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In typologicd work on Casg, it is customary to dstingush between marked Case and
unmarked Case. Unmarked Case isthe Case that generall y surfaces on the sole argument of an
intrangitive verb in agiven language. One can then distingu sh between nominative-acasative
patterning d Case and ergative patterning on the basis of which argument of atrangitive verb
has the unmarked Case and which a marked Case. In a nominative-acaisative system, it isthe
subjed of atransitive verb that has unmarked Case, and the objed has marked Case. In an
ergative system, it isthe other way around Such an ac@urt can befound for example, in Dixon
(1979 1994. The unmarked Caseis generally referred to as nominative, but for some ergative
languages it has beaome traditional to cdl it absolutive.

The distribution of unmarked Case forms is particularly interesting in so-cdl ed split
ergative languages. One pattern for such langueges' isill ustrated in (1).

(1)

types of nominals
#1 #2 #3
subjed of transitive ergative ergative unmarked (nom)
subjed of intransitive | unmarked (abs)  unmarked (nom) unmarked (nom)
objed (of transitive) unmarked (abs) acaisative acaisative

This kind of distribution is particularly interesting becaise it raises important questions abou
the nature of unmarked Case. More spedficdly, it cdlsinto question the very existence of
unmarked Case as a uniform class The distribution in (1) invites an analysis in which
“unmarked Case” is merely a morphdogicd quirk: nours of type 3 have an irregular ergative
form which isidenticd to the nominative, and nours of type 1 have an irregular acasative.
This paper isastudy d the question of the proper treament of unmarked Case. In 81,
we will examine arguments that unmarked Case nominals are syntadicaly ergative or

* Jane Simpson and David Nash forced me to think more clealy about unmarked Case. | would like to thank them, and also Joan
Bresnan and Asya Pereltsvaig for useful discussons of the isaues. This paper was presented at the Hebrew University English Department's
departmental seminar on 11 January 1999 and | would like to thank the participants for all their help. Needlessto say, nore of these people
can be held resporsible for the use | have made of their comments.

YThis pattern is foundin many Australian langueges. In Dyirbal, for example, type 3 corresponds to first and second person
pronours, type 2 corresponds to ‘who/what’ and (optionally) to nours referring to people, and type 1 to al other nominals. This pattern is
foundin many Australian langueges. In Dyirbal, for example, type 3 corresponds to first and seaond person pronours, type 2 corresponds to
‘who/what’ and (optionally) to nours referring to people, and type 1 to all other nominals.
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acaisative, alongthe lines outlined in the precaling paragraph. We will refer to this approadch
as the ergative/accusative analysis of unmarked Case nominals, and conclude that there are
compelli ngreasonsto adopt it. In 82, weexamineargumentsthat unmarked Caseissyntadicdly
relevant. We dubthisthe Caselessanalysisanddeddethat it isawell -argued-for analysis. The
conclusions of these two sedions are gparently in contradiction, andin 83 we reconcil e them
by oulining an approad in which Case is divided into two syntadic parts, Case spedficaion
and Caseredizaion. We propacse formali zations of this approad in a version of Government/
Binding theory andin Lexicd-Functional Grammar.

The concept “unmarked” as used by typadogistsinvolves an intentional ambiguity, but
one which it is important to disentangle before we proceal.? On one hand, it is the normal
markednessrelated concept: the nominative or absolutive is used in neutral contexts, such as
citation forms of nours, left didocaed congtituents, etc. (Dixon 1979. However, in many
languagesthe nominative or absolutiveisunmarked in amoreliteral morphdogicd sense: there
is no (overt) nominative/absolutive Case morpheme. The aucia point isthat it is the former
notion of unmarked that isrelevant here. Whil e the widespread lack of morphdogicd marking
issgnificant, it isneither necessary nor sufficient for the Caseform to be considered unmarked.
Thisisparticularly important when consideringthe paradigmsof Indo-European languageswith
arich Case system, such as Latin, Russan, or Icdandic. Note the foll owing clarificaion by
Dixon (1979 72):3

Generdly, the cae that isfunctionaly (i.e. [feaurally]) unmarked is also formally (i.e. phondogi-
cdly) unmarked—i.e., it has zero redi zaion; thisis 2 for absolutive in Dyirbal and naminativein
Telugu,amongmany examples. Both cases—ergativeandabsol utive, or acaisativeandnominative—
may involve some nonzero desinence added to the basic nominal stem; i.e. bath may be
phondogicdly marked. In such languages, it is still usually true that the asolutive or nominative
(that casewhose scopeincludesthe S[subjed of intransiti ve] function) will be[featurally] unmarked.
Thus, in Latin,anominativeform (e.g. servus) isgrammaticdly unmarked with resped to acaisative
(e.g. servum); it is the nominative that is used in syntadicdly unmarked circumstances, such as
citation. [fn omitted]

It also shoud be noted that Case marking splits are not limited to ergative languages.
Many nominative-acasative languages display splitsin the marking of acaisative Case which
follow the same patterns as splitsin ergative languages (Falk 19981). These splits are smply
morestrikingin ergativelangueges, becaisethey creaetheill usonthat ergativelanguageshave
some nominative-acaisative organizéation.

1. The egative/acasative anaysis

We begin with arguments for treaing uimarked Case & a mere morphdogicd quirk.
Under this analysis, “nominative” and “absolutive” nominals are syntadicdly ergative or
acasative.

2| would like to thank Nigel Vincent (p.c.) for reminding me of the need to make this distinction.

A temindogjcd darificaion d the darification Dixonreferstothekind d markednessl'm interestedinas* furctiordl” or
“maphdogcd,” whereasthe atud fomof themarphameis™ fammd” or“phondogicd.” It seamstomethat thelabd “maphdogicd” ismare
gopropriaefor thesecond naion d urmarked. In ader (1 hoe) toavoid corfusion, | havereplacel Dixoris” morphdogicaly” with
“feaurally.”



