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Abstract

The term ‘case’ has long been adopted both in descriptive andtheoretical analyses of natural

languages. However, their uses refer to a diverse range of linguistic phenomena. In descrip-

tive grammars, case often simply means formal marking of grammatical relations on nouns,

or it is sometimes regarded as one of the inflectional properties that determine shapes of

words. In derivational generative grammars such as Government and Binding and Minimal-

ist Programme, case is an abstract feature that is assigned or checked under a certain syntactic

environment, so that it signals a structural dependency relation between the governer and the

governee regardless of its formal manifestation. In constraint-base frameworks such as Lexi-

cal Functional Grammar () and Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar, since dependency

relations in a clause or between clauses are explicitly encoded in a relevant structure, it is a

common practice that a treatment of case is similar to the ones found in the descriptive gram-

mars. This thesis aims to investigate phenomena in natural languages which are analysed by

postulating case features, to ask to what extent case feature is required in the grammatical

system of individual languages, and to establish the theoretical status of case. To this end,

I introduce a specific criterion for positing case feature inthe grammar, called ‘Beard’s Cri-

terion’ (Beard 1995, Spencer and Otoguro 2005). The criterion prohibits the grammar from

postulating case feature unless it is generalised over distinct forms as a part of inflectional

properties. Based on that criterion, the current study provides analyses of Icelandic, Hindi-

Urdu and Japanese within, primarily focusing on morphological and syntactic aspects of

case and related phenomena. Through the investingatoins, the thesis answers the following

questions: if the language needs to refer to case feature, how that feature functions in the

grammar of that language, and if the language does not need it, how the phenomena, which

have been analysed on the basis of case feature, are accounted for.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The term ‘case’ has long been adopted both in descriptive andtheoretical analyses of nat-

ural languages. However, their uses refer to a diverse rangeof linguistic phenomena. In

descriptive grammars, case often simply means formal marking of grammatical relations on

nouns, or it is sometimes regarded as one of the inflectional properties that determine the

shape of words. In derivational generative grammars such asGovernment and Binding ()

and Minimalist Programme (), case is an abstract feature that is assigned or checked under

a certain syntactic environment, so that it signals a structural dependency relation between

the governer and governee regardless of its formal manifestation. In constraint-base frame-

works such as Lexical Functional Grammar () and Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar

(), since dependency relations in a clause or between clausesare explicitly encoded in

a relevant structure, it is a common practice that a treatment of case is similar to the ones

found in the descriptive grammars mentioned above. Adopting the framework of, this

thesis aims to investigate phenomena in natural languages which are analysed by postulating

case features, to ask to what extent the case feature is required in the grammatical system of

individual languages, and to establish the theoretical status of case through critical investiga-

tions. The languages to be investigated are Icelandic, Hindi-Urdu and Japanese. The crucial

questions are if the language needs to refer to a case feature, how that feature functions in the

grammar of that language, and if the language does not need it, how the phenomena, which

have been analysed on the basis of a case feature, are accounted for.

Before starting the investigation, this chapter provides a summary of various uses of the

term case, and clarifies why we need case in some situations, but do not in others. I start

with how case works as a morphological inflectional property. I then look at the cases where

case is used as a purely syntactic notion. Based on the introduction of those two notions,

I will look into an important discussion by Beard (1995), which is referred to as ‘Beard’s

1



2 1.1. CASE AS A MORPHOLOGICAL PROPERTY

Criterion’ in Spencer and Otoguro (2005), and consider its implication for the theme of the

current study. I conclude this chapter by providing the outline of the thesis.

1.1 Case as a morphological property

Case is used as a property or feature to define a shape of a given word in many languages. For

instance, Latin has the noun inflectional paradigm as in (1.1) where six case features partic-

ipate in morphological features alongside gender and number. Traditionally, Latin grammar

distinguishes five declension classes based on the shapes ofthe stem. In (1.1), class 3 is

further divided into a and b (Blake 2001:4):

(1.1) Latin noun paradigm

1 2 3a 3b 4 5
ā-stems o-stems cons.stems i-stems u-stems ē-stems
feminine masculine neuter
domina dominus bellum c̄onsul c̄ıvis manus dīes
‘mistress’ ‘master’ ‘war’ ‘consul’ ‘citizen’ ‘hand’ ‘day’

singular

Nominative domina dominus bellum c̄onsul c̄ıvis manus dīes
Vocative domina domine bellum c̄onsul c̄ıvis manus dīes
Accusative dominam dominum bellum cōnsulem c̄ıvem manum diem
Genitive dominae domin̄ı bell̄ı cōnsulis c̄ıvis man̄us dīēı
Dative dominae domin̄o bellō cōnsulīı c̄ıv̄ı manūı diē̄ı
Ablative domin̄a domin̄o bellō cōnsule c̄ıv̄ı, c̄ıve man̄u diē

plural

Nominative dominae domin̄ı bella c̄onsul̄es c̄ıvēs man̄us dīes
Vocative dominae domin̄ı bella c̄onsul̄es c̄ıvēs man̄us dīes
Accusative domin̄as domin̄os bella c̄onsul̄es c̄ıv̄ıs, c̄ıvēs man̄us dīes
Genitive domin̄arum domin̄orum bell̄orum c̄onsulum c̄ıvium manuum dīerum
Dative domin̄ıs domin̄ıs bell̄ıs c̄onsulibus c̄ıvibus manibus dīebus
Ablative domin̄ıs domin̄ıs bell̄ıs c̄onsulibus c̄ıvibus manibus dīebus

One of the crucial facts relevant to the current discussion is that the marking of number, gen-

der and case cannot be individually identified, namely we arenot able to state thatx is the

nominative case marker ory is the singular number marker. Instead, the Latin noun inflection

exhibits a number of cumulations. For instance,-am is the ending of the singular, feminine,

accusative form in class 1,-ı̄s is the ending of plural, dative/ablative form in class 1 and 2,

and so forth. Another important fact is syncretism, that is none of the classes exhibits distinc-

tive forms for six cases. It is well-known that neuter nouns never show formal distinctions

between the nominative and the accusative in Latin (see Aronoff 1994 for discussion). In

(1.1), the distinction between the nominative and the vocative is formally expressed only in

the singular, masculine in class 2. To describe those facts,it is essential for the grammar to

have a set of case features.
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The case feature often participates in the inflectional morphology of a wider domain.

German, for instance, exhibits inflection for case in the determiner and the noun:

(1.2) German determiner and noun paradigm

Masculine Feminine Neuter
Mann Frau Dozent
‘man’ ‘woman’ ‘lecturer’

singular

Nominative der Mann die Frau das Dozent
Accusative den Mann die Frau das Dozenten
Genitive des Mannes der Frau des Dozenten
Dative dem Mann der Frau dem Dozenten

plural

Nominative die Männer die Frauen die Dozenten
Accusative die Männer die Frauen die Dozenten
Genitive der Männer der Frauen der Dozenten
Dative den Männern den Frauen den Dozenten

A determiner has six endings in German:-er, -ie, -en, -es, -emand-as. Again, we cannot

associate a certain ending with an individual case feature.To define the forms of determiners,

case, number and gender features must be all specified (the gender distinction is lost in the

plural, though).

Having looked at the inflectional paradigms involving case features, an important ques-

tion to ask is on what ground different inflectional forms are regarded as having the same

case feature. For instance,dominaandbellumare both referred to as the nominative forms in

Latin. In German,den Mann, die Frauanddas Dozentenare all called the accusative forms.

Other nominal inflectional properties such as number and gender are relatively straightfor-

ward in this respect, since they are normally reflections of inherent properties of the nouns

in question. For instance, the reason thatder Frauenin German is the plural, feminine form

is that the noun itself has those properties. With respect tocase, however, the motivations

behind the labels are their relations to other words and phrases in syntax. In (1.3a, b), the

nominative nouns occur as subjects of the clauses. They alsoappear as a predicate as in

(1.3a). The genitive noun, on the other hand, functions a a possessor in (1.3b). The nouns in

the accusative forms occur as direct objects:

(1.3) a. Dominus
master.

est
be

cōnsul.
consul.

‘The master is consul.’
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b. Cethegus
Cethegus.

Cicer̄onis
Ciecero.

iānuam
door.

obsid̄eret
beset..3.

enumque
him.

vı̄
violently

aggreder̄etur.
attach..3.
‘Cethegus was to beset Cicero’s door and assault him.’

(1.4) shows examples where nouns in certain case forms appear as complements of prepo-

sitions in German. Only the genitive form determiner and noun can occur withwegenas in

(1.4a). Likewise, (1.4b, c) illustrate thatmit anddurchrequire a dative form and an accusative

form respectively:

(1.4) a. wegen
because of

des
the

Regens
rain.

‘because of the rain’

b. mit
with

dem
the

Zug
train.

‘by train’

c. durch
through

den
the

Park
park.

‘through the park’

As those examples suggest, we can roughly state that ifx andy are given the same case label,

they can occur in the same environment in the syntax (if otherproperties in that environment

are compatible with bothx andy).

1.2 Syntactic notion of case

The motivation behind case labels such as nominative, accusative, genitive and dative dis-

cussed immediately above leads to the notion of syntactic case. That is, if one exponent,

whether morphological or syntactic, establishes a certaindependency relation in the syntax,

it is given a labelx case.1 Consider the following Korean examples:

(1.5) a. haksayng-i
student-

chayk-ul
book-

sangea-ey
box-

nehessta.
put..

‘The student put a book in the box.’

b. John-i
John-

chinkwu-lul
friend-

mannassta.
meet..

‘John met a friend.’

1One extreme form of this conception of case is abstract case in andwhere the case feature is associated
with a syntactic relation, not necessarily involving formal or phonological manifestation.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 5

In Korean,-i, or -ka when preceded by a vowel, is often referred to as the nominative case.

This is due to the fact that-i is attached to a subject noun as shown in (1.5). Likewise,-ul, or

-lul after a vowel, is regarded as the accusative case, since it marks a direct object.

The labelling criterion is the same as Latin and German in that the case label is given based

on the syntactic environment where a given form appears. However, the crucial difference is

that-i/-kaand-ul/-lul mark subjects and objects respectively without an interaction with other

nominal properties such as gender and number. This means that morphologically the features

like nominative and accusative in Korean are unnecessary. If the theory has a way to express

concepts of subject and object, those case features have no role even in the syntax —s like

 and in  and members of list and list in  are sufficient, for instance.

1.3 Beard’s Criterion

The above observation highlights the rather questionable status of the case feature introduced

as a purely syntactic notion. One of the works that most explicitly reject the syntactic notion

of case is found in Beard (1995). He argues as follows:

If we are looking for linguistic universals, we wish to account first and fore-

most for grammatical functions and the syntactic conditions which determine

any variation in their marking. Case is not a universal principle but a parameter

of synthetic languages and a purely morphological one at that. Case is not a prop-

erty of nonfusional languages at all; it is a paradigmatic set required to map sets

of functions onto nonisomorphic sets of function markers. Where functions are

mapped onto a set of Cases, each of which is in turn expressed bya unique affix

or adposition, Case becomes irrelevant even to morphology. (Beard 1995:260)

Beard’s claim is to prohibit the grammar from postulating case feature unless it is generalised

over distinct forms as a part of inflectional properties. Spencer and Otoguro (2005) call this

claim ‘Beard’s Criterion’. Let us look at his argument in slightly more detail.

In Russian, the marking of genitive interacts with the declension class and the number as

shown in (1.6) (Beard 1995:257):

(1.6) Genitive desinences in Russian

Class GenSg GenPl
stol ‘table’ 1 stol-a stol-ov
okn-o ‘window’ 1 okn-a okon-∅
cen-a ‘price’ 2 cen-y cen-∅
dver’ ‘door’ 3 dver-i dver-ej
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As we have observed in the Latin noun inflection, we cannot identify the genitive markers

due to the fusional properties Russian exhibits. Instead, all we can say is that the genitive is

marked by-a, -i, -ov, -ej or null depending on the other properties of a noun. Further,those

endings are used to mark other cases. For instance,-a also marks the nominative and-ej and

-oj mark the instrumental as well. With respect to syntactic functions, the genitive case form

occurs as subjects, objects, possessor and many others. Thenominative appears as subjects

and objects and the instrumental functions as possession too. This situation is schematised as

follows (Beard 1995:256):

(1.7) Stem Affix Category Function
Class 4 -∅ NOM Subject
Class 1 -a Object
Gen II -u Quan. Object
Classes 2-3 -i GEN Partitivity
Class 4 (Pl) -ov Possessivity
Class 4 (Pl) -ej Punctuality
Fem. Adj. -oj INS Possession

The interaction between the endings, the classes and the numbers is illustrated as the relation

between the stems and the affixes. Further, the affixes are linked not only to the GEN, but

also to the NOM and the INS. Those case categories are associated with various functions

as indicated by the connecting lines. Hence, Russian grammarneeds to capture at least two

aspects of this chart. One is the associations between the affixes and the case features in the

morphology; and the other is the associations between the case features and the functions in

the syntax. In both domains, the postulation of case featureis essential, and this is the situa-

tion where “[case] is a paradigmatic set required to map setsof functions onto nonisomorphic

sets of function markers” in the above quotation.

Let us turn to a non-fusional language, Bashkir. Like Korean,Bashkir case markers do

not interact with any other nominal properties. The genitive is always marked by the suffix -

QYŋwith morphophonological alternations such as vowel harmony, consonant truncation and

assimilation. The nominative receives no affixation. The accusative is invariably marked by

-NY. Syntactically, the genitive signals partitivity and material. The nominative functions as

subjects, objects, goals and many others. The accusative also occurs as an object and a goal.

If we describe this situation in the same way as Russian, the following figure is obtained

(Beard 1995:260):
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(1.8) Phrase Affix Category Function
-QYN GEN Partitivity

Material
Possession

None -∅ NOM Subject
Object
Goal

-NY ACC Punctuality

The obvious difference from the Russian diagram is that the affixes and the case categories

have one-to-one relationships. The reasonable question toask is whether the grammar of

Bashkir needs the GEN, NOM and ACC. The introductions of these features are clearly

redundant. Instead, a more desirable design of the grammar should look like the following:

(1.9) Affix Function
-QYN Partitivity

Material
Possession

-∅ Subject
Object
Goal

-NY Punctuality

(1.9) removes the case features and describes the associations between the syntactic functions

and the ‘forms’. This is the essence of Beard’s claim, namely “[w]here functions are mapped

onto a set of Cases, each of which is in turn expressed by a unique affix or adposition, Case

becomes irrelevant even to morphology.”

This thesis strictly follows Beard’s Criterion and explores to what extent the case feature

is necessary in the grammar of individual languages. Note that the investigation is on the

‘theoretical’ status of case. That is, I do not reject that case is used as a synonym of ‘marking’

to obtain typological descriptive generalisations. For instance, as we will see in the following

chapters, we often say that the dative is used both for an indirect object and an experiencer

subject in many languages. This statement simply means thatthe same form can occur as an

indirect object and an experiencer subject in many languages. This is not a theoretical claim

of postulating the dative in the grammars of the languages exhibiting this property.

1.4 Outline of the thesis

Chapter 2 Theoretical background: LFG Basics I will start with an introduction of,

the theoretical framework adopted in this thesis. posits two structures in syntax: surface

phrase structure and grammatical functional structure. The basic principles of each structure
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and the correspondence between them are introduced. Further, the extended architecture,

called the projection architecture, is discussed. I shall show how different grammatical in-

formation flows into additional structures. The primary focus is placed on the discussion

of morphosyntactic structures. Finally, we will look at therecent development of extended

projection in the framework.

Chapter 3 Theoretical extension: Issues in LFG morphosyntax Against the basics of

 introduced in the previous chapter, we then move on to the more advanced issues in

morphosyntax. I will discuss differences between word-based lexicalism and the lexeme-

based lexicalism and the advantages of the latter, primarily focusing on realisations of analytic

inflections. Further, as a morphological component of, I will introduce Stump’s (2001)

Paradigm Function Morphology () and the architectural design of the framework used in

this thesis is presented. We then look at how English prepositional marking is analysed under

the current proposal.

Chapter 4 Case and agreement in Icelandic We start exploring case features by looking

at Icelandic in this chapter. Icelandic clearly exhibits properties that require us to posit four

case features: nominative, accusative, dative and genitive. The complexity of case in this

language arises when it interacts with agreement. After discussion of previous proposals

made by Andrews (1982, 1990), I will present an alternative analysis. One crucial aspect

of the proposal is the introduction of a new approach to agreement in, called the path

approach. The analysis of Icelandic case and agreement reveals the advantages of this new

proposal.

Chapter 5 Case and postposition in Hindi-Urdu The investigation moves on to Hindi-

Urdu. In recent works in Hindi-Urdu syntax, it is often argued that postpositional elements

introduce case features such as ergative, accusative, dative and genitive. I shall show that the

theoretical status of those case features are invalid. Instead, according to Beard’s Criterion,

the grammar needs direct, oblique and vocative case distinctions which define the nominal in-

flectional morphology. We will look at the morphological analysis of case and postpositions

provided by modified version of. The interaction between the paradigmatic morphology

and complex syntactic and semantic feature description will be established by featural link-

age. I further shows that the agreement pattern Hindi-Urdu exhibit can be nicely captured by

the path approach introduced in the previous chapter.
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Chapter 6 Realisation of Japanese nominal particles Finally, we will look at Japanese,

which is well-known for a large number of nominal particles.I start with the discussion

of nominal inflectional features of the language with a descriptive overview of so-called case

particles and adverbial particles. The conclusion drawn from the discussion is that none of the

features such as number, gender and case is necessary in Japanese morphology and syntax.

I then show how the grammar utilises complex combinations ofparticles encoding various

syntactic, semantic and discourse information. Again, thearchitecture proposed in the thesis

shows its explanatory power to realise well-formed particle clusters morphologically and

establish the associations with other linguistic information.





Chapter 2

Theoretical background:  Basics

Throughout this thesis, I use a constraint-based unification grammatical theory, Lexical Func-

tional Grammar (). This chapter provides an overview of the formal aspects ofthe frame-

work with illustrative examples. postulates multiple levels of linguistic representations.

Each level constructs different types of information and its representation may be defined by

different mathematical properties. Such an independence of therepresentational level reflects

an assumption that the various levels of linguistic analysis such as syntax, semantics and

prosodic structures are autonomous and obey their own well-formedness conditions. Still,

those different levels are related to each other and this relationshipis explicated in terms

of correspondences between them. In the following three sections, I focus on the syntactic

structures. postulates two levels of representations, constituent-structure and functional-

structure, and their correspondence. The basic principlesand mathematical machineries are

introduced there. Against those basics, in section 2.4 the discussion will focus on the repre-

sentation of morphosyntactic information in and its relation to other levels. The way of

introducing multiple levels of representation is explained in terms of an extended framework

called the projection architecture. I shall highlight two proposals of the morphological (or

morphosyntactic) structure in the literature. Section 2.5 discusses the extended projection

incorporated into recent works. Based on the formal and conceptual grounds introduced

in this chapter, the discussion leads us to deeper issues of morphosyntax in in the next

chapter.

2.1 C-structure

In , syntactic representation involves two levels: c(onstituent)-structure and f(uncional)-

structure. I focus on the former in this section. A c-structure is manifested as a phrase

11
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structure tree where configurational and linear ordering relations amongst words and phrases

are represented. follows the standard definitions of tree such as the ones found in Partee

et al. (1993:437–44). A tree contains a set of nodes and relates them to each other. There are

two types of relations in a tree, dominance and precedence, as defined in (2.10):

(2.10) a. Dominance:
the hierarchical grouping of the parts of the sentence into constituents

b. Precedence:
the left-to-right order of the constituents

The dominance relation is expressed as vertical alignment between the nodes, whereas the

precedence relation is as horizontal alignment. In (2.11),the pairs〈a,b〉, 〈a, c〉 and〈a,d〉 are

in dominance relation (let us name this relationD), i.e. nodea dominates nodeb, c andd;

and〈b, c〉, 〈b,d〉 and〈c,d〉 are in precedence relation (let us name this relationP), i.e. nodeb

precedes nodec andd and nodec precedes noded.

(2.11) a

b c d

In a well-formed phrase structure tree, the distributions of nodes obey the following three

conditions (Parteeet al.1993:439–41):

(2.12) a. The Single Root Condition:
In every well-formed constituent structure tree there is exactly one node that
dominates every node.

b. The Exclusivity Condition:
In any well-formed constituent structure tree, for any nodes x andy, x andy
stand in the precedence relationP, i.e., either〈x, y〉 ∈ P or 〈y, x〉 ∈ P, if and
only if x andy do not stand in the dominance relationD, i.e., neither〈x, y〉 ∈ D
nor 〈y, x〉 ∈ D.

c. The Non-tangling Condition:
In any well-formed constituent structure tree, for any nodes x andy, if x pre-
cedesy, then all nodes dominated byx precede all nodes dominated byy.

(2.12a) is straightforward. (2.12b) prohibits two nodes from standing both in dominance and

precedence relation such as〈a,b〉 ∈ P∧〈a,b〉 ∈ D, that is no precedence relation holds be-

tween the mother and the daughter and no dominance relation holds between sisters. (2.12c)

excludes a tree where the precedence relation between the mother nodes is not preserved

between the daughter nodes like (2.13):
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(2.13) a. a

b c

d

b. a

b c

e d

Another important property in a tree is labelling. Nodes in aphrase structure tree are nor-

mally labelled with grammatical types such as syntactic categories and hierarchical positions

(Bar-levels). Thus, a labelled phrase structure tree will look like the following:

(2.14) VP

V NP

Det N

As a simplest mathematical notion, trees (i.e. c-structures in ) can be seen as a set of

elements with some defined relations and properties (Kaplan1987, 1995):

(2.15) N: set of nodes
L: set of labels
M: N→ N (dominance)
≺ ⊆ N × N (precedence)
λ: N→ L (labelling)

N andL contain a set of nodes and labels respectively. The functionM maps one node to

its mother node, so that it is able to describe the dominance relation between the two.≺

describes the precedence relation between two nodes.λ is a function that maps a node onto a

label.

According to this machinery, a simple c-structure like (2.16a) is described by a set of

equations as in (2.16b):

(2.16) a.
n1:S

n2:NP

n4:N

n6:Mary

n3:VP

n5:V

n7:cried

b. N = { n1, n2, n3, n4, n5, n6, n7}
L = {S, VP, NP, V, N,Mary, cried}
M(n2) = n1 M(n3) = n1 λ(n1) = S λ(n2) = NP
λ(n3) = VP M(n4) = n2 λ(n4) = N M(n5) = n3

λ(n5) = V M(n6) = n4 λ(n6) = Mary M(n7) = n5

λ(n7) = cried n2 ≺ n3

The role of c-structure in is simply to express the domination and precedence amongst

constituents. That is, a c-structure is a representation ofthe hierarchical and linear ordering
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organisation of the word string which makes up the external form of the sentence.1 Therefore,

unlike the derivational frameworks such as transformational syntax, no derivational operation

that changes one c-structure to another is assumed.

In addition to the fundamental constraints found in (2.12),languages have their own con-

straints regulating the distributions of constituents. InEnglish, for example, S dominates NP

and VP, VP dominates V and optional NP, PP and so on. Such distributional constraints can

be stated by a set of equations as in (2.17a), but Phrase Structure (PS) rules such as (2.17b)

are normally used:

(2.17) a. M(n2) = n1 ∧M(n3) = n1 ∧ λ(n1) = S∧ λ(n2) = NP∧ λ(n3) = VP
∧ n2 ≺ n3

b. S→ NP VP

(2.17b) is a constraint stating that a node labelled as S dominates a node labelled as NP and a

node labelled as VP; and the NP linearly precedes the VP. The grammar of English is thought

to contain a set of language-specific constraints includingsomething like (2.17b). Another

language may contain different PS rules such as S→ NP, NP, V where commas means the

order among two NPs and V is freely exchangeable.

 is one of the lexicalist theories of grammar where ‘word’ hasa special status and the

strong division between word-internal structures and structures between words is assumed.

The former belongs to the lexicon, whereas the latter belongs to the configurational syntax.

The role of morphology is to carry out morphological operations (e.g. combining a root

and affixes, changing stem forms etc.) and create a fully inflected word. Those morpho-

logical operations are completely separated from the syntactic ones. Since a c-structure is a

representation of word-external structure, the lexicalist view is reflected as a constraint over

labels of terminal nodes. This point is clearly stated as Relativised Lexical Integrity (Bresnan

2001:92):

(2.18) Relativised Lexical Integrity:
Morphologically complete words are leaves of the c-structure tree and each leaf
corresponds to one and only one c-structure node.

Lexical integrity prohibits an element smaller than a word to occupy a syntactic terminal. In

other words, the internal structure of a word is invisible tosyntax. A fully inflected word

form is an input to the syntax and occupies a c-structure terminal. Accordingly, a terminal is

a word form instantiation of a pre-terminal node which immediately dominates the terminal

node. In (2.16a), for example, word formcried is an instantiation of the pre-terminal node

1This structural correspondence between the word string andc-structure is calledπ.
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V. This property of c-structure becomes crucial when we consider the morphology-syntax

interface. We will come back to this point in Chapter 3.

2.2 F-structure

As summarised in the previous section, c-structure is a representation of hierarchical and

linear ordering properties. However, the syntactic structure must be able to represent more

than just the surface structure of a sentence. postulates another level where the functional

relations between words and phrases are expressed. This level is called f(unctional)-structure.

A simple example is as follows:

(2.19)






 ‘M ’
 3
 



 ‘〈〉’
 



We define an f-structure as a set of ordered pairs such as〈, 3〉 and 〈, 〉. As

suggested in (2.19), those pairs are represented as attribute and value matrices. For instance,

the attribute takes the value.

We express a c-structure with a set of elements and some defined relations and properties.

An f-structure can be represented in a similar way. What we need is a set of atomic symbols

A, a set of semantic formsSand a set of f-structuresF (Kaplan 1995:11):

(2.20) A: set of atomic symbols
S: set of semantic forms
F = A → f (F∪ A ∪ S)

The equation definingF states that an f-structure takes an atomic symbol as its attribute and

the value can be i) an f-structure; ii) an atomic symbol; or iii) a semantic form. SinceF is

characterised by such a recursive domain equation, an f-structure can be defined recursively

by taking another f-structure. In (2.19), for instance, theatomic symbol takes another

f-structure as its value. On the other hand,,  and take atomic symbols, 3

and respectively; and the twos take the semantic form ‘〈〉’ and ‘M’.2

2As discussed in Kaplan and Bresnan (1982:177), “semantic forms [. . . ] are carried along by the syntactic
component as unanalysable elements, just like simple symbols. When the f-structure is semantically interpreted,
these forms are treated as patterns of composing the logicalformulas encoding the meaning of the sentence.” A
semantic form comprises the semantic predicate name such as‘’ and ‘M’ and sometimes it is followed by
an argument-list specification. This list defines a mapping between the argument structure and the grammatical
functions, so, for example, the first argument is filled by theformula that results from interpreting the of
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Similar to the way we describe c-structures by a set of equations, f-structures can also be

written down by a set of propositions where a function applies to an attribute and yields a

value. uses the following LISP parenthetic notation for function application:

(2.21) (f a) = v iff 〈a v〉 ∈ f , where f is an f-structure,a is an atomic symbol andv is a
value

If we add function namesf n to (2.19) as in (2.22a), this f-structure can be described bya set

of equations as in (2.22b):

(2.22) a.

f 1:



 f 2:



 ‘M ’
 3
 



 ‘〈〉’
 



b. (f 1 ) = f 2

( f 2 ) = ‘M ’
( f 2 ) = 3
( f 2 ) = 
( f 1 ) = ‘〈〉’
( f 1 ) = 

According to (2.21), the first equation, for example, statesthat a pair of atomic symbol

and f-structuref 2 is a member of f-structuref 1, i.e. 〈, f 2 〉 ∈ f 1, which is true in (2.22a).

Similarly, 〈, 〉 ∈ f 1, 〈, ‘M’ 〉 ∈ f 2 are true in (2.22a) and so on.

Since an f-structure is a set of ordered pairs, it is regardedas a mathematical function.

So, for example, (f 2 ) =  can be read as “the functionf 2 is such that applying it to the

argument yields the value” (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982:182).3 Functional application

can yield another function, so a substitution like (2.23a) is possible. Iff 1 applies to,

it gives us another functionf 2, i.e. (f 1 ) = f 2. This function further applies to and

yields the value. Since an f-structure function only takes one argument, we normally omit

the inner parentheses to notate such recursive function applications as in (2.23b):

(2.23) a. ((f 1 ) )
= ( f 2 )
= 

b. (f 1  ) = 

the sentence.
3Note that this is equivalent tof 2() =  in the standard mathematical notation.
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A set of statements found in (2.22b) is called a f(unctional)-description. The statements

in an f-description follow the axiom (2.24) (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982:181):

(2.24) Uniqueness:
In a given f-structure a particular attribute may have at most one value.

This condition requires the grammar to assign a unique valueto each attribute. Thus, the

following f-description is illegal since the the f-structure described by the statement in the

f-description is ill-formed with a violation of the Uniqueness condition in the value of

f 1:

(2.25) a. (f 1 ) = f 2

( f 1 ) = ‘〈〉’
( f 2 ) = ‘M ’
( f 2 ) = 3
( f 2 ) = 
( f 1 ) = ‘〈〉’
( f 1 ) = 

b. *

f 1:



 f 2:



 ‘M ’
 3
 



 ‘〈〉’ /‘〈〉’
 



One of the consequences of the Uniqueness condition is the following (Kaplan and Bres-

nan 1982:180):

(2.26) Direct Syntactic Encoding:
No rule of syntax may replace one function name by another.

We have observed that c-structures in are static and no transformational operation is

assumed to derive one structure to another. The same is true for f-structures. Direct Syntactic

Encoding is the principle that prohibits an f-structure from being derived from another f-

structure by replacing the symbols. Therefore, for example, an f-structure for a passive voice

sentence is never derived from the active voice counter part.

The types of symbols appearing in f-structure cover a diverse range of grammatical infor-

mation. The most fundamental ones are Grammatical Functions (s). The following is the

list of s:4

(2.27)   θ θ    

4 (possesor function) and (specifier function) are often included as types of thes as well.
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 and are functions for modifiers. The others are governables, that is they appear

in the argument list of the governing’s semantic forms. The governables appearing

in the f-structure must be properly governed by the predicate and thes governed by the

predicate must appear in the local f-structure. Those conditions are call completeness and

coherence conditions (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982:211–2):

(2.28) a. Completeness:
An f-structure islocally completeif and only if it contains all the governable
grammatical functions that its predicate governs. And f-structure iscomplete
if and only if it and all its subsidiary f-structures are locally complete.

b. Coherence:
An f-structure islocally coherentif and only if all the governable grammatical
functions that it contains are governed by a local predicate. An f-structure is
coherentif and only if it and all its subsidiary f-structures are locally coherent.

According to those conditions, (2.29) is ruled out by the Completeness and (2.30) is by the

Coherence. In (2.29), the value of the outmost f-structure contains threes, , ,

2 according to the its argument structure and grammatical function mapping, but the f-

structure only contains, which makes it incomplete, i.e. violation of the Completeness.

The situation is opposite in (2.30) where the f-structure contains an additional. This

is not governed by the local predicate as the semantic form ofthe  value only contains

. Therefore, the structure is incoherent.

(2.29) a. *Mary gave.

b.


 ‘〈,,2〉’





 ‘M ’
 3
 



 



(2.30) a. *Mary cried the boy.

b.


 ‘〈〉’





 ‘M ’
 3
 







 

 ‘’
 3
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θ on θ andθ is a variable which indicates a semantic restriction of the. While

 and are semantically non-restricted, that is any kind of argument can be or 

regardless of its semantic role,θ andθ require a certain type of argument. In (2.29),

for instance,gavehas ‘〈,,2〉’ as its value. This2 is the only restricted

object in English.5 So, the f-structures for the two sentences in (2.31) can be represented as

in (2.32):6

(2.31) a. Mary gave John a book.

b. Sue asked the teacher a question.

(2.32) a.


 ‘〈,,2〉’
 


[
 ‘M ’

]


[
 ‘J’

]

2


 ‘’
 





b.


 ‘〈,,2〉’
 


[
 ‘S’

]




 ‘’
 



2


 ‘’
 





The non-governables, i.e.  and, are immune from the Completeness and Co-

herence conditions since they are not an argument of a predicate. Since technically a phrase

or clause may contain an infinite number of modifiers, and are assumed to have a set

value. Consider the following example:

(2.33) a. The girl handed the baby a very small toy in the morning on Tuesday.

5See Bresnan and Moshi (1990) for the discussion of multiple object constructions.
6Note that so-called ‘indirect object’ corresponds to and ‘direct object’ to2 in double object construc-

tion. I will touch uponθ later in Chapter 3.
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b.






 

 

 3
 ‘’



 

 ‘〈,,2〉’





 

 

 3
 ‘’



2



 

 

 3
 ‘’






 ‘’



{[
 ‘’

]}











 ‘〈〉’


[
 ‘T’

]




 ‘ 〈〉’




 ‘’
 









(4.86a) has two sentential temporal modifiersin the morningandon Tuesday. In (4.86b),

therefore, the outermost f-structure has taking a set of two adjuncts as indicated by the

curly brackets. Moreover,toy is modified bysmallwhich is further modified byvery. So, the

f-structure contains multiple embedded, each of which takes a set value.

,  and are clausals.  expresses the grammatical relation of a com-

plement clause to its predicate as found in (2.34). The f-structures for them are (2.35):7

(2.34) a. Sue thought that John wept.

b. Sue wondered who hit John.

(2.35) a.


 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 ‘S’

]





 ‘〈〉’
 


[
 ‘J’

]





b.


 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 ‘S’

]





 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 ‘’

]


[
 ‘J’

]





7 is distinct from a non-clausal, . Dalrymple and Lødrup (2000) argue for clausal as well as
. See also Berman (2003) for discussion on this point.
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Among the clausal,  and are called opens. In an open, the clause-

internal  is satisfied by a re-entrance to the value of one of thes in the external f-

structure. A typical example of is found in a so-called raising sentence:

(2.36) a. Mike seems to hit John.

b.


 ‘〈〉’
 


[
 ‘M ’

]







 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘J’

]





In (2.36a),Mike functions as the subject both forseemsand hit. In transformational ap-

proaches,Mike raises from the subject position ofhit to the subject position ofseems—

Spec-VP/vP to Spec-TP in a version of Minimalist Syntax, for example. In , it is captured

by the re-entrance in the f-structure. Hence, in (2.36b), the value of in the matrix clause is

also the value of in  as indicated by the line.8 This re-entrance or structure-sharing

is called functional control.

, another open, receives a similar treatment. One of the typical examples is found in

participle constructions like (2.37a) and predicative adjuncts like (2.37b) (Bresnan 1982b):9,10

(2.37) a. Walking along the river, he found a pound.

b. John passed Mary in the hall yesterday drunk as usual.

8The notation ‘〈〉’ means that is not an argument of, rather it is a non-thematic
for this predicate.

9For sentences like (2.37a), there can be alternative treatments which do not involve a functional control (cf.
Williams (1975, 1994)).

10[“. . . ”] is an abbreviated notation of an f-structure.
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(2.38) a.


 ‘〈,〉’
 





 ‘’
 

 3
 






 

 ‘’











 ‘〈〉’



{[
“along the river”

]}







b.


 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 ‘J’

]


[
 ‘M ’

]





[
“in the hall”

]
[
“yesterday”

]








 ‘〈〉’




{[
“as usual”

]}







The subject of the main clause also functions as the subject in the fronted modifier clause

in (2.37a) and in the predicative modifier in (2.37b). To account for this property, we can

propose the f-structures like (2.38) where the functional controls suggest that the values of the

 in the are identical to the matrix, so that the correct grammatical dependency

relations are captured.

In addition to thes,  also postulates another type of grammatical relations called

the Discourse Function ().  includes and.11 The most common usage of is

found in long-distance dependency constructions such aswh-fronting ((2.39)), topicalisations

((2.40)) and relative clauses ((2.41)):

(2.39) What does John eat?

11may also be counted as a member of, which makes belong to both and.



CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: LFG BASICS 23



 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘’

]




[
 ‘J’

]





(2.40) Sue, we like.


 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘S’

]





 ‘’
 1
 







(2.41) a man who Sue saw


 ‘’
 










 ‘’
 





 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘S’

]









The f-structures in (2.39–2.41) contain or . Thoses are identified with one of

thes required by the governing predicates. Those functional controls are licensed by the

Extended Coherence Condition (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987:746):

(2.42) Extended Coherence Condition:
All functions in f-structure must be bound. An argument function is bound if it is
the argument of a. An adjunct is bound if it occurs in an f-structure which
contains a. A  and is bound whenever it is functionally identified
with, or anaphorically binds, a bound function.

s are not governed by any of the, but the Extended Coherence Condition requires them

to be bound. In (2.39–2.41), it is attained by the functionalcontrol identifying/ to

s.

As we have seen so far, types of features appearing in the f-structure are not restricted

to grammatical functions. A number of other features has been proposed including nominal

morphosyntactic features:, , ; clause temporal features:, ;
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surface word form features:, ; pronoun types: and so forth. An ob-

vious question to be raised is what properties are required in the grammar of a given language.

The introduction of a feature that is never referred to in anykind of syntactic phenomena in

the language would be redundant in the design of grammar and must be refuted. For in-

stance, introducing feature in the Japanese grammar cannot be justified, since there is

no case where the grammar needs to refer to that feature in thelanguage. This thesis gives

careful observations to examples seemingly related to feature and discusses its status in

the grammar of target languages.

2.3 Correspondences

We have observed that postulates two levels of representations in the syntax. Thetwo

structures are characterised in different types of description languages and they are con-

strained by different types of well-formedness conditions. However, it is essential to cor-

relate them properly, so that a hierarchically organised phrase structure tree corresponds to

the correct grammatical function structure. The correspondence between c-structure and f-

structure is attained by postulating the mapping functionφ. With the symbols used to describe

c-structures and f-structures, this function is defined as in (2.43a) and the c-structure and f-

structure correspondence is schematised as in (2.43b) where the arrow indicates the mapping

from a c-structure node to an F-structure (Kaplan 1995:15):

(2.43) a. φ: N→ F

b.
n1:A

n2:B n3:C

n4:D n5:E

f 1:



q f 2:


s t
u v



r f 3:


w x
y z





We can describe the correspondence in (2.43b) by a set of equations as in (2.44).

(2.44) φ(n1) = φ(n3) = φ(n4) = f 1

φ(n2) = f 2

φ(n5) = f 3

We have already introduced the mathematical functionM to describe the dominance

relation between nodes in a c-structure. If we applyM to the c-structure nodes in (2.43b),

we obtain the following set of equations:
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(2.45) M(n2) = n1

M(n3) = n1

M(n4) = n3

M(n5) = n3

As shown in (2.44),n1, n2 andn3 are all mapped ontof 1 by functionφ, so we can describe

them by combining (2.45) and (2.44):

(2.46) φ(M(n3)) = φ(n3)
φ(M(n4)) = φ(n4)

Further, we take an f-structure as a function, so that we can describe attribute-value pairs as

in (2.47):

(2.47) (f 1 q) = f 2

( f 1 r) = f 3

( f 2 s)= t
( f 2 u) = v
( f 3 w) = x
( f 3 y) = z

Therefore, we can complete the description of (2.43b) as follows:

(2.48) φ(M(n3)) = φ(n3)
φ(M(n4)) = φ(n4)
(φ(M(n2)) q) = φ(n2)
(φ(M(n4)) r) = φ(n4)
(φ(n2) s)= t
(φ(n2) u) = v
(φ(n3) w) = x
(φ(n3) y) = z

Let us apply those descriptive languages to English examples. If we take the string of

words (2.49a) for example, it is hierarchically organised as a c-structure by functionπ and

the corresponding f-structure is defined by the mapping function φ as shown in (2.49b):

(2.49) a. Mary gave John a book.
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b.
S

NP

N

Mary

VP

V

gave

NP

N

John

NP

Det

a

N

book



 ‘〈,,2〉’
 





 ‘M ’
 3
 







 ‘J’
 3
 



2



 ‘’
 

 3
 





In (2.17b), we use PS rules to describe the dominance relations and category labels of

nodes. PS rules can be a very powerful descriptive device if we attach mathematical annota-

tions to them, so that we can state the constraints on the hierarchical structure of nodes and

the mapping of nodes to f-structures. For example, the grammar of English may have the

following rule:12

(2.50) S → NP VP
(φ(M(∗)) ) = φ(∗) φ(M(∗)) = φ(∗)

The annotations attached to the category labels are constraints which state how the nodes cor-

responding to that labels are mapped onto the f-structure.∗ refers to the node corresponding

to that label. Thus, the annotation under the NP says thatφ(∗), i.e. the f-structure correspond-

ing to the NP, is equal to (φ(M(∗)) ), i.e.  of the f-structure corresponding to the S.

Likewise,φ(M(∗)) = φ(∗) suggests that the f-structure corresponding to the VP is the same

as the f-structure corresponding to the S. Since bothφ andM are mathematical functions, we

can combine them and make them into a composed function,φ ◦M. For ease of exposition,

we abbreviate those annotations as follows:

12M(∗) is often abbreviated aŝ∗. So,φ(̂∗) = φ(∗) is the same asφ(M(∗)) = φ(∗).
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(2.51) ↑: φ(M(∗)) (= φ ◦M(∗))
↓: φ(∗)

By using the abbreviated notations, we can write the partial PS rules of English as in (2.52).

According to those PS rules, the c-structure can be annotated like (2.53) as well:

(2.52) a. S → NP VP
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓

b. VP → V NP NP
↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ 2) = ↓

c. NP → Det N
↑ = ↓ ↑ = ↓

(2.53)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

Mary

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

gave

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

John

(↑ 2) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

Det

a

↑ = ↓

N

book

 assumes that attribute-value pairs appearing in f-structure such as〈, 3〉 and

〈, 〉 are associated with lexical items. In other words, the lexicon in  contains

lexical entries with their f-descriptions and according tothe functionφ the features are prop-

erly mapped onto the f-structures. The following are samplelexical entries:

(2.54) a. Mary N (↑ ) = ‘M ’
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

b. John N (↑ ) = ‘J’
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

c. book N (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

d. gave V (↑ ) = ‘〈,,2〉’
(↑ ) = 

e. a Det (↑ ) = 

If the f-description of each c-structure terminal is added,we get the following tree:
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(2.55)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

Mary
(↑) = ‘M ’

(↑) = 3
(↑) = 

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

gave
(↑) =‘〈. . .〉’

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

John
(↑) = ‘J’

(↑) = 3
(↑) = 

(↑ 2) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

Det

a
(↑) = 

↑ = ↓

N

book
(↑) = ‘’

(↑) = 3
(↑) = 

Obviously, the PS rules in (2.52) are incomplete. For example, S may dominate another

S, VP and so on.13 Since the PS rules in are constraints regulating the distributions of

constituents and their mappings to the f-structure, all thenodes specified in the rules are

optional. This is stated as the Economy of Expression (Bresnan 2001:92):

(2.56) Economy of Expression:
All syntactic phrase structure nodes are optional and are not used unless required
by independent principles (completeness, coherence, semantic expressivity).

The Economy of Expression also prohibits an introduction ofunnecessary c-structure nodes.

Hence, in the following fronted topicalisation sentence, for example, the c-structure must not

contain an empty object NP following the verb:

(2.57) a. John, Sue likes.

b.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

John

↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Sue

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

likes

13For the detailed PS rules for English, see Falk (2001).
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c. *
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

John

↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Sue

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

likes

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

e

We have seen the functional control identify the values of two s or the values of a

and a in the previous section. Functional control is defined either by annotations in the

relevant PS rules or by lexical specifications in the lexicalentries. A raising verb found in

(2.36), for example, specifies functional control in its lexical entry. (2.58) shows the sample

lexical entry ofseems:

(2.58) seems V (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = 
(↑  ) = 3
(↑  ) = (↑ )

The last equation of the f-description is the specification of the path of functional control,

that is it identifies the embedded clause subject (↑  ) to the matrix clause sub-

ject (↑ ) in the f-structure. An object raising verb has a different specification, namely

(↑  ) = (↑ ), so that the embedded subject is identified with the matrix object. By

postulating those lexical specifications of the functionalcontrol path, is able to explain

the raising structure without resort to transformational or derivational operations in the phrase

structure.

Another way of specifying a functional control is found in the treatment of long-distance

dependencies. In (2.39-2.41), we have observed that and are functionally iden-

tified with one of thes to satisfy the Extended Coherence Condition. (2.59) is another

example of topicalisation (Kaplan and Zaenen 1989):
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(2.59) Mary, John claimed that Bill said that Henry telephoned.

S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Mary

↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

claimed

(↑ ) = ↓
S

that ↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Bill

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

said

(↑ ) = ↓
S

that ↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Henry

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

telephoned


[
 ‘M ’

]

 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘J’

]





 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘B ’

]





 ‘〈,〉’


[
 ‘H’

]









In (2.59), the f-structure of the topicalised phraseJohnis identified with the deeply embedded

 via functional control. To attain this type of long distancedependency, we may annotate

the functional equation in the PS rule as follows:14

14(2.60) is a simplified version of the rule. See Kaplan and Zaenen (1989) for the details.
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(2.60) S → NP S
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓

(↑ ) = (↑ * )

(↑ ) = (↑ * ) in (2.60) is the constraint regulating the possible functional control

identifications between and. This equation is defined with Functional Uncertainty

(Kaplan and Zaenen 1989):

(2.61) Functional Uncertainty:
( fα) = v holds if and only if f is an f-structure,α is a set of strings, and for some
s in the set of stringsα, ( f s) = v.

According to the Functional Uncertainty, (↑ ) in (2.60) can be identified with

(↑  ), (↑   ), (↑    ) and so on.15

In a more flexible way, we can define the functional control path by using metavari-

able of the attribute. Dalrymple (2001:395–6), for instance, proposes that annotation

(↑ ) = (↑ TP) is attached to the fronted topicalised phrase in the PS rule. T-

P is a variable to be specified as a certain attribute accordingto syntactic environments:

(2.62) English TP:
{ |  |  }* {(  ∈ ) () | }

(→ ) , − (→ ) ¬(→ )

← and→ are called off-path constraints. They are annotated over an f-structure attribute to

refer to another attribute (Dalrymple 2001:151):

(2.63) Off path constraints:
In an expression like a

(←s) ,← refers to the f-structure of whicha is an attribute.
In an expression like a

(→s) ,→ refers to the value of the attributea.

According to the off-path constraints, (2.62) states which path is possible under what circum-

stance. For instance, is allowed only when its value is not−.16.  is allowed if it

contains a value, whereas is allowed when it does not contain a value and so

forth.

2.4 M-structure

2.4.1 Projection architecture

So far, we have looked at the two levels of representations and their correspondence in the

syntax. In addition to those levels, has been exploring other aspects of linguistics struc-
15The Kleene star (*) permits any number of in the path.
16〈,+〉 is introduced when the governing predicate is a verb which permits the long-distance dependency.
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ture. Those structures are incorporated into the frameworkand show different correspon-

dences. The framework having additional grammatical components is called the projection

architecture, since various types of information project differently. (2.64) is an example of

the semantic projectionσ (Halvorsen and Kaplan 1988):17

(2.64)
S

NP

N

John

VP

V

ran

Adv

slowly



 ‘〈〉’
 




 ‘J’
 





{[
 ‘

]}







 

 



1 J



φ

σ σ

φ−1

σ

In (2.64), bothφ andσ are projected from the c-structure. Thus, the mappings fromc-

structure to s-structure may be defined by equations in the PSrules as in (4.78)18 and the

lexical entry forran may contain semantic information as well as f-structural information as

in (2.65b):

(2.65) a. S → NP VP
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓

(σM∗ 1) = σ∗ (σM∗ ) = σ∗

b. ran V (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
(σM∗ ) = 

To link f-structure and s-structure, we can compose the inverse functionφ−1 andσ, namely

the composite functionφ−1◦σ allows us to map an f-structure to an s-structure mediated bya

c-structure as shown in the path from to1 in (2.64). If we replaceφ−1◦σ byσ′, we can

add (σM∗ 1) = σ′(↑ ) (or (σM∗ 1) = (σ′φM∗ )) to the lexical entry ofran,

so that the predicate lexically specifies that its is linked to the1 in the s-structure.

It is often found in the literature that an s-structure is projected from an f-structure

rather than a c-structure (Kaplanet al.1989):

17The form of the s-structure varies according to the assumption of semantic component. For example, works
in Glue Semantics postulate a different form of s-structure (Dalrymple 1999, 2001, Asudeh 2004).

18σM∗ is equal toσ(M(∗)).
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(2.66)
S

NP

Det

the

N

baby

VP

V

fell



 ‘〈〉’
 





 ‘’
 




 +

 









 

1




[
 

]


[
 

]








 

1
 1












[
 -

]





 

1
2 -





 1



φ

φ

σ
σ

In (2.66), the s-structure is constructed by the mapping from the f-structure. Those mappings

can be defined lexically. For instance, the lexical entry offell may contain the following

f-description:19

(2.67) fell V (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
(σ↑ ) = 
(σ↑ ) = 1
(σ↑ 1) = σ(↑ )

The specifications of the mapping to the s-structure are described by the functionσ, butσ

takes an f-structure as its argument — notice that the argument of σ was a c-structure node

in (2.65b).

2.4.2 Morphological projection

One interesting adoption of the projection architecture isfound in m(orphological)-structure

or m(orphosyntactic)-structure (Buttet al.1996, Frank and Zaenen 2002). They apply an m-

structure for the analysis of auxiliary-verb constructions. In Classic, Aux-V constructions

in English are treated as a raising structure (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982, Falk 1984).20 That

19The following alternative notation whereσ is subscripted onto an f-structure is often used:
(↑σ 1) = (↑ )σ.

20 analyses them along the same line (Pollard and Sag 1994).
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is, the f-structure contains multiples whose is identified with the matrix as in

(2.68):

(2.68)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

AUX

will

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

AUX

be

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

attending

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

the lecture

 ‘〈〉’
 


[
 ‘J’

]





 ‘〈〉’


[
 +

]

 







 ‘〈,〉’
 






 ‘’
 









As the functional annotations in the c-structure indicate,the VP headed bybe is mapped

onto, so that the clause introduced by the VP functions as a gappedcomplement. This

 contains another which corresponds to the VP headed byattending. In other

words, the embedding in the c-structure is reflected in the f-structure. Since bothwill and

be are treated as raising verbs, they have a specification (↑) = (↑ ) in their f-

descriptions (cf. (2.58)). The result of those identifications are illustrated by the functional

controls in the f-structure.

Although there are some motivations behind this proposal such as VP ellipsis and VP

topicalisation, Buttet al. (1996) point out some difficulties with the proposed f-structure.

For instance, it contains unmotivated complexity. It is questionable that an auxiliary verb
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introduces a value, which has a semantic basis. More crucially, the multiple embed-

ding f-structure is hardly justifiable from cross-linguistic perspectives. F-structure, unlike

c-structure, encoding a certain grammatical relations is thought to be invariant amongst lan-

guages unless variations are strongly motivated by empirical data. Thus, it is undesirable

to postulate the embedding f-structure, which is mirror of the c-structure, based on the fact

that English and other Romance and Germanic languages represent some tense and aspect in

analytic or syntactic ways (see Chapter 3 for further discussion on this point).

To overcome those problems, we can propose the following structures:

(2.69)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

AUX

will

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

AUX

be

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

attending

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

the lecture



 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 +

]


[
 ‘J’

]




 ‘’
 





In (2.69), the auxiliaries and the main verb are mapped onto the same f-structure, namely they

are f-structurally co-head, so that the f-structure no longer contains the embeddeds.

One disadvantage caused by this revision is that the subcategorisation constraints on the

forms of auxiliaries and verbs cannot be stated lexically. As shown in (2.68), each

specifies its value and it must match the requirement of the governing predicate. For in-

stance,will , beandattendingmay contains the following specifications in their f-descriptions

(the irrelevant part is omitted):

(2.70) a. will AUX (↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 

b. be AUX (↑  ) = +
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 

c. attending V (↑ ) = 

The constraint equation=c itself does not introduce the feature, but it requires the feature to

exist in the target f-structure. Thus, (↑  ) =c  in (2.70a) states that the

value of its must be, so that a non-base form verb or auxiliary cannot appear
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as a complement ofwill . As shown in (2.70b),be has (↑ ) = , so it satisfies the

constraint of the governing predicatewill . At the same time,be requests value for

its ’s  value when it is used for the progressive aspcet, i.e. when itis paired with

(↑  ) = +, so that only the present participle form of a verb can followbe.

This requirement is satisfied byattending, since it has (↑ ) =  as in (2.70c).

Those form specifications cannot be stated in the flat f-structure in (2.69). Therefore, Butt

et al. (1996) propose a different projection calledµ to describe the form specifications.

(2.71)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John

↑ = ↓

µM∗ = µ∗

VP

↑ = ↓

µM∗ = µ∗

AUX

will

↑ = ↓

(µM∗ ) = µ∗
VP

↑ = ↓

µM∗ = µ∗

AUX

be

↑ = ↓

(µM∗ ) = µ∗
VP

↑ = ↓

µM∗ = µ∗

V

attending

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

the lecture



 +

 +





 +

 −

 




 −

 





µ

µ

As shown in the annotations in (2.71), m-structures are defined over c-structure nodes in Butt

et al.’s (1996) approach. So, the annotations↑ = ↓ and (µM∗ ) = µ∗ on the VP indicates

that this VP is mapped onto the same f-structure as its mothernode, but it is mapped onto

 of the mother’s m-structure.21 As a result, we can have multiple embeddings in the m-

structure keeping the f-structure flat. As the attribute in the m-structure indicates, the

form specifications are successfully stated in this structure, rather than f-structure, by the

specification of theµ-projection of the lexical entries:

21 is an attribute representing a morphological dependent in the m-structure.
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(2.72) a. will AUX (↑ ) = 
(µM∗ ) = +
(µM∗ ) = +
(µM∗  ) =c 

b. be AUX (↑  ) = +
(µM∗ ) = +
(µM∗ ) = −
(µM∗ ) = 
(µM∗  ) =c 

c. attending V (µM∗ ) = −
(µM∗ ) = 

(µM∗  ) =c  in the lexical entry ofwill requires its dependent in the m-structure

to be in the base form. Sincebehas (µM∗ ) = , it can be mapped onto the value

of the  of the m-structure ofwill . Similarly, be has a constraint to its, i.e.

(µM∗  ) =c , so that only a present participle can follow it.

