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ABSTRACT

This thesis i within a (Chomsky (1993 et
seq. )), some of the properties of “suh]ects' It is demonstrated that the term

‘subject” picks out whatever element occupies the l:nghegt argumental position
within its clause at LF, following reconstruction

In Chlpfsr One, leven.l recent annlyus of cernm “non-finite” clauses in the
and Lezgian are examined. I
conclude that, in euch me, the claum in question are finite. It is proposed
that the absence, or of non-finite control
in ergative languages denveu fzom the facc that arguments licensed as PRO in
languages do not typically occupy a position where they can be controlled
by an element in a higher clause. I consider one strategy made use of by the
(ergative) Mayan language Jacaltec to make such clauses possible.

In Chapter Two, standard assumphons th.h respect to a ‘subject/object’
in light of data from English. Itis

shown that A-extrachon ot sub)ects‘ of unaccusative or passive VPs is not as
sensitive to intervening islands as is extraction of ‘subjects’ of transitive or
unergative VPs. This follows, I d from the i that both
of arguments raise overtly to an A’-position prior to extraction, attracted

by an [event] feature of the C head, with the former type of argument
necessarily raising via an intermediate A-position, while the latter type must
rmse directly. PSeeond, two non -finite constructions —one in. Ir.ahan and another

[event] feal:ure of C° wn.h cemnn other features is shown m denve both fixed
and the ' Case

in these clauses in both languages.

In Chapter Three, I offer a preliminary analysis which derives ‘accusative’
versus ‘ergative’ Case checking patterns in strict terms of Economy, depending
on the strength of certain features. I show that no special condition, like the
Obligatory Case Parameter (Bobaljik (1993)), need be introduced to derive the
differences between the Case patterns of ive and ergative |
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De omnibus dubitandum.
One must doubt everything.



CHAPTER]
Putting ‘subjects’ in their place(s)

L1 Introduction

‘While i lations are d as primitives in many theories of

1 (for le, Relational and Lexical-Functional

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

1 terms in i Since Chomsky (1965), which
defined ‘subject’ as [NP,S] and ‘object’ as [NP,VP], generative grammarians

have argued that i lations are irrel to the ion of

rules. Ne theless, there is evids (see, for example, several

of the papers in Li (1976)) that there does appear to exist a natural class of
‘subjects’ across languages. What, then, is a ‘subject’, and can the notion be
usefully defined in a Principles and P h to ki

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

briefly to an examination of the treatment of ‘subjects’ in the generative
literature.
111 The Extended Projection Principle

Principles and Parameters theory (e.g., Chomsky (1981)) has

to that the ical roles accepted as primitives

in i and Lexical- i (not to mention traditional) Grammar




can, and should, be in terms of 1 position. Neverthel
the notion of ‘subject’ has survived into the theory to some degree, leading
Chomsky (1982) to offer the Extended Projection Principle (EPP), which is
stated here as (1), as a descriptive observance that all clauses must have a
‘subject’:

(1) [Spec.]] must be filled at S-Structure.
Thus, the EPP, taken together with the Case Filter (2),
(2)  Lexical NPs need Case,

requires that if [Spec,IP] is not filled overtly at S-Structure, then the position
be filled by a trace (¢), PRO, or pro! PRO is licensed iff an overt NP is
impossible (i.e., when [Spec,IP] is governed neither by a lexical head (e.g., the
complementiser for, or as in ECM-type constructions) nor by INFL bearing
[+tense]), 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 are sufficiently idiotic [PRO to test nuclear weapons].

The distribution of PRO, then, is limited to the ‘subject’-position of non-finite
clauses when Case cannot be gotten ‘elsewhere’.

and pro, see, for example, Chomsky (1981),
R usss). iy apars incladed in Juah B o0, T seh aside doenmesion of
in ‘subject’-position for the moment, as




112 The EPP and the Minimalist programme

Under Chomsky’s (1993) and Chomsky & Lasnik’s (1993) treatment,
the EPP is reduced to a feature property of the functional head T(ense). That
is, T° contains an N-feature which must be checked against a category XP in
its checking domain. In, say English, then, nominative Case is checked by a
[+finite] T°, PRO can be licensed (checked), for what Chomsky & Lasnik
(1993) term “null” Case, by a [-finite] T°, and, presumedly, the EPP feature is
a non-Case feature of T°? The specific properties of the feature from which
the EPP can be derived are open to some debate. Chomsky (1995) suggests
that it is plausible to assume it to be a strong D(eterminer)-feature, although
this, of course, is only one possibility pending further examination. I will
proceed with the view that Chomsky’s proposal is adequate for my present
needs, but with the intention of deriving the EPP from a more specific feature
as the analysis progresses.

