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PART I: Configurationality and the Pronominal Argument Hypothesis

The papers in this section draw together a rich body of work with data from Warlpiri,
Navajo, Apache, Lummi, Yaqui and others, arguing that languages which are non-
configurational (in the sense described by Hale 1983), are best explained by the view that
they, to one degree or another, parametrically lack full DP arguments. Argument
positions in these languages are occupied by pronouns, pronominal clitics, or rich
agreement that indexes the pronominal arguments. Full DPs are adjuncts and don'’t
participate in traditional argument relations.



I.1

Jelinek, Eloise (1984). Empty Categories, Case and Configurationality. Natural
Language and Linguistic Theory 2: 39-76

In this paper, Jelinek argues against the configurationality parameter by Hale
(1983) and introduces the influential and important Pronominal Argument
Hypothesis (PAH). Using data from Warlpiri, she hypothesizes that non-
configurational languages differ from configurational ones in that they lack full DP
arguments. Arguments in Pronominal Argument (PA) languages are always
pronouns (which can be null and indexed only by verbal agreement). Any DPs in
the sentence function as adjuncts. This explains a range of properties whereby
non-configurational languages exhibit some configurational properties, such as
principle B and certain patterns of case marking, due to the pronominal status of
the arguments, but not others, such as principle C, since DPs are adjuncts. This
approach is highly influential and underlies the view put forward in Baker's
seminal book The Polysynthesis Parameter.



ELOISE JELINEK

EMPTY CATEGORIES, CASE, AND
CONFIGURATIONALITY*

0. INTRODUCTION

Ken Hale’s work on Australian and Native American languages has served
to extend the data base of mainstream theorétical linguistics, and has made
it necessary for a theory concerned with language universals to confront
data from these typologically interesting languages.! In a series of papers
(1980, 1981, 1982, 1983) Hale has drawn attention to the problem of non-
configurationality in Warlpiri; in the latest of these, ‘Warlpiri and the
Grammar of Non-configurational Languages’, his purpose is to define a
configurationality parameter from which the cluster of properties seen
in non-configurational languages would follow. I take issue here with Hale
on the source of non-configurationality, and propose a different typological
parameter, based on a re-analysis of Warlpiri data given in Hale’s publica-
tions, and some observations on other non-configurational languages.’
An interesting result of this analysis is an explanation of the ‘ergative splits’
frequently seen in non-configurational languages.

The properties common to non-configurational languages that Hale
seeks to account for include the following: (1) “‘free” word order; (2)
syntactically discontinuous expressions; and (3) ‘“‘null anaphora”. In the
following Warlpiri sentence, any word order is possible, with the provision
that the AUX clitic sequence occur in the second position.?

*This paper is dedicated to Adrian Akmajian. I had the good fortune to be Adrian’s student;
he was my thesis supervisor. At the time of Adrian’s sudden illness, we had been discussing
reyisions to an earlier version of this paper (Jelinek, 1983b). Adrian did not see this final draft,
and all errors and confusions are my responsibility.

! Akmajian attributed his decision to become a linguist to the stimulus of Hale's classes at
Arizona in the mid 1960s.

2 I thank Ken Hale for the help and encouragement that made this paper possible, and for
criticisms and corrections. Chisato Kitagawa, Ann Farmer, and Frank Heny gave invaluable
help. I am grateful also to Dick Demers, Adrienne Lehrer, and the readers for this journal for
useful comments. I also want to thank Ofelia Zepeda for explaining certain aspects of Papago
grammar to me.

* The Warlpiri example sentences will be identified by the year of Hale's publication in which
they appear, followed by the page number. The transcription of the 1973 and 1976 examples
has been changed to that employed in the 1982 examples, in accordance with information
supplied by Hale.

Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 2(1984) 39-76. 0167-806X/84/0021-0039 $03.80
© 1984 by D. Reidel Publishing Company
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€)) Ngarrka-ngku ka  wawirri panti-rni.
man-ERG AUX kangaroo spear-NONPAST
The man is spearing the kangaroo. (Hale, 1983, p. 6)

Thus, ‘free’ word order. Furthermore, non-adjacent nominals may corres-
pond to a single verbal argument, resulting in discontinuous expressions:

) Wawirri kapi-rna panti-rni yalumpu.
kangaroo AUX  spear-NONPAST that
I will spear that kangaroo. (Hale, 1983, p. 6)

(This example is as given by Hale; the clitic -rna marks first person singular
subject.) Wawirri and yalumpu in (2) comprise a discontinuous expression.
In (3) below, these nominals appear as a single (continuous) constituent,
as can be seen by the fact that they precede AUX; only one word or a single
constituent may occur before AUX.

3) Wawirri yalumpu kapi-rna panti-rni.
kangaroo that AUX  spear-NONPAST
(Hale, 1983, p. 6)

By “null anaphora” Hale refers to ‘‘the situation in which an argument
(e.g., subject, object) is not represented by an overt nominal expression in
phrase structure”. This is exemplified in (4) below:

(4) a. Ngarrka-ngku ka panti-rni.
man-ERG AUX spear-NONPAST

The man is spearing him/her/it.
b. Wawirri ka  panti-rni.
kangaroo AUX spear-NONPAST
He/she is spearing the kangaroo.
c. Panti-rni ka.
spear-NONPAST AUX
He/she is spearing him/her/it. (Hale, 1983, p. 7)

English exhibits none of these traits: word order marks grammatical
relations; constituents may not be discontinuous; and nominals are not
optional. The primary goal of this paper will be to account for the fact that
nominals are frequently ‘absent’ in Warlpiri sentences; once this aspect of
Warlpiri syntax is clarified, we will also have an explanation for free word
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order and the apparent discontinuous expressions. Within the Government
and Binding (GB) framework (Chomsky, 1981, 1982) the Projection Principle
precludes ‘missing’ nominal arguments:

5) Projection Principle

The 0-marking properties of each lexical item must be rep-
resented categorially at each syntactic level.

Within the GB framework, there are no ‘missing’ nominals in English
sentences; there are empty categories (ECs) that bear the relevant f-roles.
The point is that nominals represented by ECs are recoverable, as in the
case of PRO in the following example:

6) The man wants [[PRO] to spear the kangaroo].

The anaphoric relation between the subjects of the two clauses makes the
reference of PRO in the embedded clause explicit.

Chomsky (1982, pp. 78-88) identifies pro as the ‘missing’ subject in
‘pro-drop’ languages; pro is free in its governing category, and is a non-
anaphoric pronominal, with independent (deictic) reference. Hale’s claim
is that neither PRO nor pro need be postulated in the analysis of Warlpiri
main clauses; nominals are simply optional. Non-configurationality finds
its origins in the nature of the relationship between phrase structure (PS)
and lexical structure (LS), that is, in differences in the way the Projection
Principle holds in the two language types.

By lexical structure, Hale refers to predicates and their argument arrays.
These arrays correspond to variables specified in the dictionary definition
of a verb, as suggested in the following “‘rough” definition of panti-rni,
“‘spear’:

in the surface of y, by point coming

@) {x produce indentation or puncture }
into contact with said surface (Hale, 1983, p. 12.)

The dictionary definition of the verb assigns 6-roles and ultimately case to
the LS arguments, so that case arrays are stipulated lexical properties of
verbs, and may be any of the following:

8) monadic verbs: ABS (DAT)
diadic verbs: ERG ABS or ERG DAT
triadic verbs: ERG ABS DAT

These stipulated case arrays state the cases that any optional nominals may
bear, since a ‘“‘principal function of case-marking in Warlpiri (is) that of
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signaling the correct association of constituents in PS to arguments in LS”
(1983, p. 14). This association between PS nominals and LS arguments is
stated as follows:

) Linking Rule:
Co-index N in PS with arg in LS, provided the case category of N

is identical with that of arg (assigning a distinct index to each arg
in LS). (Hale, 1983, p. 14)

This Linking Rule does not require that LS arguments be uniquely rep-
resented by nominals in Warlpiri sentences; there may be no nominal
corresponding to a particular argument — or more than one. It thus conflicts,
as it stands, with the Projection Principle as given in (5), which was explicitly
designed to exclude the possibility of genuinely ‘missing’ arguments and
hence to motivate the existence of ECs. Because the structures permitted by
the LR would be excluded by the Projection Principle, Hale proposes to
parametrize the application of the principle, formulating for this purpose
the following proposal:

(10) The Configurationality Parameter (CP) :

a. In configurational languages, the projection principle holds of

the pair (LS, PS).
b. In non-configurational languages, the projection principle
holds of LS alone. (Hale, 1983, p. 26)

From Hale’s Configurationality Parameter it follows that PRO or pro are
unnecessary in the analysis of Warlpiri finite sentences. The 6-marking
properties of verbs (etc.) are represented by argument arrays in LS, but not
necessarily in PS. This is Hale’s explanation for ‘null anaphora’, or more
generally, for the fact that Warlpiri does not require that there be nominals
bearing particular grammatical relations occupying particular positions
in the clause, and thus free word order, syntactically discontinuous expres-
sions, etc.

Hale’s fundamental insight on the nature of non-configurationality in
Warlpiri is that it is unnecessary to postulate ECs in the analysis of Warlpiri
sentences such as those given in (4) above. In the next section, I will show
a) that Hale is correct in this claim, and b) that nonetheless, there is no need to
claim that Warlpiri differs from configurational languages with respect to
the Projection Principle. It seems reasonable to suppose that the Projection
Principle or its equivalent is language universal: across languages, lexical
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structure is projected onto phrase structure.* Marantz (1978, p. 88) expresses
this intuition as follows:

(11) Grammatical relations must be expressed at surface structure.

A sentence with no surface indications of grammatical relations would be
uninterpretable,® and without some such addition, Hale’s CP threatens to
permit languages with uninterpretable surface structures. In this paper,
I propose configurationality parameters which are directly compatible with
the Projection Principle, and hence with (11), and which nevertheless, like
Hale’s proposals, permit typological variation in the nature of the connec-
tions that may obtain between lexical structure and grammatical relations.
These in turn account for the properties of Warlpiri which Hale’s CP and
Linking Rule were designed to explain.

2. AN ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS OF WARLPIRI AS A

NON-CONFIGURATIONAL LANGUAGE

2.1. Clitic Pronouns as Verbal Arguments in Warlpiri. The second position
AUX constituent of finite sentences in Warlpiri in the locus of person
marking. Consider example (2), repeated here:

2) Wawirri kapi-rna panti-rni yalumpu.
kangaroo AUX  spear-NONPAST that
I will spear that kangaroo. (Hale, 1983, p. 6)

AUX contains the element kapi (FUTURE) and the clitic -rna, which marks
first person singular subject. On Hale’s view, AUX is that part of the verbal
complex where INFL features are marked; SUBJECT and OBJECT
grammatical relations are also marked there, but no case-marking is ascribed
to the AUX clitics. Hale’s position is that argument positions in LS are
“members of the class of linguistic elements to which the terms ‘pronoun’
and ‘anaphor’ are appropriately applied” (1983, p. 29). Since LS arguments
are not audible, AUX gives information on the number and person (pro-
nominal attributes) of the LS arguments. The LS argument positions are
case marked, making it possible for them to be linked to optional nominals
via Hale’s Linking Rule (9) above.

The analysis of Warlpiri proposed here differs principally from that of Hale
in interpreting AUX not as simply marking grammatical relations, but as a

* See discussion on this point in Farmer (1983).
5 As will be seen, this principle holds of grammaticality, not of discourse pragmatics.
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constituent containing case-marked, fully referential clitic pronouns that
serve as verbal arguments.® The case-marking of an AUX clitic shows its
grammatical relation. In contrast, nominal expressions are claimed not to
bear grammatically relevant case marking or to realize grammatical func-
tions. The distinction between pronominal clitics on the one hand and
nominal expressions (including independent pronouns) on the other is a
major feature of Warlpiri grammar. Pronominal clitics are never bound by a
nominal in an argument position, since nominals never occupy argument
positions. Clitics may have antecedents outside their governing category,
the sentence, as any pronoun may. They are comparable to the ‘free’ use of
pronouns in English, and may be identified as R-expressions.

I argue that the clitic pronouns do not constitute agreement (AGR) with a
nominal, since, as will be demonstrated, a clitic may be coindexed with a
nominal that does not agree with it in person, number, or case. My claim
will be that verbal argument arrays (argument positions) in LS are satisfied
always and only in PS in Warlpiri by clitic pronouns, and that nominals are
simply optional adjuncts, with non-argumental functions. I will show that
while the clitic pronouns carry grammatical case, which reflects their
grammatical functions, nominals carry non-grammatical (oblique) case,
and are governed by their case particles/postpositions. The Warlpiri verb
assigns O-roles, but does not govern nominals. AUX in Warlpiri does not
assign O-roles, just as INFL in English does not. The AUX constituent in
Warlpiri contains tense/aspect INFL and the clitic pronouns that are the
verbal arguments. The verb plus the AUX tense/aspect jointly govern
clitic pronouns and assign NOMINATIVE/ACCUSATIVE case to them.
Within the GB framework, INFL governs the subject; we could assume the
same here, since it is the AUX tense/aspect that renders the clause finite.
However, both subject and object clitics occur within the AUX constituent
in PS; therefore, there is no asymmetry in the marking of subject and object
relations, in contrast to a configurational language like English, where
objects appear in a VP constituent and subjects do not.

The following examples will show that Warlpiri marks NOMINATIVE/
ACCUSATIVE case on the AUX pronominal clitics. By definition, a
NOM/ACC case system is present when there is a set of elements that

¢ The suggestions given here for an alternative view of Warlpiri structure and a definition of
configurationality as a typological parameter are directly derivative of Hale’s work. All the
Warlpiri examples given here are from Hale’s published papers; sentential constituents are
identified as in those publications except in regard to case marking. It was Hale who originally
labeled clitic sequences such as those in Warlpiri ‘AUX’, thereby drawing attention to the
many parallels in function between such sequences and auxiliary verbs (the copula, etc.) in
other languages. See discussion in Steele et al. (1981) and in Jelinek (1983a).



CONFIGURATIONALITY 45

distinguish between transitive subjects and objects, and mark intransitive
subjects the same as transitive ones.’

(12) ngajulu-riu ka-rna-ngku nyuntu-@ nya-nyi
I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-25sgACC you-ABS see-NONPAST
I see you.

(13) nyuntulu-rlu ka-npa-ju ngaju-f nya-nyi
you-ERG  PRES-2sgNOM-1sgACC me-ABS see-NONPAST
You see me.

(14) nyuntu-@ ka-npa purla-mi
you-ABS PRES-2sgNOM shout-NONPAST
You are shouting; you shout. (Hale, 1973, p. 328)

The NOM/ACC case clitic pronouns in Warlpiri are as follows (adapted
from Hale, 1973, pp. 315-316, and p. 328):

(15) NOMINATIVE (16) ACCUSATIVE

-rna -ju 1sg

-n (pa) -ngku 2sg

-rlijarra -jarangku 1 dual

rli -ngalingku (~-ngali) 1 & 2 dual

-n (pa)-pala -ngku-pala 2 dual

-rna-lu -nganpa 1 plural

-rlipa -ngalpa 1 & 2 plural

-nku-lu -nyarra (~-nyurra) 2 plural
ZERO ZERO 3sg

-pala -palangu 3 dual

-lu -jana 3 plural

The view that the person making clitics in Warlpiri mark NOM/ACC case,
as opposed to the ERG/ABS case marking on nominals, is not original here
(see Blake, 1977; Dixon, 1979; Mallinson and Blake, 1982). Languages of
the Pama-Nyungan family, which covers most of Australia and to which
Warlpiri belongs, generally show an ergative ‘split” whereby clitic pronouns
(and typically, independent pronouns as well) show NOM/ACC case,

7 Beginning with example (12), I will record case marking on the AUX clitics according to the
analysis proposed in this section. I will follow Hale in identifying phonologically null person
markers as ZERO, and phonologically null tense/aspect as 9. I will record ABSOLUTIVE case
marking on nominals also with §.
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while nominals show ERG/ABS case marking. In a few languages of this
family, there are no clitic pronouns, only independent pronouns with
NOM/ACC case and nominals with ERG/ABS case. Dyirbal is an example
of this variety of ergative split. My point here is that it is not implausible
on the face of it to assign NOM/ACC case to the Warlpiri AUX clitics, in
view of the case systems present in closely related languages. NOM and ACC
are grammatical cases (G-cases) while the cases that appear on nominals
are lexical cases (L-cases), including ERG, ABS, and a variety of others
(principally locative and directional) to be specified below.

The following examples will show that the NOM/ACC clitic pronouns do
not agree in case with the ERG/ABS nominal adjuncts, nor need they agree
in person and number:

a7n Puyukuyuku-puru, kula-lpa-rlipa-nyanu
fog-WHILE, NEG-IMPERF-Ipl (INC) NOM-REFL
yapa-@ nya-ngkarla
person-ABS see-irrealis

We (plural inclusive) cannot see one another (as) person (s)
(i.e., our shapes or figures) when it is foggy. (Hale, 1983, p. 33)

In (17) the third person absolutive nominal yapa ‘person’ is coindexed with
the reflexive clitic -nyanu, which as an anaphor of -rlipa (Ipl inclusive
NOM) is interpreted as first person plural. Compare also:

(18) Nya-nyi ka-rna-ngku "~ ngarrka-§-lku
see-NONPAST PRES-1sgNOM-25sgACC man-ABS-after

I see you (as) a man now (i.e., as fully grown, or initiated).
(Hale, 1983, p. 32)

Here the absolutive nominal agrees neither in case nor in person with the
clitic pronoun.