Frank and Zaenen (2002) also proposeµ projection and m-structure. The crucial differ-

ence from Buttet al. (1996) is that theµ is a projection from f-structure, not c-structure (see

a similar contrast forσ found in (2.64) and (2.66)). Therefore, essentially the outermost f-

structure in (2.69) is mapped onto the m-structure in (2.71). To attain the mapping, the lexical

items need to have different specifications from (2.72):22

(2.73) a. will AUX (↑ ) = 
(µ↑ ) = +
(µ↑ ) = +
(µ↑  ) =c 

b. be AUX (↑  ) = +
(µ↑  ) = +
(µ↑  ) = −
(µ↑  ) = 
(µ↑   ) =c 

c. attending V (µ↑   ) = −
(µ↑   ) = 

Sincewill , beandattendingare all mapped onto the same f-structure and the m-structureis

defined by a projection from that flat f-structure, the absolute  path is required to con-

struct the multiple embedding m-structure. For example,will has (µ↑ ) = +, whereasbe

andattendinghave (µ↑  ) = + and (µ↑   ) = + respectively, which are attained

by uncertainty path*. The  constraints are stated by referring to one-level more

deeply embedded’s m-structure in the lexical entry such as (µ↑  ) =c  and

(µ↑   ) =c .
22An alternative subscript notation such as (↑µ aux)= + and ((↑ )µ ) =  are often used.
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Under the assumption of Frank and Zaenen’s m-structure, theagreement features also

belong to m-structure. One of the advantages of assuming a mapping from f-structure to

m-structure is that reference to agreement features is easily stated in the lexical entry of a

verb. For example, the subject-verb agreement found in (2.74a) is captured by the lexical

specification in (2.74c):

(2.74) a. John has attended the lecture.

b.


 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 +

]


[
 ‘J’

]




 ‘’
 






 

 3





 +

 +




 −

 





µ

µ

c. has AUX (µ(↑ ) ) =c 

(µ(↑ ) ) =c 3

µ(↑ ) (or (↑ )µ) refers to the m-structure corresponding to the value of of the

f-structure in (2.74b). Thus, the verb correctly refers to the agreement features belonging to

the different m-structure via its’s f-structure.

2.4.3 Information Spreading

One of the most radical forms of projection architecture is Information Spreading proposed by

Andrews and Manning (1993, 1999). Information Spreading originally assumes four types of

projections: f,σ, m andα, and instead of↑ = ↓ (f-structure head) in the standard, they pos-

tulate two types of heads: (↑ H) = ↓ (syntactic head) and (↑ O) = ↓ (semantic head) (Andrews

and Manning 1993). Different types of information are projected differently via function ‘pro-

jector’ and ‘projected’ such as projector(f)/projected(f) and projector(σ)/projected(σ) (An-

drews and Manning 1993:32–3). Andrews and Manning (1999) goone step further and divide

the grammatical features into five types and allow them to project differently:κ (syntactic cat-

egories),β (phrase structural hierarchies),ρ (grammatical functions),α (argument structure)

andµ (morphosyntactic properties). They are projected from c-structure and directly mapped

onto a single structure called the e(xpression)-structure. The projection is attained by positive

restriction and Restricted Equality (Andrews and Manning 1999:13–4):23

23An equality is often abbreviated as= {κ, µ . . .}.
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(2.75) a. Positive restriction:
f {TENSE,SUBJ} =



 




 ‘F’
 





b. Restricted Equality:
Whereα, κ, . . . are sets of attributes (restricted projections),

f = {α, κ, . . .}g ≡def f (α∪κ∪...) = g(α∪κ∪...)

In effect, Information Spreading allows multiple notions of head, namely, categorial head,

morphosyntactic head, semantic head and so on. Andrews and Manning (1999:6–18) argue

that there is a conceptual advantage of the multiple notionsof head by referring to a Romance

prepositional indirect object. Since the prepositional phrase likea los ninños‘to the child’

is an indirect object (), the corresponding f-structure would be (2.76) which is essentially

just like a plain NP’s f-structure (Alsina 1996). Thus, the issue here is that it is conceptually

more plausible to state that the noun is the semantic and morphosyntactic head, whereas the

preposition is the categorial head. This point is nicely captured in Information Spreading as

in (2.77) and (2.78).24

(2.76)


 ‘’
 

 

 


(2.77) ·

= {κ, ρ, α, µ}

·

a

= {α, ρ, µ}

·

= {α, ρ, µ}

·

los

= {κ, ρ, α, µ}

·

niños

24I shall discuss an alternative treatment of preposition in general in Chapter 3.
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(2.78) 

 

 2
 [Thingchild]
 〈 〉

 

 

 





 

 0
 [Thingchild]
 〈 〉

 

 

 



a



 

 2
 [Thingchild]
 〈 〉

 

 

 





 

 0
 [Thingchild]
 〈 〉

 

 

 



los



 

 0
 [Thingchild]
 〈 〉

 

 

 



niños

It is worth noting that the way the projection architecture in  captures the well-

formedness in various types of linguistic structures is strikingly different from syntactico-

centric approaches. For instance, in the derivational theories, it is often the case that the

syntactic operations, in particular movement, are responsible for constructing a well-formed

surface string or an interpretable form of structure wherever the operations occur (narrow syn-

tax, PF or LF). In the projection architecture of, on the other hand, syntactic constraints,

morphological constraints and semantic constraints are stated over different linguistic struc-

tures and they may interact with each other via mathematicalfunctions. In the following

chapters, we will see a number of instances of the interactions of f-structural features, surface

phrase structures, semantic features, discourse featuresand morphological forms through the

analyses of the phenomena traditionally thought to be related to and grammatical rela-

tions.
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2.5 Extended projection

The c-structures we have looked at so far are traditional phrase structure trees. In recent

, however, more elaborated phrase structures are often adopted. I shall discuss them in

this section. The extended projection plays a crucial role in the discussion of issues in

morphosyntax in the next chapter.

2.5.1 Functional projection and co-head

Some recent works in assume two types of syntactic categories appearing in c-structure,

lexical and functional, and their distributions follow theX theory. The intuition behind the

introduction of functional categories is that there seems to be distinct configurational posi-

tions which are reserved for certain types of elements in many languages. For instance, a

finite verb or auxiliary in a declarative sentence is associated with a position called I(NFL),

and a subject position can be specified with relation to I called Spec(ifier). The utilisation

of functional categories in the theory is not peculiar to. Derivational frameworks such

as late Government and Binding and the Minimalist Programme heavily use functional cat-

egories. In many cases, the position like C is a landing site of the head movement such as

I-to-C movement. Under such an assumption, I itself is phonologically empty at the initial

stage of the derivation and filled by a moved phrase, or if it isfilled by an overt element, it

blocks the head movement and so forth.25 Unlike those derivational assumptions, however,

the functional categories in must always be phonologically overt words, namely a word

instantiating a functional category must be base-generated in that position.

(2.79) is the summary of the syntactic categories proposed in  (Bresnan 2001:100).

Each follows the standard positional assumptions ofX theory as in (2.80):

(2.79) a. F0: C0, I0, D0 (functional categories)

b. L0: N0, V0, A0, P0 (lexical categories)
(2.80)

XP

Spec X

X Comp

As Grimshaw (1991) claims, the functional categories sharecategorial properties with the

lexical categories. In, I is a verbal category, D is a nominal category, C may be either

verbal or nominal. Many works in generative grammar assume that the category labels such

25Distributed Morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993) or some version of Minimalism assumes that all the
phonological realisations occur in the PF component, so whether a category is phonologically overt or not is
irrelevant in syntax.
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as N, V and A are not primitive concepts, rather they can be decomposed into features.26 The

most well-known proposal is Chomsky’s (1970) [±N, ±V] (and its extension by Jackendoff

1977). Under that proposal, noun is [+N, −V], verb is [−N, +V], adjective is [+N, +V]

and adposition is [−N, −V]. Alternatively, Jackendoff (1977) proposes [±subj,±obj], namely

noun is [+subj,−obj], verb is [+subj,+obj], adjective is [−subj,−obj], adposition is [−subj,

+obj]. Based on those previous proposals, analyses syntactic categories as triples of a

categorial feature matrix (2.81), a level of structure (2.82) and feature F (functional or not)

(Bresnan 2001:100–1).

(2.81) “predicative” “transitive”
V + + verbal
P − + pre- or postpositional
N − − nominal
A + − adjectival

(2.82) type: 0 1 2

V V V (VP)

P P P (PP)

N N N (NP)

A A A (AP)

(2.83) V0: 〈[+predicative,+transitive], 0,∅F〉

VP=V: 〈[+predicative,+transitive], 2,∅F〉
I0: 〈[+predicative,+transitive], 0, F1〉

CP=C: 〈[+predicative,+transitive], 2, F2〉

DP=D: 〈[−predicative,−transitive], 2, F1〉

The basic concept behind the feature matrix (2.81) is similar to Jackendoff’s (1977) [±subj,

±obj], but the values are slightly different. Verbs and adjectives cannot stand alone as argu-

ments, but require an external subject of predication, so they are [+predicative], whereas

nouns and adpositions are not. Verbs and prepositions may take an object, so they are

[+transitive], while nouns and adjectives are not. (2.82) is standard bar-level of theX theory.

(2.83) is examples of category decomposition, consisting of the feature matrix, bar-level and

F-feature. The functional projection has two layers (F1 andF2). F1 is I for the verbal projec-

tion and D for the nominal projection. F2 is C for either verbal or nominal projection.∅F (or

F0) corresponds to a lexical category.

26In other proposals, Spencer (1999) argues that category labels are predictable from the argument structures
of the lexical items and redundant in the syntax.
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As a result of those category distinctions, attains a layered phrase structure where

functional projections appear above the lexical projection. One of the crucial effects of this

theoretical modification is the correspondence between c-structure to f-structure. As sum-

marised in section 2.3, the correspondence is stated by annotations on the relevant PS rule, but

cross-linguistic generalisation of the mapping is not pursued. However, Bresnan (2001:102)

generalises the c-structure to f-structure correspondence in terms of the positional properties

of lexical and functional categories as in (2.84):

(2.84) a. C-structure heads are f-structure heads.

Xn+1

↑ = ↓

Xn

b. Specifiers of functional categories are the grammaticalised discourse functions.

FP

(↑ ) = ↓
XP

↑ = ↓

F

c. Complements of functional categories are f-structure co-heads.

F

↑ = ↓

F
↑ = ↓

XP

d. Complements of lexical categories are the non-discourse argument function.

L

↑ = ↓

L
(↑ ) = ↓

XP

e. Constituents adjoined to phrasal constituents are non-argument functions or
not annotated.

If a node is an f-structure head, it is mapped onto the same f-structure as its mother, that is the

node is annotated as↑ = ↓. Thus, (2.84a) states that X is mapped onto the same f-structure as

X and XP where X can be any category such as N, V, I and C. (2.84b) says that Spec-FP is a

position for,  or . For instance, Spec-IP is a position for and Spec-CP is

a  position in many languages, so they are annotated as (↑ ) = ↓ and (↑ ) = ↓

respectively. One of the important points in the proposal isthe contrast between (2.84c) and

(2.84d). A functional head (F) and its complement (XP) are mapped onto the same f-structure

(f-structure co-heads) as illustrated in (2.84c),27 whereas the complement of a lexical head

27This is called Extended Head Theory. Bresnan (1997) generalises this to so-called mixed categories by
allowing the sister of lexical heads to be an f-structure co-head.
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(L) is annotated as an argument function such as,  and as in (2.84d). This

f-structure co-headedness allows information located at two separate phrase structure nodes

to be merged into the same level of f-structure. I will discuss (2.84e) in the next chapter.

Let us look at the illustrations of how those mapping constraints work. (2.85a) and (2.85b)

are c-structures of a present tense declarative sentence and a futurewh-interrogative sentence

respectively:

(2.85) a.
IP

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

↑ = ↓

D

↑ = ↓

D

the

↑ = ↓

NP

boy

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

↑ = ↓

V

likes

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

Mary

b.
CP

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

who

↑ = ↓

C

↑ = ↓

C

will

↑ = ↓

IP

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

↑ = ↓

D

↑ = ↓

D

the

↑ = ↓

NP

boy

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

↑ = ↓

V

like

In (2.85a), the lexical category V takes a DP complement and according to (2.84d) the VP

complement is annotated as (↑ ) = ↓. (2.84a) licenses the f-structure head status of V and
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V in the VP projection. In English, Spec-IP is reserved for the position of subject, namely

the constituent filling Spec-IP position is annotated as (↑ ) = ↓ (cf. (2.84b)). According

to the Economy of Expression ((2.56)), an unnecessary node must not be introduced, so an I

node does not appear in the c-structure in (2.85a), though anIP does to license the subject.

Therefore, the DP instantiated bythe boyis in Spec-IP without the head I. (2.85b) shows

a similar configuration in terms of the verbal projection. However, there are two crucial

differences. Firstly, the V position is instantiated by the baseform of like and the auxiliary

is positioned in the C. In, an auxiliary in a interrogative sentence is thought to be base-

generated in the C position, whereas it is base-generated inthe I in a declarative sentence

(see Chapter 3 for the details). Secondly, the V does not have acomplement. Its is

identified with via functional control in the f-structure, so in the c-structure, it lacks a

complement. Spec-CP is a position in English (cf. (2.84b)), which is identified with

either one of thes in the f-structure. Those examples illustrate that the positions previously

regarded as S andS are replaced by IP and CP respectively, and DP takes over NP, as a result

of the introduction of the extended projection.

2.5.2 Endocentricity and exocentricity

Phrase structure configurations of many languages such as Romance, Germanic and Slavic

languages are nicely analysed by the extended projection introduced above (e.g. King 1995,

Sells 2001). However, it is clear that surface phrase structures of various types of languages

do not always follow the endocentricity of theX theory. Therefore, retains an exocentric

category S as well. S lacks a category head, so it dominates any categories as shown in (2.86)

whereC represent a distinct category from S (Bresnan 2001:110):

(2.86) S→ C*

An interesting consequence of the interaction between the endocentric extended projec-

tion and the exocentric S is found in the analyses of languages like Tagalog (Kroeger 1993),

Walpiri (Austin and Bresnan 1996) and Welsh (Sadler 1997, 1998). The examples in (2.87)

are Welsh and (2.88) is the c-structures (Sadler 1997:5–6):

(2.87) a. Gwnaeth
do..3.

hi
3..

weld
see

y
the

draig.
dragon

‘She saw the dragon.’

b. Gwelodd
see..3.

hi
3.

y
the

draig.
dragon

‘She saw the dragon.’
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(2.88) a.
IP

↑ = ↓

I

gwnaeth

↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

hi

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

weld

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

y draig

b.
IP

↑ = ↓

I

gwelodd

↑ = ↓

S

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

hi

↑ = ↓

VP

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

y draig

In (2.88a), the non-finite verbweld ‘see’ sits in V and what appears under the I is an auxiliary.

Crucially, the subject DP is not placed in Spec-IP. Welsh is a verb initial language, so a

subject follows a finite verb. In (2.88a), therefore, the I takes an exocentric category S as its

complement, which is an f-structure co-head of the I according to (2.84c). The subject DP

is dominated by that S. (2.88b) is slightly complicated. Thefinite form of the verbgwelodd

‘saw’ is placed under the I and the projection lacks V, namelythe VP dominates the object

DP without a V. The machinery attaining this result is a lexical change from V to I. That is,

although Welsh non-finite verbs are category V, the finite counter parts are I. In the above

case,weld is V and lacks a tense feature, whilegweloddis I with an f-description such as

(↑ ) = , (↑  ) =c 3 and (↑  ) =c . In effect, every finite verb in Welsh

is base-generated under an I node preceding a subject which is a daughter of an S. Due to the

Economy of Expression a V node is not introduced. The upshot of this approach is that we

get a similar result as V-to-I movement in the derivational frameworks.28

28Borsley (to appear) argues against this type of approach to Welsh.
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2.6 Summary

This chapter focuses on the basic architectural design of. We have observed that the

syntax has two distinct structures. A c-structure represents the configurational organisation of

constituents, whereas an f-structure displays grammatical relations and other syntactic prop-

erties. Those two structures are correlated with each otherby the correspondence functionφ.

Moreover, the correspondence is generalised with functional extended projections as shown

in the previous section. Another extension is found in the projection architecture where fur-

ther distinct levels of linguistic structures are added to the framework that allows the theory to

stretch the domain of analysis. A particular focus was placed upon the morphological struc-

ture. We have seen how it is used to account for the form constraints found in the English

Aux-V constructions. The theoretical introduction in thischapter has established the basis

for the discussion in the following chapters. Before moving on to the analyses of case in

individual languages, we shall look at further issues of morphosyntax in the next chapter

where more advanced topics of the interactions of c-/f-/m-structures, extended projections

and the morphological theory called Paradigm Function Morphology are discussed.





Chapter 3

Theoretical extension: Issues in

morphosyntax

Agaist the basics of introduced in Chapter 2, this chapter focuses on the issues onmor-

phology and its interface to syntax in the framework. According to Lexical Integrity, we can

say that is based on word-based lexicalism in that the role of morphology is to construct

a well-formed syntactic word paired with a functional description. In this chapter, I shall

claim that that assumption has conceptual difficulties particularly in dealing with periphrastic

inflections. Based on the insights found in Beard’s (1995) Lexeme Morpheme-base Mor-

phology and other realisation morphology models, I will propose lexeme-based lexicalism.

Under that conception, fully inflected expressions constitute a paradigm of a given lexeme,

regardless of their surface forms. I will illustrate how thearchitectural modification operates

with simple periphrastic expressions in English. Further,grammatical relation encoding at-

tained by prepositional phrases is also discussed under thecurrent proposal. The chapter is

organised as follows. In section 3.1, the discussion of’s slogan called ‘morphology com-

petes with syntax’ is presented. I shall point out the problems with that approach in section

3.2. Section 3.3 shows how paradigmatic organisation of thelexicon is formulated. We will

look at the correspondence between morphological units andsyntactic units under the current

proposal in section 3.4 and 3.5. Section 3.6 gives an interimsummary. We then turn to an

analysis of English prepositional phrases in section 3.7.

3.1 Morphology competes with syntax

As summarised in Chapter 2, is one of the lexicalist theories of grammar wherewordhas a

special status and the strong division between word-internal structures and structures between

49
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words is assumed. The former belongs to the lexicon, whereasthe latter belongs to the syntax.

The role of morphology is to carry out morphological operations (e.g. combining a root and

affixes, changing stem forms etc.) and create fully inflected words. Those morphological

operations are completely separated from the syntactic ones. This point is clearly stated

as Relativised Lexical Integrity ((2.18) in Chapter 2). The Lexical integrity prohibits the

elements smaller than a word to occupy syntactic terminals.In other words, the internal

structure of a word is invisible to syntax. Fully inflected words are inserted into syntax where

they are combined, and compose a c-structure and the corresponding f-structure. Thus, the f-

description of each word is unified according to the correspondence functionφ and the result

of the unification is represented in the parallel corresponding f-structure. Let us look at the

following English examples as a point of departure:

(3.1) a.
IP

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John
(↑ ) = ‘J’

(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

I

will
(↑ ) = 

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

like
(↑ ) = ‘〈. . .〉’

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Mary
(↑ ) = ‘M ’

(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

b.


 ‘〈,〉’
 





 ‘ ’
 3
 







 ‘M ’
 3
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(3.2) a.
IP

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John
(↑ ) = ‘ ’

(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

liked
(↑ ) = ‘〈. . .〉’

(↑ ) = 

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Mary
(↑ ) = ‘M ’

(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

b.


 ‘〈,〉’
 





 ‘ ’
 3
 







 ‘M ’
 3
 





In (3.1) and (3.2), the f-descriptions written under the terminal nodes are unified and mapped

onto the f-structure according to the instructions of functional annotations. One notable dif-

ference between (3.1) and (3.2) is the information flow of feature. In (3.1), the value of

 of the clause,, comes from the independent wordwill occupying the I which is

an f-structure co-head with its complement VP. In (3.2), on the other hand, comes from

the V. For (3.1) and (3.2), the following lexical entries areassumed (ignoring the subject and

object nouns):

(3.3) a. like V (↑ ) = ‘〈. . .〉’

b. -ed InflV (↑ ) = 

c. will I (↑ ) = 

The rules of English inflectional morphology combines rootlike and suffix -edand creates the

fully inflected word,liked. This word is inserted into syntax and contributes its information

to the f-structure as illustrated in (3.2). According to theLexical Integrity, syntax cannot see

the internal structure of the word, namelylike + -ed. With regard to (3.1), two words (3.3a)
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and (3.3c) are inserted into syntax and they are combined following the syntactic principle,

i.e. will is a head of an IP and takes a VP complement projected from V,like. Thus, the

word created by morphological operations in the lexicon,liked, carries the same kind of

information as the one coming from two words,will andlike. In , this situation is described

as ‘morphology competes with syntax’ (Bresnan 2001:6).

3.2 Problems

The theoretical assumptions in illustrated in the previous section reflect the fact that

across languages the same grammatical content often receives different formal manifesta-

tions, namely synthetic in some cases and analytic in the other. From a morphological point

of view, however, it is worth re-considering at least two points of the assumptions. Firstly,

it has long been claimed that assuming a one-one form and function pair for every formal

element, that is treatinglike, will and s alike, is problematic (e.g. Matthews 1972, 1991,

Anderson 1992, Aronoff 1994, Beard 1995, Stump 2001). Many works in the realisation

morphology have shown the cases of multiple exponence wherea single grammatical prop-

erty is realised by more than one morpheme,1 cumulation where a combination of multiple

morphemes represents a single grammatical property and zero morpheme where it is impos-

sible to identify a single morpheme for a certain grammatical property. Those phenomena

are widely observed across languages and can be strong counter-examples for a simple com-

binatory based morphological assumption to explain such phenomena.

This point can be extended to multi-word periphrastic expressions as well. In the cases

we have looked at as far, there is no complication. However, the situation is not always

straightforward, that is the association between a functional word and particular grammatical

information is not trivial in many cases. In simple cases like will and (↑) = , this

point is difficult to see, but careful examinations on functional categories reveal conceptual

difficulties of the style treatment. For instance, if we consider English progressive aspect

(be+ present participle), perfective aspect (have+ past participle) and passive voice (be+

past participle), we will find it difficult to see what kind of information is associated with

each, copula verbbeandhaveand a past participle form of the verb. Another example isdo

auxiliary, which is used with a verb to express negative, interrogative and emphatic informa-

tion. Although there is good discussion on the English auxiliary system in the standard

principles (e.g. Falk 1984, 2003) and it is true that some auxiliaries can be better analysed as

1For this distributed exponence problem, Nordlinger and Bresnan (1996) try to explain Wambaya distributed
tense system under the mechanism.
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raising verbs or bearing verbs, it worth considering a possiblity to treat grammatical (or

semantically bleached) auxiliaries as a part of inflectional forms, namely by assuming that

the progressive aspect is realised by the constructionbe+ present participle form of the verb

and the future tense is realised bywill + base form of the verb.2

Secondly, it is worth questioning whether the morphology has nothing to do with real-

ising future tense bywill and like, even though it takes the whole role of creatingliked by

combininglike and-ed. As we have observed, the-style unification grammar has a clear

advantage of handling grammatical features in that it allows features to be unified into a sin-

gle (nearly) universal grammatical-function structure (f-structure) regardless of their formal

manifestations, and this is the very idea of ‘morphology competes with syntax’. Still the

assumption that the job of morphology is combining below-X0 level elements and the job of

syntax is combining words is questionable. Consider the following pairs:

(3.4) a. John shouted. (morphological)

b. Did John shout? (syntactic)

c. John is bigger. (morphological)

d. John ismore intelligent. (syntactic)

According to the’s assumptions, (3.4a) is created in the lexicon (morphological) whereas

its interrogative counter part ((3.4b)) is syntactic. In the same vein, the comparative formation

in (3.4c) is done in the lexicon, while that in (3.4d) is in syntax. Although the mood is

different in the former pair, i.e. declarative and interrogative, it is conceptually difficult to

argue that the morphology is responsible for constructing the past tense and declarative mood

information, but the syntax is responsible for the past tense and the interrogative mood of

the verb phrase or the clause. The situation is even worse in (3.4c, d). Putting the questions

like what kind of projection should be assumed formoreaside, exactly the same information,

i.e. comparative, is expressed by the morphology on the one hand, and by the syntax on the

other.3

To overcome those problems, I shall show how some recent insights in Word-and-

Paradigm morphology can provide a more plausible model of morphology in. The basic

idea of the proposal is treating inflectional morphology as morphological operations regard-

less of their exponents, namely multi-word or single word. Thus,will like is the case where

2This point can be even strongly highlighted in Slavic languages where the composition of participle and
auxiliary does not give correct syntactic properties as discussed in Spencer (2001, 2003b). In Serbo-Croat, for
instance, the simple past is formed by the l-participle and the auxiliary in the present tense. In Slovene, the
l-participle must be used both for the simple past and the analytic future, so that we cannot assign feature
either to the participle or the auxiliaries.

3For more discussion on the similar point point, see Börjarset al. (1997), Ackerman and Webelhuth (1998),
Sadler and Spencer (2001), Spencer (to appear) and Ackermanand Stump (2004).
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the inflectional morphology makes use of syntactic formatives. The only difference between

will like andliked is whether the formal manifestation is a multi-word periphrastic expression

or a single word form change. Although it is obvious that the words filling functional cate-

gories follow syntactic principles, the empirical data apparently indicate that functional cate-

gories and lexical categories are used to realise morphosyntactic properties as a construction,

which are realised by small elements in many other languagesor even in the same language.

Thus, a possible assumption is that the syntax is equipped with the functional projections for

a multi-word inflection specified by the morphology. Then, the better way of handling the

phenomena likehave+ past participle andbe+ progressive is allowing the morphology to use

both small below-X0 morphemes and function words to realise morphosyntactic properties.

3.3 Paradigmatic organisation of the lexicon

3.3.1 Lexeme vs. grammatical morpheme

As summarised in Chapter 2 and the previous section, assumes that the lexicon con-

tains not only major classes of words such as nouns, verbs andadjectives, but also function

words and bound morphemes. Each one of them is paired with grammatical properties (f-

description). Words are combined by the syntax and a root/stem and morphemes are com-

bined in the lexicon by the morphology. In this thesis, I propose a different organisation of the

lexicon and the morphological operations. As a starting point, let us look at Beard’s (1995)

proposal in Lexeme Morpheme Base Morphology () where he draws a different kind of

divisions among words and morphemes.

Beard separates grammatical morphemes from major lexical categories such as N, V and

A. The lexical categories are called lexeme, which is ‘the direct articulation of meaning by

sound in the Saussurean sense’ (Beard 1995:45). Thus, assumes the direct associations

of properly specified sequences of phonemes, grammatical features and semantic intentions

in each lexeme. Those lexemes are stored in the lexicon. Grammatical morphemes, on the

other hand, ‘are defined in terms of an indirect, context-sensitive, often paradigmatic means

of reference (conditional indirect articulation)’ (Beard 1995:45). They are results of mor-

phophological manifestations over the morphosyntactic properties. There is no direct one-

to-one relationship between grammatical morphemes and functions (Separation Hypothesis),

therefore they are not stored in the lexicon. Further, grammatical morphemes are divided into

bound grammatical morphemes (affixes etc.) and free grammatical morphemes (determiners,

auxiliaries, adpositions etc.) depending on whether they occupy syntactic terminals or not.
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In other words, word-hood is used for a subdivision within the grammatical morphemes. Ob-

viously, what kind of information is covered by which grammatical morpheme depends on

the language. For instance, definiteness in English is normally realised by free grammatical

morphemes, i.e. determiners, but many languages use both bound and free grammatical mor-

phemes, i.e. affixations on the head nouns and/or determiners. I summarise the properties of

each class here:

(3.5) a. Lexeme:

i. direct articulation of meaning by sound in Saussurean sense

ii. stored in the lexicon

iii. open classes which do not form grammatical paradigm

iv. phonologically fully specified; zero and empty lexemes are ruled out

v. susceptible to L(exical)- and I(nflectional)-derivation4

vi. one and only one class and may change class only via Lexical-derivation

b. Grammatical morpheme (bound: affixes, free: determiners, auxiliaries etc.):

i. indirect, context-sensitive articulation (no one-one form and function pair)

ii. not stored in the lexicon

iii. paradigmatic closed classes

iv. omissive and empty marking

v. not susceptible to Lexical-derivation

vi. used for various functions (not constituting a single class, though there
must be some subcategorisations among grammatical morphemes).

One of the crucial differences from the standard’s assumption is that separates out

grammatical elements (free/bound grammatical morphemes) from the lexicon, so that the

lexicon only contains lexemes. Grammatical morphemes are formal resources used to realise

grammatical features.

4‘Derivation’ in  is a technical term, which is distinct from a traditional notion of derivation. It is an
operation over morphosyntactic and semantic features, which does not involve form/spelling (Beard 1995:98).
I-derivations are about the grammatical relations of inflection. Beard proposes three tests for distinguishing
I-derivation and L-derivations:

(i) a. The peripheral affix test: Word formation marking appears close to the base; inflectional marking
is outside word formation marking when it is syntactically engaged. (p.100)

b. The free analog test: Any property marked by a free morpheme must be a syntactic hence inflec-
tional property. (p.102)

c. The arbitrariness test: Lexical properties are set lexically to be invariable, whereas inflectional
properties are slippery and impossible to fix. (pp.114–5)

Based on those tests, Beard discusses what is lexical and inflectional for nominal and verbal features. For
example, Case passes all the three tests, and it is the only inflectional properties unquestionably controlled by
syntax. On the other hand, Gender is a lexical category, which is inaccessible to syntax. As for verbal properties,
all of them except for Transitivity and Verb Class are categorised into inflectional properties, i.e. the properties
like Tense, Aspect, Delimitive, Voice are all inflectional.I do not go into the details of this argument.
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Based on the insight of Beard’s Separation Hypothesis, I propose the following architec-

ture of the lexicon in:

(3.6) Paradigmatic lexicon:
The lexicon contains a list of lexemes for each of which fullyinflected expressions
paired with the f-description constitute the inflectional paradigm.

(3.7) Lexeme:
If fully inflected expressionsa andb have the same value, they occupy cells
in the paradigm space of the same lexeme.

According to those modifications, roughly the lexicon takesthe format as in (3.8).5 1 is a

lexeme index, which is uniquely assigned to each lexeme, so that it is distinguished from other

lexemes. Its syntactic category is also accompany the lexeme index. The association between

root form and lexeme index can be specified by a function L-index used in Paradigm Function

Morphology (Stump 2001:43–4). For instance,lie that is two phonologically identical roots

for ‘recline’ and ‘prevaricate’ show different inflectional patterns. L-index places a different

lexeme index for each such as L-index(lie) = 1 and L-index(lie) = 2. This lexeme is

formally realised as fully inflected expressions such askiss, kissed, have kissedand so on.

Those expressions constitute the paradigm of the lexeme:

5I shall slightly revise the formulation according to the introduction of technical details.
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(3.8) 1 V

kiss (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = −
(↑  ) = −

kisses (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = −
(↑  ) = −
(↑  ) =c 3
(↑  ) =c 

kissed (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = −
(↑  ) = −

is kissing (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = +
(↑  ) = −
(↑  ) =c 3
(↑  ) =c 

had been kissing (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = +
(↑  ) = +

As illustrated, each expression in the paradigm is paired with a set of equations (f-

description). I assume that the available attribute and thepermissive values for that attribute

are specified for each class of lexemes. For example, the class of verbs is paired with a set of

equations shown in (3.9):6

(3.9) (↑ ) = {list of  values of verb}
(↑ ) = {  |  |  | -}
(↑  ) = {+ | −}
(↑  ) = {+ | −}
(↑  ) =c {3}
(↑  ) =c { }
. . .

(3.9) shows that attributes,  and are available for a verb lexeme like.

Each cell in the paradigm must be uniquely identified and it must contribute necessary in-

formation to the syntax, more specifically the f-structure.Further, as shown in the previous

chapter, allows multiple levels of representations (projection architecture). So, each in-

6This is not an exhaustive list of equations for the class.
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flected expression is also paired with different types of properties via appropriate functions.

For instance, semantic feature can be associate with an expression as in (↑σ ) = 

(or (σM∗ ) =  if they project from c-structure). In the next section, we shall look at

the relation between inflected form and f-description and the feature occurrence within the

f-description in more details.

3.3.2 Linking expression and function

Based on the Separation Hypothesis, we reject the one-to-oneassociation between grammat-

ical morpheme and function. Instead, we associate a fully inflected expression with functions

(f-description). So, the next question to be raised is how such an association is defined. The

realisation models of morphology propose various types of architectures of formal mani-

festation process., for example, proposes an independent component, Morphological-

Spelling (MS-component) (Beard 1995:55):

(3.10) a. Reading the Conditions on Operations

i. identify the class of the input lexeme

ii. open the set of rules pertinent to that class

iii. identify any relevant P- or R-features

iv. read the first set of relevant features into memory

b. Execution

i. locate the stem (P-features) of the lexeme

ii. execute the modification on the lexical stem conditionedby the grammati-
cal features in memory

iii. erase memory

iv. advance to the next feature and restart the process

Putting the detailed mechanism aside, the process follows the normal business of the realisa-

tional model of morphology. Roughly, MS-component checks what class/category the input

lexeme is ((3.10a-i)), they access the relevant set of (realisation) rules ((3.10a-ii)), check the

phonological features (P) or semantic features (R) of the lexeme ((3.10a-iii)),7 then takes a

bundle of morphosyntactic features associated with the lexeme. To specify the well-formed

word, the appropriate realisation rules are selected and the phonological modification is car-

ried out ((6.16-i, ii)). In this thesis, I do not follow this MS-component process in the strict

way, but the fundamental assumptions are very similar amongst the proposals as seen imme-

diately below.

7 assumes the same MS process for I-derivation and L-derivation.
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3.3.3 Paradigm Function Morphology

One of the most detailed formalisations of realisation morphology is made by Gregory Stump,

called Paradigm Function Morphology () (Stump 2001) and several attempts have been

made for incorporating into  as its morphological component (Sadler and Spencer

2001, Luís and Sadler 2003, Spencer 2003a, Otoguro 2003a, Ackerman and Stump 2004, Luís

and Otoguro 2004, Sadler and Nordlinger 2004, Andrews 2005). One of the most important

aspects of is a function called Paradigm Function (PF ). PF takes a pair of a root of

a lexeme (X) and a complete set of morphosyntactic properties associated with that lexeme

(σ) as its argument, i.e.PF (〈X, σ〉). As mentioned in Chapter 2, places a different

kind of well-formed constraints to each level of linguisticstructure. Thus, in an attempt to

incorporating into a part of the architecture,PF can also be regarded as a well-

formedness constraint on lexical form in the lexicon.

A morphosyntactic property plays a crucial role in a language’s inflectional paradigm.

It takes the form of a pairing of an attribute8 with one of its permissive values. Following

Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar () (Gazdaret al. 1985), the attribute can either

be atom-valued or set-valued. Therefore, the format would be like (3.11):

(3.11) σ = {TNS:pres, AGR(su):{PER:1, NUM:pl}}.

Stump (2001:38) states that “[a] morphosyntactic propertyis a property which serves to

distinguish phrases of the same category according to the different ways in which they par-

ticipate in syntactic relations such as agreement and government.” Thus, morphosyntactic

properties are not purely morphological, rather they also serve as an input to syntax paired

with the inflected word.9 As observed in Chapter 2 and mentioned in the previous section,

 assumes that a set of equations (f-description) is associated with each lexical item. More-

over, under the projection architecture, the equations areaccompanied by different types of

functions such as syntactic (φ), morphological (µ) and semantic (σ).10 Based on those facts,

in this thesis, I propose that as the morphological component of reads the equations

in the f-description in the same way as the standard reads the morphosyntactic proper-

ties. In effect, an expression specified by the morphological componentencapsulates features

mapped onto different levels of representations. Therefore, the properties stated in (3.11) are

represented as follows:11

8Stump uses a term ‘morphosyntactic feature’ instead of attribute.
9See Sadler and Spencer (2001) for discussion on morphological features and syntactic features.

10Of course, semantic functionσ in  is different from’s set of propertiesσ.
11The notation of agreement features will be revised in Chapter 4.
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(3.12) σ = {(↑ ) = , (↑  ) =c 1, (↑  ) =c }

 imposes various types of well-formedness conditions on morphosyntactic proprieties.

The followings are the most fundamental ones (Stump 2001:41):

(3.13) A setτ of morphosyntactic properties for a lexeme of categoryC is well-formed in
some languageℓ only if τ satisfies the following conditions inℓ:

a. For each propertyF : v ∈ τ, F : v is available to lexemes of categoryC andv
is a permissible value forF.

b. For any morphosyntactic featureF having v1, v2 as permissible values, if
v1 , v2 andF : v1 ∈ τ, thenF : v2 < τ.

Under the current architecture, both (3.13a) and (3.13b) can be regarded as general constraints

over the f-description. (3.13a) requires that a pair〈a, v〉 be available to the lexeme’s category.

This condition is already introduced in (3.9) where I assumethat each lexeme category has a

set of equations consisting of available attributes and permissible values. (3.13b) corresponds

to the Uniqueness Condition in (see (2.24) in Chapter 2).12

Another constraint over the morphosyntactic properties isthe property co-occurrence re-

strictions, which is also proposed in as Feature Co-occurrence Restrictions (FCRs). This

constraint either requires certain attribute-value pairsto co-occur or prevents them from co-

occurring. For instance, (3.14) is a partial description ofthe restrictions of a Bulgarian verb

(Stump 2001:42):13

(3.14) A setτ of morphosyntactic properties for a lexeme of category V is well-formed
only if τ has a well-formed extensionσ such that

a. σ is an extension of {VFORM:fin} iff for some permissibleα,σ is an extension
of {MOOD:α};

b. if σ is an extension of {MOOD:impv}, thenσ is an extension of
{AGR:{PERS:2}}
. . .

Given the well-formedness condition (3.13) and the property co-occurrence restrictions

(3.14), Stump (2001:42–3) defines the notion of completeness over a set of morphosyntactic

12Strictly speaking, Uniqueness is a constraint over an f-structure, so it might be claimed that in the f-
description some attributes could take a disjunction of values. For example,putcould have disjunctive values for
 as (↑ ) = {  | }. Under the paradigm-based lexicon, however, every fully inflected expression
is thought to be uniquely identified in the paradigm space.

13Extension is defined as follows (Stump 2001:41):

(i) Whereσ andτ are well-formed sets of morphosyntactic properties,σ is an of τ iff (i) for
any atom-valued featureF and any permissible valuev for F, if F : v ∈ τ, thenF : v ∈ σ; and (ii) for
any set-valued featureF and any permissible valueρ for F, if F : ρ ∈ τ, thenF : ρ′ ∈ σ, whereρ′ is
an extension ofρ.
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properties:

(3.15) A setσ of morphosyntactic properties is complete if and only ifσ is well-formed
and for any morphosyntactic property-setτ such thatσ is not an extension ofτ, the
unification ofτ andσ is not well-formed.

(3.15) ensures that a complete set of morphosyntactic properties is not allowed to be aug-

mented. As mentioned above,PF takes a pair of a root of a lexeme (X) and a complete

set of morphosyntactic properties and maps the pair of the fully inflected form and the set

of morphosyntactic properties onto the unique cell in the paradigm space. Hence, in effect

PF requires that each lexical item be paired with a full set of available functional equations

(f-description).14

In the standard, PF is defined in terms of Realisation Rules (notated asR here).R

is a function that takes a pair of an input form and morphosyntactic properties as its argument

and yields an output form as in (3.16) (Stump 2001:44):15

(3.16) Rn,τ,C(〈X, σ〉) = 〈Y′, σ〉.

EachR belongs to one of the ordered rule blocks, so that it has a block indexn. R applies

to an input pair only once in each rule block.16 The function is also indexed by the property

set indexτ and the class indexC. τ identifies the particular well-formed set of morphosyn-

tactic properties that the rule realises through its application. The class indexC indicates the

particular class of lexemes whose paradigms the rule may participate in.

The rule selection in each block is determined according to Pān. ini’s principle, namely the

most narrowly specified rule applies. The narrowness is defined as follows (Stump 2001:52):

(3.17) a. Rn,σ,C is narrower thanRn,τ,C iff σ is an extension ofτ andσ , τ.

b. WhereC , C′, Rn,σ,C is narrower thanRn,τ,C′ iff C ⊆ C′.

PF is defined by successiveR applications as exemplified in (3.19a). If we notate the

result of applying the narrowest rule asNRn (Narn in Stump (2001)),PF is defined as in

(3.18) (cf. Stump (2001:53)).

(3.18) PF (〈X, σ〉) =def NR III (NR II (NR I(〈X, σ〉)))

14Since the completeness of morphosyntactic properties is about thePF application, it does not stop carrying
out lexical operations. For instance, lexical rules are applicable in ordinary ways of.

15Morphological metageneralisations ensure that the outputform correctly undergoes morphophonological
rules. assumes that an unordered setφR of morphophonological rules constrains the evaluation ofR, so that
the output formY′ receives further phonological alternations byφR (Stump 2001:47–50).

16See Otoguro (2003b) and Sadler and Nordlinger (2004) for thepossibility of recursive rule applications in
the same block.
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In (3.18), three rule blocks are assumed. The firstR takes an input (X) and yields an output

form (Y), the secondR takes the output of the firstR, i.e. Y, as an input and spells out the

outputZ and so on. This cyclicity is described as in (3.19):

(3.19) R III (R II (R I(〈X, σ〉)))
= R III (R II (〈Y, σ〉))
= R III (〈Z, σ〉)
= 〈W, σ〉

3.4 Morphology/c-structure correspondence

As discussed in section 3.3.1, the only difference between bound and free grammatical mor-

phemes is whether they qualify a word or not. They are both used for realising grammatical

features associated with a lexeme. In other words, those formatives are formal resources

used by the morphological component. Well-formedness in the morphological component

is defined as a correct association between a fully inflected expression and the complete

f-description articulated byPF . Hence,PF must be able to specify the well-formed ex-

pression regardless of whether it is synthetic or periphrastic.

The second issue concerning periphrastic inflection is how to map a morphologically

well-formed expression to surface phrase structure (c-structure). Unless it is properly placed

in the c-structure position, that is a word string satisfies the c-structural well-formedness, the

grammar cannot generate the syntactic structure. I shall argue that’s interface between

c-structure and a word form is essentially an indexation (orcategory matching), and the

extended functional projection summarised in Chapter 2 nicely provides the correspondence

between the morphological well-formed expression and the c-structure position.

3.4.1 Multi-word exponence

As shown in the previous section,PF maps an input pair〈X, σ〉 onto an output pair〈Y′, σ〉

whereX is a root andY′ is a fully inflected form. A question arises whenY′ is an analytic

expression, namely howPF yields the analytic expression. There are at least two options.

The first one is found in Ackerman and Stump (2004:136) where they allow a realisation rule

to generate an analytic exponence.17 It is exemplified as in (3.20):18

17See also Stump (2001:233–4).
18Ackerman and Stump (2004) uses a slightly different notation for a realisation rule. (3.20) is equivalentto

Rn,{:neg},V(〈X, σ〉) = 〈[Y Z], σ〉 in Stump’s (2001) notation.
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(3.20) XV, σ:{ :neg}→ [Y Z]

(3.20) gives multiple exponents [Y Z] for single inputsX. The underline indicates that the

exponentY is the head of the projection XP such that the root belongs to category X, and

Z is a complement ofY. One of the disadvantages of this approach is that it is unclear how

to specify a formal dependency requirement between words. As observed in section 2.4.2

of Chapter 2, it is often the case that a word of a periphrastic expression enforces a formal

constraint on another word —haverequires the following word to be in the past participle

form, for example. This type of formal constraint is not straightforwardly accounted for by

just specifying a head in the analytic expression.

The second option is to specify multiple stems in the stem selection. Spencer (2004, ms)

proposes some architectural modifications to the standard called Generalized Paradigm

Function Morphology (). In , PF involves the following three processes (cf.

Spencer (2004:101)):

(3.21) a. the expression to which the prefix/suffix strings are attached (‘host’)

b. the set of affixes (‘exponence’)

c. the positioning of the affixes with respect to the host and their order with re-
spect to each other (‘linearization’)

Incorporating the three steps, Spencer shows that the Finnish inessive, singular nountalossa

and inessive, plural nountaloissaare constructed in the following ways wherePF takes

triple of a lexeme index, a set of morphosyntactic properties and a category (I useS for a

stem selection function here):

(3.22) a. PF (〈, {CASE:iness, NUM:sg}, N〉) =

i. S (〈, {CASE:iness, NUM:sg}, N〉) = talo

ii. R I,{NUM:sg},N({CASE:iness, NUM:sg})= ∅
R II ,{CASE:iness},N({CASE:iness, NUM:sg})= ssa
(R I ◦R II ({CASE:iness, NUM:sg})= ssa)

iii. talo ≺ ssa

b. PF (〈, {CASE:iness, NUM:pl}, N〉) =

i. S (〈, {CASE:iness, NUM:pl}, N〉) = talo

ii. R I,{NUM:pl},N({CASE:iness, NUM:pl})= i
R II ,{CASE:iness},N({CASE:iness, NUM:pl})= ssa
(R I ◦R II ({CASE:iness, NUM:pl})= issa)

iii. talo ≺ issa

The stem selectionS takes a pair of a lexeme index, a set of morphosyntactic properties and

a morpholexical category and returns the stem formtalo in both cases. According to the set
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of morphosyntactic properties,Rs yield proper exponents. Unlike Stump’s (2001), R

does not involve an affixation to a stem, so that a composite function ofR such asR I ◦R II

returns a cluster of affixes. Finally, the stem and the cluster of affixes are combined together,

which gives ustalossa((3.22a-iii)) andtaloissa((3.22b-iii)) respectively.

Following this modification, we may allowS to specify multiple stems, so that each

stem undergoes regular morphological operations, namely an exponent specification viaR

and a linearisation of a stem and an exponent. More specifically, I assume thatS yields

not only a set of stems, but also a pair of stem, morpholexicalcategory and a set of equa-

tions for morphological projections. (3.23) is a sample ofS application to specify the fu-

ture/perfect/progressive stems of the lexeme:

(3.23) σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = +,
(↑  ) = + }

S (〈, V, σ〉) =
i. will V (↑µ ) = +

(↑µ ) = +
(↑µ  ) =c 

ii. have V (↑µ  ) = +
(↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = 
(↑µ   ) =c 

iii. be V (↑µ   ) = +
(↑µ   ) = −
(↑µ   ) = 
(↑µ    ) =c 

iv. attend V (↑µ    ) = −
(↑µ    ) = 

TheS selects four stemswill , have, beandattend, each of which is paired with a category

and a set of equations. The equations provide necessary properties to undergo affixations

or form changes. They also place a formal constraint on its morphological dependent ().

After each stem receives an affixation process via application ofR and linearisation. There

are at least two issues to be considered inR application. The first question is what an input

object ofR is. The second question is how to handle the embedding of— as far as theR

application is concerned, the depth of embedding is irrelevant. I assume that an input of

R is a union ofσ and a set of equations for morphological projection (namedτ here) andR

does not check the embedding, e.g. (↑µ * ) = −. Hence, for the pair (3.23-iv), the

following operation is postulated:
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(3.24) σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = +,
(↑  ) = + }

τ = { (↑µ    ) = −
(↑µ    ) =  }

R I,{(↑µ dep
∗

vform) = prespart},V(σ ∪ τ) = ing
attend≺ ing

The outputs form a fully inflected expressionwill have been attending. Notice that the

f-descriptionσ is not paired with each word of the expression, rather it is paired with the

construction as a whole as illustrated in paradigmatic lexical entries (3.8). So, the lexical

entry would be (3.25):

(3.25) will have been attending V (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = +
(↑  ) = +

This proposal shares the ideas found in Sadler and Spencer’s(2001) analysis on Latin de-

ponent verbs and Spencer’s (2001) analysis on Slavic auxiliary-participle periphrasis based

on Ackerman and Webelhuth’s (1998) insight on ‘constructions’. We can explicitly describe

a relation between a set of syntactic properties (f-description) and a constructional exponent,

while maintaining the morphological/inflectional regularities of each component of the con-

struction.

3.4.2 Well-formedness in c-structure

Once we correctly pair an analytic inflectional form and f-description, the next question is

how the constructional expression has correspondences to c-structure. To consider the corre-

spondences, let us start with the discussion of the well-formedness conditions in c-structure

we have observed in the previous chapter in more detail. (3.26) is a sample c-structure:

(3.26)
IP

NP

N

John

I

I

will

VP

V

like

NP

N

Mary

(3.27) a. IP → NP I
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b. I → I VP

c. VP → V NP

As summarised in Chapter 2, a tree is described by precedence (≺) and dominance (M)

relations of sets of nodes (N) and labels (L), and the correspondence between nodes and labels

is obtained by functionλ. What types of precedence and dominance relations are considered

to be well-formed is language-dependent. English generally follows theX-schemata and is

considered to be a head-initial language. Therefore, according to the simplified PS rules in

(3.27), an I precedes a VP complement and is dominated by anI, a VP dominates a V and an

NP and the head V precedes a complement NP as in (3.26).

However, one of the crucial aspects in the well-formedness of c-structure is that the con-

ditions enforced by PS rules are only applicable to the containment relations above X0 level,

i.e. beyond pre-terminal nodes. Therefore, the dominance relation between a pre-terminal

node and a terminal node such as N/Johnand I/will requires a separate principle.19 This in-

stantiation relation is essentially regulated by categorymatching. For instance,will is labelled

as I in the lexicon, so that it can only be dominated by an I nodein c-structure.

One of the implications of the well-formedness based on category matching is that it in

effect works as a positional property of each word in the configurational syntax. That is, the

category label of a pre-terminal node functions as equalityto a category of a word form, so

that terminal nodes, i.e. words, also follows theX-schemata of pre-terminal nodes. We have

observed that a finite verb in Welsh has a category I whereas a non-finite verb is a V as in

(2.88) of Chapter 2. This lexical category change explicitlystates which c-structural position

each type of verb is generated at. An even clearer case is the position of an English auxiliary.

In a declarative sentence, it is placed in an I position as shown in (3.26). But if a sentence is

in the interrogative mood, an auxiliary is base-generated in C as in (3.28):

19If the theory makes no distinction between X0 and a word form, namely a word form is one of the properties
associated with the X0, e.g. phonological feature, this point would be an issue in the lexicon. In, however,
Bresnan (2001:91) clearly distinguishes a terminal node from a pre-terminal node. Further, this separation has
an advantage for capturing a mismatch between morphological unit and syntactic unit which we will discuss
later in the chapter.
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(3.28)
CP

C

C

will

IP

NP

N

John

I

VP

V

like

NP

N

Mary

To capture the position ofwill in (3.28), it is assumed that the category ofwill is C when

it has (↑ ) = . Thus, I and C may not be lexical properties ofwill , rather they can be

regarded as a feature of positional properties. The following data of VP ellipsis ((3.29)), tag

questions ((3.30)) and negation ((3.31)) also suggest thatI is not inherently associated with

a certain type of words, rather it is a property given to a wordoccupying a certain syntactic

position.20

(3.29) a. John [I will ] [VP have been attending the lecture], but Suewon’t .
b. John [I has] [VP been attending the lecture], but Suehasn’t.
c. John [I is] [VP attending the lecture], but Sueisn’t .

(3.30) a. John [I will ] [VP have been attending the lecture],won’t he?
b. John [I has] [VP been attending the lecture],hasn’t he?
c. John [I is] [VP attending the lecture],isn’t he?

(3.31) a. John [I will not] [VP have been attending the lecture].
b. John [I hasnot] [VP been attending the lecture].
c. John [I is not] [VP attending the lecture].

Interestingly, Hudson (1999) investigates so-called complementisers in English and

reaches the conclusion that unlike undoubtedly clear Word Categories such as nouns and

verbs, they do not constitute a Word Category, rather they area Position Category. In other

words, there are words which occupy a particular configurational position C, but there is no

valid commonality to justify the syntactic property C.21

Under the current proposal where periphrasticwill like is a fully inflected expression

of lexeme. We can state a correspondence between an periphrastic expression and c-

structural positions by assigning a category label to each word. Let us look at how correspon-

dences are captured with the following set of data on the inflections of lexeme:
20Note that finiteness is not an inherent lexical property constituting a natural class of words.
21The words occupying I is more homogeneous than C in that onlyhaveandbecan appear both in I and V,

and the other so-called tense/modal auxiliaries only appear in I.
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(3.32) a. Johnlikes Mary.

b. Do you like Mary?

c. Johnwill like Mary.

d. Will Johnlike Mary?

e. I like Mary.

Firstly, let us review a possible analysis under the standard  mechanism. According to

the discussion in section 3.1, the analysis would be described as follows. In (3.32a),like

and -s are concatenated in the lexicon by rules of morphology. Since -s has f-description

(↑ ) = , (↑  ) =c 3 and (↑  ) =c , likes also carries those features

and occupies a V node in c-structure. In (3.32b), on the otherhand, suffix -s is attached to a

fronted auxiliary that occupies a C position. Therefore, itis doesthat carries the tense feature

and the constraints on subject’s number/person values. In (3.32c), the lexicon has lexical

entrywill whose category is I and it contains (↑ ) = . For (3.32d), the lexicon has a

different lexical entrywill whose category is C and contains (↑ ) =  (or (↑ ) = )

as well as (↑ ) = , sincewill in the interrogative sentence is placed in a C position.

Like in (3.32b, c, d) is different fromlike in (3.32e). The former does not have a

value; otherwise the sentence would violate the UniquenessCondition, that is the value

would clash with that ofwill . The latter, on the other hand, should contain (↑ ) = ,

because otherwise the sentence would lack the tense information. I have already pointed out

the difficulties of this approach in section 3.2.

We assume thatwill and -s are both grammatical morphemes and neither of them are

stored in the lexicon as stand-alone lexical entries. The information such as tense and mood

are associated with a fully inflected expression of lexeme. The lexeme constitutes the

paradigm according to the valued features, that isPF (〈, V, σ〉) yields a well-formed

expression of such aslikes, does likeandwill like. To label category indices for each

word, there are two options. The first one is to specify category features as one of the outputs

of the stem selection functionS as illustrated in (3.33) – (3.35).

In (3.33a), only the lexical stem is selected and this stem islabelled as V. It may be

decomposed into features as [+V, F0] according to Grimshaw’s (1991, 2000) or’s concept

of extended projection. TheR in (3.33a-ii) gives us an exponent, which in turn attaches tothe

right of the stem. As a result, the complete well-formed expression islikeswhose category

label is V. In (3.33b), on the other hand, the two stemsdo and like are selected and given

category C ([+V, F2]) and V ([+V, F0]) respectively. Each undergoes an affixation process

viaR and alignment. The first stemdoreceives a suffix to its right.22 The affix is evaluated by
22Sincedo is the only finite auxiliary that receives a regulars suffixation according the number and person

of the subject, we need to exclude the suffixation to other finite auxiliaries. This may be attained by property
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morphological metageneralisation, namely it undergoesφR, so that it is specified as correct

form es. The combination in turn becomesdoes. The second stemlike does not go through

any affixation process. (3.33b-ii) illustrate that there is no ruleapplicable to this stem called

Identity Function Default (IFD).23 Therefore,PF yields the fully inflected expression with

category labels as indoesC likeV.