12 Theoretical assumptions

This section briefly mentions some of the features of the theoretical
model that this thesis — the Minimalist P (Chomsky
(1993,1994,1995) and much ongoing work). Necessarily, for reasons of space,

I here take what amounts to a very preliminary glance at two rather salient

? While the introduction of “null” Case into the theory will not be of central importance to
this thesis, I will return to it later in this chapter (§1.4.2) and in Chapter Two. The

interested reader is referred to, for enmpl&, Martin (mm. Chomsky & Lasnik (1993), and
Watanabe (1993a) for background and further



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 On features

Items are assumed, following Chomsky (1993), to be inserted into the
derivation from the lexicon with their morphological features already intact.
Movement in the syntax is then driven by the need to have these features

checked. Any not tri d by this i is
Whether this movement takes place in the overt syntax or in the covert
syntax (LF) is determined by the feature 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
Procrastinate (Chomsky (1993:30))).

“Features” are elements of a lexical entry which are directly involved
in the human language computational system which yields the two interface

levels that the Minimalist model PF and LF, ding to the
phonological output and the i i ively. The
interface levels are derived, via the i from a hypotheti

workspace 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

3 Term, here, refers to a lexical item. Following Chomsky (1995), I will frequently refer to the
elements of the syntactic computation as terms. In the text, a hypothetical workspace to



|

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

honological hological which render it a well-formed PF
object) is Spell-Out.

Several iderati including Pr i already

d i T ions in the overt syntax are

subject to the extension condition, which requires all such operations to target
the root phrase marker, ensuring strict cyclicity in this component of the
computation. The Minimal Link Condition (MLC), a further constraint, will
be considered in the following section on clause structure.

1.2.2 Clause structure and the terms of VP

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 T°® It is
important to note that, for Chomsky & Lasnik (1993) (and numerous

subsequent researchers), the Agr heads are collections of ¢-features non-

which... ., is equivalent to Chomsky’s (1995) Numeration.

4 This, of course, is not entirely true, since head-adjunction always targets an embedded
element. While the atennnn requirement as adopted in this thesis, then, is not as precise as
one would like, I ttempt to resolve the issue here (see Bobaljik (1995a: chapter 6)
and Watanabe (1995) fm ﬁlﬂher consideration on this point).

5 Or as the complement of Neg®, if present.



distinct from one another.® The universal structure of the clause is taken,
then, to be as in the informal representation in (4):

@ CP

/\
(Spec) C
¢ AgrlP
(Spec)
/\
Agrl 1P
(Spec) T
T Agr2P
/\
(Spec)  Agr2’

Ag2 VP

It has been suggested in more recent research (i.e., Chomsky
(1994,1995)) that Agr 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 Chomsky (1994), is bare
Dphrase structure, and I adopt it here.

¢ Such an assumed configuration is able o capture abservations made by Kayme (1989) on
the agreement patterning of (some) Romance past participles. I will not enter into a
discussion of this topic here. Se also Bellett (1994) for relevant discussion of agreement

ering.
i Or, at least, in most cases.

* While this thesis does not deny the possibility of Agr heads, neither does it take them to be
universal components of a clause. Inasmuch as it is successful in forwarding its analysis
without recourse to assuming such heads, it might be taken as evidence of the viability of
Chomsky’s suggestion.



ing is ined by two possible operations: Merge
and Attract/ Move? Attract/Move, in turn, is subject to the MLC, stated here
as (5) (from Chomsky (1993:311)):

(5)  Minimal Link Condition
K attracts o iff there is no B, B closer to K than e, such that K attracts B.

“Closeness”, as defined here, is in terms of the derivational notion of
equidistance introduced in Chomsky (1993).

The phrasal structure that I assume for a simple transitive clause

appears in (6):*"

© cp
¢ w
oy 3w
P,
x/x\w
S
v b

I will suppose, following Chomsky (1995), that an unaccusative
predicate has the simple VP structure as in (7):

° As Kitahara (1995) observes, there is a certain redundancy between the two operations, in
that Attract/Move would appear to consist of a copying vpenmu plus Merge. See Bobaljik
(1995b) for one possible i of this that is ng i in this thesis.
 Verbal in many of the this thesis are

shown to be DPs !‘nr expository purposes; in (a), DP, the internal argument, and DP, the
external argument

T Since this thests will maintain that ‘nibjects’ occupy the (SpeC] position in the overt
syntax of many languages, the structural position of a possible Neg(ation)P —

if, indeed, there
is a universal NegP position — is left open for the moment. In (6), NegP might immediately




@ /V<'

v Dp
Following this line of analysis, I assume that all internal arguments occupy
the positions of Spec and complement of the verb, (8) showing the relevant
proposed structure:?

