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Case independence and split ergativity:
towards a unified account of Case assignment
The objective:

» Coon and Preminger (2011) and &arova (2011) argued that case assignment is sensitive to
the size of the syntactic structure

Coon and Preminger, following Coon (2010), concentratethe Ergative/AbsolutiveHRG/ABS)
case systems, more precisely, on the syntactic sourceibésgtivity

» Kucerova investigated emergence of Accusative assignmegni@actic environments lack-
ing an external argument amsb™minative case

» Goal I: review the arguments

Goal Il: try to see whether the proposals could be unified
The proposal in nutshell:

* the actual case assignment reflects which heads are stnasg peads and as such constitute
Spell-out domains in the given syntactic structure

* there can be at most one active Case feature per Spell-mdiddcf. Alexiadou and Anag-
nostopoulou 2001)

» Case-assignment splits are predicted not to be restriotedG/ABS systems but should be
in principle available inomM/Acc systems as well

1 Accusative as independent Case

1.1 The background
» Accusative caseACC) is often analyzed as@ependent Case
» where being dependent means

— being dependent on another argument (Burzio, 1986), meagaly, &-role.
or
— being dependent on a chain assigning Nominative casa) to another argument
(Marantz, 1991), more precisely, unmarked, i.e. non-ERgoverned, case.
* in both approachegcc is a result of a grammaticabmpetition

» Minimalist program (Chomsky, 2001, 2005, 2008): abst@ate assigned by functional
heads
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+ ACcC assigned byx!
« whether or notx assigns\cc depends on whether or not is a strong phage

» even though MP doesn’t seem to employ a competition vieaaaf as a dependent case, in
its core it is a look-ahead system

 the dependency on another argument is not explicitly dedlbut it is inherent to the system

 the dependency view clearly spelled-out, for examplejgu®sson (2006, 2011)

The goal:

» suggest an alternative in terms of structure-dependendgpendent of another argument
receiving &-role or another case being assigned to a chain based onaat&favic (Polish,
Ukrainian and Northern Russian)

1.2 The empirical puzzle: Accusative without Nominative

* the so calledno/-to constructioin Polish, Ukrainian and North Russian dialects (henchkfort
NT) resembles on the surface the canonical passive:

— no overt external argument
— the surface form of the main verb is identical to the passartigple forn?

— here | concentrate on Ukrainian

Q) Ukrainian
a. Zinky buly vbyty
womanNOM.F.PL wasF.PL. killed.F.PL.
‘(The) women were killed.’ canonical passive
b. Zinok bulo vbyto
WOmanACC.F.PL wereN.SG. killed.N.SG.
‘(The) women were killed.’ NT

 even though the construction superficially resembles éim@wical passive, it differs from it
in several important respects

what exactly assignscc is subject to a continuous debate. For example, accordibavime and Freidin (2002)
AcCcC is assigned by-features on. For many authorsycc is related to telicity or aspect. Concretely;C is assigned
by a telic v head (Babko-Malaya, 2003; Borer, 1994, 2005; Mant, 2000, 2004; Kiparsky, 1998; Kratzer, 2004;
Pereltsvaig, 2000; Ramchand, 1997; Richardson, 2007;d8mes, 2002, among others).

2But see Legate (2003) for an alternate view.

3Except for the inflectional ending as we’'ll see later.
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1.2.1 Accusative without an external argument

* the internal argument4) in NT is realized agcc instead ofNoM in a violation of Burzio’s
generalization:

(2) a. Zinok bulo vbyto
WOomanACC.F.PL wereN.SG. killed.N.SG.
‘(The) women were killed.’ v'ACC
b. *Zinky bulo vbyto

womanNOM.F.PL wereN.SG. killed.N.SG.
*NOM

 under negation, thecc morphology is obligatorily converted t®EN, the usual pattern for
structuralacc in these languages thus providing evidence thaithe is a structural not a
lexically-governed case:

(3) a. Zinku bulo vbyto.

womanAcc killed

‘A woman was killed.’ v POStACC
b. *Zinku nie bulo vbyto.

womanAcc notkilled

‘A woman was not killed.’ *NEG+ACC
c. Zinky bulo vbyto.

womanGEN not killed

‘A woman was not killed.’ v NEG+GEN

* Lavine (2010a,b), following Markman (2004) for Russiarpensonal passives, argues that
NT does not violate Burzio’s Generalization because it costai covert causative struc-
ture, hence a covert causer which functions as an extergahant receiving Nominative
Case/Agent-role

