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This thesis analyzes a number of problems in Ewe sy~~ tax .  Its goal is to 
show how several difficult problems in Ewe syntax have natural trea tn1e11 ts 
in the generative grammar framework, and how these problems bear OII 

current theoretical issues. 
Chapter one gives a brief overview of the assu~nptions that are adopted 

in this thesis. The assumptions of this thesis are largely those of Chomsky 
(1942) and Hale and Keyser (1993). 

Chapter two ~ i v e s  an analysis of determiner doubling in Ewe. 111 this 
construction the third person singular object pronoun doubles a DP that does 
not have struchiral Case. Determiner doubling is analyzed as a kind of i iefnult 
Case assignment. Its precise distribution has important consequences for the 
grammar of Ewe, including the ar,alysis of Serial Verb Constructio~~s (SVCs), 
the verbal noun constructions, and A'-movement. 

This system of default Case found in Ewe will be situated in n general 
theory of default Case, including Yoruba I J ~  and Russian instrun~ental, The 
implications of default Case are drawn for the general theory of Case given in 
Chomsky (1992). 

Chapter three gives a theory of Serial Verb Constructions (SVCs), The 
main assumptions that are made are that SVCs involve LF incorporation and 
that "argument sharing" is mediated by empty categories. These two 
assumptions lead to an account of many subtle phenomena concerning SVCs. 

Chapter four gives an analysis of how the form of the third person 
singular subject pronoun depends on movement to Spec CP. The analysis is 
extended to successive cyclic movement, where i t  is shown that principles of 
economy of derivation play a role. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

111 this thesis I will be concerned with the analysis of 3 i lu i~~ber  of 
problems in Ewe syntax. My goal is to show how several difficult problems in 
Ewe syntax have natural treatments in the generative grammar framework, 

and how these problems bear on current theoretical issues. 

1.1 Theoretical Framework 

The framework that I adopt is generative grdrnmilr and developments 
of that theory, including Chomsky (1981, 1992). I will give a brief overview of 

the assumptions that I will be adopting here. The details of the theoretical 

framework that I will assume, and argue for, will be introduced ill the course 

of the exposition. 

1.1.2. Minimalist Framework 

The minimalist framework (Chomsky 1992) can be sulnmarized in the 

following terms: 

(1) "Each linguistic expression is an opt i m l  realization of irz terfnce 
conditions expressed in elelnentnry terms." (MP pg. 27) 

A linguistic expression is an optimal realization, since its derivation is 
constrained by the economy principles. These include Last Resort, 

Procrastinate and Relativized Minimali ty. 
A linguistic expression is the realization of interface conditions since 

the only levels are LF and PF, and all conditions are stated at these levels. 

Interface conditions are expressed in elementary terms to the extent 

that they are defined using only the terms of x-bar theory and the notion of 

chain-link (Chomsky 1992: 9). This means that any condition or operation 
stated in terms of indices, theta-roles, theta-role percolation, feature 
percolation, theta-grid percolation, Case-transmission, government, proper 



head government, superscripting, co-superscripting, must be abc~ndoned to 

the greatest extent possible. This program will generally not be possible C I ~  this 
stage of linguistic theory. Nevertheless, I will make several suggestiorls in 
this thesis has to how such a si;nplification can proceed. 

I will sumn~arize different parts of the minimalist program 
throughout the dissertation. Since I will use Last Resort (e.g., section 2.6.) in 

several places, I summarize it below: 

(2) Last Resort 

a step in a derivation is legitimate only if i t  is necessary for 

convergence" (MP pg. 46) 

(3) Convergence - 
A derivation converges if its sh'uctural description 
(a pair of representations at LF and PF) contains only 

legitimate objects. 

(4) Le~itimacy 

An object is legitimate if f  
a. it is a head, argument, modifier, or operator-variable 

pair, and 

b. all its morphological features have been satisfied 

(e.g., Case, +WH). 

1.1.2. Hale and Keyser Framework: 

The goal of the framework put forth in Hale and Keyser (1992, 1993) is 
to give a purely structural account of argument structure. The questions 
addressed in that work are why the number of "theta-roles" is extremely 

limited and why these roles are "assigned" in a determined fashion across 

constructions and across languages. 

This program to analyze argument structure is within the minimalist 

program to the extent that it can succeed without reference to the notions of 

theta-roles such as agent, experiencer, theme, instrument, goal and location 

or to the notions of theta-role assignment, or theta-role percolation. 



I will show that the syntactic structure of SVCs correspond to the 

principles of argument structure put forth in Hale and Keyser ('1592, 1993). Is1 

this, way, I will show that the principles governing SVCs are the same as those 
governing the argument structure of lexical items. 

The account of argument structure that I will adopt is 1nodift.d from 
Hale and Keyser (1992, 1993) in several ways that I will make clear i n  the 

course of the exposition. I summarize the yro8ram below: 

(5) Interpretation of VP 

Given a VP such as (5): 
a. if XP is a predicate, Spec VP is licensed under predication 

b. if XP is not a predicate, Spec VP must be interpreted as a 

Causer 
c. V implicates XP 

I will assume that the predicates are PP and AP, and that NP and VP are 
not predicates (see Hale and Keyser 1992, 1993 for an extensive discussio~l of 

this issue). In chapter 3, we will see that in SVCs, a VP can be converted into a 

predicate if one of the NPs contained in the VP is replaced by pro. I will 

assume the following simplistic notion of "implicate": 

(6) V implicates XP iff 
a. the event or state denoted by XI? (or XP together with 

the NP it is predicated of) is the result or consequence of 

the event denoted by V, or 

b. the event or state denoted by X P  (or X P  together with the 

NP it is predicated of) temporally follows the event 

denoted by V 



I will not attempt to define any further the relations of "result or 

consequence" or "temporally follows" a1 though ultimately a full theory of 
argument structure and SVCs will require such definitions. 

Given the two general notions of "predicate" and "implicate", Hdle '111d 
Keyser (1993) essentially eliminate the notion of "theta-role", I t  should be 
noted that Gruber (1990a,b) and (1992a,b) comes to roughly the s a n ~ e  
conclusion about argument structure, i.,e., that "complex thenlatic structures" 
should be represented via the notions of predication and consequence o r  

temporal succession. 
I will briefly comment on these three principles, (5a) is the nost  

common way that arguments are introduced into the structure, Cor~sider the 

following partial representation of the sentence Iohjr , ~ u t  the bull or1 the InDle: 

John V1 VP2 

the ball V2 PP 

o n  the table 

In this structure the P 011 denotes a relation. Therefore, the I'P or1 the 

table denotes a predicate. Therefore, in order for this structure to satisfy Full 
Interpretation, it must be the case that a subject is projected for the VP2. The 

subject of VP2 is J o h ~ i .  
In this structure V denotes an event, and the PP together with the NP 

of which it is predicated denote a state. V2 implicates the PP. Therefore, the 

state of the ball being on the table is a result of the event of putting. 



Since VP2 does not denote a predicate, the relevant clause for 
interpreting the subject of VPI is (5b), and so john is interpreted as a causer. 

Lastly, V1 must implicate V2. Since V l  does not have any lexical content, I 
will assume that V1 is translated as existential quantificatio~~ over events. 
Thus the interpretation of [ v l l  V1 VP2 ] is that the event of the ball corning 

to be on the table is the result of some other event (see Hale and Keyser 1992: 

41). This effectively encodes the causative part of the verb p ~ i t .  

It should be noted that all the cases that Hale ar~d Keyser (1993) co~~sidel.  

only employ relation in (6a), as can be seen from our discussion of Johri pu t  

the ball or1 the table. One reason that I am extending the r~otion of implicate 
to involve the relation in (6b), is that the relation between V1 and V2 in some 
SVCs involves only temporal successio~~ and not consequence (see chapter 3, 
section 5.2). A question that naturally arises is whether there are any verbs in  

English that must be analyzed in terms of the relation of temporal successior~, 

and not consequence. I refer the reader to Collins and Cruber (1993) for some 

possible examples. 
I will assume that there is a structural constraint ~ I I  predicatio~~ of the 

following sort (this is a version of the c-command condition on predication 

proposed by Williams 1980): 

(8) Local C-Command Condition on Predication 

XP can be predicated of NP iff 

a. NP c-commands XP, and 
b. NP and M) are in the same minimal domain of some 

head, and 
c There is no YP, such that NP c-commands YP and 

YP c-commands XP. 

One goal of this thesis is to show how the same principles that are a t  

work in English argument structure are at work in SVCs, especially the 

notion of predication. 

1.2, Language Background 

I The dialect of Ewe that will be the focus of this thesis is Kpele-gbe. This 

dialect is spoken north of Kpalime, in Togo. Kpele-gbe differs from standard 



Ewe in ways that will be 111ade clear throughout the thesis. Ewe is ii SVO 
language, with both prepositions and nonunal postpositions. 

I will for the most part follow the orthography of standard Ewe, written 

so as to reflect the Kpele pronunciation and,  in some cases, to make 
morpheme boundries more transparent. Tones will not be n~arked u111ess 
relevant to the argumentation. The convention that I will adopt is the 

following: high tone 6 ,  low tone e ,  mid tone e, rising tone (includir~g mid- 
high and low-high) i!. I will use the following abbreviations: 

acc 

ben 

C,D,T 
def 

dem 
ec 
foc 
fut 

gen 
indef 

instr 

loc 

neg 
n o m  
perf 

pl 
prt 
Q 
rel-perf 

SP 
subjn 

adjective, noun, preposition, verb 
accusative 
applicative suffix 

aspect 
benefactive 
complementizer, determiner, tense 

definite 

demonstrative 
empty category 
focus 
future 

genitive connector 

indefinite 

instrumental 

general locative preposition 
negative 
nominative 
perfective aspect 
plural 

sentence final particle (e.g., for negation) 

sentence final interrogative particle 

relative perfective 
subject prefix 

subjunctive 



Chapter 2 

Determiner Doubling arid the Theory of Default Case 

2.1. Introduction 

In Ewe, the morpheme y i  has a complex distribution, appearing in a wide 

variety of contexts. In one use i t  serves as the third person singular indirect 

object pronoun, see (1) below. In other uses, i t  is not immediately clear what 
its syntactic status is. These contexts are illustrated below: 

(1) me na agbo yi 
I gave ram 3sg 
"I gave him a ram" 

(2) Kofi z> efie-b ( yi) 

Kofi walked king-like 

(3) Kofi f o Yao (*yi) 
Kofi hit Yao 

(4) me na kuku-;, Yao (*yi) 

I gave hat-def Yao 
"I gave the hat to Yao" 

(5) Yao E me na kuku-;, (yi) 

Yao foc I gave hat-def 
"It is to Yao that I gave a hat" 

(6)  Kofi t s ~  ati-E f o  Yao (yi) 

Kofi took stick-def hit Yao 
"Kofi took the stick and hit Yao with it" 

Sentence (1) illustrates that yi occurs as the indirect object pronoun (it 
also occurs as direct object pronoun). Sentence (2) shows that yi optionally 
appears with certain nominal adverbs. Likewise, yi can appear with various 



nominal secondary predicates. Sentence (3) shows that y i  cannot appear with 
a direct object. Sentences (4) and (5) show that yi can appear wit11 an indirect 

object, but only if it has been extracted. Sentence (6) shows that y i  can appear 
after certain serial verb constructions (SVCs). In other SVCs, yi is not possible. 

There is some literature on the distribution of yi in various 
constructions in Ewe. Agbadza (1983) discusses no111i11a1 adverbs, Ai~sre 
(1966), Clements (1971) and Lewis (1985) discuss serial verb constructions, 

Lewis (1985) discusses ditransi tive verbs. None of these autl~ors at terr~pts to 
unify all these uses of yi. We will discuss these authors treatments of the 

various phenomena throughout this thesis. 
In this chapter, I will show how the complex distribution of yi follows 

from simple assumptions concerning Case theory, and independently 
motivated assumptions about the constructions involved. The analysis of 
this chapter will have implications for the formulation of Case theory, as well 

as for many aspects of Ewe grammar. 
In section, 2.10.2 I will show how the same basic system found in Ewe 

occurs in Yoruba and Russian as well. In that section, I will define and discuss 

the general notion of default Case, and postuidte some general constraints on 

such a notion. I will show how such a notion fits in with a general theory of 

Case. 

2.2. Theoretical Assumptions 

The general assumptions that I will be adopting are those of Chomsky 

1989, 1992 and Chomsky and Lasnik 1992. I will indicate during the 

presentation what parts of these theories are particularly important a n d  

where I deviate from them. 

I will assume that nominal expressions are headed by determiners (see 
Abney 1987 and Stowell 1989): 

I will furthermore assume that both referential and predicative 

nominal expressions have determiners. In addition, I will assume that all 

determiners have Case features, and that these Case features must be 



"checked". This last condition is equivalent to the following formulntiorr of 
the Case Filter: 1 

(8) *flP , if the Case features of D have not bee11 cl~ecked. 

Case ieatures can be checked off in the Spec position of n f u ~ ~ c t i o l ~ ~ ~ l  
category, or may be checked off by some type of inherent Case assignment, I 
will assume that if a functional head has Case or $-features that are not 

checked off in the course of a derivation, the result is an unacceptable 
structure. 

The condition in (8) is just a special case of a much more general 

condition to the effect that if X has morphological features, they must be 

checked in the course of the derivation. Thus the tense and +-features of a 
verb must be checked as well. 

The assu~nption that both referential and predicative expressioi~s have 
Case features that need to be checked off goes against the visibility account of 
the Case Filter, which can be stated as follows: 

(9) An .argument can receive a 8-role only if i t  is PRO 
or it is assigned Case (Chomsky 1981, 1986, Stowell 198'1) 

The account that I adopt is closer to an account where the Case Filter is 
a kind of PF filter that can be stated in the following way: 

(10) *NP, if NP has phonetic content and has no Case 

(Chomsky 1981 : 49) 

The only difference is that our account makes 110 provisions about 

"phonetic content." I will discuss more fully the implications of this view of 

Case in section 2.10, The assumption that all DPs have Case features (not just 
argumental DPs) also seems to be implicit in the minimalist framework 

1 We could just as easily regard Case a feature of N, and not D. This 
would have little corlsequence for the following analysis. 

19 



(Chomsky 1992: 41) where the Case Filter reduces to an esser~tially 
morphological condition on feature checking. 2 

2.3. The Object Pronoun 

The most frequent occurrence of yi  is as the third person s i ~ ~ g u l a r  
indirect object pronoun. The followix~g sentences illustrate this: 

(11) me na agbo y: 
I gave ram him 

"I gave him a ram" 

(12) me na agbo-e 

I gave ram-him 

(13) agbo, me nE: (na t yi) 
ram I gave-him 
"Its the ram that I gave him" 

In sentence ( l l ) ,  yi is an indirect object pronoun. Sentence (12) shows 
that yi can optionally cliticize to the previous noun. If yi  cliticizes, i t  

assimilates in height to the preceding vowel and loses its tone. Sentence (13) 
indicates that if the direct object is fronted, the indirect object pronoun must 
cliticize. We can state this effect by postulating the following phonological 
condition (i.e., a condition applying in the PF component). 

(14) O b l i ~ a  tom Pronoun Cli ticiza tion 
If a verb V is adjacent to the object pronoun yi, 

then yi must cliticize to V. 

The implication of this theoretical orientation for Icelandic quirky case 
is that there must be two sets of morphological features. Those responsible for 
licensing a DP and those responsible for the actually morphology that appears 
sn the DP. I will be speaking of the former kind of feature in this chapter. I 
will comment on this distinction in section 10.3 in more detail. 



The direct object pronoun always takes 011 the cliticized form, which is 
stated in the Obligiztory Protlourl Cliticiza t iotl conditio~~. 

(15) a. * m e  f o  yi 
I hit him 

Assuming that the -e in sentence (15b) is underlyingly y i  accouilts for 
the fact that the direct object pronoun displays exactly the same height 
assirnili?tion and tone loss as the indirect object pronoun yi, in (12) above. 3 

' Postal 1969 and Abney 1987 analyse pronouns as determiners. Given 

the assumption that determiners are he.,ds, we have the following structure: 

3 When yi appears as an object pronoun it is obligatory (i.e., there is no 
unergative verb meaning "to eat" in Ewe), except in the case where there is a 
linguistically present non-specific DP that can serve as an antecedent, In this 
case, it is optional. This is illustrated in the following: 

(i) ne wo da nu, ma du (i) 
Lf they cook thing I-fut eat (it) 
"If they cook something, I will eat it" 

The conditions on this null pronoun resemble those of VP-deletion in 
English. For example, the deletion does not obey island constraints. I will not 
comment on this construction in the rest of the paper. 



In the analysis of Postal, o m  deletes, and the gramn~atical features of 
the determiner are spelled-out as the personal pronouns.4 In Ewe the D 

would follow its NP complement, since determiners follow NPs. This 
structure will be important, when we differentiate pronoun structures from 
determiner doubling.5 

The full set direct and indirect object pronouns is given CIS follows: 

(17) Direct and Indirect Obiect Pronouns 
singular plural 

1st m mi  

This pronoun series is different from both the nominative pronoun 
series and the genitive pronoun series. Nonetheless, we will see that indirect 

objects behave differently from direct objects with regard to Case assignment. 

Indirect objects behave syntactically as though they receive an inherent Case 

and direct objects behave as though they receive a structural Case (in ways to 
be made explicit in section 2.7.). In order to chpture the generalization that 
direct objects and indirect objects have the same pronominal series, while 

allowing them to be assigned Case in different ways, we can make the 

following morphological generaliza tion:6 

(18) 
Any Case features checked in the minimdl domai11 of V 
will be realized according to the series in (17), 

4 For some discussion of the fact that D is the site of +-features in a DP 
see Abney (1987: 283). It is irrelevant whether underlyingly one actually exists 
in (16), or whether there is a NP pro denoting the range of the definite 
determiner pronoun. 
5 Another piece of evidence for the general analysis of pronouns as 
determiners is that in the closcly related Kwa language Akan the definite 
article and the third person singular pronoun are homophonous, rlo. This is 
not the case in 'Ewe where the definite article is In. 
6 Other languages do  not have such a condition. In French the dative 
pronouns are different from the accusative in the third person. 



2.4. y i  in Determiner Doubling Constructions 

2.4.1. The Structure of Determiner Doubling 

The morpheme y i  has another use in which i t  doubles a (overt) Dl3. I 
will call this use doubling yi, as opposed to yro~~olr l i~ tn l  yi discussed in the 
previous section. In this section, we will give a preliminary ar~alysis of the 
structure of this doubling construction, where I will analyze doubling yi as a 

determiner D. 
In sentence (19), an example of the nominal adverb7 e f i c t  .I "king-like" 

is illustrated. Here we see that yi can appear optionally adjacent to e f i c - t ~  .s 

(19) Kofi 23 efie- b (yi) 

Kofi walked king-like 

(2,O) efie-b (? yi), Kofi 23 

king-li ke Kof i walked 

(21) * Kofi z;, efie-b nyitm yi 
Kofi walked king-like the-other-day 

(22) * Kofi a yi efie-b 

Kofi walked king-like 

7 One reason for assuming that efic-ts "king-like" is nominal is that the 
morpheme - t ~  which I have glossed a s  "like", is homophonous with the 
possessive pronuurt -53 meaning "the one of", e.g,, Kofi-t2 means "the one of 
Kofi". The semantics of the possessive pronoun -ts and the suffix -t,7 "like" 
seem sufficiently parallel to postulate that they are either identical or 
historically related. Given this relation and the fact that the possessive 
pronoun is nominal, it follows that the adverbial suffix is also nominal, 

Additionally, CP, PP and most non-nominal adverbs do  not undergo 
fronting easily, whereas nominal adverbs (in particular efic- f 2 " king-like") 
do, 
8 The first analysis to deal with y i  as separate morpheme for nominal 
adverbs is Agbadja (1983). In the dialect that Agbadja analyzes, yi undergoes 
obligatory assirnila tion. 



(23) Kofi z3 efie-tr, (yi) nyi ts~ 

Kofi walked king-like the-other-da y 

Sentence (20) illustrates the fact that yi can be optionally preposed wit11 
the nominal adverb (constituent fronting gives rise to a focus interpretation). 

I take this as evidence that the DP and y i  are in one constituent togetl~er. 
Further evidence for this assumption comes from sentences (21-23). In 
sentence (21) we see that a temporal adverb cannot intervene between the 
adverb e f i c t ~  "king-like" and yi. In sentence (22), we see that the order of the 

nominal adverb and yi is fixed. Note that sentence (22) cannot be explained 

by saying that yi must appear at the end of a sentence, since (23) shows that 

this is not necessary. 

These facts indicate that y i  and the DP i t  appears with form a 
constituent with some internal structure. I will assume a structure for the 

phrases involving yi above analogous to the structure (16) proposed for 
pronouns. This analysis was also proposed for clitic doubling in Romance by 
Uriagereka (1988,1991). My analysis can be seen as an attempt to work out the 

details of Uriagereka's analysis for a specific language. Adapting this idea to 
Ewe we have the following representation: 

On this analysis, the predicative DP efie-ts "king-like" is in the Spec 

position of the D yi.9 I will call determiners such as doubling y i  in (24), 

doubling determiners. Note that there is an important difference between this 

structure and the structure that I assumed for the analysis of personal 

9 There is no surface evidence that efje-t~ "king-like" is a DP in Ewe. 
Note that nominal secondary predicates are mostly DPs in English in that 
they have an overt determiner "John left the school a good linguist," 



pronouns in (16). In this structure the Spec of D is filled and the complement 
is empty, whereas with personal pronouns the Spec of D is empty and the 
complement is filled (with o r ~ e s ) .  I will return to a number of alternative 
analyses in the following sections. For the moment, I would simply like to 
motivate placing e f i ~ t ~  in Spec D instead of in the complement position, A S  

below: 

One reason to reject this structure is that e f i c - t ~  can be extracted away 

from yi, as illustrated in the following: 

, (26) f i ~ - t ~ ,  Kofi 23 ( y i) 

king-like Kofi walked D 
"regally, Kofi walked" 

It is not possible with any other determiner to extract away it 
complement, as shown in the following examples: 

(27) a. me  na [ ~p kuku la/c(e I Kof i 
I gave hat def/indef Kofi 
"I gave the hat to Kofi" 

b. [DP kuku la/del, me na Kofi 

hat def/indef I gave Kofi 

c. *kuku, me "a [ D P ~ N P  la / d.el Kof i 

hat I gave def/indef Kofi 

This extraction constraint also holds of English determiners and CO, 
their complements cannot be extracted. The functional elements and Co do 



not seem to be proper head governors (see Rizzi 1990: 32). This gives evideilce 
that in (26) above, e f k - t ~  "king-like" is not the complement of Do, since then 

it should not be extractable. On the other hand, if e f i e t ~  "king-like" is in the 

Spec of doubling DO, then the verb itself can be t l~e  proper head governor. 
We can approach this difference between doubling yi and the other 

determiners from another perspective, without relying on the i~otions of 
proper head government. If N raises to D at LF in (274,  then we would not 

expect NP to move before S-Structure, since there would then be no N to 
adjoin to D (see chapter 3, section 2.2. and Collins (1993). Therefore we might 

be able to explain the facts in (27), without resorting to head government. 

Then to explain why the DP that y i  doubles can be extracted away (as in (26)), 

we would only have to stipulate that nothing raises to doubling yi  at LF. If 
this is correct, the extraction facts no longer constitute a piece of evidence for 
the analysis where yi doubles a DP in its Spec, yet they are consistent with this 
analysis. 

2.4.2. Case Assignment and Determiner Doubling 

The fact that doubling y i  appears on nominal adverbs is part of the 

following (approximate) generalization: 

(28) Distribution of Doubling ~ i i  

yi optionally doubles any nominal expression which is 

in the minimal domain of the verb and is not the direct object, 

In the this section I will give an analysis of doubling y i  that explains 

this generalization. The basic idea will be to suppose that doubling y i  assigns 

a Case of its own. Therefore, y i  can only double DPs that are not already 
assigned Case, since otherwise there would be a kind of "case conflict" 

(although I do  not assume this to be an independent notion). In this sense, 

doubling y i  is a default Case assigner. We will come back to the notion of 

default Case in section 2.10. 
We have up until this point shown the following: doubling y i  heads a 

functional projection and its specifier can be filled by a DP. In the framework 

that I am assuming, feature checking (for example Case or -t-WH) takes place 

in the Spec position of a functional category. Given this framework, it is 



natural to assume that yi is in a Case relation to its specifier. Let us make the 

following assumption: 

(29) Case Checking bv Doubling D 
The doubling D checks off the Case features of its Spec, 

Given this structure, the Case features of the Spec DP (written as C) are 
checked against those of doubling yi. The Case relation here is an example of 
structural Case, since there is no thematic relation between y i  and its Spec, 

Sometimes I will say that yi assigns Case to its Spec, meaning that there is a 

C ~ ~ s e  feature shared by the D yi and its Spec that is checked off. 

We will see in the discussion of ditransitive verbs and serial verb 

constructions, that there is no overt agreement between doubling D and the 

DP that it doubles in Ewe. In other words, for any choice of person/number 

features for the Spec of D, the determiner yi is constant.10 Therefore i t  is 
natural to make the following assun~ption: 

(30) Agreement Features of Doubling D 
The +-features are not spelled out. 

Now we are in a position to explain why the doubling D has the same 

morphological form as the accusative and dative third singular pronouns. 

Since the DP headed by doubling D occupies the position of a manner adverb 
in (19), it is in the minimal domain of V. Therefore the Case feature of 
doubling D will be checked off in the minimal domain of the verb. Now 

10 This situation is close to what we find with AGRs in Yoruba (Dechaine 
1993), where one form of AGRs (HT) is used for subjects of all persons and 
numbers (for the strong pronominal forms). Similarly, in English and Ewe 
the ,possessive determiner does not show number agreement. 



according to our generalization in (18) above, if a Case fedture is checked i n  
the minimal domain of the verb, i t  will be realized nccordil~g to the 
morphological series (17). Therefore doubling U will be realized CIS yi . 11 

2.4.3. Relation of Doubling yi to Pronominal y i .  

Given the above analysis of determiner doubling in Ewe, i t  mdy be 
asked if we can go back and reanalyze the personal pronouns ds cases of 

determiner doubling, as illustrated in the following: 

yi (and -m, -0, etc.) 

There are two problems with this account of the personal yrol~ouns. 

First, the doubling y i  is optional, whereas the personal pronouns are 

obligatorily present (except see footnote 3), S e c o ~ ~ d ,  we noted that in 
determiner doubling constructions in Ewe there is no agreement between the 

determiner and the doubled DP (y i  is used invariantly). Therefore, we would 

have to explain why only in the case of the personal pronouns a DP agrees 

with the doubling D (see the paradigm in (17)). If these problems can be 
overcome, then (31) would be a plausible representation for the personal 
pronouns. 

An alternative possibility is that there is no relation at all between 

doubling yi  and the third singular object pronoun yi. We have so far 
postulated that both pronominal y i  and doubling yi head DPs and that they 

are both the realizations of the morphological paradigm in (17). It is 

conceivable that doubling y i  is just some independent Case related 

11 I take it that the third singular is a type of default person/number 
specification. This means both that a constituent not specified fo r  
person/number will t~igger third singular agreement ("it bothers me that ..."), 
and that a head not specified for person/number features will be spelled out 
as third/singular (as in the case of the doubling D). 



morpheme (perhaps a post-position of some type). There are a nunrber of 

reasons reject this approach. First, the pronominal and doubling yi 'Ire 
identical in segmental, tonal and assimilatio~~ behavior. This makes i t  less 
likely that the two are accidentally homophonous. Second, doubling y i 
appears only in the minimal domain of V, as we will see in greater detail in 
section 2.5. If doubling y i  were a postposition of some type, this restriction on 

its distribution would be unexpected. In other words pronominal y i  and 
doubling yi  are distributionally similar in that both must appear i n  the 

minimal domajq of the verb, this is captured by the generalizatio~~ Verbnl 
~ n s e  Morphology in (18) above. 

2.5. Predicative XPs 

The theory given in section 2.4 predicts whether or not y i  will appear 

on a wide range of predicative XPs: including adverbs, secondary predicates 

and tite predicate of a small clause. 
The following sentence illustrates a nominal adverb doubled by y i :  

(32) Kofi 23 efie-ts (9) 
Kofi walked king-like D 

Since we have assumed that all DPs have a Case feature, and since the 
Case feature of efie-t~ "king-like" is not checked off in some other way, 

doubling yi can check off its Case feature. 

I will also assume that the optionality of yi is a matter of morphological 

spell-out. In other words, doubling D is always present in (32), but is 
optionally spelled-out. Some evidence for the assertion that doublin)~ y i  is 
always present underlyingly comes from a consideration of other dialects. 111 

the standard dialect of Ewe, yi is obligatorily present (and assimilates in height 
to the preceding vowel) for nominal adverbs in - t ~ .  In the Agbessia dialect 

studied by Agbadja (1983), yi is optionally present, but obligatorily cliticizes, 

(33) a. dzidzstx (standard) 

b. dzidzsb (yi ) (Kpele) 
c d z i d m b  (e) (Agbessia) 

"joy-like" 



In fact Ansre (1966: 229) and Westerman11 (1930: 184) analyze -t.w ns  '111 

adv.erbializing suffix. The only problem with this analysis is that i t  is 
insufficiently general, and does not relate doubling yi a s  i t  appears wit11 
nominal adverbs to the other uses of doubling yi, which we '111alyze below 
(e.g., with secondary predicate, extracted indirect objects and SVCs). 

I have no explanation for the differences between the dialects. I t  seelns 
plausible to take the obligatoriness of doubling yi in standard Ewe, to ii~dicate 

that doubling yi is underlyingly present even in Kpele-gbe. 

It appears that yi can also double the trace of a 111oveci co~~stituent.  
Consider the following example of a fronted adverb: 

(34) efie-b, Kofi u (yi) 
king-like Kofi walked D 
"regally, Kofi walked" 

(35) Kofi z~ (*yi) 

Kofi walked D 

In the above sentence there is a yi which does not appear adjacent to 

any DP. If there is no fronted constituent as in (35) yi is not possible, which 
indicates that the presence of yi in (34) is linked to the presence of the fronted 

nominal adverbial. The most straightforward way to explain this correlation 
is to assume that the yi in (34) doubles the trace oi the fronted e f i c - t ~ ,  If i t  is 

possible for yi to double the trace of a moved DP, then i t  must be true that the 

trace has a Case feature to check off. 12 
Our theory predicts that y i  will not be able to appear on non-nominal 

adverbs. We have assumed that Case is a property of DPs. If yi appeared on an 
adjectival adverb, it would not be able to check off its own Case features, and 

12 It might seem as if a trace does not have determiner and therefore i t  
should not have a Case feature to check off either. I will deal with this issue 
more explicitly in discussing the extraction of indirect objects, where I will 
a s s h e  the copy theory of movement, 

One very common use of y i ,  in both speaking and writing, is with 
clauses introduced by lnma (=How?) and lexe (=the way which). (These 
elements would be aleke and nlesi respectively in standard Ewe.) This would 
follow on my account if lama and lexe were nominal adverbs, leaving traces. 



the resulting representation would be unacceptable. This prediction is born 
out: 

(36) me z~ a h  blewuu (*yi) 
I walked foot slowly D 
"I walked slowly" 

(37) e f u  du sesede (*yi) 
he beat course hard D 
"He ran hard" 

' (38) e le sesede 

He is strong 

In neither of the examples above is a yi possible. This correlates with 
the fact that neither blewuu nor sesede are DPs. The adverb blezuuu has final 

vowel lengthening that is characteristic of one class of adjectives and adverbs 
(see Westermann 1932: 186). The adverb sesecje ends with the cje derivatiox~al 

suffix, which forms predicate adjectives and adverbs from adjectives. This is 
illustrated for sesecje in (38). where sesede is used as a predicate adjective.13 

It might be claimed that APs have Case features, and so y i  should 
double them as well. On this view, Case would not be a feature of D, but 
rather of the feature [+N]. This criticism is even stronger in light of the fact 
that we will be comparing doubling yi to Russian instrumental Case, which 

13 For an overview of adjective forma tion in Ewe, see Ameka (1991). 
' The distribution of yi thus gives us a sufficient condition for analyzing 

an adverb as nominal. Other manner adverbs that are not nominal in Ewe by 
this criterion are knba (quickly), bnda (badly), s u g b ~  (a lot), knknkn (for a long 
time), and most ideaphones including buu (d'une facon bbate) 

In the standard dialect the equivalent of yi appears obligatorily on 
gerund adverbials, as in (i). For some reason, this is not always acceptable in 
Kpele, as shown in (ii): 

(i) akpe-madamada-E (ii) akpe-madamada (*yi) 
thanks-negtgiving-yi (Kpele) 
ungratefully 
(standard, Ansre: 1966) 



can appear on adjectives. Note that the adjectives in  question here ( y r e d i ~ ~ ~ t e  
adjectives, and those appearing as secondary predicates) appear with solne 
type of derivational suffix. If may be that this derivational suffix is of the 

category [-N], and therefore neutralizes the [+N] feature of the adjectives to 
which i t  suffixes. I have no further evidence for this assertion right now. 

