
The Morphosyntax of the EPP and C in B̀ulı̀∗

Ken Hiraiwa

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

1. Introduction

Bùlı̀, like many other languages of the world, shows different forms of the complemen-
tizer àlı̄ andàt̀ı under certain syntactic conditions. The syntactic environment in which C
exhibits morphological alternation is restricted toĀ-dependencies(i.e. Relativization, Fac-
tive constructions,Wh-Questions and Focus constructions, in the case of Bùlı̀).This kind
of phenomena have been calledOp-C Agreementin Chung (1998).

In (1a), the subject has beenWh-extracted and C is realized asàlı̄. On the other
hand, in (1b), the object has beenWh-extracted and the choice ofàlı̄/àt̀ı is optional.1

(1) a. ká
F

wànà
who

àlı̄/* àtı̀
C

tà
have

n ā:b?
cow(Id)

‘Who owns a cow?’
b. ká

F
bwà
what

àlı̄/àtı̀
C

kp ārw ā-wá
farmer-D

tà?
have

‘What does the farmer have?’

∗I am very grateful to my main informant George Akanlig-Pare.I would like to thank Noam Chomsky,
Chris Collins, Alec Marantz, and David Pesetsky for insightful input. This work is partially supported by
the Ken Hale Fellowship for Linguistic Fieldwork Research,MIT (2003-2004). All the Bùlı̀ data, unless
otherwise noted, comes from my sessions with George Akanlig-Pare at MIT (February-July, 2002) and my
fieldwork in Ghana (March–June 2003, September, 2003–May, 2004). I refer interested readers to Hiraiwa
(2005) for a full illustration and extensive discussion with a larger set of data. The abbreviations used in this
paper are as follows: C=Complementizer, D=Definite Determiner, Dem=Definite Demonstrative, F=Focus
marker, Id=Indefinite, Nml=Nominalizer, Pl.=Plural, Rel=Relativizer, Sg.=Singular, SP=Specific

1A declarative complementizer in Bùlı̀ is̀aȳın and does not participate in the alternation.
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Bùlı̀ is an optionalWh/Focus-fronting language and hence allowsWh/Focus-in-situ. In-
terestingly, C cannot be overtly realized in the absence of overt extraction, as shown in
(2).

(2) * àlı̄/* àtı̀/∅
C

kp ārw ā-wá
farmer-D

tà
have

kǎ
F

bwà?
what

‘What does the farmer have?’

A further complication arises in Relativization and Factive constructions. Here, the subject
relativization in (3a) results iǹalı̄, while object relativization in (3b) requiresàt̀ı.

(3) a. nùrù-w ā:y
man-Rel

àlı̄/* àtı̀
C

dà
bought

mángò-kù
mango-D

lá
Dem

‘the man who bought the mango’
b. mángò-k ū:y

mango-Rel
* àlı̄/àtı̀

C
Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

dà
bought

lǎ
Dem

‘the mango that̀Atı̀m bought’

The aim of this paper is to explicate the formal mechanism that underlies the mor-
phological alternation of the complementizer underĀ-dependencies. More specifically, I
propose that the C alternation in question is a reflex of the locality of EPP-dependency
of C and that asymmetries betweenWh/Focus and Relativization/Factives come from a
difference in the way the EPP operates.

2. Ā-Dependencies: Op-C Agreement and Asymmetries

Relativization, Factives,Wh-Questions and Focus constructions are all subject to island
constraints in Bùlı̀, and hence it is plausible to assume that they involve movement (see
Ferreira and Ko 2003 and Hiraiwa 2005 for examples).Wh-extraction is optional in that
Wh-in-situ and Focus-in-situ are both licit. In this section,we first survey basic properties
of theĀ-dependencies in Bùlı̀ and show some asymmetries betweenRelativization/Factives
andWh/Focus constructions.

2.1. Relativization/Factives

Relativization in Bùlı̀ comes in two varieties, In-situ Head-Internal Relative Clauses (In-
situ HIRC) in (4a) and Left-Headed Head-Internal Relative Clauses (Left-Headed HIRC)
in (4b) (See Hiraiwa 2003, 2005 for extensive discussion). Icall HIRC a relative clause
whose head appears at the right of C. Likewise, Left-Headed HIRC is a relative clause
whose head appears at the left of C.