* this conclusion cannot be correct because if we apply stahslyntactic tests targeting an
external-argument position, the tests consistently peopeesence of a hidden argument in
Russian but fail to detect any external argumantkrainiart

* unless stated otherwise the following data are from Kipfieparation):

(4)  Anaphors unbound in UkrainianT:

a. *Zakryto sebeu fabryci
lockedNT REFL in factory
‘They locked themselves in the factory’

b. *Hvalyno svojavlasnabat’kivshtynu.
praisedNT REFL own fatherlandr.SG.ACC
‘They praised their own fatherland’

4polish is different in this respect. Even though the resofitthe standard tests are not always clear because of
various confounds, an external argument can be detectedsitin a subset of Poligtir. For differences between

Polish and Ukrainian see Sobin (1985); Maling (1993); Lavi2000); Maling and Sigurjonsdattir (2002); Maling
(2006); Kit (in preparation).
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(5)  Anaphors bound in Russian impersonal passives:

Milicionerov  ranilo puljami prinadlezacimdrugdrugu
Militiamen.Acc woundedmp bulletsINSTR belonging eachotherreciIp
‘Militiamen were wounded by bullets belonging to each other (Lavine and
Freidin, 2002)[p. 280]

(6)  Agentive and non-agentive by-phrases possible in Ukrainia

a. Ivana obrabovanamymy.

Johnacc robbedNT themINSTR

‘John was robbed by them.’ v agentive by-phrase
b. Lysta  bulootrymano Ivanom

letterACC AUX receiveNT IvanINSTR

‘The letter was received by Ivan’ v'non-agentive by-phrase

(7)  Only non-Agentive by-phrases possible in Russian impatg@ssives:
a. *Vanju udarilo Dimoj
VanjaAcc hit.iMp DimaINSTR
‘Vanja got hit by Dima’ *agentive by-phrase
b. Vanju udarilomolnieg
VanjaAcc hit.iMP lightningINSTR
‘Vanja got hit by lightning’ v’non-agentive by-phrase
(Markman, 2004)[p. 426]
(8)  No subject control in UkrainiamT:

a. *lvana  obrabovan@o pijanomu
Johnacc robbedNT while drunk
‘They robbed John while (they were) drunk’
b. *PovernuvSystodomuhroSi buloznajdeno.
returning  home moneywas foundNT
‘Having returned home, the money was found’
(Lavine, 2000)[p. 90, (5b)]

(9) No control of infinitival PRO in UkrainiamT:

*U mistipoato  [PRO budovatynovucerkvu]
in city begunNT build.INF new churchacc
‘They began to build a new church in the city’
(Lavine, 2005)[p.12, (17c)]

(10)  No modals in UkrainiamnT (but possible in impersonal passives

a. *Nemovljamusyno buty znajdenou kosykulikarjamy

BabyAccC mustN.SG. beINF foundNT in basket doctorsiINSTR

Intended: ‘The baby must have been found in a basket by dctor *NT
b. Nemovljamusylo buty znajdenou kosykulikarjamy

BabyAcc mustiMP beINF foundNT in basket doctorsINSTR

‘The baby must have been found in a basket by doctors’. viimpersonal passive
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(11) Modals possible in Russian impersonal passives:

Soldata moglo  ranyt’ pulej
Solidieracc couldiMP woundINF bulletiINSTR
‘A soldier could have beeen wounded by a bullet’

Interim summary:
* no Nominative case
* no external argument

* yet, the internal argument surfaces with Accusative case
1.2.2 Further properties of NT
No agreement with T

* the finite auxiliary and theT participle does not agreeith 1A

« the attested agreemeniNssg, i.e., the default verb agreement

(12) a. Zinku bulo vbyto.
womankr.S.ACC wasN.SG. killed.N.sG.
‘A woman was killed.’ v DEFAULT
b. *Zinku bula vbyta.

