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1. Introduction

Buli, like many other languages of the world, shows défdrforms of the complemen-
tizer ali andati under certain syntactic conditions. The syntactic envirent in which C
exhibits morphological alternation is restrictedtalependencie@.e. Relativization, Fac-
tive constructionsWh-Questions and Focus constructions, in the case of Blhis kind
of phenomena have been calleg-C Agreemenn Chung (1998).

In (1a), the subject has be&¥h-extracted and C is realized ai. On the other
hand, in (1b), the object has bedfhrextracted and the choice afi7ati is optionall

(1) a. kawanaah/*atita nahb?
F who C havecow(ld)
‘Who owns a cow?”’
b. kabwa al/ati kp at a-waa?
F whatC farmer-D have
‘What does the farmer have?’

*I am very grateful to my main informant George Akanlig-Pdreould like to thank Noam Chomsky,
Chris Collins, Alec Marantz, and David Pesetsky for insighinput. This work is partially supported by
the Ken Hale Fellowship for Linguistic Fieldwork Researthi,T (2003-2004). All the Buli data, unless
otherwise noted, comes from my sessions with George Akdtdig at MIT (February-July, 2002) and my
fieldwork in Ghana (March—June 2003, September, 2003—-MBAR | refer interested readers to Hiraiwa
(2005) for a full illustration and extensive discussiontwétlarger set of data. The abbreviations used in this
paper are as follows: C=Complementizer, D=Definite DeteemiDem=Definite Demonstrative, F=Focus
marker, Id=Indefinite, NmI=Nominalizer, Pl.=Plural, R&elativizer, Sg.=Singular, SP=Specific

1A declarative complementizer in Buli &in and does not participate in the alternation.
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Buli is an optionaMWhFocus-fronting language and hence allowl/Focus-in-situ. In-
terestingly, C cannot be overtly realized in the absenceveftaextraction, as shown in

().

(2) *al/*ati/d kp a¥ a-waa kabwa?
C farmer-D haveF what

‘What does the farmer have?’

A further complication arises in Relativization and Faetoonstructions. Here, the subject
relativization in (3a) results ial, while object relativization in (3b) requiredi.

(3) a. nuru-wamli/*atida  mango-kua
man-Rel C boughtmango-D Dem
‘the man who bought the mango’
b. mango-ku:yal/ati Aimda  1a
mango-Rel C  Atim boughtDem
‘the mango thaftim bought’

The aim of this paper is to explicate the formal mechanisrhuhderlies the mor-
phological alternation of the complementizer undedependencies. More specifically, |
propose that the C alternation in question is a reflex of tleality of EPP-dependency
of C and that asymmetries betwedt/Focus and Relativization/Factives come from a
difference in the way the EPP operates.

2. A_\-Dependencies: Op-C Agreement and Asymmetries

Relativization, Factives\Wh-Questions and Focus constructions are all subject todslan
constraints in Buli, and hence it is plausible to assuna¢ tiiey involve movement (see
Ferreira and Ko 2003 and Hiraiwa 2005 for examplaadrextraction is optional in that
Whin-situ and Focus-in-situ are both licit. In this sectiarg first survey basic properties
of theA-dependencies in Buli and show some asymmetries betRekativization/Factives
andWHFocus constructions.

2.1. Relativization/Factives

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

In (4a), where the non-operator subject DP is extracteddge¢SCP], the relativized
head is left in-situ, which is known as HIRC. In this cadlemust be selected. On the other
hand, in (4b), where the non-subject relativized head nswwertly extractedati must be
used. The ungrammaticality of (4c) shows that somethingt mosupy [Spec, CP] and
hence cannot be left empty.
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(4) a Atim ali/*ati da mango-k u:ja

Atim C atemango-Rel Dem
‘the mango thaftim bought

b. mango-kuyali/ati Aimda &
mango-Rel C Atim boughtDem
‘the mango thaftim bought

c. *al/*ati/*@ Atim da mango-k u:ya

C Atim atemango-Rel Dem

‘the mango thaAtim bought’

Compare non-subject relativization (4) with subject nielaation (5). In (5a), the comple-
mentizer isall notati, contra non-subject HIRC (4a). There is no In-situ subjd®Eias
shown in (5b): itis illicit to front an element that is not ativized, leaving the relativized
subject in-situ. Finally, again, the complementizer isigddiory in relativization and can-
not be the initial element within the clause (5c) (see als@ E@ollins 1994) for similar
non-initial C constraints).