(3.33) a. σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) =c 3,
(↑  ) =c  }

i. S (〈, V, σ〉) =
like V ([+V, F0]) (↑µ ) = −

(↑µ ) = +

ii. R I,{(↑tense)=pres,(↑subj pers)=c3,(↑subj num)=csg,(↑µfin)=+},[+V] (σ ∪ τ) = s

iii. like ≺ s V

b. σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) =c 3,
(↑  ) =c  }

i. S (〈, V, σ〉) =
do C ([+V, F2]) (↑µ ) = +

(↑µ ) = +
(↑µ  ) =c 

like V ([+V, F0]) (↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = 

ii. R I,{(↑tense)=pres,(↑subj pers)=c3,(↑subj num)=csg,(↑µfin)=+},[+V] (σ ∪ τ) = s
Identity Function Default (IFD)

iii. do≺ s C

like V

co-occurrence restriction ((3.14)) between the constraining equations and tense/modal features.
23Stump (2001:143) defines IFD as follows:

(i) Wheren , [p,o], Rn,{},U(〈X, σ〉) =def 〈X, σ〉

[p,o] means portmanteau rule blocks, so (i) essentially states that there is a universal rule in every rule block of
every category except for a portmanteau block that yields anoutput identical to an input. In, the IFD can
simply be defined as a universal rule that gives us no exponent(∅).
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In (3.34), the only difference between the two inflected expressions is the labels.S

specifies a different label to the stem according to in σ, so thatwill in (3.34a) is given

I ([+V, F1]), while will in (3.34b) is given C ([+V, F2]). Neither of the stems receive an

affixation (IFD). So, the output expression is identical to the stems.

(3.34) a. σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) = − }

i. S (〈, V, σ〉) =
will I ([+V, F1]) (↑µ ) = +

(↑µ ) = +
(↑µ  ) =c 

like V ([+V, F0]) (↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = 

ii. IFD

iii. will I

like V

b. σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) = − }

i. S (〈, V, σ〉) =
will C ([+V, F2]) (↑µ ) = +

(↑µ ) = +
(↑µ  ) =c 

like V ([+V, F0]) (↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = 

ii. IFD

iii. will C

like V

Finally, (3.35) shows thatS selects only one stem whose label is V ([+V, F0]). The stem

receives no affix, so the output islikeV.

(3.35) σ = { (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑  ) = −,
(↑  ) = − }



CHAPTER 3. THEORETICAL EXTENSION: ISSUES IN LFG MORPHOSYNTAX 71

i. S (〈, V, σ〉) =
like V ([+V, F0]) (↑µ ) = −

(↑µ ) = +

ii. IFD

iii. like V

Another way of labelling is to annotate each word with a category by running an algorithm

onto an output string. We can postulateL as an annotator function taking a pair of the form

andσ, and it returns the labelled form. I abbreviate this operation as in (3.36):

(3.36) a. likes
L

⇒ likesV

b. does like
L

⇒ doesC likeV

c. will like
L

⇒ will I likeV

d. will like
L

⇒ willC likeV

e. like
L

⇒ likeV

The difference between the two is where the labelling is incorporated. It is a part of the

morphological component, i.e.PF , in the former, whereas it is an interface level between

the morphology and c-structure in the latter. The choice must be made based on empirical

and theoretical plausibility. Or it could be the case that both are necessary. I leave this choice

open.

Let us look at the consequence of this paradigmatic periphrastic analysis in the parallel

levels of representations of. The following shows how interrogativedoes likeis treated:
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(3.37)
CP

↑ = ↓

C

↑ = ↓

C

Does
(↑µ ) = +
(↑µ ) = +

(↑µ  ) =c 

↑ = ↓

IP

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John
(↑ ) = ‘J’

(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

like
(↑µ  ) = −
(↑µ  ) = −

(↑µ  ) = 

(↑ )= ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 

(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = −

(↑  ) = −
(↑  ) =c 3
(↑  ) =c 

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Mary
(↑ ) = ‘M ’

(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 



 ‘ 〈,〉’
 

 




 −

 −







 ‘J’
 3
 







 ‘M ’
 3
 







 +

 +





 

 −

 −





φ

µ

The boxes in the c-structure indicate the string of the verbal projection — what Sells (2001)

calls ‘spine’. Due to the c-structure to f-structure correspondence (Bresnan 2001:102, (2.84)

in Chapter 2), the boxed nodes are all f-structure co-heads. Hence, unlike the standard as-
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sumption, (↑ ) = , (↑ )= , (↑  ) =c 3 and (↑  ) =c  are not lo-

cated underdoes, rather the f-description under the V node is associated with the periphrastic

expression as a whole.24 By this way, we can capture the intuition that the present 3rd singu-

lar is realised by the constructiondoes+ base form of the verb.Doesitself is associated with

equations of formal/morphological descriptions, so islike. Those equations place mutual for-

mal constraints upon the words within the periphrastic expression, which are represented in

the morphological structure.

The three structures in (3.37) clarify the role of the morphological component (orPF )

we have been discussing so far. Firstly, it properly pairs anexpression with a set of functional

equations, i.e. the correspondence between a word string and an f-description. Secondly,

words and c-structural positions are specified by labelling, i.e. the correspondence between a

word string and c-structure. Those two ties a lexical item (including a multi-word expression),

c-structure and f-structure together. And finally, form-related constraints within a lexical item

are described, i.e. the correspondence between f-structure and m-structure.

3.5 Morphology/c-structure mismatch

So far, we have looked at either clear synthetic or periphrastic expressions, namely the mor-

phology selects a single X0 word or multiple X0 words, each of which corresponds to a termi-

nal node in the c-structure. However, there are some cases where a morphologically complete

word unit does not seem to correspond to a single terminal node in the c-structure or more

than one morphologically complete unit seem to correspond to a single terminal node. In

other words, a mismatch between a morphological word and a syntactic word is found in

those cases. They are clearly challenging to the Lexical Integrity ((2.18) in Chapter 2), which

states that morphologically complete words are leaves of the c-structure tree and each leaf

corresponds to one and only one c-structure node. In this section, we shall look at the for-

mer type of mismatch found in European Portuguese and consider theoretical implications of

them.

Luís (2004) extensively illustrates how pronominal clitics in European Portuguese are

constructed in. It is well-known that European Portuguese, like other Romance language,

has two types of pronominal clitics depending on its linear precedence with respect to the

host. In each example of (3.38), a clitic is placed post-verbally (enclitic) and pre-verbally

24This suggests that auxiliaries that appear to take the VP as af-structural complement, i.e., or to
introduce a cannot be a part of verb’s fully inflected form. They must be syntactically combined with the
complement VP headed by V. A further investigation is required to determine which auxiliaries are treated as a
part of inflected expression.
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(proclitic):

(3.38) a. O
the

Pedro
Pedro

encontrou
found

-os,
-3..,

porque
because

os
3..

procurou.
searched

‘Pedro found them, because he searched for them.’

b. As
the

professoras
teachers

deram
gave

-lhes
-3.

lápis,
pencils;

mas
but

não
not

lhes
3.

deram
gave

papel.
paper

‘The teachers gave them pencils, but they didn’t give them paper.’

In European Portuguese, the unmarked position for pronominal clitics is post-verbal. To

position a clitic pre-verbally as in the second clauses in (3.38), certain syntactic environments

are required. In (3.38a, b), for instance, subordinate complementiserporqueand negative

markernão make the clitics placed before the host verb respectively. (3.39) is the list of

proclitic contexts/triggers (see Luís and Otoguro (2004) for how to relate thosetriggers to the

positional properties of clitics in):

(3.39) List of contexts/triggers:
a. embedded clauses introduced by complementisers, subordinate conjunctions

and relative pronouns

b. fronted focused phrases (not topicalised)

c. preverbal wh-phrases

d. operator-like preverbal adverbs/negation

e. downward entailment quantifiers and quantified subjects

Luís (2004) shows that enclitics display a significant number of affix properties such as i)

rigid ordering, ii) idiosyncratic co-occurrence restrictions, iii) fusion ((3.40)), iv) syncretism

((3.41)), v) and cluster-internal allomorphy ((3.42)):

(3.40) Fusion:

3... 3... 3... 3...
1.. mo (= me+ o) ma (= me+ a) mos (= me+ os) mas (= me+ as)
2.. to (= te+ o) ta (= te+ a) tos (= te+ os) tas (= te+ as)

O
the

João
João

deu
gave

-mo/*me o
-1..&3...

‘João gave it to me.’

(3.41) Syncretism:

3... 3... 3... 3...
3..

lho lha lhos lhas
3..

Os
the

professores
teachers

deram
gave

-lhos.
-3./.&3...
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i) ‘the teachers gave them to him/her.’
ii) ‘the teachers gave them to them.’

(3.42) Cluster-internal allomorphy:

3... 3... 3... 3...
1.. nos+ o→ no-lo nos+ a→ no-la nos+ os→ no-los nos+ as→ no-las
2.. vos+ o→ vo-lo vos+ a→ vo-la vos+ os→ vo-los vos+ as→ vo-las

A
the

Maria
Maria

compra-no-lo/*compra-nos-o.
buy-1..-3...

‘Maria buys it for us.’

Proclitics show exactly the same range of cluster-internalallomorphy and rigid ordering. So,

Luís proposes to construct both enclitics and proclitics asthe same affix unit by the realisation

rule (R) of  and to capture the difference in relative order to the verbal host in terms of

the linearisation of the affix cluster.

However, the difference between enclitics and proclitics is not just right/left linearisation

to the host. In the configurational syntax (c-structure in), enclitics must be adjacent to

the host, namely they do not allow any elements to intervene.Proclitics, on the other hand,

show some degree of separability from the host. For instance, they can take scope over a co-

ordinated phrase as in (3.43) and adverbial words can intervene between a host and a proclitic

as in (3.44):

(3.43) a. Apenas
only

a
the

minha
my

mãe
mother

me
1..

[ajudou
helped

e
and

incentivou].
encouraged

‘Only my mother helped me and encouraged me.’

b. Acho
think.1.

que
that

lhes
3..

[tinham
had

lido
read

uma
a

história
story

e
and

tinham
had

dado
given

um
a

livro].
book

‘I think that they had read them a story and given them a book.’
(3.44) Eu

I
sei
know

que
that

ele
he

o
3...

ainda
yet

não
not

visitou.
visited

‘I know that he still has not visited him.’

Me is the object of the two verbs,ajudouand incentivou, in (3.43) andlhes is an indirect

object of the two auxiliary+ verb combinations,tinham lidoand tinham dado, in (3.43b).

They do not need to appear with each conjunct, rather they occur only once preceding the

whole co-ordinated phrases. This behaviour is uncommon fora true affix. In (3.44), the two

adverbial wordsaindaandnãointervene between the clitico and the hostvisitou. Again, this

type of separation from the host is not found in a true affix.

In the morphological literature, formatives showing a morphological affix status and syn-

tactic independence at the same time are often called ‘phrasal affixes’ (Klavans 1985, Zwicky

1987, Anderson 1992 and many others). Based on those previousstudies and the observations



76 3.5. MORPHOLOGY/C-STRUCTURE MISMATCH

above, Luís concludes that proclitics in European Portuguese are phrasal affixes (syntactically

visible affixes) whereas enclitics are not. Hence, although both types of clitics are constructed

as a cluster of affixes in the same way as mentioned above, enclitics attach to a verbal stem

and proclitics attach to a phrasal position in the syntax in Luís (2004).

However, it is not a straightforward task to incorporate such an analysis of phrasal affixes

into . Due to the Lexical Integrity, a c-structure terminal must be a morphologically com-

plete word. Since proclitics in European Portuguese are morphologically affixes, they must

attach to the host to be a ‘complete’ inflected unit. But if theyoccupy a single c-structure

terminal with a host, we would lose their phrasal propertiesin the configurational syntax. To

solve the conflict between the theoretical principle and empirical dual properties, Luís and

Sadler (2003) assume that proclitics attach to a verbal phrasal node as stated in the place-

ment of the morphological component of, but do not appear in the c-structure. One clear

disadvantage is that the assumption that syntactically visible elements do not appear in the

c-structure level strongly deviates from the standard formalism (see section 2.1 in Chapter

2). Luís and Otoguro (2004, 2005a) take a different approach. We re-consider the motivation

behind the Lexical Integrity and conclude that a morphologically complete unit does not nec-

essarily correspond to a syntactically single unit (c-structure terminal) and name the former

‘morphological token’ and the latter ‘syntactic atom’ (cf.Wescoat 2002).

As a motivation of Lexical Integrity, Bresnan (2001:93) states that “while the relative

order of words in sentences is extremely free [. . . ], the relative order of stems and inflections

in words (such as the case and tense markers) is fixed.” Reflecting this empirical motivation,

the prime role of Lexical Integrity is to stop an element suchas a pure affix that does not

follow configurational syntactic principles from appearing as a c-structure terminal, which is

often found in the derivational theories.25 As shown in the behaviours of phrasal affixes, there

are some cases where a morphologically incomplete element still behaves like a syntactically

independent unit. Therefore, a solution is to postulate twodifferent types of integrities as

definitions of morphological tokens and syntactic atoms:

(3.45) a. Morphological Integrity:
Morphological tokens are well-formed stem-affix units processed in the
Paradigm Function.

b. Lexical Integrity:
Syntactic atoms are leaves of the c-structure tree and each leaf corresponds to
one and only one c-structure node following c-structural constraints.

25This -style lexicalism can be maintained since functional information is separated from c-structure.
That is, a minimal element in c-structure may correspond to several functions in f-structure; conversely, a single
function may correspond to several c-structure elements (see Bresnan 2001:93, 122n7).
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In the majority of cases, a single morphological token corresponds to a single syntactic atom.

But European Portuguese proclitics are a clear case of mismatch between them. Let us look

at how a mismatch is captured comparing proclitics and enclitics. (3.46) is a minimal pair

where the position of adverbraramenteaffect the clitic placement. In (3.46a), the adverb is

in the preverbal position, so that the clitic is placed before the verb as a proclitic. In (3.46b),

the adverb is in the postverbal position, so the clitic is in the default position (enclitic):

(3.46) a. O
the

João
João

raramente
rarely

me
1..

vê.
sees

‘João rarely sees me.’

b. O
the

João
João

vê-me
1..-sees

raramente.
rarely

ThePF constructs the two realisation patterns as follows:

(3.47) a. PF (〈ver,V, σ〉) = def

i. S (〈ver,V, σ〉) = 〈vê, I, τ〉

ii. R ...(σ ∪ τ) = me

iii. me≺ vê

b. PF (〈ver,V, σ′〉) = def

i. S (〈ver,V, σ′〉) = 〈vê, I, τ′〉

ii. R ...(σ′ ∪ τ′) = me

iii. vê≺ me

In both cases, the same stemvê is selected byS .26 R yields the same exponentme. Finally,

the linearisation is made differently between the two cases. The exponent precedes the stem

in (3.47a-ii), whereas the order is opposite in (3.47b-iii)(see Luís and Otoguro (2004) for the

detailed mechanism of those linearisations). Through those three processes, the well-formed

stem-affix combinations are defined. According to (3.45a), each one ofthem is a morpho-

logical token — let us represent a morphological token as [. .. ]. If we suppose European

Portuguese has a labelling algorithm as in (3.48) where H is averb stem andx andy are

affixes, the two morphological tokens receive labels as in (3.49):

(3.48) [x-H-y]
L

⇒ x Cl H-y I

(3.49) a. [me-vê]
L

⇒meCl vê I

b. [vê-me]
L

⇒ vê-meI

In (3.49a), a single morphological token corresponds to twosyntactic atoms,meCl andvêI. In

(3.49b), on the other hand, no mismatch is found. According to (3.45b), syntactic atoms are

26In Luís and Otoguro (2004), we claim that European Portuguese finite verbs are placed in an I position.
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c-structure terminals and follow the c-structural principles. We can postulate the following

PS rule for European Portuguese where Cl and non-projectiveÂdv are adjoined to I (cf.

Toivonen 2003):

(3.50) I → Cl Âdv* I
↑ = ↓ ↓∈ (↑ ) ↑ = ↓

Accordingly, (3.46a, b) are represented as in (3.51a, b) respectively. Further, since the PS rule

allows the intervention of non-projective adverbs, we can correctly describe the c-structure

of (3.44) (repeated as (3.52a)) as in (3.52b) where two non-projective adverbsaindaandnão

are adjoined to the I alongside the clitic:

(3.51) a.

IP

DP

o João

I

I

I

vê-me

AdvP

raramente

PF (〈, V, σ〉)
- stem:vê
- exponence:me
- placement:vê≺ me

[vê-me]

b.

IP

DP

o João

I

AdvP

raramente

I

I

Cl

me

I

vê

PF (〈, V, σ〉)
- stem:vê
- exponence:me
- placement:me≺ vê

[me-vê]

(3.52) a. Eu
I

sei
know

que
that

ele
he

o
3...

ainda
yet

não
not

visitou.
visited

‘I know that he still has not visited him.’
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b.

IP

DP

eu

I

I

sei

CP

C

C

que

IP

DP

ele

I

I

Cl

o

Âdv

ainda

Âdv

não

I

visitou

PF (〈, V, σ〉)
- stem:visitou
- exponence:o
- placement:o ≺ visitou

[o-visitou]

3.6 Interim summary

Let us summarise the architectural modifications of we made so far. As stated in the

Lexical Integrity, standard assumes a strong separation between word-internal structure

and word-external structure. A word-internal structure isa domain of the morphology, while

a word-external structure is a domain of the c-structure, and an output of the morphological

component is equal to an input to the c-structure, namely a morphologically complete word

is a leaf of c-structure. Each morphologically complete word is paired with the f-description

and undergoes a mapping function to construct the corresponding f-structure. Let us call

those theoretical assumptions ‘Word-based Lexicalism’.

Contrary to the Word-based Lexicalism, what we have proposedcan be called ‘Lexeme-

based Lexicalism’ a la Beard’s (1995). In this approach, a morphologically complete

word is not necessarily a unit paired with the f-description. As discussed in section 3.4,

Paradigm Function can pair multiple morphologically complete words and a f-description,

which gives a more natural account to the problems pointed out in section 3.1. Further, we

have observed that a morphologically complete word is not necessarily equal to a c-structure

terminal as in section 3.5. We have postulated two distinct word-hoods — morphological to-

ken and syntactic atom. Their roles are different and sensitive to different types of constraints.

The former is purely morphological and sensitive to the regular morphological principles,

whereas the latter is the purely configurational syntax and sensitive to the regular c-structural

principles. The proposal solves the puzzles of the dual properties of European Portuguese
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proclitics. Crucially, the modifications towards Lexeme-based Lexicalism still maintain the

core formal aspects of the theory summarised in Chapter 2. Principles of c-structure and f-

structure is unchanged; c-structure and f-structure correspondence is strongly maintained by

adopting the extended projection; and the projection architecture is nicely incorporated into

the morphological component of.

To conclude this chapter, let us look at simple English prepositional markings on oblique

arguments and consider what kind of proposal can be made in terms of the tripartite relation

between grammatical relations, morphology and phrase structure.

3.7 Grammatical Function encoding and periphrasis

As mentioned in Chapter 1, languages vary in how to encode dependency relations (ors)

in a clause and simply equating to  is a not plausible grammatical description. In this

section, our focus turns to adpositions. In general, adpositions indicate dependency relations

between marked nominals and the governing predicate such asgrammatical relations and

various types of adjunct relations. I shall summarise the Classic analysis found in Kaplan

and Bresnan (1982) and another analysis found in Bresnan (1982a) and Dalrymple (2001)

focusing on the lexical entry of English prepositionto and how its f-description is mapped

onto f-structure. I then consider how the architecture we have discussed so far gives an insight

to the current analysis. The argument gives a favour to a realisational approach to adpositions.

3.7.1 P in

3.7.1.1  embedded f-structure

Kaplan and Bresnan (1982) propose a lexical entry for the grammatical use of the preposition

to found in (3.53) as (3.54a). (3.54b) is a lexical entry for thegoverning verbhanded(Kaplan

and Bresnan 1982:197):

(3.53) A girl handed a toyto the baby.

(3.54) a. to P (↑ ) = 

b. handed V (↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = ‘〈(↑ ),(↑ ),(↑  )〉’
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To has (prepositional case)27 and the verbhandedsubcategorises for the of the

preposition as indicated by (↑ ) = ‘〈. . . (↑  )〉’, so that the existence of the

of to does not cause a violation of the Coherence condition, even though to itself lacks a

, i.e. it does not state that it takes an. A simplified version of the English PS rules

is shown in (3.55) and the resultant c-structure for (3.53) would be (3.56) accompanied with

the corresponding f-structure (Kaplan and Bresnan 1982:197):

(3.55) a. VP → V NP NP PP*
↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ 2) = ↓ (↑ (↓ )) = ↓

b. PP → P NP
↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓

(3.56) a.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

a girl

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

handed

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

a toy

(↑ (↓ )) = ↓
PP

↑ = ↓

P

to

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

the baby

b.






 

 

 ‘’



 

 ‘〈,, 〉’





 

 

 ‘’







 





 

 

 ‘’







One of the crucial points is that the value of the preposition is identified with the gram-

matical function of the prepositional phrase as a whole. I emphasise this point by connect-

ing the two by the line in the f-structure. This is attained bythe functional identification

27For adjunct use such as locativein found inin the garden, a preposition is thought to have a value, e.g.
(↑ ) = ‘ 〈(↑ )〉’.
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(↑ (↓ )) = ↓. Although this analysis reflects the traditional view that apreposition takes

an object, the preposition is ‘transparent’ in that it does not have a and the whole prepo-

sitional phrase including the object noun phrase is subcategorised for by the verbhanded.

The only function of the preposition is indicating the external dependency relation, i.e. gram-

matical function of the whole prepositional phrase.

3.7.1.2 Flat f-structure

Some other works in reflect the transparent property of prepositions more straightfor-

wardly. I summarise Dalrymple’s (2001) treatment, which isoriginally proposed in Bresnan

(1982a). She assumes the following lexical entries for a grammatical use of the preposition

to and the verbhanded(cf. Dalrymple 2001:152):

(3.57) a. to P (↑ ) = goal

b. handed V (↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = ‘〈(↑ ),(↑ ),(↑ goal)〉’

For oblique grammatical function and value, Dalrymple usesθ (recall thatθ is a

variable for the thematic property of oblique function). Hence,tohas the valuegoal as

in (3.57a). (3.57b) shows thathandedsimply subcategorises for (↑ goal), not (↑ goal )

((↑  ) in Kaplan and Bresnan’s notation). The upshot of this changecan be seen in the

following c-structure and f-structure (the irrelevant part is omitted) (cf. Dalrymple 2001:151–

3):

(3.58) a.
(↑ (↓ )) = ↓

PP

↑ = ↓

P

to

↑ = ↓

DP

↑ = ↓

D

the

↑ = ↓

NP

baby

b.


 ‘〈,,goal〉’

goal



 goal

 

 

 ‘’



. . .



Unlike Kaplan and Bresnan (1982), the DP, complement of the P,is annotated as an f-structure

co-head, i.e.↑ = ↓. The DP is also introduced as a functional projection developed in.

As a result of the changes, the f-structure ofgoal becomes flat, which has an embedded

 in Kaplan and Bresnan (1982). That is, all the f-descriptionsassociated with the P, D and

NP are mapped onto the same level of f-structure. Although Dalrymple (2001) still regards

P as a lexical category, the c-structure and f-structure indicate that P can be treated as a part
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of nominal functional projection. Treating a preposition as a part of extended projection of

a noun is also found in Grimshaw (1991, 2000, 2003).28 One of the clear advantages of

this change is the mapping from a(rgument)-structure to grammatical functions. It is easy to

capture the mapping of a goal argument ontogoal under the Lexical Mapping Theory ()

(Levin 1986, Bresnan and Kanerva 1989), while it is unclear how to map a goal argument

to complex (goal ) function. Further, cross-linguistically, it is hard to justify the 

embedded in the f-structure. In principle, unmotivated cross-linguisticvariations of f-

structure must be minimum. But, many languages mark an function of noun phrase by

affixes or clitics, in which case it is impossible to argue the existence of an within an

. In sum, although the Classic analysis found in Kaplan and Bresnan (1982) reflects

the traditional observation that a preposition takes an object noun phrase, bringing this fact

into f-structure is not desirable conceptually and empirically. Thus, the f-structure co-head

approach found in Bresnan (1982a) and Dalrymple (2001) must be favoured. The next step

is re-casting this flat f-structure approach under the current realisation model of morphology

by treating prepositions as free grammatical morphemes.

3.7.2 Proposal

The proposal rejecting lexical category (or lexeme) statusof adpositions is not uncommon.

In addition to Grimshaw, Baker (2003), for example, claims that adpositions do not belong

to a lexical category. Beard (1995), arguing against Jackendoff (1977) extensively, claims

that adpositions are not lexemes, rather they are free grammatical morphemes according to

the criteria in section 3.3.1. I summarise some points very briefly. Firstly, adpositions belong

to tightly closed classes, which constitute paradigmatic organisation. This point becomes

clearer in comparison with clear-cut examples of lexemes such as nouns, verbs and adjec-

tives. Secondly, adpositions normally do not take part in derivational morphology. It is quite

unlikely to create a derived lexeme from an adposition productively. Thirdly, adpositions

often contract and cliticise. A cliticisation ofa le into au in French is one instance. Finally,

adpositions are dependency markers to a governing predicate. It is reflected in’s func-

tional identification (↑ (↓ )) = ↓ as well. Considering those fact, there are a number of

reasons to assume that adpositions do not belong to lexemes.

28Bresnan (2001:123n20) argues against treating P as a functional category referring to Bresnan (1995).
However, the argument in Bresnan (1995) is that the different distributions between locative expressions in
English and Chichêwa indicate that English has a PP projection whereas Chicheŵa locative markers are clitics,
i.e. the locative expression is an NP. It is unclear to me whether it would be a counter argument to the assumption
that P is a functional projection, since a distinction between PP and NP is made in c-structure or lexical category
status.
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Grimshaw (2003:43) summarises the distributional properties of so-called English prepo-

sitions as follows:

(3.59) a. Only verbal (C):
that, while, although

b. Only nominal (P):
during, despite, locatives, directionals

c. Both verbal and nominal (P and C):
after, before, since, until, for, to, from, than, as

We have observed that functional categories such as I and C are positional classes and there

is no inherent common properties among the words occupying those positions. Considering

that fact, the distributional overlap between C and P is not surprising. It suggests that so-

called prepositions are simply a type of words occupying an extended head (or possibly the

highest extended head) of both verbal and nominal projections.29

Grimshaw explicitly formulates a nominal extended projection including prepositions as

follows, which is parallel to the verbal projection:

(3.60) a. N [−V +N] F0
b. D [−V +N] F1
c. P [−V +N] F2

(3.61)
PP

P

P DP

D

D NP
The question is how to integrate the functional extended projection and flat f-structure

into the current modified architecture of proposed above. One option is to simply transfer

Dalrymple’s approach. A set of equations is paired with an analytic expression. Thus, the

PF placesto the babyin the paradigm space as follows:30

(3.62) σ = { (↑ ) = ‘’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = goal }

29This type of distributional overlap is widely observed in languages. In Japanese, for instance, formatives
such askara ‘since, from’, made‘until’, yori ‘than’, nara ‘if, as for’, sika ‘only’, dake‘only’ and hodo ‘as,
about, the more’ are all used both as nominal and clausal particles (see Chapter 6 for details).

30I omit the morphological equations for each stem. They may include a formal restriction for pronouns as
found into him.
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i. S (〈, N,σ〉) =
to P ([+N, F2])

the D ([+N, F1])

baby N ([+N, F0])

ii. IFD

iii. to P

theD

babyN

We retain the normal PS rules of VP as in (3.63a). Since P and D are extended heads of
a noun projection, they are f-structure co-heads accordingto the c-structure and f-structure
correspondence. Thus, the PS rules for them would be (3.63b,c):

(3.63) a. VP → V

{
NP
DP

} {
NP
DP

}
PP

↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ 2) = ↓ (↑ (↓ )) = ↓

b. PP → P DP
↑ = ↓ ↑ = ↓

c. DP → D NP
↑ = ↓ ↑ = ↓

Another option is to incorporate Nordlinger’s (1998) Constructive Morphology. Based

on the fact that some affixes are used as a signal of grammatical function (), Nordlinger

proposes that is constructed from the affix itself. To this end, she assumes that an inside-out

designator is associated with the affix. First of all, let us look at how an inside-out designator

works in comparison with an outside-in. Consider the following example:

(3.64)
VP

( f 1) = f 2

DP

f 2 = f 3

D

the

f 2 = f 4

NP

baby

f 1




f 2, f3, f4


 

 ‘’





The f-structures corresponding to the VP, DP, D and NP aref 1, f 2, f 3 and f 4 respectively

as indicated in the functional identifications in the c-structure. To refer to the f-structure of

the DP from the VP, we use the outside-in designator as shown in ( f 1 ), namely ‘f 1’s

’. Since the f-structure of the DP isf 2, to state that of the VP’s f-structure is the

DP’s f-structure, we use (f 1 ) = f 2 ((↑ ) = ↓ in arrow notation). The one that plays the

opposite role is the inside-out designator. That is, if we want to refer to the VP’s f-structure
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from the DP, we use a notation ( f 2) (( ↑) in arrow notation). In other words, ( f 2)

states thatf 2 is the value of of the outer f-structure (f 1 in this case).

Nordlinger’s innovation is that an inside-out designator is paired with a bearing affix

and it is allowed to define the outside f-structure (Nordlinger 1998:96):

(3.65) galalarrinyi-ni
dog.-

gini-ng-a
3...-1.-

dawu
bite

bugayini-ni
big.-

‘The big dog bit me.’

(3.66) a. ni (↑ ) = 
(( ↑) )

b.
N

↑ = ↓

N

galalarrinyi
(↑ ) = 

↑ = ↓

Aff

ni
(↑ ) = 
(( ↑) )





 ‘’
 







(3.65) is a sentence of Wambaya. Nordlinger treats the affix ni as an ergative case marker and

it is attached to a subject noun of a transitive verb. Thus, (3.66a) is the proposed lexical entry

of ni. It is paired with (↑ ) = . Crucially it also defines thes of the outer f-structure.

(( ↑) ) defines two f-structures: Firstly, the f-structure of N with ni is a value of

as suggested by ( ↑), i.e. it constructs in the outer f-structure; secondly, the outer

f-structure also takes as one of its values. The c-structure and the f-structure in (3.66b)

illustrate those points.

Adopting Nordlinger’s insight to the current morphological model is relatively straight-

forward. The replacement of the f-description as in (3.67) establishes an association of the

constructive inside-out designator and a PP oblique argument. Since the of PP is directly

defined by the PP itself (or marking on the argument), (↑ (↓ )) = ↓ is no longer neces-

sary. Instead, we can simply annotate underspecified to a PP argument under VP as in

(3.68):

(3.67) σ = { (↑ ) = ‘’,
(↑ ) = ,
(↑ ) = ,
(goal ↑) }

(3.68) VP → V

{
NP
DP

} {
NP
DP

}
PP

↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ 2) = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓
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Although this option works well for the given example and theassociation between a

dependency marker and a plays a crucial role in the grammar in many language, there

is a potential difficulty. In English, a number of verbs and predicative adjectives require a

certain prepositional phrase as their. For instance, (3.69) shows thatparticipate, talk and

dependenttake objects headed byin, to andon respectively:

(3.69) a. The lecturer participated [PP in the discussion group].

b. The students talked [PP to the lecturer].

c. They were dependent [PP on him].

The status of the PPs is found in passivisation as shown in (3.70). A promotion of

to  is not possible whereas that of and2 is allowed as illustrated in the contrast

between (3.71a, b) and (3.71c):

(3.70) The lecturer was talked to by the students.

(3.71) a. *The baby was handed a toy to by a girl.

b. *The baby was given a toy to by a girl.

c. The baby was given a toy by a girl.

Therefore, it is undesirable to encode the via inside-out designator in a PP projection. If

we keep the association between and a PP, we can easily state the formal requirement

placed upon a PP argument by a verb as in (3.72) (cf. Buttet al.1999:128–9):31

(3.72) a. participate V (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 

31Bresnan (1982a:398–9), proposes lexical entries forrely as in (i):

(i) a. [rely]V , (↑ ) = ‘-〈()(ON)〉’

b. [rely on]V , (↑ ) = ‘-〈()()〉’

(ii) a.
S

NP

Mary

VP

V

relies

PP

P

on

NP

John

b.
S

NP

Mary

VP

V

relies on

NP

John

(i-a) states thatrely takesON, namely the oblique argument whose value is. In (i-b), on is incorpo-
rated intorely following Bresnan’s (1982c: 50–72) V-P Incorporation, so that rely on takes. In the former
case, the V node isrely and its sister is a PP in the c-structure as shown in (ii-a). Inthe latter case, on the other
hand,rely onoccupies the V node and its sister is an NP as in (ii-b). The current proposal can capture the
status of PPon John, while maintaining the c-structure like (ii-a).
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b. talked V (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 

According to the lexical entry of (3.72b), the c-structure and f-structure for (3.69b) are repre-

sented as follows:

(3.73)
IP

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

the students

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

talked

(↑ ) = ↓
PP

↑ = ↓

P

to

↑ = ↓

DP

↑ = ↓

D

the

↑ = ↓

NP

lecturer



 ‘〈,〉’
 





 ‘’
 

 







 ‘’
 

 

 





We can extend this approach to as well. is also a grammatical function governed

by a predicate. For instance, verbs such ashand, give, sell and donateall require a PP

oblique argument headed byto, whereasdeprivetakes a PP headed byof .32 So, the can

be specified as follows:

(3.74) a. handed V (↑ ) = ‘〈,,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 

b. deprived V (↑ ) = ‘〈,,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 

This line of proposal can remove the identification of to  ((↑ (↓ )) = ↓). Thus,

the PS rule of VP can be stated as in (3.75).33 This is a kind of rule found in the grammar

as well (cf. Buttet al.1999:19):

32Locative PPs tend to be diverse in terms of prepositional marking. Forinstance, verbs likeplace, put
andleavecan take various PPs such ason, onto, in, for and so on.

33In this proposal, a function of is no longer a specification, rather it becomes a formal manifestation
of prepositional marking. So, it might be more plausible to state the constraint over morphological structure as
in ((↑ )µ ) = . I leave this issue open.
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(3.75) VP → V



NP
DP
PP



{
NP
DP

}
PP

↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ 2) = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓

The combination of a modified lexical entry of verb, a periphrastic inflectional expression of

PP and the PS rule yields the following c-structure and f-structure:

(3.76)
IP

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

a girl

↑ = ↓

I

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

handed

(↑ ) = ↓
DP

a toy

(↑ ) = ↓
PP

↑ = ↓

P

to

↑ = ↓

DP

↑ = ↓

D

the

↑ = ↓

NP

↑ = ↓

N

baby
(↑ ) = ‘’

(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 



 ‘〈,,〉’
 





 ‘’
 

 







 ‘’
 

 







 ‘’
 

 

 





This kind of treatment of PP also provides a straightforwardaccount to the Spanish in-

direct object shown in the Information Spreading analysis of Andrews and Manning (1999)

(section 2.4.3 in Chapter 2).

A possible objection to this analysis is a removal of type specification of . It is a

common practice in to specify the type of asgoal, loc and so on. However,

I know no syntactic phenomenon that requires a reference to atype of  — a functional

uncertainty path sensitive togoal and loc distinction, for example. Thematic role or

semantic role of argument can be referred to relevant feature in argument-structure and

semantic-structure. Therefore, the proposal does not damage the explanatory power of the

framework.
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3.8 Summary

In this chapter, we have modified the morphology and syntax interfaces in based on the

concept of lexeme and realisation morphology. Firstly, we have rejected word-based lexical-

ism and introduced lexeme-based lexicalism. Following theinsights found in Beard’s (1995)

, the paradigmatic lexicon is postulated where fully inflected expressions are paired

with functional descriptions regardless of their surface forms. Further, we have discussed a

correspondence between morphological unit and syntactic unit by considering periphrastic

inflection in English and European Portuguese proclisis. Wehave then looked at how gram-

matical relation encoding by prepositions in English can becaptured under the current pro-

posal. Those discussions have established the basis required in the following chapters. The

paradigmatic lexicon will play a crucial role in the analysis of Icelandic in the next chap-

ter. The periphrastic encoding will further be developed in the analyses of Hindi-Urdu in

Chapter 5 and Japanese in Chapter 6.



Chapter 4

Case and agreement in Icelandic

Icelandic is well-known for its complicated case marking patterns, in particular it allows a

wide range of quirky case markings both on subjects and objects. One of the intriguing

properties of such diverse case marking patterns is their relation to agreement. That is, the

controller of agreement changes depending on which case is assigned to which argument

NP. This complex interaction between case marking and agreement is challenging to any

kind of grammatical theory. In, Andrews (1982, 1990) provides a detailed analysis of

the phenomena. However, his proposal has some disadvantages: It does not fit well to the

theoretical assumptions of; and it is not applicable to other languages as a general theory

of case and agreement. This chapter is an attempt to pursue analternative. I propose a case

theory which combines the structural and lexical approaches to case assignment found in the

 literature. Further, I introduce a new approach to agreement. The combination of the two

proposals nicely captures the Icelandic data. Moreover, itcan be a general approach to case

and agreement cross-linguistically.

The chapter is organised as follows. In section 4.1, the basic set of data of case and agree-

ment in Icelandic is introduced. Section 4.2 presents semantic properties of non-canonical

case marking. In section 4.3, we shall summarise the mismatches between case marking and

form discussed in Sigurðsson (2003). Section 4.4 is devotedto the overview of agreement

in the language. I will summarise the previous account of the phenomena based on the

assumption of composite Grammatical Functions () found in Andrews (1982, 1990) and

point out the difficulties of the analysis in section 4.5. Section 4.6 is the analysis consisting

of two points. In the first part, I start with the discussion ofthe concept of. I propose two

types of assignment mechanism. The second part is the analysis of theagreement. Based

on the off-path constraints (Dalrymple 1993), I introduce a path approach. I illustrate that the

proposal neatly accounts for the data without resort to composites. Further, I provide a

91
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unified account for agreement inside an NP.

4.1 Overview of case markings

In this section, I will summarise the case marking patterns on subjects and objects in Ice-

landic. Yipet al. (1987:228ff) provide exhaustive lists as in (4.1):

(4.1) a. Intransitive
Nom, Dat, Gen, Acc

b. Transitive
Nom-Nom (Acc-Nom) (Gen-Nom) Dat-Nom
Nom-Acc Acc-Acc
Nom-Dat
Nom-Gen (Acc-Gen)

(4.1a, b) are lists of possible case markings on a subject of an intransitive verb and on a

subject-object pair of a transitive verb respectively. Thepatterns in parentheses suggest that

they are uncommon. As in other languages with nominative-accusative case system, the

nominative is the canonical marking on subjects. That is, nominative subjects are unrestricted

with respect to thematic roles or the like; they can be agents, themes, goals, or experiencers.

The other markings on subjects are non-canonical (i.e. lexical, quirky or oblique). As for

objects, the accusative, as often assumed, is the canonicalcase. Therefore, the distributions

where we find a dative/genitive/accusative subject and/or a nominative/dative/genitive object

are the non-canonical patterns. I will discuss each one of them in the following subsections.

4.1.1 Subjects

It is well-known that a subject NP with a non-canonical case marking (oblique subject) in

Icelandic, unlike in German, is a true subject of the clause,though it does not trigger an

agreement with a finite verb (Zaenenet al.1985) (see below for the discussion of agreement).

Andrews (2001b:89) reports that there are thirteen pieces of evidence for the subjecthood of

such an oblique case marked NP. Since the argument of the subject-status has been discussed

extensively in the literature, I simply assume that they aretrue subjects.

(4.2) illustrates a dative case marking on subject. This pattern is extremely common in

Icelandic. When the predicate is transitive, the object is always marked by the nominative.

(4.2) Dative subject
a. Barninu

the.child.
batnaði
recovered from

veikin
the.disease.

‘The child recovered from the disease.’
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b. Mér
me.

kólnar
getting cold

‘I am getting cold.’

A rough generalisation of the properties of this type is thatmost of the dative subjects are

an experiencer argument of a psychological predicate. However, as we will see below, not

all the experiencer subjects are marked by the dative. Some are marked by the nominative

like a subject ofsjá ‘see’, and others are by the accusative like a subject ofvantar ‘lack’.

In addition, theme, goal and benefactive arguments are often marked by the dative as well

(Sigurðsson 2003:231):

(4.3) a. Henni
her.

hlotnaðist
got

mikill
much

heiður.
honour.

‘She acquired great honour./She was greatly honoured.’

b. Rigningunni
the.rain.

slotaði.
abated/ceased.

‘It stopped raining.’

Another non-canonical pattern is an accusative marking on subject. It, again, is often

found in a subject of an intransitive verb as shown in (4.4a).In transitive verbs, as summarised

in (4.1b), the pattern where both subject and object are marked by the accusative is found as

in (4.4b), though it shows slightly restricted distributions. The genitive or nominative case on

an object NP is extremely rare, in particular, the combination of an accusative subject and a

nominative object is idiomatic and non-productive — Yipet al. (1987:231) report only two

instances,sækja‘seek’ andhenda‘happen to someone’.

(4.4) Accusative subject

a. Mig
me.

kelur
freezing

‘I am freezing/getting frostbitten.’

b. Drengina
the.boys.

vantar
lacks

mat
food.

‘The boys lacks food.’

c. Mig
me.

sækir
seeks

syfja.
sleepiness.

‘I am sleepy.’

A genitive marking on subjects is extremely rare, but a restricted set of predicates such as

gæta‘noticed’ andgeta‘mentioned’ shows this pattern:

(4.5) Genitive subject
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a. Verkjanna
the.pains.

gætir
noticeable

ekki
not

‘The pains are not noticeable.’

b. Konungs
the.king.

var
was

þangað
thither

von
expectation.

‘The king was expected there.’

4.1.2 Objects

The canonical case on objects is the accusative. However, Icelandic, like many other lan-

guages, shows non-canonical case markings on objects as well. The one most widely found

is a dative object. A direct object marked by the dative can bea benefactive as in (4.6a) and

a theme as in (4.6b). Under those cases, a subject is always inthe nominative (see (4.1))

(Andrews 1982:466, 2000:95):

(4.6) Dative object
a. Þeir

they
björguðu
rescued

stúlkunni.
the.girl.

‘They rescued the girl.’

b. Hann
he

kastaði
threw

steinum
rock.

í
at

ljósastaur.
lightpost

‘He threw a rock at the lightpost.’

A genitive marking on objects is also observed as shown in (4.7) (Andrews 1982:467,

2001a:95, Yipet al.1987:230):

(4.7) Genitive object
a. Stúlkan

the.girl.
beiðmín
awaited me.

‘The girl waited for me.’

b. Ég
I

vænti
expected

skipsins.
the.ship.

‘I expected the ship.’

c. Mig iðrar þess.
me. repents this.
‘I repent this.’

Genitive objects occur with nominative subjects, but Yipet al.(1987:230) report one example

of the combination of an accusative subject and a genitive object — in Old Icelandicminna

‘remember’ also shows this pattern.

It is well-known that the non-canonical case on objects is preserved under passivisation

in Icelandic (Andrews 1982:467, 2001a:95):
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(4.8) a. Stúlkunni
the.girl.

var
was

bjargað.
rescued

‘The girl was rescued.’

b. Skipsins
the.ship.

var
was

vænt.
expected

‘The ship was expected.’

This case preservation shows a clear contrast to the canonical accusative case object. An

accusative marked object changes its case to the nominativeunder passivisation as in (4.9):

(4.9) a. Höskuldur
Höskuldur.

sannfærði
convinced

hana.
her.

‘Hoskuldur convinced her.’

b. Hún
she.

var
was

sannfærð
convinced

af
by

Höskuldi.
Höskkuldur.

‘She was convinced by Hoskuldur.’

However, accusative objects illustrate one aspect of the rather complicated picture of the

Icelandic case marking system. It is often claimed that there seems to be two different types of

accusatives on object NPs. That is, although cross-linguistically the accusative is the default

case for the objects, Icelandic appears to have a lexical accusative case on objects in addition

to the default accusative. Zaenen and Maling (1984) show thefollowing patterns involving

transitive-unaccusative alternations:

(4.10) a. Stormurinn
the.storm.

blés
blew

strompinn
the.chimney.

af
of

húsinu
the.house

‘The storm blew the chimney off the house.’

b. Strompurinn
the.chimney.

blés
blew

af
off

húsinu.
the.house

‘The chimney blew off the house.’

(4.11) a. Verkamennirnir
the.workers.

breikkuðu
widened

veginn.
the.road.

‘The workers widened the road.’

b. Vegurinn
the.road.

breikkaði.
widened

‘The road widened.’

Although both types of accusatives show exactly the same behaviour under passivisation, i.e.

both change to the nominative, the lexical accusative is preserved when the verb is used as an

unaccusative verb as in (4.10), while the structural accusative becomes the nominative under

the same situation as in (4.11).1

1As discussed in Zaenen and Maling (1984), the dative is peculiar in this respect. Some are preserved when
the verb is unaccusative like the lexical accusative case, but others change to the nominative. Note that both
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Another deviation from the canonical object case marking isnominative objects. They

are the default case when the subject is in the dative. We alsofind both subject and object

are marked by the nominative. As we have seen in the previous subsection, however, the

combination of an accusative subject and a nominative object is hardly found and they are

basically idiomatic expressions.

4.2 Properties of oblique case marking

The linking between a certain case marking on an argument NP and the argument’s semantic

properties is arbitrary in many cases. Therefore, it seems impossible to find a one-to-one

correlation between a certain semantic property and a certain case marking. However, there

are some interesting tendencies between them that is worth mentioning, so I summarise some

of them found in the literature. Jónsson (1997–8:35–9) investigate 337 verbs taking taking

accusative and dative subjects and show the distribution ofthem based on thematic roles as

in (4.12) (quoted in Eythórsson 2002:198):

(4.12)
Accusative Dative T

Theme 14 19 33
Goal 0 20 20
Experiencer 37 227 264
Unclassified 7 13 20
T 58 279 337

The table suggests that a dative subject on an experiencer argument is the most common as-

sociation. One of the semantic differences between the predicates taking a dative experiencer

subject and those taking an accusative subject is that the former are associated with psycho-

logical states as in (4.13a), whereas the latter are with physiological states (4.13b) (Andrews

1982:461–3).

(4.13) a. Mér
me.

býður
is-nauseated

við
at

setningafraeði.
syntax

‘I abhor syntax.’

b. Mig
me.

velgir
is-nauseated

við
at

setningafræði.
syntax

‘Syntax turns my stomach.’

The predicates taking an accusative subject also tend to be associated with aimless, gradual

motions, whereas the predicates taking a dative subject tend to be sharp, sudden motions.

types remain dative under passivisation.
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The accusative case on an experiencer subject can be alteredto the dative, which is

frowned on by Icelandic language teachers. This phenomenonis called Dative Sickness (DS)

(Smith 1994, 1996). Therefore, although a subject oflangar is normally in the accusative as

in (4.14a), it can also be in the dative as in (4.14b) (Smith 1996:22):

(4.14) a. Mig
me.

langar
longs

að
to

fara.
go

‘I long to go’

b. Mér
me.

langar
longs

að
to

fara.
go

Interestingly, when the subject undergoes the DS, sometimes the object changes its case as

well. For instance, verbs of lackingbrestaandþrýtashow the dative-nominative pattern when

they change an accusative subject into a dative one by DS ((4.15a) vs. (4.16a) and (4.15b)

vs. (4.16b)).Vantar, on the other hand, retains the accusative marking even whenits subject

chages to the dative as in (4.15c) and (4.16c) (Smith 1996:28–9):

(4.15) a. Mig
me.

brestur
lacks

kjark.
courage.

‘I lack courage.’

b. Mennina
the.men.

þrýtur
lacks

mat.
food.

‘The men lack food.’

c. Mig
me.

vantar
lacks

hníf.
knife.

‘I lack a knife.’

(4.16) a. Mér
me.

brestur
lacks

kjarkur.
courage.

b. Honum
him.

þraut
lacked

þróttur.
strength

c. Mér
me.

vantar
lacks

hníf.
knife.

One point to note in the DS is that the alternation is strictlyrestricted to an accusative

experiencer argument (Smith 1996:27–8):

(4.17) a. Bátinn/*Bátinum
the.boat./the.boat.

rak
drifted

til
to

hafs.
sea.

‘The boat drifted to sea.’

b. Manninn/*Manninum
the.man./the.boat.

bar
could be seen

við
against

bæinn.
the.house

‘The man could be seen against the house.’
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In (4.17), since the subjects are not an experiencer, the DS is not allowed. Therefore, although

it is not the case that a certain case is directly associated with a thematic role, it is reasonable

to assume that the account of the DS needs to refer to both caseand a thematic property of an

NP.2

Another interesting aspect of the semantics of case markingis that there are some cases

where a non-canonical marking on subjects must not occur. Jónsson (2003) provides an

extensive survey of such cases. Firstly, agentive subjectsare never marked by the dative,

accusative or genitive, i.e. they are always in the nominative. There are some caveats about

this notion of agentivity. Agentive in this case is very broad and should not be taken as a

thematic role agent or the like. (5.89) is examples whereblæðais used in different meanings

(Jónsson 2003:130):

(4.18) a. Mér
me.

blæddi
bled

‘I was bleeding.’

b. Mér
me.

blæðir
bleeds

þetta
this.

í
in

augum
eyes

‘I am deeply troubled by this.’

c. Ég
I.

blæddi
paid

‘I paid.’

An unaccusative use ofblæða‘bleed’ takes a dative subject as shown in (5.89a).Blæðaalso

has a metaphorical meaning in which the subject is marked by the dative as in (5.89b). In both

cases, the subjects are experiencers. Ifblæðameans ‘pay’, however, its subject is agentive.

According to the generalisation just mentioned, the subject cannot be marked by the oblique

cases. Therefore, only the nominative is allowed as illustrated in (5.89c).

Secondly, Jónsson (2003:135) suggests the following two conditions which prohibit an

oblique subject:

(4.19) a. Psych-verbs denoting strong positive feelings cannot have an oblique subject

b. Psych-verbs which canonically take animate objects cannot have an oblique
subject

Since both refer to psych-verbs, the subjects are experiencer arguments. For (4.19a), Jóns-

son lists verbs of admirations, worship, love, necessity and desire. Although the ‘strong

positive feeling’ is a rather vague notion, the point can be highlighted by the case marking

2Icelandic has another case alternation where an accusativesubject changes to the nominative. This alterna-
tion is not constrained by thematic properties. See Smith (1994, 1996) for details.
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contrast between verbs having a similar meaning but different strength of the feeling (Jónsson

2003:138-9):

(4.20) a. Krakkarnir
the.kids.

vilja
want

fara.
go

‘The kids want to go.’

b. Krakkana
the.kids.

langar
wants

að
to

fara.
go

‘The kids want to go.’

c. Ég
I.

þarf
need

peninga.
money.

‘I need money (right now).’

d. Mig
me.

vantar
needs

peninga.
money.

‘I need money.’

Sincevilja denotes a stronger feeling thanlanga, it is not allowed to take an oblique subject

as in (4.20a). Similarly, the necessity denoted byþarf is stronger than that byvanta, which

makes the subject in the nominative in (4.20c). The strengthdifference, Jónsson argues, is

confirmed by the fact that verbs likevilja andþarf cannot take intensifier prefixdauðand

sár as they already denote the strong feelings. Such prefixations are possible forlangaand

vanta:

(4.21) a. Krakkanadauðlangar/sárlangar að fara.

b. Mig bráðvantar/sárvantar peninga.

c. *Krakkarnirdauðvilja/sárvilja fara.

d. *Ég bráðþarf/sárþarf peninga.

(4.19b) is relatively straightforward. Some verbs canonically take an animate object by

their semantic nature. Jónsson notes that the object ofvorkenna‘feel sorry for’ andsam-

gleðjast ‘be happy for’ must be animate, and therefore the subject must be marked by the

nominative. Although verbs likelelskar ‘love’ and hatar ‘hate’ can also take an inanimate

object, the canonical status of an animate object is confirmed by the fact that i) a missing

object can only be understood as animate (4.22); and ii) theycan only be passivised if the

object is animate (4.23) (Jónsson 2003:140):

(4.22) Hann
he

kann
knows

að
to

elska
love

en
but

ekki
not

að
to

hata.
hate

‘He knows how to love (people) but not how to hate (people).’

(4.23) a. María var hötuð af öllum.
‘Mary was hated by everyone.’
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b. *Poppkkorn er hatað af öllum.
‘Popcorn is hated by everyone.’

The combination of a nominative subject and an animate object conversely suggests that

psych-verbs with an oblique subject do not take an animate noun phrase as their canonical

object. Jónsson claims that psych-verbs with an oblique subject typically denote feelings

towards events or inanimate things. For example,sárna ‘hurt’ cannot take an inanimate

object without a preposition. In addition,gruna ‘suspect’ takes a nominative subject when

the object is animate as in (4.24a), while it takes an accusative subject when the object is a

clause as in (4.24b). (Jónsson 2003:142):

(4.24) a. Þeir
they.

gruna
suspect

mig
me.

um
of

að
to

hafa
have

stolið
stolen

smjörinu.
th.butter

‘They suspect me of having the stolen butter.’

b. Þá
them.

grunar
suspects

að
that

ég
I

hafi
have

stolið
stolen

smjörinu.
the.butter

‘They suspect that I have stolen the butter.’

We now turn to the properites of case on theme subjects. Although theme subjects in

Icelandic are dominantly marked by the nominative, about 30verbs take an accusative or

dative theme subject. The distributions of dative subjectsand accusative subjects are almost

equal as shown in (4.12). Jónsson highlights motion verbs that take theme subjects. The

constraint which does not allow motion verbs to take obliquesubjects is as follows (Jónsson

2003:144):

(4.25) Strictly intransitive motion verbs cannot have an oblique theme subject.

Jonsson claims that ‘strictly intransitive’ means that motion verbs that are able to func-

tion as both intransitives and transitives without any morphological change can take ac-

cusative/dative theme subjects. If a verb requires -st suffix to behave as an intransitive, it

always takes a nominative subject. Those points are highlighted in the following contrasts:

(4.26) a. Brimið
the.surf.

rak
drove

bátinn
the.boat.

á
to

land.
shore

‘The surf drove the boat to the shore.’

b. Bátinn
the.boat.

rak
drove

á
to

land.
shore

‘The boat was driven to the shore.’

(4.27) a. Tillagan
the.proposal.

þokaði
moved

málinu
the.case.

áleiðis.
forward

‘The proposal moved the case forward.’
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b. Málinu
the.case.

þokaði
moved

áleiðis.
forward

‘The case moved forward.’

(4.28) a. Jón
John.

hreyfði
moved

stólinn.
the.chair.

‘John moved the chair.’

b. Stóllinn
the.chair.

hreyfðist
moved

‘The chair moved.’

In (4.26) and (4.27), the verbs can be either an intransitiveor a transitive and take an ac-

cusative subject and a dative subject respectively. (4.28), however, suggests that the subject

must be in the nominative for the verbs to which the suffix -st is added in the intransitive

use. Jónsson argues that one of the motivations behind the impossibility for strict intransitive

verbs to take oblique subjects comes from semantic properties of the verbs. That is, they tend

to denote internally caused eventuality (Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995). The subjects of

such verbs show more agent-like properties in that they do not require an instigator to start

the motions. As we have observed above, agentivity in a broadsense prohibits an oblique

case marking on a subject. Therefore, an internal causationcan be regarded as one of the

keys which stop the accusative or dative marking on subjects. Conversely, change-of-state

verbs take oblique theme subjects even if they are strictly intransitive (Jónsson 2003:145):

(4.29) a. Tillöguna
the.proposal.

dagaði
died

uppi.

‘The proposal got nowhere.’

b. *Nefndin
the.committee.

dagaði
died

uppi tillöguna.
the.proposal.

