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1. Introduction

Chomsky (1964):

(1) observational adequacy

generate all and only the acceptable strings, with all and only the

interpretations that are in fact available for each string

(2) descriptive adequacy

capture generalizations about the data, thus (hopefully) describing the

internal mental state of the adult speaker

(3) explanatory adequacy

explain how a child can come to have that mental state

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

(4) design adequacy (see Chomsky 1995, et seq.)

derive the properties of syntax from requirements imposed by the

(semantic and morphophonological) interfaces

Criterion (4) can actually be understood at two different levels of granularity:

(5) a. grammar-level design adequacy

the general properties of the syntactic computation are a response to

demands of the semantic and morphophonological interfaces

b. derivation-level design adequacy

the steps that occur during any single (well-formed) derivation occur

only to satisfy interface conditions imposed on the resulting structure

∗Kaqchikel data not otherwise attributed come from my meetings with Ana López de Mateo, a

speaker from Patzún, who deserves my deepest gratitude for sharing data and judgments from her

native language with me. Similar patterns have been noted in the literature concerning this and other

Kichean languages (Aissen 2011, Davies & Sam-Colop 1990, Dayley 1978, 1985, Mondloch 1981,

Norman & Campbell 1978, Pye 1989, Smith-Stark 1978, Stiebels 2006, a.o.). Unless otherwise

stated, everything presented here holds equally of Kaqchikel, K’ichee’ and Tz’utujil.

Thanks to Karlos Arregi, Rajesh Bhatt, Jessica Coon, Stephanie Harves, Sabine Iatridou,

Andrew Nevins, David Pesetsky, Maria Polinsky, Milan Rezac, and Norvin Richards, for

comments, discussions, and suggestions. I am deeply indebted to Lauren Eby Clemens, who

brought the existence of these patterns to my attention, and to Robert Henderson, who has been a

great help on all things Kichean. All errors are my own.

• Criterion (5b) is not merely a theory evaluation metric, or a

methodological heuristic;

◦ it is a substantive hypothesis about how derivations do (and don’t)

proceed; specifically, (5b) entails (6):

(6) basic syntactic operations (e.g. Agree, Merge) are neither ‘obligatory’

nor ‘optional’ in any meaningful sense

◦ operations are deployed freely, constrained only by the need for the

final, end-of-derivation structure to be admissible at the interface(s)

Today’s agenda:

I. Show that, as a substantive hypothesis about natural language, (5b) is

false; by which I mean:

◦ (5b) stands in demonstrable conflict with observational and

descriptive adequacy (1–2)

II. Suggest an alternative, and provide some additional evidence for it.

note: This is not a “derivationalism vs. representationalism” issue —

• Any derivational mechanism can be restated representationally

◦ at worst, one can encode the entire derivational history into the
representation

➻ Viewed from this perspective, the point of today’s talk is this:

There are empirical domains where the output filters necessary
for observational adequacy look nothing like what the semantic or
morphophonological interfaces are supposed to care about.

Why you should care:

• Every time you hear the words ‘uninterpretable feature’, you are hearing

someone implicitly subscribe to (5b)/(6)

• In fact, the entire minimalist feature calculus is built, in some sense, on

Chomsky’s (2000:121ff.) conjecture that i-feature agreement obeys (5b)

◦ other empirical domains were then modeled by analogy to (this

conjectured behavior of) i-agreement

– e.g. negative concord; sequence-of-tense; the relation between a

bound pronoun and its antecedent; etc.1

1See, for example: Kratzer 2009, Reuland 2011, Rooryck & Vanden Wyngaerd 2011, Zeijlstra

2004, 2008.
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➻ As we will see, this conjecture regarding i-agreement is simply incorrect

◦ suggesting that the question of how features interact in syntax is ripe

for a thorough rethinking

Outline for the remainder of the talk:

§2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

§3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

§4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

§5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

§6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

§7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

2. Kichean & the Agent-Focus construction

(source: <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mayan_languages>; accessed Dec 2010)

2.1. Some basics of Kichean

• Kichean (‘Quichean’): a branch of the Mayan language family

◦ narrowly defined, includes: Kaqchikel, K’ichee’, Tz’utujil, and Achi’

(all spoken in Guatemala)

◦ approx. 2.8 million speakers in total

• Some general properties of Kichean, shared with the rest of Mayan:

◦ head marking (lacks overt case morphology on nominals)

◦ ergative-absolutive alignment in the agreement system

(7) a. ri

the

achin

man

x-∅-uk’lun

com-3sg.abs-arrive

(Kaqchikel)2

‘The man arrived.’

b. rat

you(sg.)

x-at-uk’lun

com-2sg.abs-arrive

‘You(sg.) arrived.’

(8) a. rat

you(sg.)

x-∅-aw-ax-aj

com-3sg.abs-2sg.erg-hear-act

ri

the

achin

man

‘You(sg.) heard the man.’

b. ri

the

achin

man

x-a-r-ax-aj

com-2sg.abs-3sg.erg-hear-act

rat

you(sg.)

‘The man heard you(sg.).’

The 3sg.abs marker a- in (8b) is a phonologically-predictable allomorph of at-

in (7b).

• Kichean does not allow the formation of A-bar dependencies that target

the transitive subject

◦ an instance of so-called ‘syntactic ergativity’ (Manning 1996)

◦ see Coon et al. 2014, Polinsky 2011, Weisser et al. 2012, for possible

accounts of this restriction

• For the purposes of this talk, let us treat this restriction as a given —

◦ and turn to what is perhaps the most common means employed

in Kichean to circumvent it

2Abbreviations: abs = absolutive; act = active voice; af = Agent-Focus; ap = antipassive;

aug = augment; cl = clitic; clf = classifier; com = completive aspect; conj = conjoint; disj =

disjoint; erg = ergative; gen = genitive; inc = incompletive aspect; nmz = nominalization; obl =

oblique; perf = perfect; pl/pl = plural; poss = possessive; prep = preposition; pres = present;

prfv = perfective; prt = participle; rn = relational noun; sc = small-clause; sg/sg = singular.
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2.2. The Agent-Focus construction in Kichean

• Agent-Focus (AF): characterized by a dedicated suffix on the verb stem

(9) a. ja

foc

ri

the

tz’i’

dog

x-∅-etzel-an

com-3sg.abs-hate-af

ri

the

sian

cat

Kaqchikel AF

‘It was the dog that hated the cat.’

b. ja

foc

ri

the

xoq

woman

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

ri

the

achin

man

‘It was the woman who saw the man.’

nb: While clefts are used in this and other English translations of AF, we will see

that AF is decidedly monoclausal.