WOMmankE.S.ACC wasF.SaG. killed.E.sG.
* AGREEMENT

Restrictions on Tense interpretation

* the auxiliary in the UkrainiamT is optional

« ifthere is no overt auxiliary, theT mustbe interpreted as Padtedashkivska Adams, 1998):

(13)  Zinky vbyto.
WOmanACC.F.SG killed.N.SG.
‘A woman was/(*is)/(*will be) killed.’

 the Tense interpretation remains restricted even witlathdiary being present in the struc-
ture

* the Tense interpretation must be either Past or FuRnesent is always excluded

(14) a. Presidenta bulovbyto
presidentacc was killed
‘The president was killed.’ v/ Past

5By default agreement | mean the agreement attested wittheratedicates.
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b. Presidenta *jestvbyto

presidentaccis  killed

Intended: ‘A/The president is killed.’ Present
c. Presidenta bude vbyto

presidentacc will-be killed

‘The president will be killed. v Future

* this is puzzling because even though tense-less languagetanguages that have no overt
tense marking, often enforce the Past tense interpreté@@ohnemeyer and Swift, 2004;
Johannsdottir and Matthewson, 2008he restriction on the Present tense is unexpected

* the Present tense is excluded with Slavic perfective vbthsiT may be formed both by
Perfective and Imperfective verbs

 passives cross-linguistically do not display any suclrictson
Information structure distinct from passives
* NT IA tends to be interpreted as focughile the passivea tends to be interpreted as given

Existing proposals:

* Sobin (1985); Borsley (1988); Maling (1993); Billings alihling (1995); Nedashkivska Adams
(1998); Lavine (2000, 2005, 2010a); Maling and Sigurjorisd¢2002); Blevins (2003);
Danylenko (2006); Kibort (2008), among others

» these accounts don't address the Tense restrictiongmatmn structure restrictions and
some of them incorrectly predict a covert external argument

1.3 NT is have-Perfect
 in KuCerova (2011) | argued thatr should be analyzed dmvePerfect

« dialectology and descriptive linguistics (Kuz'mina andri¥enko, 1971; Maslov, 1984; Tru-
binskij, 1988; Kuz'mina, 1993; Leinonen, 2002; DanylenRO06): the syntactic distribution
of NT resembles the West-EuropdaaberePerfect

* the analysis was supported by several observations:

Semantics:

« if the Perfect interpretation is enforced by the conteahanical passive is excluded — only
NT is possible:

(15)  Ukrainian

6Even though the range of aspectual and other tense-refatggietations may still be restricted, see, for example,
Fitzpatrick (2006).
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a. *Annaje shtaslyvavid koly jij syn zabranij

Annais happy sincethenhersonNoMm taken-awaypP

Intended: ‘Anna has been happy since her son has been sgnt awa c. passive
b. Annaje shtaslyvavid koly jij syna zabrano.

Annais happy sincethenhersonAcc taken-awayT

‘Anna has been happy since her son has been sent away.’ NT

Syntax

» while the structure of canonical passives in Ukrainiarigtaisal (or at least may contain two
independent aspectual projections and two independeatinagrojections), the sentential
structure ofNT is distinctly mono-clausal:

(16)  Two independent aspectual projections impossibheTin

a. Zinky byvaly vbyty.
WOmanNOM.F.PL. wasHAB.F.PL killed.PFF.PL.
‘(The) women used to be killed. canonical passive
b. *Zinok byvalo vbyto.
WOmanACC.F.PL wasHAB.N.SG. killed.PFN.SG.
Intended:*"Women used to get killed.’ NT
(17)  Two independent negations impossiblaiin
a. Zinky ne buly ne vbyty.
womanNOM.F.PL notwasF.PL. notkilled.PEF.PL.
‘It wasn’t the case that the women weren’t killed.’ canonical passive
b. *Zinok ne bulo ne vbyto.
WOmanACC.F.PL hotwasN.SG. notkilled.PEN.SG.
Intended:‘It was'’t the case women were Killed. NT
Morphology

» theNT ending is a participle ending but the canonical passivedtdlas a deverbal adjective
(Sobin, 1985; Lavine, 2000; Danylenko, 2006)

* the canonical passive neuter singular ending wouldebeot the attestec-

Some immediate consequences:

» havePerfect participle never agrees with the subject (Kay®®31 latridou et al., 2001,
among others)

* there is no information structure requirement onith@s in passives

In English, the canonical passive differs from the so-chéldjectival passive (Wasow, 1977). This doesn't seem
to be the case for Polish, Ukrainian and Czech. To my knovdetlge most extensive discussion of the properties of
these passives can be found in Veselovska and Karlik (2004).
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(18)

(19)

if we follow von Stechow (to appear) in that Perfect is riglatime but the denotation diave
adds additional aspect-like comporfehtwe get an immediate explanation of the Present
tense restriction:

the denotation of Perfect is identical to the denotatiosiwiple Past, then the denotation of
haveadds a requirement on subinterval propertyextended now” (McCoard 1978)

Paslawska and von Stechow (2003, p. 322, (40))
POST =APXtde . 7(e) < t & P(e) (“Perfect’)

