keenan (1976b)). In this sense Schachter is right in suggesting12Given the convergence of properties between the two language families that I have outlined, itwould appear typologically irresponsible to consider the other two possibilities, declaring the Topicthe subject in Philippine languages and the S/A NP the subject in Eskimo languages or vice versa.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 19that we need two notions of subjecthood, similar in content to what he terms Topicand Actor, although one could disagree with the choice of names.13The �rst notion of subjecthood that I want to establish is subject as the privi-leged term in a system of surface grammatical relations, what I sometimes refer to asthe grammatical subject to avoid ambiguity. This notion is similar to the notion ofsubject in traditional grammar, but it is more clearly seen in Dixon's usage of pivot,the notion of �nal 1 in RG or subject in LFG. Kroeger (1993) argues extensively thatthe correct analysis of Tagalog is that the so-called Topic is actually the grammaticalsubject. Since the Objective Voice is basic in Tagalog (Cena (1977); the argumentsare summarized in Foley and Van Valin (1984:137)), this means that Tagalog has anessentially ergative character.14 Kroeger argues that grammatical subject should bedecided on syntactic rather than semantic or discourse/pragmatic criteria, and thata range of these criteria (quanti�er oat, relativization, number agreement, raising,control of secondary predicates, subject obviation, possessor ascension and conjunc-tion reduction) all pick out the ang-marked NP as the syntactically privileged NP,13Schachter was not the �rst to distinguish these two notions of subjecthood, although pre-generative work did not generally distinguish surface grammatical relations independent of mor-phological form. Allen (1964:337) wrote: \Discussions of this type often distinguish between agrammatical and a semantic subject. The former is formally de�nable and usually refers to thenoun or pronoun which is in a particular (e.g. `nominative') case and/or in concord with the verbor with a particular verbal element. The latter (also variously described as `real' or `psychological')generally remains unde�ned and intuitive, since situational or logical correlates such as `actor' or`topic' break down in a number of instances."14I take Kroeger (1993) as my main reference on Tagalog. However it should be noted that a`morphologically' ergative analysis of Philippine languages was proposed earlier by Gerdts (1988)and De Guzman (1988) and in various other works (Blake (1988), Payne (1982), Mithun (1994),Gibson and Starosta (1990), and by various other people mentioned in this last reference). TheRelational Grammar analysis of Gerdts and De Guzman di�ers considerably from Kroeger's in twoways: it simultaneously maintains notions of �nal 1 and 2 yielding accusative `subjects' as well asthe relations ergative and absolutive, and it generates Active Voice by antipassivization whereasKroeger argues that the genitive patient in the Active Voice is still a term (hence using the term`voice' is somewhat misleading, but I have retained it for want of a better term). The bindingfacts discussed below support Kroeger against almost all other analyses in suggesting that noneof the `voices' of Tagalog result from processes of passivization or antipassivization that demoteterms. The claim that the Topic is the subject in Tagalog was also put forward without argumentin various early treatments of Tagalog such as Bloom�eld's, and was explicitly argued for earlierby H. McKaughan (see Kroeger 1993:19 for references). Cena (1977) gives the same analysis forobjective voice sentences as Kroeger; he doesn't make clear how he intends the other voices to begenerated.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 20which is termed the subject. Conversely, the properties appearing to favor the Ac-tor (possible antecedent of reexives, imperative addressee and equi target) have adecidedly semantic avor (perhaps meaning that they should be treated at the levelof argument structure). Two of the three are listed among Dixon's properties thatalways work accusatively, due to the nature of Deep Subjects, and Andrews (1985)suggests that binding possibilities in Tagalog should in general be de�ned in terms ofthe thematic hierarchy.But an adequate linguistic theory also needs another notion of subjecthood {the more semantic one. This one is related to Dixon's use of the term `subject' andSchachter's notion of Actor which is in turn equivalent to Jespersen's notion of logicalsubject. I want to propose that their category is not quite what we need to capturethe other notion of subjecthood. My analysis crucially involves the postulation of alevel of syntactic argument structure (a-structure), with its own distinguished termwhich I call the a-subject. While all logical subjects are a-subjects, I propose belowthat the compound argument structures that result from derivational operations, likepassive, causative, and antipassive yield additional a-subjects. As a result, the otherhalf of `subjecthood' in Inuit and other languages is not properly described by thegrouping A and S, but rather by the larger set of all a-subjects. For example, in apassive both the logical subject and the surface subject count as a-subjects.Purely syntactic processes, like relativization and topicalization should be sensitiveto the hierarchy of grammatical relations, while the more semantic properties ofbinding, control and imperative addressee should be mainly sensitive to the level ofsyntacticized argument structure. Tagalog and Inuit are both syntactically ergativelanguages which implies that the obliqueness ordering of grammatical relations in thebasic verbal voice does not match the obliqueness ordering at argument structure.Rather there is an inverse relationship as shown in (24).(24) GRs a-structuresubj agent (a-subject)obj patientThe proposal in (24) might be familiar as the Inverse Analysis of previous work (whichis discussed below in Section 1.4), but my proposal di�ers in not expecting the surface



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 21subject or pivot (I will use the two terms interchangeably) to be \the basis of syntacticorganization throughout the grammar of the language" (Dowty 1991:582). Rather,I expect to �nd in any language a principled division between phenomena that aresensitive to the level of grammatical relations, and phenomena that are sensitive toargument structure.1.2.4 Historical OriginsIt is possible that the parallels in the synchronic situation between Philippine andEskimo languages result in part from the diachronic path that these language familieshave followed. An historically inuential approach to Eskimo has been the `nominalisttradition'.15 In this tradition Eskimo sentences are analyzed as being an equation be-tween a subject and a nominalized complement, so that a sentence like (25a) actuallyhas the structure suggested by the calque in (25b).(25) a. anguti-upman-erg/gen nanuqpolar.bear.abs kapi-ja-astab-pass.part-3sg.3sg`The man stabbed the polar bear.' (Qairnirmiut)b. `The polar bear is the man's stabbed one.'This analysis seeks to explain the parallels in case marking between possessors andergative NPs and between the agreement on possessed NPs and verbs. I take itthat the analysis has little synchronic appeal { among other reasons because of theunmarked word order shown in (25a), but that it appears to have a certain histor-ical truth. Eskimo transitive verb endings do appear to have evolved from passiveparticiple morphemes.16It is thus very interesting that something of the same explanation has been pro-posed for Philippine languages. Starosta et al. (1982) argue that the focus morphology15The idea that Eskimo clauses are like nominalizations was proposed by Thalbitzer and Ham-merich, supported by Schultz-Lorentzen, Lowe, and Dorais, carefully discussed but not altogetherendorsed by Woodbury (1985b), and adopted as the basis of a GB analysis by Johns (1987, 1992).See Johns (1987:51f) and Johns (1992:61, fn. 9) for references.16Eskimo participles are nominal { the language lacks a category of adjectives.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 22of Philippine languages can clearly be traced back to nominalizing a�xes in proto-Austronesian. They argue that the origin of a Tagalog sentence like (26a) is againto be found in the calque given in (26b), although again the current freer word ordersuggests that reanalysis has taken place.(26) a. Kakan-ineat-ov ng=maestrogen=teacher ang=papayanom=papaya`A/the teacher will eat the papaya.'b. `The papaya will be a/the teacher's eatee.'This explanation might also extend to the Mayan languages that I consider below.They also use the same agreement for ergatives and possessors, but I have not furtherinvestigated their historical reconstruction.These languages thus stand in contrast to cases where ergativity arises from aperfective or maybe from a passive, where the ergative is frequently homophonousto the instrumental or a case like ablative that expresses passive agents (such as inHittite (ancient Anatolian, Indo-European) (Garrett 1990) and the Indic branch ofIndo-European (Anderson 1977)). I believe that historical origin could be a goodguide in subdividing the types of ergative languages, although the matter would re-quire much further investigation. Making an initial cut between ergativity arisingfrom nominalization versus ergativity arising from a perfective or passive origin (rein-terpreting an oblique instrumental or agent as the ergative NP) seems promising.Note however that I am making quite di�erent predictions to those given in Trask(1979). Trask proposes two types of ergative languages, Type A resulting from apassive made obligatory, and Type B from a nominalized verb form, often a stativeparticiple incorporated into sentences by means of a possessive construction. OnTrask's typology, Type A languages should at least briey go through a syntacti-cally ergative stage while Type B ergativity should always be \relatively super�cial"and \not extend beyond case-marking". In contrast, I am suggesting that many lan-guages where ergativity arises from nominalization are syntactically ergative (whereasthe ergativity in the Indic Indo-European languages, for example, seems super�cialfrom the point of view of syntactic behavior).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 231.2.5 Word order: a necessary digressionIn the typological tradition, the basic word order of a language is generally denotedin symbols as SOV, OVS or whatever. Where there is an unmarked position foroblique NPs, this is typologically important additional information and we can writeSOXV or SXOV. The question is, what notion of subject are these labels referringto: the pivot or the logical subject? Past work in word order has su�ered by notadequately distinguishing these two notions of subjecthood when stating word ordergeneralizations (as noted by Pullum 1977:252).Dixon (1994:50, fn. 9) faults the SOV notation for not distinguishing his primitiveS and A, and suggests that for a universal framework, one should describe basic wordorder in terms of A, O and S, as some languages present con�gurations like SV/OVAor VS/AVO. I suspect that this is the wrong direction to head. Given the distinctionbetween the two notions of subject proposed above, I believe that word order shouldbe described in terms of the surface grammatical relations, pivot (P), other core (C),oblique (O), and verb (V), rather than in terms of A, S, and O which refer to termsat a level roughly akin to my level of argument structure.For example, I would like to argue that Tagalog should be analyzed as a VCP(i.e., VOS) language, like other Austronesian languages such as Malagasy (Keenan1976a) and Toba Batak (Schachter 1984), whereas it has sometimes been wronglyanalyzed as VSO.17 Once this analysis is adopted, the unmarked order of full NPsin Dyirbal is seen to fall into the common PCV (i.e., SOV) type, rather than itbeing an example of what has conventionally been the least common sort, OSV.18Somewhat unsettlingly, this argument would move Eskimo languages into the leastattested type CPV (i.e., OSV). However, to really evaluate this result, one wouldneed a new wide coverage survey of word order, working consistently with the notion17For instance VSO was one of two options Pullum (1977:254) o�ers for Tagalog while arguingagainst the idea that Tagalog is a VOS language as had been argued earlier by others. I must add,however, that word order in Philippine languages is complicated, and facts on Actor placement inCebuano, Kalagan and Pangasinan noted noted by Schachter (1977:295) would need to be integratedinto a complete word order typology.18This possibility was noticed but not endorsed earlier by Pullum (1977) (a work that should nowbe approached with caution because of the many typological discoveries and developments since itspublication).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 24of surface pivot. For example, given the analysis of Tagalog and other Austronesianlanguages suggested above, note that VCP (i.e., VOS) languages become much morecommon than has typically been thought to be the case.Further evidence for whether word order should be described in terms of surfacegrammatical relations should come from syntactically ergative languages. We shouldbe able to tell whether word order groups O and S because it is working from thecategory of surface pivot, or whether word order groups A and S using Dixon's notionof (deep) subject. In practice evidence has been thin on the ground, because mostergative languages are verb initial or verb �nal.19 However, where there is wordorder evidence, it generally appears to support a statement of word order in termsof surface grammatical relations (although further syntactic information would beneeded to con�rm the identi�cation of the pivot in the languages in question). Beloware several examples, all of which I draw from Dixon (1994:50{52).Sanuma (Yanomami, Brazil and Venezuela) has ergative noun morphology andDixon describes the basic word orders XSV and AXOV. Huastec (Mayan, Mexico)has ergative verbal crossreferencing as in other Mayan languages discussed below andthe most frequent constituent orders are what Dixon calls VS/AVO. P�ari (WesternNilotic, Sudan) has ergative case marking, and according to Dixon the basic wordorders SV/OVA:(27) a. �ub�urUbur.abs �a-t�uuk�cmpltv-play`Ubur played.'b. j�oob��bu�alo.abs �a-k�eelcmpltv-shoot �ub�urr��Ubur-erg`Ubur shot the bu�alo.'I suspect that all the above languages could be analyzed in terms of a surface ergativepivot so that Sanuma would be viewed as a COPV language, Huastec as a CVPlanguage, and P�ari as a PVCO language. There isn't conclusive evidence in Andersen19Indeed, the fact that ergative languages are usually verb initial or �nal is an important part ofcertain theories, such as those of Anderson (1976) and Trask (1979).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 25(1988) to support an absolutive pivot in P�ari, but there is suggestive evidence: thelanguage has antipassive constructions (generally only found in languages with S/Opivots) and Andersen (1988:322) suggests that the diachronic source of ergativityin P�ari is a topicalization of O and S that evolved to become the unmarked form(proto-Nilotic appears to have been an accusative VPC language).1.3 Other languages for which an inverse analysis seemscorrectLet us then examine the applicability of this new typology wherein syntacticallyergative languages are expected to show the kind of split of properties that we haveseen for Philippine languages and Inuit. An Inverse Grammatical Relations analysisof the type I have proposed for Tagalog and Inuit actually seems to be appropriatefor a considerable number of ergative languages (although still, perhaps, a minority).Below I suggest other languages that seem to �t into the same class as Tagalogand Inuit. The size of this class is consonant with the observation of Wierzbicka(1981:73) that \deep ergativity in the sense of patient-orientedness or no overall agent-orientedness is much more widespread than is often assumed."1.3.1 Mayan languagesA breakdown of properties fairly similar to that found for Tagalog and Inuit appearsto be widespread in the Mayan languages. England (1983b, 1983a) and Campana(1992) present evidence from Mam (Mayan, Guatemala and Mexico). Mam has aconsistently ergative-absolutive system of verbal crossreferencing. The absolutiveappears to be the grammatical subject because it is privileged to perform varioussurface syntactic functions. S and O NPs may be focussed by fronting (28a{b), whilean A NP may not (28c). Antipassivization is required (28d):2020Abbreviations peculiar to Mayan are: dir=directional, dirs=directional su�x, rec=recentpast tense, rn=relational noun (special, always possessed structural nouns used to indicate obliquecase relationships).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 26(28) a. xiinaqman s-uuldep.asp.3sgA-arrive.here`The man arrived here.'b. qa-cheejpl-horse x-hidep.asp-3plA kub0dir t-tzyu-7n3sgE-grab-dirs xiinaqman`The man grabbed the horses.'c. *xiinaqman chi3plA kub0dir t-tzyu-7n3sgE-grab-dirs qa-cheejpl-horse*`The man grabbed the horses.'d. xiinaqman x-;-kub0dep.asp-3sgA-dir tzyuu-ngrab-antip t-e3sg-rn.pat qa-cheejhorse`The man grabbed the horses.'Similar evidence of syntactic ergativity appears in question formation. The S andO can be simply questioned (29b, 30b), while questioning an A is impossible (29c)without a change to antipassive verbal morphology (29d):(29) a. ma-a7rec-emph chi3pA tzajdir t-tzyu-7n3sE-grab-ds CheepJos�e kab0two xiinaqman`Jos�e grabbed the men.'b. alkyee-qawho-pl x-hirec.dep-3pA tzajdir t-tzyu-7n3sE-grab-ds CheepJos�e`Whom did Jos�e grab?'c. *alkyeewho sajrec.dep.3sA.dir t-tzyu-7n3sE-grab-ds kab0two xiinaqman*`Who grabbed the men?'d. alkyeewho sajrec.dep.3sA.dir tzyuu-ngrab-antip ky-e3pl-rn kab0two xiinaqman`Who grabbed the men?'(30) a. marec chi3pA b0eetwalk xiinaqman`The men walked.'



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 27b. alkyeewho x-hi3pA-dep b0eet?walk`Who walked?'However control picks out the Actor for the controllee:21(31) maasp tz0-ok2sA-dir n-q0o-7n-a1sE-give-dirs-1sg/2sg [ tx0eema-lcut-inf sii7wood]`I made you cut wood.'Larsen and Norman (1979) suggest that a pattern of syntactic ergativity of thissort is widespread throughout the Kanjobalan, Mamean and Quichean subgroups ofMayan. Larsen (1987) suggests that the pattern of data in Quich�e (Mayan, Guate-mala) is not quite as neat as that given above but nevertheless ends up concludingthat there is syntactic ergativity.Van Valin (1981) describes a similar split of properties in Jacaltec (Mayan, Guate-mala) based on data from Craig (1977). Relativization, Wh-question formation andclefting are again sensitive to an S/O pivot, which I am terming the grammaticalsubject. Control is more complicated as it appears that only intransitive verbs maybe controlled. A proposed explanation for this (Bok-Bennema 1991, Murasugi 1992)is that Mayan in�nitive complements are unable to assign the unmarked (here ab-solutive) case in parallel with the way that European in�nitives (except Portuguese)do not assign the unmarked nominative case of accusative languages. However I willnot investigate this hypothesis nor any alternative explanation here. Van Valin alsolists preferred cross-clause co-reference as a feature that groups A and S, but it isnot altogether clear how this sort of notion of discourse coherence �ts in with thesyntactic systems I have been considering. It seems more likely to be a fact aboutthe world that narratives most often continue to refer for a period to the actions ofthe same Actor.2221The bare object noun in (31) adjacent to the verb is possibly incorporated as suggested inCampana (1992:70). I am aware of no persuasive evidence either way. The behavior here may besimilar to the required intransitivization of controlled subordinate clauses in Jacaltec noted below.22For instance Cooreman (1988) showed that even in Dyirbal, the canonical syntactically ergativelanguage, A/S{A/S cross-clausal referential continuity is more common than O/S{O/S cross-clausalreferential continuity.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 281.3.2 ChukchiComrie (1979) provides some evidence of a similar split of properties in Chukchi(Chukotko-Kamchatkan, Russia). Comrie notes that the negative participle can beused to relativize on an S or O (32) but never an A. Antipassivization is required(33):23(32) a. e-tip?eyne-ke-l?-inneg-sing-neg-part-abs.sg newe�cqetwoman.abs.sg ragte-g?ego.home-3sg`The woman who was not singing went home.'b. igernow a-yo?-ke-l?-eteneg-reach-neg-part-to enm-etehill-to men-elqen-mek1pl-go-1pl`Now let us go to the hill which (someone) didn't reach.'(33) en-agtat-ke-l?-aantip-chase-neg-part-instr qaa-kreindeer-loc ?aa�cek-ayouth-instrwinret-erken-inethelp-pres-3sgE.3plA newe�cqet-tiwoman-abs.pl`The youth who does not chase the reindeer is helping the women.'On the other hand, the controlled argument of in�nitivals is the A or S, as shown in(34), and so Chukchi �ts in with the generalizations for control constructions that wehave been observing in other languages.(34) a. gem-nanI.erg getyou.sg.abs titesometime me-winret-get1sg-help-2sg [abs ermetwi-kgrow.strong-inf]`Let me help you some time to grow strong.'b. morg-enamwe-erg getyou.sg.abs met-re-winret-get1pl-fut-help-2sg [erg riwl-ekmove-inf emel?oall.absge�ce-yo-tcollect-pass.part-abs.pl]`We will help you to move all the collected items.'23For positive participles, it seems that participial relativization is restricted to intransitive sub-jects alone: S, A, and O are relativized via active, antipassive and passive participles respectively.Some other constructions like coreferential omission in coordination show no syntactic constraintsin Chukchi.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 291.3.3 Toba BatakMost of the observations made above about Tagalog are in fact true for all Philip-pine languages, and many extend to western Austronesian languages more generally.However, many of these other languages have more rigid con�gurationality in theirphrase structure than Tagalog and hence indicate more clearly the independence ofbinding from surface structure command relationships. One such language is TobaBatak (Austronesian, Sumatra, Indonesia), described in Schachter (1984).Toba Batak also has a distinction between active voice (mang-) and objectivevoice (di-):24(35) a. Mang-idaav-see sipm RiaRia sipm TorusTorus`Torus sees/saw Ria.'b. Di-idaov-see sipm TorusTorus sipm RiaRia`Torus sees/saw Ria.'However, in Toba Batak there is strong evidence that a verb and the following NPof a transitive clause form a constituent, that I will call a VP, regardless of the verbalvoice chosen. Emmorey (1984) shows that the pitch accent of a sentence (denoted `�'below) occurs on the last stressed syllable of the predicate, where the �rst followingNP of a transitive clause counts as part of the predicate regardless of the verbal voicechosen:(36) a. [Mu��uli]marry angg��nabrother.his`His brother gets married.'b. [Mang-al�eanav-give ��eme]rice halakman �an tuto malimpriest �an`The man gives rice to the priest.'24Schachter (1984) provides evidence that both arguments in both voices in (35) are terms (asKroeger (1993) argued for Tagalog).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 30c. [Di-b�otoov-know m��alim]priest na man�uhorbuy �emerice pangulafarmer ��`The priest knows that the farmer buys rice.'An adverb cannot appear in the middle of the VP between the verb and the NP,though adverbs can generally occur between other major constituents. VPs can becoordinated regardless of the voice chosen:(37) a. [Man-uhorav-buy baoangonions] jalaand [mang-olompaav-cook manggamangoes] halakman an`The man buys onions and cooks mangoes.'b. [Di-tuhorov-buy sipm OreOre] jalaand [di-lompaov-buy sipm RuliRuli] manggamangoes`Ore buys and Ruli cooks mangoes.'In contrast, the VP-external pivot behaves similarly to the ang marked NP inTagalog. This NP may optionally be fronted before the verb in questions or as atopic, while the VP-internal NP may not be. As in Tagalog, one must relativize onthe pivot NP. Pretheoretically, the above evidence motivates the phrase structureshown in (38):(38) S0Spec SVPV NP NP (XP)However, despite this clear evidence for phrase structure and a pivot NP, re-exivization shows that an a-subject can bind a non-a-subject (and not vice versa)regardless of the verbal voice (Sugamoto 1984):(39) a. Mang-idaav-saw diri-naself-his sipm JohnJohn`Johni saw himselfi.'



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 31b. *Mang-idaav-saw sipm JohnJohn diri-naself-his*`Himselfi saw Johni.'(40) a. *Di-idaov-saw diri-naself-his sipm JohnJohn*`Himselfi saw Johni.'b. Di-idaov-saw sipm JohnJohn diri-naself-his`Johni saw himselfi.'To account for these reexivization patterns using a surface structure based notion ofcommand would mean suggesting that the phrase structure of the sentences in (39)and (40) were radically di�erent, despite all the evidence I outlined above indicatingthat the phrase structure is the same despite the changing verbal voice.Schachter (1984) and Sugamoto (1984) suggest that binding possibilities are de-�ned by the thematic hierarchy. However, whereas most thematic hierarchies placerecipient above theme (Kiparsky 1987, Bresnan and Kanerva 1989), they note thata patient argument can bind an oblique recipient in Toba Batak. They take thisas evidence that Toba Batak has the language-particular thematic hierarchy shownin (41):(41) Agent > Patient > DativeHowever, this seems most unlikely. Many theories would rule out language-particularthematic hierarchies in principle, and at any rate, evidence from various other Aus-tronesian languages suggests that in this language family, too, goals/recipients out-rank themes.25 Rather, I take this as strong evidence that binding is de�ned not on thethematic hierarchy, but rather on the independent syntactic level of argument struc-ture. These facts follow a common pattern, namely that at the level of a-structure25For instance Bell (1976:157) for Cebuano, Forsberg (1992:55f) for Tboli. Some other Austrone-sian sources give thematic hierarchies like the one in the text for Toba Batak, but all cases I knowof result from what I regard as misinterpretation of evidence from binding.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 32terms can bind obliques because they are less oblique at a-structure, regardless oftheir semantic role. This is further discussed in Section 1.4.26One wrinkle in the Toba Batak data is that the controllee is the pivot, regardlessof the verbal voice:(42) a. Mang-elekav-persuade sipm BillBill sipm JohnJohn man-uhorav-buy biangdog`John is persuading Bill to buy a dog.'b. Mang-elekav-persuade sipm BillBill sipm JohnJohn di-paresoov-examine doktordoctor`John is persuading Bill to be examined by a doctor.'This contrasts with the Tagalog facts cited above, where the a-subject is the con-trollee, and is unexpected on my account. However, control in Tagalog is more com-plicated than indicated above and in certain circumstances the controllee in Tagalog isthe pivot as well (see the discussion in Kroeger (1993:95{102)). Here, the pivot alwaysseems to be the controllee (while the controller is determined on semantic grounds,as discussed before). I will leave this as an outstanding problem, but perhaps onehas to say that determination of the controllee sometimes depends on grammaticalrelations as well as a-structure prominence.1.3.4 Tsimshian languagesTarpent (1982) argues for an ergative analysis of Nisgha (Tsimshian, British Colum-bia, Canada). Where there are suppletive verb stems di�erentiating number, theymark the number of the S/O argument.27 Tarpent argues that coordination is alongergative lines, suggesting that (43) has the translation shown (while noting that it26One should be able to di�erentiate between these two hypotheses in Toba Batak by looking atbinding in the Dative Shift Construction (Schachter 1984:136) (which places recipients into a corerole). But the appropriate data is not available to me.27This is probably not evidence either way since Durie (1986) notes that where verbs have sup-pletive forms for number, it is invariably for the number of the S/O NP { this perhaps rather showshow an S/O NP is more involved in delimiting an event, roughly along the lines of Tenny (1987) orDowty's (1991) incremental theme.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 33could mean `: : : and he kissed Mary', but only if main stress fell on Mary rather thanhumts'axs and the context made the intended meaning obvious):(43) ts'in-tcome.in-tm FredFred ii-tand-3.erg humts'ax-skiss-dm MaryMary`Fred came in and Mary kissed him.'Any of S, A and O can be focussed or relativized, but nevertheless Tarpent �ndscertain evidence grouping S and O in these constructions. Nisgha has an antipassivewhich appears to make the demoted O more `inde�nite' but Tarpent's discussion istoo imprecise to say much more. Nisgha also has a passive, but one that does notallow expression of the agent. These are all properties consistent with an S/O pivotin the language.Tarpent (1982) does not cover binding and there is no evidence from control sinceNisgha uses modal proclitics and morphological causatives rather than verbal com-plement structures. However, the A or S is the addressee of an imperative whileincorporation is of internal arguments (including the demoted theme of antipassives),suggesting that Nisgha argument structure is again the same as that of other lan-guages that I have discussed.The situation in Gitksan (Tsimshian, British Columbia, Canada) appears similar(Rigsby 1975). There is less evidence in support of an inverse analysis in Sm'algyax(Tsimshian, British Columbia and Alaska), although Mulder (1989a, 1989b) �ndssome support for an ergative syntax in the focussing and relativization constructions.Sm'algyax also appears to lack passive and antipassive operations. It may be changinginto a syntactically accusative language.1.3.5 Nad�ebFrom the limited information available in Dixon (1994), Nad�eb (Maku, Brazil) alsoappears to have an S/O surface pivot. The pretheoretical phrase structure seems tobe as in (44):



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 34(44) S0SNPabs VPNPerg V SpecThe unmarked basic word order is PCV (with an S/O pivot!), but the pivot can alsobe postposed to the indicated Spec position. The situation is thus a mirror image ofToba Batak. Dixon (1994:178) notes that in the third person an S/O pivot is usedfor coordination: when two coordinated main clauses show coreference between theirS/O NPs then the appropriate NP may be omitted from the second clause.On the other hand there is some evidence that Nad�eb has the usual sort of argu-ment structure. Weir (1990:325) states that only O and S arguments incorporate (andall the examples of incorporated Ss appear to be with unaccusative verbs) and someincorporated constituents have become idioms such as mooh w�ut `work, do, make'from mooh `hand, arm' and w�ut `be in movement'.1.3.6 SummaryThis section has shown that there are a considerable number of languages whichseem as if they should be described in the same manner as Tagalog and Inuit. Theabove data demonstrates that mixed pivot languages really have a quite consistentbreakdown of properties. The apparently accusative ones are properties like binding,imperative addressee and control which are sensitive to argument structure. Thesephenomena are a superset of the ones that Dixon (1979) identi�es as always sensitiveto the notion of (deep) subject. Other phenomena, such as coordination, speci�city,relativization and topicalization are sensitive to a level of grammatical relations, andat this level the absolutive is the pivot in all these languages, because they are syn-tactically ergative. One other group of languages, Dyirbal and related Queensland



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 35languages, which I think should also be analyzed similarly, are discussed in Chap-ter 4.28However, it is not my claim that all languages with ergative morphology should beanalyzed in this way. As is discussed later, other languages have an ergative case forhistorical or semantic reasons, but the absolutive NPs are not surface pivots. Note alsothat not all the phenomena listed above will pick out a notion of a-subject or pivotin all languages. In many languages various phenomena are neutral (particularlyphenomena that are sensitive to surface grammatical relations). The prediction israther that if a phenomenon is restricted then it should be sensitive to relations atthe appropriate level.28Kazenin (1994) (which I got to read only after writing this chapter) contains a study of mixed-pivot languages from a functionalist perspective (and covers many of the same languages). Kazeninseeks to establish an implicational hierarchy where:conjunction reduction is ergative ! coreferential deletion in purposive constructionsis ergative ! relativization is ergativeI disagree with certain of Kazenin's classi�cations of the data. I regard coreferential omission incoordination as patterning ergatively in Tagalog (followingKroeger 1993:33{36) and not accusativelyas Kazenin suggests. The argument for accusativity of coreferential omission in coordination inAsiatic Eskimo (Central Siberian Yupik) is actually based on subordinate in�nitive forms akin tothe Inuit in�nitive discussed in Section 2.3.2. In fact, Kazenin (1994:91) notes work by Vaxtin thatcoordination of �nite forms \seems to follow the ergative strategy : : : however, : : : this problemis not quite clear". My suspicion would be that coreferential omission in coordination in CentralSiberian Yupik is in fact neutral, as in other forms of Eskimo (Section 2.2.4), although perhapsthe preference for S/O{S/O coreference is nevertheless consonant with the S/O NP being a surfacepivot. Finally it is unclear that what Kazenin reports on as \conjunction reduction" in Aguacatecin fact involves conjunction reduction, and at any rate, his description inappropriately simpli�es thefacts presented in Larsen (1981). In contrast to Kazenin (1994), my prediction would be that bothcoreferential omission in coordination and relativization are ergative or neutral in all languages withan S/O pivot. Purposive constructions should also be ergative in such languages if they are properlyanalyzed as clause chaining constructions (as in certain Australian languages, see Section 4.1), butshould depend on argument structure (and hence appear roughly accusative) if they are actuallycomplement or controlled adverbial clauses. With the di�erent interpretations of the data mentionedabove taken into account, I �nd no data in Kazenin (1994) that conicts with my hypotheses.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 361.4 Theoretical Foundations1.4.1 Grammatical relations and argument structureThis dissertation centrally involves the interplay between two levels of syntactic rep-resentation, which I call grammatical relations structure (gr-structure) and argumentstructure (a-structure). There is nothing that I present that could not be imple-mented in various theories of grammar, and so I have chosen an at least somewhatneutral format of presentation (although, it is closest to LFG). The level of surfacegrammatical relations is familiar from a number of frameworks. It is the level of �nalgrammatical relations in RG, and the level of f-structure in LFG. In GB, the con-�gurational positions of NPs at s-structure are basically equivalent to grammaticalrelations.Use of a level of argument structure is also familiar from various places. However,great caution should be used in postulating new levels of structure, especially whenthey appear to overlap the functionality of other levels of representation, and somemay feel that previous uses of argument structure have not been su�ciently justi�ed.I would like to argue that consideration of syntactic ergativity provides strong mo-tivation for a separate level of argument structure, because it demonstrates a cleardissociation between grammatical relations and argument structure prominence. Thegoal of this thesis is to show that problems of syntactic ergativity can be insightfullyhandled by use of a separate level of syntactic argument structure, whereas solu-tions that attempt to use only grammatical relations (or structural positions) and/orthematic roles either do not work or are unrevealing.Not all conceptions of argument structure are quite the same. The notation Iuse for a-structure is similar to that of recent work in LFG (Mohanan 1990, Alsina1993, Butt 1993), but I should emphasize that I am thinking of argument structureas a syntactic representation (as in Bresnan and Zaenen (1990)), while some work inLFG (such as Alsina (1993:85)) has suggested that a-structure is a purely semanticrepresentation. Notions of a-structure are also present in the GB literature (e.g.,Grimshaw 1990). However my notion of syntactic a-structure is actually more similarto VP-internal relationships in many recent versions of GB and related Minimalist



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 37work. Note particularly that I am assuming that larger units like clauses and sentenceshave compound argument structures (akin to the content corresponding to theseunits in HPSG or their a-structure correspondent in LFG); argument structure is notsimply a feature of lexical items.While gr-structure and a-structure are syntactic representations, I see them asultimately resulting from the grammaticization of two di�erent sets of relationshipsin the world. Gr-structure results from the grammaticization of discourse roles. Inparticular there is a distinguished entity at gr-structure, which is often called thesubject, but which I often call the pivot following Dixon (1979), and I take it thatthis pivot is derived by grammaticization from the notion of the topic or focus ofan event. Because of this there is still an association between subjecthood and topi-cality (Keenan 1976b:318{319), although, since we are now dealing with a syntacticnotion, not all pivots are topical and languages often have additional processes oftopicalization.29Argument-structure in turn results from the grammaticization of notions of seman-tic prominence, roughly along the lines of the proto-agent and proto-patient propertiesof Dowty (1991). The distinguished entity at a-structure, I will call the a-subject.Typically a-subjects are the argument that has the most proto-agent properties, buta-structure is also a syntactic level, and so there can be atypical a-subjects, like thea-subjects of su�er , undergo, and receive.Given the two levels of a-structure and gr-structure, we need to determine twomappings. The �rst would determine the argument structure of a verb or otherpredicator based on its meaning. Let me call this a theory of argument projection.Secondly, we need a mapping from a-structure to gr-structure, which I will refer toas a linking theory.30 In this work, my main aim is to motivate the two levels, andI only briey discuss the mappings. About the theory of argument projection, it29See, among others, Bresnan and Mchombo (1987) for the evolution of grammaticized topics.30Note, however, that the term `linking theory' is sometimes used to refer to something more likea theory of argument projection, or a theory that maps directly from `the semantics' to surfacegrammatical relations (for instance, in Alsina (1993)). I believe that the ergative syntactic phenom-ena that I study here show quite clearly that it is wrong to try to do linking directly between thesemantics and surface grammatical relations. Rather, an independent level of argument structure isstrongly motivated and the the factorization of the mapping into two parts is to be greatly preferred.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 38will be su�cient to know that agents and experiencers normally become a-subjects,but see Dowty (1991) for development of a linking theory which I regard as generallycompatible with what I present here. The possibilities for linking are discussed brieybelow.1.4.2 Approaches to ergativityIf one is working in a categorical or discrete framework (as opposed to a fuzzy orsquishy one), then, regardless of whether the terms of reference are con�gurationalpositions, grammatical relation labels or positions in subcategorization lists, there areonly so many fundamentally di�erent approaches for capturing ergative phenomena.As far as I am aware, a clear classi�cation of the possible approaches was �rst providedin the RG work of Johnson (1977) and Postal (1977). While analyses have manyvariants in terms of other elements of the framework they assume or the level atwhich various groupings occur, it is notable that most subsequent analyses of ergativelanguages can be classi�ed into one of the categories that Johnson and Postal outlined.Here I will present a slightly augmented and reworded classi�cation into six classesof treatments of ergativity.31 At the end of each section I will mention analyses thatcould be regarded as exemplars of the approach.32Syntactic Accusativity. At the level of grammatical relations, the A and S argu-ments are in the subject position, while O arguments are in the object position.In this analysis, grammatical relations are the same as in accusative languagesand the language is only morphologically ergative. This is the analysis of Ander-son (1976) for all ergative languages except Dyirbal and Hurrian, the analysisproposed by Chung (1978) for certain Polynesian languages including Samoan,and the analysis proposed for morphologically ergative languages by Marantz(1984). Johnson (1977) argued that this was the correct analysis for Dyirbal,31Postal (1977) states his classes in terms of initial grammatical relations, but this was beforethe integration of the Unaccusative Hypothesis (Perlmutter 1978) into RG. To maintain Postal'sde�nition of the classes, one has to examine the level after unaccusative Ss have advanced to be 1s.32Many of these analyses are described in more detail later; others are exemplars listed by Postal(1977) to which the reader is referred for references.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 39and most likely for all languages.Ergative-as-Passive. An ergative clause is the result of obligatory passivization oftransitive verbs. The details depend on the treatment of passivization in aframework, but before passivization applies, the position of A, S and O NPs isthe same as in accusative languages, while after passivization of transitive verbs,S and O NPs are subjects and A NPs are agentive obliques. This analysis issometimes associated with Schuchardt, but by referring to transitive sentencesin ergative languages as having a passive character, he seems rather to havebeen adopting the Oblique Analysis discussed below (see Plank (1979:30, fn. 9)).This analysis is considered for some Australian languages, especially Warlpiri,in Hale (1970), although in his concluding remarks he doubts that such ananalysis will prove to be correct. It appears to be the analysis Anderson (1976)adopts for Dyirbal, though the reference is brief, and it occasionally surfacesin other (stillborn) analyses in the generative literature (such as George (1974)and Jake (1978)).Absolutive-S-as-Object. At a certain level of structure, A NPs are treated assubjects while both O and S NPs are treated as direct objects. Perhaps the�rst proposal of this form appears in Trager's (1946) analysis of Taos (Tanoan,New Mexico, U.S.A). Postal sees the analysis of Mohawk in his own dissertationand an analysis of Chinook by Silverstein in this class. A clear recent exemplarof this approach is Bobaljik (1992). Larsen (1987) is also an analysis of thistype, as is Legendre et al. (1994).The Oblique Analysis. The language has no transitive clauses. The O and S ar-guments are treated as subjects, while A arguments are obliques (functioningsomething like instrumental NPs). Postal saw the elements of this analysis inproposals by Martinet for Basque and by Jacobsen. Clear recent advocatesof this analysis are Mel0�cuk (1988) for Lezgian, and Bok-Bennema (1991:25)and Kiparsky (1987) for Dyirbal. The surface nature of this analysis is likethe Ergative-as-Passive account, but it does not postulate passivization as themeans by which this con�guration is derived.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 40The Inverse Analysis. In this analysis S and O NPs are subjects and A NPs aredirect objects. This con�guration is often, but not necessarily, seen as beingset up before valency changing rules apply, so that antipassive in (syntactically)ergative languages can be said to be the same rule as passive in accusativelanguages. This approach is advocated by Dixon (1972) for Dyirbal, a lineof research in Montague/categorial grammar that has examined Dyirbal andQuich�e (Schmerling 1979, Trechsel 1982, Dowty 1982, Dowty 1991), apparentlyby Mel0�cuk (1988) for Dyirbal, and Marantz (1984) in his treatment of languagesthat he classes as syntactically ergative (Dyirbal and Central Arctic Eskimo).The Four Relations Analysis. The level of grammatical relations must recognizeall of the grammatical relations subject (grouping A and S), object (O NPs),absolutive (grouping O and S) and ergative (A NPs). Di�erent languages willhave di�erent rules sensitive to various of these grammatical relations. This isthe analysis of Postal (1977) (although he regards the grammatical relationssubject and object as primitives while ergative and absolutive are de�ned rela-tions) and it is also the analysis of Woodbury (1977a).It is quite possible that the same analysis is not correct for all languages that haveergative forms in their morphology. Splitting languages into di�erent groups with re-spect to this classi�cation has already been adopted by Anderson (1976) and Marantz(1984). I will advocate a split as well.Certain analyses of ergativity cannot be simply placed into one of the above cat-egories because they are attempting to capture a combination of ergative and ac-cusative phenomena, not by the the method of the Four Relations Analysis, but byhaving di�erent levels organized accusatively and ergatively. However, generally thedi�erent elements of the analysis can individually be analyzed in terms of the cate-gories listed above. This applies to the analysis of syntactically ergative languagesthat I present: I adopt the inverse analysis at the level of surface grammatical rela-tions, but assume an accusative organization for all languages at the level of argument



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 41structure.33It would be premature to evaluate these �ve alternatives here, but let me justmention a few points that can be made briey. The perceived absence of passives/antipassives in ergative languages has sometimes been taken as an argument in favorof the Ergative-As-Passive analysis (as passive has already applied, we should notexpect it to apply again). However, while the languages of the Caucasus tend tolack passives/antipassives, it is now well-known that many ergative languages havethese operations. It has been suggested that an advantage of the Inverse Analysisis that antipassive in a syntactically ergative language becomes the same operationas passive in a syntactically accusative language (Marantz 1984). But this analysisalso has only limited appeal once it is noticed that many languages have both passiveand antipassive (for example, the Mayan and Eskimo languages). Both the InverseAnalysis and the Oblique Analysis are antithetical to RG. In RG the UniversalAlignment Hypothesis requires that an A starts as an initial 1 and an O as an initial 2.The relationships of the Oblique Analysis could thus only be generated at a laterstage, and this would mean that an Ergative-As-Passive analysis results. Short ofunmotivated use of 3s as a holding space, there is no way to generate the InverseAnalysis at all, as whichever of 1 or 2 �rst advanced or retreated should send theother relation en chômage.What I wish to propose in this thesis is that there are two types of ergativelanguages, syntactically ergative languages and morphologically ergative languages.I am proposing a much enlarged class of syntactically ergative languages (as outlinedabove), and for all these languages I propose that the Inverse Analysis is correct.For the remaining morphologically ergative languages, I naturally adopt SyntacticAccusativity. Related to the enlargement of the class of syntactically ergative lan-guages is the proposal of an enlarged role for argument structure, which always hasan essentially accusative organization. I propose that binding theory, control andthe determination of imperative addressees is in general sensitive to argument struc-ture and hence roughly accusative. I will call my analysis of syntactic ergativity the33I think roughly the same statement can be made about the treatment of Inuit by Bittner (1994),though the classi�cation of this analysis is admittedly less clear.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 42Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis, in an attempt to emphasize that while thegrammatical relations are inverted in such languages, argument structure remains thesame as in all other languages.1.4.3 Argument projection, linking, and valence changing operationsWhile many theories of linking are designed on the assumption that agents shouldalways become subjects, adoption of an Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis meansallowing much greater exibility in the linking between a-structure positions and thelevel of grammatical relations (so that agents can become objects, for instance). AsKroeger (1993:40) notes, this exibility does not fall out of most current theoriesof linking, but as I suggested above, I think that progress can be made when weclearly separate the two mappings of argument projection and linking, with argumentstructure being the level at which they meet.At least three linking possibilities seem to be observed crosslinguistically. West-ern Austronesian languages allow great exibility in which argument at a-structurebecomes the pivot. Depending on the voice marker chosen, a variety of mappings arepossible without demotion of higher arguments to oblique roles. Secondly, there aremany languages which always use a `straight-through' mapping, in which the oblique-ness ordering of terms is the same at a-structure and at gr-structure (45). This givessyntactic accusativity:(45) gr-structure a-structuresubj a-subject (agent)obj patientFinally there are languages that always use an inverse mapping for transitive verbs,like this:(46) gr-structure a-structuresubj a-subject (agent)obj patientSuch languages are syntactically ergative.34 In both these last two language types,34I am unaware of any syntactically ergative languages that have ditransitive verbs (where all



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 43the mapping is invariant, and di�erent realizations of arguments at gr-structure canoccur only as a result of derivational morphology, like passive, that leads to compoundargument structures.Let me lay out more explicitly my conception of the level of syntacticized ar-gument structure.35 In my framework, argument structure is a syntactic level andvalence changing operations are operations on argument structure. The basic argu-ment structure for a verb is an ordered list of the verb's arguments, for example:(47) a. yawnh 1 i 1John yawned.b. �nishh 1 , 2 i 1Sarah �nished 2her book.c. presenth 1 , 2 , 3 i 1Judith presented 2an award to 3Cynthia.There are two principles governing the obliqueness ordering of arguments within asingle level argument structure. Firstly, direct arguments precede obliques. If desired,this division can by indicated explicitly by setting o� oblique arguments with a bar (j).Thus the two argument structures of give are:(48) a. giveh 1 , 2 j 3 i 1Stacey gave 2 the chocolates to 3Simon.b. giveh 1 , 3 , 2 i 1Stacey gave 3Simon 2 the chocolates.At any rate, we need an oblique argument/direct argument distinction, since varioussubsystems of language, such as case marking, are sensitive to it. Within each of thedirect and oblique arguments, arguments are ordered according to thematic oblique-ness. The thematic hierarchy of Bresnan and Kanerva (1989) will be su�cient:(49) Ag > Ben > Recip(Go)/Exp > Inst > Th/Pt > LocThis separate ordering of direct and oblique arguments has been previously moti-vated by Hellan (1988) and adopted by Dalrymple (1993:172{177). Note that it alsothree arguments are terms), and so the interesting question of how the mapping would look in suchcases appears not to arise.35I call it syntacticized since working out the consequences of these proposals for languages withexpletives would appear to require representing the expletives at argument structure, which is pre-cisely what some advocates of more `semantic' argument structures (e.g., Alsina (1993)) do notwish to do. See Bresnan and Zaenen (1990:53) for independent evidence from resultatives thatnonthematic arguments interact with the rest of argument structure.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 44explains the Toba Batak binding facts mentioned in Section 1.3.3 without claimingthat thematic obliqueness is di�erently de�ned in Toba Batak.In my framework valence changing operations result in complex nested argumentstructures. T. Mohanan (1988) suggested a representation for apparently monoclausalor `clause union' causatives where they are biclausal at argument structure but mon-oclausal at the level of grammatical relations, and this has been widely adopted byothers (Alsina and Joshi 1991, Alsina 1993, Butt 1993). The argument structure ofcausatives is then said to be either (50a) or (50b), where the �rst argument of causeis the causer, and the second is the causee. The causee role is fused with one of thearguments of the base predicate, and the alternation in which role the causee is iden-ti�ed with corresponds to the two types of causatives familiar from many languages(roughly, those with an indirect object versus an oblique expression of the causee,when a transitive verb is causativized).(50) a. causeh|, |, look.afterh|, |iib. causeh|, |, look.afterh|, |iiThis analysis of causatives is similar at a high level to a GB analysis such asthe one in Baker (1988): the causative verb is a higher predicate, and there is someform of predicate composition. This is in contrast to theories which have been basedaround the demotion or promotion of certain arguments (such as Williams (1981) andZubizarreta (1985)). The analysis of causatives contrasts with Baker's (1988) analysisof applicatives where applicatives are introduced as a subordinate predicate, namelya preposition. However, Austin (1992) has argued from Australian data that thecorrect analysis of applicatives/comitatives is also as a higher predicate, roughly alongthe lines of (51), where the applicative morpheme introduces the higher predicateaffect:36(51) affecth|, |, separateh|, |, |ii36See also Alsina (1993:616f) for a related but slightly di�erent proposal.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 45One argument for this approach is that Austin notes that the same morphemes areused for applicatives and causatives in many Australian languages, and so a similarrepresentation is to be preferred.Now, for passives, many people have assumed that the argument structure of theverb is roughly as in (52) (such is roughly the account of Grimshaw 1990, Bresnanand Zaenen 1990, and Kiparsky 1987). The argument structure is the same as forthe active verb, except that the logical subject (or external) argument has beensuppressed. This is marked by the empty set symbol and indicates that such a rolecannot be expressed by a direct argument.(52) look.afterh|j; , |iIn contrast, I would like to suggest that the argument structure of passives shouldrather be as in (53). Again, passive is now represented as a higher predicate thatmodi�es the argument structure of the basic root.37 The single nominal argumentof the passive a�x's argument structure is identi�ed with the patient of the stem'sargument structure.(53) passh|, look.afterh|, |iiIn Korean, it is almost always the same morpheme that is used to form passivesand lexical causatives. This provides an argument in favor of this representationof passives which is parallel to Austin's argument for choosing a representation forapplicatives.What then of antipassives? Antipassives are regarded as an abstract noun byBaker (1988), so again an antipassive is a subordinate predicate. However, I willanalyze antipassives in parallel with passives, as shown in (54).(54) antiph|, look.afterh|j |ii37Essentially the same representation for the passive is proposed by Pinker (1989:239). Althoughthe many di�erences in framework make precise comparison di�cult, there is also a clear conceptualrelationship with the transformational analysis of Hasegawa (1968).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 46The lower patient becomes an oblique. At present I will just stipulate this.Conceptually I believe that there is a nice parallelism in these proposals. Allargument structure changing operations now introduce higher predicates (and couldbe viewed as combinators in the sense of Hindley and Seldin (1986)). As we willsee soon, the binding facts of Inuit and other languages provide important evidencethat this approach is correct. Below I tend to write a-structures as attribute-valuematrices, but this is just a notational di�erence of no theoretical importance. Thefollowing should be taken as two di�erent depictions of the same argument structure:(55) a. askhshe, him, look.afterh|, childreniib. a-s2666666666664aska-sb shearg himxarg 2664look.aftera-sb |arg children37753777777777775Note that under my analysis, antipassive in a syntactically ergative language is notthe same operation as passive in a syntactically accusative language, because valencechanging operations apply to argument structure and not to surface grammatical re-lations. Rather passive in a syntactically ergative language is the same operation aspassive in a syntactically accusative language. This is a welcome result terminolog-ically: it means that my technical notions correspond with the established terms inthe typological literature, whereas the proposal of Marantz (1984) that antipassivesin syntactically ergative languages were really passives created obvious terminologicalchaos. Independent of this, I believe it is also the right result { evidence presentedin Chapter 2 shows quite clearly that passive and antipassive are argument structureoperations.The remainder of this section explores a couple of connections with other propos-als. Firstly, I briey address how what I have just proposed �ts certain predictions ofHPSG, but also causes some problems. The �nal subsection then deals with reconcil-ing the three primitives of Dixon (A, S, and O) with the more binary nature of most



