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1 The relation betweensynchronyand diachrony

1.1 Structure explainschange

If languagechangeis constrainedby grammaticalstructure,thensynchronicassumptionshavedi-
achronicconsequences.Theoriesof grammarcanthenin principlecontributeto explainingprop-
ertiesof change,or converselybefalsifiedby historicalevidence.Thishasbeenthemainstimulus
for incorporatinghistoricallinguisticsinto generativetheorizing.

A widely sharedassumptionis that certainmutationsoccur in the transmissionof language.
Specifically, theyoccurwhenaspectsof grammarsbasedon incompletedata,or outputsof such
grammars,canberetainedfrom earlierstagesof acquisitionandbecomeincorporatedinto thefinal
system.This notionof “imperfect learning”hasprovidedthebasisfor oneapproachto analogical
change,and,coupledwith thetheoryof LexicalPhonology, providesasolutionto theproblematic
type of phonologicalchangeknown as lexical diffusion (Kiparsky 1995). It is also commonly
assumedin investigationsof syntacticchange.Thetheoryof acquisitiontherebybecomesacrucial
link betweensynchronicanddiachroniclinguistics.

The specificimplementationof this approachwill dependon the modelof grammaticalde-
scriptionthat is adopted.Syntacticchange,for example,hasbeentreatedasparameter-resetting
(Lightfoot 1991),asgrammarreplacement(Kroch1989),andasconstraintreranking(OT, recently
especiallyin its stochasticvariety, Jäger& Rosenbach2003,Clark 2004). Eachcomeswith dif-
ferentcommitmentsaboutthecausesandmechanismsof changeandabouthowchangeis related
to synchronicvariation. Specifictheoriesof syntaxmakefurther predictionsaboutco-variation
betweendifferent aspectsof grammar,notablybetweenmorphologyand syntax. For example,
on someversionsof syntax,rich inflectionalmorphologyentailsa highly ramified structureof
functionalcategoriesto which categoriesmoveto checktheir features,predictingthatlossof verb
agreemententailslossof V-to-I movement(e.g.Vikner1995).In adifferentframework,I havear-
guedthatstructuralpositionandinflectionalmorphologyarealternativeargumentlicensers,from
which I derive,amongotherconsequences,theSapir/Jespersengeneralizationthat lossof inflec-
tionalmorphologyentailsfixedorderof directnominalarguments(Kiparsky1997).

The leading idea behindthis work, that propertiesof languagechangemight be explained
by the way languageis acquiredandstructuredin the mind, is of courseby no meansoriginal
to generativegrammar. The neogrammarians,for example,hadrecognizedthepervasiverole of
analogyasa regularizingforce in changeasa manifestationof themechanismthatunderliesthe
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normalacquisitionandcreativeuseof language.Thestructuralistson their part soughtto derive
the empiricalgeneralizationsaboutlangagechangediscoveredby the neogrammariansfrom the
designfeaturesof language.Indeed,thevery originsof structuralismlie preciselyin this attempt
to groundhistoricallinguisticsin anewunderstandingof thelanguagefaculty.

Oneexplanatoryconnectionbetweenlinguistic changeandthe organizationof languagethat
emergedin thisfirst roundof structuralisttheorizingwasthatlanguageis anetworkof syntagmatic
andparadigmaticrelationswhichdefinethetracksof potentialanalogicalchanges.Firstarticulated
by the neogrammarianHermannPaul, its larger theoreticalconsequenceswere worked out by
linguistssuchasasKruszewski,BaudouindeCourtenay, deSaussure,andlaterby Jakobson.

A secondmajorideathatemergedat this timewasthattheregularityandexceptionlessnessof
soundchangediscoverdby theneogrammariansis basedon theindependenceof phonologyfrom
morphology, syntax,andsemantics.In Saussure’s formulation,thereasonsoundchangeis regular
is that the link betweenexpressionandmeaningconstitutingthe sign is arbitrary. Bloomfield’s
versionof theexplanationis basedon thenotionof separationof levels,andin particularon the
premisethatthephonologicalandmorphologicalorganizationof languageareindependent:

‘Theoretically, wecanunderstandtheregularchangeof phonemesif wesupposethatlanguagecon-
sistsof two layersof habit.Onelayeris phonemic:thespeakershavecertainhabitsof voicing,tongue-
movement,andso on. Thesehabitsmakeup the phoneticsystemof the language.The other layer
consistsof formal-semantichabits: thespeakershabituallyuttercertaincombinationsof phonemesin
responseto certaintypesof stimuli,andrespondappropriatelywhentheyhearthesesamecombinations.
Thesehabitsmakeup thegrammarandlexiconof thelanguage.’ (Bloomfield1933,364-365)

So,thestructuralist/generativeprogramfor historicallinguisticsduringmostof thelastcentury
lookedsomethinglike this (readthearrowsas“explains”or “constrains”):

(1) UniversalGrammar(UG):
(a)possiblegrammars
(b) markedness

Acquisition

Change Languageuse

For the structuralists,UG (theynevercalledit that,of course)tendedto be very simple,and
in principlederivablefrom a few quitegeneralrelations.Bloomfield andSaussuretakedistinct-
nessasthebasicrelationin language,andconnectit to thepropertyof arbitrariness(Bloomfield
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1933:144).1 Whenseriouslyexploredin descriptivepracticeby post-Bloomfieldianstructuralists,
thisminimalisticprogrambasedondistinctnessturnedout to beproblematic,asbecameclearfirst
in phonologyandthenin morphologyandsyntax.Generativegrammarthereforeendeduppositing
a ratherrichly structuredlanguagefacultyasaninnateendowment.

This researchprogramdoesnot foreclosefunctionalexplanationsfor languagechange.Un-
controversially, theyinfluencechangeat thelevel of languageuse.Thegenerativeprogramopens
up thepossibility that theymight havebecomebiologizedwithin UG itself, therebyconstraining
changealsovia acquisition. For example,we could speculatethat evolutionarypressuresmight
havecausedthe innatelearningmechanismto favor grammarsthatoptimizeperception,produc-
tion, and/orstabletransmissionin certainways. A languagedesignedin modularfashion,with
different levelsof representationsubjectto their own constraints,may well be the mostefficient
for thiscombinationof tasks.

1.2 Changeexplainsstructure

Seeminglyat oddswith theparadigmin (1) is anolder,pre-structuralistideawhich is recentlyre-
gainingpopularity. It viewsthedirectionof explanationasgoingtheotherway: cross-linguistically
recurrentstructuralpatternsin grammararedueto recurrentpatternsof languagechange(Bybee
1988,Aristar1991,Garrett1990,Blevins2003).

(2) Acquisition,variation

Change Languageuse

Typologicalgeneralizations

In its moreconservativeforms,thisprogramseeshistoricalexplanationasakind of supplement
or correctiveto the formal theoryof grammar. Most commonly, it is claimedthatUG shouldbe
seenasatheoryof COREGRAMMAR, andthatvicissitudesof languagechangeundersomecircum-
stancescanproduce“marked” or evenanomalousstructureswhich fall outsidethe remit of UG.

1As an example,hereis Bloomfield’s definitionof part of speech(Bloomfield 1926,Def. 38): “The maximum
word-classesof a languagearethepartsof speechof that language”.To applythedefinition,you haveto go backto
thedefinitionsof maximum,language,andword-class.A maximumX is anX which is not partof a largerX (Def.
26). A languageis thetotality of utterancesthatcanbemadein a speech-community(Def. 4, with Defs.1 and3, and
Assumption1). A word-classis a form-classof words(Def. 37). A form-classis thesetof formshavingthesame
functions(Def. 33). A form is thesetof vocal featurescommonto sameor partly sameutterances(Def. 6). Sameis
thatwhich is alike (Def. 5). A functionis thepositionsin whicha form occurs(Def. 32). A positionis anorderedunit
in a construction(Def. 29). A constructionis a recurrentsameof order(Def. 23,with Ass.8). A word is a minimum
freeform (Def. 11). A free form is a form whichmaybeanutterance(Def. 10). And soon,all theway down.
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Suchis, for example,a commonview of split ergativecasesystems,which haveno straightfor-
wardanalysisin GB andits successortheories(seesection3 below). Or, conversely, it is claimed
that the formal theoryof languageshouldovergenerateby allowing for possibletypeswhich are
unattestedsimply becausetheycannotarise— or at leastcannoteasilyarise— throughnormal
processesof change(Harris2003).

In its more radical form, the programdoesnot seekto complementthe theory of UG but
to replaceit. It tries to explainawayputativeuniversalsasby-productsof recurrentpatternsof
languagechange.As Aristar putsit, “. . .disparatediachronicprocessescanconspireto give the
effect of synchronicuniversals”(1991). As a casestudyhe offers an accountof the Greenberg
word-orderuniversalin (3):

(3) Genitives,relatives,andadjectivesusuallyprecedetheirheadsin SOV languagesandfollow
themin VSO languages.