1.1. Simplicity of Case-marking rules

The most obvious argument for the egative/acaisative anaysisisthat it smplifiesthe
Case markingrules. If wereturn to the patternin (1), for example, Case marking in atransitive
clause can be stated smply as (2).

2 Subjeds are marked with ergative Case.
Objeds are marked with acaisative Case.

Otherwise, the rule for such alanguage would have to be something like (3).

(©)) Subjedsare marked with ergative Caseif they aretype 1 or 2; unmarked if they aretype
3.
Objeds are marked with acasative Case if they are type 2 o 3; unmarked if they are
type 1.

For languages with ather split patterns, other Case marking rules would be required.

The Case marking rules in (2) are smpler than those in (3) and appea to be less
arbitrary. Under the assumptions of most theories of language, the analysisin (2) is therefore
preferable to the onein (3).

1.2. Case agreement phenomena

More interesting, and more compelling, isan array of Case agreanent phenomena that
sean to show fairly conclusively that unmarked Case nominals adually bea syntadic Case
feaures. Phenomenaof thiskind form the heat of Goddard's (1982 argument for an ergative/
acasativeanaysisof unmarked Casenominals. Wewill review two constructions discussed by
Goddard in the Australian language Diyari.

One such congtruction is the expresson d indienable posssson. In Diyari, the
posesr and poseseeare marked with the same Case, plausibly throughsome percolation
medanism. Note the foll owing examples (Goddard's (2,3)).

4 a nulu [pana  marg nanda- na
3sgERG.NFEM  1sgACC hand. ABS hit- PART
‘He hit my hand.’
b. [yini milki] tanma-  vi- la

25gNOM  eye. ABS be.open- PRES- NEW.INFO
‘“Your eyes are open nav.’

AsGoddard observes, the “absolutive” head nours canna have the same Casefedures, becaise
in one casethe agreengformisacaisative andin the other it isnominative. The most plausible
anaysisisthat ‘hand in (4a) is syntadicdly acaisative, and that the acasative form of this
word happensnot to have asuffix. A similar argument can be made from determiners (identicd
to third person pronours) (Goddard's (4,5)).



5) a [nawu kanal wapa- Yi.
3sgNOM.NFEM personABS go- PRES
‘Themanisgoing.’

b. nulu puana [nina putu] yingki- na
3sgERG.NFEM 3duACC 3sgACC.NFEM thing. ABS give- PART
wara Vi.

AUX- PRES

‘He gave them that thing.’

Similar fads can be foundin ather languages. Note the egative Case marking onthe
secondary predicate in the foll owing example from Dyirbal (Bittner and Hale 19966).*

(6) Midi- ngu paga  paan yibi bua n.
smal- ERG I.NOM that woman see NFUT
‘When | was littl e, | saw that woman.’

Congtructions of this kind form a very compelling argument. It is clea that a
grammaticd analysis of Case agreamnent will be much more complex, andlessnatura, if wedo
not assume that superficially Caselessnominals can be formally Case marked.

1.3. Plausibility of Case syncretism

Ancther argument dueto Goddard isthat Case syncretismisawell -known phenomenon
Whil e thisdoes not necessarily mean that thisisthe corred analysisfor absolutive nominals, it
does make such an analysis plausible.

To make the agument, Goddard cites part of the nominal paradigm in Polish.

Masculine Feminine Neuter
Animate Inanimate
Nominative syn kot dom bab-a lat-0
Accusative syn-a kot-a dom bab-¢ lat-0
Genitive syn-a kot-a dom-u bab-y lat-a
‘son’ ‘cd’ ‘house’ ‘woman’ ‘summer’

Goddard observes that traditional analyses of Polish accet an aaoss-the-board forma
distinctionbetween nominative, acasative, andgenitive Cases. Thisistrue despitethe phoretic
identity between acasative and geniti ve in the masculi ne animate, and between nominativeand
acaisative in the neuter and the masculine inanimate. Such infledional syncretism is a
widespread phenomenon and analyzing split ergativity in those terms brings it into the redm
of the familiar.

As an argument that thisis the mrred anayss for absolutive nominals, thisis rather
we. It assumes that the conventional analysis for Polish shoud be extended to split ergative
languages. However, thisis only one possble mnclusonto draw. It isequally possble that it

“Bittner and Hale glossthe pronounas ergative, athoughthe formisidenticd to the one used for intransitive subjeds. They state
that distinction between naminative and ergative is “masked”. They thus assime the analysis under discussonin this sdion.
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is split ergative langueges that are analyzed corredly, and that Polish shoud bereanalyzed in
such away that formslike domand lato are always nominative (unmarked). A third posshility
isthat the simil arity between the situationsin Poli sh and split-ergative languagesis superficial,
and that the cmnventional analysis of ead is corred.

However, asaplausibility argument added to the statements of Case marking rulesand
the fads of Case agreement this carries some weight. Showing that an exotic phenomenonis
nothing more than a new case of a familiar phenomenon represents a step forward in our
understanding d the nature of language.

1.4. Concluding remarks: the ergative/accusative analysis

What we haveseaeninthissedion, based largely onthearguments made by Goddard, that
unmarked Case nominals (at least in split-ergative languages) are formally Case marked. The
apparent lack of Case can plausibly be treaed as a cae of morphdogicd syncretism.

2. The Caselessanalysis

We turn now to arguments that unmarked Case refleds omething degoer than
morphophondogy. The thrust of these argumentswill bethat syntax must recmgnzeunmarked
Case & being dstinct from marked Cases.

