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PREFACE

Although the Austronesian Formal Linguistics Association (AFLA) has been holding annual
meetings since 1994, until now it has had no consistent approach to the publication of its
Proceedings. Papers from AFLA 2 and AFLA 14 were published as edited volumes; in other
years the local organizers published the Proceedings in their Department’s Working Papers
series; in still other years no Proceedings was published. The 16th annual meeting of AFLA was
held May 1-3,2009, at the University of California, Santa Cruz. During the business meeting, the
idea was floated that the Proceedings henceforth be published electronically, in a consistent
format, at the AFLA website (http://ling.uwo.ca/afla/), which is generously hosted by the
University of Western Ontario. The initial result is this volume, which has emerged very quickly
indeed—less than six months after AFLA 16 was held. Our hope is that on-line publication of
this and future volumes of the Proceedings of AFLA will enable research on the formal
linguistics of Austronesian languages to reach as wide a readership as possible.

We want to thank UCSC’s Linguistics Department and its Linguistics Research Center
for hosting AFLA 16, the authors for submitting their papers so efficiently, and the University of
Western Ontario for hosting the website at which this volume is posted. We also wish to
acknowledge the precedent set by the Proceedings of AFLA 12, which was published on-line as
UCLA Working Papers in Linguistics No. 12, and whose stylesheet heavily influenced the
stylesheet we constructed for the Proceedings of AFLA.

Sandra Chung
Daniel Finer
Ileana Paul
Eric Potsdam
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BACKWARD CONTROL IN SAMOAN

Vincent Homer
University of California, Los AngeleEcole normale supérieure, Paris
vincenthomer@gmail.com

Samoan allows subjectless sentences where a Possessoo@if§imy the Absolutive
Theme/Patient argument of a verb can be interpreted as thatAyj that verb (similarly
ditransitive constructions are possible where the Abaa@tihternal Possessor-DP can be
interpreted as the Goal in the absence of an overt Goal-Ddtgule that this phenomenon
involves the co-occurrence of two coreferential DPs (olmmsand one overt), and that the
silent one c-commands the overt one without inducing a GmmdC violation, because the
two DP occurrences are copies of the same syntactic objaathveears twd-roles. This
paper adopts the theory of control as movement and prophaeshe phenomenon is an
instance of Backward Control.

1. I ntroduction

Samoan is a Polynesian VSO language, with Ergative-Absel@ase-marking (Chung 1978,
Ochs 1982, Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992, Koopman 2009). Aidadéa), where the Ergative
subject may corefer with the pronominal Possessor-DP, 8amtlows subjectless sentences in
which an overt Possessor-DP embedded in the Absolutivebisjenterpreted as the Agent (1b);
similarly, in a ditransitive construction with no overt Gptihe Absolutive-internal Possessor-DP
can be interpreted as the Goal (2b).

(1) a. Nasasa Seu) Il-a-na maile?

PSTbeatERG SeUABS DET.SG-POSS3sG dog
‘Sey; beat his; dog.’

b. Nasasd le mailea  Seu.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSSeu
‘Seu’s dog was beaten.’ Or: ‘S/hkeat Selis dog.’
Or: ‘Seu beat his own dod.PAGO]

c. *Na sasae Seylia; 0 le mailea  Seuy.
PSTbeatERG Seu/3G ABS DET.SGdog POSSSeu
Intended: ‘SeyHe; beat Seys dog.’

(2) a. Na‘aumaie Sinal I-a/o-na ata ia Seu.
PSTbring ERG SinaABS DET.SG-POSS3SG picturesoBL Seu
‘Sina brought his; picture to Seyr
b. Na ‘aumaie Sina) nai ata a/lo Seu.
PSTbring ERG SinaABS somepicturesPossSeu
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‘Sina brought pictures of Seu/Seu’s.’

Or: ‘Sina brought pictures of Sg&ey’s to him;,.” | PAGO
Not: ‘Sina brought pictures of Sg&ey’s to him/het.’

