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1 Introduction

At first glance, the pattern of Haitian (1A} predicative constructions is puzziing. The puzzle
manifests itgell most clearly in simple aflirmative sentences that are unmarked for tense. In (ia)-
(1c), AP, PP and bare NI* predicates are atring-adjacent to their snbjects: these clauses show
no overt copula, However, not all kinds of predicates are allowed to be atring-adjacent to their
subjects. In (1d), the predicate is a nominal ercurring with a determiner or is a proper name. |
assume that such a predicate is a Determiner Phrase ()P) in the sense of Abney (1987).2 With
& DP predicate, the morpheme se must ocenr hetween the subject and the predicate.?

(1} », Bouki (* se¢e ) malad “Bouki s sick™
Bouki SE sick ‘

b. Bouki (* s ) anba tab o “Bouki is under the table”
Bouki SE under table DET ?

c. Bouki (17 ae ) doktd “Bouki ia a doctor”
Bouki SE doctor ' |
d. Bouki ¥ e ) { yon dokt? | Aristide ) ‘

Boukj SE ‘ DET  doctor Aristide

“Bouki is { & doctor | Aristide }"

The distinction between AP/PP/NP and DP predicates with respect to occurrence of se
in blucred in cither of three cases: 1) when the predicate in procaded by a tense morpheme,
2} when the predicate is negated, or 3) when the subject is questioned.

'For theiv ever-gracioun help with this paper, § give many thanks tn: Sabine Watiidow, Tony Kroch, Mitch
Marcus and Gillian Senkoff; ta; Julie Auges, Derck Rickerton, José Camacho, Enoh Titilayo Ebong, Curoline
Heycock, Johm Lumsden, Jean Nicolas and Fred Weenman; and Lo patticipants at CLIFF, NELS and SPCL.

?See Longobardi {1990) for arguments that proper names are DPs,

The {ollowing abbrevintions are used: AN'T ‘anterior’, DEM ‘demanstralive’, DET ‘determiner’, FUT 'future’,
IRREAL ‘isvealis’, PROG ‘progressive’, 1sg ‘fieat singular’, ..., 3pl ‘third plural’, # 'prose’ {denoling comma
intonation), # 'phonetically sl element’.
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A Tense, Mood or Aspect morpheme preceding the predicate gives rise to the patlern
in (2), where se is illicil throughout.?

(2) a Bouki (* ee ) le {* se ) malad “Bouki was sick”

Bouki SE ANT SE sick

b. Bouki (* e ) le (* s ) anba tab o “Bouki was under the
Bouki SE ANT SE under table DET

table”

c. HBouki (* #e ) e (* se ) dokté “Bouki was a doctor”
Rouki SE ANT SE doctor .

d. Bouki (* 2 ) e (* s ) pon dakté “Bauki was a doctor”
Bouki SE ANT 56 DET doctor

Negating the constructions in {1) produces the patiera in {3}, which is slmilar to (2).
In {2) and (3), #¢ is uniformly absent between subject and predicate.

(3) a Bouki (* 2 ) po (* s ) malad “Bouki is not siek”
Bouki SE NEG SE mick
b. Houki (* e ) po {* s ) anbo dab" o
Bouki SE NEG SE under table DET
“Bouki is not under the table”
c. Bouki (* s ) pu (* se ) dokié
Boukl SE NEG SE doctor
“Bouki is not a doctor”
d. Bouki (* ¢ ) o (* s ) { yon dokté | Aristide )
Bouki SE NEG SE DET doctor Aristide
“Houki 1 not { a doctor | Aristide }”

In (1d), {2d) and {3d), the predicate s & nominal co-occurring with a determiner, & DP;
but {2d) and (3d) contrast with {1d) by the absence of se hetween subject and predlcate.‘

Awother pattern of interest is produced when the subject is wh-moved, aa in (4). Through-
out {4), the complementizer ki uniformly surfaces in a position preceding the predicate. Inter-
estingly, in (-d). the predicate, even though a DT, way accur without se.®
(4) a. kimoun ki (* e ) malnd “Who is sick?”
who Kl SE mick

10ther Trane, Mond ur Aspert matkers fike pral 'FUT, ap PROG, IRREALIS, FUT', ka TRREALIS' prodwee
patiernn similsr to (7) In Liefiraft tin press}, T argued that A Tense, Mood and Aspect markers are verbe

$Here, one majat caveal i in order ‘There ate utierances where a¢ does co-oceet with an apparent subject
and where the predicate is #ithe b harr NP ot a lense-matked o1 negated naminal. This srems to contradict tbe
data in (e}, {2¢), (2), {3c) and {1} But these uiterances crucially differ from the lalter by having s pause after
Howki, which izdicates that Bouki iv artually in left-dislocated position, of. (i), {ii) sod (iid). {Leit-dislocatica
stmetures with a¢ will not be Inrther discussed.)
iy PBowki # e dokté

Rouki SE  docior

*Pouki, he s & doctor”

fii) Hnuki W se { po ) e | yon ) dokié “Diouki, he waa {(not) » decior”
Bouki SE NEG ANTY DET doctor
fiit) Bowki # 42 po { won ) dokid “Houki, he is not & doclot®

Houki 8E NEG DET doclor
$Relative clauses with the operator extracied out of subject position ace similar to (4) with respect la occxvrenae

of re.
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~ b, kimeun ki (* s ) anba  tab fn
who KI SE under table DET
. € kimoun ki (17 ae ) dokié

“Who s under the table?™

“Who is a doctor?”

who Kl SE doctlor . !
d. kimoun ki (77 se )} { yon dokté | \\‘An'.o!a'de H Ip
who  KI SE DET doctor  Aristide |