XN-Perfect
[hag = A\t.AP;, . (3t)[tis a final subinterval of t' & P(t")]
(von Stechow, to appear)

latridou et al. (2001): while with thiee-Perfect the semantics of Perfect can be solely located
within the patrticiples, this is not the case faavePerfect

in havePerfect languages the participles are less contentfolttieparticiples obe-Perfect
languages

since the denotation of thevecomponent ohaveis XN, it is incompatible with the proper
episodic “now” of the Present Tense

consequentlhyjhavePerfect is compatible with the Past and Future interpoatdiut there is
no Present

furthermore, since the denotation of POST is identicahto denotation of the Past tense,
unless the time of the event is overtly shifted to the futiast arises as the default interpre-
tation

Why be if have?

if this is reallyhavePerfect, how come there is no auxilidrgve?

the distribution obeandhavein Slavic dialects: the more to the east we go, the lesmwoé
we find

even though Polish has possessiawe already in Polish the syntactic distributionlodve
is very much restricted

Ukrainian is in between, in Russidiaveis gone

Consequence: sindevecannot be used to mark Tense, Tense may stay morphologically
unexpressed

8perfect is thus semantically distinct from morphologicaifective and Imperfective.

SAccording to latridou et al. (2001) anteriority is not paftlee meaning of the Perfect participle. Instead, anteri-
ority follows from independent properties of the perfentdi span, namely, from the fact that the eventuality always
precedes the right boundary of the span. As far as | can tidgreof the proposals makes the same predictions for the
issues at hand.
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« if the Tense feature is morphologically realized, it mustrbalized ade becausdeis the
default morphological realization of the Tense feature (g example, Bjorkman 201%)

Alternative: Defective T

 could theacc assignment om be related to the fact that tiiaveParticiple does not agree
with the subject?

« alternatively, could theacc case assignment arise because T is in some sense defective

(Lavine and Freidin, 2002)?
* not likely
* suggestive evidence comes from North Russian dialects
« these dialects have the same typavofas Ukrainian and Polish

« crucially, in addition they have a version of the constiatin which the argument is iROM

yet the verb fails to agree with theom argument:

(20)  North RussiarfDanylenko, 2006, p. 255256, (18), originally from Kuzimi1l993, 135—
137):
a. (unjego)syn (bylo) otpravlieno
athim SONNOM.SG.M. beN.SG.AUX.PRET. send-away.SG.PPP
‘His son has been sent away (by him).
b. (unjego)parnja (bylo) uvedeno
athim fellow.ACC.SG.M. beN.SG.AUX.PRET. take-away.SG.PPP
‘The guy has been taken away (by him).

« crucially, onlyNT with Acc is compatible with the Perfect interpretation (Zhanna Géus

p.c.):
(21) a. *Vot uze tre godakak u negosyn v amerku uvezeno.
herealreadythreeyearshow by him sonNoMm to Americataken  away
b. Vot uze tre godakak u negosyna v amerkuuvezeno.

herealreadythreeyearshow by him sonACC=GEN to americataken  away
‘It has been three years since his son has been taken awayaagan

101n Bjorkman’s system, there is a P feature on a higher headmihtervenes between Tense features on T and V.

Since the P feature can’t be morphologically realized bseati the lexical gap, the Tense feature can’t be realized on

the P head, neither on the V head. Hence it becomes strandesranded features are by default realizedeas
1These dialects in fact have several distinct constructielased toNT. See Kuz'mina and Neéenko (1971) for a
detailed descriptive overview.
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1.4 Dependent case without dependent chain

The claim:
* there is no real dependencysatc onNOM

» what looks like a structural (or morphological) dependeisca side-effect of phase-based
syntax

* in a way, this proposal is close to the view of Case in an e@Byera, i.e., the pre-Burzio
formulation of Case (Chomsky, 1981; Emonds, 1985)

» Chomsky (1981, p. 182): view of Case as a marker for makiriggcaies visible to the
interpretive components of the grammar

* notice that if we adopt a morphological view of Case, i.asecas an interpretation of gram-
matical structures not a “visibility” marker, then Case @sd likely to involve any case-
internal specific dependencies beyond correlations afrpegsent in the structural relations

The intuition:
* the dependency view @fcc is based on the presence of another argument

* but maybe what really matters is not that there are two aggirfchain)s but that the struc-
ture is big enough to allow for merge of two arguments

