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CHAPTERONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Goals and Objectives of the Study

The current research is carried out in the fram&wafr generative-
transformational grammar and studies the constmstithat have been
analyzed in this framewotlas Small Clauses (henceforth: SC). The term
Small Clauses refers to constructions [NP XP] (wh®P = N(oun)P,
A(djective)P or P(reposition)P) which lack any vedrms, but “have
clausal characteristics in that they contain aeutiphrase and a predicate
phrase” (Aarts, 1992: 21).

The present study deals with the sequences [NP] &RR[NP1 AP}
in English, where they are known as SCs, and ihuahian, where these
sequences have been treated in different ways.

The main goal of the research is twofold: firstptesent a contrastive
analysis of the construction types like V [NP1 NR2d V [NP1 AP] in
English and Lithuanian; second, to show that tHe-sttings [NP1 NP2]
and [NP1 AP] in Lithuanian express a subject-pra@iaelationship and
form a constituent and can be described as halmgyntactic function of
a clause. Both syntactic and semantic evidemdl be used to achieve
this goal.

The author sets herself the following objectives:

1 In Government and Binding (henceforth: GB) moaél Chomsky, 1981a).

2 In the strings V [NP1 NP2] and V [NP1 AP], wherestands for a verb, NP1 for
a postverbal Noun Phrase, NP2 for a nominal prédealement, AP for an
adjectival predicative element.

3 Though “Chomsky rejects the assumption that syistaatally determined by the
structure of meaning”, in GB theory “despite a esthudimentary conception of
the semantic theory behind theta-roles, greatrredias increasingly placed on the
6-Criterion and the Projection Principle of Chomgk®81) <...> for determining
analyses of syntactic structure” (Jackendoff, 199): The importance of
interaction between structural and semantic fadoeiso emphasized by Pollard
and Sag (1994) (cf. Garcia, 1997: 108, 109).
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1. to describe syntactic environments and the riafestructure of
the sub-strings [NP1 NP2] and [NP1 AP] in Englishda
Lithuanian;

2. to present structural, syntactic and semantcattieristics of the
verbs that occur with the structures [NP1 NP2] f&B1 AP] in
English and Lithuanian;

3. to demonstrate the predication relationship Ha sequences
[NP1 NP2] and [NP1 AP] on the basis of the presesfca node
AGR, theta role assignment, and word order;

4. to show the clausal status of the sub-stringx1[NIP2] and [NP1
AP] in English and Lithuanian applying sentence stitmency
tests.

1.2 Subject and Methodology of the Study

The term Small Clauéewas introduced by Williams in the article
“Small Clauses in English” (1975). In this artidilliams analyses three
instances of clauses in English whose verbs erthin the relative clause
participle (a), the adverbial participle (b), ahé gerund (c) (cf. Williams,
1975: 249)?

(1.1) a.The mardriving the busis Norton’s best friend
b.John decided to leavthinking the party was over
c.John’s evading his taxemfuriates me

In recent generative-transformational models themteefers to
constructions [V NP XP], expressing a subject-prai relation (cf.
Aarts, 1992: 1, 21; Cardinaletti & Guasti, 1995: 2)

4 In Lithuanian the terrmepilnieji sakiniai (small clauses) was introduced by
Balkevicius to refer to sentences which lack a subject qrealicate, or both;
however, such a subject or a predicate can impglitie understood from the
context: e.g.{Ir apie Zmones ji parasSys.) Apie puikius Zmonaskigiais dirba,
kurie padeda jai“(And she will write about people.) About wonddrfpeople
whom she works with and who help her (lit.)” (196®8, 153, 154). In this work
the term is used to describe a clause which lacksverb forms, but has a
propositional interpretation.

® The examples presented below refer to the referésitowed by a colon unless
indicated otherwise.
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(1.2) a.Anna seemsskhappy].
b.Mike considersdc Sue intelligent].
c.| declared k¢ Joe the winner].
d.I want [scthe dog out of my housdRarts, 1992: 21)

For more than 15 years small clauses were “blad&shof syntactic
theory” (Stowell, 1995: 271). Most of the discussiabout them was
devoted to the question of whether they existed] anly with the
appearance of Government and Binding theory (Chgm$R81a), has
“small clause theory <...> taken on a life of its §W&towell, 1995: 271).

The Standard Theory (cf. Newmeyer, 1986: 39) arel Hxtended
Standard Theory (cf. Newmeyer, 1986: 139) paid \itl¢ attention to
the small clause constructions

There is some discussion in Chomsky's earliest wdrkre it is suggested
that in, for example, [V NP AP] strings the verbdaadjective in some
sense form a complex unit. (Aarts, 1992: 9)

In the early days of generative-transformationangmar, there were
only two types of transformations: deletion tramsfations and structure
building transformations. At that time SCs were basic units, they were
derived structures, i.e., they were a result otimlmer of transformations.
The development of generative-transformational gnamtowards greater
syntactic complexity, the shift of focus from ridgstems to systems of
principles and other modifications made it possioldreat SCs as basic
units, proving the presence of a predication refatvithin small clause
constructions as well as demonstrating their syittacnity (cf.
Newmeyer, 1986: 198; Lyons, 1991: 199).

