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Abstract 

This dissertation shows that when specific objects are checked accounts for a language being 

ergative or accusative. In ergative languages a specific object is checked at Spellsut by the 

object moving to [Spec, T] with the resultant Abs/Nom case marking of the object. This 

accounts for the wide scope only reading of Abs/Nom objects and native speakers interpretations 

of Absrnom objects as specificlreferentid. Since the object moves to [Spec, Tl the subject 

remains inside the VP and is assigned GenErg case by V. In accusative languages a specific 

object is not checked until after Spell-out and the subject moves to [Spec, Tl where it gets Nom 

case and the object remains inside the VP where it gets Acc case. This accounts for the 

possibiity of wide and narrow scope readings for Acc objects. 

Ergative languages are ais0 characterized as having "split ergativîty" whereby there is aiso 

a nominative-accusative case marking/agreement pattern. This is dso explained. Specific objects 

move outside the VP at Spell-out with the resultant ergative case marking, while non-specific 

objects remain inside the VP are assigned Inst/Acc case through insemon of a postposition with 

the resultant accusative case marking pattern. 

This explmation for the existence of ergative and accusative languages eliminates the need 

for the stipulation in the Minimalin Program (Chomsky 1995, Chapter 4) that arguments have 

to move to have features checked while features on non-arguments could be checked in situ. It 

also illumates the type of feature that is checked, and that features triggering movement for 

checking cm be on the moved item. 

The analysis of ergativity is based on the Nonh Baffin dialect of Inukhtut and uses field 



work data on sentences and nominais. The data on sentences shows that a speaker can make 

specific or non-specific reference to al1 types of objects: personal narnes, demonstratives. 

modified nouns, quantified nouns. It also shows that the audience interprets a specific object as 

the speaker intending to pick out an entity. Specificity is thus shown to be pan of the semantic 

component (DonneIlan 1966, 1978). The data on nominals supports the analysis of case 

assignment: arguments of derived and non-denved nominals have ErgGeen case, and the subject 

and object arguments of gerunds have ErglGen and Inst/Acc cases respectively. Finally a 

discussion of agreement in Inuktitut suppom the analysis of agreement being a relation rather 

than a functionai projection, and the checking of specific objects at Spell-out. 
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Chapter 1 

In traduction 

1.1 Introduction 

ïhe  language of the Inuit (Eskirno) is described as an ergative language (cf. Dixon 1994, 

Manning 1994, Murasugi 1992% Johns 1987). The Ianguages of the Inuit include Yupik spoken 

in Alaska and Russia (Kaplan 1990, Menovshchikov 1 WO), Western Inuktitun (Siglitun. 

Inuinnaqtun, Natsili k, Kivallinniutun dialects) and Eastern Inuktitut (Aivilik, North Baffin, South 

Baffin, Arctic Quebec, Labrador dialects) spoken in Canada (Dorais 1 990). and Greenlandic 

Eskirno spoken in Greenland (Fonescue 1990). The map in Figure 1 shows the distribution of 

the dialects in Canada- 

In an ergative language, S (the subject of an intransitive verb) and O (the object of a 

transitive verb) pattern the sarne; whereas, in an accusative language, the subjects of intransitive 

and transitive verbs pattern the same. This distinction is commonly referred to as S/O or S/P 

(patient) versus S/A (agent) (cf. Dixon 1994, Blake 1994). Inuktitut examples are shown in (1). 

( 1 )  a. anguti.up tuktu taku-janga 
man.Erg canbou(Abs) seeaIND3E/3A 
'the/a man saw the caribou' 

b. kanna nattiq mikit-tuq (S 1: p. 8) 
down-there(Abs) seal(Abs) shon.IND3A 
'that seal d o m  there is short' 

The subject function ('pivot in Dixon's (1994) and Manning's (1994) terms) is the object' rirkru 

in (1 a) and the subject kannu naitiq in (lb). 

'The terms 'object' and 'subject' refer to thernatic roles, while terms like 'subject function' 
or 'subject of a sentence' refer to the syntactic position of the NP in the sentence. 



A further distinction made when describing a language as ergative is to distinguish 

syntactic ergativity frorn morphological ergativïty. Syntactic ergativity describes an S/O 

patteming together for grammatical relations such as subject of a sentence, coordination, 

relativization. Morphological ergativity refers to ways a language uses to mark an S/O 

patteming, for exarnple case marking and verbal affixes. Case marking to group SI0 1s seen in 

(1) where both the O and the S have Abs(o1utive) case (Abs case is universally almoa always 

nuIl (Dixon 1994, Blake 1994)). Morphologicai marking via verbal affixes is clearly illustrated 

by the examples ir! (2) which show the 'becausative' mood marker plus verbal agreement affixes. 

(2) a. ...g a-vit 
J E C A U S  -2sgA 
'because you ...' 

b. ...g ami-tit c. .-.Nma.a.tit 
... BECAUS.3 ssE.2sgA ..BECAUS3dsE2sgA 
'because he. ..youl 'because he ...y ou' 

There is an agreement marker -vit for S in (2a) and -tif for O in (2b) and (2c). In the transitive 

examples (2b) and (2c) there is also an agreement marker for the semantic subject he. Syntactic 

and morphologicaI ergativity are related in that "no language is known that is ergative at the 

syntactic but not at the morphologicaI level" (Dixon 1994: 172). 

There are four major complications to this rather simplistic description of Inuktitut as 

ergative. First, S/O pattern alike with respect to grammatical relations such as coordination and 

reIativization but not for binding relations which pattern like accusative languages. Manning 

(1994) descnbes binding as applying at the level of argument structure.' In the Minimalist 

Program, Binding Theory hoids at the LF interface with maphors moving at LF to be in a Spec- 

head relation with their antecedent (Chomsky 1992, Lamik 1993). Still other accounts for 

2Manning (1 994) uses a different theoretical framework, but his argument structure would 
be equivalent to the D-structure of the government and binding model. 



binding are given by BokBennema (1991) and (Bittner 1994a) for West Greenlandic. 

Second, although you do find an S/O pattern as in (1). you also find another pattern as 

in (3) and (4). Compare (la) repeated here as (3a) with (3b)- 

(3) a anguti-up tuktu taku.janga 
man.Erg caribou(Abs) see.IND3U3 A 
'thela man saw the caribou' 

b. anguti tuktu-mik taku-juq 
man(Abs) cariboulnst see.lND3A 
'the/a man saw a caribou' 

(4) a. qitumgaq silarnii.guma.juq 
chiId(Abs) be-outside.want.IND3 A 
'the child wants to be outside' 

b. atausi .tuinnar-mik taku-juq 
one-only .hst see.IND3 A 
'he saw just one' 

The subject of the intransitive sentence in (4a) and the subject of the transitive sentence in (3b) 

both have Abs case. The object in (3b) and (4b) is marked whh Inst(rumenta1) case. Thus we 

also seem to have an S/A patteming. One approach (Dixon 1994: 122-123) is to consider 

examples like (3b) and (4b) where there are two core roles as 'extended intransitives' with one 

mapped to S (Abs) and another marked in some other way, e-g., Dat(ive), or with an antipassive 

morpheme. In such an approach examples (3b) and (4b) are considered as forms derived from 

the transitive as  in (3a). Another approach might be to Say that the reference to intransitive and 

transitive verbs is not based on argument structure, but on the morphological agreement that i s  

on the verb (cf. Johns 1993). Thus a 'transitive verb' has agreement morphemes that indicate both 

thematic subject and thematic object; while an 'intransitive verb' has agreement only for the 

thematic subject. However this does not explain why a transitive verb might have agreement for 



thematic subject and object or agreement only for thematic subject. Our approach, which is 

explicated in Chapter 2, denves neither one from the other, and explains why there are the two 

types of agreement patterns for transitive verbs.' It will show that both have the sarne argument 

structure but that the ergative fom (as in (3a)) results from speaker's intentions to pick out the 

object. In terms of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1992), the contrast between the two 

linguistic expressions (3a) and (3b) wïli be seen to represent different intentions that optimally 

satiçfy the interface conditions of the conceptual-intentional and articulatory-perceptual levels. 

Both the case and agreement patterns will be show to fail out from Spec-head agreement feature 

checking. 

Thirdly, the same case has different labels, depending upon the linguist. Possessive 

constructions and morphologically 'transitive verbs' as in (3a) have the same case marking and 

agreement morphology. The thematic-subjectlpossessor has -up case marking and there is a 

thematic-subject/possessor agreement morpherne on the verblnoun. Compare (Sa) ((3a) repeated 

here) with (Sb) where the subject angiirt in (Sa) has the same case marking, -up, as the possessor 

Maali in (Sb). The head VM also has agreement morpheme, -rzga, that indicates person and 

number of the -up marked thematic-subject/poss~sor. 

(5) a. anguti-up tuktu taku.janga 
man.Erg cari bou(Abs) see.IND3E13A 
'the/a man saw the caribou' 

b. Maali-up anaana-nga (S 1: p. 60) 
Molly-Gen mother.3POSS(Abs) 
'Molly's mother ' 

'Kalmar (1979) also argues that the two clause types are not derived one from the other, 
and he argues that the choice of clause type is a direct result of sernantic and contextual 
circumstances. 



ti ve grammars use the terms Rel(ative), Abs and Inst(rumental)/Mod(aiis)l 

Comit(ative), where Re1 includes both Erg(ative) and Gen(itive) case rnarked noms (cf. 

Woodbury (1985) and de Reuse (1994) for Yupik, Fortescue (1986) for West Greenlandic 

Eskimo, Johns (1987) for Inuktitut). Grammars for North Baffin Inuktitut use the terrns Gen, 

Nom(inative) and Acc(usative) (cf. Spalding (1992 [1979]), Harper (1 974) and Dorais (1 978)). 

Still other grammars do not use case terms at al1 but refer to relative, subject and modalis 

functions (Lowe (1985) for Siglit) or refer to noun endings associated with phcular  

grammatical, locative or equal functions (Mallon (1 99 1) for Inuktitut). Still others, especially 

those trying to account for ergativity among languages in general, use van-ous combinations of 

the terms Erg, Gen, Abs, Nom, Inst/Mod. For exemple, Murasugi (1992a) and Bittner (1994a) 

use Erg and Nom, and Bok-Bennema uses Erg and Abs but switches to Gen and Nom (for other 

examples see Manning (1994), Sadock (1994)).' Often Nom is used instead of Abs. Blake 

(1991) uses the tenn Abs when distinguishing languages that mark the grammatical relations of 

S and O the same from languages that mark S and A the same, and the term Nom when refemng 

to the case marking to indicate that the case, whether for S/O or S'A, is the unmarked one. 

Recent attempts to account for the choice of Erg-Abs case marking versus Nom-Acc case 

marking have posited the existence of a parameter as the explanation for which type of case 

marking a Ianguage uses (for Inuktitut in particular, set Johns (1992). (1993); Murasugi (1992a), 

(1992b); Bobaljik (1993)). The various pararnetnc approaches to account for the case rnarking 

vi ew ergative languages such as lnukti tut as fundamentally different from non-ergative languages, 

'Since an Erg subject could jus  as 
object, and an Inst object an Acc object, 1 
Absrnom and Fnst/Acc in Section 1.5 and 

easily be called a Gen subject, an Abs object a Nom 
wil l refer to the case marked arguments as Erg/Gen, 
the remaining chapters. 



the difference depending upon the fonnulation of the parameter. This paper will show that the 

syntactic structure of huktitut is very much like Nom-Acc ianguages a d  that a special parameter 

is not needed to account for ia pattern of case and agreement. Chapter 3 shows what is wrong 

with each of these pararnetric accounts, and wïth the explanations by Bok-Bennema (1991) and 

Bittner (1994a) for the case marking in West Greenlandic. These five accounts are also unable 

to explain the case marking pattern in gerunds. Chapter 4 looks at gerunds in Inuktitut, and the 

analysis supports the assignment of case developed in Chapters 1 and 2. 

Lastly, the similarity of EroJGen case and pronominal affixes marking the Erg/Gen 

subject and possessor as noted in (5) for Inuktitut (see also Mallon (1 991), Johns (1987, 1992) 

and Murasugi (1992b)) is also observed in other languages (see Allen (1964) and Dixon (1974)). 

A sirnplistic description of Inuktitut as ergative does not explain why this parallel exists. First, 

the Erg/Gen case marker -up is the sarne for the thematic-subject of the clause as in (Sa) and for 

the possessor-subject for the NP as in (Sb) and (6a). Second, the agreement morpheme on the 

verb in ErgIGen-Abs/Nom IM>(icative) clauses and the possessor agreement morpheme on the 

Absrnom possessum are the same. For example in (6b) and (6c) the agreement marker -vu[ on 

the possessed N indicates a ln person plural possessor and -vur is also the agreement marker that 

is used to indicate a 1st person plural thematic subject in ErglGen-AbsMom IND clauses as in 

(6) a. [Taami-up qukiuti-nga] qai.jjuti.laur.tara (S II: p. 8) 
[TornmyErg rifle.3POSS(Abs)] come.BEN.PAST.IND lE/3 A 
1 came for Tommy's rifle (with that in mind)' 

b. [anaanakkuti.~~ t] nagligi.vavut (S 1: p. 57) 
[parents. 1 plPOSS(Abs)] love.IND 1 plEf3plA 
'we love our parents' 



c. [qimmi.vut] quinijukulu.u.lir.nit (S 1: p. 57) 
[dog.(pl)I pIPOSS(Abs)] pleasingly-and-hedthily-fatbe-sate-IND plA 
'our dogs are pleasingly and healthily fat' 

The derivation of agreement as well as the assignment of case are important in the explanations 

of various parameters posited for why a language has Erg-Abs or Nom-Acc case marking. 

Chapter 5 discusses the pattern of agreement on possessed NPs and in clauses, which will be 

shown ta support my analysis of case assignment in Inuktitut. 

Chapter 6 summarizes the analysis of ergativity in Inuktitut and relates the findings to 

other ergative languages. Since an explanation for case marking is prominent in the argument 

presented in this paper, the rea of this introductory chapter will be a theoretical overview of Case 

Theory within the generative gramrnar paradigm from Chomsky (I986a) to the Minimalist 

Program. Bnefly, case is important because I show in Chapter 2 that a sentence will have 

Erg/Gen-Absrnom case marking as in (7a) if the speaker intends to pick out a panicular entity 

and AbsMom-InstlAcc case marking as in (7b) if the speaker is not picking out a particular 

object (Manga 1994% 1996). 

Erg/Gen-Abs/Nom 
(7) a. taanna ikaju-lauq-tara 

that-one-here(Abs) help.PAST.IND 1 E/3 A 
I helped that person here 

Absrnom-InsVAcc 
b. taatsuminga i kaju-lauq-tunga 

that-person-here-Inst help.PAST.IND I A 
1 helped that person here 

When the speaker picks out a particuiar entity the object moves outside the VP to take wide 



scope.' ï h e  objea moves to [Spec, Tl where it checkslgets Abs/Nom Case and the subject 

rernains inside the VP where it checkslgets Erg/Gen case in [Spec, VI. When the speaker does 

not pick out a particular individual, the object remains inside the VP and the subject moves to 

[Spec, Tl where it checkdgets Absrnom Case. The object will then get IndAcc Case. The 

assignmendchecking of Abs/Nom and InnlAcc cases in Inuktitut can now be seen to be the same 

as case assignment is assurned to be within a system of universal grammar. "In some languages, 

Case is morphologically realized, in othen not, but we assume that it is assigned in a unifonn 

way whether morphologically realized or not. We assume that objective Case is assigned to the 

object of a verb and nominative Case to the subject of a finite clause, and that prepositions assign 

oblique case to their objects." (Chomsky 1986a: 74). This description of case assignment does 

not mention Gen Case. Genitive case is also structural (cf. Miyagawa (1993). Liben (1992)) and 

in Inuktitut genitive case is the same as ergative and would also be structural. Following the 

Mini mal in Program, these structural cases are also checkedlassigned in a Specifier-head relation. 

In accusative languages Nom and Acc are considered to be structural cases, while Gen 

rnay or may not be. In ergative languages since the following cases are equated: Abs=Nom, 

Inst=Acc, and, in some ergative languages. Erg=Gen, are Abs, Inst and Erg structural cases? The 

issue is important for empirical reasons if it can explain why certain arguments have the 

particular cases they do and exhibit perhaps cenain movernent constraints. And it is of 

theoretical importance in the organization of language. The focus in Section 1.2 (Case Theory 

in Govemment and Binding Theory (GB) as presented in Knowledge of Language (Chomsky 

'Bittner (1987) describes the scope propenies of AbsRJom objects and objects wïth 
Inst/Acc case, but does not provide an account for why these scope propenies exist. 



1986a)) and Section 1.3 (modifications to the syntactic mode1 used in Knowledge of hnguage 

and the effect on Case Theory) is thus on Gen case. Section 1.4 describes case marking in the 

Minimalist Approach. Section 1.5 analyzes case marking in Inuktitut, and is thus able to relate 

the case marking in accusative and ergative languages. Section 1.6 is a summary of the 

discussion of case and gives an outline of the following chapters. 

1.2 Case in Government and Binding Theory 

This section describes how Case is handled in Government and Binding (GB) Theory as  outlined 

in Chomsky (1986a). The focus is on Gen case since it was considered an inherent rather than 

structural case, and since Gen=Erg in Inuktitut and in other ergative languages. Examples of Gen 

N P s  in English are provided in (8). (9) and (10). An NP with Gen case cm be base generated 

in subject position with 8-roles such as possessor6 in (€la), and agent in (8b) and (9a), or it can 

be an NP argument that has moved to the Spec(ifier) position as in (8c) and (9b), or even an 

adverb as in (8d). NP arguments in complement position of an N as in (10) and of an adjective 

as in (1 1 b) are also considered to get Gen case through O/-insertion 

(8) a. John's book (C 1986a) 

b. their destruction of the city (C I986a) 

c. the ciry's destruction (C 1986a) 

d. yesrerday's destruction of the ciy by the Romans (F & S: 142) 

%ere is no consensus on where possessor NPs and possessive 's are generated. For 
example, Fukui and Speas (1986: 152) and Lobeck (1991) would have the 's in D (Le., die head 
of a functional projection) with Johfi moving from [Spec, NI to [Spec, Dl. Liben (1 992) has 
possessive 's in K (the head of the syntactic case phrase KP) or in P (the head of the semantic 
case phrase PP) with the D head empty; and the NP possessor in [Spec, KI or [Spec, Pl. 



(9) a. [John's reading the book] disturbed me (C 1986a) 

b. John's having been appointed (C 1986a) 

(10) a the destruction of the city 

b. the appointment of John 

N heads can have Gen NP subjects (8), and gerunds can have Gen NP subjects (9). But adjectives 

cannot have an NP argument in [Spec, AdjP] and getting Gen as in (1 la). 

(1 1) a *John's proud (C 1986a) 

b. proud of John 

Note that the entire NP gets Gen as s h o w  in (12) from Fabb (1984: 85). 

(12) [the capital of Italyl's greatest hem 

Case Theory as outlined in Chomsky (1986a) will now be presented.7 The Case Filter 

requires phonetically realized NPs to have case. Although John io be the winner in (13) gets 

Nom case from Infl, the NP John cannot get Case, and hence the sentence is ungrammatical. 

(13) '[John to be the winner] is unlikely (C 1986a: 186 (258viii)) 

The Case Filter is NOT stated as nouns are required to have case since nominal expressions 

without noun heads such as gerunds, infinitivals and prepositional phrases also need to be in case 

marked positions as in (14) (see Chomsky (1986a) p. 21 7 fn 122). 

(1 4) a [John's winning) is unlikely 

b. [for John to win] is wlikely 

7 For descriptions of Gen case assignment within the GB framework which distinguish 
possessive 's from the Gen case marker 'S. see M. Anderson (1983) and Fabb (1984). See also 
Liben (1992) who distinguishes possessor 's as a semantic case from genitive 's as a syntactic 
case. For an overview of case from the Iate 1960s up to the Minimalist Program, see Webelhuth 
(1  995). 



le] is the best place for that typewriter 

The Case Filter is stated in ternis of the visibility condition given in (1 5) (Chomsky (1 986a): 94). 

(1 5 )  Visibility Condition: an NP can receive a h o l e  only if it is in a case marked position or 
linked' to a case marked position. 

fhe important issue that this papa is concemed with is how Case, in particular genitive, 

is assigned. "Case is unifonnly assigned under go~ernment"~ (Chomsky 1986a: p. 188). "If the 

category a has a Case to assign, then it may assign it to an element that it govems" (p. 187). 

Case Theory distinguishes two types of case assignment: Structural Case and Merent Case. For 

inherent case rnarking, it is aiso necessary to distinguish case assignment from case realization. 

Structural Cases are objective and nominative." They are "assigned in tenns of S- 

structure position" (p. 193) and are "assigned independently of e-marking". V and the Agr in Infl 

assign structural case. Exhmples of the assignment of Objective Case are show in (1 6).  In 

(16a) the transitive verb govems the NP argument and assigns objective case to NP, to its 

6'Linking' is to handle those cases where an argument has a 8-role but is not in a case 
marked position. An expletive is in a case marked position which is linked to the argument with 
a 8-role. This linking occurs at D-Structure and throughout the derivation. Since (14b) and (14c) 
are not really NPs it would be more appropriate to word the Visibility Condition as "an XP ..." 
or "an argument ..." 

9The definition of govemment in Chomsky (1986a) refers to the maximal projection. 

l0Chomsky (198 1: 171) considers Gen assigned to (Spec, NP] a structural case. See Blake 
(1994) and the references cited therein who consider Nom, Acc, Erg, Gen, and Dat(ive) as 
grammatical (syntactic) cases. Blake (p. 33) notes that syntactic cases often "encode a semantic 
relation or role" and "on the other hand there are situations where the so-called semantic cases 
encode a purely syntactic relation." An example of the latter is in passives where Abl(ative) 
marks former subjects. For a description of the differences between semanticAexica1 and 
syntactic cases in various theoretical framework, and for the difficulty in distinguishing 
semantic/lexical case from syntactic case see Libert (1 992). 



specifier DET and to its head N. 

(16) a [W V [NP DET [SN ---  ] ]  ] (C 1986a, eg. (259)) 

b. (for wohn to be the winner]] is unlikely (C 19864 eg. (26 1 i)) 

c. [for [&im to be the wimer]] is unlikely 

In (16b, c), the C f i  govems IP" and the specifier of IP. and assigns Case to the specifier (i.e., 

the subject John in (16b) and him in (16~)). 

Nominative Case is assigned by the agreement element in Infl (see p. 188). ï h e  

agreement element is coindexed with die subject, governs the subject since "they share al1 

maximum projections," and assigns Nominative Case to the subject Chomsky (1986b: 24) 

describes the relationship between the Agr element of Infl and the subject of IP as "SPEC-head 

agreement" and assumes that it is "a fonn of 'feature sharing' similar to 8-govemment-in fact, 

sharing of the features person, number, gender, Case, etc. ... when AGR is present [boldface 

mine]." In example (14a), repeated here as (1 7), [John's winning] gets Nom Case from Agr in 

Infl. 

(17) [John's winning] is unlikely 

Although nouns, like verbs. can assign a 8-role to their complements, nouns do not assign 

objective case (see also van Riemsdijk and Williams (1986)). Even though the N govems the 

NP in (1 8b) and the IP in (19b), it does not assign Case to its complement. 

(1 8) a [, discovered [, America ]] 

b. [, discovery [, America ]] (C 1986a eg. (269)) 

(19) a. 1 believe [,, John to be the winner ] (C 19864 eg. (261iii)) 

"Note that CP and XP are C and S respectively in Chomsky (1986a). 



b. *the belief [, John to be the winner ] (C 1986% eg. (264i)) 

Noms, including bel&$ do not assign Acc case to their complements. Note that, in Engiish. 

epistemic verbs like believe are ECM verbs and do govem IP complements and rssign Acc Case 

to [Spec, IP] as in (19a) repeated here as (ZOa), whereas verbs usually govem CP complements 

and assign Case to [Spec, CP] and not to the subject of IP as in (20b). (See Chomsky (1986a): 

188-190-) 

(20) a 1 believe [John to be the winner] 

b. *I tried [John to be the wimer] 

Inherent Cases are oblique and genitive. They are arsigned at D-structure, and are 

associated with 0-rnarking (Le., a assigns inherent case to NP iff a &marks the NP). P assigns 

oblique case, and N and Adj assign genitive case. Chomsky (1986a: 202). following Kayne, 

suggests that in case-impoverished English, oblique case is not assigned by P. rather objective 

case is. The discussion of inherent case therefore focused on genitive case. 

As shown in (21), English can have GEN subjects (Zla) or GEN complements (21 b). 

Both (2 1 a) and (2 1 b) wouid be generated from the D-Structure in (2 1 c). 

(2 1 ) a. [the cityl's destruction (C 1986a: 192 (270ii)) 

b. the [destruction [of the city]] (C 1986a: 192 (270iii)) 

c. the [destruction [the city]] (C 1986a: 192 (270i)) 

In describing structural case assignment it was noted that nouns do not assign case to their 

complements. Yet nouns and adjectives, like verbs, have argument structure. This D-structure 

created is licensed, but the arguments need case and according to Case Theory, N and Adj do not 

assign Acc case to arguments. ï h e  problem is how do the B-role complements of N or P get 



case? There are two possible solutions descnbed for English: either (i) move-a and a genitive 

assignment rule yields (2 1 a), or (ii) oj-insertiod2 yields (2 1 b) (Chomsky l986a: 1 92). In English, 

Ns allow either solution (i) or (ii). but Adjs ailow only solution (ii) as shown in (228) versus 

(22b). with (22c) being the D-Structure. 

(22) a *John's proud 

b. proud [of John] (C 1986% (271ii)) 

c. proud [John] (C 1986% (27li)) 

Following Koopman (1984) and Travis (1984), Chomsky (1 986a: 193) remarks that it is 

expected that the direction of Case marking by lexical categories in a language would be uniform, 

which in English would be to the right. Hence genitive would be assigned to the nght in 

English. To account for the Gen case in (21a) on the lefi of the noun and Gen case in (Zlb) on 

the right of the noun (marked by of insertion), inherent case-marking must distinguish case 

assignment under govemment at D-S and case realization also under govemment but at S- 

structure. "The realization of genitive Case depends on S-structure positiont* (Chomsky 1986a: 

203). 

ïhus in (21 c), at D-structure the N desrnicrion govems and &marks the NP the ciry, and 

inherently case marks the NP the ci% and GEN case is assigned on its right. At S-sîructure, the 

N destruction govems the complement in (21 b) and the subject in (2 la); and GEN case is 

lZChomsky (1986a: 194) suggests that GEN case realization (Min complement position, 
POSS in subject position) is part of the periphery in Enghsh. The nile of +insertion is part of 
the grarnmar's periphery since i ts  insertion i s  restncted as s h o w  in the examples (see p. 191). 

(i) *the belief [, John to be the winner ] (C (264i)) 
(ii) *the belief [ of John to be the winner ] (c (266)) 

( i i i )  *there was [, killed (of) John ] (C (267i)) 



realized morphologically by ofinsenion on the complement or POSS-insertion on the subject 

position. POSS is inserted in the context in (23). 

(23) [ ,Np-]  (C 1986a: 195) 

"ïhe possessive element POSS is affixed to the subject of an NP, serving as the reaiization of 

Case for the NP to which it is affixed (p. 188). 

POSS insertion does not apply to Adj as in (22a) but it can apply to gerunds as in (24). 

(24) a [John's reading the book] disturbed me (C 1986a: (275ii)) 

b. John's having been appointed (C 1986a: p. 195) 

It is further pointed out that movement to the subject position for Case realization by POSS 

insertion is remicted (i) to a complement of a N as in (21a) and (ii) to the intemal argument of 

a passive gerund as  in (24b). 

Though Case realization c m  be to the left through POSS insertion or to the right through 

of-insertion, there is uniform marking of inherent Case by associating inherent Case and 8- 

marking as expressed in the Uniforrnity Condition in (25) (see Chomsky 1986a: (272)). 

(25)  Uniformity Condition: If a is an inherent Case-marker, then a Case-marks NP iff 
a &marks the chain headed by NP. 

So far the Uniformity Condition could be described as an S-Structure filter to ensure that a 8- 

marked NP can get inherent Case, and it was formulated to explain complements with Gen Case 

being either in situ or moved to the specifier position. However the UC is also used to explain 

Gen Case through POSS assignment on NPs that could not have been generated as complernents. 

In (26a) and (27a), John gets a possessional semantic role in the specifier structural position from 

the N and inherent geniti.de case is assigned to John which is realized by POSS insertion by the 

UC in (25). In (26b) and (27b). John gets an agent semantic role and inherent genitive case 



which is realized by POSS insertion by the UC in (25). "There are various controversial 

questions about these structures [(26)]; let us assume that they are settled in such a way as to 

satise the unifonnity conditiontt (Chomsky 1986a: 195) (see also foomote 6). 

(26) a [John's story] disturbed me (C 1986a: eg. (27Si)) 

b. [John's reading the book] disturbed me (C 1986a: eg. (27Sii)) 

(27) a John's reconstnxction(s) of an 18th-century village (C 1986s: eg. (276i)) 

b. John's reconstruction of the crime (C 1986a: eg. (276ii)) 

The important issue dealt with so far is how Case is assigned. Case is assigned under 

govemment. Structural Case is assigned at S-Structure by V or by Agr in M L .  Inherent Case 

is assigned at D-Structure by N or Adj (or geninds) to an NP to which it assigns a sernantic role. 

Inherent Case is reaiized at S-S either as POSS insenion to a specifier position or as ofinsemon 

to a complement position. So a tangential issue that was raised is what is case marked, the NP 

itself or the position. 

Inherent Case is marked on the NP and not on the position (for discussion see Chomsky 

1986a: 199). Whether one considers assignment at D-Structure or realization at S-Structure, both 

involve marking the NP and not the position. First. at D-Structure Case assignment is to the NP 

itseif and not to the position of the NP. For example in (28), Case is assigned at D-S to the NP 

the c iv  and moves with the NP. If Case were assigned at D-S to the NP position and remained 

on e when the NP moves, then in the CHAIN [the city, el the last element would be case marked 

violating the last reson idea that an NP moves to get Case. (That is, for any CHAIN C=(a,, ..., 

a,,), a, is case-marked.) 

(28) [,, the city][,. destruction el 



Second, Case realization is on the NP where it is at S-Structure. 

In summary, case was not assigned in only one type of syntactic configuration. Structural 

cases were assigned at S-Structure and inherent cases were realized at S-Structure. Nom case was 

assigned by Agr in Infl to its specifier under govemrnent in a Spec-head relationship, and 

structural Acc case was assigned by the V by goveming its complement Inherent Gen case was 

realized at S-Smicture on an NP assigned a 0-role, satisfying the Unifonnity Condition. 

Although V assigns a theta-role to its complement and assigns Acc. Acc was considered structural 

and not inherent case. Gen case was descnbed as being assigned at D-Structure to the right, but 

it also seems it would have to be assigned to the lefi for possessor and agent subjects which 

would not be generated on the right. R e d  that Chomsky (1986a: 195) describes the structures 

with possessor and agent Gen subjects as controversial with respect to case assignment. and that 

satisQing the Uniformity Condition is what matters. The Unifonnity Condition appears to act 

like a Case Filter to ensure that if an NP is assigned a 8-role it can get case, which would be by 

the 8-role assigner." 

The next section describes the effect on the assignment of case with the introduction of 

functional projections AgrP and DP. These functional projections became the locus for case 

assignment in a Spec-head relation when the lexical head moved to the functional head and the 

argument moved to the Spec of the functional projection. 

"For a discussion of the Unifonnity Condition, see Webelhuth (1995). The UC is usually 
referred to as an NP being marked with case so that its 9 role is visible. 



1.3 Case Assignment and Modified Syntactic Structure 

The maximal projections used in Chomsky (1986a: 161) are shown in (29). 

(29) a- r, COMP [s NP [IN, [w V --- 1 1 1 1 

b. [NP DET N ... ] ] 

INFL, the head of the sentence, contained the two features: tense and agreement Inflection was 

subsequently split into two nodes-one for tense and one for agreement, with agreement 

dominating VP (Pollock (1 989)). Chomsky (1989), citing manuscripts by Pollock (1988) and by 

Kayne (1988) on past paniciple agreement in Romance languages, agreed that tense and 

agreement be split but suggested that morphoiogical evidence shows there is a subject agreement 

node dorninating the tense phrase. Thus Pollock's [, [,,, [, ] ] ] should be [,, [AHol, [, 

] ] ] 1. Structural case was then correlated with Agr and reflected a govemment relation between 

an NP and an Agr head (government being defined within an xMa). Nom case is associated 

with subject-verb agreement and is determined by the Spec-head relation as s h o w  in (30a). Acc 

case is associated with object-verb agreement and is determined by the Spec-head relation as in 

(30b) or the (adjoined to AgrP)-head relation as in (30c). 

(30) a- [A,,,, NP, [A,, VJ Agrs 1, -4 t,--- 1 1 1 

b- [A,,,, NP, [,,,O+ V, 4% [VP t, tl 1 1 1 

c- [*GR.P [*GROP L i R O *  VJ Agro [w fi t1 1 1 1 1 

This structure "would be assurning that AGR-O is present even for non-transitives" 

(Chomsky 1989: 57). Note however that objects, even if present, would not have to raise to AgrP 

at S-structure. For example in (3 la) (Chomsky (1989) using examples from Kayne (1 988)). the 

NP object in French does not raise and there is no agreement. 



(3 1) a. Paul a repeint (*repeintes) les chaises 

b. Paul les a repeintes 

In (31b) the clitic in French Mses to AgrP where there is govemrnent by Agr, and there is 

agreement. Thus there would still need to be Acc case assigned under govemment by a V to its 

cornplement. 

Koopman and Sponiche (1991)". describing the structural cases of Nom and Acc, 

distinguish "case assignment by agreement" which is a Speclead relation from case assignment 

under govemment Their definition of govemment (1 991 : 229-230) refers to the minimal first 

branching node. so that a head X c m  govem its complement YP but not the specifier of XP. 

There is parametrk variation in case assigners so that both Nom and Acc could be wigned under 

the reflex of agreement or under govemment. A language does not have to choose either case 

by agreement or case under government. For exampie, in Dutch postpositions are agreement case 

assigners and prepositions are governor case assigners. Nom does not have to be assigned in a 

Spec-head relation. In English there is subject-verb agreement and Nom is assigned by 

agreement. Irish and Welsh have VSO word order, and the V (Le., V+I) does not agree with the 

subject, and if aspect or negation is present the subject moves past them to be adjacent to (V+I). 

Thus in Irish and Welsh Nom case is assigned under government. 

The discussion so far has related an expansion of the functional projections of VP, in 

particular the splitting of IP into Agr,P, fP and AgroP. to the effect on the assignment of the 

structural cases Nom and Acc. Nom could be a reflex of Spec-head agreement between the 

l'In Koopman and Sportiche (1991) the IP node dominates the VP, rather than iP being 
split into an AgrP and a TP. Since their focus is the position of subjects, the node label is not 
relevant in their discussion of case which also focuses on Nom case. 



subject which has moved to [Spec, Agr,P] and the head Agr, as in English; or Nom could be 

assigned by the head Agr, to its complement (the subject has moved to Spec position of its 

complement) and there would be no agreement as in Irish and Welsh. Acc could be a reflex of 

Spec-head agreement between the object which has moved to A g r g  with object-verb agreement 

as with French object clitics; or Acc could be assiped by V to its complement and there would 

be no agreement as in French object NPs and in English." 

The NP projection was dso expanded to be headed by a DP functional projection (cf. 

Hellen (1 986), Fukui and Speas (1 986), Abney (1987), Lobeck(l99 1)) as s h o w  in (32a). 'The 

Det(erminer) was no longer [Spec. NP] as show in (29b) and repeated here as (32b). but now 

headed the DP. 

(32) a* 1,P Spec 1, D [NP Spec [S. 1111 

b- [NP Det [S. N 11 

The structure in (32a) was funher modified to include a higher functional projection Ke (cf. 

Fukui and Speas (1986), Lamontagne and Travis (1987)). The NP projection as in (33a) now 

parallels the VP projection (abstracting away from the split of the IP) as in (33b). 

(33) a- [KP [K. K [DP [D [,P S P ~ C  [Y N 111111 

b- [CP [c C (1, (1. 1 [w Spec [v V 111111 

Mohammad descnbes the similarity between the iP and DP constructions (see also Valois 

(1991) for French and English). If the V moves to 1, there is VSO word order and there is no 

agreement as the verb agrees with the expletive S generated in [Spec, IP]. If the 1 lowers to V. 

15Note that another important change is the generation of subjects in a VP intemal 
position, i.e., as [Spec, VP] (cf. Speas 1986, Zagona 1988). 



there is S V 0  word order with agreement between the subject and verb. There are the same two 

parallels within the DP: N cm raise to D, or D cm lower to N. In the former there is Gen case 

marking on the subject adnominal as in the Arabic examples in (34). 

(34) a. kitaab-u 1-waiad-i b. kitaab-u walad-in 
book-NOM the-boy-GEN book-NOM boy-GEN 
'the boy's book 'a boy's book' 

And in the latter, D lowers and cliticizes to the last member of the 'construct state' construction 

as shown in (35) where the definite article or- has cliticized to the Iast NP. 

