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0. INTRODUCTION

In most recent work in generative grammar, the focus has been shifted
from the study of constructions to the search for the principles of core
grammar. In Chomsky (1981) a number of subsystems of such principles
are discussed as parl of the Government-Binding theory (GB). There, a
basic principle of grammar is formulated: the Projection Principle. This
principle and others, defined in the various subsystems of core grammar
interact al diiferent levels of representation {D-Structure, S-Structure,
Phonological Representation and Logical Form) to constrain the output
of possible grammars,

Different types of Movement of Constituents are analyzed as the in-
stantiations of a very general rule of “move a”, ‘move anything to any-
where’. The particular resirictions we find on movement are due to the
interaction of the Projection Principle with other components of the
grammar.

In particular languages we find instantions of ‘move & such as ‘move
NP* and ‘move wh’, again with specific characteristics. Particularly, a
crucial distinction is made between rules moving elements to A-position
and to A-positions. Here we will analyze movement rules in Quechua!,
arguing that all processes of movement arc inslances of a general rule of
‘Move Case'. The argument will center around the constructions: “‘Sub-
ject to Object Raising”, “Wh-fronting”, "“Passive Formation™.

In Quechua we find NPs in S-Structure in the domain of a matrix verb
and functioning syntactically like matrix objects while receiving a the-
matic role within the embedded clause. We will refer to this phenomenon
as ‘raising’ without specifying as for now the kind of rule it involves. The
phenomenon of raising as it is defined here is exemplified in (1):

1) mariya Xwancha-q-ta -nj muna-n & platanu ranti-mu-na-n-ta
Maria Juan GEN AC AF want 3 banana buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria wants Johin to buy bananas’

In the above sentence the subject of the embedded verb occurs before the
matrix verb and is marked for accusative Case as if it were the object of
the main verb; in additicn it carries the aifirmative validator, which would
be impossible if it were part of the embedded clause.

These facts have been described within the EST [ramework by Cole and
Hermon (1979 and 1981) as cases of Subject-to-Object Raising achieved
by a NP movement rule. In addilion to leaving many problems unresolved,
a topic 1o which we return below, their analysis is in no way compatible
with the Governmeni-Binding theory as it violates its central principles.
Here, we will propose an analysis for the facts of Raising as they occur in
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the Cuzco dialect of Quechua, in which the raising facts do not violate any
of the central principles of the Government-Binding theory. Indeed our
analysis of the Quechua lacts in terms of a rule "Move CASE' which, we
show, shares the basic properties of ‘Move Wh' such as described in Choms-
ky (1977), sheds light on the complex facts of Quechua and contribuies to
the refinement of some aspects of the GB theory, namely Case Theory,
Theta theory and Binding theory.

A second set of facts involves unbounded Wh-movement. Again, as with
raising. penitive Wh-subjects are marked accusalive when they are fronted
to a higher clause:

(2)  pi-gpa-ta-n; muna-nki e; platanu ranti-mu- na-n-ta
who GE AC AF want 2 banana buy NOM 3 Ac
‘Who do you want to buy bananas’

We will analyze these cases as involving both ‘raising’ as in (1) and move-
ment within a clause to a Wh-position.

The third type of configuration is ene of a stative-like passive, in-
volving ‘raising’ to the subject position of a copular matrix clause:

(3) noga xwancha-q maga-sqa-n  ka-ni
I Juan. GE hit NOM3 bel
‘I have been hit by Juan

We will argue that this configuration falls under ‘movc Case’ as well, in-
volving a @ objective Case marked object moving to the nominative position.

The unified analysis we present involves movement to non-thematic
positions (Wh-positions, ron-thematic positions in the VP, non-thematic
subject positions), but with respect to the A / A distinction (Chomsky,
1981; Aoun, 1982) no clear results obtain. We will explore the hypothesis
that the A / A distinction is inoperative in the main body of this paper,
and then discuss the consequences for our analysis of a maintenance of
that distinction in section 4.1. The final analysis that we propose, how-
ever, is one in which Case positions are analyzed, at some level of represent-
ation (e.g. in the Case tree), as A positions, and that it is that level which
is operant for the Binding theory in Quechua.

0.1. The Government-Binding theory and the different Movemenr rules

In this section we summarize the theories which constitute the sub-
systems of core grammar and show how they exclude Subject-to-Object
Raising in English and how they deal with Wh-movement and Passive-like
Raising to Subject constructions.
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The Binding theory defines the distribution of referring expressions
{anaphors, pronouns, and names). It disiinguishes between two types of
binding: argument binding (A-binding) and non-argument binding (A-
binding). With argument binding, the antecedent occupies an A position:
[NP, S] or [NP, VP]. With non-argument binding, the antecedent oc-
cupies an A position: COMP, a Clitic position, an adjunct-position, etc.

The Government theory defines the relation between the head of a
construction and categories dependent on it. It includes a principle de-
termining the possibility of occurence of empty categories: the Empty
Category Principle (ECP), which stipulates that empty categories must be
properly governed. The Theta theory is concerned with the assignment of
thematic roles; the central element of this theory is the Theta Criterion
which stipulates that i) each argument bears a Theta-role, ii} each argument
bears only one Theta-role, iii) each Theta-role must be assigned to an
argument and iv) each Theta-role is assigned to only one argument. In this
theory, Theta marking is linked to subcategorization in such a way that
each subcateporized complement position is a Theta position. It follows
from the Theta Criterion that Movement Rules are restricted in such a way
that they must be initially from a position in D-structure to which a
Thela-role is assigned to a non-Theta-position (Chomsky, 1981: 59).
Otherwise a moved element could receive two Theta-roles, which was ex-
cluded by ii) above.

Case theory deals with abstract Case assignment and its morphological
realization. The basic principle of this theory is the Case Filter which
stipulates that all lexical NPs and variables should be marked for Case or
be an element of a chain with Case {Chomsky, 1981: 175,334),

In addition to these (heories, a basic principle of core granumar is
formulated in the Projection Principle. This principle stipulates i) that sub-
categorization entails Theta marking, ii) that all syntaclic representations
are projections of the thematic structure indicated in the lexicon, and iii}
that catepories and positions must be Theta marked in the same way at all
syntactic levels (Chomsky, 1981: 29, 39). The principles defined in the
various subsystems of grammar interact at various levels of representa.
tion (D-Structure, S-structure, Phonological Representation and Logical
Form) to constrain the outputs of possible grammars.

Within the Government-Binding framework, a rule of Raising from Sub-
ject-to-Object of the type proposed for English by Postal (1972) is ex-
cluded simultancously by scveral of the various theories summarized
above. It is excluded by the Theta theory because it would violate the
uniqueness principle of the Theta-criterion, the raised NP being doubly
Theta marked at S-Structure and at LF, once in the lower clause (as sub-
ject) and once in the upper clause {as object). Becausc the raised NP
would be doubly Theta marked, Raising would also violate the Pro-
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jection Principle. Raising from Subject-to-Object would also violate the
ECP. According to this principle the subject position of the embedded
clause raised out of would have to be properly governed; in the raising
configuration, however, there is no proper governor for that position.

In the GB framework Raising in English is thus restricted to Subject-
to-Subject raising which is lexically triggered by a small category of verbs,
raising verbs such as ‘seem’. Raising verbs do not assign 2 Theta-role to
their subject so that an NP raised to this position does not receive a Thela-
role from the upper verb and is thus Theta marked only once in accordan-
ce with the Theta Criterion. Raising verbs also have the lexical property of
triggering S’ deletion in such a way that they can govern the trace in the
subject position of the resulling infinilival complement. Moreover, these
verbs are not Case assigners so that they can govern the trace of the raised
NP without assigning it a Case. The trace of the raised NP being governed
without being Case marked is a trace of NP.

In the light of this discussion, the question we will attempt to resolve
in this paper is the following: assuming that the general framcwork of the
GB theory summarized here is correct, how can we account for the raising
facts of Quechua? :

Wh-movement in the GB-framework is seen as movement to an A
position, COMP, leaving behind a Case-marked empty position, which is
interpreted as a variable, locally bound by the element in the A position,

The English passive is seen as an instance of NP-movement, as binding
by an NP in an A position (non-thematic subject) of a caseless, emply
position, which is interpreted as an amaphor, Passive morphology on the
verb both absorbs the case of the object, and the Theta-rol assigned to the
subject position normally. The latter becomes non-thematic and a landing-
site for NP-movement. In case of NP-movement across a clause boundary,
the intervening subject position is always part of the same A-chain:

(1) John; seems [ t; to have been killed (; ]

We will see that in Quechua ‘raising to subject’ does not conform to the
confipuration sketched here.

0.2. Overview of the analysis of Raising as ‘Move CASE'

As mentioned before, in this paper we argue that raising, Wh-movement
across clause boundaries and passive-like raising to a subject position are
best analysed as instances of a rule “Move CASE"™, which isan instantiation
of the morc general rule “move . A COMP-like CASE position on §', in-
dependently motivated, will be shown Lo serve as an escape hatch for
raising. Our Move CASE rule, we will argue, shares the characieristics of
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Move Wh such as described in Chomsky {1977) rather than of Move NP;
indeed the trace of the raised clement will be shown to be A bound, a
fact from which it will follow that the trace of the raised element is a
variable rather than a trace of NP. Qur analysis will thus show that raising
in Quechua involves A-binding or M-binding® (binding from a non-
argument position) while in English it involves A-binding (binding from an
argument position). Our data also provide strong evidence for the separ-
ation of Case-assignment and Theta-role assignment in Quechua.

Indeed, any number of clemenls in a VP, including time and manner
adverbs, can be marked lor accusative Case. Moreover, we show that the
main verb assigns accusalive Case to clements passing through the sub-
ordinate CASE position thus providing evidence for Case assignment into
COMP, so that raised NPs, while being assigned only one Theta-role, can
have double Case, one assigned in the subordinate clause, one by the ma-
trix verb. Case assignment will thus be shown not to follow {rom the
Theta- (heory as is proposed in Chomsky (1981, ch. 6).

Raising in the data configuration that we are presenting is not limited
to a specific grammatical function (such as Object), and does not involve
movement to a Theta-posttion. The analysis in terms of move CASE ex-
plains why all raising verbs are Case-marking verhs, and why there can be
double Casc-marking without Case-clash: only one of the Cases is related
to a Theta-role. Thus within our analysis, the raising facts do not violate
any of the central principles of the Government-Binding theory and the
problems created by Cole and Hermon's analysis are solved.

Furthermore, our analysis shows that all the phenomena which pro-
duce variation in word order at S-structure are cases of raising defined as
Move CASE. Finally, we tie our analysis of the raising lacts of Quechua to
the more general phenomenon of nonconfigurationality.

The paper is organized in the following way: Section 1 deals with the
cluster of facts roughly describable as raising to the matrix VP. In section
2 we analyze Wh-movement and compare it with raising to the matrix,
arguing that it involves the same phenomenon in cases of Wh-movement
across a clause-boundary. In section 3 we discuss passive-like raising to
subject cases, and in section 4 we present some alternative analyses, dis-
cuss some problems for our analysis, and present the rule of move-CASE
in the more general perspeclive of non-configurationality.

1. RAISING
This Tirst part of the paper is dedicated to the study of raising. In 1.1. we

give arguments for raising and in 1.2 we specify all the (acts that must be
accounted for by our analysis. Section 1.3 provides an analysis for the
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facts of raising; section 1.3.1 contains the rules of Case assignment in
Quechua with particular reference to Case assignment in raising con-
structions involving double Case marking; sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 deal
with Case assignment into COMP; section 1.3.4 discusses the rule of
raising as Move CASE; finally, in section 1.3.5 Case assignment and Theta
assignment are compared and discussed in the light of the raising data. The
first part of the paper ends with a discussion of Cole and Hermon’s analysis
ol Raising from Subject to Object in the light of the analysis presented in
this paper (1 4).

1.1. Arguments for raising

In this section we bring arguments for a raising analysis of the phénomenon
under study, presenting arguments showing that the raised NP is indeed
outside of its clause. Second in the light of the Quechua data we discuss
the major proposals suggested in the literature to account lor raising, in
order to characterize from the beginning of the paper the type of rule
that raising will involve.

1.1.1. The NPs under study are outside of their clause
There are three major arguments in favor of a raising analysis for the facts
being studied in this paper.

First, the position of the NP. In (la) the object of the embedded verb
platanu occurs in its basic position before the embedded verb, while in
(1b) platanu occurs out of its clause in the domain of the main verb.