®) Vmax
of Y
v Dp

Extending this approach, it follows that external arguments occupy a position
outside of the VP, and Chomsky (1995), following the work of Larson (1988)
on double object constructions and Hale & Keyser (1991 et seq.), suggests
that they occupy the Spec position of a light verb, v, which, in turn, takes the
VP as its complement, as is represented in (9):

S ~
DP ¥
/\
¥ Db
N
v  Dp

dominate TP or yP, depending on the location of the various arguments and the verb(s). The
issue should become clearer as the discussion proceeds.

21 am glossing over consideration of possible thematic hierarchy rankings for the moment,
referring the reader to discussion in, for example, Larson (1988), Gnmlhnw (1990), Baker
(1993), and Takano (1995).



Thus, the d of a typical itive’ verb bl
the familiar analysis of i i as in the rel 1

representation of the English sentence (10):"

(10) a Sue made Leonardo leave.

b. . VP
DP id
v

made T~

Leonardo leave
In an ‘accusative’ language like English, the nominative Case-feature
of DP, in (6), following the dard analysis, is d to be checked by
some feature of T°. I suppose that the feature that checks the accusative
Case-feature of DP, (maintaining the ion that the ion in

(6) yields an English sentence) is a property of ¥°, rather than of V°.* In a
language like English, where the object does not typically undergo A-
movement past the verb, such checking is covert, via adjunction of the formal
features of DP, to whatever maximal head (H*™") contains v.

Checking takes place in a Spec-head relation, or via head-adjunction. I
assume the definition of checking domain as developed in Chomsky (1993)

B Notice also t!ut this idea revives, at least in part, the approach of the “generative
semanticists” (for arguments against this idea at the time, see especially Fodor (1970); for
discussion, see Nawmeyer (1980)) that held that predicates like e.g. kill are derived from e.g.
cause to die/make
My reasons for this will become apparent, especially in Chapter Three. An immediate
consequence is that the only structural Case available in a clause with an unaccusative as its
main verb should be whatever Case is checked by T°, the only other Case-checker, v*, never
being selected into such a clause. This makes certain predictions contrary to those of, for
example, Laka (1993b) for Basque. These will be dealt with in Chapter Three. Cases of
passive and antipassive VPs, too, have a natural, though less obvious, working out. Passives




and elaborated in Chomsky (1995), where the checking domain of a head H
includes thing i within the i jection of the imal

head in which H is ined (i.e., the jection may be the imal

projection of H, though it need not be). (11) illustrates, the ellipse indicating
the checking domain of the head H(Z):

any Xmexa
S

1.3 ‘Subjects’ revisited
1.3.1 Some necessary terminology

‘Subject’, as we have seen in the ding di ion, is a

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

much hi Ne hel f 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 ily circular i As

are discussed in §2.1.4, and antipassives in Chapter Three.

10



such, I will adapt the terminology introduced in Dixon (1972,1979), and now
familiar to the li on ivity, to my needs.” Additionally, where

Dixon does not distinguish the sole agent argument of an unergative

predicate from the sole theme of an i di the
distinction will play a crucial role here.® Consequently, I retain the term S-
argument to refer only to the agent of an i di and

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

unaccusative verb. The agent argument of a transitive verb will be called the

A-argument, while the ofa itive verb will be

called the O-argument. I will refer to the derived ‘subject’ of a passive VP asa

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) Notation used Case-feature association
in this thesis i i
external argument of transitive A-argument NOM
internal argument of transitive O-argument ACC
external argument of unergative S-argument NOM
internal argument of unaccusative  T-argument NOM
internal argument of passive VP D-argument NOM

 Notably, Dixon’s lpprolch takes A, S and O, in reference to tunnuve subjects,
jects, and transitive objects, res ively, to

sal primitives 0fdu human Iug\mg: faculty. In contrast, I nnke use nfthe labels
nnly as far as they are convenient notations, more specific than ‘subject’ and ‘object’, in
referring to lexical m that must be inserted into a derivation in a certain structural
position. In this, I assume some form of Baker’s (1988) Uniformity of 8-Assignment
Hypothesis, as stated in (), to hold:

(0] UTAH:
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical
structural relationships between those items at the level of D-Structure.

the and
sublequenc Adnpuhon nl' Perlmumﬁ pmpuul into P&P theory hy Bnmo (1986)

1



132 Ergativity

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 2 ive | type disti
should be made familiar for the present discussion. For introductory

I diti offer the following it an ergative |,
is a language in which the external of an i iti di and
the internal of a iti i pattern th 1) in the

same way with respect to Case-marking and verbal agreement, in a manner
distinct from the Case and agreement patterning of the external argument of
a itive verb. The in (13) ( itut (Central Arctic)) serve to

exemplify an ergative language:

(13) a Anguti-up nutaraq taku-vaa.
man -ERG child(ABS)  see-trind,3s/3s

‘the man sees/saw the child’
b. Angut niri-vuq.
man(ABS)  eat-intr.ind,3s

‘the man eats/ate’

c. * Anguti-up niri-vuq.