Explaining the readings in (1b) and (2b) where an overt Bss8eDP bears an Agent (Goal resp.)
0-role (henceforth PAGO readings, short for Possessor-2Geaf) is the goal of this papér.
PAGO sentences of the (1b) type pose the following probleimoadks like the Possessor-DP
corefers with a silent DP that c-commands it, leading onexfzeet ungrammaticality due to a
Condition C violation when the Possessor-DP is an R-exjmes3 here are two main avenues to
solve the problem: either (i.) coreference is only appatienta single DP denoting Seu is merged
in oneB-position and is interpreted as having t@woles (Possessor-and-Agent); or (ii.) there are
two mergers of DPs denoting Seu but they are such that they deate a Condition C effect. |
show that the first option is untenable because of evidentteegiresence in the syntax of a silent
Agent-DP distinct from the Possessor-DP (section 3). Tlkers®option splits into two (section
4): the silent DP is either a coreferentf@bo or a copy of the Possessor-DP. | argue in favor of
the latter (two DP-mergers but a single syntactic object} asthe only viable way to account
for the lack of Condition C effect in (1b); and also the onlyywgiven that the silent copy is, in
the proposal advanced here¢@ntrolledone, to capture the fact that a silent Goal-DP taking up
a discourse referent can only remain silent if it coreferthwan Absolutive-internal Possessor-DP,
that is if it occurs in a PAGO sentence of the (2b) type (in otherds, Oblique pronouns cannot
be pro-dropped outside of PAGO).

2. The Proposal: Backward Control

A key element of my proposal is that the Possessor-DP—Ietalistc6—in PAGO sentences
corefers with an Agent or Goal-DP—Iet us calhit—which is syntactically represented, but is left
unpronounced (in other words, it gets deleted at PF). Thidecitge is to explain the co-occurrence
in core syntax of two coreferential DPs, one of which c-comdsathe other and remains silent,
without inducing a Condition C effect (1b). | argue thaand s are in fact two copies of the same
DP, with«a the head of an A-chain whose tail/#s The theory of control as movement (Hornstein
1999) provides the tools that we need: it explains why oné@tbreferential DPs remains silent,
and it accounts for the obviation of Condition C.

Let us see how. The main tenet of Hornstein’s theory of cémérthat the Principles-and-
Parameters formulation of tieCriterion and of the Projection Principle is obsolete ia ¥in-

1 Notice that the possessive markedenotes inalienable possession or the Noun-Theme relattuile the marker
denotes alienable possession.

2 Pago is also the birthplace of my main consultant, John Frieavhom | am very grateful for sharing his language
with me. | also thank my other consultants, Sefulu Gaugau.aigilCoe, as well as Hilda Koopman, Diane Massam,
Maria Polinsky, Eric Potsdam, Dominique Sportiche and Kieaxv, the participants to the 2007-2008 Field Methods
class at UCLA, and the audiences at CLS 2009 and AFLA 2009.

3 For earlier descriptions of the phenomenon, see Mosel (198dsel and Hovdhaugen (1992), Duranti and Ochs
(1996); and for descriptions of eerily similar facts in arrelated family, i.e. Zapotecan, see Black (1996), Avelino
et al. (2004) and Foreman (2006).
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imalist Program: absent D-Structure, two assumptions oP R&n be abandoned, namely the
biuniqueness between arguments arfrdles, and the ban on movement igtgositions. In Horn-
stein’s theoryp-roles are features of verbs, and a given DP bed&rsae by checking thé-role
feature of a verb that it merges with (there is no upper bounthe number oB-role features a
DP can check).

In PAGO sentences, an A-chain is formed by movement of thed3ssr-DP out of the Absolu-
tive into a c-commandin@-position (Agent or Goal, given the order of merger AgeGobat>Theme).
This movement, | claim, is Possessor-raising, and | foll@amdau (1999) in characterizing Possessor-
raising as A-movemeritThe silent coreferential DP should be conceived of eswartcopy of the
Possessor-DP; the covert copy c-commands the overt onepmaition C effect is to be expected
from the interaction of copies of the same DP. What is so p@cabout Samoan is the fact that
it is the higher copy that gets deleted at PF: in other wordsy@&n offers an example of Back-
ward Control, where an overt copy controls a structuralgghler one, a phenomenon documented
in Tsez, Japanese, Brazilian Portuguese and MalagasyRalingky and Potsdam 2002a, 2002b,
2006, Fukuda 2008). The following simplified tree summarizg proposal.