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 47generative theories of grammar. I examine proposals for four primitives and suggestthat they can be more smoothly integrated.1.4.4 HPSGThat at least some parts of binding may be sensitive to argument structure (or simplythematic relations) has been suggested in many places, including work by Jackendo�(1972), Wilkins (1988) and Williams (1994) on English, Sells (1988) on Albanian,Hellan (1988) on Norwegian, Grimshaw (1990) on Japanese, and Dalrymple (1993)and Joshi (1993) on Marathi. Nevertheless most work on binding in GB assumes thatbinding is de�ned over con�gurations at s-structure (following Chomsky 1981), andmost work on binding in LFG (such as Dalrymple (1993)) argues that the syntacticdomains that constrain binding possibilities are de�ned on f-structure, the level ofsurface grammatical relations.In contrast, it seems to me that HPSG3 (the framework used in Pollard and Sag(1994), Chapter 9 and within other more recent work) is actually predicting a split ofproperties with all binding sensitive to argument structure, even if this prediction isperhaps somewhat an historical accident. Let us briey review recent developmentsin HPSG. In HPSG2 (the rest of Pollard and Sag (1994)), there was a uni�ed subcatlist which listed all the subcategorized arguments of a verb or other predicator. Forexample, the transitive verb likes had the lexical entry in (56) (many details omitted):(56) likes24head verb[�n]subcat h 1NP[nom]3s, 2NP[acc]i35In HPSG3, following work by Borsley (1989), the uni�ed subcat list is dividedinto three lists for complements (comps), subjects (subj) and speci�ers (spr). TheSubcat(egorization) Principle is reformulated as the Valence Principle which ensuresthat arguments on all three lists are correctly dispensed. However, these three newvalence lists have not replaced the old subcat list (as Borsley perhaps originallyintended). The subcat list has been retained in the sign of lexical entries, as thelocus of binding theory (among other things). Canonically, the values of a word's



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 48valence features `add up' (via the append relation) to the word's subcat value, butother noncanonical relationships are allowed (for example, in pro-drop languages).This gradually led to the realization that the old subcat list had become simi-lar to notions of argument structure in other frameworks (especially the somewhat`syntacticized' argument structure suggested by Kiparsky (1987; lectures, 1993), andin recent work the old subcat list has been renamed arg-s to reect this (Sag andGodard 1994, Iida et al. 1994). The result is that argument structure is distinguishedfrom a word's valence, as illustrated for the English word likes in (57).(57) likes2666664head verb[�n]subj h 1NP[nom]3sicomps h 2NP[acc]iarg-s h 1 , 2 i 3777775The important observation here is that if a language di�ered from English in itsassignment of verbal arguments to the valence lists { for example, a syntacticallyergative language, as I am de�ning it, would have the mapping in (58) { then HPSGis predicting that everything that depends on subcat/arg-s, in particular bindingtheory will be unchanged.(58) likes2666664head verb[�n]subj h 2NP[abs]3sicomps h 1NP[erg]iarg-s h 1 , 2 i 3777775That is, in 1994, an argument structure based theory of binding just falls out of thecurrent HPSG formalism (see, for instance, Iida et al. (1994)).What about control? If I suggest that the least oblique element on the arg-slist is the controllee of complement or adverbial clauses, it might seem as if controltheory also falls out of the current framework.38 However, this doesn't actually work38Indeed, as a technical point for those well-versed in HPSG control theories, this proposal allowsan argument-structure-based theory of control that can handle Philippine languages like Tagalog,



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 49in the current formalism, since the arg-s is not carried up to phrasal signs, only theunsatis�ed members of the valence lists. Suggesting that the arg-s of the parent of aheaded phrase is the same as that of the child would destroy a major locality principleof HPSG, whereby currently a node can only see unsatis�ed valence list entries of achild or sibling.Nevertheless, for my theory to work I need a parent or sibling to be able to see thea-subject of a clause rather than (or in addition to) the pivot in control relationships.Two choices are available to me. Either I could just ignore locality, and pass up thearg-s to parent nodes anyway (by making arg-s a head feature or a part of contentthat is always inherited from the head child of a headed phrase). Some evidence tosupport this approach could perhaps be gained from phenomena that have been saidto be sensitive to logical objecthood.39 Alternatively, I could introduce an attributemax-a-subj which is inherited between the parent and head of a headed phrase, andwhich is token identi�ed with the highest a-subject of the head's argument structure.Under this proposal, the locality that results from HPSG's current feature geometrywould be undermined less. The proposal perhaps also derives a little support fromthe fact that, while binding is commonly sensitive to all a-subjects, control (andimperative addressee) is only ever sensitive to the highest a-subject in an argumentstructure.Also, the subj and comps lists, as currently con�gured in HPSG, do not correctlycapture what I take to be the most important divisions among grammatical relations,a division �rst between terms (otherwise known as core roles) and non-terms followedby a second cut that distinguishes a certain term, as in (59) (see Alsina (1993:63{67) among others for motivation of this classi�cation). I will therefore make use ofeven on the Pollard and Sag (1994) Chapter 7 treatment of control { it is not necessary to revert toSag and Pollard's (1991) version which worked by adding an external argument (ext-arg) attributeto content.39See T. Mohanan (1990) for motivation of the notion `logical object'. Within my proposal, thelogical object can be de�ned as the most oblique term. As an example of a phenomenon to study,Joshi (1993:171f) argues that the `gap' in prenominal past participial phrases which is identi�edwith the nominal head is always the logical object, but it may be possible to capture this notionpurely through semantic entailments.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 50keyword grammatical relations in what follows.40(59) termspivot(i.e., subject) nonpivot(i.e., obj=core) nontermsWhile I mean by pivot neither more nor less than is understood by the term (gram-matical) subject, I will henceforth use the term pivot, since, as Dixon has observed,it can be very confusing to refer to a grouping of O and S as the subject. I will thenlabel other core roles simply as core { this grammatical relation is fully equivalentto object in standard systems of grammatical relations.41Except for the quali�cations expressed above, I believe that my theory can beeasily implemented within HPSG. It also �ts naturally into an LFG framework. Withlesser or greater work depending on the case, I believe the main ideas could in fact�nd their way into any syntactic framework.1.4.5 The four underlying primitives modelDixon (1979) argues for the primacy of A, S, and O as syntactic-semantic primi-tives, but this tripartite division is somewhat at odds with the binary divisions mostprevalent in generative grammar. In particular, most frameworks would want tomap these three classes into four categories given by the crosscutting distinctions be-tween transitive and intransitive verbs and between internal and external arguments.Dixon (1979, 1994) notes that some languages mark some Ss like As and some like Osand introduced the notations Sa and So for such cases. Such languages can be referredto as Active-Stative (or by just one of these, depending on which is the marked term).Dixon feels that any such division of intransitives is secondary to the fundamentaldivision of actants into A, O and S, but his arguments for the primacy of S seem less40That is, grammatical relations have names rather than being de�ned by a notion such as oblique-ness in a SUBCAT list.41More precisely, it is fully equivalent in systems that allow multiple objects undi�erentiated bygrammatical relation, for instance the system of Alsina (1993).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 51than convincing.42 More recent work suggests that this language type deserves a fullertreatment: many of the languages traditionally described as ergative, such as Basque(Levin 1983:332f) and Georgian (see Harris (1981), but also the critique in Hewitt(1987)), actually have an at least partly active-stative character, and other languagessuch as Eastern Pomo (Hokan, California, McClendon 1978), Guaran�� (Tup��-Guaran��,Paraguay, Vel�aquez-Castillo 1991) and Acehnese (Austronesian, Sumatra, Indonesia,Durie 1985) appear to be organized on active-stative lines.In contrast to Dixon, some others in the typological literature, such as Kibrik(1979) have worked with a basic four term system of syntactic-semantic primitives,distinguishing one and two argument verbs and agent- and patient-like arguments:(60) Argument typeAgent-like Patient-likeOne argument Ai = Sa Oi = SoTwo argument At OtThis kind of system where the basic division is into agent-like and patient-like terms(compare also Foley and Van Valin's (1984) central use of the notions of Actor and Un-dergoer) is much more compatible with what is normally assumed in generative gram-mar, following the adoption of the Unaccusative Hypothesis of Perlmutter (1978),where we can map A and O onto the external/internal argument distinction at D-structure in GB or initial 1s and 2s in RG. This organization seems to give a morenatural representation of active-stative languages while not precluding the treatmentof ergative and accusative languages. Thus it does not appear that Dixon's argu-ments for the use of A, S, and O necessitate revision of the standard conceptions ofD-structure or argument structure in generative grammar.43I believe it may turn out most insightful to analyze both active-stative languagesand the other common system (contrastive marking where all of A, S and O are42Dixon (1994) presents cases where Active-Stative languages treat all Ss the same or all S/A NPsor all S/O NPs the same. But it is not clear that such evidence is inconsistent with a model thatprovides a four way classi�cation at argument structure.43Although it must be remarked that dividing verbs into unergative and unaccusative classes is notwithout problems (Levin 1983:52{54, Zaenen 1993). Ultimately verbs may need to be cross-classi�edby semantic features rather than there being a binary division of intransitives into unaccusative andunergative classes.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 52marked di�erently) in terms of either an extended ergative case or an extended ac-cusative case, as suggested in Bittner and Hale (forthcoming b). However, I do notexamine active-stative languages further in this dissertation.1.5 An analysis of bindingBinding is generally taken to require some kind of command relationship de�ned onsome form of hierarchical structure. I will argue here for binding relationships de�nedon a form of syntacticized argument structure (the command relationship will thusbe called a-command; I de�ne it formally in Chapter 2).If the binder of reexives or the controller of the gap in certain adverbial clausesis restricted, my claim is that it will generally be restricted to arguments that arethe most prominent at some level of argument structure. For an active verb this willbe the logical subject; for a passive verb either the logical subject or the promotedpatient, for a causative verb, either the causer or the causee, but for antipassives, justthe logical subject, since it is the highest argument at both levels of the argumentstructure. I will call arguments that are most prominent (�rst) on some level ofa-structure a-subjects. I take this notion as distinct from logical subject becauseJespersen's use of logical subject was clearly meant to indicate the agent of a passiveto the exclusion of the patient.My �rst approximation to a universal binding theory is then in (61):(61) a. Command is de�ned on a-structure.b. If antecedence is restricted, it is restricted to a-subjects.c. If antecedence depends on obliqueness, it is obliqueness at the level of a-structure.Note that in general I am suggesting that phenomena that have been analyzed assometimes sensitive to logical subjects are in fact sensitive to a-subjects and shouldin general pattern the same for all a-subjects. Later I will discuss the extent to whichthis prediction is con�rmed.4444For the impatient, the answer is nearly always, but not exceptionlessly.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 531.5.1 Binding in TagalogTagalog provides some initial plausibility for this approach. It appears that regardlessof which NP is the subject (the ang-marked NP), an NP can bind thematically moreoblique NPs (62a{b), but not the other way around (62c), where thematic obliquenessis de�ned via some version of the conventional thematic hierarchy. An object bindinga grammatical subject is shown in (63a) while (63b) shows a recipient able to bind a(grammatical subject) theme.(62) a. Iniisipdv.think.about nilagen.they ang=kanilangnom=their sariliself`They think about themselves.'b. Nag-iisipav-think.about silanom.they sa=kanilangdat=their sariliself`They think about themselves.'c. *Iniisipdv.think.about silanom.they nggen.their kanilangself sarili(63) a. Sinaktandv.hurt ng=babaegen=woman ang=kaniyangnom=her sariliself`A/the woman hurt herself.'b. Sinabiperf.tell.ov ni=Juangen=Juan kay=Mariadat=Maria ang=katotohanannom=truth tungkolaboutsa=sarilidat=self niya3sg`Johni told Maryj the truth about selfi/j.'That binding in Tagalog is sensitive to nothing other than argument structureobliqueness follows, I would argue, from the fact that Tagalog has no argument struc-ture a�ecting operations such as passive and antipassive.45 Under my analysis, if theseoperations existed, they should a�ect binding possibilities. To the extent that the45However, there are causatives. These do a�ect the argument structure, and both the causerand the causee can bind a reexive. See, for instance Miller (1988) for Tagalog, Bell (1976:77) forCebuano.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 54framework in general seems reasonable, this could be taken as evidence for Kroeger'sanalysis of Tagalog over others where various of the voices are claimed to be passivesor antipassives.1.5.2 Binding in InuitKroeger (1993) provides considerable evidence that the choice of which Tagalog NPto call subject, the Actor or the Topic, is principled and not arbitrary. Returning toInuit, I believe I can make the same sort of arguments. A closer examination of theInuit evidence also suggests that properties of the absolutive should be regarded asgrammatical subject properties, while apparent properties of A and S are correctlytreated in argument structure terms.Earlier it was suggested that binding in Inuit was accusative, which could becaptured by proposing a `subject' grammatical relation grouping S and A. However,more careful analysis (due mainly to Bittner (1994), but see also Sadock (forthcoming)and Woodbury (1985a)) shows clearly that neither control in adverbial clauses norbinding is controlled just by A and S NPs, but is also controlled by other a-subjects,such as passive agents and causees. I will very briey examine binding here and putaside the largely similar control facts. A full analysis of both appears in Chapter 2.Inuit has both lexical pronouns and reexives and agreement su�xes that mark thesame pronominal/anaphoric distinction: the so-called 3rd person a�xes are obviativelike pronouns while the so-called 4th person markers require to be bound in thesame manner as reexives. This 3rd/4th person alternation appears with both theagreement su�xes of subordinate verbs and su�xes to a head noun that agree withthe possessor.The majority of cases of binding have the anaphoric pronoun or su�x bound byan A or S NP. In addition to the examples in (22) above, (64a) shows an overtreexive bound by an S NP, and (64b) shows a reexive possessive ending bound byan A NP.4646I do not illustrate here a direct equivalent to a plain transitive such as John cut himself becausea language-particular condition on binding of coterms in Inuit means that such a sentence has nosyntactic form preserving translation. See Chapter 2 for much more on this and other aspects of



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 55(64) a. immi-nutself-term uqar.viga-angaspeak.to-ind.intr.1sg`I spoke to myself.'b. palasi-ppriest.erg nuli-iwife-4sg.abs tuqup-paakill-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`The priest killed his wife.'Inuit allows long distance antecedents, so the binder need not be in the same clause,but can be in a higher clause.But these are not the only possible binders. Other a-subjects can also bind re-exives. There are two classes of cases to consider. One is derived verbs containing`double transitive su�xes' (Kleinschmidt 1851), that is causative and similar su�xes(including in Inuit su�xes with the basic meanings of `think' and `ask'). The othercase is passives.Given the argument structure representations and binding theory that I havedeveloped above, the prediction is that both the agent and the surface subject ofpassives should be able to bind NPs that they a-command but the agent cannot bindthe surface subject, for example, because it does not a-command it, since the higherlocation of the patient is not a-commanded by the agent (consider again the proposedargument structure shown in (65)).(65) passh|, beath|, |iiIndeed, the patient can be seen to a-command the agent in the argument structureof the passive. This correctly predicts the licensing of the reexive possessor shownin (66).(66) HansiHansi.abs nulia-mi-nitwife-4sg-abl unatar-niqar-puqbeat-pass-ind.intr.3sg`Hansii was beaten by hisi wife.'An example illustrating binding by either a-subject of a passive is shown in (67):binding in Inuit.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 56(67) NajaNaja.abs Tobiasi-mitTobias-abl uqaluttuun-niqar-p-u-qtell-pass-ind-intr-3sg [taa-ssu-madem-sg-ergitigartis-sima-ga-a-niturn.down-prf-prt.tr-3sg-4sg]`Najaj was told by Tobiasi that hek had turned selfi=j down.'The grammatical relations and a-structure for this sentence are shown in (68).(68) gr-s
26666666666666664pred be toldpivot hpred Najaiobl hpred Tobiasicomp 266664pred turn.downpivot hpred proicore hpred proi37777537777777777777775

a-s
26666666666666666664passa-sb1 Najaxarg 2666666666664tella-sb2 Tobiasarg |arg 2664turn.downa-sb3 proarg re37753777777777775

37777777777777777775Here the reexive can be bound by either a-subject a-sb1 or a-sb2.47Similarly for derived forms with double transitive a�xes, the complex argumentstructure of anginirusinnaannginnirarpaa shown in (69) allows an oblique reexiveto be bound by either a-subject (70a), whereas a reexive associated with a simplexverb with the same surface arguments can only be bound by the ergative (70b):(69) sayh|, |, could.not.be.biggerh|, |ii47It actually cannot be bound by a-sb3 because of the coterm disjointness condition mentionedin the previous footnote.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 57(70) a. KaaliKaali-p-erg PaviaPavia.abs immiself -nit-ablangibig -nir-cmp-u-be-sinnaa-can -nngin-neg -nirar-say -p-ind-a-tr-a-3sg.3sg`Kaalii said that Paviaj couldn't be taller than selfi=j.'b. Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs immi-nikself-instr uqaluttuup-p-a-atell-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juunai told Kaalij about selfi/*j.'While I have shown that a reexive in a passive can be bound either by the agentlogical subject or by the surface absolutive subject, the above proposal may still seemundermotivated { it might just be the case that there is a disjunctive speci�cation ofpotential binders, which allows both the above possibilities. Bittner (1994) providescrucial evidence that this is not the case and I will present this evidence, within myframework, in Chapter 2.1.5.3 Echoes in Accusative LanguagesWhile the dissociation between surface grammatical relations and argument structureis shown most vividly in ergative languages of the type for which the Inverse Analysisis appropriate, it cannot be stressed too strongly that the argument structure basedaccount of binding (and control in adverbial clauses) that I have outlined here, andwhich I present in more detail in Chapter 2 is not a proposal designed only to accountfor the strange binding behavior of ergative languages. Rather, I would submit thatan argument structure based approach to constraints on binding is necessary in anymonostratal theory of syntax that recognizes complex predicates formed from embed-ded argument structures (such as much recent work in LFG, including Alsina (1993),Andrews and Manning (1993) and Butt (1993), and also certain work in HPSG suchas Iida et al. (1994)). Indeed, the need for major revisions in the binding theorythat have been caused by the introduction of complex predicates has so far not beensu�ciently appreciated.Thus in accusative languages as well, we �nd construal phenomena of bindingand control that are sensitive to all a-subjects. One language in which this can



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 58be seen clearly is Japanese (these data are drawn from Iida et al. 1994). Japaneseadverbial clauses in the -nagara `while' form are generally described as having theirsubject controlled by the subject of the higher clause, but actually their subject canbe controlled by any a-subject, including the causee of a causative (71a) and thelogical subject of a passive (71b).(71) a. Tanaka-waTanaka-top kodomo-tati-nichildren-pl-dat utai-nagarasing-while tegami-oletter-acc kak-ase-ta.write-caus-past`Tanakai made the childrenj write a letter while hei/theyj sang.'b. Hanako-gaHanako-nom Taroo-niTaroo-by aruki-nagarawalk-while aisatugreet s-are-tado-pass-past`Hanakoi was greeted by Tarooj , while (shei/hej was) walking.'Similarly, with respect to binding theory, Kitagawa (1986) suggested that boththe overt pronoun kare (`he') and the zero pronoun (`little pro') should be regardedas pronominal elements and subject to typical Principle B e�ects, as shown in (72).(72) *Taroo-waTaroo-top Hanako-niHanako-dat kare-o/;he-acc/pro sarakedasi-ta.reveal-past`Tarooi revealed him*i to Hanako.'However, in the morphological causative construction, as shown in (73), either kareor the zero pronoun in the lower object position may be bound by the grammaticalsubject. The obviation condition is correctly stated in terms of argument structure:it is necessary and su�cient that a pronominal in the lower object position be disjointin reference with the nearest a-subject, which is the dative causee (Kitagawa 1986).(73) a. Taroo-waTaroo-top Ziroo-niZiroo-dat kare-ohe-acc bengos-ase-ta.defend-caus-past`Tarooi made Zirooj defend himi/*j/k.'b. Taroo-waTaroo-top Ziroo-niZiroo-dat ;pro bengos-ase-ta.defend-caus-past`Tarooi made Zirooj defend himi/*j/k.'Indeed, much of the evidence in the literature for doing morphology in the syntax(Baker (1988) and both prior and subsequent literature), in which all a-subjects are



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 59treated as `subjects' at some stage in the syntactic derivation, can be reinterpreted asevidence that the current approach proceeds along the right lines (given a lexicalistframework). In other words, for the case of passives, I am accepting the argumentof Perlmutter (1984) from Russian (Slavic, Russia) reexives that the passive musthave a complex representation of some sort.48 Perlmutter argues that both the logicalsubject and surface subject of a passive must be a 1 at some level because either canbe the antecedent of a reexive:(74) a. BorisBoris.nom mneme.dat rasskazaltold anekdotjoke oabout sebeself`Borisi told me a joke about himselfi.'b. �Etathis knigabook.nom bylawas kuplenabought BorisomBoris.instr dljafor sebjaself`This book was bought by Borisi for himselfi.'I would merely argue that the correct representation is embedded argument structuresrather than multiple strata of grammatical relations { the behavior of syntacticallyergative languages seems good evidence of this.49In Sanskrit (ancient Indo-European, India), as well, either a logical subject (75a)or a grammatical subject (75b) can bind a reexive, but binding by the logical subjectis preferred.50(75) a. sarpassnake.nom ten�atman�ahe.instr self.instr sv�alayam.self.house.acc n��tah.brought.pass.part.nom`The snake was brought by himi himself to selfi's house.'b. anr.tam.untruth.nom tubut vadantelling.nom dan. d.yah.�ne.ger.nom svavittasy�am. �samself.property.gen part.acc`But a perjureri is to be �ned one eighth (lit. part) of selfi's property.'There are numerous cases from other languages that could be added: reex-ives in Cebuano (Austronesian, Philippines) (Bell 1976:77), Turkish (Turkic, Turkey)48His other argument from Acehnese is awed { see Durie (1985).49For a similar argument, cf. Grimshaw (1990:167{173).50This contrasts with Russian and Inuit where the grammatical subject is the preferred antecedent.I have no explanation for this (it may just be conventional).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 60(Kiparsky 1987), Lithuanian (Slavic, Lithuania) (Kiparsky 1987), Chi-Mwi:ni (Bantu,Somalia) (Marantz 1984:271), Hindi (Indo-European, India) (T. Mohanan 1990:161{165),51 Chamorro (Austronesian, Guam) (Baker 1988:212); one reexive (swataah) inMarathi (Indo-European, India) (Joshi 1993:133{135);52 control of the unexpressedargument of gerund phrases and sense `without' phrases in Catalan (Alsina 1993:269{271).It should be pointed out that there are, however, some languages where a causeeor the logical subject of passives does not have all the binding capabilities of othersubjects. For example, K. P. Mohanan (1981) (see also Marantz (1984:278)) describesMalayalam as such a language:(76) a. ammamother.nom kut.t.iyekkon.t.echild.instr aanayeelephant.acc swan�t�amself's wit.t.ilhouse wecceatn�ul.l.iccupinch-caus-past`Motheri made the childj pinch the elephantk at self'si/*j/*k house.'b. joon. iyaalJohn.instr mee�riMary.abs swan�t�amself's wiit.t.ilhouse.loc wecceat n�ul.l.appet.t.upinch.pass.past`Maryi was pinched by Johnj at selfi/*j's house.'In cases like this I would like to suggest that binding is most likely restricted to a-subjects that are also terms. Alsina (1993:266{269) describes a similar conjunctionof conditions as determining the binding of the Catalan reexive phrase per si sol `onone's own'. This reexive can be bound by either a grammatical subject (which isalso an a-subject) or a causee expressed as a term, but it cannot be bound by eitherthe logical subject of a passive or an oblique causee.I know of only one reported case of an anaphor that can be bound by a logicalsubject but not by a grammatical subject and that is the Marathi anaphor aapan.(Dalrymple 1993:11{13, Joshi 1993:125{133). If such is indeed the case, this binding51While either the logical subject or the grammatical subject of a passive may bind the reexiveapnaa, the causee of morphological causatives may not. Mohanan analyzes it as not being a logicalsubject. It's not clear to me how I wish to incorporate this case into my theory.52Some earlier work regarded only grammatical subjects as possible antecedents of swataah, butlogical subjects are now recognized as possible antecedents by both Joshi and Rosen and Wali (1989).



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 61possibility cannot be excluded entirely, but it nevertheless seems very marked.I see no particular reason why this argument structure based account of bindingshould not extend gracefully to other languages. I will leave this as basically a promis-sory note, but there are interesting comparisons. The above binding theory is largelyidentical to the one proposed by Pollard and Sag (1992, 1994) once the subcat list isreinterpreted as argument structure (arg-s) along the lines suggested above. HPSG'slocal o-command corresponds to the property described in (61c), and o-command isderived from local o-command by incorporating a notion of command as in (61a).Williams (1994) argues that binding holds at the level of theta roles, although thedetails of the approach are di�erent. Dalrymple (1993:168{177) collects a variety ofevidence for binding of coarguments largely depending on thematic superiority.It is standardly accepted that binding theory cannot be de�ned solely in termsof an ordering of roles on a thematic hierarchy. For if this were the case we wouldexpect (77) to be good (since agent > theme).53(77) *Himself was washed by Sam.But in my theory, since passive applies at the level of argument structure, givingthe argument structure (78) for the sentence in (77), it is predicted that this bindingrelationship is impossible. In (78), the agent does not a-command the highest positionof the theme (shown in italics).(78) passhhimself , washhSam, | iiSo standard arguments for de�ning binding at the level of grammatical relationsor via s-structure command are not arguments against the current theory. On theother hand, my proposal can hope to explain not only data from other languagessuch as Tagalog, but also apparent thematic conditions on binding in English, suchas Jackendo� (1972) suggested to explain the following data from Postal (1971):(79) a. ?*John pleases himself.b. John likes himself.53In English, it could be argued that it is a lexical gap that there is no nominative case reexive,but the same argument can be made, more convincingly in languages that have nominative reexives.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 62(80) a. Bill talked to Mary about herself.b. ?*Bill talked about Mary to herself.(81) a. ?Bill showed Mary herself (in the mirror).b. *Bill showed Mary to herself (in the mirror).See Dalrymple (1993:168{177) and Hellan (1988) for some suggestions along theselines. Both of these authors also argue for the position that terms a-command obliques(see also Sells (1988)). As well as giving an account of the Toba Batak facts (Sec-tion 1.3.3), in English, too, this is required to allow binding patterns like (82), wherean oblique recipient is bound by a direct argument theme (whereas most thematichierarchies place recipient above theme).(82) a. Mary explained Johni to himselfi.b. John introduced Bobi to himselfi.1.6 ConclusionMy theory is thus that in all languages construal properties, such as binding, im-perative addressee and the controllee of adverbial and complement clauses shouldbe determined at the level of argument structure that I have outlined.54 This levelof argument structure has an essentially accusative nature and multiple a-subjectsresult at this level when valence changing verbal derivations occur (such as passive,antipassive and causative).Independently of this, in many languages one can motivate a surface structurerelation of grammatical subject or pivot. It is language speci�c whether certain op-erations will treat the pivot specially or whether they apply to all NPs or to allterms. But the type of surface structure operations that sometimes distinguish piv-ots include: relativization (role in subordinate clause); restrictions on topicalization,54Although sometimes there will be a secondary syntactic condition, such as requiring that theantecedent is also a term.



Chapter 1. Cutting the ergativity pie 63focussing or cleft formation; necessarily wide scope or speci�c element; question for-mation restrictions (questioned element); launcher of quanti�er oat; coreferentialomission in coordination; and raising.The obliqueness ordering at the level of grammatical relations can be di�erent tothe obliqueness ordering at the level of argument structure. Because of this there aretwo sorts of ergative languages. In syntactically accusative, morphologically ergativelanguages, the A and S NPs are the pivot, while in syntactically ergative languagesthe S and O NPs are the pivot. Under my more restricted conception of what phe-nomena are potentially sensitive to the surface pivot, I have shown that there aremany syntactically ergative languages.We cannot expect too much uniformity. There is some irreducible variation. Forexample, some languages with ergative case marking, such as Inuit, also have anergative pattern of agreement su�xes (it is hard to tell this from the third personforms that have appeared above, but it is more obvious with other forms). However,other languages with ergative case marking have an accusative pattern of agreementsu�xes (for example, Warlpiri (Pama-Nyungan, Australia) or Burushaski, cf. (1)).Nevertheless, I have tried to motivate two universally valid notions, grammaticalsubject (pivot) and a-subject. I believe that there is a core intuition and a core setof properties related with each, and both can be applied crosslinguistically.



CHAPTER 2Inuit (West Greenlandic)Inuit is an appropriate language to focus on because, not only have the Eskimolanguages been studied longer and in greater detail than most other ergative lan-guages (notably including the pioneering work of Kleinschmidt 1851), but manyrecent theoretical proposals on ergativity are based largely or solely on data fromEskimo languages. The �rst section will briey review some of the basic facts of Inuit(in particular West Greenlandic, if no other variety is mentioned). The next sectionboth presents much more data and shows how Inuit supports the distinction betweengrammatical relations structure and argument structure argued for in the previouschapter. The �nal part of the chapter then compares what I have presented to theother main generative analyses of Inuit ergativity from the eighties and nineties.2.1 Basic background on Inuit2.1.1 Genetic A�liationInuit belongs to the Eskimo-Aleut family. The Eskimo languages in turn break upinto the Yupik languages (spoken in Alaska and the eastern tip of Russia) and Inuit,the distribution of which includes northern parts of Alaska, Canadian Inuktitut, andall Greenlandic languages, including West Greenlandic (Kalaallit oqaasii). While theemphasis below is on West Greenlandic, most of what follows is applicable to allEskimo languages. 64



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 652.1.2 Case Marking and Case MarkednessAll nouns/pronouns/demonstratives etc. are consistent with ergative/absolutive casemarking.1 Actually, many forms, such as 1st and 2nd person pronouns and plural(and, where they exist, dual) nouns have non-contrastive forms, with all of S, A,and O marked the same, but singular nouns distinguish absolutive and ergative. Theabsolutive is unmarked, while the ergative has a su�x. The ergative is also used asthe possessive case. The ablative, modalis and terminalis are the three cases used fordisplaced terms. Further details about the names, form, and function of Inuit nouncases are found in (83{85). There is little consistency in the use of case names in theEskimo literature. I will use the names in the left column, except that the relativecase will usually be glossed erg or gen depending on its function in a sentence.(83) Alternative Case namesAbsolutive NominativeRelative Ergative, GenitiveModalis Instrumental(is), Comitative, Accusative, SecondaryTerminalis Dative, AllativeAblative DistantialisLocative LocalisVialis Translative, Prosecutive, PerlativeEqualis Equative, Aequalis, Similaris, Simulative, ComparativeConformative(84) Eastern Inuit (Greenlandic)Case sg plAbsolutive ; -(i)tRelative -(u)p -(i)tModalis -mik -nikTerminalis -mut -nutAblative -mit -nitLocative -mi -niVialis -(k)kut -tigutEqualis -tut -tut1Woodbury (1977a:313) suggests that an exception to this is plural demonstratives where a su�x-ku is used only to mark O, but this does not correspond to the description of Fortescue (1984:262)where -ku is regarded simply as a demonstrative plurality marker, to which optionally -a is addedin the relative case (and colloquially, also in the absolutive).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 66(85) Absolutive marks S and O.Relative marks A and possessors. In -niq nominalizations, the relative canmark S or O; with participles, it can mark A.Modalis means `with' in various contexts and is used for instrumentals. It isused for the demoted theme in the antipassive,2 for the theme in unmarkedditransitives (see the discussion around (213)), for an NP representingconcealed questions or propositions or acting as a secondary predicator(`They call him Ajuqi-mod') and as the case that modi�es incorporatednouns.Terminalis marks directional to(wards) and goals and benefactives. Stan-dardly used to code the reexive theme argument in the intransitivizedreexive of semantically transitive verbs.3 Expresses de�nite agent in im-personal agent construction. Used for the demoted (`causee') subject whena `double transitive' a�x is added to a verb (Section 2.3.1).Ablative Means `from' and is used for demoted agents in the passive.4Locative marks location or temporal in/at/on.Vialis marks over/through or a frequentative temporal meaning.Equalis means as/like and can be added after other case endings.2.1.3 Word OrderThough it has sometimes been claimed that word (or, rather, constituent) order inInuit is free (Johnson 1980, Bittner 1987), most authors accept that there is a neutralordering of constituents (Fortescue 1984, Woodbury 1981, Bittner 1994). This is asin (86) where Adv1 stands for sentence adverbials and Adv2 for predicate adverbials.An example sentence is shown in (87).(86) Adv1 erg abs obl Adv2 Verb2However, the theme of an antipassive sometimes also appears in the Terminalis.3This is now pretty much obligatory in standard West Greenlandic. Other dialects use theModalis. Woodbury (1977a:316) suggests the choice is dialectal and insensitive to the semanticvalue of the cases.4In Yup'ik, where the ablative is lacking, the terminalis is used in passives and the modalis for`from'. Even just within West Greenlandic, there is variation in oblique agent marking, and anyof ablative, modalis or terminalis is possible (Woodbury 1977a:324). Johnson (1980:52, fn. 7; 15)suggests that in Central Arctic the terminalis is used \in certain semantically predictable cases, aswhen state-of-mind predicates (love, worry about) are involved."



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 67(87) Kaali-pKaali-erg arnaqwoman.abs aalisakka-nik�sh-pl.mod tuni-v-a-agive-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Kaali gave the woman some �sh.'This unmarked order of NPs applies even in semantically biclausal constructionswith double transitive su�xes of the sort to be considered in Section 2.3.1 (Fortescue1984:93):(88) Hansi-pHansi-erg quaqfrozen.meat.abs uatsin-nutwe-term niri-qqu-aaeat-ask-ind.3sg.3sg`Hansi told us to eat the frozen meat.'Inuit lacks subordinating conjunctions (like that , if ). There is no overt Wh-movement and there are no relative pronouns. Word order is quite variable, reectingemphasis, newness and heaviness. Informally, it seems that noun phrases are frontedwhen they are a topic or focus, or can be placed after the verb when they are a focus.For simple sentences, any order of the noun phrases and the verb is an acceptablesentence.Complement clauses generally occur to the right of the verb. Light complementclauses can also precede the verb. It appears likely that the base position of comple-ment clauses is preverbal, but that most clauses (being relatively heavy) appear in aright extraposed position. In general, heavy constituents can be extraposed after theverb.Given the typological patterns in observed word orders, word order can be takenas very weak evidence for subjecthood in a language. To the extent that PCV (i.e.,SOV) languages are much more common than CPV (i.e., OSV) languages, this couldbe taken as evidence that the ergative NP is the subject. Others (such as Bittner(1994), see Section 2.4.3.3) have sought to downplay the importance of word order,suggesting that the ergative-�rst order results from topicalization, and thus that thelanguage is underlyingly PCV, with an absolutive pivot.2.1.4 Termhood, Passive and AntipassiveBoth the Absolutive and the Ergative should be regarded as terms, or core arguments.With the exception of the in�nitive mood, they are both always cross-referenced on the



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 68verb. The unmarked word order appears to distinguish between terms and obliques,as does the binding theory, as will be discussed below. Both the ergative and theabsolutive can also be demoted to oblique roles: the absolutive (of transitive verbs)can become a modalis by antipassivization as shown in (89b), while the ergativecan become an ablative or other cases by passivization, (90b{c). There is furtherdiscussion of the antipassive in Section 2.2.2.(89) a. Hansi-pHansi-erg inuitpeople.nom tuqup-paakill-ind.3sg.3sg`Hansi killed the people.'b. HansiHansi.abs inun-nikpeople-mod tuqut-si-vuqkill-antip-ind.3sg`Hansi killed people.'(90) a. Juuna-pJuuna-erg miiqqa-tchildren.pl.abs paar(i-v)-a-ilook.after-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Juuna is looking after the children.'b. miiqqa-tchildren-pl.abs Juuna-mitJuuna-abl paarilook.after-ni-ger-qar-have-p-ind-u-intr-t-3pl`The children are looked after by Juuna.'c. miiqqa-tchildren-pl.abs Juuna-mitJuuna-abl paarilook.after-sa-ppart-u-cop-pp-ind-u-intr-t-3pl`The children are looked after by Juuna.'There are two passives in Greenlandic: the dynamic passive shown in (90b) and thestative passive shown in (90c). Fortescue (1984:266) describes the �rst as unrestrict-edly productive while the latter is \somewhat less so". A third -tit pseudo-passive,occurring mainly in the spoken language, is formed from the intransitive (reexive)form of the causative/permissive double transitive a�x (`John let himself get bittenby a dog.'). Diachronically, the dynamic passive is formed from the -niq nominalizedform of the verb followed by the postbase for `have', while the stative passive derivesfrom the passive participle verb form, followed by the copular postbase and thenintransitive inection (as shown in (90b{c)). However, it is unclear to what extentthese derivations are still part of the synchronic grammar of Inuit.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 692.2 Arguments for the absolutive being a surface pivotIn this section I will examine a number of phenomena that treat the S and O NPs inInuit as a class. Taken individually, di�erent explanations could perhaps be found forsome of these phenomena, but I wish to argue that the only way to give a coherentexplanation for this whole class of phenomena in Inuit and to explain the parallelswith other languages discussed in Chapter 1 is to recognize an S/O pivot in Inuit.2.2.1 Relative clausesAs noted in the last chapter, the only relative clauses in Inuit are actually participialnominalizations, which are strictly clausebound. Greenlandic has a series of par-ticipial moods used both in subordinate clauses and in relative clauses (note thata di�erent participial mood is used for intransitive and transitive relative clauses).In some other forms of Inuit, the participial mood is also used in main clauses (seeSection 2.4.3.2). It is a somewhat surprising fact that participial relative clauses canbe formed by relativizing on either the S (91a) or O (91b) of the embedded clause,but not by relativizing on an A argument (91c):5(91) a. miiraqchild.abs kamat-tu-qangry-rel.intr-sg`the child that is angry'b. nanuqpolar.bear.abs Piita-pPiita-erg tuqu-ta-akill-tr.part-3sg`a polar bear killed by Piita'c. *angutman.abs aallaatgun.abs tigu-sima-sa-atake-perf-rel.tr-3sg.sgintended: `the man who took the gun'This immediately recalls the Keenan-Comrie Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan andComrie 1977), according to which if the gap in a relative clause can occur with5There are also some marginal examples of relativizing the possessor of S or O (Bittner 1994:56{57), although I will not further discuss them.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 70only one grammatical relation, it is the subject relation. This suggests that Inuitabsolutive NPs serve as the surface subject or pivot. Inability to relativize on Aarguments cannot be explained as merely a morphological gap: there is a transitiveparticple form; but it cannot be used to form relative clauses.2.2.2 Semantic scope/Speci�cityIt was mentioned in the last chapter that the pivot NP in Tagalog is normally de�nite{ it is an NP whose reference is presupposed. Thus di�erent voices cause contrastsin presupposed reference such as the following:(92) a. K-in-ainperf-eat.ov koI.gen ang=isdanom=�sh`I ate the �sh.'b. K-um-ainav.perf.eat akoI.nom ng=isdagen=�sh`I ate (some) �sh.'This follows from the nature of pivothood. Being an a-subject is a relation in a syn-tactic system, but the diachronic roots of a-subjecthood are thematic prominence.Similarly, although pivot is also a syntactic notion, the origin of subjecthood is dis-course prominence. This connection between subjecthood and presupposed referencehas been noted before in the literature. A number of the subject properties of Keenan(1976b) refer to this prominence. He notes that: subjects tend to have absolute ref-erence (A student owes John a report implies the existence of a student but not ofa report, p. 317); it is harder to suspend the presupposed reference of subjects thanof other NPs (p. 318); subjects are normally the topic of the sentence (p. 318); posi-tions that must be �lled by de�nite or highly referential NPs are likely to be subjectpositions (p. 319). Keenan (1976b:319) also notes that subjects preferentially havewide scope. This claim is consonant with the results of Ioup (1978): Ioup reportsthe preference hierarchy for certain grammatical relations to have wide scope shownin (93).(93) underived subject > derived subject/logical subject > indirect object >prepositional phrase > direct object



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 71See also Giv�on (1984) for further exploration of the idea that the subject, although agrammaticized syntactic category, exists to code referentiality/topicality at the levelof pragmatics/discourse.Of course, as Kroeger (1993:14{15, 62{65) notes, it is not easy to specify exactlywhat the discourse prominence of the ang-marked NP consists of. It is not exactlythat the pivot has to be de�nite. Examples like (94) with an inde�nite but apparentlyspeci�c pivot are possible, or the pivot can be a generic.6(94) Kinuhaperf.take.ov niyahe.gen angnom isa=ngone=lnk aklatbook`He took a (certain) book.'And it is not exactly that the subject must �t in with typical discourse notions oftopic. It can actually be a newly introduced focus in answer to a question as in (95):(95) { Anowhat baques angnom biniliperf.buy.ov moyou.gen sa=pamilihan?dat=market{ Biniliperf.buy.ov koI.gen ito=ngthis.nom=lnk damitdress{ `What did you buy at the market?'{ `I bought this dress.'Nevertheless, the subject NP has a strongly felt discourse prominence that has beenremarked on by nearly all observers of the language.Exactly the same can be said about the absolutive NP in Inuit. The traditionalwisdom of Eskimologists is that the absolutive NP of a transitive verb must be de�nite.This thesis originated with Kleinschmidt (1851:85) and has been widely adoptedby later authors (see for instance the discussion in Fortescue (1984:248{252), whichis roughly along traditional lines, though with a careful discussion of the various6With some trepidation, let me o�er the following working de�nitions. An NP is speci�c withina certain context of use when it has unique individuation for the speaker. I take this term assynonymous with presupposed reference, but speci�city does not imply existence since the uniqueindividuation referred to above is within the mentally projected world of the speaker. An NP isde�nite within a discourse context if it is given information, if the speaker can assume it to bewithin the consciousness of the hearer. This is hard to de�ne exactly in part because of the use ofaccommodation, as discussed by Lewis (1979). A generic expression uses an NP attributively torefer to a type.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 72nuances and possibilities that occur). The contrast is generally drawn between theinterpretation of the absolutive NP in transitive sentences versus the interpretationof the modalis NP in the corresponding intransitivized antipassive form.7 Comparefor example the pairs in (96{97) where the translations indicate how the contrast hasgenerally been perceived.(96) a. atuakka-tbook-pl.abs atuar-pairead-ind.3sg.3pl`He read the books.'b. atuakka-nikbook-pl.mod atuar-puqread-ind.3sg`He read some books.'(97) a. Si _gmia-mSi_gmiaq-erg katin-nia- _gaamarry-fut-3sg.3sg a_gnaqwoman-abs Canada-mi~nCanada-abl (I~nupiaq)`Si _gmiaq is going to marry the (a speci�c) Canadian woman.'b. Si _gmiaqSi_gmiaq.abs katin-niaq-tuqmarry-fut-3sg a_gna-mikwoman-mod Canada-mi~nCanada-abl`Si _gmiaq is going to marry a Canadian woman.'However, a statement simply in terms of de�niteness has proven unsatisfactoryfor Inuit as well as for Tagalog. Bittner (1987, 1994) suggests that the di�erence isactually one of scope. Thus she shows that the absolutive NP of both an intransitive(98) and a transitive sentence (99) must take wide scope with respect to sententialoperators such as negation, whereas other NPs, such as the ergative NP can take wideor narrow scope (100).(98) atuagaqbook.abs ataasiqone.abs tikis-sima-nngi-la-qcome-perf-neg-ind-3sg(i) `One book hasn't come (yet).'9x(book(x) ^ :come(x))7Kleinschmidt (1851) refers to these semantically transitive, but syntactically intransitive formsas `half-transitive'.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 73(ii) *`No books have come (yet).'(99) Juuna-pJuuna-erg atuagaqbook.abs ataasiqone.abs tigu-sima-nngi-la-aget-perf-neg-ind-3sg.3sg(i) `There is a book which Juuna hasn't got (yet).'9x(book(x) ^ :get(J , x))(ii) *`Juuna hasn't got any books (yet).'(100) atuartu-pstudent-erg ataatsi-pone-erg JuunaJuuna.abs uqaluqatigi-sima-nngi-la-atalk.to-perf-neg-ind-3sg.3sg(i) `No student has talked to Juuna (yet).':9x(student(x) ^ talk.to(x, J))(ii) `One student hasn't talked to Juuna (yet).'9x(student(x) ^ :talk.to(x, J))The remainder of this subsection will contain further (inconclusive) discussionof the virtues and pitfalls of various attempts to characterize these contrasts, butin terms of the main theme of this section the parallel with Philippine and otherlanguages should be clear. The absolutive NP in Inuit possesses the same propertiesof discourse prominence or presupposed reference as the pivot NP in Tagalog, andthis is thus further strong evidence for recognizing a pivot (or grammatical subject)in Inuit that groups S and O.Further discussionAs stated above, traditional wisdom held that in pairs such as those given above in(96) that the absolutive NP in transitive sentence must be de�nite while the modalisNP of the intransitivized antipassive variant must be inde�nite. However, it hasbeen noticed that a simple division into de�nite and inde�nite NPs is not satisfactory(Johnson 1980:12{13, Bittner 1987:196{198): de�nite NPs such as proper names canappear in the modalis case with antipassives, and the translation equivalents of indef-inite object NPs from European languages occur as absolutives in transitive clauses.This has led to various attempts to re�ne this distinction. Kalm�ar (1979) attempts to



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 74work in terms of given and new arguments of discourse (but crucially used a culture-speci�c de�nition of what is given in Inuit discourse). Johnson (1980) describes thedata in terms of pragmatic backgrounding and foregrounding. We might also wishto invoke notions such as speci�city or referentiality, or the strong/weak distinctionin NP readings argued for by De Hoop (1992) (who includes some discussion of thedata from West Greenlandic).The most radical reformulation of this distinction is presented by Bittner (1987,1994) who attempts to explain this phenomenon in terms of semantic scope (in markedcontrast to Johnson (1980:18) which argues that this was a pragmatic rather than asemantic issue). Bittner observed certain interactions between NP scope and senten-tial operators, such as negation (expressed in Inuit as verbal su�xes). The followingtable summarizes Bittner's data on whether di�erent items can have wide and/ornarrow scope with respect to negation and other similar sentential operators:(101) Scope wrt operatorWide NarrowErgative agent of transitive X XAblative agent of passive X XNonovert agent of passive � XModalis (Instrumental) of antipassive *�! X XIncorporated theme of active intransitive � XAbsolutive of intransitive (including passive) X �Absolutive argument of transitive X �The entry marked with an asterisk deserves futher comment. Bittner (1987) statedthat the modalis NP of an antipassive must take narrow scope, but Bittner (1994:116)suggests that either scope is in fact possible. It is merely that narrow scope is preferred(for essentially Gricean reasons given the availability of the necessarily wide scopeactive transitive alternative). Thus Bittner (1987) suggests the readings shown forthe active and antipassive pair in (102), but the account of Bittner (1994) would holdthat the reading of (102a) is also available to (102b) but pragmatically dispreferred.(102) a. atuartutof.students ilaatone.of.them.abs ikiur-tariaqar-pa-rahelp-must-ind.tr-1sg.3sg`9x[x is one of the students & it is necessary that (I help x)]'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 75b. atuartutof.students ilaan-nikone.of.them.mod ikiu-i-sariaqar-pu-ngahelp-antip-must-ind.intr-1sg`It is necessary that (9x[x is one of the students & I help x])'Bittner (1987) suggests that these scope facts all hold of a wide range of a�xaloperators: (i) negation -nngit ; (ii) tense and aspect -ssa `fut', -sima `perf', -tar`freq', -lir `incept' and -qqi `again'; (iii) modals of necessity and possibility -sinnaa`can', -gunar `probably' and -tariaqar `must'; and (iv) other mood operators such asthe conditional, interrogative, imperative and contingent, e.g., -ku `cond' and -pi`interrog' (see Bittner (1987:203{204) for examples). Further, she suggests thatthe same scope facts hold with respect to adverbial phrase sentential operators andworld-creating predicates such as `believe', `say that' and `look for'.While Bittner has provided a wealth of new data, there are still some problems:(i) with her theory for explaining this data, (ii) with certain data, and (iii) withrespect to her arguments against other accounts.To explain the data, Bittner (1994) suggests that the s-structure (as she de�nesit { see Section 2.4.3.3) acts as the default logical form for a sentence, and that otherNP scopes are made possible by quanti�er raising (QR) which can only increase thescope of an NP with respect to s-structure. Thus on her account, the absolutiveNP is in [Spec, IP] at s-structure { above sentential operators like negation { and somust scope outside such operators, whereas the ergative NP is a VP-internal subject(the distinguished adjunct of VP) and so the ergative NP can scope within sententialoperators like negation, or it can raise by QR at LF to scope over sentential operators.Bittner (1994:1{2) makes the following comparison between the Inuit data pre-sented in (98{100) and the situation holding in English:In English, subjects are normally restricted to take wide scope relativeto negation and other VP-level operators while objects can take eithernarrow or wide scope:([1]) a. One book hasn't come (yet). 9 > :b. One student doesn't know John (yet). 9 > :c. John hasn't received one book (yet). : > 9;9 > :: : :



