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M ORPHOSYNTAX OF ACCUSATIVUS CUM PARTICIPIO
CONSTRUCTIONSIN LITHUANIAN

1. Introductory remarks

+ Accusativus cum participio (galininkas su (pa)dalyviu, AcP) construction in
Lithuanian:
(1) Sakiautévg gerai gyvenant.

‘| said [my] father lived well.” (Ambrazas (ed.) 1997: 367)

+ Previous studies (mainly diachronic): Tangl 1928/1999, Ambrazas 1979,
Wiemer 1998.

+ Main goals of this study:

O Differentiate between the different types of AcP construction.

® Determine the precise syntactic structure of each of the AcP constructions.

© Integrate the Lithuanian AcP constructions into the current typology and the-
ory of non-finite complementation.

= @—O are significantly interrelated.

2. Brief overview of the system of participlesin Lithuanian
» In Lithuanian, there is arich system of participial formations (Ambrazas (ed.)
1997: 326-372; Klimas 1987), distinguishing the following grammatical categories:

+ Tense (Present, Preterite, Habitual Past, Future);

+ Voice (Active, Passive);

+ presence vs. absence of Agreement (Case, Gender, Number) — the feature to
which the morphological difference between the traditional ‘ participles (dalyviai) and
‘gerunds’ (padalyviai) ultimately boils down’.

sakyti ‘say’ Active Passive’
Agreeing Non-agr eeing
Present sakgs (m), sakanti (f) | sakant sakomas
Preterite sakes (m), sakiusi (f) | sakius sakytas
Habitual Past | sakydaves (m), -usi (f) | sakydavus —
Future sakysigs (m), -anti (f) | sakysiant sakysimas

» Participles may be used in various functions:

+ attributive (only agreeing participles), ex. (2);

+ adverbial (presence of agreement signals coreference between the subject of
the participle and the main clause subject), ex. (3a), (3b);

+ main clause predicate with an evidential meaning, ex. (4);

! For a recent contrastive and historical analysis of non-agreeing participles in Russian and
Lithuanian see Greenberg & Lavine 2006.

2 Special non-agreeing (‘ neuter’) forms of passive participles (sakoma, sakyta etc.) are not taken
into account here.



+ lexical verb in various periphrastic constructions, e.g. Perfect, ex. (5), Proxi-
mative, ex. (6), or Passive, ex. (7);

+ complement with some verbs taking clausal complements (presence of agree-
ment signals coreference between the subject of the participle and the main clause sub-
ject), ex. (8a) (=1), (8b).

(2) Vis gerai mate artéjantj traukin;.
‘Everybody could well see the approaching train.” (Ambrazas (ed.) 1997: 353)
(3) a I18¢jusi; iSmisko, ji; net stabtel¢jo.
‘Having left the forest, she (suddenly) stopped.’ (ibid.: 362)
b. Vaikams sugrjzus, pragydo lakstingala.
“When the children came back, a nightingale burst into singing.” (ibid.: 363)
(4) Vieno pono mirusi pati ir palikus dvylika siiny ir dar vieng dukteréle.
‘The wife of alord died and left twelve sons and alittle daughter.’ (ibid.: 265)
(5) Esu apkeliaves visq pasaul; ir daug krasty mates.
‘| have traveled all over the world and have seen many countries.’” (ibid.: 249)
(6) Vakar Jonas buvo besuserggs, bet iSgere vaisty ir nesusirgo.
‘Y esterday Jonas had almost falleniill, but he took medicines and did not fall ill.”®
(7) Jisyravisy mylimas.
‘Heisloved by everyone.’” (Ambrazas (ed.) 1997: 251)
(8) a. Sakiau tevg; gerai gyvenant;. (=)
‘| said [my] father lived well.” (ibid.: 367)
b. Tevas sakes gerai gyvengs.
‘Father said he lived well.” (ibid.)

3. General propertiesof Lithuanian AcP constructions

» AcP-taking verbs:

+ verbs of perception: matyti ‘see’, girdéti ‘hear’, jausti ‘feel’;

+ verbs of information transmission: sakyti ‘say’, pripazinti ‘confess, acknowl-
edge’, jrodyti ‘prove, tvirtinti ‘assert’, teigti ‘assert’, neigti ‘deny’, skelbti ‘announce,
declare’, rasyti ‘write', pasakoti ‘tell, narrate’, tarti ‘say’, rodyti ‘show’, vaizduoti
‘depict’ etc.

