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Our lexical relational analysis of the progressive construction is based on Mateu’s (1999) theory
of Relational Semantics. Drawing empirical evidence from cross-linguistic studies, we argue that
the progressive involves a nominalization process that joins a locative unaccusative structure
and the argument structure corresponding to the lexical verb. As a result, the unspecified Ground
of the unaccusative structure in which the Figure is «centrally located» turns out to be the entire
event coded by the lexical verb. Furthermore, a structurally-based solution of the so-called
«Ilmperfective Paradox» is then pursued. Empirical evidence in favor of our analysis of the pro-
gressive is also shown to come from «thematically transparent» languages like Basque, where a
different argument structure involves a different case assignment.
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Resum.L’estructura argumental ampliada: la construccié progressiva com a inacusativa

La nostra analisi lexico-relacional de la construccié progressiva es basa en la teoria de la Semantica
Relacional de Mateu (1999). A partir de dades d’estudis interlinglistics, defensem que la cons-
truccio progressiva implica un procés de nominalitzacié que uneix una estructura inacusativa
locativa a I'estructura argumental que correspon al verb lexic. Com a consequéncia d’aixo, el
fons de l'estructura inacusativa en qué «se situa centralment» la figura passa a ser tot I'esdeveniment
codificat pel verb léxic. Proposem, a més, una soluci6 estructural a 'anomenada «paradoxa de
I'imperfectiu». L'evidencia empirica a favor de la nostra analisi de la progressiva prové també

de llengiies que s6n «tematicament transparents» com el basc, en qué una estructura argumental
diferent implica una assignaci6 de cas diferent.

Paraules clau:aspecte progressiu, inacusativitat, estructura argumental, Semantica Relacional.
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1. Introduction: Progressive as Locave

In this pape we will analyze the progrese construction on the basis of Mateu
(1999) theory of Relational Semantics.

Our proposal is that the progragsconstruction must begarded as implying
an unaccusate structureover that structure assigned to trexb in the éxicon.
Tha is, we will make it clear that thegument structure relationsvolved in sen-
tences like those in (1) are those associated with the unageusaticture into
which be is integrated plusthose associated with thegament structure corres-
ponding to thedxical verb fpreak andlaugh in (1)).

(1) a. John is breaking the wid.
b. John is laughing.

Quite interestingl, our analysis of the progrégs construction aswolving
an unaccusate structure can begued to be empirically miviated by cross-lin-
guistic studies like Bybéget al (1994), where it is clearly stvn that the pro-
gressve construction corresponds with or originates as aveczbnstruction in most
languags of the world:

(2) «The majority of progresge forms in our database der fromexpressions
involving locatve elementsdf. Blansitt 1975; Comrie 197@raugott 1978;
Heine and Reh 1984). (...) The ldgatnotion may bexpressed either in the
verbal auxiliary employed or in the use of postpositions or prepositions indi-
caing location —‘at’, ‘in’, or ‘on’. Theverbal auxiliary may déve from a
specfic posturalverb, such as ‘sit’, ‘stand’, or ‘lie’, or it magxpress the notion
of being in a location without reference to a sfiegosturebut meaning only
‘be at’, ‘stay’, @, more spedically, ‘live’ or ‘reside’. (...) The form of the main
verb is usually nominal (cited asvarbal noun or a gerund), although serial
constuctions are attested.»

Bybeeet al (1994: 129-130)

Thefact that a locate structure isrivolved in the progresge construction can
be easily sbwn with examples like those in (3)-(6). A lod¢ae structure is apparent
not only in the Basque progréss constructiondf. (3)), where the nominalized
form of theverb has locate casebut also in Celtic languagesf((4)), in Germanic
languags lke Dutch €f. (5)), in Frenchdf. (6)), or in Middle Englishdf. (7)).
Quite impatantly, the spatial preposition/géecle represented in bolcharacters
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in (3) thiough (7) will be agued bela to provide dear evidence ér consideing the
progressie constuction as containing a sitege unaccudive stucture.!

(3) a. Miren liburua irakurtzen dago. (Basque)
MirenABs book-Bs readnom-Loc be-35G.ABS
‘Mir en is eading the book'.

b. Amaia leihoa apurtzen arn da.
AmaiaABs window-ABs breakNom-Loc engage be-3sG.ABS
‘Amaia is beaking the winde'.

