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The paper discusses mechanisms of clausal adjunction, that is, transforming a clause into a 
modifier with a specific interpretation (purpose, temporal, causal, etc.). It focuses on infinitival 
rationale clauses in Mari (Uralic), which can be headed simultaneously by a marker identical to 
the dative postposition (lan) and a complementizer (manən). Although in line with the popular 
P-approach to clausal adjunction (e.g., Landau 2021), analyzing lan as a P head is problematic 
because its distributional properties are atypical for an adposition and align closely with those 
of a clausal functional head, which prompts a question about its actual categorial status. I 
examine several ways to reconcile the P-approach with the Mari data, demonstrate that all 
these options face problems, and outline an alternative Mood-account. I propose that rationale 
clauses contain a MoodP with a teleological modal inserted as its head (spelled out as lan), 
which determines the semantic type and distribution of these clausal adjuncts—the presence 
of the modal allows rationale clauses to be used as modifiers predicated of the matrix TP. 
The paper contributes to the discussion of modifying clauses by showing that they can be 
regulated from within and offering a dual‑strategy view that captures cross‑linguistic variation; 
it further touches upon the issue of reanalyzing and grammaticalizing adpositions and ‘shifting’ 
grammatical categories.
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1  Introduction
1.1 Overview of the argument
Adjunct clauses that modify events and situations are widespread across the world’s languages 
and raise an interesting question: How do they work? Given that finite and many types of 
non-finite clauses are fully saturated propositions, how do they function as modifiers, that is, 
predicates? Moreover, where do the various flavors of modification (temporal, causal, rationale, 
etc.) come from?

A common strategy for overcoming both problems is to embed a clause as a dependent of 
a special P head, as in [PP P [CP/TP … ]]. The resulted PP can be used as a VP/VoiceP/TP-level 
modifier due to the inherently predicative nature of adpositions, and the adposition further 
determines the specific interpretation of the adjunct. For non-finite clauses, an elaborate version 
of this analysis has been recently proposed by Landau (2021), who shows that the P-approach 
successfully accommodates the relevant data from English as well as Romance languages 
and Hebrew. The approach also leaves room for phonologically null adpositions and thus 
accommodates “unmarked” clausal adjuncts. It is tempting to further extend it to other languages 
and consider it a universal adjunction strategy.

The present paper focuses on infinitival rationale clauses in Mari, a Uralic language. A 
rationale infinitive bears a marker lan, identical to the affixal dative postposition, which at first 
glance fits the P-approach perfectly. What makes Mari interesting is that such ‘dative-marked’ 
rationale clauses also contain a complementizer manən, and the surface order of lan and manən 
indicates the structural sequence [CP [PP [TP … T] P] C]. This pattern poses a problem for the theory 
of categorial selection (Grimshaw 1991, i.a.) and, consequently, for the P-approach to clausal 
adjunction, because a projection of category P appears to intervene between two functional 
layers of an extended verbal projection.

I examine several ways to reconcile the P-approach with the Mari data: (i) re-analyzing 
infinitives as deverbal nominals; (ii) treating manən as a lexical verb; and (iii) taking the underlying 
structure to be [PP [CP [TP … T] C] P] and postulating a postsyntactic operation responsible for the 
reordering of lan and manən. I demonstrate that all these options face further problems.

To account for the behavior of Mari rationale clauses without undermining the theory of 
grammatical categories and categorial selection, I propose an alternative Mood-approach, whereby 
lan spells out not a P but a functional head at the periphery of the non-finite clause, namely 
Mood. I work out a syntactic analysis at the core of which lies the idea that rationale clauses 
contain a modal operator ModRat, structurally represented as the head of MoodP (Nissenbaum 
2005; Grosz 2014; Dąbkowski & AnderBois 2023).
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The Mood-approach allows us to maintain a clear distinction between lexical and functional 
categories. It makes postulating an additional P head on top of a rationale clause unmotivated 
and redundant: it is the clause-internal Mood head itself that turns the rationale infinitive into a 
predicate and yields the desired purpose interpretation, obviating the need for a clause-external 
adposition.

