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Abstract

In the recent typological literature on non-finite verb forms—convenkigjtives, action
nominals and participles—these forms have been defined both in terms of (i) their word
classes and (ii) their syntactic functions, often without difféaéng between the two
points of view. On the basis of data from Uralic and Indo-European laggjoégurope,
this paper is intended to clarify and refine the definitions obactominals, converbs and
infinitives. It appears that action nominals can be defined quitdysamperbal nouns (and
participles as verbal adjectives), whereas infinitives and converbs aredsdihed with
reference to their complementary functions, the differencedaetiihe two categories lying
in their relative obligatoriness vs. optionality in a sentence. Furthermoraygfued that
the mutual relations of various non-finites are best understood byrargritiem from
both synchronic and diachronic perspectives simultaneously, as converbsratidesf
often have their origins in case-marked action nominals.

1. I ntroduction

In this paper, | aim to examine and develop definitions of certain ofpesb
forms that in traditional terminology are characterized nas-finite
Apparently, the most common subcategories of non-finites include fbats t
have been labeled infinitives, participles, converbs andragtminals (verbal
nouns omasdar$. The view that these subcategories make up a more or less
organized system of non-finites seems not to have gained much tredoretic
interest until the typological studies of non-finites—especially cdos+eiin

the 1990's. Consequently, much of what will be said in this paper about
different kinds of non-finites and their mutual relations will leatered on
recent typological studies of converbs and the relgtaenty overall views of
non-finites there.
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Even though this paper aims to contribute to the general typology of non-
finites, it must be admitted that the typological perspective adbeteds in
fact very narrow, not extending far from the confines of what has been
understood as Standard Average European (see e.g. van der Auwera 1998a:
814ff.; Haspelmath 2001). The focus is almost entirely on synthetic, suffixal
languages spoken in Europe, and for the present purposes—but by no means
universally—the notion ofon-finite is largely taken for granted and
understood in its traditional sense; i.e., in contrast to finite forms, naesfi
are not usually marked for such categories as tense, mood, aspect,qoers
number, and they do not function as only predicates of independent sentences
(cf. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1999: 146). Another working hypothesis that makes
non-finites look much simpler than they actually are is the assumihiat
most non-finites can easily be analyzed as belonging to one of the four
subcategories discussed here. However, it seems unquestionable that the
categories infinitive, participle, converb and action nominal are, to quote
Haspelmath (1995a: 1) on converbsiniversally applicableor cross-
linguistically valid in the sense that they are found in various languages
irrespective of their genetic and areal connections, and must beaseen
belonging in some way or other to universal grammar.” The main fochis of t
paper is on defining converbs, infinitives and action nominals andribaial
relations; participles will be discussed to a lesser extent. These fiemesta
examined from a synchronic point of view only, but from a diachronic
perspective as well.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 summawpasnain
approaches to defining and classifying most typical non-finites, i.e. the
attempts to define non-finites by their word-classes (“the wtass
approach”) or by their syntactic functions (“the functional approach”). |
Section 3, | discuss the problematic asymmetry between the twoaapps
and try to point out some terminological and conceptual inacesrtt seem
to lead to such asymmetry. In Section 4, | reconsider the definiiods
interrelations of the main subcategories of non-finites witheat&r to certain
Uralic and Indo-European languages of Europe; the functional approach to
non-finites is favored as it can also take into account diachrariecdad less
common types of non-finites. The usefulness of the word-class apjsoach
examined in Section 5, where it is shown that lexicalization and
grammaticalization of non-finite verb forms appear to support the-olasd-
based definitions of only some non-finites, whereas others ardoetiéir
defined in terms of their syntactic functions. Section 6 presenusimary of
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different (synchronic and diachronic, function-based and word-class-based)
views on non-finites, their definitions and mutual relations.

2.  Main typesof non-finitesand their definitions

The subtypes of non-finite verb forms that are here callechthe typeof
non-finites include the infinitive, the participle, the converb and thierac
nominal. This is not to say that these forms are prototypical (toombined,”
“canonical” or “strict”; see e.g. V.P. Nedjalkov and I.V. Nedjalkov 1987: 75;
V.P. Nedjalkov 1995: 97; I.V. Nedjalkov 1998: 422, 425) in the sense of exact
one-to-one correspondence between non-finite forms and their functidns, as i
may well be the case that non-finites are most typicallgl irsenore than one
syntactic function (cf. van der Auwera 1998b: 275). Rather, the abstract
concepts behind the terms infinitive, participle, convetbaation nominal are
idealizations in many ways; in other words, one might call thegesfdeal
non-finites. Moreover, it seems that much of the recent typologsaiskion
on converbs and other non-finites rests on tacit assumptions about vglkat the
forms ideally are.

It is remarkable that it is not easy to find many languages where
inventory of non-finites really matches the ideal system offirotes that may
be inferred from the recent typology of non-finites. However, Hungareggn m
tentatively be considered a good representative; for the time beirgl) (1a
serve to illustrate the main types of non-finites, i.e. the infmi(1a), the
participle (1b), the converb (1c) and the action nominal (1d):

Hungarian
(1) a. A lany sir-ni akart -~ kezd-ett.
the girl cryiNF wantPAST.3sG beginPAST.3sG
‘The girl wanted ~ began to cry.’

b. Egy sir-6 lany be-jo-tt a szobé-ba.
a CryPTCPPRES  girl in-comePAST.3sG the roomuL
‘A crying girl entered the room.’

c. A lany sir-va jo-tt be a szobéa-ba.
the girl crycONv comePAST.3sG in  the roomiL
‘The girl entered the room crying.’

d. A lany sir-as-a ingerel engem.
the girl cryAN-3sG irritate.3G l.ACC
‘The girl's crying irritates me.’
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2.1 Non-finites as non-verbs

It is important to note that of the four non-finites that illugtthie main types
of non-finites, the last one, the action nominalis/-€g1d), is not considered
an inflectional verb form in traditional Hungarian grammar, but a derive
deverbal noun instead. The same holds true for many action nominals in
western European languages: even though they can often be formed from all
verbs in an entirely regular and productive manner, and the semaatiiarrel
between verb stems and action nominals always remairantiee they are still
considered derived nouns as they function as heads of NPsfwhctsens are
similar to NPs headed by underived nouns. In the descriptions of many Turkic
and Caucasian languages, however, action nominals are often treated as
paradigmatic verb forms to the extent that they are even usddtasdiorms
of verbs in dictionaries (e.g. in Lezgian, [Haspelmath 1996: 47]). Cross-
linguistically, action nominals form a long continubetween fully productive
forms with many verb-like syntactic properties and less produdeveed
nouns with various morphological, syntactic and semantic idiosyncrasies
(Comrie and Thompson 1985: 358—391; Koptjevskajatmdr®93). However,
it is good to bear in mind that action nominals are granted a statugeob
form (gerund in traditional descriptions of Latin and English as well. There
are also many other types (@fe)verbal nouns (denoting agents, results,
instruments etc.; see e.g. Comrie and Thompson 18985338; Koptjevskaja-
Tamm 1993: 18-21; Muysken 1999: 248-250), but it seems that only action
nominals have been considered non-finite verb forms every now and then.

Participles, in turn, have been definedvasbal adjectives. At the
beginning of European linguistic tradition, grammarians such as Dionysius
Thrax and Marcus Terentius Varro viewed Greek and Latin parscgde
word-classes of their own (Itkonen 1991: 193, 199). Gree#che ‘sharing,
partaking’ and its Latin calguaarticipiumwere used to refer to the view that
participles have morphosyntactic properties of both verbs amn8ince the
rise of the notion of adjective in the Middle Ages, participleshaditionally
been defined as verbal adjectives, and this tradition appears to continue
unquestioned: “Participles are defined as adjectivalfeents” (Koptjevskaja-
Tamm 1993: 42), “Participles are best defined as verbal adjectiVié®”
definition of participle (‘verb-derived adjective withiverbal paradigm’) . . .”
(Haspelmath 1994: 152).

The view that non-finites are not only verbs but also verb-derived
members of some other word-classes has been emphasized alonigewith t
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advent of the notion of converb in linguistic typology. The teamverbhas
been adopted to typological studies from the Altaicist tradition inrdade
avoid such obscure and complex terms@serbial participle conjunctive
participle, gerundor gerundive(Frenchgérondi) when speaking of non-finites
that are said to resemble adverbs to the extent that they carfiriezl des

ver bal adver bs (especially Haspelmath 1994: 153; 1995a: 3—4; 1996: 50; van
der Auwera 1998b: 276). At least in the descriptions of Uralic langusuyss,
non-finites have been labeled as verbal adverbs (GeNedbaladverp
already in the 19th century (e.g. Wiedemann 1884: 176-179).

It appears that consistent attempts to define non-finites bywtioed-
classes have not taken place before the 1990's and Martin Haspaimath i
particular. After having published papers on participles (1994) and converbs
(1995a, 1995b), Haspelmath has continued defining them uniformly within a
more theoretical framework. In his 1996 paper, he ptesesnotion oivord-
class-changing inflection as a partial answer to the problematic dichotomy
between the traditional ideas of inflection and derivation. In cortasie
present consensus, he argues that inflection, too, can be word-classwghangi
(ortranspositiond), a view already present in the writings of ChaBlaby and
Lucien Tesniere in the first half of the 20th century (Haspelmath 1996: 50).

In short, action nominals, participles and converbs are saefteztional
verb forms that simultaneously belong to the word-classes o nadjectives
and adverbs, respectively. They are considered inflectional on thetmsis
their formation is (nearly) completely regular, general and productive
(Haspelmath 1996: 47); however, they have morphological and syntactic
properties of word-classes other than verbs, and in this senseathdye c
analyzed as having acquired a new word-class membership. The reason t
regard them as verb forms at the same time is that theyyrdbe “lexeme
word-class” which determines thaternal syntax of the phrase (or clause)
headed by a non-finite; at the same time, howeveexitsenal syntax—the
syntactic status of the non-finite outside its phrase-ewl@pon its new “word-
form word-class” (p. 52). In example (2) from Lezgian, the actiommal has
the internal syntax of a verb (i.e., it governs the suljaatand the adverbial
modifier fad), but it is a noun by its external syntax, which can be seen from
the ergative case suffix required by the main predicate:

Lezgian (Haspelmath 1996: 44)

(2) wun fad qarag,-un-i cun tazub  iji-zwa
[you.ABs early get.upaN-ERG] We.ABS surprise dampPF
‘That you are getting up surprises us.’
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In Haspelmath'’s view, the phenomenon of word-class-changing inflection is
not limited to the formation of action nominals, participles and convbtbs,
nouns can be inflected into adjectives, adjectives into adverbs and so on. In
other words, if converbs are seen as verbal adverbs, suffixes such as English
-ly may be seen as devices to form adjectival advéxautiful-ly..), and

Upper Sorbian possessive adjectives, for instance, are examples nahomi
adjectives that preserve an internal syntax typical of nouns, eigutait
modifiers (Haspelmath 1996: 52). At the end of his article, Haspel(1a96:
58-62) acknowledges that the boundaries between inflection and derivation
and those between preservation and non-preservation of internal syntax are
vague; furthermore, he demonstrates that the degree of inflectionality
(regularity, productivity and generality) as oppotederivationality correlates

with the degree of preservation of internal syntax (for exceptions thiem
plausible tendency, see Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993: 263—-266). It should be
noted that while action nominals are traditionally considedederbal
derivations, participles are still seen as part of the verbadman; one
Important reason for this is apparently that in European languagessat |
participles preserve the internal syntax of verbs (e.g. accusateatjetter

than action nominals.

It might already be said at this point that it appears doubtful whethe
Haspelmath’'s ideas about word-class-changing inflection are equally
applicable for defining action nominals, participled aanverbs. Furthermore,
it is remarkable that when defining these types of non-finiteerdsl nouns,
adjectives and adverbs, he does not attempt to define infinitives or thei
relation to the other main types in any way.

2.2 Non-finitesby their syntactic functions

It was mentioned in the introduction that the traditional definitiorohy)
finiteness includes the observation that unlike finite forms, non4idibenot
usually function as only predicates of independent sentences. Convéisely, t
means that non-finites usually have other syntactic functions ilgat e
characterized as untypical of (finite) verbs. Therefore, it istequi
understandable that such non-predicative verb forms have been further
subdivided with reference to the various non-predicative functions they have.
One of the surprisingly few authors who define more than one
subcategory of non-finites solely in terms of their syntactic fonstis Igor’
V. Nedjalkov (1998). He distinguishes only three main types of naiesir(i)
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the participle, a non-finite used in the attributive function, (ii)dbeverb,

used in the adverbial function and (iii) the infinitive, used in the object
function in complement clauses (I.V. Nedjalkov 1998: 421-422; see also V.P.
Nedjalkov 1995: 97 ). It is noteworthy that this division is much in lirt@ wi
the common practice of subdividing finite subordinate clauses intoveelati
clauses, adverbial clauses and complement clauses (e.g. in Shopen 1985b and
the Croom Helm and Routledge descriptive grammars). Neither is it
uncommon to regard participial, converbal and infinitival constructions as
corresponding non-finite clauses. Table 1 provisionally describes functional
interrelations between these three types of non-finites and ftimdie f
counterparts. It is not supposed to provide new information but only to
explicate what seem to be some of the common but often implicinasens
about their functions:

Non-finite verb form: participle converb infinitive
(Finite) subordinate  relative clause adverbial complement
clause: clause clause
Syntactic function: attribute adverbial object

Table 1. The main functions of participles, converbs and infinitives (according to
Nedjalkov 1998: 421-422) and their finite counterparts (to be revised in Tables 3 and 4)

At first sight, there does not appear to be much difference whetttierglas
are defined as verbal adjectives or as attributes, i.e. as ntasfused in
similar noun-modifying functions as underived adjectives. In the samatvein,
might seem obvious thavarbal adverbmeans more or less the same as a verb
form that adverbially modifies a verb or a whole clause. However, in
comparison to the word-class approach to non-finites, in the functional
approach it is not infinitives but action nominals that are left deitshe
otherwise neat division in Table 1.