One of the main tendencies of the development afeggive-
transformational grammar is the reduction of thevgroand diversity of
transformational rules. In the Standard Theorygsfamations play a very
important role and are described as meaning priesfrand having a
filtering functior’ (cf. Boas H. U., 1992: 84; Lyons, 1991: 95; Newetey
1986: 69, 78). In the Extended Standard Theoryrbaning preserving is
weakened, which results from the fact that “sencainterpretation is held
to be determined by the pair deep structure — sarééructure, rather than
by deep structure alone” (Boas H. U., 1992: 85k Taduction of the role
of transformations is achieved not only by incregshe importance of the

% Semantic interpretation of a sentence dependsamnyeep Structure.
" Filters are “devices used by Chomsky to preveetgeneration by the base rules
and transformations” (Radford, 1981: 283).
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level of Surface Structure, but also by the enrigHexicon: “a rich set of
rules applied in the lexicon to relate construditimt had previously been
related transformationally” (Newmeyer, 1986: 139 addition,
transformations lose their filtering function: Chsky and his associates in
the 1970s proposed a rich set of surface filteksNewmeyer, 1986: 156,
191). In GB theory a further reduction of the rofdransformational rules
takes place: now there exists only one transfoonati rule which is
referred to as “Move alph&twhere alpha is any category (cf. Lyons, 1991:
174, 175; Newmeyer, 1986: 157). The changes in gshepe of
transformational rules cause modifications in thieriaction between the
Deep Structure and the Surface Structure: the &uStructure becomes
more abstract, and the Deep Structure, in turnotnes shallower, i.e.,
closer to the surface. Thus “there exists no sitglel <...> at which the
grammaticality of generated structures can be obsér(Boas H. U.,
1992: 87).

The reduction of transformational rules is closelhated to the shift of
focus from rule systems to systems of principlesnmdules which
“largely serve to restrict and control the one rammg transformational
rule and thus eliminate the need for other tramsétional rules” (Lyons,
1991: 205). Describing the change towards modutamgiar structure
Newmeyer claims:

The central guiding principle of GB is that theemtal structure of the
grammar is moduldras well. That is, syntactic complexity resultsnfirthe
interaction of grammatical subsystéfhisach characterizable in terms of

8 “Move alpha” is a general term; here alpha “is enstbod to be a variable over
syntactic categories, and the fundamental idebad structure may be altered in
any way by ‘moving anything anywhere’; independprinciples will dictate just
what can move and where it can move to” (Sells,51981). The types of
movements are differentiated on the basis of tameht which is moved (e.g., NP-
movement, verb movement, etc.), and on the basthefposition to which an
element moves (e.g., leftward movement, etc.)HakEgeman, 1994: 306).

® Modular means containing individual autonomous ponents of a larger
system. “For example, a grammar might be said tdaio acase module- i.e., a
component which accounts for the case propertiegetdvant constituents”
(Radford, 1997: 265). However, the individual awmous components are
integrated into the system by the Projection Ppieci‘which requires lexical
properties to be projected to all levels of syntactpresentation” (Horrocks, 1987:
99).

10 Syntactic complexity results from the interactiofthe following grammatical
subsystemsbounding theoryposes locality conditions on certain processes and
related items,government theonghows the relation between the head of the
construction and categories dependent orthifa-theoryis concerned with the
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its own set of general principles. The central gifasyntactic theory thus
becomes to identify such systems and charactehnizedegree to which
they may vary from language to language.

Most early work in generative syntax was rather modular in
character. Essentially, each construction had W& @ssociated rule:
passives were derived by the Passive transformatsubject-raised
sentences by the Raising transformation, and sdBahas the work on
constraints on rules accelerated throughout th®<,9% became clear that
at least some of the complexities of particular starctions could be
attributed to general principles, rather than hgwvim be stated ad hoc in
particular rules. (1986: 198)

In addition to the shift of the focus from rule ®ms to systems of
principles, GB brings one more change into generatiansformational
grammas—a shift in focus in the study of language; “theUsof attention
was shifted from ‘language’ to ‘grammar™ (Chomsky981b: 4). Under
the influence of cognitive psychology, Chomsky (£881b: 3, 5) adopts
the hypothesis that all human beings are equipptddimbornknowledge
of grammar notknowledge of languagas was claimed in his earlier work
(cf. Chomsky, 1965: 4). Th&nowledge of grammarwor Universal
Grammar (henceforth: UG) is a system of princiglest are common to
all human languages and available to individuaisrgo experience.

The principles of universal grammar may be thowdhn part as a system
that enters into the construction of experienceianghrt as a function that
maps experience into grammar. (Chomsky, 1981b} 7, 8

Thus, we can assume that UG is only the basiadquiring language,
i.e., it is not sufficient to enable us to speakaamguage. It must be
combined with experience which would allow the iatizent of
knowledge by setting certain parameters that coodd defined as
“dimensions of grammatical variation between difer languages or
different varieties of the same language” (Radfat@97: 267). Such
experience permits the extension of UG. Thus, G introduces one
more modification, namely, incorporation of a pagr of comparative
syntax into generative-transformational grammar cWhiprovides a
theoretical foundation for linguistic typology (ddewmeyer, 1986: 199).

assignment of thematic roleginding theoryis concerned with relations of
anaphors, pronouns, names and variables to possitdeedentgase theoryleals
with assignment of abstract case and its morphcébgealizationcontrol theory
determines the potential for reference of the abstpronominal element PRO
(Chomsky, 1981a: 5, 6).
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On the basis of comparative studies, the taskheflinguist is to
define the properties and regularities (i.e., ursge principles) of
grammar which would enable him to describe any lage adequately
and to show differences among languages which Hresam each
language setting slightly different values (‘parseng) for <...> various
grammatical subsystems” (Newmeyer, 1986: 199)¢hbmsky, 1981b: 7,
8; Haegeman, 1994: 12, 13; Radford, 1997: 5; Aal892: 12, 13;
Hawkins, 1986: 1).

The Standard and the Extended Standard Theories avientated to
the study of a single language. Within the framedwof the Standard
Theory it is stated that “deep analysis of a sifafguage may provide the
most effective means for discovering propertiesuniversal grammar”
(Boas H. U., 1992: 86). In the Extended Standaréofjn Chomky
describes UG as

the set of formal means that had been developedafeyntax-based
generative grammar of English <...> without ever hgvshown that this
set of descriptive devices would be sufficient tonstruct successful
grammars for other languages, too. (Boas H. U.21886, 87)

1.3 Analysis of Constructions V [NP XP]

In the following section | will show how the consttions V [NP XP]
can be analysed both in English and Lithuanian.