(5) a. nuruo-wamli/*atida  mango-kda
man-Rel C boughtmango-D Dem
‘the man who bought the mango’
b. *mango-klali/ati nuru-wayda la
mango-D C man-Rel boughtDem
‘the man who bought the mango’
c. *ali/*ati/*@ nuru-w a:yda mango-kla
C man-Rel boughtmango-D Dem
‘the man who bought the mango’

A gross generalization seems to be that C has to attract korgdbcal. Thus
(5c¢) is ungrammatical because nothing is in [Spec, CP].\i&e, (5b) is ungrammatical
because the object has been moved over the closer subject.

Buli, like other languages of West Africa, allows rel@gtion of predicates. In this
case, the relativized predicate undergoes dislocatidretedge of CP and the complemen-
tizer changes tati.

(6) ngi-ka-y  *aljati Aim nai Amsakla an nala.
hit-Nml.Sg.-Rel C  Atim hit Amjak DemNeggood

‘The (way of) hitting ofAmdak by Atim is not good.

The following sentence exemplifies a Factive constructioBdli. Factives exactly pattern
with Relativization in that the subject extraction resittsli.

(7)  [Atim al/*ati d¢ mango-kia] t&  Ambdakpod pientik.
Atim C atemango-D DemgaveAmjak stomachwhite

‘(The fact) thatAtim ate the mango pleasédn)ak.
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(8) summarizes the generalizations for Relativization eactive.

(8) Relativization and Factives

a. alifor subject extraction andti for non-subject extraction.
b. Spec, CP must be filled.

2.2. Wh-Questions/Focus

Next, let us look atWwhQuestions: subjeciVh-Questions in (9) and non-subjed{h
Questions in (10) (see Ferreira and Ko 2003 and Hiraiwa 2@05more detailed dis-
cussions). Since Focus constructions pattern WithQuestions, | will only discusgvh
Questions below (see Hiraiwa 2005 for Focus constructions)

As (9) and (10) showwh-Questions contrast with Relativization/Factives in two
respects; first, thali/ati alternation is free for non-subjedth-Questions as shownin (10a),
whereas onhali is licit for subjectWh-Questions (9a). Second, as (9b) and (10b) show,
C is obligatory when th&Vhphase is moved. On the other haMdiin-situ is possible
only in non-subjectWWhQuestions and no overt complementizer is used, as shovi0@). (
Whin-situ for subjectWh-phrases is illicit (9b).

(9) a. kawanaali/*atita nab?
F who C havecow(ld)
‘Who owns a cow?’
b. kawana*(al)ta na:b?
F who C  havecow(ld)
‘Who owns a cow?’
c. *ah/*ati/*¢g kawanata na:b?
C F who havecow(ld)
‘Who owns a cow?’

(10) a. kabwa ali/ati kp at'a-waa?
F whatC farmer-D have
‘What does the farmer have?’

b. kabwa *(ali/ati) kp at a-waa?

F what C farmer-D have
‘What does the farmer have?’

c. *al/*ati/g kp at'a-waa kabwa?
C farmer-D haveF what
‘What does the farmer have?’

d. *kpara-wal/atita kabwa?

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

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

(11) kade-ka ali7ati Atim d¢ mango-kidiem.
F eat-NmIC Atim atemango-D yesterday

‘It is eating thatAtim ate the mango yesterday.

The following summarizes the relevant properties$\df Focus in Buli.

(12) Wh-Questions and Focus Constructions

a. ah for subject extraction andli/ati for non-subject extraction.
b. Spec, CP can only be filled by an operator element.

2.3. Long-distanceA-Dependencies

Among Iong-distanc&-dependencies, Relativization/Factives &dldFocus constructions
exhibit various intriguing asymmetries again. First, ledigtance relativization selects ex-
clusivelyati.

(13) a. na-bUyalvati Atim wenaynAmiaksha (*ka)la  kp.
cow-Rel C  Atimsay that Amdakown(it) Demdied
‘The cow thatAtim said thatAmsak owns died.
b. nuru-waxyal/ati Atimwe:nay I(wa) s"a namula  kpiya
man-Rel C Atimsay thathe owncow-DDemdiedCfp
‘The man thatitim said that owns the cow died’

As (13a) and (13b) show, onBti is licit in all types of long-distance relativization. Sec-
ond, al/ati selection for long-distance subject relativization casts with local subject
relativization in that the former seled$ and the lattegl.

