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Thi, them investigates. within a minimali,t framework (Chomsky (1993 et
seq.»), lOme oCthe properties oC"sub~. It is demonstrated that the term
"subjea- picb out whatever element occupies the highest argumental position
within its daU88 at LF, Co1lowing reconstrueti.on efFects.

In Chapter ODe, several recent analyses ofcertain ·non-finite· clauses in the
ergative InuktitutIWest Greenlandic languaees and Lezciatt are examined. I
conclude that, in each ease, the clauses in question are finite. It is proposed
that the eonapicuous abeence, or near-absence, oCnon-finite control structures
in ergative languages derives from the fact that arguments licensed 88 PRO in
such languages do not typieally occupy a position where they can be controlled
by an element in a higher clause. I consider one strategy made use oC by the
(ergative) Mayan language Jacaltee to make such clauses possible.

In Chapter Two, standard assumptions with respect to a 'subject/object'
extractability asymmetry are reeonaidered, in light ofdata from English. It is
shown that A'-eztraction oC'subjects' oC unaceusative or passive VPs is not as
sensitive to intervening islands 88 is extraction oC'subjects' oC transitive or
unergative VPe. This follows, I demoDBtr'8te, from the requirement that both
types ofarguments raise overtly to an A'-position prior to extraction, attracted
by an [event] feature of the C head, with the fonner type of argument
necessari1y raising via an intermediate A-position, while the latter type must
raise directly. Second, two non-finite constructions - one in Italian and another
in European Portuguese - are considered. The interaction of the proposed
[event] reature of C~ with certain other features is shown to derive both fixed
word-ordering restrictions and the unezpected availability of'oominative' Case
in these clauses in both languages.

In Chapter Three, I offer a preliminary analysis which derives 'accusative'
versus 'ergative' Case cbeckine patterns in strict terms of Economy, depending
on the streneth of certain features. I show that no special condition, like the
Obligatory Cau Parcuneter (Bobaljik. (1993», need be introduced to derive the
differences between the Case patterns of accusative and ergative languages.
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0. omnibus <Wbikuulwn.
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CHAPTER I

Puttini 'subjects' in their placeCs)

Ll Introduction

While erammatical relations are reprded as primitives in many theories of

language «(or example, Relational Grammar and Lexical-Functional

Grammar), notions of 'subject' and 'object' are defined rather in

configurational terms in generative erammar. Since Chomsky (965), which

defined 'subject' as [NP,Sl and 'object' as [NP,VPl. generative grammarians

have argued that grammatical relations are irrelevant to the fonnulation of

grammatical rules. Nevertheless, there ia evidence (see. for example, several

of the papers in Li (1976») that there does appear to uiat a natural class of

'subjects' across languages. What, then, is a 'subject', and can the notion be

usefully defined in a Principles and Parameters approach to linguistic

knowledee as is adopted by this thesis? In the following sections, I turn

brieOy to an examination of the treatment of 'subjects' in the generative

literature.

1.1.1 The _ Projection PriJIclple

Principles and Parameters theory (e.g., Chomsky (1981» bas

undertaken to demonttrate that the grammatical roles accepted 8S primitives

in Relational and Lexical-Functional (not to mention traditional) Grammar



can. and should. be apreaed. in termB oC structural position.. Nevertheless,

the notion oC'lIUbjeet' bu aurrived into the theory to 8OID.e decree, leading

CbomUy (1982) to offer the E:neDded Projection Principle (EPP>, which is

atated here u (1), .. a deecriptive obNnaD.ee that all daU8eS lIlust have a

(I) [SpecJ] must be filled ats.Strucwre.

Thus, the EPP, taken torether with the Case Filter (2),

(2) Lexical NPs need Case.

requires that it [Spee,lP] is Dot filled overtly at S-Str'Ucture, then the position

be 6llOO by a trace (t), PRO, or pro.' PRO ia licensed iff an overt NP is

impossible (i.e., wben [Spec,IP] is governed neither by a lexical bead (e.g., the

complementiller (or, or .. in ECM.type conatructiona) nor by INFL bearine

[+tenaeD, as can be seen in (3) where PRO, the 'subject' of the embedded

infinitival clause, is controlled by the 'subject' of the matrix clause, few:

(3) Few arc sufficiently idiotic [PRO to test nuclear weapons].

The distribution of PRO, then, is limited. to the 'subject'·position of non·finite

clauses when Ca. cannot be IOtten 'elsewhere'.

I FOf diseuuion 01' the propertie, and di'tribution ofpro, _. rOf eu.Mple, Chomsky (981),
Kini (1986), ePd the papen included in JeeerJj • Safif (1989). I set uide diltuuion or
tncn in 'subjed.'·positioll (Of the 1D01IW1t, .. _II.



1.U The EPP aDd &be HiDi..-aIia p:rocruaae

UDder ChomU.y'. (1993) and CboIDlky • Lunik'. (1993) treatment,

the EPP it reduced to a (..ture property oCthe futldiooal bead 1'(ense). That

it. ~ COIltai.DI an N-feature wbicb. must be chedr.ed apinn a category XP in

ita cheetiDc domain. In.., EJtC1iab. then, DOIIU.tLative Cue is checked by a

[+.linite] Tl, PRO can be licenRd (checked), for what Chomsky &: Lasnik

(1993) term -null- Cue, by. [-finite] Tl, and, presumedly, the EPP feature is

a non-Cue feature of TO,2 The tpeCi.6c propertie. of the feature from which

the EPP can be derived are open to some debate. Chomsky (1995) sUlri'ests

that it is plausible to "'\DDe it to be a strone I)(elerminer)-feature, although

this, of course. is only one pOl8ibility pendi.ne further uamination. I will

proceed with the view that Chomsky's propoaa1 is adequate for my present

needs. but with the intention ofderivin& the EPP from a more specific feature

u the analysis proeresses.

