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CYCLE AND AFTER®

Janet Breckenridge, MIT
Auli Hakulinen, Academy of Finland

0. Introduction

This paper centers around problems raised by the history of
three syntactic rules in Fimnish: S-to-0 Raising, Tough Movement,
and Personal Passive. We will show that the first two rules existed
in, 618 literary Finnish and have been lost and that the third, if
it existed, has been replaced by an Impersonal Passive rule. By
reviewing what rules are left in Finnish and how they interact, we
drdw two general consequences for linguistic theory out of these
chafiges. One is that historical changes seem to leave discourse
fufictions untouched; when Finnish lost one set of formal means for
getting thematic NPs into initial position, it acquired different
formal means — late thematic movement rules for doing the same
thing. We feel this is a strong argument for the use of functional
notions in syntax; the historical change we are looking at cannot
be explained without them.

The second consequence is that the supply of cyclic-type
rules in Finnish has been depleted to the point where there are in
fact no arguments for the cycle. More precisely, we will show that
modern Finnish needs a constraint against ©bleeding obligatory
rules which not only protects lower rules from being bled by the
application of higher rules as the cycle does, but also protects
higher rules from being bled by the application of lower rules.
Once we have this constraint, a model of rule interaction for
Finnish needs no cycle and has no bottom—-to-top orientation in any
form. Structure rules (previously cyclic rules) apply first as any-
where rules subject to an anti-bleeding constraint. Other rules
(previously the post-cyclic rules) apply afterwards; we don't go
into the little-understood problem of late rule interaction. In the
light of this conclusion, we would suggest that a universal theory
of rule interaction will have no bottom-to-top orientation and that
what looks like such an orientation in some languages is in fact an
artefact of the form of their structure rules. On the issue of
directionality in general see Eliasson (1975). His examples are
taken from phonology.

§1 goes over the evidence for the previous existence of Tough
Movement, S-to-0 Raising and a Personal Passive rule, and the argu-
ments that they no longer exist in modern Finnish. It concludas
with a sketch of what cyclic-type rules remair in Finnish after
these are gone: §2 discusses the nature of these syntactic changes’
in functionalist terms. §3 develops a principle which prevents
bleeding of obligatory rules and shows that with this principle,
none of the standard arguments for the cycle go through in Finnish.
§4 discusses the status of the cycle given the conclusions of §3.

1. Three rules and how they zot lost
1.1. S~to-0

There is unequivoeal evidence Tor the existence of S-10-0

Raising in old Finnish. It must be pointed out, however, that there
was consideravle indeterminacy around this rule, mm.dwm change was
gradual rather than sudden. The following examples pramdwwdm the
fact that the raised NP was in the accusative case (marked with -t
in personal pronouns, with -n in singular nouns).

(1) ia hen neki heijet hidese soutauan (1642)
'and he saw them (acc.) in danger H.oﬁ.lﬂ..;

(2) ionga he Antiochian lwleuat oleua. (16L2)
"which (gen.) they A. believe to be.'

Example (2) could be either en instance of the Wnncmwd»dm or the
genitive case, as these two have collapsed in the singular. Better
evidence for the existence of this ruls is found from examples
where the accusative case is replaced by partitive, due to the
negative form of the matrix verb - the peculiarity of the object

in Finnish is its case alternation (cf. Dahl and Karlsson 1975).
The raised object does not differ from any object in a simplex sen—
tence in this respect: :

(3) ihmedhen ... ioijte eijkengen kuullut tuleuata. (1642)

'wonders which (part.) no one heard coming.'
(4) Jos ei yxicén tiedhi hénen perillisténsé. (1609)
'if no one ¥nows his heir (part. poss.)

The object is in the nominative when the verb is in passive:

(5) leuttin hen oleua raskas. (1609)
1Pro found her (nom.) to be pregnent.’

(6) Nytt palketan sille lapselle catzoia. (1609)
"how is hired for the child a custodien.'

In contemporary Finnish, the aowﬂmmvonmwum.nmsmdwﬁnﬁwowm do not
result from the application of & S-to-0 Raising. What is happening
instead is that the verb is made into a participle and the sentence
poundary is weakened between the sentences s0 that any NP wwoa.aww
lower clause can be fronted. As a conseguence of this, the mzahwnc
of the lower clause is marked with a genitive so as not to get it
confused with the subject of the matrix. Let us have the modern
Finnish equivalents to the examples (3)-(5) here:

(7) Ja h#n ndki heidén hadidssi soutavan. °
'and he saw them (gen.) rowing in danger.'
(8) Ihmeiden, joiden kukaan ei kuullut tulevan.
1yonders which (gen.) no one heard coming.'
(9) Hénen huomattiin olevan raskaana.
"she (gen.) was found to be pregnant.’

In contemporary Finnish, then, the :meOﬁmmq subject is in the
genitive no matter what heppens to the matrix qm%@ - there is 3w
alternation in the case form. This change of affairs has a simpie
explanetion. Ever since final *Jm changed to -n, nwm.wﬁo.ﬁﬂyawnu.
case endings, accusative and genitive have Hoommw alike in the sin-
gular (the pl. has no accusative which would differ wwog the nomi-
native). Tn the participial construction, the -n ending of the ,
raised object was reanalysed as being genitive, possibly by analoly
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to the genitive "subject" of modals like Minun (gen.) pitdd/téytyy

'I must', and infinitive constructions like Anna miesten (gen. pl.)
hakata puita 'Let the men chop the wood.' After the reanalysis, the
-n ending was used for the subject of the participial construction
also in pronouns (whose accusative ending is |wp and in all plurals
(which lack &ccusatives altogether). What happened to other con-
stituents in the wmﬁﬁmnwwwmw construction, is still partly indeter-
minate (Itkonen 1976)

Wiik*(1972) has claimed that despite the reanalysis, we could
still consider the constituent in the genitive as being raised.
The Hmwmwwm rule would be unique: S-to-Indirect object. We do not
agree with this analysis. The genitival constituent does not behave
in any way differently from the other nominal constituents of the
lower clause: any one of them can be fronted. It seems to us that
the genitive marking of the subject is not due to its being raised
(see fn. 1 again). This is just one instance of the general ten-
dency to avoid having two major NPs in the same grammatical case
within the same sentence Amwwo.womrvm s0 as not to get them con-
fused through changes in word order.