Thus, Mari rationale infinitives provide no support for the P-approach to clausal adjunction 
and indicate that an alternative may be required, at least for some languages and some types of 
clausal modifiers. I do not claim that the Mood-approach can or should substitute the P-approach 
universally; rather, the two strategies complement each other and are both needed to capture the 
full range of adjunct clauses cross-linguistically.

From an empirical perspective, the paper fills in a gap in the description of Mari, an 
understudied language. While non-finite rationale clauses in English and some related Indo-
European languages (e.g., German) have received much attention in the literature (see Faraci 
1974; Jones 1991; Johnston 1994; Whelpton 1995, to name a few), adjunct infinitives outside 
the Indo-European family and in many Uralic languages specifically have remained understudied. 
The present work draws attention to the peculiar construction attested in Mari, which so far has 
only been briefly mentioned in grammars (Riese et al. 2022). From a theoretical perspective, 
the study contributes to the discussion of modifying clauses by offering a viable alternative to 
the P-approach and demonstrating that the distribution of infinitival adjuncts can be regulated 
from inside the clause, without a clause-external adposition. It also addresses broader issues of 
word categories, categorial features, and categorial reanalysis (section 5). Ultimately, the paper 
proposes that clausal adjunction is not regulated by a single universal mechanism, as two strategies 
are available cross-linguistically. Some clauses become modifiers by combining with a lexical P 
head with a specific interpretation (“power from outside”), while some clauses are turned into 
modifiers by inserting a modal in the clause-internal Mood head (“the power from within”), with 
the result structure functioning as a predicate with a rationale/purpose/goal reading.

1.2 The data and methodology
Meadow Mari (henceforth, Mari) is one of the two literary norms of Mari, Uralic; see Saarinen 
(2022) and Bradley & Luutonen (2023) for recent descriptions. Speakers of Mari primarily 
live in the Mari El Republic, Russian Federation, with other relatively large communities in 
Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, and Udmurtia. The status of Meadow Mari is described as “threatened” 
(Campbell et al. 2022): according to the 2010 Russian Census, there were at that time about 
370,000 speakers of Meadow Mari, but the number of speakers registered in 2020 is lower – 
approximately 260,000.
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The primary data presented in the paper were collected in 2020–2025 from two native speakers 
of the Morki(nsko)-Sernur dialect in individual online elicitation sessions. The consultants are 
from the same age group (38–45 y.o.), both grew up in the Mari El Republic and have a higher 
education degree; they are bilingual in Mari and Russian and use Mari on an everyday basis in 
communication with their friends and relatives. All the judgments on the data considered in the 
paper were robust and confirmed multiple times. They also do not contradict the information 
provided in the most recent grammar of literary Meadow Mari by Riese et al. (2022) and the 
data in the Korp corpus of Mari and the Meadow Mari social media corpus (Arkhangelskiy 2019).

1.3 Outline of the paper
The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 presents the T-P-C puzzle, which challenges the 
adpositional approach to clausal adjunction. Section 3 considers and refutes two possible ways 
to avoid the C-over-P problem while still analyzing lan in infinitival rationale clauses as a 
postposition: reanalyzing the complementizer as a verb (3.1) and introducing a postsyntactic 
reordering operation (3.2). Section 4 outlines an alternative Mood-analysis that successfully 
captures the morphosyntax of Mari rationale clause. Section 5 discusses some implications of the 
proposal and concludes.

2 Mari rationale clauses
2.1 The T-P-C sandwich
Mari is a head-final language with basic SOV word order and optional subject pro-drop.1 It has 
several types of subordinate clauses, both finite and non-finite. The latter group includes aš 
infinitives, participial and nominalized clauses, and so-called converbs (gerunds); see Burukina 
(2024a) for a recent discussion of the latter three groups.