This section brieOy mentions some of the features of the theoretical

model that thi. thesis ...um.. - the MiniJnali.t Programme (Chomsky

(1993.1994.1995) and much OOCOin( work), Neeeuarily, for reasons ofspaee,

I here take what amounte to a very preli.minary (lance at two rather salient

I While the introduction of' "null- eaM into the theory will not be of' central importance to
this chllis, I will return to it later in this WpUr (11.4,2) and in Chapter Two. The
internted reader is refened to, ror uample, Martin (1995), Chomsk,,, lAmilt (19931, and
Watanabe Cl993&) (Of t.cqrowld and further elilCUllion.



aspects of the model; Checking theory and clause structure. Other facets of

the framework. will be introduced as they become relevant to the discussion.

1.2.1 Onfeatarw

[Willi are auumed, following Chomsky (1993), to be inserted into the

derivation from the luicon with their morpholoeical features already intact.

Movement in the eyntaz: is then driven by the need to have these features

checked.. Any movement not trieaered by this requirement is excluded.

Whether this movement takes place in the overt syntax or in the cavert

syntax <LF) is detennioed by the fwure strength parameters of individual

languages. Morphological features must be weak or strong; strong features

must be checked in the overt syntax, since they are uninterpretable at the

interface level PF, where weak features must wait to be checked until LF (by

ProcrostiruJte (Chomsky (1993;30»).

"Features" are elements of a luical entry which are directly involved

in the human language computationalsyst.em which yields the two interface

levels that the Minimalist model assumes: PF and LF, corresponding to the

phonoloeical output and the interpretable representation, respectively. The

interface levels are derived, via the computation, from a hypothetical

worlup4ce to which the set of initial terms of the derivation have been

entered.' The point in the derivation at which the structure built by the

'Ttrm, here, me" to • lexical item. Following Chomd.:y (199~), I will frequently refer to the
elements of the syntactic computation as ttrm$. In the text, a h,pothttkal work.paet to



syntax (8ee below) is fed to the PF interface (either directly or via

phonolopcallmorphological proce88es which render it a well-formed PF

object) is Spell-Out.

Several economy considerations (includinc Procrutmate, already

mentioned) coll8train movement. Transformations in the overt syntax are

subject to the e:aension condition, which requires all such operations to target

the root phrase marker, en8tU"in1r strict cyclicity in this component of the

computation.t The Mini1l14l Lid Condition (MLC), a further oonstraint, will

be considered in the following aection on clause structure.

1.2.2 Claue.tructure aDd the tenu ofVP

Following Pollock (1989>, Chomsky (1991) assumes that T and Agr are

independent heads, each projecting their own phrases. Further, the

structure Chomsky supposes 'splits' Agr into two heads, one a sister to the

TP, the other projecting a phrase that is the complement of Tl.~ It is

important to note that, for Chom8ky & Lasn.ik. (1993) (and numerous

subsequent researchers), the Agr head. are colleeti.ons of ...features non-

whid. .••• i. equivalent to Chomsky'. (1995) Numeration .
• Tbi.. of cou.ru, i. not entirely true, IiDce h_d·MljunctiOD alway. taqetll an embedded
elemenL While the Qtension requbement a adopted in thi. thetis, then, i. not u precise as
one would like., I make no attempt to fQOlve the iuue here (lee Bobaljik (l99Sa: chapter 6)
and Watan.abe (1995) for fuJther conlideration on !hi. point).
"Ora tbecomplemeDtofN~,ifpresenL



distinct from one another.' The univenal structure of the clause is taken,

then, to be sa in the informal representation in (4);

(4) CP

(S~·
~IP
(S~I'
~

.....1 TP

(S~T'
f"'A-&ill'
(S~.,-2·
~

Agr2 VP

It has been suegested in more recent research (Le., Chomsky

(1994,1995» that Air heads can be dispensed with altogether' if a more

"minimalist" theory of phrase structure is assumed, rather than standard X'·

theory. The theory, as it has come to be known, from Chontsky (1994), is bare

phra.se structure, and I adopt it here.'

• Such an ulUllled confiflUation i. able to capture obMrYations made by Kayne (989) on
the arreem.ent patternilll of (.ome) Romance pa.t participle.. I will not ente!' into a
diSCUJDoo. or thi. \Opic hen. See a110 BIDetti (l!Kt4) for N1evant discus.ion o( qn:ement
orderiJll·
1 Or, at I_t., in molt cueto
oWhile this thea,. does not deny the possibility at~ head., neither doet it take them to be
univenal components o( a clause. Inasmuch as it is .uc:eeuful in (oI'WardiDi its analysis
without l'eC(ll,lne to as.umiD( such bead., it mieht be taken as evidence 0( the viability o(
Chomsky's IUll'flItion.



Structure-building is constrained by two possible operations: Merge

andAttroctlMove.' Attract/Move, in turn, is subject to the MLC, stated here

(5) Minimal Link Cmrditioll.
Kanractsaifftbereis DOJS.Pcloserto K thana, such that K attraets p.

"Closeneas'", as defined here, is 81JSU1Ded in tenD.I ofthe derivational notion of

equidistanee introdueed in Chomsky (1993).