(3 5) taawilat 9amrnat zawjat ar-rajul 
table-FEM aunt-FEM wife-FEM the-man 
'the man's wife's aunt's table' 

In summary with the expansion of functional projections, case was assigned by the head 

of a functional category: Nom by Agr,, Acc by Agr, and Gen by D. For example, Waite (1 994) 

descnbes, for Maori, the head D assigning Gen to the [Spec, NP] on its right, whether or not the 

head N rnoves to D. As noted earlier in the description of English there are two ways of 

assigning Gen: POSS assignrnent as in the ciry's destnrction or of-insenion as in the destruction 

of the ciry. Other languages that have two ways of assigning Gen include, e-g.. German as in das 

Buch des Mannes 'the man's book' and das Lied von der Erde 'the Song of the earth', Hebrew 

(Ritter 199 1 ), Nonuegian (Taraldsen 199 1 ), and Arabic (Mohammad 1 988)16. One strategy 

involves the head N moving to D and D assigning Gen to its nght. The second strategy does not 

rnove the head N to the DP. and has the N assigning Gen case. Other languages such as Inuktitut 

- - -- 

I6Ritter (1991) uses the two functional projections DP heading a Num(ber) P(hrase). 
Taraldsen (1991) does not label the highest functional projection, calling it XP. His XP 
dominates the DP which in turn dominates NP. Moharnmad (1988) has only a DP dominating 
the NP. What they cal1 their functional projections is not important for the discussion. 



assign Gen (=Erg) to both adnominals (see Chapter 4). 

In Section 1.2 it was the lexical head (V, 1 or N) that assiged case (though it was the 

Agr features in 1 that were considered to assign Nom). In this Section, with the addition of 

functiond projections (AgrP and DP), it was the functional head (Agr or D) that assigned case. 

In the next section we will see the switch back to lexical heads, however, they check rather than 

assign the case. In the early Mihimalist Program we will see that the lexical head moves to the 

functional head and, in a Spec-head relation, checks the case of the NP that has moved to the 

Spec of the functional projection. Witb the elimination of the Agr functional projections," the 

Iexicai head 

1.4 Case in 

1.4.1 Early 

checks the case of the NP in a Spec-head relation in the TP or VP projections. 

the Minimalist Program 

Minimalist Program 

In the Minimalin Program (Chomsky 1992, 1994, 199Sa; Lasnik 1993). a linguistic expression 

satisfies the two interface levels: a~iculatory-perceptual (PF, Le., phonetic form) and conceptual- 

intentional (roughly equivalent to LF, Iogical form). D-structure and S-structure are no longer 

relevant levels, and head government is no longer appIicabIe. The Case Filter becomes an 

interface condition at LF (Chomsky 1992: 14). The lexical items (LI) V and N are drawn from 

the lexicon, and are merged fully inflected (Le., V with tense and agreement, and N with number 

and case) with other LIS into binary branching structures. Case is checked in a Spec-head 

'7Chomsky (1 99Sa) is non-commital about the natus of the DP as a functional projection. 

22 



relation either at ~pell-out" or in LF. Similar checking processes would also apply within a DP 

with case being checked internally. Chomsky (1992). (1995a) and Lamik (1993) discuss the 

checking of the structural cases Nom and Acc, and Chomsky and Lasnik (199Sa) maintain the 

distinction between Nom and Acc being structural and Gen being an inherent case. Gen is 

assigned by the [+NI feature in N and A, with of-insertion before the complement adnominal. 

Only if a 8-roIe is assigned can inherent (Gen) case be assigned as illustrated in their examples 

in (36). 

(36) a. * my proof of John to be here (C & L: eg (292b)) 

b. my proof of the theorem (C & L: eg (295b)) 

In (36a) proof does not assign a O-role to John. so cannot assign inherent case to John. But in 

(36b) proojassigns a 8-role to theorem and can assign Gen. 

fhe  structural cases Nom and Acc are checked in a Spec-head relation in the appropriate 

Agr projection. Agr and T are not lexical items but have N and V features that are erased when 

checked. The checking domain of a head X is illustratedt9 in (37) where [ ] indicates items that 

could be checked by X (see the written description in Marantz 1995: 365). 

leSpell-out is roughly equivalent to S-structure in GB (Govemment and Bznding). 
Language is assumed to be derivational in the sense that language wembles (Chomsky 1995a). 
and Spell-out is the point in the derivations where the two levels, PF and LF. separate in the 
sense that what happens at one level does not affect the other level. In later refinements to the 
Minimaiin Program. Chomsky (199Sa) describes Case as being a [-Interpretable] feature which 
thus disappears at LF. 

leThe positions for checking Fs such as case on NPs were originally the same (a Spec- 
head relation) regardless of whether the checking was overt or covert. Later refinements to the 
Minimalist Program differentiate oven F checking as a Spec-head relation from covert F checking 
which involves adjunction of the Fs to the target head (see Chomsky 1995a: 271). 



Strong features must be checked before PF. T adjoins to ~gr,'O and the NP subject moves to the 

specitier of Agr, where the Nom case of the NP is checked by T in [,,, T Agr,] in a Spec-head 

relation. Similarly V adjoins to Agr, and the object NP moves to the specifier of Agr, where 

the Acc case of the NP object is  checked by V in [,,,, V Agr,] in a Spec-head relation. If the 

N features in Agr are strong the NP will move to [Spec, Agr] at Spell-out for checking, while 

if V features in Agr are strong the V moves at Spell-out for checking. NP movement and V 

movement are independent, but note that T checks Nom case and V checks Acc case in 

functional projections. 

An example illustrating case checking is in embedded clauses in Modem Greek. Subjects 

in embedded clauses can have Nom or Acc case, depending upon whether the embedded clause 

is [+ tense] or [- tense], with case being assigned by the embedded T or the matrix V respectively 

(Iatridou 1993). In [+ tense] clauses the subject NP moves to [Spec, Agr,] and T moves to Agr, 

where T checks the case and Agr, checks the nominal features. The subject in the [wtense] 

embedded clause (or an object NP in a matrix clause) moves to the matrix [Spec, Agr,] and V 

20Agr is just a collection of a-features. and the subscnpts S and O in Agrs and Agr, are 
nmemonic devices to distinguish the higher AgrP associated with TP frorn the lower AgrP 
associated with VP. 



moves to Agr, where V checks the case and Agr, checks the nominal features. The checking 

of case and the checking of nominal (agreement) features are distinct operations, though both 

occur in a Spec-head relation. For example in (38) the past participie is in a Speclead 

agreement relation with the subject but the subject has Nom case from T in Agrs. 

(38) a Ils sont battus 

b. p a r i e  et Louise] sont venues 

In the early minimalist papers (Chomsky (1992)). the Iexicon is projected into binary 

branching trees, and the ordenng of the functional projections [*,,, [,, k,,, [, ] 1 ] ] is 

maintained. However in Chomsky (1 994, 1995a) X-bar structure is no longer a given p a ~ ~  of the 

structure that is there before a movement occurs; rather X-bar structure is built up through 

generalized transformations. Nevertheless Chomsky (1994) d l 1  assumes that there are two 

agreement heads separated by tense, that is. [Agr, [T [Agr, [ ... 1 ] 1. Thus there are two 

agreement heads and which agreement head is active'' detemines the difference between Nom- 

Acc and Erg-Abs languages (Chomsky 1992, 1993, Bobaljik 1993). If Agr, is active, the single 

NP will have similar case and agreement properties to the subject of transitive clauses, Le., it 

be a Nom-Acc language. If Agr, is active. the single NP in intransitive sentences will have Abs 

agreement like the object in transitive clauses, Le., the language will be Erg-Abs. 

This parameter is based on the idea that only crossing paths from movement of NPs to 

check case is allowed in language. The argument in Chomsky (1993: 18-19) is that both the 

subject and object are in the sarne minimal dornain and equidistant to Agr,; so either the subject 

21 This parameter is discussed, and rejected. in Chapter 3 Section 3 -2. It is also discussed 
in Sections 1.4.2 and 1.4.3. 



or object could move to [Spec, Agr,], but only the object does. If subj + [Spec, Agr,] as in 

(39a), the wrong derivation obtains. Suppose subj + [Spec, Agr,] and V -, Agr,. A Chain (V, 

t,,) is fonned with the minimal domain {subj, ts, obj). But the objea can't raise since the subject 

in [Spec, Agrol is already there blocking the movement, so the object would have to raise to 

[Spec, T] or the higher AgrP. If [,,, V A g  ] + T (or Agr,), a Chain (V, t,', t,,) is fonned with 

the new minimal domain which doesn't include ts or object Thus the object can't move and is 

"frozen in place". Hence the object must move to [Spec, Agr,] as in (39b) where V + Agr, and 

obj + [Spec. Agr]. The Chain (V, t,) is formed with the minimal domain {obj, subj, to}. The 

subject and object are equidinant and the subject can move to [Spec, Tl. 

(39) a. Wrong denvation (Nested Paths) b. Correct derivation (Crossing Paths) 

T fi Agrf \ T AgrP 

n \ 
subj Agr' \ 

\ 
\ 
\ 

V Agr 

O bj 
n 

Agr' 

Thus a crossing path produced by movement of the subject and object NPs for checking 

is the only permissible option in language. Since the case of the subject is checked by T in Agr, 

and the case of the object by V in Agr,, Nom and Erg subjects are associated with T/Agrs and 

Acc and Abs objects with V/Agr, as in (40). 



(40) Accusative Ergative 
T ( A m  Nom Erg(=Gen) 
v (Agrd Acc Abs(=Nom) 

In accusative languages the only argument in intransitive sentences has Nom while in ergative 

languages it has Abs. a parameter is fonnulated to account for this difference and is given 

informally in (41). 

(41) In accusative languages Ag?, is "active" A i l e  in ergative languages Agr, is "active". 

1.4.2 Later Minimalist Program 

The major change in the Minimalist Program in Chomsky (l99Sa: Section 4.10) is the elimination 

of Agr functional projections. This section describes how case is checked without an AgrP. 

Although Chomsky did not consider the effect on the parameter just described, where accusative 

languages have an "activet' Agrs while ergative laguages have an "active" Agr,, this section also 

considers the effect of the loss of Agr projections on this parameter. 

An important idea in the Minimaiist Program is procrastination," that is, "Delay 

performing a necessary operation wtil LF, except to prevent a PF violation" (Lasnik 1993: 8). 

Since morphological features are the driving force of movernent. strong features will need to be 

checked at Spell-out, while weak features need not be checked until LF. This difference between 

oven and covert feature checking is manifea in different types of movement possible for 

Z2EarIier cornputational pnnciples (greed, procrastinate, shonest move, shonest derivation, 
economy) are really just descriptive properties of the language. These principles involved a sense 
of 'look ahead' and an evaluation of cornpetkg denvations, but these principles are no longer 
needed. l ook  ahead' and 'evaluate derivations' are avoided and the propemes of language that 
these computational principles expressed are by-products of either Attract/Move or of the 
morphological propenies of heads. (From a talk by Chomsky, the invited speaker at NELS, 
Harvard/MiT, Oct. 27-29, 1995.) 



checking (see note 19). Oven checking pied pipes dong enough materid for convergence at PF 

and can be either adjunction of a head to another head or rnovement of an XP fonning a specifier 

position." For example. the subject moves to [Spec, f l  and T checks Nom case. Coven 

checking involves movement only of fonnal features (FF) as illustrated in (42). 

The case of both the subject and object are checked at LF: FF(Nom) by T and FF(Acc) by Vb. 

Whereas Fs on arguments (e-g., case) require movement for checking, Fs on non- 

arguments can be checked in situ as in (43) (examples from Chomsky 1995a: 31 1) 

(43) a. 1 wonder [,, whether Q [ he left yet ] ] 

b. 1 wonder [,, [* if Q [ he lefi yet ] ] 

c. there is a book on the table 

Merging of the feature Q in (43a) and (43b) creates a checking domain whereby whefher and i j  

can saris@ the strong Fs of Q in their base positions. In (43c) the expletive there is merged with 

T as [Spec, Tl and, in this base position, satisfies the strong EPP (Extended Projection Feanire) 

feature of T. 

Chomsky generally considers the strong Fs as being on a target which is functional 

(1995a: 232). Although he says (1995a: 266) that the strong F causing the movement cm be on 

23Multiple specifiers are allowed which permits the head to check the same case 
repeatedly. ïhis  is observed with Gen case in Japanese (see Section 1-4.4). and with Erg/Gen 
in Inuktitut (see Chapter 4). 



the target or on the element moved, he concludes (p. 378-9) by saying that there is "no reason 

to suppose that N or V, the basic substantive categories, have strong features. The strength 

property can be remicted, perhaps, to the nonsubstantive elements T and v that head the major 

projections within the clause, and to cornplementizers that serve as rnood-force indicators." 

A lexical entry (LI) contains intinsic features such as category (N, V) and [kamimate]. 

Optional features such as case and number for N and @-featum and tense for V are added either 

in the numeration (N, i) for the LI or when it is selected (Chomsky 1995a: 236). The object is 

n 
subj 

v 

v f i  obj 

selected with Acc and Merges with the V, the V projecting to v " ~ -  A Aight verb'" v is selected 

24Chomsky generates the VP as a Larsonian shell for transitive and unergative verbs 
(1 995a: Section 4.6). The external argument is assigned a causativelagent role by the combined 
V-VP. [Spec, v] "just is an external 8-role" (p. 347). Adjunction of V into v "is permissible if 
the target v is a light verb requiring a verbal affix. Independently, these conclusions are required 
by the propenies of 0-theory discussed earlier" [Le., V-VP assigns agent 8-role to extemal 
argument] (p. 321). 

d'- PAX 

V obj unaccusative unergative 
'John watches television' 'the man arrives' 'the man works' 



and Merged with V-. with v projecting. The subject is selected with Nom and Merges with 

the v, v projecting to SdU. T is selected and Merges with resulhng in the structure in (44) 

for a sentence such as John wotches television. 

Case checking in an accusative language like English, where the subjea is checked 

ovenly and the object covertly, proceeds as follows. T has a mong EPP feature (or the subject 

has a strong Nom feature) that requires oven checking. Conditions on Chain (CH) formation and 

the Minimal Link Condition (MLC) are part of the definition of movement, and hence mun be 

satisfied with MovdAmact of the subject to T. The CH conditions are given in (45) and the 

MLC in (46). 

(45) Conditions on Chains (Chomsky 1995a: 253-254) 

Movement for F checking must sari* the following three CH conditions: (i) movement 
is driven to check a morphological property. (ii) a CH (NP. t,,) is fomed in which NP 
c-commands its trace, and (iii) the CH is unifonn with respect to phrase structure status 
(i.e., al1 members of a CH are either X or XP). 

(46) Minimal Link Condition (Chomsky 199Sa: 3 1 1 )  

K attracts a only if there is no P, P closer to K than a, such that K attracts B. 

The subject is amacted to T and enters a Spec-head checking relation with T as in (47). This 

movernent satisfies the CH conditions in (45): movement is dnven to check strong EPP feature 

in T (or strong Nom feature in NP); the head of the chain (subject) c-cornmands its trace; both 

members of the CH are XPs. It dso satisfies the MLC in that the subject is closen to T; the 

object is either in a different domain €rom the subject (if V has not moved up to v), or if V has 

moved to v forrning Vb (=[, V v J), then both subject and object are in the same domain and 

equaily close to T except the object has Acc feature which could not enter into a checking 

relation with T and the MLC would be violated since the subject is equally close but has Nom. 



T~~~ x 
subj x. 

k. 
FF(obj) T 

A 

It mus  be the subject that moves to [Spec, Tl. Suppose the object were to move to [Spec, 

vhïa] checking Acc, then rnove to [Spec, Tl checking EPP of T, and the subject were to move 

to [Spec, T] checking Nom. This should be okay since multiple specifiers are allowed, and when 

V + v fonning [, V v ] both the subject and object are in the sarne domain and equidistant to 

the target. This however violates rules of economy since there are three steps in the derivation 

which means 3 violations of Procrastinate, while the alternative denvation in which the object 

moves to [Spec, vMU] checking Acc and the subject moves to [Spec. TI checking Nom and EPP 

involves only two steps and hence only two violations of Procrastinate. (See Chomsky 1995a: 

357). So the subject moves to [Spec. Tl checking Nom and EPP features and these two features 

on T are erased. 

It is assumed that V taises ovedy to v fonning Vb=[,V v]. In French where the Vb 

moves overtly to T and Acc is checked covenly. the FF(obj) adjoins to T at LF and Vb checks 

Acc. In Ianguages like English where the Vb only checks its Fs at LF, it is not clear whether Acc 

case on the object is checked by adjoining the FF(obj) to T at LF as with French, or Acc is 

checked by adjoining FF(obj) to Vb at LF before Vb adjoins to T. 



Section 1.4.1 rnentioned a pararneter for explaining the difference between accusative and 

ergative languages based on the existence of Agr projections, Le., in accusative languages Agrs 

is active and in ergative languages Agr, is active. Now that AgrP is no longer part of the 

structure, is the pararneter still vaiid? Given the Lanonian shell and V + v, the subject and 

object are in the same minimal domain of the CH (V-v, tv)- The obj -, [Spec, v] as in (48) 

since multiple specifiers are allowed. The object and subject are t i l l  in the same minimal 

domain and equidistant to T, so subj + [Spec, T], resulting in the expected crossing paths. 

There is the same account of T and V checking case as in (39b). Le., T checks the case of the 

subject and V checks the case of the object. 

However the parameter c a n o t  be expressed in ternis of which Agr is "active". The only way 

to express the case on the sole argument in intransitive sentences would be to Say that in 

accusative languages T is "active" while in ergative languages V is "active" or T is "NO? active". 

The next section will account for ergative case marking within the Minimalist Program, 

and in the process eliminate some of the stipulations that have been made. 



1.4.3 Abs (=Nom) Objtcts in the Minimalist Program 

In the Minimalist Prograrn movement mus be for checking and sari* the CH conditions and 

the MLC. We also saw that feature checking could take place in situ as in (43) with the Q and 

EPP features. With respect to F-checking taking place in situ in (43). Chomsky (1 99%: 3 L 1-3 12) 

stipulated that arguments mua move to have their Fs checked, otherwise the subject in situ would 

be checking the case F of the verb and the subject would have to be Acc. In this section I show 

that a Minimalist Prograrn accomt of case marking in accusative languages can a h  apply to 

ergative languages, and 1 show that the stipulation (that arguments have their case feature 

checked when the argument heads a nontrivial chain) is not required. 

In earlier VP structures (and the VP-intemal subject hypothesis) the subject and object 

were in the same minimal domain. With the Larsonian shell that Chomsky adopts in (1995a), 

V + v, thus the subject and object will also be in the same minimal domain. Therefore I will 

not use the extra mucture in Larsonian shells posited for transitive and unergative verbs. Section 

1 -4.2 expl ained ho w a transitive sentence in accusative languages is derived in the Minimalist 

Program. Figure (494  illustrates ho w a transitive sentence in ergative languages is denved. 

subj 
Erg 

V O bj 
Abs 

obj 

In ergative languages, the object is selected with Abs case and meqes with the V; the subject 



is selected with Erg and merges with the VP; T is selected and merges with VP and T projects. 

Figure (49b) illustrates feanire checking for ergative languages. If we assume that 

arguments must rnove to have their Fs checked, then the subj -P [Spec, VI and checks F(Erg) 

against the F(Erg) in the verb. This movement is permissible since it satisfies the CH conditions 

(movement for morphologicai checking, NPs c-commands i a  trace, CH is unifonn) and the MLC 

(there is no closer NP that has the F to be checked by V). In (49b) both the subject and object 

are in the same minimal domain (subj, t,, object} and hence equidistant from T. Thus the obj 

+ [Spec, T] where it checks Abs/Nom case and the EPP feature of T. The Erg subject could 

only block T from attractino, the Abs objea if the subject had a F that needed to enter a checking 

relation with T, which it doesn't. 

The movement of the subject to a second specifier of V and of the object to the Spec, T 

rnay look like "a nested path". However 1 suggest that it isn't really and that the subject does not 

need to move to check its case F as it can do so in situ since the subject is already in a Spec- 

head relation. There is only one movement. that of the object. Chomsky (1995a) assumed that 

if the subject was checked by V it would have to have Acc case and if the object was checked 

by T it would have to have Nom case (see, for example. p. 309, p. 371). In order to prevent the 

subject, which was already in a Spec-head checking relation with V, from checking the case 

feature of the V, Chomsky stipulated that the subject mun move to check its case (Le., that it 

needs to head a nontrivial chain) (see pp. 3 1 1-3 12, 3 52-3 54, 369). Thus this stipulation 

(Chomsky 1995a: 3 1 1-3 12) that Merge c m  allow F-checking of non-arguments while 

AttracüMove is required for F-checking of arguments is unnecessary. Strong features need ta 

be checked and if they are not in a checking relation then AttractMove will take place. 



The difference between accusative and ergative languages can be accounted for by which 

head checks the case of the subject and object, and Chapters 1 and 2 show why this does not 

need to be stated as a parameter. In Acc languages the Acc object is checked by the V, but in 

ergative languages the Abs (=Nom) object is checked by T. This is because the Abs object has 

a strong F that must be checked by Spell-out, whereas it need not be checked untif LF in 

accusative languages. Chapter 2 explains why an object is selected with Abs (=Nom) case and 

why it would cany a strong F. 

This description followed Chomsky (1995a) in adding Case (and other optional Fs) in the 

selection (or numeration) of LIS before they merge. Thus for Absrnom-Inst/Acc sentences in 

ergative languages as in (3b), repeated here as (50), the object would be selected with Inst/Acc 

case when it is merged with the V, and the subject with AbsiNom when it merges with vMa. 

(50) anguti tuktu-mik taku-juq 
man(Abs/Nom) caribou.Inst/Acc see.IND3 A 
'the man sees a caribou' 

This explanation, however, does not distinguish obliques from structural cases as both would be 

selected with case when merging takes place. By looking at proposals about case by Libert 

(1 994), Miyagawa (1 993) and Bittner (1 994a). and combining this with the case marking patterns 

in ergative languages, 1 will suggest a refinement as to where an argument is marked with case.25 

Libert, Mi-yagawa and Bittner al1 consider GenErg to be a structural case. Liben makes 

a distinction between syntactic and semantic case and asks (1992: 64-72) whether the structurai 

25Chomsky (199Sa: 275) notes that the Minimaiin Program assumes that Case and 
optional 0 features are added in nurneration (N, i) or selection, and that it would not cause 
complications for the Minimalist Program if some case and <D features are separate Lls with their 
o\sn projection. Based on Korean data, Yoon (1994) argues for syntax building up infiection 
rather than a fully inflected lexical item selected and features (tense, aspect, mood) checked. 



vs. inherent case distinction in Chomsky (198 1, 1986a) is the same as his syntactic vs. semantic 

distinction. He concludes that they do not correspond for three main reasons. Fira, structural 

case is supposedly assigned in certain structural positions, yet, for example, Gen case which is 

assigned in the structural position [Spec, NP] is described as  an inherent case. (Although note that 

Chomsky (1% 1) considered Gen as a structural case.) Second, structural case is supposed to be 

dissociated from 0 role assignment, yet a V assigns both a 0 role and Acc case to its complement 

and Acc is considered a structural case. Third. structural vs. inherent case is supposed to differ 

according to the level at which case is assigned: S-structure for structural case and D-structure 

for inherent case. Since it may not be possible to distinguish at which level case is assigned, 

Liben feels this is not a useful criterion to diainguish structural vs. inherent case for cornparison 

to his distinction. As we saw in the Minimalist Program in Section 1.4, both structural cases 

Nom and Acc involve case checking in a Spec-head relati~n,'~ so Libert's hesitation to equate 

structural with syntactic case and inherent with semantic case no longer holds and we will assume 

that smictural=syntactic case and inheren~semantic case. Liben uses syntactic tests to 

distinguish syntactic from semantic case and concludes that Nom and Acc are always syntactic 

as are sorne Gen, Dat and Inst cases. Gen subjects of NPs and gerunds, object argument 

genitives, and Dat and Ina causees are syntactic cases, while other Gen (including possessors), 

Dat (including Dat experïencen) and Inst are semantic. This grouping of Nom, Acc and Gen 

(Erg) as syntactic (=structural) cases corresponds with my analysis where Nom, Acc and Erg 

(Gen) are structural cases checked in a Spec-head relation. 

26Tho~gh if checking is coven only the formal features of the NP adjoin ta the head T 
or V for checking. 



Miyagawa (1993) describes Nom and Acc cases in Japanese as being checked at Spell-out 

and Gen NPs as moving to [Spec. Dl at LF for case checking. Miyagawa's analysis of the gdno 

conversion shows that the Gen NP in ~apanese" behaves as the structural cases and moves to 

have its case checked in a Spec-head relation in DP at LF. The Gen subject is in situ as in (5 la) 

and not as in (51b) where the Gen subject has raised since an S-adverb can occur to the left of 

the Gen subject as in (5  lc). Miyagawa (1993: 216) therefore assumes that al1 genitive phrase 

raising occurs at LF. 

( 5  1) a. [,, [, John-no tabeta ] piza ] 
[,, [, John-Gen ate ] pizza ] 

'the pizza John ate' 

(Mi: eg. 3) 

b. *[,, John,-no [Ip t, tabeta ] piza ] (Mi: eg. 5) 

c. [,, [, (kinoo) ( John-ka Mary ]-no kita ] riyuu ]-O osiete (Mi: eg. 13) 
[DP [IP (yesterday) [ John-or Mary 1-Gen came ] reason 1-Acc tell me 
'Tell me the reason why John or Mary came (yenerday)' 
reason ) [John or Mary]; [John or Mary] ) reason 

The evidence that the Gen NP moves at LF to check its case is based on asymmetries in 

scope readings with Nom vs Gen subjects in complex NPS" as in (Slc), and on movement 

conmaints of objects. The Gen subject in (5 1c) cari take wide or narrow scope over the head 

noun reoson with the former being the preferred reading; however, if the subject were Nom, 

*'In Japanese there is no agreement and case is marked on NPs with case 
markea/postpositions: gcr for nominative, O for accusative. ni for dative, no for genitive, w a  for 
topic. 

2BThe complex NPs that Miyagawa (1993) uses as evidence are not the same as complex 
NPs where the head of the relative clause corresponds to an argument position. In the latter there 
is Op(erator) rnovement and the Nom subject can have wide or narrow scope. 
[DP rCP Op, [IP John-ka Mary 1-ga ti katta ] ] han, 1-0 misete (Mi eg- (21)) 
rDP rCP Op, [D John-or Maiy ]-Nom t, bought ] ] book, 1-Acc show me 
'Show me the book that John or Mary bought' 
book ) John or Mary; John or Mary ) book 



[John-ka Marylga, it would be able to take only nanow scope with respect to the head N (see 

Miyagawa 1993: 21 7, eg. (12)). Scrarnbling an object [John-ka Mary]-O to the front of a relative 

clause with a Nom subject (see p. 221 eg. (17)) gives only the narrow scope reading; so the Gen 

subject must have moved outside IP at LF and into DP to take wide scope. When the cumplex 

NP contains negation and a quantifier subject, the quantifier subject with Nom case can only be 

interpreted as within the scope of negation (see p. 227 eg. (37)). However when the quantifier 

subject has Gen case (see p. 227 eg. (38)), the quantifier cm take wide scope or narrow scope 

with respect to negation. 

In the stative construction, the object as well as the subject cm have the gaho conversion. 

If the object has Gen case. it cannot move outside the IP if the subject has Nom case since the 

subject would locally c-command its trace (see Miyagawa, eg. (44)). In cornplex NPs with Acc 

objects, the Acc object cannot scramble pan a Gen subject since the Gen subject is in the original 

[Spec, V] position; however, the Acc object can scramble across a Nom subject (see p. 239, eg. 

(62) and (64)). And a Gen object also cannot scramble past a Gen subject (see p. 246, eg. (79)). 

Thus Gen is a structural case according to Miyagawa (1993) as well as to Liben (1994). 

Bitmer (1 994a) also treats Nom (Abs), Erg (Gen) and Acc as structural cases, distinguishing them 

from inherent cases. Bittner further distinguishes Nom from Erg and Acc, with Nom being an 

unmarked structural case and Erg and Acc being assigned2' marked structural case; and has 

arguments with inherent case (obliques) semantically selected, Le., selected marked with case. 

29Bittner has the rnarked structural cases Erg (Gen) and Acc assigned case in a "case- 
binding configuration". ïhis  is discussed in Chapter 3. Section 3.4 and Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4. 
The "case-binding configuration" approach is rejected because it is unduly complicated and does 
not account for the data as well as the approach in my study. 



However we must account for why Chomsky (199Sa) and Chomsky and Lasnik (1995) 

would consider Gen to be an inherent case, and why Abs is univeadly almost always unmarked 

(Dixon (1994), Blake (1994)). By looking at local Spec-head checking relationships within a 

Minimalia Frarnework, there is an explanation. Obliques are semantically selected, i-e., selected 

with their case. Other arguments would be selected without case. i n  ergative languages if the 

object is marked with a [+specific] feature it would have a strong F that mus be checked at 

Spell-out. This F requires wide scope and hence checking outside the VP which would be in the 

T projection. The subject remains in a local Spec-head checking relation with V. In accusative 

languages [+specific] is not a strong feature and the object remains inside the VP and can enter 

a local Spec-head relation with V. ï h e  subject would move to the T projection to check the 

strong EPP feature of T. What we see then is that the structural cases Erg and Acc are local to 

the VP lexical projection. An argument that enters a Spec-head relation with T is assigned 

unmarked Nom/Abs case. The intuitive difference between Nom and Acc being called structural 

versus Gen inherent is that both Nom and Acc need to move from their base argument positions 

for case assignment/checking, whereas a Gen argument can have its case assigned in situ since 

i t  is already in a Spec-head relation. In ergative languages when the object is not marked with 

a [+specific] feature it remains inside the VP and is assigned Acc. The subject moves to the T 

projection to check the strong EPP feature of T. The case on the non-specific object, however. 

is slightly different from Acc in accusative languages since it is not assigned in a Spec-head 

relation with V but is assigned with the "dummy" case marker -mi&. 

In summary, 1 suggest that LIS that are arguments are selected with case if they are 



oblique, and without case ~therwise.~* In the selection the speaker marks an object as [+specific] 

if he intends to pick out a particular entity. This F requires checking. In ergative languages this 

F is strong and so is checked at Spell-out by moving to the T projection. In accusative languages 

this F is not strong and thus is not checked until LF. Arguments that remain in the VP are 

assigned case inside the VP: ErglGen to the subject and AcJInst to the object. 

1.5 Application to Inuktitut 

It was noted in Section 1.1 exarnples (5) and (6), repeated here as  (52) and (53), that in Inuktitut 

the sarne case marker, -up, is used to mark a Gen NP and an Erg NP, and that the agreement 

patterns are the same. 

(52) a anguti-up tuktu taku.janga 
man.Erg/Gen caribou(Abs/Nom) see.IND3Ef3 A 
'the/a man saw the caribou' 

b. Maali-up anaana.nga (S 1: p. 60) 
MoIly.Gen/Erg mother.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'Molly's mother' 

c. [Taami-up qukiutimga] qai.jjuti.laur.tara ( S  iI: p. 8) 
[Tornmy.Erg/Gen rifle.3POSS(Abs/Nom)J come.BEN.PAST.IND 1 E/3A 
'1 came for Tommy's rifle (with that in mind)' 

(53) a. [anaanakkuti.vut] nagligi-vavut (S 1: p. 57) 
[parents. i plPOSS(Abs/Nom)] love.IM) 1 plEBplA 
'we love our parents' 

b. [qimrni.vut] quinijukulu.u.lir.tut (S 1: p. 57) 
[dog.(pl) 1 plPOSS(AbsRJom)] pleasingly-and-heal thily-fat.be.state.LND3pIA 
'our dogs are pleasingly and heaithily fat' 

30Bimier (1 995a) has obliques/inherent case semanticaily selected with case specified, but 
the marked muctural cases Erg and Acc are selected with an ernpty case head which is filled in 
in a case-binding configuration. The unmarked structural case Nom (Abs) is not really a case 
at alI, but is selected as a N P D P  that is not case bound. 



It was also noted that the term Gen could have just as easily been used to tefer to the NP with 

Erg case, that is, to the subjea of the transitive verb. In both the English and Japanese examples 

we see precisely this--Gen is the case term used to refer to the subject/possessor of an N as in 

(54), and to the in situ subject of a V as in the English gerund in (5Sa) and in the Japanese 

complex NP in (SSb). 

(54) a John's book 

b. [,, Hanako-no suugaku-no benkyoo ] 
[,, Hanako-Gen math-Gen studying ] 
'Hanako's nudying of math' 

(Mi: eg. 79a) 

(55) a [John's reading the book] diaurbed me 

b. [,, [,, Taroo-no nama-de tabeta ] sakana 1-wa maguro da (Mi: eg. 7) 
[,, [,, T aro-Gen raw ate ] fish ]-Top tuna is 
'The fish that Taro ate raw is tuna' 

Thus we will assume that in Inuktitut Erg and Gen are the sarne structural case. Dixon (1 994) 

mentions Lak (North-East Caucasian family) and Ladakhi (Tibeto-Burman family) as other 

languages where Erg and Gen are the same case. 

In Inuktitut there are four main mood phrases (declarative -v,"- (indicative) or -j/r- 

(participative), optative, and interrogative - v p )  and fi ve subordinate mood phrases (becausative 

-gag, condi tional -gu-, dubitative -mangaaq-, frequentive -jaraango-. and participial -lu-. -%u-) 

(cf. Mallon 1991, Dorais 1988). These mood phrase markers follow negation and are 

immediately followed by the agreement morphemes as in (56) where the mood is in boldface. 

1 will assume that it is the mood head that checks AbsNom case of its specifier, but will refer 



(56) a. iwi.u.jwiaksaq isumagi.1au.nngit.tara (S II: p. 89) 
you-be-that thought-have-as.PAST.NEG.IND 1 El3 A 
T didn't think it was you' 

b. tusalau.~gin.aakku (S 1: p. 78) 
hear.PAST.NEG.NEG-CAUS 1 E/3 A 
'1 haven't heard it' 

A verb and an abject are two lexical items. If the speaker intends to have the object 

make a specific reference, the object will be marked with a [+specific] feature when it is selected- 

The object and verb then merge with V projecting. ï h e  subject is selected and merged with the 

VP, with VP projecting. In Inuktitut the [+specific] feature is mong which requires checking at 

Spell-out.3' The object moves to the T projection where its mong [+specific] feature and the 

EPP feature of T are checked, and Nom/Abs is assigned to the object in a Spec-head relation as 

in (57a).'l The conditions on movement are satisfied, Le., the CH conditions (movement for 

morphological checking, object c-commands its trace, chain is uniform involving NPs) and MLC 

- -- 

"Tense is implied with the mood markers. Far example de Reuse (1992: 165) writes that 
"agentive verbs in the indicative mood automatically have a recent past tense implication--unless 
a tense-rnarking post-base or another mood cancels that implication. Thus neghuu, without any 
postbases, is 'he ate it', rather than 'he eats it'." See also Lowe (1985: 122) for Siglit. 

32The N o m / A b s  object has only a wide scope reading (Bimier 1994a) and has to move 
by Spell-out to take wide scope, whereas a NomfAbs subject doesn't take jua wide scope. The 
reason for the speaker marking an object is the topic of Chapter 2. 

"'The tree structures 1 use are head final (SOV) and not the SV0 pattern that Chomsky 
(199Sa: Section 4.8) explains as universal. Chomsky disagrees with Kayne as to the reason for 
the SV0 being universal. Kayne amibutes it to a Linear Correspondence Axiorn which falls out 
from X-bar phrase structure; while Chomsky, who has done away with X-bar structure as a 
primitive, derives the order by bare phrase structure requirements. However Chomsky (1995a: 
336) says S V 0  is only universal "if the complement is more complex than a single terminal". 
Since the lexical items in Inuktitut are affixes, the SOV order i s  not a violation of any 
universality that might exist. 



(the object and subject are in the same minimal domain and the subject doesn't have a feature 

that needs to be checked by T). The subject is in a Spec-head relation with V and is assigned 

Erg/Gen. 

(57) a TP b, TP 

A 
obj-mik V 

If the speaker does not intend to have the object make a specific reference, then the object 

is not marked with the feature [+specific] when it is selected. The object and V merge with V 

projecting. A subject is selected, and the subject and V projection merge. The object does not 

have a F that needs to be checked so stays within the VP and is assigned A c c h a  by insertion 

of a "dummy" postposition -mik as in (S8b). 

(58) a. asia sana-laur.mi-janga (S II: p. 130) 
ano ther-of-a-different-kind(AbsMom) work.PAST.also.IND3 E/3 A 
'He made another one of a different kind' 

b. asia.nik pi-jumajunga (S II: p. 130) 
another-of-a-different-kind.Inst/Acc something.want.IND 1 A 
'1 want another one of a diffetent kind' 

The subject moves to the T projection where it enters a Spec-head relation with T and is assigned 

Nom/Abs case, and checks the EPP feature of T. The conditions on movernent (CH conditions 

and MLC) are satisfied. insertion of the dummy postposition -mik explains its ambiguous nature. 

On the one hand r i k  marks the object of a verb, and on the other hand -mik patterns like 

locative postpositions -mi 'in, on, at', -mir 'from, than (cornparison)' and -mut '10, agent (in 



passive), with (instrument)'. In Section 1.1 -mik was described as being referred to as Mod or 

Inst or Acc. Spalding (1 993 II: 179) describes Acc as not a very suitable tenn but better than 

Mod since the NP is an object. Like the locative postpositions -mi, -mir and -mut, -mik nasalises 

preceding consonants and has a variant -nzk (-ni, -nit and -nui) that is used if the NP is possessed 

or non-singular. 

Miyagawa (1993) described Gen in iapanese as being checked at LF since both wide and 

narrow scope readings were possible. In Ciassical Tibetan, another ergative language, it appears 

that Erg subjects cannot take wide scope over negation. For example, in an Erg-Abs sentence 

with the negative particle mi- 'not', Beyer (1992: 242-2431 says "it is only the occurrence of an 

event that can be denied not the identity of a thing or the extent of a quality." f h u s  (59a) denies 

that the killing took place, and doesn't mean that the enemy was killed but the king didn't do it. 