Infinitives typically appear as complements (Riese et al. 2022: 251) and are rarely used 
as adjuncts, with a notable exception being the rationale clauses exemplified in (1). Rationale 
clauses (RatCls) express a reason behind some action: the action of the main clause serves as an 
instrument to bring about the action of the adjunct clause (Faraci 1974; Farkas 1988).2

(1) a. [Məlanna kudəβečə-š pur-aš-lan manən] təj pečə-m sümər-en-at.2

1pl.dat yard-ill enter-inf-lan comp 2sg fence-acc break-pst2-2sg
‘You broke the fence in order for us to get into the yard.’

	 1	 SOV is the dominant word order and it is preferred by the consultants that I worked with; some inter-speaker variation 
has been reported by Bradley et al. (2018). For a discussion of null subjects in Mari see Bradley & Hirvonen (2022).

	 2	 I use simplified UPA transcription: ы = ə, ч = č, х = x, ц = c.
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b. %[Kogəl’-lan kü-aš-lan manən] duxovkə-m čüktə-š-na.3

pie-dat ripen-inf-lan comp oven-acc light-pst1-1pl
‘We turned on the oven in order for the pie to cook.’

c. [PROi kudəβečə-š pur-aš-lan manən], təji pečə-m sümər-en-at.
yard-ill enter-inf-lan comp 2sg fence-acc break-pst2-2sg

‘You broke the fence in order to get into the yard.’

d. [PROi kogəl’ə-m kü-kt-aš-lan manən] proi duxovkə-m čüktə-š-na.
pie-acc ripen-caus-inf-lan comp oven-acc light-pst1-1pl

‘We turned on the oven in order to cook the pie.’

As shown in (1), infinitival RatCls in Mari have either a referentially independent3 subject4 (1a, 
1b) or a silent non-obligatorily controlled subject (1c, 1d), marked here as PRO, similarly to the 
English She worked hard in order (for her children) to go to school.

Rationale infinitives in Mari are accompanied by the suffix lan, glossed as neutral lan 
throughout the paper. The suffix is identical in its form to the dative marker (e.g., rβeze-βlak-lan 
boy-pl-dat), which belongs to the class of affixal postpositions (Luutonen 1997; Burukina 2023b; 
also Serebrennikov 1967 and Majtinskaja 1982 on Uralic).5,6 Given that dative in Mari is used to 
mark a nominal purpose or cause (2, Riese et al. 2022: 76) and that cross-linguistically, adjunct 
clauses are often introduced by an adposition (cf. in English She did this while/after/before/
despite doing something else), it seems obvious that one should follow traditional grammars (e.g., 
Luutonen 1997) and assume that lan in (1) spells out the same syntactic element as in (2), namely 
a dative P head.

	 3	 While both consultants accepted such examples with an inanimate embedded subject, one consultant strongly 
preferred to use a transitive embedded predicate instead (1d).

	 4	 I leave the question about the source of the dative case assigned to the embedded subject to be addressed by future 
research. One option is to adopt a structural case approach and assume that dative is assigned by either T or Mood.

	 5	 In modern Mari in some contexts, dative may be analyzed as a true case marker, K0. (Suggestions regarding the 
dual nature of dative in Mari were made already in Luutonen 1997 and more recently in Guseva & Weisser 2018 
and Den Dikken 2018.) For example, while dative Goals and Beneficiaries are reasonably analyzed as PPs, dative 
subjects attested in RatCls have nominal distribution and nothing in their interpretation indicates the presence of a P 
head. Note, however, that analyzing lan in infinitival clauses as an exponent of K0 would only further aggravate the 
situation, as one would still be left with a categorial mismatch, this time of the type T-K-C. While there is plenty of 
work arguing that CPs can be selected by D, I am not aware of any research that would claim that C could take a DP 
complement and/or that D combines easily with an infinitival TP/FinP.

	 6	 The co-occurrence of aš and lan is particular to Meadow Mari, and it does not occur in closely related Hill Mari. 
Interestingly, dative-marked infinitives are attested in Tatar, a Kipchak Turkic language that has been in close contact 
with Meadow Mari (but not with Hill Mari); see Landmann (2014), Burbiel (2018: 718). However, such forms in 
Tatar have a broader distribution and can be used as complements as well as rationale (purpose) adjuncts. I am 
grateful to Jeremy Bradley for bringing these facts to my attention.



