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The goal of this paperis to outline the core of
anew minimalistanalysisof accusatie vs. ergative
patternsof argumentencoding(via casemarkingor
agreement) The centralobsenationis thatindeter
minaciesmayarisein theapplicationof the two ele-
mentaryoperationdMergeandAgree(seeChomsly
(2000,2001)),giventhatthey bothobey anEarliness
requirement(seePesetsk (1989)); andthe central
claim | wouldliketo putforwardis thata principled
resolutionof onesuchindeterminag (on the vP cy-
cle)in oneor theotherdirectionyieldsanaccusatie
or ergative encodingpatternfor arguments.

1. ArgumentEncoding Patterns

Therearetwo basicencodingpatternsfor external
andinternalargumentDPs(DP,,;, DP;,,;) of transi-
tive andintransitive verbs(V,, V;) thatarenot lexi-
cally marked. In anaccusatie pattern,DP;,,; of V,
is encodedy accusatie morphology;DP,,; of V;
andV;, andDP;,,; of V; areencodedy nominative
morphology In contrast,in a (pure) ergative pat-
tern, DP.,; of V, is encodedby ermative morphol-
ogy; DP.;; of V;, andDP;,; of V, andV; areen-
codedby absolutve morphology Thisis illustrated
schematicallyin (1) (seePlank(1995)).

(1) a.Accusatvemarking b. Ergative marking
DPey¢-Vi DPing-V; | |DPeact'Vi DPini-Vi
DPest~V4|[DPint-Vy | [DPust-Vi]|DPint-V
nom acc ergy abs

Argumentencodingcan proceedby case-marking
on the DP argument (‘dependent-marking’or by
agreement-markingn the verb (‘head-marking’);
seeNichols (1986), Baker (1996). | take this is-
sueto be orthogonalto the choiceof encodingpat-
tern as such, and will usethe terms ‘accusatve’,
‘nominative’, ‘ergative’, and‘absolutive’ indiscrim-
inatelyfor case-andagreement-markinthroughout
this paper with cAse as a cover term for both?
In what follows, | give examplesinstantiatingeach
of the four languagetypesthat result from cross-
classifyingtype (accusatie vs. emative) and and
place(casevs. agreementdf agumentencoding.

The Icelandicexamplesin (2) illustrate an ac-
cusatve case-markingpattern. DP;,; of V; is
marked by accusatie; other primary agumentsre-
ceive nominatve.

1This extension of the traditional case terminology to
agreement-markingnay be more commonfor emgative systems
thanfor accusatie systemssee e.g.,Bickel & Nichols(2001).

(2) a. Sol-F=in
SUN-SG.NOM=DET.SG.FEM.NOM

skin-@

shine-3sG

‘The sunis shining.  (Kress(1982,263))
Olaf-ur byrja-6-i of
Olaf-sG.NOM begin-PAST-3.SG too

sein-t

late-3SG.NEUT

‘Olaf begantoo late’

Olaf-ur las-@

Olaf-sG.NOM readpPAST-3.5G

bok-@=ina
book-SG.ACC=DET.SG.FEM.ACC

‘Olaf readthebook:  (Sigurdssor{2002,
698))

An accusatre pattern that relies on agreement-
marking can be found in Navajo. An intransi-
tive context is givenin (3-a), transitive contexts are
shawvn in (3-bc). Again, DP;,; of V; is encoded
by onetype of morphologicalmarker (accusatie),
whereasll otherprimaryargumentsareencodedy
anothemarker (nominate)

3) a. (Y)i-sh-cha

@-1.5G.NOM-Cry

‘I amcrying!

b. Ni-sh-ch’id
2.5G.ACC-1.5G.NOM-scratch
‘I amscratchingyou!

c. Shi-i-ni-ghdad

1.SG.ACC-PERF-2.5G.NOM-shale
‘Youshookme: (Speaq1990,209))

A language that instantiatesan ergative case-
marking pattern in a relatively pure way is
Archi (North-CaucasianDaghestanianseeKibrik
(1979)). DP,,; of V, is singledout and marked by
ergative case;all other primary argumentsreceve
absolutie case. (4-a) providesan intransitive con-
text, (4-b) atransitve one?
(4) a. Dija-@ W-irX,in

father:1-sG.ABS |.sG-work

‘Fatheris working!