There are certain finite sentences in Warlpiri that appear to have neither
nominals nor clitics serving as verbal arguments, and thus to be instances of
constructions with ‘missing’ arguments, or in Hale’s term, ‘null anaphora’.
Consider again example (4c) repeated here:

(49) c. Panti-rni ka-ZERO-ZERO
spear-NONPAST PRES-3sgNOM-3sgACC

He/she is spearing him/her/it.

In the paradigms of the clitic pronouns given in (15) and (16) above, there
are precisely two ‘gaps’. The NOM and ACC third person singular forms
are phonologically zero. But sentences containing such phonologically
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null forms are not ambiguous. Even the dual and plural third person NOM
and ACC forms are fully realized. So we find examples like the following:
19) Panti-rni ka-lu-jana
spear-NONPAST PRES-3pINOM-3plACC

They are spearing them.

The features of third person singular are fully specified by the absence
of phonological material, and there is no question of null anaphora or of
an ‘empty category’ in the sense in which this term is used in GB. We may
characterize the situation as follows: one member of both the NOM and
ACC clitic paradigms is unambiguously marked by the absence of all the
other (phonologically represented) members of the relevant paradigm.
Under these circumstances, ZERO realization has precisely the same status
as any other realization. Every obligatory feature of the clitic pronoun
paradigms has therefore a fixed value in third person singular forms, as in
all others.

It should be noted that the ZERO third person singular NOM/ACC
arguments in Warlpiri are not the result of ‘pro-drop’. In the GB framework,
promay have any feature of person, number, gender, etc., that AGR specifies.
The absence of phonological material marking third person singular
arguments in Warlpiri could not be pro, because the features of these argu-
ments are not determined by AGR ; they are arguments with fully realized
features of number and person, third person singular.

It should be emphasized that this analysis of the clitic pronouns in Warlpiri
has consequences of some significance. Since the clitic pronouns constitute
the verbal arguments in finite clauses, the fact that arguments are always
present, even when in the third person singular they lack phonological
realization, makes it impossible for a Warlpiri finite clause to lack some
verbal argument. Thus even in a case like (5C), consisting overtly of only the
verb and AUX, I posit no missing arguments on any level. There is no pro
since there are no missing nominals —and no AGR. Hale, of course, did
not suppose that Warlpiri permitted pro as a realization of some verbal
argument. Under his analysis, all the verbal arguments in LS are phonolo-
gically null, while at PS some arguments are realized by free nominals and
others are actually missing — since the Projection Principle does not apply
at that level. Since I am claiming that it is the clitic pronouns alone that
realize the arguments of a verb, even at PS, where phonologically null
elements are identified with ECs in the GB framework, it was important
to establish that in this instance, where arguments are realized by members
of a highly constrained paradigm in Warlpiri, phonologically null arguments
are not ECs.
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Having shown that the clitic pronouns in Warlpiri are not instances of
AGR, which licenses the ‘dropping’ of nominals, let us turn to a brief con-
sideration of similar phenomena in what have been termed ‘pro-drop’
languages. I suggest that while ‘pro-drop’ cannot account for the ‘missing’
nominals in Warlpiri, an analysis in terms of optional nominal adjunction
will fit both the Warlpiri data and that of the so-called ‘pro-drop’ languages.
As the following examples from Spanish demonstrate, agreement between
the person of the subject, as marked in the verbal suffix, and that of an
adjoined nominal need not be present in every instance.®

(20) a. Las mujeres tenemos esperanza.
DET women have-3pl hope

We women have hope.

b. Las mujeres teneis esperanza.
have-2p!

You women have hope.

c. Las mujeres tienen esperanza.
have-3pl

Women have hope.

In a Spanish sentence such as:

21 Comi el pan.
I ate the bread.

the subject is the pronominal suffix -i, first person singular; this verbal
suffix occurs only in finite clauses, and marks tense also. The object el pan,
on the other hand, is a nominal properly governed by the verb. Spanish
has both clitic and nominal objects, and in constructions like (21), no object
clitic is present, in contrast to the situation in Warlpiri, where all verbal
arguments are always clitics in AUX. It is of interest that in both the so-called
‘pro-drop’ languages and in Warlpiri, independent pronouns are used
primarily for emphatic contrastive reference; and sentences with an in-
dependent pronoun in adjunction to a pronominal affix or clitic are the
marked constructions:

22) Yosé loque paso, (no t0).
I know it which happened not you

I know what happened, not you.

8 I thank Maria Dardis for these examples.
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(23) Me lodi6 a mi.
Me(DAT) it gave to me
He gave it to me.

(24) ngajulu-rlu wawirri-f) kapi-rna-ZERO
I-ERG kangaroo-ABS FUT-1sgNOM-3sgACC
panti-rni yalumpu-@
spear-NONPAST that-ABS

I (myself) will spear that kangaroo.

There is no reason to assume that these languages should match English
in requiring an independent lexical subject, which is then dropped, in the
unmarked construction; grammatical relations may be marked in the mor-
phology as well as in the syntax. Because of the specialized function of
independent pronouns as adjuncts in these languages, some verbs, which
for semantic reasons do not permit contrasts in referential emphasis, may
exclude independent pronouns as adjuncts:

(25) a. Llueve. b. *El llueve.
It’s raining. It is raining, (not...).

If we assume that nominal adjunction is present in Spanish, rather than
‘pro-drop’, there is no motivation for postulating a ‘pleonastic’ PRO or pro
(non-referential, non-phonological) subject in (25b).° There is a phonological
subject in (25a); the verbal suffix is a third person singular subject. But
since this subject is non-referential for a verb such as llover in Spanish,
an independent pronoun marking an emphatic referential contrast cannot
be adjoined.

In this section, I have concentrated on the implications of the proposal
outlined above for accounting for the ‘missing’ nominals in Warlpiri
sentences. Since nominals are never verbal arguments, they may be freely
omitted without offending against the Projection Principle. This appears
to be the essential property of languages like Warlpiri, the property that
Hale’s Configurationality Parameter was intended to capture. Note that
the other properties that concerned Hale seem also to follow from the
proposal advanced here. Since nominals are not arguments or bi-uniquely

9 See Aoun (1981) and Borer (1980) for discussion of ‘expletive’ or ‘pleonastic’ PRO in Semitic.
In Jelinek (1983a) I argue that the apparently ‘subjectless’ constructions in Egyptian Arabic
have subjects that are AUX clitics. There is a paradigmatic gap in Semitic; the ‘present tense’
inflection of the copula is phonologically null. Modal predicates and weather verbs are re-
stricted to third person subjects, which are not phonologically realized in the present tense; in
all other tense/aspect constructions subjects are phonologically realized in the inflection of the
copula.
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related to arguments, more than one nominal may be adjoined to a single
argument, to yield apparently discontinuous expressions, as in (3). And
since nominals are mere adjuncts, there is nothing to require that they
have a fixed order. The clitic pronouns, on the other hand, do have a fixed
order: SUBJECT (i.e. NOM) must appear before OBJECT (i.e. ACC),
so that we cannot reverse the order of the clitic pronouns in (13) to yield

(26)  *ngajulu-rlu ka-ngku-rna

I ERG PRES-2sgACC-1sgNOM

nyuntu-j nya-nyi

you-ABS see-NONPAST
Hale (1973) excludes such clitic sequences. I do not interpret this fixed order
of the clitics as evidence of configurationality; I suggest that the term
‘configurational’ be reserved for languages such as English or Spanish,
where there is an asymmetry between the marking of subject vs. object
grammatical relations.!®

2.2. Linking Rules and Case Compatibility. We turn now to a cosideration
of the question of how the clitic verbal arguments and the optional nominal
adjuncts in Warlpiri are to be coindexed, how they are to be interpreted
as coreferential. Warlpiri nominals are equivalent in function to the NPs
in the following English sentence:

27) He, the doctor, tells me, the patient, what to do.

Warlpiri nominals are adjuncts to the Verb-AUX complex, which con-
stitutes a complete finite sentence. They are governed by their case particles/
postpositions, forming Case Particle Phrases that are sisters to the Verb-
AUX:

(28) S
T
A\ AUX CPP
(+ Tense/

Aspect) T S O Nominal CP

T = Tense/Aspect/Modality
S = Subject Clitic; NOM case
O = Object Clitic; ACC case
CP = Case Particle; (ERG, ABS, DAT, LOCATIVE, etc.)
--- = Optional
19 In Jelinek (1983b), I claimed that Warlpiri was configurational with respect to the clitic

pronouns, because they have a fixed order. I now feel that this is a misuse of the term configura-
tional.
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We need to add to (28) the stipulation that any case particle phrase (CPP)
may appear in the sentence initial position, whereupon the verb appears
after AUX, with no fixed order with respect to any CPPs present. Hale
(1973) notes that certain phonologically defined AUX clitic sequences
may appear in sentence initial position, and proposes that this is the under-
lying word order in Warlpiri. This ordering of constituents would not affect
the type of structure shown in (28). If the verb + tense, the CPPs, and the
clitic sequences making up AUX are all phonological words, then a finite
Warlpiri sentence is a string of words having free word order aside from the
restrictions on the position of AUX, and having no hierarchical relation-
ships among these words; that is, non-configurational at the word level.

We need a linking rule that differs considerably from Hale’s Linking Rule
(9) given above. Hale’s rule linked elements filling argument positions in
two levels of representation, LS argument arrays and PS nominals, which
were argumental in function. We will need no rule linking LS and PS, since
this connection holds via the Projection Principle.!! Our rule will link
elements on the same level of representation, clitics and nominals, and
will depend on a weaker condition than case matching; case compatibility.
Hale lists the argument arrays given in (8) above as “stipulated properties”
of lexical items. My claim is that the Verb-AUX complex assigns NOM/
ACC/DAT case to the verbal arguments, and that the case marking of a
nominal shows which verbal argument, if any, it is an adjunct to. I differ-
entiate between G-case and L-case, which are defined as follows:'?2

(29) Warlpiri Case
a. G-case appears on clitic pronouns. The G-cases are NOM, ACC,
and DAT.
b. L-case appears on nominals. The primary L-cases are ERG,
ABS and DAT; secondary L-cases are LOCATIVE, PERLA-
TIVE, ALLATIVE, ELATIVE, etc.

Secondary L-case cannot be coindexed with a clitic pronoun, since, as I
will show, a nominal with a secondary L-case marking is an adsentential
adjunct. Primary L-case marks a nominal as an adargumental adjunct,

! In Jelinek (1983b) I assumed that there were two linking rules for Warlpiri. However, the
first of these was equivalent to the Projection Principle.

'2 Hale (1983) refers to work in preparation by J. Simpson on Warlpiri case, in which a dis-
tinction is made between grammatical case vs. semantic case. Since I assume that this distinction
is not between NOM/ACC/DAT marking on the clitics as opposed to ERG/ABS, etc., marking
on nominals, but rather a division within the set of cases that may appear on nominals, I use a
different terminology here. Grammatical case is the traditional term for case marking on direct
verbal arguments. By lexical case I mean any case marking that appears on the optional non-
argumental nominals.
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as giving more information on the referent of a clitic verbal argument.
DATIVE is both a G-case and an L-case in Warlpiri; this is not unusual
across languages, where ‘goals’ are sometimes direct and sometimes oblique.

On the analysis advanced here, Warlpiri verbs have the following case
arrays in LS, rather than the (ERG/ABS, etc.) arrays given by Hale in (9)
above:

(30) Warlpiri case arrays:

a. Intransitive: NOM
NOM DAT

b. Transitive: NOM ACC
NOM ACC DAT
NOM DAT

The situation is in fact simpler than it appears in (30), where transitive
verbs are shown as permitting a NOM/DAT case array. Hale identifies
only “two or three” transitive verbs that permit this case array, which must
be so specified in the lexicon, and a highly marked or derived construction
type in which other transitive verbs take an (atypically marked) DAT
object. Aside from these exceptional constructions, to be described below,
the case arrays given in (30) are clearly not peculiar to Warlpiri, but are
typical of (non-ergative) languages. Individual verbs and other lexical
items are subcategorized for the G-cases that they assign to their arguments,
presumably in accordance with principles that are in part universal and
need not concern us here.

The relation between clitic pronoun arguments and nominal adjuncts
may now be stated in terms of case compatibility:

@31 Linking Rule

A clitic pronoun may be coindexed with a nominal, providing
the L-case of the nominal and the G-case of the clitic pronoun
are compatible (assigning a distinct index to each clitic).

This linking or coindexing rule is not bi-unique, since there may be more than
one or no nominal coindexed with a clitic; and some nominals may fail
to be coindexed because they bear a secondary L-case that is not compatible
with the G-cases marked on the clitics. Compatible cases are as follows:

(32) Case Compatibility Rule
a. NOM G-case is compatible with ABS and ERG L-case.
b. ACC G-case is compatible with ABS and DAT L-case.
c. DAT Ge-case is compatible with DAT L-case.
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The conditions under which a G-case is compatible with either of the L-cases
given in (32a and b) will now be stated in full. I will first summarize them as
follows:

(33) a. NOM Ge-case is compatible with ABS L-case in an intransitive
sentence, and with ERG L-case in a transitive sentence. (ERG
marked nominals are excluded from intransitive sentences.)!?

b. ACC G-case is compatible with ABS L-case in a transitive
sentence, and with DAT L-case in a ditransitive sentence (for
first and second person clitics).

c. DAT G-case is compatible with DAT L-case (for third person
clitics).

Support for the view that there are two ‘linking’ processes in Warlpiri
may be drawn from the fact that constructions may fail to be consistent by
virtue of either. A construction may fail to have the proper linkage between
an LS argument array and clitic pronouns, say by having two ACC clitic
pronouns; this would be a violation of the Projection Principle. Or it may fail
to have proper linkage between clitic pronouns and nominals, say by having
an intransitive sentence with a NOM clitic and an ERG nominal; this would
be a violation of the Linking Rule (31).

2.3. Further Details of Linking. 1 need to demonstrate now that the Pro-
jection Principle (5), the Linking Rule (31), and the Case Compatibility
Rule (32) account for the case marking that appears on clitics and nominals
in all finite sentence types in Warlpiri, to substantiate the claim that Warlpiri
sentences without nominals have no ‘missing’ verbal arguments. In
particular, we need to look at the relation between DAT G-case and DAT
L-case, since first and second (but not third) person DAT L-case nominals
are linked to ACC G-case clitics in AUX.

Let us consider first the finite sentence types shown in the following
sentence schemata:

(34) a. V. NOM (NP-ABS)
b. V, NOM DAT (NP-ABS) (NP-DAT)
c. V,NOM ACC (NP-ERG) (NP-ABS)
d. V, NOM DAT (NP-ERG) (NP-DAT)

'3 Again, there are a handful of exceptions which must be specified. Nash (1980, p. 201) lists 4
“morphophonologically complex body function verbs” (snore, breathe, pant, cough) in Warlpiri
that are intransitive and permit an ERG nominal to be coindexed with the subject. Nash cites
Hale to the effect that a likely etymology is that these [incorporated objects] were once true
objects syntactically.
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Nominals with secondary L-cases (locative, etc.) that are not compatible
with G-cases, and thus cannot be linked to clitic pronouns, may also be
present. Examples of these constructions are as follows:

(35) ngaju-@ ka-rna wangka-mi

I-ABS PRES-1sgNOM speak-NONPAST

I am speaking. (Hale, 1983, p. 18)
(36) ngaju- ka-rna-rla ngarrka-ku wangka-mi

I-ABS PRES-1sgNOM-3DAT man-DAT speak-NONPAST

I am speaking to the man. (Hale, 1973, p. 333)
37 ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-ngku nyuntu-@ nya-nyi

I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-2sgACC you-ABS see-NONPAST:

I see you. (Hale, 1983, p. 18)
(38) ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-rla karli-ki warri-rni

I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-3DAT boomerang-DAT seek-

NONPAST
I am hunting a boomerang. (Hale, 1973, p. 335)

(Warri-ri and wapal-pangi-rni, ‘dig in search of’, are the two examples
given by Hale of transitive verbs that take DAT objects. Both involve
unachieved goals.) These examples show that the conditions under which a
NOM G-case is compatible with an ERG or ABS nominal may be stated
simply, with reference to the transitivity of the sentence.

The statement of the conditions under which ACC G-case is compatible
with ABS/DAT L-case is more complex, and we will need to look at DATIVE
marking in more detail to state these conditions. We will begin with the small
class of ditransitive or triadic verbs. These verbs are compatible with
optional nominals marking ERG/ABS/DAT L-cases, as follows:

39) ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-ngku karli-0
I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-25sg ACC boomerang-ABS
yi-nyi nyuntu-ku

give-NONPAST you-DAT

I am giving you a boomerang.
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(40) ngajulu-rlu kapi-rna-rla karli-g
I-ERG FUT-1sgNOM-3DAT boomerang-ABS
punta-rni kurdu-ku

take-NONPAST child-DAT

I will take the boomerang away from the child.
(Hale, 1973, p. 333)

For these triadic verbs, only two arguments appear to be marked in AUX;
we will return to the question of the (apparently) ‘missing’ argument. What
I want to point to here is the fact that for first and second person, there is no
distinction between ACC and DAT G-case marking, while in the third
person there is a distinctive DAT G-case marker (-rla). This third person
G-case DAT marker does not vary with number. Compare the G-case
marking that appears with the transitive verb nya-nyi, ‘see’.

4 ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-ngku nyuntu-g
I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-25sgACC you-ABS
nya-nyi.
see-NONPAST

I see you.