Demirdace & Uribe-Etxebarria (1997: 10-11)
(4) a. Mae Rhiannonyn cysgu. (Welsh)

is Rhiannonin sleg
‘Rhiannon is sleging’.

b. Eman va breur o vont a-hed an hent. (Breton)
is 1sG brother PR go  along the road
‘My brother is @ing along thegad'.

c. TA mé ag tégail teadh 0r. (Irish)
are | a build house new

‘I am huilding a nev house'.

d. Bha an tuahanat ag gearadh na craoibhe (Scottish Gaelic)
berast the famerbir ag cutvn the treeeeN
‘The farmer was cutting the &e'.

ex. (4a)-(4c) fom Borssley & Robets (1996: 35);
eX. (4d) fom Ramband (1997: 31)

(5) a. Ik ben aan het/t werken. (Dutch)
I am on the working
‘I am working'.

b. Ik beneenboek aan het/t lezen.
| ama book on the reading
‘I am reading a book’.

c. lk was die film aan het/t bekijken.
| was tha movieon the regarding
‘I was egarding tha movie'.

1. According to Bybeeet al (1994: 132), «the cohssion conceating stdive souces br progressves,
then, stongly points to loction as a necessasemantic element, and niear cases of pgres
sives brmed with a copula without a loibee element hae beendund in our de&a.»
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d. Ik ben het huis aan het bouwen.
I am the houseat the build
‘I am huilding the house’.

ex. (5a)-(5¢) fom van Geldeen (1993: 180-182);
(5d) from Demidade & Uribe-Etxebaria (1998: 25)

(6) a. Zazie est en train de miauler (Frend)
Zazie is in along of miaawing
‘Zazie is miawving'.
b. Zazie est en train de jouer.
Zazie is in along of play
‘Zazie is plying’.

Demirdade & Uribe-Etebaria (1997: 9; 1998: 25)

(7) a. He ison hunting (Middle English)
b. He wasa-coming home

Jespesen (1949: 168gpudBybeeet al (1994: 132)

On the other handt is inteesting to point out thahe auxiliay selected in the
Spanish pogressve constuction isestar, which diadronically deiives fom a
Latin locaive verbstare (‘stand’ or ‘stg/’): cf. (8). The auxiliay estaris typically
used with either lodave or stge-level predicdes €f. (9)). Once gain note tha
this provides empiical evidence br the anajsis of the pogressve as inolving a
locative stucture.

(8) a. Juan estaestudiando. (Spanish)
Juan is studying
‘Juan is stuging’.

b. Estgy escibiendo un libro.
am  writing a book
‘I am writing a book'’.

(9) a. Juan estaen la habitacion. (Spanish)
Juanis in the room

b. Juan estacansado.
Johnis tired

This also seems thgpropriate place to comment on an irgsting obser
tion found in Bybeet al(1994: 133), wkich is oiiginally due to Dwight Bolingr.
It is the case thahe ofginal function of the prgressve peiphrasis is to e the
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location of an gent as in the midle of an actiity. For example note thathis fune
tion can be shen deaty in the bllowing English dialgue in (10):

(10) A: Wher's Lou?
B: He’s taking a bt (having a n®, etc)
Bybeeet al (1994: 133)

Let us summaze the main points thave will be dealing with hex Our
analysis of the pogressve as unaccusiae will be shevn to be empircally
motivated on the basis of wfacts: on the one hande will claim tha there is
a nominalizéion process joining the unaccusee stucture into which beis inte-
grated and thastucture coresponding to the lécal verh On the other hand
the different agument stuctures assigned to twsentences likJohn was
breaking the winde andJohn broke the windev will be seen to be on a par
with their diferent Case mpeties in «themtcally transpaent» languges like
Basque

Before anayzing the pogressve constuction, it will be useful to sktch out
the model of ajument stucture which our anaysis of the pogressve will be
argued to dpend on ¢f. Mateu (1999)).