* in other words, when we findcc in environments other thawT, the first Merge ol and
V P is notthe maximal projection of'?

have
e if NT is an instance dfavePerfect, it should containlaaverelated structure

» one option is to follow Kayne (1993) in that whether a langgidashaveor be depends on
head-movement properties of the language

» havethen results from a functional head incorporation iné

 another option is thatavePerfect contains a P-feature on a higher aspectual heark(®an
2011, following Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria 2000)abhineans that theP structure
is further extended by an aspectual head which is not praséetPerfective

* in both of these approaches, the internal structurefoéxtends beyond the first mergewof
* the obvious question is why an extension should matter

 suggestive answer: a linearization issue (for examplehd&ds 2003, 2006)

12| assume a version of Bare Phrase Structure with no vacunucistes.

10
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Richards’s Distinctness Condition on Linearization

If the Merge ofv and its complement is not followed by another extensionwfthin the
same projection, spelling out” would violate the Distinctness Condition on Lineariza-
tion

Consequence: P is Spelled-out only if it can be linearized

(23)  Strong Phase Condition
v P may be a strong phase onlyifundergoes more than one instance of Merge within its
Spell-out domain.

How it works:

1.5

at the point of Spell-outa is assignedcc by xv

alternatively, ifacc is a morphological casecc may be defined as the case assigned to the
sole argument with theP Spell-out domain which is governed by+ v (assigned down§

after C/T is mergedNOoM remains unassigned/unrealized becauseAheas already been
spelled-out

the difference between ther with and without an auxiliary is a property of T

if there is no valued Tense feature on T, no auxiliary isiteseand the resulting interpreta-
tion is Past as the default interpretation

Interim conclusion
AcCcC arises only in structures that are in some sense ‘transitive

the relevant notion of transitivity needs to be formulaitederms of phasehood (related to
structure extension) not with respect to another argumeaih @argument chain

in the discussed case ‘transitivity’ is a result of thevePerfect structure

interestingly, the observed relation betweet andhavePerfect is reminiscent of the case
distribution in so called split ergative languages

it is then plausible that the case assignment we obserwg ii$ cross-linguistically more
prevalent than usually assumed

13This formulation is very close to Katzir's reformulation bfarantz in a response to Legate (2008)’s critique of

Marantz (1991):

(i)

(ii)

Dependent case is assigned by V+I to a uniquely mergedhDifei domain of V+I.
Dependent case assigned up to subject: ergative
Dependent case assigned down to object: accusative

(Katzir, 2007, (148))

DP; is uniquely merged in the domain of a head x if D®either a complement of x or a specifier of x but not
both (Katzir, 2007, (149))

11
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2 Ergative-to-Neutral Splits: Coon and Preminger (2011)

Split ergativity:

splits not only appear in a consistent part of the grammaralso follow the same direction-
ality (DeLancey, 1981; Tsunoda, 1981)

ERG/ABS <+ NON-ERG ~ perfective> imperfective>> progressive (Dixon, 1994)

ERG/ABS «— NON-ERG ~ inanimates> natural forces> animatess- humans> proper
> 3pl > 3sg> 1/2 (Silverstein, 1976)

The basic claims

following Coon (2010), so called split-ergative langusgee in fact ergative throughout

what appears to be Aspect-based split ergativity is indatisruption in case assignment

case disruption arises because the relevant structuextgrided and a formerly local case
checking configuration is not available anymore

Coon and Preminger: the same principle is responsibledimgn-based splits and is related
to the distribution ohaveandbeauxiliaries in Romance

How many ergative splits?

2.1

even though splits are usually characterized as a switoh fin ergative pattern to an ac-
cusative pattern, it is not entirely clear whether this ss¢brrect generalization

Coon (2012): there are at least three types of ergativesgplygered by Aspect

Coon and Preminger (2011) investigate patterns in whietsgiit yields forms withouany
morphological marking

thus, one might want to think about them as ergative versansangative patterns (instead of
NOM/ACC patterns)

Coon (2012) calls them Ergative-to-Neutral splits

Aspect-based split

an example: Basque

(Tsez: a split within the imperfective aspect, in a conginn known as the “bi-absolutive”)

Ergative alignment:

transitive objects and intransitive subjects take theestorm of the article/determiner — in
the singular, “-a” (absolutive)

12



Ivona Kucerova (kucerov@mcmaster.ca) GLOW 35, March 29, 2012

* transitive subjects take a different form of the artickt&tminer — in the singular, “-ak”
(ergative)

* both the perfective and imperfective aspects follow tlaitgrn

(24) the Basque perfective (ergative pattern)

a. [4 Ehiztari-ak ][ otso-a ] harrapatudu.
hunter-arf,.ERG wolf-art,,.ABS caughtaux(have)
‘The hunter has caught a/the wolf.
b. [ Otso-a ] etorri da.
wolf-art,,.ABS arrivedaux(be)
‘The wolf has arrived.’

