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Introduction



As is generally the case in ergative languages, absolutive DPs are interpreted as definite or specific.  But oblique objects in antipassives receive a nonspecific interpretation.

 

(1)a.	K-in-ain=ko		ang	isda.

	-Tr.Perf-eat=1sErg	Abs	fish

	“I ate the/*a fish.”

b.	K-um-ain=ako		ng	isda.

	-Intr.Perf-eat=1sAbs	Obl	fish

	“I ate (a) fish.”



However, when the absolutive agent in an antipassive is extracted, the object may be interpreted as specific.



(2)	Sino	ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda?

	who	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish

	“Who ate a/the fish.”



The goal of this paper:



	To account for the above specificity effects within the Tree Splitting theory of Diesing (1994).



Nonspecific DPs remain with VP at LF and undergo Existential Closure.

Specific DPs raise out of VP and escape Existential Closure at LF.



How is the difference between declarative antipassives and wh-questions accounted for?



	Wh-questions are structurally pseudoclefts.  The direct object is contained within the headless relative in subject position and therefore outside the domain of Existential Closure in the matrix clause.



Specificity Effects in Declarative Clauses



Chomsky (2001, 2002a, 2002b):



	Phase Impenatrability Condition

	Movement out of a phase (vP, CP) can take place only from the edge.



	Movement of a direct object, e.g. wh-movement is first triggered by an occurrence feature on v.  Then attraction of [wh] on C targets the DP in the outer specifier of v.



()	What did you [vP  twhat [v’  tyou 	[v[OCC] 	[VP eat twhat ]]]]?



	The occurrence feature is freely generated on v in English.



Proposal for Ergative Languages (Aldridge in preparation):  EPP features on v are restricted:



Transitive v has an EPP feature, drawing the absolutive DP to its outer specifier at LF and out of the domain of Existential Closure.

Intransitive v has no EPP feature; the direct object in an antipassive does not raise out of VP and undergoes Existential Closure at LF.



This accounts for the hallmark characteristic of syntactic ergativity:  absolutive restriction on extraction (cf S/O Pivot (Dixon 1979, 1994).



Only absolutive DPs can undergo A’-movement.



	Relativization

()a.	libro-ng	b-in-ili		ni	Mara?

	book-Lk	-Tr.Perf-buy	Erg	Maria

	“book which Maria bought”

a.       *libro-ng	b-um-ili	si	Maria?

	book		-Intr.Perf-buy	Abs	Maria

	“book which Maria bought”



Transitive v has an EPP feature which attracts the absolutive DP to its outer specifier.  From there, it can be further attracted to the specifier of CP.



(6)		CP



	book	        TP



	      bought	      vP



		        tbook	    v’



			    Maria	  v’



				 -in-v	         VP

�				[EPP]

					   tV	       tbook



Direct extraction of the antipassive object from VP violates the PIC.



(8)	         *CP

�

	book	        TP



�	      bought	      vP



		      Maria	    v’



			   -um-v 	 VP

��

�				      tV	        tbook





This analysis also accounts for semantic facts like specificity and quantifier scope.



Absolutive DPs cannot be interpreted as nonspecific, while antipassive objects typically must be.



(3)a.	B-in-ili			ng	babae		ang	isda.

	-Tr.Past-buy		Erg	woman		Abs	fish

	“The woman bought the/*a fish.”

b.	B-um-ili	ang	babae		ng	isda.

	-Intr.Perf-buy	Abs	woman		Obl	fish

	“The woman bought a/*the fish.”



Absolutive QPs take scope over ergative QPs.  Antipassive direct objects scope under the agent.



(4)a.	B-in-asa	ng	[lahat	ng	bata]	ang	[marami-ng	libro]

	-Perf.Tr-read	Erg	all	Gen	child	Abs	many-Lk	book

	“All the children read many books.”

	MANY > ALL

b.	Nag-basa	ang	[lahat	ng	bata]	ng	[marami-ng	libro]

	-Perf.Intr-read	Abs	all	Gen	child	Obl	many-Lk	book

	“All the children read many books.”

	ALL > MANY



Analysis:  The absolutive DP raises to the outer specifier of vP at LF.



()		TP



         V+v+T	        vP



	        DP[Abs]	       v’

							(

�		    DP[Erg]	    v’



			 tv[Abs, uD*]	VP

�

				     tV	         tDP[Abs]



The oblique object remains inside vP at LF.