1.2. Passive

014 Finnish Bible translations contain a certain number of
sentences which look like personal passives. (Other texts have less
of these, cf. examples (5)-(6) above.) In (10), the underlying
object of the verb ylenannettaisi, mine 'I', has controlled agree-
ment on the negative auxiliary; also it is in the nominative like
a subject rather than in the partitive as it ought to be if it had
remained an object of the negative sentence (cf. section 1.1.).

(10) etten mine juttaille ylenannettaisi.
'That not (lst pers.) I to the Judases would be given
over."'

In contemporary Finnish the auxiliary in a passive sentence is nor-
mally in the third person singular and the object gets the parti-
tive:
(11) ettei minua Juuttaille luovutettaisi.
'That not (3rd pers.) me ...'

In examples (12) and (13), also taken from the 1642 Bible, a per-
sonal ending has been attached directly to the passive verb,
which has no auxiiliary in the present and past.

(12) me domitamme
'we are (1lst pers. pl.) doomed.'
(13) te castetat
'you are (2nd pers. pl.) christened.'

Finally, in (1b4), the verb agrees in number with the underlying
abjoct:

(1h) elot nijtel L
'the harvests are being cut.'

53

On the basis of (admittedly sporadic) examples like this, it would
be tempting to think that Finnish used to have a wmwiww passive
construction and that it has been supplanted with an imp@rsonal
one during the last few centuries. While this conclusion has been
drawn by some scholars (Ikola 1959), we believe it is unwarranted.
First of all, even in modern Finnish, there is a tendency for
clause initial nominatives to control verb agreement at least for
number even if they are not subjects. (15) is taken from = study
of mistakes by students on the matriculation exam which their
teachers overlooked (Kangasmaa-Minn 1975):

(15) S4anndt ovat tehty rikkomista varten.
'The rules are made to be broken.'

One doesn't conclude from (15) that contemporary Finnish has a
Personal Passive rule, because the construction is impossible when
we replace sddnndt with an NP which would not be marked nominative
according to the rules for object marking:

(16) a *zwzzd olen tehty rakastamista varten.
'Me (acc.) am made to be loved.'
b Minut on tehty rakastamista varten
"Me has (3rd pers. sg.) been made to be loved.'

Rather, we seem to be dealing with a case of the well-known notion of

synchronic analogy or derivative generation as discussed in gener—
ative terms in Chomsky (1965, 1972): an initial plural nominative
looks. like many other NPs which cause verb agreement obligatorily.
In old Finnish, the pronominal -t accusative was not yet in regular
use, so that the nominative would have been in the expected case
for the pronominal objects me and te in (12) and (13).

Sccondly, as has been pointed out by Posti (1975), the ex-
amples can be explained by seeing them as instances of Latin in—
fluence on the Bible translator Agricola. It is to be noted in
this connection that early grammars from the 18. and 19. cedturies
do not mention any personal passive in Finnish.

The passive rule which is productive in contemporary Pinnish,
and might have been so in old Finnish, too, has either a transitive
or an intransitive verb and a plural Pro subject. The only surface
form of this Pro is a suffix on the verb; once this suffix has been
attached to the verb, the sentence becomes subjectless. Thus the
impersonal passive equivalents to the examples (12-14) are:

(17) meidat tucmitaan. 'We (acc.) are doomed.'
(18) teidét kastetaan. 'You are christened.'
{19) elot (pl.) niitectiin. 'The harvests are being cut.'

1.3, Tough Move
(P0=-"1) ran be found in Finmish throush Lhe

I9Lh vontbury:

(20) Ne ovat mahdollizet tehdd. (1705)
-J,

These lands are difficult to turn into fields.'

BN Y N
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The lack of informant judgements prevents one from constructing a
full array of arguments that (20) is derived by Tough Movement
rather than Object deletion. However, we do have sentences such as
(22) which show that mahdollinen 'possible' took an obligatorily
extraposed’ dentential mﬂdumnﬂu rather than the lexical subject and

sentential complement which would underlie an object deletion
construction.

t . Y ,
(22) - Nijn eij ole mahdollinen olla ja puhtasti eld, vlcona

$ Awiosdadyltd. (167h4)
'So is not possible to be and cleanly to live outside
of marriage.'

Other adjectives which showed up in do:m: movement constructions are

hyvd 'good', paha 'bad', kelvollinen 'suitable'. In contemporary |
Finnish, the object in a sentential subject is no longer raised to

subject position, but thematized as any NP can be:

(23) Ne on mahdollista tehdi. _
'It is possible to do them.' _

i

i

(24) Y5114 on mahdollista siirt&i portti.
*At night it is possible to move the gate.'

In (23), ne 'they' is nominative because it is the object of an
Havmwmosmw construction; while it has been moved to the initial |
position, it has not triggered agreement on the verb or predicate |
adjective.

