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Book Review
The Syntax of Tuki: A Cartographic Approach. By Edmond Biloa.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2013. Pp. xxiv + 611. ISBN
9789027255860

Reviewed by José Miguel Ruiz Villaécija (Universidad de Sevilla)

The present book o�ers a syntactic study of Tuki, a Bantu language spoken
in Cameroon, from a cartographic perspective. Particularly, it scrutinizes the three
domains of syntax, namely the Complementizer Domain, the In�ectional Domain
and the Verbal Domain. The author points out that the aim of this cartographic
analysis is to update ourmorphosyntactic knowledge of UG clausal architecture by
showing that its rich underlying structural skeleton is associated with a wealthy
surface structural and functional map.

This monograph is organized into 16 chapters. To be more precise, Chapter
1, Introduction (pp. 1-33), is brief; it provides a summary and overview of the
cartographic approach as well as an outline for the remaining chapters.

Meanwhile, Chapter 2,Clause Structure (pp. 34-92), describes the structure
of the Tuki clause. Before that is done, some background information is provided
about the language genetic classi�cation and its noun class system. According
to Biloa, Tuki is spoken in Cameroon. Cameroon languages represent the three
linguistic families which cover Africa. Speci�cally, it is argued that the Tuki lan-
guage belongs to one of these families, that is, the Niger Kordofan linguistic family.
In accordance with the Atlas Linguistique du Cameron (1995), there are seven di-
alects of Tuki: Tungoro, Tukombe, Tonjo, Tocenga, Tutsingo, Tumbele and Leti.
Regarding nouns, the author claims that they consist of a pre�x and a stem. More
concretely, the nominal pre�xes are either singular or plural. Nevertheless, not all
classes exhibit singular/plural pairs of pre�xes. Besides, each of the noun classes
for Tuki has a speci�c class marker and a speci�c agreement marker which is a
verbal pre�x. Such a verbal pre�x is called the subject marker (SM). In line with
Mutaka & Tamanji (2000), there are two types of nominal forms: the underived
nouns and the derived nouns. The last ones are so called because they usually
derive from verbs. As far as verb morphology is concerned, it is considered that
Tuki contains six basic tenses: Past III, Past II, Past I or Today past, Present, Future
I and Future II. In the same way, the basic features of the aspectual system are
[completive] and [habitual]. In this sense, verbs in Tuki include pre�xes and suf-
�xes. Tuki in�nitive verb pre�xes are [o] and [w]. To achieve re�exivization, it is
said that we must pre�x the re�exive morpheme /a-/ meaning “self” to the root of
the verb. Meanwhile, Tuki in�nitive verb su�xes are [a] and [o]. In this case, the
su�x /-iy/ triggers causative formation and the su�x /-na/ conveys the meaning
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of the English anaphor “each other”. Moreover, the author suggests that subject
markers agree in noun class with the subject they accompany. However, object
markers in Tuki are only applicable to humans. Object markers for inanimates are
expressed by zero morpheme.

