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Aspect splits without ergativity: Agreement asymmetriesin Neo-Aramaic

Laura Kalin, UCLA
Coppe van Urk, MIT

This paper looks at two different aspect splits in Neo-Arant@nguages that are unusual in that
they do not involve any ergativity. Instead, these splies@draracterized by agreement reversal, a
pattern in which the function of agreement markers switdietsveen aspects, though the align-
ment of agreement remains consistently nominative-atiesaSome Neo-Aramaic languages
havecomplete agreement reversaffecting both subject and object agreement (Khan 2002320
Coghill 2003). In addition to this, we describe a differepgtem, found in Senaya, which we call
partial agreement reversaln Senaya, the reversal only affects the marker of the peveesubject,
which marks objects in the imperfective. We show that a ungiyproperty of the systems that we
discuss is that there is additional agreement potentidderiperfective. We develop an account
in which these splits arise because of an aspectual predicéte imperfective that introduces an
additional¢-probe. This proposal provides support for the view thaeaspplits are the result
of an additional predicate in nonperfective aspects (LaKa62Coon 2010; Coon and Preminger
2011), because it allows for the apparently disparate phena of split ergativity and agreement
reversal to be given a unified treatment.

1 Introduction

Previous work on aspect splits has tended to focus on larguagh ergativity on one side of the
split (Mahajan 1990; Dixon 1994; Laka 2006; Salanova 20ddridge 2008; Legate 2008; Coon
2010;i.a.). Little work has been done on aspect splits that are notigege any aspect. As we
will show in this paper, however, there are indeed langutigeislisplay aspect splits of this kird.

The languages we will discuss are part of a group of norteeadteo-Aramaic languages
which appear to have developed aspect-based agreemeéstlisfugh contact with split-ergative
Kurdish languages (Doron and Khan, 2012). The way in whigieetsaffects agreement in these
languages varies significantly. The focus of this paper igvam different aspect splits in this
group, which stand out because they do not involve any ergatinstead, these systems manifest
a pattern which we cathgreement reversalRather than switching from a nominative-accusative
system to an ergative-absolutive one, the markers for stdgend objects simply switch functions
between aspects, while retaining a nominative-accusaligement.

We distinguish two such systems. In the first, a system foorféeinaya and previously unde-
scribed in the theoretical literature, agreement revassahly partial. The object marker of the

*We are indebted to Byron Ahn, Sabine latridou, Anoop Mahalzawvid Pesetsky, Masha Polinsky, Omer Pre-
minger, Norvin Richards, Carson Schitze, and Tim Stowehé&pful discussions about this research, as well as Laura
McPherson and Kevin Ryan, whose fieldwork and morphologigalysis of Senaya made this research possible. Our
thanks also to the insightful audiences at GLOW 35, WCCFLa3@, CLS 48. Authors are listed alphabetically. The
first author is supported by a National Science Foundati@uGate Research Fellowship.

The rarity of such systems is probably due to the fact thatetsgplits tend to have little impact on surface case
and agreement relations in nominative-accusative laregiégee Coon 2010, 2012 and Coon and Preminger 2011,
2012 for discussion of this point).
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imperfective switches functions between aspects, beapihi@ subject marker of the perfective.
But the same does not happen to the subject marker of the fieapiee — instead, this agreement
series disappears entirely in the perfective, so that tisen® object agreement at all. The sec-
ond system, found in Christian Barwar, Qaraqosh, and Telkemong others, displagpmplete
agreement reversaln these languages, perfective and imperfective aspeegtsthoth subject and
object agreement, but the functions of the agreement nark&eerses entirely: the marker of sub-
ject agreement in one aspect is the marker of object agraeamtre other, and vice versa (Khan
2002, 2008; Coghill 2003).

Our main goal in this paper is to provide a unified analysishelse two aspect splits. We
will show that, despite surface differences, both spliess@raracterized by the availability of ad-
ditional agreement in the imperfective. As such, we prophaethese splits arise because there
is an aspectual predicate in the imperfective that carriggpeobe. Such a predicate is absent in
the perfective, so that the syntax of the perfective and efittperfective looks like (1) and (2),
respectively.

(1) Perfective aspect: (2) Imperfective aspect:
TP TP
/\ /\
T AspP T AspP
¢-probe ¢-probe
ASPrerr vP Aspvpre vP

Given this syntax, we will show that the differences betwpartial and complete agreement re-
versal can be made to fall out from lexical variation in T'sjperties.

Striking evidence for this approach comes from the factittsiteds light on a puzzling pattern
of object agreement in ditransitives. In particular, in gortomplete agreement reversal languages,
it is possible to host agreement with a second object on alitierauxiliary, though only in the
imperfective aspect. Intruigingly, it is the direct objebtt is referenced in this way, such that
the highestagreement marks tHewestargument, the direct object. We will demonstrate that this
puzzling constellation of facts followsxactlyfrom our approach to these aspect splits, given a
view of auxiliaries in which they are inserted to host featuthat cannot be unified with the verb
(Bjorkman, 2011).

In addition, this proposal can be related to recent work dih esgativity by Laka (2006) and,
in particular, Coon (2010, 2012). These authors propodeattizect-based split ergativity arises
because nonperfective aspects have the semantics olpatidicates and so may be expressed
as embedding verbs. The additional structure associatidtinese aspectual verbs can disrupt a
language’s underlying ergative alignment, giving riseniaacusative pattern on the surface.

Our analysis makes use of the same idea, namely, that necpeefaspects include an aspec-
tual predicate absent in the perfective. For the Neo-Aranaiguages that we discuss, however,

2We are focusing here on the complete agreement reversaldgeg that exhibit an asymmetry between the per-
fective and the imperfective, in the form of a Person Cases€@aimt (PCC) effect. There are, however, a number
of other types of systems that we will not discuss (Doron ahdr§ 2012). Most notably, there are varieties with
complete agreement reversal that do not exhibit a PCC dffabe perfective. For these, we think a morphological
analysis is more appropriate, as argued in detail by Bae(@@0V).
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we show that this predicate does not bifurcate the clausesaparate case/agreement domains, but
instead must be treated as a restructuring predicate. iti@ddve propose that the Neo-Aramaic
imperfective predicate retains one of the syntactic festassociated with predicates, that of being
able to introduce @-probe. This results in an aspect split in which there is rditamhal clausal
domain in imperfective aspect, but rather there is an amthti¢-probe. The consequence of this
extra locus of agreement in the syntax is agreement revdrs#his way, our proposal provides
support for the view that aspect splits arise because obtaile nature of nonperfective aspects
(Laka, 2006; Coon, 2010, 2012; Coon and Preminger, 20112)20&cause it enables us to give
a unified treatment of the non-ergative aspect splits in Nonaic and canonical aspect-based
split ergativity.

An important contribution of this paper then is to show thiaedsity in aspect splits across
languages can be reduced to lexical variation in the prigseof aspectual predicates. How such
predicates affect a language’s syntax follows from famgiad independently motivated syntactic
notions, such as probe-goal relations and Relativized fatity. For Neo-Aramaic, for example,
the choice of expressing imperfective aspect as a restimgtpredicate with ap-probe results
in agreement reversal. The imperfective Asp head is mergéatéd T, and so takes over the role
of licensing the subject. This leaves T free to instantigieament with an object, resulting in
apparent agreement reversal.

Let's now preview briefly what the splits we will discuss lobke. The first type of split,
found in Senaya, is characterized jbgrtial agreement reversasome agreement markers switch
functions, others do not. This is illustrated in the examapte(3) and (4), with the agreement
morphemes bolded.

(3) Perfective in Senaya: (4) Imperfective in Senaya:
axnii dmexian. ooyamolp-a-lan.
we sleepPERFL.1PL she teachiMPF-S.3Fs-L.1PL
‘We slept.’ ‘She teaches us.

As these examples show, the morpheme that marks subjeanagné in the perfectiveslan
(L.3rL), marks object agreement in the imperfective. A uniqueesenf agreement suffixes sur-
faces to mark subjects in the imperfective(S.3s) above. As such, the perfective verb can only
host one agreement morpheme, while the imperfective varthost two?

The second type of split, found in Christian Barwar, ChaistQaraqosh, and several other
languages, involvesomplete agreement reversg@han, 2002, 2008; Coghill, 2003; Doron and
Khan, 2012). We exemplify this pattern with data from ChaistBarwar (Khan 2008:167,282):

3We make use of the following abbreviations: 1, 2, 3 = 1st, And,person, | = noun class 1, Il = noun class 3,
ABS = absolutive Aux = auxiliary,cL = clitic, CONJ= conjunctionERG = ergative EXPL = expletive F = female FuT
= future,GEN = genitive,IMPF = imperfective INDIC = indicative,INF = infinitive, L = L- suffix, M = male,NMLZ =
nominalization PART = participle,PASS= passive PERF= perfective,pL = plural, PRES= present, S = S-suffixg =
singular,sc = small clause.

4This asymmetry is the reason for our choice of examples afiotransitive perfective in (4), transitive imperfec-
tive in (3)): the perfective verb base simply cannot app&#r & definite object, as there is only one agreement slot,
always occupied by subject agreement; this is discussedgt in §3.1.
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(5) Perfective in C. Barwar: (6) Imperfective in C. Barwar:

qtil-i-le. qat-i-le.
kill. PERFS.3PL-L.3MS kill. IMPF-S.3PL-L.3MS
‘He killed them.’ ‘They kill him.

As can be seenin (5) and (6), the same exact sequence of agree@rkersifle, S.3L-L.3MS)
conveys opposite grammatical relations in the perfectigimperfective. As in Senaya, the sub-
ject marker of the perfectivele (L.3mS), is treated as an object marker in the imperfective. Un-
like in Senaya, however, the same happens with the subjekemaf the imperfective;i (S.3pL),
which functions as object agreement in the perfective. Assalt, agreement reversal is largely
(but not entirely) symmetric in these languages; the asytmesehat do arise will feature promi-
nently in our analysis.

As previously mentioned, despite their surface differapees will argue that these splits arise
for the same underlying reason: the presence of an aspgcadgatate in the imperfective that in-
troduces an additional locus of agreement. For Senayalagas how this syntax will map onto the
morphological pattern described above. The additionaegent morpheme present in the imper-
fective (the subject agreement marker), 4, correspondsetadditionakp-probe on imperfective
Asp in 2. For complete agreement reversal languages, tliregga little more complicated. We
will argue that the appearance of two agreement morphentég iperfective of these languages,
(5), reflects agreement of a singdeprobe (on T) with multiple arguments; on the other hand, the
appearance of two agreement markers in the imperfectiyagitects agreement with two distinct
¢-probes (on T and Asp). The empirical motivation for thislwdme from a Person Case Con-
straint (PCC) effect in the perfective, which is absent mithperfective.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents sagtaytound information on verbal
morphology in Neo-Aramaic. In section 3, we exampeetial agreement reversah Senaya and
derive it from the presence of an additioaprobe in the imperfective. Section 4 looks at the
somewhat more complex propertiesaafmplete agreement reversahd extends our analysis to
this pattern. We also discuss a complex pattern of objecemgent in ditransitives, which we
show provides strong support for our approach. Finally,datisn 5, we relate our account to
recent work on split ergativity (Laka 2006; Coon 2010; CoorP&minger 2011) and the idea
that nonperfective aspects may be expressed as indepdodatite predicates (Demirdache &
Uribe-Etxebarria 2000; Coon 2010).

2 Agreement and Verbal Bases in Neo-Aramaic

Verb bases and verbal morphology work largely the same wal} of the Neo-Aramaic languages
we discuss here. In this section we introduce some of theeptiep that will be constant in the
systems we discuss and the terminology that we will use toritesthese systems. Much of this
description is adapted from earlier theoretical work on Meamaic, in particular that of Doron

and Khan (2012).



2.1 Agreement

The template in (7) schematizes the maximal verbal templetecan appear in perfective and
imperfective aspect in all of the languages that this papaltsdwith:

(7) Verbal template in Neo-Aramaic languages:
Verb stem - S-suffix - L-suffix

The termsS-suffixand L-suffixrefer to different sets of agreement markers, and we adept th
from the literature (e.g. Khan, 2002, 2008). The term S-swstfands for simple/subject-suffix, as
it was historically subject agreement and is still most fiextly used in this functio”.The term
L-suffix derives from the fact that all these suffixes stattwanl-, historically a dative/accusative
preposition, reflecting the origin of these suffixes as aldigronominal suffixes (Doron and Khan,
2012).

The termL-suffix however, is somewhat of a misnomer, as L-suffixes are mageply char-
acterized as clitics (Doron and Khan, 2012). This is moggdiy the fact that L-suffixes, but not
S-suffixes, can appear outside of other enclitic matenaChristian Barwar, for example, we see
that L-suffixes may be separated from the verb by other nztibvat is clearly enclitic. Specifi-
cally, in per1;ects and progressives, an enclitic auxilismyfaces between the verbal base and the
L-suffix, (8).