‘The committee killed the proposal.’

c. Rómaveldi
the Roman empire.

hnignaði.
declined

‘The Roman empire declined.’

d. *Keisarinn
the.emperor.

hnignaði
declined

Rómaveldi.
the Roman empire.

‘The emperor caused the Roman empire to decline.’

As indicated by the ungrammaticality of (4.29b, d), change-of-state verbs likedaga uppi‘die’

andhnigna‘decline’ lack transitive counterparts and they are, therefore, thought to denote an

internally caused eventuality. Still, those verbs take accusative or dative subjects as in (4.29a,

c). Although Jónsson indicates the possibility that they are classified as externally caused

change-of-state verbs where the causer cannot be overtly expressed, no real explanation is
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provided for the reason that those verbs fail to express the causer. So, the agentivity constraint

Jónsson (2003) presents should be at best regarded as a general tendency of the relation

between case marking and semantic properties of verbs and arguments.

For the properties of object case markings, Svenonius (2002) argues that event structures

play a crucial role to license the dative and accusative cases. Following recent works in the

derivational theory, he assumes that a transitive verb consists of two distinct parts regardless

of its morphological realisation: one is a projection ofv and the other is of V as schematised

in (4.30):

(4.30)
vP

v′

v VP

V′

V

v and V are event variables and they introduce various kinds ofsubevents, so that the clause

comprises two subevents. Svenonius claims that the case marking on objects is a reflex of

the temporal relations of those two subevents. He defines theaccusative and dative licensing

contexts as follows:

(4.31) Accusative/dative contexts

a. Event variables introduced within a syntactic constituent α may represent a
complex eventx consisting of two (or more) subeventsy andz (and . . . )

b. If the eventx consists of subeventsy andz, theny andzare related temporally.

c. If the temporal relation ofy andz is one of total overlap, then accusative case
is licensed inα.

d. If the temporal relation ofy andz is not total overlap dative case is licensed in
α.

e. Aspectual features ofy andz may force or prevent total overlap.

The crucial point in the contexts is the status of overlap between the two subevents. If the

event introduced by V temporally synchronises the event introduced byv, the object of that

transitive verb receives the accusative case as stated in (4.31c). If there is a temporal gap

between the two subevents, the object of that transitive verb receives the dative case as in

(4.31d). Svenonius claims the following contrasts of the case markings of movement verbs

support his argument:

(4.32) a. draga ‘pull, drag, draw’

b. flytja  ‘move, transport, carry’
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c. færa ‘move, bring’

d. hækka ‘raise’

e. lækka ‘lower’

(4.33) a. kasta ‘throw, fling, hurl’

b. þeyta ‘fling, blow’

c. henda ‘throw away, discard’

d. þrykkja ‘kick or smash’

e. dúndra ‘kick or smash

Both types of verbs have a causer subevent expressed by thev projection and the caused

subevent expressed by the V projection. The difference between those two is that in (4.32)

the causation must be accompanying throughout the whole event, whereas in (4.33) once the

causer initiates the event, the following action follows byitself. That is, the cause subevent

and the caused subevent in (4.32) are temporally indistinguishable, while those in (4.33) are

inconsistent.

Further examples Svenonius shows are an accusative/dative alternation of the same verb

taken from Maling (2001):

(4.34) a. skjóta fuglinn‘shoot the bird’ ()

b. skjóta kúlunni‘shoot the bullet’ ()

c. skutla hvalinn‘harpoon the whale’ ()

d. skutla skutlinum‘throw the harpoon’ ()

Those are cases where the verb has different event structures depending on the object. In

the accusative examples in (4.34a, c), the agent’s participation is cotemporaneous with the

patient’s undergoing the effect, namely the two subevents exhibit a total overlap. This is not

true for the dative examples. Once a bullet or harpoon is released in the causer subevent, it

goes on without the continuation of the causer.

Svenonius also shows the dative taking verbs likehjálpa ‘help’, trúa ‘trust, have faith in’

andþakka‘thank’ and an accisative/dative alternation of beneficiary taking verbs likeþvo

‘wash’ andðurrka ‘dry’. As Svenonius admits, however, the aspectual explanation for the

former is rather weak. In the latter, I do not see any plausiblity to account for the following

contrasts in terms of the temporal relationship between thetwo subevents, although I ac-

knowledge a semantic difference between them such as thematic roles and a possibilitythat

it might affect the case marking difference in some part of the grammar.

(4.35) a. Kristín
Kristin

þurrkaði
dried

handklæðið.
the.towel.

‘Kristin dried the towel.’
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b. Kristín
Kristin

þurrkaði
dried

barninu.
the.child.

‘Kristin dried the child.’

c. Kristín
Kristin

þvoði
washed

handklæðið.
the.towel.

‘Kristin washed the towel.’

d. Kristín
Kristin

þvoði
washed

barninu.
the.child.

‘Kristin washed the child.’

4.3 Case mismatches

Although semantic properties in relation with case markings in section 4.2 are interesting

and there may be some tendencies or diachronic motivations behind them, the diverse range

of marking patterns in Modern Icelandic seems to reject the analysis built upon the semantic

bases. Andrews (1982:464), for instance, states that “while there is a good deal of systematic-

ity to case selection, there is no invariant meaning that onecan assign each case which will

then provide an explanation of its distribution.” Typical examples of the complexity can be

found in Sigurðsson (2003). Sigurðsson argues for the importance of the distinction between

morphological case and abstract case (or deep case). In his derivational theory, abstract case

is either structural or inherent (semantic). The examples of inherent cases he shows include

experiencer case, recipient case, possessor case, partitive case, instrument case and various

types of locatives (cf. Fillmore 1968). On the other hand, morphological case is a realisation

of abstract case, e.g. nominative, accusative, dative forms of NPs and so on. This division

gives us the following schematic picture (Sigurðsson 2003:230):

(4.36) Deep case 1→ Exponents 0, 1, 2, 3, . . .
Deep case 2→ Exponents 0, 1, 2, . . .
. . .
Deep case n→ Exponents n, . . .
. . .

The right arrows are read as ‘is reflected by’ or ‘is realised as’. Thus, (4.36) suggests that one

deep case can correspond to more than one exponents (morphological case) and vice versa.

For instance, deep case 2 can be realised as exponent 0, 1 or others. Conversely, the same

exponent appears more than once; exponent 1 is a realisationof Deep case 2 as well as 1, for

example.

As an illustration of the former, he presents examples wherethe morphological dative

case is used to realise various deep cases such as possessors((6.15a)), prepositional ob-



CHAPTER 4. CASE AND AGREEMENT IN ICELANDIC 105

jects ((6.15b)), objects of adjunctives ((6.15c)), instrumentals ((6.15c)) and other adverbials

((6.15d)) in addition to the uses we have already observed (Sigurðsson 2003:232–3):

(4.37) a. Hún
she

gekk
walked

við
at

hlið
side.

mér.
me.

‘She walked at my side.’

b. Hún
she

stóð
stood

hjá
by

honum.
him.

‘She stood by him.’

c. Hann
he

er
is

líkur
similar

henni.
her.

‘He resembles her.’

d. Ég
I

skildi
understood

þetta
this

mínum
my

eigin
own

skilningi.
understanding.

‘I understood this in my own way.’

e. Hún
she

söng
sang

lagið
the.song

fjórun
four

sinnum.
times.

‘She sang the song four times.’

The examples in (6.15) all include morphological dative marked NPs. But in terms of their

functions in the clause, we hardly find common properties amongst them.

We have already looked at the cases where a single deep case receives more than one

realisation. For instance, an experiencer subject is realised by a morphological nominative,

accusative or dative case. Further, Sigurðsson shows various markings on inalienable posses-

sion construction (4.38a), pronominal partitive construction (4.38b), genitive/prepositional

objects (4.38c) and arbitrary lexical cases (4.38d, e) (Sigurðsson 2003:238-42):

(4.38) a. Hún
she

horfði
looked

í
in

augu
eyes

hans.
his.

Hún
she

horfði
looked

í
in

augu
eyes

honum.
him.

‘She looked in(to) his eyes.’

b. Sumir
some.

mennirnir
the.men.

fóru.
left

Sumir
some.

mannanna
the.men.

fóru.
left

Sumir
some.

af
of

mönnunum
the.men.

fóru.
left

‘Some of the men left.’

c. Hún
she

beið
waited

hans.
him.
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Hún
she

beið
waited

eftir
for

honum.
him.

‘She waited for him.’

d. Við
we.

fengum
got

mikið
much

fé.
money.

Við
we.

söfnuðum
collected

miklu
much

fé.
money.

Við
we.

öfluðum
obtained

mikils
much

fjár.
money.

‘We got/collected/obtained much money.’

e. Við
we.

fórum
went

í
in

land.
land.

Við
we.

fórum
went

að
toward

landi.
land.

Við
we.

fórum
went

til
to

lands.
land.

‘We went ashore.’

Two or three sentences in (4.38a-c) are more or less free variations of the same semantic con-

tent (or deep case). So, a possessor NP can be realised eitheras the genitive or the dative as

shown in (4.38a). Similarly, a partitive NP can be expressedby the nominative, the genitive

or the prepositionaf + dative. (4.38d, c) suggest that verbs regulate its argument’s case re-

gardless of its semantic properties. Thus, the object of earning is expressed by the accusative,

the dative and the genitive depending on the predicate. Likewise, it is quite common that a

preposition selects an NP in a certain morphological case asits object.

The semantic properties we have observed in section 4.2 may contribute to the process of

constituting a class of predicates in terms of argument casemarking patterns. However, as

often found in a morphological inflectional class, such contributions are at best tendencies and

in many cases classifications are arbitrary. Sigurðsson’s (2003) argument strongly illustrates

this point.

4.4 Agreement

In Icelandic, the form of a predicate is sensitive to the case, person, number and gender fea-

tures of one of its arguments. In particular, selection of the agreement controller is often

regulated by the case markings on the arguments in a clause. Therefore, a proper treatment

of case marking system in Icelandic should capture its relation to agreement as well. This
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fact also confirms the necessity of feature in Icelandic syntax (cf. Spencer and Otoguro

2005). In this section, I summarise the various agreement patterns mainly based on Sigurðs-

son (1996).

Sigurðsson categorises the Icelandic agreement into the following six patterns:

• subject-verb agreement

• predicate-verb agreement

• object-verb agreement

• agreement with subjects of certain infinitives

• non-agreement

The subject-verb agreement is observed when a subject is in the nominative. When the pred-

icate is a finite verb, it agrees with a nominative subject in person and number as shown in

(4.39). When the predicate is either an adjective or a past participle, it agrees with a nomina-

tive subject in number, gender and case as in (4.40):

(4.39) a. Við
we.

lásum
read.1.

bókina.
the.book.

‘We read the book.’

b. Þið
you..

höfðuð
had.2.

lesið
read

bókina.
the.book

‘You had read the book.’

(4.40) a. Stelpurnar
the.girls.

voru
were

duglegar.
efficient...

‘The girls were efficient.’

b. Strákarnir
the.boys.

voru
were

kosnir.
elected...

‘The boys were elected.’

In (4.39), the finite verbs change their forms according to the person and number of the

nominative subject, while in (4.40) the predicative adjective and past participle inflect for

case, gender and number according to those values of the subjects.

When a subject is not in the nominative, however, the agreement pattern is different. Both

finite verbs and predicative adjectives/past participles are in the default forms, i.e. there is no

agreement between the subject and the predicate:
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(4.41) Strákunum
the.boys..

leiddist.
bored.

‘The boys were bored.’

(4.42) a. Strákunum
the.boys.

var
was.

illt.
bad.

‘The boys were bad.’

b. Gluggunum
the.windows...

var
was.

lokað.
closed.

‘The windows were closed.’

In (4.41), the verb appears as default forms due to the lexical dative marking on the subject.

The default form of a finite verb is identical to the third person singular form. Similarly,

because of the dative subject, the predicative adjectives in (4.42a) and the past participle in

(4.42b) do not participate in agreement, rather they are in the default form, which is identical

to the neuter, singular and nominative/accusative form.3

The data we have looked at so far appear to suggest that a finiteverb and a predicative

adjective/participle must agree with a nominative subject. However, careful observations

reveal that it is not the case. For example, in raising-to-object (ECM) constructions where

a subject in an embedded clause is in the accusative, the predicate adjective/participle in an

embedded clause takes the accusative form due to the agreement with the accusative subject.

This point becomes clearer in contrast with passive counterparts (Andrews 1982:445):

(4.43) a. Þeir
they.

segja
say

hana
her.

(vera)
to be

vinsæla.
popular...

‘They say she is popular.’

b. Hún
she.

er
is

sögð
said

(vera)
to be

vinsæl.
popular...

‘She is said to be popular.’

c. Þeir
they.

telja
believe

hana
her.

(vera)
to be

sagða
said...

(vera)
to be

vinsæla.
popular...

‘They believe her to be said to be popular.’

d. Hún
she.

er
is

talin
believed

(vera)
to be

sögð
said...

(vera)
to be

vinsæl.
popular...

‘She is believe to be said to be popular.’

3(4.42b) is a passive example where the lexical dative marking on the theme argument is retained. As
Sigurðsson (1996:9) notes, if the predicate is used for non-passive, namely describing the state of the window,
the subject is in a nominative and accordingly the predicateagrees with its nominative subject:

(i) Gluggarnir
the.windows...

voru
were.3.

lokaðir.
closed...

‘The window were closed.’
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In (4.43a), the subject ofvinsæluris the accusative pronounhanasince it is raised to (or

placed in) the object position (or similar sorts depending on the framework). This accusative

pronoun is the controller of the agreement.Vinsælur, therefore, takes the accusative form.

In (4.43b), on the other hand,hún is in the subject position of the matrix clause due to the

passivisation, that is the case of the agreement controllerchanges to the nominative. As a

result,vinsæluris in the nominative form. (4.43c, d) are the further illustrations of this point

where the predicate in each embedded clause agrees with the accusative ((4.43c)) and the

nominative ((4.43d)).

Similarly, a predicate can agree with a non-nominative subject in secondary predication

constructions. For example, (4.44) suggests that the secondary predicate in each sentence is

in the accusative as a result of the agreement with the accusative matrix object which also

functions as the subject of the secondary predicate (Andrews 1982:449–50):

(4.44) a. Ég
I.

vil
want

hann
him.

dauðan.
dead...

‘I want him to be dead.’

b. Við
we.

kusum
chose

Höskuld
Hökuldur.

skipstjóra.
captain...

‘We chose Höskuld as a captain.’

However, there is a further complication in this construction. That is, a secondary predi-

cate can also agree with a dative NP:

(4.45) Strákunum
the.boys.

verður
will be

kalt
cold.

svona
so

fáklæddum.
few clothed..

‘The boys will freeze, so scantily dressed.’

In (4.45), the secondary predicate agrees with the dative matrix subject which also serves as

the subject of the secondary predicate, so that it ends up with the dative plural formfáklæd-

dum. This phenomenon might be related to the agreement pattern found in equi sentences

(Andrews 1982:451):

(4.46) a. Hún
she.

lofaði
promised

honum
him.

að
to

vera
be

góð.
good.

b. Hún
she.

bað
requested

hann
him.

að
to

vera
be

góðan/góður.
good./

c. Hún
she.

skipaði
ordered

honum
him.

að
to

vera
be

góður/góðum.
good./

‘She promised/requested/ordered him to be good.’

Under an equi sentence, the nominative form is always possible for the predicate in the em-

bedded clause, though the accusative is preferred in (4.46b). But, the agreement with the
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matrix object is also available. So, it is possible for the embedded predicate to take a form in

the dative or accusative. Since, unlike raising-to-objectsentences, the subject of the embed-

ded predicate is not token-identical to the object of the matrix clause, such an agreement is

not obligatory. Andrews (1982) calls this phenomenon ‘caseattraction’ and extensively ar-

gues that it is a part of performance. In particular, the nominative form is far more preferred

than the dative case attraction in the sentences like (4.46c). Therefore, it is more plausible to

distinguish this type of case attraction from the agreementin the secondary predication found

in (4.45).

Another case where the subject-verb agreement fails is found in a clause with a demon-

strative subject. If the subject isþað ‘it’ or þetta ‘this’, the verb does not agree with it.

Instead, it agrees with its complement as shown in (4.47):

(4.47) a. Það
it

erum
are.1.

bara
only

við.
we.

‘It is only us.’

b. Þetta
this

hafa
have

sennilega
probably

verið
been

tveir
two

menn.
men..

‘This has probably been two persons/men.’

The finite verbvera in (4.47a) is in the first person plural form indicating that it agrees with

the complement pronounvið. In the same way,hafais in the plural form despite the existence

of þetta.

We have observed a non-agreement pattern in (4.41) and (4.42). But if the case frame

is the dative subject+ nominative object, a finite verb participates in agreement with the

nominative object as in (4.48):

(4.48) Henni
her.

leiddust
bored.3.

strákarnir.
the.boys.

‘She found the boys boring.’

Sigurðsson (1996) argues that although it is often reportedthat this type of object agreement

is optional based on examples like (4.49), it is not a correctgeneralisation.

(4.49) a. Henni
her.

leiddist
bored.

strákarnir.
the.boys.

‘She found the boys boring.’

b. Henni
her.

líkaði
liked.

ekki
not

þessar
these

athugasemdir.
comments.

‘She did not like these comments.’

Based on an investigations of nine informants, he found out that such a non-agreement pat-

tern in the Dat-Nom frame is restricted to clauses withleiðast ‘find boring’ and líka ‘like’.
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Furthermore, he claims, even in sentences with these two verbs, the object agreement is pre-

ferred to non-agreement. So, it is slightly misleading to claim that the object-agreement is

optional and the two patterns are free variations.

The agreement with a nominative object is available even fora predicate higher in the

structure:

(4.50) Honum
him.

eru
are.

taldir
thought...

hafa
have

verið
been

gefnir
given...

peningarnir.
the.money...

‘He is thought to have been given the money.’

In (4.50), the subjecthonumis in the dative because it is a subject of the passive verbgefnir,

but it is positioned in the subject position of the matrix clause due to the subject raising

verb. Since it is in the dative, the predicate of the matrix clause, i.e.taldir, does not agree

with it, and interestingly it agrees with the nominative object of the embedded clause, i.e.

peningarnir.

One of the crucial constraints regarding the Dat-Nom case frame is that only a third person

NP can appear as a nominative object. Thus, the following sentences are ungrammatical

regardless of their verb forms:

(4.51) a. *Henni
her.

leiddust
bored.2/3.

þið.
you..

‘She found you boring.’

b. *Henni
her.

leiddumst
bored.1.

við.
we.

‘She found us boring.’

c. *Henni
her.

líkuðuð
liked.2.

þið.
you..

‘She liked you.’

d. *Henni
her.

líkuðum
liked.1.

við.
we.

‘She liked us.’

(4.52) ?* Henni
her.

leiddist
bored.

við.
we.

(4.51) shows that even though the verb form correctly reflects the person and number features

of the object, the sentence is unacceptable. When we use the default verb form as in (4.52),

the sentence still rejects a non-third person object NP. Thesame fact is applicable to the Dat-

Nom in passive of a ditransitive verb as shown in (4.53a). On the other hand, there is no

problem with the Nom-Dat passive frame as in (4.53b):
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(4.53) a. *Henni
her.

voruð
were.2.

sýndir/sýndar
shown.../..

þið.
you..

‘She was shown to you.’

b. Þið
you..

voruð
were.2.

sýndir/sýndar
shown.../..

henni.
her.

‘You were shown to her.’

Interestingly, however, Sigurðsson (1996) reports that there are cases where a non-third

person object is more or less acceptable in the Dat-Nom case frame (judgments are Sigudðs-

son’s):

(4.54) a.??Henni
her.

líkaði
liked.1/3.

ég.
I.

b. ?Henni
her.

leiddist
like.1/2/3.

ég.
I.

c. ?Henni
her.

leiddist
like.1/2/3/.

þú.
you..

According to his survey, 5 out of his 9 informants (3 for OK and2 for ?) answered (4.54a) is

acceptable. Moreover, 8 informants (5 for OK and 3 for ?) judged (4.54b, c) as acceptable.

The reason behind the result is the forms of the verbs as indicated by the glosses. As illus-

trated in the paradigms of the verbs forms in the past tense (4.55), the first person singular

form of líkur is homophonous to the default form (third person singular),and also the first

and second person singular form ofleiðast is identical to the default third person singular

form:

(4.55) ́ 

1  líkaði leiddist
2  líkaðir leiddist
3  () líkaði leiddist
1  líkuðum leiddumst
2  líkuðuð leiddust
3  líkuðu leiddust

The account based on the verb form matching is supported by the ungrammatically of the

following patterns:

(4.56) a. *Henni
her.

líkaðir
liked.2.

þú.
you..

b. *Henni
her.

líkuðum
liked.1.

við.
we.

c. *Henni
her.

líkuðuð
liked.2.

þið.
you..
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d. *Henni
her.

leiddumst
bored.1.

við.
we.

The verb forms found in (4.56) are not homophonous to the default form as shown in the

paradigms (4.55). Therefore, those examples containing a first or second person NP object

are unacceptable. One marginal case is the second person plural of leiðast:

(4.57) Henni
her.

leiddust
bored.2/3.

þið.
you.2.

Siguðsson judges this sentence as ungrammatical, so do 4 of his informants. At the same

time, however, 5 out of 9 informants judge it as more or less acceptable (1 for OK and 4 for

?).

Finally, there is another Dat-Nom frame. Most of the Icelandic raising verbs can take

an optional dative exepriencer as a matrix subject and if that NP is added, the subject of the

embedded clause cannot be raised. As a result, the sentence shows the Dat-Nom frame:

(4.58) a. Hafði
had

Ólafur
Olaf.

virst
seemed

vera
be

gáfaður?
intelligent

‘Did Olaf seem intelligent?’

b. Hafði
had

þeim
them.

virst
seemed

Ólafur
Olaf.

vera
be

gáfaður?
intelligent

‘Did it seems to them that Olaf was intelligent.’

(4.58a) is a normal raising-to-subject construction wherethe subject of the infinitive clause

is positioned in the matrix clause. In (4.58b), however, thedative experiencerhafði is placed

in the matrix subject position and the infinitival subject stays within the infinitival clause.

As Sigurðsson (1996) reports, the matrix raising verb either agrees with the nominative

infinitival subject or is in the default form, although some apeakers only accept the default

form:

(4.59) a. Mér
me.

virtust/virtist
seemd.3./

þær
they.

vinna
work

vel.
well

‘It seemed to me that they were working well.’

b. Mér
me.

höfðu/hafði
had.3./

fundist
found

þær
they

vera
be

gáfaðar.
intelligent

‘I had found them intelligent.’

The person constraint on the nominative object is less restricted than the other Dat-Nom

pattern we have looked at. The first and second person nominative can appear in the infinitival

subject position provided that the raising verb does not agree with them:

(4.60) Þeim
them.

hefur/*höfum
has/*have

alltaf
always

fundist
found

við
we.

vinna
work

vel.
well
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‘They have always thought that we work well.;

4.5 Previous analyses

Amongst the literature on Icelandic morphosyntax, Andrews (1982, 1990) provide the

most detailed analysis on Icelandic case and agreement. Hisproposal contains mainly the

following four points:

• ,  and appear both as a grammatical function () and as a value of

attribute.

• An argument with an oblique case comprises a composite.

• Nominative is not a value of, but an absence of.

• A composite ‘protects’ the grammatical features of an NP.

4.5.1 Composites

The innovation of his analysis is an introduction of layereds. As stated in Andrews

(1982:741), the basic idea of this layed is similar to the treatment of English preposi-

tional phrases where the value of introduced by a preposition is identified with the

of the whole PP as we have looked at in Chapter 3. Andrews (1982,1990) propose Icelandic

non-canonical case markings where he identifies the value of an NP to its embedded.

The initial step is to introduce a composed grammatical function as a part of value in the

lexical entry of a predicate like (4.61) (cf. Andrews 1982:472):

(4.61) a. batna (↑) = ‘ 〈( ), ()〉’

b. vanta (↑) = ‘ 〈( ), ( )〉’

c. gæta (↑) = ‘ 〈( )〉’

d. bjarga (↑) = ‘ 〈(), ( )〉’

e. kyssa (↑) = ‘ 〈(), ()〉’

Note that only the oblique subject and object have a composite . Thus,kyssathat takes a

nominative subject and an accusative subject does not contain a composite as shown in

(4.61e). Batna takes just for an object while it also has a composite,  , for a

subject as in (4.61a).Vantahas composites for both subject and object as in (4.61b), since

it takes the accusatives for a subject and an object.

The resultant f-structure would be like (4.62b):
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(4.62) a. Barninu
the.child.

batnaði
recovered from

veikin.
the.disease.

‘The child recovered from the disease.’

b.


 ‘ 〈 , 〉’








 ‘’
 

 +








 ‘’
 +





In (4.62), the subject noun phrase contributes the value, which is also the value of the

grammatical function. As a result, the has a composed, namely , which

matches the specification of the value ofbatnaði.

Andrews’ analysis contains a similar machinery as the identification with a. Fol-

lowing the line of Siegel (1974), he proposes a PS rule like (4.63) (Andrews 1982:477,484):

(4.63) NP′ → NP{
↑=↓

(↑ (↓ )) =↓

}

Siegel argues that an NP in general has a structure of the formNP′ → NP (C) where C is a

case marker.4 What Andrews proposes is adding an extra phrasal node withoutassigning a

node to a case marker. Those NP′s are under an S in the PS rule and mapped onto and

 in the f-structure. NP′ contains only one daughter, NP. This NP has functional equation

(↑ (↓ )) = ↓, which is parallel to the equation on a PP in English, that is,the value of

an NP also functions as of the NP. Crucially, the value must be one from the, 

and. Otherwise,↑ = ↓ applies. Thus, is not included in the functional identification.

The PS rule (4.63) combined with the PS rule for S and NP gives us the following c-structure:

4This kind of approach is incorporated into KP projection headed by K(ase) both in derivational and non-
derivational frameworks.
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(4.64)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP′

(↑ (↓ )) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

barninu
(↓ ) = 

↑ = ↓

V

batnaði

(↑ ) = ↓
NP′

↑ = ↓

NP

↑ = ↓

N

veikin



 ‘ 〈 , 〉’








 ‘’
 

 +








 ‘’
 +





Sincebaruninu is in the dative, it has (↓ ) = . This  value is identical to the

mother NP due to↑ = ↓. Accordingly, the functional equation (↑ (↓ )) =↓ on the NP

becomes (↑ ) =↓. (↑ ) =↓ maps the NP′ onto the value of the, and the NP and the

N are mapped onto the value of the embedded into as indicated by the arrows. The

nominative object NP, on the other hand, does not have the identification of with the,

namely↑ = ↓ applies to the NP. As a result, the NP′, NP and N are all mapped onto the value

of the.

As mentioned, Andrews claims that values in Icelandic contain,  and.

Since can appear as a value of an/2, he proposes the following constraints (An-

drews 1982:485):

(4.65) (↑ α ) =c  if (↑  ) & (↑ α ), whereα = /2

(4.65) states that if the and the (either or 2) in the same f-structure contain

, that must take as its attribute. Thus, in (4.64) for example, if the object is

an accusative NP, i.e. (↓ ) = , it cannot be mapped onto in the f-structure since the

 does not contain— it is  . When the subject is direct, however, an must

have an as its value:

(4.66) a. Strákurinn
the.boy.

kitlaði
tickled

stelpuna.
the.girl.

‘The boy tickled the girl.’
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b.


 ‘ 〈,〉’




 ‘́’
 +







 ‘’
 

 +





In (4.66), both the and the have a, according to (4.65), therefore, the must

have〈, 〉. The resultant f-structure (4.66b) is well-formed. If (↑ (↓ )) = ↓ applies

to the object NP, it would violate the Coherence condition. Thus,↑ = ↓ applies, so that the

 does not have a composite.

In Andrews’ case theory, the nominative is not a value of, due to the following

assumption (Andrews 1982:485):5

(4.67)  Convention
 appears in a functional structure only if there is a rule or constraint which
requires it.

Since is not required to satisfy the lexical entries like (4.61), the equation in (4.63) or

the constraint (4.65), (4.67) rules out the introduction of as one of the values of.

Therefore, the of  in (4.64) is undefined rather than.

As clarified in Andrews (1990:214–5), there is no technical problem for the composite

grammatical functions in a value. He states that “[t]he argument list in the value of a

-function in a F-structure should not be seen as containing agrammatical function label,

but an actual F-structure.”6 Therefore, more straightforward notation of f-structure would be

something like (4.68):

(4.68)



[
. . .
]

 ‘〈−, −〉’


[
. . .
]





 1
[
. . .
]

 ‘〈 1 , 2 〉’

 2
[
. . .
]



Here the values of and are token-identical to the list value of the as in-

dicated by the line connections or the boxed indices. Thus, the correct statement for the

composite found in (4.61d), for example, is that the argument list of the semantic form of

gætacontains the f-structure that takes another function as its argument. If those

5The formulation is as follows (Andrews 1982:503):

(i) (↑ α ) is undefined unless a case constraint requires it to be defined, forα = //2.

6This point would be clearer by comparing with list or / list in Head-driven Phrase Structure
Grammar (Pollard and Sag 1994).
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f-structure requirements are correctly satisfied by the argument NPs, i.e. there is no violation

of Completeness and Coherence, the structure is well-formed.The mechanism to satisfy the

constraints is the NP′ rule with (↑ (↓ )) =↓.

In sum, Andrews’ case theory treats non-canonical case marking patterns as specifications

in the lexical entries of verbs by introducing a composite. A composite is attained by

the functional equation annotated in the PS rule of NP′. The canonical accusative marking

on an object is done by the accusative marking constraint. Finally, according to the

convention, the nominative does not appear as a value of.

4.5.2 Agreement

The upshot of the case theory summarised in the previous section is reflected in Andrews’

(1982) treatment of agreement. The starting point of his approach to agreement is to set up

undefined values for,  and as well as he does for.

In , agreement in general is captured either by constraints or co-specifications of the

agreement features enforced by the agreement target element. That is, if a finite verb partici-

pates in agreement with the first person plural number subject NP, for example, the inflected

verb that can appear with that subject has either constraining equations (↑  ) =c 1 and

(↑  ) =c  or defining equations (↑  ) = 1 and (↑  ) = . In the for-

mer case, the equations themselves do not introduce and features in (↑ ), but

they impose the existence of them, i.e. they require the NP corresponding to the to have

given attribute-value pairs. In the latter case, the verb can only occur with the subject NP that

contribute the same agreement features due to the uniqueness condition.

In the case theory, Andrews proposes that the nominative is not a value of, but a lack

of . In the same vein, third person, singular number and neuter gender are not a value of

,  and respectively, rather they are undefined for those attributes. So, for

example, Andrews (1982:494) illustrates the well-formed f-structure (4.69b) for the sentence

(4.69a):

(4.69) a. Drengina
the.boys.

vantar
lacks

mat.
food.

‘The boys lacks food.’
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b.









 ‘’
 

 +

 





 ‘〈 , 〉’





 ‘’
 







Notice that no third person, singular number and neuter gender appear in the f-structure. As

observed in section 4.4, when the subject is marked by a non-canonical case, the finite verb is

in the default third person singular number form. In Andrews’ agreement system, this means

that the agreement controller lacks and in the place where the finite verb’s

lexical entry specifies. And this is what we see in the f-structure (4.69b), namely and

 are embedded in the rather than the value of the, so that it is inaccessible for the

finite verb.

One problem of this assumption is that it would allow the default verb form to appear

almost everywhere. That is, since the default form lacks constrains on and values

of the , it would not cause a violation with any NP, for instance it could appear with a

subject NP in the first person, plural number and nominative case. Obviously, it is ill-formed.

Only the first person and plural number form finite verb, i.e. the verb with (↑  ) =c 1

and (↑  ) =c , can appear with such a subject NP. To overcome this problem,An-

drews (1982:495) proposes the following constraint based on Elsewhere Principle (or P̄an. ini’s

Principle):

(4.70) Morphological Blocking Condition
If the constraint equations of a form A are a subset of those ofa form B from the
same paradigm, and the equations of B are satisfied at a position X, then A may
not be inserted at X.

The morphological blocking condition states that the form with constraints which match the

agreement controller most narrowly always appears with that controller, i.e. it blocks the less

specified forms. For example, let us look at the following inflectional paradigm (Andrews

1982:495):

(4.71) elska (↑  ) =c 1 elskum (↑  ) =c 1
(↑  ) =c 

elskar (↑  ) =c 2 elsku (↑  ) =c 2
(↑  ) =c 

elskar elska (↑  ) =c 
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If we have a first person and plural number subject in a clause,then according to (4.70) the

finite verb appearing under that condition iselskum. Although elskaor elskar would not

cause a feature clash with the first person and plural number subject due to their and

 constraint equations, their constraint equations are lessspecific thanelskum. Therefore,

elskumblockselskaandelskarfrom appearing in that situation. Turning back to (4.69), the

 and in the are undefined as we have observed. In this situation, a form which

has constraints on and values in is ruled out. Therefore, the Elsewhere Principle

selects the default form with no constraints on the subject’s agreement feature.

For predicative adjectives and participles, what we need isto add feature. Parallel

to the other agreement features, and are the marked values and is not, i.e.

does not appear as a value of. So, the singular number, neuter gender and nominative

form is the default form lacking agreement feature constraints on its subject.

As mentioned in Andrews (1982:495), this mechanism crucially refers to the notion

‘paradigm’. Which form can appear depends on the complex feature matrix of the inflec-

tional paradigm. The paradigm contains inflected forms of the same lexeme. In, this

means that every member has the same value. And all the member of the paradigm

must be visible and available under the Elsewhere Principle. This paradigmatic approach is

rather unusual (but promising) in the unification grammar like  where most of ill-formed

structures are ruled out by feature mismatches or additional constraints.

This approach to agreement combined with the case theory account for the agreement pat-

terns under raising and equi sentences. has two distinct types of control: functional con-

trol and anaphoric control. The former involves a token identification of the two f-structure

values, whereas the latter involves a indexation. For example, (4.72a) is a raising-to-object

sentence and the corresponding f-structure is like (4.72b)(Andrews 1982:445,8):

(4.72) a. Þeir
they.

segja
say

hana
her.

vera
to be

vinsæla.
popular.

‘They say she is popular.’
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b.






 ‘’
 

 



 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 

 









 ‘〈〉’






 ‘〈〉’







The matrix predicate takes,  and non-thematic and as it is a raising-to-object

verb, it contains the functional identification (↑  ) = (↑ ), namely its’s

 is identified with the. This token identification is represented by the line con-

nection between two values of thes. Similarly, Andrews regards a copula as one type

of raising verb taking and non-thematic. The lexical entry of a copula has

(↑  ) = (↑ ) that links the matrix and the in the embedded f-structure.

As a result, in (4.72b), threes share the same f-structure. Crucially, the value of

 of  is  according to the accusative constraint (4.65). Note that although-

 takes a nominative form NP as its subject in a simplex clause,it is not specified as

(↑  ) =c  as is not a value of in Andrews’ case theory. So, (4.65) places

an accusative marking on that NP. Accordingly, is in the accusative formvinsælasince

the value of its is .

The mechanism which stops the agreement between an oblique subject and a predicate

is the same as we saw in a simplex sentence. The composite prevents the embedded verb

or predicative adjective/participle from participating in agreement with its subject. Thus, the

default form applies.

An anaphoric control does not induce a token-identificationand, as a result, the agreement

pattern is different:

(4.73) a. Hún
she.

bað
requested

hann
him.

að
to

vera
be

góður.
good.

‘She requested him to be good.’
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b.






 ‘’
 

 



 ‘〈,,〉’





 ‘’
 

 

 

 i










 ‘’
 i



 ‘〈〉’






 ‘〈〉’







In (4.73), the matrix verb takes a, an and a. The copula links its 

and its’s  by functional control as observed in the raising example. Unlike (4.72),

however, the matrix and the embedded are not identical. They are co-indexed by the

same valuei of the attributes, so they are still distinct f-structure objects.7 This accounts

for the fact that is in the nominative formgóðursince its, which is identical to’s

, is the nominative.8

One of the intriguing agreement patterns in Icelandic is found in secondary predications

as we saw in (4.44) and (4.45). In those constructions, a secondary predicate agrees with a

matrix oblique NP. If the matrix object is in the dative plural form, for instance, the secondary

predicate takes the dative plural form as in (4.74a). If the sentence is passivised and the object

is promoted to the subject keeping its dative marking, the secondary predicate still agrees with

its dative NP as in (4.74b):

(4.74) a. Lögreglan
the.police

lýsti
described

glæpamönnunum
the.criminals..

sem
as

stórhaettulegum.
very dangerous..

‘The police described the criminals as extremely dangerous.’

b. Glæpamönnunum
the.criminals..

var
was.

lýst
described.

sem
as

stórhættulegum.
very dangerous..

‘The criminals were described as extremely dangerous.’

As Andrews argues in his later work (Andrews 1990:208–9), those constructions are thought

7Some other approaches to binding in assume that an anaphoric control is treated in a distinct s(emantic)-
structure (e.g. Dalrymple 1993, 2001).

8(4.46) in section 4.4 shows that can be in the accusative form due to the case attraction, but as I
mentioned, Andrews argues it is a performance issue.
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to involve or  in . Thus, the f-structures for (4.74a, b) would be like (4.75a,

b) respectively:

(4.75) a.



[
 ‘’

]

 ‘́〈, ,〉’








 ‘’
 

 











 

 ‘́〈〉’





b.




 ‘〈〉’












 ‘’
 

 





 ‘́〈 ,〉’







 

 ‘́〈〉’







In (4.75a),́ takes a composite ( ) and only the second layer is identified with

the  of the  due to the functional equation specified in the lexical entry, i.e.

(↑  ) = (↑  ). As a result, the of the  has a single layer rather

than a composite one, so that the and values in the are and respectively.

The secondary predicate, namely the predicate in, agrees with the and as found

in (4.74a) it is in the dative plural formstórhættulegum. In (4.75b), due to the passivisation,

́ takes  instead of — we will look at the details of passivisation in the next

subsection. As we have already seen in (4.72) and (4.73), a copula identifies a non-thematic

 with an ’s . Thus, the composite ( ) is structurally shared by the

matrix  and’s .9 Parallel to (4.75a), the of ́ is identified

with the second layer of the composite via (↑  ) = (↑  ). Therefore, the

secondary predicate is in the dative plural due to the agreement with the and of the

, whereaś and are in the default singular form because of the composite

.

9I place the composite in the  of  in the f-structure, rather than the matrix, for expository
purpose. Since the  in the two places is the same object, the position does not make any difference.
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As summarised in section 4.4, when the subject is in the dative, a finite verb or a predica-

tive adjective/participle is not always in the default form, rather it agrees with the object. To

explain this object agreement pattern, Andrews (1990:212)proposes feature copying rules.

Let us look at the example and the corresponding f-structurefirst:

(4.76) a. Honum
him.

voru
were.

gefnir
given...

peningarnir.
the.money...

‘He was given the money.’

b.


 ‘〈,2〉’









 ‘’
 

 

 



 

 

 



2



 ‘’
 

 

 

 +





As indicated by the dashed lines, the agreement features of the2 are copied onto the

. This is attained by the following equations:

(4.77) (↑  ) = (↑ 2 )
(↑  ) = (↑ 2 )
(↑  ) = (↑ 2 )

By applying those rules, the first layer of the composite has the same agreement features

as the2. Since the,  and features inherently associated with the subject NP

belong to the second layer of the composite, no clash occurs by the copying.

As a result, Andrews argues, the copula and the participle agree with the features in the

 rather than those in the2. The copula becomes the plural form and the participle

becomes the nominative, masculine and plural form as shown in (4.76a).10

10It is inconsistent with Andrews (1982) in that is a value of in the feature copying, although
removing in the structure does not seem to affect the argument.
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4.5.3 Passive

Passivisation in Classic is a shift of the by a lexical rule.11 Since a lexical case marking

on an object is preserved under passivisation, the second layer of the composite must not

be changed. Hence, Andrews (1982) proposes lexical rules for passivisation along the line of

(4.78):

(4.78) () 7→ ( )/∅
() 7→ ()

In Icelandic, an NP which is a subject in an active voice becomesaf + dative form of NP or it

is not overtly expressed in the passive counter part. At the same time, is promoted to.

(4.78) reflects these points. in an active voice becomes  and becomes. If

a predicate takes a composite as its, e.g.  , it changes to , namely only

the first layer of the undergoes the change keeping the second layer unchanged.12 This

accommodates the fact that a dative object preserves its dative marking when it is promoted

to a subject under passivisation.

This assumption predicts that a predicate that has a composite  in the  of its 

value cannot be passivised, and this seems to be true as shownin (4.79) (Andrews 1982:476):

(4.79) a. *Veikin
the.disease.

var
was

bötnuð
recovered from

(af
(by

öllum
all

börnunum).
the.children)

b. *Peninga
money.

er
is

vantað
lacked

(af
(by

öllum
all

stúdentumf).
students)

c. *Peningir
money.

eru
is

vantaðir
lacked

(af
(by

öllum
all

stúdentum).
students)

 has〈( ), ()〉 in its  value. If we apply the passive lexical rule to it, we get

〈(  ), ()〉. Andrews claims that neither Completeness nor Coherence conditions

can be satisfied because no c-structure rules would map an NP or a PP into ‘  ’.13

Therefore, as shown in (4.79a), the passivisation of is not allowed. Similarly,

takes a composite and like 〈 ,  〉. (4.79b, c) suggest that the passivisa-

tion is impossible.

11Passive in most of the current works is analysed in terms of Lexical Mapping Theory () (Levin
1986, Bresnan and Kanerva 1989) where the mapping between a(rgument)-structure ands is defined. In,
passivisation is regarded as a suppression of of the highestargument in the a-structure level, so that the shift of
 is considered to be an epiphenomenon of the change of the a-structure. As Andrews (1990:230) admits, it is
unclear how to integrate his composite into .

12Andrews (1990:196) argues that the passive rule application to a composite differs depending on lan-
guages. He clams that German and Latin do not allow the alternation from  to   whereas Ancient
Greek does not retain the second layer, i.e. the alternationis from  to .

13The passivisation can also change into ∅ in Andrews’ proposal. It is then unclear to me why even the
∅, i.e. an omission of theaf phrase under passivisation, causes the ungrammaticality.
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To account for the passivisation of a ditransitive verb, Andrews adds another lexical rule

to (4.78) (Andrews 1982:483):

(4.80) () 7→ ( )/∅{
() 7→ ()
(2) 7→ () only if 2 is direct

}

In addition to the demotion of and the promotion of, (4.80) states that2 can

be promoted to only when it is direct. That is, if2 has a composite such as

2 , it cannot be under passivisation. So, if a verb takes〈(), ( ), (2)〉

as itss, for instance, the application of the passive lexical rulegives us two patterns:

〈( )/∅, ( ), (2)〉 and 〈( )/∅, ( ), ()〉. This is true as shown in

(4.81) (Andrews 1982:481):

(4.81) a. Henni
her.

var
was

sýndur
showed

bíllinn.
the.car.

‘She was shown the car.’

b. Bíllinn
the.car.

var
was

sýndur
showed

henni.
her.

‘The car was shown to her.’

In (4.81a), the  is promoted to the subject. The rule (4.80) ensures that the is

in the second layer of the. 2 remains as2 under this passivisation. The resultant

structure shows that the subject is in the dative and the object (2) is in the nominative.

Since the accusative constraint (4.65) is not applicable tothis 2 due to the composite

‘ ’ and the convention (4.67) blocks introducing any feature to this object,

the NP corresponding to2 is in the nominative form. (4.81b), on the other hand, illustrates

the other pattern of passivisation where the2 is promoted to the and the  is

unchanged. The sentence shows that the promoted is in the nominative by the mechanism

just mentioned.

4.5.4 Problems

Although Andrews’ case theory and its consequence for agreement seem to explain the agree-

ment patterns in Icelandic, there are at least two points to be considered in his proposal. One

is theoretical status of composites and the other is related to the’s approach to agree-

ment in general.

F-structure is a level of representation of grammatical relations and supposedly nearly in-

variant across languages. The composite clearly deviates from this theoretical assumption.

Following Siegel’s (1974) claim that an NP in general has a structure of the form NP′ → NP
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C where C is a case marker, Andrews (1982:477) and Andrews (1990:215–6) suggest that

the composite approach is applicable to the languages signaling the grammatical relations

by particles, postpositions or similar sorts. In other words, the proposal reflects the phrase

structure configuration to the f-structure embedding. Basedon that assumption, however,

languages like Japanese would always have composites. Or if the claim is a more general

application of the compositionals to lexical case markings cross-linguistically, it would

require very complex functional equations since the manifestations of Case vary significantly

across languages (or even within the same language) (Blake 1994, 2001).14 For instance,

there are at least four possibilities:

(4.82) a. marking on the head N

b. marking on the edge of/the last member of the NP (e.g. clitic)

c. marking on any member of the NP

d. marking on all the members of the NP

(4.82a) and (4.82b) allow composites relatively straightforwardly by Andrews’ proposed

PS rule (4.63) and the treatment of English PP arguments found in Kaplan and Bresnan (1982)

respectively. In the latter case, however, the marker attached to the edge of the NP would be

treated as having as a value of its-like attribute. If we assume that the attribute is

, we may try to apply composites to languages like Urdu. As shown in (4.83), an

auxiliary and main verbs agree with the highest NP whose caseis nominative (or direct).

When an NP is followed by a clitic element such asneandko, which are often referred to as

ergative and accusative case markers, the head noun is in theoblique case form and that NP

cannot be a controller of the agreement. So, the verbs agree with the objectgari rather than

the subjectAdnan nein (4.83a). In (4.83b), both subject and object are followedby clitics

and the head nouns are in the oblique forms, so the verbs appear as the default forms:

(4.83) a. Adnan
Adnan

ne gari
car..

tSala-yi
drive-..

h-Ei.
be-.3.

‘Adnan has driven a car.’

b. Nadya
Nadya

ne gari
car.

ko tSala-ya
drive-..

h-Ei.
be-.3.

‘Nadya has driven the car.’

To account for those agreement patterns with composites, we would need the following

c-/f-structures for (4.83):15

14‘Case’ here simply means overt formal signals of grammatical relations.
15See Butt and King (2004, 2003) and Butt and Sadler (2003) for the application of Nordlinger’s (1998)

constructive morphology to the data. See Chapter 5 for an alternative analysis of Hindi-Urdu.
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(4.84) a.
S

(↑ (↓ )) = ↓
NP′

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Adnan

↑ = ↓

Cl

ne
(↑ ) = 

(↑ ) = ↓
NP′

↑ = ↓

NP

gari

↑ = ↓

V′

↑ = ↓

V

tSala-yi

↑ = ↓

V

h-Ei

b.






 





 ‘A ’
 

 3
 

 



 

 3
 

 







 ‘’
 

 3
 

 



 ‘〈 ,〉’
 

 



(4.85) a.
S

(↑ (↓ )) = ↓
NP′

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Nadya

↑ = ↓

Cl

ne
(↑ ) = 

(↑ (↓ )) = ↓
NP′

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

gari

↑ = ↓

Cl

ko
(↑ ) = 

↑ = ↓

V′

↑ = ↓

V

tSala-ya

↑ = ↓

V

h-Ei
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b.






 





 ‘N’
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 ‘〈 , 〉’
 

 



One of the objections of this type of analysis is the complexity of the feature copying. Since

neattachment is sensitive to the clause aspect andko is sensitive to the specificity of an NP in

Urdu (see Chapter 5 for the details), we cannot specify the equations for feature copying in the

lexical entry of a predicate. If object agreement were explained in terms of feature copying

from a bare NP to an NP withne, we would have to assume that the copying mechanism

is associated with clausal aspect and specificity of the object NP. It is unclear how to define

such equations.

With respect to the other two patterns ((4.82c, d)), it seemsthat the mechanism of the

’s functional equation cannot construct composites.16

The second objection is that the only motivation for an operation like the feature copying

found in Andrews’ analysis of object-predicate agreement is to keep agreement only between

a subject and a predicate. The descriptive data, however, suggest that Icelandic allows agree-

ment controller change according to the various syntactic environments including the case

marking patterns. In addition, an adjective agrees with itshead noun when it is used as an

attributive modifier:17

(4.86) a. gulir
yellow...

hestar
horses

16Andrews (2001a) illustrates an analysis by using a modified version of Andrews and Manning’s (1999)
Information Spreading and Inside-out Functional Uncertainty.

17Although Andrews (1982:250) states that “our mechanism forpredicate adjective agreement is presumably
different from whatever is involved in agreement within the nounphrase.” It is unclear how to differentiate
those two types of agreement formally. I will show the unifiedaccount of predicative and attributive adjective
agreement below.
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‘yellow horses’

b. Þessir
these

hestar
horses

erum
are

gulir.
yellow...

‘These horses are yellow.’

In (4.86a),gulir modifieshestarand it is the nominative masculine plural form of due

to the agreement with the head nounhestar. In (4.86b), is in the same form as (4.86a)

by a different reason, i.e. agreement with the subject. The f-structure of (4.86a) is shown in

(4.87). To account for those patterns, therefore, we would need additional constraints as in

(4.88):18

(4.87)


 ‘’
 

 

 



{[
 ‘’

]}



(4.88) gulir A { ( ↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑  ) =c 

(↑  ) =c 

| (↑ ) = ‘’
(( ∈ ↑) ) =c 

(( ∈ ↑) ) =c  }

In addition to the constraints on we have seen in Andrews’ analysis, (4.88) has equations

to require the head noun to have certain values of the agreement features when it is used as

an attributive modifier.19 So, even though we can limit the agreement between and a

predicate by the feature copying, we still need to capture the change of of the agreement

18Alternatively, Buttet al. (1999:107) propose the following PS rule for the (Xerox Linguistics Environ-
ment) grammar to capture the agreement between an attributive adjective and a head noun in German:

(i) NP → AP N
↓ ∈ (↑ ) ↑ = ↓

(↑ ) = (↓ )
(↑ ) = (↓ )
(↑ ) = (↓ )

(µM∗ -) = (µ∗ -)

The annotations under the AP identify the values of, ,  and- (weak/strong adjective distinc-
tion in the m-structure) between the NP and the daughter AP. Since the N is the f-structure head of the NP, the
agreement features of the N are identified with those of the APaccordingly. The resultant f-structure contains
the same attribute-value pairs of agreement features in twoplaces: the one corresponding to the NP and the
. However, linguistically speaking it is implausible to state that the adjective itself has the agreement
features identical to those of the head noun.

19The value change of can be captured by a lexical rule (Lexical Predication Template) (Bresnan
2001:293).
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controller. Therefore, it would be more advantageous if we can propose a way to capture the

agreement controller change.

Further, as far as the inflectional morphology of the agreement target is concerned, the

 of the agreement controller is irrelevant. That is, whatever morphological architecture

is assumed, e.g. realisational or morpheme-based, the morphology does not need to refer

to whether the agreement target is or . For instance,gulir is the nominative plural

masculine ‘form’ regardless of its agreement controller (cf. Butt and Sadler 2003). Thus,

what the morphology needs to access is only the agreement features.

4.6 Analysis

My analysis differs from Andrews’ in two points. Firstly, I propose a path approach to agree-

ment. Dalrymple (1993) analyses anaphoric binding by introducing off-path constraints. I

adopt it to the analysis of agreement. This proposal solves the second problem in the previ-

ous section. Secondly, the path approach allows us to removethe composite, so that the

first problem mentioned in the previous section would not arise. I start with a discussion of

the status of feature in Icelandic grammar.

4.6.1 

According to Beard’s criterion introduced in Chapter 1, it is clear that the Icelandic grammar

requires features for the inflectional morphology and the syntax. Icelandic has five

noun declension classes and the class is identifiable by looking at the endings of genitive

singular and nominative plural forms as shown in Table 1 (SeeEinarsson (1945:47–8) for the

complete paradigm of noun inflection). Therefore, if the grammar were not able to refer to

, it would discard the predicatability of the declension classes:20

(4.89) Icelandic noun declensions (Thráinsson 1994:153)

Strong Weak
Masculine Feminine Neuter Masculine Feminine Neuter
Gen Nom Gen Nom Gen Nom Gen Nom Gen Nom Gen Nom
Sg Pl Sg Pl Sg Pl Sg Pl Sg Pl Sg Pl

I -s -ar -ar -ar -s - -a -ar -u ur -a -u
II -ar -ar -ar -ir -a -ir -i -ar

III -s -ir -ar -ur -a -ur -i -ir
IV -ar -ir -ur
V irregular irregular

20Besides, Einarsson (1945:45–7) shows 18 properties predictable from of noun.
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With respect to agreement, we have already looked at the contrast between a subject-

predicate agreement in a simplex clause and that in a raising-to-object construction where a

predicative adjective/participle changes its form according to which case form theagreement

controller is in:

(4.90) a. Hún
she.

er
is

vinsæl.
popular...

‘She is popular.’

b. Þeir
they.

segja
say

hana
her.

vinsæla.
popular...

‘They say she is popular.’

The reason that the lexeme takes the fromvinsælin (4.90a) is that its subject is in

the third person singular nominative form. On the other hand, it becomesvinsælain (4.90b)

as its subject is in the accusative form. Without assuming that the feature is associated

with each subject NP in (4.90), it would be very difficult to capture this alternation. Thus,

the inflectional morphology for adjectives and participlesneeds to access the of the

agreement controller in Icelandic. The effect of on agreement is also found between a

head noun and adjective modifiers as observed in (4.86a).

Another motivation to postulate is the fact that many verbs require NPs in a certain

case form as their arguments and prepositions also take a certain case form of NP. We have

already looked at a number of instances where a verb takes non-canonical NPs. Although the

fact that a verb takes a certain form of NP itself does not confirm the status of— it is

not the case that English has based on the fact thatdependrequires an NP withon as

its argument, in Icelandic we would lose the generalisationsignificantly by stating thatbatna

requires a subject with-i ending for a masculine class I/III singular strong noun and a subject

with -a ending for a masculine weak noun, rather than statingbatnarequires aNP subject,

for example.

4.6.2  assignment and flat f-structure

The next question is where the comes from. Although the feature is a part of nom-

inal inflectional properties, its nature is different from such features as,  and

. Those features are inherently associated with a noun itself, but  is a property of

NP as it is defined in terms of the NP’s relation to the clause orother NPs (cf. Spencer 2003c).

Hence, the theory of case should reflects this property as well as a part of the nominal inflec-

tional feature. In, the phrase structure hierarchy between NP and N is not represented

in the f-structure where morphosyntax properties such as belong to, that is an N and its
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mother NP are mapped onto the same f-structure unless a special rule is postulated.21 There-

fore, a natural consequence is that the appears in the same level of f-structure as features

like , ,  andwhich are properties of an N. It seems that the only way

to differentiate from other nominal features is to assume that a feature is provided

from an external source, not from a noun itself.

Before discussing the source of, let us consider the status of a noun in a certain case

form. According to the above assumption, the dative case form of anoun does not provide

〈, 〉. Instead, I assume that it requires〈, 〉 in the f-structure of its mother node

(NP). That is, the requirement is specified by a constraining equation in each case form

of a noun. For instance, (4.91) is a partial paradigm of ‘child’:

(4.91) barn N (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) =c 

barni N (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) =c 

barns N (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) =c 

börn N (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) =c 

This proposal naturally leads to another assumption that wherever case is realised for-

mally within an NP (cf. (4.82)), it simply requires the existence of that value in the

f-structure corresponding to the NP. Thus, even if a language represents genitive case by a

form change on a determiner, the determiner itself has (↑ ) =c , not (↑ ) = .