Biloa holds that the basic word order of Tuki is SVO. Furthermore, he argues
that this language is a null subject or a pro-drop language. In the same way, it is
proposed that thematic object positions are freely droppable. This chapter presents
the structure of the Tuki verb, which is made of the following constituents: the
subject marker (SM), the negation morpheme, the tense marker, the object marker
(OM), the verb stem and the �nal vowel. In this connection, the researcher shows
that the subject of tensed and in�nitive sentences may remain unexpressed. In
particular, Rizzi (1982) claims that the empty category in subject position of Tuki
tensed clauses (pro) can be interpreted as free or speci�c, whereas PRO (the in�ni-
tive null subject) may never have that interpretation except when it is controlled
by some other NP. Contra Jelinek’s Pronominal Argument Hypothesis (PAH), the
author states that Tuki is a pronominal argument language. In other words, Je-
linek holds that pronominal argument languages do not have anaphors and do
not have pro. However, it is argued that pro and anaphors exist in Tuki. As a
matter of fact, Jelinek’s prediction, i.e. pronominal elements must be related to
each argument position in the clause in a given language, is borne out in Tuki,
as the subject position and the direct object position have their relationships with
the verb encoded by a S(ubject) M(arker) and O(bject) M(arker). In addition, Tuki
is said to have strong pronouns, that is, subject markers agreeing in noun class
with the nominal subject. They constitute AGR-S. The author thus concludes that
in Tuki AGR-S can properly govern the subject position. In this way, the verbal
morphology is rich enough to make null subjects recoverable semantically though
they are phonologically empty. In this framework, the lack of COMP-trace e�ects
in Tuki is expected under the assumption that the language is a null subject one.
In this sense, all extractions from subject position in Tuki are acceptable due to
the fact that Agr-S licenses the variable in subject position. Regarding predicate
cleft constructions, the focused verb appears in clause initial position and it is ac-
companied by a focus marker. Besides, the author makes a distinction between
simple and complex sentences. Simple sentences are divided into: SVA, SVC, SVO,
SVOA, SVOC, SVOO and SV. Coordination and subordination are two syntactic
operations that are used to derive complex sentences. A number of words are used
for coordination in Tuki: veda, kee, na/ka and ku. The author also identi�es the
indicators of subordination: simple subordinators, the lexical complementizer and
wh-items. Moreover, it is assumed that Tuki wh-items are involved in interroga-
tive formation. More concretely, question formation makes use of two strategies:
visible movement and wh-in-situ. In the case of yes/no questions, they are in-
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troduced by what is called a Q morpheme. As for the processes of Focalization
and Topicalization, any element within the sentence can be focalized or topical-
ized. Furthermore, it is indicated that resumptive pronouns are attested in Tuki.
Following Sells (1984a, 1984b, 1987), resumptive pronouns are pronouns which
appear in wh-movement constructions and which are directly bound by the oper-
ator. Finally, it is shown that the domain for anaphor binding and the domain for
pronominal non reference are not the same, although overlapping is sometimes
possible.

In addition, Chapter 3, The Order of Clausal Functional Heads (pp. 93-
124), tries to determine the order of clausal functional heads in Tuki. In this con-
nection, Biloa argues that tense is marked through the used of bound morphemes.
So, the past tense one is expressed by the morpheme /mu/, the past tense two by
/má/, the past tense three by /mà/, the present tense by the absence of an overtly
realised morpheme and by the occurrence at the end of the verb of an incomplete
aspectual morpheme /m/, the future tense one by /nú/ and the incomplete aspec-
tual morpheme /m/ and the future tense two by /mú/ and the incomplete aspectual
marker /m/. In the sameway, it is claimed that aspect ismarked by verbal a�xes. In
this case, an attempt is made at de�ning each aspect as it relates speci�cally to the
Tuki data. Moreover, the author states that in this language only one tense marker
is allowed per clause, whereas several combinations of aspectual morphemes (in a
�xed order) are possible. As far as mood is concerned, it is analyzed the sequencing
of modality on Tuki and studied the sets of modal operators attested in the lan-
guage: mood markers (the marker of condition ngi “if, whether” and the marker of
time adjunct clause ara “when”) and modal auxiliaries. In this respect, the author
makes clear that modal auxiliaries can co-occur side by side in a speci�c order as
well as with tense and aspect. Furthermore, he proposes that the elements iden-
ti�ed so far head maximal projections, that is, tense markers head tense phrases
(TP), aspectual markers aspect phrases (AspP) andmodal verb phrases (VP). Lastly,
we must make a distinction between root and epistemic modality. In particular, it
is suggested that the interpretation of modal verbs is context sensitive and a given
reading may turn out to be weak or strong depending on the relationship between
participants or the linguistic environment.

In this connection, Chapter 4, Adverbs (pp. 125-176), delves into the linear
order of adverbs in Tuki with special reference to Cinque’s (1999) seminal work on
adverbs and functional heads from a crosslinguistic perspective. Cinque proposes
that there is a universal hierarchy of functional heads. He claims that adverbs and
functional elements always occupy speci�c positions in this hierarchy. More con-
cretely, he determines the order of clausal functional heads by analyzing bound
and free morphological in�ection. In this case, a comparison of the two hierar-
chies shows that they match semantically. Later, Biloa dissects the architecture of

Iberia: IJTL | Volume 5.2, 2013, 90-104
ISSN: 1989-8525 doi: tba
http://revistas.ojs.es/index.php/iberia/