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 76In English, the scope patterns exempli�ed in ([1]) can be plausiblyattributed to the c-command relations which hold at s-structure { thatis, at the syntactic level which determines structural Case assignment,agreement and syntactic binding relations. : : : For English, this correctlypredicts that the nominative subject will be outside the scope of VP-leveloperators (such as the negation, :), since it is outside the VP at thes-structure level. : : : Accusative objects, on the other hand, can takenarrow scope by virtue of their VP-internal s-structure position. Theiralternative wide scope readings are due to the option of argument raisingat LF.However, notwithstanding the inclusion of the hedge \normally", this scarcely seemssatisfactory as a statement of the situation in English, and totally ignores Car-den (1970a, 1970b) and subsequent work. There appear to be many examples inEnglish where many speakers allow the subject (A/S NP) to scope inside a senten-tial/VP operator:(103) a. All that glitters is not gold.b. Someone always interrupts me when I start talking.8Carden (1970a, 1970b) studies the interpretation of structurally identical sentencessuch as those in (104), discussing whether speakers assigned them a neg-q interpre-tation (the quanti�ed NP has scope inside the negation operator) (105a) or a neg-vinterpretation (the quanti�ed NP has scope outside the negation operator) (105b).(104) a. All the boys didn't leave.b. Everyone didn't go to the store.(105) a. :8bR(b)b. 8b:R(b)Carden �nds that whether speakers get either or both the neg-q or the neg-v inter-pretation varies apparently randomly among speakers in a way not correlated withstandard sociolinguistic variables or even family membership. Gil (1982) refers to8This example, and some of the references on this topic were provided to me by Ivan Sag. OthersI owe to Paul Kiparsky.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 77work in his MA Thesis (1977) suggesting apparent geographical variation in interpre-tation: Midwest American English speakers generally obtain only the neg-q interpre-tation while speakers from the North-East may get either or both readings (consistentwith Carden's data).If we accept for the moment Gil's claim and the form of explanation for it o�eredabove by Bittner, the results are preposterous, I would suggest. We would have tosay that Midwest speakers not only have the subject in a VP-internal position ats-structure, but that for some reason it is unable to raise at LF. Among North-Eastern speakers, the grammars of some are the same while others have the subjectin a VP-internal position at s-structure but allow raising at LF, while yet others havethe subject in [Spec, IP] at s-structure so that only the neg-v reading obtains. Butthere does not appear to be any independent evidence that would support or evenpermit such a claim. For example, the subject precedes negation and what havebeen analyzed as VP-initial adverbs in all forms of American English. The subjectalso appears preceding auxiliaries rather than near the verb of which it is a thematicdependent, as would be expected if it were in a VP-internal subject position (formore detailed substantiation of the position that the subject is in [Spec, IP] at s-structure in English, see Koopman and Sportiche (1991) and references cited therein;also the argument from VP Ellipsis in McCloskey (1991)). Incidentally, Gil (1982)also reports work from his MA thesis that only the neg-v interpretation is obtainedwhen the same sort of sentences are tested in Modern Hebrew. Hebrew would thenbe an accusative language with apparently the same scope properties as for Inuit (thepivot must have wide scope with respect to operators like negation).In fact, it appears unlikely that the data of Carden and Gil indicate dialect or evenidiolect variation. Labov (1972:193{198) shows how the scope judgements speakersreport depend greatly on context and suggests that \the eliciting context can becontrolled to produce neg-q and neg-v `dialects' at will." This suggests that ingeneral we should aim for a permissive theory of scope that can explain the readingsthat emerge in any context.It is notable that all the data in Bittner (1987) came from looking at what arebroadly existential NPs, mostly of the form `n Xs'. It might thus be thought that the



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 78contrast in available interpretations comes from existential NPs receiving a speci�cor strong reading when they are in the absolutive case. It seems that existential NPsusually do take wide scope when in the pivot position in both English and Inuit (inaccord with Keenan's subject properties). Thus there is a clear contrast betweenEnglish and Inuit transitive sentences that are translation equivalents: in Englishthere is a strong preference for the A NP to have wide scope, while in Inuit there isa strong preference for the O NP to have wide scope.9In fact, Bittner (1994:182{187) appears to weaken her case for a scopal account byshowing that if one looks at what are broadly `universal' quanti�ers, the same factsno longer appear to hold. Either the subject or the object of a transitive verb cantake wide scope with respect to VP operators:(106) a. suliyet atuartu-tstudent-pl tamar-mikall-4pl JuunaJuuna.abs uqaluqatigi-sima-nngi-la-attalk.with-perf-neg-ind-3pl.3sg`None of the students have talked to Juuna yet.' or`Not all of the students have talked to Juuna yet.'b. Aani-pAani-erg miiqqa-tchild-pl tama-isaall-3pl taku-nngi-la-isee-neg-ind-3sg.3pl`Aani saw none of the children.' or`Aani didn't see all of the children.'Bittner attempts to account for these observations by noting that universal quan-ti�ers in Inuit seem to be ultimately derived from adverbs. They still take prox-imative/obviative endings (third/fourth person, see Section 2.3.3) when modifyingterms, rather than nominal cases (which they take when modifying oblique roles)),and they can oat.10 She thus suggests that these universal quanti�ers are adjectivesand this allows them to have special scopal properties (I omit the details here). Butthis suggestion is not totally convincing. It is unclear how much weight to put on themorphological evidence { the Inuit personal pronoun endings also ultimately derivefrom adverbial endings not nominal endings (Michael Fortescue, p.c., March 1994).9But note (103b), where an English A NP does take narrow scope.10Interestingly, oating seems to be restricted cross-linguistically to broadly universal quanti�ers,many of which have a somewhat adverbial nature.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 79And, when all is said and done, in examples like (106) there are still regular nounsappearing as the head of absolutive noun phrases which are now exhibiting di�erentscopal properties.The contrasting behavior of universal quanti�ers might make one think that thescope data that Bittner (1987) observes should actually be explained as a propertyof speci�city or referentiality that absolutive NPs acquire. As well as the de�nite/inde�nite distinction, it seems that natural language additionally requires a speci�c/non-speci�c distinction.Fodor and Sag (1982) suggest that the readings of inde�nites can be divided intotwo between quanti�cational readings (where English a/an behaves like an extensionalquanti�er) and cases where the inde�nite refers to a speci�c item, but not one thathas been de�nitely established in the context. This leads to the ambiguity in thesentence (107) between the contexts delineated in (108).(107) I'd like to buy a book.(108) a. This is such a lovely store that I think I'd like to buy something. I'd like tobuy a book. But I have no idea what I want.b. Excuse me. I'd like to buy a book. I'm looking for the edition of Le rougeet le noir published by Garnier fr�eres.The question arises as to whether in Inuit we are really dealing with some kind ofpresupposition of speci�city that is attached to the absolutive case, rather than ademand for wide scope. One reason that such an approach seems appealing is thata scopal account apparently cannot explain all the data. Consider again a pair suchas:(109) a. ujarakstone.abs tigu-vaatake-ind.3sg.3sg`He took the stone.'b. ujarqa-mikstone-mod tigu-si-voqtake-antip-ind.3sg`He took a stone.'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 80If we assume that the pronominal ending on the verb is nonquanti�cational, then ona purely scopal account, there is no semantic or pragmatic contrast between thesesentences { a result strongly at odds with what is reported by native speakers.This point draws from the corresponding observation made for English by Fodorand Sag (1982). Fodor and Sag argue that speci�city cannot be reduced to the scopeof inde�nites, since a sentence like (110):(110) A cousin of mine is pregnant.is ambiguous between a speci�c and a non-speci�c reading, although this cannotpossibly be for scopal reasons. They argue that rather there is a lexical ambiguityin inde�nite NPs between a quanti�cational (existential) reading and a referentialreading. On a referential reading, inde�nites appear to have widest scope in the sameway that de�nite NPs always appear to take widest scope. They present a numberof further arguments attempting to show how speci�c (referential) inde�nites don'tbehave like quanti�ers: they can escape so-called scope islands (just as referentialde�nites can), they do not prevent VP-deletion as quanti�ers with wide scope do, andthey can only `escape' to have maximally wide scope { intermediate scope positionsare not open to them. These last two claims have been disputed in the literature { andit seems, indeed, that there are valid counterexamples11 { but nevertheless the basicobservation on the ambiguity of (110) remains, as do other contrasts like the abilityof inde�nites to take nonrestrictive relative clauses whereas other quanti�ed NPs donot allow them. Indeed, it is commonly accepted in the literature now that speci�citycannot be reduced to scope (Fodor and Sag 1982, En�c 1991, De Hoop 1992).What then is the evidence in Bittner (1987) against a non-scopal account? Bittnerargues only against a treatment in terms of de�niteness, suggesting that the alterna-tive accounts of Johnson and Kalm�ar mentioned above were too vague to be testable.Bittner's objection to the traditional de�niteness account is that one can �nd exam-ples of both the other possible combinations: de�nite NPs like proper names in the11Hirschb�uhler (1982) provides counterexamples to the VP-deletion argument; Farkas (1981), Lud-low and Neale (1991), and Abusch (1994) all argue that inde�nites can escape to the supposedlyunavailable intermediate scope positions. De Hoop (1992:38, fn. 8) notes but doesn't endorse anotherchallenge by Ed Ruys.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 81modalis case of half-transitive sentences and inde�nites in the absolutive position oftransitives. Thus she concludes that the de�niteness analysis cannot be right.Not all of Bittner's (1987) examples are fully convincing. She suggests that names(which are necessarily de�nite) can be in the modalis:(111) JesusimikJesus.mod taku-(si)-vuqsee-(antip)-ind.intr.3sg`He saw Jesus.'However, (111) is the only example she gives, and the choice of name is perhaps some-what unfortunate. Michael Fortescue (p.c., Mar 1994) questions how good sentenceswith proper names in the modalis case are (in contexts where the intransitivizationis not required for grammatical reasons).12 Fortescue suggests that Greenlanders �ndthis sentence fairly strange. It cannot refer to a straightforward act of seeing a person,but must have some meaning to do with seeing the concept of Jesus.It actually appears as if there might be some variation in the acceptibility of propernames in the modalis in antipassives. They seem to appear quite freely in CanadianInuktitut sources (Kalm�ar 1979, Johnson 1980), although this could possibly be anartefact of elicitation.13 In contrast Edna MacLean, an I~nupiaq speaker, did notaccept sentences with names in the modalis, judging (112) bad.14(112) JohnJohn.abs tautuk-tuqsee-3sg Mary-mikMary-mod (I~nupiaq)*`John sees Mary.'Several of the counterexamples Bittner (1987) presents of absolutive inde�nitesare actually partitive readings:(113) a. arlaatone.of.them tigu-niar-uktake-imper-3sg.3sg`Take one of them.'12Fortescue's position is that the absolutive can be de�nite or inde�nite, but that the modalis ofthe antipassive can only be inde�nite, except in contexts like relative clauses where an expressioncan only be formed by antipassivization and there is no contrast.13Johnson (1980:18) points out that speakers sometimes �nd such sentences odd but neverthelessgrammatical.14Even when, as here, the names are \linguist's names" not the names of real people, in contrastto what Kalm�ar (1979:124) reports.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 82b. illuthouses taakkuathese ilaatsome.of.them nuannari-galuar-pa-kkalike-actually-ind.tr-1sg.3pl`I actually like some of these houses.'Although these phrases are inde�nite, they refer to part of a set that has been previ-ously established. De Hoop (1992) develops a theory dividing NP interpretation intostrong and weak readings, where the di�erence in readings is related to the Case ofthe NP. In De Hoop's system the strong readings are: speci�c/referential (A friendof mine is a paleontologist); partitive (Two (of the) �sh are black), generic (Fish arevertebrates) and generic collective (Three fossils are more expensive than two). Thuson an analysis via strong/weak readings, the examples in (113) would be covered,as would many of the other examples that Bittner (1987) discusses. For example,Bittner (1987) suggests that the contrast in (102), repeated below as (114) cannot beexplained by a de�niteness account, but it appears to follow on an account where theabsolutive must be speci�c while the modalis must be nonspeci�c:(114) a. atuartutof.students ilaatone.of.them.abs ikiur-tariaqar-pa-rahelp-must-ind.tr-1sg.3sg`9x[x is one of the students & it is necessary that (I help x)]'b. atuartutof.students ilaan-nikone.of.them.mod ikiu-i-sariaqar-pu-ngahelp-antip-must-ind.intr-1sg`It is necessary that (9x[x is one of the students & I help x])'Indeed, De Hoop (1992) attempts to explain the distinction between use of themodalis in the half-transitive and use of the absolutive in the transitive as a Case-based distinction between a weak and strong NP Case, respectively.15 Thus thedistinction would be similar to the alternations between partitive and accusative casein Finnish, or the presence or absence of accusative case in Turkish (En�c 1991).Another counterexample that Bittner (1987) gives to the claim that modalis NPsmust be inde�nite is (115).15This involves her adopting Bok-Bennema's (1991) analysis that the modalis case is actually adirect case (namely, accusative), rather than half-transitive forms resulting from antipassivization,although I �nd that analysis unlikely (Section 2.4.3.1).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 83(115) JaakuJaaku.abs ilin-nikyou-mod suqutigi-nnip-p-uqbe.interested.in-antip-ind-intr.3sg`Jaaku is interested in you.'This example cannot be analyzed as nonspeci�c, but having noted that the Finnishaccusative/partitive distinction can indicate either a de�nite/inde�nite distinctionor irresultativity vs. resultativity, De Hoop (1992:70) suggests that this example ispossible because the verb is irresultative. But this suggestion cannot deal with allthe remaining counterexamples as we will see below.16Bittner (1994) presents data that argue against the adequacy of a Case-basedapproach. She notes that for many speakers an antipassive morpheme can appearoutside a double transitive su�x as well as inside it (see Section 2.3.1 for discussionof these su�xes). However, when the antipassive morpheme is outside the doubletransitive a�x, the modalis case NP must take wide scope with respect to othersentential operators (as absolutive NPs normally do) whereas when it is inside them,the preference is for narrow scope:(116) a. Aani-pAani-erg JuunaJuuna.abs atuakka-mikbook-mod ataatsi-mikone-modtigu-si -sima-nngin-nirar-p-a-aget-antip-perf-neg-say-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Aani said that Juuna hadn't got any books (yet).'say(A;:9x(book(x) ^ get(J; x)))b. %Aani-pAani-erg Juuna-mutJuuna-term atuakka-mikbook-mod ataatsi-mikone-mod16What I have been glossing as antipassive morphemes do have a clear aspectual meaning (seeBittner (1987:199{202) for some discussion). The semantics of the antipassive morphemes are stillpoorly understood, but several of them seem to have an imperfective (or perhaps irresultative)meaning. It is possible that ultimately antipassivization (as reexivization) should be seen mainlyas a consequence of attaching intransitive verbal endings to a transitive stem, with the so-calledantipassive morpheme being basically aspectual. Indeed, sometimes there is no (overt) antipassivemorpheme, e.g., (96). This is an area where further research is needed.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 84tigu-sima-nngin-nira-i -v-u-qget-perf-neg-say-antip-ind-intr-3sg(i) 9x(book(x) ^ say(A;:get(J; x)))(ii) say(A;9x(book(x) ^ :get(J; x)))(iii) *say(A;:9x(book(x) ^ get(J; x)))Such data cannot be accounted for by any account along the lines of De Hoop (1992)where strong readings are associated with absolutive case and weak readings withmodalis case, whereas Bittner is able to give a successful account following fromscope interactions of the antipassive and negative morphemes.17Finally there are some clear cases where a speci�c NP appears in the modaliswith a resultative verb. Fortescue (1984) notes that this is possible in relative clauseswhere agent relatives are necessarily formed by antipassivization:(117) qimmi-tdog-pl.abs marluktwo.pl nannu-mikbear-mod saassus-si-su-tattack-antip-ipart-pl`two dogs attacking a/the bear'But Bittner (1994:117) mentions other corpus examples of speci�c modalis NPs. Inone a bear is introduced `About a fortnight after that funeral, a full grown bear (abs)came to our village' but then later it is nevertheless referred to by a modalis NP in asentence like (118).(118) MikiMiki.abs nannu-mikbear-mod saassus-si-v-u-qattack-antip-ind-intr-3sg`Miki attacked the bear.'Thus it seems that an account like De Hoop's cannot be maintained in the form inwhich she presented it.So it seems that neither account is fully successful. The scopal account cannotexplain the di�erences in interpretation that occur even when no scopal contrast ispossible, and the proposed theoretical explanation does not extend well to other lan-guages. The weak/strong readings account fails to explain the full range of data on17And see Bittner (1994:138) for another such argument.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 85scopal interactions and speci�city that Bittner provides { indeed, it seems brokenbeyond repair. It is possible that a scopal account could be made to work by aug-menting it with a pragmatic account of how speci�city presuppositions are generated(this would be consonant with the arguments of Ludlow and Neale (1991). At theother extreme, recent work from UCLA (Beghelli et al. 1993, Beghelli et al. 1994)has argued against classic theories of scope where scope is uniform and blind to thesemantics of individual (quanti�ed) noun phrases, arguing rather that the traditionalconcept of scope is a result of a conspiracy of factors like speci�city and distributivity.Their work would instead suggest that a solution is to be found by dismantling thecurrent dichotomy between scope and speci�city.This is where I will leave this topic. It would have been nice to be able to saysomething more de�nitive, to make some clear progress, but I suspect that that jobmust be left to someone with a greater understanding of the Inuit language thanmyself. But none of the above undermines the basic observation that the absolutiveNP has a special discourse/scopal status.2.2.3 NominalizationsAnother construction that indicates an S/O pivot in Inuit is the formation of -niqnominalizations. In this construction, the S/O argument of the corresponding verbcan be expressed in the genitive case modifying the nominalization (119).18 Theergative argument of the corresponding transitive verb can only be expressed as anablative oblique, like the agent of a passive (Sadock forthcoming, Bittner 1994:64{66)(120).(119) a. [umiarsu-upship-gen qassi-nuthow.many-term tikin-ni-ssa-aarrive-nomlz-fut-3sg] nalunngil-araknow-ind.1sg.3sg`I know when the ship will arrive.'b. [atuakka-tbook-pl.gen atuar-nir-atread-nomlz-3pl.sg] nuannir-p-u-qfun-ind-intr-3sg`Reading books is fun.'18 : : : somewhat surprisingly given that genitive case is the same as ergative!



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 86(120) Hansi-pHans-gen (Aani-mit)Anne-abl ilinniartin-ner-ateach-nomlz-ind.3sg.sg`the teaching of Hans (by Anne)'2.2.4 Coordination (a non-argument)Coordination in Inuit is by means of a clitic that attaches to the right of the �rstword of the second conjunct. In his discussion of Yup0ik, T. Payne (1982:84) suggestsas a further argument for an S/O pivot in the language that all else being equal theunrealized S of an intransitive verb following a transitive verb will be interpreted ascoreferent with the O of the previous verb. He cites examples such as (121).(121) Tom-amTom-erg Doris-aqDoris-abs cinga-llru-a-;kiss-past-tr-3sg.3sg tua-lluthen-and quyi-llru-u-qcough-past-intr-3sg`Tom kissed Doris and then she coughed.'I think one should be suspicious whether such a discourse preference should actu-ally be seen as evidence for a syntactic constraint. This view is recon�rmed by the factthat Fortescue (1984:120{133) appears to argue the opposite for West Greenlandic.He suggests that omission in coordination is generally possible but that when the Oof the �rst clause is coreferent with the S of the second, deletion may be di�cult butis possible when the ambiguity is clari�ed by context.I would like to suggest that the gapping of NPs in coordination is not syntacticallyrestricted in Inuit. Any NP (core or oblique) can have `wide scope' into the secondconjunct of a coordinate sentence, where felicitous. Indeed, I do not believe that thereis any special syntactic process that is gapping NPs in Inuit coordination. Rather, Ithink it is just the normal omission of arguments in discourse (`pro-drop'). Fortescue(1984:132) suggests that the only case where it is not possible simply to delete anactant in the second clause which is coreferent with an actant in the �rst clause iswhen an O of the �rst clause is coreferent with the A of the second. Here he suggestsa demonstrative pronoun is required:



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 87(122) Hansi-pHansi-erg KaalatKaalat.abs taku-aasee-ind.3sg.3sg *(taassuma=li)she.erg=buttaku-nngil-aasee-neg-ind.3sg.3sg`Hansi saw Kaalat but she didn't see him.'But even here I think the infelicity is likely to be for reasons of discourse coherencyrather than it being a syntactic restriction, given the other options for coreferentialdeletion that are available.Thus I conclude that coordination is a neutral construction in Inuit and neithersupports nor undermines the establishment of an S/O pivot. Note also that in practiceclause chains are usually expressed not by coordination of �nite verbs but by usingin�nitive verbs for all forms but one, and then the coreferential a-subject conditiondiscussed in Section 2.3.2 applies.2.2.5 Order of agreement su�xes on verbsSome further evidence for a surface syntactic relation grouping S and O can be hadfrom Inuit agreement morphology, although the evidence is more equivocal than issometimes suggested.Most transitive verb forms register both core participants, but in the in�nitivemood only a single agreement su�x occurs and it cross-references the S and the O ar-guments of intransitive and transitive verbs, respectively. This part of the agreementsystem thus has a clear and synchronic ergative-absolutive basis.19 See Section 2.3.2for further discussion.For other verbal moods, many recent authors (Bittner 1994:9, Bittner and Haleforthcoming a:12,20 Johns 1992:75) suggest that the order of agreement su�xes fortransitive forms is always Stem-Ergative-Absolutive (where determinable), and set up19The existence of ergative-absolutive agreement systems goes against Jelinek's (1984) pronominalargument hypothesis, which seems to predict that agreement systems should always be nominative-accusative, with only lexical NPs displaying ergativity. However, indisputably ergative/absolutiveagreement systems are also found in other language families, such as Mayan.20\In �nite clauses in Inuit, the outermost agreement marker is always construed with the nomina-tive argument, while the innermost marker in transitives is construed with the ergative argument."



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 88their functional projections on this basis.21 However, historical reconstruction andthe surviving surface evidence shows quite clearly that the present West Greenlandicindicative (and that of other varieties) is a mixed system. The historical source forthe third person object forms is a marker of O followed by a marker for A (i.e., Stem{abs{erg), while other forms are Stem{erg{abs (see Fortescue 1984, Bok-Bennema1991 and particularly Fortescue 1994).22 Since the third person forms are the leastmorphologically transparent, one could argue that their construction is opaque to amodern speaker, while the Stem{A{O order of other forms is apparent, but I knowof no independent evidence to support this.In subordinate moods such as the conditional (from whence the majority of themodern indicative su�xes were apparently borrowed (Fortescue 1994)), the orderingis consistently Stem{erg{abs for transitive verbs. However, the morphology there isclearly formed on historically nominative-accusative lines. Examination of even thepartial paradigms shown in (123) should be su�cient to convince the reader that thetransitive form has the same morphology marking A as is used for S in the intransitiveforms (although sometimes it is reduced to an assimilated geminate consonsonant)while there is a di�erent following marker for O (3sg: *-gu, 3pl: *-git):(123) West Greenlandic Conditional (partial paradigm)Intransitive TransitiveSubject 3sg Object 3pl Object1sg -guma -gukku -gukkit2sg -guit -gukku -gukkit3sg -ppat -ppagu -ppagit4sg -guni -guniuk -gunigit1pl -gutta -gutsigu -gutsigik2pl -gussi -gussiuk -gussigik3pl -ppata -ppassuk -ppatigik4pl -gunik -gunikku -gunikkik21In contrast Woodbury (1977a:309) presents the following negative conclusion: \Most often, theagreement su�xes are phonologically fused to such a degree that it is impossible to tell whether theywork on a nominative-accusative basis or on an absolutive-ergative basis." This is too conservative,but is perhaps not an unreasonable view of a modern speaker's knowledge.22See also Reed et al. (1977:140) for the same generalization with respect to the Central Yup0ikindicative.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 89The morphological evidence from agreement is thus much more complicated thanit is sometimes portrayed, revealing a complex mixture of diachronic and synchroniclevels. However, the overall ordering of a�xes (i.e., excluding the indicative thirdperson object forms) can be argued to exhibit an ergative organization. Among lan-guages with subject and object agreement, nominative agreement is generally outsideaccusative agreement (i.e., further from the verb in cases when both are marked onthe same side of the verb) while absolutive agreement is generally outside ergativeagreement. With the exception of the indicative third person object forms, the or-der would thus be a typical ergative-absolutive agreement system, but an unusualnominative-accusative agreement system.2.2.6 ConclusionMy conclusion is that data from relative clauses, scope/speci�city, and -niq nominal-izations, with some support from the order of agreement su�xes, show clearly thatthe S/O NPs (the absolutive NPs) are the pivot in Inuit. In the next section I willshow that phenomena that have been taken as indicative of an S/A pivot in Inuit areactually phenomena that are sensitive to argument structure. Thus the surface gram-matical relations of the Inuit sentences in (124) are as in (125), with an absolutivepivot.(124) a. AniAni.abs atuar-poqread-ind.intr.3sg`Ani reads.'b. qimmi-tdog-pl.erg aalisakka-t�sh-pl.abs neri-va-ateat-ind.tr-3pl.3pl`The dogs eat the �sh.'(125) a. gr-s26666664pivot 2664pred `Ani'num sgcase abs 3775pred read 37777775
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26666666666666664pivot 2664pred `�sh'num plcase abs 3775pred eatcore 2664pred `dog'num plcase erg 3775377777777777777752.3 Phenomena sensitive to a level of argument structureIn contrast to the previous section, this section looks at phenomena that have tradi-tionally been taken to motivate an A/S pivot in Inuit. I will argue that most of thesephenomena must, and the rest can, be described instead in terms of the argumentstructure notion of a-subject, rather than in terms of surface grammatical relations.2.3.1 Derivational morphology2.3.1.1 The PhenomenonInuit has a wide range of derivational su�xes (often called postbases in the Eskimoliterature) some of which cover the semantic �eld of control verbs in other less polysyn-thetic languages. These postbases come in two types. One type we might call `equi-subject' su�xes (where this name is to be taken simply as a convenient label ratherthan as an analysis). With these verbs, the actant of the su�x (i.e., the wanter, tryer,etc.) is necessarily identi�ed with the surface ergative of a transitive stem (126a) andthe surface absolutive of an intransitive stem (126b). If the stem is transitive, theverb agrees with both actants.(126) a. Aani-pAani-erg miiqqatchildren.abs ikiur-uma-v-a-ihelp-want-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Aani wants to help children.'b. HansiHansi.nom sinik-kuma-vuqsleep-want-ind.intr.3sg`Hansi wants to sleep.'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 91The other class is termed by Kleinschmidt (1851) `double transitive' su�xes, be-cause the su�x seems to add a new actant to the event expressed by the stem. Thisnew actant is expressed in the ergative. If the base verb is transitive, its logicalsubject is marked terminalis and its logical object absolutive (and the latter triggersagreement) (127a{b); if intransitive the stem's actant is marked absolutive (127c):(127) a. miiqqatchildren.pl.abs uan-nutme-term paari-tip-pailook.after-caus-ind.tr.3sg.3pl`He had me look after the children.'b. Aani-pAani-erg miiqqatchildren.abs Juuna-mutJuuna-term paasi-sur(i-v)-a-iunderstand-think-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Aani thinks that Juuna understands children.'c. Aani-pAani-erg miiqqa-tchildren-pl.abs qasu-nirar-p-a-ibe.tired-say-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Aani said that the children were tired.'Examples like (127a) are parallel to the morphological causatives of many languages.However, Inuit uses syntactically identical postbases to also express other meaningslike `think', `say' and `ask' as shown in (127b{c).There has been a tradition in Eskimo studies which argues that such verbal forms(and other structures involving noun incorporation) need to be analyzed syntactically(Rischel 1972, Woodbury 1977a, Sadock 1980, Smith 1982). The details depend onthe framework assumed, but for instance, these verbal forms might be derived by thesame cyclic syntactic transformations that were posited to derive equi constructionsin English in the framework of Chomsky (1965). Such an approach is consonant withBaker (1988) and related work that does derivational morphology in the syntax. Ifsuch an approach were correct, then these a�xes would provide evidence for subject-hood in Inuit, since equi is generally analyzed in terms of a controlled subject. Itwould be argued that the equi subject su�xes are evidence of syntactic accusativity,since the S/A of the stem is the controlled argument. However, recall that this is justthe kind of evidence that Dixon (1979) argues should be discounted, suggesting thatsuch predicates always function accusatively. The double transitive su�xes, if any-thing, represent an ergative syntactic pattern, but this is not strong evidence either



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 92because the pattern resembles a common causative pattern from canonical accusativelanguages, such as Turkish or the Romance languages (Comrie 1985:338).Some putative evidence in favor of a syntactic analysis is that these a�xes inter-act with processes of passivization and antipassivization. The stem can be passivized(128a) or antipassivized (128b) before adding an equi subject su�x, resulting in con-trol of the derived-S of the stem. The derived form can also undergo further valence-changing operations such as passivization (128c) and marginally antipassivization(128d).23(128) a. Miqqatchildren.abs Aani-mitAani-abl ikiur-niqar-uma-pp-u-thelp-pass-want-ind-intr-3pl`The children want to be helped by Aani.'b. KaalatKaalat.abs Suulu-mikSuulu-mod ikiu-i-niar-p-u-qhelp-antip-intend-ind-intr-3sg`Kaalat intends to help Suulut.'c. Ilisimatuuqscientist.abs inuaaqqa-nitpygmy-pl.abl ikiur-uma-niqar-p-u-qhelp-want-pass-ind-intr-3sglit. `The scientistj was wanted by the pygmiesi [proi to help tj].'i.e., `The pygmies wanted to help the scientist.'d. %KaalatKaalat.abs Suulu-mikSuulut-mod ikiur-nia-i-v-u-qhelp-intend-antip-ind-intr-3sg`Kaalat intends to help Suulut.'The situation with double transitive a�xes is similar. Passivization (129a) andantipassivization (129b) can occur before a double transitive a�x is attached (if thestem is transitive). Passivization (129c), and for most speakers antipassivization(129d) can also occur after the double transitive a�x is attached.2423This description of the data follows Bittner (1994). Woodbury and Sadock (1986:241) andSadock (1991:228{229) draw a contrast between double transitive su�xes and equi subject su�xessuggesting that external passivization or antipassivization (as in (128c{d)) is basically impossiblewith equi subject a�xes (although they recognize that there are a few exceptions). However Sadock(1991) concludes that this could well be for semantic rather than syntactic reasons, a positionsupported by the existence of examples such as those shown. Woodbury and Sadock also suggestthat all speakers accept examples like (129d).24Bittner (1994:24) notes that some speakers reject antipassivization outside either a double tran-sitive a�x or an equi subject a�x. This is denoted with a percent sign (%).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 93(129) a. Jaaku-pJaaku-erg ammitskin.pl.abs qimmi-nitdog-pl.abl niri-niqa-tsaali-v-a-ieat-pass-prevent-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Jaaku prevented the skins from getting eaten by the dogs.'b. Aani-pAani-erg JuunaJuuna.abs miiqqa-nikchild-pl.modpaar-si-sur(i-v)-a-alook.after-antip-think-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Aani thinks that Juuna is looking after the children.'c. ammitskin.pl.abs Jaaku-mitJaaku-abl qimmi-nutdog-pl.term niri-tsaali-niqar-p-u-teat-prevent-pass-ind-intr-3pllit. `The skinsi were prevented by Jaaku from the dogs eating ti.'d. %AaniAani.abs miiqqa-nikchild-pl.mod Juuna-mutJuuna-termpaari-suri-nnip-p-u-qlook.after-think-antip-ind-intr-3sg`Aani thinks that Juuna is looking after the children.'Indeed su�xation of postbases can proceed through several cycles. Smith (1982:183)provides the following example:(130) takusee -jau-pass-tit-caus-tau-pass-gasu-gi-believe-jau-pass-juk-3sg (Labrador Inuttut)`She was believed to have been made to be seen.'2.3.1.2 An argument structure based accountHowever, as Smith (1982:162) appears to observe, such interactions in no way provethat a syntactic analysis of these constructions is correct. Rather these data onlysharpen a disjunction between possible analyses. The data show that either all deriva-tional processes, including passivization, antipassivization and the su�xation of equi-subject and double transitive a�xes are lexical, or else that all these same processesare syntactic.2525Smith (1982) ultimately argues for a syntactic approach. However, much of the argument seemsmore rhetorical than substantial. He argues that \Duplicating syntactic rules in the morphological



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 94There is a perfectly adequate account of this data in terms of a lexical analy-sis whereby complex lexical forms are built up by argument composition (Mohanan1990, Alsina 1993). Such an account: (i) explains the lexicality of these morphologi-cally complex verb forms, (ii) correctly predicts that these operations are sensitive toargument structure rather than surface grammatical function, and (iii) explains whythese forms behave as complex predicates, in terms of agreement (as noted above {on a syntactic account it would be quite mysterious why there was agreement withan argument of the lower verb), word order (as discussed above (88)), surface casemarking patterns, and relativization (relativization is clausebound, but the absolutiveof these complex verb forms can be relativized on (Johnson 1980:23). Double transi-tive su�xes are quite parallel to the causatives of other languages, and equi subjectsu�xes are quite parallel to the aspectual and modal su�xes or light verbs of otherlanguages. Recently there has been much literature on how to treat these forms ascomplex predicates in frameworks broadly compatible with the one I am using, andI refer the reader to these works for fuller exempli�cation of what I present brieybelow: Rosen (1989), Manning (1992), Alsina (1993), Andrews and Manning (1993),Butt (1993), and Iida et al. (1994).26The actant of equi subject su�xes always fuses with the a-subject of the stem,and so they should have argument structures of the form shown in (131):(131) intendh|, Ph| : : : iiThe other cases were already discussed in Chapter 1. Double transitive su�xeshave the argument structure suggested for causatives by T. Mohanan (1988). In Inuit,when a double transitive su�x is added to a transitive verb, the embedded logicalsubject is always an oblique, and so I will propose that in Inuit the second argumentof the double transitive su�x always fuses with the logical object (as shown in (132)).component of the grammar would increase the expressive power of a grammatical theory far beyondwhat is necessary" (p. 181) as if the solution he proposes { word formation by cyclic transformationalrules { were somehow more constrained.26A lexicalist account of Inuit derivational morphology is also provided by Jensen and Johns(1989), although it is unclear how their approach could deal with the binding facts discussed inSection 2.3.3.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 95For intranstives, the second argument of the causative fuses with the single direct roleof intransitive verb stems.(132) preventh|, |, Ptrh|, |iiPassives are also treated via a higher predicate at a-structure:(133) passh|, Ptrh|, |iiA-subjects that are not the highest a-subject of a clause, such as both the the em-bedded a-subject in the argument structure of passives (the logical subject) and theone that results when double transitives a�xes are added to transitive verbs (the`causee'), will appear on the surface as an oblique case. This is broadly compatiblewith the linking theory proposed by Alsina (1993).Antipassives are analyzed in parallel with passives, as shown in (134).(134) antiph|, Ptrh|, |iiThe embedded logical object of the stem will again surface as an oblique.These operators will then compose, in the correct way, to predict all the formsshown above. The argument structures of the verbs in (128{130) are shown below in(135{137):(135) a. wanthchildrenabs , passh|, helphAaniabl, |iiib. intendhKaalatabs , antiph|, helph|, Suulutmod iiic. passhscientistabs , wanthpygmyabl , helph|, |iiid. antiphKaalatabs , intendh|, helph|, Suulutmod iii(136) a. preventhJaakuerg , skinsabs , passh|, eathdogabl, |iii



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 96b. thinkhAanierg, Juunaabs , antiph|, look.afterh|, childrenmod iiic. passhskinsabs , preventhJaakuabl , h|, eath dogsterm, |iiid. antiphAaniabs , thinkh|, childrenmod , look.afterhJuunaterm, |iii(137) passh sheabs, believeh�, |, passh|, caush�, |, passh|, seeh, |iiiiiiIn the remainder of this section I would like to discuss further the distinctionbetween supposedly `lexical' and supposedly `syntactic' accounts of derivational mor-phology in Inuit. I think much of this debate has been somewhat misguided, as Ihope to demonstrate by a comparison of LFG with Autolexical Syntax.272.3.1.3 On some correspondences between Autolexical Syntax and otherconstraint-based theoriesThis section will discuss some parallels between Sadock's model of Autolexical Syntax(ALS) and work in constraint-based frameworks such as LFG or HPSG. The themeof the �rst section will be to try to develop correspondences between the di�erentframeworks, and then I will use these parallels to suggest that an earlier debate overwhether a lexical or syntactic approach to Eskimo word formation should be adopted(Grimshaw and Mester 1985, Woodbury and Sadock 1986) is no longer a debate atall: the supposed di�erence in approach largely dissolves.The conclusion will be that at one time the claims of lexicalist and non-lexicalistanalyses seemed clearly distinct, but the dividing line has largely evaporated. Thereare ways in which words containing complex derivational morphology behave di�er-ently from morphologically simple words. For example, they tend to have di�erent27Below, I continue to use pivot and core rather than subj and obj to label grammaticalrelations, as elsewhere in this thesis, but it should be clear that nothing in the following sectiondepends on that { it is an independent assumption.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 97binding-theoretic properties (in Inuit, Japanese, and other languages). This contra-dicts Grimshaw and Mester's (1985:11) claim that \complex verbs are in fact syntac-tically indistinguishable from simplex verbs." Thus `lexicalist' analyses have had toprovide more abstract levels, beyond the surface syntax (such as some form of argu-ment structure) where such di�erences in behavior can be represented. In contrast,nonlexical analyses have to provide mechanisms to deal with the surface facts of mor-phology (see for example Bonet i Alsina (1991) who develops a theory of the surfacesyntax constraints on clitic templates in Catalan, following the line of work initiatedby Perlmutter (1971)). In the end there is convergence in the modules provided byvarious theories and Woodbury and Sadock's claim that Eskimo morphology requiresa `syntactic' treatment turns out to be quite compatible with `lexical' theories likeLFG after all.Equating levels. Sadock (1991, forthcoming) assumes a model of grammar withthree independent constraining levels: morphology, syntax and semantics, each gen-erated by a context-free grammar. In this section I will examine a match-up of theselevels with the levels of LFG, attempting to equate morphology with c-structure,syntax with f-structure, and semantics with a-structure (argument structure) and abit of what one would include in a real semantics (as is provided by Dalrymple et al.1993).28Trying to equate LFG's c-structure with the morphology of ALS may initiallyseem quite odd, and indeed it is an imperfect match, but key, in that it allows theimportant alignment between ALS's syntax and f-structure which is at the heart of mydiscussion. A possible LFG c-structure for a simple West Greenlandic sentence suchas (138a) is (138b) and this might seem much more like the syntax tree of ALS, (138c)(from Sadock forthcoming), than representations from the level of ALS morphology,28It seems most convenient to compare ALS with LFG both because LFG is an overtly multilevelframework like ALS, and because the proposal by Grimshaw and Mester that I will discuss usedLFG. But I believe that a very similar correspondence can be made with HPSG. This would followfrom transitivity if one accepts some of the correspondences between HPSG and LFG that I haveobserved elsewhere (Manning 1993). At any rate, I will include a few remarks on similarities withHPSG as we proceed.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 98which deal only with the make-up of individual words, as indicated in (138d).29(138) a. Niisi-pNiisi-erg erni-nison-4sg asa-vaalove-ind.3sg.3sg`Niisii loves hisi son.'b. SNPNNiisi-p NPNerni-ni Vasa-vaac. SNP[erg]NNiisi-p NP[abs]NP[erg]-ni Nerni VPVasa-vaad. N[-1]N[0]Niisi INFLp N[-1]N[0]erni INFLni V[-1]V[0]asa INFLvaaThe LFG c-structure and ALS's syntax tree initially look quite similar, and thesimilarity could be increased by adding a VP node to the LFG c-structure if onewished. In contrast, the c-structure seems to have little to do with ALS's morphologywhich indicates no relationships above the word level. But the crucial thing to focuson is how the word ernini has been treated in ALS's syntax tree: the possessiveending -ni of erni-ni has been separated o� and placed before the noun stem in theposition where lexical possessors appear. This sort of decomposition doesn't occurin the LFG c-structure. The important parallel between ALS's morphology andLFG's c-structure is that in both frameworks, this is where the notion of wordhood29Note that Sadock uses negative numbers for the X0 levels in the morphology.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 99or lexicality is captured (cf. Bresnan and Mchombo (1993), T. Mohanan (1990:63f)for discussion of this point in LFG). Both theories need a notion of wordhood toexplain phonological and other processes (see Sadock (1980:302{303) for a thoroughdiscussion of wordhood tests in Greenlandic).This is illustrated more dramatically if we look at a complex derivational form. Forthe sentence (139a), the LFG c-structure remains the same (139b), while a `syntactic'analysis of the sentence would be as in (139c).30(139) a. Niisi-pNiisi-erg erni-nison-4sg iter-sar-paawake.up-try-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`Niisii tried to waken hisi son.'b. SNPNNiisi-p NPNerni-ni Viter-sar-paac. SNP[erg]NNiisi-p SNPPRO NP[abs]NP[erg]-ni Nerni VPViter VPV-sar-paaNevertheless, this doesn't erase the di�erence that the c-structure in (138b) looksonly above the word level while the ALS morphology in (138d) looks only below theword level. The degree of correspondence can be increased by noting that LFG's c-structure has often been extended below the word level to provide an X0-like treatment30This kind of multiclausal syntactic analysis is what Smith (1982) used and is presumably whatWoodbury and Sadock (1986) were assuming. I believe Sadock no longer holds this view. Sadock(forthcoming) says of the double transitive a�xes that \the syntax of verbs formed with such su�xesdoes not di�er from that of underived transitive verbs" but rather that their semantics is di�erent.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 100of morphology, just as Sadock does with ALS's morphology. For example Simpson(1983:285) provides the c-structure (140b) for the Warlpiri word in (140a):(140) a. pirlirock-ngka-loc -ku-dat`on the rock' (the second case marker showing a higher function)b. N0N0N�1pirli Af-ngka Af-kuThus LFG is clearly prepared to extend the c-structure to represent sublexicalconstituency. Indeed this seems to be the preferred approach of LFG practictioners(e.g., Ishikawa 1985, Cho and Sells 1994). Such a solution is also proposed for WestGreenlandic nouns and verbs and Japanese causatives in Bresnan (1987). Similar tree-structured representations of sublexical structure have also been explored recently inHPSG { see for instance Krieger and Nerbonne (1993), Riehemann (1993) and Iida etal. (1994). The above and below word level trees can be shown simultaneously, andso we could replace the c-structure in (139b) with that in (141).(141) SNPN0NstemNiisi A�in-p NPN0Nstemerni A�in-ni V0VstemVstemiter A�drv-sar A�in-paaThis structure now looks much more similar to the ALS morphology. However,there is still a remaining di�erence that can't just be swept under the rug: theLFG c-structure is representing structure above the word while the ALS morphologyisn't. Given the correspondences that I am attempting to establish, we might wonder



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 101whether this above word c-structure information is needed in LFG (if it apparentlyisn't needed in the corresponding ALS structure). This is a question that can onlybe answered in the context of the whole theory and looking closely at what otherstructures there are to provide this information. And so we are not really ready toanswer this question yet. However, to awaken some doubt in the reader's mind, let menote that most of the traditional arguments for constituency were based on whethercertain groups of words were treated as a unit by a transformation { this being takenas evidence of constituency. These transformational motivations no longer exist in atheory like LFG. Other classical constituency tests give very equivocal results { see,for instance, the thorough discussion in Chapter 1 of Miller (1991). References to thisundermotivation of c-structure appear in the LFG literature. Kaplan and Zaenen(1989a) note how the tools of LFG \leave the c-structures underdetermined" andsuggest motivating c-structure on the basis of prosodic structure. So there is at leastsome reason to believe that the above-word-level c-structure might be dispensible, byenriching some other level to cover the remaining purposes that it serves.31The heart of my proposal is to realize that ALS's syntax should be equated withLFG's f-structure. Why is this so? Recall the treatment of the possessive su�x oferni-ni in the ALS syntax tree in (138c). The possessive su�x -ni appears preposedas an NP sister of the head noun stem. This is not because it has this position in thesurface syntax (or in any plausible modi�cation of it to undo A0 movements such asWh-movement and extraposition), but because it expresses the function Possessor,and that is the canonical position of possessors (i.e., where lexical possessors go).Thus, Sadock's syntax is about representing functional relationships, and not surfacesyntax, and thus it is properly the analogue of f-structure in LFG.Let us consider one more example: the treatment of a transitive verb. Sadock(forthcoming) emphasizes how \a transitive mood su�x on a verb, e.g., -mmanga31Going in the other direction, note the following observation of Sadock (1991:223, fn. 12): \Ifone wanted, the morphological words could be combined into a single structure by supplementingthe rules of the morphology with the rule MS ! W*. Such a rule makes the claim that there is nointeresting morphological constituency above the level of the word, which may or may not turn outto be true."