()		TP



      V+v+T[Abs]		vP



	        DP[Abs]		v’			(

�

			   tv	       VP

����

				tV	    DP[Obl ]



Potential problem:



Oblique objects in wh-questions can be specific.

How do they escape Existential Closure?



(11)a.	Sino	ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda?

	who	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish

	“Who ate a/the fish.”



b.	  CP



   sino		C’



	    [wh]		TP



		V+v+T[Abs]	vP



			DP[Abs]         v’			(

������

				 tv	     VP

�

					tV	  DP[Obl]



Solution:



(11b) is not the correct structure.  Wh-questions are pseudo-clefts; the object is contained inside the headless relative in the matrix subject position and therefore outside the domain of Existential Closure.



3. Wh-questions as Clefts



Structure of wh-questions:



Wh-phrase inside matrix predicate.

Headless relative in matrix subject position.



(12)			 TP

�

�		   T		PrP



�			CP		Pr’



				   Pr		NP[WH]



Tagalog 2nd position clititcs attach to the first phonological word within CP.



(13)a.	Nag-bigay=ako	ng	mangga	kay		Maria.

	Intr-Perf-give=1sAbs	Obl	mango		Dat	Maria

	“I gave a mango to Maria.”

b.	Kay	Maria=ako	nag-bigay	ng	mangga.

	Dat	Maria=1sAbs	Intr.Perf-give	Obl	mango

	“I gave a mango to Maria.”

c.	Bukas=ako		mag-bi-bigay	ng	mangga	kay	Maria.

	Tomorrow=1sAbs	Intr-Red-give	Obl	mango		Dat	Maria

	“Tomorrow I will give a mango to Maria.”

d.	Kailan=ka	mag-bi-bigay	ng	mangga	kay	Maria.

when=2sAbs	Intr-Red-give	Obl	mango		Dat	Maria

	“When will you give a mango to Maria?”



In wh-questions, clitics must remain inside the headless relative. 



(14)a.	Sino	ang	[b-in-igy-an=mo		ng	mangga]?

	who	Abs	-Tr.Perf-Give-App=2sErg	Obl	mango

	“Who did you give a mango?”

b.        *Sino=mo	ang	[b-in-igy-an		ng	mangga]?

	who=2sErg	Abs	-Tr.Perf-Give-App	Obl	mango

	“Who did you give a mango?”

c.        *Sino	ang=mo	[b-in-igy-an		ng	mangga]?

	who	Abs=2sErg	-Tr.Perf-Give-App	Obl	mango

	“Who did you give a mango?”



Wh-questions superficially resemble pseudo-clefts:



Nominal predicate.

Headless relative as subject.



(15)a.	Ang	babae	ang	[k-um-ain	ng	isda]

	Abs	woman	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish

	“The woman is the one who ate the fish.”

b.	Isda	ang	[k-in-ain	ng	babae]

	fish	Abs	-Tr.Perf-eat	Erg	woman

	“Fish is what the woman ate.”



The clause is a free relative and can occur in argument position.



(16)a.	Um-alis	[ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda]

	Intr.Perf-leave	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish

	“The one who ate fish has left.”

b.	B-in-ili=ko		[ang	k-in-ain	ng	babae]

	-Tr.Perf-buy=1sErg	Abs	-Tr.Perf-eat	Erg	woman

	“I bought what the woman ate.”



The free relative as subject => can topicalize.



(17)a.	[Ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda]	ay	ang	babae.

	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish	Top	Abs	woman

	“The one who ate the fish is the woman.”

b.	[Ang	k-in-ain	ng	babae]	ay	ang	isda.

	Abs	-Tr.Perf-eat	Erg	woman	Top	Abs	fish

	“What the woman ate is the fish.”



Derivation:



(18)a.	Sino	ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda?

	who	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish

	“Who ate a/the fish.”



()			CP



				C’



			C		TP



						T’



					T		PrP

�

					CP				Pr’



				Op		C’		Pr		sino



					C		TP



						  bumili ng isda tOp



PrP fronts to derive predicate-initial word order.



(19)			CP

�

�		PrP		C’

�

��	      …tCP…	 C		TP



�				CP		T’



					T		tPrP



4. Analysis of Specificity in Biclausal Structures



In antipassive wh-questions, the object is contained in the subject and outside domain of Existential Closure.



(23)a.	Sino	ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda?

	who	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish

	“Who ate a/the fish.”



b.			CP



				C’



			C		TP

��

		CP						  T’

�

�	Op		C’				   T		PrP		(

�����

�		C		TP				   tCP		  Pr’

�

						

		          bumili ng isda tOp				  Pr		   sino



Further data:  Asymmetry between absolutive/non-absolutive relative clauses.