(8) Christian Barwar perfect:
qtil-t-ela-le.
kill. PART-FS-COP.3FS-L.3MS
‘She has killed him.’ (Christian Barwar; Khan 2008:284)

The clitichood of the L-suffixes will play a crucial role in panalysis of complete agreement
reversal, §4.

The S- and L-suffixes mark person, number, and sometimesgeHae paradigms for both in
Senaya, the first language we will discuss, are in Tables 2and

5These agreement markers are also sometimes referred te Asstt suffixes (e.g. Hoberman, 1989).
5That the auxiliary is enclitic is evidenced by the fact thatinterrogative clauses, the auxiliary may behave as a
second position clitic, encliticizing to frontedh-words, e.g., (i):

() gay-ilo k-axol
why-COR3MS INDIC-eatIMPF.S.3vS
‘Why is he eating?’ (Christian Qaraqosh; Khan 2002:332)

The auxiliary also serves as a copula, encliticizing to jwate adjectives and nominals (Khan 2002:322).

’In Senaya, the language that exhibits partial agreemeaitsal there is actually very little evidence as to the statu
of L-suffixes as true agreement or as a clitic series. Theflixes are not phonological clitics in Senaya — adding
an L-suffix to a verb triggers stress shift whereas addingetiaditic auxiliary does not — but their status as syntactic
clitics is unknown. For the purposes of this paper, we withsider L-suffixes to be clitics in order to unify Senaya
with the other Neo-Aramaic languages. Nothing crucial in aoalysis hinges on this; see fn. 13 for a discussion of
how our analysis of Senaya would change if we treated L-asfir this languages as true agreement rather than as
clitics.



Table 1: S-suffixes in Senaya Table 2: L-suffixes in Senaya

Singular Plural Singular Plural
1stp. | -en(m.)/-an(f.)| -ox 1stp. -lii -lan
2nd p.| -et(m.)/-at(f.) | -iiton 2nd p.| -lox(m.)/-lax(f.) | -looxon
3rdp. | -0(m.)/-aa(f.) | -ii 3rd p. | -lee(m.)/-laa(f.)| -luu/-lun

As noted above, all the Neo-Aramaic languages we are coadesith have these two sets of
agreement markers, though there are numerous slightetifes in the phonological forms of par-
ticular suffixes (see Hoberman, 1988 for an overview andugision). The paradigms for these
suffixes in one of theomplete agreement reverdahguages we will analyze, Christian Barwar,
are given in Tables 3 and 4 as an example.

Table 3: S-suffixes in Barwar Table 4: L-suffixes in Barwar

Singular | Plural Singular Plural
1stp. -on -oX 1stp. -li -lon
2nd p. -ot -itu 2nd p.| -lux(m.)/-lox(f.) | -lexi
3rd p. | -O(m.)/-a(f.)| i 3rdp. | -le(m.)/-la(f) | -le/-la

There is one detail of the forms of these suffixes that willigartant to us. The default S-
suffix, 3rd person masculine singular, has a null spell-odioth Senaya and Christian Barwar.
This in fact holds across all of the languages we are condewith in this paper (Hoberman,
1988). This will be crucial in our analysis, as we will argiatthe locus of S-suffix agreement
is systematically present in certain places, but cannt&teisuccessful agreement and so surfaces
in its default null form.

The agreement markers in Tables 1 through 4 combine with dauof different verbal bases,
discussed in the following section.

2.2 Aspectual bases

In Neo-Aramaic languages, verbal bases are formed by mdam®tand-pattern morphology,
where the ‘pattern’ determines aspect, tense, and/or mobd.bases we will primarily be con-
cerned with in this paper are aspectual, namely, the imp@réeand perfective bases. That the
choice of base correlates with aspect in Neo-Aramaic has &eggied extensively (Krotkoff, 1982;
Hoberman, 1989; Coghill, 1999).

Note that, unlike what is generally claimed for Semitic (s&g., Benmamoun (2000), Ouhalla
and Shlonsky (2002)), the imperfective verb base is not lsimp'default’ verb form, free of
imperfective semantics. In other Semitic languages, thealled imperfective verb base is also
used in non-finite clauses and in the imperative. In Neo-Aiamrmon-finite verb forms are very
rare, but have a unique base form where they are found, areratiyes also have their own base
form.

The plain imperfective base is canonically used to expredstinal events and/or durative
events in the present or future, (9a). To express habiwafde events in the past, the past tense
morphemewaais suffixed to the verb, (9b).



(9) a. axnii(kod yooma)xelyashaat-ox.
we eachday milk drink.imMPF-S.1PL
‘We drink milk (every day).
b. aandel suusiirakw-an-waa.
I onhorserideIMPF-S.IFS-PAST
‘| used to ride horses.’ (Senaya)

The perfective base, on the other hand, is canonically useédcribe completed events as a
whole, (10a). When the past tense marker is added to a geefg@O0b), the result is a distant past
interpretation (or, in some dialects, a past perfect).

(10) a. aawdtemal) mpel-ee.
he yesterdayall.PERFL.3MS
‘He fell (yesterday).’
b. aandel suusiirkuu-waa-lii.
I onhorseride PERFPAST-L.1SG
‘I rode a horse (a long time ago).’ (Senaya)

Some examples of the perfective and imperfective basesriay@eare given in Table 5, fol-
lowed by Christian Barwar in Table 6.

Table 5: Senaya verbal bases

Root Imperfective base | Perfective base
r-k-w (‘to ride’) raakw rkuu

g-t-1 (‘to kill’) gaat gteel
sh-t-y (‘to drink’) shaaty shtee

Table 6: Barwar verbal bases

Root Imperfective base | Perfective base
p-6-x (‘to open’) pafox poix
m-S$-I-x (‘to strip’) m3Sabx m3obx
m-p-I-x (‘to use”) mapbx mupbx

These bases take S-suffixes and L-suffixes in accordancehgitiemplate in 7.

In all the languages we will look at, the verbal base that &lgmperfective or perfective) de-
termines which agreement morphemes (S-suffixes or L-sajfixél surface and what arguments
they will agree with. Most of our information about argumafignment is contributed by this
agreement marking, as there are no morphological casedistis on DPs in these languages.

In the following sections, we discuss two patternsagfeement reversah Neo-Aramaic —
partial agreement reversal, 83, and complete agreemestsedy 84 — both involving agreement
morphemes swapping their functions across perfectiverapéifective aspect.



3 Partial agreement reversal

In this section, we discuss an aspect split in the Neo-Arataaiguage Senaya, originally spoken
in the city of Sanandaj in Iran, now spoken in several smattirwinities in the United States and
Australia® We will refer to Senaya’s system partial agreement reversaand we will argue that
this system comes about as the result of the presence of @oadtlocus of agreement in the
imperfective.

3.1 The data

Agreement in Senaya tracks both subjects and definite ooproval objects obligatorily, and has
a consistent nominative-accusative alignment in both #réeptive and imperfective: the same
set of suffixes marks both transitive and intransitive stiisjewhile transitive objects are treated
uniquely. Recall from 8§2.1 that despite the label “L-suffixe are taking these agreement markers
to be clitics across Neo-Aramaic; see also fn. 7.

As discussed in 82, the aspect of the verb base determineb w#ii of agreement markers —
S-suffixes or L-suffixes — is used to cross-reference theestibnd the object. In the perfective,
there is only one slot for agreement, an L-suffix slot, whicrks subject (transitive or intransitive)
agreement, (11a—c):

(11) No S-suffix; L-suffix = subject:

a. axniidmexian.
we sleepPERFL.1PL
‘We slept.’
b. axniiplegdan.
we leavePERFL.1PL
‘We left.
c. axniixa ksuutaksuuian.
we onebook write.PERFL.1PL
‘We wrote a book(fem.).

The single argument of an unergative, (11a), or unaccusathdb), patterns with the transitive
subject, (11c): all trigger agreement in the form of an Lfiguflan (1PL.L) above. Indefinite
objects do not trigger agreement, (11c).

Since definite or pronominal objects require agreementlagre is only one slot for agreement
in the perfective (always occupied by subject agreemerf|lows that a definite or pronominal
object cannot appear with a perfective base:

(12) No definite or pronominal object with the perfective base:
*axnii 00 ksuutaksuy-laa/-a)-lan(-laa/-a)
we thatbook write.PERA-L/S.3FS)-L.1PL(-L/S.3FS)
‘We wrote that book(fem.).’

We see in (12) that object agreement (as an L-suffix or S-3ufinnot appear before or after
subject agreement in the perfective. Further, it is not iptessso simply omit object agreement

8The Senaya data in this paper comes from original fieldworkdayra McPherson and Kevin Ryan (with recent
participation by Laura Kalin), which has graciously beearsi with us.
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when there is a definite or pronominal object in the perfectiinstead, the perfective base is
completely ungrammatical with a definite or pronominal abje(We return to the language’s
strategy for marking definite objects in the perfective atehd of this section, 15.)

In the imperfective, on the other hand, there are two slatafipeement, an S-suffix slot for
subject agreement followed by an L-suffix slot for objectesgnent, as shown in (13a—d):

(13) | IMPERFECTIVE| S-suffix = subject; L-suffix = object:
a. axniidamxox.
we sleeplMPF-S.1PL
‘We sleep.’
b. axniipalg-ox.
we leavelMPF-S.1PL
‘We leave.
c. axniixa ksuutakasw-ox.
we onebook write.IMPF-S.1PL
‘We write a book(fem.).’
d. axniioo ksuutakaswox-laa
we thatbook write.IMPF-S.1PL-L.3FS
‘We write that book(fem.).’

Again, the single argument of an unergative, (13a), or unsatitve, (13b), patterns with the tran-
sitive subject, (13c-d), but this time all trigger agreemiarthe form of an S-suffix;ox (1PL.S)
above (cf. subject agreement as the L-suffan (1PL.L) in 11). Indefinite objects do not trig-
ger agreement, (13c), while definite or pronominal objegtger an L-suffix following subject
agreementlaa (3Fs.L) in (13d).

In sum, we observe the following aspect split in Senaya: ffix@s mark subject agreement
in the perfective but object agreement in the imperfectivaiJe subjects in the imperfective are
marked uniquely with S-suffixes. This is schematized in &1%)

(14) | SENAYA’S ALIGNMENT |

Imperfective Perfective
Base Base

A
S S

S-suffix  L-suffix

This is an unusual aspect split since both sides of the split An accusative alignment, and there
is a partial reversal of agreement markers between the @spec

As mentioned eatrlier in this section (in the discussion@urding 12), it is impossible to
express a definite object with the perfective base; we atibthis restriction to the fact that the

9This way of presenting the agreement alignment was orilyicahceived by Kevin Ryan.

10The transitive perfective thus construed looks like anpasisive (since the object seems to be demoted, i.e.,
must be indefinite and cannot trigger agreement), while riuesttive imperfective is the regular (non-antipassive)
configuration. However, this cannot be so, since the agreeommfiguration changes from the imperfective to the
perfective in intransitives as well as transitives, butansitives (especially unaccusatives) should not be ableet
antipassivized.



perfective base only has one agreement slot (always takdry spbject agreement), whereas a
definite object requires agreement. Senaya does, howewergiast resort strategy for expressing
a definite object in the perfective: in just these instant®s language allows for the use of the
imperfective verb base, and agreement appears just assititiee imperfective (S-suffix marking
the subject and L-suffix marking the object); the additionhaf prefixtm- to the verb base serves
to indicate that it should be interpreted as perfective), (@b 13d.

(15) axniioo ksuutatm-kasweox-laa.
we thatbook PERFwrite.MPF-S.1PL-L.3FS
‘We wrote that book(fem.).’

There is evidence th#mn-is located on a higher aspectual head than the typical gedenarker,
so that this does not seem to involve the same structure asoaical perfectiveditation omitted
for anonymity.** This phenomenon will not play a role in our analysis, thougg . 23 for how
complete agreement reversal languages handle a similegsstgty limitation on the perfective.

In §3.2 and 83.3, we present our analysis of Senaya, in whictiexive Senaya’s aspect-based
split by positing that imperfective Asp in Senaya carrigsprobe, while perfective Asp does not.

3.2 Agreement in the perfective

We begin with the perfective, which we take to have a lessweted structure. Recall that there is
only one agreement marker in the perfective, the L-suffixi(ec); which always agrees with the
subject, (16).

