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Object Specificity and Agreement in
Hindi/Urdu

Miriam Butt
Stanford University!

1. Introduction

The existence ol object agreement in languages like Urdn/Hindi? has received
a number of differing trealiments in the Lierature (for Hindi/Urdu alone see
Gair and Wali (1989}, Davison (1988, 1990, 1991), ete.}. One of the most
recent and indriguing theories of object agreement for Hindi is formulated
in Mahajan (1990, 1941). ‘This theory makes use of the postulation of an
agreement projection {AgrP) in X-har syntax (Chomsky 1991; Pollock 1989,
and also explores a possible connection between ohiect specificity and object,
agrecimnent,  In particular, the theory ol agreement lormulaled in Mahajan
{199€) proposes that specilicity is a semantic consequence ol object agreement..

[ show that althongh object specificity indeed requires two distinct
objoct positions, as proposed originally by Mahatan (1990), this difference
cannol be correlated wilh agreement: in Urda/Hinedi both specific and non-
specilic objects can in fact agree with the verh, Tustead, lollowing Ranichand
(1963, | propose thal the semantics of specificity interact with the assignment
of Strong and Weak Case as proposed by de Hoop (1992), so that nonspecific
objects can only appear as complements o a V., while specific objects are gen-
erally siluated in the Spec of VP2 Finally, alter haviug demonsirated that a
treatinent within an AgrP projection, as proposed hy Mahajan (1990), cannot
account for all the facts, I present an alternative account of agreement, based
on Davison (1991}, This account does not associate agreement with ohject
specificily, but instead achieves objecl, as well as subject, agreement in terms
of ¢ feature percolation. Argumenis carry ¢ feature specifications, which are
percolated upwards along with a theta-grid (Speas 1990), but are blocked by
the appearance of morphological case,

"Many thanks go to Veneeta Dayal, Benridtte De Swart, Paul Kipaesky, and Peter Seils
lor the time and etergy they contributed lowards the materiad in this paper, and egpecially
to Gillian Ramchand for putting up with me patientdy and cutting through the log.

“Urdu is spoken primarily is Pakistan and Northern India. Hindi is spoken in large parts
of India, The two languages rescinble cach other closely and could be desertbed as dialects
of one another, were it not such a historically and politically explosive issue.

3Generally Tollowing Mahajan (1900}, | assume that subjecks are base-generated VP
internally, nol in the SPEC of 1P, Move specifically, adopt the existence ol an AspP argued
for in Ramehand (19893) and posit that, as in Bangla, the subject in Urdig/Mindi appears in
the SPEC of Aspl.
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2. Mahajan’s Proposals

2.1. Specificity and AgrP

Mahajan (1992) uses the pair ol exarples in (1) to illustrate the facts of

object agreement.”! The sentence in {la} contains a perfective participle, which
is Laken to be non Case assigning. Objects of non Case assighing participles
must move Lo Spec ol Agr, in order Lo receive structural Clase within Mahajan’s
systent. “The verh pay-i ‘write’ in {ia) thus agrees with the object fitawh
‘book’. On Lhe other hand, [uture forms can assignn Case, so the object e
kitaabh ‘a book’ in (1h) does not move and does not trigger verly agreemen:
pa’-egaa ‘will read” agrees with the masculine subject Ram.

{1} a. raam=nc kitaab par'-ii
Ram Me=1lrg book. FF=Nom read-Perl. I".5g
‘Ram read Lhe book.*

h. raam ele kitaah par'-egaa
Ram.M=Nom one hook. F'=Nom readl-Int M. Sg
Ram will read a book.”

Based on the kind of data shown in (1), Mahajan {1990) proposes a
theory of agreement that interacts with a theory of Case assignment. Nog-
specific objects receive structural Case under government hy the verb, while
specific objects veceive structural Case hy moving to the Spec of Agr,. Ma-
hajan (1992) suggests that since Agris a pronominal, it is specific. Ap NP
Case-marked by a provominal Agr must ratch Agrin specilicity leatures. A
consequence of this theory is that hoth specilicity and agreement are mediated
by AgrP: only specific objects can appear in Agr, and an object which agrees
with a verb is predicted to be necessarily specific. That this cannot be true
in Urdu/Hindi is shown in {2). The context of {2a) ensures that the object in
(2b) must be interpreted as botly indefinite and nonspecific, n (2b) the ohject
murnid “chicken” of the nou Case assigning perlect participle rariid-ii *hought”
is nonspecific, and yot agrees with the verh.