92



Book review by José Miguel Ruiz Villaécija
The Syntax of Tuki: A Cartographic Approach

the clause in Tuki. Speci�cally, the author makes reference to X-bar theory. In
addition, he suggests that IP (Chomsky 1986) must be decomposed to give birth to
AgrP (Chomsky 1991). Then, it is considered the relative order of classes of lower
adverbial phrases (AdvPs): muka “only” > tama nĭgma “always” > wánda wimá
“everything” > p" “completely” > ifúndu “much” > wusi “well”. Most of them
occur in post verbal positions. Similarly, it is established a hierarchy of higher Ad-
vPs: bebere “frankly”> na visangena “happily”> koo buki “certainly”> tete odzu
“now”> yongosi “perhaps”> na peyo “intelligently”. However, some of them can-
not be included in any hierarchy due to their erratic behaviour: space time adverbs,
domain adverbs and adverbs of setting. In this connection, an ordered sequence
of higher adverbs precedes an ordered sequence of lower adverbs that occur at the
end of the VP bearing nuclear or focus stress. According to the author, several
AdvPs can be topicalized in Tuki. As far as adverb movement is concerned, it is
argued that Tuki patterns with Dutch, French and Italian (Rizzi 2004; Koster 1978;
Schlyter 1974). Regarding the structure of the left periphery, the author states that
the C system in Tuki can espouse the following con�guration: ForceP > IntP >
(ModP) > TopP > FocP > ModP > FinP > AgrP. Meanwhile, Biloa suggests that cir-
cumstantial adverbials, as opposed to the other AdvPs, are not rigidly ordered with
respect to each other. And they are realized either in prepositional form or in bare
NP form. Semantically, they seem to behave as “modi�ers predicated of an under-
lying event variable” (Cinque 1999). Syntactically, they are shown to occupy the
speci�er position of VP. Finally, the author examines focusing and parenthetical
uses of AdvPs. In particular, he suggests that some adverbs can precede and mod-
ify a constituent or even a clause. Following Cinque (1999), these adverbs should
be treated like heads that take their modi�es as complements (cf. Bayer 1996).

In relation to Chapter 5, Null Subjects, Identi�cation and Proper Gov-
ernment (pp. 177-198), it provides evidence that the answer to the pro-drop
dilemma is morphological uniformity in in�ectional paradigms. Biloa delves into
the analysis of INFL in Tuki. He holds that empty subject positions exist in Tuki.
To be more precise, it is assumed that AGR-S properly governs the subject posi-
tion, thereby licensing the occurrence of null subjects without any ECP violation.
In this respect, Jaeggli & Sa�r (1989) claim that the licensing condition accounting
for the lack of thematic null subjects is not rich agreement, but rather “morpho-
logical uniformity”. Tuki is precisely a morphologically uniform language because
its verbal paradigm exhibits stem+a�x. Therefore, Tuki satis�es one of the con-
ditions of null subjecthood. Since in Tuki, agreement a�xes are compulsory in
verbal constructions, Jaeggli & Sa�r assume that pro in subject position will al-
ways be identi�ed.

Iberia: IJTL | Volume 5.2, 2013, 90-104
ISSN: 1989-8525 doi: tba
http://revistas.ojs.es/index.php/iberia/

93



Book review by José Miguel Ruiz Villaécija
The Syntax of Tuki: A Cartographic Approach

Similarly, Chapter 6, Null Objects and the Pro-Drop Parameter (pp. 199-
224), determines the characteristics of Tuki null objects. The object drop phe-
nomenon is subject to certain constraints in the language: [-human] de�nite ob-
ject NPs can be dropped in Tuki, while [+human] de�nite direct object NPs cannot.
On the contrary, inde�nite NPs can be dropped irrespective of whether they are
[+human] or [-human]. Besides, Biloa provides arguments that null object con-
structions in Tuki are immune to Subjacency, thereby disqualifying any suggestion
that they may be variables formed as a result of Move Alpha. Constraints such as
the Complex NP Constraint, the Sentential Subject Constraint, the Condition on
Extraction Domain, the Wh-island Constraint, the Doubly Filled COMP �lter, are
systematically shown to be inoperative in Tuki object drop constructions. In this
sense, the author holds that null objects in Tuki are base-generated at D-structure
as pro. Their object markers would be phonetically realized if their linguistic or dis-
course antecedent is [+human]. Furthermore, it is claimed that null objects pattern
with null subjects with respect to Binding possibilities. In fact, both null arguments
patter with phonetically realized NP’s, validating thereby the existence of empty
categories. In this connection, it is argued that, when a direct object is dropped,
an object marker identi�es the empty category in post-predicate position, much
in the same way as AGR-S identi�es the empty category that occurs in subject po-
sition of tensed clauses. Finally, the analysis of Tuki object drop constructions is
compared to the studies of null object constructions in other languages. Speci�-
cally, previous analyses of null objects in Chinese, Kinande and Portuguese may
not be valid for Tuki.