“Who is { a doctor | Aristide ] 17

) A.l least one generalization can be deawn from the above data, Whenever there 1s & DP
in predicate position {regardless of whether it is referential), it must be preceded by elther se
or a tense morpheme such as fe, or the negation marker pa, or the complementizer ki, '

What is the nature of se? It seems reasonable to disca ibili ‘
2 ! rd the possibility that se is
copulative verb, the counterpart of French étre: all verbs in Haitian follow negation and tem:

markers while ' i
marker ‘t\: :::;: doean't. Compare (5) and {6} which show & contraat between se and‘ the verb
3 !
(5} . Bouki (* pa ) (* e ) [« ®= | yon  dokié '
Bouki NEG ANT SE  DET doctor, %
“Bouki (was|is}(n't) a doctor™ 7
i

(6) Kok la pa te [ve <hante | maten  an |
rooster DET NEG ANT sing morning DET
“The rooster didn’t sing this morning” ‘

]

In addition, nei . ' _
diuluca:‘ed): ition, neither can se precede negation and tense (when the subject is not left-

(1) Douki [, se ]| (* po ) (Y e } pon  dokié .
Bouki SE NEG ANT DET doctor
“Bouki {waslia}(n't} a doctor”

If se were a verb, (5) and (7) would be quite idi i i i
further evidence that se is not verbal, ! fooyncratic, Sections 2 and 3 wil provide

In what follows, T study the nature of se and provide an analysis for (1)-(4} focusing on the
mechaniams that regulate the (non-Jappearance of se.” I argue that se is a resumptive nominal
element functioning as a “last resort” to circumvent an ECP violation, The potentially-offendin
lru:'e occupies the base-suhject position inside a Small Clause and results from movement of lh:
au!uccl 1o Spec(IP}). At D-atructure, predication in Haitian is realized inside a Small Clause
WINT AP, PP ?"d NF predicate, the trace of the subject is head-governed by the head of the.
predicate; but in the case of DI in (1d), the trace is not head-governed, which causes the trace
to surface as s¢ to save the structure.” o

TThe ae under study has different i
] properiies fram the sentence-initial I elefi i [ i
pre::;du :’he ci_e‘ﬂcd consituent, inrespectively of its calegary. mitial se of cloft constractions "“dt weifarmly
tevions GB analyses related Lo {[IA) predicative constructione includ
. 2 ] e Lumsden (19
& Vinet {1996). In DeGrall (1952), | explain why these analyses need to be improved upon. (1990) and Déprea




106 MICHEL F. DEGRAFF

2 Predication vs. Equation?

Frege (1892), Williams (1980), Rothatein {1983), Rapoport (1987) and Haltin (1991). among
others, have claimed that it is coincidental that, in English (and German. for |-'rd-g'(‘]. bath
predication and equation use the verb be. Rapoport and Haltin, for exnnurlp. diatingmn!wu the
two types of structures as follows: In predicative structures, like J_ohn ir prowd, !::- is Inett
for #-sssignment, and predication at D-structure is accomplished inside of a Small Clause. In
equative structures, like TAat man is John, #-roles are assigned to two argunients,

It is tempting to adopi the above hypothesis in order to explain (1). Such ex.piannl.inn.
would praceed in two steps: 1) Se is a #-role-asigning verb, the A counterpart of ‘equative
be, and ils presence in required in, and only in, equative clauses in ot::lor to assign #-roles to
the argumenta being equated. (1a), {1b), and {1c) are predicative while (ld‘) is equative. In
other worda, HA, unlike Faglish, would overtly differentiate beiween predication and equation.
In & natshell, this is Fauchois's {1982) take on se and the paradigm i.n (l.) - she fa!ln 'Ihe
two types of clauses, exemplified in (1a)/(1b) and {1d) “relation d’atiribution and “relation
d'tdentification™, respectively.

Rapopart {1987} explains predication patterns in llebrew along uumewhas similar lines,
uning 8- and Case.theory to distinguish between predication and equation, The pattern of
copular clauses in liebrew present-lense matrix clauses over]n?n Wi\!‘l that of 11A. In Ilebr:w.
when the predicate is AP, PP or a bare NP, it can occur string-adjacent to the aubject, but
when the predicate position is occupied by a definite nominal, e.g., a proper name, there muet
be a number. and gender-agreeing morpheme hetween subject and ptedicate, ‘wlur.h Rapoport
assumes to be a spell-out of AGR in INFL. For Rapoport, a proper name in the predllrat‘r
position of a copular clause must generaily be #-matked, and therefore requires C'ase. which it
gets from the overt AGR. AP, PP and bare NP are not ngumen‘lu; thua they don't I':W‘l' C:M.
and predication by these projections is accomplished directly inside & matrix Small Clanse.