2. On the Reldional Semantics of Agument Structure

The basic tenet of our thgois tha ther is a syntacticajl relevant semantic
structure, which can beepresented in aée stucture (cf. Pinker (1989), Boucad
(1995) or aiffs (1996) br the same mposal). In paicular, we daim thé there
is an inheent semantics to therfmal relaions one can edtish among the ele
ments of tee stuctures sub as those in (11).€., theR(elational) S(emantic)
Structure) of transitive stuctures), (12) i.e., the RSS of ungative stuctures),
or (13) {.e., the RSS of unaccutbee stuctures). For example let us consider
the moe comple RSSi.e, tha in (11): thee ae two complete semantielaions
(Randr). Given tha ead complete elaional element mst avays involve two
relaed elements, ehmf them will poject up to a thit level by virtue of binay
brandhing: the elaed elements arsituded in a diferent position with espect
to the elaional element, one occuyimg the speciér position and the other one
occupying the complement positioncan be viered as apaial relaion in the
sense thiit purely relaes two non-eldional elements into our gaitive space:
say, «Hgure» (specier of r) and «Gound» (complement of), to use almy’s
(1985) teminology. In (11) thee is on} one «eldion» tha has no spediér but
only a complement. Ais «semi-elaion» isT. T can be egarded as dransition
towards the sptial relation r. R can be consided to be aourcereléion in the
sense thiats complement can come intrigtence ly virtue of being immedialy
related with the supéor relaional nodeR, whose speciér can be intqrreted as
the «Originator» (in accodance with an \borst's (1988) or Bagr's (1994) ter

minology).
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(11) The RSS of a tansitive structure = unegative structure + unaccustive
structure

Xr
[
r X

T

X R
e
R X

We want to ague tha the formal relaions one caniiid in stuctures sub as
those in (11), (12), and (13) tuout to be meaningful if tyaepresent basicala
tions of our cgnitive space: basicg|lsourcerelaions R), transitionalrelaions
(T), andspatial reldions ). Given our pesent pyposes, & will assume theR,
T, andr can be ayued to tak two different values accating to their carespon
ding concetual semanticscf. (14)). This notwithstandingit should be &pt in
mind thd these binar values ae irrelevant to the syntactic pjection of agu-
ments. IBr example in spite of their diferent concptual content ceesponding
to their RSS elements, twsentences sh@sJohn is in the st@andJohn went to
the stoe are identical with espect to the syntacticgection of their ayuments.
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Indeed wha is relevant d the syntax-semantics intade is thaiboth sentences
involve the same RS$ha in (13).

(14) Relational R: (+) CAUSE/DO //(-) HXE
elements T: (+) BECOME/GO // (-) BE
r: (+) DIRECTIONAL RELATION (r,)
(-) LOCATIVE RELATION (r,)

Non-relational element: X

Assuming the alidity of our aproact to RSSS, note thaHale’s (1995: 6)
staement in (15) mst be econsidezd in the sense ththe combinaons in (16)
cannot be gued to be oglrelevant to a puely (Iexico-)syntactic domain. Accding
to Halg lexical heads can enter intour possite combingions: tha s, in (16a)x
only takes a complement; in (16k)Yakes a spediér and a complement; in (16c)
x only takes a spediér, «alfa» being a host dagory tha provides the necessar
configuration for x to have a speciér; finally, in (16d)x takes no spediér and no
complement eitheiThe piototypical mophosyntactic @alizaions in English of
the leical syntactic heads in (16)€, X's) ae the bllowing: V in (16a),P in (16b),
Ain (16c), andN in (16d).

(15) «For the lical projections, just thealaions head-complement and subject-
predicae ae relevant —this is parand pacel of the ery notion of “lexical
head”»

Hale (1995: 6)

(16) Head &); complementy( of x), predicae (x of 2)

(@ x (b) x ) a (d) x
N\ /\ N\
Xy zZ X z a
/N VAN
y a X

Hale (1995: 1)

Quite inteestingly, the combingons in (16) can also begred to beelevant
to our meaningful RSS! As a esult, note thizthe elations head-complement and
specifer-head age alvays dependent on the semantics of tietéstional element.
Actually, note thawe ake tiying to gve explandory powver to the vell-known des
criptive daim tha «s(emantic)-selection» hagistemolajical priority over «c(ade-
gorial)-selection».

