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Abstract. It is generallyheld that clausaltemporal,aspectal and modal features when en-
codedmorphdogically, areexpresse by or on clausalheads However nominalsand modifiers
within NP canalsobe inflectedfor tense,aspectand modalfeaturesinterpretedwith respecto
the clausalpredicationratherthanwith respectto the nominal agumentitself. Suchnominals
(anddependatswithin NP) thereforecontrikbute syntactictense aspectandmoodfeatureso the
clauseput do notthemseleshave syntacticallyactive Tam featuresBuilding on previous work
we shav how asimpleaccoun of thisphenomaoncanbegivenin thelexicalist, constraint-bas#
theoryof LFG. In particular theuseof inside-outfunctionapplicationin LFG permitsusto capture
directly the role of nominalmorphology in definingclausaltAm propertieswithout recourseto
derivationalor featurepassingnecharmsms.

1. Intr oduction

A standad assumpbn in linguistic theoryis thatfeaturesrelevantto the clause
as a whole are asseiated with a clausal head In more corcrete terms, this

transhtesinto the assumpion that clausal features suchas tens/asgct/mood
(heneforth TAM) areenamdedby verbs,verb-like auxiliary elemeits or parti

cles.Indeed, somego sofar asto asset thatthis assoa@tion is universally true,
thatis, thatno languageexpres&stense through nominal morphdogy:

We begin by ansveringtheimmediat objedion thatthe existerce of diver-
sity invalidatesargumentsfor universal languagedesgn....[T]houghgram-
maticaldevices areput to differentusesin differentlanguagesthe possble
pairingsare very circumscibed No language usesnoun affixesto express
tene [emphaisadded— RN & LS] or elemerts with the syntactic privil eges
of auxliaries to expres the shape of the direct object” Pinker and Bloom
(1990, p. 715).

* For helpful discussiorand datawe are gratefulto SashaAikhernvald, Doug Arnold, Claire
Bowern, JoanBresnanMary Dalrymple, Matthev Dryer, Nick Evans,Hitomi (Mimmi) Ono,
Andrenv Radford,lvan Sag,Andrenv SpencerJudith Tonhauserand audiencesat LFGOO, the
Ess&-TubingenClaire workshopand the SanDiego worksh@ on paradigns and periphrasis,
andalsoto subscribers$o the LINGTY P list. Thanksalsoto PeterCulicover andthreeanorymous
NLLT reviewersfor mary constructve andinsightful commentsA very preliminary versionof
thiswork appearsasNordlingerandSadler2000).RachelNordlingerwould lik e to acknavledge
thefinancialsuppat of the AustralianResearctCouncil (APD F993003) held at the University
of Melbourne andLouisaSadlera periodof sabbdcal leave from the University of Esse.
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2 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

However, this assimptionis incorrect. In mary languagesdependen nom-
inals and nomind modifiersmay also be inflected for tense, aspe&t and mood
interpretedwith respet to the clausal predcation! For examplg in Chamicuro
(Arawak, Peru),the definite article encoasa (clausal) past/ron-pasttense dis-
tinction, independetly of the verb (which usudly hasno tensemarking at all)
(Parker, 199). Note that in (1a, b) the definite article is encliticized phono-
logically to a consmantfinal preceding elemen, for reasms intemal to the
languages phonology. Parker (1999) argues corvincingly that this is purely
phorological cliti cization and thus that the article is an independent NP con
stituent, and not incorporated morphdogicdly into the preading verh This
is demongrated by the contrast with (1c, d) in which the preeceding verb is
vowezl-final. Notefurtherthatin ary casethe precaling elements notalwaysa
verh

(1) a. P-&8kdart-is=na camalo.
2-kill-2.PL=THE(NPST) bat
‘You (plurd) arekillin g thebat’ (Parker 1999:553 7)
b. P-&kdart-is=ka Camalo.
2-kill-2.PL=THE(PAST) bat
‘You (plurd) killed the bat! (ibid:553, 8)
c. l-nis-kanana Ccamalo.
3-see-PL  THE(NPST) bat
‘They seethebat! (ibid:552,2)
d. Y-aliyoka ké:ni.
3-fall  THE(PAST) rain
‘It rained (therainfell). (ibid:552,3)
e. I-mak-ye?-kanana warni.
3-sleepFuUT-PL THE(NPST) tomorrow
‘They aregoing to sleeptomorrow.’ (ibid:555,18)

In other languagesthe sametense andaspet affixeswhich appea on verbs
may also appear on depadert nominak. In Siriond (Tupi-Guamri, Bolivia)
suffixes marking clausal tenseand aspect may be found on the verb, on a de-
pendet nominal, or on both (Firestane,1965. In example(2a)theverbaloneis
inflectedfor both pag tenseandperfective aspet, in (2b) pag tenseis marked
on the nominal and perfective aspgecton the verb andin (2c) perfective aspet
is ‘doubly-marked’, appearing on the objed noun aswell asthe verh Note
that Firesbne (1965) provides extensive agumentation for the view thatthese
tenséaspet markersareindeedaffixesratherthansyntactic elements

1 For reasonof spacewe exemplify the pheromenonherewith only a subsebf languaes;
for thefull rangeof languagesvith suchTAM-marked NPsseeNordlingerandSadler(2002).

2 A reviewer notesthatit would be bestto have contrastingexamplesfor all tenseswith the
sameverb, but unfortunatelythesearenot providedin thesource.
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TenseBeyondthe Verb 3

(2) a. Aeii  oo-ke-rv
he watergo-PAST-PERF
‘He wentto thewater (Firesbne196535)
b. [vkv-ke Uke-rv.
tiger-PST sleepPERF
‘The tiger slept’ (ibid:35)
c. Aeosb-ke-rv  if-rv.
he go-PAST-PERF waterPERF
‘He wentto thewater (ibid:35)

And in Lardil, a Tangkic(hon-Pama-Nyungn)languagefrom northernAus-
tralia, mostnonsubject consttuents are inflectedwith cas/teng portmanteau
suffixeswhich vary accading to the tensecategory of the verb (Klokeid 1976,
Hale1999:3

(3) a. Ngada bilaa wu-thur ngimberthardiin-kur
1SG.NOM tomorrow give-FUT 2SG.FOBJ  this-FOBJ

wangalkur.
boomerang+oBJ
‘I Il give you this boamerangtomorrow (Klokeid 1976493)

b. Ngada niwentharr maarn-ar  wu-thart
1SG.NOM 3SG.NFOBJ spearNFOBJ give-NFUT
‘I gave himaspeaar’ (ibid:476)

The primary purpcse of this paperis to demorstratehow this phenomenon
of encaling clause-leel TAM featueson dependen NPscanbegivenanaural
andunified analysis using the modelof corstrucive morphobgy developedin
Nordlinger (1998 within the framework of Lexical-Furctional Grammar(LFG),
andin particularthe asso@tion of so-caled inside-outdescrptions with words.
This work builds on and extendsthis previouswork on corstrucive morphot
ogy on several levels. Firstly we provide extensive further motivation for the
apprachfrom arange of languagesfrom diverse linguistic types Secomlly we
shawv that the phenonenonis not limited to casemarkers in tempoal func-
tion (dataof the sort treaed in Nordlinger’s previous work), but extends to

3 It is not clearto us why the temporalNP bilaa ‘tomorron’ in (3a) doesnot have future
case/tensenarkingin this example,sinceKlokeid providesothersimilar examplesin which this
NPis soinflected:

(1) Ngada kudi-thurkentapal-ur pilaan-kur
1SG.NOM seeFUT dugorg-FOBJtOmOrow-FOBJ
‘I Il seeadugangtomorrav.’ (Klokeid 1976:413)
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4 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

include a wide variety of morphdogical exponents including the useof ‘ver
bal’ TamM affixeson nominak, andcasesn which the enading of clausal TAM

featulesocaurs on dete@miners or on pronainsalone As we will see the con

structve morphobgy appoach developed in the treatmen of Austrdian cae
marking extends directly without further refinementto accaint for all thes
casesThirdly, we showhow in somelanguagestheasso@tion of clausal TAM

information with nominals deegy embeddd within the clause canbe straight-
forwardy anddirectly capuredby the useof inside-outfunctiond uncetainty
statemets. Finally, we consder some caseswhich seemto involve a finite

element which would otherwisebe the heal of the clause incorporaing mor-

phologicaly into aclausaldependen, thatis, trueheal incorporaion asoppcsed
tothe(simple!) incorporaion of featuesof thehead Ouranalsisis presentedn

section 2, andis followedby adisaussionof othertheordical approachesto such
phenanenain sectio 3. In the remairder of this sectian, however, we disauss
themary interestirg theordical issues raised by the phenanenonof dependent
encockdclausal TAM, of relevanceto ary formal syrtacticframework.

Firstly, in thes languageswvefind clausalinformationencaledon dependen
nominak and other NP condituents, contrary to the nomal assumption that
clausal informationis asseiatedwith the headsof clauses(andor co-headsor
functional categoriesasso@tedwith theverb,suchasauxiliariesandparticles).
Furthermae, as a consequ@ce of this, suchtenseinflected nominak are en-
codedwith informationthatis not relevantto their own semantt interpretation;
they aremorplologically tensedwithout beingtempoally located. As suchthis
phenanenonappearsto congitute a courter-exampleto Bybees principle of
relevance which predcts that a semantt elementwill only have inflectional
expressionif its meanirg is “highly relevant” to the stemto which it attades
(Bybee,1985,p. 13). Consicer, for example the Sirionb examplein (2b) above.
Here,the objed NP morplologically encalesthe pasttense However, the se-
mantic predcate over which this pasttens hasscope — the predcatewhich is
to betempoally locatedin the past— is not thatof the NP (‘tiger’), but that of
thewhole proposition (‘the tiger sleepng’). The semantis asseiatedwith this
example,then canbeinformally representedasin (4a)? andcrucidly notasin
(4b).

(4) a. tiger (x) & [PAST(sleg (X))]
b. [PAST(tiger(x))] & sleep(x)

This contrast betwea tempaal location of the clause and the NP can be
illustratedmostclealy by contrastng the languageswe arefocussingon here
with thosein whichwe find morphdogical encaling of tenseon nominds where

4 Leaving asidefor the momentthe semantic®f the perfective aspecmarlker, which is more
standardlyaffixedto the clausalheadin this example.
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TenseBeyondthe Verb 5

thenomind is itself tempoally located® Conside the following examples from
Tariana(Arawak, Brazil) (Aikhenvald to apper):

(5) Dihadi-sadopena dalipadi-a
he 3sG.NF-SpouseFEM-FUT near 3SG.NF-go
di-ka-tha-pidana.
3SG.NF-SeeFR-REM.PST.REP
‘He went(in vain) to look at his wife-to-be!

(6) pi-ruku pi-uka  hi
2sG-comedown2sG-arrive DEM:ANIM
panisau-miki -ri-naku pira pi-katha-rha.

abandnedvillage-PST-NF-TOP.NON.A/S 2SG.order 2SG-vomit4MP
‘When you cometo anabaxdonel ex-village,order(him) to vomit.