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 102(past subordinate mood, third person singular external category, �rst person singu-lar internal category) counts as both a third person singular ergative term and a�rst person singular absolutive term in the clause, as shown in [(142a)] for the verbtakummanga `when he saw me' ", using the lexical entry for the su�x from (142b).(142) a. SNP[erg][IC 3s] NP[abs][IC 1s] Vtakub. -mmanga syntax: NP[erg], NP[abs]semantics: ARG, ARGmorphology: INF[MOOD PSUB, EC 3s, IC 1s]The kind of representation in (142a) has no parallel with the lexicality preservingrepresentations of LFG's c-structure, where takummanga necessarily appears under aV0 node, but it is directly parallel to LFG's f-structure. Sadock's analysis that \verbinections can be NPs in syntax : : : even though they are su�xes in morphology"is implemented in LFG by having the su�xes (optionally) introduce PREDs at f-structure for various grammatical functions (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987, Simpson1991). If one ignores the unimportant representational di�erences, (142a) is virtuallyidentical to what LFG would propose as the partial f-structure induced from thelexical entry for takummanga, roughly (143):(143) 2666666666666666666666664core
2666664pred `pro'case ergpers 3num sg 3777775pred `seeh|, |i'mood psubpivot 2666664pred `pro'case abspers 1num sg 3777775

3777777777777777777777775There is a little extra information represented in the ALS syntax that doesn't appearin the f-structure { it is pretty much the information from the LFG c-structure that



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 103was missing in the ALS morphology, namely the linear order of phrasal constituentsand perhaps some extra levels of phrase structure embedding (such as a VP node).Note, however, that the linear precedence of ALS's syntax isn't always reectinglinear order, as again the treatment of -ni illustrates, but Sadock has proposals forlimiting the divergences. Given this need for divergences, it's not clear that this isa better place for such information than c-structure/morphology. The issue mainlyrevolves around whether constraints on the word order of lexical constituents shouldbe written in categorial terms (as in GPSG LP rules (Gazdar et al. 1985)) or infunctional terms (or possibly both). I will not try to resolve this issue here.This leaves semantics. Equating ALS's semantics with LFG's a-structure shouldoccasion little debate. Both levels indicate the semantic arguments of a clause andthe relationships in which they stand. Sadock (1991:223, fn. 11) notes how his se-mantics does the work of the principles of Functional Uniqueness, Completeness, andCoherence in LFG without requiring the stipulation of external well-formedness con-ditions. Arguably this desideratum is still not provided by LFG's a-structure, but itis provided by the kind of semantics envisioned by Dalrymple et al. (1993). At anyrate, since semantics is not here my primary focus, this matter need not be debatedfurther. Both ALS's semantics and LFG's a-structure allow an essentially identicalstatement of the argument structure constraint on possible binders of reexives andin�nitival controllers in Inuit, for example. As I will show later, this use of a formof syntacticized argument structure for determining binding closely parallels work inHPSG in which binding theory is run o� the argument structure (arg-s, formerlycalled subcat), such as Pollard and Sag (1992) and Iida et al. (1994).The conception of the lexicon is also very similar in all of ALS, LFG and HPSG:a place where the morphological, syntactic and semantic properties of phonologicalforms can be stated. The remainder of the theory of ALS deals with informationow and constraints on mismatches between levels. This latter area has been lessdeveloped in LFG than other theories, but there seems no formal inability to generatethe correct constraints. At any rate, these principles impinge little on the discussionbelow, and thus I will ignore them.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 104The dissolution of a debate. Given the above understanding of how the levelsof ALS and LFG should properly be equated, let us reconsider the debate betweenGrimshaw and Mester (1985) and Woodbury and Sadock (1986). My basic contentionis that with the perspective of hindsight, this debate should never have taken place.While my analysis could be criticized as a reconstruction,32 the basic result is thatwith the passage of time, advocates of a `syntactic' analysis of polysynthetic formshave nevertheless had to deal with their wordhood (as Sadock does with ALS) whileadvocates of a `lexical' analysis have had to provide mechanisms whereby morpho-logically complex words are in some respects di�erent from morphologically simplewords (as in Iida et al.'s (1994) account of Japanese causatives, or the kind of accountof binding in Inuit that I consider here). The issue seems to boil down to a gener-alization of what Grimshaw and Mester (1985:15, fn. 21) said about case marking:\Multiple case marking might be attributed to syntactically derived verbs only. Ina lexical theory, on the other hand, multiple case marking might be a property ofmorphologically derived verbs only." In other words, the more complex structures ofderived forms can result from recursion in the morphology rather than recursion inthe syntax.Grimshaw and Mester (1985). Grimshaw and Mester (1985) consider thepassive, antipassive, equi and double transitive postbases in Labrador Inuttut.33Smith (1982) suggested that the equi and double transitive postbases should havea syntactic analysis so that at some level of structure such postbases are essentiallylike an English verb like want or make which introduces a clausal or VP complementand that there is then subsequent verb raising or clause union (i.e., the deep struc-ture representation is roughly as suggested in (139c)). Grimshaw and Mester (G&M)argue that rather these forms should be generated by lexical rules, along the samelines as the lexical analysis of the passive (Bresnan 1982b) and antipassive, proposingthe rules in (144):32For example, the version of LFG Grimshaw and Mester assumed used lexical rules rather thanX0 morphology and had no notion of a-structure.33The data are identical to the West Greenlandic data given at the beginning of this section,except for one wrinkle that is mentioned in the next footnote.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 105(144) a. -guma rule [= equi subject postbases. CDM]V(S, : : :y, : : : ) ! V-guma(S, ;, : : :x, y|{z}, : : : )where the under brace represents binding.b. -kqu rule [= double transitive postbases. CDM]V(S, : : :y, : : : ) ! V-kqu(S, O, : : :x, y, : : : )The notation in (144a) is supposed to indicate that postbases of the -guma class intro-duce a new logical argument, but this argument binds the previous subject argument,and hence the old subject argument becomes inexpressible (which is denoted by the; at the grammatical function level). In (144b), the a�x introduces a new subject,and the old subject becomes the object.34G&M suggest that a lexical account is preferable because it most simply accountsfor the phenomena that show that these verbs are words, it explains why morpholog-ically complex verbs are identical to other verbs in grammatical behavior (includingespecially a general observance of the principle of functional uniqueness) and it makescorrect predictions concerning rule interactions.Woodbury and Sadock (1986). Woodbury and Sadock (1986) (W&S) reactto the above account suggesting that \where the two approaches make clearly di�erentpredictions, the facts of Eskimo languages support a syntactic treatment not G & M'slexical treatment" (p. 234). I will proceed carefully through their argumentation.The �rst point concerns functional uniqueness. G&M suggested that morphologi-cally complex verbs had the same syntax (phrase structure con�gurations, agreementand case marking patterns) as other simplex verbs, a point not automatically ex-plained by a multiclausal syntactic account. W&S note that this is only partially34G&M only consider the case where the stem is intransitive, since Smith (1982) reports thatdouble transitive su�xation is restricted to intransitive stems. Woodbury and Sadock (1986) notethat double transitive su�xes can be added to transitive verbs in all other described varieties ofEskimo (as noted for West Greenlandic above) { the construction then becomes more akin to thecausatives and permissives in other languages for which detailed lexical analyses have been given(e.g., Alsina 1993 and Butt 1993).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 106true. While functional uniqueness clearly applies in this domain to allow only one ab-solutive and one ergative argument, the use of multiple a�xation does allow multipledisplaced terms, whereas no simplex verb has these case marking patterns. (145a)shows double antipassivization leading to two modalis NPs in Labrador Inuttut and(145b) shows two terminalis NPs resulting from su�xing two double transitive post-bases to a transitive verb stem in Central Alaskan Yup0ik.(145) a. Angutikman.abs anna-mikwoman-mod taku-;-kqu-ji-juksee-antip-want-antip-ind.intr.3sg siitsi-miksquirrel-mod`The man wants the woman to see the squirrel.' (Labrador Inuttut)b. Uu-mthis-erg pi-llru-a-nga,do-past.ind-3sg-1sg Jim'a-munJim-term tan'gurrar-nunboy-pl.termtegu-vkar-ni-lu-ku,take-let-say-inf-3sg qalqapa-kaaxe-abs.1sg (Central Alaskan Yup0ik)`This (person) (spoke) to me and said that Jim let the boys take my axe.'W&S are correct that this data goes against a strict interpretation of the claimthat complex verbs should only have the same case frames as simplex verbs, butthis data does not force a syntactic treatment. Rather it can be noted that themorphological su�xing of postbases licenses displaced terms, and recursive su�xationlicenses multiple displaced terms. Thus recursion in morphological structure canreplace the postulation of recursive syntactic structure. For the core roles, the claimof functional uniqueness is here and elsewhere maintained: there remains at most oneabsolutive and one ergative NP and at most two crossreferencing case markers.Noun incorporation, raised by W&S as a more telling argument for a syntacticapproach, is actually not a problem in LFG, once we accept that it is the f-structurethat captures the \syntactic" nature of Eskimo incorporation that W&S observe.While this is not the place for a complete analysis of noun incorporation,35 the outlinesof an analysis are presented below (this analysis is not materially di�erent to theones suggested in Bresnan (1987) and Simpson (1991)). We want to explain how35For detailed discussion of noun incorporation in Inuit, see among others Sadock (1980, 1985,1986).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 107an incorporated noun can have a modifying adjunct in the modalis case (146a) or apossessive modi�er as in (146b).36(146) a. SuulutSuulut.abs ataatsi-mikone-mod ammassat-tor-poqsardine-eat-ind.3sg`Suulut ate one sardine.'b. Tuttu-preindeer-gen neqi-tor-pu-ngameat-eat-ind-1sg`I ate reindeer meat.'The essence of the analysis is a c-structure rule that makes all parts of an NPoptional:37(147) NP ! (NP)("POSS)= # (N)"= # (N)("ADJ)= #("CASE) = (#CASE)("NUM) = (#NUM)and that lexical verbs can be formed by adding certain postbases to nouns (so-called`noun incorporation'):(148) a. V�1 ! Nstem("OBLmod) = # A�vrblz"= #b. V0 ! V�1"= # A�in"= #Together with the lexical entries for -tor and -fv/pgoq in (149), and a few otherstraightforward rules and lexical items,38 this will allow a `syntactic' analysis of36Presuming that such an account is indeed the one we want. While Sadock (1980, 1985, 1986)argues for the possibility of possessor stranding, Bittner (1994) presents a model that does not allowpossessor stranding, emphasizing that it is very restricted (as Rischel (1971) noted) and suggest-ing that the occasional examples involve an idiom or other exceptional constructional possibilities(Sadock (p.c., 1994) questions the possibility of explaining the observed examples as idioms, not-ing that possessor-stranding is productive). The sketch analysis I present here will allow possessorstranding in line with Sadock's model.37However, LFG's principle of completeness will prevent headless NPs in normal circumstances.Thus this account explains without further stipulation why a stranded possessor can appear with an`incorporated' head, while an NP cannot otherwise consist of simply a genitive case possessor NP(thanks to Jerry Sadock for questioning me on this point).38For the miniature grammar I am considering, the following will su�ce:



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 108Greenlandic noun incorporation at f-structure (150b), while maintaining a lexicality-respecting c-structure (150a):(149) a. -tor A�vrblz ("PRED)= `use/eath("PIVOT)("OBLmod)i'("OBLmod CASE)=MODb. -voq A�in ("PIVOT NUM)=SG("PIVOT PERS)= 3("PIVOT CASE)=cABS(150) a. SNPNSuulut NPNNstemataatsi A�in-mik VV�1Nstemammassat A�vrblz-tor A�in-poq(i) a. S ! NP*("fpivotjcorejoblmodg) = # V"= #b. N ! Nstem"= #( ("case) =abs ) (Afcase)"= #c. -mik Afcase ("case) =modSuulut Nstem ("pred) = `Suulut'ataatsi Nstem ("pred) = `one'ammassat Nstem ("pred) = `sardine'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 109b. 2666666666666666666666666666666664
pivot 2666664case absnum sgpers 3pred `Suulut'3777775pred `eath|, |i'oblmod 2666666666666666664pred `sardine'case modnum sgpers 3adj 2666664pred `one'case modnum sgpers 3 37777753777777777777777775

3777777777777777777777777777777775Just as in W&S's syntactic analysis, the incorporated noun is treated as \logically aninstrumental [i.e., modalis, CDM] case object" at the level of f-structure.Various other of the points raised by G&M and W&S either don't distinguishbetween a `lexical' and a `syntactic' account (as W&S observe), or can equally beaccounted for lexically with a more liberal understanding of what LFG provides. Thefact that reexives and in�nitives can look to the `subject' of the base verb for a con-troller in cases of double transitive a�xation does not indicate that there must be aphrase-structural subject for both the verb stem and the double transitive a�x. Giventhat the logical subject of passives can also be the controller of reexives and in�ni-tives, the data suggests clearly that binding is rather sensitive to argument structure(see below). W&S object to G&M's account which allowed free recursive applicationof lexical rules suggesting that certain possibilities are restricted and suggesting that\the lexical theory fails to account for such idiosyncracies in the ordering of word-formation processes". However, it seems that while no account of such restrictionswas given by G&M, a lexical account should be better able to explain processes ofordering and grammaticization that restrict possible combinations than any syntacticaccount (W&S do not actually o�er an account either). Certain ordering restrictionsmay well be semantic and equally explainable under either theory. Similarly the ob-servation that there are a�xes that can only attach to underived intransitive verbs



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 110(and not ones resulting from passivization or antipassivization) is not very tellingonce it is noticed that this a�x \always comes before any other postbases when itis used" (Woodbury and Sadock 1986:240 citing Reed et al. 1977:177) { this can beexplained by a purely morphological restriction.The only evidence that clearly seems to sit uneasily with what we are callingthe `lexicalist' analysis is the existence of postinectional complementation as in theCentral Alaskan Yup0ik example in (151):39(151) Liissaq=u-naLisa.abs=this.one-abs tai-gu-ur-tuqcome-ind.3sg-utter-ind.3sg`Lisa uttered \This one is coming".'This structure indeed seems to violate the desired restrictions on functional unique-ness (there are two absolutive NPs) and is a rare case in Eskimo where derivationala�xes follow the normally word-�nal inectional morphology of the verb. However,as W&S themselves note, such postinectional complementation does not result inthe same phonological processes as normal su�xation and it seems that an analysisof -urtuq as an enclitic is quite appealing here. Under such an analysis, this sentencewould be biclausal at c-structure and f-structure and -urtuq would simply `lean' onthe preceding word:(152) SNPLiissaq SNPu-na Vtai-gu(q) Vencl=ur-tuqIn summary, Eskimo derivational morphology clearly requires some notion of re-cursion, but it seems that the implementation of recursion can be either at the phrasallevel or at the level of morphology. There is a clear sense in which inectional su�xescan act as pronouns and semantic predicates in Eskimo languages, but this can be39A demonstrative cliticizes to the preceding word in Central Alaskan Yup0ik. Thanks to JerrySadock for explaining this to me.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 111appropriately captured at the level of f-structure or a-structure in LFG. To the extentthat LFG (or HPSG) remains a `lexical' theory, there do not seem any obstacles totreating the supposedly `syntactic' properties of certain su�xes within them.Notions of lexicalism. It is nevertheless the case that LFG and HPSG end uphaving to use a notion of the lexicalist hypothesis that is somewhat weaker than thatimplied in early work. That is, one cannot maintain the strongest version of thelexicalist hypothesis given in (153):(153) Syntactic rules cannot make reference to any aspects of word-internal structure.(Anderson 1982)because morphologically complex words can have di�erent subcategorization or bind-ing properties from simple words, and that is presumably because of some aspectof their internal structure. However, we can maintain a weaker version whereby allderivational and inectional processes are performed prior to lexical insertion and areinvisible to syntax, but the syntax can see the informational structures produced bythe morphology (using a sophisticated form of feature percolation). An information-oriented version of the lexicalist hypothesis is then saying:(154) The syntax can see all features of full words, but does not have access to howthese features were built up inside the morphology.It can then be accepted that in some cases these informational structures may be of atype produced only by morphologically complex words (and so there is not completeobservance of the principle of Structure Preservation that W&S discuss).The above de�nitions of lexical integrity give a kind of information-theoretic char-acterization of lexical integrity { syntactic rules are restricted in terms of how muchinformation about morphological structure that they have access to. Bresnan andMchombo (1993) suggest that the way to approach lexical integrity is rather by not-ing that \words are built out of di�erent structural elements and by di�erent principlesof composition than syntactic phrases." This follows the proposals of Simpson (1991)that the lexical integrity hypothesis is that \constituent structure processes are blindto the internal structure of lexical categories". Complete words undergo lexical in-sertion at the terminal nodes in phrase structure trees, and the categorial component



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 112cannot move or refer to individual morphemes. But functional information is allowedto percolate throughout the informational representation(s) of a sentence, e.g., thef-structure (which can give the appearance of movement).40The essence of Bresnan and Mchombo's (1993) approach is that the grammar of alanguage does possess a morphology, separate from its syntax, with its own elementsof structure and rules of composition. They wish to capture that structure-dependentsyntactic rules do not apply to morphological elements (morphemes) while functionalinformation can ow freely through the morphology and syntax. They discuss �vetests for their notion of lexical integrity: extraction, conjoinability, gapping, inboundanaphoric islands and phrasal recursivity. The second last (inbound anaphoric is-lands) seems to �t less well with their de�nition than the others since it seems lessclearly to do with word structure, although Bresnan and Mchombo attempt to inter-pret it in this way. But overall the claim is that grammar includes a component thatdetermines syntactic constituency and that its principles di�er from those that applyto morphemes in terms of their elements, ordering constraints, and the availability ofrecursivity. See also Sells (1994) for similar arguments for distinguishing words andmorphemes (rather than treating both uniformly via functional projections) withinJapanese and Korean.Thus, in many ways the above proposed LFG and ALS analyses are much moresimilar than has been made clear in the literature. But are there still remainingclear di�erences that would help us decide between them? The data that Bresnanand Mchombo (1993) and Sells (1994) provide serve to motivate a level of syntacticconstituency that observes lexical integrity (arguing against the reservations expressednear the beginning of this section). Any such constraints are at present imperfectlyrendered in ALS because its syntactic level is mixing lexical items and morphemes(they could perhaps be captured by extending the level of morphology above theword). The potential weak link of Sadock's (1991, forthcoming) proposals is that themixture of phrase structural and functional information in the level of syntax predicts40However, Simpson does claim that the indexing of anaphoric information is blind to the internalstructure of words (because of bracket erasure in the theory of Lexical Phonology/Morphology),whereas I accept that morphologically complex forms can and sometimes do produce di�erentanaphoric binding possibilities from any simple verb.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 113a certain coupling which may not always exist. On the other hand, to the extent thatthe coupling exists, Sadock's proposal would be strengthened. This matter requiresfurther study, but some further discussion appears in Section 2.4.5.2.3.1.4 ConclusionsIn this section I have shown that double transitive and equi-subject postbases mustbe treated as forming complex predicates. I have shown that it is not necessaryto form such complex predicates in the syntax. Indeed, given their lexicality, itseems more desirable to form them in the morphology. It has been argued elsewhere(Rosen 1989, Alsina 1993) that complex predicate formation is an argument structureoperation. Thus we should expect these postbases to be sensitive to relations at thelevel of argument structure, and this is indeed what we found. So these postbasesgive us information about Inuit argument structure and do not provide evidence forsurface grammatical relations (as Dixon (1979:115{118) argued).2.3.2 The Inuit `In�nitive'Inuit has a mood morpheme -(l)lu, often referred to as the in�nitive,41 which is usedin certain verbal complements and more commonly in adverbial clauses, either witha meaning like `while' or to indicate sequential actions. Complement uses are shownbelow with a transitive complement (155a) and an intransitive complement (155b).(155) a. Miiqqatchildren.abs [erg JuunaJuuna.abs ikiu-ssa-llu-guhelp-fut-inf-3sg] niriursui-pp-u-tpromise-ind-intr-3pl`The children promised to help Juuna.'b. Miiqqatchildren [abs qiti-ssa-llu-tikdance-fut-inf-4pl] niriursui-pp-u-tpromise-ind-intr-3pl`The children promised to dance.'Note that the gapped NP in the complement must be the A or the S NP. This could betaken as an indication of syntactic accusativity, but in the last chapter I showed how41But also as the gerundive (Bok-Bennema 1991), the appositional mood (Woodbury 1985a) andthe contemporative (Fortescue 1984, Sadock forthcoming).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 114control is generally sensitive to the more semantically-oriented notion of a-subject.Stating that the controllee must be the highest a-subject of the in�nitival clause alsogives a perfectly satisfactory account of the possibilities shown in (155). I will proposethat the correct constraint on use of the in�nitive is as in (156).(156) The in�nitive mood indicates overlapping reference42 between the highest a-subject of the in�nitival clause and the minimal a-commanding a-subject ofthe clause in which the in�nitive is embedded.If the in�nitival clause contains a passive, then my argument structure basedaccount of passivization predicts control between the closest a-subject of the mainclause and the derived S of the in�nitive (the highest a-subject of the in�nitival clause{ if being the controllee was not restricted to the highest a-subject of the subordinateclause, then the oblique agent would also be a possible controllee, contrary to thefacts). This prediction is con�rmed, as shown in (157), the structure of which isshown in (158).(157) HansiHansi.nom isir-puqcome.in-ind.3sg Kaala-mil=luKaalat-abl=and taku-niqar-lunisee-pass-inf.4sg`Hans came in and was seen by Kaalat.'(158) a. gr-s266666666664pred come.inpivot hpred `Hans'ixadj 26664pred be.seenpivot |obl hpred `Kaalat'i3777537777777777542I state the constraint in terms of overlapping reference rather than coreference because examplesfrom traditional narratives suggest that only a part-whole relationship between the two NPs isactually required. The distinction can generally be ignored while reading this section but see (162a)for an example. This issue is further discussed in Bergsland (1955:22{23) and Sadock (forthcoming).
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26666666666666664come.ina-sb Hansthen 26666666664passa-sb |xarg 2664seea-sb Kaalatarg | 37753777777777537777777777777775For the controller of the in�nitive, there is positive evidence that we are dealingwith a-subjects rather than grammatical relations. The a-subject of an in�nitiveclause must always be controlled by the immediately higher a-subject under which itis embedded. With simple predicates, this amounts to coreference with the higher A/SNP, but if the higher verb contains a double transitive a�x, an in�nitival modifyingthe meaning of the stem will have its subject coreferent to the absolutive (which isthe a-subject of the stem) (159a), the structure of which is shown in (159b).(159) a. atisalirsur-lu-niget.dressed-inf-4sg uqursa-qqu-aaput.on.warm.clothes-ask-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`She told him to get dressed and put on warm clothing.'b.

gr-s
266666666666666664pred ask.to.put.on.warm.clothespivot 24pred `pro'gend masc35core 24pred `pro'gend fem35xadj 24pred get.dressedpivot | 35 377777777777777775
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a-s
26666666666666664aska-sb shearg himxarg 26666664put.on.warm.clothesa-sb |while 24get.dresseda-sb | 353777777537777777777777775Similarly, if the next higher verb is passive, an in�nitive complement can be coreferentwith the higher verb's logical subject agent. In (161a), there is coreference betweenthe lower a-subject of `tie up' (the logical subject) and the a-subject of `prevent'.(160) a. uumasuqanimalj pikin-naviir-lu-gukick.about-prevent-inf-3sg qilirsur-niqar-p-u-qtie.up-pass-ind-itr-3sg`The animalj was tied up (by somebodyi) preventing itj from kickingabout.'b. gr-s2666666666664pred be.tied.uppivot hpred `animal'ixadj 266664pred prevent.to.kick.aboutpivot hpred `pro'icore hpred `pro'i 3777753777777777775

a-s
26666666666666666666666664
passa-sb animalxarg 26666666666666666664tie.upa-sb proarg |and 26666666664preventa-sb |arg proxarg 24kick.abouta-sb | 3537777777775

37777777777777777775
37777777777777777777777775



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 117Further notes on the in�nitiveThe contemporative mood endings of in�nitive verbs agree only with the absolutiveargument, regardless of the transitivity of the verb (and unlike participles, the in-�nitival ending does not vary with the transitivity of the verb). Such an agreementpattern would be quite unusual if Inuit were merely morphologically ergative, butmakes more sense given that the absolutive argument is the pivot. The contempora-tive mood endings are shown in (161).(161) West Greenlandic Contemporativesg pl1st -llunga -lluta2nd -llutit -llutik3rd -llugu -llugit4th -lluni -llutikThe contrast between the third person and the anaphoric fourth person ending isdiscussed in detail in the next subsection. It often appears as if the third and fourthperson endings distinguish the transitivity of the in�nitive verb (the fourth personendings appearing with intransitive verbs, and the third person endings occurringwith transitive verbs) because anaphors are also sensitive to a-structure.43 However,because binding can be long distance (unlike control of in�nitives) there is not anexact match (see (173c) for a fourth person ending on a transitive in�nitive).Neither absolutive nor ergative a-subjects appear in in�nitival complements suchas those shown in (155) { presumably because these are complements any overt NPr-expression in such a position would violate Principle C. However, with adverbialuses of in�nitives, although there must be control as indicated, the overt NP canappear in either the in�nitival clause or in the higher clause (or it can be pro-droppedin both). Thus in adverbial in�nitival clauses, overt NPs serving as any of A, S, or Oare licensed. Further examples are shown in (162).4443And they appear to be misinterpreted in this way by Bok-Bennema (1991:206{7).44The ergative case marking on arna-p in (162b) makes it clear that it belongs to the in�nitiveclause and not the main clause which is intransitive.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 118(162) a. [niviarsiaqgirl.abs sikkir-lu-niblossom-inf-4sg] kiina-nngu-aface-little-3sg nui-rata-nnguar-puqappear-all.the.same-little-3sg`The girl (i.e., the willow herb) blossoming, her little face appeared at last.'b. [arna-pwoman-erg atisassatclothes.abs irrur-lu-gitwash.inf-3pl] irinarsur-p-u-qsing-ind-intr-3sg`While the womani washed the clothes, shei sang.'2.3.3 Binding Phenomena2.3.3.1 Introductory exempli�cationBefore showing the plausibility of an argument-structure based account of binding inInuit, let me briey introduce the elements that such an account should cover. Inuithas an overt anaphor noun immi- as in (163).(163) a. uqar-puqsay-ind.intr.3sg HansiHansi.abs immi-nutself-term ikiur-tariaqar-tuqhelp-must-ipart.3sg`Hei said that Hansij must help himselfi/j.'b. immi-nutself-term malugi-ler-poqnotice-begin-ind.3sg nakua-nngor-lu-nistrong.person-become-inf-4sg`Hei began to notice himselfi, (himselfi) becoming a strong person.'There is also an anaphoric adverbial namminiq which acts as an emphasizer:(164) namminiqself.emph taku-aasee-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`Shei saw it herselfi.'There are overt pronouns (forms of the demonstrative system used for alreadymentioned forms), such as taassuminnga in (165). However, most frequently pronounsare `dropped' but pronominals can also be coded by agreement su�xes, as discussedbelow.(165) Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs taa-ssu-minngadem-sg-mod uqaluttuup-p-a-atell-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juunai told Kaalij about him*i=j=k.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 119Other NPs (r-expressions) will show Principle C e�ects, although these are not furtherdiscussed in this section.Precisely matching the anaphor/pronoun division in lexical forms, Inuit has inthe notional third person a distinction in agreement a�xes (used for both verbalagreement and the possessors of nouns) between reexive and pronominal agreement.The pronominal agreement is conventionally termed third person agreement and itcan be analyzed as having the same obviative properties as lexical pronouns. Thereexive agreement is conventionally termed fourth person agreement, and it can beanalyzed as having the same binding properties as lexical reexives. Both third andfourth person su�xes can agree with an overt local NP. However, there is widespread`pro-drop', and overt NPs agreeing with fourth person su�xes are restricted to placeswhere no Principle C violation would result (basically adverbial clauses, e.g., (183a)).Possessed nouns agree with their possessor, and the distinction between thirdand fourth person endings in Inuit gives the following contrast (unlike the normallyambiguous English translation in (166a)).(166) a. Hansi-pHansi-erg erni-nison-4sg.abs asa-vaalove-ind.3sg.3sg`Hansii loves selfi's son.'b. Hansi-pHansi-erg erner-ason-3sg.abs asa-vaalove-ind.3sg.3sg`Hansii loves his/her*i/j son.'This same third/fourth person contrast appears on subordinate verb forms (indicativeand other main clause verb forms have only a third person).45(167) a. [iser-amienter-psub.4sg] KaaliKaali.abs innar-poqlie.down-ind.3sg`When hei went in, Karli lay down.'45In some varieties of Eskimo, fourth person su�xes only appear on adverbial subordinate verbs(Bok-Bennema 1991:291, fn. 10), but in Greenlandic, they also occur on complement subordinateverbs.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 120b. [iser-atenter-psub.3sg] KaaliKaali.abs innar-poqlie.down-ind.3sg`When he*i went in, Karli lay down.'Finally, Inuit has lexical pronominal-reexives, immi-nir-mi- and nammi-nir-mi-.As suggested by Bittner (1994),46 these forms can be analyzed as simultaneouslyobeying the conditions on anaphors and pronouns, and hence they act as a necessarilylong distance reexive.47Following Bittner (1994), I will argue in the next subsection that all of theseelements can be accounted for under a uniform set of binding conditions. Very roughly,I will argue that a reexive must be bound by an accessible a-subject, a pronominalmust be free of the immediately higher a-subject and the pronominal reexive mustbe bound by a higher a-subject that isn't the nearest one. Such an account willpredict the data shown in (168).(168) a. KaaliKaali.abs uqar-p-u-qsay-ind-intr-3sg PaviaPavia.abs immi-nitself-ablangi-nir-u-sinnaa-nngi-tsu-qbig-cmp-be-can-neg-ipart-3sg`Kaalii said that Paviaj couldn't be taller than selfi/j/*k.'b. KaaliKaali.abs uqar-p-u-qsay-ind-intr-3sg PaviaPavia.abs taa-ssu-manngadem-sg-ablangi-nir-u-sinnaa-nngi-tsu-qbig-cmp-be-can-neg-ipart-3sg`Kaalii said that Paviaj couldn't be taller than himi/*j/k.'46And earlier by Mohanan (1981) for the similar pronominal anaphor t�aan in Malayalam.47Pronominal-reexives are innovative forms dating from the 1920s and still not used by all speak-ers (Bittner 1985). Bittner suggests her analysis is appropriate for all speakers that use this form.However, there are some apparent counterexamples in the literature. For example, Fortescue (1984)gives (i) where namminirminit is acting as a short distance reexive (equivalent to imminit):(i) namminir-mi-nitself.obv-4sg-abl ani-vuqcome.out-ind.intr.3sg`She came out of her house/place.'However, it is quite possible that the long distance reexive usage has stabilized among the youngerspeakers with which Bittner has worked, and in general this section adopts her generalizations onthe distribution of reexive forms.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 121c. KaaliKaali.abs uqar-p-u-qsay-ind-intr-3sg PaviaPavia.abs immi-nirmi-nitself-obv-ablangi-nir-u-sinnaa-nngi-tsu-qbig-cmp-be-can-neg-ipart-3sg`Kaalii said that Paviaj couldn't be taller than selfi/*j/*k.'However, unlike Bittner, I will suggest that these conditions operate on argumentstructure. Some comparison of the similarities and di�erences with Bittner's ownaccount can be found in Section 2.4.3.3.2.3.3.2 A-subjects and cotermsIn Section 1.5.1 I argued, following Kroeger (1993), that reexive binding in Tagalogis based on argument structure prominence. In this section I will show the adequacyof an argument structure based account of binding in Inuit. Thus the fact that theabsolutive NP is the surface pivot, as argued above, does not of itself a�ect bindingpossiblilites.Inuit is a language in which the class of possible binders is constrained (cf. (61b)).The binder of an anaphor must be an a-subject. Thus in simple sentences a reexivefourth person ending can be bound by an A (169) or S (170) a-subject, but a fourthperson ending cannot be bound by an O NP (even though it is the pivot) (171).(169) a. palasi-ppriest-erg nuli-iwife-4sg.abs tuqup-paakill-ind.tr.3sg.3sg`The priesti killed hisi wife.'b. gr-s266666664pred killcore hpred priestipivot 24pred wifespec hpred selfi35377777775 a-s26666664killa-sb priestarg 24wifeposs self3537777775(170) a. immi-nutself-term uqar.viga-angaspeak.to-ind.intr.1sg`I spoke to myself.'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 122b. gr-s266664pred speak.topivot hpred Iiobl hpred selfi377775 a-s2664speak.toa-sb Iarg self3775(171) *Anaana-mimother-4sg.erg PiitaPiita.abs nagligi-janalove-3sg.3sg (Inuktitut)`Hisi mother loves Piitai.'This gives us the �rst constraint on reexives: a reexive must be bound by ana-commanding a-subject. This is in line with the universal binding theory suggestedin the previous chapter. Formally, the de�nitions I will adopt are:48(172) a. An argument � a-commands an argument � i� � does not include � andevery a-structure that contains all instances of � contains all instances of �.49b. An argument is an a-subject if it is the least oblique argument at any levelof the argument structure.The de�nition in (172b) depends on the de�nition of obliqueness that I proposed inChapter 1: terms are less oblique than obliques, and within these two groupings,obliqueness is given by a thematic hierarchy, so that, minimally, the agent or experi-encer becomes the a-subject of a simple verb. The a-structures in (169b) and (170b)then clearly satisfy these conditions: in each case the binder is an a-subject thata-commands the reexive.48In these de�nitions, an argument is any value in an argument structure, and is not to beunderstood as in contrast to `adjunct'.49I phrase the de�nition in terms of `all instances of �' to allow for cases where � appears inmultiple places in the argument structure, due to the fusion that occurs in passives and causatives.Alternatively, it could be stated so as to refer speci�cally to the highest occurrence of �. In this situ-ation, and in general when arguments are uni�ed, it seems that only the highest instance of a groupof uni�ed items counts as visible. This same issue turns up in the functional uncertainty based theoryof long distance dependencies of Kaplan and Zaenen (1989b). The theory given there overgeneratesin cases of functional control (where verbs like seem introduce equations like ("SUBJ)= ("XCOMPSUBJ)), since the functional uncertainty path can end at either the grammatical function of the overtNP or at the second grammatical function that is controlled. The account needs to be restricted sothat only the higher position containing the overt NP is visible, as can be done by adding a term tothe functional uncertainty equation.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 123Anaphors in Inuit are long distance: there need not be binding in any particulardomain, and so in principle a reexive element can be bound by any a-commanding a-subject. This is illustrated below for a lexical reexive (173a), the adverbial namminiq(173b), and for the fourth person ending on an in�nitive (173c).(173) a. qutsavigi-umallir-paabe.grateful.for-feel.like-ind.tr.3sg.3sg [maannanow tikilluguuntil immi-nikself-modpaar-si-sima-mmatlook.after-antip-perf-psub.3s]Hei felt grateful that hej had looked after himi up till now.'b. MaaliaMaalia.abs uqar-puqsay-ind.intr.3sg [Hansi-pHansi-erg namminiqself.emphikiur-tariaqa-raanihelp-must-part.3sg.4sg]`Maaliai said that Hansij had to help heri herselfi.'/`Maaliai said that Hansij himselfj had to help heri.'c. savaati-misheep.pl-4sg ilisara-lu-nirecognize-inf-4sg miirturvigi-lir-mannibleat.at-begin-psub.3pl.4sgmisiga-aqfeel-ind.3sg qullili-lir-lu-nitears.well-begin-inf-4sg : : :`When hisi sheep, recognizing himi, began to bleat at himi, hei felt tearscoming to hisi eyes, : : : 'Consider the verb ilisaraluni `recognizing him' in (173c). There is necessary coref-erence between its a-subject (the sheep) and the a-subject of the next higher verbmiirturvigi-lir-manni `began to bleat at' (Section 2.3.2), but the fourth person marker(marking the O argument) is coreferent not with this a-subject, but the a-subject ofthe next verb up qullililirluni (i.e., hei).So far the conditions on reexives in Inuit that we have examined are in linewith what we expect from the theory of binding outlined in Chapter 1. However,Inuit has an additional restriction against coreference between coterms (two argumentare coterms if they are both terms within the same gr-structure clause). This isnot universal,50 but some such restriction on coreference with `nearby' arguments is50Cf. both the Tagalog example (63a), and the binding of the Basque reciprocal shown in (5a)



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 124extremely common.This constraint is needed to explain the binding possibilities of the agreementsu�xes on subordinate verbs. Consider the example in (174).(174) [iser�gi-mma-nivisit-psub.3sg-4sg] Kaali-pKaali-erg HansiHansi.abs eqippaahug.ind.3sg.3sg`When hei visited himj, Karlj hugged Hansi=k.'According to what has been said so far, this sentence should be able to have eitherthe reading shown (where the fourth person visitee is bound by the a-subject of thematrix sentence), or the translation `When hei visited himselfi, Karlj hugged Hansi=k'(where the fourth person visitee is bound by the local a-subject, the visitor, yieldinga simple reexive). However, this latter reading is actually impossible (even when amore pragmatically plausible sentence is chosen). This can be captured by postulatinga language-particular constraint which disallows an anaphoric element in Inuit frombeing bound by a coterm.Additionally, it is well known that in West Greenlandic (and other forms of Es-kimo) the paradigm of the lexical reexive is defective. The reexive lacks direct caseforms: there is no absolutive form *immi which would allow the sentence in (175).This meaning must be expressed by intransitivizing the verb and optionally adding aterminalis case form of the anaphor as shown in (176).(175) *palasi-ppriest-erg immiself.abs tuqup-paakill-ind.tr.3sg.3sg*`The priesti killed himselfi.'(176) a. palasipriest.abs immi-nutself-term tuqup-puqkill-ind.intr.3sg`The priesti killed himselfi.'b. gr-s266664pred killpivot hpred priestiobl hpred selfi 377775 a-s2664killa-sb priestarg self 3775where the ergative a-subject binds the absolutive.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 125In intransitivized forms like (176), the S NP is an a-subject which a-commands theoblique argument, but the oblique is not a coterm of the S NP, so even with a generalconstraint on binding coterms the S NP can bind the oblique. Thus the restriction onthe binding of coterms in Inuit cannot be directly tested with lexical reexives. Onthe other hand the coterm restriction is not only consistent with the distribution oflexical anaphors but provides a functional motivation for the lexical gap, as suggestedby Sadock (forthcoming). Assuming that the coterm condition applies uniformly, notethat a sentence such as (175) would be impossible even if there were direct case formsof the lexical reexive. Indeed, direct case forms of the lexical reexive could neverbe used in main clauses. They could be used in subordinate clauses, but here theywould almost always be redundant, since their meaning is already captured by fourthperson a�xes and/or the in�nitive mood.51 Thus assuming that the coterm conditionapplies uniformly, the lexical gap in the reexive paradigm is motivated: if these formsexisted, they would bear almost no functional load.Is this additional constraint correctly stated in terms of a condition on coterms?Dalrymple (1993) documents a number of cases where anaphors must be free within asmall domain. She characterizes these constraints (in LFG) in terms of a CoargumentDisjointness Condition, which says that the anaphor must be free of all coargumentsof the same pred. I could restate my coterm constraint in terms of the CoargumentDisjointness Condition, by suggesting that all the oblique cases of Inuit are semanticcases that introduce their own pred, but I doubt that this is the correct solution.The possible disjunction we are concerned with is between a case marking case su�xwhich might yield an f-structure like (177a) and a semantic case su�x which wouldyield an f-structure like (177b):(177) a.26664: : :obl hpred `squirrel'i: : : 37775 b.266666664: : :obl 24pred `onh|i'obj hpred `squirrel'i 35: : : 37777777551The only place where they could non-redundantly signal a binding relationship is between thesubject of a transitive in�nitive and a higher a-subject that is not the immediately higher a-subject.Such circumstances occur rarely.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 126In the cases Dalrymple documents, there is a distinction between `case marking'prepositions or cases which disallow the reexive (as in these cases the argument stillcounts as an argument of the main predicate) and `semantic' prepositions or caseswhich allow the reexive (as the reexive is now an argument of the preposition orsemantic case). This is shown for Marathi aapan. in (178) and Norwegian seg in (179),both of which Dalrymple analyzes as reexives that obey the Coargument DisjointnessCondition.(178) a. *JaneJane aaplyaa�siwith self bad. bad. temutters*`Janei mutters to/with herselfi.'b. Jane-neJane-erg aaplyaakartaafor self saad. isari ghet. libought`Janei bought a sari for herselfi.'(179) a. *JonJon fortaltetold OlaOla omabout segself*`Joni told Olaj about selfi=j.'b. hunShe kastetthrew megme frafrom segself`Shei threw me away from selfi.'To extend the use of the Coargument Disjointness Condition to Inuit, one would haveto say that all uses of the oblique cases were semantic. However, this does not appearto be the case. Consider again the intransitivized reexive in (170a) or a semanticallyditransitive verb like (180):(180) a. Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs immi-nikself-mod uqaluttuup-p-a-atell-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juunai told Kaalij about selfi/*j.'b. Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs taa-ssu-minngadem-sg-mod uqaluttuup-p-a-atell-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juunai told Kaalij about him*i/j/k.'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 127It seems that many of the uses of oblique cases in Inuit are quite syntacticized, butnevertheless the binding conditions in Inuit are sensitive to whether we are dealingwith a term or an oblique argument (so that imminik can be bound by Juuna in(180a)). Thus a condition on coterms seems appropriate.522.3.3.3 An argument structure based accountI am now ready to present the complete conditions on reexive binding in Inuit.I will use the following auxiliary de�nitions, in addition to those already introducedin (172):(181) a. Two grammatical function � and � are coterms if both � and � are terms(core roles) of the same predicate.b. An accessible a-subject is an a-commanding a-subject which is not a coterm.c. Minimality is given by the ordering imposed by a-command.The binding constraints on reexives, pronominals and pronominal reexives (regard-less of whether they are lexical items or agreement su�xes) are then:(182) a. A reexive must be bound by an accessible a-subject.b. A pronoun must be free of the minimal accessible a-subject and coterms.c. A pronominal-reexive must satisfy both (182a) and (182b).Stating the obviation condition on pronominals in terms of the minimal accessiblea-subject explains the behavior of third person endings on subordinate verbs. Suchendings include the closest upstairs logical subject among their obviation targets. Forexample in the dependent past mood (which has both ergative and absolutive agree-ment markers), we have already seen that fourth person marking of the absolutive52As a technical aside, note that even the use of semantic cases, as is being suggested in the text,would not allow an appropriate command relationship to be stated on grammatical relations ratherthan a-structure (e.g., by using f-command (Dalrymple 1993)). The problematic cases are obliquea-subjects as in (186) and (192) which would not command their anaphors. See Section 2.3.3.4 forfurther discussion. Note also that the obviation condition on pronominals is not simply a coargumentdisjointness condition. Indeed, this obviation condition falls outside the system of possible obviationconditions hypothesized by Dalrymple (1993).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 128does not indicate coreference with the local a-subject (the ergative NP), produc-ing a simple reexive, but rather must indicate coreference with a higher a-subject,as shown in (183a). Similarly, the obviative third person absolutive ending indicatesnoncoreference with the next higher a-subject (the minimal accessible a-subject), andnot just with the coterm ergative NP (183b):(183) a. [Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs tatigi-mm-a-nitrust-psub-3sg-4sg] tuqqissima-v-u-qstay.calm-ind-intr-3sg`Because Juunai trusted Kaalij, hej stayed calm.'b. [Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs tatigi-mm-a-gutrust-psub-3sg.3sg] tuqqissima-v-u-qstay.calm-ind-intr-3sg`Because Juunai trusted Kaalij, he*i/*j stayed calm.'This follows from the binding conditions stated above. For (183b) the structure is asin (184), and in particular, the obviative absolutive ending ensures that j 6= k sinceprok is the minimal accessible a-subject.(184)gr-s266666666664pred stay calmpivot prokadj 266664pred trustpivot hpred Kaaliiicore hpred Juunaji377775377777777775 a-s26666666664stay calma-sb prokbecause 2664trusta-sb Juunaiarg Kaalij 377537777777775Let us turn now to the cases that show that all a-subjects are possible bindersand not just A/S NPs (`subjects' on a syntactically accusative account). These datacome from more careful analysis due mainly to Bittner (1994), but see also Sadock(forthcoming) and Woodbury (1985a). Recall that there are two sources of a-subjectswhich are not A/S NPs. One is derived verbs containing double transitive su�xes(that is causative and similar su�xes); the other is passives. According to the bindingtheory that I have developed, both the oblique agent and causee arguments of thesederived verbs should be able to bind anaphors that they a-command, but a passiveagent cannot bind the surface subject, for example, because it does not a-commandit. The highest location of the patient is not a-commanded by the agent:(185) passh|, look.afterh|, |ii



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 129Indeed, the patient a-commands the agent in a passive.Chapter 1 presented an example of a reexive that could be bound by eithera-subject of a higher passive verb. This example is repeated below:(186) NajaNaja.abs Tobiasi-mitTobias-abl uqaluttuun-niqar-p-u-qtell-pass-ind-intr-3sg [taa-ssu-madem-sg-ergitigartis-sima-ga-a-niturn.down-perf-tpart-3sg-4sg]`Najaj was told by Tobiasi that hek had turned selfi=j down.'(187)gr-s
26666666666666664pred be toldpivot hpred Najaiobl hpred Tobiasicomp 266664pred turn.downpivot hpred proicore hpred proi37777537777777777777775

a-s
26666666666666666664passa-sb1 Najaxarg 2666666666664tella-sb2 Tobiasarg |arg 2664turn.downa-sb3 proarg re37753777777777775

37777777777777777775The accessible a-subjects for the fourth person ending on the subordinate verb area-sb1 and a-sb2. Note that the coterm disjointness condition prevents the anaphorfrom being bound by a-sb3 (which would mean that `hek turned himselfk down'). Inthe present context, however, the important point is that the fourth person anaphorcan be bound by either a-subject of the higher passive verb.Another text example of a pronominal-reexive being bound by a passive obliquea-subject is the somewhat complicated (188):



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 130(188) [taamaattu-niksuch-pl.mod illu-lior-ta-ler-pu-thouse-make-habitually-begin-ind.intr-3pl][nunaqataasu-nil=luneighbor-pl.abl=and [immi-nermi-n-nitself-obv-pl-abl sujuariaqi-su-tutbe.very.advanced-ipart-equ]isigi-neqa-ler-llu-tikregard-pass-begin-inf-4pl]`Theyi started regularly to build such houses and (theyi) began to be regardedby the neighborsj as somebody who was much more advanced than selvesj.'The second part of this sentence (the in�nitival clause) has the a-structure repre-sentation shown in (189).(189)
a-s
26666666666666666666664
passa-sb1 proxarg 26666666666666664regarda-sb2 neighborsarg |arg 26666664prorelmod 2664be very advanceda-sb3 proarg re-pro 37753777777537777777777777775

37777777777777777777775Our theory predicts that immi-nermi , the reexive pronominal, must be free of theminimal accessible a-subject, a-sb3, but that it must be bound by some higher a-subject (a-sb1 or a-sb2). In the text example, it is bound by the oblique passiveagent a-sb2.The a-structure based account is also supported by examples including verbs withdouble transitive a�xes. The complex argument structure of anginirusinnaanngin-nirarpaa shown in (190a) allows an oblique reexive to be bound by either a-subject(190b), whereas a reexive associated with a simplex verb with the same surfacearguments can only be bound by the ergative (191b):(190) a. sayha-sb1, |, could.not.be.biggerha-sb2, immi-nitii



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 131b. KaaliKaali-p-erg PaviaPavia.abs immiself -nit-ablangibig -nir-cmp-u-be-sinnaa-can -nngin-neg -nirar-say -p-ind-a-tr-a-3sg.3sg`Kaalii said that Paviaj couldn't be taller than selfi=j.'(191) a. tellha-sb1, |, immi-nitib. Juuna-pJuuna-erg KaaliKaali.abs immi-nikself-mod uqaluttuup-p-a-atell-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juunai told Kaalij about selfi/*j.'The example in (190) shows a double transitive a�x added to an intransitive verbwith the result that the surface absolutive is also an a-subject that can bind reexives.When a double transitive su�x is added to an already transitive verb, the lower a-subject (the `causee') surfaces as a terminalis case oblique. My account predicts thatthis a-subject should also be able to bind reexives that it a-commands, just like thelogical subject of passives. Example (192) con�rms this prediction.53(192) Aalu-pAalu-erg Pavia-mutPavia-term SuulutSuulut.abs savim-mi-nikknife-4sg-mod kapi-qqu-aastab-ask-ind.3sg.3sg`Aaluti told Paviaj to stab Suulutk with hisi/j/*k knife.'The a-structures for complex derivation morphology that were motivated earlieralso explain the following binding contrast:(193) a. Kaali-pKaali-erg Juuna-mutJuuna-term irni-nison-4sg.sg tatigi-sur(i-v)-a-atrust-think-ind-tr-3sg.3sgKaalii thinks that Juunaj trusts hisi/*j son.'b. thinkhK , `self's son', trusthJ , |ii53Examples of this sort are given by Fortescue (1984:144) and Bittner (1992:37) but it must bepointed out that Sadock (forthcoming) reports that his consultants failed to accept binding by theterminalis a-subject (even though his own theory predicts it as well). This may just be because, outof context, the ergative is a much more prominent possible binder.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 132(194) a. Kaali-pKaali-erg JuunaJuuna.abs irni-mi-nikson-4sg.sg-modtatigi-nnis-sur(i-v)-a-atrust-antip-think-ind-tr-3sg.3sgKaalii thinks that Juunaj trusts hisi/j son.'b. thinkhK , J , antiph|, trusth|, `self's son'iiiIn (193), the second argument of the double transitive su�x is fused with the logicalobject, and so the lower a-subject cannot bind inside it (because it fails to a-commandit). In (194), antipassivization has occurred inside the double transitive su�x. Thismeans that the second argument of the double transitive su�x fuses with the singledirect argument of the resulting intransitive verb. Thus in this case the lower a-subjectdoes a-command the possessive reexive, and binding is possible, as shown.2.3.3.4 Evidence against certain alternativesSurface c-command. Binding in Inuit cannot be captured in terms of a surface c-command constraint. It is di�cult to prove this in general since many di�erent phrasestructures can be assumed, but I believe the examples discussed below are su�cientto prove that this approach is not viable. If we assume that adverbial clauses areadjoined in phrase structure, then adverbial clauses are problematic:(195) [JuunaJuuna immi-nutself-term saa-mm-atturn-psub-3sg] Else-pElse-erg qiviar-p-a-alook.at-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`When Juunai turned toward heri=j, Elsej looked at him.'In (195), if the adverbial clause is adjoined to the matrix IP, then Else-p wouldnot c-command the anaphor, but can bind it. This example can be countered bysuggesting that adverbial clauses are daughters of IP or that c-command can seethrough the segments of an adjunction structure. However, the following sentence ismore problematic:



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 133(196) Peri-pPeri-erg CecilieCecilie.abs aappillas-sur(i-v)-a-ablush-think-ind-tr-3sg.3sg [Bjarke-pBjarke-ergiqi-mm-a-niembrace-psub-3sg-4sg]`Peri thought that Ceciliej blushed when Bjarke embraced selfi=j.'Here, the main clause verb contains a double transitive a�x, and when (as here)the adjunct semantically modi�es the embedded stem aappillas `blush', the reexivefourth person ending can be bound by either the surface ergative or absolutive of themain clause. Such a sentence could be problematic for two reasons. Firstly, note thatthe adverbial clause has been extraposed after the verb and if such extraposition isanalyzed as adjunction to a higher functional projection such as CP, then the solutionsmentioned previously cease to work.Separately, we have to determine the surface syntactic structure of sentences withverbs with double transitive a�xes. If we assume a biclausal structure (along the linesof Baker (1988)), then this example cannot be explained because Cecilie will fail to c-command the adverbial clause. If we assume a monoclausal structure, then exampleslike (190{191) are problematic. There is no account of why the absolutive c-commandsthe oblique in one structure but not the other. Similarly the monoclausal structurecannot explain why a-subject obliques can bind anaphors in subordinate clauses whileother obliques in the same case and presumably the same position cannot.Thus I conclude that any attempt to do binding purely o� phrase structure mustresort to certain abstractions (such as the postulation of biclausal structures for thelevel on which binding is de�ned, and the availability of certain movement operations,such as extraposition, between this level and the surface form).Linear precedence. While antecedents most commonly precede lexical anaphors,this is by no means required. See example (195). And, of course, fourth personagreement su�xes regularly precede their antecedents (for example in (174)). Notonly would an account based on linear precedence thus require a reordered level, buta satisfactory binding theory stated in terms of linear precedence seems unavailablebecause binding is restricted to a-subjects, whereas necessarily there would be manycases of other r-expressions preceding anaphors.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 134Surface grammatical relations. I have argued that not all cases of binding canbe explained in terms of surface grammatical relations. Even if we adopted a syntac-tically accusative account in which the A and S NPs were the subject, there wouldbe no explanation of how certain O NPs and certain ablative and terminalis caseobliques (namely those that are a-subjects on my account) are also possible binders.In particular, note that the absolutive arguments of simple ditransitive verbs and theabsolutives of causatives must be analyzed as bearing the same surface grammati-cal relation (as indicated by agreement, relativizability, etc.), and yet their bindingproperties di�er (cf. (190{191)).Thus an account in terms of what are truly surface grammatical relations can-not be adopted. However, if causatives and passives were allowed to be functionallycomplex (multiclausal) at the level of grammatical relations, then, given further rep-resentational assumptions, it could be maintained that everything which can binda reexive is a subject. These assumptions include that a passive oblique agent isat some level a subject rather than just being base generated as an oblique as inmany current versions of generative grammar. Just such an assumption can be seenin the work of Guilfoyle et al. (1992) and Bittner (1994). Within LFG, an accountof morphological causatives in Japanese which posited a multiclausal f-structure wasadopted by Ishikawa (1985) and Saiki (1985). I am not aware of any work withinLFG that has posited a multiclausal f-structure for the basic passive constructionof a language, but a biclausal representation for the Japanese adversative passive isadopted by Ishikawa (1985) and Saiki (1985), and its general adoption is possiblewithin the underlying architecture.However, a large body of work in LFG (Manning 1992, Alsina 1993, Butt 1993)and other frameworks (Aissen and Perlmutter 1983, Rosen 1989, Iida et al. 1994)has argued that causatives and passives are actually monoclausal at the level ofgrammatical relations, and that an account as envisioned in the last paragraph cannotbe maintained. Similar arguments can be made for the monoclausality of causativesin Inuit, and they were briey given at the beginning of Section 2.3.1: agreement, casemarking, relativization and word order argue that Inuit passives and causatives aremonoclausal at the level of grammatical relations. Indeed, the lines of the argument



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 135are much clearer in syntactically ergative languages where prominence at the levels ofargument structure and grammatical relations are dissociated as we have seen. ThusI conclude that no account in terms of grammatical relations is possible.Against a disjunctive account. I have argued for a uniform account in whichanaphors can be bound by all and only accessible a-subjects while pronominals mustbe free of the closest accessible a-subject. One could argue that the complexitiesof my argument structure representation could be avoided by using a disjunction,and saying that a reexive may be bound by either a logical subject or by the sur-face absolutive subject of passives. But such an account would actually have majordisadvantages compared with the account presented here. Firstly, it would fail toexplain the overwhelming tendency for all a-subjects to behave alike in all languagesin constructions with derivational morphology (cf. Section 1.5.3).Secondly, a purely disjunctive account of antecedence of reexives does not accountfor why the logical subject cannot bind (an anaphor inside) the theme of the passive:(197) *ataata-nifather-4sg.sg Juuna-mitJuuna-abl tatigi-niqar-p-u-qtrust-pass-ind-intr-3sg*`Hisi father is trusted by Juunai.'Some ad hoc condition would be needed to rule out this case, but it follows automat-ically on my account since the agent of a passive does not a-command the theme, ascan be seen in (198):(198) passhtheme, look.afterhagent, |iiBittner (1994) provides further important evidence against a disjunctive accountby looking at items that are subject to obviation, namely pronouns, third personendings, and the pronominal reexive. In a simple clause, an obviative form mustbe disjoint from the local a-subject, which is the A or S, but in a passive clause,such a form need only be disjoint from the oblique agent a-subject, since this is theminimal a-commanding a-subject, and can be coreferent with the S NP. Considerthe sentences in (199):



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 136(199) a. umiarsuarmiu-tsailor-pl.abs [akunnirithours sisamatfour sini-riir-m-atasleep-perf-psub-3pl]itir-p-u-twake.up-ind-intr-3pl`The sailorsj, after they*j/k had slept for four hours, woke up.'b. umiarsuarmiu-tsailor-pl.abs [akunnirithours sisamatfour sini-riir-m-atasleep-perf-psub-3pl] Juuna-pJuuna-ergitirsar-p-a-iwake.up-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Juunai woke up the sailorsj, after they*i/j/k had slept for four hours.'c. umiarsuarmiu-tsailor-pl.abs [akunnirithours sisamatfour sini-riir-m-atasleep-perf-psub-3pl]itirsar-niqar-p-u-twake.up-pass-ind-intr-3pl`The sailorsj were woken up (by somebodyi), after they*i/j/k had slept forfour hours.'For a morphologically simple verb, (199a) shows that the third person su�x on thedependent verb indicates that this verb's subject must be disjoint from the absolu-tive a-subject of the matrix verb (as we saw before), despite this being pragmaticallyodd. The same disjoint from minimal accessible a-subject reading occurs (quite nat-urally this time) in (199b) { there must be non-coreference with the ergative NP, butcoreference can occur with the absolutive NP or any other salient individual. Thea-structure of (199b) is shown in (200):(200)a-s26666666664wake upa-sb Juunaarg sailorsafter 24a-sb produration four hours3537777777775The important contrast is then to compare the matrix passive (199c) with (199a).In (199c) the a-structure of which is indicated in (201), the dependent verb's sub-ject may be coreferent with the absolutive surface subject of the matrix verb, since



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 137the obviative ending only requires its referent to be free of the immediately supe-rior a-subject, which is the suppressed agent of the passive, a-sb2 (at least on oneattachment possibility for the adjunct). Coreference with the higher S (or anotherindividual) is freely permitted. This follows if the third person marker indicates thatthe argument is free of the minimal accessible a-subject, as on the nested argumentstructure account. It does not follow under a disjunctive theory of possible binders.(201)a-s
26666666666666664passa-sb1 sailorsxarg 26666666664wake upa-sb2 proarbarg |after 24a-sb3 produration four hours353777777777537777777777777775Indeed it is hard to come up with a statement of the facts if we assume a simpleconception of argument structure with passives simply resulting from the suppres-sion of the highest argument, as in Bresnan and Zaenen (1990). The pronominalcould neither be required to be free of NPs that are both the logical subject and thegrammatical subject of the appropriate clause, nor NPs that are either the logicalsubject or the grammatical subject of the appropriate clause. Rather the pronominalmust be free of the logical subject which is in the same clause if the pronominal is anoblique, but is in the next higher clause if the pronominal is a core argument. Sucha constraint is clearly less elegant and natural than the binding theory that resultsunder my conception of argument structure.Similar considerations arise with the pronominal reexive in sentences with verbswith double transitive su�xes. Thus in (202), the pronominal reexive immi-nirmiis possible despite the fact that it is bound by the A argument of the same clauseprecisely because the clause involves a verb with a double transitive su�x, and so thepronominal-reexive is not bound by the minimal accessible a-subject which is theabsolutive NP.5454Peter Sells (p.c.) notes that there appears to have been some slippage of reference here, as we



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 138(202) [Larsi-pLarsi-erg iqqarsariasi-aintelligence-3sg.sg.abs] Juulu-pJuulut-erg immi-nirmi-nil=luunniitself-obv-abl=evenpitsa-u-nir-u-suri-lir-p-a-aexcellent-be-cmp-be-think-inch-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juuluti began to think that Lars' intelligence was even more excellent thanobv-selfi.'This follows on my account because the argument structure is as in (203):(203) thinkhJi, |, be-more-excellentha-sb2, immi-nirmiiiiBecause of the nested argument structures, immi-nirmi is free of the minimal acces-sible a-subject (a-sb2), but bound by the higher a-subject (Juuluti), as required.Other alternatives. This subsection has shown that certain intuitively simplertheories of binding cannot be maintained. Of course, the the account I presented isnot the only extensionally adequate way to characterize the binding possibilities ofInuit. Indeed, it draws on the account of Bittner (1994: Ch. 4) and I believe the twoaccounts to be extensionally equivalent. I would however suggest that the recognitionof the levels of grammatical relations and argument structure suggested here yieldsa simple, intuitive account whereas the complex structures of Bittner (1994) o�erno particular explanatory advantage. The account is also similar to that of Sadock(forthcoming). Both of these accounts are further discussed in Section 2.4.2.3.4 ImperativesThe addressee of imperatives is the A/S argument. One can have Passive imperativesand antipassive imperatives, where the addressee is the derived S. The condition onthe addressee of imperatives is exactly the same as for the controllee of in�nitives: itis the highest a-subject of the clause that is construed as controlling the event.would expect `: : : than self's intelligence.' However, this doesn't a�ect the binding possibilities orthe point being made.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 1392.3.5 Expressive adjectival postbasesWoodbury (1985a:276{277) describes for Central Yup0ik Eskimo the behavior of whathe termed expressive adjectival postbases (EAPs). I presume this construction alsooccurs in other forms of Eskimo. An expressive adjectival postbase can be added toa noun, and it then modi�es the head:(204) qayarr-lugaqkayak-funky (General Central Yupik (GCY))`funky old kayak'But they can also be added to a verb, in which case they modify the logical subject(A/S) of transitive and intransitive verbs (205b{c).(205) a. arnaqwoman.abs uterte-'urlur-tuqreturn-poor-ind.3sg (GCY)`The woman, poor thing, returned.'b. Apaya-mApauaq-sg.erg tan'gurraa-tboy-pl.abs ikayu-'rlur-a-ihelp-poor-ind-3sg.3pl (GCY)`Apayaq, poor thing, helped the boys.'However, Woodbury notes that when such a postbase is added to the stem ofa transitive verb before further su�xing it with a double transitive postbase, theEAP modi�es the absolutive argument, and not the optional oblique terminalis caseembedded logical subject:(206) Apaya-munApayaq-term.sg ikayu-'rlu-qaa-sq-a-qahelp-poor-please-tell-ind-1sg.3pl tan'gurraa-tboy-pl.abs (GCY)`I asked Apayaq to help the boys, poor things.'*`I asked Apayaq, poor thing, to help the boys.'This is in contrast to the behavior we saw above for control of in�nitives and the an-tecedent of reexives. Within the analysis developed here, I would propose that EAPdata should be analyzed by saying that EAPs are sensitive not only to a-structurebut a combination of a-structure and surface grammatical relations (perhaps due tothe pragmatic/discourse role of EAPs). An EAP attached to a verb (stem) will mod-ify the highest argument at a-structure which is grammatically linked as a directargument.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 1402.3.6 SummaryIn this section I have shown that complex predicate forming derivational su�xes,control of in�nitives, all aspects of binding theory, and the determination of theaddressee of imperatives is sensitive to argument structure in Inuit. This is whatwould be expected in the framework which I laid out in Chapter 1. Such phenomenashould not be taken as establishing surface grammatical relations, in Inuit or in otherlanguages.2.4 Approaches to InuitThis section examines certain treatments of Inuit syntax from the eighties and nineties.In doing so, it exempli�es various other approaches to ergativity, generally ones morein the tradition of recent generative grammar than those examined in Chapter 1.2.4.1 Johnson (1980) on Central Arctic Eskimo2.4.1.1 Johnson (1980)Johnson (1980) argues for the morphological ergativity of Central Arctic Eskimo,suggesting that phenomena which select the absolutive (participial relativization, un-marked case, always agrees with verb) are actually markedness properties, whichselect the unmarked NP, and so these properties shouldn't be used to de�ne Subject.Rather, the addressee position of the imperative, control of coreferential \deletion"with \subject-equi-complementizers" and binder of reexives consistently pick outa Subject relation which is the ergative NP of transitive clauses and the absolutiveNP of intransitives. Thus, she argues that Central Arctic Eskimo has a nominative-accusative system of grammatical relations.I agree with Johnson on the basic division of properties, but I have argued that herunmarked NP is actually the pivot (grammatical subject) while her subject shouldbe analyzed as the a-subject (the least oblique argument at a level of argumentstructure).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 1412.4.1.2 Central Arctic EskimoAs discussed in the following section, Marantz (1984) presents a reanalysis of the datafrom Johnson (1980), claiming that Central Arctic Eskimo is syntactically ergative,while other varieties of Eskimo such as Greenlandic are morphologically ergative.It is thus important to nail down exactly what is meant by \Central Arctic Es-kimo". Johnson (1980) says that the �eld-work was done in Rankin Inlet, NorthWest Territories. The majority of Inuit in Rankin Inlet speak the Aivilik dialect (Do-rais 1990:194) (and most of the rest Kivallirmiutun, the \Caribou" dialect studied byJohns (1992)). Dorais refers to work by Johnson \on the phonology of localizers in theRankin Inlet Aivilik dialect", and the examples include the phoneme /s/ lacking fromKivallirmiutun and so it is reasonable to conclude that Aivilik is the dialect Johnson(1980) describes. Aivilik appears to be related most directly to North Ba�n and theother Eastern Inuktitut dialects (Dorais 1990:195), and so use of the term \CentralArctic Eskimo" is somewhat misleading, as this term is also applied to the WesternInuktitut dialects Inuinnaqtun and Natsilik (Dorais 1990:196). While Eastern Inuitdialects are innovative and di�er in certain respects from other forms of Inuit, thereis little reason to accept Marantz' conclusions of a fundamental typological di�erencebetween Aivilik, and other forms of Inuit. The major syntactic phenomena of thedialects are identical, whereas the di�erences Marantz' account depends on are veryminor and rest on doubtful data.2.4.2 Marantz (1984) and Levin (1983)Marantz (1984) develops the thesis that syntactic ergativity results from an alter-native assignment of thematic roles to D-structure positions. This thesis is furtherdeveloped by Levin (1983) who principally examines Dyirbal, Warlpiri and Basque(concluding that the �rst is syntactically ergative in Marantz' sense, while the lattertwo are morphologically ergative but syntactically accusative).It would take us too far a�eld to review the entire of Marantz (1984) (whichpresents a rather heterodox version of early GB), so here I will consider his work onlyin so far as it bears on the nature of ergativity (i.e., Chapter 6). Marantz's treatment



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 142of ergativity is in some ways quite traditional. He accepts Dixon's binary division ofergativity into two sorts: morphological ergativity vs. syntactic ergativity (althoughhe does not use these names).For the variation in case marking that leads to morphological ergativity, he sim-ply notes that there is a variation between two case marking systems, which he termsType A and Type B. With a syntactically accusative language, Type A gives mor-phological accusativity, and Type B gives morphological ergativity, via a stipulativerule that determines Case marking based on the transitivity of a clause. For a syn-tactically ergative language, Type A case marking would be ergative case marking,while Type B case marking would give surface accusative case marking, as seen inthe following chart (based on Marantz (1984:198, Table 6.1)). Note that Marantzregards absolutive as the same case as nominative, and ergative as the same case asaccusative.(207) SyntacticallyNominative-Accusative ErgativeA B A BS NOM NOM (ABS) NOM (ABS) NOMA NOM ACC (ERG) ACC (ERG) NOMO ACC NOM (ABS) NOM (ABS) ACCOne immediate problem is that no language has ever been found that is syntacticallyergative but predominantly uses Type B case marking, but Marantz attempts noexplanation of this. This apparent problem is discussed further in Section 4.2.2. Thebulk of Marantz's account is an analysis of syntactic ergativity.Most of the problems in Marantz (1984) arise from a problematic choice of whatthe parameter is that distinguishes syntactically ergative languages from syntacticallyaccusative ones. Marantz's theory assumes a distinction between internal and externalarguments. Arguments internal to the VP at d-structure are assigned their thematicroles by the verb, but the external argument is assigned its thematic role by the entirepredicate (the semantics of the VP). Marantz sees syntactic ergativity as arising froma choice of one of two generalizations for the argument structure of transitive verbs,as in (208) (adapted from Marantz 1984:196).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 143(208) a. Accusative languages:agent roles | assigned by predicatestheme/patient roles | assigned by verbsb. Ergative languages:agent roles | assigned by verbstheme/patient roles | assigned by predicatesSince with an intransitive verb, the one role is always assigned by the predicate, thisparameter essentially mirrors Dixon's parameter of whether a language chooses togroup A/S vs. O or O/S vs. A. However, whereas Dixon sees this grouping as asurface pivot, Marantz saw this grouping as occurring at D-structure (apparently atodds with both Dixon's notion of a (deep) subject, and the facts).2.4.2.1 Syntactically ergative languages do not have a di�erent argumentstructureSince, under Marantz' hypothesis, the external/internal argument distinction is re-versed in syntactically ergative languages, one would expect that they would showthe opposite behavior on the criteria that Marantz uses to motivate subject/objectasymmetries. Marantz never discusses this issue, but the data scarcely supports histheory.His �rst argument is that varying the (logical) object of a verb can alter thesemantic role assigned to the (logical) subject (X took the money vs. X took a nap),while varying the subject can never change the semantic role assigned to the object.This argument at best seems to have a quantitative ring (\Varying the subject of atransitive verb, however, simply does not produce a range of predicates on objectssimilar to the range of predicates on subjects produced by varying the objects oftransitive verbs" (pp. 26{27)), but to the extent that it can be motivated in English, Iwould expect that the same result would occur in all languages, including syntacticallyergative languages because in general the theme/patient argument has a greater rolein determining the nature of an event (Tenny 1987, Dowty 1991). This is not whatMarantz' theory predicts for syntactically ergative languages, however. But let meturn immediately to the idiom argument which is closely related and more objectivelytestable.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 144The second line of evidence concerns the preponderance of object-idioms oversubject-idioms in English. Indeed the latter have been claimed not to exist, but thereare a few fairly solid examples, such as The vultures appear to be circling FBI Di-rector William Sessions (US News and World Report noted by A. Manaster-Ramer).Nevertheless, there is a very clear asymmetry here, although it may perhaps betterbe explained by other means.55 At any rate, this asymmetry casts doubt on ratherthan con�rming the proposal in (207). For Dyirbal, Dixon (p.c.) notes that idiomsin general are absolutive-verb compound idioms, such as the examples in (209), whileno ergative-verb idioms have been noted.56(209) a. munuarse -madalthrow`to give up (some task), to chuck it in'b. bunguknee -banalbreak`to bend over, fold'c. malahand-wugalgive`to give a hand'd. miyaysmile -yambulpull`to make someone laugh'Examples like these are the opposite of what would be predicted by the proposal in(207).5755Paul Kiparsky (lectures, 1993) has suggested that the explanation lies in terms of prominenceon the thematic hierarchy, rather than in the internal/external argument distinction. Nunberg etal. (1994) argue that there are essentially semantic reasons for the observed distribution of idiompatterns (among other things, the proverbial nature of idioms leads them to favor inanimates, whichare less commonly agents). They argue that idioms therefore provide no evidence for subject/objectasymmetries at the level of syntax.56Most idioms in Dyirbal seem to be compounds of this sort, but since almost all theories predictthat external arguments cannot form verb compounds, the basic argument goes through unchanged.57See Levin (1983:256) for discussion of other idioms involving inalienable possession of themearguments, but beware that her examples (5.47) and (5.48) both contain copying errors.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 145A third line of evidence, not considered by Marantz, is noun incorporation. Itis generally accepted that only internal arguments can incorporate. Therefore, ifCentral Arctic Eskimo were syntactically ergative in Marantz' sense, it should allowincorporation of agentive arguments, but not themes. However, this is not the case.As Johnson (1980:21) shows, Central Arctic noun incorporation is similar to that ofother varieties of Eskimo in incorporating internal arguments:(210) PiitaPiita.abs tuktu-siuq-puqcaribou-look.for-ind.3sg`Peter is looking for a caribou.'2.4.2.2 Marantz' syntactic evidence and a rebuttalWhat evidence, then, did Marantz provide for the syntactic ergativity of Dyirbal andCentral Arctic Eskimo? He suggested that many of the arguments standardly givenfor the syntactic ergativity of Dyirbal (such as pivot chaining on absolutive argu-ments), are not arguments either way, because his theory makes no predictions aboutthese phenomena (which Marantz suggested was a good thing since languages inde-pendently di�er on what basis they use for topic chaining, and he quoted contrastivedata from Yidiny). He does make the following series of predictions, though.1. Marantz's theory predicts that it is always the SUB (his notation for the VP-external argument at the level of s(yntactic) structure) that is the controlled element.However, he suggests that there are not control constructions in any of the goodcandidates of syntactically ergative languages.582. Dative shift. If the result of dative shift in a Type A Accusative language is58This claim is somewhat surprising, but no arguments are presented for it. Both the Eskimoin�nitive and the Dyirbal purposive construction in its jussive complement use have been regardedas such a construction. If they were so regarded, Dyirbal is consistent with Marantz' analysis, whileEskimo in general would not be (I have not been able to check the facts for `Central Arctic Eskimo'in particular, but would imagine that they are the same (in relevant respects) as the facts in otherdialects). I argue later that Marantz (1984) is right in concluding that the Dyirbal constructionis not a control construction (Section 4.1). Levin (1983:126{129) argues that the double transitivepostbases of Yup0ik show a control pattern indicating that Yup0ik is syntactically ergative in thesense of Marantz' Ergativity Hypothesis. However, this argument involves analyzing these su�xes asobject-control verbs which seems wrong (cf. fn. 64), and totally ignoring the equi-subject postbaseswhich falsify her account.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 146that there are two NPs in accusative case, then the result of dative shift in a Type BAccusative language (i.e., a morphologically ergative language) should be that thereare two NPs in absolutive case. However, if the language is syntactically ergative,Marantz argues from a series of assumptions that I will not go through that the resultmust be a lexical entry of the following sort:(211) tuni-, V, `give'(agent , goal)[�log subj], [+transitive]That is, the verb (exceptionally) assigns semantic roles to both the agent and goal,but it is `passive-like' in being [�log subj] and so the goal becomes the SUBJ (bystipulation) and the theme must be licensed by another case assigning mechanism.This approach makes dative shift in a (syntactically) ergative language totally unlikedative shift in an accusative language, but Marantz suggests that this theory makesthe following two predictions (in interpreting these predictions, it is crucial to notethat, under the hypothesis that Central Arctic is syntactically ergative, Marantz isusing `passive' to describe what I have been referring to as the Eskimo antipassive).First, the theme should be expressed in the same way as displaced subjects are inpassive constructions. Secondly, since the dative shifted form is already [�log subj],such a form should not passivize. Marantz suggests both of these properties hold inCentral Arctic Eskimo (the displaced theme is marked in the modalis (which Johnson(1980) and Marantz (1984) called the comitative)).Neither of these predictions extend over to Dyirbal: the displaced theme in dativeshift constructions is always in the instrumental case, even in dialects and construc-tions where the displaced subject of a passive must appear in the dative, and suchdative-shifted forms can passivize. Marantz suggests that Dyirbal lacks a real dativeshift construction and that the appearance of dative shift simply results from certainverbs having multiple argument structures, one corresponding to the basic form andone to the dative shifted form. By postulating two argument structures for suchDyirbal verbs, they are not counterexamples to Marantz's theory, but this result isachieved in a rather uninteresting way.5959See Levin (1983:288{289) for a more thorough discussion of problems with Marantz' analysis ofverbs of giving in Dyirbal.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 147On closer scrutiny, however, it seems unlikely that even Central Arctic supportsMarantz' conclusions. Marantz (like Johnson (1980) before him) argues that the formin (212a) is basic and that (212b) is then the result of dative-shift.(212) a. anguti-upman-erg titirautpencil.abs nutarar-mutchild-term tuni-vaagive-ind.3sg.3sg`The man gave a pencil to the child.'b. anguti-upman-erg titirauti-mikpencil.mod nutaraqchild-abs tuni-vaagive-ind.3sg.3sg`The man gave the child a pencil.'This is possible in Central Arctic, because the verbal forms are apparently the same.Note, however, that this does not extend to most varieties of Inuit, where (212b) isthe basic case frame, and (212a) is clearly derived. For example in West Greenlandic,the basic form is as in (213) with the goal in the absolutive and cross-referenced onthe verb, while the theme appears in the modalis:(213) Juuna-pJuuna-erg miiqqa-tchild-pl.abs atuakka-mikbook-mod nassip-p-a-isend-ind-tr-3sg.3pl`Juuna sent the children a book.'Most ditransitive verbs then have another Case frame marked by su�xation of -ut(i)where the abs argument above becomes term and the mod argument becomes abs:(214) Juuna-pJuuna-erg atuagaqbook miiqqa-nutchild-pl.term nassi-up-p-a-asend-ut-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`Juuna sent the children a book.'Use of -ut(i) is not restricted to ditransitive verbs { it is a common, if sometimes se-mantically irregular, argument adding a�x (Fortescue 1984:89{91, Woodbury 1977b).It most commonly adds a theme role, although it can add a benefactive role to certainsemantic classes of verbs.Therefore, from Inuit-internal criteria, it seems most likely that Central Arctichas merely lost a certain overt morpheme, but that this still is not a dative-shift con-struction, but rather its reverse. Marantz' argument also depends on the assumptionthat in a syntactically accusative language, the \second object" will always remain



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 148in the normal object case, rather than being demoted into an oblique case but I alsodoubt that this is true in general.3. Finally other parts of Marantz's theory predict an ambiguity whereby lexicalreexive forms can have either a reexive/reciprocal or a passive meaning (cf. SpanishLas estatuas no se besan `Statues don't kiss each other' or `One doesn't kiss statues').However, because of the di�erent role assignments in syntactically ergative languages,the ambiguity should rather be that a sentence meaning `He washes himself' shouldalso mean `He washes (something unspeci�ed)'. This prediction seems to be con�rmedwith the Dyirbal reexive -riy.60Central Arctic Eskimo (like all other varieties of Eskimo) doesn't have a speciallexical reexive form. Rather, the intransitivized form of the verb is used with a reex-ive word appearing in the modalis case (which Marantz refers to as the comitative).61Nevertheless Marantz suggests that these intransitivized forms also have a passivemeaning and provide \remarkable support" for his analysis. The central contrast isthat as well as a reexive meaning, there is supposed to be the following contrast inthe second meaning of intransitivized forms between Central Arctic and GreenlandicEskimo, reecting the fact that only the former is syntactically ergative:(215) a. angutman-abs taku-vuqsee-ind.3sg (Central Arctic)`The man sees (something).'b. Tigianaqfox-abs taku-vuqsee-ind.3sg (Greenlandic)`The fox was seen.'However the claims for Greenlandic are disputed by Johns (1987). Firstly, asMarantz himself notes, the contrast in (215) at best holds for a subset of verbs inthe languages. Many other transitive verbs either have no intransitivized form, or60Note, however, that the nonreexive use of this morpheme (what Dixon terms the false reexive)di�ers from constructions like the Spanish one cited in that an instrumental case NP can still beused to mark the actor (as also in the antipassive (what Marantz called the passive)). In the Spanishimpersonal se construction, the agent cannot be expressed; it must simply be `one'. So it is notclear that the constructions are comparable.61As opposed to the terminalis which is more usual in Greenlandic, cf. (85).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 149the intransitivized form is always a stative/inchoative preserving the theme, or anunspeci�ed-object-deletion-like form preserving the agent in both of these languages(just as in English (I broke the door/The door broke vs. I fought the Romans/I fought).An example of each type in Qairnirmiut is shown below (see Woodbury (1981), Johns(1987:87{105) for further discussion of verb classes in Eskimo languages):(216) a. Jaani-upJaani-erg niqimeat.abs tamua-jaachew-part.3sg.3sg`Jaani chews the meat.'b. JaaniJaani.abs tamua-juqchew-ipart.3sg`Jaani chews.'(217) a. arna-upwoman-erg kaapico�ee.abs kuvi-jaaspill-part.3sg.3sg`The woman spilt the co�ee.'b. kaapico�ee.abs kuvi-juqspill-ipart.3sg`The co�ee spilt.'And so Marantz (1984) claims that this parametric di�erence between Green-landic and Central Arctic occurs only in a remaining residual class of verbs. Thefact that Inuit intransitives are not speci�cally reexive forms is already problematicfor Marantz' predictions, as noted by Levin (1983:118), who points out that the in-transitive conjugation is found with verbs of all semantic classes, and that it cannotbe associated with the feature [�T] that Marantz would associate with a (purely)reexive form.62 Moreover, Marantz only ever names one member of the putativeresidual class, taku- `see' as in (215). However, it seems that this supposed contrastdoes not actually exist. Johns (1987:43) suggests that her Greenlandic consultanttranslated taku-voq as `He sees (something)' (in line with Central Arctic) and not as`He was seen.' Example (217b) is originally from Swadesh (1946:45). Johns cites a62The feature [�T] indicates, following Burzio (1986), that a verb does not assign a thematic roleto its subject.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 150communication from Woodbury suggesting that Swadesh `manufactured' this exam-ple. Indeed, the example does not seem to be present in Kleinschmidt (1851), thesource for Swadesh's sketch grammar. Further, Marantz gave (218) as his example ofhow in Greenlandic, reexives behave much as in the Spanish, with an ambiguouslypassive meaning:(218) Piniartoqhunter-abs toquppoq.kill-ind.3sg`The hunter was killed' or`The hunter killed himself.'However Bok-Bennema (1991:150) cites Johns (1987) and her own consultant as sug-gesting that this sentence can only have a reexive reading and not the �rst (middle)reading given above.63 In summary, a putative change in the intransitivization classof one or two Inuit verbs seems scarcely su�cient evidence on which to build a theoryof language.Johns (1987) lists some other more general criteria for rejecting Marantz' analy-sis. It would imply that there are cognate morphemes in Greenlandic and CentralArctic which are passive in one and antipassive in the other and vice versa. Such afundamental reanalysis is perhaps not impossible, but it seems unlikely (the dialectsare partially mutually intelligible). Further Johns notes that a theory like Marantz'is incompatible with any version of a Semantic Bootstrapping hypothesis (Grimshaw1981, Pinker 1984) that depends on there being a basic mapping between semanticarguments and their D-structure positions (or in more syntactic terms, the theory isa fundamental violation of Baker's (1988) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypoth-esis). Note that my own Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis does not violatethese hypotheses (although it does then allow inverse mappings between argumentstructure and grammatical relations which a child would have to learn).63That is, the verb should be placed in the class of purely transitive verbs.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 1512.4.3 Three GB analysesThis section looks at three recent GB analyses of Inuit (and ergativity more generally).I assume a certain familiarity with the versions of GB that were in vogue when I waswriting this. See Napoli (1993) for background.2.4.3.1 Bok-Bennema (1991)Bok-Bennema rejects the hypothesis of two unrelated types of ergativity (morpholog-ical and syntactic) and suggests, following Payne (1980), that ergativity results fromthe inability of a verb to assign (structural) Case to its direct object (an analysis whichwould allow parallels to be drawn with other parts of the grammar where problemsarise with Case, such as causatives). Thus she begins a modern trend of `syntacticiz-ing' what was previously thought of as morphological ergativity. The result in Inuitis three possible strategies: (i) expressing the agent as an oblique, (ii) expressing thetheme as an oblique, and (iii) exceptional case marking.Bok-Bennema argues that the passive and antipassive constructions of Inuit resultfrom taking options (i) and (ii) above, while option (iii) yields the canonical transitiveconstruction. She suggests that absolutive case is like nominative as it is unmarked,and always present (modulo pro-drop). Thus, agreement with an absolutive argumentis like subject agreement, and absolutive should be assigned by I. This suggests thatthe direct object NP scrambles out of the VP to a position within the domain ofIn where Case is assigned. Bok-Bennema suggests that assigning nominative to thedirect object is possible because another element in I (which is also present in thehomophonous possessive agreement markers) assigns Case to the ergative subject.She suggests that Ergative case on intransitive subjects could be ruled out either bymaking nominative case assignment compulsory or by making the agreement featureincompatible with intransitive verbs.Bok-Bennema has a third argument for aligning nominative and absolutive (p. 15,29, 190, 226), suggesting that in a number of morphologically ergative languages,non-�nite clauses have special restrictions { they always have to be intransitive inMayan languages, and the complements of \object-control verbs" (a subset of the



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 152double transitive su�xes of Section 2.3.164) have to be intransitive in Inuit. She citesdata such as the following from Central Arctic Eskimo:(219) a. *Arna-upwoman-erg nutaraqichild.abs proi titirautipencil.abs nani-rqu-vaa�nd-tell-ind.3sg.3sg`The woman tells the child to �nd a pencil.'b. Arna-upwoman-erg nutaraqichild.abs proi titirauti-mikpencil-mod nani-si-rqu-vaa�nd-antip-tell-ind.3sg.3sg`The woman tells the child to �nd a pencil.'The argument here seems to be based on exploring the theory internal consequencesof a preconceived notion of what the structure of these sentences is. On the assump-tion that the double transitive su�xes project independently as verbs, Bok-Bennemaexpects sentences where a stem has been su�xed by a double transitive su�x to bebiclausal, and then tries to make theoretical capital out of the fact that (219a) isbad (whereas it should be possible on a biclausal object-control analysis). But aswe have already discussed (and as Bok-Bennema also notes), it is not that doubletransitive postbases cannot be su�xed to transitive stems, it is simply that the em-bedded (causee) a-subject must then appear as a terminalis oblique, as was shown in(127a{b). Another example from Central Arctic is shown below:(220) anguti-upman-erg Piita-mutPeter-term qimmiqdog.abs tautu-rqu-vaalook.at-want-ind.3sg.3sg`A/The man wants/tells Peter to look at the dog.'There is nothing in this pattern of data that is unique to ergative languages.Exactly the same observation could be made about the morphological or otherwisemonoclausal causatives of many other languages. For example, in Turkish, the correctform is (221a) with an oblique (dative) causee, not (221b) (styled on (219a), above):64Bok-Bennema proposes dividing each of the two classes of a�xes we discussed in Section 2.3.1into two { the double transitive su�xes into object control verbs and causative/ECM verbs and theequi-subject su�xes into raising and equi verbs. But this analysis seems to be supported mainly byconsidering translation equivalents in European languages rather than by looking at Inuit-internalcriteria (as she acknowledges on p. 174). For the former pair of classes, Bittner (1992:94, fn. 6)observes that \I am not aware of any evidence in WG Inuit to justify this di�erence in the analysis"and suggests that a treatment of some of the verbs in this class as object control verbs is problematic.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 153(221) a. Di�s�cidentist.nom mektub-uletter-acc m�ud�ur-edirector-dat imzala-t-t�sign-caus-past`The dentist made the director sign the letter.'b. *Di�s�cidentist.nom m�ud�ur-�udirector-acc mektub-uletter-acc imzala-t-t�sign-caus-past*`The dentist made the director sign the letter.'Indeed Comrie (1985:338) notes that this is the most common pattern for causativescrosslinguistically.65 Use of an oblique agent might suggest that the stem has un-dergone intransitivization, but this issue mirrors similar continuing discussion inaccusative languages, such as whether the French faire par construction involvespassivization (Kayne 1975).66 For these and other reasons, I �nd Bok-Bennema'sdiscussion of observing lexical integrity versus employing independent syntactic pro-jection (pp. 172{179) very unsatisfactory. The facts presented seem little related tothe identi�cation of absolutive case or to the analysis of ergativity in general.Bok-Bennema suggests the following structures for simple intransitive and transi-tive clauses at S-structure (the NP of an intransitive clause can have the D-structureposition of either of the NPs in the transitive clause depending on whether the verbis unergative or unaccusative):6765Bok-Bennema attempted to distinguish a class of object control verbs from causative/ECMverbs, but this seems unsustainable, as noted in the previous footnote. Bok-Bennema could havemade some capital from the fact noted in footnote 34 that in Labrador Inuttut double transitivesu�xes attach only to transitive stems (although she appears not to have noticed this and illustratesthe above argument with Central Arctic and Greenlandic forms). However, it is also commoncrosslinguistically for the formation of morphological causatives to be restricted to intransitive stems.66Note that the Inuit terminalis is semantically closest to a dative case { indeed some authorscall it that { rather than a semantically instrumental/ablative case of the sort that is common forpassive agents.67(222b) is the structure of (225).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 154(222) a. IPNPKuunuk`Kuunuk.abs' I0VPVaallar`leave' I-puq`ind.3sg'b. IPNPergJaaku-p`Jaaku' I0NPabsarnaqfranskiq`Frenchwoman' I0OP O0VPNP VPV0NP Vangirlaat`bring.home' O-sar`freq' I-paa`ind.3sg.3sg'
The parallelism between possessive and actor agreement is captured by the as-sumption that Inuit NPs also have an inectional head. Her equivalent of DP iscalled NIP:



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 155(223) NIPNPposs NI0NP NI+genitiveBok-Bennema suggests that I assigns both ergative and absolutive Case. The ergativeargument moves to [Spec, IP] { it is now in the same A position as intransitive subjectswhich gives a natural explanation of the generally nominative-accusative anaphoricbinding facts (but not the ability of logical subjects of passives to bind reexives thatmotivated the a-structure account of binding discussed in Section 2.3.3). It is also inthe same Spec-Head relationship as is used for ergative/genitive assignment in NIPs,and so if we assume that mood within I also licenses genitive case, the case markingof the ergative argument is explained.Where, then, does the object go? Assuming that objects are generated adjacentto the verb, the canonical word order:(224) Adv1 erg abs obl Adv2 Verbsuggests that the absolutive has scrambled left away from its D-structure positionnext to the verb.Further Bok-Bennema reports Bittner's observation that the direct object NPin examples like (225) cannot take narrow scope (di�erent women each time) withrespect to the frequentative operator:68(225) Jaaku-pJaaku-erg arnaqwoman.abs franskiqFrench.abs angirlaat-tar-paabring.home-freq-ind.3sg.3sg`Jaaku often brings home a French woman.'Bok-Bennema uses this fact to argue that the object must be outside of the scopeof these operators at S-structure. Since some of these operators appear in I as wellas O on her analysis, this indicates that the absolutive argument must scramble toadjoin to I0 (an unusual landing spot, but Bok-Bennema claims to have evidence for68This is true even of less pragmatically loaded examples, as discussed in Section 2.2.2.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 156adjunction to intermediate projections in Inuit noun phrases as well). This movementis necessary because the absolutive argument needs Case. It cannot get Case fromthe verb (by hypothesis), but it can be assigned nominative by In, in a process of\Adjunct-Head" agreement, which Bok-Bennema suggests might also be needed toassign absolutive in predicate nominal constructions.Quite apart from the generally unappealing disjunctive assignment of nominativeCase and adjunction to I0, this account seems to make selective use of Bittner'sscope observations. While Bok-Bennema correctly reports Bittner's observations forthe scope of transitive absolutives, she does not consider Bittner's report that theergative argument can take wide or narrow scope with respect to sentential operators.If we follow standard practice and have an operation of Quanti�er Raising, but notQuanti�er Lowering, this would suggest that the Ergative argument would have toappear lower at S-structure. Thus if the argument from scope above is to be takenseriously, these structures need modi�cation.The `Modalis is Accusative Case' hypothesis. In the �nal chapter of her book,Bok-Bennema presents a di�erent hypothesis that Modalis is really an accusative casemarker assigned by the verb. While the optionality of modalis arguments and theusual presence of -si or another antipassive derivational morpheme initially makesthe standard antipassive analysis look attractive, Bok-Bennema suggests it has threeaws:1. It doesn't explain why antipassives are only found in ergative languages.692. Restrictive theories of valency-changing rules that only a�ect the highest (orexternal) argument would not allow an antipassive rule that demotes objects.3. Assuming the biclausal analysis for intransitive verbs to which double transitivesu�xes have been attached that we discussed above, antipassivization of theseforms does not work as her antipassive analysis would predict.69She �nds the claims of Postal (1977) for restricted (construction-speci�c) antipassive rules invarious accusative languages unconvincing.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 157She suggests that analysis of antipassivization as incorporation of an abstract nounby Baker (1988) solves some of these problems but doesn't explain why antipassivesonly occur in ergative languages.Her proposal is then that all uses of the modalis (see the list in (85)) are in factcases of an accusative case assigned by the verb. In other words, the modalis isanalyzed as a direct case. She suggests this clearly explains why antipassives onlyoccur in ergative languages { this is normal nominative-accusative case assignment.The problem with double transitive su�xes is solved, since ECM verbs regularlyassign accusative to subjects. She thus suggests that the so-called antipassive su�xesare really a form of raising verb that can license accusative case.I �nd this analysis generally unconvincing. Saying that modalis is accusativewould greatly complicate the statement of the binding theory, especially in dialectslike Central Arctic where the modalis is regularly used to form the intransitivizedreexives of transitive verbs:(226) angutman.abs ingmi-nikself-mod kapi-vuqstab-ind.3sg`The man stabbed himself.'If the modalis is a direct case, this binding pattern should be impossible, accordingto the binding theory developed earlier (or the similar theories of Bittner (1994) andSadock (forthcoming)).The claim of the functional uniqueness of direct cases/functions would also ceaseto hold. Recall from Section 2.3.1 that a clause can have multiple modalis NPs due tomultiple su�xation of antipassive su�xes (example (145a)). The statement of basicword order would be complicated (now there would be a core argument, the modalis,mixed in among the oblique NPs) as would be verb agreement (antipassive forms takeintransitive agreement, suggesting that they have only one direct argument, but nowthey would actually have two direct arguments). Finally, it is unclear why passivecould not apply to an antipassive form promoting the modalis NP.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 1582.4.3.2 Johns (1987, 1992)Johns' analysis of Inuktitut (in particular, the Qairnirmiut (Caribou) dialect of BakerLake to the west of Hudson Bay) makes the argument that the appearance of erga-tivity is just \an epiphenomenon resulting from the interaction between language-particular lexical features and universal principles" (p. 58). She essentially importsthe \nominalist tradition" (Section 1.2.4) into a GB framework, carefully buildingup an analysis of sentences in the participial mood, which I summarize below. Theanalysis depends on three assumptions: (i) the inability of the verb to project a VP inInuktitut, (ii) that the morpheme -jaq is consistently a passive participle morphemewith nominal category in all its occurrences, and, (iii) the set of functional categoriespostulated for Inuktitut.The Passive nominal. A passive participle morpheme -ja(q)/-ta(q)/-ga(q) mayattach to the stem of transitive verbs yielding a nominal whose referential index isthe internal argument:(227) kapi-jaqstab-pass.part.abs miki-juqsmall-intr.part.3sg`The stabbed one is small.'(Johns assumes that a role inherited by derivational morphology (here, the agent)need be realized i� there is a licensing mechanism, acknowledging that this is aviolation of the �-Criterion.)The copula attaches to nominals creating a verb to which can be attached in-transitive agreement, and this general process in this particular case produces theInuktitut passive:(228) nanuqpolar.bear.abs anguti-mitman-abl kapi-ja-u-juqstab-pass.part-cop-intr.part.3sg`The bear was stabbed by the man.'lit. `The polar bear is the by the man stabbed one.'(Here the copula or some higher node can optionally license expression of the agentargument as an adjunct.)



