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1 The relation betweensynchronyand diachrony

1.1 Structure explainschange

If languagechangeis constrainedby grammaticalstructure,thensynchronicassumptionshavedi-
achronicconsequences.Theoriesof grammarcanthenin principlecontributeto explainingprop-
ertiesof change,or converselybefalsifiedby historicalevidence.This hasbeentheleadingidea
behindhistoricallinguisticsin mostof thegenerativetradition.

Syntacticchangehasbeenmodeled,dependingon thegeneralapproachto linguistic descrip-
tion, asparameter-resetting(Lightfoot 1991),asgrammarreplacement(Kroch 1989),andascon-
straint reranking(OT, recentlyespeciallyin its stochasticvariety, Jäger2002,Clark 2004). All
makedifferentclaimsaboutthecausesandmechanismsof changeandabouthowchangeis related
to synchronicvariation.Specifictheoriesof syntaxmakefurtherpredictionsaboutco-variationbe-
tweendifferentaspectsof grammar,notablybetweenmorphologyandsyntax.1

A widely sharedassumptionis thatchangetakesplacemainly in thetransmissionof language
(through“imperfectlearning”).Specifically, it occurswhenaspectsof grammarsbasedon incom-
pletedata,or outputsof suchgrammars,areretainedfrom earlierstagesof acquisitioninto thefinal
system.Thus,thetheoryof acquisitionbecomesacruciallink betweensynchronicanddiachronic
linguistics.This ideahasprovidedthebasisfor anewapproachto analogicalchange,and,coupled
with thetheoryof Lexical Phonology, providesa solutionto theproblematictypeof phonological
changeknownaslexicaldiffusion(Kiparsky1995).

The idea that propertiesof languagechangemight be explainedby the way languageis or-
ganizedin the mind is by no meansoriginal to generativegrammar. It goesbackto structuralist
explanationsfor the empiricalgeneralizationsaboutlangagechangediscoveredby theneogram-
marians.Structuralism,in fact,is reallyanattemptto groundthesefindingsin anewunderstanding
of the languagefaculty. Thepervasiverole of analogyasa regularizingforce in changecameto
beseenasamanifestationof themechanismthatunderliesthenormalacquisitionandcreativeuse
of language.The regularityandexceptionlessnessof soundchangewasderivedby de Saussure

1For example,on someversionsof syntax,rich inflectionalmorphologyentailsa highly ramified structureof
functionalcategoriesto which categoriesmoveto checktheir features,predictingthat lossof verbagreemententails
lossof V-to-I movement(e.g.Vikner1995).Otherstreatstructuralpositionandinflectionalmorphologyarealternative
argumentlicensers,derivingtheSapir/Jespersengeneralizationthatlossof inflectionalmorphologyentailsfixedorder
of directnominalarguments(Kiparsky1997).
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from the arbitrarinessof the sign. Bloomfield’s explanationfor it, on the otherhand,wasbased
on the notion of separationof levels,andin particularon the premisethat the phonologicaland
morphologicalorganizationof languageareindependent:

‘Theoretically, wecanunderstandtheregularchangeof phonemesif wesupposethatlanguagecon-
sistsof two layersof habit.Onelayeris phonemic:thespeakershavecertainhabitsof voicing,tongue-
movement,andso on. Thesehabitsmakeup the phoneticsystemof the language.The other layer
consistsof formal-semantichabits: thespeakershabituallyuttercertaincombinationsof phonemesin
responseto certaintypesof stimuli,andrespondappropriatelywhentheyhearthesesamecombinations.
Thesehabitsmakeup thegrammarandlexiconof thelanguage.’ (Bloomfield1933,364-365)

So,thestructuralist/generativeprogramfor historicallinguisticsduringmostof thelastcentury
lookedsomethinglike this:

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

Acquisition

Change

This programis by no meansincompatiblewith the idea that functional factors,as well as
UG itself, might constrainchangeand acquisition. For example,evolutionarypressuresmight
havecausedUG to favor grammarsof a typethatoptimizesperception,production,and/orstable
transmission,anda languagedesignedin modularfashion,with different levelsof representation
subjectto theirownconstraints,maywell bethemostefficientfor thispurpose.

1.2 Changeexplainsstructure

Seeminglyat oddswith the paradigmin (1) is an older, pre-structuralistideawhich is recently
regainingpopularity, that thedirectionof explanationgoestheotherway: cross-linguisticallyre-
currentstructuralpatternsin grammararedue to recurrentpatternsof languagechange(Bybee
1988,Aristar1991,Garrett1990,Blevins2003).
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(2) Acquisition,variation

Change

Typologicalgeneralizations

Onevariantof this type of historicalexplanationpresentsitself as a kind of supplementor
correctiveto theformal theoryof grammar. For example,it is sometimesclaimedthatUG should
be seenas a theory of “core grammar”,and that vicissitudesof languagechangeundersome
circumstancescanproduce“marked” or anomalousstructureswhich fall outsidetheremit of UG.
Suchis, for example,acommonview of split ergativecasesystems,whichhavenostraightforward
analysisin GB andits successortheories:

‘The split natureof manyergative-absolutivecasesystemslookslike anotherRubeGoldbergfea-
tureof grammars,butwecanunderstandhowtheymighthavearisenhistorically.’ (Lightfoot1999:141)

Conversely, it hasbeenclaimedthattheformaltheoryof languageshouldovergenerateby allowing
for possibletypeswhichareunattestedsimplybecausetheycannotarise— or at leastcannoteasily
arise— throughnormalprocessesof change(Harris2003).

The most radical form of this programdoesnot seekto complementthe theory of UG but
to replaceit. It tries to explainawayputativeuniversalsasby-productsof recurrentpatternsof
languagechange.As Aristar putsit, “. . .disparatediachronicprocessescanconspireto give the
effect of synchronicuniversals”(1991). As a casestudyhe offers an accountof the Greenberg
word-orderuniversalin (3):

(3) Genitives,relatives,andadjectivesusuallyprecedetheirheadsin SOV languagesandfollow
themin VSO languages.

Thebasisof (3) (accordingtoAristar’shistoricalreinterpretation)is simplyahistoricalrelationship
betweenthethreecategories:

‘One reasonwhy genitives,relatives,andadjectivalspatternso similarly in lan-
guagesacrossthe world is that genitivesandrelativescanpotentiallyarisefrom the
sameanaphoricconstruction,and genitivesand relativesare a potentialdiachronic
sourcefor adjectivalforms.’ (Aristar1991)

Thecompetingstructuralexplanationfor (3) is of coursethatgenitives,relatives,adjectives,and
subjectsarespecifiers,andthat, by cross-categorialharmony(Hawkins1983)all specifierswill
normallyeitherprecedeor follow theirheads.
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In this particularcase,thestructuralexplanationbasedon cross-categorialharmonyseemsto
havetheedgeoverthehistoricalexplanation.It correctlyextendsto adjectivesfrom othersources
than genitivesand relatives,for which the word order correlationstatedin (3) is just as valid.
Moreover,thefact thatgenitivesandadjectivestendto go handin handin word orderchange(as
theyhavein thehistoryof English)indicatesthat thesyntacticrelationbetweenthemis intrinsic.
Furthermore,theparallelismis morefine-grainedthancommonorigin couldexplain,andthereare
systematicdisparitieswhich aresubjectto additionalgeneralizations(Dryer 1988,1992). Giorgi
& Longobardi(1991,Ch. 3) showthat at leastsomeof theseadditionalgeneralizationscanbe
explainedwithin thetheoryof grammarby independentlymotivatedassumptionsaboutthephrase
structureof nominals.

