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1 Therelation betweensynchronyand diachrony

1.1 Structure explainschange

If languagechangds constrainedy grammaticaktructurethensynchronicassumptionsavedi-
achronicconsequenced heoriesof grammarcanthenin principle contributeto explainingprop-
ertiesof changepr converselybe falsified by historicalevidence.This hasbeenthe leadingidea
behindhistoricallinguisticsin mostof the generativeradition.

Syntacticchangehasbeenmodeled,dependingon the generalapproactto linguistic descrip-
tion, asparameter-resettin@.ightfoot 1991),asgrammamreplacemen(Kroch 1989),andascon-
straintreranking(OT, recentlyespeciallyin its stochastiovariety, Jager2002, Clark 2004). All
makedifferentclaimsaboutthecausesndmechanismsf changeandabouthow changas related
to synchronicvariation. Specifictheoriesof syntaxmakefurtherpredictionsaboutco-variationbe-
tweendifferentaspect®of grammarnotablybetweermorphologyandsyntax:

A widely sharedassumptions thatchangeakesplacemainly in the transmissiorof language
(through“imperfectlearning”). Specifically it occurswhenaspect®f grammardasednincom-
pletedata,or outputsof suchgrammarsareretainedrom earlierstage®f acquisitioninto thefinal
system.Thus,thetheoryof acquisitionbecomes cruciallink betweersynchronicanddiachronic
linguistics. Thisideahasprovidedthebasisfor anewapproacho analogicakthangeand,coupled
with thetheoryof Lexical Phonologyprovidesa solutionto the problematicdype of phonological
changeknownaslexical diffusion (Kiparsky 1995).

The ideathat propertiesof languagechangemight be explainedby the way languages or-
ganizedin the mind is by no meansoriginal to generativeggrammar It goesbackto structuralist
explanationgor the empiricalgeneralizationgboutlangagechangediscoveredy the neogram-
marians.Structuralismin fact, is reallyanattempto groundthesdindingsin anewunderstanding
of thelanguagdaculty. The pervasiverole of analogyasa regularizingforce in changecameto
beseenasa manifestatiorof the mechanisnthatunderlieshenormalacquisitionandcreativeuse
of language.The regularityand exceptionlessnes# soundchangewasderivedby de Saussure

1For example,on someversionsof syntax, rich inflectional morphologyentails a highly ramified structureof
functionalcategorieso which categoriesnoveto checktheir featurespredictingthatlossof verb agreemenéntails
lossof V-to-1 movement{e.g.Vikner 1995).Otherstreatstructuralpositionandinflectionalmorphologyarealternative
argumenticensersderivingthe Sapir/Jespersageneralizationhatlossof inflectionalmorphologyentailsfixed order
of directnominalargumentgKiparsky1997).



from the arbitrarinesf the sign. Bloomfield’s explanationfor it, on the otherhand,wasbased
on the notion of separatiorof levels,andin particularon the premisethat the phonologicaland
morphologicabrganizatiorof languageareindependent:

‘Theoretically we canunderstandheregularchangeof phonemes we supposehatlanguageon-
sistsof two layersof habit. Onelayeris phonemicithe speakerfiavecertainhabitsof voicing,tongue-
movementandso on. Thesehabitsmakeup the phoneticsystemof the language.The otherlayer
consistof formal-semantidiabits: the speakerabitually utter certaincombinationof phonemesn
respons¢o certaintypesof stimuli, andrespondappropriatelywhentheyhearthesesamecombinations.
Thesehabitsmakeup thegrammarndlexiconof thelanguagé.(Bloomfield 1933,364-365)

So,thestructuralist/generativerogramfor historicallinguisticsduringmostof thelastcentury
lookedsomethindike this:

(1) | UG:
(a) possiblegrammars
(b) markedness

Acquisition

Change

This programis by no meansincompatiblewith the ideathat functionalfactors,aswell as
UG itself, might constrainchangeand acquisition. For example,evolutionarypressuregnight
havecausedJG to favor grammarf a type that optimizesperceptionproduction,and/orstable
transmissionanda languagedesignedn modularfashion,with differentlevelsof representation
subjectto their own constraintsmaywell be the mostefficientfor this purpose.

1.2 Changeexplainsstructure

Seeminglyat oddswith the paradigmin (1) is an older, pre-structuralisideawhich is recently
regainingpopularity thatthe directionof explanationgoesthe otherway: cross-linguisticallyre-
currentstructuralpatternsin grammarare dueto recurrentpatternsof languagechange(Bybee
1988, Aristar 1991,Garrett1990,Blevins 2003).



(2) | Acquisition,variation

Change

|

Typologicalgeneralizations

Onevariantof this type of historical explanationpresentstself as a kind of supplemenor
correctiveto the formal theoryof grammar For examplejt is sometimeslaimedthatUG should
be seenas a theory of “core grammar”, and that vicissitudesof languagechangeundersome
circumstancesanproduce‘marked” or anomaloustructureswvhich fall outsidethe remit of UG.
Suchis, for exampleacommonview of split ergativecasesystemswhich haveno straightforward
analysisn GB andits successotheories:

‘The split natureof manyergative-absolutiveasesystemdookslike anotherRubeGoldbergfea-
tureof grammarsbutwe canunderstanthowtheymighthavearisenhistorically’ (Lightfoot1999:141)

Converselyit hasbeenclaimedthattheformaltheoryof languageshouldovergeneratéy allowing
for possibleypeswhich areunattestedimply becaus¢éheycannotarise— or atleastcannoteasily
arise— throughnormalprocessesf changgHarris 2003).

The mostradical form of this programdoesnot seekto complementhe theory of UG but
to replaceit. It triesto explainaway putativeuniversalsas by-productsof recurrentpatternsof
languagechange.As Aristar putsit, “. .. disparatadiachronicprocessesan conspireto give the
effect of synchronicuniversals’(1991). As a casestudy he offers an accountof the Greenberg
word-orderuniversalin (3):

(3) Genitivesyelativesandadjectivesusuallyprecedeheirheadsn SOV languagesindfollow
themin VSO languages.

Thebasisof (3) (accordingo Aristar’s historicalreinterpretationis simplyahistoricalrelationship
betweerthethreecategories:

‘One reasonwhy genitives,relatives,and adjectivalspatternso similarly in lan-
guagesacrossthe world is that genitivesandrelativescan potentiallyarisefrom the
sameanaphoricconstruction,and genitivesand relativesare a potentialdiachronic
sourcefor adjectivalforms. (Aristar 1991)

The competingstructuralexplanatiorfor (3) is of coursethatgenitives relatives,adjectivesand
subjectsare specifiers,andthat, by cross-categorigharmony(Hawkins 1983) all specifierswill
normallyeitherprecedeor follow their heads.



In this particularcase the structuralexplanatiorbasedon cross-categorigharmonyseemso
havethe edgeoverthe historicalexplanationlt correctlyextendgo adjectivesrom othersources
than genitivesand relatives,for which the word order correlationstatedin (3) is just as valid.
Moreover,thefact thatgenitivesandadjectivegendto go handin handin word orderchange(as
theyhavein the history of English)indicatesthatthe syntacticrelationbetweerthemis intrinsic.
Furthermorethe parallelismis morefine-grainedhancommonorigin couldexplain,andthereare
systematiaisparitieswhich aresubjectto additionalgeneralizationgDryer 1988,1992). Giorgi
& Longobardi(1991, Ch. 3) showthat at leastsomeof theseadditionalgeneralizationgan be
explainedwithin thetheoryof grammarby independentlynotivatedassumptionsaboutthe phrase
structureof nominals.