The phrasal structure that I assume for a simple transitive clause

appears in (6):lO.u

(6) CP

~
~..
~
DP,~

• VP
~
V DP,

I will suppose, following Chomsky (1995), that an unaccusative

predicate bas the simple VP structure as in (7):

• As Kitahanl (1995) oblUVe., then i. a certajn ndundancy between the two operations, in
that AttractlMove would appear to eonlilt ofa eopyin.. operation plus Merge. See Bobaljik
(1mb) for one .-sible elimiDatioD. ofthis redundancy that il not conmered in this thesis.
• Verbel aqwnent.l in llUlDy of the reprnentation. throuchout this theli. are arbitrarily
Ibown to be DPI for expository purpo"l; in (6), DP~ the internal arpment, and DP2 the
extemal &rJUD:l8l1t.
U Since thil thelil will aiDtain that 'tubjectl' occupy the (Spec,e] position in the overt
Iyntax oflDaDy lancu the.tzuc:tunJ poIition or. pouible Neeeation)P _ if. indeed, there
il • univenal NeeP polition - i. left. open for the moment. In (6), NeeP miiht immediately



(7) v_np
Following this line of analysiJ, I aSlRIDle that all intemal arguments occupy

the positions of Spec and complement of the verb. (8) showing the relevant

proposed structure: L1

(8) v-
D~V
V~P

Ertending this approach, it follows that external arguments occupy a position

outside of the vp. and Cbomsky (995), following the work OfLarSOD (1988)

on double object construetions and Hale &; Keyser (1991 et seq.). suggests

that they occupy the Spec position of a lieht verb, y, which, in tum, takes the

VP as its complement, as is repcesented in (9):

(9)

dominate TP orV', dependin(OI1 the location oftbe various arruments and the verb{s). The
iuue mould become e1.rer u the dileulliion proceed•.
It I am ,1o.1in1 over eonsiden.tion ofpollible thematic hierarchy rankinp for the mllment,
ref'errinr the reader to discu...ion in, (or uU1ple, Lanon (1988), Grimshaw (199Ol, Baker
(1993), and Takano(199S).



Thus, the proposed aqument structure ofa typical 'transitive' verb resembles

the familiar analysis ofcausative conatructions, as in the relevant structural

representation oftbe English sentence (10):u

(10) a. Sue made Leonardo leave.

b. ... VP

D~'
S~~

-~
u.-do"~

In an 'accusative' laneuaee like English., the nominative Case-feature

of DP2 in (6), following the standard analysis, is assumed to be checked by

some feature of oro. I suppose that the feature that cheeks the accusative

Case-feature of DP I (maintaining the assumption that the representation in

(6) yields an English sentence) is a property oft, rather than ofVO.'" In a

language like English, where the object does not typically undergo A­

movement past the verb, such checking is covert, via adjunction oftbe fonnal

features of DP\ to whatever IIlOima1 head (Ho-.) contains~.

Checkin& takes place in a Spec-head relation, or via head-adjunction. I

assume the definition of cheding domain as developed in Chomsky (1993)

II Notice al.o that this idea revives. at leut in part, the approach of the ·,merative
aeaaantidlJtl:" ((or aJ'fWl:lenti apitult dW klea at the ti_. _npedally Fodor (1970); fo"l'
dilcuuioo, lee NeW1tleyu (1980)) that held that pndicataalike e.... Idll are derived from e.il'.
mu. to dWmoM dUo

::~:I~~"=:y~ro::~~v:::':~a~I:i:th ~~~IC~I~=~~~
main verb .hould be .bateve"l' Cue il ehecked by T', the only other Cue-eheclter,~,aevn
bein, lflleeted into IUch • cl&llle. 'I'Im makes certain predictionl con.trary to thOle of. ro"l'
example, Lalr.. (1993b1 for Batque. Thue will be dealt with in Chapter Three. Cases or
pauive and antipallive VPI. too, have I qtunll. thoucb Ins obvious, workin, out. Pulives



and elaborated in Chomsky (1995), where the checking domain of a head H

includes everything contained within the muimal projection of the ra.uimaJ

head in which H is contained (i.e., the projection may be the maximal

projection ofH, though it need. not be). (11) illUlltrates, the ellipse indicating

the cheekine' domain oftbe head HCZ):

(11) X"',,

/'--.
y X

/'--.z y
(z

UU Some_lenaiDoIoIY

'Subject', as we have seen in the preceding discussion, is a convenient

label. I have used it quite frequently where to do otherwise would involve

much lengthier espoaition. Neverthelea, referring to a natural class of

'subjects' while at the same time attempting to restrict the very definition of

what a 'subject' is would lead to a aeeessarily circular argumentation. As

are discussed in 12.1.', and antiplIuivu in Chapter Three.
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such, I will adapt the terminology introduced in Dixon (1972,1979), and now

familiar to the literature on ergativity, to my needs.1i Additionally, where

Dixon does not distinguish the sole agent argument or an unergative

predicate from the sole theme argument or an unaceusative predicate, the

distinction will playa erucial role here.· Conaequently, I retain the term S­

argument to refer only to the agent argument ofan unergative predicate, and

introduce the term T-argument to refer to the theme argument of an

unaecusative verb_ The agent argument ofa tnlnaitive verb will be called the

A·argument, while the thetrU!/patUnt argument of a transitive verb will be

called the O-orgumem. I will refer to the derived 'subject' of a passive VP as a

D-argument. The notations used in this paper, and the Case-features

associated. with each such argument in English, are laid out in (12):

(12)

external argument of transitive
inlemal argument of transitive
ex~ argument of unergative
inlemal argument of unaccusative
internal argument of passive VP

Notation used
igthjslbesjs

A-arglUftent
O-arglUMnt
S-arglUMnt
T-argwnent
D-arglUMnt

Case-feature association
in Epglisb

NOM
ACC
NOM
NOM
NOM

Ii Notably, Dixon'l approach takes A, S, and 0, in reference to tranlitive lubjects,
intransitive (unerptive and u.aaccuntive) subjectl, and tTenaitive ob;ieetI, respectively, to be
unive,.al primitives of the hUDI&D Ianruare faculty. In contrast, I make use of the lebels
only al rar as they are convenient notations, more Ipecific than 'lUbject' and 'object', in
ref'errioc to lexical items that must be Inserted Into a derivation in a certajn Itructural
position. In this, I a..ume some form of Baker's (l!J88) Uniformity of 6-All1cnment
Hypothesis, as stated in (i~ to hold:

m trrAR:
Identical thematic relatiollIhips between items an represented by identical
IJtrUet;uraI relationships between those itelDlat the level ofD-Structu.re.