20vert agumentDPs are usually optional in head-marking
languages;l assumethat primary agumentsare nevertheless
presentin the syntaxhere,in the form of empty DP pronouns
(seeBaker (1996),Bruening(2001)for someof the optionsthat
ariseunderthisgeneraliew). TheNavajo agreemeninarkersare
usuallycalled'subject’ and‘object’ marlkersin theliterature,and
glossedcherewith thelabelsnom andAcc; they arefusionaland
encodepersorandnumberin additionto CASE.

31, 1l are noun classeqthereare eight); casemarlers bear
numberinformation(Kibrik (2003,53ff)).



b. Dija-mu Xoalli-@
father:1sG.ERG bread:lll-sG.ABS
b-arSi b-i

IIl. sG-bake-GER Ill. SG-Aux
‘Fatheris bakingthebread. (Kibrik (1979,
67))

Finally, Sierra Popoluca(Meso-American,Mixe-
Zoque;seeElson(1960),Marlett (1986))exhibitsan
ergative encodingpatternthat relies on agreement-
marking. DP,,; of V, is encodedby one type of
agreemenmmarker (ergative); all other primary ar
gumentsare encodedby anothertype of agreement
marker (absolutve)? (5-ab) illustrate intransitive
contets; (5-cd) provide transitive contexts.

(5) a. A-nik-pa
1.ABS-go-INC

‘I amgoing!
A-piSifi

1.ABS-man

‘I amaman.
A-@-ko’c-pa
1.ABS-3.ERG-hit-INC
‘He is hitting me!
@-Ay-ko’c-pa
3.ABS-1.ERG-hit-INC
‘I amhitting him.

(Marlett (1986,364))

(Elson(1960,208))

Theseexamplesmay suffice as an illustration of

the two basicargumentencodingpatternspy case-
marking and by agreement-marking.Needlessto

say closerscrutiry revealsthe actualsituationto be
moreinvolvedin all four languageswith variousin-

terfering factorsemeping that blur the simple pic-

ture arisingon the basisof the datapresentedere.
Still, the core of the systemsof argumentencod-
ing in theselanguagess either (1-a) or (1-b), and
thesewo patternseedto bederivedin asimpleand
generalway. Whatfollows is an attemptto do this
by resolvinganindeterminag in the applicationof

elementaryminimalist operationghat canindepen-
dentlybeobsened.

2. A Caseof Indeterminacy on the vP Cycle

Let me begin with somebackgroundassumptions

(basednChomsly (2000,2001)).Assumehatsyn-

tactic structureis createdncrementally bottom-up,
by the elementaryoperationdMergeandAgree,and
by Move (which may or may not be a specialcase
of Merge, and which will not play a major role in

whatfollows). For presenipurposesthe operations
Merge and Agree can be understoodasin (6) and

4The agreementnarlers also indicate person,but not num-
ber; the latter playsa minor role in SierraPopolucamorphology
(Elson(1960,209/218)).

(7), respectiely.

(6) Merge:
a is memgedwith g, forming a projectionof a,
if a selects3.5

Agree

« agreesvith 3 with respecto afeaturebundle

riff (a), (b), and(c) hold:

a. « bearsaprobefeature[*F*] in T, 3 bears

amatchinggoalfeature[F] in T.6

a m-commandss.”

Thereis noé§ suchthat(i) and(ii) hold:

() éiscloserto o thangs.®

(i) o bearsa feature[F] thathasnot yet
participatedn Agree.

(7)

=)

Thus, Agree operationsaredrivenby a probeseek-
ing agoal(7-a), requirem-command7-b), andobey
minimality (7-c). | assumethat Agree needsonly
identity of probeandgoalfeaturego apply, andcan
thus apply if probeand goal differ in their feature
value(i.e.,if thefeaturespecificationgredifferent);
butif it doesso, it is unsuccessfuindcreatescrash
of thederivation.

Supposefurther (following Chomslky (2000,
2001))thatthebasicclausestructureconsistof CP,
TP, vP, andVP; thatlexical itemsthatareto partici-
patein derivationsareselectedrom thelexicon pre-
syntactically and assembledn a numerationN (or
lexical array);that DP;,,; is memgedin VP, whereas
DP,..; is memgedin vP, asa specifier;and, finally,
that T andv areinvolvedin the structuralencoding
of primary arguments(i.e., DP,,; and DP;,,; argu-
mentsfor which no inherent/leical CASE is speci-
fied), by bearingfeatureghatactasprobesandthus
trigger Agreeoperations.

