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Obliteration vs. Impoverishment in the Basque g-/z-
Constraint '

Karlos Arregi and Andrew Nevins*
1 Overview

This paper examines the *you-us and *we-you agreement restriction (grouped
together under the label g-/z- constraint here, due to its morphological expo-
nents), a Person-Case effect that is found throughout Bizkaian Basque. We
motivate the g-/z- constraint as a dissimilation rule on adjacent [+Participant}
features, and consider the role of morphological markedness as a trigger of
postsyntactic feature deletion rules. The g-/z- restriction shows a great deal of
microvariation in the repair it triggers; we examine six dialects. Understand-
* ing these phenomena requires a distinction between two postsyntactic and pre-
spellout operations: impoverishment, which deletes the features at a node (e.g.
deletes [+Participant] on an ergative agreement morpheme), and obliteration,
which deletes an entire morpheme (e.g. deletes ergative agreement), with con-
comitant effects on the allomorphy of other terminals.

The Basque g-/z- constraint is a person-case restriction that bans the cooc-
curence of a 2nd person and a st person plural agreement morpheme within
the same verbal complex. The ban on agreement with these two persons within
a single auxiliary gives rise to a number of distinct realizations of the constraint
as manifested by various distributions of 2nd person and Ist plural within ar-
gument roles. The following combinations are banned within the indicated
varieties of Bizkaian Basque:

(1) 2 ergative, 1Pl dative (*you-us; Alboniga, Ondarru, Butroi)
2 ergative, 1Pl absolutive (*you-us; Alboniga, Maruri, Ondarru)
1Pl ergative, 2 dative (*we-you, Zamudio}

1Pl ergative, 2 absolutive (*we-you; Alboniga, Gallartu, Zamudio)

/O o

The right modet of the Basque g-/z- constraint cannot be understood in terms
of grammaticalization of usage tendencies (e.g. Haspelmath 2004), as both
tst and 2nd person are frequent agents in discourses. Nor can the Basque g-/z-

*Thanks to Asaf Bachrach, Fiaki Gaminde, José Ignacio Hualde, Julie Legate, and
Gereon Mitller, and the participants and organizers of the PLC Workshep on Dis-
tributed Morphology for important observations and questions. Our sources for all
the diatects reported here, except Ondarru, are indicated next to each relevant example.
The Ondarru data are from Tkuska Ansola-Badiola (personal communication).
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2 KARLOS ARREGI & ANDREW NEVINS

constraint be understood in terms of alignment of persons with particular ar-
gument roles (e.8. Rosen 1990), as both 1P} Erg-2 Absand 2 Erg- 1P Abs may
be triggering contexts (cf. Atboniga in (1), which bans both combinations, for
example). Our proposal is thus that the Basque g-/z- constraint may trigger the
postsyntactic operation of either impoverishment or obliteration rules (Bonet
1991, Noyer 1992 et. seq. on impoverishment). Imporiantly, we claim that
morphosyntactic markedness and dissimilation of adjacent identical features
are two factors that govern the distribution of impoverishment.

2 Markedness and Dissimilation Trigger Impoverishment

Within Distributed Morphology, two SOurces of syncretism are distinguished:
underspecified Vocabulary Items, and impoverishment, defined as in (2).

(2)  Impoverishment: feature deletion prior to morphosyntactic realization.

Let us take as an example the fact that 1st person pronouns do not bear gender
distinctions in many languages. This systematic neutralization of gender in
the presence of first pexson is due to a systematic rule of impoverishment that
applies to the output of syntax:

(3) Delete [Feminine] on all terminal nodes that bear [+Author}.

Such a rule systematically enforces neutralization of gender in the environ-
ment of a [4-Author] person feature, in the same way that a rule of final de-
voicing in German systematically enforces aeutralization of a voicing contrast
in the environment of a syllable coda. A partial list of marked environments,
in which impoverishment is tikely to occur, are first person, plural number,
feminine gender, oblique case, non-present tense, and so forth. Many of these
marked environments host systematic syncretisms, as observed by Greenberg
(1963). Thus, the first trigger for impoverishment rules that we may consider
is contextual markedness; see Nevins (2006) for a general discussion of mor-
phosyntactic markedness as a conditioning factor in impoverishment rules.