(2) a. adnaan aa}  raal=Kkii salen ke-live
Adnan.M=Nom today night '=Cen. I’ curry for
ey cahi-laa t"an
chicken. F=Now want-Tmpl.M.Sg bePast.3rd. Sg
“Adnan wanted chicken for tonight's curey,’

TAbbreviations nsed in Uhis paper are as follows, I = feminine; M = masculing; Frg
= ergative; Nom = nominative; Gen = genitive; Dot = dativer Ace = accusative; [nst
= instrumental; Loe = locative: [nf = infinitive; Obl = oblique; Parl = porfect; hnpl =
imperfoet; Fat = future: Stal = stative: Pres = present; Sg o= singular; Pl = plural; pron =
pronominal;’-" indicates marpheme houndarics, while =" is used for clitics,

e

b, us=ke Xansaanme=ie hanaar=se muryii

xariid-ii
buy-Perf F.Sg
*is cook bought a chicken Irom the market.

I3t is true that only objects in the Spec ol Agr, may agree, then
nonspecific objects like murgid ‘chicken’ in (2b) wust also be able lo appear in
this position. Conversely, the unambiguously specific fo marked object i (3)
does not agree with the verh.® [argue below Lhat the accusalive case clitic ko
in Urdu, as in Turkish (Eng 1991) is a marcker of specificily and that specific,
ko marked, NPy can never trigger verly agreement.

(3) xansaames=ne  bazaarsse muryii-ko xariid-aa
cool. M.Obl=lrg market. M=lrom chicken. F=Ace buy-Perf. M.Sg
“The cook bought a particular/the chicken from the market.

Thus it s not only the case thal nonspecific objects in Uzdu/ITindi
can show object agreement, but it is also precisely those NPs unambiguously
marked as specific, which can never show object agreement. Not only Is the
correlation between object specificity and object agreement proposed in Maha-

Jau (1990} untenable, but the original intuition that specificity and agreement

are somehow linked runs counier to the data. In actual fact. specificily is
linked to position and the morphological case marker bo.

Maorcover, notice that the examples provided by Mahajan in (1) actually
appear to be making a distinclion between deflinites and indefinites. Could
therefore definiteness, rather than specificity, he al issue? Mahajan seems
cerbain that the relevant notion is specificity, but does not discuss the issue in
any detail. On the other hand, other research on Hindi takes for granted that
the relevant notion for some of the phenomena discussed in Mahajan (1990,
1991} is definiteness and not specificity {see Singh 1993, T, Mohanan 1992).
In light of proposals made by Enc (1991), show that specificity s indeed the
interacts with definiteness. Before thal, however,

relevant notion, but that
some background on object agreement and its interaction with siructural and
semantic case marking in Urdu/Tindi is needed.

2.2. Case and Agreement

The basic lacts of Urdu/Hindi agreement are most easily summarized by the
following generalization {see Gair and Wali 1989, I'. Molanan 1990).

He

The chicken in (3) must reler to some particular chicken. which has already been spec-
ified in previcus discourse. As such. (3) cannot be used within the contexh of (2a). This
point is returned to later on.
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e A verb can anly agree willi one ol its own nominative arguments
{agrecment is clause-hound}.

e [ the subject is nominative. the verh agrees witl it

e [ the subject is non-nominative, but the object is noninalive,
the verb agrees with the object.

e If there is no nominalive argument, the verb carvies the “default’
masculine singular morpheme -ea

Neminative case in my terms, [ellowing ', Mohanan (1990), is the one
case in Urdu which is phonologically nuil. All other cases (ergative, aceusative,
dative, instrumental, ete.) have a an overt realization as a case elitic.®

As virtnally any case clitic is possible ou subjects in Urdu/Hindi (see
T Mohanan 19903, there are many situations in which the subject is non-
nominative. The generalizalion about the interaction belween case marking
and agrecment thus is that a verh cannol agree witl a direct argnment which
bears an overt case clitic. Whenever the subject of a given sentlence is overtly
case marked, object agreement becomes possible. This is illustrated in {4).