In (4a), where the non-operator subject DP is extracted to [Spec, CP], the relativized
head is left in-situ, which is known as HIRC. In this case,àlı̄ must be selected. On the other
hand, in (4b), where the non-subject relativized head noun is overtly extracted,̀at̀ı must be
used. The ungrammaticality of (4c) shows that something must occupy [Spec, CP] and
hence cannot be left empty.
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(4) a. Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

àlı̄/* àtı̀
C

dà
ate

mángò-k ū:y
mango-Rel

lá
Dem

‘the mango that̀Atı̀m bought’
b. mángò-k ū:y

mango-Rel
* àlı̄/àtı̀
C

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

dà
bought

lǎ
Dem

‘the mango that̀Atı̀m bought’
c. * àlı̄/* àtı̀/*∅

C
Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

dà
ate

mángò-k ū:y
mango-Rel

lá
Dem

‘the mango that̀Atı̀m bought’

Compare non-subject relativization (4) with subject relativization (5). In (5a), the comple-
mentizer isàlı̄ not àt̀ı, contra non-subject HIRC (4a). There is no In-situ subject HIRC as
shown in (5b): it is illicit to front an element that is not relativized, leaving the relativized
subject in-situ. Finally, again, the complementizer is obligatory in relativization and can-
not be the initial element within the clause (5c) (see also Ewe (Collins 1994) for similar
non-initial C constraints).

(5) a. nùrù-w ā:y
man-Rel

àlı̄/* àtı̀
C

dà
bought

mángò-kú
mango-D

lá
Dem

‘the man who bought the mango’
b. * mángò-kú

mango-D
àlı̄/àtı̀
C

nùrù-w ā:y
man-Rel

dà
bought

lǎ
Dem

‘the man who bought the mango’
c. * àlı̄/*at ı̀/*∅

C
nùrù-w ā:y
man-Rel

dà
bought

mángò-kú
mango-D

lá
Dem

‘the man who bought the mango’

A gross generalization seems to be that C has to attract something local. Thus
(5c) is ungrammatical because nothing is in [Spec, CP]. Likewise, (5b) is ungrammatical
because the object has been moved over the closer subject.

Bùlı̀, like other languages of West Africa, allows relativization of predicates. In this
case, the relativized predicate undergoes dislocation to the edge of CP and the complemen-
tizer changes tòat̀ı.

(6) n āG ı̄-k ā:-y
hit-Nml.Sg.-Rel

* àlı̄/àtı̀
C

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

nàGı̀
hit

ÀmÒak
ÀmÒak

lǎ
Dem

àn
Neg

n āl ā.
good

‘The (way of) hitting ofÀmÒak byÀtı̀m is not good.

The following sentence exemplifies a Factive construction in Bùlı̀. Factives exactly pattern
with Relativization in that the subject extraction resultsin àlı̄.

(7) [Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

àlı̄/* àtı̀
C

dÈ
ate

mǎngò-kù
mango-D

lá]
Dem

tÈ
gave

ÀmÒak
ÀmÒak

pò
stomach

pı̀èntı̀k.
white

‘(The fact) thatÀtı̀m ate the mango pleased̀AmÒak.’
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(8) summarizes the generalizations for Relativization andFactive.

(8) Relativization and Factives

a. àlı̄ for subject extraction and̀at̀ı for non-subject extraction.
b. Spec, CP must be filled.

2.2. Wh-Questions/Focus

Next, let us look atWh-Questions: subjectWh-Questions in (9) and non-subjectWh-
Questions in (10) (see Ferreira and Ko 2003 and Hiraiwa 2005 for more detailed dis-
cussions). Since Focus constructions pattern withWh-Questions, I will only discussWh-
Questions below (see Hiraiwa 2005 for Focus constructions).

As (9) and (10) show,Wh-Questions contrast with Relativization/Factives in two
respects; first, thèalı̄/àt̀ı alternation is free for non-subjectWh-Questions as shown in (10a),
whereas onlỳalı̄ is licit for subjectWh-Questions (9a). Second, as (9b) and (10b) show,
C is obligatory when theWh-phase is moved. On the other hand,Wh-in-situ is possible
only in non-subjectWh-Questions and no overt complementizer is used, as shown in (10c).
Wh-in-situ for subjectWh-phrases is illicit (9b).

(9) a. ká
F

wànà
who

àlı̄/* àtı̀
C

tà
have

n ā:b?
cow(Id)

‘Who owns a cow?’
b. ká

F
wànà
who

*( àlı̄)
C

tà
have

n ā:b?
cow(Id)

‘Who owns a cow?’
c. *àlı̄/* àtı̀/*∅

C
ká
F

wànà
who

tà
have

n ā:b?
cow(Id)

‘Who owns a cow?’