( 5 9 )  a. rgyal-po-s dgra ma-bsad 
king.Erg enemy(Abs) NEG.kilI(PAST) 
'the king did not kill the enemy' 

b. the king didn't kiil the enemy. 

The English counterpart in (59a), however, has two readings. When the subject has narrow scope 

with respect to negation (which is LF movement of NEG), then the proposition is denied. But 

there is also the reading from the in s i m  positions where the subject has wide scope with respect 

to negation where the enemy was killed but can deny that the king did it. Thus h i l e  Nom 

subjects in accusative languages could have two readings, in ergative languages an ErgGeen 

subject has only the one (nanow scope) reading. However, if the Erg subject has a quantifier, 

it can take wide or nanow scope (see Chapter 2). 

So far 1 have discussed the case marking on arguments of verbs. Now 1 look at the case 



marking on adnominals. Gen case is assigned to arguments of a N as in (60) and to in situ 

subjects of a V in Japanese as in (61) and gerunds in English as in (62). 

(60) a [,&ary-no nihon-de-no suugaku-no benkyoo] (Mi: eg. 6 )  
[,, Mary-Gen Japan-in-Gen math-Gen studying] 
Mary's studying of math in Japan' 

b. Tommy's nail's sack 

c. Tommy's sack of nails 

(61) a [, [, kinoo Hanako-no katta ] hon ] (Mi : eg. 7) 
[,, [, yesterday Hanako-Gen bought ] book ] 
'The book that Hanako bought yeaerdayr 

b. [,, [,, Taroo-no nama-de tabeta ] sakana 1-wa maguro da (Mi: eg. 78) 
[,, [,, Taroo-Gen raw ate ] fish ]-Top tuna is 
m e  fish that Taro ate raw is tuna' 

( 6 2 )  a [ John's reading the book ] disturbed me (C 1986a: eg. 27%) 

b. John's having been appointed (C 1986a: p. 195) 

In Japanese it is possible to have subject and object adnominals with Gen case as in (60a), 

whereas in English only one 's Gen case marker is allowed and oj-insertion is used for the other 

argument as in (60c). To check Gen (at LF) in Japanese, Miyagawa (1 993 : 2 19) "presume[s] that 

one genitive phrase moves into the Spec, and the other adjoins to the DP, in essence counting 

as a second Spec position." 

inuktitut, like Japanese, allows both subject and object adnorninals to appear with Gen/Erg 

case as in (63). 

(63) taami-up kikia-ngita puu-ngat 
Tommy-GenErg nail.(pl)3sgPOSSGen/Erg sack.3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) 
'Tommy's sack of nails' 

The GenErg case of the subject adnominal is assigned in situ in a Spec-head relation. The 



strategy of multiple projections for checking allows die object adnominal with Gen/Erg case to 

adjoin to the NP and also be assigned GenErg case in a Spec-head relation. This strasegy is 

used in Japanese and huktitut but is not ailowed in English, hence the of-insertion in English to 

provide a head P for checking the case of the adnominal argument. 

1.6 Summary 

This chapter began with a description of some of the unexplained characteristics of ergative 

languages: binding follo ws an accusative pattern whereas grammatical relations follow an ergative 

pattern, spIit ergativity exists with bath an SI0 and an S/A patteming, a varîety of case tems are 

used in refemng to arguments, and the similarity between the agreement on verbs and on 

possessums. The first is not dealt with in this study. The last has not yet been dealt with since 

this chapter looks at case assignment and not agreement. (Chapter 5 looks at agreement.) 

"Split ergativity" was explained by specific objects moving to [Spec, Tl at Spell-out while 

non-specific objects rernain inside the VP. I showed that in Inuktitut, and irnplied for languages 

in general, that when the speaker intends to pick out a particular object it is rnarked with a 

[+specific] feature which requires the object to move outside the VP and take wide scope. The 

specific object cannot be checked by V as it would still be within the scope of V. Thus the 

mood head T is targetted and movement of the specific object results in Absrnom case marking 

on the object while the subject NP remains inside the VP and has Erg/Gen case marking. It was 

also suggened by the scope readings of ErgIGen subjects with negation in Classical Tibetan diat 

the GenîErg subject remains inside the VP. If the speaker does not pick out a particular object, 

the subject moves 10 T and is assigned Absrnom case and the object remains inside the scope 

of the VP and is assigned Inst/Acc case with the postposition -mik With unaccusative and 



unergative verbs, the sole NP argument moves to T and gets AbsMorn case. 

The variety of tems used to describe the case of arguments is possible because the 

correspondence between grammatical and semantic relations of the arguments in ergative 

languages is not the same as in accusative languages, and the choice of case term depends on 

which similarity or diffemce is being focussed on. This chapter looked at how case was handled 

from Knowledge oftonguage (1986a) to the Minimalisr Pmgrum (199Sa). It pointed out the 

differences between structural cases and inherentlsemantic cases in ergative Ianguages. The 

explanation for case assignment in Inuktitut was presented within the Minimalist Prograrn, and 

as such it was able to demonstrate why a feature is strong, and, importantly, it was able to 

remove the stipulation frorn the Minimalist Program that aiguments rnust move to have their case 

checked while other features could be checked in situ. 

In this chapter 1 have described how specific objects take wide scope at Spell-out in 

ergative languages with the resuitant ErgIGen-Absrnom case marking for specific objects and 

Absrnom-Inst/Acc case marking for non-specific objects. This study shows that the difference 

between ergative and accusative languages is that specific objects are checked at Spell-out in the 

former but not until LF in the latter. The outline for the remaining chapters in this nudy is as 

foIlows. 

Chapter 2 explains why an object is specific, what is meant by specific, and provides evidence 

that speaker intentions to pick out a particular object do indeed account for the ErglGen-AbsMom 

case marking pattern versus the AbsMom-InnlAcc case marking pattern, and for the difference 

between ergative and accusative languages. 

Chapter 3 describes various parameters that have been fonnulated to account for the ergative case 



marking in Inuktitut. The analysis in Chapters 1 and 2 accounted for the existence of ergative 

and of accusative languages. and 1 show that the five parametric exphnations do not provide as 

adequate an empiricai and theoretical exphnation. 

Chapter 4 is a description of the case marking in nominals. It supports the analysis of case 

assignment established by Chapters 1, 2 and 3. 

Chapter 5 switches to agreement. Although both case and agreement are in Spec-head relations, 

they are independent. Chapter 5 shows that while specificity Pffects the conceptual-intentional 

interface, agreement (and the similarity between agreement on verbs and possessums) is relevant 

to the articulatory-perceptual level. 

Chapter 6 is a conclusion that summarizes the main proposais and findings of this study. 



Cbapter 2 

Case Mirking and Speaker Intentions 

2.1 Introduction 

In Chapter 1 it was nated that transitive sentences in Inuktitut. and ergative languages in gmeral, 

can have ErgEen-AbsMom case marking and agreement as s h o w  in the (a) exarnples or 

Absrnom-InstlAcc case marking and agreement as shown in the (b) exarnples. 

Inuktitut. an Eskimo-Aleut Iunguage: 
(1 ) a. anguti.up tuktu takujanga 

man.Erg/Gen caribou(Abs/Nom) see.IND3EI3 A 
'the/a man sees the caribou' 

b. anguti tuktu-mik taku-juq 
man(Abs/Nom) caribou.Inst/Acc see.lND3A 
'the man sees a caribou' 

Mont, a Mayan language (Campana 1992: 141): 
(2) a. ma chi tzaj t-q'o-7n Mal kab' xk007ya w-ee-ky' 

rec 3pA dir 3sE-give-ds Maria two tomato 1s-RN-1s 
'Maria gave me some tomatoes' 

b. Mal 8-8-saj q'oo-n t-e xkoo7ya w-ee-ky' 
Maria asp-3 SA-dir give-AP 3 s-RN tomato is-RN- 1 s 
'Maria gave me some tomatoes' 

Dyirbal (Bok-Bennema 199 1 : 26 [from Dixon]) 
(3) a. Palan jukumpil pangkul yarangku palka-n 

the woman-Abs the man-Erg hit-NOMUT 
'The man hit the woman' 

b. payi yara (pangkun jukumpiru) palga-nga-nyu 
the man-Abs (the woman-Obl) hit-NGAY-NONFUT 

'The man hit (the woman)' 

It was also stated that in Inuktitut, Erg/Gen-Abs/Nom case marking, as shown in (la). results 



from movement of specific objects outside the VP taking place at Spell-out' (S-structure) in 

ergative languages, and that what is meant by specificity is speaker's intentions to pick out a 

parti-cular object. The object mus move outside the VP to d e  wide scope, so it moves to [Spec, 

Tl- The NP object takes wide scope, and is assigned Abs/Nom case by T. The NP subject is 

assigned ErgfGen case in situ in a Spec-head relation with the V head. Thus specificity of an 

object can explain the ErgfGen-AbsNom case marking. 

But ergative languages also have sentences with Abs/Nom-Inst/Acc case marking as 

show in the (b) examples. We wodd expect that these sentences would be used when an object 

is non-specific, Le., when the speaker does not intend to pick out a particular object. This is 

precisely what does happen. Corston' descri bes Roviana, an ergative West Oceanic language 

spoken in the Solomon Islands, as using the backgrounded object conmuction (our non-specific 

sentences) obligatorily if the undergoer is non-specific. By non-specific he means "that the 

speaker doem't have a particular reflerent] in mina even if one might be said to exin." Another 

example is Dixon's (1994: 195) description of sentences with Absrnom-InnlAcc case marking 

as being used "when the speaker does nor wanT ro specifi the 

- - - -  - -- 

'Campana (1 992) provides a different analysis where, 

underlying O NP [italics mine]. ... 

€dlowing Chomsky (1 992[l99 11). 
the NPs are inserted fully case inflected. The NPs are in their base generated positions at Spell- 
out with movement for case checking at LF. Thus the NP subject is inserted wîth Erg case and 
is in [Spec, VI, while the NP object is inserted with Abs case and is in the complement of the 
V position at Spellaut. (However see note 18.) He considers sentences with subjects and 
objects that show only subject agreement as intransitive antipassive constructions in which a rule 
of antipassive formation has applied to the basic Erg-Abs sentence. 

' ~ h e  description of Roviana was in an email message "Sum: Nonreferential NP'S in English" 
on Linguisr Lis( Vol-6-948 (Tnday July 1995) from Simon Corston. 



to mark reflexive ... [and] to satidy the S/O pivot [Le., subject of sentence] condition". ïhese 

sentences are variously described as antipassive constructions, denved foms, transitive verbs with 

an antipassive morpheme, backgrounded object constructions, and intransitive conmuetions (cf- 

Dixon 1994, Campana 1992, Johns 1987). The "antipassive" construction will not be separately 

addresse~l,~ but Chapter 6 relates this specifidnon-specific distinction to other ergative Ianguages. 

A non-specific object remains inside the VP and the subject rnoves to [Spec, T] wbere it gets 

AbsNom case. In Inuktitut a postposition case marker is insened to assign IndAcc case to the 

theta-role object. ïhat is, the specifichon-specific contrast dictates whether an object moves to 

[Spec, T] or remains in situ. ï h e  position of the NP object detemines whether it gets Abs/Nom 

or Inst/Acc case marking. 

In Section 2.2 1 show that specificity marks speaker intentions, and in Section 2.3 that 

specificity is semantic. In Section 2.4 1 show that the andysis of specificity by Domekn (1966, 

1978) is the correct account for English, and that specific objects move covertly to take wide 

scope. Section 2.3 compares specificity in ergative languages with movement at Spell-out to 

specificity in accusative languages wi-th movement afier Spell-out. 

2.2 Specificity Marks Speaker intentions 

Inuktitut has both Erg/Gen-Absrnom and AbsMom-InsVAcc case marking as illustrated in (4), 

and (1) above. When the EtgGen-AbsMom case rnarking is used there is agreement on the verb 

'For a description of theoretical approaches towards antipassives, see Bok-Bennema (1991: 
Chapter VI). 



that indicates pemn and number of the subjea and objecta as in (4a). When there is AbsMom- 

IndAcc case marking, there is an agreement morpheme on the verb that indicates penon and 

number only of the subjea as in (4b). 

(4) a nattirsuittuarju.kulu.up kati.ga.mi.uk nanuduk tuumgaaluk aglu-mi (S II: p. 143) 
Naniqsuimiajuk-poor-iittleErg!Gen meet-CAUS .3 ssE.3 A big-bear(Abs/Nom) 
scary -spi rit(A bs/Nom) breathing-holehc 

'when poor little Nattiqsuittuarjuk met the big scary bear helping spirit at the 
breathing hole' 

b. atausi.tuinnar.mik taku.juq (S 1: p. 12) 
onej ust JnstIAcc see.IND3A 

'He saw just one' 

Five types of evidence are provided to show that ErgKien-Abs/Nom case marking and a 

subjedobject agreement ending on the verb indicates speaker intentions to pick out a particular 

object (see also Manga 1994a, 1994b, 1996). First, 1 show that al1 types of NP objects cm be 

used in sentences with ErglGen-Absrnom case marking and with AbsMom-Inst/Acc case 

marking. Second, sentences with oven object NPs are compared to minimal sentences which 

contain only a verb and mood and agreement markers (NPs are pro). The comparison shows that 

a specific object is picked out by subject/object agreement marked on the verb and not by an 

overt NP. This is supported by an examination of coreference in coordinated sentences in the 

following sub-section, adult native speakers' interpretations in sub-section four, and exarnples of 

sentences in stories and spontaneous speech in sub-section five. 

a l l e  terms subject and object refer to thematic argument NPs of the verb. 



2.2.1 Ltxical Items 

Inuktitut, which does not have articles, can have object NPs which are proper names, 

dernon~aative pronouns, relative clauses, quantifiers or pronominais with Abs/Nom case as in the 

(a) examples or with Inst/Acc case as in the (b) examples. 

Object is a Proper Noun 
(5) a. Jaani ikaju-qqau-jara 

Johnny(Abs/Nom) help.PAST.IND 1E/3 A 
1 helped Johnny' 

b. Jaani-mik ikaju-qqau-junga 
Johnny.Inst/Acc help.PAST.IND 1 A 
1 helped Johmy' 

Objecr has O Relative Clause 
(6) a qimmiq mali-qqau-jara [ikpaqsaq taku.lauq.tavut] 

dog(AbsMom) foI1ow.PAST.MD 1E/3 A besterday see.PAST.IND 1 p1EB A] 
'1 followed the dog we saw yesterday' 

b. qimrnir-mik mali-qqau-junga [ikpaqsaq taku.lauq.ta.mn.nik] 
dog.Inst/Acc follow.PAST.IND 1 A [ yesterday see.PAST.doee. 1 plPOSS.Inst/Acc] 
'1 followed a dog we saw yesterday' 

Objecr is  o Dernonstrative Pronoun 
(7) a taingna qunga-qqau-janga 

that-person-there(AbsMom) smile.PAST.IND3E/3A 
'he smiled at herlthat person there' 

b. taiksumunga qunga-qqau-juq 
that-person-there(Al1) smile. PASTIND3A 
'he smiled at herlthat person there' 

Object is u Quunrifier 
(8) a. tamannik nipi-it nada-1auq.takka 

alI(Abs/Nom) tape.pl(Abs/Nom) listen.PAST.INDIE/3plA 
1 listened to al1 the tapes' 



b. tamain-nik nipi.nik naala.lauq.tunga 
all.(pl)Inst/Acc tape.(pl)IndAcc 1isten.PAST.IND 1 A 
7 listened to al1 the tapes' 

(9) a ilangit nipi-it naaialauq.takka 
some.pl(Abs/Nom) tape.pl(Abs/Nom) 1isten.PAST.IND 1EI3plA 
1 listened to some tapes' 

b. ils-ngin-nik nipi-nik naalalauq-twga 
al1 .pl .InstlAcc tape.(pl)Inst/Acc 1isten.PAST.W 1 A 
'1 listened to some tapes' 

Object is a Pronoun 
(10) a una ikaju-qqau-jara 

him/her(AbsMom) help.PAST.INJ3 1Ef3 A 
'1 helped him/herl 

b. uuminga ikaju-qqau-junga 
himlher(1nstlAcc) help.PAST.IND 1 A 
'1 helped himher' 

Thus any difference between the two case rnarking patterns with respect to specificity is not due 

to any type of inherent specificness/definiteness of the lexical item that is the object. 

The difference between the (a) and (b) fonns is also not explained by a definitehndefinite 

distinction (see Bittner (1987)). Specific reference can be made with indefinite NPs as in (9a) 

and in  the West Greenlandic example in (1 1). 

( 1 1 ) kina-luunniit uqaluqatigi.sinnaa.vat (B 1987: p. 1 97) 
who.ever(Abs/Norn) talk-with.can.lND2E/3 A 
'You cm talk with somebody/anybody' 

And non-specific reference can be made with proper names (Sb), pronouns (lob), definite 

descriptions (6b), demonstratives (7b). and quantifiers (8b). Specific objects in Inuktitut are 

translated into English by the while non-specific objects by u since in the unmarked case definite 

objects in English are specific while indefinite objects are non-specific (see Section 2.4). 



2.2.2 Minimal Sentence 

Both (12a) and (12b) have the sarne gloss in ~nglish.' However, a cornparison of the examples 

in (12) with the minimal sentences in (13) shows that it is the agreement morpheme on the verb 

that picks out a particular entity and not the ovext NP. 

(1 2) a qimmi-up (uvanga) kii.qqau.ja.a.nga 
dog.Erg/Gen (1 -Abs/Nom) bite.PASTJND.3E. 1A 
'thela dog bit me' 

b. qimmiq uvan-nik kii.si.qqau.juq 
dog.Abs l.Inst/Acc bite.AP.PAST.IND3A 
'thela dog bit me' 

(13) a. kii.ja.a.nga 
bite.IND.3E. 1 A 
lit is biting me' 

b. kii.si.juq 
bite.AP.IND3 A 
'it is biting sorneone/something' 

In (13a) a specific individual is picked out; whereas in (13b) no particular individual is picked 

out by the speaker and there is a non-specific interpretatiom6 For convenience, since 1 show that 

speaker's intentions to pick out a particular object account for the two case rnarking and 

agreement patterns, 1 will henceforth ofien refer to the (a) type sentences as 'specific' and the (b) 

type sentences as 'non-specific'. 

% example (12a) uvonga would not nomally be used since me is already known from the - 
ngu in the agreement marker -ja.a.nga. To put it in would be like saying me mice. It is show 
for cornparison of case marking with uvonnik in (L2b). 

%te that the object agreement marker that is on the verb for Erg/Gen-AbsNom sentences 
is not itself the object. The object is  an oven NP or pro. Object agreement indicates a specific 
object. 



2.2.3 Coordinatcd Sentences 

in coordinated sentences if the verb in the second sentence has a subjedobject agreement ending 

as in the (a) and (b) examples in (14) and (15), then the object in the second sentence must pick 

out something in the fint sentence.' It does not matter whether the first sentence is spccific as 

in the (a) examples, or whether the first sentence is non-specific as in the (b) examples. 

However, if the verb in the second of two coordinated sentences has only a subject atgmment 

ending as  in the (c) and (d) examples, then the object in the second sentence does not refer to 

anything in the first sentence. It does not matter whether the fim sentence is specific as in the 

(c) exampies or non-specific as in the (d) exampIes. 

(1  4) a. Jaani ikaju-qqau-jaa, ikaju.qqau.jait.tauq (2Ef3A) 
b. Jaani.mik ikaju-qqau-juq, ikaju.qqau.jait.tauq (3Ef3A) 

'he, helped Johnny, and also you helped him,,.,' 

c. Jaani i kaju-qqau-jaa, ikaju-qqau. jutit.tauq (2A) 
d. Jaani-rnik ikaju-qqau-juq, ikaju.qqau.jutit.tauq (2A) 

'he helped Johnny and also you helped' 

(1 5) a. tarnannik taku.lauq.tatit, taku.lauq.takka.ttauq (lEI3plA) 
b. tamain-nik taku.lauq.nitit, taku.lauq.takka.nauq (lE/3plA) 

Lou saw d l ,  (of hem) and also 1 saw h e m 4  

c. tamarmik taku.lauq.tatit, taku.lauq.tunga.nauq (1 A) 
d. tamain-nik taku.lauq.tutit, taku.lauq.tunga.ttauq (1 A) 

'you saw al1 (of them) and also 1 saw (one/some/all)' 

These examples in (14) and (1 5) indicate that an object in a specific sentence must pick out a 

'~ittner (1995: 73-74) presents four discoune scenarios in which the fim sentence contains 
an incorporated m a s  noun and the following sentence has two clauses which are linked to the 
first with four combinations of ErglGen-AbsMorn and AbsMom-InstlAcc clauses. The readings 
with Absrnom objects would suppon this analysis where it makes specific reference. 



particular entity, while an object in r non-specific sentence does not pick out a particular entity. 

2.2.4 Native Speaker's la terpretations 

1 conducted a game with adult native speakers in which identical items were placed into two 

groups in front of the native speaker. in one group was one item and in the other group were 

four items. The native speaker was then requested to do somediing ushg either a specific nquest 

as illustrated in (16a) or a non-specific request as in (16b). 

(16) a. tigu.guk 
take.OPT2E/3 A 
'(you) take it' 

b. tigu.si.git 
take.AP.OPT2A 
'(you) take something' 

With a specific request as in (16a), native speakers took the one item in the group of one, and 

in one case a native speaker asked which one. which one? With a non-specific request as in 

(16b), native speakers took one or more items from the group of four, and in one case a native 

speaker mumbled any which one as he took one item from the group of four items. This 

behaviour indicates that native speakers interpreted the use of a specific sentence as the speaker's 

intention to pick out a particuiar object, and the use of a non-specific sentence as not picking out 

a particular entity (see Section 2.3). 

2.2.5 Stories and Spontaneous Speech 

So far we have seen that sentences with ErglGen-AbslNom case marking and subject/object 

agreement on the verb (i) can be used with any NP object, (ii) pick out a particular object in 

minimal sentences, (iii) pick out an entity from the first sentence when the second of two 



coordinated sentences is specific, and (iv) are interpreted by the native speaker as the speaker 

picking out a particular object. In this section we see that if the speaker intends to pick out an 

entity, even if that cntity is just introduced for the first time, there is Erg/Gen-AbdNom case 

marking and subjectlobject agreement on the velb. Memecier (1992-93: 36) provides an example 

in the tunumiisuf dialect of East Greenland where the object is a new object, being introduced 

for the first time, yet the object is indicated with a subjecdobject agreement market on the verb 

and Erg-Abs case marking. This is shown in (17). 

( 1 7) soornatrinni qemimisaamga~ivangaasiit qatsimal eq tagivamga, qatsimal it martit 
suuqna-ttinni qiqnimi.saaQ+Naaq-tiv-a-ngaasiit 
devant- 1 +Al1 regarder à la jumelle-Eff-Conc- 1 -comme toujours 
qas.sima.ti-q taki-va-Na[O] qassimati-t maqti-t 
phoque sur la glace-[Abs] voir-IND-1[+3] phoque sur la glace-PI(Abs) 2(Abs) 
'en scrutant devant nous à la jumelle, je vois un phoque couché sur la glace, deux 

phoques' 

Another exarnple is (18), taken frorn Bittner (1987: 197-198). It is an excerpt from the 

West Greenlandic Eskimo (WGE) translation of the Gospel according to Matthew. Bittner 

describes WGE as often using the Abs form of the object where English would use an indefinite 

object- nius for the example (18), she gives the English translation as Next moming on his wuy 

ro the city he felr hungy; und seeing a fig-tree ar the roadside he wenr up to il, etc. There is 

subject/object agreement marker on the verb, and the object agreement picks out a particular 

object, fiigiqussuaq 'fig tree', which has not been previously introduced. 

(i 8) [fiigiqussuaq=lu aqqusimup saniani=it-tuq] taku-ga-miuk 
[fig-tree(Abs)=and of.road at. its.side=be-int.pn(Abs)] see-CAUS-3 ssE/3 A 
... and as he saw [fig-tree(Abs) standing at the side of the road) 



23 Specificity i s  Semantic 

The last section has shown that a sentence with ErgIGen-Absrnom case marking is used when 

the speaker intends to pick out a particular entity. Ir, Section 2.2.1 I showed that specificity is 

not an inherent property of individual lexical items. In Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 1 showed that 

Erg/Gen-Abs/Nom sentences pick out a particular object. And in Sections 2.2.4 and 2-23 1 

showed that ErgKen-AbsNom sentences are used for and inteipreted as p i c h g  out a pa*cdar 

object. 

This section shows that this specificity is semantic and marks speaker intentions and not 

beliefs nor existence of the object. With a specific referent a speaker picks out an entity and says 

something about it, even if the description does not exactly fit, it still picks out the entity. With 

a non-specific referent the speaker is attributing some property. If specificity is semantic rather 

than pragmatic, there should be differences in the type of questions that can be asked and in the 

tnith conditions of the sentence (Domellan 1978, 1966). With a specific reference, if one is not 

sure what entity the speaker is intending tc pick out one can question the N. There was an 

example of this in Section 2.2.4 where the native speaker asked which one. which one? in 

response to a specific request to take if (see (16a)). With a non-specific reference the speaker 

could not question the N as there is no pariicular N that is being picked out (DonneIlan 1966, 

1978; Manga 1994a). Another example is illustrated in (19). To question whose tape was 

touched, the non-specific form of the question must be used as in (19b). 



b. kia nipi-quti-nganik aktuq.si.lauq.pa? 
who(Erg/Gen) tape.own.3PossJnst/Acc touch.AP.PAST.Q3 A 
'whose tape did he touch?' 

(1 9a okay as who touched his tape?) 

The specific fonn in (19a) is ungrammatical because it is semantically incompatible to assen the 

specificity of the object h i l e  questioning its specificity at the same tirne.' 

The truth conditions of sentences with specific versus non-specific reference are also 

different With specific reference the sentence c m  be tnie or fdse. For exarnple in (12a) if the 

dog really did bite me the sentence is true but if the dog didn't bite me then the sentence is false. 

However, with non-specific reference the truth conditions of the sentence are different. In  

example (12b) if the dog did bite me then the sentence is true, but if the dog didn't bite me then 

the sentence is neither true nor false as it still dîd bite someone/something. The types of 

questions and the truth conditions show that specificity is semantic. 

Specificity is the speaker's intentions to pick out the object. and not the existence of the 

object nor the speaker's beliefs (cf D o m e h  1966: 287-8, 1978: 50; Manga 1994a: 7-10), since 

any lexical NP including names and demonstrative pronouns can be specific or non-specific. 

Speaker's intentions to pick out the object can explain the specific reference in (20) and (21)- 

whereas neither speaker's beliefs nor existence of object can. Example (21) is €rom the 

conversation of two children at a birthday ~ a n y . ~  

' This is based on Bellert's (1977) observation that you dont have sentential adverbs in 
questions since you would be making an assertion while trying ta question it at the same time. 
Native speakers find (19a) with the meaning whose tape did he touch? as funny. 

9The conversation was told to me by one of my native inforrnants in Igloolik. 



(20) karak. niq.paa (S II: p. 143) 
drop.unknowingly.IND3E/3A 
'he unknowïngly dropped it (without being aware)' 

(2 1 ) A: inuaguligarjung.mik taku.lauq.puq 
gnome.Inst/Acc see.PAST.IND3A 
'she saw a gnome' 

B : uvangattauq taku.lauq.tara 
lErg/Gen.also see.PAST.iNDlE/3A 
'I also saw it' 

And, as aiready discussed in 2.2.1 and 2-25. the use of the AbdNom-InstlAcc as in (21A) carmot 

be atmbuted to introducing an entity into discourse. 

Specificity is also not pragmatic. For West Greenlandic, Foriescue (1984: 174) descnbes 

pragmatic/contextual factors as affecting the relatively free word-order of the language. not the 

case marking. A sentence with Erg/Gen-Abs/Nom case marking can have the neutral word order 

of SOV. If the word order is OSV, then O is the theme, what the sentence is about- If the order 

is SVO, then the O is emphasized or focused. And if the order is OVS, then the S is new 

information or is the answer to a question. 

2.4 Specificity in English 

We have claimed that specificity in Inuktitut accounts for ErglGen-Absrnom case marking 

because in ergative languages the movement of specific objects to take wide scope occurs ai 

SpelI-out, while in accusative languages movement of specific objects occurs covertly . The 

meaning given to specificity is based on Donnellan's (1 966, 1978) analysis of definite NPs in 

English. He distinguishes a referential (specific) from an attributive (non-specific) reading for 



definite NPs and descnbes the referential use as "a device for getting one's audience to pick out 

or think of the thing to be spoken about" (1966: 304). 

Both definite and indefinite NPs in English can have two interpretations-a refermtid one 

which picks out a specific thing/person and M amibutive one which focuses on the amibutes of 

a thinglpenon (cf. DonneIlan (1966, 1978) and Panee (1972) for definite NPs, Partee (1972) and 

Ioup (1977) for indefuiite NPs). Both possible interpretations are semantic properties detemined 

by speaker reference, or lack of it, and in this study are referred to by the tenns specific (i-e., 

referential) and non-specific (i .e., attributive) respectively . 

(22) Interpretation of NPs (in accusative lannuages) 

specifi c non-specific 

definite NP: unmarked in opaque context 

indefinite NP: in opaque context unmarked 

As s h o w  in (22), the unmarked interpretation of a definite NP is specific, but there is also a 

marked non-specific reading which i s  available when an operator is present which takes scope 

over the definite NP. An indefinite NP will have as unmarked the non-specific reading, and in 

opaque contexts the specific reading is also available. Io 

Section 2.4.1 will show that DonneIlan's approach can account for the referential and 

'qndefinite NPs are not discussed in this audy. For an analysis of indefinite NPs having two 
interpretations, see, for example, Fillmore (1967), Partee (1972) and Ioup (1 977). The tenns used 
to distinguish the readings Vary. Fillmore uses [bpecific], Partee referentiai and non-referential, 
and Ioup specific and non-specific. Manga (1994a) shows that the two readings arise in opaque 
contexts, and that the specific reading is based on the speaker's intention to make a panicular 
reference. 



anributive readings of definite NPs. Section 2.4.2 extends the analysis to definite pronominal 

NPs. Section 2.4.3 considers Heim's (1991) critique of the Donnellan approacb. Section 2.4.4 

is a short summary. 

2.4.1 Specificity and Definite NPs 

Donnellan (1966, 1978) distinguishes between a referentiai use and an attributive use of the 

def nite NP in English." Used attributively, the definite NP States something about the NP, 

which is similar to the denotation of the NP. But when used referentially, the definite NP calls 

attention to a personhhing and is used by the speaker to let the hearer know what is being spoken 

about. An illustration is in  (23) where the definite NP the book can have a referential 

interpretation or an attributive interpretation. 

(23) Bring me the book on the table (D 1966) 

The two readings are disinguished in the following ways. First, when used referentially, 

it picks out something (a book) the speaker is referring to and orders the person to bring it to 

him. Even if the description does not exactly fit the thing (the book), it can still pick it out. For 

example, if the book were not on the table but beside the table, the definite description could sri11 

indicate the book you were referring to and have sorneone bring it. The hearer could ask 

questions about the speaker reference such as Is this the book you meunr? or Do you mean the 

book by Robemon Davies? These questions indicate that the hearer interprets the speaker as 

picking out something in particular. 

"Partee (1972) agrees with DomeIlan (1966) that definite NPs can have referential or 
attributive readings though she uses the tenns referential and non-referential to distinguish the 
two interpretations. 



But if the definite NP the book is used amibutively, no particular item is being referred 

to; rather, it is the amibute that is important. Suppose that you didn't want anything put on yow 

prize antique table and you are told someone put a book on the table. Then if you uttered Bnng 

me the book on the table, the definite NP the book is being used attributively about something 

being on the table. If there were no book on the table, the command could not be obeyed. A 

question could neither be asked nor answered that made reference to the book since there is no 

particular book in mind. Suppose the book were on the floor but a pen was on the table. You 

wouldn't ask You m e m  the book on rhefloor? or You meun the book by P i e m  Berion? rather, 

you might bring the pen and ask You mecln the pen on the table? 

There are three differences between the referential and attributive uses that Donnellan 

notes. The first two differences have already been illustrated in (23). First, the referential use 

is to pick out sornething/someone the speaker has in mind" and Say something about ithim; it 

presupposes/implies that something/someone fits the description. The attributive use says 

something about somethingkomeone, but does not presuppose it of anyone/anything in particular. 

Second there is a difference in the type of questions that can be asked. With the referential use, 

questions can be asked that refer to what the speaker was picking out; whereas they cannot with 

the attributive use, The third difference relates to the truth conditions of assertions, In the 

command in (23) if there is a book on the table, then for both the referential and aîtributive w s  

" ~ e e  Donnellan (1966: 287-8; 1978: 50) for a discussion as to why it is the intention of the 
speaker to pick out something/someone rather ?han the belief that somethingfsorneone fits the 
description that fonns the basis for speaker reference. For an example of why use of the definite 
NP is not to Say that something uniquely has the propenies, see Donnellan (1978: 56-60). 



the cbmmand can be obeyed. But if the presupposition is false, i-e., the book is not on die table 

but, say, on the floor, then for the referential use the command can still be obeyed However for 

the amibutive use, the command could not be obeyed as no particular book is being picked out 

and there is no book on the table. A similar difference is noted for the truth values in assertions 

if the presupposition is false. 

(24) Smith's murdcrer is insane (D 1966) 

In (24) for the referential use the speaker is picking out someone, say Jones, while for the 

attributive use whoever murdered Smith has the quality of insanity. If the presupposition is mie, 

i.e., Smith was murdered, then the sentence is true for both referential and attributive uses. 

However, if the presupposition is false, i.e., Smith was not murdered, then the trutb values for 

the referential and attributive uses differ. For the referential use, the person Jones could still be 

picked out if he is insane though he didn't murder Smith, and in this sense the sentence is m e .  

However for the attributive use, the sentence is neither true nor false as it does not apply if there 

was no murderer. 

~onne l l an '~  did not consider the referential and amibutive interpretations for definite NPs 

as related to opaque contexts. However al1 the examples he used to show ambiguity with definite 

NPs (Le., existence of both readings) involved sentences with operators such as the copula, 

question, and optative or future tense as in (25). 

(25) a Bring me the book on the table (D 1966) 

" ~ l s o  Partee (1972) did not consider the referential and attributive readings as related to 
opaque contexts. All her examples of ambiguity involved sentences with operators. 



b. Smith's murderer is insane (D 1966) 

c. Who is the man drïnking a martini? (D 1966) 

d. The Republican candidate for president in 1964 will be a conservative @ 1966) 

These types of sentences can be considered as creating opaque domains." The attributive rrading 

in (2Sa) i s  possible because the optative mood expresses a desirdwish which is similar to 

propositional attitude predicates believeshopes that do create opaque contexts. Similarly an 

attributive reading in (2Sb) is possible with a copula because the copula functions to equate the 

object attribute to the subject When the operator takes wide scope the definite NP would take 

narrow scope and the amibutive reading would be more salicnt. 

W h e n  there is no operator, as in (26), I suggest that the referential reading where the 

definite NP takes wide scope is the prefened interpretation. 

(26) a. He put the book on the table 

b. 1 met the man who drank a rnartini 

At first glance taking wide scope would seem to go a the description of defmite NPs as not 

being quantificational. According to Abbon (1 993: 49) "There is little independent justification 

for a quantificational analysis of pronouns and proper names, which nevenheless (like anaphon'c 

definites) behave like explicitly quantified NPs in existentid sentences". She daims crossover 

violations are created by quantificational NPs even though they only move at LF as shown in 

(27a), but a definite NP does not seem to create crossover violations as s h o w  in (27b). 

14 For example, loup (1 977) cites imperatives as creating an opaque environment for the 
indefinite kogo- 'someone' in Russian. 



(27) a +His, mother loves [evecy boy], 

b. His, mother loves John, 

However the rejection of a quantificational reading with definite NPs is not so clear cut as (27b) 

irnplies. When 1 asked native speakers of English, for sentences sirnilar to (27b), whedier the 

object could be coreferentid with his, the prefened interpretation was that they do not corefer." 

In fact 72% of the judgernents of the sentences did not dlow coreference. 

(28) a. His mother is meeting/met (the doctor] at the restaurant 

b. His professor is coachingkoached [the football player] on Saturday 

c. His rnother is meetingIrnet [John] at the restaurant 

Coreference would only be possible if the definite NP were attributive, since it would remain 

inside the VP and neither the pronominal his nor the object are bound and thus could corefer. 

However the wimarked reading of definite NPs is referential. The definite NP raises covenly to 

take wide scope. In this position the object c-commands and localiy binds his, thereby 

''The examples in (28) were judgements obtained from 13 native speakers of Canadian 
English. For 4 native speakers it was not possible for his and the definite NP object to be 
coreferential for any of the 3 sentences, regardless of the tense. Four of the speakers would 
dlow coreferentially only in (28c), regardless of the tense, but not in (a) or (b). Two of the 
speakers would allow coreferentially in both (28c) and either (a) or (b). Three speakers would 
allow coreferentially in only one example, either (28a) or (28b). The results for sentence type 
are as follows where the first digit indicates how many would allow coreferentially and the 
second digit how many native speakers would not allow the possibility of coreferentially. 

( 2 W  ( 2 W  ( 2 8 ~ )  
Present 3 - 5  O - 8 4 - 4  
Past 1 - 4  1 - 4  2 - 3 
Totd 4 - 9  1 - 12 6 - 7 

Of the 39 (3x13) possible judgements, 28 (i-e., 72%) did not allow coreference betuween the 
object and his. 



prohibiting coreferentiality or a Binding Condition B violation would ensue. Hence a definite 

NP can create cmssover eRects. which supports definite NPs being used specifically as taking 

wide scope. 