Thebasisof (3) (accordingtoAristar’shistoricalreinterpretation)is simplyahistoricalrelationship
betweenthethreecategories:

‘One reasonwhy genitives,relatives,andadjectivalspatternso similarly in lan-
guagesacrossthe world is that genitivesandrelativescanpotentiallyarisefrom the
sameanaphoricconstruction,and genitivesand relativesare a potentialdiachronic
sourcefor adjectivalforms.’ (Aristar1991)

Thecompetingstructuralexplanationfor (3) is of coursethatgenitives,relatives,adjectives,and
subjectsarespecifiers,andthat, by cross-categorialharmony(Hawkins1983)all specifierswill
normallyeitherprecedeor follow theirheads.

In this particularcase,thestructuralexplanationbasedon cross-categorialharmonyseemsto
havetheedgeoverthehistoricalexplanation.It correctlyextendsto adjectivesfrom othersources
than genitivesand relatives,for which the word order correlationstatedin (3) is just as valid.
Moreover,thefact thatgenitivesandadjectivestendto go handin handin word orderchange(as
theyhavein thehistoryof English)indicatesthat thesyntacticrelationbetweenthemis intrinsic.
Furthermore,theparallelismis morefine-grainedthancommonorigin couldexplain,andthereare
systematicdisparitieswhich aresubjectto additionalgeneralizations(Dryer 1988,1992). Giorgi
& Longobardi(1991,Ch. 3) showthat at leastsomeof theseadditionalgeneralizationscanbe
explainedwithin thetheoryof grammarby independentlymotivatedassumptionsaboutthephrase
structureof nominals.

Moreover,historicalexplanations,oncespelledout, oftenturn out to appealimplicitly to ten-
denciesthat arethemselvesin needof explanation.For example,without a theoryof categories
andphrasestructure,thedirectionof reanalysiswhich Aristar takesasa givenis just aspuzzling
as the typologicaluniversalit is supposedto ground. For a true explanationwe needa theory
of phrasestructureandgrammaticalcategories.Genitivesandrelativesareindeedamongthedi-
achronicsourcesfor adjectives,but the fact that genitivesandrelativesare likely candidatesfor
reanalysisasadjectivesis itself a puzzle,not somethingself-explanatory. Oneplausibleansweris
basedpreciselyon theircommonstatusasnominalspecifiers.

1.3 The program

Theseopposingconsiderationslead to a researchprogramwhich integrateshistorical and syn-
chronic linguistics by demarcatingin a principled way the explanatoryrole of each. When is
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changetheexplanans,whenis it theexplanandum?Answeringthatquestionwill give a basisfor
distinguishingtrue universalsfrom typologicalgeneralizations.The issuegoeswell beyondthe
simplequestionhow cross-linguisticgeneralizationsoriginate.It is aboutthenatureof thosegen-
eralizationsthemselves.Whateverarisesthroughlanguagechangecanbe lost throughlanguage
change(unlessit getssomehowincorporatedinto thegenome,asmentionedabove).Any structural
featurethat is causedby changeis inherentlyunstable(vulnerable,asSaussureput it). It canbe
washedout by otherchanges,or replacedwith theoppositefeature.Thereforerecurrentstructural
featuresthat arecausedby recurrentpatternsof changeare TYPOLOGICAL GENERALIZATIONS

butnot trueuniversals.

By the sametoken,if a generalizationis itself a determinantof historicalchange,it mustbe
a true intrinsic UNIVERSAL, which is properly the subjectmatterof UG. Sucha generalization
shouldneverbe violatedexceptwhenanother,dominantuniversalconstraintcompelsit, in the
senseof OT.

Summarizingthe abovediscussion,and anticipatingwhat follows, let us posit the tentative
criteriain (4).

(4) Universals Typologicalgeneralizations
Irreversible Reversible
Convergence Singlesource
TETU effects No TETU effects
Manifestedspontaneouslyin child language Not manifestedin child language
Pathwaysof change Inert
Structurallyencodedin thegrammar Not necessarilystructurallyencoded

I will now applythesecriteriato a numberof proposedtypologicalgeneralizationsandcandi-
dateuniversals.Thematerialis drawnfrom bothphonologyandsyntax;manyof thecasesinvolve
a scaleor hierarchywhich definestheparameterof a rule or constraint.Theresultsshow, I think,
thatthecriteriain (4) convergefairly neatlyto sortout thetrueuniversals,in theabovesense,from
thetypologicalgeneralizations.

2 Morphology and binding properties of reflexives

2.1 Simple and complexreflexives

A casewhereI think diachronyconvincinglyexplainsa setof typologicalgeneralizationshasto
do with therelationbetweenthemorphologicalpropertiesof anaphorsandtheirbindingbehavior.
HereI will bedrawingon thetypologyof anaphoraproposedin Kiparsky2002.

Reflexivepronounsare of two main morphologicaltypes,SIMPLE and COMPLEX. Simple
reflexivesaretypically monomorphemicelements,suchasFrenchse, Germansich, Russiansebja.
Complexreflexivesareof two types: (1) the head-type,which consistsof a possessivepronoun
combinedwith an inalienablypossessednoun,typically “head” or “body”, and(2) theself-type,
which consistsof a reflexiveor pronominalcombinedwith anadvernthatmeans“self” (German
selbst, Swedishsjälv, Frenchmême, Italianstesso, Russiansam).

A typologicalgeneralizationdiscoveredby Faltz1977andtheoreticallyexploredby Pica1987
(sometimscalled“Pica’s generalization”)statesthatcomplexreflexivestypically differ from sim-
ple reflexivesasfollows:
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(5) a. Theyallow objectantecedents.

b. Theymustbeboundlocally within thesameclause.

c. Theytypically lack possessiveforms.

Thesynchronicexplanationfor (5) thathasbeenproposedin theliteratureis thatcomplexreflex-
ivesaremaximalprojections,whereassimplereflexivesareheads,andcliticize to Infl atS-structure
or at LF, wherethey areC-commandedby subjectsonly (Pica1991,cf. Katada1991,Hestvik
1992).Long-distancebindingby successivecyclic movement.Problemswith thisaccountinclude
that this LF movementwould violateboth theCoordinateStructureConstraintandtheECP;it is
alsonot clearhowhowtogetlong-distancebindingof reflexivesinsidemaximalprojections.

Thealternativehistoricalexplanationis thatcomplexreflexivesariseasanti-obviationstrate-
gies. A universalprinciple of CoargumentDisjoint Reference(CDR) requiresthat coarguments
(argumentsof the samepredicate)cannotoverlapin reference,unlessthey arespecifiedasnon-
obviative(Kiparsky2002).

(6) CDR:An obviativepronouncannotoverlapin referencewith acoargument.

a. Johnhateshim. (theremustbetwo peopleinvolved)

b. Eachof themenhatehim. (“he” isn’t oneof “the men”)

CDR appliesnot only to R-expressions(nominalandpronominalelements)but alsoto anaphors,
unlesstheyarespeciallymarkedasexemptfrom CDR.

The two typesof complexreflexivesin representpreciselythe two waysin which a pronoun
(whetherpronominalor anaphor)subjectto CDR canbemarkedsoasto escapeit. “Head”-type
complexreflexivesdefeatthis constraintby putting thepronouninto a non-coargumentposition.
Self-type complexreflexivesdefeatit by marking the pronounas non-obviative(by addingan
elementwhich assertsidentity betweenthepronounanda contextuallydeterminedelement).The
distributionof complexreflexivesis restrictedto environmentswhereCDR needsto bedefeated.
Thepropertiesof complexreflexivesin (5) thenfollow straightforwardly.

(7) a. Complexreflexivesallow objectantecedentsbecausetheyarenotsubjectto CDR.

b. Theyareboundwithin thesameclausebecauselong-distanceantecedentsarenotcoar-
gumentsof them.

c. They typically lack possessiveforms becausea possessoris not a coargumentof its
possessum’scoarguments.

If thisexplanationis correct,then(5) is nota linguisticuniversalandshouldNOT beexpressed
in thesynchronictheoryof grammar. This might bea welcomeconclusion,becausea principled
connectionbetweenthe shapeof an anaphoricexpressionand its binding propertieshasproved
elusiveso far. At leaston lexicalistassumptions,the syntaxhasno accessto the morphological
compositionof words.Theputativecorrelationof themorphologywith thecategoricaldistinction
betweenheadsandmaximalprojectionsis stipulative,andempiricallysuspectbesides:typically
thedistributionof morphologicallycomplexreflexiveslike himselfis thesameasthatof thesimple
pronounsthey contain(suchas him), so they are probablynot maximal projections(Toivonen
2001).

Therefore,in termsof our criteria in (4), what we havehere is not a true universal,but a
typologicalgeneralizationwith ahistoricalexplanation,because:

(8) a. Thegeneralizationisnotinviolable(seetheexceptionsdocumentedin Huang2000:96).
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b. All complexreflexivesseemto arisein thesameway, by theroutedescribedabove.

c. Therenoacquisitionevidencewhichwouldshowthatlearnersaccessit.

d. Thegeneralizationis probablynotstructurallyencodable.

2.2 Nominative anaphors

Anothertypologicalgeneralizationis (9):

(9) Therearenonominativeanaphors.