In the sections that follow, | will attempt to find solutions to plaetial
iIncompatibility between these two approaches. In other words, | arg toy
find a point of view from which all four main types—and some less#&ypi
non-finites in addition—can be seen as forming a more or lesgecisgstem
of non-finites. As will become clear in the next section, a gdeal of
confusion has resulted from mixing word-class-based definitions with
functional (syntactic) approaches to non-finites, although it is tleathese
two approaches are interconnected in many respects.
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3.  Problemsand inaccuraciesresulting from mixing the two
approachesto non-finites

In the preceding section, two different approaches to define non-finites were
shortly described, and it was seen that both the word-class approatie and
functional approach leave out one of the four main types, i.e. infinithas a
action nominals, respectively. The asymmetry between these twaeahps
appears to have remained unnoticed in earlier literature. However hidnee

been attempts to apply both approaches simultaneously; in $&ems that in
quite a few definitions of non-finites found in recent typological stjdieese
approaches are to some extent mixed. In my view, this has led tanacies

that hinder us from seeing some quite systematic interrelatibnedrethese
main types of non-finites. It will be argued below that there isstomng a
tendency to think that the word-class of a given non-finite can be deduce
solely from its syntactic functions; or vice versa, conclusions atiut
functions of particular non-finites are sometimes drawn from thenwng
already been defined in terms of their new “word-form word-class.”

It was mentioned in the previous section that Haspelmath (1994, 1995a, 1996)
defines action nominals as verbal nouns, participles as verbal adjectives, and
converbs as verbal adverbs. To be precise, it must be added that Hg actua
defines these categories by their syntactic functions as wadbrding to
Haspelmath (1995a: 3), “Table [2] shows the parallels between dwetyipes

of derived verb forms that are used when the verb is used in a notypicato
syntactic function”:

Word class: Noun Adjective Adverb

Derived verb masdar participle converb

form: (= verbal noun) (= verbal (= verbal adverb)
adjective)

Syntactic argument adnominal adverbial

function: modifier modifier

Table 2. Derived verb forms with different word class status (Haspelmath 1995a: 4; to
be revised in Tables 3 and 4)

In the following, | do not intend to go into details of various problems of
iIdentifying and defining word-classes either languaxgernally or universally.
Word-classes may be defined by various (phonological, morphological,
syntactic, semantic, pragmatic or ontological) criteria, di{ecombining two

or more of them to characterize prototypical representativeferdfedtit word-
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classes. In the functional-typological framework, it is customary to highlight
the importance of morphosyntactic and semantic crifergga Sasse 1993: 647—
651; Pajunen 1998: 60—61). As | will confine my remarks to predominantly
synthetic, suffixal Uralic and Indo-European languages spoken in Europe, |
presuppose—in accordance with the traditional view—that these languages
have separate word-classes of at least verbs, nouns, adjectivesdvarias,
which is a prerequisite to assuming that there mightvéséal nouns,
adjectives and adverbs in a language (cf. Haspelmath 1994: 152).

As was noted earlier, | will concentrate on examining the definiaods
interrelations of action nominals, converbs and infinitives. Participlébe
discussed less extensively in Sections 4.5, 5 and 6. For now, it ihd¢ncay
that | agree with Haspelmath (1994, 1995a and 1996), Koptjevskaja-Tamm
(1993: 42) and many others that participles are used mainly in a noun-
modifying, attributive function and that they have additideatures that make
it plausible to characterize them as verbal adjectives (e.g.ouded position
and case/number/gender agreement with the head noun). It is, however,
doubtful whether an attributive use of a non-finite alone is a serfificeason
to label it a verbal adjective; | will return to this in Section 6.

3.1 Action nominals

Action nominals (action nominalizatiomsasdarsnomina actionisgerunds

in the Latin and English sense) are, by definition, verbal nouns, i.e.
nominalized verbs that denote actions or processes. To continue speaking of
idealized main types of non-finites, | mean by action nominals swearly)

fully productive and regular forms that have basically all the morpheabgi

and syntactic properties of prototypical nouns. Admittedly, there tieeett

kinds of deviations from this ideal, such as the Latin gerurddn which

does not have a nominative form, or the Korean and Mongolian action
nominals, which lack genitive forms. The non-existence of some cass for
(e.g. genitive) or number marking of action nominals may sometimels res
from the fact that they are semantically impossible or inagqiplkc
(Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993: 37—38). Furthermore, | wish to emphasize that in
contrast to authors like Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1993), | do not use the term
action nominato refer to such more or less idiosyncratically derived deverbal
nouns as the Englistiestruction collapseor discovery(cf. Koptjevskaja-
Tamm 1993: 3-6); in this paper, the term refers to forms such as the English
gerund in ing and its equivalents in other languages.



194 JUSSIYLIKOSKI

One could imagine that it is not difficult to describe the syrdacti
functions of prototypical or ideal (and often actual) action nalsit{owever,
it seems to be a widespread practice that verbal nouns arebddsas
functioning as arguments only. One of the most explicit statsrmoétitis view
IS made by Haspelmath when explaining why his definition of converb
includes the notion addverbial(cf. Table 2):

The definitional criterion ‘adverbial (subordination)’ is primanitended to exclude
masdarsiverbal nouns (nonfinite verb forms specialized for argument
subordination, or complementation) and participles (nonfinite verb forms
specialized for adnominal subordination). (Haspelmath 1995a: 7; emphasis mine.)

Similarly, when defining converbs, van der Auwera (1998b: 278) refers to the
feature [targumental] that separates action nominals from non-amgaime
converbs. V.P. Nedjalkov (1995: 97), in turn, asserts that an action nominal
(“gerund,” “a deverbal noun that is part of the system of verb fQroegupies
the positions “of a nominal actant,” i.e. subject and object positiongasim
iIdeas can be inferred also from Noonan (1985: 60-62, 65), as he describes the
use of action nominals as complements only.

It should naturally be obvious that nouns function not only as arguments
but in other positions as well. Perhaps the most importdditianal” function
of action nominals is that they can be used as free adverbidlermdiecause
they usually inflect for all cases and function as complementsllof
adpositions. The action nominals in (1d) and (2) occur in argument (subject)
positions. The action nominal constructions in (3—4) serve to demonktrate t
less emphasized functions of action nominals:

Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 389, 391-392; 1995a: 39-40)

(3) Wici-n wezifa-jar hagisagwile-ldi tamamar-uni-z  kiligna
[self-GEN dutyL  conscientiousnessrDIR fulfill- AN-DAT  because]
kawxadi-z Xtirti-n Zemditdi-n arada  jeke hiirmet
chairmanpAT  village-GEN peopleseEN among big respect
awa-j.
be.inPAST

‘Since he fulfilled his duties conscientiously, the chairman enjoyedt gespect
among the villagers.’

(4) Ada-z Ali  amuq'-un patal wuc iji-da-t'a Ci-zwa-c-ir.
heDAT [[Ali stay-aAN  for] what doFUT-COND] KNOWAMPF-NEG-PAST
‘He didn’t know what to do in order for Ali to stay.’



DEFINING NON-FINITES: ACTION NOMINALS, CONVERBS ANDINFINITIVES 195

What makes the above definitions even more curious is that it is well known
that adverbial action nominal constructions such as in (3—4) exist dritdgha
widely recognized that converb forms—adverbial by definition—tend to
develop from adverbially used action nominals (Koptjaysk amm 1993: 44;
Haspelmath 1995a: 49; 1999: 114; Tikkanen 2001: 1121). In the li¢B+#4f,

it ought to be clear that the bottom line in Table 2 should be revistiso
action nominals are indicated to have syntactic functionstasnly arguments

but of adverbial modifiers as well. This, of course, renders thelglaral
(between action nominals, participles and converbs) that Taklg@nded to
demonstrate somewhat dubious. Moreover, the practice of describing action
nominals as “argumental” non-finites has had problematic effectseon@s

to understand the interrelations between infinitives and other non-finites.

3.2 Converbs

The definitions of converbs abound with terms suchverbal adverb
adverbial participle adverbial verb form adverbial modifier adverbial
subordination and adverbial functions and there are some quite
straightforward statements that the word-class status of a mtadan be
inferred from its syntactic functions:

Care should be taken to distinguish participles (= inflectional vaxhattives) . . .
from verb forms used for adverbial subordinatioa,verbal adverbs (Haspelmath
1994: 153; emphasis mine.)

A converb is defined here ashonfinite verb form whose main function is to mark
adverbial subordinationAnother way of putting it is that converbs are verbal
adverbs, just like participles are verbal adjectives. (elasgth 1995a: 3; emphasis in
bold mine.)

It should be clear that an adverbial modifying function alone does ndtiresul

a word-class status of an adverb, although definitions of adverbs allg usua
based on their syntactic functions to a much greater degree thati@efiof

verbs, nouns or adjectives (Sasse 1993: 664). The so-callediativesitions

In a sentence may be occupied by nouns in adverbial case forms, addositiona
phrases and finite adverbial clauses as well, and their serharttons (as
modifiers of time, manner and place etc.) are approximatehathe as those

of true, normally inflexible adverb&ére now, yesterdaywell etc.), which in

turn are often labeled adverbs only for lack of reasons to regardafem
members of any other word-class (cf. Sasse 1993: 664; van der AL8%&ra
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8). It is regrettable that many of the misstatements concetmengation of
adverbialseem to result from its multiple meanings, referring to a siiata
function (comparable to e.gubjector attribute) on the one hand, and to
similarity or identity with the word-class of adverbs (eminaloradjectiva)
on the other.

Even though action nominals and participles can be considered verb
forms that have an external syntax typical of nouns and adjectives,
respectively, it appears more difficult to defend the view thiaterbs possess
properties allowing them to be characterized as verbal adverbsalfieis
not clear whether adverbs as a word-class have any specific nagichabbr
syntactic properties (besides the lack or scarcity of infiegthat distinguish
them from other constituents in adverbial positions. The imp&irtant reason
to view converbs as verbal adverbs appears to be the desire torsessthe
analogues to verbal nouns and verbal adjectives, which are much better
established (see Section 6). Furthermore, the definitions of adverbs (or
adverbials, for that matter) represent a paradigm exarhpléainition whose
circularity is widely acknowledged and still accepted: adverbsepeatedly
said to modify “non-nouns,” i.e. verbs, entire clauses, adjecneadver bs
(e.g. Schachter 1985: 20; Sasse 1993: 663; Ramat and Ricca 1994 290, 307;
van der Auwera 1999: 9). Thus, the terarbal adverbdoes not suffice to
specify that the non-finites in question are practically moditeéverbs, VPs
or entire clauses, but not of adjectives or adverbs. (In the folloadvgrbial
Is used to denote “ad-verbial” and “ad-sentential” syntactic functions only.)

3.3 Infinitives

In spite of the traditional idea of infinitives as part ofsbecalled non-finite or
nominal verb forms, they have not been labeled verbal nouns in recent
typological literature. This appears to be a correct decisidredsearbal noun

slot” (as in Table 2) is, in a sense, better reserved for action nominals, which
have essentially all morphological and syntactic properties of nounsashe
infinitives generally lack such properties (e.g. case inflectior; aso
Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993: 36-37). It is, however, somewhat dissatisfying to
think that the infinitive is the only main type of non-finites thatsinot have a

new word-form word-class and that, accordingly, one should be led to
conclude that only infinitives must be classified as verbs and verlgs onl
(besides Haspelmath 1995a, 1996, see Noonan 1985: 65). When it comes to
more functional approaches to non-finites, the definitions of infinitares
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action nominals look very much alike, to a degree that rather obscure
statements have arisen about the mutual relations of actionalspsionverbs

and infinitives. — These problems will be discussed more thoroughly in the
following section.