3)

3. Against Reductionist Accounts

3.1. Against Genitive Subjects

My proposal crucially assumes the co-occurrence of two DPgefending it, | will argue against
what | call reductionist accounts, which hold that only oneé Bccurrence is necessary for the
PAGO reading to emerge (in this sense, my account, whichptg0o copies one of which is
silent, is not reductionist). One such possible reducsicaxccount (henceforth the Genitive Subject
Hypothesis) can be ruled out right off the bat: it holds the 8 (1b) is in fact the Genitive-marked

4| use the term Possessor-raising, an equivalent of ExtBwsdession, but it should be clear that | do not assume that
this movement is restricted to Possessors. It can actaatigt the Theme or the Agent argument of a Noun, which is
also the case e.g. in Korean, cf. Vermeulen (2005). The psssemarkers are used to denote Possession in the strict
sense, as well as more abstract Possessive relations,stiehoun-Theme relation in the caseof
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subject of the sentence (assuming that the Genitive Casaltsanate with the Ergative Case). |
see at least three reasons to reject this view:

1. If what | describe as a Possessor-DP is in fact a subject)imfen the PAGO reading
obtains, why can (and in fact must) it be interpreted as ad¥sss? Notice that overt Ergative
subjects are not, in and of themselves, interpretable aeBsars (5), whereas in (4), the possessive
reading is possible and in fact mandatory when Seu is irgeggdras the Agent.

(4 Nasasd le mailea  Seu.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSSeu
‘Seu’s dog was beaten.’ Or: ‘S/hkeat Seiis dog.’

Or: ‘Seu beat his own dog.PAGO

Not: ‘Seu beat a dog.’

(5) Nasasae Seul Ile maile.
PSTbeatERG SeuABsS DET.SG dog
‘Seu beat a dog.” Not: ‘Seu beat his own dog.’

2. Why is coreference possible with a silent Goal (2b)?

3. Finally, PAGO Possessors surface where regular PosdeBsoappear (post-nominally for
lexical DPs (4) and pre-nominally for pronouns (6b)), andljke subjects, they form a surface
constituent with the Absolutive argument (witness topizlon andvh-movement in (7)¥.

(6) a. *Nasasaa Seud le maile.
PSTbeatPOSSSeUuABS DET.SG dog
b. Nasasd I-a-‘'u maile.

PSTbeatABS DET.SG-POSS1SG dog
‘My dog was beaten.’” Or: ‘S/he beat my dog.’

Or: ‘I beat my own dog.| PAGO

(7)y a. ‘O le mailea/*e Seuna sasa.
TOPDET.SGdog POSYERG SeuPsSTbeat
‘Itis Seu;’s dog that was beaten/that s/Heeat.’
Or: ‘Itis his own dog that Seu beatPAGO]
b. ‘O lea le ata ol*e Seuna ‘oti?
TOPthing DET.SG picturePOSSERG SeuPST cut
‘Which picture of Seuwas cut?/did s/hecut?’

Or: ‘Which picture of himself did Seu cut?PAGO

5 The fact that the Possessor-DP forms with the Absolutivefase constituent which can emoved suggests that
PAGO subsumes what the literature on Polynesian labelgi@enélative constructions (Herd et al. 2005), i.e. riekat
clauses whose head noun is modified by a Possessor-DP emtidewith the silent embedded subject. | leave for
future research the execution of the envisioned reduction.
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3.2. Presence of the Coreferential DP

| claim that in PAGO sentences, there are two representatbthe same syntactic object (one
is overt, and the other is covert). Yet in the presence of #esep that lacks an overt subject,
and given that Samoan does not have overt voice morpholggi {(8tempting to analyze PAGO
sentences as short passifastis this alternative hypothesis that | will refute in thiscsion.

8 Na‘a@® Ile teine.
PSTeatABS DET.SG girl
‘The girl ate.” Or: ‘The girl was eaten.’

My claim that the coreferential DP is syntactically preserRAGO sentences rests on four pieces
of evidence: (i.) PAGO sentences are more informative thamt passives (the identity between
the Agent (or Goal) and the Possessor is part ogsertive contentf the sentence); (ii.) verbs
can agree in number with the silent DP; (iii.) a floated guaart('uma‘all’) can be associated with
the silent DP; (iv.) the Agent (or Goal) can be pronominaltidin PAGO sentences containing a
quantified Possessor-DP.

3.2.1. Informativeness
Observe (1b), repeated as (9) below:

(99 Nasasd le mailea  Seu.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSSeu
‘S/he, beat Seus dog.’ Or: ‘Seu’s dog was beaten.’