Exactly the same sort of facts that we saw with adverbial expressions 
can be adduced in looking at resultative secondary predicates. Consider the 
following examples (I give several examples, as there discussions of this 
construction in the linguistics literature): 

(39) Kofi kpa ati-E ta ti (yi) 

Kofi carved stick-def pestle D 
"Kofi carved the stick into a pestle" 

(40) Kofi kpa ati-e tsutsxc(e (*yi) 
Kofi carved stick-def pointed D 
"Kofi carved the stick sharp" 

(41) e le tsukwde 

it is pointed 

(42) e me  anyi-e ame (yi) 
he molded clay-def man D 
"he molded the clay into a man" 

(43) e dze ati-e gboghlo (yi) 
he  cut tree-def plank D 
"he cut the tree into a plank" 

(44) wo da ti-E n u k ~  (yi) 

they cooked yam-def slices D 
"the cooked the yam as slices" 

(45) e w3 aokoe-wo fie (yi) 

you makeyourself king D 
"you have made yourself a king" 



(46) wo D wo nya deka - e 

they write them word one D 
"they write them as one word" 
(standard Ewe, Gbek~bu 1990: 13) 

(47) wo $3 wo nyakpe VOYOVOWO -e 

they write them phrase different D 
"they write them as different phrases" 
(standard Ewe, Gbek~bu 1990: 13) 

(48) c(e am€ a boyo -e 

take person loot D 
"to kidnap somebody" 

(standard Ewe, Westerman 1973: 7) 

(49) m e  m e  la-la yibm ("yi) 
I grilled mea t-def black 

Sentence (39) illustrates an example of a resultative secondary 
predicate, where yi may occur. This is expected since tnt i  is a DP whose Case 

features can be checked by yi. In (40) on the other hand, the secondary 
predicate t s u t s x c j e  is not DP, rather it is a predicate adjective (see 41). 

Therefore yi cannot double it, since it would not be able to check off its own 
Case features. The other examples just illustrate the same phenomenon. 

These facts argue against a pronominal analysis of doubling yi, where it 
is the controlled subject of the resultative predicate. This analysis is illustrated 

in the following example: 

(50) Kofi kpa ati-ei [DP tati [ DP ~ i l i  1 
Kofi carved stick-def pestle pron 
"Kofi carved the stick into a pestle" 

On this view, y i  is the subject of the secondary predicate tati and is 
coindexed with some argument. The problem with this view is that it would 



not ailow us to explain why yi does not appear with the predicate adjective 
secondary predicates, which would presumably need to have a subject as well, 

Similarly, yi can appear on the nominal predicate of a small clause, '3s 

illustrated below: 

(51) wo nya Yao tsitsa (yi) 
they knew Yao teacher D 
"They know that Yao is a teacher" 

(52) wo bu Yao f u b  (yi) 
they consider Yao enemy D 
"They considered Yao an enemy" 

(53) wo kps Yao alakpats (yi) 

they saw Yao liar D 
"They saw Yao as a liar" 

(54) wo 40 Yao fie (yi) 
they elected Yao king D 
"they elected Yao king" 

(55) wo me  bu-i naneke-e o 
they neg consider-i t nothing-D prt 

"they considered it as nothing" 

(Westermann 1930: 147) 

Our theory predicts that yi  will not double CI' or PI' adverbial 

expressions. Since these categories do not bear Case features, they should not 
be doubled by yi, this appears to be true:l' 

14 The fact that yi cannot double CP parallels the fact that in English of is 
not used for the CP complement of an adjective: 

i. John is afraid *(of) Mary 
ii. John is afraid (*of) that Mary will leave him 

In section 2.10., I will suggest that of in the domain of a N is the  
counterpart of yi in the domain of a V. 



(56) Kofi ts3 ga na-g [ ~ p  be ma yi Kpalime ] ("yi) 
Kofi take money gave-me [cp that I-subjn go Kpalime] D 
"Kofi gave me money to go to Kpalime" 

The same is illustrated for PP with the minimal pair below: 

(57) Kofi kpa a ti-e tati (yi) 

Kofi carved stick-def pestle D 
"Kofi carved the stick into a pestle" 

(58) me  kpa ati-E: [pp sibe tati] (ene) (*yi) 

I carved stick-def like pestle prt D 

The above two sentences are nearly synonymous, the only difference 
being that (58) involves the use of the preposition sibe (likelcls). We see that 

yi cannot appear directly after the PP. This fact is the result of two factors. 

First, yi cannot double the PP itself, since a PP does not have Case features. 

Second, yi  cannot double the complement of the PP, since the P already 
assigns inherent Case to the complement (the facts are a little more 

complicated, we will return to the problem of the object of PPs in section 7 on 
indirect objects). Other examples where yi cannot double a PP are the 

following: 

(59) ame de fi ga le xsme (* y i > 
man indef stole money loc room-in D 
"Somebody stole money in the room" 

(60) m e  w;, d3 ne Kofi ("yi) 

I did work for Kofi D 
"I did work for Kofi" 



(61) me  yi Sodo qe n w i  nye ta ("yi) 

I went Sodo loc brother my head D 
"I went to Sodo because of my brother" 

A conceivable alternative to explain the data in this section is to say 
that there is a categorial requirement on the Spec of doubling yi that i t  be a 
DP. I will assume that it is preferable to derive categorial requiremei~ts of this 
kind from Case theory. For a similar view relating to the subcategorizatio~~ of 

verbs see Pesetsky (1983). The fact that Case distinguishes DP f ron~  other 

category types including CP and PP has been widely assumed (see Stowell 

1981: chapter 3 for an extensive discussion). 
An apparent counter-example to the claim that yi can double nominal 

adverbs comes from temporal adverbial expressions, which seem to be 

nominal but cannot be doubled by yi. This is illustrated below: 

(62) wo dzo nyitsll (*yi) 

They left the-other-day D 
"They left the other day" 

(63) m e  yi Kpalime fiaagbe ("yi) 

I went Kpalime Friday D 
"I went to Kpalime Friday" 

In the example r t y i t s ~  "the other day" and fidngbe "friday" are 

temporal adverbs. They seem to be nominal since they can appear in Spec NP 
and in the subject position. This is illustrated the following example: 

(64) nyi t s  me d3 

the-other-day gen work 
"The work of the other day" 

I will make the assumption that n y i t s ~  "the other day" and fidngbe 

"friday" are the complements of a null preposition meaning something like 



a t .  Given this assumption, the reason that y i  cannot follow the temporal 
adverbs is the same reason yi cannot follow PPs in general.15 

Other nominal expressions that can not be doubled by yi  are the 

following: 

(65) Kofi ("yi), gane nmi-wo 4e 
Kofi D, where brother-your Q 
"Kofi, where is your brother?" 

(66) nyatefe ("yi), me kp2 Kofi 

truthfully D, I saw Kofi 
"truthfully, I saw Kofi" 

In (65), Kofi is a vocative DP (there is no overtly realized case 
morphology), that cannot be doubled by yi. In (66), rlyatefe "trutl~fully" is a 
sentential level adverbial. In none of these cases can a yi appear, even though 
they both plausibly involve nominal constituents. At least in the case of (65), 
it is not plausible that the DP involved be the complement of a null 

preposition. These facts follow straightforwardly on the arlalysis we have 

given if we assume that Kofi in (48) and ~ l y a t e f e  "truthfully" in (66) are not 

in the minimal domain of the verb. Therefore the yi could not double these 

DPs, since doubling yi can only appear in the minimal domain of V, as  

discussed in section 2.4.2. 
In conclusion, a large range of facts concerning the distribution of y i  

with XPs that are either adverbial or secondary predicates follows naturally 

from the theory that I am proposing. 

15 The assumption that certain adverbs (temporal and locative) a r e  
preceded by a null P is made by Huang 1982 to explain certain exceptions to 
the ECP. For an alternative see Larson (1985). I will discuss further the issue of 
"bare NP adverbs" in section 2.10., where I compare Ewe to Yoruba. 



2.6. DPs with Structural Case 

2.6.1. The Direct Object 

A consequence of the above analysis is that y i  will not be able to double 

any DP with structural Case. Consider first direct objects: 

(67) Kofi f o  Yao (*yi) 

Kofi hit Yao D 

The basic reason that this structure is ruled out is that there are two 

Cases (accusative and the Case assigned by yi), and these are in conflict. To 
make this more precise, let use examine the structure in greater detail (some 
details have been suppressed): 

In the above diagram I indicate the relevant Case features. The D yi has 
a Case feature, the verb itas an accusative Case feature, and Yrro has a Case 
feature (associated with a null determiner, if our general framework is right). 

Since the Case feature of Yao is checked by yi, we might conclude that 

the above structure should be acceptable. But note that the verb has not 

checked off its Case feature, and it cannot since Yao has already checked off its 

Case feature. 16 

16 The following explanation would carry through equally on an AGRo 
based theory of Case assignment. We will see some evidence later for this 
kind of theory when discussing the progressive construction. 
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The same type of reasoning that ruled out y i  on the direct object 
applies with the trace of A'-movement as well: 

(69) a. Kofi f o  Yao (*yi) 
Kofi hit Yao D 

b. Yao E Kofi f o  (*yi) 
Yao foc Kofi hit D 

!Sentence (b) is ruled out analogously to sentence (a). We must assume 

that the wh-trace bears a Case feature, just as a lexical DP does (a claim which I 
will return to in section 2.7. on the extraction of indirect objects). 

Note that doubling yi in (69b) cannot be ruled out by stipulating that i t  

does not appear on traces, since yi  can double the trace of a A'-moved 
nominal adverb (see 34 above). 

It is interesting to note that the facts presented so far are inconsistent 
with an adjunction analysis of the doubling yi structures. This is illustrated 

below: 

DP X P  
I I 

Yno X 
I 

In this structure, yi heads a maximal projection of some sort, and it is 

adjoined to the DP Yao. On this analysis, yi would be a kind of adverbial 
modifying particle. Since the DP Yno is not in a position of Case assignment 
with respect to yi, we would predict that yi could appear with direct objects as 

well as DP adverbial expressions, contrary to fact. 

Note that the preceding argument depends on the stipulation that the 
Case feature of a DP cannot be checked twice (so-called "case conflict"). On the 
ACRo based theory of Case assignment, no such stipulation is needed, DP 
could not raise to the Spec of AGRo to check the Case feature of the verb, 
since such a movemexrt would violate Last Resort. 



This analysis can be extended to the direct object trace of A-move~nei\t. 
In order to do  this we must consider the examples of A-movement in the 

language. 

2.6.2. A-Movement in Ewe and the Verbal Noun 

In this section I will give some background on the progressive 
construction in Ewe, and show how it involves A-movement. 01 the basis 
of this construction I will investigate the possibility of y i  doubling the trace of 

A-movement. 

There have been many works that address specifically the syntax 
of the Ewe progressive and related constructi~ns in related languages, these 

include Collins (1989) for Ewe, Clements (1972, 1975) for Ewe, Fabb (1992a,b) 

for Ewe and Fon and Kinyalolo (1992a,b) for Fon. In this section I will present 
an analysis which borrows from each of these sources. 

This section will also provide additional support for the assumption 
made in section 2.6.1. that PI?, CP and certain non-nominal adverbs do  not 

need Case. 
Consider the following paradigm of the Ewe progressive (all Ewe data 

is from the Kpele dialect unless otherwise indicated): 

(71) me f o  Kofi 
I hit Kofi 

(72) m e  le Kofi f a  

I a m  Kofi hitting 

(73) m e  le Kpalime 

"I am in Kpalirne" 

(74) m e  le Kofi f o gbe 
I a m  Kofi hitting prt 
"I will hit Kofi" 

(75) me le Kofi f o  m ( A n l ~ )  

I a m  Kofi hitting prt 



Sentence (71) illustrates the basic SVO word order of Ewe. In the 

progressive the direct object precedes the verb, a s  shown in (72). The verb has 
nominal cl~aracteristics (for example the object pronouns are genitive). The 
auxiliary is homophonous with the verb le "to be" (locative), as  shown i n  

(73). Sentence (74) shows that the inverted word order can also be used with 

a form of the future. The fact that the particle gbe is used after the future in 

(74) suggests that there is a particle in (72) underlyingly. This is consistent 
with the dialectal evidence in (75) where the progressive appears followed by 

the syllabic rn (high tone), in standard Ewe.17 I will ignore the syntactic 

analysis of the particle to simplify the analysis. 
I will analyze the word order alternation in (72) as movement to Spec 

AGRo for Case. This is shown in the following partial diagram: 

(76) As pP 

/'-', 
Asp AGRoP 

I A 
le NP AGR' 

I ,", 
Kof i AGR NP 

/", 
N V P  

A 
V N NP V' 

I I ,'-'. 
This structure represents the fact that the verb has nominal 

characteristics (since it is incorporated into a N). The subject me "I" must still 

17 As a side note, the standard analysis of the particle 'rn is that it is 
diachronically related to the morpheme m e  "in". Because of the tone  
difference, this seems to be to be suspect. A much more natural candidate for 
the diachronic source of the progressive 'm is the morpheme f k  "place", 
given the frequent cross-dialectical shifts between the phonemes f and in. 



be raised to Spec TP. Note that this movement will cross the filled Spec 
ACRo, thus violating relativized minimality. I will not address this problem 

here, nor justify other aspects of this structure. See Collins (1993a) for '1 

detailed analysis. 
One prediction that the above analysis of word order in the Ewe 

progressive makes is that only elements that get Case checked by the verb will 

be able to move. This turns out to be true. Consider the following paradigm, 
that contrasts CP and NP: 

(77) Kofi le nya gbls 

Kofi is word saying 
"Kofi is saying something" 

(78) Kofi le gbgbl3 be Yao dzo 

Kofi is saying that Yao left 

"Kofi is saying that Yao left" 

If the complement of "say" is an NP, as in (l l) ,  then the NI' moves into 
the preverbal position. If the complement of "say" is not an NP, as in (121, 
then no movement is possible, and the CP stays in-situ. 

A similar paradigm can be given with prepositions. C o ~ ~ s i d e r  the 

following paradigm: 

(79) afiwo ge e xsnw 

mouse pl fell loc room-in 

"Some mice fell into the room" 

(80) afi wo le 

mouse pl are 

gege &? xsme 

falling loc room-in 

(81) *afi wo le ae xo-me ge(lge) 

mouse pl are loc room-in falling 

(82) afi wo 1 e x ~ m e  d.0 
mouse pl are room-in entering 



mouse pl are entering room-in 

The sentences above give a minimal pair between the verb ge "fal l"  
and 40 "enter". Both are verbs of motion that take a goal pl~rase a s  '1 

complement. The difference is that the complement of ge is a whereas the 
complement of 40 is a NP. It migk,t even be the case that the verb rjo "enter" 

is related (diachronically) to the locative preposition rje (general locative). Ta 
make this more specific we can postulate the following type of derivatio~~: 

(84) V + de x3rne - 40 xwne - 

empty loc room-in enter room-in 

On this analysis there is nothing different thema tically be tween the 
verhs ge "fall" and 40 "enter", except the latter has an incorporated 

prepositional concept. Since PPs do  not need Case, this gives rise to the 
difference between "fall" and "enterU.l8 

The facts above are inconsistent with an alternative theory under 

which VP is head final in the progressive. This theory could account for the 
word order in (82), since the NP complement is to the left of the verb. The 
alternative theory could not account for (81), since if the VP was head final in 

the progressive, it should appear to the right of PP complements, not just 

nominal ones. 
Note that there is conver6ence of the results concerning which XPs 

cannot undergo A-movement (PP and CP) and those concerning the XPs that 

cannot be doubled by yi (PP and CP) (discussed in sectio~~ 2.5). 
Our general analysis is confirmed by the following data correlating UPS 

whicl! can undergo A-movement in the progressive and DPs that cannot be 
doubled by yi. Consider the following paradigm: 

Kinyalolo (1992) has cited data similar to that in (82) in Fon as showing 
that the movement involved in the progressive cannot be motivated by Case. 
He claims that the NP in (82) is a "bare NP adverb" which receives Case as in 
Larson (1985). See Collins (1993) for a detailed criticism of Kinyalolo's 
conclusion. 



(85) Kofi z3 fie-z~li ("yi) 
Kofi walked king-step D 
"Kofi walked a king's walk" (= "Kofi walked like a king") 

(86) Kofi le fie-z~li 2.3 

Kofi is king-step walking 

(87) Kofi z3 efie- b (yi) 
Kofi walked king-like D 
"Kofi walked like a king" 

(88) *Kofi le ef ie- b 23 

Kofi is king-!ike walking 

Sentences (85) and (87) are nearly synonymous. The difference between 
them is structural. In (85), f i e zd i  "king-step" is a cognate objec" as reflected in 

the paraphrase. Sentence (86) shows that f i e z ~ l i  "king-step" is assigned 

accusative Case, since it is able to undergo A-movement. Correspondingly, y i  
cannot double f i e z ~ l i  "king-step" in (85). 

On the other hand, the nominal adverb e f i e - t ~  "king-like" car\ be 

doubled by yi in (87) indicating that it cannot be getting accusative Case from 
the 'verb. Correspondingly, e f z ' e t ~  "king-like" cannot undergo A-movement 

as shown in (88). 
In addition to the correlation noted above, we also make the prediction 

that yi will not be able to double the trace of A-movement. This turns out to 

be correct: 

(89) a. Kofi le nui  du [ t i  (5i)I 

Kofi is thing eating D 

b. *Kofi le du n u  yi 
Kofi is eating thing D 

We can explain (a) in the follo.rring way. Since y i  checks Case, by Last 

Resort, it is not possible for the NP that yi  doubles to undergo any further 

movement for Case. 



Note that we can not explain d ~ e  fact that yi cannot double the trace ill 

(89) by stipulating that yi cannot double any traces, since in sectior~ 2.5, &~bove 
we saw that yi can double the trace of a moved predicative NP (see (31)). 

It might be expected that (b) is acceptable, since doubling yi now checks 
the Case of the object. The problem is that i f  11u "thing" does not raise to Spec 
AGRo, then the ilccusative Case features of the verb will not be checked. 

2.6.3. The ~rya-Construction 

The 11 yn-construction is an additional constructiolr that might be 
classified as an A-movement construction. Consider the following example: 

(90) Amainya kp3 [ ti (5i)l 
Ama nya see D 
"Ama is pretty" (= "Ama is nice to look at") 

Let us assume that the ~zyn-construction is structurally analogous to the 
passive in ~ n ~ l i s h . 1 9  The VP headed by k y ~  is embedded under Iiyn, which 

absorbs the case of k y ~  and dethematizes the subject position (I will leave the 

exact mechanisms of these operations unspecified). This situation gives rise 

to A-movement: 

Ama i V VP 

19 For a more systematic exposition of the properties of the 11 y n 
construction see Ameka (1991). 



We can now explain why yi cannot double the trace of the Dl3 i n  (90), 

Before moving to Spec Sf A m  is in a position to get structural Case from yi. 
Therefore, by Last Resort it cannot move to Spec IP to get Case features 
checked off. 

Our general analysis is confirmed by the followi~~g data correlating DPs 

which can undergo A-movement in the rlyn-cor~struction and DPs that 

cannot be doubled by yi. Consider the following paradigm (wl1ic11 is 
analogous to the paradigm given in (85-88) for the progressive): 

(92) Kofi z~ fie-z3li ("yi) 

Kofi walked king-step D 
"Kofi walked a king's walk" (= "Kofi walked like a king") 

(93) fie-z~li nya 23 ne Kofi 

king-step nya walked for Kafi 
"It was nice for Kofi to walk like a king" 

(94) Kofi zs efie-b (yi) 
Kofi walked king-like D 
"Kofi walked like a king" 

(95) *eft€- t s nya ZD ne Kofi 

king-like nya walked for Kofi 

Sentences (92) and (94) are nearly synonymous, The difference between 
them is structural. In (92), f i ~ z d i  "king-step" is a cognate object, as reflected in 

the paraphrase. Sentence (93) shows that fie-z~li "king-step" is assigned 

accusative Case, since it is able to undergo passive (I assume that a necessary 

condition of passivization is that some structural Case must be absorbed), 
Correspondingly, yi cannot double ficzdi "king-step" (92). 



On the other hand, the nominal adverb efic-t.3 can be doubled by yi '1s 

in (94), indicating that it cannot be getting accusative Case. Correspondi~~gly, 
efic-t 3 "king-like" cannot undergo A-movemen t. 20 

2.6.4. Other Structural Case Positions 

We should note that doubling yi cannot Jppear with Dl's in other 
positions where structural Case is assigned either, as illustrated below: 

(96) Kofi (*yi) dzo 
Kofi D left 

In this example, we see that yi cannot double a DP that has nonunative 
Case. There are two ways that we can explain this data. First we could appeal 
to reasoning similar to that used in preventing the direct object from being 

doubled by yi. Alternatively, we could appeal to the fact that yi never aypears 

on a DP (or other nominal expression) that is not in the xnini~nal domain of 
the verb, as in the Case of vocative DPs and sentential level adverbs discussed 
in section 2.5.21 

20 It is possible thar the ,i ya-construction really involves A'-movemen t. 
In this case the above results would could be derived as follows, Sentence (95) 
would be unacceptable, since e f i c t ~  "king-like" could not be the subject of the 
nyn-construction for what ever reason adjuncts cannot be the subject in 
complex adjectival constructions in English: 

i. yesterday was nice to have a picnic 
21 ' Similarly, a genitive marked DP cannot be doubled by yi: 

(i) Kofi (*yi) me  te 
Kofi D POSSyam 
"Kofi's yam" 



2.7. Indirect Objects and A'-movement 

A surprising example of the use of doubling y i  is found for indirect 
objects. Consider the following paradigm: 22 

(97) nle na kuku-3 Yao (*yi) 
I gave hat-def Yao D 
"I gave the hat to Yao" 

(98) m e  na kuku-s (*yi) Yao 

I gave hat-def D Yao 

(99) Yao E: me na kuku-3 (yi) 
Yao foc I gave hat-def D 
"It is to Yao that 1 gave a hat" 

(100) kuku-s E me na ( 5 i )  Yao (*yi) 

ha t-def foc I gave D Yao D 

The following gives an example of the same pher~omenon from the 
domain of questions: 

(101) Kofi da tu Yao (*yi) 

Kofi shot gun Yao 

"Kofi shot at Yao" 

(102) m e  Kofi da tu (yi) 

who Kofi shot gun D 
"Who did Kofi shoot at" 

22 For an extensive and illuminating discussion of an element analogous 
to yi as it appears with indirect objects in A$s Ewe, see Lewis (1985a,b), Data 
showing that yi does not agree in number with the antecedent of an indirect 
object trace was first noticed by Lewis. Lewis calls doubling yi in this 
environment "relative /e/." Lewis does not however equate this use of yi to 
any of the other uses that I discuss (adverbs or secondary predicates). 



The sentences (97) and (98) show that yi cannot normally double the 
indirect objects or the direct objects of a ditrai~sitive verb. If the indirect object 

is fronted, yi can appear, as shown in (99). Since y i  cannot double direct 

objects, it follows that yi must double the trace of the indirect object in (99). If 

the direct object is extracted as in (loo), y i  cannot appear, either on the trace of 
the direct object (immediately following the verb) or after the indirect object. 

Interestingly, if the indirect object i s  plural then i t  is still y i  that 
doubles the trace and not ruo, the third person plural pronoun, As illustrated 

in the following examples: 

(103) ame xe wo Kofi da tu (yi/*wo) 

person which pl Kofi fire gun D 
"the people who Kofi shot at" 

(104) devi wo e m e  na kuku-3 (yi /*wo) 

child pl foc I gave hat-def D 
"Its to the children that I gave the hat" 

(105) Kofi fie dzefefe devi wo ('yi) 

Kofi showed toy child pl D 
"Kofi showed the toy to the children" 

(106) me wo Kofi fie dzefefe (yi /*WO) 

who pl Kofi showed toy D 

To account for this data, consider first the sentence in (97). I will 
assume that the indirect object is assigned inherent dative Case. If the indirect 

object is assigned inherent Case, then i t  follows that y i  will not be able to 

,double it, since yi would not be able to check off its own Case feature. 

To explain why an extracted indirect object can be doubled by yi in (99), 
the basic idea is to assume that the fronted constituent pied-pipes the 

inherent dative Case. Therefore, the trace of the dative DP will not be 

assigned inherent Case and the Case feature of the trace can be checked off by 
yi. This is illustrated in the diagram below: 



(107) Yao E me na kuku-3 [ DP ec] yi 
Yao foc I gave ha t-def D 

I I 
C C 

In the above diagram, C indicates the Case feature of a DP. The Case 

feature of Yno the head of the A'-chain, is checked off since Yrro has inherent 
Case. The Case feature of the tail is checked off by yi. 

A problem arises on this account. I am crucially assulning the checking 
theory of Case in order to explain the distribution of yi. If a dative DP can 

pied-pipe inherent Case, then the question arises how its trace also has a Case 

feature to check. If effect, both the head and tail would have Case features. 

To answer this question, I will adopt the copy theory of movement (see 

Chomsky 1992). On this theory it is natural to say that both the head and the 

tail have Case features, since they are copies of one another. In addition, I will 

represent inherent Case as a KP, that takes a DP complement (this later 
assumption is completely arbitrary, and the following analysis wollld go 
through on a more feature based construal of inherent Case as well). Given 
these background assumptions, consider the following derivation of (99): 

(108) Before Movement 
m e  na kuku-3 [ K ~ K  Yao] yi 

I gave hat-def Yao D 
I 
C 

(109) After ~ o v e m e n t 2 3  

[KP K Yaol E me na kuku-3 [DP Yao 1 yi 
Yao foc I gave hat-def Yao D 
I I 
C C 

23 This representation feeds both LF and PF so I will not make the 
distinction between the two. If the Case feature of doubling y i  is strong, Case 
checking will have to take place by PF, otherwise it can take place at LF. 



The crucial assumption that I make is that the copy left in-situ does not 

have to be complete, therefore i t  is possible to not copy the inherent Case K 
onto the copy left in-situ. Since the tail does not get its Case feature checked 
off inherently (by K), its Case feature can be checked by yi, 

In this analysis I have assumed that both the head and tail of an A'-  

chain have Case features. I t  remains to show that this does not block other 
types of A'-movement. Consider the following example: 

(110) Yao E Kofi f o  

Yao foc Kofi hit 

(111) Yao E Kofi fo Yao 

Yao foc Kofi hit Yao 

I I 
C C 

If (1 10) is to be represented as in (1 11) the question arises as to how the 

Case feature of the head of the A'-chain could be checked off, The answer is to 
assume that Case features can be checked off derivationally, so that the 
representation in (111) is never formed. 24 

Another set of sentences that should be accounted for involve pied- 

piping of doubling yi itself, as illustrated below: 

(112) kufie-ta (?yi), wo f u du 

laziness-like D he ran course 
"Lazily he ran" 

(113) Yao (5i), me na kuku 

Yao D I gave hat 
"to Yao, I gave a hat" 

24 On the theory of Case assumed here, this derivation crucially assumes 
going through Spec ACRo at S-Structure to check off Case and +-features, See 
Branigan 1992 for a discussion of this possibility in both French and English. 



These sentences show that whereas a non~inal adverb can marginally 
pied-pipe doubling yi when fronted, this is not at all possible for an indirect 
object. Consider the derivation of (1 13): 

(114) [ ~ p  K Yao] yi E. me na kuku-3 [up Yao] yi 
Yao D foc I gave hat-def Yao  D 

I I 
C C 

We have assumed for convenience that the tail in (114), has been 

reduced, just as in the derivation in (109). Therefore, doubling yi can check off 

the Case of Yno the tail of the A'-chain. Whereas the tail poses no Case 
feature problems, the head still has two Case assigners (yi and K) and only 
one DP (Yao), so doubling yi will not be able to check off its own Case feature. 

An alternative analysis might allow the head of the A'-chain to be 

reduced as weil, thus allowing K to delete, and yi to appear, contrary to fact. In 
order to prevent this possibility, we must assume that during copy- 
movement, it is the tail that is a copy of the head, and not vice versa. Thus 

only the tail could be reduced. 

The sentence in (112) does not pose the same sort of problems as that in 

(1 13), consider the post-movement representation: 

(1 15) kufie-b yi wo f u du kufie-ts yi 
laziness-like D he ran course laziness-like D 

I I 
C C 

In this representation the Case features of both the head and the tail 
can be checked off by doubling yi, and there will be no "Case clash". 

Consider finally, the situation where a nominal temporal adverb is 

fronted, as illustrated below: 

- (116) a. me yi h m e  nyisb (Si) 
I went Lome the-other-day D 
"1 went to Lome the other day" 



b. nyi ts~ E me yi Lome ("i) 

the-other-day foc I went Lome D 

This sentence illustrates a difference between indirect objects and 
temporal adverbs, which otherwise behave similarly with respect to not 
being doubled by yi. Recall that we treated temporal adverbs as being the 
complements of null prepositions. If this is true we can explain the data in 
(1 16). If the null preposition that precedes the temporal adverb must be pied- 
piped25 then the trace of the adverb will be a PP which can not be doubled by 

yi .  Furthermore, since the preposition associated wit11 the temporal adverb 
has a semantic role to play (perhaps similar to that of the English preposition 
rzt) 'it will not be able to be left out of the in-situ copy like the inherent Case in 

(109) was. 

Lewis (1985a: 199, 1985b: 47) also shows that yi can appear with the trace 
of A'-movement from certain prepositional phrases (in Lewis' terminology: 
relative /e/  can occupy the positions) , for example, the object of kyle (= .roil h )  
or wu (= inore than) in 4 3  Ewe. I illustrate this phenomenon below: 

(117) amedzro si wo Kofi yi Togo kpli-i 

stranger who pl Kofi go Togo with-D 

"the strangers who Kofi went to Togo with" 

(118) amedzro si wo Kofi du n u  wu-(i) 

stranger who pl Kofi ate thing more-D 
"The strangers who Kofi ate more than" 

' 
Note that although the relative pronoun is plural, the preposition 

takes the third singular object pronoun. Therefore we can conclude that we 
are in the presence of doubling yi .  

25 Huang (1982: 538) attributes this to the CED for the adverbs where and 
when in English. It is not clear to me that the CED should apply here, since 
extraction away from temporal prepositions does not seem unacceptable in 
English: "What time did you arrive at?" I will simply assume that the null 
preposition associated with bare tempral  and locative adverbs in English and 
Ewe must pied-pipe. 



Lewis in fact claims that both kyle "with" and luu "more Ll~an" 'Ire 11ot 
prepositions. However, his reasons for asserting this are unconvincing. For 
example, he claims that the object of kyle "with" has "subject affinities" while 

those of the other prepositions do not. This seems to me to show that the 
preposition kyle "with" has a different meaning from the other prepc)sitio~~s, 
not that i t  is not a preposition. 

Contrary to what Lewis (1985a: 200, 1985b: 47) claims, in stc~ndnrcl Ewe yi 
can double the object of prepositions other than ky le  "with" or zuil "more 
than", This is particularly clear with the preposition t so  "from", I illustrate 
this in the following examples: 

(119) nyati si wo gu wo f o n u  tso-e 

theme which pl about they talked from-D 

"themes which they discussed" 
(La Nouvelle Marche, Nov. 27, 1990) 

(120) nu bubu si wo gu wo ga w3 d3 tso-e 

thing other which pl about they again did work from-D 

"the other thing that they worked on" 

(La Nouvelle Marche, Feb. 8, 1991) 

These examples (which are very frequent in written text) are not as 

convincing as Lewis' since the antecedent of the A'-movement is the 
postpositional phrase headed by p "about" which is singular, This makes i t  

difficult to tell if yi is doubling the trace, or if the 3sg pronoun is acting as a 
resump tive pronoun. 

I assume that the prepositiorial facts could be treated similarly to 
indirect object extraction, if we assume that certain prepositions assign 

inherent Case which can be left off of the in-situ tail of an A'-chain. 

26 In fact the data on the distribution of y i  with prepositions is not 
entirely consistent across speakers, nor for given speakers at different 
occasions. There seem to be three classes of prepositions wih respect to 
doubling yi. First, the locative prepositions le "in, at" and de "in, at, towards" , 
the benefactive rte "for" and the comparative sibe "like" (see section 2.5) 
seem to resist doubling yi altogether. Second, other prepositions such as tso 
"from", to "via" seem to easily allow an A'-trace complement to be doubled 
by yi. Third, for the prepositions k u  "with", wu  "more than" the A'-trace 



As an alternative to the analysis presented here, it 111ig11t be claimed 
that yi is some sort of defective resumptive p r o ~ ~ o u n  that appears optionally 
when the indirect object is extracted. As yet another alternative, Lewis (1985: 
105) proposes that relative /e/  (doubling yi ) can appear only for extraction out 
of "difficult" positions (in a sense he tries to makll precise). 

