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1 Therelation betweensynchronyand diachrony

1.1 Structure explainschange

If languagechangds constrainedy grammaticaktructurethensynchronicassumptionsavedi-

achronicconsequenced heoriesof grammarcanthenin principle contributeto explainingprop-
ertiesof changepr converselybefalsified by historicalevidence This hasbeenthe mainstimulus
for incorporatinghistoricallinguisticsinto generativeheorizing.

A widely sharedassumptions that certainmutationsoccurin the transmissiorof language.
Specifically they occurwhenaspectf grammarsdasedon incompletedata,or outputsof such
grammarscanberetainedrom earlierstage®f acquisitiorandbecomencorporatednto thefinal
system.This notionof “imperfectlearning”hasprovidedthe basisfor oneapproactto analogical
changeand,coupledwith thetheoryof Lexical Phonologyprovidesa solutionto the problematic
type of phonologicalchangeknown aslexical diffusion (Kiparsky 1995). It is alsocommonly
assumedh investigation®f syntacticchange Thetheoryof acquisitiontherebybecomes crucial
link betweersynchronicanddiachronidinguistics.

The specificimplementatiorof this approachwill dependon the modelof grammaticalde-
scriptionthatis adopted.Syntacticchange for example hasbeentreatedas parameter-resetting
(Lightfoot 1991),asgrammareplacementKroch 1989),andasconstrainteranking(OT, recently
especiallyin its stochastiovariety, Jager& Rosenbact2003,Clark 2004). Eachcomeswith dif-
ferentcommitmentsaboutthe causesandmechanismef changeandabouthow changeis related
to synchronicvariation. Specifictheoriesof syntaxmakefurther predictionsaboutco-variation
betweendifferent aspectof grammar,notably betweenmorphologyand syntax. For example,
on someversionsof syntax,rich inflectional morphologyentailsa highly ramified structureof
functionalcategorieso which categoriesnoveto checktheir featurespredictingthatlossof verb
agreemengntailslossof V-to-l movemente.g.Vikner 1995).1n a differentframework,l havear-
guedthatstructuralpositionandinflectionalmorphologyarealternativeargumenticensersfrom
which | derive,amongotherconsequenceshe Sapir/Jespersegeneralizatiorthatlossof inflec-
tional morphologyentailsfixed orderof directnominalargumentgKiparsky 1997).

The leadingidea behindthis work, that propertiesof languagechangemight be explained
by the way languages acquiredand structuredin the mind, is of courseby no meansoriginal
to generativggrammar The neogrammariangpr example hadrecognizedhe pervasiverole of
analogyasa regularizingforce in changeasa manifestatiorof the mechanisnthatunderliesthe
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normalacquisitionandcreativeuseof language.The structuralistoon their part soughtto derive
the empiricalgeneralizationsboutlangagechangediscoveredoy the neogrammariangom the
designfeaturesof language Indeed the very origins of structuralismlie preciselyin this attempt
to groundhistoricallinguisticsin anewunderstandingf thelanguagédaculty.

Oneexplanatoryconnectionbetweeninguistic changeandthe organizationof languagehat
emergedn thisfirst roundof structuralistheorizingwasthatlanguages a networkof syntagmatic
andparadigmaticelationswhich definethetracksof potentialanalogicachangesFirstarticulated
by the neogrammariarHermannPaul, its larger theoreticalconsequencewere worked out by
linguistssuchasasKruszewskiBaudouinde Courtenayde Saussureandlaterby Jakobson.

A secondmajorideathatemergedat this time wasthatthe regularityandexceptionlessne s
soundchangeadiscoverdby the neogrammarians basedon theindependencef phonologyfrom
morphologysyntax,andsemanticsln Saussureaformulation,thereasorsoundchanges regular
is thatthe link betweenexpressiorand meaningconstitutingthe sign is arbitrary Bloomfield’s
versionof the explanationis basedon the notion of separatiorof levels,andin particularon the
premisethatthe phonologicabndmorphologicabrganizatiorof languageareindependent:

‘Theoretically we canunderstandheregularchangeof phonemes we supposehatlanguageon-
sistsof two layersof habit. Onelayeris phonemicthe speakerfiavecertainhabitsof voicing,tongue-
movementandso on. Thesehabitsmakeup the phoneticsystemof the language.The otherlayer
consistof formal-semantidiabits: the speakerabitually utter certaincombinationsof phonemesn
respons¢o certaintypesof stimuli, andresponcdappropriatelywhentheyhearthesesamecombinations.
Thesehabitsmakeup thegrammarndlexiconof thelanguagé.(Bloomfield 1933,364-365)

So,thestructuralist/generativerogramfor historicallinguisticsduringmostof thelastcentury
lookedsomethindike this (readthe arrowsas“explains” or “constrains”):

(1) | UniversalGrammarnUG):
(a) possiblegrammars
(b) markedness

Acquisition

Change Languageuse

For the structuralistsJUG (they nevercalledit that, of course)tendedto be very simple,and
in principle derivablefrom a few quite generalrelations. Bloomfield and Saussurgake distinct-
nessasthe basicrelationin languageandconnectt to the propertyof arbitrarinesgBloomfield



1933:144): Whenseriouslyexploredin descriptivepracticeby post-Bloomfieldiarstructuralists,
this minimalisticprogrambasedn distinctnessurnedout to be problematicasbecameclearfirst

in phonologyandthenin morphologyandsyntax.Generativegrammairthereforeendedup positing
aratherrichly structuredanguagdaculty asaninnateendowment.

This researchprogramdoesnot foreclosefunctional explanationgor languagechange.Un-
controversiallytheyinfluencechangeat thelevel of languagaise. The generativgorogramopens
up the possibility that they might havebecomebiologizedwithin UG itself, therebyconstraining
changealsovia acquisition. For example,we could speculateghat evolutionarypressuresnight
havecausedheinnatelearningmechanisnto favor grammarghatoptimize perceptionproduc-
tion, and/orstabletransmissionin certainways. A languagedesignedn modularfashion,with
differentlevelsof representatiosubjectto their own constraintsmay well be the mostefficient
for this combinationof tasks.

1.2 Changeexplainsstructure

Seeminglyat oddswith the paradigmin (1) is anolder, pre-structuralistdeawhich is recentlyre-

gainingpopularity It viewsthedirectionof explanatiorasgoingtheotherway: cross-linguistically
recurrentstructuralpatternan grammarare dueto recurrentpatternsof languagechange(Bybee
1988, Aristar 1991,Garrett1990,Blevins 2003).

(2) | Acquisition,variation

Change Languageuse

Typologicalgeneralizations

In its moreconservativéorms,this programseesistoricalexplanatiorasakind of supplement
or correctiveto the formal theoryof grammar Most commonly it is claimedthat UG shouldbe
seerasatheoryof COREGRAMMAR, andthatvicissitudesof languagehangaindersomecircum-
stancesan produce‘marked” or evenanomalousstructureswhich fall outsidethe remit of UG.

IAs anexample hereis Bloomfield's definition of part of speech(Bloomfield 1926,Def. 38): “The maximum
word-classesf alanguagerethe parts of speectof thatlanguage”.To applythe definition,you haveto go backto
the definitionsof maximumJanguageandword-class.A maximumX is an X which is not partof a largerX (Def.
26). A languageis thetotality of utteranceshatcanbe madein a speech-communitiDef. 4, with Defs.1 and3, and
Assumptionl). A word-classis a form-classof words (Def. 37). A form-classis the setof formshavingthe same
functions(Def. 33). A form is the setof vocalfeaturescommonto sameor partly sameutterancegDef. 6). Samds
thatwhichis alike (Def. 5). A functionis the positionsin which aform occurs(Def. 32). A positionis anorderedunit
in aconstructionDef. 29). A constructions arecurrentsameof order(Def. 23, with Ass.8). A word is aminimum
freeform (Def. 11). A freeform is aform which maybeanutterancgDef. 10). And soon, all theway down.
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Suchis, for example,a commonview of split ergativecasesystemswhich haveno straightfor-
wardanalysisin GB andits successotheories(seesection3 below). Or, converselyit is claimed
thatthe formal theoryof languageshouldovergeneratdoy allowing for possibletypeswhich are
unattestegimply becausehey cannotarise— or at leastcannoteasily arise— throughnormal
processesf changgHarris2003).

In its more radical form, the programdoesnot seekto complementhe theory of UG but
to replaceit. It triesto explainaway putativeuniversalsas by-productsof recurrentpatternsof
languagechange.As Aristar putsit, “. .. disparatediachronicprocessesan conspireto give the
effect of synchronicuniversals’(1991). As a casestudy he offers an accountof the Greenberg
word-orderuniversalin (3):

(3) Genitivesyelativesandadjectivesusuallyprecedeheirheadsn SOV languagesindfollow
themin VSO languages.

