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Abstract

We discuss the relative order of the operations of clitibirg dissimilation, Linearization,
Vocabulary Insertion, and morphological metathesis. Waalestrate a number of crucially
ordered feeding and bleeding relations—in some casesigénbpacity—among morpholog-
ical operations responsible for word-formation in the Basquxiliary complex. The results
argue for a multistratal derivational theory of inflectibneord formation, in which separate
modules have their own well-formedness principles andirgmerations, sometimes in patent
contradiction to the needs of one another. Their sequemtedhction is governed by a princi-
pled division between operations sensitive to hierardhieesus linear order.

1. Overview

Distributed Morphology is a modular theory where so-caltedrphological operations are dis-
tributed between syntax and a postsyntactic (post-SpgkamponentMorphological Structure
(MS) (see Halle and Marantz (1993), Harley and Noyer (20&B)bick and Noyer (2007) for
overviews). MS is itself in turn modular: operations at M$ @pply before or afte¥ocabulary
Insertion(VI), which provides abstract terminal nodes with phonadadjexponents. Spellout and
Vocabulary thus define three kinds of operations, depenoimtieir position in the derivation, as
schematized below:

(1) OP1— Spellout— OP2— Vocabulary Insertion— OP3

OPL1 is a set of syntactic operations (Merge, Move, Agreenstrained by syntactic principles.
OP2 is a set of postsyntactic operations that apply prioraceYjulary Insertion, and are thus not
sensitive to phonological properties of morphemes. OP3sistaf postsyntactic operations that
apply after Vocabulary Insertion, and hence are sensitiyEbnological properties. This division
of labor in DM is explored by Embick and Noyer 2001, who argaethis partitioning of oper-
ations within the realm of morpheme movement operationirframework makes predictions
about derivational ordering, specifically that OP1 presed®2, which in turn precedes OP3.

In the present paper, we would like to advance the propoagtltbrd-internalLinearizationis a
separate point in the postsyntactic derivation. Specifichinearization and Vocabulary Insertion

*We would like to thank the following people for valuable coemts and criticism: Jonathan Bobaljik, Noam
Chomsky, Morris Halle, Ifiaki Gaminde, José Ignacio Heal8yesha Kidwai, and the audiences at the 17th Col-
loquium on Generative Grammar (Girona, June 2007), the 2nduistics Spring School in the Indian Mountains
(Dharamkot, September 2007), the University of lllinoistibana-Champaign (October 2007), the University of
Connecticut (November 2007), and the University of Chicéiggbruary 2008).
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apply in that order as part of a word-internal cycle, and ptevhe abstract nodes in the struc-
ture with precedence relations and phonological exponeaspectively. Therefore, Linearization
is another point with respect to which operations can bereleRule application in this post-

syntactic cycle will be explained in more detail in sectiob&low. The resulting framework is

schematized in the diagram in figure 1.

Our empirical focus in this paper is on three operations inkBian Basque that affect the
realization and placement of pronominal cliticébsolutive Promotiorapplies before Spellout
and is thus subject to syntactic principles. As a result &f dperation, the absolutive clitic in
some Basque dialects moves to a position higher than uslitidizing to C° rather than ¥.
Among postsyntactic operations, we concentrate on twoappty in two separate modules of
morphology. First2/1-Dissimilationapplies before Linearization and Vocabulary Insertiori.- 2/
Dissimilation (called thay/z-Constrainin our earlier work) is a cover term for a number of im-
poverishment/obliteration rules affecting combinatiarfdirst plural with second person clitics,
independently of their surface order and phonologicaizatibn. Finally, operations affecting lin-
earized morphemes occur after Linearization. Among these;oncentrate oknclitic Metathe-
sis which linearly displaces an ergative (and sometimes aolatdge) enclitic to proclitic position.
This operation, we argue, applies as part of the module tichides Linearization and Vocabulary
Insertion. Due to the cyclic nature of this module, Encliietathesis applies after certain terminal



nodes have been provided with exponence and have beenzggaout before other instances of
Vocabulary Insertion that occur in later cycles.

This sensitivity-to-structure-based modularizatioroat for a principled ordering of opera-
tions, as properties of a rule determine its position in teavdtion. Specifically, for the clitic
operations described above, the relative ordering witpeetto syntax and linearization yields a
transitive ordering:

(2)  Predicted order of operations
Absolutive Promotion> 2/1-Dissimilation> Enclitic Metathesis

The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2 we glevhe requisite background on
Basque finite auxiliaries that paves the way for the rest efghper. The following sections in-
troduce the three main operations discussed here in tuersythtactic phenomenon of Absolutive
Promotion (section 3); 2/1-Dissimilation, a postsyntaciperation on feature-cooccurrence (sec-
tion 4); and Enclitic Metathesis, which is due to a word-intd morphotactic requirement on T
(section 5). These three phenomena come together when wesdithe sequenced interaction of
the operations in section 6. Section 7 provides the cormiugir the paper.

2. The structure of Basque finite auxiliaries

Basque is a language in which external arguments of traasigrbs are marked with the ergative
case. Finite sentences in Basque typically contain an aoalgrbal complex, with a participle
inflected for aspect, and an auxiliary containing tense@ent, pronominal clitics, and other
inflectional affixes. The following are illustrative exareplfrom the Bizkaian dialect of Ondarru
(clitics are glossed asBs, ERG andDAT in all examples):

3) a. Lauaste eo-n n -as gaixoik.

four weekbe-PRFABS.1SG -PRSSick

‘I've been sick for four weeks.’ (Ondarru)
b. Su-k ni-0 ikus-tenn -a  -su

YOUSG-E Me-A SeetMP ABS.1SG -PRS-ERG.2SG

‘You(sG) see me.’ (Ondarru)
c. Esd-o -tz -t emo-n. (d-o-tz-t> dotzat)

notL -PRS-DAT.3SG -ERG.1SG give-PRF

‘| haven'’t given it to him. (Ondarru)

The external argument of a transitive verb is ergative, aedbject absolutive. On the other hand,
unaccusative sentences always contain an absolutive arguand no ergative argument. Both
absolutive and ergative arguments trigger the presenchtiosdn the auxiliary complex, as well
as datives.

1other abbreviations used in this paper asefabsolutive)c (comitative),d (dative),E (ergative),iMP (imper-
fective),L (epenthetic prefix; see section B), (plural), PRF (perfective) PRS(present)N (see comments below (9)),
PST(past),REL (relative clause marker), argt (singular).
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We assume the basic clause structure depicted in (4) belasqug: ergative case is an inherent
case assigned by transitive v to its specifier (Woolford 2086lguin 2007F We also assume
that dative case is inherent, and assigned by Anplts specifie Absolutive case is the default
case in Basque, and does not require case assignment ofrangksBasque is not a split ergative
language along tense or aspectual lines, the mechanistimedutbove hold regardless of the tense
or aspect of the clause.

(4) Basic syntax of Basque sentences
CP

T

TP C

v

T

vP Asp
Ext.Arg. v J
VP \
ApplP Vj
[.Ob;j. Appl
/_\
D.Obj. Appl

On the basis of the morphology of the participle and the &ryil one can conclude that the
verbal root forms a complex head with Asp, and that, sepigrdlte auxiliary root forms a complex
head with C* The verbal forms in finite sentences are derived from thecsire in (4) as follows
(Laka 1990). The patrticiple is formed by movement of V to wlaf the resulting V-v complex
to Asp. This accounts for the appearance of an aspectuak suffthe main verb (e.geo-nin
(3a)). We identify the root of the auxiliary with T, followminArregi and Nevins 2008. In addition
to T, there are morphemes in the auxiliary word cross-reigrey absolutive, ergative and dative
arguments in the clause. Although these are commonly egfdar as agreement morphemes (see,
among others, Ortiz de Urbina (1989), Laka (1993a), Fedeamnd Albizu (2000), Rezac (2003)),

2Unergatives assign ergative to their argument, but Lak@3bP shows that these are really transitives, as pro-
posed by Hale and Keyser (1993).

3We assume that the indirect object is the specifier of a lowieative head whose complement is the direct
object. See Larson (1988), Marantz (1993), Pesetsky (1888)Pylkkanen (2002) for relevant discussion.