II The dimnction is due to Perlmutter (l978), in the framework of Relational Grammar. and
subsequent adaptation of Perlmutter's proposal into PllP theory by Bunio (1986).

11



1.3.2 ErpIl.Uy

While a somewhat more precise definition of the phenomenon of

ergativity will not be required until the third chapter of this thesis, some

rudimentary details of the ergatilJ#!/accU6tJtive language-type distinction

should be made familiar for the present cUscumon. For introductory

purposes, I conditionally offer the followinc definition: an ergative language

is a language in which the external argument ofan intransitive predicate and

the internal arrument of • transitive predicate pattern themselves in the

same way with respect to Case-marking and verbal agreement, in a manner

distinct from the Case and agreement patteminc of the external argument of

a transitive verb. The sentences in (13) {lnuktitut (Central Arctic» serve to

exemplify an ergative Ianeuage:

(13) a. Anguli.up nuW2q WQHaa.
man ·ERG child(ABS) see·lr.ind.3s/3s
'the man seesJsaw the child'

b. Angut niri-vuq.
man(ABS) eat·intr.ind.]s
'the man eats/ate'

c. • Anguli-up niri-vuq.

This type of language stands in contrast to the more familiar accusatiue

languages, in which enema! arguments of both transitive and intransitive

verbs form. a natural class, differing from the Case and Agreement patterning

of transitive objects, 88 in (14) (German):

(14) a. OerMann seht den Hood
the.man(NOM) see..PRES,3s the.dOg(ACC)
'the man sees the dog'

12



b. DerHund Uk.
tbe.dog(NQM) eat.PRES,3s
'tbedogeau'

• Den Hund Uk.

Such a definition is neither complete nor totally correct. but will suffice for

present purposes. Revisions to the above will be made during the course of

the paper, as required.

First, I briefly eumine some syntactic properties within the clause

that appear to croup 8-, A~, T~, and D~at'I'JDlentstogether in a natural class,

since most analyses of ergativity since Anderson's (1976) paper have

attempted to address the obeervation made there that there does appear to be

a constant notion of 'subject' acroes both accusative and ergative languages.

Accepted standard tests for 'subjeethood' (e.g., ret1ezive binding, Equi-NP

deletion) are frequently invoked (see Keenan (1976), Silverstein (1976), and

Van Valin (1977), among others) to show that, despite the differences in

Case-marking, both transitive and intransitive 'subjects' are prone to the

same processes across both laneuage types.1'I In the following, however, 1

intend to demonstrate that, while this observation may be true of binding

relations and control ofpro,- control of PRO is a sub8t.antially more complex

"The (ollowiJlc is DotintflDdfld u an ohawtive iDvfllltoryol'su~ect'_likepropertiflS. For
disculIIion alonl these lines, tee, (or example, 1DaD1 of the papers in Li (1976), Murasugi
(1992>, and the introductory chapter ofHatley (1995).
-lnthelflMeofSWier(l984)(orSpanilh.

13



matter. Further, the remainder of this chapter begins an analysis that

illU8tratel that whatever common properties can be attributed to 'subjects'

result from a number or (acton, and that~ subject" cannot, in any sense,

be conaid.ered a primitive of tile erammar.

As ia pointed out by Anderson (1976), Keenan (1976), and a host of

other researchers, it appears to pnera1ise across language typologies that A.,

s., T-, and D-arguments c-colDDlaDd the rest of the clause. Some examples of

anaphoric bindin, in Enclisb (15), lnuktitut (16), Spanish (17), and West

Greenlandic (18) are illustrated in the following:

(15) a.
b.,.
d.

Jean said (that Lucien and Prestollj lweeach orhuiI"'j).
Th~i were walking towards each otlu""'j.
Wei arrived at the same time as each othe"'l!"j.
Lucien and Preston; were slandered by each orhe"'lI"j in the Commons.

(16) Angul ingmi·nik lalna.vuq.
man(ABS) himse1f·MOD see ·indfmtr.3s
'the man; seeslsaw himself;'

(Marantz 0984:214»)

(17) Sergio quiere (que Danielbable a Tomas des£,,"s,,",].
'Sergio wants Daniel; to taUc to Tom4sj about bimselfvyt.·

(18) a..

b.