Thebasisof (3) (accordingo Aristar’s historicalreinterpretationis simplyahistoricalrelationship
betweerthethreecategories:

‘One reasonwhy genitives,relatives,and adjectivalspatternso similarly in lan-
guagesacrossthe world is that genitivesandrelativescan potentiallyarisefrom the
sameanaphoricconstruction,and genitivesand relativesare a potentialdiachronic
sourcefor adjectivalforms. (Aristar 1991)

The competingstructuralexplanatiorfor (3) is of coursethatgenitives relatives,adjectivesand
subjectsare specifiers,andthat, by cross-categoriaharmony(Hawkins 1983) all specifierswill
normallyeitherprecedeor follow their heads.

In this particularcase the structuralexplanationbasedon cross-categoridharmonyseemgo
havethe edgeoverthe historicalexplanationlt correctlyextendgo adjectivedrom othersources
than genitivesand relatives,for which the word order correlationstatedin (3) is just asvalid.
Moreover,the fact thatgenitivesandadjectivegendto go handin handin word orderchange(as
they havein the history of English)indicatesthatthe syntacticrelationbetweernthemis intrinsic.
Furthermorethe parallelismis morefine-grainedhancommonorigin couldexplain,andthereare
systematidisparitieswhich aresubjectto additionalgeneralizationgDryer 1988,1992). Giorgi
& Longobardi(1991, Ch. 3) showthat at leastsomeof theseadditionalgeneralizationgan be
explainedwithin thetheoryof grammarby independentlynotivatedassumptionaboutthe phrase
structureof nominals.

Moreover,historicalexplanationspncespelledout, oftenturn out to appealimplicitly to ten-
denciesthat arethemselvesn needof explanation.For example without a theoryof categories
andphrasestructure the directionof reanalysiswvhich Aristar takesasa givenis just aspuzzling
asthe typologicaluniversalit is supposedo ground. For a true explanationwe needa theory
of phrasestructureandgrammaticakcategories Genitivesandrelativesareindeedamongthe di-
achronicsourcedor adjectivesput the fact that genitivesandrelativesare likely candidategor
reanalysisasadjectivess itself a puzzle,not somethingself-explanatoryOneplausibleansweris
basedoreciselyon their commonstatusasnominalspecifiers.

1.3 The program

Theseopposingconsiderationgead to a researchprogramwhich integrateshistorical and syn-
chroniclinguistics by demarcatingn a principled way the explanatoryrole of each. Whenis
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changehe explanansywhenis it the explanandum?Answeringthatquestionwill give a basisfor
distinguishingtrue universalsfrom typologicalgeneralizations.The issuegoeswell beyondthe
simplequestiorhow cross-linguistiggeneralizationsriginate. It is aboutthe natureof thosegen-
eralizationghemselves Whateverarisesthroughlanguagechangecanbe lost throughlanguage
changdgunlesst getssomehowncorporatednto thegenomeasmentionedabove).Any structural
featurethatis causedoy changeis inherentlyunstable(vulnerable as Saussurgutit). It canbe
washedut by otherchangesor replacedwith the oppositefeature. Thereforerecurrentstructural
featuresthat are causedby recurrentpatternsof changeare TYPOLOGICAL GENERALIZATIONS
butnottrueuniversals.

By the sametoken,if a generalizationis itself a determinanbf historicalchangejt mustbe
a true intrinsic UNIVERSAL, which is properly the subjectmatterof UG. Sucha generalization
shouldneverbe violated exceptwhen another,dominantuniversalconstraintcompelsit, in the
senseof OT.

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

4) Universals Typologicalgeneralizations
Irreversible Reversible
Convergence Singlesource
TETU effects No TETU effects
Manifestedspontaneouslin child language Not manifestedn child language
Pathwaysf change Inert
Structurallyencodedn thegrammar Not necessarilygtructurallyencoded

I will now applythesecriteriato a numberof proposedypologicalgeneralizationandcandi-
dateuniversalsThematerialis drawnfrom bothphonologyandsyntax;manyof thecasesnvolve
a scaleor hierarchywhich definesthe parametepf arule or constraint.The resultsshow | think,
thatthecriteriain (4) convergdairly neatlyto sortoutthetrueuniversalsin theabovesensefrom
thetypologicalgeneralizations.

2 Morphology and binding properties of reflexives

2.1 Simple and complexreflexives

A casewherel think diachronyconvincinglyexplainsa setof typologicalgeneralizationfiasto
dowith therelationbetweerthe morphologicabropertiesof anaphor@ndtheir bindingbehavior
Herel will bedrawingonthetypologyof anaphorgroposedn Kiparsky2002.

Reflexive pronounsare of two main morphologicaltypes, SIMPLE and COMPLEX. Simple
reflexivesaretypically monomorphemielementssuchasFrenchse Germarsich, Russiarsebja
Complexreflexivesare of two types: (1) the headtype, which consistsof a possessiv@ronoun
combinedwith aninalienablypossessedoun,typically “head” or “body”, and(2) the self-type,
which consistf a reflexiveor pronominalcombinedwith anadvernthatmeans'self” (German
selbst Swedishsjalv, Frenchméme Italian stesspRussiarsan).

A typologicalgeneralizatiordiscoveredy Faltz1977andtheoreticallyexploredby Pical987
(sometimscalled“Pica’s generalization”stateshat complexreflexivestypically differ from sim-
ple reflexivesasfollows:



(5) a. Theyallow objectantecedents.
b. Theymustbeboundlocally within thesameclause.
c. Theytypically lack possessivéorms.

The synchronicexplanatiorfor (5) thathasbeenproposedn theliteratureis thatcomplexreflex-

ivesaremaximalprojectionswhereasimplereflexivesareheadsandcliticize to Infl at S-structure
or at LF, wherethey are C-commandedy subjectsonly (Pica1991,cf. Katadal991, Hestvik

1992).Long-distancdindingby successiveyclic movementProblemswith thisaccountnclude
thatthis LF movementvould violate both the CoordinateStructureConstraintandthe ECP;it is

alsonot clearhow howtogetlong-distancdinding of reflexivesinsidemaximalprojections.

The alternativehistoricalexplanations that complexreflexivesariseasanti-obviationstrate-
gies. A universalprinciple of CoargumenDisjoint Referencd CDR) requiresthat coarguments
(argumentsf the samepredicate)cannotoverlapin referenceunlessthey are specifiedasnon-
obviative(Kiparsky 2002).

(6) CDR:AnN obviativepronouncannotoverlapin referencewith acoargument.

a. Johnhateshim. (theremustbetwo peopleinvolved)
b. Eachof themenhatehim. (“he” isn’t oneof “the men”)

CDR appliesnot only to R-expressiongnominaland pronominalelementsput alsoto anaphors,
unlesgheyarespeciallymarkedasexemptirom CDR.

The two typesof complexreflexivesin represenpreciselythe two waysin which a pronoun
(whetherpronominalor anaphor)subjectto CDR canbe markedso asto escapét. “Head”-type
complexreflexivesdefeatthis constraintoy putting the pronouninto a non-coargumenposition.
Selftype complexreflexivesdefeatit by markingthe pronounas non-obviative(by addingan
elementwhich assertsdentity betweerthe pronounanda contextuallydeterminecelement).The
distributionof complexreflexivesis restrictedto environmentsvhereCDR needdgo be defeated.
The propertieof complexreflexivesin (5) thenfollow straightforwardly

(7) a. Complexreflexivesallow objectantecedentbecauseheyarenot subjectto CDR.

b. Theyareboundwithin thesameclausebecausdong-distancantecedentarenotcoar-
gumentsof them.

c. Theytypically lack possessivéorms becausea possessois not a coargumenbf its
possessurs’coarguments.

If this explanations correct,then(5) is notalinguisticuniversalandshouldnoT beexpressed
in the synchronictheoryof grammar This might be a welcomeconclusion because principled
connectionbetweenthe shapeof an anaphoricexpressiorandits binding propertieshasproved
elusivesofar. At leaston lexicalistassumptionsthe syntaxhasno accesgo the morphological
compositionof words. The putativecorrelationof the morphologywith the categoricabistinction
betweenheadsand maximalprojectionsis stipulative,andempirically suspecbesides:typically
thedistributionof morphologicallycomplexreflexivedike himselfis thesameasthatof thesimple
pronounsthey contain(suchas him), so they are probably not maximal projections(Toivonen
2001).