(16) No S-suffix; L-suffix = subject:

axnii dmexian.
we sleepPERFL.1PL

IThe strategy for expressing perfective aspect seen itmi&pfefixed on the imperfective verb base) can only be
used when object agreement is required, i.e., for a peviettnsitive with a definite (agreeing) object. We therefor
do not consider this strategy to be the canonical way of esgimg perfective aspect more generally—it would be
difficult if not impossible to explain why the perfective ategy in 15 cannot be used for an intransitive perfective
(or a transitive perfective with an indefinite object), givilat the imperfective verb base (used as the basis of the
construction in 15) is perfectly capable of hosting justrayi agreement morpheme, as in 13a—13c. If the perfective
verb base, on the other hand, is taken to be the canonicalfreypressing perfective aspect, then it is easy to see why
15 would surface as a secondary perfective strategy in $ergfinite objects must be marked on the verb, and the
imperfective verb base can host object agreement whiledifegqtive verb base cannot. This line of reasoning extends
to the languages discussed in 84, since they, too, havéctiests on object agreement in the perfective (though the
restrictions are different from those in Senaya).

A different way of looking at the phenomenon in 15 is to takeiteveal a covert blocking effect in Senaya.
Under such an account, the underlying structure of the préewould consist of the verb base (which in isolation
surfaces as what we have been calling the imperfective dgeYm-, whereas usuallym- incorporates into the
verb base in the perfective, resulting in the morphologieafective base. The perfective would thus always have an
additionalg-probe available for object agreement (contra our claimttee employment of thig-probe would block
the incorporation ofm-into the verb base, resulting in their being pronouncedrseply. There are two big obstacles
to pursuing such an account. First, it is not clear wiy should be unable to incorporate into the verb base just in
case there is object agreement. Second, if there is alwgyprabe (e.g., on Asp) available in the perfective, why
does the nature of subject agreement (as an L-suffix) chanipe iunincorporated structure (to an S-suffix)? A final
problem is that this constructionmetin complementary distribution with the perfective baseamgplete agreement
reversal languages (Khan 2008). Overcoming these obstemigiires several unmotivated stipulations, and so we
reject a blocking account of this data.
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‘We slept.’

Since there is exactly one agreement slot, and agreemdntaveeécond argument is impossible,
12, we propose that there is a singlgprobe in the perfective, located on‘dThis ¢-probe clitic-
doubles the argument that it agrees with, resulting in anftixsclitic on T reflecting thep-features

of the perfective subject. In contrast, we posit that Senaganactive and does not assign case,
register agreement, or trigger spell out of a VP phase. Bsigdroperty results in the object inside
VP remaining accessible to agreement and case processes imghe clause.

There is thus only one source for agreement in the perfeetitbe ¢-probe on T. It follows
from this that only one argument can be licensed in the pvBscassuming that DP arguments
need to agree with é-probe to be licensed (for instance, because they need Chsejsky 1995,
2000, 2001). Definite or pronominal objects are thereforenbd in the perfective, 12, since T will
always probe the higher argument, the subject, and thenailable to license an objett.

In this proposal, perfective intransitives look just likéransitives in other nominative-accusative
languages. When unergative, they have the structure in.(3¥hen unaccusative, they have the
structure in (18b).

(17) | PERFE. UNERGATIVE |

(18) | PERF. UNACCUSATIVE |

a. axniidmexian. a. axniiplegdan.
we sleepPERFL.1PL we leavePERFL.1PL
‘We slept. ‘We left.

b. TP b. TP

/\ASDP

/AASDP
T

T CL CL P
¢-probe Aspp?\vP ¢-probe Aspperr WP
(L-suffix) (L-suffix) P

‘\ i l\ \Y VP

\\\\ //4SUbJ v VP \\\ o~
N ‘ | V  Subj
Y% o o ‘

In both, the single argument enters into an Agree relatiai tie singleg-probe on T. This
agreement relation results in clitic-doubling of the sehjas an L-suffix.

The Senaya perfective differs from the standard transitivminative-accusative syntax be-
causev is inactive. As a result, no additional agreement locus afgp@ transitive structures,

20ne might wonder whether L-suffixes might be the result oéagrent withv. This would work in the perfective,
so long as we give the ability to probe upwards if it fails to find a goal when pirapdownwards, such thatcan
agree both with unaccusative subjects (complement of V)waitid transitive/unergative subjects (SpeR}), along
the lines of Béjar and Rezac’s (2009) Cyclic Agree. Howesech an approach would crucially fail in imperfective
intransitives; see fn. 16.

13As noted in fn. 7, there is little evidence internal to Senthat bears on whether the L-suffixes represent true
agreement or a clitic series. We take the L-suffixes here tdities, but our account would require minimal modi-
fication to accommodate the L-suffixes as true agreementarticplar, instead of T bearingg-probe that triggers
clitic-doubling, this probe would instantiate true agrest Since T and Asp would then both be instantiating true
agreement, we would need the additional stipulation thegeagent with T spells out as an L-suffix, while agreement
with Asp spells out as an S-suffix.
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resulting in the syntax in (19b).

(19) | PERFECTIVE TRANSITIVE |

a. axniixa ksuutaksuuian.

we onebook write.PERFL.1PL
‘We wrote a book(fem.).
b. TP

App

T CL

¢-probe A P
(L-suffix) SPPERF v

S5
vV Obj

The ¢-probe on T agrees with the highest argument, the subject.efiitt object cannot be
licensed in this structure becausegwprobe is available to agree with it.

A question that arises here is how indefinite objects arased in the perfective, 11c/(19a),
when definite/pronominal objects are not. To explain this,adopt Massam’s (2001) proposal
for Niuean that indefinite objects in some languages are pkéom the licensing-via-agreement
requirement because they are NPs. Because of this, in@edinjiects do not undergo movement. If
the verb itself does not move, indefinite objects will alwappear adjacent to the verb as a result.
We propose that all indefinite objects that can licitly appeigh the perfective base in Senaya are
NPs. In accordance with this approach, indefinite objectSanaya may contain material aside
from N.14

One thing that is initially puzzling under an NP analysis eh8ya indefinite objects is that such
objects may appear with the elemexat(‘one’/'a’), a numeral that is also used to mark specific
indefinites. Our NP analysis commits us to analyzing@as a numeral, or at least not a true D
head. There is some evidence in favor of this. Althoxgban be used to mark specific indefinites,
it is more limited in its distribution than indefinite arted in other languages. For exampla,is
not used in negative contexts, (20a) (see also Khan 2002 cagQsh). It can only be used with
an emphatic meaning, (20b).

(20) ‘Xa’is not used in negative contexts:

a. Aanakalbalaa-xzee-lii.
I dog NEG-seePRFL.1SG
‘| didn’t see a/any dog.
b. Aanaxakalbalaa-xzee-lii.
I a dog NEG-SeePRFL.1SG
‘I didn’t see ONE/a SINGLE dog.’

We have adopted Massam'’s account for the sake of clarityjt®sitould be clear that, cross-

14ndefinite objects may even be separated from the verb byrbidvenaterial. We propose that this is because the
verbdoesundergo movement in Neo-Aramaic (as we also propose inZ4.3.
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linguistically, something systematically exempts indédirobjects from the requirements a lan-
guage places on definite objects (e.g., Aissen 2003). Thugurns out that this NP analysis is

incorrect for Senaya, there must be some other mechanignexbmpts such objects from case
and/or agreement processes.

3.3 Agreement in the imperfective

The imperfective differs from the perfective in two crucreys: (i) object agreement is possible,
and (ii) this object agreement in the imperfective takesfthm of subject agreement in the per-
fective (L-suffixes), while subject agreement in the impetive is marked uniquely (S-suffixes),
(22).

(21) | IMPERFECTIVE| S-suffix = subject; L-suffix = object:

axniioo ksuutakasw-ox-laa
we thatbook write.IMPE-S.1PL-L.3FS
‘We write that book(fem.).’

To derive the differences between the perfective and inepévie, we propose that an additional
¢-probe is introduced on the imperfective Asp héadWe posit that this probe is not a clitic-
doubler like T, but registers true agreement, which is spatiut with an S-suffix. This distinction
between T and Asp is not crucial for Senaya, but will becommoirtant when we discuss complete
agreement reversal. The resulting syntax is represent@2a-b).

(22) a. Perfective aspect: b. Imperfective aspect:
TP TP
T AspP T/\AspP
¢-probe ¢-probe
(L-suffix) | Aspeere | VP (L-suffix) | Aspwer | VP
= ¢-probe =
(S-suffix) |-

There is ap-probe on T in both the perfective and the imperfective. Hmvewhile Asperein
(22a) is empty, Aspipr in (22b) carries @-probe.

Crucially, because Asp is merged before T (but after a tti@esdr intransitive subject), the
imperfective subject is always targeted by thgrobe on Asp instead of thg-probe on T. This
explains why the imperfective subject does not get cliticdaled (a result of agreement with T) but
is instead cross-referenced with an S-suffix. In additiomwgesthe subject is licensed by Asp, this
proposal leaves thé-probe on T free to target/clitic-double a different argumneT his is exactly
what we see empirically: in the imperfective, the L-suffigsaciated with clitic-doubling T in the
perfective, agrees with the object.

150ther recent research has also located an argument licemselnead between T andFirst, Deal (2011) argues
that subject agreement in Nez Perce is located on Asp, atttefuthat “the choice of aspect/mood determines the
form of subject number agreement” (11). Second, HalpetZaDproposes that in Zulu, a licensing head L is situated
directly above/P and structurally licenses the highest nominalfn
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The question that arises, however, is how T comes to be atdeyet the object, as the subjectis
still the closest DP to T. To resolve this, we propose thairtiperfective subjeanoves arounthe
¢-probe on T, to Spec-TP, before T actually probes. As a reshkn T probes fop-agreement,
the subject is no longer in an intervening position, and thjea may be targeted.

We implement this movement to Spec-TP technically in théofahg way. Suppose that T
in Senaya is endowed with an EPP feature, which triggers mewuéto Spec-TP, andl-features,
which trigger agreement/clitic-doubling. In additionpgpwse that these features are freely ordered,
so that either may be activated first. In an imperfectiveditare, as we will see in 25 below, if
the EPP feature is activated first, the subject is moved t@-Spebeforeg-probing, such that
T's agreement may target the object. If thefeatures on T are activated first (before the EPP),
T's agreement will target the subject. In this case, the abjever ends up being licensed and
so the derivation crashes. In this way, only the derivatiorwhich the EPP is activated first
(causing the subject to move around iherobe on T) is possible. In the perfective, 19, the
ordering of EPP and agreement must be the opposite: aotijtite EPP feature on T first ends
up preventing the licensing of the subject (as T is the ordgrser around), rendering all such
derivations unavailable; agreement in the perfective rhashstantiated first.

The idea that arguments can move out of the way @f@obe, circumventing an intervention
effect, has been exploited in a number of ways in recentalitee. Such a mechanism is nec-
essary, for example, to deal with the facts of defectiverugstion in Icelandic (Holmberg and
Hroarsdattir, 2003). In Icelandic, a dative experienanlfverjum studenbelow) blocks agree-
ment between a verb and a lower nominatigguurnar below); hence, the verb ‘find’ appears in
its default singular form in (23).

(23) Dative experiencer blocks agreement in Icelandic:

pa finnst(/*finnast) [einhverjumstidentpar [sc tblvurnar lj6tar].
EXPL find.sG/*find.PL some studentsG.DAT  the.computergL.NOM ugly
‘Some student finds the computers ugly.

(Icelandic; Holmberg and Hréarsdattir, 2003:1000)

However, when the dative is moved to initial position, (ZZgreement with the plural embed-
ded nominative becomes possible; ‘find’ surfaces with plagaeement.

(24) Movement of experiencer alleviates intervention:

[Einhverjumstidentpar finnast [sc tolvurnar ljotar].
some studentsG.DAT find.PL  the.computereL.NOM ugly
‘Some student finds the computers ugly.

(Icelandic; Holmberg and Hroarsdattir, 2003:1000)

This shows us that an intervener may move to a position abgvprabe to alleviate intervention,
just as we proposed for the imperfective subject in Senayf@er@roblems for which such a mech-
anism has been employed are: (i) in ergative languages ichvabisolutive arguments agree with
T (Anand and Nevins, 2006; Legate, 2008); and (ii) to accéonthe conjoint/disjoint alternation
in Zulu (Halpert 2012). We thus believe there to be indepahdepirical motivation for such a
mechanism.

An imperfective transitive functioning as described abmvechematized in (25). Looking at
the derivation from the bottom up, we see that Asp merges®dfpand so when Asp probes, it
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finds (and agrees with) the subject, resulting in true ageee¢mvith the subject, which is morpho-
logically spelled out with an S-suffix. Next, T is merged, 8islEPP feature draws up the closest
DP, the subject, to spec-TP. T¢gsprobe then encounters the object and clitic-doublessulteg

in object-marking in the form of an L-suffix. Recall that T ibla to probe the object precisely
because is inactive and therefore is not a phase head.