Moreover,historicalexplanationspncespelledout, often turn out to appealimplicitly to ten-
dencieghatarethemselves needof explanation Forexamplewithoutatheoryof categoriegand
phrasestructurethedirectionof reanalysisvhich Aristar takesasagivenis justaspuzzlingasthe
typologicaluniversalit is supposedo ground. For a true explanationve needa theoryof phrase
structureand grammaticalcategories. Genitivesand relativesare indeedamongthe diachronic
sourcesfor adjectivesbut the possibility of the reanalysisis rooted preciselyin their common
statusasnominalspecifiers.

1.3 The program

The taskthen, is to determinethe properdirectionand locus of explanation. Whenis change
the explananswhenis it the explanandumAnsweringthatquestionwill give a basisfor distin-
guishingtrue universaldrom typologicalgeneralizationsThe issuegoeswell beyondthe simple
guestionhow cross-linguistiggeneralizationshouldbe explained.It is aboutthe natureof those
generalizationshemselves.Whateverarisesthroughlanguagechangecan be lost throughlan-
guagechange(unlessit getssomehowincorporatednto the genome).Any generalizatiorthatis
causedy changds inherentlyunstable.lt canbe washedout by otherchangesor replacedwith
the oppositegeneralizationSuchTYPOLOGICAL GENERALIZATIONS arenottrue universals.By
the sametoken, if a generalizatioris itself a determinanof historicalchange,it mustbe a true
intrinsic UNIVERSAL, which is properlythe subjectmatterof UG. Sucha generalizatiorshould
neverbe violated exceptwhenanotherdominantuniversalconstraintcompelsit, in the senseof
OT.

Summarizingthe abovediscussionand anticipatingwhat follows, let us posit the tentative
criteriain (4).

4) Universals Typologicalgeneralizations
Irreversible Reversible
Convergence Singlesource
TETU effects No TETU effects
Manifestedspontaneouslin child language Not manifestedn child language
Pathwaysf change Inert
Structurallyencodedn thegrammar Not necessarilytructurallyencoded

I will now applythesecriteriato a numberof proposedypologicalgeneralizationandcandi-
dateuniversalsThematerialis drawnfrom bothphonologyandsyntax;manyof thecasesnvolve
a scaleor hierarchywhich definesthe parametenf a rule or constraint.The resultsshow | think,



thatthecriteriain (4) convergdairly neatlyto sortoutthetrueuniversalsin theabovesensefrom
thetypologicalgeneralizations.

2 Morphology and binding properties of reflexives

A casewherel think diachronyconvincinglyexplainsa setof typologicalgeneralizationfiasto
dowith therelationbetweerthe morphologicalbropertiesof anaphorandtheir bindingbehavior
Herel will bedrawingonthetypologyof anaphorgroposedn Kiparsky2002.

Reflexive pronounsare of two main morphologicaltypes, SIMPLE and COMPLEX. Simple
reflexivesaretypically monomorphemielementssuchasFrenchse Germarsich, Russiarsebja
Complexreflexivesare of two types: (1) the headtype, which consistsof a possessiv@ronoun
combinedwith aninalienablypossessedoun,typically “head” or “body”, and(2) the self-type,
which consistf a reflexiveor pronominalcombinedwith anadvernthatmeans'self” (German
selbst Swedishsjalv, Frenchméme Italian stesspRussiarsan).?

A typologicalgeneralizatior(*Pica’s generalization)discoveredy Faltz 1977 andtheoreti-
cally exploredby Pica1987 statesghat complexreflexivestypically differ from simplereflexives
asfollows:

(5) a. Theyallow objectantecedents.
b. Theymustbeboundlocally within the sameclause.
c. Theytypically lack possessivéorms.

The synchronicexplanatiorfor (5) thathasbeenproposedn theliteratureis thatcomplexreflex-

ivesaremaximalprojectionswhereasimplereflexivesareheadsandcliticize to Infl at S-structure
or at LF, wherethey are C-commandedy subjectsonly (Pica1991,cf. Katadal991, Hestvik
1992).Long-distancdindingby successiveyclic movementProblemswith thisaccountnclude
thatthis LF movementvould violate both the CoordinateStructureConstraintandthe ECP; it is

alsonot clearhow howtogetlong-distancdinding of reflexivesinsidemaximalprojections.

The alternativehistoricalexplanations that complexreflexivesariseasanti-obviationstrate-
gies. A universalprinciple of CoargumenDisjoint Referencd CDR) requiresthat coarguments
(argumentsf the samepredicate)cannotoverlapin referenceunlessthey are specifiedasnon-
obviative(Kiparsky 2002).

(6) CDR:AnN obviativepronouncannotoverlapin referencewith a coargument.

a. Johnhateshim. (theremustbetwo peopleinvolved)
b. Eachof themenhatehim. (“he” isn’t oneof “the men”)

CDR appliesnot only to R-expressiongnominaland pronominalelements)ut alsoto anaphors,
unlessheyarespeciallymarkedasexemptfrom CDR.

2Complexreflexivesof the headtype: “(POSS)+head”Hausada kansa Dogonku wo, Fulahooremum Abkhaz
ax, Ewe e dokui Basquebereburua Mordvin pfan+ts; “(POSS)+body”:Fox ni:yawi, Krongo 6ord, Jukun-di a°,
Bari mugun, Yag Dii f'0"0 woo, Mundanienyit; “(POSS+)heart”:Nubianai(l), Turkic 0:z, “POSS+side”:Godié »
yoku; “POSS+self andothers: Tagalogsarili niya, Lyélé n cina, Finnishitse+nsy; ModernHebrewacma Trique
ma’’al® zo’®. Complexreflexivesof selftype: himself Spanishsi mismq Russiansamogosebja ClassicalGreek
he+auton Amele uga dodog Tzotzil s-ba Dakotaic’i. Also reduplicationof the personalpronoun,asin Ostyak
(Khanty).



Thetwo typesof complexreflexivesin represenpreciselythe two waysin which a pronoun
(whetherpronominalor anaphor)subjectto CDR canbe markedso asto escapeat. “Head’-type
complexreflexivesdefeatthis constraintby putting the pronouninto a non-coargumenposition.
Selftype complexreflexivesdefeatit by marking the pronounas non-obviative(by addingan
elementwhich assertsdentity betweerthe pronounanda contextuallydeterminecelement).The
distributionof complexreflexivesis restrictedto environmentsvhereCDR needgo be defeated.
Thepropertiesof complexreflexivesin (5) thenfollow straightforwardly

(7) a. Complexreflexivesallow objectantecedentbecaus¢heyarenot subjectto CDR.

b. Theyareboundwithin thesameclausebecausdong-distancantecedentarenotcoar-
gumentsof them.

c. Theytypically lack possessivéorms becausea possessois not a coargumenbof its
possessurs’coarguments.

If thisexplanatioris correct,then(5) is notalinguistic universalandshouldnoT beexpressed
in the synchroniadheoryof grammar This might be a welcomeconclusiorfor severakreasons.

(8) a. Thegeneralizationms notinviolable(seetheexceptionglocumenteih Huang2000:96).
b. All complexreflexivesseento arisein the sameway, by theroutedescribedabove.

c. Thereno acquisitionevidencenvhichwould showthatlearnersaccesst.

d

. The generalizatioris probablynot structurallyencodableanyway Typically the dis-
tribution of morphologicallycomplexreflexiveslike himselfis the sameasthatof the
simple pronounsthey contain(suchashim), so they are probablynot maximal pro-
jections(Toivonen2001). And (at leaston lexicalistassumptions)he syntaxhasno
accesgo themorphologicakompositionof words.

Anothertypologicalgeneralizations (9):
(9) Therearenonominativeanaphors.

Thisistrivially truein language# whichanaphorsnustbelocally boundto anominativesubject.
Butit is notobviouswhy it would hold evenin languagesvhich allow long-distancdoinding,or in
which nominativecasemaybeassignedo objects(suchaslcelandic).