2.1. The nature of unmarked Case

We begin with ageneral look at what the aoncept of unmarked Case means. Although
most generative approaches to Case do not reacognze unmarked Case a distinct from marked
Case, the various arguments that have been made over the yeas must be mnsidered.

The concept of nominative asunmarked Case hasalonghistory. For example, Jespersen
(1924 107) quaes Swed as having written in 1876that

[[Jtisacuriousfad, hitherto overlooked by grammarians andlogicians, that the definiti on of the nounapplies
strictly only to the nominative cae. The oblique caes areredly attribute-words, andinflexionis pradicaly
nothing bu a devicefor turning a nouninto an adjedive or an adverb.

Thisisan ealy statement of an argument that was later developed in greaer detail by Jakobson
(1936. Jakobson devel oped afedure system for the Cases of Russan® based onwhat he saw as
their basic properties. In kegiingwith his general approac to markedness afeaurevaue[ —f]
doesnat mean the oppasite of [ +f] ; instead, it represents neutrality with resped to the property
represented by [f] . Jakobson's analysis of nominative Caseis‘ -’ for all feaures. That isto say,
nominative is the maximally unmarked Case, essentialy with no groperties of its own. Other
Cases mark their NPs as dependents; a nominative NP need na be adependent of something
else. The nominative is thus “the only possble vehicle of the pure naming function”
(p. 67/342). In more modern terms, the nominative isthe atationform. Thisis essentialy the
same concept of unmarked Case & Swed's.

Essentidly the same concept is discussed by Dixon (1979, who extends it to the
absolutive of ergative languages. He shows that ergative Case invalves positive marking d a

That Jakobson was working onRusgan Casesis sgnificant. In Rusdan, asin ather Indo-European languages that retain major
portionsof the PIE Case system, nominative is marked morphdogicdly. Thisdid not prevent Jakohson from treaing nominative asfeaurally
(syntadicdly) unmarked.
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nominal asbeing the subjed of atrangtive, whil ethe absolutiveisunmarked, used in situations
where there is no syntadic marking.

Generative lingusts of al theoreticd inclinations have generally na recognzed
unmarked Case. Instead, nominative Case and acaisative Case have been considered parall € to
eadt other. However, aternative acourts of citation forms, dislocaed forms, etc., have not
appeaed, and arguments against the nation that nominative/absolutive is unmarked have not
been pu forward.

Occasiond generative acournshave made use of the nationof unmarked Case. In aGB-
related framework, Bittner andHale (1996a) proposethat nominativeandabsol utiveare Caseless
nominals. This Caselesiessis a aucial element in the analysis of Case systems in their
framework. In an LFG analysis, Andrews (1982 argues that nominative nominals soud be
treaed aslackingavauefor the case feaure onthe grounds of the use of nominative formsfor
left-didocaed constituentsand nonegreang predicaemodifiersin Icdandic, aswell astheladk
of quirky nominative. However, approades of thiskind are the exceptionin generative work.

While ladk of morphdogicd markingisnat criterid, it is griking that nominative and
absolutive often are unmarked morphdogicdly. An analysis of nominative and absolutive as
unmarked predictsthisasthe smplest Stuation: sncenofeaures are nealed, there need not be
amorpheme. Under the ergative/acaisative analysis, it isa coincidencethat the dl omorphy of
these two Cases © frequently includes a @ all omorph.

2.2. The predictability of Caselessness

If unmarked Casewere merely acaseof morphdogicd syncretism, wewould not exped
it to be predictable crosslingusticdly. However, astypoogistshave observed, it ispredictable.

Silverstein (1976 observed that thereisaregularity to splitsin Case marking. He stated
the regularity in terms of a hierarchy of NP types, in which pronours outrank lexica NPs,
animate NPs outrank inanimate NPs, and so on. He observed that NPs higher on the hierarchy
tend to be marked accusative and nd ergative, while NPs lower on the hierarchy tend to be
marked ergative and nd acasative.

Goddard (1982 adknowledges part of the regularity (the part pertaining to acaisative
Case), and attributes a meaning d “human’ to the acaisative Case marking. By dang so,
Goddard retreats from the pure ggative/acaisative analysis. He a&nowledges that thereisa
sense in which absolutive objeds are nat fully acaisative. The @ marking is not just an
alomorph d the acwsative morpheme; it isthe dsence of an acasative morpheme.

However, stating that acaisative (and ergative) Case marking have some alditional
element of meaningisnat enough As Goddard statesit, thismeaningisan arbitrary fad abou
some classof languages. But the crosslingustic evidencepointsto something more systematic.
One promising approad, favored by Jakobson (1936, Dixon (1979, Fak (1998), and others,
isthat the most natural subjed in dscourseis definite and animate and the most natural objed
isindefiniteandinanimate. The overt Case marking then servesto mark noncanoncd (subjeds
and) objeds. Goddard argues against such an approach on the grounds that text courts do nd
suppat the notion of naturalness® At wordt, the Silverstein hierarchy is a stipulation of
Universal Grammar. But whatever the underlying cause, the aosdingustic distribution d
Caselessessis systematic. Thisisnat consistent with an analysis that treas unmarked Case as
mere dlomorphy.

%0ne ould guestion whether the evidence of text courtsisrelevant, but it doesn't matter for present purposes.
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2.3. The syntactic relevance of Caselessness
2.3.1 Agreement

In many languages, the verb agrees with asingle agument. The conventional wisdom
is that this argument is the subjed. However, it turns out that it is generally a nominal with
unmarked Case that triggersthiskind o agreement.

One of the most striking examples of thisis Hindi-Urdu (henceforth Hindi). In Hindi,
both the subjed and the objea of a transtive clause can be either marked with a Case clitic
(ergative or acaisative) or unmarked (nominative). Agreanent is with the subjed if it is
nominative, otherwisewith theobjed if it isnominative, otherwise neutral. Note the agreament
patterns in the foll owing examples from Butt (1993 (her (4)).