6

(2) βüd-lan kaj-en-at.
water-dat go-pst2-2sg
‘You went to get water.’

In addition to lan, rationale infinitives also allow a complementizer manən. This complementizer 
is not unique to RatCls: it appears in embedded finite clauses (3a) and with some infinitival 
complements (3b).

(3) a. [Koncert təgaj kužu lij-eš manən], pal-em əl’e gən,
 concert such long be-npst.3sg comp know-npst.1sg ptcl if
ańat, om kaj əl’e.
perhaps be.neg.1sg go.cng ptcl
‘If I had known the concert would be this long, I doubt I would have gone.’
[Riese et al. 2022: 336]

b. Maša məlami [PROi tol-aš manən] kalas-en.
M. 1sg.dat come-inf comp tell-pst2.3sg
‘Masha told me to come.’

While lan and manən cooccur in (1), it is also possible to leave either or both out. To the best of my 
knowledge, their surface presence/absence does not change the interpretation or any syntactic 
properties of the sentence, and I assume that both items have phonologically null variants. The 
only restriction that lan and manən fall under is that, when present overtly, lan always attaches 
to the infinitive and manən is always clause-final. There is some inter-speaker variation, with one 
consultant preferring to use either lan or manən rather than both in the same clause; however, 
importantly, both consultants regularly accepted sentences with the combination lan manən and 
produced such examples in a translation task (from Russian to Mari). Furthermore, examples 
with both lan and manən are also found in the Meadow Mari social media corpus (4), confirming 
the pattern.7

(4) a. Šoč-ən-am čoŋeštəl-aš-lan manən, məj šəm kəre oŋ-əm
be.born-pst2-1sg fly-inf-lan comp 1sg neg hit.cng chest-acc
ńigunam.
never
‘I was born to fly, I never hit myself in the chest.’

b. Uβer-əm kalək-lan kumdan-rak šarkal-aš da uməl-aš-lan
news-acc people-dat widely-cmpr spread-inf and understand-inf-lan

	 7	 I previously mentioned lan-manən RatCls in Burukina (2022), which contained one such example without a proper 
account; that paper argued that lan in RatCls in modern Mari is a postposition. Although I maintain that diachronically 
this was likely the case (section 5), I now propose that synchronically lan in infinitives spells out the Mood head.
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manən, təške rušla βeraŋd-ena.
comp here in.Russian place-npst.1pl
‘In order to spread the news more broadly and to understand it, we will post it here 
in Russian.’

What is the structure of Mari RatCls and how do they fit into the broader typology of clausal 
adjuncts? Presumably, aš spells out the infinitival T, the dative lan spells out P, and the 
complementizer manən is in C. In adherence to the Mirror Principle (Baker 1985), the surface 
order of these elements indicates that the underlying structure of RatCls is [CP [PP [TP [… verb ] 
T=aš ] P=lan ] C=manən]. However, this T-P-C sequence of projections is problematic from 
the point of view of categorial selection, as it is extremely unlikely for a clausal C head to select 
a PP. As stated already by Grimshaw (1991), in an extended projection the lexical head and all 
the functional heads must belong to the same category (see also Van Riemsdijk 1990). The only 
exception are the so-called mixed projections—e.g., deverbal nominals and adjectives—in which 
the category is changed by a special nominalizing or adjectivizing head. Importantly, after the 
category is changed, no more projections of the core category can be built on top of the resulting 
structure; this is why, for instance, externally nominal ing gerunds in English are incompatible 
with T/C, as in *that/to John’s running of the marathon.8

Analyzing lan in the aš-lan rationale clauses as the dative marker faces further challenges. 
While cases of an adposition combining with an infinitival TP/FinP have been discussed in the 
literature, they appear to have rather limited distribution. For instance, aside from purpose/
goal infinitives, most of the English data discussed in Landau (2021) involves gerunds (arguably, 
mixed verbal-nominal projections, see Bresnan 1997; Borsley & Kornfilt 1999; Alexiadou 2001, 
i.a.); similarly, in Turkic languages adpositions combine with clausal nominalizations (Kornfilt 
1997), while in Slavic languages they take headless or light-headed relative clauses (p.k.).