Or: ‘Seu beat his own dog.PAGO

Samoan is pro-drop for8person (subject and DO); one reading of (9) clearly invobvesopped
subject pronoun'$/he beat Seus dog.). Now suppose that the other two interpretations are ones
of a short passive sentence which thus literally s&gsi's dog was beatenThen there is no such
thing as a special PAGO reading, and the sentence does eot thsd Seu is guilty of beating his
own dog; but it can be true in a situation where he is indeelygyiet, true though it may be, the
sentence will not be informative enough as an answer to tlestmun‘What did Seu do?’ As a
matter of fact, the following discourse turns out to be fébigs, so it must be the case that the fact
that Seu is the beater is part of the assertive content ofthiesce:

(10)  (Context: Seu was walking his dog; the dog saw a horse, padiakd bit Seu.)
Q: So what did Seu do?
A:Na sasd le mailea  Seu.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSSeu

6 This is not to say that short passive sentences do not haveactigally represented subject; in fact they do, but their
subject is most likely a PRG,: PRQ,1, is not the kind of object whose properties can explain thisfdiscussed in
this section, namely informativeness, agreement, licgnsf floated quantifiers and pronominal binding.

7 (iv.) is just a neutral description at this point: later ifistpaper | argue that it is the silent copy, the controlleat th
binds the overt copy interpreted as a variable.
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‘Sey; beat hisdog.’

3.2.2. Agreement

A relatively small number of verbs (e.quli ‘chase’, pese'sing’) exhibit overt plural agreement
morphology, which consists in partial reduplication (a hreadsm that applies to certain adjectives,
e.g. loa ‘old’ as in tamaloa sg., tamaloloa pl., ‘man’). The verbs that do show agreement need
not do so (11); verbs agree with their external argumentthéeAbsolutive or Ergative, not with
their internal arguments (12).

(11) Na (pe~)pese 0 tama-lo~lo le pese.
PST(PL~)SINgERG DET.PL boy-PL~0ld ABS DET.SG song
‘The men sang a song.

(12) Na (*pe~)pesee le tama-lod ¢ pese.
PST(PL~)sing ERG DET.SG boy-old ABS DET.PL song
‘The man sang songs.’

Moreover, verbs do not agree with Absolutive-internal gssrs: in (13), the Possessor of the
Absolutive argument is pluralgane ma Sing but, unsurprisingly, the verpese‘sing’ cannot
inflect for number, since its subjeSeuis singular.

13) Na (*pe~)pesee  Seul) le pesea loanema Sina.
PST(PL~)Sing ERG SeUABS DET.SG songPossJohn andSina
‘Seu sang John and Sina’s song.

The comparison between (13) and (14) is instructive: botftain a plural Possessor, but only in
the latter, which is a PAGO sentence (it contains no overjest) is verbal agreement possible.

(24) Na (pe~)pesd le pesea loanema Sina.
PST(PL~)SINgABS DET.SG songPossJohn andSina

‘John and Sina sang their common sonBAGO

Plural marking on the verb is thus a diagnostic for the preseri a silent subject in PAGO con-
structions such as (14): in (14), the vgrbse'sing’ can reduplicate for number agreement under
the coreferential interpretation, even though there isvestsubject. The trigger of agreement is
not the plural Possessor-DiBane ma Sinabut rather the DP subject coreferential with it. The
fact that agreement is optional under the coreferentiakpmetation is not surprising since plural
agreement is optional with overt subjects.

3.2.3. Floated Quantifiers

The postnominal plural universal quantifiama‘all’ (15a) can float from various DPs, e.g. Erga-
tive ones (15b).

50



The Proceedings of AFLA 16

(15) a. Natuleiese e tamaiti ‘'uma@ le tusi e tasi.
PSTpushawayERG DET.PL childrenall ABS DET.SG bookE one

‘All the children pushed away one book.’
b. Na tuleiese ‘umae tamaiti 0 le tusi e tasi.
PsTpushawayall ERGDET.PL childrenABS DET.SG bookE one

‘“The children all pushed away one book.’

The important contrast is the following: wheréama is grammatical when associated with the
distant Possessor-DP in the PAGO sentence (16), it iiliciL7), which differs from the former
by the presence of an overt subjedbane(being singular, the latter is not eligible for association
with ‘'uma).

(16) Na pe~peséumafl le pesea ) tam a-lo~loa.
PSTPL~singall ABS DET.SG SOngPOSSDET.PL boy-PL~old

‘All the men; sang theirsong.’| PAGO

(17) Na pese*uma) e loane(*uma) ) le pesea () tam a-lo~loa.
PsTsing all ERG John all ABS DET.SG SONgPOSSDET.PL boy-PL~old
‘John sang the song of all the men.’