As in the above examples, the oblique object in the monoclausal antipassive must be nonspecific.



(24)	K-um-ain	ang	pusa	ng	daga.

	-Intr.Perf-eat	Abs	cat	Obl	rat

	“The cat ate a/*the rat.”



When this antipassive forms a relative clause, the object inside the relative must be nonspecific if the relative is an antipassive oblique.



(25)a.	B-um-ili=ako		ng	[pusa-ng	k-um-ain	ng	daga]

	-Intr.Perf-buy=1sAbs	Obl	cat-Lk		-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	rat

	“I bought a cat which ate a/*the rat.”



b.	  TP



		T’



      V+v+T[Abs]		vP



	        DP[Abs]		v’		(

�

			   tv	       VP

�����

				tV	    DP[Obl ]

�

			 	        ng	CP



But if the relative is in absolutive position in a transitive clause, then the oblique object inside the relative can be specific.



(26)a.	B-in-ili=ko		ang	pusa-ng	k-um-ain	ng	daga.

	-Tr.Perf-buy=1sErg	Abs	cat-Lk		-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	rat

	“I bought the cat which ate a/the rat.”



b.		TP



         V+v+T	        vP



�	    DP[Abs]	       v’

						(

�      ang	CP   DP[Erg]	    v’



			 tv[Abs, uD*]	VP

�

				     tV	         tDP[Abs]





Advantage over the Case Agreement Analysis
 (Rackowski
 2002)






Case is checked by T, v, or applicatives with DPs in their base positions.  A VP-internal DP shifts to the outer specifier of v when it is specific.  The DP in the highest vP specifier undergoes agreement with T, copying its case feature to the verb.



Accusative case is checked by v with the direct object in its base position.



(28)	Lu-lutu-in		ng	lalaki	ang	adobo.

	Asp-cook-Acc		Case	man	Ang	adobo

	“The man will cook the adobo.”



(29)	       VoiceP




	man

	        voice	        
v
P



		           
v
[CV]	        VP



			        cook	      adobo[ACC]


�



The direct object then shifts to the phase edge (because it is specific).  T requires agreement with the closest DP, copying its case feature, which is spelled-out  as verbal agreement, the voice marker -in.



(30)	           TP



     cook+T[uCase]      VoiceP

�

	       adobo[Acc]

		        man

			    Voice	      
v
P



				
      
t
V+
v
		     VP



					    
 
   
t
V	
	
  
  tadobo



In the case of nominative agreement, T checks both nominative case on the external argument DP and satisfies its own uninterpretable case feature.




(31)	           TP



  cook+T[CV, uCase]     VoiceP

����

	       man[Nom]

		       Voice	        
v
P

�

				
t
V+
 
	          VP

�

					   
t
V
	           adobo




Potential Problem:




Specificity of the object in a 
wh
-question should trigger specificity shift.






(23)
	Sino	ang	k-um-ain	ng	isda?


	who	Abs	-Intr.Perf-eat	Obl	fish


	“Who ate 
the fish.”






To prevent this:




In clauses containing operators, T must have an uninterpretable [
u
Op] feature 
that requires it to Agree with an argument bearing an interpretable [Op] feature. 
 
Suppose further that the [u
Op] feature must be bundled with the [u
Case] feature when it is present.  This has the effect of requiring T to probe for a goal 
that can satisfy both features at once. (Rackowski 2002:98)






Specificity Shift would block 
the 
Agree relation
 
T must establish to simultaneously check its 
[
u
Case] and [u
Op] features.





(30)	           TP



 
  
V
+
v
+T[
u
Op, 
uCase]      VoiceP


�
������



�
�
	       
 
DP
[Acc]

		
     
DP
[Nom
, Op
]



			    Voice	      
v
P



				
      
t
V+
v
	    
	    
 VP



					       t
V
	
	
  
  t
DP[Acc]





Specificity Shift therefore cannot take place and the object is allowed to be interpreted 
as specific in its base position.





(31)	           TP




V
+
v
+T[
u
Op
, uCase]    
  
 VoiceP

����

	       
DP
[Nom
, Op
]

		       Voice	        
v
P

�


				 t
V+v
	          VP

�

					   
t
V
	           
DP
[Acc]






Problem:	This is a stipulation.


		It undermines the trigger for Specificity Shift.
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