Tarianahastwo nomind tense suffixes—-pena‘FuT’ and-miki‘PsT’. Unlike
the otherexamplesof nominaltenseillu stratedearlie, thesetensemarkers do
notenwdethetenseof theclaus, but rathe tempaally locatethenominalitself
(or, more accurdely, the time at which the property dended by the nomind
holds of the referent). In (6), for example the pasttensemarker on panisaru
‘abardonedvillage’, encalesthefad thatthetime atwhichthepropeaty of being
avillageholdsof thereferentisin thepast(i.e. ‘ex-vil lage formervillage’). That
this nomind tensesystemis distinct from thatencaling clausal tenseis shovn
by thefactthatthetwo neednotagreein tempoal value:in (5), for example the
nounsa‘spouse’is marked with the future tense while the clauseasawholeis
markedwith the ‘remote past,repotted evidentialty’ clitic -pidana

Thereis, therefore,aclearsemanticontrastbetweemon-propasitional nom-
inal tenseand the phenomenm of nominal-marked clausal tense, despit the
fact that both are morphdogically encodd on nominds. This distinction has
importantimplicationsfor atheaeticd analysisof nominaltensemarking, since
ary completesyntactic analysiswill needto distinguishbetwea nominal tense
whichis intrinsic to the NP itself, andthatwhich is morphdogically asseiated
with thenomind but semanttally interpretedwith respet to the clause.

Thatthesenominakareencdedwith clause-level TAM alsoraisestherelated
theoticalissueof how theTAM is to cometo beasso@tedwith theclaus atall.
It is genenlly assumedn mosttheordical framevorksthatclause-lesel featues
percdate in someway through headchains (verbal projections and functiona
projections appropriate for verbs)and not through algumentNPs (e.g. Haege-
man(1994 pp.108-123)). However, therearesomelanguagesn whichthe Tam
markingondependentNPsis thesoleTAM markingfor theclause;in thesecase

® In NordlingerandSadler(to apper) this is referredto as‘indeperdentnominaltense’.
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6 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

theTAM informationfor theclausis providedonly by adependentNP. Conside
againthe following examplesfrom Chamicurg repeatedfrom above®

(7) a. P-&8kdart-is=na camalo.
2-kill-2. PL=THE(NPST) bat

‘You (plurd) arekillin g the bat!

b. P-askdart-is=ka canalo.
2-kill-2. PL=THE(PAST) bat
‘You (plurd) killed the bat:

In both of theseexamples the verb appearsin the sameform, unmarled for
tense Insteal, the past/ronpast tensecontrastis encaled soldy via the tense
marked determirers embeded within the object NPs. Any formal treatmen
of Chamicubp, therefore, needsto enale the tenseinformation encaled by an
argumentNP to percdatediredly to theclause,independetly of theverb(since
theverbis notmarkedfor ternseitsdf). Assumingthattheverbin these examples
contans someunexpres®d or ‘invisible’ tense featuie with which the tensed-
determirersagreeisn’t plausiblesince verbsin Chamicup canoptionally inflect
for tersethemséves(8):

(8) i-Swisyo-kanakati pasp#al-musa.
3-comedown-PL-PST raft-wiTH
‘They camedown (theriver) by raft! (ibid:556 23)

Differert theoretical chdlenges areraised by languagesin which the TAM-
markingon dependentNPsinteractsin someway with the TAM-marking on the
verh Conside againthe Lardil examplesrepeatedherefrom above.

(9) a. Ngada bilaa wu-thur ngimberhardiin-kur
1SG.NOM tomorrow give-FUT 2SG.FOBJ  this-FOBJ
wangalkur.
boomerang+oBJ
‘I Il give you this boamerangtomorrow

b. Ngada niwentharr maarn-ar  wu-thart
1SG.NOM 3SG.NFOBJ spearNFOBJ giveNFUT
‘I gave him aspear’

Thereis a geneal requrementin Lardil thatwhentheverbis inflectedwith
eitherthe future (9a) or nonfuture (9b) tense sufiix all nonsubject NPsin the
clause mustusualy carry tensemarking in agreenent’ The fact that Lardil

® Recallthat in (7), the definite article is encliticized phonologcally to a consorant-final
precedingelementhut is syntacticallypartof the objectNP.

" Notethatthereis third verbalform, termedthe ‘plain’ or ‘generalnon-future’ form by Hale
(1997),which doesnottriggeragreemetion clausaldepenients We returnto thisissuein section
3 below.
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TenseBeyondthe Verb 7

verbsanddepemlentsagreein clausd TAm featuresin this way challengesthe
claim by Lehmannand Moravscik (2000, 742) that “tense is not an agreement
catgyory”. This type of agreenentis in factthe reverse of whatis usudly ex-
pectal betwee a verb andits dependents since it involves properties of the
clausal hed (i.e. clausal TAM) being markedon clausé dependerts, rather than
themoreusual circumstanceof propertiesof clausal dependetts being reflected
morphdogicdly in the claus& heal (aswith subject-verb agreenent,for exam-
ple). Instead, the agreenentbetweenthe Lardil verb andits depenlentNPsis
morelike noun-adjective concord, in which adjedival modifiersare marked to
agreewith inherent featuresof the headnoun (e.g.gender, numbe, case§

Thesitudion becomegvenmorecomplicdedin theclosel related language
Kayardid, wherethere is amismatchbetweerthe TAM informationcontributed
by theverbandtheNP dependeris.In Kayardild, all non-aibjed NPsmustbein-
flectedwith modalcasewhich, alongwith the TAM informationassaiatedwith
the verb, encoes TAM featuesfor the clauseasa whole. Crucially, however,
theclausal TAM featuesariseasa composie of the informationcontributed by
the verbalandnominal TAM inflections (Evans,199%). Conside the following
examples

(10) Ngada kurri-nandku mala-wu  (balmbiwu).
1SG.NOM SEEeNEG.POT seam.PROP MOIfOwW-M.PROP
‘I won't beableto seethe sea(tomorrow). (Evans®95:404,10-12)

(11) Ngada kurri-nangku mala-y  (barrunthay).
1SG.NOM SeeNEG.POT seaM.LOC yesteday-M.LOC
‘I couldnotseethe sea(yestrday).” (ibid, 10-13)

In these examples the verbalinflection remairs condant; it is only through
the variation in modal case(‘modal proprietive’ vs. ‘modal locative’) that the
clausal tense/mooddistinction is encaled. The ‘negative potential verbd in-
flectionis used herewith its meaningof ‘inability’ : combning with the“future”
meaningof the modalproprietive casemarker in (10) places this inability in the
future, while combhing with the “instantided” meaningof the modallocative
in (11) expressesthat therewas a real occasion, yesteday, whenthe inability
existed (Evans199%, p. 404). Thetheoetical challengeraisel by the Kayardld
datais that, not only do dependentNPsreflectwhat would usualy be consid-
eredto be categoriesof the head,but the values introducedby dependert and
headdo not match.Thus,an attemptto treatthis phenanenonasaninstanceof
‘sprealing’ or ‘feature copying’ would be unsistaindle.

More challenging againis the factthatin somelanguagesthe TAM-marked
deperentcanbedeepy embed@dwithin theclausewhoseTtam valueit marks,

8 SeeEvans(2003)for detaileddiscussiorof theimplicationsof this tenseagreemenin Lardil
andKayardildfor typologiesof agreement.
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8 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

therely congituting examples of long distarce agreement.In Supyire (Niger
Congo, Mali), for example first and secom persam pronauns encoc a dis-
tinction betweendechrative andnon-dechrative moodfor the clause (Carlsm,
1994 .° This distinction is enacded on all pronominal forms, irrespective of
their grammati@al function e.g.assulject, objects or possasors.Thefollowing
examplesaretypical.

(12) a. Miia pa.
|  PERFcCOme
‘I have come. (Carlson 1994152,1b)
b. Mua  mii kanha.
You PERF me tire
‘You have anngyed me! (ibid: 152, 2b)
(13) a. Na wil.
MeNONDECL look.at
‘Look atme: (imperdive) (ibid:154 7a)
b. Na cevoo ykuu, tad ma keegé  ke?
My.NONDECL friend chickenwhele yOuUNONDECL go.IMPV LOC.Q
‘My friend chicken,whereareyou going?’ (ibid, 7c)

In (128 and (12b) the first peron pronoun mii functions as subject and
objed respectively of a dedarative clause. In (13a)we seethe useof the non
declaative form na marking the objed of animperatve clause In (13b) this
samenon-ceclardive pronaun functions as a possesor embedied within the
vocdive NP,

Tenseagreementis also extended to embedied possasorsin Lardil (and
Kayardid). Conside the following examplein which the possessorof the in-
strumenal NP niwen-ku-u carries notonly instrumentalcasein agreementwith
its nominal head but also tensein agreenentwith the headof the clause to
which thelarger instrumentalNP belorgs.

(14) Ngada marndithuniwentha niwen-kur-u
1SG.NOM rob-FUT  3SG.FOBJ 3SG.GEN-INSTR-FOBJ
kernd-wur-u.
wife-INSTR-FOBJ
‘I will stealhiswife for him. (Hale1997201)

Suchdatawould apperto (further) precludeananalyss in which depaendent
marked TAM is treaedasatype of concad with theverh Concad relationsare

® Carlson(1994,p. 153) statesthat declaratve pronowns canalsobe usedin non-delarative
contets. Following Carlsons own practice we referto theseforms asdeclaratve while omitting
DECL from theinterlinearglossing.
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TenseBeyondthe Verb 9

necesarily local, yetin thes languagesclause-level TAM featuresareencaled
notonly on clausaldependentNPs,but on depementsof thosedependens (and
soon) aswell. Crucidly, in the caseof Supyire, distinctions of moodaremade
only in thepronominalsystemandtreding this asaninstanceof (locd) featural
concad would requre usto postuate the moodfeatuesfor every phrasalnode
on the pathbetweenthe “controlling” verbalhead,andthe embeded pronam-
inal, irrespectve of thefactthat thesefeatuesarenever overtly instartiatedon
the headsof thoseintervening phraal projectiors.

In theremairderof this pape, building on previouswork in Nordlinger1998
(seealsoSadler1998andNordlingerand Sadler2000), we provide ananalysis
of thisphenanenonin LFG which addressesall of thesdargertheoreticalissues.
We argue thatthis datacan be straightforwardly acounted for by an appraach
in which clause-level TAM informationmay be diredly contributed by nomind
consttuents. We shav how the correspordencearchitectureof LFG, andpartic-
ularly the constuctive morplology apprachcurrertly beingdeveloped within
it!0, permitsa simpleandnatuial analysis of thesedata.A crucid aspetof this
analysisis that it doesnotpodulate(emptyor vacuais)syntacticTAm featuesin
thenominal syntactic structure or rely onconfigurationalassumptionswhichare
not trans@rently motivatedwith respet to the languagein question, but rathe
enabksdependen nominds to contribute information directy to the syntactic
strucure of the clause. This appoachnotonly providesan explanatory accaint
for the crosstinguistic pheromenonof TAM-inflecteddepementNPs, but also
highlightsoneof thestrengthsof theflexible, correspomlencebasedarchitectue
of LFG.

2. An LFG Analysis

2.1. THE FRAMEWORK

Lexical-Furctional Grammar(LFG) (Bresnanl982 KaplanandBresnan 1982,
Dalrymple et. al. 1995 Bresnan2001, Falk 2001, Dalrymple 2001) is a non
derivationallexicalist congraint-basedheay with co-presempardlel structures
linked by principlesof corresponance Eachof the structuresof LFG hasa dis-
tinct formal chamacterandmodelsa differentaspet of the strudure of language.
The primary syntactic struduresare c-structure (congituert strudure) and f-
strucure(functiond structure) Theformermodelsprecelenceandphrasaldom-
inane relaions in the familiar termsof a phrase strucure tree and the latter
models predicate-agumen relations in terms of grammattal functions. For-
mally, f-structures arefinite functionsfrom attributesto values, which maythem-
selves be compkx (i.e. f-strudureg, andthey are corventionally represented

10 see Nordlinger (1998), Sadler (1998), Barron (1998), Lee (1999), Sharma (1999),
NordlingerandSadler(2000), Sells(2000),0'Connor(2002, @rsneg2002),amongothers.
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10 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

as attribute-valuematrices. Equatons (known as functional (f-) desciptions)
asso@tedwith lexical itemsandwith nodes of thec-structurespecfy properties
of f-structures: themapping function or projection ¢ hasnodesof thec-structure
asits domainandf-structuresasits range (theinverse¢ * mapsf-structuresto
c-strcturey: the notation 1 refersto the f-structureassaiated with the mothe
of the currernt node (i.e. it denoesthe mothea’s f-structure) while | refersto
the f-structureof the nodeto which it is annotited.Featue assetions are sat-
isfied by f-structureswhich cortain attribute-valuepairs correspondng to these
assetipns. Of particular importance is the smallest f-structure which satidies
a colledion of congraints or featue assetions, knovn asthe minimal model
Thef-structure of an utteranceis the minimal modelor solution satidying the
constaintsintroducel by thewordsandphrasesn the utterance.