+ verbs of cognition: manyti ‘think, believe’, Zinoti ‘know’, suZinoti ‘learn’,
jtarti ‘suspect’, vaizduotis ‘imagine’, suvokti ‘realize’, tikéti ‘believe’, suprasti ‘under-
stand, realize’, numanyti ‘guess, understand’, prisiminti ‘to remember’, atrodyti ‘look
like, appear’, skaityti ‘consider’, laikyti ‘consider’ etc.

> (Surface) syntactic properties of AcP construction:

+ the subjects of the matrix and of the embedded clause are distinct (at least on
the surface level), and the latter (hereafter ES = embedded subject) is expressed by an
Accusative NP,

® Examples with no source indicated come from the native speakers | have consulted. | heartily
thank all my consultants.



+ the participle bears no agreement morphology, but may freely inflect for tense
(interpreted usually as relative to the tense of the matrix clause): Present (1), Preter-
ite (9), Habitual Past (10), Future (11).

(9) [Ji] prisimine jj buvus labdaringg ir malong.
“She remembered him to have been nice and charitable.’ (Internet)
(20) ... skatina manyti jq daznai bizdavus susierzinusiq ...
‘[this] induces one to believe her to have often been irritated...” (Internet)
(11) “ Sanitas’ tikisi rugsej biasiant  pelningu.
““Sanitas’ [a Lithuanian pharmaceutical company] hopes that September will be
profitable.’

» Question 1: What isthe syntactic status of the Accusative NP expressing ES?

4. Accusative NP asthe matrix direct object: pro et contra
» Arguments for the matrix DO status of ES:
+ reflexives (12b) and even marginally reciprocals (13b):
(12) a. Niujorko akvariumo delfinai; iSmoko atpazinti save veidrodyje.
‘Dolphins from the New Y ork aquarium learned to recognize themselves in the
mirror.” (Internet)
b. Jig suvokia save esant grupes dalimi
‘They consider themselves to be a part of the group.” (Internet)
(13) a. Abudu; nustebo, [vienas kitg]; pamate.
‘The two got surprised when they saw each other.” (J.Bilitinas)
b. Rajono politikai; vis dazniau jtaria [vienas Kitg]; priimant politinius
sprendimus.
‘The district’s politicians are still more often suspecting each other of making
politically motivated decisions’ (Internet)
+ passivisation (14b):
(14) a. Jisyra visy mylimas. (=7
‘Heisloved by everyone.’
b. Tévas buvo matomas pareings.
‘Father was seen coming back.’
+ Genitive of negation (15b):
(15) a. Jis neparase laisko.
‘He did not write aletter.” (Ambrazas (ed.) 1997: 503)
b. Ar nematei tévo paréjus?
‘Haven't you seen father come back? (ibid.: 368)
+ Nominative with infinitive (16b):
(16) a. IStoli bus matyti damai.
“You'll be able to see the smoke from afar.’

b. Tolumoje matyti laivas plaukiant.
‘In the distance you can see aboat sailing.’ (ibid.: 368)



+ word order possibilities (17b):
(17) a. Moting ta zinia labai sujaudino.
‘Mother was very excited by the news.” (ibid.: 696)
b. Zmogus iSorinius atributus gali manyti esant savo paties dalimi.
‘A person may think that external attributes are apart of hisown self.” (Internet)

» However, the actual behaviour of AcP constructions is more complicated.

+ Passivisation of ESisin fact very restricted and is systematically allowed only
by the following verbs: matyti ‘see’, girdeti ‘hear’, jtarti ‘ suspect’, vaizduoti ‘ describe,
depict’, pripazinti ‘acknowledge’, skelbti ‘announce’, and laikyti ‘consider’. Such
verbs as sakyti ‘say’, manyti ‘think’, teigti ‘assert, claim’ etc. do not admit passivisa-
tion, cf. (18).

(18) *Jonas buvo manomas // sakomas // teigiamas esqs gerai mokytas.
intended meaning ‘ Jonas was thought // said // claimed to be well-educated.’

+ Itispossible to generalize that passivisation of the ESis allowed only by those
verbs with which this NPsisagenuine DO, selected and assigned semantic role by the
matrix verb. Thisis especially evident with verbs of perception, for which the follow-
ing implication naturally holds:

(19) Maciau tévg paréjus. — Maciautévg.

‘| saw the father come back.” ‘I saw the father.’