Therefore,in termsof our criteriain (4), what we havehereis not a true universal,but a
typologicalgeneralizatiorwith a historicalexplanationpecause:

(8) a. Thegeneralizationms notinviolable(seetheexceptionglocumenteih Huang2000:96).
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b. All complexreflexivesseento arisein the sameway, by theroutedescribedabove.
c. Therenoacquisitionevidencewvhichwould showthatlearnersaccesst.
d. Thegeneralizations probablynot structurallyencodable.

2.2 Nominative anaphors

Anothertypologicalgeneralizations (9):
(9) Therearenonominativeanaphors.

Thisis trivially truein languages which anaphorsnustbelocally boundto anominativesubject.
Butit is notobviouswhy it would hold evenin languagesvhich allow long-distancéinding,or in
languagesn which nominativecasemaybe assignedo objects(suchaslcelandic).

(10) Icelandic(Maling L&P 1984)

a.*Honumfinnst(sjalfur) sig (vera)veikur
Him-Dat finds self Refl-Nom(be) sick-Nom

‘He considersimself(to be)sick’ (noreflexivenominativeobject!)

b. Hannsagi a sig  vantai haefileika
He said thatself-Datlacked ability-Nom

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

As we’ll see,thegeneralizatior(9) is actuallynottrue, butit is still a pretty robusttendency
sosomeexplanatioris calledfor. Synchronigexplanationshathavebeenproposedor (9) include
LF movemensubjectto the ECR andseverakgreement-basdd/potheses.

TheECPexplanationdueto Chomsky1986,positsthatanaphorsnoveatLF to INFL, leaving
atrace;in subjectpositionthetracewould not be properlygoverned.This doesnot really account
for nominativeobjects,or for pronominalchains.

Rizzi 1990andWoolford 1999 proposednsteadthat nominativesagreewith AGR, which is
pronominal.lf the nominativewereananaphorthe resultwould be a chainwhich would haveto
bebothlocally boundandlocally free. However this still won’t work for nominativeobjects.

Everaer2001developeda minimalistversionof the agreemenstory, accordingto whichV’s
uninterpretable)-featuresmustbe checkedagainstanagreeingN'’s interpretabldeatures.Nomi-
nativeanaphorareexcludedf theyarenotfully specifiedor somegp-featurethatmustbelicensed
ontheV. E.g.lcelandicsigis unspecifiedor numbersoit can’tchecktheV’s numberfeature.On
theotherhand,GeorgianandMarathinominativereflexivesareOK becausé¢heyagree.

(11) Georgian(Harris1981,1984,Everaer2001)

a. Vano-mdaurenuna tavis-itav-i
Vano-Erghe-convince-him-Aoself's self-Nom

‘Vanoconvincedhimself (reflexivenominativeagreeingobject)

b. Gela-s turme daurenunebia tavis-itav-i
Gela-Datapparentlyhe-convince-him-Egelf's  self-Nom

‘Gela hasapparentlyconvincechimself’



c. tavis-matav-ma@-xsn-a  president-i
self's-Erg self-Erg he-saved-hinpresident-Nom
‘It wasthepresidentvhosavechimself(no-oneelsedidit)’ (reflexiveergativeagreeing
subject)

(12) Marathi
Jane-ngJohn-laakalavle ki aapan., turangaagtahot
Jane-Erg John-Acc informed-3Sghatself-Nom prison-Locwas-3Sg
‘Jane informedJohn thatself, ,; wasin prison. (reflexivenominativeagreeingsub-

ject)

Everaerts solutioncomesalot closer,butit still runsinto empiricalproblems.Thecorrelation
it predictsbreaksdown in both directions. Swedishhasan unspecifiedeflexive (sig) andno V
agreementyet still lacksnominativeanaphors.Choctawhasan unspecifiedeflexiveandrich V
agreementyet doeshavenominativeanaphorgBroadwellNELS18.)

The historicalexplanationadmittedlyratherunexcitingby comparisonstartsfrom the obser-
vation that when nominativeobjectsare prohibitedand subjectscan’t be boundoutsidea finite
clause hominativeanaphoraresimply impossible. GermanicandRomancewvereoriginally such
languages.The morphologicalgap persistedevenafter nominativeobjectsand/orlong-distance
binding arosein someof them,asin Icelandic. Marathiand Georgian,on the otherhand,never
inheritedsucha constraint Marathiseemso havehadlong-distancéindingof anaphorspnomina-
tivesincluded,aslong asit hashadthereflexiveaapan Foraapanis derivedfrom Sanskritatman
“soul, self’, which therefunctionedasa reflexive(or asthe equivalentof one)in any caseform,
includeingthenominative:

(13) khadgenasakyateyuddhe sadhvatma parirak$tum
sword-Instrcan-3Sg combat-Loovell  self-Nomprotect
‘one canprotectoneselfwell with a swordin combat’(“one’s self canbe protectedwell”)

(Mbh 12.160.3)

Thatis really all that needsto be said. Thereis simply no synchronicprinciple at work. The
historicalexplanatiorcoversthe dataperfectly

3 Split ergative casemarking

3.1 The D-hierarchy

Foracasewheretheevidenceseemso pointin theoppositadirection,let usturnto acharacteristic
asymmetryof casemarkingandthe so-calledanimacyhierarchythatdeterminest.

A caseassignedo subjectf transitiveverbsbut notto subjectf intransitiveverbsis called
ERGATIVE. SPLIT ERGATIVE systemshaveergativecasemarking underrestrictedconditions,
mostcommonlydependingeitheron the natureof the NP or on the tense/aspeatf the verb. A
classicakexampleof an NP split ergativecasesystemis Dyirbal, which hasanergative/nominative
oppositionin nouns,anda nominative/accusativeppositionin pronoungDixon 1972).Dyirbal’s
structuralcasesystemis shownin (14),where*A”, “O” and“S” denotethe subjectandobjectof a
transitiveverbandthe subjectof anintransitiveverb,respectively



(14)

| H A | s [ O |
Nouns ERG -nggu,-ru | NOM -@ | NOM -@
Pronouns| NOM -@ NOM -@ | ACC -na

Whensplit ergativity is conditionedby the inherentcategoryof the NP, the casedendto be dis-
tributedaccordingto the hierarchyin [15],2 which I'll referto asthe D-hierarchy sincethe more
usualterm“animacyhierarchy”is misleading?

(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
hierarchyandaccusativen nominalsfrom theleft (the“high” end).

In Dyirbal, the two casemarkingsubsystemslivide nominalscleanlyinto two groups,butin
somelanguageshe cutoff-pointsdon’t coincide:

(16) Djapu(Morphy1983):

| [A__[s [0 |
Non-human|| -thu
Human -thu -nha
Pronouns -nha

The distributionof structuralcasemarkingin someAustralianlanguagesllustratessomeof the
possiblecutoff-points(adaptedrom Blake 1977,1987):

(17)\ Pronouns | Proper/Kin| Human| Animate | Inanimate|
Thargari Accusative \ Erg
Arabana Accusative \ Ergative
Gumbainggir Accusative \ Ergative
Dyirbal Accusative| Ergative
Warlpiri Ergative
Djapu | Ergative

Accusative |

2The hierarchywasextensivelydiscussedy KennethHalein lecturesat M.1.T. in the late sixties;seeHale 1973.
Silverstein1976andDixon 1979documentedts applicationto ergativecasesystems.

3Wierzbicka1981 showsthat the hierarchyinvolves neither“animacy” nor “agentivity”, which makesa direct
functionalexplanatiorimplausible.A categoryrelatedto definitenesssuchasindividuationor “topic-worthiness’is
amorelikely candidateasshepointsoutandasl! will alsoarguebelow Let usnoteherethatthehierarchyis actually
notalwayssotidy. Onesomewhatwidespreaghatterngroupskinshiptermswith thepronounsSometime$sAnimates”
arerestrictedto higheror intelligentanimals the otherspatterningwith inanimates.



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
throughunderstandabldiachronicprocesses:

(18) a. “NP split-ergativesystemsn fact havetheir striking synchronideaturesasa straight-
forward consequencef their ordinarydiachronicsourcginstrumentakcase]”(Garrett,
1990).

b. “The split natureof many ergative-absolutiveasesystemdooks like anotherRube
Goldbergfeatureof grammars,but we can understanchow they might have arisen
historically” (Lightfoot 1999:141)

c. “Theserestrictiong[split ergativecasemarkingpatternsjmakelittle synchronicsense
for anactive-directergativeclausein which the agentis the moretopical— proximate
— argument. (Givon 1994:33).

