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Features and Categories: Non-finite Constructions in Finnish

Doctor of Philosophy, 1998
Paivi Koskinen
Department of Linguistics
University of Toronto

This thesis explores the inventory of syntactic features that drives Finnish word order.
It focusses on several non-finite constructions that manifest categorially inconsistent
morpho-syntactic properties. The central assumption underlying this research is that such
incongruities result from alternative combinations of cross-linguistically common syntactic
features rather than from the presence of rare and exceptional functional categories. My
main proposal is that lexical and functional syntactic features may combine to produce
hybrid forms. I examine the nature of such feature complexes in different clause types in
Finnish: main, finite and non-finite embedded and relative, and infinitival clauses.

This feature-based approach resolves problems in categorizing morphemes whose
syntactic category affiliation has traditionally been difficult to determine. In most languages
there are lexical elements that manifest morpho-syntactic properties associated with more
than one lexical category as well as functional inflectional morphemes (e.g. participles,
infinitives, modals). I analyze the Finnish forms as containing a hybrid category: a lexical
feature ([N, V] or [N]) accounts for their nominal qualities, while a functional feature
[Tense] explains their verbal and temporal characteristics. Consequently, I argue that
changes in syntactic category take place not only through morphological derivation, but also
within the syntactic component. This is possible under a view of morphological derivation
as vocabulary insertion based on the syntactic feature matrices that surface at the end of the
computational component.

The thesis is organized according to the traditional division of Finnish verb-based
forms into finite, participial and infinitival. Chapter 2 sets the basis for contrasting finite and
non-finite forms by providing an account of the syntactic feature content of main clause
structure. This chapter also presents a structural analysis of the seemingly non-
configurational word order of Finnish. Chapters 3 and 4 examine the present and past
participle morphemes, and the infinitival morphemes -fa, -de and -ma. Each suffix occurs in
several distinct constructions. My investigation identifies the syntactic features that produce
the categorially incongruous properties of the forms, and provides a maximally unified
account of each morpheme. Furthermore, the theoretical framework laid out in this thesis
demarcates a research program for further study of similar elements in other languages.
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A. NOMINAL

NUMBER
SG
PL

PERSON
1,2,3

POSSESSION
Pos

CASE
NOM
GEN
PAR
ACC

ESS
TRAN
INE
ELA
ILL
ADE
ABL
ALL
ABE
INS

COMPARISON
COM

Abbreviations

Singular, unmarked form
Plural, -#/-i

Information contained in possessive suffixes. Third person singular and plural
possessive suffixes are identical, and hence are indicated with '3Pos' only.

Possessive suffixes -ni, 1SG, -si, 2SG, -mme, 1PL, -tte, 2PL, -nsA, 3person

Nominative, unmarked form

Genitive -n

Partitive -(2)A4

Accusative, unmarked form or -n (The Acc is used to refer to @/-n -marked
object cases, and -¢ accusative of pronouns. For non-pronominal DP’s the
case marking of objects is morphologically identical to nominative or genitive.
Thus 'accusative' refers to the syntactic class of non-partitive objects.

Essive -nA4, 'as'

Translative -ksi, 'into' (change of state)

Inessive -ssA, 'in'

Elative -stA, 'from in'

Illative -Vn/-hin , 'to in'

Adessive -l/A4, 'on', 'at’

Ablative -/tA4, 'from on'

Allative -//e, 'to on'

Abessive -ttA, 'without'

Instrumental (in Finnish grammars labelled "instructive") -n 'with'

Comparative -mpi

vil



B. VERBAL

TENSE/MooD
PRES

PAST

COND

POT

Finite present tense, orthographically unmarked (phonetically [-7])

Finite past tense -i
Conditional -isi
Potential -ne

AGREEMENT (On finite verb forms)

1,2,3.8G
1,2,3.PL
AGR

OTHER
PASS
NEG
CAUS

Singular 1SG -n, 2sG -t, 3sG -V
Plural 1pL -mme, 2PL -tte, 3PL -vAt
Passive agreement marker -Vn

Passive -(2)tA (Active is unmarked default)
Negator e-
Causative -1t4

NON-FINITE VERB MORPHOLOGY

NUT
VA
TA
MA
DE

Past participle -nUt/-nee
Present participle -vA4
Infinitive with -24
Infinitive with -mA
Infinitive with -de

C. MISCELLANEOUS

DEVN
IMP
NEG.IMP
EMP

Q

NOTES:

® Vowel harmony, consonant gradation and various other assimilation processes affect the
phonological forms of Finnish lexical items. Vowel harmony alternates the vowel pairs a/é,
u/y and 0/6; consonant gradation weakens the geminate stops /pp/, /tt/, /kk/ to single stops,
and a single stop to some more sonorant consonant, in a syllable ending in a consonant (for
further details cf. e.g. Keyser and Kiparsky 1984, Cathey and Wheeler 1986, or any basic
Finnish grammar such as Karlsson 1982). Beyond this acknowledgement, issues of segmental

Deverbal nominal -minen
Imperative -kO + AGR
Negative imperative verb dld
Emphatic clitic -pA4, -hAn
Question clitic -kO

phonology will be ignored throughout the discussion.

® Intonational prominence is indicated throughout the thesis by underlining.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Goals

The central goal of this thesis is to examine the clause-level syntactic features in the
computational system in Finnish. The ultimate objective of this undertaking is to identify the
nature and constrain the number of such syntactic features cross-linguistically. The present
investigation focuses on a set of non-finite constructions in Finnish. This inquiry brings to
the forefront the issue of the representation of lexical categories, as well as the functional
categories tense, negation, topic, focus and complementizer. Questions will be raised not
only about how the morphological and syntactic levels of representation interact, but also

about the interface between syntax and semantics.

1.1.1. The main theoretical question

Chomsky (1981) outlined a view of X-bar theory according to which the lexical
categories Noun, Adjective, Verb and Preposition are not taken as syntactic primitives, but
are described as a system delineated by the features [+N] and [+V]'. Although Chomsky's
idea of analyzing syntactic categories as bundles of smaller elemental components has been
widely accepted, it is also possible to find instances of current research in which the category

labels N, A, V and P are clearly utilized as independent atomic units. It is of course

1 The proposal that lexical categories break down to features is commonly attributed to Chomsky
(1970). However, that work did not give any details of what such features should be.
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reasonable to use category labels as a shorthand form to identify given feature bundles, so
that lexical items of the type [+N, +V] are simply represented as A(djective). Nevertheless,
once that step is taken, it is possible, and very easy, to forget the underlying assumption that
the categorial specifications are not atomic. In this thesis I demonstrate that success in
accounting for the syntactic structure of categorially ambivalent forms crucially relies on the
identification of the exact feature content of nodes rather than on the more general category
labels.

In addition to the lexical categories, syntactic structures are assumed to consist of
functional categories. Bresnan (1970, 1972) posited a Comp node, to contain
complementizers, and Chomsky (1981) suggested that the auxiliary category AUX should be
taken as the category Infl. Functional categories are distinguished from lexical ones in that
they are not defined by combinations of the feature [+N, +V], but by functional features such
as [twh] (Chomsky 1977, Lasnik and Saito 1984) or [+IMP] for Comp (Chomsky 1965,
Cowper 1992, McGinnis 1993), or [+Tense] and/or [ Agr(eement)] for Infl (Chomsky 1981).
Pollock (1989) proposed, moreover, that each of the features of Infl should be taken to head
its own functional projection, so that the single IP projection is analyzed as consisting of, at
least, the autonomous functional heads Agr, T(ense) and Neg(ation). Rizzi (1995) similarly
suggested that the Complementizer projection be divided into several distinct autonomous
categories, Force, Topic and Focus. These recommendations have inspired abundant
subsequent research, in which numerous other functional projections have been proposed
(e.g. Aspect, Event, Mood, Subordinator, Voice).

The ideal of such clear distinctions among different types of lexical categories, and
between lexical and functional projections, is marred by the existence of lexical elements
whose inconsistent featural characteristics appear to defy categorization. Here the issue of
whether syntactic category labels are used to classify syntactic primitives or to identify
feature combinations becomes particularly pertinent. Participles and infinitivals in many
languages present a quintessential example of this problem, and cross-linguistically much, if
not most, research into the syntax of such non-finite elements has centred on an attempt to

pin down their syntactic category.



Participles in many languages, for instance, have proven hard to analyse since they
often share properties with more than one syntactic category and also confuse lexical and
functional traits. Although a relatively universal definition of participles as "words derived
from verbs and used as adjectives" (Crystal 1985) appears to pick out a relatively uniform
class of lexical items, the derived forms become troublesome when, in many constructions,
they retain some of their verbal qualities (e.g. German, in Luscher and Schépers 1983,
Latvian, in Eiche 1983, Spanish, in Turk et al. 1981). Participles may display characteristics
of various syntactic categories: they are found bearing nominal, adjectival and/or verbal
morphological markings, and they appear in verb, noun, adjective and/or adverbial positions.
Some discrepancies become apparent when a participial morpheme is used in more than one
construction; other incongruities can be observed within a single form. In addition to their
elusive status with regard to lexical categorization, participles generally have semantic
content of temporal or aspectual nature, suggesting a relationship with the functional
category Tense. The fact that participles are categorized separately from regular tense
markings, however, indicates that these elements do not necessarily share any characteristics
of Tense heads, beyond the presence of temporal meaning. Participles hence pose a two-
pronged puzzle: their lexical category affiliation is indeterminate, and they appear to belong
simultaneously to both a lexical and a functional category.

Infinitives are generally considered more verbal than participles, and are standardly
regarded as verbs with no temporal reference. Since the lack of temporal interpretation
often takes part in the temporal system of a given language, infinitive markers are frequently
identified as tense heads. This straightforward categorization fails in various languages,
however, when infinitival forms manifest both verbal and nominal properties. Some Spanish
infinitival constructions, for instance, occur with nominal determiners (e.g. Plann 1981,
1984, Yoon and Bonet-Farran 1991, Fernandez Lagunilla and Anula 1994, Miguel 1996);
and Finnish forms, to be examined in chapter 4 of this thesis, bear nominal inflection. Thus
infinitives, like participles, can present a challenge to any attempt to pinpoint their categorial

affiliation.



Because of such cross-linguistically prevalent incongruous attributes, the syntactic
categorization of non-finite structures has generated much contention. A typical example of
disagreement over the categorial status of a given form is the relatively recent exchange in
the literature on the English -ing participle (Brekke 1988, Milsark 1988, Emonds 1988,
Borer 1990), in which attempts were made to determine whether this participle should be
classified as an adjective or as a verb. Cowper (1994, 1995a), by proposing a more fine-
grained look beyond these fixed category labels at the actual syntactic features of the
participle morpheme, accounted for its seemingly unpredictable behaviours in a consistent
manner. Cowper (1995b) extended this approach to the Hungarian -va/ve participle. One
central conclusion of that work was that generalized category labels such as "participle" hide
behind them lexical items that may, in fact, share no common syntactic features. Cowper
found that, for instance, the ostensibly similar "participle" morphemes -en in English and
-va/ve in Hungarian have no matching syntactic features beyond temporal reference (they
were identified as [+N] and [-V], respectively). A comparison of these analyses to the
account of Finnish participles to be made here finds yet a third syntactically distinct lexical
form ([+N, +V] in Cowper's system). What we can infer from this brief introduction to
comparative investigation of non-finite forms is that it is not at all obvious that categories
such as "participle" exist cross-linguistically. If they do, we do not currently know what
syntactic features would identify a vocabulary item that should be included in this class.

The ambiguities of the combined lexical and functional behaviour of non-finite forms
contrasts with one of the basic assumptions underlying the Minimalist Program, which is the
general framework adopted in this study. It has been suggested in the literature (Borer 1984,
Fukui 1986, 1988, Chomsky 1995) that all cross-linguistic variation might be reducible to
variation in the properties of functional elements. This proposal crucially presumes that a
clear division can be made between functional and lexical items. In contrast, Rowe (1994)
has argued, based on an investigation of English modals, that no such clear partition exists,
but rather that there is a continuum of more or less lexical/functional elements. The
universally paradoxical behaviour of non-finite forms provides further empirical support for

the view that there is no dichotomous lexical/functional split, but that the syntactic features



associated with either type of vocabulary item can combine to form hybrid forms. If we
accept this approach, cross-linguistic variation is no longer seen as a parameterized choice of
whether a given category exists in a given language, but raises the question of what syntactic
features exist universally, and what combinations of such features are possible in human
languages. This thesis presents an analysis of a set of seemingly very contradictory
participial and infinitival structures in Finnish, identifies the syntactic features that create
these categorial discrepancies, and provides a basis for the examination of their relation to

superficially similar structures in other languages.

1.1.2. The Finnish non-finite constructions

There are five non-finite verbal suffixes in Finnish, -de, -ma, -nut, -ta and -va, each
of which occurs in several constructions. (1) exemplifies the diversity of structures that

these morphemes occur in.

(D) a. Howard aiko-o [maala-ta keittio-n].
H.NoM  plan-3SG paint-TA kitchen-Acc
'Howard plans to paint the kitchen'

b. Tyd on kesti-vi kolme vuot-ta.
work.NOM be.3SG last-vA three year-PAR
"The work will last three years'

c. Mind epdile-n  [Greta-n unohta-nee-n tapaamise-mme].
I.NoM suspect-1sG G-GEN  forget-NUT-ACC meeting-1PL.POS
T suspect (that) Greta (has) forgotten our meeting'

d. Sofia tanss-i villisti [rymisytti-e-n tamburiini-a-an].
S.NoM dance-PAST.3sG wildly bang-DE-INS tambourine-PAR-3P0OS
'Sofia danced wildly, banging her tambourine'

e. Elaine kév-i [tarkista-ma-ssa sihkoposti-nsa].
E.NOM g0-PAST.3SG check-MA-INE  e-mail-3P0s
'Elaine went and checked her e-mail'
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Traditionally these suffixes have been divided into groups of two participles (the past
participle -nut and the present participle -va) and three infinitives (-de, -ma, and -ta), based
on the demarcation that the participles bear tense while the infinitives do not. Despite this
separation, however, all the non-finite morphemes share a number of properties.
Semantically, they all have an effect on the temporal interpretation of the sentence and so
must, in fact, bear temporal content (contradicting the traditional split), which suggests a
relationship with tense morphology. Morphologically, all the non-finite suffixes derive forms
that are compatible with nominal inflection (case, nominal number agreement, and/or
possessive suffixation), but generally not with verbal inflection (person/number agreement,
finite tense or mood marking, passive voice).” In contrast, syntactically, each non-finite form
retains its ability to assign a full range of object cases (accusative, partitive, quirky), and the
thematic relations as well as selectional properties of the affixed verb. Yet none of the non-
finite forms by itself is compatible with a nominative subject. This set of five morphemes
provides a good example of the problem outlined in section 1.1.1, in that they simultaneously
manifest incongruous lexical characteristics, nominal and verbal, as well as properties

normally associated with the functional head Tense.
1.2. Theoretical assumptions

The theoretical framework adopted in this thesis is, for the most part, as outlined in
the Minimalist Program of Chomsky (1995). There are, however, a number of assumptions
that I make which are either in addition to or different from those adopted there.

1.2.1. Monosemy

One of the central premises underlying my research is the assumption that if two

morphemes that occur in different constructions are identical in their phonological form,

2 Some of the non-finite constructions have passive counterparts, indicated with passive
morphology. This difference will be accounted for in relevant sections.



they should be included in a single lexical entry, and consequently manifest the same
morphological, syntactic and semantic properties. This concept is based on the idea

formalized in Johns (1992) (cf. also Nida 1948).?

(2) One Form/One Meaning Principle:
Where morphemes are identical or similar in phonological properties, in the
unmarked case, they are identical or similar in all lexical properties.

This assumption sets as one objective of my investigation to develop maximally

unified analyses of each of the five Finnish non-finite morphemes.

1.2.2. Syntactic structures

I assume that the inventory and ordering of functional features is not universal, so
that functional projections are to be posited (both by the language acquirer and the linguist)
only based on independent language-internal evidence. In other words, not all functional
notions are syntactically manifested in all languages. Moreover, even if there is evidence for
the presence of a feature, it may not be represented as independent functional head, but may
occur as a feature on another head (cf. also Iatridou 1990, Grimshaw 1994, Moorcroft
1995). The second part of this assumption obviously leads to my claim that syntactic

features may combine to form hybrid projections.

3 Cowper's (1995a) 'Strong Monosemy Principle' institutes the concept of monosemy as an
inherent part of grammar, rather than a guiding principle for research.

(1) Strong Monosemy Principle:

The conceptual structure of a lexical entry may contain no disjunctions and no optional elements.
If the conceptual structures of two uses of a lexical item cannot be unified through
underspecification, then they must be treated as distinct lexical entries.

For the purposes of this thesis, I adopt John's less constrained view, although aspects of my analysis have
interesting repercussions with regard to Cowper's stronger proposal.



1.2.3. Lexical category features

The lexical category features that I utilize in this research are the standard [N], [V]
features. Since I treat features as privative, however, nouns are simply marked as [N], verbs
as [V], and adjectives as [N, V]. I do not address the feature content of prepositions,
postpositions or adverbs in this work, although I assume that these elements differ in some
integral feature content from nouns, adjectives and verbs. It will become clear during the
analysis that the primitives [N], [V] are not sufficiently specified to explain the distinctions
between the different category types. I adopt the provisional premise that verbs are defined
by the features [(Assign) Object case, temporal reference]. Under current Minimalist
treatment of unergative verbs as hidden transitives, the proposition is viable.* Nouns,
meanwhile, can be characterized by the feature [(Accept) Theta role/case].

The feature composition of adjectives is more difficult to determine. In some
positions they appear noun-like in that they bear case and a thematic relation to the verb.
This might be attributed to their [N] feature. Despite their morpho-syntactic similarities,
however, it is clear from distributional evidence that Finnish makes a distinction between the
two category types, nouns and adjectives: I will show that adjectives cannot be subjects,
cannot topicalize or transpose with other arguments. Moreover, unlike nouns, adjectives do
not require case and/or a theta role, although they are compatible with that feature. In
addition, although some adjectives can assign lexical case, their [ V] feature does not
correspond to the [(Assign) Object case] feature of verbs. All in all, then, the specification
of adjectives as [N, V] does not provide an accurate reflection of their syntactic properties.

However, having outlined these inconsistencies and problems inherent in this classification,

4 The existence of a class of unaccusative verbs in Finnish has not been investigated extensively,
and consequently no diagnostics exist currently that would identify such a group of verbs. If unaccusative
verbs can be differentiated from other intransitive verbs, they can still be encompassed under the [(Assign)
Object case] feature, if Belletti's (1988) analysis of Finnish unaccusatives as partitive case assigners is
correct. I will not deal with unaccusative verbs in this thesis, and leave open for future work all questions
that the analysis presented here raises with regard to this verb type.



I will continue to utilize Chomsky's labelling system throughout the thesis. Although this
designation does not access the deeper feature composition of the adjectival lexical category,
it achieves what is relevant for the investigation undertaken here: it shows that categorial
divisions exist between nouns and verbs, and verbs and adjectives.

The option of simply labelling adjectives as [A(d;j)] is ruled out because the presence
of the lexical feature bundle symbolized by [N] on adjectives is crucial to the analysis to be
presented. I take [N] to encode [nominal reference], a feature that must be checked against
a comparable abstract functional feature of some extended nominal projection such as
Number or D. On the other hand, I will assume that the sole function of the [V] feature of
adjectives is to distinguish adjectives from nouns, rather than to draw attention to any
similarity between adjectives and verbs. A more exact identification of what features of
adjectives these categorial distinctions are based on is not fundamentally relevant for this
research, since the main issue investigated in this thesis addresses questions concerning
functional structure.

I also want to point out one source of potential terminological confusion that arises
from the indeterminacy of the adjectival features. I will use the word nominal' to refer to
two distinct, and sometimes almost contradictory meanings, in light of the existing
separation of nouns and adjectives. On the one hand, I employ nominal' as a synonym for
'noun-like' or 'of a noun', as in the phrase nominal properties'. When referring to 'nominal
morphology', however, the expression includes the entire group of elements that may bear
case, number and possessive suffixes: nouns, adjectives, quantifiers, numbers, etc. I have
chosen to maintain these terminological conventions since there are no commonly

recognized alternatives. I hope that the context disambiguates sufficiently.

1.2.4. Morphology

Like Chomsky (1995), I assume that lexical items are inserted into syntactic

structures fully inflected, in terms of their functional feature content. Syntactic derivation is

driven by the need to check inflectional features of these lexical elements against matching
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features on abstract functional heads. Contra the view of morphology held in Chomsky's
(1995) version of the Minimalist Program, however, I assume that syntactic computation
deals only with feature bundles, and vocabulary insertion takes place after spell-out (in the
spirit of the approach of Distributed Morphology, by Halle and Marantz 1993 and others).
Furthermore, I assume that syntactic features are strictly unary, so that no minus values enter
numeration. This means that only marked values are indicated (e.g. [Past] for Temporal
Reference) while other values are default values (e.g. the default reading of an unmarked
Temporal Reference feature is [Nonpast]).

Other aspects of Chomsky's (1995) framework will be called into question and

revised during the discussion, but these issues will be outlined as they arise.

1.3. Outline of the thesis

This thesis addresses two major questions. First, it provides a comprehensive
account of the syntactic structure of Finnish finite and non-finite constructions. Second, it
examines the syntactic features of heads, to identify and compare the types of features that
occur on unquestionably lexical or functional elements, as well as on the hybrid forms. The
aim of this investigation is to specify and limit the types of possible projecting features.

The rest of the thesis is organized according to the traditional division of Finnish
verb-based forms into finite, participial and infinitival. Chapter 2 provides an account of
Finnish main clause structure, to provide a basis for the contrastive study of finite and non-
finite forms. Although there are a number of recent accounts of the extended functional
verbal complex in the language, largely based on morpho-syntactic evidence (e.g. Mitchell
1991, 1994a,b, Kenesei 1991, Holmberg et al. 1993, Koskinen 1993b, Vainikka 1994),
none has delved into the structure at the level of syntactic feature content. A second
contribution of the discussion in this chapter is that it demonstrates that the relatively free
word order of Finnish can be accounted for structurally. The full complexity of the

seemingly non-configurational variation has not been previously explained in syntactic terms.
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Chapter 3 examines the present and past participle morphemes -va and -nut in all the
syntactic environments in which they occur. The focus of the investigation is two-fold: to
identify the syntactic features that produce the categorially inconsistent properties of the
forms, and to provide a unified account of each morpheme, despite the fact that some of the
morpho-syntactic and semantic traits vary from construction to construction. Furthermore,
the largely parallel characteristics of the present and past participles suggest that both
participial morphemes may share the same feature sets, differing only in temporal meaning.
The eccentric behaviour of the present participle in the main clause structure leads into a
deeper exploration of the temporal semantics of these constructions. A crucial innovation
underlying these analyses is the claim that category changing processes may occur not only
within the morphological component, but also during syntactic derivation.

Chapter 4 discusses the infinitival morphemes -ta, -de and -ma. Each of these also
appears in several different structures, and I present maximally consolidated accounts of
them. A central question that arises from these data is the syntactic role of the CP projection
in biclausal constructions, particularly in relation to control constructions. It is argued that
the Finnish CP serves to license two types of complement clauses, finite ones, and questions.
In non-question control structures, hence, no CP is present. This leads to an examination of
the status of PRO, and the semantic and syntactic status of CP.

Chapter 5 concludes the thesis with a summary of the inconsistent characteristics of
each of the Finnish non-finite morphemes and the syntactic structures that I have proposed
to account for these properties, as well as a discussion of the broader theoretical implications
of the outlined analysis. This includes a more general deliberation of two issues raised by the
Finnish data: the status of syntactic features in morphological derivation, and the semantics
of the temporal system. These topics are related to a future cross-linguistic research
program on categorially ambiguous elements. Finally, the question of how to constrain the

inventory and combination of features is raised.



CHAPTER 2

FINNISH MAIN CLAUSE STRUCTURE

2.1. The functional structure of the Finnish extended Infl projection

Pollock's (1989) proposal that the Infl category be separated into several independent
functional projections (Agr P, TP, NegP, Agr,P) sparked a great deal of interest in the
functional structure of Finnish finite main clauses. Finnish is an agglutinative language with
verbal inflection to mark passivization, mood, tense, negation and person/number agreement.
The adoption of the Articulated Infl Hypothesis, coupled with a strong interpretation of
Baker's (1985, 1988) Mirror Principle, according to which morphological derivation directly
reflects syntactic derivations, was seen by many researchers to imply that the inflectional
morphology of Finnish would provide transparent access to the syntactic structure of the
language. This approach has produced several proposals for the articulated functional
structure of a maximal verbal complex of Finnish (cf. e.g. Holmberg 1989, Holmberg et al.
1993, Kenesei 1991, Koskinen 1993b, Mitchell 1991, 1992, 1994a, 1994b, Vainikka 1994).
These works are based on the assumption that each inflectional morpheme projects its own
functional category.’

(1) illustrates the maximal morphological marking of a Finnish verbal predicate. The
morphologically most complex predicate occurs in a passivized clause, as in (1a); however,

the portmanteau morphemes third person singular negative and passive past participle

5 Note, however, that some work on the Finnish extended Infl argues against taking all inflectional
elements as functional heads, for instance due to the fact that they lack independent meaning (cf. among
others, the discussion of AgrP in Koskinen 1993b, Mitchell 1992, 1994a, 1994b).

12
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obscure the example somewhat. In (1b), the active counterpart of (1a), all verbal
morphology other than voice marking is represented distinctly. These utterances show that
in Finnish the negator e- is always inflected for agreement in person and number features.
When present, the auxiliary verb olla, 'be', bears tense or mood marking, exemplified here
with the conditional mood marker -isi. The main verb ostaa, 'buy', may be marked for

passive voice (in (1a) only) and past tense.

(D) a. ettd kirja-a el ol-isi oste-ttu
that book-PAR NEG.3SG be-COND buy-PASS.NUT
'that the book would not have been bought'

b. ettd mind e-n ol-isi  osta-nut kirja-a
that I.NOM NEG-1SG be-COND buy-NUT book-PAR
'that I would not have bought the book'

The structure in (2), from Holmberg et al. (1993), is representative of the extended
Infl structures that have been proposed for Finnish sentences like (1). Each functional
position is labelled based on the most salient semantic or syntactic feature of its
morphological head. Even portmanteau forms such as the passive past participle morpheme
-ttu project each feature (e.g. [passive/voice], [past/tense]) independently. An uninflected
main verb stem is inserted in the V position, and moves through the functional head
positions in order to pick up bound inflectional morphemes along the way. Movement
continues until it is blocked by a free morpheme (here the auxiliary head olla, 'be', and the

negator e-). That free morpheme in turn raises until all bound morphemes have been affixed.



14

(2) CP
/\
C FiniteP
‘ T
‘ NP F'
‘ ‘ F NegP
[ R B
‘ ‘ ‘ Neg  Tense/MoodP
I . T
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ /M AUXP
[ R T
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ AUX TenseP
[ e e N T
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ T PassiveP °
[ e e N | T
[ e e N | Pass VP
[ e e N | T
[ e e N | v NP
I | I |
ettd kirja-a, eiy ty ol-isiy, t, oste-ttu, t, ty to
that book-PAR NEG  be-COND buy-PASS.NUT

'that the book would not have been bought'

This approach led to a strong concentration on assigning functional head positions to
verbal morphemes, with less concern for the syntactic or semantic motivation for any given
head position, or for the increase in possible specifier positions. Although some questions
regarding possible word order configurations have arisen in this literature, the evidence from
Finnish word order has not been used extensively or thoroughly to argue for or against

proposed clause structures.

6 I do not address the syntactic status of the Finnish impersonal passive morpheme in this thesis.
Koskinen (1992) provides a thorough analysis of this construction within the Government and Binding
framework. An update of this topic within the Minimalist framework will form a future research project.
However, the subject of the impersonal passive, which I claim is a null pronoun pro, with the features
[third person, plural, human], will be used as a crucial diagnostic in various constructions in this thesis.
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Two recent works have examined the clause structure of Finnish in light of its
relatively flexible word order. Vainikka (1989) provided an account of some aspects of the
basic order of clausal constituents within a CP-IP structure. This work left many questions
unanswered, however. Moreover, in her more recent work Vainikka has not further updated
the original word order analysis; rather, her research has centred on accounting for the
morphological structure of the verbal complex. Vilkuna (1989) presented an extensive and
illuminating investigation of the free word order of Finnish, but her research was conducted
from a discourse interpretative point of view, and hence did not provide a deeper analysis of
the syntactic structures involved.