However the proposals (1oo briefly) sketched in the above Lhree paragraphs don't seem to
work for the case at hand. An | have argued in (5) and {6), if s¢ were a verb, it would be il‘l.l
subclans all by itsell. This peculiarity casts doubts on the verbal ata.tua of se. l’u:lhermo;e. ;n
certain syntactic environments, the se of so-called equative clauses is absent, even lhm'!b“ .
sentence maintains itn ‘equative’ reading. One auch environment s pr?dnte'd when the su jl?f!
of & nominal sentence s queationed, cf. {(4d) {repeated in (9)). .S:r. is obligatorily present in
present-tense affirmative matrix clauses with a DP in predicate position:

n ] s { yon dokté | Aristide }
“ :::ﬂ ;::“ ::n :)EM ?)E'l‘ ( SE ) DET doctor Aristide
“One of these men in { & doctor | Aristide }”

Yet whrn'the aubject of (B) Is questioned, se is optional {and even disfavored):

(9 kimoun K (11 ae ) { yon  dokid | Ar‘l'al'frfe ) ¢
who Ki 5E DET doctor Avistide

“Who ia { a doctor | Aristide } 77

In (8) and (9}, the nominal predicate remaina the same: in hoth cases a DF. Also, the

YFor a telated proposal for Freach and English embedded Small Claunes, nee Pollock (1983, p. 1050} whete
forma of the Cane-wmigning elements nie étre and be.
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underlying meaning of the clanse is constant, modula identity of the subject. Let us suppose,
far the eake of argument, that Fauchais’s account was right and that se, sa a &-assigning verb,
waa responsible lor the equative meaning of (8) (with Aristide tn predicate position). Then, one
would expect a DI’ occurring in predicate position with an ‘equative’ meaning to require the
presence of se; i.e., the occurrence of se ahould be obligatoty in both (8) snd (). Indeed, in
both casen, Aristide would be equated to the subject and would need a 8-role. This prediction
in not compatible with the facts,!®* )

If argument-hood or referentiality of the nominal in predicate position is the harbinger
of the distinction between predication and equation, then (8) and (9) pose a problem, Indeed,
in both (B} and (9), yon dokié does not seem to be an argument, nor does it have the same
referential force as Aristide. In (8), yon dokt? seems to jndicate a property of the subject while
Aristide identifies the subject. But, if yon doki? is neither an wrgument nor referential, then
there ia no reason why it should pattern like Aristide in requiring the presence of se {for #-role
andfor Case). ‘Thin is a problem for any account of (1)-{4} based on the argument-hood or
referentiality of the projection in predicate position.

Thus, it seems that Lhe pattern of predication in ILA cannot be accounted using solely
the contrast predication vs. equation. In my analysis, the term ‘predication’ encompasses both
‘predication' {in its more traditional sense) and ‘equation’. In particular, 1 will assume that
& nominal in the predicate position of both 'predicative’ and ‘equative’ clauses does function
a8 & predicate aver the nominal in subject position. If the nominal in predicate position is
not referential, e.g., an indefinite noun, it predicates over the subject without transmitting a
referential index to it. If the nominal In predicate position is referential, e.g., a proper name,
it, too, predicates over the subject and, in addition, asgigns ita referentisl index to the subject

through predication {Heggie, 1988). Whence the ‘predicalive’ vs. ‘equative’ readings of copular
claupes.!? :

My analynis does not directly rely on the traditional distinction between ‘predication’
and ‘eguation’. Instead, 1 argue that the different patterns in (1)-{4) result from structural
distinctions batween the various Small Clauses in which predication takes place at D-structure.

3 The Analysis
3.1 The Proposal

In (1), AP and PP and (arguably) NP behave alike with respect to the occurrence of ae; DP
patterns differently: it necessitates the presence of se between subject and predicate. What
commonly distinguishes AP, PP and NP from DPT My answer is based on the distinct configu-
rations of AP, PP, NP and DP Small Clausea. These configurational differences seem motivated
by the distinct categorial and semantic properties of the predicates in these clauses. Here [ am

19(8) and (8) will be given sn sccownt in 3.6

"' Rupoport's (1947} proposst for Hebrew copular sentences does not seem 1o be adaptable to HA, at Jeast not
in a straightforward manmer. On her account, Aristide, a proper pame, in an argument ahd requires Cose; thus,
sssuming se to be the Casc-assigning element (the counterpart of overt AGR in Rapoport {1987])), it should be
present in hoth (8} and (8) with Aristide in peedicate position. Aristide in (9) would therefore be incorrectly
raled out,

%10 both cases, | tonsider the nominal in predicate position to be a predicate; Uhu, L is 1ot assigned a #-role
(wor in it amigned Cuse).
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mainly Inspired by, althongh not completely abiding Lo, Stowell’s (1983; 1989) insights about
Small Claupes, . ’

3.1.1 Subjects at D-structure

1 asaume that, at D-structure, predication in KA is always realized within a Small Clause, and
that the subject moves to Spec(IP) at S-structure.' What varies is the internal structure of
this Small Clause. ,

[ take the lexical heads A, P and N to be inherently predicative.' According to Stowell
{1989, p. 248), nouns and adjectives — and, | would like to suggest, preponitions —-- are “pure
predicative categoriea™. As such, at D-structure, they contain a subject which appears in Spec,
directly under XP and as a sister of the (highest) X' predicale,

Differently from AP/PP/NF, nominal phrases containing a determiner, DPs, are not in-
herently predicative, but “have a dual nature” (Stowell, 1989, p. 233) (see also Williams (1983)):
they can be either predicative, as in ‘John is a good doctor’, or referential, as in "John met a
good doctor’. As suggested by Stowell, the potential refecentiality of DPs may be attributed (o
the occurrence of the functional head D® which selects NP. AT and PP do not usually admit
determiners and are not referential. At S-structure, assuming Abney's (1987) structure for DP
— |pp Spec [p» D° NP]] — and abstracting from lineas order, the determiner and lts projec-
tion hierarchically intervene between the subject and the head noun of the predicate. In what
follows, | will argue that the subject predicated over by DP is generated not in Spec(DP), hut
in a position adjoined 1o DP. '

Why can't the subject be generated in Spec(DP)T Before anawering, | will briefly sum.
marite my sssumptions about deverbal and non-deverbal nominals, Deverbal nominals, like
destruction, denote events and processes whereas non-deverbal nnmindn. like Aorse, denote

results and concrete entitien.