(25) | IMPERFECTIVE TRANSITIVE |

TP
Subj
7 oL AspP
¢-probe /\
(L-suffix) ASPver vP
‘ ¢-probe />\
(S-suffix) StBi - T

P
N V Obj

Let us turn finally to imperfective intransitives. As impecfive Asp is merged before T, Asp is
responsible for subject agreement in these derivationglisregardless of whether we are dealing
with an unergative, (26), or an unaccusative, (27).

(26) | IMPERE UNERGATIVE | (27) | IMPERFE UNACCUSATIVE |
a. axniidamxox. a. axniipalg-ox.
we sleepMPF-S.1pPL we leavelMPF-S.1PL
‘We sleep. ‘We leave.
b. TP b. TP
T AspP T AspP
¢-probe /\ ¢-probe P
Aspiver vP ASPvpr vP
-probe ¢-pr0be N
o Smp VWP
oA " PN
) \ " V  Subj
\Y "

-

In both unaccusatives and unergatives, the single argupmesent enters into an Agree relation
with imperfective Asp, resulting in true agreement in therfof an S-suffixt® We propose that this

18Fn. 12 mentioned the logical possibility thats the locus of L-suffixes in Senaya. As noted, in order to make
this work in the perfective, we needed to add the stipulatiatv has the ability to probe upwards if it fails to find a
goal when probing downwards. However, in the imperfectiis, proposal would fail outright. In particular, having a
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agreement relation, which licenses the subject, makesithiect inactive for further agreement. As
aresult, when T probes, it does not find an appropriate Yfoake adopt the idea here that a failure
of agreement does not give rise to ungrammaticality, falhgavPreminger (2011). Preminger
argues that a probe must attempt to agree, but that the tlen\@does not crash if agreement is
impossible (contra e.g. Chomsky 2008)This can be seen, for example, in the grammaticality
of the Icelandic example in 23. Despite the fact that the derds not successfully agree with the
embedded subject, the sentence is grammatical, and théestbdefault (singular) morphology.
For Senaya, this means that T in imperfective intransitcaes consistently fail to enter into an
Agree relation (and trigger the concomitant clitic-doualgh without inducing ungrammaticality.

To conclude this section, we turn to two pieces of empiricgdport for our proposal. First
of all, the clausal position of modals indicates that thejesttbis high, as the example in (28)
illustratest®

(28) Subject appears before modal:

aanagerekan  klooche’axl-an-uu.
I must thePL cookieseatIMPE-1FS.S-3PL.L
‘I must eat the cookies.’

Assuming that the position of the modg@rek(‘must’) is high, at least aboweP, then the subject
must have moved from its base position to some higher speacifierder to appear before the
modal. Movement to Spec-TP accomplishes exactly this.

Our proposal also sheds light on the order of morphemes iwvehgal complex. L-suffixes
appear higher than S-suffixes. S-suffixes appear beforeasietgnse markervaa underlined
below), whereas L-suffixes appear outside of the past teaskem

(29) Order of agreement morphemes relative to tense marker:
ooyak-axl-aawaalee
she INDIC-eatIMPF-S.3FS-PAST-L.3MS
‘She used to eat it.

Our analysis for Senaya provides an explanation for thig fance L-suffixes are generated on
a higher head (T) than S-suffixes are (Asp). If agreement thighsubject takes place below T,
then we expect the resulting agreement morpheme to appessardb the verb root than a tense

v that is endowed with Cyclic Agree properties (Béjar and Re2809), and whosg¢-probe spells out as an L-suffix,
would predict intransitive subjects to be marked with arulfis in the imperfective, sinceis a lower head than Asp.
This is false empirically — intransitive subjects in the ienfective are marked with an S-suffix. We thus reject the
hypothesis that L-suffixes are the result of agreementwith

1"This assumption is necessary for those derivations in witiielp-features on T are activated first. If the EPP
feature is activated first, the subject is not a viable agesgrtarget anyway, as it has already moved to a position
above thep-probe.

181t falls out naturally here that a clitic is not generated witge¢-probe on T fails to agree, resulting in the absence
of an L-suffix in imperfective intransitives.

19The most natural/canonical position for the mogatekis directly following the subject. The modal may also
appear sentence-initially (in which case the modal is prited as focused) or following the object (in which case
the object is interpreted as focused). We take the unmargsitign of the modal — shown in 28 — to reflect its base
position.

16



morpheme, which is what we firfd.

In this section, we have proposed that imperfective aspeSenaya introduces an additional
¢-probe on Asp, as compared to the perfective, whose ¢rbyobe is on T. Due to the position
of Asp in the clause, thig-probe disrupts the way arguments are licensed and reaufsrnaya’s
unusual aspect split, in which imperfective objects andigotive subjects are marked alike — both
are clitic-doubled by T.

In the following section, we turn tcomplete agreement reversalVe will see that, despite
surface differences, this pattern involves the same symtakave proposed for Senaya, in which
imperfective Asp introduces an additiorgaiprobe.

4 Complete agreement reversal

This section discusses the second aspect split that thés sagoncerned witlgomplete agreement
reversal This pattern surfaces in a wider range of Neo-Aramaic laggs, including Alqosh,
Christian Barwar, Christian Qaraqosh, and Jewish Zakha@<B002, 2008; Coghill, 2003; Doron
and Khan, 201251 All of the data presented here comes from Christian Barwar @ristian
Qaraqgosh, as these languages are particularly well-thesicfiKkhan, 2002, 2008; Doron and Khan,
2012).

In the imperfective, this system looks like the Senaya pafigst discussed. S-suffixes mark
subject agreement in transitives, (30a), unergatives)(3hd unaccusatives, (30c), while the
L-suffix marks agreement with transitive objects, (30a).

(30) | IMPERFECTIVE| S-suffix = subject, L-suffix = object:
a. nmey-an-na 'ay-baxta.
bring/MPF-S.1SG-L.3FS DEM-woman
‘| shall bring that woman.’
b. xoSébala-palx nase.
SundayNEG-work.IMPF-S.3PL people
‘On Sunday, people do not work.’
c. ’'anamé6-en ‘asorta.
|  dielMPF-S.1SG evening
‘| shall die in the evening.
(Christian Barwar; Khan 2008:115,132,135)

In the perfective, these languages differ from Senaya. Bémpaya, subject agreement is ex-
pressed with L-suffixes in the perfective, (31a—c). Unliea&ya, however, these languages retain
a system of object agreement in the perfective. Strikirthig, object agreement is expressed with
S-suffixesthe subject agreement markers of the imperfective, (31a).

20Another way in which we explain why the L-suffix appears aigsine S-suffix is by treating the L-suffix as a
clitic, since clitics appears outside other affixes. Thedtally what we will propose for complete agreement realers
languages, in which the same ordering facts hold.

2IAs noted in fn. 2, we only take into consideration completeeament reversal languages which have a PCC
effectin the perfective. For non-PCC varieties, we referrrader to Baerman (2007), who argues for a morphological
analysis of such agreement reversal.
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(31) S-suffix = object, L-suffix = subject:

a. Xawrawad-i brat-i gris-a-la.
friend-PL-1SG.GEN daughter-$G pul.PERFS.3Fs-L.3PL
‘My friends pulled my daughter.’
b. kalbanwix-le.
dog barkPERFL.3MS
‘The dog barked.’
c. brat-i gim-a.
daughter-$G.GEN risePERFL.3FS
‘My daughter rose.’
(Christian Barwar; Doron and Khan 2012:23)

As such, we are dealing with a different pattern, which wé cainplete agreement reversahe
function of the two types of agreement markers reverses =iaip between aspects, such that the
subject agreement of one aspect is the object agreemerd oftibr.

Like the Senaya pattern, however, this aspect split is reafde in that both sides of the split
have a nominative-accusative alignment. Agreement in #réegtive and in the imperfective
groups the single argument of unergatives and unaccusatitte transitive subjects, while reserv-
ing a special form of agreement for transitive objects. Taern then presents the same puzzle
as Senaya: there is an agreement split sensitive to the sgreetaal distinction as is familiar from
aspect-based split ergativity, yet the split does not nvainy ergativity??

Complete agreement reversal seems to present an addjiitemé, as it does not at first glance
appear to involve an agreement asymmetry. However, we @dlitkat, like in Senaya, agreement
is actually more limited in the perfective than it is in theperfective. Specifically, a Strong PCC
effect obtains in the perfective, restricting objects td Berson. We will argue that this PCC effect
holds because, like in Senaya, there is only ¢rgrobe in the perfective and so it has to do all of
the licensing work in this aspect.

We propose that the difference between complete agreermestsal languages and Senaya
lies just in properties of T. To be precise, we derive the apgece of two agreement morphemes
in the perfective, (31a), from the idea that, unlike in Senalyis only the person probe on T that
is a clitic-doubler, leaving a separate number probe fré®#b object agreement. This syntax also
derives the existence of a Strong PCC effect, as it implesnexactly Béjar and Rezac's (2003)
account of the Strong PCC.

4.1 The perfective and the PCC

We will start by developing our account of the perfectivecsi, as in Senaya, we take it to have
a less complicated syntax. As noted above, we will argue #®atn Senaya, there is only one
¢-probe in the perfective, which is on T. This probe cliticutites the subject, while registering
true agreement with the object, creating the appearancem&éparate agreement morphemes.
The motivation for this way of viewing the perfective will ee from the presence of a Strong
PCC effect in the perfective, 84.1.1, and our syntax for #régetive mirrors exactly the Béjar and
Rezac (2003) account of this effect, §4.1.2.

2|t is not the case that all Neo-Aramaic languages with aspased agreement splits lack ergativity in the per-
fective. See Doron and Khan (2012) for a discussion of a lmoeahge of Neo-Aramaic languages than we include
here.
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4.1.1 The Person Case Constraint

It is common for languages to place person restrictions ariigarations that involve two argu-
ments that are sufficiently syntactically local to each otl@ne such effect is the strong version
of the FERSON CASE CONSTRAINT, or the Strong PCC(PerIimutter, 1968; Bonet, 1991). This
constraint prohibits the lower argument of two argumerdaaifbeing anything but the 3rd person.
We can state the Strong PCC roughly as in (32).

(32) Strong PCC (Bonet, 1991):
For two arguments in a domain X, the lower argument has to ¢@&rson.

The Strong PCC is typically found in ditransitives. For exden in Greek, direct object clitics
in the context of indirect object clitics are only grammatiif they are 3rd person (33a—b) (Bonet,
1991; Anagnostopoulou, 2003, 2005).

(33) Direct object clitic of Greek ditransitives has to be 3rd gpen:

a. Thatu to stilune.
FUT CL.GEN.3SG CL.ACC.3SG send.®L
‘They will send it to him.’
b. *Thatu se stilune.
FUT CL.GEN.3SG CL.ACC.2SG send.®L
‘They will send you to him.’
(Greek; adapted from Anagnostopoulou 2005)

Interestingly, as observed by Doron and Khan (2012), then§tPCC also obtains between the
subject and object of the perfective in the complete agreémegersal languages under discussion:
the perfective object is only grammatical if it is 3rd persdrhere is no effect of number. The
following examples from Christian Barwar demonstrate a(3d)23

(34) Obiject has to be 3rd person in the perfective:
a. *griSan-le.
pull.PERFS.IFs-L.3MS

‘He pulled me.

b. *gris-at-le.
pull.PERFS.2Fs-L.3MS
‘He pulled you.

c. grisi-le.

pul.LPERFS.3PL-L.3MS
‘He pulled them.
d. ‘’an-%dle Salxi-wa-a mon-tama.
DEM-seedlinguprootPRFS.3L-PST-L.3FPL from-there
‘They uprooted the seedlings from there.’
(Christian Barwar; Doron and Khan 2012:232, Khan 2008:1181

23In order to express a 1st or 2nd person object with the pérégthese languages make use of two strategies. The
object can be embedded under a preposition, in which cagebns are acceptable, or the perfective is expressed
periphrastically, by putting a perfective prefix on the infpetive base (agreement is just as in the imperfectived. Se
the discussion at the end of 3.1 and in fn. 11 on this phenomerSenaya.
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The significance of this effect lies in the fact that most mialist accounts of the PCC have
argued that PCC effects arise when two arguments competied@ttention of ong-probe (e.g.
Anagnostopoulou 2003; Béjar and Rezac 2003; Nevins 2007gd2011), although the details of
how this assumption is implemented vafyAs such, we will take the existence of a PCC effect to
suggest that, as in Senaya, there is only ¢r@obe in the perfective of complete agreement re-
versal languages. We propose then that Christian Barwaist@im Qaraqosh, and related varieties
underlyingly really have the same syntax as Senaya.

The question that arises is why, in complete agreement gavanguages, a limited form
of object agreement is able to appear. What we will argueas timlike in Senaya, T in these
languages is able to license a 3rd person object in additican gubject, because it is only the
person probe on T that is a clitic-doubler, leaving the nunivebe free to agree with an object.
Before we outline how this works exactly, we need to intragtle theory of the Strong PCC on
which this syntax is based, the account developed in Bé@dRazac (2003).