(42) nyuntulu-rlu ka-npa-ju ngaju-g
you-ERG  PRES-2sgNOM-15sgACC me-ABS
nya-nyi.
see-NONPAST

You see me.

(43) ngalipa-rlu ka-rlipa-jana
we(INCL)-ERG PRES-1pl(INC)NOM-3plACC
wawirri-patu-g nya-nyi.
kangaroo-PAUCAL-ABS see-NONPAST

We (plural inclusive) see the several kangaroos.
(Hale, 1973, p. 328)

Comparison of (39) and (41) with (40) shows that the DATIVE marker
-rla .appears only in the third person in AUX. Sentence (39) and other
examples given by Hale of sentences with first and second person ‘recipients’
are reminiscent of ‘dative movement’. The precedence of a ‘first object’ over
a ‘second object’ may be related often to semantic features such as animacy,
definiteness, topicality, etc. Third person less frequently has these features
than do first and second person. In Warlpiri, first and second person are
restricted to serving as primary arguments to the verb, NOM and ACC,
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while third person may also have DAT G-case. First and second person
show only NOM/ACC G-case marking in all sentence types in Warlpiri
where third person clitic pronouns have DAT marking, as examples given
in Hale (1973) and (1983) show.

Hale describes certain sentence types in which three arguments in LS may
be marked in AUX. A verb such as warri-rni, ‘seek’, may have two DAT
arguments, one of them a benefactive. If one or both of these DAT arguments
is third person, three case marking elements may appear in AUX, as in the
following:

(44) ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-ngku-rla
I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-25sgACC-3DAT
karli-ki warri-rni nyuntu-ku.

boomerang-DAT seek-NONPAST you-DAT

I’'m looking for a boomerang for you; I’'m hunting you a boome-
rang. (Hale, 1973, p. 335)

Here the second person DAT L-case nominal corresponds to a second
person ACC clitic pronoun, since sccond person may appear only in one of
the two primary G-cases in AUX. But the following sentence type, Hale
notes, is excluded:
(45) *ngarrka-ngku 1pa-ZERO-ju-ngku

man-ERG PAST-3sgNOM-1sgACC-25sgACC

nyuntu-ku warru-rnu ngaju-ku

you-DAT seek-PAST me-DAT

The man was looking for you for me; The man was hunting me
you. (Hale, 1973, p. 335)

While the following is allowed:

(46) ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-ngku-ZERO
I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-2sgACC-35sgACC

karli-Q yi-nyi nyuntu-ku
boomerang-ABS give-NONPAST you-DAT
I am giving you a boomerang. (Hale, 1973, p. 333)

Warlpiri has the following constraint upon clitic sequences in AUX:

47 Clitic Sequence Constraint:

A sequence of three clitic pronouns is excluded, unless one of the
two object clitics is third person, and therefore (a) DATIVE,
or (b) phonologically null.
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That is, a sequence of two ‘audible’ ACC clitics is not permitted, while any
object sequence with one or more third person elements is allowed.'* Two
DAT markers are allowed; these are of course third person. In such con-
structions, the sequence *-rla-rla does not appear; -rla-jinta occurs instead,
as follows:

(48) ngajulu-rlu ka-rna-rla-jinta
I-ERG PRES-1sgNOM-3DAT-3DAT
karli-ki warri-rni . ngarrka-ku

boomerang-DAT seek-NONPAST man-DAT

I’m looking for a boomerang for the man; I'm hunting the man
a boomerang. (Hale, 1973, p. 336)

The constraint given in (47) accounts for the fact that in ditransitive
sentences, or sentences with two ‘indirect objects’ as in the benefactive
constructions exemplified above where two optional DAT nominals may
appear, no sequences of three AUX elements appear unless one of the
objects is third person. Number is never marked in the third person in
ditransitive or double DAT constructions; therefore, there are no ‘missing’
arguments or gaps in the PS argument array in these constructions, and no
PRO or pro.

We could have assumed that there is a set of DAT clitics that is homo-
phonous with the ACC clitics except in the third person. However, we
would have been left with no explanation for the fact that (44) above is
allowed, while (45) is excluded. The phenomena of ‘advancement’ of animate
or higher ranked indirect objects or ‘dative movement’ are so frequently
met with across languages that they are of interest for case theory and
universal grammar.

We may now complete the sentence schemata list given in (34) as follows:

(49) Finite sentence types in Warlpiri:

a. V,NOM (NP-ABS)

b. V; NOM DAT, (NP-ABS) (NP-DAT,)
V, NOM ACC,,, (NP-ABS) (NP-DAT, ,)

c. V,NOM ACC (NP-ERG) (NP-ABS)

d. V,NOM DAT, (NP-ERG) (NP-DAT,)
V, NOM ACC, ,, (NP-ERG) (NP-DAT,

e. V,NOM ACC, DAT, (NP-ERG) (NP-ABS,) (NP-DAT,)

'4 There are certain constraints on permitted number distinctions marked by clitic sequences
in AUX in Warlpiri, which need not concern us here (see Hale (1973)).
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V,NOM ACG,,, ACC, (NP-ERG)(NP-ABS,) (NP-DAT,,
[V, NOM ACC,,, DAT,,,(NP-ERG)(NP-ABS; (NP-DAT,)]'s
f. V_NOM DAT, DAT, (NP-ERG)(NP-DAT,) (NP-DAT,)
V, NOM ACC,,, DAT, (NP-ERG)(NP-DAT,,(NP-DAT,)
V,NOM ACC, , DAT, (NP-ERG)(NP-DAT,)(NP-DAT,,,

I will conclude this brief survey of finite sentence types in Warlpiri with
mention of the highly marked or derived construction type, in which a
transitive verb, although it has only two argument positions in LS, has three
case marking elements in AUX. Certain transitive verbs such as panti-rni
‘spear’ may appear with a DAT clitic along with the ACC one. Hale identifies
this difference in case marking with the following semantic contrast :

(50) a. nyuntulu-rlu #-npa-ju pantu-rnu  ngaju-9
you-ERG  PAST-2sgNOM-1sgACC spear-PAST me-ABS

You speared me.

b. nyuntulu-rlu @-npa-ju-rla pantu-rnu
you-ERG ~ PAST-2sgNOM-1sgACC-3DAT spear-PAST
ngaju-ku.
me-DAT

You speared at me; you tried to spear me.
(Hale, 1973, p. 336)

These specialized constructions are evidence that the first and second person
object clitics are not ambiguous between DAT and ACC case, but are ACC
only. In order to convey the semantic contrast present in the derived con-
struction, a ‘double’ case marking with the DAT clitic appears.

When the object is third person, double case marking is again present.
Perhaps since ACC third person is ZERO in the singular, two DAT clitics
appear : -rla-rla = -rla-jinta. This double case marking suggests that we may
regard these constructions as involving an extended use of the DAT clitic.

In this section, we have described the phenomena of ‘dative movement’,
or the advancement of first and second person goal arguments with the small
class of ditransitive verbs, and the special use of dative marking in the derived
‘spear at’ constructions. Aside from these construction types, and the
exceptional transitive verbs identified by Hale as taking DAT objects (warri-
rni ‘seek’, wapal-pangi-rni ‘dig in search of’), the connection between LS
!5 Hale informs me that the sentence type shown in brackets here is rejected by Warlpiri
speakers. This may follow from the fact that first and second person goals are always
“advanced”; therefore, in sentences with triadic verbs. ACC,;, arguments are always interpreted

as having the 0-role recipient. The clitic sequence constraint given in (47) above needs to be
extended so as to specify the exclusion of this sentence type.
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argument positions and the case marking on clitic pronouns is quite straight-
forward. Sentences with an intransitive verb have a NOM clitic in AUX,
sentences with a transitive verb have both NOM and ACC clitics, and DAT
marking is optional in both; di-transitive sentences have all three clitic
types. It is the #-marking properties of the verb that determine both the
G-cases of the clitics, and the L-case of any coindexed nominals. Certain
semantic features of the verb determine its LS argument structure, which is
projected into PS via the G-cases and clitic pronouns. Given the LS argument
array, we know the G-cases of the PS arguments and the L-cases of any
coindexed nominals. The Linking Rule and the Case Compatibility Rule
describe these dependencies.

2.4. The Functions of Nominals in Warlpiri Sentences. In the preceding
sections, I have argued that nominals in Warlpiri sentences are not in and of
themselves verbal arguments, but serve other syntactic functions. In this
section, I will comment briefly on these functions.

Constituents of utterances that are neither a verb nor a verbal argument,
nor sentence-defining (INFL or AUX), may be classified as either adsenten-
tial or adargumental. Adsentential constituents in Warlpiri sentences include
those nominals governed by SECONDARY L-case particles; these
constructions are primarily locative and directional in meaning, and have
syntactic functions corresponding to those of prepositional phrases across
languages. Adargumental constituents in Warlpiri include nominals with
ERG, ABS, or DAT L-cases—the PRIMARY L-cases, compatible with
the G-cases. These primary L-case particles are meaningful, just as the
secondary L-case particles are; they serve to identify which clitic the nominal
may be coindexed with, and since these correspondences vary with verb type,
these L-cases reflect 6-roles more specifically than the clitic verbal arguments
do: they specify whether the subject is agent or experiencer, and whether the
object is patient or goal. Compare the following:

(51 Ngarrka-@ ka-ZERO-nyanu nya-nyi
man-ABS PRES-3sgNOM-REFL see-NONPAST

He sees himself, (as) a man.

(52) Ngarrka-ngku ka-ZERO-nyanu nya-nyi
man-ERG PRES-3sgNOM-REFL see-NONPAST
The man sees himself. (Hale, 1983, p. 43)

In this minimal pair, the contrast lies in the case marking of the nominal
ngarrka, ‘man’. In (51), the nominal has ABS case, and is coindexed with
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the ACC reflexive clitic, nyanu; in (52), the nominal has ERG case, and is
coindexed with the NOM clitic (third person sg ZERO). In (51), the optional
nominal gives more information on the ‘internal’ argument, the object;
in (52) the nominal gives more information on the ‘external’ argument,
the subject.

The semantic contrast is an interesting one, as shown in the following
pair of sentences, where a second nominal has been added to each, with
contrasting L-case marking:

(53) Kurdu-ngku ka-ZERO-nyanu ngarrka-0)
child-ERG PRES-3sgNOM-REFL man-ABS
nya-nyi

see-NONPAST

He, the child, sees himself, (as) a man.

(54) Kurdu-§ ka-ZERO-nyanu ngarrka-ngku
child-ABS PRES-3sgNOM-REFL man-ERG
nya-nyi
see-NONPAST

He, the man, sees himself, (as) a child. (Hale)

Further evidence on the semantic correlates of L-case marking can be seen
in the fact that ERG case marking is homophonous with or identical to
INSTRUMENTAL case, and as we have seen, BENEFACTIVE and
DATIVE are the same.

In the ‘double dative’ example above (50b) we saw how a change in the
case marking of the object clitic from ACC to DAT results in a semantic
contrast — from achieved to failed object or goal, a change also marked on
the optional nominal. Blake (1977) lists similar phenomena elsewhere in
Australia. For example, the subject of a transitive sentence may be coin-
dexed with a nominal that is not marked ERG if the action on the patient
is not fully carried out or realized : imperfective aspect, imperatives, irrealis,
or negative constructions. Or a nominal may not be marked ERG if the
construction is about the ability to do something, rather than some actual
transitive action. Similar limitations on the distribution of ERGATIVE case
marking are present in many languages: Basque, Georgian, Indic, Samoan
(Blake, 1977, p. 16). In Alawa hunting narratives, the nominal referring to
the animal being sought is DAT until it or its tracks are sighted ; after that it is
marked objective. Mallinson and Blake (1982) report that as in Warlpiri,
ERG case is often coincidental with instrumental case in Australian
languages; or ERG may be the same as a locative case. (Compare a pre-
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position such as by.) They note also that in Eskimo, ERG case coincides with
the possessive.

It is of interest that the adsentential and adargumental functions of
nominals in Warlpiri parallel the two syntactic functions of adjoined clauses
in the language, as identified by Hale (1976). Adjoined clauses in Warlpiri
are undifferentiated between these functions and are ambiguous if there is an
anaphoric link between referential elements in the main and subordinate
clauses.

(55) ngajulu-rlu #-rna-ZERO yankirri-@
I-ERG PAST-1sgNOM-3sgACC emu-ABS
pantu-rnu  kuja-1pa ngapa-y nga-rnu

spear-PAST COMP-PAST water-ABS drink-PAST

I speared the emu which was/while it was drinking water.
(Hale, 1976, p. 76)

If no anaphoric link between referential elements in the main and adjoined
clauses is present, then the adjoined clause must be adsentential (temporal).
Adjoined clauses, like nominals, are optional additions to the main clause,
but nominals are syntactically integrated into the main clause, like relative
clauses. The point is that nominals, like adjoined clauses, serve to add more
information either to a verbal argument or to the predicate itself.!®

16 1 will not address here the question of PRO in non-finite sentences in Warlpiri, since I lack
the necessary information on person marking in infinitival clauses. There are restrictions on
word order in infinitival clauses, and this plus the absence of an AUX constituent suggests
that their argument structure is quite distinct from that of main clauses. The following examples
are from Simpson and Bresnan (1983, pp. 51-53) who discuss control and obviation in Warlpiri:

(i) Ngarrka-ngku ka purlapa yunpa-rni,
man-ERG PRES corroboree-ABS sing-NPST
[karli jarnti-rninja-karra-rlu]
boomerang-ABS trim-INF-COMP-ERG

The man is singing a corroboree, while trimming a boomerang.

(ii) Kurdu-ngku ka karnta nya-nyi, [ngurlu yurrpa-rninja-kurra)
child-ERG PRES woman-ABS see-NPST seed-ABS grind-INF-COMP
The child sees the woman grind mulga seed.

In these examples, karra shows that the main clause subject is the controller of the subject of the
non-finite clause, while kurra shows that the main clause object is the controller of the subject
of the non-finite clause. kurra in Warlpiri is the ALLATIVE (‘to, toward’, etc.) case particle.
In example (59) below we see kurra followed by ERG case in a main clause nominal adjunct.
It appears that infinitival clauses in Warlpiri are (complex) nominals that are adjuncts to verbal
arguments in AUX in the main clause, and are introduced by a case particle/postposition.
Karra and kurra, like other L-case particles, show which clitic argument (in the main clause)
the complex nominal is an adjunct to.
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The following is an example of a sentence with Secondary L-case
nominals:

(56) Ngarrka-patu-0 ka-lu karti-ngka
man-plural-ABS PRES-3pl NOM cards-LOC

manyu-karri-mi karru-ngka.
play-NONPAST creek-LOC

The men are playing (at) cards in the creekbed.
(Nash, 1980, p. 203)

It is also possible for a nominal with Secondary L-case to receive addi-
tional, Primary L-case. The following example is adapted from Simpson and
Bresnan (1983, p. 57):

57 Ngarrka-ngku ka-ZERO-ZERO
man-ERG PRES-35sgNOM-35sgACC

jarnti-rni karli-@ ngurra-ngka-rlu.
trim-NONPAST boomerang-ABS camp-LOC-ERG

The man is trimming the boomerang in camp. (?The man in
camp is trimming the boomerang.)

The double-case-marked CPP in (57) has the following structure:

5 =N
NOM Cp
-rlu
ERG
ngurra -ngka
camp Loc

The ERG case-marking in (57) shows that this complex CPP is adjoined to

Simpson and Bresnan take these control phenomena as motivation for an independent level
of representation in Warlpiri grammar, functional structure, where grammatical relations are
marked, since main clause constituent structure does not reflect grammatical relations. I am
claiming here that there is a straightforward surface representation of grammatical relations in
Warlpiri main clauses, in the AUX pronominal clitics, that mark NOM/ACC/DAT case; and
that any sentence without a surface representation of grammatical relations would be un-
interpretable.
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the NOM subject of the sentence. Ngarrka-ngku and ngurra-ngka-riu
constitute a discontinuous nominal adjunct.
The following is another example of double case marking on a CPP:

(59) kurdu-ngku §-ZERO-ZERO maliki-@
child-ERG PAST-3sgNOM-3sgACC dog-ABS

ngurra-kurra [-rlu] wajirli-pu-ngu.
camp-ALLATIVE [-ERG] chase-PAST

The child chased the dog (all the way) to camp.
(Nash, 1980, p. 227)

Nash comments that if the ERG marking is present on the locative expression
in this example, it indicates that the boy as well as the dog is approaching the
camp; without the ERG case following the ALLATIVE case, no information
on the motion or position of the referent of the subject argument is given.
Examples such as these show clearly that CPPs marked ERG are adjuncts
to verbal arguments, not arguments themselves.

While Primary L-case marked nominals must be coindexed with a clitic
verbal argument, nominals with only Secondary L-case cannot be. Primary
L-case nominals are thus linked with an element bearing a 6-role assigned
by the verb, and Secondary (only) L-case nominals are not; they cannot be
associated, via a verbal argument, to some variable in the dictionary de-
finition of the verb. Secondary L-case marked nominals receive their 6-roles
from their case particles/postpositons, and the semantic notions that they
contribute to the meaning of the sentence are sentential in scope.