4Although C is alway® in matrix clauses, it is typically realized as a suffix at tmel @f the finite auxiliary in
embedded clauses. For instaneen (36) (page 13, glossed aBEL’) is the suffixal complementizer found in relative
clauses.



we claim that they are in fact pronominal clitiesThis immediately explains why these clitics
do not vary in their realization in different tenses, as mimal clitics are crosslinguistically
characterized by being tense-invariant. The inventonfia€s is illustrated in the following table

from the dialect of Ondarré:

(5) Clitics in Ondarru Basqué
Absolutive Ergative Dative

First singular n- -t/-a -st

First plural - -gu -sku
Second singular  s- -su -tzu
Second plural S-...-e -su-e -tzu-e
Third singular — 0 -ko/-tz
Third plural — 0-e -ko-e/-tz-e

The case, person and number features that underlie theocaeq (5) are the following:

(6) Case(Calabrese 2008)
a. [+Motion, —Peripherdl= ergative
b. [+Motion, +Peripherdl = dative
c. [—Motion, —Peripherdl= absolutive

(7)  Person(Halle 1997)

a. [+Author, +Participant = first person

b. [—Author,+Participant= second person

c. [—Author, —Participant = third person

d. [+Author, —Participant = logically impossible

(8) Number(Harbour 2007)

a. [+Singulaf = singular
b. [-Singulat = plural

The different clitics and T are linearly organized as (9) le tauxiliary. In our analysis, this
template has no theoretical status, but is the result ofriteeadction of various syntactic and post-
syntactic operations.

(9) ABS-T-DAT - ERG

We note that the present analysis does not take into accaontbrphemes, realized as and
-an/en/n(glossed asn), that typically appear at the end of the auxiliary. Thesixas are tra-
ditionally described as realizing plural absolutive andtganse features, respectively. However,
their distribution is much more complex than suggested bgéitlaims. We leave the incorpora-

SThe form of these morphemes resembles that of (nonclitioh@uns. This justifies in part the adoption of
the clitic analysis, and has been taken as evidence for #im ¢hat these morphemes are historically derived from
pronouns (Gémez and Sainz (1995) and references citeg))ther

60n the absence of third person absolutive clitics in (5) tssew.

Following Basque orthographic convention, we represeitteless laminal alveolar fricatives/affricates (@
/(t)z/ in both the orthography and phonological represigonato distinguish them from their apical counterpdtjs.
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tion of these morphemes into a formal analysis for futurekwor

The basic syntax that underlies the positioning of morplreméehe auxiliary is shown in (4).
Clitics are generated in argument position, and must badiee by moving to certain functional
heads that are only available in finite clauses. Specifica#liive and absolutive clitics must move
to T, and ergative clitics must move to®aConsider, for instance, the transitive sentence in (3b).
The auxiliary contains the first singular absolutive pricln- and the second singular ergative
enclitic-su (3) also illustrates the obligatoriness of cliticizatimmnBasque finite clauses. Basque
allows absolutive, ergative and dative arguments to be(eujl. (3a), (3c)). However, the clitics
must be present on the auxiliary, irrespective of the presen absence of an overt argument. This
phenomenon of obligatory clitic doubling is found in mangdaiages. For instance, it is obligatory
with strong object pronouns in Spanish (Jaeggli 1982:@rdyt subjects in some Northern Italian
dialects (Poletto 2000:140-153) and Rhaeto-Romance (&iaand Beninca 1992:179-181), and
the quantifierll in several languages (Tsakali 2007).

We account for cliticization in Basque by adopting a form loé so-callecbig DP analysis,
following Torrego (1992) and Uriagereka (1995) (see also Kappen and van Craenenbroeck
(2008), within a more elaborated DP structure). The clieads a DP whose complement is the
DP argument (which can be null):

(10)  [popDP D¢

D¢ in this structure is the clitic, which must move to T (for ahgive/dative clitics) or C (for
ergative clitics). With the exception of third person alsivie (see below), all arguments in Basque
are generated as big DPs. This structure accounts for abfigelitic doubling in this language.

Returning to the clause structure of transitive verbs Basthe auxiliary in (3b) is derived by
moving the absolutive clitic to T and the ergative td C:

(11) CP
TP C
PN
/\ C ERG
vP T
/\ N
T ABS
DP v/
PN T
DP tggre VP \Y;
/\
DP \/
PN
l

8Some evidence that ergative clitics require projection Bfr@ight come from the fact, discussed in Preminger
(2007), that the long-distance agreement pattern of Ebeg2905) cannot occur when an ergative subject is present
in the embedded clause, arguably because once the erggtresent, there is too much structure for the higher clause
to probe into the lower one.

®We omit the Asp projection from (4) in all diagrams below fase of exposition.
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We assume that cliticization is a particular kind of head eroent with certain properties. As
illustrated in (11), it typically skips intervening headéayne 1991). Furthermore, each clitic can
adjoin only to a particular host: absolutive and dativeigditcan only adjoin to T, and ergative
clitics can only adjoin to C. An important consequence o$ fisi that there are no intervention
effects in clitic movement: the absolutive clitic in (11)ip& the c-commanding ergative clitic on
its way to T (since the ergative clitic cannot move to T), amelérgative clitic skips the absolutive
cliticin T onits way to C (since T is not a potential landintedior ergative clitics). When there are
two internal argument clitics (such as an Absolutive and\@aargument), they compete for the
single host position of T, and only the higher one can malanitiie assumption that a clitic cannot
adjoin to another clitic). As a result, the so-called Per€ase Constraint, banning the existence
of an absolutive clitic in the presence of a dative cliticjéived as the result of competition for a
single clitic position. This aspect of the analysis is dgsad in more detail in section 3.

The resulting structure formed by cliticization in the sgxts further modified by Head Move-
ment of T (carrying any clitics adjoined to it) to C:

(12) [tABST][cERGC]| — [c[TABST| [cERGC]]

The result of these head movement operations generates plecom-Word, as defined below
together with the additionally useful concegtma

(13)  Morphosyntactic Word (M-Word)
A noden is an M-Word iff n is a zero-level category not dominated by another zero-leve
category. (Embick and Noyer 2001:574)

(14)  Anodenis anXff nis the highest zero-level projection ¥t (Chomsky 1995:245)

In (12), the noddc[t ABS T | [c ERG C |] is an M-Word, since it is a zero-level category not
dominated by another zero-level category. On the other HgrERG C | and[r ABS T | are not M-
words, but the later is a2 since it is the highest zero-level projection of T. The dation of
an intransitive sentence is similar, the main differendadp¢hat there is no ergative clitic adjoined
to C.

This complex head is the input to Morphological Structuresid® from other operations dis-
cussed in later sections, this structure is subject to lring@on and Vocabulary Insertion in a
cyclic fashion. In particular, we propose a complex cytiigearization and Vocabulary Insertion
(LVI) operation, which has the following recursive defioiti:

(15) Cyclic Linearization and Vocabulary Insertion
For any noda, LVI(n) is the operation such that:

a. Ifnis branching,
(i) The daughters of are linearized with respect to each other.
(i) LVlis applied on the nonhead daughterrof
(i) LVIis applied on the head daughter af
b. If nisterminal,
(i) Vlis applied onn.
(i) If morphotactic conditions om are not met, enact repat.

10The only relevant morphotactic condition relevant to thiger is Noninitiality, which is introduced and discussed
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The base case to which this recursive algorithm appliesasrdot node of the M-word. LVI
proceeds down the tree, by linearizing and applying VI toceustituents of the word, starting
with nonheads.

Consider, for instance, the Ondarru auxiliaAa-suin (3b). The input to Morphological Struc-
ture is the following, where subscripts are shorthand taciaue features on a node, and the nodes
themselves exit the syntax completely unlinearized wisipeet to each other:

(16) Input to LVI: [c[T ABS1sc Ters] [c ERGps C|]

LVI applies first to the root node, linearizing the two complé and C heads with respect to
each other. We assume that, by default, Linearization ohetes that nonheads precede heads in
Basque words, unless some more specific condition overinedefault. This first application of
Linearization results in the following (where * (3’ is to be read asd precede$’):

(17) LVI on COmax [C[T ABS]_SG TPRSG] * [C ERGZSG C ”

LVI then applies to the complex T head (the nonhead dauglitdrearoot) by first linearizing its
two daughters and then applying VI&@s and T (in that order):

(18) LVI on TOmax: [C[T ABS]_SG * TF’RS] * [C ERGZSG C” —
LVI on ABS: [c[t/n/ * Tpers] * [c ERGpsc C ] —
LVIion T: [c[t /n/ * [al] * [c ERGpsg C]]

Finally, LVI applies to the complex C head (the head daugbtehe root) by first linearizing its
two daughters and then applying VI#®G and C (in that order}!