The main reason to reject this analysis is that the yi doublir~g the trdce 

of an indirect object shares many of the properties of the other uses of yi (the 
doubling yi appearing with nominal adverbs and secorldary predicates, and 

the yi appearing in SVCs to be analyzed below). First, the yi that doubles the 

trace of indirect objects is optional, I ~ k e  the other uses of doubling yi. Second, 
the yi that doubles the trace of an indirect object does not agree in 

person/number features with its antecedent, which we will also see in the 
case of SVCs in section 2.8. Third, and most importantly, all instances of 

doubling yi obey the si~zgle yi co~zstroirlt, which we will discuss in greater 
detail in section 2.9. This constraint states that only one doubling yi can 

appear in each sentence, regardless of its origin. Pronominal yi, on the other 

hand, does not obey this constraint. If the yi that doubles indirect object traces 
obeys this constraint, then it is plausible that it should be analyzed like the 
other instances of doubling yi and not as a resumptive pronoun or a signal of 
extraction difficulty. 

In conclusion, the data in this section suggest that our analysis of yi in 
terms of having Case to check is on the right track. In addition we have given 

strong support to the copy theory of movement and the feature theory of 

Case. 

2.8. Empty Categories and Verb Serialization 

2.8.1 Definition of SVC 

In this section we will show that th.2 distribution of doubling yi has an 

interesting implication for the analysis of Serial Verb Constructions. The full 
details of the this analysis will be left until chapter 3. I define Serial Verb 

Construction below: 

complements cannot be so easily doubled by yi. It i s  even possible for some 
speakers to have doubling yi appear on an ir-1-situ conlplement of the last two 
classes of prepositions. I have no explanation for this variation. 



(121) Definition of SVC 
A serial verb construction is a succession of verbs and their 
compleme~~ts (if any) with one subject and one tense value that 
are not separated by any overt marker of coordination or 
subordination. 

This definition is not meant to suffice as a theoretical definition, rather 

it serves to delimit the data. It  use lies in the fact that i t  correlates with 

another major generalization about SVCs that we will see in chapter 3. Idere 

are three common examples of this type of construction: 

(122) m e  Qa n u  du 

I cooked thing ate 
"I cooked something and ate it" 

(123) Kofi ts:, ati-E: f o  Yao 

Kofi took stick-def hit Yao 

"Kofi took the stick and hit Yao with it" 

(124) m e  nya qevi-E dzo 

I chased child-def leave 

"I chased the child away" 

We will look into all these types of SVCs in far greater detail in chapter 

3. For now, it is important to point out a generalization that has been made 

about SVCs. 

(125) Argument Sharing in SVCs (Dechaine 1988, Baker 1989) 
In a Serial Verb Const~uction, V1 and V2 must share an internal 

argument. 

In (122), the direct object of cjn (= cook) is understood as the direct object 

of t$u (= eat), Since Ewe is an SVO language, in some sense i t  looks as if V2 is 



missing an object.27 In addition, i t  is not possible to have an overt p ronoun  
as the direct object of V? (unlike the English gloss). This effect is kr~own as 
"argument sharing", since the object riu (= t h i r i g )  is ullderstood as the object 

of both V1 and V2.28 
The examples in (123) and (124) also involve drgument sharing. 111 

(124) the thcmc of V2 is understood as the direct object of V1. And in (123) the 

instrument of V2 is understood as the object of V1. 
There are at least two possible ways of analyzing argument s l ~ ~ ~ r i n g ,  

First, it could be assumed that there is an empty category followii~g V? t11'1t is 

coindexed with the object of V1. On this analysis the representation of (124) 

would be as follows: 

(126) me  nya devi-ei dzo [ eci 1 
I chased child-def leave 
"I chased the child away" 

Examples of this kind of analysis include Carstens (1988), Can~pbell 

(1989) and in an older framework Bamgbose (1973, 1982). even though these 

two analyses differ as to the exact nature of the empty category that they 

postulate. 
A number of authors have proposed analyses where object sharing is 

not mediated by an empty category. These include Lefebvre (1991), Dechaine, 
(1988, 1992), Baker (1989, 1991), Sebba (1987), Law and Veenstra (1992) (the 
later only for instrumental SVCs), and Schacter (1974). For example i n  Baker 

(1989), the V2 in (124) takes the preceding object t i u  "thing" a s  argurne~~t, as 
illustrated below: 

27 In a SVC with two verbs, I will refer to the first verb as V1 and the 
second verb as V2. 
28 I will give an explanation for the generalization in (125) in the next 
chapter of this thesis. I will also discuss the fact that the subjects are shared in 
examples (122) and (123). 



dzo 

2.8.2. Existence of Emtpy Category in SVCs 

We can use the distribution of doubling yi to diagnose the presence of 
an empty category in SVCs. Consider the following data, where V2 is 

unaccusa tive: 29 

(128) m e  nya qevi-e dzo (yi) ldzoel 

I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

In this example tjevi-E "the child" is the direct object of t~yrz "chase", 

while at the same time it is the understood unaccusative object of d z o  

"leave". This example shows that it is possible for doubling y i  to appear a the 
end of the SVC, even though there is no NP overtly present for it to double. 
In order to account for this, I will assume that there is an empty category that 
mediates the relationship between V2 and the object of V1 as in the following 
representation: 

(129) m e  nya devi-ei [VP dzo [eci (yi)ll 
I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

Given the assumption that there is an empty category that media tcs 
argument sharing, we can account for the presence of y i  by postulating that i t  

doubles the empty category. 

29 In the following example, yi obligatorily cliticizes to the preceding verb 
dzo to give the form dzoe (where oe is mono-moraic). 
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Let us consider a number of alternative analyses. First, i t  could be 

assumed that yi  can double any XP that functions a a predicate. The11 in the 
SVC example (128), yi would actually be doubling a VP, as in the fallowing 
rep iesentation: 

(130) me  nya devi-e l lvr l  d m  1 (yi)] 
I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

The problem with this approach is that we have seen tha t  y i  only 
doubles DPs (see section 2.5). We have given an explanatior~ for this in terms 

of Case assignment. Since a VP does not have any Case features, the 

representation in (130) is ruled out. 
Another alternative analysis of the presence of d o u b l i ~ ~ g  y i  in (128) 

above would be to assume that it really doubles cjevi-€1 "child-def", and the11 

doubling yi somehow extraposes to clause final position. This analysis would 
be something like the following: 

(131) me  nya [devi-~i t y i ]  d m  (yi) 

I chased child-def D leave D 

I - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  I 
extraposition 

This analysis is ruled out on two grounds. First, we saw that i t  is never 

true that y i  doubles a direct object that is assigned structural Case (as shown 
in section 2.6, above). Therefore, it is not plausible that doubling yi doubles 
the direct object Ljevi-~j "child-def" in (131) either. Second, we saw above that: 

doubling yi  cannot not be separated from the DP that i t  doubles by any 

adverbs. This is repeated below: 

(132) * Kofi z3 efie-b n yi tm yi 
Kofi walked king-like the-other-day D 

Therefore it is unlikely that doubling yi was extraposed in (128) either. 

Ansre (1966: 71) suggestively terms doubling yi in this environment 

the "redundant complement." He states in footnote 8: " 'Redundant' because 



unlike other objects i t  has not been possible to establish that i t  operates CIS CI 

complement in clause structure; 'object' because in all respects i t  is 
phonologically identical with the third person singular object pronoun." For 
us of courae, the "redundant complement" does function as a complement of 
the second verb in the 3VC in (128). 

Let us now consider how y i  checks the Case feature of the empty 
category in (128). Recall that we have shown that yi ca1111ot double a direct 

object, since the direct object already has its Case checked by the verb, I repeat 

this below: 

(133) Kofi f o Yao ("yi) 
Kofi hit Yao D 

Since ~ Z O  l'leave" is unacc-isative it does not assign accusative Caw to 

its object. Therefore, yi can dc led the unaccusative object and check its Case 

features.30 Other examples of this type of SVC include the following: 

(134) Atsufe he kekevi-ei dzo [ec i (yi)] 

Atsufe pulled bike-def leave D 
"Atsufe pulled the bike away" 

(135) tsitsa y~ mii va (suku) [ec i (yi)pl 
teacher called us come (school) D 
"The teacher called us and we came (to scl~ool)" 

Note that this last example shows that yi does not agree i11 either 
perqon or number with the [DP ec] that it doubles. Therefore, given the facts 
about y i  doubling indirect object traces, we now have two cases where y i  does 
not agree in +features with the DP it doubles. 

30 In addition, unaccusative verbs of motion d o  not assign inherent 
"partitive Case" as shown by the fact that they do  not occur in expletive 
constructions: *e dzo ame-cje ( = it left man-indef). 

In this example, yi obligatorily cliticizes to vn to produce vc, if suku is 
not present. 



2.8.3. Instrumental SVCs 

We can make the same sort of argument for instrumental SVCs. 
Consider the following example: 

(136) Kofi ts3 ati-e f o  Yao (yi) 
Kofi took stick-def hit Yao D 
"Kofi took the stick and hit Yao with it" 

(137) Kofi f o Yao (*yi) 

Kofi hit Yao D 

In (136), the SVC is followed by an optional yi. Given our analysis of yi 
as a determiner which doubles a DP, the question is what yi doubles in an 
instrumental SVC. Note that with a regular transitive verb yi  cannot double 

the direct object, shown in (137). Therefore we can assume that the presence 
of yi depends on the fact that (136) is an SVC. Note that the direct object of V1 
bears an instrumental thematic relation to VL i.e., nti-E "the stick" is the 

instrument of fo  "hit", as well as being the theme of t s ~  "take," 

In order to structurally represent this thematic relation, I will assume 
that there is an empty category after V2 representing the shared argument: 

(138) Kofi ts3 ati-ei f o  Yao [eci (yi)] 

Kofi took stick-def hit Yao D 
"Kofi took a stick and hit Yao with it" 

Given this representation, we can now explain the presence of yi .  The 
empty category following V2 does not receive accusative Case (since Yno as 
the direct object already receives the only accusative Case of V2). Therefore 
the empty category can be doubled by yi. 

Additional evidence for the representation in (138) is that Ewe speakers 
will often gloss the y i  in these instrumental phrases as meaning zoith it, We 



can assume that they are actually glossing the phrase headed by y i ,  which i s  L\ 

DP that dominates an empty category that refers to the instrument of h i t .  32 

In fact Clements (1972: 214) notes for standard Ewe that i~~strumenti~l  
doubling yi  is in complementary distribution with pl~rases begi~~ning wit11 

the prepositions kp le  "and, with" (Kpele-gbe: k u ) .  Clemen ts gives the 
following paradigm (from A+ Ewe): 

(139) e kpl2 Kofi yi du-a III e t? 

he accompanied Kofi go town-def in T) 

he accompanied Kofi to town" 

(140) "e k p l ~  Kofi yi du-a me kpli-i 

with-him 
"he accompanied Kofii to town with himi" 

(141) e yi du-a me  kple Kofi 
he  go town-def in  with Kofi 
"he went to town with Kofi" 

According to Clements, (139) shows that doubling y i  can appear after an 

accompaniment SVC. It is impossible to have in h i s  same context a phrase 

headed by kyle, although such a phrase may appear after a verb of ~ n o t i o ~ ~  as 
shown in (141). Clements concludes: "It seems likely, therefore, that / e / 
[doubling yi -c.c.] will be dominated in deep structure by whatever node 

dominates /kple/-complements in examples like the last L(141) -c.c.]." In other 

words Clements is advocating a view whereby y i  doubles the shared 

instrumental argument in the examples in (139). 

Another of this type of SVC is: 

. (142) Mana c(e taku bla ta (yi) 

Mana removed scarf wrapped head D 
"Mana took the scarf out and wrapped her head with it"  

32 We shall come back to the exact reason why y i  appears to the right of 
the second VP in SVCs instead of between the two VPs or in some other 
position in the next chapter of this thesis. 



We will come back to instrumental SVCs in n1uc11 greater detail i n  

chapter 3 of the thesis, where I will give a structural analysis of ir~strumental 
SVCs, and explain some further details of the construction. 33  

Before concluding this section, I will present L,ewisl (1985: 197, 1985: 30, 
34) account of doubling yi in SVCs. He claims that: "Just in case the DO of a 

VP in a SVC participates in the subjecthood of a following VP, the latter is 
(optionally) marked with S/E [doubling yi -c.c.]." Let us see how this accounts 
fo the data so far. Consider the following sentences: 

(143) me rlya devi-E dzo (yi) Mw] 
I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

(144) Kofi ts3 ati-e f o  Yao (yi) 

Kofi took stick-def hit Yao D 
"Kofi took the stick and hit Yao with it" 

In (143), the object of the first verb nyo "chase" is the understood 
subject of the second verb d z o  "leave". Therefore, this sentence satisfies 
Lewis' criterion. In (144), the object of the first verb t s ~  "take" is the 

instrument of the second verb f o  "hit", and therefore participates in the 

"subjecthood" of the second verb. 
. The only criticism that I have of this approach is that it is insufficiently 

general. I would like to develop a theory where all the occurences of doubling 
yi have the same analysis. This kind of semantic condition on SVCs does not 

33 It is very possible that doubling yi in this use is related to the particle 1 1 r f  

"with, by this means" that is found at the end of instrumental SVCs in 
Fongbe (da Cruz 1992: 257): 

i. Kofi s3 asy~vi  g b  atin s na 
Kofi took axe cut tree def with 
"Kofi cut the tree with an axe" 

I will leave the this topic for further work. 



extend easily to the doubling y i  that appears with nominal adverbs, nor the 
doubling yi that appears with an extracted indirect object. 

2.8.4. Conclusion 

In this section we saw that yi can appear in a wide variety of SVCs and 

deduced from this the presence of empty categories. This kind of probe for 

the presence of empty categories is parallel to that used by Sportiche ( 1988). 

Sportiche uses the presence of floated quantifiers which need to modify n DP 
to diagnose the presence of empty elements (e.g., the trace of A-movement), 
Similarly, since doubling yi must normally be in a highly c o n s t r a i ~ ~ e d  
relation with the DP it doubles, it follows that if doubling y i  appears in a 

SVC, then a DP for it to double must be present as well. 
This result is of great importance for the theory of verb ~erializ~1tio1.r. It  

places a limit on the form an analysis of verb serialization can take. Only 

those analyses that admit that internal argument sharing effects are mediated 

by empty categories are empirically viable. In chapter 3 we shall offer such an 
analysis. 

We will return to the results of this section in section 2.10.2 when we 
look at instrumental Case marking cross-linguistically (in Ewe, Yoruba a ~ l d  

Russian). 

2.9. The Single yi  Constraint 

One assumption that I have made implicitly throughout this paper is that all 
of the occurrences of doubling yi involve the same analysis. In addition, I 
have assumed that this is not the case for pronouns, which I assumed do  11ot 
double any DP in their specifiers, In this section I discuss the sirtgle yi 
corlstraint that offers support for these assumptions. I will also offer a 

tentative explanation of the constraint. 

The central observation that we have to account for is that i t  is not 

possible for two or more constituents to be doubled simultaneously by yi  in 

the sentence, no matter what their function. This is illustrated as follows: 



(145) e f o-e p2t2p2tx (yi) kufie-t;, 

he hit-it ragout D laziness-like 

"He beat it (the yam) into ragout lazily" 

(146) e f o-e p ~ t ~ p 2 t x  kufie-ta (y i) 

he hit-it ragout laziness-like D 

(147) * e fo-e p3t2patx yi kufie-t~ yi 
he hit-it ragout D laziness-like D 

Sentence (145) shows that yi can double the DP p ~ t ~ p > t ~ e  "ragout", 
Sentence (146) shows that yi can double the nominal adverb k u f i c - t ~  "lazily" 

as well. Sentence (147), shows that both of these DPs cannot be doubled at the 
same time. We see the same pattern in sentences that involve an indirect 
object and a nominal adverb: 

(148) Yao E me na ga (yi) xnvi-b 

Yao foc I gave money D brother-like 

"It is to Yao that I gave money like a brother" 

(149) Yao e me na ga navi - b ( yi) 

Yao foc I gave money brother-like D 
"It is to Yao that I gave money like a brother" 

(150) *Yao E me na ga yi n;lvi-b Y 
Yao foc I gave money D brother-like D 

"It is to Yao that I gave money like a brother" 

These sentences show a pattern similar to those above. The y i  can 
double either the trace of the indirect object (148), or the nominal adverb (149) 

, but not both at the same time. We see the exact same behavior in serial verb 

constructions. Consider the following sentence: 

(151) 'wo kpla Yao yi s d z a  gb2 yi dzikui-b yi 
they led Yao go soldier near D anger-like D 
"They led Yao to a soldier angrily" 



Although, the yi can double either the null object associated wit11 the 

serial verb construction or i t  can double the nominal adverb, y i  cannot double 
both the null object and the nominal adverb simultaneously, 

Apparently, this constraint also applies even if the two doubling Ds are 
in different clauses: 

(152) *Kofi gbls nunya-b Y i 

Kofi said knowing-like D 
"Kofi said knowingly 
be deviwo E Yao rIa ga ~i 

that children foc Yao gave money D 
that it is to the children hat Yao gave money" 

This sentence indicates that even though the indirect object and 
nominal adverb are in different clauses they cannot both be doubled by yi. It is 
understood here that either the indirect object or the nominal adverb can be 

doubled by yi alone. 

We see the same effect with serial verb constructions, a s  I indicate 

below: 

(153) *Yao kpl;, gtsu xe me  na ga Y i 
Yao led boy which I gave money D 

"Yao led the boy who I gave money to Togo" 

yi Togo yi 
went Togo D 

This sentence shows that if an indirect object doubled by yi is in an  

embedded clause, it is no longer possible for yi  to double the null object 
associated with the SVC. 

The examples in (152) and (153) show that the two occurrence of 

doubling yi cannot be found in the same sentence, even if they are separated 

by an island (the focused phrase in (152) and the relative clause in (153)). 
I will formalize the above restriction as follows: 



(154) The Sinnle yi  Constraint 
Only one DP per sentence may be doubled by yi. 

The siugle yi colzstrnirlt supports an important underlying assumption 
that I have been making throughout the paper, I have been assuming that all 
the occurrences of doubling yi (in nominal adverbs, secondary predicd tes, 

indirect objects, and serial verbs) are occurrences of the same morpheme, Tile 

fact that the distribution of yi in all these environments falls under the sdme 
constraint supports this claim. This is further supported by examples like the 

following: 

(155) Kofi da tu ).i dzikui-b yi 

Kofi shot gun him anger-like D 
"Kofi shot him angrily" 

The above sentence is acceptable even though yi has been repeated two 
times. The reason for this is that the first instance of yi is the indirect object 
pronoun, while the second is doubling yi .  While these two elements share 

several characteristics, they are not identical and therefore there is no reason 

to expect them to come under the same constraint34 
I would like to claim tentatively that the facts above follow from a 

proper understanding of the semantic contribution of yi to the sentences, 

Following speakers suggestions, I will suggest that the presence of yi in a 
sentence adds emphasis so some aspect of the sentence. Coxwider the 

following sentences: 

(156) Kofi 23 fi~-t3 (yi) 
Kofi walked king-like D 
Kofi walked like a king 

34 Another piece of evidence for unifying all of the uses of doubling yi is 
that dialects of Ewe seem to possess all the uses of doubling y i  or none of 
them. In Kpele and standard Ewe we find doubling y i  used with nominal 
adverbs and secondary predicates, indirect object extraction and SVCs. In the 
Waci dialect of Ewe and Gen we do not find any similar pronominal forms in 
any of these constructions. 



(157) wo kp3 Yao venyit3 

they see Yao liar 
"They see Yao as a liar" 

(158) me  Yao na ga 
who Yao gave money 
"Who did Yao give money to" 

In sentence (156), the presence of yi indicates that the way in whicl~ 

Kofi was walking like a king was visible and pronounced. In sentence (157), 
the presence of a yi indicates that not only do people think of Yao as a liar, but 

i t  is certainly true that he is one. In sentence (158), the presence of yi indicates 
that the speaker really wants to know the identity of the person that Yao gave 
money to. In a way, the semantics of yi mirrors the semantics of the word 
really in English when really is used to emphasize some aspect of a what a 
speaker is saying. Given this characterization, we can understai~d the 
constraint against having more than one yi in a phrase as a constraint against 
emphasizing two aspects of the same sentence.3 5 

2.10. Implications for Case Theory 

In this section, I will look at some of the broader implications that my 
analysis of doubling yi has for Case thzory. First, I have repeatedly relied on 
the assumption that nominal predicates have a Case feature that needs to be 
checked. I will give further evidence for this assertion in section 2.10.1. 
Second, I have claimed that yi can double and check the Case of any DP in the 
minimal domain of V. In section 2.10.2., I will give some cross-linguistic 
evidence for this kind of analysis. Section 2.10.2. will also be a good place to 
discuss some alternative analyses to the Ewe data. In section 2.10.3., I will 
conclude by placing the notion of default Case in cross-linguistic perspective, 

35 It is interesting to note that Westermann (1930: 146) gives several 
examples of what he calls "objective" stress: "In very many cases we find 
further that the third person singular pronoun is used to stress phrases, both 
subjectively and objectively." The examples that he gives of "objective" 
stressing are examples of doubling yi. 



2.10.1. Predicates and Case Theory 

In the above account of the distribution of doubling y i  we have 

postulated that DP predicates have a Case feature that needs to be checked. 
The, visibility account of the Case Filter explicitly denies this assu~np tion (for 
example, see Chomsky (1986: 95)). There are several pieces of evidence that 

predicative DPs need to be assigned Case in general. First, consider the fact 
that a predicative DP can undergo A-movement in the future and the gerund: 

(159) a. Kofi zu tsi tsa 

Kofi became teacher 
"Kofi became a teacher" 

b. Kofi le tsitsa zu gbe 
Kofi aux teacher become fut 
"Kofi will be a teacher" 

c. tsi tsa nye-nye sese 

teacher be-be is-difficult 

"being a teacher is difficult1' 

We argued in section 2.6.2 that such A-movement was motivated by 

Case. 'This type of evidence is quite strong for the general assertion that 
predicates have Case features that need to be checked. 36 

We can see the same sort of evidence in English, Consider the 

following fact, noted by Stowell (1978: 462): 

36 The progressive facts show that the predicate ts i tsn "teacher" is being 
assigned Case by the copular verb nye "be." This predicts that post-copular DPs 
will not be able to doubled by yi, since they already have their Case checked by 
the verb, this prediction is true: 

, i. Kofi zu/nye tsi tsa (*yi> 
Kofi become/is teacher D 



(160) a. There  were two long-haired groupies real nuisances 

at the party last night 
b. There will be a good actor a mur, tcrer in k - i a ~ ~ ~ l e t  tonight 

c. There was a Mexican woman a contestant in the ~GII I IC?  

show 

We can explain this in the same way that Bures (1992) rules out 
transitive expletives in Englisl~, on the assumption that the predica tive Dl' 
(underlined in all three sentences) has a Case feature to he checked (see Bures 

for the complete analysis, see Branigan and Collins (1993) for an additional 
application of Bures' ideas). If on the other hand, predicative DPs did not 
need Case, like PPs, then the sentences in (160) should be as good as the 

following: 

(161) There was a Mexican woman in the game show last night 

Therefore, we have evidence to show that predicative DPs have Case to 
be checked in general. This assumption poses no problems to the theory of 
doubling yi presented in this paper. 37 

2.10.2. Other Systems of Default Case 

In the above analysls we have proposed that any DP in the minimal 

domain of V can have its Case features checked by doubling yi, as long as i t  

does not have its Case features checked in some other way (e.g.., by the verb), 
In this sense doubling yi is a kind of default Case assigner.38 I11 this section, I 

37 The immediate consequence of this proposal is that in English a small 
clauses of the form: "I believe John a good friend", the predicate DP needs 
Case. This could be an instance of default Case assignment, see below, 

In the sentence "John is a man" the verb be will have Case feature to 
check, ss the unacceptability of (160) shows. 
38 This use of "default Case" should not be confused with another use, 
where some NP gets some sort of morphologically default case. Consider the 
following example, where the co~tjuncts of the subject should get nominative 
(based on the fact that they are parts of the subject), yet at least the first 
conjunct is accusative: 

i. me and you will go to the store 



would like to illustrate two other systems of this sort. T11e first is the 

instrumental in Russian, and the second is Yoruba tri. Both of these systen~s 
differ slightly from the situation found in Ewe, in ways that I will try to 
explain. 

2.10.2.1. Russian 

Consider first the Russian instrumental Case, as described by I3esetsky 

(1982: 158), Bailyn and Rubin (1991), Wierzbicka (1980), and Kilby (1986), These 
authors illustrate that the instrumental occurs on XPs (either DP or AP) with 
a wide range of semantic types. I indicate some of the most important below 

(all sentences are from Bailyn and Rubin (1991), unless otherwise 
indica ted):39 

(162) Ja Sei taju SaS u durakom 

I-nom consider Sashu-acc fool-instr 

"I consider Sasha a fool" 

(163) S a h  ubil Borisa no ion^ 

Sasha-nam killed Boris-acc knife-instr 
"Sasha killed Boris with a knife" 

(164) VeEerinka byla ustrojena (studen tami) 

par ty-nom was organized (students-instr) 

Bailyn and Rubin (1991) analyze all the examples above as a kind of 
predication. In doing so, they generalize the approach of Pesetsky (1982: 158) 
who gives the following principle: 

The default Case that I am describing is a kind of structural Case. 
39 I follow Bailyn and Rubin (1991: 1) in excluding uses of the 
instrumental Case where it is "arbitrarily assigned by a lexical item (verb or a 
preposition) to its object," 



(165) Instrumental Case on Predicates 
[+N] categories bear instrumental Case when they are 

secondary predicates 

According to Bailyn and Rubin (1991), since (162-164) are instances of 
predication, they all involve a PrP (Predication phrase). Ba i ly~~ and  Rubin 

(1991) postulate that the complement of the predication phrase is assigned 
instrumental (structural) Case. Therefore, the sentence in (162) would include 
a PrP embedded under the verb SL'itnju "consider." I illustrate this below: 

NPacc Pr' 

I 
durakom [fool] 

' In all the other cases there is a predicate phrase (PrP) involved ns well, 

In (163), the predicate phrase is cox~trolled by the subject, and has a meaning 

such that the subject is understood as the being in an "operator-tool" 
relationship with the instrumental NP. The structure of this is given as 
follows, where PRQ is coindexed with the subject, S&n, 

NP Pr' 

PROi Pr NPinstr 
I 

i~oZom [knife] 

In the case of the agent of a passive, we have the the fo l lowi~~g 

predication phrase (PrP), in this case PRO is coindexed with the derived 
subject VeEerinh "party." 



(168) PrP 

NP Pr' 

s tuden tami [students] 

The only real problem that this anaiysis faces is that unifying all the 
instances of instrumental along these lines seems to stretch the notion of 
predication, in a way that would require further justification. 

, It is possible to reanalyze the instrumental in Russian. Bailyn and 
Rubin (1991) take cases like (162) to be primary, and analyze all instances of 
instrumental as Case assignment by a predicatin~ phrase (PrP). A different 
strategy is to assume that the reason the instrumental is assigned to such a 
then~atically wide variety of DPs and APs is that it is really a kind of default 
structural Case, which applies to a [+N] XP that does not have its Case features 
checked in any other way. We car1 make this specific, and suppose that there 
is actually a null preposition that assigns the instrumental Case. This null 

preposition is inserted heely into the structure: . 

(169) Default Case in Russian 
Any [+N] XP in the minimal domain of the V can be assigned 
Case by default through the insertion of a (dummy) preposition 
that assigns instrumental. 

Thus we can analyze the Russian sentences as follows. In (162), 
durakom "fool" is not assigned structural accusative (there is already a direct 
object in the phrase of which durakom "fool" is being predicated of), nor is it 

assigned structural nominative since it is not in the checking domain of T. 
Since it is in the minimal domain of the verb, it gets the default 
instrumental. 

The fact that instrumental appears on the demoted external argument 
in a passive construction follows from the default Case analysis, if we assume 
that the agent of a passive construction remains in its VP internal position, 



This assumption essentially follows Wa tanabe (1993, section 4.2.3).doUnrler 
this kind of analysis, a partial representation of the passive in (164) would be: 

students V t ~ p  I= party1 

organized 

Since the passive subject is in the Spec of VP, i t  is in the mirlilnal 

domain of V, and therefore can receive default instrumental Case. 
The fact that instruments receive instrumental default Case is more 

difficult to explain. A standard view of instruments is that they are adjuncts, 

illustrated in the following representation: 

(171) Sasha [vp killed Boris ] [pp with a knife] 

The syntactic and semantic implicit assumptions of the standard view 

are as follows. First, the PP is adjoined to the VP (an A'-position}. Second, the 

PP acts as a predicate of the event denoted by the verb. The preposition "with" 
denotes a relation between events and instruments. While this view is 
attractive, it is inconsistent with the view of instrumental Case that I an1 

developing here. Consider again (163) repeated below: 

(172) Saga ubil Borisa no2om 

Sasha-nom killed Boris-acc knife-instr 

"Sasha killed Boris with a knife" 

40 Watanabe (1993: 4.2.3.) discusses the fact that (he agent of a passive can 
bind a reflexive: 

i, such privleges should be kept to oneself 

These facts are consistent with a representation where the agent is in 
Spec VP in the passive. 



On our view there is no meaningful preposition a s s i g n i ~ ? , g  
instrumental Case to the instrument r l o b l n  "knife-instr". Rather there is a 

bare DP that receives instrumental by default. 
It is thus necessary to abondon the traditional view. What: we must 

show is that an instrument is a DP argument in the minimal domain of V 
that does not get structural Case. There is a growing body of work that argues 

that instruments can be an argument of the verb in some sort of Spec VP 

position (see Cruber (1990a) on English and SVCs, ,Marantz (1992) or\ 

applicatives, see also the chapter 3 of this dissertatior~ on instrumel~tal 

argument sharing). Therefore the representation of an instrument will be 

something like the that in (173). 

Sasha V VP2 

knife V N P  

killed Boris 

On this view (which differs both from the view of Marantz (1992), and 
Gruber (1990a)), any sentence containing an instrument is a kind of causative, 
In other words, Sasha causes the knife to kill Boris. If this view (or the views 
of Gruber or Marantz) is correct, then the instrument is a bare DP in the 

minimal domain of a verb, that can be assigned Case by default.41 

41 This is not meant to be a serious treatment of instruments, only 
illustrative of what such an account would have to look like under Iny 
analysis of instrumental Case. The questions that remain are the following: 
How does the object raise to ACRo in (173)? What happens with the 
instruments of undergative verbs (e;g., "talk with a microphone")? Should 



Our analysis also makes the s t r a i g h t f o r ~ ~ ~ r d  prediction that 
instrumental will never appear on direct objects. If the direct object received 

default instrumental Case, the accusative Case of the verb could not be 

discharged. Given this analysis, the following contrast discussed by 
Wierzbicka (1980: 15) is illuminating: 

(174) Ivan svyrjal kamnjami 
Ivan-nom was-throwing stones-instr 
"Ivan was throwing stones" 

(175) Ivan svyrjal kamni 
Ivan-nom was-throwing s tones-acc 

"Ivan was throwing stones" 

Wierzbicka describes the contrast above in the following terms: ".,.the 
instrumental case indicates the auxiliary and peripheral role of the object, and 
the accusative case indicates that the action is directed toward the object." She 
adds: "Verbs with 'instrumental objects' of the type under discussion here are 

felt to be, semantically and syntactically, intransitive." Lastly, she says that 

(174) and (175) are related by syntactic "demotion" of the direct object. 

If Wierzbicka's characterization is correct, then the difference in Case 

ass'gnment between (174) and (175) falls out from our theory. In (175), the 
verb is transitive, and assigns accusative Case to the object. Therefore the 
object cannot be assigned default instrumental. In (174), on the other hand, 

the verb is intransitive dnd has no accusative Case to assign to the the NP. 
Therefore this NP gets default instrumental Case. 

This observation of Wierzbicka's will become important in looking at: 

Ewe and Yoruba, where we will see that default Case can not appear or1 direct 

objects. 

with-phrases in English be analyzed in the same way, or as true adjuncts? If 
with-phrases in English are analyzed as arguments, how are the extraction 
differences between instrument arguments and direct objects going to be 
accounted for? 



2.10.2.2. Ewe doubling y i  

If we analyze Russian instrumental as a kind of default Case, then we 
see ,why it is used in roughly the same contexts doubling yi is used in Ewe. 
Consider the following Ewe sentences: 

(176) wo nya Yao tsitsa (yi) 
they knew Yao teacher D 
"They know that Yao is a teacher" 

(177) Kofi ts:, ati-ei f 0 Yao [ ec i (yi) 1 
Kofi took stick hit Yao D 
"Kofi hit Yao with a stick" 

(178) me  nya devi-~i dzo [eci (yi)] 

I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

, (179) Kofi f o  Yao ('yi) 
Kofi hit Yao D 

In (176), we have a case of a nominal predicate that is doubled by yi, In 

(177) we have an instrumental SVC. In section 2.8., I argued tl~at the presence 
of the yi following the instrumental SVC should be analyzed as y i  d o u b l i n ~  
the understood instrument of f o  "hit". Since the empty category tha t  

represents the instrument of f o  "hit" receives no structural Case (accusative 

or nominative), it is free to get its Case features checked by doubling y i ,  
A similar analysis holds for the argument sharing in resultative SVCs, 

such as (178). This case is analogous to the passive sentence in Russian. In 
both there is a argument DP that is left with no structural Case, and therefore 

gets its Case features checked by default (the instrumental in Russian, and 
doubling yi in Ewe). 