Unlike Hale (1995), w postulée tha «A(djective)» is not a pmitive element
of grammidical theoy (cf. thex in (16c)). Our &aim is thd «A» can be decompo
sed into tvo elements: a mpholagically unspeciied relgional syntactic element
comesponding ta, which is represented ¥ the @ symbolplusa non-elaional
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syntactic element, thettar being incquorated into the érmer. Accordingly, two
sentences likthose in (17a,b) armassigned the same R$&t in (17d): both sen
tences a¥ stdive unaccudéve stuctures. Note thiathe same angdis is \alid for
adverbs in pedicdive contets (cf. (17¢)):

(17) a. The cais on the thle.
b. The cais hapy.
c. The cais hee.

d.
TO VO
T
To r Vo {P/@,}
X, I,  corresponds with N, {P,/@;}
'\ ’\
r1 Xb {Pl/@l} N b

The «pototypical» corespondences thaan be dawvn between mophosyn
tactic elements and RS elements the bllowing: N corresponds witlX, V corres
ponds with R/T}, P coresponds with, andAdj andAdv corespond withr+X
(X being incoporated intor). In non-pedicaive contets, Adjs modify non-elaional
elements, WerasAdvs modify elaional elements.

Quite inteestingy, a pincipled eplanaion of the meaningfulness ofgament
structure relaions tuns out to be alid in accountingdr both the ery limited
number of leical syntactic ceegories and the ery limited rumber of the (syntac
tically relevant (Baler (1997)) «thetaedes». % will not enter hex into discus
sing Hale & Keyser's (1993) syntactocertrexplanaion of both of theseaicts.

With this \ery sketdy review of theRelaional Semantics of gyument sicture
in mind, let us nav comment on in some detail our RS as#& of the pogressve
constuction.

3. Extended Agument Structure: the Progressve Construction

Consider thexample in (1a),epeded in (18). Our kaim is tha two RSS$ ae
always involved in the pogressve constuction f. (19)): the unaccusise RSS
depicted in (19a), and theansitve RSS dpicted in (19b). As noted befe, we
want to ague thaary progressve constuction in/olves an unaccusige stucture
plus tha structure coresponding to theerb leically chosen. Conceing the unac
cusdive RSS imolved in aly progressie constuction, it is the case théhe com
plement of the spil relaion (r) always coresponds to an unspeeif «Gound»:
accodingly, the intepretdion associted with (19a) is «@hn is centlly locaed
in some unspeddd gound». On the other hanithe intepretaion associted with
the tansitve RSS caresponding tdreakis «bhn caused the windoto go into
break», thais, «bhn caused the windoto become lokens.
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(18) John is beaking the windw.

(19) a. b.
R3
M
JOHN]\
Tl
[ CAUSEN
T P
X 5
JOHN N WINDOW‘\
rs Xy
IN GROUND INTO |
BREAK

Basing our angkis on the da in (3) though (7), ve daim tha the pogressie
constuoction involves the intgration of two RSSS (e.g., those in (19)) into one
lexical syntactic sticture .g., tha in (20)) by means of a nominalitian process.
Our pioposal is thathe noun thiacorresponds to the unspeeil Giound of the
unaccustve stucture (thd is, N,) tums out to c-select theevbal stucture asse
ciated with the agument stucture coresponding to theerb lecically chosen.
Following Glimshav (1990) and Picallo (1991),enassume thigas aesult of sub
a nominalizéion process, thex@demal agument caresponding to the speigf of
Ris not pojected into the kical syntactic strcture in (20). V¢ also assume tha
the tansitive lexical verb in (20) entey the syntax as a nyivolagical aom (kut
cf. Hale & Keyser (1993)): a kical opegtion has fused thebatract gound the
comple spdial relation, the tansitional elaion, and the causaélation into
thetransitive verh Without enteing into discussing the adntages of a syntactic
approac to incoporation, we also assume thine tansitive verb incoporates into
the noun heading the nominalizm (.e., N), the esulting comple being then
incorporated into the eldional elemenP,/@,.