(19)  LVlonintermediate & [c[rn*a]* [c ERGysc* C]] —
LVIon ERG:. [c[t /n/*/a/] * [c/su/*C ]| —
LVI on terminal C: [c[t /n/ * [a/] * [c /su/ *0]]

The analysis thus correctly derives the fact representdl)ithat absolutive clitics precede, and
ergative clitics follow, the T head. The syntax of auxilewiwith dative clitics is similar, except
that a specific Linearization condition determines thattavdalitic follows its T sister, overriding
the Basque head-final default. That is why, for instancayelatiz follows the T exponent in (3c)
(as opposed to absolutive above, which follows T}

(20) Input to LVI: [c[T DAT3s¢ Trrs| [c ERG1sc C ] —
LVI on COM&%: [[1 DAT3sg Ters] * [c ERG1ss C|] —
LVI on TOM3* [o[1 Tprs* DAT3s6 | * [c ERG1sg C|] —
LVI on DAT: [c[t Ters* /tz/ ] * [c ERG1sc C]] —
LVI on Intermediate C: ...

in section 5.

UNote that C is alway® in matrix clauses.

12This auxiliary, as all others with dative clitics, does navh an absolutive clitic. This fact is discussed in more
detail in section 3. Note, furthermore, that the proclitmsjtion usually occupied by an absolutive is in this case
occupied by an epenthetic morpheme (see (3c)). This is due to a repair operation treghey a morphotactic
condition on T (Noninitiality), which is explained in det& section 5.
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A large amount of the subsequent operations we will discaase understood more insight-
fully once the following important hypothesis is adopteeg#rregi and Nevins (2008) for justifi-
cation):

(21) Basque has no third person absolutive clitics.

This systematic absence is reflected in the blank cells ie &), and may be the result of either
a lexical gap in the inventory, or alternatively the factttki@rd person absolutive DPs do not
generate a clitic sister in a Big DP structure. While cerfaiaclitics, such asl- in (3c) are at
times described in the literature as realizing third perosolutive we take this to be an epenthetic
morpheme. As discussed in more detail in section 5, we aftatehis epenthetic clitic functions
to provide a left edge for the auxiliary root, which obeysrcstinear Noninitiality requirement.

A final important feature of Basque clitics is that procktiand enclitics have different forms,
such as first singular proclitio-, as opposed to enclitit/-stin (5). We argue in sections 3 and
5 that the relevant allomorphy is conditioned by linear ondéh respect to the Tense auxiliary
head. With these preliminaries in mind, we turn to AbsolefRromotion, our first phenomenon of
interest.

3. Absolutive Promotion: A syntactic process

The phenomenon of Absolutive Promotion occurs as a syotegpiair operation to the Person-
Case Constraint (PCC). The effect of the Basque PCC can beloks as follows:

(22) If a dative argument is present, the absolutive mushirg person

This constraint bans certain ditransitive combinatiorsscan be seen in the following Ondarru
examples:

(23)  The PCC in Ondarru Basque

a. Ni-ri Jon® gusta-terg -a  -st. (>gasta)

me-D JonA like-PRF L -PRS-DAT.1SG

‘I like Jon. (Ondarru)
b. *Ni-ri sud gusta-ters -a -st (>sasta)

me-D YOUSG-A like-PRF ABS.2SG -PRS-DAT.1SG

‘I like you(sg). (Ondarru)

In Arregi and Nevins (2008), we argue that, unlike otheranses of the PCC that are arguably
due to feature-based intervention constraints on agreefagim Romance and Greek), the Basque
PCC is the result of a syntactic constraint on cliticizatioi:

(24)  Phrase-structural restriction leading to Basque PCC
T can only host one clitic

The restriction in (24) clearly presents no problem in aseo¢ with only one internal argument,
and hence no competition for the cliticization position ofHowever, when both the dative and
absolutive arguments generate clitics that require a syues# host, there is no way that both can
be accommodated on T:



(25)  Clitic hosting configurations in Basque clause structure

a. v[[tABST] [c (ERG) C]]
b. v[[t T DAT | [c (ERG) C]]
c. *[[t ABSTDAT | [c (ERG) C]]

The fact that the Basque PCC only allows sentences withefativwhich the absolutive is third
person is the result of (21). In the presence of a dativecclitie absolutive argument must be
third, since there is no third absolutive clitic. The datarlgument cliticizes to T and there is no
competition for this position.

Interestingly, there is a repair available for the PCC, gmedly in psych verb absolutive-dative
verb frames that lack an external ergative argument. Relcis these contexts, in some dialects,
there is asyntacticlast resort operation (Arregi 2004, Rezac 2007b), callbdolutive Promotion
Specifically because the C clitic position is available duée lack of an ergative argument, the
absolutive clitic may cliticize to C when the clitic positian T is filled. This is the result of
a nesting paths derivation: T attracts the higher dativccland subsequently, the C position
remains available for the lower absolutive clitic.

(26)  aBs surfaces in the usual position BRG, i.e. as enclitic
C
T C

PN N
T DAT ABS C

The effects of Absolutive Promotion can be observed in tHewong Ondarru example (com-
pare to (23b)):

(27)  Absolutive Promotion allows realization of nonthi@s in Ondarru PCC context

Ni-ri su gusta-terd -0 -st -Su. (> gustate stasu)
me-D YOUSG-A like-PRF L -PRS-DAT.1SG -ABS.2SG
‘I like you(sg). (Ondarru)

We can diagnose that the effect of absolutive promotion hasroed prior to Vocabulary Insertion,
arguably in the syntax, as the promoted absolutive takesnalitie form usually reserved for
ergative {su, nots-from (5)), even though the clitic has absolutive case festurhis is due to the
fact that the relevant vocabulary entries for clitics ardenspecified for case, and what is relevant
for the choice of exponent s relative position to T. Thedwling are the relevant vocabulary entries
for second person clitics in Ondarta:

(28)  Vocabulary entries for Ondarru second person clitics

a. [tzul— [+Peripheral#Participant—Author / T
b. /sul— [+Participant—Author /T ___
c. [sl— [+Participant—Author]/___ T

BNote that none of the entries are specified for number. Sesghand Nevins 2008 for more detailed discussion
of underspecification in Basque clitics.
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Entry (28a) is included here only for completeness, as ipecHied as/+Peripherdland thus
only available for insertion in a dative clitic (see (6)). \Mever, neither (28b) nor (28c) have case
features. What is relevant for these is the relative pasiiiche morpheme with respect to T: (28b)
is inserted in enclitic position, and (28c) in proclitic iaen. In (27) the promoted absolutive is
in enclitic position, which triggers the insertion egu (28b) (which is otherwise the exponent
for second singular ergative clitics, as in (3b)). In caséem it is not promoted, it receives the
usual proclitic exponerd- (28c). As is made clear by this example, Absolutive Promotiaust
precede Vocabulary Insertion, and underspecification énvibicabulary entries accounts for the
ergative-absolutive syncretism we find in PCC contextsc&this is a general feature of all clitic
exponents, the analysis predicts that we may also find sisicrén the opposite direction: an
ergative that appears in proclitic position realized withabsolutive-looking exponent. This is
indeed what we find in verbal forms with Enclitic Metathesis discussed in section 5.

Absolutive Promaotion is not available HRG cliticizes to C, i.e. in ditransitives with an overt
ergative external argument:

(29)  Absolutive Promotion blocked in presenceasG:

Eur-aksu-ri ni-0 sal-du
they£ yousG-D meA sell-PRF
. *n -0 -tzu -e /*d -0 -tzu -t.
ABS.1SG -PRS-DAT.2SG -ERG.3PL / L -PRS-DAT.2SG -ABS.1SG
‘They have sold me to yos@). (Ondarru)

Absolutive Promotion cannot occur for verbs sucletsri ‘come’ andjoan‘go’ (Rezac 2007b:18—
19) where the absolutive argument is independently estadydi to be underlyingly higher than the
dative based on control, causativization, and reflexivdibm(Rezac 2007b:11-15). In the present
model, Absolutive Promotion does not occur with such verbsabise the absolutive, being the
higher clitic, is attracted to T first. We conclude that aléigke Promotion is a repair operation due
to a syntactic constraint, and that Absolutive Promotiocuns before Spellout.

4. 2/1-Dissimilation: A postsyntactic process

In this section we discuss 2/1-Dissimilation (which we edltheg/z-Constraintin Arregi and
Nevins 2007) in Bizkaian, the cause of which is the followimg certain contexts, first person
plural and second person clitics cannot combine on the sarite &uxiliary. We argue that this
constraint is the result of morphological markedness camgt and induces a process of morpho-
logical dissimilation: a structure with more than oreParticipant clitic is marked.