1.3.1 Constructions V [NP XP] in English

The changes of generative-transformational gramimatr led to GB
theory advanced the development of the analysig@fconstructions V
[NP XP]. Within the framework of GB much attentias paid to the
above-mentioned structures. However, there is nsesus as to how
they ought to be analysed. The main debate haslapee around the
qguestion whether the sequence [NP XP] forms a ttaest or not and
whether this sequence expresses a subject-predigation. If we can
show that there is a subject-predicate relatiothé sub-string [NP XP]
and that we are dealing with an [NP XP] constituéris would point to a
clausal analysis of the sequence in quebtitf. Aarts, 1992: 37).

11 According to Aarts, the semantic fact that thera isubject-predicate relation
and the syntactic fact that the sequence [NP X constituent on its own are
not sufficient evidence for a SC analysis, but ciorat they are (1992: 37).
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Questions of constituency are not original to gaties-transformational
grammar but occur in previous linguistic researdkccording to
Cardinaletti and Guasti, traditional grammariangehreated the sequence
[NP XP] as not forming a constituent (1995: 2). Yhefer to the
predicative V [NP XP] constructions as being compteansitive. The
postverbal NP in the sub-string [NP XP] is defiredthe object, and XP is
understood as the complement of the object whighiegpan attribute or
definition to the object (cf. CGEL, 1991: 53, 55arts, 1992: 35). The
exception was Jespersen (1924: 120, 121, 130) vewo“the first linguist
to propose analysing the predicative [NP XP] seqesrof V [NP XP]
constructions as constituents” (Aarts, 1992: 3@&spérsen calls such
constituentsnexus A nexus is understood as a syntactic unit which
expresses the subject-predicate relationship. fdempedistinguishes
betweenindependent nexusnd dependent nexustructures. Independent
nexus structures are simple sentences, whereasdkrgenexus structures
cannot occur on their own; the latter structures @nsidered to contain
the predicative strings [NP XP] (cf. Aarts, 1998).3

There have been three main proposals within gdaerat
transformational grammar. One of the approachessttbe sequences [NP
XP] in the structures V [NP XP] dbeing clausal in those cases where the
NP and XP are in a subject-predicate relationshigh wach other and
where there is no thematic relationship betweemd IP” (Aarts, 1992:
21). For instance, iMike considergdsc Sue an intelligent persprihe
string [Sue an intelligent persprontains no verb, but we can treat it as a
clause since there is a predicate relationship detvwthe NFSueand the
NP an intelligent personSuch an approach has become known as Small
Clause Theory (henceforth: SC Theory) (cf. Chomsky, 1981a: 1M12;
Aarts, 1992: 21, 22; Stowell, 1991: 185; 1995: 2%2) the framework of
this theory the sequence [NP XP] is consideredaasall constituent at all
levels of presentation (cf. Cardinaletti & Gua895: 3).

SC theory is opposed by Predication Theory (hemtef®T) which is
an alternative approach within the GB frameworked®ration Theory
recognizes the predication relation within the ssmes [NP XP];
however, it denies the presence of a syntactic-‘ufaf. Williams, 1983:

12 Contreras (1995: 136-141) indicates that SC aisaiysorrect for adjectival and

verbal, but not for nominal or prepositional predés. Using binding and

reconstruction facts, he proposes consideringattericomplex predicates.

13 Cardinaletti & Guasti (1995: 2), Guéron & Hoekst®95: 99-101), Chung &

McCloskey (1987: 173, 174) can be added to the list

14 This view was the traditional Extended Standareori analysis of the [V NP

XP] constructions. In addition to Predication Theateveloped on the basis of this
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291, 298, 300; Rothstein, 1995: 44, 45; Schein51%®; Napoli, 1989:
20; Bowers, 1993: 591-593). The theory is basedhenassumption that
“both NP and XP are arguments of the verb, amongiwh relation of
predication is established” (Winkler, 1997: 17)eTpredication relation is
established by coindexing the secondary subjech vt secondary
predicate. However, the postverbal NP has the stafusubject of a
predication relation only at the level of Predic&&ucturé®. At the
Surface Structure level the postverbal NP in th¢N¥ XP] string is a
direct object (cf. Winkler, 1997: 17; Aarts, 1925-27). In the analysis of
PT, XP is treated as an independent complementeoft (cf. Stowell,
1991: 184).

According to the third view, which goes back to thedel of Syntactic
Structures (Chomsky, 1957), the NP and the XP ddamm a constituent,
“put the NP is an arguméfiof the complex predicate formed by the main
verb and XP” (cf. Cardinaletti & Guasti, 1995: 2o1@reras, 1995: 135;
Stowell, 1991: 186; Bowers, 1993: 591). This analygas proposed by
Chomsky in 1955 and was developed in works by Bd&Y9), Dowty
(1978, 1982), Bowers (1983), Jacobson (1983), aacsdn (1988) (cf.
Bowers, 1993: 591).

The third account of the structure [V NP XP] imiar to Predication
Theory in the fact that it disclaims a constituerudythe sequence [NP
XP]; however, it differs from both SC and PredioatiTheory in that it
excludes the predication relation in the sub-stfiig XP]. On the other
hand, the two rival theories, SC and Predicatioach, are similar in that
they recognize the subject-predicate relation withe sequence [NP XP],
but maintain different assumptions towards its sédicharacter.

view by Williams (1980: 205-207), a similar versiofithis account was developed
by Bresnan (1982: 246-248) in the framework of dekifunctional grammar (cf.
Stowell, 1995: 273).