• Aissen (2011), Craig (1979) and Smith-Stark (1978): AF is not an

antipassive

◦ antipassives affect how the notional Theme is realized —

(i) it can be demoted (i.e., realized as an oblique/adjunct, or omitted

altogether); or

(ii) it can be incorporated (see, e.g., Aissen 2011, Mondloch 1981)

◦ an example of (i) is given in (10) (cf. the English conative):

(10) atet

you(sg.)

x-at-ch’ey-o

com-2sg.abs-hit-ap

[ w-xiin

1sg.gen-of

]OBL (Tz’utujil)

‘It was you(sg.) who hit me’ [Dayley 1978:38]

➻ None of these are true in the AF construction, which involves two

non-oblique, full-fledged DP arguments

◦ note the determiners in (9a–b), above

✓ §2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

§3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

§4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

§5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

§6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

§7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

3. Agreement in Kichean AF

the section at a glance:

• the AF verb contains only one agreement marker

◦ this single marker may reflect features of the subject or of the object,

depending on the circumstances (§3.1)

• the choice of agreement marker for a given subject/object combination has

been argued to follow a salience hierarchy/scale (see, e.g., Stiebels 2006)

➻ but this characterization proves inadequate, failing to capture

significant generalizations about the data (§3.2)

3.1. The facts

(11) a. ja

foc

rat

you(sg.)

x-at/*∅-ax-an

com-2sg/*3sg.abs-hear-af

ri

the

achin

man

‘It was you(sg.) that heard the man.’

b. ja

foc

ri

the

achin

man

x-at/*∅-ax-an

com-2sg/*3sg.abs-hear-af

rat

you(sg.)

‘It was the man that heard you(sg.).’

• hypothesis 1:

◦ The verb in the AF construction has separate morphemes for subject-

and object-agreement, just like a regular transitive

– the marker for the 3sg argument just happens to be null

➻ The problem:

◦ In (11b), where the subject is 3sg and the object is 2sg, we would

expect the agreement morphemes to be a(w)- + r(u)/u-

– cf. (12) (a regular transitive), repeated from earlier:

(12) ri

the

achin

man

x-a-r-ax-aj

com-2sg.abs-3sg.erg-hear-act

rat

you(sg.)

(regular transitive)

‘The man heard you(sg.).’ [=(8b)]
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• hypothesis 2:

◦ The verb in AF has separate subject- and object-agreement markers,

but for some reason, both are taken from the abs series of markers

➻ The problem:

◦ We can choose a combination of subject & object that would yield—

even on this hypothesis—two non-null agreement markers:

(13) rat

you(sg.)

x-e’-aw-ax-aj

com-3pl.abs-2sg.erg-hear-act

rje’

them

(regular transitive)

‘You(sg.) heard them.’

◦ But observe the AF counterpart of (13):

(14) ja

foc

rat

you(sg.)

x-at-ax-an

com-2sg.abs-hear-af

rje’

them

‘It was you(sg.) who heard them.’

– if hypothesis 2 were correct, we would expect

*x-e’-at-ax-an or *x-at-e’-ax-an

➻ conclusion:

◦ The AF verb has only one agreement slot, and it is occupied by a

marker taken from the absolutive agreement paradigm

– regardless of whether it is the subject or the object whose

i-features are reflected by this marker

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

⇒ Given two non-oblique core arguments, but only one agreement slot:

How does Kichean choose which argument controls agreement in AF?

As we’ve seen, the answer is not as simple as “the subject” or “the object”. . .

• (11a–b), above: 2sg ≫ 3sg

(where ‘≫’ means ‘takes precedence over’, or ‘preempts’)

• (15a–b): 1sg ≫ 3sg, as well

(15) a. ja

foc

yïn

me

x-in/*∅-ax-an

com-1sg/*3sg.abs-hear-af

ri

the

achin

man

‘It was me that heard the man.’

b. ja

foc

ri

the

achin

man

x-in/*∅-ax-an

com-1sg/*3sg.abs-hear-af

yïn

me

‘It was the man that heard me.’

• (16a–b): 3pl ≫ 3sg3

(16) a. ja

foc

rje’

them

x-e/*∅-tz’et-ö

com-3pl/*3sg.abs-see-af

rja’

him

‘It was them who saw him.’

b. ja

foc

rja’

him

x-e/*∅-tz’et-ö

com-3pl/*3sg.abs-see-af

rje’

them

‘It was him who saw them.’

• “Person rules all”: 1st/2nd person ≫ 3rd person regardless of number

◦ i.e., 1st/2nd person args control agr. in both person and number

(17) a. ja

foc

yïn

me

x-i/*oj-tz’et-ö

com-1sg/*1pl.abs-see-af

rje’

them

‘It was me who saw them.’

b. ja

foc

rje’

them

x-i/*oj-tz’et-ö

com-1sg/*1pl.abs-see-af

yïn

me

‘It was them who saw me.’

(18) a. ja

foc

röj

us

x-oj/*i-tz’et-ö

com-1pl/*1sg.abs-see-af

rja’

him

‘It was us who saw him.’

b. ja

foc

rja’

him

x-oj/*i-tz’et-ö

com-1pl/*1sg.abs-see-af

röj

us

‘It was him who saw us.’

◦ (17–18) demonstrate 1st + 3rd; but the same is true of 2nd + 3rd

• Finally, 1st person + 2nd person → simply impossible in AF

(19) a. * ja

foc

rat

you(sg.)

x-in/at/∅-ax-an

com-1sg/2sg/3sg.abs-hear-af

yïn

me

Intended: ‘It was you(sg.) that heard me.’

b. * ja

foc

yïn

me

x-in/at/∅-ax-an

com-1sg/2sg/3sg.abs-hear-af

rat

you(sg.)

Intended: ‘It was me that heard you(sg.).’

[To get the target meanings in (19a–b), speakers resort to other constructions,

e.g. true antipassives.]

3The behavior of plural agreement with inanimates in Kaqchikel follows a more complicated

pattern, and appears at least in some cases to be optional. I therefore keep to animate arguments,

here. Thanks to Robert Henderson and Daeyoung Sohn for their help with these data.
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⇒ The resulting generalization:

(20) the AF person restriction

In the Kichean AF construction, at most one of the two core

arguments can be 1st/2nd person.

nb: This generalization holds even for combinations of, e.g., 2sg+2sg

(with contrastive focus to circumvent the potential binding violation).

a note about the data you have just seen

To the extent that there is a division between ‘core’ data and ‘peripheral’
data, these fall decidedly under the ‘core’ rubric.

◦ The judgments in question are very robust, having been replicated across
different speakers of different Kichean languages (K’ichee’, Kaqchikel,
Tz’utujil) by different linguists (in different decades)

◦ There are no minimally different counterparts of these data points which
are also acceptable; this is the only way to say these AF sentences

◦ i.e., nothing along the lines of “sentence - is also okay if we
substitute morpheme V for morpheme U”

3.2. On ‘salience’ hierarchies and scales

The facts in §3.1 have led some scholars to claim:

“Agreement in the Kichean AF construction obeys a ‘salience’ hierarchy
or scale.” ⇒ taking (21) to be a theoretical primitive:

(21) 1st/2nd person ≫ 3rd person plural ≫ 3rd person singular

[Dayley 1978, Mondloch 1981, Norman & Campbell 1978, Smith-Stark 1978]

• Some go even further, taking (21) to reflect ‘cognitive salience’

◦ e.g. Stiebels (2006)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

➻ While (21) is a perfectly useful shorthand to describe the facts

in (14–18) —

◦ there are at least four reasons to doubt it as an account:

(i) Why would these effects surface nowhere else in the language?