The standard has two options for assigning to an NP externally (cf. Andrews

1990:219). One approach is found in Bresnan (1982a) and Neidle (1982). They assume that

structural case marking is done by annotating an equation onto an NP of the PS rule. For

example, (↓ ) =  is paired with (↑ ) = ↓ and (↓ ) =  is with (↑ ) = ↓, so

that a set of equations is annotated to the same NP along the following line:

(4.92) a. S → NP VP
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓

(↓ ) = 

b. VP → V NP VP
↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓

(↓ ) = 

However, this approach faces a problem with lexical (or quirky) case assignments. Simple

21An exception is Andrews and Manning’s (1999) Information Spreading.
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lexical case assignment can be obtained with a minor modification of the annotation. With

the following conditional constraints, an NP can get the correct value:

(4.93) a. S → NP VP
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓

(↓ ) = 

(↑ ) = DSP
⇒ (↓ ) = 



b. VP → V NP VP
(↑ ) = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓

(↓ ) = 

(↑ ) = DSP
⇒ (↓ ) = 



Here the DSP is a meta-value equivalent to the values of predicates taking a dative

subject. Therefore, it is formalised as DSP ≡ {‘ -〈,〉’ | . . . }. The con-

ditional equation under the NP in (4.93a) states that if the f-structure corresponding to an S

has a value of a predicate requiring a dative subject, then the value of that NP’s

f-structure is. If the f-structure of an S does not satisfy that condition, then the first equa-

tion applies (Elsewhere Principle), namely the value is. The mechanism is the same

in (4.93b). This conditional equation approach works well for a simple lexical/structural case

assignment. However, examples like (4.94) are still problematic where the raised subjects are

marked by lexical cases by the requirement of the embedded predicate.

(4.94) a. Hana
her.

virðist
seems

vanta
lack

peninga.
money

‘She seems to lack money.’

b. Barninu
the.child.

virðist
seems

hafa
have

batnað
recovered from

veikin.
the.disease

‘The child seems to have recovered from the disease.’

c. Verkjanna
the.pains.

virðist
seems

ekki
not

gæta.
noticeable

‘The pains don’t seem to be noticeable.’
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(4.95)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

hana

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

virðist

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

vanta

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

peninga

 ‘〈〉’






 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 3
 

 







 ‘’
 

 3
 

 







(4.95) is c-/f-structures of (4.94a). As we have observed in section 4.4,the reason that the

matrix subject is in the accusative formhana is that the verbvanta in the embedded clause

requires a subject to be the accusative — note thatvirðist in the matrix clause is not a verb

taking an accusative subject. In the c-structure,hana is located under the S of the matrix

clause, not embedded clause. As a result, (4.93a) wrongly predicts that it would receive

as its value since the value of the f-structure corresponding that S is ‘〈. . .〉’,

not an accusative subject taking verb’s.

The other option for assignment is proposed by Simpson (1983). She assumes that

verbs and other predicates directly define the values of their arguments. Thus, the case

is defined in the verb’s f-description as in (↑  ) = . One of the problems of this

approach arises in ECM constructions as in (4.96). Since the of the embedded clause is

identified with the of the matrix clause in that construction, i.e. a raising-to-object verb

has (↑  ) = (↑ ), we would expect a feature clash. For instance, (4.97) is the

f-structure for (4.96a):
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(4.96) a. Þeir
they.

telja
believe

hana
her.

(vera)
to be

vinsaela.
popular...

‘They believe her to be popular.’

b. Þeir
they.

telja
believe

hana
her.

(vera)
to be

sagða
said...

(vera)
to be

vinsæla.
popular...

‘They believe her to be said to be popular.’

(4.97)


 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 3
 

 









 ‘〈〉’





 ‘’
 

 3
 

 /







In (4.97), the matrix predicatetelja specifies (↑  ) =  whereas the embedded pred-

icate vinsælaspecifies (↑  ) = . They must be identical due to the equation

(↑  ) = (↑ ) in the lexical entry oftelja, so the value clash occurs where

 is supposed to be assigned.22

We may avoid this problem by using a conditional equation with Inside-Out Func-

tional Uncertainty in the lexical entry of a verb. For instance, (↑ ) , ((↑) ) ⇒

(↑  ) =  makes sure that of the  is defined as only when the clause

is not embedded in a raising sentence. However, specifying whether the clause is embedded

in a raising sentence or not in the lexical entry of every verbis undesirable. Besides, the

opposite problem is found when the raised NP is in a lexical case form required by the em-

bedded predicate such as (4.94), namely the clash is found where the specified by

the embedded predicate, not by the matrix raising predicate, is supposed to be assigned.23

To sum up, neither a pure PS rule approach nor a pure lexical one can account for the case

marking patterns in Icelandic. The solution I propose in this chapter is to combine the two

22It might be argued that a non-finite verb does not define the of , so that the would be specified
only by the matrix predicate as. However, the lexical case preservation under raising suggests that both
finite and non-finite verbs can assign in Icelandic.

23One potential solution to those problems is to imitate Saget al.’s (1992) analysis in which introduces
two types of attribute for case: and (default case). I do not pursue this line of analysis here.
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approaches. That is, quirky case assignments are defined in the lexical entry of verbs whereas

structural and assignments are defined on the PS rules.

The quirky specifications are straightforward. Let us start with a listof case marking

patterns in Icelandic (I ignore ditransitives) (cf. Yipet al.1987:288ff):

(4.98) a. Intransitive ()
Nom,Dat, Gen, Acc

b. Transitive (-)
Nom-Nom (Acc-Nom) (Gen-Nom) Dat-Nom
Nom-Acc Acc-Acc
Nom-Dat
Nom-Gen (Acc-Gen)

The cases in italics are quirky. In intransitives, a subjectwith the non-nominatives must be

lexically specified. In transitives, all the nominative subjects are structural and not specified

in the lexical entries. As for accusative objects, Icelandic seems to have a lexical accusative

marking on object in addition to a structural one as discussed in section 4.1.2. I do not

discuss it in detail here and take them as structural marking. Dative subjects must be lexically

specified and the object is always in the nominative. If a subject is the lexical accusative,

the object must be the accusative as well except for idiomatic nominative objects and only

one Acc-Gen pattern (Yipet al. 1987:230). Genitive subjects are extremely rare. Lexically

specified nominative, dative and genitive objects are all found with a structural nominative

subject.

According to the case patterns, we can postulate four types of verbs. They constitute of

variables of, namely each is equivalent to the values of that type:

(4.99) a. DSP:
(↑  ) = 
((↑  ) = )

b. GSP:
(↑  ) = 
((↑  ) = )

c. ASP:
(↑  ) = 

d. QOP:
{(↑  ) =  | (↑  ) =  | (↑  ) = }

DSP (DSP) is a category of predicates that take a dative subject if they

are intransitive and a dative subject and a nominative object if they are transitive.24 In the

same vein, GSP (GSP) is a category taking a genitive subject and

24Passivised verbs of some ditransitives are also in this type.
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accordingly a nominative object in transitive. ASP (ASP) only

specifies the of , since assignment on is not specified in the lexical entry.

Finally, QOP (QOP) is a category of predicates taking quirky objects.

Structural on  is not specified.25 Notice that all the equations are defining rather than

constraining unlike Andrews’ theory. The predicate itself is the source of, it is not

that it requires the existence of on a noun.

As for the structural and assignments on and, what we need to state is the

conditions where/ must NOT be assigned due to a predicate taking a quirky/.

One case is simply where the governing in the local f-structure requires a quirky

and/or . The second case is that (i) the f-structure corresponding to an NP is in a raising

structure and identified with the value of a in the embedded clause and (ii) there

is a predicate taking a quirky and/or  in the embedded clause or even more

deeply embedded clause. To rule out those cases, conditional equations are defined by

the annotations on the PS rules as in (4.100):26

(4.100) a. S → NP VP
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓

¬ [(↑ )={DSP | GSP | ASP}]

¬ [(↑ ) = (↑  )
∧ (↑ + )={DSP | GSP | ASP}]


⇒ (↓ ) = 

b. VP → V NP VP
↑ = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓ (↑ ) = ↓

¬ [(↑ )={DSP | GSP | QOP}]

¬ [(↑ ) = (↑  )
∧ (↑ + )={DSP | GSP | QOP}]


⇒ (↓ ) = 

In (4.100), the conditional equation is defined by the negation of the equations.27 The first

negation of the disjunct conditions under the NP in (4.100a)states that a whose value is

one of the categories requiring a quirky case subject must not exist in the f-structure corre-

sponding to the mother S. If it is true, is assigned to the f-structure corresponding to the

NP, i.e. (↓ ) = .

25The same effect can be obtained by assuming an attribute-value pair for the case classes. For instance, if
we postulate〈-, { |  |  | } 〉 for each verb, we can refer to verb’s case taking
properties by (↑ -) = , (↑ -) =  and so on.

26The use of functional IP projections instead of the traditional phrase structures presented here would not
affect the arguments in this chapter (cf. Sells 2003:271).

27Negation is defined as follows (Dalrymple 2001:112):

(i) Negation:
A negated f-description¬d holds of an f-structuref if and only if the descriptiond does not hold of
f .
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The second negation scoping over the conjunction is to stop araised NP that is assigned

a quirky by the embedded predicate from being assigned. The two conjuncts state

that (i) the value of of an f-structure corresponding an S is equal to the value of

, i.e. subject raising structure, and (ii) there is a whose value is one of the categories

having a quirky case subject.28 Since the conjunct statement is negated, unless both of those

two conditions are satisfied, the f-structure corresponding to the NP has (↓ ) = .29

The equations under the NP in (4.100b) are very similar. The only differences are the set

of  and the value of, namely the categories are taking a quirky object and the

is . Thus, (↓ ) =  applies unless a governing predicate/a predicate in the embedded

clause is one taking a quirky object in a simplex clause or a raising-to-object structure.

Based on the proposed assignment mechanism, the problematic cases for the pure

PS rule-based or pure lexical-based assignments are accounted for. The first one is a raising-

to-object sentence where a raised NP receives:

(4.101) Þeir
they.

telja
believe

hana
her.

sagða
said

vinsæla.
popular

‘They believe her to be said to be popular.’

It is problematic for the pure lexical approach as shown in (4.97), while it is not for the pure

PS rule approach. Since the structural and are defined by the PS rules in my proposal,

there is no problem for marking on the raised NP. (4.102) is the c-/f-structures:

(4.102)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

þeir

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

telja

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

hana

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

sagða

(↑ ) = ↓
AP

vinsæla

28Kleene plus (+) means “at least one.”
29A potential problem is a treatment of the embedded in an anaphoric control structure such as (4.46)

where the appears to have〈, 〉 though it lacks a corresponding NP in the c-structure. The allowance
of case attraction may suggests that the status of is less conclusive. I leave this issue open.
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In the f-structure, the of the matrix clause is identical to the of the first due

to the object raising verbtelja, i.e. it specifies (↑ ) = (↑  ). Further, that

is identified with the of the second because the predicate of the first is a

subject raising verbsagða, namely it has (↑ ) = (↑  ). As a result, the f-structure

of the matrix functions as in the two embedded clauses. Still, the value of this

f-structure is specified as, that is no clash occurs between and, since and

are defined in the PS rules and the NP corresponding to this f-structure only appears under

the topmost VP. Therefore, according to (4.100b), the f-strcuture’s value is specified as

.

The second example is the cases where a quirky NP is raised to the matrix subject or

object retaining its:

(4.103) a. Barninu
the.child.

er
is

talin
believed

sögð
said

hafa
to have

batnað
recovered from

veikin.
the.disease.

‘The child is believe to be said to have recovered from the disease.’

b. Þeir
they.

telja
believe

barninu
the.child.

sagða
said

hafa
to have

batnað
recovered from

veikin.
the.disease.

‘They believe the child to have recovered from the disease.’

As shown in (4.94) and (4.95), those are problematic for a pure PS rule approach as well.

Again, my proposal can explain the preservation. The followings are the c-/f-structures

for (4.103):
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(4.104) a.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

barninu

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

AUX

er

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

talin

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

sögð

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

batnað

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

veikin


 ‘-〈〉’





 ‘’
 +

 







 ‘-〈〉’






 ‘-〈,〉’







 ‘’
 +

 









b.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

þeir

↑ = ↓

VP

↑ = ↓

V

telja

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

barninu

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

sagða

(↑ ) = ↓
VP

↑ = ↓

V

batnað

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

veikin
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(4.104a) involves two subject raising verbs, namely a passive verb talin and sögð. Thus,

the  in the outmost f-structure is also the of the two embeddeds. However,

the  is specified by the predicate of the most deeply embedded, i.e. batnað. In

my proposal, a quirky is lexically defined, that isbatnaðhas (↑  ) =  and

(↑  ) = . Therefore, the of the second has〈, 〉 and it is the same

for thes of the two higher f-structures. Although the NP corresponding to the of the

outmost f-structure is placed under the S, (↓ ) =  does not apply. This is due to the

second equation of the disjunction in (4.100a), i.e. the structure satisfies the two conditions

in the negation as highlighted by bold faces. The NP corresponding to the of the second

 is under the VP. But again due to the first equation of the disjunction in (4.100b),

which prohibits the existence of the predicate taking a quirky object in the local f-structure,

(↓ ) =  does not apply.

In sum, the proposed theory correctly specifies both lexical and structural onto

an f-structure of an NP even in the structures involving raising. Since a head noun of an

NP has a constraining equation for, it can only appear under the NP whose f-structure

satisfies the requirements. Most importantly, thes no longer have layered structures. Thus,

the next task is to account for the agreement patterns without resort to composites.
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4.6.3 Agreement path

As pointed out in section 4.5.4,’s view of agreement is that an agreement target constrains

or co-specifies the features of the agreement controller andit is formulated as constraining

or defining equations in the target’s f-description. According to the constraining equation

approach, English verbruns, for example, has the following f-description:

(4.105) runs V (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) =c 3
(↑  ) =c 

If a non third singular subject appears withrun, it does not satisfy the requirements, that is it

violates the constraints. Therefore, it would be ungrammatical.

Although this approach works well in simple cases, I have already pointed out the prob-

lems for treating more complex patterns of agreement and in the inflectional morphology of

the target. Here, I make some modifications to this approach.Firstly, I propose the following

lexical entry ofruns:

(4.106) runs V (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ PAP) =%
(% ) =c 3
(% ) =c 

In (4.106), a path to the agreement controller named PAP (PAP)

is introduced. It is given the local name % (Kaplan and Maxwell 1996:89), so that what-

ever the PAP is equated to, the constraining equations refer to the same controller’s

. The way that PAP is specified is similar to Dalrymple’s (1993, 2001) analysesof

anaphoric binding and long-distance dependencies. In English, the subject is the only target

of the predicative agreement, so the following path must be postulated:

(4.107) English PAP:


(4.107) means that is the only for a predicate to agree with. Hence, PAP in

(4.106) is equated to, i.e. (↑ ) =%. In effect, the two constraining equations

require the to have〈, 3〉 and〈, 〉.

The situation is more complicated in Icelandic as summarised in section 4.4. But the basic

idea is unchanged. I propose the following schematic lexical entries for verbs and adjectives:
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(4.108) a. V (↑ ) = ‘. . . ’
(↑ PAP) =%
(% ) =c {1 | 2 | 3}
(% ) =c {  | }

b. A (↑ ) = ‘. . . ’
{(↑ PAP) =% | (AAP ↑) =%}
(% ) =c {  | }
(% ) =c { |  | }
(% ) =c { |  |  | }

The agreement controller of a verb and a predicative use of adjective is represented as variable

PAP. In addition, I postulate AAP (AAP) for the attributive

use of adjectives. Each is given the local name %. In the same way as in (4.106), the

local name is attached to the attributes of the agreement features, i.e.  and  in a

verb and,  and in an adjective. Therefore, the inflectional morphology only

refers to those agreement features such as (% ) and (% ), so that it properly

specifies the third person singularform of a verb, for instance, without resort to the of the

agreement controller. In the rest of the chapter, I will discuss what is allowed as PAP

and AAP in Icelandic.

4.6.3.1 Subject agreement

The default agreement controller in Icelandic is. As shown in (4.39) and (4.40) (repeated

here as (4.109)), when a subject is not marked by a lexical case, the predicate always agrees

with that subject:

(4.109) a. Við
we.

lásum
read.1.

bókina.
the.book.

‘We read the book.’

b. Stelpurnar
the.girls.

voru
were

duglegar.
efficient...

‘The girls were efficient.’

In my flat f-structure analysis, it means that when the local has〈, 〉, PAP of

the governing predicate is substituted for by. (4.110) is the f-structures for (4.109):
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(4.110) a.


 ‘〈,〉’



f 1



 ‘’
 

 1
 

 







 ‘’
 +

 





b.


 ‘〈〉’



f 2



 ‘’
 

 3
 

 





The constraints for a path to is stated by off-path constraints introduced in Chapter 1

(repeated here as (4.111)) (Dalrymple 2001:151):

(4.111) Off-path constraints:
In an expression like a

(←s) ,← refers to the f-structure of whicha is an attribute.
In an expression like a

(→s) ,→ refers to the value of the attributea.

The off-path constraints are used to state constraints on an f-structure attribute by referring

to another attribute or value in the f-structure. Therefore, to describe the condition where the

agreement controller becomes, we need the following statement:

(4.112) Icelandic PAP (first approximation):


(→ ) = 

→ corresponds tof 1 and f 2 in (4.110a, b) respectively. Sincef 1 and f 2 takes〈, 〉 as

their values, they satisfy the constraint in (4.112). Hence, the PAP is specified as.

However, we have observed that there is a case where a predicate agrees with an ac-

cusative NP when it is placed in the object position in the matrix clause of a raising-to-object

sentence. I repeat the example:

(4.113) Þeir
they.

telja
believe

hana
her.

vinsæla.
popular...

‘They believe her to be popular.’
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(4.114)


 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 3
 

 







f 1



 ‘〈〉’



f 2



 ‘’
 

 3
 

 







Since the matrix predicate is the object raising verbtelja, it identifies its with the em-

bedded, namely (↑  ) = (↑ ). Hence, as shown by the functional control in

(4.114), the f-structure corresponding tohanafunctions as the of the main clause and the

 of the embedded clause.〈, 〉 is assigned to that f-structure by the PS rule

(4.100b). Thus, within the, the has as its value and the predicate agrees

with that. Crucially, a predicate does not agree with an accusative subject if 〈, 〉

is assigned lexically such as a subject ofvanta‘lack’. So, we need to exclude that case. The

following is the formulation:

(4.115) Icelandic PAP (second approximation):


(→ ) = 

(→ ) = 
¬[(← ) = ASP]



The second off-path constraints in the disjunction state that if the has〈, 〉 and the

 value of the governing predicate is not a member of ASP, then the agreement target

becomes that. In (4.114), for instance,→ refers to f 2 and← to f 1. f 2 has〈, 〉

and the value of f 1, ‘〈,〉’, is not a member of ASP. Therefore, the two

constraints are satisfied and the local is selected as the controller of the agreement.

Under those agreement contexts,lásumin (4.109a) andvinsælain (4.113) are paired

with the following f-descriptions. Both of them place the constraining equations onto the

agreement features of due to (↑ ) =%.
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(4.116) a. lásum V (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) =%
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 1

b. vinsæla A (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) =%
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

4.6.3.2 Object agreement

One of the intriguing properties in Icelandic agreement is that it allows object agreement

when the case frame is-. Andrews analyses this pattern as a copying of the agreement

features from the2 to the first layer of the composite. In my approach, this is ex-

plained by setting PAP to  under this particular case frame. I repeat the example as

(4.117) with the f-structure (4.118):

(4.117) Henni
her.

leiddust
bored.3.

strákarnir.
the.boys.

‘She found the boys boring.’

(4.118)

f 1



 ‘-〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 3
 

 





f 2



 ‘’
 +

 

 3
 

 





According to the f-structure, what we need to state is the existence of the two values in

 and. Thus, the PAPmust be revised as follows:
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(4.119) Icelandic PAP (third approximation):
{  |  }

(→ ) = 

(→ ) = 
¬[(← ) = ASP]



(←  ) = 
(→ ) = 

The off-path constraints under the state that an f-structure taking an as its value must

have a that contains〈, 〉. (→ ) =  under the requires that〈, 〉

within the.30 In (4.118), f 1 corresponds to← and f 2 to→ and both have features

required by (4.119).

Although (4.119) accounts for simple object agreement, there is another interesting object

agreement pattern in Icelandic as illustrated in (4.50) (repeated as (4.120a)). In (4.120a),

honumplaced in the subject position of the matrix clause is also the subject ofgefnir, which

is the dative case assigner, in the embedded clause. The agreement betweengefnir and the

nominative objectpeningarnir is predicted by (4.119). (4.120a), however, shows that the

matrix verbtaldir agrees with the embedded object as well. This point become clearer in

contrast with the cases where a dative NP is positioned in an object position of a matrix

clause as in (4.120b). In that case, since the matrix subjectis in the nominative, the matrix

predicatetelja agrees with that nominative subject, rather than the embedded object. (4.121)

is the f-structure for (4.120a):

(4.120) a. Honum
him.

eru
are.

taldir
thought...

hafa
have

verið
been

gefnir
given...

peningarnir.
the.money...

‘He is thought to have been given the money.’

b. Þeir
they.

telja
believe.3.

barninu
the.child.

hafa
to have

batnað
recovered from

veikin.
the.disease.

‘They believe the child to have recovered from the disease.’

30This constraint may not be necessary since a predicate taking a dative subject always requires a nominative
object. The same effect can be obtained by annotating 

(←)=DSP , which essentially states the same
constraints as in (4.119).
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(4.121)

f 1



 ‘-〈〉’





 ‘’
 

 3
 

 





f 2



 ‘-〈,〉’
 





f 3



 ‘’
 +

 

 3
 

 







To account for this pattern, Icelandic PAPmust be allowed to extend the path to a deeply

embedded’s . (4.122) is the revised formulation:

(4.122) Icelandic PAP (final version):
{  | *  }

(→ ) = 

(→ ) = 
¬[(← ) = ASP]



(←  ) =  (←  ) = 
(→ ) = 

Notice that multiples are added in the path.31 (←  ) =  under* pro-

hibits a matrix predicate from incorrectly agreeing with anembedded object when a nom-

inative subject exists in the matrix clause as in (4.120b). In (4.121), f 1 is the f-structure

corresponding to← under the, f 2 and f 3 correspond to← and→ under the respec-

tively. The f-structures contain the required values for, so the matrix predicate obtains

the path  to agree with the embedded nominative object.

The reason that the path allows any number of is that technically a sentence can

have a number of subject raising verbs between a dative subject and a nominative object. I

repeated the example as (4.123):

(4.123) Barninu
the.child.

er
is

talin
believed

sögð
said

hafa
to have

batnað
recovered from

veikin.
the.disease.

‘The child is believe to be said to have recovered from the disease.’

31Kleene star (*) means “any number” (including null).
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The subjectbarninu is given〈, 〉 by the most deeply embedded verbveikin. The two

subject raising verbs, excludinger andhafa, are positioned between the dative subject and

the nominative object and they agree with the embedded nominative object. Fortalin to

reach the agreement controller, its PAP must be   (see (4.104a) for the

f-structure). Thus, we need* in the path.

The remaining patterns are the rather idiosyncratic cases found in (4.47) and (4.58). With

regard to the former, it is unclear which the complement is mapped onto in the f-structure.

If we assume that it is an, we only need to add idiosyncratic lexical information ofþaðand

þettaunder the in (4.122), e.g. (←  ) = ‘’, (←  ) = 3 and so on. As

for the latter, we might be able to argue that the controller of long-distant agreement can be

 as well as. However, the fact that only the default form is available for some speakers

suggests that it is another instance of case attraction. Thus, I do not try to incorporate those

two idiosyncratic patterns in the PAP in the current study.

(4.122) is the final version of the Icelandic PAP. Icelandic allows either subject-

predicate or object-predicate agreement. The agreement target of the latter can be deeply

embedded. The syntactic environments of each agreement areproperly stated by off-path

constraints. I shall discuss the non-agreement pattern in the next section.

4.6.3.3 Default form

As shown in (4.41), (4.42) and (4.69), Icelandic also allowsnon-agreement in addition to the

patterns we have analysed so far. I repeat them here as (4.124):

(4.124) a. Strákunum
the.boys...

leiddist.
bored.

‘The boys were bored.’

b. Strákunum
the.boys...

var
was.

illt.
bad.

‘The boys were bad.’

c. Gluggunum
the.windows...

var
was.

lokað.
closed.

‘The windows were closed.’

d. Drengina
the.boys.

vantar
lack.

mat.
food.

‘The boys lacks food.’

Leiddist, illt , lokað andvantar are all in the default forms due to the lexical dative and ac-

cusative subjects. Those default forms are identical to thethird singular in verbs and the

singular nominative neuter in adjective/participles.
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In my proposal, the appearance of the default forms in the above contexts is naturally

captured. Firstly, I assume that the default form of a predicate lacks constraining equations

to the agreement controller. Hence, for the lexeme ‘bad’, the followings are the partial

paradigmatic entries — notice that the constraining equations for agreement are not stated in

the default form (4.125d):

(4.125) a. illur A (↑ ) = {‘ ’ | ‘〈〉’}
{(↑ PAP) =% | (AAP ↑) =%}
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

b. illri A (↑ ) = {‘ ’ | ‘〈〉’}
{(↑ PAP) =% | (AAP ↑) =%}
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

c. illa A (↑ ) = {‘ ’ | ‘〈〉’}
{(↑ PAP) =% | (AAP ↑) =%}
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

d. illt A (↑ ) = {‘ ’ | ‘〈〉’}

Secondly, when none of the conditions specified in (4.122) issatisfied, the PAP

does not take any path. This is the case of the syntactic environments which requires the

default form of a predicate. In (4.124b), for instance, although the has〈, 〉, the

f-structure lacks an. Therefore, the PAP cannot be. Similarly, in (4.124d), the

 has〈, 〉, but the is a category ASP, namely the is assigned lexically,

so again the PAP cannot be.

As a result of those assumptions, the only lexical entry in (4.125) that can appear in

the environment (4.124b) isillt since it does not have any requirement for the agreement

features. Following Andrews (1982) or more general assumptions of Word-and-Paradigm

model of morphology, I assume that only the most narrowly matched entry can appear in the

syntax, which stops the default form from appearing with anytype of argument NP.

4.6.3.4 Attributive adjective and secondary predication

Finally, I discuss the agreement found in secondary predication. To this end, I start with

a discussion on agreement in an attributive use of adjectives. As illustrated in (4.86), an

adjective agrees with its head noun in number, gender and case when it is used as an attributive
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modifier. Therefore,gulir is in the nominative masculine plural form due to the agreement

with hestarin (4.126a). (4.126b) is the f-structure of this NP.

(4.126) a. gulir
yellow...

hestar
horses

‘yellow horses’

b.

f 1



 ‘’
 

 

 



{[
 ‘’

]}



The mechanism that allows the path to be specified for agreement with a head noun is already

stated in (4.108b). An adjective has another path AAP in its lexical entry and it is

equated as (AAP ↑) =%. I propose the following path for Icelandic AAP:

(4.127) Icelandic AAP:
 ∈

According to this path specification,gulir is paired with the following f-description:

(4.128) gulir A (↑ ) = ‘’
( ∈↑) =%
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

Since the inside-out path ( ∈↑) refers to the f-structure containing as its value, it is the

f-structure corresponding the whole NP in (4.126b), i.e.f 1.

An interesting consequence of this approach is its relationto secondary predication. We

have looked at the cases where a secondary predicate agrees with an NP with lexical case

marking ((4.45) and (4.74) are repeated as (4.129) here):

(4.129) a. Strákunum
the.boys.

verður
will be

kalt
cold.

svona
so

fáklæddum.
few clothed..

‘The boys will freeze, so scantily dressed.’

b. Lögreglan
the.police

lýsti
described

glæpamönnunum
the.criminals..

sem
as

stórhaettulegum.
very dangerous..

‘The police described the criminals as extremely dangerous.’

c. Glæpamönnunum
the.criminals..

var
was.

lýst
described.

sem
as

stórhættulegum.
very dangerous..

‘The criminals were described as extremely dangerous.’
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Andrews (1982) argues that each sentence involves an to which the secondary predicate

is mapped. He allows the of the to be identified with the second layer of the matrix

. For instance, he claims thatlýsti has the equation (↑  ) = (↑  ) in its f-

description as in (4.75). It is clearly inconsistent with his analysis of the other constructions

involving an where a of an is always identified with the whole composite

. Further, the agreement target of a secondary predicate is not necessarily marked by a

lexical case, that is the agreement controller can be a non-composite/single layer. There

is no motivation to expect the identification to the second layer of the composite only in

sentences like (4.129). A more serious problem is that it is doubtful that a secondary predicate

in a sentence like (4.129a) is specified as in the lexical entry of a matrix predicate. To

make Andrews’ proposal work, we would ought to assume thatkalt ‘cold’ has a value

‘〈 ,〉’ and equation (↑  ) = (↑  ). This does not seem to be

a sound assumption considering the argument structure of the predicate.32 Therefore, I reject

the assumption that a kind of secondary predications in Icelandic found in (4.129) involves

an.

I assume that seemingly secondary predicates in (4.129) areactually modifiers of nouns.

Therefore, the agreement pattern is the same type as the one between a head noun and a

modifier. One piece of suggestive evidence of this assumption is found in (4.130) and (4.131)

(Andrews 1982:449):

(4.130) a. Ég
I.

vil
want

hann
him.

dauðan.
dead...

‘I want him to be dead.’

b. * Ég
I.

vil
want

hann
him.

vera
to be

dauðan
dead...

(4.131) a. Við
we.

kusum
chose

Höskuld
Höskuldur.

skipstjóra.
captain...

‘We chose Höskuldur as a captain.’

b. * Við
we.

kusum
chose

Höskuld
Höskuldur.

vera
to be

skipstjóra.
captain...

(4.130) illustrates that the agreement between adjectivedauðanand pronounhannis available

only if dauðanappears without non-finite copulavera. Similarly, in (4.131) the agreement

between the two nouns,skipstjóraandHöskuld, is only found withoutvera.33 Those ex-

32If the f-structure corresponding to the secondary predicate is , we could propose that
(↑  ) = (↑  ) in the f-desription ofkalt. However, it is conceptually implausible to regulate the
functional identification of a non-term.

33Andrews (1982) attributes those differences in grammaticality to the/ and distinction.
Those categorial distinctions of open complements are abandoned in the current, although technically we
could refer to a syntactic category in the c-structure from the corresponding f-structure byφ−1 andλ.
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amples suggest that the relation betweendauðanandhann in (4.130a) does not seem to be

clausal.

I propose thatdauðanin (4.130) andskipstjórain (4.131) are a kind of dislocated modi-

fiers ofhannandHöskuld, so they are mapped onto inside of the f-structure corresponding to

the NPs. Thus, (4.129a) has the following f-structure:

(4.132)






 ‘’
 

 3
 

 



{[
 ‘-’

]}



. . .



Since how NP-internal grammatical relations are represented is an under-studied area in,

the only plausible option for the of the dislocated modifier is. Although it is

feasible to postulate a new to describe various types of NP-internal modifying relations,

it is beyond the scope of the current study. So, I provisionally assume thatfáklæddumis

mapped onto in (4.132). If we introduce a new, it would be added to the path of

AAP. The crucial point is that the agreement found in (4.129) canbe explained in terms

of AAP and the constraining equations on the agreement features. This treatment gives

us a unified account of clausal and NP internal agreement.

4.7 Summary

This chapter advocates two points. The first one is a rejection of a mechanism like compos-

ite  in  to account for the Icelandic data. The second point is the proposal of a new

approach to agreement in. I have proposed the theory which not only can capture

the diverse case marking patterns in Icelandic, but also reflects the properties of. The

complex agreement is explained by the path approach. It reflects the fact that the agreement is

sensitive to in Icelandic. The path approach yields the unified account for an NP internal

agreement as well. Moreover, it allows us to maintain the standard flat in the f-structure.

It also provide a clear advantage for the inflectional morphology. Most importantly, both the

 assignment mechanism and the path approach proposed in thischapter are general the-

ories and applicable to other languages which will give us the same advantages as we have

observed in Icelandic.



Chapter 5

Case and Postposition in Hindi-Urdu

Hindi-Urdu have a set of postpositional elements whose functions are primarily encoding

grammatical relations of marked NPs as well as other syntactic and semantic properies. Based

on the assumption that is formal marking to distinguish one dependent from the others in

a clause, those postpositions are often referred to as case markers such as ergative, accusative,

dative and instrumental. In this chapter, however, I shall argue that there is no empirical

ground to support the assumption that those postpositionalformatives introduce features

to the Hindi-Urdu grammar. Instead, they are simply formal signals of various syntactic and

semantic features. Further, I claim that according to the discussion we have made so far, the

real is introduced as a part of nominal inflectional properties which also plays a crucial

role in agreement. I shall present how those two points can beformalised under the theoretical

proposals the current thesis advocates.

This chapter is organised as follows. In section 5.1, the nominal inflectional patterns in

Hindi-Urdu are summarised. Section 5.2 presents various uses of postpositional elements. I

shall discuss the phrase structural properties of postpositional elements in section 5.3. Section

5.4 is devoted to the description of agreement in the language including the basis of verbal

inflection. I summarise the proposal found in Butt and King (2004) and point out some

difficulties in section 5.5. Section 5.6 presents an alternativeanalysis based on the current

theoretical architecture.

5.1 Nominal inflection

Hindi-Urdu nouns inflect for number, gender and case: the number is either singular or plural;

the gender is either masculine or feminine; and the case is either direct, oblique or vocative.

The masculine nouns are divided intōa-ending group and non̄a-ending group according

155
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to their inflectional patterns, while the feminine nouns aredivided into ı̄-/iyā-ending and

the others. (5.1) and (5.2) show inflectional patterns of each gender (McGregor 1995:1–3,

Schmidt 1999:1–12). If the masculine singular direct form ends in ā, the singular oblique

and the plural direct are identical as in (5.1a). In the otherendings of masculine nouns, the

singular direct, the singular oblique and the plural directare all identical as illustrated in

(5.1b). In both groups,-õ is added to the stem in the plural oblique. But if the stem ends in

a long vowelū, it is shortened intou before the suffix (hindū→ hinduõ‘Hindu’); and if the

stem ends in̄ı, the suffix attaches to the shortenedi followed by the semi-vocalic glidey (ādm̄ı

→ ādmiyõ‘man’). The singular vocative is always identical to the singular oblique, while the

plural vocative is identical to the plural oblique without the nasalisation of the ending.1

(5.1) a. Masculinēa-ending:kamr̄a ‘room’
Direct Oblique Vocative

Sg kamr̄a kamre kamre
Pl kamre kamrõ kamro

b. Masculine non̄a-ending:din ‘day’
Direct Oblique Vocative

Sg din din din
Pl din dinõ dino

In feminine nouns, the direct and the oblique forms are always identical in the singular.

The plural oblique and the vocative formations are the same as the masculine nouns, so are

the vowel shortening and the glide insertion:

(5.2) a. Femininēı-ending:lar. k̄ı ‘girl’
Direct Oblique Vocative

Sg lar.kı̄ lar.kı̄ lar.kı̄
Pl lar.kiyã lar.kiyõ lar.kiyo

b. Feminineiyā-ending:cir. iyā ‘bird’
Direct Oblique Vocative

Sg cir.iyā cir.iyā cir.iyā
Pl cir.iyã cir.iyõ cir.iyo

c. Other endings:mez‘table’
Direct Oblique Vocative

Sg mez mez mez
Pl mez̃e mezõ mezo

There are also a set of pronouns. Pronouns do not exhibit the gender distinction. That

is, there is no formal distinction between ‘he’ and ‘she’, though it is often indicated by the

1Since the descriptive grammars of Hindi and Urdu show differences in some part of transcriptions, basically
I follow their traditions. The high-mid vowels and low-mid vowels are distiguished as ‘e, o’ and ‘ai, au’ in Hindi
examples, but may not be in Urdu ones.
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verbal agreement. Pronouns also show the morphological case distinction between direct and

oblique. The third person further distinguishes distance to the referent. The proximate form

is used only when the referent is present. Since the third person pronouns are used as demon-

stratives as well, the proximate and the distant correspondto ‘this/these’ and ‘that/those’

respectively. (5.3) is the inflectional paradigm of pronouns (McGregor 1995:12, Schmidt

1999:15–18):2, 3

(5.3)
Direct Oblique

1
Sg mã̃ı mujh
Pl ham ham

2
Sg t̄u tujh
Pl tum tum

3
Sg

vah/vo us (distant)
yah/ye is (proximate)

Pl
ve/vo un (distant)
ye in (proximate)

Hindi-Urdu, like many other languages, have a set of postpositional formatives whose

primary function is to encode grammatical relations. They attach to a noun phrase even

when it is a term grammatical function such as subject and object, which shows a contrast to

Germanic/Romance preposition marking we have briefly observed in Chapter 2 and 3. The

following is the list of postpositional elements in Hindi-Urdu:

(5.4)
Form Function
ne transitive subject in perfective
ko direct specific object/dative object
kā/ke/kı̄ of, ’s
se from, by, with
mẽ in
par on, at
tak till, until

One of the morphosyntactic restrictions enforced by those postpositional elements is the

case of an NP to which they are attached. They occur only with the oblique case form as

shown in (5.5):

(5.5) a. r̄am
Ram

nebaccõ
children...

ko samb̄alā.
take care of

2In the third person, the different transcriptions between the two languages are indicated by Hindi/Urdu
order, although their pronounciations are identical. The examples in the following sections follow those tran-
scriptional differences.

3For the second person, there is another formāp that is used as an honorific pronouns. I ignore this form for
expository purpose.
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‘Ram took care of the children.

b. ham
we

abh̄ı
now

rāste
road...

mẽhã̃ı.
be

‘We are on the way now.’

Pronouns show slightly different combinatory properties when they are followed byne.

The first and second person pronouns must be in the direct formoccurring withne. The third

person, on the other hand, must be oblique in the singular like an ordinary NP, while it is in

the special form in the plural (cf. McGregor 1995:19, Schmidt 1999:22):

(5.6)
Pronoun+ ne

1
Sg mã̃ı ne (direct)
Pl ham ne (direct)

2
Sg t̄u ne (direct)
Pl tum ne (direct)

3
Sg

us ne (oblique)
is ne (oblique)

Pl
unhõ ne (special)
inhõ ne (special)

When the postpositionko follows pronouns including personal, demonstrative, interrog-

ative and relative pronouns exceptāp, it may be replaced by the suffix -e ∼ -(h)ẽ, which is

common in the spoken language (Schmidt 1999:21):4

(5.7)
Pronoun+ ko Pronoun+ -e∼ -(h)ẽ

1
Sg mujh ko mujhe
Pl ham ko ham̃e

2
Sg tujh ko tujhe
Pl tum ko tumh̃e

3
Sg

us ko use
is ko ise

Pl
un ko unh̃e
in ko inhẽ

The possessive postposition has three formskā∼ ke∼ k̄ı. This is because it agrees with a

possessed noun in gender, number and case (McGregor 1995:9):

(5.8) a. us
that

str̄ı
woman

kā bet.ā
son...

‘that woman’s son’

b. us
that

str̄ı
woman

kebet.e
sons...

4This can be regarded as a type of incorporation. A similar kind of incorporation of postposition to pronouns
is found in focus postpositionh̄ı (Sharma 2003:65).
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‘that woman’s sons’

c. us
that

ādm̄ı
man’s

k̄ı bahnõ
sisters’...

kā makān
house...

‘that man’s sisters’ house’

This vowel ending alternation ofkā is the same pattern as agreement between a noun/pronoun

and an attributive adjective with-ā ending as summarised in (5.9):

(5.9) -ā direct masculine singular
-e direct masculine plural/oblique masculine
-ı̄ feminine

Similarly, possessive forms of the first and second person pronouns are also morphologi-

cally adjectives, namely they agree with the head nouns in number, gender and case. (5.10)

is the list ofā-ending forms and (5.11) is the examples. The third person pronouns are con-

structed by the combination of the oblique form+ kā/ke/k̄ı like ordinary nouns.

(5.10)
Possessive pronoun

1
Sg mer̄a/e/ı̄
Pl ham̄a/e/ı̄

2
Sg ter̄a/e/ı̄
Pl tumh̄a/e/ı̄

(5.11) a. mer̄a bh̄āı ‘my brother’
mer̄ı bahen ‘my sister’
mere v̄alidain ‘my parents’

b. tumh̄ar̄a bh̄āı ‘your brother’
tumh̄ar̄ı bahen ‘your sister’
tumh̄are v̄alidain ‘your parents’

c. us k̄a bh̄āı ‘his/her brother’
us k̄ı bahen ‘his/her sister’
us ke v̄alidain ‘his/her parents’

5.2 Grammatical function encoding

In this section, we shall look at the details of the postpositional formatives. Those are often

referred to as case markers in the generative literature (e.g. Mahajan 1990, Mohanan 1994,

Butt 1995), since the primary role of those formatives in the grammar is to encode gram-

matical functions (s) of the marked NPs in a clause. But as correctly observed in Mohanan

(1994) and Butt and King (2004), the encoding is not the sole property of those formatives.

They are reflections of complex syntax and semantic information.
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5.2.1 ne

Firstly, ne is attached to the subject of transitive verbs in the perfective (Schmidt 1999:73):

(5.12) a. ahmad
Ahmad

ne s̄are
all

samose
samosas

khāe
eaten.

hã̃ı.
be

‘Ahmad has eaten all the samosas.’

b. ahmad s̄are samose kh̄aeḡa.
‘Ahmad will eat all the samosas.’

(5.12a) is a sentence in the present perfect, which is realised by the past participle form verb

+ the present tense form auxiliary — I shall discuss Hindi-Urdu verbal inflections in more

detail below. Thus, the subjectahmadis followed byne. In (5.12b), on the other hand, the

subject is in the bare direct form, since the sentence is in the future tense, which is realised

by the subjunctive form of verb followed by-gasuffix that itself inflects like an adjective.

Although almost all transitive verbs take anemarked subject in the perfective, there is a

small number of verbs, such aslānā ‘bring’, bhūlnā ‘forget’, andbolnā ‘speak’, which take a

direct case NP even in the perfective (McGregor 1995:81):

(5.13) vah
he

do
two

pustk̃e
books

lāyā.
brought.

‘He brought two books.’

Unlike transitive verbs, subjects of intransitive verbs donot exhibit any variation with

respect to aspect. In both the perfective and the imperfective, they take a direct form NP as

their subject (Comrie 1984:858):

(5.14) a. lar.kı̄
girl

sot̄ı
sleeping.

hai.
be

‘The girl is sleeping.’

b. lar.kı̄
girl

sōı.
slept.

‘The girl slept.’

However, a small number of intransitive verbs such asnah̄anā ‘bathe’, ch̃ıknā ‘sneeze’ and

khãsn̄a ‘cough’ behave like transitive verbs in the perfective, namely they require a subject

followed by ne as in (5.15) (Comrie 1984:858). Further, Mahajan (1990:74) states thatne

is mostly optional in unergative intransitive verbs (see also Mohanan 1994:71–2). Butt and

King (1991) observe that the alternation between a direct form NP and ane marked NP

reflects volitionality (or ‘Conscious Choice: CC’ in their terminology) as indicated by the

contrast in (5.16):
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(5.15) lar.kı̄
girl

ne nah̄ayā.
bathed.

‘The girl bathed.’

(5.16) a. r̄am
Ram

ne khãs̄a.
cough.

‘Ram coughed (purposefully).’

b. rām
Ram

khãs̄a.
cough.

‘Ram coughed.’

5.2.2 ko

The postpositionko is used to mark various term argument NPs such indirect objects in

(5.17) (McGregor 1995:54), animate/specific direct objects in (5.18) (Mohanan 1994:79–80)

and experiencer subjects in (5.19) (Schmidt 1999:71, Comrie1984:859):

(5.17) a. us
that

ādm̄ı
man

ko t̄ın
three

pustk̃e
books

d̄ıjie.
give

‘Please give that man three books.’

b. mujhe
me

patr
letter

likhie.
write

‘Please write me a letter.’

(5.18) a. il̄a
Ila

ne ek
one

bacce
child

ko ut.hāyā.
lift

‘Ila lifted a child.’

b. ilā
Ila

ne haar
necklace

ko ut.hāyā.
lift

‘Ila lifted the/*a necklace.’

(5.19) a. akram
Akram

ko samose
samose

pasand
like

hã̃ı.
be

‘Akram likes samosas.’

b. rām
Ram

ko sȳam
Shyam

kı̄ yād
remembrance

ā̄ı.
came

‘Ram remembered Shyam.’

In (5.17), the verbs require a direct object and an indirect object. The indirect object is marked

by ko in (5.17a) and it is in the pronominal shorter formmujhein (5.17b). (5.18) illustrates the

semantic properties of object NPs marked byko, namely it is either animate or specific. The

object in (5.18a) is animate, so it is followed byko. In (5.18b), since the inanimate object

is marked byko, the only interpretation is specific as indicated by the translation. (5.19)
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shows examples of experiencer subjects withko. This construction tends to involve an N-V

complex containinghon̄a ‘be, become’,̄anā ‘come’ andlagnā ‘be applied’. Thus, the literal

translation of (5.19b) would be ‘to Ram Shyam’s remembrance came’, althoughrām kois the

subject of the clause.5

It is worth noting that a careful observation reveals that the term ‘experiencer subject’

is a rather misleading generalisation. A subject ofmilna ‘receive’, for example, is givenko

marking, even though it is not an experiencer. Conversely, a number of subjects that may be

categorised as experiencers receive different markings. Therefore, Mohanan (1994:141–4)

argues that more accurate statement is that theko marked subject is associated with abstract

semantic notion of. She proposes the semantic representations (5.21) to explain the

contrast between the two sentences in (5.20):

(5.20) a. tus.ār
Tushar

ko khús̄ı
happiness

hūı.
happen

‘Tushar became happy.’

b. tus.ār
Tushar

khús
happy

huā.
become

‘Tushar became happy.’

(5.21) a. [ Y   X ]
|

HAPPINESS

b. [ X   Y ]
[]

[X HAPPY]

The two variablesX andY in (5.21) correspond to the subject and the object in (5.20) respec-

tively. (5.21a) is the semantic representation of (5.20). It shows thatX, i.e. the subject, is

the destination ofHAPPINESS, namely it is the. This is the case whereX receivesko

marking. In (5.21b), which is the semantic representation of (5.20b), it isX that moves to

the state of happiness. In this semantic environment, Mohanan argues,X is in the direct case

form. Clearly, the correlation between andkomarking is common to thekomarking on

the indirect objects we have just looked at in (5.17).

The passive construction optionally allows the passivisedanimate subject to appear with

ko instead of the direct case. Hence, the subject is either in the direct case form as in (5.22a)

or in the oblique case form followed bykoas in (5.22b) (Gair and Wali 1989:51):

(5.22) a. lar.ki
girl

pakr.ı̄
caught

gāı.
go

‘The girl was caught.’

5See Mohanan (1994:148–151) for discussion on subjecthood.
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b. lar.ki
girl

ko pakr.ā
caught

gaȳa.
go

‘The girl was caught.’

Ko is also used to encode various adverbial functions of NPs. The usage is mainly to show

a direction or a destination of movement or to represent a temporal setting. In (5.23a),apne

dés kois the goal or destination of the movement. In (5.23b, c),ko attaches to the temporal

expressions (McGregor 1995:54, Shukla 2001:324).

(5.23) a. vah
he

apne
own

dés
country

ko laut.
return

gaȳa.
go

‘He went back to his country.’

b. budhv̄ar
Wednesday

ko āo.
come

‘Come on Wednesday.’

c. ādm̄ı
man

rāt
night

ko āyā.
came

‘The man came at night.’

5.2.3 se

Another postposition that signals both core argument and adjunct NPs isse. The most salient

functions ofseare ablative (‘from, since’) and instrumental (‘with, by’)uses as illustrated in

(5.24) and (5.25) (Schmidt 1999:73, Shukla 2001:324, McGregor 1995:32):

(5.24) a. ye
this

bas
bus

kahã
where

seāt̄ı
come

hai?
be

‘Where does this bus come from?’

b. mã̃ı
I

do
two

din
days

se b̄ımār
sick

hũ.
be

‘I have been sick for two days.’
(5.25) a. c̄aku

knife
se phal

fruit
kāt.o.
cut

‘Cut the fruit with a knife.’

b. mã̃ı
I

mot.ar
car

se yahã
here

āyā.
came

‘I came here by car.’

(5.24a, b) denote spatial movement away from something and lapse of time respectively. In

(5.25), bothcāku seandmot.ar sefunction as instruments for the actions. As another adjunct

use,semarks a demoted agent NP in passive as in (5.26) (Mohanan 1994:183):
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(5.26) pulis
police

se cor
thief

pakd.ā
catch

gaȳa.
go

‘The thief was caught by the police.’

With respect to term argument encoding,semarks a direct object of certain verbs. In

(5.27a), the object of meeting is marked byse. The object can also be marked byko. With

that marking, however, the sentence indicates that the meeting is a coincidental event as

shown in (5.27b) (Schmidt 1999:75):

(5.27) a. ad̄ıb
writer

risāle
journal

ke mud̄ır
editor

se mil̄a.
met

‘The writer met the editor of the journal.’

b. āj
today

mã̃ı
I

hams̄ae
neighbour

ko
bus

bas
stop

ke ad.d.e
met

par
go

mil gayā.

‘Today I met the neighbour at the bus stop.’

Object NPs followed bysealso appear with verbs denoting speaking or telling such asbolnā

‘speak’,kahn̄a ‘say’ andpūchn̄a ‘ask’ as in (5.28) (Schmidt 1999:75, McGregor 1995:23):

(5.28) a. mã̃ı
I

āp
you

se kuch
something

kahn̄a
tell

cāht̄ı
want

hũ.
be

‘I would like to tell you something.’

b. vah
she

us
him

se sav̄al
question

pūch
ask

rah̄ı
stay

hai.
be

‘She is asking him a question.’

Further,sealso marks a subject expressing incapacity or involuntary action as follows

(Schmidt 1999:74, 158):

(5.29) a. mujh
I

se ais̄ı
such

dav̄a
medicine

khā̄ı
take

nah̃ı
not

jāt̄ı.
go

‘I can’t possibly take such medicine.’

b. bacce
baby

se camca
spoon

gir
fall

gaȳa.
go

‘The baby dropped the spoon (accidentally).’

5.2.4 mẽ, par and tak

The usage of the other postpositional elements is relatively straightforward. As indicated

by the rough translation in (5.4),mẽ, par and tak are all attached to locational or temporal

adverbial NPs. Firstly, examples ofmẽare as follows (Shukla 2001:325):
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(5.30) a. son̄a
gold

uske
his

hāth
hand

mẽ hai.
be

‘The gold is in his hand.’

b. vah
he

rāt
night

mẽ cor̄ı
theft

kart̄a
do

hai.
be

‘He steals during the night.’

c. mak̄an
house

ek
one

sāl
year

mẽ taiȳar
ready

huā.
be

‘The house was constructed in one year.’

d. h̄ath̄ı
elephant

pac̄as
fifty

haz̄ar
thousand

mẽ milā.
be obtained

‘The elephant was purchased for fifty thousand.’

In most of the cases,mẽ corresponds toin, into or within in English as shown in (5.30a–c).

One idiosyncratic use is found in (5.30d) wheremẽmarks cost of exchange. This postposition

is also used to encode time of travel.

(5.31) shows various uses ofpar. (5.31a, b) are the locative adverbial use and (5.31c) is

the temporal one (Shukla 2001:325):

(5.31) a. zam̄ın
ground

par bait.ho.
sit

‘Sit on the ground.’

b. vah
he

darvaze
door

par khar.ā
stand

hai.
be

‘He is standing at the door.’

c. samay
time

parān̄a.
come

‘Come on time.’

As idiosyncratic use, it also follows an object of certain verbs. This is similar to idiosyncratic

prepositional argument in English (Schmidt 1999:79):

(5.32) ḡaõ
village

vāle
people

buzurgõ
elders

par etib̄ar
rely

karte
do

hã̃ı.
be

‘The villagers rely on the elders.’

Finally, the following is the examples oftak (Shukla 2001:326):

(5.33) a. yah
this

rāh
path

śahar
city

tak jāt̄ı
go

hai.
be

‘This path goes as far as te city.’

b. mã̃ı
I

kal
tomorrow

tak yahã
here

rah̃ugā.
remain

‘I shall remain here until tomorrow.’



166 5.3. SURFACE PHRASE STRUCTURE

c. ve
they

śam
evening

tak laut.ẽge.
return

‘They will return by tomorrow.’

5.2.5 Bare oblique locative

We have observed that postpositions signal locative functions of NPs. However, Hindi-Urdu

also allow bare oblique case NPs to function as locatives. According to McGregor (1995:54),

this normally happens when the given place is a geographicallocality denoted by a place-

name, or is otherwise felt as a specific destination. Hence, both kalkatteandghar in (5.34)

can occur in the oblique forms indicating that they are the destinations of the action denoted

by the verbs:

(5.34) a. vah
he

kalkatte
Calcutta

laut.
return

gaȳa.
go

‘He went back to Calcutta.’

b. vah
he

apne
self

ghar
home

laut.
return

gaȳa.
go

‘He returned to his home.’

5.3 Surface phrase structure

Although we have referred to themarkers such asne, koandseas postpositional elements,

their phrase structural properties reveal that they are different from what we normally call

adpositions in that they are clearly bound to the hosts and cannot stand alone in the con-

figurational syntax. For instance, postposition strandingor any kind of dislocation of those

formatives from the hosts is disallowed in Hindi-Urdu. Still, they are not purely inflectional

suffixes. Despite the limitation of their mobility in the phrase structure, Mohanan (1994),

Butt and King (2004) and among others show that some degree of separability is allowed.

Their separability becomes clearer in comparison with genuine suffixes like the masculine

oblique case ending-e. Firstly, -e cannot scope over co-ordinated NPs as in (5.35), whereas

postpositional formatives can as in (5.36) (Butt and King 2004:17):6

(5.35) a. *[ kutt
dog

or
and

ghor.
horse

] -e
-

6The page numbers of Butt and King (2004) are based on the final draft available at:
http://ling.uni-konstanz.de/pages/home/butt/butt-king.pdf
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b. kutt-e
dog-

or
and

ghor.-e
horse-

(5.36) a. yasin
Yassin

ne [ kutt-e
dog

or
and

ghor.-e
horse

] ko dekha
see

hai.
be

‘Yassin saw the dog and the horse.’

b. nadya
Nadya

[ lahor
Lahore

or
and

karachi
Karachi

] se hai.
be

‘Nadya is from Lahore and Karachi.’

In (5.35a), the two stems are co-ordinated and followed by the oblique ending-e, which

is ungrammatical. If the stem-suffix combinations are co-ordinated, it is grammatical as in

(5.35b). In (5.36), on the other hand,ko andseappear only once after the co-ordinated NPs,

but clearly they function as object markers of the co-ordinated phrase altogether.