A second trigger for impoverishment rules is dissimilation of adjacent
identical features. In clitic/agreement clusters, impoverishment is due to dis-
similation. Under this view, Impoverishment is OCP-like. Nevins (2005) an-
alyzes the spurious se rule in Spanish (Perlmutter 1971, Bonet 1991) as the
result of dissimilation of adjacent clitics bearing the feature [—Part(icipant)].

4) a Structural description: Dative [~-Part] — Accusative [—Part]
b.  Structural change: Delete {—Part] on the dative clitic.
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Dfeleti‘on of [—Partici'pant] leads to insertion of least-specified clitic se, instead
(t)h e:icpec‘:te.d te'. In this paper, we present a case which is formally identical to
e dissimilation-based impoverishment in (4), but which involves a different

value of the feature: the Basque int i i
‘ : g-fz- constraint is the result of dissitnifati
of adjacent [+Participant] features. ' iosimilation

3 Formal Foundations

The ge{leral model of grammatical computation assumed here is one in which
§yntactxc ope;rfxtions put together phrases and heads, and in which agreement
involves copying of abstract morphosyntactic features' with no phonological
con_tent. After syntactic operations are complete, terminal-by-terminal hin
logical content is inserted for morphosyntactic features at PF, /PR
Importantly, in between the conclusion of syntactic operations and the
commencement of phonological realization, certain rules may delete (but not
add) §tr1}cture, triggered in either a context-free or context-sensitive structural
description. Given a syntactic terminal S, impoverishment deletes a feature
S, and obliteration deletes the terminal S entirely. >
In the Basque g-/z- constraint, obliteration is best detected when the pres-
ence of S conditions allomorphy elsewhere. As we will see, obliteration (not
impoverishment) of an ergative agreement morpheme renders an auxili
root form identical with an intransitive variant, even when the overt i
pronominal argument remains. , e
.The basic_curreucy of agreement relations and impoverishment and oblit-
:rattlon opfefrauons are abstract morphosyntactic features. We provide the in-
Ne; ;):})1{&(: : _:;;u:e_s‘ ng]t_hw definitions that are relevant for this paper below.

(5)  Person (Noyer 1992, Halle 1997, Nevins 2005)

a. [+Author] true iff the reference set contains the speaker.

b. [+Participant] true iff the reference set contains one of the dis-
course participants.

[+Author, +Participant] = st person .

[—Author, +Participant] = 2nd person

[—Author, —Participant} = 3rd person }

[+Author, —Participant] = logically impossible

Marked value = + for both {£ Participant] and [+ Author]
(7)  Number (Harbour 2003a): [+4-Singular] true iff [N} = 1

(6)

o a0 gw
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(8) Case (Calabrese 2006)
a. [+Motion, —Peripheral] = ergative
b. [+Motion, +Peripherai] = dative
¢. [—Motion, ~Peripheral} = absolutive

4 The Basque Auxiliary-Agreement Complex

The focus of the Basque g-/z- constraint is the auxiliary, which is composed of
three distinct types of elements: agreement for the arguments ergative, dative,
and absolutive; tense, and auxiliary root (either have or be). The auxiliary
is generally sentence final in canonical word order; some representative sen-
tential contexts are provided below, along with a general schematic template
for the auxiliary. The following are some relevant examples from Zamudio, a
representative variety of Bizkaian Basque:!

(9) Bakotx-a bere etze-an bixid- &
each-5.A his house-5.IN live 38.A- INT
“Bach person lives in their house.
(10)  Su-k ni-k bafio giau-p ekar-§ d- o- s
1$.E 15.E than more-A bring-PRF 38.A- TR- 25.E
“You have brought more than me.’
(11)  Bat-an bat-eri emo-ngo d o tze L
one-G one-D give-FUT 38.A- TR- 38.D- 1S.E
‘T'Hl give it to someone or other.