Theformd corresponencebetwee c-structure andf-strudure is mary-to-
one: to eachc-structure node thereis assgned a unique (but not necessarily
distinct) (minimal) f-strucure. Neverthelessindividual c-stiuctureelemerts, in-
cluding words, may spedfy complex f-structures. For example seesin (15),
which will as®ciatewith a singe nodeV in c-striwcture, definesthe f-structure
showvnin (16).

(15  sees (t PRED) ="'SEE ( (T SuBJ) (T 0BJ))’
(T TENSE) = PRES
(t suB) =]
(4 PERS) =3
4 NuUM) = sG

(16) PRED ‘SEE( (SuBJ) (0BJ))’
TENSE PRES

PERS 3
SUBJ
NUM  SG

An important face of LFG is its commitmentto lexicalism. The Lexical
Integrity Principge (17) (seeSimpson1983 Bresna andMchombo19%, Mo-
hanan1995, and referencestherein) distinguishes the morplological (lexical)
and syntactic compmentsas being sulject to different principles of composi
tion. Wordsareconstuctedin the morphobgy, while c-stuctureandf-structure
form the coreof thesyntactic comporent. This meanghattheinput to thesesyn-
tacticlevels—eg. theterminalelemens of c-structuretrees—ae fully inflected
words, and that syntactic procesescannd manipuhte the internal morphe
logical strudure of theseitems. Crucially however, this doesnot rule out the
possbility thatbothmorphobgicd andsyntacticcongituents maycortribute the
sametypes of informaiton to thef-structure(e.g.Simpson1983 1991 Bresnan
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TenseBeyondthe Verb 11

and Mchombo1987,1995 Bresran 2001). The Lexical Integrity Principe is
statedasfollows (from Bresnar2001)

(17) Lexical integrity:
Morphologicdly completewordsare leaves of the c-stucture treeand
eachleaf correspond to oneandonly onec-structurenode

Given the flexibility of the LFG archiecture, it is not necessaryto postu
late otherwise unmotivatedc-stricturenodesin morphdogicdly rich languages
wherethe morphobgy direcly encalesmuchf-structureor relational informa-
tion. Indea the Principle of Economyof Expresson staes that all syntactic
nodesare optional unlessothawise requred for the satishction of semantt
expresivity or otherindependent principles(Bresnar2001).

A variety of wellformednessondtionsarerequredto hold of f-structures.In
particular, theprinciplesof completemessandcoheencerequrethatall theagu-
mentsof aprediateoccurin thef-structureandthat noaddtional argumentsoc-
cur. The subategorisedargumentsof a predicatearespedfied in its PRED value
(see(15) above), which additionally distinguishes thematicarguments(inside
the anglebradets) from nonthematicarguments(outside the angke braclets).
A govemablegrammatcal function is onewhich canbe subategorisedfor by a
predicate(for example,suBJ, OBJ, OBL).

(18) An f-structureis locally complée if andonly if it contans all the gov-
ernabk grammaticafunctionsthatits prediategovems. An f-structure
is completaf andonly if it andall its subsdiary f-structuresarelocally
complete(Dalrymple2001:37)

(19) An f-structureis locally coheentif andonly if all the governale gram-
maticalfunctionsthatit contdns aregovemedby a local predcate.An
f-strudure is coheentif andonly if all its sutsidiaty f-structures are
locally coheent(Dalrymple 2001:39)

In f-descriptions,LFG providesarich andflexible formalismfor talking abou
f-structures This includesfunctionally uncetain constaints,thatis, equations
which malke use of regular expresionsand ablreviatory symbds over gram-
maticalfunction namego derote setsof pathsthrough anf-structure first used
in the desciption of long distarce depemendges. Conside for example wh-
qguesionsin English in which afrontedwh-elementmaycorresporm to awithin
clause function deeply embed@d within the clause The grammatic&function
correpondng to a fronted wh-question word in LFG is the Focus function.
A possible functiond annoation to capure English question formaion might
therebre bethefollowing (Dalrymple 2001, p. 141).

CP — XP o
(20) (t Focus) = | +=

(1t Focus) = (1 {XCOMP|COMP } * GF)
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12 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

The regular expression {xcomp|cOMP}* stand for pathscontaning ary
numberof XCoOMP or COMP attributes, andGF stardsfor any grammaticafunc-
tion. Thus,thef-descripion (1 Focus) = (1 {XCOMP|COMP } * GF) states that
thef-structureof the Focus attribute of thef-structuredenoedby 1 is identified
with (i.e. is one and the samef-structure as) the f-structure of an unspecified
grammatial function at the end of a pathconssting of any numbe (including
zero)of XxcomP or COMP attributes.t therdore accauntsfor an exampleasin
(21a) in whichthe‘gap’ is embediedin asinge comp aswell asthat in (21b),
wherethe pathto thewithin clause function is comP XxCOMP OBJ.

(21) a. WhatdoesKim think Peterboucht?
b. WhatdoesKim think Peterexpectd Mary to buy?

2.2. CONSTRUCTING DEPENDENT-ENCODED TAM

An accaintof depandentNPsinflectedwith clausalTAM foll ows naturally within
the constuctive morphdogy appoachof LFG. Constrictive morphology makes
useof afurthertype of constrairt, theinside-ou expression(c.f. Halvorsenand
Kaplan 1988, Dalrymple 1993, seealso Andrewns 1996 pp. 41-43), assaiated
with the lexical elementsor morphobgicd processesto enalle nominal con
stituents to definethe larger syntactic (f-structurg context in which they are
enclessed!! The modelof congructive morphdogy (thatis, the useof inside-
out function apgdication in the morphobgy) is mostdevelopedin Nordlinger's
(1998 anaysisof casemarking in Austrdian languages|n this appoach,case
markednominalsspecfy thegrammaical function of thehighe clause of which
their f-structure is the value Thusthe f-structureinformaton asso@ated with
accusitive caseis asin (22), andan accwsatve-casenomiral (e.g.‘tiger-Acc’)

specfiesthef-structure in (23).12

ACC. (T CASE)= ACC

(oBJt)

11 Inside-outfunctionapplicationis well-establishedh LFG throughwork on alargenumberof
diversephenanena,including quantifierscope(HalvorsenandKaplan1988), anaphoricinding
(Dalrymple 1993, internally-headd relative clausegCuly 1990),the treatmentof the Russian
genitive of negation(King 1995),Urdu case(Butt 1995),casen AustralianAboriginal languags
(Nordlinger1998, andtopicalization(Bresnar2001).

12 Nordlinger(1998)usesa morpheme-bsedmorpholog for expository corvenienceput the
basicprinciplesof theconstructve casemodelareindepemlentof whetheroneassumeghatsuch
caseinformationis associatedvith morphemegform-functionpairs)or with morpholaical fea-
tures(which areindependatly relatedto exporencein a realizationalapproachto morpholog)
or indeedwith the morphdogical processeshemseleswhich map (setsof) morpholaical fea-
turesto phonolajical exponents.For atranslationof Nordlinger’s (1998 constructve casemodel
into the realizationalParadigmFunctionMorphdogy (Stump,2001),seeSadlerandNordlinger
(2003).For easeof exposition,we follow Nordlinger(1998) in adoptingamorphenic “shorthand
here.

(22)
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(23) CASE ACC
fo| 989 1yl prep  ‘TIGER

By virtue of the inside-out desigrator (0BJ 1), the information asseiated
with the accusitive caseconstrucs a highe f-structure (fz) which containsan
oBJ to which the immediat f-structure containing the caseinflected nomind
(fy) belongs.Thus,on this analysis,a nominalinsetedinto the syntax already
constuctsits grammattal function by virtue of the casemarler attactedto it!3

For the purpasesof this paper, the importantaspect of the condructive case
apprachis that embeddd nominak (suchasthose functioning as arguments
or adjunctsof verb-headedclauses)canspecify informaton abaut the highe f-
strucure to which they belong — in the accusitive caseexamplesabove we see
how a caseinflectednominalcanspedfy its grammatcal function in the higher
clause. If sudh nominds canspecfy informationaboutthe higher clause,then
thereis nological rea®nwhy they couldn’t alsoprovide othertypesof informa-
tion to theclausal f-structure,suchasinformationabou clause-level TAM. Thus,
theconstrucive caseapproach independently motivatedto accaunt for mary of
the compleities of casemarkingin Austraian (andothe) languages provides
asimpleandnatumal accaint of the useof clausal TAM on dependentnominabk
also.

Nordlinger (1998 pp. 122-123) demorstrates this useof constuctive cae
with ananalyss of casefenseportmarneauxin PittaPitta(Pama-NyungapAus-
tralia). The Pitta Pitta casesysemis summarigdin Tablel below (taken from
Blake 1987, p. 59, Table 13), and exemplified by examples(24) - (27). As this
shaws, not only do casemarkersin Pitta Pitta encoce a future/nonfuture tense
distinction, but the casemarkingsysten itself differs accordng to the tens of
the clause: future tenseinvolves a nominative/accusaive casedistinction, and
non-future a threeway distinction betwee intrarsitive subject (S), transitive
subject (A) andobjed (O)1*

13 Inside-outexpressionsaredefinedasfollows (Dalrymple,2001, p. 145):
(a, f) = g iff gis anf-structurea is asymbol,andthepair (a, f) € g
(e, f) = f, wheree is theemptystring
(sa f) = (s (a f)), for asymbola anda (possiblyempty)stringof symbolss
14 Blake (1979 doesnotehowever thatthe non-futureobjectform -nhais usedby someof his
languageconsultans for future tensealso,alongsidethe specificallyfuture tenseform -ku.
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14 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

Tablel. PittaPitta case/tenseufixes

| | S A 0 Inst |

Non-Future | -0 -lu -nha  -lu
Future -ngu  -ngu  -ku  -ngu
(24) Ngamari karntayangartunga kankai-marru

motherNFUT.NOM) go-PRES nardoo-PURP knife-having(NFUT.NOM)
‘Mother’s goingfor (to get) nardo (edible plant species)with a knife!
(Blake 1987.59,4.11)

(25) Ngamari-ngu  karntangatu-nga kankai-marru-ngu.
motherFUT.NOM go  nardoo-PURP knife-having-FUT.NOM
‘Mother will gofor (to gef) nardm with aknife! (ibid:60,4.13)

(26) Ngamari-lu ngunytyi-kangali-nha
MOotherNFUT.ERG give-PAST weDU-NFUT.ACC
mangarnimarru-rga-nha  kathi-nha.
bonehaving-GEN-NFUT.ACC meatNFUT.ACC.

‘Mother gave usthedodor’s meat. (ibid, 4.12)

(27) Ngamari-ngu  ngurytyi ngali-ku
motherFUT.NOM give weDU-FUT.ACC
mangarnimarru-rga-ku  kathi-ku.
bonehaving-GEN-FUT.ACC meatFUT.ACC.