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 159The possessive phrase. Possessive phrases are analyzed as a functional projectionAgrN (essentially equivalent to D). This projection can occur above any NP includ-ing the passive nominal, yielding either a regular possessive phrase or the transitiverelative construction (which translates as `the one that agent Ved'), as appropriate:(229) a. anguti-upman-rel qimmi-adog-3sg`the man's dog'b. anguti-upman-rel kapi-ja-astab-pass.part-3sg`the one that the man stabbed'lit. `the man's stabbed one'(230) a. AgrPNNPanguti-upman-rel AgrN0NPNti AgrNqimmi(q)i`dog' -a`3sg'b. AgrPNNPanguti-up`man-rel' AgrN0NPNti AgrNkapi-ja(q)i`stab-pass.part' -a`3sg'This analysis is appealing because the same case, Relative, marks possessors andagents of active sentences in Inuit, and the agent cross-referencing on the verb isidentical to possessive cross-referencing on the verb. The speci�er gets a possessive�-role in (230a), and the agent role in (230b). Note that it cannot receive the theme



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 160role in (230b) as this is already assigned as the passive nominal's referential index (atheoretical observation supported by the data).The transitive clause. The (participial mood) transitive clause results from em-bedding the transitive relative construction in a further Agr functional projection:(231) AgrPV = IPNPabsnanuq`polar.bear.abs' AgrV0AgrPNNPanguti-up`man-rel' AgrN0NPNkapi-ja(q)`stab-pass.part' AgrN-a`3sg' AgrV-;`3sg'(It's not clear what forces the second head movement { presumably morphologicalconstraints. Note, also, that only deverbal forms can appear under AgrV, and notother NPs/AgrPNs.) Intransitive verbs are embedded only beneath AgrV. This ex-plains why patient and intransitive verb agreement are similar. We can simply saythat absolutive case is assigned to the speci�er of AgrV. Johns suggests that the factthat absolutive agreement appears outside ergative agreement (in non-zero forms) isalso explained.70 The suggestion is that the literal translation of (231) is roughly `Thepolar bear is the man's stabbed one', although there is no overt copula morphemehere, as there is with the passive.It's around this point that things get messy. To account for the default order ofNPs in Inuit sentences (ERG < ABS, see Section 2.1.3), Johns suggests that there ismovement of the ergative NP which is actually required by what has been said so far:citing Baker (1988:99), it is assumed that traces of X0 do not assign Case, so following70But recall the caveats presented in Section 2.2.5.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 161the head movement of AgrN to AgrV the ergative NP must move so that it can still beCase marked.71 Johns suggests that the ergative NP moves to adjoin to AgrPV (sheassumes that an agreement element can govern through another agreement element towhich it is morphologically adjoined, though this seems novel). I see several problemshere { �rstly, Baker (1988) presents empirical support for this proposal in a frame-work that did not use the many functional projections that result from the Split-Inhypothesis of Pollock (1989) and later work. This constraint cannot be maintainedin a more recent analysis (such as Johns') with multiple functional categories thatverbs and other predicates move up through. These items cannot lose their Caseassigning ability every time they move.72 Secondly, it's not clear that the adjoinedAgrN should be able to assign Case as suggested, and if the AgrN complex is assigningtwo cases, it is not clear what determines which one is assigned where. Thirdly, it isquite unclear whether Johns' analysis correctly captures even the basic nominative-accusative binding facts of Inuit, let alone the more complicated data observed inSection 2.3.3. Johns' argues that the ergative NP can bind inside the absolutive NPbecause it moves to adjoin to a position above the absolutive NP at s-structure. But,given her structures, it is quite unclear how [Spec, AgrPV] of an intransitive verband an NP adjoined to a transitive AgrPV form a natural class for binding theory, orwhy adjunction to a higher position a�ects binding anyway.73 Moreover, the sugges-tion of A0-movement of the ergative argument should perhaps create weak crossoverviolations, which it doesn't (this issue is discussed in Section 2.4.4.2, below).The discussion so far has dealt solely with the participial mood. This mood is verycommon in main clauses in the form of Inuit that Johns studied, but less common or71The motivation for this claim (the need for possessor ascension in cases of incorporation inMohawk), stands in contrast to examples of allowed possessor stranding in Eskimo cited by Sadock(1980) (although Bittner (1994) has questioned their productivity).72For example, if French �nite verbs move to T at S-structure, as in Pollock (1989), then underthe assumption being considered in the text, they would not be able to assign Case to their objects.Either some form of extended transparency must be assumed, in the spirit of Grimshaw's (1991)extended projections, or alternatively, the proposals of Chomsky (1991) impose a much weakerrequirement: merely that at some point in the derivation, the verb must pass into or through AgrOand that the object NP must pass into or through [Spec, AgrO].73And similar problems would arise for identifying the controllee of in�nitives, which is also basi-cally nominative-accusative (Section 2.3.2).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 162not used in main clauses elsewhere. At any rate, there is an alternative, the indicativemood with transitive endings -vaq/-paq:(232) anguti-upman-rel nanuqpolar.bear kapi-va-astab-ind.tr-3sg.3sg`The man stabbed the bear.'The transitive indicative has none of the nominal properties of the passive participialthat we have gone over: it cannot occur in passive sentences, passive nominals, northe transitive relative construction. Nevertheless, Johns suggests that sentences withthis form are exactly the same, but that the transitive indicative has the specialproperty of requiring to attach to AgrV (she suggests it has the feature Declarativewhich has to appear in AgrV). This thesis appears to have a certain diachronic truth(Section 1.2.4), but both for the indicative and verbal uses of the participial mood, I�nd it has little appeal as a synchronic analysis. There is really no reason to thinkthat the ergative NP is functioning as a noun possessor in verbal clauses, indeed boththe preferred and other possible word orders indicate otherwise.An unaccusative/unergative split? Johns does not explore all the consequencesof her proposals for the basically GB framework in which she writes. For example,she seems committed to a lexical treatment of the passive (via the passive nominalmorpheme), rather than a syntactic treatment where the underlying logical objectmoves to the surface subject position. Indeed she does not seem to have availableto her any notion of movement from a D-structure VP internal position to a surfacesubject position, and so she could not represent a split between unaccusative andunergative intransitive verbs in this way either.Johns (1987:102) in fact argues that there is no evidence for a split betweenunergative and unaccusative intransitives in Inuit (as does Bok-Bennema (1991:44)).It is perhaps true that a binary unaccusative/unergative distinction is not very wellfounded (see Zaenen 1993), but I think that Inuit does possess evidence of the sortthat has been used to motivate unergative and unaccusative classes of intransitives.It has already been mentioned in the discussion of Marantz (1984) (around example



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 163(216)) that of verb stems that can be used transitively and intransitively, some pre-serve the agent in the intransitive use and others the theme. In intransitive uses ofthe latter verbs it would seem appealing in a GB framework to say that the themeof verbs that preserve the theme is generated VP internally at D-structure.74 Thiscould be supported from evidence from noun incorporation. The general pattern inlanguages is that only theme-like internal arguments tend to incorporate. Mithun(1984:875) summarizes some of her results as follows: \If a language incorporates N'sof only one semantic Case, they will be patients of transitive V's|whether the lan-guage is basically of the ergative, accusative, or agent/patient type: : : . If a languageincorporates only two types of arguments, they will be patients of transitive and in-transitive V's." Thus the point of current interest is that while Sadock (1980) speaksonly of object incorporation,75 Bittner (1994:69) and Bittner and Hale (forthcomingb) show that incorporation of unaccusative subjects is in fact possible:(233) a. ipittu-niksharp-pl.mod savi-irup-p-u-qknife-be.gone-ind-intr-3sg`There are no more sharp knives.'b. pualasu-nikfat-pl.mod puisi-nip-p-u-qseal-arrive-ind-intr-3pl`There arrived fat seals.'This suggests that these a�xal verbs are unaccusative (and in general a�xal verbscan be made into standalone verbs by su�xing them to the dummy stem pi-).7674However, Johns (1987) does not �nd this convincing, preferring to work in terms of aspectualclasses.75And, on the basis of this, Baker (1988:124{127) seeks a Case parameter that would explain thisand the intransitive agreement on verbs with incorporated arguments in Greenlandic (unlike someother languages).76A third potential argument for unaccusativity is the alleged appearance of antipassives of un-accusative intransitive verbs. Bittner (1988) contains one example of such a construction, which isrepeated in Bok-Bennema (1991:263) and De Hoop (1992:76). However, Bittner and Hale (forth-coming b) report that the initial example was only obtained from one consultant, and follow upwork with six consultants on this and other sentences with antipassives of intransitives suggests thatsuch sentences are all ungrammatical.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 164What is the structure of relative clauses? Johns (1987, 1992) assumes thatthe structure of Inuit relative clauses is actually two noun phrases in apposition.77Johns presents no particular argument for this structure (apart from the fact that itworks within the context of her analysis), but I suppose one could argue as follows. Ifwe think of the relative clauses above as a head noun followed by a participial phrase,then note that the participial phrase follows the head noun, just like a noun whichattributively modi�es another noun:(234) a. arnaqwoman.abs kalaaliqGreenlander.abs`the/a Greenlandic woman'b. kalaaliqGreenlander.abs arnaqwoman.abs`the/a female Greenlander'Secondly, note that participial relatives are nominalizations. This is further discussedin Section 2.4.3.2, but note here that they take nominal case endings, agreeing in caseand number with the pivot:(235) miiqqa-nutchild-pl.term Juuna-pJuuna-erg paari-sa-i-nutlook.after-rel.tr-3sg.pl-term`for the children that Juuna is looking after'Indeed `participial relatives' can appear as independent noun phrases meaning `theone who (was) Ved'. Thus assimilating them to the class of other appositional nomi-nals is appealing. So Johns would suggest that the structure of:(236) qilalugaqwhale.abs piniartu-thunter-gen.pl malirsu-ga-atchase-rel.tr-3pl.sg`the whale that the hunters are chasing'is more accurately represented by the calque `the whale, the hunters' chased one'(recall that ergative case is the same as genitive case).77This also the position of Fortescue (1984:52{53).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 165However, Bittner (1994) argues that a head noun and a following relative clauseare actually a single clausal nominalization (a nominalized internally-headed relativeclause), rather than there being an appositional structure of a head noun followed bya nominalized participial relative. She suggests the phrase structure shown in (237).78(237) DPDPjqilalugaq D0NPN0VPDPergpiniartu-t VPV0tj V tj DNjrel.tr D3pl.sg
Bittner provides one fairly compelling argument for this clausal structure, namelythat the ergative/genitive NP can bind a reexive on what Johns proposed as thehead noun:(238) [nirisa-nifood-4sg.sg Maakka-pMaakka-erg sani-mi-nutside-4sg-term ilisima-sa-aput-rel.tr-3sg.sg]qimmir-suu-pdog-big-erg aallarup-p-a-arun.away.with-ind-tr-3sg.3sg`A big dog ran away with heri food which Maakkai had put by heri side.'This would be totally unexpected if we were simply dealing with two nominals inapposition, and so I conclude that an analysis via a clausal nominalization is correct.Some further discussion on the treatment of clausal nominalizations within the typeof framework that I am assuming can be found in Chapter 3.78Bittner is interpreting the case of piniartut here as functioning within a clause (ergative), notas modifying a noun (genitive).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 166Extension to other languages. Towards the end of her paper, Johns tries toextend her model to Dyirbal, referring to certain suggestions of Hale (1970). Thissection is quite misguided. Hale's paper itself is problematic (see Dixon (1972:135{137), Dixon (1994:200) and the references cited in the latter), but Johns' use of itis worse. She suggests that the /l/ of L-conjugation Dyirbal verbs is a passive par-ticiple morpheme. This is what Hale (1970) suggests as the diachronic origin of theL-conjugation in Australian languages, but Hale (1970:772) argues that this is notthe correct synchronic analysis of languages including Dyirbal. He argues that the/l/ has been reanalyzed as a conjugation class marker, and gives as evidence thatthe conjugations have become partially inconsistent with strict subcategorization (inDyirbal about 90% of transitive stems are in the L-conjugation, the rest in the ;/Y-conjugation, and about 20% of intransitive verbs are in the L-conjugation (Dixon1972:54)). It is clear that an analysis of /l/ as a synchronic passive participle mor-pheme cannot be maintained for Dyirbal for this, and other reasons (such as theexistence of the Dyirbal antipassive).2.4.3.3 Bittner (1994)Bittner (1994) is a work of such scope and depth that I cannot possibly summarizeit adequately in a few pages, but I will try and outline some of the major lines of theanalysis and their assumptions. Bittner also provides a Case-theoretic explanation ofmorphological ergativity in (West Greenlandic) Inuit. Again, the verb cannot assignaccusative Case and so the object must raise to a higher projection to receive Case.But the details of her framework are rather di�erent. Bittner attempts to motivatean abstract level of syntax, for which she maintains the name s-structure, suggestingthat this level determines structural Case assignment, agreement, syntactic bindingrelations and the minimum scopes of quanti�ers (it is the default LF). This level is notrequired to have any particular relationship to the surface form, and indeed Bittnermakes liberal use of PF movement operations, for what she regards as syntacticallyunimportant movements (various processes of adjunction and extraposition).Arguing that absolutive agreement is outside ergative agreement (when they arenot fused) and that absolutive agreement is fused with switch reference morphology,



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 167which is usually in C(omp) (Finer 1985), Bittner suggests that absolutive agreementis in C while ergative agreement is in I.79 She assumes a version of the VP-internalsubject hypothesis where at D-structure subjects are the distinguished adjunct of alexical head (a position I will denote as [Adj, VP]), and suggests that the absolutiveargument of transitive verbs is generated in [Spec, VP] and that the instrumental(theme) argument of a ditransitive verb is generated as the complement of V. Sheassumes that only the complement, speci�er and distinguished adjunct of lexical headsare A positions (so [Spec, IP], for instance, is an A0 position).The basic structures for transitive and intransitive sentences that Bittner assumesare shown in (239). Bittner (1994) has the argument of all intransitive verbs originat-ing in [Adj, VP], but Bittner (email, Dec 1993) suggests that unaccusative subjectscould be base generated in [Spec, VP] and then be forced to move through the dis-tinguished adjunct of VP position by invoking the Extended Projection Principle(Chomsky 1982:10).(239) a. CPIPDPiJuuna`Juuna.abs' I0VPDPi VPiVsuli`work' I-v-u`-ind-tr' Ci-q`-3sg'
`Juuna works.'79Note that neither of the premises here is unproblematic. The order of agreement a�xes varies asdiscussed in Section 2.2.5. Both ergative and absolutive agreement su�xes on subordinate verb formsdistinguish between proximative and obviative forms, so it is not clear why absolutive agreementin particular should be in Comp, and moreover, these su�xes appear to act more like unboundedreexives than a switch reference system (Section 2.3.3).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 168b. CPIPDPjmiiqqa-t`child-pl' I0VPKPiJuuna-p`Juuna-erg' VPiDPj V0KPajunaarnir-mik`accident-mod' Vuqaluttuup`tell.about'
Ii-p-a`-ind.tr.3sg Cj-i`-3pl'

`Juuna told the children about the accident.'As further evidence for placing ergative agreement in I, she notes that with in�ni-tive verbs in -(l)lu, there is only agreement with absolutive arguments:(240) a. Miiqqatchildren.abs [erg JuunaJuuna.abs ikiu-ssa-llu-guhelp-fut-inf-3sg] niriursui-pp-u-tpromise-ind-intr-3pl`The children promised to help Juuna.'b. Miiqqatchildren [abs qiti-ssa-llu-tikdance-fut-inf-4pl] niriursui-pp-u-tpromise-ind-intr-3pl`The children promised to dance.'Bittner suggests that this agreement pattern supports her theory of agreement where-by absolutive agreement is controlled by Comp and ergative agreement by In: onesuggests that, just as in English, a non-�nite In does not agree. But this equation,as well, is not unproblematic, since note that in (240a) there is an overt absolutiveNP appearing in [Spec, IP], and the standard prediction of GB control theory is thatan overt NP cannot be licensed in [Spec, IP] in in�nitive clauses.As shown above, the morphologically unmarked absolutive NPs are analyzed asK-less DPs, but other nominals are analyzed as KPs.80 The K trivially licenses the80K(ase) was introduced into GB as a feature by Fukui (1986:54) and proposed as a functional



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 169DP complement, but the K of structural cases is deemed to be empty so that it inturn has to be antecedent-governed by a head in a Case-assigning con�guration soas to satisfy the ECP.81 Bittner stresses how her theory of Case di�ers from boththe category-oriented theory of early GB and the position-oriented theory of morerecent work. For Bittner, Case assignment only occurs in a more elaborate structuralcon�guration: informally, a head can only assign Case to an NP that it governs ifit can also `see' another NP which can serve as a case competitor for the �rst NP.This means that heads can gain and lose their Case assigning potential depending onwhat NPs are generated in or move through their projections. The proposal seemsto o�er very nice results for Inuit, but looks increasingly forced when extended toother language types (it requires null determiners adjoined to V heads to provide aCase competitor in accusative languages, and so on). Note also that Case is assignedunder government, and not by the now usual mechanism of Spec-Head agreement.Bittner does not try to derive the unmarked surface word order at S-structure.She notes (1992:11):Out of context, the preferred order of arguments in clauses is erg-nom-obl-V. This appears to be derived by fronting the ergative subject overthe nominative object at PF, without consequences for any of the syntacticor semantic phenomena discussed in this study.Given the scope facts that she reports (Section 2.2.2), one cannot get both the wordorder (erg < abs) and scope (absolutives have wide scope) right at S-structure. Oneneeds to postulate discrepancies between S-structure and either PF or LF, and Bittnerchooses the former (of course she also needs and uses Quanti�er Raising to accountfor scope ambiguities, but nevertheless, this makes the S-structure the default LF).However, the movements en route to PF which Bittner proposes in various placesappear to weaken the empirical base of the theory, and Bittner never suggests whatinterface conditions of the phonetic component require such movements.category above DP (similar to CP above IP) by Lamontagne and Travis (1987:176).81`Emptiness' is here an abstract notion, since on Bittner's analysis all Ks have surface phonologicalcontent if their complement is lexical (and don't if it is a pro). There is thus no correlation betweenthese overt phonological di�erences and the notion of emptiness for purposes of the ECP.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 170For binding purposes, Bittner suggests that arguments of a verb reconstruct downto their highest A-positions inside the VP (since A0 movement does not count forbinding, and she analyzes [Spec, IP] as an A0 position).82 Binding is limited in Inuitto NPs that are distinguished adjuncts of a lexical projection. The coverage of thebinding theory I believe to be identical to the one that I o�ered earlier, essentiallybecause the notion of the VP projection in recent GB work mirrors the notion ofargument structure. In Bittner's work, passives and double transitive su�xes are an-alyzed as higher verb projections, and thus both the embedded and higher a-subjectsof these constructions on my analysis are NPs in [Adj, XP] of one of two lexicalprojections on her analysis. However, Bittner cannot state binding theory in termsof c-command between the anaphor and its antecedent since in many cases (such asanaphors and agreement markers in adverbial clauses) the reconstructed subject willbe too low in the tree to c-command (or even m-command) the anaphor. To solvethis problem, Bittner proposes to use accessible subject paths, which is essentially asystem of coindexation that heads up from a subject to the head of the extended pro-jection in which it appears. The head of a subject path is then required to c-commandthe antecedent. I see this as an essentially technical solution, without any particularexplanatory merit. Basically the s-structure is not of itself providing the dominancerelations that her account requires.83 Control of the controlled subject of in�nitives isalso stipulated to be by a subject via the Extended Control Condition (\A controlledelement is bound by an accessible subject path in its binding domain").The result is two notions of \Subject". The items in [Spec, IP] which receive82This is consistent with the original de�nition of A and A0 positions { given the VP-internalsubject hypothesis, [Spec, IP] never receives a �-role and so should be an A0 position, but most otherrecent work wishes to maintain [Spec, IP] as functionally an A-position in languages like English,and so many people now work in terms of L-related positions, which includes [Spec, IP]. A potentialaw with regarding [Spec, IP] as an A0 position is that movement to A0 positions is predicted withinGB to cause weak crossover violations. This issue is discussed further in Section 2.4.4.2.83Bittner's explanation of why the ergative cannot bind the local absolutive in subordinate clauses(compare the discussion around (174)) is quite technical. As mentioned, the absolutive agreementis analyzed as being in C. A stipulation in the de�nition of a path c-commanding a node (p. 43)states that a path � can only c-command a node if \the head of � is not an extended projection"of the node. Thus although the subject path heads up to the top of the extended projection, CP, itcan never actually bind something in C0. As far as I have been able to tell, this stipulation has noother use.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 171absolutive Case provide one natural class. The other notion of subject is things thatare the distinguished adjunct of a lexical head.84 These two notions of subject areessentially the same two notions that I try to motivate in the present work, and indeedmy analysis is generally compatible with (and in places inspired by) the analyses ofBittner. The question that remains in my mind, however, is whether the theoreticalbackdrop of Bittner's analyses are helping or hindering her proposals. For example,as discussed immediately above, constructing the binding theory in terms of subjectpaths so that there is something that c-commands anaphors, seems essentially atechnical feat, rather than the framework in any way illuminating what is going on.2.4.3.4 ParallelsAll of these three analyses have at least a few commonalities. Each places the ab-solutive in a \high" position within the projection of I(n). In Bittner and Johns'analyses, the absolutive NP is in [Spec, IP], or its equivalent (AgrPV on Johns' anal-ysis). In contrast, Bok-Bennema adjoins the absolutive NP to I0. Although it is notreadily apparent, I believe all three analyses present basically the same theory ofwhat ergativity is { namely that the verb cannot assign accusative case in ergativelanguages. Bok-Bennema says this explicitly, while in Johns' analysis this followsfrom the claim that verbs cannot project a VP in Inuit (and so two arguments canonly be expressed by using passive participle forms). Bittner's analysis is essentiallythe same as Bok-Bennema's except that she reverses the markedness (wrongly, I be-lieve, given that accusative languages are much commoner than ergative ones). Onher analysis no verb is inherently able to assign Case, and verbs only gain the abilityto assign case if a case competitor (a D0) is adjoined to them. This adjunction occursin accusative languages, but not in ergative languages like Inuit.85 The accounts di�erin their treatment of binding. Bok-Bennema and Johns attempt to capture binding84This is similar to the proposal of Guilfoyle et al. (1992).85This markedness reversal leads to another odd markedness reversal in the analysis of passivesin accusative languages (Bittner and Hale forthcoming b). The addition of a passive morpheme hasto be analyzed in their framework as the removal of the adjoined D that normally licenses verbs toassign accusative case in accusative languages.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 172asymmetries in terms of con�gurational relationships in the higher functional projec-tion part of the tree. Bittner does binding mainly in terms of relationships withinlexical (mainly VP) projections. I thus see her account as quite similar to both theaccount developed here and the one in Sadock (forthcoming).2.4.4 Bobaljik (1993) and his precursorsThe majority of analyses of ergativity equate Absolutive with Nominative (and thensometimes Accusative with Ergative) with the result that intransitive sentences havethe same analysis in both ergative and accusative languages while transitive sentencesare analyzed di�erently in the two language types. Bobaljik (1992) describes him-self as reviving the idea of Levin and Massam (1985) that we should rather equateNominative and Ergative, and also Accusative and Absolutive. This has the resultthat transitive sentences are analyzed the same in ergative and accusative languages,whereas intransitive verbs are analyzed di�erently. Essentially, ergativity then meansthat all intransitive verbs have \object agreement" with their actant. Bobaljik's pro-posal thus reduces to the suggestion that intransitive subjects in ergative languagesare like objects, that is the Absolutive-S-as-Object analysis that was discussed inChapter 1.2.4.4.1 Levin and Massam (1985)Levin and Massam consider the treatment of morphologically ergative languages (as-suming Marantz's division into morphologically and syntactically ergative languages).Their theory of Case is that nom/erg case is always assigned by I and acc/abs caseis always assigned by V. The appearance of morphological ergativity depends ona parameter of whether I or V must always be a Case-assigner. The subject is al-ways in [Spec, IP], but V can assign Case at a distance in morphologically ergativelanguages.8686The Niuean data Levin and Massam discuss are apparently problematic for Bobaljik (1992) ashe has the intransitive subject remain in \object position" whereas Levin and Massam depend on allsubjects being in the subject position, but I have not further investigated the situation in Niuean.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 173They consider Niuean (Austronesian, Tongic subgroup) sentences with sententialcomplements, and observe that in some the subject takes ergative case, and in mostabsolutive, without apparent di�erences in word order. They explain how this con-icts with previous theories of Case-marking of S-bar arguing that S-bar must beable to be Case-marked, but that some S-bar's have inherent Case. They then exam-ine how this conicts with Burzio's generalization (if construed to hold of sententialcomplements), arguing that T ! A does not always hold (but is derivable from CaseTheory in certain contexts), while A ! T is con�rmed and can be derived from theirCase Theory.87 They suggest that the Case-marked S-bars cannot be NPs becausethen they would be extraction islands, and they are not. However this argumentis not very strong, since many languages (e.g., Quechua (Manning 1991), Chicheŵa(Bresnan 1994a)) exhibit similar `nominalized' sentential complements, whose exter-nal distribution is that of NPs. This phenomenon remains a general problem forsyntactic theory.2.4.4.2 Bobaljik (1992)Bobaljik adopts the kind of articulated IP tree shown in (241) and suggests thatwhile in transitive sentences, A always moves to Agr1 and O always moves to Agr2, forintransitive sentences, in an accusative language, S moves to Agr1 while in an ergativelanguage S moves to Agr2. This movement is forced by which Agr is \active".8887Where T = assignment of a �-role to the subject and A = Case assignment to the object.88This notion of `active' must be distinct from the notion of strong vs. weak features that appearsin other Minimalist work.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 174(241) Agr1PSpec Agr01Agr1 TPSpec T0T Agr2PSpec Agr02Agr2 VPNPA/S V0V NPO/SThese di�erent movements yield the di�erent Case-marking patterns, since nomina-tive (= ergative) Case is checked by Agr1 while accusative (= absolutive) Case ischecked by Agr2. He acknowledges that nominative and absolutive resemble eachother as being the Case that is always (at least abstractly) realized, and as beinggenerally the morphologically unmarked case, but this is seen just as a reection ofwhich Agr is \active" (the always active Agr would tend to be less marked, perhapsby Economy).Bobaljik never makes clear whether he sees his claims as applying to what havebeen termed morphologically ergative languages, or syntactically ergative languagesor both. Of the languages discussed (Basque, Niuean, Abkhaz, Inuit, Nisgha) themajority have standardly been categorized as morphologically ergative.89 Bobaljikmakes two arguments for his analysis.89But we saw in Chapter 1 that there are reasons to believe that both Inuit and Nisgha shouldactually be classed as syntactically ergative, at least according to the Inverse Grammatical Relationshypothesis that I have advanced.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 175Argument One. The main argument for this proposed structure comes from bind-ing theory. Bobaljik suggests that in ergative languages, just as in accusative lan-guages, the A argument binds the O argument in reexives and reciprocals. Forexample, in Basque:(242) mutil-ekboys-erg elkareach other.nom ikusisee duteaux.3sgA.3plE`The boys saw each other.'Bobaljik (following Anderson 1976) takes this as evidence that the ergative NPasymmetrically c-commands the absolutive NP at the level at which the BindingTheory applies. Inuit lacks basic transitive reexives (it intransitivizes the verb), butthe same point can be illustrated with the reexive form of the possessive marker(compare (169a) and (171)).Further Bobaljik cites Chomsky (1992) in suggesting that Binding Conditions,as conditions on interpretation, should apply at LF, the interpretive interface, andhence suggests that it is not the case that Binding can be satis�ed at an earlier level ofderivation, with the c-command relationships then undone by subsequent movement.This command relationship must exist at LF and the default assumption is that theergative also c-commands the absolutive at S-structure (`spell-out') and so absolutivecannot possibly be assimilated to nominative. Note that this use of LF directlycontradicts Bittner's analysis, where the absolutive must be higher than the ergative(at least in the default LF) to explain the wide scope reading of absolutives. Whilenot directly committed to a level exactly like either s-structure or LF, in general Iside with Bittner in believing that binding is best de�ned on an intuitively \deeper"level, which I term argument structure.Finally Bobaljik argues against the alternative account which equates nominativeand absolutive case as follows. If the absolutive argument raises to [Spec, IP] toget Case and then the ergative argument raises by an A0 movement to some higherposition either to capture the Erg-Abs-V word order facts of Inuit or in order to alsoexplain the binding facts mentioned above (as in Johns 1992) then one would expectWeak Crossover e�ects that do not occur. This prediction, and the question of weakcrossover in general will be further discussed later in this section.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 176Argument Two. Bobaljik notes that in accusative languages, NPs in [Spec, Agr1]cannot be marked nominative or trigger agreement in tenseless contexts (in�nitivesand gerunds)90 and so must usually be realized as PRO. Given Bobaljik's ergativityhypothesis, the obvious prediction is that in tenseless contexts in ergative languages,the ergative argument should be unable to appear or trigger verb agreement, whilethe absolutive argument should be able to appear and trigger agreement in bothtransitive and intransitive sentences.While noting that many ergative languages lack suitable in�nitive forms, Bobaljikclaims that this prediction is supported by the Inuit -(l)lu- construction. He suggeststhat this construction is like an in�nitive, has agreement only with the absolutiveargument, and allows expression of an absolutive but not an ergative argument withinthe same clause, citing examples like:91(243) a. Miiqqatchildren-abs ikiu-ssa-llu-githelp-fut-inf-3pl.abs niriursui-vutitpromise-ind.2sg`You promised to help the children.'b. aggi-ssa-llu-titcome-fut-inf-2sg niriursui-vutitpromise-ind.2sg`You promised to come.'c. niviarsiaqgirl.abs sikkir-lu-niblossom-inf-4sg kiina-nngu-aface-little-3sg nui-rata-nnguar-puqappear-all.the.same-little-3sg`The girl (i.e., the willow herb) blossoming, her little face appeared at last.'Bobaljik (1992) takes this construction as evidence for his analysis, saying that inin�nitivals, just as in English, Agr1 is defective in a non-tense environment and henceit can neither license Case nor agreement. In other words, he claims that in a -(l)luin�nitive, there will be neither agreement with A, nor will A be licensed to appearovertly with ergative Case. The agreement facts are correct, but the claims about90Though this is not the case in Portuguese, of course (Raposo 1987). Portuguese in�nitivalclauses allow overt nominative subjects and the verb agrees with them. This is generally analyzedas resulting from a case assigned to the CP percolating to the subject, or a Case originating in Cbeing assigned to the subject.91Example (243b) corrects a typo in Bobaljik's (33a). The translation of (243c) has also beenaltered in accord with my understanding of Bergsland (1955).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 177overt NPs are just wrong: as discussed in Section 2.3.2, neither an S nor an A canappear in complement uses of the in�nitive, while in adverbial uses like (243c), overtNPs functioning as any of A, S or O may appear. Hence, this argument collapses.2.4.4.3 Bobaljik (1993)The �rst half of Bobaljik (1993) reworks Bobaljik (1992) bringing it into accord withthe available linguistic data, while the second half deals with two topics: how torecapture the notion of Subject within this framework, and how to deal with active-stative languages in which some intransitive verbs take an ergatively-marked actant.So, in the �rst section Bobaljik deletes discussion of Niuean as an ergative languagewith an accusative binding theory, suggesting that the \reexive" there is used moreas an emphatic marker. He cites discussion by Keenan (1991) of Samoan where the\reexive" lava is principally an emphatic marker but can be used with either theergative or absolutive of a transitive to indicate coreference, based more on precedencethan dominance. See also Mosel (1991) who argues for this element in Samoan notbeing an anaphor at all.Regarding the Inuit in�nitive, without overtly correcting his earlier claims, Bobal-jik now suggests that we should \focus primarily on the agreement morphology, as-suming that the relations expressed by this morphology are the essential relationsof the clause" whereas \consideration of the distribution of lexical NPs is potentiallymisleading" (p. 64). The theoretical basis for this is suggesting that Inuit falls in withthe class of languages whose lexical NPs have been analysed as adjuncts while theagreement morphemes are actually the arguments of the verb (Jelinek 1984, Baker1991). This proposal dodges the \counterevidence" from the distribution of overt NPsin in�nitive clauses, but it makes a number of further predictions, which Bobaljik doesnot go on to discuss. I will take up this agenda below.The next section deals with how to recapture the notion of deep subject (groupingA and O) under Bobaljik's analysis (recall that under his analysis, the A argumentmoves to [Spec,Agr1], while the S moves to [Spec,Agr2]). Bobaljik suggests this classis needed to determine the antecedent of reexives and the controller and controllee



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 178in controlled construction like the Inuit -(l)lu in�nitive.92 The essence of Bobaljik'sproposal is that we make checking the features of T the equivalent of the \Extended"part of the Extended Projection Principle, that every clause must have a subject.If this feature checking is required, then an A argument (and an S argument in anAccusative language) will move �rst to [Spec, TP] and then to [Spec, Agr1], while anS argument in an ergative language will move to [Spec, Agr2] and then to [Spec, TP].Being in [Spec, TP] conveys subject properties. There are a number of theory internalissues here { many Minimalist analyses regard the subject as moving straight to[Spec, AgrS], bypassing TP, and if T's N-features are strong, as Bobaljik assumes,then an S and an O will actually be in di�erent positions at Spell-Out. This mightbe detected by word order facts (for instance by using adverbs that adjoin to Agr2P),but the available evidence actually suggests that all absolutive NPs are in the sameposition at S-structure (Section 2.1.3). However, given the current state of ux ofthe Minimalist Framework, I will not pause to investigate these issues in detail. Thecrucial point is that this analysis gives Bobaljik a con�gurational way of grouping Aand S, as well as the con�gurational way of grouping S and O that was previouslyproposed. I also want to have two notions of subjecthood, but I believe it is necessaryto de�ne a-subject over argument structure as I have done, and an analysis that simplygroups surface A and O will be insu�cient.The �nal section addresses the fact that a number of Ergative languages havethe perhaps unexpected property that some intransitive verbs mark their single ac-tant Ergative rather than Absolutive (Basque, Georgian, etc.).93 Bobaljik's solutionis to adopt Hale and Keyser's (1986) suggestion that unergatives are underlyinglytransitive. In cases where there is Ergative marking on the S argument, there isanalyzed as being an unincorporated object (either abstract, or arguably overt incertain Basque forms) whereas in other cases like Inuit where all intransitives clearly92Though, again recall the evidence from Section 2.3.3 that these actually appear to be propertiesof a-subjects, not just surface As and Os. I have not yet seen a minimalist account of passive orECM constructions, but I believe Bobaljik's proposals would not extend correctly to these cases.93The section does not address the question of why and whether these languages should be analyzedas Ergative rather than Active, but under Bobaljik's analysis, arguably this is just a terminologicalquestion.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 179act as intransitives, the analysis is that unergatives are underlyingly still transitive,but that their object incorporates into the verbal head as Hale and Keyser suggest.Note that Bobaljik's proposal amounts to a very strong semantic claim about lan-guages such as Basque, namely that all and only those intransitive verbs that takean Ergative argument are unergative verbs which underlyingly have the syntactico-semantic structure suggested by Hale and Keyser. But I believe a closer examinationof almost any such split intransitive language will belie this claim. Most commonlythe class of single actant verbs taking the Ergative/Active marking is either muchsmaller than the semantic class of unergatives, or conversely, much larger, and theStative class is fairly small and often closed (Merlan 1985). For the case of Basque inparticular, it has been argued that there is not a perfect match between semanticallyunaccusative/unergative verbs and the choice of ergative/absolutive case marking(Ortiz de Urbina 1989:42{44). Clearly meaning and case marking are correlated, butonly imperfectly.2.4.4.4 Why Absolutive should be grouped with Nominative(Morphologically)Bobaljik's analysis di�ers from most others in identifying nominative case with erga-tive case rather than employing the usual identi�cation of nominative case with ab-solutive case.94 However, I believe that, at a morphological/morphosyntactic level,the right choice is to identify Absolutive and Nominative, for at least the reasons laidout here.Markedness. It is a basic observation that nominative or absolutive is the case thatis always registered on some term of a verb (modulo pro-drop and quirky case mark-ing) in Accusative and Ergative languages respectively, and almost exceptionlesslythey are the morphologically unmarked cases (there are a few exceptional languageswith marked nominatives, but the absolutive seems to be exceptionlessly unmarked).94The idea of nominative and absolutive being the same unmarked category appears in Trubetzkoy(1939), and was probably just assumed by various earlier authors, as the term `absolutive' wassomething of a late invention.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 180These observations can be extended: nominative and absolutive are the cases nearlyalways used for citation, and for the `topic' of equational or copular sentences (Dixon1979:72).Ordering of verbal agreement. In languages with dual agreement with botha�xes on the same side of the verb, the general pattern is that object markersare closer to the verb than subject markers in Accusative languages (for examplein Bantu languages (Chicheŵa, Chi-Mwi:ni, Haya), Muskogean languages (Chick-asaw and Choctaw), Aztec (Michoacan, Sierra), Kunparlang (Non-Pama-Nyungan,Australia)).95 In contrast, in languages with Ergative-Absolutive verbal cross refer-encing, it is the ergative a�x that appears closest to the verb while the absolutive a�xis outside it, for example in Inuit, Abkhaz, Mayan (Jacaltec, Quich�e and Tzutujil).96The value of this evidence depends on one's theory. To someone adopting the as-sumptions of Baker (1988) and the Split-In Hypothesis, ordering of a�xes gives veryimportant information about not only morphology but the syntactic structure (theordering of functional projections). Under the new morphology-checking frameworkof Chomsky (1992), the importance of this evidence is marginalized, but nevertheless,I will take it as indicating something important at a morphological level.Plausibility of Historical Change. Languages are not statically ergative or ac-cusative. There are fairly well examined cases of languages changing their characterfrom ergative to accusative and vice versa. There is also a fairly intuitive accountof how this can happen, dating to at least Kury lowicz (1946). Kury lowicz's basicobservation is that if an accusative language has a passive (that allows expression ofan oblique agent), and for whatever reasons, prefers passive verb forms to the pointthat it stops using transitive verb forms (as seems to be happening in Maori), thenthe language has almost become ergative. This transition is complete when the pre-vious marker of an oblique agent is reinterpreted as the marker of a core grammatical95Chi-Mwi:ni, Haya, Chickasaw and Choctaw are from Murasugi (1992:98{99), Chicheŵa andKunparlang from Bresnan and Mchombo (1987), Aztec from Merri�eld et al. (1974).96Murasugi (1992:99{100).



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 181relation, and the old passive marker is reanalyzed (perhaps as a transitive marker).The same account can be told in reverse for an ergative language that prefers theantipassive becoming accusative. The important thing to note is that in this account,the old nominative becomes the absolutive in the new system and vice versa. Thereis no similarly appealing story in which the old licenser of nominative case becomesthe new licenser of ergative case.While it is certainly not the case that all ergative systems arise from passives (cf.Garrett 1990, Section 1.2.4), in general ergatives (and accusatives) arise from markedcases while absolutives arise from the unmarked case (nominative).Semantic Scope/Speci�city. As Bittner (1987) discusses, if any argument in asentence has a general presupposition of speci�city, or is almost always interpretedas a wide scope argument, then it is the nominative in Accusative languages andthe absolutive in Ergative languages. This again suggests that it is nominative andabsolutive that form a natural class.2.4.4.5 Weak crossover and the Pronominal Argument HypothesisThe ow of ideas in this subsection is rather complex. In part this is because I amdiscussing two incompatible proposals of Bobaljik's: Bobaljik (1992) argues that cer-tain analyses of Inuit should be ruled out because they would predict weak crossoverviolations that do not occur (an argument repeated in Bobaljik (1993)), while a latersection of Bobaljik (1993) suggests that Inuit is a pronominal argument language (inthe sense of Jelinek (1984)) which would imply that Inuit should exhibit no weakcrossover e�ects, at least with NP arguments. The Pronominal Argument Hypothe-sis in turn can be argued for and against from a number of points of view. I argue,following Baker (1992) and against Bobaljik (1993) that the existence of pronominalarguments cannot be simply correlated with overt morphology. As well as predictingthe absence of weak crossover e�ects on NPs, adopting the pronominal argument hy-pothesis has been used to explain various things such as the appearance of free wordorder and free pro drop, and rich case and agreement systems (Jelinek 1984, Speas1990). But in general these phenomena seem poorly correlated. In this discussion I



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 182can but touch the surface of these issues. See Bresnan (1994b) and Ortiz de Urbina(1989:88{95) for two recent contrasting treatments of weak crossover (the latter deal-ing with Basque, another ergative language), and Austin and Bresnan (1994) for adetailed defence of the view that the phenomena that have been handled under thepronominal argument hypothesis are not in fact phenomena that covary.Weak Crossover. Bobaljik (1992) suggests that a technical problem with certainprevious analyses of ergativity is that the derivations they propose should lead to weakcrossover violations that do not in fact appear to occur. For example, recall that onJohns' (1992) analysis, the ergative argument moved by A0 movement to adjoin to aposition above the absolutive argument. But if this were the case, Bobaljik argues,then a sentence like (244a) should be ruled out as a weak crossover violation for thesame reason that (244b) is ruled out in English.97(244) a. Piita-upiPiita-erg anaana-nimother-poss.3sg.refl.abs ti nagligijanalove.3sgE.3sgA`Piitai loves hisi mother.'b. *Whoi does hisi mother love ti?While the analysis of Bittner (1994) avoids this problem by suggesting that theergative NP is fronted at PF, note that under Bittner's analysis, [Spec, IP] is anA0 position, so the potential problem for Bittner's analysis is that A0 movement ofthe absolutive NP to [Spec, IP] should lead to weak crossover violations in certaincircumstances. But in fact it is acceptable for the possessor of an ergative to becoindexed with the absolutive NP that moves over it:(245) IlaaniOnce niviarsiaraqgirl.abs arna-atamother-3sg.sg.erg ti aper-aaask-3sg.3sg`Once heri mother asked the girli: : : '97The details of why it is ruled out depend on the account of weak crossover used, but standardlya weak crossover violation results when a coindexed term appears between an operator (the resultof A0 movement) and its trace. Also, because the ergative NP is being postulated to move by A0movement to its default position, note that the result is that all cases of binding the possessor ofan absolutive by an ergative should be ruled out, and not only cases when the ergative NP is aWh-word or a quanti�er.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 183To bolster his case Bobaljik (1992) notes that clear weak crossover e�ects havebeen noted in certain ergative languages (Basque and Nisgha). He does not examineInuit, but nevertheless took the above to be an argument in favor of his own anal-ysis in which there was no A0 movement. However, for separate reasons to do withsustaining his argument from in�nitive clauses, Bobaljik (1993) suggests that Inuitis a pronominal argument language, which would predict that there would never beany weak crossover e�ects in Inuit sentences with NP arguments for quite separatereasons. Thus I will return to the discussion of weak crossover after a discussion ofthe pronominal argument hypothesis.The Pronominal Argument Hypothesis. There has been a long tradition inNative American linguistics, dating at least to Boas, which suggests that in certainlanguages the `agreement a�xes' of verbs are actually pronominal arguments of theverb stem, while optional lexical NPs are merely modifying adjuncts. Jelinek (1984)�rst brought this argument into the generative fold, dubbing it the Pronominal Ar-gument Hypothesis. Under such an account, it is the pronominal crossreferencing onthe verb that exhibits con�gurational structure, while lexical NPs are just adjunctswhich can appear freely positioned. The most interesting recent discussions of thisproposal are to be found in the work of Baker (1991, 1992), which I summarize below.Bobaljik (1993) claims that it is signi�cant that the Inuit in�nitive agrees withS and O, but not A, because, under the assumption that a Jelinek-style analysisis appropriate for Inuit, this shows us that an S or O argument is permitted withthe in�nitive (as witnessed by the overt agreement) while an A argument is notallowed (it must be PRO which is silent both lexically and as a piece of agreementmorphology). Now this argument only goes through on the strong (and perhapsnaive) assumption that there is an absolute correlation between a morpheme beingovert and its serving as a pronominal argument, syntactically and semantically. Thereare various arguments against this { for example you encounter problems when youtry to extend a Jelinek-style analysis to other Australian languages such as Jiwarliwhich totally lack overt verbal cross-referencing (Austin and Bresnan 1994), but thenicest argument against this position that I know is from Baker (1992), and I will



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 184summarize it briey here.Bobaljik's claims are vitiated as soon as you accept that some cases of \pronominalarguments" must be zero morphemes, as is already accepted by Jelinek (1984) for theanalysis of the Warlpiri third person arguments { and in Inuit, too, we could simplysuggest that all in�nitival mood ergative markers happen to be zero morphemes. ButBaker makes a much more sophisticated argument than that from Mohawk.98 Heconsiders the forms in (246) and asks whether the object markers in the neuter andfeminine-zoic genders (246b-c) can be analyzed as zero morphemes (given that theagreement a�x in such cases is the same as for an intransitive subject(246a)).(246) a. te-k-nunyakhw-a' `I dance (intransitive)'b. k-nuhwe'-s `I like it (neuter)'c. k-nuhwe'-s `I like her (feminine-zoic)'d. ri-nuhwe'-s `I like him (masculine)'His answer is that while the feminine-zoic object marker seems to be a zero mor-pheme, all the available evidence indicates that the neuter is not a zero morpheme,but rather neuter is denoted by the absence of a morpheme. When a verb is placedin the stative aspect, intransitives and verbs with neuter objects undergo an inversionprocess where the subject agreement morpheme is replaced by an object agreementmorpheme, whereas forms with an object agreement marker remain unchanged (247).(247) a. te-wak-nunyahkw-v `I have danced (intransitive)'b. wak-nuhwe'-u `I have liked it (neuter)'c. k-nuhwe'-u `I have liked her (feminine-zoic)'d. ri-nuhwe'-u `I have liked him (masculine)'Generally Mohawk verbs mark subject number, but this number marking is neutral-ized if there is an object. Crucially, feminine-zoic objects cause neutralization ofnumber marking (just like masculine objects) but neuter objects do not neutralize98See also Nordlinger (1993) for a similar argument from Wambaya.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 185subject number marking. Thirdly, the agreement morphology can only mark twoactants, and this results in the curious restriction that for ditransitive verbs, the di-rect object must be neuter. This can be easily explained if we assume that Mohawkverbal morphology can express no more than two arguments, but that the neuter isnot represented in the morphology (whereas the feminine-zoic is expressed as a zeromorpheme). (See Baker (1992:31{32) for data justifying these last two arguments.)Baker then shows that syntactically, a third person neuter actant behaves in everyway identically to other pronominal agreement actants. Binding theory, free word or-der and comitative modi�er possibilities are exactly the same with third person neuterobjects as with any other objects. The only conclusion is that a third person neuterpronominal is somehow associated with the appropriate forms in Mohawk in the syn-tax, even though morphologically there is nothing there, not even a zero morpheme.Thus evidence of overt or non-overt morphology cannot be taken as de�nitive evi-dence of whether there is a pronominal. Hence facts about overt morphology can atmost be suggestive { they cannot be taken as decisive evidence, as Bobaljik (1993)would wish.Baker (1991) adopts Jelinek's pronominal argument approach for the analysis ofMohawk, but goes beyond the standard diagnostics that Jelinek used to motivate herapproach to noncon�gurationality in Warlpiri (namely, free word order, discontinuousconstituents, and free null anaphora, to which can be added lack of movement trans-formations, lack of pleonastic NPs and use of rich Case and verbal agreement systems(Speas 1990)). Baker examines and �nds support for Jelinek's analysis by lookingat disjoint reference conditions ((248a) is good, despite other evidence for BindingCondition C operating in Mohawk), data from extraction from lexical NPs (as op-posed to sentential complements), and the absence of weak crossover subject/objectasymmetries ((249b) is good, unlike the translation).(248) a. Wa'-t-ha-ya'k-e'fact-dup-1sS-break-punc SakSak rao-a'share'MsP-knife`Hei broke Saki's knife.'



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 186b. Ro-ya'takehnha-sMsO-help-hab SakSak rao-a'share'MsP-knife`Saki's knife helps himi.'(249) a. Uhkawho wa'-te-shako-noru'kwanyu-'fact-dup-MsS/FsO-kiss-punc rao-skare'MsP-friend`Whoi kissed hisi girlfriend?'b. Uhkawho wa'-te-shako-noru'kwanyu-'fact-dup-MsS/FsO-kiss-punc ako-skare'FsP-friend`Whoi did heri boyfriend kiss (her)?'Weak Crossover revisited. Reconsidering in this light Bobaljik's analysis, Bobal-jik seems forced to say that at least Basque and Nisgha, for which he documents weakcrossover e�ects, are not pronominal argument languages.99 On the other hand, whilehis objections to certain other analyses of Inuit as being wrong because they wouldpredict that sentences in the normal word order should be weak crossover violationscan technically be maintained, Bobaljik now seems committed to the position thatInuit should not display Weak Crossover phenomena. Moreover, he is also predictingsimilar disjoint reference and extraction non-asymmetries of the sort Baker describes.A preliminary assessment suggests that the data actually split (which would sup-port Austin and Bresnan (1994)). Bittner (1994:155{158) reports normal Principle Cbehavior in Inuit, so Inuit does not have this property of noncon�gurationality.100 Myown discussions with one I~nupiaq speaker suggested that standard weak crossover ex-amples were acceptable to her.101 For example, contrasting with the English data in99Even though Basque, at least, demonstrates many of the other properties that are classicallyassociated with the `noncon�gurationality' that the pronominal argument hypothesis allows: freeword order and a rich case and agreement system (Ortiz de Urbina 1989:78 and elsewhere).100Note also that the use of discontinuous constituents is extremely limited in Inuit and the orderof agreement a�xes discussed in Section 2.2.5 { varying but normally with the absolutive markeroutside the ergative { would appear to preclude these a�xes being regarded as the con�gurationalpart of the language.101However, I should immediately qualify this datum by pointing out that Maria Bittner (email,Jun 1994) reports getting inconsistent results when she tested weak crossover examples. So morethorough examination of this issue is clearly necessary.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 187(250), the I~nupiaq data is in (251).102(250) a. Whoi helped hisi mother?b. *Whoi did his mother help ti?(251) a. KiaWho.erg aaka-nimother-4sg.abs ikayuq-p-a-ung?help-interr-tr-3sg.3sg`Whoi helped heri mother?'b. aaka-nganmother-3sg.erg ki~nawho.abs ikayuq-p-a-unghelp-interr-tr-3sg.3sg`Whoi was helped by his/heri=j mother?'In (251a), fourth person morphology (Section 2.3.3) means that the sentence can onlyhave a coreferent meaning as shown. In (251b), the possessor can be another individ-ual, but importantly it can also be Whoi. There is no weak crossover violation.1032.4.5 Sadock (forthcoming)Sadock (forthcoming) outlines an autolexical syntax treatment of ALS (which I havealready done to some extent in Section 2.3.1) and then proceeds to provide a treat-ment of binding theory. The account he provides is very similar to, and in some waysinspires, the account presented here. Binders of reexives must satisfy a syntacticcondition (they must asymmetrically c-command the reexive) and a semantic con-dition (they must be an a-subject). The account di�ers in choosing the syntax ratherthan the argument structure as the level at which command is de�ned. In conjunctionwith proposing the phrase structure shown in (252), this gives Sadock a neat accountof what I captured through the coterm condition: ergatives cannot bind absolutives102Inuit lacks overt Wh-movement but weak crossover e�ects should still be seen because the Wh-word moves at LF. Compare, for instance the similar weak crossover data for English quanti�ers in(i) and see Bobaljik (1993:60{61).(i) a. Everyonei helped hisi mother.b. *Hisi mother helped everyonei.103Note that (251b) is active, unlike its gloss.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 188because they do not asymmetrically c-command them, while both ergative and ab-solutive a-subjects asymmetrically c-command oblique NPs (recall that for Sadockpronominal agreement appears as an NP at the level of syntax).(252) SNPerg NPabs VP(NP)obl VThe independent evidence for this phrase structure is not strong { although Sadocktries to make the best case for it { and some additional representational assumptionsseem to be required, such as that adverbial clauses are generated as a daughter of Srather than being adjoined. Nevertheless, the structure seems to account neatly forthe Inuit data. However, I believe that this approach cannot be argued to have generalcrosslinguistic application, and further that there is a possible problem lurking in theInuit data.I showed above (Section 1.3.3) that in Toba Batak an antecedent need not com-mand an anaphor at the level of syntax, but must command the anaphor at the level ofargument structure. More simply, note that general adoption of a condition of asym-metric c-command would prevent the postulation of even a partially at structure ofthe sort Sadock suggests in all those languages such as Basque or Tagalog where corearguments can bind other core arguments (that are more oblique at the level of argu-ment structure). For example, this theory of binding would not be able to license thereexive in (253) given the phrase structure suggested by Kroeger (1993:133, 136),which is shown in (254).104(253) Sinaktandv.hurt ng=babaegen=woman ang=kaniyangnom=her sariliself`A/the woman hurt herself.'104See Kroeger (1993) for a defense of this somewhat unusual phrase structure. The presentargument depends only on the claim that there is a at structure for the NPs following a verb.