2.4.2 Specificity and Pronominal NPs 

Pronominal NPs provide M e r  evidence that speaker intentions to pick out an aitiry are 

an essential part of definite NPs. Donnellan (1978) describes pronominal NPs as anaphoric 

definite NPs with their sernantic reference determined by the antecedent NP which can be 

referential or amibutive. In (29) the fat old humbug we met yeszerdq is used referentially by 

speaker A. This is confinned by the types of questions that can be asked, i-e., the questions can 

make reference to the particular penon the speaker has in mind as in Khom do you mem? or 

Which fat old humbug? He refers to the person the speaker picked out. 

(29) A: The fat old humbug we met yeaerday has just been made a full professor. (D 1978) 
He must have bamboozled the cornmittee. 

B: 1 don't think he's fat; he's just large boned. (D 1978) 

The listener B can also respond using pronouns that refer to the person the speaker picked out 

as in (29B). Donnellan uses (29B) to show that the pronoun takes on the semantic reference of 

its antecedent, and he refers to the person the speaker picked out. 

The antecedent in (29) is a referential definite. Ihe antecedent of a pronominal wuld also 

be a referential indefinite as in (30). If the speaker expected the audience to know to whom the 

speaker was referring he muld use the definite NP in (29). If the speaker assumes the audience 

wouldn't know to whom the speaker was referring, an indefinite NP would be used as in (30). 



(30) A man came to the office today. He tried to sel1 me an encyclopedia 0 1478) 

Both the indefinite NP and the pronoun are referential, Le., the speaker is picking out what he 

wants to talk about (see Donnelian 1978: 6 1-65). 

In (31) the definite NP the srmgest m m  in rhe world is used attributively, and k nfen 

to its attributive meaning. Thus questions that refer to a panicular person would be meaningless. 

It would be odd to ask Whom do you mean? or Are you refem-ng to Vladimir Jones? 

(31) A: The strongest man in the world can lih at lem 450 pounds. @ 1978) 
He can also win a tug of war with a jackass 

B: !He is my neighbour 

C: He really mua be strong 

The listener's response would not make reference to a particular person as in (31B), though it 

could refer to its attributive use as in (3 1C). 

Section 2.4.1 showed that definite NPs could have a referential or an attributive reading 

and that the referential was the unmarked reading. The description of definite pronominals in 

this section shows that definite pronouns are referential and make reference to a particular 

antecedent. Donnellan (1 978: 61) argues that the speaker reference of the definite pronominal 

allows the semantic reference (referential or amibutive) of the antecedent, and, by implication, 

speaker reference is an essential part of the interpretation of definite NPs. 

2.43 Heim's Critique of  Donnellan 

Heim (1 991) agrees with Donnellan that there are two readings for definite NPs, a referential one 

and an attributive one, and that the attributive interpretation corresponds to the "classical" 

meaning attributed to definite NPs in earlier approaches by, for example. Russell or Frege. 
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However, she disagrees with his analysis that they are separate readings. Rather, she says there 

is only the classical reading and that the referential reading arises due ta contextluttermce 

situation (pragmati~s). '~ She provides three types of evidence against an analysis of separate 

readings, 

One type of evidence refen to the types of propositions that ir/this/tha~ can refer to. It 

seems like the definite NP the horse in (32) has two readings. 

(32) The horse which 1 bet on won. Hans had foreseen it. (H 1991: 16) 

In (32). ir c m  refer to the proposition where the horse is referential, Le., Hans foresaw that 

Fortuna (the horse 1 bet on) would win. But ii can also refer to the proposition where the horse 

is attributive. Le.. Hans foresaw that whichever horse I bet on would win. This would suggest 

that there are indeed two readings for the definite NP the horse-a referential one and an 

amibutive one. Heim argues that this does not necessady show there are two separate readings. 

The "proposition-anaphor ii" can pick out propositions which might only be suggested in the 

preceding text, which suggests that a proposition with an amibutive (definite) NP could "invoke" 

a referential reading. Now consider example (3 3). 

(33) Every time that the horse on which 1 bet wins, Hans has foreseen it. (H 1991: 18) 

The reading of interest for Heim is the one where Ham foresaw that Foxtuna, Silver Blaze and 

Eldorado (the three horses 1 bet on) would win, without knowing that 1 bet on these horses. This 

is expressed by the proposition "which is mie at i if Hans at i has foreseen the hone on which 

I6In this section I only consider how valid is Heim's critique of DonneIlan's explanation. 1 
do not evaluate the arguments by Abbon (1993, 1995) or Reinhart (1994, 1995) who argue for 
a pragmatic explanation. 



I bet at i that it will win" (1991: 18). She says the home cannot be referentiai "since it doesn't 

have a referent fixed by the utterance situation" (1 99 1 : 18). and therefore the horse must be 

attributive with its scope in the relative clause. But the proposition with the home having an 

attributive reading and scope inside the relative clause "is eue at i if the horse on which 1 place 

a bet a wins at i" (1991 : l8), which is not the rame proposition expreaed. Heim uses this as 

funher evidence that the referential reading can be invoked from the am-butive reading. Thus 

also in (32), the proposition the home which 1 ber on won. with an attributive NP, could invoke 

the referential reading, without there having to be separate referential and attributive readings. 

Another type of evidence is the use of paraphrases. If the readings are attributable to 

differences in scope, then the arnbiguity should disappear in the paraphrases. This wouid happen 

because relative clauses and some thar-clauses create scope islands. In (34a) there are two 

possible readings depending upon whether one or nvo people or uhuays has wider scope. In the 

paraphrase in (34b), one or two people has wider scope and the arnbiguity disappears. In the 

paraphrase in (34c), always has wider scope and the other reading disappears. 

(34) a. One or two people are always Iate (H 1991: 17) 
b. There are one or two people who are always late 
c. It is always the case that one or two people are late 

However this is not what happens with the arnbiguity of defuute NPs when paraphrased. In (35) 

the ployer on the lefi can be interpreted referentially where it refers to the player, whether he 

stands on the left or on the right, or the phyer on the lefl can be interpreted amibutively where 

it means that whoever stands on the lefi will win. 

(35) The player on the left always wins 



If there are separate readu>gs then paraphnsing diouid get rid of the ambiguiry. For example in 

(36) when uboys has wide scope, the p l a y  on the Iefi should have only the attributive reading. 

But this is  not the case. Although the attributive reading is the preferred one in (36). the 

referential reading is still possible. 

(36) It is aiways the case that the player on the leh wins (H 1991: 17) 

Although this wodd suppon a Donneilan analysis of the &stence o f  two separate readings, Heim 

provides the exarnple in (37) to show that the referential reading can anse from an attributive 

one. (The argument is similar to her explanation for the rejection of separate readings with the 

proposition-anaphor i r  illustrated in (33).) 

(37) Each time, it could have happened just as easily .that the player on the left would have been 
on the right (H 1991: 19) 

The reading in (37) that is of interest to Heim is the one where "for every time t, the player who 

in fact is on the lefi at t could just as easily have wound up on the right". me plnyer on the le# 

must be attributive in order to pick out different playen at different times, at the same time the 

player on the Iefr must be outside the scope of the modal operator it could have happened just 

as easify "since we are not, after al!, discussing possible worlds in which the player who is on 

the left there is simultaneousiy on the right." This shows that the scope of attributive definite 

NPs can escape embedded clauses, and thus MO separate readings of definite NPs need not be 

postulated. 

Her rejection of a separate referential reading with anaphoric-it and with paraphrases is 

based on her explanation for the interaction of the sentential operator every time in (33) and each 



time in (37) with the NPs the horse on which I ber wins and the player on the lefi respectively. 

She says diese definite NPs m o t  be referential since there is not a referent that is fixed by the 

utterance situation, instead they must be amibutive with the referential reading involted through 

pragmatics- However. for each time considered, the speaker has a panicular (different) entity in 

mind, so the definite NPs cm have a referential reading in examples (33) and (37). Thus these 

two types of evidence against Donnellan are not vaiid. 

A third type of evidence Heim provides is that the referential reading can be obtained as 

a subcase of the classical reading, with knowledge of the context of the unerance. She illustrates 

this with Kripke's explanation for deriving the two interpretations of the sentence in (38). 

(38) Piease throw out the man with the martini! 

For the command in (38), the content (=attribmive readuig) can be described as in (39) (see Heim 

1991: 14). 

(39) - inexecutable in w if there isn't exactly one man drinking a martini in w; 
- obeyed in w if B throws out in w the unique man dnnking a martini in w; 
- disobeyed in w if B doesn't throw out in w the unique man drinking a martini in W. 

The referential reading is obtained fiom the interaction of (39) with pragmatics. The hearer infers 

a certain desire of the speaker. If the m m  reaily has a martini, the order is obeyed as descnbed 

in (40). If the man has, for example, water instead of a martini, the hearer needs to know the 

extemal circumstances of the utterance and the speaker's mind to guess what the speaker wants 

and to carry out the order, which is aiso described by (40) (see Heim 1991: 14). 

(40) - fulfilled in w if B throws out E in w; 
- unfilled in w if B doesn't throw out E in w; 

(and perhaps: wfulfillable in w if E or B doesn't exist in W.) 



Thus knowing the context/utterance situation allows for the referential reading. 

Although Heim (and Kripke) may be able to describe a context in which a referential 

reading is obtained, this does not mean that pragmatics is interacting with the attributive reading 

to yield that referential reading. And if it were just pragmatics there would be no effect. on the 

semantics; yet in Section 2.4.1 we saw that there was a difference in the truth values and in the 

types of questions that could be asked when sentences had referential veaus amibutive NPs. 

f h e  difficulty in conclusively showing that Donnellan's andysis in which there are two 

readings is the correct one is because the logical srnime of a sentence "is determined to a large 

extent, if not completely, by its syntactic structure" (Heim 1991: 17). yet the scope options of 

definites do not seern to distinguish syntactically between a referential and an attributive use. 

Previously in Generative Grarnmar S-structure and LF were separate levels that contributed to 

the iogical structure of a sentence. But in the Minimalin Program there is just the conceptual- 

intentional interface and where Spell-out occurs. Since Spell-out occurs before movement of 

specific NP objects in English, they move covertly to take wide scope. Thus the scope options 

appear not be conmained, yet at the same time they support a relationship between the logical 

structure of the sentence and the syntactic structure. Section 2.5 will show that specific NPs 

(referential) move covenly to take wide scope in accusative languages whereas they move at 

Spell-out in ergative languages. 

2.4.4 Summary 

Object NPs in English can be specific or non-specific. The speaker's intention to pick out a 

particular NP makes it specific. Since movernent of specific objects does not occur until after 



Spellsut in English, there are two possible reading of definite NPs since there are two possible 

positions for interpreting definite NPs: the S-structure in silu nmow s ape  reading and the wide 

scope reading from movement after Spell-out. If the speaker uses the definite NP to pick out a 

panicular object it will take wide scope covertly and have a rcferential reading. If the speaker 

does not refer to any panicular object the NP is used attributively and remains in situ, retaining 

its narrow scope. An opaque context makes the non-specific reading more salient because the 

operator takes scope over the definite NP. However a specific reading is still possible with the 

definite NP taking scope over the operator. Definite pronominals are always specific and make 

panicular reference to something or someone. 

In the next section, specificity as described for Inuktitut in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 is 

cornpared with specificity for English described Section 2.4. 1 wil1 show that a specific object 

moving to take wide scope at Spell-out or covenly afier Spell-out accounts for a language being 

ergative or accusative. 

2.5 Specificity in Ergative and in Accusative Languages 

From the description of Inuktitut in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 and of English in Section 2.4, specific 

objects in ergative and in accusative languagw mark a speaker's intentions to pick out a particda- 

entity. Modem Fani is another example of an accusative language that marks objects as specific. 

S. Karimi (1989, 1990) descnbes râ as a syntactic market of specificity, and argues that it is a 

syntaaic representation of a semantic idea that the speaker has a specific individual in mind. She 

defines specificity as the speaker's intention to select a parhcdar individual (or individuals) from 



a set of entities, and shows that rri does not have a discourse function. 

For the description of English in Section 2.4, definite objects were shown io have two 

readings: a specific (referential) and a non-specific (attributive) readùig. The former is unmarked 

and the latter becomes more salient when the sentence contains an Operator. Similuly in other 

accusative languages a specific object can have two rcadings. In the Fasi example in (413 and 

in the Bulgarian example" in (41 b), there are two readings: one referential and one attributive. 

For the referential reading, the hearer hterprets the speaker as picking out a panicular book, and 

if  the book is on the floor it could still be brought or questions which make reference to a 

panicuiar book could be asked such as  do you mean the book on thejloor? For the amibuhve 

reading the hearer might Say there's no book on the rable or well rhere's a pencil on the table. 

rhere's no book. 

(41) a. ketaab-e mye miz-ro bar-aam biyaar 
book.EZ on-EZ table-ri for-me bring 
'Bring me the book on the table' 

b. donesi mi kniga-ta na masa.ta 
bring-2sg me-CL book.Def on table.Def 
'Bring me the book on the table' 

The difference between specific objects in ergative and accusative languages lies in the 

readings available. In accusative languages (e.g.. English. Modem Fani, Bulgarian), objects can 

have a specific (referential) reading or a non-specific (amibuhvelnon-referentiai) reading. The 

specific reading is preferred, and the non-specific becomes more readily available if there is an 

"The two readings for sentences in (41) were obtained from adult native speakers of Farsi 
and Bulgarian. 



operator in the sentence. However in ergative languages (e-g.. Inuktitut and West Greenlandic). 

specific objects can have only one reading even if there is an operator in the sentence. 

In Inuktitut a specific NP has only the wide scope (specificlrcferential) interpretation" 

(see also Bittner (1987) for West Greenlandic). In (42a) there is only the reading where there 

is a particular ski-doo that Mary wants to buy. 

(42) a Maari.up sikituuq niuvi.rumajanga 
MaryErglGen ski-doo(Abs/Nom) buy.want.IND3E/3A 
'Mary wants to buy the ski-doo' 

b. qajaq atu.runnaar.paa (B 1987: p. 21 1) 
kayak(Abs/Norn) use-no-longer.lM>3E/3 A 
'He no longer uses kayak' 

In the West Greenlandic example in (42b) there is only the wide scope reading as in (43a) and 

not the narrow scope reading in (43b). 

(43) a. 3 [ x  is a kayak 8r it is no longer the case that (he uses x)] (B 1987: p. 21 1) 

b. it is no longer the case that (3x[x is a kayak & he uses x]) 

It is only with non-specific NPs that there is the narrow scope reading. 'Thus in (44a) there is 

the narrow scope reading as in (44c), but because of the opaque operator +ma- there is also the 

wide scope reading in (44b). 

18 Part of Campana's (1992) argument for arguments in ergative languages being in base 

generated argument positions at S-structure (Spellsut) and moving at LF to their case positions 
is based on the scopal properties of Abs objects versus Inst objects. He says "according to 
Bimier (1 987), transitive objects in West Greenlandic always have scope over modals of necessity 
(e.g. musr), whereas antipassive objects (Themes) with oblique Case never do" (Campana 1992: 
110). Now although Bittner (1987) descnbes the InsVAcc NP as not taking wide scope over the 
modal of necessity, with almost ail of the other operators the h s t  NP could take nanow scope 
or wide scope. However an Abs/Nam NP object always takes wide scope which would indicate 
that the AbsMom NP object has moved outside the VP by Spell-out. 



(44) a Maan' sikituu-mik niuvi-nimajuq 
Mary(Abs/Nom) ski-doo.lnn/Acc buy.want.IND3A 
'Mary wants to buy a ski-doo' 

b. qaukpat niuvir.niaq.tanga 
tomorrow buy.FWï.IND3E/3A 
'she will buy it tomonow' 

c. qaukpat niuvir.niaq.tuq 
tomorrow buyEUïlND3A 
'she will buy one tomonow' 

The example in (45) is from West Greenlandic (Bittner 1987). The non-specific object in 

IndAcc case can have the wide scope reading in (43a) or the narrow sape reading as in (43b). 

(45) qajaq-mik atu-junnaar-puq (B 1987: p. 21 1) 
kayak.Inst/Acc use(+AP).no-longer.IND3 A 
'He no longer uses kayak' 

There is a similar difference in the readings available for number phrases. Absrnom 

number phrase objects cm have only the collective reading while Inst~Acc nurnber phrase objects 

and ErglGen number phrase subjects can have the collective or the distributive readings (see 

Bittner 1994: 97-104). The following examples are from Bittner (1994: 98, 99). 

(46) a. qimmi-t marluk ama-t pingasu-t kii-vaat 
dog.pl-Erg/Gen two-pl-Erg/Gen woman.pl-Abs/Nom three.pl-Abs/Norn bite-INDfplEnpiA 
'Two dogs bit three women' 

b. qimmi. t marluk amanik pingasu.nik kii.si.pput 
dog.plAbs/Nom two-pl-AbdNom woman-pl-IndAcc three.pl-IndAcc bite.AP.IND3plA 
Two dogs bit three women' 

Three women in both (46a) and (46b) have the collective reading where there were three women 

that were bitten by two dogs as shown in (47a). 



However the distributive reading where two dogs each bit three women as shown in (47b) 

(Bittner (1994: 99)) is only avsilable for the InnlAcc object in (46b) and is not available for the 

AbsMom object in (46a). 

nie difference in the reachgs available is detemhed by the s a p e  that the specific object 

has. In ergative languages such as Inuktitut, the specific object takes wide scope at Spell-out, 

so only the wide scope reading is available. In accusative languages like English and Farsi, the 

definite object is within the VP at S-structure and only moves covertly after Spellsut. Thus the 

marked narrow scope attributive (non-specific) reading is possible because the object remains in 

siru at SpelI-out, but the unmarked referential (specific) reading occurs when the object takes 

wide scope after SpelI-out. 

The AbsMom case rnarking of specific objects in ergative languages is accounted for, and 

in Chapter 1 1 showed that Absrnom is assigned by T in a Spec-head relation. Now I will argue 

that the Erg/Gen case marked subject is in sint in a Spec-head relation with V. As pointed out 

in Chapter 1, die subjects of verbs in certain Japanese constructions receive Gen case in s i m  The 

example (5 1) from Chapter 1 is repeated here as (48). 

(48) a. [,, [, John-no tabeta ] pin  ] (Mi: eg. 3) 

[,, John-Gen ate ] pizza ] 
'the pizza John ate' 

b. [,, [, (kinoo) [John-ka Mary]-no kita ] riyuul-O osiete (Mi: eg. 13) 
rDP rTP (yesterday) (John-or Mary]-Gen came ] teason]-Acc tell me 
'Tell me the reason why John or Mary came (yesterday)' 

in  English, the Gen subject of the gerund is generated in [Spec, VI and is assigned case 



by V" as illustrated in (49). 

John's 
V DP 
read the book 

Since the DP hypothesis other explanations for -hg gerunds assume that the Gen subject is 

generated in [Spec, D] (cf. Abney (1 987), Yoon (1 996a, 1996b)). However, the Gen abject has 

must be generated in [Spec. VI. Nominals allow the definite article but do not permit PRO as 

in (50a); whereas gerunds do not dlow articles but do permit PRO as in (50b). 

(50) a. Johnls/the/*PRO shipping of the package to England 

b. John'sl*the/PRO shipping the package to England 

Gerunds also do not exhibit N' properties since they do nor allow adjectives such as the 

pronominal negative no, but do allow the adverbial negative nor in (51 b). 

(51) a. no/*not recording of the Song can compare to a live performance 

b. John's *nohot recording the Song created a great furor 

Libert (1992) points out that genitive subjects of gerunds can have predicates as in (52b), whereas 

genitive subjects of nominals as in (52a) get mixed judgements. 

(52) a *John's, destruction of the paintings drunk, was a crime 

Ig~homsky (1986a: 195) had the VP reuding the book assign a theta-role and c u e  to John. 
thereby satisfying the Uniformity Condition. 
(i) [John's reading the book] disturbed me (C 1986a: 195) 
Recall that this was before the VP-intemal subject hypothesis. 



b. John's, demoying the paintings drunk, was a crime 

Finally, the Gen subject has must be generated in [Spec. VI since it has an agent thematic role. 

not a possessor theta role in the (b) examples and in (53) as the object of a passive genuid. 

(53) a John's having been binen by so many mosquitoes was quite a surprise 

b. The car's having been painted blue was an attempt to placate his wife 

ïhis suggests that we cm consider the Erg/Gen subject in Inuktitut to be in [Spec. VI. 

Scope facts also present evidence that the Erg/Gen subject is, in fact, in situ. Bittner 

(1994: 101) describes (54a) as having two possible readings. ï h e  collective reading where two 

men joinrly gave Juuna a dog is shown in (54b); and in this case Juuna gets one dog. 

(54) a. anguti.t marluk Juuna qimmi-mik tuni.vaat 
man-pl-Erg/Gen nvo-pl-Erg/Gen Juuna-AbsMom dog.Inst/Acc give.IND -3 plEl3 A 
'Two men gave Juuna a dog' 

The distributive reading where two men each gave Jurrna a dog is shown in (54c); and in this 

case Juuna gets two dogs. And in the example (59) from Classical Tibetan in Chapter 1, with 

the negative pmicle mi- the Erg/Gen subject" could have only the narrow scope reading where 

the proposition is denied. 

1 suggest that specificity is a forma1 feature and it is this feature that is checked with 

rnovement. In accord with the Minimalia Prograrn, since formal features checked at Spell-out 

'Dfhe Erg/lGen subject was 'the king' which did not involve a variable/quantifier as in Bittner's 
examples. 



move the whole NP dong for phonological convergence, in ergative languages the whole object 

NP moves. In accusative languages the whole NP need not move, only the FF[sptcificity] moves 

since the feature is checked coverily. The fact that specificity is a feature assigned to an object 

by the speaker can explain the difference in scope readings for AbsINom subjects versus 

A b s N o m  objects. For example, Bittner (1994:97-104) describes the number phrase with 

AbsNom in the transitive sentence in (SS), the passive in (56) and the antipassive in (57) as dl 

having a collective reading (wide scope) for the object as show in the (b) examples. 

(55) a. qimmi-t marluk amat pingasut kii-vaat (B 1994: 9 8 )  
dog.plErg/Gen two(Erg/Gen) woman(Abs/Nom) three(Abs/Nom) bite.IND3plEf3plA 
'Two dogs bit three women' 

(5 6) a. arna-t pingasut qimmi-nit marlun-nit kii-ni-qar-put (B 1994: 99) 
woman.pIAbs/Nom three(Abs/Nom) dog.plAb1 two.Abl bite.niq.have.IND3plA 
'Three women were bitten by two dogs' 

(57) a. qimmi-t marluk arnanik pingasu-nik kii-si-pput (B 1994: 99) 
dog.plAbs/Nom two(AbsMorn) wornan.plInst/Acc three.Inst/Acc bite.AP.IND3plA 
'Two dogs bit three women' 

However the Abs/Nom object nurnber phrase in (Sa) does not allow a distributive reading. Only 

the AbsMom subjects in (56) and (57) allow the distributive (nanow scope) reading. Hence (56) 

can aiso mean t h e  wornen were each bitzen by wo dogs and (57) can also mean two dogs each 

bit three women. î h e  difference then between AbsMom objects and Abs/Norn subjects is that 

the former are marked as specific by the speaker and can only be interpreted referentially. 



In surnmary, specificity is a feature of an object that is used by the speaker when he 

intends to pick out a particular entity. Ergative languages require the specificity feature to be 

checked at Spellsut which results in the object moving outside the VP and taking wide scope. 

The specific abject moves outside the VP to [Spec, Tl as shown in (58a). For non-specific 

objects the subject moves to [Spec, Tl and is assigned AbsMom case in a Spec-head relation 

with T, while the objea is assigned Acc/inst withïn the VP with insertion of the postposition -mik 

(58) a. Object is Specific b. Object is Non-specific 

obj 4 subj "", 

The Spell-out position for English, an accusative language, is i l l ~ a t e d  in (59a); compare 

it with the Spell-out position for ergative languages in (58a). In accusative languages if the 

speaker picks out a particular entity. he marks the object with a specificity feature which is 

checked covenly by movement of the feature after Spell-out. Coven checking of the [+specific] 

feature illustrated in (59b) (see also Section 1.4.2 figure (47)). The choice of the definite article 

in English and the morpheme rd in Modern Farsi will usually indicate a specific object. 

However, as we saw, it is possible to have a non-specific (attributive) reading. In this case the 

83 



attributive reading 

- n 
subj T' 

is possible because the object is inside the VP at Spell-out as in (59a). 

Nom 

V obj 
Acc 

For accusative languages the case i s  checked by V, however for ergative languages V 

checks ErglGen (in ErglGen-Abs/Nom clauses) and cannot check Acc (in AbsNom-Inst/Acc 

clauses) so the postposition a r k  is insened for checking InnlAcc. Ergative languages have been 

described as unable to assign Acc case. At first glance it might seem that the inability of the V 

to assign Acc case could be the reason why the object moves to [Spec, f l ,  Le., to sati* the case 

filter. However if this were the reason then it doesn't explain why the option in (58a) is 

sometimes chosen and sometimes the option in (58b). 



Chapter 3 

Parametric Explaaations for Erg-Abs Case-Marking 

Chapter 2 explaincd the occurrence of ErgIGen-Absrnom venus AbsMom-InstlAcc case marking 

in Inuktitut by the requirement of specific objects to move outside the VP at Spellsut in 

Inuktitut. There are other models which use pararneters to explain the diflerence between 

accusative languages and ergative languages such as Inuktitut. Different paramenic explanations 

that have been posited to account for ergative languages jnclude those by Johns (1992). (1993); 

Murasugi (1992a), (1992b); and Bobaljik (1993). In this chapter 1 outline these different 

parametrïc explanations for why Inuktitut has Erg/Gen-Abs/Nom case marking and show what 

is wrong with each. The analysis provided in Chapten 1 and 2 of my study eliminates the need 

for a special parameter. 1 also look at the case-binding configuration explanation for case 

marking patterns in Bittner (1994a) and Bittner and Hale (1996) and show the difficulties it has 

in accounting for Inuktitut data, which suggests that case assignernent is by a lexical head 

(Chomsky 19869 1995) as described in Chapter 1. Lastly I look at Bokgennema's (1991) 

explanation for the dual case marking patterns of Inuktitut. I will show that it also is not the 

correct account for the case marking in ergative languages. 

3.1 Lexical Properties Paramettr 

Johns (1987, 1992, 1993) takes the nominalist position which posits that there are no VPs in 



Inuktitut, only nominais. Though there are Vs and 

phrases are really nominalizing affixes which attach 

affixes (e-g., gue) carry a referentiai feature. 

Ns, Vs do not project to VPs. The mood 

to Vs in the lexicon. The transitive mood 

Johns (1992) amibutes the difference between the ergative language Inuktitut and 

languages that have a VP in syntactic structure to parametric variation in lexical propem'es which 

is infonnally stated in (1). 

(1 ) Lexical Properties Parameter: 

Ergativity in Inuktitut results from the interaction of universal principles with the 
following 3 language particular features: (i) V cannot project a VP, (ii) passive 
participle morpheme is nominal and creates a predication relation, and (iii) only 2 
functional nodes, nominal agreement AgrP, and predicate level agreement AgrP,, 
are available. 

The third point in the parameter is based on the assumption that the type, number and position 

of functional categories can Vary from language to language (cf. Chomsky 1991). Inuktitut has 

at most the two functionai projections of AgrP, (=IP) and AgrP, (=NP) as s h o w  in (2). An 

intransitive clause has only the former and transitive clauses can have both. The fint two points 

are explained by Johns' (1992) assumption that substantive categories (Ns and Vs) are dso 

subject to parametric variation. This latter assumption is used to explain (i) the predication 

relation created between a "transitive" mood nomindized complement of Agr, and the subject 

in [Spec, Agr,], and between the nominal phrase complernent AgrP, and the subject in [Spec. 

Agr,,]; and (ii) V not projecting a VP and thus not projecting an object (the object is generated 

as subject of the predicate phrase AgrP,). 

An illumation is provided in (2). The thematic arguments are generated in [Spec, AgrP]: 

in intransitive clauses the thematic subject in [Spec, Agr,], and in transitive clauses the thematic 



subject in [Spec, Agr,] and the thematic object as subject of the predicate phrase in [Spec, Agr,,]. 

The oven N P s  get case' through Spec-head agreement with the agreement heads Agr, and Agr,. 

The deverbal nominal (= the complement of Agr head) moves to the agreement heads through 

head movement and gets the agreement endings.' The oven subject NP in transitive clauses 

adjoins to AgrP, ta check agreement features at S-S. 

(2) a. Intransitive Clause b. Transitive Clause 
anguti taku-juq anguti.up amaq taku-jaa 
man(AbsMom) see.IND3A man.Erg/Gen woman(Abs/Nom) see.IND.3E/3 A 

'the man sees' 'the man sees the wornan' 

AgrP, Ag#, 

A 
SPEC Agrv' 

fi 
AgrP, 

anguti ' A n 
W(Aw Agrv' 

NP 
I 

4% a L q  ,q 
takuI,.juql, Ag& Agrv 

/A Agr,' 

anguti-up 

'For a description of case in Eskimo-Aleut languages in the nominalist tradition of 
Kleinschmidt, Thalbitzer, Hammench, see Johns (1 987). For a critique of the nominalist position, 
see Lipscomb (1 993). 

2I Uri11 not discuss Johns' (1993) analysis of participial versus indicative mood affixes in 
one sub-group of speakers of Labrador Inuttut. 



There are problems both with this nominal model and wi-th the parameter. First, a 

nominal model would require al1 syntactic relationships to be represented in word formation. Ali 

mood markers, including interrogative, would have to be nominaliring affixes since the same case 

assignrnent and sirnilar agreement morphemes dso occur with moods other than just the 

indicative (her passive morphology) as show in (3). 

(3) a taku.gu.ni.uk 
see.COND.3 ssE.3 A 

'if he sees her' 

b. pi-gasuk-piuk? (S 1: p. 105) 
get.trymQ2E/3A 
'Did you try ta get it?' 

As well, material such as auxiliaries as in (3b) and adverbs and negation as in (4) can occur 

between the V and the nominaliring morpheme. 

(4) tigu.qananngi.1i.ruk (S 1: p. 90) 
take.often.NEG.process.OPTZE/3 A 
'don't keep grabbing it' 

It is also unclear how her model would handle the Absrnom-IndAcc sentences in the (b) 

examples in Section 2.2.1. 

Johns' explanation for ergativity, however. makes two wrong predictions. As shown in 

Sections 2.2 and 2.3, speaker intentions to pick out a paticular entity accounts for the Erg/Gen- 

AbsMom case marking. According to the parametric variation of lexical propenies, speaker 

intentions would have to be marked in the Iexicon on the transitive mood nominaiizers. Now 

although other languages such as English and Modem Farsi mark specific objects in syntax using 

the determiner the and the morpheme rû respectively, Inuktitut would mark specific objects in 

the lexicon. This is, of course, consistent with the observation that syntactic relationships would 



occur in word formation. However if this really were the case, then words formed with the -joq 

nominalizer (her passive p d c i p l e  rnorpheme) as in (5) would be specific. 

( 5 )  a sanajuq Be works on something' (S II: p. 96) 
b. sanajaq 'thing made or worked on (handicraft, c h n g )  

Moreover, Johns (1992: 84) posits a "One Fom/One Meaning Pnnciple", in part to justify 

treating the nominalizer -jaq and the -ja- mood marker as the same nomindizing affiix, which 

would require morphemes that are identicaî or similar phonologicaliy to have identical or  similar 

lexical propertïes. However -juq nominals need not be specific as shown in (6). In (6a) tahjaq 

is the subject of a copula verb (i-e., passive); in (6b) sonajaq is a non-specific object; and in (6c) 

sanajaq is a non-specific object even though it has a possessor subject. 

(6) a. takuja-ujuq Nali-mut (S 1: p. t12) 
seen-thing.be.IND3A Nellie.Ab1 
'it was seen by Nellie' 

b. sanajar-mik taku.lauq.punga 
thing-made.Inst/Acc see.PAST.IM) 1 A 
'1 saw the thing someone made' 

c. Maari .up sanaja-nga-nik taku-lauq-punga 
Mary.Gen(Erg) thing-made.3POSSlnst/Acc see.PAST.IND 1 A 
'1 saw Mary's made thing' 

One could argue following Johns (1992) that just as the copula nansmits the referential 

feature of the nomindizing mood affix, the copula assigns the [+specific] feature; thus wociating 

specificity with [Spec, AgrP,]. But this would not be correct as an Abs/Nom NP need not be 

specific as shown in (7) where it is clearly undesirable to associate Abs case with speaker 

intentions. 

(7) a. pi.u.juq 
good.be.3 AbsNom 

'it is good' 



b. uqquu-juq 
be-warm.3 Abs/Nom 
'it is warm' 

The deverbai nominal can be used non-specifically as in (6b) and (6c) and so c m o t  have a 

[+specific] feanire a s  part of its lexical entry. Nor can the retention of a [+specific] feature be 

related to the AgrPN projection since AgrP, is the structure Johns (1992) has for the possessive 

phrase, and the possessive construction can also be non-specific as shown in (6c). 

Secondly according to the Lexical Properties Parameter the syntactic structure for the 

sentence in (8a) is (8b) with the semantic interpretation in (8c) (see Johns 1992: 61). 

(8) a. anguti-up nanuq kapi.jaa0 
rn an.Erg/Gen bear(Abs/Nom) stab.IM)[PassPart]3E.3 A 
'the man stabbed the bear' 

b. the man is the bear's stabbed one 
c. the man stabbed the bear 

It is generally assumed as part of UG that meaning, though compositional, is related to syntactic 

structure. If the meaning is read off (8b), then the becir's szabbed one should have a specific and 

a non-specific reading (cf. Donnellan 1966, 1978; Manga 1994a). But nanuq 'the bear' with 

AbdNom case in @a) has only the specific readinp as  already discussed in Section 2.3.2 (see also 

Bittner (1994a) and Section 3.4). Thus (8b) cannot be the syntactic structure for ErglGen- 

Abs/Nom sentences as in (8a). 

3.2 O bligatory Case Parameter 

Unlike the models in the following Sections 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 that associate the marked cases Erg 

and Acc and the unmarked cases Abs and Nom, Bobaljik's mode1 stnicturally associates Erg with 

Nom and Abs with Acc. (This parameter has already been discussed in Chapter 1, Sections 1.4.1 



and Section 1.4.2.) There are two AgrP functional projections. The higher AgrP is associated 

w'th NomErg case and the lower AgrP with AcdAbs case. The difference between Erg 

languages and Nom languages thus lies with the intransitive verbs. With Erg languages Agr,P 

(Abs case) is obligatory and with Nom languages Agr,P (Nom case) is obligatory. Bobaljik 

(1 993: 5 1) fornulates this in tenns of the Obligatory Case Parameter in (9). 

(9) Obligatory Case Parameter: 

Case X is obligatorily assipedlchecked, where Case X is a structural case. 
a. In NIA languages, CASE X is NOMINATIVE (=ERG) 
b. In E/A languages, CASE X is ABSOLüTIVE (=ACC) 

Bobaljik's mode1 for transitive and intransitive verbs is given in (10a) and (10b) 

respectively. For transitive verbs as in (10a) the object moves to [Spec, AgrJ where it gets Abs 

case, and the subject (agent) moves to [Spec, T] then to [Spec. Agr,] where it gets Erg case. 

Features are checked through Spec-head agreement. 



For intransitive verbs in ergative languages the only NP argument moves to [Spec, Agr,] due to 

the Obligatory Case Parameter, then moves to [Spec, T]. This is shown in (1 Ob). 

Bobaljik cIaîmed his mode1 and parameter were supported by anaphoric binding in 

Erg/Abs clauses and by agreement pattems in [-?ense] clauses. However. neither the binding data 

nor his analysis of [-Tense] clauses show that Agr,P and AgrP need be associated with 

Erg(=Nom) and Abs(=Acc) cases respectively. As noted in Chapter 1, anaphoric binding in 

ergative languages follows a Nom-Acc language pattern. Other models such as Bittner's (Section 

3.4) which have Agr,P for Abs case cm also account for the binding fam. So Bobaljik's 

Obligatory Case Parameter where the subject and object arguments respectively move in S- 

structure to [Spec, Agr,] and [Spec, AgrJ is not necessary ta account for anaphoric binding. 

In Bobaljik's andysis of [-Tense] clauses, Agr,P in Nom-Acc languages is defective when 

there is no T feature, but Agr,P can be active. Thus there is no Nom case or agreement but there 

can be an object as shown in the English exarnple in (1 1). 

(1 1) John tried PROI*John/*him to leave/congratulate himself/Archibald/ ... (Bo 1993: p. 6 1)  

Since Agr, in ergative languages checks Erg case, then in [- Tense] clauses it is expected that 

there are no Erg arguments. However, since Agr: checks Abs case, he predicts and attempts to 

show that [-?ense] clauses allow only Abs case marking and agreement (either of object if 

transitive or subject if intransitive). His argument is based on agreement pattems, Le., there 

should only be Abs agreement in [Jense] clauses. However this is clearly not the case. 

What Bobaljik calls a "gerundive clause" is a dependent mood also called participial 

(Mailon 1991, Spalding l992), conjunctive (Lowe 1985). appositional (Dorais 1988). or 

contemporative (Fonescue 1984). This dependent mood distinguishes non-future (-f l lu-)  from 



future (-lu-) and indicates whether the subject is the same (-(?)luni) or different ( - t~ i+fugu)~ from 

a related clause as illustrated in (12). 

(12) a kingaq urnik.&u.ni.uk, sinaanut kingaup ingi&.&u.ni (S 1: p. 121) 
hill(Abs/Nom) approachPART.3ssE.3A, edge3POSS.Abl hill.Erg/Gen 
sit-down-PART,3 A 
'(she,) approaching a hill, she, sat down at the edge of it' 

b. silatsiangu.tiI.lugu aullalauq-tut (M 199 1 b: p. 40) 
weather.good.be.tit(=ds).PART3 A depart.PASTJND3pl 
'the weather being good, they departed' 

In the participial clause in (12a) there is agreement for both the subject and the object. The 

paradigm in (13a) for the participial mood in lnuktitut (see MalIon 1991) shows that though there 

is only object (AbdNom) agreement when the subject is first or second person, with a third 

person same subject, there is subject and object agreement. 