Let us considerthe argumentdor this position, which are laid out in Garrett1990. Garrett
maintainsthatargueghatthe lack of ergativemarkingon the high endof the D-hierarchyneither
hasnor needsa synchronicexplanation.It is only at an antecedenhistorical stagethat the split
casemarkingis motivated. Garrettassumeshatthoseergativecaseswvhich exhibit sucha gapin
their distributionarehistoricallyderivedfrom instrumentacasesandproposego explainthegap
asaninheritancdrom this stage.Theideais thatthegapis areflectionof thefactthatinstrumental
caseis for pragmaticreasonsnostcommonwith inanimatenounsfor it typically denotesnstru-
mentswhich are normally inanimate. After the instrumental-to-ergativeeanalysisthe inherited
restrictionis transferredio the new ergativecase. In its new form, however,the restrictionno
longerhasany synchronicmotivation,andthereforetendsto geteliminatedby analogicalspread
of ergativecaseto animatenouns.Pronounsthough,tendto be morphologicallysodifferentfrom
nounsthatthey escapeheir analogicalinfluence. The typical outcomeof this scenariothenis a
noun/pronoursplit.

| believethat Garretts purely historicalaccountfor the split ergativity patternss not viable,
for thefollowing reasons.

First, the historicalscenarianvolvesan unexplainedshift from a semantic/pragmatigapbe-
fore thereanalysido anallomorphicgapafterthe reanalysis Actual instrumentsarerestrictedto
Low-D nominals simply becauséheyare inanimate.(Ilt doesnot matterfor our ourposesvhether
thisis apragmatiaestrictionor anontologicalone.)Garrettassumethatwheninstrumentatases
reanalyzedasergativecasethisrestrictionis carriedover,resultingin split ergativity Theassump-
tion that “the distributionof newly-createdinguistic categoriegarallelsthat of theirimmediate
antecedents(Garrett1990,286)is persereasonableBut takenliterally, it would imply thatafter
theinstrumentato ergativereanalysishigh-D nominalswould lack ergativecase.Thetruthis that
high-D nominalsdo notlack ergativecaserathertheyhaveergative/nominativeyncretismhence
ergativenominalswith no overtcasemarking— a very differentthing. The suffixlesslesgrgative
pronounshaveexactlythe samesyntaxas overtly markedergativenominals: in particular,they
agreewith themin caseandaretreatedasparallelwith themin conjoinednounphrasesThegap
in ergativeparadigmgs thusa matterof allomorphy not a gapin the distributionof the category
of ergativecase(andstill lessa matterof pragmaticsof course).

Whatis missingfrom the historicalaccountthen,is thecausalink betweerthe putativeprag-
maticallymotivatedgapin thedistributionof theformerinstrumentataseandthezeroallomorph
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thatit supposedlyeavesbehindin the paradigmof thereanalyzedrgativecase.In otherreanaly-
sesthis kind of thing generallydoesnot happert. For example jnstrumentakaseitself typically
comesfrom comitativecase,via a chain of developmentvhich runsfrom “in the companyof”
(Johnate cheesavith Mary) via “accompaniedy” (Johnate cheeseavith wine) to “by meansof”
(Johnate cheesewith a fork).> At the outset,inanimatenounswould not be usedin the comi-
tative (for “pragmatic” reasons)andyet we neverfind their instrumentaloffspring sportingzero
allomorphson inanimatenouns(or lacking instrumentalcase,for that matter). Similarly, abla-
tive caseglenotingsource-typeaelationsoftenoriginateaslocal caseswith a separativeneaning;
a local separativecasewould be restrictedto nounsdenotingphysicalobjects(for “pragmatic”
reasons)andyetwe don't find ablativeswith zeroallomorphson abstrachouns?

The secondargumentagainsta historicalaccountof the casemarking patternis thatit is not
generaknough.lt addressesnly thedistributionof ergative/nominativeyncretismBut thesame
hierarchyalsodetermineshedistributionof genitive/nominativesyncretismasin Yukagir,where
thereis no reasorto suspectaninstrumentabrigin for genitivecase(Nichols 1992:53 Krejnovic
1958,80, 63 1f.).

(19) a. metnime
I house

‘my house’

b. Bekeile
Beke deer
‘Beke’s deer’

c. ile-n  jawul
deer-GENtrack
‘(the/a)deerstracks’

In the oppositedirection, the hierarchyalsodetermineghe distributionof accusative/nominative
syncretismalreadymentionedn [17].

(20) Finnish*split accusativity”:only pronoungyetaccusativeaseendings
Koira  nah-tiin. Hane-tnah-tiin. (Finnish)
Dog-Nom see-PassPast He-Acc see-PassPast
‘The/ladogwasseeri. ‘He wasseen.

It alsogovernsdative/accusativeyncretismandergative/dativesyncretismandfor the samerea-
son.

Finnishchild languageandcertaindialectsreportedlyextendaccusativenarkingfurtheralong
thetrajectoryof (15), from pronoundo propernamesandappellativese.g.Lauri-t, isi-t ‘daddy’.

4Indeed it might be arguedthatthe very possibility of reanalysids inconsistentvith the transferof a pragmatic
gapmotivatedby theoriginal meaning.You cannotknow abouta pragmatiayapwithouthavinglearnedhe semantics
onwhichthepragmatidnferencedependsin this putativecasetheinstrumentameaning) butonceyou havelearned
thatmeaningyouwill notreanalyzehatmeaningasanothemeaning.

SAn exampleof this developmenis Estonian-ga, etymologicallyfrom kansa-sséin the crowd”.

6A third exampleis the reanalysisof possessivauffixesas objectmarkersof definite NPsthat hastakenplace
in somelangagedelongingto the Permicbranchof the Finno-Ugricfamily. Accusativecase which waslostin the
nominalinflectionof the Permiclanguagega stateof affairspreservedn Ostyak)wasrenewedn Komi andVotyak
by reanalysif the 3.p. possessivauffix asan accusative Yet we do not find thatthosenounswhich for pragmatic
reasonsarely havea possessoflet us say“sky”, “sun”) lack accusativeendings(let aloneaccusativease)in these
languages.
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Furthermorethe samehierarchyalsogovernsnversesystemsyhich aretypically foundwith
agreementatherthancasewhereinstrumentato ergativereanalysisannoteatstake.Therefore,
we needa morecomprehensivexplanatiorfor the different manifestation®f the hierarchythan
whattheinstrumental-to-ergativeeanalysiscenaridoy itself canprovide.

Thethird objectionto Garretts proposalis thatthe historicalaccounts insufficiently general
evenfor the distributionof ergativeendingsbecausehe phenomenoimo be explainedhasseveral
historicalsources.It is not evenalwaystrue thatinstrumentakaseprior to its reanalysisaserga-
tive is restrictedto inanimates.More often than not, instrumentalcasehasotherfunctionsthan
expressingnstrumentssuchasmarkingdemotedagentof passiveswhich areprototypicallyan-
imate,in fact prototypicallyhuman.But suchinstrumentabgentsarealsoreanalyzedsergative
subjectsin passive-to-ergativeeanalysesasin Indo-Aryanand Polynesian.And ergativecases
thatareknownto havetheseoriginscanalsolack anovertergativecasemorphemetthehighend
of theD-scale;thisis thecasefor firstandsecondpersorpronounsn anumberof Indo-Aryanlan-
guagesincludingMarathi,Punjabi,EasterrRajasthaniAssameseandSiraiki (= LahandaMasica
1991:252) Theexamplesn [21] arefrom Siraiki (Bhatia1983:181):

(21) a. maiaxbaar itthii
I newspapefs see-pst.3fs
‘| sawthenewspaper’

b. huune axbaar Jitthii
he ERGnewspapefssee-pst.3fs

‘he sawthenewspaper’

Sincethe Indo-Aryaninstrumentalcasefrom which the ergativemarkerne descendsvas at no
stagerestrictedto inanimatesthe high-D nominative/ergativeyncretismn theselanguagesnust
havearisenin someotherway thanby Garretts scenariolt appearshatit arosesomplysimply by
ergativeforms beingextendedo function asnominatives. Analogousdevelopmentganbe ob-
servecelsewhereTibeto-Burmarstartswith afully ergativecase-markingystemandnominative
casespreadsn anorderlyway downthe hierarchy(Baumanl1979).

