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0. Introduction

Previous analyses of the syntax of subordinate clauses in Maori have taken
the view that the selection of kia versus ki te is a function of the stativity or
not of the verb of the embedded clause (Hohepa 1969) and of the
volitionality/agentivity of the embedded subject (Reedy 1979, Hooper 1982,
1984). Whilst we accept these interpretations as descriptively accurate, our
purpose in the present paper is to show how the observed syntactic effects
can be accounted for through the use of structures which distinguish
between unaccusative and non-unaccusative predicates.

Section 1 provides a basic description of the syntactic characteristics
of kia and ki te clauses. Section 2 outlines the major characteristics of
unaccusative constructions which will be relevant for our analysis. Section
3 sets out the analysis of kia/ki te complement clauses. Section 4 provides a
formal account of the conditions for the presence of Control PRO from a

Minimalist perspective.

1. Finite versus nonfinite asymmetries

In this part of the paper, §1.1 gives the basic distinctions between kia and ki
te complements. Section 1.2 outlines the approach that will be taken to basic
clause structure in Maori. Section 1.3 presents the initial analysis of the role
of unaccusativity in the determination of the complement clause

characteristics.

1.1. Kia and ki te complements
Included in the semantic representation of a sentence is an explicit
indication of its predicate-argument 'relations. Thus, the semantic

* Qur thanks to Pauline Te Ripowai Higgins and to Timoti Karetu for their
contributions to the data in this paper and for their helpful discussions. We also thank
Diane Massam and Maria Bittner for helpful discussion and an anonymous reviewer
whose comments have led to improvements in this paper. We as authors are alone
responsible for the interpretations that appear in the paper and for any errors.
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representation of (1) makes it explicit that ‘I’ is the argument whiclz
combines with the predicate phrase succeed in the test and not ‘somebody
or ‘he’ or anything else.

(1) T hope to succeed in the test.

In this sense, the meaning of (1) is comparable to the meaning of (2a) and
distinct from the meaning of (2b):

(2)  a.Ihope that I will succeed in the test.
b. I hope that somebody will succeed in the test.

In (2a) and (2b) the subject argument of succeed is overt. Another
difference between (1) and (2) is that, whereas in (1) the verb of the
subordinate clause is non-finite, in (2) the verb is finite. These characteristic
differences in the forms of sentences like (1) and (2) are accounted for
through the principles of Case assignment in the Government-Binding
framework. The overt subjects in (2) are assigned Nominative Case by the
[+tense] inflectional component of their clause . In (3) below the [-tense] Infl
head (= I°) cannot Case-mark the subject position and the subject of succeed
is represented as a non-overt DP ‘PRO’ in the syntactic representation of the

sentence. The “‘Control” system of referential coindexing links that subject
with the subject of the main clause as shown in 3).

(3) I hope[PRO;[I° [O[-tense] ] Succeed in the test ]

Complement clauses in Maori show a similar
the absence or presence of the overt DP subject, depetigd?n(;fgtslyv?l::&g tfl?;
subordinate clause is introduced by ki te or by kia.

4) a.Ka pirangi ia; [kite Powhiri PRO. j ¢ uhiri
T want he ‘kite greet PRO' ll)o Iget nllxtnst ]
‘He wanted to greet the guest’ =

b. *Ka pirangi i [ ki te powhiri nga tamariki ; »
, ariki t uhir
T want he kite greet Det children i)O lget Ign:;t ]
(5) a.*Ka pirangi ia; [kia powhiri pro. ; i
i uhiri
T want he kig greet gro' DO tle)et xgnlf:st :

b.Ka pirangi ia,

T want he [lI:lif: pbw?iri NgA tamariki i te manuhiri ]

ree N
‘He wanted the Childre% to gmai; ;ﬁgg{en DO Det guest

The analysis that is applied to Epgl;
: . ; nglish
straightforwardly be applied to Maori (4) vaug Sy r(x lt%lev:sgst:lr; pt(i%))n t(;:g:
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ki te introduces a non-finite clause, whereas kia introduces a finite clause.
At the outset, therefore, we will take the view that kia is a [+tense] I° head.

A problem for this treatment of the ki te versus kia contrast shown in
(4) and (5) is that it will not work for other examples of embedded clauses
introduced by these elements. As has been observed in many discussions of
this topic (Hohepa (1969), Chung (1978), Reedy (1979), Bauer (1983,
1993), Hooper (1982, 1984), among others), the availability or not of an
overt subject in an embedded clause is a function not only of the elements
introducing the clause but also of the class membership of the verb of the
embedded clause.

Before however examining the verb class membership character-

istics, we will need to establish some details of the elements involved in the
structure of the embedded clause. |

12. Clause structure

Our first assumption about the structure of the Maori clause is that the VSO

ordering is obtained by raising of the verb to a position above the VP. The

((1;(; structure in (6b) shows the realization of the single clause sentence in
a).

(6) a. Kuakeite/ka kai te tamaiti i te  ika.
TA eat  Det child DO Det fish
‘The child has eaten/is eating/ate the fish’

' Another comparison between English and Maori that might be considered ‘s the
case of the English constructions illustrated in (i) and (ii). 101

(i) a.I expect [ PROi to succeed in the test].
b. I expect [ them to succeed in the test].
c. I expect [ that they will succeed in the test].

(i) a.*I; believe [ PRO; to be a liar].
b. I believe [ him to be a liar].
c. I believe [ that he is a liar].

Whereas both expect and believe conform to the pattern established for hope in that
they have a lexical subject in the embedded tensed clause in (ic) and (iic), the
nonfinite complements of these verbs show another pattern in that both allow a
lexical subject in a nonfinite clause ((ib) and (iib)).

The question that is raised by examples of the latter type is whether the
embedded clause in the Maori construction with kia, illustrated in (5), is comparable
to the tensed embedded clause of (2) or comparable to the nontensed embedded
clauses of (ib) and (iib).

Given, however, that the lexical subject which occurs in (ib) and (iib) is case-
marked as an object (them versus they, for example in (i)), we will take the view that
it is not appropriate to treat this construction on a par with Maori (5b), in which the
embedded lexical subject is nominative.

47




Pearce and Waite

b. IP
/ \
Spec !
I VP

REIEE e MOy
| N

ka DP
te tamaiti ;. 1te ika

The structure (6b) includes an implementation of head-raising: the V° kia
moves up to attach to a head position above the VP. Given that forms of V°
head-movement in other languages may involve movement within IP (as in
French: Pollock 1989) or to a C° position external to IP (as in German main
clauses: den Besten 1983 and much subsequent work), an alternative
analysis of the structure for (6a) might be that the I° head (and possibly also
the V° head) are properly located in C°?

The issue of the precise location of Tense/Aspect elements (in C° or
in I’) is a complex one, but it is not an issue which affects the proposals of
this paper. Therefore we will leave this question aside and we will continue
to assume the basic clause structure as shown in (6b) for embedded clauses
as well as for main clauses.’

1.3. The verb of the subordinate clause

Hohepa (1969) shows that one of the distinguishing characteristics of stative
and non-stative verbs in Maoq is that verbs of the former class occur in kia
complement clauses but not in clauses introduced by ki te. The contrast
noted by Hohepa is extended in Bauer (1993:41) who states (Bauer uses the
term ‘neuter verb’ in preference to ‘stative verb’ used by Hohepa):

‘... If the verb in the subordinate clause is an experience verb, a neuter
verb [ ... ], a negative, or a passive, the clause s introduced by kia. If the
subordinate clause verb does not fall into one of these categories, the
distribution of kia and ki te depends primarily on the identity or otherwise
of the subjects of the main and subordinate clayse, .