Only deverbal nominals have 8-grids {Williama, 1981; Grimshaw, 1990). Crucially, Grim-
shaw (p. 55} notes that “process pominals do not occur predicatively or even with equational
be, while result nominals do”. Witness the contrast: “Thal waa the/an assignment’ va. * *That
waa the/an assignment of the problem’. Assuming Grimshaw to be right, ouly non-deverba
nominals need be considered in my analysis of predication in HA, because only they can occur
as DPs in predicate position,

Unlike deverbal nominals, non-deverbal nominals do not have a &-grid. They can only
predicate over a wibject or assign a Possessor role. In a deverbal nominal like horse, Spec{DI')
is ane position where the Possessor of the head noun may realize genitive Case (Abney, 1987
Stowetl, 1989). 1L is important to realize that ‘Possessar’ does not only refer 1o the literal owner
of the entity described by the head-noun, but that 1t may refer Lo a ‘metaphorical’ owner, and,
for that matter, to cimost any entity which can-he associated with the head-noun in some
pragmatically relevant way. As Williams {1982) stresses, this association may he quite loose,
Put what matiers is that, as noted by Williams, the relation expressed in a deverbal nominad

V5T hin in similss 1o Stoweli's (1978) and Burrin's (1966) enalyses af copular 'be' as & raiing verh, excepd that
the saiving element in HA bn {9, Bee atso Conquesun (1981]) for French élre, -
"Two enceptions: Incalive PP's may be argwments, anil some Pa are merely Cane assignersfupell-ouin, not

hends (Rothetein, 1983}
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between Spec{D'}'* and the head-noun excludes ‘subject of predlcat]on‘:‘ John's book might

mean ‘the book written by John', ‘the book owned by John', ‘the b !
never meana ‘John is a book.'® ! +the book abﬂ!!ll John'y e butt

. In a;i;:itiun, Lumaden (1989) has ahiown that in a complex DP in' A the embedded
ORRARROF may move into Spec of the matrix DP in order to get C “th h -
agrecment with a null D°, as in (30) and (11).77 ‘\ " “e| rough Spec-Hlend
|
I

(10) [pr [p NP [ 8] DP |

(1) [orler [vp #hwal |8} [pr ti-moun po 1 “'l;he children’s horse”
horse child DET-pl

Thus, with a null D®, the subject, il generated in Spec(1}*), would acquire Case in Spec(DP)
before reaching Spec(Il*), and, having acquired Case, would remain in Spec(DFP). But this i a
contradiction since in HA, as shown in (10) and {11), Spec(DI') follows the head noun st 8-
.nlr;llt:}lm. Thir obvionsly does not correspond to the surface position of the subject of predication
in . [

I

) ?l.enideu Ca.st: and word-order considerations, there is another factor ‘which rules out the
pm:.al.hlhly generating the subject of predication in Spec(DDP). As shown above for English and
l(rlum. Spec{DP) in some consteuctions must be available to the Possessor DP as a node
where it realizes genitive Case. Now, consider Daker's (1988, p. 4G) Uniformity of # Assi
Hypothesis (UTAN) in (12). ' ( P-40) e rrgnment
(12) The Uniformity of #-Assignment Hypolhesis (UTAH): ;

Identical thematie relationships helween iletns are represented hy' identical struc-
tural relationships between thore itemis at the level of D-structure,

Given that Spec(D¥P) of non-deverbal naminaln may he ocenpied by the Possessor of the
head-noun, I'l in a straightforward consequence of UTAN that the role ‘subject of predication’
never he assigned Lo Spec{DP). The only option left is for Lthe sulject predicated over by DP to
be generated in a position adjoined to DIY

Conceptunlly, the above distinction between AP/PP/NP and DP regarding the position

" of their subjects seems well-motivaled, Abney {1987) and Fukui & Speas (1986) distinguish

functional and lexical categories in, at leant, two crucial reapects: 1) Functional categotien are
vold of meaning whereas lexical categories have seinantic rontent; 2) Only lexical categoriea
asnign #-roles to both their complements and their apecifiers. Given auch diverging properties, it
seems hatural to assume that, at D-stencture, only lexical categoties have their subjects in Spee.
The specifier positions of functional categories, Spec{}P), Spec(IP), Spec(CI'}, etc., potential
landing sites for Move-a, must e empty at 1)-structure. Therelore, whereas the subjects of AT
NP and NP originate in Spec, the subjecta of DP originate in adjoined position. ‘

To recapitulate, | propese thal the subject of alt predicative sentences in 11A be generaled
innide a Small Clause. For ease of exposition, I let SC.SP denate the base generaled Smali
Clause Subject Position. In the case of AP, I'P and NP, SC-SP Is in Spec. In the case of DP
SC-5P in left-adjoined Lo IIP. This is lustrated jn (13): . ‘

s
“In 1982, the tevm Spec{ DT} wan not yet available to Willinne. Whether he woul! now use it iv irzelevant.
"AIm, #ee Stowell (1989} for Lhe thematic distinction hetween Spec{NP) snd Spec(D}i*),

Lumsden srgues that proper nouns and kinship teyms obey different rules of Case assignment and need not

move la Spec(DFP) 1o gel Case. !
i
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(13) [ar SC-S5P fas ... A" .. ]|
lpp SC-SP | ... P? ... ]

tnp SC-SP (v ... NO ... ]

8.1.2 Subjects at S.structure

The subject, generated inside a Small Clause, does not receive Case in this position, and would

tpr SC-SPlpp ... [p»... D ... ) ...

viotate the Case filter if it remained in its D-structure position, In (1)-(4), the D-structure

subject, no matter what the category of the predicate is, moves from S(1-SP into Spec{IP) in
order to gel Case through Spec-llead agreement with 12, leaving a trace.

