Cross-dialectal variation in Northern Russian: the'perfect’ with past passive participle

1. Northern Russian dialects have developed a spddrad of participial perfect/resultative
constructions that displays interesting propertietgvant for linguistic theory in many respects —
subjecthood, case assignment, agreement and, yjothlel high degree of their cross-dialectal
variation.

2. In these constructions, while the external argunier{optionally) expressed by the locative PP
u + cen, the internal argument can surface, in the differarieties where the participle carries the
invariable—n-o/-t-oNeuter inflection, either in Nominative case, @agli), or in Accusative, as in (2):

(1) Muz-to u nej ubito

husbandvom masc sg-PRT at heen kill-prtc pst pass-neut

‘She killed (her) husband’ (Kuz'mina & Neéienko 1971 [=KN]:35)
(2) U dedka-to merézu ostavleno

at grandpaen fishnetacc fem sg  leave-prtc pst pass-neut

‘Grandpa left a fishnet’ / ‘A fishnet has been leftgrandpa’ (KN: 38)

What is more, in those dialects where the partci@s again no agreement with the internal argument
but carries the Masculine inflection in-&/-t-@,only NOM is licensed on the “object” nominal:

(3) Osin-a u zajc-a gryze-n
aspemnowm fem sg at hareen gnaw-prtc pst pass-masc sg
‘The aspen is gnawed by a/the hare’ (Obnorskij 1553

Finally, other dialects display agreement of thdigiple in gender and number with the argument in
Nominative, yielding the canonical passive struetoir (4).

(4) Sapka-to u parnja v okno broSena
hatnom fem sg-PRT  at bogen in window throw-prtc pst pass-fem sg
‘The hat has been thrown out of the window by altbyg (KN: 24)

3. Since Timberlake’s (1976) first analysis of thesastructions, many proposals have addressed the
issue of subjecthood, regarding the locative P® ‘agiirky subject” (Lavine 1999; see also Rivero &
Savchenko 2005 canticausatives in Russiaor an “ergative” subject, generated in an intatiaie
projection between TP and VP (Jung 2009), in aid@shkimilar to Lavine’s(2005) account aid/-to
constructions in Polish and Ukrainian or to Sigsadss (2002) proposal for Standard Russian
infinitival constructions like (5):

(5 Emu citat" knigu.

He-par read-inf bookacc ‘He has to read a book’

Yet if theu + cen PP is the only carrier of subject of the senteseatences where the PP is omitted
and only an impersonal or passive reading is plessiis (6), remain unexplained. Moreover, cross-
dialectal variation is taken into account only lojg (2009) whereas the different agreement patterns
of the auxiliary (with the participle (6) or witithe NP in NOM (7)) in past-tense sentences have not
received an explanation so far.

(6) Pereecha-n-o by-I-o dorog-a tut

cross-prtc pst pass-neut be-pst-neut sg raadiem sg here

‘the road was crossed here’/ ‘they/one crosseddahe here’ (KN: 36)
(7) Krovat by-l-a kuple-n-o uej

bed~nom fem sg  be-pst-fem sg buy- prtc pst pass-nauber

‘the bed was bought by her’/ ‘she (had) boughtitbé’ (KN: 43)

4. 1n a framework of unification of morphology and g (e.g. Manzini & Savoia 2007; Kayne 2010)
we will adopt the idea (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoul®®98 and many others) that as far as finite
verbs are concerned, the EPP can be checked dilgcthe agreement inflection of the verb. In the
sentences in (1)-(4) and (6)-(7), we propose thatvariation across dialects depends on the way in
which pieces of morphology such as the inflectiomedd - of the passive/past participle and the
endings e and o (for Neuter and Feminine respectively) satisfy HfeP requirement. The general
idea is that once this means of satisfaction avpgaty understood, the notion of quirky subject ban
altogether abandoned, at least for the cases dt han

5. Before considering the various patterns in (1)a@d (6)-(7) we need a preliminary step concerning
the nature of the agreement inflection of the mtfeassive participle. We assume that exactlynas i
Italian (Burzio 1986) the participial inflection igks up’ the internal argument of the verb (as in



‘ergative’ or to be more precise ‘active’ langugge€onsider then (1) (and (6)-(7) as well) whére t
internal objects are marked NOM. We propose thatd ending of the Neuter checking the D/EPP
position acts as an ‘expletive’, i.e. as a argumadguiaceholder whose referential filling dependsts
relation with an associate (Chomsky 1995) — whicparticipial structures will correspond to the DP
realizing the internal argument. In this way in tdeafiguration (8), corresponding to (1), a pretiea
relation between D and the (internal argumgrdP is instantiated.