This is trivially truein languagesin whichanaphorsmustbelocally boundto anominativesubject.
But it is notobviouswhy it wouldholdevenin languageswhichallow long-distancebinding,or in
languagesin whichnominativecasemaybeassignedto objects(suchasIcelandic).

(10) Icelandic(Maling L&P 1984)

a.*Honum
Him-Dat

finnst
finds

(sjálfur)
self

sig
Refl-Nom

(vera)
(be)

veikur
sick-Nom

‘He considershimself(to be)sick’ (no reflexivenominativeobject!)

b. Hann
He

sagdi
said

ad
that

sig
self-Dat

vantadi
lacked

hæfileika
ability-Nom

‘He considershimself(to be)sick’ (reflexivedativesubject!)

As we’ll see,thegeneralization(9) is actuallynot true,but it is still a pretty robusttendency,
sosomeexplanationis calledfor. Synchronicexplanationsthathavebeenproposedfor (9) include
LF movementsubjectto theECP, andseveralagreement-basedhypotheses.

TheECPexplanation,dueto Chomsky1986,positsthatanaphorsmoveatLF to INFL, leaving
a trace;in subjectpositionthetracewould not beproperlygoverned.This doesnot reallyaccount
for nominativeobjects,or for pronominalchains.

Rizzi 1990andWoolford 1999proposedinsteadthat nominativesagreewith AGR, which is
pronominal.If thenominativewereananaphor,theresultwould bea chainwhich would haveto
bebothlocally boundandlocally free.However,thisstill won’t work for nominativeobjects.

Everaert2001developeda minimalistversionof theagreementstory, accordingto which V’s
uninterpretableφ-featuresmustbecheckedagainstanagreeingN’s interpretablefeatures.Nomi-
nativeanaphorsareexcludedif theyarenotfully specifiedfor someφ-featurethatmustbelicensed
ontheV. E.g.Icelandicsig is unspecifiedfor number,soit can’t checktheV’snumberfeature.On
theotherhand,GeorgianandMarathinominativereflexivesareOK becausetheyagree.

(11) Georgian(Harris1981,1984,Everaert2001)

a. Vano-m
Vano-Erg

daurc.muna
he-convince-him-Aor

tavis-i
self’s

tav-i
self-Nom

‘Vanoconvincedhimself’ (reflexivenominativeagreeingobject)

b. Gela-s
Gela-Dat

turme
apparently

daurc.munebia
he-convince-him-Ev

tavis-i
self’s

tav-i
self-Nom

‘Gela hasapparentlyconvincedhimself.’
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c. tavis-ma
self’s-Erg

tav-ma
self-Erg

∅-xsn-a
he-saved-him

president-i
president-Nom

‘It wasthepresidentwhosavedhimself(no-oneelsedid it)’ (reflexiveergativeagreeing
subject)

(12) Marathi
Jane-nei
Jane-Erg

John-laaj
John-Acc

kal.avle
informed-3Sg

ki
that

aapan. i,∗j
self-Nom

turangaat
prison-Loc

aahot
was-3Sg

‘Janei informedJohnj thatselfi,∗j wasin prison.’ (reflexivenominativeagreeingsub-
ject)

Everaert’ssolutioncomesa lot closer,but it still runsinto empiricalproblems.Thecorrelation
it predictsbreaksdown in both directions. Swedishhasan unspecifiedreflexive(sig) andno V
agreement,yet still lacksnominativeanaphors.Choctawhasanunspecifiedreflexiveandrich V
agreement,yetdoeshavenominativeanaphors(BroadwellNELS18.)

Thehistoricalexplanation,admittedlyratherunexcitingby comparison,startsfrom theobser-
vation that whennominativeobjectsareprohibitedandsubjectscan’t be boundoutsidea finite
clause,nominativeanaphorsaresimply impossible.GermanicandRomancewereoriginally such
languages.The morphologicalgappersistedevenafter nominativeobjectsand/orlong-distance
bindingarosein someof them,asin Icelandic. Marathi andGeorgian,on the otherhand,never
inheritedsuchaconstraint.Marathiseemsto havehadlong-distancebindingof anaphors,nomina-
tivesincluded,aslongasit hashadthereflexiveaapan. Foraapanis derivedfrom Sanskritātman
“soul, self”, which therefunctionedasa reflexive(or astheequivalentof one)in anycaseform,
includeingthenominative:

(13) khad.gena
sword-Instr

śakyate
can-3Sg

yuddhe
combat-Loc

sādhv
well

ātmā
self-Nom

pariraks.itum
protect

‘one canprotectoneselfwell with a swordin combat’(“one’s self canbeprotectedwell”)
(Mbh 12.160.3)

That is really all that needsto be said. Thereis simply no synchronicprinciple at work. The
historicalexplanationcoversthedataperfectly.

3 Split ergativecasemarking

3.1 The D-hierarchy

Foracasewheretheevidenceseemsto pointin theoppositedirection,let usturnto acharacteristic
asymmetryof casemarkingandtheso-calledanimacyhierarchythatdeterminesit.

A caseassignedto subjectsof transitiveverbsbut not to subjectsof intransitiveverbsis called
ERGATIVE. SPLIT ERGATIVE systemshaveergativecasemarking underrestrictedconditions,
mostcommonlydependingeitheron the natureof the NP or on the tense/aspectof the verb. A
classicalexampleof anNPsplit ergativecasesystemis Dyirbal, whichhasanergative/nominative
oppositionin nouns,anda nominative/accusativeoppositionin pronouns(Dixon 1972).Dyirbal’s
structuralcasesystemis shownin (14),where“A”, “O” and“S” denotethesubjectandobjectof a
transitiveverbandthesubjectof anintransitiveverb,respectively.
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(14)
A S O

Nouns ERG -nggu,-ru NOM -Ø NOM -Ø
Pronouns NOM -Ø NOM -Ø ACC -na

Whensplit ergativity is conditionedby the inherentcategoryof theNP, thecasestendto be dis-
tributedaccordingto thehierarchyin [15],2 which I’ll refer to astheD-hierarchy, sincethemore
usualterm“animacyhierarchy”is misleading.3

(15) TheD-hierarchy

1Pro 2Pro 3Pro ProperNoun/ Kin term Human Animate Inanimate

Ergativeis found in nominalson the right end (the “low” end) up to somecutoff-point on the
hierarchy, andaccusativein nominalsfrom theleft (the“high” end).

In Dyirbal, the two casemarkingsubsystemsdivide nominalscleanlyinto two groups,but in
somelanguagesthecutoff-pointsdon’t coincide:

(16) Djapu(Morphy1983):

A S O

Non-human -thu
Human -thu -nha
Pronouns -nha

The distributionof structuralcasemarkingin someAustralianlanguagesillustratessomeof the
possiblecutoff-points(adaptedfrom Blake1977,1987):

(17)
Pronouns Proper/Kin Human Animate Inanimate

Thargari Accusative Erg
Arabana Accusative Ergative
Gumbainggir Accusative Ergative
Dyirbal Accusative Ergative
Warlpiri Ergative
Djapu Ergative

Accusative

2Thehierarchywasextensivelydiscussedby KennethHalein lecturesat M.I.T. in thelatesixties;seeHale1973.
Silverstein1976andDixon 1979documentedits applicationto ergativecasesystems.

3Wierzbicka1981showsthat the hierarchyinvolvesneither“animacy” nor “agentivity”, which makesa direct
functionalexplanationimplausible.A categoryrelatedto definiteness,suchasindividuationor “topic-worthiness”is
amorelikely candidate,asshepointsoutandasI will alsoarguebelow. Let usnoteherethatthehierarchyis actually
notalwayssotidy. Onesomewhatwidespreadpatterngroupskinshiptermswith thepronouns.Sometimes“Animates”
arerestrictedto higheror intelligentanimals,theotherspatterningwith inanimates.
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3.2 Is split ergativity an epiphenomenonof change?

It is often claimed,by ‘formal’ aswell as ‘functional’ linguists,that ergativecasemarking,and
specifically split ergativity of this type, is structurally or functionally unmotivated,but arises
throughunderstandablediachronicprocesses:

(18) a. “NP split-ergativesystemsin fact havetheir striking synchronicfeaturesasa straight-
forwardconsequenceof theirordinarydiachronicsource[instrumentalcase]”(Garrett,
1990).

b. “The split natureof manyergative-absolutivecasesystemslooks like anotherRube
Goldbergfeatureof grammars,but we can understandhow they might havearisen
historically.” (Lightfoot 1999:141)

c. “Theserestrictions[split ergativecasemarkingpatterns]makelittle synchronicsense
for anactive-directergativeclausein which theagentis themoretopical— proximate
— argument.” (Givón1994:33).