(10) Icelandic(Maling L&P 1984)

a.*Honumfinnst(sjalfur) sig (vera)veikur
Him-Dat finds self Refl-Nom(be) sick-Nom
‘He considerdimself(to be)sick’ (noreflexivenominativeobject!)

b. Hannsagi ad sig vantai heefileika
He said thatself-Datlacked ability-Nom

‘He considersimself(to be)sick’ (reflexivedativesubject!)

As we’'ll see,the generalization(9) is actuallynottrue, butit is still a pretty robusttendency
sosomeexplanatioris calledfor. Synchronicexplanationshathavebeenproposedor (9) include
LF movemensubjectto the ECR andseverabgreement-basdd/potheses.

The ECPexplanationdueto Chomsky1986,positsthatanaphorsnoveatLF to INFL, leaving
atrace;in subjectpositionthetracewould not be properlygoverned.This doesnot really account
for nominativeobjects,or for pronominalchains.



Rizzi 1990andWoolford 1999 proposednsteadthat nominativesagreewith AGR, which is
pronominal.lf the nominativewereananaphortheresultwould be a chainwhich would haveto
bebothlocally boundandlocally free. However this still won’t work for nominativeobjects.

Everaer2001developeda minimalistversionof the agreemenstory, accordingto which V's
uninterpretable)-featuresmustbe checkedagainstanagreeing\’s interpretabldeatures.Nomi-
nativeanaphorareexcludedf theyarenotfully specifiedor somegp-featurethatmustbelicensed
ontheV. E.g.lcelandicsigis unspecifiedor numbersoit can’tchecktheV’s numberfeature.On
theotherhand,GeorgianandMarathinominativereflexivesareOK becaus¢heyagree.

(11) Georgian(Harris1981,1984,Everaert2001)

a. Vano-mdauranuna tavis-itav-i
Vano-Erghe-convince-him-Aoself's  self-Nom

‘Vanoconvincedhimself (reflexivenominativeagreeingobject)

b. Gela-s turme daurenunebia tavis-itav-i
Gela-Datapparentlyhe-convince-him-Egelf's  self-Nom

‘Gela hasapparentlyconvincechimself’

c. tavis-matav-maf)-xsn-a  president-i
self's-Erg self-Erg he-saved-hinpresident-Nom
‘It wasthepresidentvho savedhimself(no-oneelsedidit)’ (reflexiveergativeagreeing
subject)

(12) Marathi

Jane-ngJohn-laakalavle ki aapan., turangaagtahot
Jane-Erg John-Acc informed-3Sghatself-Nom prison-Locwas-3Sg
‘Jane informedJohn thatself, ,; wasin prison. (reflexivenominativeagreeingsub-

ject)

Everaerts solutioncomesalot closer,butit still runsinto empiricalproblems.Thecorrelation
it predictsbreaksdown in both directions. Swedishhasan unspecifiedeflexive (sig) andno V
agreementyet still lacksnominativeanaphors.Choctawhasan unspecifiedeflexiveandrich V
agreementyet doeshavenominativeanaphorgBroadwellNELS18.)

The historicalexplanationadmittedlyratherunexcitingby comparisonstartsfrom the obser-
vation that when nominativeobjectsare prohibitedand subjectscan’t be boundoutsidea finite
clause hominativeanaphoraresimply impossible. GermanicandRomancewvereoriginally such
languages.The morphologicalgap persistedevenafter nominativeobjectsand/orlong-distance
binding arosein someof them,asin Icelandic. Marathiand Georgian,on the otherhand,never
inheritedsucha constraint. Marathi hashadlong-distancéinding, including of nominativesas
long asit hashadthereflexiveaapan(from Sanskritatman“soul, self’).

(13) khadgenasakyateyuddhe sadhvatma parirak$tum
sword-Instrcan-3Sg combat-Loowvell  self-Nomprotect
‘one canprotectoneselfwell with a swordin combat’(“one’s self canbe protectedwell”)

(Mbh 12.160.3)

Thatis really all that needsto be said. Thereis simply no synchronicprinciple at work. The
historicalexplanatiorcoversthe dataperfectly



3 Codaneutralization

As a casewherethe evidencepointsin the oppositedirection,let’s considerthe robustphonolog-
ical generalizatiorthat markedfeaturevaluestendto be suppresseth certainprosodicpositions.
Specifically placeandmannerfeaturesarefrequentlyneutralizedn favor of theirunmarkedalues
in syllablecodas. The best-knownexampleof this processs probablyfinal devoicingof obstru-
ents,asin German,most Slavic languagesCatalan, Turkish, Korean,and in many dialectsof

English? It seemdo beirreversible,in the sensehatno languagehasa conversgrocessf final

voicingin its phonology Why shouldthatbe?

Againtherearea priori two possibleanswergo this question.Onelocatesthe neutralization
constrainin thedesignof languagelt saysthatsyllablecodasuniversallyfavor unmarkedeature
values(suchasvoicelessnessn the caseat hand). This doesnot meanthat codaneutralization
appliesin all languagesit justmeanghat,wheneveit doesapply, it alwaysimposesheunmarked
featurevalue.Nor doesit meanthattheasymmetryis arbitraryor unmotivated A plausiblereason
for codaneutralizationmight be the low perceptuakaliencyof the relevantfeaturaldistinctions
in the syllable coda(Steriade2004),and a plausiblereasonwhy neutralizationfavorsunmarked
featurevaluesmight bethe greatereconomyof therelevantarticulatorygestures.

The secondpossibleanswerlocatesthe explanationin the diachronicplane. Blevins (MS)
suggestghat thereare documentedypesof soundchangethat devoicefinal voiced obstruents,
but thereare no documentedypesof soundchangethat would voice them. The ideais thatthe
generalizatiorfollows trivially from this unidirectionalityof change.Of course the putativeuni-
directionalitywould in turn haveto be explainedperhapsn the basisof the perceptuabndartic-
ulatory asymmetriegust mentioned put now operatingon the diachronicplaneasconstraintson
therelevantsoundchangeprocesses.

The two versionsof the story arein manyways similar, especiallyin how they groundthe
asymmetry The crucial differencebetweerthemis wherethe explanatiorapplies. The historical
accountlocatesit solelyin soundchange.On this view, oncea neutralizationprocesshasbeen
“deposited”in alanguageby soundchangejt justsitsthereasa brutefact. It hasno synchronic
rationale anymorethan,say thegeologicalstratificationof theearths crustdoes.Thesynchronic
accountontheotherhand,makest partof the designof languagelt saysthatalanguagewhich
violatesthe universal(e.g.throughafinal voicing process)vould be notjust historically unattain-
able,buthardto learnandmaybehardto use,or both. Versionsof OT phonologythatpositthatall
constraintareuniversalanddo not allow contradictoryconstraintsevenclaim thatsucha system
would beimpossibleto learn.

Severalconsiderationsuggesthatthe historicalaccountis not on theright trackin this case.
It is easyto constructscenarioshat,uncheckedwould producetheexactoppositeprocesspf coda
neutralizationin favor of the markedfeautrevalue. For example final degeminatior{(itself also
aninstanceof codaneutralization)andthe transpositiorof a geminate/singletonppositioninto
avoiceless/voicedpposition(the Romancdanguage®ffer manyexamplesf suchlenition) are
bothcommontypesof soundchange Whenbothsoundchangedakeplacein sequencetheresult
would befinal voicing:

(14) A hypotheticapathto final voicing: markednesseversal

SAustralia, SouthAfrica (WissingandZonneveld1996),plusindividual idiolects, including the currentpresident
of theU.S.A.,whodevoicedis final fricatives.



Stagel: tatta tata tat *tatt (degeminationno distinctivevoicing)
Stage?2: tata tada tad *tat (lenition)

e Theresultinggrammarasmorphophonologicalneutralizing)final voicing.