3. W-TYPENON-CONFIGURATIONAL LANGUAGES

In the preceding section I provided some evidence for analyzing Warlpiri as a
language in which the Verb-AUX complex constitutes a complete finite
sentence; a verb and its arguments. I have proposed that the central feature of
Warlpiri grammar is the presence of these AUX clitics which are obligatorily
present and act as verbal arguments. The phonologically null third person
singular arguments are not instances of empty categories; they are fully
realized pronominal elements. Nominls, as opposed to the AUX clitics,
are optional, and may be ‘missing’, ‘extra’, or simply fail to be coindexed with
a LS argument position, if they bear a secondary L-case. I will call languages
with these features W-type non-configurational languages. If a language
has AUX clitic pronouns that (in finite clauses) always mark all verbal
arguments, and that cooccur with optional nominals, it is a W-type non-
configurational language.
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The AUX clitics have a fixed order; furthermore, AUX itself has a fixed
position in the clause —the only constituent of the Warlpiri finite clause
that does so. The following rough PS rule may be added to those Hale
(1983) proposes for Warlpiri:

(60)  AUX—TENSE/ (cliticyom) / (cliticyce Y\ (cliticpar)
ASPECT/

MODALITY cliticpar

In finite clauses in a W-type language, nominals and the clitic verbal argu-
ments never fall together syntactically. This is the distinctive attribute
of W-type non-configurational languages: the co-occurrence of two sets
of referential elements, clitics and nominals, that have distinct syntactic
functions.

Advantages of this analysis of Warlpiri are as follows:

(61) a. The Projection Principle (that is, the projection of lexical

structure onto phrase structure) need not be abandoned.

b. We can say that any elements in PS that mark SUBJECT and
OBIJECT are marking NOM and ACC case.

c. We can explain the fact that independent pronouns in W-type
languages, as in a ‘pro-drop’ language, are used for emphasis.

d. We can account for the fact that nominals are optional, and
define the functions of nominals in sentences, which are quite
distinct from the functions of verbal arguments.

In this section, I suggest further support for this analysis that may be gained
from comparing Warlpiri with other W-type non-configurational languages.

If all W-type languages occurred within a single language family, they
could be considered a single instance, the descendants of a common ancestor;
or if they all occurred in a single area, we might attribute the common
features to areal diffusion. This is not the case. There are W-type languages
in unrelated language families, at great geographical distances. Lummi and
Klallam, Coast Salish languages of the American Northwest, share the
following traits with Warlpiri (Jelinek and Demers, 1982, 1983; Demers
and Jelinek, 1982):

(62) W-type features:

a. A predicate-AUX complex that constitutes a finite sentence, a
verb and its arguments.

b. Optional, non-argumental nominals.

c. A case split; that is, different systems of case-marking on clitics
vs. nominals.
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d. Independent pronouns (or nominal expressions that mark
person) that are used for contrastive emphasis.

e. ZERO third person marking, with a consequent lack of pleona-
stic subjects.

f. Adjoined clauses with either a temporal or a relative inter-
pretation.

This list of shared features is certainly beyond any chance association,
and validates the definition of the type.!” Of the features listed in (62),
I consider only the first two to be definitional ; the rest are associated optional
features that the definition provides for, but does not require.

The Uto-Aztecan language Papago is an example of a W-type language
that has split case (that is, separate systems of case-marking on clitics vs.
nominals) but does not mark ERG/ABS case. Papago has a second position
AUX clitic sequence (Hale, 1973; Zepeda, 1983). The subject is marked in
AUX, while the object is marked in a verbal prefix. Therefore, the Verb
AUX is a complete sentence, nominals are optional, and word order (except
for AUX) is free. Nominals (including independent pronouns) have no
G-case, and only Secondary L-case (LOC, POSS, etc.).

(63) a. ceoj "o %a:ii fi-ceggia.

boy 3INOM Isg 1sgACC-fight
The boy is/was fighting me. (Zepeda, 1983, p. 35)

In (63 a),”0 in AUX is the third person NOM subject clitic (number is
unmarked in the third person here);”a:fii is an independent first person
singular pronoun that is unmarked for case; and #i- is the first person
singular ACC prefix. Any word order is possible, provided AUX remains in
second position.

63) b. "A:ii % fi-ceggia g  ceoj
Isg  3:NOM 1sgACC-fight DET boy

c. fi-ceggia %0 ’a:iig  ceoj
1sgACC-fight 3:NOM 1sg DET boy

(A determiner is required if ceoj is not sentence initial.)

!7 See Kinkade (1983) for an insightful presentation of the non-argumental role of nominal
adjunctsin Salish. Kinkade suggests that prior to English language influence, transitive sentences
in Salish generally permitted only one nominal adjunct. This is comparable to the restriction
found in many languages against adjoining more than one topic to a sentence. In Salish, the
predicate-clitic complex constitutes a complete sentence.
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The following example shows the second person independent and clitic
pronouns:

(64) ’A:pi 70 m-cendad g  Klisti:na
2sg  3:NOM 2sgACC-kiss DET Christina

Christina is/was kissing you.

The following examples will show that the Verb-AUX elements mark
NOM/ACC case, and the adjoined free pronouns do not mark G-case at
all; there is no agreement in case between clitic pronominals and adjoined
optional nominals, just as in Warlpiri.

(65) a. "a:i ai m-neid %a:pi
Isg  1sgNOM 25gACC-see 2sg

I am/was looking at you.

b. ?a:pi ap fi-neid %a i

2sg  2sgNOM 1sgACC-see Isg

You are/were looking at me. (Zepeda, p.c.)

There are no case compatibility rules in Papago, since ERG/ABS case is
not present. Papago differs from a configurational language where pronouns
show NOM/ACC case in a crucial respect : the fact that nominals (including
free pronouns) cooccur with the obligatory clitics, and are therefore optional.

To summarize: W-type languages may have a split case system, as in
Warlpiri, Lummi, and Papago, where the case marking systems of AUX
clitics and nominals are distinct. There are also W-type languages where
clitics and nominals share the same case-marking; in Basque, both sets of
referential elements have ERG/ABS case, and in Cupeiio, a Uto-Aztecan
language, both have NOM/ACC marking. However, both Basque and
Cupeiio, like other W-type languages, treat the grammatical relations of
subject and object alike in assigning them to bound pronominals, and thus
have optional cooccurring nominals with no fixed order.!®

4. ‘ERGATIVE SPLITS’ EXPLAINED

In the previous section, we have seen that split case is a possible, but not a
necessary feature of W-type languages. The necessary feature is the presence
of cooccurring sets of referential elements with distinct syntactic functions

18 1 thank Jane Hill for information on Cupeiio.
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(clitic pronouns and nominals); this split in syntactic function provides for,
but does not require, split case-in particular what has been called an
‘ergative split’. Ergative splits are widespread in Australia, Asia, and the
Americas (Dixon, 1979). Previous attempts at an explanation for these
splits have been semantically oriented, and there is considerable current
dispute over this question. The different syntactic functions of G- and L-case
marking in some W-type languages identified here suggests a syntactic
explanation for ergative splits. I will summarize briefly the semantically
based accounts of ergative splits and the criticisms that have been brought
against them, and then comment further on the connection between ergative
splits and non-configurationality.

Silverstein (1976) surveyed a wide variety of systems of ranking of re-
ferential elements across languages, and concluded that all were consistent
with the following hierarchy of features:

(66) 1 > 2> 3 > proper > human > animate > inanimate

(First and second person often fall together, or 2 may outrank 1.) Silverstein
proposed that this ranking follows from the speaker’s and hearer’s ex-
pectations as to agency. Ergative split occurs because first and second
persons are more often agents, and receive NOM case marking - the
“unmarked” case; while nominals are more likely to be patients and receive
ABS case marking - the “‘unmarked” case in an ERG/ABS system. In
such splits, third person may side either with first and second person or
with nominals in case marking in a particular language. In ‘ergative split’
languages, a referential item is-marked ACC when it is in the atypical role,
the patient, and an item is marked ERG when it is in the atypical function of
agent. (See Dixon, 1979, for a discussion of Silverstein’s views on this
question.)

More recently, Mallinson and Blake (1982) argue that the speech act
participants’ expectations as to agency are not the determining factor in
case splits of this kind; they cite Wierzbicka’s (1981) claims to the contrary,
based on text counts on the relationship between person and agency.
Mallinson and Blake add further counts, including some from Australian
Aboriginal texts, and conclude that these counts show no overwhelming
proportion of 1 agents or 2 agents. They propose that the factor underlying
ergative splits is not the likelihood of agency but topic-worthiness:

We want to point out that accusative languages take the agent of a transitive verb to be the
normal filler of the topic position but that this is not universal, however natural it might seem to
English speakers. Ergative languages take the patient to be the normal filler of the topic posi-
tion. . . . We reviewed various attempts to explain the incomplete spread of A and O marking
across the spectrum. Silverstein saw the distribution as reflecting the propensity of a participant
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to be agent or patient, ‘good’ agents tended to lack A marking, ‘good’ patients tended to lack
O marking. . . . we suggested that the gross distribution of marking in this area also reflected
topicality. In accusative languages the nominative, typically unmarked, is the prime topic
position. In ergative languages the absolutive, almost always unmarked, is the prime topic
position. The accusative and ergative mark secondary topic positions. (Mallinson and Blake,
1982, pp. 114-115.)

Mallinson and Blake suggest, then, that where ergative splits occur it is
because the higher ranked elements (first, second, and sometimes third
person pronominal) have a tendency to be topicalized as agents, while
lower ranked elements (nominals and sometimes third person pronominal)
tend to be topicalized as patients. This seems to lead us back to the feature
of agency as the underlying factor in ergative splits, and suggests a very
different kind of ergative split, unattested as far as I know:

(67) a. I hit the boy (where agent is topic)
NOM ACC
b. I hit the boy (where patient is topic)
ERG ABS

There is clear evidence that some languages rank NPs with regard to
animacy, agency, or volition; see for example the discussion in Witherspoon
(1977) and in Hale, Jeanne and Platero (1977) for a NP hierarchy in Navajo.
However, a split in case marking between clitic pronouns on the one hand and
nominals on the other is quite different. Mallinson and Blake’s proposal
leaves unexplained the following facts about W-type languages:

(68) a. The fact that NOM/ACC bound pronouns of any person
cooccur with and are coindexed with any nominal of com-
patible case marking, despite their differences in rank.

b. The fact that bound and independent pronouns mark the same
semantic features of person and number, and thus should match
in rank; yet the former may (in some ‘ergative split’ languages,
including Warlpiri) have NOM/ACC case, while the latter have
ERG/ABS case. ~

Comrie (1981) isolates many of the semantic factors involved in animacy
hierarchies and concludes, regarding topic-worthiness:

.. . [W]hat is the basis of topic-worthiness? The danger here is that of answering this question
circularly, by citing as the bases of topic-worthiness precisely those parameters which are
included in the animacy hierarchy. . .. Our conclusion then, is that the animacy hierarchy
cannot be reduced to any single parameter, but rather reflects a natural human interaction
among several parameters (1981, p. 192).

Comrie notes a particular problem in connection with the kind of ergative
split we have seen in W-type languages:



CONFIGURATIONALITY 69

[The animacy] hierarchy, even as established in purely linguistic terms, is not a single linear
parameter on which all individual noun phrases can be arranged. The pronoun/non-pronoun
opposition in fact cross-cuts the human/nonhuman or animate/inanimate opposition. (p. 188)

In short, Comrie finds that no single semantic feature can account for the
diversity seen in agent/topicality/animacy hierarchies; and that in particular
the kind of split in case marking that separates pronouns and non-pronouns
is puzzling in that it is orthogonal to the ranking of NPs by animacy or
agency. It is just this kind of ergative split that, as we have seen in Warlpiri,
has clear syntactic functions. Clitic pronouns are governed by the Verb-
AUX, and carry NOM/ACC/DAT G-case; nominals are governed by
their case particles/postpositions, and carry ERG/ABS/DAT (or other)
L-case. The distribution and function of these case systems are entirely
distinct.

A problem with the explanation for ergative splits advanced here is that
they are not uniform; some languages have third person clitic pronouns that
mark ERG/ABS case. Since languages with ERG/ABS third person clitics
often are related historically to languages with full splits between clitics
and nominals, I suggest that there is a historical instability in split case
systems because of the following factors: a) third person clitics, unlike first
and second person (that are uniquely referential in context) often cooccur
with some nominal that aids in reference ; and b) third person AUX elements
are often phonologically null. These factors set the stage for the emergence
of overt third person clitics that match nominals in ERG/ABS case. In
Australian languages, such ERG/ABS clitics are often clearly related to
determiners and demonstratives. It is highly significant that, as Dixon (1979)
notes, there are no splits between free pronouns and clitic pronouns where
the former have NOM/ACC case and the latter have ERG/ABS case. And,
Mallinson and Blake (1982) point out that there is no language known to
have ERG/ABS case marking on bound person marking elements and
NOM/ACC marking on nominals; we should expect these types of ‘ergative
split’ to be excluded if splits originate from a system in which the syntactic
functions of clitic pronouns as verbal arguments having grammatical case
are distinct from the syntactic functions (adsentential and adargumental)
of nominals with L-case.

According to data given in Blake (1977) we may generalize as follows with
reference to case systems in Australia:

(69) Case Marking in Australian Languages: ;

a. There are a few languages with only NOM/ACC marking and
no clitic pronouns.

b. There are a few languages with only ERG/ABS marking and
no clitic pronouns.
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c. The great majority of Australian languages have an ergative
split and clitic pronouns. The most common pattern is NOM/
ACC on both clitic pronouns and independent pronouns, and
ERG/ABS on nominals.

d. There is a smaller group with no clitic pronouns and an ergative
split, with NOM/ACC on independent pronouns and ERG/ABS
marking on nominals.

e. There is a residual group of languages, mostly non-Pama-
Nyungan, that have NOM/ACC or three-way marking on clitic
pronouns, and no case marking at all on nominals.

Groups (a) and (b) are clearly not W-type languages; nominals are verbal
arguments. Groups (a) through (d) are related; I have no information on
the evidence for the direction of historical change.!® Group (c) is the pre-
dominant W-type, and includes Warlpiri, which is atypical in having
ERG/ABS case on independent pronouns. (The case of free pronouns is
irrelevant, when they occur only for emphasis along with the clitics, and
do not serve as verbal arguments.) Members of group (d) may also be
W-type, with only independent pronouns serving as verbal arguments, if
an analysis of ZERO third person pronouns co-occurring with nominals
can be justified (for example, if a verb alone is unambiguously interpreted
as having third person arguments). It is possible that group (e) is also W-type,
like Papago, since the crucial feature of W-type languages is that nominals
are not verbal arguments, and therefore need not carry grammatical case.
Mallison and Blake (1982) identify the following languages as having
NOM/ACC marking on bound person markers and no case marking on
nominals: the Bantu languages and other Niger-Congo groups; Ulithian
(Micronesian); Iai and Lenakel (Melanesian), and Nahuatl (Uto-Aztecan) as
well as the northern Australian languages mentioned above. They add:
We could recognize a sub-type in which the free pronouns operate in an accusative paradigm.
This sub-type would include the Celtic languages and some Chadic languages such as Hausa.
(p. 71)
They note also that Tongan (Polynesian) resembles Dyirbal and other
Australian languages in having no bound person markers and an ergative
split (group (d)) above.

!9 Dixon (1979), citing Hale (1973) reconstructs the following historical development for
Warlpiri:
a. Ergative split: Pronouns NOM/ACC, Nominals ERG/ABS.
b. The development of clitic pronominals with NOM/ACC case; free pronouns
become optional.
c. The ERG/ABS case marking on nominals is generalized onto the independent
pronouns.



CONFIGURATIONALITY 71

The predominant pattern involves the crucial features seen in the W-type:
bound person markers with NOM/ACC case, and cooccurring nominals
without G-case. It is important also that there are apparently no counter-
cases; no languages with ERG/ABS case marking on clitics and NOM/ACC
(the grammatical cases) on nominals or free pronouns. This distribution
of case marking systems across languages appears to lend support to the
interpretation of ergative splits suggested here, and to the view that NOM/
ACC are G-cases, while ERG/ABS, in these languages, tend to be L-cases.

5. A REVISED CONFIGURATIONALITY PARAMETER

I do not intend to claim that all non-configurational languages resemble
Warlpiri in having obligatory clitic verbal arguments that are distinct
from non-argumental nominals; there may be other sources of non-con-
figurationality. Hale (1983), Kitagawa (1983) and Farmer (1983) argue that
Japanese is non-configurational, while Saito and Hoji (1983) argue that
it is not. I will not attempt to resolve this issue here.

Japanese differs sharply from W-type languages in having no clitic
pronouns; in fact, there is no person marking in INFL at all in Japanese.
The nominals that correspond to independent pronouns in Japanese lack
some of the syntactic properties of pronouns in configurational languages.
(See Kitagawa, 1979, 1982). '

Japanese appears to resemble W-type languages in the optionality of
nominals and their relatively free word order. In general, Japanese nominals
do not have fixed positions in the clause corresponding to their grammatical
functions. Japanese nominals have case particles/postpositions that mark
grammatical relations (-ga NOM, -0 ACC, -ni DAT). These nominals may
be absent, and there are no person markers that make them recoverable.
Therefore, there is no surface expression of grammatical relations, and an
apparent failure of the Projection Principle. The problem, then, is to account
for these missing nominals.

So far we have identified two quite different factors resulting in ‘““missing”
nominals;

(70) a. Nominals that are recoverable because of certain syntactic
principles and processes: NP movement, control, etc. These
principles and processes are represented at surface structure
by ECS.

b. Nominals that do not serve as verbal arguments and are optional
adjuncts.