Moreover,historicalexplanations,oncespelledout, oftenturn out to appealimplicitly to ten-
denciesthatarethemselvesin needof explanation.Forexample,withoutatheoryof categoriesand
phrasestructure,thedirectionof reanalysiswhichAristar takesasagivenis justaspuzzlingasthe
typologicaluniversalit is supposedto ground.For a trueexplanationwe needa theoryof phrase
structureandgrammaticalcategories.Genitivesand relativesare indeedamongthe diachronic
sourcesfor adjectives,but the possibility of the reanalysisis rootedpreciselyin their common
statusasnominalspecifiers.

1.3 The program

The task then, is to determinethe properdirectionand locus of explanation. When is change
theexplanans,whenis it theexplanandum?Answeringthatquestionwill give a basisfor distin-
guishingtrueuniversalsfrom typologicalgeneralizations.Theissuegoeswell beyondthesimple
questionhow cross-linguisticgeneralizationsshouldbeexplained.It is aboutthenatureof those
generalizationsthemselves.Whateverarisesthroughlanguagechangecanbe lost throughlan-
guagechange(unlessit getssomehowincorporatedinto thegenome).Any generalizationthat is
causedby changeis inherentlyunstable.It canbewashedout by otherchanges,or replacedwith
theoppositegeneralization.SuchTYPOLOGICAL GENERALIZATIONS arenot trueuniversals.By
the sametoken, if a generalizationis itself a determinantof historicalchange,it mustbe a true
intrinsic UNIVERSAL, which is properlythe subjectmatterof UG. Sucha generalizationshould
neverbe violatedexceptwhenanother,dominantuniversalconstraintcompelsit, in the senseof
OT.

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

(4) Universals Typologicalgeneralizations
Irreversible Reversible
Convergence Singlesource
TETU effects No TETU effects
Manifestedspontaneouslyin child language Not manifestedin child language
Pathwaysof change Inert
Structurallyencodedin thegrammar Not necessarilystructurallyencoded

I will now applythesecriteriato a numberof proposedtypologicalgeneralizationsandcandi-
dateuniversals.Thematerialis drawnfrom bothphonologyandsyntax;manyof thecasesinvolve
a scaleor hierarchywhich definestheparameterof a rule or constraint.Theresultsshow, I think,
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thatthecriteriain (4) convergefairly neatlyto sortout thetrueuniversals,in theabovesense,from
thetypologicalgeneralizations.

2 Morphology and binding properties of reflexives

A casewhereI think diachronyconvincinglyexplainsa setof typologicalgeneralizationshasto
do with therelationbetweenthemorphologicalpropertiesof anaphorsandtheirbindingbehavior.
HereI will bedrawingon thetypologyof anaphoraproposedin Kiparsky2002.

Reflexivepronounsare of two main morphologicaltypes,SIMPLE and COMPLEX. Simple
reflexivesaretypically monomorphemicelements,suchasFrenchse, Germansich, Russiansebja.
Complexreflexivesareof two types: (1) the head-type,which consistsof a possessivepronoun
combinedwith an inalienablypossessednoun,typically “head” or “body”, and(2) theself-type,
which consistsof a reflexiveor pronominalcombinedwith anadvernthatmeans“self” (German
selbst, Swedishsjälv, Frenchmême, Italianstesso, Russiansam).2

A typologicalgeneralization(“Pica’s generalization”)discoveredby Faltz1977andtheoreti-
cally exploredby Pica1987statesthatcomplexreflexivestypically differ from simplereflexives
asfollows:

(5) a. Theyallow objectantecedents.

b. Theymustbeboundlocally within thesameclause.

c. Theytypically lack possessiveforms.

Thesynchronicexplanationfor (5) thathasbeenproposedin theliteratureis thatcomplexreflex-
ivesaremaximalprojections,whereassimplereflexivesareheads,andcliticize to Infl atS-structure
or at LF, wherethey areC-commandedby subjectsonly (Pica1991,cf. Katada1991,Hestvik
1992).Long-distancebindingby successivecyclic movement.Problemswith thisaccountinclude
that this LF movementwould violateboth theCoordinateStructureConstraintandtheECP;it is
alsonot clearhowhowtogetlong-distancebindingof reflexivesinsidemaximalprojections.

Thealternativehistoricalexplanationis thatcomplexreflexivesariseasanti-obviationstrate-
gies. A universalprinciple of CoargumentDisjoint Reference(CDR) requiresthat coarguments
(argumentsof the samepredicate)cannotoverlapin reference,unlessthey arespecifiedasnon-
obviative(Kiparsky2002).

(6) CDR:An obviativepronouncannotoverlapin referencewith acoargument.

a. Johnhateshim. (theremustbetwo peopleinvolved)

b. Eachof themenhatehim. (“he” isn’t oneof “the men”)

CDR appliesnot only to R-expressions(nominalandpronominalelements)but alsoto anaphors,
unlesstheyarespeciallymarkedasexemptfrom CDR.

2Complexreflexivesof thehead-type: “(POSS)+head”:Hausada kansa, Dogonku wo, Fulahooremum, Abkhaz
ax, Ewee dokui, Basquebereburua, Mordvin ṕŕan+ts; “(POSS)+body”:Fox ni:yawi, Krongo òonó, Jukun-dì a `,
Bari mUgUn, Ya.g Dii f´o. ´o. wòò, Mundanienyī t; “(POSS+)heart”:Nubianai(l), Turkic ö:z; “POSS+side”:Godíe c

yeku; “POSS+self” andothers:Tagalogsarili niya, Lyélé n cine, Finnish itse+ns̈a; ModernHebrewacmo; Trique
ma3?ã13 zo?3. Complexreflexivesof self-type: himself, Spanishsi mismo, Russiansamogosebja, ClassicalGreek
he+auton, Amele uga dodoc, Tzotzil s-ba, Dakota ic′i. Also reduplicationof the personalpronoun,as in Ostyak
(Khanty).
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The two typesof complexreflexivesin representpreciselythe two waysin which a pronoun
(whetherpronominalor anaphor)subjectto CDR canbemarkedsoasto escapeit. “Head”-type
complexreflexivesdefeatthis constraintby putting thepronouninto a non-coargumentposition.
Self-type complexreflexivesdefeatit by marking the pronounas non-obviative(by addingan
elementwhich assertsidentity betweenthepronounanda contextuallydeterminedelement).The
distributionof complexreflexivesis restrictedto environmentswhereCDR needsto bedefeated.
Thepropertiesof complexreflexivesin (5) thenfollow straightforwardly.

(7) a. Complexreflexivesallow objectantecedentsbecausetheyarenotsubjectto CDR.

b. Theyareboundwithin thesameclausebecauselong-distanceantecedentsarenotcoar-
gumentsof them.

c. They typically lack possessiveforms becausea possessoris not a coargumentof its
possessum’scoarguments.

If thisexplanationis correct,then(5) is nota linguisticuniversalandshouldNOT beexpressed
in thesynchronictheoryof grammar. Thismightbeawelcomeconclusionfor severalrreasons.

(8) a. Thegeneralizationisnotinviolable(seetheexceptionsdocumentedin Huang2000:96).

b. All complexreflexivesseemto arisein thesameway, by theroutedescribedabove.

c. Therenoacquisitionevidencewhichwouldshowthatlearnersaccessit.

d. The generalizationis probablynot structurallyencodableanyway. Typically the dis-
tribution of morphologicallycomplexreflexiveslike himself is thesameasthatof the
simplepronounsthey contain(suchashim), so they areprobablynot maximalpro-
jections(Toivonen2001). And (at leaston lexicalist assumptions)the syntaxhasno
accessto themorphologicalcompositionof words.

Anothertypologicalgeneralizationis (9):

(9) Therearenonominativeanaphors.

This is trivially truein languagesin whichanaphorsmustbelocally boundto anominativesubject.
But it is notobviouswhy it wouldholdevenin languageswhichallow long-distancebinding,or in
whichnominativecasemaybeassignedto objects(suchasIcelandic).