Regarding Chapter 7, A-Bar Bound pro (pp. 225-288), it reveals that the
behaviour of resumptive pronouns is subject to cross-linguistic variation. In En-
glish resumptive pronouns and gaps behave di�erently with respect to operator-
binding. Gaps can be interpreted as operator-bound variables whereas pronouns
cannot. On the contrary, Tuki shows no di�erence in interpretation between gaps
and pronouns. In this respect, Biloa states that unlike [+human] wh-elements, [-
human] ones can only be associated with an empty category. He also claims that
relativization in Tuki seems to constitute a case of resumptive pronoun binding
since Subjacency is freely violated. In this connection, it is posited thatwh-phrases
and relative pronouns are base-generated in FocP and CP respectively in Tuki con-
structions involving resumptive pronoun binding. Moreover, the author suggests
that full resumptive pronouns as well as gaps do no exhibit weak crossover e�ects
in Tuki; this constitutes further evidence that these gaps are pronominal. As a
matter of fact, the basic pronoun facts of Tuki do not constitute an isolated case
in linguistic theory. Furthermore, the proposal that Tuki resumptive pronouns
are syntactically bound at S-structure is supported by the analysis of anaphoric
binding. Indeed, Biloa identi�es a correlation between movement and reconstruc-
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tion. He holds that the reconstruction process precedes the establishment of a c-
command relation between a variable and an antecedent. In this sense, it is argued
that apparent violations of Bounding Theory in Tuki do not involve trace bind-
ing but involve resumptive-pronoun-binding, and wh-phrases are base-generated
in clause-initial position in those cases. Tuki constructions in which resumptive
pronouns are not involved would obey Subjacency. As for the properties of wh-
phrases in-situ, it is assumed that selectional needs of Tuki verbs must be sat-
is�ed at LF. Additionally, the author suggests that Tuki obeys Subjacency both
in the Syntax and LF because question formation is a genuine strategy at these
levels of representation. Meanwhile, it is shown that in Egyptian Arabic (EA)
wh-questions traces left by S-structure extraction of wh-phrases are necessarily
phonetically realized as resumptive pronouns. More concretely, evidence suggests
that genuine movement is involved in EA wh-questions since the relationship be-
tween the wh-phrases and their associated resumptive pronouns is constrained
by Bounding Theory. By contrast, Biloa proposes that relativization and topical-
ization in EA are immune to Subjacency. He considers that the wh-phrase and
the resumptive pronoun are base-generated in their respective positions. Then, it
is proved that Subjacency is a condition on movement. The author also demon-
strates that although Tuki allows Across-the-Board extraction, it does not violate
the Coordinate Structure Constraint. In the same way, he considers that NP co-
ordination in Tuki is simply a case of Comitative Coordination Structure, rather
than a violation of the Coordinate Structure Constraint. The connector na is a
preposition-comitative marker which does not allow Preposition Stranding in the
language. Later, Biloa makes a contrast between variables created at S-structure
and variables created at LF. Resumptive pronouns, null or overt, are semantic vari-
ables bound at S-structure by elements in A-bar position; whereas formal variables
are those created by LF-movement of wh-elements in-situ and quanti�ers. More
precisely, it is proved that semantic variables do not exhibit weak crossover e�ects
in Tuki at S-structure. Tuki would exhibit weak crossover e�ects only at LF. In
addition, the author introduces Linking Theory which represents the assignment
of the antecedent relation between two positions. Linking, however, di�ers from
the antecedent relation in some respects. Indeed, Linking is regulated by a number
of formal properties and conditions. To account for the contrast between the ab-
sence of weak crossover e�ects for S-structure variable-binding and the presence
of weak crossover e�ects for LF variable binding, Biloa holds that formal variables
do not license the bound reading of an overt pronoun. In other words, it seems to
be the case that for an overt pronoun to be bound it has to be linked to a semantic
variable. As mentioned before, weak crossover e�ects are nonexistent in Tuki at S-
structure. The reason is that gaps in Tuki constructions are non-overt resumptive
pronouns (and therefore semantic variables) rather than formal variables.
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As for Chapter 8, Null Arguments, Agreement, Movement and Con-
�gurationality (pp. 289-326), it examines the relationship between agreement
and dislocation in Tuki. Biloa states that dislocation is induced by the presence of
agreement when objects are referential NPs in Tuki. In the same way, he provides
evidence that agreed-with subjects are dislocated in Tuki and are left adjoined to
AgrP. Dislocated object may adjoin to the speci�er position of TopP, adopting the
split-CP hypothesis proposed by Rizzi (1997, 2001, 2004). Consequently, the Tuki
data is prima facie proof that Jelinek’s Pronominal Argument Hypothesis (PAH)
and Baker’s (1996, 2003) claim that dislocation is inherently related to the presence
of agreement in some languages are on the right track. Following Baker (2003),
subjects occur in the Comp domain in null subject languages (NSLs). Nevertheless,
Cardinaletti (2004) rejects the left-dislocation analysis for a number of reasons.
Meanwhile, Miyagawa (2010) considers that agreement takes place to establish a
functional relation, that is, a relation between a nominal and a functional head
such as C, T, or V. In this sense, Miyagawa makes a distinction between discourse-
con�gurational languages and agreement languages. Despite this, he claims that
all languages have essentially the same grammatical features. As a matter of fact,
Miyagawa states that in discourse-con�gurational languages, topic/focus plays the
same role as �-feature agreement: both establish a functional relation. Speci�cally,
he suggests that topic/focus and �-feature agreement are both merged on a phase
head (C) and that the probe is inherited by T. The topic/focus feature would be in-
herited by T in a discourse-con�gurational language. Regarding Bantu languages,
Miyagawa posits that �-probe occur higher than Spec, TP, i.e. in Spec, ↵P. How-
ever, Biloa argues that the latter should be called AgrP (Agr