It was mentioned above that I.V. Nedjalkov (1998: 421-422) considers
the infinitive one of the three main types of non-finites, and accotdihg
functional definition infinitives are used as objects, i.e. inglement clauses.
Other authors hold very similar views: In his cross-linguistic statly
infinitives, Haspelmath (1989) does not present an exact definition of the
infinitive, but in his view infinitives tend to originate from purposive
(adverbial) verb forms that are gradually used in diffekens of complement
clauses, as complements of manipulative verbs (‘order’, ‘causeaiedatve
verbs (‘want’, ‘prefer’), modal predicates (‘be able’, ‘have toyaleative
predicates (‘interesting’, ‘funny’), and later in the grammatzzdion process
as complements of verbs of thinking (‘seem’, ‘believe’), utteransayf;
‘claim’) and cognition (‘know’, ‘realize’) (Haspelmath 1989: 2989p9n the
same vein, Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1993: 44) states that cross-lingllystica
infinitives occur as complements of manipulative and desiderative, \z1ths
according to V.P. Nedjalkov (1995: 97) infinitives typically function as
“clausal actants” of such verbs begin order, etc. Thus, the Hungarian
infinitive, occurring as a complement of the veskar ‘want’ andkezdbegin’
in (1a), can be considered a typical infinitive.

Complement clauses—both finite and non-finite—dremounderstood as
objects, but it is also common to acknowledge that there are othereanigiim
positions where very similar clauses occur. When discussing sehtentia
complementation, Noonan (1985: 42) states that complementation is

the syntactic situation that arises when a notional sentence dicgiren is an
argument of a predicate. For our purposes, a predication can be vievaed as
argument of a predicate if it functions as the subject or object of that predicate.

However, it should be noted that many adverbials, too, can be regarded as
arguments in the sense that they @sBgatory dependents without which
sentences may be considered ungrammatical or at least dlliptgc&John
wentvs. John wenhome ~ to sleeficf. Itkonen 2001: 320-322). It will be
demonstrated in Section 4.3 that infinitives are best defined asmtas-that

are used in various argumental functions, including obligatory adverbials. It
also notable that when converbs are definedlasrbial the term is constantly
—though implicitly—used to refer twee adverbial modifiers, i.eadjuncts.
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Although the boundaries between arguments and adjuncts are by no means
clear-cut, it appears that itobligatorinesqor van der Auwera’s [1998b: 278]
feature [targumental]) that best characterizes the differbeteeen the
traditional notion of infinitive and the more recent notidconverb. Adopting
this view, | wish to discard the completely unrelated view that the difference
between infinitives and converbs could be described in terms of wosl-clas
membership (i.e. verbs vs. verbal adveftByrthermore, it appears that the
functional approach is much more applicable than thrdelass approach also
when the mutual relations of infinitives, converbs and other non-finiges a
examined from a more diachronic perspective.

To conclude this section, | present a preliminary resiand combination
of Tables 1 and 2. Table 3 takes into account all four main types-diites.
According to what has been argued above, it is the infinitives and not the
action nominals that are presented as “argumental” non-finitesuld be
superfluous to specify functions of action nominals as they are catyplet
deducible from the fact that action nominals are verbal nanghsaccordingly,
have essentiallgll the functions of underived nouns. On the other hand, both
the infinitive and the converb are defined only in terms of tioeniementary
syntactic functions, and they are left without designation of new, nontverba
word-classes:

Non-finite verb infinitive  converb participle action nominal
form:
Syntactic function: argument (free) attribute —
(= subject, adverbial
object, (= adjunct)
obligatory
adverbial)
“New word-class”: — — adjective noun

Table 3. The four main types of non-finite verb forms, their syntactic functions and
“new word-classes” (revision of Tables 1 and 2, to be further revised in Table 4)

The contents of Table 3 will be scrutinized in more detail in the sections that
follow. Diachronic development of various non-finites in Uralic and Indo-

! Although it appears that no one has expressed such a view expdieilg.g. Noonan
(1985: 65) and Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1993: 25).
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European languages of Europe will be used to demonstratiedieista cross-
linguistic tendency for case-marked verbal nouns to develop into various new
non-finites that usually fit the more or less established conoéptBnitives

and converbs. Deviations from these main types are easily defirled wi
reference to their syntactic functions.

4. On definitions and interrelations of action nominals, conver bs and
infinitives with referenceto Uralic and I ndo-Eur opean languages
of Europe

4.1 Thefunctionsof action nominalsdistribute over infinitives and
converbs

In this section, | continue to comment, clarify and refine some afettent
statements concerning the mutual relations of action nominals, vémand
converbs. The following quotations will help to understand myraegation:

.. . the verb forms calladfinitive in most European and many other languages do
have a specific form and a specific meaning (Haspelmath 1989) tirdsiare
generally used (a) in complement clauses with (roughly) isreadianing and (b) in
purpose clauses. . . . One important function of infinitives is to marpdpive)
adverbial subordination. . . . Thus, should we say that an infinitive is aokind
converb? Probably not. The best-known infinitives, those of European languages,
lack one crucial converb property: thaséinitives are not used primarily for
adverbial subordination, but their primary use is in complement clauses.
Evidently, we are dealing here with a continuum of grammatic¢edizaerstwhile
purposive forms are increasingly used in a nonadverbial complement fundteon. T
more a purposive form moves away from its original adverbial fundtiengss it
can be regarded as a converb. (Haspelmath 1995a: 28; emphasis mine.)

V.P. Nedjalkov and I.V. Nedjalkov [1987say explicitly that a converb is not an
infinitive. Haspelmath (1995: 28) would agree, but his claim that ttegoey of
infinitive is not on a par witimasdar participle and converb is convincinine
functions of infinitives distribute over masdarsand converbs. (van der Auwera
1998b: 275; emphasis mine.)

%2 Nedjalkov and Nedjalkov (1987: 75) argue that a prototypical converb, among other
things, “does not occur in the position . . . of the predicate actanthughihe canonical
position of a prototypical infinitive (cf. V.P. Nedjalkov 1995: 97; van der Aaw®98b:

274).
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In other words, Haspelmath (1995a: 28) states that (i) converbs funstion a
adverbials and (ii) infinitives function mainly as complements anal]e¢sser
extent, as adverbials expressing purpose. Furthermore, it is thiuatteon

of a purposive verb form (or a purposive converb) where true, complemental
infinitives often originate. Haspelmath does not really discussaatiminals

In this connection, but van der Auwera (1998b: 275) seems to interpret him as
if he defined converbs as adverbials, action nominals as complenmahts, a
infinitives as both complements and adverbials. — Recall thatarafhuivera

(p. 278) defines action nominals as having the feature [+argumental], thus
accepting Haspelmath’s (1995a: 7) view that they are non-firspesialized

for argument subordination, or complementation” (see SectiorCh#)could
suspect whether Haspelmath (1995a) is really claiming thaitivéis are “not

on a par” with other non-finites as van der Auwera sees it. Honeweetater
paper on converbs he indeed appears to hold this opinion:

Theconverbis best defined here as ‘a non-finite verb form whose main furistion
mark adverbial subordination’. .. In being an adverbial verb form, itasiatwith
three other main kinds of non-finite verb forms: participles (@ectival verb forms
used in relative clauses), verbal nouns (nominal verb forms used in coemple
clauses or noun clau$esand infinitives (which are typically intermediate
between verbal nouns and converbs in that they occur both in complement
clauses and adverbial clauses of purpose, cf. Haspelmath 1989). (Haspelmath
1999: 111; emphasis mine.)

In the following, | aim to argue for a nearly opposite view on thergltgions
of these forms. More specifically, | wish to demonstrate that, contragnto
der Auwera’s (1998b: 275) claim that “the functions of infinitives tdhate
overmasdarg= action nominals] and converbs,” it is more reasonable to say
that the functions of action nominals distribute over infinitives and
converbs, and furthermore, at least from a panchronic perspective to non-
finites, it is the category of action nominals that appears notdo bgar with
infinitives and converbs.

Although nominal functions of action nominals have already been
presented in examples (1d) and (2—4) from Hungarian and Lezgian, sentences

3 The mention ofhoun clausekere might be taken as referring to the use of NP-like action
nominal constructions in non-argument (= adverbial) functionsHimeever, Haspelmath
does not in any way spell out this possibility, and it would cleanhradict his earlier
statements about the functions of action nominals (cf. Section 3).
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(5-6) exemplify the use of the Komi action nominalém, a descendant of
the supposedly Proto-Uralic action nominatimA:

Komi (KomiLuke 7:45)

(5) sij6 menam lokt-dm-s'an'-0j ez na dugdyv
s/he [IGEN COMEAN-EGR-1SG NEG.PAST.3SG yet Ceas€ONNEG
kok-6s okal-om-ys'.

[feet-ACC.1SG  KISSAN-ELA]
‘She, since | came in, has not ceased to kiss my feet.’

Komi (KomiJohn 11:31)

(6) Marlja-lys’ termas'-6mon mododts'-6m-s6 addz-6m  boryn
[[Mary-ABL  hurry-CONV  leaveAN-ACC.35G SeeAN after]
jevr'ej-jas tSo6ts pet-i-sny bors'a-ys.
jew-PL immediately g@AST-3PL after-3G
‘After seeing Mary leave hurriedly, the Jews followed her immediately.’
lit. “After seeing Mary’s leaving hurrying, ...”

In Komi, as in many Uralic and Turkic languages of easternmost Euhape,
action nominal constructions constitute an important part of clausal
subordination. The action nominal-imis a fully productive verbal noun that
preserves the internal syntax of verbs to the extent that it saicesative
objects kokis[5], mododts'orei [6]) and adverbial modifierdgdrmas'émaon

[6]), even though the “subject” is usually marked with the genitive aitiabl
case or a possessive suffix on the action nominal iteeih@mloktoms'ardj

[5], Marfjalys . . . mddodts'oso[6]).* The most important thing to note about
these examples is that action nominal constructions function as objects
(accusativen6dodts'ored), as obligatory adverbials (elatigkalonys) and as
optional, free adverbials (egressigktonsan'édj, adpositionahddz6nboryn).

As can be inferred from the English translation ofKBkos okalomyshay be
equated with infinitives, i.e. non-finites that are used primarily for
complementation. If the governing clausgé . . . ez na dugdyw She has

* Nominative “subjects” of thedmform are also possible, exgs'kydlun verm-6m-6dz
[righteousness winN-TERM] ‘until the victory of righteousness’ = ‘until righteousness
wins’ and petuk-ys kytsas'-0m-6dmosterNoM.3SG crow-AN-TERM] ‘until the rooster
crows’ (7a; Ylikoski 2001: 211, 221-222 n. 11). The ablative ddse'jalys in [6]) is
used when the head noun (accusative-markédodts'ored) is the object of the main
predicate; this kind of complementarity resembles ordinary N&lg@ct positions, where
the ablative case replaces the otherwise genitive-marked pms®egsBartens 2000: 93—
94).
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not ceasedvere left without their non-finite complements, they would remain
more or less elliptical.

4.2 Converbs

The optional action nominal constructiomenam loktéms'an'én (5) and
Mar'jalys' termas'omén mododts'omso addzom bdaryr{6) functionally
resemble converbal constructions where non-finite heads are magssor |
opaque forms committed to particular adverbial subordinating functioss. It i
in principle, possible to replae@eldzém borymith an obsolete and dialectal
converb inrmys't addzém borymand the converbalddzymys'have identical
meanings of anteriority (‘after seeing’). The egressive action marform
loktdms'an'djexpresses the interpropositional relation labeled as ‘since’-
Anteriority (1.V. Nedjalkov 1998) oferminus a qugKortmann 1997; 1998).
Its semantic counterpart§,erminus ad quen{‘until’) and Posteriority
(‘before”), can be expressed either by transparently case-madtiexth a
nominals (7a) or by opaque converbs (7b):

Komi Permyak (IO p. 55, KomiPMatthew 26:75)

(7) a. petuk-ys kytsas'-6m-0dz te  kuim-is' Gtigizan
[roosterNOM.3SG  CrOWAN-TERM] you 3£ELA  renounceruT.2sG
me dynis'".

I from
b. petuk kytsas'-tbdz kuim-is'te me dynis' sus'kis'-an.
[rooster croweoNv] 3-ELA  you | from  renounceuT.2sG

‘Before the rooster crows, you will deny me three times.’

Furthermoretermas'dmonn (6) could in principle be analyzed as an action
nominal €6m) in the instrumental case(), although the formation HFEmMon

has otherwise acquired additional semantic functions that exceedaném

of plain nouns in the instrumental case, and consequently, forms like
termas'omorcan be considered converbs as well (Fokos-Fuchs 1958: 284—
287; Ylikoski 2001: 206—-207).

> Here, as elsewhere in this paper, the tepaquerefers to the opacity of a non-finite
marker in itself, even though its relation to the verb stem mayube straightforward.
Likewise, a non-finite construction is said tottensparentwhen the combination of an
action nominal marker and a case suffix attached to it is morphballygand semantically
transparent.
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The following Bible verse is a particularly illustrative exaenpl the fact
that the syntactic functions of converbs are exact equivalents obéalyer
used verbal nourend underived nouns (such as proper names) alike:

Komi (KomiMatthew 1:17; also Ylikoski 2001: 212)
(8) tadzi Ovram-s'an' David-0dz dzon'nas das n'ol*tsiuaz
so  AbrahaneGr David-TERM totally 14 generation
Vavilon mu-6  voétly-tddz David-s'an’ das n'ol' talmauz
[Babylon landiL exile-conv] DavidEGrR 14 generation
Vavilon  mu-60  votl-om-s'an’ Kristos-6dz bara  das n'ol
[Babylon landiL exileAN-EGR] Christ-TERM again 14
ts'uanvuz
generation
‘So from Abraham to David there are fourteen generations; and feia Dntil the
carrying away into Babylon there are fourteen generations; andtfremarrying
away into Babylon to Christ there are fourteen generations.’