Nor arehigh-D unmarkedergativesalwaysdescendedrom formerinstrumentakcaseqor, for
thatmatter,from anyothercasewvhoseexclusionfrom animatesouldbemotivatedsemanticallyor
pragmatically) Ergativecasecanalsooriginateasa generalizeabliquecase or dativecase.This
seemdo bethecasein the DaghestaniafNE Caucasianlanguagesandin thoseNW Caucasian
languagesvhich havedeveloped casesystem.In severalof them,pronoungandsometimesn
additiona classof high-D nouns)lack overtendingsn theergative e.g.Adyghe:

(22) ‘house’ ‘I’
Nom. vmo(-r) S
Erg. vno-m S

In Adygheandthefairly closelyrelatedKabardianandUbykh, severalof the numeroudunctions
of ergativecase(recipient,locative,time) would be puzzlingfor a reanalyzednstrumentakase.
The instrumentalusedmainly for instrumentsaandpaths)is alive andwell in the declensionand
thereis no morphologicalgapconnectedvith animacy

High-D ergative/nominativesyncretismseemdo haveyet anothersourcein someAustralian
languagesThemorphologicallyunmarkedronominaformsusedn SandA functionarethought

"Thisdevelopmenalsotook placein Hindi, wherehowevettheoriginal ergativeformsweresubsequentlyenewed
by theadditionof the suffix -ne

12



to be ergativein origin, asin Indo-Aryan. Dixon (1980)reconstruct&n original three-waynom-
inative/accusative/ergativaaseoppositionfor Pama-NyunganMost of the daughtedanguages
adopteda disyllabicminimal word requirementasa resultof which the monosyllabicnominative
pronounswereeitherlost, or, in a few languagesaugmentedvith an emptysecondsyllable. In
thoselanguagesvherethe nominativewaslost, its function wastakenover by the ergative. The
original three-waycasecontrastsurvivesin that minority of languagesvhich eitherrescuedhe
nominativephonologicallyby addingthe extrasyllable,or which neveradoptedhe two-syllable
word constraintin the first place. For Garretts theory this developmenpresentghe following
puzzle.If thetwo-syllableword minimumis aninnovation,thenit musthaveoustedthe original
monosyllabicnounsaswell: sowhy didn’t their nominativegyetreplacedoy the ergativeforms?
Againwe havea paradigmaticskewingof ergativity markingalongpronoun/nourines. To make
senseof the different manifestation®f it we mustassumehat the paradigmaticskewinghasa
naturalbasis,andis notjustanepiphenomenoof hiasory

In sum,the third argumentagainstGarretts positionis thatthereis not just onepathto nom-
inative/ergativesyncretism.All diachronicroadsleadto the samesynchronicRome,whereerga-
tive caseis lacksa morphologicaimarkin high-D nominals.Farfrom explainingthis syncretism
patternthe variouschangeshemselvesequirea motivationfor the patternaspartof their expla-
nation. The*“invisible hand”of historicalevolutionnudgeanorphologicakystemgsowardscertain
optimalstatesandpartof the job of morphologicaktheoryis to saywhatthosestatesare.

A fourth objectionto the notion that split ergativity patternsare side-effectsof the historical
changefrom instrumentakaseto ergativecaseis thatit predictsthe wrongsplit. Any pragmatic
restrictiononinstrumentatasewould haveto dowith animacysothatergativecasen its pristine,
nativestateshouldlack anendingin animatenouns.But in thekind of of systemmostcommonly
attestedergativecaseis unmarkedn pronouns or in first andsecondpersonpronouns.Garrett
takesthis to be theresultof subsequerdnalogicalgeneralizationAlso, lack of ergativemarking
in inanimatethird personpronounsis unexpectedn his view, andwould requireadditionalas-
sumptionsperhapsanalogyin the otherdirectionwithin the pronominalsystem.n anycasewhy
do the putativeanalogicalchangego preciselyalongthe D-scale? Garretts appealto morpho-
logical differencesasa barrierto spreadrom nounsto pronounsput thatleavesunexplainedhe
pronoun-internahierarchyl > 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
would haveany pragmaticconnectiorto theuseof instrumentatase.

This in no way detractsfrom Garretts accountof the origin of split ergativity in Anatolian,
whichis perfectlyconvincing,andstill lessfrom his methodologicapleafor a historicalperspec-
tive in typologicalstudy But this very historical perspectiveequiresthe appropriateheoretical
underpinningsHistorical mechanisméy themselvegannotexplainwhy languagesindergothe
particularkindsof reanalysethatresultin split ergativitybutnotother,apriori equallyimaginable
kindsof reanalysesThe hierarchyin (15) mustin somesensebe partof thedesignof language.

Summarizinghediscussiorsofar, the hierarchy(15) is alinguistic universalandsHouLD be
expresseth thesynchroniadheoryof grammarbecause:

(23) a. Thehierarchyis inviolable.
b. Therearemultiple sourceof split ergativecasemarking.
c. Thehierarchyis a pathwayof analogicakchange.
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d. Thehierarchyis manifestedspontaneouslin child language.

e. The hierarchymustbe encodedn the grammarbecausat intersectswith otherhier-
archies(notably definitenessand becausat playsa role in the distributionof other
morphologicakcategoriegnotablynumberandagreement).

3.3 Other manifestationsof the D-hierarchy

If the hierarchy(15) is genuinelypartof UG, it might be expectedo play arole in otheraspects
of grammarthancasemarking. This provesto bethe case.It interactswith othercategoriesn an
extremelyrevealingway.

Themarkingof NUMBER morphologyreportedlyfollows the samehierarchyexactly:

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

Thus,somelanguageslistinguishsingularfrom pluralonly in pronounspr only in firstandsecond
personpronouns.

Also, any morphologicaimarkingof DEFINITENESS follows the hierarchy for categorieghat
distinguishdefinitenesgthis excludegpersonabronounswhich areinherentlydefinite). Thus,a
languagenayformally distinguishbetweerdefiniteandindefinitethumansut notnonhumangfor
anexampleseeOld Georgianbelow),or betweerdefiniteandindefiniteanimateshumangut not
inanimates.

Still morestrikingly, AGREEMENT follows thehierarchy(15) exactly Thegeneralizatioris that
it is moreimportantto agreewith 1.persorsubjectgshanwith 2.persorsubjectsandmoreimportant
to agreewith 2.persorsubjectghanwith 3.persorsubjects.Thisis shownby conjunction(egoet
tu sumusetc.),andby varioustypesof agreemensystemgincluding,but not restrictecto, inverse
systems).

It hasalsobeenarguedthat preferencdor adjectivalPOSSES®RS follows the hierarchy(15)
exactly (Koptjevskaja-&8mm 1993). An English exampleis the preferencefor -s genitivesof
pronousandof genitivesof nouns(Anttila & Fong2003):

(25) Itsremoval ?Theremovalof it
?Thetreesremoval Theremovalof thetree

Thecategorie®f numbergdefinitenessagreemeniandpossessioareall relatedto the DETER-
MINER SYSTEM. Specifically if thesefeaturesareovertly markedin a languageheyaremarked
atleastonits pronoungandonits articles,if it hasthem). For example anyfeaturewhich partic-
ipatesin subjector objectagreemenin a give languagds markedon the pronounsystemin that
language.

Theseadditionalgeneralizationgwolving therelationshipof the D-hierarchyin (15) to thede-
terminersystemareinterestingoecause¢heyposea problemnotonly for purelyhistoricalaccounts
of split ergativecasemarking,suchasGarretts explanatiorbasednthederivationof ergativecase
from instrumentatase putalsofor functionalaccounts.

Recallthatthe functionalexplanatiorfor why (15) governssplit casemarkingis that high-D
nominalsoccurmorefrequentlyassubjectsandhenceareleft unmarkedor economyreasonsit
is mysteriousvhy economywould demandhe samehierarchyfor numbermarking, or why the
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preferencdor specifierpositionwould follow the samehierarchy As for agreementthe factsare

the exactoppositeof whatthe functionaleconomy-basedxplanatiorwould predict. It turnsout

to be moreimportant,not lessimportant,to mark subjectagreementith the typesof arguments
which (accordingto thefunctionalhypothesispremostcommonlyusedassubjects.

3.4 The basisof the D-hierarchy: a proposal

Thesedatasuggesthattheremay be a structural basisfor the hierarchythat coversall its mani-
festations.It appearghatergativecasemarkingmay beincompatiblewith certainfeaturesof the
determinersystem. In the simplestcase,the structurallink betweenthe marking of case,num-
ber, possessiondefinitenessandagreements just the categorialdistinctionbetweennounsand
pronouns/determiners.

The positedlink betweenergativemorphologyandthe determinersystempredictsthat there
shouldbelanguagesvherebothergativecaseanddeterminerfeaturesareovertly markedbut may
notco-occur In whatfollows | presenfour examplesvhich confirmthis prediction.

In Old Georgian,ergativecasemarking was incompatiblewith morphologicaldefiniteness
marking,includingbothnumberandspecificity(Boederl979:448).

(26) _ __
Non-definite Definite
Sing. | Plural
Nom. | () -i -ni
Dat. | -s -sa -ta
Erg -man

This correlationbetweercasemarkinganddefinitenessuggestshatergativecasewasassignedo
NPsbutnotto DPs.