It thus appears thatima (i.) can be associated with a DP denoting the singers in (ii§)¢can be
associated with an Ergative subject (15b), but (iii.) carfloat from a Possessor-DP contained in
the Absolutive object of a transitive verb (17). It followsat the associate aimain (16) is not

in fact the Possessor-DP itself but a (silent) subject eoesttial with it. Association witfumais
therefore a sign that a subject is syntactically represeintthe PAGO sentence (16). The fact that
the verb of this sentence is inflected for number, given thgossibility for Absolutive-internal
DPs to trigger agreement discussed in 3.2.2, corroboraitesdnclusion.

3.2.4. Pronominal Binding

Observe (18) below: it has one reading in which the ownerfi®fdiogs are the beaters, and for
that reason this reading is a PAGO one ((19) makes the samg.poi

(18) Nasasd le mailea () tam a-lo~loda'itasi.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSDET.PL boy-PL~old each
‘The dog that belongs to all the men was beaten.’
Or: ‘S/he beat the dog that belongs to all the men.’

Or: ‘Each man beat his own dogPAGO

(29) E usu a 0 le pesea le tagataia.
GENR SINQEMPH ABS DET.SG SONgPOSSDET.SG PersonnNT

‘Each person should sing their own songAGO| (Duranti and Ochs 1996, ex. 7)
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Let us focus on this PAGO readifgmportantly, a bound reading obtains, therefore the usader
qguantifier over individuals that the Possessor-DP contaiimds some variable: sentence (18) says
that each mawris such thak beatx’s dog. Explaining how this bound reading arises is not adrivi
matter (see next section), but at this point it is safe to aythe explanatory options boil down to
the following two:

» Option A: The subject is gro which acts as a bound variable. There are several ways to
implement this idea. Here is one, for the sake of concrete(lewill propose a slightly
different scenario in 4.1.1, cf. (25)): the Q-DRjmaloloa ta'itasi] is not interpreted in
its surface position but is at LF in an A-position from whi¢hinds two variables, one in
subject position, and one in the Possessor position (its pasition). | follow Reinhart’'s
generalization: pronominal binding can only take placenfra c-commanding A-position
(Reinhart 1983, Biring 2004).

» Option B: The subject of the sentence is a full DP: it is a copy of th®®R{tamaloloa
ta'itasi]. At LF, the copy in the Possessor position acts as a variablend by the sub-
ject. Given that Possessor-DPs in PAGO sentences are ndiv@&ubjects—in addition
to its aforementioned flaws, the Genitive Subject Hypothksaves unexplained the bound
reading—one has to imagine that there are two occurrendég §J-DP, one in subject posi-
tion and another one in Possessor position, only one of wdethinterpreted as a quantifier,
while the other is interpreted as a variable. This optiorhes @ane | will argue for in the
remainder of this paper. In Hornstein’s theory of contraires/ement, quantified controllers
bind lower copies which are interpreted as variables. Sarsbaws that Backward Control
with quantified DPs (the quantified controllee is the bindepossiblepaceCormack and
Smith (2004).

Bound readings are also possible with silent Goals in PAG@esees, and the two options A and
B aremutatis mutandisadequate here. Let us consider (20): imagine that the spesakevedding
photographer, who asks her assistant to bring each man wh@rgaent at the ceremony some
pictures of himself.

(20)  ‘Aumai) nai ata o 0 tam a-lo~loga'itasi.
Bring ABS somepicturesPOSSDET.PL boy-PL~old each

‘Bring [each man] some pictures of himseglf| PAGO

Before we decide which of the two options is correct, it is artpnt to notice for the time being
that they have one important feature in common, namely taguire that an Agent (or a Goal)
be represented in the sentence: Option A says that the siithjedandirect object resp.) acts as a
bound variable, therefore ispao-form, while Option B holds that there are two coreferenti&®sD
in the syntax, only one of themizthe subject (the 10 resp.), is interpreted as a quantifier.

8 There is actually a fourth reading, also a PAGO one, suchtliea¢ is a single dog beaten by all his owners.
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4, Against the pro Hypothesis

At the end of the last section, we reached an interim conmu@here must be a coreferential silent
DP in PAGO sentences), but we were left with a question: waiditd exact nature of this DP? The
discussion of the bound reading of (18) suggested that ihtrog apro. In this section, | argue
that this hypothesis cannot capture the range of the PAG®atat should thus be rejected.