Let us considerthe argumentsfor this position,which are laid out in Garrett1990. Garrett
maintainsthatarguesthat thelack of ergativemarkingon thehigh endof theD-hierarchyneither
hasnor needsa synchronicexplanation.It is only at an antecedenthistoricalstagethat the split
casemarkingis motivated.Garrettassumesthat thoseergativecaseswhich exhibit sucha gapin
theirdistributionarehistoricallyderivedfrom instrumentalcases,andproposesto explainthegap
asaninheritancefrom thisstage.Theideais thatthegapis areflectionof thefact thatinstrumental
caseis for pragmaticreasonsmostcommonwith inanimatenouns,for it typically denotesinstru-
mentswhich arenormally inanimate.After the instrumental-to-ergativereanalysis,the inherited
restrictionis transferredto the new ergativecase. In its new form, however,the restrictionno
longerhasanysynchronicmotivation,andthereforetendsto geteliminatedby analogicalspread
of ergativecaseto animatenouns.Pronouns,though,tendto bemorphologicallysodifferentfrom
nounsthat theyescapetheir analogicalinfluence.The typical outcomeof this scenario,thenis a
noun/pronounsplit.

I believethat Garrett’s purely historicalaccountfor the split ergativitypatternsis not viable,
for thefollowing reasons.

First, thehistoricalscenarioinvolvesanunexplainedshift from a semantic/pragmaticgapbe-
fore thereanalysisto anallomorphicgapafter thereanalysis.Actual instrumentsarerestrictedto
Low-D nominals,simplybecausetheyare inanimate.(It doesnotmatterfor ourourposeswhether
thisisapragmaticrestrictionoranontologicalone.)Garrettassumesthatwheninstrumentalcaseis
reanalyzedasergativecase,thisrestrictionis carriedover,resultingin split ergativity. Theassump-
tion that “the distributionof newly-createdlinguistic categoriesparallelsthat of their immediate
antecedents”(Garrett1990,286)is persereasonable.But takenliterally, it would imply thatafter
theinstrumentalto ergativereanalysis,high-Dnominalswould lackergativecase.Thetruth is that
high-Dnominalsdonot lackergativecase;rather,theyhaveergative/nominativesyncretism,hence
ergativenominalswith noovertcasemarking— averydifferentthing. Thesuffixlesslessergative
pronounshaveexactlythe samesyntaxasovertly markedergativenominals: in particular,they
agreewith themin case,andaretreatedasparallelwith themin conjoinednounphrases.Thegap
in ergativeparadigmsis thusa matterof allomorphy, not a gapin thedistributionof thecategory
of ergativecase(andstill lessamatterof pragmatics,of course).

Whatis missingfrom thehistoricalaccount,then,is thecausallink betweentheputativeprag-
maticallymotivatedgapin thedistributionof theformerinstrumentalcaseandthezeroallomorph
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thatit supposedlyleavesbehindin theparadigmof thereanalyzedergativecase.In otherreanaly-
sesthis kind of thing generallydoesnot happen.4 For example,instrumentalcaseitself typically
comesfrom comitativecase,via a chainof developmentwhich runs from “in the companyof”
(Johnatecheesewith Mary) via “accompaniedby” (Johnatecheesewith wine) to “by meansof”
(Johnate cheesewith a fork).5 At the outset,inanimatenounswould not be usedin the comi-
tative(for “pragmatic” reasons),andyet we neverfind their instrumentaloffspringsportingzero
allomorphson inanimatenouns(or lacking instrumentalcase,for that matter). Similarly, abla-
tive casesdenotingsource-typerelationsoftenoriginateaslocal caseswith a separativemeaning;
a local separativecasewould be restrictedto nounsdenotingphysicalobjects(for “pragmatic”
reasons),andyetwedon’t find ablativeswith zeroallomorphson abstractnouns.6

The secondargumentagainsta historicalaccountof thecasemarkingpatternis that it is not
generalenough.It addressesonly thedistributionof ergative/nominativesyncretism.But thesame
hierarchyalsodeterminesthedistributionof genitive/nominativesyncretism,asin Yukagir,where
thereis no reasonto suspectaninstrumentalorigin for genitivecase(Nichols1992:53,Krejnovič
1958,80,63 ff.).

(19) a. met
I

nime
house

‘my house’

b. Beke
Beke

ile
deer

‘Beke’s deer’

c. ile-n
deer-GEN

jawul
track

‘(the/a)deer’s tracks’

In theoppositedirection,the hierarchyalsodeterminesthedistributionof accusative/nominative
syncretismalreadymentionedin [17].

(20) Finnish“split accusativity”:only pronounsgetaccusativecaseendings

Koira
Dog-Nom

näh-tiin.
see-PassPast

Häne-t
He-Acc

näh-tiin.
see-PassPast

(Finnish)

‘The/adogwasseen.’ ‘He wasseen.’

It alsogovernsdative/accusativesyncretismandergative/dativesyncretism,andfor thesamerea-
son.

Finnishchild languageandcertaindialectsreportedlyextendaccusativemarkingfurtheralong
thetrajectoryof (15), from pronounsto propernamesandappellatives,e.g.Lauri-t, isi-t ‘daddy’.

4Indeed,it might bearguedthat thevery possibilityof reanalysisis inconsistentwith the transferof a pragmatic
gapmotivatedby theoriginalmeaning.Youcannotknowaboutapragmaticgapwithouthavinglearnedthesemantics
onwhichthepragmaticinferencedepends(in thisputativecase,theinstrumentalmeaning),butonceyouhavelearned
thatmeaning,youwill not reanalyzethatmeaningasanothermeaning.

5An exampleof thisdevelopmentis Estonian-ga, etymologicallyfrom kansa-ssa“in thecrowd”.
6A third exampleis the reanalysisof possessivesuffixesasobjectmarkersof definiteNPsthat hastakenplace

in somelangagesbelongingto thePermicbranchof theFinno-Ugricfamily. Accusativecase,which waslost in the
nominalinflectionof thePermiclanguages(a stateof affairspreservedin Ostyak)wasrenewedin Komi andVotyak
by reanalysisof the3.p.possessivesuffix asanaccusative.Yet we do not find that thosenounswhich for pragmatic
reasonsrarelyhavea possessor(let ussay“sky”, “sun”) lack accusativeendings(let aloneaccusativecase)in these
languages.
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Furthermore,thesamehierarchyalsogovernsinversesystems,which aretypically foundwith
agreementratherthancase,whereinstrumentalto ergativereanalysiscannotbeatstake.Therefore,
we needa morecomprehensiveexplanationfor thedifferentmanifestationsof thehierarchythan
whattheinstrumental-to-ergativereanalysisscenarioby itself canprovide.

Thethird objectionto Garrett’s proposalis that thehistoricalaccountis insufficientlygeneral
evenfor thedistributionof ergativeendingsbecausethephenomenonto beexplainedhasseveral
historicalsources.It is not evenalwaystruethat instrumentalcaseprior to its reanalysisaserga-
tive is restrictedto inanimates.More often thannot, instrumentalcasehasother functionsthan
expressinginstruments,suchasmarkingdemotedagentsof passives,which areprototypicallyan-
imate,in fact prototypicallyhuman.But suchinstrumentalagentsarealsoreanalyzedasergative
subjectsin passive-to-ergativereanalyses,as in Indo-AryanandPolynesian.And ergativecases
thatareknownto havetheseoriginscanalsolackanovertergativecasemorphemeat thehighend
of theD-scale;this is thecasefor first andsecondpersonpronounsin anumberof Indo-Aryanlan-
guages,includingMarathi,Punjabi,EasternRajasthani,Assamese,andSiraiki (= Lahanda,Masica
1991:252).Theexamplesin [21] arefrom Siraiki (Bhatia1983:181):

(21) a. mãi
I

axbaar
newspaper.fs

�it.t.hii
see-pst.3fs

‘I sawthenewspaper’

b. huu
he

ne
ERG

axbaar
newspaper.fs

�it.t.hii
see-pst.3fs

‘he sawthenewspaper’

Sincethe Indo-Aryan instrumentalcasefrom which the ergativemarkerne descendswasat no
stagerestrictedto inanimates,thehigh-D nominative/ergativesyncretismin theselanguagesmust
havearisenin someotherwaythanby Garrett’sscenario.It appearsthatit arosesomplysimplyby
ergativeformsbeingextendedto functionasnominatives.7 Analogousdevelopmentscanbe ob-
servedelsewhere.Tibeto-Burmanstartswith afully ergativecase-markingsystem,andnominative
casespreadsin anorderlyway downthehierarchy(Bauman1979).

Nor arehigh-D unmarkedergativesalwaysdescendedfrom formerinstrumentalcases(or, for
thatmatter,from anyothercasewhoseexclusionfrom animatescouldbemotivatedsemanticallyor
pragmatically).Ergativecasecanalsooriginateasageneralizedobliquecase,or dativecase.This
seemsto bethecasein theDaghestanian(NE Caucasian)languages,andin thoseNW Caucasian
languageswhich havedevelopeda casesystem.In severalof them,pronouns(andsometimesin
additiona classof high-Dnouns)lack overtendingsin theergative,e.g.Adyghe:

(22) ‘house’ ‘I’
Nom. vne(-r) se
Erg. vne-m se

In Adygheandthefairly closelyrelatedKabardianandUbykh,severalof thenumerousfunctions
of ergativecase(recipient,locative,time) would be puzzlingfor a reanalyzedinstrumentalcase.
Theinstrumental(usedmainly for instrumentsandpaths)is alive andwell in thedeclension,and
thereis no morphologicalgapconnectedwith animacy.