(12)  Auxiliary template: [Abs Agr - Root - Dative Agr - Erg Agr]
4.1 Agreement

We provide a list of the agreement affixes in Zamudio in table 1 (the items
in bold will be important in our exposition of the g-/z- constraint in later
sections.)? In (13), we present representative Vocabulary Items (which pair
phonological content with morphosyntactic features that they realize) for the

1we use the following abbreviations in the examples: A: absolutive, COLL: -collo-
quial; D: dative; E: ergative; F: feminine; FOR: formal; FUT: future; G: genitive; IMP:
imperfective; IN: inessive; INT: intransitive auxiliary; N: nominative; NF: non-finite
inflection; p; plural; PRF: perfective; §: singular; TR: transitive auxiliary.

2The alternation in dative agreement it table 1 depends on the presence/absence of
ergative agreement.

P
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Dative Agr Absolutive Agr Ergative Agr
1s -st/t 1s n- Is -t
ip -sku/ku ir g 1r -u
28.M.COLL -k 2s.coLL  §- 25.M.COLL -k
25.F.COLL -ma 25.FORM  s- 23.F.COLL -na
25.FORM -tzu 2P 8- 25.FORM -su
2P -tzue 3s d- 2# -sue
3s -tz/ko 3p d- 3s B0
3p -tzie/kie 3r -e

Table 1: Agreement morphemes in Zamudio Basque

erngt%ve agreement _node. A more complete analysis of the morphology of the
au.xlllary comple?( in Zamudio Basque is provided in an online appendix to
this paper (Arregi and Nevins 2006.) ‘

(13) /- — [+Author, +Participant, —Singular]

- Itf «» [+-Author, 4-Participant]
{-k/ « [Colloquial, —Feminine]
/-na/ « [Colloquial, +-Feminine]
/-sw/ « {+Participant]
/-e/ + {—Singular]
f-of « [—Participant] / [Participant, +Singular, +Motion]
) — Elsewhere o

4.2 Have and Be

In this subsection, we examine the allomorphy conditions determining the
form ?f the auxiliary root, where have is “‘transitive” and be is “intransitive”
Arregi (?004) presents thorough argumentation that the have/be alternation ir;
Basq.ue is based on the presence/absence of ergative agreement, and not on the
ergative DP argument. That this is the case can be best detected when ergative
agreement and ergative arguments part ways.

The {irst demonstration comes from the fact that some psych-verbs usually
take be, since they have no ergative argument. This is exemplified for Ondarru:

{14)  Ni-ri ber-a gusta-teng- a- sta.
15.D 35.A like-IMP 3S.A- INT- 18.D
‘I like him.’

As the *me-lui constraint bans | Dat — 2 Abs, the particular repair employed
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is that absolutive agreement in Ondarru is realized ins't‘ead by ergative mor:f
phology. Importantly, this use of ergative morphology triggers the presence O
have (16), even though there is no ergative DP argument.

(15) *Ni-risu-§ gusta-tens- @ sta.
15.D 28.a like-IMP 28.A- INT- 18.D
1 like you.’

(16)  Nirisu-d gusta-tend-  o- Sta- su.
15.D 25.A like-IMP 35.A- TR- 15.D- 28.E
‘1 like you.’

Thus, (16) shows that ergative agreement, and not an ergative argument, trig-

transitive auxiliary have.
gers the presence of the ! _ -
Additional evidence comes from possessive have in Standard Basque:

(17)  Jon-ek liburu bat-p ¢ u- @
Jon-E book one-A 35.A- have- 38.E
*Jon has a book.”

Non-finite verbal forms in Basque do not contain agreement mgrphology. In 2
non-finite possessive clause, be surfaces instead of have, even i the presenc

of an ergative subject:

i-k li iza- id u B
18)  Ton-ek [ ni-k liburu bat-0 iza-tea ] nahi
w Jon-E [ 1S.Ebook one-A be-NF ] want 35.A- TR- 38.E
“Jon wants me to have a book.

Despite licensing an ergative argument, non-finite verbal forms have no erga-

tive agreement, so the root of the verb mu§t be be, no‘t have. scour
Thus, as be can occur with an ergative DP ‘subject, and have (iim oot

without an ergative subject, the interim summary is that the have/be altern

in Basque is determined by the presence of ergative agreement, and is thus is

a postsyntactic determination of allomorphy, which will become important i
our analysis of the g-/z- constraint, as will be seen below.