(7) a naalyaa xat likh- i hai.
Nadya(F).NOM letter(M).NOM write- IMPEFSG be PRES.3SG
‘Nadyawrites a letter.’

b. naalyaa ne  xat lik"-  aa hai.
Nadya(F) ERG letter(M).NOM write- PERF.MSG be.PRES.3SG
‘Nadya has written a letter.’

C. naalyaa ne  citthii k- i hai.

Nadya(F) ERG note(F).NOM write- PERF.FSG be PRES.3SG
‘Nadya has written anate.’

d. naadyaa ne citthii ko lik’- aa hai.

Nadya(F) ERG note(F) ACC write- PERF.MSG be PRES.3SG
‘Nadya has written a (particular) note.’

Ancther languagein which agreement isdemonstrably related to beaingunmarked Case
islceandic, athoughthere are some complications.” Verbs agreewith nominative subjeds but
not with nonnaninative subjeds (Andrews 1990(1a,2c)).

(8 a Stelpurnar hlau.
the.girls.PL.NOM laughed.PL
‘The girlslaughed.’
b. Verkjanna gadti ekki.
the.pains.PL.GEN was.ncticedle.SG not
‘The pains were not naticedle’

There aebedicaly two compli cations Oneistheoptiorelity of agyeenartwithanaminiveoljed of anadiveveb, Thessord
isthat inaRaisngto-Ohjed/ECM corarudionwithapatidpleinthesubadnete dause thepartidple areeswiththe acosstiveautject. This
is exemplified in the following example from Andrews (1990 example (6a).

() Eg tel strakana (hafa  verig) kitlada.
| believe the.boys ACC to.have been tickled ACC.MASC.PL
| beli eve the boys to have been tickled.

Itshodd benaedthat agreament withanacasativeisd o attestedin Gujardi, acordingto Comrie(1984. Gujarati hesthesamebedc
agreamant patemasHind, but if thereisno namingtive, agreamart iswiththe acesativeoljed. It may bethat agreement withacestivesis
permitted by UG as a parametric dternative to neutral agreement.
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Furthermore, in constructionswithnominativeobjeds, theverb agreeswiththeobjed optionall y
(obligatorily in passves) (Andrews 1990(57b,c) and dscusson on p 211).

9 a Straknum likar / lika dikir bilar.
the.boy.DAT likes / like such cars.NOM
‘The boy likes such cas’
b. Honum  voru gefnir peningarnir.
him.DAT were given.NOM.MASC.PL the.money.NOM.MASC.PL
‘He was given the money.’

Even Engli sh can beargued to havenominative agreanent rather than subjed agreement.
The evidenceis rather subtle, which reinforces the ideathat it is the result of aspeds of UG
rather than some parochial language-spedfic rule. The one environment in which agreement is
with something that isnot in subjed positionisthe eistential construction.

(10 a Thereis/*are ahamster in the cage.
b. There ael*isthreehamstersin the caye.?

Unlike other nominals that trigger agreement, in modern English the paostverbal paosition in
existentials is acaisative, not nominative.

1) a Thereishim.
b. *Thereishe. [* on the eistentia realing; ?? & locaiveinversion|

In English, pronours (aside from you and it) exhibit a distinction between nominative and
acaisative forms; lexicd nours do nat. Following the logic of the analysis we are piedng
together, let us suppcse that lexicd nours are never acaisative. This would follow the
Silverstein-style pattern for Case split: lexica noursarelesslikely to be marked acasative than
pronours. A consequencewould bethat, if agreement iswith the nominative, we shoud exped
to find agreement with a postverbal lexicd noun but not with a postverbal pronoun This
predictionis borne out. (Sincethe postverba nominal in these examples is definite, these ae
grammaticd only onalist reading.)

(12 There aethelingusts.
Thereig*are us.
Thereig*am me.
Thereig*are them.

oo o

This is an otherwise strange distribution o agreement. It would nad work to say that the
postverbal nomina agrees in number but nat person, becaise it is aways the verb form is

80f course, (i) isgrammeticd.
0) There'sthreehamstersin the cage.
This seemsto be amatter of register; neutra third personsinguar agreament seemsto be possble only in lessformal styles of English. Since
the discusson hereis going to focus on whether are is grammeticd, the treament of sentenceslike (i) isirrelevant.
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singuar in al these examples. However, it foll ows from what sean to be principles of UG if
nominals superficialy unmarked for Case redly are unmarked.®

Onefinal example is Modern Hebrew, which seemsto dsplay asimilar array of fads,
athoughsome of the detall sare murky. Like English, Hebrew does not have the usual kinds of
constructions that al ow one to tease goart nominative Case and subjedhoodas the trigger for
agreament. However, evidencecan begleaned from posessve sentences. Possessve sentences
in Hebrew have the structure: ‘be’ — pasesor (in the dative) — passessed.

13 a haya le- rina sefer.
be.PAST.3MSG DAT- Rina book
‘Rina had abook’
b. haya li keev ros.
bePAST.3MSG DAT.1SG ade hea
‘I had a headadhe.’

Historicdly, the possessed nominal wasthesubjed. It thuswasunmarked for Caseandtriggered
agreament on the verb. Such usage is till consdered normative. However, in adual spoken
Hebrew, the passessed nomina appeasto have been reinterpreted asan objed. Thismeansthat
it is marked with acasative Case; in acordance with Hebrew's implementation d the
Silverstein hierarchy, acaisative Case only surfaces on cefinite nominals.

(14 haya le- rina et ha sefer.
be.PAST.3MSG DAT- Rina ACC the- book
‘Rina had the book’

As observed by Ziv (1976, the presence or absence of acasative Case is correlated with the
absence or presence of agreament (Ziv's (11) and (17)).