These observations suggest that Ps in Mari and cross-linguistically may be limited to selecting 
a dependent of category N and incompatible with extended verbal projections altogether (Marcel 
den Dikken p.c.). If true, this restrictiveness prevents adopting the P-approach to clausal adjunction 
as universal and brings us back to the question posed in the introduction: What makes clauses 
work as adjuncts (i.e., modifiers) and determines their specific adjunct interpretation?

	 8	 It has been suggested that a C head can be merged in the extended projection of P (Koopman 2010; also Den Dikken 
2010). Even if this is the case, the C heads found in the projection of P are not the same as those found in the 
projection of V. For instance, cross-linguistically it is unusual for the same word to spell out C in extended PPs and 
C in extended VPs: consider that or if in English, which are only allowed in clauses. Mari is not an exception, as the 
complementizer manən is restricted to embedded clauses and cannot be added to a postpositional phrase, regardless 
of whether the latter involves a lexical P or an affixal P, including the dative marker. Analyzing manən as a C head of 
category P would require explaining its unusually restricted distribution—why is it only allowed in dative PPs with 
an infinitival dependent and banned in all other PPs? 
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2.2 Infinitival, not nominal
One may argue that Mari aš items under discussion are not infinitives, i.e., verbal forms, but 
rather event nominals; this would explain the aš-lan sequence (a nominal + dative), if not the 
aš-lan manən pattern (a nominal + dative + a complementizer). This idea finds support in the 
history of Mari, as researchers generally agree that aš items stem from either nominalizations or 
headless participial relative clauses (Rätsep 1954; Galkin 1964; Bereczki 2002). Nevertheless, 
extending such an analysis to modern Mari is rather problematic, as the distribution of aš 
infinitives is strikingly different from that of regular event nominals derived with mE or maš 
(Riese et al. 2022; also Burukina 2024a). On the one hand, infinitives are allowed with various 
modals and other control verbs, such as ‘decide’ (lit. ‘think’), yet nominalizations are ruled out 
in these contexts (5).

(5) a. Erla ondak kəńel-aš / *kəńel-me / *kəńel-maš kül-eš.
tomorrow early get.up-inf   get.up-nm   get.up-nmz be.necessary-npst.3sg
‘It is necessary to get up early tomorrow.’

b. Pur-aš / *purə-mo / *purə-maš lij-eš mo?
enter-inf   enter-nm   enter-nmz be.possible-npst.3sg q
‘May (I) come in?’

c. Lena aktrise lij-aš / *lij-mə-m / *lij-maš-əm šon-en pəšt-en.
Lena actress be-inf  be-nm-acc  be-nmz-acc think-cvb put-pst2.3sg
‘Lena decided to be an actress.’

On the other hand, dative event nominals can appear in various argument positions, as shown in 
(6a), yet they never alternate with aš-lan items under consideration (6b), and the latter can only 
be used as rationale clauses. If all the relevant forms in (6)—lijməlan, ulməlan, lijašlan, ulašlan—
were dative-marked nominalizations, we would expect them to be interchangeable in at least 
some contexts, contrary to the facts.

(6) a. [Slon-βlak tüńa-ste lij-mə-lan / ul-mə-lan] ńigö ör-ən
elephant-pl world-ine be-nm-dat be-nm-dat nobody be.surprised-cvb
ogəl.
be.neg.3sg
‘Nobody was surprised that elephants exist in the world.’

b. *[Slon-βlak(-lan) tüńa-ste lij-aš-lan / ul-aš-lan] ńigö ör-ən
 elephant-pl-dat world-ine be-inf-dat be-inf-dat nobody be.surprised-cvb
ogəl.
be.neg.3sg
Intended: ‘Nobody was surprised that elephants exist in the world.
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Overall, event nominals share the distribution with other nominal phrases and can bear semantic 
and structural case marking (e.g., comitative or accusative, (7a, 7b)) or be embedded under an 
adposition (7c, 7d).

