Te Reo 40 (1997) 45-75

Kia and ki te Complementation in Maori: An
Unaccusative Analysis*

Elizabeth Pearce
Victoria University of Wellington

and
Jeffrey Waite
The World Bank, Washington

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.
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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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