Argument Encoding and the Order of Elementary Operations

GereonMtiller, IDS Mannheim

Thegoalof this papers to outlinethe coreof anew minimalistanalysisof accusatie
vs. ergative patternsof agumentencoding(via casemarkingor agreement)The central
obsenation is that indeterminaciesnay arisein the applicationof the two elementary
operationdVerge and Agree (seeChomsly (2000,2001)),giventhatthey both obey an
Earlinessrequirement(seePesetsk (1989)); andthe centralclaim | would like to put
forwardis thataprincipledresolutionof onesuchindeterminag (onthevP cycle)in one

or the otherdirectionyieldsanaccusatie or ergative encodingpatternfor aguments.

1. ArgumentEncoding Patterns

Thereare two basicencodingpatternsfor external and internal algumentDPs (DP.,,;,
DP;,;) of transitve andintransitve verbs(V;, V;) that are not lexically marked. In an
accusatie pattern DP;,,; of V, is encodedy accusatie morphology;DP,,; of V; andV;,
andDP;,,; of V; areencodedy nominatve morphology In contrastjn a (pure)emative
pattern DP,,; of V, is encodedy ergatve morphology,DP,,; of V;, andDP;,; of V, and
V; areencodedby absolutve morphology This is illustratedschematicallyin (1) (see
Plank(1995)).

(1) a. Accusatve marking b. Ergative marking
Dpewt'vi met 'Vi Dpewt'vz' met 'Vi
DPemt'Vt DPmt 'Vt DPext'Vt DPmt 'Vt
nom acc erny abs

Argumentencodingcan proceedby case-markingon the DP agument (‘dependent-
marking’) or by agreement-markingn the verb (‘head-marking’);seeNichols (1986),
Baker (1996).1 take thisissueto be orthogonako the choiceof encodingpatternassuch,
andwill usetheterms'accusatve’, ‘nominative’, ‘ergative’, and‘absolutive’ indiscrimi-

natelyfor case-andagreement-markinthroughouthis papeywith CASE asacoverterm



for both! In whatfollows, | give examplesinstantiatingeachof the four languageypes

that resultfrom cross-classifyingype (accusatie vs. emative) andand place(casevs.

agreementpf agumentencoding.

Thelcelandicexamplesin (2) illustratean accusatre case-markingpattern.DP;,,; of

V, is marked by accusatre; otherprimary argumentseceve nominatve.

(2) a.

S6l-@=in skin-@

SUN-SG.NOM=DET.SG.FEM.NOM shine-3sG

‘The sunis shining’ (Kress(1982,263))
Olaf-ur byrja-&-i of sein-t

Olaf-sG.NOM begin-PAST-3.SG too late-3SG.NEUT
‘Olaf begantoo late’

Olaf-ur las-@ bok-@=ina
Olaf-sG.NOM readpAST-3.5G boOk-SG.ACC=DET.SG.FEM.ACC
‘Olaf readthe book! (Sigurdssor{2002,698))

An accusatie patternthatrelieson agreement-markinganbe foundin Navajo. An in-

transitive context is givenin (3-a), transitve contets areshown in (3-bc). Again, DP;,;

of V, is encodedby onetype of morphologicalmarker (accusatie), whereasall other

primary agumentsareencodecdy anothemarker (nominatie) 2

(3) a.

(Y)i-sh-cha
@-1.SG.NOM-Cry

‘I amcrying!

Ni-sh-ch’id
2.SG.ACC-1.SG.NOM-scratch
‘I amscratchingyou!

Shi-i-ni-ghaad
1.SG.ACC-PERF-2.SG.NOM-Shale
‘You shookme: (Speaq1990,209))

1This extensionof the traditional caseterminologyto agreement-markingiay be more commonfor

ergative systemghanfor accusatie systemssee,e.g.,Bickel & Nichols(2001).

20vertargumentDPsareusuallyoptionalin head-markindanguagest assumehat primaryarguments

areneverthelespresenin the syntaxhere,in theform of emptyDP pronoungseeBaker (1996),Bruening

(2001) for someof the optionsthat arise underthis generalview). The Navajo agreementnarkersare

usually called ‘subject’ and ‘object’ markersin the literature,and glossedherewith the labelsnom and

Acc; they arefusionalandencodepersonandnumberin additionto CASE.