As in other accounts of the Strong PCC (e.g. Anagnostopd®003; Nevins 2007), Béjar and
Rezac (2003) assume that such effects arise whem ggrebe has to license multiple arguments.
The first question they address is why @n@robe can come to agree with more than one argument.
To deal with this, they propose that¢gaprobe may sometimes agree with multiple arguments
becauseap-probes consist of separate persa &nd number (#) probes, which can be activated
separately and at different points in the derivatdnThese probes can then end up targeting
different DPs if the one that probes first, which Béjar and &eassume is the person probe,
triggers a change in the syntax, so that, when it is time fonlmer to probe, the set of available
goals has been altered.

For Béjar and Rezac, this change induced by the person palic-doublingof the goal DP.
Clitic-doubling affects the conditions on subsequent &gmeations because it displaces the head
of a chain to a position from which it no longer intervene titic adjoins to the probe and so
is no longer in a position from which it c-commands other angnts?® This means that cliticiza-
tion can rescue constructions that would otherwise involtervention (Anagnostopoulou, 2003;
Preminger, 2009). For example, Anagnostopoulou (2003g¢mvbks that, in Greek unaccusative
ditransitives, a genitive indirect object may only surfédeis clitic-doubled (35a—b), even though
clitic-doubling is otherwise not obligatory.

(35) Clitic-doubling voids intervention in Greek unaccusatiligansitives:

a. | thea parusiastike (?*tu Pari) ston ipno tu.
thegoddessiom presentedAssS3sG  theParisGEN in.thesleephis
‘The goddess appeared to Paris in his dream.’

b. | thea tu parusiastike (tu Pari) ston ipno tu.
thegoddessiOM CL.GEN presente@®ASS3sG theParisGEN in.thesleephis
‘The goddess appeared to Paris in his dream.’

24Note that the syntactic signature of the PCC means that almotugical analysis of agreement reversal, as sug-
gested by Baerman (2007) for the Neo-Aramaic language Ayaaii not appropriate for Barwar or the other complete
agreement reversal languages. For detailed argumenth#ibthe PCC is syntactic, see Rezac (2011).

25Béjar and Rezac ignore gender for the sake of simplicity,umsber and gender generally pattern together. We
will do the same here.

26This implies that only the head of the chain counts for intation (Chomsky, 2000; Béjar and Rezac, 2003;
Anagnostopoulou, 2003; Holmberg and Hroarsdéttir, 200@;18sson and Holmberg, 2008).
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(Greek; Anagnostopoulou 2003:23)

The genitive indirect objediu Pari can only grammatically surface in (35b), where it has been
clitic-doubled bytu preverbally. Taking the direct object (the lower argumeatpe in a high,
spec-TP position, and in an agreement relation with T, this duggests that the direct object
can only move over the indirect object into subject positidhe indirect object has been clitic-
doubled; clitic-doubling makes the indirect object inkisi for intervention.

Similarly, cliticization of the experiencer in French riaig constructions voids intervention,
such that an embedded subject is able to raise to matrixaumsition only when the experiencer
has cliticized to the verb, (36a—b).

(36) French raising across experiencer requires cliticization

a. Nelsorsemble(*a Mari-Jo)étre intelligent.
Nelsonseems to Mari-Jo beINF intelligent
‘Nelson seems to Mari-Jo to be intelligent.

b. Nelsonlui sembleétre intelligent.
Nelsonher.DAT seems beINF intelligent
‘Nelson seems to her to be intelligent.’
(French; Béjar & Rezac 2003:50-51)

For discussion and a range of other examples, see Anagoosbop(2003:ch. 2) and Preminger
(2009).

Assuming then that clitic-doubling removes the doubled BR@a intervener, clitic-doubling
by a person probe will cause the number probe to target aelffdOP (since the clitic-doubled
argument is now syntactically invisible). To see this ini@tt consider the tree in (37), which
represents this configuration.

(37) YP

In this tree, Y is ap-probe consisting of a separate persanpand number (#) probe. Person probes
first, by assumption, and has the property of triggeringcetibubling. The person probe agrees
with the highest argument, QPand, as a part of this Agree relation, clitic-doubles itflsat DR
adjoins to Y as a clitic. Number then probes, ignoring the@mgd DR, and agrees with DR In
this way, onep-probe can agree with multiple arguments.

Having established what kind of configuration involves @gnerobe agreeing with multiple
arguments, we can now turn to the question of why the Strong eftect should emerge in this
environment, as Béjar and Rezac (2003) propose. Béjar aratRegue that the factor behind this
is a special licensing need that holds of 1st and 2nd pers@n Dd’be precise, they propose that
1st and 2nd person DRPsustbe in a person agreement relation, a requirement they @PLC,
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stated in (38).

(38) Person Licensing Condition (Béjar and Rezac 2003:53):
Interpretable 1st/2nd-person features must be licensesht®ring into an Agree relation
with an appropriate functional category.

The PLC means that, in a situation like (37), only the higlhrgument can be 1st or 2nd person,
since only the higher argument, RRenters into person agreement. In contrast, the lower azgtim
in (37), DR, only agrees with a number probe and so the PLC will be vidI&#t®P; is first or
second person. The lower argument in such configurationg, iBEhen effectively restricted to
3rd person.

In sum, taken together, the PLC and the idea thatdoipeobe may split its agreement between
multiple arguments then derive the existence of the Strdd@ Bffect in environments in which
two arguments must be licensed by a singglprobe.

4.1.2 Agreement in the perfective

What we suggest now is that the perfective of complete ageaeneversal languages instantiates
exactly the configuration described by Béjar and Rezac (2Q@B8 tree in (37). This is why two
separate agreement morphemes occur in the perfective famseg to Senaya’s one agreement
morpheme) and why a Strong PCC effect obtains. These laeguaag then really just like Senaya
underlyingly. There is a singlé-probe in the perfective, on T. Unlike in Senaya, howevels it
only the person probe on T that icktic-doubler, so that the number probe on T is able to license
certain objects (namely, 3rd person objects) in additicinéosubject.

We then assume the same basic elements are present in tbetigerds we did for the Senaya
perfective. Like Senaya, complete agreement reversallges have an inactixe which does
not assign Case or host agreement. As a result, there is daleé&ated to licensing objects and
this job falls to T2/

T, however, has different lexical properties than in Sen&tyganguages like Christian Barwar
and Christian Qaragosh, only the person probe on T is a-dditler, which clitic-doubles the DP
it agrees with. The reflex of this is an L-suffix, just as in Sen&so, the difference between Senaya
and these languages resides in whether it is just the persbe pn T that triggers clitic-doubling
(deriving complete agreement reversal) or the person ambauprobe together (deriving partial
agreement reversal). This account explains the presenalej@ft agreement in the perfective in
complete agreement reversal languages: the number proberemains free (after the person
probe agrees with the subject), and so may agree with antplfjene is present.

We draw the same distinction between clitic-doubling ane tagreement as in Senaya. All
true agreement is represented by the S-suffix series, wiitiesare represented by the L-suffix
series. To unify these patterns, we posit the followinglspet rule for S-suffixes, which holds in
all agreement reversal languages:

211t has to be T that is active and natbecause otherwise this alignment would not map straightfally onto
a PCC configuration. Specifically, if thfe-probe were orv, then we would have to make an additional stipulation
about the directionality of probing (upwards then downvgdid order to account for the fact that the PCC affects
objects and not subjects. In addition, while the perfectiveld be accounted for with this stipulation, it does not
allow imperfective Asp to interfere in the desired way in thperfective, as is needed to derive agreement reversal,
see §4.2.
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(39) S-suffix spell-out rule:
S-suffix < [¢,tverbal]/[__ V]

This rule spells out any bundle gf-features that forms a complex head with the verb as an S-
suffix. The specification [+verbal] restricts the applioatiof this rule to heads that are part of
the extended projection of the verb, such as T and Asp, satttlaes not apply to cliticé® We
propose that this spell-out rule obtains in all agreemevrgrsal languages, including Senaya, so
that true agreement on the verb is always spelled out as aiffi$-SGiven Senaya’s properties,
this rule only ever applies at Asp, but, in complete agredmerersal languages, the rule applies
both at T and at Asp (as we will shortly see).

The proposal outlined above allows us to account for thessyoit agreement in the perfective.
Consider, for example, perfective transitives, in whichLasuffix cross-references the subject and
an S-suffix the object, (40).

(40) | PERFECTIVE TRANSITIVE |S-suffix = object, L-suffix = subject:
xawr-awab-i brat-i gris-a-la.
friend-PL-1SG daughter-$G pul.PERFS.3Fs-L.3PL
‘My friends pulled my daughter.’
(Christian Barwar; Doron and Khan 2012:231)

The account that we outlined above produces the followinggire, (41):

(42) TP

T CL
m# /\
L ASPrERF vP
\\\\\ - *S@\
| % VP
AN N
V  Obj

In this tree, only T carries @-probe, not Asp, since Asp is perfective. The person probe on
T probes first, agrees with the subject, and triggers dlitiabling2® This clitic-doubling spells
out as an L-suffix, since L-suffixes are the clitic series. Mamon T now probes. It ignores the
subject because the subject is clitic-doubled, and agrékghve object instead. Just as in Senaya,
the object is accessible for probing, sinds not a case assigner and so does not constitute a phase

280ur thanks to an anonymous reviewer for discussion of thistpo

29\We take it to be the case that the subject concomitantly chisekEPP feature on T, so that it moves to Spec-TP.
We might wonder whether it should be possible for the objeatheck the EPP feature, since it too enters into an
Agree relation with T. We propose that this is ruled out by aomomy condition along the lines of Pesetsky and
Torrego (2001), which says that a probe-goal relation mustk as many features as possible. In this case, this means
that, because both the clitic-doubling needs of the persoloegpand the EPP feature can be satisfied at the same time,
movement of the subject to Spec-TP is obligatory.
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head®® This agreement with the object is spelled out as an S-sulffexrésult of true agreement.
Because the object of the perfective only agrees for nuntbisrstructure will crash due to the
PLC, 38, if the object is 1st or 2nd person. As such, the pgvieobject is restricted to 3rd
persore!

Note that, even though L-suffixes are created by agreemehntonly a person probe, the full
set of ¢-features of the goal end up reflected on the verb. This isusecalitic-doubling, unlike
pure agreement, involves movement of a part of the goal,litie dMovement may involve pied-
piping and, as a result, the clitic may drag along featuras @he not agreed with. This is why
both the person and number features of the subject are ezflectthe L-suffix, even though it is
only targeted by a person probe. Preminger (2011) callspttoigerty thefeatural coarseness of
clitic-doubling True agreement, on the other hand, cannot pied-pipe additieatures?

The current proposal also explains the behavior of pexfeatitransitives. Recall that intransi-
tives in these languages, regardless of whether they argatie or unaccusative, use L-suffixes
to mark subject agreement, (42).

(42) | PERFECTIVE INTRANSITIVE |L-suffix = subject:
brat-i gim-la.
daughter-5G rise PERFL.3FS
‘My daughter rose. (Christian Barwar; Doron and Khan 2@BR2)

For an unaccusative like (42), we propose the derivatiod®).(Unergatives have the structure in
(44).

(43) | PERE. UNACCUSATIVE | (44) | PERF. UNERGATIVE |
TP TP

/\AspP /\/\Aspp

T CL T CL
. # /\ o # /\
: Aspeere VP \ ASprerr vP
\\ /\\/P \\
. % . .
e Y
Vv Subj e | |
TCe-o___ a4 ‘ V

In both structures, person on T probes the subject and taggiic-doubling. This clitic spells
out as an L-suffix. Number on T now probes. Since the subjexbkan clitic-doubled, it is not
accessible for Agree. As such, number will not find a licitesgnent target and so will fail to
Agree. The default S-suffix is null, as it is in all of the redew languages, and so no agreement
appears?

30An alternative approach would be to say that all definite cisjenove to SpewP (Diesing 1992), thus putting all
such objects within range of T.

31we then take the 3rd person forms of the S-suffixes to encadlatlibence of person, so that they spell out only
number and gender agreement in these cases.

32This assumption is implicit in Béjar and Rezac (2003) alsge Breminger (2011, 2.4.2) for extensive discussion.

33Another possibility is that failed agreement just has a spéill-out, assuming that a failure of agreement may be
associated with a distinct morpheme (Preminger, 2011;é#gI8012b).
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We therefore have derived the profile of agreement in theepgve. We now turn to the
guestion of how these assumptions translate to the impmdedVe will show that we can make
use of the same mechanism as in Senaya: the additiog gdrabe on imperfective Asp.