15 “williams (1980, 1983) claims that predicationasmore elaborate notion that
cannot be captured in strictly configurational terat the syntactic level. He
therefore suggests that there is an additionall leieepresentation in grammar
that is derived from Surface Structure, namely Regd Structure” (Boas H. C.,
2000: 92). “In Wiliams’ framework the narrow sttucal restriction on
predication <...> holds for any kind of predicatidre., both for primary and
secondary predication” (Boas H. C., 2000: 93).

8 The view holds that the postverbal NP is the dimsject of the complex
predicate (cf. Bowers, 1993: 591).
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1.3.2 Constructions V [NP XP] in Lithuanian

Structures of the type V [NP XP] are also descrilvedifferent ways
in Lithuanian grammar. The postverbal NP in the-suimg [NP XP] in
Lithuanian traditional grammar is defined as thgeoly whereas the
predicative element of the sub-string, i.e., XP,arglysed differently.
Some Lithuanian grammarians characterize XP asrtaopa compound
nominal’ predicate (cf. Jablonskis, 1957: 455, 456; Bakiesi 1963:
119, 120; Sirtautas & Grenda, 1988: 76; Gaiis & Ziugzda, 1970: 172).
In the grammars by Sirtautas and Grenda (1988:92), Valeckien
(1967: 99, 100), Lithuanian Grammar (LKG, 1976: 43B8) and a
Grammar of Modern Lithuanian (DLKG, 1996: 604), e is ascribed to
the predicative attribut® which is defined as a part of the sentence that
has double subordinate relations: with the predieeid at the same time
with the subject or object (e.dBroliai griZzo patenkinti “The brothers
came backsatisfied’; Radome visusumigusius“We found everybody
asleep (LKE, 1999: 629)). A similar view is presented biplvoet (2003)
who describes the element XP as a secondary ptedi®a the basis of
syntactic relation, Holvoet distinguishes betweenodifiers and
complements: modifiers are optional and complemerts obligatory
secondary predicates. Syntactically secondary gage are dependent on
verbs since they cannot function in the sentendepandently: they are
case-marked by verbs and can be governed by thdadog According to
Holvoet, the relation between the postverbal NP 4Rdis semantic, but
not syntacticsecondary predicates have a direct syntactic oalatith the
matrix verb, but not with the subject or objectyttaescribe(2003: 69,
200; Holvoet & Tamulioniefy 2005: 118-121, 128-130). A Functional
Grammar of Lithuanian (1998) calls the predicatielement XP a
complement and gives a similar description to tbhtthe predicative
attribute, i.e., a complement has double relatiavith the predicate that
has an independent lexical meaning and with thedsvtinat function as

Y In Lithuanian traditional grammar the compound imah predicate is
characterized as a structure consisting of twospartopula and a predicative. The
copula is expressed by the finite form of the vie#b “be” or of a semi-notional
verb, and the predicative is either a noun (orsitbstitute), an adjective or an
adjectivized participle (cf. LG, 1997: 468). Accorg to Balkevtius, the
predicative of the compound predicate, irrespeativihe semantic structure of the
verb, is, first of all, a determiner of attributivelations and acquires its predicative
characteristics in the process of communicatio®$188).

18 |ithuanian Grammar terms the predicative attribagepredicative complement
(LG, 1997: 698).
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subjects and objects (cf. Valeckier1998: 21). The third viel} expressed
by Balkevisius® (1963: 193, 194) and Labutis (1998: 250, 251)itattes
the second element of the sub-string under invatstig to a part of the
complex objeét, namely, its predicative component (cf. Balkeus,
1963: 193). In all three views the demonstratiorihef relations between
the two elements of the sub-string is mainly basedase-markirfg, with
the exception of Valeckién Labutis and Balkevius. Valeckiegs and
Labutis apply diagnostic transformatiéhi their analyses.

(1.3) a.Lape parvez gyw “They brought the fox alive”
— Lape parve2 “They brought the fox” ang
buvo gyvdit was alive” (Valeckieg, 1967: 106)

19 In modern Lithuanian grammars the third view is mr@sent.

2 In some cases the AP in the Accusative case detleby Balkewiius as a
predicative and in others as an object (cf. Valeekil967: 104).

2 The complex object consists of a semanticallyadjpeelated word-combination,
semantically corresponding to the subordinate elaarsd expressing the state or
action of the thing described (cf. LKG, 1973: 75%H, 1999: 462; Balkevius,
1963: 193).

2 The grammatical means of marking syntactic refetion Lithuanian are
grammatical morphemes. It must be noted that cssigranent in English and
Lithuania is different due to the fact that Lithieam has a richer inflectional
morphology than English. Lithuanian has inflection@rphemes distinguishing
six cases: Nominative, Genitive, Dative, Accusatimstrumental, Locative. “Each
case is characterized by a specific range of fanstiand meanings; e.g., the
Nominative is primarily the case of the grammatisabject of the sentence, the
Accusative is primarily the case of the direct chjehe Genitive refers to such
notions as possession, origin and so on” (LG, 1998). In Lithuanian cases are
assigned to an NP, AP, Part(iciple) and Num(ectl) G, 1997: 106, 135, 165,
186, 327, 454). According to Chomsky (1981a), Esiglias four cases which are
regarded as abstract or structural cases: Nom@atdbjective, Genitive and
Oblique. In English “normally, case is assignedato NP by a category that
governs it” (Chomsky, 1981a: 50). Verbs assign @tgective case, prepositions
assign the Oblique case. The Nominative is assigodtie subject of a tensed
sentence and the Genitive case is assigned inahext [NP — X bar], as in
‘John’s book’, ‘his reading the book™ (Chomsky,8®a: 50). Thus Lithuanian has
more cases than English; the two languages alder dif their morphological
realization of cases.