A languagethatinstantiatesan ergative case-markingpatternin arelatvely pureway is
Archi (North-CaucasianDaghestanianseeKibrik (1979)). DP,,; of V, is singledout
andmarked by emgative case;all otherprimary agumentsreceve absolutve case.(4-a)
providesanintransitve context, (4-b) atransitve one?

(4) a. Dija-@ W-irX,in

father:1sG.ABS |.sG-work
‘Fatheris working.

b. Dija-mu X, alli-@ b-arSi b-i
father:1sG.ERG bread:lll1-sG.ABS Ill. sG-bake-GER Ill. SG-Aux
‘Fatheris bakingthe bread. (Kibrik (1979,67))

Finally, Sierra Popoluca(Meso-American, Mixe-Zoque; see Elson (1960), Marlett
(1986)) exhibits an ergative encodingpatternthat relies on agreement-markingDP,,;
of V; is encodedby one type of agreemenmarker (ergative); all other primary argu-
mentsare encodedby anothertype of agreemenmarker (absolutve)? (5-ab)illustrate
intransitve contets; (5-cd) provide transitve contexts.

(5) a. A-nik-pa

1.ABS-gO-NC
‘I amgoing: (Marlett (1986,364))

b. A-piSii
1.ABS-man
‘ amaman.

c. A-@-ko’c-pa
1.ABS-3.ERG-hit-INC
‘He is hitting me!

d. @-Ay-ko’c-pa
3.ABS-1.ERG-hit-INC
‘I amhitting him! (Elson(1960,208))

Theseaxamplesmaysuffice asanillustrationof thetwo basicagumentencodingpatterns,
by case-markingindby agreement-markingNeedlesgo say closerscrutiry revealsthe
actualsituationto be moreinvolvedin all four languageswith variousinterferingfactors

emeqging thatblur thesimplepicturearisingon thebasisof thedatapresentedhere.Still,

3], Il arenounclassegthereareeight); casemarkersbearnumberinformation(Kibrik (2003,53ff)).
4The agreementarkers also indicateperson,but not number;the latter playsa minor role in Sierra
Popolucamorphology(Elson(1960,209/218)).



the coreof the system=f argumentencodingin theselanguagess either(1-a) or (1-b),
andthesetwo patternsneedto be derived in a simple andgeneralway. What follows
is an attemptto do this by resolvingan indeterminag in the applicationof elementary

minimalistoperationghatcanindependentlype obsered.

2. A Caseof Indeterminacy on the vP Cycle

Let me begin with somebackgroundassumptiongbasedon Chomsky (2000, 2001)).
Assumethat syntacticstructureis createdincrementally bottom-up,by the elementary
operationdMerge and Agree,and by Move (which may or may not be a specialcaseof
Merge,andwhich will not play a majorrole in whatfollows). For presenfurposesthe

operationdMergeandAgreecanbeunderstoodsin (6) and(7), respectiely.
(6) Merge:
« is memgedwith 3, forming a projectionof ¢, if o selectss.®
(7) Agree
« agreeswith 8 with respecto afeaturebundleT iff (a), (b), and(c) hold:
a. o bearsaprobefeature[*F*] in I, 3 bearsamatchinggoalfeature[F] in I".®
b. o m-commands.’
c. Thereisnod suchthat(i) and(ii) hold:
(i) discloserto«thang.®

(i) o0 bearsafeature[F] thathasnotyet participatedn Agree.

SIn (6) andin (7), a, B, é standfor cateyories. ThatMerge s restrictedto selectioncontexts is often
tacitly presupposetiut madeexplicit here(adwerbsmay or may not requireadditionalassumptions)not
muchdepend®n thisin the presentontext, though.

6Starringa featureindicatesits probestatus hereandin whatfollows; seeSternefeld2003).

"This permitsan Agreerelationbetweera headandits specifier asseemsatural.