High-D ergative/nominativesyncretismseemsto haveyet anothersourcein someAustralian
languages.Themorphologicallyunmarkedpronominalformsusedin SandA functionarethought

7Thisdevelopmentalsotookplacein Hindi, wherehowevertheoriginalergativeformsweresubsequentlyrenewed
by theadditionof thesuffix -ne.
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to beergativein origin, asin Indo-Aryan. Dixon (1980)reconstructsanoriginal three-waynom-
inative/accusative/ergativecaseoppositionfor Pama-Nyungan.Most of the daughterlanguages
adopteda disyllabicminimalword requirement,asa resultof which themonosyllabicnominative
pronounswereeitherlost, or, in a few languages,augmentedwith an emptysecondsyllable. In
thoselanguageswherethenominativewaslost, its functionwastakenoverby theergative.The
original three-waycasecontrastsurvivesin that minority of languageswhich eitherrescuedthe
nominativephonologicallyby addingtheextrasyllable,or which neveradoptedthe two-syllable
word constraintin the first place. For Garrett’s theory, this developmentpresentsthe following
puzzle. If thetwo-syllableword minimumis an innovation,thenit musthaveoustedtheoriginal
monosyllabicnounsaswell: sowhy didn’t their nominativesget replacedby theergativeforms?
Again we havea paradigmaticskewingof ergativitymarkingalongpronoun/nounlines. To make
senseof the different manifestationsof it we mustassumethat the paradigmaticskewinghasa
naturalbasis,andis not justanepiphenomenonof hiasory.

In sum,thethird argumentagainstGarrett’s positionis that thereis not just onepathto nom-
inative/ergativesyncretism.All diachronicroadsleadto thesamesynchronicRome,whereerga-
tive caseis lacksa morphologicalmark in high-D nominals.Far from explainingthis syncretism
pattern,thevariouschangesthemselvesrequirea motivationfor thepatternaspartof their expla-
nation.The“invisible hand”of historicalevolutionnudgesmorphologicalsystemstowardscertain
optimalstates,andpartof thejob of morphologicaltheoryis to saywhatthosestatesare.

A fourth objectionto the notion that split ergativitypatternsareside-effectsof the historical
changefrom instrumentalcaseto ergativecaseis that it predictsthewrongsplit. Any pragmatic
restrictiononinstrumentalcasewouldhaveto dowith animacy, sothatergativecasein its pristine,
nativestateshouldlack anendingin animatenouns.But in thekind of of systemmostcommonly
attested,ergativecaseis unmarkedin pronouns, or in first andsecondpersonpronouns.Garrett
takesthis to betheresultof subsequentanalogicalgeneralization.Also, lack of ergativemarking
in inanimatethird personpronounsis unexpectedon his view, andwould requireadditionalas-
sumptions,perhapsanalogyin theotherdirectionwithin thepronominalsystem.In anycase,why
do the putativeanalogicalchangesgo preciselyalongthe D-scale?Garrett’s appealto morpho-
logical differencesasa barrierto spreadfrom nounsto pronouns,but that leavesunexplainedthe
pronoun-internalhierarchy1> 2> 3.

Indeed,thereis reasonto believethat the “animacy” hierarchyin reality reflectsa scaleof
topic-worthiness,(individuation,saliency, referentiality, etc.). But it is hardto seewhy this scale
wouldhaveanypragmaticconnectionto theuseof instrumentalcase.

This in no way detractsfrom Garrett’s accountof the origin of split ergativity in Anatolian,
which is perfectlyconvincing,andstill lessfrom his methodologicalpleafor a historicalperspec-
tive in typologicalstudy. But this very historicalperspectiverequiresthe appropriatetheoretical
underpinnings.Historicalmechanismsby themselvescannotexplainwhy languagesundergothe
particularkindsof reanalysesthatresultin split ergativitybutnotother,apriori equallyimaginable
kindsof reanalyses.Thehierarchyin (15)mustin somesensebepartof thedesignof language.

Summarizingthediscussionsofar, thehierarchy(15) is a linguisticuniversalandSHOULD be
expressedin thesynchronictheoryof grammarbecause:

(23) a. Thehierarchyis inviolable.

b. Therearemultiplesourcesof split ergativecasemarking.

c. Thehierarchyis apathwayof analogicalchange.
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d. Thehierarchyis manifestedspontaneouslyin child language.

e. The hierarchymustbe encodedin the grammarbecauseit intersectswith otherhier-
archies(notablydefiniteness)andbecauseit playsa role in the distributionof other
morphologicalcategories(notablynumberandagreement).

3.3 Other manifestationsof the D-hierarchy

If thehierarchy(15) is genuinelypartof UG, it might beexpectedto play a role in otheraspects
of grammarthancasemarking.This provesto bethecase.It interactswith othercategoriesin an
extremelyrevealingway.

Themarkingof NUMBER morphologyreportedlyfollows thesamehierarchyexactly:

(24) “The singular-pluraldistinctionin a given languagemustaffect a top segmentof the Ani-
macyHierarchy”(Corbett2000,Ch. 3,4).

Thus,somelanguagesdistinguishsingularfrom pluralonly in pronouns,or only in first andsecond
personpronouns.

Also, anymorphologicalmarkingof DEFINITENESS follows thehierarchy, for categoriesthat
distinguishdefiniteness(this excludespersonalpronouns,which areinherentlydefinite). Thus,a
languagemayformally distinguishbetweendefiniteandindefinitehumansbutnotnonhumans(for
anexample,seeOld Georgianbelow),or betweendefiniteandindefiniteanimateshumansbut not
inanimates.

Still morestrikingly, AGREEMENT follows thehierarchy(15)exactly. Thegeneralizationis that
it is moreimportantto agreewith 1.personsubjectsthanwith 2.personsubjectsandmoreimportant
to agreewith 2.personsubjectsthanwith 3.personsubjects.This is shownby conjunction(egoet
tu sumusetc.),andby varioustypesof agreementsystems(including,but not restrictedto, inverse
systems).

It hasalsobeenarguedthatpreferencefor adjectivalPOSSESSORS follows thehierarchy(15)
exactly (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993). An English exampleis the preferencefor -s genitivesof
pronousandof genitivesof nouns(Anttila & Fong2003):

(25) Its removal ?Theremovalof it
?Thetree’s removal Theremovalof thetree

Thecategoriesof number,definiteness,agreement,andpossessionareall relatedto theDETER-
MINER SYSTEM. Specifically, if thesefeaturesareovertly markedin a languagetheyaremarked
at leaston its pronouns(andon its articles,if it hasthem).For example,anyfeaturewhich partic-
ipatesin subjector objectagreementin a give languageis markedon thepronounsystemin that
language.

Theseadditionalgeneralizationsinvolving therelationshipof theD-hierarchyin (15) to thede-
terminersystemareinterestingbecausetheyposeaproblemnotonly for purelyhistoricalaccounts
of split ergativecasemarking,suchasGarrett’sexplanationbasedonthederivationof ergativecase
from instrumentalcase,butalsofor functionalaccounts.

Recall that the functionalexplanationfor why (15) governssplit casemarkingis thathigh-D
nominalsoccurmorefrequentlyassubjectsandhenceareleft unmarkedfor economyreasons.It
is mysteriouswhy economywould demandthe samehierarchyfor numbermarking,or why the
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preferencefor specifierpositionwould follow thesamehierarchy. As for agreement,thefactsare
theexactoppositeof what the functionaleconomy-basedexplanationwould predict. It turnsout
to bemoreimportant,not lessimportant,to marksubjectagreementwith the typesof arguments
which (accordingto thefunctionalhypothesis)aremostcommonlyusedassubjects.

3.4 The basisof the D-hierarchy: a proposal

Thesedatasuggestthat theremaybea structuralbasisfor thehierarchythatcoversall its mani-
festations.It appearsthatergativecasemarkingmaybeincompatiblewith certainfeaturesof the
determinersystem. In the simplestcase,the structurallink betweenthe markingof case,num-
ber, possession,definiteness,andagreementis just the categorialdistinctionbetweennounsand
pronouns/determiners.

The positedlink betweenergativemorphologyandthe determinersystempredictsthat there
shouldbelanguageswherebothergativecaseanddeterminerfeaturesareovertlymarkedbutmay
notco-occur. In whatfollows I presentfour exampleswhichconfirmthisprediction.

In Old Georgian,ergativecasemarking was incompatiblewith morphologicaldefiniteness
marking,includingbothnumberandspecificity(Boeder1979:448).

(26)
Non-definite Definite

Sing. Plural
Nom. ∅ -i -ni
Dat. -s -sa -ta
Erg -man

Thiscorrelationbetweencasemarkinganddefinitenesssuggeststhatergativecasewasassignedto
NPsbutnot to DPs.