(1)  a. mariyacha muna-n [xwancha-q platanu-9 ranti-na-n-ta]
Maria want3 Juan GEN banana buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas’
b. mariyacha platgnu-ta; muna-n [xwancha-q ¢; ranti-na-n-ta]
Maria banana AC want3 Juan GEN buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas’

Second, inflection for Case of the NP under study. Here, wo cases are to
be distinguished. Let us consider first. the object of the embedded verb in
a non-raised position as in (1a) and in a raised position as in {1b). In (1a)
where the object of the embedded verb occurs in an embedded clause, the
subject of which is in the genitive Case, it cannot bear accusative Case
-ta’ , while in (1b) where the object of the embedded verb is in the domain
of the main verb, it has to bear accusative Case. Let us now consider the
subject of the embedded verb in a non-raised position as in (2a) and ina
raised position as in (2b).
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(2) a. mariyacha muna-n [xwancha-q platanu ranti-na-n-ta]
Maria want 3 Juan GEN banana buy SUB 3 AC
‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas’
b. mariyacha xwancha-q-ta; muna-n [¢; platanu ranti-na-n-ta]
Maria Juan GEN AC want 3 banana buy SUB 3 AC
‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas’

In (2a) xwancha-¢q, the subject of the embedded verb occurs in the genitive
Case® while in (2b) xwancha-ta, which is still interpreted as the subject of
the embedded verb, is also marked for accusative Case -7z as if it were the
direct object of the main verb. The distribution of accusative Case on the
object and subject NPs respectively cannot receive an explanation unless
raising is postulated.

Third, the presence of the validator on the NP under study. Compare
(3a) and (3b).

(3)  a. mariyacha platanu- ta- n; muna-n [xwancha- q ¢; ranti-na- n-ta]
Maria banana AC AF want 3 Juan-GEN  buySUB3AC
‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas’
b. *mariyacha muna-n [xwancha-q platanu-z ranti-na-n-ta)

In (3a) the validator may occur on platanu as it is outside of the embedded
clause and in the domain of the main verb; this is not possible when the
object of the embedded verb remains inside of its clause as shown by the
unprammaticality of (3b). Therefore the presence of the validational
marker on platanu in (3a) is a strong argument for raising.

In the above examples, we have assumed that the raised NP corres-
ponds to an empty position in the embedded clause. We now turn to the
justification of this assumption.

1.1.2 Raising creates an empty position in the embedded sentence

Several proposals have been made in the literature in order to account lor
elements occurring in S-Structure outside of the clause in which they
receive a @-role, the major ones being the following:

1) the Merger/Projection proposal allowing for scrambling of words (Hale,

1979, Nash, 1980; Van Riemsdijk, 1580);

2) The Movement/Coindexation proposal (in particular Chomsky, 1977).
Here we bring arguments showing that the Quechua data reported on in
this paper support the Movement/Coindexation proposal rather than the
other one. The point at stake opposing the two analyses is whether there is
an empty position (either trace of movement rule or base generated empty
position coindexed with the raised element, both having the same effect)
in the embedded clause corresponding to the displaced NP or not. The
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latter analysis involves such a paosition, the former proposals don’t. Given
this distinction there are three strong arguments in favor of a Movement/
Coindexation analysis on the basis of our Quechua data.

First, the double Case marking on the NP under study. When the sub-
ject of the embedded clause is being removed out of its clause, it carries
two Case markers: the first one is assigned by the embedded verb and the
second one is assigned by the main verb. Thus, in (4) the subject of the
embedded verb, xwancha, is marked both for genitive Case as it is the sub-
ject of the embedded verb and for accusative Case because it occurs in
the domain of the main verb.

(4)  mariyacha xwancha -g- ta; muna-n [f.-i platanu ranti-na-n-ta)
Maria Juan GENACwant3 1 banana buy SUB 3 AC
‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas’

Since genitive is assigned structurally to a sister of N', thus in the domain
of the NP (at the N" level, see section 3.1. for details) of which it is inter-
prcled to be a constituent, an empty position corresponding to the raised
NP is necessary for genitive Case to he assigned. Il we assume a Case
checking rule in LF at the moment when the possessor phrase is associated
with the empty position in the source noun phrase or an assignment rule
operating in deep structure before raising takes place in the movement
analysis, there is no problem to account for structural Case. Double Case
marking on the raised NP cannot be easily explained within the Merger/
Projection proposals and constitute an argument in (avor of a Movement/
Coindexation analysis.

A sccond argument in favor of a Movement/Coindexation analysis has
lo do with person marking in the embedded clause as a result of agree-
ment between the nominalized verb and its subject®. In the embedded
clause of sentence (4) the nominalized verh reminanta bears a 3rd person
marker -n- resulting from an agrecment rule between a head and its sub-
ject. The agreement rule is in general formulated structurally as holding
between the head and a constituent on the X" here N level. If in the
embedded clause Lhere were no emply position corresponding to the
raised NP, as is advocated by the tenants of the Merger/Projection proposal,
it is not clear how the agreement rule, which is essentially local, would
operate®.

Concluding: the facis related to double Case marking on the raised NP
and to subject-verb agreement constitute arguments for saying that raising
crcates an empty position in the embedded sentence. The Quechua data on
raising as discussed so far thus provide sirong arguments for the Move-
ment/Coindexation proposal over the Merger/Projection proposal. For
further discussion on that topic see Muysken (1982).
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1.2, Further facts about raising

In this section we deseribe the facts related to raising: first from the point
of view of the raised elements, second, from the point of view of the
raising verbs.

In Cuzco Quechua raising may occur cut of any pesition from an em-
bedded clause. Examples (1b) and (2b) of section 1.1.1 showed a raised
object and a raised subject respectively.

Here, in (1) the locative is raised:

(1)  mariyacha merkadyu-pi muna-n [xosecha -q platanu ranti-na-n-ta]
Maria market LO want 3 Jose GEN bananabuy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria wants Jose to buy bananas in the market’

In (2) the NP marked for benefactive Case is raised:

(2) mariyacha pedru-pag muna-n [xosecha -q platanu merkadu-pi
Maria Pedro BEN want 3 Jose GEN banana market LO
ranti-na-n-taj
buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria wants Jose to buy bananas for Pedro in the market’

More than one element may be raised out of an embedded clause, as
shown in (3)°.

3) mariyacha xosecha-q-ta platanu-ta merkadu-pi muna-n
Maria Jose GEN AC banana AC market LO want 3
[ranti-na-n-ta]

buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria wanls Jose to buy bananas in the market’

Another characteristic of raising in Cuzeo Quechua is that it includes
any type of potentially Case marked element, therefore adverbs and
quantifiers as well as nouns, thus any element bearing the leature [+N],
as candidates for raising. In (4) the adverb pagarin ‘tomorrow’ is raised:

4) mariyacha lima ri-na-yki-ta  muna-n pagarin-ta
Maria Lima go NOM 2 AC want 3 tomorrow AC

*Maria wants you to go to Lima tomorrow’

and in (5) it is the quantifier hayk @ *how many’, that is raised;
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(5) hayk’a-ta mariyacha muna-n Xxosecha-q platanu ranti-na-n-ta
how many AC Maria want 3 José GEN bananas buy NOM 3 AC
‘How many bananas does Maria want Jos¢ to buy?’

Raising occurs optionally out of nominalized embedded clauses (those
containing a nominalized verb bearing a nominalyzing suffix -sge- ‘aclion
realized’ or -ng- ‘action not realized’) as exemplified in (1)-(5). The
nominalized embedded clauses out of which raising may occur can either
have the intemal structure of a N'"* (with a subject occurring in the genitive
(case) or the internal structure of a V'’ (with a subject occurring in the
nominative Case). Raising cannol occur, however, out of subordinate
clauses that are not embedded; indeed, in Quechua, therc is a initial/
final position on S, as represented in base rule (6), which is the position
for adverbial clauses (temporal or conditional) and for subordinate clauses
containing a lexical complementizer and an inflected verb for tense®.

(6) S~ (§) Adv NP VP AUX (S")

The non-embedded subordinate clauses, filling these sentential posilions
on S constitute islands and no rule, including raising, can take anything
out of them.

It is not possible to raise elements out of an embedded clause in the
domain of a matrix verb which already has an other object than its sen-
tential complement. The agrammaticality of sentence (7) where there is
a raised element jn the domain of the main verb, in addition to the ob-
ject of that verb ‘Pedruman’, compared with the grammaticality of (7a),
illustrates this fact.

()  a. mariyacha-n pedru-man willa-n Xosecha-qpa platanu
Maria VAPedroto: tell3 Jose GEN bananas
ranti-na-n-ta
buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria tells Pedro that Jose will buy bananas’

bX*mariyacha-n pedru-man xosecha-qpa-ta willa-n platanu
Maria AFPedroto  Jose GEN ACtell 3 bananas
ranli-na-n-ta
buy NOM 3 AC
‘Maria tells Pedro that Jose will buy bananas

Our analysis should provide an explanation for this fact.

Let us now lurn to the raising verbs. It appears from our data that,
unlike English, raising in Quechua is not alexical property of some transitive
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verbs. In fact, raising may occur with any verb which is a CASE assigner,
e.g. rikuy ‘see’, munay ‘want’, yachay ‘know’, willay ‘tell’, watupakuy
‘whisper’, ghaway 'look’, uyay ‘hear’. tapuy “ask’, yuyay ‘'remember’, etc.
Verbs of movement, ¢.g. riy ‘go’, hamuy 'come’ are not raising verbs be-
cause they are not Case-assigners.

In Cuzco Quechua as well as in Imbabura Quechua (as mentioned but
not explained in Cole and Hermon, 1981), the verb niy ‘say’ is not a
raising verb. Why is it that niy does not allow raising in its environment?
For Cuzco Quechua, and presumably for other dialects as well, the answer
to this question relies on the fact that the verb niy is not an embedding
verb, unlike its English counterpart ‘say’.

Summarising the facts: in Cuzco Quechua, raising may occur out of any
posilion from an embedded subordinate clause; any number of Case
marked element may be raised within the same sentence with the restriction
for some speakers that they do not include both the subject and the ob-
ject at the same time. Raising may occur with any verb which is a case
assigner providing that it is also an embedding verb, which excludes niy
‘to say' for Quechua, and that it does not have argoments of its own. We
now turn to the analysis of the facts deseribed in sections 1.1 and 1.2.

1.3. Analysis

In this section we propose an analysis for the facts of raising described

so far. The following questions need to be answered:
i} how does Case marking operate with respect to the elements involved?
ii) where is Case assigned to the raised elements: in COMP or in matrix
clause? iii) what is the categorial and the grammatical status of the ele-
ments involved in raising” iv) why is it that only maximal projections can
be raised? v) what type of rule is raising in Quechua? vi) what is the
landing site for raised elements? vii) what kind of trace does it leave
behind? viii) what is the relationship between Case assignment and Theta-
role assignment?

This section, in which we discuss these questions, is organized in the
following way: First in 1.3.1, we propose general rules which account for
Case assignment; in section 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 we discuss the question of
where Case is assipned to the raised NP. In section 1.3.4 we formulate
the rule of raising in Quechua and discuss cach of its components; section
1.3.5 is dedicated to the discussion of dissymmetries between Case assign-
ment and Theta-role assignment,

1.3.1. Case assignment
In this- seclion we propose an analysis which will account for the
distribution of Case marking on the NPs under study. We formulate
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general rules which will account for how Case is assigned in Quechua.

The distribution of Case on-NPs involved in raising is as follows. When
the Case assigned to the raised element is nominative, it only receives
matrix Case (accusative) overtly; when it is genitive, it receives genitive
and accusative; when it is accusative, it overtly receives only one ac-
cusative; when it is oblique, it only receives oblique:

)] embedded  raised
nominative 1] -ta nominative + objective
genitive -q(pa) -g{pa)-ta  genitive + objective
objective -ta/@ -ta objective
oblique obl. obl. oblique

We will assume the following Case assignment rules (for a detailed analysis
see Lefebvre and Muysken, forthcoming).

(2)  a. Agreement assigns subjective Case

Subjective Case is spelled out 0/ [y—1
-q/ [+N —1
b. V assigns objective Case
Objective is spelled out -ta { [Ly—]
9 /lin—1

c. Assuming that objective Case is always assigned structurally, we
will say that certain verbs subcategorize for -man with animate
{goal) objects or for -manra with enimale (source) objects.

Given these Case assignment rules we may explain the confliguration of
Case in (1) by assuming the Case features of (3) (‘ass. V is “assigned by

the verb™ and "ass. Agr.” is *‘assigned by agreement™).