Non-ergative alignment:
* in the progressive aspect
« all core arguments take the same form of the determinerheisingular, “-a” (absolutive)

(25) the Basque progressive (non-ergative pattern)
a. [4 emakume-a 1[r ogi-a] ja-te-n ari da.
woman-arf,.ABS bread-arfg.ABS eat-nmz-logrogaux(be)
‘The woman is eating the bread.’

b. [¢ emakume-a ] dantza-n ari da.
woman-artsg{Bs) dance-logrogaux(be)
‘The woman is dancing. (Laka, 2006)

2.2 Person-based splits

* visible either on the nominal inflection (Kham) or on the egment with the predicate
(Halkolem)

Kham:
 3rd-person transitive subjects are marked with “-e” (gvgd
 1st/2nd-person transitive subjects receive no marking:

(26) Kham (Tibeto-Burman)

a. no-e non-lay poh-na-ke-o.
he-ERG you-objhit-2P-perf-3A
‘He hit you.’
b. nga:non-lay nga-poh-ni-ke.
| you-obj1lA-hit-2P-perf
‘I hit you.’
C. mn nga-layno-poh-na-ke.
youl-obj  2A-hit-1P-perf
‘You hit me. (Watters 1973, via DeLancey 1981)

13
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Halkomelem (Salish)

(27)

(28)

2.3

(29)

2.4

3rd-person arguments follow an ergative pattern:
transitive subjects trigger the agreement marker “-esjgive)

but transitive objects and intransitive subjects do not:

Halkomelem (Salish) — ergative pattern

a. Qoy-t-es te Strangte sgela:w
kill-trans-3sdet Strangdetbeaver
‘Strang killed the beaver.’

b. iimex te Strang

walking detStrang
‘Strang is walking.’

1st/2nd-person subjects follow a non-ergative pattern:
transitive subjects and intransitive subjects triggeragreement marker “-tsel”
transitive objects still trigger no overt agreement marke

Halkomelem (Salish) — non-ergative pattern
a. may-t-tsel
help-trans-1sg.s
‘I help him.
b. yo:ys-tsel
work-1sg.s
‘I work.’ (Wiltschko 2006:197-199)

Auxiliary selection

certain Italo-Romance dialects NPs to the left of Silverss (3rd-person) appear wittave
while those to the right (1st/2nd person) appear Wigh

Abruzzese (D’Alessandro and Roberts ‘I have eaten.
2010:54-55) b. Esse a magnate.
a. Jiso’ magnate. he/shehaseaten
| ameaten-sg ‘He/she has eaten.
Proposal

what all these cases have in common is that whenever a pplaas it corresponds to a
larger structure

in case of the ergative split, the added structure yieldsiteruption of case checking

in case of the auxiliary selection, the added structurggmes the incorporation dfe, thus
haveis not available anymore

14



Ivona Kucerova (kucerov@mcmaster.ca) GLOW 35, March 29, 2012

(30) a. Ergative alignment: b. “Split” alignment:

TP
T vP T
V1
Vv
V

TP
vP
Vl
/\
VP \Y}

» Aspect-based splits: extra functional projection in thgperfective and progressive (see
Coon 2010 for arguments)

How is the structure added?

» Person-based splits: extra functional projection (BigintP) in the case of 1st/2nd person
* (Auxiliary selection: ParticipantP disrupts head movetrad be)
Note:

 for Coon (2010) and Coon and Preminger (2011) it is crubial the added structure creates
a new case-assigning domain

* itis plausible though that introducing a phase boundawyhat really matters here
How is the case assigned?

* in Marantz’s system, if the DPs are in two separate case o@nthey become invisible for
purposes of case-competition

 if ERGIs a dependent case, it can be assigned only if there is aridkhgetting case in the
same domain

* in a case-checking system (Chomsky, 2000, 2001), we ngddy@ bit with the embedding
functional heads but in the end, again, we use the notion epantdent case

3 Toward a unified account

» what these two proposals have in common is the observétadicteating a locality boundary
changes the case assignment properties

* intheNOM/ACC system creating a locality boundary yieleimergencef a special morpho-
logical marking lOm instead of the expectedom)
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* in the ERG/ABS system, creating a locality boundary yieldssof a special morphological
marking (default omBs instead of the expectekG)

* the question is whether we can unify these two observations

3.1 The Spell-out hypothesis

* basicissue: can the case assignmeBRG/ABS system be equated with the case assignment
in NOM/Acc system?