The result of syntactic combinations that would yield firktrpl and second person clitics on
the same word triggers repairs operations of postsyntattiiteration (deletion of a clitic) and
impoverishmen{deletion of a feature that leads to the realization of thiécdh a less marked
form). Within Bizkaian, while the core configuration of firstural and second person together
being banned remains constant, there is considerablecthbbeariation, both in the triggering
context and repair. In particular, 2/1-Dissimilation ajaapplies to combinations of an absolutive
or dative clitic with a clitic in C (the latter is typically gative, but can also be absolutive due to
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Absolutive Promotion; see subsection 614 )However, the target of deletion may be either clitic,
and either the first plural or second person clitic, depemdin the dialect. We show the variation
below for six representative dialect3:

(30)  2/1-Dissimilation I: obliteration of first plurabAT in the context of secorneRG
Su-k gu-riemo-n d-o -sku -su —d-0 -su
YOUSGE USD give-PRFL -PRS-DAT.1PL -ERG.2SG — L -PRS-ERG.2SG
‘You(sG) have given it to us. (Zamudio, Alboniga, Ondarru, Butroi)

(31)  2/1-Dissimilation II: obliteration of first pluraERG in the context of seconolaT
Ni-k su-ri emo-n d-o -tzu -u —d-a -tzu
we-E YOUSG-D give-PRFL -PRS-DAT.2SG -ERG.1PL — L -PRS-DAT.2SG
‘We have given it to yolgG). (Zamudio, Gallartu)

(32)  2/1-Dissimilation IlI: obliteration of first pluralaBs in the context of seCONERG:
Su-k gudikus-i g -aitxu -su —d-0 -su
YOUSG-E USA SeePRFABS.1PL -PRS -ERG.2SG — L -PRS-ERG.2SG
‘You(sG) have seen us.’ (Ondarru)

(33)  2/1-Dissimilation IV: impoverishment of secoBHG in the context of first plurahBs:
Su-k  gudikus-i g -aittu-su —g -aittu -0
YOUSG-E US-A SEePRFABS.1PL -PRS -ERG.2SG — ABS.1PL -PRS -ERG.3SG
‘You(sG) have seen us.’ (Maruri, Alboniga)

Note that all of these are combinations of an ergative ciiti€€ with some other clitic in the
auxiliary. However, what is crucial for the rule is not itgative case feature, but the fact that it
is adjoined to C. Evidence for this interpretation of theadiatgiven in subsection 6.4, where it is
shown that promoted absolutive clitics in C also triggergame 1/2-Dissimilation rules.

When the first plural clitic is affected, it may undergo eitirapoverishment (deletion of the
[+Participant feature only) or obliteration (deletion of the entire djti When the second person
clitic is affected, it may only undergo impoverishment. Jlaisymmetry between the types of
repairs available for first plural vs. second person cliticdiscussed in Arregi and Nevins (2007).

There are a number of arguments that 2/1-Dissimilation stgymtactic and applies before
Linearization and Vocabulary Insertion. First, 2/1-Dragation affects only the clitics realized on
the verb: arguments doubled by the clitics are unaffectedofd, there is variation in triggering
context and repair: cf. (30) vs. (31); (32) vs. (33). This @& something we would expect of a
syntactic constraint; and given that symmetric versionthefconstraint are repaired even in the
same dialect (e.g. Zamudio has both (30) and (31)), it canaatue to person/case hierarchies.
Rather, it is postsyntactic obliteration/impoverishmeiggered by markedness. 2/1-Dissimilation
occurs before Linearization and Vocabulary Insertions isénsitive to abstract features and is not
triggered to satisfy some linear template. In additionteldtion repairs in which the ergative

4Combinations of absolutive with dative clitics are not pbkesdue to the PCC, as shown in section 3.

151n the examples below, we give two auxiliary forms separaedn arrow. The form to the left of the arrow is the
one expected if 2/1-Dissimilation did not apply; the onehe keft of the arrow is the actual form which is the result
of of the dissimilatory process. The data in the example$rara the following sources: de Yrizar 1992 for Alboniga
(vol. 1, p. 466-467), Butroi (vol. 1, p. 637, originally fro@aminde 1982), Gallartu (vol. 2, p. 130, originally from
Gaminde 1983) and Maruri (vol. 1, p. 651), Gaminde 2000:37%+or Zamudio, and our own field work for Ondarru.
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node is completely deleted condition a voice-sensitivenadirphy in T, yielding a spurious unac-
cusative, in which an overt ergative argument co-occurs wiform of T otherwise unexpected
in transitive contexts. Specifically, the allomorph of T Bl] isa, as opposed to, which is the
typical realization of T in the context of an ergative argumgf. (30), and also (23a), wheee
appears in its typical intransitive context). Deletion loé tergative clitic in the auxiliary results in
this apparent voice-sensitive allomorphy in T (see Arre@)2 Arregi and Nevins 2008, 2007).
The fact that voice in T mismatches with the very presencenofrgative argument is evidence
that it is a postsyntactic effect induced by the obliteratnd the entire ergative clitic terminal on
the auxiliary root.

5. Enclitic Metathesis: A late postsyntactic process

The third operation affecting clitics we discussHsaclitic Metathesi{EM; often referred to as
Ergative Displacementsee Azkue 1923, Bossong 1984, Laka 1993a, Albizu and Egr06A,
Fernandez and Albizu 2000, Béjar and Rezac 2004, ArrediNevins 2008). Descriptively, in
forms with Enclitic Metathesis an ergative clitic is re&lizas a proclitic, i.e. the position typically
reserved to absolutive clitics.

We argue that this is a repair operation that is triggeredbyallowing morphotactic condition
on Basque finite T:

(34)  Noninitiality: a morphotactic condition on T
T in a finite verb cannot be the leftmost morpheme within thedvo

Normally, (34) is satisfied by cliticization of a first or sembperson absolutive to T within the
syntax, which provides a left edge to the auxiliary root.

(35) Normal satisfaction of Noninitiality bxss proclitic

Ni-k su0 ikus-i s -aitxu -t.
I-E YOUSG-A SEePRFABS.2SG -PRS -ERG.1SG
‘| have seen yolgG). (Ondarru)

However, there are two cases where no absolutive cliticesemt. First, there are verbs that do
not have absolutive arguments, suchj@%hit’, which has the exceptional case assigning pattern
ergative-dative (example from Gaminde 2000:285):

(36)  Missing absolutive in ergative-dative case frame

bonete-agap-te 0 -0 -sku -0 -n  ad
hat-C.s hit-IMP L -PST-DAT.1PL -ERG.3SG -REL thatA
‘that person who used to hit us with a hat’ (Zamudio)

Furthermore, since Basque has no third person absoluttiesdR1), the situation of the output of
the syntax and Linearization creating a potential problemNoninitiality of T also arises when
the absolutive argument is third.

In these cases, one of two repair strategies applies. Thadisnclitic Metathesis, which
occurs in past tense contexts. This repair involves mogafical metathesis of a enclitic in C to
proclitic position to provide a left edge for T. Given our asgtions about Basque syntax, this
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metathesized clitic is typically ergative, although it @dso be a promoted absolutive (sectrion 3;
on the interaction of Enclitic Metathesis and AbsolutiverRption, see subsection 6.3).

In the case of first person singular, this metathesizea ¢fitrealized as proclitio- instead of
enclitic-t (cf. (35)):

(37)  Enclitic Metathesis places clitic in unexpected leftmasifion

Au-0 ei-txenn -eb -an.
this-A dOPRFERG.1SG -PST-N
‘| used to do this. (Ondarru)

The second repair is morphological epenthesis, which weLealipport It involves epenthetic
insertion of a prefix. (which has a few different allomorphs), as in (36) above dredfbllowing
example with a third person absolutive argument:

(38) L-support furnishes left edge when Enclitic Metathesisdus apply
Ni-k liburu-0 ekarr-i d-o -t
me-E boOkA.S bring-PRFL -PRS-ERG.1SG
‘I have brought the book. (Ondarru)

This epenthesis occurs when all else fails, namely, whene tkeno ergative clitic to metathesize,
or in the present tense, in which Enclitic Metathesis caappty’ In this respect, the relationship
between Enclitic Metathesis and L-support is much like #latronship between Affix Hopping
anddo-support in English, where a morphotactic requirementiisfed either by linear displace-
ment or morphological epenthesis.