s

or Agr
o

, depending
on the context of occurrence). In this way, the occurrence of agreement pre�xes
can be accounted for. As for case assignment, Biloa posits that in Tuki Agr

s

assigns
nominative case to the grammatical subject, while Agr

o

assigns accusative case to
the direct object, assuming that T raises to Agr

s

and V raises to Agr
o

. Finally, it
is demonstrated that although Tuki is a con�gurational language, it shares with
non-con�gurational languages the fact that focus and topic are morphologically
marked.

Later, Chapter 9,DP Structure and Concord (pp. 327-380), analyses the DP
structure and concord in Tuki. Tuki is devoid of de�nite, inde�nite and partitive
articles. Its bare nouns can occur freely in argument positions and can receive an
inde�nite and a de�nite interpretation. In this connection, Biloa states that when
the substantive is recoverable from the context, the possessive/demonstrative de-
terminer can be used alone and it refers to the precedingly used noun. He suggests
that in Tuki the possessive/demonstrative determiner follows the noun it modi�es
and agrees with it in noun class. Furthermore, the author argues that possessive
determiners and lexical genitives have an identical structure. More concretely, he
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considers that possessive determiners are generated inside a GenP. Besides, it is
stated that possessive and demonstrative determiners can either precede or follow
nouns, depending on the context of occurrence. Then, Biloa describes the distri-
bution of locative reinforcers in Tuki when they occur inside a DP containing a
demonstrative determiner. Locative adverbials supposedly behave like adverbial
adjuncts. Speci�cally, a locative reinforcer in Bantu languages would indicate the
location of a given object with respect to the positions of the speaker and the lis-
tener. Following Rizzi (2004), it is assumed that the locative reinforcer is hosted
by ModP. As for the structure of the Tuki DP with a demonstrative determiner
and a locative reinforcer, the correct word order in ordinary contexts would be
N-D-Mod (Adv). Biloa argues that in Tuki more than one determiner may modify
the noun. In particular, he claims that the possessive determiner always precedes
the demonstrative determiner. When both determiners follow the head noun, it
would be impossible for the determiner to precede the possessive. Moreover, the
author holds that the locative reinforcer can co-occur with the two determiners,
thereby deriving the following word order: N-Poss-Dem-Adv. However, the pos-
sessive determiner could be focalized. In this way, the DP would be structured as
follows: Poss-N-Dem-Adv. Similarly, the noun or the unit formed by the noun and
the possessive could also be focalized. Another possible word order in Tuki would
be N-Dem-Poss. In this case, the NP containing the demonstrative determinant
is focused. According to Biloa, the word order N-Poss-Dem-Dem is equally at-
tested in the language. He states that such an order is rigidly �xed. Nevertheless,
he suggests that in a DP containing a head noun followed by three determiners
and a locative reinforcer, it is possible for the head noun to be focalized. Biloa
claims that the Tuki noun phrases may contain a noun, a numeral, a possessive
determiner, a demonstrative determiner, a locative reinforcer. In line with Aboh
(2004), Biloa argues that NPs agree in noun class with the in�ectional domain that
is made up of the modi�ers (the numeral adjective, the possessive determiner and
the demonstrative determiner). More precisely, the author establishes the univer-
sal base order from which all DP-structures should be derived: noun-adjective-
numeral-possessive-demonstrative-locative reinforcer. For the head noun to be
front initial entails that it raised into that position by movement. In this sense,
Biloa claims that the Tuki nominal system is derived by cyclic and snowballing
movement. As far as postnominal adjectives are concerned, the author holds that
they are derived in the same way as nominal modi�ers, that is, they merge to the
speci�er position of a functional projection. It is also considered that when one of
the determiners is focused, it moves to the speci�er position of the FocP.