Another striking fact is thaili/ati selection in long-distance relativization contrasts
with that in long-distanc&/hFocus constructions; in long-distandéYFocus,ali andati
can alternate irrespective of whether it is long-distandgect extraction or long-distance
non-subject extraction, thus patterning with local nobjsat Wh'Focus extraction. The
examples also show that there is no overt reflex of succesgl& movement in Buli
(contra languages like Irish, Chamorro, and Palauan).

(14) a. kabwa ali/ati Atim we:nay inAmdak s"a (*ka)?
F whatC Atim say that Amdakown (it)
‘What did Atim say thatAmdak owned?’
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b. kawanaali7ati Atim we:nay re(wa) s¥a na:ma?
F who C Atimsay thathe owncow-D
‘Who did Atim say that (he) owns the cow?’

3. EPP and Locality

| will propose a theory of the morphosyntax Afdependencies in Buli, couched in the
framework of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 2001, 2004 prdpose that C in Buli
comes in two varieties with respect to the EERténded Projection Princip)§ Chomsky
1981, Chomsky 2001, 2004) and that an interplay of this patanation and locality pro-
vides a unified account for the morphosyntactic patternscohetion and the patterns of
movement inA-dependencies in Buli.

The theory of the complementizer alternation that | propsggven in (15).

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

In the remainder of the paper, | formalize (15) in terms of R and derive asymmetries
between Relativization/Factives awtYFocus from a parametrization of the EPP on C.

3.1. EPP and Locality

First, we must be more explicit about what the locality is s@d on in (15). | propose
that the locus of parametrization is C, where the EPP feditasewo parametric choices:
It functions as an independent probe feature or it livesgtcally on another feature.

(16) Parametrization of C

Featureson ¢
Relativization/Factives Cgpp,op
WHFocus Cop-EPP

(16) states that both types of C have EPP. Traditionally, E&been attributed to T, but |
propose that EPP extends to C in Buli.

(17) Chas an EPP feature.

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

McCloskey (2001, 2002), discussing the morphosyntax ofCOpgreement in
Irish, reaches a conclusion that the morphology of C in luskder Op-C Agreement is
determined by the way the EPP is satisfied —by Internal Mergsternal Merge.
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I will adopt his fundamental idea that the morphophonolabieflex of anA-
dependency is determined by the EPP properties of C. Basékeoparametrization in
(16), | propose (18) as a theory of Op-C Agreement in Buli.

(18) The Op-C Agreement Algorithm in Buli

a. Cisrealized aali if C's EPP is satisfied by the closest category.
b. Cisrealized aati if C's EPP is satisfied by a non-local category.
c. Cisrealized ag if C's EPP is satisfied by a “null” element.

The bottom line of the proposal is that the morphology of Caméldependencies is
determined by the syntactic locality of the satisfactiore®P on C. If the EPP relation is
local, with no intervenor, C appears @s, whereas if it is non-local in the sense that there
Is a potential intervenor, C appearsas If, however, the element in [Spec, CP] is null
(either a null operator or a tail of a chain, as we see in de&dw), C is not phonologically
spelled out.

Finally, | assume that the evaluation of locality is done &tnEfer (see Chomsky
2004 and Hiraiwa 2005 for empirical justification). Due te flck of space, below | only
show diagrams at Transfer.

3.2. Relativization/Factives

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

When the subject is relativized and fronted, nothing irgaees between C and the
extraction site andl must be selected. The EPP-dependency, therefore, countsahs

(19) The Derivation of Buli Subject Relativization (={»a

CP
DP-Re}
Ceppop P
|
ali/*ati DP-Re}
T VP
T~

On the other hand, when the object is relativized and frqrttesl subject DP intervenes
between C and the extraction site. The EPP-dependency #onahand C is realized as
ati.

2Due to the limitation of space, | refer interested readetsitaiwa (2005) for a full illustration.
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(20) The Derivation of Buli Non-Subject Relativization(¢b))

CP
DP-{>\
Ceppop TP
|
ah/*att  sypy
T VP
A

When the object is relativized, Buli has another stratdgysitu HIRC. In this case, the
relativized head noun is left in-situ and instead, the sttlip® is moved to [Spec, CP] to
satisfy the EPP. This movement is required by (16), sinc&®f is an independent probe.
As predicted by (18), C is realizetli, since the EPP of C is satisfied by the most local
category.

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

CP
SUBJ/>\
Ceprp,op P
|
al/at supgy
T VP
—_—
...DP-Rel...