More specifically | will assumethat that there
is only one structuralagumentencodingfeature,
CASE, which can have two values: ext(ernal) and
int(ernal) (determinedwith respectto vP, the pred-

5In (6) andin (7), a, B, ¢ standfor cateyories. That Merge
is restrictedto selectioncontets is oftentacitly presupposetut
madeexplicit here (adwerbsmay or may not require additional
assumptions)not much dependon this in the presentcontext,
though.

6Starringa featureindicatesits probestatus hereandin what
follows; seeSternefeld2003).

"This permitsan Agreerelationbetweera headandits speci-
fier, asseemsatural.

8§ is closerto a thang if the pathfrom § to « is shorterthan
thepathfrom 3 to . Thepathfrom X to Y is thesetof categyories
Z suchthat(a) and(b) hold: (a) Z is reflexively dominatedby the
minimal XP thatdominateshoth X andY. (b) Z dominatesx or
Y. (SeeMuller (1998,130);alsocf. Pesetsk (1982,289),Collins
(1994,56).) Thelengthof a pathis determinedy its cardinality
It follows thatthe specifierandthe complemenbf aheadqualify
asequally closeto the head;andthat the specifierof a headis
closerto the headthana cateyory thatis furtherembeddedn the
complemenbf thehead.



icatedomain).Thefeaturespecification§CA Se:ext]
and[cAske:int] replacethe traditional featurespec-
ifications [CASE:nom], [CASE:acc], [CASE:abs],
[casEierg]. [casE] featuresfigure in Agreerela-
tionsinvolving T/v andDP, whereT bearsa probe
[* case:ext*] requiringa matching[CASE:ext] goal
on DP, andv bearsa probe[* cASE:int*] requiring
a matching[cAsE:int] goal on DP® Case-marking
and agreement-markingpoth dependon an Agree
relation betweenT/v and DP, and thus qualify as
two sidesof the samecoin (see,e.g., Bobaljik &
Wurmbrand(2003)): Argumentencodingproceeds
by casemarkingif [CASE:a] is morphologicallyre-
alizedon DP; it proceeddy agreement-marking
[* cASE:a*] is morphologicallyrealizedon T/v.1°

Independentlyof these specific assumptions
aboutthe valuesof CASE, it is a conspicuougprop-
erty of theoverallsystenthatv (unlike T or V) plays
adualrole: It participatesn a (first) Merge opera-
tion with a DP, andit alsoparticipatesn an Agree
relationwith a DP. | will now argue that this dual
role hasfarreachingconsequence®er the natureof
argumentencodingn alanguage.

Considerfirst a simple transitve context, with
two amgumentsDP;,;, DP.,;. Supposethat the
derivation hasreacheda stage¥ wherev hasbeen
mermged with a VP containing DP;,,;, with DP,.;
waiting to be memged with v in the workspaceof
the derivation!! At this point, an indeterminag
in rule applicationarises: The next operationcould
be eitherAgree(yDP;,,;) or Merge(DP.,;,Vv). Based
oncompleity considerationsChomsly (2001)pro-

9This deviatesfrom Chomsly (2001,6). Still, what follows
would in its essentialsalso be compatiblewith the assumption
that someotherfeatures(e.g., ®-features)on T/v act asprobes
forcing Agree with DP, and CASE is part of the featurebundle
T" in the senseof (7). However, Chomsly further assumeshat
CASE is ‘not a featureof [...] T, Vv’ (eventhough‘the valueas-
signeddependson the probe: nominatve for T, accusatie for
V'), which might raisequestionsconcerningagreement-marking
underpresentissumptions.

10The two options are not mutually incompatibleand often
co-«ist to someextent in a single language(cf., e.g., nomi-
native encodingvia caseand agreemenin Icelandic); but see
Nichols (1986)for somedistributional asymmetries— Morpho-
logical agreemenmarkingon T/v requirescomplex headforma-
tion (involving T, v, V), at leastin the languagesinderconsid-
eration. | assumehat this is accomplishedy headmovement
(and, perhapsheadlowering), followed by post-syntactiénser
tion of agreemenmarlersinto T/v (Halle & Marantz(1993)).
SeeEmbick & Noyer (2001), Bobaljik (2002)for discussiorof
therole of headmavementin this; andMuller (2003, 15-18)for
an accountof the morphologyof agreement-markingn Sierra
Popolucaalongthesdlines.