5 The g-/z- Constraint in Six Bizkaian Dialects

In this section, we present our analysis of the g‘—lz- constramf. .Thetbz;s;ct :;l::
is that it is a dissimilation rule triggered by ad_]ac‘ent _[-i—Pach_ang ;of mi;
As we will see, there is significant dialecta‘i va.natlon in 'the app ical utJ_ :
rule; the next section illustrates this with SIX different Bizkaian varieties.
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We provide a unified analysis for all varieties involved by separating the
structural description (triggering context) of the dissimilation rule from the
structural change (repair) it effects. Dialectal variation can be witnessed in
both parts of the rute, We begin with the structural description, of which there
are two types: (i) 2 ergative and 1P1 dative/absolutive (*you-us), and (it} 1P1

ergative and 2 dative/absolutive (*we-you). In terms of the features invoived,
this can be schematized as follows:

(19) " Erg Dat/Abs
[+Participant] {+Participant]
and either {—Author] [+Author, —Singular]

or {+Author, —Singular] [--Author]

What is common to all dialects is that the structural description contains two
adjacent {+Participant] features, which is what triggers dissimilatory repair.

The structural change triggered by this structural description is also of
two different kinds. It car be either impoverishment or obliteration. That is, it
can involve deleting either a (++Participant] feature on one of these terminals
(impoverishment), one of these terminals entirely (obliteration).

Which specific terminal is affected by it is also subject to dialectal vari-
ation. For instance, the context 2 Erg — 1Pl Abs (*you-us) triggers impover-
ishment of 1Pl Abs in Ondarru, but impoverishment of 2 Erg in Maruri (see
subsections 6.2 and 6.3, respectively.)

This dialectal variation is discussed in the following two sections, where
we present the different implementations of the dissimilation rule. Section 6
concentrates on *you-us, and section 7, on *we-you.

6 Resolving *you-us: Three Repairs

Across all Bizkaian dialects, we‘have found three different implementations
of of *you-us, which applies whenever the auxiliary contains a 1Pl Dat/Abs
and a 2 Erg terminal: obliteration of 1Pl Dat, impoverishment of 1P] Abs, and

impoverishment of 2 Erg in the context of 1P1 Abs. We discuss each of these
in three separate subsections.

»

6.1 Obliteration of 1Pl Dat when there is 2 Erg -

This g-/z- rule applies in Alboniga, Butroi and Ondarru. In all these dialects
the exponent of 1Pl Dat sku is absent in the presence of 2 Erg:
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i i - d- - o- na
20) (Hik guriemon)d- o~ sku- na —
e (You us gave)  38.A- TR- 1P.D- 28.F.E — 38.A- TR- 28.F.E ;
“You (f.sg) gave it to us. (Alboniga, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1: 467) }
d- o- k
21 Hik guri emon)d-  0- ska- k -
@b ((Yau us gave) 3S.A- TR~ ir.D- 25.M.E ——'.3S.A- TR- ZS.M‘.iG’I
“You (m.sg) gave it to us.’ (Alboniga, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1: 467))

i - d- 0- su
22)  (Suk guri emon}d-  ©- sku- su  —
= (You us gave)  38.A- TR- 1P.D- 28.E - 3§.A- TR- 28.E .
“You gave it to us”’ (Ondarru; Butroi, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1: )]

] - d- o- sue
23)  (Suek guri emon)d- - sku- sue -
( (Y’all us gave) 35.A-TR- 1p.D- 2P.E — 38.A- TR- 2P.E 63T
“yall gave it to us.” (Ondarru; Butroi, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1:

The repair that is need to account for this case is the following:
(24)  Obliterate the Dat node containing f-+Author, —Singular].

It is important to note that this is not a case of impoverishment. I.mpm:erg:;
ment would trigger the insertion of the elsewhere 3Sg vocabulary 1;em ﬂfg o
section 4 and Armregi and Nevins 2006). The onl.)r way (o accon..mtt orbmemte
sence of an overt exponent for dative agreement in these forms 15 10 ©

the entire terminal node.