8§ is closerto « thang if the pathfrom § to « is shorterthanthe pathfrom 3 to a.. The pathfrom X to
Y isthesetof catgyoriesZ suchthat(a) and(b) hold: (a) Z is reflexively dominatedby theminimal XP that
dominatesdoth X andY. (b) Z dominatesX or Y. (SeeMiiller (1998,130); alsocf. Pesetsk (1982,289),
Collins (1994,56).) Thelengthof a pathis determinedy its cardinality It follows thatthe specifierand
the complemenbf a headqualify asequallycloseto the head;andthatthe specifierof a headis closerto

theheadthana cateyory thatis furtherembeddedn the complementf the head.



Thus, Agreeoperationsaredriven by a probeseekinga goal (7-a), requirem-command
(7-b), and obey minimality (7-c). | assumeahat Agree needsonly identity of probeand
goal featuresto apply, andcanthusapply if probeandgoal differ in their featurevalue
(i.e., if the featurespecificationsare different); but if it doesso, it is unsuccessfuand
createsa crashof thederivation.

Supposefurther (following Chomslky (2000, 2001)) that the basic clausestructure
consistf CR TP, vk, andVP; thatlexical itemsthatareto participatein derivationsare
selectedrom thelexicon pre-syntacticallyandassembledn a numerationN (or lexical
array); that DP;,,; is megedin VP, whereasDP,,; is megedin vP, asa specifier;and,
finally, that T andv areinvolvedin the structuralencodingof primary aguments(i.e.,
DP,.,; andDP;,; agumentsfor which no inherent/l&ical CASE is specified) by bearing
featureghatactasprobesandthustrigger Agreeoperations.

More specifically | will assumethat that thereis only one structuralalgumenten-
coding feature, CASE, which can have two values: ext(ernal) and int(ernal) (deter
minedwith respectto VP, the predicatedomain). The featurespecificationg CASE:ext]
and [CASE:int] replacethe traditional feature specificationg CASE:nom], [CASE:acc],
[cAsE:abs],[CASE:ery]. [CASE] featuredigurein Agreerelationsinvolving T/v andDP,
whereT bearsa probe[* CASE:ext*] requiringa matching[CASE:ext] goalon DP, andv
bearsa probe[* cASE:int*] requiringa matching[CASE:int] goalon DP® Case-marking
andagreement-markingoth dependon an Agreerelationbetweenl /v andDP, andthus
qualify astwo sidesof the samecoin (see,e.g.,Bobaljik & Wurmbrand(2003)): Argu-
mentencodingoroceeddy casemarkingif [CASE:«] is morphologicallyrealizedon DP;

it proceedsdy agreement-marking [* CASE:a*] is morphologicallyrealizedon T/v.1°

9This deviatesfrom Chomsly (2001,6). Still, whatfollows would in its essentialglsobe compatible
with theassumptiorthatsomeotherfeatureqe.g.,®-featuresjpn T/v actasprobesforcing Agreewith DP,
andcAsek is partof thefeaturebundleT in the senseof (7). However, Chomslky furtherassumeshatCcASE
is ‘not a featureof [...] T, v’ (eventhough‘the value assigneddependson the probe: nominatie for T,
accusatiefor v'), which might raisequestionsoncerningagreement-markingnderpresenaissumptions.

10The two optionsarenot mutuallyincompatibleandoften co-exist to someextentin a singlelanguage
(cf., e.g., nominative encodingvia caseand agreemenin Icelandic); but seeNichols (1986) for some
distributionalasymmetries— Morphologicalagreemenimarkingon T/v requirescomplex headformation

(involving T, v, V), atleastin thelanguagesinderconsiderationl assumehatthisis accomplishedby head



Independentlyf thesespecificassumptionaboutthe valuesof CASE, it is aconspic-
uouspropertyof theoverall systenthatv (unlike T or V) playsadualrole: It participates
in a (first) Merge operationwith a DP, andit alsoparticipatesn an Agreerelationwith
aDP. 1 will now aguethatthis dualrole hasfar-reachingconsequence®r the natureof
argumentencodingn alanguage.