15 a hayta li mexonit kazot.
bePAST.3FSG DAT.1SG ca(F) such
b. Zhaya li mexonit kazot.

be PAST.3MSG DAT.1SG ca(F) such
‘I had sucha ca.’

(169 a Zhayta lanu et ha mexonit hazt od kSe-
bePAST.3FSG DAT.1PL ACC the- ca(F) this dill when-
garnu be- tel aviv

live PAST.1PL in- Td Aviv

°An interesting residual problem with the Engli sh is the status of it and you. The questioniswhether they, like lexicd nours, are
never acaisative, or whether these are legitimate cases of morphdogica syncretism. | dorit know of any way to test for the status of it, althouh
its being always Caseless (nominative) would be consistent with the Silverstein hierarchy. On the other hand, the eistential construction
suggests that you can be acasative:
0) Thereis*are you.
Thisisapositive result. As observed by Falk (1998)), the Sil verstein hierarchy would lead usto exped that you shoud teke acaisative Case.
I would like to thank Cindy Allen (p.c.) for first suggesting to me that you may be a oincidence unrelated to the Silverstein hierarchy.
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b. haya lanu et ha mexonit hazmt od ke
bePAST.3MSG DAT.1PL ACC the- ca(F) this sill when-
garnu be- tel aviv

live PAST.1PL in- Tel Aviv
‘We had this car when we werelivingin Tel Aviv.’

If weidedizethejudgments' and read the question marks as asterisks, the result again clealy
correlates agreanent with the dsence of Case.

It shoud be noted that Ziv reades a diff erent conclusion concerning the Hebrew fads.
She denies that agreament can betied to Caselesiess and claimsthat the possessed nominal is
still a grammaticd subjed in Modern Hebrew. Her reason for treaing subjedhoodand nd
Caselesessas atrigger for agreement is based on the behavior of some unacasative verbsin
what she charaderizes as “colloqual (or perhaps dangy)” Hebrew (p. 141). The sole diredt
argument of an unacaisative verb in Hebrew can be either preverba (the usual position for
subjeds) or postverba (the usual paositionfor objeds). Inthe colloqua style in question, when
theargument ispostverbal (with asubset of theunacasativeverbs) it can be marked acaisative.

(17 (Ziv (31)
a parca Sam et hasrefa haxi gdda bair.
broke.out.3FSG there ACC thefire(F) themost big in.thecity

‘The biggest fire in the dty broke out there.’

b. kara Sam et oto haason gam baSana
happened.3MSG there ACC same thedisaster(M) dso intheyea
Seavra
that.passd

‘The same disaster occurred there last yea too.’

Even when marked acasative, theargument triggersagreament (cf. (17a)). Ziv'sanalysisisthat
these areinverted subjedswhich areirregularly marked acasative: thus agreement istriggered
by subjedthoodand not by Caselessness However, aswe have seen with Gujarati and Icdandic
(fn'7), it ispossble in languages where there is a dea correlation between Caselessiessand
agreament for some acaisative nominalsto neverthelessserve as agreanent triggers. Whilethe
phenomenoncertainly meritsfurther study, it seansthat thefadsarebroadly inacwrdancewith
theclaim that it isladk of Case markingthat triggers agreament in Hebrew. Asfor the claim that
the posessed nanina isthe subjed in Modern Hebrew, it is based on a construction that Ziv
anayzesas Raising (her (21) and (22)).

(189 a xaverim tovim yatxilu lihyat lo rak b- a 3ana
friends good begin.FUT.3PL to.be DAT.3MSG only in- the- yea
ha- baa
the- next

‘He will start having goodfriends only next yea.’

YTwo possble explanationsfor the uncertainty of the judgmentsreported by Ziv. One, Ziv's explanation, isthat we are observing
syntadic change in progress and the fuzzinessis a result of the transitional stage the language isin now. An aternative explanation might
be the influence of prescriptive norms, which are very strongin Hebrew. Both explanations sem to me to be plausible, andin either case |
think that idedizing the judgments is legitimate.
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b. caot lo regilot cfuyot lihyat la im hi
troudes(F) un- usua foreseen.FPL to.be DAT.3FSG if she
titgares.

will .get.divorced
‘She can exped to have unusual troudesif she gets divorced.’

At first glance these looklike Raising constructions. However, thereisreasonto think that this
is the wrong analysis of these sentences. In the first place they are grammatica only when
placalinadiscourse context appropriatefor topicdizaion(Ziv, personal communicaion). This
suggeststhat the sentence-initi a positionof the possessed nominal inthese sentencesistheresult
of topicdizaion, not raising. The only apparent problem with thisisthe agreement between the
fronted possessed nominal and the verb. However, agreement is possble with the possessed
nominal even if it remainswithin the lower clause (Ziv, persona communicaion); i.e. where it
can be demonstrated that no raising has occurred. It thus seams likely that these are smply
topicdizaion structures, and thus provide no evidence that the posessd nomind is the
subjed.* The only fador that seemsto be involved in triggering agreement is the lack of Case
marking.

2.3.2 Other Syntactic Effects

Agreament isunquestionably the primary locus of syntadic sensitivity to Caselessness
It also may be the only one that has some basis in UG. However, there is a scattering d
language-spedfic syntadic dfedsaswell.

In Dyirbal, trangtive subjeds can be either ergative or unmarked (nominative) and
objeds can be dather acausative or unmarked (absolutive). These splits are condtioned by the
animacy hierarchy. While Dyirba has free word order, unmarked word order distingushes
between nominals with marked Case and urmarked Case. Nominative (unmarked) agents
precealethe patient, whil e ergative (marked) agentsfoll ow it, asin thefoll owing examplesfrom
Dixon (1999.

a. puma yabu- pgu ua n
(29 ab b
father. ABS mother- ERG see NFUT
‘Mother saw father.’

b. pana nurrae na  bua n
we.NOM you.PL- ACC see NFUT
‘We saw you.’