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

languages, in which external of both itive and i

verbs form a natural class, differing from the Case and Agreement patterning
of transitive objects, as in (14) (German):

(14) a. Der Mann seht den Hund

the.man(NOM) see.PRES,3s  the.dog(ACC)
‘the man sees the dog’



b. DerHund it
the.( dog(NOM) eatPRES,3s
‘the dog eats’

¢.  * Den Hund it

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.

14 I: Some within the clause

First, I briefly examine some syntactic properties within the clause
that appear to group S-, A-, T-, and D-arguments together in a natural class,

since most 1 of ivity since 's (1976) paper have

attempted to address the observation made there that there does appear to be
a constant notion of ‘subject’ across both ive and ergative 1

A d dard tests for ji d’ (e.g., reflexive 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-marki: both itive and i itive ‘subjects’ are prone to the

same processes across both language types.” In the following, however, I
intend to demonstrate that, while this observation may be true of binding
relations and control of pro,® control of PRO is a substantially more complex

" The following is not ntended as an eshaustive inventory of ‘subjectJike properties. For
discussion along these lines, see, for example, many of the papers in Li (1976), Murasugi
1992, and the introductory chapter of Harley (1995).

Tn the sense of Sufier (1984) for Spanish.

13



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

il that common ies can be ibuted to ‘subjects’
result from a number of factors, and that “the subject” cannot, in any sense,
be idered a primitive of the

1.4.1 Anaphoric binding

As is pointed out by Anderson (1976), Keenan (1976), and a host of
other hers, it appears to lise across 1 logies that A-,

S-, T-, and D-arguments c-command the rest of the clause. Some examples of
anaphoric binding in English (15), Inuktitut (16), Spanish (17), and West

G landic (18) are i din the ing:

(15) a Jean said [that Lucien and Preston; hate each otherysj].
b. They; were walking towards each otherys;.

c. We; arrived at the same time as each otherysj.

d.

Lucien and Preston; were slandered by each other; in the Commons.
(16)  Angut ingmi -nik taku-vug.
man(ABS)  himself-MOD see -ind/intr,3s
‘the man; sees/saw himself;”

(Marantz (1984:214))
(17)  Sergio quiere [que Daniel hable a Tomds de si mismo].
‘Sergio wants Daniel; to talk to Tomds; about himselfi/sjr”
(18) a. Tuuma-p Suulut immi -nik ncil uttu
self -MOI -md/lr.JsISs
'Tmlma. mm Snulul, about selfysj’
b. Piit immi-nut qungujup-pug
P (ABS) self-DAT llgt -ind/intr,3s
‘Piita; smiled to himself;’
(Bittner (1992:22))
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The well-formedness of sentences (15) through (18) can be expressed in terms

of a c-command condition, as in (19):
(19)  An anaphor must be c-commanded by its antecedent.

In the ergative Inuktitut (16) and West dic (18), as in the

English (15) and Spanish (17), the A ical

the O-argument.® The conclusion here, then, is that A-, S-, T-, and D-
any other or verbal adjunct

in the clause at whatever interface level the binding conditions must be met.®

14.2 Control

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

clause is hologicall, lised when d with a
DP (NP) in the matrix clause, constitutes one example of what is frequently
referred to in the literature (e.g., Anderson (1976), Dixon (1979,1994)) as
Equi-NP deletion. PRO, as discussed in §1.1.2, is typically licensed for null
Case by a non-finite T head (though see §2.3 for some qualifications). It
follows that we should expect only those licensed as

(by a finite T°) to be able to appear as PRO in a corresponding non-finite

® This is considered in much further depth in Bobaljik (1992,1993), Campana (1992),
Murasugi (1992), and Manning (1994), where a far wider range of data is examined. The

reader is referred to these sources for further details. While I will argue against Bobaljik's

correspondence of absolutive Case with Case, I share his
wnm those other researchers and fullvwm( Chomsky (1993 et seq. ), that binding conditions
hold only at LF. This will be more detail in the
subuqmumz chapters of this thesis.
See fn.19.




clause, and this generally turns out to be the case. The sentences in (20)
through (23) illustrate non-finite clauses in a variety of accusative languages:

0 a Michel, p his constituents [PRO; to attack the soft cheese bill].
b. [PRO‘ not to cry].
c. Alexa, attempted [PRO, to leave].