% The diagnostic transformation is the modificatioh the sentence structure
changing morphological forms, but retaining alldmes and the same meaning of
the sentence. Those transformations are used egpéinative device which shows
predicative relations in the sentence, i.e., thayicate whether a certain unit
expresses a predicative relation and can funcscmnandependent sentence or not
(cf. Valeckier¢, 1967: 106).
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b.pamag Ziburl; mirgant“saw the light glimmering”
— kad zibuélis mirga“that the light is glimmering”
(Labutis, 1998: 277)

Analyzing the sequence V [NP XP], Valeckieapplies diagnostic
transformations, thus showing that the construstiatth the predicative
attribute have only one predicative cefitetn (3a)Lape parvez “they
brought the fox’is apredicative unit which can function as an indepemde
sentence. The ARlive, in relation to both the vettroughtand the NRhe
fox, specifies whathe fox was at the timehey brought iti.e., it adds
additional information. Thus, the Adlive can be easily omitted since it is
not a part of the predicative unit (cf. Valeckieri967: 106). Labutis
expresses the opposite opinion pointing out thah gtansformations, on
the contrary, show that the adjectival word cammf@r predicative centre,
i.e., the relation established between the sulgjedtthe predicate. Labutis
proposes considering the adjectival waréecondary predicate (1998:
251). However, he restricts the definition of tee@ndary predicate to the
description of the state of the thing expressedhieysubject (1998: 250,
251). Labutis also suggests applying transformatitmshow secondary
predicative relations in complex object construtsio3b) (1998: 277).
Balkeviius expresses a similar idea while speaking ablo&tnominal
predicative. He indicates that the nominal predieain some casé%
establishes secondary predicative relations wighathiect of the sentence
(1963: 119).

According to Sirtautas and Grenda, none of theetlmenstructions,
i.e., the compound nominal predicate (1.4a, b), ghedicative attribute
(1.4c, d) and the complex object (1.4e, f), repndsg the predicative XP,
are sufficiently described (1988: 76).

(2.4) a.Visiji laike doru Zzmogumi (Balkeviius, 1963:
120)
(Everybody him considerad honest man)
“Everybody considered himm honest man”
b.Zmonesjjlaike iSmin¢iumi. (DLKG, 1996: 604)
(People him consideradvise man)

24 A predicative center is the smallest structurat which can function as an
independent sentence (cf. Valeckieh967: 106).

% |t is a part of a complex predicate, “a confederst of two predicates; the
characteristic expressed by it is oriented to adpect on the basis of the other
predicate (cf. Labutis, 1998: 251).

%6 However, Balkeviius does not specify in which cases.
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“People considered harwise man”
c.(Jis) lapz gyw sugavo(Jonas Jablonskis) (cited
in Valeckie®) 1967: 99)
(He the foxalive captured.)
“He captured the fative.”
dlIr atne® gyw tq Z2werel;. (Jablonskis, 1957: 455)
(And they brouglafive that little animal.)
“And they brought that little aninellve.”
eBrazys pirket radotuséiq. (Vincas Mykolaitis
Putinas ) (cited in Balkeids, 1963: 194)
(Brazys the cabin fouadpty.)
“Brazys found the cabémpty.”
f.Lig Siolei mag gyvening sunky <...>. (Jonas
Biliinas) (cited in Labutis, 1998: 227)
“Up to now (he) has seen life (dijicult <...>.”

Valeckiere proposes to attribute both the compound nomiredipate
and the complex obje€tto the predicative attribute. However, she agrees
that there are certain problems deciding on theadled transitional cases
between the predicative attribute and the preditathe predicative
attribute and adverbiafs as well as between the predicative and attributiv

27 According to Valeckiety the complex object is neither sufficiently debed
nor motivated in Lithuanian syntax, i.e., its défon and scope are not clear
(1967: 105).

% The predicative attribute (a) is comparable to fhedicate (b) when it is
adjoined to the verbsasti “find”, (pa)daryti “make”, tureti “have”, laikyti
“consider”. Though these verbs have an indepenueahning, in a certain context,
when they require the Accusative or Instrumentalecdhey are not completely
free as in the case of the complex predicate wtieeverbsdarytis “become”,
atrodyti “seem”, jaustis“feel”, etc. are used as copulas (cf. ValeckjetD67: 109,
115):

Cf.: a. Didet nosisdaro veidy iSkilmingg. (leva Simonaityd)
(cited in Valeckien 1967: 109)
“A big nosenakesa facesolemn”
b. Ir kiekvies diena Vaiciulis darési turtingesnis (Antanas Venclova)
(cited in Valeckién1967: 108)
“And every day Véllis becamericher.”

2 predicative attributes and adverbials are closellated when they are
manifested by a participle in the Nominative casewever, they differ in their
meaning and syntactic relations. Unlike predicatat&ibutes, which have the
meaning of a state, adverbials express an actinrachon realized by adverbials



Introduction 13

attributé® (1967: 108). Speaking about the predicative afteipSirtautas
and Grenda (1988: 92) point out that the instarafethe construction
cannot always be clearly identified. In school bextks, the structures
under investigation are still referred to as theedprate, object, or
adverbial modifiers. At the same time, they indicéttat the compound
nominal predicate containing semi-notional copukativerbd® has not
been studied sufficiently either (1988: 76).

is earlier in time than the action representedhayrhatrix verb, while predicative
attributes have the same time reference as thexnvattb (cf. Valeckien, 1967:
110, 115):

Cf.: a.— Ta Tautrimik tikra bezdzios, pasipiktinusisakoGerviniere.
(leva Simonaityj (cited in Valeckies, 1967: 110)
(That Tautrimik(is) a real monkeyheing angrysays Gervinied)
“—That Tautrimik is a real monkey, says the angry Gerviaién
bSenelisapiles linksmai nusijuok (Zemait) (cited in Valeckies,
1967: 110)
“The old mamaving warmed uplaughed cheerfully.”