There remains, however, one obstacle to the conclusion that
Finnish had a rule of Tough Movement and lost it. While {25) is not
very frequent, many informants say that it is not too bad; occa-
sionally one even finds such a sentence in the newspaper.

(25) Kirjat ovat kivoja/kauheita/helppoja lukea.
'The books are fun/terrible/easy (part.pl.) to read.' ﬁ
|
|

Does this show that the spoken language has a rule of Tough Move-
ment? Or can sentences like (25) be attributed to the tendency for
clause-initial nominatives to control agreement which was dis-
cussed in 1.2.7 The second conclusion is more likely. If the

fronted NP is one which would not remain in the nominative after )
the object casemarking rule, it is impossible to get a sentence

which looks like a Tough Movement construction: 3
(26) 2 Minut on helppo suututtaa. 'I (pron.acc.) am easy
me is to make angry.'
b *Minut olen helppo suututtaa. i
me am !
c *Mind olen helppo suututtaa.
I am

Tn (P6a), the objrct minut is in the special accusative form for
personal pronount it ¢an neither conirol verb agreement,  as in
(b) nor be turned into a nominative which could control agreement,
as in (e).

Furllicrmore, the fronted NP cannot undergo Equi as a Tough-
moved NP can in English:
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(27) Max is trying to be hard to get SOHQ of.
(28) a Max on vaikea tavoittaa. .ﬂ.
b *Max yrittédid olla vaikea tavoittaa. e

If Max in (28a) reached its position via Tough Movement, we would
expect it to undergo Equi. On the other hand, if it gets there by
thematization and is subsequently allowed to control agreement,
our model of Finnish rule interaction predicts that it will not
undergo Equi; Equi is a structure rule and is applied before the-
matic word order rules and feature changing rules.

A third argument against the existence of a rule of Tough Move-
ment in Finnish is that it is impossible to find idiom chunk argu-
ments for it. There are many Finnish idioms which have a plural
object; this object can acceptably be fronted, but it‘never con-
trols the agreement as ne or Nimi maat do in (20) resp. (21)

(29) Makssa ikkunaruudut.

heo pay for the windowpanes.' = consequence
Ikkunaruudut olivat raskaita maksaa.

‘The windowpanes were burdensome to pay.'

(31) Ikkunaruudut oli (3rd pers. sg.) raskaita maksaa.

(30)

This strongly suggests that (25) is a derivative generation in the
sense of Chomsky (1972): while ne can be mistaken for a subject in
(20), it is obviously much harder to mistake the object from an

idiom chunk for a subject in order to generate a sentence like (30).

Thus contemporary Finnish has no rule of Tough Movement, but it
does have an analogical process whereby initial objects which look
like subjects can control verb agreement. Unlike the case of the
Personal Passive, however, Tough Movement seems to have been a
productive, standard device in old Finnish as can be attested from
e.g. early grammars all through the 19th century.

1.4. Summary

We have suggested that Finnish used to have rules of Tough
Movement and S-0 Raising which it lost. The inventory of the re-
maining structure rules in Finnish at the present looks rather
meager. (32) to (37) are the rules of contemporary Finnish which

look like paradigm cyclic rules:

(32) S-to-5 Raising: Hién n8kyy olevan vihainen.
'He seems to be angry.’'

(33) Participialization (see above)
(3L4) Equi NP Deletion: Matti aikoo oppia englantia.

'Matti intends to learn English.
(35) Object Deletion: Hin on kaunis katsoa.

'He is beautiful to look at.
(36) Ergative Deletion: Juna j&ai ldhtemitti/léhettimitta.
"The train remained ungone/unsent,.’

Talo rakenneldiin kallinlle,

"The house was built on Lhe roci.

(#7) Impersonal Do

None ol thes~ rules change the grammatical relation of the con-
stitucnt involved, and only S-to-$S Raising changes the clause mem—
bership of 2 node. Participialization, as was noted before, con-




tior of the verb + a weakening of the sen-
1 ent rule makec e sutject of this

+the

wwyWUWw mwm:m ng rules sre noi good candidetes for cyclicity
in Findich: while Reflexivization interacts crucially with strue~-
ture rules in English, it cen be shown to be a late rule in Finnish
applyjng after rules like (32) to (37) (Hakulinen 197ka). Case-

merking es well is a superficizl rule which follows late thematic
movemgnt rules.

2. A funetional view .

The three rules we have been discussing all served certaln
discourse functions. In tnis section we will look at what these
functions would have been and how the modern language lacking
these rules fills the same function with rules which apply late.

This will lead us to two reflections. First, the changes we
are considering cannot be described in a purely formal f'ramework.

In a purely formal grammar, loss of a single rule would be a very
simple change, which might be expected to reewr often. Loss of one
rule with simultanecus addition or extension of rules which gener-
ate the same word order possibilities would, on the other hand, be
quite complex; the model would therefore predict, that this kind of
change is unlikely. It is only in functional terms that the complex
chenges we are looking at are simple and natural. We feel this is a
strong argument for functionalism in syntax. The second meHmnnpm:
is that Finnish syntax is becoming "flatter”. We will rely on this
rlatness in $2 in our demonstration that Finnish does not need 2
cycle. )

Both Personal Passive and Tough Movement can be called thematic.
They yiecld an unmarked topic (unlike Topicalization) which is, at
the same time different from the deep subject of the sentence. In
thematic terms, these rules are called forth when an object is
thematic, given.

The function of S—to-0 Raising is not thematic in an equally
abriipsnt-forward manner. Tt changes the clau rohip and
erammatical status of one constituent of the embedded sentence only;
the derived object is, however, free to participate in other tho-
matic rules like Passive on the higher cycle. Thus, this rule serves
a discourse function indirectly, by allowing the object of the 3
lower clause to be promoted all the way to the primacy ®0mwdwos.