This chapter aims to fill two gaps in the existing literature on Finnish main clauses.
My first goal is to provide an account of matrix clause structure within the Minimalist
framework, to establish what functional features are active in the derivation. In contrast
with existing analyses, I posit a functional projection only when there is clear syntactic
evidence, either for a syntactic head or for a specifier position. I take purely morphological
justifications to be insufficient. Thus I seek to reduce unnecessary structure, and to provide
strong evidence for the positions that are retained. My second objective is to present a
syntactic analysis of word order variation in Finnish. The relatively unrestricted movement
of constituents in Finnish sentences has convinced many researchers that changes in word
order in the language are controlled only by discourse factors and thus cannot be accounted
for structurally. I demonstrate that word order variation in Finnish main clauses has fully
predictable syntactic and/or semantic consequences, and I develop a syntactic account of
word order permutations available in the language within the Minimalist framework outlined

in chapter 1.

2.2. Finnish as a free word order language

Since clause-level word order in Finnish is very flexible, the language has

traditionally been thought to have "free" word order. For example, a simple three-word
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tensed Finnish sentence with a subject, a verb and an object allows all six logically possible

word-order combinations (contrastive stress is indicated by underlining):

3) a. Kunio syo omena-a. b. Kunio omena-a syo.
K.NOM eat.3SG apple-PAR K.NoM apple-PAR eat.3sG
'Kunio eats an/the apple’' Tt is Kunio who eats the apple’'
c. Omena-a Kunio syo. d. Omena-a syo Kunio.
apple-PAR K.NOM eat.3SG apple-PAR eat.3sG K.NOM

Tt is an/the apple that Kunio eats' "It is Kunio who eats the apple (and not Ingo)'

e.Sy6  Kunio omena-a. f. Syo omena-a Kunio.
eat.3sG K.NOM apple-PAR eat.3SG apple-PAR K.NOM
'Kunio eats an/the apple’' 'Kunio (in fact) eats the apple’'

Languages with such word order flexibility have often been labelled non-
configurational. Hale (1980a, 1980b, 1982a, 1982b, 1983) proposed that the phrase
structure of these languages consists of a flat base into which lexical items are freely

inserted. Such non-configurational structures for the sentences in (3a,d,e) are given in (4).

4) a. S b. S c. S
T T T
NP V NP NP V NP V NP NP
Kunio syo omenaa Omenaa sy6 Kunio Syo Kunio omenaa
'Kunio eats apple' 'Apple eats Kunio' 'Eats Kunio apple'

A keen discussion of many languages with free word order arose from this proposal
(see, for example, den Besten (1985), Haider (1981), Scherpenisse (1985), Thiersch (1982),
Webelhuth (1984/1985, 1990) for German; Horvath (1981), Kiss (1987), Szabolcsi (1981,
1984) for Hungarian; Hasegawa (1980), Hoji (1985), Saito (1985), Saito and Hoji (1983)
for Japanese; and Hale (1980b, 1982b, 1983, 1992, 1993), Jelinek (1984), Laughren (1989),
Nash (1980), Simpson (1983, 1991) for Warlpiri). Much of the research focussed on

whether subject and object arguments are treated identically by various syntactic processes,
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as would be predicted by the structures shown in (4), or whether subject-object asymmetries
can be found. For Finnish, Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979:224-229; based on Hakulinen
1976), and Vilkuna (1989:30) observe that diagnostics of VP constituency support at least
superficially a flat structure analysis for Finnish. First, verbs are easily separated from their

complements by adverbs (5a), floating quantifiers (5b), or even the subject (5c).

®)) a. Eeva hankk-i ilmeisesti ylldttden uude-n auto-n.
E.NOM procure-PAST.3sG apparently all.of.a.sudden new-Acc car-Acc
'Apparently, all of a sudden, Eeva procured (herself) a new car’

b. Lapse-t halua-vat kaikki lisd-4  jadtelo-a.
child-PL.NOM want-3SG all.NOM more-PAR ice.cream-PAR
'"The children all want more ice cream'

c. Sielld on voitta-nut joku ihminen itselleen miljoon-i-a
there be.3SG win-NUT some.NOM person.NOM self-ALL-3P0s million-PL-PAR
'Some person has won millions for him/herself there'

Moreover, movement processes such as VP-fronting and VP-ellipsis appear not to
target the Finnish VP as a whole. A fronted VP, such as the participial verb with its
complement in (6a), is re-interpreted as an adjectival modifier phrase. A contrastively
focussed VP which in English is expressed by a fronting, as in (7), appears in Finnish with
only the verb fronted, as in (8a). If'the verb and its complements are fronted as a unit, the

sentence is ungrammatical, as shown in (8b).

(6) a. Kirjo-j-a  luke-nut hin on.
book-PL-PAR read-NUT 3SG.NOM be.3SG
'She is a well read person', 'She is a person who has read many books',
*'Read many books, she has'

b. Hin on luke-nut Kirjo-j-a.
3SG.NOM be.3sG read-NUT book-PL-PAR
'She has read books'

(7) He won't read books, but buy them by the dozen he will.
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(8) a. Han el lue kirja-a-kaan, mutta osta-a hén niiti
3SG.NOM NEG.3SG read book-PAR-EMP but  buy-3SG 3SG.NOM 3PL.PAR
tusinakaupa-lla.
dozens-ADE

'He won't read any books, but buy them by the dozen he will'

b. *Hén el lue kirja-a-kaan, mutta osta-a niitd  tusinakaupa-lla
3SG.NOM NEG.3SG read book-PAR-EMP but  buy-3sG 3PL.PAR dozens-ADE
hén.
3sG.NOM

'He won't read any books, but buy them by the dozen he will'

Finnish lacks an auxiliary corresponding to the English do. Do makes VP-preposing
and VP-ellipsis possible in English, but these constructions do not appear in Finnish, as
shown in (9) (Vilkuna 1989). The Finnish construction corresponding to ellipsis in English
fronts only the object DP to a pre-sentential focus position. Finnish elliptic constructions,
such as the one with niin -kin, 'so also', illustrated in (10), fail to differentiate between

V+subject, V+complement or V+adjunct as possible constituents.

9) a. *Ja puhu-a politiikka-a hin 2.
and talk-TA politics-PAR 3SG.NOM ?
'And talk about politics she did!’ (Vilkuna 1989:251, fn.3, (ii1))

b. Ja politiikka-a hin puhu-i!
and politics-PAR 3SG.NOM talk-PAST.3SG
'And talk about politics she did!'

(10) a. Sofia halus-i omenatortu-n, ja niin Zoe-kin.
S.NOM want-PAST.3SG apple.tart-Acc and so  Z.NOoM-also
'Sofia wanted an apple tart and so did Zoe'

b. Omenatortu-n Sofia halus-i, ja miin suklaalevy-n-kin.
apple.tart-AcCc S.NOM want-PAST.3SG and so  chocolate.bar-Acc-also
"It was an apple tart that Sofia wanted, and also a chocolate bar'

c. Kokoukse-ssa hédn puhu-u  paljon vaikka niin kotona-Kkin.
meeting-INE ~ 3SG.NOM speak-3sG much although so home-also
'He talks a lot at the meeting, although so also at home'
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The diagnostics just outlined, however, only pertain to the surface separation of the
main verb and its nominal arguments (subject, object, oblique arguments). These tests do
not assess whether there are restrictions on the possible target position for each movable
element, nor do they investigate the availability of word order variation among elements
other than the verb and its complements. In fact, there are strict restrictions on word order
variation for the verbal and other agreement-bearing elements, shown in (11) (main verb,
auxiliary verb, negator), and the complementizers and question elements illustrated in (12).
The existence of any constraints on the order of constituents supports a configurational,

structural account of at least some of the word order variants of Finnish.

(11) a. Auni ei ole vield oppi-nut ui-ma-an.
A.NOM NEG.3SG be still learn-NUT swim-MA-ILL
'Auni has not learned to swim yet'

b. *Auni ole ei vield oppi-nut ui-ma-an.
A.NOM be NEG.3sG still learn-NUT swim-MA-ILL
'Auni has not learned to swim yet'

c. *Auni ei oppi-nut ole vield ui-ma-an.
A.NOM NEG.3SG learn-NUT be still swim-MA-ILL
'Auni has not learned to swim yet'

d. *Auni oppi-nut ei ole vield ui-ma-an.
A.NOM learn-NUT NEG.3SG be still swim-MA-ILL
'Auni has not learned to swim yet'

(12) a. Auli ihmettele-e ettd miti Solmu taas mutusta-a.
A.NoM wonder-3sG that what.PAR S.NOM again munch-3sG
'Auli wonders what Solmu is munching (on) again'

b. *Auli  ihmettele-e mitéi ettd Solmu taas mutusta-a.
A.NOM wonder-3SG what.PAR that S.NOM again munch-3sG
'Auli wonders what Solmu is munching (on) again'

Furthermore, even within the traditional VP, consisting of the verb and its

complements, hierarchical structure can be motivated. There are operations that treat
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Finnish subjects and objects (or possibly non-subjects) DP’s asymmetrically. These
differences support the claim that structural hierarchy exists even in sentences exhibiting free
word order. The first distinction is based on a well-known property of Finnish, namely the
uniquely close relationship between the verb and its object. It is often pointed out that in
Finnish the aspectual interpretation of the clause is indicated by object case marking, which
is, in turn, determined by the verb. The idiosyncratic aspectual character of some verbs
constrains the number of available object cases. Heindmiki (1984) provides a
comprehensive overview of the aspectual significance of the verb-object relationship. It
suffices here to show that whereas for many verbs the telicity of the event is determined by
the partitive/accusative case alternation on the object, as illustrated in (13), some verbs, in
contrast, allow only one object case. This restriction is shown in (14) with two inherently
irresultative verbs. There is no such clearly grammaticalized relationship between the verb

and the subject, or any other element besides the object.

(13) a. Eeva luk-i sanomalehte-a.
E.NOM read-PAST.3SG newspaper-PAR
'Eeva was reading a newspaper'
(atelic interpretation)

b. Eeva luk-i sanomalehde-n.
E.NOM read-PAST.3SG newspaper-ACC
'Eeva read (all of) the newspaper'
(telic interpretation)

(14) a. Lapsi pelkd-d ukkost-a  /*ukkose-n.
child.NoM fear-3sG thunder-PAR/ thunder-Acc
'"The child is afraid of thunder'

b. Lapsi odott-i joulu-a /*joulu-n.
child.NoM wait-PAST.3SG Christmas-PAR/ Christmas-ACC
"The child was waiting for Christmas'

A second asymmetry can be found, this time in the anaphoric system. Three types of

anaphors, itse, 'self, hdn itse, 's/he self, and a set of possessive anaphors (e.g. third person
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-nsA), distinguish between the subject and other complements of the verb. Itse, 'self, and
the possessive anaphors can be bound only by the subject, not by a complement of the verb.
This is demonstrated in (15). Hdn itse, 's/he self,, on the other hand, makes a two-way
distinction between subjects and other DP’s: it can be long-distance bound only by a subject,
never by a non-subject, as shown in (16a), whereas in the local domain it can only be bound
by a non-subject (illustrated in (16b,c)). (Steenbergen (1987, 1991) provides a thorough
discussion of binding in Finnish. The possessive anaphors are also addressed in Kanerva
(1987), Nevis (1984), Pierrchumbert (1980), Toivonen (1997) and Trosterud (1993).)
Moreover, these binding properties are not linked to case-marking. (15¢) shows that
subjects bearing quirky case, such as the adessive-marked Katilla, can serve as antecedents
for these anaphors. Regardless of surface word order, in (15d) the quirky-cased logical
subject Katilla is the only acceptable antecedent, over the sentence-initial, morphologically
unmarked (i.e. the so-called 'nominative-like accusative') logical object uusi sohva, new
sofa'. Clearly the interpretation of binding relations is not based on either surface word
order or morphological case-marking, but is sensitive to the distinction between subjects and

non-subjects.

(15) a.Jusu; ylist-i Kati-lle; itse-d-dn ;.
J.NOM praise-PAST.35G K-ALL  self-PAR-3P0Os
'Jusu praised himself/*herself to Kati'

b. Jusu, ylist-i Kati-a; itse-lle-en, ;.
J.NOM praise-PAST.35G K-PAR self-ALL-3PoOS
'Jusu praised Kati to himself/*herself

c. Kati-lla; on aikomus osta-a itse-lle-en ; uusi sohva.
K-ADE  be.3sG plan buy-TA self-ALL-3P0Os new.AcC sofa.Acc
'Kati plans to buy herself a new sofa'

d. Uusi sohva; on  aikomus osta-a itse-lle-en,,.; Kati-lla,
new.ACC sofa.ACcC be.3sG plan buy-TA self-ALL-3P0S K-ADE
'Kati plans to buy herself a new sofa'
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(16) a. Anu; kerto-o Mari-lle; [Epu-n, ihaile-va-n hin-td itse-d-dn, . . ].
ANoM tell-3sG M-ALL  E-GEN admire-vA-ACC 3SG-PAR self-PAR-3P0OS
'Anu tells Mari that Eppu admires himself

b. *Kaarina; ihail-i han-ti itse-d-dn,
K.NOM  admire-PAST.3SG 3SG-PAR self-PAR-3POS
'Kaarina admired herself

c. Antti; puhu-i Kaarina-lle; héne-sti itse-std-in., .
A.NOM speak-PAST.35G K-ALL 3SG-ELA self-ELA-3PoOS
'Antti spoke to Kaarina about herself/*himself

These diagnostics of object case marking and possessive suffixation show that even
in Finnish a structural distinction between subjects and objects (or non-subjects) must be
made, and thus I conclude that the different word orders shown in (4) cannot be base-
generated. Once base-generation of various word orders is ruled out, the possibility of
scrambling arises as an account of word-order flexibility in Finnish. Scrambling as a strictly
optional movement operation has been proposed for other free word order languages such as
Japanese (Fukui 1993, Hoji 1985, Saito 1985, 1992, Tada 1989, 1993). If word order
alternation as scrambling is considered as an entirely optional process, as it has by many
researchers, this predicts that the changes in word order are without consequences for
semantic interpretation. This prediction is not consistent with Finnish facts. As discussed by
Vilkuna (1989), the term "free" when used with regard to Finnish word order denotes
"discourse-conditioned". The order of words in a given sentence is not random, but strictly
determined by the availability of a discourse context for the particular choice of word order
and intonation pattern. This is clearly demonstrated by the distinctive translations of the

word-order variations in (17), which is a repetition of (3).

(17) a. Kunio syo omena-a. b. Kunio omena-a syo.
K.NOM eat.3SG apple-PAR K.NOoM apple-PAR eat.3sG
'Kunio eats an/the apple’' Tt is Kunio who eats the apple’'
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c. Omena-a Kunio syo. d. Omena-a syo Kunio.
apple-PAR K.NOM eat.3SG apple-PAR eat.3sG K.NOM
Tt is an/the apple that Kunio eats' Tt is Kunio who eats the apple (not Ingo)'

e.Syd6  Kunio omena-a. f. Syo omena-a Kunio.
eat.3sG K.NOM apple-PAR eat.3SG apple-PAR K.NOM
'Kunio eats an/the apple’' 'Kunio (in fact) eats the apple’'

(17) demonstrates that all six sentences differ in meaning, as well as in intonation. In
a genuinely non-configurational language with free word order this should not be expected
(as Kiss (1987) points out with regard to Hungarian, another language with discourse-
conditioned word order alternation). The fact that the meaning differences and accentuation
patterns are predictable based on the order of words, as will be illustrated in this chapter,
strengthens the argument for structural hierarchy in Finnish clauses.

The rest of this chapter provides an analysis of the syntactic structure of Finnish main
clauses. I demonstrate the semantic distinctiveness of each word order, showing that all
movement within the main clauses is motivated by some identifiable syntactic or semantic
consideration. These syntactic and semantic traits will be identified as a set of syntactically

active features that trigger movement into fixed structural positions.

2.3. Clause-level functional categories in Finnish

Following the theoretical assumptions and principles laid out in chapter 1, this
section examines word order variation in Finnish to determine which syntactic features
project syntactically. Arguments will be based on two basic assumptions: first, that a set of
temporal adverbs can be used to identify the left-most edge of the base vP position; and
second, that a consistent semantic interpretation linked with the occurrence of an X(P) in a
fixed position relative to these adverbs confirms an autonomous functional projection.
Occurrence of further X(P)s in the pre-adverbial vP-adjunct position, if correlated with a
fixed meaning and possibly with morphological inflection, will be taken as evidence for

further functional positions.
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2.3.1. Topic position

Holmberg (1989) observed that in Finnish, adverbs of time, frequency and degree
occur in a lower position than sentential adverbs. He identified the groupings in (18) as

examples of each adverb type.

(18) ADV 1: sentential adverbs ADV 2: time, frequency, degree adverbs
varmaan (surely, probably) aina (always)
ehkd (maybe) pian (soon)
ndkojddn (evidently) usein (often)
kai (probably) koskaan (ever)
ilmeisesti (apparently) kokonaan (completely)

The order of the two types of adverbs is strictly constrained in periphrastic
constructions such as (19), so that sentential adverbs from the ADV1 group always precede

the ADV2 adverbs of time, frequency and degree.’

(19) a.Jussi ilmeisesti on aina  pitd-nyt Tuija-sta.
J.NOM apparently be.3sG always like-NUT T-ELA
'Jussi has apparently always liked Tuija'

7 The two types of adverbs can permute when they are adjacent to each other. I will show that
these alternative word orders are produced by the ADV2 adverbs moving to adjoin to higher functional
projections. However, in addition to structural restrictions, I assume that semantic factors play an
important part in adverb positioning. For detailed discussion on the issue of adverb ordering, see, for
instance, Alexiadou (1994, to appear), Cinque (in prep.), Ernst (1984, 1991, 1997) and Shaer (1996, 1997,
in press). For the purpose of this thesis, only the structural status of the ADV2 group will be relevant.

(1) a. Riitta vuokra-a pian ehkd /ehkid pian uude-n asunno-n.
R.NOM rent-3SG soon maybe /maybe soon new-ACC apartment-ACC
'Riitta will perhaps rent a new apartment soon'

b. Jaakko ei koskaan varmaan /varmaan koskaan osta auto-a.
J.NOM NEG.3sG never  probably /probably never  buy car-Par
'Jaakko will probably never buy a car'
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b. *Jussi aina on ilmeisesti pitd-nyt Tuija-sta.
J.NoM always is apparently like-NUT T-ELA
'Jussi has apparently always liked Tuija'

c. Jaakko varmaan ei koskaan osta uut-ta paita-a.
J.NOM probably NEG.3SG never  buy new-PAR shirt-PAR
'Jaakko will probably never buy a new shirt.

d. *Jaakko koskaan ei varmaan osta uut-ta  paita-a.
JINOM never NEG.3SG probably buy new-PAR shirt-PAR
'Jaakko will probably never buy a new shirt.

Holmberg et al. (1993) proposed that because of this occurrence restriction, and
because type 1 adverbs have wider scope than type 2 adverbs, the former reside in a
structurally higher position. Nevertheless, the exact position of these adverbs proved elusive
in the original investigation.

(20-22) show that non-focussed (i.e. non-contrastive) time adverbs must always
occur in a position lower than the finite element. A sentence-initial time adverb is focussed,
as indicated by the fact that it obligatorily bears heavy stress, as in (20a), (21a) (contrastive
stress is indicated by underlining), and that it cannot be preceded by another adjunct, as
shown in (22b). Sentential adverbs in sentence-initial position are not subject to these
constraints, as shown in (22d). (20b, 21b) illustrate the sentence-internal positions in which

the temporal adverb can occur.

(20) a. Koskaan/*Koskaan Elina ei ol-isi viheltd-nyt.
never / never  E.NOM NEG.3SG be-COND whistle-NUT
'Elina would never have whistled'
( emphatic reading, *neutral reading)

b. Elina (*koskaan) ei (koskaan) ol-isi (koskaan) viheltd-nyt (koskaan)
E.NOM never NEG.3SG never be-COND never whistle-NUT never
Marseljeesi-a.
Marseillaise-PAR
'Elina would never have whistled the Marseillaise'
(V' neutral reading)
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(21) a. Aina /*Aina Elina viheltd-isi  jotakin laulu-a.
always/ always E.NOM whistle-COND some.PAR song-PAR
'Elina would always whistle some song'
( emphatic reading, *neutral reading)

b. Elina (*aina) vihelti-isi (aina) jotakin laulu-a..
E.NOM always complain-COND always some.PAR song-PAR
'Elina would always (be) whistl(ing) some song'

(V' neutral reading)

(22) a. Aina sind ole-t my6hd-ssa.
always you.NOM be-2SG late-INE
"You are always late'

b.*Nykyéidn aina sind ole-t myOhd-ssi.
these.days always you.NOM be-2SG late-INE
'These days you are always late'

c. Nykyédin sind ole-t aina mydha-ssa.
these.days you.NOM be-2SG always late-INE
'These days you are always late'

d. Siiné tapauksessa ehki Elina ei ol-isi viheltd-nyt.
in.that.case maybe E.NOM NEG.3SG be-COND whistle-NUT
'In that case Elina maybe would not have whistled'

Based on their narrower scope and on the restrictions on their positions, I assume
that adverbs of type 2 appear relatively low in the structure. Since they have scope over the
entire nuclear proposition, including the subject, I assume that they are adjoined to vP rather
than, for instance, to VP or v'. This assumption provides a diagnostic for the movement of
elements out of the vP projection. If time adverbials mark the left edge of the vP, the data in
(23) suggest that there is a functional position above vP, with strong features that attract
both the finite verb and some nominal element (either the subject or another DP). The

relevant structure and movements for (23a) are shown in (24).

(23) a.Tuija osta-a aina tiistai-na kukk-i-a.
T.NOM buy-3sG always Tuesday-Ess flower-PL-PAR
"Tuija always buys flowers on Tuesday’'
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b. Kukk-i-a osta-a aina tiistai-na Tuija.
flower-pPL-PAR buy-3sG always Tuesday-Ess T.NOM
Tt is Tuija who always buys flowers on Tuesday’'

c. Tiistai-na osta-a aina Tuija kukk-i-a.
Tuesday-Ess buy-3sG always T.NOM flower-PL-PAR
Tt is flowers that Tuija always buys on Tuesday'

d. Liisa-lle osta-a aina Tuija kukk-i-a tiistai-na.
L-ALL  buy-3sG always T.NoM flower-PL-PAR Tuesday-ESS
Tt is Tuija who always buys flowers for Liisa on Tuesday’

e. Noi-sta  laps-i-sta  tule-e pian kuuluis-i-a.
those-ELA child-PL-ELA come-3SG soon famous-PL-PAR
'Those children are going to become famous soon'

(24) XP
N
Tujjas "\
ostaa,, 'buys' vP
N
aina 'always' vP
N
ts O\
t, VP

/\
tiistaina 'on Tues' _~"\_
ty kukkia 'flowers'

What are the attracting syntactic features at work in XP? According to Chomsky
(1995:232) only categorial features of functional heads may be strong, and induce
movement. This stipulation does not account for the different types of movement in the
Finnish main clause, however. For instance, as will be discussed further in section 2.3.2.2,
the attracting syntactic feature in yes/no questions in Finnish can be checked by movement of

either a nominal DP element or a verbal element (verb, auxiliary verb or the negator), which
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suggests that the attracting feature cannot be categorial.® Furthermore, the movement to a
preverbal DP position that was identified in (23-24) cannot be motivated by a purely
categorial [D] feature without violating the principle of Shortest Move, since a subject, an
object, an oblique DP or any adjunct nominal can check the pertinent feature. Since
Chomsky stipulates, and does not argue for, the claim that attracting features must be
categorial, I will abandon it in the face of clear empirical evidence, and allow for the
possibility that other types of features can act as triggers for movement. Similar conclusions
have been drawn by Massam and Smallwood (1996) for predication in English and Niuean;
Taraldsen (1996) for Icelandic multiple subject constructions; Legate and Smallwood (1996,
1997) for English small clauses, Icelandic multiple subject constructions and subjectless
clauses in Irish; and Zhang (1997) for question formation in English.

Let us first examine the movement of the verb. At first glance, a strong [V] feature
of X would seem to correctly force the movement of the highest verbal element (a main verb
or an auxiliary verb) to X. A [V] feature of X cannot account for the entire movement
pattern, however, since in negated clauses it is not the verb, but the negator that moves to X.
As will be demonstrated in section 2.3.3, the Finnish negator is not a verb. To account for
raising to X in both affirmative and negative clauses, another non-categorial attracting
feature must be identified. In affirmative sentences, the finite verb always bears
person/number agreement marking (here the third person singular, -a), and either tense or
mood morphology (the past tense -7, conditional -isi, potential -ne). This gives [Phi] and
[Temporal/Modal Reference] as two potential strong attractors.

The feature [ Temporal/Modal Reference] does not provide a satisfactory solution for
a unified treatment of all movement to X. In negated utterances, while the negator moves to
X and bears agreement features, tense/mood is marked on the main verb, as illustrated in
(25). Although the main verb also raises out of vP, as indicated by its position to the left of
the temporal adverb koskaan, 'never', in (25a), it nonetheless appears below the projection

that houses the raised subject and the agreement-marked negator.

8 Zhang (1997) points out the same problem with English yes/no questions.
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(25) a.Kipling ei vapaaehtoisesti sO-isi koskaan kesdkurpitsa-a.
K.NOM NEG.3SG voluntarily eat-COND never  zucchini-PAR
'Kipling would never voluntarily eat zucchini'

b. Mind e-n takuulla rikko-nut sinun tietokonet-ta-si!
[.LNOM NEG-1PL for.sure break-NUT you.GEN computer-PAR-28G.POS
T didn't break your computer, for sure!'

The interplay between negation and tense/mood marking will be discussed further in
section 2.3.3.1. It is clear from example (25), however, that the main verb does not raise all
the way to X if some other element can satisfy the feature checking needs of X. Obviously
then, [Temporal/Modal Reference] cannot be the attracting feature of the head of XP.

The one morphological marker which all the elements that raise to X have in
common is person/number agreement, suggesting that [Phi] might be the attracting feature
of X. Since both the element bearing finite agreement and a DP move to X(P), we might
expect that their movement is related in some way. With regard to [Phi] being a potential
attractor, a logical hypothesis would be that the subject and the finite element move to X(P)
to check their agreement features in a specifier-head relationship. However, some well-
known facts about Finnish word order appear inconsistent with such a proposal. First, the
verb agrees with the subject even when a non-subject DP raises to the specifier of XP, that
is, when there is no specifier-head relation between the subject and the finite verb within XP.
Conversely, the agreement features on the verb are always determined by the logical subject,
not by any other DP. Furthermore, both verb movement and DP-movement occur in clauses
with quirky subjects. There is no overt agreement with quirky subjects, as shown in (23e).
It is clear, then, that the relation between the DP in [Spec, XP] and the verb in X is not one
of agreement feature checking. Since the movement of a verb and a DP into X(P) does not
result in subject-verb agreement between the two moved elements, [Phi] appears to be ruled
out as the strong feature that attracts the verbal element to X.

I propose, however, that the checking of the [phi] features of the raising verbal
element against the agreement features of the subject DP should be separated from the

checking of the [phi] features of the raising element against the strong abstract [Phi] feature
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of the functional X head. Since overt subject raising is not obligatory in Finnish, I argue that
the checking of the subject's agreement features (as well as its [case] feature) takes place
covertly at LF. On the other hand, it is true that in every Finnish finite clause person/number
agreement features are overtly expressed on either a verb or the negator. I argue that the
[Phi] feature’ of X is the syntactic feature that uniquely defines a finite clause in Finnish.
This conclusion is supported by the fact that even functional elements such as the negator
and the finite past tense morpheme -i are always obligatorily associated with agreement
features. Hence, constituent negation in Finnish bears person/number agreement marking,
and past tense in negated utterances is indicated with the past participle morpheme rather
than the regular past tense marker, since only one set of [phi] features can be checked within
a single clause. I claim that the strong feature that attracts the main verb, auxiliary verb or
negator to raise out of vP to the functional XP position is the non-categorial feature [Phi]."’
The morphological realization of the lexical [phi] features will be discussed in detail in
section 2.3.5, along with subject case assignment.