‘Mother will give usthedodor’'s meat. (ibid, 4.14)

Note that these casetensemarlers are also found on adjuncts modifying
amguments,asin kankari-marru and kankai-marru-ngu in examples (24) and
(25) respectively. According to Nordlinger’s (1998 condructive caseanalysis,
the informationasseiatedwith the tensemarked accusitive casemarkers, for
example,is asfollows:

(28) a. -nha ((0BJT) TNS)=-FUT
(T CASE) = ACC
b. -ku (0BJ1)TNS)=FUT
(T CASE) = AcC
Nominalsinflected with these casesthen, both specify their grammatical
function in the higher f-structure and provide a ten featue for that higher

f-structure, as shawvn by the f-structure correponding to the future tenseac-
cusaive suffix (28b) in (29):
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TenseBeyondthe Verb 15

(29) TNS FUT
fr| 0BJ ,[ CASE AcCC]

Nordlinger’s primaryconcen is casanarking, howeverthisandysis of tense-
marked depementnominds is not inherently restiicted to situaions involving
case.Thus,this geneal constuctive apprachextends simply and naturdly to
therangeof TAM-inflecteddepandentNPsexemplifiedin secton 1. Toillustrate,
we begin with ananalysis of tensemarked deteminersin Chamicuro

Aswesaw in (1) above,in Chamicurahedefinite article encalesdistinctions
of ten®e: nais the nonpast(or presem andfuture tens¢ definitearticle andka
the pag tens article. In contrastthereis no obligatory tensemorphdogy on
verbs:there is no preenttensemarker, andthe pastandfuture tensemarkers(-
kati and-ye? respectively) areoptional. Thus,in mostexamplesit is thedefinite
marker alore which signds the tenseinformationfor the clause. The examples
in (1c,d) arerepededbelow:

(30) I-nis-kanana camalo.
3-seePL THE(NPAST) bat
‘They seethebat:

(31) Y-aliyoka ké:n.

3-fall THE(PAST) rain
‘It rained’ (therainfell).

Usingthe modelof constuctive morphobgy, the pasttensedefinitearticleis
asso@tedwith thefoll owing lexical desciption:

ka: ((GF1) TNS) = PAST

(32) (1 SPEC) = DEF

As notedabove, the notation GF is corventiorally interpretedin LFG asa
varialde over attribute namesrangng over the set of grammaitcal functions
(suBJ, oBJ, OBL, etc). Thefirst part of this lexical desciption therdore states
that the definite article hassomegrammati@al function in a higher f-structure
(encaledby (GF 1)) andthatthis highe f-structurehaspag tense. The seond
partcontibutes information to the f-structureof the definiteartide itselff*>

This f-description thus placescongraints both over the f-strudure of the ar-
ticle andthe immediatdy contaning f-structure,aswe sav in the discussionof
Pitta Pittaabove. Thatis, it descibesthefollowing partial f-structure

15 Obviously if suchadistinctionwererestrictedto NPsin a particulargrammaticafunction,
this would be specifiedin the f-description(e.g.(suBJ 1) insteadof (GF 1)). Suchmight bethe
casefor example for Englishsubjectprononinalsincorporaing nonsylabic reducedense/mod
markers:He'll bearriving at L0pm SeeSpence(1991), Barron(1998),Sadler(1998)andBender
andSag(2001)for somediscussiorasto whetherEnglishhastensedorononinals.
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16 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

(33) TNS PAST
fr| GF 4,[SPEC  DEF]

This f-desaiption lexically ass@iated with the definite article will inter
act with the information assiated with the c-strwcture to define the actua
grammatial function borneby the consttuent contaning the definitearticle.

For example the c-structure and contibution of the NP in (34) is shavn
below.1® The subscipts f1, f2 etc.on thetreenodes sene only asanaidto the
reade in idertifyin g the correponding f-structurel’

(34) P-a&8kald®t-is=ka camalo.
2-kill-2.PL=THE(PAST) bat
‘You (plural) kill edthe bat!

(35) VP
1=l (tosy =]
Vi NPy,
| T
p-aSkalart-is =l T=l
i T
ka Camalo
(f3 SPEC) = DEF ( f4 PRED) = ‘BAT’

((GF f3) TNS) = PAST

(36) TNS PAST

" SPEC  DEF
OBJ fa.fs./4| preD ‘BAT'

A crucid featue of this congdructive morphdogy approachis thatthe tense
information as®ciated with deperentNP — herethroughthedefinitearticle—is
placal into the outer(clausal) f-structuredirectly. It is notasso@tedwith thef-
strucurefor theNP itself atall. Thus,this apprachnedly captuesthefactthat
thesetensemarked depandert NPsaremorphobgically tensedwithout actually
beingsemantially tensel; they carty tenseinformation but this is placed only
into thef-structureof the clauseasawhole!®

18 Recallthatthe cliticization of the definitearticle onto the precedng syntacticelementis a
purelyphorologicalprocess.

" For concretenssandin the absencef furtherevidencewe assumeheinflectedverbisin V.
Whetherit isin V orin | is in factimmaterialto the mappingto f-structure.SeeBresnan(2001)
for thetheoryof extendedheadsandthe c- to f-structuremapping

18 This analysisof Chamicurothereforecompliesexactly with Parker’s (1999 p. 556) sug-
gestionthatthe definitearticles“are really tensemarkersthemselesandtheir temporalfeatures
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Moreover, since the tenseinformation as®ciated with the NP is placed di-
rectly into the clausa f-structure it is therdore requred to be consstent(i.e
unifiable) with ary TaAmM information asseiated with the verb or otherclausal
head.Thusagreementbetweerthe tenseinformationintroducedby the definite
articlein Chamicuroandary tens informationon theverbfollows simply from
the fad that verb and article both provide partial specfication of the samef-
strucure, with no needfor addtional tensefeaturesin thef-structureof the NP
itself nor extra stipuated constaints ensurig agreenentbetwee the tense of
theNPandtheverh Clearly, if thevaluesfor the TENSE attributespedfied by the
verb andby a definitearticle, or by two definite articles, areinconsisten, then
no satsfying f-structurewill be constuctedandthe sertenceis ungiammatich

To illustrate further this interaction betweenNP-encodedenseand verbd
tenseweturnto ananalysisof thenon-pastdefinitearticlein Chamicuo. Parker
(1999 de<ribesthis asbeingessetially ambigwusbetweenpresemtenseand
future tense readngs (rathe thansimply encaling a nonpat value for tens).
Thisarticle mayco-accurwith overtfuture tense markingon theverb,asin (37)
and(38), indicating thatChamicurocertanly doeshave afuture tense(note that
the definite article cliti cizesin (37) but not in (38) beccaisein the former, but
notthe latter, the precaling word endsin a consaant)

(37) U-?-yé?=na PampaHermosasana.
1-goFUT=THE(NPST) PampaHermosar0C
‘I will goto PampaHermosd. (ibid:554 9)

(38) I-mak-yer-kanana warni.
3-sle@-FUT-PL THE(NPST) tomomrow
‘They aregoingto sleeptomorron.’ (ibid:555 18)

We assume thatthe lexical desciption ass@iatedwith the nonpastdefinite
article is thefollowing:

na: ((GF1) TNS) = PRESV FUT

39
(39) (T SPEC) = DEF

Thisstakesthatthevalueof TNs in thef-structurecontaining thef-structureof
the definitearticleis either PRES or FUT. In the absenceof further specification
of tenseby the verb, therewill be two minimal soluions to the f-description
(onewith thevalue PRES andonewith thevalueFuT). Ontheotherhand,in an
examplesuchas(37)theverbbeasfuturetense morphdogy specfying (1 TNS)
= FUT andthenthe f-structure of the clausemustsatisf/ the setof congraints
shawvnin (40). Sinceadisjunctive f-description is satsfiedif oneof thedisjuncts

eventuallypercolateupto a highernod€'. Theotheroptionhesuggests—thatthetensedarticles"

‘agree’with someclause-lgel tensemorpheme’is implausiblesincethereis frequentlyno other
tensemorphemen theclausefor themto agreewith.

c044ns. tex; 27/11/2003; 11:15; p.17



18 Raché NordlingerandLouisaSadle

is satisfied thesecondraints are satisfiedby the (partid) f-structure in (42),
which resuls from the NP in the c-stiucturein (41).

(40) ((GF 1)y TNS)=PRESV FUT
(T r4 SPEC) = DEF
(T f1 TNS) = FUT

(41) VP
=) (toBL) =1
Vi, NPy,
| T
U-7-yé? 1=l 1=l
D|f3 N|f4
na PampaHermosasana
( f3 SPEC) = DEF (f4 PRED) ='P.H.’
((GF f3)TNS) = PRESV FUT
(42) TNS FUT
SPEC  DEF
FU{ OBL  fy 5,4 | CASE LOC
PRED ‘P.H.

This apprachto the interection betweenclausal TAM propertiesexpresed
ontheverbd heal, andthoseencoddon (nominal) depexdens canbe straight-
forwardy extendedto caover the more complicatedsortsof interaction suchas
thosefound in Kayadild. Recallthatin Kayardld, theverbd inflection andthe
modalcasemarking onthenomind deperlentsmake independen andinteract-
ing contributionsto the TAM propetiesof the clauseasa whole. For examplein
(10)theNEG.POT verbd inflection andm.PROP modalcasecombineto produce
a future inahility reading, andin (11) the NEG.POT verbal inflection and the
M.Loc modalcasecombineto prodiwce a pastinahility reading. In theexamples
below, them.oBL (43) combineswith theverbalAPPR (appehersive) inflection
to markanundesiradde event;in (44) the M.PROP placesthe unpeasam eventin
thefuture while them.LocC in (45) marksit as‘instantiated’ andtherdore taking
placein the presat (seeEvans199% for extendeddisaussion of theindependert
contiibution of verbalinflectionandmodalcasg.

(43) warrjavarri ngada  barrbru-thamanarriy, kurri-nyarra
slowlyNOM 1sG.NOM lift-ACT torch-mM.LOC seeAPPR
ngijin-inj kala-nyarrrabi-nyarr.
1SG.POSS-M.OBL fly-APPR  arise-APPR
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‘Unhurriedly | lift edthe bark torch, in case(the diver birds) shauld see
meandfly off’. (Evans199%:405 10-14)

(44) nying-ka ngudi-na wangalk ngach  ngumban-ju
2SG-NOM throw-NEG.IMP boomem@angNOM 1SG.NOM 2SG-M.PROP
burldi-nyarr.
throw-APPR

‘Don’t you throwtheboomerangor I'll throw oneatyou.(ibid, 10-15)

(45) tharara kali-nyarrawambal-iya naanyarr.
embemNOM jump-APPR bush-M.LOC burn-APPR
‘(Look out), theembersarejumpinginto the bush it mightburn.’ (ibid,
10-16

Developingafull accownt of thepredsecortributionsof verbd inflection and
modalcasemarkingrequiresanin-depthandysis of the sematics of tenseand
modal casemarking in Kayardild andthusis outsde the sce of the present
paper However, it shoul beclear thattheformalism itself will supprt ananat
ysis alongthe lines of Nordlingerand Bresnans (1996) apprachto Wambaya
in whichthecontibution to clausal TAM properties of syniacticdly independert
elemens is capuredby meansof sepaatebut interacting f-strucure attributes.
For example the apprehersive verbalsufiix in the examplesabove would con
tribute modalinformation of undesirabiity, andthedifferentmodalcase would
contribute tense andfurther specfic modalinformation Sincethe tensémood
information contibuted by modalcasemarkers will be placed directy into the
clausal f-structure,using the construcive morphobgy apprachalready demon
strated for PittaPittaandChamicurgit will interactwith thatcontibuted by the
verbto definethe clausal TAM valueasawhole.