Lastly, (179) cannot be doubled by yi, since it is already getting 
accusative from the verb, as in the Russian (175) above, 

To summarize, we give the formulation of default Case assignment in 

Ewe below: 



(180) Default Case in Ewe 
Any DP in the minimal domain of the VAL can be assigned Case 

by default through the insertion of doubling yi that checks Case 
in its Spec. 

It might be argued that doubling yi in Ewe, should actually be the head 

of the predicate phrase (PrP) postulated by Bailyn and Rubin (1991). The fact 

that yi can double an unaccusative object in a SVC argues against this 

alternative analysis of doubling yi  . 
To see this, let us consider the analysis of doubling yi in (178) again. It 

cannot be true that the resultative VP headed by tfzo "leave" is being doubled 

by yi, since we saw that yi only doubles DPs, which we explained by the fact 

that yi assigns Case (this is similar to the fact that Russian instrumental only 
appears with [+N] XPs). In addition, it does not seem to be correct that the 

null object of the unaccusative V is a predicate, which would be necessary if y i  
were the head of a predicate phrase PrP. On the other hand, i t  can be claimed 
that this object does not receive structural Case or inherent Case, and 
therefore can get its Case checked by doubling yi. 

There is one difference between the default Case system of Russian and 

that of Ewe which I will address here. Outside of SVCs, if a DP is to be 

understood as the instrument of a verb, it must occur with the preposition k u  
"with", I illustrate this below: 

(181) Kofi f o  Yao ku ati-e 

Kof i hit Yao with stick-def 

I (182) *Kofi f o  Yao ati-e (yi) 
Kof i hit Yao stick-def D 

Since we are equating doubling yi with instrumental Case, sentence 

(182) should be as acceptable as the Russian (163). We will see that in Yoruba 

42 The fact that doubling y i  sometimes appears in the domain of a 
preposition means that V in (180) will have to be changed to [-N1. 
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the default Case assigner ni can also appear in sente~~ces  sucl~ CIS (182),  

Therefore, we must say something special about Ewe. 

Note that (182) contrasts with SVCs, where the only form of Case 
assignment possible is by doubling yi, and an instrumental preyositior~ ~4x1 
not occur: 

(la) +Kofi tsa ati-ei f o  Yao ku eci  

Kofi took stick hit Yao wit11 

(184) Kofi ts3 ati-ei f o  Yao [ ec i  (y i ) ]  

Kofi took stick hit Yao D 

I would like to claim that in Ewe, there is a special preposition that is 
used for instrumental arguments, just as in some languages there is a special 

preposition that is used for the demoted agent in a passive (e.g., by in 
English). We can account for the fact that the instrumental preposition is 

used obligatorily (instead of alternating with doubling yi)  in terms of 
economy of derivation in the following way. The insertion of lexical material 

must be costless, otherwise we would not say anything. On the other hand, 

we know that the inserstion of "dummy" elements such as do-support and 
resumptive pronouns must not be costless, since otherwise we would get 
obligatory do-support in declarative sentences. Thus we have the followi~~g 

principle: 

(185) Lexicd Insertion 

a. costlyinsertions: 

Dummy elements (do,.suppor t, resumy tive pronouns) 
b. cos tless insertions 

All other elements 

This principle can be made to follow from the fact thdt the insertion of 

a dummy element is an operation that is purely internal to the 

computatiol~al component of the grammar, and therefore is subject to 

economy considerations as are all such operations. 



Given this principle, if at a giver1 step in the derivntiol~ the two 

possible operations are the insertion of an instrumental prepcrsition, or the 

insertion of doubling yi ,  the preposition will be inserted. 

This accounts for the difference between (181) and (182), Now we lnust 
account for the difference between the two SVCs (183) a n  (184). I will leave 
this dilemma for chapter 3, where I will develop a full theory of SVC. 

There are many details which I am not addressing here. For exan~ple in 
Russian, in copular constructions, the predicate DP can appear with ei tlwr 
nominative or instrumental Case (with important differences in me ,~ i~ i l~g )  

(see Bailyn and Rubin 1991: 23). In Ewe, doubling yi never appears with the 

predicate DP in a copular construction. I will leave these i m p o r t a ~ ~ t  

differences for further work. 

2.10.2.2. Yoruba tri 

' 

Another morpheme that I will analyze as an assigner of default Case is 

the Yoruba preposition ~ i i ,  as described by Manfredi (1991), Gruber (1992), 
Oyelaran (1990), Madugu (1982), Rowlands (1969), Yusuf (1990). The ap yroach 

that I will take to analyzing this preposition comes closest to that of Yusuf 

(1 990) and Gruber (1992). 
Yoruba t i i  behaves in a way similar to both doubling y i  in Ewe, and 

Russian instrumental. Consider the following paradigm, which is analogous 
to the paradigms above: 

(186) a mon 00 n i  Qba 
we know you P King 
"We know you to be king" 

(Abraham 1958: 440) 

(187) Nigeria k~ Awol~wq ni aare 

Nigerians rejected P President 
"Nigerians rejected A w o l ~ w ~  as President" 

(Yusuf 1990) 



(188) 0 l u  mi ni k u r n ~  
he hit me P stick 

(Rowland 1969, pg. 85) 

(189) m o  ra (*ni) bata 
I bought P shoe 

"1 bought shoes" 

(190) nwgn fun mi ni ow0 

they gave me P money 

"They gave me money" 
(Rowlands 1969, pg. 85) 

This paradigm fgr the use of tzi in Yoruba bears much similarity to the 
paradigms for both Ewe and Russian. Examples (186-187) show that t i i  is used 

to assign Case to predicative expressions. Example (188) shows that r i i  can 
assign Case to instruments.43 Example (189), shows that t l i  cannot appear 
with an accusative direct object. These data already suggest that r i i  should be 

treated as a default Case assigner. 

We showed in Russian that instrumental can appear with a demoted 

agent in a passive. This is not possible to show in Yoruba, since there is no 

passive. In Ewe, we showed that yi can appear with a shared unaccusative 

object. This is not possible to show in Yoruba, since we shall see that r i i  never 
appears in SVCs in Yoruba for principled reasons. 

43 Not all instruments can be appear as the complement of t i i .  For 
exarnple in (iib) below the preposition kyelu "with" must be used instead. We 
have the following contrast (Gruber 1992: 162). See Manfredi (1991: 138) for an 
alternative. 

i. a. Bade fi ~b gun Tolu b. Bade gun Tolu n i  (?b 
Bade use knife stabbed Tolu Bade stabbed Tolu knife 
"Bade stabbed Tolu with a knife'' "Bade stabbed Tolu with a 

knife" 

ii. a. Dada fi i b ~ n  pa eye b. Dada pa eye, pqlu/*ni ibqn 
Dada use gun kill bird Data kill bird with/*ni gun 
"Data killed a bird with a gun" "Dada killed a bird with a gun" 



There is one case where an argument that does not appear to get 
structural Case, gets assigned Case by jli. Consider (190), here we see that the 
theme of the double object construction is the compleme~lt of rr i ,  This 
contrasts to (1891, where we see that the direct object cannot be the 
complement of rti. The fact that rli cannot appear on the direct object follows 
directly from the fact that ~ i i  is a Case assigner, and the direct object already 

has structural accusative Case. But this implies that in (190), the theme of the 

double object construction does not have accusative Case. 
Indeed on Larson's (1988: 352) analysis, the theme in a double object 

construction is demoted (just as the agent external ;trgument in a passive is): 
"the theta-role assigned to the subject of the VP (the direct object theta-role) 
undergoes demotion ... under Argumerrt Demotion this tlceta-role must be 

assinged to a V' adjunct." He then claims that the demoted theme receives 

inherent Case. Let us say that just as Russian has no prepositional by-phrase 
for the demoted agent in a passive, in Yoruba there is no inherent Case for 

the demoted theme in a double object construction. It  therefore receives 

default Case via the preposition ni. 
Yusuf (1990) has independently come to the same conclusion about rli, 

analyzing it as a default Case assigner. He gives the following characterization 

of the contexts where ni can appear in Yoruba: 

(191) Distribution of t i i  in Yoruba 

Where ni appears, there is an NP needing Case, either because i t  

adjacent to an intransitive verb ... or there is an NP already 

assigned Objective Case blocking the assignment of any other 
Cane from the verb ... 

We can modify this somewhat to bring i t  into line with o u r  

characterizations of Russian and Ewe: 

(192) Default Case in Yoruba 

Any DP in the minimal domain of the V can be assigned Case by 

default through the insertion of the preposition r r i ,  

There are three major differences between Yoruba ~ r i  and Ewe yi that I 
would like to consider here. The behave differently in SVC, with 



instrumental arguments, and with locative arguments. I will consider each 
difference in turn. 

As we saw above, one of the mdjor contexts in which yi is found in 
Ewe is in SVCs. Yet in Yoruba an isolated tli never appears at the end of a 
SVC (even where you would expect yi in Ewe) (from Rowland 1969, pg. 85): 

(193) a. o lu mi  ni kumg 

he hit me  P stick 

b. o fi kumoi lu mi  [(*ni) eci] 

he used stick hit me P 

In the first sentence, we see t i t  assignii~g Case to an inst~umentbl NP. 
Now if the main verb l u  (= hit) is made into the second verb in a SVC, then. 
k u m (= stick ) in (193b) will be coindexed with a nuli object that folloc 1s 114 (= 

hi t ) .  Yet it is not possible to have a ~ i i  appearing with this null object. This 

difference between Yoruba t t i  and Ewe yi is correlated to another very general 

difference between the two. 

Whereas it is possible for Ewe y i  to double empty elements of various 
sorts (A1-traces, shared objects). It is never possible for Yoruba ~ z i  to appear 
with any empty category. This is illustrated with A'-movement below: 

(194) nwon fun mi ni owo 

they gave me P money 

"They gave me money" 

(195) (*ni) owo ni  nwqn fun mi (*ni) 

K money foc they gave me P 
(Rowlands 1969, pg. 85) 

Sentence (195) shows that ni cannot stranded by A'-movement. This 

fact will be incorporated into the spell-out rules for P in Yoruba. Apparently, 

Yoruba has a condit i~n that r z i  must govern phonologicalky overt Allaterial, a 

natural condition for a Case assigner. 



Given this condition or] ~ t r ,  we can easily explai~l the fClcql thclt r i i  dazs 

not appear in the SVC in (193b). The object following lu rr l i  "hjt me" is r~ul l  

and rli cannot tdke a null constituent as a complement. 
The absence of ~ l i  in SVCs in Yoruba actually bears directly on a n  issue 

that was brsught u p  above with respect to the correct alralysis of cloubli~lg 111 
in SVCs in Ewe. In section 2.8.2., 1 mentioned Chat there are two possibilities 
for the analysis of doubling yi .  In one analysis y i  doubles the ec that is 

involved in a r g u m e n ~  sharing (the VP doubling analysis). In the o t l~e r  

analysis, yi doubles the VP predicate (the predicate doubl i~ lg  c~ni~lys is ) ,  1 
rejected the latter analysis, since it seemed i ~ ~ c o m p ~ t i b l e  with the f ~ t  tllci t 

cutside SVCs, yi only appeared with DPs (see section 2.5.). We h'lve very 

strong confirmation of this co~~clus ion  in the Yoruba facts. Corlsider the 
following Yoruba (a) and Ewe (b) SVCs (Akin Akinlabi, p.c,): 

(1%) a. 0 m u  iwe (*ni) wa (*ni)  (Yoruba) 
h e  take book P come P 

"He brought the book" 

b. e t s ~  ga va yi 1 w 1 (Ewe) 

h e  took money come 5) 

(197) a. Olu le qmo naa (*nil wa ile ("ni) 

Olu drove child tht? P c o n ~ e  home P 
"Olu drove the child home" (Yoruba) 

b. m e  k p h  A m a y i  Lome let i (yi)] 

I led Ama go Lome D 
"I led Ama to Lome" (Ewe) 

(198) a, Olu fi Q (*ni) gun  qba ("ni) (Yoruba) 

Olu use knife P stab chief 
"The thief stabbed the chief with a knife" 

b. Kofi t s ~  ati-ei f o Yao lec i (yi)] (Ewe) 

KO; took stick-def hi t  Yao D 
"Kofi took a stick and hit Yao with ;I" 



Suppose that boCh Ewe yi and Yoruba r r i  were ~llarkers of p r e d i ~ ~ ~ t i o l ~  
(at least in some uses). If Ewe y i  in the (b) examples were doublii~t; the seco~ld 
VP in the SVC, then this should also be possible for Yoruba rri, in the (a) 
examples. Since these are not possible, I cor~clude that Yoruba r i i  does not 

signal predication, but is rather a Case assigner. Since Yoruba rri  cal.rnot be 
analyzed as a marker of secondary predication, there is I I ~  rensoll wily Ewe ~ / i ,  

should have this analysis eit!.rcl, in particular in SVCs. 
There is one last large difference between Yoruba rli '~nd Ewe yi, Yoruba 

r l i  can appear on a wide range of temporal and locative DI's, wl~icll is not 
possible with Ewe yi. This is illustrated below: 

(199) a. m o  ri-i ni ana 
I saw-him P yesterday 

(Rowlands 1969: 85) 

b. n ~ e  yi Lome nyi tss (*yi) (Ewe) 

1 go Lome yesterday D 

"I went to Lome yesterday" 

Without giving a full explanation, I would like to relate this difference 

between Yoruba ~ l i  and Ewe yi  to another difference. The complement of the 

locative verb le "to be" in Ewe cannot be doubled yi ,  whereas such a 
complement must appear with ~ r i  in Yoruba, as illustrated below: 

(2CO) a. nwqn wa n i  Eko ( 1'Eko 1 (Yoruba) 

they are P Lagos 

"They are at Lagos" 

b. wc, le Lome (*yi) 
they are Lome 
"They are at Lome" 

In order to related this to the fdcts about temporal adverbs in (199). Let 
us suppose that in Yoruba, the temporal adverb is preceded by a covert 

version of the locative verb wn "to be", and in Ewe the temporal adverb is 



preceded by a covert version of the locative verb l e  "to be", This would 

analogize the sentences in (199) to the following Ewe sentence, wlwre the 
locative verb optionally appears before the temporal adverb. 

(201 e va (le) za-me 
he came be night-in 
"He came at night" 

(Westermann 1930: 105) 

Now, the difference in (199a,b) reduces to that of (200a,b) since in (199'1) 

the compleme~~t of the covert version of wa "to be" will be assigned Case by 

r l i ,  and in (199b) the complement of the covert version of l e  "to be" will not 

be doubled by yi. 

It should be remarked that the difference between locative verbs in  Ewe 

and Yoruba, illustrated in (200a,b) is probably related to another difference, 

The locative c o ~ ~ p l e m e n t  of most unaccusative verbs of motion cannot be 
doubled by yi in Ewe or be marked by any preposition. In Yoruba on the other 
hand, these complements are usual1y-l~ preceded by either r i i  or s i  

" tottowards": 

44 There are some u~laccusative verbs of n~otion that do  not take CI 

preposition in Yoruba, these include: 

i. Ojo re oja ii. Olu bQ oko 
Ojo go market Olu return farm 
"Ojo went to the market" "Olu returned from the 

farm" 
(Ogunbowale 1970: 88) 

Similarly in Ewe there is a sense of y i  "to go" which tdkes a locative 
preposition following it: 

i. e y i-E de Kpalime 
he go-hab toward Kpalime 
"he was going toward Kpalime (,.,when I saw him)" 

Thus what is crucial for our account is that the covert locative 
preposition in Yoruba foune in (199a,b) fall in that class of verbs that must 
have a preposition marking the complement. 



(202) a. o wa si ile-iwe 
he corr, to school 
"he came to the school" 

b. Kofi va suku (*yi) 
Kofi come school D 
"Kofi came to school" 

(203) a. m o  19 si oko 

I went to farm 
"I went to the farm" 

b. Kofi yi Lome (*yi) 
Kofi go Lome D 
"Kofi went to Lome" 

(Yoruba) 

(Ewe) 

(Yoruba) 

Therefore, we have related all major differences between the two  
languages as far as default Case assignment goes, to other differences hetween 
the languages. This aliows us to keep our optimal account of the distribution 
of Ewe yi and Yoruba ni. They are both just assigners of default Case, 

2.10.2.3. English Post-Nominal of 

We have so far examined systems ot default Case that occur in the 
minimal domain of the verb. It might be that the Case assigner of should also 
be analyzed as an assigner of default Case. Under this analysis its distribution 
would be roughly as follows: 

(204) Default Case in English NPs 
Any Dl? in the minimal domain of the [+N] can be assigned Case 
by default through the insertion of the dummy preposition of. 



'This account of explains two general facts. First, of does not seem to !-e 
linked to any specific tl1eta-~roles.45 Second, of canr~ot be used outside of the 

minimal domain of N: 

(205) *the belief [ rp  of John to be nice] 

Since we have seen that a general constraint 011 default Case is that i t  

take place within the minimal domain of a lexical head, and lohrr in not in 
the minimal domain of belief in (205), i t  follows that Johti canx~ot be assigned 
default Case. 

It may be asked whether English has a default Case system i n  the 
minimal domain of V as well, such as Ewe, Yoruba or Russian, This would 
allow us to explain how the DP predicate gets Case in the following example: 

(206) I consider John a nice person 

The minimal assumption would be that there is default Case in 
English. We will see some consequences of this in the next section. 

2.10.3. Some General Remarks on Default Case 

I would like to conclude this chapter with a number of general remarks 
on the nature of default Case. First, there are some natural reasons for 
treating default Case as kind of a structural Case. First, default Case is not 
linked to any theta-role assignment, unlike inherent Case in general, Second, 
default Case seems to compete with structural Case. In other words, default 
case  never appears on a DP that is assigned structural Case. This is not true 
for the morphological quirky cases of Icelandic. 

The theory of structural Case has been applied to a number of 
paradigms. We may ask if the introduction of default Case into the system 
allows the overgeration of sentences that contain DPs that should not pass the 
Case Filter. Let us first make the assumption that English possesses a system 

45 The fact that of cannot in general go with goals as in *the e~rtrmtce of 
the room and *the letter of Mnry must now be analyzed in some other way. 
Perhaps these involve incorporation of a null dative preposition, which is 
not allowed in nominalizations. 



of default case in the minimal domaill of V, Give11 this assumption consider 

the following examples: 

(207) *it arrived a man 

(208) a. a man was told that John left 
b. *it was told a man that John left 

If there is default Case, then (207) should be acceptable. The Dl' rl r r r r r r l  

cannot receive Case, since i t  cannot replace the expletive it irt LF ( i t  is a 
clausal expletive in English). But that should not pose a problem, since rl 

mat1 can receive Default Case by hypothesis. The problem is that it will not 

be replaced by anything a LF, and therefore it will be uninterpretable. 
We can recreate the problem with (207) by introducing a verb with both 

a DP and a CP complement, as is shown in (208). The example in (2084 shows 
that tell can be passivized. Yet i t  is not possible to form an impersonal 

passive, with the subject being the expletive it. This sentence should be  

acceptable, since a rnarl would receive default Case and the expletive it would 
be replaced by the CP complement at LF. Thus i t  appears that the introductiol~ 

of default Case into the grammar has had an undesirable consequence. How 

can we explain the unacceptability of (208), if there is default Case in English. 
The first thing to note is that tell is a ditranstive verb, Therefore i t  has 

two structural Cases to assign. If tell is passivized, then one of those Cases will 
be absorbed. Therefore, it might still be thought that (208b) should be 

acceptable. The CP raises to adjoin to it at LF, and the T.)P (1 rtlnll gets the 

structural Case assigned by t e l l .  The pl.ollt?n~ is that the movements 

necessary to move a mat1 to Spec ACRo, and to move CP to adjoin to i t  at LF, 
will necessarily violate relativized minimality, as can easily be verified, 

In fact, it seems hard to create any example where default Case alldws 

overgeneration. We may conclude t h ~ t  the introduction of the 11otir3n uf 
default Case into the grammar does not change any previous explanation of 
various Case related phenomena, and allows a comparative treatment of Ewe 

yi, Yoruba ni, Russian instrc,nental and English of, 



2.11, Conclusion 

In this chapter I have ~ n a l y z e d  in depth the distributior~ of the 

determiner yi in Ewe. The analysis has shed light on the theory of Case, verb 
serialization, and various other aspects of Ewe grammar. In the next chapter 

we will use the facts ascertained in this chapter to give a full theory of verb 
serialization. 



Chapter 3 

Empty Categories and Serial Verb Constructions 

3.1. Introduction 

The goal of this chapter is to account for the syntactic behavior of Serial 
Verb Constructions (SVCs) in Ewe and to set them apart from other types of 

VP sequencing constructions. The two main syntactic features that I would 

like to explain are the distribution of doubling yi, and the distribution of the 
future marker. 

The kind of theory of these phenomena that I will give resembles 

most closely Baker's (1989) account, although several major revisions have to 
be made to handle the Ewe data. In addition, I will try to assimilate a large 

portion of the data to standard reqults concerning argument structure in 

English (e.g., constraints on resultative predicates). 

3.2. Preliminary Issues 

3.2.1. Range of Constructions 

Recall the definition of SVC Serinl Verb Co,istructiorz given in chapter 

2, section 2.8.): 

(1) Definition of SVC 
A serial verb construction is a succession of verbs and their 
complements (if any) with o11c subject and one tense value that 
are not separated by any overt marker of coordination or 

subordination. 

As I pointed out in chapter 2, this definition is not meant to suffice as a 

theoretical definition, rather it serves to delimit the data, Its use lies in the 

fact that it correlates with another major generalization about SVCs that we 
will see below. Consider the following examples in light of this definition: 



(2) e xle-e ae anyigba 
he threw-it to ground 
"he threw i t  to the ground" 

(3) me f o  kaaegbe 

I 11i t lamp break 

"I hit the lamp and broke it" 

(4) me f o kadegbe gba (yeme ) tsinuni 

I hit lamp break its glass 
"I hit the lamp and broke its glass" 

All of the examples would appear to be SVCs according to the 
definition in (I), but in fact I would like to claim that only (3) counts as a true 
SVC. First, in (2) although I have glossed rje' as "to", it might be claimed that 

it  is actually a slight phonological deformation of the verb (jd "arrive". It is 

however more likely that cje anyigba "to the ground" is a PP than a VP, since 

it behaves like a PP phonologically in the A913 dialect of Ewe studied by 

Clements (1978: 75). In general, for any given language, it is necessary to 
distinguish the class of PPs from true VPs in SVCs, since they behave 
differently syntactically and phonologically. This point has been made by 
Ansre (1966)) Dechaine (1988: 45), and Lefebvre (1990). I will return to this 

point shortly. 
Now consider the sentences (3,4). Although these sentences are similar 

in meaning, they behave quite differently syntactically. This difference 

becomes very clear if we put the two sentences into the future: 

(5) m e  a f o  kaa~gbe ~,ba 

I fut hit lamp break 

(6) m e  a f o kadegbe a (yeme ) tsimini 

I fut hit lamp fut break its glass 

If (3) is put into the future, the future is marked only t tn the first verb. 

On the other hand, if the (4) is put into the future, the future must be marked 



on each verb separately.1 This indicates that (4) is really a sequence of 1's or 

Ins, and therefore not a single clause. To be concrete I will suppose that the 
structure of (6)  is something like the following: 

Therefore, only (3) counts as a SVC, since i t  only has one tense value 

for each of the two Vs.2 

In this chapter, I will exclude discussion of all PPY and clausal 
coordination. One of the major goals of this chapter is to show that once this 

limitation is imposed on the data, SVC exhibit some very striking 
regularities. 

3.2.2. LF Incorporation in SVCs 

Let us return to the difference between VPs in SVCs and PPs. We have 
noted that there are researchers that have found systematic differences 
between VPs in SVCs and PPs, and that this is a reason to exclude PPs from 
consideration in building a theory of SVCs. In this section, I will address the 

primary d~fference between VPs in SVCs and PPs cross-linguistically, I will 

1 Where it is not confusing, I will refer to the first verb that occurs in a 
SVC as V1 (e.g., f o  "hit" in (5)),-and the second verb as V2 (e.g., gba "break" in 
(5)). 
2 It is often remarked that SVCs have only one value for T, but there are 
only two places in the literature where this criterion is actually applied to the 
data systematically. These are Bole-Richard (1978: 40, 1983: 199) and Lewis 
(1989a, 1989b, 1991), both for Gen. Baker (1989: 547) notes that much of the 
SVC literature is obscured by the fact that "covert coordination" is not 
separated from SVCs. The future marking test eliminates most of this 
problem. 



show how this difference follows from postuldting that SVCs undergo 1.1: 
incorporation. 3 

The main difference between PPs and VPs in SVCls is thdt PPs can be 

extr'acted in several languages, but there is no case where (1 VP in a SVC ciln be 

extracted. I illustrated this from Sra1.1ar1 (Jansen, Koopman, and M u  y sken 
1978), Haitian (Dechaine 1988) and E'on (L.efebwe 1990): 

(8) a. *bay ki  moun Jam pran cilo 
give which person Jean take water 

b. ba ki moun l i  te pote liv sa 

bell which person 3sg PA carry book de11-i 

"for whom did he carry this book" 
(Dechaine 1988: 45, Haitian) 

(9) a. na nanga a nefi Koii koti a brede 
is with the knife Kofi cut the bread 
"it is with a knife that Kofi cut the bread" 

b. *na go na skoro a e tyari a pikin 

is go to school he asp carry the child 

"it is to school that he carried the child'' 
(Jansen, Koopman, Muysken 1978: 142) 

(10) a. K ~ k u  40 a s ~ n  na (Asibh) w (*Asiba) 
#sku is crab giving Asiba prt Asiba 

"Koku is giving a crab to Asiba" 

3 The idea that there is LF incorporation of Vs  in SVCs is originally due 
to Gruber (1990). G ~ u b e r  presents evidence from predicate cleft for LF 
incorporation. Collins and Gruber (1992) give evidence on the basis of 
"splitting verbs" for LF incorporation. Collins (1992) gives essentially the 
same formulation that is presented below. The data that I will present below 
for LF incorporation is substan tially different from Cruber's, but presented in 
the same spirit. 



b. K ~ k u  40 as3n na WE nu Asiba 
K3ku is crab giving prt for Asiba 

"Koku is giving a crab for Asiba" 
(1,efebvrc 1992: 17 for Fon) 

(11) b. K3ku clp hwe wa (sin axi-me) we (sin axi-me) 

K ~ k u  is house come from market. prt from market 

c Ksku 40 amn s yi axi WE (" yi axi ) 
K ~ k u  is crab take go market prt go market 

Cefebvre 1990:49,54 far Fon) 

The examples from Haitian dnd Srancu~ show that PPs but riot VPY CJII 

be fronted in a focus construction. The examples in (8) show h a t  in IClaitial~ 11 

bencfactive PP can be fronted, but the second \lP in a SVC cannot be. The 
example in (9) shows that in Sranan an instrumental PP can be fronted, hut 
not a directional VP in a SVC. 

The remaining examples deal with word order i n  the progressive in 

Fon. Example (10) shows that all of the arguments of a verb must ~>ccur to the 
left of the progressive particle zoc, but a bel-iefactive I T  can optionally be 

extraposed. Lastly, example (11) show that a directional PP meailinp, "l'ront 

market" can be optionally extraposed, but not a directional VP in a SVC. 
'Thus we have established the generalization that PPs but  not VPs c6iil 

be extracted in SVCs.4 I propose to capture this difference by postuldtinrg that 
verbs in a SVC undel-go LF incorporation, which I formulate below: 

4 
' 

There are some caveats to this data. First, in Haitian it seems that the 
the directional VPs in a SVC are reanalyzing as PPs, since they can be extracted 
in some environments (Dechaine 1988: 44). Also, there seems to be ano~her  
generalization in some languages that the object of a PI' cannot be extracted, 
whereas the object of a VP can. I do not have an exylarlation of this fact. 

This kind of fact is difficult to ascertain for Ewe, since the extractiljn of 
IJPs is for the most part unacceptable. This seerrls to be part of a wider 
generalization h a t  only nominal constituents can be fro11 ted in Ewe: 

i. *ku meni ( E )  e f o  Kofi ii. *le gane e kp3 Kofi 
with what foc you hit Kofi loc vv.here you saw Kofi 
"What did you hit Kofi with" "where did you see Kofi" 



(12) LF Incor~oration of SVCs 
At LF, V2 incorporates into V 1.5 

To see how this captures the facts, consider again (9b). If  VP2 has been 
fronted, then V2 will not be able to incorporate into V1 at  LF,6 The 

hypothesis that ?here is LF i~~corporation in SVCs will play a large role in our 
theory of SVCs. It should be noted that this type of explanation is quite 
general. Consider the following sentences from English: 

(13) a. "[John to be nice], I considered 
b. *How likely to be a storm was there 

c. ... and go the store, John "(did) 

All three of these sentences can be explained analogously to my 
explanation of the difference between VPs in a SVC and PPs. I11 (13a), Jol.111 

will not be able to raise to Spec AGRo at LF, since the Il? has been fronted. 1x1 
(13b), n storm will not be able to adjoin to there. Lastly, in (13c), the verb go 
will not be able to raise and check the N feature of T, so do-support is 

necessary. There are alternative accounts of the data in (13)) but none with the 
generality of the LF movement analysis just given. 

We must now ask how a condition such as the one in (12) can be 

derived. I will assume that every V must b* in the checking domain of Tense 

at LF, I give this requirement as follows: 

(14) V must be in the checking domain of T at LF 

5 This analysis of SVCs recalls Stowell's (1991) analysis of small clause 
restructuring. He claims that in small clauses of the form "I consider John 
foolish" foolish incsrpora tes into corrsider at LF. One motivation that Stowell 
gives for LF incorporation of a small clause head is close to mine. Me states 
that a predicate head must be governed by a referential head (e.g., Tense), 
6 This explanation crucially assumes that LF head movement precedes 
reconstruction. Ultimately this should follow from the interpretive nature of 
reconstruction. See Collins (1993) for a detailed discussion of the effects of 5- 
structure movement on LF movement. 



This requirement basically has the effect that V must t ~ ~ o v c  a n d  adjoin 

lo T at LF. In general, if a VP2 is embedded under another VP1, then V2 will 
have to adjoiii to V1 and the two together will have to move to T in order to 
satisfy (14).7 

3.2.3. Argume~~t Sharing and SVCs 

'The main empirical fact about SVCs (due to Dechaine (1986: 90), Foley 

and Van Valin (1985: 25, stated in terms of "core arguments") nnd Baker 

(1939)) is the following: 

(15) Argument Sharing - in SVCs 
In a Serial Verb Construction, \# 1 and V2 must share an in ter~~al  
argument. 

This is illustrated quite clearly in (5,6) above. When the direct object of 
the first verb is understood as the theme of the second verb, then only one 

future maker is used. When the direct object of the first verb is not 

understood to be an argument of the second verb, then the future must be 
marked twice. The primary goal of this chapter is to explain the correlation 
between the properties embodied in (1) and (15). 

It should be noted that there are a number of researchers that reject (15) 

as a valid generalization. In particular Lewis (1991: 5) claims "The object- 

sharing property is only relevant to a small subset of the many types of SVC, 

so it cannot serve as a general diagnostic." Dechaine (1993: 269) states the 

results obtained by Baker (1959) with argument sharing cdn be captured better 

with an event structure template. I will be showing throughout this chapter 
that argument sharing plays a crucial role in SVCs. 

7 This condition also has the effect that in sentences like "John would 
like an apple" like adjoins to would at LF explaining why mavement of the 
object to Spec AGRo is possible at LF over the subject. We must ask how 
condition (14) is satisfied ia the Case of VP fronting, I will, simply assume that 
in English and Romance that there is an intervenin~ functional projection (a 
type of infinitive) between the modals and V, and that V can raise to this 
node to satisfy (14). 



3.2.4. Outline 

In section 3.3. I will analyze in detail SVCs where the second verb is 
unaccusative. I will show that the syntactic characterization of these 

constructions is largely the same as that of resultative secondary predicates in 
English. This section serves as the foundation for the analysis of SVCs in the 
later sections. 

In section 3.4. I will briefly look at instrumental SVCs, and show how 

they fit into the theory developed in section 3.3. In section 3.5, I show haw the 

theory can be extended to direct object sharing, and that the general theory 

sheds light on the divibion of unaccusatives into two different classes 

discussed by Pesetsky (1992). Sections 3.6 and 3.7 show how our theory predicts 

certain types of complex argument sharing effects. In section 3.8, I give an 
account of the cross-linguistic variation that is found in SVCs, in terms of the 
level at which V2 incorporates into V1 (before S-Structure, before LF), 

3.3. V2 is Unaccusative 

3.3.1. Existence and Position of an Empty Category 

In this section, I will consider SVCs In which the second verb is 

unaccusative. The goal of this section is to give an analysis of these 
constructions that will be the basis for the analysis of the other SVCs. 