(13 )  a. Subject: k g  2sg 3ss 3ds 

Non-Specific clause: lu-nga lu-tit luni ti1.lu.g~ 
Specific clause: lobj lu-nga 1u.ni.nga 

2obj lu-tit lu.ni. tit 
3obj lu.gu lu-gu lu.ni.uk 

Furthemore it is also possible for the participial verb agreement endings to have some 

type of agreement with the first or second person Erg subject. For West Greenlandic Eskimo, 

Fonescue (1984: 297) wn-tes that "one can find l d 2 n d  person subject forms combined with 3rd 

'There may be other verbal affkes in Inuktitut besides - t ir-  'cause' that c m  be used in 
participial clauses to indicate that the subject is different from the main clause subject. For 
example, in West Greenlandic Foriescue (1 984: 576-59) has examples as illustrated in (i) and (ii) 
with both -tir- and -tsir- 'wait for' being used in the phcipiai clause when the subject in the 
panicipial clause is different from the main clause subject. 
(i) (Aggu-mut) a ~ q  isigi.til.lugu tuqu.vuq 

'while he, (Aggu) was looking at the whale, he, died' 
(ii) Aggu-mut arviq taku.tsir.lugu 

'until Aggu saw the whale' 



person object markers, e-g. -(l)lutigu, lp-3s." In the paradigms for Inuktinit (Dorais 1988. Harper 

1974) and Siglit (Lowe 1985), if the object is 3rd person there is number agieement for the 

subject if it is dual or plural la or 2nd person. An example from Siglit for a la person subject 

is shown in (1 3 b) (see Lowe 1985: 21 9). 

(13) b. Erg subject: 1 singular 1 dual 1 plural 

3 sg object -lu.gu 4u.t-ku -lu.ti.gu 
3 dual object -1u.gik -lu-t.kik -1u.ti.gik 
3 pl object -1u.git -lu.t.kik -lu.ti.gik 

The presence of agreement does not rnean the subject couldntt be PRO. Chomsky and Lasnik 

(1 995: 1 19) point out that PRO has 4 features for agreement as illustrated in (14). 

(14) a. 1 want [them, to be officers,] 

b. *they want [me to be oficers] 

c. they, want [PRO, to be offtcersJ 

d. Juan, Cree [PRO, estar enfermo,] 
Juan believes [(himself) to be sick] 

And PRO is also associated with nul1 case, so, if the subject is PRO, you should not have an Erg 

case marked subject. But we will see that an oven subject of a participial can have Erg/Gen 

case. 

There is no empirical evidence to support Bobaljik's Obligatory Case Parameter, however 

there is evidence against his model. First, contrary to Bobaljik's assertion. an aven subject in the 

participial clause can have Erg case as shown in (15) with examples from Siglit, West 

Greenlandic and Inuktitut. In the Siglit example (15a) from Lowe (1985: 230): I h q  is a 

'In Murasugi (1 992) the participial rnood is also considered as non-finite. However she 
describes the -(l)lu- clauses as having Erg subjects and Abs objects (see Section 3.3). Bittner 



person's name and -m is the Erg (relative) case marker in Siglit. In (1Sa) I I N m  could be the 

subject of the main clause iga-yau, however in the West Greenlandic example in (1 Sb) and the 

North Baffin example in (Mc) the Erg subject of the participial clause could not be the subject 

of the main clause. In (1Sb) the subject of the participial clause is Kunuu-p, i-e., Kunuuk' which 

has Erg/Gen case. The ErglGen case marked subject Kunuup could not be the subject of the 

main clause which is an intransitive verb. The subject of aaltar- wodd be pro which tefers to 

Kunuuk. Similarly the Erg subject ratsuma in (Mc) could not be the subject of the main clause 

verb which is intransitive. Nor could the singular demonstrative tatsumo be an GenErg possessor 

of the Abs/Norn object since the object already has a demonstrative and is dual and not singular. 

(1 5) a. Ilmm kivgaluk amiiqqaaq.&ugu, iluiq-tugu, uuk&i.blugu, salummaq.8ugu igayaa 
Il mq.Erg/Gen muskrat(Abs/Nom) skin.PART3E/3 A gut.PART3E/3 A cut.PART3Y3 A 
clean.PART3E/3 A cook.IND3E/3 A 
'Ilruq first skinned the muskrat, then guîted it, cut it into porîions, cleaned it, and 
cooked it' 

b. Kunuu-p ilaga-lugit aallar-puq (F 1984: 151) 
Kunuuk.Erg/Gen accompany.PART3E/3 plA Ieave.IND3 A 
'Kunuuk lefi accompanying hem' 

(1994a: 78) and Bittner and Hale (1996: 18) also describe -lu- clauses as being able to have Erg 
case marked subjects. and as not having Erg agreement, which they explain as case and 
agreement being independent. Bok-Bennema (1 99 1 : 206) citing Foonescue's example in (1 5 b) also 
allows GenErg subjects. Bobaijik (1993: 67) has an example similar to (15a) which was taken 
from Fortescue (1984) for West Greenlandic. The relevant first part is given in (i): 
(i) savaati-mi ilisara.lu.ni miirtur.vigi.lir.manni ... 
sh eep.3 PossRefi(Erg/Gen) recognize.PART.3RefiA bl eat. have-as-place-of. begin.CAUS3plU3 A 

'When his sheep, recognizing him, began to bleat at him ...' 
There is an Erg/Gen case marked subject savaurl-mi where -mi is the 3rd reflexive possessor in 
Erg case. As with (1Sa) it could be arguably said that suvaati-mi is the subject of 
miinurvigilinnunni. However (l5b) shows that it is possible to have an Erg case marked subject 
with a participial mood clause. 



c. tatsuma taikkua nanu-uk maiik.til.lu.ni.gik, silattiavau.1auq.tuq 
this-one-right-here(Erg/Gen) that-one-there-away(d,Abs/Nom) polar-bear.d(Abs/Norn) 
foIlow.titSART.3E.3dA, weather-be-finePAST.IND3A 
'while this one nght here was following those two bears over there, the weather was nice' 

Second. if w e  is  assignedfchecked in a Spec-head relation with the appropriate Agr, and 

if Abs case is checked againa Agr, then Agr, would have Abs agreement, and if Erg case is 

checked against Agr, then Agr, would have Erg agreement According to the Obligatory Case 

Parameter model, the order of the agreement and T features in (10a) would be as in (16a). 

However this violates the Mirror Principle which posits a relationship between the ordenng of 

morphernes and syntactic denvation, as the actud rnorphological order is in (16b). The actual 

morphological order is illustrated in (16c) and (16d) with indicative mood endings that overtly 

mark singular subject and singular object. 

(1  6) a. syntax: V- Abs-T-Erg 
b. morphology: V-T-Erg-Abs 

c. taku-jas-nga 
see.IND.3E. 1 A 
'he saw me' 

d. taku-ja-atit 
see.IND -3E.2A 
'he saw you' 

Although the validity of the Mirror Principle has  been questioned (cf. Miller 1 993). the discussion 

is more in tems of what part of morphology is mirrored in the syntax and what part is lexical. 

In Bobaljik's model the morphology corresponds to three functional projections, Le., syntax, and 

so it is expected that the morphological ordering should mirror the syntactic relationship of the 

functional projections. 

Third, the scope facts described in Chapter 2 do not support an andysis in which the 

Erg/Gen subject is in [Spec, Agr,] and the Absrnom object in [Spec. Ag-]. The AbsMom object 

has only wide scope and the Erg/Gen subject cm have narrow or wide scope which is the 



opposite to what would be expected if the subject were in Agr,P and the object in Agr,P. 

Founh, Bobaljik's Obligatory Case Parameter lacks predictive power. By associating Erg 

case and Erg agreement with Agr,P his model would be unable to explain the pardlelism between 

ergative case marking and agreement in specific clauses and possessive constructions that Johns 

tried to account for (see Section 3.1). Nor couid his model explain the case marking p a e m  of 

gerunds in Inuktitut. Since these are [- Tense] the subject shouid not have Ergleen according 

to this parameter. However the subject, whether agent or passivized object, a s  illustrated in (1 7a) 

and (17b) respeaively, has Erg/Gen case, and the object as in (17c) has IndAcc case. (Sec 

Chapter 4 which deais with NPs.) 

(1 7) a. qimmi-up kii.si.ni.nga 
dog.Erg/Gen bite.AP.niq.3Poss(AbsMom) 
'the dog's (agent) biting' 

b. qimmi-up kii-jau-ni-nga 
dog.Erg/Gen bite.doee.be.niq.3Poss(AbsMom) 
'the dog's (theme) biting' 

c. nanur-mik saglu-ni-ra 
polar-bear.Inst/Acc lie-niq. 1 Poss(Abs/Nom) 
'my lying about the polar bear' 

His model, like Johns' and Murasugi's, assumes a transitive versus intransitive5 split. In 

Chapter 2, Section 2.1 showed that a transitive sentence would have ergative case rnarking if the 

speaker intended to pick out a panicular entity, but nominative-accusative marking if no 

- - - - - - - - - 

5He aiso States (1993: 82) that "al1 incorporation structures are fonnally intransitive". This 
is incorrect as illustrated by the exampies (i) and (ii): 
(i) pi.1iri.janga (ii) ui-gijara 

something.worksn.IND3E/3 A husband-have-as.IND W3 A 
'he's working on it' '1 have hirn as a husbandhe is my husband' 

For examples in West Greenlandic see Fortescue (1 984: 3 20-324). 



pdcular entity were picked out; and gave examples of specific and non-specific transitive 

sentences in (5) to (10). An exarnple of a sentence in the participial rnood with a non-specific 

object is in (18a) and with a specific object in (18b). 

(18) a nanur-mik malik.&utit aullaq.tutit (M 1991b: p. 50) 
po1ar-bear.Inst/Acc fo11ow.PARTZA 1 eaveJND2A 
'following a polar bear, you left' 

b. nanuq malik.&ugu aullaq.tutït (M 1991b: p. 50) 
polar-bear(Abs/lrlom) followPART2U3A leaveIND2A 
'following the polar bear, you leh' 

He does not address "split" ergativity whereby one language may have either ergative case 

marking or accusative case marking, however "split" ergativity provides further evidence that the 

Obligatory Case Parameter is wrong. There are three possible ways to reconcile the Obligatory 

Case Parameter with split ergativity, but none are successful. First if option b, CASE X is 

ABSOLUTIVE. is selected then there is no way to account for the Nom and Acc case marking. 

If both option a or b could be selected in one language (a for the Nom-Acc marking; b for the 

Erg-Abs marking), the selection of Abs marking for real intransitive clauses would not be 

explained since either option should be available. This itself is not problematic since both Nom 

and Abs are the unmarked cases. However it would pose problems for UG and for learnability 

having two different structural cases associated with one agreement phrase. A third option might 

be to disassociate the pararneter from assignment of Erg/Nom in Agr, and Abs/Acc in Agr,. 

However this pararneter would then become merely a stipulation and Abs would not need to be 

associated with Acc or with Agr,. 

By linking Erg with Nom and Abs with Acc it misses two fundamental generaiizations 

in the literature. First bath Nom and Abs are unrnarked cases. Second the Abs object acts like 



the subject of the sentence (cf. Dorais, Mennecier). 

3.3 Transitivity Parameter 

Murasugi (1 992a) has the functional projections TP (tense phrase) and TrP (transitivity phrase) 

rather than subject and object agreement  phrase^.^ Agreement is "a SPEC-head relation between 

a verb and its argument, mediated by T or Tr" (1992a: 14). Case requirements are satisfied at 

Spell-out or LF by the argument moMng to a Spec position. The difference between ergative and 

nominative languages is witb the features associated with the functional projections. This is 

stated in her ergative parameter (1 Wîa: 22 1) in (1 9). 

(1 9) Transitivity (Ergative) Parameter: 

In an accusative language, the Case features of T [tense] are mong. 
In an ergative language, the Case features of Tr [transitive] are strong. 

This parameter plus the Principles of Economy for NP rnovement (move the closen NP available. 

move to the closest available target, procrastinate) account for the Nom-Acc case rnarking as in 

(20a) and the Erg-AbsMom case marking as in (2Ob). In accusative languages T is mong and 

the closest NP which is the subject NP, must raise to [Spec, TP]. The object NP, moves to 

[Spec, TrP] at LF resulting in crossing paths. With transitive verbs in Erg languages. strong Tr 

features and Economy Principles cause the closest NP. the subject NP,, to move to [Spec, TrP] 

at Spell-out. Since T is not strong in ergative languages, the object NP, remains inside the VP 

6Murasugi uses Nom to refer to both Abs and Nom cases in (1992a) (for her explanation, 
see pp. 195-196), but the term Abs in (1992b). 



and moves to [Spec, TP] at LF creating nested paths.' With intransitive verbs the subjea moves 

to [Spec, TP] at LF since "the s-structure requirement for raising applies only to Tr" (Murasugi 

(20) a Nominative Language (crossing paths) b. Ergative Language (nested paths) 

In ergative languages, since Tr is strong there is movement of the thematic subject at 

Spell-out and since T is not strong there is movement to [Spec, TP] of the thematic object only 

at LF. However there is no evidence presented that the subject has to move to a tower fwictional 

projection other than being just a stipulation of the parameter, nor any evidence that the object 

does not move until LF. For example, according to her parameter the subject c-commands the 

object thereby accounting for Control and anaphoric binding facts in Inuktitut. However, as 

already mentioned for the Obligatory Case Parameter in Section 3.2, examples of anaphoric 

binding are not a reliable diagnostic as anaphonc binding is applicable at LF (Chomsky 1992), 

'Both Inuktitut and Mam (a Mayan language) are ergative and the subject moves ta [Spec, 
TrP] at S-structure, but in Inuktitut, which is SOV. the verb remains in the VP at S-structure, 
while in Mam, which is VSO, the verb raises to T at S-structure (Murasugi 1992a: 39). 



and very different models dso daim to account for the binding data (cf Manning (1992) and, for 

Inuktitut, Bobaljik (1992) and Bitmer (1994)). In fact scope facts would indicate that the object 

moves at Spell-out and not LF. The Nom case rnarked object in Erg/Gen-AbdNom sentences 

has only wide scope as do Nom arguments in generd in other languages (Bittner 1987). The 

Transitivity Parameter would predict that, if the N o d A b s  object were in situ at Spellout and 

moved to [Spec, TP] at LF, there would be two scope readings-one nanow from the S-structure 

position and one wide from the position at LF. Murasugi (1992a: 105) acknowledges this 

deficiency in her mode1 and admits that she does not have an alternative proposal. Thus the 

Transitivity Parameter, dthough not disproved by anaphorïc binding, is not supponed by the 

scope facts.' 

m i s  mode1 assumes that V adjoins to Tr and [V+Tr] adjoins to T and that "at each 

functional node, the verb checks the agreement and tenseftransitivity features .... Agreement 

features which are closer to the verb are checked first" (Murasugi 1992a: 100). To account for 

the correct order for sentences such as (2la) would require that TrP be the mood phrase 

morpheme and that it always be immediately dorninated by a phoneticaily nuIl T. Aspectual and 

time morphemes and even S-adverbs as in (21a) would have to be between the VP and TrP. 

(2 1) a. saalagi.niatualir.tanga! (S II: p. 102) 
beat-in-a-contestw fat chance"lND3E/3 A 
'he'll never beat him (that's a joke)!' 

In order for the Ergative Parameter in (19) to account for the difference between ergative and 

am concemed here only with the evidence from Inuktitut or West Greenlandic that 
Murasugi (1992a; 1992b) uses. 1 do not consider how well the evidence supports her parameter 
for nominative languages. 



accusative languages, this ordering of functional categories would have to be applicable for 

nominative languages--which it isn't. The order of projections should be the same for both 

accusative and ergative languages if it is really the mength of the fuactional heads T versus Tr, 

and the Case features of the functional heads that are distinguishing accusative from ergative 

languages. 

Recall that Murasugi (1992a) describes the subject NP moving to [Spec, TrP] at Spellsut 

and the object to [Spec, TP] at LF because Tr is strong in ergative languages. Yet the object 

must be outside the VP at Spell-out to account for the scope facts. Having the object move to 

[Spec, Tl?] at Spellsut to account for the scope facts would alter her Transitivity Parameter given 

in (19) in that for ergative languages both Tr and T wodd have to be mong with Tr stronger 

than T. The Transitivity Parameter as in (19) or as just modified, however, provides no 

motivation for why Tr (or Tr and T) should be strong in Erg languages, nor for why. if Tr has 

strong features, the marked case is Erg rather han Acc. 

This model assumes transitive verbs have Erg/Gen-AbsMom case marking and intransitive 

verbs have only Nom(Abs) marking.' However, as the examples (5) to (IO) in Chapter 2, Section 

2.1 showed, transitive verbs can have ErgfGen-AbsMom or AbsMom-InstlAcc case marking. 

To account for the non-specific (b) examples in (5) to (IO), the Tr features would have to be not 

strong, the Economy Principles would target T for the closest NP (the subject), but the remaining 

NP (the object) would not be able to move to [Spec, TrP] at LF. If the object were to move to 

- - -  - 

'Murasugi (1992a: 33, 44) would consider the (b) exarnples as involving anti- 
passivization, with zero as  the antipassive morpheme. She terrns AP as incorporation in the 
lexicon with the result that there is only one argument in the VP. Thus the value for Tr is [- 



[Spec, TrP], it would get Erg resulting in confusion as illustrated in (22). 

(22) subject object 
specific: Erg/Gen NomfAbs 

non-specific: Nom/Abs Erg/Gen 

Table (22) shows the cases that would result for specific and non-specific sentences if both 

arguments moved to a functional projection to check case with Tr strong for specific sentences 

and Tr not mong for non-specific sentences. If a subject could have Erg or Nom and an object 

could have Erg or Nom it would be impossible to distinguish a subject from an object If the 

object in non-specific sentences does not move to [Spec, TrP], then why doesn't it move, how 

does it get case and what is the foie of a Tr projection? 

The results if the object were to move to [Spec, ml, but get Acc(1nn) case inaead of 

Erg are ilIustrated in (23). 

(23 subject object language type 
specific: Erg NomIAbs ergative language 

non-specific: Nom AccAnst accusative language 

Table (23) shows that if both arguments in specific and non-specific sentences were to move to 

a functional projection, Inuktitut, and ergative languages in general, would be both an ergative 

Ianguage and an accusative language. Thus the Ergative Parameter is not distinguishing between 

ergative and accusative l anguages. 

Watai (1 996) has used Mutasugi's Transitivity Parameter to account for split ergativity in 

Cree, an Algonquian language, and it is precisely these problems that arise. Although 

Algonquian languages do not case mark NPs, they have a system of verb agreement morphemes 

termed Direct and Inverse forms that suggest these languages are ergativeI0 (cf. Hewson 1987, 

-- - 

"~greement patterns in ergative languages are discussed in Chapter 5. 

1 O3 



1991). Watai, using the Transitivity Parameter, says the Direct fonns follow a nominative- 

accusative pattern (crossing path) while the Inverse forms follow an ergative pattem (nested 

path)--which denies the existence of a ianguage being accusative o r  ergative." 

This application to a split ergative lanpage shows that the Transitivity Parameter in (19) 

cannot distinguish between an accusative language and an ergative language. Furthemore it 

cannot be the content of the Tr node that makes it strong that causes the subject NP to raise to 

[Spec, T r] since the Inverse marker is detennined by the person hierarchy created by the subject 

and object. 

3.4 Case-Binding Configuration 

Bitiner's explanation (1994a) for case marking, like my explanation, but unlike the models seen 

so far in Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, has the Nom object in [Spec, I] and the Erg subject in situ 

in the VP at S-structure. This accords witb her findings that Erg subjects can have narrow or 

wtde scope, while Nom objects have a wide scope reading. Her explanation for how case is 

assigned, however, is very different from mine. As we saw in Chapter 1, Chomsky (1986a) has 

the lexical items V, N and 1 (really Agr in 1) assign case, and when the Agr,P and Agr,P 

functional projections were added to the X-bar structure it was the Agr head that checked the 

case after head movement of the lexical V, N and finite 1 into Agr. And in the Minirnalist 

"This association of Direct forms with Nom-Acc case marking and Inverse fonns with 
Erg-Abs case marking is the opposite to what Hewson (1987) describes. The Direct fonns 
("transitive objective" in Hewson 1987) have an ErglGcn-AbsNom pattem by making the 
goaVpatient "definite", while the Inverse foms have an Absrnom-Acchst pattern with an 
"indefinite" (even though exp1icit) goalfpatient. Even if Watai had neated the Direct fonns as 
ergative and the Inverse as accusative, the same problem in using the Transitivity Parameter 
would arise. 



Program it is the lexical head that checks the case. This is the position that this study dso takes, 

which is supponed by the Inuktitut data (see especially the case marking of adnominals. Chapter 

4). In Bittner (1994a) and Bittner and Hale (1996), however, case is assigned under govemment 

by a head in a structural case-binding relationship. 

Bittner (and Bittner and Hale) have two functional heads dominating an NP as in (24a) 

which parallels the two functional heads dominating a VP as in (24b). The functional nodes 

dominating VP are CP and P. and IP is not broken up into separate tense and agreement nodes. 

An NP c m  project to a DP or to a KP case phrase. There are three ways that arguments can 

satisS case requirements: by c-selection (structural oblique case), by case-binding (marked 

structural case), by K (Case) Filter (unmarked structural case). For oblique cases (Inn, Abl, All) 

the K head is filled at D-structure, being c-selected by a lexical head that govems the KP. For 

the marked structural case Erg, the K head is empty and case is assigned by 1 wder govemment 

in a case-binding configuration. For the unmarked structural ~ o m "  "case" only a bare DP or NP 

is generated and the K Filter (1994a: 9; 1996) ensures that Nom is in a case-chain that is 

l2Bittner (1994% 1994b) uses Nom for both nominative and absolutive "case". There is 
actuaily no nominative case as such. K is a fictional head of the case projection of an 
argument. A nominative argument is a bare DP or NP without a KP case projection, which is 
constrained by the K Fiiter in which some node in the bue DPs case-chah must be govemed 
and c-commanded by K or C with no node being case-bound (cf. 1994a: 49). See ais0 Biner  
and Hale (1996) where a nominative NP is described. for example, as caseless, and as being 
eligible to be a case cornpetitor since it is caseless. 



govemed and c-commanded by C. 

There are two tenns that are important for case wignment: case-binding configuration 

and K Filter. A case-binding configuration is illustrated in the assignment of Erg case. In 

ergative languages the Erg subject (W) is in the VP" at S-structure and has structurai case 

assigned. Erg case on the subject is rwigned in a case-binding configuration" which means that 

there must be a case assigning head that delimits a small clause, a c-commanded argument to get 

the case, and a case competitor (which is a D P W  coargument that could potentially get case 

under govemment from the case assigning head or is a pseudo coargument). Thus for the 

sentence in (ZSa), the head 1 case-binds KP, (Le., it delimits a VP small clause, locaily c- 

commands the KP argument, and there is a case competitor DPJ and assigns Erg to the empty 

(25) a. ama.p atisassat irrur-magit (B 1994a: 18) 
woman.Erg/Gen clothes@Jom/Abs) wash.CAUS3E/3pIA 
'when the woman had washed the clothes ...' 

"Bittner (1994a) generates the subject as a 'distinguished adjunct' of the VP as in, for 
example, (25a). That is, the subject is within the VP but does not occupy the [Spec, VI. fhe 
specifier, complement and distinguished adjunct are A-positions, while she has [Spec, Il as an 
A-bar position. 

"For formai definitions of case-binding configuration, delimit, locdly bind, and case 
competitor, see Bittner and Hale (1 996: 12- 13). The VP small clause is not a barrier for 1 to 
locally case-bind the (Erg) subject adjoined to VP, because either V incorporates into 1, or V and 
I are coindexed. 



b. Erg/Gen-AbdNom Sentences 

The terms case-chah and K Filter are relevant for nominative arguments. In West 

Greenlandic, and Eskimo-Aleut in general, the nominative argument raises to [Spec, I]." This 

is illustrated for the Erg/Gen-NodAbs sentence in (25) (see Bittner 1994a: 15, If). The V 

cannot case-bind the object (there is no case-competitor), so the object is generated as a DP 

(rather than a KP) which raises to [Spec, 1] and foms a case-chain DP, and t,. No position in 

the chain is case-bound.I6 The head C govems and c-commands DP, and the nominative 

argument satisfies the K Filter. Infonnally, the K Filter applies to bare DPs and NPs and requires 

that no position in an argument chain be case-bound (Le., is in a small clause, is locally c- 

commanded, and has a case competitor) and that one position in the argument chah be c- 

comrnanded and govemed by K (Bittner and Hale 1996: 8). 

l 5  According to Bitmer (1 994a), in an ergative Ianguage a Nom object (DP) can be in situ 
or be raised to [Spec, Il. For a description of two ways that a Nom argument can satisfy the 
Case Filter in situ, see Bitmer (1994a: 14). See also Bitmer and Hale (1996, Section 4.2) for an 
explanation of morphological ergativity due to iransparency, Le.. nominative objects in situ 
satisfying the K Filter as well as Erg subjects in the VP. 

16Though the case-chain or an element in the case-chah can act as a case competitor. 



A Nom/Abs-Inst/Acc case marked sentence wi-th an AP is illustrated in (26) (see Bittner 

1994a: 23,s 1-52). The b a n  DP, is Nom: there is no case-cornpetitor, and DP, foms  a case chain 

with t, and satisfies the K Filter. In Bittner (1994a) as show in (26a), the trace o f  the AP, t,, 

case-binds the KP object (3 delimits a KP smail clause, locally c-commands a KP argument and 

the incorporated AP -si- is a case cornpetitor) and wigns Inn case by language panicular mies 

of the Case Realization Conventions (see (29)). In Bitmer and Hale (1996: 35-40) the AP is an 

that is generated adjoined to V and V wigns Inn to the object. Since V case-binds the KP 

object (delimits a KP smdl clause, locally c-commands KP, and the AP -si- is the pseudo 

coargument), Inst is assiped by the Case Realization Conventions. 

(26) a. AbsNorn-Inst/Acc Sentences 

DP. 1' 

NP, v N, 
l I 

c. Juuna miiqqani k paar.si.vuq 

b. Absrnom-Inst/Acc Sentences 

Inst A 
V N 

ÀP 

Juuna(Nom/Abs) child.(pl)Inst/Acc look-after.AP.IND3A 
'Juuna is looking after the children' 



For intransitive verbs as in (27), there is no case cornpetitor so the subject is generated 

as a bare DP. The DP, fonns a case-chah with 6; the head C govems and c-commands a node 

in the case-chah and no node is case-bound. 

(27) a amaq a h - m a t  (B 1994a: 18) 
woman(Norn/Abs) leave-CAUSSA 
'when the woman had left, ...' 

b. Intransitive Sentence 

n 
DP. 1' 

Case assignrnent is independent of agreement- Agreement is a relation between a 

functional head and an argument chain that it govems (see Bitmer 1994a: 10, Bittner and Hale 

1996: 2-3, 1 7- 1 8): 1 has Erg (subject) agreement and C has nominative agreement. Agreement 

c m  be with the head or the foot of the argument chain. In Inuktitut agreement is with the head 

of the argument c h a h  For the intransitive sentence in (27) and the NomlAbs-InstlAcc sentence 

in (26), the functional head C binds DP, and has nominative agreement, and no ergative 

agreement is present in 1. For the ErglGen-AbsMom sentence in (25), C binds DP, and has 

nominative agreement and I case-binds KP, and has ergative agreement. 

In the possessive construction in (28). D case-binds the subject KP (it delimits an M> 

small clause, locally c-commands the KP argument subject, and the incorporated N is the case 



cornpetitor) and assigns Erg case by the Realization Conventions (see (29)). 

(28) a Juunap qimmi.i (B 1 9 9 4 ~  22) 
JuunaErglGen dog.pl3POSS 
'Juuna's dogs' 

b. Possessive Construction 

The Conventions for detennining the case of an empty K are informally given in (29) (see 

B i n e r  (1994a: 8, 17), and Bittner and Hale 1996: 7). The first two are universal and apply to 

al1 languages, with it perhaps being pararnetrized as to whether D as well as I c m  be a case 

assigner of Erg (Gen). Case assignment for obliques is language specific and for the languages 

of the Inuit is in (i i i ) .  

(29) Case Reatization Conventions 
(i) Erg if the case assigner is 1 (or D) 

(ii) Acc if the case assigner is 

v /var D 

(iii) Inst (-mik) if KP c-commands a case-binding lexical head 
Dat (-mut) if KP does not c-command the case-binder V 
Abl (-mir) if KP does not c-command the case-binder N 

Both (i) and (ii) are called "direct cases" and are assigned by a fmctional head (1 or V+D). If 

the structural conditions are not met for the direct cases, then the realization conventions in (iii) 



apply for the structural oblique cases," witb case assigned by a lexical head (V or N) in a case- 

binding configuration. 

Bittner's (1994a) explanation (also Bittner and Hale 1996) for case rnarking will be 

criticized on both empiricai grounds and on explanatoiy adequacy. The next chapter looks at the 

case marking of adnominals, and Section 4.4.4 shows that Bittner's m u c N a l  explanation would 

require stipulations to account for the case marking of adnominals as in (30a) where both 

possessor and thematic arguments have Erg/Gen. and for the case marking of arguments in - 

gerunds as in (30b) where subject has ErglGen and theme has InnlAcc. 

(3 0) a. tassuma ki kiangita puuqataquti-ngat 
this-one-here(Gen/Eq) nail.pl3POSSGenErg sack.own.3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) 

'this one here's sack of nails' 
(lit. this one here's nails' sack) 

b. nanu-up qimrnir-mik kii.si.ni.nga 
polar-bear.Gen/Erg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(AbsMom) 
'the bear's biting the dog' 

This section argues that the explanation offered in this study for case marking in Inuktitut, 

and ergative languages in general, is theoretically more desirable than Bittner's expianation. 

Given two different explanations, even if they had equal empincal adequacy, the more preferred 

would be the more parsimonious explanation that invokes no new principies nor language specific 

stipulations. Bittner's explanation is unduly cornplicated. It distinguishes marked structural case 

(Erg and Acc), unmarked structural case (Nom), and structural obliques with language specific 

realization rules. Marked structural case involves a case-binding configuration; and unmarked 

l'For a description of the case binding configuration for the amcrural obliques, see Bittner 
and Hale (1996) p. 20 for Dat assigned by V, p. 21 for Inst assigned by triadic V, p. 30 for Abs 
assigned by N to agent in passives. 



structural case is conmained by the Case Filter and is not really a case. Case cornpetitors could 

be coarguments which are maximal projections @P or NP) that could get case or pseudo 

coarguments which are incorporated heads @ or N). 

Bittner (1994a) points out that the sarne item might sssign structural case in one 

configuration but not in another. For example, in the sentence in (25) with Erg/Gen-NomlAbs 

case marking, 1 case-binds the subject and wigns Erg case, while in the intransitive sentence in 

(27), I does not assign case. 

She also points out that the sarne item can assign different structural cases. For example, 

in (3 1 a) the main V 'think' case-binds the subject of the embedded verb and it assigns Dat case, 

while in (3 1 b) the V case-binds the 'innermost' intemal argument of a three argument verb and 

assigns Inst case. 

(3 1) a. Aani-p miiqqat Juuna-mut paari.sur(i-v)ai (B 1994a: 18) 
Aani.Erg/Gen chiId.pl(Nom/Abs) JuunaDat look-afier.think.IND3E/3A 
'Ami thinks that Juuna is looking for the children' 

b. Juuna-p miiqqa-t atuakka-mik nassip.pai (B 1994a: 20) 
Juuna.Erg/Gen chiId.pl(Nom/Abs) book.Inst/Acc send.IND3E/3A 
'Juuna sent the children a book' 

Note that an incorporated head c m  activate its hoa head to assign snuctural oblique case 

as in the 'antipassive' construction in (26b), or the incorporated head can activate its host head 

to assign structural direct case as in the possessive construction in (28). The differences are 

highlighted in (32). Following Bitmer (l994a) the case assigner is designated by [ 1. I have 

marked the case cornpetitor in boldface, and the assigned case that is under discussion is 

underlined. 



A 
Inst - [VI 

n 
A Vk 

PRO, 
n 

NP, V N k  

I I 

A 
Inst - [tJ 

In (32a) a triadic V assigns Inst and the case competitor is the trace of the object that has moved 

to [Spec, Il; in Bittner (1994a) the trace of an incorporated AP assigns Ina  and the case 

cornpetitor is the AP as in (32b). and in Bitaier and Hale (1996) V assigns Ina and the case 

cornpetitor is the incorporated AP as in (32c); and in (32d) the host head of an incorporated N 

assigns Erg and the case competitor is the incorporated N. 

As the exarnples in (32) show, case competitors and case assigners seem to be created ad 

hoc to meet a case-binding configuration. As well there are many complex definitions. 

Importantly Binner's mode1 only describes a certain structural configuration in which Case 

Realization Conventions apply, and it does not explain why the cases are manifested as they are 

in different languages. In contrast, in this study, by using case assignment in a Spec-head 



relation (Chomsky 1986% and checking in Chomsky 1995), my analysis can explain why a 

particular case marking pattern is used in a language. Thus we reject Bittner's analysis as being 

less explanatory. Anticipating the discussion in Chapter 4 where it is s h o w  that the case-binding 

configuration does not account for GenErg marking of adnominals, nor of GenErg-Inst/Acc 

marking of arguments in gerunds, we will also reject, on ernpiricd grounds, Bitmer's explanation 

for the case marking of ergative versus accusative languages. 

3.5 The Dual Case Pattern 

This section does not outline a parameter that is posited to explain the existence of ergative 

versus accusative languages. Rather it presents Bok-Bennema's explanation for what she calls 

the mixed case syaems in the Inuit languages," Le., the existence of the two case marking 

patterns Erg/Gen-Absrnom and AbslNorn-Inst/Acc. Which case marking pattern is used depends 

upon the verb. Some verbs are 'arnbiguous' as in (3 1) and allow either pattern. But most verbs 

occur in Abs/Nom-Inst/Acc clauses only if there is an AP morpheme and are called "unaccusative 

transitive" verbs, Le., they don't assign Acc to the object as in (32). 

(3 1 )  a. Hansi-p mattak niri-vaa 
Hansi.Erg/Gen mattak(Abs/Nom) eat.IND3E/3A 
'Hansi eats manak' 

laIn an earlier work by Bok-Bennema and Groos (1 984) there was an ergativity parameter 
in which "ergativity is aiways a consequence of the impossibility of Case assignment to a direct 
object NP by the govemor of this NP" (Bok-Bennema 1991: 21). Bok-Bennema (1991) no 
longer supports such a parameter. Burzio's Generaiization (only verbs that can assign a theta role 
to the subject can assign Acc to an object) figures prominantly both in The Unaccusativity 
Hypothesis for explaining the case rnarking of the "unaccusative transitive" class of verbs, and 
throughout her argumentation in which continuai reference is made to how the data and analysis 
relate to Burzio's Generalization. 



b. Hansi mattam-mik niri-wq (BB: p. 247) 
Hansi(Abs/Nom) mattakJnst/Acc eat-IND3A 
'Hansi eats mattak' 

(3 2) a Hansi.p inuit tuquppaa (BB: p. 259) 
Hansi.Erg/Gen peopIe(Abs/Nom) kill.MD3E/3plA 
'Hansi killed the people' 

b. Hansi inun-nik tuqut.si.vuq (BB: p. 260) 
Hansi(Abs/Nom) person.pIInst/Acc kill.AP.IND3A 
'Hansi killed the people' 

First 1 will describe case assignment in ErglGen-AbsMom clauses (the (a) examples) and 

in Absrnom-Inst/Acc clauses (the (b) examples). Then 1 will point out the problems with her 

analysis. 

Bok-Bennema (1991) describes the languages of the Inuit as syntactically accusative but 

morphologically ergative. Their description as syntactically accusative" is based on the 

behaviour of subject and object arguments. First, the Erg NP subject is PRO in [-finite] clauses, 

and becomes the oblique in passives as in (33a) and (33b) respectively. Second, object themes 

can be incorporated as in (33c). 

(33) a. anguti-p [PRO qajak atur].umavaa (BB: p. 28) 
man.Erg/Gen [PRO kayak(Abs/Nom) borrow].want.IND3E/3A 
'The man wants to borrow the kayak' 

'9Bok-Be~erna (1991: 143) describes a fyntacticdly ergative language as one in which 
the Abs argument is the thematic subject and the Erg argument is the thematic object (but see 
Chapter 1 where 1 mentioned that syntactic ergativity refers to S/O patteming alike for 
grammatical relations such as coordination and relativization). A substantial portion of her book 
(from Chapters 1 to 4) deals with the impossibility for syntactically ergative languages to exin; 
argues against the Lexicalist Hypothesis; and argues that the languages of the Inuit are 
morpho1 ogi cally ergative. In particular she argues against Maranu (1 984) who described Central 
Arctic dialects as syntactically ergative but Greenlandic as rnorphological ly ergative. 



b-amaq (anguti.mit) taku.tau.puq (BB: p. 28) 
woman(Abs/Nom) (man.ABL) see.PASS.be.IND3A 
'The woman is seen (by the man)' 

c. Hansi tuttu-si-vuq (BB: p. 28) 
Hansi(Abs/Nom) caribou-corne-across.IND3A 
'Iiansi saw a caribou' 

Since the language is syntactically accusative," the Erg/Gen subject i s  in [Spec, Il. There i s  an 

inherent [+genitive] feature in 1'' that is associated with transitive clauses which assigns Erg/Gen 

case to the subject in [Spec, 1] through spec-head agreement. The feature [igenitive] is aiso 

passed on to the agreement in 1. 