The conclusion that agreement features attract the verb to X appears to contradict
directly the findings of some recent accounts of Finnish main clause structure which have
concluded that there is no independent agreement projection in the language (Koskinen
1993b, Mitchell 1992, 1994a, 1994b). Let us briefly examine the significance of this
discrepancy. Analyses of Finnish matrix clause structure that determined functional
projections based entirely on morphological evidence proposed an AgrsP projection, since
subject-verb agreement is overtly indicated by a verbal suffix in most finite clauses (e.g.
Mitchell 1991, Holmberg et al. 1993, Vainikka 1994). Moreover, Agr P was one of the
projections included in the presumably universal functional representations put forth in
Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1991). The universal existence of Agr,P as an autonomous

category was soon called into question, however. latridou (1990) gave French word order

9 Possibly this feature should be labelled [Finite].

10 A strong [Phi] feature is also proposed for English small clauses in Legate and Smallwood
(1996).



31

data that contradicted Pollock's original justification for the existence of the Agr projection
in that language; Speas (1991), studying the order of agreement morphemes in Navajo,
showed that the attested order of subject and object agreement markers is the opposite of
what the expanded Infl structure of Pollock would predict; and Bahloul and Harbert's (1991)
investigation of Arabic as well as Carstens and Kinyalolo's (1989) examination of Swahili
demonstrated that multiple occurrences of subject agreement features in periphrastic
constructions in these languages would require apparently redundant multiple Agrg
projections.

Agrg was also called into question for Finnish. Mitchell (1992, 1994a, 1994b) and
Koskinen (1993b), presented evidence from comparative research into several Finno-Ugric
languages to show that subject-verb agreement in these languages should not be treated as
movement to a separate fixed functional position, but should rather be expressed as a
specifier-head relationship within some other projection. Mitchell's (1992, 1994a, 1994b)
conclusions were based on five Finno-Ugric languages, Hungarian, Khanty, Mansi'', Erza
and Moksha. In these languages, morphological evidence suggests that two agreement
phrases, Agrg and Agr,, must be generated adjacent to each other, while word order
indicates that AgrPs cannot be adjacent to Agr,. In order to retain the advances provided by
the Mirror Principle (Baker 1985, 1988) for the study of numerous languages, Mitchell
abandoned the AgrP structure rather than the Mirror Principle in her account of the paradox.
Koskinen (1993) gave evidence from the ordering of negation, tense and agreement marking
in Finnish and three Estonian dialects that tense and negation head their own functional
projections. The somewhat unexpected absence of agreement morphology in negated
clauses in two of the Estonian dialects was accounted for by treating agreement as a feature
checking relation within some independently motivated projection, rather than in an
Agreement Projection.

These two analyses seem at first to contradict my conclusion that [Phi] is the strong

feature attracting the highest element bearing agreement to the head of XP. These earlier

11 'Khanty' is also known as 'Ostyak’, 'Mansi' as 'Vogul'.
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studies that rejected Agr P as a functional category, however, did so under different
assumptions from the ones utilized here. In those works the function of Agr,P was to check
the agreement between the subject and the verb by having the two elements move to their
respective positions precisely for the purpose of this checking process. The appearance of
any other elements in either the specifier or the head of AgrsP would thus be ruled out.
Under this approach, the fact that in Finnish, as well as in the other Finno-Ugric languages
reported on, the specifier position of XP may be occupied by a DP other than the subject
means that agreement cannot be checked within the XP projection. In the current work,
however, this conclusion is not necessary. As explained above, agreement features of the
verb and the subject are checked separately. The highest element that bears morphological
agreement marking raises overtly to X to check its [phi] features, but the [phi] features of
the subject are checked through covert feature movement. Under the assumptions being
made here, it is also possible to raise a non-subject DP to the specifier of XP to check some
strong feature other than [Phi], since overt subject raising is not required. In conclusion,
there is no significant contradiction between the earlier accounts and the analysis provided
here; rather, my current account has further refined the analysis of subject-verb agreement in
Finnish.

The representation in (26) illustrates the syntactic features that have been identified

as occupying the matrix clause tree to this point.

(26) XP
N

N
[Phi-] vP

TEMPORAL ADVERB VP
N
SUBIECT "
[V-] VP
N
VERB  OBIJECT
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I now consider the movement of a DP into the specifier position of XP. Chomsky's
stipulation that only categorial features are attractors is too restrictive to account for DP-
movement to X. It seems at first that a strong D-feature of X might be triggering the
movement of a nominal element into the [Spec, XP] position, since it is generally true that
only DPs appear here.'> DP-movement into [Spec, XP], however, cannot be driven by a
strong [D] feature of X, since this movement would frequently violate the principle of
Shortest Move. In any Finnish clause containing a subject, the subject is always the closest
element to X that bears a [D] feature. Yet it was shown in (23b-d) that any DP in the
clause, not only the subject, may raise to [Spec, XP]. In addressing the problem of
identifying the feature triggering DP-movement, I take the principle of Shortest Move to be
more essential to the Minimalist Program than the stipulation that only categorial features
may be strong. This stipulation has been challenged not only with respect to these Finnish
data, but cross-linguistically. I therefore surmise that a non-categorial syntactic feature must
be triggering DP-movement to [Spec, XP].

Two features that might motivate obligatory DP-movement in main clauses are
[Case] and [Phi], given the morphological markings of nominals. [Case] has been proposed
as an attracting feature in other languages, for example for Icelandic and Irish by Legate and
Smallwood (1996), and for Japanese by Miyagawa (1997). Nevertheless, the data in (23b-d)
again show that DP movement to [Spec, XP] is not required for case checking. In those
examples, the subject occurs in a position below XP, indicated by its location to the right of

the time adverb, which is adjoined to vP. The subject apparently remains in vP, yet it bears

12 Most lexical elements that have traditionally been categorized as adverbs, based on their
semantic function, are arguably syntactic nominals (=DP’s). The relevant "adverbial" elements are
morphologically noun-like in that they always bear nominal inflectional marking for one of the fifteen
Finnish cases, as well as number. Their categorization as adverbs appears to have been based on semantic
criteria drawn from comparative work between Finnish and languages such English (cf. e.g. Hakulinen and
Karlsson 1979:200-221) rather than on any language-internal justification. If we assume that syntactic
categorization is based solely on syntactic and possibly morphological behaviour, most of the lexical items
traditionally labelled as adverbs in Finnish are properly treated as nominals. This allows us to retain the
generalization that all elements that occur in the specifier position of XP are of the category DP. Other
elements traditionally labelled as adverbs, such as manner adverbs, should continue to be classified as non-
nominal, presumably adverbial, since they differ from the DP elements in not being able to move into the
[Spec, XP] position. They do not occur in the [Spec, XP] position, as will be shown shortly.
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nominative case. Moreover, the case of the moved DP is not determined by its appearing in
the [Spec, XP] position. In the examples in (23) we saw partitive, essive and allative non-
subject DPs in [Spec, XP]. (27) shows that quirky subjects may appear in the specifier

position of XP as well.

(27) a.Jarko-n tdyty-y aina luke-a sanomalehti ensimmadiseni.
J-GEN must-3SG always read-TA newpaper.NOM first
'Jarkko always has to be the first to read the newspaper'

b. Minulla sirke-e usein pda-ti.
I.ADE ache-3sG often head-PAR
'l often have a headache'

c. Minusta tule-e vield kuuluisa tutkimusmatkailija
LLELA  come-3sG yet famous.NOM explorer.NOM
'T will yet become a famous explorer’

d. Minua laula-tta-a aina  aamu-lla.
[LPAR  sing-CAUS-3sG always morning-ABL
T always feel like singing in the morning'

The raised DP is not necessarily the syntactic subject of the clause. Although the
exact definition of "subject" in Finnish remains unresolved, it is generally agreed that any
nominative DP with which the main verb agrees is a subject. Using subject agreement in
raising constructions as a diagnostic, (28) shows that it is always the logical subject of the
embedded clause that triggers agreement with the matrix verb." This is true despite the fact
that the logical object, for instance kukat, 'flowers', in (28.a), may occur in pre-verbal

position and bear nominative-like morphological marking.'*

13 The forms in (28) look like, and have often been treated as, control structures. In section 2.3.5
I demonstrate, however, that this is not a correct analysis of these constructions. Rather, there is strong
evidence that the logical subject of the embedded clause, in fact, originates in the subject position of the
embedded vP, and agrees with the matrix verb because some of its features raise to the matrix Infl for
checking purposes.

14 The morphological realization of object case is a complex matter. In this instance, we see a
plural non-pronominal lexical object, which always occurs in a form unmarked for case, although it occurs
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(28) a. Kuka-t voi-n /*voi-vat aina  tiistai-na osta-a mini.
flower-pPL.ACC can-1SG/ can-3PL always Tuesday-ESS buy-TA [.NOM
T can buy the flowers always on Tuesday'

b. Tiistai-na voi-n  /*voi aina  osta-a kuka-t mini.
Tuesday-ESS can-1SG/ can-3sG always buy-TA flower-pL.ACC [.LNOM
'On Tuesday, I can always buy the flowers'

c. Liisa-lle voi-n  /*voi aina  kuka-t osta-a mind.
L-ALL can-1SG/ can-3sG always flower-PL.ACC buy-TA I.NOM
'l can always buy the flowers for Liisa'

A second diagnostic showing that the raised DP is not the subject is found in the
behaviour of anaphors, which were introduced in section 2.2 above. Steenbergen (1987,
1991) identified the anaphor itse, 'self, and the possessive anaphors (e.g. 3SG -nsa), as
subject-bound. (29) shows that the nominative-marked logical subject Ka#i binds the
anaphors itselleen, 'for herself', and itseddn, 'herself, even when it occurs after the anaphor,
and the [Spec, XP] position is filled by another argument. The DP in the [Spec, XP]

position cannot bind the anaphor, if it is not the logical subject.

(29) a.Uude-n sohva-n, ost-i itse-lle-en ,;; Kati, (eiké Pirkko).
new-ACC sofa-ACC buy-PAST.3SG self-ALL-3P0s K.NOM (not P.NOM)
Tt was Kati (not Pirkko) who bought herself a new sofa'

b. Mari-lle; kerto-o Epu-n, ihaile-va-n hin-td  itse-d-an, ., ., Kati,.”
M-ALL  tell-3SG E-GEN  admire-VA-ACC 3SG-PAR self-PAR-3P0s K.NOM
Tt is Kati, who tells Mari that Eppu admires her(self),

Legate and Smallwood (1996), in their analysis of subject raising in Icelandic,

proposed a strong generalized [Case] feature which can be checked by any case-bearing

in an object position and would be expected to bear accusative case.

15 The embedded subject Epun, 'Eppu-GEN', cannot serve as the antecedent of the anaphor Adntd
itseddn, "himself', here because in the local domain only a non-subject may bind an anaphor of this type.
(This was outlined in section 2.2, based on Steenbergen (1987, 1991).)
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element (in Icelandic either a nominative or a quirky subject). Such a feature does not help
to explain the Finnish facts, since it would predict that only the closest case-marked DP
should move to [Spec, XP]. The movement of any non-subject DP would violate Shortest
Move. The only possible conclusion, based on Finnish case assignment data, is that case
cannot play any role in DP-movement to the [Spec, XP] position in Finnish.

Miyagawa (1997), investigating Japanese word order, has analyzed DP-movement in
that language as Case agreement. Again, however, the analysis cannot be applied to Finnish.
In Finnish, non-subject DP-movement is not supported by any agreement marking on the
verbal complex (cf. (23b-d)), and when the subject has quirky case, as in (27), the finite verb
bears default third person singular agreement marking rather than agreeing with the subject.
Moreover, subject and non-subject DP’s can move to the matrix [Spec, XP] even from non-
finite embedded clauses. In Chapter 3 I will argue that in non-finite clauses the genitive case
of the lower subject is checked in a DP projection that occupies the complement position of
the higher verb. According to this analysis, the embedded subject Karin, Kari's', in (30a)
can check its [case] feature within the lower clause, and its subsequent movement to the XP

position of the main clause therefore cannot be motivated by case checking requirements.

(30) a. Kari-n; luul-i [t, ldhte-nee-n] Panu.
K-GEN think-PAST.3SG leave-NUT-ACC P.NOM
"It was Panu who thought that Kari had left'

b. Pirko-lle, viittd-4  [Mati-n soitta-nee-n viulu-a  t] Kalle.
P-iLL claim-3sG M-GEN play-NUT-ACC violin-PAR ~ K.NOM
Tt is Kalle who claims that Matti played the violin for Pirkko'

The data in (31) show again that DP-movement in main clauses cannot be brought
about by [Phi] features, since there is no necessary agreement in [Phi] features between the
moved DP and the finite verbal element. The plural pre-verbal non-subject DP’s in (31a-c) do
not induce plural agreement. This is true even of the plural object DP in (31a) whose
morphologically unaffixed case form resembles the unmarked nominative subject marking.

Similarly, the plural non-nominative logical subjects in (31f-g) do not trigger subject-verb



agreement, even in the pre-verbal position. The verb agrees only with a nominative logical
subject, as in (31d-e). Since, however, the nominative subject may remain in a surface

position lower than the finite verb, while another DP raises to the pre-verbal position, as in
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(31a,b,c,e), I conclude that the strong feature attracting the DP to [Spec, XP] cannot be [Phi].

(1)

[D], [Case] or [Phi], can be triggering the movement. The DP-movement appears to be
motivated by an EPP feature of sorts: a need to fill the preverbal position with a nominal

maximal projection, in order to avoid generating a verb-initial sentence. Ordinary Finnish

a. Kuka-t osta-a  tdndédn Tuija.
flower-pL.ACC buy-3sG today T.NOM
"Tuija will buy the flowers today'

b. Tiistais-i-n osta-a kuka-t aina  Tuijja.
Tuesday-PL-INS buy-3sG flower-pPL.ACC always T.NOM
'On Tuesdays it is always Tuija who buys the flowers'

c. Orkesterilais-i-lle osta-a  kuka-t téndédn Tuija,.
orchestra.member-PL-ILL buy-3SG flower-pL.ACC today T.NOoM
"Tuija will buy the flowers for the orchestra members today'

d. Tyto-t osta-vat tinddn kaku-n  orkesterilais-i-lle.
girl-PL.NOM buy-3PL today cake-ACC orchestra.member-pPL-ILL
'The girls will buy a cake for the orchestra members today'

e. Orkesterinjohtaja-lle  osta-vat tdndin kaku-n  tyto-t.
orchestra.conductor-ILL buy-3PL today cake-ACC girl-PL.NOM
"The girls will buy a cake for the orchestra conductor today’

f. Namubhiir-i-11a sirke-e usein hampa-i-ta.
candy.mouse-PL-ADE ache-3SG often tooth-PL-PAR
'Candy eaters often have tooth aches'

g. Meisté tule-e iso-i-na  kuuluis-i-a kielitieteilijo-i-ta.
we.ELA come-3SG big-PL-ESS famous-PL-PAR linguist-PL-PAR
"We're going to become famous linguists, when we grow up'

I have now shown that none of the morphologically overt features of the raised DP,

main clauses do not have the verb in initial position. A sentence-initial finite verb in a main
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clause that also contains a nominal element is interpreted as focussed, with a stressed,
contrastive reading, as indicated in (32). Moreover, the position of the temporal adverb
usein, 'often’, to the right of the nominal element tddlld, 'there', in (32) confirms that both the
verb and #dclld have raised out of vP. Assuming that téé/ld occupies the [Spec, XP]
position, we must conclude that the sentence-initial verb is in a position higher than X. 1
assume, then, that Finnish allows sentence-initial verbs only in special focus constructions,
and that in normal, neutral utterances the preverbal position is filled precisely to avoid a

verb-initial structure.'¢

(32) Tanssi-ta-an-han tailla usein tiistai-na-kin.
dance-PASS-AGR here often Tuesday-ESS-EMP
'Even on Tuesday, (people) often dance here (but on Sundays this hall serves as a
soup kitchen)'

[Spec, XP] must be occupied by a nominal (DP) element. Manner adverbs (33), non-
finite verbs, whether participles or infinitives, (34-35), and adjectives (36) cannot check the
relevant attracting feature of XP, as indicated by the unacceptability of sentences in which

they occupy the pre-verbal position without bearing contrastive focus. The utterances in

16 First and second person null pronouns appear to count as phonologically overt DPs for the
purposes of checking the attracting feature, as in (i.a-c). In fact, a DP fronted to a preverbal position in a
null first or second person-subject clause is obligatorily interpreted as focussed, i.e. must bear contrastive
stress, as shown in (i.c). Subjectless clauses with default third person singular agreement do not manifest
this requirement, as illustrated in (ii). I will not, however, explore the reason for this distinction between
null pronouns further here.

(1) a. Ldhde-tdan huomenna sinne Turku-un.
go-1pL tomorrow there T-ILL
'Let's go to Turku tomorrow'

b. Lahde-n kauppa-an. c. Kauppa-an/*kauppa-an ldhde-n.
go-1SG store-ILL store-ILL / store-ILL leave-1SG
T1l go to the store' T1l go to the store/*store'
(ii) a. *Sato-i tiistai-na. b. Tiistai-na  sato-i.
rain-PAST.3sG Tuesday-EsS Tuesday-ESs rain-pAST.3SG

'It rained on Tuesday' 'It rained on Tuesday'
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(33b,c), (34a), (35) and (36a,b) are acceptable if contrastive stress is placed on the sentence-
initial non-nominal word. This finding supports my claim, initially based on the data in (23),
that the attracting feature is a sub-type of a [D] feature. The contrast is especially clear in
(34), which compares the behaviour of the fa-marked infinitive with the deverbal minen-
nominal form of the same verb. The nominal form is attracted to [Spec, XP], as in (34c¢),

while the infinitival form cannot move to [Spec, XP], as in (34a).

(33) a. Taalli sata-a.
here rain-3sG
It's raining here'
b. *Rankasti sata-a.
hard rain-3sG
It's raining hard'
c. *Iloisesti osta-a  kukk-i-a Tuija.
happily buy-3sG flower-pL-PAR T.NOM
"Tuija is happily buying flowers'
(34) a.*Ui-da on kiva-a. b. On kiva-a ui-da.
swim-TA be.3sG fun-PAR be.3sG fun-PAR swim-TA
"To swim is fun' "To swim is fun'
c. Ui-minen on kiva-a. d. *On  kiva-a ui-minen.
SWIm-DEVN be.3SG fun-PAR be.3sG fun-PAR SWim-DEVN
'Swimming is fun' 'Swimming is fun'
(35) Ei hén ole saa-nut paljoa aikaan, *mutta matkustel-lut on hén.
NEG.3SG 3SG.NOM be get-NUT much time-ILL but travel-NUT  be.3SG 3SG.NOM
'She hasn't accomplished much, but she has travelled' (Vilkuna 1989:26, (9.c¢))
(36) a. *Vihainen on Jussi.

angry  be.3sG J.NOM
'Jussi is angry'

b. *Keltaise-ksi maala-a talo-nsa Kari.
yellow-TRAN paint-3sG house-3Pos K.NoM
'Kari painted his house yellow'
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As with verbs, manner adverbs, non-finite verbs and adjectives can appear sentence-

initially, but only with a focussed interpretation. (37) shows that when a verb-initial
sentence contains at least one DP, the reading is obligatorily contrastive (the examples are
from Vilkuna 1989:40, (37)). (37a) contains no lexical DP that could occupy [Spec, XP],
and hence the position is not overtly identifiable. Consequently, both the neutral and
contrastive readings of the utterance are available, based on the pattern of intonation. In
(37b), the nominal ¢ddlld, 'here', the only DP in the clause, must be located in [Spec, XP].

Since it occurs to the right of the verb on, 'is', the verb is obligatorily interpreted as focussed.

(37) a.On/On sata-nut.
be.3SG rain-NUT
It has rained', 'It has rained'
(neutral or contrastive reading, based on intonation)

b. On/*On tdilla  sata-nut.
be.3SG here.ALL rain-NUT
It has rained here'
(contrastive reading only)

c. Tailli on/on sata-nut.
here.ALL be.3SG rain-NUT
It has rained here', 'It has rained here'
(neutral or contrastive reading, based on intonation)

The examples in (38) also illuminate the focussed status of the pre-verbal non-

nominal elements. Here an overt nominal element occupies the XP specifier position to the
left of the finite verb.

(38)  a. Rankasti(-pa) tiilla sata-a.
hard(-emMP)  here rain-3SG
It's certainly raining hard here'

b.Ui-da  minusta on kiva-a (muttaei sukelta-a).
swim-TA [.INE be.3sG fun-PAR but NEG dive-TA
'"To swim is fun for me, but not to dive"



41

c. Ei hén ole paljoa teh-nyt, mutta matkustel-lut hin on.
NEG.3SG 3SG.NOM be much do-NUT but travel-NUT  3SG.NOM be.3sG
'She hasn't done much, but she has travelled'

c¢. Vihainen Juuso on.
angry  JNOM be.3sG
'Juuso is angry'

Further evidence for the nominal XP position comes from the emergence of
expletives in colloquial Finnish. While there are no expletives in Standard Finnish, in
colloquial use expletives are increasingly common in subjectless clause types like impersonal
passives, the missing person construction and clauses containing weather verbs. It is worth
noting again that the expletive is not required by case considerations, since the expletives
here manifest various cases (nominative, partitive and adessive).'” This data set confirms

that [Case] cannot be the strong attracting nominal feature of XP.

(39) a. Tailli-pa sitd tanssi-ta-an tango-a!
here-EMP it.PAR dance-PASS-AGR tango-PAR
"What a lot of tango dancing there is going on here!'

b. Oli se hauska nih-dé sinu-a  taas.
be.PAST.3SG it.NOM fun  see-TA you-PAR again
"It was indeed nice to see you'

c. Nykydén sitd vidsy-y  niin helposti.
nowadays it.PAR tires-3SG so  easily
"Nowadays, one gets tired so easily'

d. Kovat ajat silld on Miko-lla ede-ssa.
hard times it-ADE be.3SG M-ADE ahead-INE
'Mikko sure has hard times ahead of him'

e. Rankasti-pa se /si-td  sata-a-kin!
hard-EMP  it.NOM/it-PAR rain-3SG-EMP
s it ever raining hard!'

17These Finnish expletives argue against Chomsky's (1995) assumption that expletives lack [Case]
and [Phi] features. For discussion of the case marking of expletives in colloquial Finnish, see Holmberg
and Nikanne (1994), and subsequent exchanges in Finnsyntax.
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What, more exactly, is the nature of the feature that attracts DP-movement? An
essential semantic feature shared by all the nominal elements that occur in XP position is that
each is the topic of the utterance, the locus of what the sentence is about. Vilkuna
(1989:79) identified a functional T (topic or theme) position comparable to the structural
position recognized here. According to Vilkuna, the topic of a sentence is the question to
which the sentence is addressed, while Chafe (1976:50) states that "the topic sets the ...
framework within which the main predication holds." Topic projections have been
previously proposed for, at least, Basque (Laka 1990), Danish (Moorcroft 1995), English
(Brunson 1992, Branigan 1992), and Icelandic (Moorcroft 1995).

To account for the presence in Finnish clauses of a Topic projection, I propose that it
is a grammaticalized semantic feature that is obligatorily present in at least every Finnish
clause predicated of a verb. I assume that the reason for its existence is the fact that Finnish
word order is so strongly discourse-driven. In terms of obligatoriness in the language, 1
compare it to the mandatory presence of the feature [Tense] in all English clauses.
Irrefutably, features such as [Tense] and [ Topic] need not mandatorily be grammaticalized in
every language. For instance, in Mandarin Chinese there is no tense inflection, and no
evidence of a temporal projection acting in syntactic derivation (Cheng and Tang 1996).
Gold (in progress) also argues that in Yiddish the syntactic feature [tense] plays no part in
the computational system. This does not mean that temporal relations cannot be expressed
in Mandarin or Yiddish, only that the feature is not syntactically active. I assume that
Universal Grammar provides an inventory of possible syntactic features such as [Tense] and
[Topic]. It is the task of language acquirers and linguists to determine which features are
active in each language. Furthermore, when a language grammaticalizes such a feature, it
may also establish that a given feature must obligatorily occur in every clause. This is the
case with [Topic] in Finnish. The mechanism for ensuring that such a feature is selected at
numeration for every derivation is not currently in place, so for the time being I must simply
stipulate the condition that a Finnish clause receives no interpretation unless a [Topic]

feature has been checked.
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According to my hypothesis that every clause must contain a topic, I assume that, at

numeration, for every [ Temporal Reference] feature, a [Topic] feature must also be chosen.
Based on the data discussed above, I propose that this feature is located at X, the functional
head that also bears strong [Phi] features. The abstract [Topic] feature is strong and, thus,
must be checked overtly before spellout. In addition to the functional [Topic] feature, some
DP may pick up an optional [topic] feature at numeration. The strong [Topic] feature then
attracts the DP that carries [topic] into the [Spec, TopicP] position. Since only elements of

the category D can select [topic], only DP’s undergo this movement.'® If no [topic] feature

18 The unacceptability of parts of idiom chunks as topics presents one restriction on main clause

DP movement. Although the raised elements in (i) are nominal, and, as such, suitable fillers for the

[Spec, TopicP] position, the utterances are ungrammatical. This topic-raising of nominal idiom segments is
not ruled out by adjacency restrictions: (ii) shows that idiom chunks can be separated under focus
movement. Idiom fragment topics cannot be eliminated under a specificity condition on topics, either, since
the nominal element can be clearly specified with proper modification, as in (iii.a). Even under these
conditions, however, they cannot act as topics (cf. (iii.b). I have no explanation for these facts at the
moment, and leave the question for further research.

(1)

(ii)

(iif)

a. *Aikomus on minu-lla ldhte-& Kuuba-an hiihtoloma-ksi.
plan.NoM be.3sG 1sG-ADE leave-TA Cuba-ILL spring.break-TRAN
'l plan to go to Cuba for the spring break'

b. *Pakko on minun ratkais-ta tdma ongelma nyt.
necessity.NOM be.3sG 1SG-GEN solve-TA this.NOM problem.NOM now
'l must solve this problem now'

c. *Lupa on minu-lla ldhte-4 ténddn aikaisin.
permission.NOM be.3sG 1SG-ADE leave-TA today early
'l have permission to leave early today'

a. Aikomus-han minu-lla on lahte-d Kuuba-an mutta....
plan.NOM-EMP [-ADE  be-3sG leave-TA Cuba-IiLL but
'l did plan to go to Cuba, but (I suspect I’ll not have enough money)'

b. Pakko-ko sinun  ol-i kerto-a kaiki-lle sii-t4.
necessity.NOM-Q you-GEN be-PAST.3SG tell-TA everyone-ALL it-PAR
'Did you have to tell everyone about it?"

a. Nyt sinu-lla on se toivo-ma-si tilaisuus laula-a.
now 2sG-ALL be.3sG that.NoM wish-MA-2P0Ss opportunity.NOM sing-TA
"Now you have that opportunity to sing that you've wished for'
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is added to any DP at numeration, the derivation proceeds normally until the [Topic] feature
is merged to the structure. At this point, since no matching [topic] feature is present, the
strong [Topic] feature cannot be checked, and the derivation is cancelled.

The subject is the most neutral choice for topic ('Default T' in Vilkuna 1989:41).
When the subject is in the Topic position, the sentence answers the question "What's new?",
and the intonation pattern of the sentence is neutral. If the subject is not the topic, then it is
new information and can be focussed in two ways: it can move into the pre-topic focus
position (which is discussed further in the following section), or it can remain in situ in vP.

In either case the subject bears contrastive stress.

(40) a. Mikko astia-t pes-i.
M.NoM dish-PL.ACC wash-PAST.3SG
"It was Mikko who washed the dishes'

b. Astia-t pes-i Mikko.
dish-PL.ACcC wash-PAST.3SG M.NOM
'It was Mikko who washed the dishes'

The data in (41) show that only one DP element can occur in the syntactic Topic
position. Clearly only one [Topic] feature may appear in each clause. These examples also

illustrate that multiple specifier positions are not available in Finnish."

b. *Nyt se toivo-ma-si tilaisuus on sinu-lla laula-a.
now that.NOM wish-MA-2P0os opportunity.NOM be.3SG 2SG-ALL sing-TA
"Now you have that opportunity to sing that you've wished for'

19 The sentences in (41) are acceptable if the first DP bears contrastive stress, that is, under a
reading where the first DP is raised into the Focus position.