4.2 Agreement in the imperfective

The imperfective in complete agreement reversal langulagés basically identical to the imper-
fective in Senaya. S-suffixes mark subject agreement, Whsleffixes cross-reference definite or
pronominal objects. In addition, there is no PCC effecthgodbject may be a local pronoun, (45):

(45) No PCC effect in the imperfective:
'u-bt-amren-nux.
CONJFUT-sayIMPF-S.1SG-L.2MS
‘And | shall say to you. (Christian Barwar; Khan 2008:175)

We propose that, as in Senaya, the imperfective involvesdditianal ¢-probe, introduced by
imperfective Asp. In addition, as in Senaya, Asp'probe is not a clitic-doubler, so it registers
true agreement with the subject. Crucially then, we havestirae asymmetry between T and
imperfective Asp as in Senaya: only T is a clitic-doubter.

Note that we proposed in the previous section that S-suffixéisese languages are realized
whenever a head with unvalugdfeatures forms a complex head with V. As a result, both agree
ment that is triggered by imperfective Asp and agreemeggéried by number on T is spelled out
as an S-suffix. Imperfective subjects and perfective objamt thus marked with the same suffix
not because they agree with the same head, but because &dhie aarget of true agreement and
not clitic-doubling.

This proposal derives agreement in the imperfective in nthelrsame way as in Senaya. For
example, an intransitive like (46a), an unaccusative, vgille the structure in (4685.

(46) | IMPERFECTIVEINTRANSITIVE |S-suffix = subject:
a. ’'anamé@-en ‘asorta.
|  dielMPF-S.1SG evening
‘| shall die in the evening.’ (Christian Barwar; Khan 20082)

34We might wonder whether we also expect to find Neo-Aramaiguages in which we see variation in the prop-
erties of Asp (i.e. whether it or its person/number probedtitee-doubler), since we are claiming that these are just
lexical differences. We are not aware of any such dialedtttia is perhaps not surprising. Neo-Aramaic varieties
all obey the verbal template S-suffix - Past tense - L-suffiec@ise the S-suffix then reliably appears inside past
tense morphology, it is unlikely to be reanalyzed as a clifice L-suffix, on the other hand, is always on the outside
edge of the verb and so we might expect this position to bedhece of variation, given that this makes the L-suffix
compatible with a variety of analyses (e.g. as agreemeamtclic, as a separate head).

35Although we represent Asp as an undifferentiated probe, liteieealso assumed to consist of a separate person
and number probe. Since neither is a clitic-doubler, thesbgs will just always agree with the same argument.

25



b. TP

T

T AspP
¢-probe T
Aspvrr vP

-probe
¢ p\ v VP

\
\

N
" V  Subj

In this structure (as in unergatives, though we do not shasvahove), thep-probe on imperfec-
tive Asp is merged before T and so agrees with the subjecauecS-suffixes spell out agreement
both on T and on Asp, this spells out as an S-suffix. Now, T @pbat, because the subject is
already licensed and agreed with, it is no longer a possibtget for agreement. As such, T's
probing triggers neither clitic-doubling (resulting inetlhack of a clitic) nor agreement (resulting
in a default null S-suffix).

Transitives are subtly different from Senaya. Recall thathee surface, these look the same as
in Senaya, (47a). We assume the underlying structure in (hdkvever.

(47) | IMPERFECTIVE TRANSITIVE |S-suffix = subject, L-suffix = object:
a. ’u-btamren-nux.
CONJFUT-sayIMPF-S.1sG-L.2MS
‘And | shall say to you. (Christian Barwar; Khan 2008:175)
b. TP

This derivation initially proceeds just as in Senaya, 83[8e ¢-probe on imperfective Asp
agrees with the subject, and this agreement spells out assaffi€ T's EPP feature then draws
up the subject, out of the way of T¢-probe. This allows the object to be agreed with without the
subject intervening. The second part of the derivationrdiee slightly from Senaya: the person
probe on T agrees with the object (not the wh@pterobe on T), clitic-doubling it. As a result, the
object is marked with the L-suffix series. The number probesdwot find an argument to agree
with, because the available arguments have either beaditibled or moved out of the way of
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the probe on T, and so the number probe spells out as the tdgfauffix, which is null.

In this way, we can give a very similar account of completezagrent reversal as we gave
for Senaya’s partial reversal. The difference is purelydaixin nature: in complete agreement
reversal language, only the person probe on T is a clitiddtyuwhereas, in Senaya, the person
and number probe jointly trigger clitic-doubling. All ofékse languages have the same inventory
of probes, but the properties of T are subtly different, and has syntactic repercussions. The
common thread that emerges is the presence of additioregagnt in the imperfective.

4.3 Independent evidence for this account

This section discusses some independent support for tbeytbatlined above, specifically from

complete agreement reversal languages. We first presemgament for our proposal from an

intriguing pattern of auxiliary insertion in ditransitizen Christian Qaraqosh, which we show
provides strong evidence for our account. We then briefly atestrate that we make the right
predictions for the properties of the perfect and the pregjve in Christian Barwar.

4.3.1 Auxiliary insertion in ditransitives

Our proposal for the syntax of complete agreement reveasgiuages makes an interesting pre-
diction about ditransitives that we will show is borne outleast in some of these languages. In
our analysis of the imperfective transitive, as schemdtizg47), the number probe on T remains
free, unlike in perfective transitives, 41 (and also uniikeSenaya). As a result, if we add an
extra argument, as in ditransitives, we predict that it caragpreed with in the imperfective, and
not in the perfective. In addition, since it is only the numpeobe that is agreeing with the third
argument, the Strong PCC should resurface in the imperéeatider these conditions and affect
the lowest argument of a ditransitive, the direct object.

This pattern is indeed found in a number of the relevant laggs, including Telkepe, Christian
Qaragosh, and Algosh (Coghill, 2010; Khan, 2002; CoghilQ3), though with a complication that
we will show argues strongly for our theory. Other agreemmenérsal languages, like Christian
Barwar, always express the indirect object in a PP in dittizes (Khan, 2008), and so the requisite
environment is never found for testing our prediction.

As Coghill (2010) shows, in Telkepe ditransitives, mukipbject agreement is indeed possible
in imperfective ditransitives, (48). Strikingly, the pective base (unlike the imperfective base)
cannot appear with agreement representing both the dinectralirect object in a ditransitive.
Additional agreement for a third argument is thus only alzlg on the imperfective base.

(48) Multiple object agreement in imperfective ditransitives:
b-yawsl-0-lan-ilo.
FUT-giveIMPF-S.3MS-L.1PL-AUX.3MS
‘He will give it to us.’

(Telkepe; Coghill 2010:228)

The first suffix in (48) marks subject agreement, which appaathe position closest to the verb
base as an S-suffix, as usual (though the morpheme is nu)l iedéect object agreement appears
next, as an L-suffix, again as is usual for objects on an inegéve verb. What is exceptional in
this example is that, following the regular L-suffix, we finidettt object agreement, which appears
on the enclitic auxiliary; we return to this point in detadlbw.
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In addition, as predicted, imperfective ditransitiveshamultiple object agreement are subject
to the Strong PCC. The direct object can only be 3rd persoim é43). If the direct object is
1st or 2nd person, the indirect object must be expressed i) é4P). This PP then prevents the
indirect object from agreeing with the verb, and the dirdgjeot is marked on the verb base with
an L-suffix, as is typical in regular transitives.

(49) Strong PCC effect in ditransitives:
b-yawsl-0-li tal-e.
FUT-giveIMPF-S.3us-L.1SG to-P.3MS
‘He will give me to him (e.g., in marriage).’
(Telkepe; Coghill, p.c.)

Our proposal predicts exactly this. Assuming that the extiobject is merged as the highest of
the two objects, it is targeted by the person probe on T atid-doubled; it is then referenced with
an L-suffix, the clitic series. The number probe then agrads tive direct object, as the indirect
object is no longer a licit goal. In this way, multiple objegireement is possible, but, because the
direct object only agrees for number, it is restricted to@edson by the PLC.

There is a complication, however. The agreement used toerefe the direct object is not
an S-suffix, as we might expect. Instead, as (48) shows, ttigierauxiliary -i is inserted, and
it is this auxiliary that hosts agreement with the directealyj the enclitic auxiliary has its own
inflectional paradigm, resulting in the unique inflectioattive see.

We propose that this pattern arises because there is onlpasigon for true agreement on
the verbal base, and the verbal base is already carryingsauffi8{(agreeing with the subject) in
ditransitives. As such, there is no place on the verb to haiditianal agreement with the indirect
object. To fix this, an enclitic auxiliary is inserted, whislrves as a host for these stranded agree-
ment features. We then adopt a view of auxiliaries in whigythre inserted to host inflectional
material that would otherwise be stranded. (See Bjorkm@hlZor extensive argumentation in
favor of a last-resort insertion account of auxiliaries.)

Under this proposal, ditransitives in Telkepe and relatateties have the structure in (50) (we
omit subject agreement with imperfective Asp for ease obskon).

(50) TP

Subj

This derivation proceeds as follows. Imperfective Asp agneith the subject, creating an S-suffix
which attaches to the verb. The subject then moves out of theol T, putting it in Spec-TP
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as shown above. Person on T then probes and clitic-douldasdirect object, which therefore

surfaces as an L-suffix. Number on T now probes and agreestiétldirect object, since the
subject has been moved out of the way and the indirect olgeditic-doubled. However, this

number agreement cannot attach to the verb, as the verbiahlea an S-suffix, and so an auxiliary
is inserted to host this affix.

Note that our account of this pattern of auxiliary insertisrmade possible by a non-trivial
feature of our analysis of the syntax of complete agreenamrsal: the assumption that object
agreement is established in a structurddigher location than subject agreement. Without this
assumption, we would make the wrong predictions for the lgrofiditransitives. If subject agree-
ment were established later than object agreement, theoulkdwe subject agreement that ends
up stranded and that requires insertion of an auxiliarytebu, this pattern of auxiliary insertion
shows on independent grounds that we are correct in assutmbdghe head that hosts subject
agreement combines with the verb before the head that hoist@agreement does.

In addition, observe that our analysis provides a princigeplanation of the asymmetry be-
tween perfectives and imperfectives: the perfective base@ host agreement with an indirect
object at all, whereas the imperfective base can, with tltitiad of the auxiliary. This is fur-
ther confirmation of our general claim that agreement is mesgicted in the perfective in these
languages.

Our analysis thus straightforwardly derives an otherwisezping constellation of facts about
how agreement is realized in ditransitives. First of all,axplain the presence of a strong PCC ef-
fect, restricting the lowest argument (the direct objez8rd person. More strikingly, our analysis
explains why it is thénighestverbal element (the enclitic auxiliary) that expressegagrent with
thelowestargument (the direct object). Finally, our proposal pregid natural account of the fact
that this strategy is available only with the imperfectiasé and not with the perfective base.

4.3.2 The perfect and progressive in Christian Barwar

There are a number of more complex constructions that al&e ose of S- and L-suffixes in some
of these languages, like in Christian Barwrin this section, we show that our analysis extends
straightforwardly to cover these and correctly predicesgtirface order of the various elements.
We will focus specifically on the perfettand progressive in Christian Barwar, as described in
Khan (2008). Both of these constructions make use of a dpamiabase. In the perfect, the verb
shows up in a participial form, (51a). In the progressive,\xarb is in its infinitival form, (51b).

(51) Christian Barwar perfect and progressive:
a. qil-t-gla-le.
kill. PART-FS-AUX .3FS-L.3MS
‘She has killed him.’

36In others, like Qaraqosh, the perfect and progressive ma&eofia nominalized participle or infinitive which
inflects for object agreement with the same agreement tHauisd on nouns (Khan, 2002). These then appear to
involve a different structure. In Senaya, the perfect tsssimply from prefixing the perfective base witfi-, and
there are otherwise no morphological changes; simildryprogressive results from adding an auxiliary directlyoon
the imperfective base.

3’Note that perfect aspect and perfective aspect are formillinct: whereas perfective aspect views an event as a
whole, perfect aspect relates two times, “on the one hantirtteeof the state resulting from a prior situation, and on
the other the time of that prior situation” (Comrie, 1976).52
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b. qtél-etu-le.
kill. INF-AUX.2PL-L.3MS
‘You are killing him. (Christian Barwar; Khan 2008:284)

These verb forms combine with an enclitic auxiliary (whidherwise serves as the copula and
has its own inflectional paradigm) that expressegftHeatures of the subject and an L-suffix that
references the objeét.