3.3.  Wh/Focus

Now let us turn taVhWFocus constructions. According to the parametrization,\WWhFocus
comes in @p—gpp When the subject is extracted as in (22),is selected. This is ex-
plained in the exactly same fashion as (19).
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(22) The Derivation of Buli SubjedVhFocus (=(9a))

CP
Wh/Fog
Cop-EPP P
|
alh/*ati WhiFog
T vP
—

Now the puzzle that we noted in the preceding sections isttieatwo formsali and ati
freely alternates when the object is extracted Wb-movement or Focus movement, as
shown in (23).

(23) The Derivation of Buli Non-Subje®WhFocus (=(10a))

CP
WHFog
Cop-EPP P
|
aly*ati su{
T VP
—_—

| argue that this is in fact predicted by (16) and (18). Not (18) crucially evaluates the
dependency of the EPP. | propose that the fact that the ERIAlisigent on the Op-feature
in Wh'Focus (see (16)) gives rise to an ambiguity. In other watdsEPP-dependency can
be evaluated either on its own or on in terms of the Op-EPPrakpey. Then, by (18),
the objectWh/Focus movement counts either local or non-local as in (24):

(24) a. Itislocalinterms of the Op-EPP in that nothing with@p-feature intervenes.
b. Itis non-local in terms of the EPP in that the subject DEBrivénes.

The parametrization of C in (16), not only explains the magpmtax of C, but also cor-
rectly accounts for the patters of extraction. In Relatitian/Factives, movement of the
subject to [Spec, CP] is obligatory when the relativizeddheaun is left in-situ, whereas

in WhFocus, such an movement is in fact prohibited, as shownQn)(1The difference
naturally follows if the EPP operates on its own for Relaation/Factives but not for
WHFocus, as proposed in (16). Wh'Focus, the EPP cannot attract an non-Operator ele-
ment to [Spec, CP], since the EPP is parasitic on the Op+katu
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3.4. Long-Distance Extractions

As we have seen in (13)-(14), long-distance extractiorepagtwith non-subject extraction
in relevant respects. Thus for Relativization/Factivesigtdistance extraction requires
ati and forwhFocus, long-distance extraction always resultalifati alternation. Given
successive-cyclic movement, the final extraction site & dbdge ofv*P as in (20) and
(23). However, in this derivation, the matrix subject DP @& intervenes. Therefore, the
subject/non-subject asymmetries are neutralized underdidsstance extraction, as shown
below.

(25) The Derivation of Long-Distance Relativization

CP

DP-Rej
Ceppop P

|

T V*P
BP-Re} v
/\
% CP
—_—
(26) The Derivation of Long-Distand&/hFocus
CP
WHhFocus$
Cop-EPP TP
|
alh/ati SUBJ
T V*P
WhHFeeus v*
v* CP
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4. Adverb Intervention

In the preceding sections, | have proposed that the choiaé oéduces to “intervention”
at locality evaluation. | would like to add further suppagievidence fronAdverb Inter-
vention Consider (27).

(27) (D_lemwé)étim (diem(wa)pa (*d 1iem(wa)mango-ki(d iem(wa)).
(yesterdayAtim (yesterdaypought(yesterday) mango-D (yesterday)

‘Atim bought the mango yesterday.’

As shown in (27), the time adverb can be placed in three plespitsitions, sentence-
initially, between the subject and the verb, and sentemaghfi It seems uncontroversial
to assume that these positions correspond to TR/dhddjoined positions, respectively.

When the adverb is placed at the TP-adjoined position weahiglative clause, the
extracted subject DP resultsati notali, as shown in (28).

(28) a. norG-wa(yah/ati/ diemwa *(wa) d¢ mango-kila kp1 ya.
man-D C yesterdayhe) atemango-D DemdeadCfp
‘The man who ate the mango yesterday is dead.’
b. narb-wa*al/ati d iemwa *(wa) d¢ mango-ku:ya masa.
man-D C yesterdayhe  atemango-Rel Demgood
‘The mango that the man ate yesterday was good.

This can be understood as a case of intervention —more sjadigifdefective inter-
vention; the intervening adverb, although it cannot bel\i@xtracted by the probe EPP in
Buli (see (29)), still counts as a defective intervensrsiown in (30).

(29) *diemwa ali/atinrG-wa:yde mango-kila kp1 ya.
yesterdayC man-Rel atemango-D DemdeadCfp
‘The man who ate the mango yesterday is dead.’

(30) The Derivation of Buli Subject Relativization andvaatb Intervention

CP
DP-Re}
Ceppr,op P
|
*ali/ati
Adv.
BP-Ref(—>wa)
T VP
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