The situation is more complicated with laikyti ‘ consider’, which generally does not select for the
type of object which may appear in the ES position, cf. (20), but nevertheless freely allows passivisa
tion, cf. (21):

(20) a. Kadangi Zydai laiko | zraelj esant savo istorine tevyne...
‘Because Jews consider Isragl to be their historical homeland...” (Internet)
b. ”Zydai laiko | zraelj.
(21) ... Zmogus laikomas esgs racionali bitybe...
‘[although] man is considered to be arational being...” (Internet)

A possible explanation of the occurrence of examples like (21) might lie in the fact that the
original (and synchronically available and widely used) meaning of laikyti is ‘hold’, for which the pas-
sive is unproblematic.

+ Negative elements (NPIs) in Lithuanian constructions with infinitival com-
plements may be licensed both by the clause-mate negation (22a) and by the matrix
negation (22b):

(22) a. Noriu [rytoj niekur neseiti].
Lit. ‘| want to go nowhere tomorrow.’

b. Nenoriu [rytoj niekur eiti].

‘| don’t want to go anywhere tomorrow.’

+ In AcP constructions, NPI in the position of ES may not be licensed neither by
the matrix negation (23a), nor by the negation on the embedded predicate (23b):
(23) a. * Jonas nesake nieko pareéjus.

intended meaning: ‘Jonas didn’t say that anyone had come back.’
b. * Jonas sake niekg neparéjus.
intended meaning: ‘ Jonas said that nobody had come back.’

+ However, with verbs which allow passivisation of ES, NPIs may be licensed

by the matrix negation (24a), but not by the lower negation (24b):



(24) a. Begiojantys toje trasoje sake, kad dar nemate nieko ridinejant.
‘Those who run on this track said that they had not yet seen anybody roll [there].’
b. * Jonas mate niekg nepragjus.
intended meaning: ‘ Jonas saw that nobody had passed by.’

» At least two types of AcP construction in Lithuanian:

+ Type I: embedded under verbs of perception, where the Accusative NP serves
as the real DO of the matrix verb coindexed with a zero Subject of the participle (cf.
Holvoet & Judzentis 2003: 144, ex. (107)):

(25) Girdejau Jong; [J; su Aldona Snekant]
‘I heard Jonas chatting with Aldona.’

+ Type II: embedded under verbs of speech-act and cognition, where the Accu-
sative NP stands in a different relation with the matrix verb.

Typel Typell
Genitive of negation + +
Nominative with Inf + *
Reflexivisation + +
Passivisation + -
NPI licensing + —

» Question 2: What isthe syntactic status of the ESin AcP-sof Typell?

5. Raising vs. Exceptional Case Marking
» Similar constructions in English (26a) and other languages (cf. Davies &
Dubinsky 2004):
(26) a. | believe him to be honest.
Two kinds of analysis:
+ Raising to the position of the matrix DO (cf. Postal 1974), (26b):
+ ‘Exceptional’ case marking of the embedded subject by the matrix verb (cf.
Chomsky 1981), (26¢):
(26) b. | believe him; [__; to be honest].
C. | believe [him to be honest].
» Thereis evidence that in the Type Il AcP constructionsin Lithuanian the ESis
a constituent of the embedded clause:
+ non-availability of passivisation (cf. above);
+ non-availability of NPI-licensing from the matrix clause (23a);
+ partitive Genitive clearly assigned not by the matrix verb, ex. (27)—28):
(27) Taciau 2ino jy esant VVokietijoje.
‘However, [they] know that some of these things are in Germany.’ (Internet)
(28) Maisto produktuose tikrai netiek yra vitaminy kiek mes jsivaizduojame jy esant.
‘There is perhaps not as many vitamins in food as we believe there to be [lit. “of
them”]” (Internet)

* This construction is available with verbs of perception only.



+ verbs with non-nominative subjects are marginally accepted in AcP construc-
tions:

(29) “Jonas sake tévui reikiant pagalbos.

‘Jonas said that his father needed help.’

+ Moreover, the fact that the matrix negation may trigger Genitive on ES (15b)
does not imply that the ES necessarily occupies a position in the main clause, since
Genitive of negation in Lithuanian is not clause-bound, cf. (30a,b) with infinitival
complement clauses:

(30) a. Jonas nenori [rasyti laisko // *laiSkyg].
‘Jonas doesn’'t want to write aletter.’
b. Jonas neliepe Aldonai [rasyti laisko // *laiSkg].
‘Jonas didn’t order Aldonato write aletter.’