C. pana jga namba n.

we.dl.NOM child.ABS hea- NFUT
‘We head the child.’

d. paha na jga ngu pnamba n
we.dl- ACC child- ERG hea- NFUT
‘The dild head ws.’

In the Nilo-Saharan language Pari (Andersen 198§, Case, agreament, and ader al
interad in the cae of trangtive subjeds (Andersen's (5a, 74))

“‘\Nethusagreewiththeanalysisof Doron (1983, whoalso arguesthat the passessed nominal isnot the subjed. Doronalso clams
that Raising isimpossble, and acourts for the agreament in the untopicdized structure in terms of cosuperscripting.
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(200 a jooh & ked ubdr- i
buffalo COMPLETIVE- shoa Ubur- ERG
‘Ubur shot the buffalo.’
b. ublr joob & ked- ¢é
Ubur buffalo COMPLETIVE- shoa- 3sgSUBJ
‘Ubur shot the buffalo.’

In (20a), the subjed is marked with overt Case, appeasfinally, and does not trigger agreement
on the verb. In (20b), the subjed has no overt Case, appeas initially, and daes trigger
agreament.

TheDyirba Topic Chainingconstructioniswell known fromtheliteratureonergativity.
In Dyirbal the shared nominal in astring of coordinated clausesin which anominal is missng
from al but the first is the objed (or subjed of intranstive). Thisis true regardlessof Case
marking, andasGoddard (1982 quiterightly observesthisconstructionin Dyirbal thusprovides
no suppat for a theory of unmarked Case. However, in the closely related language Yidir?,
Topic Chainingissensgitiveto Case (Marantz 1984 199). The chained nominal isthe unmarked
one, regardlessof grammatica function. Thisisanother case of agrammaticd constructionin
which umtmarked Case is g/ntadicdly relevant.

3. Analysis

3.1. Basic Analysis

The conclusions of the previous two sedions are contradictory. On the one hand, it can
be argued fairly conclusively that objeds are acaisative (and transitive subjeds in ergative
languagesergative) regardlessof the superficia Case marking. On the other hand, syntax seems
to be aware of the distinction between marked Case and ummarked Case, and shows thisin
agreament and sometimes in other language-spedfic constructions. We will now attempt to
reconcil e this contradiction. In this dion, we will discussaway to resolve the contradiction,
withou referenceto any spedfic theoreticd framework. In the foll owing two sedions, we will
outline ways to incorporate the ideas of this fdion into the theoreticd frameworks of
Government/Binding theory (GB) and Lexicd-Functional Grammar (LFG).

The key to understanding the nature of unmarked Case is to see Case marking as
congisting of two parts. On the one hand, it issomethingthat is spedfied (assgned/chedked/...)
for nominals by lexicd heads.> We will refer to this as Case spedficaion. On the other hand,
it isan infleaional caegory of nours. We will refer to this asped of Case & Case redi zaion.
Thus, an acasative nominal could beonefor which acaisative Caseisspedfied or oneonwhich
it is redized (i.e. it is headed by a noun infleded with acasative Case). Conventional
approadhesto Case donat distingu sh between these two aspeds of Case; the assuumptionbeing
that there is amutua dependence between spedfication and redizaion. Whil e the redizaion
of acasative infledion on a nominal is apparently only licensed by the spedficaion o
acaisative Case, the phenomenon d unmarked Case shows us that it is possble for anominad
to have Case spedfied and nd redi zed.

Our ealier results indicae that both Case spedficaion and Case redizaion must be
visible to syntax'®. That Case spedfication can be visible to the syntax is self-evident, sinceit

L2or by pasition, in some theories.

3 this resped, the distinction that | am drawing dffers from the similar one drawn by Godcard.
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happensunder syntadic condtions. Asfor Caseredization, wehypahesize followingFillmore
(1968 and Bittner and Hale (1996a,b) that Case isafunctional head K, and that Case-marked
nominals are distingu shed caegorialy from nominals unmarked for Case; the former are KP,
thelatter DP (or NP). Absolutive objeds, under such an acourt, are bare DPsthat are spedfied
for acasative Case. Similarly, nominative subjeds of transitive dauses in ergative languages
(such aspronoursin Dyirbal) are bare DPsthat are spedfied for ergative Case. Agreament can
be stated as being with a DP (and nd a KP), and dher syntadic properties snstive to the
marked/unmarked distinction can similarly be sengitive to category.

Thiskind of distinction between Case spedficaion and Caseredizaionisnot possble
under many approadiesto Case. For example, in a Case-chedking system such as that assumed
in the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, it is not possble for a nominal to have Case
speafied for it but not to adually redizeit. If such astuationwereto occur, the Case feaure
of the head would not delete, and the derivation would crash becaise LF would have
uninterpretable feaures. Similarly, in the theory of Bittner and Hale (1996), there is no
distinction between anominal being in a Case-binding configuration and being KP. However,
aswe will seein the next two sedions, LFG and classcd GB can acoommodate thiskind d
dudlity.

We have not addressed the question d the distribution d KPs and DPs. As discussed
ealier, somevariant of the Sil verstein hierarchy seemsto be the corred approad; whether it is
some arbitrary fad abou UG or based in discourse grammar is an issue we will | eave open.
What isstrikingisthat, whil ethebasic principlesseemto beuniversal, diff erent languages seam
to apply them in very different ways. Thisisa state of affairs that invites an analysisin terms
of Optimality Theory. Aisen (1998 has proposed an OT formalizaion of (part of) the
Silverstein hierarchy, based on harmonic alignment of diff erent prominencescdes. Amongthe
scdesare (21).