4.1. Genitive Binding: A Seemingly Attractive Hypothesis
4.1.1. Genitive Binding
First of all, let us reexamine the properties of (18) repate(21) below:

(21) Nasasd le mailea () tam a-lo~loda'itasi.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSDET.PL boy-PL~old each
‘The dog that belongs to all the men was beaten.’
Or: ‘S/he beat the dog that belongs to all the men.’

Or: ‘Each man beat his own dogPAGO

In Samoan, a Q-DP embedded in the Absolutive argument oftecaar be interpreted as the Agent
(or Goal) argument of that same verb. | have described trea@menon as an instance of PAGO,
whereby a DP which surfaces as the argument of the possesankera/o gets interpreted as
the Agent (or Goal) of the verb. But the fact that the embed@ddP can give rise to a bound
reading, which | have presented as a sign of the presenceilehfd@agument, is reminiscent of a
crosslinguistically well attested phenomenon, namelyitéerBinding.

(22) [[Every child}’s mother}, thinks that he; is clever.

(22) has a reading in which the prondugis bound by the generalized quantifearery child Gen-
itive Binding is a kind of pronominal binding in which Reintt'a generalization, i.e. c-command
of the pronoun from an A-position, is not obviously met, girtbe quantifier is embedded in the
subject; but the condition is in fact met if binding is donetbg entire DRevery child’s mothe(l
refer the reader to Buring 2004 for an E-type analysis ofptiienomenon which is consistent with
Reinhart’s generalization). If Genitive Binding is whatigppening in (21), then@ro is in order.
As a matter of fact, Genitive Binding with an overt pronoupdssible in Samoan, witness (23):

(23) Nasase Ile mataia () maileta‘itasiia.
PSTbeatERG DET.SG ownerPOSSDET.PL dog each 3sG
‘The owner of [each dogbeat it

So it is tempting to analyze (21) as being an instance of @&eri8inding: under this hypothesis,
the subject of (21) is a silent pronoun (nothing precludés #ince Samoan is pro-drop foi3

person), and it is bound by the Q-DP-containing object. Tdmddion on c-command from an
A-position can be met in (21) if scrambling has taken plaég:(ih effect, scrambled Absolutive
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arguments can A-bind Ergative ones (and Ergatives can A-bmmambled Absolutives; but A-
binding of the Ergative by the Absolutive is impossible ie ttanonical VSO order):

(24) Natuli 0 0 tama'umae l-0-na tina.
PSTchaseaBS DET.PL boysall ERGDET.SG-POSS3sG mother
‘[Each boy]} was chased by hisnother.’
(25)
Vv

DPags

ta‘itasi;

Regarding (20), Absolutive arguments can A-bind Obliquesofandvice versa suggesting that
IOs are generated higher than DOs) in ditransitive VSO coosbns:

(26) Na fa‘alie Sina® 0 tama‘umai l-o-na tina.
PSTShOWERG SinaABS DET.PL boysall to DET.SG-POSS3sSG mother
‘Sina showed [each child}o his ; mother.’

Furthermore, an ovepostposedrgative pronoun can be A-bound by an Absolutive-interathp
sessive Q-DP:

(27) Nasasd) le mailea 0 tam a-lo~lo&a‘itasie ia.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSDET.PL boy-PL~o0ld each ERG 3sSG
‘[Each man] beat his; dog.

This result is expected, given what we now know about bindmnipe scrambled word order. It
looks like this sentence only differs from (21) by the faattthe subject pronoun is overt in one
and covert in the other. And if Genitive Binding obtains if)2t is a priori reasonable to think it
should also obtain in (21). Therefore Option A (fr®@ Hypothesis) seems tenable so far.

4.1.2. A Problem

Appealing though the Genitive Binding Hypothesis mightsei hits a snag: it capitalizes on the
fact that overt pronouns can be bound from within a c-comnmedP, and proposes to generalize
to null pronouns; but this step is not warranted. In effeghssituting a null pronoun for the overt

one in (23) leads to a loss of the bound reading.