We assume that perfect Asp and progressive Asp involve tme sdausal structure that we
gave for the imperfective, with @-probe on Asp that agrees with the subject (see fn. 41 for why
these aspects pattern together in our proposal). The quéktt arises then is why these Asp heads
use an enclitic auxiliary to spell out subject agreemengmwimperfective Asp uses an S-suffix.
We propose that this difference arises because of a lexroglepty of perfect and progressive
Asp, which is that these Asp heads do not trigger head moveofi¢gine verb to them. Following
Bjorkman'’s (2011) proposal that auxiliaries are insertéeémever the verb is not available to host a
given inflectional feature, the result of this is that an dawy is required to spell out the agreement
features on Asp (mirroring our account of auxiliary insamtin ditransitives outlined above).

Let us spell this out. Our suggestion is that, in the demregisketched for the imperfective in
section 4.2, the verb raises to Asp (presumably stoppingtafion the way, though we omit this
in the representation for clarity), as in (52).

(52) AspP

We propose that, in the perfect and the progressive, thisnaesing does not happen, so that
the verb stays in situ (or raises justWp We treat this just as a lexical difference between these
Asp heads. As a result of this, tieeagreement on Asp cannot be hosted on V (taking the S-suffix
to be the spell out op-features that form a complex head with V, as we did in sectidrn?2). To
avoid stranding the inflectional features on Asp, an ewdditixiliary is inserted at Asp, as shown
in (53).

38In addition, the participle associated with the perfectiais for the number and gender of the subject. We will
not be too concerned here with the question of where thiscaietl agreement is located. Presumably, perfect Asp is
somehow associated with a bit of additional structure,dilartP, which carries a number probe with it.
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(53) TP

AspP
T CL
T, # /\
\ Asprroc vP
¢-probe />\
\ e Y 1SUbJ v up
Bt ‘ PN
V  Obj
AUX J "

After the subject raises to spec-TP, the person probe onnrlttiggers clitic-doubling of the lower
argument, as usual, resulting in an L-suffix outside of th@dignauxiliary. Because this creates a
clitic, no inflectional features are stranded and no secomdiary needs to be inserted.

In this way, our account allows us to explain the differenoesveen imperfective aspect and
the perfect and the progressive in Barwar. We naturallywapboth the fact that perfect and
progressive pattern with the imperfective and the ordetit€s on the verb, specifically the fact
that the L-suffix, which is adjoined to T, appeanstsidethe enclitic auxiliary, which is inserted at
the Asp head.

4.4 Doron and Khan (2012)

To finish off our discussion of complete agreement reveesajliages, we turn to the account of
this pattern in Doron and Khan (2012), the first analysis of pihenomenon in generative terms.
Doron and Khan also analyze several different split-evgdileo-Aramaic languages. Since our
focus here is on agreement reversal languages, a discuddiom other languages lies outside of
the scope of this paper. The current proposal follows Dorwh khan's treatment of languages
like Christian Barwar, Qaraqosh, and Telkepe in a numberswaye too take S-suffixes to be
product of agreement and L-suffixes to represent a clitiese¥We too consider the subject in the
perfective as a PCC intervener in the agreement relationdsgt T and the object, and as such
view the perfective as in some sense deficient in its licgngotential relative to the imperfective.

There are significant differences, however. To appreciasd, let us consider first their treat-
ment of the imperfective. Doron and Khan propose that theeifiegtive instantiates a standard
nominative-accusative pattern, in which T agrees with thigext (leading to an S-suffix) and
agrees with the object (leading to clitic-doubling and asuiffix), as in (54).
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(54) | IMPERFECTIVE TRANSITIVE |S-suffix = subject, L-suffix = object:

For the perfective, Doron and Khan propose that perfectigests must be expressed as an
adjunct to VP, like dy-phrase in a passive. The P that introduces the perfecthjecassigns it
case and causes it to be clitic-doubled, so that the peréestibject is referenced by an L-suffix.

This leaves the object to be probed by T, resulting in objgm@ment expressed with an S-suffix.
This situation is schematized in (55).

(55) | PERFECTIVE TRANSITIVE |S-suffix = object, L-suffix = subject:
TP

Finally, to derive the fact that unaccusative subjectsegpattvith transitive and unergative sub-
jects, they propose that perfectivén unaccusatives can exceptionally assign case to thenaiter
argument; this results in clitic-doublirg.

Though similar in a number of ways to our analysis, this pegbouns into a number of tech-
nical problems. First of all, the analogy between perfectiubjects anty-phrases breaks down

in unaccusatives, and the mechanism they propose to efsinentaccusative perfective subjects
are treated like other perfective subjects seems too paigde fn. 39).

A second issue is that Doron and Khan’s account does notediie/PCC effect found in the
perfective.By-phrases do not count as interveners for A-movement. Silyila canonical PCC

39The idea here is that, in all split-ergative Neo-Aramaiglaages, perfectiveassigns ergative case, to its specifier
if it has one and to an internal argument otherwise. This @meidm seems problematic to us for a number of reasons.
The idea that a case assigner can alternate between agsigisia to its specifier and case to a DP in its c-command
domain does not seem to be supported on independent gro@ihdsigh Doron and Khan intend to treat ergative
case as structural in these languages, this also seemsftatednherent case and structural case, as the mechanism
assigning case to a specifier is typically reserved for iahecase. Finally, it is not obvious how this mechanism can

be prevented from overgenerating. It remains unclearfample, why does not assign structural case to objects in
transitives.

32



environments, it can be demonstrated that adjuncts, Ikieatdatives, do not count for the PCC
(Rezac, 2011). As such, nothing should block full agreeretween the object of the perfective
and theg-probe on T that licenses it in 55, contrary to fact.

A third problem is that perfective subjects are not on a pah Wwy-phrases. As Doron and
Khan themselves note, the perfective subject behaves as aubject. For example, the perfective
subject may antecede an anaphor in object position, (56).

(56) Perfective subject licenses object anaphor:

gtil-a-le gyane
kill. PERF3FS.S-3us.L himself
‘He killed himself.’ (Christian Barwar; Doron & Khan 201230)

Perfective subjects are omissible under coordinatior), (57

(57) Perfective subject can be omitted under coordination:

e-bratamuxl-a-la 'u zil-la
the-girlfeedPERF3FS.S-3Fs.L andleavePERF3FS.L
‘She fed the girl and left.’ (Christian Barwar; Doron & Khaf22:229)

(only the subject of the first conjunct can be the leaver)
And, finally, the perfective subject position may be the ¢af raising, (58).

(58) Perfective subject can be derived:
prig-la xil-la.
finishPERF3FS.L eatPERF3FS.L
‘She finished eating.’ (Christian Barwar; Khan 2008:941)

These are all properties of real subjects and not of adjuriggests, likeby-phrases in passives and
nominals. Itis unclear, then, what the motivation is foatneg the perfective subject as an adjunct.

Our analysis is free of these problems: the perfective stiigea true subject, there is no ex-
ceptionality in the licensing of perfective unaccusatiuejects, and our syntax of the perfective
straightforwardly implements the Béjar and Rezac (2008pant of the PCC. For these reasons,
though we share Doron and Khan’s conclusions regardingdhae of S-suffixes and L-suffixes
and the idea that the perfective lacks some licensing patente think our account is to be pre-
ferred.

Another advantage associated with our account is that weigidy it with recent analyses of
aspect-based split ergativity. To be precise, in the nesticag we will attempt to offer a principled
account of the directionality of the aspect split that aldan agreement reversal languages and
its position in the typology of aspect splits. In contrakg tifferences between the perfective and
imperfective are lexically stipulated in Doron and Khar'ebysis, in terms of differences in the
behavior ofv. In principle, nothing in their account then prevents aeysin which the roles of the
perfective and imperfective are exactly reversed. On tgesends, our proposal also fares better.

It is this issue — the position of agreement reversal withimtiypology of aspect splits — to
which we turn next, having demonstrated that two types okualiaspect splits in Neo-Aramaic
languages can be derived from the proposal that imperieétsp may introduce an additional
¢-probe.
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5 Relating Neo-Aramaic to split ergativity

The central claim of this paper is that the Neo-Aramaic aisgaids under discussion arise because
agreement is more limited in the perfective than in the irfgmtive. We have fleshed out this
intuition by proposing that imperfective Asp introducesaattitional locus for agreement.

In this section, we address the issue of why this situati@ulkshhold. We will try to provide
an answer to the question of why it should be the imperfecéiad not the perfective, in which we
find additional material. In addition, we will develop an aaat that attempts to give a principled
reason for the fact that additional agreement comes witteifeptive aspect in the first place in
these languages.

What we will suggest is that our analysis merely posits a igp@tstance of a general dif-
ference between nonperfective and perfective aspectsarticplar, we will adopt the proposal
that nonperfective aspects involve an additional, loegpixedicate that is absent in the perfective
(Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria, 2000, 2007; Coon, 20M@)follow recent work on split erga-
tivity in assuming that this extra predicate may in some leggs give rise to an aspect split if it
bifurcates the clause into multiple case/agreement dar{aiaka, 2006; Coon, 2010; Coon and
Preminger, 2011, 2012).

However, we will show that such a biclausal analysis doeswwk for the Neo-Aramaic
splits discussed here, as there is no evidence for biciaaal these splits do not have the same
alignment as the systems discussed in these contexts. Aswe@ropose that, for Neo-Aramaic,
the aspectual predicate present in nonperfective aspeetsribt bifurcate the clause, but rather is
arestructuring predicateso that it does not introduce an additional clausal domiaistead, we
propose that this restructuring predicate introduces aitiadal ¢-probe, in this way triggering
the system of agreement reversal.

5.1 The directionality of aspect splits

Coon (2010) develops an approach to aspect-based spli/gsgdat we will adopt here. Building
on work by Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000, 2007)laadch (2006), Coon proposes that
nonperfective aspects involve an additional predicatemthis the perfective. In this section, we
briefly outline this approach and show how it can be extendédeb-Aramaic.

Coon is concerned with a generalization regarding aspestdsplit ergativity made by Dixon
(1994). Dixon observes that, looking at the attested casaspect-based split ergativity, a consis-
tent directionality is observed, (59).

(59) Dixon’s observation:
“If a splitis conditioned by ... aspect, the ergative magkmalwaysfound . .. in perfective
aspect” (Dixon, 1994:99).

In other words, if a language has aspect-based split eityative perfective will be ergative, but
ergativity will be lost in the progressive/imperfectif® To explain this, Coon proposes that im-
perfective/progressive aspect involve an extra predicatéch may disturb case and agreement
relations.

40As Coon discusses, an implicational relationship seemsltbbetween the progressive and the imperfective, such
that the progressive is always nominative-accusativegifitiperfective is. See Coon (2010, 169-170) for discussion
of this and how to derive it.
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There are two types of evidence for this kind of approach. Qmuints out first of all that, in
many languages, progressive/imperfective meaning isesspd by means of a biclausal structure,
typically using a locative embedding predicate. In Dutdngxample, the progressive is expressed
using the locative prepositicaan(‘at’), which embeds a nominalized verb (60).

(60) Dutch progressive involves additional predicate:

Hij is aanhetfietsen.
he isat thecycleINF
‘He’s biking.’

Similar constructions are found in many other language,iting French (61a), Welsh, and Mid-
dle English (61c), for example.

(61) Progressive uses locative forms:

a. Zazieestentrain dejouer.

Zazieis in alongof playiNF

‘Zazie is playing.

(French; Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebarria 2000:178)
b. MaeRhiannonyn cysgu.

is  Rhiannonin sleeping

‘Rhiannon is sleeping.’

(Welsh; Laka 2006:188)
c. Heison hunting.

(Middle English; Laka 2006:188)

Indeed, as Coon observes, surveys of tense and aspecirgasgically reveal that the majority of
languages form a progressive by means of a locative eleBgheg, Pagliuca, and Perkins 1994).

In addition to this, there is a well-documented grammaizedilon path according to which
locative verbs or prepositions develop into progressivenfoand then into imperfective markers,
while forms for perfective aspect typically develop outedultatives or anteriority markers (Bybee
and Dahl 1989; Bybee, Pagliuca, and Perkins 1994). Thisuglyssts that a tight connection
between locative syntax and progressive/imperfective@sp

The second strand of evidence for Coon’s claim involves tlicativesemanticof imperfec-
tive and progressive aspect. Coon here builds on work by Efacie and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000,
2007), who propose that imperfective and progressive agpeencoded using prepositional pred-
ication, while perfective aspect arises as a default iné¢gion when this predication relationship
is absent.

To be more precise, Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (20007) propose the following. Im-
perfective and progressive aspect encode that the topécititroduced by tense is situated within
the situation time associated with the event. DemirdackieLaibe-Etxebarria (2000, 2007) posit
that this is achieved by a prepositional predicateHIN, which relates these two time intervéfs.
Coon argues that this perspective explains the specialecbion between locatives and progres-
sive/imperfective aspects. Perfective aspect, in contda®s not appear to have a locative ana-

4IDemirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (2000, 2007) also propdseative semantics for the perfect. We can then tell
a similar story about the perfect, helping us explain whyitmgerfective, progressive, and perfect pattern together i
Neo-Aramaic, as outlined in §4.3.2.
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logue, because it basically conveys a superset meaning.