Consider the following sentences and partial underlying representations: 

(16) m e  nya devi-~i dzo [eci (yi)] 

I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

(17) Atsufe he kekevi-q dzo lec i (yi)l 
Atsufe pulled bike-def leave D 
"Atsufe pulled the bike away" 

(18) tsitsa YD mii va (suku) [ec i (yi)] 

teacher called us come (school) D 
"The teacher called us and we came (to school)" 



(19) Kofi 3 Yao zu adzanta let i (yi)) 

Kofi turn Yao become 1 ion D 
"Kofi turned Yao into a lion" 

Recall (chapter 2, section 8) our analysis of the presence of doubling yi 
in (16). devi -E "child" is the direct object of t tyn "chase" while nt the same 

time it is the understood unaccusative object of tlzo "leave", Given our 
analysis of yi as a determiner which doubles a DP (see chapter 2), the question 
is what yi doubles in a SVC. Note that the direct object of V1 is understood as  
an argument of Vz. In order to structurally represent this, I will suppose that 
there is an empty category after V2 representing the shared argument. i t  is this 

empty category that yi  doubles.8 I propose that these examples should be 

assigned the following structure: 

8 Not all unaccusatives can easily be the V2 in a resultative SVC. The 
following resultative SVC seems to be accepted by some speakers and rejected 
by others: 

i. me  tutu Kofi dze anyi 
1 pushed Kofi fell ground 
"I pushed Kofi down" 

In Gen the sentence is also marginally acceptable ( I ~ w i s  1989: 16,) I 
have no explanation for the status of this example. See section 3.5 for another 
class of unaccusatives that cannot appear as V2 in a resultative SVC. 

Similarly, consider the following sentence: 

ii, m e  f o  Kofi *(wo) k u  
I hit Kofi he died 
"I hit Kofi dead" 

The verb k u  "die" cannot be directly predicated of Kofi, rather the 
overlapping clause construction must be used, See Campbell (1992) for an 
explanation of this fact. Alternatively, i f  may be that ktc "die" is n o t  
unaccusative in this language, see Rosen (1984: 61) for a discussion of the 
cross-linguistic variation of the set of unaccusative verbs, 



I V? VP2 

n 
N P  V ' 

I ,'-", 
the child{ V2 V Pa 

I 
chase N P  V ' 

I 
ecj 
/-'. 
v3 M) 

I 
leave 

One question that arises why is there9 an empty category in the VP3. To 
explain this, I will assume that a VP (and perhaps NP) cannot act as a 
predicate unless it is made into a predicate by the presence of an empty 
category that acts as a kind of "free variable." 10 Note that the local c- 
command condition on predication is satisfied here. 

There is an additional question of why VP3 in (20) has to be a predicate. 
In other words, why couldn't (16) mean "I chased the child, and as a result 
somebody went away." The representation underlying this reading would be 
something like the following: 

9 Since yi is optionally marked, it is not clear that the empty category is 
obligatory. I will assume that the empty category is obligatorily present on the 
grounds of simplicity. 
10 This use of the term "predicate" differs from that in traditional 
grammar. In the sentences "John went to Kpalime", Iohtz would be the 
subject, and g o  to K p l i m e  the predicate, In the kind of theory of lexiciil 
structure that I am talking about, to Kpalime is the predicate which forcee the 
presence of the subject of the VP headed by went, 

It is not clear if there is any additional sense in which Iohrt bears a 
"thema tic rela tion" to went. 



(22) me nya Qevi-~i ( ~ 1 ' 3  diso L ~ s ,  (yi)]] 
I chased child.-def leave 11 
"I chased the child away" 

In this representation the empty category in VI'3 is not coindexed with 
any argument in the sentence. On this interprelatiun the VP headed by riro 

"leave" is neither an argument of rlylt "chase" or a predicate of n~~ytlling. We 
can rule this out by appealing to the notion of F1 (Full I~~terpretat ior~) of 

Chomsky 1986, 1992. The legitimate LF objects on this view are argumcnt 

chains, head chains, modifier chains, and operator-variable pairs, VI'3 in (22) 
does not correspond to any of these, and tile structure therefore does not meet 
FI. 

Now let us consider how the principles of interpretation that were 
given in chapter one apply to the structure in (20), First, the NP in tl~c Spec of 
VM is licensed, since VP3 is a predicate. Second, the event denoted by V3 is 
the result of the event denoted by V2. Third, the NP in the Spec of VP1 is 
licenced by virtue of being a causer. Lastly, the event denoted by VP2 is the 
result of some other event (the denotation of the null verb V l ) .  Thus the 

interpretation of this kind of SVC pracedes in the same way as  the 
interpretation of resul tatives In English. 1 1 

A number of additional questions must be answered about the abave 
structure. First, why does the yi that doubles the empty category appear VP 
finally (as is made especially clear in exan~ples (18,19) where doubling y i  
appears after the complements)? Second, what i s  the nature of the empty 
category ec. Lastly, why is this kind of resultative possible in Ewe and not in 
English? This last question goes to the heart of SVC research. What is the 
property of a language that permits it to have SVCs or not? In other words, 
what accounts for the following facts: 

(21) a. I chased the child (away/*leave) 
b. Atsufe pulled the bike (away/*leave) 
c The teacher called us (to/*come to) the school 

11 It might ~ l s o  be pointed out that the subject of VP3 must be licensed by 
the presence of covert predicative M) which is the complement of dzo 
"leave". I will assume that this XP denotes an understood source. 



d. Kofi turned Yao (into/*become) a lion 

I will delay answering this question until section 3.8. 
To answer the question of why yi has to be phrase final, we simply 

assume that the ecj is extraposed in this case to the end of VP, a s  illustrated 
below: 12 

leave leave 

Given this rule it is clear that the empty category, and therefore the y i 
that doubles it will always appear to the right of the V'. 1 will leave i t  for 
further research as to why this rule takes place. 

Note that the distribution of the yi-phrase is not unlike the distribution 

of the by-phrase in a passive in English (see chapter 2 for more evidence for 
this assertion from the distribution of Russian instrumental Case). Suppose 
that we give the by-phrase an analysis in English where i t  fills the Spec of VP 
in a passive sentence (following Watanabe 1993), as in the following partial 
representation of one step in the derivation of the sentence Bill zu(ts killed by 

by John V NP 
I I 

killed Bill 

12 An alternative approach to this would be to assume that Spec VP can 
appear to the right under certain circumstances. This would resemble the 
analysis of Spec VP given by Bures (1992) for English. 



If this is the correct representation of the passive. Then i t  follows t11'1t 

there must be some rule extraposing by johrr to the end of the VP, since that is 
where it appears (this is particularly clear in sentences like "money was given 
to the men by John"). 

3.5.2. Nature of the Empty Category 

As for the status of the empty category, there 'Ire four known 

possibilities: pro, PRO, A-t and A8-t.Ij It is easy to show that the ec cannot be 

A-t. I give a diagram if this type of analysis below (this kind of ai~nlysis 
resembles Campbell's (1989) analysis of resul tativr SVCs in .4ka11): 

(25) VP2 

/-', 
N P  V ' 

I /", 
the childi V v 1'3 

I 
chase 

/'-, 
NP V ' 

I 
t i  

A 
v XI' 

I 
leave 

In this diagram the theme argament of dzo "leave" is linked to &ui-e 

"child-def" by A-movement. But then then A-t should not be able to be 
doubled by yi, since yi checks Case, as we saw in the previous chapter when 
we analyzed A-movement in the verbal-noun constructions: 

(26) a. Kofi le nui  du [ti  (v)l 
Kofi is thing eating D 

13 I introduce the abbreviation A-t to mean NP-t, and A'-t to mean the 
trace of A'-movement, The abbreviations A-t and A'-t are more perspicuous, 
and less language particular than NP-t and wh-t. 



b Kofi, dzo [ti (Sill [dm]  
Kofi left D 

In (26a) yi is doubling the trace of A-movement in the progressive. In  
(26b), y i  is doubling the trace of A-movement with a11 unaccusa tive verb, 

Since the ec it\ a SVC can be doubled by yi, I conclude that i t  is not A-t. 
Let us suppose that the empty category is a A'-t. If i t  is A'-t i t  n~ust  be 

bound by an operator. There are two possibilities for the position of this 
operator. First the operator could occupy the Spec position of a covert CP: 

leave 

In this example the CP is acting as the resultative predicate VP3 in (20) 
(i.e., replace VP3 by CP in (20)). There are two problems with this analysis, 
First, there is no SVC language which I know of where any overt signs of Op, 
or CP show up in the resultative predicate. If this structure existed, i t  might be 

expected to surface in some language. Second, the above analysis makes the 
prediction that extraction from the embedded clause should be marginal or 
degraded in some way, This is illustrated in the next example: 



(28) gane Kofi nya Mana dm le 
where Kofi chased Mana leave from 
"where did Kofi chase Mana from" 

This sentence illustrates a resultative SVC where V2 !I&IS a source 1'1) 
argument. As is shown there is no problem with extraction from this 
position. If there were a Op in Spec CP, there might be expected to be a 
problem. This data is further supported by the behavior of extraction in the 

so-called overlapping clauses 

(29) Kofi nya Mana wo dm le suku xj iue  

Kofi chased Mana she leave from school roonl-in 
"Kofi chased Mana from the school room" 

This example is roughly synonymous with the SVC in (28)  above. I t  

differs only in the presence of a the nominative pronoun roo "she". In 
chapter 4 of this thesis we will argue that the presence of zoo "she" indicates 
the presence of a CP, filled by an operator meaning "then." Thus tl~e structure 
of this clause will be something like the following: 

Given this information we predict that extraction from the second 
clause should be marginal or degraded, since there is an operator occupying 
the Spec of CP: 

(31) ??gane Kofi nya Mana wo d m  le 
where Kofi chased Manai shei leave from 

There are other facts that indicate that the empty category following V2 
is not A'-bound by an operator in Spec CP. Consider the following paradigm 
illustrating the distribution of doubling yi: 



(32) me  nya aevi-ei ~ Z O  [eci (yi)l ldml  
I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

(33) me  nya 4evi-e woi d m  I ti (*yi)l ld~oel 

I chased child-def he left 
"I chased the child and he left" 

Sentence (32) illustrates that y i  can double the empty category in an 
SVC, but it cannot double the trace of A-movement to Spec IP, as (33) shows. 
If (32) involved a CP, then A'-movement of the operator to Spec CP would 
necessarily be preceded by A-movement to Spec IP to check wl~atever Case is 
assigned in this type of embedded clause. But if there is A-movement, the 
doubling yi should not be possible, since yi cannot double the trace of A- 
movement (as shown in chapter 2 for A-movement in the verbal-noun 
construction). 

This kind of evidence is extremely strong evidence for my claim that y i  

doubles the unaccusative object of V2 in example (32). If yi  dppears, the overt 
subject of V2 cannot. If the overt subject of V2 appears yi cannot. I t  appears 
that the two morphemes are mutually exclusive. 

One more set of facts argues against an analysis of resultative SVCs, 
involving operator movement to Spec CP.14 The sentence (34) with zoo "he" 
is roughly synonymous to (34) without wo "he". Consider the fo l lowi~~g 
binding data: 

(34) Kofii y;, Yaok (wok) va m e  x>me 

Kofi called Yao he come his gen room-in 
"Kofi called Yao into his room" 

(35) Kofii p Yaok (*wok) va dokoei m e  x r m e  

Kofi called Yao he come himself gen room-in 
"Kofi called Yao into his own room" 

14 The reflexive e d o b e  "himself" in Ewe has approximately the same 
distribution as  that of English, except the Ewe reflexive can appear in a 
genitive case marked position, as the example in (35) shows. See Essegbe 
(1993) for more on reflexivization in Ewe. 
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In (34) we see that the pronoun y q  "his" can refer to the subject of the 
verb y~ "call." If we replace this with a reflexive pronoun, then binding is 

only possible if the intervening subject roo "he" is not present.15 We can 
describe these facts simply by saying that there is no long-diutdnce 
reflexivization in Ewe, and that when zuo "he" is present i t  indicates that the 
sentence involves a structure like (30) above. This has the irnplicatio~~ that 
when .cue "he" is not present, the structure involves no such extra CI3, 

There is another operator movement analysis of resultative SVCs that 
might be taken to avoid some of these problems. Suppose that instead of the 
operator moving to Spec CP it  moves to an adjoined positio~~, as indicated in 
the following diagram: 

leave 

The problem with this is that Browning (1987) has argued that empty 
operators must occupy Spec CP (See pg. 75. She eventually adopts a different 
principle, but the Spec CP constraint still holds as a descriptive 
generalization)16, She gives the following condition: 

(37) An empty category is an operator only if it is in the Spec of CP 

15 No condition B violation is expected in (34) if wo "he" is not present, 
since YE "his" is a genitive pronoun. 
l6 We might assume that empty operators have a feature that can only be 
checked in the Spec of 8, or that there is a general interpretive principal that 
requires that operators have clausal scope. 

Whether (37) is true for all operators depends on the status of 
scrambling, which in some langauges is A'-movement. 



It  is clear that the represcntatian in (36) does not satisfy this principle, 
In addition, this representation does not obviously predict that extraction 
from the second VP in a SVC should be acceptable. Consider again the data in 
(28). Extraction of an A'-element would still cross the adjoined operator, 

which should at least give rise to a mild relativized minimality violation, 

which it does not. 
Thus we have seen a number of arguments against an  analysis where 

the empty category in SVCs is A'-bound. We will colne across other 
arguments against the operator movement a~~alys i s  ill dealing with SVCs 
where V2 is ditransi tive. 

So far we have excluded A-t and A'-t as the empty category foui~d in a 

SVC. This leaves us with PRO and pro. There is some evidence that the ec 
involved is pro. We will see the ec involved in SVCs can be assigned 

structural Case in a SVC (either by doubling y i ,  or by the verb). Since PRO has 

as one of its defining characteristics that i t  receives no Case or that i t  receives 
"null" Case from some minimal inflectional head (e,g., to or - i r ig ) ,  i t  cannot 
be that the ec in a SVC is PRO (see Chomsky and Lasnik (1992) for a discussion 

of the issue of Case assignment to PRO). 
I will assume that the presence of this empty category turns the 

constituent it is part of into a predicate, that has all the standard conditions on 

predication associated with it (e.g., local c-command, see chapter 1 of this 

thesis for a discussion). This is analogous to the way in which an operator 

turns a CP into a predicate in relative clause constructions, purpose clause 
constructions, and complex adjectival constructions, the only difference is 
that in the case of the VP resultative expressions there has been no A'- 

movement. Here is the analogy: 

In fact Browning (1987: 125) analyzes null operators in general as 

occurrences of pro, so that the only difference between left and right hand 



representations above is that one involves movement to Spec (21' c l ~ ~ d  the 

other does not. 

3.3.3. Spec VP and the Empty Category 

We will make one more assumption concernil~g the pro that appears 
in SVCs, that it must appear in the Spec of VP. I illustrate this below: 

(39) m e  nya devi-ei dzo h i  (yi)] 
I chased child-def leave D 
"I chased the child away" 

the childi V2 VP3 

leave 

In other words, the pro that converts VP3 into a predicate cannot be 
somewhere in the lower XP, This should follow from the fact that there is no 
operator movement involved in the formation of the predicative VP. I have 
no explanation for this fact in the present draft, 

We will use this restriction in discussing argument sharing in with 
ditransitive verbs (section 3.5.4) and in discussing adjuncts (section 3.4)" 



3.3.4. Direct Object Restriction 

One piece of evidence for the analysis given above, is that the 
resultative VPs in Ewe behave in certain crucial respects like resultative 
predicates in English. Simpson (1983) proposed the following ge~~eralization 
governing distribution of resultative predicates: 

(41) Direct Object Restriction (DOR) 

"The controller of a resultative attribute must be an OBJECT, whether 

that OBJECT is a surface OBJECT, as in transitive verbs, or an 

underlying OBJECT, as in passives and intransitive verbs of the 

unaccusative class, or whether the OBJECT is a fake reflexive, as in 
intransitive verbs of the unergative class." 
(Simpson 1983: 142). 

It is possible to show that this generalization holds of SVC resultatives 
as well, although the data is obscured by the presence of IP, or I' coordination, 

which we discussed in section 3.2.1. Consider the following paradigm: 

(42) ekpe f o kspo yi xsme 

rack hit cup go room-in' 
a. "a rock hit a cup into the room", or 
b. "a rock hit a cup, and then went into the room" 

This sentence is ambiguous. It can entail that either the rock or the cup 

entered the room. Therefore this seems to be a kind of counter-example to the 

DOR since if we call the VP headed by yi  "go" a resultative, then i t  would 

follow that it could be predicated either of the subject or the object. The 
ambiguity of (42) is deceptive. When we put the sentence into the future, it is 
disambiguated: 

(43) a. ekpe a f o  k ~ p o  yi xsme 

rock fut hit cup go room-in 

"a rock will hit a cup into the room" 



h ekpe a f o  k ~ p o  a yi x>me 

rock fut hit cup fut 80 room-in 

"a rock will hit a cup and then go into the room" 

These sentence illustrate that when the SVC is put into the future, two 
meanings are distinguished by how the future is marked. If  the future is 
marked one time 011 the first verb, then the resultative reading obtains (430), 
If on the other hand, the future is marked separately on each of the Vs, then a 

I' coordination reading obtains, as in (43b). 

The same fact is demonstrated by the distribution of doubling ~/i, 

consider the following data: 

(44) ekpe f o  k ~ p o  yi xslne yi 
rock hit  cup go room-in D 
a, "a rock hit a cup into the room" o r 
b. not: "a rock hit a cup, and then went into the room" 

The sentence above illustrates the fact that if doubling yi is present, 

then the only interpretation is that where the cup enters the room. The data 

in (44) reduces to that of (43). In the case where the rock enters the room, we 

have a 18/IP coordination structure, in which the subject of the second VP will 

be structurally Case marked. Therefore, doubling yi will not be possible. 
The central fact to explain is why (43a) is not ambiguous, wid1 one of 

its readings as  in (43b). Consider what the structure of (43a) would have to be 

if it had the reading of (43b), given in (45), 

In this structure, ekye "rock" is in a relation of local c-command to y i  
xs-tne "go into the room", which I take to be a condition on predication (see 

the introduction to the thesis for a discussion). The problem is that this 
structure does not seem to be acceptable, since if i t  were i t  would be possible 

to have one of its readings be that of (43b). 



hit NP 

80 room-in 

In order to rule this out, recall the hypothesis about SVCs presented in 
section 3.2.2. 

(46) LF Incor~oration of SVCs 
At LF, V2 incorporates into V1. 

This condition will prohibit the attachment site given in (45), since the 
verb in the resultative VP would have to move out of an adjoined position (I 
am using the definition of ECP essentially as given in Baker 1988, see pgs, 86 
and 160 for relevant discussion).l7 Thus :ve explain the DOR effect for SVCs 

17 The one class of exceptions to the DOR generalization in Ewe is the 
class of manner of manner of motion verbs followed by an unaccusative verb 
of motion, as in the following example: 

i. Kofi f u du  yi Lome 
Kofi beat course go Lome 
"Kofi ran to Lome" 

According to the theory that I have presented this sentence should only 
be good if du "course" goes to Lome, It seems rather that the phrase yi Lome 
"go to Lome" is predicated of the subject. This question might be related to 
the issue of how manner of motion verbs such as ruu and walk become 
unaccusa tive cross-linguistically if they take a directional PP as a complement. 



by a combination of the local c-con~mand conciitior~ on yredicatiou (see 

chapter I), and the fact that V2 must incorporate into V1 in  a SVC, 
We will see other evidence that SVCs involve I.): incorporation in 

sections 3.4., 3.5. We will also see that i n  a 1'111guage like 1l;bo the 
incorporation of V2 into V1 in resultative SVCs happens overtly. 

There is one technical problem that must be overcome if we wcl;\t to 
maintain an I-F incorporation analysis. Consider again the structure in  (40), 
The question is how ilzo "leave" can incorporate into 111/n "chase" at l.F, since 

the trace of d z o  lllea~e'l intervenes, 1 will assume that L.1: incorporntion 
proceeds via adjunction to the trace, so that V3 adjoins to V2 (which is n 

trace), which adjoins to V l .  The resulting complex moves and adjoins to T a t  

LF satisfying (14), the condition that V be in the checking domain of T a t  L.F. 1 8 

Note that I am assuming that there is some relation between V2 n11d 
VP3 in (40) that is strong enough to license ix~corporatio~~ out of VP3, This 

relation is consequence in the case of resultative SVCs. For SVCs in general 

(e.g., including instrumental SVCs) perhaps a more general rela tion of 
"implication" (Hale and Keyser 1993: 11) or perhaps just irnn~ediate temyoral 
succession suffices. This relation is the natural extension of L-marking 
defined in Chomsky (1986: 15). 

Data similar to those that I have just presented provides support for 
the DOR from Yoruba. These data were discussed by Baker (1989) to support 

his idea that verb serialization always needs argument sharing: 

(47) I lu  maalu ku 

Olu beat cow die 
a. "Olu beat the cow dead" 
b. "Olu beat the cow and then died" 

18 It has sometimes been proposed that there should be a constraint 
disallowing adjunction to &aces. It seems to me that the effects of this kind of 
constraint should be derivable from the strict cycle and economy of 
derivation. A constraint against adjunction to traces seems about as plausible 
as the Proper Binding Condition. 

The question arises as to whether the trace of riyo "chase" is needed in 
(40) for proper interpretation. This is not entirely clear under the rules of 
interpretation that I gave in chapter one, I will leave this question for further 
research, 



Baker (1989) gives a number of properties that distinguish thcs a c two 

readings (he does not however discuss the distribution of future 111n kers). 011 

face value (47b) constitutes a kind of counter-exanlplo to the DOR, since n 

resultative VP ku "die" is being predicated of the subject. Baker cites predicate 

cleft data that distinguish these two readings: 

(48) li-lu-ku ni Olu lu  n ~ a ~ l l u  ku  

nom-bea t-die that Olu beat cow die 
a. "Olu beat the cow dead" 

b. not: "Olu beat the cow and then died" 

What this indicates, according to Baker, is that sentence (47), on the (b) 
reading is a covert coordination, which is why the two verbs cannot cleft nt 

the same time. Reinterpreting Baker's observations into our framework of 
assumptions, I claim that (47%) is actually a I'/IP coordination. 1') (Baker does 
not actually give an explanation for why predicate clefting cannot cleft both 

verbs in a covert coordination). 

Lastly, in Igbo we see the incorporation of V2 into V1 overtly. Co~lvider 

the data below (from Ihionu 1993, see Cruber 1992 for similar data): 

(49) Eze kwa-ra Ike da-a 

Eze push-asp Ike fall-? 

"Eze pushed Ike and then Eke fell" 

(50) Eze kwa-da-ra I ke 

Eze pushed-fall-asp Ike 

"Eke pushed Ike down" 

19 Gruber1992:144givesomeevidencethatseemstocontradicttheDOR. 
He notes that the following sentence is ambiguous in Yoruba: 

i. okuta @xi ogiri fo 
stone hit  wall break 
a. "the stone hit the wall and broke" 
b "the stone hit the wall and the wall broke" 

This pair seems very close to the pair given for Ewe in (42). Data in 
Gruber 1990 also seem to contradict the DOR. 



Resultative SVCs undergo compounding before S-Structure in  Igbo (I 
will come back to a classification of Igbo serial verbs). 111 (47), there 11ds been 

no compounding, this corresponds to (43b) in Ewe ~~bove ,  where there the 
future must be marked twice. On the other I~and, if the resultative VP is 
predicated of the object, then there is compounding. I will assume that the 

underlying structure of (50) is the following, loosely followii\g Ihionu (1492) 
(see Dechaine 1993 for a similar analysis): 

pushed N P  V ' 

fall 

In this structure, the VP3 is acting as a resultative predicate of lke .  111 
Igbo, as opposed to Ewe and Yoruba, there is incorporation of V3  into V2 
before SS. There is subsequent movement of the complex 1 ~ 2  V2 V3] to the 
head of V1. We will come back to the question of why V incorporation is 
obligatory before S-Structure in section 3 3 ,  (see Dechaine (1993) for an 

analysis of this fact). 

Given that resultative SVCs must incorporate at SStructure in Igbo, i t  

follows that (49) cannot be an instance of a resultative SVC. On the other 

hand, if (49) were an instance of I' coordination, we would not expect 

incorporation of V2 into V1 (at any level). 



Therefore with a few simple assumptions we have characterized '111 the 

m a j ~ r  properties of the resultative SVC in Ewe, 

3.3.5. Implications for Resultatives 

There are a number of other possible accounts of the data in (42-441, 1 
will deal with two: Hoekstra (1989) and Levin and Rappaport (1993). 1 will 
show how Hoekstra's (1989) analysis cannot handle the serialization data, ar~d 

that Levin and Rappaport's (1993) analysis is redundant. 

In the spirit of Hoekstra (1989), consider the representation that  
Hoekstra (1989) might have given for the structure in (42a) if he were dealing 
with resul ta tive SVCs: 

(52) VP1 

NP V' 

I 
rock 
A 

v sc (= VP) 

I 
hit 
A 
NP VP 

I 
CUP 
A 

V NP 

I I 
go room 

We can see that there is no empty category in this structure, and 
therefore it is predicted that y i  will not be able to appear, contrary to the fact. 

Therefore I reject this kind of analysis. 
Now consider how Levin and Rappaport (1993) would draw the 

distinction between (43a) and (43b). They explain the DOC on resultative 
predicates in the following way. First they note that arguments that are 
themes are expressed as the direct object:20 

20 It is not clear how this formulation will account for verbs such as  
"learn" where the subject undergoes the change of state in the eventuality 
denoted by the verb. 



(53) Direct Object Linking Rule 
An NP that refers to the entity which undergoes the c h d ~ ~ g e  of 
state in the eventuality denoted in the VP rnust be the direct 

object of the verb heading the VP. 
(Levin and Rappaport 1993: 45) 

Second they note that resultative XPs serve to specify the resultn~~t state 
of an argument which is brought about as the result of the action denoted in 

the verb phrase. 
From these two assumptions it follows that resultative XI'S will be 

predicated of underlying objects. If the resultative XP were predicated of the 
underlying subject, then the subject would have undergone a change of state 
which is the result of the action denoted by the VP. Now if the subject 
undergoes a change of state, i t  should have been projected as the direct object 
by the Direct Object Linking Rulc. 

The only problem with this explanation is that i t  is redundant. If am 

argument is subject to the Direct Object Linking Rule, then it must undergo a 

change of state. Now if an argument undergoes a change of state, then it is 
probably assodated with an implicit resultalive predicate (for example if a cup 
breaks, it ends up broken).21 But if this is true, then if we could explain the 
distribution of resultative predicates, we could have explained the Direct 

Object Linking Rule. 
Given these problems with other accounts of the DOR, especially as i t  

would apply to SVCs, we will adopt our own proposal that the DOR for SVCs 
is a result of the interplay of the fact that V2 must incorporate into V1 at LF, 
and' the local c-command condition on predication. 

Now if it is the case that the DOR for SVCs follows from the fact that 
V2 must incorporate into V1 at LF, then we may ask why we get the DOR 
with resultative predicates in English (which are not obviously VPs). 
Consider the representation in (54) (based on Hale and Keyser (1993)). 

This is the underlying form for "John stirred the gravy thin". In this 
sentence thirt is a resultative predicate, and as a resultative predicate is 

21 The later formulation of the linking rule that Levin and Rappaport 
(1993: 124) give makes the presence of an implicit resultative even clearer: 
"The NP that refers to the entity which undergoes the directed change 
denoted in the VP is the direct object of the verb heading the VP." 
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restricted to modify the object. In other words the sente~rce cannot nwtlrj that 

John became thin as  a result of stirring the gravy. Since AP is not a VP tlrere 

seems to be no reason for t h i t l  to incorporate into stir at LF, m i r r o r i ~ ~ g  the 

derivation that we have postulated for SVCs. Therefore 1 claim that the 
representation in (54) is not correct, the actual representation i s  in (55) below, 

where the AP t h i t i  is replaced by a VP headed by covert verb meaning 

John V1 VP2 

stirred thin 

John V V P ~  

I 
8rav)'i 
0", 
V2 VP3 

I 
stirred 
0", 
NP V ' 

I A 
pro, V 3  A][' 

I I 
(become) thin 



We might ask why the AP thitr in (55) cannot lnodify lohn.  I t  could 
but it would be interpreted as a depictive and not a resultative, This npproach 
to resultative predicates differs from that of Hale and Kryser (1992, 1993) in 

that they postulate no covert verb meaing "become" in their representations, 
Our approach still maintains the essential rules of interpretation of their 

approach given in chapter one. In other words, the NP grrrvy is licensed 
under predication by VP3, and the event which VP3 denotes is the result of 

the event that V2 denotes. 
If this is in fact the representation of a resultative construction in 

English, then in fact English is a kind of SVC language (at least for resultative 

SVCs). We now have the question of why the following sentence is not 

acceptable: "John stirred the gravy become thin." I will come back to this 
question in section 3.8, where I will suggest that the answer is that 

incorporation of SVCs in English happens before S-Structure, at the same 
level that such "conflation" structures as "John thinned the gravy" are 

formed. 

3.3.6. Object of V1 cannot be Agent of V2 

A very constraint that has been noted on SVCs is that it is not possible 

for the agent or experiencer role of V2 to be assigned to the object of V1. This 

is illustrated in the following examples, I give the examples as minimal pdirs 

with V2 unaccusative (without an agent or experiencer role to assign):22 

(56) a. Kofi t .3  Yao zu adzan ta 
Kofi turn Yao become lion 
"Kofi turned Yao into a lion" 

b. *Kofi t r ~  Yao kp3 dzidm 

Kofi turned Yao see joy 

"Kofi made Yao happy" 

22 Sentence (56b) is modeled on sentence (60) of da Cruz (1992). 
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(57) a. m e  t s ~  tsi zu a ha 
I took water become wine 

"I transformed water into wine" 

b. *me t s ~  K x u ~  ko n u /  du wo 

I took Kxur, laugh dance 

"I made Kosua laughldance" 

This fact is clearly the analogue of the fact that a ur~ergative, or 
transitive cannot be lexically causativized in English, 

Once again, facts about English argument structure and the perr~~issible 
combinations of SVC align. Let us make the following assumptions about the 
projection of agents: 

(58) Proiection of Aaents 
If NP is interpreted as agent of the event denoted by VP, then N1' 
must appear in the checking domain of the chain headeu by V.23 

Now consider the representation of (57%) after LF incorpora tion:LA,LS 

(59) me [v t s ~  -t KO ] K x u ~  tv n u  
I took +laugh Kxu2 thing 

Since V2 incorporates into V1 at LF, the agent of V2 K J S U J  has not 

been projected high enough in the tree to be in the checking domain of the 
chain headed by ko "laugh", and the structure is una~ce~table.26 Therefore 

23 We will complicate this rule in discussion instrumental SVCs in 
section 3.4 and object sharing by transitive verbs in section 3.5.1. 
24 Hale and Keyser (1993) actually say that the agentive subject appears 
outside of the VP, explaining why the causative of unergative verbs is not 
allowed in English. 
25 The examples in (57b) cannot be ruled out by the fact that V2 is 
transitive. The verbs of directed motion in (16-19) are all transitive as well, as 
shown by the fact that in the progressive their locative objects undergo A- 
movement (see chapter 2 of this thesis). 
26 In addition to SVCs and lexical verbs, there is a class of morphological 
cauiatives that do  not allow downstairs agents (Baker 1993, Travis 1993). Our 



the fact that transitives with agentive (or experiencer subjects) cannot 'lype'lr 
as the V2 in a SVC and be predicated of the object of V l  follows from our 

theory of SVCs involving LF incorporation. 

3.3.7. Double Unaccusatives 

We have seen that if V1 is transitive and V2 is unaccuucltive, then y i  

doubles an empty category that follows VP2. Now when V1 and 1'2 are both 

unaccusa tive, then yi cannot appear, as illustrated below: 

(60) a. Kofi tr3 Yao zu adzan ta k c  i (yi)] 
Kofi turn Yao become lion C) 

"Kofi turned Yao into a lion" 

b Yao trr, zu adzanta [ec i (*yi)l 
Yao turn become lion * D 
"Yao became a lion" 

(61) Kofi d m  yi Lome [ec i ('yi)] 
Kofi left go Lome 'D 
"Kofi went to Lome" 

Just for completeness, 1 include a few other examples of the double 
unaccusative type of SVC below. In all the examples the verbs are standard 

examples of unaccusative verbs. 

