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This thesisAcontcn‘ds that lransitivity;.dcﬁncd as a prc&_ic_até directly linking twol argu-
ments, may vary from tﬁc concept of verb governing oij.ect in a language that lacﬁ(s tﬁc
syntactic category y.erb. A formal treatment is given to the claim made by early Eski-
mo scholars that Eskimo is such a lapguagc, in that the transitive construction meaning
The bé}; 3¥2s the dog in Eski.rno. is constructed along the lines of The dog is the boy's
seen one. Evidence for this position is ?rOQidcd by the morphology o—f_thc transitive
construction in Inuktitut, a Canadian Eskimo language. It‘ is argucd. that the transitive
morpheme in main clauses has referential propt;rt_i'c:’; as compared with the inl.ransitivé
morpheme. This claim provides an cxplanétibn as fo why transitive and possessive
agreement are so similar. Other aspects of Inuktitut gram. 1ar are discussed in light of
this approach. It is shown that a simple explanation of the relative clause construction
can be provided under the ass_umption that relative clauses contain verbal nouns with-
out the sentential nodg, I(NFL). It is also shown that facts concerning adverbial claus-

es, and anaphoric agreement markers, which have been used as.evidence against this

nominalist approach to Eskimo syntax, find a natural explanation in this analysis.

o
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

1

NOM - noninative case
ACC = accusative case
S(ent) = sentence:
I{NFL) = inflection
SUB = subject
OBJ = object
V = verb
N = noun
(abs) = absolutive case (phonetically null) .
ERG = ergative case
rel. = relative case —-(u)p; also referred
to as ergative case _ __
abl. = ablative case -mit
comit. = comitative case -m1k R
all. = allative case —mut
vial. = vialis case -kkut
eq. = equative case -tut
loc. = locative case —mi
sg. = singular (phonetlcally null)
du. = dual
pl. = plural
N = N person, i.e. first, second, third or fourth
N/N = number of agent followed by number of patient
poss.N = possessive followed by person and number of
possessor
dupl.N = duplex followed by person and number of
possessor
pass. = passive
(intr) indic. = intransitive indicative
. -vu({g)- after vowels,
I -pu{g)- after consonants
{(tr) indic. = transitive indicative
-va(g)- after vowels,
-pa(gq)- after consonants
(intr) part. = intransitive participle
-ju(g)- after vowels,
. -tu(g)- after consonants
(tr) part. = transitive or passive participle
-ja(g)- after vowels,
-ta(q)- after consonants -
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"'Chapt_er L
. INTRODUCTION T \

- . ~ . -

1.1; Description and Outline of the 'Phesx_s

“The the;sis of this work is that transitivity in Eskimo presents. an alternative concept of
transitivity to that of object governed by verb. The crux of this alternative is the claim
that Eskimo lacks the category V at the level of word. In -con;cqucncc, two argt'xmcnts'
can only be linked by the same predicate (i.e; be in a transitive relationship) by what 1

term inter-referential ‘predication, which is the same syntactic process that links argu-

7/ .
~faents in a possessive construction. -
. Following the thesis outline is a description of the current model of generative-

grammar, on which this thesis is based, followed by a bn.{ introduction to the dialcct

4

of Eskimo discussed in this thesis. -

Chapter 2 is a discussion of the theoretical impo.nancc of ergativity, which is a
property of Eskimo transitive clauses.. I will discuss one alternative to the standard
concept of transitivity, which is syntactic ergativity. I argue, on the basis of learnabili-
ty, that agent roles are universally prohibited from occurring in direct object position.

Chapler 3is an examinatién of the claim of Ma_r.antz (1984) that Greenlandic
Eskimois a n.ominalive-accusative language, while Central Arctic Eskimo is 2 syntacti
cally ergative language. I will argue that these dialcct.s are not typologically distinct,
but that t.hcir classification is uncertain. Chapters 2 and 3 conclude that a) 'syntactic
ergativity is undesirable and b) there is no ready explanation for Eskimo ergativity.

Chapter 4 is an introduction to a sct of data which has intrigued Eskimo lan-

guage scholars for over a century. This is the fact that the possessive construction

T

1
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. . .

bcars an amazing resemblance to “ transitive corstruction. I will present a critical
review of the two main rgnscs to this parallelism. One school believes that Eskxmo
* verbs are nominal in naturc and that transitivity is equwalcnt to possess:on\ This nomi-

nalist tradmon forms the basis of this thesis. The second schoo! believes that posscs-

sive constructions-are clauses. I will give reasons for re;ecnng this approach.

Chaptcr S is a formal presentation of the view that Esklmo verbs are nominal

at the level of word. I stress that, although there is no categorial distinction between

nouns and verbs at the level of word, thc{c are two semantic classes which function in

a similar manner below word level. Following this is a description of the prcdi@ale

t-

- classes of Eskimo, and ahr_n‘orphos'ymactic explanation of transitivity, in which the tran-

sitive morphology features prominéntly. I argue that the referential properties of the:

transitive morpheme allow it to link up with another argument, in a manner identical to
that which links possessor and posscss:um. A distinguishing property between fr_én'sitivc
and possessive constructions is that only the former invalves raising of the nff{n o a
sentential node (INFL). This distinction accounts for various differences observed
between nominal clauses conlaining possessive constructions, and transitive clauses.
Chapter 6 is a discussion of a number of syntactic constructions that have rele-
vance to the analysis of transitivity presented in Chapter 5. The first of these is the rel-
ative clause. 1 show that some of the idiosyncratic properties of this construction in
Eskimo fin;c} a simple explanation under an analysis of relative clause as verbal nouns

in apposition, a constfuction which lacks the sentential category INFL. The second
construction is the advcrbiz'al clause. That adverbial clauses in Eskimo resemble a cer-
tain type of possessive construction has been cited as evidence againsti the nominalist
position. I present an analysis of adverbial clauses that shows them to differ somewhat

from these possessive constructions, while at the same time.accounting for the morpho-

“logical similarity. Finally, I discuss the phenomenon of switch-reference (fourth person)

re
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3
in Esidmo, showing, contrary to what has been claimed, that it can be explained under
! _

the nominalist‘position. Moreover, one puizling property of switch-reference, that it is

-

" both anaphoric and referential, is explained by the particular analysis of transitivity

argiled in this thesis. Chapter 7 contains some additienal remarks.
/

1.2 The Theory of Generative Grammar

_This thesis is based on the theory of Generative Grammar, which takes as its funda-
mental staning point that all human . guages are derived from a species-specific lan-
guage faculty termed UG, or univers: grammar (see Chomsky 1965, 1975, and espe-
cially 1986:;). Our .study of the ropérﬁgs 6f individual languages reveals 1o us
instances of phenomena that are-c mrﬂon to all linguistic systems. Such phenomena are
thought to be innate; that is, they\ form part of on.n' biological make-up. Ir-x ;_:enc‘tnl,
these phenomena are not easy to discern, and it is difficult, if not impossible, to iag-
ine how they might be taught.. That children readily display such phenomena in their

——

language is taken as evidence that the set of such phenomena is not learned, but forms
part of our inherent linguistic capa;ily.

I have used the more neutral term phenomena here begause carly versions of
generative grammar conceived of linguistic universals in the form }f rules. Later ver-
sions attempted to reduce the set of possible rules by the addition of universal condi-
tions on form and application of rules. The current version of the theory has eliminated
virtually all necessity for rules as linguistic descriptions, in favour of a model based on
a set of principles and parameters which govern Hnguis_titr:i representation. In this model
(see Chomsky 1986a), linguistic structures #re essentially projections of lexical informa-

‘
tion, these projections being subject to the principles opcrating at different levels of the

grammar. Language variation resuits from different lexicons, the lexicon being the

repository of all non-predictable information (which must be learned), as well as differ-



4
ent settings of ‘the possible parameters. An example of the latter i.s the parameter of
dire;:tionality of case assignment. Some languages ma‘y assign.casg to the left, some to
theTight. The setting of a parameter may result in a constellation of related properties.

- Chomsky (1986a) describes the tension between the requirements for descﬁptivc

adequacy, and for éx-planatory adequacy, which is the defining characteristic of the
theory of Generative Gr'gmmar. On the one hand, the theory must account for all lin-
guistic data in 2 non-ﬁﬁm way; on the other handythe theory must restrict the class of
possible grammars in order to account for the fact that children. acquire language quite
quickly on the basis of limited experience. In other words, the necessity to account for
a large range of data must not be coupled with a large range of possible grammars.
The goal‘is to accouni for as much data ;:s is observed, at the same time reducing as
much as possible what must be c.';bntaincd in the linguistic faculty in order for a child to
icarn a grammar of -a language. An“example of this type of tension is the topic of this
thesis. Views on the concept of transitivity have leaned more to the universal side of
the data/universal issue. I will argue that the emphasis on the universal structure of a
transitive clause has led to a certain distortion, whigb_ig remedied by an abstraction
away from, trapsitivity as a structure towards the idea of trabsitivity as a linking of two
argumcr;ls by the same predicate. This less rigid concept of transitivity restores the bal-
ance between empirical data and explanatory adequacy in what I hope is an interesting

way.

1.2.1  The Model
The linguistic model of Generative Grammar is organized into various levels of struc-

ture, as shown in (1). This model is not intended to represent real processing.



{1) D-structure
. move alpha

- S—-structure

/ \
/N
PF LF
The grammar of a language must adhe;'c to a number of general pﬁnciplcs. ;I‘hc- Pro-
jection Principle states that all lexical structure must be represented at every level of
t1;1e grammar, while th\c Principle of Full Interpretation (FI), requires that evcry. cle-
ment of PF and LF be. licensed, or interpreted (in other words, vacuous eclements are
ruled out). Licensing may take the form of subcategorization or predication. For
instance a direct object of a verb is licensed by the fact that the verb subcatcgonzcs for
assigning a thematic role, while the subject of a sentence (or the specifier of IP) is
licensed by the category 1 (or inflection) by the relation of predication that exists
between Land the specifier (see th.c. tree diagram in (11) below).

Thegfact that all arguments must have case, either abstract or morphological,

falls out from the Visibility Condition, which requires that an element be assigned case

in order to be theta-marked. In other words, case is simply a result of licmgr

- requirements. Without case, an item is not visible, and therefore is nél theta-marked
. and thus is unlicensed.
Another important principle is the Thera Criterion which, in Chomsky (1986a,
135), 1s described as a restriction on CHAINS, given in (2), where a CHAIN is the his-
tory of movement (if any).

(2) Theta Criterion

A CHAIN has at most one theta-position; -
a theta-position is visible in its maximal
chain.

r

Essentially, this pﬁnciple ensures that multiple theta-roles are not assigned to an argu-

ment from various lexical items. --

kY
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Predication (see Williams 1980 and Rothstein 1983) is a relation of coindexing
between predicates and subjects that takes place before LFn. Primary predication, as in
(3a), can be distinguished from secondary predication, as in (3b) By the fact that only
the former requires a licensing node.
.(3) a. Johnj leftj
- b. Johnj left nudej
In (3a) the subject John is licensed By the node I containing the V lefr, while in (3b)
there is no licensing node, merely thtrelation of predication between the subject John
and the adjunct nude. . .
Arguments must be classified as to whethexl or not they are anaphors, pronomi-
nals or referring expressions. Each of these dategorics can be lexical, 1.e. have phonet-
“ic substance, or an empty category, i.e. have no phonetic substance. They fall under
the the principles of the Binding Theory (Chomsky (1986a, 171) given in (4), where I is
the association of indices in a particular expression.

(4) Binding Theory

I is BT-compatible with (alpha, be‘éa) if:

A alpha is an anaphor and is bound
‘ in beta under I

B alpha is a pronominal and is free
in beta under I M
[of alpha is an r—exrlression and is

free in beta under I
Condition A refers lo l.cxical anaphors, such as himself, and NP-trace (the empty cat-
egory left after NP movément). Condition B refers to pronominals, such as he, and
pro (the em;;ty category licensed by agreement). Condition C refers to any item which
has its own referential index, and to WH-trace (the trace left after Wh-movment). .
Between D-structure and S-structure a rule move-alpha may occur. The rule of

move-alpha has no restrictions. There is, however, = restriction on possible ‘outputs.

R
- - | - /
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This is known as the Empty Category Principle. This priﬁciplc requires that the trace
(or the position of origin) must be antecedent governed (or hold a specific local l;ela- ' T
tion) with the moved element (or antecedent). I will assume the version of goveinment
provided in Chomsky (1986b).1 The concept of government is built upon a number of
other concepts which 1 will desgrfbe prior to giving the dcfinition of government. I will
give these .defmitions in sentences rather than a formalism._ The first of these conc;pts
is L-marking, as c}cﬁncd in (5).

(5) L-marking

I

/ A lexical category L-marks its complement-', the
: head of its complement, and any specifier that }
agrees with the head of its complement T

The second concept is that of a Blocking Category, as defined in (6). !}r
(6) Blocking Category | O
“A BC is an XMaX which is not L-marked S
. (IP is an exception to this definition)
*The next concept is that of a barrter, as in (7). ‘ ) '//

(7) Barrier . )
an XM2X js a Barrier either because r
a) it is a BC by the above definition (i.e. J
a Barrier inherently)
or
b) it dominates a blocking category (1i.e.
a Barrier by inheritance)

Whether or not a particular category is a barrier with respect to an element is subject
to the Minimality Condition, as in (8). ~

(8) Minimality Condition

A category ie—only a barrier to its complements

The Minimality Condition exempts the specifier position from having its dominating
/

4
category as a barrier. - "

1 The reader should be advised that this version is already under revision.
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Another crucial concept is c-command. The definition given in (9) is based on
Aoun and Sportiche (1983), which Chomsky (1986b) refers to as m-command.
(9) C—command

A c—commaﬁﬁs B only if A does not dominate B,
and every maximal projection that- dominates A
dominates B. _ -

Finally the concept of government is given in (10).
(10) Government

t.

A governs B only if A c-}commands B,

and there is no barrier for B which

does not have at least a segment which
dominates A. -

" The concept of government allows for only two types of ‘movement. The first type of,
movement which is permitted is termed substitution. Although NP-movement and

WH-Movement are substitutions, the only rule of substitution which will concern us in - -

-

this thesis is what is termed Head Movement. This involves the movement of 2 X© (the

L]

lexical head of the phrase) into the position of another X° (see Travis 1984 and Chom-
sky 1986b). An example of Head Movement is the raising of V to the node 1, as
shown in (11), where V stands for the category Verb, and I stands for the category
Inflection, which carric-s the feature tense and agreement, and projects the clausal
node IP. Movement of the Vto ] in iinglish is necessary (where no a-uxiliary is present)
so that the verb may carry the features tense and agreement. .

(1) 1P
/ N\

/N
NP I

John VRN
/N
Vi+l VP
sees /7 N\
/N
ti NP
Mary

™

= John sees Mary

-
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Head Movement is charﬁcteristically focal and this locality restriction can be shown to

follow from the definitions given above. If we assume that I does not L-mark VP, on

- the basis of the fact that I is not in itself a lexical category, then we must conclude that

1 containing V does-L-mark VP; otherwise the. VP would serve as a barrier to antece-
dent government of the trace of the moved V, and no such movement conld take place.
In other words the movement of thelexical item V into I serves to ﬁiiminatc the barr-
;:rhood of VP. This explains why Head Movcm;nt must be local, since the lexical item
effectively serves both as antecedent to the trace of thel: head and L-marker of the max-

imal projection of that head.2

-

The second type of movaent which is permitted under the theory of Barriers
to Government as described above is what is termed adjunction; Adjunction is-restrict-
ed to the movement of a maximal projection (the whole phrase) to an adjunct position,

- -+

so long as the phrase to which it adjoins is a non-argument.

In summary, the theory of generative grammar presented above is a system

where, on the one hand, components of the gi‘ammar are independent of each other,
but on the other hand, a derivation is linked throughout by it lexical properties. In this
thesis the lexical properties of an item arefassymed to underlic much of what hi}s been
previously described in terms of rules. ‘In particular, the morphology associated with

the transitive construction is assumed to play a role in, rather than merely signalling,

transitivity.

\

2 This reflexive view of Head Movement, where the head liberates itself, as it
were, is confined to categories where the target head is functional (that is to say not
lexical). Baker (1985) proposes that other instances of Head Movement occur where
the target head L-marks the maximal projection of the head which moves, c.g. noun
incorporation. This extended use of Head Movement requires some version of the
Minimality Condition to explain the local nature of the rule. '

Y

3
h

J



‘ : .10

1.3  The Eskimo Langgagﬂe . o

The Eskimo languég";: forms one branch of the Esklmo-Alct'ﬁ family. Within this
branch, a diﬁﬁon is made into Yupik Eskimo and Inuit-lxiﬁpiatj'(or Eastern Eskimo). h o
While the claims put forth in this thesis are directed toward the Inm;t-lnupiaq branch, it |

is probable that they apply equally to Yupik. Inuit-Inupiaq forms more or less a contin-

uum of dialects which are mutually intellilgiblc with tl{eir ncighbours,3 extending from

Alaska to Greenland. Accor&ing to Woodbv:r; (1984), these dialects can be broken

down into four groups: Alaska, Western Canada, Eas_tcrn Canada, and Greenland.

This thesis is based on research on both Caribou and Netsilingmiut dialects spo-
ken in Canada, which are classified as Western Inuit-Inupiaqg, aithough the.term Cen-
tral is aléo used. This research consisted of two field lrip#, totalling a period of five
wecks,‘sponsorcd by the Northern Research Scientific Training Fund and the Universi-
ty of Ottawa. The first trip was to Rankin Inlet (Kangiqliniq), where Caribou dialects
_ are spoken, and the other to Pelly Bay (Arviligjuaq), where Netsilingmiut dialects a;c-".
spoken. In addiﬁon, a large amount of data was collected in Ottawa and Montreal
frém native speakers residing in the area. One speaker is a citizen of Greenland, and
the olthcf comes from Baker Lakc_(Qamani'tuz;q). The o-riginal‘ data presented in this
ti;csis come from. “thc !alter source. Within the Caribou grouping, this dialect is
referred to as __Q:aimirmiut, which is spoken in Baker Lake and Rankin Inh‘:{.'4 The data
were collectcci';by means of elicitation - both by means of translation from English, and

judgements of grﬁfnmaticaliiy.s

3 But see Fortescue (1985a).

4 It should be noted that communities often contain speakers of more than one
dialect. . :

5 While there are problems with this means of data collection, none of the data
presented in this thesis are at odds with respect to published data collected by others.
If a crucial point were to rest on some piece of data presented here, which did not con-
form to other known facts about Eskimo, there would be cause for concern; however,
this is not the case. Moreover, the main source of my data comes from a professional
translator, who also has experience working with linguists.

L4
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The orthography used in the ¢:J:amplv.-.s6 is the Roman orthography adopted by

" “the Inuit Culturat Institute (ICI),7 which is phonemically based.
Both vowels and consonants may be phonemically short or long. There are

three vowels, given in (12).

«{12) i : u

- -

There, are fourteen consonants given in (13).

(13) p t k q

v j g r
m n ng
. ' . l
¥ s/h ' :

The symbol /q/ stands for a uvular stop, /r/ for a uvular fricative, Ing/ for a velar
- . nasal, /j/ for a palatal glide, 4/ for a voiceless lateral fricative, and /' for a glottal
) stop.8 All fhc other symbols are straighlgorward. There is inter- (and perhaps also
intra-) dialectal alternation between /s/ and /h/.
The Eskimo language is a so-called polysynthetic language, that is, the language
. makes use of morphology to express what in other languages would be separate words.
The word is maae of a stem fL)llowcd by any number of suffixes. There are no prefixes,

and only a few enclitics.

6 To give credit where credit is due, the spelling was provided by my language -

consultant Basil Kiblakoot. Any errors are duc to my reproduction of it.

7 Keewatin speakers favour the syllab:c orthography over the Roman. For a
~ historical overview, see Harper (1983).

8 The glottal stop is only found in a few dialects of Im.ut-Inupmq (see Webster
and Zibell 1976), and is rare even within these dJalccts

B
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Nouns are 6b1ig§torily marked for number and:case, and optionally for posses-

sion. Number is either singular (null), du,ai (-V-k), or plural (-(i)f), as in (14).

(14) a. qimmiqg, dog’ i - .

b. gimmi-ik ‘two dogs’

c. gimmi-it "dogs’

p—

Throughout this thesis I omit dual forms from paradigms. For a complete description

g

of Eskimo morphology, see Fortescue (1984) on West Greenlandic, and for a descrip-
tion of most forms of a dialect close to the one prcscntcd here, see Lowe (1985)

The cases can be dmdcd into two grammatical cases, which may agree with the
verb, and six oblique cases, which may not agree with the verb. Examples are given in

(15).
- (15) a. angut siqumit- si-jug unaar-mik ’
man(abs) break-agent—-part. 359.— -harpoon-comit.
‘The man broke the harpoon

b. angut taku-jau-laug-tugq ilinniarving-mi
- man(abs) see-paSs-past-part.3sg.
school-loc. .
‘The man® was seen in school’

c. Jaani-up aggaa-nga
John-rel. glove-poss.3sg.

"John’s glove’

“wd. Jaani-up natsig siqqu-gaa
John-rel. seal(abs) shoot at-part.3sg.

]

'Johh shot at the seal’

< e. Jaani pisuk-tug niuvirving-mut
John(abs) walk-part. store-all.

"John walked to the store’

f. Jaani-up ipuittug angmag-aa pilauti-mut
John-rel. can{abs) open-part.3sg./3sqg.
snow:knife—-all:/

‘John opened the can with a knife’
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g. Jaani-up Miuri-mut ipuittuq angmag-ti-taa

John-rel. Mary-all. can{abs)
open—cause-payt.3sg./3sqg.

"John made Mary open the can’

h. Jaani ani-juqg tuksiarving-mit
John(abs) go out-part.3sg. church-abl.

"John left the churE}

i. Jaani'ikajug-au—lauq-tuq nutagga-mit ‘ -
John(abs) help—-pass—-past-part.3sg. A
child-abl.

*‘John was helped by a child’ ‘ )

j. Jaani Qamani’ tua—Iia-lauq—tud tingiisuu-kkut
John(abs) Baker Lake-travel-past-part.3sg.
plane-vial. ~ :
‘John travelled . to Eaker Laker by plane’

k. Jaani qai-juqfsiku*kkut ,

John(abs) come-part.3sg. ice-vial.
"John is coming over the ice’

1. nutagga-tugq ugaju-jutit
child-eq. speak-part.?2sg.

/’ . ‘You speak like a child’

The absolutive case (null) is not associated with any uniform meaning, as can be seen
in examples (15a) and (15b). The relative case (-up) ;s the second grammatical case,
and is associated either with a possessive or an agentive (in the broad sense) meaning,
as in (15¢) and (15d). While the oblique cases all have sorr;c core s;ensc, there are
exceptions. For example, the allative case (-mut), which usually conveys the sense of
goal, as in (15¢), is also one of the cases found on oblique instruments and-agents,
seen in (15f) and (15g). The comitative case (-mik), which is somectimes called the
modalis, is usually associated with a patient role, as in (15a), (though it is also the

instrumental in Greenlandic). The ablative (-mif) is either the source or the agent, as

in (15h) and (15i). The vialis (~kkur), which is also called the prosecutive, refers to the



. 14
path or means of a motion, as in (15j) and (15k). The locative, or localis, (-mi) refers
to the location of somethi;;g, as in (15b). Finally, the equative, ‘or similaris, (-tur)
refers 1o something that resembles something else, as in (151). Due to the proliferation
of different names for these cases, the rca;icr is advised to remember the form, which
at least remains more or less the same across dialects.

" The verb minimally consists of .a verb stem followed by' a mood -marker and

agreement, as in (16). -

(16) sinik-tu-nga
sleep-part.-1sy.

"I am sleeping’
m examplc'in (16Lcomains the verb stem sinik-,” followed by the intxjansitivc partici-
pial mood marker -tu(q)-, folllowcd by the first person agreement marker -nga. Decla-
rative clauses must have either indicative or participial mood markers. The intransitive
i.ndicaliv-c‘ mood marker is -vu(q)- after vowels and -pu(q)- after consonants. The parti-
cipial mood marker is -ju(q)- after vowels and -fu(q)- after consonants. Transitive par-
ticipial mood markers are -ja(g)- / ~fa(g)-, and transitive indicative mood markers are
-va{q)-/ -pa(q)-.10 For ‘brevity, I gloss declarative mood markers only as indicative or
participial. The transitivity of the mood marker shoﬁld be clear from the form and
from the agreement - single agreement for intransitive constructions, and double agree-
ment for .l-;';nsitive constructions.1] There is agreement for first, second, third;-and
what is termed cither fourth person or third person reflexive. Throughout this thesis, 1
often gloss third person with only a single meaning, e.g. 'he’; more correctly this mor-

pheme should always be glossed ‘he/she or it’. Gender and animacy must be supplied

by the context in Eskimo. Fourth person, which may only appear as agreement in

9 Verb stems are discussed in Chapter 5, sections 2 and 3.
10 These forms are discussed further in Chapter S, section 4.

11 But see Chapter 6, section 1.



4= 15
cither possessives ‘or subordinat; verbs, is an anaphoric ggreemcnt marker which
marks sl‘mred r_e-fercnce with the "subject” of the main clause. This will‘ be discussed in
Chaétcr 6, section 3. . . -

. According to Fortescue (1984), the only rcalrtensc‘ in Eskimo is the future. All
others are either aspect or mood.12Z The sbsence of any morpheme specifying tense or
aspect indicates that the verb can be translated either as present or recent past, as
shown in (17a) throuﬁﬁl?c), ﬁth the exception of stative verbs, as shown by (_17d).13

Throughout this‘thesis, I will provide only one translation for these forms.

(17) a. Jaani aullag-tug
John(abs) leave-part.3sq.

.- "John is leaving/left’

b. unaag siquniit-tuq
harpoon(abs) break-part.

'The harpoon is breaking (or Jjust
broke/a few seconds ago)’

c. Jaani-up natsigq kapi-jaa
John-rel. seal(abs) stab-part.3sg./3sg.

‘John is stabbing/stabbed the seal’

d. Jaani sinik-tug
« John(abs) sleep—part.3sg.

‘John is sleeping/*slept’
For-a good introductory teaching grammar to Inuktitut, see Mallon (1984), and
for a much more advanced grammar, based on Greenlandic, see Fortescue (1984). An

extensive bibliography of Eskimo can be found in Woodbury (1984).

L

-

12 Woodbury (p.c.) says that the future is somewhat modal.

13 predicate classes are discussed in Chapter 5, section 3.

p——



Chapter 11
ON THE RELEVANCE OF ERGATIVITY
In this cﬁap}gr I will introduce the subject of ergative case patterming. I will aiso
review a claim that has be.cnmadc on the basis of some ergative [anguages that it is
possible that languages mz;y vary as to the mapping of semantic roles to grammatical
functions. It will be argued that the existence of such variation pbsés a major problem

for theories of language learnability.

i;l The Phenomenon of Ergativity

The traditional usage of the term ergarivity refers to the linguistic phenomenon where a.
language treats the object of a transitive verb in the same fashion as the subject of a"'n
intransitive verb. This entails that the subject of a transitive verb is uniquely marked,
in contrast with nominalivc-accusaiivc systems where the object of a transitive verb is
uniquely marked with respect to the subjects of transitive and int'ransitive verbs. A
nominative-accusative system and an ergative system are distinguished by the distribu-
tion of case. Compare the nominative-accusative distribution of the cases in the Rus-
stan examples in (1) with the ergative-absolutive distribution of the Inuktitut examples

in (2).1 The ergative case is called relative in Eskimo linguistics, a term which I will

use throughout this thesis when referring to Eskimo.

1 | use the term Inuktitut to refer to the dialects of Eskimo spoken in Canada,

including Western dialects (Inuvialnktun), Quebec dialects and the Labrador dialect

" (Inuttut). This excludes the Greenlandic dialect (Kalaallit oqaasii). The examples I
provide, unless otherwise indicated, are from a Caribou dialect, Qairnirmiut.

-16-
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(1) Russian

a. chelovek idj-ét
marpzom . walk-3sg. .

* ‘The man is walking’ . . -

b. chelovek ljup—iE zhenshchin-u
man-nom. love—3sg. woman-accus.

‘The man loves the w?_aman'
o (2) Inuktitut S

a. angut pisuk-pug Lo
man(abs.) walk-3sg.

"The man is walking’

b. anguti-up arnag taku-vaa ’.}‘
man-rel. woman(abs:) see-3sg./3sg. - ) :

"The man sees the woman’

In all the examples in (1) and (2} the NP the man refers to the person perform-
ing the action. In the Russian examples in (1) chelovek 'the man’ is.the sole argument
agreeing with the verb and receives nominative case in both instances. In (1b),
zhenshchina (citation form) ‘the woman’, whiéh is the "patient” of the action, does not
agree with the verb and receives accu'sative case -4. In the Inuktitut examples in (2),
we see that although (;;x;gur 'the man’ is performing the action and agrees with the verb
in both instances, it does not receive the same case. In (2a) it is in the absolut‘ivc casc,
which is phonetically null, and in (2b) it is in the relative case -up. Another difference
is that the patient of the action in (2b) amacj the woman'’ also agrees with the verb,
unlike (1b), and that the case il receives is the same case, absolutive, as is found on
angu! 'the man’ in (2a). |

If we were to assume that the lexical item meaning ‘the man’ is the subject, and

that the one meaning ‘the woman' is the object in the examples in (1) and (2), we could .

then describe Russian as assigning nominative case to subjects of both transitive and
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intransitive verbs, and-‘accusativc case to ;abjccts We\verbs. Under this Line of
reasoning, Inuktitp't assigns absolutive case to subjects of inlraﬁsitive verbs and objects
of transitive verbs, and relative (or ergative) case to subjects of transitive verbs. In this
way, Inuktitut shows ergativity as described above, since the subject of a transitive verb
is the ;;kcd relation. This contrasts w;th the nominative-accusative system of Rus-

sian, where the object of a transitive verb is the marked relation. The difference in

grouping is schematjzed in (3).

(3)Nominative~accusative ' Ergative-absolutive

"SUB of transitive | SUB of transitive Erg.
Nom. {. '

SUB of intransitive| SUB of intransitive

- . . } Abs- ‘
Acc. OBJ of transitive OBJ of transitive

>

[}

2.2 Morpholt\)?:ical and Syntactic Ergativity |
In the preceding section Inuktitut was dt*;scribcd as assigning relative case to the subject
of transitive verbs and absolutive case to the subject of intransitive verbs (and to the
object of transitive verbs). This type of ergativity, where the case assigned to subject
position is depend®it ‘on the transitivity of the verb, is termed morphological ergativity,
Morpholog-ical ergativity is viewed as a relatively surface phcnomena‘ : ce the case
assigned 1o the subject position is dependent on the context of the subject at surface
level. This type of ergativity is claimed by Levin (1983) to be the system of Warlpiri.2
Morphologically ergative languages almost always display what is termed split ergativi-
ty,lmcaning that the language has propertit;.s of both an ergative-absolutive and a = ~
nominative-accusative system (see Dixon 1979 and DeLancey 1981). The existence of

morphological ergativity presents a number of questions. For instance, why should the

case assigned to subject position be sensitive to the transitivity of the verb, and why

-

-
2 Sadock (1980) describes West Greenlandic Eskimo as morphologically erga-
. tive. Johnson (1980) claims the same for Central Arctic Eskimo.
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should the case assigned to the subject of an intransitive verb be identical to that
. assigned-to the object of a transtive verb'._’ Is there any motivation for positing the exis-
tence of subjects senﬁtiv;c to transitivity other than to preservé our notions of subjects
of transitive verbs being equated with agents, and objects of transitives verbs being
equated with paticnls?3 If it were the case that all instances of morphological ergativity
were based on a semantic characteristic, for instance aspect (see van Voorst 1~986), its
existence would not seer. so suprising. In fact, there seems to be a variety of semantic
factors which result in morphological érgativily (see DeLancey 1981). In languages
‘with morp.hological;r"g:f\:tivity, the syntax ignores the case differences between subject
of transitive and intransitive verbs, and operates hike any other nominative-accusative
system. _

Dixon (1979) showed that there are som‘c languages in which the grouping of
subject of intransitive with object of transitive, as distinct from subject of transitive,
‘extends beyond case assignment into the syntax. Such a Iaﬁguagc is oflcq termed syn-
tactically ergative. In effect, a syntactically ergative language treats the patient 01;
affected object of a transitive verb :nd the single argument of an intransitive verb as if
they formed the same type of constituent - what Dixon calls a syntactic pivot. The
agent of a transitive verb is another type of constituent. One of the nice rcs;llts of such
a proposal is that case assignment can be seen as uniform since absolutive case will be
assigned to one ;ypc of constituent and ergative case to the other. It is .important 10
note that this type of grouping is at a relatively surface level for Dixon, and that he
assumes the universal existence of a ;norb abstract subject which groups agents of tran-

sitive verbs with arguments of intransitive verbs (in effect a nominative-accusalive

grouping). ‘ 5

3 Subjects of intransitive verbs can typically be actors or themes, such as 1 walk
-or I fall respectively. .
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Another approach to syntactic erga'tivity. was developed in the framework of
" Marantz (1981 & 1984), wherein he proposed the Iérgativity Hypolhesis.4 Mm@m
argues that [anguages utilize generalizations concerning the mapping bct;vi:en semantic
roles, such as_ agent, patient, theme, etc. and initial logical structures of sentences.
One such generalization is that agent and theme roles are assigned to subject position
and patient roles to direct object position. The Ergativity Hypothesis is that an al-tc;-na-
li.VC mapping exists where theme and patient roles are assigned to subject position .and
agent roles are ass‘igncd-to direct object position. This distinction is shown in (4).

(4) - ' Transitive Clause
Nominative—accusative Syntactically Ergative
SUB: agent pétient
OBJ: | patient . ) | agent

Note that morphologically ergative languages will be nominative-accusative in terms of
this paran:\cr since it only refers to the mapping between semantic role and grammati-
cal function. Case assignment is not part of this mapping. Before discussing this pro-
posal in detail, I will show that syntactic ergativify is problematic vis a vis learnability.
Agents in direct object position undermine the core feature of current learning theories,
and ‘forcc the stipulation of a cht unknown learning process in order to account for
them. This makes it desirable that syntactic ergativity be eliminated as a possibility in

natural ianguage. -

4 See Levin (1983) for an extensive cxammanon of a number of languages with-
in this hypothesis.
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2.3  Leamability and the Ergativity Hypothesis - ~
Grimshaw (1981} points out that there is a gap in.our understanding of how the child
learning its first language makes the initial linking between the stream of input and the
syntactic categories which are innate to the child's language acquisition device. A child
may be expecting to find such syntactic entitics as nouns and verbs in its language, but
the problem remains as to how the child identifies these entities in the input. There is
no universal marker of noun or verb that the child could use to make this connection.
The problem consists of more than just knowing the meaning of the inpiat because, as
Grimshaw shows in an example (p. 1’74),5 even if the child knew the meaning of the

sentence People read books how is it that the structure in (5) is not assigned?

&

(35) [
/ \
/\
VP NP
I 7/ \
v N VP

people read N
books

As a solution to this problem, Grimshaw hypothesized the Canonical Structure Reali-

zation Principle which utilizes the child’s semantico-cognitive ;bilitics to form a linking

between, for example, things and nouns, actions and verbs, agents and subjects, and
patients and objects. These relations are universal and enable the child to begin the
process of acquisition by what is, in effect, a bootstrapping procedure. Pinker (1982)

terms this the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis. Once the initial linking has been

achieved, the child is able to continue the acquisition process on the basis of other

types of information, for example distributional evidence.

5 Grimshaw's example is given in linear brackets, but I have given it in tree
structure. '
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Pinker (1984) discusses the role that parents play in this process. Parents of the
child, by using sentences which conforrh to the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis,
" and by referring only to items and events in the vicinity of the chﬂd’s perception,

unconscxously a;d in acquisition. Based on a suggestion by David Lebeaux, Pinker fur-
ther extends the usefulness of this learning mechanism to the learmng of lexical entries
such as the subcategorization features of verbs. He calls this the Canonical-Mapping
Principle. This principle states that, in the two tiers given in (6), the lines of associa-
tion may not cross, and that one and only one thematic role must be linked to the sub-
-ject. |
(6) From Pinker (1984, 297)
SUB OBJ O‘BLIQUE .
agent theme/patient goal/soufce/location

(where the top line represents grammatical functions,
and the bottom line represents thematic relations)

If a crossing occurs the construction is non-canonical. It is probably clear by now that

-

the aspect of the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis which concerns us here is gne
association of agents with subjects. and patients with objects. In the diagram in (6), if
SUBJ were connected to patient, and OBJ to agent, the two lines would cross each

other.

Pinker (1984, 41) allows for an association of subject with:

Agent of action; cause of causal event; sub]ect of an attribution of loca-
y tion, state, or circumstance; argument with "autonomous refercnce’.
The object is associated with “patient or theme”. A generalization across languages
seems to be that the subject pesition can be filled with many types of semantic roles, as

can be seen in the examples in (7).



23
{7) a. The man b:k the cup. .

b. The cup was broken.

c. The key opened the door..

d. The man received the book.

e. The cat went up the tree.
In (7a) the subject is an agent, in (7b) a patient, in (7c) an instrument, in (7d) a goal,
in (7¢) a theme. Thus in terms of the Ergativity Hypothesis, ‘patients in subject position
do not present a scrious.problcm for an acquisition theory containing the Semantic
Bootstrapping Hypothesis. Where the Ergativity Hypothesis is at odds with the Seman-

tic Bootstrapping Hypothesis is in its claim that agents can occur in object position,

and it is this claim which I wish to dispute. Marantz's generalization is similar to the

Canonical Mapping Principle in - that both restrict the mapping from thematic -role to '

grammatical function. The acquisition of verbs is facilitated by the existence of >such a
_rgcrieralization. Otherwise, the lcarner would have to learn the mapping ‘of semantic
role to grammatical function for every individual verb. With the aid of a mapping
principle, once a child knows that a particular verb assigns both an agent and a pﬁticm
role, the principle will predict the grammatical functions which these roles are mapped
onto. Where Pinker's generalization and that of Maraqtz differ is that the Canonical
Mapping Principle is not a parameter, while the Ergativity Hypothesis is. In other
words, Marantz's framework is subject to an additional requircment, that information
which leads the learner to set the parameter be part of the input. Pinker’s theory docs
not have to meet such a requirement since there is no parameter; in other words, the

child does not have a choice as to the canonical mapping.

Pinker (1984, ftn. 4, 398) fully realizes the problem that syntactically ergative

languages would pose for his theory.

...I simply note here that "true ergative” languages (which are not to be
confused with "morphological ergative” languages) are fairly rare, and
that the acquisition theory at present cannot easily account for their
acquisition...

4
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Pinker reasons that if such languages do indeed exist, then there must be some
mechanism for overiding the Canonical Mapping Principl¢. He makes the following -

conjecture.

Prcsumably the\.J'uld at some point can learn some sufficiently large set
of properties diagnostic of subjecthood (using some mechanism yet to be
specified) such as comrollablllty in infinitival complements or alternation
with certain oblique functions in passivization, and can use them to pre-
dict the others, semantic evidence to the contrary, notwithstanding.
This appears to be a weakening of the theory sinée the door must be left open for a
process which accomplishes the same task as the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypolhens
but clearly will not resemble it in any way since it will be based on purely syntactic cri-
teria. More importantly, it is unclear exactly how this proccss works. ~
Marantz (1982) describes the results of two experiments designed to test aspects
of the acquisition of gfanimalical relations. Briefly, the ;:xperimcnls were as follows:
children grouped according to age.were taught artificial verbs describing actions that
. have no equivalent verb in English. A child might have to learn the verb nade which
might mean ‘X hits Y with the back of X's hand'. Thxs verb would be exemplified by
something like 'Larry is nading the table’. In this instance the agent is related to suﬁject
position while the patient is related to object position. Other relations than the normal
agent/patient (AP) were used, such as agent/location (AL), .patient/lo‘:ation (PA), and
location/agent (LA). An example of a patient/agent verb would be the verb moak,
meaning ‘X pounds Y with X's clbow.’ as in The table is moaking Larry’. Fhe experi-
ments found that the three and four year old children ha& more difficulty learning the
anomalous (or non-canonical) verbs than tl:osc which conformed to the semantic gener-

alizations of English (and the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis). The five year old

children were found to learn all types of verbs with equal ease.
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Marantz (p. 65) concludes that "children learning English_are first dependent on
knowlédgc connecting semantic relational classes directly to structural positions but lat-
cr employ- non-semantic classes to mediate this connection”. This' conclusion seems to
conform to the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis where the initial relation between
th.c-input'and\thc gramma.r is via semantics until a later stage when the grammatical
categories and functions exist independcritly. Yet Mar;ntz insists that semantic rela-
tions cannot flag grammatical relations in the sense of Pinker. One of his arguments
- against Pinker® is the existence of syﬁtacticaily 'crgative'languagcs, which is the issue of
debate here. The other is the fact that, althou:g'h the three and four year olds appear
to b; more reliant on semantic éche;ralizations, they nonetheless did manage to learn
some non-canonical forms. Pinl‘cc;' (1984) says that this result shows that positiv.c evi-
dence can be used in the acqﬁisition of noh-canonical forms. . '
There is perhaps another way to view the results of Marantz (1982). It concerns
the actions used in ﬁc experiment and the interpretation given to the child's usage of
the novel verbs. In both experiments, with the exception of one verb, the artificial
verbs described actions of one entity 6n, or near, another, for example pounding one's
elbow on something, hitting with the back of one's knee, etc. The only verb where an
object was affected was in the first experiment where the nonsense verd denoted the
action of moving something up and down on one’s knee. The reason that this is mgmfi—
cant is that, without an affected patient, thcrc may be reason to suspect an alternative
analysis to some of thg findings. There was no testing of what the children rezally meant
when they said the table is moaking Larry, where Larry is pounding his ¢lbow on the
table. If the table has not undergone a change of state as a result of the pounding, it is
possible that the sentence might have been ‘meant as “Fhe table is making Larry pound

_ his elbow’. The fact that thetable is inanimate is not a major hurdle for a child’s imagi-

pation. In the second experiment all the verbs were actions that did not affect anyone

-

- 6 Marantz discusses Pinker (1980), an carlier version of the theory.

.
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eise, and all the participants were zfnimatc. Thc results of Marantz's cxpcriinent might
have been more conclusive if he had included transitive. verbs where we coulid be sure
that a causative interpretation is impos'siblc, for example "push iﬂto a box’. Thus 'The
ball moaked Larry’ mcamng that Larry pushed the ball into the box would not be opcn
to the causative mcamng where the ball caused Larry to push. In other words, it may
be that the children learned the so-called LA or PA verbs as lexical causatives such as
the English verb walk "Mary walked the dog’ where the subject causes the object to act.
As mentioned in Pinker (1984), Bowerman (1982, 108-109) provides evidence that chil-
dren create nov:l lexical caus;nivcs that do not exist in English, such as the following..