11The workspaceof the derivation comprisesitems in the
numerationand phrasesthat have beencreatedindependently;
DPc,: belongsto the formerif it is a barelexical item, andto
the latter if it hasbeencreatedvia Merge. See,amongothers,
Frampton& Gutman(1999) and Hornstein(2001) for relevant
discussion.

posesan Earlinessrequiremenfor syntacticopera-
tions (seePesetsk (1989))1? Given Earliness,op-
erationdike MergeandAgreemustapplyassoonas
their structuralconditionsare met, which they both
areatstageX. in the derivationunderconsideration.
Consequentlythereis a dilemma: Only one oper
ation can apply first, as requiredby Earliness. In
view of this, one might concludethat an Earliness
requirementsshouldbe abandonedor either Merge
or Agree,so asto resol\e the indeterminag. How-
ever, suchastepwould makeit necessaryo dery all
empiricalrelevanceof Earlinessfor one of the two
operationsandit would alsobe at variancewith the
compleity-basedmotivation!? In contrast) would
liketo contendthatconflictsof thistypearereal,and
mustberesohedin alanguageby giving oneEarli-
nessrequiremenpriority over the otherin the case
of conflict— in otherwords, by rankingthe two re-
quirements It turnsout thatthis not only resohes
theindeterminag encounteredn thevP cycle; it is
in factall thatneeddo beassumedo derivethecore
differencebetweeraccusatie andergative encoding
patterns.

3. The Order of Elementary Operations

Supposefirst that a languagegives priority to the
Earlinessconditionon Agreein the caseof conflict.
Then, an accusatie patternarises(see(8-a)): At
stageX, Agree(yDP;,,;) appliesfirst (step(i)). Since
v is marked [* cASE:int*], this ensures [CASE:int]
specificationon DP;,;. (If DP;,; is specifiedas
[casE:ext], Agree(yDP;,;) appliesunsuccessfully
and the derivation crashes). DP,,; is memged in
Specvin the next step (step (ii)). The deriva-
tion continues,meiging T and vP, andthen carry-
ing out Agree(T,DP.,;), which requires[ CASE:ext]
on DP,,; (step(iii)). The morphologicalrealiza-
tion of aninternalencodingfeature[(*) CASE:int(*)]

125eeChomsly (2001,15): “With themotivationfor Procrasti-
nategone,considerationsf efficient computationwould leadus
to expectsomethinglike the opposite: Performcomputationsas
quickly aspossibl€.

13Rezac(2003, 158), in discussingstagey:, tacitly presup-
poseghatEarlinessholdsonly for Agree(eventhoughhe envis-
agesAgree(vDP.+) asa generapossibility underlyingcasef
‘agreementisplacement’)However, thereis empiricalevidence
for an Earlinessrequirementfor Merge, and sucha requirement
hasbeenassumedn practice;cf. the discussiorof Merge before
Move in Chomsly (1995,2000,2001).

14This amountso anoptimizationprocedurewith minimal vi-
olability of the lowerranked requirementseePrince& Smolen-
sky (1993).However, theoptimizationinvolved hereis extremely
local (competingcandidatesirederivational steps) which avoids
the compleity problemsincurredby standardptimizationpro-
ceduresseeHeck& Muiller (2000). Note alsothatthe samekind
of local optimizationprocedurainderliesthe MergebeforeMove
principle.



with Agree(yDP;,,;) (by caseor agreementanbe
called accusatie; the morphologicalrealizationof
an external encodingfeature[(*) case:ext(*)] with
Agree(T,DP,,;) canbe callednominative. This ac-
countsfor agumentencodingin transitive contexts
in languagetik e IcelandicandNavajo: Theinternal
argumentis marked by theinternal CASE, the exter-
nal argumentis marked by the externalcase.'®