Additionally, Chapter 10, Adjectives and the Split – DP Structure (pp.
381-406), examines adjectival ordering restrictions in Tuki. First, Biloa attempts
to provide a plausible description of pre-nominal adjectives that show agreement
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with the noun they modify. In this respect, the author indicates that the speci�er-
based analysis can account for the hierarchical order of adjectives. Besides, he
holds that pied-piping movement with snowballing e�ects cannot be limited to
a one-step move within NP in Tuki. Then, he talks about adjectives that occur
postnominally and that do not show concord with the N they modify. It is stated
that these adjectives are merged as the left speci�er of some functional projection.
Speci�cally, they occur in postnominal position because nouns move leftward. In
addition, the author analyses the interaction between pronominal and postnominal
adjectives. In particular, the study of the placement of pronominal and postnom-
inal Tuki adjectives suggests the following typology and classi�cation of adjec-
tives occurring in their canonical sequential order: Adj

size

> Adj
quality

> Adj
age

>
Adj

shape/height

> Noun > Adj
nationality/origin

> Adj
color

> Adj
quantification

. Finally,
it is argued that verbal adjectives behave like postnominal attributive adjectives,
with the exception that they do not show class/number agreement with the nouns
they modify.

As far as Chapter 11 is concerned, The Cartography of the Left Periph-
ery (pp. 407-476), it scans the cartography of the left periphery in Tuki. Evidence
is provided that in Tuki, wh-items move to the speci�er position of a headed con-
stituent focus phrase. More concretely, the structure of focus sentences is dis-
cussed. Then, it is shown that the structure of matrix/embedded wh-questions is
very similar to the structure of focus sentences in Tuki. In this case, Biloa observes
the agreement relation that obtains between the fronted wh-word and the focus
word. To formalize such a relation, he introduces the SPEC-Head Agreement Hy-
pothesis. In this way, all unvalued features are valued and all uninterpreted fea-
tures deleted. According to the author, the focus word is base-generated in the
head position of FocP. Moreover, he highlights that the semantic structure of wh-
questions and focussing constructions seems to be the same although the perfor-
mative involved is di�erent in both cases. Biloa also provides evidence that cleft
constructions and content wh-questions share the same presuppositional struc-
ture as well as the same sentential structure in Tuki. As for the ForceP in Tuki, the
author makes reference to the split CP hypothesis proposed by Rizzi (1997, 2001,
2003). In addition, the author indicates that a maximal projection dominating For-
ceP hosts a null operator and an agreeing word in Tuki relatives. This projection
is called Relative Phrase (RelP). In this connection, it is claimed that the strategy
available for Tuki relativization is Head-raising (promotion). In other words, the
head of the relative clause would be interpreted as if it was in the gap position
inside the relative clause. In the same way, in Tuki topicalized constituents substi-
tute for the speci�er position of TopicP. Speci�cally, it is stated that the CP system
in Tuki has the following structure: RelP > ForceP > FocP > TopP > AgrP. Re-
garding embedded yes/no questions, it is assumed that there is a position called
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Int(errogative) P(hrase) that is dominated by ForceP. The element ngi “if” would
occupy the head of IntP. To bemore precise, the following two positional sequences
could be attested in Tuki: ForceP > IntP > FocP > TopP or ForceP > IntP > TopP
> FocP. Similarly, Tuki yes/no questions in matrix and embedded contexts can be
formed by the question morpheme yee. It would be hosted by Int and the null
question operator would occupy Spec, IntP. Biloa holds that ngi is in complemen-
tary distribution with yee. Another question morpheme, aa, which occurs clause
�nally, is said to occupy the head of IntP. In this case, it is suggested that the deriva-
tion of yes/no questions involves the pied-pipping and remnant movement of AgrP
into Spec, IntP for the satisfaction of EPP (Roberts 1993, 2001) and the Extension
Condition (Chomsky 1993, Koopman & Szabolcsi 2000). It is also claimed that in
Tuki indirect yes-no questions function just like direct yes-no questions. Based
on Rizzi’s (2004) work and on Cinque’s (1999) analysis, it is argued that adverbs,
be they preposed or IP-internal, are licensed in the speci�er of a dedicated head
called Mod(i�er). A left peripheral adverb would precede and dominate a FocP and
a TopP but it can never do so with a wh-phrase.