Consideffirst a simpletransitve context, with two agumentsDP;,,;, DP,,;. Suppose
thatthe derivationhasreached stage> wherev hasbeenmeigedwith aVVP containing
DP;,.:, with DP,,, waiting to be megedwith v in the workspaceof the derivation!! At
this point, anindeterminag in rule applicationarises: The next operationcould be ei-
ther Agree(yDP;,;) or Merge(DR.;;,v). Basedon compleity considerationsChomsky
(2001)proposesnEarlinessequiremenfor syntacticoperation§seePesetsk (1989))*?
GivenEarlinesspperationdik e Merge and Agree mustapply assoonastheir structural
conditionsaremet, which they bothareat stageX in the derivationunderconsideration.
Consequentlythereis a dilemma: Only one operationcan apply first, as requiredby
Earliness.In view of this, one might concludethat an Earlinessrequiremenshouldbe
abandonedor eitherMerge or Agree,soasto resole theindeterminag. However, such
astepwould make it necessaryo dery all empiricalrelevanceof Earlinesdor oneof the
two operationsandit would alsobe at variancewith the complexity-basedmotivation®

In contrast) wouldlik eto contendhatconflictsof thistypearereal,andmustberesoled

movement(and, perhapsheadlowering), followed by post-syntactiénsertionof agreemenimarkersinto
T/v (Halle & Marantz(1993)). SeeEmbick & Noyer (2001),Bobaljik (2002)for discussiorof therole of
headmovementin this; andMuiller (2003,15-18)for anaccountof the morphologyof agreement-marking
in SierraPopolucaalongthesdines.

1 Theworkspaceof thederivationcomprisestemsin the numeratiorandphraseshathave beencreated
independentlyDP,,; belonggto theformerif it is abarelexical item, andto thelatterif it hasbeencreated
via Merge. See,amongothers,Frampton& Gutman(1999)andHornstein(2001)for relevantdiscussion.

12SeeChomsly (2001, 15): “With the motivation for Procrastinategone, considerationf efficient
computationwould lead us to expectsomethinglik e the opposite: Performcomputationsas quickly as
possible.

13Reza(2003,158),in discussingtageX, tacitly presupposethat Earlinessholdsonly for Agree(even
thoughheervisagesAgree(yDP, ;) asagenerapossibilityunderlyingcaseof ‘agreementlisplacement’).
However, thereis empiricalevidencefor an Earlinessequiremenfor Merge,andsucha requiremenhas

beenassumedn practice;cf. the discussiorof Merge beforeMove in Chomsly (1995,2000,2001).



in alanguageby giving one Earlinessrequiremenpriority over the otherin the caseof
conflict—in otherwords,by rankingthetwo requirements? It turnsoutthatthis notonly
resolhesthe indeterminag encounterean the vP cycle; it is in factall thatneedso be

assumedo derive the coredifferencebetweeraccusatie andergative encodingpatterns.

3. The Order of Elementary Operations

Supposdirst thatalanguagegivespriority to the Earlinessconditionon Agreein thecase
of conflict. Then,anaccusatie patternarises(see(8-a)): At stageX, Agree(yDP;,;) ap-
pliesfirst (step(i)). Sincevis marked[* CASE:int*], thisensures[CASE:int] specification
onDP;,;. (If DP;,; is specifiedas[CASE:ext], Agree(yDP;,;) appliesunsuccessfullyand
the derivationcrashes)DP,,; is mergedin Specvin the next step(step(ii)). Thederwva-
tion continuesmeiging T andvP, andthencarryingout Agree(T,DP,,;), which requires
[cAasE:ext] on DP,,; (step(iil)). The morphologicalrealizationof aninternalencoding
feature[(*) case:int(*)] with Agree(vDP;,;) (by caseor agreementran be called ac-
cusatve; the morphologicalrealizationof an externalencodingfeature[(*) CASE:ext(*)]
with Agree(TDP,.,;) can be called nominatve. This accountsfor argumentencoding
in transitve contets in languagesik e Icelandicand Navajo: The internal agumentis
markedby theinternalcAse, theexternalamgumentis marked by the externalcAse.*®

In contrastsupposenow thata languagegivespriority to the Earlinessconditionon
Merge. Then, an ergative patternarises(see(8-b)): At stageX:, Merge(DR,;,v) must
apply first (step(i)). Crucially, DP,,; is now closerto v thanDP;,,; (cf. note8), and
giventhat Agreerelationsare subjectto a minimality requirementand requireonly m-
commandby the probe (see(7)), the next operationwill have to be Agree(VDP,,;),
in a specifier/heaatonfiguration(step(ii)). This requires[CASE:int] on DP,,;. Subse-

qguently T is melged,and Agree(TDP;,;) is carriedout (step(iii)), with [CASE:ext] for

1This amountgo anoptimizationprocedurewith minimal violability of thelowerrankedrequirement;
seePrince& Smolensl (1993). However, the optimizationinvolved hereis extremelylocal (competing
candidatesrederivationalsteps)which avoidsthe complexity problemsincurredby standardptimization
proceduresseeHeck & Miiller (2000). Note also that the samekind of local optimizationprocedure
underlieghe Merge beforeMove principle.