. (8) a. Mommy, can you stay this open'-‘

b. I come it closer so it won "t fall.
c. Don't giggle me.

—XKlthough there is no way of knowing for certain from the description of the experi-

ments, we cannot rule ‘out the possibility that the problems which the younger children

had with the "non-canonical” forms were, in fact, problems with lexical causatives.

—p—

In the previous discussion we have seen that Marantz, and as a consequence _

Pinker, have left the option open for languages to assign agent roles to direct object
position. Marantz has this option ﬁrmly‘ embedded within his theory as the Ergative
Parameter, while Pinker proposes a weakening of his Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothe-
sis by allowing an unknown mechanism to overide semantic generalizations. While
Pinker's theory accounts for the problem originally posed by Grimshaw, that is, how
the cl'uld manages 10 form an association between the input and the innate syntactic

categories and functions, Marantz does not directly address this issue. In a sccnon'

which discusses the scarcity of syntactically ergative languages, Marantz tcntatwcly

! proposes that this fact may derive from the way in which children view the world. He

suggests that if children see themselves as topics of actions, and if the topic is associat-

ed with the subject position, then the unmarked.case will be nominative-accusative lan-
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guage where agents are associated with subject position, and patients with direct object

- - ‘ 4 - - '
position. This means that syntactically ergative languages are marked with respect to

the Ergative Parameter. -

One of the csséntial characteristics of a marked option is that this option should
be unambiguouély represented. Thg: reasoning is that the child does not need a great |
deal of evidence, if any, to choose the unmarked option, but that clear evidence must
be provided in order for him 6r her to pick the marked option. In other words, there
must be a reason that the child goes against natural inclinations. In terms of —ﬁcqﬁisitioﬁ
‘theory this means that the evidence which. determines that the child will choose the
marked parametex: must m;e£ a criterion of robustness. 'fhe importance of robustness
in markedness theory is discussed by Dresher and Kaye (1986). This—crilcrion seems

implicit in Pink&F's description of how the semantic correlations might be overridden by

"some large set of other properties” discussed above. -

H Summary

In summary, an acquisition model based on th¢ Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis is
at odds with the Ergative Parameter. It will be seen in the following section that the
evidence which purports to show that Inuktitut is a syntactically ergative language does
nol meet the robustness criterion. Without robustness, or some means initiating the
marked option, the acquisition of a syntactically ergative l;mguagc is impossible. Mar:
antz provides only two candidates for syntactic ergativity, Central Arctic Eskimo and
Dyirbal. Moi'eov;; -Maré'::t; claims to show that Greenlandic Eskimo is morphologi-
cally ergative. I will review the argument in Jc;hns (1984) that the two dialects do not
differ typologically, and present a rather different analysis from that proposed by Mar-'
antz, in that the case distinctions in Eskimo do not represent morphological ergativity,

_nor do they result from the agent role occurring in direct object postion. I will argue for
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an intermediate analysis, based on the insights of early Eskxmo grammarians such as
William Thalbitzer and Louis Hgmmcrich, wherein the question as to which element is
direct object is obviated in fﬁvoﬁr of an analysis which !zas both the relative and the
absolutive nominals as subjects, the relative the subject of a verbal noun and the abso-
lutive the subject of the predicate containing this ;idun. This analysis thus clgimé that
Inuktitut is not morphologically :bigative, since case assigmﬁcm will be contingent on
whether or not the noun-phrase is subject of a predicate or a_noun-phrase, yet con-
forms to the Scma:’nig Bootstrapping Hypothesis, since the agent is never the object of
the verb. In fact this an’alysis claims that there are no direct objects in Eskimo. A con-
sequence of the removal of Inuktitut from the list of syntactically ergative l:nguagcs is
that 1h.c existence of langﬁagcs of this type must be seriously in doubt. It is possible
that Dyi;'bal, the remaini;xg cantfidate for syntactic ergativity, may also turn out to
have no direct object. The reduciion of language types, and the strcngthc'ning of the
ag:'qui'silion theory by prohibiting any other mechanism than the Semantic Bootstgapping
Hypothesis in the carly acquisition c;f grammatical .relations is a welcome by-product of

the analysis to be presented.



Chapter III
TYPOLOGICAL AMBIGUITY IN ESKIMO

3.1 ° Introduction

Marantz (1984) argues that one -dialect of Eskimo, -Grccnlandic, is ‘z.! nominative-
accusative language with ergative case marking, and another dialect of Eskimo, Cc;a-
tral' Arctic, is an créative—absolutivc language with nothinative-accusative case mark-
ing. As we shall see, this claim predicts that for most constructions the’ two dialects.
“will appear identical, but there will be some differcnccs_.' Marantz assumes the exis-
tence of both syntactic and morphological ergativity. Recall thatl- syntactic crgativity is
based on a different mapping' l;uctwecn semantic rolc and syntactic function, while mor-
phological ergativity is case assignment to subject position being sensitive to lh;: tran-
sitivity of the \.fé}-b. Maraniz views syntactic and mo;phoiogical c}gativity as two values
of two separate paramelers. Based on the-two parameters, semantic role assignment
and case assignment, he allows for four different language types, as in (1).1

(1) Four Language Types (based on Marantz 1984)

1)

A. Nominative-accusative with nominative-accusative

case

transitive wverb intransitive verb
agent patient ' theme

subject object subject

nom. acc. : nom.

1 Note that I have differentiated patient from theme in this chart for illustrative

ses. This does not mean that I assume them to be different roles, ¢f. Gruber

(1976) and Jackendoff (1983) for versions where the two arguments are theme, but they

differ as to the function which assign them their role. Patient is but a theme role of a
‘cause’ function. :

-29-
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B. Nominative-accusative with ergative case

transitive verb - intransitive wverb
agent patient ‘ theme

subject object . Ssubject

erg. - abs. , abs.

C. Ergative-absolutive with nominative-accusative

case .
.transitive verb intransitive verb
. patient agent . theme
subject object .- subject
nom. - acc. ' nom, ’
) D. Ergative—absolutiée‘with ergative case
P L] N T .* . . -
transitive verb ' - intransitive verb
patient agent theme
subject object subject
erg. . -abs.. abs.

Marantz’s claim is that Greenlandic Eskimo is a type B language and that Cénujal Arc-
tic Eskimo is a type C language. As can be seen in the chart, these two languages will
appear identical at the surface level, since the combination of grammlatical relations
and case assignment pro-duccs in both dialects a system wherein the case of agents is
differentiated from that of themes ;)r patients. In type B languages this distinction orig-
. inates at the surface level where case is assigned, while in type C langnages it origi-
nates earlier, at' the level where semantic roles are assigned to grammatical relations.
If the Ergative Parameter is correct, there wiﬁ be differences in the two languages
which hinge on the fact that the grammatical relations are reversed. In other words,
there should be differences Wﬁich can only result from the agent and patient roleé being
assigned to mirror image grafnmatical functions in the two ;:Iialects. “The main evidence
which Marantz provides to support his claim that Greenlandic Eskimo is a type B lan-
guage and that Central Arctic is a type C language concerns two comnstructions, the

derived intransitiye and the lexical reflexive.
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3.2  Lexical Reflexives and Intransitives

-

Lexical reflexives are defined by Marantz as reflexives which are based on the intran-
sitive form. He gives examples from Albania;'n, French and Russian as in (2)
(2)* examples from Marantz (1984%)
a) Albanian .
i. agimi lan veten
Agim wash-3sg. self
"Agim washes himself”
ii. Agimi lahet.
Agim wash-3sg.
‘Agim washed himself”’

b) French : T

Les enfants se lavent maintenant.

the children self wash now )

‘The children are washing themselves now’

¢) Russian

D;eti mojuts’'a teper’.

children wash-PRES3pl.-SELF now *

"The children are washing the.selves now’
Marantz's argument goes as follows. There are on.ly two possible analyses of lexical
reflexives. In the so-galled clitic analysis the verb is transitive, and the reflexive mor-
pheme is assigned the semantic role normally assigned to the logical object of a tran-
sitive verB. In the non-clitic analysis, which is the one that Marantz favours, the verb is
intransitive, and the semantic role normally assigned to the logical object is assigned to
the surface subject. The reflexive morpheme itself receives the semantic role which
would have been assigned to the logical subject. This means that the features of a lexi-
cal reflexive will resemble thosé of the passive construction, since, in both construc-
tions, the role normally assigned to the log;cal object is assigned to the subject positionl
and the role normally assigned to the logical subject is assigned elsewhere. Marantz

then shows evidence that, in many languages, the form of the lexical reflexive and the

form of the passive are homophonous. The crux of this analysis is that a) all lexical
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reflexives are intransitive, and that b) inuansitiﬂimplies the non-assignment of
s_emantic role to logical subject position. With respect to a), Marantz cites evidence .
.Erom Grimsh#ﬁr (1981b) that French reflexives behave like intransitive constructions. |
Albanian reflexives are also intransitives (see Hubbard. 1979)."l"art b) of the argument
derives from Burzio's Generalization, which is given in (3).

(3) Burzio's Generalization (Bﬁrzio 1981)
T <—->A

where T = Thematic role assignment to subject
A = Accusative case assignment :

Burzios generalization says that, where there is no accusative case assignment, neither

is there assignment of thematic role to subject. This generalization is made on the

basis of a number of constructions which demonstrate this correlation such as passive,

raising and unaccusative verbs, as in (4) to (6). \
(4) Passive

a. [ e ] was broken (the glass) by the child
b." The glass was broken by the chilgd

(5) Raising

a. [ e ] seems (John) to be happy
b. John seems to be happy

(6) Unaccusative

a. [ e ] arrived (John)
b. John arrived

In all the above examples, the argument in parentheses does not receive case. The ele-
ment bearing the thematic role, which must be assigned case in order to be realized,
moves or is mapped into the surface subject position. The latter position does not have
a thematic role assigned 10 it so this movement does not violate the Theta Criterion of
Chomsky (1981). Inflection assigns case to the subject position thus licensing the the-
matic Tlc of the logical object. Under these assumptions, Marantz considers the data

from Greenlandic and Central Arctic intransitive forms given in (7).
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{7) INTRANSITIVES

Central Arctic
a. angut taku-vug i
man(abs.) see-indic.3sg.

"The man sees something’

Greenlandic ' - =
b. Piniartog toqup-pog (from Sadock 1980)
hunter(abs.) kill-indic.3sg.
"The hunter was killed’ . §

c. tigianaq taku-vogq (from Swadesh 1944, 45)
Fox(abs.) see-indic.3sg.
‘The fox was seen’

(8) REFLEXIVES
Central Arcfic

a. uvam-nik taku-vunga &
myself-comit. see-indic.lsg. ol

"I see myself’

b. angut ingmi-nik kapi-vug
man(abs.) himself-comit. stab-indic.3sg.

"The man stabbed himself’
Greenlandic (Marantz 1984, 217)
¢. angut ingmi-nut taku-vug
man(abs.) self-all. see-indic.-3sqg.
"The man saw himself’ ~
According to Marantz, the fact that (7b) and (7c) contrast with (7a) with
respect to the thematic roles of the ?r'nransitivc results from the faci that they assign
different roles to the direct object. Recall that, according to Burzio's Generalization, if
they are intransitive, which they clearly are, they must all be "passive” in construction.
Under this assumption, the Central Arctic verb in (7a), which assigns an agent role to
the surface subject position, must normally assign agent roles to the/logigﬂ object posi-

tion. Likewise, the Greenlandic verbs in (7b) and (7c), which assign patient roles to

the surface subject position, must nbrmally assign patient roles to the logical object
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position. We }nust therefore conclude that the two dialects assign different roles to the

- logical object position. Central Arctic, which assigns agent roles to the logical object

position, appears to be a syntactically ergative l.anguﬁgc, while Greenlandic, which
assigns patient roles to the logical object position, appears to be "a, nominative-
accusative language. )
| The §ccond argument concerns the case marking on tire reflexive pronouns
ingmi- in (8). In (8a) the case is the comiat_ativc,‘which is fhc case usually found on dis-
placed patients. By displaced, I mean an argument which is found in an oblique posi-
tion, as oppose—d’to its canonical position as grammatical argument of the verb. The
agent by-phrase in the English passive construction would be @n. example of a dis-
placed agent, since the agent role is normally found on the grammatical subject. An
example of the comitative case on a displaced patient can be seen in (9b), which is
often termed the "antipussive” construction in Eskimo.2 -
‘( 9) a. Central Arctic
Janguti-up arnaq kunik-paa
man-rel. woman{abs.) kiss-indic.3sg./3sq.
"The man kissed the woman’ -
b. angut arna-mik kunik-si-vuq

man{abs.) woman-comit. kiss—-si-indic.3sg.
"The man kissed a woman’

In (9a), the patient ‘'woman’ is in the absolutive case and agrees with the verb, while in
(9b) it is in the comitative case and does not agree with the verb. Note that one of the
effects of the antipassive is that the displaced patient usually becomes indefinite in ref-

crence.

L3

2 Note that in the following two examples I do not give a gloss for the mor-
phemes -si and ~jau-, since whether they are termed passive or antipassive is depen-
dent on the typological classification of the langnage, the subject under discussion here.
My own position-is that proposed in Jensen and Johns (to appear), where thése mor-
phemes are analysed as bearing thematic roles. Further discussion is to be found in
Chapter 5, section 4. -~ T

-
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Assuming that the lexical reﬂpxive is passive-like in featurey the comitative case
marking on the Central Arctic reflexive pronoun in (8a and b} indicates the logical sub-
ject which is displaced by the passive-like featu;.cs of the reflexive. The example in
(9b) shows that this case represents displaced pa‘ticms We must conclude that the log-
-ical sub]ect of a Central Arctic transitive verb is the patient argumem This argumem
‘combmed with the c\ndence that the logical object of a transitive verb is the agent

-

argument results in The classification of Central Arctic Eskimo as syntactically ergative
‘with nominative-accusative case marking as defined above. | i

The third reflexive form (8c) is from Grccniandic Eskimo. The case on the
reflexive pronoun is the allat_ive case, which is usually found on displaced patients, as *

in the "passive” construction in (10b).

10) Greenlandic -
(from Woodbury 1977, 323-324)

a. angut-ip arnagqg taku-vaa
man-rel. woman(abs.) see-:.ndlc 3sg./3sg.
"The man saw the woman’
‘b. arnaq anguti-mut taku-tau-pug

woman{abs.) man-all. see-taug indlc 3sg.

‘The woman was seen by the man’
As can be seen, 'the man’ angut- in (10a) agrees with the verb, and is therefore in a
primary relationship with the verb. In (10b) angur does not agree with the verb and is
oblique. Therefore the case that a displaced agent receives in Greenlandic is the alla-

tive. Again, if the intransitive -reflexive is passive-like in feature, then the allative case
marking 0;1 _thé reflexive pronoun in (8<;) means that the logical subject of'a tra}msitivc
verb in (El;'cénlandic is assigned the allative case. ﬁc evidence from (10) shows that
the allative case is assigned to displaced agents. Therefore in Greenlandic the logica‘l
subj-cct is assigned the agent role. This, combined with the argument tl;a: in Greenland-

ic patient roles are assigned to logical objects of transitive verbs, means that Green-

landic Eskimo must be classified as a pominative-accusative language with ergative
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casc marking (since the subjects of transitive verbs are marked as distinct from sub-
jects of intransitive vci'bs).__ﬁ Note that, under this analysis, th.e antipassive construction
in (9b), and the pasSsivc construction in (10b), must both be i:assivc constructions in
their respective dialects. The passive of 2 nominative-accusative l;mguagc will move a
patient to_subject position, making the ag;:nl obiiqu.e, while the passive of an ergative

language will move an agent to subject position, making the patient oblique. This

describes exactly the surface forms in (Sb) and (10b). T 2l

3.3  Problems with a Typological Distinction Within Eskimo

In Johns (1984) I reviewed the evidence presented above that is intended to support thie-
. ~s ’ [y

claim that Central Arctic is an ergative language with nominative-accusative case

marking, and Greenlandic is\a’)nominativc-accusative language with ergative case-
marking. I concluded thai both dialects- are typologically identical, but that it was
impossible to determine what type they were within the framework provided by Mar-
antz. In this section, I will bricﬂy-discuss my argument against Marantz's conclusions,

and present some additional evidence to support my criticism.

'.‘;‘:3.1 Burzio’s Generalization: Some Exceptions

One of the major problems with Marantz's proposal for a typological distinction
between the two dialects is its crucial reliance on Burzio's penerglization. Recall that
it is Burzio's Gcncralizatim; which motivates the assumption that all the simple intran-
sitive forms, including the lexical r::ﬂcxive, must be passive-like in feature. This is

because the inability 10 assign accusative case (the forms are intransitive) is linked to

_the inability to assign a semantic role to the subject poéition.

There are a pumher of constructions in gatural language which do not adhere to

this generalization, among which are the so-called unergative verbs, or vegbs such as *

'swim’ in English, where the subject is not thought to have originated in direct object
{
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position. These verbs do not assign accusative case, but they do assign 2 semantic role
to the subject position, a clear violation of Burzio’s Generalization. Another type of
violation of this generalization, and an important one since this violation is known to

exist in the languages under discussion-,—-is--lhcmnﬁpggg;jxg construction. Recall that the

[t s SER P

example in (9!::) above is ‘traditionally termed -anﬁpassivc ‘(or halbtransitiv, cf.
Kleinschmidt 1851) by Eskimologists. There is another construction in Central A;cﬁc,
given in (11) which is traditionally tcrme'd passive, but which wc;uld be analyzed as
antipassive if we were to accept Marantz's proposal.3
(11) Central Axrxctic

afnaq anguti-mut kunik-tau-jug _

woman(abs.) man-all. kiss-tau-indic.3sg.

"The woman was kissed by the man’
The reason that '(kll) would be an example of #n antipassive under Maral.ztz's_ proposal
is that, in a syntactically ergative,l'anguggc, the direct object angur ‘'man’, normally
found in relative case, see (9a), is oblique and does not agree with the verb. The verb ~
therefore does not assign- case to the direct object, however, the subject arnag 'woman’
is in its usual case relation with the verb (absolutive). Thus the verb assigns a semantic.
role to its subject. Central Arctic Eskimb clearly has two types of affixational process-
‘es, one which corresponds to passive and is in Buzio's terms -T, -A, and the other
which corresponds to antipassive and is T, -A, the very combination of f;:alures which
are considered to be, at the very least, highly marked by Burzio’s Generalization (at .
most impossible). As will be shown below, Greenlandic also has both passive and anti-
passive. The point here is that, given a language where both typés of feature combina-

tions are common, it is not a strong claim that all intransitives forms, including lexical
1

reflexives, must be -T, -A, especially since most other languages do not have antipas-

3 In fact Levin (1983, 97-98), working within Marantz's framework, cites this
construction in Central Arctic as "a candidate for an antipassive construction®. She
qualifies this labelling on the basis that the affix involved can be further. divided into
two morphemes. This will be discussed further in Chapter 5, section 4.

.
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sive constructions. We cannot be sure that all the examples 1-n (7) and (8) are passive-
like (i.e. that some are pot antipassive-like}, and the argument for a typological dis-
tinction becomes spurious. It may be that Central A.rct.ic reflexives are ;mtipassivc-likc
while, Grcenlandit; reflexives are passive-like, or vice-versa. It does seem to be true, at
least for Central Arctic, that only one type of reflexive form is found, i.c. a form like
that in the Greenlandic example (8c) is not possible. With respect to Greenlandic,
Woodbury (197’7) cites another exa_mplc of a reflexive, given in (12). L
(12) Berg;land (1955, 34)

Kunug ingmi-nik tai-vug
Kunuk self-comit. name-3sg.

"Kunuk naged himself’
Either this example is from a different dialect within Grccnlandic‘Eskimo, or Green-
landic Eskimo allows more thaln one type of case on the reflexive pronoun.4 Woodbury
(1977, 316) says that, in Greenlandic, the use of the comitative (what he calls the
instrumental) and the allative case "seems to vary by dialect when replacing primaries,
but the use of the allative is becoming standard.”

It seems to be the case that other languages allow lexical reflexives with the
features T, -A. also. Levin (1985) discusses Russian lexical rcficxivcs which contain
the afﬁx -sja. Levin argues that constructions containing this affix, while never assign-
ing accusative case, sometimes assign a semantic role to the subject position, i.e. are

T, -A. Examples are in (13).

4 The Greenlandic speaker 1 worked with did not accept examples with a
reflexive pronoun in comitative case, but reported that the dialect spoken in northern
Greenland used those forms.
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(13) from Levin (1985)

a. Sobaka kusaetsja
dog.~NOMm bite—Pres3s.-sja :
The dog bites. —

b. Rebenok ob"elsja (blinami)
child-NOM o-eat-PSTm-sja (blini-INSTp}
The child overate/gorged (on blini).

c. Ona ulibalas’ schastl:.vo: ulibkoj
She-NOM smile-PSTfs- s;a happy—-INSTfs
smile—INSTEs
She smq.led a happy smile.

-

Note that in all the examples in (13} the argument in the nominative case has the

semantic role of agent or actor, even though the verb contains the reflexive affix -sja.
Based on the semantic roles of the nominative NPs and the fact that they behave like
underived subjects with respect to the genitive of negation, Levin provides convincing

evidence that both types of lexical reflexives exist in Russian. Again, given the exis-

" tence of violations of Burzio's Generalization, we cannot be certain that all the crucial

examples in (7) and {8) are -T, -A. .-
A final point is the reputed homophony between the forms of lexical reflexives

and passives. Levin (1983) points out that the reflexive construction in Eskimo is not a

‘unique affix but simply the intransitive conjugation, which can appear with both agents

and patients as single arguments. Some examples are given in (14b) and (15b).

(14) a. anguti-up tuktu niri-vaa
man—-rel. caribou(abs.) eat-indic. 3sg9./3s59.

‘The man ate the caribou”

b. angut niri-wvug
man(abs. ) eat—indic. 3sqg.

‘The man ate’

)
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(15) a. arna-up titiraut siqumit-aa - :
woman-rel. pencil(abs.) break-part.3sg./3sg.

‘The woman broke the pencil’

b. titiraut siqumit-tug
pencil(abs.) break-part.3sg.

‘The pencil broke’

Levin (p. 118) says that

The-fact that the same verb form may be used for both alternations in
Eskimo languages suggests that the form is not associated with the fea-
ture (-T). The intrapsitive conjugation is found with intransitive verbs
from any semantic class, not with a subset of intransitive verbs.

Levin sees the problem, but does not, however, argue against Marantz's proposal for

Eskimo. -

Another problem for the reflexive/passive equation is the -affix -si in Ceatral

Arctic, which, as mentioned above, is the passive morpheme under Marantz's propo-
! . P P prop

sal. This morpheme is obligatory for the "passive” form of a certdin class of verbs.

(16) Central Arctic
a. angut nanur-mik kapi-si-wvuq/ *kapivug
man(abs.) bear-comit. stab-si-indic.3sg.
‘The man stabbed a bear’

b. angut ingmi-nik kapi-vuq/*kapi-si-vug
man(abs.) self-comit. stab-indic.3sg.

‘The man stabbed himself’
The example in (16a) is not grammatical ;without the morpheme -si-, but the reflexive
(formerly 8b) is not possii:l:with the same meaning as is shown in (1&)).5 These facts
are not consistent with the assumption that the forn; of the lexical reflexive and the
form of the passive are identical. i
5 The sentence angut ingminik kapisivug is grammatical only with an alterna-

tive reading "The man stabbed it himself’, where the morpheme -si- clearly implies that
the agent and the patient are not the same referent.

-
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In summary, the intransitive form in Eskimo indicates only that the construction -

+has a single argument; the subject. Nothing more may be predicted from this form.

3.3.2 The Mirfor Image Problem
In the preceding section we have introduced a Central Arctic 'consln;ction (11) _wh:i-ch
was not discussed in Marantz (1984).6 Another Greenlandic construction, which is
analysed by Marantz as antipassive is given in (17).7
(17) Marantz (1984, 151)

angut+miirgqu-nik paar-si-vug

man(abs) child-pl. comlt take care of—

si-3sg.

‘The man takes ceire of the children
According to Marantz, Greenlandic being a nominative-accusative language, the anti-
passive will derive an oblique patient, llc:a\a'ing the agent subject intact. This appears to
be the case in (17), where the patient miiraq is oblique, and the agent angur. is subject

and agrees with the verb. However, when we compare the affixes which are connected

with the passive and antipassive of each dialect, as in (18), we find a striking pattern.

(18) Central Arctic Greenlandic
Passive: -si- -=jau-
Antipassive: -jau- -si-

-

In Marantz's analysis, the affix which is passive in one dialect is antipassive in the oth-
er, and vice-versa. The affixes are in a mirror image relation with eachather in the
two dialects. The only reason that this mirror image eXists is that the two dialects have
been classified as typologically opposite. If they are classified as the same type of lan-

guage, whether nominative-accusative or ergative, the mirror image disappears, and we

) 6 This construction can be found in Mallon (1976) and Johnson (1980) as pas-
sive. . .

7 Followmg Woodbury (p.¢.), I have corrected what appears to bc a typograph—
ical error in Marant2’s example. He had anuf rather than angut for ‘man’.

o
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are left with the same affix performing the same operation in both dialects. Recall that
" the main empirical evidence for the typological distinction was based on the disputable

authority of Burzio's Generalization.

-

3.3.3 The Residual Class

"y _ '
Marantz appears aware that the evidence based on intransitive verb forms is greatly
weakened by the presence of- alternations, such as those discussed above in (14) and
(15), where the single argﬁment of an intransitive form is sometimes agent -and some-
times phlicnt. As a result, Marantz argues that qnly one class of intransitive verbs will
display the predicted passive features. The other classes, such as those in example§

(14) and (15), are exempted from this prediction‘sincc. they involve other aspects of the
grammar such as object délction, etc.. Marantz assﬁmés that c:og?ate verbs are of the
same class in all Eskimo dialects. This is generally true. He offers evidence from this
"rcsiduél" class of verbs, which is the class of verbs that are necessarily passive in fea-
ture, that the difference in typology holds. His single example of a verb from this class
is the pair(7a) and (7c), here repeated as (19).
(19.) a. Central Arctic

angut taku-vuq-

man(abs.) see—-indic.3sg.

‘The man sees (something)’

b. Greenlandic

tigianaq taku-vug

fox(abs.) see—indic.3sg.

‘The fox was seen’
In (19a) the subjcct of the intransitive verb is the agent of the action, wllule in (19b) the
subject of thc same intransitive verb is the patient of the action. The wholc of. Mar-
antz’s argument for a typological distinction between Greenlandic and Central Arctic
Eskimo rests on this one example. As was argued above, the cases of the reflexive
pronouns do not constitute evidence for a distinction, as reﬂexivés may be either -T,

PR

-AorT,-A. -
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The Central Arctic example. in (19a) is correct, acéording to the speakers i
have worked w:th On the other hand, the Grecnlandic'Speaker I consulted gave the
following example. T ’
(20) Greenlandic
taku-voq
see-indic. 3sqg:
‘He sees (somethir;g) '
The spcak_er did not give Marantz's predicted reading ‘He wa‘si seen’.8The Greenlandic
example (19b) originates from Swadesh (1945, 45).9. Although (20) suggests that this
reading is no longer possible, I argue that, even if it wcre.,‘ it would not conlstimte; evi-
dence for a typological distinction. For a verb to change class would not be suprising.
The supr_ising fact is the consi:stency of verb classes across dialects. Given that some

semantic factors must at least partially determine the class into which a verb falls,

verbs would be expected to change class on the basis of changing or extending seman-

tics.

3.4  Summary l S
Overwhelming evidence indicates that the two dialects discussed are typologically iden-
tical. Burzio's Generglizatio:\was shown not to be a strong enough gcncralizz;tion to
warrant the claim that all intransitive verbs in Eskimo are -T;-A. With the removal of
th_isiass_umption, the argument for a typological distinction collapses into two examples
of the same verb from the two dialects. I showed evidence that one of the examples
was no longer correct for Greenlandic. Nor could it have been used to support a typo-
logical distinction, since alternative explanations were poss‘iblc. Oncc—ﬁe typological

distinction is removed, the passive and antipassive affixes are seen to perform the

8 Note that this speaker used the allative case consistently on reflexive pro-
nouns. ) : ‘

9 Woodbury (p.c.) says that Swadesh manufactured this example.



same function in both dialects.

Having established that the dialects are identical in typology, it still remains to
Vbc seen what type they both are. In Johns (1984) 1 pomted out that one of the weak-
nesses ol' Marantz's modcl was that Eskimo could be analyzed as either nominative-
accusativc with ergative case marking, “or syntactically ergative ‘with nominative-
accusative éésc marking. Both analyscs work rcason;bly well. This interesting fact
about Eskimo was also noted by Dowty (1982 113). A theory of grammar which pro-
poses four poss:blc language types, such as that of Marantz (1984), must also provide a
: .clear-cut method by which the l:nguxst and the child can determine the classification of °
any parncular language. Levin (1983) provxdcs a detailed account of the prcdxcuons of
'Maramz': Ergativity Paramclcr, howcver, none of these predictions sheds hght on the

classification of Inuktitut. This language does not seem to fit readily within the choices

of type madc available ‘in Mé,ranti's model.\dn Chapter 4, T will argﬁe that this fact

results from an overly restricted view of the nature of transitivity. I will a.rgue for a

formal version of the ideas put forth by early grammanans of Esklmo whcrcm the

transitive verb is composed of a possessed nominalization ;which is predicated of an

*argument in absolutive case. The definition of r.ransig\}'{ thus extended from its origi-

nal meaning of argument governed by the verb to include any instance where: two argu-

ments are-linked by the same predicate.

¢

.

——
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Chapter IV . . ,
THE TRANSITIVE/POSSESSIVE QUESTION
oL~

4.1  Introduction ,; R

: ' . K 3 .
In the previous two chapters Ihave argued that syntactic etgativity weakens theories of.
acquifgi;n, such as the one proposed in Pinker (1984).1 I have also shown that it is

It

.difﬁculi, if not impossible, to decide whether or not inukiitut is syntact‘icaliy' ergative
within the model of Marantz (1984). This ‘ambi_gpity of typology goes qgai;st the ic_lén, 3

, ‘discug_sgzd in Chapter 3, that marked values must be learned by means of positiv; '(;md
robust) cﬁdencc in the input.’ o E N | | -
' .The thesis of this work is that the Eskir;lo transitive construction is csscnli#lly

the same as a predication construction where the predicate is a possessed \.rcrball‘nou_-n.
Under this view, the transitive sentence in Eskimo mcaning"Mary‘kissed John' is syn-
tactically composed al‘ong thf:h lines of John is Mary's kissed one,.whcrc ‘M&ry, the
agent, is'the possessive subject of a verbal noun kissed one, which is p;édicatcd of
another ‘subject John. All subjects of non-réferential (or attributional) predicates

receive the same.case, absolutive, and all subjects of referential predicates receive the

same case, relative. This analysis therefore claims that Inuktitut has two types of sub-

' .

1 At no time do I examine in depth the possibility that Eskimo is mo hologi-
cally ergative. As shown in Woodbury (1975) and (1977), a large port of imo syo- .

tax works on the basis of an ergative/absolutive distinction, where the absolutive posi-
tion appears to be primary. - : .

This thesis will concentrate on this phenomenon and leave aside questions that
arise with respect to some verbal moods, .g. optative (see Woodbury 1985a), and der-

ivational affixes (see Grimshaw and Mester 1985, Woodbury 1985b, and Jensen and
Johns to appear). .

- 2 See also Woodbury (19852 and 1985b), who states that both the subject and
the object are external to the VP, which means that the object is not a conventional |

L5
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| ject;-but no direct object.2 As such, it is outside of the possibilities affo’rdedlﬁy the
Ergative Paramefer, but conforms to the Semantic Bootstrapping Hypothesis, as
described- above in Chapter 2, in that the agent role is never found in direct c;bjcct
position. If this analysis is correct, then there rcmains only one languagc., Dyirbal','
which has been analyzed as a syn-tactically;'ergétivé language under Marantz’s E;gaﬁjé-
.Parameter. If Dyirbal were also subject to reanalysis,3 we would _bc‘in a position té )
clﬁin; that there is a universal restriction that ‘agepts are chél" fc;ﬁnd in-direct objcct
p"osmon This restncuon is no doubt denived from a cogmnvc relation bctwe.cn certam
scmannc Toles and grammauz:al functions, thc nature of wfnch is yct to be determmed

| 'I‘he formal version of this hypothcsxs will be prcscnted in Chaptcr 5 In this -
chaplcr, I dxscuss‘ the facts thal monvatc thxs view of Esklmo syntax and review the

“history of the mtcrprctauon of these facts in Esk:mo hngunst:cs

L

4.2 Morphologacal Ev:dence

It has been noticed by all linguists working in Eskimo that thc rclatlve case markmg of
the subject of a tr_ansmve clause is also found on ‘the possessor” in a possessive con-
_struction as in (1).

(1) a. arna-up siksik taku-vaa
woman-rel. squirrel(abs. ) see—BSg /3sg
‘The woman sees/saw the squirrel’
“
b. arna-up nasa-a
woman-rel. hat-3sposs.
‘The woman’s hat’

1
.direct object.

3 In Eskimo, the claim that thcre is no direct object involves the homophony
between the case assxgned to the "agent” of the transitive clanse and the case. assigned
to the possessor in a pﬁsscsswc construction. In Dyirbal, there is a homophony °
between the case assigned to the "agent” of a transitive clause, and the: instrumental
case (sce Dixon 1972, and Levin 1983). In addition, Dyirbal shows d:stmct case pat-
terning on first and second propominals.

-
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~ In (1) we see that relative case -up- is assigned both to the noun arnag 'woman' which
is the agent of the ﬁmﬁﬁve verb in (1a), and to the same noun when it is the pOSSessor
in g possessive cohstmction in (1b). This fact, combined with near identical agreement
morphdlo'gy on the transitive verb and the possessum, has given rise to some specula-
tion. The transitive verb in Eskimo, as mentioned above, always agrc?s with two ‘argu-
mems; the agent and the patient. In (1a) above, the verb taku-vaa contains the verb
" stem taku- followed by the morpheme -vaa which-indicates that the verb.'has a third

person singular agent ﬁx_ld a third person singular baticnt. The brc#kdown of this mor-

pheme into indicative mood marker and the two agreement markers will be discussed

in Chaptcr 5 scctions 4 'a'.nd 5. For the moment, lcl us examine these forms as a single

unit, in order to compare them with posscssnvcs In (2) 1 give a listing of. thc present

tcnse md:catwe forms of the Eskimo for the transmve verb taku- ' see wnh the excep-
tion of the dual forms, which I have omitted for sak‘c of convenience (sec Lowe (1985)
for a complete st of endings).” The vertical columns iﬁdicatc the person and number
of the‘ patient, and the horizontal columns indicate the person and number of the
-agent. Qur example in (1a) can be loca;tcd on the Singular/Singular chart by following
the third person patient column down tol the third person agent ‘cqlumn‘, .or vice-versa.

(2) a. Singular/Singular
<

-

PATIENT (Sing.) .
. / . .
1 : 2 . 3
1 - taku-vagit taku-vara
-A )
G . .
E 2 taku-varma ‘ - ~taku-vait
. .
T

3 taku—véanga - taku-vaatit taku-vaa
(Sing.) :




b. Plural/Singulaxr
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PATIENT (Sing.)

1 , T2 3

1 =77 taku-vaptigit taku-vagput
A - . :
G 2 taku-vapsinga - taku-vagsi -
E . -
N .
T 3 taku-vaannga  taku-vaatit taku-vaat
(PLl.) '

¢. Singular/Plural .

PATIENT (Pl.)

1 2 | 3
1 - taku-vapsi taku-vatka
2 taku-vaptigut - : taku-vatit

HZEeay

3 taku-vaatigut taku-vaasi taku-vai
(Sing.)

d

. Pluréi/?lural
PATIENT (PL.)
1 . 2 : 3

1 - taku—-vapsi taku-vavut
G 2 taku-vaptigut .- taku-vasi
E . '
N . .
T 3 taku-vaatigut +taku-vaasi taku-vai
(P1l.) : '
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As can be scen in these examples, there is some regularity in the affixes which make

up the agent/patient inflection following the stem. One of the first things to note is

that verbs, but ﬁol nouns, arc characterized by the presence of the indicative mood
marker -va(g)- following the verb stem of every example.4

When we examine the agréchcnt affixes of the po;scssivc construction, shown

in (3), we see that they closely rcsemﬁle those of the verb stem. In (3) the noun stems

are nasaq 'hat’ and-qimmiq ‘dog. —Tilt?_vcrtical columns indicate the person of the

possessor, while the horizontal columns indicate the -number of the. possessum. Note

~ the absence of any mood marker.

(3) a. Singular Possessor.

1 2 ' 3

nasa-ra- nasa-it nasa-a  (Sing.)
/ nasa-tka nasag-tit nasa-ix* (P1l.)Y

*This form is nasa-ngi in some dialects.

b. Plural Possessor : _ -

1 2 3 -

-
gimmig-put gimmig-si gimmi-ngat (Sing.)

gimmi-vut .gqimmi-si = qimmi-ngit (Pl.)

'

In (4) 1 provide a list for comparison of the verbs with third person patient, and pos-

sessives.
ﬁ

4 The final /q/ of this morpheme is sometimes ‘assimilated, and sometimes
deleted, according to the type of affix which follows it.

-
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(4) Possessives and Verbs With Third Person Patient

a) taku-va-ra ‘I see it’
nasa-ra ‘my hat"

b) taku-va-it ‘You see it’
nasa-it ‘your hat’

c¢) taku-va-a “‘he sees it’
Wasa-a 'his hat’

d) taku-va-tka ‘I see them’
T nasa-tka ‘'my hats’

e) taku-va-tit "You see them’ . N
nasag-tit ‘your hats’® .

f) taku-va-i 'He sees them’
nasa-i "his hats’

g) taku-va-vut ‘We see it’
* gimmig-put "Our dog’

h) taku-va-si ‘You(pl.) see it’
gimmig-si - “Your(pl.) dog’

i) taku-va-at = "The ee it’-
gimmi-ngat 'Théir dog’

j) taku-va-vut ‘We see them’
gimmi-vut ‘Our dogs’

k) taku-va-si ‘You(pl.) see them’
gimmi-si ‘Your(pl.) dogs’ -~

1) taku-va-i ‘They see them’
gimmi-ngit ‘Their dogs

The difficulty in making a comparison between transitives and possessives with obj;cps |
other than third person is no doubt related to cognitive considerations rather than lm-
guistic ones. A possessum is invariably third person, to the extent that the idea 'ﬁy
you' or 'his me’, etc. seems bizarre, to say the least. This does not mean that the exis-
tence of verb forms with first or second person object, such as rakuvagit ‘1 sce_you' are
counterexamples to an analysis that treats the possessive and the transitive construc-
tiﬁn as essentially the same. As we shall see in Chapter 5, forms with other thaﬂ third .

person object involve an additional aspect of predication.

s
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We will first examine how early grammariens of Eskimo viewed the similarit

‘between the possessive and the transitive construction. Of particular note are the

-

ideas of Hammerich {1951), who saw Eskimo gr.ammar‘as a system of nominal entities
which interacted either by means of apposition or d\:pcndcncy.‘5 Following this will be
a discussion of recent analyses which attemét to account for the transitive/possessive
facts without aésuming that verbs and nouns are the same catcéory in Eskimo.
Amongst these proposals, the clos;:st to the analysis argued in this thesis is that of
Woodbury. (1981) and (1985a), in which the idea of syhtactic dependency ﬁéuljc; promi-

nently.

4.3 " The History of the Nomi‘nalist Position
Samuel Kleinschmidt's Grammatik der gronlandischen spr&che '(1851)6 is fg‘cncrally

thought 16 be the first grammar of Eskimo in its own terms; that is to say, it is not

- 5 This type of approach, which is based on similarity 6f forn, is not without its
critics. Woodbury (1985a, 61-62) expresses coricern over the "veneravle tradition in
Eskimo linguistics” of treating nominals and verbs as similar. This tradition is 1o be
commended, according to Woodbury, for using the methodology of studying a language
in "its own terms”; however, its failing is that this study is limited to surface morpholo-
gy- Not only did early grammarians studying Eskimo .ignore “imporiant elements that
signal linguistic categories in conjunction with morphemes, such as intonation and syg-
tactic context,” but they held the belief that each "morpheme had one and only one
meaning, so that in effect morphemes and categories were the same thing." Woodbury
provides an alternative analysis based on functional criteria, which will be discussed in
Chapter 4, section' 5. Aronoff and Sridhar (1984) also criticizé those who consider
each morpheme to have a single isolable meaning which is copsistent in all contexts.

They argue that polysemy is widespread, even in languages which might be character-

ized as agglutinative. (Recall that Eskimo is usually classified as polysynthetic, i.e. the
word may have the complexity of a clause.}) Under this view, one might argue that
there is no reason to assume that just because the agreement markers of transitive
verbs are similar in form to those of the possessive agreement markers, they are neces-
sarily the same morphemes. Nor would the fact that both the possessor and the agent
of the transitive clause receive relative case hoid any significance.

6 This discussion of Kleinschmidt's ideas is brief due to my limited knowledge
of the German language, as well as my difficulty in reading the handwritten translation
by Cotter. -

7 Indeed, Kalmar (1979) reports that W.J. Samarin has credited Kleinschmidt
with a role i the beginning of the descriptive tradition in linguistics. Franz Boas
worked on Eskimo, and was therefore quite familiar with Kleinschmidt's approach to

-
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based on a Latin model of grammar.7 Kleinschmidt attributes case to i)oth nouns and
verbs, although his use of the word case r;:fers to the rclat.ionsﬁip of the category in the
* phrase, rather than a morphological marker. -

In brief, Kleinschmidt attributes what he calls casus rectus, or the case of inde-

pcndcncé,.to independent vc;b forms, such as the ihdicaﬁxe, the interrogative and thc
optative, and also to what he calls the praje;'t of the verb. The pr.oject. is ﬁ.nominative-
accusative notion of subject, that is either the agent of a transitive verb or the theme of
an inlransipive verb. Although both are in casus rectus, the.y' diff;:r in morphological‘
_case. The agent of the transitive verb.receives Subjective case, the same case a§signcd‘
to the possessor' while the theme of the intransiti.vc verb receives Objective case, the
same case as that assigned to the patxcm of the trans:twe verb, which is in casus’ver-
sus, or the inverted case. Other clements In Casus versus are the. possessum and the
transitive pamc:ple (whcrc it exists). Casus obliqguus is found on obhqqc arguments,
that is to say those noun _phrascs which do not agree with the verb, and éuborddnatc
verbs. It is not clear how much weight Kleinschmidt gave to the _tranSitivclpoSscssivc
parallels other than the fact that Subjective case is involved in both. He seemed more
concerned with the idea that both the possessum and the patient were subordinate in
some way.