The examples given in (7)-(10) below show th
verb classes identified in Bauer (1993), - |- cvant contrasts for the

*This is the structure assumed in Waite (1989, 1990),

* For some arguments in support of this approach see Pearce (1995). Note also that

Massam (1995) opts for a C*/I’ approach allowi o - .k
treatment of Niuean clauses. wing for raising of I* to C* in her
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Experiencer verb: méhio
7 ;1). Ka pirangi ia {kia }mbhio ki te kotiro ra. [Bauer 1983 (46)]

*ki te [Bauer 1983 (45)]
T/Awant: he T/A know P the girl there
‘He wanted to know that girl’

Stative/neuter verb: mahue

(8) a.E pirangi ana a  Moana {kia } mahue i tdna tdne.
b. *Ki te
T/Awant T/A Pers Moana T/A left P her male
‘Moana wants her husband to leave her’

Negative verb: kaua , :
(9 a.Keite hiahiaa Hone {kxa } kana e . poro i te rakau.
b. *ki te [Chung 1978: p.110 (14b)]
T/A wish Pers Hone T/A Neg T/A cut P the tree
‘Hone wishes not to cut down the tree’

Passive “
(10) a.E pirangiana a Moana {kia } awhinatia e tOna whanau.
b. - *ki te
T/Awant T/A Pers Moana = T/A help-Pass by her family
‘Moana wants to be helped by her family’

For each of the examples in (7)—(10) the understood argument of the
subordinate clause is coreferential to the overt subject of the higher verb.
When the verb of the subordinate clause occurs as a main clause verb, what
was the understood argument in (7)-(10) appears overtly with zero
nominative case:

(11) Kei te mohio ia ki te kotiro ra.
‘He knows that girl’

(12) I mahue a Moana i tana tane.
‘Moana was left by her husband’/’Moana’s husband left her’

(13) E kore a Hone e poro i te rakau.
‘Hone will never cut down the tree’

(14) Kei te awhinatia a Moana e tona whanau.
‘Moana is helped by her family’

In the examples (11), (12) and (14) the surface nominative argument is the

D-structure Theme DP of its verb. Notice, however, that the surface
nominative a Hone in (13) is the D-structure subject of the verb poro ‘cut
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down’, embedded below the negative. Following the analysis of Hohepa
(1969) (and see also Chung 1970 and Waite 1987), negatives in Maori are
subject raising stative verbs. What the negatives have in common, therefore,
with the verbs of the Experiencer class and with other verbs in the
Neuter/Stative class is the absence of a D-structure Agent subject.’

Since kia introduces the grammatical (a) examples in (7)—(10) and
since kia is the T/A form which is associated with an overt nominative DP
in (Sb), we must assume that the nonovert DPs in these examples are Case-
marked ‘pros’.’ Clauses introduced by ki te, on the other hand, do not allow
overt subjects and their subject arguments are Caseless PROs.

In the analysis that we will develop in this paper, we will show that
the _kia/ki te contrast which has been demonstrated in §1.1 and above
receives a unified treatment when it is viewed as an effect of the differing
syntactic realizations of unaccusative and non-unaccusative predicates in
Maori. In essence, it is our claim that verbs of the types illustrated in (7)—

(10) are unaccusativg:s: their surface nominative subjects (as in (11)—(14))
are derived from their D-structure complement position.

2. Perspectives on the syntax of unaccusatives
Effects of syntactic unaccusativity have been explicitly demonstrated in
rammar of Maor.i: Waite (1994) draws on

—

4
In earlier generative anal
yses (su
Rosenbaum 1968), subject raising v(erl;:shh::

subject position. In the curr
S . ent
the subordinate clause a trcatmem: d

overt nom O0-f) and (7b-f) show
i Minat; jects,
»Pros) in A (2b-f) a‘:,%l(vfb.%r?noun subjec
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with both Statives and Experiencers, neither of these classes has a process
of object incorporation and bo}h classes have kia imperatives, as well as the
kia/ki te_alternation which is the subject of the present paper. Both
Stative/Neuter verbs and Experience verbs have the common characteristic
that they lack an Agent subject. Under our analysis both of these verb
classes, along with Passive verbs, are unaccusatives.

It is not our purpose in thp present paper to provide a treatment for
all aspects of syntactic unaccusativity in Maori since our analysis will focus
simply on accounting for the mechanisms applying to the use of kia and ki
te in subordinate clauses. To this end, an important part of our demonstration
is to account for why it is that Maori differs from other languages in
distinguishing the forms of subordinate clauses in which unaccusative and
pon-unaccusative verbs may appear (the effects shown in (7—(10),
contrasting with those in (4) and (5)). As part of our discussion, therefore, it
is both useful and necessary to compare the phenomena in Maori with data
from other languages.

Our comparative discussion will draw mainly on data from Italian for
the following two reasons: (i) the properties of unaccusatives in Italian have
been clearly demoqstrated in previous work, such as Perlmutter (1979),
Rosen (1981), Burzio (1981, 1986), Belletti & Rizzi (1988) and others; and
(i) since Italian does not syntactically distinguish unaccusative verbs for
complement clause type, it provides a useful comparative base for our
analysis of the kia/ki te distinction in Maori. Section 2.1 provides a brief
demonstration of how unaccusativity works and §2.2 extends the discussion
more specifically to Maori. The comparative account of the kia/ki te
alternation will be undertaken in Section 3.

2.1. Unaccusatives: syntax and semantics

The term ‘unaccusative’ as coined by Perlmutter (1978) was a descriptive
label applied to classes of constructions, demonstrated in particular for
Turkish and Dutch, in which the surface subject is the object rather than the
subject of the deep structure/initial representation of the sentence. A more
detailed and more recent treatment of the nature of unaccusativity is to be
found in Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) and further references cited
therein.

The essential characteristic of unaccusative constructions is that their
nominative subjects have a Theme rather than an Agent role.’ The discus-
sion to follow provides a summary of how the unaccusative analysis applies
in Italian.

In Italian, the selection of the auxiliary verb in tenses formed with a
past participle has been shown to be dependent on whether or not there is an

* The Agent role is crucial also to the interpretations applied to Maori in Hooper
(1982, 1984).
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Agent role associated with the predicate. In essence, the selected auxiliary
is a form of the verb avere ‘have’ in the presence of an Agent and it is essere
‘be’ when no Agent is present. (The outline presented in this section for
Italian is based (in updated form) on the analysis of Burzio (1986).)

(15) Marco ha telefonato a Maria.
Marco has telephoned to Maria
‘Marco telephoned Maria’

(16) Marco ¢ arrivato a Roma.
| Marco is  arrived at Rome
‘Marco arrived in Rome’
\

In both (15) and (16) the auxiliary verb shows 3PersSg agreement with the
subject Marco. In both sentences, therefore, Marco is a well-behaved
subject of a finite verb. Other facts associated with the constructions in (15)
and (16) show that the subjects in these two sentences have distinct syntactic
properties. :

One of the salient distinctions is their behaviour with repect to ne-
cliticization. The clitic ne is a pro-form standing for a quantified NP. Thus,

in (17b) ne replaces libri in (17a):
(17) a. ' Maria ha comprato tre libri.
‘Maria bought three books’
b. Maria ne ha comprati tre.
‘Maria bought three (of them)’

Ne replacement shows contrasting effects for post-verbal subij S
construction types of (15) and (16): P ; subjects in the

(18) a. Hanno telefonato  tre studenti.
have telephoned  three students
‘Three students telephoned’
b. Sono arrivati tre stddenti .
are arrived three =  students

‘Three students arrived’

(19) a. *Nehanno telefonati tre.
*Three (of them) telephoned’
b. Ne sono arrivati tre.
“Three (of them) arrived’