(62) eda si do do-me (56) Kofi sisi dzo 

snake fled enter hole-in Kofi fled left 

"the snake fled into the hole" "Kofi fled away" 

(64) wo a do  d m  yi asime 

they fut go-out leave go market 

"they will leave and go to the market" 

explanation of the unacceptability of (56b-5%) should directly carry over to 
these cases as well. I will leave this for further research. 
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(65) Kofi t r ~  yi Lome 

Kofi turned go Lome 
"Kofi returned to Lome" 

The question is what accounts for the minimal pair in (60), where ill 

one case yi appears and in the other i t  does not. We could suppose that tile 
reason that (60b) does not have a doubling y i  is that i t  is in fact a I1/IP 
coordination structure just like what we postulated for (33b). Recall in those 
structures as well doubling yi could not appear, as was illustrated in (44). This 
solution will not work since if we put double unaccusativas into the future, 
the future is only marked once, on the first verb, as illustrated below: 

(66) a. Kofi a tr3 Yao L U  adzanta 

Kofi fut turn Yao become lion 
"Kofi will turn Yao into a lion" 

b Yao a tr3 zu adzan ta 

Yao fut turn become lion 
"Yao will become a lion" 

(67) Kofi a dzo yi Lome 
Kofi fut left go Lome 
"Kofi will go to Lome" 

In all three sentences above, only one future marker is used to mark 
the future. This indicates that we are not dealing with I'/IP coordination, 
Given the structures postulated for resultative SVCs, i t  is not clear how to 
explain the data in (60b). Consider the underlying shucture:27 

27 Note that the unaccusative object of t r ~  "turn" is starting out in the 
Spec of VP, which seems to go against the unaccusative hypothesis, It could be 
that there is another VP above VP1 in the structure (68), that represents the 
implicit causer associated with the turning. 



turn NP V ' 

become lion 

In this structure, Yao starts VP internally, and must raise for Case to the 
Spec of IP. I will suggest that the the reason that y i  cannot appear in this 
structure is a kind of Case agreement effect. This is formulated in the 
following principle: 

(69) Case Agreement 

If NPi and pro, are related via predication, 
then if p rq  is doubled by yi, NPi must have its Case checked by 

a verb (as opposed to T). 

Recall that doubling yi only appeared in the domain of V, as we saw in 
chapter 2. What the condition in (69) does is to extend this condition to the 

pair [NPi, proi], which are related via predication. 

3.3.8. Double Unaccusatives and Gruber's Paradigm 

The account given above of argument sharing in double unaccusative 
verbs allows us to account for the following paradigm from Igbo (See Gruber 
199: 143, and Collins and Gruber 1992 for an alternative account): 



(70) okwute k y-wa-ra *(na) a j'qlq 

stone hi t-break-asp P wall 
" the stone hit the wall and broke" 

(71) okwute k u-wa-ra (%a) a j ' y l ~  

stone hi t-break-asp P wall 
"the stone hit the wall and the wall broke" 

The problem is to explain how the verb -zuiz- "break" in  (70) can be 
predicated of the subject. This would seem to violate the DOR. I would like to 
suggest that this is an example of a double unaccusative stiucture. In other 

words, k u -  "hit" in (70) is acting like an unaccusative verb, with the subject 

okwute "stone" being the D-Structure object. Thus we have the following 

partial structure: 

hi t  NP V ' 

break 

The PP Iza a j ' y l p  "loc wall", would be acting as an adjunct, specifying 

the location of the occurrence of the hit-breaking. On the other hand, ku- 
"hit" in (67) is acting as a transitive, and its structure is more like that of (40). 1 
given a partial representation below: 



I 
stone 

A 
v VP 

/"', 
NP V ' 

I A 
wall, V V P  

I 
hit 
A 
NP V ' 

I A 
eci V XP 

I 
break 

Since aj'y lg "wall" is an argument that will receive structurcl Case, i t  

is not possible for it to be the assigned Case by the locative preposition n12. 

3.4. Instrumental Argument Sharing 

In the previous section, we analyzed Ewe resultative predicates in 

detail, and found that they pattern analogously to resultative expressions in 
English. The goal of this section is to show how the analysis of resultatives in 
Ewe can be extended to "instrumental" SVCs in Ewe. 

(74) Kofi ts3 ati-e f Yao (yi) 
Kofi took stick-def hit Yao D 
"Kofi took the stick and hit Yao with it" 

(75) Kofi f o  Yao ('yi) 
Kofi hit Yao D 



Example (74) gives an  example of an instrume~~tnl SVC. 111 this LGIW the 

object of V1 is the instrument of the event denoted hy V2. We see that in  (74) 

a doubling yi can appear at the end of d ~ e  SVC. In gener'11, y i  cannot double '1 

direct object as (75) shows us. Therefore we conclude that there n ~ u s t  be an 
empty category in the structure that represents the fdct that the object of V1 is 

the instrument of V2. I illustrate this in the following e ~ ~ ~ m p l e s : ~ ~  

(76) Kofi ts3 ati-ei f o Yao [ec (yi)l 
Kofi took stick-def hit Yao D 
"Kofi took a stick and hit Yao with i t"  

(77) Mana qe takui bla la k c  (yi)] 
Mana removed scarf wrapped I~ead D 
"Mana took a scarf out and wrapped her head with i t "  

(78) e kle de-e 49 ami [ec , (yi)] 
he  plucked palm-nut-def prepared oil D 
"he plucked the palm nut and prepared oil from it"  

(79) Kofi dze ati-e kpa k p l ~  (ec I (yi)) 
Kofi sawed-down tree-def make table 

"Kofi sawed down the tree and made a table" 

(80) me  k p l ~  Ama yi Lome let i (yi)] 
I led Ama go Lome D 
"I led Ama to Lome" 

This type of SVC encompasses a wide range of relations, from pure 

instruments (76) to accompaniment type of expressions (80). If these exa~nples 

are put into the future, they take the single future form. This indicates that 

these forms should not be treated as It/IP conjunction: 

28 Examples (77-79) are perceived to be marginal, and are ameliorated in 
the verb k3 "take" is inserted between second verb and the object of the first 
verb, 



(81) Kofi a tsa ati-ei f o  Yao 
Kofi fu t  took stick-def hit Yao 

(82) Mana a ae takui bla ta 
Mana fut removed scarf wrapped head 

(83) e a kle de-e da alni 
h e  fut plucked palm-nut prepared oil 

(84) Kofi a dze ati-e kpa k p l ~  

Kofi fut sawed-down tree-def make table 

(85) me a kpla A m a y i  Lome 

I fut led A m a g o  Lome 

Given the doubling yi data, we can infer that there is an empty category 

somewhere in the structure. Given the future marking data we can infer that 
we are not dealing with some type of I'/IP coordination. Therefore, 1 propose 
the following structure for the instrumental SVCs: 

(86) V P l  

Kof i V 1  VP2 

take NP V ' 

hit Yao 



There are several points to make about this structure. First, since VI'3 is 

the complement of V2, i t  will be possible for V3  f o  "hit" to incorporate into 
V2 ts3  "take" at LF. Second, we may ask why the pro subject of VP3 ~nuvt be 
coindexed with nti-e "stick-def". If i t  were not, the VP3 headed by f o  "hit" 
would neither be an argument of t s ~  "take" nor a predicate of anytl~ing. We 

can rule this out by appealing to the notion of FI (Full Interpretation) of 
Chomsky 1986, 1992. The legitimate LF objects on this view are argument 
chains, head chains, modifier chains, and operator-variable pairs. V1'3 would 
not correspond to any of these, and the structure therefore would 11oi meet FI. 

Now let us consider how the principles of interpretation that were 
given in chapter one apply to the structure in (86). First, the N13 i11 the Spec of 
VP2 is licensed, since VP3 is a predicate. Second, the event denoted by V3 is 
the temporally follows the event denoted by V2 (i.e., the hitting follows the 
taking). Third, the NP in the Spec of VP1 is licensed by virtue of being n 

causer, since VP2 is not a predicate. Lastly, the event denoted by VP2 is the 
result of some other event (the denotation of the null verb V l ) .  Thus the 

interpretation of this kind of SVC procedes in the same way as  the 
interpretation of resultatives in English. 29 

Verbal incorporation in SVCs at LF will allow us to account for the 
following property of SVCs. Even though ati-e "stick-def" is the Spec of the 

lowest VP in (86), the agent of the verb f o  "hit" is still understood to be the 
NP in the Spcc of VP1. This is especially important in that some of the verbs 
that appear as the second verb in the SVC actually require the presence of an 
external argument. I illustrate this be1ow:Jo 

(87) ati-t: f o  Yao 

stick-def hit Yao 

29 It might asked how the subject of VP3 is licensed, since the object of f o  
"hit" does not seem to be predicate, In the approach adopted here, it must be 
the case that f o  "hit" acutally takes a PP "goal" complement with a covert 
preposition. This PP is the predicate that licenses the subject of VP3. 
30 The readings of (87-91) are non-causative. There are some speakers 
who find this data acceptable if not a little ~1:arginal. 



(88) *taku bl a t a 
scarf wrapped head 

(89) ede-e da arni atukpa deka na-m 

palm-nut prepared oil bottle one for-me 

(90) ati-E kpa k p l ~  deka na-m 

tree-def make table one for-me 

(91) Ama yi Lome 
Ama go Lome 

Examples (87) and (91) show that some verbs which appear in SVCs can 
appear without an agent. Example (88) shows that bla "wrap" cannot appear 
without an agent. Examples (89) and (90) can only be used without an agent 
under a specific interpretation. For example, in (89) means that the palm nuts 
in question were sufficient to produce one bottle of oil, Since this 
interpretation is somewhat different than that in (84), we can infer that in (84) 
the verb Lja "cook" is not agentless. 

To account for the fact that the second verb in a SVC can be used 
agentively, we will use the fact that LF incorporation takes place. In section 
3.3.6, we postulated the following rule for the projection of agents: 

(92) Proiection of Agents 
If NP is interpreted as agent of the event denoted by VP, then NP 
must appear in the checking domain of the chain headed by V, 

Consider again the representation in (86). At LF V 3  hit will raise to 
adjoin to take by first adjoining to V2 (the trace of take), Next the complex 1 ~ 2  

V3 V2 ] will adjoin to V1 forming [vl [v2 V3 V2 ] V1 1. Strictly speaking, in 
this derived configuration the subject Kofi will not be in the checking domain 
of V3 hit ,  nor the chain headed by V3 hit (see definitions in Chomsky 1993: 
17 concerning the derivational interpretation of checking domains), If we 
want to retain the formulation of subject projection in (921, we can do one of 
two things. First, we can say that adjunction to a trace is equivalent to 



substitution as far as head movement goes, so that when Ivz V3 V2 j c~.ljoir~s 
to V1 at LF, the resulting adjunction structure is ecluivaler~t to [vl V 3  V 1 1. 

The alternative is to loosen up the agent projection rule in the 

following way: if an NP is interpreted a s  agent of the event dexloted by VP, 
then the NP must appear in the checking domain of the c11air1 headed by V or 
V must be in the checking domain of another verb V* that takes NI' ils a n  

agent. Consider again the structure in (861, since V1 takes Kofi as an agent, 
and V 3  is in the checking domain of V1 at LF, then Kofi ca!l be u~~derstooci as 

the agent of V3. 
The mechanism of LF incorporation thus allows us to solve the 

problem of how the embedded verbs in an SVC can have as their external 

argument the subject of the sentence. This mechanism supplants the 

"percolation" mechanisms adopted by Baker (1989: 520, 1991: 87) and others. 
We might suppose in general that the syntactic percolation mecl~al~sims 
should be replaced by the more restrictive LF head movement. 

We will see in the discussion concerning SVCs with three verbs tlut 

the second solution to the problem of agent projection in instrumental SVCs 
is preferable. 

3.4.1. The Projection of ku "with" in SVCs 

Above I mentioned that instrumental SVCs encoinpass a wide range of 

relations. The only thing that seems to run through all these examples is that 
they can usually be paraphrased by an alternative sentence involving k u  

"with" (standard Ewe: kple). This is illustrated as follows: 

(93) Kofi f o Yao k u  ati-e 

Kofi hit Yao with stick-def 

"Kofi hit Yao with the stick" 

(94) Mana bla ta ku taku 
Mana wrapped head with scarf 
"Mana wrapped her head with a scarf" 



(95) e aa ami k u  de-E 

he prepared oil with palm-nut-def 
"he prepared oil with the palm nuts" 

(96) Kofi kpa kpl3 ku ati-e 

Kofi make table with tree-def 

"he made a table with the tree" 

(97) me  yi Lome k u  Ama 
I go Lome with Ama 

I already noted in chapter 2, Clements (1972: 215) proposed that 

doybling yi in examples like (76-80) and the phrase headed by k u  "with" in 
(93-97) have the same underlying source. in other words Clements is 

advocating a view whereby yi doubles the shared instrumental object in the 

examples in (76-80). 
In chapter 2 we discussed the difference between Russian and Ewe with 

respect to the assigning of Case to an instrumental argument. The basic point 

was that Ewe needed an instrumental preposition, k u  "with", I illustrate this 

below: 

(98) Kofi f o  Yao ku ati-e 

Kof i hit Yao with stick-def 

(99) *Kofi f o Yao ati-e (yi) 
Kofi hit Yao stick-def D 

, I claimed in chapter 2, there is a special preposition that is used for 

instrumental arguments. This preposition is used obligatorily in the tree, 

where i t  can be used for reasons of economy of derivation. This solution left 

the following data mysterious: 

(100) *Kofi t9s ati-~i 

Kofi took stick 
f o Yao ku proi 

hit Yao with 



(101) Kofi t s ~  ati-ei f o Yao I pro, (yi) ] 

Kofi took stick hit Yao I) 

Why can't the empty category in an instrun~ental SVC be the object of 
the preposition ku "with". This question is all the more mysterious since i t  is 
apparently possible to (marginally) extract away the complement of the 

preposition ku "with" (extraction of a comitative object seems to be preferred 

overall to extraction of an instrumental object): 

(102) ??tati xe me to fufu k u  
pestle which I pounded fufu with 
"the pestle that I pounded the fufu with" 

(103) ame xe me yi Sodo ku 

man which I went Sodo with 

"the man who I went to Sodo with" 

We are now in a position to answer this question. In the SVC in (100) 
the pro that we have postulated in SVCs to mediated argument sharing 
would be contained inside the PP headed by ku "with". This PP would then be 

a predicate, and not the VP f o  Yao "hit Yao". But then the VP f o  Yao "hit 
Yao" would have no interpretation. 

3.4.2. The Status of Instruments as Arguments 

The above analysis assumes that instruments are indeed arguments of 
the verb, since they are appearing in the Spec VP, a core A-position. There is 

some evidence from serialization which show that instruments are not  

necessarily arguments. Consider the following paradigm (first pointed out by 

Law and Veens tra (1 992)): 

(104) a. me  ts3 he tso la 

I took knife cut meat 

"I took a knife and cut meat" 



b. m e  ts3 la tso ku he 

I took mzat cut with knife 

"I took the meat and cut i t  with a knife"' 

Interestingly, both of these forms take the single future (see chapter 2 

for an analysis of the future particle -$be ): 

I a m  knife take fut cut meat 

"1 will take the knife and cut meat" 

b. me le la t s ~  gbe tso ku he 

1 a m  meat take fut cut with knife 
"I will take meat and cut it with the knife" 

Now the problem is that if instruments are projected as arguments of 
the V, then they should be projected in a unique position (although see 

Marantz (1992) for a different view), In order to explain why both patterns of 

argument sharing are possible (object of V1 is object of V2, and object of V1 is 
instrument of V2). I would like to claim that in (104a), the instrument is an 
argument and in (104b) it is an adjunct. Given this (104a) will be treated 
exactly as other types of instrument argument sharing, and (104b) will be 
treated as a case of direct object sharing (see section 5 below).jl 

3.5. Direct Object Argument Sharing 

3.5.1. V2 Undergoes CausativelInchoative Alternation 

In (16-19), I gave a list of SVCs for which V2 heads a resultative VP, 
There is another class of unaccusative verbs, which show a different behavior 

in SVCS. Consider the following examples: 

31 Baker (1989) gives evidence that instruments in instrumental 
applicatives in Bantu can either receive structural or inherent Case. Perhaps 
this ambiguity of Case marking in instrumental applicatives is related to tile 
two different structural representations of instrumentals that are needed to 
describe the SVCs facts. 



(106) ekpe f o  kspo gba (wuliwuli) 

rock hit cup break (into pieces) 
a. "a rock hit a cup and the cup broke" 
b. "a rock hit a cup and then broke" 

We might want to say that the ambiguity of this example results frorn 
the same factors as the ambiguity in (42) above, repeated below: 

(107) ekpe f o k3po yi xsme 

rock hit cup go room-in 

a. "a rock hit a cup into the room" 

b, "a rock hit a cup, and then went into the room" 

The problem with this analysis is that there is an important difference 

between (106) and (107). Whereas the reading (107a) can be used with 
doubling yi,  as we saw in (44), this is not possible with (106a1, as shown below; 

(108) + ekpe f o kspo gba (wuliwuli) yi 
rock hit cup break into-pieces D 

"a rock hit and broke a cup into pieces" 

The crucial difference between gba "break" and yi "go", is that the 
former but not the later participates in a causative/inchoative alternation. In 
other words we have the following contrast: 

(109) a, kspo gba k ~ p o  yi xsme 

cup break cup go room-in 
"a cup broke" "a cup went into the room" 

b. me  gba kspo * me yi k ~ p o  x3me 
I break cup I go cup room-in 

Similarly, none of the unaccusative verbs in (16-19) have transitive 

variants. We can see the same lack of doubling yi with other unaccusatives 



that undergo the causa tive/inchoative alternation. Consider the fullowi~~g 
verb: 

(110) a. me/eya 11 o a ti-e 

I/wind uproot tree-def 
"I/wind uprooted the tree" 

b. a ti-e h o  

tree-def uproot 
"the tree uprooted" 

c eya a f o  ati-e h o  (*-e/*yi) 

w i n d f u t  hit tree-def uproot D 
"wind will hit and uproot the tree" 

The sentences in (llOa,b) show that h o  "uproot" undergoes the 
causative/inchoative alternation. Because ho "uproot" is unaccusative, we 

might expect it to be followed by a doubling yi in a resultative SVC. The 

expectation is not born out. In other words, yi should be able to double the 

pro in the structure below: 

rock V ' 

VP2 

/'-', 
N P  V ' 

I /", 
'=UP v VP3 

I 
hit 
At 
NP V ' 

break 



To summarize, there is a class of unaccusatives that can be followed by 

yi when they are V2 in a SVC, and there is a class that cannot. The forrner 
include: 

(112) dzo "leave", va "come" zu "become", yi "go." 

The later class includes: 

(113) gbn "break," ho "uproot." 

Let us suppose that the Ewe unaccusc?tives that have transitive 
alternants are always causative, in their transitive or intransitive uses. In the 
intransitive version they have an additional argument which, following 
Pesetsky (1993), we will call the A-causer (Ambient Causer). An ambient- 

causer is a special kind of argument, resembling weather-it. Thus the 
argument structure of the causative/inchoative verbs in Ewe is actually: 

(114) a. inchoative gba "break" : (A-Causer, Theme) 
b causative gba (Causer, Theme) 

In romance, the A-causer argument of an unaccusative verb is spelled 
out as the reflexive clitic (e.g., "Pierre a ferm6 la porte" vs. "la porte s'est 

ferme") . In English the A-causer has no overt realization. If the verb 
undergoes causativiza tion, then the A-Causer argument is "removed." The 
important part of Pesetsky's analysis that I will retain here is that some 
unaccusative verbs have an "external argument." 

Pesetsky claims that the A-causer in the inchoative form of brenk 
absorbs the accusative Case associated with the verb, just as the passivize 
morpheme -en does in English (I will not detail how the A-causer absorbs the 
accusative Case of the verb here). 

Given these assumptions we can now explain the restrictions on the 
distribution of yi after unaccusative verbs in SVCs in Ewe, We have assumed 
that the verb undergoes incorporation at LF, thus the structure of (111) will be 
as follows at LF: 



rock V ' 

A A 
V V NP V' 

I l l  /", 
hit break cup V VP3 

t 
I A 

NP V ' 

I A 
proi V X P  

I 
t 

Now recall our rule of argument projection: 

(116) Projection of Agents 
If NP is interpreted as agent of the event denoted by VP, then NP 
must appear in the checking domain of the chain headed by V. 

If we interpret (116) as applying to the projection of causer argument in 
general, then in the representation (115), i t  must be the case that the causer of 

the event denoted by the VP headed by gba "break" is ekpe "rock", But then 
it follows that the causer cannot be the A-causer. But if the verb gba "break" i s  

not being understood as having an A-causer, i t  must be being used in its 
causative sense (114b). Therefore, it follows that gba "break" will have 
accusative Case to assign. Therefore the pro in representation (115) will be a 
Case marked pro. We saw above in chapter 3 that y i  cannot double a DP with 
accusative Case, as illustrated in the following examples: 

(117) Kofi f o Yao (+yi) 
Kofi hit Yao D 



From this it follows that i t  is not possible that yi appear after verbs such 

as gbn "break" that have causative forms, since as the second vcrb of a SVC 
these verbs will always be used in their causative versions. 3 1  

The paradigm i11 (106-108) provides a particularly striking example of 
how my assumptions of LF incorporation in SVCs and the existexwe of empty 
categories in SVCs combine to predict the complex dis t r ibut io~~ of the 
doubling yi following SVCs. 

It is instructive to analyze the list of verbs that Ansre (1966: 71, 235) 
gives as being followed by the "redundant complement" (our doubling yi) in  

standard Ewe. He gives the following 1ist:jj 

(118) a. b6 "be lost" f. tsa " w a ~ ~ d e r "  
b. 40 "arrive" 8 v6 "come" 

c dzo "depart" h .  yi 80" 
d. si "escape" i. 23 "walk" 

e. t6 "pass" 

It si~ould be noted that only two of these verbs have apparent causative 
counterparts in Ewe, do ''arrive'' and bu "be lost." The transitive version of 

do meaning "send" is used in the following kind of sentence: 

32 Lord (1974: 198) claims that there are "indeterminate" SVCs in Yoruba, 
such as the following: 

i. Fqmi fa ilqkun naa gi 
Femi pull door the open 
"Femi pulled the door open" 

ii. a. Fqmi gi ilgkun naa b, ilqkun naa gi 
Ferni open door the door the open 

In principle the second verb in (i) could be transitive (as in (iia)), with 
direct object sharing. Alternatively, it could be intransitive (as in (iib)). I am 
claiming that in Ewe there are no "indeterminate" SVCs, 

33 He left out the following verbs: zu "become", g b ~  "return", do "exit". I 
assume that Ansre is implicitly excluding the instrumental (comi ta tive, 
accompaniement) class of SVCs, which would also be followed by a doubling 
yi, 



(119) m e  40 ga 4e Kofi 
I sent money loc Kofi 

This is not the same as the causativizatior~ of cjo "arrive", For example, 

(119) does not imply that the money actually reached Kofi: 

(120) ..., vo me tu-i o 
,.., but i t-neg reach-him prt 

The verb bu "be lost" would constitute a genuine counter example to 
my analysis of the class of unaccusative verbs which C ~ I I  be followed by 

doubling y i  in standard Ewe. One possible explanation of titis counter- 

example is that Ansre did not control for whether or not he was dealing wid1 
I' conjunction. The informants that I have asked d o  not like the form with 
doubling yi following: 

(121) Kofi t s ~  ga la bu (*yi) [bui] 

Kofi took money def lost D 
"Kofi lost the money" 

Perhaps, Ansre was really dealing with a non-SVC, which had the 

following analysis: 

, (122) Kofi [[I ts3 ga-la I [ i t  bu-i 1 
Kof i took money-def lost-i t 
"Kofi took the money and lost it" 

Since there is no overwhelming evidence to the contrary, I will assume 
that there are no counter-examples to my hypothesis. 

3.5.3. Other Examples of V2 Transitive 

We can extend the analysis in the previous section to other caws where 
V2 is transitive. In these cases as well V2 represents a kind of subsequent 
action. Here are some examples: 



(123) a. Kofi a f o  Ama IV u 
Kofi fut hit Ama kill 

"Kofi will strike Ama dead" 

b *Kofi f o  Ama ku 
Kofi hit Ama die 
"Kofi hit Ama dead" 

(124) a. Kofi n o  aha m u  
Kofi drank drink got-drunk 
"Kofi drank till he got drunk" 

b Kofi m u  (aha) 
Kofi got-drunk drink 

(125) e ka akple mi  
h e  break-off dumpling swallow 
"he took some dumpling and swallowed it" 

(126) wo da fufu du  

they cooked fufu eat 
"They cooked fufu and ate it" 

In these examples the V2 ranges from being a result of V1, as in  
(123,124), to just being close temporal succession, both relations that fall under 
the rules of interpretation that I gave in chapter 1. I propose that despite this 
meaning range, all the examples should essentially be analyzed as in (115) 
above. 

Long-distance direct object sharing is never possible: 

(127) *me wl3 ga la gbla be Kofi bu 

I hid money def said that Kofi lost 
"I hid the money and said that bfi lost it" 



In this sentence V1 is to!., "hide", V2 is g01.7 "say", ( r ~ ~ d  the shared object 

is "money". if the gap after the verb bu "lose" was the trace of '11z empty 

operator, there is no reason why the shared object could not be a11 unbouz~drd 
distance away. Since this is not possible, I conclude that there is 110 oper'ltor 
moven~en t in SVCs. 

3.5.2 Mon? Evidence for Object Sharing as Predication 

There are additional pieces of evidence for object sharing as a kind of 

predication. First, if object sharing is predication, then i t  sl~ould obey the 

mutual local c-command condition on predication. We can see this to be true 

with the following example: 

(128) BEqi (dm) dze k ~ p o  dzi *(wo) g h  

Betty jump fell cup o n  it break 

"Betty (jumped and ) fell on the cup and i t  broke"' 

In this example, it is the cup that broke. We see that cup cannot be 
understood directly as the object of break. Since k;yo r izi  is a postpositional 

phrase, "cup" does not c-command pro. Therefore, predication is not possible. 
In order to express the intended sense, a subject pronoun wo must be used. 

Another piece of evidence that supports our general theory of object 

sharing as a kind of predication is that sentences with meaning similar to 

these resultatives, but without object sharing, have significantly different 

syntactic behaviour. Consider the following data: 

(129) me a f o kaaegbe gba 

I fut hit lamp break 
"I will hit the lamp and break it" 

(130) m e  a f o kaaegbe *(a) gba (yeme ) tsinlini 

I fut hit lamp fut break its glass 

"I will hit the lamp and break its glass" 

The data above show that if there is no argument sharing in the ,sense 

of coindexation with a pro in the second VP, then the structure has to be a 



I' /IP coordination (as indicated by repetition of the future). This cledr 1 y 
indicates that argument sharing is not some sema~ltic effect of l~aving 

coreference between some argument contained in both VPs, rather there is a 
principle of predication at work. 

Another example showing the same point is the followi~~g: 

(131) m-a cia n u  4u 

I-fut cooked thing ate 
"I will cook something and eat it" 

(132) m-a qu n u  *(a) n o  tsi 

I-fut ate thing fut drank water 

"I will eat something and drink water" 

In the example in (131), the object of cju "eat" is understood to be the 
same as the object of da I'cook", and we see that the future is marked only 

once. On the other hand, in exampie (132) no argument of rlo "drink" is 
understood as the same as an argument of d u  "eat" and the future must be 

marked twice. 

3.5.4. V2 is Ditransitive 

Dechaine (1988) and Baker (1989) note that when V 2  is ditransitive i t  
appears that the only possibility for argument sharing is that the theme/direct 

object of V2 be the shared object. This is illustrated below: 

(133) *e t u / p  kofi ne ga 
he met/called kofi give money 

"He met/called Kofi and gave him money" 

(134) e ts2 ga ne kofi 
he  took money give kofi 

"He took money and gave it to Kofi" 



These examples show that the goal of the V2 cannot be shared, but th'lt 

the theme of the V2 can be shared. The meaning of (133) car] be expressed 

with a I1/IP coordination, if a pronoun is used:34 

(135) me y3 kofii na ga yii 
I called Kofi gave n~oney 11 i 111 
"I called Kofi and gave him money" 

The constraint illustrated in (133) follows immediately fro111 the 
considerations given above, if we assume that i t  must be the Spec of VI' that 
is pro, if the VP is to become a predicate, Consider the fo l lowi~~g 

representations (recall the discussion of Case assignment in ditransitives 

from chapter 2): 

money V 

give Yao 

34 There is one counter-example in the literature to the generalization 
that the goal of V2 cannot be the shared object. Law and Veenstra (1992) claim 
that sentences such as (133) are possible in Haitian, contra the data reported in 
Dechaine (1988). I have no account of Law and Veenstra's data. It should be 
noted that they gloss some of their other examples as purpose clauses, a 
construction distinctly different from a SVC, as many authors have noted. 



Pro V KP money V KP 

give Yao give Pro 

Tn the underlying representation of a ditransitive verb, the tl~eme c- 

commarlds the goal. Therefore i t  must be the case that the theme and not the 
goal is in Spec VP, and is able to be pro in a SVC, 

Note that an operator movement analysis of the empty category in 
SVCs would have a hard time capturing this asymmetry between themes and 
goals, since A'-movement from either position should be acceptable.js 

3.6. Object Sharing and Adjuncts 

Our analysis predicts that the object of V1 will not be able to be 
construed as an adjunct of V2, since adjuncts would not occupy Spec VPd6, 

and therefore would not be able to convert the VP into a predicate, This 
prediction is born out. Consider the following examples: 

35 The Kpele dialect of Ewe has no double object construction for 
ditransitive verbs. Other languages, such as Fon and Haitian, have both 
double object verbs and serialization. But in no language that I know of is it 
possible for the goal argument of V2 to be the shared argument in a SVC. I 
have no account of this for the moment. 
36 David Pesetsky points out the following data that might indicate that 
temporal adjuncts are a kind of argument: 

i. 1981 saw the publication of LGB 

I do  not have an analysis of the thematic structure of this kind of verb, 



(138) wo dze klo do gbe cia 

They fell knee pray 

"They got on their knees and prayed" 

(139) e f ave f a  blafo [ec i ( 5i ) l  
he cleared forest planted corn D 
"He cleared the forest and planted corn" 

(140) wo xa to tso aseye Leci ( V i ) ]  
they formed circle shouted D 
"They formed a circle and shouted" 

(141) Kofi l i ~  ati sbe ne leci (vi 11 
Kofi climbed tree picked coconu t D 
"Kofi climbed a tree and picked a coconut" 

Some initial support for the hypothesis that no argument sharing is 

i~~volved in these examples is that doubling yi cannot appear after any of the 

the& sequences. If there was any empty category involved in argument 
sharing in these structures, then we might expect doubling yi  to appear (if no 
other Case considerations intervened). 

Another piece of evidence that the above examples do not involve 

argument sharing is that if h e y  are put into the future both verbs must be 

marked with the future, this is illustrated below: 

(142) wo a dze klo *(a) do gbe 4a 
They fut fall knee fut pray 

(143) a f ave "(a) f a  blafo 
he fut cleared forest fut planted corn 

(144) wo a xa to *(a) tso aseye 

they fut formed circle fut shouted 

(145) Kofi a 1 k ati *(a) gbe 

Kofi fut climbed tree fut picked 

ne 

coconut 



This data indicates that the V P  sequences are being treated (1s 11/11' 
coordination. Now we have noted many times throughout this cha p ter t11a t 
tl.sre is an inverse correlation between multiple future marking and 
argument sharing. Therefore, we conclude that the examples above do not 
involve argument sharing.37The structure of (141) would be something like 

the following: 

Kofi V1 VP2 

ene V XI? 

37 Another example that would be amenable to the same analysis is the 
following: 

Yao yi asime f le te 
Yao went market bought Yam 

Lewis(1989a: 7, 1989~: 14) correctly notes that this is not a serial verb 
construction, and explains this by saying that Vl cannot take a goal as its 
complement. The restriction that I have given also excludes this example and 
is more general. 



If we assume the above structure, we see that the empty category in  

VP3 that would act to turn VP3 into a predicate is not in  the Spec VP3, but is 

rather in an adjoined position (or whatever position ctdju~~cts are found in), 
Since we stipulated (in section 3.3.3) that the pro that converts 61 VP into '1 

predicate must be in Spec, i t  follows that the above representation is not 

legitimate. Therefore d ~ e  only possible analysis of the se~~te l~ces  in ( 138-14 1)  is 
as a I'/IP conjunction. 

3.7. SVCs with Three Verbs 

Another piece of evidence that supports our analysis of SVCs as 'I type 
of predication are the possibilities for argument sharing in SVCs wit11 three 

verbs. Consider the following examples: 

(147) m e  ts3 he ts3 la tso 

I took knife took meat cut 

This string is two ways ambiguous, in a way that is brought out when 

the sentence is put into the future. Consider the following sentence where the 
future is marked twice. 

(148) m e  le he ts3 gbe a tsr, la tso 

I a m  knife take fut fut take meat cut 
"I will take the knife, and take the meat and cut it" 

What this sentence means is that I will take the knife with my hand, 

then take the meat with my hand, and then cut the meat. It  is understood that 

the cutting is with the knife that was taken. Now if the future is only marked 

once, then the sense of the sentence changes in an interesting way: 

(149) m e  le h~ ts3 gb&8 tss la tso 

I a m  knife take fut take meat cut 

"I will take the knife, and take the meat with the knife and cut it" 

38 See chapter two for an analysis of this kind of future maker. 



The difference in meaning between this sentence and the previous one 
is that it n~us t  be the case that the meat was taken with the knife (e.g., by 

skewering it). In addition, there is no implicatio~~ that the cutting was clone 
with the knife that was used to skewer the meat. In other words, "cut" does 
not take "knife" as an argument in this sentence. This sentence thus shows 
two things. First, that if the single future form is used, object sharing is 

enforced behveen between the first and the second verbs (the object of the first 
verb become the instrument of the second), Second, this example sl~ows that 

object sharing is pairwise. In other words, each sequence of two consecutive 
verbs must share an object. This is a fairly direct predictio~~ of our analysis, 
since the operative principle is predication. 