Chapter 2. Inuit (West Greenlandic) 189(254) IPSpec I0I SVSinaktan NPng=babae NPang=kaniyang sariliThus the incorporation of syntactic structure command relationships seems unsatis-factory within a crosslinguistic theory of binding.Finally there is one di�erence between the predictions of my account and Sadock's.My account (following Bittner (1994)) predicts that a passive agent should be ableto bind another oblique argument of the verb, since it is an a-commanding a-subject.However, this should be impossible on Sadock's account, since the oblique agentof passives does not asymmetrically c-command other obliques, since they are bothdaughters of VP. The data on this point deserves further investigation, but Bittner(1992) gives an example that supports this binding possibility:105(255) a. JaakuJaaku.abs Piita-mitPiita-abl immi-nikself-mod uqaluttualia-mikstory-mod nassin-niqar-p-u-qsend-pass-ind-intr-3sg`Jaakui was sent a story about selfi=j by Piitajb. passhJ, sendhP , |, self-storyii
105She notes, however, that some speakers fail to allow binding by the ablative NP, but argues thatthis is due to the greater salience of the absolutive NP.



CHAPTER 3LezgianIf the Philippine, Eskimo and Mayan language families have been the cause for muchlinguistic debate by providing apparently conicting notions of subjecthood, otherlanguages have proved problematic by providing little or no evidence for the surfacegrammatical relation subject. In this chapter I consider one such language, Lezgian,and how it could be treated within the framework that I have been developing (seeVan Valin (1981) for a similar consideration of the related language Archi). CertainNPs (the ergative and absolutive NPs of transitive and intransitive verbs respectivelyand dative experiencers) clearly have a certain prominence in Lezgian, but this ismainly with respect to phenomena that I am regarding as sensitive to argumentstructure. There seems to be very little that cannot be captured in terms of a-structure prominence and use of the term/non-term distinction. One could argue fora very weak S/O pivot (purely on the basis of case marking) or a very weak S/A pivot(on the basis of certain control facts Haspelmath notes, although maybe they can beotherwise explained). This unfortunate indeterminacy over whether an argument hasprominence solely because it is an a-subject, or whether it should also be treatedas a grammatical subject has been noted for other languages that lack a rich setof valence changing operations. See, for instance, Inman (1993:64) for discussion of(Colloquial) Sinhala. Ultimately, we would hope to be able to settle these issues, butin the meantime, the existence of such languages provides a strong reason for carefullydistinguishing `subjecthood' tests that are tests of a-subjecthood, from ones that are190



Chapter 3. Lezgian 191tests of grammatical subjecthood.3.1 Basic Background on LezgianThe earliest written Lezgian literature dates from the second half of the nineteenthcentury, and the Russian general Uslar also provided a good grammatical descriptionof the language during this period. From the 1920s on there is work in Russian onLezgian (most notably work by Gad�ziev in the forties and �fties). Unfortunately,this work is inaccessible to me, and this chapter is based entirely on work on Lez-gian written in English { principally Mel0�cuk (1988) and the excellent grammar byHaspelmath (1993).3.1.1 Genetic A�liationLezgian is a member of the Lezgic branch of the Nakho-Daghestanian family (its clos-est relatives including Archi and Tabasaran), spoken in southern Daghestan (insideRussia) and northern Azerbaijan.3.1.2 Case Marking and Case MarkednessAll nouns, pronouns and demonstratives have absolutive/ergative case marking. Theabsolutive appears to be a bare stem (e.g., sew `bear.abs'). The ergative and allthe 16 other cases are then formed from an oblique stem (e.g., sew.re `bear.erg',sew.re-z `bear-dat').1 The ergative also has a zero ending, but is based on theoblique stem. (Alternatively, one could say that the ergative is simply zero, andthat the absolutive is subtractive.) The ergative is used only to mark the agent oftransitive verbs (it apparently sometimes marked instrumentals in older forms of thelanguage (Haspelmath 1993:84)). The other 16 cases are a dative and a genitive and 14originally locative cases arranged in a slightly defective three by �ve paradigm. Manyof the other cases have subcategorized uses (dative experiencer subjects, postelativestimuli, postessive patients, adelative subjects of �ze `can', etc.).1In these and other examples, I follow Haspelmath in using a period (.) to separate the bare stemfrom the oblique stem ending, and a hyphen (-) to mark other case endings.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 1923.1.3 AgreementThere is no agreement. The only possible quali�cation to this statement is that nounsmark number and so nominal predicates have the same number as their subjects incopular clauses:(256) Suw.a-nmountain-gen c'eh-ergoat-pl.abs gzafmuch mu~qajatcareful hajwan-aranimal-pl jacop`Mountain goats are very careful animals.'However, I would suggest that this is not a grammaticized agreement system, butrather that hajwan-ar `animals' is plural simply because we are talking about morethan one goat; that is because of a fact about the world. There is some furtherdiscussion of this phenomenon in Section 3.3.2.Among the Daghestanian languages, Lezgian is exceptional in lacking agreement,and so it is perhaps worth briey considering the comparative evidence. Proto-Daghestanian apparently had a noun class system and the verb agreed with theO/S in class (that is, there was an ergative agreement pattern). This pattern of classmarking and agreement is preserved in all of the modern languages except certainmembers of the Lezgic subfamily (namely, Lezgian, Agul and the southern dialectof Tabasaran (Kibrik 1985, Kibrik 1987)), though it seems to also be decaying inAvar (it is present only on vowel-initial verb stems (Kibrik 1987)). Archi (Lezgicsubfamily) is typical: it has a system of four noun classes, and the verb agrees withthe O/S in class and number. The situation in Tabasaran (also Lezgic subfamily) iscomplex (Kibrik 1985). There are three sets of person and number agreement mark-ers for verbs, which I will term actor, undergoer and dative. Intransitive verbs cantake the actor or undergoer agreement a�xes in what appears to be a uid split-Ssystem (using the terminology of Dixon (1994:71)). Two actant verbs agree with anactor using the actor su�xes or an experiencer using the dative su�xes and in certaincases there is then an optional second agreement marker (either undergoer or dative)agreeing with an undergoer or recipient argument. Additionally the verb marks a col-lapsed version of the proto-Daghestanian class system, distinguishing only two classesand again agreeing with the O/S. This class agreement system is totally lost in the



Chapter 3. Lezgian 193southern dialect. Thus the old ergative agreement system is being overlaid by a uidactive-stative system. The beginnings of a person-number agreement system can alsobe seen in Akhvakh (Kibrik 1985).3.1.4 Word OrderSentences are normally head (i.e., verb) �nal, although especially in speech, one ormore constituents of the clause may appear after the verb. The most common wordorder seems to be SV/AOV,2 but Haspelmath (1993:301) suggests that this is justa consequence of a preference for putting given information before new informationand the fact that subjects are generally given information. Thus word order shouldperhaps be given the sort of pragmatic treatment argued for in Austin (forthcoming).Heavy constituents can be moved to either end of a sentence. The immediately pre-verbal position seems to have something of a special status { questioned constituentsusually, but not necessarily, appear here. But note that this is a clause-bound re-ordering: although the questioning of elements in subordinate clauses is allowed inLezgian, the questioned constituent remains within its own clause.3.1.5 TermhoodBecause of the lack of valency alternations and agreement, it is very di�cult to assesstermhood in Lezgian. Circumstantial evidence can be had from the distributionof Lezgian valence patterns. For what Haspelmath (1993:269) calls the standardvalence patterns, it is noteworthy that they divide into two groups, intransitive andtransitive valence patterns. All the intransitive patterns have an absolutive argument(and zero or one other oblique case argument) and the transitive patterns have bothan ergative and an absolutive argument (and then similarly zero or one oblique casearguments). This might suggest that the absolutive and ergative are terms. Theremaining `nonstandard' valence patterns are genitive arguments of certain verbalidioms, dative experiencer subject verbs and noun + awun/x̂un `do/be' compounds.Dative experiencer subjects can be distinguished from other oblique case arguments2I use here Dixon's notation for word order, since it is not clear what the pivot is in Lezgian.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 194that could be regarded as a-subjects, and so I will suggest that they should also beregarded as terms.3.1.6 Valence changing morphologyValence changing morphology is very limited in Lezgian. There is a causative mor-pheme -ar (Haspelmath 1993:163), but it is less than fully productive. For verbs withwhich it does occur, with one or two exceptions it adds an ergative argument (i.e.,moving the verb from an intransitive to a transitive valence pattern). The a�x -aralso appears with a limited number of transitive verbs, but here it causes no di�erenceto the verb's meaning or valence pattern. There is also a periphrastic anticausative,made from the stem of weak transitive verbs and the auxiliary x̂un `become, be'.3 Itis used to denote processes strictly without an external agent (as opposed to merelybackgrounding the agent). This limited range of voice changing operations appear toprovide very little evidence about the structure of Lezgian.3.2 Phenomena expected to be sensitive to argumentstructureIn this section I will provide evidence from idioms, imperatives, binding and control(in complement and adverbial clauses) to show that in Lezgian too these phenomenaseem to be sensitive to argument structure.3.2.1 Binding TheoryIn the vast majority of cases, the antecedent of a reexive is an a-subject. That is, theantecedent can be an ergative A NP (257a), an absolutive S NP (257b), or a dativeexperiencer subject (257c); or it can be in various other roles that can still plausiblybe analyzed as a-subjects, such as the adelative argument of x̂un `be able' (257d).3Lezgian verbs are divided into strong verbs (stressed on a thematic vowel) and weak verbs(stressed on the stem and lacking a thematic vowel). This construction is only available for weakverbs.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 195(257) a. Kamal.aKamal.erg wi�ci-nself-gen buba.di-nfather-gen ru�zarie.abs ~qa�cu-natake-aor`Kamali took hisi father's rie.'b. Ru�sgirl.abs g�uzg�u.d-amirror-iness wi�ci-zself-dat kilig-nalook-aor`The girli looked at herselfi in the mirror.'c. Ada-zhe-dat [wi�ci-nself-gen romannovel patalfor] [k�uneyou.all.erg ga-jigive-aop x̂tinlike delil-ardetail-pl.abs]kimi-zma-jlacking-impf.cont-past`For hisi novel hei still needed details like the ones you gave.'d. Q'�uz�uold ~qullu�g�ci.di-wajemployee-adel an�zaxonly gilanow [wi�ci-nself-gen �kirthought exir.da-lend-sress q'wanuntilluhu-zsay-inf] x̂a-nacan-aor`Only now could the old employeei express hisi thoughts completely (lit.up to the end).'Lezgian has a number of interesting, arguably idiomatic, constructions where oneof the apparent actants is a genitive case modi�er of a noun. Several such expressionsare formed with the noun rik'.��- `heart'. An example is shown in (258):(258) Selim.a-nSelim-gen rik'.e-lajheart-srel [(erg) pen�zerwindow aq'al-izclose-inf] alat-nafall.o�-aor`Selim forgot to close the window.'lit. `(For him) to close the window fell o� from Selim's heart.'On the assumption that such constructions have a normal argument structure, alongthe lines of (259),(259) forgethforgetter , forgottenibut idiomatic syntactic expression, then this construction can be used to distinguishthings sensitive to a-subjecthood from things that are sensitive to a surface grammat-ical relation. It is thus important to note that the genitive NP in this constructioncan control reexives:



Chapter 3. Lezgian 196(260) Ada-nshe-gen rik'.e-lheart-sress wi�ci-nself-gen stxa-jarbrother-pl xkwe-zwareturn-impf`She remembers her brothers.'Antecedence is not strictly limited to subjects. Sometimes a recipient can bind atheme, or a theme can bind a locative:(261) Axundov.aAxundov.erg Ba�sir.a-z-niBa�sir-dat-and Abduselim.a-zAbduselim-dat �cpi-nselves-gen ~qullu�g-arjob-plmubarak-nacongratulate-aor`Axundov congratulated [Ba�sir and Abduselim]i on theiri new jobs.'Haspelmath (1993:411) suggests that the absolutive NP of a transitive sentence canonly be the antecedent for a reexive \when the antecedent is animate and no otherpossible antecedent exists in the clause". But this constraint seems doubtful sincelater (p. 416) Haspelmath shows a reciprocal whose antecedent is the absolutive of atransitive sentence and inanimate:4(262) Adashe.erg k'us-arpieces-pl.abs sad=sada-wone.abs=one-adess agud-naapproach-aor`She put the piecesi together (lit. close to each otheri).'At any rate, an absolutive noun cannot bind (into) the ergative or dative experi-encer argument in its own clause:(263) a. *Wi�ciself.erg AliAli.abs gata-zwabeat-impf*`Himselfi is beating Alii.'4The reciprocal is expressed by a reduplicated form of �ceb `themselves', or (here) sad `one'. Inthis reduplicated form, the �rst component appears in the case of the antecedent and the secondin the case required by the syntactic position of occurrence of the reciprocal. This is of interestmainly because it is a counterexample to the restrictive theory of information sharing presented inPollard and Sag (1994) (if their binding theory is assumed to have universal applicability), whereonly information of type index (person, number and gender) is shared between antecedents andanaphors. In Lezgian, case must be transmitted as well, but in the current architecture of HPSGthere is no small bundle of information that includes information on person, number, gender and case(the minimal containing sort is actually local). See Haspelmath (1993:415{416) for further examplesof this construction. See Kathol (1994) for an HPSG agreement theory that does group CASEwith other agreement features (although it appears not to make any predictions about agreementpossibilities in cases of anaphoric binding).



Chapter 3. Lezgian 197b. *Wi�ci-zself-dat Ali.di-nAli-gen ru�s-ardaughters-pl.abs aku-nasee-aor*`Himselfi saw Alii's daughters.'The examples I have presented so far are consistent with an a-structure based ac-count of binding. However, Haspelmath (1993:401) argues that binding in Lezgian isnot actually syntactically determined, but depends rather on pragmatics. He writes:\In contrast to a number of particularly well studied languages (especially English)where coreferential omission and reexivization have been shown to be subject towell-de�ned grammatical constraints, Lezgian does not show such clear grammaticalconditioning of rules of coreference. The controller and the target of reexivizationand coreferential omission seem to be pragmatically rather than syntactically deter-mined." He is concerned with such exceptional examples as the following, in the �rstof which the absolutive NP binds inside the ergative NP, and in the second of whichthe apparent antecedent is the possessor of an oblique NP.(264) a. Ta�gi=xaluTa�gi=uncle wi�ci-nself-gen �kir-r.ithought-pl.erg ak'a�z-nawa-jtorment-prf-past`Uncle Ta�gi was tormented by his thoughts.'lit. `Selfi's thoughts tormented Uncle Ta�gii.'b. Ithese x�ur-er.i-nvillage-pl-gen q'�uz�u-bur.u-nold-sbst.pl-gen gaf-ar-aj,word-pl-inel �cebselves inriqhhereDa�gustan.d-ajDaghestan-inel ata-j-burcome-aop-sbst.pl jacop`According to the old peoplei of these villages, theyi came here fromDaghestan.'The data are thus overall quite reminiscent of data on zibun binding in Japanese:the antecedent of zibun can usually but not always be described in terms of `subject-hood' { what I am viewing as a-structure prominence (Gunji 1987, Katada 1991). Inany such situation, there are two choices: either one can adopt a disjunctive theory ofantecedence (where antecedence normally obeys syntactic constraints, but certain ex-amples are pragmatically licensed by an alternative mechanism) or one can maintaina single set of binding conditions, which necessitates relying on as yet not very devel-oped theories of pragmatics. The majority of the literature on binding in Japanese



Chapter 3. Lezgian 198has adopted the �rst course, maintaining that antecedence of zibun is a test for sub-jecthood, while acknowledging that there are certain exceptional, perhaps logophoriccases. However Iida (1992, 1994) argues strongly for Japanese that a uni�ed accountshould be maintained. She argues that use of the reexive is principally determinedby the speaker's perspective { the vantage point from which the speaker decides toview the event, which is often but not always that of the subject, although she sup-plements this with a simple syntactic condition. Her condition (in the formalism ofHPSG { see Pollard and Sag (1994)) is that zibun cannot o-command its antecedent.This constraint is basically equivalent to saying that zibun cannot a-command itsantecedent in my framework. This is a much weaker constraint than saying that theantecedent must a-command the anaphor, but if applied to Lezgian, it would never-theless rule out examples like (263) while permitting examples like (264). Further,Iida's notion of speaker's perspective quite clearly motivates the use of the reexivein examples like (264).I am not really in a position to decide between these two alternatives. But oneither theory, whatever syntactic constraints that there are on binding are stated atthe level of argument structure. The theories di�er mainly in whether most examplesare treated purely in terms of a-structure prominence, with a pragmatic theory forthe remaining cases, or whether all examples are treated by the conjunction of aweak condition in terms of a-structure prominence and a strong theory of pragmaticprominence.Kibrik (1985) presents some reexization facts from various other Daghestanianlanguages. All of these languages clearly deserve further study, but for Tabasaranhe writes \note that actant reexivization is thus controlled by the highest-rankedsemantic role in the hierarchy given above" and the same seems to be true of Akhvakh.Such observations support the a-structure based account of binding which I have beenproposing. However, if examples like those in (264) should also turn up in otherNakho-Daghestan languages on closer examination, then deciding between the twoalternatives discussed above could turn out to be a recurring problem.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 1993.2.2 ImperativesThe addressee of an imperative (or a negative imperative, which uses a di�erentprohibitive verb form) is the a-subject, most commonly the ergative NP of a transitiveverb (265a), the absolutive NP of an intransitive verb (265b) or a dative experiencera-subject (265a):(265) a. [dat Saone �zins.ini-nkind-gen �clen-arconstituent-pl �zu�gur-a�nd-impv] waand [[aburthey.absgalk'ur-zawa-jconnect-impf-part sojuz-r.i-nconjunction-pl-gen k'anikajbelow] erg c'arline.abs �c'ugudraw.impv]`Find the coordinate constituents and draw a line below the conjunctionsthat connect them.'b. Japt Farid,Farid abs �sa!come.impv`Farid, come!'The addressee is commonly deleted, as in the above examples, but it can appearapparently without any special emphasis:(266) Wunayou.erg ba�gi�slami�s-a,forgive-impv bubafather`Forgive me, father.'In contrast, the absolutive argument of a transitive verb cannot be the addresseeof the imperative even when this would not be completely implausible semantically(Haspelmath 1993:290):(267) *Japt Allah~quli,Allah~quli policija.dipolice.erg abs jaqhcatch.impv*`Allahquli, let the police catch you!Finally, the genitive idiom construction again suggests that the constraint is properlystated in terms of argument structure rather than some surface syntactic position,because an imperative can be formed with the genitive possessor as the addressee:



Chapter 3. Lezgian 200(268) [�Cunwe.abs �ciwe.gen q'aq'anhigh ~qaw.a-lroof-sress hik'how ksu-da-j-t'asleep-fut-past-cnd] genrik'.e-lheart-sress xkwa�sreturn.impv`Remember how we used to sleep on our high roof.'3.2.3 Controlled adverbial clausesLezgian has a series of converbs that can be used to form adverbial clauses and for alimited degree of clause chaining. Here I will focus on the aorist converb. Haspelmath(1993:376) states that it \is used to express chains of actions carried out by the samesubject." This is true as a �rst order generalization; a few exceptions are discussedbelow. In particular, when the converb is used to express sequential action, the a-subject of the adverbial clause is gapped, regardless of whether it is the ergative NP ofa transitive (269a), the absolutive NP of an intransitive (269b) or a dative experiencer(269c).(269) a. Na�cal'nik.didirector.erg [abssehne.di-zstage-dat e~qe�c'-nago.out-aoc] �ca-zwe-dat wiri-da-zall-sbst-dat �cuxsa�gulthanks.abslaha-nasay-aor`The director came onto the stage and thanked all of us.'b. Kamal.aKamal.erg [ergru�zarie.abs ~qa�cu-natake-aoc] tar.a-ztree-dat aq'ax-izclimb-inf ba�slami�s-nabegin-aor`Kamal took a rie and started climbing up a tree.'c. Wunyou.abs [datamhe.abs t-aku-naneg-see-aoc] xkwe-mirreturn-prohib hapt`Don't come back without having seen him.'This is true of the overwhelming number of examples although there are the oddexceptions. Haspelmath (1993:404) notes (270) but suggests that it is only possiblewhen the ergative argument is inanimate and therefore not a typical subject:(270) D�uja,world.abs [q'il-�aj=q'il.i-zend-inel=end-dat jalaw-r.iame-pl.erg q'u-na,hold-aoc] ku-zwaburn-impf`The world, completely engulfed in ames, is burning.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 201lit. : : : ames having caught [it] from end to end : : : 'Also, in the following special temporal construction, there is no control (Haspelmath1993:305):(271) Amshe.abs fe-nago-aoc wad�ve warzmonth jacop`She went �ve months ago.'lit. `She having gone, it has been �ve months.'3.2.4 Control of in�nitival complement clausesLezgian has a variety of syntactic forms for complement clauses (see Haspelmath1993: Ch. 20). The three main strategies are in�nitive, masdar,5 and substantivizedparticiple complements. The latter two types of complements are clausal nominaliza-tions. Here I will just examine in�nitival complements.3.2.4.1 ControlleeMost verbs that select an in�nitival clause complement control the a-subject of thatcomplement. Again, this a-subject can be the ergative of a transitive verb (272a),the absolutive of an intransitive verb (272b), or a dative experiencer (272c):(272) a. Za-wajI-adel [erg athat bejabur�ciwalshame.abs ex-izbear-inf] �ze-zwa-�c-ircan-impf-neg-past`I could not bear that shame.'b. Dide.di-zmother-dat [abs �seher.di-ztown-dat �-zgo-inf] k'an-zawawant-impf`Mother wants to go to town.'c. Nabisat.a-zNabisat-dat [dat wi�ci-nself-gen �g�ulhusband.abs akwa-zsee-inf] k'an-zawawant-impf`Nabisat wants to see her husband.'5The masdar is the traditional term in Caucasian studies for the verb form used in eventnominalizations.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 202This is consistent with my general theory that the controllee should be an a-subject.There is further discussion of in�nitival complements below in Section 3.3.4.2.According to the predictions of GB, the lack of tense should prevent an in�nitivefrom assigning nominative case, and thus licensing one of its arguments. But, inLezgian, an in�nitive can appear with all of its subcategorized arguments. It is rathera property of the upstairs verb whether there is control. While the verbs above controlthe a-subject of the in�nitive, the verb ki�ce `is afraid to/that' also takes an in�nitivecomplement, but only optionally controls the a-subject of the in�nitive ((273a) showscontrol, (273b{c) show full clausal complements):(273) a. Selim.a-zSelim-dat [abs wi�ci-nself-gen buba.di-qhfather-poess galazwith raxa-ztalk-inf] ki�c'e-da-jafraid-fut-past`Selimi was afraid to talk to hisi father.'b. Ru�s.a-zgirl-dat [gada.di-zboy-dat wi�cself.abs akwa-zsee-inf] ki�c'e-zwafear-impf`The girl is afraid that the boy will see her.'c. Ada-zhe-dat [ithese zeherlupoisonous q'il-erhead-pl.abs [ba�g.d-agarden-iness awa-jbe.in-part]~qu�s-ar.ibird-pl.erg ne-zeat-inf] ki�c'eafraid x̂a-nabe-aor`He was afraid that the birds in the garden might eat these poisoned heads.'Bobaljik (1993:63, fn. 8) suggests that the cases of overt ergatives in \in�nitive"complement clauses in Lezgian presented by Murasugi (1992:113) are not a problemfor his theory because the constructions in question are nominalizations, not truein�nitive clauses. While this is perhaps true of the examples Murasugi presented,6the same cannot be said for the form ending in -(i)z which is called the in�nitive here(following Haspelmath). These in�nitive clauses do not have the external syntax ofNPs and appear only (i) as complements to certain verbs, (ii) in purpose clauses, and(iii) in adverbial clauses (similar to the ones in which the Inuit in�nitive appears).This distribution is quite similar to that of other verb forms recognized as in�nitives.6Actually Murasugi's examples (3.24a) and (3.24c) are aorist converbs, while (3.24b) is a sub-stantivized participle (none are masdar forms as Bobaljik asserts). Of these only (3.24b) is truly anominalization, but none are what I would want to term an in�nitive form.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 2033.2.4.2 ControllerMost verbs that take in�nitive complements can be thought of as `subject controlverbs' since the a-subject of the higher clause is identi�ed with the a-subject of thecomplement, but note that the controlling a-subject can be in an oblique case (272a),depending on the subcategorization frame of the higher verb. There are also `objectcontrol verbs' where the controller of the complement is an oblique in the main clause:(274) a. C�ukwer.aC�ukwer.erg gada.di-wboy-adel [abs �zeng.ini-zbattle-dat e~qe�c'-izgo.out-inf] ta-zwa-�c-ircause-impf-neg-past`C�ukwer did not allow the boy to go to the battle.'b. ~Qabustan.a~Qabustan.erg wa-zyou-dat [erg �c�ung�ur�c�ung�ur ja�g-izhit-inf] �cir-na-jteach-aor-past` ~Qabustan taught you to play the �c�ung�ur [a string instrument].'In general, the controller needs to be determined semantically, as argued by Sagand Pollard (1991) and Pollard and Sag (1994). Consider in particular the Lezgianexamples shown in (275) which again involve idioms with rik' `heart'. Here the con-troller of the in�nitive's subject is a genitive possessor of an oblique superelative NP:(275) a. [erg �C'ulbelt.abs ~qa�cu-ztake-inf] �ciwe.gen rik'.e-lajheart-srel alat-nafall.o�-aor`We forgot to take a belt along.'lit. `(For us) to take a belt fell o� from on our heart.'b. Selim.a-nSelim-gen rik'.e-lajheart-srel [(erg) pen�zerwindow aq'al-izclose-inf] alat-nafall.o�-aor`Selim forgot to close the window.'Such a construction would be most problematic for any syntactic theory of controllerdetermination. However, it seems rather less unusual in the context of the semantictheory of control proposed by Sag and Pollard (1991), and Pollard and Sag (1994).Under such an analysis, in this idiomatic construction, the genitive modi�er of rik'`heart' would be an experiencer just like any other experiencer and given thatthe main clause introduces an orientation type control relation, then the experi-encer can, indeed must, be coindexed with the gapped subject of the in�nitive. The



Chapter 3. Lezgian 204Lezgian construction above would then be quite parallel to genitive controllers whichSag and Pollard discuss, which only occur in NPs in English:(276) a. Sandy's promise to Tracy to leave the party early caused quite an uproar.b. The vow of the speakers to �ght for abortion rights was met with applause.Indeed further support for an essentially semantic theory of controller selection comefrom the observation that an English version of the Lezgian idiom:(277) It slipped out of Susan's mind to ring her podiatrist.must mean that Susan is supposed to ring her podiatrist, and cannot mean that sheintended to get her secretary to ring the podiatrist.3.2.5 IdiomsIdioms in Lezgian favor internal (patientive) arguments as in other languages. Someexamples from Haspelmath (1993) appear below:(278) a. [�cara-da-nalien-sbst.sg-gen �sej?.ini-zthing-dat �gilhand jar�gilong awu-r-lado-aop-temp] xalq'.di-npeople-genwilikbefore bejaburdisgraceful �ze-dabecome-fut`When one steals someone else's things, one disgraces oneself before thepeople.'b. ZaI.erg [mu�stuluxgood.news �ga-ji-da-zbring-aop-sbst.sg-dat gen�zekerchief gu-nuggive-msd] xiw-eneck-inessq'u-nwa-j-dihold-prf-part-sbst tircop.past`I had promised to give a kerchief to the one who brings the good news.'c. A~qwaz,stop.impv japt julda�s-ar,comrade-pl za-qhI-poess jabear.abs akal-aattach-impv`Stop, comrades, listen to me.'Another common pattern for idioms is where the free slot is the possessor of anabsolutive or oblique argument of the verb. These idiom patterns seem in accordwith the notion of argument structure being proposed here. They show that Lezgiandoes not �t with the notion of syntactic ergativity employed in Marantz (1984).



Chapter 3. Lezgian 2053.3 Is there a surface pivot?This section will discuss whether there is a surface pivot in Lezgian, and if so what itis. Mel0�cuk (1988) argues that absolutive S/O NPs in Lezgian are pivots (indeed theonly terms). In the �rst subsection I present his arguments (I am not aware of anyother arguments for the S/O NPs having pivot status in Lezgian). Mel0�cuk's proposalis argued against by Job (1985) and more carefully by Haspelmath (1991, 1993), andthe next subsection contains corrections and counterarguments to Mel0�cuk's analy-sis, based mainly on arguments from Haspelmath. I conclude that the case for anS/O pivot in Lezgian is extremely weak. The third subsection shows that severalphenomena that have been used in other languages for determining pivothood aresyntactically neutral in Lezgian (that is, they do not distinguish any subset of S, Aand O). The fourth subsection examines what evidence there is for an S/A pivot inLezgian.3.3.1 The case for an S/O pivot: Mel0�cuk (1988)Mel0�cuk (1988) argues that the correct analysis of Lezgian is that all sentences areintransitive;7 genuine transitive verbs do not exist in Lezgian, but rather all verbs arestative, with an optional agentive complement.8 Thus he suggests that the correctcalque for (279) is roughly along the lines of `Caused by Ali, the dog died.'7Mel0�cuk (1988) is a revised version of Mel0�cuk (1981), based exclusively on data from Gad�ziev.8Mel0�cuk is vague on precisely what analysis is to be given to the ergative NP, suggesting thatit is an \agent complement (or maybe even a circumstantial)", where by circumstantial, Mel0�cukmeans roughly what I mean by an oblique. However, it would seem that an analysis as an obliquecould scarcely be maintained, since, as Mel0�cuk observes, there is a clear class of pure intransitiveverbs which do not allow an ergative argument, even when adding such a role could not be viewedas semantically anomalous under Mel0�cuk's analysis:(i) a. �zivsnow.abs c.r-azvamelt-pres`The snow is melting.'b. *raq-inisun-erg �zivsnow.abs c.r-azvamelt-pres*The sun is melting the snow.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 206(279) Ali-diAli-erg khic.dog.abs q.e-nakill-aor`Ali killed the dog.'For Mel0�cuk, this analysis is an argument that Lezgian has no ergative construction(as he de�nes the term). However, here we can concentrate on his claim that theabsolutive NP is always the grammatical subject or pivot. In this subsection, Iwill review the arguments Mel0�cuk makes for this analysis, and the problems andcounterarguments that he attempts to nullify. Ultimately, though, I believe that hisanalysis is unconvincing, but I will defer criticism of Mel0�cuk's analysis to the nextsubsection.In the commonest sort of one actant sentence, the single argument is in the ab-solutive (and this argument must be the grammatical subject according to Mel0�cuk'sinductive de�nition of grammatical subject). Mel0�cuk then adduces three argumentsfor why the absolutive NP in what are traditionally viewed as transitive sentencesshould also be regarded as the grammatical subject:1. In all sentences in Lezgian, an ergative NP can be omitted without the sen-tence being incomplete (even in the absence of context), whereas deleting anabsolutive NP is possible only when the sentence is embedded within a suitablecontext.2. Mel0�cuk reports Gad�ziev's claim that coreferential omission in coordination isonly possible when clauses of the same transitivity are conjoined. Mel0�cuksuggested that this in no way supports grouping the A and S together in Lezgian.This is true, but as Mel0�cuk observes, it also in no way supports groupingtogether O and S.3. With predicative complement uses of substantivized participles, there is (oblig-atory or optional) agreement with the absolutive NP, regardless of whether itis the S or the O.Thus Mel0�cuk concluded that the absolutive NP should be regarded as the grammat-ical subject in all sentences.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 207Mel0�cuk noted that there are no voice alternations in Lezgian (which is at leastconsistent with his position that all sentences in Lezgian are intransitive). He thenproceeded to deal with �ve objections to his analysis, to which we might add a sixth:new data from Kibrik that is discussed in a footnote (Mel0�cuk 1988:243{248).1. Mel0�cuk's analysis implies that the ergative case has a heavy semantic load (`dueto the actions of X') despite being a direct case, but Mel0�cuk believes this not tobe a problem since it seems typical of Lezgian for cases to carry \considerablesemantic cargoes" suggesting that, for example, the adelative (what Mel0�cukcalled the ablative) can alternate with the ergative to express involuntary orindirect causation.2. Lezgian has a number of verbs that only take an ergative case actant.9 If theergative in such sentences were regarded as the grammatical subject, this wouldweaken the claim that the ergative in other sentences is not the grammaticalsubject, but Mel0�cuk suggests that he is happy to regard such sentences as havingno grammatical subject, claiming that there are other subjectless sentences inLezgian (for weather predicates and with certain arbitrary subjects).3. Work by Talibov had suggested that Lezgian imperative forms agree in personwith their understood or overt subject, but Mel0�cuk convincingly argues thatTalibov was actually collapsing three di�erent verbal moods, which Mel0�cuk(also Haspelmath (1993)) refers to as the imperative, the optative and the hor-tative, and then claiming that the resulting amalgam represented an agreementsystem. While the imperative is semantically restricted to second person sub-jects, both the optative and the hortative can occur with a subject of anyperson (although the hortative is somewhat odd with a second person subject).The optative and hortative have distinct meanings (of desiring something forsomebody and of hoping that the addressee agrees that something should takeplace).9The situation in Lezgian seems to closely mirror that found in Basque (see, for instance, Laka(1993)). Many but not all such verbs derive from compounds of a noun + awun `do'.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 2084. Lezgian has a causative su�x, and one might be tempted to argue that suchcausative verbs must be transitive. But Mel0�cuk argues that while a�xing acausative to what have traditionally been viewed as intransitive verbs producesan apparently transitive verb (280), it is noteworthy that adding the su�x towhat have traditionally been viewed as transitive verbs produces little or nodi�erence in meaning (281).(280) a. achuq. -un`to sit down'b. achuq. -ar-un`to seat somebody'(281) a. aldatmi�s-un`to cheat, dupe'b. aldatmi�s-ar-un`to cheat, dupe'Because of the behavior of the causative a�x on so-called transitive verbs,Mel0�cuk suggests that the meaning of the a�x is not a causative (as in Turkish,say, where it produces a three actant verb when added to a transitive verb),but rather it means `because of some external e�orts', and that this meaningcomponent serves to license an ergative NP with verbs which are otherwisepurely intransitive (ones where an ergative NP is normally disallowed).5. Mel0�cuk notes data from Kibrik that with the control verbs kan `want' and kh�c.e`be afraid of', it is the absolutive of an intransitive, the ergative of a transitiveand the dative experiencer of an experiencer subject verb that is controlled andgapped in the lower clause.10 Mel0�cuk suggests that these data do not underminehis analysis and that he would treat them semantically: the gapped (PRO)10Kibrik's data is from the Khlut dialect, but the same facts hold in other dialects. Kan andkh�c.e correspond to k'an and ki�c'e in standard Lezgian (as transliterated by Haspelmath into romanletters). There is further data relating to the adverbial clause use of the in�nitive (called by Mel0�cukthe circumstantial gerund) where Kibrik apparently suggests that the main clause actant is alwaysgapped in favor of a coreferential NP occurring in the adverbial clause. But the opposite pattern isalso clearly possible (cf. Haspelmath 1993:378{381).



Chapter 3. Lezgian 209controller is the Agent role (where he intends Agent as a hyperrole coveringActors, Causers, Experiencers and Perceivers).6. Lastly Mel0�cuk discusses the possible objection that he is imposing an `ergativesare passives' analysis on the language, but dismisses this as a misunderstanding.His analysis acknowledges sentences like (279) as the basic communicativelyneutral sentences of Lezgian, merely suggesting that they resemble standardpassives in transitivity and use of an agent complement.Thus Mel0�cuk concludes that there is no ergative construction in Lezgian. Allsentences are intransitive, and the absolutive NP is always the grammatical subjector pivot: in pure intransitives, in sentences with ergative agents, or adelative (ab-lative) indirect agents and also in sentences with what others might view as dativeexperiencer subjects.3.3.2 The case against an S/O pivot3.3.2.1 Labile verbs and NP-omissibilityHaspelmath (1993) argues against Mel0�cuk's claim that the ergative NP is alwaysomissible, suggesting that in general Lezgian has only limited contextually-licensedomission of NPs (of all cases). He rather supports the older claim of Gad�ziev thatthere is just a small class of labile verbs that have two valence patterns, one with andone without an ergative argument (such as re�g�un which can be `erg grind abs' or`abs is ground'). Haspelmath suggests three tests that show that certain verbs arelabile in this manner:1. The negative of labile verbs is ambiguous between an agentive sense and anon-agentive sense:(282) Indija.d-aIndia-iness kal-ercow-pl.abs req'i-zwa-�ckill/die-impf-neg`In India cows don't die.' (intransitive frame of labile verb)`In India cows are not killed.' (free omission of the subject)



Chapter 3. Lezgian 210This ambiguity, which occurs only with labile verbs, shows that the `caused byagent' meaning is contained in one of the frames of the verb, and not simplyprovided by the ergative case su�x, as Mel0�cuk had suggested.2. As discussed above, the imperative addressee is the absolutive argument ofintransitive verbs and the ergative argument of transitive verbs. The absolutiveargument of transitive verbs cannot be the imperative addressee, even whenthe ergative NP is omitted. However, with labile verbs, either the ergative NP(283a), or the absolutive NP in the verb's intransitive use (283b) can be theimperative addressee, even when this is not very plausible on semantic grounds:(283) a. Japt G�ulmehamed,G�ulmehamed get'epot xu-x!break-impv`G�ulmehamed, break the pot!'b. Japt get'e,pot xu-x!break-impv`Pot, break!'3. Mel0�cuk noted the involuntary agent construction, where an involuntary `agent'can be marked in the adelative (284a) and argued that an advantage of hisanalysis is that if the regular construction in (284b) is analyzed as an intransitiveverb with an agentive complement, then these two structures are quite parallel,whereas on the standard analysis, the agent in one is an oblique, but it isthe subject in the other. On Mel0�cuk's analysis, the only di�erence is the casemarking of the NP, with the ergative case meaning `caused by' and the adelativemeaning `indirectly/accidentally caused by'.(284) a. Zamira.di-wajZamira-adel get'epot.abs xa-nabreak-aor`Zamira broke the pot accidentally/involuntarily.'b. Zamira.diZamira.erg get'epot.abs xa-nabreak-aor`Zamira broke the pot.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 211However, Haspelmath suggests that the right generalization is the one presentedby Gad�ziev, that an adelative involuntary agent is simply an additional obliqueadded to a clause. The parallel above is mistaken and can only be produced withthe true labile verbs. An adelative NP cannot normally replace the ergative NPof transitive verbs (285a), but rather an adelative NP can be added to clauseswith intransitive verbs (285b), and even clauses with transitive verbs, if theergative NP can be interpreted non-agentively (285c). Thus the adelative NPis not parallel to the ergative NP.(285) a. *Taibat.a-wajTaibat-adel rakdoor.abs aqhaj-naopen-aor*`Taibat accidentally opened the door.'b. Maisa.di-wajMaisa-adel c�ukw-erower-pl.abs q'ura-nawilt-aor`Maisa involuntarily allowed the owers to wilt.'c. Dide.di-wajmother-adel perde.dicurtain.erg c'aj�re.abs q'u-nacatch-aor`Mother accidentally caused the curtain to catch �re.'For other verbs, Mel0�cuk noted cases where the ergative NP was omitted andgiven a generic human interpretation (`one') and tried to combine these cases withlabile verb cases to suggest that the ergative NP was always omissible. But as wellas reestablishing the class of labile verbs, Haspelmath notes (p. 287) that it is notonly ergative NPs that can be omitted with a resulting generic human interpretation,but all a-subjects. That this is equally possible for absolutives as well as ergatives isclearly seen in an example like (286) where in turn an ergative and an absolutive areadmitted and both receive a generic interpretation:(286) [erg �cara-da-nalien-sbst.sg-gen �sej?.ini-zthing-dat �gilhand jar�gilong awu-r-lado-aop-temp] absxalq'.di-npeople-gen wilikbefore bejaburdisgraceful �ze-dabecome-fut`When one steals someone else's things, one disgraces oneself before thepeople.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 212This discussion undermines Mel0�cuk's �rst argument and also his �rst counter-argument listed above. Mel0�cuk's second argument regarding coordination is reallyarguing from absence of evidence. However, there has apparently been diachronicchange in coordination possibilities, or at any rate the modern Lezgian usage thatHaspelmath observes di�ers from what Mel0�cuk reports from Gad�ziev. Haspelmath'sdata, if anything, support an S/A pivot, as I will discuss later. I now turn to Mel0�cuk's�nal argument for an S/O pivot.3.3.2.2 Agreement of substantivized participlesMel0�cuk (1988:221{222) presents a paradigm of data designed to show that a predi-cate substantivized participle may agree with an absolutive case NP and must if theabsolutive NP is animate, whereas agreement with an ergative NP is impossible. Partof this paradigm is shown in (287):(287) a. ZunI.abs qsanwell k. el-aj-dilearn-part-nomlz.sg.abs jabe.pres`I am a well-educated person.'b. �Chunwe.abs qsanwell k. el-aj-bur/*-dilearn-part-nomlz.pl.abs jabe.pres`We are well-educated people.'c. �Chn-awe-erg saone ktabbook.abs k.el-aj-di/*-burread-part-nomlz.sg.abs/*/-nomlz.pl.absjabe.pres`We have read a book.'d. �Chn-awe-erg gzafone ktab-arbook.abs k.el-aj-di/-burread-part-nomlz.sg.abs/-nomlz.pl.abs jabe.pres`We have read many books'However, this data is at odds with what is reported by Haspelmath (1993:347{351). He suggests that there are two possibilities. In one both the subject and thesubstantivized participle complement are in the nominative and the subject and the



Chapter 3. Lezgian 213substantivized participle complement agree in number as in other nominal copulaconstructions (recall (256)):(288) �Cunwe.abs gzafmany ktab-arbook-pl.abs k'el-aj-burread-aop-sbst.pl jacop`We are ones who read many books.'Here the structure is presumably a copular construction between two NPs as in (289).Each of the two NPs joined by the copula is in the absolutive, and additionally ktab-aris absolutive as this is the expected case of the theme argument of k'elun `read'.(289) [np�Cunwe.abs] [npgzafmany ktab-arbook-pl.abs k'el-aj-burread-aop-sbst.pl] jacop`We are ones who read many books.'The use of the copula with substantivized participial clauses is indicative of thefact that these clauses have the external distribution of NPs in Lezgian. Among othertests, this is con�rmed by their appearance as the complement of prepositions andin the possessor slot. re postpositions. Like several other postpositions in Lezgian,q'uluqh `behind, after' takes a genitive argument for spatial uses and a superela-tive argument for temporal uses. As Haspelmath (1993:387) notes, if substantivizedparticipial clauses are NPs, then there is no di�erence syntactically or semanticallybetween cases of a postposition with a lexical noun complement (290a{b) and casesof a postposition with a substantivized clausal complement (290c), whereas otherwisea disjunctive account would be required.(290) a. d�awe.di-lajwar-srel q'uluqhafter`after the war'b. Saone t'imillittle k'walax.di-lajwork-srel q'uluqhafter amshe.abs galat-natire-aor`After a little work she became tired.'c. [Fufood t'�u-r-da-lajeat-aop-sbst-srel q'uluqh,after] dax.didad.erg Nadir.a-wNadir-adess [daftarnotebook�gi-zbring-inf] tu-nacause-aor`After they had eaten, dad made Nadir bring a notebook.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 214Example (291) shows a substantivized participle appearing as a genitive case posses-sors of another noun (itself a lexicalized masdar form):(291) ktab.di-nbook-gen q'ismetdestiny.abs [k'el-zawa-j-da-nread-impf-ptp-sbst.sg-gen] q'at'u-n.i-lajconsider-msd-srelasludepending jacop`A book's fate depends on the reader's considerations.'These tests seem su�cient to conclude that substantivized clauses have the externalbehavior of NPs.The other, initially odd, structure is shown in (292):(292) �Cnawe.erg gzafmany ktab-arbook-pl.abs k'el-aj-diread-aop-sbst.sg jacop`We have read many books.'Here, the surface arguments are those of the base verb (k'elun takes a frame of ergabs; in (293), alaq'un `be able to' takes a frame of srel abs), and the substantivizedparticiple never agrees, being in the default singular form.(293) Mac'a-lajMac'-srel wu�cwhat.abs x̂ajit'aniindef alaq'-zawa-j-dibe.able-impf-part-sbst jacop`Mac' can do anything.'The details of this second construction (which Haspelmath terms the verbal predicatesubstantivized participle) are slightly obscure; it often but not always seems to beused for contrast or focus. I would like to suggest that there is nothing `verbal' herebut rather the structure of this construction is:(294) [np �Cnawe.erg gzafmany ktab-arbook-pl.abs k'el-aj-diread-aop-sbst.sg] jacop`We have read many books.'Everything but the copula is a substantivized clause, which the copula predicates ofa null expletive. The form of the substantivized participle is always singular as thenull expletive is singular (as are the English expletives it and there). There seems tobe independent evidence for such copula constructions with null expletive subjects;compare the examples in (295) (Haspelmath 1993:314):



Chapter 3. Lezgian 215(295) a. Tam-aforest-iness serincool tircop.past`It was cool in the forest.'b. Da�g-lar-amountain-pl-iness is�atda-ninow-even hak'thus jacop`In the mountains it is like that even today.'At any rate, the examples in (287a{b) can be analyzed as the �rst type of predica-tive substantivized participle,11 and the forms in (287c{d) with a singular form of theparticiple can be analyzed as the second type of predicate substantivized participle.The crucial case for Mel0�cuk turns out to be the alleged possibility of plural agreementon (287d). However Haspelmath (1991:13; email, Apr 1994) reports that his consul-tants �nd this sentence ungrammatical.12 Thus, regardless of the structure proposedfor these constructions, there is not a property of agreement here that groups S and Oagainst A.3.3.2.3 Other concernsSeveral of Mel0�cuk's other arguments are also less than fully convincing. The lim-ited productivity of the causative morpheme (especially its restricted appearance oncertain transitive verbs) limits the strength of that argument. Mel0�cuk's (1988:228)suggestion that \subjectless sentences denoting environmental, physiological and psy-chological states are quite common in Lezgian" stands in contrast to Haspelmath's(1993:268) observation that there are no verbs that take no arguments (weather verbsbeing expressed as marf ~qwazwa `rain falls', etc.). Most of the examples Mel0�cuk givesare of adjectives in copular constructions. Copular constructions can have only a nullexpletive subject (as discussed above (295)), but Mel0�cuk's argument depends cru-cially on saying that this is also the case for verbs, which seems to be incorrect. On theother hand, in this dissertation, I essentially accept his argument that evidence from11Actually (287a) could ambiguously also be of the second type.12Further Haspelmath notes that it is unclear where such examples come from, since they do notappear in Gad�ziev's works, supposedly the only source Mel0�cuk used (p. 209).