The trace left in SC-SP by movement of the subject to Spec{Il'} must be both identified
and head-governed, according to the conjunciive definition of ECP {Stowell, 1988}. In all the
relevant cases, identification of the trace in SC-SP is satisfled through antecedeni-government
by the nominal in Spec(IP). What about head-government?

Head-government is government by an overt head. 1 follow Aoun & Sportiche (1983) in
assuming that government must be expressed in terms of mazimal projections and not in terms
of branching nodes. This relation, denoted m-command by Chomsky (1986b), is defined in (14):

(14) X m-commands Y iff )
Y ¢, ¢ a maxinal projection, if ¢ dominates X then ¢ doninates Y.

In (1), with AP, PP and NP predicates ({1a}—(1¢), respectively) the trace in SC-5P s
head-governed by the lexical head of the predicate, and, I being phoneticalty null, the mapping
from D- to S-structure js siring-vacuous.'®1?

Dut in the case of predication by DP, (1d), where the subject movea from a position
adjoined to DP, the trace in not head-governed from inside the Small Clanse becanse of the
intermediate DP node. Consider the adjunction structure in {£5).

(15) [Dp. SC-sp “"‘. R | L |

In (15}, the segments DPy and DP; conslitnte the DP projection. N is dominated by DI
(since it is dominated hy both of ita segments DP| and DI;). But SC-SP ie not dominated by
DP (since it is dominated by only one regment of DP, namely DPy). Thus, DI dominates po,
but does not dominate SC-SP, Given (14), D" does not m-command SC-SP, which ther fails to
be head-governed from inside DI, CI. May {1985) and Chomsky (1986b) for definitions.

Neither daes I® head-govern SC-SP, since 1° is phonetically null. In order to save the
structure, the trace must he spelled-ont as a resumptive nominal, se, which, being overt, is
nol subject ta ECP. In (2), {3) and (4), head-govermnent is uniformiy ensured by pa 'NEG’, te
'ANT'™ and the complementizer ki, reapectively, and se ia not needed. Thus, head-government
by pa, te or ki obscurea the distinction between AP/PP/NP and DP otherwise manifeated by
(non-Joccurrence of se,

""This contrasta 1o Stowell's (1983; 1989) position according 10 which the head of & Small Clause does not
govess its Spec becanee of, inter alis, canoniral direclionality of government. However, Cinque {1990, p. 42)
argues thul headl govesnment is not dires liomal.

in order for the empty 17 not o violate FCP, ¥ must assume that this emply hend vanishes sl LF hecvune
i¢ in vemantically empty. 1® in present a1 S-stroctore only 1o smign (lune 10 Speci ) by Spec-lead sgrrement,
When 1° is ahrent at LF, tense in, by default, interpreied aa present with sialives and anterior with non-statives

MRecall ihat | ansume Tense, Mood and Arpect markers to he Vo (DeGrafl, in press).
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My analysia rests on the following assumptions:

& AL D stzucture, predication is realized within a Small (Hluse. |
Al S-structure, the Small Clause subject raises from 5C-§P to Spec(1P) in order to receive
Case, ’

The differences shown in (1) between AP/PIP/NI and DP predicative sentences revolve
around the structure of the predicative Small Clause. The subject of AP/PP/NP is gen-
erated in Spec of the predicate plirase and is head-governed by the predicative head, The
subject of DP originates in a position adjoined to the predicate phrase and is not head-
governed by the head of the predicate, cf. (13). |

§e in (1d) is a resumptive nominal which is required when the trace in SC-SP s not
head-gaverned, i.e., s¢ is used as a “tast resort™ (in the sense of Chomsky 1989 and Shlon-
sky 1991) in order to avoid an ECP violation. :

When not needed, this resumnptive nominal p'ro«lnrvn ungrmnmalicalitj."

I will show that sc in indecd a resumptive nominal and, then, preseant the predictions made
by my analysis. !

|
3.2 Nature of Se '

When it co-occure with a DP in Spec(iP), a8 in (14} (repeated here an (1)), s¢ ia & spell-out of
the trace feft by that DP in SC-SP'. In othier wonids, s is the tail of an A-chain headed by the
DP in Spec(IP). ;

(16) [ip Boukii |p [0 @] [pp 2 [pp ( yon  dokte | Aristide }]]))
Nouki ] SE DET  doclor Atintide
“Bouki is { a doctor | Aristide }"

In (16), se is an anaphor bound by Mouki. Because 2¢ in {16} does not have a governor,
He Binding Domain is the whote clavse, and Rinding Principle A is obeyed. Se in (16) in thus
more arcuralely characterized as a resumptive anapher.?? ‘

Notice that when se is ahsent — with AP/NI'/PP predicates — the trace left in Spec of
AP/PP/NP by movement of the Small Clavse subject s also sithject to Binding Principle A,
There is a governor available to the trace in SC-SP inside of the Small Clattee, namely the
head of the predicate. In addition, the Small Clause contains “all the grammatica} functions
compatible with the head” {Chomsky, 1086a, p.-1711.). However there is no indexing strictly

- within the Smal! Clause which is Binding-Theory rompatible with the anaphor in 5C-SP. Thus

the Binding Domain seeds to be extended to include the whole clanse where the trace in $C.§P
is correcily bound by the subject in Spec(1P). :