With respect to Chapter 12, Arguments, Adjuncts and Relativized Min-
imality (pp. 477-496), it delves into the behaviour of wh-arguments and wh-
adjuncts in Tuki. According to Biloa, Rizzi (1990) proposes a relativized version
of the Minimality Condition. In this system there are two ways to connect an
operator and its variable; binding links arguments and their traces whereas gov-
ernment links an adjunct and its variable. Furthermore, it is demonstrated thatwh-
elements in Tuki do not exhibit any subject/object asymmetry. Therefore, they are
immune to COMP-trace e�ects. More precisely, Tuki is immune to COMP-trace ef-
fects because the variable created by wh-extraction in subject position is properly
governed by Agr-S. As for wh-in-situ-elements, Biloa shows that Tuki licenses the
occurrence of multiple wh-arguments and wh-adjuncts in situ. He considers that
at LF wh-phrases in Tuki move into the speci�er of FocP. In this connection, the
author highlights that when a wh-argument and a wh-adjunct occur in the same
embedded context, the argument is more likely to have amatrix scope reading than
the adjunct. Rizzi’s theory accommodates Biloa’s perception that the hierarchy of
adjunction is irrelevant at LF.

Then, Chapter 13, Focus-V-Movement, Predicate Doubling and Paral-
lel Chains (pp. 497-544), analyses Focus-V-Movement in Tuki. In this language,
Focus-V-Movement is expressed by placing a verb in clause-initial position. As
Biloa notes, the focused verb may not carry none of the in�ectional morphology
that appears on tensed verbs. He also indicates that when a focused is moved to
clause initial position, its complement cannot follow it. Adverbs can, however,
follow the focused verb to clause initial position showing that they are incorpo-
rated into it. In line with the present paper, a syntactically raised wh-element and
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a focused verb may not occur in the same clause, suggesting that syntactic Wh-
Movement and Focus-V-Movement substitute items to the same position. Indeed,
both of them are subject to the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint and the Wh-
island Constraint. Besides, Biloa holds that Wh-Movement and Predicate clefting
in Tuki are substitution for a maximal projection rather than adjunction to a maxi-
mal projection. In other words, Focus-V-Movement is substitution for the speci�er
position of a headed constituent focus phrase. To accommodate the Tuki empiri-
cal material, it is proposed the Speci�er Identity Condition (SIC) that assumes that
speci�ers of functional maximal projections are neutral with regard to the gram-
matical function of categories they might be called to host. Speci�cally, the SIC
allows the movement of a head to the speci�er position of a maximal projection.
Moreover, it is highlighted that the verb raises from VP and adjoins to INFL, that is,
to the incompletive/completive aspect marker. Following Nunes (2004), predicate-
doubling is a PF-phenomenon conditioned by morphological reanalysis (MR). All
the o�ending copies must be eliminated so that a nontrivial chain is made up of the
fronted verb and the IP-internal copy of the verb. These two copies would di�er
with respect to Morphology. To avoid mixed chains, it is proposed that A and A’-
chain be built in parallel. Due to economy considerations, the A-chain contains no
pronounced copy. More concretely, it is emphasized that predicate fronting with
doubling is an instance of parallel chains whereby the same copy of the verb simul-
taneously checks the features of two di�erent probes within the INFL and the C
domain. As a matter of fact, Biloa comments that in Tuki predicate doubling with
fronting is derived in such a way that the V is goaled towards two probes: Asp
and Spec, Foc. Regarding other languages, Jon Ortiz De Urbina (1988) indicates
that in Basque both wh-words and focalized items move in the Syntax to the spec-
i�er of CP. He analyses the preverbal position of these operators as an instance
of the V-second (V2) phenomenon. Besides, he demonstrates that the verb too
can be focalized in Basque. In this case, the Basque data is pretty much similar to
the Tuki. However, following Baltin (1991), in Chinese the questioned verb moves
to CP at LF. Biloa also claims that V raising to Spec is tolerated while N raising
is strictly disallowed. More precisely, V is assigned neither case nor theta-role,
consequently it can be raised to the speci�er of a functional maximal projection.
N, on the other hand, must be assigned both case and theta-role and thus can-
not be fronted without violating Case Theory and Theta Theory. Later, it is said
that when a wh-phrase raises to FocP in Tuki, the latter position is an A’-position;
when a focused verb moves to FocP, this landing site is then a V’-position. In
this respect, although Wh-constructions allow empty categories to be bound by
elements in A’-positions, Focus-V-Movement constructions do not license empty
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verbal categories. Biloa appeals to Lasnik’s (1981) No-Free-A�x Principle to ex-
plain the Tuki verb-focusing phenomena. It is assumed that a copy of the verb is
inserted to support in�ectional heads.