Noninitiality and its repairs show a number of propertielsted to their derivational timing.
First, they are postsyntactic, as realization of the evgatlitic in the apparent wrong position has
no effects on c-command relations of arguments (Laka 1998agond, they must be occurring
prior to Vocabulary Insertion in the metathesized clitis jiig form depends on its position relative
to T. Compare in-situt (35), (38), and metathesized (37). As discussed in section 3, this linear-
based allomorphy is due to the fact that the vocabulary enfor clitics are underspecified for
case features. The relevant exponents for first personlsingitics in Ondarru are the following:

(39) Vocabulary entries for Ondarru first singular clitics
a. [stl— [+Peripheral+Participant+Author,+Singulaf / T __
b. /t/ - [+Participant+Author,+Singulaf / T ___
c. In/< [+Participant4-Author,+Singulaf/__ T

The entries in (39b)—(39c) are not specified for case, whodoants for the syncretism found in
Enclitic Metathesis contexts. In its usual enclitic pasitian ergative clitic is realized as(39b).

16In addition, the enclitic that metathesizes need not beraemial; in some cases, atlocutiveclitic (a type of
second person solidarity clitic; see Oyharcabal 1993)praride the metathesizing element. This fact lends further
credence to the claim that Enclitic Metathesis is a lineaeddanorphotactic condition occurring late in the derivatio
a point also made in Albizu and Eguren 2000.

'There is at least one dialect that does in fact enact metatbethe ergative in the present tense (Berriatua; see
Aramaio 2001:chapter 1, p. 17). Others enact metathesidatizeclitic to proclitic position. For instance, metathesis
of the dative occurs for first singular and plural forms in keélo (Hualde et al. 1994:p.125). See Rezac (2007a) for
further exemplification.
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When metathesized to proclitic positiam,(39c) is inserted instead, which is the usual realization
of absolutive clitics (3a). As predicted by the analysiss@ae clitics display in certain contexts
ergative-absolutive syncretisms in both directions. Agthiis provides evidence for an analysis in
which Enclitic Metathesis precedes Vocabulary Insertiothe metathesized clitic, as first argued
explicitly in Laka (1993a).

Importantly, Noninitiality and Enclitic Metathesis must bensitive to a representation present
after Linearization, since the requirement and repairgetathe left edgé® Enclitic Metathesis
thus displays a crucial difference with respect to 2/1-Didation—the latter is not sensitive to
linear order at all and thus applies before Linearization.

We therefore propose that Enclitic Metathesis always appdifter Linearization and before
Vocabulary Insertion of the ergative clitic, due to the aychodel introduced in section 2:

(40)  Cyclic Linearization and Vocabulary Insertion
For any node, LVI(n) is the operation such that:

a. Ifnis branching,
(i) The daughters of are linearized with respect to each other.
(i)  LVlis applied on the nonhead daughterrf
(i) LVIis applied on the head daughter af
b. If nisterminal,
(i) Vlis applied onn.
(i)  If morphotactic conditions om are not met, enact repair.

Important for the current discussion is the fact that theenb@h Basque contains the morphotactic
condition of Noninitiality. When there is an absolutive motb the left of T, this condition is
satisfied, as exemplified for-a-suin section 2, and repeated here:

(42) Input to LVI: [c[T ABS1sc Trrs] [c ERG2sc C] —
LVI on COM@% ([ ABS1sg Trrs] * [c ERGpss C|] —
LVI on TOM3% [+ ABS1s6 * Ters] * [c ERGoss C|] —
LVI on ABS: [c[t /n/ * Tprs] * [c ERGpsc C ] —
LVI on TOmin:
a. VlonT:[c[t/n/*/al]* [c ERGpsc C]]
b. Noninitiality satisfied on Tic[t/n/*/a/]* [c ERGysc C]] —
c. LVlon Intermediate € ...

However, when there is no absolutive node to the left of T,paireoperation takes place imme-
diately when Noninitiality is violated, before any furtheéocabulary Insertion can happen. We
illustrate this first for the case of L-support asd+o-t from (38):

42 Input to LVI: [c Tprs[c ERG1sc C|] —
LVI on COmax [C TPRS* [C ERG]_SG C ” —
LVIonT:

a. VlonT:[c/o/* [c ERGiss C]] —

18see Adger 2006 for a similar pnenomenon in OId Irish.
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b. Noninitiality not Satisfied on T, repair applies in the form of L-support:
[c[tL*/o/]* [cERGisc C]] —

c. Vlon epenthesized nodgs[t /d/ */o/ | * [c ERG1sc C|]

d. LVIonintermediate C..

In the derivation in (42), evaluation of the linear morphai@acondition on T induces morpholog-
ical epenthesis of a nodeto the left of T. VI then applies to the epenthesized nodeprieetVI
returns to other nodes in the M-word.

Finally, we consider the case in which Enclitic Metathegiplees, as in the past tense form
n-eb-anfrom (37)19

(43)  LVIon COM@ [ Tpgr* [c ERGise C] —
LVIon T:
a. VlonT:[c/eb/* [cERGisc C]] —
b. Noninitiality not satisfied on T, repair applies in the form of Metathesis:
[c[T ERG1sg* /ED/] *C | —
c. VI on metathesized nodé&;[t /n/ * /eb/] * C ]
d. LVlionterminal C...

We note that Enclitic Metathesis cannot be treated as a pbgical phenomenon of metathesis
outside of the morphological component altogether, sirrse df all, it feeds allomorphic choice
in the displaced clitic, thereby preceding Vocabulary ttiea in this element, as shown in (43).
In light of the same facts, Laka 1993a, Albizu and Eguren 206f€r a similar treatment, but
crucially argue that Noninitiality must be satisfied by aredvexponent. However, since there
is no lookahead before Vocabulary Insertion as to whetherw@ngmorphological node will be
realized with overt phonetic content or not, we cannot appeauch a filter. Noninitiality is a
well-formedness condition at the level of linearized M-dsirthe auxiliary root must have another
morphological terminal to its left.

Further evidence for this approach comes from the fact thabme cases, epenthetican be
realized a¥) (example from Gaminde 2000:413):

(44) Ondoetord O-a -tzu -n.
well comePRFL -PST-DAT.2SG -N
‘You(sG) deserved it. (Zamudio)

In this case, epenthetic insertion of amode satisfies the morphotactic condition on T. Cyclic
Vocabulary Insertion on the node itself happens to yield a zero exponent under thisqudati
combination of tense and clitic features. However, wha)<{@38) and (44) have in common is
that all have provide a terminal node to the left of T. The présaccount captures the fact that
Noninitiality and repairs are independent of phonologrealization.

Summarizing this section, there is a linear-based morgtictan the T node in the Basque
auxiliary complex that is necessarily directly evaluatéérahe linearization of the T node itself.
Given the overall model of linearization developed in théger, this result entails that the eval-

We set aside the details of LVI related to firahin this auxiliary, whose theoretical status, as noted itise@,
is not clear to us yet.
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uation of Noninitiality on T and its concomitant repairse(i.Enclitic Metathesis and L-support)
necessarily follow Linearization, and by transitivityl @aperations prior to Linearization.

6. Order of operations: Derivational Interactions

Having demonstrated how each of the three operations disdus this paper work independently,
in this section we turn to environments in which they intéré&ecall that based on intrinsic prop-
erties of the three operations, we can locate them in oneeddttlata of auxiliary word-formation:

(45)  Three distinct levels of structure-sensitivity in auxyiavord-formation

a. Operations prior to Spellout that refer to hierarchi¢alcure.

b. Operations after Spellout but prior to Linearizationtttla not refer to hierarchical
structure or linear order, but do refer to co-occurrenceesitires within the same
M-word.

c. Operations after Linearization that refer to linear orde

The flow of representations generated by successive apiphicaf these operations in turn is
schematized in Figure 1 on page 2.

Given that we localize the three operations of Absolutivenkstion, 2/1-Dissimilation, and
Enclitic Metathesis to specific places in the derivatiorgoben principled properties of their struc-
tural descriptions, we now may examine specific feeding dedding relationships among them
that are predicted as a result of the following general onder

(46)  Order of operations
Absolutive Promotion> 2/1-Dissimilation> Enclitic Metathesis

In the following subsections we examine four specific painteractions, showing how in each
case the data confirm the predictions of the hypothesis dfifth subsection we show a sequenced
interaction of all three operations.