When these rules ceased to exist, their discourse functions
were taken over by other types of rules. In sections 1.1. - 1.3.
we have given examples of the rules that have taken over the dis-
course functions of the allegedly cyclic rules which were lost.

The remaining rules were Participialization (7-9), Impersonal Pass-—
ive (17-19) and NP-Topicalization (17-19) and (26a, 31). These
rules loave the clause membership of the constituents invelved un-
touched. The movement rule is not limited to any single constituent
(an object or a subject) but applies under certain circumstances

to any NP. This rule is triggered e.g. when the sentence has no
subject: the target structure of a declarative sentence in con-
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temporary Finnish is verb second, and in order to accommodate
subjectless sentences (e.g. impersonal passives) to_this target,
one of the NPs following the verb will be mtdoamdwoﬂwww fronted.

o one has claimed that thematic movement rules are cyclic.
In section 1.1. we mentioned that Participialization is followed
by a late case marking rule which turns the NPs of the participial
construction into accusatives or genitives. Thus the changes we
have described here mean that post-cyclic rules have taken over
the functions of cyclic rules. Moreover, both the Topicalization
rule and the Case Marking rule seem to be paying less attention to
whether the constituent it applies to is an object or a subject
than to the position of this constituent in relation to the verb
(see fn. 2). In other words, we could say that Finnish syntax is
becoming "flatter"; rules need less information about deep features
like grammatical relations and are happy with surface features like
category label (NP), or thematic position (preceding or following
the verb).

3.0. Lack of evidence for the cycle

Passive, Subject-to-Object Raising and Tough Movement are all
paradigm cases of cyclic rules; Passive and S-to-0 Raising es-—
pecially both play crucial roles in the classic arguments for the
cycle. In this section we will show that the absence of these rules
in contemporary Finnish makes it impossible to set up standard ar-
guments for the cycle over anywhere application of structure rules.
Instead, Finnish seems to have two batches of rules: structure
rules apply first as anywhere rules, and other rules (feature
changing and thematic movement rules) apply afterwards.

There are two kinds of arguments which have been widely ac-
cepted as supporting the cycle: sandwich arguments and bleeding
arguments. Bleeding arguments are based on the fact that rules
must not be applied to the top of a complex sentence so as to bleed
obligatory rules which would have applied to the bottom. In sec-
tion U.1. we will show that Finnish does need some kind oY an anti-
bleeding constraint, and that this constraint protects obligatory
rules in general from being bled rather than having the bottom to
top asymmetry of the anti-bleeding mechanism incorporated in the
cycle. Gandwich arguments are based on sentences in which a chain
of deletions or movements are of the form Rule A - Rule B - Rule A,
with the second application of Rule A being in a higher clause from
the first. In section 4.2. we will show that the current inventory
of Finnish rules makes it impossible to construct such chains.

Our negative conclusions rely on two facts about Finnish,
which ought to be pointed out once more. First, that Finnish has
no rules which change grammatical relations within a clause, and
it has only one rule (S-to-S Raising) which ‘creates a derived
grammatical relation. This mekes it impossible to construct chains
of movements of a given NP; we will see that the embedding prop-
erties of S-to-S Raising verbs make it impossible to construct
chains using S-to-5 Raising plus deletions. This is a conseqguence
of what was discussed in 1.3.: thematic rules have taken over the
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discourse functions of the very rules which could be used as a
basis for arguments for the cycle.

The second crucial fact is that Finnish feature-changing
rules are WHH late rules; case marking rules must be stated over
whole treds and even reflexivization applies after the structure
rules. This means that arguments cannot be constructed on the
basis of fTeature—changing rules being bled by or sandwiched with
mﬁﬂﬁnﬁcwm.wﬂpmm.

We pave restricted our attention to the interaction of the
structure rules remaining in Finnish. We recognize that other
types of rules have also been claimed to be cyelic (such as Wh-
Movement). However, to our knowledge rules like Wh-Movement have
never served as the basis for arguments that the cycle exists. If
the paradigm cases of cy¢lic rules cannot be shown to interact
cyclically, the less certain instances will have nothing to hang

on to.

3.1. Bleeding arguments

The cycle has been posited in order to explain the ungram-
maticality of sentences like (38) and (39).

(38) Hzm pelieve Suzanne. to have disguised her. as a nun.

(39) mew is bound to want for :waw to go omﬂwwzmwam.
In (38), applying S-0 Raising first to the matrix sentence removes
the subject of the lower clause, Suzanne, before the clause-bounded
rule of Reflexivization has a chance to apply. The cycle excludes
this by giving Reflexivization a chance to apply to the lower
clause before S-0 Raising can destroy its environment by applying
to the higher clause. Since Reflexivization is obligatory and its
SD is met on the first cycle, there is no way of generating sen-
tence (38) which lacks the reflexive. Given an anywhere theory of
rule application, S-0 Raising, finding its 8D met, would indeed be
able to apply first. Similarly, in (39), S-to-S5 Raising with be
bound removes the subjech of want before this could serve as a
controller to delete the subject of to go carrousing by Equi NP
Deletion. The cycle gives Equi & chance to apply to the embedded
sentence before S-to-S Raising can apply to the matrix sentence,
and Equi applies obligatorily. (39) could be derived by an anywhere
application of rules because the deep structure of the sentence
meets the SD for S—-to-S Raising, so that this rule could apply
first.