Thus,afurtheradwantageto the constuctive morphdogy appoachis thatit
straichtforwardly accauntsfor any agreenentor interaction betwee the tense
information as®ciated with the dependent NPsandthat of the verh Sincethe
NP placesits ternseinformation into the clausal f-structurediredly, thenit must
be congstent with any information projectedfrom the verb, in orde to pro-
duce a compkte and coherentf-structure Any clas in valueswill resut in
ungranmaticality.

TheChamicuradataillustratesandheraspet of nominaltam markingwhich
we find in a numker of languages.This is the fact that nominal TAM is quite
oftenexpressibleon adjurctsaswell ason subjeetsandcomplementsasshovn
in the example(38) above. Unlike complementsadjurcts are not syrntactically
subcaegorised by the predicate and thus occu freely (sulject to congraints
of semantt compaibility). The fact that clausal tempora information canbe
encocaed on free adjuncts arguesagairst an analysis of temporl speification
on dependens under which a verbd heal subcaggorisesfor this information,
sinceadjunctsare not subategorisedconsttuents. In LFG adjurcts aretreated
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as(non-subcaegorised)memberwf the set-valued-structure attributeADJ —
for example, thef-structure of (38) is (46) below:

(46) [TNS  FUT

SuBJ |PRED ‘PRO’
PERS 3
NUM  PL

PRED SLEEP ((T SUBJ))

ADJ {[PRED ‘ToM ORROW’]}

In an f-structuresuchas (46), the f-strudure of tomorrow is not the value
of the attribute ADJ in the contaning f-structure,but is a memberof the setof
f-structureswhich fill the ADJ function. Taking the f-structure of tomorrow to
bet, thepath outto thelargestf-structurein (46)is (ADJ € 1)1° The presace
of (clausal) tempoal featureson definite articles within ADJ cantherebre be
straichtforwardly accanmodatedy permitting theinside-ou pathto theclausal
f-structureto allow for anoptional € asattribute. It shauld be clea that this al-
lowstens informationlexically assottedwith thedefinitearticle of anADJto
contiibute this information to the clausalf-structure which contans the ADJ, as
well ascontinuing to allow for tenge marked on depemlentsotherthanadjuncts.
With this extension (47) repleces(32) and(39) asourgereralisationconarning
the expresson of TAM by definitearticlesin Chamicubp:

ka: ((GF(€)1) TNS) = PAST
(T SPEC) = DEF

na: ((GF(€)1) TNS) = PRESV FUT
(1 SPEC) = DEF

(47)

2.3. LONG DISTANCE EFFECTS

Our analysis of Chamicuo hasdemorstratel how the model of condructive
morphdogy caneasly accauntfor the useof bothamgumentandadjunct NPsto
encoc TAM featulesof theimmedidely contaning clause. In fact,asdiscussed
in secton 1, it is possble for clause-level TAM informationto be enamdedon
more deeply embedeéd NPsaswell. In this secti;m we showhow thes long

19 The expression(apJ € 1) refersto the f-structurein which 1 appearsasa memberof the
setof ADJuncts(Dalrymple2001,p. 261).
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distarce factscanalsobeincormporatd into the preentappioachthrough mod-
ifying anf-description alongthelines of (47) to permita longe pathout from
thef-strudure of the NP to the closestclausa f-structure.

Recallfrom secton 1 the Supyire examplesrepetedbelow, illustrating the
clauil mooddistinction (dedarative vs. non-declrative) encocd by pronami-
nals:

(48) a. Miia  pa.
|  PERFcOme
‘I have come’. (Carlson 1994152, 1b)
b. Mua  mii kanha.
You PERF me tire
‘You have anngyed me! (ibid:152, 2b)
Na wil.
MeNONDECL look.at
‘Look atme! (imperdive) (ibid:154 7a)
b. Ma taha na fye e!
YOUNONDECL follow myNONDECL footprintsin
‘Follow me (lit. in my tracks), plea®! (polite com.)(ibid:522,8a)
c. Na cevoo pkuu, tad ma keegé ke?
myNONDECL friend chickenwhele youNONDECL go.IMPV LOC.Q
‘My friend chicken,whereareyou going?’ (ibid, 7c)

o

(49)

This mooddistinction encodedin pronominak is completly independen of
other TAM sysemsin the language(which gererally involve the use of aux
iliaries asin (12a), seeCarlsm (1994 p. 307f) for discussior), andis only
encocdd morphobgicdly in the chace of pronaninal form. Given that these
mood-irflectednominds apper in a variety of grammatichfunctions, we can
asso@te with themlexical desciptionsandogous to thosefor Chamicuo defi-
nite articlesin (32). Partial lexical entriesfor non-declaative maanddeclaative
mu aregiven below (we will further specfy theseshotly). Note that the mood
information in the latter caseis optional since thesepronounscanalsooccurin
nonceclardive clauses,asin (52).

ma. (1 PRED) ='‘PRO’
(T PER) =2
(T NUM) = SING
((GF (€) 1) MOOD) = NONDECL

(50)

20 sypyire is not anisolatedcaseof mood-inflectedoronominds — a similar phenonenonis
foundin /Gui wheretheimperative moodof the clauseis encoddonly by theform of the subject
pronominal(Hitomi Ono, pc, seeNordlingerandSadler(2002)).
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mu: (1 PRED) = ‘PRO’
(T PER) =2
(T NUM) = SING
(((6F (€) 1) mOOD) = DECL)

(51)

(52) Yii fyaha!
youpL bequig
‘Be quiet! (Carlson19%:523 113

Theinterestingtwist providedby Supyire, however, is thatexamplessuchas
(49b) and (49c) above shav thatthe pronominal expressingmoodinformaion
may be quite deeply embeded in the clause: in (49b) a possesorwithin an
oblique phra® is in non-declaative form, asis a possesso embeded within a
vocdive functionin (49¢). Examplessud asthesesuggetthat therelevant con
dition on the distribution of mood-nflectedpronominakin Supyire is a clause-
bourdedcondtion, thatis, they contribute moodinformationto the clausethat
they occurin, irrespective of how deeply embede@dwithin thatclause they are.
The powerful and flexible language of f-descriptionsin LFG providesa sim-
ple and straighforward way of captuing the contibution of clausal properties
by Supyire pronauns.The useof functiondly uncertain(inside-ou) congraints
will permitpronounsdegly embedédwithin senencedo (diredly) contribute
propeties to f-structureswhich enclocse them (the notion of uncetainty equa
tionswasintroducedin sectbn 2.1). Thusthe Kleeneplusin (53) stards for a
disjunction of pathextensions eachof which includesatleag oneGr, allowing
for thepossillity thatthepath‘upwards’ includesmorethanoneattribute? The
combindion of a functiondly uncertain congraint with an off-path restiction
will thenrestict the path‘upwards’to a singleclause. Thefull lexical entryfor
the non-ceclardive pronounmais providedin (53).

ma. (1 PRED) ='‘PRO’
(T PER) =2
(53) (T NUM) = SING
((GF* (€) 1) MOOD) = NONDECL
- (— suBJ)

Thelastconstaintin (53) stateshatthe pronaminal contibutesnonceclara
tive MoOOD informationto somecontaining f-structure (recall thattheuncetainty
statemenpicks out a setof containing f-structures), wherethe pathup is itself
subject to an additional requrement,that no f-structure on the path may cor+
tain a suBJ attribute. This effectively ensues that the moobD information is

21 |nside-outfunctionaluncertaintyis definedasfollows:

(a f) = gif andonlyif g is anf-structure « is asetof strings,andfor somes in thesetof strings
a, (s f) = g (Dalrymple2001, p. 145).
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contributed to the minimal complde nucleus,that is, to the closestendosing
f-structure contaning a suBJ. Thus,the restriction permitsthe pronaun to add
MOOD = NONDECL to f2 but notto f1 in (54).%

(54) fl[GF f£2[ SUBJ ]]

The use of off-path congraints to stae restrictions on soluions to func-
tiondly uncerain constaintsin this manneris well estdlishedin LFG andin
particular it is usedextensiwely in Dalrymple (1993 which developsa lexical-
ized andysis of angphoric binding condtions. Dalrympleformulatesa numbe
of f-structuredomainsby meansof off-path constaints including the Minimal
CompleteNucleus(usel in (53) abore to expressthe clausal restriction) andthe
Minimal Finite Domain (in which the path ‘upwards’ canrot passthrough an
f-structurecontining a TENSE attribute).

The corstraired functiond uncetainty statemat in (53) therefore ensues
that even a pronominal deeplyembedied within the clause — such asthe pos
sesso NP embed@d within the oblique NP in (49b) — can contibute mood
information to the clausal f-structure but, crucially, to no higher contining
f-structure. With the samebasic constuctive morphobgy anaysis, therdore,
we can provide a simple and uniform andysis for the encding of TAM infor-
mationon dependen NP congituents, irresgpective of how deepy they may be
embededin theclause.

2.4. MULTIFUNCTIONALITY

In the languageswe have discussedsofar, the TAM distinction encaledon NPs
is only encaled on dependen NPs;that is, NPs functioning as argumentsor
adjurcts. In somelanguageshowever, suchTaAM marking can also be found
encocaed on NP prediatesof verbless clauses.The challengeposal by thee
languagesis that ananalsis of the TAM encodedon dependentNPsalsoneed
to be ableto accour for the useof the sameTaM markerson NPsfunctioning
asclausalheals.

Thisis the situaton we find in Siriond, whereNPsareinflected with clausal
TAM whenfunctioning aseither clausaldependerts (55) or predcatesof verbless
clauses(56) (thefollowing examplesarefrom Firesbne(1965, pp.24-38)). Note
thatwe follow Firestore’s cardul study of Siribno morphology andphorology
in treaing theseTAM markers asaffixesrathe thanclitics or paricles.

(55) a. Esi-ke osofa ii-ra.
womanpPsT go nearwaterto(LOC)
‘The womanwentnea thewater

2 We additionally assumethat the MooD attribute is only apprariate for f-structures
corresponihg to verbalprojections.
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b. Aeosb-ke-rv ii-rv.
he go-PAST-PERF waterPERF
‘He wentto thewater
C. [vkv-ke Uke-rv.
tiger-PST sleepPERF
‘The tiger slept’

Néda-he-me.
road-REFL-FUT
‘It will bearoad.
b. Kihae-rv
Mman+ERF

‘It wasaman’

(56)

o

c. aejvku-ke-rv
heturkey-PST-PERF
‘He wasaturkey’

This datademonsgratesthatthe TAM inflectionsusead with NPs,while main-
taining the samebasic function of encodng clausal tempaal and aspetual
propeties, may do so in two distinct syntactic contexts: when the f-structure
of the NP is embedied within the clausl f-structure (i.e. whenthe NP is a
depenent of the clause), and when the f-structure of the NP is the sameas
theclausalf-structure(i.e. whenthe NP is the headof theclause).Moreover, the
examplesin (56) clealty demonsratethat these nominals canbe inflectedwith
clausal TAM informationwithout the presece of a verb with which they could
beagreeing.