Again, the converb intddz (votlytddz is interchangeable with an action
nominal with the terminative case suffix (cf. 7a—b; sekogki 2001: 212, 222

n. 13). In fact, the formation wtodzitself consists of an earlier verbal noun in
*-t followed by the terminative suffixddz(see e.g. Fokos-Fuchs 1958: 295—
299). However, a%-t is not a productive suffix any longet)dz must be
analyzed as an opaque, indivisible converb marker.

Morphological, syntactic and semantic similarities betwese-saffixed
nouns, action nominals and converbs abound in many Uralic languages as new
converbal forms seem to be constantly developing from nominally ieflect
action nominals. As a result, many of the converbs retain tratesiobrigin
so that the boundaries between action nominal constructions and converbs
remain vague. The most common types of Finnish converbal tamise seen
in the following “minimal sextet”:

Finnish (Nikanne 1997: 338)

(9) Pekka tek-i rikokse-n ...
Pekka makeAsST.3sG crime-GEN
‘Pekka committed a crime ...’
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a. juo-malla olut-ta.
[drink-conv(“3ANF.ADE”) beerrPART]
‘Pekka committed a crimay drinking beer.’
b. juo-matta olut-ta.
[drink-conv(*3NF.ABE”) beerrPART]
‘Pekka committed a crimeithout drinking beer.’
C. juo-dessa-an olut-ta.

[drink-CONV(“2INF.INE")-3SGbeerPART]
‘Pekka committed a crimehile drinking beer.’

d. juo-den olut-ta.
[drink-CONV(“2INF.INS”) beerrPART]
‘Pekka committed a crimdrinking beer.’

e. juo-dakse-en olut-ta.

[drink-CONV(“1INF.TRA")-3SG beerrART]
‘Pekka committed a crima order to drink beer.’

f.  juo-tua-an olut-ta.
[drink-CONV(“ PTCRPASSPAST& PART’)-3SG  beerpART]
‘Pekka committed a crimafter drinking beer.’

To begin with, it should be noted that the tenfimitive in traditional Finnish
grammar refers to certain historical-morphological groupings of vanious
finites, not merely to the complemental non-finites, i.e. infinitireshe
generally accepted sense of the word. The so-called adessive asyabe
forms of the third infinitive (9a—b) are not perceived as instancestmfn
nominals, although it is evident that morphologically they consist of the
componentmA- followed by nominal case endings. Unlike the true action
nominal in-minen the third infinitive “inflects” only for five or six of more
than a dozen cases in Finnfsfhe so-called second infinitive forms (9c—d) are

® In addition to the adessivenfAllA, 9a) and abessiveniAttA 9b) forms of the third
infinitive, the illative ¢mAAr), elative (mAstA and inessive-(nAssA forms will be
discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.4. The so-called instructive form of rthentimitive
occurs only as a complement for the vpitaa ‘must, have to’ in the obsolete/dialectal
construction type exemplified by (i):

()  Sinu-n ei pida juo-man olut-ta.
YOU-GEN NEG.3SG MUStCONNEG drink-“3INF.INS” beerPART
‘Thou shalt not drink beer.’

The instructive case in Finnish is a productive category in plurg) tmé non-finite in
-mAn however, is historically an instructive singular form. The exegefthemAnform
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a bit more opaque, as there are only two case endings which ehedita a
morphophonologically less salient elemetet (~ -de- ~ -e- ~ -re- ~ -le- ~
-ne-), and roughly the same applies to the purposive converb or “the first
infinitive translative” in (9e). Moreover, linguistically untrained abers
scarcely analyze then-in (9d) as the instructive singular case suffix, an
otherwise unproductive inflectional category in the language. The anterior
converb in (9f) can be considered a completely opaque coriaxgrb though it

can be said to consist of the passive past particily {ollowed by the
partitive case suffix-@), its meaning is hardly related to those of passive
participles or the partitive case (Nikanne 1997: 345—-346) Kyitsas'todand
kytsas'omodin (7) orvotlytddzandvotloms'anin (8), the Finnish converbs in
(9a—f) modify the main clause in a way that resembles both ordiisyand
finite adverbial clauses; they, too, can express time (9c, f), neeananner

(9a, d), purpose (9e) or lack of certain circumstances (9Db).

To return to the claim that converbs are verbal adverbs, it must be
admitted that in languages like Komi and Finnish, there are plentyef t
adverbs that could be used in place of the converbal constructions in (7-9).
Nevertheless, compared to verbs, nouns or adjectives, adverbs are a
heterogeneous and less open word-class in both languages and they do not
appear to have special morphological, syntactic or semantic preptdie
would give reason to say that converbs are verbal adverbs. In factydrbs
should be labeled as verbal adverbs only because they can be saidaa funct
as adverbial modifiers, there would not be many reasons for not labeling
ordinary case-inflected nouns likevrams'an*since Abraham’ oDavidddz
‘until David’ in (8) as “nominal adverbs,” a solution thadwid not make much
sense (cf. Ramat and Ricca 1994: 301-303). Similarly, the converb form
sahaamalldby sawing’ in (10) is hardly more of an adverb tisahalla‘with
a saw’, the adessive form of the n@aha'saw’:

(10) Pekka pieni halo-t sahaa-malla ~ saha-lla.
Pekka make.smatlasT.3sG firewoodPL sawl]-CONV ~ sawpN]-ADE
‘Pekka cut the firewood by sawing them ~ with a saw.’

—and its passive variaiA-mAn—is a further reason to consider the formsnfseparate
from verbal nouns.
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4.3 Infinitives

In Section 3.3, especially in Table 3, infinitives were defined as indeg
used as arguments, whereas converbs were said aptimmal adverbial
modifiers. It was emphasized that many so-called adverbials, teo, a
obligatory arguments without which a sentence would remain ungrammatical
andkokds okalomygfeetacc.1sG kissaN.ELA] ‘from kissing my feet’ in (5)
was seen as an instance of the obligatory action nominal construt@bns
correspond to opaque infinitives in other languages. It ought to be evident that
in actual language use, obligatory and optional adverbials cannot be
distinguished in absolute terms; various contextual and pragmatic factors
together with world knowledge make it possible to produce, understand and
accept highly elliptical utterances. Nevertheless, it appeantwety obvious
that sentences lik&Pekka begar?Pekka wanted®Pekka cease@nd?Pekka
went are less complete thadekka committed a crimer Pekka cut the
firewood

It has already been mentioned that Haspelmath (1995a: 28; 1999: 111)
defines infinitives as having typically two separate functionsduliten to
their primary use as complements, they are often used@®ad modifiers to
express purpose. Van der Auwera (1998b: 275) seems to approve of this view,
and due to their purposive functions, Haspelmath and van der Auwera regard
infinitives as “distributing over” or “intermediate between” actimminals
and converbs. Haspelmath (1995a: 28; 1999: 111) refers to his 1989 paper
where he shows that cross-linguistically, primarily complementaitives
tend to develop from purposive non-finites. According to Haspelmath (1989:
289), the first step in the grammaticalization process is théioited allative
meaning” of a non-finite construction is extended so that the non-danitbe
analyzed as having a purposive meaning as well:

(Haspelmath 1989: 289)
(11) a. Mary went to Sabina’s apartment.
b. Mary went to take photos of Sabina.
c. Mary bought a camera to take photos of Sabina.

Haspelmath acknowledges thattake photos of Sabina (11b) is partly
locative in meaning, expressing the direction of motion (comparableti® the
phrase in 11a) whereas in (11c), the non-finite construction cannot be thought
of as a directional, but merely as a purposive modifier. Having pesstnmgse
examples, however, Haspelmath does not refer to the differencesbetwe
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directional-purposive and purely purposive nontésiat all. More specifically,

he does not pay any attention to the fact that even though both instattces of
take photos of Sabina (11b, c) may be labeled adverbial or purposive, there
Is an obvious difference in the well-formedness of these sententtes |
infinitival clauses are omitted:

(119 b. ?Mary went.
c. Mary bought a camera.

Without going into the details of the corresponding clauses in individual
languages, | would like to point out that cross-linguistically, infinitives—i.e.
opaque non-finites used primarily as complements of manipulative,
desiderative and other “modal” verbs—are more likely to occur asvgaane
obligatory directional-purposive adverbials (11b) thanear st optional, non-
directional purposives (11c). Haspelmath (1989: 302—-303; 1995a: 28) does
note that while acquiring more and more complemental functions, the
infinitives-to-be tend to need reinforcement in order to express purpoge, i

be used in their original functions. This is what has happened touthe
infinitive in German, for instance, which has been reinforceduby
Haspelmath does not, however, remark that purposivedconstructions are
used almost exclusively in sentences like (11c), not as (partigtidimal)
obligatory arguments for verbs of motion where it is more naturaléo us
unreinforced infinitives (with or withowtu). Likewise, in English it is much
more natural to add the worthsorderto reinforce the purpose clause in (11c)
than in (11b). Note, however, that it is not uncommon to have a reinforced
order to-clause in sentences like (11"a) where theoFgabina’s apartmenin

a sense, already fills the place of the directional argument of a motion verb:

(11" a.Mary went to Sabina’s apartment (in order to take photos of her).
b. ?Mary went in order to take photos of Sabina.
c. Mary bought a camera in order to take photos of Sabina.

It appears that it is precisely the optional non-directional purpaseeof
infinitives (as in 11c) that tends to be reinforced across languaggsdition

to in order to andum zu (~ Dutchom te), Swedishfor att, Frenchpour,
Spanishpara and Russiatoby, for instance, are used in nearly identical
syntactic-semantic environments. In Uralic languages, similafioreements
can be found in e.g. Estoniagt ¢ infinitive in -da), Mari (manynt infinitive

in -as), Komi (med(ym} infinitive in -ny) and Udmurt §uysat infinitive in
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-ny). It must be admitted that the actual boundary between reinforced and
unreinforced infinitives or their obligatoriness/optionality remains vague
Nevertheless, it is important to note that the differentiationwdsst
directional-purposives and (non-directional) purposives has significance in
other languages, too. In Finnish, a special converb fortAkse-9e) is used

in the purposive function, whereas another form, the infinitivénAAn is

used with verbs of motion as well as with many other types of \kdbs
typically take infinitives as their complements (see 14a, c Deldu
Hungarian, the infinitive iAni (cf. 1a) is also used in sentences like (11b), but
In sentences corresponding to (11c), itis much more appropriate tonise a
adverbial clause with the conjunctibogy‘(in order) that’ instead.

Interestingly, an analogous phenomenon can be observed in Modern
Greek, a language with no infinitives. Haspelmath (1989: 305-308) presents
Greek as an example of a language where the reinforcement of complement-
like purposivefinite clauses resembles the reinforcement of purposive
infinitives described above. Modern Greek uses subjuncivelauses in
functions that correspond to infinitival clauses in othepfean languagesa
is a grammaticalized and reduced remnant of theeeptrposive markdtina
and according to Haspelmath, in order to express the original purposive
meaning ohé&-clausesnpa must be reinforced by the prepositign(ja) ‘for’.

In this context, it is intriguing to note that when describing purpgaive:
clauses, Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987: 31) add that the “paaticle
by itself, can express purposspecially after verbs of motion” (emphasis
mine):

Modern Greek (Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton 1987: 31)

(12) ja na nikis-i o] janis, prép-i na min pés-i
[for PRT win-3sG them John]must-8G [PRT NEG fall-3sd
‘In order that John win, he must not fall.’

(13) iro-a na se véis-0
COMEAOR-1SG [PRT youAcC help-Isg
‘I came (in order) to help you.’

Examples (12—-13) nicely support the view that the “purposiaeises—finite

and non-finite alike—occurring with verbs of motion formally align with
expressions that are regarded as complements to verbs of various modal
meanings (e.g. ‘must’ fAa-clause in 12, ‘come’ fa-clause in 13). The
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purposive expressions that may need reinforcement are more likelytm-
directional modifiers of non-motion verljg fa nikisi o janisn 12).

Similar ideas can be found in Joseph’s (1983) study of the loss of
infinitives in the Balkan languages; in defining the object of his study, he
points out that cross-linguistically the forms callefthitivesare often used (i)
as complements of verbs (to volitional verbs in particularggigomplements
of adjectives (e.g. Frengblie a regarder Englishpretty to look at, and (iii)
in expressions of purpose (Joseph 1983: 31-32). This view comes fairly close
to that of Haspelmath'’s since according to him, typical functiondiaftives
include being used as complements to modal and evaluative predicates; such
predicates include both verbs and adjectives (dngve to, [be]
possible/able/necessary/interesting/funnfHaspelmath 1989: 298-299).
Therefore, one can agree with both Joseph and Haspelmath and regard
infinitives as non-finites that occur (i) as complements (tbvand adjectives
alike) and (ii) as purposive verb forms. | wish to define infinitivesven
more abstract terms, i.e. as non-finites that function as compkeneiie
sense thatomplementovers obligatory or argumental adverbials as well.