(ii) The formal addressee pronoun in K’ichee’ (a relative of Kaqchikel;
exhibits the same behavior under AF)

“[K’ichee’] has developed a 2nd person formal pronoun [‘la’; O.P.], which

does not behave as a 2nd person with respect to the salience hierarchy, i.e. it

does not outrank 3rd person.”

[Stiebels 2006:526, fn. 13]

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

At this juncture, one could offer the following retort —

The scale in (21) has been grammaticalized; so while it may have its

origins in ‘cognitive salience’, it is not a realtime representation thereof.

➻ While (i)–(ii) are perhaps susceptible to such a retort, (iii)–(iv) are not:

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

(iii) Nothing about a hierarchy like (21) predicts that two arguments with

high ‘salience’ would not be able to co-occur

➻ we will see, in §4, an account that derives the AF person restriction

while also accounting for the very effects that this ‘salience’

hierarchy was created to capture, in the first place

(iv) A device like (21) obscures an emergent generalization involving the

morphophonological form of the markers themselves:

• by definition, (21) factors out the choice of agreement target from

agreement itself

• it is an algorithm that —

· takes as its input: inventory of arguments in a given clause

· returns as its output: which one will be targeted for agreement

⇒ all else being equal, this predicts:

agreement in Kichean AF should be a uniform process but for the

choice of agreement target
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➻ that is not the case:

(22) 1sg 1pl 2sg 2pl 3sg 3pl

strong pronoun yïn röj rat rïx rja’ rje’

agreement marker i(n)- oj- a(t)- ix- ∅- e-

(Kaqchikel)

note: the segment [ j] is a voiceless fricative, not a glide

• 1st/2nd person agreement markers (both sg. and pl.)

◦ truncated versions of strong pronouns:

(23) agreement marker = strong pronoun − initial approximant

• this correspondence fails for 3sg/3pl markers

◦ which by this logic should be: *ja’- and *je’-

(rather than ∅ and e-, respectively)

Overall:

• A ‘salience’ hierarchy/scale is unexplanatory;

• Furthermore, it is descriptively inadequate.

⇒ We are in need of an alternative explanation for the facts that (21) was

intended to capture

✓ §2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

✓ §3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

§4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

§5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

§6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

§7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

4. A probe-goal account of agreement in Kichean AF

4.1. Ingredients

(all argued for independently of Kichean, and of Mayan more generally)

(i) probing for person and number features occur in separate

derivational steps

[Anagnostopoulou 2003, Béjar 2003, Laka 1993, Shlonsky 1989,

Sigurðsson 1996, Taraldsen 1995, a.o.]

• and person comes first

[all of the above; but see Sigurðsson & Holmberg 2008 for a

dissenting opinion]

(ii) clitics are reduced pronouns

[cf. Arregi & Nevins 2008, 2012, Preminger 2009 on Basque]

(iii) clitic doubling is a parameterized property of particular probes

[Béjar & Rezac 2003, Harizanov 2014, Kramer 2014, Preminger

2009, a.o.]

• depending on an EPP-like property of the probe

(iv) the space of i-features is composed of privative features,

e.g. [participant], [plural]

[Béjar & Rezac 2009, Harley & Ritter 2002, McGinnis 2005; on

number in particular, see, e.g., Kimball & Aissen 1971, Phillips et al.

2011]

(24) a simplified i-feature geometry

[adapted from Harley & Ritter 2002, McGinnis 2005]
[i]

[plural][participant]

[author]

4.2. What’s good for [wh] is good for [plural]/[participant],

too

As it stands, agreement in Kichean AF may seem quite unusual —

• exhibiting what Nevins (2011) has termed ‘omnivorous agreement’

But there is a perspective that makes these facts seem far less exceptional:
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• relativized probing:

A probe H0 seeking a feature [ f ] will skip XPs that do not bear [ f ].

(25) a.
[

C0 [John] gave [what]<+wh> to [Bob]
]

−→
[

C0 [John] gave [what]<+wh> to [Bob]
]

−→ What did John give to Bob?

b.
[

C0 [John] gave [this dish] to [who]<+wh>

]

−→
[

C0 [John] gave [this dish] to [who]<+wh>

]

−→ Who did John give this dish to?

➻ This is nothing more than Rizzi’s (1990) Relativized Minimality

(also: Abels 2012, Boeckx & Jeong 2004, Frampton 1991, Rizzi 2001, Starke

2001)

⇒ A pair like (16a–b), repeated here, can thus be analyzed in the same way

(26) a.
[

#0 [them]<+pl.> V0 [him]
]

−→
[

#0 [them]<+pl.> V0 [him]
]

−→ ja

foc

rje’

them

x-e-tz’et-ö

com-3pl.abs-see-af

rja’

him

‘It was them who saw him.’ [=(16a)]

b.
[

#0 [him] V0 [them]<+pl.>

]

−→
[

#0 [him] V0 [them]<+pl.>

]

−→ ja

foc

rja’

him

x-e-tz’et-ö

com-3pl.abs-see-af

rje’

them

‘It was him who saw them.’ [=(16b)]

◦ this assumes that at the relevant stage of the derivation, the probe is

located above both the subject and the object;

◦ that is a plausible assumption given what we know about clausal

syntax in Mayan (see, e.g., Aissen 1992)

4.3. Analysis

(27) basic clause structure in Kichean AF

#P

cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

objV0

· · ·

subj

· · ·

c0

[ ]

#0

[ ]

– number probe

– person probe

<pl>

<prtc>

(28) step 1: probing for [participant]

a. 1st/2nd person subject,

3rd person object

cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

objV0

· · ·

subj
[prtc]

· · ·

c0

[ ]
<prtc>

b. 3rd person subject,

1st/2nd person object

cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

obj
[prtc]

V0

· · ·

subj

· · ·

c0

[ ]
<prtc>

• Following Béjar & Rezac’s (2003) analysis of PCC effects in ditransitives:

◦ c0 triggers clitic doubling of whichever phrase it probes

- 7 -
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(29) step 1.5: clitic doubling of probed-by-c0 phrase

a. cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

objV0

· · ·

subj
[prtc]

· · ·

c0+cl [isubj]

clitic doubling

b. cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

obj
[prtc]

V0

· · ·

subj

· · ·

c0+cl [iobj]

clitic doubling

⇒ Therefore, when one of the arguments is 1st/2nd person:

◦ a clitic(=reduced pronoun) will be created that matches the argument’s

i-features

• Pronominalization treats i-sets as complete, atomic units

⇒ both the person and number features of this argument will be

reflected in the clitic

➻ This is exactly the attested state of affairs:

(30) a. ja

foc

yïn

me

x-i-tz’et-ö

com-1sg.abs-see-af

rje’

them

‘It was me who saw them.’

b. ja

foc

rje’

them

x-i-tz’et-ö

com-1sg.abs-see-af

yïn

me

‘It was them who saw me.’
[=(17a–b)]

(31) a. ja

foc

röj

us

x-oj-tz’et-ö

com-1pl.abs-see-af

rja’

him

‘It was us who saw him.’

b. ja

foc

rja’

him

x-oj-tz’et-ö

com-1pl.abs-see-af

röj

us

‘It was him who saw us.’
[=(18a–b)]

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• Furthermore, this analysis derives the AF person restriction, given

independently motivated assumptions

(32) Person Licensing Condition (PLC)

A [participant] feature on a DP must take part in a valuation relation.