'What aboul Small Clauses in embedded clanses, cf. Fnglish *John connidera/believes James his ftiend’ and
*John wanile James 16 be 2 doctor’? In HA, Small Clauses in embedded clauses behave like those in matrix chaases
because HA docan’t seem to have Frceptional Case-Marking verbs. '

00 my analynis ia correct, it might be, T believe, the firat documented case of a resumptive nominal which e
A-bound {cf. Sells (1984) and Shlonsky {1951) far an overview of A-bound resumptive pronouns). OF coutse, it
would be nice to find oul whelher similar resumptive anagihors xint in other languages.
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Another question which comes to mind is this: Why can't some other nominal oceur in
stead of se In {1d), i.e., why Is {17) ruled out, where s is replaced by fi ‘3ng'?
(17) * Bowki i { yon dokté | Aristide )
Douki 3sg DET doctor Aristide
“Bouki ia { a doctor | Aristide }"

One possible anawer revolves around the pronominal nature of 4. Li is inherently specified

for person and number features as a third-person singular pronoun. In this respéct; i differs. .. .. ...

from se which which may co.occur with subjects of any person and number features, as shown
in (18). )
(18) { mwen | ou § W )i se yon  dokté
leg g 3ng SE DET doctor

“( 1 am | You nre | lie/She is } & doctoc” ‘ .

Furthermore, {i I# not anaphoric: '
(19) ap gade *( - ) K nan glas {a

Jg PROG ook head dsg in  mirror DET
“Jie/She is looking at {him|her}sell in the mirror”

It seems thue reasonable to assume *hat li, contrarily to se, is inherently pro‘nom.inal :u.ld
subject o Binding Principle B, But, then, in {17}, li is improperly bound by Houki inside of Ha
Binding Domain, whence the ungrammaticality of (17).

3.3 HA Resumptive Pronouns and Island Violations

1 analyze se a2 & nominal which can be used resumptively to save a structure that would nthe:w.in
violate ECP, I believe that this is nol an ad-hac move, On the one hand, the use of resumplive
pronouns as an escape hatch to ECP andjor subjacency is amply documented, cf. Sells (IQF?*I)
and Shlonsky (1991) and references cited therein. On the other hand, the presence of ten.umptwe
pronouns is well atteated in the grammar of HA, outside of ‘se-related’ phenomena. I\onpm.an
{1982) produces {20) as an example of a resumplive pronoun {in bold-face) used in a relative
clause in arder to circumvent an ECP violation:

i te made m
{20) chey, | m  te kase pat *( N )] a ‘ ] .
l dog, 1sg ANT break leg dsg DET ANT hite  lsg
“The dog whose leg | broke bit me”

In (20), the head noun chen ‘dog’ is being modified by a relative clanse formed by wh-
movement of a genitive empty operator. Tie enlities referred by the operator and the hem.l-.non.n
pat ‘leg’ ate in a Posressor-Possersed relation. Koopman assumes that the Pussessor |mu:.tmn in
not properly governed. Equivalently, given my assimaptions ahout the structure of DPs in HA,
the teace of the operator, being in Spec{TIP), is not head-governed: pal, dors no} m-command
Spec(DP) because of the intervening NI projection, and aull D® doer not t}tl?\hfy as a head-
governot. Thus, the trace must be *loxicalized” as A resumptive pronoin, Ii, in order for the
stencture not to violate ECP.

In {21}, | further exhibit that A resumptive pronouns are not constrained by subja-
rency.
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(21)a. Men eleman; [mwen te wd  [makout [ki  te Gal ' Y lii ) an]))

here fellow Isg ANT wee  tLhug KI ANT beat Jog DET
“llere is the fellow who | saw Lhe thug who beat him™ |
b. kimoun; [eu  pral mande loprés [ wi *( \ Li; Y te mour ||
who 26 FUT ask Press il 3ag " ANT die

“Who will you ask the preas whether le died?”

In both {21a) and (21b), the (bold-faced) resumptive pronoun i rescues a gentence which
otherwige would have been ungrammatical because of subjacency: (21a) is extraction out of a
complex nominal and (21b) ia extraction out of & wh-island,

Se, as well as li, can function as a resuniplive pronoun. In (22), se occors in Spec(IP) of
the embedded clause (a wh-island), and rescues a potential ECP vioiation. Compare (21b), (22)
and (23).

(22) kimoun; on e mande m | ai *( se; } yon  puwofest? |
who 28 ANT ask lag if SE DBET  professor
“Who did you ask me whether lie/she is & professor?”

(23) kimoun; yo pmimande Arvistide; [ s pép lan  reamen (N} |17
who Ipt FUT ask Aristide if peaple DET love Jog
“Who will they ask Aristide whether the people likes (him)?"

The sentences in (21b), (22) and {23) all instantiate wh-island extractionn made possible
by the spelling-out of the trare as a resumptive pronoun, §i or se. ™

3.4 Absence of S¢ with Bare NPs

I have argued that what motivates Lthe prescnce of ae in (td) in the failure of head-government
of SC-SP from inside the predicative Small Clavuse, Ouly when the predicate in DP, does (a
segment of) a maximal projection intervene between Lhe subject and the head of the predicate.
In other wotds, what forces the presence of ae Is the nccurrence of Lhe functional head D9,

That the occurrence of D® has this effect is evidenced by the contrast between NP and
D'P shown in {24} and (25). Because Spec(DT) is somelimes occupied by the Possessor DP and
because of UTAMN (cf. 12), the subject of & DP Small Clause is base generated adjoined to DP,
llowever, when the noun is bare, i.e,, oecurring without a determiner, the predicative Small
Clause is NP and the subject is generated in Spec{NI'), and the lexical head dokté head-governs