In contrast,supposenow that a languagegives
priority to the Earlinessconditionon Merge. Then,
an ergative patternarises(see(8-b)): At stagey,
Merge(DR.,¢,v) mustapplyfirst (step(i)). Crucially,
DP,,.: is now closerto v than DP;,; (cf. note8),
andgiventhat Agreerelationsaresubjectto a mini-
mality requiremenandrequireonly m-commandy
the probe(see(7)), the next operationwill have to
be Agree(yDP,,;), in aspecifier/headonfiguration
(step(ii)). ThisrequiregcAsE:int] on DP,,;. Sub-
sequently T is memged,and Agree(T,.DP;,,;) is car
riedout(step(iii)), with [CASE:ext] for DP;,;.1® The
morphologicalrealization of an internal encoding
feature [(*) case:int(*)] with Agree(yDP.,:) can
be called ergative; the morphologicalrealizationof
an external encodingfeature[(*) case:ext(*)] with
Agree(T,DP;,,;) canbe called absolutie. This ac-
countsfor agumentencodingin transitive contexts
in languagesik e Archi andSierraPopolucaThein-
ternalargumentis markedby the externalcAsk, the
externalargumentis marked by theinternalcAsg.'’

151 all languagesliscussedn this paper Agreetriggeredby
[* cAsE:a*] alsoaffects ®-features.

16This Agreeoperatioris justlocal enougrto bein accordance
with the liberal versionof the Phaselmpenetrability Condition
(PIC)in Chomsly (2001,14)). (Also, DP.;: doesnotinternene,
given (7-c)).

17Someremarksare due on how the presentapproachis re-
lated to other analysesthat identify a differencein structural
CASE assignmenasthe sourceof thetwo basicagumentencod-
ing types(asopposedo differencesn projection,asin Marantz
(1984), or differencesin lexical CASE assignmentasin Nash
(1996),Alexiadou(2001),andWoolford (2001)). Theanalysesn
Chomsly (1995,ch.3),Bobaljik (1993),Laka (1993),andRezac
(2003)differ from theonegivenherein thatematie is identified
with nominatve, andabsolutve with accusatie. Bittner & Hale
(1996)identify absolutve and nominatve but treatergative and
accusatie differently Theclosespredecessarf thepresenpro-
posalis theanalysisn Murasugi(1992)(alsoseelelinek(1993)),
wherenominatve is identifiedwith absolutve, andemative with
accusatie.

(8) a.Agreebefore Merge: accusative

TI
—_—
T[*c:ezt*]

Dpext

V[*c:int*]

— VP

(i)
(i

b. Merge before Agree: ergative

DP;yy

4. CaseFeature Specificationsin Numerations

Consider next intransitve contets. Unchecled
probeslead to a crash of the derivation; hence,
[* cASE:a*] mustbe absenton eitherT or v in the
derivationif only oneDP is presenthatprovidesa
matchinggoalfeaturespecificatior] CASE:a]. Thus,
again thereis anindeterminag, andagain the prob-
lem arisesindependentlyof specific assumptions
aboutcAsE featurevalues!® | will suggesthattwo
principledsolutionsareavailable.

Considera derivation that fails to provide a
matchinggoal featurespecificationfor eachprobe
featurespecificatiorthatit employs. Sucha deriva-
tion is doomedfrom the start. It shouldtherefore
be excludedin somegeneralway. A placewhere
this canbe ensuredstraightforvardly is the numera-
tion —acomponenbf grammarthatdoesnotyetin-
volve structure(outsideof individual lexical items)
but provides just enoughinformation to formulate
constraintghat reducethe numberof unsuccessful
derivations. For concretenesd, assumehe follow-
ing constrainton numerations?

(9) FeatureBalance
For every feature specification[*F: a*], there
mustbe a matchingfeaturespecificationF:a].

184 faithfully updatedversionof Burzio's generalization(*v
canbear[* CASE:int*] iff V takesa DPe:", cf. Burzio (1986,
185)) would still require an auxiliary assumptiorto derie the
patterndn (1) (the problemis to ensurethat DP.;+ of V; cannot
be markedby accusatie/egative).

19This constrainmaypossiblybeconcevedof asaspeciakase
of amoregeneratequiremenfor numerationswhich, e.g.,might
alsoensurethe presencef exactly n lexical itemsthatcansene
as argumentsfor every n-place predicate(essentially a version
of the ©-Criterion). Also compareStablers (1996)discussiorof
countinvariants.