[following Béjar & Rezac 2003]

• The PLC is required, in one form or another, on any syntactic account of

the Person Case Constraint (PCC; a.k.a. the *me-lui constraint)

On the current analysis, the [participant] probe (c0) only ever agrees with

one DP argument.

⇒ This derives the AF person restriction, repeated here:

(33) the AF person restriction [=(20)]

In the Kichean AF construction, at most one of the two core arguments

can be 1st/2nd person.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

What about derivations in which both arguments are 3rd person. . . ?

• By the same Relativized Minimality logic: both DPs will be skipped by c0

◦ no 1st/2nd person DP will have been successfully probed by c0

⇒ no clitic will be created

• This derives the absence of any pronoun-like material in the agreement

complex when all arguments are 3rd person

(34) a. ja

foc

ri

the

tz’i’

dog

x-∅-etzel-an

com-3sg.abs-hate-af

ri

the

sian

cat

[=(9a–b)]

‘It was the dog that hated the cat.’

b. ja

foc

ri

the

xoq

woman

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

ri

the

achin

man

‘It was the woman who saw the man.’

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• 1st/2nd person agreement markers in Kichean are not the overt spellout

of c0 (=the [participant] probe)

◦ they are clitics adjoined to c0

(recall the morphophonological evidence for this; §3.2)

• No reason to think that the syntactic features on c0 are not also valued

when a [participant]-bearing argument is found

• Conceivably, as a matter of lexical idiosyncrasy, the exponents of valued

features on c0 all happen to be null
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⇒ But the facts of Kichean lend themselves to the following generalization:

(35) morphological competition in Mayan ABS slot

a. the overt exponents of c0, #0, and any clitics adjoined to them, all

compete for a single morphological slot

b. a clitic will always beat out other competing morphological material

Evidence:

◦ In Tzotzil, a Mayan language not of the Kichean branch —

– person agreement morphology can be prefixal or suffixal

– the plural morpheme (-ik) is always a suffix

➻ When person agreement is suffixal—and only then—it preempts the

appearance of the plural suffix (Aissen 1987, Woolford 2011)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

⇒ Following (35): the exponence of the [plural] probe (#0) can only surface

when clitic doubling has not occurred

◦ which only happens when both arguments are 3rd person (see above)

• Assuming #0 is relativized to [plural] —

(just like c0 is relativized to [participant])

— only DPs bearing [plural] will give rise to valuation:

(36) a. #0 with valued [plural]: /e-/

b. #0 without valued [plural]: ∅

(37) step 2: probing for [plural]

a. pl subject, sg object

#P

cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

objV0

· · ·

subj
[pl]

· · ·

· · ·

#0

[ ]
<pl>

b. sg subject, pl object

#P

cP

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

obj
[pl]

V0

· · ·

subj

· · ·

· · ·

#0

[ ]
<pl>

• (37a–b) occur whether the arguments in question are 3rd person or not;

➻ But given (35):

it is only when both arguments are 3rd person —

(and thus, probing by c0 does not give rise to a clitic)

— that the spellout of #0 (36a–b) will be surface-observable.

⇒ . . . and that’s why person appears to “rule all.”

4.4. Licensing asymmetries in Kichean AF

Despite the overall similarity between probing for [participant] and

for [plural] (compare (37a–b) with (28a–b)) —

• There is one important difference, having to do with licensing.

In particular, there is no “AF number restriction” —

• A restriction that would mirror the AF person restriction, but forbid the

co-occurrence of two plural arguments

(38) a. ja

foc

rje’

them

x-oj-tz’et-ö

com-1pl.abs-see-af

röj

us

‘It was them who saw us.’

b. ja

foc

röj

us

x-oj-tz’et-ö

com-1pl.abs-see-af

rje’

them

‘It was us who saw them.’
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• This is derived, if we assume—with Béjar & Rezac (2003)—that the

PLC (32) is a sui generis licensing requirement on [participant]

◦ rather than, e.g., a licensing requirement on marked i-features more

generally (Baker 2011; see also Béjar & Rezac 2009)

⇒ a 1st/2nd person DP that has not been agreed with will give rise to

ungrammaticality; a plural DP that has not been agreed with will not

4.5. Summary

We have arrived at a probe-goal account of agreement in Kichean AF, which:

(i) captures the effects of ‘salience’ hierarchies/scales like (39)

(39) 1st/2nd person ≫ 3rd person plural ≫ 3rd person singular

• without recourse to an extrinsic device of this sort

(ii) derives the AF person restriction as a theorem

(iii) captures the distinctions in morphophonological form between

1st/2nd person agreement markers and 3rd person ones

(40) 1sg 1pl 2sg 2pl 3sg 3pl

strong pronoun yïn röj rat rïx rja’ rje’

agreement marker i(n)- oj- a(t)- ix- ∅- e-

[=(22)]

(iv) is compatible with the fact that these so-called ‘salience’ effects occur

nowhere in the language except in AF

(v) is compatible with the fact that it is the formal, rather than referential,

properties of an expression that determine its behavior w.r.t. agreement

✓ §2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

✓ §3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

✓ §4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

§5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

§6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

§7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

5. The inadequacy of ‘interface conditions’

Agreement in Kichean AF is obligatory:

(41) a. * ja

foc

rat

you(sg.)

x-∅-ax-an

com-3sg.abs-hear-af

ri

the

achin

man

[≈(11a–b)]

Intended: ‘It was you(sg.) that heard the man.’

b. * ja

foc

ri

the

achin

man

x-∅-ax-an

com-3sg.abs-hear-af

rat

you(sg.)

Intended: ‘It was the man that heard you(sg.).’

(42) a. * ja

foc

rje’

them

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

rja’

him

[≈(16a–b)]

Intended: ‘It was them who saw him.’

b. * ja

foc

rja’

him

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

rje’

them

Intended: ‘It was him who saw them.’

➻ Can this be derived from ‘interface conditions’?

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Here are schemata of a few derivations —

• and what we would need the interfaces’ verdict to be in each case, based

on the data surveyed in section 3

(43)
probe subj obj

desired
verdict

a. #0 ‘e-’ 3pl 3sg ✓ (agreement w/closest available

pl target)

b. #0 ‘e-’ 3sg 3pl ✓ (agreement w/closest available

pl target)

c. #0 ∅ 3sg 3pl ✗ (“gratuitous non-agreement”:

pl target available) [=ex. (42b)]

d. #0 ∅ 3sg 3sg ✓ (no pl targets, no agreement)

What rules out “gratuitous non-agreement”, as schematized in (43c)?