In both (18a) and (18b) the finite auxiliary verbs are 3P i i
the subject tre studenti. Thus, apart from the auxiliary fﬁgilcigr&zl;gigl;g
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apparent syntactic distinction between (18a i

sgntencesy tre studen_n 18 t.he_ surface subjec(t. H())wf:gr (iln8?1)9t‘:;‘:/’e ls':: btgtl:
the argument associated with arrivare ‘arrive’ behaves exactl lik: tt?
object in (17b) with respect to ne-cliticization. The contrast bet\zleen (l9a§
and (19b) shows thag the predicates in these two constructions differ not
only for auxiliary choice, but also in terms of the syntactic properties of their
sole argument. The analysis that has been applied to these constructions is
that the Agent argument associated with telefonare ‘telephone’ is a D-
structure extemal argument, whereas the non-Agent argument associated
with arrivare is a D-structure internal Theme argument. The appropriate D-
structure syntactic representations are as shown in (20a) and (20b):

20) a. IP
- Spe{\l' SpecIP I
I/\VP I \VP
Spe{ \V’ spé V’
Marco \l’ Y/\Marco
telefon- arriv-

In (20b) Marco occupies the position of a direct object and in (20a) Marco
is in the D-structure ‘external’ argument position. In the derivation of the
surface forms the [Spec, IP] subject position may be filled by the D-
structure object when no [Spec,VP] subject is present; otherwise, it is filled
by the D-structure [Spec,VP] argument. In this way, in an unaccusative
construction the D-structure object (Marco in (20b)) becomes the S-
structure subject.

Further support for the analysis comes from the fact that the Italian
passive construction patterns in the same way as the unaccusative

construction:’

"The same point applies in the case of the ‘impersonal si-construction with respect
to ne-cliticization:
@i a. Si leggera volentieri alcuni articoli.

SI read-FUT-3SG willingly some articles
‘One will willingly read some articles’

b. Alcuni articoli si  leggeranno volentieri
some articles SI read-FUT-3PL  willingly

‘Some articles will be read willingly’

c. Se ne leggeranno alcuni.
‘Some of them will be read’
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(21) a. Saranno invitati molti esperti.
be-FUT-3PL invited many experts
‘Many experts will be invited’

b. Ne saranno invitati molti.
‘Many (of them) will be invited’

The passive construction uses the auxiliary verb essere. Furthermore, ne-
cliticization is grammatical as expected, given that the surface subject is the

D-structure Theme.

2.2. Extending the unaccusative interpretation
The discussion of Italian has shown that, along with the absence of a

nominative Agent, there are two particular syntactic characteristics that
are associated with Italian unaccusatives: auxiliary selection and ne-cliticiz-
ation. In structural terms, the surface nominative subject in these
constructions is the D-structure verb complement.

Quite obviously the particular syntactic manifestations of unaccus-
ativity that are found in Italian are language specific indicators.® On the
assumption that non-Agent subjects in Maori may also be unaccusatives, we
can expect that Maori will also give evidence of characteristics
distinguishing unaccusatives from other classes of verbs. As stated at the
beginning of §2, we take it that the syntactic characteristics that are common
to Stative/Neuter verbs and Experiencer verbs are the indicators that these
along with Passives, belong to the class of unaccusatives in Maori.
Both the Stative/Neuter and Experiencer classes of verbs may have a
single argument, classified by Reedy (1979) as Patient in the former class
and as Patient/Experiencer in the latter class,

In the Stative/Neuter class the canonical two-argument construction

has a Cause or Agent second argument preceded by i:

verbs,

722) a.Ka mate au i te kore kai. [Hohepa 1969: (38
@ T/A die 1 P Det NEG food i il
‘I died from lack of food’

b.I ~mut  te whare i te tangata. [Hohepa 1969: (15a
T/A complete the house P the man P (152)]
“The house was completed by the man’

' The comcsponding_ two indicators are found also in French (‘be’ auxiliary
alternations and en-cliticization), but not necessarily in other Romance varieties, €.8-
Spanish. Some Germanic languages, including carlier stages of English, have

auxiliary altemations.
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c.Kua mahue ia i te pahi. [Bauer (361)’]
T/A left he P the bus
‘He was left behind by the bus’

d.Ka hohd ngd  rangatira i téna korero. [Biggs 1969: 31]
T/A bored the-PL chief P that talk
“The chiefs are bored by that talk’

Whatever the precise nature of the role of the second argument in these
examples (Cause or Agent), it is clear that the nominative argument is not
an Agent.

In the case of the Experiencer verbs, the second argument in these
constructions is a Cause or Goal and, followmg Bauer (1983) it is usually
introduced by ki:

(23) a.l pirangi a Hata ki te whare. [Bauer 1983: (33)]
T/A want Pers Hata P the house
‘Hata wanted the house’

b.Ka rongo te tangata ki te waiata. [Biggs 1969: 30]
T/A hear the man P the song
“The man hears the song’

c.Kia maumahara koe ki t¢ ra whanau o t6 whaea!
T/A remember you P the day birth  of your mother
‘Remember your mother’s birthday!” [Bauer 1983: (11)]

d. I totaki a Rewi ki nga tangata. [Bauer 1983: (83)]
T/A meet Pers Rewi P the people
‘Rewi met the people’

Examples from Reedy (1979) indicate that the selection of the
marker of the second argument can at least in some cases have a disambig-

uating function:

(24) a.Keite mohio .a Hone kite waiata. [Reedy: 264 (72a)]
T/A  know Pers Hone T/A sing
‘Hone knows how/when to sing’

b. Kei te mohio a Hone ki te waiata ra. [Reedy: 264 (72b)]
T/A  know Pers Hone P the song Dem
‘Hone knows that song’

’ Throughout ,’Bauer (x)’ means that ‘x’ is the example number in Bauer (1993).
* Bauer mentions that kite ‘see’ and rongo ‘hear’ can take a second argument
preceded by i. See also III in the Appendix.
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c.Keite mohio a Hone i te waiata. [Reedy: 264 (71)]
T/A  know Pers Hone P the song
‘Hone knows the song’

The word waiata may be either a noun or a ver}). In (24a) waiata is
interpreted as an infinitive verb preceded by ki te interpreted as the T/A
marker. In (24b) the inclusion of the demonstrative means tha@ waiata is
unambiguously a noun, so that the inﬁnitivq ve;b interpretation that is
applied in (24a) is not available. Thus, if waiata is to bg interpreted as a
noun and if no other indicators of its status as a noun are included, then the
marker selected is i, as in (24c), rather than ki, as in (24b). .