6.1. 2/1-Dissimilation feeding Enclitic Metathesis

The first prediction is that 2/1-Dissimilation feeds Ericli¥letathesis. In one of the instantiations
of the former operation, an absolutive proclitic marked-aBarticipantis deleted as the result of

dissimilation with a co-occurringt-Participant clitic in C. For instance, in Ondarru, a first plural
absolutive clitic is deleted in the context of a second pemsgative clitic in C (32). This takes

place at the level of the featural markedness module, angr®edthout lookahead, in other words
blind to the fact that, by obliterating the proclitic to thedtlof T, this instance of 2/1-Dissimilation

specifically incurs a subsequent violation of the Nonifitftacondition on T. This in turn creates

a structural description ripe for the application of EncliMetathesis, which would otherwise be
inapplicable in the presence of a first person absolutiveraent?°

2ORecall that Enclitic Metathesis can only occur in the passég due to a parochial condition on its application
(see section 5). In the present tense, L-support appliesiting the epenthetic prefdk (32).
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(47)  Deletion of absolutive proclitic requires subsequent HiccMetathesis

ABS.1PL -T -ERG.2 2/—1> -T -ERG.2 EM, ERG.2 -T

This is a feeding relationship: obliteration of the absieitproclitic makes the initial position
empty. The relevant Ondarru form displays the predictedifeggorder:

(48)  2/1-Dissimilation feeds Enclitic Metathesis in Ondarrusgae

Su-k gudikus-i g -aitxu-su -n —s -endu-n
YOUSG-E USA SeePRFABS.1PL -PST -ERG.2SG -N — ERG.2SG -PST -N
‘You(sG) saw us.’ (Ondarru)

In a theory with the opposite derivational order, Enclitietdthesis would have the chance of ap-
plying first, but would not, due to the presence of the absauyiroclitic. The specific predictions
of such a theory would depend on it committing to two otherasefe factors: (i) details of the
application of 2/1-Dissimilation in this dialect, and (ifje order of L-support in the derivation.

The only Ondarru forms where only 2/1-Obliteration is reletare present tense. Since forms
with Enclitic Metathesis are necessarily past tense, tverdd be no independent evidence in this
theory that 2/1-Obliteration applied in the past. If it diokythe predicted form would begtaitxu-
Su-n‘ABS.1PL-PSTERG.2SG-N’, contrary to fact. If, on the other hand, 2/1-Obliteratidid apply
in the past in the alternative theory, the absolutive ptisclould be obliterated, resulting in the
unattested forméndu-su-NPST-ERG.2SG-N'.

The other factor mentioned above in evaluating the resw@haipposite ordering from what we
posit is the placement of L-support in the derivation. Cstesit with the theory defended in this
paper, it was implicitly assumed in the previous paragréduai t-support would apply at the same
stage as Enclitic Metathesis in the alternative theorypiedore 2/1-Obliteration, which is why the
predicted form would not have an epenthetiarefix. If, on the other hand, L-support applied after
2/1-ObliterationL would be inserted. However, the resulting form would loési®-endu-su-riL-
PST-ERG.2SG-N’, also unattested. (in past transitive forms in Ondarru can ées, or 0, depending
on other features in the auxiliary). Thus, irrespectivels tletails of when L-support applies, a
theory with the opposite derivational order of 2/1-Disdation and Noninitiality repair does not
make the correct prediction.

6.2. 2/1-Dissimilation bleeding Enclitic Metathesis

In the past tense, Enclitic Metathesis normally appliesmvelrer there is a third person object.
However, in a ditransitive sentence, for dialects that €B&c Obliteration specifically targeting a
[+Participant (ergative) clitic in C in the presence of @Participant dative, the prediction is that
the erstwhile ergative proclitic gets wiped out before i laachance to fill the void to the left of T.
One of the results of the ordering of 2/1-Dissimilation gfieally before Noninitiality and its

repairs are evaluated/enacted is that L-support, the notwgital epenthesis process that normally
does not occur in the past tense if there is a clitic in C, takase in the past tense precisely when
the ergative clitic has been eradicated by a previous modAbgin, we see a case of lack of
lookahead at work: if only the 2/1 module knew that the exgatilitic would be later needed
to fill the left-edge for T, it might not have gotten rid of it.uBthe modular organization of the
postsyntactic component is blind to such global optimaadi
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Consider a case with a first plural ergative argument in th@exd of a second person dative.
The predicted form would have no ergative clitic, and L-suppvould apply instead of Enclitic
Metathesis:

(49)  2/1-Dissimilation destroys structural description for &itic Metathesis
__-T -DAT.2 -ERG.1PL % __-T -DAT.2 — No Enclitic Metathesis
L-supp, L -T -DAT.2

This prediction is confirmed in Gallartu, which independghts the requisite obliteration of first
plural ergative in the presence of second dative (see 31)):

(50)  2/1-Obliteration bleeds Enclitic Metathesis in Gallartagjue

Gu-ksu-ri emo-n y-a -tzu -n.
we-E YOU.SG-D give-PRFL -PST-DAT.2SG -N
‘We gave it to you§g).’ (Gallartu)

The opposite derivational order would metathesize thetegto proclitic position first. Again, the
specific predictions of this alternative theory would depérst on the details of 2/1-Dissimilation
in this dialect. If it did not apply in the past, the resultiflym would be g-on-tzu-n'ERG.1PL-
PSTDAT.2SG-N’, which is not correct for this dialect. If it did apply, thesult would be &-tzu-n
‘PSTDAT.2SG-N’, also incorrect. The only way in which the alternative thewould make the
right prediction is in the case where L-support appliedra?fé-Repair, in which case the former
would fill the initial position emptied by the latter, as iretbresent analysis.

To summarize so far, the order of operations predicted bytlvemry predicts the attested in-
teraction between the 2/1-Dissimilation and Noninitiali theory that reversed the order of the
two operations would only make correct predictions in ongipalar case, and this at the cost of
ordering L-support after 2/1-Dissimilation, thereby nigsthe fact that L-support and Enclitic
Metathesis serve the same repair function, and therebylghbeutightly connected in their appli-
cation, as assumed in most analyses of the phenomenon.

On the other hand, in the cases considered thus far, a ngatienal theory in which all con-
straints on the morphology of auxiliaries had to be met irapp@rwould make the right predictions.
This is because, in these particular examples, ((48) anyg, (®6th 2/1-Dissimilation and Nonini-
tiality are surface-true. In particular, the offending fidural clitic is deleted in both examples
due to the 2/1-Dissimilation, and Noninitiality is satisfie both examples as well: with Enclitic
Metathesis in (48), and with L-support in (50), due to theesiloe of an ergative clitic. However,
the interactions discussed in the following two subsestiovhich display a great deal of opacity,
will prove to be highly problematic for a monostratal theory

6.3. Absolutive Promotion feeding Enclitic Metathesis

Recall that in PCC contexts with a nonthird absolutive intdaabsolutive psych verb, one repair
to the PCC is Absolutive Promotion (section 3), which ci#és the absolutive all the way up to C,
removing the absolutive clitic from host-competition witte dative in T. We have posited that this

21pata from Gaminde 1983, cited in de Yrizar 1992:vol. 2, 147.
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operation takes place in the syntax, where hierarchicahbulinear structure is visible. As such,
the launching of the absolutive away from “proclitic positf (i.e. what would eventually become
proclitic position upon linearization) satisfies a hietaoal syntactic constraint on cliticization,
but will cause a linear problem downstream, as it is spedtifiteaving the left edge of T in the

lurch, with nothing to satisfy Noninitiality.

When Linearization occurs for a past tense form, once it teated that there is an enclitic
in the C position that is eligible for metathesis, the hiengeally-promoted absolutive clitic will
now be linearly transposed to the left of T in order to provaderoclitic host. This is a ping-pong
derivation: each module acts according to its own well-fedmess, without regard to the needs of
other modules, a classic argument for encapsulation. Teelative argument would normally be
expected to be a proclitic, if not for the syntactic preseotthe dative. In the syntax, it moves
away from its “eventual” proclitic position, and in the lgdest-syntax, it is moved back to proclitic
position:

(51) Absolutive Promotion feeds Enclitic Metathesis
ABS.1/2 -T -paT 2BSPOM + pat -aBs.1/2 M, ABs.1/2 -T DAT

The result, illustrated by the following Ondarru exampkaivery opaque form: the absolutive
clitic is promoted to enclitic position (because of the daitlitic), then back to its usual proclitic
position (Enclitic Metathesis).

(52) Ping-pong derivational placement of absolutive clitic

Ni Jon-eigusta-tem -a -ko -n —n -e -tz -an
I-A JonD like-IMP ABS.1SG -PST-DAT.3SG -N — ABS.1SG -PST-DAT.3SG -N
‘John used to like me.’ (Ondarru)

In this example, there is apparent lack of absolutive prammosince the absolutive clitic- does
appear as a proclitic even though it is a PCC context whesaghinexpected. This is explained in
the current theory by the hypothesis that Absolutive Preomas followed by Enclitic Metathesis,
which undoes its effects.