• Can “gratuitous non-agreement” be ruled out because of a property of

the probe (#0)—e.g. an unchecked ‘uninterpretable’ feature—that causes

ungrammaticality at the interface?

➻ No. — There are two possibilities to consider:

◦ If 3sg targets can remove this property (check the ‘uninterpretable’

feature), then (44) should be good. . . contrary to fact:

(44)
probe subj obj

desired
verdict

#0 ∅ 3sg 3pl ✗ (“forced” agreement w/sg target;

cf. (43b), above)

(remember:

what we are evaluating here is a theory where the only thing compelling

agreement to occur is the interfaces’ demands w.r.t. the probe’s features)

◦ If 3sg targets cannot remove this property (check the ‘uninterpretable’

feature), and only 3pl ones can, then (43d) (above) should be bad. . .

– again, contrary to fact.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Crucially, the same contradiction obtains even if we avail ourselves

of covert expletives, and/or other undetectable agreement targets.

• Suppose #0 in (43d) successfully agrees with some XP V; then either:

(i) V is formally singular −→ ⊥
◦ if #0 could target singular DPs, (42b) (as schematized in (44))

would be okay, contrary to fact

(ii) V is formally plural −→ then #0, having agreed with V, would be

spelled out as ‘e-’ (pl.) −→ ⊥
◦ this is simply not so, in the relevant cases

– e.g. (34a–b), as schematized in (43d)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• Can “gratuitous non-agreement” be ruled out because of a property of one

of the DP arguments—e.g. a lack of ‘Case’—that causes ungrammaticality

at the interface?

➻ No. If DPs in this language/construction needed to be agreed with,

then (43a–b) would be bad—as would (45), below—contrary to fact.

(45)
probe subj obj

desired
verdict

#0 ‘e-’ 3pl 3pl ✓ (agreement w/closest available

pl target)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

⇒ There is no way to enforce the obligatoriness of agreement by

checking properties of the probes and/or goals at the interface(s)

◦ and still make the right predictions w.r.t. data like (43–45)

On alternative analyses, and their respective shortcomings: see the appendix.

◦ Multiple Agree

◦ Last Resort

◦ a lexical ambiguity approach
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Interim conclusion:

• There is no adequate theory of agreement where the obligatoriness of the

agreement operation is enforced exclusively through interface conditions

(the need to check ‘uninterpretable’ features)

✓ §2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

✓ §3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

✓ §4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

✓ §5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

§6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

§7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

6. Proposal

6.1. Excluding outcomes by non-generation

• Consider minimality again —

(46) If U ≫ V, W ; V ≫ W ; and W 4 V:

[‘≫’ denotes c-command]

i. U . . . V . . . W

ii. * U . . . V . . . W

• This is obviously motivated above and beyond just looking at Kichean AF;

• But consider how derivations that violate minimality are ruled out:

◦ (46.ii) is not ruled out due to any representational property of the

probe and/or the goals on their own

– if it were, there would be no empirical content to minimality

➻ instead, it is ruled out simply because the grammar does not produce

derivations that involve a step like (46.ii)

⇒ Thus: even in ‘canonical’ implementations of minimalist syntax —

◦ some outcomes are ruled out not because, once generated, they violate

conditions on the featural content of probes/goals;

➻ but simply because they can never be generated, in the first place.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6.2. The obligatory operation find( 5)

(47) find( 5): when a head H0 with an unvalued feature 5 is merged, look

for an XP bearing a value of 5 , and assign that value to H0

[Preminger 2014]

• find( 5) is not Agree —

◦ It is triggered upon the merger of any H0 that has unvalued features

– not because the result will necessarily be more interface-amenable

than if find( 5) were never triggered;

– but rather, because (47) itself has obligatory status in the grammar

➻ This is not an entirely new idea; some important predecessors:

· Schütze’s (1997) Accord Maximization Principle

· Anand & Nevins’ (2006) maximized, but not obligatory agreement

· López’s (2007) reactive/non-teleological reformulation of Agree

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• Two examples —

◦ in (48), finite T0 enters the derivation bearing unvalued i-features:

(48) a. The children were bobbing for apples.

b. T0 [vP [the children] [v ’ . . . ]]

◦ consequently, find(i) is obligatorily triggered when T0 is merged

– it finds the External Argument (the children), accessible & within

the same phase, bearing plural i-features

⇒ valuing the features on T0 (thus, ‘were’)

◦ in (49) we find “gratuitous non-agreement”:

(49) * The children was bobbing for apples.

– (49) is bad not because the probes and/or goals, unto themselves,

bear properties that are inadmissible at the interface(s);

➻ but because the grammar does not generate derivations in which

obligatory operations like (47) are not initiated

– and thus, there is no derivation generated by the grammar that

leads to (49).
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• The same holds of “gratuitous non-agreement” in Kichean, as well:

(50) * ja

foc

rja’

him

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

rje’

them

[=(42b)]

Intended: ‘It was him who saw them.’

◦ there is no derivation of (50) generated by the grammar in which

find([plural]) is not triggered immediately upon the merger of #0;

◦ and thus, no derivation leading to this result.

➻ But crucially:

◦ nothing in the definition of find( 5) sets off any adverse effects if,

for example, no suitable XP is found

• This is precisely what’s going on in examples like (51):

(51) ja

foc

ri

the

xoq

woman

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

ri

the

achin

man

[=(9b)]

‘It was the woman who saw the man.’

◦ here, both arguments are 3sg —

– and are therefore unsuitable targets for both c0 and #0

· which, as you’ll recall, are parameterized in Kichean to target

only XPs bearing [participant] and [plural], respectively (§4.2)

⇒ find([participant]) and find([plural]) are triggered upon the merger

of c0 and #0, respectively;

◦ both scan the entire phase, locating no suitable XP target

◦ no [participant] or [plural] values are copied onto the probes

– resulting in what we have come to call ‘3rd person singular’

morphology

➻ and the derivation continues unimpeded.

✓ §2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

✓ §3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

✓ §4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

✓ §5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

✓ §6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

§7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

7. Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

• Suppose we have some operation Op, which has particular structural

conditions that must be met for it to be able to apply

• We have been discussing two models for enforcing the application of Op,

schematized in (52–53)

◦ note: when we, as linguists, say, “Op is obligatory,” we are usually

just looking at the first(=lefthand) column of (52–53)

(52) interface conditions

structural conditions on Op:

met not met

y
es grammaticality ungrammaticality

O
p

ap
p
li
es

:

n
o ungrammaticality ungrammaticality

(53) obligatory operations

structural conditions on Op:

met not met

y
es grammaticality ungrammaticality

O
p

ap
p
li
es

:

n
o ungrammaticality grammaticality

➻ We might therefore ask ourselves whether there are other domains

(besides agreement) that seem to favor (53) over (52)

⇒ Examples:

◦ the interaction of Object Shift with specificity

◦ the Definiteness Effect

◦ wh-movement out of embedded declaratives
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• Object Shift & specificity

(54) Icelandic: verb-movement → specificity co-varies with OS

a. þau

they

sýna1

show

[viðtöl

interviews

við

with

Blair]2

Blair

alltaf

always

[VP t1 t2 ] klukkan

clock

ellefu.

eleven

~ ‘Whenever there are interviews with Blair, they are always shown at 11

o’clock.’ (generic reading)

b. þau

they

sýna1

show

alltaf

always

[VP t1 [viðtöl

interviews

við

with

Blair]

Blair

] klukkan

clock

ellefu.

eleven

~ ‘It is always the case that they show interviews with Blair at 11 o’clock.’