(21)  French
a Jacques, veut [PRO, partir]

‘Jncqnes ‘wants to leave’

b. trouvé Jacques, en Imn de [PRO, pleurer].

‘We found Jacques crying’

(22)  Chichewa (Bantu: Malawi and surrounding areas))
Mw-ané w-4nu 4-ma-z6nd-4 [ku-dy4 onga].
l-child I-your ISUBJ-pres.-HAB-hate-ind. 15-eat I4gunpowder”

“Your child hates to eat gunpowder”
(Bresnan & Mchombo (1995:223))
(23)  Russian
a. Ljuda, priexala [PRO; pokupat’ maslo].

dacame to-buy butter(ACC)
‘Ljuda came to buy butter’

b.  Sestra prosila ego, [PRO, peredat’ pis'mo Ivanu].
sister asked him to-give letter w-lvan
“My sister asked him to give the letter to Ivan’
(slightly adapted from Babby (1991:47))

B Vanje, nravitsja [PRO; rabolzl 1
to-work

'Vanya-DAT likes
“Vanya likes to work’
(slightly adapted from Bailyn (1991:87))
D ding on which Case is iated with T° (Infl) in a

finite clause in an ergative language, whatever argument is licensed for that
Case should typically be licensed for null Case (that is, it should appear as
PRO) in a tenseless clause. For Bobaljik's (1993) analysis (see fr.19), then,
the prediction is that the A licensed for ergative Case in transitive

= Numbers in the gloss mark nominal class and nominal class agreement.
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finite clauses, should typically be licensed for null Case by a non-finite T°?
On the other hand, analyses which take the absolutive Case of ergative
1 to be the i of inative Case in

h ing such a view includes Johns
(1987,1992), Campana (1992), Murasugi (1992), Bittner (1994), and Bittner &
Hale (1996b)) would predict at least S- and T-arguments, both typically
checked for absolutive Case in finite clauses, but not A-arguments, to be
available for null case in non-finite clauses. But herein lies the problematic

(recent

nature of using the distribution of PRO as a di ic in blishing Case

relations in an ergative language. The fact is that it is very difficult to
ascertain whether what appear to be non-finite clauses in most, if not all,

ergative 1 are, in fact, finits ling to the narrow
so far provided in this thesis, or, rather, subjunctive clauses or (gerundival)
nominal forms.

1.4.3 Control in ergative languages

As it stands at the point of writing this paper, linguists’ non-precise
understanding of such clauses has led researchers to argue both ways in the
debate. In the following, I will examine two such recent analyses —

Murasugi’s (1992) treatment of Lezgian “non-finites” and Bobaljik’s

(1992,1993) of Inuit “ finites” - and that neither
analysis is successful in its intent. The reason for this, I will suggest, is that

2 See also Levin & Massam (1984), Massam (1985), Marantz (1991), Laka (1993b), and
Lépez & Austin (1995), amang others, for a similar view.
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the i which receive as finite in both by
these researchers are, in fact, finite.

Murasugi (1992) offers evidence from, among others, Lezgian (Nakho-

Dageh i eastern C. h Dagh northern
Azerbaijan) and Abkhaz (C: i C. Georgia,
Turkey) to show that both cases are avail in finite clauses
in some ergative 1 That both cases are i she

claims, suggests that such clauses are the ergative counterpart to the
inflected non-finite clauses found in, say, P [0

(1992:111-112)).2 Murasugi provides the Lezgian sentences shown here in

(24) as evidence:

(24) a didedi-z  [ktab stold-a. xa-na] k’an-zawa.
mother-DAT book(ABS) table-INESS be-nf want-imperf
‘mother wants the book to be on the table’

b. [am taxsirly  tusir-di] askara ja
she(ABS) guilty be,Neg-nf clear be
‘it is clear that she is not guilty’

c. didedi-z [gagadi kb qacu-na] k’an-zawa.
mather-DAT boy(ERG) book(ABS) buy-nf  want-imperf
‘mother wants the boy to buy the book’
(adapted slightly from Murasugi (1992:113);
auributed to Martin Haspelmath)

In (242 and b), where the verb in the embedded clause is i
heth or ive is i for the present discussion,
but for simplicity of 1} I will assume it to be unaccusative

3 See Raposo (1987), Murasugi (1992; esp. 89-95), and §2.3.3 of this thesis for further details
on the relevant European Portuguese construction. In Chapter Two, I suggest subjunctive

18



in both cases), absolutive Case is avail for the T-: In (24¢),
where the verb in the embedded clause is itive, both | Cases

are available: ergative for the A-argument, and absolutive for the O-

argument.