(4} a. naadyaa xat lik"-tii lhai
Nadya. F=Nom letter. M=Non write-Impl.F.5g be Pres.drd 5y
‘Nadya writes a letber.”

b. naadyaa=une xat lik"-aa lai
‘Nadya has wrilten a letler.”

¢ naadyaa=ne citt"ii lik"-1i hai
Nadya.['=Frg note. F=Nom write-Perf.F.5g be, Pres.3rd.5g
‘Nadya has written a note.’

d. naadyaa=ne citltii=ko lik"-aa hai
Nadya.F-Erg note. F=Ace write-Per[.M.Sg be Pres.drd 5g
‘Nadya has written a (particular) note.

In (da) both the subject Nadya and the object wat ‘letter’ are nomina-
tive. The verl here agrees with the (eminine subject Nadya, and not with the
masculine object xal ‘letter’. In the perfective sentences in (4b) and (4¢) the
subject is marked with the ergative case clitic. The verh therclore agrees with
the masculine object wal “letter’ in (Ab), and with the feminine abiect eitf"#
‘note’ in (de). Finally, (4d) illustrales the situation in which both the subject
and the object have an overt case clitic. The verb can agree with neither the

5The locative forms an exception. 1L s possible to have a locative argument net marked
with an overt case clitie. For the purposes ol this paper. this issue is nol relevant.

Jucks are usually associated with psych verbs. However, crgative subje

subject nor the obiecl and therefore carries the “defanlt’” masculine singuiar
agreement morphology -aa.

Mahajan (1990, 1991) proposes an analysis of these lacts in terms ol
Spec-Head agreement within AgrP. Agreement belween NPs and the verb is
medialed by Lwo distinel positions within AgrlP: Spec of Agr, and Spee of
Apre. Al the arguments ol a verb are indially base-generated VP-internally.
As Urdu/Hindi has relatively [ree word ovder, NPs arve allowed lo move to
various Spec posilions [or various reasons. A very good reason to move is to
receive structural Case in one of the Spec of Agr positions.

Mahajan divides the Hindi/Urdu verh system up into three categories:
Case assigning forms, optionally non Case assigning forms, and non Case as-
signing lorms. This classification has little to do with the kinds of verbs there
are (transilive vs, intransitives, for example), but depends on Lhe particular
aspect /tense morphology on a given verb in a given sentence, Case assigning
forms are imperfective participles and future forms ol verbs. Opliounaily non
Clase assigning verbs are mainly represented by infinitives, Non Case assign-
ing verbs consist of perlective participles and psych verbs.” Table () shows a
swimmary of the factors luvolved.

{5) Verb Type Case Non-nom. | Object | Object
Assigning | Subject Agr. Specificity
Iimperfective Vv No No No
Future
Perfective No Possible Possihle |/
Psych Predicates
Infinitives Optional Possihle | Possible

Although it is nol quite clear why imperlective participles should be
able to assign Case, while perleclive participles can never do so, the above
classification ol verly forims, as well as the particular partitioning ol Case which
Mahajan agsumes, is essential lov an expression of the crucial generalization
that verbs will only agree with a nominative, unmarked, argument,

Mahajan {1990} proposes thal a given NI can have either inherent or
structural Case, ov both, Structural Case is vepresented by nominative and

Tlrgative subjects generally appear in trausitive perlective sentences, while dative sub-
cts also appear in
some intransitive peclective construclions, some perfective complex predicates, and with
the desive infinitive in the dialeet of Urdu spoken in Lahore. Dalive subjects also appear
in complex predicate constructions (see Butl and King (1990} lor details). Given this wider
range of constructions, it is nol clear that Mahajan’s systen of Case assigning vs. nou Case
assigning verhs actually takes care of all the various situallons in whicl non-nominative
subjects can oceur.
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accusative, as is usual, while inherent Case refers to datives and ergatives 8 A
particular feature of Mahajan’s system is that he takes the case clitic ko to he
representative of only the dative. In the bulk of the literature on Hindi/Urdy
{sce Comyie 1981, T, Mobanan 1993, for some defailed discussion} two ho.
mophoncus, but differing, case clitics are posited: dative ko and accusative
ko. The dative ko obligatorily appears on indirect objects (goals), while the
accusative ko oplionally appears on direct objects. It has long been noted
that direct object NPs describing humans require the accusative ko, while it
is optional on inanimates {Comrie 1981).% Thus, although the dative ko and
the accusative ko are homophonous in Urdu/Hindi, they appear on dilferent
grammatical funcéions and are governcd by differing semantic conditions.
Mahajan's collapse ol the Hindi/Urdu accusative and dative into a sin.
gle dative Lo therefore does not accurately capture the case svsiem of the
language. An accurate characterizalion can, however. be achieved guite sim-
ply within Mahajan®s proposal. Oue could posit two diflering inherent Cases:
a dative and an accusative (which might be labeled as something else so as
not to cause conlusion with the structural accusative Case, which has no overt,