However, the derivation of sentences like (38) and (39) could
also be prevented by positing an anti-bleeding principle such
as (L0):

(L0) No rule can apply so as to destroy the environment for an

obligatory rule which would otherwise have been able
Lo apply.

This works because Reflexivization and Equi are obligatory in (38)
aid (39); hleeding arguments cannot center on bhe applichability of
opticnal rules (see scction 3.2.).
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The major difference between the cycle and a constraint like
(40) on anywhere application of structure rules is thgt the cycle
has a bottom-to-top orientation whereas (40) does not; sthat is,
dSm.o%on blocks bleeding of rules in lower clauses by the appli-
om@wou of rules in higher clauses, but not vice versa, whereas
vwwsowmwm (40) is symmetric and prevents bleeding of obligatory
rules in general. In this section we show that bleeding of obli-
mmdw&% rules is impossible in Finnish, and that the asymmetric
anti-bleeding principle captured by the cycle is insufficient.

Because of the restricted inventory of Finnish structure rules
end because feature-changing rules apply late, one finds only one
class of instances where the application of a higher-clause rule
UHmmmm the application of a lower-clause rule. This happens when a
prior application of S-to-S Raising or Equi would bleed S-to-S
Raising or one of the subject-controlled deletion rules in a
lower clause. Here, we consider two examples.

wwwmw. an optional higher S-to-S Raising must not bleed a
lower obligatory application of S-to-S Raising In structure (41),
d:w zm of the verb alkea 'begin' obligatorily undergoes S-to-S
wmpmubm. and the NP of the verb ndyttid 'seem' undergoes the rule
optionally. This is illustrated by examples (u42-Llk),

(L1) s
\\\\\\\ wrf!f
Jw v
P mm ndyttdd ‘'seem'
— fff
NP v
mH alkaa ‘'begin'
Matti oppii englantia .

'Matti learns English'

(L2) Matti alkaa oppia englantia.

'"Matti is beginning to learn English.'
(43) Nayttas (siltd) ettd Matti oppii englantia.

'It seems that Matti is learning English.'
(kL) Matti niyttdi oppivan englantia.

'Matti seems to be learning English.'

mwdom the underlying tree meets the SD for S-to-5 Raising with
ndyttdi es well as with alkaa, one could under a pure anywhere
dvmoww of rule interaction apply S-to-S Raising with ndyttis
first. This would destroy the SD for S-to-S Raising with alkaa,
whose sentential subject would have bheen removed and made into
the subjeat of niyttifd. After this extrapocition could apply as
in (45), or S-to-S Raising could apply a second time as in (L6).

(45) *N&yttid alkaven, ettd Matti oppii englantia.
Armv*Zmﬁﬁwd&%ddmmmHWm<msow@w<mbmsmwmddwm.
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Both results are bad. The only good outputs from (k1) are those
in which obligatory Raising with zlksea has not been tled. Raising
with ndyttZd may have applied, or not:
(47)s VNayttas, ettd Matti alkaa oppia englantia. o
"It ceems that Matti is beginning to learn English.
(48) Matti néyttdd alkaven oppia emglantia.
F t'Matti seems to begin to learn English.

The second example is an instance where ap ﬁowwmedowwu Equi
must not be allowed to bleed Ergative Deletion . (k9) is a aﬂmm.
which meets the SD for Equi (top two clauses) and at the same time
the SD for Ergative Deletion (bottom two clauses).

(L9) \\mw..!,.f!l
v

5

NP
ZWde haluaa mm
fwant' \\\\/N”!f!fff
NP 4 ZW
thﬁw jaa mH

! Hmamws.\/

Pro Neg huomaa Matti
"notice'

Let us apply Equi first. The output is (50), to which mwmmﬁpmm )

Deletion can no longer apply since the lower instance ow Matti is
separated by two clauses from the nearest coreferent which could
be used as a controller.

(50) *Matti haluaa j&42d& ottamatta huomioon zmddw.
"Matti wants to remain with Matti unnoticed.’

This, however, is an ungrammatical sentence. esm.OSH%.mooa output
from (49) is obtained by applying Ergative Deletion first, and then

Equi, whose SD remains satisfied by the output of Ergative Omwmﬁwmd“

(51) Matti haluaa j&Ad4 ottamatta huomioon.
"Matti wants to remain unnoticed.’

Since Ergative Deletion is obligatory, our mbdwwdwmmawsm wﬂudmuwpo
succeeds in constraining the grammar so that this derivation 1s
the only one possible. ) )

We now turn to the possibilities for bleeding an obligatory
rule in & higher clause by applying some rule in a lower clause.
We arpue that the interaction of Passive with S-to-8 Ralsing znd

the only instance where this possibility arises, and that

M_”:“_:mw case, Passive in oa lower clause musl nob r..._.u_ T,s_:,._ Lo
tleed Eaui or S-to-S Haising in = higher cleuse. This 1s 2 mpwhn
afion which the cycle eannot handle. IT 2 cyelic theory of rule
interaction were adopted for Finnish, it would have to be supple-

mented with a partislly redundant anti-bleeding principle or some

other ad hoc -device.

WETILALD L iy s e,
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In order to find out whether applying a rule in a lower clause
can bleed a rule in a higher clause, we must first 1 for an
obligatory two-store rule which is sensitive to the strueture of
the embedded clause. In Finnish, the possibilities are either S-to
-S Raising, which can apply only when the embedded clause has a
subject, or the rules which delete a subject or an object of a
lower clause under coreference with an NP in the next higher
clause. To bleed one of these rules we could try changing the gram—
matical status of a subject or. object in the lower clause so that
its coreference with a higher NP no longer leaves it open to de-
letjon. Alternatively, we could change a construction with a sub-
ject into an impersonal construction so that the lower clause had
no subject NP to undergo an obligatory application of: Raising or
Equi. The first possibility does not occur in Finnish, due to lack
of rules changing grammatical relations. The second possibility
reduces the bleeding S-to-S Raising or Equi by applying an Imper-—
sonal Passive in the lower clause. Other subjectless constructions
can be assumed to be base-generated in Finnish.