In Koryak, a paleo-Siberiatanguagegrgativecasemarkingis incompatiblewith morpholog-
ical definitenessnarking, which only occurson humannouns. In (27), the distribution of the
ergativemarker-a canbe seenreflectsthis grammaticalestriction. Underthesecircumstances,
ergativecases replacedoy locativecase jnstrumentabeingunavailablebecausét is restrictedto
inanimatenouns.Insteadof ergativecase DPsareassignednstrumentatase.

(27)

Nonhuman Human

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

If articlesandpronounsbelongto the samecategoryD, andwhatis directly relevantto case
assignments categorymembershipand feature contentratherthan semanticsthen we would
expectarticlesto group with the pronounswith respectto split ergativity Ergativelanguages
usuallydo not havedefinitearticles,but Arrernte (Australia)is a rarecasewhich does.An article
re (identical with the third personpronoun)is postposedo NPsin a definitizing function. As
expecteda transitivesubjectthen receivesan ergativecaseendingon the nominal but no case
endingonthearticle (Andrewsn.d.):
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(28) a. kngwelyere(*-rle) ker arlkwe-ke
dog the(*-Erg) meateat-Past

‘The dogatethemeat.

b. artwere*(-nhe)kngwelye-leuthwe-ke
man the-Acc dog-Erg bite-Past

‘The dogbit theman.

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

“The first and secondpersonssingular,dual, and plural, andthe third dual and
pluralare‘strictly specifiedor number’andareavailableonly for referencdo humans
(andoccasionallytamedogs). The form filling the third singularslot canrangeover
all personsandall numbergit canhavenon-humarwell ashumanreference)put its
basicsensas third personsingular’

Nounscan be specifiedfor numberby reduplication,but this is restrictedand not usualin the
languageprobablynounpluralizationis not aninflectionalprocessut a derivationalone.

The casemarking patternis closely correlatedwith numbermarking. Nounsand the third
singularpronoun(preciselythe itemswhich are inherentlyunspecifiedfor number)are marked
for ergativecaseonly. The bareform without an overt caseaffix functionsasan objectandasa
subjectof intransitiveverbs. Dual andplural pronounsn the first andsecondpersonare marked
for accusativeeaseonly. Thebareform withoutanabsolutivels usedin subjectfunction. Finally,
singularpronouns(which haveno overt mark for number)havedistinct ergativeand accusative
forms.

Thegeneralizatiorior Wargamaycaseassignmenappearso bethis:
(29) a. Elementghatareinflectedfor numberdo not getergativecaseendings.
b. Elementghatcannotbeinflectedfor numberdo notgetaccusativeaseendings.

3.5 Extending the account

The assumptiorthat ergativecaseis assignedo Ns andNPs,andnot to Ds and DPs, sufficesto

accounfor whatis by far themostcommontypeof split ergativemarking,whichis betweemouns
andpronounspn the usualassumptiorthatpronounsandarticlesarememberf the categoryD

(Postal1966,andmuchlaterwork).

To explainthefull hierarchyin (15), we canassumehatDP canbe headechot only by deter-
minersandpronounshutalso,in somelanguageshy high-D nominals.In somelanguageproper
nounsandkin termsclearly function as Ds, eithernonprojectingor headingDPs. The evidence
comesfrom inflectionalmorphologyandfrom syntax. The morphologicalevidencecomesfrom
sharedinflections betweenproper/kinnounsand pronouns(as in the abovementionedFinnish
child languagedata). The syntacticevidences a recurrentpatternof sharedpositionalproperties
betweenproper/kinnounsandpronouns.Longobardi(1994,2001) pointsout thatkin termsand
certaininalienablypossessedounsoptionally havethe distributionof determinersn Italian:
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(30) a. Noairicchi. Werich. (*Rich we.)
b. Lamiamamma. La miatavola.
c. Mammamia. *Tavolamia.

Longobardiaccountdor thesedataby head-to-headaisingfrom NP to DP, andarguesthat the
samepatternholdsin a numberof otherlanguages.

(31) DP
N NP

Note howeverthat the fundamentakharedpropertyon my proposalinvolves categorymem-
bership;this maybereflectedin syntacticpositioningasLongobardiarguespbut doesnot haveto
be.

Let us supposehatthis processextendsdown the D-hierarchyin (15). This would not only
accountfor the observed‘animacy” effectson the markingof case but unify themwith parallel
asymmetriesnvolving numberandon agreement.

At thesametime, it givesusa newway to understandhe apparenexceptiongo thehierarchy
in (15)8 In Arrernte,thefirst personsingularpronoun,unlike all otherpronounsof thelanguage,
receivegheergativecaseending,like nouns(Andrews,ibid.). Thisis surprisingsincefirst person
singularshouldbethevery apexof the hierarchy;in Dhalandji,ergative/nominativeyncretisms
reportedlyrestrictedto just this pronoun(Austin 1981). The key observations the familiar one
that some“pronouns”arereally just nouns. Thereis no reasonto supposehatthe translational
equivalentof the Englishpersonapronounsn someotherlanguagereactuallymorphologically
andsyntacticallypronounsin thatlanguage any morethanthe translationalequivalentsof aux-
iliaries or prepositionsare necessarilyauxiliariesand prepositions.The apparenjpronounsmay
very well benounsor nounphrasesasin JapanesévenEnglishhas“yourstruly” or “the under-
signed”).Nounsandpronounsarerespectiveljtexical wordsandfunctionwordsandsoshouldbe
distinguishabldy morphological syntactic,andperhapsvenphonologicakriteria. | venturethe
guesghatthefirst personsingularof Arrernteis anoun.If thisaccountfor theexceptiongurnout
to beright, it would supportheinterpretatiorsuggestetiereoverthetraditionalapproactof tying
the hierarchydirectly to meaningor reference which predictsthat syntacticand morphological
categoryshouldplay norole.

4 Codaneutralization

4.1 Final devoicing

Turningto phonologylet’s beginwith therobustphonologicalgeneralizatiorihat markedfeature
valuestendto be suppresseth certainprosodicpositions. Perhapghe best-knownexampleof
thisprocesss CODA NEUTRALIZATI ON, thesuppressionf placeandmannercontrastsn syllable

8For someexamplesseeBlake 1977, andGoddard1982.

17



codas(or in word-final position), with the neutralizedfeaturestypically taking their unmarked
values.For concretenesket usconsiderthe specialcaseof devoicingof obstruentsasin German,
most Slavic languagesCatalan, Turkish, Korean,andin a numberof dialectsof English® As
a soundchangeaswell assynchronically it seemso be irreversible,in that clear casesof the
converserocesf final voicing arenot attestedWhy shouldthatbe?

Again therearea priori two possibleanswergo this question.Onelocatesthe neutralization
constraintin the designof language.This doesnot meanthat codaneutralizationappliesin all
languagest justmeanghat,wheneveit doesapply, it alwaysimposegsheunmarkedeaturevalue.
It canbe decomposedto two separateonstraints.One saysthat onsetshaveat leastas many
placeandmannercontrastascodaswhichis really a specialcaseof afamily of constraintsvhich
differentiate betweenstrong and weak positions. The secondconstraintssaysthat neutralized
featuresassumeheir unmarkedvalue (voicelessnessn the caseat hand). This constrainttoo is
moregeneral. Whenvoicing contrastsare neutralizedelsewherethe samegeneralizatiorseems
to apply (Of coursewe haveto setasidecontextualeffectssuchasvoicing assimilation,which
overridethe defaultvalueandon someanalysedake a neutralizedarchiphonemesinput). The
limiting caseis context-freeneutralizationj.e. thelack of a contrastin the phonemicsyste,Here
the generalizatiorseemgo be thatlanguageshathaveno mannercontrastgealizetheir stopsas
voicelessandunaspirateqMaddieson1 984:27)°

To saythatthe constraints partof the designof languagedoesnot meanthatit is is arbitrary
or unmotivated For examplejt hasbeensuggestethatthereasorcertainfeaturedistinctionsare
liable to be suppresseth codasis that thosefeaturedistinctionsare perceptuallyiesssalientin
thosepositions(Steriade2004.}! asfor why neutralizationwvould favor unmarkedeaturevalues,
the reasonmight be the greatereconomyof the relevantarticulatory gestures. More effortful
articulationswould be usedpositionswherea contrastmustbe marked.