(10) Icelandic(Maling L&P 1984)

a.*Honum
Him-Dat

finnst
finds

(sjálfur)
self

sig
Refl-Nom

(vera)
(be)

veikur
sick-Nom

‘He considershimself(to be)sick’ (no reflexivenominativeobject!)

b. Hann
He

sagdi
said

ad
that

sig
self-Dat

vantadi
lacked

hæfileika
ability-Nom

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

As we’ll see,thegeneralization(9) is actuallynot true,but it is still a pretty robusttendency,
sosomeexplanationis calledfor. Synchronicexplanationsthathavebeenproposedfor (9) include
LF movementsubjectto theECP, andseveralagreement-basedhypotheses.

TheECPexplanation,dueto Chomsky1986,positsthatanaphorsmoveatLF to INFL, leaving
a trace;in subjectpositionthetracewould not beproperlygoverned.This doesnot reallyaccount
for nominativeobjects,or for pronominalchains.
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Rizzi 1990andWoolford 1999proposedinsteadthat nominativesagreewith AGR, which is
pronominal.If thenominativewereananaphor,theresultwould bea chainwhich would haveto
bebothlocally boundandlocally free.However,thisstill won’t work for nominativeobjects.

Everaert2001developeda minimalistversionof theagreementstory, accordingto which V’s
uninterpretableφ-featuresmustbecheckedagainstanagreeingN’s interpretablefeatures.Nomi-
nativeanaphorsareexcludedif theyarenotfully specifiedfor someφ-featurethatmustbelicensed
ontheV. E.g.Icelandicsig is unspecifiedfor number,soit can’t checktheV’snumberfeature.On
theotherhand,GeorgianandMarathinominativereflexivesareOK becausetheyagree.

(11) Georgian(Harris1981,1984,Everaert2001)

a. Vano-m
Vano-Erg

daurc.muna
he-convince-him-Aor

tavis-i
self’s

tav-i
self-Nom

‘Vanoconvincedhimself’ (reflexivenominativeagreeingobject)

b. Gela-s
Gela-Dat

turme
apparently

daurc.munebia
he-convince-him-Ev

tavis-i
self’s

tav-i
self-Nom

‘Gela hasapparentlyconvincedhimself.’

c. tavis-ma
self’s-Erg

tav-ma
self-Erg

∅-xsn-a
he-saved-him

president-i
president-Nom

‘It wasthepresidentwhosavedhimself(no-oneelsedid it)’ (reflexiveergativeagreeing
subject)

(12) Marathi
Jane-nei
Jane-Erg

John-laaj
John-Acc

kal.avle
informed-3Sg

ki
that

aapan. i,∗j
self-Nom

turangaat
prison-Loc

aahot
was-3Sg

‘Janei informedJohnj thatselfi,∗j wasin prison.’ (reflexivenominativeagreeingsub-
ject)

Everaert’ssolutioncomesa lot closer,but it still runsinto empiricalproblems.Thecorrelation
it predictsbreaksdown in both directions. Swedishhasan unspecifiedreflexive(sig) andno V
agreement,yet still lacksnominativeanaphors.Choctawhasanunspecifiedreflexiveandrich V
agreement,yetdoeshavenominativeanaphors(BroadwellNELS18.)

Thehistoricalexplanation,admittedlyratherunexcitingby comparison,startsfrom theobser-
vation that whennominativeobjectsareprohibitedandsubjectscan’t be boundoutsidea finite
clause,nominativeanaphorsaresimply impossible.GermanicandRomancewereoriginally such
languages.The morphologicalgappersistedevenafter nominativeobjectsand/orlong-distance
bindingarosein someof them,asin Icelandic. Marathi andGeorgian,on the otherhand,never
inheritedsucha constraint.Marathihashadlong-distancebinding, includingof nominatives,as
longasit hashadthereflexiveaapan(from Sanskritātman“soul, self”).

(13) khad.gena
sword-Instr

śakyate
can-3Sg

yuddhe
combat-Loc

sādhv
well

ātmā
self-Nom

pariraks.itum
protect

‘one canprotectoneselfwell with a swordin combat’(“one’s self canbeprotectedwell”)
(Mbh 12.160.3)

That is really all that needsto be said. Thereis simply no synchronicprinciple at work. The
historicalexplanationcoversthedataperfectly.
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3 Codaneutralization

As a casewheretheevidencepointsin theoppositedirection,let’s considertherobustphonolog-
ical generalizationthatmarkedfeaturevaluestendto besuppressedin certainprosodicpositions.
Specifically, placeandmannerfeaturesarefrequentlyneutralizedin favorof theirunmarkedvalues
in syllablecodas.Thebest-knownexampleof this processis probablyfinal devoicingof obstru-
ents,as in German,most Slavic languages,Catalan,Turkish, Korean,and in many dialectsof
English.3 It seemsto beirreversible,in thesensethatno languagehasa converseprocessof final
voicing in its phonology. Why shouldthatbe?

Again therearea priori two possibleanswersto this question.Onelocatestheneutralization
constraintin thedesignof language.It saysthatsyllablecodasuniversallyfavorunmarkedfeature
values(suchasvoicelessness,in the caseat hand). This doesnot meanthat codaneutralization
appliesin all languages;it justmeansthat,wheneverit doesapply, it alwaysimposestheunmarked
featurevalue.Nor doesit meanthattheasymmetryis arbitraryor unmotivated.A plausiblereason
for codaneutralizationmight be the low perceptualsaliencyof the relevantfeaturaldistinctions
in the syllablecoda(Steriade2004),anda plausiblereasonwhy neutralizationfavorsunmarked
featurevaluesmightbethegreatereconomyof therelevantarticulatorygestures.

The secondpossibleanswerlocatesthe explanationin the diachronicplane. Blevins (MS)
suggeststhat therearedocumentedtypesof soundchangethat devoicefinal voiced obstruents,
but thereareno documentedtypesof soundchangethat would voice them. The ideais that the
generalizationfollows trivially from this unidirectionalityof change.Of course,theputativeuni-
directionalitywould in turn haveto beexplained;perhapson thebasisof theperceptualandartic-
ulatoryasymmetriesjust mentioned,but now operatingon thediachronicplaneasconstraintson
therelevantsoundchangeprocesses.

The two versionsof the story are in manywayssimilar, especiallyin how they groundthe
asymmetry. Thecrucialdifferencebetweenthemis wheretheexplanationapplies.Thehistorical
accountlocatesit solely in soundchange.On this view, oncea neutralizationprocesshasbeen
“deposited”in a languageby soundchange,it just sits thereasa brutefact. It hasno synchronic
rationale,anymorethan,say, thegeologicalstratificationof theearth’scrustdoes.Thesynchronic
account,on theotherhand,makesit partof thedesignof language.It saysthata languagewhich
violatestheuniversal(e.g.througha final voicingprocess)wouldbenot justhistoricallyunattain-
able,buthardto learnandmaybehardto use,or both.Versionsof OT phonologythatpositthatall
constraintsareuniversalanddo not allow contradictoryconstraintsevenclaim thatsucha system
wouldbeimpossibleto learn.

Severalconsiderationssuggestthat thehistoricalaccountis not on theright trackin this case.
It is easyto constructscenariosthat,unchecked,wouldproducetheexactoppositeprocess,of coda
neutralizationin favor of the markedfeautrevalue. For example,final degemination(itself also
an instanceof codaneutralization)andthe transpositionof a geminate/singletonoppositioninto
a voiceless/voicedopposition(theRomancelanguagesoffer manyexamplesof suchlenition) are
bothcommontypesof soundchange.Whenbothsoundchangestakeplacein sequence,theresult
wouldbefinal voicing:

(14) A hypotheticalpathto final voicing: markednessreversal

3Australia,SouthAfrica (WissingandZonneveld1996),plus individual idiolects,includingthecurrentpresident
of theU.S.A.,whodevoiceshisfinal fricatives.
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Stage1: tatta tata tat *tatt (degemination,nodistinctivevoicing)

Stage2: tata tada tad *tat (lenition)

• Theresultinggrammarhasmorphophonological(neutralizing)final voicing.