~~uma-!ERG ~~u1ut ~~i :~oo :dtaiUllUUP.~indItr.3s13S
'Tuuma; told Suwulj about self""j'

~~S) :.c.G~l! :nJeUjUP-~dfmtr.3s
'PUta;, smiled to himselfj '

(Bittner (1992:22»)

14



The well-fonnedneu of sentencel (IS) through (I8) can be expressed in terms

of a ~mmand condition, as in (19):

(19) An anaphor must be c-eommanded by its anleCedenL

In the ergative Inuktitut (16) and West Greealandic (8), as in the accusative

English (15) and Spanish (17), the A-areument asymmetrically c-conunands

the O-argument.1I The conclusion here, then, il!l that A., s., T-, and D·

arguments asymmetrically c-command any other areument or verbal adjunct

in the clause at whatever interface level the bindinr conditions must be met.D

1....2 Control

Control of PRO, one of several constructions in which a DP (NP) in a

subordinate clause is morphologically unrealised when co-referenced with a

DP (NF) in the matrix clause, constitutes one ezample of what is frequently

referred to in the literature (e.g., Anderson (1976), Dixon (1979,1994») as

Equi-NP deletion. PRO, as discuased in §l.1.2, is typically licensed for null

Case by a non-finite T head (though see 12.3 for some qualifications). It

follows that we should expect only thOle areuments licensed as Dominative

(by a finite to) to be able to appear 88 PRO in a corresponding non-fInite

• This is eoDsiderfld in JIIueh farther depth in 1kJba1jilr. Um,I993>, C&JllpaDfI (1992),
Murasuci el992), ud Manninr (994), where fI far wid... .,...,. of' data is uammed. The
reader is ref'erred to tbne IOUfCeII tor f'unbllf lIetaibi. While I will UJIIe apjnlt BobaIjik's
,tructuraI COrrespoodflDCfl of' absoJutive Cue with ~tiveCue, I share his assumption,
contra those other reteardlen and followinl ChomUy (1993 et seq.), thatbin~conditions
hold only at LF. This usumption will be considered in silnifleantly more detail ill the
subsequent chapters of this thesis.
lIISee,rn.19.
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clause, and this eenerally turns out to be the case. The sentences in (20)

through (23) illustrate DOn·finite c1auaes in a variety of accusative languages:

(20) a.
b.
c.

Mic~ promised his constituents [PRO; to auack the soft cbcese bill).
~tried[PRqDOttocry).

Alexa; ancmpCCd [PR0l to leave).

(Bresnan & Mchombo (l99S:223»)

(21) Fnndt
a. Jacques; veut [PRC\ partir)

•Jacques wants to leave'
b. On a trouvI! Jacq~ en nin de [PRO; pleurer).

'We found Jacques crying'

(22) Chichewa (Bantu: Malawi and surrounding u«s»
Mw-an4 w-£nu 4-rna-z6nd-f [ku-dyt OD&a].
I-child I-your ISUBJ-pres.-HAB-hale-ind. I5-eat 14gunpowder'
'Your child haleS to eat gunpowder'

(23) Russian
a. Ljuda; priexala. [PRO; pokupat' maslo].

Lyuda came to-buy butter(ACC)
"Ljuda came to buy butter'

b. Sestra prosila eiOi [pROl peredat' pis'mo Ivanu].
sister asked him to-iive letter to-Ivan
'My sisler asked him to give the letter to Ivan'

(sliShtly adapted from Babby (1991:47))

Vanje; nravitsja [PRO; rabotat'].
Vanya-oAT likes Io-work
"Vanyalikes 10 work'

(slightly adapted from Bailyn (1991:87»)

Depending on which structural Case is aaeociated. with oro (Inll) in a

Gnite clause in an ergative language, whatever argument is licensed for that

Case should typically be licensed (or null Case (that is, it should appear as

PRO) in a tenseless clause. For Bobaljik's (1993) analysis (see (n.19), then,

the prediction is that the A-argument, licenaed (or erptive Case in transitive

~ NU%I:Iben in the rloll mark nominal clUI and DOminal cI... qreement.
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finite clauaes, should typically be licensed for null Case by a non-6nit.e TO:~

On the other hand, analyHll which take the abllOlutive Case of ergative

IanauaPs to be the atruetura1 equivalent of nominative Case in accusative

languages (recent pnerauve resean:h espousing such a view includes Johns

(1987,1992), Campana. (1992), Muruuei (1992), Bittner (1994), and Bittner &

Hale (l996b) would predict at lean S- and T-areumenta, both typically

checked Cor ahsolutive Cue in finite dauaes, but not A.arguments, to be

available for null cue in non-finite dauses. But herein lies the problematic

nature of usinI the distribution of PRO as a diqn08tic in establishing Case

relations in an ergative langua&e. The fact is that it is very difficult to

ascertain whether what appear to be non-finite clauses in most, if not all,

ergative languages are, in fact, non-finite according to the narrow definition

so far provided in this thesis, or, rather, subjunctive clauses or (genmdival)

nominal forms.

1.••3 Controlln ...ative~

As it stanch at the point of writin( this paper, 1inruists' non-precise

UDderstandine' of such clauses bas led. reeearchen to argue both ways in the

debate. In the foUowing, I will examine two such recent analyses ­

Murasup's (1992) treatment of Lezgian -non-finites- and Bobaljik's

(1992,1993) treatment of Inuit -non-finites- - and conclude that neither

analysis is successful in its intent. The reason for this, I willsuagest, is that

,.. See abo Levin. Ma••m (1984), Ma.aam U985l, Maraab: (1991), Lab (1993bl, and
L6pe:. " Austin (1995), aDlOl1( othen. (or a similar vie......
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the constructions which receive treatment as non-finite in both languages by

these researchers are, in Cact, finite.