(3}  nominative: +ass. Agr., -ass. V

genitive  : +ass. Agr., -ass. V
objective : -ass. Agr., tass. V (structurally)
oblique : -ass. Agr., +ass. V (through subcategorization)

The Case features system expresses the parallelism between nominative
and genitive: both are assigned by Agreement, while oblique and ob-
jective are parallel in that they can be assigned by the verb. Given these
features, the combinations in (1) are explicable: when genitive (-qpa)
with the features (+ass. Agr., -ass. V) is raised, it receives the feature
(+ass. V) and becomes -qpa-ra with the feature combination (*ass. Agr.,
+ass. V). The accusative or objective Case is @ or -ta, with the [eature
specification (-assN, +assV). When raised it is marked for -fa and (-assN,
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+assV)®. The oblique Cases are (-ass.Agr., +assV) and remain that, since
(+assV) would just have to be specified redundantly again. Raising thus
implies the extra specification for the Case features of the higher assign-
ment domain. This assignment domain will always be V', in the Case of
raising, since embedded clauses can only occur in the V' (=VP).

In the Government-Binding framework (see in particular Chomsky,
1981) Case is assigned in deep structure if inherent (e.p. oblique), or in
surface structure i structural (e.g. nominative, accusative, genitive). The
data presented here, specially those on double Case marking, force us to
revise the locus of assignment of Case, for if structural Case is assigned at
the level of surface structure it is not possible to account for double Case
marking in Quechua. Qur data speak in favor of a general rule of Case
assignment unspecified as for where it applies:

(4)  Assign Case whenever the structural description is met

Freidin and Babby (in prep.} also show the necessity for such a formu-
lation for the rule of Case assignment, on independent grounds.

There remains one important problem to be solved in order for Case
assignment to be accounted for and it is the question of where exterior
Case is assigned to the raised NP. There are two hypothetical possibilities
as to where exterior Case is assigned to the raised NP: A first hypothetical
analysis is to locate Case reassignment at landing site at the level of §-
Structure. A more principled solution, the one we would like to argue for
in this paper, is that Case is assigned to the raised element at the moment
it passes through a COMP-like position of the source constituent. Before
arguing for case reassignment in COMP (3.3.) we argue for a COMP-like
position on the X' level, including the S level.

1.3.2. A COMP-like CASE position on §' and other values of X at the
three-bar level
There are several independent arguments in favor of a COMP-like
CASE position on §' in a base rule of type (5).

(5) 8 - ..S[xT] [«aCASE]

The first two arguments are aiso arguments in favor of a COMP-like CASE
position on the three-bar level for other values of X.

The first argument relies on the theory of morphological control
(Muysken, 1980) which claims that morphological material bearing gram-
matical information, such as TENSE. CASE, etc., controls corresponding
abstract positions on the X" level. Thus in the following example the
Case morpheme -fg occurring on the head of the object noun phrase
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ot

controls an abstract CASE position on the N level of that noun phrase:
(6) chay-ta muna-ni

this AC want 1

‘I want this’

Similarly, in (7) where the verb has a sentential complement, the head of
that complement — the nominalized verb mifkuy ‘eat’ — is marked for
accusative case -fa, controlling an abstract position on the V"' (=8") level.

(7N miku-y-ta  muna-ni
eat NOM ACwant 1
‘[ want to eat’

If the theory of morphological control is to hold generally as stated, we
need a COMP-like CASE position.

The second argument has o do with boundedness. In Lefebvre and
Muysken (1978), a theory of 8’ constraining semantic interpretation was
suggested which had the effect of not allowing the interpretation of any-
thing inside of X' to something outside .of it without relerence to the
X" level. A CASE position is called for on the S level in order to relate a
Case-marked nominalized clause to a matrix verb. Indeed, as shown by
the numerous examples given so far (in sections 1.1 and 1.2} embedded
sentential complements are being assigned objective Case by the matrix
verb; that Case is realized by the suffix -7 occurring on the head of the
embedded S': the nominalized verb. Thus in sentence (8) the Case of the
embedded clause can be related to the matrix verb through the COMP-
like CASE position on §'.

A third argument for an abstract CASE position on S’ is drawn from
the complex data of Quechua relative clauses (see Lefebvre and Muysken,
1982). Consider a sentence such as (8) (= (57) in Lefebvre and Muysken,
1982):

(8)  riku-sqa- y warma-ta hamu-nqa
sece NOM | gil  AC come 3FU
‘The girl I saw will come”’

In this sentence the head of the relative clavse warma is not in its basic
position, which is in fact to the lefl of the embedded verb rather than to
the right of it as it occurs in (9). Then in what position is warma? Warina
cannot be said to occupy the subject position of the matrix clause because,
if it were, the accusative -¢a that it bears would not be explainable and this
for at least two reasons. In Quechua there is no reported case ol subjects
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bearing accusative Case'?; subjects take either nominative case (if they
occur in a V'’ configuration) or genitive case (if they occurina N'"' con-
figuration). Moreover, the verb hamuy “come’ does not assign accusative
case and therefore the case on warnmnz cannot be related to that verb. The
-1a case on warma in RC (9) thus has to be related to the embedded verb.
On the basis of these [acts, in Lefebvre and Muysken (1982), we argued
that warma-ta occupies a position on the S' level of the RC, position that
must contain a Case feature. This position we argue is the CASE position
on the §' level.

Finally, a fourth argument in favor of a CASE position on S’ is that, as
is argued in Lefebvre (1980), Quechua has a number of case marked lexical
complementizers occurring at the S’ level. (9) exemplifies this fact.

(9)  mariacha muna-n xosecha platanu-ta ranti-nqa  chay-ta
Maria want3 Jose  banana ACbuy 3FU COMP AC
‘Maria wants Jose to buy bananas’

This fact constitutes a strong argument in {avour of a CASE position on
S". Thus there are four independent arguments in favour of a CASE
position on 8': one is drawn {rom the theory of morphological control,
another one from the theory of boundedness; a third argpument relies on
the complex data of relative clauses in Quechua and a fourth one on the
very fact that there are case marked complementizers in Quechua. In
1.3.4. we will argue that CASE, as a morphosyntactic position on S,
functions as an escape halch for raising in the same way as the Wh-COMP
position does for unbounded WH movement in other languages. First we
argue that this CASE position on the X' level is the locus for Case re-
assignment to the raised NP.

1.3.3. Arguments for Case assignment into COMP

In this section we argue that Case is assigned to the raised NP at the
X" level when it passes through the COMP-like CASE position, rather
than being assigned to the raised NP at landing site in the upper clause
(for a discussion on the landing sile of raising, see section 1.3.4.). In
arguing for this analysis we have to rely on data drawn rom quantifier
float, a type of raising, for it is not possible to argue this point with data
derived from raising out of clauses.

The contrast between sentences (10a) and {10b} illustrates the phe-
nomenon of quantifier float in Quechua,

(10) a. pi- qpa wususi- n- ta riku-nki
who GEN daughter3 ACsee 2

‘Who did you see the daughter of?’

b. pi- gpa- ta ususi- n- tariku-nki
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In (10b) the floated quantifier pi-qpa-ta is marked for accusative Case
while in (10a) where it is in its basic position it is unmarked for accusative
Case. Like in the raising configuration, the floated element is doubly
marked for Case; it receives a first Case assigned te it on the basis of its
original position - here genilive Case as it is the specifier of a nominal -
and a second Case which is the same Case as the Case of the head of the
conslituent it is floated oul of - here accusative. The configuration for
itoating is as in (11a) wich is quite similar to that of raising, represented
in (11b). We can collapse these iwo trecs into onc configuration by leaving
the lexical category unspecified as in (1 1c):

{11) a. Floating

... N . X”'i ...
CASE /\CASE *
/\ % <Pt
ei+casep--—- N+case q
b. Raising
e v - X"'i .
CAQE
/\CASE _ CASEyq
ci+casep———— V-n om+caseq;

c. Move Case and co-Case marking: floating and raising
ey Frt

Y
/\CASEq CASEpq
e.+case. — X +case A
oSty LT

How can we insure that the raised and floated elements will appear in
the same Case assignment domain as their source constituent? One way is
to leave the landing site free, and to invoke a Case association rule as in
Van Riemsdijk (1980) which is the only way to link the floated or raised
element and its source. The Case association rule works only when the
Case specifications for the two constituents are identical, and this, of
course, can only be the case when the wo constituents are in the same
association domain. In this proposal, the floated or raised element receives
its exterior Case at the level of S-structure, when it has landed. This
solution works fine for floaling out of nominative or objective constiluents,
since these Cases are assigned structurally, i.e. indiscriminately to all ele-
menlts in the relevant domain, Exterior Case is assigned to the raised or
floated element just as it was assigned to the source: all elements in the
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domain receive this Case marking unless specified otherwise. It is pro-
blematic for floating out of dative noun phrases, however, as in (£2):

(12) runa-man kallpa - yug - manqulqgi - ta qu - ni
man DAT strenghth with DAT money ACgive 1
‘I give the money to the strong man’

Assuming the Case assignment rules supgested in 1.3.1 to be correct,
dative Case, expressed with -man, is not assigned structurally, but rather
lexically as a property of the verb ‘give’, specified as assigning ‘dative’.

In (12) then, we would expect the floated element to be assipned ob-
jective Case if it were assigned Case structurally in its landing site, which
is not the correct result. Now, we have {wo alternatives. One is to assume
that dative can be assigned several times, as long as the elements involved
have the same Thela-role with respect to the verb. This would give us the
right result, but it may not be the case that all Mloated and raised elements
have the same Theta-role with respect to the matrix verb. In fact, with
raising elements this is never the case: the raised clement simply never has
a Theta-role with respect to the matrix verb, and there are cases of floated
possessor phrases, where we do not find the same Theta-role appearing
either. If we say Lhat floating or raising is movement to a non-Theta
position {(as is suggested in 3.4.) this option is out in any case. If we say
however that Case is assigned to the raised or floated element the moment
is passes through the CASE position on the X'’ level of the source con-
stiluent, the correct results obtain for the distribution of Case. Since here

dative is assigned {in the cases of (12) and comparable structures), the
raised or floated constituent will receive dative as well.

We assume this solution to be the correct analysis of Case reassign-
ment for both quantifier float and raising across syntactic categories and
we will say that for both raising and floating Case is assigned Lo the moved
element when passing through the COMP-like CASE position on the X'’
level. Case assighment into COMP has been suggested in the literature in
order to account for specific problems of Case assipnment (e.g. Kayne,
1980; Chomsky, 1981; Groos and Van Riemsdijk, 1981). Qur analysis
brings strong support in favor of the proposal that Case can be assigned
into COMP, The contribution of our analysis to such a proposal is even
greater given the wide range of phenomena than Case assignment into
COMP accounts for in Quechua: Case on raised NPs, on floated quanti-
fiers and, as we will argue, ail other NPs found outside of their clause. In
later discussions, we will refer to Case reassignment when passing through
COMP simply as co-Casc marking.
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1.3.4. Raising as Move CASE

We have seen that the raised elements receive their case while passing
through a COMP-like CASE position on the X"’ level. In this section we
discuss the components of the rule by means of which raising is effected.
We take up the discussion from three points of view: First, we discuss the
type of rule that accounts for raising in Quechua; second we discuss the
status of the emply category corresponding to the raised NP in the em-
bedded clause, as it was shown in section 1.2. that raised NPs correspond
to an empty position in the embedded clause. Third we will discuss what
the landing site for raised elements is: do raised NPs pile up into COMP
where they receive Case rom the matrix verb or do they land in the
matrix clause itself after passing through the COMP-like CASE position
functioning as an excape hatch? In conclusion we discuss the predictions
of the analysis we propose.

We propose that the facts of raising in Quechua are best accounted for
by a rule of the type Move « in which « is CASE, such as represented in

(13).
(13) Move o, @ = CASE

According to this rule, any Case-marked element'' of the embedded

‘clause can be raised into the domain of the main verb, through the COMP-

like CASE position on X'’ functioning as an escape hatch for raising. The
raised element is assigned Case by the main verb governing the COMP. . The
COMP-like CASE position here is not a Theta position and our rule of
Move « expresses the configuration defined in Chomsky for Move a, that
is Lo say:

(14) “alocally binds # and is not in a Theta position™
(Chomsky 1981: 59)

Moreover, we can say that the CASE feature in the formulation of our
rule is of the same type as the Wh feature in Chomsky’s formulation of
Move o “Move o can move & to COMP only if il contains the feature
[+Wh]" (p. 118), such as represented in (15).

(15) Move o,x=Wh

Thus our rule (13) is formally comparable to rule (15)."