(1) Kukk-i-a Tuija  ost-i Liisa-lle.
flower-pL-PAR T.NOM buy-PAST.35G L-ALL
'It was flowers that Tuija bought for Liisa'

(i1) Itse-lle-en Maija ost-i tuo-n  puvu-n.
self-ALL-3P0s M.NOM buy-PAST.3SG that-Acc dress-Acc
"It was for herself that Maija bought that dress'



45

(41) a. *Kukk-i-a Tuija ost-i Liisa-lle.
flower-PL-PAR T.NOM buy-PAST.3SG L-ALL
'Flowers, Tuija, bought for Liisa' *°

b. *Tuija kukk-i-a ost-i Liisa-lle.
T.NoM flower-PL-PAR buy-PAST.3SG L-ALL
"Tuija, flowers, bought for Liisa'

c. *Liisa-lle kukk-i-a ost-i Tuija.
L-ALL flower-PL-PAR buy-PAST.3sG T.NOM
'For Liisa, flowers, Tuija bought'

d. *Itse-lle-en Maija ost-i tuo-n  puvu-n.
self-ALL-3P0S M.NOM buy-PAST.3sG that-Acc dress-Acc
'For herself, Maija, bought that dress'

e. *Maija tuo-n  puvu-n  ost-i itse-lle-en.

M.NOM that-AcC dress-ACC buy-PAST.3SG self-ALL-3P0Os
'For herself, Maija, bought that dress'

The distinction between topic and focus interpretations can be illustrated by the
question/answer pairs in (42). I assume, following Rochemont and Culicover (1990:18) that
"in a well-formed wh-question/answer sequence, all and only the information requested is
focussed in the response." This assumption explains the grammaticality variations in (42):
while the subject monet, 'many', which provides the information requested in the question,
can be focussed in either of the two available ways, the object Ainoa, 'Aino', is not requested
information, and hence cannot be focussed, either in situ, or in the sentence-initial focus
position. The presupposed object Ainoa can act as a non-stressed topic, as in (42a,c), but it
cannot occur in the stressed focus position in (42d,e). The non-presupposed subject monet,
'many', on the other hand, can occur only in focus positions, as shown in (42a,b,c), and not

in the topic position in (42d,e).

20 It is not a trivial task to translate multiple topic sentences to English. The English glosses
might suggest that the moved elements bear focus rather than topic status, but this is not the case in
Finnish.
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42) Q: Adnest-i-ko kukaan Aino-a?
vote-PAST.3SG-Q anyone.NOM A-PAR
'Did anyone vote for Aino?'

A: a. Aino-a ddnest-i-vit mone-t.

A-PAR vote-PAST-3PL many-PL.NOM
'Many voted for Aino'

b. Monet ddnest-i-vit  Aino-a.
many-PL.NOM vote-PAST-3PL A-PAR
'Many voted for Aino'

c. Mone-t Aino-a ddnest-i-vét.
many-PL.NOM A-PAR vote-PAST-3PL
'Many voted for Aino'

d. *Mone-t adnest-i-vit  Aino-a.

many-PL.NOM Vote-PAST-3PL A-PAR
It was Aino that many voted for'

e. *Aino-a mone-t ddnest-i-vat.
A-PAR many-PL.NOM vote-PAST-3PL
"It was Aino that many voted for'

Finnish appears to conform to the cross-linguistic generalization, proposed by Kiss
(1995) and others, that topics must always be specific. Whereas non-specific DP’s are not
acceptable in a topic position, as in (43b), they may occur in the pre-topic focus position,
signalled by contrastive stress, shown in (43c). Interestingly, however, the structural
position of focus adds specificity to the interpretation, so that the object DP which is overtly
marked as non-specific by the modifier jonkun, 'some',”' is interpreted as specific when it

occurs in the focus position.

21 There are no definite/indefinite articles in Finnish corresponding to the English 'a', 'the'. To
illustrate the distinctions of definiteness and specificity clearly, I use the non-specific quantifier joku, 'some'
and the demonstrative article se, 'that', to force the relevant reading.
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(43) a. Mind kerro-n sinu-lle jonkun  tarina-n.
I.NOM tell-1SG you-ALL some.ACC story-ACC
Tl tell you a/some story'

b. *Jonkun tarina-n kerro-n sinu-lle mind.
some.ACC story-ACC tell-1SG you-ALL [.NOM
'(There's) a/some story (that) I'll tell you'

c. Jonku-n tarina-n mind sinu-lle kerro-n.
some-ACC story-ACC [.NOM you-ALL tell-1SG
‘(There’s) some story (I have a specific one in mind) (that) I’ll tell you’

The contrast is most clearly illustrated in (44). In (44a-b), the speaker knows that
there will be a hockey game at Maple Leaf Gardens tomorrow night, and predicts that the
hearer's parking spot, close to the arena, will become occupied in the course of tomorrow
evening. In (44a), the offending car is not specific; the only thing asserted is that one of the
hundreds of cars searching for a parking space will undoubtedly choose the spot in question.
In (44b), however, the speaker has a particular car in mind, and is predicting that this vehicle
will be stationed at the pertinent locality. In (44c) the non-specificity of the post-verbal DP
is enhanced by the presence of the quantifier joku, 'some'. However, the meaning
contributed by the preverbal position overrides the meaning contributed by the quantifier, so

that in (44d) a specific reading is obtained.

(44) a. Huomenna parkkipaika-lla-si on varmasti auto.
tomorrow parking.spot-ADE-258G.P0OS be.3sG definitely car.NOM
"Tomorrow there will definitely be a car in your parking spot'

b. Huomenna auto on varmasti parkkipaika-I1la-si.
tomorrow car.NOM be.3SG definitely parking.spot-ADE-2SG.POs
"Tomorrow the/that car will definitely be in your parking spot'

c. Puutarha-ssa on joku mies.
garden-INE  be.3SG some.NOM man.NOM
'There's a man in the garden'

d. Joku mies on puutarha-ssa.
some.NOM man.NOM be.3SG garden-INE
'There's a/some (specific to the speaker) man in the garden'
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In conclusion, this section has shown that there is a functional position above VP,
with the strong feature [Phi], that attracts the verb to this position, as well as a strong
[Topic] feature, whose checking requirements raise either the subject or some other nominal

to the specifier position of Topic/AgrP (=XP).

(45) Topic/AgrP
N
N

[Phi-, Topic-] vP
N
TEMPORAL ADVERB vP

N
SUBIECT "
[V-] VP
N
VERB  OBIJECT

It was also demonstrated that there must be a Focus position distinct from the Topic
position in Finnish. Let us now turn to a closer examination of the syntactic status of this
Focus position.

2.3.2. CP versus FocusP
2.3.2.1. Complementizers
The existence of a complementizer position (C) in Finnish can be motivated by overt

lexical complementizers such as ettd, 'that', jotta, 'that', jos, 'if, koska, 'because', kun, 'when'

and vaikka, ‘although' > »

22 Korhonen (1993) provides a thorough analysis of these and other conjunctions in Finnish.

23 In chapter 4, I discuss in more detail the syntactic feature content of different types of C, finite,
non-finite, negated, question, etc.
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(46) a. Ndi-n, etti/kun Sofia heitt-i kieppi-a.
see-1SG that/when S.NOM throw-PAST.3SG cartwheel-PAR
'l saw that/when Sofia did a cartwheel'

b. Sind saa-t jélkiruoka-a, jos/kun syo-t lautase-si tyhjd-ksi.
you.NOM get-2SG dessert-PAR if /when eat-2SG plate-2POS empty-TRAN
"You'll get dessert, if/'when you eat all of your food'

c. Aloitta-kaa-mme-pa jo, vaikka /koska Sanna on-kin myO6hdssa.
start-IMP-1PL-EMP  already although/because S.NOM be.3SG-EMP late
"Let's start already, although/because Sanna is late'

The specifier of a CP headed by ettd, 'that', jotta, 'that', or koska, 'because', as a head
is never filled, presumably due to the absence of syntactic features that would attract any XP
to this position. The status of the specifier of CP will be discussed further in section 2.3.2.3.

The functional structure of the Finnish main clause that has been identified so far is

exemplified by a sample derivation in (47).

(47) a. (Mind né-i-n) ettd Pekka heitt-i pallo-n.
[.NOM see-PAST-1SG that P.NOM throw-PAST.3SG ball-Acc
'(I saw) that Pekka threw the ball'

b. CP
SN
ettd 'that'  Topic/AgrP
N
Pekkag
heittiy, 'threw' vP
SN
ts N\
t, VP
SN

ty  pallon ball

Before proceeding with the investigation, I would like to make the following

comment about the tree representations utilized in this thesis. Although the central
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conclusion of this research will be that syntactic structure is not based on the projection of
syntactic category labels, but rather on the projection of syntactic features that are present in
the structure due to the feature matrices of lexical items selected at numeration, it is also true
that purely feature-based structures are very difficult to represent. For brevity and ease of
identification, each projection will be labelled based on the most salient syntactic feature or
features associated with its head. For instance, the projection of the formal features [Topic-,
Phi-] will be identified as 'Topic/AgrP', and a projection headed by complementizers as CP.
It is important to remember, however, that it is the syntactic features of the heads that
determine the syntactic structures in which they can occur, not their membership in some
specific "TopicP', 'AgrP' or 'CP' category. Rather, I assume that the syntactic features of
projections identified as TopicP’s, AgrP’s and CP’s in different languages may vary
dramatically. Much misunderstanding and confusion in recent years has resulted from
attaching too much importance to syntactic category labels. Nonetheless, since the
interpretation of tree structures might prove an unreasonably complex task if all features

were represented at all times, I will use the shorthand forms.**

2.3.2.2. Focussed elements

Finnish wh-questions manifest overt question word movement to the front of the
clause. Following analyses of languages such as English, this movement was previously
assumed to target the specifier position of the CP projection (e.g. Holmberg 1989, Vainikka
1989). As originally observed by Kenesei (1991), however, the target position of this
movement cannot be the specifier of CP, since the raised question element may co-occur
with an overt Comp element such as ettd, 'that'. This is illustrated by the data in (48). The
fact that the question word follows the complementizer suggests that the question word

moves to a position below Comp. On the other hand, the presence of the subject DPs in

24 1 note that the readability of representations is a matter of taste, since at least one other
researcher, Haberli (1997), represents syntactic structures solely in terms of their feature composition.
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(48a,c) and the locative DP keittiossd, 'in the kitchen', in (48b) suggests that the target
position of question words must be above the Topic position. As for the attracting feature
itself, it is plausibly a [D] feature, since all Finnish question words bear case-marking,
determined by their grammatical function and theta-role. The property of being case-marked

identifies them as nominals.?

(48) a.Jaana kysy-y ettd miti sind halua-t  syntymépéivalahja-ksi.
J.NoMm ask-3sG that what.PAR you.NOM want-2sG birthday.present-TRAN
'Jaana asks what you want for a birthday present'

b. Hilma kummastel-i ettd kuka keittio-ssd  kolistele-e.
H.NoM wonder-PAST.3SG that who.NOM kitchen-INE rattle-3SG
'Hilma wondered who was rattling in the kitchen'

c. Emmi ihmettel-i ettd minne Sofia katos-i.
E.NoM wonder-PAST.3sG that what.ILL S.NOM disappear-PAST.3SG
'Emmi wondered where Sofia disappeared to'

Yes/no questions in Finnish also involve movement. An X(P) that is the focus of the
question is affixed with the marker -ko/ké, and moved to a pre-topic, post-complementizer
position. Based on the identical location of the moved elements in wh- and yes/no-
questions, and the fact that both movements result in the raised element becoming the focus
of the question, I assume that both movements target the same position. Under this
assumption, we see from the data in (49) that the syntactic feature attracting the question
elements cannot be any single category feature, since in yes/no questions DP’s, adverbs and

verbs may move to check the feature.

(49) a. Eerik mietti-i ettd kukk-i-a-ko hin Elisa-lle osta-isi.
E.NoM wonder-3sG that flower-PL-PAR-Q 3SG.NOM E-ALL  buy-COND
'Eerik wonders whether he should buy Elisa flowers'

25 The morphological structure of the adjunct question words miten, "how', milloin, 'when' and
miksi, 'why', is not as immediately obvious as that of the argument question words, but it is also not
impossible to argue for. I will assume that they are nominal.
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b. Eerik mietti-i ettd Mikael-ko Elisa-lle osta-isi ~ kukk-i-a.
E.NOM wonder-3sG that M.NOM-Q E-ALL buy-COND flower-PL-PAR
'Eerik wonders whether Mikael would buy Elisa flowers'

c. Eerik mietti-i ettd osta-isi-ko hén Elisa-lle kukk-i-a.
E.NoM wonder-3sG that buy-COND-Q 3SG.NOM E-ALL flower-PL-PAR
'Eerik wonders whether he should buy Elisa flowers'

d. Eerik mietti-i ettd Elisa-lle-ko hin osta-isi  kukk-i-a.
E.NoM wonder-3sG that E-ALL-Q  3SG.NOM buy-COND flower-PL-PAR
'Eerik wonders whether he should buy flowers for Elisa'

e. Johtaja sure-e  ettd huonosti-ko meitd on palvel-tu.
boss.NOM worry-3sG that badly-Q We.PAR be.3SG serve-PASS.PAST
"The boss worries whether we have been served badly'

A third construction, mentioned in the previous section, raises a focussed
(emphasized or contrasted) element into this same pre-topic, post-complement position. The
moved focus-element may, but need not, bear one of the emphatic suffixes -pa(s)/-pd(s) or
-han/-héin.*® Again, the movement is not restricted to a specific category type; any XP or X
may undergo this focus movement. All three types of movement may be signalled by a
higher degree of intonational prominence; however, such intonational marking is not

absolutely necessary, and is often not present, particularly in wh-questions.

(50) a. Eerik pohti-i  ettd kukk-i-a-han hian Elisa-lle osta-a.
E.NoM think-3SG that flower-PL-PAR-EMP 3SG.NOM E-ALL buy-3sG
'Eerik thinks that he will buy Elisa flowers'

b. Eerik usko-o ettd Mikael-han Elisa-lle osta-a kukk-i-a.
E.NOM believe-3sG that M.NOM-EMP E-ALL  buy-3SG flower-PL-PAR
'Eerik believes that Mikael will buy Elisa flowers'

c. Eerik pohti-i  ettd osta-a-han  hin Elisa-lle kukk-i-a.
E.NoM think-3SG that buy-3SG-EMP 3SG.NOM E-ALL flower-PL-PAR
'Eerik thinks that he does buy Elisa flowers'

26 Hakulinen (1976), Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979) and Nevis (1988) provide closer
investigations of the exact meanings of these particles.



53

d. Eerik péattd-a  ettd Elisa-lle-pa hédn osta-a  kukk-i-a.
E.NOM decide-3SG that E-ALL-EMP 33G.NOM buy-3sG flower-PL-PAR
'Eerik decides that he will buy flowers for Elisa'

Following a proposal by Kenesei (1991), I assume that the semantic feature relevant
for all three moved elements is focus. I assume that the concept of 'focus' in this context
relates to the distinction between "new information" and "old information". 1 adopt
Rochemont and Culicover's (1990:20) definition of focus: "If a is not c-construable (= under
discussion), then a is a focus." This definition unites all three types of focus movement,
contrastive focus, wh-question focus and yes/no question focus, under one position.
However, two distinct features, [Q] and [Focus], must be assumed to be at work, since two
separate morphemes can occur on a single X(P) in this position: one of the emphatic clitics
can be combined with either the yes/no question morpheme -ko/-ké or one of the question

words.

(51) Sofia pohti-i ettd osaa-ko-han joulupukki varmasti teh-da
S.NOoM ponder-3sG that can-Q-EMP  Santa.Claus.NOM certainly make-TA
merenneitopuvu-n.
mermaid.costume-ACC
'Sofia wonders whether Santa Claus really can make a mermaid costume'

I assume that, like [topic], [q] and [focus] are optional features available for lexical
items at numeration. Unlike the [topic] feature which only attaches to nominal elements, the
[q] and [focus] features are not limited to any single syntactic category. The movement of
the [q]- or [focus]-bearing element to a functional position above Topic is motivated by an
abstract strong [Q] or [Focus] feature which attracts the [g/focus] feature for checking. The
selection of the [Q/Focus] feature contrasts with that of the [Topic] feature, in that [Q/Focus]
is not an obligatory feature in Finnish. Moreover, the [Q/Focus] head does not have any
other syntactic features, so no new structure is projected when the [Q/Focus] feature is not
selected at numeration. In this way, no further movement is triggered in the absence of a

[Q/Focus] feature. For the moment, the property of obligatoriness must simply be stipulated
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for each grammaticalized feature, although ultimately, of course, it would be preferable to
derive the justification from some deeper principle of grammar.

The [Q/Focus] feature must be located in an independent functional projection, rather
than in Topic/AgrP. We might suggest that the focussed DP is located in a second specifier
position of Topic/AgrP, but the possibility of [Q/Focus] checking by head-movement of the
finite verb argues for an autonomous FocusP. If the [Q/Focus] feature were simply a
secondary feature of Topic/Agr, then verb movement to Topic/Agr should be able to satisfy
both the [Phi] and the [Q/Focus] feature of Topic/Agr. This predicts, wrongly, that word-

order in verb-focussed clauses would be DP-Verb, as illustrated in (52).

(52) a. *ettd hin osta-a-ko  Elisa-lle kukk-i-a
that 3sG.NOM buy-3sG-Q E-ALL  flower-PL-PAR
'‘whether he will buy flowers for Elisa’

b. * CP
N
ettd 'that  Topic/AgrP
N
héing 'he' N
ostaa-ko, 'buys-Q' vP
[V-, Q] N
ts N
ty, VP
RN

Elisalle 'for Elisa' "\
ty kukkia 'flowers'

Since a focussed verb is further fronted to the left of the Topic/Agr, as in (49¢, 50c), 1
conclude that an autonomous Focus projection is needed. The representation adopted here is

given in (53).

(53) a.ettd osta-a-ko hin Elisa-lle kukk-i-a
that buy-3sG-Q 3sG.NOM E-ALL flower-PL-PAR
'‘whether he will buy flowers for Elisa'
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CP
N

ettd 'that'  FocusP

N
ostaako, 'buys-Q' Topic/AgrP
N

hd}’ls 'he' /\

Elisalle 'for Elisa' ">\
ty kukkia 'flowers'

(54) shows focus movement in main clauses. The position of the focussed elements

relative to complementizers is not testable in main clauses, but there is strong evidence for a

single structural position above Topic/AgrP. Since this projection is headed by a strong

[Focus] feature, as indicated by it attracting focussed elements, I identify it as FocusP. In

accordance with my premise that the labelling of functional nodes reflects the most salient

feature(s) of the head, it would be misleading to identify the position as CP.

(54)

(1) [, pKene-lle [

a. question word:
(1) [rocuspKuka [ropicptdndén luke-e [ pse-n kirja-n 11]?

who.NOM today read-3sG that-Acc book-acc
"Who will read the book today?'

(i) [ougMinkd  kirja-n [, ,hin luke-e [,lapse-lle ]]]?

which.Acc book-Acc 3sG.NOM read-3sG  child-ALL
'Which book does she read to the child?'

TopicphdN luke-e  [,pse-n  kirja-n ]]]?
who-ALL 3sG.NOM read-3sG  that-acc book-acc
'Who does she read that book to?'
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b. V-focus questions/emphatics:

() [rocuspLuk-i-ko [ropicpJussi [pse-n  kirja-n J]]?
read-PAST.3SG-Q J.NOM  that-Acc book-Acc
'Did Jussi read that book?'

(ll) [FocusPLu-i_n-paS [TopicPrniné‘l [VPse-n kirja-n ]]]'
read-PAST-1SG-EMP I.Nom  that-Acc book-Acc
T did so read that book!'

c. Areument DP yes/no questions/emphatics:

() [rospSe-n-kd  Kkirja-n [ pJussi luk-i [ pLiisa-1le 1]]?
that-acc-Q book-Acc J.NOM read-PAST.3sG  L-ALL
'Did Jussi read that book to Liisa?'

(11) [poeuspS€-N kirja-n-han [ropicpussi  luk-i [.paamulla]]].
that-Acc book-Acc-EMP J.NOM read-PAST.3SG morning-ADE
"It was that book that Jussi read in the morning'

d. Oblique/Adverb-focus questions/emphatics:

() [rocuspEllen-kO [, pSINd lu-i-t [,pSE-N kirja-n ]]]?
yesterday-Q you.NOM read-PAST-2SG  that-Acc book-Acc
'Was it yesterday that you read that book?'

(1) [gocusp Viime vuonna-pas [, pmind  lu-i-n [,pSE-N kirja-n ]]]!
last  year-EMP I.NOM read-PAST-1SG  that-acc book-Acc
Tt was last year that I read that book!'

Evidence that a single position houses both questioned and focussed elements comes

from a co-occurrence restriction on the appearance of two such elements in a single clause.

Whereas a single element, either a head or an XP, can carry both a question feature and an

emphatic feature and can check them in the same position, as demonstrated again in (55a,b),

the two features cannot be checked separately, as in (55¢,d). Moreover, it is impossible to fill

both the specifier and head position of FocusP, as shown in (55e-f).

a. Jaana ihmettele-¢ ettd kene-lle-k6-hén Tuija osta-a kukk-i-a.
J.NoM wonder-3sG that who-ALL-Q-EMP T.NOM buy-3sG flower-PL-PAR
'Jaana wonders who it was that Tuija was buying flowers for'
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b. Jaana ihmettele-e ettd osta-a-ko-han Tuija kukk-i-a.
J.NoM wonder-3sG that buy-3sG-Q-EMP T.NOM flower-PL-PAR
'Jaana wonders whether Tuija was really buying flowers'

c. *Jaana mietti-i ettd kene-lle Tuija-han kukk-i-a osta-a.
J.NoM wonder-3sG that who-ALL T.NOM-EMP flower-PL-PAR buy-3SG
'Jaana wonders who Tuija buys flowers for'

d. *Jaana mietti-i ettd Liisa-lle-han Tuija-ko kukk-i-a osta-a.
J.NoM wonder-3sG that L-ALL-EMP T.NOM-Q flower-PL-PAR buy-3SG
'Jaana wonders whether it is for Liisa that Tuija buys flowers'

e. *Jaana mietti-i ettd Liisa-lle-pas osta-a-ko Tuija kukk-i-a.
J.NoM wonder-3sG that L-ALL-EMP  buy-3sG-Q T.NOM flower-PL-PAR
'Jaana wonders whether it is for Liisa that Tuija buys flowers'

f. *Jaana mietti-i ettd Liisa-lle-ko osta-a-han Tuija kukk-i-a.
J.NOoM wonder-3sG that L-ALL-Q  buy-3sG-EMP T.NOM flower-PL-PAR
'Jaana wonders whether it is for Liisa that Tuija buys flowers'

The impossibility of focussing two elements occurring in a single clause provides
further evidence that multiple specifiers are not allowed in Finnish. (56) shows that in main

clause questions with multiple question words, only one may raise to FocusP.”’

(56) a.*Jaana viitti-i  cttd Tuija-han kukk-i-a-han Liisa-lle osta-a
J.NOM claim-3sG that T.NOM-EMP flower-PL-PAR-EMP L-ALL  buy-3SG
'Jaana claims that it is Tuija , it is flowers that she buys for Liisa'

b. *Jaana mietti-i ettd Liisa-lle-ko Tuija-ko kukk-i-a osta-a.
J.NoM wonder-3sG that L-ALL-Q T.NOM-Q flower-PL-PAR buy-3SG
'Jaana wonders whether it is for Liisa, whether it is Tuija that buys flowers'

27 In embedded contexts where the question words can be presupposed, they may scramble out of
VP to adjoin to some maximal functional projection. However, no more than one question word may ever
move into FocusP. This type of adjunction movement will be discussed in detail in section 2.3.4.

(i) Mind en muista  mika kysymyssana minne koska missé-kin
[.NOM NEG-1sG remember what.NOM question.word.NOM what.ILL when what.INE-EMP
kiele-ssa siirty-y, mutta ...

language-INE move-3sG but
'T don't remember which question word moves where when in which language (but Norvin will)'
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(57) a. Mika siirty-y ~ minne koska missid-kin  kiele-ssd?
what.NOM move-3sG what.ILL (=where) when what.INE-EMP language-INE
"What moves where when in which language?' (title of Richards 1997)

b. *Mika minne koska missi-kin kiele-ssé siirty-y?
what.NOM what.ILL (=where) when what.INE-EMP language-INE move-3SG
"'What moves where when in which language?'

c. Kuka vaihta-a tdnddn kasvitori-lla miti kenen kanssa?
who.NOM exchange-3sG today plant.market-ADE what.PAR who.GEN with
"Who will exchange what with whom today at the plant market?'

d. *Kuka miti kenen  kanssa vaihta-a tdnddn kasvitori-lla ?
who.NOM what.PAR who.GEN with  exchange-3sG today plant.market-ADE
"Who will exchange what with whom today at the plant market?'

A restriction on extraction from complement clauses also supports the view that
question elements and focussed phrases occur in a single, non-iterable position. Although
focus extraction from finite complement clauses is freely available, as shown in (58a, 59a), it is
blocked when the embedded clause contains a fronted element in the focus position, as in
(58b,c, 59b,c). If question words and focussed elements appear in the same FocusP position,
and check the same [Focus] feature, then the movement of a question word will block the
further raising of the focussed element, or, conversely, the raising of a focussed phrase will

prevent the movement of the question word.

(58) a. Mita kirja-a, Riitta sano-o ettd hin kirjasto-sta ets-i to?
what.PAR book-PAR R.NOM say-3SG that 3sG.NOM library-ELA search-PAST.3SG
"What book does Riitta say that she was looking for in the library?'
b. *Mita kirja-a, Riitta sano-o ettd kirjasto-sta hin ets-i to?

what.PAR book-PAR R.NOM say-3SG that library-ELA 3SG.NOM search-PAST.3SG
"What book does Riitta say that she was looking for in the library?'

c. *Mita kirja-a, Riitta sano-o ettd eilen hén kirjasto-sta
what.PAR book-PAR R.NOM say-3SG that yesterday 3sG.NOM library-ELA
ets-i to?
search-PAST.3SG
"What book does Riitta say that she was looking for in the library yesterday?'
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(59) a. Vanha-a Virittiji-i-hdn,, Riitta sano-o etti hin kirjasto-sta
old-PAR Virittdja-PAR  R.NOM say-3sG that 3sG.NOM library-ELA
ets-i eilen to.

search-PAST.3SG yesterday
"It was an old Virittdjd that Riitta says that she looked for in the library yesterday'

b. *Vanha-a Virittiji-d-hdén  Riitta sano-o ettd Kirjasto-sta hin
old-PAR Virittdja-PAR ~ R.NOM say-3SG that library-ELA 3SG.NOM
ets-i eilen  t,.
search-PAST.3SG yesterday
"It was an old Virittdjd that Riitta says that she looked for in the library yesterday'

c. *Vanha-a Virittiji-d-hdn , Riitta sano-o ettd eilen hén kirjasto-sta
old-PAR Virittdja-PAR  R.NOM say-3sG that yesterday 3SG.NOM library-ELA
ets-i to.

search-PAST.3SG
"It was an old Virittdjd that Riitta says that she looked for in the library yesterday'

The data in (60) at first appear to contradict the single-specifier restriction, in that
(60a,b) contain two focussed XP’s in [Spec, FocusP].* 1 propose, however, that in these
cases the two DP’s have not moved separately, but rather the entire vP has raised into the
focus position. This claim is supported by the fact that both of the raised elements may bear
focus stress, which contrasts with the intonation pattern of other focussed utterances. On
the other hand, only one of the raised elements may bear a focus clitic, which again suggests
that they have moved as a single constituent. (60c-d) demonstrate that derivations in which
two elements must have moved into FocusP independently of each other are ungrammatical.
In (60c), the finite verb, which must always raise overtly out of vP into Top, cannot be
further fronted into the Focus position when another element is focussed. In (60d) we find

that the non-constituent subject and object cannot appear together in the Focus position.

28 1t should be noted that the sentences in (60b-d) are double object constructions. The translation
into English might imply that the DP itselleen, 'for herself, is an NP-attached modifier of tuon puvun, 'that
dress' and the two form a single DP constituent, but this is not the case in Finnish.