Muruugi (1992) offen evidence froPl, among others, Lezgian (Nakho­

Dagehestanian: eastem Caucasus; southem Daghestan. northern

Azerbaijan) and Abkhaz (Caucasian: northwestern Caucasus; Georgia,

Turkey) to show that both IItructura1 cues are available in non-finite clauses

in some ereative laneuaees. 'lbat both stroc:tura1 cases are available, she

claims, suggests that such clausell are the ergative counterpart to the

inflected non-finite clausell found in. say, European Portuguese <Murasugi

(1992:111-112)).11 Murasugi provides the Lezeian sentences IIhown here in

(24) as evidence:

(24) a. didedi·z [bah SlOld·a xa-naJ k'an·zawa.
mother-OAT book(ABS) table-lNESS be-nf want-impcrf
'mother wants the book to be on the table'

b. [am taxsirly UlsiNhl askan ja.
sbe(ABS) guilty be,Ncg-nf clear be
'it is clear dlat she is not guilty'

didedi·z [Jagadi Ictab qacu-nal k'an-zawa.
mather-OAT boy(EJtG) book(ABS) OOy-nf want-imperf
'mother wants the boy 10 buy the boot'

(adapted slightly from Murasugi (1992:113);
attriOOred to Martin Haspelmath)

In (24a and b). where the verb in the embedded clause ill intranllitive

(whether unaccuaative or unergative is irrelevant for the present disCU88ion,

but for simplicity of argwnental reference, I will assume it to be unaccusative

:IS See RapolO (1987), Muruu,i (1992; elp. 89·95>, and f2.3.3 ofthi, the-i, ror further details
OD the f'elevant European Porturue.. cooltnu:tioo. In Chapter Two, I wue,t lubjunctive
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in both cases), absolutive Cue is available for the T-argument. In (241:),

where the verb in the embedded clause is transitive, both structural Cases

are available: ergative for the A·argument, and absolutive for the 0­

arvument.

There are several reasons to doubt that the Lezgian es:amples given in

(24) lend support to Murasugi's claim that absolutive and nominative Cases

are structurally equivalent. Fint, Murasugi herself equates the Lezgian

construction with the European Portuguese inflected non-finite clause in

order to account for the availability of abeolutive Case for the T-argument in

(248 and b) and for the O·argument in (24c). If this type of analysis proves

tenable, then the assumption that the verbs in the embedded clauses in the

Lezgian sentences in (24) are strictly non-finite, in the sense discussed here

and as Murasugi claims, becomes all the weaker. The onus of a theory like

Murasugi's becomes the provision ofstrong evidence that these verbs are non­

finite. In fact. there is fairly strong evidence to the contrary, which I will now

briefly discuss.

Bobaljik (1993) ,uuests that the elements in question in (24) are of

the MQildar clus, or verbal nouns. Again, though, the evidence suggests this

not to be the ease, at least for the sentences in (24a and c). Let us first look

at the relevant element in (24b), fot which I conclude that Bobaljik's analysis

features are prutntin this typeoftlallie.
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is correct, retu.rnin& to the other two sentences. Murasugi glosses the

embedded clause's verb in (24b) .. (25);

(25) tusiNIi
be,Neg-nf

Morpholoeically, (25) can be broken down further, on the basis of analysis

found in Hupelmath (1993>, as (26), for the moment leaving the final affix

ungIoued,

(26) ~ot- ~t- ~

(derivin& the aurface form tusirdi phonologically). In (26), tus, the negative

form of ia/m 'be' (Haspelmath (1993:508», is followed by the suffu: -ir,

which, according to Haapelmath (1993: 128,558), derives past forms from

negative non-past forms.*' The ezact nature of the final suffix, ·di, is subject

to some speculation, since the morpheme performs several functions in the

1aniUage. Nevertheleu, the fact that the Maadar may be inflected for

(typically oblique) Case, combined with the form's common usalre to express

situations (which seems to 6t well with the expressed meaning in (24b»,~

leads me to posit that the 6naI suffiz in (26) is the oblique stem -cli.

The embedded clauses in (24a and c) seem even less compatible with

non-finite interpretations than does the one in (24b). The Leqian examples

in (2.), it should be noted, all show instances of switch-reference with the

* Non-neptive non-past fOmlS Ilft derived to past fonD via the suffix ..;.



matrix 'lIUbject'. When there is a controlled element in the embedded clause

- that is, when the 'subject' oC the complement clause is co-reterenced with

some element oC the matrix clause - the verb in the embedded clause must

appear in the infinitive Corm.· This is illustrated in (27) ((rom Haspelmath

(1993, 297)),

(27) a. Nabisata·z [Ittab k'el-iz] k'an·zawa.
Nabisal·DAT book(ABS) rcad·inf wmt·impetf
'Nabisat wants 10 read a book'

b. Nabisata·z [q~.z] !t'm-zawa.
Nabisat·DAT lau&h·inf want-imperf
'Nabisat wants 10 laugh'

10 (27a), the A-argument oC the embedded clause's transitive verb is

omitted, as is the S-argument oC the embedded unereative verb in (27b).

That both such arruments are licensed as PRO in the two sentences might be

worthy of consideration, were it not for a couple of facts of Lezgian which

must be noted. First, although Lezgian cannot be considered a freely pro­

dropping languace (Lezgian verbs do not sbow agreement with tbeir

arguments), the languace bas a stroni tendency to omit pronominal

arguments when they are recoverable from the context (see Haspelmath

(1993:401·408». Second, the infinitive in Lezgian is derived from the

imperfective stem by the addition of the sums: -z/·iz. While the infinitive,

unlike the Masdar. may not be inOected like a noun, neither, as Bobaljik

(1993:63) observes, is there a single "'non-tinite'" form in Lezgian. Rather.

forms (includine the participles, the converbs (used in subordinate clauses)•

• Further ditcuSsion may be (ound in HupehDath (1993:128,lS3ff>.
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the Masdar, and the infinitive) ranp 8C1'088 the tenselaspeet categories in the

language. One uae of the infinitive, according to Haspelmath's grammar

(1993:156,157), is in place of the imperfective in subordinate clauses (the

imperftttilJe converb), and I aaume this to be the role that the form is

playinc in (27). In this, I conclude that the omitted A-argument in (27a) and

the omitted &areument in (27b) are proa, rather than PROs, and that the

verb fonn in question. typically referred to as the infinitive, is not tenseless at

all.