(existential reading)

(55) immobile verb → specificity-in-situ possible for “trapped” object

a. * þau

they

hafa

have

[viðtöl

interviews

við

with

Blair]2

Blair

alltaf

always

[VP sýnt

shown

t2 ] klukkan

clock

ellefu.

eleven

b. þau

they

hafa

have

alltaf

always

[VP sýnt

shown

[viðtöl

interviews

við

with

Blair]

Blair

] klukkan

clock

ellefu.

eleven

‘They have always shown interviews with Blair at 11 o’clock.’

(ambiguous)

[Thráinsson 2007:78; examples modeled after Vikner 1997]

• suppose that just like —

(56) unvalued feature 5 −→ find( 5)

• there was also —

(57) U[+specific] −→ os(U)

⇒ in configurations where the structural conditions for os are met (e.g. the

verb has moved high) —

◦ a [+specific] argument not having moved out of VP is

impossible(=ungrammaticality)

– i.e., the lower-left corner of (53) (“gratuitous non-OS”)

⇒ but when the structural conditions for os are not met (e.g. the verb has

remained low) —

◦ a [+specific] argument staying in VP is just fine

– i.e., the lower-right corner of (53)

• the Definiteness Effect:

◦ if a DP is eligible for movement to subject position, it cannot be

definite while remaining in situ

◦ but a DP that is ineligible for movement to subject position (e.g. a

dative in English) can be definite in situ w/o causing ill-formedness

• wh-movement out of embedded declaratives:

◦ if there is a wh-phrase in the clause, it is must be displaced

to [Spec,CP]

◦ but if there is none, the lack of wh-displacement does not lead to a

“crash” at C0; it is tolerated

✓ §2 – A quick intro to Kichean & to the Agent-Focus (AF) construction

✓ §3 – The facts regarding agreement in Kichean AF

✓ §4 – A working probe-goal analysis of these facts

✓ §5 – Why these facts require going beyond ‘interface conditions’

✓ §6 – Proposal: the obligatory operation find( 5)

✓ §7 – Beyond agreement: obligatory operations in other domains

§8 – Conclusion

8. Conclusion

• The derivation-level version of ‘design adequacy’ ((5b), repeated below)

can be ruled out on empirical grounds:

(5) a. grammar-level design adequacy

the general properties of the syntactic computation are a response to

demands of the semantic and morphophonological interfaces

b derivation-level design adequacy

the steps that occur in the course of any single (well-formed)

derivation occur only to satisfy interface conditions imposed on the

resulting structure

➻ We’ve seen an empirical domain where you cannot adhere to (5b) and

still get the facts right.

– specifically, we saw that ‘interface conditions’ are inadequate for

deriving the obligatoriness of agreement in Kichean AF

· this includes, but is not limited to, Chomsky’s (2000, 2001)

‘uninterpretable features’ proposal
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• An alternative, which is equipped to handle the facts, replaces ‘interface

conditions’ (5b) with ‘obligatory operations’ (58):

(58) obligatory operations

syntactic operations (e.g. agreement) are obligatorily triggered upon the

merger of certain lexical items (e.g. a head bearing unvalued i-features)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• Independent support for the very same conclusion:

◦ from empirical domains other than agreement proper:

the interaction of Object Shift with specificity, the Definiteness Effect,

wh-movement out of embedded declaratives

◦ further cases involving agreement proper: [not shown today]

– verbal morphosyntax in Zulu (based on Halpert 2012)

· in a nutshell: there is a probe in Zulu that must agree with the

closest unmoved XP inside vP, but no “crash” arises when vP

is empty

– the syntax of unergative verbs in Basque (Preminger 2012)

· in a nutshell: Basque unergatives lack an ‘implicit object’

(contra much earlier work); but when i-probing for an object

fails, no “crash” arises

see Preminger 2014, for details.

• Bigger picture: there is a need to rethink the nature of feature interaction

in syntax more generally

◦ i-feature agreement was supposed to be the “poster child” for the

interface-driven model of computation

◦ in fact, the observation that i-features make a semantic contribution

on nominals but (seemingly) not on verbs is the very reason for the

term ‘uninterpretable’ (see, e.g., Chomsky 1995:368)

➻ and yet, as it turns out, i-feature agreement cannot be modeled in this

way, to begin with

⇒ It’s time to stop using ‘uninterpretable features’ —

◦ when talking about agreement, certainly;

◦ when talking about other things, too. . . ?

References

Abels, Klaus. 2012. Phases: an essay on cyclicity in syntax. Linguistische Arbeiten 543,
Berlin: de Gruyter.

Aissen, Judith. 1987. Tzotzil clause structure. Dordrecht: Reidel.
Aissen, Judith. 1992. Topic and focus in Mayan. Language 68:43–80.

Aissen, Judith. 2011. On the syntax of agent focus in K’ichee’. In Proceedings
of FAMLi: formal approaches to Mayan linguistics, eds. Kirill Shklovsky,
Pedro Mateo Pedro & Jessica Coon, MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 63,
Cambridge, MA: MITWPL, 1–16.

Anagnostopoulou, Elena. 2003. The syntax of ditransitives: evidence from clitics. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Anagnostopoulou, Elena. 2005. Strong and weak person restrictions: a feature
checking analysis. In Clitic and affix combinations: theoretical perspectives, eds.
Lorie Heggie & Francisco Ordonez, Linguistics Today 74, 199–235. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Anand, Pranav & Andrew Ira Nevins. 2006. The locus of ergative case assignment:
evidence from scope. In Ergativity: emerging issues, eds. Alana Johns,
Diane Massam & Juvenal Ndayiragije, 3–25. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Arregi, Karlos & Andrew Ira Nevins. 2008. Agreement and clitic restrictions in
Basque. In Agreement restrictions, eds. Roberta D’Alessandro, Susann Fischer &
Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, 49–86. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Arregi, Karlos & Andrew Ira Nevins. 2012. Morphotactics: Basque auxiliaries and
the structure of spellout. Studies in Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 86,
Dordrecht: Springer.

Baker, Mark C. 2011. When agreement is for number and gender but
not person. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 29:875–915,
doi: <10.1007/s11049-011-9147-z>.

Béjar, Susana. 2003. Phi-syntax: a theory of agreement. Doctoral dissertation, Toronto,
ON: University of Toronto.

Béjar, Susana & Milan Rezac. 2003. Person licensing and the derivation of PCC effects.
In Romance linguistics: theory and acquisition, eds. Ana Teresa Perez-Leroux &
Yves Roberge, 49–62. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Béjar, Susana & Milan Rezac. 2009. Cyclic Agree. Linguistic Inquiry 40:35–73,

doi: <10.1162/ling.2009.40.1.35>.