6.2 Impoverishment of 1P} Abs When There is 2 Erg

In Ondarru, 1Pl Abs is impoverished in the presence of 2 Erg:

ikusi itxu- d- o- su
25 (Suk gu ikusi) g- aitxu-su  —
@ (You us saw) 1P.A- TR- 95.E — 3S.A- TR- 2S.E
“You saw us.” (Ondarru)
ikusi itxu- d- o sue.
26)  (Suek gu ikusi) g- aitxu- sue —
@9 (Y'all us saw) 1P.A- TR- 7p.E — 38.A- TR- 2P.E
“y*all saw us.” (Ondarru)

(27)  Impoverish the Abs node containing [-+Authot, —Singular]:

A direct result of this rule is that the elsewhere absolutive prefix d- is i.nserte;z
(see section 4). Furthermore, the auxiliary goes from the expected -aitxu-,

3All the data from Alboniga were gathered by Martfn Olazar in -198()-‘—(15‘)831‘ a;r;dg ;ll
the Butroi data are from Gaminde 1982. Our direct source for both is de YTz .
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-0-, the elsewhere transitive auxiliary. (See Arregi and Nevins 2006 for details
of the Vocabulary Items involvad.) ‘

6.3 Impoverishment of 2 Erg When There is 1Pl Abs

In Maruri and Alboniga, the same structural description as in the previous
subsection triggers impoverishment of 2 Erg;

(28)  (Suk gu ikusi)g-  aittu-su - g-  aittu- @,
(You us seen) 1P.A- TR- 28.E — !P.A-TR- 3S.E
*You saw us.” (Maruri, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1: 651))
(29)  (Suk guikusi)g-  aitxu-sue- s —g-  aitxu-9- s,
- {You us seen} 1P.A- TR- 2P.E- P.A — IP.A-TR- 3S8.E-P.A
“Y'all saw us.’ (Alboniga, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1: 466))

(30) Impoverish the Erg node containing [—i—Parﬁcipant, ~Author].

Elsewhere insertion for the ergative node triggers the @ suffix (see section 4
and Arregi and Nevins 2006.)* Note that this cannot be analyzed in terms
of obliteration. The disappearance of the ergative terminal would also trig-
ger the insertion of an intransitive form of the auxiliary, rather than transitive
aitxu. This important distinction between impoverishment and obliteration of
an ergative node will become clearer in the following section, where we dis-
cuss two cases of obliteration of an ergative terminal.

7 Resolving *we-you: Three Repairs

The constraint *we-you (1Pl Erg with 2 Abs/Dat) triggers two different types
of repair across Bizkaian dialects: in the context of 2 Abs, 1Pl Erg is impov-
erished or obliterated, and in the context of 2 Dat, 1Pl Erg is obliterated.

7.1 Impoverishment of 1Pl Erg when there is 2 Abs

In Alboniga, 2 Abs triggers impoverishment of 1Pl Erg:

(31)  (Guk suek ikusi)s-  aitxu- sie- gu  —» s aitxu- sie- 9.
We y'all seen  2p.A- TR- P.A- IP.E — 2P.A- TR- P.A-3S.E
‘We saw y’all.’ (Alboniga, de Yrizar (1992, vol.1: 466)

4[—-Singuiar] is impoverished in addition to [{Participant]. Otherwise, we would
expect the insertion of the ergative suffix e.
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(32)  Impoverish the Erg node containing [+Author, —Singuiar].

In this case, the 1P] Erg exponent gu is replaced by the‘ default (3Sg)_s.ufﬁx 0.5
Note that nothing else changes in the auxiliary. In pamclular, the auxihary r.oot
retains the transitive form aitxu, which, as will be seen the next subsection,
is an indication that the ergative node is still present.

7.2 Obliteration of 1P1 Erg When There Is 2 Abs

In precisely the same context as the previous subsection, 1Pl Erg is obliterated
in Gallartu® and Zamudio:?

(33)  (Guk suek ikusi} s- aittu-e- gn —s-  ara- e
(We you saw)  2P.A- TR-  P.A- 1P.E — 2P.A- INT-P.A
‘We saw y’all” (Gallartu, de Yrizar (1992, vol.2: 127))

(34)  (Guk su ikusi) s- aitu-u  — § ara.
(We you seen) 25.A- TR- IPE — 28.A- INT
“We saw you.” (Zamudio, Gaminde (2000:373))

(35)  Obliterate the Erg node containing [+Author, —Singular].