This is contrary to the view taken in Manning (1994), who uses the

Lugicn infinitive 08 tenulus assumption to argue qainst a P&P approach

to the facta of Lezgian. However, Manning's assumption seems highly

suspicious, given that he also adopts the view held here, following

Haspelmath, that the form of the verb in the embedded clauses in the switch­

reference ezample in (248 and c) is the Borist conlJerb. Both the aorist

converb and the imperfeetive oonverb (infinitive) are formed by the affixation

of an invariant suffiz: -na, attached to the aorist stem, and ·z/-iz, attached to

the imperfective stem, respectively. Both also appear only in complement

clauses to certain verbs. Given the diacuuion above, together with the

n:tensive treatment of the constructions found in Haspelmath (1993), I can

think of no strong reason to b'eat one form (the aorist converb) as tensed, and

the other fonn (the imperfedive converb) as tenseless, as Manning (1994)

suggests.

• Herl, I eondder onl)' ClUes of 'subject' control.
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1 therefore foUow Bobaljik (I993) in eoncluding that the status of the

verb in the embedded claueel in (24) is not "'tenselell", as Muruugi (I993)

luggestI. Further, on the buia of the utended dillCWl8ion above, I su&'Cest

that there it no Itrictly Don·fini.te verb form in Lezgian. This is an

interesting conclusion at any rate, and one that will come up apin later on.

Bobaljik's (I993) analysis proceeds to consider the Inuktitut and West

GreenJandic mood marker ·aJlu, and oonc:ludes that it is a non-finite form.Z7

If this idea turns out to be sustainable, the obvious prediction for Bobaljik is

that ergative Case shouJd be unavailable in Inuit clauses containinr the ·llu

construction. However, l will argue that this is the wrong conclusion, just as

was Musasugi's (1992) as to the status of the Lezgian verb forma in (24).

First, it is worth eonsiderin&' the distribution of ·llu in lnuit - at least

the two environments that BobaJjik discusses; ·llu can appear in clausal

complements of the verb promiM (28) and in certain gerundive clauses

(29);--

(Bittner(L994:7»

31 For convenience, I will refer to both Inuktitut and Welt Greenlandic: a. Inuit (or the
current diKU..ion.
.. -(lJlu b•• been referred to .. (at leaat) the ~mporotiw <BerplllDd (195:1), ForteflCUe
(1984», the~n4W<Bok-Benn... (1991)), and the ill/i'litWe CBobaljik <l992,1993}).
21 It i. important to note that tran.itive verbl in Inuit typically, alide from the construction
bein, pnsently disCllJsed, show.,reement with both their intemal (absolutivel and external
(e",.tive) .rrument.
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b. [aggi·ssa-Uu-1itJ niriursui+utit
come·fut-LLU-2s promise-ind-2s

'you (S~~~~:n).:x.MuruuJi (1992); attributed to Maria Bittner)

miiqqat [Iuuna ikiu-ssa-Uu-gu]
childmt(ABs) Iuuna(ABS) belp-fut-LLU-3s
·the children promised to belp Iuuna'

niriursui-PP-Ul
promise-ind-3p

(Bittner (1994:6»

d. [miiqqat lDu-ssa-llu-Jit] niriUfSlli...v-utit

.=::~r:::3~bildren~-ind-2s

(29) West Grunlondic
a. [nivialsiaq sikkar-Iu-ni] kiina-nngu-a nui-ratannguar-p-uq

·t:IS~g~~~~i~=t~I~-aLiast-ind.3S

b. [qaammduaq ~a1uaaartuannguar-lu·ni] niri-lir-p-ut
moon.man(ABS) tell..$lories.continue.I.J...U-4s eahstart.ind-3p
·the moon man continuing to tell stories, they started to eat'

anguti-rujug-Suaq [aavir-Suaq uniar-Ju-gu] tilci-lir-s-uq
man-very-big<ABS) walrus-big(ABS) traiJ-LLU-3s come-begin-pn-3s
•... the man who began to come lrailing the big walrus..:

(Bobaljik (1993:14); attribuled to Bergsiand (1955»

The sentences in (28a and b) and (29a and b) contain intransitives in

embedded control and prundive COnstructiOIlB. respectively. As expected for

Bobaljik, the pro S-argument in (28a) and the T-argument in (28b) - and

likewise for (29a) and (29b), respectively - trlfter (abaolutive) agreement on

the verb. That the transitive verba in the embedded clauses in (2& and d)

and (29c) lack agreement with the non-overt A-arwument also follows for

BobaIjik, since his analyDS auuests that A-arguments in ergative languages.

as in accusative languages, are cheeked for Cue by a feature property ofor<'.

If the respective T heads in the clauses in question in the Inuit sentences in

(28) and (29) are [-finitel, as Bobaljik argues, then his analysis ofergative as
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(Bittner (1994: 177))

nom.in4tive/obMXutive u occUlative ia quite stronc- A-arcwnents in Inuit

Don-finite clauel, aeeordinclY, should only be licensed as PROs. Again,

however, there are teveta1 f'adan which nile doubt u to the non-finite

statuI of the verb endin& ·Illl. Foremo8t amonc these i. the fact that

Dumerot18 crammatieal aamplel can be found in whieh the A-argument can

appear OYertly, liceDMd for erptive C.... in the so-called '-llu clautell'.