In Koryak,a paleo-Siberianlanguage,ergativecasemarkingis incompatiblewith morpholog-
ical definitenessmarking, which only occurson humannouns. In (27), the distributionof the
ergativemarker-a canbe seenreflectsthis grammaticalrestriction. Underthesecircumstances,
ergativecaseis replacedby locativecase,instrumentalbeingunavailablebecauseit is restrictedto
inanimatenouns.Insteadof ergativecase,DPsareassignedinstrumentalcase.

(27)
Nonhuman Human

Indef.stem Def.stem
Instr. -a — —
Erg. -a -a -k
Loc. -k -k -k

If articlesandpronounsbelongto thesamecategoryD, andwhat is directly relevantto case
assignmentis categorymembershipand featurecontentrather than semantics,then we would
expectarticles to group with the pronounswith respectto split ergativity. Ergativelanguages
usuallydo not havedefinitearticles,but Arrernte(Australia)is a rarecasewhich does.An article
re (identicalwith the third personpronoun)is postposedto NPs in a definitizing function. As
expected,a transitivesubjectthen receivesan ergativecaseendingon the nominalbut no case
endingon thearticle(Andrewsn.d.):
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(28) a. kngwelye
dog

re(*-rle)
the(*-Erg)

ker
meat

arlkwe-ke
eat-Past

‘The dogatethemeat.’

b. artwe
man

re*(-nhe)
the-Acc

kngwelye-le
dog-Erg

uthwe-ke
bite-Past

‘The dogbit theman.’

My final examplecomesfrom Wargamay, alsoan Australianlanguage.Accordingto Dixon
1981:39-40,Wargamayregularly marksnumberonly on pronounswhich refer to humans. As
Corbett2000:55summarizes:

“The first andsecondpersons,singular,dual, andplural, andthe third dual and
pluralare‘strictly specifiedfor number’andareavailableonly for referenceto humans
(andoccasionallytamedogs).The form filling the third singularslot canrangeover
all personsandall numbers(it canhavenon-humanwell ashumanreference)but its
basicsenseis third personsingular.”

Nounscan be specifiedfor numberby reduplication,but this is restrictedand not usual in the
language;probablynounpluralizationis not aninflectionalprocessbut aderivationalone.

The casemarkingpatternis closely correlatedwith numbermarking. Nounsand the third
singularpronoun(preciselythe itemswhich are inherentlyunspecifiedfor number)aremarked
for ergativecaseonly. The bareform without an overtcaseaffix functionsasan objectandasa
subjectof intransitiveverbs.Dual andplural pronounsin thefirst andsecondpersonaremarked
for accusativecaseonly. Thebareform withoutanabsolutiveis usedin subjectfunction. Finally,
singularpronouns(which haveno overt mark for number)havedistinct ergativeandaccusative
forms.

Thegeneralizationfor Wargamaycaseassignmentappearsto bethis:

(29) a. Elementsthatareinflectedfor numberdo notgetergativecaseendings.

b. Elementsthatcannotbeinflectedfor numberdo notgetaccusativecaseendings.

3.5 Extending the account

Theassumptionthatergativecaseis assignedto Ns andNPs,andnot to Ds andDPs,sufficesto
accountfor whatis by far themostcommontypeof split ergativemarking,whichis betweennouns
andpronouns,on theusualassumptionthatpronounsandarticlesaremembersof thecategoryD
(Postal1966,andmuchlaterwork).

To explainthefull hierarchyin (15),we canassumethatDP canbeheadednot only by deter-
minersandpronouns,butalso,in somelanguages,by high-Dnominals.In somelanguagesproper
nounsandkin termsclearly function asDs, eithernonprojectingor headingDPs. The evidence
comesfrom inflectionalmorphologyandfrom syntax. Themorphologicalevidencecomesfrom
sharedinflectionsbetweenproper/kinnounsand pronouns(as in the abovementionedFinnish
child languagedata).Thesyntacticevidenceis a recurrentpatternof sharedpositionalproperties
betweenproper/kinnounsandpronouns.Longobardi(1994,2001)pointsout thatkin termsand
certaininalienablypossessednounsoptionallyhavethedistributionof determinersin Italian:

16



(30) a. Noi ricchi. Werich. (*Rich we.)
b. La miamamma. La mia tavola.
c. Mammamia. *Tavolamia.

Longobardiaccountsfor thesedataby head-to-headraisingfrom NP to DP, andarguesthat the
samepatternholdsin a numberof otherlanguages.

(31) DP

N NP

. . . t . . .

Note howeverthat the fundamentalsharedpropertyon my proposalinvolvescategorymem-
bership;this maybereflectedin syntacticpositioningasLongobardiargues,but doesnot haveto
be.

Let us supposethat this processextendsdown the D-hierarchyin (15). This would not only
accountfor theobserved“animacy” effectson the markingof case,but unify themwith parallel
asymmetriesinvolving numberandon agreement.

At thesametime, it givesusanewway to understandtheapparentexceptionsto thehierarchy
in (15).8 In Arrernte,thefirst personsingularpronoun,unlike all otherpronounsof thelanguage,
receivestheergativecaseending,like nouns(Andrews,ibid.). This is surprisingsincefirst person
singularshouldbethevery apexof thehierarchy;in Dhalandji,ergative/nominativesyncretismis
reportedlyrestrictedto just this pronoun(Austin 1981). The key observationis the familiar one
that some“pronouns”arereally just nouns. Thereis no reasonto supposethat the translational
equivalentsof theEnglishpersonalpronounsin someotherlanguageareactuallymorphologically
andsyntacticallypronounsin that language,any morethanthe translationalequivalentsof aux-
iliaries or prepositionsarenecessarilyauxiliariesandprepositions.The apparentpronounsmay
very well benounsor nounphrases,asin Japanese(evenEnglishhas“yours truly” or “the under-
signed”).Nounsandpronounsarerespectivelylexicalwordsandfunctionwordsandsoshouldbe
distinguishableby morphological,syntactic,andperhapsevenphonologicalcriteria. I venturethe
guessthatthefirst personsingularof Arrernteis anoun.If thisaccountfor theexceptionsturnout
to beright, it wouldsupporttheinterpretationsuggestedhereoverthetraditionalapproachof tying
the hierarchydirectly to meaningor reference,which predictsthat syntacticandmorphological
categoryshouldplayno role.

4 Codaneutralization

4.1 Final devoicing

Turningto phonology, let’s beginwith therobustphonologicalgeneralizationthatmarkedfeature
valuestendto be suppressedin certainprosodicpositions. Perhapsthe best-knownexampleof
thisprocessis CODA NEUTRALIZATI ON, thesuppressionof placeandmannercontrastsin syllable

8Forsomeexamples,seeBlake1977,andGoddard1982.
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codas(or in word-final position), with the neutralizedfeaturestypically taking their unmarked
values.Forconcretenesslet usconsiderthespecialcaseof devoicingof obstruents,asin German,
mostSlavic languages,Catalan,Turkish, Korean,and in a numberof dialectsof English.9 As
a soundchangeaswell assynchronically. it seemsto be irreversible,in that clearcasesof the
converseprocessof final voicingarenot attested.Why shouldthatbe?

Again therearea priori two possibleanswersto this question.Onelocatestheneutralization
constraintin the designof language.This doesnot meanthat codaneutralizationappliesin all
languages;it justmeansthat,wheneverit doesapply, it alwaysimposestheunmarkedfeaturevalue.
It canbe decomposedinto two separateconstraints.Onesaysthat onsetshaveat leastasmany
placeandmannercontrastsascodas;which is reallyaspecialcaseof afamily of constraintswhich
differentiatebetweenstrongand weak positions. The secondconstraintssaysthat neutralized
featuresassumetheir unmarkedvalue(voicelessness,in thecaseat hand). This constrainttoo is
moregeneral.Whenvoicing contrastsareneutralizedelsewhere,the samegeneralizationseems
to apply. (Of course,we haveto setasidecontextualeffectssuchasvoicing assimilation,which
overridethe defaultvalueandon someanalysestakea neutralizedarchiphonemeasinput). The
limiting caseis context-freeneutralization,i.e. the lack of a contrastin thephonemicsyste,Here
thegeneralizationseemsto bethat languagesthathaveno mannercontrastsrealizetheir stopsas
voicelessandunaspirated(Maddieson1984:27).10

To saythat theconstraintis partof thedesignof languagedoesnot meanthat it is is arbitrary
or unmotivated.For example,it hasbeensuggestedthatthereasoncertainfeaturedistinctionsare
liable to be suppressedin codasis that thosefeaturedistinctionsareperceptuallylesssalientin
thosepositions(Steriade2004.)11 asfor why neutralizationwould favor unmarkedfeaturevalues,
the reasonmight be the greatereconomyof the relevantarticulatorygestures. More effortful
articulationswouldbeusedpositionswhereacontrastmustbemarked.

Thesecondpossibleanswerlocatestheexplanationin thediachronicplane,alongthelinesof
Blevins(MS). Supposethattherearedocumentedtypesof soundchangethatdevoicefinal voiced
obstruents,but thereareno documentedtypesof soundchangethat would voice them. It could
thembeclaimedthatthegeneralizationfollows trivially from this unidirectionalityof change.Of
course,theputativeunidirectionalitywould in turn haveto beexplained;perhapson thebasisof
theperceptualandarticulatoryasymmetriesjust mentioned,but now operatingon thediachronic
planeasconstraintson therelevantsoundchangeprocesses.