There are other examples of the same type, illustrated below: 

(150) a ts2 gatsi-e f o detsi kpl2 

he-will take spoon-def make sauce drink 

"he will take the spoon, make the sauce with it,  a114 drink" 

In this example, note that the future is being marked only one time, 

therefore we are sure that we are in the presence of a true SVC and not a case 
of I'/ IP coordination. 

The important point to note about this example, is that although i t  is 

necessarily the case that the spoon is used to make the sauce, i t  is not 

necessarily the case that the spoon is used to drink the sauce. In other words 
the internal object sharing seems to occur pairwise: "take" and "make" share 

an object, and "make" and "drink" share one. 
The pairwise object sharing seen in the above examples is also 

demonstrated in the following examples, where the relations between objects 

are poten tially ambiguous:39 

39 These examples are marginal for two reasons. First, they are complex 
containing three actions in immediate temporal sequence. Second ,  
instrumental SVCs are more acceptable if the verb k~ "take" is inserted after 
NP1, but before V2, as discussed in section 3.4. For some speakers these 
sentences may be unacceptable. 



(151) Kofi dze ati kpa kpl3 dzra 

Kofi felled tree carved table sold 
"Kofi felled a tree, carved a table with i t  and sold it" 

(152) Kofi f i  ga dze aha no/*du 

Kofi stole money bought drink drank/*ate 
"Kofi stole money, bought a drink, and drank it/and spent it" 

This examples show that the object of V3 must be understood CIS the 

same as the object of V2, and not V1. In (151), i t  must be the case that the table 
that was produced was sold, and not the wood itself. In (152), i t  is possible that 
V3 is 110 "drink", where the object of V3 would be understood as the same as 
the object of V2. On the other hand, i t  is not possible that V3  is clu "eat, 

spend" since in that case the object of V3 would be the object of V1, 

In addition to supporting my general analysis of object sharing as  'I type 

of predication, this type of example is important since it conflicts with the 
conclusion of many researchers, including Baker (1989: 550), who have 

claimed that every object, must be shared by all subsequent verbs in the 

sentence: "For each other argument [than the subject -c.c.] tr in the SVC.,..tx 
must be &marked by all the verbs that follow it." The only examples Baker 
gives of this constraint are in footnote 28. None of the examples given are 

examples of ungrammatical sentences that violate this constraint. In other 

words, Baker does not show that examples such as my Ewe examples in (149- 

152). are unacceptable. 
Since this statement of Baker's is a direct prediction of his theory, and i t  

is false, I conclude that Baker's theory in its pure form is false. The theory 

where SVC is a kind of predication does not have this problem. 

3.8. Cross-linguistic Variation 

In this section I will address the issue of cross-linguistic variation in 
SVCs. The main point that I would like to make is that much of the perceived 

cross-linguistic variation in SVCs can be characterized in terms of the level a t  
which head movement takes place. This section should be regarded as 
tentative. 



3.8.1. Ewe vs. Igbo 

a In Igbo, in resultative (and dative and benefactive) SVCs V 2  
incorporates into V1 before S-Structure, but for other SVCs V2 incorporates 
into V1 at LF. I illustrate the contrasts between Ewe an Igbo below (data from 
Collins and Gruber (1993)): 

(153) a. ukwute ku-ji-ri aja (Igb) 

stone hi t-break-asp wall 

"the stone smashed the wall" 

b. ekpe f o  k ~ p o  yi x ~ m e  (Ewe) 

rock hit cup go room-in 
"a rock hit a cup into the room" 

(154) a. o ji mma bha-a j i ( lab) 
3sg hold knife peel-asp yam 

"he peeled yam with a knife" 

b. Kofi t s ~  ati-f: f o  Yao (Ewe) 

Kofi took stick-def hit Yao . 

"Kofi took the stick and hit Yao 

(155) a. Adha si-ri anu ri-e 

Ada cook-asp meat eat-asp 
"Ada cooked the meat and ate it" 

b. m-a da n u  4u 

I-fut cooked thing ate 
"I will cook something and eat it" 

Dechaine (1992: 320) claims that in the instrumental SVCs V2 is the 

syntactic head, and in the resultative SVCs V1 is the head. She claims that if 

V2 is the head (instrumental SVC) then V2 cannot incorporate into V1 since 

the trace of V2 would be "ungoverned" (V1 not being the head). 



Since we have assumed that there is always incorporation of V 2  into 
V1, we cannot adopt Dechaine's line of reasoning, Let us reinterpret 
Dechaine's claims that V l  is the syntactic head in resultatives as  a claiin that 

V1 is semantically dominant. In instrumental SVCs V2 will be semal~tically 
dominant. We can then postulate the following morphological condition 
(that is nonetheless sematically motivated): 

(156) Iabo SVCs 

In Igbo SVCs, if V is not sen~antically dominant, i t  is invisible 
for head movement at LF. 

Since the V2 in resultative SVCs is not semantically don~inant, i t  is 

invisible for head movement at LF, and must be moved by S-Structure, 
resulting in incorporation before S-Structure. Note that this mode of 
explanation resembles Chomsky's (1992) account of the fact that auxiliaries 

must move before S-Structure in English, since they are invisible at LF. It  is 
important to note that it is necessary to parameterize the notion of LF 

invisibility for auxiliaries, since in Mainland Scandanavian auxiliaries do not 

move before LF. As pointed out by Watanabe (1993, chapter 3: 13), this 

difference between English and Mainland Scandanavian is related to the fact 

that English auxiliaries have a richer agreement paradigm that Mainland 

Scandanavian auxiliaries. 
Just as LF invisibility is parameterized for auxiliaries i t  is also 

parameterized for resultatives. In Ewe, they are visible at LF, and in Igbo they 

are invisible. 

3.8.2. Kwa vs. Bantu 

Baker (1991) and Givon (1971) analyze the applicative suffixes in Bantu 
as underlying SVCs. This is illustrated as follows (data from Baker (1991)): 

(157) a. m o  fi ada ge igi naa 
I used machete cut tree the 

(I cut down the tree with a machete) 

(Yoruba) 



b. Mavu to a-na-un.b-ir-a rnpe~~ i  n~tsuko 
Mavu to sp-past-mold-appl-asp knife waterpot 

"Mavuto molded a waterpot with a knife" 
(Chichewa) 

(158) a. Oye m u  iwe wa fun  mi  

Oye took book came give me 
"Oye brought the book to me" 

(Yoruba) 

b. Mavuto a-ria-unlb-ir-a mfulnu mtsuko 

Ma vu to sp-past-mold-appl-asp chief wa terpot 

"Mavuto molded the waterpot for the chief" 

(Chichewa) 

If it is true that applicative constructions are SVCs, then i t  can be seen 
that V2 has incorporated into V1 for all SVCs before S-Structure, As Baker 
states: "The absolute minimum difference that one could say about the two is 

that formatives which are independent verb roots in Kwa are affixes in 

Bantu." Thus Bantu illustrates a language where V2 always incorporates into 

V1 in SVCs (as a result of a very general strategy of verb incorporation in  the 

language). 

3.8.3. Ewe vs. English 

English appears on the surface not to have any SVCs, I would like to 

claim that this is illusory, and that English has a large class of SVCs 

underlyingly. Consider the resul tative construction which I postulated in 

section 3.3.5. had the following structure: 



John V VP 

n 
NP V ' 

I 
gravyi 
0". 
v VP 

I 
stirred 
,'-', 
NP V ' 

I /", 
proi V AP 

I I 
(become) thi . ,  

We can account for the fact English does not have overt SVCs with t l~e  
following condition: 

(160) Enalish SVQ 
In English SVCs, V2 must incorporate into V1 before S-Structure. 

Now there is one more point that must be made about English. It 
appears that there is a condition on the complexes formed by incorporation 
into a verb before S-Structure that only one of the heads can be spelled out 
(except for some cases of derivational morphology, such as -ert, - i fy).  For 
example in the denominal Vs discussed by Hale and Keyser (1993: 16) 
typically only the noun spells out, this is illustrated below: 

(161) a. John shelved the book 
tx John put the book on the shelf 
c *John put-(on)-shelf the book 



(162) English 
In the incorpord tion structure: [v X V Y J 
Only one of the lexical heads can be morpl~ologically realized, 40 

This sort of condition makes i t  difficult to verify the underlyi~~g status 
of English as a SVC language. Fortunately, there is no such co~lditio~l in Igbo, 

3.9. Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have shown how a large range of facts concerning 
SVCs fall under simple principles. I reiterate the main claims of this cl~apter 
below: 

(163) a. SVCs are distinguished from other types of VP sequencing 
by the presence of argument sharing. The operational test 
for this difference is the distribution of the future tense 

markers. 

b Argument sharing is a type of predication, mediated by 
the presence of an empty category in Spec VP. The 
presence of this empty category is in many cases 
revealed by the presence of doubling yi, 

c LF incorporation of V2 into V1 is necessary in all SVC, 
this device accounts for the following phenomena: 

i, The \'Ps in SVCs cannot be extracted (section 3.2.2,) 
ii. only objects can be shared (section 3.3,4.) 
iii. the object of V1 cannot be understood as the 

agentive subject of V2 (section 3.3.6.) 
iv. all the verbs in a SVC can share the same external 

argument (section 3.4.) 
v, unaccusative verbs that undergo the causative/ 

40 This condition has the implication that structures such as "I threw 
away my toys" do  not represent the incorporation of "away" into "threw," 



inchoative alternation, can only appear in d SVC 
in their causative form (section 3.5.1,) 

d. Cross-linguistic variation in SVCs can be reduced to 
variation in the syntactic level at which V2 incorporates 
into V1. 

These principles have allowed me to account for a large r ~ u m b e r  of 

SVC constructions. It is to be hoped that the study of SVCs will play a much 

larger role in the theory of argument structure in the future. 





Chapter 4 

The 3sg Subject Pronoun and Successive Cyclicity 

4.1. Introduction 

The basic third person singular subject pronoun ~ I I  Ewe is k ,  111 CI 

variety of embedded contexts wb is used instead, depending on a variety of 
factors that I will try to clarify in this chapter, This is illustrated below 

(throughout the paper I separate the alternatives by " / "  and give the  
acceptability judgements for each alternative. I will mark tone on  the 
pronouns, since this will be relevant for the final analysis. The marking 
convention outlined in chapter one of this thesis will be used): 

(1) b/*wb f o  K s i  

he  hit Kosi 
"He hit Kosi" 

(2) Kofi gbl:, k k/*wb f o  Kxi 

Kofi said C he hit Kosi 
"Kofi said that he hit Kosi 

(3) Kofi bie be lamata *6 /wb f o  Kzei 

Kofi asked C why he hit Kosi 
"Kofi asked why he hit Kosi" 

Sentence (1) shows that in matrix clauses the pronoun t! is used instead 
of wd. Sentence (2) shows that in embedded clauses with an empty Spec CP, k 
is used and not wb. Sentence (3), shows that if Spec CP is filled by an operator 
wb is used and not t, Since wd occurs when the Spec CP is filled by an 
operator, I will call wd the 3sg-Op. I will refer to the process by which wd is 
selected as the 3sg subject pronoun as wbselection. 

The goal of this chapter is explain the distribution of wb-selection. 
There are two aspects of the distribution. The first concerns the exact syntactic 
mechanisms by which wbselection takes place. This aspect we will address in 
sections 4.2 and 4.3. Our basic idea is to relate wd-selection to the unique 



status of the 3sg subject pronoun in Ewe. The second concerns the 
distribution of wb when successive cyclic movement has taken place, We will 
address this aspect in section 4.4. 

In order to give the syntactic mecl~anisn-ts underlyii~g ion-selection, 1 
will have to clarify several features of Ewe syntax, including the nature of the 

subject pronouns, nominative Case assignment and the structure of COM1). I 
do  this in the next section. 

4.2. Preliminaries 

4.2.1. The Status of Subject Pronouns 

In order to address the mechanisms behind rub-selectior~, we will hnve 

to give an analysis of the subject pronouns. We will start with an observation 
by Clements (1972: 129) (the data is from Kpele-gbe): 

(4) a. *Ye tsa *(me) yi Kpalime 
I too I go Kpalime 
"I too went to Kpalime" 

b. wo tsa *(e) yi Kpalime 

you too you go Kpalime 

c YE tsa (*e/*wb) yi Kpalime 

he  too he go Kpalime 

d. mi€-wo tsa *(mi) yi Kpalime 

we-pl too we go Kpalime 

e. mie-wo tsa *(mi) yi Kpalime 
you-pl too you go Kpalime 

f. YE-wo tsa (w6) yi Kpaline 

he-pl too they go Kpalime 



g. Kofi (tsa) 
Kof i too 

yi Kpalime 
go Kpalime 

h. Kofi ku Ama (tsa) ??(w&) yi Kpalime 
Kofi and Ama too they go ~ p a l i m e l  

In the above data a strong pronoun2 modified by tsn "also" is used 'as 
the subject. I will assume the following constituent structure (the particles 
such as tsn and ko are called intensifiers in the Ewe literature, I will abbreviate 
them with INT): 

nYe tsa 

The data indicate if a strong pronoun is modified by tsn, then i t  must 
obligatorily be doubled by a weak pronoun for the 1st and 2nd person 
pronouns. This subject doubling is optional for the 3rd pl pronoun. No such 
doubling is possible for the 3rd singular. In addition, as (4g) shows the strong 
third person pronouns function like lexical NPs in this respect. 

As we will see this paradigm correlates to other differences between the 
personal pronouns. Therefore it is necessary to draw a structural difference 
between 3sg and the others. Let us first suppose on the basis of the nor1 3sg 
person data, that the subject pronouns occupy AGRs, this is illustrated in the 
following diagram: 

I will make the simplifying assumption that 3pl behaves like the non- 
3sg pronouns in necessarily doubling a lexical NP, I will leave the exact 
mechanisms behind its optionality for future work. 

The strong form of the pronoun contrasts with the weak or reduced 
form. Descriptively, the strong form is used when the pronoun is modified, 
or fronted. I analyze it here as a full DP (see Clements 1971: 134 for an 
ex tended discussion), 



DP AGRst 

NP INT AGRS TP 

nYe tsa me 

In this representation, the pronominal form rne "lsg" occupies AGRs, 
and checks off its phi-features against tiye tsa "I too" which occupies Spec 
AGRs. We may ask whether T has raised to AGRs in (6 ) ,  Since adverbs never 
appear clause internally (e.g., between the subject and the verb) i t  is hard to 
see exactly where T is located. I will assume for convenience that i t  does not 
raise to AGRs until LF. 

This kind of representation for the subject pronouns is consistent with 
Dechaine's proposal for Yoruba (1993: 630), except that she puts the subject 
clitics in T, instead of having them head a separate node. If T and AGRs are 
regarded as separate nodes, it is not necessary to have the subject clitics placed 
in T. This representation is also that of Zribi-Hertz and Adopo (1992) for Attie 
(a related Kwa language). This is the representation reached by Rizzi (1986) for 
the subject clitics of some dialects of Italian. 

From the above data we have the generalization that 3sg AGRs never 
doubles any element in Spec AGRs. Following Dechaine (1993) on Yoruba, I 
will analyze 3sg AGRs as a default agreement. In Ewe, this means that 3sg e' 

appears in AGRs only if AGRs is not occupied by any person or number 
features (assumii~g 3sg can be understood as the absence of features).3 I n  
other words, the morphological form tf is not the spell out of 3sg, but it is the 

spell out of an empty AGRs. 4 

3 The phonological features of 3sg AGRs t! are also very minimal. c is the 
underspecified vowel in the language (Abaglo and Archangeli (1989)). High 
tone is the tone you find find on the default 3sg AGRs in Yoruba as well, 
4 It might be possible to analyze the facts in a slightly different way. 
Perhaps the 3sg pronoun is in Spec AGRs, instead of AGRs, In this case as 
well, we would not expect 3sg to be present if a lexical NP was present. 



In the case where a lexical NP occupies Spec AGRs, we can assume that 
AGRs is filled by a real 3sg feature (to be able to check the agreement features 
of the NP), and that therefore t does not appedr in the spell out.5 

4.2.2. Clause Structure 

I will assume that subjunctive in the above examples is base generated 

in TI much as modals in English. I will assume for the moment that the 
future marker, and the aspectual particles are in lower aspectual heads (see 
Dechaine 1992 on the two classes of INFL heads in Yoruba). In addition, NEC 
follows AGRs, but precedes the subjunctive. Putting this all together we have 
the following surface forms (for non-negative and negative respectively): 

('7) a. ... bk me a dz6 (be d d z b ]  
that 1sg subjn leave AGRs-T-V 

b ...M mi me  @ 626 o 

that lpl neg subjn leave prt AGRs-NEC-T-V 

Let us suppose that negation is a head. This is a very plausible 
assumption since there are in general no preverbal or pre-INFL adverbs in 
the language. 

4.2.3. Nominative Case Assignment 

We may now asks what assigns nominative Case in (6) .  1 will assume 
that nominative Case is assigned by AGRs, in conjunction with the highest 
modal element present. I will furthermore assume that negation counts as a 
modal verb for this purpose (see Clements 1971: 172 for some morphological 
similarities between negation and subjunctive in Agls Ewe). These 

5 The Yoruba system is a little different from Ewe. In Yoruba, the 3sg 
AGRs is 6, which appears in AGRs if no other subject pronoun appears there, 
and if there is no modal of the class AUXl (which we can presume raises to 
AGRs at LF). Descriptively, 3sg AGRs o works exactly like do-suppor t in 
English. The 3sg 6 does not appear if there is a lexical NP in Spec ACRs, a HT 
appears. 



assumptions entail that there will always be movement of some functional 
head to AGRs. I will assume that for the most part this movement takes place 

at LF (see section 4.3.5. for the exceptions). 

4.2.4. The Structure of COMP 

In this section I will give an analysis of the complementizer system in 
Ewe in order to set the stage for my eventual analysis of .rub-selection. I will 
assume that be "say, that" is a complementizer and discuss a few problerns 

that arise with that assumption. The first problem is that be seems to be 

homophonous with the verb be "say", as the following paradigm i~~dicates: 

(8) m e  be Kofi d m  

I said Kofi left 

This paradigm is misleading, since if be was in fact the verb say in the 
above sentences we would expect it to participate in the full paradigm of 

verbal conjugation. In fact it does not. 

(9) a. me  le gbgbla be Kofi dzo 
I a m  saying that Kofi left 

b. *me le bebe (be) Icofi d m  

I a m  saying that KoPi left 

I will adopt rather Clement's (1975:186) suggestion that in examples 
like (10) the verb g b l ~  "say" has been deleted: 

(10) m e  0 v  b Kofi d m  

I say that Kofi left 

The second problem with supposing that be is a complementizer is that 

it appears with embedded questions: 



(11) me  b i ~  be lamata Kofi dzo 

I ask that why Kofi left 
"I asked why Kofi left" 

If be were a complementizer, then this type of embedding would not be 

expected. Although I do  not have an explanation of this embedding, I would 
like to claim that this does not argue that be is not a complementizer. In order 

to see this, note first that the distribution of be in embedded clauses is not 
uniform. For some embedded questions no be appears: 

(12) nye me  nya lamata Kofi dzo 

I neg know why Kofi left 
"I didn't know why Kofi left" 

It therefore appears that this phenomenon is exactly the same as the 

phenomenon found in the Spanish (see Suner 1991). Following Suner (1991), 

we can analyze this as a type of CP-recursion, rather than a new form of 
complementation a1 together. 

It is interesting to note that if r lyn  "know" is not followed by an 

embedded question, then be "that" is obligatory. I n  Spanish, q u u  "that" 

appears with non-interrogative complements as well (Suner 1991): 

(13) m e  nya +(be) Kofi dzo 

I know that Kofi left 
"I know that Kofi left" 

I conclude that there are no objections to be being a complementizer, 

a1 though its properties are somewhat special.6 

6 Here I disagree with Kinyalolo's (1992) analysis of Fongbe. He states 
"The strongest argument against the analysis of 40 as a COMP is provided by 
the fact that [+wh] CPs are systematically barred from occurring after Fon 
counterparts of verbs such as  ask, wonder, etc." In Ewe, there are two patterns 
of questions, and that these two patterns are exactly what are found in 
Spanish, where the status of the morphemes in question as complementizers 
is more sure. 



Given these preliminary assumptions we can now come to the main 
topic of this chapter, wd-selection. Consider again the paradigm with whicl~ 
we started the section: 

(14) &/*wb f o  K s i  

3% hit Kosi 
"He hit Kosi" 

(15) Kofi gbl2 be &/*wb f o  K x i  
Kofi said P 3sg hit Kosi 
"Kofi said that he hit Kosi" 

(16) Kofi bie be lamata *b/wb f o  Kxi  

Kofi asked C why 3% hit Kosi 
"Kofi asked why he hit Kosi" 

The main fact that we have to account for is why the pronominal form 
wb is used only when there is a filled Spec CP. 

I will start from the assumption that if there is something in Spec CP, 
then there will have to be movement of T to C at some level.7 I will suppose 
that this level is LF, since there is no overt inversion of AGR-T with the 
subject, either in matrix or embedded clauses, as the following sentences 
show: 

(17) Kofi b i ~  be lamata nye tsa m e  f o  Kasi 
Kofi asked C why I too I hit K a i  

7 This assumption differs from that of Watanabe (1993), who argues that 
T raises to C in all clauses. This assumption also differs from that of Tuller 
(1986: 71) who claims that T always raises to C a t  LF to satisfy the scope 
proper ties of T. 



(18) Lamata wo tsa e f o  Kxi 

Why you too you hit Kxi 

Evidence for the claim that T raises to C at LF comes from kIausa. In 
Hausa, there is a special element of T that appears when Spec CP is occupied. 
Consider the following examples (Tuller 1986: 108): 

(19) yaaraa sun/*suka ci tuwoo 
children perf/rel-perf eat tuwo 
"Did the children eat the tuwo?" 

(20) mee yaaraa *sun/suka ci 

what children perf/rel-perf eat 
"what did the children eat" 

(21) *mee sun/suka yaaraa ci 
what perf /rel-perf children eat 

The sentences in (19-21) indicate that sutl is used when Spec CP is 
empty, and s u k n  is used when Spec CP is filled. It appears that kn is the 
perfective auxiliary that is used when Spec CP is filled. In addition, it is not 
possible for the auxiliary to occupy COMP at S-Structure, as shown in (21) (the 
"*" in (21) should be interpreted to mean that no such examples were given 
in Tuller 1986). We can account for the relation between filled Spec CP and T 
in Hausa by postulating movement from T to C at LF. 

We can motivate this movement as follows. Suppose that a wh-  
element in Spec CP has a feature t o p  that must be checked. If Spec CP is filled 
with a wh-element, then T will necessarily be based generated with a +Op 
feature that will check that t O p  feature of the Spec of CP, I will call T-Op the 
element of T that must raise to C. If on the other hand, there is no element 
with an operator feature in Spec CP, then if T-Op is generated in T, the 
derivation will crash. 

I diagram the assumptions that I have made in the following 
representation of the embedded clause in (17): 



larnata [Op] CO AGRsP 

NP AGRs' 

AGRs TP 

I give this proposal below: 

(23) T to C 

If Spec CP is filled, then T[Op] must raise to C at LF to check the 
O'p feature of Spec CP. 

4.3.2. 3rd Person AGRs is Inert 

I propose that the 3sg pronoun is somehow blocking the feature 
checking of Op by T in C at LF. In particular, I propose thzt 3sg AGRs is inert 
for movement to COMP. I state this in (24) below: 

(24) 3sg A G b  is inert for movement (at LF or S-S) 

Recall that we analysed the 3sg pronoun 6 in section 4.2.1. as  a default 
pronoun that appears only if there is no feature content to AGRs (person or 
number). The main reason we did this is that 3sg 4 (as opposed to all the 
other persons and numbers), does not show up if there is a lexical subject. I 
would like to c!aim that the default character of 3sg e' is the reason that only 



for 3sg does rub-selection take place. In other words, I '1x11 correlatirzg the two 

exceptional properties of the 3sg pronoun in the languege:b 

(25) Visibilitv to Movement (Ewe1 
In order for a head X to be visible to moverne~~t, i t  must 

have some morphological feature (e.g., person or number). 

This is conceptually very close to Chomskcy's (1992) yroyost~l !I~'rl 

auxiliaries are invisible to LF movement, since they hnve no s e ~ r ~ n l ~ t i c  

content. I am claiming that the default 3sg has no semantic or s y ~ ~ t ~ l c t i c  

feature content, and therefore is not visible to syntactic opera tior~u (at I,F or S 
s1.9 

Consider how this assumption accounts for tile dntd: 

(26) Kofi bie be lamata *t5 f o  K x i  

Kofi asked C why 3sg hit Kosi 

Since C must be filled at LF by T, this sentence will be uniicceptablr 

since the 3 sg AGRs is inert for movement to C. On the other hand, there will 

be no problem with wh-movement for other persons: 

(27) Kofi b i ~  be lamata me/e f o  K s i  
Kofi asked C why lsg/%g hit Kosi 

One clarification is in order, I am assuming that AGRs exists in the tree 

and is not empty (only inert). For example, it is filled with the phonolo~ical 

matrix 6. Since i t  is not empty, i t  will not be possible to move right through i t  

8 A seemingly simpler possibility would be to assume that rub is si~llply 
the spell out of the AGRs that has T-Op moved into it at LF. This account 
would fail to capture the correlation between the two exceptional properties 
of 3sg ACRs in the language. It  would also fail to link the morphological 
change in 3sg AGRs to any special property of 398 ACRs cross-linguistically, I 
therefore reject this account. 
9 This is not to say that AGRs is invisible for feature checking at LF, since 
Case will have to assigned to the subject when T moves to AGRs at LF, 



as NP can move through an A-position. If this were the case, we would ~ ~ o t  

expect 3sg AGRs to block LF movement of T to ACRs to C. 10 
The statement in (25) will have to be parameterized, '1s i t  is clenr that 

3sg AGRs does not always block movement (e.g,, lrrrs to C in English 

questions). In this respect i t  is like the LF visibility of auxiliaries to 
movement. Chomsky (class lectures 1992) proposed the c ~ u ~ i l ~ a r y  e l e ~ ~ ~ e l l t ~  ilre 

invisible to LF movement, which is why they must move before S-Structure. 
Watanabc (1993, chapter 3: 13) points out that this is not exactly right, there is 
quite a bit of cross-linguistic variation with respect to whether auxiliaries are 
LF-invisible or not. For example, auxiliary verbs in Mainland Scandarlnvidl~ 
do  not raise at S-Structure, 

My account of the difference between 1,2 persons a114 3 persol1 bears 
some resemblance to Kayne's (1 993) account of auxiliary selectioll in 

Romance. He notes that certain dialects of Italian distinguish between 1,2 and 

3 person with regard to auxiliary selection. In these dialects, all verbs select he 
as the auxiliary in "auxiliary t past participle" constructions in the 1 and 2 
persons. In the 3rd person, the auxiliary have is used, Knyne gives the 

following analysis of these facts. The underlying structure of the past 

participle sentences is as follows: 

(28) be (DP D AGRs T ACRo l v l ~  N1' V Nl'jj 

Underlyingly the auxiliary be takes a DP which has internal clausal 

structure. Kayne assumes that Spec D must be assimilated to an A-posiliox~, 
This can happen in one of two ways. First, either D raises to he (and [be + Dl 
spells out as have), or AGRs raises to D. Restricting ourselves to unergatives 

and transitives, Kayne assumes that in standard Italian D raises to be, and the 

two are spelled out as have. In other dialects, D does not raise to be, but rather 

AGRs raises to D, except in the 3 person, where D continues to raise to he 

10 There is an alternative account to the data. It may be that in the case of 
3sg, T never raises to AGRs (for lack of features checked), Then if T must raise 
to C (to check the Op feature), raising over AGRs would be blocked by the 
HMC. 

This would roughly correspond to the asymmetry discussed by Alann 
Johns (1993) for Labrador Inuttut. In that language, in the 1,2 persons, the verb 
moves to AGRs, but not in the 3 person. 



(spelling out as hove). The important assumption is that only a ~ e r t ~ ~ i r ~  CI~ISS 
of ACRs can raise to D, those for 1st and 2nd person subjects. 3 person ACRs 

cannot raise to D, since it is inert. 
The ultimate correctness of my proposal rests on finding other c'lses 

where it appears that 3 person ACRs is inert for syntactic processes, U~ltil a 
theory of this kind is established, my proposal must rest somewl~c? t tentative. 

4.3.3. Analysis of zvB 

Now consider the following sentence: 

(29) Kofi bie be lamata wh f o  K x i  

Kofi asked C why 3sg hit Kosi 

My proposal is that wd is an alternative non-inert form of 3sg that is 

used only if using the non-embedded 3sg e' would lead to the +Op feature of 

T not being checked. 
In this respect wd-selection is like do-support in English, The form lob 

is only selected to save a derivation from crashing. Furthermore, it is possible 

to analyze wb as morphologically complex. This conclusion will lend support 

to our claims about wb. Since wb is morphologically complex, i t  is more 
plausible that it is not invisible for movement. Since AGRs filled with zod is 

not invisible for movement, then when T adjoins to AGRs at LF, i t  will be 

possible for the complex [ A ~ ~ s  T ACRs 1 to continue on to C. 
We will start by looking at the cross-linguistic variation of the 338 

pronoun and the genitive marker. I will show that both of these functior~al 
morphemes have the same kind of dialectal variation. Consider the 

following table (the inland data is taken from Westermann 1930: 191): 

(30) Standard Kpele - Waci Cen inland 

genitive f 6 mt! ? bk w6 



Considering first the genitive marker (corresponding to 's in English). I 
illustrate its use below: 

(31) Kofi me2 keke 
Kofi ' s  bike 

I assume that the UP above above should be syntactically represented as 

below. On this view [me,fe,be] are the head of DP, and they assign genitive 
Case to SPEC DP. 

Kof i DO NP 
I I 
mi5 keke 

We see in all the dialects that the morpheme has a high tone and a 

labial consonant. There are some differences among the vowels. The standard 
orthography hides the fact that in Ewe, Kpele and Waci the 3sg non- 
embedded pronoun is really [ ' I ,  and in Gen it is [el, This difference is quite 
general between the dialects, and is not restricted to this particular form. 

The other important difference in vowel quality is that in the inland 
dialect reported by Westermann wd is used as the genitive marker. This 
morpheme has a bilabial consonant but the vowel is 0. We can bring this 
morpheme into the larger pattern if we note that there are no words in Ewe 
of the form [w']. In fact there appear to be very few words of the form [w + [- 

round]]. This suggests that genitive in the inland dialect in (30) above is a 
derived form, with [w ' ] as the underlying representation. If we make these 
assumptions we see that all the genitive markers are basically a labial segment 
[m,f,b,w] followed by a high tone. 

, We can make a similar set of observations for 3sg.Q (e.g., zud in Kpele 
gbe). In all dialects 3sg-Op starts with a labial consonant (except Waci which I 



will assume is a simplification), and in all of the dialects the embedded 
pronoun is low toned (perhaps followed by a high tone as in Cen). 

If we abstract away from the tone difference between the genitive a114 

the 3sg-Op and we exclude Waci (where no labial initial cor~so~lant is found 
for 3sg-Op), we have the following generalization:l 1 

(33) 3sg-Op and the genitive D have the form: 1 +labial) 

Now to the extent that bmitive D is a head that mediates gc~ritive C,tse 

assignment, and that cross-dialertally i t  is [+labial], we can conclude that 3sg- 

Op is a head that is mediates Case assignment as well. In o d ~ e r  words, zud as 

opposed to e' is not simply a spell out of an empty AGRs.12 

4.3.5. Lexical Subjects 

One straightforward prediction of our system is the followi~~g. We saw 

in section 4.2.1. that k is not used with lexical subjects, since with lexical 

subject there must be a 3sg feature present to check the agreement features of 

the NP. Similarly, if there is a lexical subject present tub is not selected as 

AGRs. 'This is illustrated below: 

(34) Lamata Kofi (*wb) dzo 

Why Kofi 3sg leave 

If a lexical subject occupies Spec AGRs, I will assume that we have the 
situation represented in (35). Since this AGRs bears features, i t  is not inert for 

movement, and so wd is not selected. 

-- - 

11 This situation suggest Chamorro, where the verb is nominalized if an 
XP occupies the Spec of CP. 
12 Another possibility would be to related to the labiality of rub "he/sl~e" 
to that of the complementizer be "say, that." This seems less plausible, since 
the complementizer, as opposed to both 3sg-0p and genitive, shows no 
dialectal variation in Ewe. 



NP ACRs' 

Kof i AGRs 

4.3.6. Negation and Future 

4.3.6.1. Negation 

In our analysis we showed that if we assume that 3sg is inert for 
movement at LF, we can predict the distribution of wb-selection. I will now 
look at the interaction of wd-selection with the auxiliaries. We will look at 
negation and the future. We will see that they apparently behave very 
differently from each other with respect to wbselection. 