Another test is intervention of emphatic markerh̄ı between the host and the postpositional

formatives. As expected from the true affix status,h̄ı cannot occur between the stem and the

oblique suffix -e or the verbal perfective suffix -a as illustrated in (5.37). But it can intervene

between the host and the postpositional elements as in (5.38) (Butt and King 2004:17):

(5.37) a. *kutt-h̄ı-e
dog--

b. *khel-h̄ı-a
play--..

(5.38) a. tujh
you

h̄ı


ko diya.
give

‘I gave it to you (and not to anyone else).’

b. mã̃ı
I

vahã
there

saikal
bicycle

h̄ı


se pah̃uch
reach

sakti
able

hũ.
be

‘I can get there with just a bike.’

Based on those observations, Mohanan (1994), Butt and King (2004) and many others

assume that the postpositional formatives are clitics or phrasal affixes, namely they are mor-

phologically bound requiring the host, while since the hostis phrasal, it can show limited

mobility from the host (see also section 3.6 in Chapter 3).

5.4 Agreement

5.4.1 Verbal inflection

Another aspect that interacts with grammatical functions,markers, and other clausal prop-

erties in the Hindi-Urdu grammar is agreement. A predicate in Hindi-Urdu mainly shows
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subject agreement, object agreement and non-agreement. Before discussing those agreement

patterns, let us look at the verbal inflectional system in Hindi-Urdu.

A main verb can be the following forms (omitting imperative and conjunctive):

(5.39) a. Infinitive:-nā

b. Imperfective Perfective
Masc Fem Masc Fem

Sg -t̄a -t̄ı -ā -̄ı
Pl -te -t̄ı -e -̄ı

Subjunctive
1 2 3

Sg -̃u -e -e
Pl -ẽ -o -̃e

The infinitive form is root+ -na as shown in (5.39a). (5.39b) shows the endings of the

imperfective participles, perfective participles and subjunctive participles. The imperfective

and perfective participles inflect for number and gender exactly like adjectives, whereas the

subjunctive inflects for number and person. If they are used alone without an auxiliary, they

represent the simple past, irrealis, and conditional respectively. (5.40) is the examples of̄anā

‘come’. (Schmidt 1999:88–9):7

(5.40) a. vo
he

āyā.
come...

‘He came.’

b. (agar)
(if)

vo
he

āt̄a.
come...

‘(if) he had come.’

c. (agar)
(if)

vo
he

āe.
come..3.

‘(if) he comes.’

Notice that the perfective and the imperfective agree with the subjectvo ‘he’ in number and

gender, while the subjunctive agrees with the subject in person and number.

The perfective participle and imperfective participle arefollowed by a copulahon̄a that

inflects for person and number in the present and for number and gender in the past as in

(5.41):

(5.41) Present
Sg Pl

1 hũ hã̃ı
2 hai ho
3 hai hã̃ı

Past
Sg Pl

Masc th̄a the
Fem th̄ı th̃ı

The combination with participles yields the following tense and aspect:

7The perfective form of̄anā is āyā with the semi-vocalic glide, not̄aā. The following morphophonolog-
ical alternations apply when the suffixes attach to the root ending with a vowel:ā+ ā→ āyā, a+ ā→ ayā,
o + ā→ oyā, ı̄ + ā→ iyā, ı̄ + ı̄→ ı̄, ı̄ + ı̃→ ı̃, i + ı̄ = ı̄.
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(5.42) a. Immediate past (perfective+ present)

vo
he

āyā
come...

hai.
be..3.

‘He has come.’

b. Remote past (perfective+ past)

vo
he

āyā
come...

thā.
be...

‘He had come/he came.’

(5.43) a. Habitual present (imperfective+ present)

vo
he

āt̄a
come...

hai.
be..3.

‘He comes.’

b. Habitual past (imperfective+ past)

vo
he

āt̄a
come...

thā.
be...

‘He used to come.’

The two participles agree withvo in number and gender. The auxiliaryhonaagrees with it

in person and number in the present as in (5.42a) and (5.43a) and in number and gender in

the past as in (5.42b) and (5.43b). In other word, the agreement features differ in a verbal

complex in the present.

The formation of future is slightly different. It is constructed by the subjunctive participle

followed by suffix gā. This suffix itself inflects like an adjective, i.e.gā∼ ge∼ ḡı with respect

to number and gender. Since the subjunctive participle inflects for person and number, two

parts in the same word inflect for different agreement features, namely the participle base

inflects for person and number, while the suffix does so for gender and number. Therefore,

the following paradigm is obtained:

(5.44) Future (̄anā ‘come’)
Masc Fem

Sg Pl Sg Pl
1 āũgā āẽge āũḡı āẽḡı
2 āeḡa āoge āeḡı āoḡı
3 āeḡa āẽge āeḡı āẽḡı

The progressive aspect is constructed by adding the perfective participle ofrahnā ‘re-

main, stay’ to the root followed byhona. Other modal expressions are obtained by various

auxiliaries. For instance, if the future form ofhona, i.e. the subjunctive form ofhona+ gā,

follows participles, it yields the presumptive mood. I do not discuss the details of modality

in this thesis.
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5.4.2 Agreement variation

In the previous section, we have only looked at subject agreement. However, Hindi-Urdu,

like Icelandic, exhibit agreement controller change as well. Roughly, the selection of agree-

ment controller is sensitive to the ‘form’ of argument NPs. As summarised in (5.2), both

subject and object are marked by clitics such asne, ko andseunder certain syntactic and

semantic environment. Those marked NPs can never be an agreement controller. So, for

instance, since the subject of a transitive verb is in the direct case form not followed by clitics

in the imperfective, that subject is the controller of agreement. Thus, in (5.45a) the main

verb dekht̄a and the auxiliaryhai are in the singular masculine form and the third singular

form respectively due to the agreement with direct case subject lar.kā. On the other hand,

the perfective requiresne to mark the subject. In (5.45b), therefore, the subjectlar.ke is in

the oblique case form followed byne, while the objectkitāb is in the direct case form that

indicates it is unspecific. The verb participates in agreement with this direct case form object

and is in the feminine singular form (Gair and Wali 1989:46, 49):

(5.45) a. lar.kā
boy...

s̄ıtā
Sita...

ko dekht̄a
look...

hai.
be..3.

‘The boy looks at Sita.’

b. lar.ke
boy...

ne kit̄ab
book...

par.h̄ı.
read...

‘The boy read the book.’

If both subject and object are in the direct case form, the subject must be the agreement

controller as in (5.46a). If both subject and object are marked by clitics and are in the oblique

case forms, the predicate does not exhibit agreement, and instead it is in the default form,

which is identical to the singular masculine form as shown in(5.46b) (Gair and Wali 1989:46,

49):

(5.46) a. lar.kā
boy...

kitāb
book...

par.htā
read...

hai.
be..3.

‘The boy reads a book.’

b. lar.kiyõ
girl...

ne s̄ıtā
Sita...

ko dekh̄a.
look..

‘The girls looked at Sita.’

As shown in section 5.2.1, some intransitive verbs require ane marked subject in the

perfective and some others optionally take anemarked subject in the perfective suggesting

the action is volitional. This marking affects the agreement pattern:
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(5.47) a. lar.kiyã
girl...

roȳı.
cry...

‘The girls cried.’

b. lar.kiyõ
girl...

ne roȳa.
cry..

‘The girls cried (on purpose).’

In (5.47a), the subject is not marked byne and is in the direct case form, so that the verb

agrees with it. In (5.47b), on the other hand, the subject is followed byne suggesting that

crying action is the girls’ conscious choice. Under this environment, since there is no NP for

the verb to agree with, the verb turns out to be the default form.

The same agreement blocking effect is found in clauses withko andsemarked subjects.

The experiencer subjects appear withko irrespective of perfectivity as in (5.48). In both

sentences, the main verb, auxiliary and predicative adjective all agree with the objectkitāb

(Gair and Wali 1989:50):

(5.48) a. r̄am
Ram...

ko apn̄ı
self’s

kitāb
book...

acch̄ı
good...

lagt̄ı
appear...

hai.
be..3.
‘Ram’s book appears good to him. (lit. to Ram his book appears good)’

b. rām
Ram...

ko apn̄ı
self’s

kitāb
book...

acch̄ı
good..

laḡı.
appear...

‘Ram’s book appeared good to him. (lit. to Ram his book appearedgood)’

In (5.49), the subjects’ incapability of the actions are expressed bysemarking. Due to this

marking, the verb and auxiliary show agreement with the direct case form object in (5.49a).

(5.49b) is an example of an intransitive verb, in which the verb and auxiliary have nothing to

agree with and are in the default forms:

(5.49) a. mujh
I.

se ais̄ı
such

dav̄a
medicine...

khā̄ı
take...

nah̃ı
not

jāt̄ı.
go...

‘I can’t possibly take such medicine.’

b. us
(s)he.

se cal̄a
walk..

nah̃ı
not

jāeḡa.
go..

‘(S)he can’t possibly walk.’

The data we have looked at so far appear to suggest that agreement in Hindi-Urdu is

regulated by purely surface properties of NPs and in fact a proposal based on that assumption

is made by Saksena (1981):

(5.50) Saksena’s Rule A:
The verb agrees with the leftmost phonologically null instance of case marking.
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The rule refers to the surface linear order, i.e. ‘leftmost’, and the form of NP, i.e. ‘phonologi-

cally null instance of case marking’ where case marking in her term means bearing clitics.

However, as Comrie (1984), Gair and Wali (1989), Khan (1989) and among others point

out, the rule is inadequate in many respects. On descriptiveside, for instance, the following

examples cannot be captured in Saksena’s rule (Khan 1989:73–77):

(5.51) a. sub̄ah
morning...

ali
Ali. .

ne n̄ást̄a
breakfast.

nah̄ı
not

kiyā.
do..

‘Ali didn’t take breakfast this morning.’

b. is
this..

vaqt
time...

tum
you.

ne kȳa
what..

kiyā.
do...

‘What did you do at this time?’

(5.52) ∅


dādar
Dadar

se
from

āyā
come...

hũ.
be..1.

‘(I) have just come from Dadar.’

As we have seen in section 5.2.5, a bare oblique case form NP can stand alone as locative

expression. (5.51) is the further examples of that use. In (5.51a),sub̄ah is placed at the

beginning of the sentence and since it is not marked by clitics, we would expect it to be the

agreement controller according to Saksena’s rule. But the default forms of the main verb

and auxiliary suggest that they do not participate in agreement. The determiner in Hindi-

Urdu inflects for number and case with a head noun. Thus,is in (5.51b) is in the singular

oblique form due to the agreement with the head nounvaqt, so the whole NP functions as

oblique locative without any clitic. Again, Saksena’s rulewould predict that this NP is the

controller of the agreement. But the verb form shows that it agrees with the interrogative

pronoun object. (5.52) is an example of pro drop. As indicated by∅, the subject is not overtly

expressed in this sentence. Still, the intransitive perfective verb and the auxiliary exhibit

agreement with the dropped first singular subject. Since no phonologically overt controller

exists in the sentence, Saksena’s rule cannot identify the dropped first person pronoun as the

agreement controller.

In sum, the correct account of the seemingly surface agreement phenomena in Hindi-

Urdu requires a reference to clausal and grammatical function information as well as the

formal aspect of the agreement controller. I shall show an analysis of Hindi-Urdu agreement

alongside the discussion on case below.
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5.5 Previous analyses

In , Butt and King (2003, 2004) analyse the Urdu case, and based onthose works, Butt

and Sadler (2003) illustrate how Urdu agreement pattern is accounted for. With regard to

case, they all assume that the clitics such asne andko introduce features like〈, 〉,

〈, 〉 and〈, 〉 and so forth. But crucially in their analyses, those clitics contribute

not only the, but also other syntactic and semantic properties. This obviously reflects

the diverse range of properties the clitics exhibit as observed in section 5.2. In this section, I

shall summarise the main points of their analyses.

5.5.1 Phrase structure

As shown in section 5.3, the Hindi-Urdu markers morphologically require hosts, i.e. mor-

phologically bound elements, while at the same time they show some degree of separability

in the configurational syntax. Butt and King propose that the case clitics are located in the

functional category K(ase) that takes an NP as its complement and projects to KP as shown

in (5.53). The standard’s c-structure to f-structure correspondence ensures thatthe func-

tional head K and the complement NP are f-structure co-heads:

(5.53)
KP

↑ = ↓

NP

↑ = ↓

N

↑ = ↓

K

According to this proposal, the following structure is obtained for the sentence containing

clitic marked NPs:

(5.54) a. lar.kiyõ
girl...

ne s̄ıtā
Sita...

ko dekh̄a.
look..

‘The girls looked at Sita.’

b.
S

KP

NP

N

lar.kiyo

K

ne

KP

NP

N

s̄ıtā

K

ko

V̄

V

dekh̄a
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In (5.54), the subject is marked byne because of the transitive perfective verbdekh̄a. The

object is followed byko as it is an animate NP. Bothneandko occupy the K positions and

the two noun phrases end up with KPs positioned under the S.

A Hindi-Urdu sentence may also take a direct case form NP bothfor a subject and an

object. In (5.55a), the main verb is in the imperfective, so that the subject is in the direct case

form. The object is also in the direct form suggesting that itis inanimate and non-specific.

Since on the phrase structure level, no distributional differences between clitic marked NPs

and direct form NPs are observed, there is no reason to make a categorial distinction between

the two. Butt and King propose that the direct form NPs are alsodominated by KP, but

without the functional head K. Thus, the c-structure for (5.55a) would be like (5.55b):

(5.55) a. lar.kā
boy...

kitāb
book...

par.htā
read...

hai.
be..3.

‘The boy reads a book.’

b.
S

KP

NP

N

lar.kā

KP

NP

N

kitāb

V̄

V

par.htā

V

hai

In (5.55b), both the subject and the object are KPs, so that there is no categorial difference

between the two bare direct form arguments in (5.55) and the two clitic marked arguments in

(5.54).

Another instance of bare NPs is oblique case form locatives.Butt and King also assume

that they are a KP and dominating an NP without having a head asshown in (5.56b):

(5.56) a. r̄am
Ram...

zu
zoo...

gaiyā
go...

hai.
be..3.

‘Ram has gone to the zoo.’

b.
S

KP

NP

N

rām

KP

NP

N

zu

V̄

V

gaiya

V

hai
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5.5.2 

Butt and King use a tripartite case distinction often found inthe literature: structural case, in-

herent case and semantic case. Structural case is assigned based on pure syntactic properties;

in Hindi-Urdu, it is correlated with grammatical function and the assignment is attained by de-

fault principles. Inherent case is unpredictable and oftenspecified by the governing predicate.

Icelandic quirky case we have looked at in Chapter 4 is categorised in this type. Hindi-Urdu

also have instances of inherent case. Finally, according toButt and King, the characteristics

of semantic case are predictability via the formulation of generalisations across predicates

and constructions and a subjection to syntactic restrictions such as only appearing on certain

grammatical functions.

5.5.2.1 Semantic case

For Butt and King,ne and ko are instances of semantic case. The former is regarded as

ergative case and the latter is accusative and dative cases.They propose the lexical entry

(5.57) for ne and the f-structuresne alone constructs are shown in (5.58) (Butt and King

2004:188):

(5.57) ne (↑ ) = 
( ↑)
[ (↑ - ) = 
∨

(( ↑) )
(( ↑) ) =  ]

(5.58) a.

f 1




f 2


 

-
[
 

]




b.

f 3




f 4

[
 

]


[ ]

 



The first equations in (5.57) is straightforward, i.e. it contributes〈, 〉 to the f-structure

corresponding to KP. In (5.58a, b),f 2 and f 4 correspond to↑ and they have〈, 〉 as

their values. With regard to the second equation ( ↑), we have already looked at how the

inside-out application works in Chapter 3. It states that thef-structure to which thenemarked

KP is mapped is the value of. Hence,f 2 and f 4 are the values of in (5.58a, b). What

follows is a disjunctive description. The first one is about asemantic property of of an
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intransitive verb, namely is the internal causer of the event (Levin and Rappaport Hovav

1995). This can also be stated by reference to the semantic-structure as (↑σ ) = 

or (↑σ ) = + (Butt and King 2003:79). The second set of equations states that

the f-structure ( ↑) must have and〈, 〉 as its values. In (5.58 b),f 3 has the

required values.

Other semantics are and, both of which are introduced byko. Against the

claim thatko is the inherent dative case often found in the literature (e.g. Mahajan 1990), Butt

and King claim that the motivation for postulating and for the same formative comes

from distinct behaviours ofko depending on the instantiation of the and features,

such as possibility and impossibility of passivisation of objects and indirect objects

and the semantic properties associated with objects (Butt 1995:17–9). Therefore, Butt

and King (2004:188,9) propose the lexical entry forko as in (5.59). It yields the f-structures

as in (5.60):

(5.59) ko [ (↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(↑ - ) = +
∨

(↑ ) = 
(go ↑) ∨ (exp↑)
(↑ - ) ]

(5.60) a.



 

-
[
 +

]




b.
go


 

-
[


]




c.
exp


 

-
[


]




The first disjunct in (5.59) states that the f-structure of ako marked KP has〈, 〉 and

is the value of. It also has semantic property〈, +〉, which may also be stated

via semantic projection as in (↑σ ) = + (Butt and King 2003:81). The resultant f-

structure is (5.60a). The second set of equations is the cases whereko introduces〈, 〉.

As discussed in section 5.2.2, both subjects and indirect objects marked byko are abstract

semantic category. Although it is abbreviated as subscriptsgo andexp, more precise

description is attained by a reference to the argument structure (Butt and King 2004:fn33).
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Butt and King (2003:81), for instance, use ( ↑arg−str) for that purpose.8

5.5.2.2 Structural case

Structural case assignment is attained by more general default principle applications. For Butt

and King, the direct form not followed by any clitic element has〈, 〉. They propose

the following constraints (Butt and King 2004:24):

(5.61) a. Wellformedness principle: KP: (↑ )

b. Default: ((↑  ) = )

c. Default: ((↑  ) = )

They claim that for languages which require that all NPs havecase, (5.61a) applies. It is

not explicitely stated in their analysis how this constrainapplies in the grammar. If it is a

statement over a KP node in c-structure or an annotation on KPin the PS rule, it should be

written as KP: (↓ ) or KP: (↑  ). In any case, their aim is to require every KP to

have in the corresponding f-structure. (5.61b, c) are〈, 〉 assignment to and

 respectively. Butt and King argue that in languages in which all subjects have nominative

case, (5.61b) would be obligatory. Since Hindi-Urdu allowsnon-nominative subjects, it is

optional as indicated by the parentheses, which ensures that (5.61b) only applies when

is unspecified by other means. Likewise, also has〈, 〉 in some cases as in (5.61c).

Again, it is unclear where those constraints are placed. But if it is over a KP node, it yields

the results they want.

5.5.2.3 Quirky case

Finally, Butt and King assume that only the unpredictable assignment is treated as quirky

case and specified in the lexical entries of the governing predicates. For instance, a small

number of verbs, such aslānā ‘bring’, bhūlnā ‘forget’, andbolnā ‘speak’ take a direct case

NP even in the perfective as observed in (5.13). They posit the following specification in the

lexical entry oflā (the root oflāna) (cf. Butt and King 2004:187):

(5.62) lā ‘bring’ (↑ ) = 〈ag[−o] th[−r]〉’
(↑  ) = 

As stated in the second equation, the verb itself defines〈, 〉 in its governing, so

that it is only compatible with the direct form KP subject.

8This equation assumes that the argument structure projectsfrom the f-structure, which is different from the
architecture Butt and King (2004:fn26) illustrate based onButt et al. (1997). According to their architectural
proposal, the description would be ( ∗̂α) or ( αM∗) whereα is a function from c-structure to argument-
structure (see Chapter 2 for those functional applications).
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5.5.3 Problems

I agree with Butt and King in their claim that the clitic marking is tightly associated with

the syntactic and semantic feature complex, and their insight is nicely formalised by the f-

descriptions in the clitics’ lexical entries. However, I will evaluate the proposal on the basis

of the theme the current thesis advocates. The result highlights rather questionable status of

 in their proposal.

5.5.3.1 KP

Firstly, let us look at the status of KP Butt and King propose. As summarised in the previous

section, they assume that every nominal projection reachesto KP. Some are headed by the

functional category K that is instantiated by overt clitic elements such asne, ko andse. But

some other KPs such as direct case phrases and bare locative phrases dominate the comple-

ment NPs without clitics. This type of KP projection violates the Economy of Expression.

It may be exempt from that constraint by stating that the PS rules in Hindi-Urdu allow only

KPs, not NP, to appear in the c-structure or that assignment operates only over KP. But

notice that those escape hatches too are based on the postulation of KP. The reason that they

take this costly assumption of KP is that there is no distributional difference between the two.

For instance, PP/NP and VP/IP in English clearly show different properties in the c-structure

as we have looked at in Chapter 3, but no such positional differences are observed between

the clitic marked NPs and the bare NPs in Hindi-Urdu. This leads Butt and King to posit KP

for every nominal projection. However, a straightforward alternative is to treat both types as

NPs. As shown in section 5.3, the postpositional formativesare clitics or phrasal affixes and

it is often the case that those small particles behave like non-projecting words either adjoined

to X0 or XP (Toivonen 2003; see also Chapter 3 and 6).9 So, the question is why they do not

take this option.

5.5.3.2  and marking

Their aim of positing K may be to reserve a homogeneous position for bearing elements

in the phrase structure of Hindi-Urdu in the same way as D is the position for definiteness

in English. So, let us consider the status of in their proposal. Butt and King regardne

as the〈, 〉 bearing element,ko as the〈, 〉 and〈, 〉, and〈, 〉 is

9In fact, this is the line of analyses found in Mohanan (1994) and Butt (1995). Sharma (2003) also assumes
that a focus clitich̄ı is a non-projecting word adjoined to DP, although she follows the KP projection for the
clitics in question.
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associated with the direct form via the default principle. This assumption is closely linked to

the marking patterns in Hindi-Urdu.

Firstly, let us considerne and ergative.Ne marks a subject of a transitive verb in the

perfective, and at the same time the transitive object can bein the direct form, which is also

the unmarked form of the intransitive subject. Further, under that structure, the transitive

verb agrees with the direct form object. If the same direct form NP appears as the subject

of an intransitive, it is the agreement controller in that sentence. That is, the object in the

transitive and the subject in the intransitive behave in thesame way with respect to marking

(or form) and agreement, while thenemarked subject in the transitive is distinct from those

two. Hence, Hindi-Urdu exhibit ergativity in a certain environment. It may lead us to assume

that thenemarked NP is in the ergative and the direct form NP is in the absolutive.

In the imperfective, on the other hand, the subject of a transitive verb is not marked by

ne, rather it is in the direct form. The object of that sentence can be marked byko, if it is

either animate or specific. This time, the transitive subject and the intransitive subject are in

the same form, i.e. the direct form, while the transitive object receives the distinct marking

ko. It means that Hindi-Urdu show the nominative-accusative pattern in this case. One may

claim that Hindi-Urdu exhibit split-ergativity and consider the direct form as the nominative

and thekomarked object as the accusative.

Finally, ko is also used to mark indirect objects invariably. It also marks an experi-

encer/goal subject. This pattern is found in many languages (see Icelandic in Chapter 4

and Japanese in Chapter 6) and this marking is normally given the name, dative. Thus, we

may argue that thekomarked NPs in those environments are the datives.

If we transfer those names of marking into grammatical feature 〈, 〉, 〈, 〉,

〈, 〉 and〈, 〉, the grammar would be like Butt and King’s. However, as men-

tioned in Chapter 1, the formal marking does not directly license introductions of the gram-

matical features. One possible argument formight be that introducing〈, 〉 in the

grammar would help us to capture the ergativity found in Hindi-Urdu. But since the ergativity

is a term for typological descriptions, the situation is notstraightforward. Let us look at two

examples and their implications.

Ergativity Marwari, a dialect of western Rajasthani, has lost the ergative marking almost

completely (Magier 1985:245):

(5.63) a. mhã̃ı
I.

at.he
here

ı̄
right

soṽu.
sleep..1.

‘I sleep right here.’ (intransitive, imperfect)
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b. mhã̃ı
I.

er.o
such

pãn. ı̄
water

n̄ı
not

p̄ıvũ.
drink..1.

‘I don’t drink such water.’ (transitive, imperfect)

c. mhã̃ı
I.

kāle
yesterday

at.he
here

pūggo.
reach...

‘I arrived here yesterday.’ (intransitive, perfect)

d. mhã̃ı
I.

kãm
work

kariyo.
do...

‘I did work.’ (transitive, perfect)

(5.64) a. vo
he.

at.he
here

ı̄
right

sove.
sleep..3

‘He sleeps right here.’ (intransitive, imperfect)

b. vo
he.

er.o
such

pãn. ı̄
water

n̄ı
not

p̄ıve.
drink..3

‘He doesn’t drink such water.’ (transitive, imperfect)

c. vo
he.

kāle
yesterday

at.he
here

pūggo.
reach...

‘He arrived here yesterday.’ (intransitive, perfect)

d. vo
he.

/

/

un.
he.

kãm
work

kariyo.
do...

‘He did work.’ (transitive, perfect)

(5.63) and (5.64) show that the subject always appears in thedirect form regardless of tran-

sitivity and perfectivity. The only exception is (5.64d) that allows both the direct and the

oblique subject as free variations. Magier (1985) states that Marwari allows the oblique

subject only when the subject happens to be a third person pronominal and the object is inan-

imate/unspecific — and even then only as free variation. Thus, we canconclude that Marwari

does not exhibit ergativity in this respect.

However, if we look at the agreement patterns, the picture will get complicated. Marwari

shows the perfect ergative pattern both in the simple past ((5.65)) and the remote past, i.e.

perfective participle+ past auxiliary ((5.66)) (Magier 1985:248):

(5.65) a. rām
Ram..

at.he
here

kāle
yesterday

āiyo.
come...

‘Ram came here yesterday.’

b. s̄ıtā
Sita..

at.he
here

kāle
yesterday

ā̄ı.
come...

‘Sita came here yesterday.’

c. rām
Ram

lāps̄ı
wheat-gruel..

j ı̄mlı̄.
eat...

‘Ram ate wheat-gruel.’
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d. s̄ıtā
Sita

ek
one

sogro
millet-bread..

j ı̄mliyo.
eat...

‘Sita ate one piece of millet-bread.’

(5.66) a. rām
Ram..

at.he
here

āiyo
come...

ho.
be...

‘Ram had come here.’

b. s̄ıtā
Sita.

at.he
here

ā̄ı
come...

hı̄.
be...

‘Sita had come here.’

c. rām
Ram

ghan. ı̄
lots

lāps̄ı
wheat-gruel..

j ı̄mlı̄
eat...

hı̄.
be...

‘Ram had eaten lots of wheat-gruel.’

d. s̄ıtā
Sita

ghan.ā
lots

sogr̄a
millet-bread..

j ı̄mlı̄j ā
eat...

hā.
be...

‘Sita had eaten lots of millet breads.’

The agreement controllers are italicised and the agreementtargets are in bold. Both (5.65)

and (5.66) show that the main verbs and the auxiliaries always agree with the subjects in

intransitives and the objects in transitives. Hence, Marwari is more ergative than Hindi-Urdu

in terms of agreement.10 The pattern is unchanged even if the object is marked by clitics

(Magier 1985:249):

(5.67) a. mhe
we

ek
one

film
film..

dekh̄ı
see...

hı̄.
be...

‘We had seen a film.’

b. mhe
we

s̄ıtā
Sita

nedekh̄ı
see..

hı̄.
be..

‘We had seen Sita.’

Marwari clitic ne corresponds to Hindi-Urduko marking an animate/specific object NP as

found in (5.67b). Even in this case, the marked object is still the controller of the agreement.

The way of capturing the type of ergativity Marwari exhibitsin the grammar is clearly not

by postulating〈, 〉. What the grammar needs to state is simply the fact that transitive

verbs agree with objects, while intransitive verbs agree with subjects regardless of the clitic

marking.

The next example is Marathi. Marathi shows the same agreement pattern as Hindi-Urdu,

e.g. transitive verbs agree with subjects in the imperfective and with objects in the perfective,

10Interestingly, in the transitive immediate past, which is realised by the combination of the transitive past
participle+ the present copula, the verb agrees with the object in numberand gender and the auxiliary agree
with the subject in person and number. See Magier (1985) for the discussion on the relation between person
feature and this agreement pattern.
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and it exhibits almost the same clitic marking patterns. But crucially, the first and second

person pronouns do not have clitic marking as in (5.68) (Comrie 1984:861):

(5.68) a. m̄ı
I.

kāme
jobs.3..

kel̄ı.
do..3..

‘I did the jobs.’

b. m̄ı
I.

tyā
him

lā p̄ahyla.
see..

‘I saw him.’

In (5.68a, b), the subjects are in the direct form even thoughthe verbs are in the perfective.

However, despite the lack of clitic marking, the verbs stilldo not agree with these direct form

subjects. Instead the agreement controller is the object in(5.68a). In (5.68b), since the object

is marked by cliticlā, the verb cannot agree with it either and turns out to be the default form,

i.e. no agreement is observed.

Now, Marathi exhibits the same type of ergativity as Hindi-Urdu with respect to the clitic

marking except for the first and second person pronouns. However, it shows exactly the

same type of ergativity as Hindi-Urdu in terms of agreement in that the transitive objects

are the agreement controllers in the perfective, i.e. the lack of clitic marking does not affect

the agreement pattern. The question is whether or not the assumption that the clitic has

〈, 〉 would help us capture the ergativity Marathi shows. Clearly not. To describe

Marathi ergativity in the grammar, we need to state two things: i) the marking of subject NP

in the perfective except for the first and second person pronouns (ergative marking); and ii)

the agreement pattern in the perfective regardless of the marking (ergative agreement). To

state those facts, there is no room for〈, 〉 to work in the Marathi grammar.

The conclusion drawn from the above discussion is that the way capturing ergativity in the

grammar cannot be done by simply introducing〈, 〉 in Marwari and Marathi, though

it may be the case in other languages. The situation is not different in Hindi-Urdu. I will

show that in the proposal in section 5.6.

Morphosyntactic category It is often found that plays a crucial role in defining the

nominal inflectional paradigm in the morphology as we observed in the Icelandic morphology

in Chapter 4. But it is not the case for, ,  and in Hindi-Urdu. As summarised

in section 5.1, the we need in the morphology is not, ,  and, but ,

 and. Butt and King (2004) also remark this point “[w]e do not follow this

analysis [Masica’s (1991) analysis of the oblique as Layer Iof three possible layers of case

marking — RO], but see this [oblique form] remnant of the Sanskrit system as ensuring syn-

chronic morphological wellformedness.” (p. 168) and “[i]nsum, the original Sanskrit case
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morphology has been almost completely lost. The oblique marker is a last vestige of the

original morphemes. It still fulfills a locative function inrestricted contexts, but now primar-

ily serves as a morphological wellformedness checker similar to the weak/strong agreement

pattern of German adjectives and determiners.” (p. 173). So, it is clearly true that reference to

the oblique is necessary in the morphology. More specifically, the three values for, i.e.

,  and, define the inflected forms of a Hindi-Urdu noun interacting with , 

and. On the other hand, there is no room in the morphology for〈, 〉, 〈, 〉

and〈, 〉, since it is not the case that the clitic form changes according to the, 

and features of the host noun.

The ,  and distinction is crucial in the syntax as well, namely the interaction

with modifiers in the NP. As seen in (5.9), the adjective ending is sensitive to whether the

modified head noun is in the direct or the oblique/vocative in the masculine:

(5.69) a. bar.ā
big

mak̄an
house...

‘a big house’

b. bar.e
big

mak̄an
house...

mẽ

‘in the big house’

Due to the agreement with the head nounmak̄an, the adjective is in the direct masculine sin-

gular form in (5.69a), while it is in the oblique masculine form in (5.69b). Without referring

to the/ distinction, this pattern cannot be captured. The same ending pattern is found

in the clitickaas observed in (5.8) and demonstratives.

Subcategorisation Finally, we might argue that syntactic subcategorisation requires us to

posit features associated with the clitic formatives. For instance, Butt and King propose

that quirky is specified in the verb’s lexical entry as in (5.62). However, this does not

necessarily license in the grammar. In some cases, we would lose the generalisation

without reference to to describe the subcategorisation, of course. I mentioned such an

instance in Icelandic in Chapter 4. That is, it is nonsense to state thatbatnarequires a subject

with -i ending for a masculine class I/III singular strong noun and a subject with-a ending

for a masculine weak noun, rather than statingbatnarequires a NP subject.

The situation is different in Hindi-Urdu. As we recall from the discussion in English

subcategorisation in Chapter 3, those idiosyncratic subcategorisation can be stated as formal

requirements. For instance,coperequires an object to be marked bywith, which is stated

via the formal constraint (↑  ) =c  (cf. Chapter 3 and Gazdaret al. 1985:23).

It is highly undesirable to introduce〈, 〉 for Englishwith. The same argument is
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applicable to the Hindi-Urdu clitics. There is no need to introduce〈, 〉, 〈, 〉

and〈, 〉 to state the formal constraint of an argument NP.

Crucially, this argument supports the necessity of〈, 〉 and〈, 〉 in the gram-

mar I mentioned immediately above. As repeatedly stated, the clitics must attach to the

oblique form NPs. To enforce this formal requirement, it is essential for the grammar to refer

to 〈, 〉 of the NP. The idiosyncratic direct form requirement of pronouns byne is also

stated by the reference to〈, 〉. Those are not about the form, but about the inflectional

property of a noun.

In summary, although Butt and King’s insight that the clitic marking requires the reference

to complex syntax and semantic properties is correct, theirproposal for the phrase structure

and features is worth re-formulating. I shall present an alternative analysis under the

general architecture and theme of this thesis.

5.6 Proposal

The discussion in the previous section reveals two problemsfound in Butt and King’s pro-

posal: i) the KP projection is not desirable with regard to’s theoretical assumptions of

c-structure and empirical data of Hindi-Urdu; and ii) the association between features

and clitics cannot be maintained as a part of the grammaticalsystem or the descriptive device

for Hindi-Urdu. Instead, I argue that a simple NP structure can be applicable to the nominal

projection in Hindi-Urdu regardless of the existence of clitics. Further, morphosyntactically,

the distinction between direct and oblique case is crucial in the grammar. On the other hand,

Butt and King’s insight of the complex association between the clitic marking and syntac-

tic and semantic properties of a clause and NPs is correct andmust be incorporated in the

analysis. I shall formalise those observations immediately below.

5.6.1 Phrase structure

5.6.1.1 Argument NP

As I mentioned briefly, I assume that the clitics such asneandko are non-projecting postpo-

sitions in the c-structure (see Spencer 2005 for the same proposal). Thus, the following PS

rule is postulated to regulate the distribution of NPs and clitics:

(5.70) NP → NP P̂
↑ = ↓ ↑ = ↓
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(5.70) allows the c-structure of a sentence containing anemarked subject and ako marked

object to be (5.71):

(5.71)
S

NP

NP

N

lar.kiyõ

P̂

ne

NP

NP

N

s̄ıtā

P̂

ko

V̄

V

dekh̄a

Both lar.kiyõ ands̄ıtā project to NP as usual, and the clitics are adjoined to the NPs. Due to

the non-projecting postposition status, they do not project further. The distribution of NPs

not marked by clitics is the same as the NPs in (5.71). This fact naturally comes from the

adjunction status of the non-projecting postposition, namely the NP simply lacks an adjoined

P̂. Thus, the direct case form arguments and the oblique case form locatives are both NPs as

follows:

(5.72)
S

NP

N

lar.kā

NP

N

kitāb

V̄

V

par.htā

V

hai

(5.73)
S

NP

N

rām

NP

N

zu

V̄

V

gaiya

V

hai

5.6.1.2 kā puzzle

Amongst the clitics we have observed,kā shows distinctive morphosyntactic behaviours.

Although phonologically it attaches to the preceding NP, itagrees with the modified noun.

It inflects exactly like an adjective. Despite its appearance with term arguments, its marking

seems to be regulated by syntactic nominal category domain (cf. Mohanan 1994:177–82).

So, the role ofkā is more like a nominal linker and it may require a separate analysis from

the other clitics. Although I do not analysekā and its relation to the NP internal grammatical

relations in the current study, I briefly look at its use in compound postpositions focusing on

the phrase structural category.
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Mohanan (1994:62–3) and Butt and King (2004) state that the clitics are not postposi-

tions by showing that genuine postpositions exist in Hindi-Urdu. Butt and King argue that

they belong to a syntactic category P and heads PPs taking NP complements. This syntactic

category distinction, they claim, is motivated by the distributional differences between the

clitic marked phrase and the postposition marked phrases, namely the former can occur as

subjects while the latter cannot. The genuine postpositions Mohanan (1994) and Butt and

King (2004) illustrate are often referred to as compound postpositions analog to simple post-

positions such asne, ko andse(McGregor 1995:36–7, Schmidt 1999:81–4). In most cases,

they take a format of an oblique form ofkā followed by a content word. For instance,ke s̄ath,

ke p̄asandk̄ı taraf mean ‘with’, ‘near, beside’ and ‘towards’ respectively.

(5.74) a. gãv ke p̄as
‘near the village’

b. dostõ ke s̄ath
‘with friend’

As shown in (5.10), the first and second person pronouns have possessive forms instead

of being followed bykā. Hence, the possessive pronouns are used when the compound post-

positions follow the first and second person pronouns as in (5.75) (McGregor 1995:36):

(5.75) a. tumh̄are p̄as
‘near you/in your possession’

b. mere s̄ath
‘with me’

c. ham̄ar̄ı taraf
‘in our direction’

In (5.75a), the second person pronoun is in the possessive form tumh̄are, so in a sense a part

of the compound postpositionke p̄as is incorporated into the pronoun. (5.75b, c) illustrate

the same point with the first person singular and plural pronouns.

The content words followingkā can mainly be oblique nouns ((5.76)), oblique adjectives

((5.77)) and adverbs ((5.78)) (Schmidt 1999:82–3):

(5.76) ke s̄ath ‘with’ (sāth ‘company’)
ke vāste ‘for, in order to’ (v̄asta ‘connection, reason’)
kı̄ taraf ‘towards’ (taraf ‘direction, way, side’)
kı̄ jagah ‘in place of’ (jagah ‘place’)

(5.77) ke mut̄abiq ‘according to’ (mut̄abiq ‘comformable, similar’)
ke bar̄abar ‘equal to, similar to’ (bar̄abar ‘even, level, equal’)
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(5.78) ke b̄ad ‘after’ (b̄ad ‘afterwards, later’)
ke p̄ıche ‘behind, after’ (p̄ıche ‘behind, after’)
ke ūpar ‘above’ (̄upar ‘above, up, over’)
ke p̄as ‘near, shows possession’ (pās ‘near, side’)

(5.76) shows thatkā agrees with the following oblique nouns. When it is followed by adjec-

tives or adverbs, it takeske form as shown in (5.77) and (5.78). Interestingly, if the oblique

feminine noun is modified by an adjective,kā becomeske instead ofk̄ı (McGregor 1995:37):

(5.79) ke d̄ahin̄ı taraf ‘on the right-hand side of’

In (5.79) the adjectivedāhin̄ı modifies the oblique feminine noun of the compound postposi-

tion. This modification alters the form of the clitic fromk̄ı to ke.

There are some cases where the compound postpositions are separated. For instance, In

the compounds likeke bin̄a ‘without’, ke m̄are ‘because of’ andke siv̄a ‘except for’, the

content words can be positioned in front of the NP complements, which otherwise precede

the compounds (McGregor 1995:163):

(5.80) a. āp k̄ı
your

sah̄ayt̄a
help

ke bin̄a ham
we

saphal
successful

na
not

ho
be

sake.
able

‘We couldn’t have been successful without your help.’

b. binā āp k̄ı sah̄ayt̄akeham saphal na ho sake.

c. āp
you

ke siv̄a mer̄a
my

kōı
some

mitr
friend

nah̃ı
not

hai.
be

‘I have no friend but you.’

d. sivaāpkemer̄a kōı mitr nah̃ı hai.

In (5.80a, c), the compounds follow̄ap k̄ı sah̄aytā ‘your help’ and āp ‘you’ as usual. In

(5.80b, d), on the other hand, the content wordsbinā andsivain the compounds are preposed

leavingk̄ı andkebehind. Sometimes, simply the order betweenkā and the content words can

be swapped. For instance,ke mut̄alliq ‘about’ can also appear asmut̄alliq ke.

In sum, it is clear that semantically the compound postpostitions are interpreted as single

units, and they must be stored as such in the lexicon. Morphosyntactically, however, they

cannot be treated as single units. For instance,kā clearly follows the regular morphology

in many respects such as the possessive pronoun forms and agreement with the following

oblique nouns, even when it is a part of the compound postpositions. In addition, an oblique

noun constituting a part of a compound can be modified. And finally, two parts of the com-

pounds can be separated in the syntax. Those facts suggest that their semantic idiosyncrasy

does not tie the elements of the compounds together morphosyntactically, which is very typi-

cal in phrasal idioms. Hence, the above observations highlight rather questionable assumption
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in Butt and King (2004), namely they are Ps which head a PP in thec-structure, since that

assumption leaves the morphosyntactic properties involved in the compound postpositions

unexplained.

Their assumption of PP and KP becomes even more problematic in the following exam-

ples, which they cite to show the same distribution pattern between the locative clitics and

the compound postpositions (Butt and King 2004:178):

(5.81) a. un
that

lõgõ
people

mẽ
in

se
from

tı̄n
three

‘three from among those people’

b. alm̄ar̄ı
cupboard

ke p̄ıche
behind

se
from

‘from behind the cupboard’

In (5.81a),seattaches to the clitic marked phraseun lõgõ m̃e. In (5.81b),seattaches to the

whole phrase preceding it. Ifseandmẽ are Ks, we need to allow a K either to take another

KP as its complement or to be adjoined to another K forming a compound K to account for

the distribution found in (5.81a). Moreover, ifke p̄ıcheis a P heading a PP in (5.81b),semust

be able either to take a PP complement as well as an NP or to be adjoined to P to form a P-K

complex.

To argue against postulating a PP for the clitic marked phrase based on (5.81), Butt and

King (2004:178) state as follows: “the relevant generalization is over locatives, not over a

particular syntactic class (case clitics vs.kepostpositions). It would therefore be a mistake to

base the identification of case clitics with postpositions on this one argument, especially as the

case clitics can all appear on subject noun phrases, while noun phrases withkepostpositions

do not mark subjects [. . . ].” This statement is however controversial. On the one hand, they

postulate a PP based on its function, namely whether or not a phrase can appear as a subject

is determined by the KP vs. PP distinction. In other words, the function of a given phrase is

tightly linked to its syntactic category. On the other hand,they claim that the data like (5.81)

must be explained based on the locative function rather thanthe syntactic categories. If such

a separation between category and function is necessary, their function-based postulation of

PP does not hold.

The main source of the problems is the introduction of unnecessary category distinctions

in c-structure, i.e. KP and PP. I have already argued that there is no morphosyntactic moti-

vation behind KP projection and regarding both the clitic marked phrases and the bare direct

and oblique form phrases as NPs gives a simple and unified treatment. Likewise, the puzzles

can be solved by assuming that a phrase containing a compoundpostposition is an NP. To
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this end, we can claim thatkā is semantically a part of the adverbial markers (compound

postpositions in traditional term) but syntactically it isa formative to link the head noun and

the following content words. The following c-structures can be posited for (5.81):

(5.82) a.
NP

NP

NP

un lõgõ

P̂

mẽ

P̂

se

b.
NP

NP

NP

N

almārı̄

NP

ke p̄ıche

P̂

se

(5.82a) is the multiple locative clitic marking example. The first layer of clitic is adjoined to

the NP. Since it is a non-projecting P, the category is unchanged. Themẽ marked NP attracts

the further clitic markingse. Those are regulated by the regular PS rule. (5.82b) involves the

compound postposition. The head NP and the content adverb ofthe compound is linked by

ke. I leave the question whereke is placed in the c-structure open, although the content word

fronting examples and the appearance of possessive pronouns suggest that it is adjoined to

the head NP rather than the content word. This adjunction adds an adverbial function to the

NP just like themẽmarking does so in (5.82a). The resultant NP hosts thesemarking.11

The content word modification is also captured by this c-structure principle. For instance,

gãv ke d̄ahin̄ı taraf ‘on the right-hand side of the village’ wheredāhin̄ı modifies a part of the

compound postposition can be represented as follows:

(5.83)
NP

NP

N

gãv ke

NP

AP

dāhin̄ı

N̄

N

taraf

In (5.83), the adjective modifier is placed in the Spec-NP, but it can also be treated as an

adjunction to the NP. The modified content word is linked to the head bykeadding an locative

property to it.

5.6.2 Extended nominal inflection

In this section, we shall look at how the clitic marking can bedefined in the Hindi-Urdu mor-

phosyntax. It is clear from the discussion so far and the argument in Mohanan (1994) and

11Of course, some additional constraints are necessary to ensure thatseattaches to the right edge of an NP.
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Butt and King (2003, 2004) that the marking involves more than encoding of the phrase.

However, it is not a good design of grammar if the morphology directly accesses those com-

plex set of properties to specify the marking. Instead, I assume that the nominal inflectional

paradigm is defined by a set of nominal features as usual and the linkage between a set of

syntactic and semantic information and the inflectional features is established separately in

the lexicon.12

5.6.2.1 Featural linkage

As we recall from the discussion in Chapter 3, each lexical entry in a given paradigm is paired

with a set of equations (f-description) to be workable in thesyntax. The pair of form and f-

description is defined by the functionPF . In other words, the paradigm itself is constructed

via a complete set of features with which the entries can workin the syntax. This is an

optimistic view of the paradigmatic morphology and the syntactic features, however. It is

normally the case that a fully inflected form can be defined by asimple set of inflectional

properties associated with that form, yet the form needs to carry more properties to work in

the syntax and semantics. To establish the association between a set of inflectional features

and syntactic properties, I postulate the featural linkagethat allows us to assign a set of

equations necessary to the syntax and other levels to an itemin the paradigm via feature

dependency.

The linkage is formulated in a similar fashion to the FCRs in. For the Hindi-Urdu

nominal features, the dependency can be defined over the whose value is the f-structure

corresponding to a given noun and associated syntactic and semantic properties. Following

Gazdaret al. (1985:28), I illustrate them with material conditionals asin (5.84) – (5.86):

(5.84) ( ↑) (i) (( ↑) )
(( ↑)µ ) =c 

(ii) (↑σ ) = 

(iii) (  ∗̂α)

(iv) (↑σ ) = 

(i) and (ii) ⊃ (↑ ) = 
(iii) ⊃ (↑ ) = 
(iv) ⊃ (↑ ) = 
Elsewhere⊃ (↑ ) = 

12The idea behind this proposal is close to Nordlinger and Sadler’s (2004) morphological-feature to f-
description mapping (see also Andrews 2005). The introduction of distinct featural system may be required
to handle the case stacking data they analyse. I do not discuss this issue in detail here.
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(5.85) ( ↑)

{(↑σ ) = + | (↑σ ) = +} ⊃ (↑ ) = 
Elsewhere⊃ (↑ ) = 

(5.86) (go ↑) ⊃ (↑ ) = 

(5.84) lists the cases where a given noun and its projection is mapped onto the value of

in the f-structure as represented by the existential constraint ( ↑). The additional features

are listed from (i) – (iv). (i) adds another existential constraint (( ↑) ) that places

in the f-structure ( ↑). (i) also requires〈, 〉 in the m-structure corresponding

to the f-structure ( ↑).13 The statement below is the featural linkage, namely an entry

that has the set of equations (i) need to co-occur with a set ofnoun inflectional properties

(↑ ) = . This is the way tying up the bearing property (and other information)

with a certain inflectional features, so that each entry in the paradigm is correctly picked

up with respect to the required syntactic and semantic features. (ii) is a set of features that

also requires (↑ ) = . This is the case where a of an intransitive verb receivesne

marking. In (iii), the entry has ( ↑) and ( ∗̂α), namely the corresponding f-structure

is a value of and the corresponding a-structure is a value of. With those features,

the inflectional features of the entry is (↑ ) = , i.e. this is the case ofkomarking on a

so-called experiencer subject. (iv) is for asemarked subject.〈, 〉 in the corresponding

s-structure suggests that the subject has no control over the event. Such a subject noun must

have (↑ ) = . Finally, in all the other cases, the entry with ( ↑) has () = .14

(6.92) is straightforward. It states the linkage where the item is mapped onto the value

of  in the f-structure. If it has either (↑σ ) = + or (↑σ ) = +, it must have

(↑ ) =  as well. That is, an animate and/or specific object NP receivesko mark-

ing. Otherwise, the entry with ( ↑) must have (↑ ) = . (5.86) is an obligatorilyko

marking on an indirect object. Following Butt and King (2004), it is written as one type of

restricted objects, (go ↑) (see also Bresnan and Moshi 1990). The items having this feature

always require (↑ ) = .

Note that the locative or other postpositional marking on and would be de-

scribed in the same way, though omitted here. That is, the linkage between semantic features

and and over ( ↑) and ( ∈ ↑) is established.

The linkage we have looked at so far corresponds to semantic case in Butt and King

(2004) in that they are regular and predictable correspondences between a set of syntactic

13If we assume that belongs to f-structure, the equation would be simply written as
(( ↑) ) =c .

14This can also be stated as Feature Specification Defaults (FSDs) (Gazdaret al.1985:29ff).
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and semantic properties and a certain form of NP. However, insome cases, the formal re-

quirement is enforced idiosyncratically by the governing predicates as in Butt and King’s

discussion on lexical case assignment. Such idiosyncraticformal requirements are stated as

constraining equations of the governing predicates. For instance,lānā ‘bring’, bhūlnā ‘for-

get’ andbolnā ‘speak’ require a direct case form subject even in the perfective. Hence, they

have (↑  ) =c , so that only an NP having (↑ ) =  can appear as their subject.

5.6.2.2 Morphological paradigm

The head nouns inflect for,  and . In addition, they have another layer for

.15 Hence, the paradigm is defined by the following set of inflectional features and

FCRs:

(5.87) (↑ ) = {list of  values}
(↑ ) = {  | }
(↑ ) = { | }
(↑ ) = {  |  | }
(↑ ) = 3
((↑ ) = { |  |  |  |  | })

(5.88) FCR1: (↑ ) ⊃ (↑ ) = 

(5.87) shows the list of attributes and permissible values in the Hindi-Urdu noun inflection.

Since an NP can lack, I assume that it is optional. Since must co-occur with

〈, 〉 whatever the value of is, the FCR is stated as in (5.88).

We can propose theRs for the first layer endings, i.e. genuine suffixes, as in (5.89) and

for the second layer endings, i.e. phrasal suffixes, as in (5.90):16

(5.89) Block I (Layer I)

i. R I,{(↑ gend) = m, (↑ num) = sg, (↑ case) = dir},[+a](σ) = ā

ii. R I,{(↑ gend) = m},[+a](σ) = e

iii. R I,{(↑ gend) = f, (↑ num) = pl, (↑ case) = dir},[+i](σ) = ã

iv. R I,{(↑ gend) = f, (↑ num) = pl, (↑ case) = dir},[−i](σ) = ẽ

v. R I,{(↑ gend) = f},[+a,+i](σ) = ā

vi. R I,{(↑ num) = pl, (↑ case) = obl},N(σ) = õ

15A difficulty this proposal faces is that there are cases, though notproductive, where multiple clitics appear
after an NP as we observed in (5.81a). We may adopt Nordlingerand Sadler’s (2004) analysis of case stacking
or place in the m-structure that has embedding. Alternatively, we might allow to have a set
value, rather than an atomic value (cf. Dalrymple and Kaplan2000). I leave this issue for future research.

16The formulation provided below is not meant to be the complete analysis of noun inflectional morphology
in Hindi-Urdu. For instance, I omit morphophonological alternations such as semi-vocalic glide insertion.
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vii. R I,{(↑ num) = pl, (↑ case) = obl},N(σ) = o

(5.90) Block II (Layer II)
i. R II ,{(↑ pform) = ne},N(σ) = ne

ii. R II ,{(↑ pform) = ko},N(σ) = ko

iii. R II ,{(↑ pform) = se},N(σ) = se

iv. R II ,{(↑ pform) = me},N(σ) = mẽ

v. R II ,{(↑ pform) = par},N(σ) = par

vi. R II ,{(↑ pform) = tak},N(σ) = tak

Since the inflectional classes of a noun are defined by the endings, I posit [±, ±], namely

masculine nouns with̄a-ending ([+, −]) and non-̄a-ending ([−, −]) and feminine nouns

with i-ending ([−, +]), iyā-ending ([+, +]) and non-i-ending ([−, −]). N is a class cov-

ering all the combinations of [±, ±]. The linearisation of the Hindi-Urdu exponents are

suffixal, so I omit it. (5.89) yields the inflected forms of nouns assummarised in section 5.1.

The exponents of the further suffixation, i.e. phrasal suffixation, are specified by theRs in

(5.90). They simply realises as corresponding formatives. The completely inflected

expressions further undergo the labelling functionL (cf. Chapter 3 and Luís and Otoguro

2005a, b). They turn out to be a combination of N (stem+ block I exponent) and̂P (block II

exponent).

Although I do not discuss the inflectional patterns of pronouns, I comment upon some of

their peculiar properties and how they are captured. Firstly, as in (5.6), personal pronouns

show a different behaviour from ordinary nouns with respect tone marking. The first and

second person pronouns are in the direct form, not in the oblique, when they are followed

by ne and the third person plural pronouns take special forms. Those can be captured by

postulating the following FCRs:17

(5.91) FCR2: (↑ ) = {1 | 2}, (↑ ) =  ⊃ (↑ ) = 

FCR3: (↑ ) = 3, (↑ ) = , (↑ ) =  ⊃ (↑ ) = 

FCR2 ensures that the combination of given and values requires (↑ ) = .

Similarly, FCR3 states that a specific combination of,  and co-occurs with a

special case form, i.e. (↑ ) = .

Another intriguing property is the variant forms for theko marked pronouns. As shown

in (5.7), in addition to the ordinary combination of the oblique case form andko, the personal

pronouns have another synthetic forms in the colloquial setting. Those forms are specified

in the morphology by postulating a portmanteau rule block over the Block I and II. If we

17(↑ ) = ‘’ and (↑ ) =  or the like might be added.
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introduce an appropriate feature for the colloquial setting in the information structure, an

application of the rules in the portmanteau block can be properly regulated.

Now, let us look at how the proposed analysis works. We consider the inflections of two

nounslar.kā ‘boy’ and kitāb ‘book’ and their f-descriptions. Their use is illustrated by the

following pair of sentences:

(5.92) a. lar.kā
boy...

kitāb
book...

ko par.htā
read...

hai.
be..3.

‘The boy reads the book.’

b. lar.ke
boy...

ne kit̄ab
book...

par.h̄ı.
read....

‘The boy read a book.’

To constructlar.kā and lar.dke, thePF processes the following stem selections, rule appli-

cations and linearisations. TheS correctly specifies the stem of the input lexeme aslar.k. It

also gives the inflectional class [+, −], namely it is an̄a-ending masculine noun. In (5.93),

according to, ,  and the inflectional class, the exponent is selected by the most

narrowly matchedR (5.89-i) in Block I and the IFD applies in Block II due to the lackof

 in σ. Finally, the strings are labelled byL , that is the block I exponent is treated as

a genuine suffix and the whole string is labelled as N. In (5.94), a different ending is select

in Block I and (↑ ) =  requiresne to be selected in Block II. The Block I exponent is

joined together to the stem, while the Block II one is given itsown category label̂P, which

allows them to instantiate distinct nodes in c-structure.