The rule so formulated makes the right predictions for Quechua. First,
it insures that only elements which can be marked for Case, thus [+N]
elements are allowed to raise, which is in [act the case. Second, it accounts
for the fact that embedded verbs, even though they are nominalized, thus
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bearing the feature [+N], will never be raised. Indeed, our rule predicts
that only maximal projections can be raised, Case being a feature of
maximal projections. This insures that heads alone, hence nominalized
verbs, cannol be raised.

Our rule of Move o also shares the basic characteristic of Move a: it
leaves a gap (Chomsky 1977), as was shown in section 1.2. Let us now
examine the characteristics of that gap for the raising data. Is that gap a
trace of NP or a variable? Chomsky distinguishes between traces of NP and
variables mainly on the basis of the type of binding involved. Variables are
A bound by an operator in COMP while traces of NPs are A or argument
bound. This major distinction between traces of NPs and variables come in
a cluster with other internal properties that distinguish them. Variables are
Case marked because they occur in Case assignment positions while NP
traces are not Case marked because they do not occur in Case assignment
positions. Variables bear a Theta-role; while NP traces, on the other hand,
bear no Theta-role.

If we look at the Quechua data in the light of these distinctive features,
we are led to the conclusion that the empty category created by Raising in
Quechua is a variable. Indeed, it is A bound, i.e. bound by an operator in
COMP; the empty category created by Raising is Case marked as it occurs
in a Case marking position (e.g. in subject position, which is assigned
genitive Case); finally, it bears a Theta role; it was shown in sections 1 and
2 that the raised elements receive their Theta-role from the embedded
verb, not {rom the upper verb, and this Theta-role is born by the variable
that the raised NP binds. So in Quechua, a raised NP leaves a variable
behind, not a trace of NP. This fact does not come as a surprise since our
raising rule is not formulated as ‘Move NP’ but rather as ‘Move CASE’
where, as mentioned carlier, Case is qualitatively similar to the feature
‘Wh' in ‘Move Wh',

From the fact that the gap created by raising is a variable rather than a
trace of NP we can derive the optionality of the rule Move CASE, as was
shown in sections | and 2. Indeed, if Raising does not apply, the NP is in a
Case marked position, in the same way as its trace, a variable, is in a Case
marked position when it is raised. NP movement however is obligatory
{e.g. in the case of passive, or raising to subject in English), due to the fact
that the contexts in which it can occur are not Case marked positions;
hence the NP has to move in order to receive Case, otherwise it will be
filtered out by the Case Filter, since the gap it leaves behind, a trace of
NP, is not Case marked, which yields the correct results.

Let us now turn to the last component of the Quechua raising rule:
the landing site of the raised elements. The GB theory stipulates that
Movement/Coindexation rules must be initially from a position in D-
structure to which a genuine Thela-role is assigned to a position to which
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no Theta-role is assigned. Non-Theta positions are generally on the X
level, hence S, and marginally determined by lexical properties (e.g.
‘seem’ does not assign a Thela-role to its subject). We have shown so far
that raised NPs are assigned accusative Case by the matrix verb in the
COMP-like CASE position on S8'. However we have not discussed the
question of whether at S-structure the ultimate landing site for raised ele-
ments is CASE or some position in the matrix clause. Here we show that
raised elements do not remain in COMP but end up in the matrix clause.
From a syntactic point of view, it is clear that the raised elements do not
stack into COMP but that they fill positions in the matrix sentence. Con-
sider again sentence (16):

(16)  mariyacha xwancha-q-ta-n; muna-n [¢’ ¢; platanu rantimu-na-n-a}
Maria . Juan GENAC AF want 3 bananas buy NOM 3 AC
*Maria wants John to buy bananas’

In (16) the raised NP xwancha-q-ta is separated from its own S’ by the
main verb mmuna-n and therefore cannot be said to be in the COMP-like
CASE position of its own S'. Rather, it fills a position in most cases in the
VP of the matrix clause!®. On the basis of word ordering facts, the ulti-
mate landing site for raised NPs at S-structure cannot be said to be the §'-
level of the embedded clause, but rather, a position within the matrix VP.

The fact that raised NPs receive their second Case while passing through
a CASE position on §’ (as was argued earlier) and the fact that they do not
remain in this COMP-like CASE position but ultimately land in the matrix
clause constitute strong support in favor of an analysis of the CASE
position on §' as an escape hatch for raising similar to the WH position
which functions as an escape hatch for long Wh Movement in other lan-
guages.

As for the landing position of the raised NPs, we will assume that
Quechua and maybe other languages, allows for non-Theta positions to be
generated in the verbal projection. In this view, Theta positions will con-
stitute a proper subset of the A positions as is the case in English as well
where a subject position can be a A posilion without being a Theta posilion
{c.g. in passive construction, with the verb ‘seem’, etc.). In Quechua, the
raised clements will land in these positions after passing through the
COMP-like CASE position where they receive the same Case as the head
of the clause they are raised out of, i.e. are co-Case marked with. That
raising is movement to a non-Theta position is supported by data [rom ob-
ject marking as exemplified by the agrammaticality of (17).

{(17) *pedru yacha-wa-n platanu ranti- sqa- y-ta
Pedro know I 3 bananasbuy NOM 1 AC
‘Pedro knows me to have boughi bananas’



182

Sentence (17) is ungrammatical because yacha- ‘know’ is marked for first
person object -wa-, which is nol its thematic object, while yac/ia- can only
be marked for themalic objects. If the raised elements move to a non-
Theta position the agrammaticality of (17) is correctly predicted’®.

Assuming this analysis, the Projection Principle and the Theta Criterion
are not violated, the raised NPs bearing only onec Theta-role, the one
assigned to them by the embedded verb, independently from the position
that they occupy at S-structure. This analysis however will allow for §-
structure to differ from Logical Form representation more than Chomsky’s
formulation of the Projection Principle suggests is possible:

“LF representalion differs only minimally from S-siructure given the
projection principle, which furthermore, assigns (o the lexicon a central
mole in determining the nalure of syntactic representations al cvery
level™ (p. 344)

If our analysis is correct, the consequence is that a distinction needs to be
mainlained between Case assignment and Theta-role assignment, This
latter point will be documented in detail in the next section.

If the analysis we suggest for raising is correct thai raising is best ac-
counted for by a rule Move « where = CASE it is to be expected that the
facts of raising in Quechua will conform Lo the diagnosis of Wh movement
found in Chomsky (1977}. This prediction is verified: the Quechua facts
may be shown o meet most of the diagnostic characteristics of Wh move-
ment. Indeed, i) it leaves a gap, as argued in previous sections; ii) it creates
apparcnt violations of subjacency, the propositional island and specified
subject conditions'® iii) since NPs have a COMP-like CASE position in
Quechua Move CASE should not observe the CNPC. Nonetheless, it is the
case that raising out of a N’ configuration is not possible when there is a
relative clause. while it is possible out of N'"" configurations when they
are complement clauses, even though as surface strings Lhey are identical;
this fact is exemplified by the contrast in grammaticality between (18) and

(19):

(18} a. yacha-ni [pprrruna - qri-na-n-ta]
know 1 man GEN goNOM 3 AC
‘I know that the man will go’
b.una -~ q - ta; yacha - ni [y ejri- na -n-taj
man GEN ACknow | go NOM 3 AC
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(19) a. rigsi - ni [y [grrunari-sha — q - ta]]
know | man go DUR AG AC
‘I know the man who is going’
bX*runa - ta; rigsi-nif[e;ri - sha - q - ta] ]
man AC know | go DUR AG AC

These facts are not due to a violation of CNPC bur rather to impossibility
for the matrix verb of assigning Case to a raising NP in the CASE posilion
of a §' contained within an NP'®, or to subjacency facts, which may
amount to the same thing. iv) there is apparent viclation of the Wh-
Island Constraint, since raising out of a clause containing a Wh element
yields grammatical results as in (20):

(20) pi - gpa - ta ~ nplatanu -ta pedru - paq muna - nki ranti -
who GEN AC AF banana ACPedro BEN want 2 buy
na -n-ta

NOM 3 AC
“Who do you want to buy bananas for Pedro?’

Since the raiscd elemenis do not move through a Wh-position, but rather
through a CASE position, apparent violations of the Wh-Island Constraint
are to be expected and this fact does not constitute a counter-cxample Lo
the compatibility of the Quechua raising phenomena with the diagnostic
features of Wh-movement. We will return in section 4.2 to the question of
liow multiple raising is possible out of the same clause.

Finally. Raising exhibits a property of Wh-Movement found in many
languages: something similar to successive Wh-Movement, which we will
refer to as successive CASE-Movement. Sentences (21) exemplifies this
fact:

(21) pi - pga -ta -n; muna-nki [e; Uank’agmasi-n hamu—
who GEN AC VAL want 2 colleague 3 come
na -n-ta]

NOM 3 AC
"You want that the colleague of whom will come?

In (21) the quantifier pi-gpa ‘who GEN’ is [lirst floated out of its NP
through the COMP-like CASE position on N'” where it receives nominative
Case. Then it is raised out of its clause through the COMP-like CASE
position on S’ where it receives accusative Case. In (21) Move CASE has
thus applied twice'”.

Summarizing: In this section we studied the various components of the
rule by means of which raising is effected in Quechua. Wc suggested a
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rule Move CASE which has the effect of allowing Case marked, therefore
[+N], elements of a lower clause to be raised out of it through a COMP-
like CASE position functioning as an escape hatch, to a non-Theta position
postulated to be in the matrix VP. We showed that the rule Move CASE
has the formal propertics of Move & and more specifically of Move Wh on
the following grounds: the feature CASE is formally equivalent to the
feature Wh; both involve A’ binding thus leaving a gap which is a variable
rather than a trace of NP; Move CASE observes the diagnostic features of
Wh Movement; there are cases of successive Move CASE similar to success-
ive Wh Movement. Our analysis accounts for the fact that only [+N] ele-
ments can be raised, and that only maximal projections can be raised; it
also accounts for the fact that raising is optional. Finally, it reveals a dis-
symmetry between Case and Theta assignment which we discuss in more
detail in our next section (13.5). In section 4.2. we explore a more ab-
stract version of the solution presented in this section.

135. Dissymmetry between Case Assignment and Theta role assignment

It is clear by now that the Quechua data show that there is dissymmetry
between Case assignment and Theta-role assignment. If this dissymmetry
exists in English (e.g. in passive construction, in the case of raising to
subject and in the case of exceplional Case-marking. See Chomsky 1981)
as a marginal phenomenon, in Quechua il appears to be the gencral rule
that Case assignment and Theta-role assignment operate independently
from each other. This fact challenges Chomsky's conclusion that “The
Case Filter lollows, in toto, from the Theta Criterion™. In this section, we
document in detail the dissymmetry between Case assignment and Thela-
role assignment.

A first point of dissymetry between Case assignment and Theta-role
assignment in Quechua are Cases where a verb assigns a Casc to an NP
without assigning it a Theta-role. The Cases of raising reported on so far
are a Case in point, where the matrix verb assigns accusative Case to the
raised NP without assigning it a Theta-role. This fact is an instantiation
of a more general fact of Quechua that verbs assign Case to any elements
in their domain, without necessarily assigning them a Theta-role. In (22)
the time adverb pagarin ‘lomorrow’, the manner adverb allin ‘well’, rc-
ceive accusative -fg Case from the verb riway ‘do’, because they are in the
domain of that verb. It cannot be said, however, that navay assigns a
Theta-role to these adverbs.

(22) paqarin-ta allin- ta chay-ta muwa-nki
tomorrow AC well AC this ACdo2
‘Tomorrow you will do this well’
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It thus appears that in Quechua any element in the domain of VP receives
the Case feature [+ assigned by V] by a rule of type (23).

@3) yplX VT = ypleX [ey) o Ve

These facls suggest that the Case assignment rule in Quechua is much
broader than Theta assignment rule which is in accordance with the Theta
Criterion. This implies that, among other things, Theta-roles will be
assigned only once. In the case of raising, Theta-role was shown to be
assigned only once by the embedded verb. This led us to postulate non-
Theta positions in the VP in order to account for the surface position of
the raised NPs. It thus appears that in Quechua, positions for Case assign-
ment do not necessarily correspond, although they may coincide, to the
positions for Theta-role assignment.

The second point of dissymmetry between Theta-role and Case in Que-
chua has to do with the Uniqueness Criterion. While arguments bear only
one Theta-role they may bear more than one Case. Instances of double
Case marking reported on earlier (see section 1) are a Case in point.

A third aspect of the dissymmetry between Theta-role assignment and
Case assignment is that Theta-roles percolate down to heads, since selec-
tional restrictions are determined by the heads, while Case is a property of
maximal projections. In section 13.4. we showed that this dissymmetry
between Case assignment and Theta-role assignment is manifested in
raising in that heads cannot be raised while projections can.