As was pointed out in section 1.1., the Impersonal Passive
rule suffixes the Pro subjech to the verb and thereby prunes the
subject node. While the Pro must come out at, the surface attached
to a verb, Passive is not obligatory in the sense that it must
always apply immediately. The Pro can, under verbs which take
optional 5-to-S5 Raising, be S-to-S Raised before being attached.
(52) and (53) are instances involving an optional S—to-S Raising
verb. In (52), the Impersonal Passive rule has applied in the
lower clause and the sentential subject, which no longer has a
subject that could be raised, has been extraposed. One of the NPs
of the sentential subject, Sielld, has bogn fronted due to the V-
second constraint. In (53), the Pro has been raised and the Passive
rule has applied to the matrix verb.

(52) Sielld nikyy tanssittavan.

'There seems Pro to be dancing.' 1y
(53) 8ielld niytdin tanssivan.

'There Pro seems to be dancing.'

The crucial instance is the interaction of Passive with verbs
taking obligatory S-to-S Raising, such as alkaa 'begin', taitaa
'might', sattuu 'happen'. Example (54) shows that S-to~S Raising
is obligatory with taitaa; examples (55) and (56) show that the
verb is not marked as super—obligatory for Raising, since the sen-—
tence which has no subject may simply be extraposed.

(s4) siells taidetaan tanssia.
'There might be dancing going on there.’

(55) Sielld taitaa sataa.
'TH might he raining there,'

Auavﬁt_ Jr:_ps_h::u

'There might be mushrooms in the forest.'

me:wQHOiﬁm<vwnn:@w;vcwwxsro:o.Hm€0@5m5M<MNowsw:odowa05
sentonce, it has no more a subject which could undergo Raising.

L



62

The higher verb, however, is marked obligatory for Raising, and
so we get an ungrammatical structure.

(57) *Siell2 taitaa, ettd tanssitaan.

What one Tiyds instead (e7. 5L) is 2 sentence in which the Pro
subject has been rzised and the Passive has applied in the matrix
clause. Conseguently, it is impossible tc use passive to bleed an
epplicatipn of S-to-S memwam which would otherwise have been
possible and obligatory: )

mhe bame argument goes through for obligatory Equi verbs. (58)
-(59) show that Equi is obligatory but not super-obligatory with
haluta 'want':

(58) Pekkas haluaa ostaa jditeldn.
'Pekka wants to buy an ice-cream.’
(59) Pekka haluaa, ettd tanssitaan.
'Pekka wants that there be dancing.'

Sentence (60) is good and you get it by first deleting the lower
of two Pros and then applying Passive to the matrix sentence. Sen—
tence (61) is bad; you get it if you first apply Passive to the
bottom, thereby preventing Equi from applying on the top cycle to
create an infinitive.

(60) *mmHC&mmb tanssia. 'One dwd&m to dance.'
(61) "Halutaan, ettd tanssitaan.

3.2. Sandwich arguments

Sandwich arguments base the existence of the cycle on sen-
tences in which two rules A and B have applied in the order A -
B - A, so that the second application of A is in a higher clause
than the first, and B interacts with both applications of A. The
classic sandwich argument is the Passive-Raising-Passive case,
exemplified by (62).

(62) Martha was thought by Maxine to have been destroyed
by Jack.

In this section, we try to show that it is impossible to construct
Finnish sentences where rules would interact in this way.

The only possibility in Finnish for advancing an NP along a
chain &s in (62) would be by en iterated application of 8-to-3
Raising, since this is the only Finnish rule which ereates derived
grammatical relations. This possibility, then, reduces the problem
to the interaction of obligatory and optional S-to-S Raising which
we have already handled by our anti-bleeding principle (L0).

One might envision a sandwich involving 8-to-S Raising and
one of the deletion rules, such s Equi or Ergative Deletien. To
construct such an example, one application of S-to~S Raising would
have to oceur tnder a prediente which tskes one of the deletion

rules, repardless of whether 8-te-8 Raising took the role of rule A

or rule BE. In fact it turns out thet the ceo-occurrence restric-
tions on predicates prevent S-to-§ Raising verbs from embedding
under anything but each other.
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At this point, one might think of constructing a sandwich
using just the deletion rules: the sort of sentence envisioned
would have a chain of deletions A - B — A which woul® dglete all
but the topmost of a series of coreferential NPs. We have been un-—
able to find a series of predicates which co-occur with each other
so as to provide a deep structure for such a derivation. Note that
even if such a deep structure could be contrived, all the rules in-
volved would be obligatory so that our anti-bleeding principle
would dictate a bottom to top derivation even without positing a
cycle.

. In conclusion it must be pointed out that, while sandwich
arguments are nice for arguing against a linear grammer, and nice
for showing a given rule to be cyclic under a theory ,which has a
cycle, they are not so nice for showing that rules apply cyclically
rather than anywhere. Sentences like (62) involve only optional
rules, so that applying them as anywhere rules always results in
a good output (see Grinder 1972); as soon as an obligatory rule is
brought in, the crux of the matter is the bleeding problem.

