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1. Introduction. This abstract discusses issues that arise when structures involving arguments
meet the Lexicalization Algorithm, and suggests a step towards a possible solution.
2. Background. Starke (2014) proposes an approach to subcategorization according to which
each DP is base-generated with a stack of case(K) layers on top corresponding to its T-role. The
verb lexicalizes some of these layers. Subcategorization appears as an effect of these K-hooks in
the lexical entry of the verb. Savu (2025) uses this idea on ergativity facts in Hindi/Urdu. Given
the right TAM environment, verbs in this language fall into three categories: allow only ergative
external arguments, prohibit ergative external arguments (the EA will have no case marker), or
allow both depending on the volitionality level of the argument (highly volitional arguments get
ergative, less volitional arguments get no marker). In Savu’s analysis, the terminals of the K hier-
archy are T-roles in a fine-grained structure. erg is frequently syncretic with instr and expresses
agentive T-roles, so it is placed very high in the T-hierarchy, which is proposed to go from more
Patient-like roles (lower) to more Agent-like (higher). erg, expressed in Hindi/Urdu by -ne, is
able to lexicalize a stretch of agentive projections at the very top of the K hierarchy, above in-
str. The three categories of verbs can be simply expressed in terms of the sizes of the K-hooks
in their specifications. Verbs that require erg have small EA hooks for a highly agentive argu-
ment, as well as an argument of lesser agentivity. These verbs will evacuate nearly the entire
K-stack, which can be lexicalized by -ne. Verbs that prohibit erg can take the same arguments,
but their EA hooks are big. As such, they absorb and lexicalize the entire K-stack, so there is
no need for -ne. Verbs that can take both erg-marked EAs and unmarked EAs have a small
hook for a highly agentive EA and a big hook for a less agentive EA. This neat picture quickly
encounters issues when it encounters the mechanics of the nanosyntactic Lexicalization Algorithm.

3. Problem with lexicalization: the DP must re-
main low. In Nanosyntax, lexicalization is cyclical, oc-
curring after every merge. Therefore, by the time the
argument is ready to be merged with the verb, the K-
stack should be lexicalized. However, lexicalization of the
K-layers at this stage would produce a structure where
the verb could not take over the hook. For example,
if the verb is specified for a K12 small hook, lexicaliz-
ing the K-stack before merging with the verb would sep-
arate the DP (non-remnant constituent) from the rest of

the K-layers, which are left behind. There is no way to evacuate DP+K11−1 in this configu-
ration short of allowing remnant movement, in which case two movements would be necessary.

Breaking up the K-stack into several branches and
having -ne as a complex entry that overrides them
would not fix the issue. Entries of this sort have
been used to great effect in situations where a
root overrides itself plus a suffix, but here, the
DP needs to evacuate lest -ne override the en-
tire noun. Lexicalizing each branch individually
and letting ne cover just the highest features so
the DP can stay in that position would predict
case stacking. Hindi/Urdu has two cases deemed
to be smaller in this analysis: instr -se and



acc/DOM/dat -ko. If each branch is lexicalized
separately, it would predict that ergative case would be marked -ko-se-ne, contrary to fact. The
DP must therefore remain low, which means the lexicalization of the K stack must be delayed.
4. Towards a solution: the K/v sequence.
The structure as presented in Starke (2014) may
pose an argument-linking problem. An Agent could
potentially be merged in complement position, and
a Patient in the specifier position. Even taking
into account that F stands for eventive features
(among others), how do we make sure each argu-
ment is merged in the right place? Without dedi-
cated rules, how does the system match the right
T-role to the appropriate event structure compo-
nent? Given the two issues, I suggest some changes regarding the content of the structures, while
remaining faithful to the core of Starke’s proposal regarding hooks. I propose merging copies of K/T
features in tandem (the same cycle) in both the verbal spine and the nominal spine(s). On the verb,
these features form what we traditionally call the v and possibly Voice zone(s), and are lexicalized
by items like applicatives, causative morphemes, transitivizers, light verbs, etc. In the nominal do-
main, they form part of the case sequence, in the sense that they surface lexicalized by case suffixes
or prepositions. The current proposal is that they are, in fact, identical. Evidence for identity
comes from the similarity in their semantic content, as well as the same type of syncretism occur-
ring in this area of the verbal spine that we observe in case. For example, Jerro (2017) discusses
a causative/instrumental applicative syncretism in Kinyarwanda, which parallels the erg/instr
syncretism in the case domain. A clue for the doubling can be found in examples like the one below
from Hindi/Urdu (Bhatia 2016). -ne can signal volitionality on its own, as shown by verbs that allow
both erg and unmarked EAs depending on volitionality. However, the unaccusative verb requires
both a causativizer and erg case to take an external argument.

(1) zamindaar-ne
landlord-erg

makaan
house

jal-aa-yaa
burn-caus-pfv.m.sg

‘The landlord burned the house’

5. Welcomed consequences. A KxP can only be merged as a specifier of vx (meaning all
arguments are introduced as specifiers). For instance, a Causer argument is a participant in an
event that includes a cause sub-event (illustrated above). Being identical and merged in the same
cycle, K and v track each other, and when K grows as agentivity level increases, so will v. The
verbal spine starts at the same time as the K stack, and each argument grows appropriately to its
role (Patients smaller than Agents) before first merge with the verb. This ensures that Agents will
never be merged lower than Patients. Agents originating higher than Patients can itself be seen
as evidence for the directionality of the case/theta hierarchy. The doubled sequence also opens up
a plausible way to keep the DP low. Each vx feature can be lexicalized in the verbal spine, and
parasitic on that, postpone lexicalizing Kx in the nominal workspace(s) until later in the derivation.
This avenue is only open if Kx and vx are identical. Selected References. Savu, Carmen (2025). The
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