Concluding this section: we have seen that in Quechua there is an im-
portant dissymmetry between Case assighment and Theta-role assignment:
(i) verbs assign accusative Case to [+N] elements that are in their domain
without assigning them a Theta-role, {ii) while arguments may bear two
cases, they are always assigned only one Theta-role, (iii) while Theta-
role is a property of heads, Case is 2 property of maximal projections.
These facts suggest that the Case Filter does not follow from the Theta
Criterion as is suggested in Chomsky (1981: 336).

Summarizing our analysis: in order to account for the facts of raising,
we proposed a rule of Case assignment applying at all levels whenever its
structural description is met. We argued for a ruie of Case assignment into
COMP assigning Case to the raised NP at the moment it passes through a
COMP-like CASE position. The rule of raising, formulated as Move «
where @ = CASE, was shown to exhibit the characteristics of Wh-Move-
ment. We argued for non-Theta positions to be generated within the ma-
trix clause as the landing site for raised elements. Finally, we showed that
Case assignment and Theta role assignment are not parallel in Quechua. In
section 5.1 we explore a more obstract way of analysing the raising data,
linking the raising phenomena to non-configurationality. We now turn to



186

other cases of movement rules in order to study their relationship with
raising.

1.4 Cole and Hermon revisited

In two related papers (1979, 1981) Cole and Hermon propose an
analysis of the facts of raising in Quechua in terms of Subject-to-Object
Raising achieved by a NP-movement rule. Their analysis forces them to
reject conditions onislandhood proposed in the theory of Binding (Chomsky
1980), such as NIC and Opacity, and to formulate a new proposal to ac-
count for the same lacts, Their analysis leads them to the conclusion that
“a variety of lacts peculiar to the IQ (Imbabura Quechua) show that the
explanation for islandhood proposed in “On Binding™ - NIC and Opacity -
cannot be extended crosslinguistically” and that “conditions like NIC
and Opacity should be rejecled in favour of an analysis which includes
both Subject-to-Object Raising and clause boundedness™ (1979: 85). In
their 1981 paper they propose modifications to Chomsky's (1980) analysis
of islandhood formulated in terms of conditions on binding, by suggesting
that Subject-to-Object Raising is an instantiation of a more general NP
movement rule and that the Nominative Island Condition must be re-
placed by a new condition: the Case-Marked-Subject-Island-Condilion
(CSIC). The CSIC has the property of distinguishing between lexical NPs
on the one hand, and PRO and NP movement traces on the other. The
CSIC thus predicts that it will be possible to apply NP movement to
complement subjecis while it will bleck bound anaphoric relations between
complement subjects and antecedents in higher clauses.

The work by Cole and Hermon (1979; 1981), as was mentioned before,
provided the original motivation and laid the groundwork for our study of
raising phenomena in Cuzco Quechua. Implicitly it will have become clear
for those familiar with thal work that our analysis is very different from

the one they have provided, but here we will explicitly contrast both the

data and the analyses, pointing to, in our view, a number of essential short-
comings of their approach, and suggesting where more complete data
would be necessary to make the Imbabura Quechua data and the Cuzeo
Quechua data more comparable.

Of necessity the tone of this section will be largely negative. It should
be stressed however that Cole and Hermon have succeeded in raising most
of the important issues related to the phenomena under consideration, and
as such should be credited.

Raising appears to be much the same phenomenon in both Cuzeo Que-
chua and in Imbabura Quechua. The sentences given by Cole and Hermon to
introduce raising in Imbabura Quechua (their sentences {(I13a) and {13b)
lhere reproduced as (1a) and (1b) respectively), paraliel the two contrastive
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sentences given for CQ in the introduction to this paper (maintaining
their spelling).

(1)  a. Maria-ca cri-n  Francisco cay-pi caj-la
Maria TO believe 3 Francisco this LO be NOM AC
‘Maria believes that Francisco is here’
b. Maria-ca Francisco-ta cri-n  cay-pi ca-j-ta
Maria TO Francisco AC believe 3 this LO  be NOM AC
‘Maria believes Francisco to be here’

Moreover, Cole and Hermon nole the same basic arguments as we do for a
raising analysis of the (b) data: 1) word order: the subject of the em-
bedded verb is outside of its clause and occurs before the main verb; 2)
Case distribution: the subject of the embedded verb is marked accusative
-ta Case as if it were an object of the main verb; 3) the raised NP may bear
the validator which is impossible when it is in its basic position in the em-
bedded sentence. Moreover, if we compare the facts of raising both IQ, as
given in Cole and Hermon, and CQ, as described in sections 1 and 2 of this
paper, we do not find major differences in the data. Let us systematically
compare the facts.

First, while we have shown that raising in Cuzco Quechua is possible
out of any position (subject. object, oblique, eic). Cole and Hermon only
reporl cases of raising out of subject position. They mention no negalive
data however concerning raising out of non subject positions and it might
very well be thal the two dialects present no difference at all here.

Second, for Cuzco Quechua, it was shown that all [+N] clements
(therefore nouns, pronouns, quantifiers, adverbs) were eligible for raising.
Cole and Hermon present cases of raised nouns and pronouns; they do not
say whether quantifiers and adverbs may raise.

As we noted for Cuzco (cf. section 2) Cole and Hermon also mention
that raising does not occur with the verb niy ‘say’ (p. 27,28).

Fourth, in both dialects, raising does not occur when the main verb has
a lexical object other than the embedded clause in surface structure (sce
section 1.2 for CQ; for 1Q see Cole and Hermon p. 8).

Fifth, in both dialects, Raising is optional (for CQ see sections 1 and 2
of this paper, for IQ see Cole and Hermon p. 5 sentences (13a) and {b).

From this comparison there thus appear to be no basic differcnces
between the facts of raising as they occur in Cuzco and Imbabura Quechua
respectively. Even if filling the gaps in the Imbabura Quechua data was to
bring to light differcnces between the two dialects, we belicve that they
would be minor dilferences which should not lead to two different analyses
of the data. The two analyses however arc basically different from one
another. Let us compare them and sce how they each account for the data.
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In Cole and Hermon’s analysis the facts of 1) are analysed in terms of
Subject-to-Object Raising. On the one hand, since no negative data are
given for raising out of non subject position, the basic characterisation of
the rule as Subject-to-Object is not convincing even for their own data.
Furthermore even if it were the case that in Imbabura Quechua raising
occurred only out of subject position, the formulation of the rule as Sub-
ject-to-Object would not account for the facts of raising out of any
posilions in Cuzco Quechua.

The characterization of the rule as Raising-to-Object is meant to ac-
count for the facts of 4) in terms of struclure preservingness: “Move o
applies to the complement subject, moving it into the empty NP slot in
the matrix clause” (p. 8). It is also proposed as an explanation for the
presence of accusative case marker on the raised subject. Following our
analysis, structure preservingness is not involved here. On the one hand,
a structure preserving position is Theta marked, which implies that ele-
ments moved into it would be Theta marked twice. In our analysis how-
ever we argued that raised NPs land in non Theta positions; the motivation
for this was to make our analysis conform to the uniqueness property of
the Theta criterion. If our analysis is correct, it follows that there can be
no structure preservingness involved in accounting for the raising dala,
Another but less principled argument against an explanation of the data in
terms of structure preservingness is that in Cuzco Quechua it is impossible
to apply raising not only when the main verb has a direct object but also
when the main verb has a lexical oblique object {see section 1.2). This fact
cannol be explained by structure preservingness and we proposed another
explanalion to account for the restrictions on raising. Finally, we account
for the accusative Case -fa marker on the raised NP by a rule of Case
assignment into COMP; we showed that a rule which would account for
Case assignment to the raised NP within an NP argument position would
yield ungrammatical results as far as Case distribution goes (sce seclion
1.3.1).

In Cole and Hermon’s analysis, Raising is suggested to be a lexical
property of certain verbs, presumably for two reasons: first to put the
Quechua data in line with the English data, and second, to account for
the fact that Raising does not occur with the verb a¥y ‘say’. In our analysis,
we show that unlike in English, raising in Quechua is not a lexical property
of certain verbs, but that it occurs minimally with all the verbs that are
case assigners (see section 1.2). The impossibility for raising to occur in
the environment of the verb niy is explained by the fact that niy appears
to have a special verbal status in Cuzco Quechua, and presumably in most
Quechua dialects, in that it is not a regular embedding verb (see section
1.2). Another aspect of our analysis which speaks against Raising as being
a lexical property of certain verbs has to do with the fact that Quantifier
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Float is an instantiation of Raising as shown in section 1.3; Quantificr
Float however is in no way linked to lexical properties of verbs. The same
holds for the constructions discussed in section 4.

In Cole and Hermon’s the formulation of Raising is Move a where a =
NP. In formulating the rule like that they want to account for the facts
that nouns and pronouns can be raised. This formulation however cannot
account for raising of quantifiers and adverbs, thus [+N] elements in
Cuzco Quechua and presumably in other dialects of Quechua as well. It
does not account for the more general [act that any case marked element
can be raised. Their rule Move NP cannot account for successive move-
ment as we have shown is the case for at least Cuzco Quechua. Finally,
their formulation of the raising rule cannot account for the fact that
Raising is optional. Let us note in passing that optionality of Raising in
IQ may be deduced from the data they present (their sentences (132) and
(13b) reproduced as (1) in the beginning of this section), but it is not dis-
cussed by them nor explaincd by their theory. Our analysis in terms of
Move CASE allows to account for the fact that all clements thatl are
f+N] therefore Case-marked may be raised, that only maximal project-
ions can be raised and that raising is optional (see our section 3).

Cole and Hermon's rule of Raising formulated as Move NP forces them
to say that the trace left behind by raising is a trace of NP; in this respect,
1Q data constitute violations of the NIC, the trace of NP being not proper-
ly bound at S-Structure. Thus sentences obtained after Raising are gram-
matical while they should not be because they violate the NIC. Because of
this problem, they suggest to reformulate the Nominalive Island Con-
straint {NIC) trying to show that it is not the Nominative case which is
at stake in determining the islandhood properties of NPs but rather the
notion of subject. They are thus led to successive reformulations ol NIC
as, first, the Subject Island Constraint (SIC) and second, as the Case
Marked Subject Island Constraint {CSIC). We return below to the dis-
cussion of their arguments for revising the formulation of the islandhood
condition. Suffice to say as [or now that in our analysis the problem that
Cole and Hemmon have with the trace is not a problem, because, since
Raising is defined as Move CASE, the traces left by Raising are variables
which are bound by a A binder. Thus in our analysis, there are no violations
of the basic principles of the binding theory.

In Cole and Hermon’s analysis, Wh Movement is assumed to be a
separale rule from raising; no data are presented however showing that
raising and Wh Movement are two distinct phenomena. In our analysis
we 'clearly establish that Wh Movement is in fact an instantiation of
Raising. From the data Cole and Hermon present therc is reason to be-
lieve that their data on Wh Movement would be best explained if looked
at as subcases of Raising. Let us look at their analysis in more detail.
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Given Wh Movement and Raising as two distinct phenomena, they use
extractability by Wh Movement as a diagnostic for subjecthood; the
agrammaticality of their sentence (36a), (here (2a)), in which the subject
is extracled out of the embedded clause, contrasting with the grammatical-
ity of (36b), here (2b), in which the object is extracted from the em-
bedded clause, is used to argue against the extraction of subjects.

(2) a. *pi-taj Maria cri-n aicha~ ta micu-~shca- ta
who Q Maria believe 3meat AC eat NOM AC
“Who does Maria believe that ate meat?”
b. ima- la-taq Maria cri-n Jose | micu-shca- ta
what ACQ Maria believe 3 José eat NOM AC
*‘What does Maria believe that José ate?

“This patlern indicates that complement subjects in contrast to other
positions in complement clause may not be extracted by Wh Movemenl.
Thus exlractability by Wh Movement constitutes a diagnostic for sub-
jecthood in IQ” (p. 14). I we look at the same data within the framework
of our analysis, considering Wh Movement a subcase of Raising, the follow-
ing predictions obtain: like Cole and Hermon, our analysis predicts that
(2a) is agrammatical, not because of a constraint against the extraction of
subjecls however, but because the extracted subject is not properly Case
marked. Our analysis predicts that the extracted subject pi should acquire
an objective case while passing through COMP, thus yielding {2c).

{(2) c¢. pi- ta- taq Maria cri-n aicha- ta micu-shca- ta
who AC Q Maria believe 3 meat ACeat NOM AC
‘Who does Maria believe that ate meat?’