+ The fact that ES may occur before the matrix verb and mix with the elements
of the main clause (17b) is inconclusive, too, since extraction from non-finite comple-
ments is possible in Lithuanian anyway, cf. (31):

(31) ...kad kai kuriose mokyklose Sig knygg; liepia [skaityti __]...

‘...that in some schools they order [students] to read this book...” (Internet)

+ Moreover, the embedded predicate and its subject may undergo movement to-
gether, which implies that they form a constituent, cf. (32), (33):

(32) Filme yratokiy kadry, [kuriuos esant]; nejtare __; net ir patys grupés nariai.
‘In the film there are some shots which the members of the team themselves did
not suspect to be there.” (Internet)

(33) ... tokiy problemy, [kuriyg esant]; tevai ne nenumane ;.
‘[of] problems such that the parents did not even surmise that they existed.’

+ Findly, there is a class of AcP constructions where the surface position of ES
is clearly in the embedded clause: existential AcP constructions.

> In Lithuanian, word order in existential clausesisusually (Loc)VS, ex. (34):
(34) Sode auga didelé liepa.

‘Thereis growing alarge lime-treein the garden.” (Ambrazas (ed.) 1997: 694)

> Existential clauses of the type of (34) may be freely embedded under AcP-
taking verbs, cf. (35), (36); the only overt difference between ‘normal’ and existential
ACP constructions concerns the position of the ES: it remains in its original position,
I.e. after the embedded predicate, but is still case-marked Accusative:

(35) Profesorius prisimine [buvus ant vargony angely skulptaras]. (Internet)
‘The professor recalled there to have been statues of angels on the organ.’
(36) Teigia [pasaulyje esant tvarkg].
‘[He] claimsthat thereis order in theworld.” (Internet)

+ Matrix verb negation may trigger Genitive on the ES, supporting the generali-

zation that non-finite complements are not opaque with respect to this process:

(37) Ekspertai nemano [esant problemy].
‘The experts do not believe there to be any problems.” (Internet)



» That the ES is indeed inside the embedded clause is supported by the fact that
negation on the embedded verb may license NPIs (and genitive, too), cf. (38) vs.
(23b):

(38) [T]eigti [nesant jokio sugedimo] —tai ir yra galvos kiSimas j smél;. (Internet)
‘To claim that there is no damage is to stand in a head-in-the-sand position.’
» This evidence suggests that the Type Il AcP show characteristics of ECM
rather than of Raising:
(39) Sakiau  [tévgq gerai gyvenant]. (=1)
L—acc— ‘| said my father lived well.’
(40) Sakiau  [sode esant vogj]
' ACC | ‘| said there was athief in the garden.’

» This account explains the following properties of Type Il AcP:

+ unavailability of passivisation;

+ possibility of ‘lexical’ case-assignment to ES in the embedded clause;

+ constituency, i.e. the fact that ES may undergo movement together with the
participle;

+ behaviour of embedded existentials.

» The ECM account is at least consistent with the following properties:

+ possibility of movement of ES; incidentally, locative phrases may move out of
embedded existentials (41), which shows that ability to move is orthogonal w.r.t. case-
assignment from the matrix verb.

+ impossibility of NPI-licensing from the matrix negation.

(41) Tokia agnostine pozicija netrukdo [aukSéiausioje hierarchijos pakopoje]; suvokii
[ ; esant Dievg].
“Such an agnostic position does not prevent one from conceiving that at the highest
level of the hierarchy thereisa God.” (Internet)

» Thefollowing facts remain problematic for the ECM analysis:

+ possibility of reflexives appearing in the ES position, since reflexives are
banned from subject position in Lithuanian and cross-linguistically. However, such
facts are problematic for ECM analysisin general, cf. English:

(42) John; considers [ himself; to be intelligent].

+ impossibility of NPI-licensing by the embedded negation; this may imply that
ES may occupy a special position in the participia clause which is *higher’ than the
ordinary subject position.

+ Anyway, the properties of reflexive pronouns and NPIsin Lithuanian are to be
studied more deeply in order to draw solid conclusions about their behaviour in AcP
constructions.

6. Conclusions

» Accusativus cum participio constructions in Lithuanian, despite superficial
unity, in fact show quite divergent behaviour with respect to various syntactic proper-
ties, and fall into two groups:



Type |, involving object control, and available with a restricted set of matrix
verbs.

Type 11, involving case marking of the embedded subject by the matrix verb; a
special subtype of these constructions, i.e. existential complements, alow this case
marking to proceed in aclearly non-local fashion.
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