24i) and (ii} are two alternative grammatical versions of (22):

{i} kimoun, osu f¢ mande m [ o | yon  pwofesdf ]
who g ANT  ask Tng it dmg DET professor

{ii) kimoun, ou e mande m | s | s yon penfradt ]
who 2 ANT  ask Irg it g SE  DET  professor

[t is important to note that in (22) and (i}, se and I, respectivety, orcur in Spec(IP) of the embedded clavee nnd
not in SC.SP. The empty scope aperatar in Spee of the CI1? headed by 0 'il* prevents passage of kimoun ‘'who’
thrangh {8 (cf. Lavson 1988). Thus, it is Trom Spec( 1) af the embrdded clnune Lhal kimown moves direclly to Lhe
matrix Spec(CI'} jumping over the intermediste Spec{CP), andl it in from thia poaition Lhat emanates the threat
of an ECP violation due to Iack of antecedent-governmient. 1 in therefore bhe tince in Spec of the embedded 1P
that se spella out 1o syoid the BCP viclation, The trars in SO-5P obeys ECP: it o head governed by 2i and
sntecedent-governed from Spec{IF). In (ii}, the traces in Sper(IP) and SC-SP are both agelied-out, by & and se,
respectively. See 3.6 for why se in (ii} may realize the Lrace in SC.5P, even though it is head-governed.
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the subject in Spee. At S-structure, the trace left by movement in $pec(NP) is head-governed

by the head noun, and need not {and cannot) be spelled-aut as ge. '
(24)a. * Bouki  yon doki¢ : : “Bouki Is a doctor”
Bouki DET doctor )
b. Bouki  dokté ' ' ' ¢
(25})s. *  Homorol premye minia Ia “Honorat is the Prime Minister"
Honorst prime  minister DET . e . .
b. Honorat  premgr  minis . “Honorat is Prime Minister”

3.5 Absence of Se in Tense-Marked and Negated Clauses

Recall what happens when a nominal sentence is overtly tense-marked or negated, as in (2d)
and (3d). When 2 tenne inarker (te 'ANT", pral ‘FUT"} or the negation wmarker pn precedes
DP, se must be abrent in the position preceding the tense or negation marker. Here 1 will
argue that my analysis naturally extends to explain thin patiern. | will focus on tense-marked
nominal sentences. The anabynin of other tense- marked predicative sentences and that of negated
predicative sentences are very similar.

In (2d) (=(26)), the presence of le renders that of ae superfiuous, Why?

(26) DBouki e yon  dokté . “Bouki was a doctor”
Bouki ANT -DET doctor

T hypothesize the following D- and S-structures for (26) (irrelevant nodes having heen

pruned):™ ‘
{27}  D-structure ler (r1® [vp Bouki vt lve te] [pp yon dokeé | 1)
S-structure @ [;p Bouki; e e e [ve Jve te] for yon doked 11

In {26}, the verbal head te combines with the nominal phrase yon dokté to form & V'-
predicate. An shown in (27), Houki is generated in the Spec(VP), and at S-structure moves to
Spec(IP) to get Case. The trace o; left in Spec(VP) s head-governed by t£,%* Thus VP behaves :
like AP, PP and NP, with reapect to occurrence of se. Fhere is no need for the resumptive '
anaphor se Lo show up; given that it is “always a last-resort device” (Shlansky, 1991) and that :
its superfinous occurrence would viclate the principle of economy (Chomsky, 1989).% !

The analyain of negated predicative clauses is very similar to that of tense-marked clayses. i
Pa heads » Negation Phrase, and the subject is generated in Spec of the Negation Phrase, where !
it ia head-governed.?” In (28) | give the structuzes for the negated wominal phrase Houki pa yon

dokiéd ‘Bouki is not a docior'.

(28)  D-structmre : [yp [ 1° lnegpr Bouki [n,, Ineg Pa)  [pp yon dokié | HI
S-structure ¢ [;p Bouki; | 1I° INegr & [weg {neg pa}  [np yon doked | |}}

MThe stewctures in (27) fall directly in line with the ‘subject-in- VP hypotheais of Koopman & Spartiche (1988},
» Alternniely, il Houki i hane.-genersted adjoined to the DP von doki?, ite teace Lhere, aller movement to
Spec(11'), would also he head-governed hy te. .
" When er co-nccare with both tr and a non-propominal aubject an in (i), the construction is & teft-dislorated !
structure, with se in Spec{IP) (alter movement from Spec af ihe VP headed by te) and with Bouki sdjeined to .
IP {CF DeGeal (1992} and Déprer & Vinel {1991)). H
"Rut, an in note (25) regarding tenne.marked clauses, Bouki could also originate adjoined to DP and atill he .
head-governed (hy pm in this canr). I\
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3.8  Absence of Se When the Subject Is Questioned

Firat note that, in simple questions, the complementizer ki co-nceurs with the wh-element only
when the wh-element originates in subject pasition: ! i

(29)a, Bouki renmen Mari “Bouki loves Mari”
Bouki love = Mari g

b. kimoun { * ki )} Bouki renmen “Wbo;doen Bouki fove?”
who Kl Nouki love |

c kimoun Y ki ) renmen Mari YWho lovea Mari?"
who Ki love  Mari i

|

That ki occurs oaly with movement from nubject position suggests that jts presence ia
required for head-government. Thia patiern resembles a classical case of subject/objert aaym-
metey. The object position i head-governed by the verb, hut the subject position, Spec({IP}),
in not head-governed hy I° which is null (although Spec{iP') is Case-marked though Spec.Head
agreement with 1°), Recall that the deep subject first moves from SC-5P to Spec{IP). Thus
wh-movement of subjects in predicate entenees goes thrangh Spec(lP). N

!
When the subject is wh-moved, the appeatance of ki does not depend of the category of
the predicate, whether it he VP, AP, P, NP or DP: |

(30)a. kimoun Y ki ) [yp renmen Mari | “Who loves Mary?”
* whe " KI love Mari ¢

b. kimoun *( & } [sp malad ] ' | “Who Is sick?"
: who Kl sick 5

c kimoun *( ki ) [pp aubn tab  Ig | “Wheo is under the table?”
who Kl under  table  DET B

d. kimoun *{ ki ) Inp  dokie ] “Who is a doctor?™
who Kl doctor |

e kimoun *( ki ) lpp yon  dokté ] “Who is a doctor]”
who Ki DET  doctor !