This form is indeed a grammatical one in 1Q; in fact, it is Cole and Her-
mon's sentence (20) p. 49, cited there for other reasons. We conclude that
our analysis of Wh as Move CASE best explains the 1Q data. This being the
case, Cole and Hermon loose their diagnostic for subjecthood. Their other
diapgnostic for subjecthood stating that an accusative desiderative experien-
cer and an accusative lexical experiencer cannot be cxtracted by Wh
Movement also {ails for other reasons. Their example (37) selected to
illustrate this point contains the verb miy ‘say’ as the main verb. These
sentences cannot be used to illustrate their point because if unbounded Wh
Movement is in fact Raising, and that niy is not a raising verb, as mentioned
earlier, then the examples they selected do not constilute a diagnostic for
subjecthood. The problem ol “accusative subjects” and their control and
coreference properties deserves much further study!®.
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2. WH MOVEMENT AND MOVE CASE

Is Wh Movement distinct from Raising or are the facts of Wh Movement
in Quechua an instantiation of Move & where « = CASE? This is the
question to which we will address ourselves in this section. Before we do
50, let us sketch briefly the facts of Wh questions relevant to our analysis.

The list of Wh words in Quechua is as in (1); as can be seen, they do not
form a morphological class.

(1Y pi ‘who’
ima ‘what’
may ‘where’
imayna ‘how’
hayk'aq ‘when’
hayk’a ‘how much/how many’
mayqin ‘which’

In Quechua Wh words function exactly like nouns, e.g. they are found in
the same position as nouns, they take morphological Case, etc. Wh words
may be found in their basic position in the sentence as shown in (2}. The
most favoured position for Wh words, however, is sentence initial as in
(3)‘20 ]

(2) ntariyacha pi-ta-n riku-ra-n
Maria who AC AFsee PA 3
*Maria saw who'’

(3) pi-ta-n mariyacha riku-ra-n
who AC AF Maria see PA 3
‘Who did Maria see””

There is no stranding of Case markers(nor of postpositions) in Quechua;
the Wh word is always Case marked whatever its position might be. In Wh
clauses it is the Wh word which bears the validation suffix if there is one
in the clause and no other element may bear it. This is due to the fact
that Wh words arc the elemenis focused upon in a sentence; consequently
they bear the validation markers, which encode locus, among other things.

In embedded questions, the Wh word may be fronted to the bepinning
of its own clause as in (4), where we assume a Wh-position.

(4)  a. muna-nkipi-qpa  platanu ranti-na-n-ta
want 2 who GEN banana buy NOM 3 AC
‘Who do you want to buy bananas?’
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b. muna-nki ima xwan-pa ranti-na-n-ta
wanl 2 . whal Juan GE  buy NOM 3 AC
‘What do you want John Lo buy?’

It can also be found in the initial position of the matrix clause in which
case it shares some of the characteristics of raised nouns such as being
doubly marked lor Case as shown in (5).

(5 pi-qpa-ta-n muna-nki platanu ranti-na-n-ta
who GEN AC AFwant 2 banana buy NOM 3 AC
‘Who do you want to buy bananas®’

Assuming that the Wh word acquires its second Case marker in the same
way as raiscd clements do, that is while passing through the COMP-like
CASE position on 8', the question that arises is whether unbounded Wh-
Movement phenomena are distinct in any way from raising phenomena.
Let us compare systematically the phenomena of unbounded Wh-Move-
ment with those of raising.

i) Unbounded Wh-Movement like raising is possible only with verbs that
are Case assigner verbs. Thus, unbounded Wh-Movement is no more
possible than raising with verbs of movement as shown in (6}, because
these verbs do not assign accusative Case.

(6) a. xwancha ri-n pi riku-q
Juan go 3 who sec NOM
‘Who does John go to see?’
b. *pi-n xwancha ri-n riku-q
c. *xwancha pedru-ta-n  ri-n riku-q
Juan Pedro ACAF go3 sec NOM
‘John goes to see Peter’

2) Unbounded Wh-Movement, like raising, is possible only out of em.
bedded sentential complements containing a nominalized verb?* . Thus un-
bounded Wh-Movement is not possible out ol sentences containing a
tensed verb and a lexical complementizer, as shown in (7):

(7) a. *pi-nfpi-ta-n  muna-nki plalanu-ta ranti-nqa chay -ta
whoAF whoAC AF want 2 banana AC buy 3FU COMP AC
‘Who do you want that shall buy bananas’
b. ¥ima -ta -n muna - nki mariya ranti-nqa chay-ta
what AC AF want 2 Maria buy 3FU COMP AC
‘what do you want that Maria shall buy’
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Unbounded Wh-Movement out of adverbial clauses is aiso excluded be-
cause these clauses are not embedded but base-generated on the 5’ level?2.
3} Unbounded Wh-Movement, like raising, to a non-Theta position in the
VP is impossible for agent phrases in passive clauses, as shown in (8) (cf.
section 3):

(8) a. *pi -qpa nuga maga-sqa - n ka - ni
who GEN I hit NOM 3 be |
‘By whom have I been hit’
b. *xwancha -q nugqa maqa - sqa - nka-ni
Juan GEN I  hit OM 3be |
‘By Juan I have becn hit”

4) Unbounded Wh-movement and raising are both possible out of per-
ception clauses, as shown in (9a) and {9b), respectively.

() a. ima-ta -n rike - nki pedu - ta suwa - q - ta
what AC AF see 2 Pedro ACsteal AG AC
‘what do you see Pedro steal’
b. tayta - y-ta - n riku-nipedrt - ta maqa-q-ta
father 1 AC AFsee 1 Pedro AC hit AG AC
‘it i$ my [ather that I see that Pedro is beating’

5) Unbounded Wh-Movement, like raising, creates a context for double
Case marking. If unbounded Wh-Movement were effected through move-
ment of the Wh-element through the COMP-Wh position on 8’ there
would be no explanation for the presence of -fa accusative Case in add-
ition (o the genitive Case in (10) and for the ungrammaticality of (11)
where the Wh word only bears one Case marker, the one corresponding to
the Case assigned to it in the embedded clause.

(10) pi - gpa - ta muna - nki platanu ranti-na - n- ta
who GEN AC want 2 banana buy NOM 3 AC
‘who do you want to buy bananas’

(11)  *pi-gpa muna - nki platanu ranli-na-n - (a

6) Wh-Movement, like raising, is optional, as shown by the grammaticality
of (12). where the embedded Wh-word has remained in its basic COMP of
S’ position®3.

(I12) muna-nkipi -gqpa platanu ranti-na - n - ta
want 2 who GENbanana buy NOM 3 AC
‘you want who to buy bananas'
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7) Neither Wh-Movement nor Raising trigger object agreement, since the
movement is to non-Theta position and object marking is Theta sensitive
in Quechua. Both.{(13) and (14) are ungrammatical since the main verb
bears an object marker referring to a Theta-role assigned by the embedded
verb.

(13) *nﬁqa—nchis— ta - ga muna- wa- nchis platanu ranti - na-
| 4 AC TO want 3 - 4 banana buy NOM
nchis - ta
pl AC
‘He wants us to buy bananas’

(14) *mayqin-ni-nchis-ta muna- wa- nchis platanu ranti- na-
which EV 4 ACwant 3 - 4 bananas buy NOM
nchas - ta
Ipl  AC
“‘Which one of us does he want to buy bananas?

It thus appears that unbounded Wh-Movement and Raising cannot be
distinguished since they occur and are prohibited by the same class of
verbs and in similar environments, since they both create a context for
double Case marking, and since both are optional. For these reasons, we
conclude that in Quechua unbounded Wh-Movement is an instantiation
of Move CASE, like raising. Note, as one of our anonymous reviewers
pointed out, that this amounts to saying that the effect of unbounded
Wh-Movement’ is accomplished in three steps:

{2) movement of the Wh-phrase, as if it were an ordinary Case marked ele-
ment, from its deep structure position to the CASE position in its clause,
as an instance of the rule of Move CASE;

(b) Movement, through Move CASE, to a position in the matrix clause VP;
(¢} Movement, sensitive to the feature Wh, to the matrix clause initial
position.

To be sure, there is a rule of local Wh-{ronting, limited to the clause in
which the Wh-clement is generated. We have to claim that both S and §'
are bounding nodes in Quechua, which would block unbounded Wh-
Movement without Move CASE, because of Subjacency:

PN i)
5 ] 1

Alternatively, we could claim that the rule by which ‘bridge” verbs make
Wh-movement cul of their complement clause possible in Quechua is in-
operant for Wh forms (though the equivalent is operant for Case marked
forms).

asy g “I'h [s




195
3. PASSIVE

Passives in Cuzco Quechua are clausally complex structures, involving
a main verb kay ‘be’ and a subordinate verb marked with the nominalizer

-sqa- ‘definite’. We find both ageniless passives, as in (1), and passives with
an overt agent, (2).

{1) a suwa - sga ka - ni
rob NOM be 1
‘I have been robbed”’

b S
NP; VP
o /\
s T
S ka-c
NP VP
NP V-sqa-9
PRO ¢
(2) a. Arluro - ¢ suwa ~sqa - n ka - ni
Arthur GEN rob NOM 3 be 1
" /S\
NP, VP
fa /\
i 1
5 ka-n
NP-GEN VP
B
ITP V-sqa-fi
e

Leaving aside for the moment the question of the two coindexed noun
phrases, the following arguments can be given for the structures in (1b)
and (2b)%:
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A. The passivized NP agrees in person and number with the main verb
kay, and hence is its subject. Elsewhere (Lefebvre and Muysken, in prep.)
we have argued thal in fact kay is always a main verb and never an auxiliary.
B. Structure (2b) could never be mono-clausal since it contains two
different subject agreement markers. In (1) we find a PRO subject, with an
arbitrary interpretation, in the subordinate clause, possible because the
absence of an Agreement marker leaves the subject position ungoverned.
C. Non-passivized objects in double object constructions which have
undergone passivization can have -ra object marking only with difficulty:

(3) a. [llipin suwa - sqa] ka - ni
everyt. tob NOM be 1
‘T have been robbed of everything’
b.?[llipin - ta suwa - sqa] ka - ni
everyt. ACrob NOM be 1

The absence of -7z is allowed only in embedded nominalized clauses.
D. Within the passive clause itsell the negation particle -chu, which is
limited to main clauses, is prohibited:

(4)  *manaaskha - ta - chu suwa - sqa (~n)ka -ni
not much AC NEGrob NOM 3 be 1
‘I have not been robbed of much (by him/her)’

On the other hand, the passive clause as a whole can be negated with -chu,
which is then in the scope of the main verb:

(5) mana nishu suwa -sga - chu ka - ni
not muchrob NOM NEG be 1
‘T have not been robbed very much’

(6) manapedm - q suwa - sqa - n - chu ka -~ ni
not Peter GEN rob NOM 3 NEG be 1
‘I have not been robbed by Peter’

These sentences show in addition that the embedded passive clause is a
constituent.

E. The same conclusion follows from a consideration of ordering possi-
bilities. The passive clause can be fronted as a whole:

(7) ima vyacha - chi - sqa qan ka - nki
what teach NOM you be 2
‘what have you been taught.’
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(8) pi -qpa suwa-sqa -n - mi ka - ra - nMaria
. _ who GEN rob NOM 3 AF be PA 3 Mary
e e ‘by whom was Mary robbed’

It can occur to the right of the main verb fka-/ ‘be*:

9) ka-ni-n askha suwa - sqa
be 1 AF much rob NOM
‘I have been robbed of a lot®

Arguments A. through E. conclusively demonstrate in our opinion that
both agentless passives and passives with an agent are bi-clausal at S-
structure, with the passivized element moved into the main clause sub-
ject position.

Thus the passive relation in Cuzco Quechua passes a clause houndary,
and hence is not local. Neither is it Theta-sensitive, in the sense of Travis
& Williams (1982). Consider the pairs (10} and (11), for instance:

I money 1 rob NOM be 1
‘I have been robbed of my money”

b. qolge - y suwa - sqa  ka -n
money 1 rob NOM be 3
‘my money has been robbed’

(10) a. noga qolge - y suwa - sga ka - ni

(11) a. qan runa simi yacha - chi - sqa ka - nki
you Quechua teach NOM be 2
‘you have been taught Quechua’
b. runasimi yacha - ¢hi - sqa  ka - n
Quechua teach NOM be 3
‘Quechua has been taught’

These two characteristics, non-local and not Theta-sensitive, suggest that
in Quechua the passive relation is syntactic rather than lexical. The question
then is what kind of syntactic relation is involved. We have supggested in
the tree (1b) that the subject of an agentless passive clause is PRO. It is
not governed by the person marking of the verb and it has arbitrary
reference? .