151 all languagesliscussedh this paper Agreetriggeredby [* CASE:a*] alsoaffects®-features.



DP;,.;.1® The morphologicalrealizationof aninternalencodingfeature[(*) CASE:int(*)]

with Agree(yDP,,;) canbe calledergative; the morphologicalrealizationof an external
encodingfeature[(*) cASE:ext(*)] with Agree(TDP,,;) canbe called absolutve. This
accountdor agumentencodingin transitve contets in languagesike Archi andSierra
Popoluca:Theinternalargumentis marked by the external CASE, the externalargument

is markedby theinternalcase.!’

(8) a.Agreebefore Merge: accusative b. Merge before Agree: ergative
TP TP
/\ /\
TI TI
/\ /\
T[*c:ewt*] vP T[*c:ewt*} vP
/\
DPeavt /VI\ DPewt /VI\
(“I) V[*c:int*] VP (I) ] V[*c:int*] VP
(i) \% DP;,.; (i) @i Vv DP;,.:

4. CaseFeature Specificationsin Numerations

Considemext intransitive contexts. Unchecled probesleadto a crashof the derivation;
hence,[* CASE:a*] mustbe absenton eitherT or v in the derivationif only oneDP is
presenthat providesa matchinggoalfeaturespecificatiof CASE:«]. Thus,again,there

is anindeterminag, andagain,the problemarisesindependentiyof specificassumptions

18This Agree operationis just local enoughto be in accordancawith the liberal versionof the Phase
ImpenetrabilityCondition(PIC) in Chomsk (2001,14)). (Also, DP,,; doesnotintervene given(7-c)).

"Someremarksaredueon how thepresenaipproactis relatedto otheranalyseshatidentify adifference
in structuralcASE assignments the sourceof the two basicargumentencodingtypes (as opposedto
differencesin projection,asin Marantz(1984), or differencesin lexical CASE assignmentasin Nash
(1996),Alexiadou(2001),andWoolford (2001)). Theanalysesn Chomsk (1995,ch.3),Bobaljik (1993),
Laka(1993),andRezad2003)differ from the onegivenherein thatergativeis identifiedwith nominative,
andabsolutve with accusatie. Bitther & Hale (1996)identify absolutve andnominative but treatergative
andaccusatiedifferently Theclosespredecessarf thepresenproposaistheanalysisn Murasugi(1992)

(alsoseelelinek(1993)),wherenominatieis identifiedwith absolutve, andergative with accusatie.



aboutcAse featurevalues!® | will suggesthattwo principledsolutionsareavailable.
Considera deration that fails to provide a matchinggoal featurespecificationfor
eachprobefeaturespecificationthatit employs. Sucha derivationis doomedfrom the
start. It shouldthereforebe excludedin somegeneralway. A placewherethis canbe
ensuredstraightforvardly is the numeration— a componentof grammarthat doesnot
yetinvolve structure(outsideof individual lexical items)but providesjust enoughinfor-
mationto formulateconstraintghat reducethe numberof unsuccessfullerivations. For

concretenes$,assumehefollowing constrainion numerations?

(9) FeatureBalance
For every featurespecification*F: o*], theremustbe a matchingfeaturespecifica-

tion [F:ql].