Onthe currert appoachthis datafollows very natually; we simply assune
that the lexical desriptions asseiatedwith the TAM markers only optionally
specfy agrammatcal function in the inside-ou path,asfollows:

-ke:  (((GF) 1) TNS) = PAST
(57) -rv:  (((GF) 1) ASP) = PERF
-rae:  (((GF) 1) TNS) = FUT

Eachof thes statementsis disjunctive — for exampk the first staement
abbreviateshe setof possbilitiesshownin (58) below:

(58) a. (1TTNS)=PAST
b. ((GF1) TNS) = PAST

(589 spedfies thef-structurecorrespomling to the pag tens inflected word
(1) as TNS = PAST; when attaded to the (predcate) nominal ‘turkey’ it de-
scribes the f-structure given in (59). (58b), on the other hand, dexribesthe
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usewith dependen NPsexactly aswe have alread seenfor Chamicuo above.
Thus,whenattacted to the (non-predcative) nominal ‘turkey’ it descibesthe
f-structurein (60). In eachof thesef-strudures f; is the f-structure of the NP
itself.

(59) TNS PAST
f1 lPRED ‘“TURKEY ( (1 suBJ) )']

GF fl[PRED ‘TURKEY’]

(60) !TNS PAST }

Noticethatwhenattadiedto NP predcates, TAM markersin this analsiscarry
exactlythesamanformationaswhenthey attachto verbs(e.g.(T TNS) = PAST),
thuscaptuing the obvious equivalencein function.

Independet principles governing the distribution of grammatcal functions
will ensue that the information suitalde for depexdentNPs (58b) cannd be
asso@atedwith NPsin predcatefunction. Thisoption spedfiesthatthe NP hasa
grammati@l functionin a higher f-structure(see(60)), but therewill benothing
licendang this grammaticalfunction in the highe f-structure (since the NP is
the clausal predcateitself in this scenaio), and so the strudure will be ruled
ungranmaticalby the gereral principle of coheence.

In orderto ensue that the option suitalle for NP predcates(58b) is not
assodatedwith depandert NPswe simply assumethat there is a condraint over
the mappng betwe@ morphdogy andsyntax which ensuesthat TAM featues
mustalways belong to the clausal f-structure — the minimal complee nucleus
(Falk, 2001,p. 182). Sincethe minimal completenudeusmustnecesarily have
asulject, thiswill rule outassaiating theinformationin (58b)with adependert
NP, but allow it with anNP predcate,whosef-structuredoescontan asuBJ (see

(59)).
2.5. HEAD INCORPORATION

The analysis preentedheretreatsTAM-marking on dependens by assoa@ting
an inside-out functiond desciption with the tense marked elementwhich di-
rectly attributesthe tenseinformation to a dominatng f-structure. A further
interesting possbility is that the analsis presentedheremay extendto cover
what are at first sight quite independen and different data.Broadly spe&ing,
theseare caseswhereit may be tha a finite elemen, the heal of the claus,
hasincorporaed morphobgicdly into a clausal dependent thatis, caseof true
headincorporaton (rathe thanjustincorporaion of featuwesof thehead)
Onesuchpossble caseis the pheromenonof so-alled ‘floating inflection’
in Polish.The pasttens is expressedin Polishby meansof al form partidple
(whichinflectsfor gerder)in combirationwith afinite bound form which beas
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subject agreenentfeatures(andmaybethe soleexpression of thesulject). This
elementmay appearattactedto the partidpial form, anda pasttenseparadgm
mightbegivenasin Tablell (Spence1991 p. 370,table9.9).

Tablell. PastTenseof dat ‘give’

Sing Plur

Masc Fem Neut Masc Fem/Neut
1| datem dalam — dalismy  datySmy
2 | dates datas — daltyscie daltyscie
3| dat data dato dali daty

Intriguingy, this boundform canbe combired eitherwith the paticiple (as
showvn aborve) or may appea attactedto anelemen to theleft of the verb: note
thatin thefoll owing exampleswe follow theauthas’ practiceof glossingit with
persa andnumberfeatures.

(61) a. WieczoremczytaliSmy ksiazki
evenng readlpL boolks-AccC

b. Wieczorensmy czytdi ksiazki
evenng-1PL  read boolks-AccC

c. Ksiazki  wieczaensmy czytali
bodksAcc evering-1PL  read

d. Ksiazkismywieczaemczytdi
bodks-lPL evenng read
‘In theeveningwe readbooks’ (Dziwirek 1998:66,25)
(62) a. Ty jegowidziat-es.
youhim seeM.SG-2SG

b. Ty-§  jegowidziat.
you-2sG him seem.sg

c. Ty jegos widziat.
youhim-2sG seeM.sG
‘You saw him’ (Borsley andRivero 1994 374,2)

Whatis the nature of this floating element?Spencer(1991) amguesthatthis
elementis a redwced form of the auxiliary be (reflecing person and numbe
distinctions), providing diaclronic evidence for this postion, and Borsley and
Rivero (1994) analyz it asa ‘perfect’ auxiliary. Diachranically, it apparsthat
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thebound auxliary form wasindead a phorological cliti c, partof a periphrastt
cally expressedense-asgctform in combindion with aparticiple of arelatvely
familiar sort If this view of the ‘floating elemer’ is correct, thenif it is mor-
phologically incorporaed into the hostsin (61) and(62), theseconstitute case
in which what would otherwise be the syntactic headof the claue hasbeen
morphdogicaly incorporaedinto adependent

Analyses of the syndhronic stateof affairs are split on whetherto treatthis
elementasa syntactic atomphondogically cliticised,or asa boundform, pre-
cisely becaiseof the difficulty in headdriven syntactic framavorks of accan-
modatirg theresutant ‘headess’ construcion. For example, Borsley andRivero
(1994 treatthe participle-auxiliary combimationassyntacticdly analysabkesyn
tacticincorporaion of V into Aux andthe“floating inflection” aspr (phanolog
ical) clitici zationof | to the congituent to its left. Dziwirek (1998) , ontheothe
hand,treatsthe auxiliary morphobgicdly. The morphghorological evidence
for affixal statusis extremely strong (seeSpencerl991 for a full disaussion),
and, as Spence obseves, the only evidence agairst this view is the lack of
strorg seledion of the stem/lost by the auxliary (promiscuots attadiment).
Indedd, this mix of propetiesled Booij andRubach(1987) to aguefor alexical
treatmem, but keepng the process of word-internd cliti cization sepaate from
otherword formation processes.The evidence therebre strorgly suggeststhat
thecombindion of hog and(subjectincorpording) auxiliary is not syrtactically
trans@@rent If this is correct, then these dataconsttute a casein which a head
(here theauxiliary (andsubject agreementmarker) in the pasttenseformations)
is incorporatal into a depandert. Providing ananalysis of the precise contribu-
tion of both the affixal elementand the partidpial elemet in the Polish pag
tenseis beyond the scope of this pager, but it shauld be clea that the flexible
natuie of the mappirg betwee congituent strudure andfunctional structurein
LFG andin partiaular the use of inside-out constrairts will permit an elegart
treatmem of these sortsof morphdogica incorporaton.

Welshpresntsanaher potential caseof headincorporation, but of a rathe
different natue. Borsley and Jones(2000 discusssomecasesin Welshwhere
finite but verb4esssenenceswvith pronominalsubjctsarepermissible.ln Welsh
finite clausesthe verbis clauseinitial — in syntheticdly expresedtensesthe
finite (auxiliary) verbis foll owed by the subject andthena VP contaning non
finite forms of ary further auxliaries and the main verb, while finite clauses
with syntheticaly expresedtenssexhibit VSO order However a copua-less
variart of the periphrastic patten is found with secand personsingdar and
plurd andfirst peron plural pronominal suljects (in all thesecasesthe final
consmantof the missing(preset tense)copua form andthe initial consonar
of the pronaun arethe same).The glossesin the foll owing data(in which the
verbalpropertiesattributedby Borsley andJonesto thepronominalformsappea
in squarebraclets)arethoseprovided by theauthas, andunderlinethefactthat
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theformsin quedion (ti, chi) aresimplepronouns thatis, they do not show ary
morphdogicd evidence of affixation (of aform of thecopua).

(63) ti n licio sudd oren.
[be+pres]2s PROG like juice orange
‘Youlike orargejuice!

(64) chi ddimyn licio suddoren
[be+pres]2PL not  PROG like juice orange
‘Youdon'tlike orargejuice!

Borsley and Jones estallishesseveral crucial factsaboutthes data,which
distinguish them from a clipped or fastinformal speett pheromenonandin
partiaular from similar formswith full NPs.The diagrostics include contrd of
respasives appopriate for quesitons with forms of be form of tag questons,
possbilities for fronting constituents, possbility of ellipsis and occurencein
nounclauses(thelastis illustratedbelow):

(65) a. Dw i'n meddwilti n  gwbod
BePRES.1SG 1SG-PROG think  [be+pres].2sG PROG know
‘| think you know’

b. *Dw n meddwldadi 'n gwbod
BePRES.1SG I-PROG think  DaddyPROG know
‘| think Daddyknowing:

Thesedatastrongly suggestthat theseforms are sulject pronauns carrying
tenseinformation Onceagain,an analysis of suchforms foll ows straichtfor-
wardly from the present approach.As with the Polish auxliary, theseWelsh
pronaminalswould simply specfy thetens informationfor the clauseto which
they belorg, usingthe now familiar inside-outf-decriptions?®

(66) ti
((suBJ ) TNS) = PRES
((+ PRED) ="'PRQ’)
(T NUM) =sG
(T PER) =2

Thus,in addiion to providing a simpleandunifed accoountfor the encodng
of clausal TAM on deperlentNPs,this appioachalsoextends natually to cases
of headincorporaion discussedindependertly in the syntactic literature.

2 geeBarron (1998) and Sadler(1998) for similar analysesof the non-sylabic variantsof
Englishreducedauxiliariesasin He'll beleavingsoon
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3. Discussia and Further Issues

Whennominal dependensinflectfor clausal tempord or modalpropeties, fea-
tures of the clausetypically expresedon the headof the clause are found
occuring on non-head elemerns, in some cass as the sole exponent of the
clausal property in quegion. The LFG accaunt pregentedin the previoussecton
accommodtesthis pheromenonin a simple and intuitive manney exploiting
the flexibility of the LFG desciption languageto permit (nominal) depandens
to contribute informationdiredly to thef-structureof theclause. A crucial prop-
erty of theandysis is thatit is not necesaryto positintrinsic TAM featuesfor
nominal f-structuresthemsebes. The question naturdly arisesasto how this
classof datamight be captued in framavorks which adgt a singe notion
of syntadic head,groundedin the notions of categorial similarity and phras
strucure. Unfortunatel therehasbeenvery little work on the pheromenonof
TAM-marked clausal dependens in theseframavorks reporedin the literature,
but we review whatthereis in this secton andmalke somegenerdremarks

The mostrelevant work in theliteratureis Hale’s (1998) albet brief disaus-
sion of tensemarking on and within dependert nominak in Lardil and Pitta
Pitta. Somebasicexamplesof nominal tense markingin Lardil aregivenin (3)
andrepededhere

(67) a. Ngada bilaa wu-thur ngimbenhardiin-kur
1SG.NOM tomorrowgive-FUT 2SG.FOBJ  this-FOBJ
wangalkur.
boomerang+oBJ
‘I Il give you this boamerangtomorrow (Klokeid 1976493)

b. Ngada niwentharr maarn-ar  wu-thart
1SG.NOM 3SG.NFOBJ spearNFOBJ give-NFUT
‘I gave himaspar’ (ibid:476)

Adoptingaconfiguational modelof constituent structurewith multiple func-
tiond heals,Haleviewsthesecasessasortof tenseconcordin which subparts
of acongituert or phra® aremarked for a feature of the phraseasawhole. As
Hale obseves,if the strudure relevant to tenseconcordin anexamplesuchas
(68) is asin (69), aswould be expected on the sort of configuationd model
he admts, thenthe spreadingof Tensemarking onto the nominal constiuens
shoul beimpossble becasethe tensemarker violatesthe principle of locdlity
in spreadinginto thedoman of thefunctional heal K.