After having explicated the functions that infinitives typically have,
Joseph (1983: 31-32) argues that the Latin supine “may best be regarded
simply as a variant form of the infinitive,” the accusativease ¢/¢/um) being
used to express purpose and the ablatjvgif being used as complements to
adjectives. Again, it is fascinating to note that the accusativaeigpused
with motion verbs only, i.e. in a more or less locative meaning deiedrby
the main verb. Purely purposive clauses without restrictions concehiing t
main clauses must be expressed by other means, e.gutisluses. Old
Church Slavonic presents a related situation where, acgaadioseph (1983:

103), the supine ixr» may be regarded as an “allo-form” of the infinitivetin

a view already held by Meillet (1934: 242): “(le supin) n'est plua déjun
doublet de l'infinitif employé aprés les verbes de mouvement.” WhaleiMe

and Joseph seem to have in mind is that various verb forms together can
constitute a single category of infinitive. Interestingly, this suggest there
underlies a cross-linguistically valid, albeit quite abstract, syintaemantic
concept of infinitive, which in turn is realized in individual languagiéeens

a single form or several alloforms. This view might be usethigranalyses of
various sets of non-finites in Uralic languages, too; | will retarthis below.

It has happened both in Latin and Slavic that infinitives and supines have
merged together by way of loss of the supines, and the infinitives takeng
their functions. This appears quite natural. In addition to most Romadce a
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Slavic languages, there are plenty of languages that possess only one opaque
non-finite that is specialized to all complemental functions in toures
including the directional-purposive complements of verbs of motion. (My
purpose here is not to give an exact account of how common it is for a non-
finite to cover the functions of, say, the Latin non-finiteg@&-tumand-zz.)
Although Haspelmath (1989: 288) opposes the traditional view that the
infinitive is in itself quite a meaningless verb form, the semardintent of
infinitives still remains vague. As complements, infinitives carséie to
express various “modalities,” but actually the semantic functiomnéimtives

are largely determined by their main verbs. Considering this, it is
understandable that there is no real need for separat@vefforms to express
modalities like irrealis-directive (e.gvantto drink), irrealis-potential (e.qg.

[be] able to drink) or realis-non-factive (e.ggeemto drink) mentioned by
Haspelmath (1989: 298). Furthermore, the same appears to apply to the so-
called purposive infinitives that function as complements of verbs abmot

the relation between the main verb and the infinitive @tp drink) does not

really need to be explicated (cf. Germi@h gehe (zu) trinkenvhere the
“directional” markerzuis often omitted).

This brings us back to the major difference between (obligatory,
complemental or argumental) infinitives and (optional, adverbial or
adjunctival) converbs. Even though converbs, too, may have quite vague
meanings (see e.g. Konig 1995; V.P. Nedjalkov 1995: 106-109; I.V.
Nedjalkov 1998: 424, 432-439), it is clear that as they are supposed tgexpres
diverse interpropositional relations, one and the same form can hatdigde
in too many functions. The Finnish purposive converb in (9e)ds&in point:

(9) e.Pekka tek-i rikokse-n juo-dakse-en olut-ta.
Pekka makeAST.3sG crimeGEN [drink-CONV-3SG  beerPART|
‘Pekka committed a crime in order to drink beer.’

The converb fornuodakseens needed in order to explicate that the relation
between the two propositions is that of purpose and not of means, seityltan

or anteriority, for instance. It is also understandable that aadgeom in
-tAkse- —and none of the non-finites specialized for complemental
functions—is used to spell out the purposive relation between the two
propositions conjoined. Put concretely, it may be redundant to underline the
exact relation betweegping anddrinking beer(not to speak ofvantingand
drinking beej but much less so betweemmmitting a crimanddrinking beer
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where the purposive relation is unforeseeable (cf. 9BkiB.also explains why
the only infinitive of a language often welcomes reinforcement ipdinely
purposive expressions (af.orderto in the English translation of 9e), but not
necessarily in the directional-purposive expressions.

Why, then, are there situations like those in Latin and Old Church
Slavonic where the (macro-)category of the infinitiveudes “alloforms” like
the supines-tum -fz (Latin) and -t» (OCS)? In a way reminiscent of
Haspelmath (1989: 288), | believe that the nature of these forms and thei
mutual relations “can best be understood if the infinitive is approdadradch
diachronic perspective.” All these forms are considered to originatase
forms of ancient verbal nouns: like the Latimm the OCS supine iA»
probably represents the former accusative form of a verbal nouratineriz
derives from the ablative case and the infinitive endings seeentdrstm the
locative (Latin-re) and from the dative (OC8) forms of earlier verbal nouns
(Vineis 1998: 307, 312; Lunt 2001: 247). It appears that the functions of these
forms have been similar to the corresponding case forms of ordinaryinouns
the beginning, but after they have been analyzed as independent verb forms,
there have presumably been few reasons to have two or three opaque
complementary alloforms of semantically somewhat blank infinitives.

In many Uralic languages, there is a richness of non-finitesatieat
diachronically intermediate between transparent case fufracsion nominals
and fully opaque infinitives or converbs. It was shown in (5-8) that tha Kom
action nominal inrdmresembles ordinary nouns in that it can be inflected for
all cases, and the case forms of action nominals function as nouns usually do
(cf. the egressive in 5 and 8, the elative in 5, the accusative in thand
terminative in 7a). The Komi action nominal has formal and functional
equivalents in many related languages, but in Finnish and the other Finnic
languages, the Proto-Uralic action nominal$-mA have survived only as
some completely lexicalized deverbal nouns sucsyas/-mébirth’ (< ‘be
born’), ela-mé&life’ (< ‘live’) and juo-ma'‘drink’ (< ‘drink’ [verb]). However,
in addition to lexicalized items, the sameAcan be seen in at least five non-
finites that have been labelgtle third infinitive in traditional Finnish
grammar. It was mentioned in Section 4.2 that “the adessive andvabessi
forms of the third infinitive” juomalla [9a], sahaamalla[10] andjuomatta

" Joseph (1983: 261 n. 33) adds that the Latin infinitive is, in fact, sogeetised to
express purpose; again, it can be specified that the indiistused in directional-purposive
functions only (see e.g. Palmer 1954: 319-320; Woodcock 1959: 18-19).
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[9b]) are better seen as converbs rather than action nominaldpriet a
infinitives. Two other forms of the third infinitive—the illative (14a) and the
elative (14b)—are better labeled as infinitives, however:

(14) a. Pekka rupes-i . pysty-i o tul-i
Pekka begirPAST.3SG managerPAST.3SG  COMEPAST.3SG
juo-maan olut-ta.

[drink-“3INF.ILL"  beerPART]
‘Pekka began ~ managed ~ came to drink beer.’

b. Pekka lakkas-i ~ Kieltayty-i
Pekka ceaseAST.3sG refusePAST.3sG
juo-masta olut-ta.

[drink-“3INF.ELA”  beerPART]
‘Pekka ceased ~ refused to drink beer.’

The origin of the suffixmAAnis quite compatible with Haspelmath’s (1989)
view that infinitive forms tend to arise from purposive action nominal
constructions, although there seem to be no signs mdnadirectional
purposive use of this form (cf. 9e). The infinitive-mAstA however, has
developed from a nearly opposite construction (“from the act of V-ihg”).
addition to Finnic languages, very similar non-finites exist in Sainai
Mordvin languages. In many Uralic languages, certain verbs imphgantp

do something (e.g. ‘cease’, ‘refuse’, ‘forbid’) require their complemagnéa
case with an ablative (separative) meaning ‘from’; remembengiea(5),
where the Komi verdugdynycease’ takes its complements in the elative case
in a way that closely resembles Engliglase + fron{i.e.ez na dugdyv kokos
okaléomys translates literally as ‘[she] has not yet cedsedh kissng my
feet’).

Komi okaléomysis still a fully transparent action nominal in the elative
case but the corresponding forms in e.g. Finnghutele-masta< action
nominal + elative), North Samtimmastalla-mis: action nominal + locative-
elative) and Erzya Mordvimgls'e-med'e action nominal + ablative) have
lost their noun-like transparency and/or acquired verb-like syntacperties
to the extent that it is feasible to consider them more oirldependent non-
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finites (see e.g. Bartens 1979: 51-54; 1999: 150—151; Ylikoski 2002: 77-82).
It is important to note that these new types of verb forms havedadled
infinitives in descriptions of Sami and Mordvin as well: in additiorht®
historicizing labélaction locative,” the Sami non-finite iAmis ~ -meéas at
times been called the second infinitive (example 15 below; see KiliR082:

77 and references therein), and in the descriptions of Mordvin, it ancaist

to speak of the third infinitive, the infinitive inmado ~ -modo ~ -med'e ~
-mda or the ablative infinitive (e.g. GMJa 1980: 270-271, 275-276; Bartens
1999: 150-151).

In other words, in descriptions of languages like Finnish, North S@mi a
Erzya Mordvin, there is more than one non-finite that has been consahered
infinitive. Reasons for this are often left implicit, but there appebe indices
that make it understandable and approvable to think that there are indeed
several distinct infinitives in these languages, or—bganmind the views of
Meillet (1934: 242) and Joseph (1983: 103)—“alloforms” or “doublets” of a
single category of infinitive. It was noted above that in Finnish graroaha
tradition, the termnfinitive is used to refer to various non-finites, some of
which could be better called converbs (see 9-10). ifffiaitives in
descriptions of the Sami and Mordvin languages, however, can be thought of
as instances of infinitives in the more typological sense advocaked.beas
more or less opaque non-finites that are specialized for compl&émetibns.

On this account, there are two infinitivesgnd-mis ~ -mepgin North Sami

and three infinitives-(ns -mo ~ -meand-madoetc.) in Erzya. In the same
vein, one could say that there are possibly three true infinitivEgmsh,
namely those inmAAnNn(14a, c)-mAstA(14b) andtA (14c below), the latter
originating from a lative form of an ancient verbal noun and now an opaque
infinitive form (“the shorter form of the first infinitive,” heldsahe “basic
form” of the verb). What is common to all of these non-finitebas they are
used almost exclusively as obligatory complements of various verbs whose
semantic equivalents tend to take ‘“infinitives” as their complesnent
worldwide, i.e. those listed by Haspelmath (1989: 298-299) among others (cf.
above). As was discussed in connection with Latin and @@iSes, it appears

that it is somewhat superfluous to have more than one infinitivamgaage.
Since the infinitives are quite abstract in meaning, minimal paihsdistinct

® There have, however, been attempts to analyze Komi formsH&@mys'in (5) as
instances of the so-calledinfinitives in accordance with the third infinitive in Finnish
grammatical tradition (see Ludykova 1984; Cypanov 1997: 33-34).
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semantic contents are not easy to find; instead, it is not uncommdwadha
infinitives can occur in free variation (for similar examplediordvin, see
Bartens 1979: 53; 1999: 150):

(14) c. Pekka alko-i ~ ehti
Pekka begirPAST.3SG have.timerAST.3SG
juo-maan o juo-da olut-ta.

[drink-“3INF.LL”  drink-“1INF(.LAT)” beerPART]
‘Pekka began ~ had time to drink beer.’

North Sami

(15) Méaret vajaldahti-i lohka-t ~ lohka-mis dan girjji.
Maret forgetPAST.3sG [read-INF read-ANF thatGA bookGA]
‘Maret forgot to read that book.’

The major difference between infinitives and converbs is cleasiplgiin
grammatical descriptions: since infinitives are obligatory argusnewjuired

by certain verbs but not by others, it is customary—and indeed relevant—to
present lists of verbs that take infinitives as their complem&hts can be
seen even in Finnish grammars where different usages of the wafeniti-tA,
-mAAnand-mAstAare characterized by presenting their respective mais verb
but—despite the labahfinitive—converbs such as those in (9a—e) are most
rationally described by referring to their meanings, with no atteimpt
enumerate the infinite number of possible main verbs (see e.g.datl839:
183-192)’

In discussing common grammaticalization paths of infinitives,
Haspelmath (1989: 301) refers to parallel developments in the areanwial
case markers where it is not unusual that grammatical dese$rem cases
with less grammatical functions. An often-mentioned example of such

® The differences between ways to describe the use of obligafimijives and the use of
optional converbs are reminiscent of standard descriptighe offinitival constructions in
Romance languages such as French: The plain (prepositionlessyediaite simply said
to occur as complements to verbs suclaaser ‘let’, pouvoir ‘can, be able’youloir
‘want’ andaller ‘go’ (1); de+ infinitive is used witltessefcease’ refuserrefuse’,tacher
‘try’ etc., anda + infinitive with chercherattempt’,apprendrélearn’, commenceibegin’
etc. Adverbial constructions suchag®es+ infinitive (‘after V-ing’), avant det infinitive
(‘before V-ing’), pour + infinitive (‘in order to V’) andsans+ infinitive (‘without V-ing’),

in turn, are efficiently described by referring to their advenmaanings only. (For more
about the untypical nature of the French infinitive, see Note 11.)
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development is Spanishwhich has developed from a directional preposition
(Latin ad) to mark both indirect and (specific, animate) direct objecti$ian
latter function,a is nowadays considered an accusative marker (see e.g.
Haspelmath 1989: 301; Blake 1994: 173; Lehmann 1995: 110). To continue
with parallels between case markers and non-finite verb formsgaod to

note that grammatical (or syntactic) cases such as nominaoesatives,
genitives and datives do not carry their own meanings to the samesextiee
so-called semantic (or concrete) cases. Moreover, just assiigle need for
multiple infinitives in a language, there is, in principle, no need fgreat
number of “alloforms of accusatives,” i.e. cases that function esnde
arguments of verbs. Semantic cases, on the other hand, resemble converbs in
that they usually occur as adverbial modifiers and there mayomber of
them, with quite specific meanings. In languages with extensiveysisens,

there is always a multitude of local cases (Blake 1994: 153-155)alko
noteworthy that while both infinitives and accusatives are geneeslyibed

as evolving from directional expressions (Haspelmath 1989: 301; Blake 199
173; Lehmann 1995: 110-112), some object markers—and in this sense
“accusatives”—in Finnic, SGmi and Mordvin have developed from the Uralic
ablativein *-tA (see e.g. Itkonen 1972; Harris and Campbell 1995: 362—-363).
This, of course, closely resembles the development of elative- aatd/ebl
marked infinitives in the same languages (14b and 15).