(20) Vv,
[T
\2 P/@,
_—]
N, P/@,
PZ/@Z Nb
[
Np  Vissg
V N

3-4-5-d c
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A crucial intepretive efect associad with sub a leical syntactic intgration is
the llowing: the unspedi#d Giound in which the Fgure Johnis centally locaed
tums out to be the entibreakingevent. Accodingly, the intepretaion associted
with the complg lexical syntactic sticture in (20) is «dhn is centlly locaed in the
event of causing the windoto become lmken». Gien this paaphrasis, ve assume
Hale's (1985) anaisis of the placeelaion IN as a «cenéll coincidencealdion».

It is also inteesting to point out hertha the daim tha the pogressve cons
truction involves the ristence of a «cerat coincidenceaiaion» has beerecenty
put forward by Demidade & Uribe-Etebaria (1997, 1998). Let ugview some
of their most impdrnt daims conceating the syntax of tempal relaions.

Demirdache & Uribe-Etxebaria (1997, 1998) mpose a undrm syntactic
approad to Tense and Aspect,iwse main kaims ae those in (213.

(21) A Uniform Syntaxdr Tense and Aspect

a. Both Tense and Aspect@aidyadic spéiotempoal ordeling predicaes
taking two time-denoting plases as guments.

b. The extemal agument of Aspect (ASP°) is eference time (the «Asd@n
Time» (ASTT)), its intenal agument is the time of thevent denoted
by the VP (the «Esnt Time» (EVT)).

¢. The xtemal agument of Ense (T°) is agference time (the «Uttance-
Time» (UTFT)), its intenal agument is the AST.

Demirdade & Uribe-Etxebaria (1997: 5)

In paticular, Demidate & Uribe-Ebebaria’s (1997, 1998) mposal con
ceming the pogressve constuction is thathe «Assdion Time» is centally loca
ted in the «Egnt Time». Accoding to them, Rigressie Aspect is a sgiatempoal
predicde with the meaning &VITHIN; it orders the «Asséion Time» (thais, the
Figure) within the «Eent Time» (tha is, the Gound). Their syntactico-semantic
analsis of the Pesent Pogressie and the Bst Pogressve is dgicted in (22a)
and (22b), espectiely.

(22) a. Present Rogressve b.  Past Pogressve
TP TP
UT-T ’ UT-T T
T° ASP-P TO ASP-P
WITHIN AFTER
AST-T ASP’ AST-T ASP’
/\
ASP? VP ASP? VP
WITHIN " WITHIN /T~
EV-T VP EV-T VP

Demirdade & Uribe-Etxebaria (1998: 11)

2. Following Smith (1991) and Klein (1995), Dentéithe & Uribe-Ebebaria (1997, 1998)laim tha the
role of Aspect is todcus (pi& up) an inteval in the tempal contour of thevent desdbed by an
utterance The «Assefon Time» is the time inteal in the gent time of the VP thiaAspect bcuses.
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Although we ae sympéhetic with Demidade & Uribe-Etxebaria’s (1998)
configurational account of tempat relaions, we remain skptical éout their po-
posal of atending the Fyure-Ground oganizdion into the tempal domain. It
should not bedrgotten tha wha the mophosyntactic edence actuayl points to
is tha there is ony an etension of the igure-Ground oganizdion within the lei-
cal domainj.e., in our tems, tha concening the RSS. As shavn above, it is
quite dear tha sucd an etension is justied in languges like BasqueFrend,
Dutch, Welsh, etc¢f. (3)-(7)). For example consider the Basque sentence in (23a).
Its coresponding complelexical syntactic sticture, repeaed belaov as (20)’, can
be shavn to be empically motivated: it is obtained &m supemposing an unac
cusdive stucture coresponding to aifure-Ground oganizaion over a tansitve
structure coresponding to the cauba esent. Note thbJon must be egarded as
the non-elaional element caesponding to thei§ure, which is centally related
with another nonglational element coesponding to thebstiact Gound namey,
the event ofbreaking Indeed the \erb gpeas in nominal 6rm, because it is the
non-elaional element coesponding to the ®und Recall thaN is the unméied
morphosyntactic&alizaion of non-elaional elements. fie sufixal locative ele
ment in (23a) is notui the «centl coincidenceeldion», which relaes two non-
relaional elements: the Nonand the nominalizd form apur-tze.