The diagram in (34b) corresponds to the ErglGen-AbsMom clause in (34a). The object 

is adjoined to 1' where it gets Nom/Abs case. Since the Erg/Gen subject is in [Spec, Il, the object 

adjoins to 1'. 

(34) a. piniartu-p nanuq tukuttaa (BB: p. 72) 
hunter.Gen/Erg polar-bear(Abs/Nom) kill.IND.3E/3 A 
' n e  hunter killed the polar bear' 

''Other reasons given for the subject moving to [Spec, 1] are the following: the Erg 
subject binds anaphors so m u a  be in an A position, and since the subject of an intransitive verb 
moves to get case, then the subject of a transitive verb must aiso move to get case. 

''Note that Bok-Bennema generates the extemal argument as subject of a VP small clause. 
Finite 1 selects VPs with a specifier position as stated in (i) I seleczs specifed kPs (Bok-Bennema 
1991: p. 268). 



b. Erg/Gen-AbsMom Clauses 

NP. 1' 

The object obligatorily scrambles to within the IP projection but below the subject for several 

reasons. First, the canonical word order is given as in (35). 

(35) AdvS Erg Abs Obl Adv, V (BB: p. 144). 

Bok-Bennema says the object couldn't move to [Spec, Il, bypassing a subject, as this would 

violate the Specified Subject Condition (SSC) (Chomsky (1973)). Scope facts as described by 

Bittner (1 987 and in her thesis of 1988) show that NomlAbs objects have obligatorily scrarnbled 

outside the VP taking scope over sentential operators. Since the wide scope reading is also 

obtained with the conditional mood morpheme gu-  'if, the object m u a  be above the 1 head (see 

Bok-Bennema 199 1 : 2 1 5 for the exarnple from Bittner's thesis). Lastly, antecedents for anaphors 

in the binding theory are in A positions; ErglGen subjects serve as antecedents for the reflexives 

imminik and namminiq while AbsMom objects do not, so ErglGen subjects must be in [Spec, Il, 

an A position, and the AbsINom object adjoined to 1'. an A-bar position. This is further 



supported by the raising of arguments in cornplex clauses. In order for arguments in the 

embedded clause to taise to within the matrïx IP as  s h o w  in (36) where mattak, the embedded 

object, adjoins to the matrix 1', the embedded argument bypasses a PRO subject and the argument 

nulia.mi. This would violate the SSC if the movement were to an A position. However the SSC 

is not violated because A-bar movement is involved. 

(3 6) nuliami.nut mattak niri-qqu-aa (BB: p. 227) 
wife.3ReflPOSS.Abs mattak(AbsMom) eat-osk.IND3EI3A 
'He asked his wifei (PRO, to eat the mattak]' 

The assignment of Gen/Erg by a [+genitive] feature in 1 to the subject moved to [Spec, 

Il, and of AbsNom by a feature [+nominative] in I to the object that has adjoined to 1' is the 

same for the arnbiguous verbs such as  niri- 'to eat' in (31) and the AP taking verbs such as 

tuqur(si)- 'to kill' in (32). However in Abs/Nom-Inst/Acc clauses, although Nom/Abs is assigned 

in the same way for the two classes of verbs, Inst/Acc is assigned differently. 

In clauses with nominative-accusative case marking, a feature [+nominative] in 1 assigns 

Abs/Nom case to the argument of an intransitive verbz which moves to [Spec, Il as in (37). The 

[+nominative] feature is also passed on to agreement in 1. 

(37) a Hansi sinip-puq (BB: p. 260) 
Hansi(Abs/Nom) sleep.IND3 A 
'Hansi sleeps' 

2ZBok-Be~ema says unergative verbs do not exist in the languages of the hui t  (1991: 
269). Her analysis requires al1 intransitive verbs to be unaccusative, including verbs li ke sana- 
'work', as well as verbs that take clausal complements that are themes as in uqaq- 'to say' and 
isumaqar- 'to think'. Because unergative verbs have no direct object, the [Spec, V] position couid 
not be filled with a trace from object movement; so an expletive pro is generated in [Spec, VI 
but there is no NP to link with the expletive leading to ungrarnmaticality. 



b. Unaccusative Verbs IP 

A 
1' . 

sinik 

Assignment of Acc case for the arnbiguous verbs is illustrated in (38). The feature 

[+nominative] in 1 assigns Absrnom case to the subject that has moved to [Spec, Il. The 

[+nominative] feature is also passed on to agreement in 1. 

(38) a Hansi rnattam-mik nirivuq (BB: p. 247) 
Hansi(Abs/Nom) mattaklndAcc eat.IND3 A 
'Hansi eats mattak' 

b. AbsNom-IndAcc Clause: Ambiguous Type Verbs 

accusative 



The verb govems the objea NP and assigns structural accusative case. Since the [Spec, V] is 

unfilled by a trace from object movement (on its way to adjoining to I'), an expletive pro is 

generated as the specifier. An interpretive principle at LF associates the thematic object with the 

expletive. Since an expletive pro is existentid it mua remain inside the VP and the association 

with the object explains why InstlAcc objects are indefinite. 

When an AP morpheme occurs with the verb for IndAcc objects as in (39), structural 

accusative case is not assigned by the verb, but by the AP morpheme. 

(3 9) a. piniartuq nannu.mik tuqutsi-vuq (BB: p. 267) 
hunter(Abs/Nom) polar-bear.Inst/Acc kilI.AP.IND3 A 
'The hunter killed a polar bear' 

b. AbsfNom-Inst/Acc Clause: Unaccusative Transitive Verbs 

NP. 1' 
1 

Hansi 

v accusative 



An AP3 is an X-bar aRx that heads its own projection. Ami-passives are like 

auxiliaries2' and are closely related to afixal noun-incorporating verbs; they assign Acc case to 

the object of their VP complement. The verb is unable to rssign Acc case because it belongs to 

the group of "unaccusative transitive" verbs which are characterizcd by the descriptive generdi- 

&on (not a parameter) in (40). 

(40) The Unaccusativity Hypothesis 

In ergative languages verbs never act as smicturai case assignea. 

Because a verb cannot assign case to its object, an ergative language has several options open 

for assigning case to the object. Inherent case can be assigned to the direct object as in Basque 

or to the subject as in Georgian. ï h e  languages of the Inuit take a different option: either they 

adjoin the object to If where it gets Absrnom case as in the ErglGen-AbsMom clause in (34), 

or they assign Accnnst case with an AP morpheme in the Absrnom-Inst/Acc clause as in (39). 

This group of verbs cannot assign Acc because they are like p s t  paniciples in English in (41) 

that do not assign Acc to the object. The auxiliary have assigns Acc. 

(4 1) a. John has written a letter (BB: p. 273) 

b. +John is written a letter 

The group of "unaccusative transitive" verbs includes moa verbs." For the option in (34). I 

23Bok-Bennema (1991 : Chapter 6) rejects the traditionai view of APs involving argument 
manipulation whereby the V absorbs the theme role and the object appears as an optionai -mik 
oblique, and rejects the incorporation view of Baker (1988). 

an explanation why APs are like auxiliaries, see Bok-Bennema (1991 : 272-278), and 
for how X-bar affixes can CO-govem, see Bok-Bennerna (1991: Chapter 3). 

'=In North Baffin Inuktitut there is one AP morpherne -si- and the group of verbs that 
requires the AP morpheme are verbs of action such as hit, punch, kick, shoot, etc. Kalmar (1979: 
142, fh 5) who also studied Nonh Baffin Inuktitut suggests the AP rnorpheme may exist to 



[+transitive] acts like the auxiliary have in English, except that innead of assigning Acc it assigns 

Nom/Abs to the object. For the option in (39), the AP -si- of the verb cuqur(si)- 'to kili' is the 

auxiliary and assigns A c c b a  to the object. 

Bok-Bernema's explmation seemingly accounts for two observations: only ErglGen and 

Abs/Norn subjects can bind reflexïves h i l e  AbsMom objects cannot since only the former are 

in an A position; and there is no violation of the SSC when the objea adjoins to I' since the 

subject is already higher in the nee in [Spec, Il. However, neither of these observations requires 

Bok-Bennema's analysis to account for them. Alternative explanations for reflexive binding 

include, for example, Bittner's (1994a) proposal that 'subject paths' fonned with the moved 

subject and its trace act as antecedents for reflexives; binding taking place when arguments are 

in their thematic positions; and binding conditions holding at LF (Chomsky 1993). To avoid a 

SSC violation Bok-Bennema had the subject move to [Spec, Il, an A position, and the object 

adjoin to Il, an A-bar position. However the SSC refers to the subject of an NP or S and 

extracting past the subject and out of the NP or S. Since the subject is now considered to be 

generated wÏthin the VP, moving the object pas the subject would not violate the SSC since the 

extraction is out of a VP. Thus Bok-Bennema's analysis is not required to account for maphonc 

binding nor for objects moving past subjects. 

There are, however, many serious problems with her analysis, including many language 

specific stipulations; and she herself describes the languages of the Inuit as having an "obviously 

marked, Case system" (1 99 1 : 28 1 ). An important source for these problems is that Bok-Bennema 

makes a fdse assumption about where the subject moves to. She equates the thematic roles of 

prevent a reflexive reading when there is no overt object. 

122 



arguments witb the position the argument has in syntactic trees; that is, Inuktitut is considered 

not to be syntactically ergativeZ6 because the thematic subject is generated as the subject of a VP 

srnall clause and not as a complement of the verb. In syntactically accusative languages the 

subject moves to [Spec, Il, so subjects of ErglGen-Ab-om clauses and of AbsMom-IndAcc 

clauses must move to [Spec, 1). Some problems that her analysis raises are the following. 

(i) Norn/Abs can be assigned to an A position or to an A-bar position. The mood morpheme 1 

has a [+nominative] feanire for assigning Nom/Abs case to the subject in [Spec, I] (A position), 

or to the adjoined object (A-bar position) if an ErglGen subject is in [Spec, Il. 

(ii) Having the Erg/Gen subject in [Spec, I] above AbsMom object adjoined to 1' violates the 

scope facts described in Bittner (1987). (Recalf that Abs/Nom objects have only wide scope 

while Erg/Gen subjects can have nmow or wide scope.) Bok-Bennema's solution is that since 

operators are afixal perhaps they do not move and that NPs in A-positions are lowered at LF. 

These stipulations could account for the two readings for the subjects, but would not account for 

the wide scope only reading of the AbsMom objects. 

(iii) Finite 1 selecting for VPs with specifiers requires al1 intransitive verbs, including pisuk- 'to 

walk' and sinik- 'to sleep', to be unaccusative since there could be no unergative verbs (see 

footnote 22). And although generating an expletive pro in an unfiiled [Spec, V] could account 

for the 'definiteness effect', it still "remains to be explained why Inuit proper names, pronoms 

etc. can behave as if they were indefinite [Le., have Inst/Acc case]" (Bok-Bennema 1991: 268). 

(iv) Bok-B ennema's analysis requires treating com plex sentences as "hidden passives", Le., as 

261n a syntactically ergative language the argument in [Spec, Il, whether object or subject, 
patterns alike for relativization, topicalization, etc. (see B i n e r  and Hale 1996: 26). 



passives without overt passive morphology and the subject of the embedded clause as an optional 

by-phrase, because the object of the embedded clause adjoins to the rnatrix 1'. This is illustrated 

in the Old Labrador example in (42)*' where the embedded object qerqojat 'seaweed' moves past 

the embedded subject illing ' y o d  This would induce a SSC violation, but since the embedded 

subject is an oblique, no violation occurs. (42a) is then interpreted as a "hidden passivet' on a 

par with the real passive in (42b), but without overt passive morphology. 

(42) a. [qerqojat illing-nut neksar].niarasugivavavut (BB: p. 230) 
[seaweed(Abs/Nom) tsg.AII[Dat] take-dong] .believe.IND 1 plEnA 
'We believe that you will take the seaweed with you' 

b. qerqojat illingnut neksar.tau~niarasugivavavut (BB: p. 230) 
seaweed(Abs/Nom) you.AIIpat] take-along.PASS.be.be1ieve.IND 1 plEl3 A 
'We believe that the seaweed will be taken along by you' 

If this were the case, then why would there be both an oven and a hidden passive. 

(v) The analysis creates a split between verbs that are ambiguous that c m  assign Acc and most 

verbs (unaccusative transitives) that cannot, yet AccAnst case on objects in ditransitive verbs as 

in (43) would still be unexplained. The verb in (43) is iuni(si)- which would have to be 

considered an unaccusative transitive because it takes an AP morpherne; yet there is no AP 

auxiliary in (43) to have assigned Acc to the object. 

(43) Niisi aningaasanik tuni-vaa (BB: p. 56 [Fortescue 1984: 891) 
Niisi(Abs/Nom) money.Inst/Acc give.IND3E/3 A 
'He gave Niisi money' 

Like the parameters described in Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, and the case-binding 

configuration for assign ing case that were rejected, Bok-Bennema's explanation for the case 

"Bok-Bennema cites Woodbury (1 985)  and Bourquin (1891) who analyze these as 
"hidden passives". 



marking in the Inuit Ianguages mua also be rejected for both theoretical and empirical reasons. 



Chapter 4 

Nominal Phrases 

4.1 Introduction 

This section looks at the case marking in nominais in Inuktitut and shows that the case marking 

of adnominais is as expected if, as argued for in Chapters 1 and 2, Absrnom is assigned' by 1, 

Erg/Gen is assigned by V, and Inst/Acc is assigned to the complement of V by insertion of the 

postposition -mik. If Absrnom is associated with 1, it is expected that there would not be an 

AbsNom case marked argument of a noun. This is precisely what is observed. Whether the 

head is a N, deverbal nominal or a gerundive nominal, there is no AbsNom case marked 

argument within an NP.' Gen (=Erg) is assigned by N to arguments in [Spec, N] and, in gerunds, 

by V to arguments in [Spec, VI. Also as expected, Acc (=hst) can not be assigned to adnominal 

complernents but c m  be assigned to complements in gerunds by V. The case marking patterns 

in nominals in Inuktitut will be illustrated in the next two sections. Section 4.2 iooks at the case 

marking pattern in norninals with N and deverbal N heads. Section 4.3 looks at the case marking 

pattern in genindive nominais. Section 4.4 retums to the parametric accounts presented in 

Chapter 3. Section 4.5 is a bnef summary. 

'~ccording to the Minimalist Program, features are checked, rather than assigned. I 
explained in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 why 1 describe the structural cases as "assigned" rather than 
"checked". Thus 1 use the term assigned. My analysis would not be affected if certain features 
such as case were checked rather than assigned. 

'But see Section 4.2.2 on theme arguments in apposition to deverbal nominal heads. 
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4.2 Nouns and Deverbal Nominals 

4.2.1 Underived Nominals 

As noted in Chapter 1, English ailows only one Gen 's case marked argument of a noun. This 

is show in (la) and (Ib) where the possessor has Gen case 's and the other argument has of 

insertion. Like other languages, nouns in English do not assign Acc case as show in (1 c) versus 

(1 d) for verbs. 

(1) a John's book of marnmals 
b. *John's mamrnals' book 
c. *John's book mamrnals 
d. John studies mammaIs 

Some examples of possessed nouns in Inuktitut are in (2). 

(2) a. taiir-ma ami.nga (SI: p. 72) 
a m .  IPOSSErg/Gen skin.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the skin of my arm' 

b. tuktu-up nagju-ngatanuvu-a (Sl: p. 72) 
cari bou.Erg/Gen hom.3POS SErg/Gen tip.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the tip of the caribou's hom' 

Inuktitut allows possessor or agent and therne adnominals of non-derived NPs to both be 

expressed in Gen/Erg as s h o w  in (3a). Like other languages, the theme adnominal cannot have 

objective case Inst/Acc as shown in (3b), and in Inuktitut the therne is also marked with GenErg. 

(3 ) a. taami .up kikiangita puuqataquti .ngat 
Tornmy.Gen/Erg nail.pl3POSSGenErg sack.own.3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) 
'Tommy's sack of nails' 
(lit. 'Tommy's nails' sack') 

b. 'taami-up kikia-nik puuqataquti.nga 
Tommy.Gen/Erg nail.plInst/Acc sack.own.3POSS(Abs/Norn) 

'Tommy's sack of nails' 

If there is only one Gen/Erg adnominal the a f i x  -quti- 'own' can be used to disambiguate 



between a possessor reading as in (4a) from a complement argument as in (4b). 

(4) a angutiit nipi-quti-ngit 
man.plGen/Erg tape.own.pl/3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the men's (P) tapes' (belonging to the men) 
*'the men's (T) tapes' (tapes of men's voices) 

b. anguti-it nipi.ngit 
man.plGen/Erg tape.pl/3piPOSS(Abs/Nom) 
*'the men's (P) tapes' 
'the men's (T) tapes' (tapes o f  men's voices) 

The case marking on the head N is determined by the structural position of the NP in the 

sentence. Thus in (5) the NP subject of the intransitive V has AbsMorn case; in the specific 

example in (6) the object of the transitive V has Abs/Nom case; and in the non-specific example 

in (7) the object of the transitive V has Inst/Acc case. - 

(5) tassuma kikiangita puuqata-quti-ngat uqi-mgit-tuq 
this-one-here(Erg/Gen)nail.pl/3POSSGen/Ergsack.own.)plPOSS(Abs/Nom) be-light.not.iND3A 

'this one here's sack o f  nails is not light' 

(6) tassuma ki kiangi ta puuqata-quti-ngat qimalauq-tara 
this-one-here(Erg/Gen) nail.plBPOSSGen/Erg sack.own.3plPOSS(Abshiorn) 

Ieave-behind.PAST.IND 1 E/3A 
'1 left behind this one here's sack of  nails' 

(7) ama.up uqaiimaa-ngata nipi-quti-nga-ngik naala.lauq.tunga 
wornan.Erg/Gen story.3 POSSErg/Gen tape.own.3POSS .Inst/Acc listen.PAST-IND 1 A 
'1 listened to the wornan's tape of  the story' 

Although the case marking on the NP varies according to its structurai position in the sentence, 

the examples in (S), (6) and (7) show the Erg/Gen case marking on the adnominais is invariant. 

4.2.2 Deverbal Nominals 

As with the nominals in 4.2.1, both the possessor or agent and theme adnominais of deverbal 

nominals are case marked with Erg/Gen as in (8a), and the theme cannot be marked with Inst/Acc 



(8) a pili-up qilliqtu-ngata [sanaja] .nga uqi-nngit-tuq 
Bill y .Erg/Gen brilliant.3POSSEcg/Gen [make.thingJ.3POSS(Abs/Nom) be-light.NEG.IND3 A 

'Billy's brilliant handicraft is heavy' 

And again as with the nominals in 4.2.1, the structural position in the sentence affects only the 

case rnarking on the head N and not on the adnominals. Thus in the intransitive sentence in @a), 

the deverbal nominal head sana-jaq has AbdNom case. The object of the transitive V in a 

specific sentence has AbsNom case as in (9a), while in a non-specific sentence it has IndAcc 

case as in (10). 

(9) a sirniurkup ujarangata [sanaja]-nga taku-jara 
S irneonie.Erg/Gen stone.3 POSSErg/Gen [make.thingl.3 POSS(Abs/Nom) see.IND 1 EB A 
'1 saw Simeonie's handicrafl of stone' 

( 1 0) simiuni-up ujarangata [sanaja].ngani k taku-junga 
S irneonie.Erg/Gen stone.3POSSErg/Gen [make.thing].3POSS-Inst/Acc see.IM) 1 A 

'1 saw Simeonie's handicraft of stonef 

It may appear that theme arguments can have Absrnom case as in (1 1), however these 

are Ns in apposition to the head N3 

(1 1) pili-up qilliqtuq [sanaja].nga uqi-nngit-tuq 
Billy.Erg/Gen brilliant(Abs/Nom) [make.thing].3POSS(AbslNom) be-light.NEG.IND3 A 
'Billy's btillimt handicraft is heavy' 

'This study does not discuss what the difference in meaning is between sentences like 
(IO), repeated here as (i). that have Erg/Gen case rnarking on the theme and sentences that have 
the theme in apposition as in (ii). The sentences have the same general meaning and the wood 
is still Simeonie's, but a native speaker described (i) as ir's Simeonie's, if's his wood and (ii) as 
it's still Simeonie's wood and the wood is around somewhere. 
i .  sirniuni.up qijua rju-ngata sanaja-nga uqit-tuq 
ii. simiuniap qijuarjuq sanaja-nga uqit-tuq 

'Simeonie's handicraft of wood is lightf 



In Inuktitut only deverbal nominds dlow theme arguments to be in apposition, underived 

norninals and gerunds do not as show in (12a) and (12b) respectively. 

( 12) a *pili.up niqi puuqataquti-nga uqi.nngittuq 
B illy .Erg/Gen food(AbsMom) sack.own.3 POSS(Abs/Nom) be-light-NEG.IND3 A 
'Billy's bag of food is heavy' 

b. *nanuq saglu-ni-nga 
polar-bear(Abs/Nom) lie.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'his lying about the polar bear' 

Furthemore the N in apposition has the sarne case marking as the head N. ïhus in (1 1) the 

possessed head N sanajuq has AbsNom and the theme adnominal qilliqiuq also has Absrnom. 

And in (13b). sanujaq the object of the verb in the non-specific sentence has InstfAcc case and 

ujaraq the N in apposition aiso has IndAcc case. 

(1 3) a. simiuni-up ujarangata [sanaja]-nganik taku-junga 
Simeonie.Erg/Gen stone.3POSSErg/Gen [maice-thing J -3POSS-InstlAcc see.IND 1 A 
'1 saw Simeonie's handicrafl made of stone' 

b. simiuni-up ujarar.mil [sanaja]-nga-nik taku-junga 
c. *simiuni.up ujaraq [sanaja].ngamik taku-j wga 

If the head N has Inst/Acc, the theme in apposition cannot have Absrnom as shown in (13c). 

And, as shown in (8b) and (14), Inst/Acc is not assigned to the theme by the deverbal nominal 

since the theme cannot be marked IndAcc unless the head N is also. 

( 14) *simiuni.up ujarar-mik [sanaja]-nga taku.jara 
Simeonie.Erg/Gen stone.Inst/Acc [make.thing].3POSS(Abs/Norn) see.IND lE/3 A 
'1 saw Simeonie's handicrafi made of stone' 

4.2.3 Summary 

A nominal head assigns GenErg case both to its possessor/subject argument and to its theme 

argument. The nominal head assigns neither Inst/Acc case nor AbsMom case, which are 

assigned by V and 1 respectively. 



Japanese also allows both adnominals to have Gen case as s h o w  in (15). 

(1 5) Mary-no nihon-de-no suugaku-no benkyoo (Mi eg- (6)) 
Mary-Gen Japan-in-Gen math-Gen studying 
'Mary's studying of math in Japan' 

In Japanese, checking of Gen is at LF and Miyagawa (1 993 : 2 19) "presume[s] that one genitive 

phrase moves into the Spec, and the other adjoins to the DP, in essence counting as a second 

Spec position." It was also noted in Section 1.4 that the checking domain of a head includes its 

specifier and "a position adjoined to the specifier of [the head]" (Marantz 1995: 365). Further 

evidence that the Gen does not move until LF in noted with the gdno conversion in Japanese 

where a Gen objea could not scramble past a Gen subject (an Acc object could scramble past 

a Nom subject) (Miyagawa 1993: 246). 

4.3 Gerundive Nominals 

Gerundives in English, as noted in Chapter 1, have Gen case marked subjects and Acc case 

marked objects as in (16). 

(1 6) [John's reading the book] disturbed me (C 1986a) 

In Inuktitut, gerundives formed with the nominalizer -niq aiso have Gen/Erg subjects and 

Inst/Acc objects. The examples in (17a) and (1%) show that an overt agent (Ag) subject has 

Gen/Erg case. In (17a) the subject is ungak with Gen/Erg case -up, and in (1%) the subject is 

qimmiq with the GenErg case marker -up. Example (17) also shows that the verb has the non- 

specific morphology. 

(1  7) a angaup kati.si.ni.nga 
maternai-uncle.Gen/Erg meet.AP.niq.3POSS(AbshJom) 
'matemal uncle's (Ag) meeting' 
*'matemal uncie's (P) meeting' 



b. qimmi-up kii.si.ni.nga 
dog.Gen/Erg bite.AP.niq.3POSS(AbsMom) 
'the dog's (Ag) biting' 

*'the dog's (P) biting' 

c. pisung.ni.nga 
walk.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'his walking' 

d. saglu-ni-ra 
lie-niq. lPOSS(Abs/Nom) 

'rny lying' 

The specific fom of the verb cannot be used as show in (Ha) and (18b). which contrast with 

(1  7a) and (1 7b). 

The therne (P) has IndAcc case as shown in (19). The object therne cannot have 

GenErg as shown by the contrast in (20) and (21) in which the ungrammatical (a) examples have 

therne arguments marked wi-th GenErg while the grammatical (b) examples have theme 

arguments rnarked with IndAcc. The theme in (20) is a noun while in (21) it is  a gerundive 

nominal. 

( 1  9) nanu-up qimmirmik kii.si.ni.nga 
polar-bear-GenErg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the bear's biting the dog' 

b. unikkaaqtuar.mi k tukisi.ni.nga 
legend.Inst/Acc understand.niq.3POSS(AbsMom) 

'understanding the legend' 



b. maulir.nir.mik singnaktuumani-nga 
hunt-at-seai-breathing-holes-in-winter.nqAcc dream.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 

'drearning of hunting at seal breathing holes in winter' 

The theme aiso cannot be in apposition as shown in (22). 

The therne, however. can have GenfErg case if it becomes the structural subject of the verb when 

the verb passivires as in the exarnples in (23). 

(23) a. angaup kati-jau-ni-nga 
matemal-uncle meet-PASS.niq.3POSS(Abs/Norn) 
''matemal uncle's (Ag) meeting' 
'matemal uncle's (P) meeting' 

b. qimmi-up kii.jau.ni.nga 
dog.Gen/Erg bite.PASS.niq.3POSS(Abs/Norn) 
*'the dog's (Ag) biting' 
'the dog's (P) biting' 

As with the nouns and derived nominals, the case marking on the gerund is determined 

by its structural position in the sentence and the arguments within the gerund are not dected by 

the structurai position of the gerund. In (24a) the gerund is the AbsMom case marked subject 

of the intransitive verb; in (24b) the gerund is the Abs/Nom case marked specific object of the 

transitive verb; and in (24c) the gerund is the Inst/Acc case marked non-specific object of the 

transitive verb. In ail cases the case marking on the arguments within the gerund are not affected 

by the case marking on the gerund. 



(24) a [kiinaujar-nik piusang.ni.nga] angijuq 
[money.plInst/Acc like.niq.3 POSS(Abs/Norn) J be-bigJND3 A 
'his love of money is big' 

b. [nanu-up qimmir-mik kii.si.ni.nga] uggun-jaa 
[polar-bear.Gen/Erg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) J regret(serious).IND3E/3 A 

l i e  regrets the bear biting the dog' 

c. [madi-up nanur.mik saglu.ni.nganik] aittamsuk.tunga 
[Molly-GenJErg polar-bear-IndAcc lie.niq.3POSSlnst/Acc] regret(too bad)JND1 A 
'1 regret Molly lying about the bear' 

The case marking of arguments and the morphological form of the verb in gerunds is 

entirely as expected. First, since GenErg is checked by V, then an argument in [Spec, V] will 

have Gen/Erg. Since the gerund is a nominal there is no IP and the object argument cannot rnove 

to [Spec, I] for Abshiom case, and must remain inside the VP where it is assigned InstlAcc case 

by V through -mik case insertion. The object argument having IndAcc'case means the V has 

non-specific morphology. If the V is passivized. then the object argument moves to [Spec, V] 

becoming the subject with Gen/Erg case which is checked by the V. 

4.4 Parametric Explanations 

Chapter 3 discussed five pararnetric explanations for ergative case marking in Inuktitut. On the 

grounds of empiricai adequacy for clauses and/or theoretical adequacy, these explanations were 

rejected. This section bnefly considers how well those explanations can account for the case 

marking of arguments in nominal phrases. 

4.4.1 Lexical Properties Parameter 

According to the lexical properties parameter of Johns (1987, 1992) (see Section 3. I),  for clauses 

in Inuktitut (i) there are only two functional projections: nominal level AgrP, (=NP) and 



predicate level AgrPv (=IP), and (ii) the subject and object arguments are generated in the [Spec. 

Agr,] and [Spec, Agrv] respectively. The cornplement of Agr,, is AgrP, and the complement of 

AgrN is a nominalized V. The N head of the complement moves, through head movement, to 

AgrN then to Agr,,, getting agreement. 

For NPs there is just the AgrP, projection as in (25). The subject/possessor is generated 

in [Spec, Agr,] and the N head is generated as the compiernent of AgrN. Agr, has agreement 

features for the NP in its Spec. The N head gets the agreement features - through head movernent 
. . 

to Agr,. 

(25) a. 

b. angutiup qimrni-a (J 1992: 69) 
rnan.Gen/Erg dog.3POSS(AbsRJom) 
'the man's dog' 

Johns analysis, however, cannot explain the case marking on arguments of Ns, deverbal 

nominals and gemds. Recall from Section 4.2 that subject and object adnominals of nouns and 

denved nominais have GenlErg case. Example (3a) is repeated here as (26). 

(26) taami .up kikiangita puuqataquti-ngat 
Tomrny.Gen/Erg nail.pl/3POSSGen/Erg sack.own.3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) 
'Tommy's sack of nails' 

In Johns model, if arguments are generated in [Spec, Agr], the subject faami would be in [Spec, 

Agr,] and the N head putiqata.quti would be generated as the complement of AgrN. The object 



kikia-i could not be generated in a [Spec, Agr] since there is no Agr,. 

Accounting for the arguments in gerunds is also problematic. R e d  from Section 4.3 that 

agent subject arguments have GedErg case and theme object arguments have IndAcc case as 

shown in (19), repeated here as (27). 

(27) nanu-up qimmir-mik kii.si.ni.nga 
polar-bear.Gen/Erg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the bear's biting the dog' 

If arguments are generated in [Spec, Agr], then there is no position for the theme argument 

qimmiq to be generated. Her model would also need to distinguish between the case marking 

of arguments of nouns and derived nominds venus gerundive nominals. 

4.4.2 O bligatory Case Parameter 

According to this parameter (see Section 3.2), Bobaljik (1993) associates Erg with Nom case and 

Abs with Acc case. There are two AgrP functional projections and Erg/Nom case is associated 

with the higher AgrP while AbdAcc is associated with the lower AgrP. The difference between 

nominative languages and ergative languages, as given in (28), is that for the fonner the 

obligatory case is Nom while for the latter the obligatory case is Abs. 

(28) Obligatory Case Parameter 

Case X is obligatorily assignedkhecked, where Case X is a structural case. 
a. In NIA languages, CASE X is NOMINATXVE (=ERG) 
b. In E/A languages, CASE X is ABSOLUTIVE (=ACC) 

The Obligatory Case Parameter as stated (Bobaljik 1993: 5 1) is unable to explain the case 

marking in norninals. Since Gen=Erg in Inuktitut, then for nominals only the higher AgrP would 

be operative. However since Inuktitut is ergative this violates the parameter which States that if 

Case X=NOM=ERG is operative, the language is nominative. 



A solution would be to state that the parameter applies to clauses and is not relevant for 

nominal phrases. However the pararneter associates the lower AgrP with Abs and thus makes 

the wrong prediction for the case marking in gerunds. It predics that for ergative languages Abs 

case as the Agr node above VP should be available for the theme argument. But as noted in 

Section 4.3, there is no Abs argument in nominal phrases and the theme argument in gemds has 

Inst/Acc case, 

4.43 Transitivity Parameter 

The transitivity parameter (see Section 3.3) as stated in Murasugi (1992a: 221) ascribes the 

difference between nominative and ergative languages to a difference in strength between the two 

functional projections of clauses as given in (29). 

(29) Transitivity Parameter 

In an accusative language, the Case feanires of T [tense] are strong. 
In an ergative language, the Case features of Tr [transitive] are mong. 

Thus this pararneter is not applicable for explaining the case marking of adnominais. 

It is expected that the model would be able to explain the case marking of theme 

arguments in gerunds since the case marking is expected to be related to the case marking of 

theme arguments of verbs. However, as noted in Section 3.3, this model could not explain the 

AbsNom-Inst/Acc case marking in non-specific clauses, and is thus unable to explain the 

Inst/Acc case marking of theme arguments in geninds. 

4.4.4 Case-Binding Configuration 

Recall that in Bittner (1994a; Bittner and Hale 1996) functionai heads (1 or D and V+D) assign 

the "direct" structural cases ergative and accusative, while lexical heads w i g n  the oblique 

structural cases according to language specific conventions. 



1 and D assign Erg to a KP with an ernpty K in a case binding configuration (Le., yD 

delimits a small clause and c-commands the KP, and there is a case competitor which is a 

coargument NP/DP that could potentially get case from ID or a pseudo coargument DM). The 

oblique case Inst is assigned to a KP complement by a lexical head aiso in a case-binding 

configuration. For example, V, the lexical head of a triadic verb, assigns Inn to its complement 

and the case competitor is the trace of the interna1 argument DP that has moved to [Spec, I] 

(Bittner 1994a: 20). Nominative arguments are generated as bare DPs without a KP projection 

in which the DP is governed and c-commanded by K or C and neither DP nor its trace is case- 

bound. 

In Chapter 3 Bittner's explanation for case marking was rejected on explanatory grounds, 

and now 1 will provide empirical evidence for rejecting Bittner's explanation that functional heads 

assign Erg/Gen in a case-binding configuration. In Section 3.4 it was mentioned that empirical 

evidence for rejecting Bittner's analysis is based on case assignment of adnominals as in (30a) 

and in gerunds as in (30b). 

(3 0) a. tassuma ki  kia-ngita puuqataquti .ngat 
this-one-here(Gen/Erg) nail.p13POSSGen/'rg sack.own.3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) 
'this one here's sack of nails' 
(lit. this one here's nails' sack) 

b. nanu-up qimmir-mik kii.si.ni.nga 
polar-bear.Gen/Erg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the bear's biting the dog' 

First 1 show that the case-configuration approach cannot explain Gen/Erg on the possessor and 

theme arguments of a nominal as in (30a). then 1 show that her approach cannot explain the 

Erg/Gen-Inst/Acc case marking in gerunds without adding stipulations. 

In many languages, including the languages of the Inuit, Erg and Gen have the same case 



marking and the same agreement (Dixon 1994, Bittner and Haie 1996). Thus Erg is assigned by 

1 in clauses in a case-binding configuration and it is pararnetrized that Erg (=Gen) is asigned by 

D in nominals in a case-binding configuration. This is illustrated in example (3 1) from Bittner 

and Hale (1996: 60) (see aiso Bitiner 1994a: 22). Following Bittner 1 have put [ 1 around the 

case assigning head; and, for ease of understanding, 1 have underlined the case under discussion 

and put the case competitor in boldface. 

(3 1) a. Possessive Construction 

KP 

b. juunap qimmiinit (B 1996: 60) 
JuunaErg/Gen dog.pl3POSS.Abl 

'from Juuna's dogs' 

D is a functional head that delimits an NP srnaIl clause (delimited from b .ow by (the tra ce of) 

N and from above by D), N incorporates into D so NP is not a barrier to D c-commanding Ke 

and assigning KP case, and the incorporated N is a case competitor (pseudo coargument) for KP. 

Thus the case binding configuration is met and D assigns Erg to KP according to the universal 

rules for assignment of marked structural (direct) case. D has Erg agreement for the Erg case 

marked possessor. 



Now let's look at the tree diagram for (30a) where both the possessor and theme have 

Erg/Gen case. Neither Bittner (1994a) nor Bitîner and Hale (1996) provided examples tike (30a), 

so 1 extend their analysis to (3 1). 

(3 2 )  Possessive Constructions with Theme Arguments 

I ErglGen puuqati.quti ngat 
tassuma 

\ 

, kikiangita 
Z 

Comparing the constructions in (3 1) and (32) it would seem that D could assign Erg/Gen to both 

KP rassuma and KP kikiat since both are in the same domain and meet the case-binding 

requirernents and N could be the pseudo coargument for both. However Erg agreement on D is 

only with the KP complernent kikiar and the latter has agreement with the KP subject tassuma. 

Thus, although one functional head D would assign two Erg cases in the same case-binding 

configuration, agreement would not be between a functional head and the argument chah that 

it governs. 

Comparing the case-binding configuration in (32), that allows one functional head to 

assign two Erg cases to similar constructions for clauses, highlights the ad hoc stipulation about 

generating caseless DPs. In the similar clause constructions, the complement was not a KP but 



was generated as a DP because otherwise there would be no case cornpetitor. Examples in (33) 

are illustrated in (34). Example (34a) represents languages such as Samoan and Warlpiri that 

have 'morphological ergativity' due to transparency4 (Bittner and Hale 1996: Section 4.2). 

Example (34b) represents the structure of -niqat-- passives (Bittner and Haie 1996: Section 6). 