In summary, Kleinschmidt seems to view the Eskimo language as morphologi-ﬁ-
cally ergative, with a syntax that ignored syntactic category.

-~ William Thalbitzer (1930) d_éscribes a system of syntactic dependency in Eski-
mo, which was influenced by the work of Otto Jespersen. He introduced the terms
absolutive and relative, to replace the terms objective and subjective of chix:schm.idt.
Thalbitzer reduces the syntactic/morphological dichotﬁmy of Kleinschmidt to a system
where there is a one-to-one mapping between syntactic relation’ and morphol\og'ical
case. .

. \ |
grammar. Woodbury (p.c.) says that Boas learned Eskimo grammar via Thalbitzer.
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According to Thalbitzer (1930, 324) the absolutive is “in a kind of statu absolu~
to0, ckclus.ivc and balanced like a ball". The absolutivc describes the h;un without a
case suffix, the possessum, a;nd the indicati;e verb, both intransitive and transilivc.-
The relative describes a dependency r'ciation.-lt is an adjunct, uﬁually found before the
W(;rd it- modifies. P'ossessofs, agents of tra'nsilivc clauses and subordinate \;crbs are in
relative case. One of Thalbitzer's main concermns was the signifi&mce ;)f the relative
case and the §grcemcnt __ma:kers'founci on the verbs and the néuns. He seems to havc'.
drawn the conclusion that possession was thc'kejf t;) the syntgx of Eskimo, as can be

seen from the following quote (Thalbitzer 1911, 1057):
The part played by .the possessive suffixes in the Eskxmo language
extends far beyond the use which our languages make of "possessive pro-
nouns.” The person suffixes of the Eskimo verbs prove to be identical

| with the possessive suffixes of the nouns (equivalent to MY, THY, HIS,

OUR, ctc.), which may be regarded as an cv:dcncc of the noun-
character of the verb. : .

¥

This emphasis on the semantics of possession, rather than on the formal identity of

possessives and verbs in Eskimo, led Thalbitzer to translate any instance of agreement

"as possessive, as shown by the trahslatio'n’tq the night of the exari;plcs in (5). In paren- -

theses I have giveﬁ provided a morphological breakdown in Thalbitzer's terms. The

English gloss follows the symbol = -

(5) Thalbitzer (1911, 1038)
a. tikipponga ‘my arrival’

(tikit- "arrive’, po- intr.indic., and
nga- ‘my’)
=1 arrived’

b. Peelip kapiwaanga 'Peele’s my-his-stab’
(Peele-rel, kapi- ‘stab’, wa- trans.indic.
a- "his’ nga ‘'my’) s

) r

= ‘Peele stabbed me’
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Aside from an overemphasis on the idea of possession, this approach does not explain

why the relative case is found on nouns which are possessors or agents, but not on

nouns involved in the intransitives construction. *If Eskimo verbs are all équivalent}o

nouns, why is it that the intransitive verbal noun cannot take an argumenf’in relative
case, as in (62) or (6b)? |

.

(6) a. *Jaani-up tikip-pugq — _ .
John-rel arrive-intr.indic.3sqg.

John s arrival’ : .

b. *Jaani-up tikip-pu(g)-a
John-rel. arrlve-lntr 1ndlc -possBsg

‘John’s arrival’

" ¢. Jaani-up nulia-nga -
) Johr~-rel. wife-poss3sg.

'John’s wife’ . | S

d. _Jaan:. up Ottawa tlklp pa-a
John—-rel Ottawa{abs) arr:l.ve—lndlc.-Bsg /3sqg.

"John arrxve@ at Ottawa

That agreemént on transitive and intransitive verbs is related to agreemclit on posses-
" sives seems clear. However, it is not sufficient to simply clair:; that all verbs are nouns.
It remains to provide a formal explanation of the distribution of case and agreement
markers. For instance, the ungrammaticality of the examples in (6;:) and (65)_ is tied in
witl-m the fact that an argument in relative case c@ot exist in the absence of a specific
form of agreement mafkcr, as shown By (6a), but that this agreémcnt marker cannot
a.ltach to the intransitive indicative mood, as shown in (6b). The agreéme;xt marker
which licenses the presence of an a:gqméut in relative case can only a'ttﬁch to either -
“ttue” nominals or to the L:;ansiﬁvc mood markers -v/pa(q) (and -jlra(q)), as shown by
(6¢) and (6d) respectively. This restriction must be the result of some as yet unexp-
lored property of Eskimo grammar. | ‘
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In summary, Thalbitzer's view of the Eskimo language is that it consists of a set
of nouns which enter into relations of apposition or dependency. The weakness of his

e —

approach is that his model is unable to predict' which combinations are possible, and
.which are not possible.
Louls Hammerich (1951), foliomng in the nommalxst tradmon, develops the

_idea of syntacnc relations even further. He divides the two cases descnbed by Thalb:t—

zer into fous cases. Where .Thalbltzer lumps the possessum w:th the absolulwe, .

Hammench p;ov:des a separate class called thc superordmatwe Relauve case-ls bro-l;

——

. ken down mto two types, subordmatwe and duplex 'I‘he latter refers to ltems wh:chh'

are both posscssed and possesmng These cases are mlended to aPPl)' cQually to nouns.

and verbs. N " . | ’. - Co T o ‘,'.;

: Al'l)solut-ive'case is found on ccnst‘itu_eutsof_ncmiu'al.._cla,uses andoumtrans:twc -,
verl;s, as in (7, ‘where 1 have pgc—)videc_j.r anruples' tﬁht are in-lended ;'t‘c;_represe;rit- -'
Hammerich's aualysis._ R R PR . L f

(7) a. una nanuqg- .
this(abs) bear(abs) -

_"This is a bear’

. b. nanuq tikip—puq
bear(abs) arrive(—abs)

‘The bear arrives :

" As pomted out m\Woodbury (19853), an 1mportant dxfference e:usts between these two

types of clauses, that is, what serves as a predxcate in a nonunai clause cannot occur T

-alone in a sentence, while the'predxcate of an intransitive clause can, asur(S_)
¢8) a. *[nanuglg ‘It is a bear’
b. [tiki-puqls ’He arrives’

This difference will be explained in Chapter 5, section 5.

/) A
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The superordinative case exists where there is an imj:;lied argument in the sub-
ordinative. With the third person, there may or may not be an accompanying subordi-

native in relative case, as in (92 and b), while in first and second person the subordi-

nate is afﬁxed to the superordmatwe, as in (9c) and .(9d). The parentheses mchcate.

‘
that the argument is optional. o

" {9) -a. (Jaani-up) nasaa
~ (John-subord.) hat-superord.

‘John’s . hat’ or ’hig_ hat’

15. (Jaani—up) takuvaa - . e _ '
(John—subord ) see—superord '

'Uohn saw 1t or "He saw it _

c. nasa-ra S ‘
hat-superord —subord

‘my hat

-~ d. takuva-ra
' _smght-superord -subord.

I see it’
Although both nouns and verbs may be found in absolutwe and superordmauve case,

" the subordmanve case chffers in that zt is the on!y one in which there is no parallel

amongst the verbal categones The subordinative case compnses those no:mnals wtuch
N

- are elther the possessor or are the subgect of ’ t.ransmve elause, i.e. are in relanve

'case. Hammench suggests that the pure subordmatxon of this case does not go w1th‘_'

verbs because the verbs or, as he calls them, verbal nouns, xmply the predicate of exis- -

tence. In the a.nalysm to be presemed in Chapter 5, this’ tra.ns!ates as a restriction on

verbal nouns, which become pred:cates by movement mto the sentennal category 1.

1

from servmg as sub]ccts to other pred:cates. - ‘ . ‘ o
Hammench hke Thalbitzer, cons:dered the possesswe agreement markers'

‘found on nouns and verbal noims to be the same set of morphemes. Unike Thalbitzer,

N
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he did not place as much emphasis on the idea of possession. Hammerich was more
concerned with the characterization of formal relations between elements. It will be
shown in Chapter Slthat formal identity does not imply semantic idc;xﬁt); At first, this
might seem to go against a morphologically oriented approach; howcvcr, it vnll be

argued that thc semantic differences between possessives and verbal nouns derive, nol

from the agreement markers, but from the nature, of the elements to which e agree-

-

”~

ment markers are attached. Agrccment markers ‘are more or lcss scmanncally neutral
This approach is 1mphcn in Hammench s work, whlch has as ns mam focus syntact:c
relations.

The matrix transitive clause for Hammcricﬁ is composed of a ‘subt;rdint_niyé: .ap
absolutive ‘and a superordinative. On -p' 21 he offers a iiicral trans;lation of the sen-
tence piniartup mmoq rakuvaa "The hunter sees the bear’ the followmg Of (or for or
with) the hunter the bcar is in 31ght A final group which Hammerich describes as’sub-
ordinative are the. case-marked -oblique arguments since almost all the. oblique'casc'
ending begin with /m/, a variant of /p/..

His fourth syntactic .case that caﬁ be found on both nouns a:d verbs is the
duplex case. This is found on nouns cither when the nominal is both a possessum and a
possessor, as in (10a), or when the thc msscssum is the agcnt of a transnwc construc-
ticn, as in (10b). The duplex case is found on verbs when the clause is adverbial with

respect to a main clause, as in (10c).



(10) a. anaana-ma gimmi-nga

mother-dupl 1sg. dog-poss. 3sg

‘my mother s dog’

k.- anaana-ma nutaraq kun:.—gaa |
'mother—dupl 1sg. child( abs)

' leS“part 3sg /336

My mother kJ.ssed the child’

c. quv:.asuk—tunga .anl-ga—ma

- "I am happy because I left’

-2
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happy-part.lsg. go out—because—sub 1sg._ :

As can be seen in (10), the agrecment markers on the nominal forms are Lhe same as

those found’ on the adverbial verb forms. - A pamal hstmg of the duplex agrce‘ment for

both the possessive nominals and gnd the adverbial intransitive verbs is given in (11).

Duplex.

(11) Sing. Nouns
1st . ma o
2nd vit -

« 3rd ata. .
4th mi

A ]

lst pl. pta

2nd pl. psi'

- N
" 3rd pl. atta

A

© 4th pl. mik

This similarity will be discussed further in Chapter 6, section 2.

¢

. .

Duplex’

Intransitive Verbs

-ma

vit

ngmat

mi

pta
psi |
ngmat

mik

[ =

“According to Hammerich, a phrase like arnavia igdliua ‘our mother's hut’ is lit-

-

crally ‘mother's-us- the hut'.8 One difference, for Hammerich, between duplex nouns

and duplex verbs is that the latter have an abstract superordinate, i.e. there is no Iexi-

cal element which the duplex verb is subordinate to. He also views the subject of the -

8 This is supported i:y the fact that it contains the labial element of the relative.

" A
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-

.-

-

.

-

h vcrb is no Tonger in the relative (snbortﬁnatc) case.? 4 :- o~

¢ Y oY
duplex verb to be the subordmatc to the duplcx verb, wluch is Ixts supcrordmatc. The

dupicx verb is thu$ subordinate toan abstract superordmatc and supcrordmalc toa

subordmate. The problcm thh this, account .'IS that the sub]cct of thc duplex mtransmvc

v

The last pro_ponent of the nominalist posmon to be 'Eli'_s_cusscc—:l_hcrg is S;huhz-

. -

Lorentzen (1945), whose opinion as to how the tra@siiii;e clause is.constructed is made

.

“ clear by the literal transiation \'vhi'c'h he gives of this sentence contaihing a transitive:

* verb: qmgmzp meeraq kiivaa [dog-rcl chlld(abs) b1tc-md:c.3sg lBsg ] cnher 'The chnld-‘ A

the dog s bmen or "I'he child i is bmen by the dog T ] I

In gcncral the feclmg amongst t.h.e first grammanans of the Eskxmo language

was that nouns and verbs did niot differ formally in category, and that both cntctcd into

smnlar syntacnc relat:onsh:ps The rescmblance between thc transitive and the p0sscs- '
-sive construction was thought. by Thalbltzer, Hamrncnch and -Schuhz-lnrcntzen o

result from the fact that the transitive clanse contdins a possessed verbal noun. 'I'h'e"

multitudé of types of literal translation of the transitive clause indicates that there was

-

some dégree of uncertainty .as to how the parts-went tdgethcg'.
"~ Amongst linguists working on Eskimo today, especially those working on.Cana-
dian dialects, there is still a tradition of considering the transitive clause to be com-

posed alorig the lines of the~nominalist tradition.” For cxamplé: Schneider (1976}, Hof-

mann (1978), and Lowe (1985) all analyse the transitive clause in a manner which is

formally,‘idcnti::al with the possessive (although Schneider does not consider vetbs to
be verbal nouns). That this apf)roacﬁ is not the result of theoretical uniformity is
shown by the fact that Schneider’s work is descriptive, Hofmann's is within his own

‘math-inspired framework, and Lowe's is within the Guillaumiste tradition of r;sychomé-
-

-

chanique.

9 But -th.c *agent” of the duplex transitive verb is.

1y

gy



44 The Sentenhal Possesswe Analm

e

.  .o man-pl dog 3p1poss. S U

- R The men S dog

The next group of lmguxsts I will dxscuss are t.b.rec who, rathcr than conszdenng verbs :

) bc nommal in naturc, took the opposnc \ncw t.hat possesswcs are sentenual or ver-.

sum ina posscsswe constmcnon contams afﬁxes Wthh agrce wlth thc pcrson and pum- .

bcrof thc 'possessor, as wcll as thc posscssu'm, as in (12) b

.(12)“ a. Jaan:.—up nasa-a -

... b.. Jaani-up nasa—; T
John—rel'- hat—BSgposspl e s E

‘John's: ‘hats” - ;" LT e

N

'bal ‘in nature. 'I‘ms perspccnvc is pcrhaps most supportcd by the facl that the posses- ‘

~John-rel. hat-35gposs. ' . Cor

John s hat e - T

'c.'angut:. it qimm:.ng at . - .- :

> : * " 4. anguti-it q:.rnrrt:.ng e X
R -Aman‘Pl dog-3plposspl . T

'- e '. " The. men s dogs ' i

One could say that thc possesswc constructlon in Eskxmo appears on thé surfacc to be ‘
more vcrbal than the Enghsh possesswe where no agrcemmt e:usts. Even though thc- '

possesch rcscmblcs a verb, it does not "behave.like one, as 1s evidenced by its mablhty'

(13) .é. *[John s dog]s o . c
.. *IJaanl-up q:.mm:. alg . . B
John-rel. dog—possBsg. R

John S dog

-

|. - . -

As will be seen, some vcrs:ons of the scntcnnal analysm of posscssves do not prcchct

the ung:ammaucanf&‘ o.f(13b) .

e

- to ﬁfn{:uQn as the main element of a clause, and in this respect,.E.slamo 1s hke_,Enghsh,' '
: as in (13). -
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The first proponT:nt of the s_gptcntia_l possessive aj;proach is Mey (1969). _Mcy )

criticizes the analysxs of Hammench wherc verbs are cons:dcred lo havc the synlacuc :

calegory noun; as madequate, due to thc lack of formal syntacnc ] entatwn

Hammcn,ch's views were based pnmanly on morphologlcal data Mey says (p 50)

that, without syntacnc Just_lﬁgauo_h,_ the,.ad_cnmy theory is anmtgrestmg, but neccssanlyr._.._ T

non-testabie Hypothcéis"’ At this point, 'I must"cdrhmenl' that lac’l:- of-» s&ﬁta\c't'ic zlrgu-

mentation is not in 1tself e\ndcnce against a- pamcular hypothesxs, nor is there'actually -

S

such a lack m Hammcnch's work Nonetheless Mey re]ects the nommahst posmon in

PR

order tS pursue a sentennal analys:s ot' Eslcuﬁo possesswes wnhm the framcwork of
Transformanonal Gcncratwe Grammar 10 { Under his analys.ls, both thc tran'smve and -'

the possesswe construcnon consist of a scmcncc contammg a SllbjCCl and a VP govcrn-

ing a direct object The subjcct is ext.hcr the agent or’ thc posscssor and the objcci 1s’-‘_. o

either the pat:ent or the possessum. The mam dlffcrence bc;wcen the transmvc and thc. )

posqesswc c'bnstrucnon is that, in thc laner lhe V nodc docs not conlam a mood suf-

ﬁx or what in recent torms tmghl bc called INFL Wherc no mood sufﬁx ex:sts .
(-modalis), -the V no dcletes and thc agrecmem featurcs wlnch would ordxnanly .

attach to the verb attach to the direct ob]qct thc posscssum A dcplcnon of MeYs -

analysis is gwen m (14). = . : o . . "‘" N
(14) i s’ k
. / N\ ~ )
/- \ . .
/ \ . '-f__“."
N vP B
rel. / N\

agent NP V- o
possessor” (abs) +/-modalis -
‘patient - ..

. N , Lok

L . -

10 Mcy Is appare:ntly usmg some version of the Aspccls model of Chomsky

<'"

(1965)

‘possessum 7 . o 7
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This account bears sorme resemb!ance to t'he one argued in this thesis, in that pa'n of -
the similarity between the transmve and the bossess:ve construct:on 1s thought to result
from the fact that both the agent and the- possessor are‘ sub]ects The two accounts dlf-
fer as 10 whal lhey are thoughl to bc subJect of Eor Mey, they are sub]ect of a VP
whxle in th:s thests n w:ll be argued that they are sub]ect of an NP For Mey, the - .

pauent and the possessum are governed thhm VP whlle n thxs thesm, it is argued that

’

the paucnt of a transmve clause is the subject of a predxcat:on contammg a verbal- L

-~

- noun wh:ch corresponds to the possessurn qu’s account does not address the ques-':' _

. tion -of why the subjects of mtranfinve clauses receive the same case as patxents of -

transmve clauses, Wthh xs explalned under the absolunve as sub;ect approach .
Although Mey clearly sees the connecuon between the presence of the mood marker,

and the ability of a- category to be cTausal he does not elaborate on this cruclal d:ffer-‘-

b-

L ~ence. He does not gtve a tree dlagram of the final output "of his t.mnsformabonal I'IIICS“ :

however, it seems clear that the/ hlghest category would su!.l be S, and he wou]d there-.-
: fore mcorrectly pred:ct the grammatlcahty of a possesswe .con-strucuon as a clause, as

in (13b) Mey would not be. able to argue that the mood affix must always be present

for a clause to e:ust since nommal clauses are qmte common in Eskimo, as in (15) |

(.15) Jaam J.llm.aq,tlts:.jr-ga .
* : John(abs) teacher-my-' <

Jehn is my teacher
The examplc in (15) contmns only normnals There is no mood affix. Were the argu-
menit in relative case in the possesswe construction really the —sub,ect of S, we would
. expect that it and it's possessum VP (rninus the mood marker and the verb) should
-constitute a legitimate clause in Eskimo. That this is not possible is shown by the
ungrammatwahty of (13b), which otbemse might have been expected to mean some-

thing like ‘John has a dog’ or 'Thls is John's dog'.

’ ’ -
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The next linguist to teke up the possessive as sentence 'approach was Rischel
(1971), again Wllhll:l a Transformanonal Generanvc Grammar model Rischel assumes

that a Sct of umversal categones ex:sts whlch are (p. 225) "abstracr synracnc (semanuc)

.ﬁmcnons Accord’ingly, since in Eskimo thcrc isa scmanuc d:stmcnon between acnons

and ob]ccts, the category Verb must’ cx:st contrary to t.hc nommahst posmon, "no mat-

ter how noun-hke it may seem in appcarance (p 225-226) Hc argtres furthex that

-even when verbs are normnahzed they are. still csscntlally verbs. Hc seems to rcgard- |

the fact that they are synlacncaliy nouns as 1rrelevant and it is the syntacnc form-

wh:ch 1s the cssentxal claim of. the nommahst posmon S ,

He states that even though the more uatural mterpretanon of Hammench' ~

-

theory in Transformanonal Grammar would bc that a transmvc clause contams a nom—_ ‘
-, inal consmucnt consxsnng of an argurncnt in relanve case and a vcrbal noun, as m e

‘(163), the neccssny of d:stmgmshmg bctween nouns and verbs forces us 1o changc it

mstead to one where they form a VP consmncm as in (16b)

W

(16) o
: a. ] ' .
/N T
/ \ ‘ :
/o \ ’
. NP NP " ,
/N '
N N N
abs.  rel. verbal noun
b. S
- AN .
/N -
/N
/ \
NP VP
™
6 7N\
. N NP v o
abs. | verb
N .
rel.

-
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Subsequently, he rejects the VP node for iack of evidence. The elimination of the node

VP necessitates a representation which encodes the distinction between subject and

-objcct without the 'Usé of dominancc- relations. This is ‘done by'idcmi.fying the subject
-of a lransmvc clausc as thc argument whlch is.preceded by another argument. His pro-,
_ poscd ordcr is thcrefore OSV as in (17). “This contrasts w:th thc SOV order of Mcy
(1969). | | |
(17) T s

NPl NP2 v

NP2 = subject because it is preceded by another NP

- Rischel’ d:sagrccs with Mcy on the nature of the possesswc construcnon Rccall that

Mcys argument- was that thc possessive construction results from lhc deletion of an,
abstract verb with subscqucm movement of that verb’s agreement features to the direct
object. Rischel’s arguments against this analysis are that a) there is no evidence of a

VP node in possessives, b) the transformation that moves the agreement from the

deleted verb to the object is complicated, and c) there is no possible verb that could fil!

the V slot in the possessive construction. The last cn'Eicism refers to the- fact that,
although constructions exist in which there is a verbal affix that apparently attaches to
a direct object, these constructions have intransitive agreement morphology, wiﬁlc the
possessive construction has agreement morphology whi‘ch resembles the transitive verb.
Compare (18a), which is an example of such an "incorporating” verbal affix ('-c:}e.:.t;)l‘1
with the possessive construction {(18b). Rischel’s proposal is that possessive coastruc-
tions most closely paralle! incorporating.constructions with both a free and an incorpo-
rating object, such as the example in (18c), which contains the "incorporating” affix
-gi-.

11 A common view of incorporation is the idea that, after syntactic structure is

generated, certain elements of the structure move inside the lexical category of another
~ element. See Sadock (1980) and (1985), and Baker (1985).

-



(18) a. angut qimmi*-qaq—puq :
" man(abs) dog-—have-lndlc 3sg.

.The man has a dog’

."

b. anguti-up gimmi-nga = = *
man-rel. dog-poss3sg.

‘The man’s dog’

. Cc. Miuri-up Jaani irni- rl—jaa L
Mary-rel. John(abs) son-relate- L T
part.3sqg. /3$g :

"Mary has John as a son’

-

"The CQnstr;lction in (18c) has both 'an mcorporatcd" objer':t 'son’, and a "ﬁ:cc"' objcct- .

'John'. The latter accounts for the trans:twc agrccmcnl Rischel proposcs that posses-'
sive construcnons derive from sentenccs similar to thosc from whlch cxamplcs lxkc
. (18c) are derived. Thus, uniike Mcy, who has the features of the wcrb move onto t‘ﬁ% :
 direct object, Rischel has the object move. undér‘fhe node V. His derived structure for’
the. possesswc noun phrase in {(18b) would bc (19a), and for the mcorporanng cxamplc
in (18c) would be (19b), based on Rlshel (1om, fig 9 and 7?spcctwcly)

(19) a. NP

¢

g AN

N /1N
(xi) / N\
NP NP "\
| « vp
(Xi) Jaaniup /\
: \
N Vo
gimmi- -nga
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| NP NP~ VP-
.. N N/ N\

Jaani Miuriup NV
" irni- ri-jaa

The structure in (19b) is t'hc inr.crmcdiary stage of the derivation. Beforc surface struc- '

ture, the two NPs must change position, and the nodc V must rcplace the node VP .

when affix and the object combine. The sentence will thcn conform to the structure of ~

the sentence given in (17) |

According to (19a), example (18b) is rcally 'X1 such- that John has Xi as a
dog'. In other words, it is a r:lauv: claus’e_ with an mcorporated clcment‘m the_abstract
V of the complement S. Notice thél if the feiative_ clause structure could be made
obl:gatory, this would predzct the ungramnﬁtxcahty of the sentence (13b) above, a
clause containing just an argumem in relative case and a msscsscd NP. The ungram-.
maticality could be said to result fromr the fact that possessives are dominated by the.
node NP. However, this seems difficult to motivate. Why should structures as the S in
(19) occur only as complcmcnts to an NP? |

All in all, this is a very complex structurc Conmder also the following. Rischel
does not provxde an explanation of the base structure of constructions such as (19b).

This would seem crucial because it is not clear from what. position the incorporated

object comes. He implies (p. 235) that it originates from a possessive construction.

He also does not give the base structure for the possessive example (19a). Since this

example is meant to parallel the incorporating example, this suggests that the posses-
sive construction is base generated as a relative clause with a subordinate sentence

containing a possessive construction as one of it's constituents. Part of this possessive
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construction is then incorporated into an abstract V. Unless the posiiion of the incor-
porated element can be explained, this analysis might be construed as infinitely recur-

sive.

The second criticism of this- analys:s concerns the alleged srmxlanty betwecn

incorporated and possesswe construcuons One ot‘ t.he pnmary charactensncs of incor-

. porated NPs is that they are. mdefimte in reference $0 (18c) does not mean 'Mary has

John as the son'. Yet one of t.he pnmary charactensucs of possesswe NPs is that lhey '

are deﬁmte in reference In fact the pnnc:pal reason for the deﬁmteness of such an NP

is that it is possessed 'I‘hus John s hat does not mean 'some hat' but ’that pamcular

hat of John’s' Of course, the defimteness in reference may be atmbuted to the relatwe'"

structure in (19), but again it seems- an addlt_lon whose only pu:pose is to account for a

the properties which the sentential account cannot handle.

A final point is the existence of nominal clauses, such as (20).

(20) Miuri Jaani-up anaana-~a
‘Marylabs) John-rel mother-pc-s3sg.

"Mary is John’s mother’

This type of clause, which consists of a nominal and a possessed nommai must be dom-

inated by the node S. It should be related to the structure given in (19a) It is mysten-'

. ous then why (13b), which consists of a subject and a verb contmning an incorporated
¢

nominal, cannot form a clause on its owii, but it can form the predicate of a clause, as
in (20).

The last proposal that considers the possessive to be sentential to be discussed

is that of Kalmar (1979). Kalmar’s analysis is similar to Rischel's in that he assumes -

that the possessum forms part of the verb. In fact he assumes that it is the verb, that
is, that the possessum is a predicate. Under this view, the phrase Jaaniup nasaa is
something like "The X such that John hats it’, where hat is the predicate, John the

agent, and x the patient. This approach somewhat resembles the analysis to be argued

}
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in this thesis. Like Kalmar, I propose that the possessive construction contains a predi- .
cate, but my analys:s dlffers from that of Kalmar in that I make a chsnncuon between
the syntacuc process of prcchcahon and the clcmcnts that are mvolved in this proccss :

By not makmg such a distinction, Kalmar is lcd lo\concludc that the [possessum in Esk-

" . imo is a verb, hence the <laim that the posscssor is the agent He clanns that only

‘ posscssums are pred:cates, in contrast to Bach (1968), from whom thc 1dea ongmalcd
‘that ali no‘uns dcnve from prcdlcalcs. Morcovcr, Kalmar prcmdcs no explananon of
how it is that a non-prcdlcatc whlch I assume he would consxdcr to be the bas:s of the

| posscssum, becomes a prcdlcalc 1214 addmon, as Kalmar reasons {p. 48):."If posses- -
sums are prcdxcales then possessive conslrucuons are clauses”. Th:s statement clearly
predicts that a sentence like (13b), which contains z; subject and a "verb” should be
grammatical, but it i§ not. A pc.rhaps minor point is tl"tflt Kalmar's anily_sis does not
explain why it is that o'nl;-lTle 'E_s‘l;:imo language can havc the possessum as a predicaté.
Why is it that English, for example, does not also have &posscssivc construction £hat
looks like the traﬁsilivc clause, something like John hat? In the analysis proposed in |
this thesis, this difference between the two types of languages results frqm the claim -
that Eskimo does not have the syntactic category V. Under this view, 1t is not posses-
sives that'r_-cscmblc clauses, but clauses that resemble possessives. That clauses resem-
ble possc:ééivcs results from the, fact that the only mcan$ of linking two arguments to
the same clement, that is to say to make a transiti\.fe construction, is by means of pred-
ication along the lines found in the possessive construction. The Engl.isi: langunage,

which has the syntactic category V, has an alternative means of transitivizing the verb,

i.e. case assignment under government.

-

12 Woodbury (1981) interprets Kalmar (1979) as claiming that all nouns are
verbs, but my impression is that he adopts this claim only for the possessum.

13 Woodbury (1981, 199) states that; from a morphosyntacuc perspective, “th
inflection of noun bases is if anything even less reduceable to the inflection of verb bas-
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In summary, the analysis of the possessive construction as clausal is not ohly

mtumvely unappealmg,l:” but has been shown to be mcorrect Aas a result of empmcal

pred:cnons (ex’ample 13b) 'I‘he nommahst posmon does not have any problem wnlh

'examples such as (13b) since the bas:s of it's clmm is that clauses’ are built. up of cer-

, tam nommal consntuents (13b) would sxmply be explamed as .an mcomplete cIause

The sentennal possesswe analyses must posit e:ther some sort of abstract verb or the -
possessum 1tself must be uregarded as verbal in nature (a mystenous t'act) As.- wxll be

seen in Chapter 5, the*f!ommahst posmon does not need 10 posit abstract consn.tuents

In: addmon, the sumlanty between the transmve clause and the possesswe construcuon

Cis explamed by the simple assumpuon that Esklmo lacks the syntactic category V.

-

N

4.5 - Woodbury' s Functional An;al;g_s

~

In a category of its own is the final analysxs to be discussed here, regardmg the - |

—_——

transnwe/possessxve question. The work. on Yupik Eskimo by Woodbury (1981) and
(1985a) is a revealmg study of phrasal categories in Esklmo from a functxonal view-
point. Woodbury divides the syntactic categories of Eskimo into snnplex NP, complex
NP, participle construction ?and what le terms inflected verb plus ad]uncts the latter
referring, to the indicative clause He provides examples of how each structure func-
tions. In the following description of Woodbury's findings, I will give examples in Inuk-
titut, as hxs observations apply equally in all Eskimo dialects.

The first structure discussed by Woodbury is the simplex NP. This may be com-

posed manmally of a dcmonstranve, a possessor and a head noun, as in (21).

es than is reduction in the opposite direction.”
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(21) a. una Jaani-up irni-nga "ani-juq'
~ this(abs) John*rel.'sonfposs3sg.
_._go- out.-part 3sg.. : T AR

' This ‘son. ‘of John" s went out

1 - : . -

b. un nutaraq an:l.-juq LT o
.-‘thls(abs) child(abs) go out-part 35‘9"’

e Thls chlld went out

-5 'M:Lur:.—up 1rn1—nga an:.—]uq T S
.. Mary-rel.. son-poss3sg go out—part 33g._ )

- e R “Mary*s son .went out e SR IR

'd.-una ani- Juq B S e T -
~ th:l.s(abs) go out—part 35g. P e T

This one. Went out S B R L

e, arnaq ani juq o :
-womancabs) go out part 3sg

The woman went out’

| -Woodbury states that simplex NPs'm‘ust always funcuon as.noun phrases, and ncvcr as
clauscs 14 The simplex NP gets assxgned case according to its relation to the vcrb '

Thc sccond structure that Woodbury d:scusscs is the complex NP, wlnch con-

;isis of a simplex NP foIlowed by cuhcr an adjectival phr?se, ora possessive p}'xrasc.

A éomplc;c NP may function either as a nominal, as in (22), or a nominal clause, as in

(23)-
A

. r‘ '

14 woodbury (p.c. ) says that one hears in Yupik utterances w1th the structure
[N una}, usually with the meaning 'Suprise! it was __'. They are not accepted by speak-
ers as grammatical utterances. My language consultant accepted utterances consisting
of a demonstrative and a nominal, e.3. una nutarag "This is a boy, only if the context -
were that of a listing of elements and properties.(as in English). See Chapter 5.5.3.1 -
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(22) a. [arnaq ilinniagtitsiji-tsiaqly tuqu-jug
' woman(abs) teacher—good die-part.3sg.

The woman who is a good ‘teacher dled
b IJaanl Saali-up irning-aly ani-jug
, ,  John(abs) Sally-rel. son—possBsg
- - ~go. out—part 3sg.
‘Johin. Sally s son went out - T

(-23_')'a [Jaan1 J.llnnlaqtltsz.jl-ts:.aq]s
' John(abs) teacher—-good

'J‘ohn' is. a ‘good -teacher"-

[Jaani Saali-up irning-als- . : T
John(abs) Sally-rel son-= possBsg )

-John. is Sally s son S .' : -
L Woodbury shows that when a comp]cx NP funcuons as a nomlnal it ¥ assigned casc.'
- When the complex NP functions as-a clause it has absoluuvc casc, allhough Wdodbury

mtcrprcts absolquc case in this instance as lack of case.

Woodbury dlscusscs the ' distinctions between nominal clauses ﬁnd_ inflected |
clauses. Nominal clauses cannot be subordinate clauses, since they lack a mood mark-
_er. Nominal clauses, such as those in (23), can pe)copuastcd with their inflected count-
crparts' in (24), which contain the predicate morphemes -u- 'be’, and -gi- 'relate’ /r?spcc-
tively. - .

~

(24) a. arnaq ilinniagtitsiji-tsa-u-juq
‘ woman({abs) teacher-good-be-part.3sg.

‘The woman is-a good teacher’

b. Saali-up Jaani irni-ri-jaa
Sally-rel. John son—relate-part 3sg. /3$g

‘Sally has John as a son’
According to Woodbury, one part of the fominal clause in (23a) corrcsponds‘t? the
subject of the intransitivé verb in (24a). The first part of the nominal clause in (23b)
becomes the obje& of the transitive verb in (24b). Likewise the posessor becomes the

-
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transitive subject. The order of the absolutive and the relative case marked _argumcn'ts, .

L
-

in (24b) is thc opposite of that in (..3b) 7 _ R

Thcrc is one'?inal dlffcrcncc between nommal clauscs, such as (23b), a.nd thcu'

-

. \ inflected countcraans,- such as (24b), which is not mcnnoncd by Woodbury. This is
that nominal clauses cannot express first or second pex;son subjects, as shown in (25).

Note. that ﬁrst or second pcrson must be expressed through sufﬁxatzon of agreement
-~ .

- . -~ markers. = . S - . \ 
(25) a. *Jaani-up anaana-a-nga
- John-rel. mot;her-poss&}sg.—lsg.

& - oL v
. "I"am John's nmother’

e

b. Jaanl up anaana-gi-jaanga
_ John—rel mother*relate—part 359‘ /lsg

A

*John has me as a mother’

. Jaani ataaia-ga
John(abs) father-1lsg.

0

"John is my father’

Only, with the use of the verbal affix -gi-, as in (25b), is it pé)ssible to express the

mcar‘ling wl.x‘cre grsl or second person is equivalent to the possessum. There is no prob-

lem where first or second person is the possessor, as shown in 25¢).

" . - The next structure that Woodbury discusses is that of the participle. Both
' -intr_an§itiv.e and transitive participle’ constructions may function either as nominals, as

i in (26)“, or as full clauses, as in (27). .. v

{26) a. nutaraqg aanniag-tuq sinik-tug Ep
: chlld(abs) 51ck-part 35g sleep— part 3sg.

"The Chlld who is s::.ck is sleeping’

. ‘b. nutaraq anguti-up. kuni—-gaa sinik-tug
. . -child(abs) man-rel. kiss- part 3sg9./3s9.
sleep part. 359.

-

° 'The chrld t.hat the man klssed is sleeping‘

N ) I : . ‘\ a -
Lo
- . . . G - . . Y
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(27) a. nutaraqg aanniag-tug
child(abs) sick-part.3sg.

L ‘The child is sick!

_ B - T angutl-up nutaraq kuni-gaa )
ool ’ man- rel child kiss-part.3sg. /3sg.

The man klssed the Chlld'

When the participle functions as a nominal, it a)’is assigned case, b) cannot agree with-

an absolutive. argument in first or second person, and ¢) has OSV order- in_ the tran-

- -

sitive form. When the participle functions as a clause, it a) is not assigned case, b) can
agree with first or second person. absolutwe argumcnts and c) has SOV order in the

-

transitive form Woodbury argues that when participle constructions function as clausc,
they ‘more closcly resemble mﬂected clauses than nominal clauses As menuoncd in

section 3, a mgjor distinction betweeen the two classes is that, wh:le the pm'le ofa.

Id

participle construction can function as a sentence on its own, as in (28a), the predicate
of a nominal clause cannot, as shown in (28b). . . o

. (28) a. [*Jaani-up irni-ngalg
. John-rel. son-poss3sg.

‘He is John's son’

~ b. [Jaani-up irni-ri-jaalg N
John-rel. son-~relate-part.3sg./3sg.

/,/ "John has him as a son’

1Y

- Woodbury comﬁares the structure of the participle as nominal with the structure of the
participle as clause as follows. The participle suffix on'the nominal produces an adjec-
tive, while the participle structure on the clause functions as a mood marker. The

structure of the twognctions is as in (29), based on Woodbury (1985a, figure 1)°
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629) Nominal™ . - o élausé
‘NP , 'S part. - | S
I\ . -‘ZI\ L S
AR A N
NP AP . NP NP VP . e
abs A N rel abs /\
/N -/ N
. { NP A" - " v + par‘t',
rel /\ _ ‘ .
/ \ ‘
Vo part.

As Woodbury pomts out, the main d:fference between the two 'structures is lhat when

" - the pammple funcuons asa normnal the absoluuve NP is not governedls by the con-

sntuent containing the parucxple (AP), wlule when the pamc:ple construcuon funcnons
as a clause the absolutive NP is- governed by the consmuent contau:ung the partkmple _
(S part.). He assumes that the clause 1; dxstmcuvely a pamclple clause, S0 that thls o
fcature is present at the h;ghest node Othenwsc, we would be forced to compare AP
and VP, rather than AP and S part. | ‘

‘Waodbury has clearly outlined signiﬁcant c‘brrespenden’ces between noun
phrase, nominal clause, and inﬂected clause in Esldmo.‘ In conlrast to the nogninalist
position, which views the inflected clause as being-buill up from nominal expressions,
Weodbury considers the close noun phrase/clause parzllels to be the result of historical
convergerlce. He suggests bbtl'l that clause-like elements were extended to the nominal
fuﬂc‘tion, and that noun-like elements were extended to the clause function. He
acknowledges that s'uch an ‘a'ccoun.I does not explain why such convergences should
occur in the first place. It will be argued in Chapter 5 that there is a uni-direcﬁonelity.
in Eskimo, extending from the noun upwards, and that this can be explained bf; the
fact that Eskimo lacks the category V. In other words, inflected clauses do not resem- ‘
ble nominal constructions because clause morphology was #¥tended to lic;minal fune-
tion, but because nominal morpllology is inyclved in the formation of the clause. I mllst g -

15 I assume Woodbury uses the term govern in its tradmonal meaning, since no
definition is provided. : :

-

r »




o _ o 75
- emphasize that, even though'the analysis to be proposed is based upon the nominalist
position of Thalbitzer .and Hammerich, it draws heavily from the careful dcscﬁption

- and insights of Woodbl.irys work.. : -

4.6 Su .mag - .
In this chapter we have%ﬁt there eiist_s a pé’ralicl between the possessive con-
struction and the transitive clause in Eskimo. The no’mina_lislt .posﬁign is de_ﬁnqd as the _.
és'sun;ption that verbal gategories'do not exist in Eskimo and that the "VP" constituent |
of the transitiv;: clause is-a poéscssivc constructio.n-, thus explaining the ‘:Inohrpho'lqgical _
similarities between the t_\njro-.constmction types.1o - : . Lo
We have reviewed the accounts that lreal'cd the possessive coﬁstm;:ﬁdn.aé clau-" .
sal in_grigin‘, and have seen that they are unwicldy axlld cannot predict the ungrammétif ‘
cality of possessivés as clauses. Finally, fhe work c;f-'Woodbury (1981) and. (19852) has -
dcmonstrated the continuum of predilc.ation from the noun phra’sc to the clause, which
will serve as the basis of a formal analysis of the nominalist position to be prcécntcd in
the Chapter 5. 1will begin with an account of lexical categories in Eskimo, and con-
tinue on to provide an analysis of the transitife verb as a verbal noun coniaiqmg a ref-
erential affix. This affix serves to make the: verbal noun transitive, since its referential-
ity contrasts with the argu;llcnt it is prcdicatcd‘ upon, just as the r.eferentiality‘ of 2
regular noun contrasts with another in a possessive c;nsu'uction.,ll is this process
which I term inter-referential predication, that is thqesse'hce of transitivity inEskimb,
and explains. the transitive/possessive pafzillels. ‘The presentation. will be within the _
_framcworl_c of the Government and Bugdmg theory of Chomsky (1981, 19ééa and
. :

1986b) as dcscribcdj:n the Introduction.

- ’

16 Although Kleinschmidt held the view that there was no categorial distinction
in Eskimo, he did not view the transitive clanse as possessive, and therefore caanof be
classed as a proponent, of the nominalist position.
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The analysis proposed in this thesis obviates the question of whether to consider
Eskimo to be a syntactically or morphologically ergative [anguage, since the solution

lies not in the claim that Eskimo assigns case to subject on the basis of transitivity, nor

_on the claim that some languages assign agent roles to direct object position. In fact

this proposal claims that there is no direct object position in Eskimo.17 There are two

subjects in the Eskimo transitive clause, one the subject of inter-referential predication,

and the other subject of "regular” (or non-referential predicatiqn).flnierestingly, Wood-

_ bury (1985b) describes the traasitive clauss'o_f Centrai Alaskan Yuplk Eskimo as hav- -

ing two "external” arguments. By this he means that there is no VP constituent contain-,
ing either subject or o:)l')jnct.18 Such a structurc gocs against a conﬁgurational definition

.of 'objsct and requires that the conccpts subject and objcct be primitives within the

thcory (sec Marantz (1984) for dlscussmn) 19 T

~ As the result of the work of Bergland (1962), and Woodbury (1977), most lmg-.
uists working on Eskimo cons:der the transitive clause to be a flat structure wherein
both the agent and the patient are d'ominatcd.l“;y S, as in (30).
(30

/ \

/ \
SUB OBJ V

3

17 This has also been propossd by Meltuk (1980) for Lezgian.
18 I, this sense, Woodbury’s posmon ;eats them both as subjects.