In other instances the use of i versus ki may signal a difference in the
interpretation of the predicate. Williams (1971) gives two constructions for
wareware illustrating the meanings ‘forgetful’ and ‘forgotten’:"

(25) a.I  wareware pea koe ki ta taua korero.
T/A forgetful perhaps you P the our talk
‘Perhaps you are forgetful of our talk’

b.Ka wareware i a au te ingoa o ténei wahi.
T/A forgotten P Pers I 'the name o that place
‘I have forgotten the name of that place’

On the basis of the semantics alone, the reason for the choice of one or other
construction is not obvious."” On the assumption that the ki versus i contrast
is a real distinguishing factor, then wareware in (25a) is an Experiencer
verb, whereas in (25b) it is a Stative verb, Notice that, in the Experiencer
construction (25a), the thing that js forgtten is the ,preposition-marked

?rguntltent,. wt:llereas,_in the %tlative construction in (25b), the thing that is
orgotten 1s the nominative Theme. The stativ - is thus
in contrast in this respect with € construction of (25b)

R the construction used with the Stative
adjective mataku ‘frightened’ in whi : : that
frightens) is the preposition-m which the thing that is feared (

arked argument:
T/A frightened T/A l‘; ll) e taniwha. [Bauer (1112)]

‘He is frightened of/by the tanivt/lll;;' taniwha

—

" Factors affecting the relati i
: alive ordering of in Stativé
I‘;?i'lllsclir;lit;o:l?fggnnm ) identifiable, Bgauel' (;}‘9‘397t:w5(f,4) a[:ﬁ:lprg::sts a lnllf“ber o
constituents to prcgedc:';:::;“:r"; order in Maori, including preferences for shortef
g\ese conditions obtain in (26b)“cs and for animates to precede inanimates. BO
One of our native §

rc .
non-Theme argument, Onsultants accepts wareware only with the ,_markﬁd

56




Kia and ki te. Complementation in Maori: An Accusative Analysis

If we are to align the interpretation of (25b) with that for (26), a more literal
rendition for (25b) could be: ‘The name of)that place is fcsrggt’ten to/by me’.
Whereas the i-marked arguments with the Stative verbs in (22) and with the
Stative adjectlvg In (26) are readily interpreted as Cause arguments, the
extension of this interpretation to the i-marked argument in (25b) puts
another perspective on what may be understood as a Cause argument, here
giving more of a Source interpretation.

. Although as Bauer (1983) shows there is evidence of some
variability in the syntactic characteristics of Experiencer verbs, we will
assume tha}t at least some of this variability may be due to semantic shifts or
to disambiguating mechanisms. Also we do not wish to claim that such a
broad distinction as Stative/Neuter verb versus Experiencer verb would be
capable of encapsulating the fine detail of other semantic parameters which
may be relevant to the behaviour of these and other verb classes.” For our
present purposes, what is of interest is that the Stative/Neuter and
Experiencer classes present characteristics in common with the Passives and

which place them in the class of syntactic unaccusatives in their failure to
have nominative Agent subjects. : '

3. The syntax of unaccusatives in Maori

3.1. Control PRO : ' ' '
Returning to the kia/ki te distinctions for clausal complements shown in
(4){(5) and in (7)~(10), the essential problem that we are addressing is that
of 1§ien§1fy1ng the syntax of the interactions between unaccusativity and the
availability of a PRO subject. Since kia complements are tensed, they are
essentially no different from tensed main clauses. With respect to the ki te
Control PRO structures, we need to work out why it is that unaccusatives in

Maori may not occur in Control structures, whereas in other languages they
do:

(27)  John, wants [PRO; to be praised t; by everyone.] -

(28) a. Gianni; vuole [PRO; essere lodato t; da tutti]. [=(39)]

b. Gianni; vuole [PRO; piacere t; a Maria].
- Gianni wants to please to Maria
‘Gianni wants Maria to like him’

B It is of interest to note that, following the analysis of Belletti and Rizzi (1988),
Italian has at least three distinct classes of Experiencer verbs. In all three subclasses,
however, it is the non-Experiencer argument which Belletti and Rizzi argue is the
Theme of the construction. Only one of the three subclasses exhibits the use of the
‘be’ auxiliary, typical of other unaccusative types:

(i) La musica & sempre piaciuta a Gianni. [Belletti & Rizzi 1988 (101b)]
the music is always pleased to Gianni
‘Music always pleased Gianni’/’Gianni always liked music’
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PRO in unaccusatives is not restricted to contexts of Control:

(29) ' a. Non ¢ importante [PRO; essere lodati t; da tanta gerzte]
‘It is not important to be praised by so many people

b. Non ¢ importante [PRO; piacere t; a molta gente]
‘It is not important to be liked by many people’

In both English and Italian a PRO must be interpreted as animate (more
specifically, as human, in the absence of Control) and a PRO is licensed in
nonfinite clauses in which in parallel tensed clauses it would be the syntactic

subject, regardless of its (D-structure) thematic role.
Previous accounts of the use of the Control PRO in Maori (Chung

1978, Reedy 1979, Hooper 1982) have shown that a PRO in a ki te clause
must be both a syntactic subject and semantic agent. Thus, for Hooper
(1982: 37-38) ‘the target. of the deletion rule [= PRO (P & W)] must be
capable of volitional action and [ . . . ] the subject of neuter verbs, passives
and most adjectives are ruled out because they are involuntary
experiencers.’

The notion that is represented in these accounts of PRO in Maori is
that the availability or not of a Control PRO is semantically driven.
However, given our analysis, it is precisely when the parallel tensed clause
subject is an unaccusative Theme that the PRO subject possibility is not
available. It should therefore be possible to derive the absence of such PROs
from the theta-grid of the subordinate clause verb. In other terms, the
semantic basis of the volitionality account is by itself non-explanatory when
it comes to the treatment of the acceptability of the parallel kia
complements, such as in the examples given earlier as (10) and (8):

(30) E pirangi a  Moana kia/*ki te awhinati 0 anau.
T/A wish Pers Moana T/A help-l;:ltsl;l gy lt](;?a \fvatrlrﬁ;u
‘Moana wants (that she) be helped by her family’

(31) E pirangi a  Moana kia/*kj te : -
T/A wish  Pers Moana T/A ;Llahue ll’ ltﬁ:l:a t;na;
‘Moana wants (that she) be abandoned by her husband’

We therefore turn now to a cloger considerati e it
mechanisms which are involved in distinguishi 1on of the sy .
in English/ Italian. guishing PRO in Maori from PR

3.1.The :ionﬂnufe u«:ln;m in Maori

In our analysis of the kia/ki te distinction fop ' first
assumplion is that the overt DP versus nonove:?l{t(l)ll;alfgjgol:?ﬁi’cl?:; with
n’[f[cns.ell[-lcnsc] charqctcnsuc. Predicates hﬂVing Agent subiects are thus
distinguished as shown in the D-Strycture ’emntauso e )
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(32) a.kia;:I' (=(5b
I /\vp £
| \Y
+te <
[ kl::e] S / \ [-tense] / K

’ ki te Spec
Dzec }I\DP 1 vl/ V\

b.kiteI' (= (4a))
AT N

D DP
A

nga tamariki pdwhiri ite manuhiri PRO pOwhiri i te manuhiri

~ According to our dis
raises to [+tense] I°
there is evidence for
of Pollock (1989)
on the ordering of
Maori has

verb and the sub;
of three classes o

cussion in §1.2, the verb of the tensed clause
to derive the surface VSO ordering. We will show that
V > T also when I’ is [-tense]. In line with the approach
and much subsequent work, we base our argument here
the verb with respect to the subject and adverb particles.
a range of adverb particles which intervene between the

ect in tensed clauses. Biggs (1969) identifies the ordering
f such adverb particles as shown in (33)."

(33) Manner particle — Directional particle — Positional particle

(34) a.Kua tae_ tonu mai  nei ratou. [Biggs 71]
T/A arrive Intens  hither here they ’
‘They have just arrived here’

b.1 haehae rawa iho | nei ratou. [Biggs 71]
T/A slash’ Intens downwards here they
‘They slashed deeply downwards here’

That the examples in (34) should not be interpreted as involving a form of
subject postposing is shown by the fact that the normal ordering of subject
and verbal complements is preserved in the presence of adverb particles:

(35) a.Kei te whakatoi fonu a  Rewikia  Tamahae. [Biggs 86]
T/A tease  Intens Pers Rewi P Pers Tamahae
‘Rewi is still teasing Tamahae’

b.Ko te hiahiao  Kupe, kia tae rawa atw  ia ki
Top the wish Gen Kupe T/A arrive Intens thither he P
Aotearoa. [Biggs 69]
Aotearoa
‘It was Kupe’s wish to get right to New Zealand’

“ In Bauer (1993) the term ‘Deictic’ is used for what Biggs terms ‘quitional’ in (28).
See Mutu-Grigg (1982) for a more detailed analysis of particles and their
positioning.
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i i icles are positioned above
therefore is that the adverb partic ne
Ihl;e {ifsifugllﬂtlobglovgrthe I° head which is the target for V-raising. The
represer,ltation for (35a) is thus as shown in (36).