(33) a sa sasa e le teine le maile (Sarnoan, B&H: p. 21) 
PAST hit Erg the girl the dog 
'The girl hit the dog' 

b. puisit (Juunamit) aallaa.ni.qar.put (West Greenlandic, B&H: p. 29) 
seals(Abs/iVom) (Juuna Abl) shootPASS.beIND3pl 
'The seais were shot (by Juuna)' 

(34) a Ergativity due to T ransparency b. Passives 

m - .- - 
C \ 

R r r f  A \ 

\ 
\ 

c 1 I Pl, A ', 
IV, ' 

\ 

A ' 
Erg, ENI I 

' n  I 

I 
1 

i Ab[, 
L I 

A ,  w V' [NI , 

e0 
\--- - - - - 

The functionai head D cm case-bind both possessor subject and thematic object in (32) 

and assign Erg. However the trace of die funchonal head I in (34a) cannot case-bind the 

complement as well as the subject and assign Erg to both since there is no caseless case- 

cornpetitor. So the complement is generated as a DP instead of a KT?. Similarly in (33b). the 

'It also represents Ergative Active Languages such as Basque with only the 1 incorporating 
into C (Bittner and Hale 1996: Section 5 ) .  



passive N cannot assign structural oblique cases to the subject and object of V since there is no 

caseless case-cornpetitor. Thus the complement is generated as a DP rather than as a KP. Thus, 

Bittner's analysis requires that a potential nominative argument look ahead in the derivation to 

see if it is needed to be a case competitor in order to provide a case-binding configuration for 

other arguments to get case. Because of these ad hoc stipulations, the case-binding configuration 

rnust be rejected. 

The andysis of case marking in gerunds provides funher reason for rejecting Bittner's 

andysis. Bittner's description of gerunds (1994a: 64-66) combined deverbal nominals with a -niq 

head and gerunds fomed with -niq. Firn 1 will separate -niq deverbal nominals from -niq 

gemds, then I will show the problems with the case-binding configuration in accounting for the 

case marking of arguments in gerunds as in (30b). 

Bittner describes the N head -niq as moving to the D head, and the DP argument as 

moving to [Spec, N] as  in (35) and illustrated in (36). 

(3 5) a [qimmi-vit unatar-nir-at] piqqissimissutig(i-v)ara (B 1994a: 64) 
[dog.pIZPOSSGen/Eg beat.niq.3plPOSS(Abs/Nom) J pro(l sg) regret-IND 1 E/3A 
'1 regret beating your dogs' 

b. [qirnmi-t qilun-nir-at] Kaali-p tusanngi-laa (B 1994a: 64) 
[dog.plGen/Erg bark.niq.3plPOSS(AbsMom) J Kaali.Erg/Gen hear.NEG.IND3Ef3 A 
'Kaali didn't hear the dogs' barking' 

The KP argument that has moved to [Spec, NJ is case bound by D in a case-binding 

configuration @ delimits the small clause NP, and c-commands the KP argument (NP is not a 

barrier since N has incorporated into D), the case competitor is -niq which has adjoined to D). 

In the (a) examples the object argument has moved to (Spec, N] gettïng Gen/Erg, while in the 

(b) examples the subject argument has rnoved getting GenErg. 



v 
unatar- 

In the Inuktitut gerunds (see Section 4.3). theme arguments couldnft get Gen/Erg case 

unless the V was passivized. However in non-derived and deverbal nominais both arguments 

could get Gen/Erg case. I suggest that (35a) involves a -ni9 deverbal nominal, while (3%) 

involves a -niq gerund.' This parallels the difference in English between -ing deverbal nominals 

where both subject and objects adnominals can be marked with Gen as in (37a), and gerunds 

where the subject has Gen and the object Acc as in (37b). 

(37) a. The Bank of Canada's setting of the interest rate each week has been discontinued 

b. Treasury Board's fixing the amount of the tax cut is still speculative 

This is supponed by examples of -niq nominals in West Greenlandic (Fortescue 1984) 

which suggest that WG is like Inuktitut for gerunds, Le.. the agent has Gen/Erg case, V is a 

"half-transitive phrase" (i-e., non-specific form), and the theme has Inst/Acc case. This is shown 

T h e  example in (35b) couid also be a -ntq deverbal nominal, but (35a) could not be a 
gerund. 



in (38a) where the overt NP is an object and has Inst/Acc case (the subject is pro), and in (38b) 

where the overt NP is a subject and has Erg/Gen case. In both cases V has the non-specific 

fonn. 

(38) a. [ajami-nik naapitsi.ni.ssaa] qilanaar-aa (F 1984: 46) 
[maternai-aunt.3ReflPOSS.Inst/Acc rneet.AP.niqIUT.3POSS(Abs/Norn)I look-forward- 

to.IND3E/3 A 
'he, looked fonvard to his, meeting his, aunt' 

b. anguti.p tuqut.si.nir.a (F 1984: 46) 
man.Gen/Erg kill.AP.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the man's killing (of someone)' 

i'heme arguments in WG, like Inuktitut, have Gen/Erg case when the verb is passivized as  in the 

-niq nominal in (39). 

(39) ndu-aa [qinnuta-ata qanuq naammassi.niqar.ni.ss~ (F 1984: 45) 
not-know.IND3ED A [request3POSSGen/Erg how implementPASS .niq.FUT.3 POSS(AbsMo m)] 

'she didn't know how his request would be implernented' 

In examples like (40), where the theme argument has Gen/Erg, the V has the "transitive verbal 

base" (Le., specific f ~ r m ) ~  and is not passivized. Also in (40b) the morpheme -ssa- follows -ni9 

suggesting that it is an adjectival modifier. If the -niq nominal were a gerund, -SM- would be 

adverbial and preceed -n iq  

61n Inuktitut, for one of the verbs tested one informant allowed both the 'specific fonn' 
and the 'non-specific' form of the V with an agent subject as in (a) and (b). However, unlike WG 
(40), the Inuktitut examples could not be interpreted with the theme as subject. If the theme were 
to be subject, the verb was passivized as in (c). 

ama-up iniqunaqtu-up kuning.ni.nga 
amaup iniqunaqtuup kwiik.si.ni.nga 
'the beautiful woman's (Ag) kissing' 
*'the beautiful woman's (P) kissing' 
ama.up iniqunaqtxup kuni k.tau.ni.nga 
'the beautiful woman's (P) kissing' 



(40) a anguti-p tuqunnir-a (F 1984: 46) 
man.GenErg kill.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 
'the killing of the man' 

b. [ajami naapin.ni.ssaa] qilanaar.aa (F 1984: 46) 
[matemal-aunt3ReflPOSSEr9/Gen meet~qSUT.3POSS(Abs/Nom)] loo k-forward-to.XND3 U3 A 

'he, looked forward to meeting his, aunt' 

1 suggest that forms like (40), with the object having Erg/Gen case and the "transitive verbal 

base" are not gerunds but deverbal nominals (see also Section 4.4.5); and hence, the ErgGen case 

marking like other theme adnorninals discussed (see Section 4.2). 

Of interest here is the case marking in gerunds in (41) where the subject has Erg/Gen and 

the object Inst/Acc. 

(4 1 ) nanu-up qimmir-mik kii-si.ni-nga 
polar-bear.GenErg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(AbsMom) 

'the bearts biting the dog' 

This case marking pattern is similar to that of languages Bittner and Hale (1996: Section 1 1) term 

"Three-Way Languages" where transitive sentences have Erg-Acc case marking as in (42). except 

that both Erg and Acc are considered universal structural cases,' whereas Erg and Inst involve 

a universai and an oblique case. 

(42) a arengke-le aye-nhe ke-ke (Antekerrepenhe B&H: p. 5 1) 
dog-Erg me-Acc bite-PAST 

'the dog bit me' 

Thus the explanation for the case marking of the g e m d  in (41) must incorporate explanations 

for Erg assignment and for Inn assignment (see Chapter 3, Section 3.4) with the configuration 

for gerunds in (36b). This is represented by (43). 

'In the Erg-Acc sentences there is a functional D adjoined to V to assign Acc (a universal 
structural case). There is no case cornpetitor for the Erg subject so extra NP structure is posited. 
For the complicated explanation see Bittner and Hale (1996: 52-53). 



The structures in (43) would be able to explain the Erg subject nanu-up and the IndAcc object 

qimmir.mik. The D case-binds KP, (the case competitor is -niq), and by U>e Reditation 

Conventions KP, gets Erg. 

(43 ) a Bittner (1994a) b. Bittner and Hale (1996) 

DP DP 

RJ 
A 
Nl I D 1 1  
niq nga 

PRO, 

N' 

- 
qimmir-mik 

In Bittner (1994a) the trace of AP case-binds KP (the case competitor is the AP -si-), and by the 

language specific Realization Conventions for structural obliques, KP gets Inst. To create the 

case-binding configuration an odd situation is created whereby the trace of the AP is a case- 



binder and the AP8 itself is the pseudo coargument. This is the only situation in which one 

argument chain (AP, 4) fulfills two different functions simultaneously. It also has a noun trace 

(which is the trace of AP) assigning hst/Acc case, and, indeed, the Reaiization Conventions for 

the objective case ha refer to the case-binder as being a lexical head, i-e., it could be a N or a 

V. Yet for Inuktitut in Section 4.2 we saw that noms do not assign Inst/Acc to theme 

adnominals. And it is also generally recognized that nouns do not assign objective case. The 

situation may be different in West Greenlandic. This is altered in Bittner and Hale (1996) where 

V is the case-binder as in (43b). V is generated from the lexicon wi-th the AP, and the AP is the 

pseudo coargument. Though an N or its trace no longer assign Inst, the Case Reaiization Rules 

(1 996: 7) still refer to a lexical head as the case-binder for ha, instead of V as the case-binder. 

Once the Case Realization Rules for the Inst oblique is altered to have V the case-binder, then 

how wouId this case be different from Acc other than just by stipulation. Thus there is reason 

to doubt that the case-binding configuration is the correct explanation for case assignment in 

In Bok-Bennema's analysis of noun phrases, there is an inflectional phrase NIP that dominates 

the NP. There is an inherent feature [+genitive] in M which assigns Gen to [Spec, NI] in Spec- 

head agreement and which passes agreement on to NI. The head NI has features for the number 

of the head N and for agreement of the [Spec, NI]. Bok-Bennema (199 1: 234-238) discusses 

'Note that Bittner (1994a) generates the AP as the complement of the V with the L d A c c  
argument as the complement of the AP. Bittner and Haîe (1996) generate the V+AP from the 
lexicon. Baker (1988) has the AP a N that incorporates into V with the Inst/Acc argument as 
a coindexed oblique. Bok-Bennerna (1991) has the AP as a pro V that assigns IndAcc to the 
object (see Chapter 3, Section 3.5). 



nominais formed with -niq. -Niq is an X-bar affix which selects a non-finite complement: CP 

if the complement has a PRO subject, VP otherwise. 

Recall from Chapter 3, Section 3.5 that according to Bok-Bennema's analysis only 

ambiguous verbs can assign structural Acc case; and that most verbs cannot, in which case they 

use another strategy for assigning case to the object whereby the object cm either adjoin to I' and 

be assigned Nom/Abs by the "auxiliary" 1. or an AP auxiliary can assign Acchst case to the 

object. In NIPs an object could not get Nom/Abs since there is no [+nominative] feature in 1; 

but an object could get Acc either structurally from an ambiguous verb or from an AP. As Bok- 

Bennema's analysis of -niq nominals in her Chapter 5 preceeded her analysis of -mik as structural 

Acc case, 1 have modified her exphnation for case marking in the nominals to reflect this. 

Bok-Bennema uses the example in (44a) from Fortescue (1984: 46) to show how -niq 

nominals with CP complements assign case. It is illustrated in (44b). Since [Spec, M] is open, 

the object can move into it and get Gen case from the [+genitive] feature in NI. However this 

is movement of an object past a PRO subject. "This means that the spec, NIP position mua be 

an A'-position, because otherwise the SSC [Specified Subject Condition] would be violated" 

(Bok-Bennema 1991: 236).' Both ambiguous verbs and "unaccusative transitive" verbs would 

be able to assign Gen to their objects in this way. (Note that the subject of the CP complement 

of -niq must be PRO.) 

'Recall from Chapter 2, Section 3.5 that moving the object past the subject in VP to 
[Spec, Tl does not violate the SSC since the SSC refers to extraction past the subject in an NP 
or an S (=P) projection. However in (44) the object is moved past a subject and outside CP 
(=Sv) which would be a SSC violation. Thus Bok-Bennema's requirement that the object cannor 
be moving to an A-position. 



(44) a [ajami naapin.ni.ssaa] qilanaar-aa (BB: p. 236) 
[aunt.3POSSReflGen/Erg meet~niqlWT.sg3 sg(Abs/Norn)] loo k-forward-to.IND3E/3 A 

'He fooked forward to meeting his aunt' 

A 
PRO VP 

naapin- 

In (45a) the nominalizer -niq selects a VP cornplernent. The subject moves to [Spec, NI] 

where it gets Gen. The object gets Acc from the V since tusaan- belongs to the ambiguous ciass 

of verbdO Bok-Bennema's example in (45) is the Labrador dialect taken from Smith (1973). 

(45) a. qimmi-up tusaan.ni.nga sivanim.mik (BB: p. 236) 
dog.Erg/Gen hear.niq.3POSS(AbsMom) bell.lnst/Acc 
'the dog's hearing the bell' 

"For the example in (44) the structure and sentence are given as Bok-Bennema had them. 
But for the exarnple in (45) there are three differences from the analysis in Bok-Bennema (1991 : 
236). For (4Sa) she has a nul1 AP morpheme, but in the final chapter she argues against nul1 APs 
and says the verbs that occur without an oven AP are ambiguous verbs and can assign Acc. 
Consequently the nul1 AP is ornitted. For diagram (4Sa) she has sivonim.mik generated as a PP, 
saying that VP complements of -niq must be intransitive because there is no way for an object 
to get case. Since these verbs were reanalyzed as ambiguous verbs that can assign structural Acc 
case, the sivanim-mik complement is shown as an NP with Acc case and tusaan.ni.nga is 
considered to be an ambiguous verb that is the complement of -niq. 



n 
NP. NI' 

Example (45) illustrates an ambiguous verb, but if the verb belonged to the "unaccusative 

transitives", then an AP would assign Acc to the object with the AP heading a projection above 

the VP but below the -niq nominalizer as in (46a) and given in the example in (46b) from 

b. [ikinngum-mi.nik tuqut.si.nir.a) tussaurpara (BB: p. 67) 
[friend.3POSSRefl.Inst/Acc kill.AP.niq.3POSS(AbsMom)] hear.IND 1 E/3 A 
'1 heard of  his, killing his, friend' 

As discussed in Section 4.4.4. examples like (44) where the object moves to [Spec, NI] 

and has Gen case are probably deverbal norninals formed with -niq, on a par witb -ing deverbal 

norninals in English as in the eating of the meat. Thus there is no need to have [Spec, NI] as 

an A-bar position to avoid a SSC violation since adnominals are optional. Additional evidence 

that (44) is a deverbal nominal is provided by the location of the a f i x  -ma-. With -niq nominals 

an adverb can follow the verb stem but preceed -niq as in (47a) and (47b). and adjectival 



modifiers follow -nzq as in (47c). 

(47) a pisuk-pang-ni-nga 
walk.often.niq.3POSS(AbsMom) 
'his ofien walking' 

b. pisu.mgin.ni.nga 
walk.NEG.niq.3 POSS(Abs/Nom) 
Vs not walking' 

c. saglu.ni.aiu.ga 
lie-nip.big. lPOSS(AbsNom) 
'my bad lyingt 

The affix -ssa- means 'future' and can be used adverbaily or adjectivally. BokBennema omitted 

an exphnation for where -ssa- would be structurally. However, since it occurs f i e r  -niq it would 

be an adjective and naapin would be a deverbal nominal. Had -ssa- preceeded -ni9 then we 

would consider it an adverb which would be evidence of a gerundive nominal. 

The modification of her analysis for the example (45) explains having a GenErg subject 

and an AccAnst object in the gerund. Although the configuration is similar to what 1 proposed 

in Chapter 1, there are substantial differences. Fim she has M assigning Gen and V assigning 

Acc; while 1 have V assigning Gen/Erg to the subject and InstlAcc to the object through -mik 

insertion. While looking at j u s  the gerunds may not,provide conclusive evidence as to which 

mode1 is correct, if the checking of case is related back to the checking of case in clauses, then 

my analysis is to be preferred. Bok-Bennema's requires many stipulations that resulted in her 

describing Inuktitut as having a very marked system of case. My anaiysis required no new 

stipulations and the case of arguments in gerunds falls out naturally from the case on arguments 

in clauses. As well my analysis was able to explain what, at first, seemed like puales in the 

Minimalist Program, in particular, objects moving past subjects. 



4.5 Sumrnary 

Adnominais of underived and denved nominals have GenErg case. Example (3a) is reproduced 

here as (48). The head N puuqaur assigns the GenErg case to its two arguments: the subject 

taami and the object kikat. In Section 4.2.3 it was suggested that GenErg is checked afier 

Spell-out Thus after Spell-out the therne adnominai would adjoin to NP and be in a Spec-head 

checking relation with the head N. Since the possessor adnominal is already in a Spec-head 

checking relation, it i s  not necessary that it rnove. However, whether it moves for checking, and 

whether it moves before or after the theme moves does not affect my argument. 

(48) taami. up ki kiangita puuqataquti-ngat 
Tornmy-GenErg nail.p13POSSGen/Erg sack.own.3piPOSS(AbsMom) 
'Tommy's sack of nails' 

Arguments of gerunds have Gen/Erg case for the subject and Inst/Acc for the object as 

illustrated in (19), reproduced here as (49). 

(49) nanu-up qimrnir-mik kii.si.ni.nga 
polar-bear.Gen/Erg dog.Inst/Acc bite.AP.niq.3POSS(Abs/Nom) 

'the bear's biting the dog' 

The head V kii- assigns the Erg/Gen case to its subject nanuq in [Spec, VI, and the V assigns 

[nst/Acc to its object qrmmiq through insertion of the postposition -mik which would check the 

case of the theme argument qimmiq. 



Chapter 5 

Agreement 

5.1 Introduction 

In Chapter 2 1 showed that speaker's intentions to make reference to a particular object results 

in movement of the object at Spell-out (S-structure) in ergative languages, whereas movement 

does not occur until LF in accusative languages. 1 ais0 showed that marking speaker intentions 

at Spell-out rather than LF accounts for the pattern of ErglGen-AbsMom case marking and that 

a separate parameter is not required to account for the existence of ergative versus accusative 

languages. And 1 showed that it can also account for sentences in ergative languages having 

either ErglGen-AbsMom or Abs/Nom-IndAcc case marking without having to refer to AbshJom- 

IndAcc case marked sentences as "intransitive" with a direct object. 

In Chapter 3 1 showed that five different parametric explanations for the existence of 

ergative versus accusative languages were ernpiricaliy and theoretically inadequate. And in 

Chapter 4 1 showed that the case marking on arguments of nouns and gerunds can be explained 

by the account 1 developed in Chapters 1 and 2. However, up to this point 1 have focussed on 

case marking and in this chapter 1 will show that the pattem of agreement is also explained. 

Ergativity can be indicated by case marking on nominals or by agreement marking on the 

verb, or by both. Inuktitut has both case marking on nominais and agreement morphernes on the 

verb. The order of the agreement morphemes in specific sentences has been described as 

T+Agr,+Agr,. This order is based on the agreement found in subotdinate and main moods. For 



example, with 2nd person subjects' and la person objects in the main moods there can be 

agreement' for the subject -ng- 'yod and for the object -nga 'me' as in (la); and with 3rd person 

subjects and la or 2nd person objects there is agreement for the subject and object as in (1 b). 

(1) a. 2E subject 
T+Agrs.Agb 

Declarative, 1 A: -vang.nga 
Interrogative, 1 A: -vi.ng.nga 
Optative, 1 A: -ng.nga 

b. 3E subject 
T+Agr,+Agr, 

1A: -vaa.nga 
1plA: -vaa.tigut 
2A: -vaa,tit 
2plA: -vaa.si 

However, with 3rd person objects in the declarative mood, the order of the agreement 

morphemes is T+Agr,+Agr,. Both 1st and 2nd subjects tend to be unmarked when the object 

is 1st or 2nd person. And with 3rd person objects, the subject is marked and the object is  

unmarked; so it is difficult to descnbe an ordering in the agreement morphemes. But when the 

3rd person object is plural (or dual), the object number agreement precedes subject agreement. 

This pattern of agreernenr' is illustrated in (2) (data from Harper 1974: 33). 

(2) Declarative Mood: 1E subject 2E subject 
T.Agr,.Agr, T.Agr,.Agr, 

Object: 3A -vara -vait 
3dA -vaak.ka -vaak.kik 
3pIA -va.k.ka -va. t.it 

'Recall that the terms "subject" and "object" refer to the thematic arguments of the verb 
and not to the syntactic position in the sentence. To refer to the latter, terms such as "syntactic 
subject" or "sentence subject" are used- 

'There are altemate foms for agreement for 2nd person subjects and l a  person objects. 
For the North Baffin (Igloolik) dialect, Dorais (1978: 32) gives -vu.ng.nga for the declarative and 
-vingraga for the interrogative, but Mallon (1991: 9, 19) and Harper (1974: 33,36) give -varma 
and -vi.nga respectively. For the optative mood Dorais (1978: 33), Mailon (IWI : 25) and Harper 
( 1 974: 4 1 ) al1 give -ng.nga. I have show the declarative and interrogative foms as Dorais gives 
them to illustrate the order when agreement is marked for subject and object. 

3Dual is rnarked by doubling the last vowel and adding a final -k (a final C would be 
deleted). Plural is marked by adding -ib'-t. 



(Ulving (1987): ga < *ka; vara c *var+ga; k-ka c* t+ka) 

Thus there are two orders for agreement morphemes (cf. Zager (1980), and Vaxtin (1979) 

for the Chaplino dialect of Asiatic Eskimo, and Reed et al (1977: 61, 140) for Yup'ik). However, 

this is so only for the main moods. The order T+Agr,+Agr, is more cornmon, especially for 

interrogative and optative moods4 (see data in Harper 1974: 36-41). In subordinate moods the 

agreement ordrr is T+Agr,+Agr, for al1 subjects and ail objects. 

This m d y  has taken the position that fwctional AgrPs do not exist. If there were 

separate Agr projections associated with checking case and agreement, it would be difficult to 

explain the existence of the two agreement orders: Agrs+Agro and Agro+Agrs. It would also be 

difficult to explain why the order Agr,+Agr, occurs with any subject and 3rd person objects in 

the declarative, but only with 1st person subjects and 3rd person objects in the optative, and only 

with 1st person singular subjects and 3rd person objects in the interrogative It would aiso be 

problernatic because, for both agreement orders, the case of the object is Abs/Norn and the case 

of the subject is Erg/Gen. The agreement order for the questions in (3) is Agr,+Agr,, and the 

subject has ErglGen as in (3b) and (3c), and the object has Abs/Nom as in (3a). For the 

declarative examples in (4) and (5) the agreement order is Agr,+Agr,, yet the sub~ect has 

Erg/Gen in (5) and the object AbdNorn case in (4) and (5). 

(3) a. ippaksaq Jaani taku.lau.ngngit.tait? (S 1: p. 65) 
yesterday Johnny(Abs/Norn) see.PAST.NEG.Q.ZE(3A) 
'didn't you see Johnny yesterday?' 

'1x1 the main moods, agreement paradigrns lia 63 combinations for the 9 possible subjects 
(1  sg, cf, pl; 2 sg, d, pl; 3 sg, d, pl) with the 9 possible objects (lsg, d, pl; 2 sg, d, pl; 3 sg, d, 
pl). n i e  8 i possible combinations are reduced by the impossible combinations involving 1 E/l A 
and 2EI2A. 



b. kia angiqqauti .nia-paanga? (S II: p. 69) 
who(Erg/Gen) bring-homeIWT.Q.3E. 1 A 
'who's gonna take me home?' 

c. kia angiqqauti-vaatit? (S II: p. 69) 
who(Erg/Gen) bnng-home.Q.3E.ZA 
'Who brought you home?' 

(4) a najaga uqauti-vara (S 1: p. 57) 
sister(of a man). lPOSSAbs/Nom speak-to.IND(3 A). 1 E 
T spoke to my sister' 

b. nattiq tamanna niri-junnangngit-tara (S II: p. 28) 
seal(AbsMom) here(Abs/Nom) eat.able.NEG.IND(3A)- 1E 
'I can't eat this seal-rneat here' 

(5) a taassuma tuulli-up tasir-mut turaar-tanga inuk (S 1: p. 78) 
that(Erg/Gen) IoonErg/Gen lake.Al1 direct.iND.3 A(3E) man(Abs/Nom) 
'the Ioon directed the man towards a lake' 

b. anguti-up aaqqik.pa.a qukiut (S 1: p. 64) 
man.Erg/Gen fix.MD.3A(3E) gun(Abs/Nom) 

'the man fixed the gun' 

c. ilinniaqtittiji-up uqauti-va.a Jaani (S 1: p. 64) 
teacher.Erg/Gen speak-to.IND.3 A(3E) Johnny(Abs/Nom) 
'the teacher spoke to Johnny' 

It was s h o w  in Chapter 3 that Bobaijik's and Murasugi's parametric accounts gave the 

wrong ordering of agreement morphemes for ErglGen-AbsMom sentences, and had syntactic 

heads intervening between the AgrPs. Both Johns' and Bittner's explanations can account for the 

adjacency of subject and object agreement rnorphemes in Inuktitut; however their models, which 

were rejected for explaining case, cannot account for the two agreement orders as they have the 

agreement morphemes detennined by a particular agreement assigning head. For Bittner (1 994a), 

an Absrnom object is not case bound and Nom/Abs agreement is in C, and an Erg/Gen subject 

is case bound by 1 and Erg/Gen agreement is in 1. 



This chapter will account for the pattern of agreement found in Inuktitut. In Section 5.2 

1 use the Minimdist Program to explain the agreement pattern, and in Section 5.3 1 show how 

an explanation for some of the patterns of agreement morphemes in Inuktitut naturally falls out 

from the analysis in Section 5.2. The concluding section discusses how the two agreement orders 

(T+Agr,+Agr, and T+Agr,+Agr,) are explained by the distinction between the two interface 

levels PF and LF. While speaker's intentions to pick out a particular object is relevant to the 

conceptual-intentionai Ievel, the ordenng of agreement morphemes is relevant to the articulatory- 

perceptuai level. Thus the former affects semantic interpretation since scope and quantification 

are affected with readings dependent upon whether the feature is checked at SpelI-out (ergative 

languages) or at LF (accusative languages), while the latter does not affect the semantic 

interpretation. 

5.2 Agreement as a Manifestation of a Spec-head Relation 

Earlier work in the Minimalist Prograrn maintained the two agreement projections where the Agr 

heads were functional categories for checking case and agreement features. But Chomsky (1995: 

Section 4.1 O) suggests that there are no AgrP functional projections, though agreement and case 

are still checked in a Spec-head relation. Others who have argued against Agr heading a 

functional or independent category include Speas (1991) and Spencer (1992). This section shows 

that agreement and case, both being Spec-head relations, can explain the agreement rnorphemes 

found in specific and non-specific sentences in both main clauses and in subordinate clauses. 

Both case and agreement are manifestations of a Spec-head relation, with case being on 



the NP in the Spec position and agreement being on the V/N head. Since Erg/Gen is assigned5 

by V (or by N) and Absrnom is assigned by T, the fint issue to be addressed is why the 

agreement for the Er-n subject immediately follows the T. Examine the exarnples in (6). In 

the main clause in (6a)6 the declarative mood mood marker is -ja- and the subject agreement -a- 

and the object agreement -t i f .  

(6) a Naalagak Jisusi, Ataatap bli-jaatit, ... 
Lord Jesus, Father.Erg/Gen send-S.O.-to-do-s-t-JND.3E.ZA 
'Lord Jesus, the Father sent you ...' 

b. sivullirmi tukisi.junnalau.nngit.tara (S 1: p. 67) 
at-first understand.able.PAST.not-iNDIND(3 A) 1E 
7 couldn't understand him at first' 

c. tukisi.gu.ni.uk ... (S 1: p. 102) 
uriderstand.COND.3ssE.3 A .-. 
'If he understood it ...' 

The mood marker in the main clause in (6b) is also the declarative -ta- with 1st person subject 

agreement -ra and no overt 3rd person object agreement. in (6c) -gu- is the subordinate mood 

marker 6 t h  3rd person reflexive (Le., sarne subject as main clause) agreement -ni and 3rd person 

object agreement -uk. 

The trees in Figure (7) are drawn for the exarnples in (6). The heads are bound 

5Ln Chapter 1 1 described how, in the Minimalist Program, lexical items (LI) were inserted 
with Ns fully marked for al1 features and case. For example, case would be added to the LI either 
in the numeration or in the selection. 1 also pointed out that Chomsky (1995a: 275) mentioned that it 
would not create major difficulties to the Minimalist Program if this were not the situation. In 
Section 1.43 1 argued that the structural cases Nom/Abs and Erg/Gen are assigned radier than added to 
the LI in the selection. Consequently 1 used the tenn "assigned" instead of "checked". My analysis 
i s  not afYected if LIS are selected marked with structural case. 

6Exarnple (6a) is from page 2 of NaaIagak Ni~urlavut. Canada: Katulimmiutait 
Uppiaqatigiiktut Nunavummiitut piqutigijangit, 1992. 



morphernes (affixes), so that the agreement for the subject NP, in a Spec-head relation with V 

is at the end of V, which happens to be at the end of T. Thus in (6a) and (6c), agreement for 

the NP in [Spec, V] is after V+T, while in (6b) it is after V+Awc+PAST+Neg+T. 

(7) a 

T 
-ja(a) [ti t] 

u[2sgJ tili- 

T 
-ta{ ra) 

/ V' PAST 

Aux / A -jmnaq- 



/ A -gu (ni) [uk] 

In specific sentences the subject NPs is in a Spec-head relation with V and an overt NP is 

assigned Erg/Gen case and the agreement follows V+T; the object NP, moves to [Spec, T] and 

is in a Spec-head relation with T assigning Abs/Nom case and agreement following T+Agrs. 

In non-specific sentences as in (8) the subject would have moved to [Spec, T] so that 

there is no Spec-head agreement relation between [Spec, V] and V. The subject NP, is in a 

Spec-head relation with T and is assigned AbsNom case by T with agreement on the T. This 

(8) pingasu-tuinnar-nik tusaq-tugut (S 1: p. 12 (adapted)) 
three.only.INST/ACC hear.IND 1 pl 
'we heard only 3' 

pingasu. tusaq- 
tuinnar.ni k 



The type of sentence-specific or non-specific--dl determine the number of agreement 

morphemes. Thus a specific sentence will have S and O agreement though both need not be 

overt, while a non-specific sentence will have only S agreement- 

5.3 Agreement Patterns 

In this section 1 look at the agreement patterns in main and subordinate clauses from the 

perspective of AbsNom agreement and of Erg/Gen agreement. With each type of agreement, 

the view of this paper is supported that agreement is not derived from distinct agreement heads. 

Rather the type of sentence as specific or non-specific determines whether there is Spec-head 

agreement with the subject and object or with only the subject, and the PF component determines 

the output of the head T with subject and object agreement or with subject only agreement. 

5.3.1 Main Clause Agreement 

Since in specific sentences NP, targets T becoming [Spec, Tl, the agreement relation between 

NP, and T, expressed as a Spec-head relation, will mean that agreement with the object NP, 

(which has Abs/Nom case) should fall at the end after subject agreement. This is what happens 

as shown in the specific sentences in (10). 

( 1 0) a. ull uluktaaq uqa1lak.vi.gi.laur.pa.q (S 11: p. 6) 
dl-day-long chat-place-have-as.IND.3E. 1 A 
'he chatted with me al1 day long' a 

b. Naalagak Jisusi, Ataatap tili-jaatit, ... ((6a) repeated here) 
Lord Jesus, Father.Erg/Gen send-S.O.-to-do-s.t..IND.3EE2A 
'Lord Jesus, the Father sent you ...' 

c-anguti-up aaqqik.pa.a qukiut (S 1: p. 64) 
man.Erg/Gen fix.IND.3U3 A gun(AbsMom) 
'the man fixed the gun' 



It is aiso expected that the agreement morpheme expressing the Spec-head relation 

between [Spec, Tl and T would be the same whether the sentence was specific and the object 

NP, was in [Spec, T] or non-specific with the subject NP, in [Spec, î]. This is what we find 

as s h o w  in the non-specific sentences in (1 1). Compare the specific examples in (10) with the 

non-specific examples in (1 1). 

(1 1) a kanani iglu-qaq-tu-nga (S 1: p. 15) 
down-there house.have.LMS, 1 A 
'I live (have a house) down there' 

b. ... uqamaiaaq.pu.tit (S 1: p. 77) 
... speak.able.FUT-IND.2A 
'You will be able to speak ...' 

c. ullurni aullar-niaq-tuq (S 1: p. 1 14) 
today leave.FUT.IND3 A 
'He will leave today' 

Table (12) compares the agreement endings for AbsNom objects in specific sentences7 

with the agreement endings for AbsINom subjects in non-specific sentences8 in the declarative 

mood. As expected the Abs agreement endings correspond. 

(1 2) a. Main moods with subject/object agreement (Declarative -ja/za-, -vdpa-): 
1E 1 plE 2E 2pIE 3E 3plE 

I A -va.ng.nga -vapsi.nga -vaanLa -vaa.nga 
1 dA -va.ttî.guk -vatti.guk -vaati.guk - v u .  ti-guk 
l pIA -vapti.gut -vapti.gut -vaati.gut 0va.a-ti-gut 

7 The agreement morphemes are show for the main moods: declarative -ja/tu- and -va/po- 
and negative declarative -la-. These agreement morphemes dso apply to the other main moods: 
interrogative and optative; however, the listing of these mood morphemes is not as straight- 
forward. Table (1 2) is simplified by excluding the dual fonns for the subjects and altemate forms 
such as 2E/1A -varma and LpIU2plA -vap.si (3A objects are excluded from the table). 

'Endings in Table 12b are for dec1arativeCiindicative. These endings are also the same for 
the interrogative and optative moods except that for the ln person duai and 1st person plural. 
For the interrogative, the endings are: -vu.nga? 'If, -vi.nuk? 'we (two)', -vifs? 'we'. For the 
optative, the endings are: -la.nga 'I', -lu& 'we (two)', -fa 'we'. 



b. Main moods with subject agreement only (Declarative -jJlu-. -vw'pu-): 
I A 2A 3A 

Sg- -vu.nga -w.tit -vuQ 
d. -vu.gu k -wAk -vu.k 
pl. -vu.gut -vu.si -vu.t 

For the other two main moods (interrogative and optative) the boldfaced agreement endings in 

Table 12a are the same with only slight variation in a few of the morphemes preceding the 

AbsMorn agreement. 

In this chapter 1 argue that the Spec-head relations between an NP in [Spec, Tl and an 

NP in [Spec, VI determine whether there will be subject and object agreement or only subject 

agreement. 1 also argue in this chapter that the particular manifestation of subject and object 

agreement is a property of PF. This is supported by the analysis of the agreement patterns in 

specific sentences that are descnbed in the following subsections. 

5.3.1.1 Intervening Morphemes 

Fint, with Agr,+Agr, agreement as shown in (lZa), with non-singular subjects a d o r  objects, 

other information is encoded in the agreement before the number and person agreement 

associated with the AbsMom argument. For example, while niri.ju.gut 'we ate' has -gut for lplA 

subject, taku.ju.pti.gut 'you saw us' has - g ~  for 1plA object, and there is sorne extra material -pli. 

This extra material -pli- occurs with both 2EllplA and ZplE/lplA, and with 1pIERA. This other 

information is not agreement with the Erg/Gen subject. In ZE/lplA -pti- is associated with the 

lplA -gui and would be part of Abs/Nom agreement, while in the latter -pli- is associated with 

the 2plE and would be part of Erg/Gen agreement (AbdNom agreement for 2A is @). This 



intervening material can be further decomposed into meaningful units (cf. Zager 1980). but the 

acnrai decornposition will not be analyzed in this study. What is important is that this material 

results from information about the subject agreement and the object agreement and it would be 

difficult to explain its occurence if there were separate agreement heads. Rather there is 

information about the subject through the Spec-head relation with V and information about the 

object through the Spec-head relation with T, and PF detennines the actual phonological fonn 

of T and subject agreement and object agreement. 

5.3.1.2 Agreement on Posstssed Nominals in Abs Case 

Second, for 3rd person objects in the declarative the agreement order is Agr,+Agr, as s h o w  in 

(1 3a).' This agreement is the same as that on possessums in AbsMom case as shown in (1 3b). 

( 1 3) a Main moods with agreement for subject and object (Declarative -ja/ta-, -va/pa-): 
1E 1 plE 2E 2pIE 3E 3plE 

3A -va.ra -va.vu t -mi t  -vasi -vaaga -vangat 
3 dA -va.&. ka -va avu  t -va.ak. ki k -vaassi -vaangik wvaangik 
3plA -vak.ka -va.vu t -va.t.it -vasi -vangit -vangit 

b. Possessor agreement and object in Abs/Nom Case 
Possesso r 

1E 1 PIE 2E 2plE 3E 3plE 
sgA -ga -nit/-kput -it -si -nga -ngat 
dA -&.ka -ak.put -ak.kik -as.si/ak.si -angik -angik 
plA -k.ka -vut/kput -t.it -si -ngit -ngit 

(Ulving (1987): ga < *ka; vara < *var+ga; k.ka c t+*ka) 

This parailelism between the agreement morphemes on the verb for 3A object and the agreement 

suff~xes on possessed nominals with Abs/Nom case has been noted by, for exarnple, Lowe (1985) 

for Siglit, Johns (1987) for Inuktitut, Uiving (1 987) for West Greenlandic, Memecier and Robbe 

9The altemate forms -vus for 3E/3A, -vair for 3E/3plA, -vuut for 3pIE13A and -vaif for 
3pIE/3plA have not been listed in Table 13a 



( 1 994) for East Greenlandic. 

The examples in (14) illustrate this parallelism. The diagrams in (15) show how it is 

possible for agreement of 3A objects in Table 13a and AbdNom possessums in Table 13b to 

have the sarne agreement. 