Taking into account Chapter 14, Anaphora and Binding (pp. 545-558), it
examines the ways in which anaphora and binding operate in Tuki. In such a
language, the governing category for an NP could be IP or NP. In addition, Biloa
argues that AGR counts as SUBJECT in the determination of a governing cate-
gory for pronouns in Tuki and does not count as SUBJECT for determining the
governing category for anaphors. Hence, the governing category for anaphors is
not always identical to the governing category for pronouns. Nevertheless, Biloa
considers that INFL is a proper governor in Tuki. In this sense, it is assumed with
Chomsky (1986) that the least ‘complete functional complex’ (CFC) for an anaphor
or a pronoun is the minimal governing category (MGC) in which the binding the-
ory is satis�ed by some indexing. As a consequence, the concept of ‘accessible
subject’ and the notion of AGR as a binder are discarded.

As regards Chapter 15, Bound Variables (pp. 559-580), it studies the rela-
tionship between quanti�cationally bound pronouns, whose antecedents are quan-
ti�cational, and referential pronouns, whose antecedents are names. Pronouns of
which the antecedents are names are called referential pronoun. Biloa highlights
that a pronoun must be free in its minimal domain. In particular, he notes that
bound pronouns in Tuki behave as referential pronouns. In other words, the bind-
ing requirement governing bound pronouns in Tuki parallels the binding require-
ment governing referential pronouns. Adopting the framework devised by Aoun
& Li (1990), it is suggested that the interpretation of Tuki pronominals is regu-
lated by an A-disjointness requirement and a minimal disjointness requirement. A
bound pronoun must be free in its minimal domain, whereas a referential pronoun
must be free in its local domain. Following Lebeaux (1983) and Chomsky (1986), it
is claimed that Tuki long distance lexical anaphors must raise at LF, thereby satis-
fying the minimality principle. On the contrary, short distance anaphors in Tuki
do not raise at LF, and are strictly bound to the �rst available antecedent.

In the �nal chapter of the book,Conclusion (pp. 581-582), Biloa summarizes
the main points of the preceding chapters.

Without a doubt, the monograph in its entirety is inspiring. Biloa o�ers
an important contribution to the cartographic analysis, corroborating previously
observed generalizations and discovering new patterns through the peculiarities of
Tuki. In this sense, the careful study of awide range of constructions in Tuki and its
relevance for our understanding of the syntax of this language makes this research
fairly valuable. Moreover, the general discussion is extremely good, suggesting
interesting directions for future investigation.
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The style of writing is clear and well organized. The topic of each chapter
is presented in the context of the big picture, and subsections are outlined in ad-
vance, later summarized. There is some cross-referencing between subsections of
di�erent chapters, as some issues cannot be resolved all at once. The language is
near perfect, with a good balance of technical terms and idiomatic expressions.
However, it’s the reviewer’s opinion that, independent of the quality of the chap-
ters, the relevant monograph is more suitable for graduate students and perhaps
advanced undergraduates.

Finally, a few minor criticisms are also in order. For instance, some editing
errors can be found in the monograph, especially in the reference section. An
additional problem is that Chapter 2 does not have a conclusion, which prevents
the reader from having a real sense of achievement in this case. Nevertheless, all
the other chapters consist of a speci�c and appropriate conclusion. In this way, the
reader is not forced to re-scan the chapters to �nd their main points, sometimes
buried in the middle of the sections. De�nitely, worth one’s time.
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