(10) a. ká
F

bwà
what

àlı̄/àtı̀
C

kp ārw ā-wá
farmer-D

tà?
have

‘What does the farmer have?’
b. ká

F
bwà
what

*( àlı̄/àtı̀)
C

kp ārw ā-wá
farmer-D

tà?
have

‘What does the farmer have?’
c. * àlı̄/* àtı̀/∅

C
kp ārw ā-wá
farmer-D

tà
have

kǎ
F

bwà?
what

‘What does the farmer have?’
d. * kp ārw ā-wá

farmer-D
àlı̄/àtı̀
C

tà
have

kǎ
F

bwà?
what

‘What does the farmer have?’
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Another point worth noting here is that inWh-in-situ, nothing can be attracted to [Spec,
CP] in contrast with HIRC (cf. (4a)), as shown in (10d). Put differently, there is noWh-
counterpart of In-situ HIRC. This point will be shown to be important for our proposed
theory of Op-C Agreement later in this paper.

Bùlı̀ allows clefting of predicates (see Hiraiwa 2005, To appear). In this case, the
two forms of C shows a free alternation.

(11) ká
F

dĒ-k ā
eat-Nml

àlı̄/àtı̀
C

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

dÈ
ate

mángò-kǔ
mango-D

d ı̄em.
yesterday

‘It is eating thatÀtı̀m ate the mango yesterday.’

The following summarizes the relevant properties ofWh/Focus in Bùlı̀.

(12) Wh-Questions and Focus Constructions

a. àlı̄ for subject extraction and̀alı̄/àt̀ı for non-subject extraction.
b. Spec, CP can only be filled by an operator element.

2.3. Long-distanceĀ-Dependencies

Among long-distancēA-dependencies, Relativization/Factives andWh/Focus constructions
exhibit various intriguing asymmetries again. First, long-distance relativization selects ex-
clusivelyàt̀ı.

(13) a. ná:-b ūy
cow-Rel

* àlı̄/àtı̀
C

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

w ē:n ı̄
say

ày ı̄n
that

ÀmÒak
ÀmÒak

swà
own

(*kà)
(it)

lǎ
Dem

kp ı̄.
died

‘The cow thatÀtı̀m said thatÀmÒak owns died.’
b. nùrù-w ā:y

man-Rel
* àlı̄/àtı̀

C
Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

w ē:n ı̄
say

ày ı̄n
that

*(wà)
he

swa
own

ná:mú
cow-D

lá
Dem

kp ı̄
died

yá
Cfp

‘The man thatÀtı̀m said that owns the cow died’

As (13a) and (13b) show, onlỳat̀ı is licit in all types of long-distance relativization. Sec-
ond, àlı̄/àt̀ı selection for long-distance subject relativization contrasts with local subject
relativization in that the former selectsàt̀ı and the latter̀alı̄.

Another striking fact is that̀alı̄/àt̀ı selection in long-distance relativization contrasts
with that in long-distanceWh/Focus constructions; in long-distanceWh/Focus,àlı̄ andàt̀ı
can alternate irrespective of whether it is long-distance subject extraction or long-distance
non-subject extraction, thus patterning with local non-subject Wh/Focus extraction. The
examples also show that there is no overt reflex of successive-cyclic movement in Bùlı̀
(contra languages like Irish, Chamorro, and Palauan).

(14) a. ká
F

bwà
what

àlı̄/àtı̀
C

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

w ē:n ı̄
say

ày ı̄n
that

ÀmÒak
ÀmÒak

swà
own

(*kà)?
(it)

‘What did Àtı̀m say thatÀmÒak owned?’
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b. ká
F

wànà
who

àlı̄/àtı̀
C

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

w ē:n ı̄
say

ày ı̄n
that

*(wà)
he

swa
own

ná:mú?
cow-D

‘Who did Àtı̀m say that (he) owns the cow?’

3. EPP and Locality

I will propose a theory of the morphosyntax of̄A-dependencies in Bùlı̀, couched in the
framework of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 2001, 2004). Ipropose that C in Bùlı̀
comes in two varieties with respect to the EPP (Extended Projection Principle) (Chomsky
1981, Chomsky 2001, 2004) and that an interplay of this parametrization and locality pro-
vides a unified account for the morphosyntactic patterns of extraction and the patterns of
movement inĀ-dependencies in Bùlı̀.

The theory of the complementizer alternation that I proposeis given in (15).

(15) The form of C is sensitive to locality.

In the remainder of the paper, I formalize (15) in terms of theEPP and derive asymmetries
between Relativization/Factives andWh/Focus from a parametrization of the EPP on C.

3.1. EPP and Locality

First, we must be more explicit about what the locality is imposed on in (15). I propose
that the locus of parametrization is C, where the EPP featurehas two parametric choices:
It functions as an independent probe feature or it lives parasitically on another feature.