According to Holvoet, the difference between pratiie attributes (depictive
predicates) and adverbials is based on the fatt'ddaerbials ascribe a feature to
the predicate, whereas depictive predicates asaibfeature to one of its
arguments”, and “only agreeing adjectivals can beognized as depictive
predicates; the non-agreeingrininiai paZzyminiai of traditional Lithuanian
grammar should be described as adverbials” (200@}. 2

%0 The predicative attribute (a) and attributiveikttte (b) are similar in that they
can both precede a noun, or follow a determinafive difference between them
is that the predicative attribute has a directti@fato the predicate of the sentence,
whereas the attributive attribute, which modifiesins, lacks such a relation (cf.
Valeckiere, 1967: 114, 115):

Cf.: a.Darbininkaikiekvienaszino savo darf. (Zemait) (cited in
Valeckied, 1967: 113)
“Workergachknow their job.”
bKiekvienasdarbininkas Zino savo dagb(Valeckiert, 1967: 113)
Everyworker knows his job.”

The difference between attributive and predicatélations is analysed in detail by
Jespersen (1924: 114, 115) and Bu&iaw (1999: 22, 29-31).

31 Semi-notional copulative verbs are the verbs, Wwhieside having a general
meaning, denoting the presence of some qualitye haspecific meaning showing
the character of the presence of the quality. Tloem of semi-notional copulative
verbs comprises only the verbs which have certaiitdl meanings. The verbs are
as follows: (pa)daryti “make”, laikyti “consider”, vadinti “call”, pravardZziuoti
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1.4 Scope of the Study

SC analyses have evoked many discussions in gamelgiguistics,
especially with the appearance of GB theory. SGtrantions have been
analysed not only for English, but for many differéanguages as well:
Italian (Cardinaletti & Guasti, 1995: 12-17; Mof95: 121-126), French
(Sportiche, 1995: 288-320), Irish (Chung & McClogk&987: 173-237),
European Portuguese (Raposo & Uriagereka, 1990:530% Hebrew
(Rothstein, 1995: 32-41), Russian (Schein, 1995:532 56, 57), Slovak
(Starke, 1995: 254, 255), Japanese (Kawai, 2006:338), and some
others. Due to the different characteristics of ldreguages, they require
different approaches and result in different conseges. For instance,
Cardinaletti and Guasti observe that both Italiad &rench have richer
inflectional systems than English; therefore, iasth languages, unlike in
English, the adjectival predicate of a SC manifegiseement with the
subject of predication which indicates that adjedtiSCs contain some
kind of inflectional projections (1995: 12). Anaigg verbal SCs in
French, Sportiche discovers one more differencéd \Eibglish, namely,
VPs prepose in English, but not in French, and this “leads to non-
standard conclusions about the syntactic analysiclamses and of VP
small clauses in particuta(1995: 288). Sportiche even doubts whether
such structures can be considered small clauseswsiuld rather call
them “restructured clauseq’1995: 288). The evidence on SCs in Irish
shows that SCs may take a complementiser and mayr oas
complements to adjectives or adverbs, which is clwracteristic of
English (cf. Chung & McCloskey, 1987: 178, 184)Habrew, differently
from English, matrix SCs, consisting of a subjeutl dare predicate, are
possible (cf. Rothstein, 1995: 32). Russian alsoviges additional
evidence on the case-marking and structure of Ussian has adjunct
SCs where “instrumental Case can be predicated afrdydirect object”,
and this leads to the conclusion that “the instntalecase-marking of a
predicate parallels the accusative case-markirtheoNP” (Schein, 1995:
52, 53). In Russian, in addition, adjectival adjuB€s agree with their
subject, which can be concluded from the fact #uiéctival adjunct SCs
can be nominative via agreement with a nominativigiect (cf. Schein,
1995: 57). In Japanese, SCs are assumed as ntndliaiisal projections,
which may include negation, but not tense or iritet Japanese SCs are
instances of subject raising to object. The clagsJapanese SC
constructions also includes infinitives which amalgsed as tenseless and

“dub”, skirti “appoint”, etc. (cf. LKG, 1973: 382, 383; Sirtasit& Grenda, 1988:
76).
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aspectless projections (cf. Kawai, 2006: 330-338pwever, English
exhibits different characteristics.

The present monograph is one more attempt to anal$€
constructions in the framework of generative-transi@tional grammar. It
studies the sequences [NP XP] in Lithuanian. Thdysts carried out on
the basis of Lithuanian equivalents of English. li&hg is the best
described language in terms of linguistic analysied it is worth
attempting to adapt some of its methods to Lithamni

The present research is an attempt to analyse dritho, one of the
oldest and most archdfcindo-European languages, in the framework of
generative-transformational grammar. There haven Ipeevious attempts
to study Lithuanian in the framework of generatikesformational
grammar made by Lithuanian linguists Ambrazas (1983-46),
GeniuSiek (1977: 4, 11, 12), Valeika (1972: 31-34; 1998:3)-and others
as well as foreign linguists such as Maxwell (19&hd Chien-Ching
(1981). According to Ambrazas, the transformatianathod of generative
grammar is an effective means for the analysisyotagtic phenomena
that allows the definition of their origin accordito the relationship with
other elements of the syntactic system of the danguage (1972: 33).