(14) a anguti-up taku-vangit 
man.Erg/Gen see.INDfplA(3E) 
'the man sees theml 'the man's houses' 

In (1 Sa) the subject NPs is in a Spec-head agreement relation with V, with agreement foilowing 

V+T. The object NP, moves to [Spec, f l  and is in a Spec-head relation with T with agreement 

following V+T+Agr,, and the PF component detennines the phonological output. 

( 1 5) a Specific Verb Agreement b. Possessive Agreement 

T 
-va. [ngit] 

NI PM 
igl u]ngi t] 

\ 9 3 ~ 1 1  taku- 

In (1Sb) the possessor (subject) is in a Spec-head agreement relation with the head N. The 

number of N would be suffixed to N, since in the Minimalia Program the LI (lexical item) would 

be selected with features such as number. Spec-head agreement between the possessor (subject) 

and the plural N then follows the N+pl. In both examples the 3rd person singular subject is 

unmarked. Sproat (1992: 244) points out that "languages commonly use the same series of 



affixes both to mark personhumber agreements on verbs and possession on nouns" and that, by 

marking affixes with person and number features, the same anix "could then be interpreted as 

agreement markers on verbs and possessives on nouns." 

Table (13a) shows that, with 1E and 2E subjects, the number of the dual 3rd Absrnom 

object is marked, and if the LE or 2E subject is singular the plurai agreement of a 3A object is 

indicated. Agreement for 3E subjects shows that there is subject agreement if the 3A object is 

singular, but if the 3A object is dual or plural, then there is object agreement but no subject 

agreement." The interdependence between the features of the subject and of the object argues 

against having separate agreement heads, and argues for the PF component detennining the output 

of the agreement information on the subject and the agreement information on the object. The 

nature of the PF component that determines the output as  T+Agr,+Agr, for 3rd person objects 

is left for future investigation. However the explanation is not that declarative verbs are actually 

nouns (see Nominaiist Approach discussed in Chapter 3) since this order of agreement 

morphemes also occurs with some 3rd person objects in the interrogative and in the optative 

moods (see Appendix A). 

laIn the Greenlandic Iiterature there is a slightly different contrast for the 3E/3A 
CO m b inations. 3E 3plE 

3A -va-a -va-a-t 
3plA -vagi -va-i-t 

Ulving (1987) describes a and i as referring to the singuiar and plural N in relationship to the 
possessor and for verbs as refemng to the singular and plural V in relationship to the subject. 
UIving cites Bergsland (1955) as describing a and i as "referential number suffixes" which 
indicate number of 3rd person object, and O and f as "pure number suffixes" which indicate 3rd 
person subject. Since this distinction does appear in the paradigms in Inuktitut, 1 will analyre 
the 3El3A combinations as there being subject agreement for 3E or 3pIE if 3A is singular and 
object agreement onIy if 3A is dual or plural. 



53.2 Subordinate Clause Agreement 

In the previous section 1 showed that the agreement was not the output of separate agreement 

heads. This was illustrated in two ways. First material that could not be associated with a 

particular agreement head is observed to occur with specific sentences. Second, for some moods 

and some subject and object combinations the agreement order is Agr,+Agr, rather than 

Agr,+Agr,. In this section I provide further evidence bat agreement is not a separate or 

functional head: agreement of Abshiom subjects in subordinate clauses is different from the 

agreement of Abs/Norn subjects in main clauses, in subordinate clauses the Absrnom agreement 

of subjects is not the same as the Abs/Nom agreement of objects, and the AbsMom agreement 

of subjects in subordinate clauses is the same as the agreement for the possessor that is on 

possessums with Erg/Gen case. Again the evidence suggests that Spec-head relations provide the 

information on the features of the subject andior object but the information is processed by the 

PF component and not that the PF component applies to aiready fonned agreement rnorphemes. 

5.3.2.1 Agreement of AbsMom Subjects in Subordinate vs. Main Moods 

First, the agreement endings for AbsINom subjects in main mood clauses, given in Table 12b in 

Section 5.3.1 and repeated here as (1 Sa), are not the same as the agreement endings for AbsMom 

subjects in subordinate mood clauses (becausative, conditionai, frequentive, dubitative) as shown 

in ( l ~ b ) . "  

"The endings in Table 1 Sb are taken from Harper (1 974): 17-1 8. He also iists alternate 
forms for 2dA (-ga-psik and -ga. isik), for 2plA ( -gapi  and -ga. lsi), and for 1 plA (-ga.pia). 



(1 5 )  a Main moods with subject agreement only (Declarative =ju/tu-, -vu/pu-): 

b. Subotdinate moods with subject agreement only (Becausative -ga/(n@rna-): 

The examples in (16) illustrate the contras in endings between the subordinate and main mood 

endings. Also the 3ssA (reflexive) ending -mi in (16d) is contrasted with the non-coreferential 

3dsA ending -r in (16c). 

(16) a. tusarasuk.pak.ka.vit uqarunnalaaq.pu.tit (S 1: p. 77) 
understand.try-to.often.BECAUS.2A speak.able.FUT.IND.2A 
'You will be able to understand because you make the habit of trying to hem' 

b. quvia.suk.kaanga.ma ingngi.nimaqattar.tu.nga (S II: p. 60) 
happy .be.FREQ.lA sing.want.ofien.IND. 1 A 
'1 regularly want to sing whenever I'm happy' 

c. naassingujaang.u.jaraanga t tuksiariartu.qattar.tu.gut (S 11: p. 59) 
Sunday.is.FREQ.3dsA church-go-for-purpose.often.IND. 1 plA 
'We regularly go to church on Sunday (whenever it's Sunday)' 

d. atausiq kisiani quini.niqsa.u.gami angi.gasuk.kami tuqu.lau.ngngit.tuq (S 1: p. 78) 
one(Abs/Nom) however fatten.COMP.beBECAUS.3ssA go-out.try-to.BECAUS.3ssA 

die.PAST.NEG.IND3 A 
'only one man,, because he, was hetter nounshed and fat, and because he, hied to get out, 
didn't die' 

If there were a separate agreement head for AbsNom agreement then we would expect that the 

AbsMom agreement for subjects would be the same in main clauses and in subordinate clauses; 

but as Table 15 shows this is incorrect. However if subject agreement is in a Spec-head relation 



with the mood morpheme then the different moods could account for the different sets of 

agreement. Though the Abs/Nom agreement for subjects is different in main and subordinate 

moods, the AbsMom case marking of the subject is the same. Compare the Nom/Abs case of 

the subjects in the main rnoods in (17) with the Nom/Abs case of the subjects in the subordinate 

moods in (18). 

(1 7) a qitumgaq silami.it.tuq 
child(Abs/Nom) outside.in.location.lND3 A 

'the child is outside' 

b. Jaani pikani-ip-pa? 
Johnny(Abs/Nom) up-there.in.location.Q3 A 
'1s J o h ~ y  up there?' 

(1 8) a. ilaanni nunavut ikkiirnaktualu.u.ngmat (S 1: p. 77) 
sometimes land.3plPOSSAbs/Nom very-cold.be.BECAUS.3dsA 
'Because Our land is sometimes very cold,' 

b. tuullik aanniq.tau.laur.mat inung-mut (S 1: p. 77) 
Ioon(Abs/Nom) hurt.PASS.PAST.BECAUS.3dsA inuk.AIl 
'A loon was hun by an Eskirno' 

c. uqausi-ngit naalauti.kku.ur.mata .,. (S 1: p. 84) 
word.pl3POSSAbs/Nom radio.by-waysf rnovement-BECAUS3dsA ... 
'... because his words came via radio' 

5.3.2.2 Agreement of AbsNom Subjects vs. Abs/Nom Objects in Subordinate Moods 

In the main rnoods, AbsNorn agreement for AbsINom subjects is the same as for Absrnom 

objects. However, in subordinate moods, AbsMom agreement for subjects as in Table (1Sb) is 

not the sarne as the AbsNom agreement for abjects as in Table 22a. Compare the examples in 

(19) and (20) that are in the subordinate moods. The AbsDUorn agreement for the 3A abject in 

(19) is different from the Abs/Nom agreement for the 3A subject in the (20). 



(1 9) a. tusaraanga.mi.uk qirnaatuimar.tuq (S II: p. 60) 
hear.FREQ.3ssE.3 A nui-away.judND3 A 

'he just runs away whenever he (same person) hears him' 

b. ipi-raangagu miu.tuimar.tuq (S II: p 60) 
tie-up.FREQ.(3€)3A howls.often.IND3A 
'it just howls whenever he ties it up' 

(20) a pisuk.kaangami aanni-qattar-tuq (S II: p. 60) 
wal k.FREQ 3 ssA hurt.ohen.IND3 A 
'he regularly hurts whenever he (same person) walks' 

b. sana-jaraangat aisimaqattar.tu.nga (S n: p. 60) 
work.FREQ.3 A be-at-home.ohen.IND. 1 A 
'1 always stay at home whenever she works' 

In (Zla) the Absrnom agreement -nga for the 1st person object is not the same as the Absrnom 

agreement -ma for the 1st person subject in (21 b). And- compare the AbsNom agreement -pif 

for the 2nd person subject in (Zlc) with the AbsMom agreement -tif for the 2nd person object 

(2 1) a ... kisiani anaana-ma taku.nai.li.qu.ngmaanga (S II: p. 9 8 )  
... however mother. lPOSSErg/Gen see.sarne.pr~cess.ask.BECAUS.3E. 1 A 
'(1 was actually going to see her) but my mother asked me not to' 

b. qassi-nik niri-ngmangaar-ma qaujimaqquu.ngngit.tu.nga (S 11: p. 20) 
how-many.INST/ACC eat.DLJB. 1 A know.probably.NEG.IND. 1 A 
'1 don't think 1 know how many I have eaten' 

c. aullar.niar.rnangaar.pit qauji-ngngi-latit suli? (S II: p. 20) 
leave.FUT.DUB.2A know.NEG.NEG-Q.2A yet 

'Do you not know yet whether you will be leaving?' 

Table (22a) illustrates the agreement endings in subordinate moods for subjects and 

12The data in Table 18a is from Harper (1974): 42-44. He lists some altemate forms for 
the 1st and 2nd person subjects. For space considerations agreement for dual objects has been 
omitted as have dual subjects in al1 persons. 



(22) a S ubordinate moods with subjectlobject agreement (Becausative -gd(na)ma-): 

1 plE 2plE 3 ssp lE 3dspIE 
1A -gapsi.nga -gami.nga -(ng)maanga 
lplA -gapti.gut -gami.ti.gut -(ng)maati.gut 

-gami.tit -(ng)maa tit 
-gami.si -(ng)ma asi 

The AbsMom agreement for l a  and 2nd penon objects in subordinate moods is the same as in 

the main moods as shown in (22b) (Tables I2a and 13a are repeated here as Table 22b). The 

Absrnom agreement for the subordinate rnood 3rd person object -Wgu is not the same as with 

the main declarative mood though it is the same as that found in the interrogative and optative 

main moods (see Appendix A). 

(22) b. Main moods with subjectjobj ect agreement (Declarative -ja/ta-. -vn/pa-): 

-vas- tit -vaatit  
-vaasi -vaa.si 



And although the AbdNom 3rd person object agreement is different in subordinate and main 

moods, the subject has Erg/Gen case and the specific object has AbdNom case. With the 

conditionai subordinate mood the subject has Erg/Gen case as in (23 b) and the specific object has 

Abs/Norn case as in (23a). 

(23) a. Nattiqsuittuarju.up pi .np  tukisi.niarnmarik.ku.ni.uk ... (S 1: p. 101) 
Nattiqsuittuajuk.Erg/Gen (story).3POSSAbs/Nom ~nderstand.realIy.very~COND.3ssE.3 A 

'If he reall y tho roughly understood Nattïqsuittuarjukfs story , ...' 

b. ui-ngata tiki.giar.magu (S 1: p. 122) 
husband.3 POS SErg/Gen arrive-go-for-purpose.BECAUSS(3E)3 A 
'Because her husband started to reach her,' 

5.3.2.3 Agreement on Possessed Nominals in ErgKen Case 

The third interesting pattern is that the Absrnom agreement for subjects in subordinate moods 

listed in Table (1Sb) and repeated here as (24a) is the same as the possessor agreement on nouns 

with Erg/Gen case (see also M e ~ e c i e r  and Robbe (1 994) for East Greenlandic). Only the non- 

coreferential 3rd person (4th column in (24a)) is different from the 3dsE possessor form. 

However for these 3dsA forms there are altemate endings as shown in the brackets in (24a) that 

Dorais (1978) describes as not being used much anymore. Table (24b) lists the agreement for 

singular possessors when the object is singular, dual or plural. 

(24) a Subordinate moods with subject agreement only 
3dsA 

-(ng)mata -(ng)nga ta 

b. Possessor agreement with NP in Erg/Gen case: 
Possessor 

1E 2E 3 ssE 
3A -ma -vit -mi 
3dA -nnuk -ssi k -mik 
3pIA -tta -ssi -mik 



In the (a) examples in (25)') and (26) the AbsMom agreement for the-subject is the same as the 

agreement on the possessum wîth Erg/Gen case in the (b) examples. 

(25) a ... nilliallu.ni " kaakkavit niri-git!" (S 1: p. 78) 
.. . cry.PART.3 A "hungry.BECAUS .2A eatOPT2A" 
'...crying "eat, because you are hungry"' 

b. najak-pit illaiguti-nga (S 1: p. 61) 
sister(of a man).ZPOSSErg/Gen combSPOSSAbs/Nom 
lyour sister's comb' 

(26) a najarn-ma illaiguti-ngata ipu-a (S 1: p. 61) 
sister(of a man). lPOSSEtg/Gen cornb.3POSSErg/Gen handle.3POSSAbsMom 
'the handle of my sister's comb' (lit. my sister's comb's handle) 

b. ilaak unikkaaqtuar.niarama ... (S 1: p. 77) 
yes tell-stories.FUTJ3ECAUS. 1 A ... 
'Yes, Itm going to tell a taie ...@ 

Figure (1 4) in Section 5.3.1.2 illustrates the syntactic configuration under which Spec-head 

agreement occun for main mood specific sentences and for possessums in AbsMom case. Figure 

(27) illustrates the Spec-head relations for subordinate moods and for possessums. 

(27) a. Intransitive Verb Agreement, Subordinate Mood b. Possessive Agreement, ErglGen Case 

s T" 
T W Ni N, 
-ka(vi t) {2%} I illaiguti { (nga) ) 

N2 
najak (pit) 

13Just as the declarative rnood as -va- after a vowel and -Pa- d e r  a consonant, so also 
the 2nd person altemates between -vif afier a vowel as in (25a) and -pir afier a C as in (2Sb). 



Figure (27) shows the Spec-head relations for deriving agreement for subordinate mood 

intransitive (and non-specific) sentences and for possessums with ErglGen case. In (27a) the NP 

subject moves to [Spec, T] and is in a Spec-head relation with the subordinate mood head T. 

The NP in Spec position gets Abs/Nom case and the PF component detemines the output of the 

agreement with the subordinate rnood head In (27b) NP, is in a Spec-head relation with the 

head N, illaiguti: NP, is assiped Erg/Gen by the head N,, and iliaiguti agrees with its specifier. 

The NP, pro[tsg] is in a Spec-head relation with the head N2 najak: najak agrees with its 

specifier and if pro had been an overt NP, it would be assigned Erg/Gen case by the head N2. 

The PF component determines an output of najtzk-pif for NP, from the head najak, 2nd person 

agreement, and ErgIGen case. 

5.4 Conclusion 

In this study 1 have claimed that speaker's intentions to pick out a particular entity result in a 

language being ergative if the intentions are marked at Spell-out and accusative if the intentions 

are checked after Spell-out. Furthemore, in ergative languages speaker's intentions to pick out 

a particular entity result in a sentence being specific with subject and object agreement if the 

speaker picks out a particular object, or non-specific with only subject agreement if the speaker 

does not pick out a particular object. In this chapter 1 showed that there are not separate Agr 

heads and that the PF component determines the actual phonetic output from information about 

the head, the case and the agreement. 

The evidence against separate agreement heads was based on several distibutional 

patterns of agreement morphemes. Fiat an NP gets Abs/Nom case in a Spec-head relation with 



a head T, but there is not a uniform AbsMorn agreement Absrnom subject agreement in main 

moods is the sarne as AbsNom object agreement but different from Abs/Nom subject agreement 

in subordinate moods. Second there are agreement morphemes that are not strictly related to 

Abs/Nom or to Erg/Gen agreement, but rather to the relationship of the subject and object to each 

other. The example mentioned in Section 5.3.1.1 was the morpherne -pli- that occurred with non- 

singular la person subjects or objects with specific agreement. Third although the order in the 

agreement was for the subject then the object, with some 3rd person objects in the main moods 

the agreement order was object then subject. Lastly, Speas (1 99 1 : 4 13) points out a Spec-head 

agreement ofien leads to portmanteau morphemes of T+Agr,. Examples of this cm be seen in 

Inuktitut. For example, in the interrogative mood paradigms in (28) there is variation within the 

1st person singular: if the object is 2nd person singular then the mood morpheme is -vu-; but if 

the object is 3rd person singular then the mood morpheme is -vi-. 

(28) Interrogative mood: 
a. Specific sentences (subject and object agree.) b. Non-specific sentences (subject agree.) 

1E 2E 3E 1A LA 3A 
1A -vi.ng.nga -va.a.nga Sg- -vu.nga -vit -va 
2A -va.git -va.a.tit d. -vi.nuk -vi .si k -vak 
3A -vi.gu -vi.uk -vauk pl. -vi.ta -vi.si -vat 

There is also variation across the subjects: for the 1st person the interrogative mood morpheme 

can be -vu- or -vi-, for 2nd person the mood is 4-, and for 3rd person the mood is -va-. This 

variation also supports the analysis whereby the ordering of the agreement with the mood is 

determined by the PF (articulatory-percephial) level. The principles determining the PF output 

are not discussed in this chapter. 

This presentation of the agreement morphemes is supponed by agreement patterns in other 

languages. For example, Mitchell (1994) argues against Agr as a fwictional head for Finno-Ugric 



languages. Yoon (1994) argues against a checking theory where lexical items are inserted fully 

infiected for Korean verbai inflection which is aiso consistent with this study. Chapter 1 showed 

that a lexicai item would be selected without case (unless inherent) and this chapter shows that 

if a lexical item were selected fully inflected the item woufd have to "look ahead" to see its 

syntactic relation in the sentence to know what type of agreement to have. 



Apptadu A 

Main Mood Agreement for Subjects and Third Person Objects" 

1. (a) Indicative Mood 
(i) 1E 1 dE 
3A vara vacvuk 
3dA vaak-ka vaawk 
3plA vak-ka vavuk 

(ii) 2E 2dE 
3A vai t  vasik 
3dA vaak-kik vaassi  k 
3plA vat-it va-si k 

( i i i )  3E 3 dE 
3A vanga vangak 
3dA vaangik vaangi k 
3plA vangit vangi k 

2. (a) Optative Mood 
(i) LE 1 dE 
3A la-gu lavuk 
3dA 1a.ak.ka laavuk 
3plA la.k.ka lavuk 

(ii) 2E 2dE 
3A guk ti. k. ku 
3dA k.kik ti.k.kik 
3pIA k.kit ti-k-kit 

~ P E  
vavut 
vaavut 
vavut 

2plE 
vasi 
vaassi 
vasi 

3plE 
vangat 
vaangik 
vangit 

1 plE 
la.vut 
laavut 
la-vut 

2pIE 
si-uk 
si-k-kik 
si.git 

(b) Agreement Pattern 
1E IdE lplE 

S S S 
O-S O-S 01s 
04 S S 

2E 2dE 2plE 
S S S 

O O-S 04 
O-S S S 

(b) Agreement Pattern 
1E IdE lplE 
O S S 
O-S O-S O-S 
O-S S S 

2E 2dE 2plE 
O S-O s-0 

S-O S-O S-O 
S-O S-O S-O 

"The data for indicative, optative and interrogative moods is taken from Harper 1974: 33- 
35, 39-41 and 36-38 respectively. For some of the endings Harper provides more than one 
ending. Since they are quite similar and the difference is not relevant for the discussion in this 
chapter, 1 have Iisted only one form. Under (bl Agreement Pattern, if there is any type of 
agreement (number ancilor person) marking for the subject or object, an S or O is marked. For 
an analysis of third person agreement morphemes in East Greenlandic, see Mennecier and Robbe 
(1 994). 



(iii) 3E 3 dE 
3A li.uk 1i.k.k~ 
3dA li.k.kik likkik 
3plA li-git 1i.k.kit 

3. (a) Interrogative Mood 
(i) 1E 1 dE 1 plE 
3A vi-gu vi-ttigu vi-ti-gu 
3dA vaak-ka vi.tti-gik vi.ti.gi k 
3plA va.k.ka vi. tti .gi t vi.ti.git 

(ii) 2E 2dE 2piE 
3A vi.uk vi.ttik,ku vi.si.uk 
3dA vi-gik vi-ttik-kik vi.si.gik 
3pIA vi-git vi-ttik-kit vi.si.git 

(iii) 3E 3 dE 3plE 
3A vauk vaak va-dj .uk 
3dA va.k.kik va.k.kik vagik 
3pIA vagit vak-kit vagit 

3E 3dE 3plE 
O S-O S-O 

S-O S-O S-O 
O S-O O 

(b) Agreement Pattern 
IE 1dE lplE 
O S-O S-O 
O-S S-O S-O 
O-S S-O S-O 

3E 2d.E 2plE 
O S-O S-O 
O S-O S-O 
O S-O S-O 

3E 3dE 3plE 
O S-O S-O 
O O O 
O S-O O 



Appendis B 

Main Mood Agreement for First and Second Person Subjects and Objects" 

1. (a) Indicative Mood @) Agreement Pattern 
(i) 1E IdE 1 PIE 1E IdE lplE 
2A -vagit -vam.gik -vapti.git* O S-O S-O 
2dA -vas,sik -vaasik -vas,sik O O O 
2plA -vas.si -vas.si -vap.si* O 0 S - 0  

(ii) 2E 2d.E ~ P E  2E 2dE 2plE 
1 A -var.ma -vaatti.nga -vapsi.nga* O S-O S-O 
1 dA -va.tti.guk* -va.atti.guk -vatti.guk O O O 
1 pl A -vapti.gut* -vaatti.gut -vapti.gut* S-0 S-O S-O 

2. (a) Optative Mood (b) Agreement Pattern 
( i )  1E I dE 1 plE LE 1d.E lplE 
2A -1agit -1atti.git -1atti.git O S-O S-O 
2dA -1as.sik -1as.sik -1a.s.sik O O O 
2plA -1a.s.si -lassi -lassi 0 O 0 

(ii) 2E 2dE 2plE 2E 2d.E 2plE 
I A  -ng.nga -tti.nga -si.nga S-O S-O S-O 
1dA -ti.guk -ti.guk -ti.guk O O O 
lpIA -ti.gut -ti.gut -ti.gut O O O 

3. (a) Interrogative Mood (b) Agreement Pattern 
(i) 1E 1 dE 1 plE 1E idE lplE 
2A -va.git -vi.tti.git -vi.ti.git O S-O S-O 
2dA -vassi  k -va.s.sik -vas.sik O O O 
2pIA -vassi  -vassi -vassi 0 O O 

(ii) 2E 2dE 2piE 3E 2dE 2plE 
1A -vi.nga -vi.m.nga -vi.si.nga O S-O S-O 
1 dA -vi.tti.guk* -vi.tti.guk -vi.tti.guk O O O 
lplA -vi.tti.gut -vi.tti.gut -vi. ti-gut O S-O O 

''The data for indicative, optative and interrogative moods is taken from Harper 1974: 33- 
3 5 ,  39-4 1 and 3 6-3 8 respectively. Harper provides more than one ending for those with +. Since 
they are quite sirnilar and the difference is not relevant for the discussion in this chapter, I have 
listed only one form. 



Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

There are various descriptive accounts of ergative languages, and for the different dialects of the 

languages of the Inuit. And there are various explanations for the existence of ergative versus 

accusative languages. For example, Inuktitut is described as using language particular options 

for assigning case to objects since ergative languages cannot assign Acc case (Bok-Bennema 

1991). Other accounts posit a parameter, and, depending upon the setting, the language will be 

ergative or accusative. For example, in Johns (1 992) the lexical properties are pararnetrized such 

that Inuktitut is unable to project a VP. In others the functionai heads are pararnetrized such that 

there is the same structure for ergative and accusative languages, but different functional heads 

are active. For example, given die structure [, f [,, TrP [, NP, [, V NP, ]]]], in accusative 

languages T is active while in ergative languages I r  is active (Murasugi 1992a, 1992b). Or in 

the sirnilar structure [A,,,, Agr, [, T [,,, Ag- [,, NPs [, V NP, ]]]]], Agr, is active in 

accusative Ianguages while Agr2 is active in ergative languages (Bobaljik 1993). And still 

another account does not involve parameters but assigns case to an argument in a structural 

configuration ("case-binding" configuration) according to universal and language particular case 

realization conventions (Bittner 1994a, Bittner and Hale 1996). In summary, al1 of these 

accounts attribute the difference between ergative and accusative languages to an arbitrary 

parameter settïng or muctural configuration, or ta language specific properties; and they do not 

provide a reason for why the parameter might be set one way or the other, in spite of the fact 

that the conceptual-intentional interface is affecteci by the case marking on the arguments. 



In this study I have presented an account for why a language would be ergative or 

accusative. I have shown that speaker's intentions to pick out a particular object can account for 

the difference between ergative languages and accusative languages. In ergative languages the 

speaker's intentions are checked at Spell-out by an object with specific reference taking wide 

scope and moving into [Spec, T] with the resultant NomfAbs case marking. In accusative 

languages the checking does not occur until after Spellsut, resulting in Acc case marking on the 

object since it remains inside the VP at Spell-out. 

I showed that a speaker's intentions to pick out a particular entity belongs to the semantic 

component of grammar in that it has quantificational force (Section 2.4.1) and makes a specific 

reference and presupposes the existence of the object, and it affects the type of questions that can 

be asked and the truth values of the utterance (cf. Donnellan 1966, 1978). It is neither 

focus/topic nor themekheme. 

Importantly, since ergative lanpages mark speaker intentions at Spell-out the difference 

in scope readings between specific and non-specific objects is clearly shown. In ergative 

languages, when specific reference is made to an object, it moves to [Spec, Tl at Spell-out so that 

there is only the wide scope reading, even if the object contains an existential quantifier. If the 

speaker does not intend to pick out a particular object, the object stays inside the VP with the 

resultant narrow scope reading; but when the objea contains an existential quantifier (variable) 

the object can take wide scope, so both narrow and wide scope readings are possible for non- 

specific objects. However, in accusative languages speaker intentions are not checked until after 

Spell-out, i.e., specificity is checked covertly. Thus specific reference of an object is checked 

covertly with the resultant wide scope reading; but, since this object is within the VP at Spell-out, 



there is aiso a non-specific (attributive) reading possible. This latter reading becomes more 

saiient when there is an operator in the ciause which wouId take wide scope over the object. By 

looking at why a language is ergative, 1 was able to illustrate what is meant by the conceptual- 

intentional interface and the effect of the interaction of Speli-out and the concepnial-intentional 

interface. 1 was also able to show that a feature needing to be checked can be on the item that 

moves. 

1 was also able to show why an ergative language would also exhibit "split ergativity". 

A specific object moves to [Spec, T] where it is assigned AbsMom case and takes wide scope; 

the subject remains inside the VP where it is assigned ErgGen case by V. This is the classic 

ergative-absolutive pattem of ergative languages. A non-specific object stays inside the VP 

where it is assigned IndAcc case by the V; and the subject moves to [Spec, T] where it is 

assigned Abs/Nom case. This is the nominative-accusative pattern that causes the phenomenon 

of split ergativity. 

By focussing on case marking in Inuktitut, 1 was able to show that speaker's intentions 

is a semantic concept termed specificity and is part of the conceptual-intentional interface of 

language. But Inuktitut is an ergative language that indicates ergativity both in case marking and 

in agreement. 1 used already published paradigms and descriptions of verbal agreement patterns 

in various Inuit languages in Chapter 5. 1 showed that movement of specific objects at Spell-out 

detemines which arguments have agreement. The PF component determines the pattern of 

agreement which will depend upon the information supplied at Spell-out about the mood marker, 

the subject number and person if it is in (Spec, VJ or [Spec, Tl, and the object number and 

person if it is in [Spec, Tl. By focussing on agreement in Chapter 5 1 was able to briefly 



illustrate the relation between the PF component and Spell-out. In particular, the PF cornponent 

determines the agreement pattern from the information at Spell-out. 

Since this thesis focussed on the North Baffin dialect of Inuktitut there are also 

contributions to the empirical data about this language. The fieldwork data in Chapter 2 has 

shown that both ErgEen-AbsMom and AbsfNom-inst/Acc sentences can have al1 types of NPs 

as objects, e-g., proper narnes, modified nouns, demonstratives, quantifiers, and pronouns; and 

that native speakers interpret Absrnom objects as picking out a p d c u i a r  entity. It has also 

shown that Abs/Nom objects are only interpreted with wide scope, even if an operator is present 

in the sentence; and that Inst/Acc objects are non-specific but cm be interpreted specifically if 

an operator is present (see Bittner (1987) for West Greenlandic Eskimo). Examples of the types 

of questions that could be asked with specific and non-specific objects were also given. More 

complete data is available in Manga (1 9944 1996). 

Fieldwork data on the case rnarking in three types of nominals (nouns, denved nouns, and 

gerunds) was presented in Chapter 4. Both nouns and denved nouns case mark the adnominais 

with GenErg; while geninds case mark the subject with GenIErg and the object with IndAcc. 

This is consistent with the case marking pattern established in Chapter 1. 

The idea that the object is non-specific (indefinite) in the Absrnom-Inst/Acc sentences in 

ergative Ianguages is generally widely acknowledged. Some examples were cited in Chapter 2. 

The speci fidreferential O bject in ErglGen-AbsMom sentences is often acknowledged as 

referential, though this is often described as a discourse property. For example, for Central 

Alaskan Yupik Eskimo, Woodbury (1985: 282) describes the AbsMom object or subject of an 

embedded clause that has moved to the matnx [Spec, T] as having "such discourse topic 



properties as overt agreement in the verb inflection, (something like) definite rcfcnnct, and 

freedom of rnovement to a preposed topic position and a postposed position" [boldface mine]. 

A speaker's intentions to pick out a particular object results in Erg/Gen-AbsMom 

sentences, while AbsMom-IndAcc sentences are used if no particuIar referent is picked out- The 

following two descriptions ftom the literature illustrate why a speaker might make specific or 

non-specific reference to an object. 

Sentences with specific and non-specific objects are often described with reference to time 

or aspect. Take, for example, Tarpent's description (1982: 80) of the "active" (Le., Erg/Gen- 

AbsNom) sentences versus the "antipassive" (Le., Absrnom-inst/Acc) sentences in the ergative 

Ianguage Nisgha (a Tsimshian language). For the sentences in (l)', Tarpent describes the 

Erg/Gen-Absrnom sentence (la) as "the action described by the verb is constnied as attaining 

a specific goal, the object, which is always expressed. The time element expressed or implied 

by the verb is also more or less definite." 

(1) a. gibayis Lucy t Mary (Nisgha, Tarpent: eg. (52)) 
kY*pa-(y)*-s Lucy t Mary 
wait-Erg-DM Lucy TM Mary 
'Lucy waited for Mary' 

b. gibe'eskw t Lucy as Mary (Nisgha, Tarpent: eg. (53)) 
kY*pa-?skW t Lucy ?a-s Mary 
wait-AP ïM  Lucy P-DM-Mary 
'Lucy waited for Mary' 

7'he Abs/Nom-Inst/Acc example (lb) is described as the object being "left undefined; even if it 

'The * is a schwa The morphologicd decomposition is given by Tarpent (1982) where 
she uses the following abbreviations: AP=antipassive, TM=topic marker, DM= "connectives", i.e., 
phonological affixes connected semantically and grammaticaily with the following word or 
phrase, P=preposition. 



is expressed in the sentence, it rnay be indefinite in extent; and even where the object is fully 

specified, as in the examples above, there is no certainty that the goal of the action will be 

reached..But if the object is vague in nature or indefinite in extent, the process aiso takes an 

indeterminate amount of time and may stretch out indefinitely, in contrast ta the more or less 

predictable or at least definable amount of time required to perfonn the action in the Active 

sentence." Comparïng the interpretation that Tarpent gives for (la) and (lb) illustrates how a 

proper name could be used non-specifically. Sentence (la) "implies not only that Lucy waited 

for Mary, but that she fully expected Mary to join her, and that Maq did in fact join her after 

a reasonable arnount of time" while for (lb) "there is no certainty that Mary did join Lucy, or 

even that Lucy expected her to do so: Lucy rnight just have been waiting around on the odd 

chance that Mary might show up." 

Bittner (1 987: 199) describes an aspectual difference between the specific and non-specific 

sentences. "For instance, with an accomplishrnent verb like tuqut- 'kill', the transitive f o m  

entails that the patient is dead, whereas the -si. -(ss)i. and -nnig antipassives' are compatible with 

the victim being almost but not quite dead yet." Another exampie is in (2). When used with a 

specific object as in (Za), sana- 'build' can be interpreted as an activity or  as an accomplishment. 

But when used with non-specific objects as in (Zb), sana- can only be interpreted as an activity. 

Bittner (p. 20 1) considered there to be a nul1 AP in (2b) which is an imperfective aspect marker. 

(2) a Jaaku-p illu taanna sanavaa (West Greenlandic, Bittner: p. 202) 
Jacob.Erg/Gen house(AbsMom) this(Abs/Norn) build.IND3W3A 
'Jacob built/was/is building this house (may but need not have finished)' 

2Bittner (1987) describes the five most comrnon antipassives in West Greenlandic Eskimo 
as not redly antipassives but as aspectual affixes. 



b. Jaaku illu-mik tassumimga sana0.vuq 
Jacob(Abs/Nom) house.Inst/Acc this(Inst/Acc) work.AP.IND3 A 
'Jacob waslis building this house @as not finished it yet)' 

The time and aspecnial differences do not cause Erg/Gen-Abs/Nom and AbsMom-Inst/Acc 

sentences. For example, the same aspect can be in both types of sentences as in (3a) where -fur- 

is a frequentive suf ix  and the abject is specific; hi l e  in (3b) the frequentive AP sufix can be 

-si-. -(ss)i- or -nnig- and the object is non-specific. 

(3) a ullut tamaasa Jaaku maliti.tar.paa (B 1987: p. 199) 
'He followed Jacob every day' 

b. ullut tarnaasa Jaaku-mik malis.si.vuq/mali.i.vuq/malin.nip.puq (B 1987: 200) 
'He followed Jacob every day' 

Rather, hme and aspectuai differences are more compatible with, or more salient with, certain 

types of objects and verbs. Some ergative languages such as Atayal (an Austronesian language, 

Huang 1994) allow ergative sentences to have non-overt objects as in (4), but, from the 

description of the meaning, specific reference is made to the object. In (4a) the pronoun -suku? 

'If is Nom(Abs) and the prefix m- indicates an "intransitive" sentence, while in (4b) maku? '1' is 

Gen(Erg) and the s u a x  -un indicates a "transitive" sentence. 

(4) a. m-wah-saku? kira (Atayal, Huang: p. 133) 
'1 will come late (1 will come to eat or to do something as requested).' 

b. wah.un.maku? kira 
'1 will come later (since this route is so important, I will take it later). (This could not 
be a response to one's invitation to dimer.)' 

The examples in (1) to (4) have illustrated some reasons why a speaker might make specific or 

non-specific reference, and have supported the analysis of this study that a speaker's intentions 

to pick out a particular object being marked at Spellsut can account for ergativity. 

This analysis of ergative and accusative languages supports the approach of the Minimalist 



Program where (i) agreement is not the head of a funchonal projection, (ii) feature checking 

drives movement, (iii) strong features are checked at Spell-out, and (IV) a linguistic expression 

satisfies the conceptual-intentional (LF) and articulatory-perceptua (PF) interface levels. 

Importmtly it eliminates stipulations from the theory, notably the requirement that features on 

non-arguments could be checked in situ while features on arguments require movement for 

checking (see Sections 1.4.2 and 1.4.3). It showed that features to be checked c m  be on the item 

moved. And it also showed how case is part of the LF level, and, in particular, that lexical items 

are not selected with structural case (Nom/Abs, ErgIGen, Inst/Acc); rather structural case is 

assigned with the case marking on arguments indicating semantic information. 

With respect to case theory, my analysis (Section 2.5) supports the position in Knowledge 

of Longuage that the verbal element is responsible for the Gen case marking on subject 

arguments in gerunds; rather than the assumption in subsequent analyses that the Gen argument 

is base generated in [Spec, Dl. 

Vanous parameters were described and rejected as explmations for a language being 

ergative or accusative. And my analysis should not be restated in terms of a parameter, for 

exarnple, in Erg languages [+specific] is a strong feature that is checked at Spellsut while it is 

weak in Acc languages and checked afler Spell-out. In Erg languages an AccAnst object can get 

a specific reading if there is an operator in the clause; while in Acc languagaes such as Finnish 

and Hindi there are constructions where the object has Nom case and the subject Erg/Gen case. 

As noted in Chapter 2, in Acc languages a specific object has a specifidreferential/wide-scope 

reading, but when an operator is present there is also a non-specific/attributive/narrow scope 

reading possible. For those Acc languages with the Erg/Gen-Nom constructions, the ergative case 



marking might be used in those clauses where an operator is present to eliminate the arnbiguity 

and ensure that there is only the specific reading. This thesis addressed the issue as to why a 

language would have ergative case marking or accusative case marking. and showed that ergative 

case marking is used if specific objects are checked at Spefl-out and accusative if checking is 

after Spell-out. However, now the question is why do some languages check specific objects at 

Spellsut while others check aherwards. The answer is not in an arbitrary parameter sening, but 

perhaps lies in other properties of language. 
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