(16) Parametrization of C
Features on C

Relativization/Factives CE P P,Op

Wh/Focus COp−E P P

(16) states that both types of C have EPP. Traditionally, EPPhas been attributed to T, but I
propose that EPP extends to C in Bùlı̀.

(17) C has an EPP feature.

The parameter, then, is concerned with whether EPP is contingent on the other probe
Op features or not (See Collins 1997 for EPP as an independentfeature). In Relativiza-
tion/Factives, EPP is split from the Op-feature and hence acts as an independent probe
feature. InWh/Focus, on the other hand, EPP is “tied up” with the Op-feature and hence
cannot probe on its own. As we will see in detail below, the parametrization neatly explains
the patterns of movement and C: namely, what kind of elementscan move to [Spec, CP]
and under what condition an overt C appears.

McCloskey (2001, 2002), discussing the morphosyntax of Op-C Agreement in
Irish, reaches a conclusion that the morphology of C in Irishunder Op-C Agreement is
determined by the way the EPP is satisfied –by Internal Merge or External Merge.
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I will adopt his fundamental idea that the morphophonological reflex of anĀ-
dependency is determined by the EPP properties of C. Based onthe parametrization in
(16), I propose (18) as a theory of Op-C Agreement in Bùlı̀.

(18) The Op-C Agreement Algorithm in Bùlı̀

a. C is realized as̀alı̄ if C’s EPP is satisfied by the closest category.
b. C is realized as̀at̀ı if C’s EPP is satisfied by a non-local category.
c. C is realized as∅ if C’s EPP is satisfied by a “null” element.

The bottom line of the proposal is that the morphology of C under Ā-dependencies is
determined by the syntactic locality of the satisfaction ofEPP on C. If the EPP relation is
local, with no intervenor, C appears asàlı̄, whereas if it is non-local in the sense that there
is a potential intervenor, C appears asàt̀ı. If, however, the element in [Spec, CP] is null
(either a null operator or a tail of a chain, as we see in detailbelow), C is not phonologically
spelled out.

Finally, I assume that the evaluation of locality is done at Transfer (see Chomsky
2004 and Hiraiwa 2005 for empirical justification). Due to the lack of space, below I only
show diagrams at Transfer.

3.2. Relativization/Factives

Consider the feature composition of C in Relativization/Factives by way of (16). As (16)
indicates, C in Relativization/Factives has two probe features, EPP and Op, both of which
function as independent probes at the relevant derivational point.2

When the subject is relativized and fronted, nothing intervenes between C and the
extraction site and̀alı̄ must be selected. The EPP-dependency, therefore, counts aslocal.

(19) The Derivation of Bùlı̀ Subject Relativization (=(5a))

CP

DP-Reli

CE P P,Op

àlı̄/* àt̀ı

TP

DP-Reli
T v*P

...DP-Reli ...

On the other hand, when the object is relativized and fronted, the subject DP intervenes
between C and the extraction site. The EPP-dependency is non-local and C is realized as
àt̀ı.

2Due to the limitation of space, I refer interested readers toHiraiwa (2005) for a full illustration.
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(20) The Derivation of Bùlı̀ Non-Subject Relativization (=(4b))

CP

DP-Reli

CE P P,Op

àlı̄/* àt̀ı

TP

SUBJ
T v*P

...DP-Reli ...

When the object is relativized, Bùlı̀ has another strategy: In-situ HIRC. In this case, the
relativized head noun is left in-situ and instead, the subject DP is moved to [Spec, CP] to
satisfy the EPP. This movement is required by (16), since theEPP is an independent probe.
As predicted by (18), C is realized̀alı̄, since the EPP of C is satisfied by the most local
category.

(21) The Derivation of Bùlı̀ Object Relativization (=(4a))

CP

SUBJi

CE P P,Op

àlı̄/* àt̀ı

TP

SUBJi
T v*P

...DP-Rel...

3.3. Wh/Focus

Now let us turn toWh/Focus constructions. According to the parametrization, Cin Wh/Focus
comes in COp−E P P When the subject is extracted as in (22),àlı̄ is selected. This is ex-
plained in the exactly same fashion as (19).
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(22) The Derivation of Bùlı̀ SubjectWh/Focus (=(9a))

CP

Wh/Foci

COp−E P P

àlı̄/* àt̀ı

TP

Wh/Foci
T v*P

...Wh/Foci ...

Now the puzzle that we noted in the preceding sections is thatthe two formsàlı̄ and àt̀ı
freely alternates when the object is extracted viaWh-movement or Focus movement, as
shown in (23).