realization, t.e. is phonologically null and is glossed as nominative here). This
Case system, in conjunction with movement to AgrP, is now still able to ac-
count. for Urdu/Hindi object agreement. Only NPs which have either not been
assigned stroctural Case, or which do not have an inhevent Case, must move to
the Spec of Agrl® in order to receive structural Case. The NPs overtly marked
with a case clitic by definition have an inhevent Case, so they ave never obliged
to move to Spec of AgeP. In effect, then, the only kines of NPs which can move

to Spec of AgrP are those which do not have an overl case clitie. As a verb can

only agree with an NP which is not overtly marked with a case clitic, Mahajan
successlully captures the descriptive generalizalion lor verb agreement given
at the beginning of this section. However, note that while the generalization
for object agreement can be stated quite simply al a morphological level, it is
merely instantiated as a side effect ol Mahajan’s intricate structural account.,

8The idea that a given NI may have both structural and inherent. Case simultaneously
is argued for i lexicalist approaches to Hindi/Urdu as well, though under a diflerent guise.
T. Mohanan (1990} and Butt and King (1991) argue thatl the assignmont of case 1o o given
NP must make reference to both syntactic and seimantic information: grammatical lunction
information (subject, object, ete.) as well as semantic factors such as volitionality, aniniacy,
and goalhood interact in determining the case on a given NP This division into grammatical
function vs. semantic informalion corresponds roughly to the distinction between structural
vs, inherent Case.

Phe termy ‘inanimate’ inctudes animals in Urdu/1lindi as well. The distinction is usually
wade in termis of ‘animacy” because many South Asian languages seem Lo malke refercnce
to some kind of animacy hierarchy (Masica 1976). However, they tend to differ in terms of
how the hierarchy is divided up. In Malayalam, for example, elephants seem to be able to
be ‘animate’, while mice cannot be (.1 Mohanan, p.e.). See T. Mohanan (1990} for some
discussion and a more detailed listing of relevant relerences.
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The instantiation of an inherent ‘accusative’ Case also throws light on
a signilicant complication with regard to the claims made as to the coreelation
hetween object agreement and object specificity. As mentiononed, T argue that
the accusative ko, as in Turkish (Eng 1991), s actually a marker of specificity.
As these specilic, ko marked, NPs can never trigger verh agreement, the corre-
lation bhetween object specificity and ohject agreement proposed in Mahajan
(1990) cannot hold. The account of object agreement i terms of AgeP should
thus be abandoned in favor of an account, such as Davison (1991), which makes
direct use ol the relevant morphological information.

3. Accusative Case Marking and Object Specificity

Eug (1991) has worked out the distinctions between specificity and definiteness
in some detail . The range of issues surrounding the semantics of specificity
and definiteness is, of course, quite broad and as yel not completely resolved,
[ confine myself to a briel discussion ol the insights which 1 adopt from Iing,
and which seem relevant lor the issue at hand.

Eug (L991) essentially argues thal the notion of specificily is related to,
but distinct from, the notion of definitencss, She proposes to extend Ileim’
(1982} theory of definiteness. In Fng’s [ramework, definites must always be
specilic, while indefinites can be either specific or nonspecific. Delinite NPs
refer to already known discourse relerents. Names, pronouns and definite de-
seriptions are always definite NPs. For indefinite specific NPs, the discourse

e

B

referent must be distinet from, but iucluded in, previously established dis-
course referents. T'he requivement on discourse referents lor indefinite nonspe-
cific NPs s stronger than that for indefinite specific NPs - here the discourse
referent must be completely unrelated to previously estahlished relerents.