A further parallel to interrelations between infinitives and cooses
probably worth mentioning: Infinitives are often described as non-finite
counterparts of finite complement clauses and converbs asksmisto finite
adverbial clauses (cf. Table 1 in Section 2.2). Without pursuisgihiter any
further, 1 wish to point out that it is not uncommon to refer to finite
complement clauses #eat-clauses. By comparison, none of the terms such as
while-clause,after-clause,if-clause orin order thatclause is used in the
general sense of “adverbial clause.” Needless to say, $fteeneed to maintain
a distinction between various adverbial conjunctions separate frorothac,
whereas the majority of complement clauses may be introduced by a
semantically void all-purpose complementizer.

Finally, one must remember that in a natural language everything is i
flux. The dichotomies between infinitives and converbs, between obligatory
and optional, between arguments and adjuncts, between graaicades and
semantic cases, and betwebat-clauses and adverbial clauses are far from
clear-cut. What | have been proposing is only that the mutual relatione—bot
synchronic and diachronic—between infinitives and converbs resemble those
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of different case markers on one hand and those of different typestef f
dependent clauses on the other, and that these relations mighkt dederibed

in terms of relative obligatoriness vs. optionality. It still remsa fact that in
many languages, expressions of purpose do formally coincide with
complements (cf. 11c); possible reasons for this may be that battivtarbial
purposives and the irrealis complements of manipgaind desiderative verbs
such as ‘order’ and ‘want’ refer to goals to be achieved in the future
Haspelmath (1989: 299) points out that the difference between thg®sas

that in the latter cases the purpose element is expressedeixitaémeanings

of the main verbs instead of their complements (cf. Bybee et al. 2984:
230). Again, it might be thought that complex clauses of the type “verb of
motion + infinitive” represent an intermediate type where thectimeal-
purposive relation between ‘come’ and ‘drink beer’, for instance, can be
inferred from the meaning of the main verb as well as from theasgpee of

its complement.

4.4 Lessprototypical non-finites developed from action nominals

An attempt to present a uniform view of action nominals, infinitives, a
converbs and their interrelations should also be able to take into account
certain “less prototypical” non-finite constructions that also hiaee origins
in case-suffixed action nominals. Even though it was demonstrated by
examples (14c) and (15) that different infinitives—or alloforms ahgle
infinitive—can occur in free variation, the Finnish infinitives 4mAAnN
(illative) and-mAstA(elative) are not interchangeable. Instead, they can even
form a minimal pair when used in connection with verbs of motion: the
sentencd’ekka tuli juomaan oluttél4a) ‘Pekka came to drink beer’ clearly
contrasts witiPekka tuli juomasta oluttdPekka came from drinking beer’.
(Apparently, the origins of the third infinitive forms are mashgparent when
the main verb is a verb of motion.)

Another less typical non-finite that etymologically gibels the infinitives
in -mAAnand-mAstAis the form inmAssAor “the inessive form of the third
infinitive,” which is mainly used to form a periphrastic progresswia the
verbolla ‘be’ as well as to express actions that are concomitanthatstates
or actions expressed by governing posture or motion verbBgila on/istuu
juomassa olutta[P. be/sit.3G drink.“3INF.INE” beerPART] ‘Pekka is/sits
drinking beer’. These functions are a quite understandable outcome of an
earlier action nominal in a locative case (i.e. “Pekka isfeitdhe act of
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drinking beer”), and it appears that the relative obligatoriness/optipoéli
these forms often depends on the presence of locative modifiersanrem
reminiscent of directional-purposive PPs and infinitives in (11a—b, 11'a and
11"a) (see Hyvéarinen 1982: 74-75). If infinitives and converbs are defined
only in terms of their syntactic functions (and not in terms of vateidses), it

Is relatively simple to define and describe forms lkeAssAn comparable
terms.

The functional approach to non-finites also enabl@®re comprehensive
description of forms likemAttA which can be used not only as a negative
converb (a free modifier of, in principle, any well-formed sentesee;9b),
but also as a complement of verbs [&&da ‘stay, remain’ angattaa ‘leave’

(e.g. Pekka jatti oluen juomatta [P. leaverAST.3sG beerGeEN
drink.“3INF.ABE"]'Pekka left the beer undrunk’, “Pekka left the beer without
drinking”) as well as with the verblla ‘be’ to form a kind of periphrastic
negation Pekka on tanaan juomatta oluffd. be.3ctoday drink.“3NF.ABE”
beerpART] ‘Pekka does not drink beer today’, “Pekka is without drinking beer
today”).

It is fascinating to see that most of the relatively transpdoems of the
Finnish third infinitive have quite opaque equivalents in North Sami. Even
though the two infinitives irt and-misoccur in free variation with verbs such
asvajaldahttit ‘forget’ (15), they can form minimal pairs when governed by
verbs of motion (16a—b; cf. FinnismAAnand-mAstAabove). There is also
an opaque non-finite #min ~ -me(nyvhose use closely corresponds to that of
Finnish-mAssAit can, however, also replace the second infinitive in certain
dialects and in the literary language as well (for the origitissosuffixesmis
and -min, and their relation to the action nominal-m ~ -(p)mj see e.g.
Korhonen 1974 and Ylikoski 2002: 75-82):

North Sami (16b from Sammallahti 2001)
(16) a. Mahtte bodi-i murje-t.
Mahtte comerAsST.3sG pick.berries-INF
‘Mahtte came to pick berries.’
b. Mahtte bodi-i murje-mis ~ murje-me.
Mahtte comerAsT.3sG pick.berries-&F pick.berriesmiN
‘Mahtte came back from picking berries.’

As the non-finite irmin ~ -me(nan also appear as a complement of the verb
vajaldahttit ‘forget’, there are, in principle, as many as three different non-
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finites that might be considered alloforms of the ideal of a sinfifetive in a
language:

(15)  Maéret vajaldahtii lohka-t ~ lohka-mis ~ lohka-me dan girjji.
‘Maret forgot to read that book.’

All these forms may reasonably be analyzed as instances ofiwef#nin the
sense of “opaque non-finites used for argument functiaisf them function

as objects, i.e. non-finite complementyajaldahttitthat can be replaced by
(genitive-)accusative marked nouns or pronouns as well as by finite
complement clauses introduced by the general comple®aeadite‘that’. As |

have already proposed in connection with (14c) and (15), an important reason
for such a high degree of “infinitival allomorphy” may be that theasdrm
relations between verbs like ‘forget’ and their complements (eaylifig that
book’) are quite unambiguous, irrespective of the exact form of the noa-finit

In question.

45 From action nominalsto converbs and infinitives: verbalization,
adverbalization or denominalization?

Once again, | take a look at the problems of defining non-finitésemwtord-
classes. It has been shown that case forms of action nominalseoiteto
develop into new non-finites that may be called infinitives and converbs.
Converbs are sometimes understood as verbal adverbs, which appeass to so
extent analogous to adverbial case forms of underived nouns being ledicalize
into indeclinable adverbs. However, it is not easy to fit infinitives this
framework; they do not behave like nouns, nor do they correspond to adverbs
or members of any other word-class either.

A solution to the problem of determining the “word-form word-class” of
infinitives might be found in Comrie and Thompson’s (1985: 369-370)
expressiorthe verbalization of nominal form$hey acknowledge that there
are many stages in therbalization of action nominals into non-finites like
the Slavic infinitive or some of the Finnish converbs discussed above.
According to Comrie and Thompson, modern Slavic infinitives have become
members of the verbal paradigms as they no longer have nominal categorie
such as cases, but rather possess “virtually all of the typiealbal categories
(apart from person and number, like most non-finite forms),” which
presumably refers to categories such as aspect and reflexivity.
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The verbalization of action nominals seems to lead not only to new
infinitives but to new converbs and other, less typical non-finitesedls w
Previously (in Ylikoski 2002: 101-116), | have attempted to demonstrate that
in North Sami a new converb imiin has developed from the action nominal
in the comitative case. However, it seems that the ootplnosyntactic feature
that clearly differentiates theniin-form from the action nominal is the
possibility of the VO word order: In accordance with a possibly uravers
feature of word order in action nominal constructions (Koptjevskaja-Tamm
1993: 59, 185-187, 255), the patient marking of the Sami action nominals
resembles that of possessors in ordinary NPs, and it seems that the VO order
has emerged after the reanalysis of genitival attributeslodMaouns (GN) as
objects of converbs (OV); the case-marking of the attribute/object—the
genitive-accusative case—has not been subject to change. These kinds of
explanations are possible only if action nominals are viewed as nounstand
verbs.

Keeping in mind that action nominals are, by definition, verbal nouns
with respect to their external syntax while their internal aymtan in some
languages be highly verb-like (the “sentential type” of action nominal
constructions in Koptjevskaja-Tamm’s [1993] typologyis plausible to think
of action nominals—rather than indeclinable infinitives and converbs—as
prima facie instances of the word-class-changing inflection irs¢hse of
Haspelmath (1996). When an action nominal category as a whole gradually
loses its noun-like inflection (cf. the Finnish “third infinitivest) only some of
its case forms branch off the otherwise noun-like action nominaltfeg.
North Sami converb iAmiin), one might say that the action nominal is being
verbalized, or rather that the action nominal is simply losing its noun-like
external syntax, i.e., the nominalization of a verb is bdempminalized. In
any case, it seems untenable to claim that grammaticatizdiains of the type
action nominals infinitive fundamentally differ from the development action
nominal . converb

In this context, it is worth noting that another major source of new
converb forms is participles losing their adjectival ictilen when used in non-
attributive adverbial ocopredicativefunctions (Haspelmath 1995a: 17-20).
Correspondingly, this process could probably be described as
dead) ectivalization of verbal adjectives. — It should go without saying that a
clear dividing line between participles and converbs cannot be drawn either.
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5. Lexicalized and grammaticalized non-finites as evidence for and
against alleged new wor d-classes

So far, | have been defining and describing non-finites with regard to thei
synchronic functions on the one hand, and to their origins on the other. In
addition to their past and present, it is enlightening to take a lob& atture
of these forms in order to evaluate claims about their word-sfagss. In the
following, | will briefly outline the paths of lexicalization and
grammaticalization that turn individual non-finite forms into new lexemes.
It is almost banal to point out that individual, productively and regularly
formed action nominals (i.e. forms that normally denote actions) breay
lexicalized into nouns with quite specific meanings, e.g. Enghsfitingand
wedding Finnishsanominerquarrel’ (< ‘say’); Komits'uzom ‘face’ (< ‘be
born’). (Cf. also the relics of the action nominatdimA in Finnish, mentioned
in Section 4.3.) Likewise, it is well known that participles tend teetbgp into
fully lexical adjectives, e.g. Englistollowing, Finnishseuraa-va[follow-
PTCRACT.PREY and Russiarsledu-jusc-ij [follow-PTCRACT.PRESM] ‘id.’;
Finnish tunne-ttu [know-PTCRPASSPAST] ‘well-known’, tu-ttu (< archaic
[know-PTCPPASSPAST]) ‘familiar or—in a way similar to underived
adjectives—into nouns, e.g. Finnisiittu and tuttava (< archaic [know-
PTCPPASSPREY) ‘acquaintance’juopu-nutfget.drunkPTCPACT.PAST] ‘drunk
person’, Englisrdrunk both ‘one who is drunk’ and ‘drunkard’ etc. These
developments are probably best regarded as instances of zero de(ofation
Scalise 1988: 565-566).

5.1 Converbs

As might be expected, converbs or “verbal adverbs” are often lexutahize
adverbs: examples of this tendency include Fintisten-kin (< archaic
[know.conv-also]) ‘of course’, verra-ten [comparecony] ‘relatively,
comparatively’Jakkaa-mattdstop-coNv] ‘incessantly’ odotta-mattdexpect-
CONV] ‘unexpectedly’; Finnislela-issa-arflive-conv-3sg, Estoniarela-des
[live-coNvV] ‘ever’; Russiamnold-a [be.silenteony] ‘silently’ and Hungarian
fordit-va[turn-conv] ‘vice versa’.