Thetwo answersarein manywayssimilar,andmustultimatelyconvergein how theyground
the asymmetry. The crucial differencebetweenthemis wherethe explanationapplies. The his-
torical accountlocatesit solely in soundchange.On this view, oncea neutralizationprocesshas
been“deposited”in a languageby soundchange,it just sits thereasa brutearbitraryfact. It has
no synchronicrationale,no morethan,say, thegeologicalstratificationof theearth’s crustdoes.
The synchronicaccount,on the otherhand,makesit part of the designof language.It saysthat
a languagewhich violatestheuniversal(e.g.by havinga final voicing process)would benot just

9Australia,SouthAfrica (WissingandZonneveld1996). Many U.S. speakers,includingthecurrentpresidentof
theU.S.A.,devoiceword-finalfricatives.

10Thisis not thesameassayingthatlanguagesmusthaveatleastavoicelessunaspiratedseriesof stops.In fact,they
don’t. Approximately8%of languagesin Maddieson’ssample(1984:27)arelistedaslackingaseriesof plainvoiceless
stops;this includesEnglish,wherethevoicelessseriesis enhancedby aspiration(aspredictedby dispersiontheory,
seeSteriade2004,Flemming2003).Of coursenot all contextsin Englishhaveaspiration;it seemsthatMaddieson’s
analysesof phonologicalsystemstakesomethinglike themostcommonallophoneof a phonemeasbasic.

11Steriadehoweverarguesthatsyllablestructureis not thecorrectcharacterizationof therelevantpositions.This is
animportantissuebut I will haveto setit asidehere.
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historicallyunattainable,but synchronicallycomplex,in thesenseof beinghardto learn,or hard
to use,or both. Versionsof OT phonologythatposit thatall constraintsareuniversalanddo not
allow contradictoryconstraintsevenmaketheverystrongclaim thatsuchsystemsareimpossible.

Severalconsiderationssuggestthat thehistoricalaccountis not on theright trackin this case.
It is easyto constructscenariosthat, unchecked,would producethe exactoppositeprocess,of
codaneutralizationin favor of themarkedfeaturevalue.For example,considera languagewith a
singleseriesof obstruentswith a gemination(or aspiration)contrast,neutralizedin final position
by degemination(or deaspiration,asthe casemaybe). Let a lenition processthentransposethe
geminate/singleton(or aspiration)contrastinto avoiceless/voicedcontrast.Boththesechangesare
commonenough(theRomancelanguagesoffer manyexamples).With bothsoundchangestaking
placein sequence,theresultwouldbefinal voicing:

(32) A hypotheticalpathto final voicing: markednessreversal

Medial Final

Stage1: tatta : tata tat : *tatt (final degemination,voicingnot distinctive)

Stage2: tata : tada tad : *tat (lenition)

The synchronicgrammarat Stage2 hasa which neutralizesvoicedandvoicelessobstruentsas
voiced.

Many otherpotentialscenariosshouldbecapableof producingthesameresult. Both voicing
anddevoicingarepossiblesoundchanges,andtogethertheycanreversevoicing.12 In a language
with anordinaryfinal devoicingprocess,suchvoicing reversalscould theoreticallyproducesyn-
chronicfinal voicingprocesses,but thatseemsnot to happen.

In sum, final voicing could originateby everydaysoundchangesby a variety of plausible
hypotheticalscenarios.If it in fact neverarises,someconstrainton the designof languagemust
preventit.

4.2 DoesLezgianhavefinal voicing?

Yu (2004)hassuggestedthat thereis at leastonelanguagethatdoeshavea syllable-finalvoicing
processin its synchronicphonology, Lezgian(basedondatain Haspelmath1993).Thesynchronic
situationis that therearefour distinct seriesof stops,of which threeareinvariantandthe fourth
alternatesbetweena longvoicedstopin codapositionandaplainvoicelessstopin onsetposition.
This alternatingstopseriesoccursonly beforethemainstress,which falls on thesecondor only
syllableof theword, it neverocccursanywhereafterthemainstress.13 Thepatternis summarized
in (33),whereD = a voicedstop,D: = a longvoicedstop,T’ = anejective,andTh = anaspirate.14

12ClassicalArmenian(andmodernEasternArmenian)T andD correspondrespectivelyto modernWesternArme-
nianD andTh, (e.g.Tigran vs. Dikran). Germanic/θ/ and/d/ correspondrespectivelyto German/d/ and/t/ (e.g.Tod
‘death’, tot ‘dead’).

13“In a positionfollowing thestressedvowel, voicelessstopsarealwaysaspirated,neverunaspirated,except[im-
mediatelyaftera voicelessobstruent,whentheyarealwaysunaspirated](Haspelmath1993:47).Haspelmath(p. 59)
citesthe form [t’ wek], which is inconsistentwith theverbalrule just quoted;I assumeit is a misprint for [t’ wek’] or
perhapsfor [t’ wekh].

14Thereis alsoan alternationbetweenonsetT’ andcodaD:, which reducesto the fourth setby a processwhich
spreadstheejectivefeature,viz.∼ [T’VTV -]→ [T’VT’V -] (alternatingwith [T’VD:]).
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(33) V V ]�

/D/ D D

/T’/ T’ T’

/Th/ Th Th

/?/ T D:

Thereis, then,a four-waymannercontrastin pretonicposition,anda three-waymannercontrast
elsewhere.Thethefourthstopseriesherelabeled/?/ (theonewhich is restrictedto pretonicposi-
tion) is aplainvoicelessstopin onsetsanda longvoicedstopin codas(whereit contrastswith the
non-alternatingshortvoicedstop).Thequestionis what/?/ is phonologically. Yu simplyassumes
without argumentthat /?/ is /T/, and that /T/ becomesvoiced and lengthenedin codaposition.
But thereis really no reasonwhy it couldnot equallybe /D:/ which is converselyshortenedand
devoicedin onsetposition. The moraictheoryof lengthtells us that /D:/ is really /DD/), so this
solutionamountsto positingonsetdegeminationandonsetfortition for Lezgian,which areboth
eminentlynaturalprocesses.Thethree-seriesstopsystem/D/ : /T’/ : /Th/ positedby this analysis
is identicalto thatof Lezgian’s closerelativeGeorgian(accordingto someanalysesat least),and
is not uncommonin thelanguagesof theCaucasus(e.g.Kabardian),andfor thatmatterin Native
Americanlanguages(Klamath,Kwakw’ala,Yana,Acoma).

This alternative,then, is typologically unexceptionable.Unlessit canbe excludedon com-
pelling language-internalgrounds,thereis no casefor codavoicing in Lezgian. And thatmeans
thattheproposeduniversalis exceptionlessasfar asknown.

4.3 Further evidencefor the universal

Thereis independentsupportfor theconclusionthatthemarkednessasymmetryseenin codaneu-
tralizationprocessesis not simplya by-productof soundchangebut reflectsanintrinsic linguistic
constraint.

First,theasymmetryarisesin otherwaysthanby thesoundchangeof codadevoicing.In Konni
(northernGhana),regressivevoicingassimilation(cf. (34a))is blockedjustwhenit wouldgiverise
to a voicedcoda,in which caseanepentheticvowel is insertedinstead(asin (34b))(Cahill 1999).

(34) a. /tig-ka/→ tikka ’the village’

b. /biis-bu/→ biisibu ’the breast’(*[biizbu])

Similarly, in MeccanArabic(McCarthy2003),voicingassimilation(cf. (35a))is blockedprecisely
whenit wouldgiveriseto avoicedcoda(asin (35b)),eventhoughvoicedcodasarenot in general
prohibitedin thelanguage(see(35c)):

(35) a. /mazku:r/→ masku:r‘mentioned’

b. /?akbar/→ ?akbar(*agbar) ‘older’

c. /dabdaba/→ dabdaba‘pitter-pat(footsteps)’

Additionalevidencecomesfrom TETU (“The Emergenceof theUnmarked”)effects,manifes-
tationsof latentmarkednessconstraintswherehigher-rankingconstraintsthat overridethemare
not in play (PrinceandSmolensky1993).For certainlanguageswith strict CV syllablestructure,
final devoicinghasbeenreportedto applyspontaneouslyin whenspeakersattemptto pronounce
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loanwordsendingin -CVC. Languageacquisitionpoints in the samedirection: final devoicing
oftenoccursin thespeechof youngchildren(Smith1973,Ingram1976,Yavas1994).

No argumentis neededto showthat codaneutralizationis a processwhich mustbe encoded
in thegrammar. It functionsasa productiverule or constraintin numerouslanguages,interacting
with otherrules/constraintsandprincipleswithin theirphonologicalsystems.

Thus,codaneutralizationwouldseemto satisfytherequirementsfor a truelinguisticuniversal.