(7) a. Tud-lan agronom paša-ge kočk-aš šoltə-mə-ge šukt-aš jösö
3sg-dat agronomist work-com eat-inf boil-nm-com succeed-inf difficult
lij-eš
be-npst.3sg
‘It will be difficult for him/her to work as an agronomist and to cook food.’

b. Koropka küβar ümbalne kijə-mə-m mond-en-at.
box floor above lie-nm-acc forget-pst2-2sg
‘You forgot that the box was lying on the floor.’

c. Aspirant-βlak Sibir’-əške košt-mə-št nergen kalaskal-en-ət.
grad.student-pl Siberia-ill go-nm-3pl about talk-pst2-3pl
‘The graduate students talked about their trip to Siberia.’

d. Mardež dene vaze šalanə-mə-lan köra Vaslij ekspedicij-əške
wind with vase scatter-nm-dat because.of Vaslij expedition-ill
kaj-en ogəl.
go-cvb be.neg.3sg
‘Vaslij didn’t go to the expedition because the vase was broken by the wind.’

In contrast, infinitives in Mari generally do not combine with structural and semantic cases 
(Lavrentjev 1972; Riese et al. 2022). Several unsuccessful attempts to combine an aš form with 
a case marker are given in (8).

(8) a. *Tud-lan agronom paša-m əšt-aš-ge kočk-aš šolt-aš-ge jösö
3sg-dat agronomist work-acc do-inf-com eat-inf boil-inf-com difficult
lij-eš.
be-npst.3sg

b. *Koropka(-lan) küβar ümbalne kij-aš-əm mond-en-at.
box-dat floor above lie-inf-acc forget-pst2-2sg

In fact, lan is the only case-like marker that can appear on an infinitival aš form (Riese et al. 
2022: 252). Independent (i.e., non-affixal) postpositions also do not allow infinitival dependents, 
as shown in (9).

(9) a. *Aspirant-βlak Sibir’-əške košt-aš(-əšt) nergen kalaskal-en-ət.
grad.student-pl Siberia-ill go-inf-3pl about talk-pst2-3pl
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b. *Mardež dene vaz(e/ə-lan) šalan-aš-lan köra Vaslij ekspedicij-əške
wind with vase-dat scatter-inf-dat because.of Vaslij expedition-ill
kaj-en ogəl.
go-cvb be.neg.3sg

These discrepancies make it difficult if not impossible to analyze aš forms as nominal, but they 
are unsurprising if aš forms are, indeed, extended verbal projections (clauses). This brings us back 
to the original puzzle. If we want to keep the P-approach to adjunction and analyze the aš-lan 
manən sequence in rationale clauses as resulting from the underlying TP-PP-CP structure, both 
manən and the dative lan end up having a surprisingly limited and generally unusual distribution: 
lan is now the only adposition that can combine with infinitival TPs/FinPs (and only in one 
specific context) and allows adding a complementizer otherwise restricted to clauses. In the 
next section, I explore several possible ways to resolve this conundrum while still analyzing lan 
as a P head and salvaging the P-approach. Section 3.1 attempts to reanalyze manən as a lexical 
verb. Section 3.2 considers treating the surface aš-lan manən as a result of some morphological 
(i.e., postsyntactic) operation. All these attempts are shown to face certain challenges. After 
that, section 4 presents my original analysis, whereby lan is not a P head but a Mood head at the 
periphery of an infinitival clause.

3 Against analyzing lan as a P
One may try to salvage the postpositional approach to Mari RatCls by analyzing manən not as a 
complementizer but as a verb with a dative dependent, given that it was historically a converb of 
the lexical verb manaš ‘say, tell’.9 Another option is to argue that the surface order aš lan manən is 
derived postsyntactically and corresponds to the underlying order of the projections [PP [CP [TP …] 
T=aš ] C=manən ] P=lan]. This section challenges these accounts by presenting some novel data.