(5.93) σ = {(↑ ) = ‘’, (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = 3}

i. S (〈boy,N, σ〉) = 〈lar.k, N[+, −], σ〉

ii. Block I: R I,{(↑ gend) = m, (↑ num) = sg, (↑ case) = dir},[+a](σ) = ā (5.89-i)

Block II: IFD

iii. lar.k ≺ ā
L

⇒ lar.kāN

(5.94) σ = {(↑ ) = ‘’ (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = 3,
(↑ ) = }

i. S (〈boy,N, σ〉) = 〈lar.k, N[+, −], σ〉

ii. Block I: R I,{(↑ gend) = m},[+a](σ) = e (5.89-ii)

Block II: R II ,{(↑ pform) = ne},N(σ) = ne (5.90-i)

iii. lar.k ≺ e≺ ne
L

⇒ lar.keN nêP

(5.84) allows the following lexical entries for those two expressions:
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(5.95) a. lar.kāN (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
{(  ↑) | ( ↑)}

b. lar.kāN nêP (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
{ (↑σ ) =  |

(( ↑) )
(( ↑)µ ) =c  }

The f-structure of the direct case formlar.kā is a value of either or  as in (5.95a).

The f-structure oflar.kā ne, on the other hand, is invariably a value of as in (5.95b).

If the governing predicate is a transitive verb,lar.kā ne also constructs in the outer f-

structure as indicated by the existential constraint (( ↑) ). If the governing predicate

is an intransitive, the s-structure corresponding to the f-structure oflar.kā nehas〈, 〉.

Those are all discussed in Butt and King (2003, 2004).

Likewise, the two forms ofkitāb are constructed as in (5.96) and (5.97). It is a non-ı̄-

ending feminine noun, so the stem has [−, −]. The direct case form is identical to the stem

as in (5.96). (5.97) shows howkomarks the base:

(5.96) σ = {(↑ ) = ‘’, (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = 3}

i. S (〈book,N, σ〉) = 〈kitāb, N[−, −], σ〉

ii. Block I: IFD

Block II: IFD

iii. kitāb
L

⇒ kitābN

(5.97) σ = {(↑ ) = ‘’, (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = 3,
(↑ ) = }

i. S (〈boy,N, σ〉) = 〈kitāb, N[−, −], σ〉

ii. Block I: IFD

Block II: R II ,{(↑ pform) = ko},N(σ) = ko (5.90-ii)

iii. kitāb≺ ko
L

⇒ kitābN kôP
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According to the linkage (5.84) – (5.86), the entries will belisted as in (5.98). The direct

case form is the same aslar.kā in that its f-structure would either be a value of or 

as shown in (5.98a). The f-description ofkitāb ko in (5.98b) is slightly more complicated,

although it is already discussed in Butt and King. The first member of the disjunction contains

( ↑) and ( ↑), so the f-structure of the entry is a value of and the a-structure is a

value of. The second member states that its f-structure can be a valueof  and the

s-structure corresponding to it has〈, +〉. Finally, the third member says that its f-

structure can be a value ofgo:

(5.98) a. kitābN (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
{(  ↑) | ( ↑)}

b. kitābN kôP (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 3
{ (  ↑)

( ∗̂α) |
( ↑)
(↑σ ) = + |
(go ↑) }

If those entries are inserted into the syntax, they construct well-formed c-/f-structures

(5.99) and (5.100) for (5.92a) and (5.92b) respectively. The category labels N and̂P ensure

that the distributions of the items are correctly constrained by the PS rules in the c-structures.

The lexical information are mapped onto the f-structures and the s-/m-structures via the f-

structure as indicated by the arrows:
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(5.99)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

lar.kā

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

↑ = ↓

N

kitāb

↑ = ↓

P̂

ko

↑ = ↓

V̄

↑ = ↓

V

par.htā

↑ = ↓

AUX

hai



 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 

 

 3







 ‘’
 

 

 

 3
 





[
 +

]

φ

φ

σ
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(5.100)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

↑ = ↓

N

lar.ke

↑ = ↓

P̂

ne

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

N

kitāb

↑ = ↓

V

par. h̄ı



 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 

 

 3
 







 ‘’
 

 

 

 3





[
 

]

φ
φ

µ

5.6.3 Agreement

Finally, let us look at how the agreement pattern in Hindi-Urdu can be captured under the

current proposal. As pointed out above, a correct analysis cannot rely on purely surface

properties, i.e. linear order and clitic marking on NPs, as found in Saksena (1981). Instead,

the references to the controller’s grammatical function and form are both crucial. In this

section, I shall show how the architectural modification foragreement in proposed in

Chapter 4 can capture the Hindi-Urdu data combined with the proposal made in the previous

section.

5.6.3.1 V-AUX selection

Firstly, let us look at the formulation of verbal inflectional morphology in Hindi-Urdu briefly.

I do not aim to provide a full coverage of the inflectional patterns. Instead, I will illustrate

how certain combinations of a main verb and auxiliaries are specified in the morphological
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component. As we have observed in section 5.4.1, the aspect in Hindi-Urdu can be perfect,

imperfect or unmarked. The tense is present, past or future.Hence, the following list of

features can be postulated:18

(5.101) (↑ ) = {list of  values}
(↑ ) = {  |  | }
((↑  ) = {+ | −})
(↑ PAP) =%
(% ) = {  | }
(% ) = { | }
(% ) = {1 | 2 | 3}

  is optional since it can be missing in the f-structure. The agreement path PAP is

postulated and given the local name % as proposed in Chapter 4. The agreement features

are,  and.

According to the specifications of the values, theS selects an appropriate set of a main

verb and auxiliaries. (5.102) – (5.106) are the examples of stem selection. (5.102) is an

example of the simple past, which is represented by (↑ ) = past and (↑  ) = −

— I leave the agreement features unspecified at this point. The S selects the stem of the

main verb as̄a (< ānā ‘come.’). It has (↑µ ) =  and the equations for agreement

features and:

(5.102) Simple past (‘came’)
σ = {(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’, (↑ ) = , (↑  ) = −,
(↑ PAP) =%, (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . }

S (〈come,V, σ〉) =
ā V (↑µ ) = 

(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

The immediate past is shown in (5.103). The tense and aspect information is given the

features (↑ ) =  and (↑  ) = +. This time, theS selects two stems, the main

verb ā and the auxiliaryh (< hon̄a). Crucially, the former inflects for and, while

the latter does so for and. This is captured by postulating a different set of equa-

tions for agreement, namely (% ) = . . . and (% ) = . . . for the main verb, and

(% ) = . . . and (% ) = . . . for the auxiliary:19

18For ease of exposition, I ignore progressive aspect and other modal features such as conditional, presump-
tive and irrealis.

19We may postulate the m-structure containing embedding to describe the relation for more complex
combinations of main verbs and auxiliaries. I leave this option open here.
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(5.103) Immediate past (‘has come’)
σ = {(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’, (↑ ) = , (↑  ) = +,
(↑ PAP) =%, (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . }

S (〈come,V, σ〉) =
ā V (↑µ ) = 

(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

h AUX (% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

The remote past, i.e. (↑ ) =  and (↑  ) = +, on the other hand, requires

both the main verb and the auxiliary to agree in and. Therefore, the following

formulation is posited:

(5.104) Remote past (‘had come’)
σ = {(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’, (↑ ) = , (↑  ) = +,
(↑ PAP) =% (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . }

S (〈come,V, σ〉) =
ā V (↑µ ) = 

(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

th AUX (% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

Similarly, the verb+ auxiliary combinations for the habitual present and habitual past can

be stated as in (5.105) and (5.106) respectively:

(5.105) Habitual present (‘comes’)
σ = {(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’, (↑ ) = , (↑  ) = −,
(↑ PAP) =%, (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . }

S (〈come,V, σ〉) =
ā V (↑µ ) = 

(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

h AUX (% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

(5.106) Habitual past (‘used to come’)
σ = {(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’, (↑ ) = , (↑  ) = −,
(↑ PAP) =% (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . }

S (〈come,V, σ〉) =
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ā V (↑µ ) = 
(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

th AUX (% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

The endings attached to the stems are specified byRs as usual. I omit the descriptions of

theRs here (see (5.39b) and (5.41)).

The future requires a different treatment from the above cases. As seen in section 5.4.1,

it is constructed by the combination of the subjective participle and the suffix gā (∼ ge∼ ḡı).

The former inflects for person and number, whereas the suffix inflects exactly like an adjec-

tive, i.e. for number and gender. Thus, the morphology must treat them as separated units,

each of which undergoes distinct morphological operations. The following specifications are

obtained:

(5.107) Future (‘will come’)
σ = {(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’, (↑ ) = , (↑ PAP) =%
(% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . , (% ) = . . . }

S (〈come,V, σ〉) =
ā V (↑µ ) = 

(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

g A (% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

The verb receives the suffixation to be the subjunctive form (see (5.39b)), whileg is given the

morphological category A and receives a separate suffix according to and. Although

those two formatives are two independent morphological tokens in the morphology, they must

be treated as a single lexical token, i.e. a single syntacticatom, in the c-structure. Thus, the

L gives the following label to the combination:

(5.108) āẽ ge
L

⇒ āẽgeV

Accordingly, the entry behaves as a single word in the c-structure as shown in (5.109):
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(5.109)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

ham

↑ = ↓

V

āẽge
(↑ ) = ‘〈〉’

(↑ ) = 
(% ) =c 1
(% ) =c 

(% ) =c 

5.6.3.2 Path specification

As section 5.4.2 shows, the verbal complex agrees either with the subject or the object ac-

cording to their value. That is, the agreement controller must be in the direct case.

Crucially, as seen in the failure of Saksena’s (1981) rule (5.50), an NP the verb agrees with

must be a term argument, or . The standard approach to agreement can state those

conditions in each lexical entry. For instance, Butt and Sadler (2003:82) show the following

lexical entry of the perfective verbcālayi ‘drive’:

(5.110) cālayi (↑ ) = 
[ (↑  ) =c 

(↑  ) = 
(↑  ) =  ]

∨ [ (↑  ) , 
(↑  ) =c 

(↑  ) = 
(↑  ) =  ]

The f-description contains disjunction ([ ]∨ [ ]). The first disjunct states that (↑ ) must

contain〈, 〉, and the entry contributes〈, 〉 and〈, 〉 to that. The second

one is slightly more complicated. Firstly, the negative statement says that the local

must not have〈, 〉. The second equation, on the other hand, states the requirement

of 〈, 〉 as a value of the local. The agreement features are given to that as

shown in the last two equations. Although this type of disjunctive descriptions explains the

agreement pattern in Hindi-Urdu, it is not easy to figure out how those sets of equations are

associated with the form. As I have pointed out in the previous chapter, it is desirable to

generalise the agreement pattern found in natural languages.

The proposal I made for the Icelandic data in Chapter 4 can easily capture this agreement

pattern in Hindi-Urdu as well. I have already introduced theagreement path (PAP) in

the f-description of lexical entries. So, what we need is thefollowing constraints:
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(5.111) Hindi-Urdu PAP:
{  |  }

(→ ) =  (→ ) = 
¬[(←  ) = ]

I will show how the substitution takes place with examples. Firstly, let us consider the fol-

lowing two examples with the f-structures:

(5.112) a. lar.kiyã
girl...

s̄ıtā
Sita...

ko dekht̄ı
look...

hã̃ı.
be..3.

‘The girls look at Sita.’

b. lar.kiyã
girl...

kitāb
book...

par.ht̄ı
read...

hã̃ı.
be..3.

‘The girls read a book.’

(5.113) a.

f 1



 ‘-〈,〉’
 


[
 −

]



f 2



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 





f 3



 ‘S’
 

 





b.

f 4



 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 −

]



f 5



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 





f 6



 ‘’
 

 

 3
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The two f-structures in (5.113) have two candidates to be substituted for PAP, i.e. 

and. According to (5.111), the in (5.113a) violates the constraint (→ ) =  and

¬[(←  ) = ] where→ and← refer to f 3 and f 1 respectively. Although the in

(5.113b) satisfies the first constraint (→ ) = , the second one is unsatisfied, i.e. the

 in f 4 has〈, 〉. Thus, in both cases, thes cannot be PAP. The s,

on the other hand, satisfy the constraint (→ ) =  where→ refers to f 2 in (5.113a)

and f 5 in (5.113b). Therefore, the PAP is substituted for by the. Due to the

(↑ PAP) =%, the constraining equations in the lexical entries of the governing pred-

icate correctly place the feature requirements onto the.

Next, let us look at the object agreement. (5.114) is an example of the simple past that

is realised by the perfective main verb alone. The oblique case nounlar.ke is marked byne

suggesting it is a subject of a transitive verb in the perfective form. (5.115) is the f-structure

for (5.114):

(5.114) lar.ke
boy...

ne kit̄ab
book...

par.h̄ı.
read...

‘The boy read a book.’

(5.115)

f 1



 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 −

]



f 2



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 

 





f 3



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 





This time, if we substitute for PAP by the , it would violate the constraint

(→ ) =  in (5.111), since→ corresponds tof 2 in (5.115) that has〈, 〉. The

 does not violate any of the constraints, namely it has〈, 〉 as its value andf 1 that

corresponds to← in (5.111) has a in which the value of is , not. Thus, this

 is the controller of the agreement.
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As shown in (5.46b) and (5.47) (repeated here as (5.116)), sometimes the predicate is in

the default form. In (5.116a), the subject of the perfectiveintransitive verbroyā is marked

by ne indicating it is volitional action. In (5.116b), the subject is marked byne requiring a

transitive verb to be in the perfective form and the object ismarked bykoas it is animate:

(5.116) a. lar.kiyõ
girl...

ne roȳa.
cry..

‘The girls cried (on purpose).’

b. lar.kiyõ
girl...

ne s̄ıtā
Sita...

ko dekh̄a.
look..

‘The girls looked at Sita.’

The occurrence of the default forms is explained in the same way as Icelandic. Consider the

f-structures for (5.116):

(5.117) a.


 ‘〈〉’
 


[
 −

]



f 1



 ‘’
 

 

 

 





b.

f 1



 ‘-〈,〉’
 


[
 −

]



f 2



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 

 





f 3



 ‘S’
 

 





In (5.117a), the f-structure for (5.116a), the has〈, 〉, which is a violation of the

constraint (→ ) =  that requiresf 1 to have〈, 〉. Since the f-structure does not

contain an, it is not an option for the PAP. In (5.117b), the cannot be PAP
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by the same reason as (5.117a). The f-structure has an, but it does not have〈, 〉

either. Therefore, nothing can be substituted for the PAP in both examples.

This causes the lexical entries of predicates to be dysfunctional. That is, since the PA-

P remains unspecified under the syntactic environments in (5.116), the constraining

equations for the agreement features are not specified either. To overcome this problem, as

we posit for Icelandic, I assume that each lexeme has a default form that has no constraint

for the agreement features.20 Hence, we postulate the following lexical entries for the simple

past tense verbs:

(5.118) a. royā V (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = −

b. dekh̄a V (↑ ) = ‘-〈,〉’
(↑ ) = 
(↑  ) = −

The f-description of each entry in (5.118) does not contain any constraining equations. Since

the other entries in the same paradigm are not workable for the reasons explained above,

only the default entry in (5.118) is available for that lexeme. This is the mechanism that

enforces the default form to appear in the syntactic environments found in (5.116). Due to

the paradigmatic organisation of the lexical entries, the default form cannot appear when a

more specific entry is available in the same paradigm, as we saw in Chapter 4.

Since the path is specified based on the and its feature, it does not allow an oblique

locative to be an agreement controller, which is problematic in Saksena’s rule (see (5.51)).

With regard to the pro drop example (5.52) (repeated as (5.119)), since the agreement con-

troller is determined by the properties in the f-structure,not in the surface phrase structure, the

proposal correctly predicts that the dropped pronominal is substituted for the PAP

as illustrated in (5.120):

(5.119) ∅


dādar
Dadar

se
from

āyā
come...

hũ.
be..1.

‘(I) have just come from Dadar.’

20More specifically, every combination of and of a lexeme has a default form.
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(5.120)


 ‘〈,〉’
 


[
 +

]





 ‘’
 

 

 1
 







 ‘D’
 

 

 3
 

 





It is worth mentioning how the grammar can explicate the ‘ergativity’ found in Hindi-

Urdu. As discussed in section 5.5.3.2, assigning〈, 〉 to nedoes not help the grammar

generalise the ergativity in Hindi-Urdu sincene can marks both transitive and intransitive

subjects. From a descriptive point of view, ergativity is the fact that intransitive subjects

and transitive objects exhibit similar behaviours such as agreement and form. In that sense,

the ergativity in Hindi-Urdu is the fact that the agreement controller is either an intransitive

subject or a transitive object whose form is in the direct case. This fact is clearly reflected

in (5.111). Obviously, other languages exhibit ergativityin different ways and they may be

reflected differently in the grammars. Marwari, for instance, does not exhibit ergativity with

respect to the form or marking, but does so with regard to agreement as shown in (5.65) –

(5.67). This type of ergativity can be reflected in the grammar as in (5.121):21

(5.121) Marwari PAP:
{  |  }
¬[(← )] (← )

(5.121) states that if there is no in the local f-structure, the PAP is , while it

is  with the existence of. Marathi requires another formulation with reference to

〈, 〉 in the m-structure as suggested in (5.68). Hence, ergativity must be reflected

in various ways and it is clearly not the case that an introduction of 〈, 〉 always gives

the straightforward descriptive adequacy to the grammar.

21This is for illustration purpose, so the details are omittedsuch as agreement found in the immediate past or
existence of others.
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Finally, as we recall from Chapter 4, the current proposal is also applicable to attributive

modifier agreement. For that purpose, we have postulated another path AAP. In Hindi-

Urdu, adjectives whose ending is eitherā or ã in the masculine direct singular forms inflect

for number, gender and case, so the agreement paths and the constraining equations for the

agreement features are included in the lexical entries:

(5.122) A (↑ ) = ‘. . . ’
{(↑ PAP) | (AAP ↑)} =%
(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .
(% ) =c . . .

The specification of PAP is unchanged from (5.111). Hence, in the following exam-

ple, the PAP is substituted for by, so that the adjectivẽuc̄ı agrees with that, namely

it constraints the agreement features of the controller:

(5.123) a. d̄ıvār
wall...

ũc̄ı
high

hai.
be..3.

‘The wall is high’

b.


 ‘〈〉’





 ‘’
 

 

 3
 





On the other hand, we need another specification of AAP as in (5.124):

(5.124) Hindi-Urdu AAP:
 ∈

With this path specification, we can account for modifier-noun agreement. In the following

examples, the adjectives must be able to refer to the agreement features of the head nouns.

This is attained because of (AAP ↑) =% in the lexical entries. That is, the inside-out

path allows the entry to refer to the f-structure whose valueis AAP, namely ∈. In

(5.125b) and (5.126b), it corresponds tof 1 and f 2 respectively and the,  and of

the controllers are constrained by the adjectives via %.

(5.125) a. bar.ā
big

mak̄an
house...

‘a big house’
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b.

f 1



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 



{[
 ‘’

]}



(5.126) a. bar.e
big

mak̄an
house...

mẽ

‘in the big house’

b.

f 2



 ‘’
 

 

 3
 

 



{[
 ‘’

]}



5.7 Summary

In this chapter, we have observed that there is no empirical support for postulating, 

and  features introduced by postpositional elements in Hindi-Urdu by considering the

syntactic and semantic properties of the formatives in question as well as ergativity, subcate-

gorisation and inflectional morphology of the languages. Instead, I have proposed that,

either or , functions as a part of nominal inflectional properties. I have presented the

morphological analysis that gives well-formed strings of the base and the postpositions. Fur-

ther, adopting Toivonen’s (2003) non-projecting word, thesurface phrase structure properties

are also captured under the current proposal. In addition, this chapter has presented the way

that establishes a linkage between a complex set of syntactic and semantic features and a

morphological form in the paradigm. It allows us to describehow items in the morphological

paradigm can be associated with required information to be fully functional in other levels in

the grammar.





Chapter 6

Realisation of Japanese nominal particles

Japanese is well-known for its large set of particles. Some of them are referred to as case

particles in the traditional grammars. In modern theoretical works, they are often regarded as

phonological manifestations of case features. In this chapter, we shall look at morphological

and syntactic aspects of Japanese nominal particles and consider their theoretical status. The

investigation reveals that postulating case features is unnecessary either morphologically or

syntactically and the full account of the occurrence of particles requires complex interaction

between morphological, syntactic, semantic and discourseinformation. I will present a mor-

phological analysis of particles in the realisational morphology and how they are linked to

the complex information in other levels of linguistic structures. This chapter is organised as

follows. In Section 6.1, I shall present a descriptive overview of Japanese nominal particles

focusing on so-called case particles and adverbial particles. The section contains the discus-

sion of linear ordering amongst particles as well as their syntactic, semantic and discourse

functions. Section 6.2 highlights two proposals in made by Ishikawa (1985) and Ohara

(2000). In section 6.3, I will present how the morphology construct particle clusters in proper

ordering in Japanese. Further, the association between theparticle clusters and their functions

in syntax, semantics and discourse will be formalised in this section.

6.1 Exploring particles

6.1.1 Number

I start with a discussion of what nominal features are to be postulated in the grammar of

Japanese. Japanese nouns exhibit very defective inflectionin that no inherent nominal fea-
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tures such as number, gender and animacy alter their form.1 Instead, Japanese has a set of

post-nominal particles to overtly realise those properties. Let us look at number particlesra

andtati first:2

(6.1) a. yasusi
Yasusi

no


musuko
son

ra


wa


mada
still

daigakusei
university student

da.


‘Yasushi’s sons are still university students.’

b. zyosei
woman

tati


ga


ima
now

no


seizi
politics

no


syuyaku
protagonist

da.


‘Women are the protagonists in the current politics.’

As mentioned in Tsujimura (1996:127), however, the use of those particles are limited to

animate nouns and they are in general optional. So, (6.2a) wheretati andra are attached to

the inanimate nounhon is ungrammatical. (6.2b) has an example of a bare noun without tati

or ra whose referent is still interpreted as plural (cf. (6.1b)):

(6.2) a. *kin̄o
yesterday

hon
book

tati/ra


o


katta.
buy.

‘(I) bought books yesterday.’

b. zyosei ga ima no seizi no syuyaku da.
‘Women are the protagonists in the current politics.’

The optionality suggests that Japanese animate nouns lack aformal contrast between singu-

lar and plural. The impossibility oftati andra marking on inanimate nouns also means that

inanimate nouns display no formal distinction between singular and plural. Those facts sug-

gest that number is not a part of nominal features in the Japanese grammar. That is, number

plays no morphological or syntactic (see below) role in the grammar, though semantic plu-

rality of animate nouns is optionally marked. Hence, the number particles are more like overt

quantificational makers in Japanese.3

One place where number and some other features appear to be active is pronoun system.

Shibatani (1990:371) shows a set of singular pronouns according to the sex of the speaker

and the person in the gradable speech level as in (6.3):4

1Animacy affects the lexical selection of two verbs of existencearu andiru. The former requires an inani-
mate subject whereas the latter requires an animate subject.

2Another number particle isdomo, which is old fashion and could imply the low social status ofthe referent.
3Nakanishi and Tomioka (2004) argue thattati means a group represented by the marked noun phrase.
4The second and third person pronouns must not be used to referto a person whose social status is higher

than the speaker, irrespective to the speech level (cf. Shibatani 1990:372).
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(6.3)
Formal Informal

1st person
Male speaker watakusi watasi boku ore
Female speaker watakusi watasi atasi
2nd person
Male speaker anata kimi/anta omae
Female speaker anata anta
3rd person kare ‘he’/kanozyo ‘she’5

The gender distinction in the first and second person is not overtly found in the formal speech

level, but it is clearly observed in the informal setting. Unlike ordinary nouns, those pro-

nouns are only used for a singular referent. For plural referents,tati andra must be attached

aswatakusi tati‘we’ and omae ra‘you.’.6 Based on those facts, it may be the case that

number, gender and speech level are part of nominal semanticfeatures for pronouns. How-

ever, there are other items which denote plural pronominals. For instance,warewareis used

for the first person plural pronouns. Similarly,anatagatais for the second person plural.

Further, syntactically none of the features is active even for pronouns. No agreement in

number between the head noun and other words inside the noun phrase or between the noun

phrase and an external governer is observed. Therefore, positing syntactic number, gender

and other features is implausible in Japanese.

The conclusion drawn from the above observation is that Japanese has a way expressing

semantic number of a given noun, namely particle attachment, but it does not seem to intro-

duce a syntactic number feature. In the following section, Ishall extend the discussion to

other particles, primarily focusing on ones traditionallytreated as case particles.

6.1.2 Grammatical relations, semantics and discourse

In addition totati, ra anddomo, Japanese has a large number of particles. I show some of

them in (6.4) – (6.5) (cf. Kawashima 1999, Chino 2001, Kaiseret al.2001):7

(6.4)
Form Name/function
ga nominative, exclusive focus
o accusative, locative (path)
no genitive, linker

5There are also third person pronounsaitu andyatuwith no gender distinction for informal speech level.
6Most of the pronouns allow bothtati andra, although the combinations of ??anata raand *kare tati are

normally regarded as ill-formed, i.e.anata tatiandkare raare strongly preferred.
7I ignoreno throughout the chapter for the reason mentioned elsewhere.
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(6.5)
Form Function
ni dative, locative (stative/goal)
de ‘with’, locative (activity)
e, eto ‘towards’, locative (directional)
kara ‘from’
made ‘until’
madeni ‘by’
yori ‘than’
to, ni, ya conjunctive
ka disjunctive

(6.6)
Form Function
wa topic
mo inclusive focus ‘also’,
datte, demo, sae, sura, made inclusive focus ‘even’
koso exclusive focus (emphatic)
dake, bakari exclusive focus ‘only’
sika exclusive focus ‘only’

(negative polarity item)

As suggested by the names, the particles in (6.4) are often called (syntactic) case particles in

the descriptive grammars of Japanese. Their main function is to mark term arguments and

they have less semantic content as we will see immediately below. (6.5) is a list of so-called

semantic case particles and conjunctive particles, which are obvious from their functions.

Finally, (6.6) shows a set of adverbial particles or discourse particles.8 Some of the focus

particles are often called delimiters because of their semantic nature. With no theoretical

implication, I follow four distinctions for expository purpose.

Some of the post-nominal particles listed in (6.4) – (6.6) are also used for clausal mark-

ers. For instance,ga is used as a clausal conjunct meaning ‘but’ andkara is attached to

a subordinated clause meaning ‘because’. Those cross-categorial properties are typical in

Japanese particles as well as functional markers in other languages, e.g. overlap between

English prepositions and complementisers (see Chapter 3).

6.1.3 Case particles

6.1.3.1 Basics

The syntactic case particles are closely linked to term grammatical functions. As indicated

by the names in (6.4), their canonical uses are illustrated as follows (Shibatani 2001:307–8):

8There are other so-called topic particles such asnara, dato, dattara and tte. I ignore them for ease of
discussion.
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(6.7) a. Ken
Ken

gakasikoi.
smart.

‘Ken is smart.’

b. Ken
Ken

gagakusei
student

da.


‘Ken is a student.’

c. Ken
Ken

gahasitta.
run.

‘Ken ran.’

d. Ken
Ken

gaki
tree

kara
from

otita.
fall.

‘Ken fell from the tree.’

(6.8) a. Ken
Ken

gaAi
Ai

o nagutta.
hit.

‘Ken hit Ai.’

b. Ken
Ken

gahon
book

o yonda.
read.

‘Ken read the book.’

c. Ken
Ken

gaAi
Ai

ni hon
book

o yatta.
give.

‘Ken gave a book to Ai.’

Through the sentences in (6.7) – (6.8), the subjects are marked byga. This marking is unaf-

fected whether the marked noun is animate or inanimate, definite or indefinite and so forth.9

The predicate is a predicative adjective in (6.7a), a predicative noun with a copula in (6.7b),

an unergative intransitive verb in (6.7c), an unaccusativeintransitive verb in (6.7d), a tran-

sitive verb in (6.8a, b) and a ditransitive verb in (6.8c). The canonical marking on a direct

object iso as shown in (6.8a, b) and it is nothing to do with animacy or definiteness of the

marked noun. The indirect object is normally marked byni as in (6.8c).

However, Japanese, like many other languages, displays deviations from those canonical

particle markings. Some of them are idiosyncratic and some others have semantic basis

behind the marking. For instance, there are cases where a direct object is marked byni (cf.

Sadakane and Koizumi 1995:24–29, Shibatani 2001:310):

(6.9) a. Ai
Ai

ga Ken
Ken

ni atta.
meet.

‘Ai met Ken.’

b. Ken
Ken

ga Ai
Ai

ni sitagatta.
obey.

‘Ken obeyed/followed Ai.’

9We will look atgamarking in detail in section 6.1.4.
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c. Ai
Ken

ga Ken
Ken

ni katta.
win.

‘Ai won /prevailed over Ken.’

d. Ken
Ken

ga Tokyo
Tokyo

de
at

densya
train

ni notta.
ride.

‘Ken took a train in Tokyo.’

e. Ken
Ken

no ronbun
paper

ga GB
GB

riron
theory

ni motozuiteiru.
based on.

‘Ken’s paper is based on GB theory.’

(6.10) a. Ken
Ken

ga ame
rain

ni nureta.
get wet.

‘Ken got wet in the rain.’

b. Ken
Ken

ga hasika
measles

ni kakatta.
contract.

‘Ken contracted measles.’

c. Ken
Ken

ga sake
alcohol

ni yotta.
get drunk.

‘Ken got drunk.’

In (6.9), the direct objects are all marked byni. Those are examples of idiosyncraticni

marking. (6.10) shows that verbs having an affected/experiencer subject take ani marked

object that functions as a source of the caused state.

The object in (6.9a) can also be marked byto as shown in (6.11) with other examples of

to marked direct objects:

(6.11) a. Ai
Ai

ga Ken
Ken

to atta.
meet.

‘Ai met Ken.’

b. Ai
Ai

ga Ken
Ken

to hanasita.
speak.

‘Ai talked with Ken.’

c. Ai
Ai

ga Ken
Ken

to kekkon
marriage

sita.
do.

‘Ai married Ken.’

One of the differences between (6.9a) and (6.11a) is that the encounter is reciprocal in (6.11a)

whereas it is unidirectional in (6.9a). Kuno (1973b:104–5)shows the following contrasts

between the two:

(6.12) a. ?watakusi
I

wa sensei
teacher

to ai
meet.

ni
to

Harvard
Harvard

Square
Square

ni
to

itta.
go.

‘I went to Harvard Square to see the teacher.’
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b. watakusi wa senseini ai ni Harvard Square ni itta.
(6.13) a. Tom

Tom
no
’s

atama
head

ga Mary
Mary

no
’s

atama
head

to/ni butukatta.
collid.

‘Tom’s head collided with Mary’s head.’

b. Tom
Tom

no
’s

atama
head

ga kabe
wall

* to/ni butukatta.
collided

‘Tom’s head collided with the wall.’

In (6.12a),to marking on the object is odd if Harvard Square is the agreed meeting point.

The natural interpretation of the meeting event is that bothwent to the square to meet each

other, which requires the object to be marked byni as in (6.12b). If Harvard Square is a

resident/working place of the teacher,to may be used. (6.13b) shows that if the object is

unmovable, it must be marked byni, sinceto marking implies that it also move towards the

subject as in (6.13a). This difference suggests thatto is associated with a commitative role of

the marked NP whileni is with a goal role.

Oblique and adjunct NPs also receive various particle marking. The marking patterns are

associated with the semantic properties or roles of the marked NPs in a clause. I summarise

their uses briefly10. As shown in (6.4) and (6.5), there are three locative particles. Firstly, let

us look at the contrast between two locatives represented byni andde(Shibatani 1978:284):

(6.14) a. boku
my

no ani
elderly brother

wa


Tokyo
Tokyo

ni sunde
live

iru.
be.

‘My brother lives in Tokyo.’

b. boku
my

no hon
book

wa


tukue
desk

no ue
top

ni aru.
be.

‘My book is on the desk.’

(6.15) a. boku
my

no ani
elderly brother

wa


Tokyo
Tokyo

dehataraite
work

iru.
be.

‘My brother works in Tokyo.’

b. kodomo
child

tati


ga dooro
road

deasonde
play

iru.
be.

‘Children were playing on the street.’

The difference between (6.14) and (6.15) is whether the verbs describe state or activity. If the

locative encodes a setting of a certain state, it receivesni marking. If the locative represents

a place where a given activity takes place, it receivesdemarking.

Whenni is used with verbs of motion, the marked NPs are the goal of themovement.

This is contrasted with a directional locativee:11

10See Shibatani (1978:Ch 6) for the details
11As noted in Shibatani (1978:286),e may also express a goal of the movement in Modern Japanese, partic-

ularly in colloquial speech. It seems to me thatetostill only signals a directional.
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(6.16) a. 5zi
5 o’clock

ni
at

hikooki
airplane

ga Tokyo
Tokyo

ni/??e tootyaku
arrival

sita.
do.

‘The airplane arrived in Tokyo at 5 o’clock.’

b. hikooki
airplane

ga Tokyo
Tokyo

e/??ni namerakani
smoothly

tobi-tatta.
fly-depart.

‘The airplane smoothly departed to Tokyo.’

The verbal complex in (6.16a) requires a goal argument due toits meaning, so that the des-

tination is more naturally marked byni. In (6.16b), on the other hand, the compound verb

emphasises the departing event, so that the destination is normally marked by the directional

locativee.

The last locative iso. As discussed in Kuno (1973b:Ch 5), it represents a path of the

movement as in (6.17):

(6.17) a. watakusi
I

wa


sono
the

saka
slope

o nobotta.
climb.

‘I climbed up the slope.’

b. watakusi
I

wa


koosaten
intersection

o watatta.
cross.

‘I crossed the intersection.’

The path encoding can be highlighted in comparison with other two locativesdeandni. Kuno

(1973b:98–9) shows the following examples:

(6.18) a. Ken
Ken

ga kawa
river

o oyoida.
swim.

‘Ken swam across the river/Ken swam up or down the stream.’

b. Ken
Ken

ga kawa
river

deoyoida.
swim.

‘Ken swam in the river.’

(6.19) a. watasi
I

wa


helicopter
helicopter

de
by

yama
mountaim

ni/*o nobotta.
climb.

‘I climbed to the top of the mountaim by helicopter.’

b. watasi
I

wa


Jeep
jeep

de
by

yama
mountaim

ni/o nobotta.
climb.

‘I climbed the mountain by jeep.’

In (6.18b), the location is marked byde, which indicates that the river is the place where the

swimming activity took place as observed in (6.15). If we replace it witho as in (6.18a), the

sentence means that the agent swam along the river stream. The difference between (6.19a)

and (6.19b) is the means of climbing up the mountain. The former lacks the path as the

upward movement was done by helicopter, so thato cannot markyamaand instead only the
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goalni is allowed to attach. The latter, on the other hand, allows both ni ando, since a jeep

can have a path to climb up the mountain.

The uses of other semantic case particles such as instrumental deand comparativeyori are

straightforward, so I omit them. Thekara marking, however, exhibits interesting properties

in comparison withni. The basic usage ofkara is to encode the source as follows:

(6.20) a. Ken
Ken

ga eki
station

kara ie
house

made
to

aruita.
walk.

‘Ken walked from the station to the house.’

b. sake
sake

wa


kome
rice

kara tukurareru.
make.

‘Sake is made from rice.’

As noted in Shibatani (1978:297ff), some NPs are allowed to be marked either bykaraor ni:

(6.21) a. Taroo
Taro

ga Hanako
Hanako

ni/karasono
that

koto
thing

o kiita.
hear.

‘Taro heard about that thing from Hanako.’

b. Taroo
Taro

ga Yamada-sensei
Yamada-Prof

ni/karaeigo
English

o naratta.
learn.

‘Taro learnt English from Prof Yamada.’

c. Taroo
Taro

ga Yamada-sensei
Yamada-Prof

ni/karahon
book

o karita.
borrow.

‘Taro borrowed a book from Prof Yamada.’

Shibatani claims thatni attaches to an agent when it is not a subject — see also Watanabe

(1996), whilekara simply marks a source. In the following sentence, therefore, only kara is

permitted:

(6.22) a. Taroo
Taro

ga sensei
prof

no kenkyuusitu
office

kara/*ni hon
book

o karita.
borrow.

‘Taro borrowed a book from the professor’s office.’

b. Taroo
Taro

ga kokyoo
hometown

kara/*ni tayori
letter

o moratta.
receive.

‘Taro received a letter from his hometown.’

In (6.22), the oblique arguments are inanimate, which are bydefinition non-agentive. Since

they cannot be agents, they cannot be marked byni. Instead,kara makes them interpreted as

source. A similar contrast can be found in the marking on demoted subjects in passive:

(6.23) a. sensei
prof

wa


gakusei
student

tati


ni/karapresent
present

o okurareta.
give..

‘The professor was given a present by the students.’
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b. Ai
Ai

ga sensei
prof

ni/karahomerareta.
praise..

‘Ai was praised by the professor.’

(6.24) a. Akiko
Akiko

ga kuma
bear

ni/*karakorosareta.
kill. .

‘Akiko was killed by a bear.’

b. Ken
Ken

wa


John
John

ni/*karayatowarete
employ.

iru.
be.

‘Ken is employed by John.’

In (6.23), the demoted subjects function either as agent or source.12 If they are interpreted

as agents,ni attaches to them. If they are sources,kara marks them. The verbs in (6.24),

on the contrary, require agents, namely the source interpretation of the demoted subjects is

impossible with those verbs. Hence, they must be marked byni.

6.1.3.2 Gamarked objects

Let us move onto non-canonical marking on term grammatical functions. One well-known

deviation from the basic particle marking patterns isga marked object in stative predicates

that represent the following: possession/existence ((6.25)); psychological state ((6.26)); phys-

iological state ((6.27)); visual/audio perception ((6.28)); necessity/desiderative state ((6.29));

and potentiality/ability ((6.30)) (Shibatani 2001:312–4):

(6.25) a. Ken
Ken

ga/*ni atama
head

gaookii.
big

‘Ken has a big head.’

b. Ken
Ken

ni/ga kodomo
child

gasan-nin
three-person

iru.
be/exist

‘Ken has three children.’

(6.26) a. Mami
Mami

ni/ga Hata-sensei
Hata-prof

gaosorosii.
fearful

‘Mami is fearful of Prof Hata.’

b. Mami
Mami

ga/*ni Ken
Ken

gasuki
like

da.


‘Mami likes Ken.’

12Shibatani (1978:303–4) notes that the source expressed bykaramarking is not restricted to physical move-
ment of objects. It also includes the source of psychological or emotional feeling such as love, praise and accuse.
Thus,senseiin (6.23b) can be marked bykara as a source of praise.
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(6.27) a. Taroo
Taroo

ga/*ni atama
head

ga itai.
hurting

‘Taro has a headache.’

b. Mami
Mami

ga/*ni asi
foot

ga tumetai.
cold

‘Mami has cold feet.’

(6.28) a. Ken
Ken

ni/ga Huzi-san
Fuji-Mt.

gamieru.
visible

‘Ken can see Mt Fuji.’

b. Mami
Mami

ni/ga sono
that

oto
sound

gakikoe
audible

nakatta.
.

‘Mami didn’t hear that sound.’

(6.29) a. boku
I

ni/ga okane
money

gahituyoo
necessity

da.


‘I need money.’

b. boku
I

ga/*ni kono
this

hon
book

gahosii.
want

‘I want this book.’

(6.30) a. Ken
Ken

ni/ga eigo
English

gawakaru.
understand

‘Ken understands English.’

b. Ken
Ken

ga/*ni eigo
English

ga tokui
good at

da.


‘Ken is good at English.’

As shown in the above examples, there are two patterns of thistype of predicates. The first

one only allowsga marked subjects. The other one allows bothni andga marked subjects.

Shibatani (2001:341) summarises them as follows based on Kuno (1973b:90–1):

(6.31) Ni–ga

a. Verbs:-reru (potential derivatives),dekiru ‘can do’,wakaru‘understand’,aru
‘have/exist’, nai ‘do not have/non-extent’,iru ‘exist’, mieru ‘visible’, kikoeru
‘audible’

b. Adjectives: omosiroi ‘fun/enjoyable’,osorosii ‘fearful’, tanosii ‘enjoyable’,
arigatai ‘thankful’

c. Adjectival nominals:hituyoo da‘necessary’,kanoo da‘possible’,konnan da
‘difficult’, yooi da‘easy’,nigate da‘not good at doing something’

(6.32) Ga–ga

a. Verbs:iru ‘need’
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b. Adjectives: -tai (desiderative derivatives),hosii ‘want’, nikurasii ‘hateful’,
itosii ‘dear’, hazukasii‘ashamed’,kawaii ‘cute’, netamasii‘jealous’, kutiosii
‘mortifying’, umai ‘good at’,urayamasii‘envious’,mazui‘bad at’,muzukasii
‘difficult’

c. Adjectival nominals:heta da‘bad at’, zyoozu da‘good at’, kirai da ‘hateful’,
suki da‘like’, tokui da‘good at’,zannen da‘sorry’

Following Kuno (1973b), it is normally assumed that the firstNPs marked either byni/ga

are subjects andgamarked NPs are objects in the above examples. Shibatani (1977) demon-

strates the subjecthood of the first NPs based on anaphoric binding and honorification. For

instance, the reflexivezibun is only bound by a subject as shown in (6.33a). (6.33b) shows

that theni marked NP exhibits this binding property. Further, the honorific form o V (ni) naru

is only used for subject honorification as in (6.34a, b). Again, theni marked NP in (6.34c)

can be honorified (Shibatani 1977:791–2, 800):

(6.33) a. Tarooi
Taro

ga Hanakoj
Hanako

o zibuni/∗ j

self
no heya

room
de
at

sikatta.
scold.

‘Taro scolded Hanako in his own room.’

b. sensei
teacher

ni (wa)
()

zibun
self

ga wakara
understand

nai.


‘The teacher does not understand himself.’

(6.34) a. sensei
teacher

ga oikini naru.
go.

‘The teacher goes.’ (subject honorific)

b. *otooto
younger brother

ga sensei
teacher

o otazune-ni natta.
visit.

‘My younger brother visited the teacher.’

c. sensei
teacher

ni (wa)
()

eigo
English

ga owakarini naru
understand.

‘The teacher understands English.’ (subject honorific)

The above data confirm that the first NPs in this construction are genuine subjects and the

secondgamarked NPs are objects.13

13Shibatani (2001) proposes an alternative analysis by assuming that agamarked object is actually a subject
called a small subject. He also assumes that the first NP is a large subject. That is, he claims that this construction
is a type of double subjection constructions exemplified as follows:

(i) zoo
elephant

ga hana
nose

ga nagai.
long

‘An elephant has a long nose.’

Shibatani argues that in the double subject constructions,the first NP functions as a domain or a reference point
in Langacker’s (1993, 1999) Cognitive Grammar terms, aboutwhich the following statement is predicated. He
shows the following examples to support his argument (Shibatani 2001:322):
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Some of the predicates of this type such aswakaru, suki da, hosii and -tai permit the

alternation betweenga and o on objects as in (6.35) (cf. Shibatani 1978:229–32, 255ff,

2001:314–5). (6.35a) suggests that when the object is marked byo, the subject can no longer

be marked byni (cf. (6.30a)):

(6.35) a. Ken
Ken

ga/*ni eigo
English

o wakaru.
understand

‘Ken understands English.’

b. Mami
Mami

ga Ken
Ken

o suki
like

da.


‘Mami likes Ken.’

c. boku
I

ga mizu
water

o nomi-tai.
drink-

‘I want to drink water’

Jarkey (1999), cited in Sells (2004), discusses a variety ofaspects involved in this alterna-

tion such as definiteness, individuatedness and affectedness. I do not discuss the semantic

motivations behind this alternation in detail in the current study.

6.1.3.3 Oblique subject

Inoue (1998) and Sells (2004) observe that subjects in Japanese are sometimes marked by

semantic particlesdeandkara. Inoue claims that bothdeandkara phrases have two types:

agentivede phrases ((6.36a)) and partitivede phrases ((6.36b)); and agentivekara phrases

((6.37a)) and initiatingkaraphrases ((6.37b)).

(6.36) a. ketueki
blood

centre
centre

deketueki-gata
blood-type

siiru
seal

o o-hari-si-masu.
-paste-do-.

‘The blood centre will paste the seal of your blood type.’

b. min-na
everyone

desono
the

ryori
food

o tabeta.
eat.

(ii) a. kimi
you

ni (wa)
()

rippa
splendid

na


go-ryoosin
-parents

ga oide-ni naru.
exist.

‘You have splendid parents’

b. Yamada-sani
Yamada-Mr

ga okusanj
wife

ga zibun∗i/ j
self

no kaisya
company

o keiei-nasatte
management-do.

iru.
be

‘It is Mr Yamada whose wife is managing her own company.’

(ii-a) is an example of theni-gacombination and it is thegamarked NP that is honorified. (ii-b) is the same type
of construction as (i) where thezibunis bound by the secondga marked NP. Shibatani states that if we assume
that the second NPs are also subjects, those puzzling phenomena about honorification and anaphoric binding are
solved. Although his proposal is worth considering, the double subjects require major theoretical modification.
So, I leave it for future research. See also Kuno and Johnson (2005) for counterargument of Shibatani’s (2001)
proposal.
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‘Everyone ate the food.’

(6.37) a. zikka
home

karakome
rice

o okutte
send

kita.
come.

‘My family sent me some rice.’

b. Taroo
Taro

kara kuzi
lot

o hiita.
draw.

‘Taro started to draw a lot.’

She argues that only the agentivedeandkara phrases are the real subjects and the partitive

dephrases and the initiatingkara phrases are examples of pro-drop based on the contrast in

causativisation, passivisation and nominalisation.14 That is, there are underlying subjects and

those phrases are not real subjects.

Sells (2004) treats all of them as subjects. He calls thede phrase found in (6.36a) in-

stitutional subjects and the one found in (6.36b) designated group subjects. He also shows

another type ofkara phrases that function as subjects of verbs of communication(cf. Sells

2004:8–9)

(6.38) a. kono
this

koto
fact

wa


watasi
I

kara ano
that

hito
person

ni denwa
phone

o kakete
call

okimasu.
do.

‘Regarding this, let me call that person.’

b. anata
you

ga ie
say.

nai


nara,
if,

watasi
I

kara kotowatte
refuse.

okimasu.
do.

‘If you can’t say it, I will refuse him myself.’

Referring to Spencer (2003c), Sells argues that the marking of those non-canonical subjects

is best explained by reference to the grammatical and semantic information of the whole

clausal, not the marked nouns or the governing predicates. He provides a construction-based

 account for a similar data in Korean incorporating a realisational model of morphology.

I do not discuss thosede andkara subjects in this thesis, but a similar proposal would be

possible under the current approach.

6.1.4 Discourse particles

Finally, I shall briefly summarise the uses of adverbial or discourse particles shown in (6.4)

and (6.6). Many of the examples we have looked at so far display wamarking on the thematic

topic expressions. It is also used to express a contrast. Thedifference between the two can

be highlighted by the following examples (Kuno 1973a:27–8):

14Most of the contrasts between the two types Inoue illustrates are not observable in my judgment.
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(6.39) a. Taroo
Taro

wagakusei
student

desu.
.

‘Speaking of Taro, he is a student.’

b. ame
rain

wa hutte
falling

imasu
..

ga,
but

yuki
snow

wahutte
falling

imasen.
..

‘It is raining, but it is not snowing.’

In Lambrecht’s (1994:121–2) term, (6.39a) is a topic-comment sentence where thewamark-

ing onJohnsuggests that it is the topic. In (6.39b), on the other hand, its function is to express

the contrast between rain and snow. Lambrecht (1994:291–3)calls it contrastive topic.

The attachment ofwa is not restricted to subjects. It can mark an object NP as in (6.40a),

an oblique locative as in (6.40b) and an adjunct locative as in (6.40c):

(6.40) a. susi
sushi

wa nihonzin
Japanese

ga tukutta.
make.

‘Speaking of sushi, Japanese invented it.’
‘A Japanese cooked sushi (but not others).’

b. Tokyo
Tokyo

e


wahikooki
airplane

de
by

iku.
go.

‘Speaking of Tokyo, we go there by plane.’
‘We go to Tokyo by plane (but not to other places).’

c. ano
that

daigaku
university

de


wa kenkyuu
research

dekinai
do.

‘Speaking of that university, you can’t do research there.’
‘You can’t do your research at that university (but you can atother places).’

As indicated by the translations, both topic-comment reading and contrastive topic reading

are available, although the context may make one of them morenatural. (6.40b–d) suggest

that semantic case particles are not omitted even when they co-occur withwa. We will look

at the co-occurrence restrictions in more detail below.

I have already mentioned that subjects are followed byga in canonical sentences. It

also marks objects of stative predicates. However, it also signals a focus function of marked

nouns, as first pointed out by Kuroda (1965). Kuno (1973b) calls it exhaustive listing. More

generally it can be regarded as one type of exclusive focus (or contrastive focus in Lambrecht

1994:292). (6.41a) is an example of the focusga, while (6.41b) is an example of what Kuno

calls neutral descriptions (or event-reporting/thetic sentences in Lambrecht (1994:137ff)),

which simply signals the subject function of the marked nounphrase (Kuno 1973b:38):

(6.41) a. John
John

gagakusei
student

desu.
..

‘It is John who is a student.’
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b. ame
rain

gahutte
falling

imasu.
..

‘It is raining.’

The neutral description reading ofga is only available when it marks a subject of action

verbs, existential verbs and adjectives/nominal adjectives that represent changing states (cf.

Kuno 1973b:49–50):

(6.42) a. tegami
letter

gakita.
come.

‘Mail has come.’
‘It was mail that came’

b. hon
book

ga tukue
desk

no ue
top

ni


aru.
be.

‘There is a book on the desk.’
‘It is a book that is on the desk.’

c. sora
sky

gaakai.
red

‘The sky is red.’
‘It is the sky that is red.’

The sentences in (6.42) are ambiguous in that thega marked NPs are either interpreted as

exclusive foci (exhaustive-listing) or neutral descriptions.

Whenga follows subjects of stative predicate, however, the only available interpretation

is focus reading. Kuno (1973b:51–2) shows the following examples:

(6.43) a. saru
monkey

ganingen
human

no senzo
ancestor

desu.
..

‘It is the monkey that is the ancestor of man.’

b. John
John

ganihongo
Japanese

o sitte
know

iru.
be.

‘John (and only John) knows Japanese.’

c. John
John

ganihongo
Japanese

ga dekiru.
able.

‘John (and only John) can speak Japanese.’

d. boku
‘I

gaosusi
sushi

ga tabe-tai.
eat-want.

‘I (and only) I want to eat sushi.’

In (6.43), the predicates are stative, so that thegamarked subjects receive only the exhaustive-

list readings as indicated by the translations. Therefore,an interesting conclusion can be

drawn with respect to thega-gapattern in (6.32), namely the firstga in this marking pattern

is a focus marker, rather than a simple subject marker.
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As noted in Kuno (1973b:76–7), the exclusive focusga is attached not only to a subject

NP, but also to a locative NP:

(6.44) a. New
New

York
York

ni


koosoo-kentiku
high-rise-building

ga ooi.
many

‘In New York, there are many high-rise buildings.’

b. New Yorkgakoosoo-kentiku ga ooi.
‘It is New York that there are many high-rise buildings in.’

In (6.44a), the location NP is marked by the locativeni. If it is marked byga, however, it

becomes an exclusive focus as in (6.44b). Thega marking on a possessor found in (i) of

footnote 13 can also be regarded as an exclusive focus.

In sum, ifga is used with non-stative predicates, it is either a simple subject marker or an

exclusive focus marker. If it attaches to a subject of a stative predicate, it must be an exclusive

focus marker.15

Let us look at uses of other focus markers listed in (6.6).16 Firstly,mois an inclusive focus

marker which is attached to a focus expression introducing anew object into a background (cf.

König 1991). The focus is placed upon various phrases as shown in the following examples:

(6.45) Ken
Ken

ga Ai
Ai

ni
to

gakkoo
school

de


kotosi
this year

present
present

o watasita.
hand.

‘Ken gave a present to Ai at school this year.’

i. Ken moAi ni gakkoo de kotosi present o watasita.
‘Ken too gave a present to Ai at school this year.’

ii. Ken gaAi ni mogakkoo de kotosi present o watasita.
‘Ken gave a present to Ai (as well as to others) at school this year.’

iii. Ken ga Ai ni gakkoo demokotosi present o watasita.
‘Ken gave a present to Ai at school (as well as at other places)this year.’

iv. Ken ga Ai ni gakkoo dekotosi mopresent o watasita.
‘Ken gave a present to Ai at school this year (as well as other years).’

v. Ken ga Ai ni gakkoo de kotosipresent (o)mowatasita.
‘Ken gave a present (as well as other things) to Ai at school this year.’

vi. Ken ga Ai ni gakkoo de kotosi present owatasi
hand

mosita.
do.

‘Ken gave a present to Ai at school this year (as well as doing other things).’

Based on the first sentence, (6.45-i) shows that the subject isfocused where the background

proposition is ‘X gave a present to Ai at school this year’. In (6.45-ii), the indirect objectAi

15The complexity arises whenga is used in an embedded clause where it can be interpreted as a simple
subject marker even with a stative predicate. I do not discuss it here.

16See Noguchi and Harada (1996) for the details of semantic andpragmatic aspects of those particles.
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ni is the focus against the background ‘Ken gave a present toX at school this year’. Notice

that the goal particleni is retained. In the same vein, the focus is placed on the locative phrase

in (6.45-iii), the temporal adverbial phrase in (6.45-iv),the direct object in (6.45-v) and the

verb in (6.45-vi).

The second type of inclusive focus marker includesdatte, demo, sae, suraandmade, all

of which mean ‘even’. Let us look at an example ofsaetaken from Noguchi and Harada

(1996):

(6.46) Taroo
Taro

saegakkoo
school

ni
to

itta.
go.

‘Even Taro went to school.’

In (6.46),Taroo saeis the focus and the remaining part is the topic. According toNoguchi

and Harada, this sentence has the following implications:

(6.47) a. Taro went to school.

b. It was never expected that Taro went to school (Taro was least expected to go
to school).

c. Other students (at least one) went to school.

d. Everyone (who should go to school) went to school.

(6.47) indicates that Taro is not highlighted, rather it functions as a pivot to convey that other

students went to school as a matter of course.17

We have looked at the exclusive focus use ofga above. Another type of exclusive focus

marker iskoso, which is more emphatic:

(6.48) a. kare
he

koso(ga) gityoo
chairperson

ni husawasii.
suitable

‘He (and only he) is suitable for the chairperson.’

b. kare
he

wa


gityoo
chairperson

ni koso
suitable

husawasii.

‘He is suitable for a chairperson (not other positions).’