The secondoossibleanswerocatesthe explanationn the diachronicplane,alongthelines of
Blevins(MS). Supposéhattherearedocumentedypesof soundchangethatdevoicefinal voiced
obstruentsput thereare no documentedypesof soundchangethat would voice them. It could
thembe claimedthatthe generalizatiorfollows trivially from this unidirectionalityof change.Of
course the putativeunidirectionalitywould in turn haveto be explained;perhapson the basisof
the perceptuabndarticulatoryasymmetriegust mentionedput now operatingon the diachronic
planeasconstrainton therelevantsoundchangeprocesses.

Thetwo answersarein manywayssimilar,andmustultimately convergan how they ground
the asymmetry The crucial differencebetweenthemis wherethe explanationapplies. The his-
torical accountlocatesit solelyin soundchange.On this view, oncea neutralizatiorprocesshas
been“deposited”in alanguageyy soundchangejt just sitsthereasa brutearbitraryfact. It has
no synchronicrationale,no morethan, say the geologicalstratificationof the earths crustdoes.
The synchronicaccount,on the otherhand,makesit part of the designof language.It saysthat
alanguagewhich violatesthe universal(e.g.by havinga final voicing process)vould be not just

Australia, SouthAfrica (WissingandZonneveld1996). Many U.S. speakersincluding the currentpresidentof
theU.S.A.,devoiceword-finalfricatives.

10Thisis notthesameassayingthatlanguagesusthaveatleastavoicelessinaspiratederiesof stops.In fact, they
don’t. Approximately8% of languages Maddiesors samplg(1984:27 arelistedaslackingaseriesof plainvoiceless
stops;this includesEnglish,wherethe voicelessseriesis enhancedy aspiration(aspredictedby dispersiortheory
seeSteriade2004,Flemming2003). Of coursenotall contextsn Englishhaveaspiration;it seemghatMaddiesors
analyse®f phonologicabystemgakesomethindike the mostcommonallophoneof a phonemesbasic.

steriadehoweverargueghatsyllablestructures notthe correctcharacterizatioof therelevantpositions.Thisis
animportantissuebut| will haveto setit asidehere.
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historically unattainablebut synchronicallycomplex,in the senseof beinghardto learn,or hard
to use,or both. Versionsof OT phonologythat positthatall constraintsare universalanddo not
allow contradictoryconstraintsevenmakethevery strongclaim thatsuchsystemsareimpossible.

Severalconsiderationsuggesthatthe historicalaccountis not on theright trackin this case.
It is easyto constructscenarioghat, uncheckedwould producethe exactoppositeprocess of
codaneutralizationin favor of the markedfeaturevalue. For example consideralanguagewith a
singleseriesof obstruentsvith a gemination(or aspiration)contrastneutralizedn final position
by degeminatior{or deaspirationasthe casemay be). Let a lenition procesghentransposehe
geminate/singleto(or aspiration)contrasinto avoiceless/voicedontrastBoththesechangesre
commonenough(the Romancdanguage®ffer manyexamples)With bothsoundchangedaking
placein sequencetheresultwould befinal voicing:

(32) A hypotheticapathto final voicing: markednesseversal

Medial Final
Stagel: tatta : tata tat : *tatt (final degeminationyoicingnotdistinctive)
Stage2: tata : tada tad : *tat (lenition)

The synchronicgrammarat Stage2 hasa which neutralizesvoiced and voicelessobstruentsas
voiced

Many otherpotentialscenarioshouldbe capableof producingthe sameresult. Both voicing
anddevoicingarepossiblesoundchangesandtogetherthey canreversevoicing!? In alanguage
with anordinaryfinal devoicingprocesssuchvoicing reversalscould theoreticallyproducesyn-
chronicfinal voicing processedyutthatseemsotto happen.

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

4.2 DoeslLezgianhavefinal voicing?

Yu (2004)hassuggestedhatthereis at leastonelanguagehat doeshavea syllable-finalvoicing
processn its synchronigphonologyLezgian(basedndatain Haspelmatti993). Thesynchronic
situationis thattherearefour distinct seriesof stops,of which threeareinvariantandthe fourth
alternatedetweeralong voicedstopin codapositionanda plain voicelessstopin onsetposition.
This alternatingstop seriesoccursonly beforethe main stresswhich falls on the secondor only
syllableof theword, it neverocccursanywhereafterthe mainstress:® Thepatternis summarized
in (33), whereD = avoicedstop,D: = along voicedstop,T’ = anejective,andT" = anaspirate:*

2ClassicalArmenian(andmodernEastermArmenian)T andD correspondespectivelyto modernWesternArme-
nianD andT", (e.g.Tigran vs. Dikran). Germanidd/ and/d/ correspondespectivelyto German/d/ and/t/ (e.g.Tod
‘death’,tot ‘dead’).

13In a positionfollowing the stressediowel, voicelessstopsare alwaysaspiratedneverunaspiratedexceptim-
mediatelyaftera voicelessobstruentwhenthey arealwaysunaspirated{Haspelmati993:47).Haspelmathp. 59)
citesthe form [t' “ek], which is inconsistentvith the verbalrule just quoted;l assumat is a misprintfor [t'"ek’] or
perhapdor [t' “ekK].

YThereis alsoan alternationbetweenonsetT’ andcodaD:, which reduceso the fourth setby a processwhich
spreadsheejectivefeatureyiz. ~ [T'VTV -] — [T'VT'V -] (alternatingwith [T'VD:]).
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(33) —V Vo

/DI D D
mr T T
ANV T"
1?2/ T D:

Thereis, then,a four-way mannercontrastin pretonicposition,anda three-waymannercontrast
elsewhereThethefourth stopseriesherelabeled/?/ (theonewhich s restrictedto pretonicposi-
tion) is a plain voicelessstopin onsetsandalong voicedstopin codagwhereit contrastswith the
non-alternatinghortvoicedstop). The questionis what/?/is phonologically Yu simply assumes
without argumentthat /?/ is /T/, andthat/T/ becomesvoiced and lengthenedn codaposition.
But thereis really no reasonwhy it could not equallybe /D:/ which is converselyshortenedand
devoicedin onsetposition. The moraictheoryof lengthtells usthat/D:/ is really /DD/), sothis
solutionamountsto positingonsetdegeminatiorand onsetfortition for Lezgian,which are both
eminentlynaturalprocessesThethree-seriesstopsystenyD/ : [T’/ : [T"/ positedby this analysis
is identicalto thatof Lezgians closerelative Georgian(accordingto someanalysest least),and
is notuncommonn thelanguage®f the Caucasuge.g.Kabardian) andfor thatmatterin Native
Americanlanguageg¢Klamath,Kwakw’ala, Yana,Acoma).

This alternative,then, is typologically unexceptionable Unlessit can be excludedon com-
pelling language-internajrounds thereis no casefor codavoicing in Lezgian. And thatmeans
thatthe proposediniversalis exceptionlesasfar asknown.

4.3 Further evidencefor the universal

Thereis independensupportfor the conclusiornthatthe markednesasymmetryseenn codaneu-
tralizationprocessess not simply a by-productof soundchangebutreflectsanintrinsic linguistic
constraint.

First,theasymmetnarisesn otherwaysthanby thesoundchangeof codadevoicing.In Konni
(northernGhana)regressiveroicing assimilation(cf. (34a))is blockedjustwhenit would giverise
to avoicedcoda,in which caseanepentheticrowel is insertednsteadasin (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 would giveriseto avoicedcoda(asin (35b)),eventhoughvoicedcodasarenotin general
prohibitedin thelanguaggsee(35c)):

(35) a. /mazku:r/— masku:r'mentioned’
b. /takbar/— 7akbar(*agbar) ‘older’
c. /dabdaba/~ dabdabapitter-pat(footsteps)’

Additional evidencecomesrom TETU (“The Emergencef the Unmarked”)effects,manifes-
tationsof latentmarkednesgonstraintsvherehigher-rankingconstraintghat overridethemare
notin play (Princeand Smolenskyl993). For certainlanguagesvith strict CV syllablestructure,
final devoicinghasbeenreportedto apply spontaneouslin whenspeakerattemptto pronounce
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loanwordsendingin -CVC. Languageacquisitionpointsin the samedirection: final devoicing
oftenoccursin the speectof youngchildren(Smith1973,Ingram1976,Yavas1994).

No arguments neededo showthat codaneutralizations a processwvhich mustbe encoded
in thegrammar It functionsasa productiverule or constrainin numeroudanguagesinteracting
with otherrules/constraintandprincipleswithin their phonologicakystems.

Thus,codaneutralizationwould seemo satisfytherequirements$or atruelinguisticuniversal.

5 Stress/weightsolidarity

Finally let’'s look at the well-known sonority hierarchy andin particularthe relative sonority of
vowels, proposedby de Saussureand Jesperseifamongmany others)as an intrinsic universal,
which is groundedarticulatorily in the relative apertureof the vocal tract and/oracousticallyin
loudnessandintrinsic duration.