Japanese sentences may lack nominals for reasons other than those given in



72 ELIOSE JELINEK

(70). Speakers of Japanese exploit discourse relations between sentences and
contextual factors to omit nominals that are readily recoverable in context —
‘discourse topics’. The verb complex alone may constitute a complete
utterance, or any or all of the nominals carrying grammatical relations may
be present. The following example, consisting of the finite verb, is acceptable
in discourse: ‘

71) Tabe-ta.
eat-PAST

‘(Jate ().

In context, the hearer is able to make inferences about the referents of the
missing nominals; he knows what matters are under discussion. Kitagawa
(personal communication) likens the pragmatic strategies used in identifying
the unspecified arguments of Japanese sentences to those that English
speakers use in interpreting postcards and telegrams. The first strategy
is to assume that the missing argument corresponds to the speaker, next
the hearer, and last some third person, if the context makes earlier con-
jectures unlikely.

The missing nominals in (71) are not recoverable by virtue of syntactic
principles and processes, as in the empty categories (PRO, pro, trace, and
variable) defined in Chomsky (1982). Neither are they instances of a phono-
logically null pronoun, as in the case of the Warlpiri ZERO third person
singular. In the case of empty categories, an NP is ‘missing’ under syntactic
conditions (agreement, binding or control) that permit the hearer to restore
the absent element without ambiguity. In the case of a ZERO pronoun,
there is nothing missing and no ambiguity. But a Japanese sentence like (71)
is ambiguous. It is not a case of underdetermined reference, as with a third
person pronominal; a uniquely referential (speech act participant) first or
second person may be the speaker’s intended referent. Hearing (71) it is
possible for the hearer to misunderstand, to mistake the speaker’s referential
intent, and the error in interpretation is an error of inference, not an error
of grammatical performance.?°

I conclude that an account of the missing nominals as in (71) is not a

20 Tabe-ta cannot be interpreted as being arbitrary or non-specific in reference. If the speaker
intends to convey

(i) Dareka-ga nanika-o tabe-ta
Somebody-NOM something-ACC eat-PAST

Somebody ate something.
the nominals dareka and nanika cannot be omitted. (Kitagawa, personal communication.)
Only nominals with specific reference in context can be omitted.
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part of sentence grammar, but of the (language particular) grammar of
discourse. It reflects a linguistic tradition in which sentence partials are more
acceptable in discourse than they are in some other speech communities.
Sentence partials must be well-formed; but as their interpretation depends
upon discourse factors, their grammar lies outside sentence grammar.
This kind of omission of nominals is completely unrelated to non-config-
urationality; Chinese, a configurational language, exhibits this same
feature.?!

In a configurational language, some nominals (objects) are properly
governed by the verb; nominals that are so governed form part of a consti-
tuent of which the verb is the head, the VP. Ina W-type language, all nominals
are governed by their case particles/prepositions; CPPs are sisters to the
verb under S. Japanese verbal arguments, like Warlpiri nominals, are
Case Particle Phrases; and Japanese resembles W-type languages in that
the order of these CPPs, when present, is relatively free. If Japanese is in
fact non-configurational, it represents a sub-type that shares these features
with W-type languages.

I have identified the following sources of free word order across languages:

(72) Nominals may lack fixed positions in the clause reflecting
grammatical relations if :
a. They have no grammatical relations.
b. Their case marking shows their grammatical relations.
c. Their presence or order reflects pragmatic factors.

Note that these factors influencing word order are not mutually exclusive.
Warlpiri shows (72a) and (72c); Japanese shows (72b) and (72c). In contrast,
Chinese permits nominals to be ‘dropped’ in context, according to pragmatic
factors; but the lack of case marking in Chinese makes it necessary for
nominals, when present, to appear in an order that reflects their grammatical
functions. The defining feature of configurationality is as follows:

(73) Configurationality Parameter (Extended):

a. In a configurational language, object nominals are properly
governed by the verb.

b. In a W-type non-configurational language, nominals are not
verbal arguments, but are optional adjuncts to the clitic pronouns
that serve as verbal arguments.

21 See discussion on this point in C. T. James Huang (1983). Huang classifies Chinese and
Japanese as ‘‘discourse oriented” languages, while English is a “‘sentence oriented”’ language.
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Whereas grammatical relations are defined configurationally in (73a),
there is no asymmetry between subject and object in (73b).

I have argued here that in non-configurational languages, as in all
languages, lexical structure is projected onto phrase structure. I have
accounted for the association between non-configurationality and ‘ergative
splits’ and have proposed a syntactic, rather than a semantic, explanation
for certain ‘splits’ as reflecting the distinct syntactic functions of clitics vs.
nominals in what have been termed ‘clitic doubling’ languages. I have
suggested that the explanation given here for the fact that nominals may be
‘missing’ in Warlpiri main clauses may be extended to account for ‘missing’
subjects in so-called ‘pro-drop’ languages.

All the languages under consideration here are agglutinative; that is,
more of the grammatical apparatus is morphologically constituted than in a
configurational language that places more of the burden on syntax. Not
all agglutinative languages are non-configurational, but the reverse inclusion
may hold. In a configurational language, one predicational item may be
directly governed by another, that is, nouns may be directly governed by a
verb. In a non-configurational language with less complex syntactic struc-
tures, nominals are governed by case particles and strung together with
verbs in ‘flatter’ syntactic structures. These flatter syntactic structures are
comparable to the kinds of adjoined sentences seen in logical form. Hale’s
work on Australian, Native American, and Asian languages led him to the
recognition of non-configurationality as a central feature in the grammar
of many of these languages, seemingly unrelated and widely scattered all
over the world.
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1.2

Sandoval, Merton and Eloise Jelinek (1989) The bi-construction and
pronominal arguments in Apachean. In Keren Rice and Ed Cook (eds)
Athapaskan Linguistics: Current Perspectives on a Language Family. Berlin:
Mouton. pp. 335-377

This paper explains the famous yi/bi alternation in Apachean languages, with a
focus on Jicarilla Apache. The paper argues that this alternation is not a passive,
but simply indicates an inverse relationship coded on the verb. This coding is
reflective of the PA status of the language. DPs in Apache are adjuncts and as
such are ordered by considerations other than grammatical relations (they are
ordered by an animacy hierarchy). The adjuncts are linked to the pronominal
argument via a set of linking principles. This article is important because it sets
out the first non-Australian application of the PAH.



The bi-Construction and Pronominal
Arguments in Apachean!
Merton Sandoval, Eloise Jelinek

O. Introduction

A conspicuous feature of Apachean syntax is the alternation
between the yi- and bi- verbal prefixes that appears in
sentences with all third person arguments, as in the following
examples from Navajo:

(1) *if dzaaneez yiztat
horse mule yi-kicked
‘The horse kicked the mule.'

(2) tii’ dzaaneez biztat
horse mule bi-kicked
"The horse got kicked by the mule.’

The bi- construction has been termed 'passive' or "passive-
like' because of the contrast in the interpretation of sentences
with yi-/bi-, as the gloss for (2) is intended to suggest.
Previous writers on this topic have described the bi- prefix as
marking a change in the grammatical relations of the nominals
in the sentence, resulting in a "Subject-Object” inversion.

(3) Subject Object yi-verb
' Object Subject bi-verb

Perkins, in her 1978 dissertation, extended the analysis so as
to include sentences with indirect objects, and claimed that the
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grammatical relations of nominals are altered as follows in the
ditransitive bi-construction.

(4) Subject Indirect Object Object yi-Verb
Indirect Object Subject Object bi-Verb

The yi-/bi- alternation plays a crucial role in the interesting
"NP hierarchy", as described by Hale (1973), Creamer (1974)
and Witherspoon (1977). Apachean nominals are ranked
according to animacy/ volition/ cognitive ability, so that a
sentence such as

(5) ?? 4i{ hastiin yiztat
horse man yi-kicked
?? 'The horse kicked the man.’

is culturally "odd" and not employed, since it carries the
implication that the horse has more volition and intelligence
than the man. If the horse is understood as a supernatural
being, with greater than human powers, then the sentence is
acceptable; this fact demonstrates that the sentence is not
ungrammatical, but pragmatically unacceptable. (See
discussion in Hale, et al., 1977.) To describe a state of affairs
in which a man gets kicked by an ordinary horse, the bi-
construction is employed.

(6) hastiin 4if biztat
man horse bi-kicked
"The man got kicked by the horse.’

It should be emphasized here that the yi-/bi- contrast is present
only in sentences with all third person arguments, and that a
sentence such as
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(7) tif shiztat
horse me-kicked
'The horse kicked me.’

is perfectly acceptable. In other words, first and second
person do not participate in the animacy hierarchy. Our focus
in this paper will not be the animacy hierarchy, which reflects
pragmatic factors, but the syntax of the bi-construction itself,
and the rules of interpretation that apply, as shown by the
contrasting glosses in sentences 1) and 2).

Chomsky (1981, pp. 120-121) addresses the question of
whether the Navajo bi-construction should be termed a
passive:

'The question makes sense if 'passive’ is a natural class,
though it is unclear what the answer should be. The
question does not arise if we simply assume that languages
have various ways to avoid focusing the "logical subject” or
to avoid expressing one at all, while still observing the
syntactic requirement that a subject NP be present ... In
short, it is not obvious that the notion 'passive’ refers to a
unitary phenomenon, still less one than can serve as a
foundation stone or even guiding intuition for a theory of
syntax. It may be a useful descriptive category, and one can
imagine functional explanations for the prevalence of some
such device. But the range of phenomena that fall within
this category in some sense appear to be rather
heterogeneous in character.’

We will develop here an analysis of the bi-construction that
differs fundamentally from those previously proposed. Itis
clear that the Apachean bi-construction is a member of the
class of structures that, across languages, are employed to
avoid focusing the "logical subject” (the agent, in a transitive
sentence), as Chomsky notes in the passage cited. However,
we take exception here to Chomsky's implicit assumption that
there is in universal grammar a "syntactic requirement that a
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subject NP be present” (emphasis ours). Such an assumption
underlies the Extended Projection Principle (Chomsky 1982).

(8 a) The 6-marking properties of each lexical item must be

represented categorially at each syntactic level.
b) Every clause must have a subject.

The term "categorial” in (8a) refers to a syntactic category, and
means that unless there is a free lexical item (NP) to fill a
clausal argument position, an Empty Category (PRO, pro,
trace) is postulated in the Government and Binding
framework.

Compare the following Navajo sentences with their English
glosses:

(9 a) yiztat b) biztat
yi-kicked bikicked
He kicked him. He got kicked by him.

The translations given (9) show that English is a Lexical
Argument language, where independent lexical items (NPs)
serve as the clausal arguments. In contrast, in the Navajo
sentences in (9), all arguments are realized in the verbal
morphology; Navajo is a Pronominal Argument language.
The inflected verb alone can serve as a complete sentence.
"agreement” will be given in Section 1 below. Nominals in
these languages are optional adjuncts; there is no requirement
for the "categorial” representation of the subject, no VP node,
and no government of lexical objects.2 (See Jelinek 1985, for
a discussion of this typological parameter).

Our proposal is that in Apachean, NPs are never required
subject and object constituents, since nominals in themselves
cannot serve as verbal arguments.3 The person-marking
prefixes that appear in the Apachean inflectional morphology
are the clausal arguments, and satisfy the universal
requirement that all arguments be realized at the level of phrase
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structure if the clause is to be grammatical. Since Apachean
nominals are only adjuncts, they have no grammatical relations
independently of the pronominal element they are in adjunction
to. We assume, -on the basis of the interpretation of sentences,
that the pronominal argument and any nominal that may be an
adjunct to it form a complex constituent with the pronominal
as head (comparable to a relative clause and its head), at the
level of logical form or semantic structure. The pronominals
have case and ©-roles, as reflected in their relative order
(Indirect Object - Object - Subject - Verb; see Kari 1976 and
Young and Morgan 1980). If the person marking prefixes are
recognized as arguments, rather than agreement markers, then
the Projection Principle can be seen to apply to Apachean.
However, since the pronominal prefixes are always present, in
contrast to the optional adjuncts, there are no clause types in
Navajo and Apache with "missing" arguments, and no empty
categories need be invoked in their analysis. Questions
regarding the morphology/syntax boundary in universal
grammar need to be resolved here.

The analysis of the bi-construction given here will
incorporate the following:

a) The definition of the syntactic functions of nominals in
Apachean as ad-argumental adjuncts, not as independent
arguments (subjects and objects).

b) Specification of the coindexing rules that account for
differences in the coreference of pronominal arguments and
nominal adjuncts in the yi- vs. bi- constructions.

¢) Evidence that the yi-/bi- alternation involves a change in the
grammatical relations of the pronominal prefixes, such that
a pronominal argument with the 6-role of Patient or Goal
has the grammatical relation of SUBJECT in the bi-
construction.

d) Identification of the bi-construction as a transitive, inverse
construction, and therefore not a passive. Here we follow
the analysis presented by Willie (this volume).
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We will also show the role of the yi-/bi- contrast in
comparative and relational sentences, two interesting sentence
types in Apachean described in Sandoval (1984) in connection
with the syntactic functions of the bi-construction.

Preceding examples have been drawn from the literature on
the bi-construction, and are in Navajo. Example sentences in
the ensuing sections are in closely related Jicarilla Apache, the
first language of the first author, Sandoval, with the exception
of a few examples that are specifically identified as Navajo.

1. Person-marking prefixes as verbal arguments in Apachean

The elaborate inflectional morphology of the Athabaskan verb
has been extensively documented; however, there are few
exhaustive analyses of the complex phonological processes of
fusion and incorporation that occur. Hoijer (1945), Hale
(1972), Kari (1976) and Young and Morgan (1980) have
made remarkable contributions of this kind in the analysis of
Apachean. Our goal here is only to point out that there is
general agreement that the Apachean verb is inflected so as to
show a) the person and number of the subject of intransitive
verbs, as in

(10) na'ishkoh (11) nada'itkoh
IsS-swim 3plS-swim
T am swimming.' They are swimming.'

and b) the person and number of the subject and object of
transitive verbs, as in

(12) hish'{ (13) daanahaa'j
3sO-IsS-see 1plO-3plS-see
T see him/her/it.’ ‘They see us.'
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In examples (10-13), the inflected verb serves as a complete
sentence, a complete predicate/argument structure. In
Apachean sentences of this kind, a nominal is added to the
sentence only when additional predicational material is needed
to aid in reference.

(14) ch'ekéé na'itkoh (15) ch'ekéé daahish’j
girl(s) 3sS-swim girl(s) 3plO-IsS-see
'The girl is swimming." T see the girls.'

A contrast between singular, dual, and plural pronominal
subjects is present except in the third person. Where both
subject and object are third person, plural number may be
marked only once.

(16) yaaf (17) daayaa’
'He sees him.' 'He sees them';
'They see him'; or,
'They see them.'

Example (17) is multiply ambiguous with respect to number,
but both arguments are specified as third person. For details
see Sandoval (1984).

The syntax of double object constructions (ditransitives) is
more complex. The indirect object or goal argument is most
often a pronominal prefix on a postposition, as in

(18) maanéa
3-to IsS-gave [350]
T gave it to him.'

In (18), the postpositional phrase maa has a prefix m(i)- ( bi-)
that marks a third person pronominal goal argument.> The
verb -'a2 "to give a single, round solid object” has an
incorporated (3s) theme argument. In third person ditransitive
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forms, the inflected postposition and verb are often a single
phonological unit ("word").

(19) yadeinn'a
3-to-3plS-gave[3s0]
'They gave it to him.’

We turn now to a survey of the evidence that nominals are
adjuncts and not verbal arguments in Apachean. The
examples given earlier have shown that the inflected verb (or
verb-postpositional complex) is accepted as a complete
sentence. Now we want to argue against an analysis
involving multiple "pro-drop” or instances of other empty
categories.

In Apachean, as in the so-called "pro-drop” languages, there
are independent pronouns as well as the person-marking
pronominal inflections. But it is significant that these
independent pronouns occur only with a special function, that
of referential contrast, Compare:

(20) nfish’j (21) shi nifsh’j
250O-1sS-see I 2sO-IsS-see
T see you.' T'm the one that sees you' or

'T myself see you.'

(22) diniish’j
you 2sO-IsS-see
' see you' or "You're the one I see.’

Sentences with independent pronouns are marked
constructions in Apachean, with contrastive emphasis on an-
argument. Therefore, sentences with two mdependent
pronouns are odd or questionable:

(23) ?7shi di nifsh'j 'l see you.'
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Furthermore, because of this specialized use of the
independent pronouns in referential contrast, there are certain
verbs that exclude pronominal adjuncts:

(24 a) naagoikjj b) *'éi naagofkijj
3sS-rain that one 3sS-rain
It's raining.’

Another example of a stative verb that excludes an independent
pronoun is:

(25 a) ‘jjs'ah Tt's late (a long time has passed).’
b) 'is'ah "It will be long (a long time will pass).’

There are no pleonastic subjects in Apachean, since there is no
syntactic requirement for an NP subject. And since referential
contrast is impossible with impersonal verbs of the kind
exemplified in (24-25), independent pronouns do not occur.
These facts about the distribution of independent pronouns
suggest that the person-marking verbal inflection is not
"agreement”.

Nominals in Apachean (including independent pronouns)
are never case-marked; this is consistent with their non-
argumental status. Pronominal prefixes on the other hand are
always attached either to the verb or postposition that assigns
case. Neither postpositions nor verbs ever occur without
pronominal inflection, and the order of the prefixes in the
postposition-verb complex reflects case. Accusative case
precedes Nominative case (Examples 12-17) except where the
object argument is expressed in a semantic feature of the verb,
and order is not relevant (Examples 18,19). In these
examples, Dative or Oblique case is assigned by postpositions
that precede the verbal prefixes.