Fug also shows that in Turkish the accusative case marker is a marker
of specificity. Indelinite objects in Turkish are always unambiguously specific
or nonspecilic. If an indelinite object is marked with the accusative case, then
it must be specific, If not, then it s an indelinite nonspecific abject. [ propose
that the Urdu/Hindi aceusative ks can similarly he analyzed as a marker of
specificity. This is shown in (6). However, as (Ga) ilustrates, objects which
arc not marked with the accusative ko are not unambiguously nonspecilic
indefinites as in Turkish,

{6) a. adnaan=ne  rotii paka-yii
Adnan.M=Trg bread. F=Nom cook-Perl F.Sg
‘Adnan made hread.’
‘Adnan made the/a bread.”

b. adnaan=ne  rotiizkeo paka-yaa

Adnan. M=Erg bread. Fs=Ace cook-Perl .M. 5g
*Adnan made a particular/the bread.’
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In (Ga) the bave NP object rofii thread can be interpreted cither as a definite,
a generic, or even an indelinite, depending on the context (Dayal 199231
However, the ko marked object in (Gl3) must be taterpreted either as a specific
indelintte (a particnlar bread), or as a definite {(Lhe bread).

As already mentioned, the accusative fo in Hindi/Urdu is obligatory
on a class of nouns that has roughly heen classified as ‘animates”, where {1, is
nol necessarily clear exactly whatl counts as an animate and what does not.
Personal names ol people, however, unawmbiguously count as ‘animate’. As (7)
shows, the accusative bo is obligatory on names in object position.

(7) adnaan=nc naadyaa=ko/*naadyaa hazaar=me
Adnan. M=Irg Nadya. F=Ace/Nadya. FF'=Nom market. M==in
dek-aa
see-Pert. M. Sg

FAdnan saw Nadya in the market place,’

[ prapose that Urdu is exactly like Turkish (Fng 1991) in that if a given
item describes AN unambiguously delinite (and therelore specific) entity, the
accusabive ko is obligatory, Names, pronouns, and definite descriptions must
therefore always be marked with the accusative ko, This is illustrated in (8).4

{8) a. zaluab=ue ali=ko/us=ko/us mer=ko dek!-aa
Zainabh. P=Erg Ali.M=Acc/him=~Acc/thatl table=Ace see-Perf M. Sg
Tainab sasw Al him/that table.”

b. zainab=ne Fali/*vo/T"vo mez  dek"-aa
Zainah FP=[rg AlLM/him/that table see-Perf. M.Sg
“Lainab saw Alifhim/that table.’

The obligatoriness of the accusative ke in certain instances is thus explained
Best nod in terms ol an avimacy hicrarchy, bul in terms of referents which
must be given unambiguously definite interpretations.

I have already demonstrated in a previous section that nonspecific ob-
jects are able to trigger agreement. [t cannol therefore be true that all agreeing
objects must neces

sarily be specific, as proposed by Mahajan. In light of the
above discussion, it must rather be assumed that the specific reading of an
object 15 corvelated with the accusative ko, and not with agreement. Consider
again the sentences in (9}, which make this point very clearly.

U Dayal {1999) and Porterfield and Srivastay (1988} analyze bare singular NI’s as being
cither relevential definites or generies. \Within the generic interpretation, however, an NP
may receive a derived indelinite reading.

UThe demonstrative us is the ebligque version of ve. ‘Uhe use of a case dlitic s olligatory
with the oblique us.
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{9) a. adnaan aa]  raal=kun salen ke-live
Adnan. M=Nom today night.l"=CGen.¥ curry for
muryi cah-tan L"aa
chicken, F'=Nom want-Impf.M.5g be Past.3rd Sg
*Adunan wanted chicken lor tonight’s curry.’

b, us=ke Kpusaame=ne  bazaar=se muryii
pron=Cen.Obl cook. M.Obl=1rg market. M={rom chicken, F=Nom
xariid-i
buy-Perl.[.5g
‘His cook bought a chicken from the market.”

e, fFus=ke Nansaane=e hazaar=se muryii=ko
pron=Cen.Obl cook. M=lry markel.M=lrom chicken.['=Acce
xartid-aa
huy-Perl M. 5g
‘His cook bought a particular chicken from the market.”