It follows thateither[* cASE:ext*] on T or [* CASE:int*] onv mustbe absentf thereis
only oneD with a cASE featurein the numeration.But which of thetwo? Onepossibil-
ity is suggestedy markednessonsiderationsf(*) CASE:ext(*)] (hominatve/absolutie)
is unmarled, [(*) cAsE:int(*)] (accusatie/egative)is marked, bothfrom a syntacticand
from a morphologicalpoint of view. Syntactically nominatve/absolutie is the type of
CASE usedin default contexts. Morphologically at leastas a robust tendeng, nomi-
native and absolutve markers are sggmentallylesscomplex (often default or zero, es-
pecially the latter); accusatie and ergative markers are morphologicallymore comple
(seeComrie (1989, 126) and Dixon (1994, 11), amongothers). Thus, assumehat (9)
is respectedn intransitive contexts by maintainingthe unmarled featurespecification.
Then, [* case:ext*] on T hasto be presered, and[* CASE:int*] cannotbe instantiated
onv. Consequentlythe soleagumentof anintransitve predicatg DP,,; or D;,;) is pre-

dictedto be encodedby [(*) CASE:ext(*)] (nominatve/absolutie), after Agree(TDP,,;)

18 faithfully updatedversionof Burzio’s generalizatiorfv canbear[* CASE:int*] iff V takesaDP,,;”,
cf. Burzio (1986,185))would still requireanauxiliary assumptiorio derive the patterndn (1) (the problem
is to ensurghatDP,,; of V; cannotbe markedby accusatie/egative).

9This constrainmaypossiblybeconcevedof asaspecialcaseof amoregeneralequirementor numer
ations,which, e.g.,mightalsoensurehepresencef exactly n lexical itemsthatcansene asargumentgor
everyn-placepredicatgessentiallya versionof the ©-Criterion). Also compareStablers (1996)discussion

of countinvariants.



or Agree(T,DP;,;), which captureghesituationin thetypesof languageliscussedofar.
However, supposenow thatthereis a secondway for a languageto respect(9): In
the numerationa CASE featurespecificationmustbe matchedby the argumenttype of
a D with respectto markedness.(This canbe viewed asan iconicity constrainton nu-
merations.) The unmarled situationfor an agumentof a predicateis to be megedin
that predicates projection; ‘externalization’of an argumentcan be viewed asa special
operationin argumentstructuregsee e.g.,Williams (1981)). Consequentlywith respect
to amgumenttype,DP,,; is inherentlymoremarkedthana DP;,;. Underthis assumption,
a marked featurespecification([* CASE:int*] on v) mustshow up in the numerationin
the presencef aV takinganmarked agument(DP,,;), andanunmarledfeaturespeci-
fication ([* cCASE:ext*] onT) occursin the presencef aV takinganunmarledamgument
(DP;,:). A languagehatchooseghis option doesnot differ from the language<onsid-
eredthusfar in transitve contets, but it doesin intransitive contexts. Supposehatsuch
a languagesxhibits an ergative markingpattern(by giving priority to Merge over Agree
onthevP cycle). Then,DP;,; undegoesanAgree(TDP;,;) operationandis encodedy
absolutve in intransitve contects, whereasDP,,; participatesn Agree(vDP,,;) andis

encodedy emative. Thisway, an‘active’ systemof split ergativity arises;see(10-a)

(10) a. Active marking b. Anti-active marking
D Pe:ct'vi D Pint 'Vi | D Pext'vi D Pint 'Vz' |
DPezt'Vt D Pint 'Vt | DPea:t'Vt D Pint'vt |

ery abs nom acc

Again restricting attentionto the core system,(10-a) is instantiatedin languagedike

Basqugwith case)andGuaraniwith agreement)see(11), (12), respectiely.

(11) a. Jon-@ etorri da

JONABS COMEPTCP.PRF iS:3.SG.INTR
‘Joncame.

b. Jon-ek saltatu du
JONERG jJuMp:PTCP.PRF have:3SG.TR
‘Jonjumped.

c. Jon-ek ardo-a-@ ekarri du
JONERG wine-DET-ABS bring:PTCP.PRF have:3SG.TR
‘Jon broughtthewine! (Hualde& Ortiz deUrbina(2003,364))

10



(12) a. Se-mania
1.sG.ABS-remember
‘I remember

b. A-ma.apo
1.SG.ERG-work
‘I work!

c. @-Ai-pete
3.SG.ABS-1.SG.ERG-hit
‘I hit him! (Gregores& Suarez1967))