(36) [p [y kei te + whakatoi; tonu [yp a Rewi t; ki a Tamahae ]]]

Continuing with our assumption that the adverb part1c{)e_s tar_e
positioned above the VP, the crucial test for V-raising when the su Jlenc t}:s
PRO is the surface position of the verb relative to the adverb particles. e
case of the Directional particles the evidence is clear:

(37) a.Katonoae ianga hepara [ ki te whiu mai i nga hipi ki te wuruhete.
[Bauer (181)]

*ki te mai whiu . . . :
“The shepherds were ordered by him to chase the sheep to the woolshed’

'b. He tino dtaahua nga whetq {kl e titiro ake [Bauer (2116), TR2 26]
*kite ake titiro . .
“The stars were very beautiful to look up at’

It is more difficult to discover examples of Manner particles in ki re
clauses becau§e these Particles have aspectual functions which do not
readily occur in nonfinite clauses, However, the following examples have
been proposed by our native Speaker consultants-

(38) ' a.Keite' whakaaro a

: tonu - j ukapuka.
T/A  decide Pers Hope T/A work : gl

TIA | tona kainga ki reira.
look  Pers  Hop, : Intens DO his house P there

on with bui]ding his

c. Kei te Whakaarg

Hone kj ¢e Whai '
. wa i g i ainga.
:l‘/A c.lecu.ie _ Pers Hone T/A follow Intens Do Pers ;15;:0“ gt : e
Hone is thinking of following them h, e

Thus, we sh
which may follov?' t?\‘: verb o €ast two Kinds of adverb particles
On the basis of this evider cgf ‘:ekz ‘e clause byt Which may not precede il-
in Maori nonfinijte Clauses, Must conclude tha V-raising to I° applies
33. Unaccusatiye cla
The detaj is of ures
Clauses l:lll:iol{lg unro:'}glv):rl;s 8&3‘ % COntrast betweer, the overt subject in kia
interpretation of the Prohibitiopn :‘ng a"i’ fe Clauses wi) pe dependent on our

05t the uge Of ki te with unaccusative
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pnla)c_li(:ates. The crucial aspect of this analysis concerns the position of the
subject.

The essential insight of the unaccusative analysis is that the DP to
which nominative Case is assigned is the structural Direct Object (DO). This
unaccusative DO then ‘takes on’ characteristics which are associated with
the subject of the clause in non-unaccusative constructions. In particular, in
a language in which nominative Case is assigned in a Spec-head relation to
the [Spec, IP] position, the raising of the unaccusative DO to [Spec, IP]
provides the mechanism for the realization of the surface subject
characteristics associated with the unaccusative DO. Such an interpretation
applies to the English active/passive contrast in (39a)/(39b).

39 a IP b.  IP
\

Kim V DP )% PP
ate the fish \Y DP by Kim
il N

eaten the fish
B

Under the view that the passive past participle fails to assign structural
accusative Case to its complement, this complement, the fish in (39b), must
raise to [Spec, IP] for Case marking. In the active structure (39a), it is the
Agent Kim which standardly raises to the [Spec, IP] of the clause.

Our representations of Maori VSO structures have assumed that the
active subject of a tensed clause is Case-marked at S-structure in its
[Spec,VP] position. Both the [Spec,VP] position and the complement
position in the VP are theta-positions. Following the theta-criterion of
Chomsky (1981), an argument may not move from one theta-position into
another theta-position, even if the target position of such a movement is
empty. How then is nominative Case assigned to the argument in the D-
structure complement position in Maori?

There are two possible alternative mechanisms for the assignment of
Nominative Case in the Maori unaccusative construction: (i) Nominative
Case is assigned to a position above the VP (but below the adverb particle
positions); or (ii) Nominative Case is assigned directly to the complement
position when the [Spec,VP] is not filled by an argument.

Two aspects of linear ordering go against the analysis that the surface
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ject is rai i ive. The first is that, as
aised above the VP as for the (i) altem'flt!ve : ,
f’:'leb Jt‘la:\t/el Sjlistl seen, we have no evidence fqr the raising of the subject since
the ordering Verb-Subject-Adverb-Object is unattested. Second, there is a
[Spec,IP]-like position to the left of the verb in certain constructions in
Maori:

(40) Awhea te tamaiti ka kai i te ika?
when Det child T/A eat DO Det fish
‘When will the child eat the fish?’

In (40) awhea as a wh-constituent has been preposed to t.h.e [Spec, CP]
position. The subject te tamaiti has been raised to a Spec position below the
[Spec, CP]. Since the Tense + Verb complex now follows the subject, then

this complex must be located within the [P projection rather than in the C°
head position:

(41) CP

Sp|ec f'\
awhea C IP

N
te:pém:ti? I/I\V
| /P\V

ka + kail Spec
| =
tx t; iteika
The availability of constructions like that sh
. . own for (40)/(41) suggests that,
wl;eigotge subé(ejgt does raise oyt of the VP jp a simp(le gli(lUS()i, itgrgaises toa
ggxus Wgrzsc umg thth ° T/A Joxus rather than tq a position following this
the 'uivaleni ol?:'h atslt 18 this POsition in Maorj which is to be viewed as
. egonclusio th € [Spec, IP] Subject of other languages. We are left with
assigned VP-iI:lte a;i] n ie VS ordering Pattern, Nominative Case i
unaccusati cna’y at S-structure, pogpy in unergative/transitive and in
tll:': :&;‘-ﬂmcnons' that is, by alternative (iri§ above
assumption for &?;gﬁg:s;nsc?d Clause may be VP-internal, then the ﬁzt
This interpretation leads to ause is that jts subject also is VP-internal.

. : © Contrastj : in (42a)
for non unaccusatives and (42b) for unacr::gusr:g‘r;i?gtanons shown in
— ;

1} ] H
For convenience, the structures shown ip

YErsus V-sister positions, wigh (42) focus on the status of the [Spec.VPl
overty Case-marked argumerio™ "eerence 1 (g o e position of a second
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(42) a. /P\ b. /11)\ |

(Spec) ' C
ot /I\ o P

I’ VP I VP
[-nom] ™\ [-nom] N
Sp|ec '
PRO vV *PRO

On the basis of the representations in (42a) and (42b), we conclude that PRO
is licit in [Spec,VP] of a nonfinite clause but is illicit in the Theme position.
Since the Theme position is standardly a lexically (theta-)governed position
and since PRQ_by definition, from Chomsky (1981), can occur only in a non-
governed position, (42b) is immediately ruled out since its PRO is governed.

_ The ungrammaticality of (42b) and thus the ungrammaticality of the
ki te construction with unaccusatives in Maori is therefore straightforwardly
accounted for. But our discussion of these constructions is not complete
until we have solved two remaining problems:

(i) the grammaticality of (42a), namely: how it is that the PRO in
[Spec,VP] in (42a) is ungoverned; and
(ii) why it is that Maori differs from other languages, such as Italian,
in not accepting unaccusatives in infinitives.

The problem in the case of (i) for our analysis' of the surface forms
corresponding to (42a) is that the verb is raised above the VP where it will be
in a c-command relation with the [Spec,VP] position. This structural relation
should identify the Spec position as a governed position, given that traces in

such Specs conform to the Empty Category Principle for head-government:
(43) Mary; seems [1p [gpec t; ] to have eaten the fish] '

(44) a.We consider [ [Spec them ] foolish]
b. Who; do we consider [y [spec t; 1 foolish]?