3.1 Option 1: manən is a lexical verb
To solve the C-over-P problem, one may propose that manən in RatCls is not a complementizer 
but a lexical predicate.10 The clausal adjunct then has the structure [VP [PP [TP/FinP … T] P] V], 

	 9	 As pointed out by a reviewer, the pattern of grammaticalization of quotative SAY in complementizers is a well-
described macro-areal feature found across Northern Eurasia, attested not only in Meadow Mari and Hill Mari but 
also, e.g., in Turkic (Matić & Pakendorf 2013; Toldova & Serdobolskaya 2014; Klumpp 2016). 

	 10	 Alternatively, one may analyze manən as a postposition selecting a dative-marked non-finite clause. In Mari, as in 
other Uralic languages, several adpositions take a dative dependent, as in (i).

(i) a. Jəβan okna-lan βaštareš šinč-ən.
Yyvan window-dat against sit.down-pst2.3sg
‘Yyvan sat down opposite the window.’ [Riese et al. 2022: 161]
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where the P-headed non-finite clause is a dependent of the verb. In what follows I provide 
evidence against this approach.

As mentioned earlier, the complementizer manən is identical in its form to and has been 
grammaticalized from the non-agreeing converb of the verb manaš ‘say, tell’ (Isanbajev 1961; 
Galkin 1964). Such converbs are typically used to express an action simultaneous with the main 
event; the use of manaš as a lexical predicate is illustrated in (10).

(10) Məlanna teŋgeče [kol-əm kuč-aš kaj-et] man-ən-at.
1pl.dat yesterday  fish-acc catch-inf go-npst.2sg say-pst2-2sg
‘You told us yesterday that you would go fishing.’

This makes analyzing manən in RatCls as V and not C appealing; however, upon a closer 
examination, this approach can hardly be successful. One challenge is to determine the role 
of the dative PP dependent. While Mari verbs of saying can co-occur with dative DPs, those 
generally refer to a Goal of communication, that is, a preferably [+human] participant that 
the speaker is talking to. These verbs can also embed an infinitival clause expressing an order 
or a suggestion, but they are strictly incompatible with infinitival complements marked with 
lan, unless those are interpreted as rationale modifiers. For instance, the infinitival clause in 
(11) cannot be understood to be an argument of the lexical manaš ‘say’ and describe the Lexical 
Material, that is, what was being said.

(11) #Məlanna [kudəβečə-š pur-aš-lan] man-ən-at.
1pl.dat  yard-ill enter-inf-lan say-pst2-2sg
Not available: ‘You told us that you would go into the yard.’
Only: ‘You told us (this) in order to get into the yard.’

One may argue that the lan infinitive in (11) is indeed a rationale modifier. A hypothetical account 
will then proceed as follows. The rationale constructions with manən are biclausal: manən is the 
main lexical predicate and it is modified by a rationale (dative) PP with an embedded infinitive. 
This is schematized in (12) corresponding to (13). Under this approach, manən is a converb, 

b. Tudo təlat köra βele il-a.
3sg 2sg.dat because only live-npst.3sg
‘S/he lives only for you.’ [ibid.: 172]

		  However, such an approach would find no support in the semantic and syntactic distribution and the history of manən. 
The literature does not mention it being ever used as an adposition. In modern Mari, manən generally cannot appear 
with nominal dependents in the intended adpositional role; e.g., Petja-lan manən does not have a PP distribution and 
manən here can only be analyzed as a lexical verb ‘say’, resulting in the reading ‘saying (something) to Petja’. One would 
have to stipulate that, as an adposition, manən appears only with infinitives and not with noun phrase dependents. In 
contrast, other postpositions in Mari are incompatible with infinitival clauses, whether marked dative or not.
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hence the denotation CvbP, and proLM stands for the null object of manən referring to the Lexical 
Material. The structure yields the literal translation of (11) along the lines of ‘You broke the 
fence, while saying (something) in order for us to get into the yard.’