Consider first negation. We see that if negation is used in the clause, 
wt) is never selected: 

(36) a. lama ta *Uwb dzo 

why 3% leave 

b lama ta 0/*wb me dm 

why 398 not leave 

I propose that NEG moves to AGRs (sometimes in the syntax, and 
sometimes at LF), If NEG moves to AGRs before S-Structure, the clitics in 
AGRs are deleted in certain circumstances, Consider the following paradigm 
for the negation: 



(37) a, ny& me  du te o 

lsg neg eat yam prt 

b me du te o 

neg eat yam prt 

mt5 du te o 

neg eat yam prt 

d. mi  me du te o 

we neg eat yam prt 

e. m i  m6 4u te o 

you neg eat yam prt 

f. w6 m6 du te o 

they neg eat yam prt 

g. m6 w6 du te o (A@a dialect only) 

they neg eat yam prt 

In (a) we see that the strong form of the lsg uye must be used in the 
sel tence, instead the expected me me, which would correspond to the 
sequence: AGRs NEC. In the case of the 2sg e and 3sg 6, the pronouns have 
been deleted altogether. Clements (1972: 172) postulates a rule of pro11 ou 11 

permutation to handle (37 b,c, and g). This rule permutes the 2sg, 3sg and 3pl 
pronouns with the negation marker. I propose that pronoun permutation is 
taking place in the case of lsg a well. Therefore, pronoun permutation takes 
place for all persons in the singular, and for 3pl. 

We can recast pronoun permutation in a different light given our 
assumption that the weak pronouns occupy AGRs. Suppose that there is a 
rule that raises NEG to AGRs before S-Structure for certain person and 



number combinations.13 Then to derive the forms in (371, all we 111ust do is 
postulate the following rules: 

(39) e - 0 / me --.-- (degemination) 

2sg3sg neg 

The rule of degemination in (39) is a very general phonological rule, 

discussed by Clements (1972: 27). 
My proposal for the lack of zud-selection with negation is that wd is 

actually present underlyingly, but just like the lsg tne, wd is deleted in the 
following context: 

Thus we correlate the lack of wb in the negation with the fact that lsg is 
deleted in the negation. Both of these dele ti or;^ are related to the fact that 
movemei.it of NEG to AGRs takes place before %Structure. 

4.3.6.2. Future 

In the future if  there is a filled Spec CP, then zub is selected as AGKs. 
Consider the following paradigm: 

(41) a. lama ta *6/  wb dm 

why 3% leave 

b. lama ta *O/*C/wb ii dzb lwbadzb] 

why 398 fut  leave 

13 Note that in 4.2.3. we postulated that negation is a modal verb, and that 
it has Case to check. Therefore, NEG will always raise to AGRs by LF, 



The question is what explains the difference between negation '111d 
future with respect to rub-selection. There are two related differences between 

negation and the future that will allow us to accour~t for this difference, 
which are illustrated in the flollowing paradigm: 

(42) a, me a (iU te [ma du kl 
lsg fut eat yam 

h e (i du te la du te] 

2sg fut eat yam 

c. 6 d du te 

3sg fut eat yam 

d. mi a du te 

lpl fut eat yam 

e. mi  6 4u te 

2pl fut eat yam 

f. w6 8 du te 

3pl fut eat yam 

& *a w6 4u te 
fut 3pl eat yam 

First, unlike the negation there is no rule of WT to AGRs before S 
Structure in Ewe. This can be seen by the fact that the lsg nie is not deleted in 

the future (42a). In addition, in no dialect can the future marker appear before 

the 3pl(42g). 

There are only two types of changes that occur to the subject pronouns 
in this paradigm. First, the future following a mid-toned subject ACRs 
becomes low: 

(43) d - h / M(mid) 
fut fut AGRs 



The second thing that happens is that the rules dssin~ilatio~\ 'I 114 
degernination applies in (42a,b,c). This rules are general pho~~ological rules 

(Clements 1972: 27). 
Therefore, we see in the future that there is far less interaction between 

the element of AGRs and the future morphen~e. This corresponds to the facl 

that the future is lower in the tree than the negation, a s  we can see from the 

following examples: 

(44) m i  m6 A du te o 

2pl neg fut eat yam prt 

Given that there is no movement of FUT to AGRs, and that there is no 

deletion of lsg AGRs, there is no reason to expect 3sg-Op rub to be deleted in 
the future. 

4.3.7. Sentential Connectives 

The first person to comment systematically on the the different 3sg 

pronouns was Ansre (1966). He did this in the context of classifying sentential 

connectives into three classes on the basis of the 3sg subject pronoun that 
appears with each one. Class I contains sentential connectives for which the 
embedded clause has t as its 3sg subject pronoun, Class I1 con~~ectives take zud 

and Class III connectives take either P or wb. Translating these connectives 

into the Kpele dialect of Ewe, we have the following classification (leaving 

class III for section 4.5): 

(45) Classes of Clausal Connectives 

Class I ( k only) Class I1 (zub only) 

a. gake "but" a. gaxeme "when" 

b. abe "like" tx xe... ta "because" 

c ne "i f " c xe "when" 

d. abe lexe "like" 
e. abede "like" 

f. Fb "therefore" 

% kafe "before" 



Consider the following examp1es:ll 

(46) me  da nu gake 6/*wb 4u n u  v~ 
I prepared thing but he ate thing already 
"I cooked, but he had already eaten" 

(47) ga-xe-me *i5/wB va 

time-which-in he came 
"when he came" 

The fact that the 3sg subject pronoun is obligatorily rod after gn-xe-rne 
follows from the fact that this connective is really a noun modified by a 
relative clause, as the gloss suggests. Therefore the structure of (42) is as 
follows: 

xe-me C? IP 

In this structure the Op feature of Spec CP will have to be checked. This 
entails T to C at LF, which is only possible if AGRs is wb. 

A similar analysis can be given for the connectives (b-d) in Class I1 (i,e,, 
in terms of relative clauses). Connective (e) in Class I1 is composed of nbe 
"like" and c(e (predicate focus). In order to analyze the structural position of 

14 There are a few differences between this classification and Ansre's that 
need comment. First, elabena, kasiua, tete and nlebe are either non-existent or 
rare in the Kpele dialect, so they are not included in my classification, Second, 
ne ("if, when") is in Class I in the Kpele dialect, whereas it is in Class I11 for 
Ansre. James Essegbey has informed me that in standard Ewe there is a 
difference of interpretation of n6 + 6 (conditional) and nt! + wb (temporal). 
This might be the basis for Ansre's classification. 



cje, note that in Ewe cje as a predicate focus alternates freely with the coyy-  

cleft construction. For example, cje rtre iizo alternates wiU~ iizo rrie llzo " I  

left." The copy cleft construction eviderltly involves m o v e ~ n e ~ ~ t  of '1 

nominalization of the verb into Spec CP. I will therefore assume that de 
occupies Spec CP. Therefore, the d e  occupyirrg Spec CP will have a Op feature 

that needs to be checked. 
Connective (0 of Class I1 is composed of !IF "that" a r~d  t n  "because of". 

Tlle simplest syntactic analysis of y d a  is a preposed reason adverbial, which 

occupies Spec CP. The fact that y d a  occupies Spec CP, means that T will have 

to move to C at LF 
The only problematic connective in Class 11 is ka f e  "before" w l ~ i c l ~  is 

not obviously morphologically complex (as with the connectives (a-f)), I will 

simply assume that because of its temporal nature, i t  involves movement of 

a null operator as in the following structure:15 

In this construction Op binds an adverbial trace in IP. The presence of 
Op gives rise to wd as the 3sg subject pronoun. 

4.4. Successive Cyclic Movement 

4.4.1. Position of WH-trace and wb 

In embedded clauses without a filled C, wd is not used as the 3sg 
pronoun, as we have seen in section 4.3: 

15 For a treatment of temporal connectives (such as "before" and "after") 
as involving operator movement, see Larson (1983). 



Kofi gbl:, be ti/*wb f o  K x i  

Kofi said C he hit Kosi 
"Kofi said that he hit Kosi" 

If the direct object of the embedded clause K ~ s i  is fronted, rub becomes 

optional. Consider the following topicalized form of (50) and add  i tionnl 
sentences illustrating the same phenomenon: 

(51) Kssi E me g b l ~  be 6lwo f o  

Kosi foc I said C he hi t  
"Kosi, I said that he hit" 

(52) me e gbl3 be &/wb f 0  
who you say C 3% hi  t 

"Who did you say that he hit?" 

(53) Kofi e me se be 6/wb 

Kofi foc I heard C 3sg 
"Kofi, I heard that he hit" 

f o  
hit 

The facts above can be explained in terms of the analysis of section 4,3, 
if we assume successive cyclic movement. At some level a trace will occupy 

the embedded Spec CP position: 



If we make the additional assumption that this trace bears the Op 
feature discussed in section 4.3, then the fact that rod appears will follow from 

the fact that there must be T to C at LF to check the Op features of Spec CP (we 
will return to the optionality of rub-selection in embedded clauses in section 
4.4). 16 

One fact about the distribution of zobselection is that i t  o111y appears in 

the following kind of contexts: 

This seems to be the case, as the following examples shoiv ( the  

unacceptable examples below vary between mildly unacceptable and totally 
unacceptable, for reasons not clear to me). The first set of exainples involves 
the extraction of the matrix subject; 

(56) Kofi E g b l ~  be &/*wb f o  K3i  

Kofi foc say C 3sg hit Kosi' 
"It is Kofi who said that he hit Kosi" 

(57) gtsu xe se be e/*wb f o  Mana 

boy who heardC 3sg hit  man^ 
"the boy who heard that he hit Mana" 

(58) Yao e bu k e/*wb dzo 

Yao Foc thought C 3sg left 

"Its Yao who thought ha t  he left"' 

The second set of examples involves extraction of hhe object out of a 
preposition in the matrix clause: 

16 The fact that intermediate traces can trigger T to C does not preclude an 
account of A'-movement where intermediate traces are deleted at LF (such as 
that of Chomsky and Lasnik (1991)). We must only say that trace deletion is a 
very late interpretive operation, following feature checking. 



(59) m e  se le Kofi gtm be Yao f o  K.wi 
? . heard from Kofi near C Yno h i t  Kosi 
"I heard from Kofi that Yao hit Kosi" 

(60) Kofi gtx, e m e  se le be ci/*wb fo  K a i  

Kofi near foc I heard f ron~ C 3 s ~  lri t  Kosi 
"lt is from Kofi that I henrd that he hit Kosi" 

(61) gtsu xala @ Kofi se le be P/*wb f o  K . x i  

boy which near Kofi heard from C he  Iri t  Kosi 
"From which boy did Kofi hear that he hit Kosi" 

(62) m e  g b l ~  ne  Kofi be YJO f o  K3i  
1 said to Kofi C Yao hit  Kosi 
"I said to Kofi that Yao hit Kosi" 

(63) Kofi E m e  1 na Kofi k e / *wb  f o  K.%i 

Kofi foc I said to Kofi C 3sg hit Kosi 
"It was to Kofi that I said that he hit Kosi"' 

The  example^ in (56-58) all have the following configuratior~ (pron 
stands for pronoun): 

(64) [c~Opi [IP ti pron 

Exampled (40-6.3) all have the followinp, configuration: 

(65) [CP q i  LIP LPP I, I pron 

In all instances of these two configurations wd is not permitted, The 
goal of this section is to explain this p,%ttern of the pronoun alternation. 

Another piece of evidence that supports the above ~;enera l iza t~on is 
that for r e l ~ t i o n s  that d o  not involve movement, such as the topic 
construction, wd-selection is not possible. Consider the following paradigm 
that shows that the topic construction does not involve movement: 



(66) a. Kofi E me f o  
Kofi foc I hit 

h Kofi ae me fo-e 

Kofi topic I hit-him 

(67) a. * Kofi E me nya ame xe f o  

Kofi foc I know perm11 which hit 

h Kofi Qe me  nya ame xe fo-e 

Kofi topic I k; ,OW person which hi t-him 

The paradigm in (66b) illustrates the topic construction, i t  does not 

involve leaving a trace, as opposed to the focus construction illustrated in 
(66a). !n (67), we see that the topic construction can cross an island, whereas 
the focus construction cannot be. Therefore, i t  follows that the topic 
canstruction does not involve A'-movemen t. 

Now consider the followi~~g sentence. We see that wd-selectic~~ is not 
possible in topic constructions. This confirms the generalization in (55), since 

no movement operation is involved. 

(68) a. Kofi Qe m e  g b l ~  be 4/*wb f o-e 

Kofi topic I said that 3sg hit-him 

h K ~ s i  E me g b l ~  k &/wb f 0 
Kosi foc I said that 3sg hit 

The kind of constraint in (55) is not limited to Ewe alone. In any 
language with overt reflexes of successive cyclic movement, there will be 

analogous sentences (see McCloskey 1979:151). 

4.4.2. Economy of Derivation 

I propose that the notion of Economy of Derivation can be used to 
account far this constrain1 qn 7ud-selection. Consider the following derivation 
of (63) (to simplify the exposition, I give only the glosses): 



(69) Adjoin wh-phrase to the matrix VP 
Kofi FOC [lp I [vp who [vpsaid [to t ]  [c-1 tlltll (he hit b i ] ] ] ]  

I - - - *  - I 

In this step the trace of tulro will be y-marked at the linle of muvenwnt. 

(70) Lower wh-phrase to the embedded Spec CI' 
Kofi FOC [rp I [vp t [vp said [to t] [(-I' who that (he hit Kosi]]]] 

I ---------- - ---- I 

Upon lowering17 the trace from the paJition adjoined to VP, the trace 
will be deleted right away'*, so that there is no violation of ECP. Furthermore, 
there is no violation of the Strict Cycle Condition19. Note that (70) violates 
the Generalized Proper Binding Condition (CPBC) of Lasnik and Saito (1992: 

90). If the trace adjoined to the VP is deleted, the object of to will not be 
properly bound. I refer the reader to Collins (1993) for a discussion of why the 
GPBC should not be appealed to in his case. Here, I will show that this 
lowering is b l d e d  by Economy of Derivation. 

(71) Re-adjoin wh-phrase to matrix VP 

After re-adjoining who to the matrix VP, a trace is left in the ernbeuded 
Spec CP. This embedded trace then triggers wbselection, 

17 The type of lowering derivation is not only admitted by the system of 
Lasnik and Saito 1992, but also resembles some of the actual derivations that 
they propose. This type of movement (downward followed by upward) has 
come to be called "yo-yo" movement. 
18 Trace deletion is allowed by both Shomsky (1986:21) and Lasnik and 
Saito (19921, 
19 The lowering in (70) would appear to violate Chomsky's (1992) 
extension condition. It must be remembered that on Chomsky's theory all the 
movements in (69-72) constitute one occurrence of Form Chain, and 
therefore the derivation (recast in terms of generalized transformations) 
would not violate the extension condition. 



(72) Move wh-phrase to matrix Spec CP 
Kofi foc [ ~ p  1 [ ~ p  t [ ~ p s a i d  [to t] [CI) t that 1 he lrit Kwi]]]] 

I I ------------ .-  - - --------  --- .  I 

Since sentence (63) is unacceptable with fob as the embedded subject 
pronoun, the above derivation (which I will call the lowering derivation) 
must be blocked. We can account for this in terms of Ecor~oll-\y of Derivation 
by noting that alongside of the derivation proposed above, there is a shorter 
one where zuho moves directly from the object position of to to the matrix 
Spec CP (via adjunction to the matrix VP). The direct derivatio~r takes two 

steps, while the derivation involving downward lowering takes four steps, 
'Tie latter is therefore excluded by Economy of Deriva tian. This is illustrated 
below: 

(73) Direct derivation 
Kofi foc [ ~ p  I [vp t [vpsaid [to t l  ( ~ 1 ,  t that Ihe hit Kosillll 

I I -------------- ----------- I 

At this point, we have something of a dilemma. Clearly we would like 
to rule out the lowering derivation by Economy of Derivation. The prohlen~ 
is that all of the steps only constitute one instahce of Form Chain. T h e r e h e  
in one sense the derivation the lowering derivation is no longer that the 
direct derivation in (73), which only involves one instance of Form Chain as 
well, I would like to propose that internal to the operation of Form Chain, the 

length of the derivation be measured in terms of the number of nodes 
traversed during the derivation. The following paragraphs will make this 
proposal more explicit. First, we will define path as follows (this definition 
differs from the one used in Pesetsky 1982):20 

The definition of path that Pesetsky gives is the following: 
Suppose t is an empty category locally A'-bound by b. Then: 
(i) for a = the first maximal projection dominating t 
(ii)  for b = the first maximal projection dominating b 
(iii) the path between t and b is the set of nodes P such that 

P = ( x I (X = a) or (X = b) or (X dominates ct and x does not 
dominate b)] 



(74) Path 
Let Pi and P? be two categories21 in tree. Let S1 be the set 

of categories dominating P1 and let % be the set of categories 
dominating P2. The path between P1 and 1'2 is defined as  follows: 

Path(P1, P2) = (SI u S2) - (Sl n Sz) 

This definition has the effect of counting tho nodes or\ the sl~ortest 

"route" that goes from PI to P2 in a tree. The number of nodes tr'lverued in '1 

derivation can now be defined in terms of the sum of the length of the links 
in the derivation, as follows: 

(75) Nodes Traversed 
Let D be a derivation, and { L . , ) D  its links. Let p, be the pati\ 
associated with Li, and Ni be the cardinality of p,, The 
number of nodes traversed is defined as follows: 

N D  = the sum of Ni for L, in (L,}D 

(76) Revised Economy Framework 
(4') Length of Derivation 
Derivation Q is longer than derivation if: 
(a) Dl involves more operations (e.g., Form Chain) thm l32 or 
(b) Dl traverses more nodes that &. 

If we consider the above derivations again we see that ND for the 
lowering derivation in (69-72) is much larger than that of (73). To be concrete, 
for the derivation in (69-72) the nodes traversed are (in the order of traversal) 
(PP,VP,VP,CP,CP,VP,II,IP,C'}, and ND = 9. For the direct derivation in (73) the 

This definition of path would not work for downward movement, 
since the length of the path for any link that involved downward mobement 
would be two. 
21 "Category" is used in the sense of Chomsky 1986, in order to prevent 
segments from being counted in measuring the lengt:~ of a derivation. If 
segments were counted, adjunction to XP would never be allowed try 
Economy of Derivation. 

For the purposes of this definition, I will asbume that categories do  not 
dominate themselves, see Barss (1984) for a discussion of this arssurnytlon. 



nodes traversed are {PP,VP,,',IP,C'} and N D  = 5. Clearly, the derivation in (73) 
blocks derivation in (69-72). 

4.4.3. Other Applications 

In Collins (1993), 1 show how this notion of Econorny can be used to 

account for all of the phenomena that Lasnik and Saito (1990) accounted for 
with the Generalized Proper Binding Condition. In this section, 1 will show 
that such a notion of Economy can be used in a number of other places once 
we admit the device of Form Chain. Consider the follo\ving example, 

(77) a. who did John wonder Mary saw 
ta John wondered who Mary saw 

The question is why the sentence in (a) cannot mean what the sentence 

in (b) does. Consider the following derivation of (a): 

(78) who John wonder t Mary saw t 

I I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - .- - - - - -, .- - I 
2. 1 

After step 1, the Q feature of who has be checked, and there is no reason 
for Q to move any further. So by Last Resort i t  does not. The problen~ with 
this explanation is that the two steps 1 and 2 together constitute on instance of 
Form Chain. Therefore, whether or not who does only step 1 or step 1 and 2, 
there will still only be one instance of Form Chain. Recall from the 

introduction, that Form Chain was introduced in order to allow succevsive 
cyclic movement in the first place. 

I would like to suggest that what rules out (77a) is not the number of 
links in the A'-chain formed, but rather the length of the A'-chain formed. 
Consider two A'-chains, corresponding to (77a) and (7%) respectively: 

(79) a. (who, t, t) 

h (who, t) 



Not only does (79a) have more lix~ks, but ~t also traverses more nodes, 
The derivation represented in (79b) traverses the fewest 11u1nbrr of nudes, 

and is therefore shorter than the derivation in (7%). 
In addition to providirg us evidence for the revised econotr ly 

,rclmework in (76), the type of ezample in (77) will also allow us to s l~nrpc i~  up 

the notion of Last Resort: 

(80) a. 4 bie be larnata Kofi J o  K.xi 

3sg asked C why Kofi hit Kosi 
"He asked if Kofi hit Kosi" 

h lamata wb bie be Kofi f o  K.wi 

Why 3sg asked C Kofi hit  Kosi 
"why did he ask if Kofi hit Kcxi" 

The question is why (80b) cannot have the interpretation of somrtl~ing 
like (80a). The easy answer is if lnmnta "why" is being interpreted as cl~ecking 
the Q feature of the lower CP, then it will not be able to move any further by 

Last Resort, as in (77) above. 
This answer is not totally satisfactory, since in (80b) the ~natrix clause 

has a T with an  Op feature (as indicated by the presence of zub as the 3sg 
pronoun). The Op feature of T must be checked or the derivation will crash, 
Apparently this is not enough to motivate the raising of lntnitta "why" to the 

matrix Spec CP. 
Therefore examples like (80) illustrate one of the fundan~ental aspects 

of the principle of Last Resort, movement of an XP is driven strictly by the 

need to check the features of XP, 

4.4.4. Optional v a  Obligatory 

One issue that we have not yet discussed is why zud-selectiox~ is 
optional in embedded clauses, but obligatory in matrix clauses, I illustrate this 
with the following sentences (repeated from above): 



(81) me  wb f o  
who 3sg hit 
"who did he hit" 

(82) Krxsi E me g b l ~  be hlwb f 0 
Kosi foc I said C he hit 
"Kosi, I said that he hit" 

(83) m e  e gbl;, be b/wb f 
who you say C 3sg hit 
"Who did you say that he hit?" 

(84) Kofi E me se be h/wb f o  
Kofi foc I heard C 3sg hit 
"Kofi, I heard that he hit" 

One reason that these facts are interesting is that the optionality of 
morphological reflexes of successive cyclicity seems to be very wide spread, 
Similar optionality can be found in Igbo (Tada 1991), Hausa (Tuller 1986), and 
French (Kayne and Pollock 1978). 

4.4.4.1. Possible Analyses 

The easiest way of explaining this optionality is to say that the lowest 
Spec CP may be skipped during A'-movement. There have been two analyses 
in the literature that suggest this option. I will show that neither of these 
analyses is plausible for the Ewe data, 

First, Torrego (1984) claims that the lowest Spec CP can be skipped in 
A'-movement. She uses this fact to explain why "inversion" is not obligatary 
in the lowest clause of a A'-movement construction. She supports this fact 

with her analysis of subjacency in Spanish. Apparently, A'-movement can 
cross the lowest island. Therefore, in Spanish there is a convergence of the 
"inversion" and subjacency data. In Ewe there is no such convergence, There 
are no cases where one island can be crossed without leading to a violation, I 
illustrated this with the following sentences (the first two of which are very 
close to Torrego's): 



(85) me  me  nya menita Mana f 0-'(el u 

who you-not know why Mana hit-him prt 
"Who did you not know why Mana hit" 

(86) me  yr, gtsu xe ... 
I called boy which 

a. nye me nya meninya  n ~ e  g b l ~  I I A - * ( ~ )  u 

I neg know what word I said to -him yrt 
"I didn't know what I had said to him" 

h m e  bu be Mana gbh  nya-de na-(el 

I thought that Mana said word-i~rJef t o - h l n ~  

"I thought Mana said something to" 

(87) sodabi xe Kofi bie be lamata Yao 110-*(el 
gin which Kofi asked C why Yao drank-it 
"The gin which Kofi asked why Yao drank" 

The example in (85) shows that extraction out of an island is not 
acceptable unless a resumptive pronoun is used. The same is shown in (86). 
In (86b), we see that a resur:~ptive pronoun is not obligatory if there is no 
island involved. Sentence (87) illustrates the same facts with a verb that 

introduces the complementizer be (see section 4,2.4). 
These sentences show that there are never any violations of island 

constraints, unlike Spanish. Therefore, it  is quite unlikely that Torrego's 
(1984) analysis holds of Ewe. 

Another possible analysis which would cxplai.1 the optionality data in 
(82-84), is to say that the anelcedents of the A'-movement in the above caws 
are D-linked, thus they do  not have to move successive cyclically (this is 
essentially Chung's (1992) analysis of Chamorroi, There are two problems 
with this account. First , if we control for D-linking in the situation, we still 
get the same optionality: 



(88) meni kox~ e gbh be &/wb w3 

what exactlyyou say C 3sg did 

This can be said in a situation where everybody is rnad '11 Yno bec'iusc 
Kofi said that Yao did some bad thing. I want to find out what Yau did, so I am 

instructed to ask Kofi. I have no idea what Yao did, so there are no co~~textual 
choices over which the question word is quantifying, This question does not 
involve D-linking, therefore movement through the lower Spec CP S I I O U I ~  
be obligatory and 6 should not be possible. 

Another problem with this account is that if we extract adju~~cts ,  we 

still get the same optionality: 

(89) Lama e bu k 6/wb d u a  uu-r, 4-40 
how you think C 3sg fix car-def Pt 
"How do  you think that he fixed the car?" 

In this sentence, larna (nleke in standard Ewe) is construed with the 
lower clause. Crucially, in many theories of extraction adjuncts pattern wi t11 

non-D-linked wh-phrases in only allowing local extraction. Therefore, if we 
adopt a theory modelled on Chung's (1992) for sentences like (82-841, then we 
would predict that (89) should have obligatory wbselection, ?'herefore I reject 

any approach whereby embedded Spec CPs can be skipped, 

4.4.4.2. Optional Copying 

I will propose a simple analysis that does not depend on skipping the 

lowest Spec CP, We have used the fact that wh-element has a top feature that 
needs to be checked. Let us say that this feature is copied optionally from the 
antecedent to the trace. If it is copied, then there must be T to C at LF to check 

it off. If the +Op feature is not copied, then there is lro T to C at LF, This is 
illustratea in the following partial representation: 

(90) me e gbl3 [cp  t-Op be 

who you say C 
"Who did you say that he hit?" 



This analysis explains why rub-selection is only obligatory in the ~nalrix 
clause of a A'-movement co~~struction. Since the phrase occupying the matrix 

Spec CP will obligatorily have the top feature, i t  will have to be checked. 
Under this analysis there is always a trace in Spec Cl), but son~etimes 

the operator feature has been copied and son~et i~nes  it 11'1s not. 
In order for this type of optionality to be acceptable given econon~y 

considerations it must be the case that copying is costless. The ul t in~~ite  test of 
the validity of this argument is if it turns out to be true t l~at  dl1 copying ar\d 

deletion operations d o  turn out to be c o s t l r s s . ~ ~  

4.4.5. Features of COMP 

In the above analysis, I have postulated the presence of GI feature Oy 
that occurs in Spec CP and on a certain class of T. In this section, I would like 
to fit this feature in a broader framework of features. The main distinctio~l 
that 1 will draw in this section is between relational and inherent features of 

XP. One property of this Op feature is that it can be copied and checked 

several times (as in Ewe, Hausa, Igbo and French). 

This behavior is similar to that of AGR. In Swahili, t l ~ e  ACK-features 

of a DP can be checked several times during A-movement (which I assume 
results from copying and then checking the ACR features), as illustrated in 
the following sentence. 

(91) Juma  a-li-kuwa a-ngali a-ki-pika &.ha kula 
Juma  AGR-pst-be ACR-still ACR-asp-cook food 

The fact that the AGR features of DP and the Oy features of XIJ can be 

checked several times, sharply distinguish these features from other features 

in the grammar. First, as  can be seen below, Case cannot be cl~rcked several 
times: 

22 A problem for this analysis lies in the fact that there are a number of 
languages that appear to have obligatory reflexes of successive cyclicity. This 
include Irish (McCloskey 1979), Chamorro (at least for non-D-linked A'- 
elements, w e  Chung 1992), and Spanish (see Torrego 1984). I will not attempt 
a characterization of this data here. A natural solution would involve finding 
some feature of COMP in the langauges that take obligatory reflexes. 



(92) there seems to a man that J o h ~  is nice 

The fact that n rrrnrr cannot raise to there at LF i~~dicates Cdse c a ~ ~ n o t  be 

checked once it is already checked. Similarly, the feature Q cannot be cl~ecked 

several times, as the following sentence shows: 

(93) why did John wonder t Mary likes Bill 

If Q could be checked several times, this sentence should lneall 
something like "why di.1 John wonder why Mary liked Bill ?" Of course this 

reading is impossible. Based on these observations, we can set up  the 

following feature classification: 

(94) Feature Classification 
Inherent Features: 

A-movement: ACR-fea tures 
A'-movemen t: Opera tor (wh-element, focused, etc.) 

Relational Features: 
A-n~overncnt: Case 

A'-movement: Q 

I have not yet given a structural explanation of the difference between 
the two types of features, The only thing that I have done is to place the 
feature Op of Spec CP in a broader classification of features in the gro3 mmar, 

4.5. Other Contexts of wo-Selection 

' There are a number of other contexts in which tub-selection happens 

either optionally or obligatorily, In this section, I will merely list some of 
these environments and show how they can be fit into the analysis given so 
far. 



4.5.1. Causatives 

Ewe has a causative construction illustrated in the followiiig examples: 

(95) Kofi na be 6/wb dzo 
Kofi gave C 3sg left 

"Kofi made him leave" 

(96) Kofi na *k/wb dzo 
Kofi gave 3sg left 

The sentences above show that if be is present, both e and zub can be tlie 

3 s ~  subject pronoun of the embedded clause (wb is preierred). On the other 
hand, if be is not present, only zud can be used (adding a pause after rrn in  (96) 

and making the embedded clause longer seem to increase the acceptability of 

L. I will discuss sentences like (95) in section 5.3 (on contexts where rod is 
optional). To explain the data in (96) we can postulate the following 
represen ta tion: 

If it is true that T must raise to C in the above representation, then i t  

will follow that wb will be obligatory. 

The overlapping clause construction is a type of clausal parataxis 

(different from verb serialization), used when two clauses are closely related 

semantically: 



(98) eds E wu-i wo k u  fenyi 

stvmach foc kill-him 3sg die fainting 
"He was hungry and fainted" 

(99) Kofi 40 of;, da dzi v i i i  qu-i 

Kofi put foot snake on 3sg ate-him 
"Kofi stepped on the snake and i t  bit him" 

The above sentences illustrate some of the characteristics of 
overlapping clauses. There is always coreference between an argument of 
each clause, usually the object of the first clause and the subject of the second. 

Usually the relation hetween the clauses is temporal and/or causal, but not 
always. In none of the above sentences, can e be used as the subject; of the 

second clause. To explain this fact, I will postulate the followil~g adjunction 

structure: 

I will assume that CM is adjoined to CI'l, and that wo is selected in t!~e 

embedded clause because the Spec of CP is filled with an operator meaning 
"then", 2 3 

23 There arc a number of potential problems. The following sentences do 
not seem to involve a temporal operator, although they are similar to the 
overlapping clause examples: 

i. 4 4, n u  wb s u g b ~  
3sg ate thing 3sg was-a lot 
"He ate a lot" 

ii. Kofi kp3 Yao *6/wb le du  f~ 
Kofi saw Yao 3sg prog course strike 
"Kofi saw Yao running" 



4.5.3. Embedded Contexts Where zoo is Optional 

There are a number of contexts where rod is optionally used in ylace of 
6 as 3sg subject pronoun: after the connective togb-,be and after the causative 

construction 11rz be. Another con text where rub-selectior~ takes place oy tionally 
is after verbs of "emotional evaluation." Consider the following examples: 

(101) togb~be 6/wb dm 

although 3sg left 
"although he left" 

(102) Kofi na be ?6/wb dzo 

Kofi gave C 3sg left 
"Kofi made him leave" 

(103) e Yo be 6/wb 
i t  is-good c 3% 
"it is 15006 that he left" 

d m  
left 

(104) e dz3 dzi na-9 be &/wb d m  
it straightens heart to-me C 3% left 
"it pleases me that he left" 

Sentence (101) illustrates the sentential connective togb~be.  Sentci~ce 

(102) illustrates one form of the causative, Sentences (103-104) illustrate what I 
have termed verbs of emotional evaluation. In all cases rub is optional as the 
3sg subject pronoun. Unlike the analysis of A'-movement constructions, we 
cannot appeal to the presence of a trace in Spec CP to account for the use of 
wd, since no A'-movement has taken place. 

To explain these data I would like to propose that there is a special 
complementizer in Ewe that is selected optionally after certain connectives, in 
the causative, and after verbs ~f emotional evaluation. This complemen tizer 

I will leave these sentence for further work. 
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has the property that i t  must be replaced a t  LF (for reasons that are not 

en tirely clear). 
Given this analysis, all the embedded clauses in the above sentei\ces 

will have the structure illustrated below. If we suppose that this 
complementizer necessitates T to C, then rub wil: have to be ACRs. Tilerefore 
the 3sg subject pronoun will have to be realized as rub. 

(2' ACRs 

ACRs TP 
I 

4.6. Conclusion 

In this chapter I have analyzed some aspects of roc) -selection in Ewe. I 
have given a theory of why the morphological form of ACRs only changes in 

the 3sg. In addition, I have discussed the relation of .rob-selection to the theory 

of economy of derivation. 
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