(30) furthers my argument that subject wh-movement goes through Spec(IP} and not
ditectly from SC-SP to Spec(CP). Indeed, with AP, PP and NP, SC-5P is in Spec and Is head-
governed by the head of the predicate, wheress, with DP, SC-SP is in adjoined position and
is not head-governed. Thercfore, if the appearance of ki was regulated by whether 5C-SP was
head-governed, then ki would be required only with DI predicates. Given, that &f is required
with all sorts of predicates, we must assume that jts appearance is required for head-government
of Spec{IP), which in the case of siinple senlences (s not head-governed.” We further asaume
that ki ia a complementizer, eccupying the head of (P (Konpman, 1982, |

Now, how can | explain (30e)? In (30e), the predicate is DI, SC-SP is not head-governed
from innide the Small Clause, but se is absent. The appearanre of ki as head of CP has the fol.
lowing effect. Not only doces ki head-gavern Spec(1%), it alan heack-governs SC-SP, rendering the
appearance of se aptional. I, a potential closer head-governor, does not block head-government

™ Buat, see DeGralf (1o appesr; in presa} for the different hehavior of ki in embedded clauses.

®lnutead of ki occurring in €, why doesn’t ¢ [or i} occur in Spec(IP) in order 1o prevent the ECP vinlation?
[ dom™t have a gnod answer at this point, but [ ran restate the yuestion maore sugpeslively an: Why is insesting
the avert head ki tesa 'contly” than inserting the maximal projeciion se?

]
\
‘
i
|
|
|
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of $C-8P through Mini‘ma.lity beeanse I and 1P are defective in terins of barrierhood {Chomsky,
19860, p. 470).

(31) |op kimoun; et e ki][tp el ® |pp { ::'_ } lop yon  dokté 11111
whe Kl DET  doctor

Why ie the appearance of se in (31} optional, not ungrammatical, whereas such appearance
would be ungrammatical in hotk (30b) and {30c)? I will venture that this distinction might
be related 1o the ‘distance’ belween governor and governee. In (31), intervening between the
governor and the governee, there exint: 1) one maximal projection, 17'; and 2) the site for one
potential head-governor, I°. As a result, s¢ may ‘spell out’ the trace ;. In {30b) and (I0c)
the governor (the lexical head of the predicate) and the governee {(in Spec) are under the very
same maximal projertion and the appearance of 2 apelling-out the trace &; would produce
ungrammaticality: Kimoun ki (* se ) malad £, Kimoun ki (* 2e ) anba tab laf.

4 Implications for the Syntax of Small Clauses

If my proposal is on the right course, Small Clauses ate neither uniformly maximal projections
with subject in Spec (asin Stowell) nor uniformly adjunction strustures with subject sister Lo &
maximal projection (as in Manzini (1983) or, more recently, lleycock (1991)). They are either
Siawellian® or ‘Manzinian' depending on the category of their head: In AP, PP, and NP Smalt
Clauses, aubject is in Spec; in DF Smail Clausen, subject is adjoined to DP.

This 'hybtid® approach to the syntax of A Small Clanses solves Stowell's {Stowell 1983,
note 30; Stowell 1980, p. 252M) dilemmna ahout 1he structure of English DP Small Clauses where
the DP in predicate position contains a possessive pronoun or a getitive DP, as in the follow.
ing: “John canxiders James { hix | Maty's ) best friend”. An noted by Srowell, the preceding
sentences are problematic given that le ponits subjecte in Spec for all Small Clausea.  Biut
Spec(DP) in the embedded clanses “James { his | Mary's } best friend” is preempted by the
putsessive pronoun of the genitive DP, In my account, the subject of DY ia always adjoined to
DP and thete is no contention for the Sper(DP) position. Yel, my analysis takes advantage of
Stowell's insights (with respect to Small Clauses which are headed by lexical eategories).

In a related vein, my analysis of predication in 1A supports the distinction between NP
and DP {Abney, 1987; Stowell, 1989), and arguea that this distinetion has repercussions on he
syntax of Small Clauses and on the symax of predication. In Haitian, the structural differences
between NP and DI are overtly reflected in the patierns they give rise to when used as predicates:
only in NP Small Clanses is the deep subject not head-governed by the predicate head, and this
failure of head-government is manifested hy the surfacing of se asa resunplive anaplior.

One finab generalization suggested by the data is that all lerieal categoties have their Sper
position available as sultject of predication at 1)-structare, whereas this might sot necessarily
lie so with finctional categories auch as D? (and 19, C", etc.). Thus Stowell's {1983, p. J0R)
hypothesis that “the subjert position shonld he generalized across [the Spec of] syntaclic cate-
gories™ might need 1o he restricled 1o lexical categories, So, in nme Aense, my praposal could
he interpteted as a finer-toned veesion of Stowell's,

Al
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