In the opposite derivational order, Enclitic Metathesisudobe ordered first. Since this is
an argument-structural combination without an ergativiicgclenclitic metathesis of the ergative
would not apply. Thus, only Absolutive Promotion would applesulting in either &/o-tz-t-n
‘PSTDAT.3SG-ABS.1SG-N’ or *d-o/e-tz-t-nL-PSTDAT.3SG-ABS.1SG-N’, depending on whether
L-support were ordered before or after Absolutive Promatilm either case, (52) shows that this
is not the correct prediction.

Readers inclined to question this type of derivational argnt might wonder whether this re-
sult is just an artifice of the derivational architecture led grammar assumed here. After all, the
absolutive cliticin (52) is in its usual proclitic positipand one might simply stipulate that Absolu-
tive Promotion does not apply in this particular contex, in the past tense. The obvious response
to this criticism is that this would be a stipulation with ngpéanatory value, since past tense is
precisely the context where we independently expect Eabdlietathesis to apply and thereby have
the potential to undo the effects of Absolutive PromotiomeTattested form is predicted by the
current derivational analysis without recourse to any aoidal assumptions.

One might avoid the no-Absolutive-Promotion stipulatiorainonderivational theory by rank-
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ing the Noninitiality constraint above the PCC, in an Optfityal heoretic fashion: the absolutive
would remain in proclitic position, in violation of the PC8ut satisfying the higher-ranked Non-
initiality constraint??

However, there is independent morphophonological evidéhat establishes that the deriva-
tional analysis of (52) is the correct one. In particulag ndarru allomorph of the third person
singular dative clitic in this exampletg) is highly specific, occurring in auxiliaries that contain a
clitic in C. In forms without a clitic in C, the dative clitimirm used isko. The relevant vocabulary
entries are the following, where “gl stands for a clitic dominated by a C node:

(53) Vocabulary entries for Ondarru third person dative clitics

a. [ltzl« [+Peripheral—Participant—Author] / __ Clc
b. /ko/— [+Peripheral—Participant,—Author]

Thus, the use oftzin (52) is evidence that, in some representation of this Melwthere is a clitic
in C to condition this allomorphy. More specifically, theeehnt portion of the derivation of the
auxiliary in (52) is as follows:

(54) Input to LVI: [¢ [t DAT3sc Test] [c ABS15¢ C|] —
LVI on COM&% [ [+ DAT3sg Tpst] * [c ABS156 C|] —
LVI on TOM3* [ [ Tpsr* DAT3s6 ] * [c ABS15¢ C] —
LVIon DAT: [c [t Test* /tz/ | * [c ABS156 C|] —
LVI on terminal T:

a. VionT:[c[t/el*tz]]* [c ABS1s6 C]] —

b.  Noninitiality not satisfied on T, repair applies in therfoof Metathesis:
[c [T ABS1sc *fel * /tz/ | * C |

c. VlIon metathesized node ...

The crucial step is VI on the dative clitic: since there is eo(poted absolutive) clitic in C, thiz
allomorph is inserted. This is followed by Enclitic Metasiig which hides the trigger for dative
allomorphy. This auxiliary should be compared to an aurjli@ithout a clitic in C at any stage in
the derivation, as in the following psych-verb configuratiashere the absolutive argument is third
person and thus does not undergo Absolutive Promotion:

(55) Miren® Jon-eigusta-terg-a  -ko -n.
Miren-A JonD like-IMP L -PRS-DAT.3SG -N
‘Jon used to like Miren.’ (Ondarru)

(56) Input to LVI: [c [t DAT3sg Tpst] C] —
LVI on COM3% [ [+ DAT3s6 Tpst] * C] —
LVI on TOM3* [ [ Tpsr* DAT3s6] *C | —
LVIon DAT: [c [t Test* /ko/|*C | —
LVI on terminal T:

22Fyrthermore, the analysis would need a way to rule @u4éfo-tz-t-n L-PSTFDAT.3SG-ABS.1SG-N’, where both
constraints would be satisfied: the PCC by Absolutive Praznotind Noninitiality by L-support. This could presum-
ably be achieved by the correct ranking that in general disfalL-support in the past (and which results in Enclitic
Metathesis in other forms).
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a. VlonT:c[t/a/*/ko/]|*C ]| —

Noninitiality not satisfied on T, repair applies in therfoof L-support:
[cL */al*[ko/ | *C ]

c. Vlonepenthesized node ...

=

In (56), the dative allomorph iko because there is never a clitic in C. If (52) had not involved
Absolutive Promotion and Enclitic Metathesis, but instéael absolutive clitic stayed in proclitic
position throughout, we would incorrectly predi&b instead oftz as the realization of the dative
clitic.

Summarizing, as predicted only by the derivational pingigpanalysis, the movement of the
absolutive to enclitic position for syntactic reasons drehtback to proclitic position for morpho-
tactic reasons yields an opaque form. Even though the absotlitic appears on the surface in
its typical proclitic position, a morphophonological flagiis conditioning of the dative allomorph
allows us to detect that it once occupied an enclitic pasitioC (only to be moved back later).
Nonderivational analyses would not predict this fact, siras a matter of principle, they would not
posit an intermediate stage where the absolutive would kadfitic position.

These first three derivational interactions we have seeffiroothe prediction that Enclitic
Metathesis follows other operations. This provides strewiglence that Enclitic Metathesis is a
late postsyntactic operation, and against theories intlwihis analyzed as a syntactic phenomenon
(see Fernandez and Albizu 2000 and Béjar and Rezac 20@hgathers).

6.4. Absolutive Promotion feeds 2/1-Dissimilation

The next case we will consider again involves cases in whpdyah verb with a nonthird argument
enacts Absolutive Promotion as a PCC repair. Due to Abs@urromotion, the absolutive clitic
will now reside adjoined to C. Therefore, in dialects in whi2/1-Dissimilation applies among
a dative clitic and a clitic in C, the promoted absolutive nogcupies a clitic position where it
conditions obliteration of the dative. Note that 2/1-Disgation of this kind typically deletes an
ergative clitic in C, as in (30). However, what triggers ¢ddation is not the case of the ergative
clitic, but the fact that the clitic is in C. It is thereby pietkéd that Absolutive Promotion creates
a new structural description for 2/1-Obliteration, eveaubh there is no ergative argument in the
syntax of the clause. The predicted result in this particcdee is obliteration of the dative due to
the presence of the promoted enclitic absolutive:

(57)  Promoted Absolutive conditions 2/1-Obliteration of dativ

Abs.Prom. 2/1
ABS.2 -T -DAT.1pL 222OM T _paT.1PL -ABS.2 N _ -T-ABS.2
L-supp.
P | T -ABS.2

This creates a very opaque surface form, for the followiragom. The only reason that Absolutive
Promotion occurs is because there is competition for thie ¢lost position of T with the dative.
The triggering context for Absolutive Promotion is a dateric. But due to the syntactic repair
that is chosen, a subsequent context is created in whichatheds deleted. The result is apparent
overapplication of Absolutive Promotion, which normallglp occurs in the presence of a dative
clitic argument, but which in this case is not found on thdae. This interaction is exemplified
in Ondarru, which has 2/1-Obliteration of the first pluratide in the context of a second person
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ergative clitic in C (30). As shown in the following exampf@bliteration also applies when the
enclitic is a promoted absolutive.

(58)  Absolutive Promotion feeds obliteration of dative in Ondar

Gu-ri sud gusta-ters -a -sku —d-0 -su (> gustate su)
me-D youSG-A like-PRF ABS.2SG -PRS-DAT.1PL — L -PRS-ABS.2SG
‘We like you(sG).’ (Ondarru)

Note that if there were lookahead and it was known that thiwvelatould be deleted, there would
be no reason to move the absolutive to C in the first place;dhdaing so needlessly voids Non-
initiality and therefore creates the structural descoiptior L-support. Nonetheless, Absolutive
Promotion is a syntactic operation, blind to the eventuetl flaat the dative clitic will be deleted in
morphology—a stage that is too late, since the time to ershost for every clitic is in the syntax.