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

Therelativesonoritydefinedby (36) is oneof a largercomplexof sonorityscaleswvhich involve
syllableweight, pitch (de Lacy 2002b)and perhapsothers. Severalphonologicalconstraintge-
fer to sonority but for our presentpurposeshe relevantoneis is the stress/sonoritygolidarity
generalizatiorstatedn (37).

(37) Stressseeksheavysyllablesand sonorousvowels, wheresonorityis definedby the scale
(36).

De Lacy (2002a)extensivelydocumentshe generalizatiorstatedn (38), andargueghatit is true
of all universalhierarchiesatleastin phonology

(38) Adjacentpointsonthescalemaybeconflated putnotreversed.

Letusassumefor purpose®f thefollowing discussionthatdelLacy'sempiricalgeneralization
is correct,andapplythecriteriain (4) to determinenvhetherthe hierarchy(36) is truly auniversal,
or simply atypologicalgeneralizationasdefinedabove.

As a basisfor our discussionlet us considerthe sonority-basedtresssystemof Gujaratiex-
tensivelyanalyzedy de Lacy (2002a) who formulateshe empiricalgeneralizationg (39).

(39) e Wordsarenormallystressean the penult,but

e anantepenulis stressedf it is moreprominentthanthe penulton the (partially con-
flated)sonorityscalea > e, 0, i, u > 2, and

¢ thefinal syllableis stressedf it is theonly syllablewith a.
Thedatain (40) showhow stresds assignedn accordwith (39).
(40) a. azadi‘freedom’
ekoter ‘71’
paddhati ‘guide’
tajetor ‘recently’ (a > e, attractsstresgo theantepenult)
. kojaldi ‘little cuckoo’(o > o, attractsstresgo theantepenult)

-~ 0 2 0 T

ffopara ‘girls’ (a > othervowels,attractsstresgo thefinal syllable)
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De Lacy proposegor Gujaratia synchronicstresssystemwhich | informally summarizen (41):
(41) a. Assignstresgo aheavy/sonorousyllable(STRESSTO-WEIGHT), otherwise
b. assignatrochaicfoot attheright edgeof theword.

Couchedn OT, deLacy’s proposals explanatoryin thesensehatit predictsthe possibilityof the
patternin (39) from a setof rankeduniversalconstraints.

The alternativehistorical explanationfor the weight/stresssolidarity seenin Gujarati might
invokethefollowing areasonablassumptioraboutsoundchanggBlevins2004):

(42) Intrinsic acousticprominenceof sonorous/owels may be reinterpretedas stressin sound
change.

Thevalidity of generalizatiorf42) is notatissuehere;let usassumehatit is correctasstated.The
guestionis whetherit providesa sufficientalternativeto de Lacy’s proposalthat (36), (37), and
(38) arepartof UG. Let usseewhatthecriteriain (4) say

The sonority hierarchyin (36) seemsto be the samein all language<this is the import of
de Lacy’s resultin (38)). But thereare naturaltypesof soundchangethat could reverseit. For
exampleasoundchangga] > [o] (suchastook placein Sanskritamongotherlanguagesgould
resultin stressystemsvheres functionsasthemostsonorousowel, attractingstressn wordslike
*t 5jetor, contraryto (36)-(38). Theresultwould bepreciselyastressystemwith arule/coonstraint
whichviolatesthe proposediniversal. Themoralis thatwhatsoundchangecancreatejt alsocan
destroy Therefore,if a generalizations exceptionlessthentheremustbe somethingmorethan
soundchangehatsustainst.

Note carefully whatis at stakehere. The claim is not that soundchangecannotsubvertthe
phonologicakegularitiesof alanguage For example soundchangecould presumablyconflateor
deletevowelsin suchaway asto destroythe phonologicalregularitiesof Gujarati’s stressystem,
with theresultthatit would haveto bereanalyzedvith lexically markedstressWhatsoundchange
apparentlycannotdo is to arbitrarily reversethe universalhierarchies!f so,thenit follows sound
changecannotequiteas“blind” astheneogrammarianthought.lt mustoperatainderthecontrol
of UG. Changeghatsubvertuniversalanusteitherbe blocked,or the systemthey appearto give
riseto mustbereanalyzed.

The secondcriterion concernamultiple paths. Weight/stressolidarityis in factimplemented
in very diverseways acrosslanguages. E.g. in Finnish, it both makesunstressedliphthongs
monomoraign thelexicalphonologyandpreventsontractiorof unstressetbngvowels(Kiparsky
2003). Neitherof thesemanifestation®f it canbe attributedto the perceptuatonfusionbeteeen
weight and stress. This showsthat the soundchangetheory of the origin of sonority hierarchy
effectsis notgeneralkenough.

Third: thegeneralizatioimustbe encodedn the grammarof Gujaratibecausét is productive.
It locatesstresan Gujaratiloanwordsg.g.sinend ‘movie theater’(presumablyirom Englishcin-
em3g, which getsfinal stressn Gujaratiby (39) becausef the sonorousa. A similar point can
bemadefor Finnish,wherethe sonorityhierarchydeterminedixed secondarstressn loanwords
(Anttila 1997 ,Kiparsky 2003).

Fourth: thegeneralizatiorunderliesTETU (Emergencef the Unmarked)effects. In Finnish,
stem-finalsyllablesreceivesecondarstressoptionallyin thelexical phonologywith afrequency
thatis proportionalto the sonority of the vowel. The presenceor absenceof this stresstriggers
far-reachingallomorphyeffectson the stemandthe ending(Anttila 1997 ,Kiparsky 2003). At the
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phonetidevel, lexically unstressedyllablesregardlessf their sonority receivearhythmicstress
whichis phoneticallyindistinguishabldérom thelexical stress— butwhich hasno effectswhatso-
everon allomorphy Therefore the effectof relativesonorityon lexical stressandon allomorphy
cannotbeattributedto misperception.

Fifth: the sonority hierarchydefinesa pathwayof analogicalchange. Anttila (1997, Ch. 3)
documentghe analogicalspreadof long genitives(the formsin the right-handcolumn)in noun
inflectionovertheattestedistory of Finnish.He showsthatit follows the coursein (43).

(43) -i,-ustems lintuin > lintujen ‘birds’ 16thcentury
-e,-0stems péltoin > péltojen ‘fields’ 19thcentury
-a,-astems akkain > akkojen ‘old women’ 20thcentury

Recallthe weight/sonoritysolidarity generalization'sonoroussowels (suchasa) preferto bein

stressedand heavy syllables,nonsonorousowels (suchasi, u) preferto be in unstresse@nd
light syllables. From this perspectivethe trajectoryin (43) is understandablethe morphologi-
cal analogyis implementedirst whereweight/sonoritysolidarity favorsit most,andlast where
weight/sonoritysolidarity doesnot favor it at all. Herethe sonorityhierarchygovernsthe course
of morphologicalchangein a way which cannothaveanythingto do with the misperceptiorof

stress.

6 Conclusion

An increasinglypopularresearchprogramseeksthe causesf typologicalgeneralizationsn re-
currenthistorical processespr evenclaimsthatall principled explanationgor universalsreside
in diachrony Structuraland generativegrammarhasmore commonlypursuedhe reversedirec-
tion of explanationwhich groundstheway languagechangesn its structuralproperties.The two
programscancoexistwithout contradictionor circularity aslong aswe canmakea principledsep-
arationbetweertrue universalsyhich constrainbothsynchroniogrammarsandlanguagechange,
andtypologicalgeneralizationsyhich aresimply theresultsof typical pathsof change.

Thefollowing criteriashouldconvergeto identify true universals.(1) Universalshaveno ex-
ceptions(for what doesnot ariseby changecannotbe subvertedoy it either). (2) Universalsare
process-independeng3) Universalscanbe manifestedn "emergenceof the unmarked’effects.
(4) Universalsareembeddedn grammarsasconstraintsandcaninteractwith othergrammatical
constraints(5) Universalsconstitutepathwaydor analogicalchange.

ChoosingastestinggroundsBinding Theoryandsplit ergativityin morphosyntaxandvoicing
neutralizatiorandsonorityin phonology| arguedhatthesecriteriado convergerathercleanlyin
eachcase Picas Generalizatioraboutthe binding propertiesof simplevs. complexanaphorand
Everaerts generalizatiorthatthereare no nominativeanaphorsare not universalsput diachroni-
cally explicabletypologicalgeneralizationsThe D-hierarchythat governssplit caseassignment,
numbemarking,andagreemenis a universal asis thedirectionof voicing neutralizatiorandthe
sonorityhierarchyin phonology
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