1) a Person scde: Locd (1st/2nd person) > 3rd
b. Role scde: Agent > Patient
C. Relational scde: Subjed > Objed

Harmonic dignment of these scdesyields partial constraint rankings sich as (22).

22 a *Su/3 > *Oj/3 (3rd person subjeds are more marked than 3rd pers objeds)
b. *Qj/Locd > *Su/Locd

The individual constraints can be cnjoined with *@, which penalizes the omisson o
morphdogicd material. They are aso ranked relative to * Struc, which penalizes the use of
morphdogicd content. As afirst approximation for Dyirbal, for example, she proposes the
constraint hierarchy (23).%

(23  {*0,&*Su/3, *P,&*Oj/Locd} > *Struc, > {* 0 &*Su/Locd, *@,&*Oj/3}

This means rougHy “K-less third person subjeds and K-less nonthird person oljeds are
penalized morethanincludingK, andincludingK ispenalized morethan K-lessnorthird person

Ypisen uses C for Case in the names of the cngtraints.
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subjedsand K-lessthird personobjeds.” While, as Aissen observes, more work isneeded, this
appeasto bethe mrrea diredionin which to look, whatever the syntadic framework.

3.2. Government/Binding Theory

Inclasscd GB, asdescribed by Chomsky (1981), Caseisspedfied by alexicd head for
anominal in the structural configuration defined as government. Case spedficaionisthus a
lexicd property of heads. Asalexicd property, Case marking resembles O marking. Although
it isgenerally not formali zed as such, we can represent the Case-marking propertiesof alexicd
head in a Case grid, parall € to the representation d O marking propertiesina0 grid.

The spedficaion d Caseisthe transfer of feaures from the heal to the agument. As
with O marking, thiscanbeformally represented ascoindexation. The spedficaionof acaisative
Case on an argument can thus be represented as (24).

(24) V'

M X,

(acc)

By virtue of being coindexed with the acusative feauresin the Case grid, X is yntadicdly
acasative. However, X can be ather aKP or aDP.

(29 a V b. \%
PN PN
\Y% KP, \Y% DP,
(acc) N\ (acc)
K DP

In (259), the objed is“accusative”; in (25b) it's “absolutive”.

Ananaysisaongtheselinescan serve asthebasisfor theobservationsmadeealier. The
agreament of the verb with a single argument, traditionally seen as the coindexation o INFL
with the subjed, can be stated as foll ows.

(26) Coindex INFL with the highest DP in the dause.

Other instances where the syntax distingushes between marked and urmarked Case can be
smilarly handed. However, the DP objeds are associated with the feaure of acasative Case,
by virtue of being coindexed with the acaisative positionin the Case grid.

The concept of unmarked Casedoesraisetwo interestingquestionsabou the CaseFilter.
Thefirst questionisaconsequenceof the splitti ng of Case markinginto Case spedficaionand
Case redizaion. Sincethe Case Filter requires every overt nomina to have Case, we neal to
determine whether what counts is Case spedficaion a Case redizaion. The seoond question
isthe status of subjedsin nominative-acaisative languages: since Case is neither spedfied nor
redized onsuch naminals, we need to determine how they can passthe Case Filter.

It seansclea that the relevant concept of Casethat isrequired by the Case Filter hasto
be Case spedficaion, not Case redizaion. If thisisthe corred concept, absolutive objeds do
not pose aproblem. Even thoughthey do nd redize Case (i.e. they are DPs), they have
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acaisative Case spedfied. Similarly, nominative subjedsin ergative languagesare spedfied for
ergative Case but do not redizeit. They also do not pose a problem if the Case Filter merely
requires gedficaion.

More serious is the problem of subjeds in nominative-acaisative languages. One
promisingideaisthe one propased by Baker (1988 115-116. Baker suggeststhat in the syntax
what isrequired isthe coindexation of nominalswithV (or INFL). This coindexation must then
be interpreted at PF as either Case or agreement. Under the asumptions of classcd GB, and
under (26) abowe, the subjed is coindexed with INFL; this coindexation is interpreted as
agreament. Under Baker's propasal, then, the agreement of INFL with the subjed is sufficient
to allow the subjed to passthe Case Filter.

Onefina comment isin order abou the gplicaion d the nation d unmarked Case to
GB. Theoriginal justificationfor treaing Case markingasa SFEC-head relationwasthat SFEC-
heal isthe configurationof nominative Case assgnment. If theapproad outlined hereiscorred
and nominative nominalsare unmarked for Case, thereisnodired evidencefor Caseever being
assgned/cheded in a SPEC-heal configuration.

3.3. Lexical-Functional Grammar

Theunificaion-based architedure of L FG makesthe adaptationof the proposed acourt
pradicdly effortless The feaures of a particular element nead not come from the constituents
that it comprises. An oljed, for example, will have the acwsative Case fedure if it is
morphdogicdly marked with acasative Case: thelexicd entry of theheadincludestheequation
(27a). But it isalso passblefor an objed to have the acasative Casefeaureif thelexicd entry
of the verb hasthe equation (27b), even if the nominal lacks acaisative morphdogy.*

27 a (T cAsE) =AcCC
b. (T OBJCASE) =ACC

It isthus possble within the existing architedure of LFG for anominal unmarked for Case to
neverthelessbea acwsative Case fedures in f-structure. General Case-assgnment rules and
Case gyreanent phenomena ae acouned for automaticdly.

On the other hand, if lexicaly Case marked nominals are K Ps,*® c-structure all ows usto
distingush unmarked nominals. For example, part of the preferred linea ordering d subjeds
and ohedsin Dyirbal can be catured bythe LP statement (28).