19, 1 will not defend a conﬁguratlonal treatment of Eskimo here. As Saxon
(1985) points out, configurationality divides up into two issues: a) whether ot not the
language has hierarchical structure, and b) whether or not there are empty caxegoncs
at S-structure. See Saito (1985) for a discussion of the former property, and” Jelinek
(1984), Hale (1983), (1986); and Saxon (1985) for discussion of the latter property. I
assume that, in the unmarked case, a language has hierarchical structure. Moreover,
anaphonc rclauons of fourth person, discussed in Chapter 6, section 3, clearly depend’
on hierarchical structure. Fourth person also suggests that Eslumo has empty catego-
ries. These issues require more attention.

-
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This is because, while much of the grammar of Eskimo operates as if the absolutive
‘argemem in the l'ransitive-cla:se were the subject, certain ehaphbric processes-(to be
discussed ih Chapter 6, section 3j operate 'a§ if‘the relati.ve. argument were subjecf. In

my proposal, the argument which receives the patient role and absolutive case in a

_transitive-clause will always be dqmiria.ted by the clauee (S or IP). In contrast, the

argument bearing agent role and relative case, originates within an NP clause, but
moves 10 a _bigher position outsxde the NP to conform wnh an ad_;acency restriction that -
lS "reactivated” as a resuit of a rule that moves the verbal noun into’ a hlgher posmon

when the verbal noun is the main "verb” in the sentence. This will explam the spht' ’

ergative effects, that lS why only anaphonc "processes” appear ¢ fo treat the relanve
argumem as sub]ect. The interpretation of indices takes place at LF, so that anaphoric

binding will show nommanve—accusanve patterning.

& -+ By this analysis I will show that’ transm\nty, as defined as a verb relating two

arguments, need:not always involve the notion of direct object, or NP govemcd by the
. . M
verb~‘Languages have a choice of a nufnbcr of means to relate two arguments to a

verb. Another such cho:ce mxght be the use of prepositions rather than verbs to assign

case, as in the case of ammate objects i in Spamsh e.g.Juan ha vzsto a su madre 'Juan
saw his mother , Where the "direct object” su maa‘re 'his mother’ is preceded by the pre-

posito:;d Itis essential that these choices Be co:‘lsidered for each language. Otherwise,

————.

‘a -framework whxch rehes only on the notions sub]ect and object for trapsitive verbs

-

may result in non-resolvable paradoxes as has happened in the recent history of Eski-

mo linguistics.

-
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A FORMAL PRESENTATION OF THE NOMINALIST POSITION

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter I will propose a formal analysié of the nominalist position as espous
by Thalbitzer (1911), and H_a;nrricrich (i?Sl). I will argue that an Eskimo sentenge - °
-7;:bmaining a transitive verb, such as (la) below, ‘will be generated syntactically ih-a

manner similar to the calque in (1b).1 . -

*a. angutiup arnaq taku-vaa

man-rel. woman(abs.) see-indic.3sg./3sg.
"The man sees the woman’
b. The woman is the man’s seen one

Tﬁis chapter will ﬁrovide a formal analysis of the transitive construction begin-

Y,

ning with the verb stem and continuing outwards. First 1 will discuss the difference '
between noun and verb stems in Inuktitut. It will be shown that the noun/verb distinc-

tion in Eskimo exists only below the lc:vcl of word. At the word level, where the lexical

item makes contact with' the syntax, there is no distinction between the categories.
" Rather than ascribe category only below the word level, I propose two lexical/semantic
featurks to accdunt for observed differences. In lan‘guages like Englishl, these lexical/

semantic féatures can be viewed as the source of syntactic category in the same way as

1 As mentioned in Chapter 4, Thalbitzer and Hammerich had a dumber of dif-

_ ferent calques for both the intransitive and the transitive clause. Woodbury (1985a, 86)
. uses the same sort of calque as that in (1b) to represent the nominalist position. He .
does so to illustrate one of the primary elements of the nominalist position, i.e. that the
transitive clause consists of two syntactic relations, dependence and apposition. I will
give specific arguments for the validity of this calque, in particular that the dependence
relationship in Inuktitut is best characterized as a possessive subject, e.g. John's X,
rather than a possessive complement, e.g. X of John. -

,

-78-



79
the semantic subcategorization of & lexical item is the source of the syntactic category
of cor_nplcments. (see Stowell 1981). The difference between a tangdz'léc like English and
Eskimo ig that in Eskinio a "verb” on its own cannot projéct a syntaéiic category.

I will also propose different types of lexical enlricf_-. to aécéunt for'th;'z d\iff.cfcnt.‘
types of verbs in Eskimo. It will be shown that the abilit_); to lransitiiriz_c can be predicf—
ed on\'thc basis of these entries. - Following ihis will .be an invcstigation into the propér-'
ties of the indicative and the parnclplal mood affixes. I w1ll argue that thcse two affix- -
es are csscnnally the same, except for the fact that the mdlcatnrc mood affix i 1s marked

as obhgatonly attaching dn-ectly under IP (or Sh whllc the partmpml mood affix i is .

' not A related proposal is that the intransitive forms of these afﬁxes d:ffcr from: tha

LY

transitive forms in that only the. latter are marked as rcfcrcnnal.' Next wilt be a dlscus- .

1 . " . -
sion of the possessive corstruction in Eskimo. I will show that the possessor NP is in a

subject rather than a cornplcrﬁent relation to the possessum. Finally, I shall discuss the

nature of predic‘atién in Eskimo. It will be shown that the transitive clause, as charac-

terized by (1b),-is 2 result of the predication of one referential nominal onto another, :

producing a possessive construction, which accounts for the case and agreement murk--

ers found in the transitive clause. The verbal noun moves into a higher node I in order f_\

to function as the main predicate of the clause. This movemest entails that the posses-
sor also move in order to preserve its relation wi_th the possessum. The movement of
the possessor has as an effect that, at the level at_- .which binding relations are interpret-
ed, the relative argument appears to be the subject of the clause, thus explaining the

- split ergative effects described in Woodbury (1975 and 1977).
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5.2  Lexical Categones in Eskimo

The nominalist position, which claims that all verbs are nominals in Eskimo, has at
times been interpreted as a claim that there is no d:smcnon made in Eskimo between .
things and actions (cf. Rischel 1.971;)..‘1 believe this to be a misinterpretation. The idea
of vcrbt_tf nouns d&s not imply that there is no distinction of type between, for ;.:xamQ
. ple, the itcr;a meaning ‘dog’ and the item 'ﬁieaning ‘eat’. 1 assume t];a;, like other lan-
guages, the Eskimo language makes a distinction between referring expressions and
predicates. The semantic type of a lexical item forms part of its lexical entry. In most
languages the semantic type of a lexical item will coﬁc[atc _with the syntactic catcgofy
of ihat itém, that is, the c.:atégory which the lexical item has when it cntcrsih.c' syntax.
This utilization of these scmanuc types, which are nceded in any event, is remmzsccnt
of the important argument madc in St (1981)2 to the effect that the greatcr part of
the phrase structure componem can be eliminated, as it is prcd:cted by the semanuc
subcategorization features of lexical items and certain other principles, such as the
adjaécncy condition on case assignment, which are required independently. In ot.hcr
words, the idea is pot to -simplify the one area of the grammar‘ by compﬁcating.
| another, but to get the mbst'"miléagc', as it were; out of the pa;'ts that must be stafcd
explicitly in any case. ’ |
I will call the semantic property which results in the category noun refe:entiﬁl
-and the scmanif:ﬁrty whlch results in the category verb predicate. My claun is
that although the Eslumo languagcs make a distinction between these two semantic

features, thc class of elements characterized by the feature predicate in Esknno forms

what I call a defecuvc category, and as such, cannot pro;cct the category V. Tlus prop-

. - erty of Eskimo predicates requires that a nominal affix be attached in order for the

predicate to form a word in Eskimo. The affixes that perform this function project the

-

2 Stowell (p. 24) suggests that the Mﬁﬁﬂ\acmums for clefting
restrictions in English (see also Gueron 1984). : _

rd
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cétegory' N, or at least a category non-distinct from N. These affixes are referred to as

mood markers. As a result, both "nouns” and "verbs” are treated the same in the syn-

ax. Any differences that are ‘observed derive from the semantic features, referential -

- wversus predicate, and not from syntagtic catcg-ory. This will account for why, in decla-

rative matrix clauses, transitive verbs appear more "nominal” than intransitive ones.

Thus on the one hand transitive verbs group with intransitive verbs because their stems
are of the class predicate, and on the other hand, they group with nouns because their

mood markers are of the class referential.

In the next section, I will outline a set of criteria for disﬁngﬁishing referential

from predicative stems. It will be shown that at the level of stem (derived and non- .

derived), Eskimo makes grammatical distinctions between semantic types.
e

..

5.2.1 Verbs Are Not Nouns

The first fact which will form a member of the set of criteria which distinguisﬁ refe-

rents from predicates is that only referents may appear within possessive constructions,
as shown in (2}. \

- (2) nasaq “hat’ '

sinik- 'sleep’

kapi- 'stab’

nasa-ra: ‘my hat’

*sini-ga ’
*kapi-ga

HhD RO DR

_ i
The stem meaning ‘hat’ of (2a) may have an agreement marker -ga-, indicating first

person singular possessive, attached directly to the stem, as in (2d). This is nol possi-

ble with the intransitive stem meaning ‘sleep’ from (2b), as shown in (2¢), nor with the -

2
-trapsitive stem meaning ‘stab’ from (2c), as shown’in (2f)

i Another fact is that, unlike the referenual stem in (2a), the prechcatwc stems in
(2b) and (2c) cannot stand alone, as indicated by the hyphen. This fact is shown in (3),

where nasag can serve as a citation form, but sinik- and kapi- cannot.



82
{3) a. [nasaq] ’"hat’
b. *[sinik] ’"sleep’
L C. % [kapi] ‘see’
As cxpcctcd 2 referential form like :hat in (32) may takc a predicate, whllc predica-
tive forms like (3b) and (3¢) may not.

(-4) a. [nas;aq aupaluktug] ‘The hat is red’
hat red _

b. *[sinik Xpred] where X is any :prediééte ,
. C. *[kapi Xpreql .where X is any pred:l.cate

Another fact that distinguishes referents is that they may be plurahzed directly, whlle
prcdlcates}ay not, as shown in (5).

(5) a. nasa-it "hats’. o

" b. *sini-it ’'sleepings’ -

P c. *kapi-it stabblngs . : .

Derwcd stems have the same propertics as the semantic feature of the affix whmh

~

.hcad_s the derivation. Consider the‘refercnt:al affix -vik, which attaches to predicates, "
and ‘means ‘place \\:herc to X'. Consider also the predicative affix -é&q—, which attach-
" es to referents, and means ‘to have an X'. In both instances X represents the semantic
type to which the affix attaches. The lexical entries for these affixes are given in (6).3
(6) a. —vik
" JPRED Vik]  place where to X'
b. -ga_q-.
]RE.F gqag ] ‘to have ah X’

.Examplcs showing the use of these affixes inside words are given in (7).

(79 a. méqait—tuq
hunts—-part.3sqg.

‘He is hunting’ )

3 In fact more would have-to be spécified for the lexical entry of -qaq-, sin¢e it
is obligatorily an intransitive affix. Other affixes, such as -gi- 'to relate to', are-obliga-
torily transitive.”Seesection 3 for a discussion of how these features m:ght be repre-
sented in a lexical entry.
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b. maqaiv;vik "hunting place’
€. nasa-qag-tunga 'I.hav_e a hat’ 7
- That stems headed by -vik ‘arc refcrential,'ahd stems hegdec! by -gag- are not, is ehowd_ .
(). | [ T
(8) a# maqaiv—vi—ga_ ‘my h't;nting piace'” .
b. tnasa—qa-‘ra . my having a hat’
e. ma.qa:.v—v:Lk qam.t-tuq the hunting place is near’
d.. *nasar-qaq xpred where X is any predicate
- e. maqa:.v—v:. it hunting places -
£ *nasar—qa-lt hav:.ng hats’ o - ,‘.-?'.' |
In summary, a refercnt is characterized by it's potcnual to’ 1) mﬂect du'c:c:tly,k 2) to be .
cxtcd \and 3) to be the subject of 2 prcdxcatc. I propose -that these. propemes are all .
"accounted for by the semantic feature of rcferenuaht_:y. which T \.'Ilﬂ call REF. ..Thc
serpantic feature REF forms part of an it'em's_‘lexical entry, as in (9). .
(9)aTM "hat’ o - -
- REF . : o

b. PRED] -vik] ‘place’ - r
. REF

1 assume that the property REF is the semantic catcgory undcrly:ng the syntactic cat-

egory N in languages like Enghsh.

‘ 5.2.2 Nouns -Are Not Verbs
The set of critcﬁa which distinguish.verbs, or predicates, is as follows: pftdicatcs,mu;t
attach obﬁgatoﬁly to what are tc;_'med mood markers, and mood markers, with the
exception of the participial mood, obligatorily takc_agrecq}cnt morpm. There are -
numerous types of mood markers £r .bbth matrix and subordinate clauses, however, ..
fer the moment I will ‘providc cxah:pl'cs only with the indicative or pérticipial mood,

discussed in Chapter 1. That mood markers attach to predicative stems rather tha_h

referential stems is shown in (10).
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(10) a. niri-ju-nga ‘I eat’

niri-ja-ra ‘I eat it’ S

akla ‘brown bear’ E - L .
*ak*a-ju-nga ‘I brown bear’. - -
*ak*a-ja-ra ‘I brown .bear it ) -

[ eNeMRen

_As can ‘be seen in (10), allhough mood nrarkers'_ attach to the verbal sterrr niri- 'crn_t', as,
‘ inA(IO'a') and (lOb), they may not attach t‘o.a oomina! with rcforential valuc 'suo'h' as .
'alda 'brow: bear’, as in. (10d) and (10e). There does exist a construcnon which closely
) rcscmblcs the ungrammancal cxarnples in (10) Thls is the construcuon which means
gct an X', asin (11) -

."- ~ N
- (11)‘ a. nat51q punga ‘I shot a seal’ i -
. seal-indic.- lsg ) .o ~

~ b. nasaqg- punga ‘I put on a hat’ - : Lo N
‘ hat-lndlc lsg. o )

" ¢. aktap-punga ‘I shot a brown bear
‘_brown bear-lnda.c lsg.

L ' , 'l.’

‘At first glancc it looks as if tﬁc addmon of a mood marker toa nommal is possible, . .

but lhc form in (llc) is rcvcahng The stem akéa ends ina vowcl yet the mood markcr

is thc form wtuch is addcd to stems endmg in a con.sonant Moreover therc is an ex‘

consonant /p/ to’ thc left of the mood marker If, in order to express ‘get an X, onc\

simply addcd on a mood marker, we would_oxpcct the fo_rm meanjng- shot a brown

bear' to look like the ungrammatical (10d): This Suggcsts that 'to get an X' is expressed

by a consonant C which is préoioativc‘ in ngtqro and takes mood and agreement r:'gor-

phology. For whatever reason, this consonant is only permitted to-surface in stems end-

ing in vowels. ‘ ' - - |
‘TH—’e"fBl]o mts are clearly dependent on the cxiste;icc.pﬁmood and ‘agree-~

ment morphology, vrhich was shown to be dependcnt on a ccnoin type of t_em; namyely

c{no‘ that is predicative. Predicates may agree with nouns in a coreferential, or p dica-

tional way, i.¢. non-possessional, as in 12).

»

i

<
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{(12) a. arna-it pisuk-tu-t
waman-pl. walk-part.-3pl

"The women walked’

b. *arna-it pukigtalig-tu-t
woman—-pl. policeman-part.3pl

‘The women arxe policemen’ -

A related fact is that, while a single predicate may form a comi:l'etc‘.sentence, a smgle

referent may not (as pomted out in Woodbury 1985a). Th:s is shovm in (13)

hY
- et

(13) a. [p:.suk—punga]s '
. walk-lndlc. 1sg. .

‘I am walklng . oo .;.

b. *[pukigtalik-(pu)-ngalsg
‘policeman-(indic.)-1sg. .,

"I ('am) -policeman’

c. *[pukigtalik]g
policeman ‘

r—-

-
‘He (is) policeman’

. The last property which distinguishes prcdicates is that they are the only stem which

may take affixes of tense or aspect, as shown in aa; '

(14) a. angut plsu-nla% tuqg .
. man(abs) -walk-fut.-part. 3sg.

‘The man will walk’

. b. *nasa-niaq .
hat-fut -

‘my future hat . | ] .
As with referenual affixes, stems hcaded by predlcauvc affixes show the same proper-
ties as non-derived predicative stems, as in (15). -
(15) [nasa-qar—nlaq-pu-nga] s 'I will have a hat’
The cxample in (15), which is headed by thc prcd:catwe affix -qaq-, demonstrates all

- the prope;hcs of a predicate. It contains thc mood marker -pu(g)-; it agrees with a
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mull pronoun T’; it forms a matrix cllausc or‘:. its own;-an_d it contains lhé fu'lur'g 1lnor-
pheme -niag-. : . K |

I proposc thahthe semantic property -which charactenzes elemcnts in Eskimo
that are called verbs is that they are prcdlcanvc. Inherent prcd:cates contrast with ref-
erential expressions, which have referential value.# Predicates are often defmed as
requiring a referential term.> I assume that a predicate contains a variable which seeks

an index, whereas a referential expression contains an index referring to some refer

Fent. A variable must seek an index from a term bearing REF, within the sentence.

Accordingly; the . lexical feature which distinguishes a predicate from a noun is -X, )

where X represents a variable, as in (16).6
(16) a. pisuk- ‘walk’ X
'b. JRerF -ga8q ‘have a __ " X
In summary, the features described above will provide a means of determining
whether a lexical item is nominal or verbai in nature. In this way, it will be possible to
f.tudy the interaction in Eskimo between referential elements and elements seeking ref-

erence, that is, between subjects and predicates.

' .
—

I will argue that, at the surface level, there is only a single syntactic category in

Eskimo, which for lack of a better term, [ will call N.7 In languages like English, REF

41 use the term here i
below that referential express
tions.

heren} predicates’ because I wish to claim in section 5

5 Quine (1965) defines predicates as containing free vaﬁables, and Frege (1970)
views functions (or predicates) as ‘unsaturated’ or needing completion.

6 As the reader has no doubt noticed, the "incorporating” affix -qaq- not only

— seeks reference as a predicate, but is subcategonzcd for attaching to something with

reference. I do not propose to give an analysis of such constructions here. I would like
to say, however, that it is probable that these constructions may be analysed within a
lexical approach involving word-internal satisfaction of argument structure, by means
of lexical features, as opposed to approaches assuming full blown syntax, such as
Sadock (1985) and, Baker (1985). See Jensen ahd Johns (to appear) for an outline of
such an gpproach with regard to causative formation.

7 As Paul Hirschbuhler pointed out, if there is no difference between nouns and

o
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n also function as predicates under certain condi-~

P —
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(or nominals).can be said to project N, and X (or predicates) can be said to project V.

Eskimo differs in that, while REF projects N, X forms .a defective category, ti!at .is,:._,i‘t o
cannot project a syntactic catcéory‘ on its own, but must attach to a morpheme that can

- the mM'markers. I will argue below that bc;th indicative and thie participial mood -

markers 'project N. The defective category explanation of Eskimo predicates accounts

“for the nou;inal nature of Eskimo verbs, while at the same time preserving the seman-
tic dif_fcrcnccs which r;:sull in the distribution described above. That there is oﬁly one

syntactic claite‘gory-at the ievel of word in Eékim.o predicts that syntéctic procc.sses that

apply to "nouns”, e.g. apposition and case assigﬂmént, wil.tso apply to "verbs". 1will

show that iri general this is the case, but that important exqeptions exist. Thcf excep-

tions will be cxplhincd according to the semantic categories that underlie the syntactic

calegdry;
TF5.3  Predicate Classes )

In the pr'cvic?us section, I.have ;rguc;;l that there does not exist a syntactic category V
in Eskimo, br at least that there exists only a single syntallclic category Z, for what in
other languages is .subdivided into the categories N and V. Eskimo differentiates
l;ctwccn nouns and verbs only 'al the level of morpheme, a level preceding syntactic
category. Stems are marked in the lcxicog as to whether they are referential (i.e.
nouns) or predicates (i.c. vcrbsj. In this section, I will explore the different sorps of
ﬁre;:licatcs that are possible in Eskimo. I assume the pfcdj;au classes to be semantic
primitives, hoquer, I do not assume that all l;mguagcs wﬂQe based on the same

| primitives. In other words, although the set of semantic pri.m;tives must be finite, it is
h_ot'ni:césssiry that any particular language make use of all members of the set. In this—

way use of Gemantic primitives may be compared with colour systems (cf. Berlin and .

Kay 19695, which vary across languages,- although the cognitive capacity to distinguish

verbs, then the use of the term noun is somewhat misleading.

’ . : ‘
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colour does not vary. Nevertheless, just as some colour distinctions turn out to be more
necessary than others, it is almost certain that some semantic primitives will be neces-
sary in any linguistic system. .

It will be m'y; 'gontcntion that the different types of transitivity alternations

,observed in Eskimo can be explained on-the basis of predicate class rather than rule,

- or structural rcprcsc:ntat.ion.8 Implicit in this account is the assumption that thematic

roles derive from predicate classes, so that, roughly speaking, theme roles come from

stative predicates, and agent and patient roles from event predicates. Activity predi-

cates involve "agent” roles, and result predicates involve "patient” roles, but it is impor- |

tant to realize that these thematic roles are perhaps less polarized than those found in
the event predicate, possibly due to the lack of contrast.

Woodbury (1981) distinguishes between fouar distinct classes of verbs in Eskimo,

which I will call states, events, activities and results.? -

5.3.1 State Predicates

-

State predicates are those which depict a property or the entity which ‘they are

predicated upon, as in (17).

_ 8 The idea of predicate class comes from Vendler (1967) and has been used
also by Dowty (1979), Van Voorst (1986) and Van Valin (1986). Normally, arguments
for predicate classes are provided on the basis of permissible time adverbiats: 1 have
chosen to motivate these classes here on the basis of transitivity. These classes are
well-known in Eskimo (see Woodbury 1981), but are not usually described as predicate
classes. If tests equivalent to time adverbials were to be developed for Eskimo, the
prediction of this analysis is that they will classify predicates along the same lifies:

9 Woodbury (1981, 108) calls them exclusively intransitive, exclusively tran-
sitive, S/A core and S/O core respectively, where S refers to the theme of an intransi-
tive verb, A to the agent of a transitive verb, and O to the object of a transitive verb.
At a later point (285ff), he subdivides these classes further on the basis of their inter-
action with certain affixes. While this subdivision (for the most part motion versus non-
motion) is important, it does not figure in the present discussion..



(17) State Predicates

a. sinik-tug
\<_ sleep-part.3sqg.

L . L
He sleeps !

b. angi-juq.,
" big-part.3sg.

‘He is big’

c. miki-juq
small-part.3sg. -

'He is' small’

d. aanniag-tuq
sick-part.3sg. -~

‘He is sick’

e. paallak-tuq
fall-part.3sg.

. --'He fell (flat on his face)’ \’\
f. kaak-tug .

hungry-part.3sg.
"He is hungry’

g. tuqu-juq
die-part.3sg.

"He is dead’
Stative predicates describe prope’rtics which are internal to the entity of which they are
predicated. Transitive predicates involve some notion of direct causation. The proper-
ties of sleeping, being small, etc. are,’in general, self-induced properties,10 that is to .
say, they are not caused by factors external to the entity in question, In fact, they are
typically outside of the volitional control of this entify. Dying, sleeping, being tall, etc.
cannot be indu;cd at will. As a result of this semantic restriction on capsation, stative

-

- 10 Even though all permanent, or inherent properties, are statives, not all sta-
. tives predicates describe permanent properties. Thus sleeping and falling flat on one's
face are only temporary, but nonetheless are internal.



90

predicates may not be transitive, as shown in (18), which show that stative predicates

-

with transitive morphology are ungrammatical.
(18) a. *sinik-taa _
_ b. *angi-jaa A '
. ¢. *miki-jaa '
d. *aanniag-taa
e. *paallak-taa%e
f£f. *kaak-taa :
g. *tuqu-jaa -
Even though stative predicates are inherently self-induced, there can be contexts where
someone other than the entity involved causes that state to come about. In these less
- common instances, the lexical causative affix -fif- is found, as shown in (19).
(19) a. angakku-up angut sinik-ti-taa
shaman~rel. man{abs) sleep-cause-part.3sg./3s9g.
. "The shaman made the man sleep’ -

b. ujara-up angut paallak-tip-paa
rock-rel. man{abs) fall-cause-indic.3sg./3sg.

““The rock caused the man to fall'

¢. nigi-up angut aanniag-ti-ta- e
- meat-rel. man(abs) sick-cause-part.3sg. /3sg.

‘The meat caused the man to be sick’
The lexical entry of an item like sinik- will contain the information that it is a
predicate (requires a referent) and that the predicate is a stative, as in (20).

{20) sinik- 'sleep’ ([Stative, X]

5.3.2 Event Predicates i
The second class of predicates in Eskimo are those which denote events, as Y
the examples in (21).

{21) Event Predicates

"a. anguti-up arnaq kunik-paa
man-rel. woman{abs) kiss-indic.3sg./3sg.

‘The man kissed the woman’
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b.. angutlup nutaraq irmi-gaa
" man-rel chlld(abs) wash-part.3sg./3sg.

wm——

'I"he man washed the chilgd’

" e. arna—up angut kapi-jaa
woman-rel man(abs) stab-part.3sg./3sg.

."The woman stabbed the man’ .

d. anguti-up titiraut tigu-jaa
man-rel. pencil(abs) take-part.3sg./3sqg.

‘The man took the pencil’

e. arna-up angut tuqu-taa
woman-rel. man(abs) kill-part.3sg./3sq.

.

"The woman killed the man’

-

f. anguti-up arnaqg tuni-vaa
man-rel. woman(abs) -give-indic.3sg. /339 -

pr—

"The man gave it to the woman’

g. arna-up angut aktu4gaa
woman-rel. man(abs) touch-part.3sg./3sqg. nlg

‘The woman touched the man’ b
Event predicates obligatoriiy imply both a patient and an agent role.” As a result of
this, event predicates are said to be obligatorily transitive. The fact is, however, that
some event predicates can be intransitive, but the intransitive must be reflexive, as
shown in (22), where the asterisk before the parentheses indicates that the sentence 1$

" -ungrammatical without the argument in the parentheses.11

(22)
a. arnaq *(ingmi-nik) kunik-tugq
woman{abs) self-comit. kiss-part.3sg.

"The woman is kissing hersedf’

< .

11 Note that the predicate irmik- ‘wash’ is grammatical without the reflexive
pronoun. I tentatively include such a predicate in the eveat class rather than the resuit
class in section 3.4. Such verbs, like their English equivalents, imply a volitional pro-
cess in the intransitive form, rather than simply a change of state, as in result predi-
cates like break. -
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b. arnag (ingmi-nik) irmik-tug
woman self-comit. 'wash-paft.3sg.

‘The woman is washing (herself)’

¢. angut *(ingmi-nik) kapi-jug
- man(abs) self-comit. stab—part 3sg.

‘The man stabbed himself"’

d. *angut (ingmi-nik) tigu-jug
man(abs) self-comit. take-part. 3sg

?°'The man took himself’

e. angut *'(ingmi-nik) tugut-tug
- man(abs) self-comit. kill-part.3sg.

—_ J
‘The man killed himself’

f. angut *(ingmi-nik) tuni-vuaq.
man(abs) self-comit. giye-indic.3sg.

‘The man gave it to himself’

g. angut *(ingmi-nik) akﬁuq—tuq
man(abs) self-comit. touch-part.3sqg.

#The man touched himself’

Lo ~

Note that where the ;cﬂexivc is anomalous, as in (22d), there can be no intransitive

‘form whatsoever.

The reflexive in Eskimo must always be intransitive morphologically, that is 10

say, the predicate must only agree with one argument (in absolutive case). The reflex-

ive is also accompanied by a reflexive pronoun ingmi- 'self’. This pronoun is found
with an oblique case attached to it, usually either the comitative (Inuktitut), or the alla-
tive (Greenlandic), as discussed in Chapter 3, sections 2 and 3. I leave aside the ques-

tion of whether the subject is assigned the agent role, and the oblique a-rgumcnt the

patient role, or vice-versa. The lexical entry for an item like kapi- ‘stab’ in Eskimo will '

contain the information that it is ap}cdicatc and that the predicate type is Event, as in
(23)- ' -

(23)~kapi- ’'stab’ {Event, X,Y]

~
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The lexical entry for an event predicate is unique in that it requires two variables for
the predicate to be satisfied. In general this should be considered a marked t'e_aturc:.12
This is not- to say that event predicates are decomposable. On the contrary, they may
be co;nparcd to léxicalized forms in that they are a single form, no matter lic_>w close a

resemblance they bcto forms that can be decomposed.

5.3.3  Abtivity Predicates

The third class of predicates consists of those which I call activities. Activity -

- predicates may be described as denoting ongoing activities, including those of move-

“w

ment, as in (24).

(24) Activity Predicates

a. Jaani niri-jug (nigi-mik) :
John({abs) eat-part.3sg. (meat-comit.)

LR ‘John eats (meat). \,

" b. Jaani tikit-tug (Igalungnut)
John(abs) arrive-part.3sg.
(Frobisher Bay-all.)

‘Fohn arrived (at Frobisher Bay)’

c. Jaani tamua-jug (nigi-mik)
John(abs) chew-part.3sg. (meat—-comit.)

‘John chews (on meat)’

d. arnag (piéir—-mik) imngig-tug
woman({abs) (song-comit.) sing-part-.3sg.

»

The woman sang (a s[ong) -
e. Jaani pisuk-tug (Iqa&ungnut)
John(abs) walk-—part.B\Jsg. (Frobisher Bay-all.)
T —

‘John is walking (to Frobisher Bay)’

1271 am assuming that the unmarked case is a binary system involving predi- -
cates and subjects. This makes both event and activity predicates marked with respect
to state and result predicates.

—
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f. arnaq. —(mumirusir-mik) mumig-tug
woman{abs) (dance-comit.) dance-part.3sg.

'The woman danced (a dance)’

g. arnaq migsug-tugq. <japa-mik)
woman{abs) sew-part.3sg. (parka-comit.)
‘The woman sews (a parka)’ _ <

The elements in pargnfhcscs are optional arguments in the sentence, and can be said
modify or restrict the reference of the goa113 of the action. They are usually indefinite
in meaning. Activity predicate alternates with a transitive form, as shown in (25).14

(25) a. Jaani-up nigi niri-jaa
o John-rel. meat{abs) eat-part.3sg./3sg.

"John eats the meat’
* b. Jaani-up Igaluit tikir-taa
agauungngur-mat
. John-rel. Frobisher Bay(abs)
arrive-indic.3sg./3sg.
the next day-sub.3sg.
‘John reached Frobisher Bay the next day’

c. Jaani-up nigi tamua-jaa :
John—;‘el. meat(abs) chew-part.3sg./3sg.

‘John chewed the meat’

13 Here I use goal in the broad sense to mean goal of an action, which includes

‘both destination (the usual sense of goal), and affected argument (less commonly
- thought of as a goal). I assume that languages may differ as to whether or not they dif-

ferentiate between these two concepts. Eskimo does not (at least in terms. of transitivi-
ty, cf. footnote 9). English can be described as subcategorizing for both -destination
and affected argument goals, however, it assigns case only to the latter. Destination
goals must be assigned case by a preposition. Eskimo, on the other hand, treats both
destination goals and affected arguments goals in the same fashion. Both may appear
either as oblique arguments, as in (24), or as arguments directly linked to the predi-
cate, as in (25).
\

14 Some of the examples in (25) have some contextual restrictions that are not
explained here. For instance, the language consultant I worked with would only allow
(25b) either with the ‘adverbial clause agagungngurmat or with the meaning that the
cvent is happening just as the speaker makes the utterance. This same restriction holds
of (25a). In addition, he stated that (25¢) could only be used if one were disputing the
itern chewed. The latter restriction seems related to the idea that the transitive only
serves to specify the goal constant.

- —
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d. arna-up pisiq imngi-gaa - _ -
woman-rel. song(abs)' ‘'sing-part.3sg./3s9.

‘The woman sings the song’™ <
e. Jaani-up Igaluit pisuk-paa | .
John-rel. Frobisher Bay(abs) —
walk-indic.3sg./3sg.
*John walked to Frobisher. Bay’

-

f. arna-up mumirusiq mumig-taa
woman-rel. dance{abs) dance-part. 359' /3sg.

'The woman dances the dance’

g. arna-up japa migsu-gaa - :
woman-rel. parka(abs) sew-part.3sg./3sg.

‘The woman sews the parka’

The difference between the intransitive and the transitive forms gi activity predicates is
that the transitive-form agrees with an additional argument, which receives absolutive
casc. This additional argument appears related t0 the oblique argument of the.intransi-
tive form. For example, in (25a) the absolutive argument nigi of the predicate niri-jaa
bears the same thematic relation to the action as does the oblique argument nigi-mik.
in (24a), that is, they are both entities which undergo the action of ecating. In addition,
the argument which in the intransitive form receives absolutive case receives relative
case in the transitive form. Woodbury (1975) relates the intransitive forms of verbs of
this class to their transitive forms by a rule he calls absolutive shift, given in (26).

(26) Woodbury (1975, 50)

ERG ABS (ADV)
. SD: X g NP1 (NP2) Y V -=>
sc: X NP] NP> g Y Vv

Condition: ADV is a specific relation to the
verb which is idiosyncratic, and is specified \
in thé& lexical entry.
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Woodbury reasons that the semantic roles of the optiéiml’ébliquc arguments of verbs of

this class (see 24) cannot be predicted, therefore the oblique argument is subcategor-

ized by the verb. This is NP2 mentioned in the rule in (26). The rule permits this argu-

ment to shift from an oblique position in the intransitive construction to the absolutive
position of the transitive construction. The absolutive argument of the intransitive con-

struction becomcs the relative argument of the transitive construction.

A more recent approach to this type of problem is found in Hale and Keyscr

(1986) who discuss transitivity alternauons in English. Among the a!tcrnauons investi-

\
gated are those of the following sort.

-

(27) a. Yesterday John sang.
b. Yesterday John sang an operetta.

The similaﬁ;y between this type of alternation in English and activi -ve;'bs in Eskimo
lies in tﬁc fact that in both languages the intransitive construction gfay consist of only &
single argument denoting the entity performing the action. They dif'fcr in that only Eski- -—
mo permits an oblique argument denoting the entity u dergoing the action, as in ¢

(28).15 : . | ;

(28) *Yesterday John sang of an operetta. N
{meaning he sang some operetta) N

Hale and Keyser (for a slightly different approach, see quizarrcta 1986) propose that
the lexical entries of verbs like sing and ear in English céntair;"ii_lfonnation that the
object position is, in a sense, committed16 to a scmantic constant, rather than a vari- -
able. This means that not 'any entity in the world can be the object of such a verb, but
only an entity 'that, so to speak, fits the bill. The semantic constant forms part of the

lexical entry as shown in (29).

15 The two languages also differ in that the class of activity predicates in Esk:—
mo is much larger than that in English, and includes verbs of motion.

16°The term committed is meant to express the fact that an object position is .
reserved for a particular thematic role. Thus while some verbs permit the object posi-
tion to be occupied by a semantic role path, e.g. John jumped the wall, other do not,

e.g. John slid the floor.
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(29) Hale and Keyser (1986, example 53)

{X SING TUNE] o . .=

r

The entry in (29) fepresents that the verb sing is a prédicate which takes as an object
something which must fall under the definition TUNE. As the object position of this
verb is never unoccupiéd, they correctly predict that a verb like sing can never alter-

nate with a causative meaning, as in (30).17 :

(30) *John sang Mary (meaning John caused Mary to sing)

Hale and Keyser must explain how it is possible that the thematicsole of the direct
-4

object of a verb like, sing need not be assigned to an argument at s-structure, an appar-

. ent violation of/tflc.P;ojection Principle of Chomsky (1981), discussed in Chapter 1,

- PN -

“section 2. Their answer is that the thematic requirements of a verb in English may be

-

- satisfied at a level -prior 10 phrase-structure. They claim that the ability t6 do this is,. -

reminiscent of “non-configurational langﬁégcs" wherein arguments need not be
cx];rcsscd at the level of phrase-structure (see Hale 1983). This type of explanation
does not explain Eskimo activity predicates. Eskimo is a language which allows for
the non-expression of 'argixménts, as shown in (31).

(31) tigu-jara
take-part.lsg./3s9.

‘I took it’ -

In (31) there is no independent lexical argument denoting either the agent of the tak-

ihg, or the thing taken. Instead, agreement affixes on the verb provide the information
that the agent is first person singular and that the patient is third person singular. That
non-expression of lexical argument is & phenomenon distinet from the non-expression

of the semantic constant of activity predicates is shown in (32), where it can be seen

17 If there were no object position, the verb could participate-in a causative for-
mation rule, ¢.g. The cup broke/John broke the cup: This is because their analysis has
the .single argunrent of the intransitive form of break become the object of the same
verb in the causative. If an object were already in place, the single argument of the
verb sing could not become the object of a transitive form. Thus, that activity predi-
cates cannot undergo this rule shows that something occupies object position.
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that the the semantic constant of the activity predicate niri- ‘eat’ can be lexical, as in
. (32a), non-lexical but inflected, as in (32b), or absent entirely, as in (321:).18-

(32)

a. tuktu niri-jara -
- ' caribou(abs) eat-part.lsg./3sg. -~

‘I am eating the caribou’

£ b. niri-jara
eat-part.lsg./3sg

"I am eating it°.

¢. niri-junga —
eat-part.lsg. - AV -

‘I am eatiﬁg'

The crucial difference is that in (32¢) there is agreement for oniy one afgun'acﬁt, the
actor, on the verb. This shows thiat the property which allows Eskimo to optionally
ex-press a §emanlic constant of an activity verb is in effect prior to the level at which
lexical arguments are oplionally realized. Nevertheless, I believe that the jdea of
semantic constant as underlying the behaviour of activity predicates is correct, and pro-

pose lexical entries of the sort given in (33). —

(33) a. niri- ‘eat’ [ [ACTI\}ITY[FOOD] 1., X)

I will assume that the semantic constant FOOD in (33) forms 2n integral part of the
predicate. In fact, I argue that the scmz-mtic constant of an activity verb is never linked
directly to a syntactic position, be it direct object or whatever. This claim is similar to
that of Zubizarreta (1986) who states that semantic constants differ from variables in
that they are not projected onto other levels of representation. Shc proposes that there

are two lexical entries far the verb ear, an intransitive one containing a semantic con-

stant FOOD, and a transitive one containing the variable x. I will assume that only one

-

o

18 As pointed out to me by Maria-Luisa Rivero, this situation parallels that of
French clitics. Such a paratllel would be predicted under the analysis of Bergsland
(1962), who argues that patient agreement historically. derives from independent pro-
nouns (see section 5.2). For a lexical account of cliticization, see Mullen (1986).

-
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lexical entry is requirjd, and that the transitive construgtion contains a morpheme (the

transitive marker) which binds the semantic constant.1?

5.3.4  Result Predicates

The final class of predicates are those I call results. These predicates dcﬁote a
change of state, e.g. of po";ition, quality, -etc. This change of state may or may not
. have been brought about by an external entity. Examplés are given in t34). )
(34) Result Prediéates o

a. kaapi kuvi-juq
\ coffee({abs) spill-part.3sq.

‘The coffee spilt’

ol

gqijuk gqupi-juq
wood(abs)’ split-part.3sqg.

"The wood split (lengthwise)’ ' .

c. Jaani nutgag-tug
John(abs) stop-part.-3sg.

*John stopped’

d. '‘pana imaag-tug
snow-knife fell in water-part.3sqg.

‘The snow knife fell in the water’

e. ukkuagq ukkuig-tug
door (abs) open—-part.3sg.

"The door is open’

f. gimmig ipig-tug
dog(abs) tied up-part.3sqg.

"The dog is tied up’

g. titiraut siqumit-tug
pencil(abs) break-part.3sg.

‘The pencil is broken’

- -

19 See_section 5.2.

o
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. Result predicates alternate with transitive forms which appear to have added an agent

in relative case, as in (35).
(35) a. arna-up kaapi kuvi-jaa’ -
) woman—-rel. coffee(abs) spill-part.3sg./3sg.

- ‘The woman spilt the coffee’
b. ‘arna-up gijuk qupi-vaa B
woman-rel. wood(abs) split—-indic.3sg./3sg.

"The woman split the wéod,(lengthwise)'..
c. Jaani-up nut&raq nutgag-taa qia—si—jqq'

John—erg. child(abs) stop-part.3sg./3sg.

cry-start—-parxt.3sg.

“T™e child which John stopped started crying’

d. arna-up pana imaag-paa
woman—rel. knife(abs)
fell in water-indic.3sg./3sg.

'The woman put the snow-knife in water’

-e. arna-up ukkuag ukkui-gaa :

- woman-rel. door(abs) open-part.3sg./3sq.
‘The woman opened the door’

f. arna-up gimmigq ipig-paa
woman—rel. dog(abs) tie up-indic.3sg./3sg.

‘The woman just finished tying up the dog’

g. arna-up titiraut siqumi-taa »
woman—-rel. pencil(abs) break-part.3sg./3sg.

¢

"The woman broke the pencil’
In contrast to the activity predicateé, which in the intransitive form may optionally

have an oblique argument that is related to the absolutive argument of the transitive’

- —

form (see (24) above), result predicates do not allow oblique arguments in intransitive

forms, as shown in (36).20

20 1 assume that the oblique arguments would be agentive, since the thematic
role which is syntactically realized in both the intransitive and the transitive forms is
the theme or patient. This contrasts with activity predicates, where the thematic role
which is syntactically realized in both forms is the actor.