60

(60) a. Laps-i-a koulu-un(-han) hin on vie-méa-ssa.
child-PL-PAR school-ILL(-EMP) 3SG.NOM be.3SG bring-MA-INE
'She is bringing the children to school'

b. Puvu-n(-pas) itse-lle-en Maija ost-i.
dress-ACC-EMP self-ALL-3P0S M.NOM buy-PAST.3SG
Tt is a dress for herself that Maija bought'

c. *Puvu-n__ ost-i Maija itse-lle-en.
dress-ACC buy-PAST.3SG M.NOM self-ALL-3P0OS
Tt is a dress, it was bought by Maija for herself' (??)

d. *Maija__puvu-n-pas eilen ost-1 itse-1le-en.
M.NOM dress-ACC-EMP yesterday buy-PAST.3SG self-ALL-3P0sS
Tt was Maija, it was the dress that she bought yesterday for herself' (??)

There is no semantic restriction on multiple focus-constructions in Finnish, as data
from in situ focus constructions shows. In addition to movement of the focussed element to
a pre-topic position, a second focussing process simply identifies the focussed element by
special intonation in sifu. The most neutral way of focussing new information is to stress it
in situ. In the following exchanges, the part of the response that provides the requested new
information normally bears the highest intonational prominence in the sentence, as indicated
by underlining. In this pattern of focussing, a subject or a finite verb receives focus
intonation within its canonical Topic/AgrP position, while all other elements are stressed

within the vP projection.

(61) a. Q: Mitd Tuija Peka-lle ost-i?
what.PAR T.NOM P-ALL  buy-PAST.3SG
"What did Tuija buy for Pekka?'

A: Tuija osti Peka-lle kirja-n.
T.NOM buy-PAST.3SG P-ALL  book-Acc
"Tuija bought Pekka a book'

b. Q: Kene-lle Tuija ost-i kirja-n?

who-ALL T.NOM buy-PAST.3ST book-acc
'Who did Tuija buy a book for?'
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A: Tuija  ost-i kirja-n ~ Peka-lle.
T.NOM buy-PAST.3SG book-Acc P-ALL
"Tuija bought a book for Pekka'

c. Q: Kuka ost-1 Peka-lle kirja-n?
who.NOM buy-PAST.35G P-ALL  book-acc
"'Who bought Pekka a book?'
A: Tuija ost-i Peka-lle kirja-n.
T.NOM buy-PAST.3sG P-ALL book-Acc
"Tuija bought Pekka a book'
d. Q: Mita Tuija  tek-i Peka-n kirja-1le?

what.PAR T.NOM do-PAST.3SG P-GEN book-ALL
'What did Tuija do to Pekka's book?'

A: Tuija  ost-i Peka-lle se-n  kirja-n.
T.NOoM buy-PAST.3sG P-ALL that-acc book-Acc
"Tuija bought Pekka that book'

Unlike focussing movement, in situ-focussing allows more than one element to be

focussed in the same clause. Compare the sentences in (62) to the ungrammatical
equivalents in (56).

(62) a.Jaana viittd-d ettd Tuija osta-a  Kaisa-lle kukk-i-a.
J.NoM claim-3sG that T.NOM buy-3sG K-ALL

flower-PL-PAR-EMP
'Jaana claims that Tuija buys Kaisa flowers'

b. Jaana sanoi ettd Kaisa-lle kukk-i-a osta-a  Tuija.
JNoM said that K-ALL ~ flower-PL-PAR buy-3SG T.NOM
'Jaana said that it is Tuija who buys flowers for Kaisa'

c. Q: Mista tdma kakku tdhin  tul-1?
where-ELA this.NOM cake.NOM here.ILL come-PAST.3SG
'Where did this cake come here from?'

A: Sirkka paisto-i se-n mei-lle.
S.NOM bake-PAST.3sg 3SG.ACC 3PL-ALL
'Sirkka baked it for us'
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The contrast between the acceptability of multiple focus marking in situ, and the
ungrammaticality of more than one moved X(P) within the FocusP projection shows that the
restrictions on focus-fronting are syntactic rather than semantic, in that the movement
limitations are determined by the checking needs of the strong [Focus] feature.

I now briefly examine alternative derivations with regard to the presence of [q/focus]
and [Q/Focus] features. As I argued in section 2.3.1 concerning the [Topic] feature, I claim
that a [Q/Focus] feature which cannot be checked because no matching [g/focus] feature
was selected at numeration leads to a cancelled derivation, since no further steps can be
taken until the strong feature is checked. There is a third possible derivation in which a
[g/focus] feature is selected at numeration, but no abstract [Q/Focus] counterpart. This is
possible with [Q/Focus] since, unlike [Topic], [Q/Focus] is not an obligatory feature of the
clause. This derivation may proceed satisfactorily, with the optional [g/focus] feature
attaching to some X(P) at numeration without requiring further checking. I thus propose
that this feature is the interpretable member of the pair [Q/Focus], [q/focus]. The evidence
for this claim comes from in situ focussing and echo questions. These question/focus
structures of Finnish provide input to the question of feature interpretability.

Chomsky (1995) distinguishes between interpretable and uninterpretable syntactic
features. He suggests, moreover, that the motivation for checking is to eliminate
uninterpretable features. This raises the question of which element, the abstract functional
target or the feature undergoing movement, should be considered interpretable. Initially
Chomsky claimed that the abstract target features of functional heads are interpretable, and
movement is driven by the need of the uninterpretable attracted features to be checked.
Much discussion has concentrated on this issue, and in some recent work, such as Chomsky
(1996), among others, opposite accounts of feature interpretability have been proposed. The
behaviour of Finnish focussing constructions brings interesting empirical data to bear on the
issue.

It was shown in (61) above that, in lieu of movement to FocusP, focus may be
indicated in situ by higher intonational prominence. Question words may similarly be left in

situ and contrastively stressed, giving an echo question interpretation. Even a yes/no type
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echo question may be formed with the use of in situ contrastive stess, although in such a
case the question morpheme -ko cannot appear in the clause. On the other hand, the
sentence intonation pattern of both types of echo questions differs from regular Finnish
question intonation, in that these echo questions obligatorily have rising intonation at the end

of the clause. Finnish questions do not normally have sentence-final rising intonation.

(63) a.Sind halua-t  syntymipdivilahja-kse-si mitd?
you.NOM want-2SG birthday.present-TRAN-2SG.POs what.PAR
"You want what for a birthday present?'

b. Sofia katos-i minne kaksi tuntia sitten?
S.NoMm disappear-PAST.3SG what.ILL two hours ago
'Sofia disappeared where two hours ago?'

(64) a.Sind ost-i-t Paavo-lle kukk-i-a?
YOU.NOM buy-PAST-2SG P-ALL flower-PL-PAR
'Did you buy Paavo flowers?'

b. Sind ost-i-t Paavo-lle kukk-i-a?
YOU.NOM buy-PAST-2SG P-ALL  flower-PL-PAR
'Did you buy Paavo flowers?'

I propose that in all these cases the relevant interpretable focus feature, [q] or
[focus], has been selected at numeration, but no matching strong abstract feature is present.
Consequently, no movement is forced, and the element bearing the [g/focus] feature remains
in situ. Since the [q/focus] feature must be interpreted, at PF its effect is indicated by higher
intonational prominence. These Finnish facts strongly support a view of feature
interpretability that places the interpretable feature on the element undergoing movement,
whereas it is the uninterpretability of the abstract functional feature that requires checking

and, consequently, attracts a matching interpretable feature.
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2.3.2.3. The specifier position of CP

I now return to the question of whether the specifier position of CP can ever be
filled. A construction that has puzzled researchers for some time, illustrated in (65), shows
that the complementizers jos, 'if', kun, 'when' and vaikka, 'although', allow a focussed XP to
occur in a position preceding the complementizer. (65b-d) demonstrate that the relevant
feature, again, is not category-specific, since all DPs, adverbs and vPs may raise. Nor is the

movement restricted to subjects among DPs, since any DP may undergo movement.

(65) a.Roland kun /jos kosi-i Elisabeti-a niin hin saa kylla rukkaset.
R.NoM when/if propose-3SG E-PAR then 3sG.NOM get.3sG surely mittens
'Tf/When Roland proposes to Elizabeth, he is sure to be rejected’

b. Taylori-lle vaikka Sofia on-kin vihainen niin Kippi-n kanssa hédn
T-ALL although S.NoM be.3sG-EMP angry ~ then K-GEN with  3SG.NOM
voi silti leikki-a.
can.3sG still play-TA
'Although Sofia is angry at Taylor, she can still play with Kip'

c. Kiukkuisesti kun koira-a-si sdti-t, niin se oppi-i.
angrily if dog-PAR-2POS berate-2sG then 3SG.NOM learn-3sG
'If you berate your dog angrily, it'll learn'

d. Tanssi-a jos halua-t niin mene Véhtéri-in.
dance-TA if want-2sG then go.iMP Vihtari-ILL
'If you want to dance, go to Véhtiri'

The complementizers eftd, 'that, jotta, 'that', and koska, 'because’, permit this

movement much less readily, and for many speakers the forms are entirely ungrammatical.

This is shown in (66).

(66) a.?No, Auli ettd/jotta lihte-e =~ on itse-sti-dn selvé-a!
well A.NOM that/that leave-3SG be.3SG self-ELA-3POS clear-PAR
'Well, it's self-evident that Auli will leave!"
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b. *Spagetti-a  ettd halua-n mind sano-i-n!
spaghetti-PAR that want-1SG [.NOM say-PAST-1SG
'T said that I want spaghetti!’

o
*

Taylori-lle koska  Sofia on vihainen niin héin murjotta-a.
T-ALL because S.NOM be.3sG angry  then 3sG.NOM sulk-3sG
'Because Sofia is angry at Taylor, she's sulking'

An initial hypothesis might be that the members of the 'iffwhen/although' set of
complementizers occur as heads of FocusP rather than of CP. Both types of
complementizers, however, pattern identically in terms of their position, appearing before
focussed elements: emphatics (67a-c), wh-questions (67d-e) and yes/no questions (67f).

These data indisputably show that all complementizers occur in a position higher than the

focussed phrases.

(67) a.Mind e-n kylla ldhde, vaikka Liisa-han tuolla jo pakka-a.
[.LNOM NEG-1SG definitely leave-Q although L.NOM-EMP there already pack-3sG
T'm not going to go, although Liisa is already busy packing over there'

b. No, jos Liisa-pa  vaikka ldhte-e =~ my®0s, niin kylld miné-kin.
well if L.NOM-EMP ADV leave-3sG also then EMP [.NOM-EMP
"Well, if Liisa, for example, agrees to leave also, then I('ll come) too'

c. Ol-i-n jo valmis anta-ma-an periksi kun kuka sieltd
be-PAST-1SG already ready give-MA-ILL up when who.NOM there
tul-la  tohott-i jos ei Kaija.

come-TA rush-PAST.3sG if NEG.3sG K.NOM
'T was all ready to give up when who did I see come rushing in if not Kaija'

d. Niin luule-n vaikka miti(-pi) mind asia-sta  tiedd-n.
so think-1sG although what.PAR(-EMP) [.NOM matter-ELA know-1SG
'That's what I think, although I don't know much about the matter'

e. Hyvé ettd ole-t  aikaisessa vaikka pit-i-ko sinun minut jo
good that be-2sG early although must-PAST.3SG-Q you.GEN L.AcC already
aamukuude-Ita herittd-a.

morning.six-ABL wake-TA
Tt's good that you're early although did you have to wake me up already at six
in the morning!'
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The interpretation of the XP that occurs before the 'if/when/although'
complementizers is that of contrastive focus, as indicated by the underlining in (65), (66a)
and (68). This again suggests that this set of complementizers might be residing in the Focus
head position rather than in C. The following examples illustrate, however, that a second
focussed element in a regular focus position is perfectly acceptable even when a pre-

complementizer focus element is present.

(68) a.Sofia vaikka Kippi-lle talla hetke-114 on-kin vihainen
S.NoM although Kippi-ALL this.ADE moment-ADE be.3SG-EMP angry
niin kylld hin huomise-ksi  leppy-y.
then surely 3sG tomorrow-TRAN reconcile-3SG
'Although Sofia is angry at Kip at this moment, she'll surely be reconciled by
tomorrow'

b. Kippi-lle vaikka Sofia aamuis-i-n on-kin vihainen niin
Kippi-ALL although S.NOM morning-PL-INS be.3SG-EMP angry  then
iltapdivd-ksi ~ hdn leppy-y aina.
afternoon-TRAN 3sG reconcile-3sG always
'Although Sofia is angry at Kip in the morning, she is always reconciled by the

afternoon’
c. Kiukkuisesti kun koira-a-si joka kerran siti-t, niin kylla se
angrily if dog-PAR-2POS every time berate-2SG then definitely it.NOM

siitéd oppi-i.
3SG. PAR learn-3sG
'If you berate your dog angrily every time, it'll definitely learn’

A second possibility would be to posit that the complementizers jos, 'if', kun, 'when'
and vaikka, 'although', may optionally bear a strong [Focus] feature that induces XP-
movement to their specifier position. This sentence pattern appears to distinguish between
elements with [focus] and [q] features in that only [focus] bearing emphatic or contrastive
XP’s, not [q] feature bearing question words or yes/no-cliticized XPs, can raise to the pre-

complementizer position.
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(69) a.No, Liisa-pa  vaikka lihte-e-kin, minid e-n taid-a.
well L.NoM-EMP although leave-3SG-EMP I.NOM NEG-1SG think-TA
"Well, although Liisa is leaving, I don't think I will

b. Jussi kun astio-i-ta  alka-a heitel-14, niin ole-mme pula-ssa.
J.NOM when dish-PL-PAR begin-3SG throw-TA then be-1pL trouble-INE
"When Jussi starts to throw dishes (around), then we're in trouble'

c. Ol-i-n jo valmis anta-ma-an periksi *kuka kun sieltd
be-PAST-1SG already ready give-MA-ILL up who.NOM when there
tul-la  tohott-i jos ei Kaija.

come-TA rush-PAST.3sG if NEG.3sG K.NOM
'T was all ready to give up when who did I see come rushing in if not Kaija'

d. Niin luule-n  *miti(-pi) vaikka mind asia-sta  tiedd-n.
so think-1SG what.PAR(-EMP) although I.NOM matter-ELA know-1SG
'That's what I think, although I don't know much about the matter'

e. Hyvi ettd ole-t  aikaisessa *pit-i-ko vaikka sinun minut
good that be-2sG early must-PAST.35G-Q although you.GEN [.ACC
jo aamukuude-Ita herattd-a.

already morning.six-ABL wake-TA
Tt's good that you're early although did you have to wake me up already
at six in the morning!'

However, it can be shown that the pre-complementizer position is very different from
the [Spec, FocusP] position. It is possible to have several freely ordered focussed XPs to
the left of the complementizer. Such a possibility suggests that the focussed elements are
adjoined, and do not occur in the specifier position of CP, since no other Finnish functional

projection allows multiple specifier positions.

(70)  a. Elisabeti-4 Roland huomenna kun /jos kosi-i niin saa kylld rukkaset.
E-PAR R.NOM tomorrow when/if propose-3sG then get.3sG surely mittens
'Tf/When Roland proposes to Elizabeth tomorrow, he's sure to be rejected’

b. Sofia Taylori-lle vaikka  on-kin vihainen niin Kippi-n kanssa
S.NoM T-ALL although be.3sG-EmMp angry ~ then K-GEN with
hén voi silti leikki-a.

3SG.NOM can.3sG still play-TAa
'Although Sofia is angry at Taylor, she can still play with Kip'
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c. Koira-a-si paivittdin kiukkuisesti jos/kun séti-t, niin se oppi-i
dog-pPAR-2P0Os daily  angrily if /when berate-2sG then 3sG.NOM learn-3sG
'If you berate your dog angrily every day, it'll learn’

In conclusion, I maintain the view that the [Spec, CP] position cannot be filled
because the syntactic feature matrices of complementizers do not contain any feature(s) that
would trigger movement of an XP to fill the specifier position. It is possible, however, to
adjoin one or more XP’s to the CP projection, with a resulting interpretation of emphatic
focus. To differentiate specifiers from adjuncts I adopt the standard view that movement to
a specifier takes place for feature checking purposes, while an adjoined element does not
check any feature. This adjunction pattern appears to be part of a more common process of
adjunction of presupposed DP’s that will be discussed further in section 2.3.4.

I assume that the impossibility of focus adjunction to a Comp position that is
occupied by ertd, 'that', jotta, 'that', or koska, 'because', hinges on semantic factors. As (66a)
illustrates, the structure is not entirely ruled out. The three complementizers in this sub-
group introduce factive clauses, whereas those in the other group introduce non-
presupposed clauses. Since the movement is discourse-conditioned, I expect that it is
sensitive to sentence semantics, and that whatever the exact interpretation of the elements

adjoined to the complementizer position is, it is more difficult to attain in factive clauses.

2.3.3. The syntactic status of the Finnish negator

The negative morpheme e- in Finnish exhibits verbal characteristics in that it carries
the finite person/number agreement marking which in affirmative sentences is attached to the
main verb. Unlike the main verb, however, the negator never bears voice or finite tense or
mood morphology, all of which always appear on the main verb. The distinctions are

illustrated in (71).
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(71) a.Mind lue-n. b. Mind e-n lue.

L.NoMm read-1sG [.LNOM NEG-1S8G read
"T('m) read(ing)' T'm not reading/I don't read'

c. Mind lu-i-n. d. Mind e-n luke-nut.
L.LNOM read-PAST-1SG [.LNOM NEG-1SG read-NUT(=PAST)
T read (past)' T didn't read’

e. Mind luk-isi-n. f. Mind e-n luk-isi.
[.NoM read-COND-1SG [.NOM NEG-1SG read-COND
T would read' T wouldn't read’

These data demonstrate that the negator behaves like a head: it bears morphological
inflection, and it blocks the checking of agreement features by a lower verbal head, namely
the main verb. Based on its verb-like characteristics, in the Finnish linguistic tradition of the
twentieth century the negation marker has consistently been categorized as a
paradigmatically defective verb (e.g. in traditional grammars by Setéld 1939, 1951,
Hakulinen 1961, Penttild 1963, as well as more recent works by Hakulinen and Karlsson
1979, Karlsson 1982, Vainikka 1989). Ifthis is the correct analysis, the negative verb only
takes VP complements. I claim that it is inaccurate to analyze the negator as a verb with
strict selectional restrictions on its complements. The negator differs from all other Finnish
auxiliary and raising verbs in several ways. Finnish auxiliary and raising verbs display a full
range of tense (72-74a-b) and mood (72-74c) markings, but the negator has no such variants
(75). Moreover, unlike all verbs, the negator never has an effect on the temporal
interpretation of a clause, as illustrated in (76). This suggests that its syntactic features differ
from those of other elements which intrinsically bear temporal features. One of the
underlying assumptions of this thesis is that all syntactic elements that contain a [temporal
reference] feature, that is, ones that describe a proposition, are verbs. (Further discussion of
this topic in chapters 3 and 4, with regard to participial and infinitival constructions.) The
fact that the negator lacks temporal features shows that it does not bear this relevant verbal

lexical characteristic.



(72)

(73)

(74)

(75)

a.Pila  on kutonut mato-n.
P.NOoM be.3sG woven rug-ACC
'Piia has woven a rug'

b. Piia ol-i kutonut mato-n.
P.NOM be-PAST.3SG. woven rug-ACC
'Piia had woven a rug'

c. Piia  ol-isi kutonut mato-n.
P.NOM be-COND.3SG. woven rug-ACC
'Piia would have woven a rug'

a. Hely-n téyty-y ldhte-a.
H-GEN must-3sG leave-TA
'Hely must (=has to) leave'

b. Hely-n téyty-i ldhte-4.
H-GEN must-PAST.3SG leave-TA
'Hely had to leave'

c. Hely-n téyty-ne-e léahte-4.
H-GEN must-POT-3SG leave-TA
'Hely probably has to leave'

a. Liina osa-a sukelta-a.
L.NOM can-3sG dive-TA
'Liina can dive'

b. Liina osas-i sukelta-a.
L.NOM can-PAST.3SG dive-TA
'Liina could dive'

c. Liina osan-ne-e sukelta-a.
L.NOM can-POT-3SG dive-TA
"Liina can probably dive'

a. Friida ei puhu suome-a.
F.NOM NEG.3SG speak Finnish-PAR
'Friida doesn't speak Finnish'

b. *Friida e-i puhu suome-a.
F.NOM NEG-PAST.3SG speak Finnish-PAR
'Friida didn't speak Finnish'

70
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c. *Friida e-isi puhu suome-a.
F.NOM NEG-COND.3sG speak Finnish-PAR
'Friida wouldn't speak Finnish'

(76) a.Mind asu-i-n ennen Suome-ssa, ja asu-n  nyt Kanada-ssa,
I.NOM live-PAST-1SG before Finland-INE and live-1sG now Canada-INE
??[mutta e-n Luxemburi-ssa].

but NEG-1sG Luxembourg-INE
T lived in Finland before, and now I live in Canada, but I ?don't /?didn't live in
Luxembourg' (attempted ellipsis with the sentential negator as a verb that should
link its clause to the time line)

b. Mind asu-i-n ennen Suome-ssa, e-n Luxemburi-ssa.
I.NOM live-PAST-1SG before Finland-INE NEG-1SG Luxembourg-INE
T lived in Finland before, not in Luxembourg' (constituent negation)

c. Mind asu-n  nyt Kanada-ssa, e-n Luxemburi-ssa.
I.NOM live-1sG now Canada-INE NEG-1SG Luxembourg-INE
T live in Canada now, not in Luxembourg' (constituent negation)

Moreover, while all other auxiliary and raising verbs have participial and infinitival
forms and may occur in non-finite clauses, the sentential negator has no non-finite forms, and
indeed cannot appear in any of the non-finite constructions. As will be discussed in chapters
3 and 4 regarding the non-finite forms, I assume that they all enter numeration bearing the
relevant syntactic feature content that is commonly associated with the lexical category
designation of 'Verb'. The negator cannot appear in the non-finite constructions, and hence I
conclude that it lacks some feature content inherent in the other auxiliary elements. The
feature [(Assign) Object case] is not a sufficient condition for the identification of elements
generally considered "Verbs', since the copula olla, 'be', and some raising verbs, such as
tdytyd, 'must', do not assign object case. Another possible feature requirement is [temporal
reference], so that only elements that can be situated on a time-line are associated with

verbhood.

(77) a. Mind uskon [Piia-n ole-va-n kuto-ma-ssa  matto-a].
I.NoM think P-GEN be-vA-ACC weave-MA-INE rug-PAR
T think (that) Piia is weaving the rug'
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b. Han sanoi [Hely-n tdyty-nee-n jo lahte-4 ].
3sG.NOM said  H-GEN must-NUT-ACC already leave-TA
'He said (that) Hely already had to leave'

c. Mind halua-isi-n [Liina-n osa-ta sukelta-a].
I.NOoM want-cOND L-GEN can-TA dive-TA
'l would like Liina to be able to dive'

d. *Mind muistan [Friida-n ei-vi-n puhu suome-a].
[.LNOM remember F-GEN NEG-NUT-ACC speak Finnish-PAR
'T remember (that) Friida doesn't speak Finnish'

Several researchers working within the Government-Binding framework have
independently posited that the Finnish negator heads its own functional projection, NegP
(Mitchell 1991, 1993, 1994; Koskinen 1993b; Holmberg et al. 1993; Vainikka 1994). Since
the negator bears morphological agreement, its syntactic feature matrix must contain [phi]
features that are checked against those of the Topic/Agr head through the movement of the
negator to the Topic/Agr position. Thus, the final position of the negator must be
Topic/Agr. Based on the structure proposed for affirmative clauses up to now, this should
leave the participial main verb pilanneet, 'spoiled', in (78b) with no reason to move out of
vP. The evidence from the positioning of the temporal adverb kokonaan, 'entirely', in (78b)
suggests, however, that another functional position YP intervenes between the negator and
the vP. Since the participial main verb occurs to the left of the vP-adjoined temporal adverb,

it must have moved out of vP.

(78)  a. [ropipLisdharjoitukse-t pila-isi-vat [ ,kokonaan suunnitelma-ni]].
added.practice-PL.NOM spoil-COND-3PL completely plans-1sG.Pos
'The added practices would spoil my plans completely'

b. [ropicpLisdharjoitukse-t ei-viit [y.» tygg [yppilan-nee-t
added.practice-PL.NOM NEG-3PL Spoil-NUT-PL
[.rkokonaan suunnitelm-i-a-ni ]]].
entirely  plan-PL-PAR-1SG.POS
'The added practices didn't spoil my plans entirely’
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c. [Topichirtanen ei [xeer taeg [yelue [ pkoskaan runo-j-a []]].
V-NOM NEG.3sG read never poem-PL-PAR
'Virtanen never reads poems'

d. [1opicp Virtase-t — ei-viit [y p typg [vpluk-isi [ koskaan runo-j-a ]]]].
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL read-COND never  poem-PL-PAR
'The Virtanens would never read poems'

The proposed structure of the negated utterance in (78d) is given in (79).

(79) Topic/AgrP
N
Virtaset; " \_

eivdty 'not'  NegP

N
ty YP
N
lukisi , 'would.read' vP
N
koskaan 'never' vP
N
N
ty VP

ty runoja '‘poems'
2.3.3.1. Evidence for NegP and TP: interaction between negation and tense

What is the syntactic feature content of this intervening projection? Since the
movement of the main verb to the head of YP is obligatory, it seems obvious that the strong
attracting feature is a [V] feature. Furthermore, every verb that occurs in this position bears
morphological marking for either mood or for tense. I propose that when the verb moves to
Y, it also checks a [Temporal Reference] feature present in this projection. Verbs bearing
either mood or tense (finite or participial) marking may check this feature. The

morphological form of the mood marker is invariant (conditional -isi, potential -ne), whether
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it occurs in an affirmative or a negative clause. I assume that the syntactic feature matrix of
verbs that bear morphological mood affixes includes a [mood: conditional/potential] feature,
which is a sub-type of the abstract [Temporal Reference] feature on the head Y.
Consequently, the features must check each other for convergence.

Tense marking in negated utterances is more complex. Present tense in affirmative
utterances is morphologically unmarked, and the main verb bears only agreement
morphology. Present tense morphology is not represented by an overt morpheme in negated
utterances either. However, consonant gradation patterns suggest that a present tense suffix
is attached to the negated main verb. According to a rule of consonant gradation in Finnish,
geminated stops /kk/, /pp/ and /tt/ are weakened into simple stops and simple stops into
some weaker (more sonorant) consonant if followed by a closed syllable, i.e. a syllable
ending in a consonant (Reime 1992:94). Since consonant gradation affects main verbs under
negation, this implies that the verb bears a null consonant suffix. The pattern is
demonstrated in (80). (80a) illustrates how the third person singular suffix, which simply
lengthens the final vowel of the verb stem, fails to trigger consonant gradation. In (80b), in
contrast, consonant gradation is triggered by the presence of the first person singular suffix -
n. In (80c), although no overt suffix is present on the main verb, consonant gradation
applies, indicating the presence of a phonetically null consonantal suffix. In many varieties
of colloquial Finnish the null suffix emerges phonetically as a glottal stop that assimilates to
the consonant in the beginning of the following word (Holmberg et al. 1993). This is
illustrated in (80c-d).

(80) a.Juulia rimputta-a piano-a.
J.NOM pound-3sG piano-PAR
'Juulia is pounding the piano (keys)'

b. Mind rimputa-n piano-a.
[.NOM pound-3SG piano-PAR
T'm pounding the piano (keys)'

c. Juulia ei rimputa-? piano-a. [colloquially [rimputap]]
J.NOM NEG.3SG pound-PRES piano-PAR
'Juulia doesn't pound the piano (keys)'



75

d. Mind e-n rimputa-? piano-a. [colloquially [rimputap]]
[.LNOM NEG-1SG pound-PRES piano-PAR
T don't pound the piano (keys)'

I assume that the null (or glottal stop) suffix is the morphological realization of a
present tense morpheme, and that even the present tense main verb thus bears a
[mood/tense/temporal reference] feature. I propose that the [Temporal Reference] feature
of the functional head Y (henceforth represented as T for Temporal Reference) may be
checked by either a [Mood] or a [Tense] feature, and that the present tense main verb, like

all other temporally specified verbs, checks this feature when it raises to the T position.”