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

(15) Anotherhypotheticalpathto final voicing: lenitionplusapocope

Stage1: takta tada *tata (intervocalicvoicing,no geminates)

Stage2: takta tad *tat (apocope)

• Theresultinggrammarhasallophonicfinal voicing.

Thesefictitious but plausiblescenariosshowthat final voicing could originateby everyday
soundchanges.If it in factneverarises,someconstrainton thedesignof languagemustpreventit.

Thereis independentsupportfor theconclusionthat themarkednessasymmetryseenin coda
neutralizationprocessesis not simply a by-productof soundchangebut reflectsan intrinsic lin-
guisticconstraint.

First, theasymmetryarisesin otherwaysthanby soundchange.In a languagelike German,
obstruentswhich becomefinal whenword-final -e is deletedareautomaticallydevoiced(just like
underlyingfinal obstruents).Thereis no intermediatestageof voicing which is thendevoiced.
Moreover,variabledeletionof final -e is relatively favoredafter voicelessstopsanddisfavored
aftervoicedstops.

Additionalevidencecomesfrom TETU (“The Emergenceof theUnmarked”)effects,manifes-
tationsof latentmarkednessconstraintswherehigher-rankingconstraintsthat overridethemare
not in play (PrinceandSmolensky1993). For example,final devoicingreportedlyappliesspon-
taneouslyin languageswith strict CV syllablestructurewhentheir speakersattemptto pronounce
loanwordsendingin -CVC. In Konni (northernGhana),regressivevoicingassimilation(cf. (16a))
is blockedjust when it would give rise to a voicedcoda,in which casean epentheticvowel is
insertedinstead(asin (16b))(Cahill 1999).

(16) a. /tig-ka/→ tikka ’the village’

b. /biis-bu/→ biisibu ’the breast’(*[biizbu])

In MeccanArabic (McCarthy2003),voicing assimilation(cf. (17a)) is blockedpreciselywhen
it would give rise to a voiced coda(as in (17b)), eventhoughvoiced codasare not in general
prohibitedin thelanguage(see(17c)):

(17) a. /mazku:r/→ masku:r‘mentioned’

b. /?akbar/→ ?akbar(*agbar) ‘older’

c. /dabdaba/→ dabdaba‘pitter-pat(footsteps)’

Languageacquisitionpointsin thesamedirection: final devoicingoftenoccursin thespeech
of youngchildren(Smith1973,Ingram1976,Yavas1994).
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If codaneutralizationis part of UG, it shouldfunction asa rule/constraintand interactwith
otherrules/constraintsandprincipleswithin grammaticalsystems.Indeed,in numerouslanguages,
codaneutralizationfunctionsasaproductivephonologicalprocess,sometimesdeeplyembedded.
For example,in Lakhota,codaneutralizationoperatesin thestem-levelphonology, but is masked
at theword level by insertionof anepentheticfinal vowel,which in turn triggersrevoicingof the
final obstruentif it is a fricative (see(18b,c)).

(18) a. /čhap/ čhápa ‘beaver’
b. /pus/ púza ‘to bedry’
c. /leš/ lé̌za ‘to urinate’

Thewordsin (18) areunderlyinglymonosyllabic,asshownindependentlyof codaneutralization
by their initial stress(Lakhotawordsareotherwisestressedon their secondor only syllable)and
by reduplication,compounding,andothermorphologicalprocesses:

(19) a. čhap-kh́uwa ‘he is beaverhunting’
b. pus-ýa ‘causeto dry’
c. pus-ṕuza ‘be verydry’

4 Stress/weightsolidarity

Now let’s look at the well-known sonority hierarchy, and in particular the relative sonority of
vowels,proposedby de SaussureandJespersen(amongmanyothers)as an intrinsic universal,
which is groundedarticulatorily in the relativeapertureof the vocal tract and/oracousticallyin
loudnessandintrinsicduration.

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

Therelativesonoritydefinedby (20) is oneof a largercomplexof sonorityscaleswhich involve
syllableweight,pitch (de Lacy 2002b)andperhapsothers. Severalphonologicalconstraintsre-
fer to sonority, but for our presentpurposesthe relevantone is is the stress/sonoritysolidarity
generalizationstatedin (21).

(21) Stressseeksheavysyllablesandsonorousvowels,wheresonority is definedby the scale
(20).

De Lacy (2002a)extensivelydocumentsthegeneralizationstatedin (22),andarguesthatit is true
of all universalhierarchies,at leastin phonology.

(22) Adjacentpointson thescalemaybeconflated,butnot reversed.

Let usassume,for purposesof thefollowing discussion,thatdeLacy’sempiricalgeneralization
is correct,andapplythecriteriain (4) to determinewhetherthehierarchy(20) is truly auniversal,
or simplya typologicalgeneralization,asdefinedabove.

As a basisfor our discussion,let usconsiderthesonority-basedstresssystemof Gujaratiex-
tensivelyanalyzedby deLacy (2002a),who formulatestheempiricalgeneralizationsin (23).

(23) • Wordsarenormallystressedon thepenult,but

• anantepenultis stressedif it is moreprominentthanthepenulton the (partially con-
flated)sonorityscalea> e,o, i, u> e, and

• thefinal syllableis stressedif it is theonly syllablewith a.
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Thedatain (24)showhowstressis assignedin accordwith (23).

(24) a. aźadi ‘freedom’

b. eḱoteR ‘71’

c. peddh́eti ‘guide’

d. tájeter ‘recently’ (a> e, attractsstressto theantepenult)

e. kójeldi ‘little cuckoo’(o> e, attractsstressto theantepenult)

f. Ùcperá ‘girls’ (a> othervowels,attractsstressto thefinal syllable)

DeLacy proposesfor Gujaratiasynchronicstresssystemwhich I informally summarizein (25):

(25) a. Assignstressto aheavy/sonoroussyllable(STRESS-TO-WEIGHT), otherwise

b. assigna trochaicfoot at theright edgeof theword.

Couchedin OT, deLacy’sproposalis explanatoryin thesensethatit predictsthepossibilityof the
patternin (23) from a setof rankeduniversalconstraints.

The alternativehistoricalexplanationfor the weight/stresssolidarity seenin Gujaratimight
invokethefollowing a reasonableassumptionaboutsoundchange(Blevins2004):

(26) Intrinsic acousticprominenceof sonorousvowelsmay be reinterpretedasstressin sound
change.

Thevalidity of generalization(26) is notat issuehere;let usassumethatit is correctasstated.The
questionis whetherit providesa sufficientalternativeto de Lacy’s proposalthat (20), (21), and
(22)arepartof UG. Let usseewhatthecriteriain (4) say.

The sonorityhierarchyin (20) seemsto be the samein all languages(this is the import of
de Lacy’s result in (22)). But therearenaturaltypesof soundchangethat could reverseit. For
example,a soundchange[A] > [e] (suchastook placein Sanskrit,amongotherlanguages)could
resultin stresssystemswheree functionsasthemostsonorousvowel,attractingstressin wordslike
*t éjeter, contraryto (20)-(22).Theresultwouldbepreciselyastresssystemwith arule/coonstraint
whichviolatestheproposeduniversal.Themoralis thatwhatsoundchangecancreate,it alsocan
destroy. Therefore,if a generalizationis exceptionless,thentheremustbe somethingmorethan
soundchangethatsustainsit.