There are several reasons to doubt that the Lezgian examples given in

(24) lend support to i’'s claim that absolutive and inative Cases
are str lly equi First, i herself equates the Lezgian
with the P infl finite clause in

order to account for the availability of absolutive Case for the T-argument in
(24a 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

i’s becomes the provision of strong evid that these verbs are non-
finite. In fact, there is fairly strong evidence to the contrary, which I will now
briefly discuss.

Bobaljik (1993) that the in ion in (24) are of
the Masdar class, or verbal nouns. Again, though, the evidence suggests this
not to be the case, at least for the sentences in (24a and ¢). Let us first look
at the relevant element in (24b), for which I conclude that Bobaljik’s analysis

features are present in this type of clause.



is correct, returning to the other two sentences. Murasugi glosses the

embedded clause’s verb in (24b) as (25):

@5) wsir-di
be,Neg-nf

Morphologically, (25) can be broken down further, on the basis of analysis
found in Haspelmath (1993), as (26), for the moment leaving the final affix
unglossed:
(26) ws- ir- di

is.not- past- 7?7
(deriving the surface form tusirdi phonologically). In (26), tus, the negative
form of ja/xa ‘be’ (Haspelmath (1993:508)), is followed by the suffix -ir,
which, according to Haspelmath (1993:128,558), derives past forms from

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

to some since the several functions in the

language. Nevertheless, the fact that the Masdar may be inflected for

(typically oblique) Case, combined with the form’s common usage to express
situations (which seems to fit well with the expressed meaning in (24b)),®
leads me to posit that the final suffix in (26) is the oblique stem -di.

The embedded clauses in (24a and c) seem even less compatible with
non-finite interpretations than does the one in (24b). The Lezgian examples
in (24), it should be noted, all show instances of switch-reference with the

* Non-negative non-past forms are derived to past form via the suffix -j.



matrix ‘subject’. When there is a controlled element in the embedded clause

— that is, when the ‘subject’ of the 1 clause is d with
some element of the matrix clause — the verb in the embedded clause must
appear in the infinitive form® This is il in (27) (from

(1993: 297):

@n a Nabisata-z  [ktab K'el-iz] Kk'an-zawa.
Nabisat-DAT book(ABs)lud inf want-imperf
“Nabisat wants to read a book’
b.  Nabisata-z [qhiire-z] k'an-zawa.
Nabisat-DAT laugh-inf  want-imperf
“Nabisat wants to laugh®
In (27a), the A of the embedded clause’s itive verb is
omitted, as is the S- of the embedded ive verb in (27b).

That both such arguments 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 language (Lezgian verbs do not show agreement with their
arguments), the language has a strong 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 suffix -z/-iz. While the infinitive,
unlike the Masdar, may not be inflected like a noun, neither, as Bobaljik
(1993:63) observes, is there a single “non-finite” form in Lezgian. Rather,
forms (including the participles, the converbs (used in subordinate clauses),

* Further discussion may be found in Haspelmath (1993:128,153ff).
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the Masdar, and the infinitive) range across the tense/aspect categories in the

language. One use of the i iti ing to s
(1993:156,157), is in place of the imperfective in subordinate clauses (the
imperfective converb), and I assume this to be the role that the form is
playing in (27). In this, I conclude that the omitted A-argument in (27a) and
the omitted S-argument in (27b) are pros, rather than PROs, and that the
verb form 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
Lezgian infinitive as tenseless assumption to argue against a P&P approach

to the facts of Lezgian. H Manning’s ion 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 example in (24a and c) is the aorist converb. Both the aorist
converb and the imperfective converb (infinitive) are formed by the affixation
of an invariant suffix: -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 discussion above, together with the

of the ions found in Haspelmath (1993), I can

think of no strong reason to treat one form (the aorist converb) as tensed, and
the other form (the i i rb) as 1 as Manning (1994)

suggests.

 Here, I consider only cases of ‘subject’ control.

2



I therefore follow Bobaljik (1993) in concluding that the status of the
verb in the embedded clauses in (24) is not “tenseless”, as Murasugi (1993)
suggests. Further, on the basis of the extended discussion above, I suggest
that there is no strictly non-finite verb form in Lezgian. This is an
interesting conclusion at any rate, and one that will come up again later on.

Bobaljik’s (1993) analysis ds to consider the Ii itut and West
Greenlandic mood marker -()lu, and concludes that it is a non-finite form.7
If this idea turns out to be inable, the obvious prediction for Bobaljik is

that ergative Case should be unavailable in Inuit clauses containing the -llu
construction. However, I will argue that this is the wrong conclusion, just as
was Musasugi’s (1992) as to the status of the Lezgian verb forms in (24).