However, individual converb forms develop not only into adverbs but
also into adpositions and conjunctions. In other words, converb forms may be
lexicalized into new members of an open or lexical word-class (iverad) or
they may bgrammaticalized and become members of closed or grammatical
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word-classes (i.e. adpositions and conjunctions). Developments of #re latt
type are also widespread: in addition to numerous examples fromtE@gd.
concerningconsideringduring, exceptingexcludingregarding, Haspelmath
(1995a: 38) mentions among others Germatsprechendaccording to’ (<
‘correspond’) and Russiapustj-glet.down-cony] ‘after’. Haspelmath notes

(p. 37) that when a converb form is grammaticalized, the (often ithplic
subject argument disappears and the object of the converb becomes the
complement of the new adposition. However, its seems that converbdbrms
even certain intransitive verbs may become adpositions, and the comigieme
of such adpositions may originate from the subjects of those converbs, e.g.
Finnishviiko-n kuluessgdweek-GEN within] ‘within a week’ < [weeksEN
passCcoNV] ‘a week passing’. Also adverbials may become complements: e.g.
huomiseen mennesgtmorrowILL by] ‘by tomorrow’, < [tomorrowLL
go.CONV] “when going to tomorrow” anduomise-sta lahtiefijomorrow£LA

since] ‘since tomorrow, from tomorrow on’ < [tomorr@uA go.awaycOoNV]

or Hungariarholnap-tél fogvgtomorrowABL since] ‘id.” < [tomorrowABL
hold.conv]. — Note that many of the deverbal prepositions in Germanic and
Romance languages have developed from the adverbial (i.e. converbal)
functions of participles (cf. the English and German examples abova); f
depth studies focused on this topic, see Kortmann (1992); Kortmann and
Konig (1992).

The grammaticalization of a converb into an adverbial conjunction is
closely related to the development of de-converbal adpositions. It is not
unusual for a de-converbal conjunction actually to be a conjunctional
expression composed of an adposition-like converb and a general
complementizer; e.g. Englisionsidering thgtRussiamesmotrja na to, ¢to
‘although’, “not looking at the fact that”; Finnishuolimatta siitd, etta
‘although’, “without worrying about the fact that.” In addition to the
development of adverbial conjunctions, there is a cross-linguistcatiynon
path of development by which a converb form meaning ‘saying’ isifed as
a quotative marker and later as a more general complementizenahes
many if not all complement clauses (see Haspelmath 1995a: 40-41 and
references therein). (In discussing the grammaticalization of dwmaiver
constructions, Haspelmath [1995a: 41-45] also describes how converb forms
may—not unlike other non-finites—become main verbs of periphrastic
aspecto-temporal categories as well as applicative marfkerthie present
purposes, however, | will pay attention only to those instances of
grammaticalization that lead to the development of grammatical words.)
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In the light of the examples above, it appears that if defined with
reference to their lexicalization and grammaticalization (ampki
lexicalization in a broad sense that also includes the development of
grammatical lexemes; cf. Kortmann 1992: 431), converbs are not onlal'verb
adverbs” but also—at least latently—“verbal adpositions” and even ‘iverba
conjunctions.” Furthermore, it is interesting to note thatthes some adverbs
that have been lexicalized from entire converb constructienfdm converb
forms together with their own subjects, objects or adverbial modikeys
Finnishsilmin nahder{sometimes spelled as one waitminnahdei ‘visibly,
clearly’ (< silm-i-n néh-derjeyePL-INS seecONV] ‘seeing with one’s eyes’)
andtotta puhuen(tottapuhueh ‘in fact, to tell the truth’ (<ot-ta puhu-en
[truth-PART speakeoNv] ‘telling the truth’), and Hungariamrangrejtve
‘incognito’ (< rang-rejt-ve [social.class-conceaeonNy] “concealing one’s
social class”).

It is intriguing to note that the common denominator for converbs,
adverbs, adpositions and adverbial conjunctions alike is their advexhieé:
Adpositions and adverbial conjunctions differ from adverbs in that thapd
function as adverbial modifiers by themselves, but rather as heads of
(adpositional) phrases and (adverbial) clauses that are adverbifensad a
whole exactly like converbal constructions and adverb phrizsether words,
the adverbial modifying functions of converbal constructions remaindbigsic
the same in the course of lexicalization or grammaticalizati@spective of
the resulting syntactic reanalyses. For instance, the Finnigarban-(t)essA
preserves its function as a temporal modifier (see 9c) kettbaing analyzed
as a temporal advedtaissaartever’ and as temporal postpositidnduessa
‘within” and mennesséy’. It appears that even the “word-class approach” to
the diachrony of converbs further supports the claim that instead of being
labeled as verbal adverbs, converbs are best defined as adverbial non-finites,
I.e. as non-finites that function as adverbial modifiers of verbs and clauses.

5.2 Infinitives

Finally, it is essential to try to find out what becomes of individufatitive
forms once they are detached from verbal paradigms. Interestimalygle, it
appears that lexicalization and grammaticalization of infinitiseglatively
different from the other non-finites. As | already partly suggeast&ection 3,

it seems that one of the reasons not to define infinitives asoestaf word-
class-changing inflection is that the “verbal noun slot,” for instance, is better
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reserved for action nominals. Furthermore, it seems that one couldrguen
that the slots for “verbal adverbs,” “verbal adpositions” and “verbal
conjunctions” are filled by adverbial converbs.

Compared to the development of action nominals, participles and
converbs, it is strikingly difficult to find examples of words thagorate in
infinitives. Also, the lexicalization or grammaticalization of mfives has
received hardly any attention in previous studies. Even in Joseph’s (1983)
thorough study of the Balkan infinitive loss, there are only a couple of
mentions of lexical remnants of the lost infinitives. Similar eggians are in
fact familiar from other languages. In the Tosk dialect of Albanike,
infinitive is preserved only in idioms likko me théné&hat is to say’, literally
“it wants to say” (Joseph 1983: 95-96), i.e. the exact equivalent ofehelFr
ca veut dire Another example of a lone survivor of the infinitive loss are the
Macedonianmoze bi ‘maybe’ and Greek (Otranto dialect of Italic Greek)
teleste (or seleste << thélei ést(h)gi ‘id.” (Joseph 1983: 73, 110). The
development of these forms closely corresponds to the more @Xesdized
expressionsnaybe Frenchpeut-étreand RussiamoZer byt'. Otherwise, the
Balkan infinitives have developed—with verbs meaning ‘want’ as their ma
verbs—into future tenses, not unlike thidl -future in English (Joseph 1983:
41, 108, 162t passim

The lexical remnants of Balkan infinitives do not essentially dfffam
the few crystallized infinitival expressions in other European laregidghat
Is of particular interest is that even though words and idioms |&achpeut-
étre, ca veut direand their equivalents in other languages may be charadterize
as adverbs, they differ from converb-derived adverbs in that they tofsis
non-finitesalong with their main verbs, as if to further underline the mutual
interdependence of infinitives and their main predicates. | am abamy
one quite clear instance of a word that was originally a plainitive form,
namely the Finnismaata(or maatg and its cognates in some closely related
languages. Having developed from #uhverbial functions of the so-called
first infinitive of the verb meaning ‘lie, sleep’, it is now an adverhose
meaning and use sometimes correspond to the Englsd e.g.Pekka meni
maata'Pekka went to bed’ (cf. Saukkonen 1965: 19-21, 61-62). The Erzya
Mordvin postpositiosamsuntil’ is homonymous with themsinfinitive form
of the verb ‘come’, but its origin is better understood in the light of the
situation in Moksha Mordvin, where the form-msalso occurs as a converb
of posteriority (Bartens 1979: 44-47; 1999: 155; cf. Komi convertddzin
7b and 8). Thus, even the Erzyan postposition may originate from a possible
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earlier stage where the non-finitemshas had converbal functions; &'gi-
n' sams [this.day&EN until] ‘until today’ < [this.daysEN comecony] ‘until
this day came'®

There is one common feature of infinitives that deservesadtention.
The category of infinitive as a whole has a relatively strong teyd® be
homonymous with the action nominal. To quote Disterheft (1980: 198), “the
oblique case marking [of former action nominals] has generally besome
disassociated from any paradigm that these former oblique absiracts
capable, paradoxically enough, of reentering the nominal system.” 8l re
in Ancient Greek, the action nominal consisted of the infinitive pluseéer
definite article, not unlike the situation in Modern German (e.g. Grieak :
to einaj Germarsein : das Seircf. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993: 42, 301 n. 7).
Disterheft regards Latin infinitival subjects (ezgr:are hiumanum est) as early
signs of a similar development, which later led to case-inflaofedtives
(e.g. accusativicerem ‘be permitted’). In modern Romance languages asch
Spanish, the forms ifr function as infinitives and action nominals alike. In
“Balkanized” Romanian, the Latin infinitive ending has completely turned
into an action nominal formative (Joseph 1983: 167), “thus completing a full
cycle of noun-to-infinitive-to-noun” (Disterheft 1980: 198)Homonymy
between infinitives (i.e. indeclinable and thus opaque forms in complement
positions) and action nominals (i.e. declinable verbal nouns) can be found in
many languages outside Europe (e.g. Hindi and Swabhili) as well.

In Finno-Ugric languages, there are no clear examples of similar
development, but the history of infinitival markers shdvet even the outward

19 Similarly, the Mari postpositiosume$(kejuntil’ is transparently the posterior converb
form of the vertBuas'‘come’. The dual nature of the Mokshan non-finitenrsis a good
example of two rather different non-finites that can still lgaréed as natural outcomes of
an action nominal in a directional (illative) case. Note thairtfieitival and converbal
functions of themsare clearly separate from each other (Bartens 1979: 31-51), i.e., ther
appears to be no gray area comparable to the obligaptigral directional-purposive non-
finites discussed in Section 4.3.

1 In French, the infinitives irr(e) do not function as verbal nouns (excepting some fully
lexicalized nouns, e.glevoir‘duty’, diner‘dinner’ andpouvoir ‘power’). It was already
seen in Note 9 that certain verbs require their infinitival cometesto be preceded by
prepositions such ate or a. Interestingly, as some prepositional infinitival constructions
are used in adverbial functions, the infinitive forms become reremtis action nominals

in adverbial adpositional phrases; compare the English translatiapses+ infinitive
(‘after V-ing’) or sans+ infinitive (‘without V-ing’) mentioned in Note 9.
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appearance of an infinitive may begin to resemble the original axiromal.

Even though most Finno-Ugric infinitives are generally assumed to degina
from various combinations of verbal nouns and directional case suffixes, the
original case suffixes have often been lost, and as a result, pdesent-
infinitive markers look more or less the same as the supposed @atronal
suffixes on which the infinitives were originally based; e.g. the Finnic
infinitive in -tA ~ -dA(and Samit) << verbal noun irf-tA + lative*-k, and

the Estonian infinitive inma(and Livonian-m(0) << verbal noun iri-mA +
illative -hAn (> Finnish-mAAnin 14a, c); approximately the same has
happened to the Komi and Udmurt infinitive 4ny and to the Hungarian
infinitive in -ni. It is important to note that it is usually infinitives and not
converbs that have completely lost their former case endings anduaveth t

into action nominals. A partial explanation may be found in the fact that
infinitives (as obligatory complements) do not carry very spexiéanings in
themselves, and as a result their appearance is easily salpécnological
reduction.—Consequently, in order to continue to express the relation of
purpose, these forms tend to be reinforced (cf. Section 4.3).

Once again, it is instructive to compare infinitives to accusativesss-
linguistically, the accusative case appears to be a sort of -@dedm the
grammaticalization chain where accusative cases commonly develop f
datives, which in their turn have developed from directional and benefactive
cases. According to Lehmann (1995: 110), the only theoretically possible
function to which accusatives could be further generalized is thah of a
absolutive case, but this type of grammaticalization has not bexstedtt
because absolutives are generally unmarked. The development of adverbial
(directional-purposive) action nominal constructions or converb forms into
accusative-like infinitives and finally into (nominative forms ofjvnection
nominals might possibly be considered as a loose analogue of the hypbthetica
directional >>> absolutive chain.