N
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(36) a. *kaapi kuvi-juqg anguti-mit
coffee(abs) spill-part.3sg. man—-abl. ~

"The coffe€ was 'spilt by theA maﬁ;
b. *titirau{: siqumit-tug arna-mit .
pencil(abs) break-part. woman-abl.
‘The pencil w}:;s broken by the woma;f
The ungrammaﬁcality of the examples in (36) is evidence that there is no ;emantic -
constant in the lexical entries of result predicates, as there was in activity predicates.
- Woodbury (1975) explains the alternation of result predicates by means of a
rule of causativization, as givenin (37). . ‘ |
(37) Weodbury (1975, 46) _
a. Formally Int'rér;sitive: P[X1, X3,...Xn]
b. Formally Transi(_isive: -.CAUSE[y, [PIx1, %X2,... xn]'j]
The rule in (37) describes a process whereby a proposition P can be embedded integer
within a function CAUSE, which takes as its arguments an agent y and a proposition.
Hale and Keyser (1985) also consider allcm;nions in English of.verbs which

could be classified as. rresull predicates, as in (38). 21

\
(38) a. The cup broke.
. b. John broke the cup.

The verb break in English, like the result predicates in (34), alternates between the
intransitive, where reference is made only to the entity that undc)goes the change of
state, and the transitive, which denotes not only the entity which undergoes the change
.of state, but-the agent-of the change.

Hale and Keyser argue that the lexical entry of a verb like break contains the
information that the theme or patient role (the entity und;rgoing the change of state) is

committed to the direct object position, as in (39)

21 These verbs are also known as inchoatives or ergative verbs. The latter term

is at present cn]oymg a wide range of usage. : _—

i
\\

»
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(39) break Hale and Keyser (1986)

VP
/\

/N
vV arg

[y break] T- '

They point out that the fact that t_hc theme role is committed to the direct object posi-

tion is in keeping with the Unaccusativity Hypothesis (see Perlmutter 1978, and Burzio

1981), which states that, for a certain class of intransitive verbs, the argument in -sub-
ject position originates in direct object position, and moves to subject position in order
to get case (hence the term unaccusative).zz There is no evidence in Eskimo for an

unaccusative analysis with regard to any of the predicate classes discussed here. This

—

fact may berinterpreted as indirect support for the claim in this thesis that there is no
direct object in Eskimo. If there were éﬁdcnce suggesting that the subject of any class
of intransitive predicate originates in any other position th~n that in which it 1s found,
this would seriously undermine the claim that there exist only subjects in Eskimo.23 \
Hzle and .'Keyscr argue that, in the case of break, the patient role surfaces
either as the direct object position of the transitive verb as in (38b) above, or where a
subject is lacking, as the subject of an intransitive verb, as in (38a). The agent role of

the transitive verb is assigned constructionally, that is, in the configuration (NP VP),

the NP is assigned the agent role by the ergative verb and its patient.

22 For alternative explanations of the evidence which is used to support the
Unaccusativity Hypothesis, see Van Voorst (1986), Lappip (1986) and Van Valin °
(1986). - ‘ ) : '

1

23 Interestingly, Levin (1983, 245) states that there is no-evidence for a class of,
unaccusative verbs in Dyirbal. Dyirbal is the only other language that has been treated
as syntactically ergative under Marantz’s Ergativity Hypothesis (see Marantz 1984 and
Levin 1983). Although I believe that an explanation other than the Unaccusative
Hypothesis underlics the evidence surrounding this topic, nonetheless, we still expect
that a language without direct objects, such as Eskimo, will net be able to display char-
acteristics that could be interpreted as having a class of predicates whose subject origi-
nates in direct object position.
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As mentioned above, under an analysis which does not admit direct objects, the

patient roles must be assigned directly by the predicates. Accordingly, the jexical
entries for Inuktitut result predicates will be as in (40). |

(40) ‘break’ [RESULT, X]

5.3.5 Summary L

My goal in defining a set <;f predicate classes for Eskimo is to explain the tran-
sili;iity alternations (a.nd lack thereqfy without recourse to rules of deletion, movement,
etc. The burden of the analysis is therefore on the lexical entries themselves. I assu:m.:
that the syntax operates frcciy. Any account of Eskimo transitivity alternations must be
able to predict which forms can be made transitive, wlhich must be transitive, and
whicﬁ cannot be transitive. I have argued that the latter two properties derive fro:ﬁ the
nature of the seman;ic predic;nc which the lexical entry represents. As for the forms
that aItcrr‘latc between an intransitive and transitive form, an anatysis which will pro-
vide a proper account must prcﬁct, for example, that nirijara (T ate it') will not mean |
*] caused him to eat, and that sigumit-tug (It broke’) will I;IOI. mean *He broke
(something)’. The rules=off absolutive shift and causativization in Woodhury (1975)
make the correct predictions, albeit with a little effort. The causative rule ir (37) could
be prevented from applying incorrectly to activity predicates to produce the ungram-
matical associatiﬁn-‘niri—jara 1 caused him to eat’ on the basis that activity predicatcs-
arc not "formally intransitive”, as specified by the causative rule. In addition, Wood-
bury’s rule of a't‘)solutiv‘c shift is prevented from applying to result predicates. This is
because result predicates do not meet the structural descript;on of absolutive shift,
since they do not have a subcategorized adverbial. Hale and Keyser's account also

makes the correct predictions.24

Zh-\Ot' course, this would be under the assumption that predicates like pisuk-
have lexical entries like the verb fo sing in English, and that there are direct objects
Eskimo.
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Up until now, my proposal that the predicate class distinction underlie transitiv-
ity alternations in Esk;mo is simply another alternative. All three propos;als make simi-
lar predictions. The point at which my proposal differs from that of Woodbuy and
Hale and Keyser concerns the nature of transitivity. Woodbury's analysis, and to a
lesser extent Hale and Keyser's, implicity claim that transitivity is a varied process. In
Woodbury's 'analysis, transitivization is either a rulé of causativization, or & rule mov-

ing an argument to an absolutive position, with subsequent movement of the old absolu-

/I.ive to relative position. Under Hale and Keyser's analysis, transitivization is either the

!

projection of a8 semantic constant onto direct object position, or the addition of an

agent argument by constructional means. In the account to be proposed below, I will

unify the transitivization process as much as possible. Under this view, transitive mor-

phology contributes directly 1o the transitivization process. The fact that transitive mor-
phology exists in Eskimo, and can be seen to be the same in all instances, will be taken
0 be evidence for a uniform treatment of the transitivization process. The uniformity
of the morphology is unexplained under an anaiysis which treats the transitiviza?ion of
activity and result predicates as differcnt processcs.25 Why do we not find, for
instance, one set of transitive morphemes on activity predicates, and another on result
predicates? Admittedly, we would not expect that agreement would vary, but why are
the forms of the indicative and the participial affixes the same in all predicate classés‘?
The account I propose will adhere to what I shall term the One I\‘dc.:rphcmc/'Onc Mean-

ing Principle.26 This principle, while not obligatory in a grammar, provides one means

235 of course, we could always assume that Eskimo, like English, has no mor-
phology for the transitivization process, and that ‘the morphology we observe on the
transitive forms is simply added to a pre-existent transitive. It seemscunlikely, however,
that a language with such rich morphology, and so few genuine ases -of null mor-
phemes, would have null morphemes in just these constructions.

26 This principle is not an original proposal. It is implicit is any theory of mor-
phology, where widespread homophony is undesireable. My claim is that this principle
is not utilized to it's potential in linguistic analyses where the morphology of a language
differs from conventional syntax. _
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of comparing competing analyses. Under this principle, where two analyses account fc;r
the same set of data with more or less the same level of adequacy, the One
Morpheme/QOne Meaning Principle will effect a choice of the analysis which has a uni-
foi’_nl meaning associated with a single morpheme over that of another~analysis which -
ascribes more than one méaning to a single morpheme. It is motivated by principles of
learnability on the grounds that it is easier to learn to associate a form with a single
meaning than it is to learn to associate a form ?ith multiple meanings. In essence, this
is a principle of markedness, designating the marked value where the language allows
for a non-tix{iquc mapping between form and meaning. Again, 1 cmphrasizc, pace Aro-
noff, that this principle does not govern an ahalysis, but serves as a sort of evaluation..

metric. .

——

5.4 "The Indicative and the Participial Moods

In the previous section I claimed that whether or not a predicate can be transitive or
intransitive derives from the nature of the predicate. I also claimed that the morpholo-
gy found to the right of the predicate stem in Eskimo does not reflect, but effects the
transitivity of the construction. In this section 1 will discuss somczf the morphemes
that occur immediately to the left of the agreement markers on the prcdicate.27 These
affixes, the indicative and the participial mood, will be shown to be the crucial factor
in determining the transitivity of the-predicate. Examples of the affixes under discus-
sion are the italicized forms in (41) and (42).

o™

(41) a. angut pisuk-pug
man(abs.) walk-indic.3sg.

‘The man walks/walked’

27 Indicative and participial mood markers can be described as to the immedi-
‘ate right of the verb stem, only if one makes a distinction between root and stem.
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b. angut pisuk-tug
man(abs.) walk-IP3sg. -

\‘The man walks/walked’

(42) a. arna-up nutaraq kunik-paa .
woman-rel. child(abs.) kiss-indic.3sq./3sg.

‘The wqman kisses/kissed the child“
b. arnau~up nutaraq kunik-taa
woman-rel. child(abs.) k;‘.ss-PP3sg./35g.

‘The woman kisses/kiésed the child’ |
The a. forms .in both (41) and (42) are known as the indibﬁﬁve mood markers, and the
b. fo;ms are known as the participial mo;xl markers.28 ]t can be seen that, apart from
~ beginning with a diffcrent' con'son-ant, tﬁc indicative and the participial forms are quite
similar. Nevertheless they have been treated as quite disﬁn;:t syn'tagtical[y. For exam-
ple, Fortescue (1984) calls the -vag- form in Greenlandic the indicative, but calls the

-sag- form (West Greenlandic's version of -jag-) the passive participle. In fact, as we

shall see, both these forms are "indicative” and "passive”. The practice of treating the

indicative and the participial mood markegs_as quite distinct arises in part from the
fact that, in some dialects, they are in}wz: unrelated morphemes. The chart in (43)

provides an overview of the indicative and the participial mood of a number of dia-

Iects.:’-9

28 See discussion in Chapter 1, section 3.

29 Of note is the West Greenlandic transitive participle -gi~, which Fortescue
(1984) says changes to /ga/ before /a/. In Inuktitut, there is also a transitive variant of
the form /ga/ which apparently results from a stem ending in /k/ and the following
transitive participial form - thus kuni-gara ‘I kissed him'. As I assume that the Green-
landic /ga/ only shows up before third person subject irrespective of verb stem, the two
forms must be different.
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(43) a. West Greenlandic Fortescue (1984)

-

Intr. ‘ Tr.
Indic. vug/puq vag/paq
Part. . suQ/tuq gi
Passj*." saqg/taq |
b. Cdi‘iia;u ) _
. — N
Intr. . Tr.
Indic. vug/puq . vaqg/paqg-
Part-. _ jug/tug jaq/taq‘
Pass - Jag/taq

c. Kangiryuarmiut Lowe (13885)

b

Intx. ) Tr.
‘ Indic. jug/tug .. jag/taqg
Part. jug/tug jag/taq
Con Pass. jag/tag
- ' d. Yupik Woodbury (1981 and 1985a)
Intr. Tr.
Indic. - +'u(r)/tu(f) +'ar
Part. -lri+a(r) -ke-
Pass. ) +’'ar

Woodbury (1985, 82) states that the intransitive participle -sug- / -tug- comes from the
pan-Eskimo intransitive indicative *-fug- / -Fug-. 1 am unaware of the historical evi-
dence which led to this statement, which implies that, where indicative and participial

morphemes resemble one another, the participial forms are innovations. Is it notpossi-
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ble that the parallel forms reflect the original system, and that, as the indicative nsage

assumed prominence, other morphemes took on the function of the participial mood? It

is interesting that, in West Greenlandic, the indicative mood has a less restricted func-

tion than in Inuktitut. In Inuktitut, the use of the indicative implies some sort of perfor-

mative function. Its use is less common than that.of the participial. Hofmann (1978)

proposes that the indicative forms are predicativ;, while the participial forms are .

attributive.30 He relates this to the reported feelings amongst Quebec d'kalccl speakers

that the indicative forms are "vulgar’. He claims that this impression results from the

fact that predication is related to assertion. My own impression is that something like

assertion is indeed involved. Indicative forms seem to relate the meaning of the utter- -

‘ance to the moment of 'spcak_ing. Whatever the factor, it would seem to be hot equiva-
lent to, but a sub-set of, predication. Examples (41b) and (42b), which have participial
rati;cr than indicative fom::s clearly involve predication. They do not, however, invol.vc
the exira\fci;ture which is carried by the indicative form.31

In any event, a synchronic grammar of Inuktitut must take into account the sim-
ilarity ;f_form between the indicative anﬁ the participial modd, especially for dialects
such as Kangiryuarmiutut which do not make any morphological distinction between
the two usages. Once again, the One Morpheme/One Mearing Principle forces us to
consider first an analysis where the two forms are related. Only if such an-attempt
proves unsuccessful, either by the complexity of the claim, or by resultant complexity
in other parts of the grammar, will we turn to an analysis which has the indicative and
participial morphemes of (43b) and (43c) as unrelated morphemcs.32

30 Hofmann uses these terms*in their traditional sense, i.e. predicative means
that a property is asserted of an individual, while attributive means that a property is

presupposed of an individual. See also Chapter 6, section 1.2.

31 As it is difficult to characterize this featur;z, I have made no attempt to do
so in the translations.

32 This s a broader interpretation of-the One Morpheme/One Meaning Princi-
ple, in that two separate morphemes are being related on the basis that they bear a

+

_
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The distribution of the Inuktitut indicative and participial mood markers is as

follows. Both may appear as the maia predicate of a matrix clause, as in (41) and (42)

! However, only constructions containing the participial mood can appear as
in a clause, as shown in (44)

_(44) a. [taku-vara sinik-tuqlsg

see-indic.lsg./3sg. sleep-IP3sg.-

‘I see the one sleeping’

b. *[taku-vara sinik-puglg
seedindic.1lsg./3sg. sleep-—indic.3sg.
"I see the one sleeping’

¢. {taku-vara nanmg kapi-jait]g
. . see-indic.lsg./3sg. polar bear(abs)
stab-part.2sg./3s9.

———

I se€ the bear that you stabbed’

r

d. *[taku-vara nanug kapi-vait]g

see-indic.lsg./3sg. polar bear(abs)
stab-indic.2sg9./3sg.

'l see the bea'r that you stabbed®
The example in (44a) shows that an intransitive participle can funciion as a nominal in
a clause, but (44b) shows that an intransitive indicative form cannot function as a nom-
inal. Example (44c) shows that a transitive participle can function as a nominal in a

sentence, but (44d) shows that a transitive indicative form cannot.33

-

phonological resemblance to one another. This might at first seem to be a dangerous
extension; however, implicit in the One Morpheme/One Meaning Principle is the
requirement that any morpheme or morphemes under consideration must at least have
some plausible semantico-syntactic connection. Thus, if the indicative morphemes had
the same form as the word which meant ‘caribou calf’, we would not search for some
commonality. It is the very fact that the participial and the indicative forms overlap in
terms of distribution that leads us to investigate whether or not there may be a common
feature underlying this distribution.

33 Note that transitive participial forms are never found with first and second
person patients for reasons that will be made clear in Chapter 6, section 1.
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1 propose that all of the in;liéalivc and the participial forms arc nominal, and

that the indicative forms are distinc; from the participial forms 1;: only one feature.
This feature requires that the indicative mood mlarkcr obligatorily attach under the
node I (or INFL).34 The I node, as defined in Chomsky (1986b) is the head of the
clause IP (formerly S).35 The feature of obligatorily attaching under the nodel
undoubtedly derives from the fact that the indicative form has some éxtra performative
function, as discussed above. Participial forms are not marked for attaching under I,
and therefore may appear as either nominals or main clause prcdict;tes.36 This-
account predicts that, if a sentence cont@s both an indicative and:a participial form, ‘
the former will be the main predicate of the sentence.37 This turns out to be true, as

shown in (45). ' T

™
-

(45) angut mumig-tugq imngiq-puq'
man(abs) dance-part.3sqg. sing-indic.3sg.

‘The man who is dancing is singing’.
(*°The _man who is singing is Qanqing‘)

/ Another fact of indicative and participial mood markers which requires an

explanation is that the intransitive forms of both moods take one argument, while the
transitive forms take two. My proposal is zhét ﬁc intransitive mood markers resemble
the class of predicate affixes, in that they do not carry the feature REF. On the‘ other _
hand, they resemble nominals since, I argue, they project the' syntactic category N. In

some sense, they are like adjectivals. Recall that predicate stems were defined as

34 Maria-Luisa Rivero has 'suggcsted to me that this feature may be interpreted
as some clement requiring broad scope. -—

35 Recall that it was claimed in section 2.1 that nominals in Eskimo are defined
by the fact that they inflect directly, that they are independent morphologically, and
that they can function as subjects of other predicates. Predicates with mood markers
reflect these properties, except when they must or do appear in 1.

36 In other words, they may have either broad or narrow scope, depending on
their position at SS (see footnote 34 above).

37 Relative clauses will be dealt with in Chapter 6, section 1.
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defective because they lack a syntactic category. That an adjectival mood marker can
project the syntactic category N is not a contradiction, as the fact that there is only a
single syntacfic category il; Eskimo does not imply that all ;wdrds in Eskimo are-refer-
ential. The generalization th-at exists in Eskimo may be characteriz-c.d as in (46).

— (46_) In Eskimo all elements-. bearing the fea'tur'e REF,

as well as intransitive mood markers, project the
syntactic category N. - =~ = :

intransitive mood markers are affixes that must attach to the right of predi-

cates. Rather than stating this as a subcategorization feature, I shall posit that intransi-

tive mood markers are a form-of anaphoric predicate, that is they are predicative ele--

ments which must be coindexed with an antecedent predicate within the word.

I’]Sr0posc that the transitive mood markers, both indicative and participial, fall

-

into the class of referential affixes. Like intransitive mood markers, they are anaphor-
ic.38 That t-rgpsitivc mood markers are referential, and intransitive mood markers are
not, will be shown below to explain wl;y the former take single arguments and the lat-
ter take two arguments. As lexical cntric; carrying the feature REF, transitive mood
markers will project the syntactic category N. The lexical entries for the four mood
markers are given in (47). |

(47) a. Intransitive Mood Markers

Indicative Participial
PRED ]-vuq] {Xi] PRED ]-juq] (Xil
- I

b. Transitive Mood Markers

) Indicative Participial
PRED ]-vaqg] [REF] PRED ]-jaq] [REF]
I . goalj goalj

38 1 will argue below that the anaphoric property of transitive mood markers is
not a matter of the feature REF, but of the thematic role which is associated with
these morphemes. \
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The left-hand side of each lexical entry provides the form and subcalegorizaﬁo_n facts
of the morpheme. This is based on Licber (1980). The right-hand side of the lexical

entry indicates the semantic class of the item, i.e. whether or not it is refereatial, and

- whether or not it is anaphorfc. Note that the fact that the indicative and the participial

mood marker must attach to predicates rather than nominal% does not need to be men- .
tioned in the left-hand subcategorization frame. This restriction will follow from the
semantic features on the right, which require that they be bound cither-to a predicate,
as in the case of intransitive mood ‘markcrs,, or to the goﬁl of a Lf)ﬁdic‘:itf, as in the
case of transitive mood markers (discussed be[clw). -

The intransitive mood markers basically convey the meaning ‘The one who (is)
X', where X represents a predicate. In functional terms:- they ;irnply make a predicate
into an Eskimo word. Transitive mood markers require a more detailed explanation. -
In (47b) the semantic class of transitive mood markers is givén as REF. There has.
been an implicit assumption all along that‘cach element cafrying the feature REF has
some ;pccific semantic meaning associated with it. Thus, the lexical tI:ntry f;r gimmiq

'dog’ will have some information that the referent is of the class canine, etc. Transitive

mood markers also have a specific meaning, except that rather than denoting a class of

- animals, trees, etc., they denote a class of elements which have in common that they

ali bear. the same thematic role - goal. From another point of view, they can be com-
pared with syntactic anaphor;;.. Lexical syntactic anaphors share a common referent
with t'hcir antecedent, but pz‘;vc an independent thematic role, c.g. English himself.
Affixial anaphors, on the other hand, share a thematic role with their antecedent. In
this respect, they resemblie the trace of NP-movement. Jensen and Johns (to appear)

argue that the passive participle, which is identical to what is here termed the tran-

sitive participle, is similar to the nominalizing suffix e in English, as in (48).39

- ,~

39 I ignore the complexities of an analysis of this morpheme in English. The
English examples are given only to give the reader an impression of the nature of the
analysis to follow. For an analysis along similar lines for the English suffix -er, see

-

-
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(48) a. The kissee = The one who was kissed
b.” The breakee .= The one who was broken

As clements within the word bearing the thematic role goal, the semantic equiv-

alent of -e¢ in Eskimo, the transitive mood ‘markers in Eskimo must either receive the

goal role from thie predicate, as in (49a), or bind a goal role within the predicatc', as in

- (49b).
{49y a. .Predicate-
goal —————- > vag/jaq
b. Predicate’ vaq/jaq
- goalj goalj

It is' important 1o note that only three of the four classes of predicates are capal‘alc of
assigning or bit;ding a goal role. These are activity, rT:s'ti.lt and event predica.tcs. State
predicates, by definition, -do not assign a goal role.

That thesc‘morphemes bind rather than receive a thematic role can be argued
by the fact that nonsense words in English still convey the thematic role of anticnl,
even lhbugh the verb is meaningless, as in (50). .

(50) The marfuree = The one who was marfured,

not *The one who marfured

somecne else.
I interpret (50) as evidence-that the thematic role of affixial anaphors forms part of
their lexical entry.40 Activity and event predi‘éates provide additional support for the
argument that affixial anaphors have independent semantic properties. Recall that
activity predicates predicate an activity containing a semantic constant goal onto an
argument. If the transitive mood markers did not contain semantic properties of their
own, we would be unable to predict whether the actor or the goal role would be
Sproat (1985) who calls this process theta-indexing. In Jensen and Johns (to appca})

the so-called "antipassive” morpheme -si- is treated as an agent binding affixial ana-
phor. -

40 1 made up a predicate puli- and asked my consultant whether pulijag would -

refer to the one doing the action, or the one to whom the action happened. He chose
the latter. This choice is predicted by the analysis argued here.

»
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assigned to the affix. Likewise, event predicates, which assign both an agent and a
* goal role would poten&lly assign the wrong role to the affix. Result'predicatcs, which
assign only goal role, do not pose a problem here. Only by considering transitive mood
markers as affixial anaphors as defined abové, can this problem be avoided. The pos-

- sible combinations,are shown in (51).

- -

(51) a. kunik- jaq "kiss’ _
' agent, goalj goalj EVENT "
b. niri- | jag .., . " ‘eat’
actor FOODji - goalj _ ACTIVITY
c. siqumit— jaq ‘break’ _
goaly . = _ goalj - RESULT ;5‘
d. *angi- -jag © ‘big’
themej ‘goalj STATE

In some respécts, constructions containing transitive mood markers resemble a passive
construction. One might imagine a:i argument aga-ihSt a passive analyﬁ‘is of the tran-
sitive construction on the basis 1) that if the transitive forms are like the passive, then
this begs the question of what the active forms are which the passive forms derive
from, and 2) that an independent passive construction exists in Eskimo, as shown in

(52). Compare the passive construction in (52a) with the transitive construction in

(52b).41

(32)
a. Jaani kuni-ga-u-vug Miurimit
John(abs.) kiss-partc.-be-3sg. Mary-abl.
\ "John was kissed by Mary

b. Miuriup Jaani kuni-ga-a
Mary-rel. John(abs.) kiss—-partc.-3sq.

‘Mary kissed John’

.41 My‘ consultant informs me that kunikfaujug could be used under the circum-
stances where one had been waiting for John to be kissed.



———e

,\/\ 115

This type of argument would be based en a mistaken ﬁew that the n:ansitive clause is
" claimed to be equivalent to the passive consiruction. Instead the claim is that the tran-
siti;rc clause is related to the 1§assivc construction by virtue of the fact that they both
contain the trah&itive participial mood marker -jag- (somciimcs termed the passive par-
ticiple). It is well known thatthe passive construction consists of not only the passive
participle, but also a copula. Example (52a) conforms to this definition. It contains the
copula -u- be’ to the right of the participle. Note that only the participial form can be
found in the pas;sivc construction. The feature I on the lexical entry of the transitive
indicative mood marker, which signifies that the morphcmc must be attached directly’
to the node I, predicts that It cannot be cﬁ:beddcd-within a word, as is shown by
(53).42 :
(53) 'a\. *Jaani kuh;k-pa-'u—vuq Mit‘iri-mit

John{abs) kiss-indic.-be-indic.3sg.
Mary-abl.

‘John was kissed by Mary’

The transitive construction in (52b) does not contain a copula morpheme. The
only morpheme it has in common with the passive construction is the transitive partici-
pial mood marker. The transitive construction is not equivalent to thf §assivc construc-
tion any mofe than the adjecli;ral' passive in English is equivalent to the passive con-
struction, as in (54).

(54) a. The burnt toast was a depressing sight.
b. The toast was burnt by the woman.

This is not to say that the transitive clause in Eskimo is the same as the adjectival pas-
sive in English, only that the passive participl®ycan appear in different constructions

without implying that the constructions are identical. The other hypothetical argument

42 Also *kunikpaujug, where the last morpheme is the participial.

_43 The term "passive” is so highly chasged that I have chosen to call these mor-
phemes “transitive”. Hammerich (1951, 21) says there is little reason in discussing:
whether or not the Eskimo clause is active or passive.

-
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against a "passive” analysis43 of the transitive clause is that there is no active form
from which the passive is derived. This too, is not an argument since, as just stated,
the transitive clause is not equivalent 1o the passive cons.truction. Moreover, if the
claim that'dire_ct objects do not exist in Eskimo is correct, then a nominalizing mor-
pheme ca:rrying the goal role is one of the few conceivable ways to transitivize a predi-
cate. If there is_ no direct object, then a second argument cannot be linked to a predi-
cate by means of accusative case.¥4 I will argue in the following section t at the only |
way in which two argumcnt; can be linked in Eskimo is by nominal predication, that is, )
one nc;rl;xinal predicated of moﬁcr. Therefore the only way for an agent and a goai (or
patient) to be linked by a single predicate in Eskimo is for that predicate to be nomi-
nalized. That this nominalization inv(;lves an gnaphoric goal rather than an anaphoric
agent follows from the fact that the goal role, as shown above in (51), is the only the-
matic role in common with the three predicate classes. An anaphoric agént would be
ruled out for RESULT predicates which, as was shown by the ungrammaticality of
oblique agent phrases in (36) above, do not contain agent roles, and, thcret’or&:, could
~ oot antecedent-bind the anaphoric agent. The view of transitivity contained in this the-
sis is that trans'ilivity is merely the linking of two argnments by a predicate. The exact
nature of this linking is 2 topic of research, and may vary from language to language,
but is governed by principles of universal grammar. In other words, it is the goal of the
linguist to explain the’linking without recourse to such "macro” concepts as accusativity.
Accusativity, like the idea of the passive construction, is the name for a certain gener-
alization thal1s observed in language, but which may be deserving of a more particular

explanation.

44 Perhaps the claim is really that there is no accusative case in Eskimo. As my

understanding of transitivity in Eskimo grows, 1 find the notion accusative more and
more puzzling.
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The final feature of the transitive mood markers that must be mentioned is that

they rarely occur as bare nominals. As wﬂl be seen in the next section, they most often
are predicated of another referent. In some respects, transitive mood markers are like

nouns of inalienable possession. Nouns of inalienable posséssion imply a possessor,
and transitive mood markers generally imply an agent. 1 have omitted putting a feature
of this sort in the lexical entry for transitive mood markers. Thisis because examples

exist in which a trg'msitivc mood marker appears as a bare nominal, as shown in (55).

(55) a. kuni-gaq aﬁllaq—tuq
kiss-goal leave-part.3sg.

‘The kissed one left

b. *kunik-pag aullagtug \

As shown in (55b), the transitive indicative. cannot form a bare nominal, since it can
only appear under I. The conditions which permit bare nominal transitive mood maﬂc-
ers are unclear. Until research sheds more light on ;‘his matter, I will assume that tram-
sitive mood markers do not automatically imply "posséssion” as described in the next
section. Note, however, that the existence of such examples provides support for the
analysis of them as nominalizing affixes, comparable to the English morpheme -¢e. An
analysis which does not treat the indicative and participial morphemes as nominalizing
affixial anaphors would have to explain why the nominalized forms in (55) appear as
transitive forms without agreement markers. If transitive mood -markcrs are hot nomi-

nal, why then is there not some overt nominalizing affix in (35)? The existence, and the

form of examples like (55) is predicted by the analysis presented hcre.45

>

43 For further discussion on'the nominal us¢ of mood markers, see Chapter 6,
section 1.
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5.5  Syntactic Dependency in Inuktitut

In the previous section 1 argued that the transitive mood markers are distinguished
from the intransiﬁve mood markers by the fact that only the former carry the semanﬁc
feature REF, which conveys the information that the lexical element is referential. In
this section, I will show how the transitivity of the two types of mood markers follows
from this difference: that is,'t‘hc intransitive mood markers allow for only a single argu-
ment, while the traqsiﬁve mood markers allow for two arguments. It will be shown that
the explanation of the transitive clause is based on the same syntactic principles that
account fox-" the possessive construction in Inuktitut. The main thrust of this explana-
tion is that the syntgctic dependency exhibited by the possessor m a possessive con-
struction derives from the predication of one referential element onto another. This
contrasts with the explanation of Woodbury (1981), who -assumes the concept of syn-
tactic dependency to contrast with apposition, as shown by the following quote.
Semantically, a constituent dependent on another is never corcfcrcntini
with it; a constituent in apposition with another is presupposed or assert-
ed to be coreferential with it. Woodbury (1981, 201)
It seems clear that Woodbury, following Hammerich, considers that dependency and
apposition are independent syntactic relationships, and that .thc reference or corefer-
ence are merely restrictions on these relations. I will argue in Chapter 6, section 1 that
there is ;a separate syntactic relaticfi’ of apposition, but that it never involves asser-

tion.46 In the present framework, syritactic dependency is a subset of predication, and

can be termed inter-referential predication. Thus a subject may have as a predicate

either a referential element or a predicate. The former will result in syntactic depen-

46 This means that I divide things up somewhat differently from Woodbury. -

While for him coreference vs disjoint reference is linked to the contrast dependency vs
apposition, 1 posit a distinction predication vs apposition, where predication breaks
down into "regular” and- inter-referential predication (i.e. coreference vs non-
coreference). Furthermore, I posit a separate process of apposition. In other words,
the distinction of the present analysis is assertion/non-assertion. :
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dency, the latter will result in predication, as schematized in (56).
(56) [REF{ REFil] Syntactic Dependency

" [REF; Xil Predication

' I will also assume the following principle.

(57) The subject of a predication must l;e REF
Rothstein (1983) showed that the Extended Projection Principle of Chomsky (1982),
which statc§ that all clause§ must have subjects, follows from the fact that all predica-
tions require a subject. She further claims (p. 28) that a predicate can only be linked to
an argument "which is defiﬁcd as a closed, i.e. non-prcdis:ative, 5(?." She defines sub-
jects as non-prcdic;'tivc rather than referential in order to allow for what are known as
"dummy” subjects, whiqh she climinhtés from LF. .As I have defined prcdic.ates as ele-
ments seeking rcfcrence,_ it is impossible that any predicate could link to a non-
referential subject. Sc;xtential subjects ir; English, such as That John left suprised me
are clearly rcférﬁng to the event ot: John leaving, and a;: t-h‘ercforc referential. Ct}n-
structions with dummy subjects such as It is raim"ng and It seems that John is sick nlust
also have referential subjects. The subject positions in these examples are generally
thought to be semantically empty. I would suggest that there is a sense in which such
dummy subjects are referential; however, where they differ from regular subjects is that

they lack thematic roles, a separate semantic property. Chomsky (1981, ,324-325) calls

these elements quasi-arguments on the basis of the fact that the ‘ot be quantified,
cf. *What snowed. 1 think this property resuits from the fact\—t;at their referent is
unique (i.e. the weather, appearance). It should be predictable that unique referents
cannot be quantified. This seems to be true for first and second person, which have
unique referential values, ¢.g. *Who am leaving?. It is impossible to imagine how prin-

ciple (57) could be derived from any other semantic restriction, and it therefore must

be a principle of umiversal grammar. --
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5.5.1 The Possessive Construction in Inuktitut

This section is concerned with the nature of the most clear cut case of inter-referenﬁal
predicaiion in Inuktitut - the possessive constriction, as in (58).

(58) anguti-up nasa-a .
man-rel. hat-poss.3sg.

‘The man’'s hat’
I will argue that the argument angutiup in (58) is the subject of a predication that
involves a referent.47 The main evidence which supports this claim is the fact that the
possessum shows agreement with the possessor, as in (58), where the marker -2 indi-
cates that the possessor is thirdbperson singular, and that the possessum is singular.
Third person possessive-markcrs are the onlj( person in whicﬁ the number of the poss-
essum and the numb.er of the possessof are part of the same morpheme. In (59) I pro-

vide examples of the possessive agreement markers broken down into person and num-

ber.

{59) a. nasa-ra ‘my hat’
b. nasa-t-ka ‘my hats’
c. nasa-it “your hat’
d. nasag-t-it “your hats’
e. nasa-a "his hat’
f. nasa-i "his hats’ .
g. gimmig-put "our dog’
h. gimmi-vut “our dogs’
i. gimmig-si “your (pl) dog’
j. gimmi-si ‘your (pl) dogs’
k. gimmi-nga-t ‘their dog’
1. gimmi-ngi-t “their dogs’

As can be scen in (59b) and (59¢), in the first and second person singular, the plurality
of the possessum is marked by the /t/ immediately preceding the possessor markers.
The number of the possessum in third person singular, however, is indistinguishable
from the marker indicating the possessor, as shown in (59¢) and (59f). In the the first

47 Note that I am not saying that predicates can be referential. Predicates, as
defined above, are clements containing variables that must seek reference from their
subject. I will continue, however, to use the term predication, with the caution to the
reader that not all predications are assumed to involve predicates. Y
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and second person plural forms the plurality of the possessum does not appear to be
marked at first glance. Compare (59g) with (59h), and (59i) with (59j). However, it is .
possible to assume that the plural marker 6f the possessum is pre-sent in some abstract
form. This would account for the deletion of the final consonant /q/ in the noun stem
of in (59h) and,(59j). ‘Note, though, that the initial consonant of ihc first person plural
possessor marker /vut/ is not sensitive to this hypothesized abstract consonant, but to
the actual presence or absence of a final consonant in the stem. ‘

The number of the possessor is indicated to ;hé right of the number of the poss-
essum, either by a change in form, as in first person from /ka/ to /vut/, or by the addi-
tion of a plural marker /t/ 1o the right of the possessor marker, as in third person.
Compare (59a) with (59g), and (59¢) with (59K)-

Agreement between two elements is highly suggestive. of a predication rclaﬁoﬁ-
ship. The element triggering agreement is the sgbjcct and the element showing the
agreement is the elcment. predicated of that §ubjec£. Under this view, the possessor in.
the possessive construction in Inuktitut is the subject, and the possessum is the predi-
cated element. The claim, then, is that the Inuktitut possessive construction is-more
_similar to the English possessive construction John's hat than to the alternative -The hat
of John. %8 In fact, outside of a subject/predicate relation, it is difficult to imagine what

relation a possessor could bear with a possessum. There is no sense in which one could
say that nominals (in the unmarked case) subcategorize for possessors. For instance,
the noun meaning ‘bear’ in any langt.xagc is an unlikely referent to be possessed, and as
such, it would seem incorrect to mark it as St-ll;categoﬁzing for a possessor. Nonethe-
less, under certain circumstances, bears can be said to be possessed, say in a circus, or
if they were killed. The idea of possession seems directly related to the juxtaposition of

48 Abney (1986) claims that where the prenominal genitive in English involves
attribution, such as John's honesty, there is a predication relation. He does not explic-

itly state that regular possessives, such as John 's hat involve predication.

49 Chomsky (1986a, 195) refers to a manuscript by Mona Anderson in which
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two referential elements.4? Based on remarks in Woodbury (1981), I will argue that the
operative semantic relation between referential subject and referential predication is
that of container to contained. Under this view, the rcfc;cntiality-of the two clements is
inviolate,0 and the only means of combining them’i;{for one to contain the other.
That it is the subject that contains, rather than the predication, necessitates the exis-
tence of a principle, given in (60). ‘

(60) The éubj ect in a predication relatienship,
involving two referents is the "Container"
of the referent whi;h is predicated.
In (60) the quotation marks indicate that this notion is to be interpreted loosely, since
possessors do not really contain objccis. What containers do is in effect delimit the
possible reference of that which is contained within them. This is rela.ted‘: to the idem~
that possessors somehow determine possessi. In the Government and-Binding Theory
of Chomsky (1986a and 1936b), both subjects and possessors Bs's what are called speci-
ﬁcr#. That the semantic rclation'ship has a parallel in the syntax derives, no dbubt,
from cognitive considerations, cf. Jackendoff {1983).51 Note that tlie fact that an ele-
ment may have its reference specified is quite distinct from not having any referential
value at all. Thus possessa continue to be crucially distinct from predicates, although
bél.h mé.y be predicated. .-
. Having argued that the possessive construction in Inuktitut reflects a predication
relation, where the possessor is a subject, and the possessum is a referent iaredicatcd
of that subject, it remains to determine more specific facts of the syntactic ;elation, in

particular phrase structure and case assignment.

the thematic role possessor is argued to be assigned to a structural position.
50.That is to say, their referential values cannot become one or even overlap.

31 It is interesting that, even in verbs, the subject secems- to always express the’
possessor, rather than the possessum relation. Thus while verbs like contain and sur-
round, exist, verbs generally do not have the form where the subject is contained in

object. John Jensen has pointed out to me that the verbs fill, inhabit, and occupy con-
- tradict this generalization.
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\ Abney (.1986) builds upon the traditional distinction between meaningful ele-
ments, such as nouns, verbs, etc., and functional elements, such as inflection, comple-
mentizers and determiners. In the present framework, functional elc.;.ments can be con-

o

~ trasted with elements bearing the scman\;éxc features REF (for "nouns”) and X (for

| —

"verbs”). Abney claims that the distinguishing feature of functional elements is that they
lack s_cmantic value. Abney further statcs'ﬁm; the purpose of functional elements is not
to describe, but to set the modality of a description. He go;s on to propose that the
noun phrase inAlj:hgiish is in fﬁct a form of d?termincr phrase, with a node D serving as

head and functional clement in the phrase.52

~
-

Following Abney's reasoning, I propose that the agrecrhcnt markers on pé)sscs-
sive constructions in Eskimo arc this sort of functional elements. They have no seman-
tic value per se, and-they serve only to relate two referentigl,_dcmcnts. In addition, I
propose that these’ agreement markers are neither dctcrmincrf;, nor inflection (as found

~ at the level of clause). Instead, they fall somewhere in between in terms of level of
modality. Recall that I claimed that what are usually called noun stems in Eskimo art-:
lexical entries marked with the semantic feature REF. English can be viewed as a lan-
guage where the feature REF is not added until ‘thc phrase level. This would explain
why in English articles are necessary in the noun phrase, while in Eskimo articles do
not exist. Eskimo nouns come pre-determined as a result-of the semantic feature REF.
What this means is that, while English cannot have NP, but must have DP containing
NP at the level of phrase-structure, Eskimo can have simply N.53 The agreement

markers that express the predication relation between two referents are the lowest lev-

-

52 This idea is found elsewhere, e.g. Montague Grammar (see Dowty 1979),
where determiners are treated as functions.

53 A number of people have pointed out to me that Russian is a2 problem for
this line of reasoning.

54 The account of Eskimo possessive agreement of Bok-Bennema aﬁd Grooé,
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el of functional element required in Eskimo. 1 will call this type ‘of functional element
AGR.%4 AGR™ is like I in that it expresses é\ predication relation between two ele-
ments, but it is like D (determiner) in that it cannot express a temporal modality. 8 1
will assume that AGR projects ﬁ phrasal category AGRP, i.e. is a phrasal head. It
might be assumed that AGR simply is merely t-i-'ne lexical head of the word, i.c. isa
morpholoécal head. Recall that I claimed that AGR exists at the lowest level in Eski-
mo. The problem is that in Eskimo, lowest level sometimes meaps inside the word.
The two possible structures of the possessive cons{ructibn are given in (61) and (62)

(61) °  AGRP

as described in Bok-Bennema (1985), resembles the one here in that they posit anode
infl (which is distinct from INFL) which contains agr (which is distinct from AGR).
Thus possessives involve agr in INFL, while-transitive clauses involve agr and AGR in
INFL. In this way the similarity between possessive and transitive agreement is cap-,
tured. Their account, however, does not explain why the possessive agreement should
resemble the agent agreement and not, say, the patient agreement. In the account pre-
-sented here, this is explained under a view of traasitivity that involves inter-referential
predication. Another problem with their analysis is that they assume that the direct
object is assigned case by AGR in INFL, since the\verb is not case-assigning. This con-
trasts with the present analysis, which is that thec‘}aticnt is a subject assigned case by
agreement in 1. Furthermore, that there is no syntactic category verb, predicts the fact
that the "verb” cannot assign case to an object. '

33 It is important that the reader not confuse AGR with the usual concept of
agreement in INFL. In the present discussion, AGR stands for a functional node which
projects the maximal category AGRP, in exactly the same fashion as I projects IP,
etc.. The node AGR has its own set of agreement markers which are distinct from the
set of agreement markers which are found in I (though the two sets appear to be relat-
ed, see below and section 5.5.3.2.).

56 It remains to be investigated whether or not there is exists the functional cle-
ment COMP in Eskimo.

~
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(62) NP
. \
/ N\
N N \
REF{ N\ -

In both (61) and (62), it is clear that the addition of AGR creates a phrase
quite distinct from the noun-phrase. In the case of (91), the phrasal category has
changed from NP to AGRP, while in (62) the syntactic head of the noun-phrase is lexi-
cally headed by AGR rather than REF, even though the category of the entire posses-
sum is shown as NP. This would follow from the claim made above that all lexical cat-
egories are N. | h

Note that, in both structures, I have posited that the agreement feature is a
fusion ‘of the number of the possessum with the person and number of the posscss'or.
As was mentioned above, in some instances, the two markers can be separated into
distinct morphemes, but in others they cannot. By assuming that the agreement node
carries the features of both nominals,5 the fact that morphological fusion has taken
place in the case of third i:crs?on possessors, and is ]irobably at work in first and sec-
ond person possessors, is accounted for. '[‘he indices for both arguments occur regular-
ly under a single node which allows for that node to be lexicalized as a single mor-
pheme.