(23) a. Jon leihoa apurtze-n dago. (Basque)
Jon-AaBs window-ABs breakNom-Loc be-3sG.ABS
‘Jon is beaking the winda’.

b. John is beaking the windw.

¢. Juan estaompiendo la gntana.

(20) Vv,
Vl PZ
dago
Na PZ
Jon ’\
P2 Nb
-n
Nb V3—4—5—d
-tze-
V3—4—5—d N(_:
apur- leihoa

More contoversially, we hare daimed thathe English pogressve in (23b) or
the Spanish mgressve in (23c) ae to be anagized essentiafithe same ay as
their coresponding sudce corespondent in Basquas &r as theireldional anay-
sis is concered Indeed we hare daimed thathe extension of the igure-Ground
organizdion also holdsdr the English and Spanishogressves. Sub an &tension
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is not only motivated by semantic @asons (all sentences in (23) «camestr the
concetual reality in the same &), but is also empically motivated on the basis
of some maphological elements:dr example recall tha the copula used in the
Spanish pogressve isestar(‘stand’), which diadronically delives fom a Ldin
locative verbstare. The auxiliay estaris typically used with either lodeve or
stage-level predicdes, both of wich involve a kgure-Ground coniguration, the
Ground being bstract in adjectial staye-level predicdes €f. (8)-(9)).

So far our poposal of gtending Agument Stucture within the leical (.e.,
non-functional) domain. Wh this poposal in minglet us comment on the tif
rent aspectual ppeties associgd with a minimal pair stcas thain (24).

(24) a. John huilt the house
b. John was huilding the house

Our lexical relational anaysis pedicts vy the entailment thtalohnculminaed
the event ofbuilding the housés necessdly valid for the sentence in (24atb
not for tha in (24b). In (24b), theifure Johnis centally locaed in the telic eent
of building the houseThe culmindion entailment does not hold in (24b), because
a cental coincidence mdicde is supamposed ger the caudave pedicae. The
interpretaion associted with (24b) could be decomposed aldofvs: «bhn was
centally locaed in the gent of causing the house to becométb.

Quite inteestingy, our lexical relational anaysis povides a stucturally-based
solution of the so-called «Impeutive Rarado» (cf. Dowty (1979), Rrsons (1989),
or Landman (1992), among otk¥r. As is vell-known, the imperéctive paadox
can be remplified with the obseftion tha for verb phases gpressing so-called
«actvities», like laughor push the carthe inerence fom the past mgressve to
the simple past isalid, while for so-called «accomplishments» dittraw a cir-
cle or build a houseit is not. That is to sg, (25a) entails (25b),ub (26a) does not
entail (26b):

(25) a. John was laughing
b. John laughed

(26) a. John was dawing a cicle.
b. John dew a circle.

As noted (26a) does not entail (26b), because in (26a)etisea cenal coin
cidence elation dominaing the telic gent ofdrawing: «John was centally loca
ted in the gent of dewing a cicle». It is pecisel the cental character of the
locéive relaion dominding the telic eent ofdrawing a cicle wha prevents theele
vant entailment fsm being dawn.

By contrast, the telicity of both situions involved in (25a) i(e., the staéive
situaion coresponding to the unacctis@ stucture, and the gnamic one coes
ponding tolaugh) explains why the elevant entailment holdst ary interval.

Given the pesent discussion, it ise@r tha the extension of the igure-Ground
organizaion within the leical (i.e., non-functional) domain mak inteesting pe-
dictions br the anajsis of the pogressve constuction.
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Finally, we will condude our paer with hav Case popeties ae assigned in
the pogressve constuction. Inteesting ®idence fom Basque will be shen to
provide stong empiical suppotfor our lical relaional anaysis of the pogres
sive.

4. Case heory and the Progressve Construction

In this section, w will shav tha the diferent agument stuctures assigned to tw
sentences lithose in (27) can also be juigtif when the Case ppeties of their
corresponding grsions in Egative languges like Basquedf. (28)) ae talen into
account.

(27) a. John (Nom) has boken the winda (Acc).
b. John (vom) is breaking the winde (acc).

(28) a. Jonek leihoa apurtu  du. (Basque)
Jonerc window-ABs breakPp AUX-3-SG.ERG
‘Jon has boken the winda/'.

b. Jon leihoa apurtze-n dago.
Jon-2Bs window-ABs breaknom-Loc be-3sG.ABS
‘Jon is beaking the winde’.