The research focuses on the non-vérb&ype of SC structures
represented by the subcategorization frdnve[NP1 NP2] and V [NP1

32 The language retaining the most archaic formsiddiEuropean languages (cf.
Zinkevicius, 1996: 41).

33 The verbal element of SC constructions is usuapresented by the Infinitive
and Participle (e.gl,saw John run(Cardinaletti & Guasti, 1995: 10Nelson saw
them running awayAarts, 1992: 21). Sportiche (1995) also presémsanalysis
of participial SCs (1995: 302-306). However, moistglists exclude VPs as
secondary predicates and consider the strucflai@s runandthem running away
non-finite clauses (cf. Wekker & Haegeman 1985: 8&its, 1997: 52; Holvoet &
Judzentis, 2003: 120, 121). The present researpposis Aarts (1995) view.
According to Aarts, “the reason why secondary prafis cannot be VPs is
twofold. The first reason is that although the \&endary predicate and its
subject would form a traditional subject-predicegtationship, these two phrases
would not be in a copular relationship” (1995: 8lfe existence of such a copular
relationship is a precondition for an element twenhahe status of secondary
predicate. The second reason is a theory-internal 8econdary predicates are
positioned inside VP. If secondary predicates vedi@ved in the form of VPs, we
would “have a bare VP inside VP acting as a seagngeedicate taking the
postverbal NP as its subject expression” (Aarts921982). However, the
framework of GB theory disallows such bare VPs gefrts, 1995: 81, 82).

34 Subcategorization frames are potential positionstich a lexical item appears
with respect to the syntactic elements with whiclkan combine (cf. Matthews,
1997: 358).
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AP]. The subcategorization frame V [NP1 PP] is ededd from the
present study for a number of reasons. First, hitlian is an inflectional
language where cases are realized by inflectioos prepositions as in
English: cf.:in the office“kontoroje” (Locative),to people“Zmonéms”
(Dative). Second, prepositional small clauses ramestated into Lithuanian
usingthat-clauses: cfl want [the kids in the car[Aarts, 1997: 269)AS
noriu, kad vaikai sulipti masin” (I want that the kids get into the cal),
expect [that sailor off my shig|Stowell, 1981: 257) “AS nenoriu, kad tas
jureivis baty mano laive” (I do not want that that sailor ismy ship), or
participial constructionsCharley left home [in a red shirtffWinkler,
1997: 23) Carlis i&jo i5 namy vilkédamas raudonus marskinius” (Charley
left home dressed in a red shirt). On the othedhé#re sentenceégaikas
guléjo be gyvybs (Valeckiert, 1967: 101) (*The child lay without life)
and Jiusy virtuve be tarakom bus kur kas mielegn(Your kitchen without
cockroaches will be far nicerre translated into English using non-
prepositional structures “The child lay lifelessida“The kitchen free of
cockroaches is a welcome prospect” (Aarts, 199Y.: HOwever, the main
reasons why the structures of the subcategorizétione V [NP1 PP] are
not analyzed alongside the constructions V [NP1N#2 V [NP1 AP]
are that the former differ from the structures VPINNP2] and V [NP1
AP] in the following:

- PPs are not used as object predicatives (cf. tnamg 1999: 104, 437,
LG, 1997: 472);

- the sub-string [NP1 PP] does not contain AGR @&gnent)
featured®,

- prepositions, like verbs, are case-assighers

On the basis of the facts presented above, thetstas V [NP1 PP]
should not be included in SC analy&is

% sequences of words that are claimed to be implessémntences in a language
are marked with an asterisk; question marks willubed to indicate questionable
utterances.

36 According to Chomsky, in SCs AGR is a SUBJECT (2809, 210).

%7 Following Haegeman, “the small clauses themsebl@snot contain a case-
marker” (1994: 171). In Lithuanian, prepositionsiga case to the head noun of
the PP.

% The view is supported by Holvoet and Tamuliogi€2005) who claim that there
is no morphosyntactic basis to treat PPs as sepppdedicates though they can
be used in copular constructions (eMaciau vakar Jog be kepu#s — Jonas
buvo be kepus “Yesterday | saw John without a hat/hatlesslohn was without
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The type of SC constructions chosen for investigatire also limited
to object related structures, represented by sbupmg of verbs: the
considergroup, thename/callgroup, themakegroup, thefind group, the
bury alive group, and the verlserve These six groups of verbs were
selected as expressing SC construction modeGrammar Patterns 1:
Verbs(cf. Cobuild, 1996: 277, 278, 281-285).

1.5 Research Method and the Corpus

1.5.1 Research Method and the Description
of Constituency Tests

The research method is contrastive in the followgagse. Starting out
from the description of the data of the two langsm terms of the same
grammatical model, it involves two steps: firste thtage of description
where the constructions V [NP1 NP2] and V [NP1 Afpboth English
and Lithuanian are identified; second, the strguin question are
juxtaposed for comparison in order to come up vgimilarities and
discrepancies.

The description is carried out within the framewark generative-
transformational grammar which is “a model of theamgmatical
competence of the native speaker of a languagetif(Raé, 1988: 27).
Chomsky (1965: 24-26) proposes two criteria to dbeec grammar
adequately: descriptive adequacy and explanatosguaty. Radford
(1988) mentions one more criterion, i.e., obseorati adequacy.
Observational adequacy is the weakest requirenoerdarfy grammar of a
language. Radford points out that

a grammar of a language is observationally adeqifaie correctly

specifies which sentences are (and are not) sycalygt semantically,
morphologically, and phonologically well-formed ihe language. (1988:
28)

Descriptive adequacy is a higher level of adequdicyncludes the
requirement of observational adequacy and, in exfgilndicates that

a grammar of a language properly describes theastot semantic,
morphological, and phonological structure of theteeces in the language

a hat/hatless”). Holvoet and Tamuliontepropose to consider such PPs not as
secondary predicates, but as obligatondifiers (2005: 123).
% The two steps are proposed by James (1980: 30).
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in such a way as to provide a principled accounthef native speaker's
intuitions about this structure. (Radford, 1988) 28

In terms of descriptive adequacy, grammar wouldehavspecify not
only the sequence of words in the sentefbeseboys don't like those
girls, but it would additionally have to show ththesemodifies boys not
girls, and thathosemodifiesgirls, notdon't (cf. Radford, 1981: 28). It is
also important to emphasize the aspect of desegipgidequacy which
refers to the native speaker’s intuitions. The dpton of grammatical
phenomena is based on the native speaker’s inmtgitichich are reflected
in two ways: intuitions about grammaticality andtuitions about
interpretation. For example, any native speaker Eovfglish would
intuitively recognize that the senteniég/ou don’t knowthe meaning of a
word, look it up in a dictionarys grammatical and the senteri€eyou
don’'t know the meaning of a word, look up it in &tidnary is
ungrammatical (cf. Radford, 1997: 3, 4). The naspeaker’s intuitions
about interpretation decide on the ambiguity oteseces. For instance, the
sentenceHe loves hemore than yoff is ambiguous since it has two
interpretations: “one paraphrasable H& loves her more than he loves
you, and the other akle loves her more than you love héRadford,
1997: 253).