Note carefully what is at stakehere. The claim is not that soundchangecannotsubvertthe
phonologicalregularitiesof a language.For example,soundchangecouldpresumablyconflateor
deletevowelsin suchaway asto destroythephonologicalregularitiesof Gujarati’s stresssystem,
with theresultthatit wouldhaveto bereanalyzedwith lexicallymarkedstress.Whatsoundchange
apparentlycannotdo is to arbitrarily reversetheuniversalhierarchies.If so,thenit follows sound
changecannotbequiteas“blind” astheneogrammariansthought.It mustoperateunderthecontrol
of UG. Changesthatsubvertuniversalsmusteitherbeblocked,or thesystemtheygiveriseto has
to bepromptlyreorganized.

Thesecondcriterionconcernsmultiple paths.Weight/stresssolidarity is in fact implemented
in very diverseways acrosslanguages. E.g. in Finnish, it both makesunstresseddiphthongs
monomoraicin thelexicalphonology, andpreventscontractionof unstressedlongvowels(Kiparsky
2003). Neitherof thesemanifestationsof it canbeattributedto theperceptualconfusionbeteeen
weight andstress.This showsthat the soundchangetheoryof the origin of sonorityhierarchy
effectsis notgeneralenough.
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Third: thegeneralizationmustbeencodedin thegrammarof Gujaratibecauseit is productive.
It locatesstressin Gujaratiloanwords,e.g.sineḿa ‘movie theater’(presumablyfrom Englishcin-
ema), which getsfinal stressin Gujaratiby (23) becauseof the sonorousa. A similar point can
bemadefor Finnish,wherethesonorityhierarchydeterminesfixedsecondarystressin loanwords
(Anttila 1997,Kiparsky2003).

Fourth: thegeneralizationunderliesTETU (Emergenceof theUnmarked)effects.In Finnish,
stem-finalsyllablesreceivesecondarystressoptionallyin thelexical phonology, with a frequency
that is proportionalto the sonorityof the vowel. The presenceor absenceof this stresstriggers
far-reachingallomorphyeffectson thestemandtheending(Anttila 1997,Kiparsky2003).At the
phoneticlevel, lexically unstressedsyllables,regardlessof theirsonority, receivearhythmicstress
which is phoneticallyindistinguishablefrom thelexicalstress— butwhichhasnoeffectswhatso-
everon allomorphy. Therefore,theeffectof relativesonorityon lexical stressandon allomorphy
cannotbeattributedto misperception.

Fifth: thesonorityhierarchydefinesapathwayof analogicalchange.Anttila (1997,Ch.3) doc-
umentstheanalogicalspreadof longgenitives(theformsin theright-handcolumn)nouninflection
overtheattestedhistoryof Finnish.Heshowsthatit follows thecoursein (27).

(27) -i, -u stems l ı́ntuin > l ı́ntujen 16thcentury
-e, -o stems péltoin > péltojen 19thcentury
-a, -ä stems ákkain > ákkojen 20thcentury

Recall the weight/sonoritysolidaritygeneralization:sonorousvowels(suchasa) prefer to be in
stressedand heavysyllables,nonsonorousvowels (suchas i, u) prefer to be in unstressedand
light syllables. From this perspective,the trajectoryin (27) is understandable:the morphologi-
cal analogyis implementedfirst whereweight/sonoritysolidarity favors it most,and last where
weight/sonoritysolidaritydoesnot favor it at all. Herethesonorityhierarchygovernsthecourse
of morphologicalchangein a way which cannothaveanythingto do with the misperceptionof
stress.

5 Ergative casesystems

A caseassignedto subjectsof transitiveverbsbut not to subjectsof intransitiveverbsis called
ERGATIVE. SPLIT ERGATIVE systemshaveergativecasemarking underrestrictedconditions,
mostcommonlydependingeitheron the natureof the NP or on the tense/aspectof the verb. A
classicalexampleof anNPsplit ergativecasesystemis Dyirbal, whichhasanergative/nominative
oppositionin nouns,anda nominative/accusativeoppositionin pronouns(Dixon 1972).Dyirbal’s
structuralcasesystemis shownin (28),where“A”, “O” and“S” denotethesubjectandobjectof a
transitiveverbandthesubjectof anintransitiveverb,respectively.

(28)
A S O

Nouns ERG -nggu,-ru NOM -Ø NOM -Ø
Pronouns NOM -Ø NOM -Ø ACC -na

Whensplit ergativity is conditionedby the inherentcategoryof theNP, thecasestendto be dis-
tributedaccordingto thehierarchyin [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, andaccusativein nominalsfrom the left (the “high” end). In Dyirbal, the two case
markingsubsystemsdivide nominalscleanlyinto two groups,but in somelanguagesthe cutoff-
pointsdon’t coincide:

(30) Djapu(Morphy1983):

A S O

Non-human -thu
Human -thu -nha
Pronouns -nha

The distributionof accusativecasein someAustralianlanguagesillustratesthe variouspossible
cutoff-points(adaptedfrom Blake1977,1987):

(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 ergativityof this type,
is structurallyor functionallyunmotivated,butarisesthroughunderstandablediachronicprocesses:

(32) a. “NP split-ergativesystemsin fact havetheir striking synchronicfeaturesasa straight-
forwardconsequenceof theirordinarydiachronicsource[instrumentalcase]”(Garrett,
1990).

b. “The split natureof manyergative-absolutivecasesystemslooks like anotherRube
Goldbergfeatureof grammars,but we can understandhow they might havearisen
historically.” (Lightfoot 1999:141)

c. “Theserestrictions[split ergativecasemarkingpatterns]makelittle synchronicsense
for anactive-directergativeclausein which theagentis themoretopical— proximate
— argument.” (Givón1994:33).

Garrett1990arguesthat the lack of ergativemarkingon the high endof theD-hierarchyhas
(andneeds)no synchronicexplanation.It is only at an antecedenthistoricalstagethat it is mo-
tivated. Garrettassumesthat thoseergativecaseswhich exhibit sucha gap in their distribution
arehistoricallyderivedfrom instrumentalcases,andproposesto explainthegapasaninheritance
from this stage. The idea is that the gap is a reflectionof the fact that instrumentalcaseis for
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pragmaticreasonsmostcommonwith inanimatenouns,for it typically denotesinstrumentswhich
arenormally inanimate.After the instrumental-to-ergativereanalysis,the inheritedrestrictionis
transferredto the new ergativecase. In its new form howeverthe restrictionno longerhasany
synchronicmotivation,andthereforetendsto geteliminatedby analogicalspreadof ergativecase
to animatenouns.Pronouns,though,tendto bemorphologicallysodifferentfrom nounsthatthey
escapetheir analogicalinfluence. The typical outcomeof this scenario,thenis a noun/pronoun
split.

I believethat Garrett’s purely historicalaccountfor the split ergativitypatternsis not viable,
for thefollowing reasons.