* two related questions: do the arguments appear in the sartectc positions? are the cases
assigned by the same or by distinct functional heads?

» an empirical difficulty: there is more than oB®RG/ABS system (see, for example, Legate
2008)

* it is very likely there is more than oneom/Acc system (see, for example, Grewendorf
(1989) for an explicit argument thatom/Acc systems form a continuum merging into
ERG/ABS systems)

» we can circumvent the problem by asking a slightly differgunestion: does the Spell-out
proceed in the same fashion in the ergative languages as acttusative languages?

* it has been argued thakRG/ABS andNOM/ACC languages are not syntactically identical

* in particular, it seems to be the case that whis is a fairly normal internal argument (for
example, Massam 2008)RG does not seem to share the properties of external arguments
in theNOM/ACC system (see, for example, Manning’s overview of distintdion scope and
information structure properties)

The unaccusative hypothesis

* ergative systems are at some level of abstraction passiweacusative structures (Fillmore,
1968; Hale, 1970; Marantz, 1984; Bok-Bennema, 1991, amtimey )

* technicallyERGis not merged at the same position as the external argumgr@NnoM/ACC
system — v is either entirely missing (Nash, 1995, 1996) isrdiefective (Alexiadou, 2001)

» we can rephrase this in terms of phases and Spell-out (G801, 2005, 2008):

(31)  The Spell-out hypothesis:
While a transitive vP is always a Spell-out in them/Acc system, it is not in the
ERG/ABS system, unless the structure gets independently extended.

 under the ergative split condition, the structure getemotéd and vP becomes a strong phase

* interestingly, for example, in Georgian, if the split tak@lace, the verb appears with a so
called Thematic suffix — a special morpheme that has beemdigube an overt realization
of v (Nash, 1995, 1996)
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3.2 One phase- one Case

» Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) observed that twe Bdhnot be assigned Case if
they stay VP internal:

(32)  Subject-in-situ Generalization(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 2001, p. 216, (46))

a. By Spell-out VP can contain no more than one argument witbrechecked Case
feature.

b. Interpreted as: v and T cannot both have active Case &satdnen they form a
complex head.

* if vP is not a Spell-out domain in an ergative system, themD#s need to be assigned Case

* | argue that the generalization observed by Alexiadou andghostopoulou (2001) should
be extended to evel§pell-out domain

(33) *2-Case generalization [descriptive version]

a. Given a Spell-out domain, at most one DP can be assigned Case within
b. If there are two DPs withia: that need to be assigned Case, one of them must be
realized as a PP.

(34) *2-Case generalization [feature version]

a. Every Spell-out domain needs to have a Case feature.
b. There can be at most one Case feature per Spell-out domain.

A cross-linguistic variation is then a result of two factors
» which head(s) will get a Case feature

» which head will trigger Spell-out

3.3 Two types of Absolutive

» Legate (2008) suggested thers is either a structural case or a default morphological real-
ization

» Consequenceif (34) is correct, then the difference between types of Altbees translates
into differences between Ergatives

(35)  Absolutive-Ergative parameter

a. Ifalanguage assignss as a structural case, thess cannot co-occur with another
structural case in the same Spell-out domairERG must be a lexical case or a PP.

b. If a language assigns Absolutive as morphological deféuénABs can co-occur
with another structural case in the same Spell-out domaigERG as a structural
case.

» we can make a further step and associate Case assignmietih@itead which is the closest
head to the DP which gets a structural case:
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(36) ABs Case-Feature parameter

a. Ifalanguage has Case feature onBs is a structural case.
b. If a language has Case feature on T, the DP will be realizédavmorphological
default @BS).