(81) & [ropicp Virtase-t ei-véit [y.pp typg [rplue-? [.pkoskaan runo-j-a]]]].
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL read-PRES never  poem-PL-PAR
'The Virtanens never read poems'

b. [TopicpKaarina el [negr tneg [rpkuuntele-? [ useinkaan jatsi-a ]]].
K.NOM NEG.3SG listen-PRES  often-EMP jazz-PAR
'Kaarina doesn't often listen to jazz'

29 In addition to the verb-temporal adverb order illustrated in (78b-d) and (81), the opposite
adverb-verb order can also be found. In these cases the adverb obligatorily bears contrastive stress,
indicating that it has moved from its merged vP-adjunct position. Some adverbs, such as kokonaan,
'completely', do not easily take part in this word order alternation. I propose that the adverb-verb order is
derived through movement of the adverb to a higher adjunct position, probably adjoined to TP.

(1) a. Virtase-t ei-vit  koskaan lue-? runo-j-a.
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL never read-PRES poem-PL-PAR
'"The Virtanens never read poems'

b. Kaarina ei useinkaan kuuntele-? muuta  kuin jatsia.
K.NOM NEG.3sG often-EMP listen-PRES other-PAR than jazz-PAR
'Kaarina doesn't often listen to anything other than jazz'

c. Mind e-n aina halua-?  metséstd-d kadonne-i-ta lelu-j-a.
[.NOM NEG-1sG always want-PRES hunt-TA  lost-PL-PAR tOy-PL-PAR
'l don't always want to be hunting for lost toys'

d. Siné e-t (*kokonaan) voi-? unohta-a asia-a.
YOU.NOM NEG-28G completely can-PRES forget-TA matter-pPAR
"You can't completely forget the matter'
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C. [ropicpMind e-n [negr tng [rphalua-? [ aina  metséstd-d
[.NOM NEG-1SG want-PRES  always hunt-TA
kadonne-i-ta lelu-j-a ]]]].
lost-PL- PAR tOy-PL-PAR
T don't always want to be hunting for lost toys'

Past tense marking in affirmative statements is indicated by the suffix -i. In negated
utterances past tense marking is signalled by the past participle suffix -nuz. The regular past
tense marker -i cannot be used under negation. On the other hand, the past participle alone,
without an auxiliary or main verb, cannot occur in an affirmative main clause. I propose that
the unavailability of the -i suffix in negated clauses is due to the fact that the verb-final -i
suffix bears not only the feature [Tense], but also [3SG] person/number agreement features.
Since only one set of agreement features can be checked within a finite clause, the [phi]
features of either the negator or the main verb would remain unchecked (cf. (82b)). The
past participle suffix -nut, on the other hand, expresses only past tense, and does not contain
[phi] features. Again, the site of the temporal adverb koskaan, 'never', in (82c) confirms the
movement of the participial main verb out of vP into a higher functional position. The past
participial verb also displays nominal number agreement with the subject. The checking of
this feature will not be addressed further here, since all participial constructions are examined
in detail in Chapter 3. I note simply that this checking does not involve the feature [phi]

within the main clause Infl.

(82) a. Juulia rimputt-i piano-a.
J.NOM bash-PAST.3SG piano-PAR
'Juulia bashed the piano (keys)'

b. *Juulia ei rimputt-i piano-a.
J.NOM NEG.3SG bash-PAST.3SG piano-PAR
'Juulia didn't bash the piano (keys)'

c. Juulia ei rimputta-nut (koskaan) piano-a.
J.NOM NEG.3SG bash-NUT never  piano-PAR
'Juulia didn't (ever) bash the piano (keys)'
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d. *Juulia rimputta-nut (koskaan) piano-a.
J.NOM bash-NUT never piano-PAR
'Juulia bashed the piano (keys)'

Although the position of tense-marked and mood-marked verbs with respect to
temporal adverbs in negated clauses clearly illustrates that the verb must move out of vP to
the higher TP position, it is difficult to diagnose the presence of TP in affirmative utterances.
In negated utterances both the specifier position and the head position of TP can be
identified between the finite negator in the head of Topic/AgrP and the temporal adverb that
marks the left edge of vP. In non-negated utterances, neither position can be uniquely
diagnosed. In clauses such as (83), the object DP pianoa, 'the piano', appears to be located
in TP specifier position. However, it will be argued in section 2.3.4 that such presupposed
DP’s move out of VP to adjoin to either to vP or to TP, rather than to the specifier position
of a unique functional object position, or of TP. Their movement, hence, is not for feature

checking purposes.

(83)  [ropicpJuulia rimputta-a [ pqp,piano-a  aina  aamu-lla ]].
J.NOM pound-3sG piano-ACC always morning-ADE
'Juulia pounds the piano (keys) always in the morning'

There is no independent way of determining whether a presupposed object DP in an
affirmative clause has adjoined to vP or to TP. In both cases such a DP would occur
between the finite main verb in Topic/Agr and the temporal adverb adjoined to vP. I must
concede that the presence of the TP projection is at the moment syntactically untestable in
affirmative clauses. Nevertheless, for the sake of uniformity, I assume that TP occurs in all
finite clauses, and that the [temporal reference] feature of the verb must be checked during
derivation. Since negated utterances show that the verb raises to TP in overt syntax, I
assume the same to be true of affirmative clauses, so that the verb moves through T to its
final Topic/Agr position. I propose that the checking of this feature is necessary in order to

allow the event described by the predicate to be interpreted as a proposition.
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2.3.3.2. The cliticization of Neg into C and Focus

Like the main verb, the negator may also raise to adjoin to the focus position. Like

other focussed elements, it may also bear one of the focus markers, as shown in (84b,c).

(84) a.E-n mind aio hankki-a uut-ta  sohva-a.
NEG-1SG .LNOM plan-O get-TA new-PAR sofa-PAR
T'm not planning on getting a new sofa'

b. Ei-péds/hén  tdta kirja-a  usein-kaan Matti lue.
NEG.3SG-EMP this.PAR book-PAR often-EMP M.NOM read-O
'(It's true that) Matti doesn't often read that book'

c. Et-ko sind ole vield-kddn valmis?
NEG.3SG-Q you.NOM be-O still-EMP ready
'Are you still not ready?'

Furthermore, the negator can cliticize either to an element in FocusP or to the head
of Comp, as in (85b,c), when no syntactic feature intervenes between the negator's
Topic/Agr position and its host. This cliticization movement to Comp is blocked if FocusP
is filled, that is, whenever the Focus position bears a [Focus] feature that does not attract the

negator itself, as illustrated in (86).

(85) a. Sano-i-ko Jaana [pettd [1,;phén ei [Negp tneg [rptule tdndan]]]]?
say-PAST.38G-Q J.NoM that 3SG.NOM NEG.3SG come-Q today
'Did Jaana say that she's not coming today?'
b. Sano-i-ko Jaana [.pett-ei [ropicrhén tnee [nege taeg [rptule tdndédn]]]]?
say-PAST.38G-Q J.NOM that-NEG.3sG ~ 3SG.NOM come-Q today
'Did Jaana say that she's not coming today?'

C. [FocuspMiks-e-t [Topicpsinéi tyec [negp theG [rpvield-kddn ole valmis]]]]?
why-NEG-2SG  you.NOM still-EMP  be-O ready
"Why are you still not ready?'
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86) a.*Mind luule-n [,ett-ei [Focusp@Uto-lla-han [ . .kukaan taee [neep TNEG
CP FocusP P g

L.NOM think-1SG  that-NEG.3SG car-ADE-EMP nobody.NOM
[rpkesd-1la matkusta-isi [ ,koskaan Venetsia-an]]]]]...
summer-ILL travel-COND  ever Venice-ILL
'T think that no-one would ever travel to Venice by car in the summer...'

b. *[pJoss-ei  [;,,pLiisa-pa [TopicPlﬁhde tNeG [NegP tyee [w ts tyl]], en
if-NEG.3SG L.NOM-EMP leave-O NEG-18G

mind-kaan.
I.NOM-EMP
'If Liisa won't leave, then I won't either'

c. *Mind ihmettele-n [pett-ei [Focusp@uto-lla-ko [ ; ;kukaan
I.NoMm wonder-1sG ~ that-NEG.3SG car-ADE-Q nobody.NOM
tyec [negp theG [rpkesd-1la matkusta-isi [ koskaan Venetsia-an]]]]]]...

summer-ILL travel-COND  ever  Venice-ILL
'T wonder whether not anyone ever travel to Venice by car in the summer’

d.*Ala narra-a [ .,vaikk-ei mita(-pa »Taru
CP FocusP p TopicP
NEG.IMP lie-TA  though-NEG.3SG what.PAR(-EMP) T.NOM
tNeG [NegP taea [rpusko-isi [,paina  sinu-sta]]]].

believe-COND always you-ELA
'Don't lie, although there isn't much that Taru wouldn't always believe from you'

In light of these facts, I conclude that in cliticizing to C, the negator first raises to the
head of Focus, and only from there may it raise to the head of C. If the Negator bears an
appropriate morphological [focus] feature, it checks the [Focus] feature of FocusP, as
indicated by the presence of the question morpheme -k¢ in (87a,b). However, when some
other X(P) moves to FocusP to check the [Focus] feature, the cliticization of the negator is

blocked. (88) shows the structure assigned to (87a).

(87) a.Mind ihmettele-n [y ett-ei-ko [Focusp txeG [TopiceKUkaan
L.NoMm wonder-1SG  that-NEG.3SG-Q nobody.NOM
[pmatkusta [ ,koskaan kesa-1la auto-lla Venetsia-an]]]]].
travel-Q  ever summer-ILL car-ADE Venice-ILL
'l wonder whether no-one ever travels to Venice by car in the summer'

tNeg [NegP tNeg
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b. Juhli-sta ei tule mitddn, [pjoss-ei  [r,..pSitten [po.uep theg
party-ELA NEG.3sG come-O nothing  if-NEG.3sG  then
[ropicpSirkka  typg [neer taeg [rpOta  [pohjaksi-a  kés-i-i-nsd J]]]]].
S.NoM take-Q reins-PAR hand-PL-ILL-3POS

'The party won't get organized if Sirkka doesn't take on the arrangements'

(88) CP
/\

ett-ei-koyg 'that-NEG-Q' FocusP

/\
tyeg Topic/AgrP

kukaang 'nobody' /\
tyegc NegP

tyeg TP

matkusta,, 'travel' vP

/\
koskaan 'never' vP

/\
ts /\
t, VP
/\

kesdlld 'm.summer' VP

/\
autolla 'by.car' VP
/\

Venetsiaan 'to.Venice' VP

/\
t, O

In one sentence pattern, the negator appears to have moved past a filled
[Spec,FocusP] position that contains a non-suffixed emphatic DP, as in (89a). The
constructions in (89b-d) show, however, that the contrastively stressed DP must be located
in a position below FocusP. In (89b) we observe that the raised DP, although it bears

intonational prominence, cannot carry the emphatic clitic -pa. This indicates that it is not
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located in [Spec, FocusP]. In (89c), the focussed DP follows a negator bearing a question
suffix -ko, which must have moved through the Focus position to check its [q] feature.
(89c) illustrates, furthermore, that more than one stressed DP may occur in this position.
Since it was shown in section 2.3.2 that Finnish does not allow either multiple FocusP
specifiers or iterative FocusP projections, (89c-d) suggest that the stressed DP does not
occur in FocusP, but in a lower position.

I propose that this focussing movement is another instance in which presupposed
DPs adjoin to a higher functional category, and as a consequence receive stressed intonation
at PF. The motivation behind this movement will be discussed in section 2.3.4. In this case,

I assume that the focussed DP adjoins to Topic/AgrP.

(89) a.Mind luule-n [pett-ei [ropicauto-lla [; . kukaan
[.NOM think-1SG  that-NEG.3SG car-ADE nobody.NOM
[rpkesdaika-an [;pmatkusta-isi [,koskaan Venetsia-an ]]]]]]...
summer-iLL  travel-COND  ever Venice-ILL
T think that no-one would ever travel to Venice by car in the summer time (when
one can take a train)'

b. Mind luule-n [pett-ei [ropiccauto-lla(-*pa) [, ;pkukaan
[.NOM think-1SG  that-NEG.3SG car-ADE nobody.NOM

[rpkesdaika-an [;pmatkusta-isi [, koskaan Venetsia-an []]]]]...
summer-ILL  travel-COND  ever Venice-ILL
T think that no-one would ever travel to Venice by car in the summer time (when
one can take a train)'

c. Mind ihmettele-n [, ett-ei-ko [ropicpauto-lla [ . ;kukaan
L.NoMm wonder-1SG  that-NEG.3SG-Q car-ADE nobody.NOM
[opicp. Y €netsia-an [,matkusta [ koskaan kesdaika-an]]]]].
Venice-ILL travel-Q  ever summer-ILL
'T wonder whether no-one ever travels to Venice by car in the summer’

d. Mind luule-n [.pett-ei [ropicoKesdaika-an [, ;,auto-lla
I.NOoM think-1SG  that-NEG.3SG summer-ILL car-ADE
[ ropicrKukaan [pmatkusta-isi [ koskaan Venetsia-an ]]]]]].
nobody.NOM travel-COND  ever Venice-ILL
T think that no-one would ever travel to Venice by car in the summer time'
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e. Mind luule-n [pett-ei [ropickesdaika-an [, kukaan
[.NOM think-1SG  that-NEG.3SG summer-ILL nobody.NOM
[rpauto-lla [ .matkusta-isi[ ,koskaan Venetsia-an ]]]]]]...
car-ADE  travel-COND  ever Venice-ILL

T think that no-one would ever travel to Venice by car in the summer time (when
one can take a train)'

The semantic effect of the positioning of the presupposed DP as either a Topic/AgrP,
TP or vP adjunct is negligible, as can be seen from the interchangeability of the ordering in
(89a) and (89¢). Furthermore, in (89d) the internal ordering of the two DP-adjuncts of
Topic/AgrP can be freely altered. I propose then that these adjunction patterns, while
permitted by the functioning of the computational component, are not forced by any
syntactic process. The syntactic structure proposed in this chapter allows for the variation in
that the adjunction sites can be clearly and easily identified. However, there is no apparent
syntactic justification for the movement. Consequently, I leave further examination of the
source of this variation to other subfields of linguistics, such as discourse analysis, which are

better equipped to determine the sources and effects of such word order changes.

2.3.4. The structural position of non-focus/non-topic DP’s

This section examines the position of non-topic argument and adjunct DP’s in the
main clause structure. Section 2.3.1 illustrated that in every clause, a single DP must raise
to the Topic position to check its [Topic] feature. In section 2.3.2.2 it was shown that
another, focussed DP may raise to the [Spec, FocusP] position. The definition of focus
utilized here identifies anything that is not under discussion, i.e. anything new, as a focussed
element. Hence, one new non-topic DP may occur as the specifier of FocusP. With regard
to all other non-presupposed DP’s in a given clause, (90) demonstrates that they occur to the
right of the temporal adverb, regardless of their thematic status. The examples of non-topic,
non-focussed DP’s in (90) include subjects, direct objects, oblique objects and adjuncts. I

assume that these nominal elements remain within the vP projection because all material



contained in the vP position at spell-out is interpreted as rhematic, or new.”* The focussed

status of these DPs is indicated by higher intonational prominence, illustrated in (90) by

underlining.

(90) a. Q: Mitd Tuija teke-e viikonloppu-na?
what.PAR T.NOM do-3sG weekend-ESS
"What's Tuija doing on the weekend?'

A: Silloin Tuija osta-a aina Peka-lle kirjo-j-a.
then T.NoM buy-3sG always P-ALL  book-PL-PAR
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka then'

b. Q: Mité Tuija Peka-lle osta-a?
what.PAR T.NOM P-ALL buy-3sG
"What will Tuija buy for Pekka?'

A: Tuija osta-a Peka-lle usein kirjo-j-a.
T.NOM buy-3sG P-ALL  often book-PL-PAR
"Tuija often buys Pekka books'

c. Q: Kene-lle Tuija osta-a kirja-n?
who-ALL T.NOM buy-3sG book-Acc
"'Who will Tuija buy a book for?'

A: Tuija osta-a kirjo-j-a aina Peka-lle.
T.NoM buy-3sG book-PL-PAR always P-ALL
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka'

d. Q: Kuka  kirjo-j-a Peka-lle aina  osta-a?
who.NOM book-PL-PAR P-ALL always buy-3sG
"'Who's always buying books for Pekka?'

A: Kirjo-j-a osta-a  Peka-lle aina  Tuija.
book-PL-PAR buy-3SG P-ALL always T.NOM
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka'

30 Kotalik (1996) provides an analysis of word order variation in Czech that similarly argues for
the strictly rhematic status of the VP projection in that language.
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It has already been established in the discussion on Topic/Agr position in section
2.3.1 that DP’s are not required to move out of vP for either [Case] or [Phi] feature
checking purposes. Following the principles of the Minimalist Program, however, I assume
that a transitive verb's intrinsic syntactic feature set contains the feature [(Assign) Object
case] which must be checked (Chomsky 1995:277-278). All DP’s, including direct and
oblique objects, bear a [Case] feature. Since feature checking can only take place after
movement (Chomsky 1995), the [case] feature of the object DP must raise out of the merged
position. There is no evidence to show that the object moves out of VP in overt syntax. In
(91) the non-presupposed objects Pekalle, 'for Pekka' and kirjoja, 'books', occur to the right

of the temporal adverb koskaan, 'never', which demonstrates that they may remain within vP.

O1)  [pocusr Yiikonloppu-na [, Tuija ei [negp tnec [rpOSta  [pkoskaan
weekend-ESS T.NOM NEG-3PL buy-O never
Peka-lle kirjo-j-a ]]]]].
P-ALL  book-PL-PAR

'On the weekend, Tuija never buys Pekka books'

However, for reasons that will become apparent in the discussion of subject case in section
2.3.5, I propose that the [case] feature of the object moves overtly to establish a feature-
checking relation with the verb, pied-piping all other features of the object along with it.
This is illustrated in (92). The assignment of subject case will be discussed in detail in

section 2.3.5.

(92) a.Tuija osta-a usein kirjo-j-a.
T.NOM buy-3sG often book-PL-PAR
"Tuija often buys books'

b. VP
N
kirjoja,, 'books' VP
) N
| ostaa, 'buys' to
| |
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All presupposed elements, on the other hand, must move out of the vP projection, as
illustrated by the question and answer pairs in (93). In the examples, the new information
provided as a response to the question is indicated by italics, and old, presupposed
information DP’s are bolded. The examples reveal that the preferred position of
presupposed DP’s, whether they be subjects, objects or adjuncts, is to the left of the
adverbial that marks the left edge of vP.

(93) a. Q: Mita Tuija osta-a Peka-lle tiistai-na?
what.PAR T.NOM buy-3sG P-ALL Tuesday-Ess
"What does Tuija buy for Pekka on Tuesday?'

A: Tuija osta-a Peka-lle tiistai-na aina  kirjo-j-a.
T.NoM buy-3sG P-ALL  Tuesday-ESS always book-PL-PAR
"Tuija always buys Pekka books on Tuesday’

b. Q: Koska Tuija osta-a  Peka-lle kirja-n?
when T.NOM buy-3sG P-ALL  book-AccC
"When will Tuija buy Pekka a book?'

A: Tuija osta-a Peka-lle kirjo-j-a aina  tiistai-na.
T.NOM buy-3sG P-ALL  book-PL-PAR always Tuesday-ESS
"Tuija always buys Pekka books on Tuesday'

c. Q: Koska Tuija osta-a kukk-i-a?
when T.NOM buy-3sG flower-PL-PAR
"When does Tuija buy flowers?'

A: Kukk-i-a osta-a Tuija aina tiistai-na.
flower-pL-PAR buy-3sG T.NOM always Tuesday-ESs
Tt is Tuesday that Tuija always buys flowers'

d. Q: Mitd Tuija Peka-lle perjantais-i-n osta-a?
what.PAR T.NOM P-ALL Friday-PL-INS buy-3SG
"What does Tuija buy for Pekka on Fridays?'

Al: Perjantais-i-n osta-a Tuija Peka-lle usein uude-n kirja-n.
Friday-PL-INS buy-3SG T.NoM P-ALL  often new-AcCC book-Acc
'On Friday Tuija often buys Pekka a new book'




A2: Tuija osta-a perjantais-i-n Peka-lle usein uude-n _ kirja-n.
T.NoM buy-3sG Friday-pL-INS P-ALL  often new-AccC book-Acc
"Tuija often buys herself a new book on Friday '

Incidentally, this forced movement is not category specific, but applies also to non-

nominal presupposed constituents such as manner adverbs, adjectives and infinitivals.

94) a. Q: Mitd Hannu laula-a noin mainiosti?
what.PAR H.NOM sing-3sG so  well
"What does Hannu sing so well?'

A: Hannu laula-a mainiosti aina

iskelmdlurituks-i-a, (mutta
H.NoM sing-3sG well

always pop.tune-PL-PAR  but
ooppera-an hdn ei kykene).

opera-ILL  3SG.NOM NEG.3SG be.capable.of
'Hannu always sings pop tunes well, (but he isn't capable of opera)’'

b. Q: Miksi Elaine on noin iloinen?
why E.NOM be.3sG so happy
"Why is Elaine so happy?'

A: Elaine on iloinen aina  pdds-te-ssd-dn  luistele-ma-an.

E.NoM be.3sG happy always get-DE-INE-3POS skate-MA-ILL
'Elaine is always happy when she gets (to go) skating'

c. Q: Kuka tddltda  halua-a  ldhte-d4 Brasilia-an?
who.NOM here.ABL want-3sG leave-TA Brazil-iLL
'From here, who wants to go to Brazil?”'

A: Taalti halua-mme Brasilia-an lihte-4 heti me kaikki.

here.ABL want-1pL  Brazil-ILL leave-TA right.away we.NoM all.NOM
'From here, we all want to go to Brazil right away'

There are three arguments for considering the movement of presupposed elements as
adjunction to vP. First, there is no evidence that this raising is into a unique object position
(such as Agr,P) or some other DP position, since various kinds of complements scramble
out to this pre-vP site (e.g. the object kirjoja, 'books', in (93b,c), the subject Tuija in (93d,e),

the oblique argument itselleen, 'for herself, in (93e), the adjuncts tiistaina, 'on Tuesday', in

86
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(93a), and mainiosti, 'well', in (94a)). The elements in question share no syntactic or
semantic features: they come from various syntactic categories, and they do not all bear
case, agreement, or any other morphological marking. The only characteristic that the XP’s
share is that they are presupposed, and that after movement they bear intonational
prominence that is otherwise normally linked with focussed constituents. Taking into
account the underlying principle of the Minimalist Program that all movement is driven by
morphological considerations (Chomsky 1993), we should expect this raising to take place
for feature checking reasons. In order to regard the movement as feature checking, we
would have to introduce a generalized PresuppositionP, with the non-categorial strong
feature [presupposed]. Alternatively, following suggestions of Saito (1989) and Collins
(1992), we might suggest that the presupposed XP’s are attracted by a type of focus feature.
However, these proposals are ruled out by the finding that more than one XP may occur in
this position simultaneously. As illustrated several times above, Finnish does not permit
multiple specifiers or iteration of functional maximal projections of any other kind. It would
be adhoc to argue that the language does so here. Moreover, when more than one XP
occurs in this position, the internal ordering of the moved elements is free, as illustrated in
(95). This suggests that the elements are adjoined rather than occurring in a series of
specifier positions. Finally, the interpretation of the utterances in (95) does not correlate in
any way with the word order variation. This implies that no semantic relation other than the

discourse notion of old/new information is associated with the target position.

(95) a.Eeva osta-a Aimo-lle kukk-i-a luottokort-i-lla aina tiistai-na.
E.NOM buy-3sG A-ALL flower-PL-PAR credit.card-ADE always Tues-ESS
'Eeva always buys Aimo flowers with a credit card on Tuesday'

b. Eeva osta-a  Aimo-lle luottokorti-lla kukk-i-a aina  tiistai-na.
E.NOM buy-3sG A-ALL  credit.card-ADE flower-PL-PAR always Tues-ESS

c. Eeva osta-a kukk-i-a Aimo-lle luottokorti-lla aina tiistai-na.
E.NOM buy-3sG flower-PL-PAR A-ALL credit.card-ADE always Tues-ESS

d. Eeva osta-a Kkukk-i-a luottokorti-lla Aimo-lle aina tiistai-na.
E.NOM buy-3sG flower-PL-PAR credit.card-ADE A-ALL always Tues-ESS
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e. Eeva osta-a luottokorti-lla kukk-i-a Aimo-lle aina tiistai-na.
E.NOM buy-3sG credit.card-ADE flower-PL-PAR A-ALL always Tues-ESS

f. Eeva osta-a luottokorti-lla Aimo-lle kukk-i-a aina tiistai-na.
E.NOM buy-3sG credit.card-ADE A-ALL  flower-PL-PAR always Tues-ESS

It is not obligatory for all presupposed XP’s to precede the temporal adverb; in some

utterances a presupposed XP can be found to the right of the adverb, as in (96a).

(96) Kenelle Tuija osta-a aina Kirjo-j-a?
who.ALL T.NOM buy-3sG always book-PL-PAR
"'Who does Tuija always buy books for?'

a. Tuija osta-a aina Kirjo-j-a Peka-lle.
T.NoM buy-3sG always book-PL-PAR P-ALL
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka'

b. Tuija osta-a Kirjo-j-a aina Peka-lle.
T.NoM buy-3sG book-PL-PAR always P-ALL
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka'

In a group of presupposed XP’s, it is possible to adjoin some to the left and others to
the right of the temporal adverb. In contrast with other Finnish word order patterns
described in sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, this possibility highlights the freedom of this particular

type of word order variation.

(97) Q:Koska Eeva Aimo-lle kukk-i-a luottokorti-lla osta-a?
when E.NOM A-ALL flower-PL-PAR credit.card-ADE buy-3SG
"'When does Eeva buy flowers for Aimo with a credit card?'

Al: Eeva osta-a Aimo-lle kukk-i-a aina luottokorti-lla tiistai-na
E.NOM buy-3sG A-ALL flower-PL-PAR always credit.card-ADE Tues-ESS
(Ja kaiteise-11a perjantai-na.)
and cash-ADE Friday-Ess
'Eeva always buys Aimo flowers with a credit card on Tuesday (and with cash
on Friday)'
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A2: Eeva osta-a Aimo-lle aina  kukk-i-a luottokorti-lla tiistai-na
E.NOM buy-3sG A-ALL always flower-PL-PAR credit.card-ADE Tues-ESS
(Ja kaiteise-11d perjantai-na.)
and cash-ADE Friday-Ess
'Eeva always buys Aimo flowers with a credit card on Tuesday (and with cash
on Friday)'

I claim that even when the presupposed XP’s follow the temporal adverb, they have,
nonetheless, moved out of VP to adjoin to the vP projection. In this case, the movement of
the XP has preceded the operation that merges the temporal adverb to the vP. This clause
structure is derivable based on the theoretical assumptions outlined in chapter 1 (cf. also
Chomsky 1995:353). Neither the adjunction of the presupposed XP nor the merger of an
adverb is motivated by feature checking, and hence no distinct higher category ZP is created
with either type of adjunction to vP. As a consequence, the ordering of these two operations
is without syntactic consequence or constraint. This analysis assumes, then, that the
adjunction of presupposed XP’s to VP is not motivated by feature attraction; it is simply a
structural variant available in this language for XP’s. This process is an example of true
scrambling in Finnish: it is entirely optional movement unmotivated by any syntactic feature
active in the computational component. Presumably discourse constraints require that all
presupposed XP’s undergo this movement, whereas new non-subject XP’s remain within VP.
Such a restriction, however, is beyond the scope of the syntactic requirements for movement.
On the other hand, it is clear that the movement is syntactically constrained in that it respects
syntactic constituency, and targets only maximal functional projections.