The reader has no doubt noted certain similarities between the analysis of pos-
sessives prcscﬁtcd here and the Sentential Possessive analysés of Mey (1969), Rischel
{1971), and Kalmar (1979), discussed in Chapter 4, section 4, which claim that the

possessive nominal is derived either by transformation or incorporation from a full sen-

57 Possessi will always be lexical third person by virtue of a cognitive principle
that restricts first and second person from possession, e.g. *his me, *John's you, etc.
This is also noted in Kalmar (1979). This fact derives from the restriction that prono-
minals in general cannot be possessed, e.g. *John's him. Abney (1986) explains
restrictions on pronominals by considering them to be determiners. Under this reason-

ing, pronominals cannot be possessed because they are a.lrcady specified. This ques-
tion deserves further attention.
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tence.98 The present analysis is able to capture the intuition behind this idea, which is
that possessives are a sort of clause, \:rithout having to derive them from a clause, a
direction of derivation which Woodbury (1981, 199) considers to be much less plausible
(from a morphdsyntactic point of view) than deriving clauses from nominals.”? In the
present framework, the similarities between the ﬁossessive construction and the clause”
construction, which will be discussed in detail in t_he following section, derive from the
fact that both involve predication. This might at first seem reminiscent of Kalmar's
claim that possessums are prcciicates; howcvc'r,-hc'is unable to make the distinction

-

between predication involving referents, and predication involving predicates, and
.thcrcfore would predict that possessives could function as sentences. rIn the present
analysis, the diffcrcn;':e between possessives and clauses is found in the nafure of -th_c
functional element that license; predication. In the case of possessives, the functional
element is AGR, which differs from 1, perhaps only by The fact that it cannot express
tense.50 In faét, it has been said (cf. SEhultz-Lorcgtzep) that the agre;ment markers
that express possession are related to the agreement markers that express predication.

This is exactly what would be expected under the analysis that both involv; predica-
tion. Yet there is no need to derive one from the offier.

A problem for my assumptibn that (61), and not {62), represents the structure
of the possessive construction in Eskimo involves case assignment. Case is assigned to

the possessum and its agreement as a whole, as in (63).

58 This analysis most closely resembies that of Mey (1969), who posited that
possessives were like clauses without the mood. '
g 59 He does not elaborate on this statement, other than to say that the critcisms
of Bergsland (1962) would apply. I interpret this to mean that the morphological evi-
dence leads one to a nominalist position rather than a sentential/possessive one, as the
sentential/possessive analysis has abstract structure which is is not represented mor-
phologically. -

60 11 is probable that the ability to express tense is directly related to the nature
of the element predicated, i’e. REF or X. ‘



(63) a. Jaani-up irning—a ani-juq

John-rel. son-3sg.poss. (abs) et

go out-part.3sg.

‘John’s son went out B
b. Miuri Jaani-up iglurjuang-a-nut pisuk-tug

Mary(abs) John-rel. house-3sg.poss.-all.

walk-part.3sg.

-

Mary went to John's house

c. arnaq;kuni-gau-j_uq Jaani-up inrning—a-nit
woman({abs) kiss-pass.-part.3s John-rel.
son-3s.poss.-abl. '

-

‘The woman was kissed by John’s son’
Case .is usuaily assumed to be as.signég to the_node N. There are clearly ma;xy details
to work out if the assumption that (61) is the correct structure is to be maintained.
Nolhing in thc‘a'qalysis to-be presented will be dependent on this assumption.

While the head of the phrase receives the cas? that is assigned to thé position U1
the clause that the noun-phrase appears, the subject, or possessor, rcccivc.s relative
case if it is lexical. I assume that agreement is coindexed with the subject position, and
that, even when the subject position is not lexical (as in the case of first and second
person, and optionally with third person), that the person and number features on the

 agreement marker attached 1o the possessum are a direct reflection of the person and
. number features of the su'bject. Where the subject is lexically absent, the position is
filled by small pro. Chomsky (1986a, 121) describes pro as a null pronominal which is
the counterpart of lexical pronouns. Like lexical nouns, pro is free, or has indeﬁet;dent
teference, with the cxceptiori that this freedom is obligatory within a smaller domain
(sece Chapter 1, section 2). "I‘hisjs exactly the concept needed here. The use of first
and second person pronominals in Eskimo is usually found only as emphasis, as shown

in (64).

-
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(64) a. uvanga nasa-ra-una
I(abs) hat—-posslsg.-this

‘This here is my hat’

b. igvit nasa-in-una )
you(abs) hat-poss2sg.-this

"This here is your hat’

With third person, the lexical subject may be present or not, but agreement exists in .

both instances, as shown in {65).

(65) a. Jaani-up nasa-a
_John-rel. hat-poss3sg.

-

‘John s hat’

b. nasa-a
hat-poss3sg.

‘his/her/its hat’
- ' - | .
The example in (65a) will have the structure in (66), and (65b) will have the structure

. \ v
(67). .
(66) AGRP : ’
. / N\ : ‘
/ N\ '
Nj AGR’
Jaani~up VRN
. REF - / °\
N . Ny AGR41
T nasag -a
REF

(67) AGRP ;
‘ / \
/7 -\
Ni =~ AGR’
. pro / N\
REF Nj AGR4j
nasaq -a *
REF

The final point that must be accounted for in the possessive construction is the
relative case -up assigned to the third person lexical subjects. As discussed in Chapter
1, section 2, the _Goverhment and Binding framework of Chomsky (1981), and (1986a),

-

X,
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requires that all NPs must receive Case. Case is an abstract concept based on the idea
that all NPs must be licensed by a syntactic relation to a case-assigning element. This
is summarized in the Case filter, which staics that *NP, if NP has phonetic content and
has no case. As mentioned previously, the Case filter is now thought to derive from
conditions on visibility, that state tI;at, in order for a noun to receive a theta-role, it
must be in a position which is assigned case. Singe.NPs must get a theta-role in order
to satisfy the Theta-criterion, it naturally follows that they must occur in positions
licensed by Case.

We could assume that the node AGR, like I, assigns a case to_it_s subject. I will
argue that this is not so. AGR is simply the marker of predication. If AGR were to
mark its subjcci with relative case, then we would expect to find no evidence of theta-
marking since, as Chomsky (1986a, 193) peints out, structural case is- not associated.
with theta-marking. The fact is that the pl:fédica‘tion relation between two refere t§ is
associated with theta-marking. The subject in 2 possessive construction is assi'gned the
thematic role possessor. This suggests that the relative case is an instance of inherent
case. Inherent case is associated with theta-marking at the level of D-structure. If rela-
tive case is inherent case, then it should be more similar to oblique case than to absolu-
tive case. This seems correct, as some linguists have argued that oblique cases in Eski-
mo are built from relative case. Thus the /m/ in the oblique cases -mur (allative), -mit,
etc. are said to be derived historically from the bilabial relative case -(u)p (cf. Wood-
bury 1981).61 Above, 1 argued that the possessive relation between two referents
derives from a container to contained relation between the two referents involved. It is
this thematic relation, which assigns the thematic role possessor and relative case to
the subject of the noun-phrase. This conforms to the uniformity condition proposed in

Chomsky (1986a, 194) given in (68).

61 For further discussion, see Chapter 6, section 2.
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(68) If alpha is an inherent Case-marker,
then alpha Case-marks NP if and only

if [alpha] theta-marks the chain headed
by NP.

The uniformity condition requires that the element which assigns the thematic role also

- assign the case. In possessive constructions, the thematic role of possessor is deter-

mined by the nature of the predication, that is, REFIREF, therefore it is this factor
which also assigns the relative case to the subject. Since the possessor role only éxists
as a result of a syntactic relation, it is cruciﬁl that this relation be clear. This accounts
for why the possessor NP, unlike other arguments bearing thematic roles, must be adja-

cent to the ¢lement to which it bears the syntactic relation, as shown in (69).

(69) a. Jaani-up irning-a aullaq—tuq/
*Jaani-up aullag-tuq irning-a
John-rel. son-3s.poss.(abs) left-part.3sg.

"John’'s son left” . .

b. Jaani pirujar-mut pisuk-tug/
Jaani pisuk-tug pirujar-mut
John(abs) walk-part.3s cache-all.

‘John walked to i‘;he cache’
The examples in (69) show that, while an oblique argument such as ihc directional
phrase in {69b) can occur on either side of the predicate, a possessor car;xot. The
oblique argument, like the turtle, takes its thematic role assigner (thc. allative case)
with it. The possessor, like a parasil:musl remain in fixed relation i;l order to main-
tain the thematic role. Adjacency is a surface level restriction on case assignment dis-
cussed at length in Stowell (1981, 110ff.). The adjz-a-ccncy requirement on case assign-
ment seems to vary somewhat across languages. For instance, while Eriglish has a
more or less strict adjacency requirement on the assignment of case to direct objects,

Romance languages have a less strict requirement (see Stowell 1981 and Travis

62 English does not allow manner adverbials to intervene between the verb and

its object, e.g. *break suddenly the glass, while French does, e.g. casse soudainement
le verre.



131
1984).62 Travis (1984, 75) posits the Domain Adjacency Condition, which 's;tatcs that
an element Y cannot intervene between two sisters, X and W, where X ei_ther assigns
case or a theta role to W; unless X also assigns case or a theta role to Y. This condi-
tion clearly accounts for the ungrammatical form in (692). The problem lies in ensuring
that it applies only in constructions assigning either possessor or agent role. Aside from
possessors and agents of transitive clauses, word ordér in Eskimo is relatively frec."Forb
the most part, this can be explained by the fact that arguments usually have oblique
case; however, absolutive case is a syntactic case,yet it is pot subject to an adjacency
condition.63 As méﬁﬁoncd above, it is likely that the adjacency restriction on
posscssors/décnts is a direct result of the fact that the thematic role is assigned only as
a result of the predication relation.
“1 therefore propose an adjacency condition that governs the assignment of
possessor/agent role (and as a result; relative case®4). This is given in (70).65 '
(70) In order to receive a thematic role
possessor/agent, a subject must be

adjacent to the phrase headed by its
referential predicate.

The condition in (70) states that the possessor need not be strictly adjacent to the ref-
erential predicate. This is to allow for examples such as (71), which show that materi-

al may intervene between the subject and the referential predicate so long as the

material forms part of the phrase containing the r.u-':dicatf:.66

63 Lamontagne and Travis (1986) claim that INFL has a "special” relationship
with nominative case, which they represent by co-superscripting.

64 The assignment of relative case is discussed further in Chapter 6, section 2.
65 Theta role assignment is clearly to the left in Eskimo.

66 My consultant did not find the order anullaksirvingmit Jagniup anininga
quviasunagtug very good, but said it might be an answer to a question.
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(71) Jaanl—up anullaksirving-mit anini-nga
quvia~nag-tugq
John-rel. jail-abl. escape—possBsg.
joy-producing-part.3sg.
‘John’s escape from jail is a joyful event’
In (71), the phrase anullakirvingmit 'from jail’ is a complement of the possessum ani-
ninga 'his escape’, and may therefore intervene between the possessor 3nd the posses-

_ The principle in (70) could equally be formulated in terms of the Domain Adja-

cency Condition of Travis (1984), or even c-command or government.67

5.5.2 The Transitive Mood Marker As Referential Predicate
In section 4, I argued that the transitive mood markers, both indicative and participial,

are marked 10" th_& semantic feature REF. What this means is that the predicates to

which these afﬁxcs are attached change from predicates requiring reference to referen-

tial predicates. Recall also that 1 su_ggested that transitive mood markers have a prop-
erty similar to inalienable possession in that they imply the existence of another argu-
ment.88 It follows from everything stated above that this other argument must be’
disjoint in reference from the reference of the prcdit.:atc. In this prediction lies the
éxplanation of syntactic transitivity in Inuktitut. Proof that the referential predication

involved in the possessive construction is paralleled in the transitive construction comes

‘from the fact that the transitive agreement markers can be seen to derive from the pos-

sessive agreement markers. Moreover, the agent in the transitive construction (the sub-
ject of the referential predication) is assigned the relative case, just as is assigned to

the subject of the referential predicate in a possessive construction.

67 See Lamontagne and Travis (1986) who propose that case adjacency falls
under the ECP. -

68 This fact may be the result of some cognitive considerations, such as that
GOAL implies SOURCE. See Van Voorst (1986) for a development of the idea that
events involve points of origin and points of termination.
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Let us examine transitive agreement first. This is a somewhat delicate subjec_t, -
as there has been a certain amount of lexicalization of the agreement markers that
refer to the agent and the patient of the transitive construction. Even though some of
the transitive agreement markers are fused, it is plain that, where they m'éy be separat-
ed, the agent agreement precedes the patient agreement. This is conﬁrﬁcd by Fortes-
cue (1984, 289):

-

The corresponding transitive forms can be analysed as consisting of
(additive) mood marker va(r) followed by the subject marker ...followed
by the object marker, (e.g. -vakkit I-thou’ from va + *m + kit) except
for the third person object forms, where endings corresponding to the

absolutive case personal possession markers...immediately follow th

mood marker :
If the Eskimo transitive clause were anything resembling the English transitivé clause,
we would expect to find that patient agreement would precede subject agreement, since
the patient in English is found inside the VP. We can therefore consider agreement
order in Eskimo transigives to be evidence against a nominative-accusative analysis,
and evidence in favour of either a syntactically ergative analysis or a possessive analy-

H
sis. In order 1o show that the possessive analysis is the correct one, I will deal with the
two agreement functions in turn. As patient agreement will be discussed in the follow-
ing section, the goal here is to show that there is ample reason to considerthe "subject”
agreement found in the transitive to be equivalent to the possessive agrcemcnt.69 The
\

chart in (72) repeats the transitive agreement markers first introduced in Chapter 4,

section 2.

69 Note that the claim in-this thesis is that possessive agreement and predica-

tion agreement involve the same syntactic process, so that we expect to see similarities
across the two types.
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(72) Transitive Agreement Markers

Patient
1 2 3 ipl - 2pl 3pl
Agent .

1 - -git -ra -  -psi ~tka
2 -rma - - =it  -ptigut - -tit
3 . —anga: -atit -a " —atigut -asi -i
lpl - -ptigit -gput = _=psi -wvut
2pl -psinga = - '-qsi -ptigqut - -si
3pl -annga -atit " -at -atigut -asi -i

A
o

In some dialects, Zplllsg. is -psinnga g_s‘efc. Lowe 1985). Note that the agreern;:r;t.mark-
ers in (72) sometimes include the final /q/ of lhellransitive mood marker. |
| Most linguists working in Eskimo -agree.that transitive agreement markers where
the patient is third person are the clearest case showing ihc possessive/transitive paral-
lel which was discussed in Chapter 4, section 2. For the purpose of comparison, the '

possessive agreement markers from (59), minus the aoun s’ :m, are given in (73).

(73) Possessive Agreement Markers

Sing. Pl.

1 -ga -tka

2 -it -tit

3 -a -i

1pl -put -vut

2pl -si -si

3pl -at -it

. When we compare the column showing possession of a singular possessum in (73) with
the column representing third person patient singular in (72), we see that the agree-
ment morphemes are identical. A comparison of the column showing possession of plu-

ral objects with the column showing third person plural patients again demonstrates
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amazing similarity. The ‘exception is in the third person plural possessor/agent, but
even so, there is a morphologit;al simi[arit_x; thus -i/ -it.

The reason that transitive agrecn;cnt mark;:rs involving third person patients
are so clearly related to the possession markers derives from the fact that they do not
require an additional morpheme to ma;lc the possessum/patient. Unlike the first and
second person patient markers, which will be discussed in the next section, there is no
need for a third pcf-son agreement marker to the right of the possessor/agent marker.
The features needed to express third person patient agreement are met entire.ly by the
possessive agreement markers, which automaﬁcally irﬁply possessor in relation to third
person possessum, both singular and pluml.'?0 In fact, since the transitive mood mark-
ers add a refcrehtial’clcmcnt which, like all referential elements, may be singular or
plural, the nﬁmbcr of the third person patients, in the same manner as possessives, is
expressed to the left of the agent agreement. Thus, in -ka, the morphemes expressing
transitive first person singular agent/ third person plﬁral patient, the /t/ indicates the
plurality of the patient. This is is not‘ a contradiction of the statement made above to
the effect that age;n ‘agreement precedes ‘pat.icnt agreement in transitive agreement.
The claim here is that there is no patient agreement in third person.”’! There is no
need for it, since lack of patient agreement will automatically imply third person due to
the rcfercmiality of the transitive mood marker, and the number of this element will
suffice to reflect number of the patient. .

70 Alternati , one could analyse third person singular possessor as null, and
state that ¢ really marks third person singular possessed, and -i marks third person
plural possessed. As Hammerich (1951) points out, third person agreement is clearly
different from other forms of agreement. I will assume, however, that all third person
agreement at one time contained the morpheme -g, but that it has deleted in forms
with third person plural possessi. This assumption is supported by the fact that third
person agent forms with first and second person patients contain -a, whether the poss-
essum is plural or not. .

.71 1 realize that this is not the last word on third person agreement, but the
point is that third person patient is marked on the predicate in a manner quite distinct
from what | term patient agreement.
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:I‘hc situation is quite different when the patient is first and second person and

the agent is third per;c;n. When we inspect the two columns indicating third person

ageht, we sec that there are two égre_g;nem markers. The agent ag;eement markers -a-

'his’ and -at- "their’ occur on the left, while the patient agreement markers occur on’the
right.

The agreement markers which p;:sc the biggest problem for the analysis argued

here afe those involving first person agents when the patient is second person (i.e.1/2),

as well as second person agent when the patient is first person (i.e. 2/1). These mark-

ers are repeated here in (74).

(74) Patient |
. 1s 1pl . 2s 2pl
Agent .

g 1s = - -git -psi -
1pl = - ~ =ptigit -psi
2s -ma —ptigu£ - -
2pl -psinga -ptigqut - : -

Both Bergsl;.nd (196é) and Woodbury (1981) state that thc;c forms etymologically
;involvc .thc relative case marker /p/ before the personal suffixes. This is quite unex-
pected in the type of account that I propose in this thesis. Recall that rﬁy claim is that
the transitive clause consists of tvga,%:e‘dicati.bns, one embedded inside the other.
There is no reason to expect th; a case should play a role in this process. Relative
case, as defined above, serves only. to mark the syntactic dependency in inter-
referential predication.n The transitive predicate is not itself dependent on anything
else.

I will adopt the proposal of Bergsland (1962). Bergsland notes that in Aleut
(the other half of the Eskimo-Aleut language family) the only patient agreement found

72 As we shall see in Chaptcr"6, section 2, its use extends beyond the
possessive/transitive. '
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morphologically attached to the verb is the third person: of the qon—dcclarative
moods.’3 The agreement forms of the adverbial clause, a non-declarative mood, have
relative case marked on them .forrcasons that will be dzscusscd in the following chap-
ter. In the declarative (or independent) mood of Aleut, first and second person
paticn'ts arc represented by independent pronominals. Agent agreement is attached to
the verb. Bergsland hypothesizes that Eskimo first expanded patient agreement in non- .
dct:l:rativé moods 10 include first and second person, and subsequently transferred the
whole double agreement from the non-declarative to the declarative mood. This analy-
sis appears to be generally correct, although it leaves a number of questions qﬂan—
swered. For instance, why did Eskimo not simply cliticize the first and second person
independent pronouns of the declarative mood (which mark patient agreement) di.liectly
to the verb? This seems to have been the'-stratcgy of the transitivel agreement markers
with third "pcrson- agent. If Bergsland's hypothésis were cnti_rely correct, we would
expect that third person agent forms would also resemble their non-declarative counter-
parts. Thus, wq.-; might expect to find *taku-ja-matit 'He sees you', with relative case.
Instead, we get taku-ja-a-tit. Clearly, a more complete historical analysis remains to be
done. ’

In any event, the facts from Aleut not only do not hinder, but i fact support
the type of analysis p}csented here. Thatjt is the patient argument, rather than the
agent argument, which forms an independent element in Aleut grammar fits in natural-
ly with an analysis where agent agreement is a.syntactic relation formed prior to the
relation between the patient and the predicate. If it were the case that in Aleut, agents
were instead independent pronominals, and patients attached to the verb in the form of
agreement, then the grammar of Aleut would seem bizarre, to say the least, in terms of

the framework argued here.74 /

73 1 am using terminology different from that of Bergsland (1962).

74 11 is difficult to say why this is so, but there seems something strange about
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In summary, the transitive agreement markers show evidence thal possessive-
type agreement (i.¢. inter-referential) is involved - if not synchronically, then diachroni-
cally. The agent ;ole of the transitive clause will be assigned to the sub]cct of the inter-
referential predication on the basis of the principle in (60}, which states that such a
subject will be interpreted as the "congainer"'_of the possessum. In the case where the
possessum is a nominalized predicate referring to an individual who underwent an -—
event, the ”W delimits the possible reference of this nominalized predicate, i.e.
is the agent. Agcnt$ possess an event to the extent that they specify it..

a The process of lexicalization has partially obscured some of the similarities
between agent and possessive agreement, most notably in the case of first and second
person intcr.action, where borrowing from the agreement sets of other moods has possi-
bly taken place. One might argue that lexicalization and box:rowing are incompatible
with the type of analysis whcré‘;;c two arguments are linked to the one predicate, by
predication, and that in fact lexicalization represents the ;quivalclit of accusativity
wiacre the relation of the two arguments is in some sense a priori. This would lcédlto
an analysis such as that proposed by Marantz, where the agent is the direct object of
the predicate, and the relative case assigned to any agent is equivalent to accusative
case. I think, however, that many gcneralizati_c_;ng would be lost under such an interpre-
tation. Moreover, it is not inc;nccivablc that a si.nglc mofphcmc, which is the result of
a lexicalization process, could simultancously represent agrecment between two nouns

that relate to the predicate, without having to posit that one of the nouns is subcategor-

ized by the predicate, while the other isn't.

pronominals relating to predicates, and then having the whole complex agree with a
higher element, and still maintain that two predications are involved. Such a situation
would instead suggest gévernment by a verb. )

N
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5.5.3 Clause Structure itut 3

In the previous section I have discussed the transitive agrecement markers with a view

.to showing the resemblance that they bear to possessive agreement markers. In this
section I will iook once again at transiti\}e agreement; only this time, I will concentrate

on the similarities that it has with the agreement markers found on intransitive predica-

tions.- H the transitive claus? 'is, as 1 claim, comparable to X is the Y's Z-ed onc’, then

the outermost agreement is simply the predication of the predicate "-f;s Z~ed one’ on

'X'. Before proceeding with a discussion of the details of this type of agreement, I

would first like to provide a brief quﬂinqﬁéf the types of permissible clause structures in

Eskimo.

5.5.3.1 Nominal Clauses in Eskimo |
As discussed in Chapte; 4, se:ti:iion 5, Woodbury (1981) and (1985) identifies #nd sheds
light on the fact that there t_*,lxists in Eskimo a.type of clause, called nominal clause,
which has properties quite distinct from the regular clause. .Nominal clauses, which
consist of two nominals and no predicate stem, lack mood mmkcri, and cannot have
pro-drop. The four types of nominal clause discussed by Woodbury are exemplified in
(75).

(75)

i}

Jaani ilinniagtitsiji-ga
John(abs) teacher-posslsg. (abs)

‘John is my teacher’

Tl b. Jaani ilinniagtitsiji

¢. una arnag pukigtalik
this(abs) woman(abs) policeman(abs)

"This woman is a policeman’

T TS d. savik saunag
knife(abs) bone(abs)

“The knife is bone’
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Compare the nominal clauses in (75) with a regular clause in (76), which contains an
explicit predicate -u- "to be'.

(76) Piita ilinniagtisiji-u-jug :
Peter(abs) teacher-be-part.3sg. ~

‘Peter is a teacher®-

-

__Now conipare the regular clause in (77a), which is grammatical with only é pfedic_ale,

with the nominal clause in (77b), which is ungrammatical with only a predf‘g:ate.nemi-

. 1
nal. ' |

(77) a. ilinniaqtitsiji-u-jug | N
' teacher-be-part.3sg. 'l

* ]

‘He is a teacher’ \

b. ilinniaqtitsiji-ga _ : t
teacher-posslsy. \
- : t

R *'He is my teacher’ i
. i
Another fact that distinguishes nominal clauses from regular clauses is that they can

never show agreement with more than one argument. Thu. while the example in (752)
denotes a relation between a first person singular and a third person singular, there is
no morphology indicating lixc third person singular. Whe#i extra morphology is neces-
sary, such as in the case 'l am John's teacher’, where we would expect .tq find first per-
son singular attached to the righthof a third pcrson' posscssivé, a nominal clause is
irnpdss.il;lc; as shown by (78a).

(7@) a. *ilinniaqgtitsiji-a-nga
- teacher—-poss3sg.-1lsg.

, 'I am his teacher’
b. ilinniagtitsiji-gi-jaanga
teacher-have-part.3sg/lsg.

‘He has me as a teacher’  or
‘I am his teacher’
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The only way that this sentence can be expressed is by the addition of a predicative

morpheme -gi- meaning 'have (in the capacity of X)' shown in (78b), which naturally

requires a mood marker.

In sorfi€ sense thesc nominal clauses are similar to these found in other languag-

-

es, including Russian and Hebrew, which allow clauses of the form [NP NP]S shown in

the Hebrew examples below from Rapoport (1985) -

{79) Hebrew .
. ’, o :
. a. David student S _ e
David student ; . oo

‘David is a student’ _
- ¢ b David xole - o T )
David sick . ‘ /\
T ‘David. is s:.ck : | ‘ - d .
. Rapoport claims that clauses such as those in (79) crucmlly laék. the node 1 (INFL) —-
She also cla:ms that the predicate nommal in.a nommal clausc must be predicative |
rather than identificational.”> This rcsmctmn predlcts the ungramrnatxcahty of a nomi-
nal clause in Hebrew where the predicate comams the definite article, such as in (80).
(80) a. *David ha-more . . . :
David.the-teacher L.

‘David is the teacher'

b. David hu he-more : '
David (3—m—s) the- teacher

"David is the. teacher
Sentences such as (80a) are only grammaucal when there is the node I, containing an

agreement marker, as in (80b).

75 The concept identificational is similar to the fcaturc REF. Both imply that
the argument has a unique refcrcnt:al index.

ap——m
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- Nominal clauses in Eskimo show & somewhat different distribution. While the

.~

equivalent of (80a) is also ungrammatical in Eskimo, so too is the nominal clause

where the noun is used predicatively, as shown in (81). )
_ (81) =*Jaani ilinniagtitsiji
L N ~ John(abs) teacher(abs)
"John is the teacher’ or . o~

" John i; a teagher' | » . . |
This means that, unlike Hebrew nouns, which can be used-predicativély, Eskimo nouns.
always behave as 'if‘ they were referential. 'This‘ is exactly whal'-i'zas-bcen c-laimed
jhroughout tl'us thesis - that the ;emcal items ca.llcd nouns in Eskimo are dlstmgulshcd |
in the lexicon by the feature REF. While other languages complete the refercncc of a
~ noun by the addmon of dctermmers, Eskimo has no such nced for the funcnom‘ll itcx\n

detcrmmer since nouns in .Eskuno are pre-;eterrmned In other words while the class
of 1tem_s designated by the catcgory N in most languagcs are-only poa_'en!mz'ly rcfcrcnnal,
in that their reference must be fixed by a functional element, in‘Eskifno thésc items qr.;
referential. . - ) | _ e : | ‘.f- |

Rapoport claims that the fact that nominal clauses must contain a prc;dicative
nominal dc‘rivcs from the fact. that an identificational 'no;inal (or REF) must receive a
'thcta role, and that this is possible only if there is a ﬁ:rb, such as a copula, to assign

- the theta role. 1 do‘nol accept this line of reasoning. It seems unhkcly that the copula
assigns a theta role. Instead, I would suggest, the restriction against rcfcrcnnal predi-
catcs in nominal clauses derives from the fact that inter-referential prcd:canon, as stat-'
3f.zd above in (60), produces cuher a posscssor or ‘an agent thematic role. 76 In the |
‘frameéwork presented in this th.es:s inter-referential predlcanon could not produce

nominal clauses, which appear to require predication bctwcen a referent and a prcdl-

cate having no reference. The question still remains. as to why only predications involv-

" 76 That a referent used predicatively must be dl.S]Omt in reference follows from
Principle B and C of the Binding Thcory (see Chapter 1, scctlon 2)- '
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ing predicates can form nominal clauses, but predicatious involving referents cannot. In
other words, why is it that clauses such as (81) cannot mean ‘John has a teacher’? Two
possibilities suggest themselves. The first is that a predicate could be said m a sense to
project S, or clausehood, by virtue of the fact that .it-isv"i'ncomplete, and ﬁms‘t have a
sub]ect This is to say that a pred:cate forms part of a complex whole-by definition.
Referents are complete in themselves .and xt mJght be said that tlus property prevents |
them from projectinig S. The second posmbxhty is that all referents must have somethmg .
said of them. This could be stated in terms of a hcensu'.tg prmmple, such as (82)

’ (82) Referent£ must - e.tther be l:.nked to predlcates ’

- or must be linked to other referents that
are lmked to predicates. .

-This is sxm:lar to Rapoports argument that the Theta Cntenon is respohs*tble for the
ungrammattcahty of (80a) The difference- hes in the fact that (82) does not assume
Abﬁ.-eepul-as-asmgn thematzo roles, merely that they asmgn mdlces Under this view, the—
ungrammat:callty of (80a) and (81) derrves from the fact that wlule the ﬁrst nommal is

assigned an mdex by thé second nommal the second normnal 1s not assxgned an mdex, |
and \nolates (82) . |
A major c';uestion that must now be-explained is the grammaticality of the lnuk- :
' t)tut examples m (75) How is it that & possessed nomipal such as (75a) forms a per—
missible predtcate" A possessed nominal would seem to be even more referentxal than
a regular one, yet it can form a pred:cate in a nonnnal clause, where a bare nommal
~ cannot. Woodbury (1981) and (1985&) descnbes a nominal clause in Esklmo as a com-
plex NP whtch consists of an NP in apposition w1th exther an AP or N' Woodbury
] (19852, 84) suggests that the abxhty to form a clause is related to the structural com- -
plexity of the components.
The possihility for predicational functlon increases. from si:uplelt NP to
complex NP to participle construction'to inflected verb plus adjuncts...
In part this appears to be due to the increase in structural elaborat:on

from simplex NP on down: the more complex the construction, the more
possibility for a differentiation within it of topic and comment. -
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I propose that the factor that licenses for possessive predicates in nominal
clauses in Inuktitut is the same as was discussed above, that is, that a. nominal clause.

cannot consist of two referents in a predication relation. The nominal clause containing

a possessed nominal meets this requirement by virtue of the fact that the element which

" heads the possessive phrase AGRP is AGR, a non-referential element. Recall that ref-
erential elements are listed in the lexicon with thé feature REF. A functional element
such as AGR has no such feature, AGR serving only to mark the predication relation

which exists between'the. word it is attached to and its subject, as in (83).

(83) Jaani Miuri-up irning-a
John . Mary—rel . son-poss.3sg.

John is Mary s 'son’

In (83), the morphcrne -2 is AGR and’ does not carry ‘the fcaturc REF Thc phrasc

AGRP tmmga is thus able to serve as a prcdlcatc to the sub]cct Jaani. The subject of

the possessum irniq, which is Mum, does not play a role in this proccss 77 N
| The second nominal clause (75b) contains a nommal with an advcrl:nal suffix.
Agam the addition of a non-rcfcrentlal element creates a phrase wh:ch may be used

as a predlcate.

The next example (75¢), consists of a nominal clgi:sc containing a demonstra-
tive and a tcfcrential NP, followed by a referential INP. Without the dcmohs'trativg, the
sentence would be ungraxtxmatical.78 This type of nominal clause requires a stight'ly dif-

ferent explanation. There is no non-referential affix om- the predicate, therefore the

77 Another possxblhty is that the reference of thc posscssum is so‘chow
*absorbed" by its predacatton rc}anon with the posscssor

78 Actual.ly, sentences such as (81), which 1 havc called ungrammatlcal can
occur in very specific circumstances. My consultant says they are acceptable only when

proceeded by a question, such as "What does John do?, or if they occur in a listing of

people with occupat:ons. These two contexts seem suggestive of some sort of deletion
phenomenon, but one quite distinct from any that I am aware of in English. Perhaps it
might be called 1 anaphora. In any event, I do not consider them grammnncal sentenc-

es anymore than I consider grammancal the second utterance in the .conversation
"What is your name? "Bill."”-
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predicate must be referential. Instead the acceptability of this type of clause seems to
hinge on the presence of the demonstrative associated with the subject nominal. I sug-
gest that the demonstrative forms a link with a real world referent, and that somehow

\\_/lms:g;ocess allows for inter-referential predication where the ‘indices are coreferential.
Perhaps the link with the real world entity keeps the reference of the subject "occu-
pied”, so that the predication of another feferent does not clash. Another possibility is
that somehow the real world entity is able to héok up simultaneously with both subject
and prcdicate.79 The problem remains how to ensure that this happens only in the case
of demonstratives. '

The last ty';;c of nominsl clause identified by Woodbury is that in ('_7Sd)-; which
is composed of two NPs, where one is a substafice. Mass nouns are semantically non-
referential and will be -ma;-kcd in the lexicon as (REF).. 'I:11i5 property allbws them to
function as rcfcrc:ﬁs or predicates. Thus mass nouns in Eskimo mé)st closely resemble

" nouns in other languages, such as English amd Hebrew.
In sumxﬁary, the gcneraliz;t'ion is that nominal clauses in Eskimo may c'onsi‘st of |

a referent followed by a phrase which is not headed by a referent.80

5.5.3.2 The Node I in Eskimo .

In the previous séciion we have seen that nominal clauses are characterized by the lack
of the node 1. Nominal clzlmses serve .to link a predicate @d a squect. There is, how-
ever, no t.hcta role assignment involved in this process, nor is there agreement between
the subject and tr;e predicate. Nominal clauses, as pointcci out by Woodbury, are rath-
er restricted in funct;on. The standard examples of clause involvg the node I which

79 The idea here is that there is no principle B or C violation because the coin-
dexing is acheived extra-linguistically, as it were.

80 Perhaps the fact that English nominals obligatorily require a determiner
node, as suggested by Abney (1986), combined with the fact that they do not permit .
affixation, prevents English from having nominal clauses: This would obviate any
parameterization of the obligatory nature of the node I across languages.
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projects the clause IP and has a posiﬁon SPEC, which is normally called subject.
SPEC agrees with the head 1. As mentioned above, all instances of indicative mood
must be attached under I (or INFL) in Eskimo, as must the ;articipial mood when it
forms the main verb in a clause. Let us now examine the results of this atiachmcm. I
will assume that the structure of the intransitive clause is as in (84). Note that I assume
the maximal expansion of the noun to be I:I., rather than NP. This is rﬁotivated by the
fact that elements which in other languages fall under the node N?,.e.g. the possessor,
the determiner, adjectives, etc. are either lacking in Eskimo, as is_thc case of deter- __
miners, or are linked by other means - the possessor bemg linked under AGRP, and
adjectives being linked by apposition, which is discussed in Chapter 6, section 1.

(84) 1P
/' N\
SPEC \

I I
N /N
angut / N\ .
T I

pisuk-tuq -
angu‘é pisuk-tuqg ‘The man walks’ o
The functional element I is like AGR8 in t.ﬁat it inarics predication, and like AGR, it
projects a higher catcgory,_‘t:l'ﬁs time IP. In the same way ihat the verb inEnglish moves

mto 1,82 the head of the complement of I in Eskimo, which is N, will move into the

-

81 Recall that AGR here is a distinct functional category, and is not the same .
AGR as is normally considered to form part of I. In the present work, both I and
AGR have a set of agreement markers, which we could call agr] and agr in orderto
express their relatedness. Unlike English, the Eskimo node I does not contain tense.
Tense, if there is any (see Chapter 1, section 3), is found inside the word. Alec Mar-
antz has suggested to me that this might prove a difficulty for my analysis. This is
because, under my assumption that order of affiXation is all import tense would be
affixed before the node I. It remains to be seen whether or/not this is really a problem.
In any event, I projects a phrasal category with properties distinct from that projected
by AGR. : )

82 See discussion in Chapter 1, section 2.
: 83 There remains to be explained why the category N cannot move to I in laz-
guages like English. Clearly, the properties of the indicative and. participial mood
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head position of IP.83 In the case of the participial, this movement is prompted by the
requirement that the verbal noun assign 2 thematic role to the subject SPEC. In the
case of the indicative, movcmcﬁ; is required both to assign a thematic role to the sub-
ject, and io meet the requirement of the lexical features of the mood marker, which
state that the affix must appear at the level of I. .This assignment of thematic role to
the subject could equally be interpreted as somehow involving the subject in the tempo-
ral aspect of the event. The movement of N to I is a type of head-to-head movement

(see Travis 1984). The final result will be the structure given in (85), where t represents

the trace of the movement to 1.84

(85) Ip r
e =i / \
. /N
SPEC I’
N / N\
N / N\
angut N I
pisuk-tugi
ti - ]
- «

It will be assumed that there exists a rule in Eskimo that assigns absolutive case to the
subject of I in all instances, as in (86)".85

(86) If N specifies I, then N is .assigned absolutive
case '

Just as AGR was the functional element which licensed inter-referential predication, I

is the functional element .which licemses sentential pfed.icatién. Nominal clauses have

N

no functional element whatsoever. The agreement markers which are found in I are

very similar to those found in AGR, since both involve predication, though. each at a

markers play a role in this distinction.
84 Lamontagne and Travis (1986) state that head-to-head movement does not

movement.

leave a trace, a factor which they say explains the local properties of this type of .

85 The fact that, in nominal clauses, both the subject and the predicate are '

assigned absolutive case, yet there is no node I, nor is there any-other element which
could assign case, raises the possibility that some relations may not require case. In
-this event, (86) may prove unnecessary. v :
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different level. The main difference is that predication at the level of I has no explicit
morpheme indicating third person, while at the level of AGR, there are the markers -a
and -i© As mentioned above, this no doubt has something to do with the fact that there
is a referential. distinction between a third person possessor and a possessam, while
there is none between a third person and a predicate. When only a single referent is
present, it seems less necessary to mark third person than when there are two.

The intransitive agrecment markers that occur under I are given in.(_875.86

(87) Sing. - - Pl.
1 -nga -gut
2 -tit -si
3 - : -t

Thé transitive clause is created in the same fashion as the intransitive, save that .

v . : o

the predicate is a possessed nominal. Accordingly the structure before head-to-head
movement will look like (88). - E

(88) T 14 S

.SPEC .- I’

N/ 0\
Jaanil AGRP I
N\
/ N\
N AGR’
| /\
Miuri-up /__\ AGR . -
taku-va-a

~

Miuri-up Jaani faku—véa ‘Mary sees John’
The movement of a possessed nominal into I is licensed by two facts. First the poss-
essed ﬁominal functions as a predicaté, rather than a referent, as was shown above. in
the discussion of nominal clauses. Secondly, the only clements which are allowed to
attach under I arc. the mood markers, the indicative Sbligatorily, the participial option-
86 Third p;erson singular is sometimes given as /q/, since the verb will end with

/vuq/, etc.; however I assume that /q/ is the final consonant of the intransitive mood
marker and gets deleted by the other suffixes.
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ally. As mood markers attach only to predicates, this rules out instances of "true” pos-
sessives in 1. Compare (89a) with (89b), which contains the predicate -gi- ‘have as,
which licenses the participial mood marker. The participial mood marker then licenses
the .rpm;cm.ént to I

(89) a. *Jaani'up ilinniagtitsiji-a-nga
John-rel. teacher—Bsg ~1sg.
or
*Jaani-up lllnnlaqtltSJ.jl ja-a -nga
John-rel. teacher-part -359 -1sg
"I am John’s teacher’ : .-
W . .
b. Jaan:. up lllnnlaqtlt‘Slj i-gi-ja—-a-nga
John-rel. teacher-have as-part.-3sg.-1lsg.

"John has me as a teacher’ or
"I am John’'s teacher’

The movement of the possesscd nommal into I mtroduccs a problem which d1d
not exist in the mtransxtwe form. Recall that pnnmple (70), whlch in combmauon w:th '
principle (60), dctermmz_:s that the conta_mcr role” (and subsequently relative case) be
assigned to the subject of a referential predicate, states that the sﬁbjccz has t6 be adja-
‘ cent to the phrase which contains the referential predicate, sinc;: both the them_étic role
of "lposscssor” and the relative case are "relationally” assigned; that is to say, they
derive not from any case or thematic role a'ss.igning features of .thc predicate, but from
the relation between the referential subject and the refex;cqtial prediqate'. |

As such, the movemcn't of the verbal noun into I prodt.:ces a problem in that the -
adjacency requircmcnt is not met, and subsequently, neither thematic role nor case can
be ass:gncd to the argument which should bear the agent role. As noted ﬂ')y Baker
(1985 128ff. ), the trace of N does not suffice to license the possessor argument. 87 This

means that the agent Miuri in (88) will not have the correct (if any) interpretation,

87 Baker discusses instances where the movement of the head noun of a posses-
sive construction leaves behind the possessor. The latter, which cannot get case from
. the trace, is assigned case from a governing verb containing the moved head. Such a
solution is not possible here because the node I cannot ass:gn case (o its complement.



150

once the head N moves into 1. In order to preserve the adjacency requirement with the
nominal, the argument in relative case must move up to form an adjunct relation with
the IP, as in (90). |

(90) S ip _ )
. /\ .
7/ \ - :
~ SPEC IP : -
w0 I VAN
. N / N\
Miuri-upj SPEC 1I' - .
N / '\ - _ -
~ Jaani AGRP I. -
/N taku-va-aj* L
/N -
. -ty LB _
As can be seen in (90), the ‘adjunct Miuri-up -is now in a position that mieets the

;equirements of (70) since it is adjacent to a phrase IP which__confains the prcdié'ate.ss_ :
The resultiﬁg structure in s.om'e ways ;ésemblqs the" structure of the transitive
clause, as described in Woodbury (1985a), since both the agent aﬁd tﬁc patient are
external argﬁmcnts, that is to sa-y, noﬁ gov;:rne:d by t;u: predicate. The main dift;q}cncc )
is that the structure in (90) is'binary, whi.l?th’e one proposed by Wmdbury is ternary.
The movement of the argumént..in relative cjasé‘ to a position outside of thlc mifm
predication is supported by the fact that the word order of the transitive clause is gen-
erally considéred to be (Agent Patient Vcr_b), as in (91a), rather than (Patient Agent’

Verb), as in (91b).

(91) a. anguti-up arnaq taku-jaa
man-rel. woman(abs) see-part.3sg./3sg.