The abject muraii ~chicken” must interpreted as a nonspecific indefinite in order
for (9b) to be felicitous within the context of (9a). Notice that the verb agrees
with the object, despite the fact that it is nonspecific. Furthermore, when the
olyject is mavked with the accusalive ko, as in (10), a felicitons reading of the
sentence is not possilile within the context of (9a). This lollows divectly from
the fact that the accusative ko is a marker of specificity and that a specific
interpretation of the ohject muradi *chicken’ is not possible within the context
of (9a). Notice furthermore that although the object in (10 is specific, the
verh cannot agree with 8 becanse ol the presence of Lhe case clitic ko. The
correlation between specificity and object agrecement as predicted by Mahajan
is thus not tenable. Nol only are the non-agreeing ko marked objects in fact
specilic, but agresing objects as i (9h) must also not be necessarily specific,

The table in {10} sunumarizes the lacts connected with agreement, speci-
ficity, definites, and case marking established so lar,

(10} Object Object Definite | Nonspecific Indef.
Type Agreement (specific)
Nominalive | Possille Possible Possible
(NP=) (il subject non-Nom.)
Accusative | No Vv No
(NP=ko)

A nominative (not overtly marked} NP can have several interpretalions, in-
cluding a nonspecific indefinite reading. Tt is always possible lor the verb to
agree with a nominative object, whatever its precise interpretation may be.
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When an object bears the aceusative case clitic ko, on the other hand, it must
always be interpreted as specific and can never agree with the verb. 15 is clear
thal object agrecment and object specificity cannot be divecily correlated in
HindifUrdu, although they do interact i the sense thal when objects are
marked as speciflic through ko, they block object agreeinent.

4. Specificity and Phrase Structural Position

The palterny ol object specificity n Urdu/Hindi can be accounted for elegantly
under the approach in Ramchand (1993). Ramchand {1993) provides evidence
from Scoltisl Gaelic and Bangla for two distinet object positions which corre-
spond Lo the Strong and Weak structural Case assignment possibilities in de
Hoop (1092). She argues that Weak structural Case in both Scottish Gaelic
and Bangla is assigned in the complement position of the verb, while Strong
structural Case is assigned te objects in the Spec of VP, The phrase structure
she assuines for Bangla is head-Enal and has both [nft and Asp projections. A

skeletal structure for the VI is shown in (11,52
{11) VP
. //‘\ﬁﬁ
SPEC V
Strong
NP v
Wealk

De Hoop (1992} makes the {ollowing distinction hetween Weak and
Strong structural Case: Wealk Case deseribes a predicale-modificetion relation,
while Strong Case represents the relationship hetween a predicate and a truty
referential argument. A predicate-modilication refalion does not take the Weak
Case marked NP as a “true’ argumnent. Strong Case is Lhus exemplified by reed
a hook, Weak Case gives rise to a book-reading evenl interprelation, where
the hook is not a “true’ argument of read. Ramchand ([993} works ouf the
semantics of the interaction between specificity and Weak aund Strong Case in
some detail. The generalization is that objects in the Strong structural Case
position, Spec ol VP, are always interpreted as specific, while only the Weak
Case position (complement of V) may be interpreted as nonspecilic.??

The pattern predicied by Ramchand {1893} is clearly instantiated in
Hindi/Urdu. Dayal {1992) and Porterfield and Srivastav (1938) examine both

PNote that the Spee of VP in (11} is not a derived object pesition. Under Ramchand’s
{1993) proposal, objects are basc-gencrated in cither as complements of V, or in Spec of VP.

Y he relationship is actually a little more complicated. In Scottish Gaelic specific in-
terpretations of Weak Case marked objects are also possible under certain circummstances.
Hlowever, this is not relevant in terms of the data in this paper.

singular and plural bare NPs in Hindi to some detail. Tn pacticular, they show
that the 1fndi bare singular object can be jnlerpreted either as a veferential
defiuite, the book, or as a an indelinite, @ book, which is derived from a more
hasic genevie reading, books. When ihe bare singular in object position has
an indefinite reading, as in the first reading of (12). it is analyzed as an in-
stantiation of a kind-level interpretation (“hook-veading”). When the object is
definite, on the Land, an dividual-level reading of (12) is instantiated.

{12} anu kitaab par" rah-i hal
Anu.F=Nom book. I'=Nom write Stat-Perf.1°.5g he.Pres.5g
‘Ann is reading a book /books.

“Anu s reading the book!”