For comparative purposes and in order to demoestinat constituency
of the structures in question, tests determiningtesee constituent
structure in English are applied to Lithuanian. Tasts as proposed by
Radford" (1988) are the following:

The Movement testshows that “if we can move a particular string of
words in a sentence from one position to anothen tit behaves as a
constituent” (Aarts, 1997: 180). For example, thst tindicates that the
sub-string §ff the bufis a PP, since only PPs can undergo movement,
whereas the sub-stringff the custometscannot be moved which
suggests that it is not a phrase and not even stitent (cf. Radford,
1988: 95):

(1.5) a.Every afternoon, the big red bus would stop in frafithe
village clock, and [off the bus] would get aadeld lady

40 Due to the fact that syntactic relations are esg@d by inflections, such

ambiguity is not possible in Lithuanian.

“1 1t should be noted that “no ‘constituent structigst’ can ever be expected to be
foolproof; on occasions, a test may fail to yiele tanticipated results, simply

because some independent factor is ‘interferinghwhe test and making it

inapplicable in some particular context” (Radfat@88: 101).
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carrying a shopping bag
b.*The manager suspects that drunks would put off the
customers, and [off the customers] they celyaivould put

The Sentence-fragment testlemonstrates that only constituents can
occur as sentence-fragments (cf. Radford, 1988:. ¥he Sentence-
fragment test confirms the PP status of the subesfoff the bufsince it
can function as a sentence; however, the subgsfofi the customets
cannot (cf. Radford, 1988: 96):

(1.6) a.A: Did he get off the train?
B: No, off the bus
b. A: Would drunks put off the waitresses?
B: *No, off the customers

The Ordinary Coordination and the Shared Constituent
Coordination tests state that “only constituents can be coordinated
(Aarts, 1997: 209). The Ordinary Coordination tesives the stringdff
the bu$ to be a PP constituent, but not the strinff {he custometdcf.
Radford, 1988: 97):

(1.7)  a.Drunks would get [off the bus] and [dhe train]
b. *Drunks would put [off the customers] and [off
the waitress]

The Shared Constituent Coordination gives the ammgsultsDrunks
would get—and junkies would fall—[off the bu$ut *Drunks would
put—and junkies would also put—[off the custom@rgdford, 1988: 97).

The Proform test indicates that “a particular string of words is a
constituent if it can be substituted by a suitgileform” (Aarts, 1997:
191). The Proform test shows that Prepositiondbvean take pronominal
Objects:The trouble with the bus was that drunks would warget offit
every few miles, to exercise their natural bodilgdtions whereas Phrasal
verbs require non-pronominal Object8¥/hat worries me about the
customers is whether drunks would put off tHféRadford, 1988: 99).

In addition, Aarts (1997) proposes constituencysteach asnsertion
tests which consist ofthe S-Adverbial Distribution and the VP-
Adverbial Distribution tests S-Adverbial Distribution test suggests

42 A Phrasal Verb likeut offcan indeed take a pronominal Object, but only when
the preposition is positioned at the end of theéesare: Drunks would put off them
but Drunks would put them ofRadford, 1988: 99).
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that S-adverbs can be positioned between NP and&s/Rell as at the
beginning and at the end of the sentence, but evtden any other pairs
of constituents (cf. Aarts, 1997: 213, 214). Fostamce, the sentence
*Pam will take however two weeks off in August ungrammatical for the
reason that the S-advelnbweverintervenes between the main verb and its
direct object which are not S-constituents, butstituents of the VP. It
can be positioned in various positions as is shbalow (cf. Aarts, 1997:
214):

(1.8) a.Pam,however will take two weeks off in August
b.Pam will, however take two weeks off in August
c.Pam will take two weeks off in Augusbwever

The VP-Adverbial Distribution test gives results similar to those of
the S-Adverbial Distribution test. The only diffee is that VP-adverbs
can occur only at the beginning, at the end, anithénmiddle of the VP.
The class of VP-adverbs includes expressions sschuikly, slowly,
completelyetc. (cf. Radford, 1988: 96):

(1.9) a.Drunks would geslowly off the bus
b. Drunks would putompletelyoff the customers

Since VP-adverbs can occur within VPs, we can joosisuch an
adverb between the vedetand the PPdff the bu¥(1.9a). However, we
cannot place an adverb between the yertand the prepositioaff (1.9b),
for the reason thaput off is a Phrasal Verb which does not form a
constituent, and VP-adverbs can be attached onl§Ptmodes, but not to
V nodes (cf. Radford, 1988: 96, 97).

The Paraphrase test demonstrates that the paraphrased and the
resulting strings of words have the same syntdcpicaition (cf. Aarts,
1997: 269).

(1.10) a.Mike considersue an intelligent person(Aarts,
1992: 21)

b.Mike considersSue to be an intelligent person

c.Mike considerghat Sue is an intelligent person

Sentences (1.10b) and (1.10c) are paraphrasedntsara Mike
considers Sue an intelligent pers@entence (1.10b) contains a nonfinite
clause and (1.10c) includes a finite clause. Witatinguishes the
sentence containing a SC (1.10a) from the correfipgnfull clauses