(68) Ngada were-thur kiin-kur karman-ku maarn-ku.
ISG.NOM throw-FUT that-FOBJ long-FOBJ spearfOBJ

‘I will throw thatlong spea.’ (Hale 1998200, 8Y*

24 Hale's glossis changecherefrom FUT to FOBJ for consisteny.
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(69)

long spear

Fromthis pergective, then whatis excepional abaut Lardil (andotherlan-
guage in which tensespreads onto nominal dependens) is that conoord is
permitted atall. TheanalysisthatHale suggetsis basedntheideathat(future)
tensemarking replaces accisatve marking. More specfically, that caseand
tensearemergedin thisinstanceinto a single elemen “If K andT weremerged
in this way, they would not definedistinct domains andthe singe ending could
then be reaized in the mannerwhich is normal for Lardil inflections, i.e as
sufixed to eachheadin the relevant doman” (Hale 1998 p. 201). In sum,the
mechansmthatHale proposedor tense concordis: attadimentof T to V andK,
fusion by replacementof K by T andthensulsequat reatta&hmentof the fused
K-T to the condituents of D.

Onedifficulty with this analyss is locdlity. Firstly, the tensed cas marking
doesnot always memge with (and therdore replace)the relaional caseborne
by anargument.lt ‘merges’ only with Acc, but crudally it occursadditionalto
otherrelaional casemarkers Thisis shownin (70) wherethefuture casemarker
occurs in combimtionwith the instrumentalmarler.

(70) Ngada marndi-huniwentha niwen-kur-u
1SG.NOM rob-FUT  3SG.FOBJ 3SG.GEN-INSTR-FOBJ
kernd-wur-u.
wife-INSTR-FOBJ
‘I will stealhiswife for him. (Hale1997201)

If alocdlity violationis “saved” by meger of T with K, then clealy, this
exampleinvolvesa locality violation. By his own reasaming, this is a violation
of locality by entryof T into theK domainasseiated with theinstrumentalcase.
Note further the following contrast,in which the Acc spread onto the higher
genitve possasorbut notthe moredeegy embedied.
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(71) kantha-kanin karnan-inmaarn-n
father-GEN-ACC long-AcCcC spea-AcCC

‘fathe’slong spear’(Hale 1998198 6)

(72) marun-mankanta-kan-in  karnan-in maarnin
boy-GEN  father-GEN-ACC long-ACcC spear-AccC

‘the boy’s father'slong spea’ (Hale 1998199,7)
The Acc doesnot spreal, accoding to Hale, becawse of a limitation which
is a“reflection of thegereralstructuralrelation of locality” (Hale1998, p. 199).

But note that the degree of locality violation which would be involved if Acc
spred to ‘boy’ in (72) is precselythe sameasin (70).

(73)

N K

/\ |

K N ACC
/\ /\
N K A N
TN | | |

K N GEN long spear

2N |

N K father

boy GEN
(74) T
/\
V T
7 % e
&

D K INSTR
|

his GEN

Furthemore,Halemakesexplicit referanceto a contrastbetweernthe spread-
ing of sufixal futuretense(illu stratel above) andthe casemarking patiernfound
with the non-suffixal perfective, which he views as not undegoing spreading
(Hale 1998 p. 200), see(75). Thatthis is prefixd rather than suffixal is relevant
to Hale,asheobseves:“The principle is rather simplg reflecing auniversaland
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favored option amonglanguages with suffixal caseinflection: attech suffixal K
to the headof the phraseit locally governs where“head” is each headin the
minimal domainlocally goverredby K” (Hale 1998, p. 198).

(75) Ngada yuumr-were kiin-in karnan-inmaarn-n.
ISG.NOM PERF-throwthat-Acc long-Acc spea-AccC
‘| threw thatlong speat (Hale 1998200,8a)

But the problem hereis thatit is not realy clea how on this analysistense
sprealing is related to the overt expression forms. Note first that the sameac-
cusaive marker as occus in (75) accanparying the prefixd perfedive also
occussin combirationwith thegeneal non-futuresuffixal inflection ontheverb,
asshowvn in (76), which contrastswith the examplesin (67).

(76) Ngada niween maarnin wu-tha
1SG.NOM 3SG.OBJ spea-0BJ give-GNF
‘| gave him aspear (Klokeid 1976476,56a)

Clearly (67) might be taken to shav morphdogical evidenceof “replace-
ment” of accustive caseby (bothfuture andnon-future) tense But presumably;
on Hale’s own assumpbns, sertencessuchas (76) mustcontan a T nodeto
consttute a valid senence.lf geneal non-future (GNF) is T and suffixal, then
on Hale’s assumptions, we might expect it to spread.But then-in in (76) would
involve T-K memger while -in in (75) would not.

Ourown analysisof Lardil insteadfoll ows from thecongructive morptology
apprachoutined above. Lardil core agumentcase marking operdesaccad-
ing to a nominative-acusaive patten, thusall threeforms exemplifiedin (76)
above introduceaccsative caseinformation. Additionally, the form -(w)ur is
constainedto ocaur only in future tensed clauses,and the form -(ng)arr in
non-future tensel clauses.The third form, -(i)n is constraired to occu only
in clauseswhich lack a tense specfication (this includesaspetually marked
perfedive clauses,and clause involving the plain, unmaked verbalinflection
--(/-tha (GNF)).2®

-(@)n: (1 CASE) = ACC
= ((0BJT) TNS)
(w)ur: (T CASE) = ACC
((oB3f) TNS) =, FUT
(ng)arr: (1 CASE) = ACC
((oBJT) TNS) = NFUT

(77)

% Thereareseveral alternatve approacksto this data.For example,if GNF Is interpretedas
anf-structureTNs value,thenthe plain accusatie mustbe constrainedo occuronly wheretense
is neitherFUT nor NFUT, asanalternatve to theapproactsketchedn thetext. We leave thisopen
for futureresearch.
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The use of constaining equations here (signalled by the subgripted ‘c’)
captuesthe fact that thesecasemarkers are purdy conardial with the verbd
tense thatis, they do notdefineor specfy ary tens informationthemsévesbut
areappopriae only for f-strucureswhich areindepenently spedfied for tene.
Theeffect of thisis to requre thattheverbis alsospedfied for tense. Themodel
of construcive morphdogy which we adgt herealso dealsstraichtforwardly
with the type of long distanceconcad which resuts in the stackng of multiple
casemarkers on a single nomimals, asin example(70). In an invesigation of
casestackng pheromenain languagessuch as Kayardid and Martuthunira,
Nordlinger (1998) shaws that the iconic ordering exhibited by sud stackng
morphdogy motivatesastrorg constaintontheway morphdogica informaion
interects with the syntax encagsulaedin the Principe of Morphdogicd Com-
positon (seeNordlinger 1998). Spacepredudesary detdled discussionof this
principle here,but in shott the PMC ensuestha the“path out” in ary inside-ou
statemenhasseiatedwith a morphdogical elemen takes into account whatever
f-structure pathis definedby more deepy embedeéd affixes. In this way this
principle constains the interaction of functiond descrptions assoated with
“pieces” of morphdogy suchthat eachaffix contributesinformaton to parts
of the f-structure outsde of that alread specifiedby the stemto which it is
attacled.

Thus,whenthe tense accwsatve markers in (77) are affixed to a nomind
alread inflected with the instrumentalcaseasin (70), for example,the tense
andcaseinformationassaiated with the accisative marker will not berelevart
to the f-structureof the instrumentalnominal itself, but to the highe f-structure
beloging to the clause,asappropriate.

In Hale's appoach configuational assunptiorns are key in ensuimg that
tensedoesnot spreadonto the subject (for Lardil). For languagessuchasPitta
Pitta which does exhibit tenseconcordial casemorphology on subjects, see
examples(78) and (79), Hale adofs a configumtional modelwith the sort of
strucurein (80), in whichthe subjet is c-commandedy thefunctional headT:

(78) Majumpa-b pukara-nhathaji-ka
kangaoo0-ERG grassACC eatPsT
‘The kangarooatethegrass (Hale 1998: 203 ex. 103
(79) Majumpa-mgu pukara-nha/-ku thaiji
kangaoo-FUT grassACC/-ACC.FUT eatFUT
Thekangapowill eatthegrasqHale 1998203 ex. 10b)
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(80) T (Hale 1998 203)
/\
Vv T
/\ |
K \Y FUT
////\\\\ ///A\\\
N K K \%
| N
kangaoo N K eat
|
grass

On this configurational view it would be problematicto find languagesin
which you get TAM marking on the subgct but not on the other grammatical
functions. But this is predsely whatis found in later dialectsof Pitta Pitta in
which the tensedistinctions on objeds have beenlost, and alsoin the neigh
bouring language Wangkaptjuru (Blake, 1979. Elsavhere,the Camerouian
language Yag Dii also hastenseand mood inflected subject pronaminals, but
no TAM markingon other depanderts (Bohntoff, 1986. Onthe otherhard, the
constuctive analysis of depadentmarked nominal TAM presatedin secton
2 above allows usto stae ary restrictions on the grammatcal function of the
tenseencodng nomind thatareempirically motivated.

In a series of two papes Pesetky and Torrego (2001, to apper) explore
theideathatwhatis known asstrucural Case(hominative andaccisative case
on DPs)areactualy instancesof uT, thatis, an uninterpetable Tensefeature
occuring on D or DP. Uninterpretele featues, in this framewnork, make no
semantt cortribution to the projedion on which they appea, but play a role
in triggeringsyntactic processeqsuchasmavemenj. An example would bethe
subject agreenentfeaturesof afinite verh Thepositing of (ofteninvisible) unin-
terpraable(meanimglesy featuesis akey aspectof theframewnork Pesetky and
Torrego areworking with, andsuchfeatuesare deleted subgquen to pairing
upin appopriate fashio with (presimablyinterpretabk) instarcesof the same
feature in appiopriate configurational relations(this is referredto astherelation
Agree).In Pesetsik and Torrego (2001) they proposethat Nominaive Caseis
uninterpretibleT on D, andtreatthe T featuesof DP asstrictly uninterpretble,
although they do obsene in a footnae that DPs can be tempordly situated,
citing thework on thetempora location of nominds by Enc(1981) andMusan
(1995 andthe work on Somalideteaminersby Lecarme(1999.

Pesetsk and Torrego (2001) corntains somediscussionof a morphobgicd
persgective on their unification of the notions of nomindive caseon DPsand
agreenenton T, that is, of the notion that nomimative is simply an uninter-
pretabbe T feature on D or DP. They notethatthe crudal covariance evidence
(paralel to whatyou find with suljectagreemetmorphdogy on averbalhead
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is lacking: “the morplology of nominaive casedoesnot often covary with
choice of presem, past or future tense”(Pesetky and Torrego 2001, p. 365).
This is the context in which they discuss Pitta Pitta. For Pitta Pitta they claim
that future tense is marked on the nomindive sulject NP andno other tense is
markedonary nomiral (althoughthey do notethatin earler stagesthelanguage
did markfuturetense onobjed nominds aswell), giving thefollowing example

(81) Ngapiri-nguthawa payanha.
father+uTt kill  bird-acc
‘Fatherwill kill thebird (with missile thrown).

Recall however from the disaussian in sectio 2.1 that the Pitta Pitta cae
marking systen itself differs accoding to whethe the clauseis future tense or
not, and further that thesedistinctiorns are evident in the casemarking found
oninstrunentalNPsaswell ason suljectsandobjeds (in somecases)Thisis
shawn in the following table repeded from Tablel aborve.