The presentanalysisdoesnot per seexcludean ‘anti-active’ pattern,asin (10-b). Anti-

actve markingwould arisein anaccusatie systemthatpreseresthe CASE featurespec-
ification matchingthe agumenttype in markednessn intransitve contexts (ratherthan
the cASE featurespecificationthat is unmarled); it differs from the accusatie pattern
in (1-a)in encodingDP,,; of V; by accusatie. This type of encodingpatterndoesnot
seemto occut However, thereis an obvious problemwith (10-b) (seeBechert(1979)):
In ananti-actve patternthereis notasingleimplicationalrelationbetweencAse feature
specificationand argumenttype. Consequentlythe patternis extremely dysfunctional

andposesseveredifficultiesfor languageacquisition?°

5. Concluding Remarks

| have suggestedwo parameterdor argumentencodingwhich are active in different
componentof grammar: Whethera languageemploys accusatre marking or emgative
markingis decidedin the syntax,by resolvingan indeterminag in the order of the el-
ementaryoperationsMerge and Agree on the vP cycle. Whethera languageemploys
active marking or not is decidedin the numeration,.e., pre-syntacticallyby resolving
anindeterminag in the preserationof CASE featurespecificatiornin intransitve contexts
via markednesgchoiceof the unmarledfeaturespecification)or iconicity (choiceof the
featurespecificationwith the samemarkednessstatus). To the extent that this approach

succeed# capturingthe mainargumentencodingpatterndn asimpleway;, it hasreper

20This mayimply thatthe patternis in principle availableto the languageaculty but unusablen prac-
tice, or thatoptimal designrestrictionspreventit from beingavailablein thefirst place(e.g.,by requiring

unambiguityof agumentidentification);l will leave this open.
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cussionson the theory of parametrization:lt suggestghat parametricvariation cannot
exclusively bedueto variationin the (functional)lexicon, andthattheremustbealimited

decisionspacean theapplicationof elementaryperationsn thesyntaxandin thenumer

ation. Furthermoreit is worth emphasizinghatthe presentinalysiscrucially dependsn

anincremental-deviationalapproacthio syntax;thedifferencebetweeranaccusatre and
anergative patternboils down to whetherDP,,; is or is not yet partof the structurewhen
the CASE featureof v triggersAgree.

To endthis paper let me stresghatwhatprecedess notintendedto bea comprehen-
sivetheoryof accusatie vs. elgative patternof agumentencodingfor this, theanalysis
would have to beextendedn variousdirections.l will hereconfinemyselfto mentioning
four of these. First, thereare otherinstancesf split ematwvity, in additionto an actve
marking pattern— mostnotably aspect-basesdplit ergativitiy, asin Hindi (seeMahajan
(1990)); person-basedplit ergativity, asin Dyirbal (seeDixon (1994));andclause-type
basedsplit ematiity, asin SierraPopoluca(seeElson (1960)). Secondtherearelan-
guagesn which emgative andaccusatie can co-occur(seeWoolford (1997)). Third, in
this paperl have only beenconcernedwith ‘morphologicalergativity’ (i.e., formal ar
gumentencodingby caseor agreement)andnot at all with ‘syntactic emgatwvity’ (i.e.,
casewhereDP,,; andDP;,; of V;, andDP,,; of V, aresystematicallyireatedon a parin
the syntaxby processeslifferentfrom agumentencoding);seeComrie(1989),Bobaljik
(1993),Dixon (1994),andBittner & Hale (1996). Fourth,movementto SpecThasbeen
neglectedin the precedingdiscussionput this operationseemgo berelatedto the nature
of agumentencodingto someextent. As for thefirst two issues) surmisethatthey can
successfullybe tackledby invoking language-specificestrictionson (possiblymultiple)
CASE featureinstantiationonv. In contrastthelasttwo issuesessentiallyeduceto the
questionof whichargumentgualifiesasmostprominent(i.e., acquiressubject’ or ‘pivot’
properties) Relevantfactorshereinclude(a) externalcAse and(b) externalargumentsta-
tus. With accusatie markingpatternsthe two propertiesusuallycorverge (but cf., e.g.,
Icelandicquirky casesubjects)with ergative markingpatternsthey usuallydiverge,and
this may plausibly be taken to underliethe substantialvariationin promotionto subject

statusthatcanbeobseredhere.
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