The trace in (43) is head-governed by seems and in (44b) the trace is
governed by consider. Furthermore, under the assumption that Case is
assigned under government, them in (44a) is assigned accusative Case under
government by consider. Because the [Spec,VP] in the surface structure for
(42a) will be in a parallel relation with the raised verb, then PRO in this
position should be governed and therefore illicit.

The same problem does not arise in Italian Control constructions
because the PRO in [Spec, IP] is protected from government by the presence
of the CP barrier: '
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45) Maria; vuole [cp[;p PRO; mangiare il  pesce]].
- Mari;11 wants < IPPRO1 to-eat the fish

Although the theta-position of the PRO in (45) is in [Spec,VP], the avail-
ability of movement to the [Spec, IP] position means that the surface PRO
in Italian infinitives is ungoverned.' Just as the [Spec,VP] based PRO can
raise to [Spec, IP] so also can the PRO subject of an unaccusative infinitive:

(46) a. Voglio [ [ PRO; mangiarej [VP t, tj il pesce]]]

I-want PRO to-eat the fish
b. Voglio [ [PRO; am'varej [VP t; t; alle otto]]]
I-want =~ PRO to-arrive at eight

.. Clearly what seems relevant for our analysis of the contrast between
Italian and Maori with respect to unaccusative infinitives is precisely the
contrast that we have proposed for Maori in the [Spec,VP] versus V-sister
positions of the PROs in (42a) and (42b): Italian has a unique position for
its PRO subjects, whereas Maori has two distinct positions. Just as we find
a_straightforward solution to the unavailability of PRO in the Maori

be that‘%RO in [Spec,VP] is ungoverned.
ithin the pre-Minimalijst version of Government-Bindj theory
(e.g. Chomsky 1986), we might assume t "
i\i;)bawnjigfi toﬂg‘ov&nment (dgspite me that the VP of a non-tensed clause
- Within the Minimalist theory of
approach to treating this problem.% b Chon!slgy o). we i
from a Minimalist perspective.

4, Checking relations in a Minimalist approach

'I'hedfolloW,lng n?txons from the Minimalist framework will be relevant to
our discussion of the [Spec,VP] vergys Verb complement position:

(47) (i) Case is assigned in a Spec

o -head co . ly.
(i) Argument positions nfiguration overtly, or covertly

categories arc Syntactically licensed by functional
(iii) The relatjve ,
covert SYntax.s trength” of a feature has effects on overt versus

* In effect, note also

tha(. as ac !
[Spec, IP), the trace that is left in ?gfmcq?\eg(]:emoitthbi movement from [Spec,VP] 1
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With respect to movement, we understand the overt/covert distinction of
(47)(ii) as the difference between movement in PF versus movement only
in LF. In these terms, for example, English has overt wh-movement, whereas
Chinese (Huang_ 1982) does not. Thus, we infer that, in English, there is a
strong feature in the structure (in the C° position) which forces overt
movement of a wh-constituent. Although a wh-feature is universally
available, since wh-movement fails to take place for PF in Chinese, we infer
that this feature is weak in Chinese.

To some extent, at least, the strength of a given feature may be found
to correspond to the degree of richness in the relevant overt morphology.
Thus, English lacks a rich array of distinctions in its verbal morphology and,
as it turns out, the surface ordering of the verb with respect to other elements
of the clause in English argues for the absence of overt V-raising. On the
other hand, the Italian verbal paradigm has a rich array of inflectional
distinctions in its verb paradigms and, correspondingly, the relative surface
ordering of the verb with respect to other elements in the tensed clause gives
evidence that V-raising applies for PF in Italian (see the discussion in
Belletti 1990). In effect, the best evidence for the presence of strong features
comes from what can be inferred from the surface placement of elements in
different types of constructions. However, it is also very often the case that
morphological characteristics can be helpful diagnostic tools, especially in
comparisons of finer distinctions in closely related languages (see, for
instance, the discussion in Vikner 1995 for parameters of morphological
distinctions and movement in Germanic languages).

If we return now to the consideration of the syntax of the subject in
Maori, there are two reasons why we may attribute weakness to the features
of the checking head or heads relevant for the licensing of the subject
argument. First, on the basis of the discussion of the examples (34)—(35) and
(40), the linear ordering facts led us to the conclusion that, even in a tensed
clause, the subject fails to raise overtly out of the VP in the regular VSO
finite clause pattern. Second, the absence of any overt morphology of the
subject-verb agreement type provides another kind of support for the weak
features analysis. _

Nevertheless, putting together (47)(i) and (47)(ii) above, at least at
LF, a subject of a tensed clause will raise to the Spec of the head which is
responsible for the assignment of nominative Case. Thus, a [+nom] feature
is present in the Maori tensed clause, but this feature is weak and so the
raising of the subject occurs at LF, rather than for PF.” In Italian, by
contrast, the [+nom] feature is strong as it induces movement of the subject

" For cases of the type shown in (40), where the subject precedes the T/A-Verb
sequence, some ‘strengthening’ factor must be involved. Or else, there is some other
mechanism which permits the subject to appear in the pre-verbal position in these
cases.
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to [Spec, IP] at PF. Our discussion of Italian infinitives suggested that the
[-nom] feature is here strong enough to allow for movement at PF: PRO can
raise to [Spec, IP]. (We will discuss this further below.)

Now consider the situation for Maori infinitives. Already we have
seen that [+nom] in Maori is a weak feature that does not induce raising at
PF. There is nevertheless a covert relation between the subject DP and the
Spec position in which nominative Case is checked.

In Minimalist theory it is the checking relations which take over from
the pre-Minimalist mechanism of government. Chomsky (1995: 374)
suggests that, if a relevant checking feature (D feature in this case) is not
sufficiently strong, then it could fail to project a Spec.” The absence of a
Spec for a weak [-nom] head, the head carrying the D features, would lead
to the failure of a checking relation for a PRO in [Spec,VP].

~ Suppose that the D features for Maori are not strong enough to
project a Spec when [-nom]. Under such an account, the PRO in [Spec,VP],
stranded as it were, is prohibited from entering into an identifying relation
with a functional head because of the absence of a Spec projected by the
relevant D-feature head. We might suppose that what is special about PRO
is that it fails to enter into a checking relation at PF. As a formal statement

of  this interpretation, we now propose the following anti-licensing
condition:

(48) - APRO cannot be in relation with a D features functional head at PF.”

X v continu : :
the contrast deives from the differing PF positions o i 1 omat
a) an . . e
On the view, therefo , ..
Italian PRO at PF, a more l‘:mttlllat the [Spec, IP] position is available for an

clause, following Belletti ( 1990),1;:‘>tethr§pg\§:2?1§i ?29())1: the ltalian nonfin

* D (or N) features are Uired ; .
checking at some leve] I(;(l'“ i Lll?) t:;: functional Structure of the clause for the

E‘:&M Projection Principle, % subject argument in fulfillment of the

that this account refers ¢ :
: conditiong :
details of how the relevan Control binding inteOPer;(:;:,gnt: iﬁFl;e\Ze ulla;ytl:] ;jp::l Ltll:e
Pre stablis v
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PRO; AgrS TP ‘PRO to eat the fish’

mangiare; Spec /
T
[-nom]
| VP
: t;t; il pesce

Belletti (19?(_)) presents evidence that, in Italian, the verb raises all the way
up to AgrS° in nonfinite clauses, as well as in finite clauses. The resulting
structure, shown in (49), presents a problem for the condition that we have
proposed in (48). On the assumption that, in raising up to AgrS’, the verb
must pass through T° and on the generally held view that it is T* which is
the location of the [+/-nom] feature, the expectation would be that the
features of T°, carried up to AgrS® by the verb, would enter into a relation
with a PRO in the [Spec, AgrSP] position. In other words, the PRO in the
resulting structure would be in a direct Spec-head relation with the D-
features associated with the [+/-nom] head, thus, in violation of our (48).