‘The man saw the woman’

b. arnéq anguti—up taku-jaa °

88 1 find it interesting that the word which Kiéinschmidt (1851) chose to call the
subject of the transitive verb and the subject of the intransitive verb is the German
word project. Although the subject of the intransitive verb is not required to move, the
possessive subject of the transitive verb is certainly projected upwards by the adjacen-
cy requirements of the relative case. ‘



151
My consultant felt that the normal order was the example given in (91a), and that the
order given in (91b) w-as gither-emphatic, or Was missing another predicate. With the
addition of another predic'atc, such as m (92),89 the sentence was deemed to be com-
plete. ' - ‘
(92) arnag anguﬁi—up taku—jaé ani-jug ‘
woman man-rel. see-part.3sg./3sg. ’ St
go out-part. 3sg. '
"The woman who the man saw went out’
The word order facts of (91) have been used to argue against the Nominalist Poﬁﬁon;
however, we.have seen that they are a direé_tl consequence of thc.‘sndjaccnéy principle,
which is independently rccjuircd~t§ account for the pqui.:sSivc.- Thc fact tfnat the absolu-
tiv§ argument intervenes between .I:he' ageﬁt and the predicate in I is permitted for the

same reason that the complement of the possessum was allowed to intervene between

. -

. the poséesso; and the pfedicatc in (71) above.
5.6 Summary

. In this chapter we have seen ihal a formal version of tht; nominalist po;ition ﬁrst pro-
posed by Thalbitzer and Hammcnch provides an explanation of the case systern found
on Eslumo as well as the double agreement markcrs on the "verb"—Absolutive case is
uniformly assigned to subjects of non-referential predicates by I, while rclanve case is
uniformly ass:gned to subjects’ of referential pred:catcs (thc assignment of relat:vc case
will receive further attention in Chapter 6, scctlon 2). There is double agreemcnt on
thc Eskimo ycrb' because it has served as a p;qdlcate tw:ce, once as a referential
predicate, and once as a- non-referential predicate. Botl.x'scts of agrccﬁ:cnt marker#
resemble one another, because both sets Imark predication. Finally the movement of
the predicate into I predicts that the argument in relative case will ‘be found outside the

- argument in absolutive case, so as to preserve the'cox_:d‘ition that: states that the subject

89 These structures arc further discussed in Chapter 6, section 1.

N



' R
— ?
of a referential predicate must be adjacent to the phrase containing the predicate.
When the referential predicate moves into I, the adjacency condition forces the subject

of the referential predicate to attach to IP.as an adjunct. This accounts for why the

transitive clause in Eskimo appears to-have the order § O V. In faci, the order is real-
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, Chapteer T
RELATED lSSUES IN ESKIMO SYNTAX -

- ..

~ In this chapter I will discuss some ISSU.CS of Esklmo syntax that: relate to ‘the ana]ys:s of
: transnmry presenled in Chapter 5 In pamcular, I wlll addmss most of‘e pomts
raised in crmcxsm of the nommahst posmon in an extremely 1mportant article by K.nut
' ‘Bcrgsland pubhshed in 19621 Il w:ll be shown that the nommahst analys:s of trans:tm-
| ty as proposcd in tl'us the51s not only meel.s Lhese crmc1sms but, in addn;on prov:des a
B natural account of rnany othee gratnmane_al phenome‘na in Eskimo. -

6.1 Relatwe Construcnons in Eskimo |

-

In this section I wﬂl d:scuss some prdpex;tles of what are often- called relauve clauses.
Woodbury (19858) calls. thcse strucmres ad]ectwal noun part:c:ples, whith is the most
- ‘accuralc descnpnon, however, I wﬂl call them relauve construcnons I do this because
the term relatwe, not to be_confused with- relatwe case, denotes the fact tha; these
' ; structures functlon in place of relatwe clauses such as are found"‘“ other languages, "
‘even thqugh_ :hey' differ stmctu_rally from- ‘rel_auve clauses. ,_I use the word qonstmcqan .
to denqt‘e the fact that they need not be cbnsidered equivalent to a clause. I will argue :
that & relalive coﬁst‘mction in‘ Eskimo is a clause v;'ithouf. the node I. This is not to sey
_that these construcuons are reduced clauses On the contrary, they will be shown to be )

vcrbal nouns, as we are famlhar with jrom Chapter 5, in apposition with anot.her noun.

1 Most linguists who reject the nominalist position do so on the basis of this
article. I will only address the points made with reference to Eskimo, but there are .
clearly interesting comparisons to be made with Aleut. For example, the lack of comi-
tative case marker in Aleut entails constructions vmh two NPs in absolunve case,
where only one agrees mth the predicate.
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The concept of apposition which will be introduced here differs from predication in a
crucial feature. Two nouns in apposition may share their referential indices.

It will be seen that not having the node I explains certain restrictions on the '
Eskimo relative construction which must be stipulated in an account which treats thém
as subordinate clauses. Furthermore, the fact that an insightful account of ‘relative -
clauses can be provided on the basis of the i;ieas presgntéd in the -pr‘cvious" chaplers;,- _'
without recourse to any new_i mechanism other timn appos.ition,.lcnds support to those

-

ideas.

6.1.1 Properlies of the Relative Constwctioi in Eskimo
" Before proccedmg with'a formal treatment of the relative construcnon in Eskimo, Ivnll.
first outline the charactenst:cs of these forms The basis of this descnpuon comes from
Woodoury (1975), and Creider (1978). . ’

The first property of Eskxmo relative constructions thal must be nolcd 1s lhat
rather than containing a relative marker of some sort, they contain the participial fo

of the verb, as shown in (1).

(1) a. angut imngi-laug-tuq.quviasuk-tuq
man({abs) sing-past-part.3sg. happy-part.

‘The man who sang is happy’
- b. nanugq taku-lau-gara nutaz:a-up taku-lau-gaa
polar bear(abs) see-past-part.lsg/3sg

" . child-rel. see-past-part.3sg(abs)

*I saw the beai'. that the child saw’

c. tuni-jara nutarar-mut arpa-up taku-jaa-nut
give-part.lsg/3sg child-all. woman- rel.
see-part.3sg-all.

I gave it to the child that the womaLaw
On the basis of this fact, Woodbury (1975) voices concern that these constructions are

" not really relative clauses. : . .
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Another property of these qonst:ru;:ﬁons, as shown in (ic), is that the cgéc .
~ assigned to the nominal position is assigned to the structure as a whole, including ti:c
verb. Thus any item in the relative phrase in (1c) 'the child ﬁ;-a.t the woxﬁan saw’ which -
'crlocs not already have a case, ie. ‘the won_n;n',. is as'sign'ed allaiive case. Creider .
(1978) refers to this as case spreading. 2 This iﬁdicates that the participial forms of the
verbs in (1) are nominal. tasc is not normalIy found on verbs . Creider (1978) reports.
that in thc Great Whale River dxalcct the case does not spread to the NP whzch might
be called the head, as shown in (2). | . T
(2) Creider (1978, 99): Great Whale R':Lver Dialect -
angut nigi-mik pilaum-mut niri- ju—mlk taku—vunga '
man(abs) mea ..-comlt kn:.fe-all eat-part. —comt
see-indic.1sq. - :
"I saw thg man who af;e -th‘e .gneat' with a knife”
Since variation in case assignment revolves not around the verbal nouix_,. but its "associ-
‘ate”, this suggests that the verbal ﬁoun might be more px:opér_ly considered the head of
the construction, since case assignmeht caﬁ,bc‘constmcd as a r;xéaaue of-Iinkagc to the
matrix clause. It seegns odd somehow to think that a _casc..assigned by a mat.ﬁx clause
might be found on the complements, but not the head of a construction.3 |
The main characteristic of the rcla;tivc cogstruction in.Eskimo, as described by
Creider, is that the NP position within the relative construction itself which corre-

. \.
sponds to some argument of the matrix clause must always be an argument which

p——

would receive absolutive case.4 If Eskimo were a language such as English, this would

r .. - -

2 Examples such as (1c) are of interest because Woodbury (1975, 24) -says that |
the transitive participle in Greenlandic cannot take case. That it cannot is probably
due to the fact, as mentioned in Chapter 5, secnon 4, that Greenlandic has a different
transitive partxc:ple than Inuktitut. <

3 This might be explmncd by thie analysis of Lamontagne and Travns (1986)
which claims that null case falls under the ECP

4 There are no restrictions on the position of the relative construction within thc .
matrix clausc For examples showing this, sce Crcldcr (1978).
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amoult to a restriction that the "gap” in a relativc t-;lau;c could‘on{bc the subject of .
an intransitive clause or the ob]ect of a transitive clausc Evidence supporting this gen- _
'erahzatlon is thc grammaucahty of thc cxgmplcs in-(1). In the’ cxample in (la') the -
posmon in the relanve construction correspondmg to, the mamx clause i is thc thcme of »‘
the mtransmvc verb meamng 'sing’. In both cxamples (1b)~and (lc) the posmon m the .
relatxve construcnon corrcspondmg to the matrix clause xs t.hc pauem. of the verbs _

mcamng “kill' and 'h’elp respccnvely New con51dcr the ungrammatxcahty of the cxam-

plcsm(3) R o : .

(3) a. *anguti-up natsiq taku-jaa*angaju-ga L
man-rel. seal(abs) see-part.3sg(abs) .
older, sibling (of male)-posslsg. :

‘The man who saw the seal ‘is’ my brother

b. *J.glurjuaq(ml) arnaqgq sn.n:.k—tuq(m:.) _
uquit-tug
house(abs) or locative woman(abs)

~ sleep-part.3sg(abs) or 1o<:at1ve
cold-part.3sqg. : .

‘The house in which the woman is
° sleeplng is-cold’ S
-, *anguti(mut) pilaut tuni-jaa(nut)
angaju-ga
man{abs) or allative knlfe(abs)
give-part. 3sg(abs) or allative
older 51b11ng (of male) -posslsg.

.My brother

) ‘The man who he gave the knife to is

. -~

+

- . . >

"spondiﬁg to the matrix-clause is the agent of a transitive verb, in this case the verb

peaning 'see’, the sentence is ungrammatical. The example in (3b) shows that an
-
oblique position in the relative construction cannot be relativized cither with the case

of the matrix clause (the abSolutive) or the case of the relative construction (the locz'a‘-

- The -example in (3a) shows that where the position in the relative construction corre-
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tive). 5 Example (3c) is anolher example showing that the position in the relative

clause corrospondmg 1o the Iﬂatnx clausc cannot be an obhquo argumont We know ‘

| that the posmon in qucstmn is an obhquo posmon, since the thmg ngen (‘the kmfc) is

"-._m absolutxvc case. If thc tfnng gwcn wcre in: obhque case; the goal rolc could be in "-,

- absplunvc «case, as in (4a) and a relatwc constmcuon would bc imssxbie asin (4b) 6
(4) a. arna—up plla,utj.—mik angut tuni-jao

woman-rel.. knife—comit. man(abs)
Lo give—part 359/359‘ L. e " -

- The woman * gave the man the knife

" T bu -*angut ~pllaut:|.—m1k arna—up tunl—jaa angaju—ga
- man(abs) . knlfe—comz.t woman—re]-.- ) :

" 'give-part. 3sg(abs) R AT S &

o older sz.blmg (of male) possls ".'f R

The man. that the woman gave the knlfe to TR
-is - my brother - e __'::_ S e

. 3. 'I‘h:s pnmacy of the absolunve.pomnon thh respcct to relanzablhty has bcen -

uscd as evidence suggcstmg rcvxsxons of the NP accessibihty h:crarohy\ proposed by-

.7

o chnan and Comne (1977)' Woodhury (1977) a.rgues that an alternative hxerarchy'

exists whmh rcflects :he crgatwc pattcrmng of Esk.lmo ’I'he NP accessibihty hlcrarchy o

is often assoc!ated wuh tests of sub]ccthood 7 -
-,

LS

, * 5.That this is not simply a matter of case clash is shown by the ungrammancah--
ty of the following example, where both the matrixX clause and the relative contruction
-assign allative case: i. *[Jaaniup tunijaa unaaq angummut Miuri ugalulaugtug ikpak-.
-.saq] 'John gave the harpoon to the man Mary spoke to ycsterday', where both tunijag

‘give-part.3sg./3sg.’ dnd ugaluléutug 'speak-past- part.3sg.’ can have an argument.in- .
allative case. According‘to my consultant, example i. is two sentences ‘John gave the
man the harpoon’ and ‘Mary spoke’. The correct way to express-the gloss of example i.-
is ii. [Jaamup rum,raa unaag.angummut ugalugvigilaugaanur ikpaksag), where the
noun meaping ‘man’ is in an absolutive relation to-thc vc;bal noun. ‘The whole phrase .
gets ass:gned allative case. .

. .

6 For a discussion of dauve alternanon in Eslumo sec Johns (1984b) and refcr— ‘

ences cited therein. _ '
-

- 7 Johnson (1980) rcjects rclat:wzabihty outnght as_a test of subjecthood for

Eskimo on the grounds that only absolutive, NPs can relamnzc, which is apparently

skewing the results. Both Johnson and Crc:der. seem to view this as some independent
propcrty of the grammar.



A : 188

Even if Esklmo were a syntacnca‘r ly crgatwe language with respect to relan\nza-

tion; this does not explam why only the absolutive position should relatnnze ﬁfter all

languages like. Enghsh relatmze from sub]ect object and obhque posmon, ! i (5).

(5) a.
b

c.

-

'I‘he man, who saw the dog laughed. : ',

_The dog wh:.ch the man’ savr was: playing \__
The box in’ wh:x.ch she keeps her jewels J.s in_
" the drawer.r L B - R '_7 -

Another fact that must be taken mto accoun-t A, that there exlst relauve con- -

- v,

strucnons whlch n-nght seem to contradlet,Creldérs generahzanon fhat only absolutwe"r '

agreement morpheme is found attached to a verb contalmng the agemnre morpheme

--}z- asin (6).:

.

. (6), a.

These construcnons contain verbal nouns. Moreover, the element in the relatwe con-

- . . -

- . - P co _'.-.

- - - e - . . e 2
w emtt - . . o X Ln

‘Mn.url—up natsz.q kll“jl-ga tuquw,taa ‘
.. . ."Mary=rel. seal(abs) ba.te-agent—posslsg
SRE --k:x.ll part.3sg. /3sg. A

Mary kelled -the seal. that b._t me .. -

angut taku-j :.-ga qJ.mak—tuq

man(abs) see—agent—posslsg i-un away part« 35g

The man who saw me ran away

R

struction which cor;esponds to the argument in Jhe matrix clause would normally

receive relative case, as'in N, wh:ch is equxvalent in meaning to the relatwe construc- .
' tion in (6a)

17) nats:'.. up kJ.J.—jaanga : o : ‘
seal rel. bz.te-part 3sg. /1sg S

+
B

‘The seal blt me’

Either constmeuons like those in (6) are fundamentally dlfferent £rom the examples

presented above and: therefore do not wolate the generaln‘:atxcm,8 or they are hkc

8l'-'or example, they could be analyzed as derived structures, in, wmch case they
adhere to the gencralization, since the agent is in absolutive posmon A This is what
S:mth (1984) .calls “indirect accessibility”, meaning that the pomtxon is _Accessible .by

‘ }iNPs n the subordmate clause relatmze These are-construcuons where.,a possesmve_
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those in (6), and we must explain why these” forms appear to violate the generahzat:on

I will argue that both posmons are essenttally correct 1 propose that examples hke l

those in (6) are constructed in the same- fashron as the pre\nous relatwe construcuons,

-

.,ancl that the restncuon on relaumblhty of the subordmate clause isa spunous one, in

- that there is no subordmate clause. lnstead “the generahzatzon concermng t.he absolu-

twe posmon is a dlrect result of the type of verbal denvauan as descn‘bed in Chapter

5 v.there the verb is bmlt up mto a normnal which may then enter mto syntacnc opera—

-

tlons, for exemple predlcat!on. o ' S = .." -

6.1 2 A Nomina! Acconnt of the Relatwe Construct:lon .

In tlus sectlon, I vnll‘argue that the relauve construcnon m F..sklmo cons:sts srmply of a

'_ verbal noun (as. denved by the mechamsms descn'bed in Chapter 5) wh;ch does not :

. move into the sentenual node I E\ndence for tl'ns posmon is that the relat:ve construc- x

w

non is- ldcnncal 10 the pamczpml)construcnon found n mam clauses - w:th one cmmal -

—

<o raexceptlon Thxs 1s that the relatwe construcuon can never show iirst and second person

* -

‘agreement on mtransmve clauses,? nor double agreement on transitive elauses 10 'l"l'us". '

.'1sshownm(8)11 o .-“"

-
-

denvntion Nevertheless these constructxons do not cgnform to sentennal analyses of
the relatwe construction. oL

9 This nestncucm is pomted out in Woodbury (1985a) It seems that Yupik Eski-
mo can only express a first or second person’ relative construction by means of an inde-

)

" pendent pronoun followed by a ;;) articipial form in locative case, e.g.. from Woodbury,

p-7? wangkuta kit'e-liria-ni we(al s) sink-part-loc "We who sank’.

10 1n earlier examples in this thesis, 1 gloss relative constructions with double

" agreement, cg. (44c) in Chapter 5. Such examples always implied third person

patients. In point of fact, there are no overt agrecment markers on these examples

11 While (8a) is ungrammam:al quvmukmngm‘ mumirigrniaqtugut is gram-
matical with the same meaning. . The only difference between the two sentences is the

presence of the morpheme -fi-. I cannot explain this coastruction, nor do I know what
this morpheme is. It can also be found on bare nominals, e.g. arnatigur ‘we who are

women’, but is not present for morphOphonologrcal purposes: ‘We are happy is guvia- -

suk:ugur In any event, the point still remains that first_or second person agreement
may ‘not attach d:rectly to the intransitive pamcxpml form only when it functions as a
nominal. :

-
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(8)‘a. * [quviasuk-tu-gut mumir—iar;niaq-tu-gut]s
- happy—part.-l’pl dance-going-fut.-part.-1lpl

" ‘Those of us.who are happy are going
. dancing’ T '

——

b. *angut taku-jaanga aulléq—i:uq ) :
: man (abs) see-part.3sg./lsg. leave-part.3sg.

¢ :+."The man who saw me left’ ' e

"While the restriction against non-absolutive positions for rél&‘ivi;at_ion accounts for the

‘ ungrammaﬁcality of (ébj, it cannot account for _(_85),' since (Sa),-beihg ‘s_m intransitive

vcrb'inv_olvés only an absolutive position. The example in (8a) woﬁld‘ seem to require
an additional restriction on the relative construction. The two restrictions are given in . -
9.

(9) a. First smd second person agreement cannot - ' ,.
' ‘appear on intransitive relative constructions - .

b. Only the absolutive positién within,
the relative construction is - -
relativizable ;. - - :

Both restrictions in (9)"arc?entircly grbitrafy ivithin the grammar of E_.skimo; In.othér '
woi'c_ls,' they derive from no principle of the: grammar nor scm_antié: px:;gglny‘.ulf it can
be shown thz;t these facts are explainable by the lack of a node I, not only will these
two' propcrties be collapsed into one, but immediately @cxplﬁﬂaﬁon in terms of inde-

pendent properties will preéent itself. The lack of a node I in & relative construction

12 gmith (1984) claims that (9b) in Labrador Eskimo derives from an indepen-
' dent constraint which he: calls the Detransitive Complement Constraint on Affixal
Clause Union. This constraint states that an affixial verb cannot be transitive. He
argues that relative constructions are produced by the verb of a full clause "incorporat-
ing” to its nominal subject. Since the verb is functioning as an affix, it cannot be tran-
sitive, and any transitive verb must therefore detransitivize. A complete discussion of
ith's analysis would be quite lengthy; however, it should scem clear to the reader
‘@i such an analysis is minimally more complex than the one proposed here. The for-
Ynher involves both detransitivization and incorporation, while the latter simply does not
generate a sentence node 1. Moreover; the DCC cannot be used to ‘account for the
facts of the relative construction in the dialect under discussion. It is a fact that tran-
sitive “complement” verbs can be affixed, both in this dialect (see Jensen and Johns to
appear), and in Greenlandic (sec Woodbury and Sadock 1986). Given that the DCC is
pot in effect in these dialects, some other explanation, such as the one suggested here,
is required for the fact that some form of constraint (9b) is in effect in all dialects.

i
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can be duectly aunbuled to the fact that I only exists at the level of sentence in Eski-
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mo. As these construcnons are funcuonmg as n mmals rather than clauses it seems

only reasonable that such a node.is lackmg :

£

Recall that both agreement of first and. second person on intransitive clauses,13 :

and the second pan of double agreemenl was claxmed to teke place at the level of L

If 1 is nevef generated, winch is a natural assumptxon grven that I projects the senten-

tial node IP, nelther of these agreement markers should be found. "Under tlus view, '

the verbal portion of the relanve construction consists smply of a stem PRED (denved ‘

or not) followed by a nommahzmg mood marker, which may be referenual (transmve)

or not (mu‘ansmve) “This denved nommal may then appear ‘dsa nomxnal ina clause -

asin (10),14 or in apposmon with another nominal, as m (11).

(10) a"'"aannlaq—tuq s:.nik—tuq
) sick-part.3sg.. sleep-part 35g

'The sick dne is sleeplng

b. ani- tag nani—Jara
" throw out—part fJ.nd—part 1sg. /359.

"I found the thrown out thing’ ‘ -,

Y

c. taku-ja-ra gimak-tug
see-part. -1sg run away- part isg.

‘The one who I saw ran away’

(11) a. nutaraq aanniag-tuq sinik-tug
child(abs) sick-part.3sg. sleep-part.3sg.

"The child who is sick is sleeping’

13 That the Iq/ associated with third person is found on relative constructions

can be taken as evidence that third person agreement is really null. The /q/ clearly -

forms part of the-participle stem, which is deleted when first or second person agree-
meat is attached.

14 In fact, the intransitive pamclple does-not nonnally fanction as a nominal

unless it has already been linked to a referent in the discourse; (10a) would be ungram-

matical without a context. This is to be expected under the analysis of intransitive par-
ticiples glven in Chapter 5, section 4, where they are nominal, but lack the feature
REF. One is tempted to descn'be them as adjectival, but this would not explain why
they can appear, under certain cm:mstances, in constructions such as (10a)



b. nidi ani-tagq. nani-jara
. meat{abs) throw out-part find—part lsg /3sg. b

I found the thrown out meat’ ' e

c. nutaraq taku-ja-ra q:.mak-—tuq
child(abs) see-part. 1sg run away-part.

‘The child who I saw ran away’

6.1.2.1 The Llcensmg of Appos:honal Elements
Before dlscussmg more elaborate examples of thc relative construcuan such as poss.es- T
sives or the examples_ in (6), we must first define thc syntactic concept of gppomuon.
- At-first glay.mc, it might seem that what it called 'appositibn is"s_omc sc;rt <f prcdicatio_ri,"
sincc'l.ik_c predication, it involves the joining of two pr_qpcrties. If this wgré the cgscjf‘ :
~however, we would haye a problcrn, since the concept of prcdicatio:; in Eskimo as dis- .
cussed in Chaptcr 5 section 5 cruc:ally clmms that- predication betwcen two rcfcrcn-
tial elements musl a) be licensed by some functional -nodc,,ug:l b) must mvolvc a con-
tamer to contained relation. In the examplcs in (11), thes: cntcna are not met, since
chcrc is 'ncnhcr a licensing node, nor is there a container to contained relation. I will
 therefore assume that the syntactic relation bctwe;:n the two nominals in (11) is distinct
. from prc.dfcation. Traditionally, .this relation has been termed apposition. It rc'maihs o
give it a formal characterization.15 Intuitively, while the id‘ca of predicalionn revolves
arc:urid the assertion of a property (which may be a fcfcrcnt), the idea of apposition

involves instead a conjuﬁcﬁon of propcrﬁes.16 This idea is best illustrated by the Eng-

lish appositional clause, and NP in (12). - T

15 Hofmann (1978) calls this coindexing relation equation. He claims that this -
‘is the basic relation in Eskimo syntax, although he is forced-to introduce an additional
notion of predication. While. Hofmann's proposals are in some ways comparable to the
one argued in this thesis, they are sketchy and do not explain, for instance, why two
nouns cannot form a sentence, as in (15) below (see also Chapter 5, section 5.3.1).

16 Thompson (1971) proposes that all relative clauses (both restrictive and non-
restrictive) have their basis in conjunction. See her bibliography for others who have
proposcd that appositive relatives are conjunctions, and also Emonds (1979)
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(12) a. John, who is my teacher, will be coming.
b. John, the nurse, will be coming

Woodbury (1981 201} dcﬁncs apposmon as asserted or presupposcd corcfcr—_ o

_ence bctwccn two constituents. Usmg this )dea of presupposcd corefcrcnce as a start- -

" ing pomt, apposmon can be descnbcd in the current framcwork as two elements with
identical mdxccs It is thls property wh:ch distinguishes apposmon from prcdxcauon
Whereas predication links either a predicate lacking a referential index or a.referential.
cJ.cpression with a aistinct index to a subject, it'fnight be argued tﬁal'élem_gﬂts which
are said to'be in apposition need no syntactic linking because thei-r.refcregﬁal indices
_are.idcntical,to begin with. In this way, apposition _can. be vie\ie_d rﬁore as a listingl of
propertics rather than an aSscx-ftion of propéfties. Unlike prédicatio:;-, -appésition is not
. a syntactic operation, but a syntacti; fact.17 The principle c;f licensing that pcrmlts ele-
ments in apposition to appear in th;:: same-position .is givén in (13).

(13) Appositional Licensing Principle

Two (of more) elements aré licensed in
the same position if they bear identical
referential indices, (assuming the position
is licensed independently).
‘ )
The principle in (T3) accounts for the data in (14), where the examples are only gram-

matical with identical indexing.

{14) a. angutj aannmaq-tuql(*J)
pisuk-tug
man{abs) sick-part.3sg.(abs) walk-part. 35g.

‘The man who is sick is walking’

b.'anguti pukiqtalikj (*4)
pisuk-tuq
‘man(abs) policeman(abs) walk—part 3s9g.

‘The man who' is a.policeman is walking’

1T Thatis to say, vc;hxle pred:canon licenses f3e coindexation of A to B, the
principle of apposition states that the conjunction of two coindexed elements A and B
does not need a function.
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Note example (14b), which involves two non-derived nouns in apposition. This con-

trasts with examples of predlcanon dlscu55ed in Chapter 5 section 5.3, where two non-

derived nouns eould not be related by predication, as in (15a).

(15) a. *arnaqj ilinniaqtitsijij --
‘ ‘woman(abs) teacher(abs)

. The w'roman is a teacher’

b. *nqul ani- taql ' -
meat(abs) throw out—part (abq) -

The meat is thrown. out |
The example in (15b) shows that the transitive partxclple wnhout possesswe agreement
cannot function as a pred:cate which s predJcted by the claim that it is marked REF

_ " The explanation for why the examples in (14), but not: those in (15), are gram-
matical is quite stralghtforward In both the examples in (14), the subject position is
licensed by the node I, along with the predication relation between the.subject and the
noh—referential predicate sit.ﬁa.ted in 1. The Apposllional Licensing Princii:le in (13)

says that as long as the position is licensed, as many mstances of elements with identi-

@ md:ces may be listed. In the examples in (15), on the other hand, although t.he two.
elements may have the same indices, nothing licenses either position. There is no node

| 1, and the orly way in which they could be linked by predication is via inter-referential
preclication, which necessarily involves two elements with distinct indices. The require-
ment that inter-referential predication involves disjoint reference would follow from the
Binding Theory of Chomsky (1981), as discussed in Chapter 1, section 2, which states
that refernng express:ons must be free in their governmg category. Under this defini-
tion, either the arguments in each example in (15) are in different posmons, in which

case they must be disjoint in reference, or they are in the same position, in which case

they are in apposition, and must be identical in reference.18 In the latter case, the sen-

, 18 Elements which are disjolni in reference may appear in the same position,
only if they are licensed by a coordinating functional element, such as ‘and’, e.g. angul-
lu arnariu niuvirvingmut pisuktuk 'The man and the \v\oma.n walked to the store’,

-
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tence is ruled out because it ejther lacks a subject or a prcdicate.19

-

6.1.2.2 Relauve Constructions Types ' E S | .

In th:s sccnon I-will show in more dctaxl how only poss:ble relanve construct:on typcs :

" are predicted by the conccpt of apposition, along wnh the claim that relative co_nstruc- ¢

tions lack I. '[hc relative construction _c'dmaining';q iptr;alnsitivé' .pgedicat-e‘,"_suchf as

| (14_:;1) above i$ the most simple form. The.nonﬁnalin'ng:'afﬁx'-j'uq/mq- ils attached to the

; ‘ércdicaté, and the resultant dcrivé_a noun'is permitted. to co-&:cur with any coreferen-

tial element. As mentioned above, the irnpossibi_lity; of ﬁrs(t and._;sccdnd -pérson inﬂéc-
tion in ihcse forms is cxplained by the iack of the nodc I ;

Transmvc constructions such as (16a), again involve the gcncrauan of a vcrbaL :

noun without the nodc I, as in (i6b). 20

3

(16) a. nanug angut:.-up taku—lau—gaa nutara-up
) tugqu-taa c .
. polar bear(abs) man-rel. see-past-part.3sg
child-rel. kz.ll—part 3sg./3sg.

"The child killed the polar bear that the man

saw’
b. ipP
\
7\
N Ip
nutara-up VAN
/7 N\ .
/ \
Nji AGRP{ [tuqu~taa]I
nanug VAN .
) / N\

anguti-up [taku-ja-alAGRj

where both ‘the man’ and ‘the woman’ have the coordinating morpheme Ju attached.
19 1t would seem that pro must be licensed by agreement.
20 In the tree in (16b) I do not show the movement of N to L.
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As can be seen in (16b), the- rclative construcuon of (16&) eonsxsts of an N'in app051-
tion with an AGRP. That anI node is not mvolved ptedxcls that the element in apposr-' -
tion can only be third person Both first or second person patient agreement and the»*- o

outer part of double agrecment are asmgned at the level of I. "This explams the’ ungram- '

maucahty of (8b), repeated here as (1‘7)

(17) *angut taku-Jaanga aullaq-tuq
. .  man .(abs) see~part.3sg. /1s9. leave-—part 3sg

‘THe man ‘who ‘saw me left’

We now have an explanatlon for why it appears as 1f -only absolunve posmons relativ-

ize.21 'I'he verbal noun in apposxtlon is e:thcr an mtrans:twe NP meamng ’the one who.

X-ed', or a possesswe construcnon meamng ‘(Y's) X-ed one’ 22 The only possxble ‘way

-

for an elemem in apposmou to express an agennve meamng would be if the nommahz—

ing morpheme were to express that role, somethmg like '(Y's) X-er'. Thns‘;s exactly the

form of the cxamples in (6) above, where it appeared that there rmght be relauvxzauon
from relative position, as in (6a), repeated here as (18).
(18) Miuri-up natsig kii- ji-ga tuqu-taa
Mary-rel. }seal(abs) -blte—agent-posslsg
kill-part.\3sg./3s9.
‘Mary killed the seal that bit me’ ‘ - =

This analysis shows that examples such as (18) are constructed in exactly the same

manner as other relative constructions.23 -~ ‘ -

2-1 Woodbury (1975 23) meantions cases where the possessor is the element in
apposition. He points out that these constructions usually involve paris of the body,
which suggests some explanation that need not affect verbal nouns.

22 This solution is similar in some ways to that of Smith (1984) in that he places
great emphasis on the fact that the nominalizing morphemes have these meanings;

owever, he assumes a distinct analysis for main clause verbs, thus missing out on the

generalizations captured here between main clause and relatwc constructions.

23 These constructions are also predicted and discussed within the ans.lysns of
Smith (1984)



. whlch 1s needed for: most languages Nenher is there a need for a«specaa}mle convert-

‘ cxal rule to account for relanve conslrucuons, other than a pnnclple of apposmon, -
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6.1.3 Summary .
We have seen that, by makinéthe logical assumption’ that relative constructions lack -
the senlenual node I, wem'e able to predlct all the properues of relauve construcnons T
in accordance with the analysxs o£ verb forms and transmvxty prowded in Chapter 5
As meutroued above thxs exermse was mlended not only to shed hght on the relanve .
construcnon, but o prowde support for a nommahst analys:s of mam clause verbs in
Eskxmo. Under th:s npproach u is. clear how pamaxpxal forms in Inukumt funcuon:.'_f

euher as mam clause predxcates or relatwe conslrucnons There i 1s no need for a spe- .

mg relanve constructxons to mam clause predxcates Bolh md:canve and p

main clause predlcates are generated in the same iashlon, the former dlffenng only by' :
the fact that they must uluruately attach to the node I -t

Notc that thls ab:bty to capture the facts of the relat:ve construcnou in a natu- i

ral way dlstmgu:shes the present analys:s from that of Bok—Bennema and Groos, as. _

descnbed in Bok-Bennema (198s). Wl-ule thexr analys:s bears a superﬁcla! resemblance

. to the one argued here, the_y crucially claim that there exi's}s the category verb ‘at the

‘ level of word in Eskimo, and so would be forced to account for relative constructions

in,some other fashion.

6.2 N Adverbial Claunses

-

One of the properhes of the Eskxmo language which has been c1ted as evidence both
for and agamst the normnahst position is the fact that agrcement markers in adverblal _
clauses (the conditional, the causatwe, etc. ) resemble the agreement markers found on
possessives that are both possessed and possessing (t.h_e duplex). Compare the agree-

ment markers in the duplex possessive paradigm in (19)_with the agreement markers in
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intransitive causative. paradign;i in (20), where the subs;:ript indicates fourth person (to
be discussed in the following "scct_ion). Note that the-causative mood marker -ga, which

;'t'ranslatcs as 'h:cause’ or ’\;rh-eh',% i#z found onlf in-ﬁrsi am;l second person.

(19) a. anaana-ma gimmi-nga -.
o mother-dupl lsg dog- possBsg

My mother s dog

b. anaana—v1t (your(s) mother s)
¢. anaana-ata (his mother's) . "._
d. anaana-mi . (hisj mother .
. . e. anaana-pta (our mother’s) . =~ . " :
f.” anaana-psi n(your(pl) mother's) " -
g. anaana-atta (their mother‘'s) - » '
h.'anaana*mik- (theiri mother‘s)-; L,
- -,
" (20)° Jaani ani—juq :
John(abs) went out—part 3sg.

-

"John went out_. ..

" niri-ga-ma  (because I.was eatlng)

‘a.
b niri-ga-vit (because you{s) were eating)
c. niri—-ngmat (because he was eating)

Cod. ‘niri-gami = (because he, was eating).

S e. niri-ga-pta (because we were eating)
£. niri-~ga-psi (because you(pl). were ‘eating)
g. niri-ngmata (because they were eating)~
h. niri-ga-mik (because theyj were eating)

The agreement m.arkers’in (19).and (20), which are referred to asl relative agrecn;cnt, ‘
arc almost com?letely identical, except. for the third person markers, which only
resemble one another. That it is the intransitive relative agreement markers that show
the closest resemblance to possessive agr;cmcnt in relative form, is in marked contrast
with main clause agreement, where it is the transitive agreement markers that show the
closest resemblance to possessive agreement. Transitive agreement in relative mood-is
24 The conditional mood ;narkcf is -gu-.
25 Forms with third person plﬁral patients are oot as étrﬁéhtfor@ard as it
appears in the chart. I have both -prigik and -prigit for 1pl./3pl., as well as both -psigik -
and -psigit for 2pl./3pl., and both -mifigit and -mitigik for 4pl./3pl.. The last unisual

aspect of this column is that 2s./3pl. is -ngni, where Lowe (1985) has -pkir and’
Schneider (1976) has -vigit.

T f‘

-



given'in (21) 5 . T

~
(21) Transitive Agreement.  in Relative Mood

o e PATIENT B
1 T2 3 - 4 ~1pl  2pl. 3pl 4pl
AGENT - . S N K v
1 - - pkit pku - - psi pkit ' -
"2 .ngma- - Bg_ni ' - ptigut - . ngnit e

3 manga matit magu mani matigut masi magit matik

4 .minga mitit miuk - ' mitigut misi migit = -
1pl - T~ ptigit ptigu = ~ -  psi ptigik =

7 _ﬂ ’ ) . .
2pl psinga - psiuk - = ptigut. - - psigik- -

3pl mannga matit majjuk mani matigut masi magit matik
4pl minnga mTtit mijjuk - mitigut misi-mitigit -
NoteZ6 that & fourth person cannot contrast with first or second person or itself, the

-

latter being logically impossible.

»

- There is no -analysis of why there is a parallel between the adverbial moods and
- - a h :

duplex constructions, other than a few suggestions. Thalbitzer (1930) believes that his-
" torically there must have been some sort_of element, in current terms an event, which
has since disappeared. He givc‘s a Greenlandic example of how this element might

have functioned: iserama kingorna of my coming-in its-after-piece, i.e. ‘what happened
- . : - . . Jf .

after I came in’. %//

=

A

- 26 Another thing about the chart in (21) that-must be pointéd out is that the
third person agent forms are in fact only used in the causative mood. All of the other
agreement markers can be found both after the causative marker -ga- or the condition-
al marker -gu-. While the third person causative agreement markers begin’ with /m/,
. the third person conditional agreement rharkers begin with /p/. In addition, both the .
third person causative and conditional a ot markers are preceded by an extra
PphSpgsme when the stem to which they attach ends in a vowel. The extra phoneme for
theﬁyt‘:sanvc is #ng/ and for the conditional is /k/. These phonemes form part of the
undergnng form of third person ‘agreement, but have been left out of the chart

. N . ' .
Rl . - -}

N '/ -, N L ’ ~v - . f —-J’
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k]

Hammerich (1951) considers that the evcnt'elcménl is synchronically present in
- the clause in the form of an abstract supcrordmatc (or "possessum”) such,. that thc
_ Greénlandic clause tku?ame might be glosscd as "after [the fact] of his amval‘ thm |
the framework of this thesis, this idea would be something like ‘his p.mval's fact .

According to Hammcrich _the subject of the intransitive verb receives relative case, but

this i :s no longer so, as shown by (22).
(22) . Jaani t.'l.-kkl anl—ngmat o )
Miuri imngir-iag-tugq T
John(abs) arrive-after-when3 sg Mary( abs )
51ng—beg1n 3s9g.

. l

‘After John arrlved Mary started to s:Lng

)

Woodbury (1975,.,73) makcs thc followmg bncf qomment .%t. adverbial

o,

moods.
I would be mclmed to want to gencratc all of the dependent moods 'but
the pamclples In the base as abstract pred:cates taking as a single argu-.
ment the clauses they complementize in surface structure. The reason

for this 1s that these moods seem to encode some semantic information
of a temporal nature. -

.’
L)

L

Rather than positing an ‘abstract or historical ;;tvcnt marker, Woodbury seems to be *
saying that thef event argument is the main clause. v .

ﬁé sa{_me' view of the dependency of the adverbial mood <;n li‘lt ;xzaix-l clause is

_ found in L;Wc (1985), who points out that the central id;a behind both the conditional

and the causative is the anteriority of the time of the adverbial clause with respect to -

the time of tile in clause. Both precede the rcsul.t, the conditional being a hypotheti-

cal event preceding ‘a future result, the causative being a real event prccc:iing a past

Y
result.

- T
3 . In summary, on the one hand, Thalbitzer and Hammerich believe that there
was (or is) an (implicit} argument which relates to the adverbial clause as a whole,
. - . ’

while Woodbury and Lowe consider ‘tRat this argument is the main clause. I wilhadopt
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the lau;:r position. I will also suggest that the ;lmilamy bchcen the duplex forms and
the adverbial moods hcs not in identical structurc, but in the fact that both construc- _
tions have agreemcnt attach:ng to an elcmcm wluch bears rclafwc case. In other
' words, l do not ;ccept Thalbitzer and Hammcnch clann that the predicate of the

. adv:rbml clause itself is a posscssor to a- possessum If this relanon of inter- .

:eﬁercnual prcd:cauon held. betwecn the two clauscs, it would mean that the adverb1a1 )

- -
L

: clause in some way contained thc main clause. Altho.lgh the adverb:a] clause mxght bc'_ ‘
- .sald to dctcrmme the main clause, it docs not control it.27 ‘

Thcrc are independent reasons for re_]ecnng this sort of analys:s The ﬁrst as |
pointed out in Bcrgsland (1962 1011) is th,at there is no. agrccmcnt on the mam clause |
which would bc expcctcd undcr the analyms of lhc main clause as posscssum of the
adverbial clause, as shown in (23).

(23) a. ataata-ma unaa—nga -
: father—dupl 1sg. harpoon-poss. 35g

‘my father's harpoon
‘ ‘ - . . - . - ‘
b. ani-junga_.nuta¥aq gia-ngmat
go out-part.lsg. child(abs) cry-becausei3sg.

‘I went out because the child was crying’

In (23a) unaanga 'harpoon’ shows agreement with afaatarna 'father’s’, while in (23b)
/" \
anijunga 'l left’ do\es not show agreement with giangmar because he was crying'.
- +

~The second reason for rejecting the posscssiw‘; analysis of adverbial clauses is

that, unlike true possessives, there can be more than one clement bearing relative case

per main coqsu'uction, as shown in (24).2’8 *

-

27 In some sense, though, the adverbial clause controls the main clausc to thc
extent that the latter cannot take plage without the former lakmg place.

28 The correct form of (24b) is angutiup arnaublu qummgak which contains

a conjunctive [u. This means that while it is possible for ‘there to be more than.one
possessor linked to a possessum, the possessqrs must be linked to each .other >
requirement that is not found on adverbial clausgs, nor obliqus phrascs. :

- b ! .

. - s, .. ¥ Ll
N . ~ e - / - Y
. . -
v
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(24) a. anguti-up gimmi-nga
' man-rel. dog-poss3sg.

“the man's dog "

" b. *anguti-up arna-up gitmi-ngak .
. man-rel. woman-rel dog- poss3du.

‘the n and the woman‘'s dog

. c. ani-vunga gai-ngmat . n.(/“‘
] go out-:.ndlc lsg.: cry-whe 35g
‘I Went out when hé came’

d. itir-mat gimmiq gilug-iar-mat ani-vunga“
came in-when3sg. dog(abs) bark- beg:.n—whenBsg.
go out—:l.nda.c 1sg

-~ . " ’'When he came in, when the dog started to
- bark, I left ' :

On the basxs of thesc facts, I will adopt a modlﬁed versxon of the position of Woodbury‘.-.,
-(1981, 124), wx_th regard to adverbial clauses:

. X

Funct:onally thcy are embedded in other clauses as obhquc consutucnts, .
serving as adverbial modifiers to the cmbcddmg clausc in much the same
way that obhquc case ph:ases do.