Even though the triggering context and the terminal affected are the. same as in
the previous case, the changes in the auxiliary are clearly more rzlxtdncal_. In par-
ticular, the auxiliary root changes from the expected transitive aitu to mt.ranm-
tive ara. This shows that the ergative terminal is completel_y de}eted, since a
transitive form of the auxiliary is only possible if this- tenmrlxal 1% pr.esent. In
other words, the ergative terminal is obliterated, got simply urlpovenshed..ln
the case of impoverishment, as we saw in the previous subsectlf)n, th-e ergat:;c
terminal is still present (even though it is reatized as @), which triggers the
insertion of the transitive auxiliary form.

73 Obliteration of IP1 Erg when there is 2 Dat

In Zamudio, 1P Erg is also obliterated in the context of 2Dat:

(36)  (Guk hiri emon) d- o- tzu- u —d- a- tzu.
(We you gave)  35.A- TR- 25.D- lP:E —+ 3S.A- INT- 25.D
“We gave it to you.” (Zamudio, Gaminde 2000)
3 As in the previous case, [~Singular] is deleted in additi‘on to {-l:Panimpant].
6The Gallartu data are from Gaminde 1983, as reported in de Yrizar 1992 .
TThe form s-ara-¢ in Gallartu surfaces as sarie due to readjustment rules (see Arregi
and Nevins 2006.)
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37y (Guk hiri emon) d- o- tzue-u  —d- a- tzue.
(We y’all gave) 3S.A- TR- 2P.D- 1P.E — 3S8.A- INT- 2P.D
‘We gave it to y'all.' (Zamudio, Gaminde 2000)

(38)  Obliterate the Erg node containing [+Author, —Singular].

As in the previous case, the main cue that the ergative terminal is completely
gone is the change in the auxiliary root, which takes the intransitive form a
instead of the expected transitive form o (see Arregi and Nevins 2006.) If the
absence of an overt exponent for 1Pl Erg where analyzed as impoverishment
followed by insertion of elsewhere @, we would not be able to explain the
change in the form of the auxiliary.

8 Why Obliteration Never Happens to 2nd Person

In considering the range of repairs to the g-/z- constraint across dialects in
the previous sections, an important generalization emerges. Impoverishment
can affect either a 1st plural or 2nd person node, by deleting the marked fea-
ture [+Participant], and possibly other features on the node, but retaining the
node nonetheless. However, the more radical operation of obliteration, which
deletes the entire “offending™ node (thus removing the presence of ergative
agreement in certain cases, and hence changing the form of the auxiliary root
allomorph from have to be), only affects 1st plural nodes, and never 2nd person
nodes, While this could be considered an accidental fact about the typology of
repairs, in this section we attempt to derive the fact that an obliteration opera-
tion only affects ist plural nodes based on the logic of the person features we
have adopted throughout.

To begin, we must note that although we have used the term ‘impover-
ishment’ to refer to feature deletion, there are in fact two distinct types of
impoverishment operations that have been proposed in the literature. The first,
in (39-a), is more commonly assumed (e.g. Bonet 1991, Halle and Marantz
1993): a deleted feature simply means that nothing is left. The second (39-b),
however, has been shown to be empirically necessary by Noyer (1998} and

Harbour (2003b): deleting a particular feature leads to insertion of the oppo-
site value of that same feature. : .

(39) a. Feature deletion: {aF] — 0, or
b.  reversal: deletion followed by insertion: [aF] ~» @} — [—aF]

Importantly, in the Basque g-/z- repairs we have been considering, since the
Vocabulary Item realizing 3 Erg is the zero morpheme /-@/, impoverishment in
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these cases is often ambiguous between feature deletion and featur.e reversal,
as shown in (40), assuming the Vocabulary Items in (41) (from section 4.)