First, the historical scenarioinvolvesan unexplainedshift from a pragmaticgapbeforethe
reanalysisto anallomorphicgapafter thereanalysis.Instrumentstendto berestrictedto Low-D
nominals,simply becausetoolsarenormally inanimate.Garrettassumesthatwheninstrumental
caseis reanalyzedasergativecase,this restrictionis carriedover,resultingin split ergativity. The
assumptionthat“the distributionof newly-createdlinguisticcategoriesparallelsthatof theirimme-
diateantecedents”(Garrett1990,286)is persereasonable.But takenliterally, it would imply that
after theinstrumentalto ergativereanalysis,high-D nominalswould lack ergativecase.Thetruth
is thathigh-Dnominalsdonot lackergativecase;rather,theyhaveergative/nominativesyncretism,
henceergativeformswith noovertcasemarking— averydifferentthing. Thesuffixlesslesserga-
tive pronounshaveexactlythesamesyntaxasovertlymarkedergativenominals:in particular,they
agreewith themin case,andaretreatedasparallelwith themin conjunction.Thegapin ergative
paradigmsis this a matterof allomorphy, not a gapin thedistributionof thecategoryof ergative
case(andcertainlynot a matterof pragmatics).Whatis missingfrom thehistoricalaccount,then,
is thecausallink betweentheputativepragmaticallymotivatedgapin thedistributionof theformer
instrumentalcaseandthezeroallomorphthat it leavesbehindin theparadigmof the reanalyzed
ergativecase.In otherreanalysesthis kind of thing generallydoesnot happen.4 For example,in-
strumentalcaseitself typically comesfrom comitativecase,via achainof developmentwhichruns
from “in the companyof” (Johnate cheesewith Mary) via “accompaniedby” (Johnate cheese
with wine) to “by meansof” (Johnatecheesewith a fork).5 At theoutset,inanimatenounswould
not beusedin thecomitative(for “pragmatic” reasons),andyet we neverfind their instrumental
offspringsportingzeroallomorphson inanimatenouns(or lackinginstrumentalcase,for thatmat-
ter). Similarly, ablativecasesdenotingsource-typerelationsoftenoriginateaslocal caseswith a
separativemeaning;a local separativecasewouldberestrictedto nounsdenotingphysicalobjects
(for “pragmatic”reasons),andyetwedon’t find ablativeswith zeroallomorphsonabstractnouns.6

The secondargumentagainsta historicalaccountof thecasemarkingpatternis that it is not
generalenough.It addressesonly thedistributionof ergative/nominativesyncretism.But thesame
hierarchyalsodeterminesthedistributionof genitive/nominativesyncretism,asin Yukagir,where

4Indeed,it might bearguedthat thevery possibilityof reanalysisis inconsistentwith the transferof a pragmatic
gapmotivatedby theoriginalmeaning.Youcannotknowaboutapragmaticgapwithouthavinglearnedthesemantics
onwhichthepragmaticinferencedepends(in thisputativecase,theinstrumentalmeaning),butonceyouhavelearned
thatmeaning,youwill not reanalyzethatmeaningasanothermeaning.

5An exampleof thisdevelopmentis Estonian-ga, etymologicallyfrom kansa-ssa“in thecrowd”.
6A third exampleis the reanalysisof possessivesuffixesasobjectmarkersof definiteNPsthat hastakenplace

in somelangagesbelongingto thePermicbranchof theFinno-Ugricfamily. Accusativecase,which waslost in the
nominalinflectionof thePermiclanguages(a stateof affairspreservedin Ostyak)wasrenewedin Komi andVotyak
by reanalysisof the3.p.possessivesuffix asanaccusative.Yet we do not find that thosenounswhich for pragmatic
reasonsrarelyhavea possessor(let ussay“sky”, “sun”) lack accusativeendings(let aloneaccusativecase)in these
languages.
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thereis no reasonto suspectaninstrumentalorigin for genitivecase(Nichols1992:53,Krejnovič
1958,80,63 ff.).

(33) a. met
I

nime
house

‘my house’

b. Beke
Beke

ile
deer

‘Beke’s deer’

c. ile-n
deer-GEN

jawul
track

‘(the/a)deer’s tracks’

In theoppositedirection,the hierarchyalsodeterminesthedistributionof accusative/nominative
syncretismalreadymentionedin [31]. It also governsdative/accusativesyncretismand erga-
tive/dativesyncretism,andfor thesamereason.

(34) “Split dativity” (Spanish,Hindi. . . ):
Pedro
Pedro

vio
saw

a
Dat

una
a

mujer
woman

(*a
(Dat

un
an

accidente).
accident).

‘Pedrosawa(specific)woman(anaccident).’

(35) “Split accusativity”

a. Lardil: “In imperatives,the direct objectlacks-intha if it is third person,althoughif
first personit takesthatcase.. . (Klokeid 1978).

b. Koira
Dog-Nom

näh-tiin.
see-PassPast

Häne-t
He-Acc

näh-tiin.
see-PassPast

(Finnish)

‘The/adogwasseen.’ ‘He wasseen’

c. Finnishchild languageandcertaindialects:accusativeextendedto propernamesand
appellatives,e.g.Lauri-t, isi-t ‘daddy’.

Furthermore,thesamehierarchyalsogovernsinversesystems,which aretypically foundwith
agreementratherthancase,whereinstrumentalto ergativereanalysiscannotbeatstake.Therefore,
we needa morecomprehensiveexplanationfor thedifferentmanifestationsof thehierarchythan
theinstrumental-to-ergativereanalysisscenarioby itself canprovide.

Thethird objectionis thatthehistoricalaccountis insufficientlygeneralevenfor thedistribu-
tion of ergativeendingsbecausethe phenomenonto be explainedhasseveralhistoricalsources.
It is not evenalwaystrue that instrumentalcaseprior to its reanalysisasergativeis restrictedto
inanimates.More often than not, instrumentalcasehasother functionsthan expressinginstru-
ments,suchas marking demotedagentsof passives,which are prototypically animate,in fact
prototypicallyhuman. But suchinstrumentalagentsarealso reanalyzedasergativesubjectsin
passive-to-ergativereanalyses,as in Indo-AryanandPolynesian.And ergativecaseswith these
originscanalsolack an overtergativecasemorphemeat the high endof the D-scale;this is the
casefor first andsecondpersonpronounsin anumberof Indo-Aryanlanguages,includingMarathi,
Punjabi,EasternRajasthani,Assamese,andSiraiki (Masica1991:252).Theexamplesin [36] are
from Siraiki (= Lahanda,Bhatia1983:181):

(36) a. mãi
I

axbaar
newspaper.fs

�it.t.hii
see-pst.3fs

‘I sawthenewspaper’
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b. huu
he

ne
ERG

axbaar
newspaper.fs

�it.t.hii
see-pst.3fs

‘he sawthenewspaper’

Sinceit is highly improbablethat theIndo-Aryaninstrumentalcasefrom which nedescendswas
atanystagerestrictedto inanimates,thehigh-Dnominative/ergativesyncretismin theselanguages
hasto be explainedin someotherway. It is in fact the resultof ergativeforms beingextended
to nominatives.7 Similarly, Tibeto-Burmanstartswith a fully ergativecase-markingsystem,and
nominativecasespreadsin anorderlyway downthehierarchy(Bauman1979).

Nor arehigh-D unmarkedergativesalwaysdescendedfrom formerinstrumentalcases(or, for
thatmatter,from anyothercasewhoseexclusionfrom animatescouldbemotivatedsemanticallyor
pragmatically).Ergativecasecanalsooriginateasageneralizedobliquecase,or dativecase.This
seemsto bethecasein theDaghestanian(NE Caucasian)languages,andin thoseNW Caucasian
languageswhichhavedevelopedacasesystem.Still, in severalof them,pronouns(andsometimes
in additionaclassof high-Dnouns)lack overtendingsin theergative,e.g.Adyghe:

(37) ‘house’ ‘I’
Nom. vne(-r) se
Erg. vne-m se

In Adygheandthefairly closelyrelatedKabardianandUbykh,severalof thenumerousfunctions
of ergativecase(recipient,locative,time) would be puzzlingfor a reanalyzedinstrumentalcase.
Theinstrumental(usedmainly for instrumentsandpaths)is alive andwell in thedeclension,and
thereis no morphologicalgapconnectedwith animacy.