Consider the aentences in (30):

(30) Wt'St Grf!tnlandic
a. (Juuna-p taku-llu-Jitl Qungujup-p-uq

1. -ERG woman-pl(ADS) .see-LLU-3p smile-ind-inu-.3s
"Juu~ seeing the woman,~ smiled'

b. [Piita-p miiqqa-t taku-llu-Jit]
P. -ERG child-pCABS) sec-u.u-Jp
"Pi.ita; seeing the children.~ smiled"

QWlgujup-p-uq
smile-ind-inu-,]s

(Bianer(l994:113})

(Manning (1994:111»

(ama-p atisassat imIr·lu-&ill irinarsur·p-UQ
woman·ERG c1olbe5(ABS) wub-LLU.3p slng ·ind-inu-.3s
'the woman., waslUng!be clothes. she; sang'

d. [Kunu-up ilap-Iu-lit) aulJar-P-UQ
K. -ERG be.cocemcr-lLU-Jp ao.out-ind-ls
"K.muk being toJetber widllbem, (he) lloUt out'

<JkrBsland (19S5:S8); Bloss slighdy adapted rrom Campana (1992:79»

Observation of the sentence. in (30) sbows that, wbile ergative Case is

available for A-&rJUIDentll in -lill clauaea - providin&' evidence that the A­

arguments in the ·11" claUHs in (28c and d) and (29c) are pros, rather than

PROs -. these araumentl do not trigpr verbal apoeement, a. is .tandard in

other Inuit transitive constructions. Compare. for eumple. the sentences in
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(31), where verbal agreement with both the ereative (external) and absolutive

(internal) argument obt:aina:

(31) a. l~t(CcnualAn:tic)

Jaani-up tuktu taku-v..
1. -ERG caribou(ABS) see-ind,3s13s
'Jaaniseesthecaribou'

b. Irwlaitul (Qaiminniut dialect: Baker Lake area)
Iaku-van nanuq bpi-jail
see-i.nd,lsI3s polar.bear(ABS) stab-pn.,2s13s
'I K1tIsaw the polar bear (that) you stabbed'

West Grtellltutdic
luuna-p miqqat paasi-vai
J. -ERG child:ren(ABS) undcrswKl-ind.3s13p
'luuna understands children'

(Johnson (1980:17»

(Johns (1987:109))

(Binner (1994: 133»

What this illustrates is just that -llu appears to absorb (check.) agreement <4l-)

features; not that the verb ending is, in any sense, non-finite. As both

Campana (1992) and Murasugi (1992) observe, ergative agreement in ·llu

clauses is not necessary, since the A-, 8-, and T-argumentin these clauses is

obliged to be co-referenced with the 'subject' of the matrix clause.:Il

Second, Fortescue 0984:297) mentions that first and second person

plural ergative agreement is occasionally available with third person

... The Mntence in (29b) micbt be teen a. providinf COw:lterevidence to thi. claim. Howeve..,
Forte.cue (l984) 'ucce.ts that ·il" can be u.ed not only when a lowe.. '.ubject.' il co­
-..ef'erential with a hiPer OIIl.e. but also when it -overlapl in refueDce" with it, and Campana
(1992) suaests that mOM mcJIl" the S-araument oltbe -U" claulle in <29b). must be included
within the reference of tMy, the S"flWDeDt of the .uperordiDat.e verb. I thank Ma..k
ClIJI)pana for fwtber ditClQlioD and clarifieatioP 011 this point. Tb.at said, I IQD not providing
uythinC of an ezplanation of theM facti here. AI Jonathan Bobaljik (penonal
c:ommunieation) points 0Ilt, abloJutive S-arpments ill th... clausel (see, fo.. ezample, the
.ent.ences in (28a and b) and (29& and bl) are also obliced to be co.referent with a birbe..
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ab80lutive acreement in transitive -Ilu clauaes. Bobaljik cites a personal

communication from Michael Fortescue, suggesting that these cases "are late.

analoKical Corms and are not generally accepted in the atandard literary

literature- (Bobaljik (1993:65Jh_17». Nevertheless, double agreement in

such clauses baa been cited a8 perfectly erammatica1 at least as early as

Bergsland's (1955) report:inc of bill West Greenlandic fieldwork. Schultz-

Lorentzen (1945:102), too, cites certain double agreement cases to be

perfectly acceptable. Provided in (32) is the agreement paradigm Bergsland

offers for the -llu ending in West Greenlandic (slightly adapted from

Bergsland (1955:57»):

(32) L Intnmitives: - llJlII oliIlII
lABS -Uu.... -Uu.... -l1uta
2ABS -Uudt -Uudk -l1usi
4ABS -Uuni -llutik

b. TranllUives:
Jot.Illt JlltoIlS JoAIlS
·UUI'l .1Iup. -l1ugit

lpERG -Uudpt ·Uutilik
2pERG .Uusiyuk .Uusiglk JI

The fact that the verb can show agreement with the el'l'ative (A.)

argument only when it occura in a non-third penonInonosingular form is, by

all accounts, unexplained_ While I attempt DO explanation of this

'subject', yet they obliptorily Ihow verbal qreement. Ikibaljilr. (19931 hili an account O(thi5
fact, which I - and Campana (1992) and Muruqi (1992) - lIdr..
:II Jonat.han Bobaljik (personal c:oa1JIIunfeation) makes tba observation that the ·ti·/·Ii·
morpheme in the tnnlitivel lookl tlUPieiowly like the utipulive. It il an intripio(
luereldon, aod. ifcorrect, ita paeraI bapUeation would be that the.. formtl do not represent
counterevidence to Bobaijik'i (1993) anatym {thoueb acrut nWllber of C\U"iolities about the
(Otml ltill arile, IUch a. wby the forml are only available with 31'd penon 'objects').
Nevertheless. thil seeml to me a promiliq avenue of explonttory _e:reb. thoUCh one thet
will not be travelled here.
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