(8) [ [ ubityy] [o 0l [or Muz-tay]
The same structure can be entertained for ovegigeing examples of the type in (4) where the
identification of the internal argumemtwith the verb-internal D position and the DP r&alj the
internal argument comes from their sharing oftal teferential properties, as it has been propdsed,
instance, for the agreement relatgubject clitic — D inflection — postverbal subj@ttsome Northern
Italian dialects (Manzini & Savoia 2007). In oth&ords, we propose that the parameter between a
dialect like (4) and a dialect like (1) is the sakmown from French (9)

(9) Il vient des enfants

It come-3s some children

where the verb inflection agrees with the expletives its English counterparhere come some boys,
where it does not.
The external argument remaining unassigned, admits of a lexicalizatfoough ay-phrase realised
by a PRu+cen or as an implicit/generic argument, yielding fostance the impersonal reading of (6).
6. We are left with examples of the type in (2), whére internal argument shows up as ACC. The
presence of ACC case in an environment with applgrew overt agent nominal is reminiscent of
existential constructions in some languages, l@ngh (10) (cf. ACC clitic in (9b))

(10) a.Hay un hombre enla habitacion b. Lo hay

have-3s a man in theroom cL.acc have-3s
‘there is a man in the room’

or, even more closely, with facts like the NOM/AC&ternation of the internal argument in
passive/impersonal constructions in Sakha, as stecliby Baker & Vinokurova (2010). This suggests
that the ACC case here may be assigned not byragreevith a functional head but configurationally
as in Marantz’s (1992) theory of Dependent Caséchwtates that ACC is possible only when there is
a second position available. Hence, we propose ith#his case the-o invariant inflection is an
expletive whose associate is the external argubenit overtly realized aslay-phrase or not), so to a
obtain a configuration where the conditions reqliiee assign dependent case are met: we have in fact
a subject position (i.e-0) not bearing a lexically governed case and a rdisthominal position
(meréza governed by the same V+l position, whereaeréZa being in turn not assigned a lexically
governed case, falls under the second point otise realization disjunctive hierarchy (“dependent”
case). This is enough to fostavle-nto assign accusative case down to the object) athier words,
for -0 to license accusative caseropréza

References

AvLexiapou, A. & AnacNostorouLou, E., 1998. Parametrizing Agr. NLLT, 16(3): 491-539. — Baker, M. & Vinokurova, N.,
2010. Two modalities of case assignment: case in Sakha. NLLT 28(3): 593-642 — Burzio, L., 1986. ltalian Syntax,
Dordrecht: Reidel — Comsky, N., 1995. The minimalist program, Cambridge (Mass.): MIT Press. — Jung, H., 2009.
Ergativity in North Russian. In G. Zybatow et al. (eds.), Studies in Formal Slavic Phonology: Proceedings of FDSL 7.
Frankfurt am M.: Peter Lang: 143-156. — Kawng, R. S., 2010. Toward a Syntactic Reinterpretation of Harris and
Halle (2005). In R. Bok-Bennema et al. (eds.), Romance languages and linguistic theory 2008, Amsterdam: John
Benjamins: 146-170. - Kuz'mina, 1.B. & Nemcenko, E.V., 1971. Sintaksis pricastnych form v russkich govorach.
Moskva: Nauka. — Laving, J.E., 1999. Subject Properties and Ergativity in North Russian and Lithuanian. In K.
Dziwirek et al. (eds.), Workshop on Formal Approaches to. Slavic Linguistics, Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publishers:
307-328. — Laving, J.E., 2005. The Morphosyntax of Polish and Ukrainian -no/-to. Journal of Slavic Linguistics, 13:
75-117. — Manzni, M.R. & Savois, L.M. 2007. A unification of morphology and syntax. London: Routledge. —
Marantz, A. 1992. Case and licensing. In G. Westphal et al. (eds.). ESCOL '91, Columbus: Ohio State University:
234-253. — OsnNorski, S.P., 1953. Ocerki po morfologii russkogo glagola. Moskva: Izd. Akademii Nauk SSSR. —
Rivero, M. & Savchenko, U., 2005. Russian Anticausatives with Oblique Subjects. In S. Franks (ed.), Formal
Approaches to Slavic Linguistics 13. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications: 276-288. — Sicuresson, H.A., 2002. To
be an Oblique Subject: Russian Vs. Icelandic. NLLT, 20(4): 691-724. — Timeercake, A., 1976. Subject properties in
the North Russian Passive. In C. N. Li (ed.), Subject and Topic. New York: Academic Press: 545-570.