It follows that either [*cAsE:ext*] on T or
[*cAasE:int*] on v mustbe absentif thereis only
oneD with a CASE featurein the numeration. But
which of thetwo? One possibility is suggestedy
markednessonsiderationsf(*) cAse:ext(*)] (nom-
inative/absolutie) is unmarled, [(*) CASE:int(*)]
(accusatie/egative) is marked, both from a syntac-
tic and from a morphologicalpoint of view. Syn-
tactically, nominatve/absolutieis thetypeof CASE
usedin defaultcontexts. Morphologically, atleastas
arobusttendeng, nominative andabsolutve mark-
ers are sggmentallyless complex (often default or
zero, especiallythe latter); accusatie and ema-
tive markersaremorphologicallymorecomplex (see
Comrie (1989, 126) and Dixon (1994, 11), among
others).Thus,assumehat(9) is respectedn intran-
sitive contexts by maintainingthe unmarledfeature
specification. Then, [* cAsE:ext*] on T hasto be
presered, and [* CASE:int*] cannotbe instantiated
onv. Consequentlythesoleargumentof anintransi-
tive predicateg(DP.,; or D;,;) is predictedto be en-
codedby [(*) casE:ext(*)] (nominative/absolutie),
afterAgree(T,DP,,;) or Agree(T,DP;,;), which cap-
turesthesituationin thetypesof languageliscussed
sofar.

However, supposeow thatthereis asecondvay
for alanguageto respect(9): In the numeration,a
CASE featurespecificationrmustbe matchedby the
argumenttype of a D with respectto markedness.
(This canbeviewedasaniconicity constrainbn nu-
merations.)Theunmarledsituationfor anargument
of a predicateis to be meiged in that predicates
projection; ‘externalization’of an argumentcanbe
viewed as a special operationin argumentstruc-
tures (see, e.g., Williams (1981)). Consequently
with respectto argumenttype, DP,,; is inherently
more marked than a DP;,,;. Under this assump-
tion, amarkedfeaturespecification([* CASE:int*] on
v) mustshow up in the numerationin the presence
of aV taking an marked argument(DP,,;), andan
unmarledfeaturespecification([* CASE:ext*] onT)
occursin thepresencef aV takinganunmarledar
gument(DP;,,;). A languagehatchooseshisoption
doesnot differ from the languagesonsideredhus
far in transitve contexts, but it doesin intransitve
contexts. Supposedhat sucha languagesxhibits an
ergatvemarkingpattern(by giving priority to Merge
over AgreeonthevP cycle). Then,DP;,; undegoes
anAgree(T,DP;,;) operationandis encodedy ab-
solutive in intransitive contexts, whereaDP,,; par
ticipatesin Agree(yDP,;;) andis encodedy ema-
tive. Thisway, an‘active’ systemof split ergativity
arisessee(10-a)

(10)

a. Active marking b. Anti-active marking

DP.y¢-Vi| [DPint-Vi| [DPezt-Vi LXJ DPin¢-Vi|
DPezt'Vt DP’int'Vt | DPe:ct'Vt ” DPint'Vt |
eg abs nom acc

Againrestrictingattentionto the coresystem(10-a)
is instantiatedn languagedik e Basque(with case)
and Guarani(with agreement)see(11), (12), re-
spectvely.

(11) a. Jon-@ etorri da

Jon-ABS COMEPTCP.PRF iS:3.SG.INTR
‘Jon came.

Jon-ek saltatu du

JONERG jump:PTCP.PRF have:3SG.TR
‘Jon jumped.

Jon-ek ardo-a-@ ekarri

JONERG wine-DET-ABS bring:PTCP.PRF
du

have:3sG.TR

‘Jon broughtthewine!

Ortiz de Urbina(2003,364))

Se-manda

1.sG.ABS-remember

‘I remember

A-ma.apo

1.5G.ERG-work

‘I work!