Boeckx, Cedric & Youngmi Jeong. 2004. The fine structure of intervention in
syntax. In Issues in current linguistic theory: a festschrift for Hong Bae Lee, eds.
Chungja Kwon & Wonbin Lee, 83–116. Seoul: Kyungjin.

Chomsky, Noam. 1964. Current issues in linguistic theory. Janua Linguarum 38, The
Hague: Mouton de Gruyter.

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: the framework. In Step by step: essays on

minimalist syntax in honor of Howard Lasnik, eds. Roger Martin, David Michaels &
Juan Uriagereka, 89–155. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Ken Hale: a life in language, ed.
Michael Kenstowicz, 1–52. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

- 15 -



February 13, 2015
UCLA Linguistics Colloquium Beyond interface conditions Preminger

Coon, Jessica, Pedro Mateo Pedro & Omer Preminger. 2014. The role of case in a-bar
extraction asymmetries: evidence from Mayan. Linguistic Variation 14:179–242,
doi: <10.1075/lv.14.2.01coo>.

Craig, Colette Grinevald. 1979. The antipassive and Jacaltec. In Papers in Mayan
linguistics, ed. Laura Martin, 139–165. Columbia, MO: Lucas Bros. Publishers.

Davies, William D. & Luis Enrique Sam-Colop. 1990. K’iche’ and the structure of
antipassive. Language 66:522–549.

Dayley, Jon P. 1978. Voice in Tzutujil. Journal of Mayan Linguistics 1:20–52.

Dayley, Jon P. 1985. Tz’utujil grammar. University of California Publications in
Linguistics 107, Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Frampton, John. 1991. Relativized minimality: a review. The Linguistic Review 8:1–46.
Halpert, Claire. 2012. Argument licensing and agreement in Zulu. Doctoral dissertation,

Cambridge, MA: MIT. url: <https://ling.auf.net/lingBuzz/001599>.
Harizanov, Boris. 2014. Clitic doubling at the syntax-morphophonology interface:

a-movement and morphological merger in Bulgarian. Natural Language & Linguistic
Theory 32:1033–1088, doi: <10.1007/s11049-014-9249-5>.

Harley, Heidi & Elizabeth Ritter. 2002. Person and number in pronouns: a feature-
geometric analysis. Language 78:482–526, doi: <10.1353/lan.2002.0158>.

Hiraiwa, Ken. 2001. Multiple Agree and the defective intervention constraint in
Japanese. In The proceedings of the MIT-Harvard joint conference (HUMIT 2000),
ed. Ora Matushansky, MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 40, Cambridge, MA:
MITWPL, 67–80.

Hiraiwa, Ken. 2004. Dimensions of symmetry in syntax: agreement and clausal
architecture. Doctoral dissertation, Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Kimball, John & Judith Aissen. 1971. I think, you think, he think. Linguistic Inquiry
2:241–246, url: <https://www.jstor.org/stable/4177629>.

Kramer, Ruth. 2014. Clitic doubling or object agreement: the view from
Amharic. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 32:593–634,
doi: <10.1007/s11049-014-9233-0>.

Kratzer, Angelika. 2009. Making a pronoun: fake indexicals as windows
into the properties of pronouns. Linguistic Inquiry 40:187–237,

doi: <10.1162/ling.2009.40.2.187>.

Laka, Itziar. 1993. The structure of inflection: a case study in X0 syntax. In Generative
studies in Basque linguistics, eds. Jose Ignacio Hualde & Jon Ortiz de Urbina,
21–70. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

López, Luis. 2007. Locality and the architecture of syntactic dependencies. New York,
NY: Palgrave MacMillan.

Manning, Christopher. 1996. Ergativity: argument structure and grammatical relations.
Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

McCloskey, James. 2002. Resumption, successive cyclicity, and the locality of
operations. In Derivation and explanation in the Minimalist Program, eds.
Samuel David Epstein & T. Daniel Seely, 184–226. Oxford: Blackwell.

McGinnis, Martha. 2005. On markedness asymmetries in person and number. Language
81:699–718, doi: <10.1353/lan.2005.0141>.

Mondloch, James L. 1981. Voice in Quiche-Maya. Doctoral dissertation, Albany, NY:
State University of New York.

Nevins, Andrew Ira. 2011. Multiple Agree with clitics: person complementarity
vs. omnivorous number. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 29:939–971,
doi: <10.1007/s11049-011-9150-4>.

Norman, William M. & Lyle Campbell. 1978. Towards a Proto-Mayan syntax:
a comparative perspective on grammar. In Papers in Mayan linguistics, ed.
Nora C. England, University of Missouri Miscellaneous Publications in
Anthropology 6, 136–156. Columbia, MO: University of Missouri.

Phillips, Colin, Matthew W. Wagers & Ellen F. Lau. 2011. Grammatical illusions and
selective fallibility in real-time language comprehension. In Experiments at the
interfaces, ed. Jeffrey Runner, Syntax and Semantics 37, 153–186. Bingley: Emerald.

Polinsky, Maria. 2011. Explaining syntactic ergativity. Paper presented at the Case by
Case Workshop, Paris.

Preminger, Omer. 2009. Breaking agreements: distinguishing agreement
and clitic doubling by their failures. Linguistic Inquiry 40:619–666,

doi: <10.1162/ling.2009.40.4.619>.

Preminger, Omer. 2011. Agreement as a fallible operation. Doctoral dissertation,
Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Preminger, Omer. 2012. The absence of an implicit object in unergatives:
new and old evidence from Basque. Lingua 122:278–288,
doi: <10.1016/j.lingua.2011.04.007>.

Preminger, Omer. 2014. Agreement and its failures. Linguistic
Inquiry Monographs 68, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
doi: <10.7551/mitpress/9780262027403.001.0001>.

Pye, Clifton. 1989. The focus antipassive in K’iche’ Mayan. In Studies in native
american languages V, eds. Jong-Seok Ok & Mubeccel Taneri, vol. 14, Kansas
Working Papers in Linguistics 2, 88–98. Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas
Linguistics Graduate Student Association.

Reuland, Eric. 2011. Anaphora and language design. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Rizzi, Luigi. 1990. Relativized minimality. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Rizzi, Luigi. 2001. Relativized minimality effects. In The handbook of contemporary

syntactic theory, eds. Mark R. Baltin & Chris Collins, 89–110. Oxford: Blackwell,
doi: <10.1002/9780470756416.ch4>.

Rooryck, Johan & Guido Vanden Wyngaerd. 2011. Dissolving
binding theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi: <10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199691326.001.0001>.

Schütze, Carson T. 1997. INFL in child and adult language: agreement, case, and
licensing. Doctoral dissertation, Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Shlonsky, Ur. 1989. The hierarchical representation of subject-verb agreement. Ms.,
Haifa: University of Haifa.

Sigurðsson, Halldór Ármann. 1996. Icelandic finite verb agreement. Working Papers in
Scandinavian Syntax 57:1–46.