(28) Na sase le mataia () maileta‘itasi.
PSTbeatERG DET.SG ownerPOSSDET.PL dog each
‘The owner of [each dogpeat it,; ;.
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The following sentence confirms that Absolutive pronounsloadropped:

(29)  Q: What did John do to his dog?
A:Na sasae loane.
PSTbeaterRG John
‘John beat it

Let us take stock: it is possible that the two sentences wdoalain overt pronouns (23) and (27)
are indeed instances of standard Genitive Binding; buies{@8), which lacks an overt (Absolu-
tive) argument, is not an instance thereof, it is unclear {1y, which lacks an overt (Ergative)
argument, should be. Granted, silent Ergative and silesbAlive pronouns may have different
properties w.r.t. binding, but in order to establish thifedence, further research is necessary.
Pending the results of this investigation, (28) might nofdial to thepro Hypothesis, but it cer-
tainly makes it less attractive.

4.2. Condition C Violation

As we have seen, tharo Hypothesis (in other words Option A) does not meet with utied
success; and there are reasons to find it downright insufficiéirst, the most serious challenge
posed by PAGO constructions is the fact that they seem toGefgition C. The Backward Con-
trol Hypothesis (Option B) has a ready answer: the coretedeDPs are links of a chain. The
pro Hypothesis (Option A) doesn’t seem very promising, for isi@a pronoun in an offending
position relative to an R-expression.

Let us see how it can deal with the problem. In a canonical PA&@ence such as (1b), the
R-expression is adjoined to the Theme NP, or it is an argufeatransitive noun; we also know
that arguments can be scrambled in the postverbal domais.sithation is reminiscent of Con-
dition C obviation through movement exemplified in (30): Almovements, and-movements
with certain provisos (as the contrast between (30c) and)(@dicates, the adjunct/argument dis-
tinction matters forA-movement) have been claimed to bleed Condition C (Lebd®88, Fox
1999).

(30) a. Everyargument that Jghis a genius seems to hjro be flawless.
b. The claim that Johmqmade seems to hinto be correct.
c. *Which claim that Johywas asleep did helispute?
d. Which claim that Johrmade did hedefend?

At first sight, and assuming the generalization about A-mmet is correct, it is conceivable that
A-movement is the mechanism that circumvents ConditionPAGO sentences: we know that the
Absolutive DP can scramble past the Ergative and bind irftoiib this position (this is a hallmark

of an A-position), and provided that A-movement does nobmstruct, the R-expression is not
in the c-command domain of the postposed Ergative pronolf.af this is on the right track,
the adjunct/argument distinction should be irrelevantggelas it would matter if the movement at
play wereA, witness the contrast between (30c) and (30d)); this igadlgt correct, as illustrated

in (31), in which the possessive marker, vizdenotes the relation between a transitive noun and
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its theme (recall thad has two usages, inalienable possession and Noun-Themiemelahile a
marks alienable possession), without there being a Candzieffect:

(31) Nasasad Ile ata o loane.
PSTtear ABS DET.SG pictureprossJohn

‘S/he; tore a picture of Johti Or: ‘John tore a picture of himself.PAGO

Upon closer inspection however, the idea faces a numbeobigms.
1. First, Condition C obviation through movement is unabl@xplain why PAGO readings
are unavailable whenever the Possessor-DP is embeddedibligine DP, as illustrated in (32b):

(32) a. E alofal) loanei l-a-na maile.
PRslike ABS John OBL DET.SG-POSS3sG dog
‘John likes his dog.’
b. E alofai le mailea loane.
PRsSlike OBL DET.sGdog PoOssJohn
‘S/he, likes John's dog.’

Not: ‘John likes his own dog}|*PAGO

This fact is all the more surprising under the movement hygsis because the Oblique DP can
scramble past the Absolutive one, as shown in (33):

(33) E alofai le teine()  loane.
PRsSlike OBL DET.sGgirl ABsS John
‘John likes the girl’

The pro Hypothesis is hard-pressed to explain why Condition C viotes can be circumvented
when the potential offender is an Ergatpm, not when it is an Absolutive one. The Backward
Control Hypothesis explains the lack of PAGO reading in (38hbthe fact that Obliques are opaque
to A-movement, therefore to Possessor-raising.

Overt postposed pronouns circumvent Condition C effects, whetliey are Ergative or (and
this is crucial given the lack of PAGO reading of (32b)) Ahsgole:

(34) Nasasd) le mailea  Seue ia.
PSTbeatABS DET.SGdog POSSSEUERG 3SG
‘S/he, ; beat Seys dog.’

(35) Navaaii le mailea  Seuananafi () ia.
PSTsee OBL DET.SGdog PoOSsSeuyesterdayaBs 3sG
‘S/he, ; saw Seus dog yesterday.’