Suppose, however, that the matching of D-features with the relevant
DP (PRO in this case) can be held over until LF. That is, the relationship
must eventually be implemented, but the matching is not forced for PF. This
assumption works in accord with the motivation behind the Extended
Projection Principle (see fn. 18), as a means of capturing the interpretation
function requiring that the predication of the clause be saturated by an
argument.

We now observe that, in the actual configuration that obtains within
the AgrS° projection of (49), it is not the [-nom] T° that heads the projection,

but rather it is AgrS®:

(50) AgrSP
\
A )
PRO AgrS TP
vl ol

Agro; T T AgrOP
/ \ [-nom] ‘ A
Vk AgrO ti t_] tk
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oint in the derivation the D features in T" will be carried up to the
ﬁtgrsg‘r’nlfegd position in which position they will be matcheq with the PRO
in the [Spec, AgrSP). If the full matching of the D features is implemented
at LF, the percolation of the D features does not have to be 1mp1emen2toed at
PF and PRO in (50) can thus remain without being in violation of (48).” And
thus, the reason why Italian can have a PRO subject from the [Spec,VP]
position and from the unaccusative Theme position is that both of these
PROs can access a Spec position above the relevant part of the projection
carrying the D features in its head.
Through (48), along with our interpretation of the effects
corresponding to (47)(i)—(iii) in Maori and Italian, we have provided a
Minimalist interpretation for the cases in which PRO is licit: in [Spec,IP] in

[-nom] clauses in Italian and in [Spec,VP] in [-nom] clauses in Maori. But

note that, since we have put aside the notion of government and thus our

initial explanation of the ungrammaticality of the PRO in the verb comple-

ment position, we now need to see how to treat the Maori unaccusative
*PRO within the same syste

. m of mechanisms by which we have accounted
for the grammatical PROs.

%hetcl:lku;gﬂ)1 andklhead-to-head relati
oth of these kinds of relationg | fo . . .
i : lons rmatio A

third kl{{c’i t(l)1f syttllltpcuc relation is th.at between a heag gflcslyirtlstaécélnclpc]gﬁit'n

means toleszblisllsl :yrsetg:ilogfb::\?/gglfh Sy[ntactic o Alians, e Toe, the
complement of the verb. The PRO 1o € |-nom] weak D feature and the

: ] 1 the complem iti to
the D feature through its relation with the V°pat m?}fﬁsﬁotﬁg ﬁse:g.cce}?;n

° . 5 fthe inf 1t: N i
adicined sbov the T hony % S pronoun. yery i lalan, Keyoe 1990
e el . Kayne’ 1an infinitive i
French I o S 0 1 Frenty s S the onering ifrences
verb. In both languagelsmt;:: gﬂ;ik') in terms of differi'nl;a;ll:;;%'er:to osf the ;t:%;ltr:\lfe
verb in Italian raises aboye T, i Pronouns attacy, 0 T but, whereas the infinitive

* (infiniti , French the irfo -
there is no raising to Agrgelcd below T In € verb rajses only as far as

at PF ang ¢, YDe's accounts of the facts in Italian,
However, for more rece, . and therefore | > fact
ially fn.19, p.1 39;“ discussion by Kayne of:;\our terms, no violation of (48)-

' ~ ©3€ proposals, see Kayne (1994
a similar discugs . y
also Pearce (1996) on of these Mechanigmg
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formed by the raising of the V° to I". In effect the D° head of the complement
DP is the head immediately below the V° foot and we assume that this D°
and the V° are necessarily in a head-to-head relation, even though no overt
movement is implicated for this configuration. By this account, the *PRO in
the complement position is ruled out by (48).

Although we cannot undertake here a broader survey to investigate
how (48) would apply in a variety of languages, it is easy to see that English,
which has [Spec, IP] subjects and which lacks V-raising even in finite
clauses, will fall into the general pattern described for Italian: the English
PRO will be above the T° carrying the D features. Our prediction for VSO
languages is that those with characteristics like Maori (in particular, those
don’t make use of a position for overt subjects above the VP) should also
show the [Spec,VP] versus unaccusative Theme divide for the
presence/absence of PRO.

In effect, as Maria Bittner (personal communication) points out,
Bittner and Hale (1996) make a similar prediction within their theory of
Case assigzrzlment for the [Spec,VP] versus unaccusative Theme divide for
Acehnese.” The empirical characterization is that unaccusative Themes in
Acehnese have morphological accusative Case in finite clauses from a VP-
internal mechanism. In nonfinite clauses, the application of the same Case
assignment mechanism gives the result that Acehnese lacks the ability to
have a Control PRO in unaccusative clauses. Non-unaccusative subjects
(nominative in tensed clauses) may occur as PROs accompanied by an unin-
flected verb. The Acehnese data in (51) is given in Bittner and Hale (1996:
(77)) from Durie (1985, 1987).

(51) a.Gopnyan geu-tém [_’ (*geu-)taguen bu]. (transitive)

he(NOM); 3SG;-want PRO; (*3SGj-)cook rice
‘He wants to cook rice.’

b. *Gopnyan geu-tém [ ___ 1hét]. (unaccusative)
he(NOM); 3SG;-want PRO; fall
(‘He wants to fall’)

c. Gopnyan  geu-tém [ (*geu-)jak]. (unergative)
he(NOM); 3SG;-want PRO; (*3SG;-)go
‘He wants to go’

The subjects of the embedded verbs in (51a) and (51c) are nominative when
occurring in a finite clause, whereas the unaccusative Theme argument in

2 The Bittner and Hale (1996) Case assignment theory depends on relations of
government in surface representations. In the present analysis we have adopted the
Minimalist Spec-head theory of Case checking which allows for overt and covert
relations, a quite different approach from that developed in Bittner and Hale.
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the embedded clause has accusative case in a tensed finite clause. For us, the
similarity with respect to the Control PRO divide in Maori and Acehnese is
that both languages have in situ PF Case realization for their unaccusative
Themes.” Whereas Bittner and Hale define the Acehnese accusative Case
in terms of a relation between the complement with a verb having a D
feature, our characterization of the unaccusative nominative in Maori is that
the complement is also in relation with the verb, the verb accessing the D
feature in T° through chain formation.

The other side of the coin of the predictions that fall out from our
(48) is that a VSO language which has Control PRO unaccusatives projects
a Spec position for subjects above the VP at PE. Such a position could be
manifested in agreement morphology on the verb; or by differing
constituent ordering possibilities for main clauses and embedded clauses, as
in the Irish cases discussed in Chung and McCloskey (1987).

5. Conclusion
Whilst previous accounts of complement clauses in Maori (Hohepa 1969,

Reedy 1979, Hooper 1982, Bauer 1983, 1993) have shown that the presence/
absence of an Agent subject is relevant in distinguishing between ki te
versus kia complement clauses, our present discussion has shown how the
contrasting effects fall out from the syntactic realizations of argument
positions in the clause.

The lexical semantics (including agentivity characteristics) are
responsible for the placement of arguments in particular configurational
positions within the VP. The arguments themselves have formal
characteristics marking distinctions between, for example, a non-lexical
PRO and a flll_l lexical DP. In our analysis in §4 we have shown how the
highly constrained system of mechanisms in the Minimalist framework

rovides the means of accounting for surface differences in the availability
of Control PRO subjects in Maori and Italian. We have shown that the
surface differences are driven, not by language-specific stipulations as to the
role of agentivity, but that they fall out from broader syntactic distinctions
between Maori as a VSO language with surface VP-internal subjects and
Italian as an SVO language allowing for surface VP-external subjects.