Before consideing the diferent Case mpeties of the Basquexamples in
(28), let us mak some kbief comments on [getive languges. Basicall, Ergative
languayes hae been ayued to difer from Nomindive languges with espect to the
Case éaure assigned to the subject of ansitve dauses. In Nomirtéave langua
ges the subject of an imtnsitve dause is assigned the same Case as the subject
of a tansitve dausei.e.,, Nomindive, wheras in Egative languges the subjeaif
an intansitive dause is assigned the same Case as the objecioiiite dause
i.e., Absolutive.

Our main assumptions conoémng the analsis of the diference betwen
Nominaive and Egative languges ae the bllowing:

On the one handve gree with Chomsk (1993) and Laka (1993) ththe
labels «Nomin#dve» and «Hyative» both efer to the Ense Caseetture, while
the labels «Accustive» and «Absolutie» both efer to the \érb Casedaure.

On the other handve assume thiahe diferent distibution of Casedéures
between Nomintive and Egative languges is due to Laka’'(1993) eformulation
of theObligatory Case Brameterproposed i Bobaljik (1992) ¢f. (29)).

(29) Obligatory Case Brameter(OCP)
a. Activate G,:  Ergative Case System

b. Activate C;:  Nomindive Case System
Laka (1993: 166)
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Note tha Case beding in transitve dauses is not subject to pameteiza-
tion. The OCP mads no diference betwen Nomintive and Egative languges in
transitve dauses, since the aedtion of both stactural Cases, theof Tense and
that of Verb, is required in oder to tied the Caseddures of the tw aguments
of a transitive stucture. The diferences emge when intansitve verbs ae con
sideed

According to the Olbigatory Case Brameter in (29), in Egtive languages it is
the \erb Caseddure (see () (i.e., Accustive/Absolutve) thd is actvated whenthe
Case édure of a single ggjument nust be beded On the contary, in Nomindive
languaes it is the &nse Caseetiure (see ) (i.e., Nomindive/Eigative) thd is act
vated when the Caseefture of a single ajument nust be beded

Quite inteestingl, our anafsis of (28b) as imping an unaccusize stucture
over the tansitive stucture of (28a) gplains vhy the two aguments in (28b)fedk
Absolutive CaseNote thaJon (i.e., the subject dbe) chedks Absolutive, because
in Basqueit is the \érb Caseddure tha tums out to be aatated in an unacceu
sdive stucture.

By contiast, note thisin Nomindive languges like English, the subject of the
two sentences in (27hed& Nominaive Case despite thadt tha they involve dif-
ferent agument stucture relaions. This is so because all subjects in a Nortiea
languae hed the Tense Casedgture.

Finally, the elevant contast betveen Basque and English can Beraplified
with the syntactic angées in (30) and (31)espectiely: accoding to the OCP
in Ergative languges like Basque the subject of unacdiwsastuctures—the po-
gressve induded— cheds the \érb Caseddure G, (i.e., Absolutve/Accustive)
(cf. (30)), and not theéhse Caseetture C; (i.e., Emgative/Nomindive), as it is
the case in Nomingve languges like English €f. (31)).

(30) T
DP T
Jony 1
vV T
] EPP
P VvV dago,

1 apurtzen
\% N
1
DP \% t]-
leihoa |
ABS t
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(31) T
DP T
John [T
NOM T \%
EPP
NOM \% @

is

{ @

@ N
breaking
N V

I

t vV DP
t  the windov
ACC  ACC

5. Condusions

Our lexical relational angysis of the pogressie constuction involves an «Extended
Argument Stucture» within the lgical (i.e., non-functional) domain.Wo RSSs
(the unaccugave RSS containing a «ceatrcoincidenceealdion» plusthe RSS
comesponding to the ¥écal verb) tun out to be intgrated into one Ileical syn
tactic stucture by means of a nominaligan process.

The diferent agument stnctures assigned to sentencestsasJohn boke the
window andJohn was beaking the winde have been shen to be on a par with
their diferent Case mpeties in «themtically transpagnt» languges like Basque
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