5 Stress/weightsolidarity

Finally let’s look at the well-known sonorityhierarchy, andin particularthe relativesonorityof
vowels,proposedby de SaussureandJespersen(amongmanyothers)as an intrinsic universal,
which is groundedarticulatorily in the relativeapertureof the vocal tract and/oracousticallyin
loudnessandintrinsicduration.

(36) a> e,o> i, u> e.

Therelativesonoritydefinedby (36) is oneof a largercomplexof sonorityscaleswhich involve
syllableweight,pitch (de Lacy 2002b)andperhapsothers. Severalphonologicalconstraintsre-
fer to sonority, but for our presentpurposesthe relevantone is is the stress/sonoritysolidarity
generalizationstatedin (37).

(37) Stressseeksheavysyllablesandsonorousvowels,wheresonority is definedby the scale
(36).

De Lacy (2002a)extensivelydocumentsthegeneralizationstatedin (38),andarguesthatit is true
of all universalhierarchies,at leastin phonology.

(38) Adjacentpointson thescalemaybeconflated,butnot reversed.

Let usassume,for purposesof thefollowing discussion,thatdeLacy’sempiricalgeneralization
is correct,andapplythecriteriain (4) to determinewhetherthehierarchy(36) is truly auniversal,
or simplya typologicalgeneralization,asdefinedabove.

As a basisfor our discussion,let usconsiderthesonority-basedstresssystemof Gujaratiex-
tensivelyanalyzedby deLacy (2002a),who formulatestheempiricalgeneralizationsin (39).

(39) • Wordsarenormallystressedon thepenult,but

• anantepenultis stressedif it is moreprominentthanthepenulton the (partially con-
flated)sonorityscalea> e,o, i, u> e, and

• thefinal syllableis stressedif it is theonly syllablewith a.

Thedatain (40)showhowstressis assignedin accordwith (39).

(40) a. aźadi ‘freedom’

b. eḱoteR ‘71’

c. peddh́eti ‘guide’

d. tájeter ‘recently’ (a> e, attractsstressto theantepenult)

e. kójeldi ‘little cuckoo’(o> e, attractsstressto theantepenult)

f. Ùcperá ‘girls’ (a> othervowels,attractsstressto thefinal syllable)
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DeLacy proposesfor Gujaratiasynchronicstresssystemwhich I informally summarizein (41):

(41) a. Assignstressto aheavy/sonoroussyllable(STRESS-TO-WEIGHT), otherwise

b. assigna trochaicfoot at theright edgeof theword.

Couchedin OT, deLacy’sproposalis explanatoryin thesensethatit predictsthepossibilityof the
patternin (39) from a setof rankeduniversalconstraints.

The alternativehistoricalexplanationfor the weight/stresssolidarity seenin Gujaratimight
invokethefollowing a reasonableassumptionaboutsoundchange(Blevins2004):

(42) Intrinsic acousticprominenceof sonorousvowelsmay be reinterpretedasstressin sound
change.

Thevalidity of generalization(42) is notat issuehere;let usassumethatit is correctasstated.The
questionis whetherit providesa sufficientalternativeto de Lacy’s proposalthat (36), (37), and
(38)arepartof UG. Let usseewhatthecriteriain (4) say.

The sonorityhierarchyin (36) seemsto be the samein all languages(this is the import of
de Lacy’s result in (38)). But therearenaturaltypesof soundchangethat could reverseit. For
example,a soundchange[A] > [e] (suchastook placein Sanskrit,amongotherlanguages)could
resultin stresssystemswheree functionsasthemostsonorousvowel,attractingstressin wordslike
*t éjeter, contraryto (36)-(38).Theresultwouldbepreciselyastresssystemwith arule/coonstraint
whichviolatestheproposeduniversal.Themoralis thatwhatsoundchangecancreate,it alsocan
destroy. Therefore,if a generalizationis exceptionless,thentheremustbe somethingmorethan
soundchangethatsustainsit.

Note carefully what is at stakehere. The claim is not that soundchangecannotsubvertthe
phonologicalregularitiesof a language.For example,soundchangecouldpresumablyconflateor
deletevowelsin suchaway asto destroythephonologicalregularitiesof Gujarati’s stresssystem,
with theresultthatit wouldhaveto bereanalyzedwith lexicallymarkedstress.Whatsoundchange
apparentlycannotdo is to arbitrarily reversetheuniversalhierarchies.If so,thenit follows sound
changecannotbequiteas“blind” astheneogrammariansthought.It mustoperateunderthecontrol
of UG. Changesthatsubvertuniversalsmusteitherbeblocked,or thesystemtheyappearto give
riseto mustbereanalyzed.

Thesecondcriterionconcernsmultiple paths.Weight/stresssolidarity is in fact implemented
in very diverseways acrosslanguages. E.g. in Finnish, it both makesunstresseddiphthongs
monomoraicin thelexicalphonology, andpreventscontractionof unstressedlongvowels(Kiparsky
2003). Neitherof thesemanifestationsof it canbeattributedto theperceptualconfusionbeteeen
weight andstress.This showsthat the soundchangetheoryof the origin of sonorityhierarchy
effectsis notgeneralenough.

Third: thegeneralizationmustbeencodedin thegrammarof Gujaratibecauseit is productive.
It locatesstressin Gujaratiloanwords,e.g.sineḿa ‘movie theater’(presumablyfrom Englishcin-
ema), which getsfinal stressin Gujaratiby (39) becauseof the sonorousa. A similar point can
bemadefor Finnish,wherethesonorityhierarchydeterminesfixedsecondarystressin loanwords
(Anttila 1997,Kiparsky2003).

Fourth: thegeneralizationunderliesTETU (Emergenceof theUnmarked)effects.In Finnish,
stem-finalsyllablesreceivesecondarystressoptionallyin thelexical phonology, with a frequency
that is proportionalto the sonorityof the vowel. The presenceor absenceof this stresstriggers
far-reachingallomorphyeffectson thestemandtheending(Anttila 1997,Kiparsky2003).At the
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phoneticlevel, lexically unstressedsyllables,regardlessof theirsonority, receivearhythmicstress
which is phoneticallyindistinguishablefrom thelexicalstress— butwhichhasnoeffectswhatso-
everon allomorphy. Therefore,theeffectof relativesonorityon lexical stressandon allomorphy
cannotbeattributedto misperception.

Fifth: the sonorityhierarchydefinesa pathwayof analogicalchange.Anttila (1997,Ch. 3)
documentsthe analogicalspreadof long genitives(the forms in the right-handcolumn)in noun
inflectionovertheattestedhistoryof Finnish.He showsthatit follows thecoursein (43).

(43) -i, -u stems l ı́ntuin > l ı́ntujen ‘birds’ 16thcentury
-e, -o stems péltoin > péltojen ‘fields’ 19thcentury
-a, -ä stems ákkain > ákkojen ‘old women’ 20thcentury

Recall the weight/sonoritysolidaritygeneralization:sonorousvowels(suchasa) prefer to be in
stressedand heavysyllables,nonsonorousvowels (suchas i, u) prefer to be in unstressedand
light syllables. From this perspective,the trajectoryin (43) is understandable:the morphologi-
cal analogyis implementedfirst whereweight/sonoritysolidarity favors it most,and last where
weight/sonoritysolidaritydoesnot favor it at all. Herethesonorityhierarchygovernsthecourse
of morphologicalchangein a way which cannothaveanythingto do with the misperceptionof
stress.

6 Conclusion

An increasinglypopularresearchprogramseeksthe causesof typologicalgeneralizationsin re-
currenthistoricalprocesses,or evenclaimsthat all principledexplanationsfor universalsreside
in diachrony. Structuralandgenerativegrammarhasmorecommonlypursuedthe reversedirec-
tion of explanation,which groundstheway languagechangesin its structuralproperties.Thetwo
programscancoexistwithoutcontradictionor circularityaslongaswecanmakeaprincipledsep-
arationbetweentrueuniversals,which constrainbothsynchronicgrammarsandlanguagechange,
andtypologicalgeneralizations,whicharesimply theresultsof typicalpathsof change.

Thefollowing criteriashouldconvergeto identify trueuniversals.(1) Universalshaveno ex-
ceptions(for whatdoesnot ariseby changecannotbesubvertedby it either). (2) Universalsare
process-independent.(3) Universalscanbe manifestedin ”emergenceof the unmarked”effects.
(4) Universalsareembeddedin grammarsasconstraintsandcaninteractwith othergrammatical
constraints.(5) Universalsconstitutepathwaysfor analogicalchange.

ChoosingastestinggroundsBindingTheoryandsplit ergativityin morphosyntax,andvoicing
neutralizationandsonorityin phonology, I arguedthatthesecriteriado convergerathercleanlyin
eachcase.Pica’s Generalizationaboutthebindingpropertiesof simplevs. complexanaphorsand
Everaert’s generalizationthat thereareno nominativeanaphorsarenot universals,but diachroni-
cally explicabletypologicalgeneralizations.TheD-hierarchythatgovernssplit caseassignment,
numbermarking,andagreementis auniversal,asis thedirectionof voicingneutralizationandthe
sonorityhierarchyin phonology.
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