Tablelll. Pitta Pittacase/tenseufixes

| | S A 0 Inst |

-0 Clu -nha -l
-ngu  -ngu -ku  -ngu

Non-Future
Future

In light of this, the claim that only nominatve marked NPsreflecttenseand
only future tense would appearuntenable Consicer the following examples.

(82) rtipu-ngu nganangu rtuwanhu-ku-ka
StoneFUT.INSTR weFUT.NOM pelt heFUT.ACC-HERE
karnaku manhaku

manfUT.ACC bad-FUT.ACC

‘We will throw stones at (or pelt with stores) the bad man’ (Blake
1979196,4)

(83) parnkuparrku-lu karnta-ya.
Stick-NFUT.INSTR gO-PRES
‘He walkswith a (walking) stick. (Blake 1979:1966)

Oncloserinspection, it is quite unclearwhat Pesetsi and Torrego meanby
stating that future tense is marked on the nomindive sulject DP in Pitta Pitta
— by their own hypathesis all nominatve DPsare uT, andtherefore marked
for T. If they take all subjectsin Pitta Pitta (that is, all S andA amguments)to
be nomindive, thenthe claim that only future tenseis marked on nomindives
makes no seng, for clearly, by hypothesis,all nominatives are uT, and so we
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would expect tenseto be marked on nominatve suljectsin nonfuture contexts
also.If onthe otherhand they follow morestandird Australianistanalysis (re-
flectedin Tablelll) andtake thetensemarkingsysten in the future tense to be
nominatve-acaisatize basedandthatin the non-future tensesto be athree-way
systam, thenit is clearly untruethatthereflection of tensedistinctionsin thecae
system is limited to the nominative case Furthemore,the tense distinctionsin
the casesystan are not limited to the nominatve, nor even to casesmarking
coregrammatcal functions asthe table above makesclear, but occu alsoon
instrumentalarguments(and adjunctsto the subject) ((82) and (83)). Clearly,
then,tens basel allomorphy contrary to the claim madein Pesetsi and Tor-
rego, is not limited to the nominatve, even in the languagePitta Pitta which
they discus. In sum,the logica problem hereconcernswhat might constitute
evidence for the uninterpetablefeature whosepresace they hypahesiz: on
theonehard, uT is neessarly distinct from morphdogica expresionsinceit
occussin all languagesby hypahesis but on the otherhandthey areusing the
preseceof overt morphdogica expresionto support their appioach.

In more geneal terms,it is cerainly difficult to seehow the deployment
of abstrzt T featureson agumentsin the Pesetky and Torrego framework
canoffer an accaunt of overt clausd TAM markingon nomind depementsin
therange of languageswe have discussedabove. The essatial concernswhich
undetie theposiing of anuT featule on DP (andaniT (interpretalie) featue on
PP)amgumentswithin this strard of work involve insteal the theay of Caseof
Chomslyan geneative approactes and the patiernsof complemetation The
fact that overt nominal TAM marking is attesed on unsdected adjurcts and
in combiration with overt casemarkers doesnot seemself-evidently likely to
fall within the analtic domainexplored in Pesetsik and Torrego’s work. For
example,the probefor uT on a (nominative) DP subject goalis a hypothesized
T, functional head,and the probe for uT on an (accisatve) DP objed is a
hypothesized T, functional headas shavn in the verbal predication strudure
in (84).

(84) [SUBIT; [pp v T, [vp V OBJI]]]

But this itself raises a numbe of problems.In paricular, it is not clearwhat
relationsareervisageal betweenl; andT,, andbetwea theseTs andtheclausal
tensevalue itself. Furthermae, if the postdation of uT on direct objed agu-
mentsinvolvesa T, hea, thenthe ocaurrene of uT on otherarlgumentsandon
instrumentaladjunctswill requre further T, nodes onefor eachtensel marked
NP, compainding the difficulty of relating this proliferation of T, nodesto the
actud clausatense

In geneal, then the existenceof nominal tenge marking on various sotts of
adjurctsanddeepy embeddd agumentsin avariety of languagesrequiresthe
postuation of further probing head in the apprgoriate configuration in this ap-
proad. Giventhe nommallocdity expectationsfor probe-god relations, seting

c044ns. tex; 27/11/2003; 11:15; p.36



TenseBeyondthe Verb 37

uptherelaionshp betweera (clausally oriented)functional headanda nomind
tensemarker degly embediedwithin anamgumentfunction doesnot appearto
bestraghtforward.In aninteresting discussionof case®f tensel prepositionsin
Titan (Admirality subgoup,Oceanid, BowernandAygen-Toswn (2000) explore
someof the problemsposed by this datafor a Minimalist account. In Titan, a
subse¢of thelanguages prepaitions mustbea atensdeaturewhichagreeswith
the tenseexpressedon what Bowern and Aygen-Tosundescibe asthe sulject
agreenentclitic which is hostd by the verh (85) exemplifiesthis interesting
data. Exploring this phenomena further is beyond the scope of the present
paperbut the LFG account we present herefor dependet-marked nominal TAM

canextendnatually to accommodtesud tensemarked prepositionsin Titan.

(85) i=tawi buangani-ti Manus.
3sG.NFUT=placeyams NFUT-onManus.

‘He putyamsontheisland of Manus. (BowernandAygen-1osun2000
ex.7)

Finally, althoughwe arenot awareof ary explicit HPSG analysis of the data
discussedhere in a pape on casestackng in Austrdian languages Malouf
(2001 suggeststhatmodalcasein Kayardild (seesecton 1), which apperson
all nonsubject clausal consttuents and in conjunction with the verb, specfies
tensémoodvalues for the clauseasawhole (Evans1995), could be straichtfor-

wardly accowntedfor by HPSG's CaseConcordPrincipe which he formulates
asfollows.

(86) [HEAD|cCASE [0]

DEPS [2] ® <[ ARG NP[ LCASE [1] |ist(cas§]] >ea 3]

-
pers  [2] @ ([ ARG NP[ casE [1] & [0] ]] ) [3]]

Thus,onthis view, suchtensebasedcasemarkingon nominakin Kayardld
is treatd as a form of conard wherely the (verba) headshare its (moda)
casefeature with its dependerts. Finite verbsin Kayardld, then,have (moda)
casefeatures which arerit morphdogicdly expressedon the verb itself, but
which spreal (via the conmrd principle) to its list of dependens. Thereare
a numberof problemswith this apprachto modal case.Firstly, modal case
crucidly doesn't appea on subjects and subject-oiientedadjuncts,asshavn in
the Kayardid examplkesrepeatd here from above. The caseconcad principle
simply spreadsthe modalcasefeature onto all itemsof the depemlentslist, and
thuswould courterfacually predid thatmodalcaseappe&rson subjctsalso.
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(87) warrjavarri ngada  barrbru-thamanarriy,  kurri-nyarra
slowlyNOM 1sG.NOM lift-ACT torch-m.LOC seeAPPR
ngijin-inj kala-nyarr rabi-nyarr.
1sG.POss-M.0BL fly-APPR  arise-APPR

‘Unhurriedly | lift edthe bark torch, in case(the diver birds) shauld see
meandfly off. (Evans1995405, 10-14)

(88) nying-ka ngudi-na wangalk ngack  ngumban-ju
2SG-NOM throw-NEG.IMP boomeangNOM 1SG.NOM 2SG-M.PROP
burldi-nyarr.
throw-APPR

‘Don’t you throwtheboamerangor I' ll throwoneatyou.'(ibid, 10-15)

(89) tharara  kali-nyarrawambal-iya naanyarr.
embemoM jump-APPR bush-M.LOC burn-APPR

‘(Look out), theembersarejumpinginto the bush it might burn.” (ibid,
10-16

Furthemore,this headdrivenview of modalcasehasothe undesiralde cornr
sequeaces.Firstly, asshavn by the examplesabore, anddiscussedin detal by
Evans(199%), modalcaseworksin conjunction with the verbal TAM inflection
to fully definethe TaAm value for the clause as a whole. On this heal-driven
appraach,however, suchinteractionis not captued. Rather ead TAM-inflected
verbform simply assigis a modalcaseto its depemlents whereoneverb form
co-occurswith arange of modalcasevalues,multiple lexical entiesfor theverb
needto be posited. Consicer, for example,the appehersive verbd inflection
exemplified in the examples above. On the headdriven view the lexicon will
be proliferated to contan three different lexical enties for eachverb that can
beinflected with the appehensve suffix: onewhich spreadsthe modaloblique
caseasin (87); onewhich spreadsthe modal proprietive case asin (88); and
onewhich spreals the modallocative, asin (89). Eachof theseapprénensve-
inflectedverbswill have aslightly different TAM semantts, but therelationship
betweenthe modalcasevalue spreal to the depementsandthe TAM sematics
of theverbwill beentirely coinadental; the gereralizaion thatthe modalcase
value andthe verbd Tam work togeterto fully specify the Tam value of the
clauge will remainuncetured

Additionally, it is not clear how this approachto TAM-inflecteddependen
nominak would extend to the otherlanguage we have disaussed wherethere
is no modal case feature to be spread. One possbility would be to treatthe
phenanenonasaform of tenseconcad, wherely thedependert nominds carry
tensefeatuesin agreenentwith the verb which subategorisesfor them.Such
anapploachmayberea®nabk wherewe do seento have puretenseagreement
morphdogy, thatis, in caseswherea nominal dependentof a verbal headis
marked to agree with someTam featuie of the verbalheal, suchasin Lardil
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(seeabove). But posting intrinsic TAM featuesfor nominaldepenlentsof ver
bal head doesnot captue the intuition concening the datadiscussedhere,in
which the nomind elemens diredly co-describeor cornstrainthe TAM values
of the clause (or verbalprojection) within which they appea Furthemore,in
somelanguages suchasSupyire andChamicup, the relevart distinction is not
encockdon the verbatall makinga concord analysis seaningly unterable.

4. Conclusion

This paperhaspresatedan analysis of alittl e discusedphenanenon,that of
clausl tenge, aspetandmoodmarkingoccuring on nominds andotherdepen
dents Building on previous work we have shovn how a simpleandintuitively
appedling acmountof this phenomena canbe givenin thelexicalist, congraint-
basedtheay of LFG, using the model of constuctive morphdogy developed
within that framewvork. When clausally-interpretedtense,aspet and moodin-
formation is expressednorphobgicdly onnoursanddeteminerswhatwe have
is a mismatchbetweenthe morphdogical expresion of thes propeaties and
the doman within which they areinterpreted: suchnominds and determirers
aremorphobgically tensedwithout themséveshbeing tempoally locatedby the
tensemarking, which is sematically interpreted with respectto the clause.The
core of our anaysis is the asso@tion of inside-out condraints with morphe
logical formatives,which permitsinflected wordsto cortribute informationnot
justto their own f-structures, but directly to thef-structureswhich containthem.
A crudal adwvantageof the presentapprach emepes in the treatmentof TAM

markingon deepy embeded aguments,whereour apprach permits a diredt
relation to be staed betwee the morphobgicd formative and the clausal f-

strucure within which it is (deeply) embeded, without the needfor featural
information to be pased up anddown headchans. A further advantageof our
apprachemepges in consderaton of (potentidly long-disiance)TaAm marking
which is restrided to certain categyories of word, for example, Supyire mood
marking whichis morphdogically reaizedonly onpronominals If thisrelaion
is seerasachainof local headdepemlentrelations,thenit would benecessaryto
postuate mooddistinctions asintrinsic featural propeties of dependens which
never overtly realize theseproperties. This is unneessay on our apploach.
Finally, the inside-out apprach extends gracdully to accommodte the exis-
tenceof TAM marking on a variety of adjuncts(e.g.in Pitta Pitta, Kayardld

andChamicup), without requiring ary specal mechaismsor alterdionsin our
syntactic apprachto adjuncts.
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