Chapter 3. Lezgian 216controllee selection is not indicative of a surface pivot, but rather that it indicatesprominence at argument structure.3.3.3 Sometimes pivot-sensitive phenomena that are neutral in LezgianThis section examines relative clauses, scope/speci�city and quanti�er oating. Insome languages these phenomena seem to be sensitive to a surface pivot, but none ofthem seem to distinguish a pivot relation in Lezgian.3.3.3.1 Relative clausesLezgian has both participial relative clauses and a correlative construction, but Iwill only examine the former here. From a morphological point of view, Lezgianparticipial relatives resemble those of Eskimo, but the similarities do not run verydeep, as Lezgian allows any role to be gapped in the relative, and allows long-distancerelativization. For example, (296a) and (296b) show relativization of the ergative andthe absolutive, respectively from an aorist participle. Datives, oblique arguments andlocative and temporal obliques can also be relativized on.(296) a. [Qhfe-jgo.away-aop] jacbull.abs �zanawur-r.iwolf-pl.erg req'-eway-iness kuk'war-natear-aor`The bull which had gone away was killed by wolves on the way.'b. [Pa�cah.di-nking-gen xazinatreasury.abs �c�un�ux-ajsteal-aop] u�gri-jarthief-pl.abs �cunwe.abs jacop`We are the thieves who stole the king's treasury.'Relativization may be long distance and the relativized element can be in either a�nite or non�nite subordinate clause. In this case only the top level verb appears inthe participle form, and the embedded verbs are in their normal form, for example,the �nite aorist in (297).(297) [Musa.diMusa.erg [ata-nacome-aor] laha-jsay-aop] muhmanguest.abs �ciwe.gen xaluuncle tircop.past`The guest that Musa said had arrived was our uncle.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 217Where disambiguation is necessary, the reexive may be used as a resumptivepronoun:(298) [�cunwe.abs wi�ci-kajself-sbel raxa-zwa-jtalk-impf-part] kasman`the man we're talking about'It might be thought that the di�erence between Eskimo and Lezgian participialrelatives results from a category di�erence: Eskimo participles are nouns, whereasLezgian ones are not. The suggestion would be that the process of nominalization�xes a certain role of the verb to be the referential index of the noun. However, thissuggestion cannot be maintained.Just like adjectives, Lezgian participles can be turned into nouns by substantiviza-tion:(299) a. ~qacu `green'b. ~qacu-di `green one'(300) a. k'el-aj aorist participle of `read'b. k'el-aj-di `whoever read', `the one who read'An adjective, participle or a genitive NP must be substantivized in this way to serveas the head of a noun phrase. However, even this process of substantivization doesnot select a certain argument role of the predicate as the referential index of the noun.Thus a future participle is the actor in (301a) and the undergoer in (301b).(301) a. [Gzafmuch q'inoath.abs q'a-da'j-datake-fut-part-sbst.sg.erg] gzafmuch tab-nilie.abs-also iji-dado-fut`He who swears a lot also lies a lot.'b. [Ne-da-j-di-nieat-fut-part-sbst.sg]-and [aluk'-da-j-diput.on-fut-part-sbst.sg] besenough�ze-zwa-�c-irbe-impf-neg-past`There was not enough to eat and to put on.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 218Thus a limitation on which roles can be relativized on (as in Inuit) cannot be at-tributed to the relativization strategy being to use participial nominalizations, sinceLezgian participial nominalizations show no constraints on which role is relativizedon. Lezgian is thus quite problematic for an account such as Johns (1992).3.3.3.2 Semantic scope and De�niteness/Speci�cityA noun phrase in either the ergative or absolutive (and I presume other cases) canbe either speci�c or nonspeci�c. This is illustrated for A, S and O in (302{304):(302) a. �Ciwe.gen x�ur-evillage-iness saone itim.diman.erg d�awe.di-lajwar-srel g�u�g�unizafter wi�ci-qhself-poess galazwithnems-er.i-nGerman-pl-gen di�sehliwoman.abs xka-na-jbring.back-aor-past`A man in our village (had) brought a German wife with him after thewar.'b. Jar�gitall Ali.diAli.erg ada-wajhe-adel pulmoney.abs ~qa�cu-natake-aor`The tall Ali took the money from him.'(303) a. Saone x�ur-�ajvillage masaother x�ur.�u-zvillage-dat swasbride.abs tuxu-nbring-msd patalfor il�ci-jarmatchmaker-pl~qwe-dacome-fut`Matchmakers come to bring a bride from one village to another village.'b. Ba�zanax-arbrother.in.law-pl �ulkwecountry.abs t'urfan.di-kajstorm-sbel x�u-zpreserve-inf front.di-zfront-datfe-nago-aor`The brothers-in-law went to the front to protect the country against thestorm.'(304) a. Inalhere abur.u-nthey-gen wilikin.front �cetindi�cult �car�carwaterfall.abs a~qat-nawaappear-prf`Here in front of them a di�cult waterfall has appeared.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 219b. Peqh-ercrow-pl.abs wac'.u-nriver-gen ~qerex.di-wbank-adess acuq'-nasit-aor`The crows alighted on the bank of the river.'Given the lack of passive/antipassive type operations in Lezgian, this is hardly surpris-ing. There is not an English-like system of articles, but inde�niteness can be explicitlymarked by the addition of sa `one' (however, this is not required, cf. (303a), (304a)(Haspelmath 1993:230)). This use of sa as an inde�nite marker is quite grammati-cized: sa is also used as an inde�nite pronoun as part of a general demonstrative/interrogative/inde�nite pronoun system including such forms as sana `somewhere'and sanra `in some places'. The presence of sa can be treated as a diagnostic for aninde�nite reading.It is de�nitely not the case that the absolutive must take scope over VP-leveloperators, as Bittner (1987) reports for Greenlandic.13 Examples of the sort shownin (305) with absolutives inside the scope of negation are very common.14(305) a. ZaI.erg �ciwe.gen muq'wara-bur.u-kajrelative-sbst.pl-sbel sad.a-z-nione-dat-even saone xabar-ninews-evenga-na-�c-irgive-aor-neg-past`I didn't give any information to any of my relatives.':(9x; y information(x) & relative(y) & give(I, x, y))b. �Zuwaself.erg laha-nasay-aoc k'an-da,must-fut �carachoice awa-�cbe-neg`I have to say it myself, there is no choice.': : : :(9x choice(x))Not unexpectedly, other NPs can also take scope over an absolutive NP. In (306a)an ergative has scope over an absolutive (in the embedded clause); (306b) shows a13This is not a problem for Bittner, as she allows the option of `transparent' ergative languageswhere the absolutive does not raise at S-structure { indeed she suggests that they are more commonthan raising ergative languages. See, for instance, the discussion of Warlpiri in Bittner and Hale(forthcoming a).14The scopal judgements here are based on my interpretation of the translations of sentences inHaspelmath (1993). Haspelmath does not address questions of scope himself. Nevertheless, sincethese examples, and most of the examples in this section, are from texts, which allows contextualizedtranslation, I consider them quite reliable evidence.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 220subelative taking scope over an absolutive.15(306) a. ZaI.erg har-daevery-sbst.sg.erg q'wetwo tartree.abs ak'ur-unplant-msd teklif-zawapropose-impf`I propose that everyone plant two trees.'b. Har-da-kajevery-sbst.sg-sbel k'wal.i-n=ji~q.a-nhouse-gen=day-gen ijesiowner.abs x̂a-nwabecome-prf`Each one has become the owner of a house and family.'Thus, in Lezgian, one cannot support a high position for the absolutive at S-structureon the basis of S-structure being the default LF as Bittner (1994) suggests for Inuit.Indeed, if anything, the examples in Haspelmath (1993) suggests that the absolutiveprefers narrow scope.3.3.3.3 Quanti�er oatThere are two forms of quanti�er oat (one in existential sentences and anotherrestricted to universal quanti�ers), but they are not restricted to certain grammaticalrelations in a way that would indicate a pivot.3.3.4 The evidence for a (weak) S/A pivot3.3.4.1 CoordinationThere are two forms of clausal coordinate conjunction in Lezgian, the native particle-ni which su�xes to the �rst word of the last conjunct clause,16 and the borrowedparticle wa. Joining clauses and other constituents with the conjunction wa `and' is15I have replaced the apparent typo ttar with tar in example (306a). Note also that numeralscooccur with singular nouns in Lezgian.16Haspelmath (1993:920) has \the �rst constituent of the last conjunct clause". I am unsure ifor how he intended \constituent" to di�er in interpretation from \word", but it is certainly not thecase that -ni appears after the end of the �rst top level constituent, for example, it appears afterthe �rst word of a relative clause in (i):(i) ZiI.gen pabwife azarlusick ja,cop [ajal-r.i-z-nichild-pl-dat-and kilig-da-jlook-fut-part] kasperson awa-�cbe-neg`My wife is sick and there is no one to look after the children.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 221an innovation in Lezgian: wa was borrowed apparently in this century from Turkicand still rarely occurs in the spoken language, where sequential event chaining isregularly achieved by using aorist converbs (Haspelmath 1993:329, 336).Haspelmath (also Mel0�cuk (1988)) cites Gad�ziev's reports from the 1950s thatomission of a shared `actor' in coordination is only possible if the clauses are alltransitive or all intransitive. However, Gad�ziev noted that this `rule' was not alwaysfollowed in the 1950s, and Haspelmath reports that the rule certainly no longer ap-plies. Today, omission under coordination is possible with `subjects'. The shared NPstands in the case required by the �rst conjunct. (307a) shows coordination of an absS NP and an erg A NP, (307b) shows the reverse. Kiparsky (lecture notes, 1993)suggests that the fact that this sentence is unambiguous shows that there cannotbe coreferential omission of an absolutive non-a-subject. (307c) shows coreferentialdeletion between a dative experiencer and an ergative argument (it's unclear whetherit should be termed an A or an S { minetun `ask, beg' takes the frame erg dat).1717Regarding (307c), Haspelmath (1993:359) maintains that the main verb of the second conjunc-tion takes no subject but only a clausal argument: \The verb ba�slami�sun `begin' takes complementswhere the complement subject is overtly expressed. Thus, a literal translation of [(i)] would be `Itbegan that the children were playing.' That this is the correct syntactic structure can be seen fromthe fact that the case-marking of the NP that expresses the beginner varies according to the valencepattern of the complement verb, cf. the Ergative beginner in [(ii)]." However, the behavior of thisverb under coordination, as shown in the text (and also Haspelmath (1993:336, (922a))), makes itseem unlikely that Haspelmath's analysis is correct. Rather, it seems more likely that ba�slami�sunmust be analyzed as a raising verb (or some form of complex predicate forming verb) that preservesthe case of its complement's subject. This behavior is known from phenomena like quirky case inIcelandic (Andrews 1982).(i) Ajal-archild-pl.abs ~qu�gwa-zplay-inf ba�slami�s-nabegin-aor`The children began to play.'(ii) Nabisat.aNabisat.erg wi�ci-nself-gen ktabbook k'el-izread-inf ba�slami�s-nastart-aor`Nabisat started to read her book.'If Haspelmath's analysis were correct, the account of coordination being discussed in the text wouldbe greatly complicated. Further evidence for a raising analysis comes from examples (1049b{c) inHaspelmath (1993:376) where the meaning suggests that the beginning event only scopes over thein�nitive verb, and not the aorist converb clauses as Haspelmath's bracketing implies.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 222(307) a. Gadaboy.abs xta-nareturn-aor waand ktabbook.abs ~qa�cu-natake-aor`The boy returned and took the book.'b. Buba.difather.erg AhmedAhmed.abs gata-nabeat-aor waand qhfe-nago.away-aor`Father beat Ahmed and [father] went away.'c. �C'ulawblack n�uk'.re-zbird-dat ki�c'eafraid x̂a-nabecome-aor waand minet-izbeg-inf ba�slami�s-nabegin-aor`The black bird became afraid and began to beg.'While the older pattern allowed conjunction only in cases of case matching, themodern pattern appears to support the recognition of a `subject' relation. Giventhat coreferential omission in coordination has generally been held to work o� surfacepivots (Dixon 1979, Kroeger 1993) rather than o� semantic classes, this suggests thatergative A NPs, absolutive S NPs and dative experiencers act as the grammaticalsubject of sentences (i.e, that the language is syntactically accusative). However,there are some reasons to be cautious. Haspelmath (1991:11) cautions that because\the coordination construction is a non-native device used mainly in translationsand bookish Lezgian, it is clear that syntactic arguments based on it cannot bevery strong." In particular, it needs to be established that this is a syntactic clausereduction rule and not just contextually licensed pro-drop (compare the distinctionmotivated by Kroeger (1993:33{34) and my own discussions of Tagalog and Inuitcoordination). If all examples like (307b) are unambiguous, this suggests a syntacticconstraint, but on the other hand Haspelmath (email, Apr 1994) emphasizes thatcoreferential deletion in Lezgian shows little syntacticization and seem to be largelypragmatically controlled. A little evidence for this position comes from (308) whereboth the A and O arguments of the second clause are gapped:(308) [K�uneyou.all.erg [k�uyou.all.gen rik'heart.abs ala-jbe.on-part] igit.di-nhero.gen �sikilpicture.abs�c'ugudraw.impv] waand [�ciwe.gen �zurnal.di-zjournal-dat ra~qur-asend-impv]`Draw a picture of your favorite hero and send it to our journal.'



Chapter 3. Lezgian 223In summary, coordination is suggestive of an S/A pivot in Lezgian, but further re-search is required.3.3.4.2 Evidence from complementation for an S/A pivotHaspelmath (1991, 1993) suggests one other subjecthood test which picks out the classof ergative A NPs, absolutive S NPs and dative experiencers. For this subsection letme call those NPs subjects, assuming that the language is accusative. This test is`switch-reference' with k'an `want' complements. Earlier I showed that k'an can takea controlled in�nitival complement with control of the a-subject (272b{c). Anotherexample is in (309).(309) Nabisat.a-zNabisat-dat [erg ktabbook.abs k'el-izread-inf] k'an-zawawant-impf`Nabisat wants to read a book.'Haspelmath suggests that the controllee in this in�nitive construction must be asubject. Not only can there not be control of the absolutive NP of a transitive ordative experiencer verb (310a{b), but there cannot even be control of other a-subjects(310c). Rather in such cases, and in cases when there is no coreference whatsoever,the complement must be expressed using an aorist converb form (310d{e).18(310) a. *Musa.di-zMusa-dat [dide.dimother.erg �sehier.di-ztown-dat ra~qur-izsend-inf] k'an-zawawant-impf*`Musa wants to be sent to town by his mother.'b. *Nabisat.a-zNabisat-dat [(wi�c)self.abs �g�ul.�u-zhusband-dat akwa-zsee-inf] k'an-zawawant-impf*`Nabisat wants to be seen by her husband.'c. *Nabisat.a-zNabisat-dat [wilikanformer �g�ulhusband.abs wi�c.i-nself-gen rik'-elajheart-srel alat-izfall.o�-inf]k'an-zawawant-impf*`Nabisat wants to forget her former husband.'18Incidentally, a similar `switch-reference' pattern in complementation also occurs in Basque withthe roughly corresponding verb, nahi `desire' (Ortiz de Urbina 1989:28{29).



Chapter 3. Lezgian 224d. Nabisat.a-zNabisat-dat [wilikanformer �g�ulhusband.abs wi�c.i-nself-gen rik'-elajheart-srel alat-unfall.o�-aoc]k'an-zawawant-impf`Nabisat wants to forget her former husband.'lit. `Nabisat wants her former husband to disappear from her heart.'e. Nabisat.a-zNabisat-dat [ru�s.agirl.erg ktabbook.abs k'el-naread-aoc] k'an-zawawant-impf`Nabisat wants her daughter to read a book.'However, there are two possible objections to this as a grammatical subjecthood test.Firstly, (310c) is the only example that Haspelmath gives to argue that there cannotbe control of other a-subjects in in�nitival complements. This example seems to mesomewhat unconvincing since rik'elaj alatun means something like `to accidentallyforget' and is thus uncontrolled and nonvolitional. It may just be that an in�nitivalcomplement of k'an needs to be an event over which the wanter has some control.Secondly, even if the constraint as stated is correct, these facts could be capturedby simply saying that the controllee must be an a-subject and a term. This is moreconsistent with my general theoretical position that the controllee is principally de-termined by a-subjecthood. The result would be motivation for the term/non-termdistinction in Lezgian but no motivation for a grammatical relation of subject.3.3.4.3 ConclusionThe choices are: to say that Lezgian has no pivot (as Foley and Van Valin (1984)argue for certain languages), to say that there is an absolutive pivot (evidenced solelyby case marking), or to say that the language has an accusative pivot (based on thearguments presented above, even though they are more suggestive than conclusive).At the moment, I think it is most reasonable to suggest that Lezgian traditionally hadno pivot (just a term/non-term distinction), but for speakers who use coreferentialomission in coordination as outlined above, a weak S/A pivot has developed throughcontact with Russian and other accusative languages.



Chapter 3. Lezgian 225Regardless of the correct analysis of Lezgian, this latter situation { where a lan-guage has morphological ergativity but an accusative S/A pivot, is one that must becountenanced in any crosslinguistic study. While the Inverse Grammatical Relationsanalysis that I have illustrated for Inuit seems appropriate for certain language fami-lies, there are other languages with ergative morphology for which there is no reasonto establish an S/O pivot (cf. Ortiz de Urbina's (1989) arguments for the accusativityof Basque, even though some of them are based on language features that I woulddeem sensitive to argument structure, or Walmatjari, which was briey mentioned inChapter 1).While such a state of a�airs is problematic for certain frameworks,19 there isno di�culty in simultaneously providing for ergative case marking and accusativegrammatical relations in a framework such as LFG or HPSG. It can simply bespeci�ed that the sort of transitive-verb takes an erg abs case marking pattern whilethe sort of intransitive-verb takes an abs pattern (and the sort of experiencer-verbtakes a dat abs pattern). In most cases (as perhaps in Lezgian) such phenomena arisefor essentially diachronic reasons and we should not expect a synchronic structuralaccount of such case marking patterns. This issue is discussed further in Chapter 4.
19For instance, the minimalist framework of Chomsky (1992) appears to postulate a very closeconnection between syntactic position and case assignment, although see Bobaljik (1993) for oneattempt at how to capture ergative case marking at the same time as an accusative notion ofsubject.



CHAPTER 4Concluding discussionThis chapter briey considers the treatment of Dyirbal within the framework I havebeen developing, and then ends with some general concluding remarks.4.1 DyirbalSo far I have said rather little about Dyirbal, which has been, especially in the genera-tive literature, the paradigm case of a syntactically ergative language. How well doesit (and related Queensland languages) �t in with the class of so-called syntacticallyergative languages that I have been exploring?14.1.1 Evidence compatible with an S/O pivotThe most commonly cited evidence for the syntactic ergativity of Dyirbal is coordi-nation (`clause chaining'). A series of clauses can be coordinated only if each clauseshares the S/O NP.2 The coreferent NP in the second and subsequent clauses can,but need not be, gapped. A couple of examples are given in (311); exhaustive exem-pli�cation appears in Dixon (1994:160{165). This data is what I would expect if the1I will con�ne my remarks to Dyirbal, but (sometimes more limited) syntactically ergative fea-tures, of a kind compatible with my proposal, are also found in a number of other languages of theQueensland area, including Yidiny, Kalkatungu, Warrgamay, Bandjalang (north New South Wales),and perhaps Warungu. See Dixon (1994:178{180).2Like many languages, Dyirbal has no overt word for `and', but coordination is shown by prosody,as well as through the freedom of gapping normally required absolutive arguments from clauses.226



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 227S/O NPs are the surface pivot.(311) a. [bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs yanugo.nfut] [bangunii.erg.th yibi-nguwoman-erg bura-nsee-nfut]`The man went and the woman saw him.'b. [bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs banguli.erg.th gubi-ngugubi-erg munda-nbring-nfut] [(bayi)i.abs.th(yara)man.absbangunii.erg.th jugumbi-ruwoman-erg balga-nhit-nfut]`The man was brought here by the gubi [shaman] and (he) was hit by thewoman.'3Similarly, an S/O pivot is used for relativization. The role of the head noun inthe relative clause must be S (312) or O (313):(312) a. [bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs [miyanda-nulaugh-rel]] yanugo.nfut`The man who was laughing went.'b. [balanii.abs.th yibiwoman.abs] [banguli.erg.th yara-nguman-erg [miyanda-nu-rulaugh-rel-erg]] bura-nsee-nfut`The man who was laughing saw the woman.'(313) [banguiv.erg.th yugu-ngutree-erg [gunba-nu-rucut-rel-erg banguli.erg.th yara-nguman-erg]] naygu-naI-accbirri-jualmost-emph balga-nhit-nfut`The tree which the man had cut nearly fell on me.'One cannot directly relativize on an NP that is not the pivot of the relative clause.In order for a relative clause to be formed relativizing on the NP in A function,antipassivization must be used so that it becomes a surface pivot, as in (314):(314) [bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs [jilwal-na-nukick-antip-rel bagunii.dat.th guda-gudog-dat]] yanugo.nfut`The man who kicked the dog went.'3Although a passive translation is used, both clauses are in the unmarked active voice.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 228There are some other more minor phenomena in Dyirbal that are sensitive to thepivot. For example, the particle warra indicates that an event concerned the wrongperson or thing and Dixon (1972:118) states that it always quali�es a pivot argument:(315) a. balaiv.abs.th yugutree warrawrong nudi-ncut-nfut`(They) cut down the wrong tree.'b. bayii.abs.th warrawrong miyanda-nyulaugh-nfut`He's the wrong person to laugh.'Such phenomena are not predicted from anything I have said, but within my analysisseem quite consistent with an S/O pivot.4.1.2 An apparent problemHowever, an apparent problem for my theory is the existence of sentences such asthose in (316{317):(316) a. bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs walngarra-nyuwant-nfut [naba-ygubathe-purp]`The man wanted to bathe.'b. bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs walngarra-nyuwant-nfut [bural-na-ygusee-antip-purp bagunii.dat.thyibi-guwoman-dat]`The man wanted to see the woman.'c. bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs walngarra-nyuwant-nfut [bangunii.erg.th yibi-nguwoman-erg bura-lisee-purp]`The man wanted the woman to see him.'(317) a. yabumother.abs numa-ngufather-erg giga-ntell-nfut [banaga-ygureturn-purp]`Father told mother to return.'



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 229b. naygu-naI-acc banguli.erg.th gubi-ngugubi-erg giga-ntell-nfut [baguli.dat.th wanal-guboomerang-datbanul-jin-gui.gen.th-ogen-dat yara-nuny-jin-guman-gen-ogen-dat wugal-na-ygugive-antip-purp`The gubi told me to give the man's boomerangs (to him).'c. najaI.nom bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs giga-ntell-nfut gubi-ngugubi-erg mawa-liexamine-purp`I told the man to be examined by the gubi [doctor].'Dyirbal constructions such as these have been analyzed in the generative literatureas cases of complementation with equi-NP deletion, or a controlled PRO (Ander-son 1976:17, Levin 1983:259{267, Bok-Bennema 1991:11). Under such an analysiswalngarra-nyu `want' in (316) is similar to (logical) subject control verbs from Eu-ropean languages, while giga-n `tell' in (317) is similar to (logical) object controlverbs. Note now the behavior of the supposed complements: they display an appar-ently ergative pattern: in (316a) and (317a), the pivot S is controlled, in (316b) and(317b) antipassivization has occurred so that the logical subject has become an S andagain the pivot is controlled. Examples (316c) and (317c) show that if the purposiveverb form is not antipassivized, then it is the pivot O that is controlled, not the A(Dixon 1994:169). It is impossible for this construction to occur with control of theA position.This is an apparent exception to my general theory where control should alwayswork o� argument structure, which results universally in an accusative pattern ofcontrol, regardless of a language's choice of pivot. It appears that Dyirbal deviatesby being too ergative, in that even control works on an ergative basis.Now it is possible that I may have to accept that the controllee is sometimes thepivot. As noted in Chapter 1, there are some minor patterns of control in Tagalogwhere this seems to be the case, and I left unresolved similar facts in Toba Batak.However, I believe that I can maintain the strongest version of my theory in thelight of these Dyirbal facts, because here we are actually not dealing with controlledcomplements at all.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 230This di�erent behavior of what are semantically complements (at least in an En-glish speaker's mind!) is probably a consequence of some more general features ofAustralian languages. In many Australian languages clause embedding is avoided,and instead subordinate clauses are adjoined (Hale 1976).4 Dixon (1991) notes forexample that there are no clausal nominalizations in Dyirbal. He also states the view(implicit in Dixon (1972)) that Dyirbal has no complement clause constructions.The grammar of Dixon (1972) does not distinguish the above `complement clause'use. Rather it provides a uni�ed treatment of the ending -li/-ygu (the choice ofform depending on the conjugation class of the verb). This ending is referred to byDixon, and glossed by me as the `purposive inection'. The above use of it appearsnot particularly common. It is used much more frequently to explain the goals of aprevious action, for example in (318):(318) anyjaptcl bayii.abs.th yanugo.nfut yuri-gukangaroo-dat barrgan-guwallaby-dat jurrga-nay-guspear-antip-purp`Then he went out to spear kangaroos and wallabies.'In all uses of this construction, there must be coreference between the S/O of themain clause and the S/O of the -li/-ygu clause.But I think it would also be completely mistaken to regard all -li/-ygu clauses asequivalent to the in�nitives of purpose of various European languages (reinterpretingthe previous examples as `Father spoke to mother in order that she would return',etc.). A clear demonstration that something di�erent is going on appears in thefollowing text example. In the text, the `�rst man' had hidden sharp pieces of quartzwhere two women used to sit, and then this sentence follows:(319) banumth.abl balagarratwo.people.abs nurba-nyureturn-nfut nyina-yarra-nyusit-start-nfut [gunba-licut-purp banguiv.erg.th]`The two [women] returned from there, and started to sit down, only for them[the sharp quartz pieces] to cut [the women].'Clearly in this example, the -li `purp' form is in no sense serving as head of a purposeclause. Rather, I think that this form should be analyzed more as a clause chaining4I intend `adjoined' here in a nontechnical sense.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 231construction. Dixon (1972:67) refers to this ending as occurring on \implicated verbcomplexes" and this seems much nearer the mark. The so-called purposive endingcan be employed on any clause providing it refers back to a previous event that setthe stage for it. Dixon (1972:68):The action referred to by an implicated VC is only possible by virtue ofan event, referred to by a previous sentence of the discourse having takenplace: either the event has been performed as a necessary preliminaryto the intended `implicated' action; or the implicated action is a natural(but perhaps unplanned) consequence of the event. : : :It is in fact possible for the first sentence in a topic chain to have animplicated VC, although this happens relatively infrequently. In such acase the necessary `implicating' earlier event has taken place but has notbeen referred to in the discourse.Among other evidence, the sheer textual frequency of this verb form suggests that itis not appropriate to compare it with purpose clauses from European languages. Forexample, in Text XV (Dixon 1972:368{382) subordinate clauses with the purposiveinection occur in 22 of the 82 pivot chains (loosely, sentences) (27%), sometimesmore than once. In another 5 of the sentences, the main verb is in the purposiveform.Secondly, it is not the case that the S/O NP of the purpose clause is necessarilygapped (although it usually is { Dixon 1972:67).5 All that is required is coreference:(320a) is a dramatic example of this from a creation myth where the boil is the child;(320b) is a plainer example where a noun marker is repeated in the purposive clause.65Pace Levin (1983:260{261, 266, 279) who describes them as \structures of obligatory control."6Dyirbal noun markers indicate noun class and regularly accompany nouns, as in many of theexamples above (they can also indicate demonstrative-like contrasts, but the there series, whichappears in all the examples in this section can be used without any demonstrative sense). They canalso be used by themselves, functioning like a pronoun, as here.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 232(320) a. anyjaptcl banguli.erg.th burrubayboil.abs julma-nsqueeze-nfut [bayii.abs.th nyalngachild.absmayi-yarra-ygucome.out-begin-purp]`He squeezed the boil, with the result that a male child came out.'b. bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs walma-nyuget.up-nfut [bayii.abs.th bagunii.dat.th jugumbil-guwoman-datbalgal-na-yguhit-antip-purp]`The man got up to hit the woman.'Thirdly, if we take a verb of the promise-class of Sag and Pollard (1991), then ona semantically based theory of controller selection, the controller or determinant ofthe complement event should be the committor which is the a-subject of the mainclause, for example in English (321), where it is Sandy who will leave.(321) Sandy promised Tracy to leave the party early.However, if a purposive clause is attached to a clause with such a verb in Dyirbal thenecessary coreference relationship is still between the S/O NPs of both clauses, andnot with the logical subject committor. A sentence like (322a), where the agentis not expressed in the complement clause, could be used to convey `The womanthreatened to spear the man' (where the A of the main sentence is interpreted ascoreferent with the A of the purpose clause, as well as the O NPs of the two clausesbeing coreferent), but this is not a control relationship: another actor can be explicitlymentioned, as in (322b):(322) a. [bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs bangunii.erg.th yibi-nguwoman-erg yajijarra-nthreaten-nfut] [baga-lispear-purp]`The woman threatened the man that he would be speared.'b. [bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs bangunii.erg.th yibi-nguwoman-erg yajijarra-nthreaten-nfut] [banguli.erg.thgubi-ngugubi-erg baga-lispear-purp]`The woman threatened the man that the gubi would spear him.'



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 233Thus I would like to conclude that we are dealing with a form of clause serializationconstruction, and that is the reason why it is sensitive to the pivot (as in coordination)rather than sensitive to a-structure relations.7Dyirbal does have some other phenomena that reveal the nature of its argumentstructure and suggest that it uses the same notions of a-structure prominence as allother languages. The addressee of an imperative is the maximal a-subject (includingin cases of antipassivization):(323) a. (ninda)you.nom bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs balgahit.impv`Hit the man!'b. (ninda)you.nom baguli.dat.th yara-guman-dat balgal-nahit-antip.impv`Hit the man!'Incorporation/idioms work as in other languages, as was discussed in Section 2.4.2.Unfortunately, there is little or no evidence from binding, since Dyirbal uses a de-transitivizing reexive verb form.Hence I would like to conclude that Dyirbal also �ts in with the class of syntac-tically ergative languages that I have examined (so the name of the class was wellchosen). Dyirbal has both a clear S/O pivot at the level of surface relations andevidence for an argument structure that follows universal lines.7This has been but an outline of a possible treatment of Dyirbal clause structure. A completetreatment does have to recognize that there is a tighter link between a purpose clause and itshost than between two coordinated (`pivot chained') clauses. Also, like most subsequent authors, Ihave not examined the possibility of recursive (what Dixon called iterative) purpose clauses (Dixon1972:74{77, 160{166). Indeed, it is not clear that these have ever been given a satisfactory treatmentin any generative framework (the analysis of Dixon (1972) was not kosher even by the standards oftransformational grammar as it crucially relied on a counter-cyclical deletion operation (p. 162)).



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 2344.1.3 The Oblique Analysis of DyirbalAs an alternative to my Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis, Bok-Bennema (1991)and Kiparsky (1987) propose that the explanation for the unusual properties of Dyir-bal is that the S/O (absolutive) argument is the only term, while A (ergative) ar-guments are actually obliques. This analysis { the Oblique Analysis I referred to inChapter 1 { is adopted by Kroeger (1993) in an attempt to explain the purportedcontrol facts of Dyirbal that I have just discussed.8 Kroeger's theory was that a con-trollee must be an Actor and a term, and the unusual properties of Dyirbal followedfrom the fact that Actors are not terms in that language. In this section I brieyconsider, but reject, this alternative analysis.4.1.3.1 Arguments for and againstThe fact that the ergative is homophonous with the instrumental in Dyirbal has beentaken as support for the Oblique Analysis. But since the ergative is also homophonouswith the instrumental or another oblique case in many other languages, this argumentcannot be very strong. Moreover, Dixon suggested several grounds for why ergativeand instrumental must be distinguished, despite their homophony. At argumentstructure, A NPs and instrumentals have di�erent constructional possibilities (Dixon1994:170). While both may be promoted so that they become the pivot, it is viadi�erent morphemes: an A NP may become pivot through antipassivization (-na(y)/-na(y)) while an instrumental NP becomes the pivot through use of an applicativemorpheme (-m(b)al). Also, Dixon (1972:94) notes a constraint where a sentence canhave at most one instrumental case NP, but sentences may freely contain an ergativeNP and an instrumental NP.A second argument for the Oblique Analysis is that the ergative NP can be freelyomitted in Dyirbal sentences (like other oblique case NPs), whereas a pivot NP can8Kroeger (1993:105) also attributes this analysis to Mel0�cuk (1988), however I believe this to beinaccurate { I would classify Mel0�cuk's analysis of Dyirbal as an instance of the Inverse Analysis.While Mel0�cuk balks at calling the ergative a grammatical object (calling it instead an agentivecomplement), he very clearly states (pp. 179{180) that he does regard regular two actant verbs inDyirbal as transitive (in contrast with his analysis of Lezgian).



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 235only be omitted within a context { a sentence (i.e., pivot chain) without an expressedpivot is viewed in isolation as incomplete. On the Oblique Analysis, this could betaken as showing that ergative NPs function like other obliques. On the InverseGrammatical Relations analysis this becomes a special property of pivot NPs (relatedto speci�city).There are no other particularly convincing arguments for the position. The factthat with ditransitive verbs the third argument is always an oblique is consistentwith the Oblique Analysis, but many languages lack double object constructions,including all ergative languages of which I am aware. I think that much of the appealof this analysis has been a certain theoretical convenience: one does not need torecognize inverse mappings which are problematic for many theories. Things thatwould normally happen to `subjects' in other languages but don't happen to the Aargument in Dyirbal cease to be problems because now it is the O that is the subject(of an intransitive sentence). But using this as a criterion begs the question.Despite the absence of verb agreement and a causative form of verbs, there areseveral pieces of evidence that show quite clearly that Dyirbal has transitive andintransitive verbs, and other data that are suggestive of this distinction:91. Dyirbal has one more clause chaining construction, the -nurra construction.This is similar to a switch reference marker { it shows that the pivot of the-nurra clause is (necessarily) coreferential with the A NP of the main clause (italso has a semantic component and can only be used when two events followone upon the other):(324) [balaiv.abs.th yugustick.abs banguli.gen.th yara-nguman-erg mada-nthrow-nfut] [waynyji-nurrago.uphill-immed]`The man threw the stick and then immediately went uphill.'If the ergative NP is a term, then this construction is consonant with switchreference systems in other languages. On the other hand, this constructionwould seem most unusual if the ergative NP were an oblique.9A number of these arguments are proposed (independently) in Johnson (1977).



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 2362. Verbs in Dyirbal are strictly transitive or intransitive (that is, there are not am-bitransitive or labile verbs, as in Lezgian) (Dixon 1972:54). Under the obliqueanalysis this would have to be described by saying that some verbs disallowan agentive oblique, presumably for semantic reasons. But this seems unlikely,since Dixon (1972:296{297) notes that there are pairs of verbs which seem se-mantically identical except that one is transitive and the other intransitive (suchas walma-nyu `to wake up (intr.)', walmbi-n `to wake up (tr.)' and jana-nyu `tostand up (intr.)' and jara-n `to stand up (tr.)').3. Connected with the previous point is the existence of two conjugation classes{ one of which has mainly transitive verbs and the other of which has mainlyintransitive verbs. On the oblique analysis, these classes would have to beanalyzed as being purely diachronic detritus, since all verbs are regarded asintransitive.4. The treatment of case marking on pronouns would be completely anomalouson the oblique analysis. Dyirbal has nominative-accusative marking on pro-nouns (see (327{328) below). But on the oblique analysis we would have to saythat subject pronouns appear in one form with verbs which license an agentiveoblique and in another form with verbs that do not license an agentive oblique.Further, this second form (the nominative under other analyses) is also usedwhen pronouns appear as agentive obliques. The nominative case is clearlythe unmarked case in the pronoun system (despite certain irregularities in thesingular forms), and Kiparsky (1987) predicts that the unmarked nominative(or absolutive) case should not be able to occur marking obliques, and so thepattern of pronominal case marking cannot be explained.5. Under the Inverse Analysis the Dyirbal antipassive is an antipassive. Underthe Oblique Analysis, it appears to be an otherwise unattested advancementoperation, and it is not clear what distinguishes it from the applicative so thatthe `antipassive' can only be used to advance certain instrumental case NPs,while the applicative can only be used to advance the rest.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 2376. When the Dyirbal applicative morpheme is attached to intransitive verbs, itoften has a comitative meaning:(325) a. bayii.abs.th yaraman.abs nyina-nyusit-nfut`The man is sitting down.'b. balanii.abs.th jugumbilwoman.abs banguli.erg.th yara-nguman-erg nyinay-ma-nsit-applic-nfut`The man is sitting down with the woman.'On the assumption that Dyirbal has transitive verbs, this is an instance ofthe typologically common comitative construction. On the oblique analysis,a�xation of -m(b)a(l) `applic' would be a mysterious process that introduceda new actant, the `comitator' as the subject while making the previous subjectan agentive oblique. Further, the calque for (326) on the oblique analysis seemsrather unlikely: `the woman was sat-down-with by the man'.7. Dixon (1972:54) observes that adverbs are also transitive or intransitive andmust agree in transitivity with verbs. On the oblique analysis this would againbe mysterious { we would have to either �nd a purely semantic account orsuggest that adverbs are agreeing with the possibility of the verb taking anagentive oblique.4.1.3.2 ConclusionsI propose that the null hypothesis should be the following (Dixon 1994:6): \All lan-guages distinguish between clauses that involve a verb and one core noun phrase (in-transitive clauses) and those that involve a verb and two or more core NPs (transitiveclauses, including ditransitive as a subtype)." I do not �nd the arguments presentedabove su�cient to rule out the null hypothesis (in fact, I think they strongly supportit). Thus I propose to accept an analysis of Dyirbal { the Inverse Grammatical Re-lations analysis { that maintains that Dyirbal has transitive sentences, and to rejectthe Oblique Analysis that denies this.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 238Such a conclusion is also supported by application of Occam's razor. I have shownin Chapters 1 and 2 that there are a number of languages which are syntactically erga-tive and in which evidence from agreement, causatives and binding shows clearly thatthere are transitive verbs. Such languages cannot be treated by the Oblique Analysis(in fact Kiparsky (1987) gives as a piece of support for an Oblique Analysis of Dyir-bal the prediction that syntactic ergativity can only occur in languages without verbagreement). The Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis is needed independently forthese languages. It is thus clearly more economical to conclude that Dyirbal shouldalso be analyzed via the Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis, than to once againinvent a new class of which it is the only member (recall Section 1.1.3).4.2 Observations perhaps not requiring structural explana-tionsThere are several things that some accounts of ergativity have attempted to explainabout which I have said very little. Let me briey address several of them here.4.2.1 Ergative case marking in syntactically accusative languagesThe appearance of ergative morphological markings in a syntactically accusative lan-guage might initially seem unmotivated and strange. I would like to suggest thatsuch markings are possible for two reasons: one diachronic and one semantic.Morphological ergativity emerges easily diachronically. If an ergative case markingsituation arises from a passive made obligatory { as has been suggested for the perfectaspect in the Indic branch of Indo-European (Anderson 1977) { but the A and S rolesreassert themselves as the grammatical subject (or pivot) as well as the a-subject, thenmorphological ergativity results and ergative case marking will remain for essentiallydiachronic reasons. This case marking must then simply be stipulated in the lexicalforms of verb classes (just as experiencer subjects often take dative case in variouslanguages).There is an important general point lurking here. Many current generative anal-yses attempt to explain all case marking facts by synchronic syntactic distinctions.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 239However, as has been observed by Giv�on (1971), Cole et al. (1980), and Estival andMyhill (1988), it is frequently the case that synchronic morphology reects the syntaxof earlier forms of the language, because in general syntactic change precedes mor-phological change. Cole et al. (1980) show how dative experiencers can move frombeing obliques to having subject properties, while retaining their oblique case mor-phology, and the same seems to happen with ergative NPs that arise from obliques.It is not insightful, but simply wrong to try to include the historical syntax of alanguage within its synchronic description. Thus a synchronic grammar should notseek to explain all case marking facts, since some of them will reect the history ofthe language (and be arbitrary from a synchronic perspective).10However, sometimes it seems that such a diachronic residue, can be reinterpretedand the choice of case can have a coherent semantic basis. This is suggested for Hindiby T. Mohanan (1990) and for Urdu (Indo-European, Pakistan) by Butt and King(1991). They argue that in these languages the ergative appears on grammaticalsubjects in the perfect which exhibit conscious choice, giving contrastive pairs suchas the following from Urdu:11(326) a. anjumAnjum.nom royiicry.perf`Anjum cried.'b. anjum-neAnjum-erg royaacry.perf`Anjum cried on purpose.'10For instance, I think it is incorrect for the theories of Bittner (1994) and Bittner and Hale (forth-coming b) to try to predict the case marking on displaced terms in Inuit based on phrase structuralcon�gurations of which category Case-binds the NP or which category the NP is a complement of.Such a theory cannot explain the regional, historical and semantic variation in Case marking ofdisplaced terms in Inuit (briey discussed in (85)). For instance, Johnson (1980) suggests that theablative is usually used for passive agents in Central Arctic Eskimo, but that the terminalis is usedwith a semantically determined class of verbs. There is no reason to suggest that the phrase struc-ture of passive sentences varies depending on the case marking of the passive agent, but suggestingdi�erent phrase structures would be the only way to �t this data into the account of Bittner andHale.11The di�erent verb forms result from the fact that verbs only agree with nominative NPs inHindi/Urdu.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 240The situation thus becomes very similar to that found in the subtype of active-stativelanguages where case marking on S NPs is determined semantically on a case-by-case basis, such as Acehnese, Eastern Pomo, and Tsova-Tush (Nakho-Daghestanian,Georgia, Holisky 1987) (languages which Dixon (1994:78{83) carefully distinguishesas Fluid S languages). In such cases it is important to recognize that case markingis not an arbitrary system for distinguishing terms. Cases have a meaning (a pointmost strongly argued by Wierzbicka (1980, 1981)). Where cases do not reect surfacegrammatical roles, they reect some other system of distinctions (generally with asemantic basis), and such cases of morphological ergativity need not be viewed as ar-bitrary or unexpected, any more than the existence of dative case marked experiencersubjects.4.2.2 The absence of syntactically ergative, morphologically accusativelanguagesSeveral people have faulted Marantz' analysis (see (207), above) for predicting fourtypes of case marking { in particular the fourth case where a language is syntacti-cally ergative but has Type B case marking appears not to exist (Levin 1983:64,Bok-Bennema 1991:16, Kiparsky 1987). Of course, a claim of the nonexistence of Type Bcase marking in syntactically ergative languages should not be made too strongly.For example, languages like Dyirbal that are syntactically ergative but have NP-splitergativity do have Type B case marking on pronouns:(327) a. nanawe.pl.nom banaga-nyureturn-nfut`We returned.'b. nyurrayou.pl.nom nana-nawe.pl-acc bura-nsee-nfut`You all saw us.'c. nanawe.pl.nom nyurra-nayou.pl-acc bura-nsee-nfut`We saw you all.'



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 241Note that despite the di�erence in case morphology, the language maintains an S/Opivot, as can be seen in the following example of coordination (see Dixon (1994:162{163) for further examples):12(328) [nyurrayou.pl.nom nana-nawe.pl-acc bura-nsee-nfut] [banaga-nyureturn-nfut]`You all saw us and we returned.'Nevertheless, Type B case marking in syntactically ergative languages is not verywidespread (whereas Type B, or morphologically ergative case marking is quite com-mon in syntactically accusative languages). I suspect that the reason for this hasmainly to do with the diachronic paths by which languages shift between ergativityand accusativity. As Dixon (1994: Ch. 7) argues, the paths between ergativity andaccusativity and back, are not symmetrical. One of the consequences of this seemsto be that morphological ergativity is quite widespread, while Type B case markingin syntactically ergative languages is quite limited.4.2.3 The absence of antipassive in syntactically accusative languagesAnother fact that some analyses (for example Bok-Bennema (1991: Ch. 6)) attemptto capture is that antipassive is apparently restricted to ergative languages { perhapsit is even the case that antipassive is restricted to syntactically ergative languages.This is disputed by Postal (1977) who endeavors to �nd instances of antipassive inmorphologically and syntactically accusative languages, but it seems that at mostthese languages have limited or construction-speci�c analogues of antipassive (suchas Unspeci�ed Object Deletion John ate the burger/John ate or the conative alter-nation Mary kicked the ball/Mary kicked at the ball) and not the general antipassiveoperations of some ergative languages.However, I would like to suggest that perhaps no structural explanation of thisobservation is needed, since a functional explanation appears to su�ce. Dixon has12In contrast, coreferential omission in coordination in Yidiny depends solely on morphological case(Dixon 1977). In a number of other languages (such as Hindi (Mohanan 1990) and Marathi (Joshi1993)) coreferential omission in coordination is possible only if the NPs agree in both grammaticalrelation and case. So a universal theory must allow either or both case and grammatical relation todetermine possibilities for coreferential omission in coordination.



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 242observed that an antipassive is necessary in syntactically ergative languages, becauseof the propensity of humans to wish to talk for a while about the actions of a certainActor.13 Conversely, there is extremely little need for an antipassive in a syntacticallyaccusative language: it is not needed to feed the pivot relation in such cases, andantipassive in general has no useful consequences for argument structure sensitiveoperations such as binding theory and derivational morphology (because the a-subjectremains the a-subject). Its only role would be to background the patient, but ingeneral more limited mechanisms, such as Unspeci�ed Object Deletion, seem to su�cefor this purpose.With these points out of the way, let me turn to what I have done.4.3 ConclusionsThis dissertation has tried to motivate and substantiate a new typology of ergativelanguages. The typology maintains two classes, namely syntactically and morpholog-ically ergative languages, but greatly expands the class of languages that are classi�edas syntactically ergative to include Philippine and other mixed pivot languages.This new classi�cation results from a proposal about levels of linguistic representa-tion. I have argued that syntactic theory must recognize two levels, a level of surfacegrammatical relations and a level of syntactic argument structure. While others haveargued for a level of argument structure separate from both the surface syntax anda notion of thematic roles (or theta-structure), syntactically ergative languages showmost clearly that these two levels both exist and have their own prominence relation-ships.I have argued that universally there are features of language that are sensitive toeach of these levels. My conception of syntactic ergativity is more limited (and hencethe class of languages it covers is broader) because I only expect certain processes{ the ones sensitive to surface grammatical relations { to behave di�erently in asyntactically ergative language. Other processes like binding and control { processes13\A language with thoroughgoing ergative syntax must have an antipassive derivation, to feedits S/O pivot, otherwise it could not operate" (Dixon 1994:174).



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 243of construal, to use Kiparsky's term { are universally sensitive to argument structure,which has a roughly accusative nature. This captures the generalization (attributedto Ken Hale in Miller (1988)) that in a transitive construction with an agent and atheme, in a language with nominal reexives, it is always the theme that is encodedas a reexive pronoun coindexed with the other agent.This claim di�ers markedly from previous work which has regarded a canonicalsyntactically ergative language as one in which everything works on an ergative-absolutive basis (e.g., Dowty 1991), leaving mixed pivot languages as something ofan anomaly. Other work has emphasized the prevalence of mixed pivot languages(e.g., Van Valin 1981), but has provided no constraints on what patterns of mixedpivot behavior are possible. Kazenin (1994) suggests an implicational hierarchy al-lowing the cut o� for features that are syntactically ergative to be placed anywherealong that hierarchy. The present theory predicts many fewer possibilities for \mixedpivot languages". If a language is syntactically ergative, all phenomena sensitive togrammatical relations should be ergative or neutral. If a language is syntacticallyaccusative, all phenomena sensitive to grammatical relations will be accusative orneutral. Phenomena sensitive to argument structure will always have an accusative-like nature. The predictions appear to be largely con�rmed, although there remainone or two problems that require further study (e.g., control in Toba Batak).Johnson (1977) argues that all languages are syntactically accusative, so as tomaintain a universal assignment of initial grammatical relations (in RG), and be-cause processes such as causatives, inchoatives, and applicatives appear to refer to asyntactically accusative level of organization. But both these desiderata can be satis-�ed by adopting a level of argument structure as I have outlined, reinforcing the needfor a level of argument structure that has been motivated on independent groundsby much recent work (Alsina 1993, Grimshaw 1990, Rosen 1989). Adoption of a levelof argument structure allows us to recognize that ergative languages can be betterexplained by allowing an Inverse Grammatical Relations analysis. Such an analysiscan explain Johnson's (1977) own observation (p. 39) that processes of relativization,topicalization, coreferential deletion and question formation regularly fail to applyto ergative NPs, whereas Johnson's (1977) proposal for dealing with these data was



Chapter 4. Concluding discussion 244self-confessedly ad hoc.The possible alternatives seem less desirable. Recognizing no extra level, as in thework of Johnson (1977) or Marantz (1984) has been shown to be quite problematic.Trying to work in terms of thematic roles, rather than recognizing argument structureappears to be untenable. This was explicitly illustrated for the case of Toba Batak,and similar considerations would also make this approach unworkable in Inuit. Themain remaining alternative is to keep two levels, but to de�ne them di�erently. Thisis how I interpret Bittner's (1994) approach. Con�gurational relationships within theVP are one level of prominence, while �nal positions at s-structure give the otherlevel of prominence. But this ends up predicting that what I have called grammaticalsubject properties are actually properties of an A0 position. This causes theoreticalproblems even for Inuit, since Bittner must postulate that NPs reconstruct down fromthis position for purposes of binding, but not for purposes of semantic interpretation.However, the larger typological problems come from consideration of other languagessuch as Tagalog where Kroeger (1993) has argued convincingly that the ang-markedNP has the properties of a grammatical subject, and not the properties of an NPin an A0 position { a position normally reserved for NPs with a particular discoursefunction.Adopting a level of argument structure, at which constraints such as binding the-ory are de�ned, ends up lending support to a lexicalist theory of syntax. A cleardistinction between pivots and a-subjects, as can be motivated most clearly in syn-tactically ergative languages, argues against a syntactic approach which tries to lumpthese together as properties of NPs that are `subjects' at some level. In syntacticallyergative languages it can be seen clearly that accounts of binding based on eithersurface phrase structure con�gurations or surface grammatical relations are unsatis-factory. I have shown that an argument-structure-based treatment of binding andderivational morphology becomes a necessary, and satisfactory solution. However,once argument structure is recognized as a separate level, there is then nothing to begained by postulating operations of verb movement to generate complex derivationalforms, and so the simpler lexicalist theory is to be preferred for reasons of economy.
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