AN
-

There may be more than one oblique phrase in a clause, yet all show dependence on
the main verb (and not on each other), as shown.in (25).

(25) a. ';i.linniarvin;:,r-mut pisuk—pﬁhéa
school-all. walk-part.lsg.

"I walked to school’ | %
) 'b. tuktisiar-mut tili-jau-vunga
" ilinniarving-mit ilinnlaqtltsijl—mlt

church-all. sent—pass.-indic.1lsg.

school-abl. teacher-abl. v

‘I was sent from the school to the church
by the teacher’

These oblique cases (scc discussion in Chapter 1, section 3) are thought to bc com-

poscd of the relanve case markcr “(u)p (whxcb changes to /m/) plus some addiu;aal
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material which determines the individual case. The appearance of relative case in the
oblique cases is considered to be some sort of dependency marker..

Recall that the rule of relative case assignment in the possessive constructian

was. said to be a consequence of the thematic dependence of the possessor on the poss- -

essum. Perhaps. all jnstanc'c's of .relative case indicates semantic dcpe;zdency. Of

course, relative case in and of itself docs not license an a:gumcnt.' Soinething else like

predication, or a more particular notion of case?? serves as the licenser. The rule of |

relative case assigment is given in (26). _J \\ '

(26) Relative Marker Assignment

Assign the relative marker when the

. REF{ is semanticvally dependent . -
on another REF4, (where semantically )
dependent is equivalent to.presupposition).

The rule in (26) will not trigger relative case assignment in intraqsi;ivg: constructions,
where there is only one referéx;t, nor-in appo‘;itional constructions, where -indicés are
the sam'c_.30 | |

Returning to adverbial clauses, w.c can .now_analyze them as displaying the

semantic dependency between the two events (which naturally have distinct referential

_ values) by means of relative case assignrnenl on the adverbial verb. In this (v:éy, adver- .

bial prc&)&cs are like possessives'and obhque constructions. Whereas the- possessor in

a possessive construction is further linked to the possessum by a rule of pred:cahon,31'

both the oblique construction and the adverbial predicate are net. This explains the
29 The fact that most obliquc,‘ cases g composed of two components - relative
case and a specific case marker - remains to be examined further. -
. !
30 In fact, appositional constructions-do not display semantic dependcnce

31 There is an interesting problem with the duplex construction. The order of
morphemes indicates that the word be duplex agreement is first linked to its poss-

essum, and then becomes the possessum -Of something else. As pointed out to me by -

John Jensen, the semantics suggests that it is the other way around, so that in a phrase
John's mother's dog, the middle term must first combine as the possessum, and only
then may it be the possessor. This looks like a possible instance of a bracketing para-
dox (see Sproat (1985) and all the references therein). - .
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lack of agreement between the adverbial predicate and the main clause predicate. The

oblique argument is further specified as to the range of semantic roles it may bear with

respect to the main clause predicate, e.g. ablative, allative, etc., but the adverbial

predicate is not. Instead the adverbial predicate is itself predicated of another refe-

“rent, cither the theme of the intransitive clause, or the agent of the transitive clause,

S

i.c. the first argument in the first preﬂication relation.32

A question arises as to whether intransitive adverbial verbs participate in inter-

referential prediéation with their subjects. Bergsland (1962, 1010-1-0115 claims that, in "

theme is identical to that between the transitivc' predicate and the agent..(compa:c (20)
and (21) above). Thxs similarity in foffn between the thcmc 6f an intransitive verb and
thc agcnt of thc transitive verb could bc interpreted as evidence that they 1 are both sub-
Jccts This i is not a problem for the analysis of Eskxmo transitivity argued here. Indced

they are both sub]ects. As they are botlt the su_b]ccts of predications, there is no’rea-

son for agreement to differ. Recall that, even in the main ¢lauses, both types of agree-

/

ment resemble one.another. * '

- -

-

While the referential valuc of the evcnt or Ircl»'Of the adverbial clausc is dis-

tmct ﬁ;om the referential va!ue of thc evcnt or 1, of the main clause it is not this value

WhJCh is involved in the predlcatlon between a prechcatc and the subjcct 1 will there-
forc interpret the agreement found on the mtransxtavc conslrucnon simply as the form
that agreement takes when it is attached to thc relative marker That it is identical to

the agrcemem found on the duplcx construction is sxmply 2 result of this fact There is

no necessary implicagdn that, like the duplex construction, the . predlcauon is inter-

referential. ' N
. . r

32 There are a number of details which present a problem here, and which I
will not address at present. For example, 1 have claimed that transitivity in the main
clause cmclally revolves around the presence of the transitive pammple ~which-receives
the goal role of the predicate. Clearly, there is no such participle in advcrbxal clauses.
Instead there is an adverbial mood marker. _ =

\

™~

-adverbial clauses, the relative agreement between the intransitive .pr'ed:ica:c and the ~
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A duestion still remains as to where, or h_ow, the é.c_iverbial clause is linked to

the main c.lause. It is not ‘subcategorized by the verbal noun of the main .clause, 50
there is little 'sc'nsc in attaching it as 'a_ ‘complcment of 1. Finer (1984) and (1985)
assumes that adverbial cIau;eS,.arc_adjuncfs of S, and that the clausal node_is §'. As
" there is no rﬁotivation, as yet, for assuming the node COMP in Eskimo, which defines
S, this would entail that the tadj.;crbial clausé forfhs' an adjunct te IP This makes the

'adwcrbial clause a sister to the matrix clause IP. The 'ﬁdverbial clause is marked el

_ since its hcad Ite] is semantically dcpcndi:nt on thc I of the matrix clause (but not yice-
versa). Accordmgly, the structure of a sentence contammg an IPrcl is gwcn in (27)
(27) . - |
/N _ o .
+ IPrg1 . IP .
VAN

N
fN N\

/ 6.2.1% ) ‘ : ‘ o S
Although the ‘still many questions to be resolved with respect to adverbial clauses

in Eskimo,33 we have seen that, contrary to the claims of. Bcrgsland (1962) the typc of

analysis of the transitive clause presented ter 5 is quite compatible with thesc

- - - - ’ —_——-_—_'—--.—-
structures. That predication is involved between the Rossessor and the possessum

accounts for why duplex constructions resemble adverbigl clauses, without having to

“

posit double sentential reductions for the former.34

33 There are other constructions besides the adverbial clause wtuch also

descrve attention, including the imperative, the con]unctwe etc.. - o

34 This is under the reasomng that, if a single possess:vc construction 1s a
reduced sentence or relative clause (see Chaptcr 4, scctxon 4), a double posscsswe
_ clause must be two such constructions.
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. While both the dupfcx construction and the advcrbial'clat_lse’ consist of agree-
_ment attachiﬁg toa relativg case, in the case of the former, the co’n-stitucnt' on which
the relative marker is found is itself the subject of anot;ht;.r predication, while in the
case of the ‘lafter; the constituent on which the relative marker is found is merely
‘_ semantically depéudem The agrc'v;ment on both of these structures indicatcs that they
are prcdlcates to other arguments. This cxpl.mn; what Bergsland (1962 1011) consxd-

ered to be a ma]or obstacle to the nominalist posmon that the same morphcme could

enter mtq qunc different syntacncal cor_xstrucuons.

-

. 6.3 'Fourt.h' Pefspn-in Inuktitat
Pe;'i'xaps the piece o.f evidence inos} damaging to the nominalist 'position is the__cxistcncq‘.
of.ﬁg%eement 'rnarke_rs usually teferr.ed to as fou_hh person (but\somcﬁr;acs callcd-r_cﬂcxi
. ive).. I do not pfoﬁosc_ lo give an account of all the properties .of this pl?énoﬁle‘noh
here.35 -My aim’ is to.lshow that the facts of fourth';;erson are gompatible with the :
account of transitivity and grammatical relations gian in Chapter 5. In addition, it will
be argued that at least one: property -o.t' fourth pcr#on follows from the analysis of txan- .
sitivity in Eskimo argued in this thesis, wherein the transitive construcuon results from
inter-referential predication. Before proceeding wnh a dlscussmn of some of the thco- |
retical issues raxsed by fourth person ih Eskimo, 1 Wlﬂ first outline its charactensncs.
Fourth person in Eskxmo consists of a set of agrecment markers WhICh indicate
that the a:gument with which they agree is coreferential with a higher argument. This- _
higher argument may be c:thcr the agent, when the matrix clause is transitive, or the
theme when the matrix clause is intransitive. Thc examples i in (28) show the contrast
_ in meaning between third and fourth person agreement, where the potential coindexing
~ relation is between arguments in an adverbial t.:lausc, and ax:gumcnts in a matrix

~

35 For a discussion of the syntacnc versus rhctoncal use of fourth petrson, see
- Woodbury (1983). .
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clause. N

(28) a. Miuri imngi-laug-tug quviasuk;ka—mi
: Mary(abs) sing-past-part.3sg.
happy—because-4sg

‘Mary sang because she was happy
(Mary = she)

b. Miuri 1mng1-lauq—tuq quvxasu-ngmat
Mary(abs) sing- past-part. BSg.
happy-because-3sg. .

"Mary sang because she/he was héppy'
(Mary # she/he) o

c. Miuri-up Jaani kun;k—péa quviasuk-ka-mi
- Mary-rel. John(abs) leS"lndlc 3sg. /35g.
* happy-because-4sg. _ .

- . ‘Mary kissed J hn because she was happy '
(Mary = she) ’ _ o

d. Miuri- up Jaani kunik-paa quv1asu—ngﬁat
Mary-rel. John(abs). klss—lndlc 3sg./3s9.
happy—because—3sg

Marj\klssed John because he/she was happy "
{Mary ‘# he/she) ‘=

lExampIcs (iSa) and (28c)'show fourth person agréement on the subjects of intransitive

adverbial clauses. Consider now the -fo[lov-:ing examples with transitive adverbial claus- “

€s.

(29)_a.‘Miur1 quviasuk-tuq Jaani kunik-ka-mi-uk
,» Mary(abs) happy-part.3sg.
kiss—-because—4sg.-3s9.

1 'Mary is happy because she kissed John
(Mary = she)

b. Jaani-up Miuri tikin-na-mi-uk
- uga-gati-gi-giag-paa
John-rel. Mary(abs) arr1ve-when—4sg.—35g.
speak-compan;on—have—begin—indic 3sg./3s9.

‘When John came up to Mary, he began to
speak to her’

. (John = he) ,_c/\



¢. Jaani quviasuk-tug Miuri-up kuni-ngma-ni

kiss-because3sg./4s9.

‘John was ecause Mary kissed him’
(John = him) ' ‘

d. Jaani-up Miuri kuni-gaa ikajur-ma-ni
John~rel. Mary(abs) kiss-part. 35g /3s9g.
help-becauseBsg /4sg.

*John kisses Mary because 8&he helped h:Lm
(John = him) .

e. Jaani-up Miuri kuni-gaa ikajur-magu
John-rel. Mary(abs) kiss-part. 35g /3sg.
help-because3sg./3sg.

"John kissed Mary because she helped h:Lm
(John = or! aé him)
N B
f. Miuri-up Jaani ikajug-aa Piita -
ikaju-laur-ma-gu ) -
' Mary-rel. John(abs) help-part: 359 /359'
Peter(abs) h:lp—past because3sg. /3sg.

‘Mary helped \J hn\because he helped Petez."" |
Coreference can also be found markgd on th¢ agents of transitive adverbial clauses, as
in (29a) and (29b), and the: patxems of transitive adverbial cladses, as m (29c) and
(29d). Marking same reference on ad erblal patients is often omitted in favour ‘of the -
third person, 36 which can be mterprctL as coreferent, or not, as ;n (29¢) and' (29f). 37
In (29¢) the third person patient markcr -gu- optionally rcfcrs to the agent.of the

matrix clause Jaani. With the addition of\_anothcr participant, as in (29f), this opgion is

W

e

. 36 My consultant generally would provide third persan first when prescntcd with
adverbial clauses containing patients coreferent with either the. agent or the theme of
_ the matrix clause. He would readily switch to fourth person if it was suggested to him.
Payne (1980) describes two different dialects of Yupik Eskimo: Kuskokwim, where
pauents show coreference, and Hooper Bay, where they do not. I assume that my con-
suitant’s dralect is. like that of Hooper Bay with regard to fo: person, but give exam-
ples with patient coreference for illustrative purposes.

37 Where cither the theme of an intransitive adverbial dleuse or the agent of a
transitive adverbial clause is coreferent with either the theme .of ag intransitive matrix
clause, or the agent of a transitive matrix clausc, fourth person is dbligatory, i.e. third

person is ungrammatical. -
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removed. The mbrphcmc -gu- must ol_:ligaibrily rcfe:& to Peter.
Fourth person agreement is found not only on adverbial clauses, but on posses-
sives as well. Tﬁus the fourth person markers in (30) show same reference between the

possessor and the théme of the intransitive clause, and the agent of the transitive

clause. C S v
(30) a. arnag iglu-mi-nut fikit—,tuq :
) woman(abs) house—4poss.-all. arrive—part.3sg. :

'-‘She arrived at hei'_house"

} b. arna-up pani-ni kunik-taa :
) woman-rel. daughter—4poss klss-BSg /35g

"The woman kisses her daughter
~ The crucial feature of fourth persbn is that it can never mark same reference between
any. agrccmcnt markcr and the patient of a transitive clausc, as shown by the fact that s

.corcfcrcncc with the patient can only be expressed. by means of third person, as in
(31).

(31) a. Miuri-up Jaani kunik-paa gia-ngmat
Mary-rel. John{abs) kiss-indic. 3$g /3s9.
cry-becauselsqg. .

‘Mary kissed John because he was crying’
(John = or # he)

b. Jaani-up Miuri tlkin-ma-gu uga-gati-gi- g:Laq paa ‘
John-rel. Mary arr:.ve-whenBsg /3s9.. ’
spe'ak—compan:.on gi- beg:l.n indic.3sqg. /3sg

"When John came up to Mary, she began to
.- speak to him’
(Mary = or = her)

¢. Jaani-up Miuri ikajug-aa Piita-up annir-magu
John-rel. Mary(abs) help-part. sg.- /3sg.
Peter-rel. hurt because3sg./3sg.

‘John helped Mary pe&bause Peter hurt her’
(Mary = or = her)
A%

/

~



d. Jaaniup Piita kapi-jaa pllauta-a-ﬁut
John-rel. Peter(abs) stab—part 3sg./3sg.
knife-3poss.—-all.

‘John stabbed Peter with his knife’
(Peter = or # his)

- Like their English glosses, the c:ga'mplcs-in_(31),arc ambiguous between an interpreta-
tion where they are coreferential with the patient and one where {hcy"arc disjoint in'

reference with the patient. They ca&T" never be interpreted as potcnually -corcferennal

--..,__‘

with the agcnt becausc, as mennoned abow: .such coreference must obhgatonly be -

marked by fourth person. ot .

o

That fodrth person agreemeént is dcpe’n;icnt on 1'synt_actic ;onﬁgurialibn, rather

than tl‘lematic_ fole, is shown by the fact that the patient subject of a passive construc--
. . . ¢ . LI -

_tion serves as the antecedent of fourth person agreement, as shown in (32). In other

words, fourth person agreemeént does not operate. on the basis of some semantic notion

~of agent or acfor. o S _,}' N
(32) a.. Jaani kuni-gau-juq.nuliar-mi-nit = v
John(abs) kiss- pass. part 3sg. ’
w1fe—poss4sg -abl. _ -

“John was kissed by h:Ls wife" -
{(John = his) :

b. Jaani kuni-gau-juq nullar—mi nit

: imngi-lau—rami
John{abs) kiss- pass part.3sg.
w:.fe—poss4sg -abl. sing—past because4sg

"John was kissed by his wife because ‘he sang”
(John = his, he)

Bergsland (1962) and Woodbury (1975), (1981), and 5(19853) atthe restriction
on fourth pcrson agreement, that is, that lt can never mark coreference with a panent
in a transitive clause, as evidence that the pam:nt in a Iransmvc clause has a grammat--

\

ical status distinct from the agent of a transitive clause and the theme of an intransitive

clausc. In other words, they argue that there exists in Eskimo a notion of subject which -

' _ _ t a.f o - . | )

~ | R N
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is based on & nominative-accusative pattern. Bergsland seems to assume that these 7

facts argue for a nominative-accusative analysis of Eskimo. .Woodbury (1975) and

(197 proposes that Eslumo ‘must be- analysed in a way | that allows for both ergatlve-

absolutive’ pattermng, and nommatwc-accusatwe pattermng He argues that the rules

7 themselves are marked for whether or not they operate in one qrstem or another.38 In

_ Lordcr to make both the agent and the anent avatlable for subjecthood Woodbury

posits. that' they are both governed by Sina ﬂat structure as discussed in Chapter 4,
. ~ N
section 6.‘

-

The analysis.' of the transitlve construo'ti\oi: proposed' in Chaptér S can easily '

- handle this cntc:sm agamst ‘the Nommahst' Hypothes:s, smce a crucial feature of this
' analys:s is that the ‘NP in relatwe case must move to a lngher posmon as adjunct to IP
in 'order to preserve- its theta;ole and case,' which are 'c.lependent_qn the adjacency of

the: r\tominal?f)redieate- Nole that-even when the poasessor-iS'p\ro and no case is”

. a531gned it mgst move to the’ ad]unct posmon 'I'hough pro does not receive relative .’

case, it must still be in a posmon to receive the possessor fole. If it dxd not move, lt‘

would not receive a ‘thematic role, which would consutute vxolanon of the Theta Cri-

terion. Thus at the level of LF, where anaphoric relati lisl'ted,39 the agent

argument of a transitive construction, whether lexical or'pro, will plways be in a higher

position in the clause than the alasolutive argtlxﬁent whether lexical or pro. When the

-

matrix clause is mtransmve, the highest argument is naturally the argument in absolu-

tive case. This r;sults is a natural grouping of agent of transitive clause with theme of
] . p

l’ " 38 He also proposes that there are rules which determine which sfstem

(ergative-absolutive. or nominative-accusative) a particular rule of grammar oper-

ate within, Moreover, he suggests that there are umversa.l semantic factors ulderlying

such meta-rules. » .

-

-

39 Even if anaphoric relations were established at S-structure, the agent of the
transitive clause would still be in the higher position, since we must asseme that move-
ment to I, and subsequent adjunction of the argument bearmg relative case to IP must
take place between D-structure and S-structure.

*

o w
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intransitive clause, i.e. a grouping res_cmblingf'the noti(:.ll_%nominative-accué;ative sub-

-

jt:n':t.‘10

-

" That fourth person agreement must be explained on the basis of hfghest element
in the matrix clause is exactly the type of explanation we expect to find when dealing

with anaphori¢ elements. 41 1 et us now examine two analyses'within thc Government

and Bmdmg framework of Chomsky (1981) that have addressed some of the issues _

N,
- -

conccrmng fourth person in Es’k:mo

-
-

6.3.1 Bok-Bennema (1985) _
Bok-Bennema (1985, 7) claims that fourth person i Eskimo "is pro”, i.e. is a null argu- -
ment coindexed with 'agrc_emcm. From this assuniption, she argues for the existence of

an empty category which is both pronominal and a marked anaphor. It is pronominal

by

because it cannoj be bound within its own clause, as shown in (33). -

(33) Jaani guviasuk-tugq Miuri-up irming-mani

John({abs) happy-part.3sg. Mary-rel. wash-
because-3sg./4sqg.

"John is happy because.Mary washed him’
(John = him)

In the example in (33), the fourth person agreement marker (which indicates that the
patient of the adverbial clause is coreferential with the theme of the matrix clause) can

never refer to‘;hc agent of its own clause, so.that (33) cannot mean *'John is happy

because Mary washed hcrse_lf'.4?

40 Woodbury (1977) observes that there is a regularity in Eskimo, such that rules
based on a nominative-accusative system are always concerned with indexing, while
rules based on an ergative-absolutive system are concerned with case and agreement.
This observation is explained in the-present analysis by the fact that mdexmg relations
opcrate at a later stage in the grammar.

41 TﬁJs is under the assumption that all languages are conﬁgurauonal to the
extent that there is no need for primitive notions of subject, and object.

42 'I'I:ns sentence would be Jaani quvzasuktuq Miuri (mgmzmk) zrmmgma: Sec
chscussxon of the reflexive in Chapter 3, sections 2 and 3.

-
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According to Bok-Bennema, fourth person is -also a_marked an'aphor because
the domain in whiéh it is bc:_und must be specified. She suggcstsfthai it be specified as
the domain of indicative inflection, T-¢., of the matrix clause. An unmarked anaphor is
bound in its govermng catcgory (principle A of Chomsky’s Bmdmg Theory dlscussod in -

. Chapter 1 section 2). ' -
«

Bok—Benncma further argues. that thc fourth 'pcrson in Eskimo is a marked
pronominal anaphor as a rcsult of two pmpcmcs Thal it is a marked anaphor derives
from the fact that it agrees with one of a sct of specific agrccmcnl markcrs that mark it
as such. That it is a pronommal denves from the functional definition ot' empty cat- 7

egones given in Chomsky (1982), whcre a locally-determined empty category must bc '

pronominal. Since agreement funcuons as a local dctcrmmer of fourth pcrson, it is

. o
pronominal. ) _ i

. As stated above, Bok-Bennema's discussion of fourth person in Eskimo is cen-
tred around her gisumption that it must be an empty category. That fourth person can
involve a lexical argument, rather than an empty category is shown by the example in
(34), where the relative case on Jaani shows it to be an argument of the adverbial
clause, which is transitive, rather than the matrix clause, which is intransitive.

(34) Jaani-up Miuri taku-ga-mi-uk igla-si-vugq —
John-rel. Mary(abs) see-when-4sg. /359
laugh—start-indic.3s9g.

w Mary, he began to laugh’

In (34) fourth person agreement is associated, not with an empty category pro, but with
an overt lcxlcal element Jaani-up. Proof that Jaani-up is not an argument of thg
matrix clausc is provided by the fact that an mtransmvc predicate cannot assign rela-
tive case.

This means that any discussion of Yhe anaphofic properties of fo rson

must centre on agreement rather than the subject of that agreement. We would not

»
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.wish to state that the argument Jaani-up is an anaphor. It is only indirectly anaphoric,

+

by virtue of being coindexed with an anaphoric agreement marker.

§ an — 4

6.3.2  Finer (1984) and (1985) : Y

- o %4

The fact that fourth person in Eskimo is an agreement phenomenon rather than

a property of an empty element is a main feature of the discussion of Eskimo in Finer

(1984, 1985). This is because Finer's analysis is embedded within a universal treatment
of what is called switch-rcfercnce As Finer points out, languages with switch reference

allow for a bmdmg relauon between elements where there is no relation of c~command.

" This is. shown by the Esk:mo example in (35a),43 wh:ch is based on the example in

(3%). - \, )

(35) a. IP N
- A\ '
7\
/=N -
/ \ —
/N\ /\ .
/N /N
/ \ / \ —_—
NP Ipel NP I

Jaanij anigami proj paallaktug

b. Jaani ani-g%—mi paallak-tug
John(abs) go out-when-4sg.
fall down-part.3sg.

"When Jchn .we}xi; outside, he fell down’

Note that in the English'cquivalem of (35), he may or may not refer to John, i.e. dis-

plays the properties of a pronominal.
1
The definition of c-command given in Chapter 1, section 2 states that for an

element to c-command another element, every maximal projection that dominates the
first element must dominate the second. It is clear that such a relation does not hold
between the NP Janni of the IPp.) and the pro of thp matrix IP. The maximal project-

43 This tree is based on the analysis of adverbial claus€ given in section 2, and
differs from Finer's tree structures, which have COMP nodes.
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ion that dominates the element pro is the first IP node, which does not dominate the
IPrel. Even if we were to accépt a.definition of c-command that allowed adjuncts to

establish maximal projections, the maximal projection IPye] dntervenes between the two

elements.

How is it then that the pro and Jéan_i are linked?¥ Finer argues pcrsussivily
that, although no direct !inklmay be made between the two arguments in a switch-
reference construction; there is nonetheless a prihcipled way of linking them indirectly.

é
by means of agreement. Thus Finer's analysis focuses on agreement rather than onthe

PR p—

arguments themselves. He argues that the agreement of the adverbial clause is related

to the agreement of the matrix clause by mean of A’ to A’ Binding (see Aoun 1986),

pus

which means that both elements involved are in non-argument positions, in this

- -

-

instance I. He further posits that a relation between the two clauses is established on
the basis of the fact that the adverbial clause is temporally related to the matrix

clause. This fact about Eskimo was discussed in section 2.

From this basis, Finer (1984) argues that the fourth person agrccfnenl_ marker in
Eskimo is an A’ anaphor, while the third person ag;cemcni marker is.an A’ pronomi-
nal. Finer explains the binding of all fourth person agreement .outside of the govcrhing
category (IPye]) by allowing the anaphor to scarch for an appropriate antecedent.

With regard to the fact that fourth person agreement can never bind an argu-
ment within its own-clause (see (33) above), Finer proposes that fourth person patient
agrcemént,45 in addition to being an A’ anaphor, i§ a referring expression with respect
to A-Binding. This means that in terms of agreement, it is an anaphor, but in terms of

44 Actually this brings up another issue. While the two elements are obviously
linked by some sort-of binding relation, they are not linked in the usual antecedent
relation, where the reference of the antecedent determines the reference of the ana-
phor. In fact, examples such as (34) and (35) show the reverse, that is, the reference
of the antecedent is determined by the reference of the anaphor.

\' N - - .

45 Actually, Finer calls it fourth person object agreement, since he is assuming
a nominative-accusative analysis of Eskimo. "
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argument aning,45 it is a referring exp;'ession. As a referring expyession, any linking
of fourth person within ‘its_ own clause would resulf in a violation of Principle C of the |
Binding Theory, discusséd in Chapter 1, section 2. In addition, Finer argues that, in
dialects whicl;\‘obligatorily mark fourth pcrson:patienl agreement, third person paticntA _

agreement must be a referring expression with respect to A—bindiﬁg, since if it were

merely a pronominal, it would be able to be coreferent with an argument in the matnx - -—

clause.47 : \

633 A Modified Analysis ~ .
ﬁoth Finer (1984) and (1985), and Bok-B_enncma (_1985) must ensure that fourth person
in Eskimo involves some element which is both anaphoric outside its own clause and
referential inside its own clause, and not vice-versa, i.e. anaphoric -within its own
clause and referential outside its own own clause. As we have seen, Bok-Benmema's
means of explaining this is by the claim that the empty category pro must, by.dcﬁni—
tion, be pronominal, while the agreement w;rith which it is oindexed is anaphori Fin- -
er's means of producing the correct result is to claim that fourth pel:son patient agree-
mt‘:nl _(t_hc. only possible source of a Principle B or C violation) is on the one hand an
anaphorwith respect to non-argument binding, and on the other hand, a refc.rring
expression with respect to argument binding. The problem with Finer's solution is that
it implies that the fourth person patient agreement morpheme must be lexically marked
for a double role in the binding theory. That morphemes can be lexically marked for

conflicting properties (anaphor and referent) is an unwelcome addition to universal

grammar. From this point of view, Bok-Bennema's solution is to be preferred since the

-

‘ 4 - o\
46 A positions are argument positions, while A’ positions are non-argument
positiohs. . -

. 47 This line of reasoning poses a problem for Finer's claim that fourth person
agreement is a referring expression with respect to A-Binding, since it should therefore
be free in the expanded governing category as well. It would seem one of these claims
must be modified. .
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two propertics derive from altogether separate reasons, one functional, the other lexi-

-~

cal. Bok-Bennema concentrates on the nature of pro as the source of the obligatory
~ disjoint reference within_ the clause, which, as argued above is not correct, since fourth
person agreement does not always involve pro.

A rather simple explanation of the referential properties of fourth peﬁon agree-

ment with respect to its own clause can be found in the analysis of transitivity present-

ed in Chapter 5. This is that transitivity in Eskimo involves inter-referential predica-

—

tion, which necessarily implies disjoint reference. The elements of an Eskimo ransi}ive

construction can no more be corcfcremial with each other than can those An a posses-
sive construcnon, e.g. *John's himself. The two arguments bennng the {feature REF

that participate in inter-referential predxcanon are either names, lexical

s, O pro.”
An argument which is an anaphor i 1s not found in mter-refcrennal predication :
it does not bear the feature REF. As referring expressions, they automatically fal
under either Conditions B or C or the Binding Theory, which states that they must be
free in their governing category. Therc is no need for functional definitions of empty
categories under thi's view.‘. The fact that there is transitive agreement on an adverbial
clause automatically implies that the two arguments of that clause are. disjoint in refer-
ence. This explanation is supported by the fact that all reflexive constructions in Eski-
mo are intransitive, as disqussed in Chapter 2, sections 2 and 3, and shown in (36).
(36) a. Jaani ingmi-nik taku-vuq ° |
~John(abs) self-comit. see-indic¢.3sg.
"John sees himself’ -
b. *Jaaniup ingmi taku-jaa

John-erg. self(abs) see-part.3sg./3sg.
or

*ingmi-up Jaani taku-jaa .
self-erg. John(abs) see-part 3sg. /35g

‘John saw himself’

c. Jaani-up ingmi-nik irmi-gaa
John-rel. self-comit. wash-part.3sg./3sg.

‘John washed it by himself’
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The only possible mcar;s of cxbrcssing that the agent and the patient of an action are .
coreferential ts by means of the intransitive construction, as in (36a). ﬁe cxmplcs in
(36b) are ungrammat-ical' with a transitive verb accomia:cd by a reflexive pronoun in
eithcr absolutive or relative case. The example in. (36c) can oniy mean that John
washed somcthing .or sorz;conc other than i_li_mself. Thus both the obligatory disjoint

reference in transitive clauses, and the intransitive form of the reflexive construction is

predicted under an analysis of Eskimo transitivity as inter-referential prc&iication. Ina

‘language like English, where transitivity results from government of the NP object by

the verb, anaphors rhay occur which are bound in the clrs_msc, c.g.' John washed him- .
self.
Having established that the referential prof.)crtics of fourth person agreement in
a transitive c.:lausc derive from the par‘ticula'r naturé of trapsitivity in Eskimo, we con-
clude that fourth person agreement is simply anaphoric. It remains to explain the rea-
son that the anaphor relates only l.o the highest argument in the matri)f clause.48 :
As mentioned above, Finer (1985, 47) points out that in most languages with

switch reference, the switch-reference marker also denotes temporal dependency of the

_ adverbial clause on the matrix clause.49 He interprets this as evidence that these mor-

phemes "clcﬁy have a COMP-like quality." He further assumes that COMP and I

form a discontinuous element which heads CP (or §'). In the analysis argued here,

there is no COMP node. The dependency of the adverbial clause on the matrix clause

derives from the semantics of the dependent moods (causative, conditional, etc.),
which is morphologically marked by the relative marker following the I in the adverbial

clause. We can interpret this dependency as a form of coindexing between the I of the

-

48 Bok-Bennema does not discuss this question, which would seem to be a
problem under the analysis that the object gets case from I, unless primitive grammati-
cal relations are assumed.

9 In‘_'point of fact, Finer considers Eskimo to be an exception to this generali-
zation, since the same-subject marker (fourth person agreement) is morphologically dis-
tinct from the dependency marker.
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adverbial clduse and the matrix clause. This form of coinde;iing can be viewed as the
o : . .

-

reverse of su_p_c_ategorization.so In the forﬁ:e;; the dependent clement coindexes the . -
matrix clause, while in the latter, the matrix cl-ause_ coinde:ies the compleﬁxent clause

. ‘(_sc-c Rivero and Sainz 1986). I will assume that the semantic dependency marker on
the adverbial clause pr‘oduc'é_s a coindexing relation between that clause ar.ld the matrix °

clause, as shown in (37).

(37) IP3
VAN
/N
. 3 > / N\
. | - VERTERN
o/ \ .
IPreli " IP; /.
/\ \ )
7\ / N\
\ AR N/

Ireil - ) Iy | |

Since llrcl is head of IPe|, the entire clause bears this index. The index, which is a
dependency marker 1s t‘hcn linked to the clausal node IP which immcdiatcl} dominates - -
it. As head of the adjunct complex, I is also part of this chain of coindcxatio:;. The
purpose of this coindexation is not to form an antecedent relation with the agreement

+’ between the tvo clauses. If this were the case, we would expect to find that fourth per-
son agreement on the adverbial clause could take as én. antecedent either the agent or >
;Efc patient a;;cmcnt of the matrix clau.s»_:, since both are in I of the matrix clause at

the level at which fourth person agreement is linked. Under this view, we would not be

“able to predict the ungrammaticality of (38).51

-

L] ‘ N

50 i39uchard (1984) proposes a rule ASSUME CASE which reverses the direc-
tionality between the governor and the governee. :

51 Actually, example (38) is ungrammatical with any reading. The fourth per-
son indicates that the argument of the adverbial clause is identical in reference to the
highest argument in the matrix clause. Since Miuri is the highest argument in the
matrix clause, the sentence is anomalous with the reading where John = Mary. This °
may be a Principle C violation. The correct predicate for the gloss in (38) is ifirmat.

-
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. A (38) ~*Jaani itir-ami Miuri-up kuni-gaa T
' John(abs) come in-whend4sg. Mary-rel. -~
kiss~part.3sg./3sg. : _ —_
‘When John came in Mary.kissed him' =~ °
(John = him) - :

Thus, agreement to agreement binding does not explain the observed asymmetry «
\ i . : . :
between the arguments of the transitive clause with respect to binding of fourth person.
r - '

Instead,.I propose that fourth person agreement is A’ to A bil{ding,sz and that

-

the ‘gsymmetry b,etw;:en the two zlargurncnts ofsthe matrix clause sesults from the tfacti
that the one argument is higher than ‘thc other.53 The coinidexation between the rela-
tive marker on the ad\'.crbia.l clause and the I of the matrix clause s‘erves to void the
barric:-'hood54 of the IPrel,‘and the IP with respect t_o_govel"min:nt.55 This effectively

‘allows the agrecinent marker of the adverbial clause to seek an antecedent ouiside of

its governing category. The coindexing allows it to search for an argument anywhere

within IP. The _ﬁrst‘ potential ,antccedcnt-as the agent of a transitive clause, or the
theme of an intransitive clause. This is the correct result.

_A prediction of this analysis is that, wh-crg: a coindexing relation is not made
between the m¥od of the adverbial clause and the .mood of the matrix clause, fourth .

person mm cannot hold. This prediction turns out to be true, as is shown by the

—

- 52. After all, it is in the nature of agreement to form a relation with arguments.

53 Finer avoids this problem under his assumption that Eskimo is a nominative-
accusative language, and that object/vert agreement occurs prior to- subject/VP agree-
ment. This means that cccommand will not hold between matrix object agreement and
any argument in the adverbial clause. The analysis of Eskimo transitivity argued in
this thesis does not allow for such an cxpla‘pation. Agent agreement is assumed to take
place prior to patient agreement, which gccounts for the order of agreement. This
would lead to the incorrect prediction only the patient agreement of a transitive
construction should be a potential binder of arguments in an adverbial clause.

54 See Rivero and Sainz (1986) for a demonstration of how coindexation voids
barrierhood in a number of languages. »'

35 Note that this coindexation is uni-directional in that it goés from the depen-
dency marker outwards. This does not permit the agreement of the matrix clause to
seek an antecedent in the adverbial clause.



N

—

191
cxamble in (39), where the matrix_clause is a nominal clause. Recall (as stated in

‘Chapter 5, section 5.3.1) that nominal clauses do not contain the node 1. ¢

. (39) a. Jaani ataata- ga anaana-m—nik ‘ ,'
ouliag-taar-mat/*ami C
John(abs) father-posslsg N
mother~posslsg-comit .
w1fe—acquire—because33g /*4sg.
“John & my father because he married
my mother’ (John = he) |\

- b. Jaani giggigtag-tug anaa‘na—m—nlk

nulig-taar-ami

John(abs) jumped up and down-part.3sqg.
mother—-posslsg.-comit,

wife-acquire—because4sg -
. - ‘John jumped up and down because he
. married my mother’ (John = he) - >

The example in (3%a) shows that coreference between an-adverbial clause and a nomi-
ngl clause can only be expressed by means of the pronominal third pcrson.-The ana-

phoric fourth person is ungrammatical. Compare (3%9a) with (39b), which shows ana-
‘ phoric agreement between an adverbial clause and a regular clause. Example (39a) is

evidence that the coindexing between the mood of the adverbial clause and the mood
of the matrix clause is necessary to allow fourth person agreement to seek an a;;ccc-
dent outside its governing calcgory.56

"As mentioned above, it is not my intention to give a complete accdt;nting of the
phenomenon of fourth person in Eskimo. Such a task is well beyond the scope of the
present work. My goal has been to show that fourth person agrccmcnt does not pose a
problem for the analysis of transitivity which is argued in this thesis. I believe 1 have
shown this to be so. That the "possessed” noun of the transitive construction is required
to move to I by the adjacency restriction (70) of Chapter 5 accounts for the fact. that

the relative argument moves to a higher position in the transitive construction only, 2

96 The example in (39a} is also predicted under Finer's aﬁalysis ‘of fourth per-
son as A’ to A’ binding, since the lack of I means there is no A’ antecedent.
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position in which it can serve as the antecedent of fourth person agreement. Moreover,

it has been shown that the analysis of transitivity in Eskimo as inter-referential predica-
< B M

. tion provides a natural explanation for the obligatory disjoint reference obsesved in the

(B . P
agreement markers of the transitive clause, even though one of the agreement markers

is an anaphor.

-

L »

6.4+ Summary

In this chapter, I have addressed a number of aspects of Eskimc‘v grammar which sup-
port the analysis of Eskimo transitivity argued in Chapter 5. It has been shown that
that analysis provides a simple account of the facts of relative.constructions in Eskim.o.
It has also been shown that other aspects of the grammaf, such as the resemblance
between duplex énd adverbial clause agreement are not .cvidcnce against the nominal-
_ist positio;n, as claimed by Bergsiand (1962), but a hatural consequence of the fact that
they both involvé agreement attaching to a relative marker, although under distinct cir-
cumnstances. Finally, the most serious of the argumcnlé against a nominalist analysis of
transitivity in Eskimo, fourth person, has been explained by thé necessity of the rela-
tive argument to move to a higher position in order to preserve its relation to tﬁz—c;lausc
to which it is linked by inter-referential predication. In addition, the fact that fourth
person patients or agents can never bind an antecedent within their own clause is a

"direct prediction of an analysis of transitivity that is based on inter-referential predica-

tion, but not of one based on the verb governing a direct object.



2
)

,..-.-_ _ : Chapter VIl
FURTHER REMARKS

As mentioned in Chapter 1, there exists a tension between the goal of explanation
.b.ascd on a lhcory' 61’ liﬁguistic universals, and the particular grammar of a language. ‘

Woodbury (1986a) pomts out that many Eskimo scholars have strived to prescnt the

language "in its own tcrms In the prcccd:;g_;hapters, we have seen that this may'bc |

achieved without sacrificing cxplanation. The grammar of Eskimo presented in this :
thesis is a unique description of a language, and yet the terms of the description, predi'-:

cation, noﬁn, verb, etc., are all from the terminology of ugiversal gr;mmar'. Moreover,

each of the syntactic and lexical processes mentioned are found in other langtingcs.

Starting from the simple assumption that Eskimo lacks the syntactic category V}'wc

have seen that an account is providéd ,f;>r the similarity between Eskimﬁ‘ti‘ansili-vc
clauses and possessive constrimtions, as'wcll as the structure of relative constructions
in that language. This analysis underscores the fact that transitivity must be treated as : .
a series of interlocking properties, rather than a single phcnori:enon.

If the claim that predicates in ‘Eskimo are"3 defective category is correct, we
should find other instances in-the grammar where an account will be provided on the
basis c;f this same assumption. For example, it is 4 well-known fact about Eskimo that
word-internal “transitivity”, or what is known as noun-incorporation consists of a small
fixed set of predicates, c:g. -gag- "have’, -u- ‘be’, -siug- "hunt’, ctc:. Perhaps there is a
commonality to their lexical entries which accounts for why they bebave differently

from other predicates. For example, one might speculate that they involve predicates
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that do not assign the role goal, and thus cannot be linked to the transitive ;;aniciple.l
Related to this Qucstiéﬁ. is the requirement that this view of transitivity be integrated
with all word-internal "syntax”, e.g. causativess et;., as described in Woodbury (1981)
and (1986b). - | |

Another issue which deserves further attention is the contrast in referentiality

between intransitive and transitive predicate nominals. If thi§ distinction is correct, we
F .
should find other instances where -the two are distinguished on this basis.Z Moréover,

the status of the intransitive as both non-referential and nc';m_inal. should be clarified.

One of the major claims of this thesis is that the direct object cannot be
\ - . . .

: ;w:" ."-'.2
R, 8
.

assigned an agent role. We have seen that the position which parallels direct object in |

- -

languages like Esglish is in fact word-internal in Eskimo. It would be interesting to
examine this proposal in terms of first language ‘a:lc;:luisition. Thert.e- has been little
research in this area, with the exception of Fortescue (1985b). . ‘

While thc.grammar of the Eskimo language has been shown in general to be
composed of well-established linguistic universals, one property has been introduced

which is not "2 member of that set. This is the concept of semantic dcpendency.3

Semantic dependency was first introduced in Chapter 5 1o partially explain the means _

by which the possessor receives its thematic role.4 Later, in Chapter 6, this concept
was again brought into play to explain the temporal relation between the event of the

adverbial clause and that of the matrix clause.” It was -suggested that semantic depen-

——

1 It remains to investigate more closely the semantics of the incorporating mor-
pheme -siug- 'hunt’, which appears to belie this generalization.

2 We might also investigate thtl_ler'this difference can be captured by the
aspectual analyses proposed by Vendler (1967), etc., which often revolve around a

——

notion of "definiteness”.

3 Semantic dependency is not a new idea. What is-perhaps new is the sugges-
tion that it mirrors subcategorization.

4 predication is the other crucial factor.

n might prove worthwhile to investigate an account of some of the switch-

.
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dency operates in the reverse manner as subcategorization. This idea is sketchy and Sl

needs both form__al_anq'cmpirical substantiation. It may well be that, like the nominal

" clause described by Woodbury (1986a), this is one ‘of the aspects of Eskimo grammar

which, rather than lending support to the seg-of 'l“i‘i':guistic univerals, instead suggests -

one. Instead of a state of tension, we might characterize the relation between- the

e

grammar of a language and linguistic theory as that of symbiosis.

Y ] -

-
. - .

reference phenomena discussed in Finer (1984) and (1985) using this idea. Recall that
Finer states that temporal dependency is characteristic of switch-reference.
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