Sigurðsson, Halldór Ármann & Anders Holmberg. 2008. Icelandic dative intervention:
person and number are separate probes. In Agreement restrictions, eds.
Roberta D’Alessandro, Susann Fischer & Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, 251–280.

Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Smith-Stark, Thom. 1978. The Mayan antipassive: some facts and fictions. In Papers

in Mayan linguistics, ed. Nora C. England, University of Missouri Miscellaneous
Publications in Anthropology 6, 169–187. Columbia, MO: University of Missouri.

- 16 -



February 13, 2015
UCLA Linguistics Colloquium Beyond interface conditions Preminger

Starke, Michal. 2001. Move dissolves into Merge: a theory of locality. Doctoral
dissertation, Geneva: University of Geneva. url: <https://ling.auf.net/
lingbuzz/000002>.

Stiebels, Barbara. 2006. Agent Focus in Mayan languages. Natural Language &
Linguistic Theory 24:501–570, doi: <10.1007/s11049-005-0539-9>.

Taraldsen, Knut Tarald. 1995. On agreement and nominative objects in Icelandic.
In Studies in comparative Germanic syntax, eds. Hubert Haider, Susan Olsen &
Sten Vikner, 307–327. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Thráinsson, Höskuldur. 2007. The syntax of Icelandic. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Vikner, Sten. 1997. The interpretation of object shift, Optimality Theory, and
minimalism. Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 60:1–24.

Weisser, Philipp, Gereon Müller, Fabian Heck, Doreen Georgi & Anke Assmann. 2012.

Blocking of ergative movement by maraudage. Ms., Leipzig: Universität Leipzig,
Institut für Linguistik.

Woolford, Ellen. 2011. PF factors in clitic selection in Tzotzil. In Representing language:
essays in honor of Judith Aissen, eds. Rodrigo Gutiérrez Bravo, Line Mikkelsen &
Eric Potsdam, 305–320. Santa Cruz, CA: LRC Publications.

Zeijlstra, Hedde. 2004. Sentential negation and negative concord. Doctoral dissertation,
Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam.

Zeijlstra, Hedde. 2008. Negative concord is syntactic agreement. Ms., Amsterdam:
University of Amsterdam. url: <https://ling.auf.net/lingBuzz/000645>.

svn revision code: 10315

Appendix: Some alternatives, and their shortcomings

A.1. Multiple Agree

• Maybe the Kichean data we have analyzed in terms of Relativized

Minimality (and the skipping of unsuitable arguments) actually involve

agreement with both arguments

◦ on this view, the arguments we previously thought were skipped would

be agreed with, after all

➻ Such an analysis isn’t applicable to agreement in Kichean AF.

◦ there are several reasons to reject a Multiple Agree analysis of these

data; I’ll present only one here

◦ one of the central tenets of Multiple Agree (Anagnostopoulou 2005,

Hiraiwa 2001, 2004, a.o.):

(59) features(H) * features(G) ⇒ *MA(G, H)

◦ but recall that agreement in Kichean AF is fully symmetrical

◦ so combinations like, e.g., (60)—as well as (62), below—are perfectly

acceptable in this construction:

(60) a. subject: 3sg { }

b. object: 3pl {[plural]}

[good in AF]

(61) a. subject: 3pl {[plural]}

b. object: 3sg { }

[good in AF]

(62) a. subject: 3pl {[plural]}

b. object: 1pl {[plural], [participant], [author]}

[good in AF]

(63) a. subject: 1pl {[plural], [participant], [author]}

b. object: 3pl {[plural]}

[good in AF]

◦ of course, some combinations where the object is not a subset of the

subject are ruled out (64); but the inverse of those (65) are also out:

(64) a. subject: 2sg {[participant]}

b. object: 1sg {[participant], [author]}

[bad in AF]

(65) a. subject: 1sg {[participant], [author]}

b. object: 2sg {[participant]}

[bad in AF]

⇒ Multiple Agree both over- and under-generates w.r.t. Kichean AF

A.2. Last Resort

• A Last Resort approach to agreement in Kichean AF would work; but it

wouldn’t change the overall conclusion —

◦ that the obligatoriness of agreement cannot be enforced through

‘interface conditions’

Here’s why:

• Suppose there is a mechanism that is able to take features on a probe, and

eliminate them if they have reached the interface(s) unchecked

◦ e.g. Béjar’s (2003) ‘Default Valuation’ operation
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• To maintain observational adequacy, we would need to make sure that this

mechanism is indeed deployed only as a Last Resort

◦ otherwise, we would erroneously predict: optionality of agreement

throughout (cf. (66))

(66) * ja

foc

rja’

him

x-∅-tz’et-ö

com-3sg.abs-see-af

rje’

them

[=(50)]

Intended: ‘It was him who saw them.’

• In other words, the syntactic computation needs to distinguish —

(i) cases where the probe has scanned the structure and failed to find a

suitable target (as schematized in (67a)); from —

(ii) cases where there is an agreement target available, but agreement is

still not instantiated (a.k.a. “gratuitous non-agreement”; (67b))

(67)
probe subj obj

desired
verdict

a. #0 ∅ 3sg 3pl ✗ (“gratuitous non-agreement”:

pl target available) [=ex. (66)]

b. #0 ∅ 3sg 3sg ✓ (no pl targets, no agreement)

⇒ To achieve observational adequacy, the computational system needs to

keep track of whether agreement has been attempted —

◦ independently of whether the final representation does or doesn’t

contain, e.g., unchecked features

➻ Rendering any interface conditions fully redundant w.r.t. agreement.

To put it another way:

• If we put in place a Last Resort operation that turns representations that

aren’t interface-admissible into ones that are —

◦ then there remain no ungrammatical utterances that are ruled out on

the basis of the interface conditions themselves

– e.g. due to unchecked ‘uninterpretable’ features

◦ instead, ungrammatical utterances are ruled out because they have

failed to meet the criterion for the Last Resort operation to apply

~ “Did you try?”

➻ And since that is exactly the point of today’s talk, this is not really a

counter-proposal.

A.3. A lexical ambiguity approach

• What if there are two variants of the relevant probe in Kichean, e.g., #0 —

◦ one that is equipped with ‘uninterpretable’ features, and one that

is “bare”

nb: Such lexical ambiguity is routinely posited in the analysis of declarative C0 in

long-distance wh-movement (cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001, McCloskey 2002).

• We have already seen that there is no absolute requirement for pl

arguments to be agreed with in Kichean:

(68)
probe subj obj

desired
verdict

#0 ‘e-’ 3pl 3pl ✓ (agreement w/closest

available pl target)

[≈(45)]

⇒ As far as the interfaces are concerned, then, there should be nothing

wrong with selecting the feature-bare variant of #0 —

◦ even in the presence of one or more viable pl agreement targets

(since there is no requirement on the part of pl targets to be agreed with)

➻ This falsely predicts that agreement in Kichean would be optional

throughout.

◦ and note: “if there is a [plural]-bearing DP within the c-command domain of,

and in the same phase as, #0, then you must select the feature-equipped

variant of #0” is not an interface condition!
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