In (6.48a),kare introduced as an exclusive figure on the presupposition ‘X is suitable fro

the chairperson’. In (6.48b), on the other hand,kosomarksgityoo ni, which means that

17The same effect can be obtained bymo marking in an appropriate context. Noguchi and Harada (1996)

shows the following example:

(i) gohan
rice

mo takenai.
boil..

‘(I) can’t boil rice (let alone cook something).’
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the background proposition is ‘he is suitable forX’ and a chairperson is introduced as an

exclusive focus fillingX.

Another exclusive focus particle issika ‘only’. One intriguing property of this particle is

that although it is a negative polarity item (NPI), namely the governing predicate must be in

the negative form, semantically the sentence is not negative. The following is the examples:

(6.49) a. Taroo
Taro

sikazyugyoo
class

ni
to

ikanakatta/*itta.
go../go.

‘Only Taro went to the class.’

b. Ken
Ken

wa


susi
sushi

sikatabenakatta/*tabeta.
eat../eat.

‘Ken ate only sushi.’

c. Igirisu
UK

kara
from

sikategami
letter

ga todokanakatta/*todoita.
arrive../arrive.

‘Letters arrived only from the UK.’

The sentences in (6.49) show that only the negative forms of the predicates can co-occur with

thesikamarked focus expressions. As indicated by the translations, the literal meaning of the

sentences are not negative, though they imply the negative feeling of the speakers.

As non-NPI focus particles, Japanese hasdakeandbakariwhich also mean ‘only’. Hence,

the predicates are not in the negative form when they occur with dakemarked foci:

(6.50) a. Taroo
Taro

dake(ga) zyugyoo
class

ni
to

itta.
go.

‘Only Taro went to the class.’

b. Ken
Ken

wa


susi
sushi

dake(o) tabeta.
eat.

‘Ken ate only sushi.’

c. Igirisu
UK

kara
from

dake/
/

dakekara
from

tegami
letter

ga todoita.
arrive.

‘Letters arrived only from/from only the UK.’

(6.50a, b) suggest thatdakecan be followed by case particlesga ando, which is different

from other discourse particles. In (6.50c), the order between dakeand the semantic case

particlekara can be swapped. The order reflects the semantic scope difference as indicated

in the translations.18

18See Ishikawa (1985:231–41), Harada and Noguchi (1992), Futagi (2004) and references therein for the
discussion of the semantic scope difference between the particles.
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6.1.5 Particle combinations

To complete the description of nominal particles, I discussthe relative order amongst them.

We have looked at the uses of a number of case particles and discourse particles. With respect

to their functions, we would expect a wide range of co-occurrences, namely functionally the

case particles would be compatible with the topicwa. However, their distribution is limited

as already shown in some examples. The syntactic and semantic case particles are in general

mutually exclusive. But some combinations of a semantic caseparticle and a syntactic case

particle is allowed as shown in (6.51):

(6.51) a. mokuyoo
Thursday

made
until

ga/*ga madeteisyutukigen
deadline

da.
.

‘The deadline is Thursday.’

b. sono
the

siai
match

wa


koohan
second half

kara
from

ga/*ga karaomosirokatta.
exciting.

‘The match got exciting from the second half’

c. sensei
professor

wa


dai-5-syo
chapter 5

kara
from

o/*o karasippitu
writing

sita.
do.

‘The professor wrote chapter 5 and thereafter.’

We have already observed the co-occurrence between discourse particledakeand seman-

tic case particles, that is the order between the two can be swapped as in (6.52). Butdakecan

only precede syntactic case particles as in (6.53). A similar focus particlebakariexhibits the

same ordering constraint:

(6.52) a. Sue
Sue

wa


John
John

dake
only

kara
from

tegami
letter

o uketotta.
receive.

‘Sue received the letter from only John.’

b. Sue wa Johnkara daketegami o uketotta.
‘Sue received the letter only from John.’

(6.53) a. John
John

dake
only

gasono
the

himitu
secret

o sitteiru.
know.

‘Only John knows the secret.’

b. *Johnga dakesono himitu o sitteiru.

With respect to another discourse particlewa, it is impossible for syntactic case particles

to co-occur with it as illustrated in (6.54). Semantic case particles can precedewa, but cannot

follow it as shown in (6.55):

(6.54) a. sensei
teacher

wa


kokuban
blackboard

wa/*o wa/*wa otukau.
use.

‘The teacher uses the blackboard.’
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b. sono
the

gakusei
student

wa/*ga wa/*wa gamarathon
marathon

ni sanka
participation

sita.
do.

‘The student participated in the marathon.’

(6.55) a. kono
this

knife
knife

de wa/*wa dehito
human

o korosenai.
kill..

‘You can’t kill a man with this knife.’

b. Ken
Ken

wa


densya
train

ni wa/*wa ninoru.
ride.

‘Ken takes a train.’

The above data seem to suggest that the syntactic case particles and the topic particlewaonly

appear at the right-edge of an NP, whereas the focus particledake/bakari and the semantic

case particles allow other particles to follow them. I call thedake, bakari and the semantic

case particles ‘Sem group’ and the case particles andwa ‘Wa group’.

Let us consider other focus and semantic case particles. Theexclusive focuskoso, the

inclusive focussae, sura andmadeand the semantic case particleyori behave in the same

way with respect to ordering, namely they follow the Sem group particles. For instance, they

appear before the semantic case particles as in (6.56a) and the exclusive focusdakeas in

(6.56b):

(6.56) a. nikugan
naked eyes

de sae/*sae deano
that

UFO
UFO

wa


kakuni
recognition

dekita.
able.

‘That UFO was visible even with naked eyes.’

b. Naomi
Naomi

wa


kono
this

mondai
question

dake sura/*sura daketoki-owaranakatta.
solve-finish..

‘Naomi didn’t finish even this question only.’

As observed in (6.48a), however, those particles can be followed byga (repeated here as

(6.57a)). Further, they can also be followed by the inclusive focusmoas in (6.57b). Those

facts tell us that this group of particles appears between the Sem group and the Wa group. Let

us call this type of particles ‘Fc group’.

(6.57) a. kare
he

kosoga gityoo
chairperson

ni husawasii.
suitable

‘He (and only he) is suitable for the chairperson.’

b. Naomi
Naomi

wa


kono
this

mondai
question

sae motoki-owaranakatta.
solve-finish..

‘Naomi didn’t finish even this question.’

One complication is thatmo can appear withga. In that case,mo must precedega as in

(6.58). Hence,moappears between the Fc group and the Wa group:
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(6.58) otooto
younger brother

sae
even

mo gawatasi
I

o keibetu
despisement

sita.
do.

‘Even my younger brother despised me.’

We observed that neither ofga nor o can co-occur with the topic markerwa. However,o
does not behave exactly in the same way asga. As shown in (6.59),o precedesmo. Hence, it
follows the same ordering constraint as the Fc group.

(6.59) a. sono
the

syoonen
boy

no
’s

ensoo
performance

wa


puro
professional

no
’s

ensooka
player

o mo

attoo
overwhelming

sita.
do.

‘The boy’s performance overwhelmed even the professional players.’

b. Taroo
Taro

wa


zibun
self

no
’s

sidookyookan
supervisor

o monikun
hate

da.
.

‘Taro hated even his supervisor.’

The semantic case particleyori ‘than’ is also thought to belong to the Fc group. Within

the Fc group, the case particleo and the semantic case particleyori can co-occur with the

other focus particles. In that case, they precede the focus particle:19

(6.60) a. sono
the

oo
king

wa
top

musuko
son

o saesyokei
execution

sita.
do.

‘The king executed even his son.’

b. seihu
government

wa


sono
the

mondai
problem

o kosokaiketu
solution

subeki
do.should

da.
.

‘The government should solve that problem.’

Finally, unlikekoso, sura, sae, sika, demoanddattecannot be followed bygaor mo:

(6.61) a. *kare
he

sika gagakkoo
school

ni konakatta.
come..

‘Only he came to school.’

b. *Naomi
Naomi

wa


kono
this

mondai
question

datte motoki-owaranakatta.
solve-finish..

‘Naomi didn’t finish even this question.’

(6.61) suggests that those focus particles are in the same group asga andwa, namely they

must appear at the end of particle cluster.

To summarise the ordering constraints among particles, we can divide them into four

groups as follows:

19Some speakers allowo either to precede or follow the focus particles such assae, suraandkoso, although it
is at best marginally acceptable for many speakers (cf. Teramura 1991, Ono 1996). Kondo (2000:116) observes
that the case particleo in Old Japanese, but not other type ofo, allows other particles, such asba, namoandsi,
to follow it (for the detail analysis of Old Japaneseo, see also Kinsui 1993).
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(6.62) a. Group I (= Sem group)
Case particles:de, e, eto, made, madeni, kara, ni
Discourse particles:dake, bakari

b. Group II (= Fc group)
Case particle:o, yori
Discourse particles:sae, sura, koso, made

c. Group III
Discourse particle:mo

d. Group IV (=Wa group)
Case/discourse particle:ga, wa, sika, datte, demo

6.1.6 Case feature?

Turning to the discussion of nominal features, none of the properties summarised above sug-

gests that Japanese grammar needs to refer to features. Morphologically speaking,

is absolutely unnecessary, since the case and other particles exhibit no formal alternations

depending on the properties of marked nouns. Syntactically, no agreement is observed. The

subcategorisations can be stated over the forms of particles. Likewise, the link between se-

mantic properties and semantic case particles can be established without resort to. The

focus function ofga cannot be naturally derived by positinginative. The ordering con-

straints amongst particles cannot be stated in terms of functions of particles, let alone.

What is necessary to capture the properties Japanese nominalparticles display is to es-

tablish the realisation of particles with respect to a diverse range of syntactic, semantic and

discourse information. In section 6.3, I shall present how the morphology defines a well-

formed string of particles and how they are linked to required features.

6.2 Previous proposals

Having provided a descriptive overview of Japanese nominalparticles, I now look at how

they have been analysed in the previous works in. I shall first discuss Ishikawa’s (1985)

proposal which try to capture the distributions of particles by establishing the association

between complex binary features and particle forms. I will then look at more recent proposal

by Ohara (2000) that adopts Nordlinger’s (1998) Constructive Morphology to link the

encoding and particles.
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6.2.1 Ishikawa (1985)

Following the analysis of Russian case by Neidle (1982) and Icelandic case by Zaenen and

Maling (1984), Ishikawa (1985) associates decomposed features to Japanese particles. For

syntactic case particles, he assigns three features, obl, obj and stative; for semantic case par-

ticles, he assigns obl and thematic role features. The following is the list of entries (Ishikawa

1985:214):20

(6.63) ga P (↑ obl) = − (↑ obj) = − (↑ stat)= −
o P (↑ obl) = − (↑ obj) = + (↑ stat)= −
kara P (↑ obl) = + (↑ source)= +
de P (↑ obl) = + (↑ instrumental)= +
no P (↑ mod)= +
wa P (↑ topic)= +

He assumes the c-structure for particle marked noun phrasesas in (6.64). The particles

are regarded as nominal suffixes, so the N and P combination in (6.64) is thought to occur

in the morphology (cf. Ishikawa 1985:220ff). The feature specifications given to the parti-

cles in (6.63) flow into the same f-structure as the head noun due to the f-structure co-head

annotations. Hence,John gahas the c-structure and the corresponding f-structure as in(6.65):

(6.64)
N

↑ = ↓

N
↑ = ↓

P

(6.65)
NP

↑ = ↓

N

↑ = ↓

N

John
(↑ ) = ‘J’

↑ = ↓

P

ga
(↑ obl) = −
(↑ obj) = −
(↑ stat)= −



 ‘J’
obl −

obj −

stat −



Further,s are defined by feature matrix. Ishikawa (1985:215, 252) proposes the follow-

ing feature assignment to each:21

20His original lexical entries forkara and de state (↑ obj) = + instead of (↑ obl) = +, which I believe is
typographical errors.

21Obviously, this line of proposal is further developed in by defining in terms of objectiveness ([±o])
and restrictiveness ([±r]).
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(6.66) a. Grammatical case-feature assignment
Let L be a lexical form and FL its grammatical function assignment. If is a
member of FL, add to the lexical entry of L:

(↑  obl) = a
(↑  obj) = b
(↑  stat)= g

according to the following table:

 a b
 − −

 − +

2 + +

and the value g of the equation (↑ ) = g associated with L.

b. Semantic case-feature assignment
If , a member of FL, has the equation (↑  ) = a associated with it, add to
the lexical entry of L:

(↑  ) =c a

If , a member of FL, is or 2, add to the lexical entry of L:

(↑  obl) = +
(↑  ) =c +

where is the name of the thematic role associated with the position.

According to the feature assignment principles, the lexical entry of syookais‘introduce’

is given as in (6.67) (Ishikawa 1985:216):

(6.67) syookais V (↑ ) = ‘〈,2,〉’
(↑ ) = −
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = −
(↑  stat)= −
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = +
(↑  stat)= −
(↑ 2 obl)= +
(↑ 2 obj)= +
(↑ 2 stat)= −
(↑ 2 goal)=c +

The obl, obj and stat features of,  and2 are specified according to (6.66a). Since

goal is the associated thematic role with2 of this verb, in (6.66b) is substituted for by

goal and the equation (↑ 2 goal)=c + is given to the entry.

The entry (6.67) defines and constrains the obl, obj, stat andthematic role values in each

, so the,  and2 must yield the unifiable values according to the particle entries in

(6.63). The following is a well-formed sentence with the c-structure and the corresponding
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f-structure (Ishikawa 1985:217–8):

(6.68) John
John

ga Mary
Mary

ni Ken
Ken

o syookai
introduction

sita.
do.

‘John introduced Ken to Mary.’

(6.69)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

John ga
(↑ ) = ‘J’

(↑ obl) = −
(↑ obj) = −
(↑ stat)= −

(↑ 2) = ↓
NP

Mary ni
(↑ ) = ‘M ’

(↑ obl) = +
(↑ goal)= +

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

Ken o
(↑ ) = ‘K ’

(↑ obl) = −
(↑ obj) = +
(↑ stat)= −

↑ = ↓

V

syookaisita
(↑ ) = ‘
〈,2,〉’
(↑ ) = −
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = −
(↑  stat)= −

. . .





 ‘J’
obl −

obj −

stat −



2



 ‘M ’
obl −

goal +
obj +

stat −







 ‘K ’
obl −

obj +

stat −



 +

 

 ‘〈,2,〉’



As specified in (6.63), ifga and o are attached to the subject noun and the object noun

respectively, the f-structure of and would be well-formed with respect to obl, obj and

state values as in (6.69). We will look at the details ofni immediately below, but it is thought

to have (↑ obl) = + and (↑ goal)= +. Hence, if it attaches to the secondary object noun, the

obl value would not clash with the one specified bysyookaisitaand the goal value satisfies
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the constraining equation given by the verb.

Let us look at how his proposal captures the occurrence ofni marked subjects andga

marked objects in stative predicates. According to (6.66b), verbs whose subject has a certain

thematic role take an unspecified value for the constrainingequation of the’s thematic

feature. The obl value of can also be unspecified. The values of thematic and obl

features must be consistent, namely (↑  ) =c + & (↑  obl) = + or (↑  ) =c − &

(↑  obl) = − . Therefore, the lexical entries ofkowa‘fearful’ andar ‘exist’, both of which

allow ni andgamarked subjects, will look like (6.70) (Ishikawa 1985:252–3):

(6.70) a. kowa A (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = +
(↑  obl) = a
(↑  obj) = −
(↑  stat)= +
(↑  experiencer)=c a
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = +
(↑  stat)= +

b. ar A (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ ) = +
(↑  obl) = a
(↑  obj) = −
(↑  stat)= +
(↑  possessor)=c a
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = +
(↑  stat)= +

In (6.70a), (↑  experiencer)=c a and (↑  obl) = a suggest that they have the same

value, namely either+ or −. Similarly, (↑  possessor) and (↑  obl) must be consis-

tent in (6.70b).

Further, Ishikawa proposes the following list of entries for ni (Ishikawa 1985:251):

(6.71) a. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ agent)= +
b. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ possessor)= +
c. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ experiencer)= +
d. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ goal)= +
e. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ sentient causee)= +
f. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ inflictor) = +
g. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ benefactor)= +
h. ni P (↑ obl) = + (↑ partner)= +

(6.71c) ensures that a noun can be a subject ofkowawhen it is followed byni. That is, the

marked noun is mapped onto the f-structure that contains〈obl,+〉 and〈experiencer,+〉, so
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that it satisfies the constraint enforced by the verb.

With respect toga marking, Ishikawa assumes that the occurrence ofga with stative

predicates is always associated with focus. The entries ofga ando in (6.63) suggest that

both only appear with stative predicates, namely they have (↑ stat)= −. Ishikawa proposes

the second entry ofgaas in (6.72) (Ishikawa 1985:246):

(6.72) ga P (↑ stat)=c + (↑ focus)= +

Hence, for Ishikawa,ga appearing with a stative predicate is (6.72) and the marked noun is

always in focus. Since it does not contribute any values for obl or obj, it can mark a subject

noun or an object noun. Ishikawa (1985:247) provides the following distribution of markers:

(6.73)
non-stative stative

 ga focus-ga
 o focus-ga

The entries (6.70a), (6.71c) and (6.72) yield the c-structure and the corresponding f-

structure for a sentence with ani marked subject and anga marked object as in (6.75). If

both the subject and the object are marked byga, the structures would be like (6.76):

(6.74) John
John

ni/gaobake
ghost

gakowai.
fearful

‘John is fearful of ghost.’

(6.75)
S

NP

N

N

John

P

ni
(↑ obl) = +

(↑ experiencer)= +

NP

N

N

obake

P

ga
(↑ stat)=c +

(↑ focus)= +

A

kowai







 ‘J’
obl +

obj −

stat +

experiencer +







 ‘’
obl −

obj +

stat +

focus +



 ‘〈,〉’
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(6.76)
S

NP

N

N

John

P

ga
(↑ stat)=c +

(↑ focus)= +

NP

N

N

obake

P

ga
(↑ stat)=c +

(↑ focus)= +

A

kowai







 ‘J’
obl −

obj −

stat +

experiencer −
focus +







 ‘’
obl −

obj +

stat +

focus +



 ‘〈,〉’



When the positive value of experiencer in the is given byni, the value of obl is also

positive as shown in (6.75). If the subject is marked byga, the experiencer value is not

specified as+. It is unclear from Ishikawa’s discussion whether it is given − due to the lack

of positive value as in (6.76), or it remains unspecified. Theobl value in themust be the

same as that of the experiencer. Since the entry ofkowastates (↑  stat)= −, o cannot mark

the object noun (cf. (6.63b)). Instead, the focusgaoccurs with it, which gives the f-structures

as in (6.75) and (6.76).

For the predicates that allow bothga ando objects, Ishikawa proposes to make the value

of stat in unspecified. So, for instance,sukihas the following entry (Ishikawa 1985:248):

(6.77) suki NA (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑ stat)= +
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = −
(↑  stat)= +
(↑  obl) = −
(↑  obj) = +
(↑  stat)= a

Since the value of stat in can either be+ or −, the object can be marked either byo that

has (↑ stat)= − as in (6.63b) orga that has (↑ stat)=c + as in (6.72).

I share the many of the intuitions with Ishikawa’s analysis in that he assumes that the

association between complex features and particles interacts with the lexical properties of the

governing predicate. However, there are some questionableaspects in his proposal mainly on

the status of decomposed features. Firstly, when a subject of a stative predicate is marked by

ga, the value of experiencer in is − (or it could be unspecified) in his analysis as shown

in (6.76). If the experiencer feature is syntactic (f-structural) encoding of the thematic role,
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the negative value or unspecified status would not reflect thefact that the given subject is

thematically an experiencer even when it is a focus signaledby ga. Secondly, the stat feature

is assigned to thes by the governing predicate. Although it is certainly correct that the

stative and non-stative distinction is crucial to account for the particle marking patterns in

Japanese, it is a questionable proposal to postulate〈stat,+〉 and〈stat,−〉 for each dependent,

rather than referring to the feature of the governing predicate.22 In particular, an

has〈stat,−〉 even with a stative predicate when it receiveso marking, which makes the status

of this feature even more unclear. Thirdly, thega attachment on objects of stative predicates

is always associated with focus (exhaustive-listing) in his analysis as suggested by (6.72)

and (6.73). We have observed that some stative predicates can have eithergaor o marking on

objects, but others can only havegamarking. Therefore, Ishikawa’s analysis would claim that

the latter type of predicates always has focus on objects unless the topic markerwa replaces

ga, which is clearly not correct. If〈focus,+〉 in the f-structure does not entail that the is

in the focus, again the status of this feature becomes unclear. Finally, the entry of the focus

ga in (6.72) requires〈stat,+〉 to exist in the f-structure corresponding to the marked noun.

This means thatga attached to subjects of non-stative predicates cannot be a focus marker.

However, as observed in (6.42), thega marking on those subjects signals either a neutral

description or an exclusive focus. Ishikawa’s proposal fails to capture the former option.

6.2.2 Ohara (2000)

Another analysis on Japanese particles is found in Ohara (2000). Hercentral claim is to

utilise Nordlinger’s (1998) Constructive Morphology for case particles.23 For instance,ga

ando are given the following entries (Ohara 2000:46):

(6.78) a. -ga (↑ ) = 
( ↑)

b. -o (↑ ) = 
( ↑)

As discussed in the preceding chapters, ( ↑) and ( ↑) construct and whose

values are the f-structures corresponding to thegaando marked NPs.

With respect to the phrase structure of particle marked NPs,she proposes the PS rule as

in (6.79). Particles are regarded as phrasal affixes and syntactically attached to an NP. The

marked NP and the particle are mapped onto the same f-structure, i.e. annotated as↑ = ↓.

22Of course, it may be true that the unavailability of the inside-out function at that time required this line of
proposal.

23See Sells (1999) for a similar proposal.
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According to the entries in (6.78a) and (6.79), the sentence(6.80a) is given the c-structure

and the f-structure as in (6.80b):

(6.79) NP → NP Part
↑ = ↓ ↑ = ↓

(6.80) a. Hanako
Hanako

ga hona
book

o katta.
buy.

‘Hanako bought a book.’

b.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

Hanako

↑ = ↓

Part

ga
( ↑)

↑ = ↓

VP

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

hana

↑ = ↓

Part

o
( ↑)

↑ = ↓

V

katta



 ‘〈,〉’
 




 ‘H’
 






 ‘’
 





The semantic case particles receive a slightly different treatment in her analysis. She

assumes that they introduce a that takes in its value. For instance,kara has the

following entry (Ohara 2000:55):

(6.81) kara (↑ ) = ‘〈〉’
(↑ ) = 
( ↑) ∨ ( ↑)

Accordingly, another PS rule is postulated as in (6.82), in which a Part is the f-structure head

while an NP is the c-structure head. (6.83) is an example of akaramarked NP when it is used

as an adjunct (Ohara 2000:56):

(6.82) NP → NP Part
(↑ ) = ↓ ↑ = ↓
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(6.83)
(↑ ) = ↓

NP

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

tomodati

↑ = ↓

Part

kara
( ↑)






 ‘〈〉’
 


[
 ‘’

]





I have already pointed out the disadvantages of having a layered f-structure for an oblique

or adjunct function encoded by a particle or a postpositional element in Chapter 3. As shown

in the summary of uses of nominal particles in section 6.1.2,the distinction between syntactic

and semantic case particles are not clear-cut. Ohara (2000:41) seems to suggest that the linear

ordering too can be captured by the distinctions by labels such as syntactic case, semantic case

and adverbial particles. However, section 6.1.5 clearly reveals that the linear order amongst

particles is rather idiosyncratic and not regulated by their syntactic, semantic and discourse

functions.

Still, I agree with the general line of analysis Ohara presents, namely the constructive

morphological analysis of nominal particles. In the following section, I present a morpho-

logical analysis of particle realisation and how it is linked to the construction of syntactic,

semantic and discourse information in the distinct levels of representation.

6.3 Analysis

6.3.1 Phrase structure

As briefly mentioned in section 6.2.1, Ishikawa (1985) treats nominal particles as suffixes.

One of the motivations behind his claim is that they exhibit phonetic and phonological char-

acteristic of non-initial segments of words (Ishikawa 1985:221). Firstly, the initial/g/ of an

independent word is pronounced as[g℄, while /g/ within a word becomes intervocalic[N℄.
Since the initial consonant ofga is pronounced intervocalicly, it is not regarded as an inde-

pendent word. Secondly, non-initialnooften becomesn, which never happens on word initial

no. The particleno exhibits this alternation. Finally, the particlewa is often merged with the

preceding high vowel and becomes[ja℄. This property is observed in the verbal suffix ba.

Further, the ridged and idiosyncratic order summarised in section 6.1.5 is a common prop-

erty of morphological objects. Thus, there are plenty of reasons to believe that the nominal

particles in Japanese are suffixes.

However, the particles in question display some degree of separability from the host. Most
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notably, if a particles are attached to a co-ordinated NPs, it appears only once as shown in

(6.84):

(6.84) a. [ Ken
Ken

to
and

Naomi
Naomi

] gasono
the

keeki
cake

o tabeta.
eat.

‘Ken and Naomi ate the cake.’

b. *[[ Ken ga ] to [ Naomiga ]] sono keeki o tabeta.

c. imooto
younger sister

wa


[ Ken
Ken

to
and

Naomi
Naomi

] kara
from

present
present

o moratta.
receive.

‘My younger sister received the present(s) from Ken and Naomi.’

d.??imooto wa [[ Kenkara ] to [ Naomikara ]] present o moratta.

If we assume that the particles are attached to a noun stem as suffixes, this behaviour cannot

be explained.

The conclusion drawn from the above discussion is that the Japanese nominal particles

seem to have mixed properties of morphological suffixes and independent syntactic units,

i.e. phrasal suffixes or clitics. Ohara (2000:31–40) reaches the same conclusion (cf. Zwicky

1987, Zwicky and Pullum 1983 and Miller 1992). We have already observed similar situ-

ations in European Portuguese in Chapter 3 and in Hindi-Urdu in Chapter 5. Therefore, I

analyse the particles as bound elements in the morphological component, but non-projecting

postpositions (̂P) in c-structure. The proposed phrase structure is very similar to the one I

have proposed for Hindi-Urdu.

6.3.2 Morphological analysis

In the lexicon, the morphological component must yield a well-formed cluster of particles.

The combinatorial and ordering constraints summarised in section 6.1.5 may easily be cap-

tured by template-based morphological analyses, and Ishikawa (1985) provides such a line

of proposal. In this section, I shall show how the realisation of particle strings is modeled in

.

As seen in the analysis of Hindi-Urdu in Chapter 5, it is highlyundesirable for the mor-

phology to define noun base and particle cluster combinations with respect to the functions

of particles or noun phrases as a whole due to the wide range ofsyntactic, semantic and

discourse properties they exhibit. Thus, I propose a set of morphological features for the

Japanese noun inflection. Having established an inflectional paradigm with the morphologi-

cal features, a set of complex equations are assigned to the entries in the paradigm by linkage,

so that the entries are usable in the syntax and other parts ofthe grammar. I postulate the fol-

lowing morphological features:
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(6.85) (↑ ) = {list of  values}
(↑ ) = {  |  | }
(↑ ) = { |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | . . . }
(↑ ) = { |  |  |  |  |  |  | . . . }

The three attributes,  and take values whose names are simply selected

from the phonological manifestation of the feature,24 but nothing hinges on the choice of

feature labels. Since not all combination is possible amongst particles when they are phono-

logically realised, the FCRs must be stated. One of the crucialrestrictions is as follows:

(6.86) FCR1:¬ [(↑ ) =  ∧ (↑ )]

As we recall from the descriptive overview, whenever the topic markerwa marks an NP, the

occurrence ofga, o andno is blocked. This property can be captured as a morphological

idiosyncrasy and (6.86) ensures that the paradigm lacks a space of the intersection of those

features, which in effect stops yielding the combination ofwaand the syntactic case particles.

With respect to the combination of semantic case particles and ga/o, I am only aware of the

ones found in (6.51), although some other combinations could be observed in the corpus data

or elsewhere —nocan comfortably co-occur with semantic case particles. So,the following

FCR must be stated:

(6.87) FCR2:¬ [(↑ ) = {  |  |  |  |  | . . . } ∧ (↑ ) = {  | }]

(6.87) constrains the combinations of except for and with  except for

. Accordingly, the morphology yields only a small number of items that contain both

and features.

Having posited a set of inflectional features, let us consider the realisation rules. The

observation in section 6.1.5 suggests that the group I particles in (6.62) appear the closest to

a noun stem. Firstly, let us suppose that Block I contains the following Rs:

(6.88) Block I

i. R I,{(↑ spart) = de},N(σ) = de

ii. R I,{(↑ spart) = e},N(σ) = e

iii. R I,{(↑ spart) = eto},N(σ) = eto

iv. R I,{(↑ spart) = made},N(σ) = made

v. R I,{(↑ spart) = madeni},N(σ) = madeni

24Sells (2004), following Bratt (1996) and Kim (2004), assumes ,  and attributes for the
Korean noun inflectional morphology, which correspond to,  and in (6.85) respectively. In
his realisational model within, the values of those attributes are phonological features checked by,
namely takes,  and whose values are structure-shared with members of list value of
 in .
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vi. R I,{(↑ spart) = kara},N(σ) = kara

vii. R I,{(↑ spart) = ni},N(σ) = ni

viii. R I,{(↑ dpart) = dake},N(σ) = dake

ix. R I,{(↑ dpart) = bakari},N(σ) = bakari
. . .

The difficulty of this proposal is that it does not capture the fact that a semantic case

particle and a discourse particle can appear in different orders. One possible solution is to

use reversible rule blocks. In Fula, a subject agreement suffix precedes an object agreement

suffix. However, when a first singular subject coincides with a second or third singular (class

1) object in the relative past, the order of agreement suffixes is reversed. To account for that,

Stump (2001:154) proposes the following sole stipulated member of the portmanteau rule

block:

(6.89) R [IV ,III] ,{AGR(su):{Per:1,NUM:sg},TNS:relative past,AGR(ob):{NUM:sg,GEN:1}},V(〈X, σ〉)
=def NR III (NR IV (〈X, σ〉))

Block III and IV are forRs of subject and object agreement exponents respectively. (6.89)

belongs to the portmanteau block of III and IV. When this rule applies according to the mor-

phosyntactic properties described, the order of rule applications in Block III and IV is re-

versed as shown inNR III (NR IV (〈X, σ〉)).

In Fula, the reverse rule applications occur under a restricted syntactic condition stated

above. Hence, postulating a rule in the portmanteau block works well. In Japanese, however,

since the relative order between a semantic case particle and a focus particle is not sensitive

to certain syntactic properties, a simple transfer of this proposal to Japanese is not possible.

Hence, I assume that the following two particle rule blocks are freely reversible:

(6.90) Block I
i. R I,{(↑ spart) = de},N(σ) = de

ii. R I,{(↑ spart) = e},N(σ) = e

iii. R I,{(↑ spart) = eto},N(σ) = eto

iv. R I,{(↑ spart) = made},N(σ) = made

v. R I,{(↑ spart) = madeni},N(σ) = madeni

vi. R I,{(↑ spart) = kara},N(σ) = kara

vii. R I,{(↑ spart) = ni},N(σ) = ni
. . .

(6.91) Block II
i. R II ,{(↑ dpart) = dake},N(σ) = dake

ii. R II ,{(↑ dpart) = bakari},N(σ) = bakari
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(6.90) and (6.91) containRs realising semantic case particles and focus particles respectively.

Since the two blocks are reversible, we can have eitherR I ◦R II (σ) or R II ◦R I(σ), which

allows the morphology to define the two orders between a semantic case particle and a focus

particle.

With respect to the group II particles in (6.62), the following two blocks are posited:

(6.92) Block III

i. R III ,{(↑ gpart) = o},N(σ) = o

ii. R III ,{(↑ spart) = yori},N(σ) = yori

(6.93) Block IV

i. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = sae},N(σ) = sae

ii. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = sura},N(σ) = sura

iii. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = koto},N(σ) = koto

iv. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = made},N(σ) = made

As shown in (6.60), it is more natural to have the particles realised by aR in Block III fol-

lowed by the one in Block IV. Hence, the canonical pattern is defined byR III ◦R IV (σ). As

noted in footnote 19, however, the reverse order is marginally acceptable for some speak-

ers. Such a deviation from the canonical pattern can be formulated by allowing the reverse

applicationR IV ◦R III (σ).

The inclusive focus particlemoappears after the group II particles. Thus, the block V is

defined as follows containing only oneR:

(6.94) Block V

i. RV,{(↑ dpart) = mo},N(σ) = mo

Finally, the group IV particles are mutually exclusive and occur at the end of particle

cluster. The following block is postulated:

(6.95) Block VI

i. R IV ,{(↑ gpart) = ga},N(σ) = ga

ii. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = wa},N(σ) = wa

iii. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = sika},N(σ) = sika

iv. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = datte},N(σ) = datte

v. R IV ,{(↑ dpart) = demo},N(σ) = demo

Combined with other functions constituting thePF of Japanese, theR applications

according to the above blocks will yield well-formed noun stem and particle cluster combi-

nations. Since no stem form change happens in Japanese nominal inflection, the functionS
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simply gives a root form. The particle cluster attached to the noun stem is constructed by

theR application in each rule block. Since Block I and II are reversible as discussed above,

thePF at least have two options for the compositeRs as in (6.96a, b). Further, for some

speakers, Block III and IV are reversible. Hence, two other options are added as in (6.96b):

(6.96) a. R I ◦R II ◦R III ◦R IV ◦RV ◦RVI (σ)

b. R II ◦R I ◦R III ◦R IV ◦RV ◦RVI (σ)

c. R I ◦R II ◦R IV ◦R III ◦RV ◦RVI (σ)

d. R II ◦R I ◦R IV ◦R III ◦RV ◦RVI (σ)

The particle clusters are aligned to the right edge of a noun base. As we have seen in the

previous chapter on Hindi-Urdu, the functionL gives labels to a noun base as N and particles

P̂, so that their surface configurational properties are regulated by c-structural constraints. The

remaining question is how they are functional in the syntax.

6.3.3 Functions of particles

6.3.3.1  linkage

Having established the way of morphological realisation ofnominal particles, we need to

link the entries occupying spaces in the inflectional paradigm and their syntactic, semantic

and discourse functions. Firstly, the linkage to the subject function is established as follows:

(6.97) ( ↑)

i. (( ↑)σ ) = + ⊃ (↑ ) = 

ii. (( ↑)σ ) = − ⊃ (↑ ) = 

(6.97) states the cases where a given noun is mapped onto the value of in the correspond-

ing f-structure. If the governing predicate has (↑σ ) = + in the semantic-structure, it re-

quires to be linked to the cell in the paradigm whose value is as shown in (6.97-i). For

non-stative predicates, (6.97-ii) ensures that the noun islinked to the cell with (↑ ) = .

We have observed that some stative predicates do not take ani marked subject and if it

is marked byga, it is always an exclusive focus (cf. (6.32) and (6.43)). I assume that those

predicates lexically specify the negative statement of〈, 〉. For instance, the lexical

entry ofsuki ‘like’ is shown as in (6.98):

(6.98) suki NA (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑σ ) = +
(↑  ) , 
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When ani marked NP having the equations constructed by the linkage (6.97-i) occurs with

suki, the structure will be ill-formed due to (↑  ) ,  in (6.98). Instead, a well-

formed structure would be obtained by having a subject with other particles such as topicwa

and various focus particles includingga. We will look at the linkages for discourse particles

below.25

With respect to, the equations like (6.99) must be stated. As in (6.97), it issensitive

to the  value of the governing predicate. If it has〈, +〉 in the corresponding

f-structure, the equations must be linked to the cell that has 〈, 〉. Otherwise, ( ↑)

must be associated with the cell with (↑ ) =  as stated in (6.99-ii):26

(6.99) ( ↑)

i. (( ↑)σ ) = + ⊃ (↑ ) = 

ii. Elsewhere⊃ (↑ ) = 

In (6.35), we have observed that some stative predicates allow its object to be marked

either byga ando. And when it is marked byo, the subject must not be marked byni. This

property is captured by postulating the following lexical specifications in the lexical entries

of those predicates:

(6.100) wakaru V (↑ ) = ‘〈,〉’
(↑σ ) = +
([(↑  ) =c  ∧ (↑  ) , ])

The last equations requires the value in  to be and the value of in  not

to be. Since they are conjoined, they apply together. Further, the equations are optional as

indicated be the brackets. This optionality allows the alternation ofga ando. For example,

the verb can also occur with aga marked object as follows when the optional equations do

not apply:27

(6.101) Taroo
Taro

ni eigo
English

ga wakaru.
understand.

‘Taro understands English.’

(6.102) a. TarooN nîP (↑ ) = ‘T’
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = +

25Thegamarking on subjects in stative predicates always signal focus, so it is distinct from (6.97-ii).
26We have seenni andto direct objects in (6.9) – (6.13). Since the verbs taking suchobjects exhibit restricted

semantic properties, I assume that they are lexically specified in verbs’ entries.
27 is a meta-variable covering both and.
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b. eigoN gâP (↑ ) = ‘E’
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = +

(6.103)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

Taroo

↑ = ↓

P̂

ni

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

eigo

↑ = ↓

P̂

ga

↑ = ↓

V

wakaru



 ‘〈,〉’




 ‘T’
 






 ‘E’
 





[
 +

]

σ

If the equations apply, themust have〈, 〉 and themust not have〈, 〉. So,

the c-/f-structures would be as (6.104). Here, the subject is marked by the focusga, which I

will discuss in detail below:

(6.104)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

Taroo

↑ = ↓

P̂

ga

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

eigo

↑ = ↓

P̂

o

↑ = ↓

V

wakaru



 ‘〈,〉’




 ‘T’
 








 ‘E’
 





[
 +

]

σ

Let us look at how the linkage for and functions are formulated:

(6.105) {( ↑) | ( ∈ ↑)} (=%)

a. ( ↑σ) ⊃ (↑ ) = 
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b. ( ↑σ) ⊃ (↑ ) = 

c. ( ↑σ)

i. (%σ ) = + ⊃ (↑ ) = 

ii. (%σ ) = − ⊃ (↑ ) = 

d. ( ↑σ) ⊃ (↑ ) = 

e. ( ↑σ) ⊃ (↑ ) = 

f. ( ↑σ) ⊃ (↑ ) = {  | }

g. {( ↑σ) | ( ↑σ) | . . . } ⊃ (↑ ) = 
. . .

The crucial linkage for ( ↑) and ( ∈ ↑) is the association between an agentive NP andni

marking. This link is stated as in (6.105a), that is if a noun is mapped onto the value of

or  in the f-structure and the value of in the semantic-structure,28 it must be linked

to the cell that has (↑ ) = . The distinction between the uses of agentive obliqueni and

sourcekara found in (6.21) – (6.24) are captured by further postulatingthe linkage (6.105b).

With respect to locative, we have observed that a locative NPis marked byde, ni ando

depending on semantics or event structure of the clause in (6.14) – (6.19). To capture such

a variety of marking patterns, the statements like (6.105c)are posited. Since % is a

local name given to the f-structure corresponding to the governing predicate, (6.105c-ii) and

(6.105c-iii) capture theni anddelocative marking depending on the stativity of the predicate.

(6.105d) states that if a given noun is mapped onto the value of  in the semantic-structure,

it must be an item in the cell whose value is. Likewise, the differential marking

between directional and goal NPs can be formulated as in (6.105e) and (6.105f). The other

links to semantic features are stated in the same way. I do notdiscuss the details of them.

The following is the examples of three locative expressionswith their f-structures and the

corresponding semantic-structures built from the lexicalentries of the particle marked nouns.

(6.106) a. ani
elderly brother

wa


Tokyoo
Tokyo

ni


sunde
live

iru.
be.

‘My brother lives in Tokyo.’

b. TokyooN nîP (↑ ) = ‘T’
(↑ ) = 
{( ↑) | ( ∈ ↑)} (=%)
(%σ ) = +
(↑σ ) = T
( ↑σ)

28Here, I am assuming the attribute-value matrix for semantic-structure along the line of Matsumoto (1996).
It may be stated in terms of argument-structure role as ( ∗̂α).
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c.


 ‘〈,〉’




 ‘’
 








 ‘T’
 







 


[
 

]


[
 T

]

 +



(6.107) a. kodomo
child

ga dooro
road

de


asonde
play

iru.
be.

‘Children are playing on the street.’

b. dooroN dêP (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
{( ↑) | ( ∈ ↑)} (=%)
(%σ ) = −
(↑σ ) = 
( ↑σ)

c.


 ‘〈〉’




 ‘’
 








 ‘’
 









 


[
 

]


[
 

]

 −



(6.108) a. Ken
Ken

ga yama
mountain

o nobotta.
climb.

‘Ken climbed up the mountain.’

b. yamaN ôP (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
{( ↑) | ( ∈ ↑)}
(↑σ ) = 
( ↑σ)

c.


 ‘〈,〉’




 ‘K ’
 






 ‘’
 







 


[
 K

]


[
 

]



6.3.3.2  linkage

Let us consider the linkages involving discourse functions. As discussed in section 6.1.4,

some of the particles are closely tied with topic and focus status of marked NPs. Firstly, since
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 is associated withwamarking, the following equations are stated:29

(6.109) ( ↑)
(↑ ) = {  | } ⊃ (↑ ) = 

As suggested in (6.39), there are two types of topicwa, so the attribute can take either

 or  as its value.

According to the types of focus, we can postulate the linkages as in (6.110). The

exhaustive-listing or exclusive focus is realised byga attachment to an NP. This is attained

by (6.110-i). Another type of exclusive focus is signalled by kosomarking. This implies a

more emphatic exclusivity, which is represented as the subtype emph. The other exclu-

sive focus particles involve explicit quantificational property ‘only’. Hence, I assume that

it is associated with〈, 〉 in the corresponding semantic-structure as in (6.110-iii,

iv). Further,sika can only occur with a negative form of a predicate, which is represented

by the constraining equation (( ↑) ) =c .30. Finally, the inclusive focus is encoded by

various particles. The unmarked one is themo marking, which is shown in (6.110-v). The

other particles imply a negative attitude of the inclusivity, so I propose a subtypeneg as in

(6.110-vi):

(6.110) ( ↑)

i. (↑ ) =  ⊃ (↑ ) = 

ii. (↑ ) = emph⊃ (↑ ) = 

iii. (↑ ) = 
(↑σ ) =  ⊃ (↑ ) = {  | }

iv. (↑ ) = 
(↑σ ) = 
(( ↑) ) =c  ⊃ (↑ ) = 

v. (↑ ) =  ⊃ (↑ ) = 

vi. (↑ ) = neg⊃ (↑ ) = {  |  |  |  | }

29Alternatively, we can postulate an independent level of representation for information-structure. For in-
stance, the topic linkage can be defined as follows whereι is a function from f-structure to i-structure:

(i) ( ↑ι)
(↑ι ) = {  | } ⊃ (↑ ) = 

If we assume that (↑ι ) = (↑ ) applies globally to lexical entries, and take the of marked
nouns as their values in the information-structure.

30Since the negative form of a verb does not encode semantic negation occurring withsika, the constraint
may be stated over the m-structure as in (( ↑)µ ) =c 
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6.3.3.3  and  interaction

Since thes are functionally or anaphorically controlled by one of thes in the f-structure

(Extended Coherence Condition), we expect the linkage and linkage to interact with

each other. For instance, an NP can construct and at the same time. That is, (6.97)

and (6.109) can be combined and give the following complex linkages:

(6.111) a. ( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = +
( ↑)
(↑ ) = {  | }
⊃ (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = 

b. ( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = −
( ↑)
(↑ ) = {  | }
⊃ (↑ ) = , (↑ ) = 

(6.111) is the case where a subject of a stative predicate is topicalised. Those functional

equations are linked to a cell in the paradigm with (↑ ) =  and (↑ ) = , that is a

noun followed by the particle clusterni andwa. This pattern is exemplified as follows:

(6.112) a. Taroo
Taro

ni wa eigo
English

ga wakaru.
understand.

‘Taro understands English.’

b. TarooN nîP wâP (↑ ) = ‘T’
(↑ ) = 
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = +
( ↑)
(↑ ) = 

c.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

↑ = ↓

NP

Taroo

↑ = ↓

P̂

ni

↑ = ↓

P̂

wa

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

eigo

↑ = ↓

P̂

ga

↑ = ↓

V

wakaru
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 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘T’
 

 

 








 ‘E’
 





[
 +

]

σ

(6.111b), on the other hand, shows the cases where a subject of a non-stative predicate

is topicalised, i.e. (6.97-ii) and (6.109). This requires (↑ ) =  and (↑ ) = .

However, morphologically the FCR1 in (6.86) prohibits this feature co-occurrence, that is

there is no cell in the paradigm where the linkage (6.111a) can be established. It is clear

that a subject of a non-stative predicate can be topicalised. So, the crucial question is what

happens in that case. Since (6.111b) cannot be established,only available option is to have

(6.109) without a linkage. For instance, we have the entry like (6.113a). When this is

inserted into the syntax in a sentence like (6.113b), the c-structure and the corresponding

f-structure would be (6.113c):

(6.113) a. JohnN wâP (↑ ) = ‘J’
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(↑ ) = 

b. John
John

wa


musuko
son

o nagutta.
hit.

‘John hit his son.’

c.
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

John

↑ = ↓

P̂

wa

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

musuko

↑ = ↓

P̂

o

↑ = ↓

V

nagutta



 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘J’
 

 








 ‘’
 





John wais mapped onto the value of the. Unlike (6.112c), however, the is un-

bound, which violates the Extended Coherence Condition in (6.113c). Further, the f-structure

is incomplete lacking the value of the.31 Still, the sentence is perfectly acceptable.

31Note that the and in the  value is not just members of the subcategorisation list, butactual
f-structures, namely the value constructs and in the local f-structure (see Andrews 1990:214 for
the discussion on this point).
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Hence, Japanese must have a way of rescuing this ill-formed f-structure. I assume thats

are freely controlled by availables in the f-structure in Japanese. In (6.113c), therefore, the

 is the only candidate to functionally control the unbound, so the grammar identify

the value of the with that of the, which yields a well-formed f-structure. In fact,

(6.112) is still grammatical whenni is omitted. This is because thewamarked NP is mapped

onto  in the f-structure and it is functionally controlled by the, which is the sole

candidate to be structure-shared. This is illustrated as follows:

(6.114)
S

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

Taroo

↑ = ↓

P̂

wa

(↑ ) = ↓
NP

↑ = ↓

NP

eigo

↑ = ↓

P̂

ga

↑ = ↓

V

wakaru



 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘T’
 

 








 ‘E’
 





[
 +

]

σ

In (6.115), the sentence contains NPs marked by discourse particles but lacking case

particles. Thus, it has two readings depending on how the twoNPs marked by the discourse

particles are associated withs. The two f-structures in (6.116) illustrate this point:

(6.115) Hanako
Hanako

sae


John
John

wa


nagutta.
hit.

a. ‘Even Hanako hit John.’
b. ‘John hit even Hanako.’



256 6.3. ANALYSIS

(6.116) a.


 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘H’
 

 neg







 ‘J’
 

 









b.


 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘H’
 

 neg







 ‘J’
 

 









The and have two candidates to be structure-shared, namely the and the.

In (6.116a), the is functionally controlled by the while the  is by the,

which gives the (6.115a) reading. (6.116b) displays the opposite pattern, which gives the

(6.115b) reading.

The conclusion drawn from the above discussion is that although s can be explicitly

constructed by the case particles, it is not the sole way of encoding (see Ohara 2000:49 for

the discussion on a similar point). For instance, particlesare often dropped completely and

bare NPs are used in the colloquial speech. So, thes of bare NPs are identified by some

ways.32

Finally, let us consider how the focusga interact with the subjectga. We have observed

that thegamarking on a subject of a non-stative predicate either express the exhaustive-listing

reading or the neutral description as in (6.42a) (repeated below as (6.117)). We regard the

former as an exclusive focus marker and the latter as a simplesubject marker. This ambiguity

arises sincetegami gacan be either (6.118a) or (6.118b). The former is established by a

simple linkage (6.97-ii), while the latter is by a complex of (6.97-ii) and (6.110-i). If those

two entries are inserted into the syntax, two distinct f-structures will be obtained as in (6.119).

(6.119a) and (6.119b) yield the neutral description reading and the exhaustive-listing reading

in (6.118) respectively:33

(6.117) tegami
letter

gakita.
come.

‘Mail has come.’
‘It was mail that came’

32Of course, how far such recovering effects are allowed requires further investigations.
33The latter reading may be obtained by assuming that thega is a mere focus marker and the functional

control is established in the same way as (6.113).
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(6.118) a. tegamiN gâP (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = −

b. tegamiN gâP (↑ ) = ‘’
(↑ ) = 
( ↑)
(( ↑)σ ) = −
( ↑)
(↑ ) = 

(6.119) a.


 ‘〈,〉’




 ‘’
 





b.


 ‘〈,〉’





 ‘’
 

 







6.4 Summary

In this chapter, we have started with a discussion of nominalfeatures in the morphology and

syntax in Japanese. I have argued that there are no conclusive linguistic phenomena that re-

quire nominal features such as number, gender and case. I have extended the investigation

into the detailed uses of nominal particles. The behavioursof syntactic case, semantic case

and adverbial particles reveals that a simple postulation of  and other relevant features as-

sociated with particles would not provide a full account of their occurrences. I have presented

how the realisations of particles are captured under the current model of morphology. The

analysis is further extended to the linkage of syntactic, semantic and discourse features with

the particles clusters following the proposal we made in theprevious chapter. The interaction

between the and linkage and the morphology has provided a neat and unified account

of rather complex behaviours of particles.





Concluding remarks

The central issue of research in the preceding chapters is a theoretical status of case feature.

To this end, I have introduced Beard’s Criterion in Chapter 1 based on Spencer and Otoguro

(2005). We have then looked at four languages: Icelandic, Hindi-Urdu and Japanese. As dis-

cussed in Chapter 4, Icelandic undoubtedly requires case features. In the domain of morphol-

ogy, five noun declension classes are recognised and each class exhibits different inflectional

endings depending on the strong/weak distinction, gender, number and case. This is clearly

the case where a one-to-one relationship between endings and cases cannot be established. In

the domain of syntax, case plays an important role in two respects. Firstly, when participles

and adjectives predicate or modify a noun, their form variesdepending on the case feature

of the noun. Secondly, the selection of agreement controller is sensitive to case features of

argument NPs. Hence, this is another place where case plays arole in the syntax. To account

for the interaction between case and agreement controller selection, Andrews (1982, 1990)

argues for a rather radical proposal that the NPs in the lexical cases are mapped onto the com-

posites whose second layer is identified with the value of of the N. After pointing out

the difficulties in his proposal, I have presented an alternative analysis. I adopt Dalrymple’s

(1993) off-path constraints to state the association between case features ands of agree-

ment controllers. The advantage of this approach is that it can handle agreement controller

changes in a flexible way. Further, since the of the agreement controller is not specified

in the lexical entry of the target, the inflectional morphology straightforwardly defined the

inflected ‘form’ of the target.

In Chapter 5, we looked at Hindi-Urdu case and postpositions.In the generative literature,

the postpositions are often regarded as ergative, accusative, dative and genitive case markers.

I have argued against introducing those features in the grammar of the languages. I have also

stated that those labels are inadequate even for the descriptive purpose, namely they do not

help to describe the ergativity Hindi-Urdu exhibit. Carefulobservations have revealed that

Hindi-Urdu require both (1.7) and (1.9) types in the grammar. With respect to postpositions,

we only need links between forms and functions. However, thelanguages also exhibit prop-
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erties of genuine case. The three cases, direct, oblique andvocative, clearly play an important

role in the inflectional morphology, namely they are encodedby cumulative formatives in-

teracting with number and gender. In the syntactic domain, the direct case form functions as

subjects and objects, and the oblique case form can be locatives and complements of post-

positions. Further, when an adjective modifies a noun in a certain case, they participate in

agreement in case, number and gender. Therefore, accordingto Beard’s Criterion, those case

features must be posited. I further discussed the interaction between case and agreement by

applying the new proposal made in the previous chapter.

Finally, in chapter 6, we have considered a large number of nominal particles in Japanese.

Some of them are called case particles and are often assumed to introduce case features. I

argued that those formatives exhibit none of the propertiesof case, namely Japanese is the

(1.9) type language. The remaining question is how the associations between the forms and

very complex syntactic, semantic and discourse features are defined. I have illustrated the

way the linkage between the form and a set of functional equations is established by further

developing the proposal made for Hindi-Urdu. A particularly interesting aspect is observed

in the interaction between the discourse particles and caseparticles, and the study shows that

particle marking is not the sole way of encoding grammaticalrelations in the language.

There are many questions which still remain unanswered. Amongst them, the issue of

genitive and grammatical relations inside an NP is the most relevant to the current study.

Throughout the investigations, I mostly ignore the genitive case in Icelandic,kā (∼ ke∼ k̄ı)

in Hindi-Urdu andno in Japanese. As briefly mentioned in section 5.6.1.2 in Chapter 5, for-

matives like Hindi-Urdukā show very interesting morphosyntactic behaviours. For instance,

it agrees with a modified noun, not with a noun it attaches to, in case, number and gender,

and its inflectional pattern is exactly like adjectives. Therefore, it is essential to analyse the

occurrence ofkā in comparison with other nominal modifiers. Further, we haveobserved that

secondary predicates in Icelandic exhibit the same agreement pattern as attributive adjective

and participle modifiers. Although I present an analysis treating a secondary predicate as an

 of a head noun, the analysis is not detailed enough. The direction of research those

issues are pointing is that the framework requires a detailed investigation of grammatical rela-

tions inside an NP. That is, the further study is needed to allow the theory to have a full set of

s which are detailed enough to accommodate various morphosyntactic properties nominal

modifiers exhibit.
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——, Ḿ-E Ñ, and F́́ S. 1996. Multilingual processing of aux-
iliaries within LFG. InNatural Language Processing and Speech Technology, ed. by
Dafydd Gibbon. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. Reprinted in Sadlerand Spencer (2004:11-
22).

——, and L S. 2003. Verbal morphology and agreement in Urdu. InSyntactic
Structures and Morphological Information, ed. by Uwe Junghanns and Luka Szucsich,
57–100. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

C, N. 2001.All About Particles: A Handbook of Japanese Function Words. Tokyo:
Kodansha International.

C, N. 1970. Remarks on nominalization. InReadings in Transformational Gram-
mar, ed. by J. Jacobs and P. Rosenbaum. Waltham, MA: Ginn and Company.

C, B. 1984. Reflections on verb agreement in Hindi and related languages.
Linguistics22.857–864.

D, M. 1993. The Syntax of Anaphoric Binding. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publica-
tions.

——. 1999. Semantics and Syntax in Lexical Functional Grammar: The Resource Logic
Approach. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

——. 2001.Lexical Functional Grammar, volume 34 ofSyntax and Semantics. San Diego:
Academic Press.

——, and RM. K. 2000. Feature indeterminacy and feature resolution.Language
76.759–798.

——, R M. K, J T. M, III, and A Z. 1995. Formal Issues in
Lexical-Functional Grammar. Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

——, and H L. 2000. The grammatical functions of complement clauses. In
Proceedings of the LFG00 Conference, ed. by Miriam Butt and Tracy Holloway King,
Stanford, CA. CSLI Publications.
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