Dayal (1992) refers Lo these Lypes of construchions as ‘ncorporated bare
singnlars’, which refer 1o a general event of *book-reading’. This analysis bears
a strong resemblance 1o the predicate-modification analysis of de Hoop: when
an object like kitaeh *hook™ in (12) has a kind-level reading, it can be said Lo
enter into a predicate modifying relationship with the verb. 1 argue that in
Urdu/Hindi, just as in Bangla, such predicate-modilying objects appear as a
sister Lo the V. When a bare singular is used to refer to an individual book,
on the other hand, the object kitead *hook’ appears in the Spee of VP, where
it receives Strong structural Case, and must be interpreted as specific.

Two distinet phrase structure positions {or objeets in Urdu/Hinds not
only provide a nice account for diflerences n interpretations of bare singular
object NPs, bul also make sense of some other syntactic facts. Dayal (1992),
Mahajan {(1990). T. Mohanan (1992}, and Singh (1893) notice that indefinite
nonspecific abjects cannot scramble away from the verb. This is illustrated
by (13). Again, (13a) sets up a context which requires thal the object murii
‘chicken’ be interpreted as nonspecific and indefinite in ovder for the sentence
to be felicilous. Because the oblect sy ‘chicken’ can only be interpreted
as specific when it is scrambled as i (13b) (1. Mohanan 1992, Singh 1993),
the sentence in (13b} is bad within the context of (13a}.

(L) a. adnaan aa}  raab=ki salen ke-liye
Adnan.M=Nom today night.F=Cen.t" curry lor
muryii cali-taa thaa

chicken. F=Non: want-lmpl.M.Sg be. Past.3ed.5g
‘Adnan wanted chicken for toright’s curry.’

b. fhus=ke Xansaame=rne  muryit bazaar==se
pron=Cen, Obl cook. M.Obl=Erg chicken. '=Nom market.M={rom
xariid-ii
buy-Perl.[7.5g
“Mis cook bought a chicken front the market.’
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I[f nonspecilic objects are sisters of the V in a structure such as the oue
in (11}, while specific objects are in the Spec of VP, then the scrambling lacty
fall out. According to de Hoop (1992:139), Weak Case is only licensed in the
complement of ¥V position, hoth at D-structure and al S-structure. For an
object to be interpretable as nonspecilic, it must remain in the complement of
V position. Specific objects, on the other hand, are able to scramble because
Strong Case need only be assigned in the Spec of VP at D-structure,

Another type of evidence lor two distinet object positions comes from
the contrast in (14}, Here the adverbial jub 04 *whenever” is used to explicitly
differentiate between the two distinel object positions. Tn bolh sentences, the
ar’ agrees with the predicate.!® In both sestences the context

object gaarii ‘e

requires that the object gaard ‘car’ have a nonspecific reading. However,
only (14a) is wellformed. Here the object gaarii ‘car’ is adjacent to Lhe verh,
assigned Weak Case, and is therelore able to have a nonspecific reading. In
(L4b} the adverbial jab B"ii ‘whenever® intervenes between Lhe object and the
ific, as requived by the

verly. The object here cannol be interpreted as nonspe
context, because it is in the Spec of VP, The sentence is therefore meaningless.

(1) a. mujhe jab b gaarii calaa-nii par-lii
LDat when emph car.'=Nom drive-Inl.F.Sg Tall- Tmpl. ¥ Sg
Lal, i kaali calaa-tii I
he.Pres.3rd.Sg f=Nom black.[” drive-Impl. I'.Sg be.Pres. [sl.Sg
‘Whenever | have to drive a car {ear-drive), [ diive a black one.

b #muj'e gaarii jab LM calaa-nii par-tii
EDat carF=Nom when emph drive-Inl.I".Sg fall- Irnpf.1.Sg
hai, mai kaalii  calaa-tii hi
be. Pres.3ed.Sg [=Nom black, " drive-Tmpl.1".Sg be, Pres. 1st.5g
“Whenever | have to drive a (particular) car, [ drive a black one.

The proposals in Ramchand {1993) clearly allow an insightful account of
Urdu/Hindi object specificity. Tn particutar, although Ramchand posits Spec-
head agreement for Scotlish Gaelic and Bangla, the proposal is not necessarily
tied to Spec-head agreement, and in fact distances itself from the necessity of
an Agel” projection. Thus, although both Ramchand and Mahajan posit two
distinet object positions to account for specificity effects, the proposals differ

in that Mahajan mediates object agrecment via the same structural position
as object specificity, and therefore does not arcive the correct generalization

for Hindi/Urdu.