Or considera languagein which intervocalicobstruentsare redundantlyvoiced, and all words
endin vowels. If final vowelsarethenlost after single consonantsthe synchronicresultis final
voicing.

(15) Anotherhypotheticapathto final voicing: lenition plusapocope

Stagel: takta tada *tata (intervocalicvoicing,nogeminates)
Stage2: takta tad *tat (apocope)

e Theresultinggrammarhasallophonicfinal voicing.

Thesefictitious but plausiblescenariosshowthat final voicing could originateby everyday
soundchangeslf it in fact neverarises someconstrainton the designof languagemustpreventit.

Thereis independensupportfor the conclusionthatthe markednesasymmetryseenin coda
neutralizationprocessess not simply a by-productof soundchangebut reflectsan intrinsic lin-
guisticconstraint.

First, the asymmetryarisesin otherwaysthanby soundchange.In a languagdike German,
obstruentsvhich becomefinal whenword-final-e is deletedare automaticallydevoiced(just like
underlyingfinal obstruents).Thereis no intermediatestageof voicing which is then devoiced.
Moreover,variabledeletionof final -e is relatively favoredafter voicelessstopsand disfavored
aftervoicedstops.

Additional evidencecomesrom TETU (“The Emergencef the Unmarked”)effects,manifes-
tationsof latentmarkednesgonstraintsvherehigher-rankingconstraintghat overridethemare
notin play (Princeand Smolenskyl993). For example final devoicingreportedlyappliesspon-
taneouslyin languagesvith strict CV syllablestructurewhentheir speakergattemptto pronounce
loanwordsendingin -CVC. In Konni (northernGhana) yegressivevoicing assimilation(cf. (16a))
is blockedjust whenit would give rise to a voiced coda,in which casean epentheticvowel is
insertednstead(asin (16b)) (Cahill 1999).

(16) a. /tig-ka/ — tikka'the village’
b. /biis-bu/— biisibu’the breast’(*[biizbu])

In MeccanArabic (McCarthy 2003), voicing assimilation(cf. (17a)) is blockedpreciselywhen
it would give rise to a voiced coda(asin (17b)), eventhoughvoiced codasare not in general
prohibitedin thelanguaggsee(17c)):

(17) a. /mazku:r/— masku:r'mentioned’
b. /takbar/— 7akbar(*agbar) ‘older’
c. /dabdaba/~ dabdabapitter-pat(footsteps)’

Languageacquisitionpointsin the samedirection: final devoicingoften occursin the speech
of youngchildren(Smith1973,Ingram1976,Yavas1994).

9



If codaneutralizationis part of UG, it shouldfunction asa rule/constraintand interactwith
otherrules/constraintandprincipleswithin grammaticabystemsindeed,n numerouganguages,
codaneutralizatiorfunctionsasa productivephonologicalprocesssometimesleeplyembedded
For examplejn Lakhota,codaneutralizatioroperatesn the stem-levephonology butis masked
attheword level by insertionof anepenthetidinal vowel, which in turn triggersrevoicingof the
final obstruentf it is africative (see(18b,c)).

(18) a. /Chap/ cthapa ‘beaver
b. /pus/ plza ‘to bedry
c. /leS/ 1é&za  ‘to urinate’

Thewordsin (18) areunderlyinglymonosyllabicasshownindependentlyf codaneutralization
by their initial stresqLakhotawordsareotherwisestressean their secondor only syllable)and
by reduplicationcompoundingandothermorphologicalbrocesses:

(19) a. chap-kluwa ‘heisbeavemunting’
b. pus-ya ‘causeto dry’
C. pus-puza ‘be verydry’

4 Stress/weightsolidarity

Now let’s look at the well-known sonority hierarchy and in particularthe relative sonority of

vowels, proposedby de Saussureind Jesperseifamongmany others)as an intrinsic universal,
which is groundedarticulatorily in the relative apertureof the vocal tract and/oracousticallyin

loudnessandintrinsic duration.

(20) a>e,0o>i,u> .

Therelativesonoritydefinedby (20) is oneof a largercomplexof sonorityscaleswhich involve
syllableweight, pitch (de Lacy 2002b)and perhapsothers. Severalphonologicalconstraintge-
fer to sonority but for our presentpurposegshe relevantoneis is the stress/sonoritygolidarity
generalizatiorstatedn (21).

(21) Stressseeksheavysyllablesand sonorousvowels, wheresonorityis definedby the scale
(20).

De Lacy (2002a)extensivelydocumentshe generalizatiorstatedn (22), andargueghatit is true
of all universalhierarchiesatleastin phonology

(22) Adjacentpointsonthescalemaybeconflatedputnotreversed.

Letusassumeifor purpose®f thefollowing discussionthatdeLacy’'sempiricalgeneralization
is correct,andapplythecriteriain (4) to determinewvhetherthe hierarchy(20) s truly a universal,
or simply atypologicalgeneralizationasdefinedabove.

As a basisfor our discussion|et us considerthe sonority-basedtresssystemof Gujaratiex-
tensivelyanalyzedyy de Lacy (2002a) who formulateshe empiricalgeneralizationg (23).

(23) e Wordsarenormallystressean the penult,but

e anantepenulis stressedf it is moreprominentthanthe penulton the (partially con-
flated)sonorityscalea > e, 0,1, u > 2, and

¢ thefinal syllableis stressedf it is theonly syllablewith a.

10



Thedatain (24) showhow stresds assignedn accordwith (23).

(24) a. azadi‘freedom’

ekoter ‘71’

paddhoti ‘guide’

tajetor ‘recently’ (a > e, attractsstresgo theantepenult)

. kojaldi ‘little cuckoo’(o > o, attractsstresgo theantepenult)

-~ ® 2 0 T

lopora ‘girls’ (a > othervowels,attractsstresdo thefinal syllable)
De Lacy proposegor Gujaratia synchronicstresssystemwhich | informally summarizen (25):
(25) a. Assignstresgo aheavy/sonorousyllable(STRESSTO-WEIGHT), otherwise

b. assignatrochaicfoot attheright edgeof theword.

Couchedn OT, deLacy’s proposals explanatoryin thesensehatit predictsthe possibilityof the
patternin (23) from a setof rankeduniversalconstraints.

The alternativehistorical explanationfor the weight/stresssolidarity seenin Gujarati might
invokethefollowing areasonablassumptioraboutsoundchanggBlevins2004):

(26) Intrinsic acousticprominenceof sonoroussowels may be reinterpretedas stressin sound
change.

Thevalidity of generalizatior{26) is notatissuehere;let usassumehatit is correctasstated.The
guestionis whetherit providesa sufficientalternativeto de Lacy’s proposalthat (20), (21), and
(22) arepartof UG. Let usseewhatthecriteriain (4) say

The sonority hierarchyin (20) seemsto be the samein all language<this is the import of
de Lacy’s resultin (22)). But thereare naturaltypesof soundchangethat could reverseit. For
exampleasoundchangga] > [s] (suchastook placein Sanskritamongotherlanguagesgould
resultin stressystemsvheres functionsasthemostsonorousowel, attractingstressn wordslike
*t ojetor, contraryto (20)-(22). Theresultwould bepreciselyastressystemwith arule/coonstraint
whichviolatesthe proposediniversal. Themoralis thatwhatsoundchangecancreatejt alsocan
destroy Therefore,if a generalizations exceptionlessthentheremustbe somethingmorethan
soundchangehatsustainst.