The Appendix which follows this discussion sets out examples in
paradigmt? illustrating characteristic differences in the behaviour 0{
unaccusative versus non-unaccusative verbs as the in classes O
subordinate clauses and the Actor Emphatic construgtigg?ll)fhel:nsﬁbordinate
clause classes show that purpose clauses introduced by hei (1.B(3)) pattern
with nonfinite ki fe clauses (I.A(1)); whereas purpose clauses introduced by

» Durie (1985: 190) describes the pre-verb argument position in Acehnese as a ‘Cor®
Topic’ position rather than as a subject position (the basi . o are
V(.’i%itial or #Topic-V . .). ( asic constituent ordering
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kia (I.B(4)) are comparable to complement clauses introduced also by kia.
Both the purpose and complement kia clause can include an overt pronoun
subject coreferential or not with the main clause subject (IL.D (6) and (7)).
The data in I.C (5) provide paradigms for the Actor fimphatic construction
introduced by ma. This construction is of interest in that it shows differing
constituent ordering patterns for unaccusative versus non-unaccusative
verbs. For some discussion and analysis of this construction, see Waite
(1990) and Bauer (1997: 501-514). The Actor Emphatic construction has a
number of intriguing characteristics. It would clearly be of interest to see
how this construction could be accounted for in the terms of the present
analysis. This and other issues we leave for future work.

Appendix

We are most grateful to Timoti Karetu for his judgments on the paradigm
sets of this Appendix.

I. The paradigms in A-C show systematic syntactic distinctions between
awhina ‘help’, a clearly transitive verb with an Agent subject, versus the
unaccusative verbs in the (b) - (f) examples.

A. Complement clause: ki te versus kia
(1) a. E pirangi ana a Moana ki te awhina i.tona whanau.
‘Moana wants to help her family’

b.*E pirangi ana a Moana ki te awhinatia e tona whanau.
¢ to be helped by her family’

c.*E pirangi ana a Moana ki te rite ki tona whaea.
‘ to be like her mother’

d.*E pirangi ana a Moana ki te pai ki tana whaiaipo.
‘ to please her lover’

e.*E pirangi ana a Moana ki te mohio ki tona koroua.
‘ to know her elder’
f. *E pirangi ana a Moana ki te mahue i tana tane.
¢ to be abandoned by her husband’

(2) a. *E pirangi ana a Moana kia awhina i tona whanau.
b.E pirangi ana a Moana kia awhinatia e tona whanau.
c.E pirangi ana a Moana kia rite ki tona whaea.

d.E pirangi ana a Moana kia pai ki tana whaiaipo.
e.E pirangi ana a Moana kia mohio ki tona koroua.
f. E pirangi ana a Moana kia mahue i tana tane.
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' . l
.+ hei versus kia ...ai )
> I(’g)rpos;;lﬁglslg a}:u a Moana ki tona ano iwi hei awhina i tona whanau,
a.

“Moana stayed at her iwi to help her family’

b.*Ka noho atu a Moana ki tona ano iwi hei awhinatia e tona
whanau. o -
c. *Ka noho atu a Moana ki tona ano 1w1 hei rite ki tona whaea.

d.*Ka noho atu a Moana ki tona and iwi hei pai ki tana whaiaipo.
e. ¥*Ka noho atu a Moana ki tona and iwi hei mohio ki tona koroua.
f. *Ka noho atu a Moana ki tona and iwi hei mahue i tana tane.

(4) a. *I péneitia e Moana, kia awhina ai 1 tona whﬁnqu.

‘Moana acted in this way so as to help her family’

I péneitia e Moana, kia awhinatia ai e tona whanau.

I peneitia e Moana, kia rite ai ki tona whaea.

I péneitia e Moana, kia pai ai ki tana whaiaipo.

I peneitia e Moana, kia méhio ai ki tona koroua.

I peneitia e Moana, kia mahue ai i tana tane.

e i A2

C. Actor emphatic introduced by md
() a. l_Vlﬁthoana € awhina tona whanau. / Ma Moana tona whanau €
awhina.
‘Moana will help her family’
b.—
¢.*Ma Moana e rite tona Whaea. / *Ma Moana tona whaea € fite-
d.*Ma it3 . iai
" a?. Moana ¢ pai tana Whaidipo. / *Ma Moana tana whaidipo €

e.*Ma Moana e mgahin ¢=
mohio, mohio tona koroua, / *Ma Moana tona koroua €

: A as
coreferential or pot with ‘hepr‘:\rg?\sgi The pronoun may be mterprewd

D. ((Zé))n;plEment clause; kg
+ E pirangj
. oanag:vana a Moana, kia Whina iay/. i tona whanau.
.- el ants that she/he help her fan:ily'
. 1a .
14 8 Moana, kia awhinayig ia/; € tona whanau.
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- E pirangi ana a Moana; kia rite iay/; ki tona whaea,
. E pirangi ana a Moana, kia pai iay/; ki tana whaigipo.
. E pirangi ana a Moana; kia mdhio iai/j ki tona koroua.
. E pirangi ana a Moana, kia mahue iay/; i tana tane.
E. Purpose clause: kiq . . . gi
(7)a. Ipeneitia e Moana,, kia awhina ai ia i/; 1tona whanau.
‘Moana acted in this way so that he/she could help her family’
I peneitia e Moana;, kia awhinatia ai ia i/; e tona whanau.
I peneitia e Moana,y, kia rite ai ia /; ki tona whaea.
I péneitia e Moana;,, kia pai ai ia i/j ki tana whaiaipo.
I péneitia e Moana;, kia méhio ai ia i/j ki tona koroua.
I péneitia e Moanai, kia mahue ai ia i/j i tana tane.

C
d
e
f

e a0 o

III. The verb rongo ‘hear’ patterns as an unaccusative, except in purpose
clauses. Our analysis of this distribution is that rongo has a secondary
interpretation ‘listen to’ (transitive-agentive) and that this interpretation is
activated when rongo occurs in a clause which is unambiguously a purpose

clause.
(1)g. *E pirangi ana a Moana ki te rongo i €nei korero.
¢ to hear these speeches’
(2)g. E pirangi ana a Moana kia rongo i &nei korero.
(3)g. Ka noho atu a Moana ki tona and iwi hei rongo i €nei korero.
(4)g. Ipeneitia e Moana, kia rongo ai i €nei korero. '

(5)g. *Ma Moana e rongo €nei korero. / *Ma Moana énei korero e
rongo.

(6)g. E pirangi ana a Moanai kia rongo ia;; i enei korero.
(7)g. 1peneitia e Moanai, kia rongo ai ia;; i &nei korero.
(8)g. Ihaere mai a Moana ki konei rongo ai i €nei korero.

IV. The complement clauses in the following lack a Tense/Aspect marker

and they have a reason (or purpose) interpretation. These constructions are
grammatical across all the classes except for the Stative/Neuter class. In (8d)
pai is grammatical with the agentive interpretation ‘treat well’.

(8) a. I haere mai a Moana ki konei awhina ai i tona whanau.
‘Moana came here to help her family’
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b. I haere mai a Moana ki konei awhinatia ai e tona whanau.
c. *I haere mai a Moana ki konei rite ai ki tona whaea.

d. Ihaere mai a Moana ki konei pai ai ki tana whaiaipo. [pai =
‘treat well’]

e. I haere mai a Moana ki konei mohio ai ki tona koroua.
f. 7*I haere mai a Moana ki konei mahue ai i tana tane.
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