The choice between the two possible word orders, for instance object DP-adverb and
adverb-object DP, is not entirely without grammatical consequence: the availability of various
intonation patterns is determined by the order of adjunctions. In (98a), where the DP
adjunction has taken place prior to adverb adjunction, no intonational prominence can be
placed on the presupposed DP kirjoja, books' (primary stress is indicated by double
underlining; secondary stress by single underlining). In (98b), on the other hand, the adverb
has adjoined to vP before the adjunction of the presupposed DP has taken place, and here the

object DP kirjoja, 'books', optionally bears the highest secondary intonational prominence.
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(98) a.Tuija osta-a aina Kkirjo-j-a/*Kirjo-j-a Peka-lle.
T.NOM buy-3sG always book-Acc P-ALL
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka'

b. Tuija osta-a Kirjo-j-a/kirjo-j-a aina  Peka-lle.
T.NoM buy-3sG book-acc always P-ALL
"Tuija always buys books for Pekka'

This difference in accentuation does not correspond to any semantic difference between the
patterns in (98a-b). Consequently, I presume that the intonation alteration does not signify
that the movement of presupposed DP’s in the two patterns targets distinct structural
positions; rather, I take the variation to be purely prosodic, and leave the question of the
exact determination of phrasal stress in Finnish main clauses for other research.

A second potential adjunction site for presupposed XP’s is TP. The position of the
raised DP object runoja, 'poems', in (99) and the analogous location of the stranded
quantifier kaikki, 'all', in (100) at first sight suggest that there is an intermediate specifier
position between Topic/AgrP and vP. These XP’s appear in a position between the finite
negator, which is located in the head of Topic/AgrP, and the conditional main verb, in the
head of TP. If the bolded DP is in a specifier position, it might be in either [Spec, TP] or
[Spec, NegP], as indicated by the distinct structures in (99a vs. b) and (100a vs. b).

(99)  a. [ropicp Virtanen ei [Negp tneg [rpruno-j-a luk-isi [, koskaan julkisesti ]]]].
V-NOM NEG.3SG poem-PL-PAR read-COND  never  publicly
‘Virtanen would never read poems publicly'

b. [TopicPVirtanen el [xegpFUNO-j-2 tyeg [rpluk-isi [» koskaan julkisesti ]]]].
V-NOM NEG.3SG  poem-PL-PAR read-COND never  publicly
'Virtanen would never read poems publicly'

(100)  a. [ropicp Virtase-t — €i-vit [y tygg [rpkaikKki luk-isi [.p koskaan runo-j-a ]]]].
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL alLNOM read-COND  never poem-PL-PAR
'The Virtanens would never all read poems'

b. [TopicPVirtase-t ei-vit [negp KKK typg [pluk-isi [.p koskaan runo-j-a ]]]].
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL  all.NoM read-COND  never poem-PL-PAR
'The Virtanens would never all read poems'



91

Nevertheless, as with vP adjunction of presupposed XP’s, several XP’s may occur
simultaneously in this higher position, and they may be freely ordered with respect to each
other. Moreover, some of the XP’s may raise to the higher position, while others move only
as far as the vP-adjunct position. Based on these findings, I conclude that in both cases we

are dealing with adjunction rather than movement for feature checking purposes.

(101)  a. [ropicp Virtanen ei [Negp tneg [rpruno-j-a laps-i-lle-en ddne-en
V-NOM NEG.3SG poem-PL-PAR child-PL-ALL-3POS voice-ILL
[pluk-isi [pkylld [ pkoskaan [ julkisesti ]]]]]]].
read-COND certainly never publicly

"Virtanen would certainly never publicly read poems out loud to his children’

b. [1opice Virtanen ei [Neg tneg [rplaps-i-lle-en runo-j-a  [ppluk-isi
V-NOM NEG.3SG child-pL-ALL-3P0OS poem-PL-PAR  read-COND
[.pAdne-en [, kylld [, koskaan [ julkisesti ]]]]1]]]].
voice-ILL  certainly never publicly
"Virtanen would certainly never publicly read poems out loud to his children’
C. [ropic Virtanen ei [Negp tneg [rp Adne-en [ppluk-isi [.pkylld
V-NOM NEG.3SG voice-ILL  read-COND certainly
[,pruno-j-a laps-i-lle-en [ .pkoskaan [ pjulkisesti ]]]]1]]]].
poem-PL-PAR child-PL-ALL-3POS  never publicly

"Virtanen would certainly never publicly read poems out loud to his children’

Stranded quantifiers take part in the adjunction movement along with full DP’s, as

indicated in (102).

(102)  a. [ropicp Virtase-t  e€i-véit [y, tygg [rpKaikki runo-j-a tois-i-lle-en
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL alLNOM poem-PL-PAR each.other-PL-ALL-
3Pos ddne-en luk-isi [ pkylld koskaan]]]].

voice-ILL read-COND  certainly never
'Virtanens would certainly never all read poems out loud to each other'

b. [ropicp Virtase-t  €i-vit [y gp typg [rpruno-j-a kaikki tois-i-lle-en
V-PL.NOM NEG-3PL poem-PL-PAR all.NOM each.other-PL-ALL-3POS
Adne-en luk-isi [ pkylld koskaan]]]].

voice-ILL read-COND  certainly never
'Virtanens would certainly never all read poems out loud to each other'
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In the representations in (101-102), the moved XP's are shown adjoined to the TP
projection. We should note, however, that there is no independent way of testing the exact
location of these elements at this point. Since the negator must always move out of its
merged position, and leaves no phonologically overt material behind, no marker exists
between the NegP and TP positions. Furthermore, since the purpose of the adjunction is
unclear, and not apparently syntactic, the resulting meaning shift offers no clue as to which
projection hosts the adjoined element.

The position of the presupposed XP’s (or QuantifierP’s) adjoined to TP or NegP
corresponds with higher intonational prominence, as was also observed in the vP adjunct
position. If we combine the findings of this section with the DP-adjunction patterns
identified in sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3, we find that presupposed XP’s may raise to adjoin to
most of the maximal projections within the main clause (vP, TP or NegP, Topic/AgrP and
CP), with the phonological effect of intonational prominence that corresponds to a focussed
interpretation. This type of adjunction to FocusP appears to be ruled out, however, in that

no such stressed XP may precede an element in the specifier of the Focus phrase.

(103) >k[Focusti-_a [Focust [TopicP tS ei [NegP tNEG [TPluk-iSi

poem-PL-PAR V.NOM-Q NEG.3SG read-COND
[.pkoskaan [ ,ddne-en julkisesti laps-i-lle-en]]]]]]].
never voice-ILL publicly child-pPL-ALL-3POS

"Would Virtanen never read poems out loud publicly to his children?'

A final point to be made about movement out of VP concerns a restriction that
prohibits the base vP from being phonologically empty, so that utterances with no overt
rhematic material are ruled out. This situation arises when all DP’s from within the vP raise
to positions outside vP. In such a situation the finite verb does not appear to raise to
Topic/Agr, but remains below the temporal adverb, presumably within vP. This is shown in
(104). For instance, in (104a), the subject DP Eeva which provides the new information has
moved to FocusP, the oblique meille, 'for us', occupies the topic position, and the

presupposed object DP kukkia, 'flowers', has scrambled out of vP. The finite verb ostaa,
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'buys', is unexpectedly found below the temporal adverb usein, 'often'. The corresponding

sentence in (104b), in which the verb has raised into Topic/Agr, is ungrammatical.

(104) a. [poapEeva  [ropmei-lle [ pkukk-i-a [,pusein [, tosta-a tt]]]]].
E.NoMm we-ALL  flower-PL-PAR  often buy-3sG
Tt is Eeva who often buys us flowers'

b. *[pocuspE€VA  [1ppmei-lle osta-a [ kukk-i-a [,pusein [, tttt]]]]].
E.NoMm we-ALL buy-3sG  flower-PL-PAR often
Tt is Eeva who often buys us flowers'

C. [Focust [TopicPEeva [VPuSein [VP tosta-a tt ]]]]
flower-PL-PAR E.NxoM  often buy-3sG
Tt is flowers that Eeva often buys'

d' >k[FocusPM [TopicPEeva osta-a [VPusein [VP ttt ]]]]
flower-PL-PAR E.NOM buy-3sG  often
Tt is flowers that Eeva often buys'

This word order variant surfaces only when the verb is used to phonologically signal
the location of vP. Rather than propose an adhoc solution such as making the [V] feature of
Topic/AgrP optionally strong, I prefer to assume that the [V] feature is always strong, and
that discourse factors can affect the interpretation of syntactic structures. It is an
indisputable fact that Finnish word order is heavily affected by discourse considerations.
Since the VP generally serves the discourse function of containing the new information, I
assume that the grammar contains a mechanism to ensure that it is never phonologically null.
There is no reason to assume that the restriction affects syntactic derivation. Within the
theoretical framework adopted here, since movement is treated as an instance of copy-and-
merge, the emergence of a structure such as (104) can be explained by assuming that at PF,
the Topic/AgrP copy of the verb rather than the usual vP copy is deleted. The condition on
this exceptional process is that it takes place only when the vP would otherwise be

phonologically null.
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2.3.5. Subject case assignment

As I showed in section 2.3.1 (examples (23), (27-31)), the essential requirement for
subject nominative case assignment in Finnish is agreement in person and number features
between the subject and the highest finite element (a finite main verb, an auxiliary verb, a
raising verb or the negator), rather than, for instance, syntactic position. In the absence of
such agreement, the subject never bears nominative case. In the finite sentence exemplified
in (105) the subject is nominative, and the finite verb agrees with the subject's person and
number features. There are several other sentence patterns in Finnish in which the subject
occurs in some non-nominative case, and the verb bears third person singular default [phi]
features. These are illustrated in (106a-¢). It is worth noting that these non-nominative

subjects invariably bear experiencer rather than agentive thematic roles.

(105) a.Mind Kkirjoita-n véitoskirja-a.
L.NOM write-1SG dissertation-PAR
T'm writing a dissertation'

(106) a. Minulla on uusi-a  keltais-i-a narsisse-j-a.
L.ADE be.3SG new-PAR yellow-PL-PAR daffodil-PL-PAR
T have new yellow daffodils’

b. Minulta puuttu-u kyn.
L.ABL lack-3sG pencil
T don't have a pencil'

c. Minusta tule-e iso-na tutkimusmatkailija.
LELA come-3SG big-ESs explorer.NOM
T'm going to become an explorer when I grow up'

d. Minun on  kylmai / ndlka / jano.
L.GEN be.3sG cold /hunger.NoM / thirst.NOM
T'm cold/hungry/thirsty’'

e. Minua aivast-utta-a /pelo-tta-a /laula-tta-a.
L.PAR sneeze-CAUS-3SG /fear-CAUS-3SG /sing-CAUS-3SG
T feel like sneezing/ I'm frightened/ I feel like singing'
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Evidence from elision, binding of reflexives and subject raising confirms that both
nominative and quirky subjects are uniquely distinguished from other DP’s in the clause.
The analysis of Finnish main clause structure in sections 2.3.1 - 2.3.4 showed, however, that
there is no unique functional subject position in Finnish; rather, subjects may either remain
within their merged [Spec,vP] position (if they contribute new information) or at a vP-
adjunct position (into which they must move if they are presupposed), or they may move to
check the [Topic] or [Focus] features of the extended Infl. (107) and (108) repeat earlier
examples from (23b) and (93c¢) to illustrate the possibility of the subject DP remaining within

the vP projection, either as a specifier or as an adjunct.

(107) Q: Kuka osta-a aina  kukk-i-a?
who.NOM buy-3sG always flower-PL-PAR
"'Who always buys flowers?'

A [ropicKukk-i-a osta-a [paina [,Tuija]] ja ruoka-a Jussi).
flower-PL-PAR buy-3sG always T.NOM and food-PAR J.NOM
Tt is Tuija who always buys flowers (and Jussi food)'

(108) Q: Koska Tuija osta-a  kukk-i-a?
when T.NOM buy-3SG flower-PL-PAR
"When does Tuija buy flowers?'

A [1opicrKukk-i-a osta-a [,Tuija [paina [ ptiistai-na ]]]].
flower-pL-PAR buy-3sG  T.NOM always Tuesday-ESS
Tt is Tuesday that Tuija always buys flowers'

Two conclusions are to be drawn from these findings: first, that for syntactic processes that
make reference to subjects, the specifier position of vP must be distinguished as the subject
position in Finnish; and second, that the subject case feature in the language is checked
through covert feature movement rather than overt DP movement.

The morphological realization of case in Finnish is obviously linked to the
specification of the [phi] features of the finite verbal element. Thus I assume that the subject
[case] feature is checked within the same Topic/Agr projection as the verbal [phi] features.

Moreover, I hypothesize, following a recent suggestion by Moorcroft (1995, adopted also in
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Legate and Smallwood 1997) with regard to another quirky subject language, Icelandic, that
within the computational system only a single abstract [Case] feature is checked, and that the
overt morphological form of this feature as nominative or otherwise is not determined
structurally.

I suggest that the majority of Finnish verbs have an inherent property that forces
them to check their finite [phi] features against those of the subject DP at some point during
the derivation.”’ When these [phi] features are checked, the morphological component
interprets the subject's case marking as nominative. For the small group of verbs without
this property, no checking of [phi] features between the subject and the verb ever takes
place. As a consequence, the morphological interpretation of their [phi] features is
obligatorily the default third person singular form. I assume that the overt case form of
these quirky subjects is determined based on information from thematic structure.*

Since the view of morphology adopted in this thesis assumes that lexical insertion
takes place postsyntactically, without access to LF information, the fact that the
morphological realization of Finnish subject case seems to be based on LF feature checking
is problematic. A potential solution presents itself if we consider only the data from (106-
108): we could suggest that the [phi] feature checking between the subject and the verb
takes place in overt syntax. This is a feasible assumption, since the two appear in a specifier-
head relation within vP prior to either of them moving into higher positions to check other
features. Furthermore, since the [Case] feature that the subject checks at LF bears no
information about which specific case is checked, this checking process has no direct

consequence for the interpretation of morphological case. If the [Case] feature is not

31 Since the verb does not bear finite [phi] features in non-finite constructions, this checking
requirement does not hold in those environments.

32 This analysis leaves open questions about the morphological realization of case marking on
objects and adjuncts in several constructions, such as the impersonal passive, imperatives and some subject
raising forms. These problems constitute possibly the most debated topic in the grammar of Finnish (for
recent English-language contributions, cf. e.g. Itkonen 1979, Timberlake 1975, Taraldsen 1986, Nikanne
1994, several articles in Holmberg and Nikanne's 1993 volume). The issue of assignment of morphological
case within this Minimalist feature checking approach will be left for future research.
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checked, the syntactic derivation will fail to converge, and no morphological realization
takes place. If [Case] is checked, its morphological form is based on information from
thematic structure and [phi] feature checking, information available at spellout.
Unfortunately this explanation does not account for all subjects, however. First, the
sentential negator bears [phi] features that agree with the subject, and the subject of a
negated main clause may occur in the nominative. Since the subject and the negator need
never enter into a specifier-head relation in overt syntax, the subject-finite element [phi]

feature checking cannot take place overtly.

(109)  [ropcagpMaljakko-a e-n  [yepp typg [rprikko-nut [,mind]]]], vaan han.
vase-PAR NEG-1SG break-NUT I.NOM but 3SG.NOM
'l didn't break the vase, she did!'

The analysis of subject case marking in Finnish is further complicated by the
existence of two groups of subject "raising" verbs whose subject case assignment properties
differ from each other. I refer to the structures as subject "raising", although the subject
need not move overtly from its merged [Spec, vP] position to some higher "subject"
position. As with other types of main clauses, structures with raising verbs allow the matrix
[Topic] feature to be checked by any DP, not only by a subject. However, as will be shown
shortly, the subject of the lower clause can be identified as the subject of the raising verb by
means of the unique subject-verb agreement pattern that holds between the two elements, as
well as by thematic relations that exist between the subject and the raising verbs. The term
"raising" in this case applies to feature movement rather than overt raising such as takes
place in, for instance, English. Again this feature movement has consequences for the
morphological realization of subject case, yet it takes place at LF.

The status of the nominative DP as the subject of the matrix verb in (110) is indicated
by the fact that the DP in question bears nominative case marking and the raising verb agrees

with it in person/number features. This group of raising verbs consists of verbs such as



alkaa, 'begin', jaksaa, 'have energy to', osata, 'can, be able to', saada, 'be permitted to', and
voida, 'can, may'.”?

(110) a.Mind voi-n  saa-da viitoskirja-ni heti  valmii-ksi.
L.NOM may-1SG get-TA dissertation-1SG.Pos at.once ready-TRAN
'l may finish my dissertation at once'

b. Sofia osa-a kroola-ta seld-114-an 25 metr-i-4.

S.NOM can-3sG crawl-TA back-ABL-3P0S 25 meter-PL-PAR
'Sofia can do back crawl for 25 meters'

c. Sind e-t jaksa-nut-kaan juost-a méke-a ylos.
YOu.NOM NEG-2SG have.energy.to-NUT-EMP run-TA hill-PAR up
"You didn't have the energy to run up the hill, after all'

The word order variants in (111) demonstrate that this subject-verb agreement
pattern holds even when the agreeing subject is located in a position far below the matrix vP,

and the object, in (111b), or some oblique, in (111c), from the embedded clause has moved
to check the [Topic] feature of the main verb.

(111) a.Me aloi-mme syo-da illallis-ta  takapiha-lla.

Wwe.NOM start-1PL  eat-TA supper-PAR back.yard-ADE
"We started to eat supper in the back yard'

b. [llallis-ta  aloi-mme syd-dé takapiha-lla  me.
supper-PAR start-1PL eat-TA back.yard-ADE we.NOM
'We started to eat supper in the back yard'

c. Takapiha-lla aloi-mme syd-da illallis-ta me.
back.yard-ADE start-1PL eat-TA supper-PAR we.NOM
'We started to eat supper in the back yard'

33 These forms look like, and have often been treated as, control structures, but I will demonstrate

shortly that this is not a correct analysis of these constructions.

98
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The matrix subject of the second group of verbs, such as kannattaa, 'be worthwhile',
kelvata, "be easy to', onnistua, 'succeed, tdytyd, 'must', tarvita, 'need to', in', and voida, 'be
able/allowed to', bears genitive case, and the verb itself does not agree with the [phi] features

of the subject, but manifests default third person singular agreement marking.

(112) a. Minun tayty-y  kirjoitta-a vaitoskirja-a.
I.GEN must-3SG write-TA dissertation-PAR
'l must write a dissertation'

b. Meiddn onnistu-i 16yté-a lopulta perille.
we.GEN succeed-PAST.3sG find-TA finally there
"We finally succeeded in finding our destination'

c. Sinun  kannatta-isi hankki-a uus-i-a astio-i-ta.
YOu.GEN be.worthshile-COND.3SG obtain-TA new-PL-PAR dish-PL-PAR
Tt would be worth your while to obtain new dishes'

I suggest that these genitive subjects function as the subjects of the matrix verbs in
the same way that the nominative subjects do in (110-111) above. The default agreement
morphology attested in these forms is the expected pattern for a verb with a non-nominative
subject, as shown in the simple quirky subject sentences in (106a-¢). Moreover, the finite
matrix verb in these constructions does not agree with any other DP in the utterance, so that,
for instance, the plural embedded object DP astioita, 'dishes', in (112c), fails to trigger
agreement. I propose that these structures are analogous to the ones with nominative
subjects, but that the lexical entries of this small set of verbs do not include a requirement for
finite subject-verb [phi] feature matching.

The embedded verb in both constructions occurs in the infinitival -fa form. The
syntactic properties of this verb form will be discussed in detail in chapter 4. Because of the
infinitival nature of this verb form, and presumably to a large part based on the parallel with
the translations of these clauses to, for example, English, such constructions have generally
been treated as control structures in the literature (e.g. Leino 1986, Setild 1960, Toivonen

1995, Vainikka 1989). As pointed out by Laitinen and Vilkuna (1993), however, at least
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some -fa constructions must be raising structures, since they take impersonal complement
clauses like those in (113). Laitinen and Vilkuna drew this conclusion based on only the
genitive-subject verbs, as illustrated by their example cited in (113a); however, the same

argument can be extended to a few of the nominative-subject verbs, as shown in (113b).

(113) a. Huomenna tdyty-y  sata-a /ol-la kaunis-ta.
tomorrow must-3SG rain-TA/be-TA beautiful-PAR
Tt has to rain/be beautiful tomorrow' (Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993:31, (5))

b. Pian voi /alka-a  /saa sata-a.
soon can.3sG /begin-3sG /may.3SG rain-TA
"It can/begins to/may rain soon'

Furthermore, all the verbs under investigation here allow the subjects of
complements that assign quirky case to retain their idiosyncratic form, which implies that

such constructions are raising structures rather than control structures.

(114) a. Minulla pitd-a ol-la uusi-a kirjo-j-a.
LLADE must-3SG be-TA new-PAR book-PL-PAR
'T must have new books (necessity)'

b. Sinusta sopi-i tul-la vaikka meribiologi.
YOU.ELA be.suitable-3SG become-TA ADV  ocean.biologist
"You're suited for an ocean biologist, for example'

c. Sinua  kelpa-a laula-tta-a.
YOU.PAR be.fine-3SG sing-CAUS-TA
It's fine for you to feel like singing'

(115) a. Minusta voi tul-la  iso-na tutkimusmatkailija.
LELA can.3sG come-TA big-ESS explorer
'T can/might become an explorer when I grow up'

b. Minun sitten osa-a  ol-la kylma /ndlka /jano.
L.GEN then can-3SG be-TA cold /hunger.NoM /thirst.NOM
'l sure am cold/hungry/thirsty’
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c. Minua alka-a aivast-utta-a /pelo-tta-a  /laula-tta-a.
L.PAR begin-3SG sneeze-CAUS-TA /fear-CAUS-TA /sing-CAUS-TA
T begin to feel like sneezing/frightened/like singing'

As will be demonstrated in chapter 4, the embedded subject cannot check its [case]
feature within the extended functional projection of the -fa infinitive. The subject must raise
out of the embedded clause structure into the matrix Infl in order to check this feature. The
crucial question is why the subject sometimes bears nominative case, sometimes genitive,
although both structures are presumably identical in that the subject checks the [Case]
feature of the Topic/Agr head.

I assume that the distinction is again based on the simple lexical quirk of the genitive-
subject verbs not requiring subject-verb finite [phi] feature matching. Let us examine
nominative case assignment further. For a matrix clause to be interpreted as finite, its formal
feature content must include a set of [Phi] features to be checked by the highest element
bearing matching features (main verb, auxiliary verb, negator). These [Phi] features are
obligatorily tied to a [Case] feature, since subject nominative case only arrises when the [phi]
features of the finite element agrees with the subject's [phi] features. In the raising
constructions, the embedded subject bears the closest [case] feature, which raises covertly to
check the abstract [Case]. As with main verbs, I suggest that many of the raising verbs
contain a lexical specification that requires them to check their [phi] features against those of
the [phi] features of the "raised" subject. The occurrence of this relationship is
morphologically expressed by the nominative marking of the subject and the agreement
marking of the verb. However, a small group of raising verbs lacks the lexical designation.
If the agreement features of a finite element are not checked against those of the subject,
they are manifest phonologically as the default third person singular agreement. In such a
case the raised subject bears what I assume to be a morphological default realization of
checked but unspecified case, the suffix [-#].

The case relationship between the raised subject and the auxiliary verb can be
illustrated explicitly by embedding the construction further within the raising embedded

participle construction. (116a-b) show that the morphological -n form of the subject case
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checked by a D head in the embedded participle construction is overridden by the subject-
verb agreement requirement of the raising verb ndyttdd, 'seem'. The overt case form of the
subject raised away from the necessive auxiliary tdytyd, 'must', in (117), however retains its
-n suffix. In this way the subject now seems to bear quirky case lexically assigned by the
auxiliary verb. (118) demonstrates that the different case/agreement pattern is not due to the
double embedding structure. When the embedded auxiliary itself requires subject-verb

agreement, and takes a nominative subject, the doubly raised subject occurs as nominative.

(116) a.Mind nde-n [ppsinun  pese-va-n auto-a].
ILNOM see-1SG  2SG.GEN wash-VA-ACC car-PAR
T see you washing the car'

b. Sind ndytd-t [ppty pese-vd-n  auto-a].
YOUu.NOM seem-2SG wash-VA-ACC car-PAR
"You seem to be washing the car'

(117) a.Sinun tdyty-y pes-td  auto-a.
you.GEN must-3SG wash-TA car-PAR
"You must wash the car'

b. Sinung  ndyttd-d [ty tdyty-vd-n  pes-td auto-a ].
YOu.GEN seem-3SG must-VA-ACC wash-TA car-PAR
"You seem to have to wash the car'

(118) a. Sind osaa-t pes-td auto-a.
yOU.NOM can-2SG wash-TA car-PAR
"You can wash the car'

b. Sindg ndytd-t [ty osaa-va-n  pes-td auto-a |.
You.NOM seem-3SG can-VA-ACC wash-TA car-PAR
"You seem to be able to wash the car'

The existence of the finite negator as well as these "raising" verbs in Finnish rules out
the possibility that [phi] feature checking between the subject and the finite element takes
place in overt syntax. Consequently, the problem of morphology accessing LF information

returns. A couple of solutions to the problem present themselves, although neither is
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acceptable at this point. First, we might abandon the distinction between overt syntax and
LF as distinct levels of representation, as has been proposed in recent literature (cf. e.g.
Richards 1997). Since this proposal would have far-reaching consequences for the entire
framework adopted in this thesis, I choose not to adopt the most radical view as a first
option.

Second, it would be possible to abandon the assumption of late insertion of lexical
items. Iflexical items were inserted fully specified (e.g. with the subject bearing
[nominative] instead of generic [case]), the entire case conflict could be eliminated. The
investigation of non-finite constructions in chapters 3 and 4 will demonstrate, however, that
a view of morphological derivation based on postsyntactic insertion of lexical items provides
explanations for several previously unexplainable phenomena (e.g. the case form of
embedded participials under certain raising verbs). This approach to morphology resolves
several morphological puzzles while leaving unaccounted for the question of the realization
of subject case, which, I note, has posed a problem for all analyses in any framework.
Furthermore, I observe that the problem at hand is morphological rather than syntactic.
There is no obstacle for the checking of the relevant syntactic features: I simply assume that
both the subject [case] feature checking and the checking of [phi] features between the
subject and the finite element take place covertly. I will continue to assume a model of
postsyntactic lexical insertion, and leave the investigation of the morphological form of
Finnish subject case for future research.

In conclusion, I have proposed that the occurrence of nominative subjects in Finnish
is the result of the main verb's need to check its [phi] features against those of the subject.
Nominative case marking and subject-verb agreement are the morphological expressions of
this covert syntactic checking. In the absence of this checking relation between the subject
and the finite element, the verb bears default agreement marking and the subject's
morphological case realization is determined either through theta-marking (quirky case) or

as the default form [-n].
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2.4. Conclusion

This chapter has investigated the syntactic structure of Finnish main clauses. Based
on some evidence from morphological inflection, but focussing mainly on attested and
unavailable word order variation, the following functional projections were identified in finite
clauses: CP, FocusP, Topic/AgrP, NegP, TP and vP. The representation given in (119)
shows the syntactic features that were found to be active in Finnish matrix clause and the

maximal structure that results if all are projected.

(119) CP
N
[Sentence Type—]  FocusP
N
N
([Focus—]) Topic/AgrP
N
N
[Topic—, Phi—, Case] NegP
N
([Neg-]) TP
[V-, T] vP
N
SUBJECT "
[V-] VP

/\
VERB OBJECT

This structure differs from all those previously presented for Finnish, as well as from
structures proposed as potentially universal in, for instance, Pollock (1989) and Chomsky
(1989, 1993, 1995). As has already been pointed out in the discussion in this chapter, some
of the differences have more to do with trivial matters of labelling rather than actual deeper

distinctions. An example of this is the debate over the issue of whether Finnish has AgrP’s
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or not: an in-depth analysis of the actual syntactic features that take part in syntactic
computation has shown that earlier discussion did not identify the core questions correctly,
and hence to date only partial solutions have been offered. The account provided here has
examined all aspects of subject-verb agreement to establish the status of this projection.
Moreover, this analysis has investigated fully the status of all specifier positions, whose
existence has not been addressed in earlier accounts.

The account presented here is the first attempt to bring together all available
morphological and word order data to assess the functional syntactic structure of Finnish.
Although questions regarding passivized and imperative sentence forms, as well as those
concerning the morphological realization of subject and object case remain to be
investigated, the account of finite main clause structure put forth here provides a firm
starting point for the analyses of the different types of non-finite constructions that are the

focus of inquiry in chapters 3 and 4.