Note carefully whatis at stakehere. The claim is not that soundchangecannotsubvertthe
phonologicafregularitiesof alanguage For example soundchangecould presumablyconflateor
deletevowelsin suchaway asto destroythe phonologicakregularitiesof Gujarati’s stressystem,
with theresultthatit would haveto bereanalyzedvith lexically markedstressWhatsoundchange
apparentlycannotdo is to arbitrarily reversethe universalhierarchiesIf so,thenit follows sound
changecannotequiteas“blind” astheneogrammariangought.lt mustoperataunderthecontrol
of UG. Changegshatsubvertuniversalamusteitherbeblocked,or the systentheygiveriseto has
to be promptlyreorganized.

The secondcriterion concerngnultiple paths. Weight/stressolidarityis in factimplemented
in very diverseways acrosslanguages. E.g. in Finnish, it both makesunstressedliphthongs
monomoraign thelexicalphonologyandpreventsontractiorof unstressetbngvowels(Kiparsky
2003). Neitherof thesemanifestation®f it canbe attributedto the perceptuatonfusionbeteeen
weight and stress. This showsthat the soundchangetheory of the origin of sonority hierarchy
effectsis notgeneralkenough.
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Third: thegeneralizatioimustbe encodedn the grammarof Gujaratibecausét is productive.
It locatesstresdn Gujaratiloanwordse.g.sinené ‘movie theater’(presumablyffrom Englishcin-
em3g, which getsfinal stressin Gujaratiby (23) becausef the sonorousa. A similar point can
be madefor Finnish,wherethe sonorityhierarchydeterminedixed secondarngtressn loanwords
(Anttila 1997 ,Kiparsky2003).

Fourth: thegeneralizatiorunderliesTETU (Emergencef the Unmarked)effects. In Finnish,
stem-finalsyllablesreceivesecondarstressoptionallyin thelexical phonologywith afrequency
thatis proportionalto the sonority of the vowel. The presencer absenceof this stresstriggers
far-reachingallomorphyeffectson the stemandthe ending(Anttila 1997 ,Kiparsky 2003). At the
phonetidevel, lexically unstressedyllables regardles®f their sonority receivearhythmicstress
whichis phoneticallyindistinguishablérom thelexical stress— butwhich hasno effectswhatso-
everon allomorphy Therefore the effect of relativesonorityon lexical stressandon allomorphy
cannotbeattributedto misperception.

Fifth: thesonorityhierarchydefinesapathwayof analogicakthange Anttila (1997,Ch. 3) doc-
umentgheanalogicakpreadf longgenitivegtheformsin theright-handcolumn)nouninflection
overtheattestechistoryof Finnish.He showsthatit follows thecoursen (27).

(27) -i,-ustems lintuin > lintujen 16thcentury
-e,-0stems peéltoin > péltojen 19thcentury
-a,-astems akkain > akkojen 20thcentury

Recallthe weight/sonoritysolidarity generalization:sonoroussowels (suchasa) preferto bein

stressedand heavy syllables,nonsonorousowels (suchasi, u) preferto be in unstresseé@nd
light syllables. From this perspectivethe trajectoryin (27) is understandablethe morphologi-
cal analogyis implementedirst whereweight/sonoritysolidarity favorsit most,andlastwhere
weight/sonoritysolidarity doesnot favor it at all. Herethe sonorityhierarchygovernsthe course
of morphologicalchangein a way which cannothaveanythingto do with the misperceptiorof

stress.

5 Ergative casesystems

A caseassignedo subjectsof transitiveverbsbut not to subjectsof intransitiveverbsis called
ERGATIVE. SPLIT ERGATIVE systemshave ergativecasemarking underrestrictedconditions,
mostcommonlydependingeitheron the natureof the NP or on the tense/aspeatf the verb. A
classicakexampleof an NP split ergativecasesystemis Dyirbal, which hasanergative/nominative
oppositionin nouns,anda nominative/accusativeppositionin pronoungDixon 1972).Dyirbal’s
structuralcasesystemis shownin (28), where“A”, “O” and“S” denotethesubjectandobjectof a
transitiveverbandthe subjectof anintransitiveverb,respectively

(28)
| H A | s | o |
Nouns ERG -nggu,-ru | NOM -@ | NOM -@
Pronouns| NOM -@ NOM -@ | ACC -na

Whensplit ergativity is conditionedby the inherentcategoryof the NP, the casedendto be dis-
tributedaccordingo the hierarchyin [29].
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(29) “Animacy” hierarchy(Hale, Silverstein Dixon)

| 1Pro| 2Pro | 3Pro | ProperNoun | Human | Animate | Inanimate

Ergativeis found in nominalson the right end (the “low” end)up to somecutoff-point on the
hierarchy and accusativean nominalsfrom the left (the “high” end). In Dyirbal, the two case
marking subsystemslivide nominalscleanlyinto two groups,butin somelanguageshe cutoff-
pointsdon’t coincide:

(30) Djapu(Morphy 1983):

| [A__[s [0 |
Non-human|| -thu
Human -thu -nha
Pronouns -nha

The distributionof accusativecasein someAustralianlanguagesllustratesthe variouspossible
cutoff-points(adaptedrom Blake 1977,1987):

(31)\ Pronouns | Proper/Kin| Human| Animate | Inanimate|
Thargari Accusative \ Erg
Arabana Accusative \ Ergative
Gumbainggir Accusative \ Ergative
Dyirbal Accusative\ Ergative
Warlpiri Ergative
Djapu | Ergative

Accusative |

It is commonlyclaimedthatergativecasemarking,andspecificallysplit ergativity of thistype,
is structurallyor functionallyunmotivatedbutariseghroughunderstandablgiachronicprocesses:

(32) a. “NP split-ergativesystemsn fact havetheir striking synchronideaturesasa straight-
forward consequencef their ordinarydiachronicsourceinstrumentakase]’(Garrett,
1990).

b. “The split natureof many ergative-absolutiveasesystemdooks like anotherRube
Goldbergfeatureof grammars,but we can understanchow they might have arisen
historically” (Lightfoot 1999:141)

c. “Theserestrictiongsplit ergativecasemarkingpatternsjmakelittle synchronicsense
for anactive-directergativeclausein whichtheagents the moretopical— proximate
— argument. (Givon 1994:33).

Garrett1990arguesthatthe lack of ergativemarkingon the high endof the D-hierarchyhas
(andneeds)no synchronicexplanation.lt is only at an antecedenhistorical stagethatit is mo-
tivated. Garrettassumeshat thoseergativecaseswhich exhibit sucha gapin their distribution
arehistoricallyderivedfrom instrumentatasesandproposedo explainthe gapasaninheritance
from this stage. The ideais thatthe gapis a reflectionof the fact that instrumentalcaseis for
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pragmatiaeasonsnostcommonwith inanimatenounsfor it typically denotesnstrumentswhich
arenormallyinanimate. After the instrumental-to-ergativeeanalysisthe inheritedrestrictionis
transferredto the new ergativecase. In its new form howeverthe restrictionno longerhasany
synchronicmotivation,andthereforetendsto geteliminatedby analogicalspreadof ergativecase
to animatenouns.Pronounsthough,tendto be morphologicallysodifferentfrom nounsthatthey
escapdheir analogicalinfluence. The typical outcomeof this scenariothenis a noun/pronoun
split.

| believethat Garretts purely historicalaccountfor the split ergativity patternss not viable,
for thefollowing reasons.