High-D ergative/nominativesyncretismseemsto haveyet anothersourcein someAustralian
languages.Themorphologicallyunmarkedpronominalformsusedin SandA functionarethought
to beergativein origin, asin Indo-Aryan. Dixon (1980)reconstructsanoriginal three-waynom-
inative/accusative/ergativecaseoppositionfor Pama-Nyungan.Most of the daughterlanguages
adopteda disyllabicminimalword requirement,asa resultof which themonosyllabicnominative
pronounswereeitherlost, or, in a few languages,augmentedwith an emptysecondsyllable. In
thoselanguageswherethenominativewaslost, its functionwastakenoverby theergative.The
original three-waycasecontrastsurvivesin that minority of languageswhich eitherrescuedthe
nominativephonologicallyby addingtheextrasyllable,or which neveradoptedthe two-syllable
word constraintin the first place. For Garrett’s theory, this developmentpresentsthe following
puzzle. If thetwo-syllableword minimumis an innovation,thenit musthaveoustedtheoriginal
monosyllabicnounsaswell: sowhy didn’t their nominativesget replacedby theergativeforms?
Again we havea paradigmaticskewingof ergativitymarkingalongpronoun/nounlines. To make
senseof the different manifestationsof it we mustassumethat the paradigmaticskewinghasa
naturalbasis.

Theupshotis that thereis not just onepathto nominative/ergativesyncretism.All diachronic
roadsleadto the samesynchronicRome: ergativecaseis morphologicallyunmarkedin high-D
nominals.Far from explainingthis syncretismpattern,the variouschangesthemselvesrequirea
motivationfor thepatternaspartof theirexplanation.The“invisible hand”of historicalevolution
nudgesmorphologicalsystemstowardscertainoptimal states,andpart of the job of morpholog-
ical theoryis to saywhat thosestatesare. Oneof the mostgeneralprinciplesof optimizationin
morphologyis economy, andaspecialcaseof economyis theomissionof predictableinformation.

7This developmentalsotookplacein Hindi, wherehowevertheErgativeformsweresubsequentlyrenewedby the
additionof thesuffix -ne.
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A fourth objectionto the notion that split ergativitypatternsareside-effectsof the historical
changefrom instrumentalcaseto ergativecaseis that it predictsthewrongsplit. Any pragmatic
restrictiononinstrumentalcasewouldhaveto dowith animacy, sothatergativecasein its pristine,
nativestateshouldlack anendingin animatenouns.But in thekind of of systemmorecommonly
attested,ergativecaseis unmarkedin pronouns,or in somesubsetof pronouns.Garretttakesthisto
betheresultof subsequentanalogicalgeneralization.Conversely, lackof ergativemarkingin inan-
imatethird personpronounsis unexpectedonhisview, andwould requireadditionalassumptions,
perhapsanalogyin the otherdirectionwithin the pronominalsystem. But why do the putative
analogicalchangesgo preciselyalongtheD-scale?Garrett’s appealto morphologicaldifferences
asa barrier to spreadfrom nounsto pronouns,but that leavesunexplainedthe pronoun-internal
hierarchy1 > 2 > 3 and the Singular> Plural asymmetryfound in both nounsandpronouns.
Indeed,thereis reasonto believethat the“animacy” hierarchyin reality reflectsa scaleof topic-
worthiness,(individuation,saliency, referentiality, etc.).But it is hardto seewhy this scalewould
haveanypragmaticconnectionto theuseof instrumentalcase.

This in no way detractsfrom Garrett’s accountof the origin of split ergativity in Anatolian,
which is perfectlyconvincing,andstill lessfrom his methodologicalpleafor a historicalperspec-
tive in typologicalstudy. But this very historicalperspectiverequiresthe appropriatetheoretical
underpinnings.Historicalmechanismsby themselvescannotexplainwhy languagesundergothe
particularkindsof reanalysesthat resultin split ergativitybut not other,a priori equallyimagin-
ablekindsof reanalyses.What is neededin additionis a principleof languagedesign,of which
thehierarchyin (29) is onespecialmanifestation.

Summarizingthediscussionsofar, thehierarchy(29) is a linguisticuniversalandSHOULD be
expressedin thesynchronictheoryof grammarbecause:

(38) a. Thehierarchyis inviolable.

b. Therearemultiplesourcesof split ergativecasemarking.

c. Thehierarchyis apathwayof change.

d. The hierarchymustbe encodedin the grammarbecauseit intersectswith otherhier-
archies(notablydefiniteness)andbecauseit playsa role in the distributionof other
morphologicalcategories(notablynumberandagreement).

If thehierarchy(29)is genuinelypartof UG, it mightbeexpectedto playarolein otheraspects
of grammarthancasemarking. This provesto bethecase.Themarkingof numbermorphology
reportedlyfollows thesamehierarchyexactly:

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

A subtlermanifestationof the hierarchycanbe seenevenin English. Anttila & Fong2003
establishthefollowing Pronoungeneralization:

(40) a. Pronounsare preferedin the Specifierpositionanddispreferredin the Complement
position.

b. Non-pronounsshowthereversepattern.

Seethefollowing contrasts:

(41) Its removal ?Theremovalof it
?Thetree’s removal Theremovalof thetree
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It hasalsobeenarguedthatpreferencefor adjectivalpossessorsfollows thehierarchy(29)exactly
(Koptjevskaja-Tamm).

Still morestrikingly, agreementfollows thehierarchy(29)exactly. Thegeneralizationis thatit
is moreimportantto agreewith 1.personsubjectsthanwith 2.personsubjectsandmoreimportant
to agreewith 2.personsubjectsthanwith 3.personsubjects.Shownby conjunction(egoettu sumus
etc.),andvarioustypesof agreementsystems(including,but not restrictedto, inversesystems).

Theseadditionalgeneralizationsarequite interestingbecausethey posea problemnot only
for purely historicalaccountsof split ergativecasemarking,but for functionalaccounts.Recall
that the functionalexplanationfor why (29) governssplit casemarkingis that1.personsubjects,
2.personsubjectsetc.occurmorefrequentlyassubjectsandhenceareleft unmarkedfor economy
reasons.

It is completelymysteriouswhy economywoulddemandthesamehierarchyfor numbermark-
ing, or why thepreferencefor specifierpositionwould follow thesamehierarchy. As for agree-
ment, the factsarethe exactoppositeof what the functionaleconomy-basedexplanationwould
predict.It turnsout to bemoreimportant,not lessimportant,to agreewith thetypesof arguments
which (accordingto thefunctionalhypothesis)aremostcommonlyusedassubjects.

Thesedatasuggestthat theremay, instead,be a structuralbasisfor the hierarchy. Thereare
someindicationsthatnominativevs.ergativecasemarkingisstructurallydeterminedby theDP/NP
divide: ergativecaseis assignedto N but not to D. Thestructurallink betweencase,number,and
agreementwould thenbethecategorialdistinctionbetweennounsandpronouns/determiners.

Herearetwo suggestiveexamplesof the predictedskewing. In Old Georgian,ergativecase
wasincompatiblewith morphologicaldefinitenessmarking,includingbothnumberandspecificity
(Boeder1979:448).This follows simply if we assumethatergativecasewasassignedto NPsbut
not to DPs.

(42)
Non-definite Definite

Sing. Plural
Nom. ∅ -i -ni
Dat. -s -sa -ta
Erg -man

In Koryak,apaleo-Siberianlanguage,ergativeis incompatiblewith morphologicaldefiniteness
marking; this grammaticalrestrictionis reflectedin the distributionof the ergativemarker-a).
Insteadof ergativecase,DPsareassignedinstrumentalcase.

(43)
Nonhuman Human

Indef.stem Def.stem
Instr. -a — —
Erg. -a -a -k
Loc. -k -k -k

The table also showsthat (the Instrumentaluseof) instrumentalcaseis restrictedto nouns
denotingnonhumans(obviouslya pragmaticrestriction).

In orderto accountfor thehierarchyin (29),wecanassumethatDPcanbeheadednotonly by
determinersandpronouns,butalso,in somelanguages,by high-Dnominals.Thereis independent
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evidencethatin somelanguagespropernounsheadDPs.Longobardi(1994,2001)pointsout that
kin termsandcertaininalienablypossessednoundoptionallyhavethedistributionof determiners
in Italian:

(44) a. Noi ricchi. Werich. (*Rich we.)
b. La miamamma. La mia tavola.
c. Mammamia. *Tavolamia.