In sum, it can be concluded that even though the view that action
nominals are verbal nouns and patrticiples are verbal adjectivgpizrted by
a multitude of lexicalizedleverbal nouns and adjectives, developments of
individual converb and infinitive forms hardly evidence specific new word-
classes, but rather once again highlight the centrality of theiacot
functions, as well as the importance of the obligatory/optional distmot
differentiating between infinitives and converbs.
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6. Discussion

In this section, | summarize the main points of the preceding arguinanta
To get a more comprehensive picture of the system of non-finitéarenb, it
seems necessary briefly to discuss the definitions of partamoléhe position

of participles in relation to other (idealizations of) non-finitega#st the
background of what has been said about action nominals, converbs and
infinitives in the preceding sections, participles—though not the maindbpic
this paper—may tentatively be described as follows: It waadmentioned

that participles are usually defined as verbal adjectives anglfwrafinites
functioning as attributes, i.e. modifiers of nouns. In Section 3, | adratithé
non-finites called participles generally have morphosyntactiaifestof
adjectives that may be seen as indices of verb-class-changiagtionil
Morphologically, participles usually agree with their head nouns as uederi
adjectives do, and their positions with respect to their heads restrobé of
adjectives (Haspelmath 1996: 44, 49). Functionally, they are similar to
adjectives in that their primary function is to modify nouns. Furthezntbey

also have secondary functions identical to those of adjectives;rthayed as
(adjectival) predicates, which appears to have resulted in the deesibpia
multitude of periphrastic aspecto-temporal categories in vaaogsiges. In
addition to this, it was mentioned above that participles, when |lezedali
usually turn into adjectives and—in a manner identical to adjectives—i
nouns. Yet again, it was briefly mentioned at the end of Section 4.5 that
participles may be “deadjectivalized” and beconmeveobs; such copredicative
functions of participles directly correspond to similarefsieue adjectives, too
(see Haspelmath 1995a: 17-20).
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It is important to note that just as adverbial functions do not equal the
word-class of adverbs, not all non-finites that are used attrilbutive to be
labeled as verbal adjectives; compare such fairly common usafndahies
like will to learnor its Finnish equivaleritalu oppi-ajwill learn-1NF]. These
infinitives are attributes in the strictest sense oféhm {*modifiers of nouns’),
but they do not appear to have any explicitly adjectival propertieshagd t
cannot be replaced with adjectives as easily as particgre$-arthermore, it
Is only expectable that action nominals—as venmains—are also used as
(genitival) attributes, e.g. Latiars amandiand its English and Finnish
translationghe art of lovingandrakasta-mise-n taitflove-AN-GEN art] (see
Itkonen 2001: 331, 350).—Apparently, as these latter types of attabuodia-
finites appear never to have been called participles, theptmtmiple is best
reserved for its traditional use as a designation for the mostiadjéke non-
finites. However, it appears that the epiterbal adjectiveloes not refer to as
thorough a process of word-class-changing inflectionvadal noun
participles still lack such adjective-like properties as comparaand
superlative degre€s.

12 According to Haspelmath (1996: 63 n. 6), the lack of comparative and siveerla
degrees of (German) participles is “due to purely semantier&atHowever, it seems to
me that the semantic functions of comparative and superlative dedperot differ
remarkably from the adverbial modifiers ‘more’ and ‘most’ tlké most interesting book
andthe book that interests (people) mdstappears that in relation to comparation, a
“verbal adjective” iseither a true verb form—whereupon it may have an object and
adverbial modifiers (including ‘most’; see ii.aprit is a lexicalized adjective, able to take
the superlative form but hardly an object (ii.b) (see also Z(it8BB: 219ff.] for analogous
examples of the dual nature of the Italiafinito sostantivati

Finnish
(i) a. (itse-a-ni) (eniten) kiinnosta-va Kirja
selfPART-1SG  most  interesSbTCRACT.PRES  book
‘the book that interests (me) (most)’

b. (??/*itse-a-ni) kiinnosta-v-in kirja
self-PART-1SG interestPTCRACT.PRESSUP  book
‘the most interesting (*me) book’

Note also that (adjectivalized) participles can sometimesrbed into adjectival adverbs
like Englishinterest-ingly, surpris-ingdy or Finnishkiinnosta-vasti, yllatta-va-sti ‘id.’.
The internal syntax of such “verbal adverbs” is more that of adgscthan of verbs:
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Drawing the threads together, | present Table 4, intended to capture my
central arguments about the main functions of the four main types of non-
finites as well as my views on the relevance of defining thawgacries as
instances of word-class-changing inflection (or word-class-changing word
formation in general). Converbs, for instance, are considered “verzabs”
only in a diachronic perspective where it could probabgchlly plausible to
label them as “verbal adpositions,” or better still, as individuahntes of
deverbal adverbs and adpositions:

Non-finite verb infinitive  converb participle action
form: nominal
Syntactic function: argument (free) attribute  —
(= subject, adverbial (+ (those of
object, (= adjunct) adjectival nouns)
obligatory predicate)
adverbial)
“New word- — — adjective  noun
class”:
Direction of noun, adverb, adjective  noun
lexicalization adverb adposition, (— noun)
(in the broad sense conjunction

that comprises the
development of
grammatical
words):

Table 4. The four main types of non-finite verb forms, their syntactic functions and
“new word-classes” (revision of Table 3)

It is evident from Table 4 that the asymmetry between thepywmaches still
remains: infinitives and converbs are best defined in terms ofsyratiactic
functions, whereas it would be superfluous to define action nominals as non-
finites with argumental, adverbial and attributive functions. Partisjpby
comparison, seem definable both by their (predominaattiyputive functions

kiinnostava-mmiffinterestingeoMP.ADV] ‘more interestingly’yllattava-mmir{surprising-
COMP.ADV] ‘more surprisingly’ instead of?/*enemman kiinnostavasinterestingly
*more’, ??/*enemman yllattavastsurprisingly *more’.
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and by their (not completely) adjectival morphosyntax. It must, however, be
remembered that action nominals are often left outside theaflass-finite

verb forms; reasons for this may include the fact that the inteyngax of
action nominals is often less verb-like than that of parésigturthermore, the
formation processes of action nominals appear to be more idiosyrtbeatic
those of other non-finites; on the continuum between inflectiodarrgation,
action nominals are probably more derivational than participles.

To return to the claims that infinitives are not “on a par” witieohon-
finites, but rather “distribute over” or “are typically intermatei between”
action nominals and converbs (see Section 4.1), | hope that | have bden able
demonstrate that it is more reasonable to say that (idealifed)ives and
converbs are in complementary distribution (barring the prailedfmoundary
between purposive and directional-purposive non-finileg)ddition, it can be
seen from Table 4 that participles are, in a sense, also onalpanfinitives
and converbs, whereas the use of action nominals covers—egitimoguite an
abstract manner—the functions of all these other forms. If actiomadsfas
the clearest example of word-class-changing inflection) eagegorically left
outside non-finiteverb forms, the rest of the non-finites discussed here could
be defined fairly uniformly by reference to their syntacticfions only. — In
fact, this appears to be approximately the way I.V. Nedjdlk898: 421-422)
defines infinitives, converbs and participles (see 8e&i2). However, it must
be admitted that the adjective-like nature of participles glsaparates them
from infinitives and converbs.

Once again, | feel compelled to defend my view that therfearseasons
to label converbs as verbal adverbs. When evaluating Hasp&ifi®95a: 3—

4) definition of converb, Bickel (1998: 383) states that due to the
(morphological) propertpon-finite it

has the advantage [over V.P. Nedjalkov's (1995) conception of comieHag the
definition of converb (“nonfinite adverbial verb form”) is conceptupérallel . . . to
the traditional definition of participles (“nonfinite adjeaiwverb form”) and masdars
or verbal nouns (“nonfinite nominal verb form”).

Ricca (1997: 188), in turn, interprets Haspelmath as putting

13 Nedjalkov (1995: 97) defines a converb as “a verb form which depends mailaon
another verb form, but is not its syntactic actant,” with no referemfiniteness nor to the
word-class of adverbs.
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more stress on the functional role of converbs, which beautifully coesptee
paradigm with ‘verbal adverbs’ alongside ‘verbal adjectives’ (i.gigyales) and
verbal nouns.

| do not intend to deny that the notion wérbal adverbwould indeed
“beautifully complete” the picture of non-finites, but apparently, twatld
happen only by ignoring infinitives not only as prima facie noitefa) but also

as daughters of action nominal constructions and as sisters of mangbsonve
(see Section 4.3). The alternative | am proposing makes tsaanceptually
parallel to infinitives and participles, and at least in ald@uc perspective, to
action nominals as well.

Again, if converbs are simply defined as free adverbial verb farms (
verbal adjuncts) in thgyntactic sense (parallel to argumental infinitives and
attributive participles), the definition could possibly be considereactade
the so-called narrative converbs as well. Such “cosubordinate,” “cwaflat
“non-modifying” or “propositionally nonrestrictivaion-finites, found in many
Indo-Aryan, Dravidian, and “Altaic” languages of Asia as welhake Turkic
and some Uralic languages of eastern Europe are generally viewed-as
finite counterparts to the coordination of finite clauses; the dames are
often used in modifying (“adverbial”) functions, too. Althduipe problems of
differentiating between the modifying and (non-modifying) conjoining
functions remain, they might be best seen as belonging to the domain of
semantics rather than syntax (see e.g. Johanson 1995: 321-322, 327-330).
(Ultimately, this would lead to labeling even the most exotic types of inedia
verbs and clause chaining as converbal constructions; cf. Haspelmath 1995a:
20-27; van der Auwera 1998b; Tikkanen 2001: 1115-1116.)

Finally, it must be admitted that the reality behind the genataiizs
presented in Table 4 is much more complex. As in earlier typolagteahpts
to define one or more types of non-finites, the discussion in the previous
sections has centered on idealizations of non-finites. It was notda a
beginning of this paper (in Section 2) that good examples of “ideaéragof
non-finites are actually rather difficult to find, and Hunganivas presented as
a plausible candidate to represent such an ideal, as each of theitesni+
(1a—d) is used in quite specific functions; compare the use of thesEngd
form in the translations of the Hungarian participles, converbs anshacti
nominals. In practice, non-finites often have functions of more than ehe of
four main subcategories discussed here. Many so-called particples
Germanic and Romance languages are used both as attributes (pa)taig!
as adverbial modifiers (converbs). Common homonymy between infinitives
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and action nominals was mentioned in the preceding section. In many Turkic
and Uralic languages, a non-finite may share the functions of peet@and
action nominals, and the Moksha Mordvin form-msfunctions both as a
typical infinitive and as a converb of posteriority (Section 5.2). &V .P.
Nedjalkov 1995: 104-106.) The non-finites in Hungarian represent the ideal
system also in the sense that there is only one infinitive and no “less’typical
non-finites (cf. Section 4.4Y.

All that has been said in the preceding sections has centered on the
functions that non-finites have by themselves; in other words, on the non-
finites that function as relatively independent constituents witsengnce.
Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1999: 148) sees all these functiobslasging to one of
the two main groups of functions that non-finites can have. She not@s that
addition to sucldependent predicateson-finites can also be used to form
‘analytical’ or periphrastic verb forms. Such uses have briefiy Ineentioned
In connection with the Finnish non-finites-mAssAand-mAttA(Section 4.4),
the development of future tenses from ‘want’ + infinitive (e.g. inBakan
languages and in English; see Section 5.2) as well as the graafizetian of
converbs (Section 5.1) and participles (cf. above). Even though it may
sometimes be difficult to distinguish between periphrastic verb fandshe
“dependent predicate” use of non-finites (see e.qg. Ylikoski 2002: 127-129), it
appears understandable that these functions should be kept distinctdhom ea
other whenever possible. However, the existence of periphrastic forms onc
again suggests that non-finites are usually best defined in teriineiof
functions.

7. Conclusion

In conclusion, | admit that this paper does not offer definitive answers to the
problems of defining non-finites, but rather recognizes various continua
between the idealizations of the four main types of non-finites difettedht

kinds of deviations from them; the continua become even more evident when
non-finites are examined from a diachronic perspective. In the pngcedi
sections, | have centered on commenting and refining the definitionsowf act
nominals, converbs and infinitives (and, to a lesser extent, particighesit

“1n addition to the present participle-iii-6 (1b), Hungarian possesses a past participle in
-(Vit)t and a future participle wundo/-endo.
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appears that these main types of non-finites and the systeauatie of their
mutual relations are best understood by combining our knowledge of both the
past and present—and even the future—of these forms.

Although the ideas presented in this article are intended to have cross
linguistic applicability, | do not claim that the function-basedapph to non-
finites is equally useful for describing languages other than thdidami
synthetic languages of Europe, where the morphological non-finiteness of the
verb forms in question can often be taken for granted. Problems ariseawhe
purely functional approach to “non-finites” is applied to nmmipgically finite
dependent verb forms such as those of Bantu languages, not to speak of
Isolating languages where the finite/non-finite distinctsoaliogether dubious
(e.g. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1999: 149; Hu, Pan and Xu 2001). Nevertheless, |
hope to have demonstrated that in the European languages, on which many of
the typological statements (and typologists’ underlying assumptions) about
non-finites are still based, the syntactic functions of action ndseaerally
distribute over infinitives and converbs, the latter two categoriexyhai
complementary distribution in terms of relative obligatoriness vsomgity.

Abbreviations

A adjective GEN genitive

ABE abessive ILL illative

ABL ablative IMPF  imperfective aspect
ABS absolutive INE inessive

ACC accusative INF infinitive

ACT active INS instructive

ADE adessive LAT lative

ADV adverb M masculine

AN action nominal MIN the non-finite in-min ~ -me(n)
AOR aorist (“the second gerund”, “action
COMP comparative essive”)

COND conditional N noun

CONNEG  connegative NEG negation

CONV converb NOM  nominative

DAT dative PART  partitive

EGR egressive PASS  passive

ELA elative PAST  pasttense

ERG ergative PL plural

FUT future tense PRES  present tense

G genitive PRT particle

GA genitive-accusative PTCP  participle
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SG singular TERM terminative
SRDIR  superdirective TRA transitive
SuP superlative v verb
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