First, the historical scenarioinvolves an unexplainedshift from a pragmaticgap beforethe
reanalysigo anallomorphicgapatfterthe reanalysis.Instrumentdendto berestrictedto Low-D
nominals,simply becausdools are normally inanimate.Garrettassumeshat wheninstrumental
caseis reanalyzedisergativecase this restrictionis carriedover,resultingin split ergativity. The
assumptionhat“the distributionof newly-createdinguisticcategorieparallelsthatof theirimme-
diateantecedents(Garrett1990,286)is persereasonableBut takenliterally, it would imply that
aftertheinstrumentato ergativereanalysishigh-D nominalswould lack ergativecase.Thetruth
is thathigh-D nominalsdo notlack ergativecaserathertheyhaveergative/nominativeyncretism,
henceergativeformswith no overtcasemarking— avery differentthing. The suffixlesslesgrga-
tive pronounshaveexactlythesamesyntaxasovertly markedergativenominals:in particular,they
agreewith themin caseandaretreatedasparallelwith themin conjunction.Thegapin ergative
paradigmgs this a matterof allomorphy not a gapin the distributionof the categoryof ergative
case(andcertainlynot a matterof pragmatics) Whatis missingfrom the historicalaccountthen,
isthecausalink betweertheputativepragmaticallymotivatedgapin thedistributionof theformer
instrumentakaseandthe zeroallomorphthatit leavesbehindin the paradigmof the reanalyzed
ergativecase.In otherreanalyseshis kind of thing generallydoesnot happerf. For examplejn-
strumentatasadtself typically comedrom comitativecase yvia a chainof developmentvhichruns
from “in the companyof” (Johnate cheesewith Mary) via “accompaniedy” (Johnate cheese
with wine) to “by meansof” (Johnate cheesavith a fork).> At the outsetjnanimatenounswould
not be usedin the comitative(for “pragmatic” reasons)andyet we neverfind their instrumental
offspringsportingzeroallomorphsoninanimatenouns(or lackinginstrumentatase for thatmat-
ter). Similarly, ablativecaseslenotingsource-typeelationsoften originateaslocal caseswith a
separativeneaning:alocal separativeasewould berestrictedto nounsdenotingphysicalobjects
(for “pragmatic”reasons)andyetwe don't find ablativeswith zeroallomorphson abstrachouns?

The secondargumentagainsta historicalaccountof the casemarkingpatternis thatit is not
generaknough.lt addressesnly thedistributionof ergative/nominativeyncretismBut thesame
hierarchyalsodetermineshedistributionof genitive/nominativesyncretismasin Yukagir,where

4Indeed,it might be arguedthatthe very possibility of reanalysigs inconsistentith the transferof a pragmatic
gapmotivatedby theoriginalmeaning.You cannotknow abouta pragmatiagapwithout havinglearnedhe semantics
onwhichthepragmatidnferencedependsin this putativecasetheinstrumentameaning) butonceyou havelearned
thatmeaningyouwill notreanalyzehatmeaningasanothemeaning.

5An exampleof this developmenis Estonianga, etymologicallyfrom kansa-sséin the crowd”.

6A third exampleis the reanalysisof possessivauffixesas objectmarkersof definite NPsthat hastakenplace
in somelangagedelongingto the Permicbranchof the Finno-Ugricfamily. Accusativecase which waslostin the
nominalinflection of the Permiclanguagega stateof affairspreservedn Ostyak)wasrenewedn Komi andVotyak
by reanalysif the 3.p. possessivauffix asan accusative .Yet we do not find thatthosenounswhich for pragmatic
reasongarely havea possessofiet us say“sky”, “sun”) lack accusativeendings(let aloneaccusativecase)in these
languages.
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thereis no reasorto suspectaninstrumentabrigin for genitivecase(Nichols 1992:53 Krejnovic
1958,80, 63 ff.).

(33) a. metnime
I house

‘my house’

b. Bekeile
Beke deer
‘Beke’s deer’

c. ile-n  jawul
deer-GENtrack
‘(the/a)deerstracks’

In the oppositedirection, the hierarchyalsodetermineghe distributionof accusative/nominative
syncretismalready mentionedin [31]. It also governsdative/accusativeyncretismand erga-
tive/dativesyncretismandfor the samereason.

(34) “Split dativity” (SpanishHindi...):

Pedrovio a unamujer (*a unaccidente).

Pedro sawData woman(Datan accident).
‘Pedrosawa (specific)woman(anaccident).

(35) “Split accusativity”

a. Lardil: “In imperativesthe directobjectlacks-inthaif it is third person,althoughif
first persont takesthatcase.. (Klokeid 1978).

b. Koira  nah-tiin. Hane-tnah-tiin. (Finnish)
Dog-Nom see-PassPast He-Acc see-PassPast
‘The/adogwasseen. ‘He wasseen’

c. Finnishchild languageandcertaindialects: accusativeextendedo propernamesand
appellativese.g.Lauri-t, isi-t ‘daddy’.

Furthermorethe samehierarchyalsogovernsnversesystemsyhich aretypically foundwith
agreementatherthancasewhereinstrumentato ergativereanalysicannotoeatstake.Therefore,
we needa morecomprehensivexplanatiorfor the different manifestation®f the hierarchythan
theinstrumental-to-ergativeeanalysiscenaridoy itself canprovide.

Thethird objectionis thatthe historicalaccounts insufficientlygeneralevenfor the distribu-
tion of ergativeendingsbecausehe phenomenorto be explainedhasseveralhistorical sources.
It is not evenalwaystrue thatinstrumentalkaseprior to its reanalysisas ergativeis restrictedto
inanimates. More often than not, instrumentalcasehasother functionsthan expressingnstru-
ments, such as marking demotedagentsof passiveswhich are prototypically animate,in fact
prototypically human. But suchinstrumentalagentsare also reanalyzedas ergativesubjectsin
passive-to-ergativeeanalysesasin Indo-Aryanand Polynesian.And ergativecaseswith these
origins canalsolack an overt ergativecasemorphemeat the high end of the D-scale;this is the
casdor firstandsecongersorpronounsn anumberof Indo-AryanlanguagesncludingMarathi,
Punjabi,EasternRajasthaniAssameseandSiraiki (Masical991:252).The examplesn [36] are
from Siraiki (= LahandaBhatia1983:181):

(36) a. maiaxbaar Jitthii
I newspapefs see-pst.3fs
‘| sawthenewspaper’
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b. huune axbaar Jitthii
he ERGnewspapefssee-pst.3fs

‘he sawthenewspaper’

Sinceit is highly improbablethatthe Indo-Aryaninstrumentakasefrom which ne descendsvas

atanystagerestrictedo inanimatesthehigh-D nominative/ergativeyncretisnmn thesdanguages
hasto be explainedin someotherway. It is in fact the resultof ergativeforms being extended
to nominatives. Similarly, Tibeto-Burmanstartswith a fully ergativecase-markingystem,and

nominativecasespreadsn anorderlyway downthehierarchy(Baumanl1979).

Nor arehigh-D unmarkedergativesalwaysdescendedrom formerinstrumentaktaseqor, for
thatmatter,from anyothercasewvhoseexclusionfrom animatesouldbe motivatedsemanticallyor
pragmatically).Ergativecasecanalsooriginateasa generalizedbliquecase or dativecase.This
seemdo bethe casein the DaghestaniaNE Caucasianjanguagesandin thoseNW Caucasian
languagesvhich havedeveloped casesystem.Still, in severabf them,pronoungandsometimes
in additiona classof high-D nouns)lack overtendingsn theergative e.g.Adyghe:

(37) ‘house’ ‘I’
Nom. vno(-r) o
Erg. vno-m S

In Adygheandthefairly closelyrelatedKabardianandUbykh, severalof the numeroudunctions
of ergativecase(recipient,locative,time) would be puzzlingfor a reanalyzednstrumentakase.
The instrumentalusedmainly for instrumentsaandpaths)is alive andwell in the declensionand
thereis no morphologicalgapconnectedvith animacy

High-D ergative/nominativesyncretismseemdo haveyet anothersourcein someAustralian
languagesThemorphologicallyunmarkedronominaformsusedin SandA functionarethought
to be ergativein origin, asin Indo-Aryan. Dixon (1980)reconstruct&n original three-waynom-
inative/accusative/ergativaseoppositionfor Pama-NyunganMost of the daughtedanguages
adopteda disyllabicminimal word requirementasa resultof which the monosyllabicnominative
pronounswereeitherlost, or, in a few languagesaugmentedvith an emptysecondsyllable. In
thoselanguagesvherethe nominativewaslost, its function wastakenover by the ergative. The
original three-waycasecontrastsurvivesin that minority of languagesvhich eitherrescuedhe
nominativephonologicallyby addingthe extrasyllable,or which neveradoptedhe two-syllable
word constraintin the first place. For Garretts theory this developmenpresentghe following
puzzle.If thetwo-syllableword minimumis aninnovation,thenit musthaveoustedthe original
monosyllabicnounsaswell: sowhy didn’t their nominativegyetreplacedoy the ergativeforms?
Againwe havea paradigmaticskewingof ergativitymarkingalongpronoun/nouriines. To make
senseof the different manifestation®f it we mustassumehat the paradigmaticskewinghasa
naturalbasis.