Longobardiaccountsfor thesedataby head-to-headraisingfrom NPto DP.

(45) DP

D NP

N

This process,extendeddown the hierarchyin (29), will accountfor the observed“animacy”
effectson themarkingof caseandnumberandon agreement.
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Appendix

A formal justificationof thepointsmadein thelastsectionof thispapercomesthethecasetheorypresented
in Kiparsky1997,2001.Thefollowing is abrief summaryof thatwork.

The prejudicethat ergativity is markedor unnaturalhasdeeproots in the descriptiveand theoretical
literatureon case,from theearliestanalysesthatdepictedit asa passiveconstructiondownto morerecent
efforts in varioussyntacticframeworks. My argumentbeginsby establishingits normality. The ratio of
ergativeto non-ergativecasesystemsin languagesof theworld is about2:3 (Nichols,Siewierska).An often
repeatedclaimis thatergativecasesystems,unlikeaccusativecasesystems,arealways‘split’. Thisis simply
false(e.g.Basqueis 100%morphologicallyergative).Ergativecasefits into theinventoryof structuralcase.
In fact, if suchacasedidn’t exist,it would haveto beexcludedby stipulation.

Semanticand its articulationby abstractCasefeaturesdo the work that is usually assignedto con-
figurationalpropertiesat d-structure. AbstractCaseis definedby the positive values[+H(ighest)R(ole)],
[+L(owest)R(ole)], which areassignedto the Th-rolesaccordingto their relativedepthin the predicate’s
semanticdecomposition.

(46) a. [+HR] is assignedto thehighestrole.

b. [+LR] is assignedto thelowestrole.

For example,(46), assignsthe threeorderedTh-rolesof the verb show in [??a] (shower,showee,thing
shown)theabstractCasefeaturesin [47].

(47)
[

λz
[+LR]

] [
λy

[ ]

] [
λx

[+HR]

]
[x CAUSE[CAN [y SEEz ] ] ]

The effect of [46] is that the solerole of an intransitiveverb is assignedboth [+HR] and[+LR], andthat
themiddlerole of a three-placepredicateis assignedneither[+HR] nor [+LR]. Theresultis aninventoryof
four abstractstructuralCases;“A”, “S”, “O”, “D”:

(48) AbstractstructuralCases(grammaticalrelations):

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

Th-rolesareassignedto argumentsbearingmorphosyntacticcasesunderunification.

(49) Morphosyntacticstructuralcases:

a. [ ]: nominative(including“absolutive”)
b. [–HR]: accusative
c. [–LR]: ergative,genitive
d. [–HR,–LR]: dative

Becausethe casefeaturesareintrinsically relational,therecanbeat mostone[+HR] role andat most
one[+LR] role assignedto agivenSemanticForm.

(50) Uniqueness:A predicatehasat mostone[+HR] role andat mostone[+LR] role.

Uniquenessis thusadefinitionalpropertyof thefeatures.A representationwhichviolatesit is ill-formed, in
thesamesenseas,for example,a constituentwith two headsor a featurematrix with incompatiblefeature
specificationsis ill-formed. Lexical operationsmustpreserveUniqueness.For example,whencausative
morphologysuppliesa new [+HR] Th-role, then the causeeof the derivedpredicatemust lose its [+HR]
feature.

On the otherhand,a predicatemayhaveno [+HR] role or [+LR] role at all, if it projectsno Th-roles
into the syntax(i.e. impersonalverbs). And it can havethan one [–HR] and [–LR] role, or none. The
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Uniquenesscondition(50) andtheasymmetryof thepositiveandnegativefeaturespecificationswill play a
role in sections?? and??below.

Abstractcasefeaturesareassignedconfigurationallyto the Th-rolesin a predicate’s SemanticForm.
They cannotbe idiosyncraticlexical propertiesof specificTh-roles,and their assignmentcannotbe spe-
cific to particularpredicates.This meansthat the abstractCasefeature[+HR] alwaysdefinesthe highest
syntacticallyvisible Th-roleof a predicate,its “subject”. Given thepreviouslyintroducedassumptionthat
Th-hierarchyreflectssemanticdepth,it follows thatTh-role reversals,suchasa verb “kill” with victim as
subjectandkiller asobject,areexcludedin principle from anylanguage.8 Anothercorollary is that“quirky
case”cannotbea lexical associationof abstractcase,but the idiosyncrasymustratherbeaccountedfor at
thelevel of morphosyntacticcase.In section?? provideempiricalevidencein favor of this idea.

At thelevel of abstractCase,theproposeddecompositioninto featureshastwo principaladvantages.

The first advantageof the featuredecompositionis that it makesit possibleto individuateexactly the
classof grammaticalrelationswhichplayarole in syntacticconstraints,suchasbinding,control,andparal-
lelism in coordination.For example,thefeature[+HR] picksout “A” and“S” in anylanguage,irrespective
of its casesystem,andthusuniversallydefinestherelationof grammaticalsubject,or “externalargument”.

(51) Def: An argument/Th-rolepair bearingthefeature[+HR] is agrammaticalsubject.

NotethatUniquenessexcludesthepossibility thata singlepredicatemight havemultiple subjects.9

Categoriesrequiringnegativefeaturesaresyntacticallyaccessiblein sofar asthosefeaturesareassigned
by the appropriatelicensers. For example,transitivesubjectsacquirethe featurespecification[–LR] by
unifying with a bearerof morphosyntacticergativecase.Consequently, transitivesubjects(“A” asopposed
to “S” and “O”) canbe singledout by the featurebundle[+HR,–LR] in ergativelanguages,andonly in
them.Thispoint will bedevelopedin section??.

Secondly, thefeaturesprovidetheappropriaterepresentationonwhichvalency-changingoperationsare
defined.I assumethattheseoperationsaretriggeredby verbmorphologyin thelexicon. In particular:

(52) a. Passive:demotes[+HR].

b. Antipassive:demotes[–HR].

c. Causative:adds/promotes[+HR].

d. Applicative: adds/promotes[–HR].

ditransitive transitive intransitive
Th-roles: λx λy λz λx λy λx

AbstractCase: [+HR] [ ] [+LR] [+HR] [+LR]
[

+HR
+LR

]
ERG/NOM [–LR] [(–LR)] [(+HR)] [–LR] [ ] [ ]
(Ngiyambaa) (ERG) (NOM) (NOM) (ERG) (NOM) (NOM)
ERG/ACC/NOM [–LR] [–LR] [(+LR)] [–LR] [ ] [ ]
(Wangkumara) (ERG) (ACC) (NOM) (ERG) (NOM) (NOM)

Thesystemgeneralizescorrectlyto four-placepredicates(Donohue2004).

8This means,for example,that inverseconstructionsarenot passives(contraPerlmutterandRhodes’1988treat-
mentof Ojibwa but in agreementwith Dahlstrom1985/1991).Somepublishedtreatmentsof psych-verbsarealso
inconsistentwith thisassumption.Seesection??belowfor furtherdiscussion.

9Again therearepartly unresolvedempiricalissuesat stake.Thereareat leasttwo typesof caseswherelinguists
havebeentemptedto speakof multiplesubjects.Oneis probablyto beanalyzedasa multiple topicconstruction,e.g.
Korean(refs.);anotherconsistsof derivedpredicatessuchascausatives,wheretheembeddedsubject(the“causee”)
sometimeshas“subjectproperties”.Thesearecasesof multiplepredicates,for which we providelayeredrepresenta-
tions,whichpermitreferenceto theabstractCasefeaturesof basicverbsto bevisible in theirderivatives,asdiscussed
in section??.
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