With rare exceptlons, the Apachean nominal does not show
number distinctions.6 In Jicarilla Apache, there appears to be
only one nominal that marks plural number:
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(26) tsjtkéé 'teen-aged boys or young men'

Thus "agreement” in number, or "government” in terms of
case assignment, does not appear to be relevant to the relation
between verbs and nouns in Apachean, and nominal
adjunction seems to be a plausible account of the relation.’
We have seen also that there are restrictions on the occurrence
of independent pronouns that are not consistent with their
being argumental in function. In sum, pronominal prefixes
are always present in accordance with the subcategorization of
the verb (with the sole exception of object incorporation (as
shown in Examples 18, 19). In contrast, lexical NPs are
optional and infrequent additions to the sentence. The
structure we propose for Apachean sentences with nominals is
as follows:

27) S-->(Nom)S

We do not label the structure including the adjoined nominal
S', since the nominal is not in COMP, nor is it a topic. There
are topic-like constructions in Jicarilla:

(28) ch'ekéé’j nada'itkoh
girl-DET / 3plS-swim
'The girls, they are swimming.'

29) ch'ekéé'aa nada'itkoh
girl-about / 3plS-swim
‘As for the girls, they are swimming.'

Optional pauses may appear after any nominal; in the topic-like
constructions shown in (28, 29) the pauses are longer.
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In Sandoval's work with text analysis, it has become clear
that nominals are added only when clarification is necessary,
or when new referents are introduced. The following is from
a recording of a narrative told by Mrs. Margarita Sandoval
(Sandoval 1983, p.1):

Gaat'igo nahd ‘'anlé naatni  daayiitni
When it is light for us you make possibly they said to him

ni
that's how it is told

Doo da daabiiini na
No-0-0-0 he told them that's how it is told

dooda daabiitninda daay6kaahgo  yanaada'itt'éigo
no even though he when they were when they repeat-
told them begging him  edly supplicated him

djj'fishdi  siligo
four imes when it became

'a00 biitni ni
yes he said to them that's how it is told

An analysis in terms of optional nominal adjunction and a
recognition of the non-argumental status of nominals will
make it possible to give a clear and straightforward account of
how the yi-/bi- alternation functions in Apachean. On this
analysis, we will not need to postulate PRO, pro or other
empty categories, in contrast to earlier treatments of the yi-/bi-
constructions in Navajo.
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In the next section we will see how particular verb types
permit different sets of nominal adjuncts.

2. Subcategorization of the verb
Jicarilla Apache verbs may be classified as follows:
(30) 1. Intransitive (1 argument)

Yé.@‘l’kl’h Vl
3sS-spoke

'He spoke.’

X

2. Transitive (2 arguments)

a) Yijittsa Vs
350-3sS-saw
'He saw him.'
X Y
b) Yich'jyaatkth V'y(V,+PP)
3-to 3sS-spoke
'He spoke to him.’
X Y

3. Ditransitive (3 arguments)

a) Sheidinntsi  V;
1510-3s0-3sS poked
'He poked it at me.'
X Y Z
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b) Ya'ayjjlaa V'3 (V,+PP)
3-for 3s0O-3sS-made
'He made it for him.'
X Y Z
c) Y4 yich'{ yaatkih V"3 (Vi +PP +PP)
3-for 3-to 3sS-spoke
'He spoke to him for him.'
X Y zZ

V' =V + Postposition; V" =V + 2 Postpositions

The number of adjuncts permitted depends on the verb type,
as shown in the subscript. We will now give examples
showing how nominal adjuncts can appear with each verb

2.1 Intransitive Verbs

Stative verbs and other intransitive verbs have only one
argument, and therefore permit only one nominal adjunct. The
following example shows an intransitive verb with one
nominal adjunct:

(31) Ch'ekéé na'itk¢h
girl 3sS-swim
Adjunct Sentence
'The girl swims' or The girl is swimming.'

In this example, the single nominal is co-referential with the
single verbal argument.
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2.2 Transitive verbs

2.2.1. There are two kinds of transitive verbs: simple and
complex. Examples of simple transitive verbs given earlier
(12 and 20) are repeated here:

(12) hish’j (20) niish'j
350-1sS-see 250-1sS-see
T see him/her/it.’ T see you.'

The following example shows a simple transitive verb with
two third person arguments, where the speaker has exercised
his option of adding nominals to both pronominal arguments:

(32) ‘ishkiyjj ch'ekéé yaa'{
boy girl 3s0-3sS-sees
"The boy sees the girl.'

Word order is significant in Apachean. In sentence (32), the
first NP is coindexed with the subject verbal argument, while
the second NP is coindexed with the object verbal argument.
The following example shows a different word order.

(33) Ch'ekéé 'ishkiyjj yaa'j
girl boy  3sO-3sS-sees
"The girl sees the boy.'

Examples (32) and (33) show that the order of the nominal
adjuncts is significant, as reflected in their coreferentiality with
the pronominal verbal arguments.

In the introductory section above, we noted that the yi-/bi-
alternation appears only in sentences with all third person
arguments, and involves a change to a "passive-like"
interpretation of the sentence. Example (34) below is the
Jicarilla equivalent of the Navajo sentence in (9) above
(Navajo ¢ corresponds to Apache k).
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(34 a) yizkat b) bizkat
yi-kicked bi-kicked
'He kicked him.’ 'He got kicked by him.’

We postpone discussion of the analysis of the bi- (mi-) prefix
until we have provided data on its distribution. The bi-prefix
involves a change in the coindexing of nominal adjuncts.
Compare (32) and (33) above with the following:

(35 a) 'ishkiyjj ch'ekéé maa‘j
boy girl  bi-sees
‘The boy is seen by the girl.’
b) Ch'ekéé 'ishkiyjj maa'
girl boy bi-sees
‘The girl is seen by the boy.'

Example (35a) corresponds to (32) with a change from yi- to
bi-. Example (35b) corresponds to (33) with the same change.
It is evident that the coindexing of the pronominal inflection
and the nominal adjuncts has been reversed. Since 'boy’ and
'gir]’ are of equal rank in the NP hierarchy, either the yi- or bi-
construction is acceptable in these examples.

Note that despite the passive (the best available) translations
given for (35a,b), these constructions are transitive. They
permit two nominal adjuncts, whereas intransitive sentences in
Apachean permit only one adjunct.8 In the English passive
construction, the argument with the thematic role of patient is
the Subject of the sentence, and the argument with the thematic
role of agent is oblique, introduced by the preposition by, as in
the translations given in (35). In the Apachean sentences,
neither nominal is marked oblique, but there has been a change
in the focus of the sentence, as happened in (34a,b) above,
where no nominal adjuncts were present. This change in
focus suggests that in the bi- construction, as in the English
passive, the argument with the thematic role of patient
becomes the Subject of the sentence.
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2.2.2 We define a complex transitive verb as consisting of an
intransitive verb and an adjoined postpositional phrase. An
example of a complex transitive verb is the following:

(36) ‘'ishkiyjj ch'ekéé yich'j yaatkih
boy girl  3-to 3sS-spoke
"The boy "spoke to" the girl.’ (advised or reprimanded
her)

Without the postpositional phrase yich’f, the verb yaatkih is
intransitive and permits only one nominal adjunct. We
classify yich'{yaatkih as a complex transitive verb, rather
than an intransitive verb with an oblique or indirect object,
since it behaves just like other transitive verbs with the yi-/bi-
alternation. Compare:

(37) ‘'ishkiyjj ch'ekéé maa’j
boy girl  bi-sees
'The boy is seen by the girl.'

(38) ‘ishkiyjj ch'ekéé bich'{ yaatkih
boy girl  bi-POST 3sS-spoke
'The boy was "spoken to" by the girl.'

We propose that only transitive constructions permit the yi-/bi-
alternation and that all postposition + verb constructions (V' or
V") are transitive. Compare also:

39) BillSam  yd'intkéh
3-(yi)-POST-3S-swam
'Bill swam to Sam.’
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(40) BillSam  mé4'intkéh
3-(bi)-POST-3S-swam
'Bill was "swam to" by Sam.'

The awkward English translation given for (40) is intended
to show that the (postpositional) argument with the thematic
role of goal is in focus or given prominence in this bi-
construction. It is thus roughly comparable to English
sentences like

(41 a) Bill was run over by Sam.
b) Bill was made fun of by Sam.

and other passive constructions that are related to transitive
sentences with a verb + preposition. Examples (36-40) show
that complex transitive verbs (V + postposition = V') in
Jicarilla permit two nominal adjuncts, just as simple transitive
verbs do. In these examples, the nominals are adjuncts to the
sentence, not under a PP node, as would be the case if the
construction were intransitive. Proof that this is the case may
be drawn from the fact that problems of constituency arise if
we assume that a nominal is under a PP node. Compare the
following:

(42 a) 'ishkiyjj ch'ekéé yidashi  yatki
boy girl  3-front-from 3sS-talk
"The boy is talking back to the girl.’
b) 'ishkiyjj chekéé bidash yark
boy girl
"The girl is talking back to the boy.'

Suppose we assume the following structures for these
examples:
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(42a") S
/I |\
NP PP' S
/ A S
ishkiyij NP PP V;
boy [ T
ch'ekéé | yatki
girl | 3sS-talk
yi-dashj
3-front-from

(42b") S
/I 1\
NP PP' S
/ Iy N
ishkiyji NP PP Vi
boy | b
ch'ekéé | yatki
girl | 3sS-talk
bi-dashj
3-front-from

In (42a") the NP 'girl' and the postpositional phrase are
dominated by the node PP'. By analogy, in (42b") the bi-
construction (glossed 'The girl is talking back to the boy’), the
NP 'boy' should be in the same constituent as the
postpositional phrase -- but these elements are not adjacent.
The postpositional phrase literally means 'in front of 3', and in
(42b", it is the girl who is talking 'in front of the boy.
Therefore, we propose the structure shown in (43):
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43) S
I\
NP NP S
/ | \
'ishkiyjj ch'ekéé V'
boy girl /\
PP Vi
/Iy
3s PP yatki
| / \ 3sS-talk
yi-/bi- NP P
|
da shj
front from

the boy 'talks back' to girl yi-/
the girl 'talks back' to boy bi-

We analyze the V' as a complex verb comparable to the
English expression 'talk back to'. The postposition and verb,
together, form a complex transitive verb, a single constituent,
and the yi-/bi- alternation functions with these complex verbs
just as it does with simple transitive verbs. In the structure
shown in (43), neither NP is under the PP node, and either
one may be coindexed with the subject verbal argument,
according to the yi-/bi- alternation.

In these examples, the complex verb yi-/bi- dashj yatki was
illustrated. If the postpositional phrase is not adjacent to the
verb, the construction is no longer a complex verb, but a verb
plus a locative postpositional phrase; then the meaning is
different and the yi-/bi- contrast serves a totally different
function, in an intransitive sentence:

(44 a) 'ishkiyjj yidashj ch'ekéé yatki
boy 'in the presence of" girl ~ 3sS-talk
'The girl is talking in the presence of the boy.'
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b) 'ishkiyjj bidashj ch'ekéé yatki
boy 'in the presence of' girl  3sS-talk
'The girl is talking in the presence of the boy.' (a
particular known boy)

For these sentences, the following structure is proposed:

(45) S
/] 0\
PP' NP S
Iy \
NP PPch'ekéé Vi
/ | girl \
"ishkiyjj yi-/bi- yatki
boy dashi 3sS-talk
'in the presence of 3'

Here the nominal ‘ishkiyjj('boy’) is ("Chomsky") adjoined to
the postpositional phrase yi-/bi-dashi, and there is no change
in the coindexing of nominals associated with the yi-/bi-
contrast. Instead, the contrast is 'in the presence of the boy'
vs. 'in the presence of the particular (known) boy'. For
further examples of this use of the yi-/bi- contrast, see
Sandoval (1984). Perkins (1978) mentions similar contrasts

in Navajo.
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2.3 Ditransitive verbs

Ditransitive verbs have three arguments and therefore permit
three nominal adjuncts. There are three subtypes: V3 (no
postpositions); V'3 (a transitive verb plus one postposition);
and V"3, (an intransitive verb plus two postpositions). All
show the yi-/bi- alternation on the first element of the verbal
complex (postposition or verb). The examples in (46) show a
V3 with all three possible nominal adjuncts present:

(46 a) didé 'ishkiyjj 'itkj' yeidinntsi
man boy gun 3s10-3sO-3sS-poked
"The man poked the gun at the boy.’
b) didé 'ishkiyjj 'itkij' meidinntsi
man boy gun  bi-poked
‘The man had the gun poked at him by the boy.'
(not neccessarily causative; "The man was poked at...")

Note that in the bi-construction the verbal argument with the
thematic-role of goal is in focus. The following examples
illustrate a V's:

(47 a) Bill Sam yd ‘ayjjlaa
3-for 3s0-3sS-made
'Bill made it for Sam.’
b) Bill Sam méd ‘ayjjlaa
3-for 3s0O-3sS-made
'Sam made it for Bill.' or
'Bill had it made for him by Sam.’

We could add a third nominal such as kjh ('house') to (47a) to
show what 'it' refers to:
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(49 a) Bill Sam y4 yichi ydatkih
3-for 3-to 3sS-spoke
'Bill spoke to Sam for X, or Bill spoke to X for Sam.'
b) Bill Sam md yichi ydatkih
bi-for 3-to  3sS-spoke
'Sam spoke to Bill for X, or Sam spoke to X for Bill.'

Sentences with a V"3 and three nominal adjuncts are very
difficult to process; there is too much ambiguity, for reasons
to be explained below.

In this section, we have given a classification of verb types
in Jicarilla, and presented the data on the occurrence of
nominal adjuncts with each verb type, and on the distribution
of the bi-prefix. In the next section we will state the
coindexing rules that account for the coreference between
verbal arguments and their adjuncts in the yi- and bi-
constructions, and make it possible to assign particular
interpretations to the sentences.

3. Coindexing rules and nominal adjunction

Our claim is that the bi-construction, like the English Passive,
involves an argument that does not have the thematic role of
agent (thatis, a patient, theme, goal, etc.) but does have
the grammatical relation of Subject. Therefore, we will need
to consider both the thematic roles and grammatical relations
of verbal arguments in this section, where we provide rules
that account for the different interpretation of sentences with
yi- vs. bi-. The rules are:
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(50) Adjunction Rule
A verb permits (a maximum of) as many nominal
adjuncts as it has arguments:
That is:
V; permits 1 NOM ADJT
Va, V'2 permit 2 NOM ADIT
V3, V'3, V"3 permit 3 NOM ADJT

The Coindexing Rules for Jicarilla nominal adjuncts in
simple (one clause) sentences are as follows:

(51) V; Coindexing Rule
Coindex the single NOM ADJT with the single verbal
argument.

An example of a V1 (intransitive) construction with a single
nominal adjunct is:

(52) Ch'ekéé ndees
girl  3sS-tall
"The girl is tall.’

The optional nominal must be coindexed with the single
verbal argument. This argument necessarily has the
grammatical relation of Subject, and its thematic role is
irrelevant. In (52), the pronominal argument is a theme; in
(14) above (translated "the girl is swimming"), the verbal
argument has the thematic role of agent. Other intransitive
subjects may be patients, experiencers, etc.

When we consider transitive constructions, where the yi-
/bi- alternation appears, the situation becomes more complex.
In the yi- construction, an argument with the thematic role of
agent is Subject; in the bi- construction, a non-agent argument
is Subject, as shown in example (34) above, repeated here.
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(34 a) yizkat b) bizkat
yi-kicked bi-kicked
'He kicked him.’ 'He got kicked by him.'

This contrast in the meaning of the sentences in (34) is
associated with a change in the coindexing rules for yi- vs. bi-
constructions.

Since nominal adjuncts are optional, a transitive verb may
have two, one, or no adjuncts. Coindexing is as follows:

(53) 1. V2 TwoNOM ADJT

a) Yi-construction
1. Coindex the first NOM ADIT with the pronominal

prefix that has the 6-role agent.
2. Coindex the second NOM ADIJT with the
pronominal prefix that has the ©-role patient.

b) Bi-construction
Reverse coindexing of the pronominal prefixes and
NOM ADJT

2. V3: One NOM ADIT

a) Yi-construction
Coindex the NOM ADIT with the pronominal prefix

that has the 6-role patient.

b) Bi-construction
Coindex the NOM ADIJT with the pronominal prefix

that has the ©-role agent.
An example of 2 V; with one nominal adjunct is as follows:
(54 a) ch'ekéé yaa'j

gil  350-3sS-see
'X sees the girl.'
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b) ch'ekéé maa'j
girl bi-see
'X is seen by the girl.'

Examples of a V, with two nominal adjuncts include (32)
through (35) above; a V', with two nominal adjuncts is
illustrated in (36, 38, 39, 40, and 42) above. Recall that in

'2, the object of the postposition has the 6-role patient, in a
transitive construction. This is in contrast to examples (44a,
b), intransitive constructions with a V1 and a postpositional
phrase, where the yi-/bi- contrast has a different function.

We turn now to the ditransitive constructions. The simplest
case is the V3, with no postpositional phrases. With all the
ditransitive constructions, ambiguities arise. We will begin
with the constructions where all three possible adjuncts are
present. :

(55) V3. Three NOM ADIT

a) Yi-construction
1. Coindex the first NOM ADIJT with the pronominal
prefix with the ©6-role agent.
2. Coindex the second NOM ADIT with the
pronominal prefix with the ©-role goal.
3. Coindex the third NOM ADJT with the pronominal
prefix with the ©-role theme.

b) Bi-construction
Reverse coindexing of (1) and (2); coindexing in (3)
remains unchanged.