Theupshotis thatthereis not just onepathto nominative/ergativeyncretism.All diachronic
roadsleadto the samesynchronicRome: ergativecaseis morphologicallyunmarkedn high-D
nominals. Far from explainingthis syncretismpattern,the variouschangegshemselvesequirea
motivationfor the patternaspartof their explanation.The*“invisible hand”of historicalevolution
nudgesmorphologicalsystemgowardscertainoptimal states and part of the job of morpholog-
ical theoryis to saywhatthosestatesare. Oneof the mostgeneralprinciplesof optimizationin
morphologyis economyandaspecialcaseof economyis theomissionof predictablanformation.

"This developmenéalsotook placein Hindi, wherehoweverthe Ergativeformsweresubsequentlyenewedy the
additionof the suffix -ne
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A fourth objectionto the notion that split ergativity patternsare side-effectsof the historical
changefrom instrumentakaseto ergativecaseis thatit predictsthe wrong split. Any pragmatic
restrictiononinstrumentatasewould haveto dowith animacysothatergativecasen its pristine,
nativestateshouldlack anendingin animatenouns.But in thekind of of systemmorecommonly
attestedergativecases unmarkedn pronounsgrin somesubsebf pronouns Garretttakesthisto
betheresultof subsequerdnalogicabeneralizationConverselylack of ergativemarkingin inan-
imatethird personpronoungs unexpectean his view, andwould requireadditionalassumptions,
perhapsanalogyin the otherdirectionwithin the pronominalsystem. But why do the putative
analogicalkchangego preciselyalongthe D-scale?Garretts appealto morphologicaldifferences
asa barrierto spreadfrom nounsto pronouns but that leavesunexplainedhe pronoun-internal
hierarchyl > 2 > 3 andthe Singular> Plural asymmetryfound in both nounsand pronouns.
Indeed,thereis reasono believethatthe “animacy” hierarchyin reality reflectsa scaleof topic-
worthiness(individuation,saliency referentiality etc.). But it is hardto seewhy this scalewould
haveany pragmaticconnectiorto the useof instrumentatase.

This in no way detractsfrom Garretts accountof the origin of split ergativity in Anatolian,
whichis perfectlyconvincing,andstill lessfrom his methodologicapleafor a historicalperspec-
tive in typologicalstudy But this very historical perspectiveequiresthe appropriateheoretical
underpinningsHistorical mechanism$y themselvegannotexplainwhy languagesindergothe
particularkinds of reanalyseshatresultin split ergativity but not other,a priori equallyimagin-
ablekinds of reanalysesWhatis neededn additionis a principle of languagedesign,of which
thehierarchyin (29) is onespecialmanifestation.

Summarizinghediscussiorsofar, the hierarchy(29) is a linguistic universalandsHouLD be
expresseth thesynchronidheoryof grammarbecause:

(38) a. Thehierarchyis inviolable.

b. Therearemultiple sourceof split ergativecasemarking.
c. Thehierarchyis a pathwayof change.
d

. The hierarchymustbe encodedn the grammarbecauset intersectswith otherhier-
archies(notably definitenessand becausat playsa role in the distributionof other
morphologicakcategoriegnotablynumberandagreement).

If thehierarchy(29)is genuinelypartof UG, it mightbeexpectedo playarolein otheraspects
of grammarthancasemarking. This provesto be the case.The markingof numbermorphology
reportedlyfollows the samehierarchyexactly:

(39) “The singular-pluraldistinctionin a givenlanguagemustaffect a top segmenof the Ani-
macyHierarchy”(Corbett2000,Ch. 3,4).

A subtlermanifestationof the hierarchycanbe seenevenin English. Anttila & Fong2003
establistthefollowing Pronoungeneralization

(40) a. Pronounsare preferedin the Specifierpositionand dispreferredin the Complement
position.

b. Non-pronounshowthereversepattern.
Seethefollowing contrasts:

(41) Itsremoval ?Theremovalof it
?Thetreesremoval Theremovalof thetree
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It hasalsobeenarguedthatpreferencdor adjectivalpossessor®llows the hierarchy(29) exactly
(Koptjevskaja-amm).

Still morestrikingly, agreementollows thehierarchy(29) exactly Thegeneralizations thatit
is moreimportantto agreewith 1.persorsubjectghanwith 2.persorsubjectsandmoreimportant
to agreewith 2.persorsubjectghanwith 3.persorsubjects Shownby conjunction(egoettu sumus
etc.),andvarioustypesof agreemensystemgincluding,but notrestrictedto, inversesystems).

Theseadditionalgeneralizationgre quite interestingbecauseahey posea problemnot only
for purely historicalaccountsof split ergativecasemarking, but for functionalaccounts.Recall
thatthe functionalexplanationfor why (29) governssplit casemarkingis that 1.persorsubjects,
2.persorsubjectsetc.occurmorefrequentlyassubjectsandhenceareleft unmarkedor economy
reasons.

It is completelymysteriousvhy economywould demandhe samehierarchyfor numbemark-
ing, or why the preferencdor specifierpositionwould follow the samehierarchy As for agree-
ment, the facts are the exactoppositeof what the functionaleconomy-basedxplanatiorwould
predict. It turnsoutto be moreimportant,notlessimportant,to agreewith thetypesof arguments
which (accordingo thefunctionalhypothesispremostcommonlyusedassubjects.

Thesedatasuggesthattheremay, instead be a structural basisfor the hierarchy Thereare
someindicationghatnominativevs. ergativecasemarkingis structurallydeterminedy theDP/NP
divide: ergativecaseis assignedo N but notto D. The structurallink betweencase humber,and
agreementvould thenbethe categorialdistinctionbetweemounsandpronouns/determiners.

Here aretwo suggestiveexamplesof the predictedskewing. In Old Georgian,ergativecase
wasincompatiblewith morphologicadefinitenessnarking,includingbothnumberandspecificity
(Boeder1979:448).This follows simply if we assumehatergativecasewasassignedo NPsbut
notto DPs.

(42) __ __
Non-definite Definite
Sing. | Plural
Nom. | () -i -Ni
Dat. | -s -sa -ta
Erg -man

In Koryak,apaleo-Siberiatanguageergativels incompatiblevith morphologicabefiniteness
marking; this grammaticalrestrictionis reflectedin the distributionof the ergativemarker-a).
Insteadof ergativecase DPsareassignednstrumentatase.

(43)
Nonhuman Human
Indef.stem| Def.stem
Instr. | -a — —
Erg. | -a -a -k
Loc. | -k -k -k

The table also showsthat (the Instrumentaluse of) instrumentalcaseis restrictedto nouns
denotingnonhumangobviouslya pragmatiaestriction).

In orderto accountor thehierarchyin (29), we canassumehatDP canbeheadedotonly by
determinerandpronounshutalso,in somelanguageshy high-D nominals.Thereis independent
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evidencehatin somelanguagegropernounsheadDPs.Longobardi(1994,2001)pointsout that
kin termsandcertaininalienablypossessedoundoptionally havethe distributionof determiners
in Italian:

(44) a. Noiricchi. Werich. (*Rich we.)
b. Lamiamamma. La miatavola.
c. Mammamia. *Tavolamia.