(40)  (Suek gu ikusi)g-  aittu-su — g aittu- @
(Y’all us seen) 1P.A- TR- 28.E — IP.A- TR~ 38.E
(41)  /-gu/ < [+Participant, +Author, —Singular]
J-suf «+{+Participant, —Author]
/- «elsewhere

impoverishment of 2 Erg (40) could be analyzed as:

(42  Deletion: [+Participant, —Author] — [—Aut_hc_)rl, or
reversal; {+Participant, —Author] — [~Participant, —Author]

In either case, the elsewhere /-@/ is inserted, due to the Subset I_’quc:ple of Vo-
cabulary Insertion (see, €.8. Halle 1997): if deletion of {+Participant] occuss,
then /-su/ cannot be inserted, because it realizes a superset o_f the features on
the terminal node, and if reversal occurs, then /-su/ cannot be inserted, because
its features do not match those of the resulting terminfxl node. _

Since impoverishment of 2nd person through Elthel: feature deletion or
feature reversal yields an indistinguishable result, a.nd since both have beer;
argued to be necessary in the literature, let us conmf:ler the consequences 0
each for impoverishment in 1P, which can also be implemented bo'th ways.
Due to the logic of the person features we have adopted here, the difference
between feature deletion and feature reversal is rele':vant to the outcome of
impoverishment of 1Pl as a repair to the g-/z- constraint:

(43)  Deletion: [+Participant, +Author} — [+Aut'l19r]
reversal: {-+Participant, +Author] — {—Participant, 4Authot]

Notice that while feature deletion will simply yield a terminal node thflt, by the
Subset principle, may only be realized by the elsew_fhere .vocabt}lary 1t<?m -/,
feature reversal yields a feature combination that is loglc‘:ally unpOSS{b!e (as
a referent cannot be simultaneously an author but not a discourse participant,
by definition.) Suppose that a grammatical princi_pk:, ensures that contradic-
tory specifications on a terminal node must be eliminated before transfer to

Vocabulary Insertion:

{44y  Eradicate contradictory nodes: Whenever a terminal T bears features
[aF, BG] that are logically incompatible, eliminate the node T.

The effect of (44) is to yield complete obliteration of a 1P1 node targeted by
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impoverishment with feature reversal:
(45)  ‘Obliteration’ = Feature reversal 4 Eradicate contradictory nodes

In summary, while the repair to the g-/z- constraint always involves impov-
erishment of the targeted feature [+Participant}, the choice between feature
deletion and feature reversal will yield either ambiguous effects or distinct ef-
fects depending on the value of the cooccuring feature [ Author]. Deletion
or reversal in 2nd person yield insertion of default §. However, while feature

- deletion in 1Pl yields insertion of the elsewhere form, feature reversal in 1Pl

leads to logical incompatibility, which is resolved by eradication of the entire
node.

This ambiguity between feature deletion (traditional impoverishment) and
feature reversal (which may be followed by (45), yielding obliteration) is prob-
ably rampant throughout many proposed cases of impoverishment in the lit-
erature, and has thus far not merited a great deal of attention towards the lat-
ter. Bizkaian Basque provides a unique diagnostic for when obliteration is
occurring due to the “voice-sensitive” allomorphy of the root auxiliary node
discussed in section 4: when a contradictory [—Participant, 4+ Author] ergative
node is entirely deleted via obliteration, not only is the Vocabulary Item in

question affected, but a corresponding change from have to be on a separate
node ensues as well.

9 Implications

From this study of morphological markedness and its repairs in Basque aux-
iliary complexes, three larger points emerge. The first important conclusion
is that 1st and 2nd person share a marked feature value, [+Participant]. The
second point is that Obliteration and Impoverishment are formally distinct op-
erations. Finally, in inspecting the various repairs in the six dialects we have
studied here, a more general point that emerges is that a key source of mor-

phological microvariation is due to different structural changes that target the
same structural description.

References

Arregi, Karlos. 2004. The have/be alternation in Basque, Ms., University of Illinois at
Utbana-Champaign.

Arregi, Karlos, and Andrew Nevins. 2006. The auxiliary system in Zamudio: An




14 KARLOS ARREGI & ANDREW NEVINS

appendix to the g-/z- constraint. Ms., University of linois at Urbana Champaign,
and Harvard University. Available at http:/fuiuc.edw/ karlos/Arregi-Nevins-App.pdf.