On the other hand, the predictions of an analysis with theosipg derivational order are not
borne out by the data. The predicted form would depend onhvene&/1-Dissimilation can apply
to delete a first plural dative clitic in the context of a sed@erson proclitic (this form never
surfaces due to the PCC). If it did apply in this case, therenvinent for application of Absolutive
Promotion would be removed, resulting is-&°‘ABS.2SG-PRS, with the absolutive in proclitic
position. Alternatively, if 2/1-Dissimilation did not apgpthe resulting form would retain the dative
clitic and Absolutive Promotion would applyd*o-sku-suL-PRSDAT.1PL-ABS.2SG if L-support
applied after 2/1-Dissimilation, ando*sku-su'PRSDAT.1PL-ABS.2SG otherwise. Clearly, all
three predictions are contrary to fact.

Consider next the predictions of a nonderivational theongre all constraints had to be met
in parallel. The relevant conditions in this case would be BCC and the 2/1-Dissimilation. A
form such as $-a-sku ABS.2sG-PRS-DAT.1PL’, with no Absolutive Promotion or 2/1-Obliteration
would violate both constraints. However, the attested fdramsuwould be only one of three
different candidates that could satisfy both constramtsich shows that their relative ranking is
irrelevant:

(59) Candidates that satisfy both PCC and 2/1

a. d-0-sut-PRSABS.2sSG: 2/1-Obliteration of dative, Absolutive Promotion, L{gport
b. *s-a‘ABS.2SG-PRS: 2/1-Obliteration of dative
C. *g-a-sku L-PRSDAT.1PL: 2/1-Obliteration of absolutive, L-support

Of these, (59c¢) is ruled out by the proper ranking of whatesastraint would ensure that the
dative, not the absolutive (or ergative), is obliteratethis particular context in Ondarru. However,
it is hard to see what would make (59a) the winning candidat (69b). In particular, both
satisfy all relevant constraints (PCC, 2/1-Dissimilataord Noninitiality), so there is no reason for
Absolutive Promotion to apply in (59a). In other words, (b8bould be the winning candidate
because it does the same job as (59a) in a more economicaldesstion of the dative clitic
satisfies both the PCC and the 2/1-Dissimilation in a singleration, so there is no need for
gratuitous application of Absolutive Promotion.

On the other hand, this application of Absolutive Promot®as predicted by the derivational
theory: at the stage where it applies, the triggering datiitie is present, which forces movement
of the absolutive to C. The later deletion of the dative islevant at the point in which Absolutive
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Promotion applies.

Therefore, the type of opacity exemplified in this interantiof operations provides strong
evidence for a derivational/multistratal theory, and coniing evidence that Absolutive Promotion
is not a late morphological adjustment.

6.5. Absolutive promotion feeds both 2/1-Dissimilation ad Enclitic Metathesis

This is a past tense version of (58). It therefore has the EiRéork property of (52), in that
the absolutive clitic is syntactically promoted to C andrthieearly displaced back to its proclitic
position by EM, combined with the fact that it leaves evidefar having been in C by conditioning
2/1-Obliteration while in C, as in (58):

(60)  Promoted absolutive conditions dative obliteration, tleoves “back” to left of T

Abs.Prom. /
—_—

ABS.2 -T -DAT.1PL _ -T-DAT.1PL -ABS.2 i __-T-ABS.2 EM, ABS.2 -T

In order to find a host for the clitic in psych-verb configuaais, in (60), the first person absolutive
is hierarchically promoted to C. That is all that concerns dfitic in the syntax. In the input to the
markedness module of MS, the presence of this clitic in Ctesetihe conditions on co-occurring
within the same M-Word as anotherParticipant clitic. The specific repair operation in Ondarru
deletes a dativé+Participant clitic when there is anothér-Participant clitic in C. The result of
this operation is the total absence of a dative clitic on tlval@ary. Subsequently, in the stage of
LVI, the absence of any clitic to the left of T in the past teatieacts the only remaining clitic left,
namely the absolutive, back over to proclitic position.

(61) Sequenced application of Absolutive Promotion, 2/1-@tdtion and Enclitic Metathesis

Gu-ri sud gusta-ters -a -sku -n —s -endu-n
me-D youSG-A like-PRF ABS.2SG -PST-DAT.1PL -N — ABS.2SG -PST -N
‘We used to like you$G).’ (Ondarru)

The resulting surface form is missing a dative clitic, altgb there is an overt dative pronominal
argument; likewise the form appears to be one of the solesdasghich a[+Participant theme
argument clitic manages to survive as a proclitic in datibsolutive verb frames. The violation of
an otherwise surface-true generalization that absolytigelitics vanish and dative clitics persist
in psych-verbs is achieved here by the fact that each modtdge (hierarchical clitic placement,
markedness co-occurrence, linear morphotactics) opevetbout looking backwards or looking
forwards. There is no surface-true set of statements to loke imethe grammar of Basque auxiliary
morphotactics; rather, the surface sequence represerastumulative result of three independent
stages of well-formedness.

6.6. Interim Summary

The general claim in this section of the paper has been teat thre three distinct strata of word-
formation in Basque finite auxiliaries, and that the ordgwihthe operations of Absolutive Promo-
tion, 2/1-Dissimilation, and Enclitic Metathesis is arrinsic consequence of the general stream of
transformations from hierarchical structure without Bin@rder to a linearly ordered sequence of
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terminals within an M-word. Word-formation in the Basque#iary is the result of a principled
division of labor between syntactic processes and morghcdbprocesses.

A more general conclusion may be made about where the ope@tSpellout occurs. Clearly,
syntactic operations, such as Merge, Move, Agree, andc@Eiion occur before the syntactic
structure is Spelled Out, meaning shipped off to anothengratical module, that of Morpholog-
ical Structure. Morphological Structure is the host to pgstactic operations on terminals and
features, such as impoverishment and obliteration. Ouelnd@im has been that these particular
MS-internal operations occur prior to Linearization of ttenstituent terminals themselves, based
on the follow hypothesis:

(62)  All postsyntactic operations that do not need linedeooccur before Linearization

Linearization converts directionless sisterhood rel&imto left-right ordering statements for each
pair of sisters. Linearization itself must precede Vocabyulnsertion, as clitic realization is de-
pendent on left- or right-adjacency to particular elemés¢® also Adger 2006 for Old Irish allo-
morphy). Conditions that depend on linear order (e.g. Nitiaiity repairs such as EM) are clearly
ordered after Linearization.

By transitivity, the ordering of a number of these processeswhether their interaction will be
one of feeding, bleeding, counterfeeding, or counterbiegid a result of whether these processes
are (a) sensitive to hierarchical structure but not linedeoor M-word co-occurrence, (b) sensitive
to M-word co-occurrence but not hierarchical structureinear order, or (c) sensitive to linear
order. The Basque dialects chosen to exemplify these ttters have the advantage of possessing
the relevant operations at each stratum of word-formatoon,it is by no means a universal that
a language must have, for example, linear order sensitimditons on morphotactics interacting
with impoverishment (or indeed linear order based morpttata at all). However, the predictions
of the account here are intended to be universal in natura:lahguage indeed does have three
such word formation operations, their interaction is pcgéetil only to be possible in the ordering
shown above.

7. Outlook

The intricate predictions of the model developed here asédout in environments in which more
than one operation can apply, given intermediate reprasens, provide support for a modu-
lar theory of syntax-morphology in which certain formal pesties of an operation determine its
derivational order with respect to Spellout, Linearizatand Vocabulary Insertion.

This derivational order makes predictions about rule extgon. Absolutive Promotion, 2/1-
Dissimilation and Enclitic Metathesis in Basque apply ipa@ate modules, and their interaction in
word formation is as predicted by a derivational theory hiis tespect we deem it useful to compare
the overall architecture of a stratally ordered morphatagcomponent with the stratal architecture
of Lexical Phonology (Kiparsky 1982, Hargus and Kaisse 198Bwhich phonological compu-
tation is divided into two blocks. In Lexical Phonology’s/diion between lexical and postlexical
rules, at least four important differences are charaatdriziexical rules apply only in derived
environments, are structure preserving, apply to lexieé¢gories only, and may have exceptions,
whereas postlexical rules apply also to nonderived enwiiemts, may be non-structure-preserving,
may apply to all categories, and are automatic (i.e. blingxaal exceptions). The spirit of Lexi-
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cal Phonology’s predictive nature was that by inspectingtivér a rule had these properties or not,
one could then conclude whether it was in the lexical or pagthl block, and thereby, since all
lexical rules precede all postlexical rules, impose a fmtadk order on the interaction of the var-
ied phonological processes within a language. Our moddligngaper, exemplified for Bizkaian
Basque auxiliaries, bears the same goal: by inspectinghghet morphological operation rele-
vant for the word formation process has some one set of piiepesr another, its assignment to
a submodule of grammar allows for a principled determimatbits order relative to other such
processes.
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