First, it is worth considering the distribution of -/lu in Inuit — at least
the two environments that Bobaljik discusses: -llu can appear in clausal
complements of the verb promise (28) and in certain gerundive clauses
(29):22

(28)  West Greenlandic
a miiqqu [qm m llu-nk] nirilllsui~pp-nl
ise-ind-31

“the children prolmsed o daneer B
(Biter (1994:7))

7 For convenience, I will refer to both Inuktitut and West Greenlandic as Inuit for the
mrrenh discussion.

% .(Dlu has been referred tn as (at least) the mnumpomnu (Bergsland (1955), Fortescue
(1984)), the gerundial (B (1991)), and the infir (Bobaljik (1992,1993)).
# It is important to note v.lm transitive verbs in Inuit typle-“y, aside from the construction
being presently discussed, show agreement with both their internal (absolutive) and external
(ergative) argument.




b. [aggi-ssa-llu-tit] niriursui-v-utit
come-fut-LLU-2s  promise-ind-2s
“you (s) promised to come’
(Campana (1992) and Murasugi (1992); attributed to Maria Bittner)

c. miiggat [Juuna ikiu-ssa-llu-gu] niriursui-pp-ut
children(ABS) Juuna(ABS) help-fut-LLU-3s promise-ind-3p
“the children promised to help Juuna’
(Bittner (1994:6))
d. [miigqat ikiu-ssa-llu-git] ‘niriursui-v-utit
chﬂdmn(ABS) help-fut-LLU-3p ymmixe~ind»2$
“you (s) promised to help the children”

29) Wm Greenlandic
[niviarsiaq  sikkar-lu-ni] kiina-nngu-a nui-ratannguar-p-uq
girl(ABS) giggle-LLU-4s face-little-3s appear-at.last-ind-3s
‘the girl giggling, her little face appeared at last’ peer

b. lu-ni]
moon.man(ABS) tell.stories. wnnnue-LLU-4s eat-start- md 3p
‘the moon man continuing to tell stories, they started to eat’

c. anguti-rujug-Suaq [aavir-S uniar-lu-gu]  tiki-lir-s-ug
man~very big(ABS) walrus-big(ABS) trail-LLU-3s come-bepn prt-3s
.. the man who began to come trailing the big w:
(Bobaljik (1993:14); atibuted 1o Bergsland (1955))

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

dded control and dive i ively. As d for
Bobaljik, the pro S-argument in (28a) and the T-argument in (28b) - and
likewise for (29a) and (29b), ively — trigger (: luti on
the verb. That the transitive verbs in the embedded clauses in (28c and d)
and (29¢) lack with the rt A also follows for
Bobaljik, since his analysis suggests that A in ergative |

as in accusative languages, are checked for Case by a feature property of T°.
If the respective T heads in the clauses in question in the Inuit sentences in
(28) and (29) are [finite], as Bobaljik argues, then his analysis of ergative as



as ive is quite strong. A-arguments in Inuit
non-finite clauses, accordingly, should only be licensed as PROs. Again,
however, there are several factors which raise doubt as to the non-finite
status of the verb ending -llu. Foremost among these is the fact that
numerous grammatical examples can be found in which the A-argument can
appear overtly, licensed for ergative Case, in the so-called “llu clauses’.
Consider the sentences in (30):

“ wﬁ,aﬁ:mm ama-t taku-llu- vll qungujup-p- \-q

-ERG see-LLU-3,
‘lmlna| seeing the wom:n. he, smiled”

(Bittner (1994:177))

b. [Pim -p mqqa 1 taku-llu-git]  qungujup-p-uq
-ERG child-p(ABS) !e-u.U-Sp smile-ind-intr,3s
‘Pinq seeing the children, he, smiled
(Bitter (1994:113))
c. [ama-p irrur-lu-git] mnarsurruq

woman-ERG dmhsmls) wash-LLU-. 3p sing  -ind-intr3s
“the woman, washing the clothes, she, sang’
(Manning (1994:111))
d [Km*ll’ “‘Flﬂ‘!ﬂl D
‘Kmmk mpdu them, (he) went out’
(Bauxhnd (1955:58); gloss slightly adapted from Campana (1992:79))
Observation of the sentences in (30) shows that, while ergative Case is
available for A-arguments in -llu clauses — providing evidence that the A-
arguments in the -llu clauses in (28¢c and d) and (29¢) are pros, rather than
PROs —, these arguments do not trigger verbal agreement, as is standard in
other Inuit transitive constructions. Compare, for example, the sentences in



(31), where verbal agreement with both the ergative (external) and absolutive
(internal) argument obtains:

@) a Inukditur (Centra! Arctic)