The trace of the moved constituent is marked for Case, since V + sga-
can assign a Case to its complement (as in ordinary nominalized clauses}.
If we can defend the claim that the subject of the matrix verb kay ‘to be’
is in a non-Theta position, there is a movement configuration. Can we then
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say Lhat Passive in Quechua is an instance of Move CASE? Answering this
question invelves a2 number of considerations. '

(a) Case. The ‘raised’ element does not receive accusative -/ in the matrix
clause. Note, however, that the matrix verb here is copular kay ‘to be’,
which does not assign accusative, but rather coindexes its complement
wilh its subject, so that the complement receives nominative Case. Hence,
following the analysis of raising proposed in section 1, the embedded ob-
jecl must receive nominative Case when it passes through COMP, and
hence ends up in the position in the matrix to which nominative is as-
signed, i.e. the subject position.

For our analysis to work, we have to assume that the Case of the em-
bedded object, P objective (which in our analysis has the feature (+ass. by
V in a nominal centext) is compatible with (+ass. by AG in a verbal con-
texl) Cf. the discussion in section 1.3.1. That the nominative Case of the
passive phrase itself plays an important role is supported by facts of Wh-
movement and quantifier float out of passive clauses.

Wh-movement of non-passivized direct objects in double object con-
structions is not allowed:

(12) *ima - ta - n noga suwa - sqa ka - ni
what AC AF [ rob NOM be 1
‘of what I have been robbed’

There is only a reading for (12) which is grammatical when fima-ta-n/ is
interpreted as a complement of the main clause, ‘for what ...?" Strangely
enough it scems to be possible to Wh-front an oblique phrase out of the
embedded clause:

(13) ima - wan noga maga - sqga ka - ni
what W1 [ beat NOM be 1
‘what have I been beaten with?’

This is even possible in passives with an agent phrase:
(14) ima - wan noga arturo - ¢ maqa -sqa - n ka - ni
what WI I  Arthur GEN beat NOM 3 be |1

‘what have I been beaten with by Arthur?

The agent-phrase itself cannot be Wh-fronted in passives:

(15) *{pi-qpa-n
pi - qpa noga suwa - sqa - n ka - ni
pi - n
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who GENAF 1 rob NOM 3 be 1
‘by whom have I been robbed?’

In neither type of passive can we get quantifier float out of the em-
bedded clause; the example given is an agentless construction:

(16) *qolge - y (- ta) suwa - sqa ka - ni llipin -~ ta
money 1 AC rob NOM be 1 all AC
‘I have been robbed of all my money’

In (12) and (16) accusative Case is incompatible with nominative. In {15)
genitive is incompatible with nominative, while in (13) and (14) apparent-
ly oblique is compaitible with nominative.

(b) Theta-role. Subjects of kay clauses, il was remarked above, are not
assigned an independent Theta-role, so that the raised element does not
occupy a thematic position at S-structure. It does occupy an A position,
of course,

(c} Optionality. Note that, contrary to raising, passivc appears to be
obligatory: the non-raised direct equivalent of (1) and (2) is ungrammati-
cal:

(17) *a.(nuqa) suwa - sqa ka -
me rob  NOM be
*bh_Arturo - g (nuga) suwa - sqgz - n ka-
Arthur GEN  me r1ob NOM 3 be

The matrix verb needs a subject, so in a sense the non-application of
passive results in an ECP violation. There are impersonal senlences such as
(18), which constitute an equivalent to (17):

(18) suwa - wa —-sqa -nka-rga-n
rob lob NOM 3 be PA 3
‘there was the lact that he robbed me’

These cases demonstrate that the obligatoriness of passive ‘raising’ is due
to independent factors, here the ECP.

(d} Object marking. Immediately, however, a difference turns up between
(18) and (17b) or (2b). In the non-raised case, (18), the nominalized verb
is marked for the object, while in the raised cases it is nol. Thus we might
simply say thal object agreement is formulated, or holds, at S-structure,
not at D-structure, and that the trace of a first person raised object does
not trigger agreemenl. This is not an attractive oplion for three reasons.
First of all, when a first person or second person object is raised in the
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‘ordinary’ raising construclions discussed in sections 2 and 3 of this
paper, it does not agree with the matrix verb:

(19) *xwanchamuna-wa -nri-na -y -ta
John want lob 3 go NOM 1 AC
‘John wants me to go’

This might be explained by saying that object agreement, unlike Case
marking, is not structural in Quechua but rather Theta-sensitive, Only
true thematic arguments can agree with the verb as objects. Then a second
problem comes up, however. Why would a Theta-sensitive relation hold at
S-structure, but not at D-structure, where thematic relations are defined?
The third preblem is that claiming that traces of object raising do not
trigger object agreement creates a curious asymmetry with subject raising,
which does leave agreeing traces, of course:

(20) xwancha-q - ta; muna - nie ri-na -n - ta
John GEN  ACwant 1 go NOM 3  AC
‘1 want John to go’ :

Netther can we say thal subject agreement only holds at D-structure, as is
obvious from (1) and (2) of this section, where the element raised to the
matrix subject position agrees at S-structure with the matrix verb. In (20)
it must be the trace which agrees. The solution to these problems, we
claim, is to consider the object markers in Quechua, but not the subject
markers, not as elements agreeing with a filled or empty positien, but
rather as affixes which incorporate a specific Theta-role with a person
specification within the verb. Once a verb is marked for a given object
marker, it cannot assign a specific Case nor a Theta-role elsewhere. When
a pronoun occurs in addition to an object marker on the verb, it gencrally
is marked for Topic, and hence escapes the Theta-Criterion. This is, if
one assumes that topics are immune to this requircment, which on the
whole seems a reasonable assumption?® .

Sentences such as (21) involving both object marking and passive, are
ungrammatical then because there is no Theta-marked element possible
which can be raised, once the verb is marked for object:

(21) *suwa - wa - sqa - n ka - ni
rob lob NOM 3 be |
‘I have been robbed (by him)’

Object marking, then, in contrast to subject marking, leads to the ab-
sorption of the thematic role and of the Case of the object for which the
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verb is subcategorized. We will put the problem aside of what the status of
the empty object position is.

Passive. then, is optional (though often made obligatory because of
ECP), it constilutes a relation between a non-Theta position and a Case-
marked Theta position, it violates the Propositional Island and the Speci-
fied Subject Conditions, it involves the marking for Case of the moved
element as it goes through the COMP-like CASE position of its clause.
In sum, then, it has all the properties of the rule we described as Move
CASE.

4. CONCLUSION
4.1 Summary and discussion
After our presentalion of the principal features of Raising, Wh-movement,

and Passive we can now compare these phenomena more systematically.
Below we schematically summarize the various options encountered.

(N

source

landing site

Case-marking
in source of

elements that
can be moved

Case-marking
when in landing
site

RAISING

a Case-marked
positionina
finite comple-
ment clause

-A?

-8

- [lyp 1
- genilive
- oblique

- * nominative

- objective @
- accusative
~Iq

—-gen +acc

- oblique

- * nom + acc
-fP+acc
-ace

WH-MOVEMENT

a Case-marked
position in a
finite comple-
ment clause
-A

-6

o

- genitive

- oblique

- * nominative

- objective §
- accusative
-1

-gen +acc

- oblique

- * nom +acc
-P+ace
-ace

PASSIVE

a Case-marked
position in a
finite comple-
ment clause

-A

-0

- [NP, 8]

- ¥ genilive

- obligue (can be

raised)

- * nominative
(not ass.)

- objective @

- * accusative
~ta

- * gen + nom

- oblique

- (not applicable})
-+ nom

- ¥ acc + nom
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Arpuing for a unified analysis of the three types of movement in terms of
Move CASE presents two problems. (a) Does the feature system for Case
presented in seclion 1.3.1 explain the asymmetry between Case marking
possibilities in Raising and Wh-movement, on the one hand, and in Passive
on the other? (b) How do we explain the irrelevance of the A vs. A dis-
tinction for movement in Quechua?

We will return to the second question in the next section. As to the first
queslion, our feature system goes a long way. Genitive can be combined
with accusative because they have opposite specifications, while genitive
and nominative do not combine. §§ objective combines with nominative,
again because they have opposite specifications. We will have to find a
scparate account for obliques (which can be combined both with nomi-
native and with accusative in our analysis), and for the combinability of
accusalive with itself.

4.2 Move CASE as a special case of non-configurationality

So far we have studied raising phenomena in Quechua in relative
isolation, formulating a rule of Move CASE as a core rule of Quechua
grammar. Move CASE moves Case marked elements to non-argument
positions, and co-Case marks these elements with their dominating con-
stituent if they are moved outside of that constituent. Schematically:

Y.Case

n .. X+Casep+Caseq q

+
c Casep

Here Case is assigned to the ‘deep structure’ or ‘thematic’ position of an

element, and this element is co-Case marked with Case_ when il leaves a
constiluent marked Case_. In the standard examples, the constituent out
of which an element is moved is a clause marked nominative or accusative
Case, as discussed in sections 3 and 4. Here we would like to brefly dis-
cuss three other types of movement which could be considered instances
of Move CASE: Floating, Scrambling, and Extraposition.

As was shown in section 3.3 Floating is a phenocmenon of the same
order as Raising, but differs {rom it in that the constituent cut of which
movement takes place is a noun phrase, and the element that moves most
olten is a quantifier, adjective, or other modifying element. For the rest
it falls under the configuration (1) in the same way as Raising. Again, we
will have to assume that the landing site for Quantifier Float is not an
argument position. Examples of Floating include the following:
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(2) a papa - tz llipin - ta mikhu - ni

potato  AC all AC eat I
I eat all the potaloes’
b. hayk’a - ta muna - nki t'anta - ta

how much AC want 2 bread AC
‘*how much bread do you want’

c. runa - ta Kkallpa - yuq - ta rigsi ~ ni
man  ACstrength  with AC know 1
‘[ know a strong man’

L In all three examples the moved element is co-Case marked with its Deep
T = Structure dominating constituent.

Scrambling in Quechua could be described as Move CASE without co-
Case marking. The latter does not occur since the moved element does not
leave its constituent {assuming that Scrambling is defined as such). While in
Quechua subordinate clauses the word order is strict in that the verb must
occur in clause-{inal position, in matrix clauses there is considerable liber-
ty. as well as in the pre-verbal positions of subordinate clauses. Although
in actual usage the large majorily of sentences is SOV, we find post-verbal
objects, pre-subject objects, post-verbal subjects, etc. Let us assume that
all these deviations from unmarked word order are instances of Move
CASE. Given that the landing site of Move CASE is a non-argument
position, what makes scrambling possible then is the availability of non-
argument positions at various places in the verbal projection. This can be
termed Lhe A availability option in Universal Grammar. We will return to
this oplion below,

A third type of phenomenon, hitherto considered unrelated, which can
be considered as an instance of Move CASE is Extraposition, eg. of
relative clauses. Examples include (3):

(3) runa - ta rigsi - nki - chu qayfiunchay hamu - q - ta
man AC know 2 Q vesterday come AG AC
‘do you know the man who came yesterday’

Here the relative clause has been extraposed out of the noun phrase of its
antecedent, but at the same time it is co-Case marked with that con-
stituent. Apain, we will assume that the relative clause is extraposed to a
non-argument position, and A-binds its trace in the original noun phrase.

It is not possible here to discuss Floating, Scrambling, and Extrapos-
ition phenomena in detail. We merely wanled to suggest avenues for
analyzing them in the same way as Raising, .g. as instantiations of Move
CASE. Now, we can return to the A availability parameter. Languages
which are positively specified for this parameter will allow Scrambling,
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and if the same language allows for co-Case marking, it will allow for
Floating, Raising, and Extraposition as well. Hence the latter possibil-
ities imply Scrambling, but the inverse implication does not hold.

It is tempting to relate the A availability parameter to the virtuality

paramcter as discussed in Vergnaud and Zubizaretta (1980). In this con-
tribution the claim is made that non-confligurational languages such as
purportedly Japanese have a VP (and hence an asymmetry between
subjects and objects) at the level of grammar at which thematic relat-
ions are assigned, but that this node is ‘invisible’ or ‘virtual’ at the level
of representation at which constituent order is defined. At that level,
subject and object would be simply sisters. Assume now that this level is
relevant (or Move CASE as well. Since the confligurations on which the-
matic roles are assigned have become invisible, particularly VP, the positions
in the tree become non-argument positions (except for those theta-marked
at deep structure). While non-maximal projections can be virtual in these
languages, maximal projectlions cannot.