18ee de Hoop (1992) for 2 more detailed discussion of (his phenomena.
BSee Butl (1993) lor a dotailed analysis of infinitive agreement in Uedu/indt.
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5. An Alternative View of Agreement

Davisow’s {1991) approach to object agrecment in Hindi/Urdu takes agrecrment
b0 be a case of ¢ feature percolation. Avguments cacry ¢ leature specifications,
whicl are percolated upward along with a theta-grid (Speas 1990}, Case clitics
block ¢ features. Il more than one ¢ feature is percolated upward, only Lhe
leftmosl one results in agreement on the verh. Without invoking Spec-head
agreetsent, this approach captures the essential generalization that verbs can
only agree with a nominalive (not overtly case marked) argument.

Consider the sentences in (15) again. In (15a) the verb agrees with
the subject Ram. In (15b) and (15¢) the verb agrees with the abject mwrdi
‘ehicken’, which is nonspecific in (150) and specific in (15¢),

(15) & raan ek kitaab par'-egaa
Ram.M=Nom one book F=Nom read- 17t M Sy
‘Rar will read a book.”

b, xansaame=ne bazaar=se muryil xariid-ii
cook.M.Oblslirg market. Mefrom chicken. FaNom buy-Perf. 1 Sy

‘His cook bought a clhicken lrom the market.

C. Xansaame=ne muryll bazaar=se xariid-ii
cook. M.Obl=Frg chicken. I"=Nom market. M=from buy-Per!. F.Sg
‘His cook bought a chicken from the market.’

The verb par® ‘read’ in (15a) takes Lwo arguments, which percolate upwards
through a theta-grid, As the argument slots in the theta-grid are satisfied
by the sister of the V (kitaad ‘hook’) and the NP in Spec of AspP (Ram),
in its upward journey, the agreement leatures of the NPs are included in the
theta-grid and percolate upwards as well. When it comes time Lo ‘discharge’
the agreement leatures in both Tnfl and Asp, the theta-grid lor (15a) contains
¢ features for both RBam and kitead *book’. Under Davison’s (1091} proposal,
only the ¢ features on the leltmost argument in the prid, ftam, are used to
determine verb agreement. so the agreement morphology in both Infl and Asp
shows subject agrecwent. [n (15b) and (15¢) the theta-grid also contains
two argument positions, which are satisfied by the NPs in complement to V
for (16D) and Spec of VI for (16c), and the subject NP in Spec ol Asph.
However, although the theta-grid positions are satisficd by these NPs, the
agreement features ol the subject cook are not percolated upwards with the
theta-grid, The ¢ leatures here are blocked, structy rally, by the ergalive case-
clitic ne. Thus, only the agreement leatures of the object murgii “chicken’ are
percolated upwards with the theta-grid and object agreernent. results.
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6. Conclusion

Within Mahajan’s (1990) theory ol agreement, it is predicted that object agree-
ment in Hindi/Urdu can be correlated with object specificity in the sense that
objects which agree with the verh must be situated in Spec of Agr,, and are
therefore also taken to be always specific. This paper has shown that it is
not only possible to have nenspecific agreeing ohjects in Urdu/Hindi, but that
objects explicitly marked as specilic actually never trigger agreement. The
postulated corvelation between specificity and agreement through a derived
obhject position in AgrP is therefore untenable. Instead, object agreement
must be achieved through an analysis like Davison (1991), which does not
rely on Bpec-head agreement. Mahajan's (1090) essential insight that two
distinct object positions are needed al phrase structure, on the olher hand, is
crucial for a successful account of object specificity. The effects ol object speci-
licity in Urdu/Hindi are accounted lor independently [rom object agreement
through Ramchand’s (1993) proposal, drawing on work by ‘Travis (1991), and
de Hoop (19923, that there are two positions in which objects receive struc-
tural Caser a complement of a 'V receives Weak structural Case [vora the verb,
while an NP in Spec ol VP position 1s assigned Strong structural Case. As
only NPs which are assigned Weak structural Case may receive nonspecific
interpretations under this system, several semantic and sbructural propersies
of Hindi/Urdu nonspecifics are elegantly accounted for,
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