Examples (46a, b) above show a V3 with three NOM ADJT.

When only two NOM ADIT to a V3 are present, ambiguities
arise, and pragmatic considerations are relevant to the
interpretation.
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(56 a) didé 'itkj' yeidinntsi
man gun 3s510-3sO-3sS-poked
'X poked the gun at the man.'
b) didé itk meidinntsi
man gun bi-poked
'The man poked the gun at X.'

Since guns are aimed at things and people are not, the ADJT
i#k1 is interpreted as an ADJT to the theme argument. If both
NOM ADIJT referred to human beings, the theme argument
would be interpreted as having no ADIJT, and the yi-/bi-
alternation would result in the same change in interpretation of
adjuncts to the agent and patient arguments that is shown in
(464, b).

When a single ADJT to a V3 is present, similar pragmatic
factors play a role.

(57 a) 'itkj' yeidinntsi
gun 3s10-3s0-3sS-pokeed
'X poked the gun at Y.
b) 'itkj' meidinntsi
gun  bi-poked
"Y had the gun poked at him by X.'

(58) a) didé yeidinntsi
man 3s10-3s0-3sS-poked
"X poked it at the man.'
b) didé meidinntsi
man bi-poked
"The man poked it at X.'

Examples of a V'3 construction with three nominal adjuncts are
as follows:
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(59) John Henry dibé yeinntkj
sheep 3-to-3sS-gave[3sO]
‘John gave Henry a sheep.'

(60) John Henry dibé meinntkj
sheep bi-gave[3s0]
‘John was given a sheep by Henry.'

The verb in examples (59, 60) refers to giving an animate
object. With the V'3, as with the V3, ambiguities arise when
less than three nominal adjuncts are present. Again, pragmatic
factors are relevant to the interpretations. If examples (59, 60)
had only one proper name and the NP dibé, the proper name
could be interpreted as coreferential with either the agent or the
goal, in either the yi- or the bi-construction. For pragmatic
reasons, dibé would be interpreted as coindexed with the
theme argument. If the only ADJT present is a proper name,
the same ambiguity is present, and the theme argument is
interpreted as having no adjunct. If only dibé is adjoined, the
agent and goal arguments are interpreted as without adjuncts,
again for pragmatic reasons. All these ambiguities follow
from the fact that the V'3 is a complete sentence, meaning '3
gave 3 to 3' and the NOM ADIT have no case marking. If all
three of the permitted adjuncts are present, there is no
ambiguity, as shown by the coindexing rules. If only one or
two ADIT are present, ambiguities are unavoidable, since any
ADIJT to the theme argument intervenes between any other
possible ADJT and the inflected verb. Thus, it is not the case
that a NOM ADIT immediately preceding the verb is
coindexed with either the agent or the patient argument
according to the yi-/bi- alternation, as we have seen with a Vy,
when only two arguments are present. These ambguities are
resolved in context.
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Now we can explain why a sentence witha V"3 (V1 + PP +
PP) has so many ambiguities with respect to coindexing the
optional adjuncts. These sentences have two arguments with

the ©-role goal.

(61) Y4 yich'jyaatkih
3-for 3-to 3-sSpoke
X spoke to Y for Z.'

This sentence has two postpositional arguments, and there is
no fixed order of the NOM ADIT that may be coindexed with
these arguments. Note that these ambiguities lend support to
the claim that nominals are not verbal arguments, but adjuncts
to them. There is no ambiguity with respect to the pronominal
arguments themselves, and sentences with so many nominal
adjuncts are rare or non-occurring in actual usage.

The coindexing rules given in this section have been stated
in terms of the thematic roles of the verbal arguments. Let us
consider now the question of the grammatical relations of these
arguments. We saw that for intransitives, as in (52) above,
the situation could not be simpler: the single argument of the

verb is necessarily the Subject, no matter what 6-role is

assigned to this argument by the verb.
With transitive verbs, the situation is more complicated.
Consider again the contrast seen in (34) above:

(34 a) yizkat 'He kicked him.'
b) bizkat 'He got kicked by him. (approximately)'

The verb kick' assigns two ©-roles, agent and patient. In the
yi- construction, as in the English translation, the agent is the
Subject and the patient is the Object; this is the link between 6-
role and grammatical relation that is always present in

transitive sentences in English. The translation given for the
bi- construction is meant to suggest that, like the English
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Passive, the bi- form puts the patient argument into the Subject
grammatical relation. Unlike the English Passive, the bi- form
is a transitive construction, with a second direct argument, as
shown by the fact that it can take two nominal adjuncts, like
any other transitive. This second direct argument cannot have
the grammatical relation of Object; it is a transitive agent with a
non-subject grammatical relation.
Further support for the claim that in the bi- construction, the

argument with the ©-role of patient/theme has the grammatical

relation of Subject can be drawn from a consideration of how
these sentences are used. In the Navajo examples (5,6)
above, we saw that in accordance with the NP hierarchy, the
bi- construction is employed when the patient argument is
higher on the animacy scale than the agent argument.

(5) ??1jj' hastiin yiztat (6) hastiin tjj' biztat
horse man yi-kicked man horse bi-kicked
?7The horse kicked the man.' The man got kicked by

the horse.'

The yi- form is fine when the agent is higher on the animacy
scale:

(62) hastiin tjj' yiztat
man horse yi-kicked
'The man kicked the horse.' (Navajo)

We can say that the animacy hierarchy requires that the
argument higher on the scale must be the Subject of the

sentence, no matter what its ©-role, agent or patient, may be.

There is no "Subject-Object” inversion; there is 6-role

inversion. The generalization is that the first nominal adjunct
is to be coindexed with the Subject argument, and the second
adjunct is to be coindexed with the other (non-subject)

argument, regardless of their ©-roles. With ditransitives, the



364 Sandoval & Jelinek

Subject argument has the 6-role goal in the bi-construction, as
shown in (60) above.

Recall that the typical Apachean sentence has at most one
adjunct; this means that most sentences have no subject
adjunct. This is in accord with the fact that subjects are
typically discourse topics and represent old information,
whereas other arguments provide new information. Adjuncts
are used when the speaker has reason to believe that the hearer
may not be sure who or what he is referring to.

It was mentioned above that the yi-/bi- contrast occurs only
when all the arguments are third person. In most of the
examples given here, we have picked arguments where the
nominals adjoined are of equal rank (‘boy' vs. 'girl’, 'Sam’
vs. Bill', etc.) so that both the yi- and bi- constructions are
culturally acceptable. But as we have seen, the yi- vs. bi-
constructions do not mean exactly the same, because of the

change in the 6-role assigned to the Subject. Compare:

(63) (X)Y)  yizkat
(64) (Y)X)  bizkat

Sentences (63) and (64) have the same truth conditions -- the
same event happened in the world -- but their use is different,
because of the change in the ©-role of the Subject. The bi-
construction seems "fancy", or needlessly indirect, when both
referents of the pronominal arguments are of the same rank,
and the bi-construction is not obligatory.

The bi-construction is the marked one. A situation in which
it seems natural to use the bi-construction would be as follows:
Suppose X killed Y. To the question 'What did X do? an
appropriate answer would be:

(65) (X)Y)yi-killed
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However, if the question is: "What happened to Y' a good
reply would be:

(66) ((Y) X) bi-killed

Therefore, the passive is often the ‘best available' translation
in English. We turn now to the analysis of the bi-prefix.

4. The bi-prefix as an object pronoun and inverse marker

The bi-prefix occurs with nouns to mark third person
possessive, as in

(67 a) bi-zhd4tr b) bi-dibé
his money his sheep

And the bi-prefix can appear on postpositions to mark a third
person postpositional object.

(68 a) bichi b) bd
to-3 for-3

Our proposal concerning the contrast seen in (34)

(34 a) yizkat 3 kicked 3
b) bizkat 3 gotkicked by 3

is that in (34a), there is a phonologically null (ZERO) third
person object pronoun, and in (34b) there is an overt third
person object pronoun, bi-, as seen in (67) and (68). The
presence of this overt third person object pronoun is the
marker of an inverse construction, as claimed by Willie (this
volume). This means that the direction of the action is not the
expected one; that the Subject of the transitive sentence is the
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patient, not the agent. Therefore, the inverse construction can
be used to state that the man (human) got kicked by the horse
(a less rational being). These constraints on the use of the yi-
/bi- alternation apply even when no nominals appear in the
sentence. That is, an observer cannot describe an event where
a horse kicks a man as (34a); it is necessary to say (34b). And
a listener out of the line of sight would learn either a) that a
less sentient being had kicked a being higher on the animacy
scale (not the identity of the particular beings involved in the
action described), or b) that the referent of the discourse topic
had been kicked. The use of the overt object pronoun bi-
signals that the Subject is a patient, and that the direction of the
action is upon, not from, the transitive subject. This explains
also why it is appropriate to reply with (34a) when asked
"What did X do?", and with (34b) when asked "What
happened to X?"

Since thematic roles are assigned according to the meaning
of the verb, they are quite variable. The agent who kicks is
not the same as the agent who sings, and the act of seeing is
even more different. All languages lump together a range of
thematic roles and assign them the same case as "prototypical”
agents and patients. Further discriminations among thematic
roles may be given special case treatment in particular
languages. In English, the two arguments of relational
sentences such as possessives and comparatives are marked
NOM/ACC just like the arguments of canonical transitives.

(69 a) Ihave them. b) That's him.
NOM ACC NOM ACC

(70 a) They exceed us in strength. b) He outran me.
NOM ACC NOM ACC

We turn now to a consideration of comparative and
relational sentences in Jicarilla, and demonstrate how the yi-
/bi- alternation operates in these sentence types to affect a
change in the thematic role (canonical agent and patient) of the
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Subject argument, enabling the speaker to place either
argument of the construction in focus as Subject.

5. Comparatives

The function of the yi-/bi- alternation in comparative sentences
was first described in Sandoval (1984). The comparative is a
transitive construction, a complex verb in which the yi-/bi
alternation serves to assign either an agent or a patient 6-role to
the SUBJECT. In the case of comparatives, there seems to be
only one postpositional phrase that is employed: yi-/bi-'aayée
('beyond', more than').

(71) Bill Sam yi'aayé ndees
yi-beyond 3sS-tall
Bill is taller than Sam.'

(72) Sam Bill bi'aayé ndees
bi-beyond 3sS-tall
'Bill is taller than Sam.'

The structure of comparatives, a V'2 with a postpositional
phrase and a stative verb, is illustrated below.
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(73) S
I\
NP NP S
A
Bill Sam V%
/ \
PP V;
I\
3 P ndees
| 3sS-tall
yi-/oi- ‘agyé
beyond

yi'aayé - ndees
to-be-taller-than
bi'aayé - ndees

Another example of a comparative complex verb is 2
possessive sentence with three NPs. Here, the bi-construction
serves, as elsewhere, to give some argument that does not

have the 6-role agent the grammatical relation of SUBJECT.

(74) Sam Bill zhddt yi'aayé neijai
money yi-beyond 3sS-has [3pl]
'Sam has more money than Bill.'

(75) Sam Bill zhd4t bi'aayé neijai
money bi-beyond 3sS-has [3pl]
‘Bill has more money than Sam.'
[zhddt, from Spanish 'real’]

This has the following structure:
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(76) S
VAR
NPNPNP S
/R
Sam Bill zhédr V4

money / \
PP V;
/\ \

3 'aayé neijai
yi-/bi beyond 3sS-has[3p1]

yi'aayé - neijai
to-have-more-X-than
bi'aayé - neijai

6. Relational Sentences

There is an interesting sentence type in Apachean where a
noun is combined with the copular verb nl/{to make a derived
transitive verb, V2. (There is no postpositional phrase in these
sentences, so we do not label them V';). The yi-/bi- contrast is
present, just as in any other transitive sentence.

(77) Sam Bill yiyi'j{-nlj
yi-son-3sS-is
'Sam is Bill's son (is-son-to).’

(78) Sam Bill biyi'jj-nlj
bi-son 3sS-is
'Bill is Sam's son (is-son-to).’

The sentence has the structure shown in the following tree:
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(79) S
A
NP NP S
/ | \
Sam Bill V;,
I
yi-/bi-NP-nlj
ylyi'jj-nlf
to-be-son-to
biyi'fj-nli

In these relational sentences, not just any NP can be
incorporated into the Va. It has to be a nominal that refers to
some relationship: kinship terms, and others like

(80) Bill Sam yidekéh - nlj
yi-friend 3sS-is
'Bill is Sam's friend.’

(81) Bill Sam yinant'4n - nlj
yi-leader  3sS-is
'Bill is Sam's leader.’

Nominals can also be incorporated into possessive
sentences like the one shown in the previous section.
Compare (72) above with the following, where the word order

is different, and the nominal zhdd+ has been 1ncorporated into
the V'3

(82) Bill Samyi'aayé zh44t - neijai
yi-beyond money 3sS-has [3plO]
'Bill has more money than Sam.’
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(83) Bill Sambi'aayé zh44f - neijai
bi-beyond money 3sS-has [3plO]
'Sam has more money than Bill.'

The corresponding structure is:

(84)
S
/I ]\
NP NP S
/ | \
Bill Sam V3
/A
PP V,
/A W
3 'aayé zhéit-neijai
yi-/bi- beyond 3sS-has[3pl]

yi-'aayé-zhd4t-neijai
to-have-more-money-than
bi-'aayé-zh44t-neijai
There is a slight difference in meaning between the following:
(85) Bill Sam zh44t yi'aayé neijai
(86) Bill Sam yi'aayé zh44! neijai

In the first, the emphasis is on the "money"; in the second, the
emphasis is on "having more."



372 Sandoval & Jelinek

In Sections 5 and 6, we have seen that Jicarilla Apache
gives comparative, possessive, and relational sentences the
same syntactic status as canonical transitives with more typical
"agents" and "patients.” We have also shown how the yi-/bi-
alternation can be employed in these sentence types to place
arguments with contrasting thematic roles in Subject position.

7. Concluding Remarks

The goal of this paper has been to demonstrate that the
Apachean languages are Pronominal Argument Languages,
and to show how the yi-/bi- alternation functions in Apachean

to give arguments with contrasting 6-roles the grammatical

relation of Subject, and to mark changes in the coindexing of
pronominal arguments and optional nominal adjuncts. The bi-
construction is a transitive, inverse construction, as claimed by
Willie (this volume). A very considerable group of languages
restricts arguments to simple pronominal elements, with
profound consequences throughout the syntax. Pronominal
Argument Languages are found in Africa, the Americas, Asia,
Australia, and the Pacific (Jelinek, 1985). Pronominal
Argument Languages show that there is no universal syntactic
requirement that a Subject NP, -- that is, a lexical subject that
is [NP,S] at the level of phrase structure -- be present in every
clause, and point up the fact that problems concerning the
status of the morphology/syntax boundary in universal
grammar need to be resolved.

Notes

1. The analysis of Apachean presented here was conducted
while the first author (Sandoval) was completing work
leading to the M. A. degree in Linguistics at the University
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of Arizona in 1982-1984. Sandoval is a native speaker of
Jicarilla Apache and is fluent in Navajo. The Jicarilla
Apache example sentences given here are based on his
speech. We want to thank Ken Hale for his invaluable
comments and criticisms. Richard Demers gave advice
and help; and we are also indebted to Keren Rice and
Leslie Saxon. None of these can be blamed for our
€erTors.

. If "configurational” is defined as "having a VP node" then
the Apachean languages are non-configurational. Word
order, as will be shown, is not free. See Jelinek (1984,
1985).

. There are Jicarilla Apache sentences in which a nominal is
a required constituent. These include copular sentences.

i) 'abdachi nnshij
Apache 1sg-be
Tam a Jicarilla Apache’

Our claim is that the nominal ‘abdachi here is neither a
subject nor an object, but a predicate, and that the 1sg
prefix on the copular verb is the subject of the sentence.
The copula and the predicate noun form a complex
predicate. (See also Section 6 on relational sentences.)
Similarly, there is a locative verb which requires a
postpositional phrase which may include a nominal.

ii) kogha'éé sidd
house-at 3sgS-sit
'He is at home.'

And an existential verb:
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ili) teet'dn goni
bread 3sg-exist
'There is bread.’'

Our claim is that in (iii) the nominal feet'dn is an adjunct to
the 3sg theme pronominal argument. Nominal adjunction
is the central topic of this paper.

4. The Jicarilla form ch'ekéé is cognate with a Navajo word
‘at’ééké 'girls' that is plural in number. In Jicarilla
Apache, it is undifferentiated as to number.

5. The corresponding inflected postposition in Navajo would
be baa. There is considerable variation in the use of bi-
and mi- as third person markers in Jicarilla Apache, as
succeeding examples will show. Older persons tend to
use bi- more consistently; we will not deal with this
variation here.

6. Itis possible to mark a noun distributive when the thing(s)
spoken of are scattered about widely, and the speaker
wants to emphasize this fact:

i) zas
'snow’

i) daazas
'snow spread all over, everywhere'

--7. The "handling” or classificatory verbs do not show
"agreement" with nominal adjuncts; on the contrary, they
may assign certain interpretations to the nominals. Hoijer
(ms) observed:

"... the meaning of a given noun may be altered
significantly depending upon the verb to which it
functions as topic or goal...we find many nouns that may
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occur with a number of classificatory verbs ... Thus, the
noun béeso (from Spanish peso) names a coin when it is
the goal of the round, solid object verb, a handful of
change when it is the goal of the verb referring to a set of
small objects, and a piece of paper money when it is the
goal of the fabric-like object verb. Similarly, the noun ¢iz
names a lumpish bit of firewood when combined as goal
with the round, solid object verb, a stick of firewood
when it is the goal of the long slender object verb, and a
bundle of firewood when it is the goal of the mass of
objects verb."