We can observe this asymmetry also with adverbial PPs (Riacire and Uribe-Etxebarria,
2000, 2007). There are a number of temporal prepositiorisaviheaning analogous to the imper-
fective, in that they situate a time interval within a secdadyer time interval. Examples include
duringandon (62a—b).

(62) Temporal prepositions can express a subset relation:

a. |ate an apple on Sunday.
b. Iwas reading a book during class.

But there does not seem to exist a temporal preposition Kpaesses a superset relation, like the
perfective doeé? For these reasons, Demirdache and Uribe-Etxebarria (200F) propose that
imperfective and progressive aspect are encoded usingaivile@redicate that is absent in the
perfective.

Coon argues that this prepositional side of nonperfectppeets is the key to understanding
aspect splits. The idea here is that aspect splits arisaibedhis prepositional predicate may act
like a main verb itself, embedding the lexical verb. If trediow a language expresses nonperfec-
tive aspect, then such constructions might contain meltyglrb phrases and, therefore, multiple
case/agreement domains. If this is the case, then arguigminant will not look like it does in
simple clauses (i.e., as in the perfective).

As an example, consider the split ergative system in Tsezz Bsdinarily has an ergative
pattern, (63a). There is a special imperfective consioactiowever, called thieiabsolutive con-
struction in which both the subject and the object surface in the aitisel (63b).

(63) Tsez biabsolutive construction:

a. uza corpa b-i$-xo
boy()-ERG soup(l1).ABS Il -eatPRES
‘The boy is eating soup.’

b. uzi corpa b-iS-xosi  0-ic-asi  yot
boy().ABS soup(il).ABS Il -eatPART I-stayPART be PRES
‘The boy is eating soup.’
(Tsez; Maria Polinsky, p.c. in Coon 2010:156)

This pattern seems to arise because (63b) really involvesptedicates, with the imperfective
predicateiC, ‘stay’, embedding the main verb. As such, the subject irb)68 not the surface
subject of the transitive embedded v&eat’ (as itis in (63a)), but rather that of an imperfective
matrix predicateit) whose complement is not a nomirfdlAs a consequence, it behaves like an
intransitive subject syntactically and as a result recealgsolutive case.

Coon develops a similar analysis for Chol. Chol has an ergatistem in the perfective, which
manifests itself with agreement on the verb, (64a—b).

42This seems to be true of prepositions generally, in facteNoat prepositions such asound outside andwith
do not truly convey a superset relation (Coon 2010:174-5).

43The subject of the embedded verb can either be a PRO or thefenpee predicate could be assumed to be
a raising predicate. For discussion of the syntax of theduihitive construction, see Polinsky and Comrie (2002),
Forker (2010), and references cited therein.
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(64) Ergativity in the Chol perfective:
a. Tyi a-k'el-e-yofi.
PRF2.ERG-watchTVv-1.ABS
‘You watched me.’
b. Tyi ts’am-i-yon.
PRFbathetTv-1.ABS
‘| bathed. (Chol; Coon 2010:48)

In the nonperfective aspects, however, a patteextédnded ergativitfi.e., a nominative/accusative
alignment) is found: all subjects, both of intransitived éransitives, appear with ergative marking,
(65a-D).

(65) Extended ergativity in Chol nonperfective aspects:
a. Mi a-k'el-ofi.
IMPF 2.ERG-watch-1ABS
‘You watch me.’
b. Mi a-ts’am-el.
IMPF 2.ERG-bathenmL
‘You bathe. (Chol; Coon 2010:48)

In (65), it seems that the ergative system of (64) has shiftedom/Acc, as all subjects now
pattern alike in triggering ergative agreement, while thgzct triggers unique agreement.

Coon proposes that nonperfective aspects in Chol behaveegoptionally behave in Tsez,
cf. 63b: nonperfective aspects are expressed through elmgederbs. Chol differs from Tsez,
however, in that these aspectual verbs are unaccusatigg:ottly take an internal argument, a
nominalized form of the main verb. As such, syntacticalhg subject of the lexical verb is a
possessor in a nominalization. That it seems to be ergatideié to the fact that, in Chol, the
genitive and the ergative are expressed with the same agréerSee Coon (2010) for detailed
discussion.

In this way, split ergativity arises because nonperfe@sfgects can be expressed as embedding
verbs, disrupting a language’s underlying case and agmtesygstem (as revealed by the simpler
structure of the perfective). The difference between TeelzGhol then comes down simply to the
lexical properties of such verbs. Thus, split ergative leages are really ergative throughout, but
properties of the syntax of aspect in a language may sometimage this ergativity opaque.

Coon’s approach also explains why it is ergative systemsatieeespecially sensitive to syntac-
tic properties of aspect. In nominative-accusative laggsathe presence of an additional predicate
would not fundamentally change argument alignment, aansitive subjects are always marked
like transitive subjects. A change in the status of the vethén not generally detectible.

5.2 Implications for Neo-Aramaic

What we have argued for so far in this section is that thera ssgmmetry between aspects and,
following Coon (2010), that this asymmetry may manifestlitas split ergativity, if nonperfec-
tive aspects are expressed as embedding verbs. This analysplit ergativity does not seem to
straightforwardly translate to the Neo-Aramaic splitxdssed in this paper, as, unlike in the split
ergative systems in Tsez and Chol, the marking of an impevéesubject never resembles that of
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a perfective subject, transitive or intransitive.

For example, if we were to treat the Neo-Aramaic languadesTisez and assume that the
imperfective subject is always the subject of an intramsitispectual matrix verb, we predict er-
roneously that the imperfective subject should be referémath an L-suffix, like perfective sub-
jects. An analysis along the lines of Chol runs into the samélpm, because agreement in the
imperfective is not a manipulation of the perfective syntaxt rather an innovation on it. This is
particularly evident in Senaya, in which the imperfectigesi an agreement marker, the S-suffix,
that simply never surfaces in the perfective. As a resulgraalysis that treats agreement reversal
as arising from a biclausal structure is a non-starter. lever, there is no real evidence within
Neo-Aramaic that the imperfective involves a biclausaltire.

At the same time, however, the similarities between suclyaea and the approach to Neo-
Aramaic aspect splits we have defended here are strikirty: drcse because of added complexity
in the imperfective. What we wish to suggest then is thatexgent reversal indeed arises for
the same reason — namely, that there is an aspectual peegiesent in the imperfective that is
absent in the perfective — but this aspectual predicataeéstaucturing predicateso that it does
not introduce an additional clausal domain. Instead, thigagpredicate just disturbs agreement
relations, because it introduces an additiapgdrobe.

This is then why the only evidence of additional structura thie observe in Neo-Aramaic is
in the form of additional agreement. The locative preditiét expresses imperfective aspect does
not introduce an additional clausal domain, so that paveend imperfective do not differ with
regard to the number of case/agreement domains, but ortiyregard to the number d@f-probes,
as schematized in (66) and (67).

(66) Neo-Aramaic Perfective: (67) Neo-Aramaic Imperfective:
TP TP
T AspP T PredP
¢-probe TN ¢-probe
Asprerr VP Predyer | VP
- ¢-probe |=—=

The aspectual predicate that we propose for Neo-Aramaibeaeen as similar to the structure
of progressive aspect in Dutch. In Dutch, as previouslyudised, the progressive is expressed
using the prepositioaan(‘at’). Although this preposition embeds a nominalizedicof the verb,
it does not appear to involve multiple verb phrases. Objetthe verb appear to the left of the
aspectual preposition and carry accusative case, (68).

(68) Dutch progressive predicate does not disturb argumenhBo®y:

Hij wasmij gisteren [aanhetvolgen].
heNoM wasmeAccC yesterdayat thefollow.NMLZ
‘He was following me yesterday.’

In addition, there are no additional adjunction sites foreatls or negation. As a result, it is clear
that this structure only involves one clausal domain. Thithen a case in which, like in Neo-
Aramaic, an aspectual predicate shows no evidence of Bigli#y but functions as a restructuring
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verb. Althoughaanembeds the verb, it does not introduce an additional claigakin.

The only difference between Neo-Aramaic and Dutch, frors gerspective, is in terms of
what argument the imperfective/progressive predicagmBes. In Neo-Aramaic, the imperfective
predicate introduces agreement and licenses the subjedh@Ritch, however, the progressive
predicateaanlicenses the nominalized verb phrase.

On a theoretical level, this proposal allows us to unify thasn-ergative aspect splits with
Coon’s (2010) account of canonical aspect-based splitieityaThe different aspect splits (agree-
ment reversal vs. split ergativity) arise from different&ctic properties of nonperfective aspects,
which ultimately derive the same asymmetry: there is antemtdil predicate present in nonper-
fective aspects.

To sum up, we have argued that agreement reversal arisestAfdenaic because imperfective
aspect is a restructuring predicate that introduces artiaddi locus of agreement. In this way,
we can analyze aspect splits that arise in languages in wioicherfective aspects do not seem to
be independent verbs, as in the Neo-Aramaic languagesowtiiacrificing the crucial insight in
Coon’s (2010) approach to aspect splits.

The system of agreement reversal ultimately derives frominteraction of universal prop-
erties of tense and aspect (the fact that imperfective aspayg be expressed as an independent,
embedding predicate) and the language-specific syntdwdi@cteristics of the Neo-Aramaic va-
rieties under discussion (the absence gf-probe on v, the clitic-doubling property of T, and the
additional¢-probe introduced by the imperfective predicate).

If our account is on the right track, it teaches us a few thadgsut cross-linguistic variation in
the distribution okp-probes. One implication of our proposal, for example, & thcan function as
a clitic-doubler, in addition te, which is more traditionally associated with clitic-dourg. This
accords with recent work by Preminger (2011) on Kaqchikel Arregi and Nevins (2012) and
Basque, who similarly put forward analyses in which leftipleral heads (C and T, specifically)
host doubling clitics.

Perhaps more importantly, our analysis may teach aboutsygsin which only one of T and
Vv is active as a licensing head, so that there is only ¢gppeobe in the basic extended projection
of the verb, in this case T. The problem that arises in sucimguiage is that only one argument
can be licensed. We can view the particular syntactic ptesewe ascribed to agreement reversal
languages as solutions to this problem. The fact that theopeprobe on T is a clitic-doubler
allows T to Agree with multiple argument§.It is no surprise that we see the same kind of probe
employed in ditransitives, since this is another environime which an additional argument is
generated which must Agree witlpaprobe. This same perspective can be applied to the addition
probe associated with imperfective aspect. Expressingbtie heads in the extended projection
of the verb as an independent predicate, such as a loca&decpte, brings in additional structure
that may include #-probe for the licensing of an additional argument.

An interesting question is whether the converse systenses@bssible, i.e. whether there can
be a language in which T is inactive amds the only licensing head. An obvious problem that
arises in such a language is that subjects cannot be licéngéjar and Rezac (2009), however,

44If person always probes before number, the converse sityati which number is the clitic-doubler, should not
have any clear effect on licensing (as both person and nuwibietill target the same argument).

45Assuming Burzio’s Generalization, such a system would alsdnto licensing problems with unaccusatives and
passives, so that there would always be at least one arguihnamcnnot be licensed.
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argue that such languages do exist, but they proposertinathese cases probes both the object
and the subject, by means of a mechanism they call CyclicéAgvhich leads to person hierarchy
effects (of quite a different sort than the Strong PCC). I€lyAgree allows a system with only a
¢-probe orvto license all relevant arguments, then we can view thistemas the counterpart to
person being a clitic-doubler in a language in which T is thiy @active probe.

6 Concluding remarks

This paper has shown that aspect splits may sometimes aede ddditional agreement/licensing
potential in nonperfective aspects. In Senaya, this mstsiféself in a unique agreement series
for marking imperfective subjects and the possibility ofemb agreement in the imperfective. In
languages like Christian Barwar, Christian Qaraqosh, aikiepe, the effect is less pronounced,
and is found in the absence of person restrictions on obggeeanent in the imperfective. To derive
these patterns, we appealed to the proposal that aspdstaiie because of the presence of an
additional predicate in nonperfective aspects (Laka, 2006n, 2010, 2012; Coon and Preminger,
2011, 2012).

In this way, our proposal provides support for this approchspect splits, as it allows us
to make sense of the fact that an aspect split may manifegirasraent reversal as well as split
ergativity. We have attempted to show for a subset of Neovi@ia languages that, in such a
syntactic approach, variation in how aspect splits surfaag fall out from the interaction of the
properties of aspectual predicates and the syntax of catagmeement present in a particular
language. The hope is that such an approach could evenheafiytended to account for the wide
variety of aspectual splits in case and agreement acrogsidges, including the other types of
splits within Neo-Aramaic itself.
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