@-Ai-pete

3.5G.ABS-1.SG.ERG-hit

‘I hithim!  (Gregores& Suérez1967))

The presentanalysisdoes not per se exclude an
‘anti-active’ pattern,asin (10-b). Anti-active mark-
ing would arisein an accusatre systemthat pre-
senesthe cAse featurespecificationmatchingthe
argumenttypein markednessn intransitive contexts
(rather than the cAse featurespecificationthat is

unmarled); it differsfrom the accusatie patternin

(1-a) in encodingDP,,; of V; by accusatie. This

type of encodingpatterndoesnot seemto occut

However, thereis an obvious problem with (10-

b) (seeBechert(1979)): In an anti-active pattern,
thereis not a single implicational relation between
CASE featurespecificatiorandargumenttype. Con-
sequentlythepatternis extremelydysfunctionabnd
posesseveredifficultiesfor languageacquisition?®

(Hualde&

(12) a.

20This mayimply thatthepatternis in principleavailableto the
languageaculty but unusablen practice,or that optimal design
restrictionspreventit from beingavailablein thefirst place(e.g.,
by requiringunambiguityof algumentidentification); will leave
this open.



5. Concluding Remarks

| have suggestedwo parameterdor argumenten-
codingwhich areactive in differentcomponent®of
grammar: Whethera languageemploys accusatie
marking or ergative markingis decidedin the syn-
tax, by resolvingan indeterminag in the order of
the elementaryoperationdMerge and Agree on the
VP cycle. Whetheralanguageemploys active mark-
ing or not is decidedin the numeration,i.e., pre-
syntactically by resolvingan indeterminag in the
preserationof CASE featurespecificationin intran-
sitive contexts via markedness(choice of the un-
markedfeaturespecification)r iconicity (choiceof
the featurespecificationwith the samemarkedness
status). To the extent that this approachsucceeds
in capturingthe main argumentencodingpatterns
in a simple way, it hasrepercussion®n the the-
ory of parametrization: It suggestshat paramet-
ric variation cannotexclusively be dueto variation
in the (functional) lexicon, and that there must be
a limited decisionspacein the applicationof el-
ementaryoperationsin the syntaxand in the nu-
meration. Furthermore,it is worth emphasizing
that the presentanalysiscrucially dependson an
incremental-deviationalapproacho syntax;thedif-
ferencebetweenan accusatie and an ergative pat-
ternboils down to whetheDP,,; is or is notyet part
of the structurewhenthe cAse featureof v triggers
Agree.

To end this paper let me stressthat what pre-
cedesis not intendedto be a comprehensie the-
ory of accusatie vs. ergative patternsof argument
encoding;for this, the analysiswould have to be
extendedin variousdirections. | will hereconfine
myself to mentioning four of these. First, there
areotherinstancef split ergatity, in additionto
an active marking pattern— most notably aspect-
basedsplit ergatiitiy, as in Hindi (see Mahajan
(1990)); person-basedplit ergativity, asin Dyirbal
(seeDixon (1994));andclause-typdasedsplit erga-
tivity, asin SierraPopolucgseeElson(1960)).Sec-
ond, therearelanguagesn which ergative and ac-
cusatve canco-occur(seeWoolford (1997)). Third,
in this paperl have only beenconcernedvith ‘mor-
phologicalematiity’ (i.e., formal agumentencod-
ing by caseor agreement)andnot at all with ‘syn-
tacticergativity’ (i.e.,casesvhereDP,,; andDP;,,;
of V;, and DP;,,; of V; are systematicallytreated
on a par in the syntaxby processeglifferentfrom
argumentencoding); see Comrie (1989), Bobaljik
(1993), Dixon (1994), and Bittner & Hale (1996).
Fourth, movementto SpecThasbeenneglectedin
the precedingdiscussion;but this operationseems
to be relatedto the nature of agumentencoding
to someextent. As for the first two issues,| sur

misethatthey cansuccessfullyjbetackledby invok-

ing language-specificestrictionson (possiblymul-

tiple) cAse featureinstantiationson v. In contrast,
thelasttwo issuesessentiallyreduceto the question
of which argumentqualifiesasmostprominent(i.e.,
acquires'subject’ or ‘pivot’ properties). Relevant
factorshereinclude(a) externalcase and(b) exter-

nal agumentstatus. With accusatie marking pat-
terns,the two propertiesusually corverge (but cf.,

e.g., Icelandicquirky casesubjects);with ergative
markingpatternsthey usuallydiverge,andthis may
plausibly be takento underliethe substantialvaria-
tion in promotionto subjectstatusthat can be ob-
senedhere.
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