Bonet, Eulalia. 1991. Morphology after Syntax: Pronominal Clitics in Romance. Dac-
toral Dissertation, MIT.

Calabrese, Andrea, 2006. On absolute and contextual syncretism: remarks on the
structure of paradigms and how to derive it. Ms., University of Connecticut, Storts.

Gaminde, Ifiaki. 1982. Butroiko euskara. Fontes Linguae Vasconum 14:403-460.

Gaminde, Tiiaki. 1983. Orozkoko aditzak. Fontes Linguae Vasconum 15:37-96.

Gaminde, [fiaki. 2000. Zamudio Berbarik Berba. Bilbo: Labayru Ikastegi.

Greenberg, Joseph. 1963. Some univetsals of grammar with particular reference to the
meaning of elements. In Universals of Language. ed. Joseph Greenberg, 73-113.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Halle, Morris. 1997. Impoverishment and fission. PF: Papers at the Interface,
MITWPL 30:425-450.

Halle, Morris, and Alec Marantz. 1993. Distributed Morphology and the Pieces of
Inflection. In The View from Building 20, ed. Kenneth Hale and Samuel Jay Keyser,
111-176. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Harbour, Daniel. 2003a. Elements of Number Theory. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

Harbour, Daniel. 2003b. The Kiowa case for feature insertion. Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory 21:543-578.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2004. Explaining the Ditransitive Person-Role Constaint: A
usage-based account. Constructions 2/2004.

Nevins, Andrew. 2005. The representation of third person and its conscquences for
person-case effects. Harvard Working Papers in Linguistics 11: 103-144.

Nevins, Andrew. 2006, Duat is still more marked than plural. Harvard Working Papers
in Linguistics 12.

Noyer, Rolf. 1992. Features, Positions and Affixes in Autonomous Morphological
Structure, Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

Noyer, Rolf. 1998. Impoverishment theory and morphosyntactic markedness. In Mor-
phology and its Relation to Syntax, ed. Steven G. Lapointe and Diane K. Brentari
and Patrick M. Farrell, 264-306. Stanford, Calif.: CSLI Publications.

Perimutter, David. 1971. Deep and Surface Structure Constraints in Syntax. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Rosen, Carol. 1990. Rethinking Southern Tiwa: The geometry of a triple-agreement
language. Language 66:669-713.

Department of Linguistics

4080 Foreign Languages Building )
317 Boylston Hall, Harvard University

707 S Mathews Ave _
Champaign, IL 61801 Cambridge, MA 02139
karlos@uiuc.edu nevins@fas.harvard.edu

Restructuring in Japanese Revisited: A Phrasal
Movement Analysis of Purpose Expressions

Yukiko Asano’

1 Introduction

Purpose Expressions (PEs) in Japanese consist of an anirﬂate NP, an infiniti-
vat phrase (InfP), and a motion verb (MV) such as iku ‘go’ or kuru ‘come’

(1) John-ga [ hon-o  kai-ni] it-ta
J-nom book-acc buy-ni go-Past
‘Yohn went to buy books.”

PEs in Japanese show restructuring phenomena (Miyagawa 1 ji

1993, Wurmbrand 1998, 2001); they show e
context and ‘bi-clausal’ behavior in others. In this paper, I provide a unified
account fGl: both of these types of PEs. Specifically, I propose that i) PE con-
structlpns involve a mono-clausal structure, and ii) the so-cailed bi-clausal
behavior of PEs is a consequence of the interaction of two independently

motivated syntactic movements, the move
X ment of an element out of the In
and the movement of the InfP itself. *

2 “Mono-clausal” / “Bi-clausal’”’ Alternation of PEs

It has been discussed in the literature that PEs in Japanese pattern with
mong—clausal constructions with respect to the distribution of the focus parti-
cle szkg ‘ox}iy’ and the nominative-object in some contexts, while they pat-
tern with bi-clausal constructions in other contexts (Miyagawa 1987, Tsuji-
mura .1993, Wurmbrand 1998, 2001). In this section, we briefly review the
licensing conditions for sika ‘only’ and the nominative-object. Then, the

?on?i-/bi-clausal alternation of PEs discussed in Miyagawa (1987} is intro-
uced.

.
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