The contrast between (1b) and (32b) is puzzling in light efgtrict parallel between (34) and (35):
if itis pro that gives rise to PAGO readings, why does an Ergaireebehave differently from an
Absolutive one?

91 do not fully understand why postposed overt pronouns dbv@ondition C; it might be that they are emphatic,
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2. Second, the fact that only the outermost poss&sean be interpreted as the Agent in (36)
falls out from the Backward Control Hypothesis (the raisgighe Possessor is subject to Mini-
mality effects), but is unexpected under fhre Hypothesis (ifpro can corefer with the outermost
Possessor-DP without violating Condition C, why not with thnermost one?).

(36) Na ‘oti ¢ le ata o loanea  Sina.
PSTCut ABS DET.SG picturepossJohn PossSina

‘Sina cut her own picture of John PAGO

Not: ‘John cut the picture of himself that belongs to Sina.’

3. Third, not all transitive predicates participate in PAG@ness the transitive veibba ‘know’
(which is one of the rare verbs whose subject is Ergativekatbalthough the object is not affected,
cf. Koopman 2009). | submit that Possessor-raising requirat the Possessee be affected.

(37) E iloa 0 le thna o le pepe.
GENRKNOWABS DET.SG motherPOSSDET.SG baby
‘He; knows the babys mother.’

Not: ‘The baby knows his own mother*PAGO

Furthermore, | have observed some speaker variation:ugjthmy three consultants access PAGO
readings with body part-denoting Absolutive DPs, one t8j@AGO readings of sentences where
the possession is of the alienable kind, e.g. (1b), anotepaly accepts a small number of these,
and the third one (whose judgments are given in this papenpi® liberal. These niceties appear
to be out of the reach of a movement-based approach such psotHgpothesis, unless there are

structural differences underlying this typology, to whtble obviation mechanism is sensitive.

4.3. Non Droppable Pronouns

The pro Hypothesis predicts that PAGO readings should not be dlailaith ** and 29 person
Possessors, since Samoan is not pro-drop for these peassstsown in (38):

(38) Q:Didyou go to Apia?
A:l, na *(ou) alui Apia.
YesPST1SG.CL go OBL Apia

‘Yes, | went to Apia.’

The prediction is not borne out, as (39) shows (notice th#étigicontext the sentence is unlikely
to be a short passive, and we can thus confidently label it BAGO

(39) (Context: the addressee was bitten by his own dog.)
Q: So what did you do?

perhaps reflexive, pronouns, cf. Mosel 1991; or reconstmcif the preposed DP is simply optional. In any event,
the different behavior of putative Erg and Aposin PAGO sentences remains a mystery undeptioeHypothesis.
0Rigorously,loaneis a Theme-DP of a relational Noun in (36).
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A:Na sasd) I-a-‘u maile.
PSTbeatABS DET.SG-POSS1SG dog

‘| beat my dog.| PAGO]

4.4. Floated Quantifiers

Remember that the universal quantifisnacan float from the DP coreferential with the Possessor-
DP in PAGO sentences. Btumais unable to float from gro: the following sentence is only
grammatical if the quantifier is interpreted as an adverbifyiod) the main verb (and placing it at
the end of the sentence makes this interpretive option uaale):

(40) Na sasad'uma)() le ata  (*uma).
psTtear all ABS DET.SG pictureall
‘They tore the picture completely.
Not: ‘They all tore the picture.’

Summarizing, all these reasons lead me to rejectptibeHypothesis in favor of the Backward
Control Hypothesis (Potsdam 2006 makes a similar move dalagasy).

5. Outstanding Problems

Although | believe that the Backward Control Hypothesisrigite right track, and fares better than
the competitors | have been able to imagine, | don’t have getiafactory answer to:

1. What motivates the PF deletion of the higher copy? Nur&&9g Chain Reduction Principle
(CRP) holds that the pronounced copy is the one that has Westainchecked features: let me
suggest that the higher copy is not in fact Case-marked (sepridan 2009 about the intricate
mechanisms of Ergative-marking) and can thus be deleted.

2. Why isn’t there forward PAGO control (5)? Maybe becauseltiiver copy has to be Case-
marked, therefore the CRP doesn’t apply to it (and only oy @an be pronounced).

6. Conclusion

Samoan offers a new example of Backward Control. An analyidlsn the theory of control as
movement appears to be the only viable one: the null cor&al a copy of the overt controller,
and it is not goro; it can pronominal-bind the overt controller which acts asaable.
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