Longobardiaccountdor thesedataby head-to-headaisingfrom NP to DP.
(45) DP

D NP
i

This processextendeddown the hierarchyin (29), will accountfor the observed‘animacy”
effectsonthe markingof caseandnumberandon agreement.
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Appendix

A formaljustificationof the pointsmadein the lastsectionof this papercomeghethe casetheorypresented
in Kiparsky 1997,2001. Thefollowing is a brief summaryof thatwork.

The prejudicethat ergativity is markedor unnaturalhasdeeprootsin the descriptiveand theoretical
literatureon case from the earliestanalyseghat depictedit asa passiveconstructiondownto morerecent
efforts in varioussyntacticframeworks. My argumentbeginsby establishingits normality The ratio of
ergativeto non-ergativecasesystemsn language®f theworld is about2:3 (Nichols, Siewierska).An often
repeatecatlaimis thatergativecasesystemsunlike accusativeasesystemsarealways'split’. Thisis simply
false(e.g.Basques 100%morphologicallyergative).Ergativecasefits into theinventoryof structuralcase.
In fact, if suchacasedidn't exist,it would haveto be excludedby stipulation.

Semanticand its articulation by abstractCasefeaturesdo the work that is usually assignedo con-
figurational propertiesat d-structure. Abstract Caseis definedby the positive values[+H(ighest)R(ole)],
[+L(owest) R(ole)], which are assignedo the Th-rolesaccordingto their relative depthin the predicates
semantiadecomposition.

(46) a. [+HR] is assignedo thehighestrole.
b. [+LR] is assignedo thelowestrole.

For example,(46), assignsthe three orderedTh-roles of the verb showin [??a] (shower,showee,thing
shown)the abstraciCasefeaturesn [47].

@n (%] [ Ay 1] [+ | x cAUSE[CAN [y SEEZ]1]

The effect of [46] is that the solerole of anintransitiveverb is assignedoth [+HR] and[+LR], andthat
themiddlerole of athree-placeredicateis assignedieither[+HR] nor [+LR]. Theresultis aninventoryof
four abstractstructuralCases;A”, “S”, “O”, “D™:

(48) AbstractstructuralCaseggrammaticarelations):

a.S: [+H(ighest)R(ole),+L(owest)R(ole)]
b. O: [-HR, +LR]
c. A [+HR, -LR]

d. D: [-HR,-LR]
Th-rolesareassignedo argumentdearingmorphosyntacticasesinderunification.

(49) Morphosyntacticstructuralcases:

a. [ I nominative(including “absolutive”)
b. [-HR]: accusative

C. [-LR]: ergative genitive

d. [-HR,-LR]: dative

Becausehe casefeaturesareintrinsically relational,therecanbe at mostone [+HR] role andat most
one[+LR] role assignedo a given Semantid-orm.

(50) UniquenessA predicatehasat mostone[+HR] role andat mostone[+LR] role.

Uniquenesss thusa definitional propertyof thefeatures A representatiomvhich violatesit is ill-formed, in
the samesenseas, for example a constituentwith two headsor a featurematrix with incompatiblefeature
specificationds ill-formed. Lexical operationsmust preserveUniqueness.For example,when causative
morphologysuppliesa new [+HR] Th-role, thenthe causeeof the derivedpredicatemustloseits [+HR]
feature.

On the otherhand,a predicatemay haveno [+HR] role or [+LR] role at all, if it projectsno Th-roles
into the syntax(i.e. impersonalverbs). And it can havethanone [-HR] and [-LR] role, or none. The
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Uniguenesgondition(50) andthe asymmetryof the positiveandnegativefeaturespecificationswill play a
rolein sections?? and?? below

Abstractcasefeaturesare assignedconfigurationallyto the Th-rolesin a predicates SemanticForm.
They cannotbe idiosyncraticlexical propertiesof specific Th-roles, andtheir assignmentannotbe spe-
cific to particularpredicates.This meansthat the abstractCasefeature[+HR] alwaysdefinesthe highest
syntacticallyvisible Th-role of a predicate,its “subject”. Giventhe previouslyintroducedassumptiorthat
Th-hierarchyreflectssemanticdepth,it follows that Th-role reversalssuchasa verb “kill” with victim as
subjectandkiller asobject,areexcludedin principle from anylanguagé Anothercorollaryis that“quirky
case”cannotbe a lexical associatiorof abstracttase but the idiosyncrasymustratherbe accountedor at
thelevel of morphosyntacticase.ln section?? provideempiricalevidencen favor of this idea.

At the level of abstractCase the proposediecompositiorinto featureshastwo principal advantages.

The first advantageof the featuredecompositioris thatit makesit possibleto individuate exactly the
classof grammaticatelationswhich play arole in syntacticconstraintssuchasbinding, control,andparal-
lelism in coordination.For example the feature[+HR] picksout“A” and“S” in anylanguagejrrespective
of its casesystemandthusuniversallydefinesthe relationof grammaticakubject,or “externalargument”.

(51) Def: An argument/Th-rolgair bearingthe feature[+HR] is agrammaticalsubject
Notethat Uniquenesexcludeshe possibility thata singlepredicatemight havemultiple subjects’

Categoriesequiringnegativefeaturesaresyntacticallyaccessiblén sofar asthosefeaturesareassigned
by the appropriatelicensers. For example,transitive subjectsacquirethe featurespecification[-LR] by
unifying with a bearerof morphosyntactiergativecase.Consequentlytransitivesubjectq“A” asopposed
to “S” and“0”) canbe singledout by the featurebundle [+HR,—LR] in ergativelanguagesandonly in
them. This pointwill bedevelopedn section??.

Secondlythefeaturegprovidethe appropriaterepresentation which valency-changingperationsare
defined.l assumehattheseoperationsaretriggeredby verb morphologyin thelexicon. In particular:
(52) a. Passivedemoteg+HR].
b. Antipassive:demote§—HR].
c. Causativeadds/promoteptHR].

d. Applicative: adds/promotef-HR].

ditransitive transitive intransitive
Th-roles: AX Ay Az AX Ay AX
AbstractCase: | [*HR] [ ] [+LR] [+HR] [+LR] ﬁ'ﬂ,ﬁﬂ
ERG/NOM [-LR] [-LR)] [(+HR)] LRl [ ] [ ]
(Ngiyambaa) (ERG) (NOM) (NOM) (ERG) (NOM) (NOM)
ERG/ACC/NOM | [-LR] [-LR]  [(+LR)] [-LR] [ ] [ ]
(Wangkumara) | (ERG) (ACC) (NOM) (ERG) (NOM) (NOM)

The systemgeneralizegorrectlyto four-placepredicateDonohue2004).

8This meansfor example thatinverseconstructionsirenot passivegcontraPerimutterand Rhodes’1988treat-
mentof Ojibwa butin agreementith Dahlstrom1985/1991). Somepublishedtreatmentf psych-verbsare also
inconsistentvith this assumptionSeesection?? belowfor furtherdiscussion.

9Again therearepartly unresolvedempiricalissuesat stake. Thereareat leasttwo typesof casesvherelinguists
havebeentemptedo speakof multiple subjects Oneis probablyto beanalyzedasa multiple topic constructionge.g.
Korean(refs.); anotherconsistsof derivedpredicatesuchascausativeswherethe embeddedubject(the “causee”)
sometimedas“subjectproperties”. Thesearecaseof multiple predicatesfor which we providelayeredrepresenta-
tions,which permitreferenceo the abstracCasefeatureof basicverbsto bevisible in their derivativesasdiscussed
in section??.
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