(23) The Derivation of Bùlı̀ Non-SubjectWh/Focus (=(10a))

CP

Wh/Foci

COp−E P P

àlı̄/* àt̀ı

TP

SUBJ
T v*P

...Wh/Foci ...

I argue that this is in fact predicted by (16) and (18). Note that (18) crucially evaluates the
dependency of the EPP. I propose that the fact that the EPP is contingent on the Op-feature
in Wh/Focus (see (16)) gives rise to an ambiguity. In other words,the EPP-dependency can
be evaluated either on its own or on in terms of the Op-EPP dependency. Then, by (18),
the objectWh/Focus movement counts either local or non-local as in (24):

(24) a. It is local in terms of the Op-EPP in that nothing with an Op-feature intervenes.
b. It is non-local in terms of the EPP in that the subject DP intervenes.

The parametrization of C in (16), not only explains the morphosyntax of C, but also cor-
rectly accounts for the patters of extraction. In Relativization/Factives, movement of the
subject to [Spec, CP] is obligatory when the relativized head noun is left in-situ, whereas
in Wh/Focus, such an movement is in fact prohibited, as shown in (10c). The difference
naturally follows if the EPP operates on its own for Relativization/Factives but not for
Wh/Focus, as proposed in (16). InWh/Focus, the EPP cannot attract an non-Operator ele-
ment to [Spec, CP], since the EPP is parasitic on the Op-feature.
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3.4. Long-Distance Extractions

As we have seen in (13)-(14), long-distance extraction patterns with non-subject extraction
in relevant respects. Thus for Relativization/Factives, long-distance extraction requires
àt̀ı and forWh/Focus, long-distance extraction always results inàlı̄/àt̀ı alternation. Given
successive-cyclic movement, the final extraction site is the edge ofv*P as in (20) and
(23). However, in this derivation, the matrix subject DP always intervenes. Therefore, the
subject/non-subject asymmetries are neutralized under long-distance extraction, as shown
below.

(25) The Derivation of Long-Distance Relativization

CP

DP-Reli

CE P P,Op

* àlı̄/àt̀ı

TP

SUBJ

T v*P

DP-Reli v*’

v* CP

... DP-Reli ...

(26) The Derivation of Long-DistanceWh/Focus

CP

Wh/Focusi

COp−E P P

àlı̄/àt̀ı

TP

SUBJ

T v*P

Wh/Focusi v*’

v* CP

... Wh/Focusi ...
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4. Adverb Intervention

In the preceding sections, I have proposed that the choice ofàt̀ı reduces to “intervention”
at locality evaluation. I would like to add further supporting evidence fromAdverb Inter-
vention. Consider (27).

(27) (D ı̄emwá)
(yesterday)

Àtı̀m
Àtı̀m

(d ı̄em(wá))
(yesterday)

dà
bought

(*d ı̄em(wá))
(yesterday)

mángò-kǔ
mango-D

(d ı̄em(wá)).
(yesterday)

‘ Àtı̀m bought the mango yesterday.’

As shown in (27), the time adverb can be placed in three possible positions, sentence-
initially, between the subject and the verb, and sentence-finally. It seems uncontroversial
to assume that these positions correspond to TP andv*P adjoined positions, respectively.

When the adverb is placed at the TP-adjoined position withina relative clause, the
extracted subject DP results inàt̀ı not àlı̄, as shown in (28).

(28) a. núrú-w ā(:y)
man-D

* àlı̄/àtı̀/
C

d ı̄emwá
yesterday

*(wà)
(he)

dÈ
ate

mángò-kú
mango-D

lá
Dem

kp ı̄
dead

yá.
Cfp

‘The man who ate the mango yesterday is dead.’
b. núrú-wá

man-D
* àlı̄/àtı̀
C

d ı̄emwá
yesterday

*(wà)
he

dÈ
ate

mángò-k ū:y
mango-Rel

lá
Dem

m ās ā.
good

‘The mango that the man ate yesterday was good.’

This can be understood as a case of intervention –more specifically, defective inter-
vention; the intervening adverb, although it cannot be licitly extracted by the probe EPP in
Bùlı̀ (see (29)), still counts as a defective intervenor, as shown in (30).

(29) * dı̄emwá
yesterday

àl ı̄/àtı̀
C

núrú-w ā:y
man-Rel

dÈ
ate

mángò-kú
mango-D

lá
Dem

kp ı̄
dead

yá.
Cfp

‘The man who ate the mango yesterday is dead.’

(30) The Derivation of Bùlı̀ Subject Relativization and Adverb Intervention

CP

DP-Reli

CE P P,Op

* àlı̄/àt̀ı

TP

Adv.

DP-Reli (→wá)
T v*P

...DP-Reli ...
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