Jaani-up taku-vaa
J.  -ERG canbou(ABS) see-ind.3s/3s
“Jaani sees the caribou’

(Johnson (1980:17))
b. [Inuktitut (Qaimirmiut dialect: Baker Lake area)
taku-vara nanuq kapi-jai
see-ind,1s/3s  polar.bear(ABS) mb-ansl}s
‘I see/saw the polar bear (that) you stabbed”
(Johns (1987:109))

& West Greenlandic

Juuna-p miggat ai
J.  -ERG  children(ABS) undcrsund~|nd 3s/3p
‘Juuna understands children’

(Bittner (1994:133))

What this illustrates is just that -llu appears to absorb (check) agreement (¢-)
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-, S-, and T-argument in these clauses is

obliged to be co-referenced with the ‘subject’ of the matrix clause.®

Second, Fortescue (1984:297) mentions that first and second person
plural ergative is ionall ilable with third person

® The sentence in (29b) might be seen as providing counterevidence to this claim. However,
Fortescue (1984) suggests that -llu can be used not only when 2 lower nm,m' is co-
referential with a higher one, but also when it “overlaps in ‘Campana
(1992) suggests that moon man, the S-argument of the Hu clause in (29!:). mu-t be included
within Lhe reference of they, the S-argument of the superordinate verb. I thank Mark
Campana for further discussion and clarification on this point. That said, I am not providing
anything of an explmuon of these facts here ‘As Jonathan Bobaljik (personal
in these clauses (see, for example, the
sentences in (2Bu |nd b) lnd (29a and b)) are also obliged to be cn-ret‘erenz with a higher




in itive -llu clauses. Bobaljik cites a personal

from Michael ing that these cases “are late,
analogical forms and are not 11 d in the dard literary
literature” (Bobaljik (1993:65,/n.17)). N heless, double in
such clauses has been cited as perfectly grammatical at least as early as
Bergsland's (1955) ing of his 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) a Intransitives:

singular dual plucal
1ABS -llungu -llunuk -lluta
2ABS -llutit -lutik -llusi
4ABS -lluni -llutik
b. Transitives:
3sABS 3dABS 3pABS
~llugu -llugik -llugit
1pERG ~llutigu -llutigik
2pERG -llusiyuk -llusigik *

The fact that the verb can show agreement with the ergative (A-)
argument only when it occurs in a non-third person/non-singular form is, by

all accounts, unexplained. While I attempt no explanation of this

‘subject, ye. they abligaorily show verbal agreement. Babaiik (1993) has an account of this

fact, which I - and cmmmnnd Murasugi (1992)

* Jonathan Bobaljik makes m ion that the -ti-/-si-
in the 2 ooke waapi like It is an intriguing

and, if correct, it i uld Iu ﬂm d:eu forms do not represent
cnunwre\ndem to Bobaljik’s (1993) analysis (dmu.h a great number of curiosities about the
forms still arise, such as why the forms are only available with 3rd person ‘objects’).
Nevertheless, this seems to me a promising avenue of exploratory research, though one that
will not be travelled here.



distribution, I will assume that the possibility of double agreement, taken
together with the other facets of the construction discussed, is further
suggestive that the Inuit -//u clauses are not non-finite.

Third, in some, if not most, of the Inuktitut languages, including at
least Labrador Inuttut, the Arctic Québec dialects, and the dialects of the
eastern Northwest Territories (including Baffin Island), -llu (albeit still
always dependent upon the tense of the superordinate verb) has two forms:®
one form (-lu) denoting non-future action, and the other (-tsu) denoting future
action.® Compare the forms of -Ilu in (33a) and (34a), where the action takes
place in the present/past, versus (33b) and (34b), where the denoted action
takes place in the future (all taken from Dorais (1988:65-66); glosses added):
(33)  Inuktitut (Arctic Québec)

a [niri-tsu-ni] pisut-t-uq

eat- LLU.nonfut-4s  walk-prt-3s
“(while) eating, (s)he walks/walked’
b. [niri-] Iu m‘] pisu-langa-j-uq
eat- LLU.fut-4s walk-near.fut-prt-3s
(wln!c) eating, (s)he will walk’
(34) Inukmw (Arctic Québec)
[taku-tsu-gu] tusa-laur-t-ara
see- LLU.nonfut-3s hear-rp-prt-1s/3s
“(while) seeing her/him/it, I heard her/him/it"
b. [taku-lu-gu] tusa-laar-t-ara

see- LLU.fut-3s hear-distant.fut-| pn lslss
“(while) seeing her/him/it, I will hear her/him/i

21 thank Alana Johns (personal communication) for bnnpng this to my attention.
* Forms given are those of the Arctic Québec Inuktitut dialects.
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