This is where (he co-Casec marking parameter comes in. In those lang-
uages which are positively specified for co-Case marking, maximal pro-
jections become virtual as well. A first approximation of the relevant
rule would be:

(4) A maximal node e« is virtual with respect to g iff § is coindexed
with @

Co-Case marking is then the way coindexation is realized in Quechua (as
well as in Walbiri, for instance, cf. Hale, 1979), bul it is conceivable that
other formal indexation types could exist as well.
. ) Summarizing, we have tentatively proposed two parameters: A availabi-
lity (which may be reduceable to virtuality) and Coindexation. This gives
T us four possibilities for languages:

{5) a. (+ A availability, + Coindexation): Quechua Floating
Raising
Scrambling
Extraposition
b. (+ A availability, - Coindexation): Scrambling
¢. (-~ A availability, + Coindexation): Floating
Extraposition

d. (- A availability, - Coindexation)

Languages of type (5d) would permit no instances of Move CASE at all,
while type (5¢) which may include socme European languages, would
allow for limited movement of non-arguments, ¢.g. quantifiers and certain
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Wh-elements, out of their noun phrases. Possibly these languages will allow
Extraposition as well, although the non-argument status of the landing site
of Extraposition needs further investigation. Type (5b) languages would
allow scrambling of constituents, including arguments, within their do-
minating clauses, but no movement outside of their clauses, not even of
quantifiers, etc. Finally, type (5a) languages will allow all instances of
Move CASE described. Here of course there will be an interaction with
perceptual and pragmatic factors resulting in the factual sequences com-
moenly produced.

This preceding discussion has brought us to a more general view of
Move CASE, cncompassing phenomena which have previously been dis-
cussed in isolation for the European languages, such as Extraposition and
Floating. }

The major difference between the phenomenon Move Wh and Move
CASE as we have analyzed it is that the COMP through which Wh passes
can only have one unique index assigned to it, while co-Case marking
(which we have assumed to be a special case of co-indexation) can occur
indefinitely many times (as exemplified in section 2). This suggests that
the two phenomena of Move Wh and Move CASE are essentially different
at a more abstract level, even though they exhibil many similarities as
shown in section 3.4. Perhaps the difference is due to ihe fact that Wh
phrases function as quantifiers in Logical Form while raised [+N] ele-
ments in peneral do not. This would predict of course that raised Wh
elements would show the same distribution at LF in Quechua as in English,
unlike ordinary NPs and the like. To explore this prediction is beyond the
scope of this paper.

Postulating the A availability parameter provides us with an answer to
the question raised in the previous section as to the irrelevance of the A /
A distinction as well. Given A availability, at level at which Move CASE is
defined, there is no principled way to distinguish argument and non-
argument positions. Crucial is the possibility and type of Case marking
that is available. All Case positions are in some sense A positions once the
structural distinction betwcen argument and non-argument positions has
disappeared.

NOTES

l. The data include the judgements of five informants. The judgemenis are clear
except when noted in the paper.

2. The distinction A-bound versus M-bound is due_to R. Bok-Bennema (1981}
and corresponds to the distinction A-bound versus A-bound found in Chomsky
(1981).

1. Tor a shorl statemeni of the facts of ease distribution on objects of embedded
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verbs, see note 9. For a thorough analysis of these facts, see Lefebvre and Muysken
(in preparation).

4. Subjects of embedded clauses receive either nominative (@) or genitive (~gpa)
case depending on whether they occur in a V"' or in a N"' configuration. For an
analysis of nominalizations in Quechua, seec Lefebvre and Muysken (in preparation}.
5. For a detailed analysis of agreement rules in Cuzco Quechua, sce Lefebvre and
Dubuisson (1978).

6. As lor object marking in the verb, we suggest thal the object marker absorbs
Case and Theta-role; it thus makes it impossible for an object pronoun to oceur in
surface structure next lo a verb containing an object marker because it would not
receive a Theta-role. Thus if {a) is prammatical, (b) is not and hence {c}, in which
the pronoun nuga has been raised out of its clause is nol prammatical either.

(a) mariya muna-n xwancha- q maga— na- wa-~ n=- la
Maria want 3 Juan GENbeat NOM lob 3 AC
*Maria wants Juan {o beat me’

(b} *mariya muna- n xwancha- q neqa maga- na- wa- n- la
me
(c) *mariya nuga- {a muna- n Xwancha- q maqa- na- wa- n- (a
me AC

In Lelebvre and Dubuisson (1979) il was shown that co-occurence of an object
marker on the verb and a coindexcd lexical pronoun in the same clause is only
possible if the pronoun is in topic posilion. We will assume here without further
argument that topics are somehow immune from the Theta criterion.

7. The only resteriction that there is on the co-occurence of rmiscd clements out of
a given clause is that for some speakers, butl not all, it does not seem possible Lo raise
both (he subject and the object at the same lime. We assume that this is for per-
ccpiual reasons.

8. For a detailed analysis ol the structure of subordinate clauses in Quechua, see
Lefebvre (1980). Base rule (6) in the text corresponds to (5b) in Lefebvre (1980)
where this structure is argued for.

9. In nominalized clauses the object of the nominalized verb may be found with a
-fg accusative marker in some cases; il can, and in some cases it has to be found with-
out an overl case marker. In the latter case we 2ssume that @ Case has been assigned
to the element unmarked for Case because of the Case Filter, The mechanism by
which Cast is assigned to objects of nominalized verbs still nceds to be fully ac-
counted for and in this paper we will simply assume {hat embedded direct objects
arc marked either @ or -f¢. TFor a full analysis of (hesc Iacts see Lefebvre and Muys-
ken (in preparation).

10. In HMermon (1981) il is claimed that accusative experiencers of certain verbs
behave like subjects at LI, but that is irr¢levant to the point here,

11. Note here that our rule Move o where o is CASE is formulated as such in order
to specify that Case-marked elements can be raised and not 1o specify the landing
site for raised elements, a landing site which could theoretically be a Case position in
the main clause. (Sce fooinote 12 for a specification of the latter hypothesis.)

12. CASE weuld be a morphological characteristic defined by morphosyniactic
featurcs in much the same way that [+R] and the Movement rule ‘Move R’ function
in Dutch (Cf. Yan Riemsdijk 1978). If, as Yan Riemsdijk claims, [+ R] corresponds at
an abstract level to [+ Locative] we could claim that Move R is a subcase of Move
CAST. Suppose that universal grammar specifies a finite list of morphosyntactic
learures which can be used Lo define instaniiations of Move a.
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13. According to R. Bok-Bennema, these [+N] posilions may be termed CASE
positions. This would make them comparable io clitic or Wh positions which are
also A positions. A major difference, however, with the latter is thal the Case po-
silions we are referring lo arc not specified by phrase structure rules and that there
can be indelinitely many of them.

14. Note here that the equivalent of sentence (18) is grammatical in Cole and
Hermon's presentalion as far as can be understood from the discussion of their
cxample (16} p. 6.

15. Note here that for some speakers, il raising ef the embedded subjeet is always
acceplable when it is in lhe genilive Case, raising ol a nominative subjcet is only
possible when the embedded verb conatins a -ng- nominalizing sulfix (- realized)
and not when il contains a -sga- nominalizing Suffix (+ realized) as re(lecied by the
following senlences.

a. pi- qpa~ {a- n muna-nki plalanu ranti- na- n- {a
who GEN ACVAL want 2 banana buy NOM 3 AC
‘Who do you want to buy bananas?’

a' pi @ ta- n muna- nki platang ranti- na- n- ta
who NO AC VAL

b. PI-QP2- 1a=N ... i ranti- sqa- n- ta

b’ *i-@-ta-n L.l mnti- sqa- n- 1a

The explanation for this is nol completely clear Lo us as yel since the same informants
accept also the [ollowing senience structurally equivalent to b'.

. matiyacha xosecha-@- ta riku- n ranli- sqa- n- ta
Maria Jos¢ NO AC see 3 buy NOM3 AC
‘Maria saw thal José has bought bananas’

Tentalively, we suggest two possible explanations; first that raising of Lhe genitive
sebject is preferred because double Case-marking is a sign of co-Case-marking; second
because our informants in general did not like sentences containing embedded sub-
jeets in the nominative Case. The latter is most acceptable in other dialects of Quechua.
16. This fact constitutes an additional argument in favor of our analysis of relalive
clauses (Lefebvre and Muysken, 1982) as NPs containing an §" rather than as 8's.

17. We lack clear dala as to whether this is possible when the complement of the
noun in the NP is a noun (e.g. xwanela-g ‘Juan GEN") instead ol a quantificr.

18. A [inal remark is in order with respect 1o the passive analysis in Cole and Her-
men, It poscs a problem for their CSIC since passive (assumed 1o be a clause-bounded
phenomenon) is blocked out of ni-clauses, while in fact the prediction would thal it
is grammatical. Consider their example (68):

{a) *Juzi-ca Maria Francisco-man ni-shea ca-~rea [t cayna shamu-shca~ta]
José TO Maria Francisco to say NOM be PA  yesierday come NOM AC
José was said to Francisco by Mara to have come yesterday’

In fact, we will assume in scction 3 that passives are clausally complex structures in
Quechua, and in our analysis the structurc of (a} would be somecthing like (disre-
garding the fact that the clause is extraposed):
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(b) S,

José—-::ai Maria g shamu-shca-ta ni-shca ca-rea

Considering ihe iree in (b) it is clear that (a) is ungrammatical For at leasl {wo reasons,
in our analysis. First, since ni- is not a proper raising verb, José can never move out
of §, into S,. If it did, however, it would be co-Case marked a2ccusative, and then it
could nol become nominative any more when moving inlo §,, since accusative
marking with -f2 cannot become § nominative marking.

20. In Cuzco Quechua it does not seem (o be possible to form muliiple Wh-questions
in which more than one Wh word is interpreied as a variable in Logical I"orm. What is
found is rather onc Wh word interpreted as a variable in Logical Form and possibly
a second Wh clement which is interpreted as an indefinite pronoun.

21. Like Raising, unbounded Wh Movement does not occur with the verb niy “say’
which does not subcalegorize [or 2 nominalized verb.

22. Tor detailed arguments on this point, see Lefcbvree (1980).

23. If Wh Movement is optional, it seems that its apptication is preferred for non-
oblique Cases over oblique Cases; the nominalizing suffix -sga- is more favourable-
lo unbounded Wh Movement than the nominalizing suffix -na-.

24. Here, as clsewhere, we do not specify the exacl categorial (nominzal or verbal)
status of the clause, being conlent with ealling it §'.

25, Strangely enough, however, it seems that it is somelines Lhe subject ol the
passive verb, and not onc of ils objects, that is raised Lo the subject position ol the
higher clause, Consider the [ollowing examples, from which it is clear that the se-
mantics of the verb play a role:

(a.) 2. puri - sqa ka - ni 'I have been walked on'

walk *1 have walked'

b. rima - sqa ka - ni ‘I have been talked against'
talk *'T have talked’

c. pugllz - sqa ka - ni’ ‘I have been played with®
play T'I have played"

d. maga - sgqa ka - ni ‘1 have been bealen’
beat *'T have beaten’

d' maga-na -sqaka-ni ‘I am in a fight with _...°
beat  REC

e, mikhuo - sqa ka - ni ‘I have eaten’
eat ‘T have been calen’

[. chaya-mu-sgaka-ni ‘T have arrived here”
arrive CIS

g. sagqsa — sga Ko - ni ‘I am satisfied’
satisly

h. puim - sqga ka - ni
sleep

1 have slept’
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i ugya - sga ka - m Y have drunk®
drink

The less agent-like the subject of the embedded verb, it scems rom the array in (17),
the more easily it can be raised, if indecd these active constructions involve mising.
Thus we have a contrast between the absence of Thela-sensitivity with object raising
and the scnsitivity to the agent siatus of {he embedded subject with subject raising.
There are two possible ways in which subjeetl mising may be dilferentiated in these
constructions. One is {10 assumc that we do not in fact have raising in these cases but
control. The relevant struclure would then be something like:

N w

ka-

sr
|
]
/\
NP VP

PROi V—sqa

This structure would be relevant for the aclive cases of (a); the passive cases would
have a structure as sketched before in (b). The afternative would be thai these ap-
parent cases of subject raising are really mono-clausal, and thai the nominalized verb
in these cases is really a sert ol adjective expressing a state:

(e) S
T T
NP VP
AP/\\kn-
V—lsqa

The interpretation of the Theta-grid of the nominalized verb would then be strictly
lexical. We will adopt this analysis here, piven Lhe fact that nominalized verbs can
function attributively as well when they belong to the active group of (a).

26. Sce also noie 6 on object marking in the verb. This does not necessarily imply
that they arc in Topic position although this may be the case as well,
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