L, Import of arguments concerning the cycle

We have shown that Finnish does not support standard argu-
ments for the cycle: due to the particular array of rules in the
language, it is impossible to construct sandwich arguments for the
cycle, and while it is necessary to prevent rules from applying to
the top so as to bleed the application of obligatory rules to the
bottom, it is equally necessary to prevent rules from applying to
the bottom so as to bleed the application of obligatory rules to
the top. Thus a generative grammar of Finnish could get along with
anywhere application of structure rules plus an anti-bleeding
restriction which is perfectly symmetric rather than oriented
bottom-to-top as the anti-bleeding effect of the cycle is. If one
posited a cycle instead, it would have to be supplemented with
some constraint to prevent Passive from applying under oblagzatory
S-S Raising and Equi predicates. While we find this an inelegant
alternative to a symmetric anti-bleeding constraint, we admit that
the "cost" of positing a cycle in Finnish is not overwhelming.

Our result is therefore primarily a negative one: Finnish is a
language whose sentences exhibit no trace of a bottom-to-top
oriented system of rule interaction. This makes the status of the
cycle as a universal gquite problematic.

The cycle has been postulated a descriptive device for lan-
guages like English to handle their specific inventory of rules
and, furthermore, some facts about rule form and rule interaction
which really are universal. Some of the apparently universal char-
acteristics of the cycle are:

(A) Rules apply recursively. Underlying structures are gon-
erated which in the course of rcaching surflace structurc
meet the SD for some rules more than once; and in this
case the rules are allowed more than once.

P
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(B) There are at least two kinds of rules: md%ﬁm&ﬁﬂ%id%ﬁm
rules, which in the standard theory can typically be
shown to be cyclic and which in any generative theory
apply first, and rules which can be stated over whole

T grees and apply after the first batch. These wcwmm tend

*" to differ in form as well as in when they apply.

Looking Wd the rules which apply to complex structures, we see
that defetion rules arply to the right and/or down. NP movement
rules apply up and, if unbounded, to the left. Single-clause NP
movements can 2oply rightward but not up. Loosely speaking one
tries to put important thimgs near to the front of the sentence
and tend to wipe out redundant material which crops up near the
end and/cr in subordinate clauses.

T Tactors distinguish a cyele

PRI

i vie ~iher Is that the to
r directi grammar, and cla T e
2-ive o7 Torms of rules, strai
ch must ©e irposed on rule interactions in order to generate

just the right sentences. We do not question that obligatory rules
have a special status and that something must prevent their being
bled. We encode this in our anti-bleeding principle. What we do
question is that gramnars need a boitom-to—-top asymmetry apart from
that provided by the form of raising and deletion rules. There is
no evidence for such an asymmetry in Finnish; we think it may also
be possible to eliminate this asymmetry in the grammars of lang-
uvages like English. If it turns out, on the other hand, that Eng-
lish ncecds the bottom-to-top constraint on rule interaction, an
earlier stage of Finnish which had Tough Movement and 5-0 Raising
probably neads it, tco; this would entail claiming that loss of
this asymmetry is a possible historical change.

The alternative to breaking down the cycle into a scheme like
A-B and the anti-bleeding principle plus eliminating the bottom-—
to-top orientation in Finnish would be to retain the cycle as a
universal and to say that Finnish has one, but that you just can't
see the asymmetry in the sentences of the language. What would
this mean? The only sense we can make out of such a proposal is a
claim that the cycle is psychologically real. Might Finns in some
sense use a cycle in either producing or understanding sentences?
While such a claim about a left-branching language might be plaus-
ible, it seems quite dubious for a right-branching language like
Finnish. To either produce or understand a multiply embedded sen-
tence cyclically, a Finn, or any speaker of a right-branching lan-

guage, would have to store in his short-term memory a fully spellcd

cut Torm of all clauses in the sentence either before saying the
first word or before coming to an interpretation of the top clause.

In fact Lhe most straighlforvard intoerpre Lon ol some psychol in-
guistic experiments on multiple center embeddings is that you can
keep in mind at mont two clsuncs at once. The Arpremation of ox-

process ol
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structing surface trees is roughly left to right, top to bottom

and clause by clause" (Fodor, Bever and Garrett 197h, p.434) ang
that "the perceptual system contains a buffer storage sphich cannot
be cleared until it reaches the end of a sentoid and must® be cleared
thereafter. —-- the completion of a clause is the condition under
which lexical material is transferred from the most accessible
memory system to one that is less accessible" (pp. 3L43,3LL),

While one can imagine other "psychologically real” statuses
for the cycle than the use in production or perception (e.g. use
in learning a grammar of the language from which a recognition
and production device can be constructed), it becomes less and
less. clear why the cycle should be considered a necessary oOr even
a likely hypothesis.

Footnotes

* We are indebted to Riitta Suhonen for providing us with useful
examples from the archives of the Dictionary of 01d Literary
Finnish, and to Fred Karlsson for useful ccomments and criticism.

1. Case-marking of the primary constituents in the embedded parti-
cipial construction is a complicated issue. This rule seems to
be indeterminate and unsettled in contemporary Finnish. The
basic principle is as follows: mark the subject of the parti-
cipial construction with the genitive, the object of an im-—
personal passive and the "subject" of an existential with the
accusative if the NP precedes the predicate verb; leave the
latter two and the complement of the copula verb in the nomi-
native when they follow the predicate verb. There is a trend to
mark any pre-verbzl NP with genitive, and post-verbal NP with
accusative by the side of this "mainstream".