(28) DP<KP

Asfor agreament, the evidencewe have brough would require amore complex statement than
isgeneraly assumed in LFG. Instead of equationslike (29a), what isneeded iscodescriptionin
terms of both c-structure and f-structure, as in (29b) (where ¢ is the function mapping
c-structuresinto f-structures and L is the function labeling noaks in c-structure).

15 am asaiming for concretenessthat the verb assgns Case, but nothing significant in the analysis would change if constituents
beaing the objed function were marked ({ CASE) = ACC.

80n functional caegories in LFG, seeBresnan (in preparation). As Bresnan has reminded me (personal communicéion), the
implementation of Case as afunctional head in LFG has to be consistent with the Lexicd Integrity Principle. This cen be dorein langueges
where Case is a boundmorpheme by treaing the Case-marked namina as a member of caegory K.
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(29 a (T sUBINUM) = PL
b. (T $(L(DP)) NUM) = PL

Presumably, thismore compli cated statement is provided by UG and need not be leaned by the
language aquirer.

To summarize, in an LFG analysis Case spedficaionisan f-structure phenomenon(the
feaure cAsE) while Case redizaionis a cstructure phenomenon (the functional caegory K).

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we have seen that the traditional notion d unmarked Case is one that a
theory of Case must be ableto express Absolutive Case and split ergativity canna be analyzed
as smple morphdogicd syncretism.

Furthermore, we have shown that the fads of unmarked Case cdl for an analysisin
which Case marking is fadored into the spedficaion d Case on a nomina by an external
element andtheredizaionof Case structurally onthe nominal itself. Thiskind of approadch can
be handled under some syntadic theories of Case but not others. In particular, it isdifficult to
see how it could be incorporated neturally into the Case-cheding theory of the Minimalist
Program.

References

Aissen, Judith (1998 “MarkednessAnd Subjed Choiceln Optimality Theory.” ms, University
of Cdifornia & Santa Cruz.

Andersen, Torben (1988 “Ergativity in Pari, A Nilotic OVS Language.” Lingua 75: 289-324

Andrews, Avery D. (1982 “The Representationof Casein Modern Icdandic.” in Joan Bresnan,
ed., The Mental Representation of Grammatical Relations. Cambridge, Mass: MIT
Press 427-503

Andrews, Avery D. (1990 “Case Structures and Control in Modern Icdandic.” in Joan Maling
andAnnieZaenen, eds., Modern | celandic Syntax New Y ork: Academic Press 187-234

Baker, Mark (1988 Incorporation: A Theory of Grammatical Function Changing. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press

Bittner, Maria, and Ken Hale (1996) “ The Structural Determination of Case and Agreanent.”
Linguistic Inquiry 27. 1-68

Bittner, Maria, andKen Hale (19961 “Ergativity: TowardsaTheory of aHeterogeneousClass”
Linguistic Inquiry 27. 531-604

Bresnan, Joan (in preparation) Lexical-Functional Syntax.

Butt, Miriam (1993 “Objea Spedaficity and Agreement in Hindi/Urdu.” CLS29: 89-103

Chomsky, Noam (1981) Lectures on Government and Binding. Dordredht: Foris.

Chomsky, Noam (1995 The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press

Comrie, Bernard (1984 “Refledions on Verb Agreament in Hindi and Related Languages.”
Linguistics 22 857-864

Dixon, R. M. W. (1979 “Ergativity.” Language 55. 59-138

Dixon, R. M. W. (1994 Ergativity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Doron, Edit (1983 Verbless Predicatesin Hebrew. Doctoral dissertation, University of Texas,
Austin



17

Falk, Yehuda N. (199&) “Case: Interadion Between Syntax and Discourse Grammar.” in
Miriam Butt and Tragy Holl oway King, eds., Proceedingsof the LFG98 Conference, The
University of Queendand, Brisbane. Stanford, Calif.: CSLI Publications web site.
http://www-csli.stanford.edu/publications/.

Falk, YehudaN. (1998h “ Split Accusativity.” in Janet Fodar, Jay Keyser, and Amy Brand, eds.,
Chomsky Celebration. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Pressweb site.
http://mitpress.mit.edu/celebration/

Fillmore, Charles J (1968 “The Case for Case.” in Emmon Bach and Robert T. Harms, eds.,
Universalsin Linguistic Theory. New York: Holt Rinehart and Winston. 1-88
Goddard, Cliff (1982 “Case Systems and Case Marking in Australian Languages: A New

Interpretation.” Australian Journal of Linguistics 2: 167-196

Jakobson, Roman (1936 “ Contributionsto the General Theory of Case(Beitrag zur al gemeinen
Kasuslehre: Gesamtbedeutungen der russschen Kasus).” in Roman Jakobson, ed., On
Language Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press 332—-385 199Q (Edited by
Linda R. Waughand Monique Monvill e-Burston; article trandated by Brent Vine and
Olga Y okoyama).

Jespersen, Otto (1924 The Philosophy of Grammar. London George Allen & Unwin.

Marantz, Alec(1984) On the Nature of Grammatical Relations. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press

Silverstein, Michad (1976) “Hierarchy of Feaures and Ergativity.” in R.M.W. Dixon, ed.,
Grammatical Categories in Australian Languages. Canberra: Australian Institute of
Aborigina Studies. 112—-172Reprintedin Pieter Muyksen andHenk van Riemsdij k, eds.
(1986, Features and Projections. Dordredt: Foris. 163—232

Ziv, Yad (1979 “On the Reanalysis of Grammaticd Termsin Hebrew Possessve Construc-
tions.” in Peter Cole, ed., Studies in Modern Hebrew Syntax and Semantics. The
Transformational -Generative Approach. Amsterdam: North Holland.