CHAPTER3

THE STRUCTURE OF FINNISH PARTICIPIAL CONSTRUCTIONS

3.1. The capricious nature of Finnish (and other) participles

There are two participial verb forms in Finnish, the present participle (henceforth

glossed as vA in example sentences) derived by the suffix -va /-vd and the past participle

(glossed as NUT) affixed with -nut /-nee **. Both of these verb forms can be found in three

seemingly unrelated constructions: as the main verb in a finite main clause, co-occurring with

the negator e- or the auxiliary verb olla, 'be', as illustrated in (1a); as an adjectival modifier,

shown in (1b); and as the verbal predicate in a non-finite embedded clause, exemplified in

(Ic).

(1

a. Main clause:

(1) Tyo on  kestd-vi kolme vuotta.
work.NOM be.3sG last-vA three years
"The work will take three years'

(i1) Lapse-t ei-vdt  heittd-nee-t pallo-a.
child-PL.NOM NEG-3PL throw-NUT-PL ball-PAR
'"The children didn't throw the ball'

b. Prenominal modifier:

(1) [elokuva-a katsele-v-i-lle]  laps-i-lle
movie-PAR watch-vVA-PL-ALL child-PL-ALL
'for/to the children who are watching the movie'

34 The citation form of the past participle, -nut, changes to -nee when another morpheme is added.
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(i) [pallo-n heittd-nyt] lapsi
ball-Acc throw-NUT child
'the child who threw the ball'

c. Embedded non-finite clause:

(1) Mind luule-n [Eevi-n katsele-va-n  Leijonakuningas-ta].
I.NoM think-18G E-GEN watch-va-Acc Lion.King-PAR
T think (that) Eevi (is) watching the Lion King'

(i) Auni epdile-e  [heittd-nee-nsd  pallo-n].
A.NOM suspect-3SG throw-NUT-3POs ball-acc
'Auni suspects (that) she threw the ball’

All occurrences of the participial forms share a set of properties. Morphologically,
the participles appear to be nominal according to the inflectional marking that they bear. As
can be seen in (1a.ii, 1b.i and 1c.i-ii), in all their manifestations, the participles are inflected
with case morphology, possessive suffixation, and/or number marking that is otherwise
added to nouns or adjectives. The participial forms never carry verbal inflection for finite
tense, mood or person/number agreement. However, both the present and past participles
can be marked for passive voice, which is an indication of distinctly verbal behaviour. The
passive past participle marker is a single portmanteau morpheme, while in the present tense
the passive and participial suffixes are distinct. (2) gives examples of the passivized

participial forms in each of the three environments.

(2) a. Vahtimestari-a on pela-tty vuosikausia.
caretaker-PAR be.3SG fear-PASS.NUT years
'The caretaker has been feared for years'

b. [hallitukse-Ita saa-ta-va-t] selonteo-t
government-ABL receive-PASS-VA-PL.NOM report-PL.NOM
'the reports that will be received from the government'

c. Mind huomaa-n [patsa-sta siirret-ti-vi-n uute-en paikka-an].
[.NOM notice-1SG statue-ELA move-PASS-VA-ACC new-ILL place-ILL
T notice (that) the statue (is being) moved into a new place'
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In contrast with their mostly nominal morphological behaviour, syntactically the
participles behave like verbs in that they retain their ability to assign the full range of object
cases: accusative, partitive or quirky case (here elative). The accusative/partitive case
alternation affects the aspectual interpretation of the utterance in the usual way: an

accusative object gives a telic reading and a partitive object implies an atelic event.

3) a. pallo-n heittd-nyt lapsi
ball-acc throw-NUT child
'the child who threw the ball'
(telic interpretation)

b. pallo-a heittd-nyt lapsi
ball-PAR throw-NUT child
'the child who threw ball'
(atelic interpretation)

c. pallo-i-sta pitd-vd lapsi
ball-PL-ELA like-vA child
'the child who likes balls'

In addition, the selectional restrictions that the participial forms place on their
complements are identical to the limitations set by their finite verbal counterparts. For
instance, the verb syddd, 'eat', allows an abstract complement noun sanansa, 'his/her
word(s)', with the idiomatic interpretation of 'to break one's promise', but it does not yield a
comprehensible interpretation with any other abstract noun complement. The participial

form of the verb syodd, 'eat', given in (4c-d), manifests the same selectional properties.

(4) a. Viivi  s0-1 taas sana-nsa.
V.NOM eat-PAST.3sG again word-3Pos
'Viivi broke her promise (lit. ate her words) again'

b. Viivi  s6-1 taas *ylpeyte-nsi/*viisaute-nsa /*rakkaute-nsa.
V.NOM eat-PAST.3SG again pride-3Pos / wisdom-3Pos/ love-3Pos
*'Viivi ate her pride/wisdonvlove again'
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c. Mind kuule-n [Viivi-n sy0-nee-n  taas sana-nsa].
[.LNOM hear-1SG  V-GEN eat-NUT-ACC again word-3Pos
T hear (that) Viivi broke her promise (lit. ate her words) again'

d. Mind kuule-n [Viivi-n sy6-nee-n  taas *ylpeyte-nsi /*viisaute-nsa
[.LNOM hear-1SG V-GEN eat-NUT-ACC again pride-3Pos / wisdom-3Pos

/*rakkaute-nsa].

/ love-3Pos
*T heard (that) Viivi ate her pride/wisdom/love again'

The participial clauses are modified by adverbs that are normally associated with

verbs rather than by those that modify adjectives or nouns.*

&) a. Kati [ypheitt-i uskomattoma-sti [,,,sen  uskomattoma-n suure-n]
K.NOM  throw-PAST.3SG incredible-ly that.Acc incredible-GEN large-Acc
pallo-n jirve-en] (eikd  ikkuna-an).

ball-acc lake-iLL (NEG.and window-ILL)
'Incredibly, Kati threw that incredibly large ball into the lake (and not at the

window)'
b. Mind né-i-n Kati-n [y,heittd-va-n uskomattoma-sti
I.NOM see-PAST-1SG K.GEN  throw-PAST.3SG incredible-ly

[agipSEN uskomattoma-n suure-n] pallo-n jérve-en]
that.Acc incredible-GEN large-Acc ball-Acc lake-ILL
'T saw Kati throw, incredibly, that incredibly large ball into the lake'

C. sen suure-n pallo-n uskomattoma-sti /*uskomattoma-n
that.Acc large-Acc ball-Acc incredible-ly /" incredible-ly
jarve-en heittd-nyt Kati
lake-ILL throw-NUT K.NOM
'Kati (who), incredibly, threw that large ball into the lake'
[lit. 'that-large-ball-into-the-lake-incredibly-thrown Kati']

35 The pre-adjectival modifier form uskomattoman is translated into English as the adverb
"incredibly', but in Finnish the form consists of the adjective uskomaton, 'incredible', inflected for genitive

case. The semantically comparable adverb uskomattomasti includes the adjective uskomaton with the
derivational adverbial suffix -sti.
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Semantically, the participles have temporal content in all contexts, in that the past
versus present participial marking is solely responsible for a past/non-past interpretation
distinction. A marker that encodes such temporal information is normally considered as
tense inflection. Since the participles do not bear finite agreement marking, however, a
participial form by itself, without the assistance of a finite auxiliary element, is incompatible
with a nominative subject in any of the syntactic constructions in which it occurs.

All'in all, it is difficult to assign a syntactic category label to the Finnish participles
due to the fact that in their various manifestations the participle forms exhibit both lexical
and functional characteristics, and with regard to lexical category they behave like verbs,
adjectives and nouns. These perplexing behaviours of the participial morphemes have not
attracted widespread attention. Although some references have been made to these forms in
recent generative literature on Finnish verbal morphology, these incongruities have made
extensive investigation into all the properties of any single construction difficult, and none
exists currently. Consequently, and more importantly, these problems have also precluded a
unified analysis of all the different uses of the participial suffixes in any framework.

In the exploration of the extended Infl structure of Finnish main clauses, the
occurrence of the participle morphemes has remained an unsolved puzzle.

Those few linguists who have acknowledged in print the existence of the main clause past
participle use have considered it more or less accidental, a selectional quirk of the negator
and the auxiliary olla, 'be'. The finite past tense forms and the main clause past participle are
treated as variant phonological spell-outs of a single morpheme that bears the semantics of
past tense but no mood. This is the view advocated in Mitchell (1991, 1994), Holmberg et
al. (1993) and Vainikka (1994). The main clause present participle has not been discussed in
these or other works. No current work, since a brief transformational account by Karlsson
in 1972, has examined the structure of the prenominal participle construction. Two recent
analyses by Vainikka (1989, 1994) were aimed at clarifying the syntactic structure of the
embedded participial constructions. Both of these studies, however, leave room for
improvement in that they focus solely on the morphological behaviour of the participles.

The specific problems with the accounts are addressed in detail in section 3.2.1.3. These
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investigations leave untouched the other constructions in which the participles are used, and
in this way fail to address the puzzle presented by the Finnish participles in a fully
explanatory way.

Thus, in addition to theoretical questions posed by the Finnish participial
constructions, there is a notable empirical gap in that no comprehensive account of the forms
has been proposed within the generative framework. This chapter provides a thorough and
exhaustive analysis of the syntactic structure of all the uses of the participial suffixes. An
assumption underlying this work is that since each participial morpheme has a single
phonological shape®®, a single meaning and mostly identical syntactic characteristics in all its
manifestations, it is sensible to assume that each of the participle morphemes has a single
lexical representation with a single set of syntactic features. This assumption is based on the
principle of monosemy (the 'One Form, One Meaning Principle' of Johns, 1992), as outlined
in chapter 1.

In this chapter I account for the previously paradoxical behaviour of the two
participial suffixes within the principles of the Minimalist framework outlined in chapter 1.
This chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 examines the three environments in which
the past participle form occurs. Based on the properties of the embedded past participle
clause, the syntactic features of both the overt participle morpheme and its abstract
functional counterpart are identified. It is then demonstrated that the syntactic traits of the
main clause and prenominal modifier functions can be analyzed in terms of the syntactic
feature matrix established for the past participle from its embedded use. Section 3.3
provides a discussion of the uses of the present participle form, which are much more
restricted and whose interpretations provide more unpredictable twists. The overall
conclusion of this chapter is that a unified account of the complexities of the participial
morphemes is possible when syntactic features are deduced from their contribution to the

computation, rather than established based on a priori category labels. Moreover, I present

36 The morpheme does not always look the same, but rather the changes in phonological shape are
not dependent on which construction the morpheme occurs in.
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this approach as a potential solution to the categorization problems posed by participles in

various other languages.

3.2. The past participle -nut /-nee

This section examines the three past participle constructions, the embedded participle
clause form, the main clause use and the prenominal adjectival function. In the first
subsection, 3.2.1, the positioning and behaviour of syntactic constituents in the embedded
participial clause are used to identify the syntactic feature matrices of the past participle
morpheme -nut and an abstract functional participial head counterpart, which is posited in
the structure. Word order, semantic interpretation and morphological information are used
to analyze the syntactic structure of the embedded participial clause. Based on the principle
of monosemy that has been adopted as a null hypothesis in this thesis, I presume that the
main clause and adjectival uses of the past participle morpheme encode the same syntactic
feature set as the embedded clause function. The subsections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 demonstrate
the appropriateness of this premise. Thus the syntactic structures of the three constructions
in which the past participle morpheme occurs will be established according to the syntactic

features that are present in the derivation.

3.2.1. The embedded participial clause

3.2.1.1. The morpho-syntactic properties of the embedded past participle

The past participle can serve as the verbal predicate of an embedded non-finite
clause. (6) shows a contrast between finite and non-finite embedded clausal complements.
As was described in the discussion in chapter 2 on finite embedded clauses, (6a) shows that
such a clause is introduced by a complementizer like ettd, 'that', and contains a nominative
subject plus some finite element that bears person/number agreement, here agreeing with the

subject's features. The non-finite clause in (6b), on the other hand, has no complementizer,



its subject always occurs in genitive case, and the participial verb displays no agreement

markings.

©6)

b.

Mind tiedd-n [etti lapse-t katsel-i-vat elokuva-n].

I.NoM know-18G that child-PL.NOM watch-PAST-3PL movie-ACC
'l know that the children watched the movie'

Mind tiedd-n [las-te-n katsel-lee-n elokuva-n].
I.NoM know-1SG child-PL-GEN watch-NUT-ACC movie-ACC
'T know (that) the children (have) watched the movie'

113

The participle bears accusative case marking, as can be seen in (6b) above. In this

way the participle resembles a regular lexical DP complement of the same matrix verb. This

consistency of case marking is illustrated in (7).

(7) a.

Mind tiedd-n  tarina-n.
L.NOM know-1SG story-AccC
T know the story'

. Mind tiedd-n [hdnen ldhte-nee-n].

I.NoM know-1SG 3SG.GEN leave-NUT-ACC
'T know (that) s/he (has) left'

.Mind huomas-i-n Mauri-n.

1.NOM notice-PAST-1SG M-AcCC
'l noticed Maurt'

. Mind huomas-i-n [hdnen  lihte-nee-n].

[.NOM notice-PAST-1SG 3SG.GEN leave-NUT-ACC
T noticed (that) s/he (had) left'

.Minid sano-i-n totuude-n.

[.NOM say-PAST-1SG truth-acc
T said (=told) the truth'

37 A few problematic instances exist. These are discussed in section 3.2.1.6.3.
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f. Mind sano-i-n [Kati-n puhu-nee-n tot-ta].
I.NOM say-PAST-18G K-GEN speak-NUT-ACC truth-PAR
T said (that) Kati spoke the truth'

g. Mind unohd-i-n sen.
I.NoM forget-PAST-1SG 3SG.ACC
T forgot it'
h. Mind unohd-i-n [sinun  luvan-nee-n kirja-n ~ Anna-lle].

I.NoM forget-PAST-1SG you.GEN promise-NUT-ACC book-ACC A-ALL
T forgot (that) you (had) promised the book to Anna'

In both finite and non-finite embedded clauses, the embedded verb assigns a range of
cases to its object. The participial verb's ability to assign case is unaffected by either the
participial morphology or the nominal suffixation that it bears. Variation between accusative
and partitive case marking on the object in an embedded participial clause affects the
aspectual interpretation of the clause in exactly the same way as it does in finite embedded
clauses. In both environments, an accusative object yields a telic reading, and a partitive
object an atelic one. The alternation in participial clauses is illustrated in (8a-b). (8c)
demonstrates that verbs that assign quirky object case (here elative) retain this property even
when participial. Again, the thematic structure and selectional restrictions of the embedded

past participle and the corresponding finite verb are identical.

(8) a.Mind tiedd-n [las-te-n sy0-nee-n  popkorni-n].
[.NoM know-1sG child-PL-GEN eat-NUT-ACC popcorn-ACC
'T know (that) the children ate (all) the popcorn' [telic]

b. Mind tiedd-n [las-te-n syo-nee-n  popkorni-a].
I.NOM know-1SG child-PL-GEN eat-NUT-ACC popcorn-PAR
'T know (that) the children ate (some) popcorn' [atelic]

c. Mind tiedd-n [las-te-n piti-nee-n  popkorni-sta].
I.NOM know-1SG child-PL-GEN like-NUT-ACC popcorn-ELA
T know (that) the children liked the popcorn’
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The embedded participle form also occurs as the complement of various raising
verbs, as in (9). In these constructions, the raised subject always bears nominative case, and
the raising verb agrees in person and number features with the subject. The participle does
not show agreement with its logical subject, either finite person/number suffixation or
nominal number marking. The participial verb, however, bears accusative case marking. As
shown in section 2.3.1 of chapter 2, some DP element must raise to the specifier position of
Topic/AgrP of the matrix clause. With raising verbs, the base position of such a nominal is
generally in the embedded clause. In (9a) and (9b), it is the embedded subject that moves to

check the matrix [Topic] feature; in (9¢) it is the embedded object.

) a. Lapse-t niytti-vit heitti-nee-n  pallo-a takapiha-lla.
child-pL.NOM seem-3PL throw-NUT-ACC ball-PAR back.yard-ADE
"The children seem (to have) been throwing ball in the back yard'

b. Kuoro kuulu-u esitti-nee-n loistava-n konserti-n.
choir.NOM sound-3SG perform-NUT-ACC excellent-ACC concert-ACC
'(I) heard (that) the choir performed a great concert'

c. Soolo-osa-n vaikuta-t ansain-nee-n sind.
solo-part-ACC seem-2sG deserve-NUT-ACC you.NOM
"You seem to have deserved the solo part'

(10) shows that when the embedded subject is phonologically null, the embedded
participle bears nominal possessive marking that identifies the person/number features of the
subject. The fact that accusative case marking is missing in the possessive marked participial

clauses will be discussed further in section 3.2.1.6.3.

(10) a.Mind luule-n [ndh-nee-ni Leijonakuninkaa-n].
L.NoM think-1SG see-NUT-18G.Pos Lion.King-Acc
T think (that) I (have) seen the Lion King'

b. Pekka sano-o [heittd-nee-nsd  pallo-n sieppari-lle].
P.NoM say-3sG throw-NUT-3POS ball-AccC catcher-ALL
'Pekka says (that) he threw the ball to the catcher'
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Table 3.1 summarizes the verbal and nominal morphological and syntactic properties

of the embedded past participle.

TABLE 3.1. The syntactic properties of the embedded past participle

Verbal behaviour Nominal behaviour
* Assigns full range of object cases ® Occurs in object position
® Theta role assignment & selectional * Participial clause occurs in theta
restrictions identical to finite verb position
® Can form a passive counterpart ® Bears accusative case marking or
* Bears temporal content possessive suffix

3.2.1.2. The mystery of the syntactic category of the Finnish past participle

The first problem in assigning a structure to the Finnish embedded past participle
constructions is to select the syntactic category of the embedded participial head, since it
clearly attests both verbal and nominal properties. Many researchers have taken the verbal
features of the participle to be in some way more fundamental than its nominal traits, and
consequently have deemed the embedded participle itself a verb (cf. e.g. Airila 1953,
Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979, Itkonen 1966, Vainikka 1989, 1994). I also adopt this view.
The ability to assign accusative and partitive object case is a distinctly verbal behaviour in
Finnish.*® No ordinary nouns, adjectives, prepositions or postpositions assign both of these

object cases. I adopt the feature [(Assign) Object case] as a quintessential characteristic

38 Either the ability to assign both accusative and partitive case, or the ability to assign accusative
case in particular is the key characteristic here, since partitive case alone may also be assigned by nouns,
adjectives and prepositions (cf. Vainikka 1992, 1993 for discussion).
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associated with the category Verb.” Nevertheless, for brevity, in tree representations, I will
mostly continue using the notation V(erb) to represent this property.

I propose that the participle morpheme is inflectional, and does not affect the
syntactic features that determine the category of the verb to which it attaches.
The semantic contribution of this participial morphology is to specify the temporal reference
of the event described by the embedded verb. The temporal reference allows the embedded
clause to be licensed as a proposition. I assume that the fully inflected participial verb, when
merged with an object DP, projects a VP. Furthermore, since the same subject theta-role
assignment relation exists in participial clauses as in finite clauses, I also assume that a vP is
required in transitive participial clauses for the assignment of the external theta role. As
proposed by Chomsky (1995) for English, I assume that the participial verb raises to the
head of the VP projection to assist in the licensing of the subject position. Formally, this is
achieved by positing on the abstract head of VP a strong [V] feature, which attracts the verb
into v. The initial structure proposed for the non-finite embedded clause construction is

given in (11).

(11) a. Mind arvele-n [las-te-n ndh-nee-n  elokuva-n].
[.NOM think-1SG child-PL-GEN see-NUT-ACC movie-ACC
T think (that) the children saw the movie'

b. vP
las-te-n 'children-GEN' "\
nédh-nee-ny; 'see-NUT-ACC' VP

PN

tywur  elokuva-n 'movie-Acc'

The nominal characteristics of the embedded participle obviously require further

explanation. I suggest that these characteristics are the consequence of syntactic features

39 The qualification that this is a sufficient but not necessary condition has already been
mentioned, with respect to unaccusative and raising verbs, as well as the copula o/la, 'be’.
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present at the level of functional structure in the embedded clause. However, before
proceeding with a discussion of the functional structure of the embedded participial clause, I
will demonstrate that, despite the nominal morphological inflection and noun-like function,
neither the participle itself, nor the participial clause as a whole, behave like regular lexical

nouns (or DP’s) and hence they cannot be considered nouns.

3.2.1.2.1. The participle is not a noun

The first argument against treating the past participle as a noun comes from main
clause topic raising, which was first discussed in section 2.3.1 of the previous chapter. In
that section I showed that a strong [Topic] feature is present in the main clause functional
domain and attracts some DP that bears a matching feature to the specifier of this position.
It was demonstrated that the main clause participle cannot check this strong [Topic] feature,
which suggests that the main clause participle is not a D element. The participle can check
the [Focus] feature of FocusP, however, since this feature has no categorial restriction. (12)
repeats the relevant data from (35) and (38b) in chapter 2, showing that a participle raised to
the Topic position in (12a) results in ungrammaticality, while participle movement to the

Focus position in (12b) is acceptable.

(12) a.Ei hén ole saa-nut paljoa aikaan, *mutta matkustel-lut on hén.
NEG.3SG 3SG.NOM be get-NUT much time-ILL but  travel-NUT  be.3SG 3SG.NOM
'She hasn't accomplished much, but she has travelled' (Vilkuna 1989:26, (9.c¢))

b. Ei hén ole paljoa teh-nyt, mutta matkustel-lut hiin on.
NEG.3SG 3SG.NOM be much do-NUT but travel-NUT 3SG.NOM be.3SG
'She hasn't done much, but she has travelled'

Like main clause participles, embedded participles are unable to check the [Topic]
feature of the matrix clause. (13a-b) show that other clearly nominal elements, such as the
subject or the object of the non-finite embedded clause, may raise to the main clause and

successfully check the strong nominally determined [Topic] feature of Topic/Agr. Raising
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the participle in (13c), however, produces an ungrammatical result, despite the participle's

nominal case morphology. Neither can the participial clause as a whole front to Topic/Agr

position to check the strong feature. This is shown in (13d).

(13)

o

. Emili-ng tiedd-n [ty pelan-nee-n usein tennis-td] miné.

Emil-GEN know-18G  play-NUT-ACC often tennis-PAR I.NOM
T know (that) Emil (has) often played tennis'

. Tennis-td, tieddi-n  [Emili-n pelan-nee-n usein t, ] mind.

tennis-PAR know-1SG Emil-GEN play-NUT-ACC often ~ [.NOM
T know (that) Emil (has) often played tennis'

. *Pelan-nee-ny; tiedd-n  [Emili-n  t,; usein tennis-td] min4.

play-NUT-AcC  know-1SG Emil-GEN often tennis-PAR [.NOM
T know (that) Emil (has) oftel played tennis'

. *[Emili-n pelan-nee-n usein tennis-ti],, tiedi-n mind ty,.

Emil-GEN play-NUT-ACC often tennis-PAR know-1SG [.NOM
T know (that) Emil (has) often played tennis'

A second phenomenon that distinguishes the past participle and the participial clause

from lexical DP’s has to do with the ordering of internal arguments in a clause. (14a-b, 15a-

b) demonstrate that the ordering of two lexical object DP’s is free. In (14c-d, 15¢-d),

however, a participial complement clause that co-occurs with a lexical object DP must be

placed clause-finally. (14e, 15¢) demonstrate that the participle alone cannot take part in the

reordering of nominals, either.*” The participial clause in (14¢-d) is the null subject

construction, while (15c-d) illustrates the identical functioning of the full subject participle

form.

40 The

restriction is not due to a heavy-NP-to-the-right requirement, since two DP’s, one of which

is modified by a relative clause, reorder with perfect ease.

(1) Han

kerto-i asia-nsa, jota ol-i mietti-nyt koko pitki-n viiko-n,

3sG.NOM tell-PAST.35G concern-3Pos that.PAR be-PAST.35G ponder-NuT all long-Acc week-acc

'She

lasdkKiari-lle.
doctor-ALL
told her concern, which she had pondered on the whole long week, to the doctor'
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(14) a. Hén kerto-i asia-n /asia-nsa ladkari-lle.
3sG.NOM tell-PAST.3SG concern-Acc/concern-3Pos doctor-ALL
'She told the/her concern to the doctor'

b. Hin kerto-i laakari-lle asia-n /asia-nsa.
33G.NOM tell-PAST.3SG doctor-ALL concern-ACC/concern-3Pos
'She told the doctor the/her concern'

c. Han kerto-i lidkéri-lle [ol-lee-nsa  sairaa-na].
35G.NOM tell-PAST.3SG doctor-ALL be-NUT-3POS sick-ESs
'She told the doctor (that) she (had) been sick'

d. *Hén kerto-i [ol-lee-nsa  sairaa-na] lddkéri-lle.
3sG.NOM tell-PAST.3SG be-NUT-3PoOS sick-ESS  doctor-ALL
'She told the doctor (that) she (had) been sick'

e. *Hén kerto-i ol-lee-nsay; ldikéri-lle [ty ; sairaa-na] .
35G.NOM tell-PAST.3SG be-NUT-3P0Os doctor-ALL sick-ESS
'She told the doctor (that) she (had) been sick'

(15) a. Mind kuul-i-n uutise-n Liisa-Ita.
I.NOM hear-PAST-1SG news-ACC L-ABL
'l heard the news from Liisa'

b. Mind kuul-i-n Liisa-Ita uutise-n.
I.NOM hear-PAST-1SG L-ABL news-ACC
'l heard the news from Liisa'

c. Mind kuul-i-n Liisa-lta [Maija-n ol-lee-n sairaa-na].
I.LNOM hear-PAST-1SG L-ABL ~~ M-GEN be-NUT-ACC sick-ESS
T heard from Liisa (that) Maija (had) been sick'

d. *Mind kuul-i-n [Maija-n ol-lee-n sairaa-na] Liisa-Ita.
I.NOM hear-PAST-1SG M-GEN be-NUT-ACC sick-ESS L-ABL
T heard from Liisa (that) Maija (had) been sick'

e. *Mind kuul-i-n ol-lee-ny;; Liisa-lta [Maija-n ty,,; sairaa-na] .
I.NOM hear-PAST-1SG be-NUT-ACC L-ABL  M-GEN sick-ESS

T heard from Liisa (that) Maija (had) been sick'

Even when the information contained in the participial clause is presupposed, and

that of the second DP is new, the participial clause cannot be fronted. This is in opposition
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to the general requirement, discussed in section 2.3.4 of chapter 2, that presupposed XPs in
Finnish must scramble out of vP to adjoin to the vP projection, and only XP’s containing
new information stay in vP. When the presupposed participial clause follows the the non-
presupposed DP, the lexical DP bears contrastive stress to mark its new information status.
This is indicated by underlining in (14c) and (15c). In contrast, in (14a,b) and (15a,b), a
presupposed DP must be fronted to a position to the left of the DP that contains new
information. In a canonical non-focussed structure, the clause-final DP containing the new
information bears highest intonational prominence.

These diagnostics show that neither the participle nor the participial clause functions
syntactically as an ordinary DP. A comparison between the embedded past participle clause
and a deverbal -minen nominal reveals four more ways in which participles differ from
nominals: modification, word order, case assignment and passivization. In all cases, the -
minen nominal displays fully noun-like behaviour, while the past participle exhibits verbal
characteristics.

A -minen nominal can be derived from any Finnish verb by suffixing the verb stem
with the morpheme -minen. When such a nominal is derived from a transitive verb, both a
subject and an object can be expressed overtly, but both occur in a position to the left of the
-minen form, and both are marked with genitive case. The -minen nominal never assigns any
kind of object case. Moreover, unlike the embedded participle clauses which take adverbial
modification, the -minen nominals are modified by adjectives. This dissimilarity can be
observed by comparing the adjectival modification of the -minen nominal by jatkuva,
'continuous', in (16a) versus the adverbial modification of the participle by jatkuvasti,
'continuously', in (16b). Conversely, modification of the -minen nominal by an adverb or of
the past participle clause by an adjective results in ungrammaticality.

(16) a.Hidnen jatkuva popkorni-n syd-mise-nsi suututta-a minua!

3SG.GEN continuous popcorn-GEN eat-DEVN-3P0s anger-3sG [.PAR
'His continuous 