2. It has been argued (Hakulinen 1973) that the structure Toivon
sinua toverikseni 'I hope you to be my friend.', where the
copula 1is always missing is a remnant of S~0 Raising in con-
temporary Finnish. On the other hand, it is also possibled to
argue that these verbs take both a sentential complement with a
finite verb and a construction Accusative + Translative. This
claim is based on the fact that there is a meaning difference:
the latter construction implies that the action expressed by
the matrix verb is resultative whereas the construction with
the finite complement doesn't. This dichotomy is parallel to
the well-known difference between an implicative and a non-
implicative interpretation of certain of these verbs: Muistin
tulla 'I remembered to come' vs. Muistin. ettd tulin T remembered
that I came.' (ef. Karttunen 1970 and fn. 4 beliow).

3. Extraposiftion does not leave a dummy pronoun behind in Finnish.

L. Ergative deletion is a minor rule, governed by olla 'be' and

i44d4 'remain'. Tt deletes either an intransitive subject or

an object of the embeddrd clause under identity with the
motrix subject: Laiva jiid [laiva ei l&hde] - Laiva j&4 lihte-

'The ship remains ungone.'; Laiva jifi [Pro ei ldhetd

LU "The ship remains amsent. !
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We have asstmed that Equi NP Deletion is a rule in Finnish.
This assumption is in fact open to question. Since Finnish has
no rules whieh could create a derived subject under an Equi
verb (cf. section 3.1. that S-S Raising predicates do not embed
under’ W@cu verbs), Equi, if it is a rule, deletes only under-
lying subjects. Thus the arguments for Equi are based on the
fact that sentences like (i)-(ii) in English do not go through.
»

(i) Max wanted to be arrested. )
cmb Max tried to seem to have swallowed a goldfish.

Furthermors, Foui if it is a rule is always obligatery. The only
%e Taui

verts In Timnish which can texe Igui or not are the implic tive
whish heve *o take Igui cn =n izplicative reading and
s nonipplicative reading. This mesns in the end that

ﬁ:m: HP% arguments for Equi in Finnish are selectional restric—

tion argumenis. If a suitable means for stating selectional

restrictions over a complex structure can be motivated, the rule

of Equi can be dispensed with. In this event the number of possi-

bilities we would have to deal with to show that Finnish dpes

not need a cycle would be even smaller.

In this argument we are assuming that Passive is a structure rule

and would, by applying in the first batch of rules, be wwwmwdwm

to interact with Equi and S-S Raising. We have based thils assump-

tion on the fact that Passive clearly epplies before many late

rules. It bleeds reflexivization:
(i) *Nahtiin itsensd peilistd. 'Pro saw oneself in the mirror!

It bleeds object case marking:
(ii) Filen tapettiin sika. 'Yesterday Pro killed a pig.

and it feeds obligatory NP topicalization, unlike the (late)

subject pronoun deletion (see Hakulinen 1974b): |

'Pro dances in the forest. ef.

'] dance in the forest.'

(iii) Metsdssid tanssitaan.
(iv) Tanssin metsissa.

While one could explain (i)-(iii) by adding a statement to the
grammar saying that Passive is the very first late rule, we feel
that this would be an unmotivated adhocity.

Sentence (61) is better if the two Pros are not co-referential. .
As Kimball (1972) has observed, post-cyclic rules tend to differ
in character from cyclic rules. This distinction is not entirely |
strict; for instance Breckenridge (1975) has shown that dummy

insertion rules can apply late in the grammar as well as early.

It seems, however, to be valid on the whole.
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S=-=«x and the Single Manuscript, the Joy of Philology,
and Linguistic Morality & 4
(Evidence for Syntactic Change in mwwwmo%

Peter T. Daniels
The University of Chicago s

A major mechanism in linguistic change is synchronic
variation, which occurs in many different dimensions--geog-
raphy, economic or social class, age or style level, sex,
etc. From the classic linguistic atlases to the equally
classic work of William Labov, variation has usually been
studied over fairly large populations (at least,: as compared
with ordinary linguistic work where the homogeneity of a sin-
gle idiolect or a small selection of documents is preferred).
It might seem that syntactic change is not amenable to this
kind of approach, given the isolated and limited nature of
most historical sources for language. But this is not so.
It is possible to detect syntactic variation within a single
manuscript and on the basis of the variation suggest sources
or directions of change in syntax. I will offer a way of
looking at the data found in a sirgle source as exemplifying
variation, consider some ways of amplifying those data, and
draw some very general conclusions from the methodology in-
volved therein.®

Two kinds of syntactic variation, the same two known in
phonology and other levels of analysis, namely free and con-
ditioned, can be found within a text. Note that this is not
a question of the kinds of variation listed above--geographi-
cal, social, and so on~-but rather one of purely grammatical
variation, like a squishj the others would, of course, re-
quire more than one manuscript.

Two (unrelated) examples from a single text illusgtrate
the two kinds of variation. The text is the Peshitta, the
standard Syriac version of the Bible. Syriac is the liturgi-
cal language of various eastern churches, based on the Ara-
maic dialect of Edessa, Syria. The study considers just the
first seven chapters of St. John's Gospel, a bit short of
20,000 phonemes.

For an understanding of these examples an overview of
the Syriac verbal system is necessary. There are six stems,
reflecting the intersection of two categories of voice (as
defined in Jakobson 1957:135-6 as the relation between the
narrated event and its participants), each stem having two
finite inflected forms (whether to call them tenses or as-
pects is controversial and irrelevant); active and passive
participles for the non-passive stems, and a single parti-
ciple for each of the passive ones; imperatives; an infin-
itive; and a series of compound tenses involving the finite
forms of the rather promiscuous verb hw? 'be.' Inflection
is for person, number, and gender. The forms are summarized