* the question is what it means for a case to be a morpholodefalilt

« for concreteness, | will assume that a morphological defaises if the Case feature on a
DP was checked but not valued

« furthermore, | assume that only Case feature on v can valiesa feature on a DP
* T may have a Case feature in some circumstances but thedeatlalways set to a default

« furthermore, if a probe values a feature on a goal, it becamective

3.4 ERG as a lexical case

* if vP is not a Spell-out domain in an ergative system, theeetao DPs that need to be
assigned Case

 only one of them can get Case Absolutive
* if ABS s structural Case, the Case feature is on v
« after the Case feature is assigned to the internal arguitiemto longer active

 the remaining DP must be assigned a lexical casefFErgative

NOM/AccC parallel:

* if vP is a Spell-out domain and if there are two DPs within 8pell-out domain one of them
must be realized as PP

» = Acc/Dat orAcc/PP in double-object constructions
TMA splits:

« if the structure gets extended and vP becomes a Spell-outido v assign®Bs to the
internal argument within vP

* since every Spell-out domain has a Case feature, therebrawsCase feature on T as well,
(34)

» T assigns Case to the “formerl¢gRG argument

* if ABS is assigned by T it is a morphological defasit the lack of special morphological
marking in these types of TAM splits

» examples: Basque, Hindi, Gurajati (see Coon (2012) fosaugision and further references)
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NOM/AcC parallel:

(37)

if vP is a Spell-out domain, v assigasc to the internal argument within vP (either objects
in transitive/ditransitive clauses bavePerfect of the Ukrainian type)

if vP is not a Spell-out domain, the Case feature is on T —¢abzed Case is a morphological
default= Nominative

if both vP and CP are Spell-out domains the Case feature 16 -eithe realized Case is a
morphological defauls- Nominative

Note: in many languages Nominative has its own marker, fiadifrom clear whether the

marker is a morphological realization of a Case feature oresother feature(s). For exam-
ple, in Slavic, the Nominative marker expressed a thematieel and potentially Gender
and Number (Jakobson and much subsequent work); in Iceladdminative might realize

the definite/indefinite article; etc.

thus we can formulate mom/acc parallel of (36) as follows:

Acc Case-Feature parameter

a. Ifalanguage has Case feature on v, the structural caseisAtive.
b. If a language has Case feature on T, the DP will be realizddavmorphological
default (Nominative).

NoMm/Acc parallel — further prediction:

an interesting case is what happens if there are two DPshigt wot a Spell-out domain

the current system predicts that the Case feature shouthideand both DPs should be
realized as morphological default

recall, a probe becomes inactive only if it values a featurés goal
consequently, both DPs should get Nominative

If such a structure gets independently extended and theD?® get spelled out in two
separate phases, the prediction is that the higher onedsbeuassignediom, while the
lower one should be assignedc

this prediction seems to be borne out in Arabic nominal éapelauses (S. Bejar, p.c.)

nominal copular clauses in Arabic show distinct case pattiepending on the tense of the
copular clause

as in (38-a), copula-less small clauses showoo assignment

crucially, as in the ergative split pattern what we see en®t a special marking butlack
of marking
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« If the structure gets extended, which is presumably the ca$’ast and Future in (38-b)—
(38-c), the lower DP gets spelled out in the vP phase, resyilti a distinct case assignment
of the two DPs:

(38) a. Hassan Tabiib

Hassamiom doctorNnom
‘Hassan is a doctor.’

b. kaanHassan Tabiib-an
was HassarmoMm doctorACC.INDEF
‘Hassan was a doctor.

c. Sayakuuntdassan Tabiib-an
berFuT Hassamiom doctorACC.INDEF
‘Hassan will be a doctor.

3.5 Loose endsERG as a structural case
* at leastin SOMERG/ABS SystemsERG seems to behave as a structural case

* let's assume thatRG is assigned by T only if vP is not a Spell-out domain and the aés
the system stays unchanged

ERG/ABS:

« if vP is not a Spell-out domain (the default situation) ahithére’s only one argument, then
this argument will get Case from % ERG

* if vP is not a Spell-out domain and if there are two argumeote of them will getERG
from T, the other one will become a morphological defatliaBs

NOM/ACC:

* this is an uneventfuNom/Acc system and is indistinguishable from the previous system
(until we look at splits)

TAM splits:

« if vP becomes a Spell-out domain, then v assigns Case tailj@amguments- ABS

* in other words, this is a system where the only argument ahtxansitive clause is either
ABS or ERG — depending on the aspect of the clause

* such a system might be exemplified by some languages of tiyafMfamily (Yucatec, Chol,
etc.) in which the argument of a Perfective clause surfagds ABS and the argument of
Progressive clause get&G

» Coon (2012) call these splits “Ergative to extended-évgat

* the problem is that according to Coon (2010) and Coon (212})he Progressive structure
which is bigger

* so either Coon is not right in her analysis of Progressiviaigrprediction is simply wrong
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