(Hoijer appears to be using 'goal’ as synonymous with
'topic' here.)

. There is a lexical passive in Apachean (see discussion in
Young and Morgan 1980). This lexical passive is an
intransitive, and permits only one nominal adjunct. The
single verbal argument has the ©-role theme. An example
in Jicarilla is:

i) shi'deeshchj
1sS-born-PASSIVE
T was born.'

Like many lexical passives across languages, this
construction does not permit an agent to be stated. This
intransitive is very different from the bi-construction,
which is transitive, requiring two pronominal arguments
and permitting two nominal adjuncts.
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This paper is perhaps the most well-known paper on the PAH. It provides an
analysis of Lummi (Straits Salish). It argues that Salish lacks a noun/verb
contrast, and instead has simply an open class of predicates. Arguments are
pronominal affixes and clitics and DPs are really adjunctive predicate headed
clauses marked with a complementizer/determiner. Evidence comes from word
order, morphology, and scope of quantification. In particular, it's shown that
Lummi lacks determiner quantification that would be expected if DPs were
arguments.



PREDICATES AND PRONOMINAL ARGUMENTS
IN STRAITS SALISH

ELoisE JELINEK and RiCHARD A. DEMERS
The University of Arizona

This paper provides an analysis of the syntax of Straits Salish, according to which
these languages lack a noun/verb contrast at the word level. Main clauses consist of an
initial predicate, minimally containing a lexical root, a functional head where valence
[ = rransITIVE] Is marked, and possibly a pronominal suffix marking an internal argument.
The predicate is followed by a second position clitic string of inflectional elements, the
subject pronoun and tense. Determiner phrases are derived subordinate structures, ad-
juncts to the main clause. We present evidence against a copular verb analysis as further
substantiation of the lack of a noun/verb distinction at the lexical level. We identify
certain properties of quantified contexts in Straits Salish which provide important evi-
dence for our analysis of argument structure.™

1. INTRODUCTION. The languages of the Northwest Coast area of North
America provide important data for the investigation of lexical categories and
X-bar structure in universal grammar. These languages share a number of pho-
nological and syntactic features; the extent to which the distribution of these
features represents areal diffusion or remote genetic connections is still unclear.
The largest language family in the Northwest is Salish, which in pre-Columbian
times extended from Canada into Oregon, and eastward into Montana; the
Tsimshian and Wakashan language families of the area are comparatively much
smaller. Beginning with Boas 1911 and Sapir 1911, linguists working on the
languages of this area have questioned whether they show a contrast between
NOUN and VERB as lexical categories, or perhaps have only a “weak’ contrast
of this kind. Kuipers 1968 drew attention to how the feature of transitivity bears
on the problem. Among those arguing that these languages lack a noun/verb
contrast at the word level are Hukari 1976, Kinkade 1983, Jelinek & Demers
1982, Davis & Saunders 1981, Bach 1988, Jelinek 1993a, 1994). Others have
taken the opposite position (see Jacobsen 1979 for a review of earlier discussion,
and Hess & van Eijk 1985).

The question has clearly been a vexing one, and we think it requires reformu-
lation. In this paper we present an analysis of Straits Salish syntax that provides

* We are grateful to the following organizations for their support of field work on Straits Salish:
the Wenner-Gren Foundation. the American Philosophical Society, the Elizabeth and Melville
Jacobs Fund. and the Office of the Vice-President for Research of the University of Arizona.
Thanks to Emmon Bach. Andy Barss, Molly Diesing, Brent Galloway. Donna Gerdts. Ken Hale,
Dale Kinkade. Angelika Kratzer, Aert Kuipers, Tim Montler, Barbara Partee. Sarah Thomason,
and two anonymous Language reviewers for their help at various stages in this work. We are
particularly grateful to Mark Baker for extensive and very helpful criticism. We are greatly indebted
to the publications of Tim Montler on Saanich, and to the work of Aert Kuipers on transitivity in
Squamish. Errors are our own responsibility. We also want to record our gratitude to the late
Elizabeth Bowman. who shared many hours of fieldwork. We are grateful to the late Al Charles
and Victor Underwood. and to Lena Daniels and Agatha McClosky for their patient help with
Salish.

697



698 LANGUAGE., VOLUME 70, NUMBER 4 (1994)

a new perspective on the problem. This analysis is based on field work on two
closely-related Straits Salish dialects, Lummi and Samish, along with informa-
tion on other dialects and languages of this group drawn from the publications
and data generously provided by our colleagues; we are particularly indebted
to the work of Timothy Montler on Saanich (1986, 1991). We expect our ap-
proach to be relevant to the analysis of other Salish languages as well, but there
are significant syntactic differences across the members of the Salish family
that bear on the noun/verb problem. The Tsimshian and Wakashan languages
appear to show even greater differences.

1.1. PRONOMINAL ARGUMENTS. A central feature of Straits Salish syntax that
underlies the absence of a noun/verb contrast at the lexical level is the nature
of argument structure in these languages, which show the following parametric
feature (Jelinek 1984, 1993c, Baker 1991, 1994):

(1) [+ Pronominal Arguments]

In languages with exclusively pronominal arguments, only clitics and affixes
occupy argument positions. In Straits Salish, lexical roots do not appear inde-
pendently; they are always inflected for their arguments, and cannot themselves
serve as arguments. As a result, any open-class root appears as the lexical head
of its own clause. Complex utterances are composed of multiple clauses, with
coindexing of pronominal arguments across main and adjoined clauses: no lexi-
cal item is governed by another.

Chomsky 1992 defines the lexicon as containing fully inflected words. The
Salish lexicon contains predicates, since roots do not appear without inflection.
Roots combine with | = TRANSITIVE] and various affixes to derive predicates,
and predicates combine with clitics to derive clauses. Aside from predicates,
there are a few closed-class items—sentence particles and a small set of adver-
bials with a distinct syntax.

Salish roots may have the lexicosemantic features that are associated with
nouns, verbs, or adjectives across languages.'

(2) a. tilom=lo=sx".
sing = PAST = 2S2.NOM
*You sang.’
b. si'em=Ilo=sx".
noble = PAST = 2sg.NOM
‘You were a chief.’
c. sey'si’=lo=sx".
afraid = PAST = 25g.NOM
“You were afraid.’
In the examples in 2 there is no overt [TRAN], and the predicate is intransitive.>

' For a discussion of these features and their syntactic manifestation across languages. see Lan-
gacker 1987.

* The following abbreviations are used in this paper: | = first person. 2 = second person. 3 =
third person, aBs = absolutive. Acc = accusative. caus = causative, comp = complementizer.,
CONJ = conjunction, pbEM = demonstrative, pET = determiner, DETP = determiner phrase. :rG
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There are clitics marking tense and the subject. Any root may occur as lexical
head of a predicate. and any predicate/argument structure may occur under
the scope of a demonstrative in a subordinate Determiner Phrase (DETP).
(3) a. cot'ilem=I1o
DET sing = PAST
‘the (one who) sang’
b. cosi'em=1o
DET noble = PAST
‘the (one who) was a chief”
c. casey'si'=1o
DET afraid = pasT
‘the (one who) was afraid’
The clitics are unstressed. Determiners are often procliticized to the following
word. Additional examples suggest the semantic range of roots in Straits Salish:
(4) a. stap=Ilo=sx"7?
do what/something = PAST = 25g.NOM
‘What did you do?”’
b. ceso=so=1
two =FuT = Ipl.NOM
‘We'll be two (in number).’
When the predicate contains no overt suffixes, as in exx. 2, 4, and 5, root and
predicate coincide at the level of phonological structure. Third-person intransi-
tive subjects are phonologically null, and utterances without overt subject clit-
ics, as in 5, are strictly interpreted as SENTENCEsS with definite third-person
absolutive subjects.

(5) a. cev=4. b. swav'ga'=4.
work = 3aBs male =3ABS
‘He works.’ ‘He 1s a man.’

(We return to the question of absolutive case below.) Therefore, in 5, root,
predicate, and sentence coincide at the phonological level. A ZzErRo member of
any paradigm marking an obligatory inflectional feature is virtually universal
in languages with a ‘rich’ inflectional morphology.

Some Salish roots can occur with possessive pronominal affixes; on this
basis, they may be defined as nominal roots. However, members of this root
set may appear also without possessive pronouns in | + TRAN] constructions
with accusative objects. What is of central importance here is that predicates
composed of a root plus a possessive argument cannot appear in argument

= ergative. EviD = evidential. FEm = feminine. rur = future. Masc = masculine. Mmib = middle.

NeMIb = noncontrol middle. NeT = noncontrol transitive. NEG = negative. NOM = nominative.
ol = object. oBl. = oblique. rass = passive, pl. = plural. ross = possessive. PRES = present.
Q = question. rop = reduplication. RECIP = reciprocal. rREFL. = reflexive. ri. = relational. sg.

= singular, seb = subordinate. suBs = subject, staT = stative. and TRAN = transitive.
The symbol " indicates glottalization when it appears after a consonant and a glottal stop else-
where.



700 LANGUAGE. VOLUME 70, NUMBER 4 (1994)

positions. They have the same syntax as any other predicate: (a) they occur in
the sentence-initial predicate position, combining with the inflectional (INFL)
clitic sequence to form finite clauses; and (b) they occur with demonstratives
in adjoined DETPs. Since the Straits Salish languages have no free-standing
lexical items that correspond to zero-level nouns and verbs, there are no maxi-
mal projections (NP, VP) based on distinct lexical categories. These properties
in turn are made possible by the nature of argument structure in these languages.
Straits Salish provides important data for the investigation of universal clause
structure and lexical categories, and for X-bar theory and related views of
phrasal categories as maximal projections of lexical classes.

1.2. NOUN AND VERB IN UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR. The noun/verb contrast across
languages expresses functor/argument structure. In traditional grammar, noun
and verb were said to differ in that the former refers to entities and the latter
refers to actions; there are familiar problems with definitions of this kind. Within
the structuralist tradition, N and V were differentiated on the basis of the affixes
associated with them; we will consider this question with reference to the pos-
sessive affixes. Within generative grammar, N and V are distinguished by the
fact that only verbs can be transitive, capable of theta-marking and case-mark-
ing an object—nouns, even when they are bivalent, are not transitive in this
sense.

The feature of Straits Salish syntax that permits the lack of constraints on
the distribution of lexical roots is the fact that the feature of transitivity is not
alexical property of a subset of roots. Instead, transitivity is a property assigned
to predicates via a functional head, that is, an INFL category that is an obligatory
feature of clause structure, marking the valence of the clause: this functional
head is [ = TrRaNsITIVE]. The overt transitivity markers in these languages mark
certain aspectual properties of the predicate, such as accomplishment, along
with features such as the volitionality of the transitive agent. When there is no
overt TRAN element, the sentence is [ — TRAN]. The paradigm is given in 6:

(6) a. ye' =lo=sx".
£0 = PAST = 252.NOM
‘You went.’
b. ye'-t-opas=1o=sx".
2O-TRAN-1Sg.ACC = PAST = 2S2.NOM
‘You sent me.’
c. ye'-t-(Hp=Ilo=san.
2O-TRAN-PASS = PAST = [Sg.NOM
‘I was sent.’
Ex. 6a shows an intransitive. Ex. 6b shows the root with two suffixes, a transitiv-
izer and an internal accusative argument, and 6¢ includes the passive suffix.
Overt transitivizers as functional heads are found in other language families,
including Athabaskan (Jelinek & Willie 1993) and Eskimo (Murasugi 1992,
1994).

The terms ‘internal argument’ and ‘external argument” as used in this paper

refer to morphological structure. Internal arguments are affixes to the root,

within the predicate; external arguments are clitics that attach to the predicate.



PREDICATES AND PRONOMINAL ARGUMENTS 701

In the Salish examples we represent this phonological contrast with hyphens
for affixes and the equals sign for clitics. Affixes are integrated into the phono-
logical structure of the word, and can carry the primary word stress, as marked
in 6b—c; clitics are always unstressed.

Since TRAN is not a subcategorizational feature of a lexical class of verbs,
but rather an obligatory feature of Straits Salish clause structure, we frequently
see transitive constructions that the nonspeaker finds it difficult to gloss, as in
7:

(7) a. his=4.
long.time = ABS
‘It’s been a long time.” (Intransitive)
b. his-t-opas=sx".
long.time-TRAN-1sg.ACC = 2sg.NOM
‘You kept me a long time.” (Transitive)
c. his-t-ip=son.
long.time-TRAN-PASS = [sg.ACC
‘I was kept a long time.” (Passive)
Constructions of this kind are made possible by the fact that transitivity is a
feature of clauses, not of a lexical category. In §2 we explore some of the
consequences for the syntax of the presence of TRAN as a separate functional
head in Straits Salish.

1.3. A coMpaRISON WITH SEMITIC. It will be useful to compare words, lexical
structure, and maximal projections in Straits Salish with the corresponding
features in a better-known language family, Semitic. In the Semitic languages,
as in Salish, words are based on roots that do not occur independently. There
is an open class of abstract roots composed of a set of consonants (typically
three) that have ‘lexical’ meanings. Lexical items are derived by combining
these abstract triliteral roots with various closed-class elements consisting of
vocalic melodies (McCarthy 1979) and other affixes that are morphological and
syntactic operators. These triliteral roots appear in nouns, verbs, and other
words; each word based on these root consonants belongs to a particular lexical
category. For example, the consonant array ktbh is associated with the notion
of writing. The examples in 8 are from Egyptian Arabic:

(8) katab ‘he wrote’ kitaab  ‘book’
biviktib  *he writes’ kutub  *books’
maktuub “written’ kaatib  “writer’

The lexical items in 8 are zero-level Ns or Vs that function as heads of corre-
sponding maximal projections, NPs and VPs. In Semitic a word contains an
abstract root; this word belongs to a lexical category, although the underlying
CCC root does not. This is a productive process seen also in loanwords, as in
9, showing forms of the root flin (borrowed from English film):

(9) a. film N “film’
b. aflaam N *films’
c. bi-vifillim V ‘He is making a movie.’

PRES-3sg.MAsC.FLM.caus
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Compare an example of a comparable derivation with a borrowed root in Salish
(from English school; Montler 1986:42):

(10) s-k"uk"al’ = son.
STAT-schoOl.ASPECT = 1sg.NOM
‘I'm schooling (going to/attending school).’

Ex. 10 shows a predicate based on the borrowed word school reanalyzed as
containing a root k™ul, with iterative aspect marked via reduplication and a
stative s- prefix, outside the scope of the reduplication. The sentence is
| — TRAN].

In Straits Salish, as in Semitic, a word contains a root. The difference is that
the Salish word does not belong to a lexical category such as noun, verb, or
adjective: it is a predicate to which the INFL clitics attach. Although Straits
Salish predicates differ in [TRAN] and therefore in internal argument structure,
there are no subclasses of predicates with distinct maximal projections. This
marked difference between Semitic and Straits Salish follows from the fact that
the Salish word contains more levels of structure: it contains [TRAN] and the
internal arguments, and along with the encliticized subject it corresponds to a
sentence.

Problems in sorting out the morphological and syntactic properties of roots.
predicates, and sentences. which in some forms may coincide at the phonologi-
cal level, have contributed to the obscurity surrounding the noun/verb issue in
Salish. These problems in turn can be traced to a misperception of the nature
of argument structure in the Salish languages. Pronominal arguments are a
necessary but not a sufficient condition for the lack of a noun/verb contrast:
there are pronominal argument languages that have nouns (see Jelinek 1984,
Baker 1991, Jelinek & Willie 1993). But for a language to lack a noun/verb
contrast, it must have only pronominal affixes and clitics in A-positions (i.e.
argument positions). Otherwise, if each root heads its own clause. there would
be an infinite regress in argument structure.’

1.4. After these preliminary observations. we turn to a more detailed exami-
nation of Straits Salish syntax, in order to provide evidence for the claims that
our analysis incorporates. Section 2 presents the analysis as applied to main
clauses. We offer evidence that Straits Salish lacks a copular verb: this is impor-
tant because the presence of a copula presupposes distinct lexical classes. We
also document the absence of prepositional phrases. In §3 we analyze subordi-
nate clauses, including the Determiner Phrases, and in §4 we provide further
evidence in support of our analysis drawn from an examination of the syntax
of quantifiers and wH-words. Section 5 deals with the expression of indefinite-
ness. and $6 is a summary and concluding discussion.

* We thank an anonymous reviewer for raising the question of whether there might be a language
Jjust like Straits Salish. except for having DizrPs in A-positions. In such a language. the predicates
on which the argumental DerP would be based would in turn have their own DierP argument
structure. and so on ad infinitum.
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2. THE ANALYSIS OF MAIN CLAUSES. If Straits Salish lacks the familiar inven-
tory of lexical categories, it lacks projections of these categories at successive
hierarchical levels. In this section we examine the second-position clitic se-
quence that contains the subject and various inflectional heads, and the internal
structure of the predicate, where TRAN, voice alternations, and internal argu-
ments are marked.

2.1. THE cuiTic sTRING. The inflectional categories of tense, modality, sen-
tence mood, and the subject are represented in a second-position clitic string,
which is<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>