(12) [[CvbP [PP [TP/FinP … pur-aš] P lan] [CvbP proLM manən]] … [VP … ]]

(13) Məlanna kudəβečə-š pur-aš-lan manən, təj pečə-m sümər-en-at.
1pl.dat yard-ill enter-inf-lan comp 2sg fence-acc break-pst2-2sg
‘You broke the fence in order for us to get into the yard.’

The structure in (12) raises more questions than it answers, as it struggles to account for several 
important empirical observations concerning the behavior of manən in rationale clauses, which 
are easily accommodated under the manən-as-a-complementizer approach. Below I expand the 
argumentation from Burukina (2023a), who shows that manən in certain clausal dependents 
must be a complementizer.

First, manən in rationale clauses is desemanticized, that is, it is used even when no speech 
act can possibly be implied. This becomes especially clear in examples with a matrix subject 
referring to an inanimate object that cannot speak, such as (14).

(14) a. [Una-m βašlij-aš-lan manən] üstel tide pölem-əšte šog-a.
 guest-acc meet-inf-lan comp table this room-ine stand-npst.3sg
‘The table stands in this room in order to receive guests.’

b. [Kurək-əm saj-ən už-aš-lan manən] okna kugu (ul-eš).
 mountain-acc good-adv see-inf-lan comp window big  be-npst.3sg
‘The window is big in order to better see the mountains.’

One may suggest that the examples in (14) still involve the structure in (12) with the silent 
Agent of manən ‘saying’ being interpreted either as an arbitrary PRO or as a discourse-linked pro 
(e.g., ‘they’), yielding the literal reading ‘the table stands in this room while/as they are saying 
something in order to receive guests’ and ‘the window is big while/as they are saying something 
in order to better see the mountains.’ First, it is not immediately clear how such literal readings 
can give rise to straightforward rationale interpretations ‘X is in order for Y’. Second, Mari 
converbs ending with n enforce obligatory control: the antecedent (controller) of the implicit 
embedded subject must be in the immediately dominating clause and c-command it. This is 
illustrated in (15). In (15a) the silent subject of the converb can only be interpreted as coreferent 
with the c-commanding subject of the closest finite clause—Masha, but not Vasja—and this ban 
on non-local and extra-linguistic antecedents further renders (15b) semantically awkward. Going 
back to (14), if manən in these examples is a converb, ‘the table’ and ‘the window’ must control 
its implicit Agent, resulting in an infelicitous interpretation.
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(15) a. [Mašai divan-əšte [ei/*k kniga-m lud-ən] šinč-a manən] Vasjak

 M. sofa-ine book-acc read-cvb sit-npst.3sg comp V.
už-ən.
see-pst2.3sg
‘Vasja saw that Masha was sitting on a sofa reading a book.’

b. Oknai [ei/*k/*arb kurək-əm onč-en] kugu ul-eš.
window mountain-acc look-cvb big be-npst.3sg
Intended, not available: ‘The window is big with someone looking at the mountains.’
Only: #‘Looking at the mountain the window got big.’

If manən in the sentences under consideration is a lexical predicate, we further expect it to 
alternate with converbs derived from synonymous speech-act verbs, such as kutəraš ‘tell, speak’ 
or kalasaš ‘say, tell’. This prediction is not borne out (16). Likewise, it is not possible to substitute 
manən with man-de ‘say-cvb.neg’, the negative converb form of manaš.

(16) a. Rβeze-βlak-lan kurək-əm sajən už-aš manən / *kalas-en / *man-de
guy-pl-dat mountain-acc well see-inf comp   say-cvb   say-cvb.neg
okna kugu.
window big
‘The window is big for the boys to see the mountain well.’
Intended, mande: ‘The window is big not for the boys to see the mountain well.’

b. Una-m βašlij-aš-lan manən / *kalas-en / *man-de üstel tide
guest-acc meet-inf-dat comp   say-cvb   say-cvb.neg table this
pölem-əšte šog-a.
room-ine stand-npst.3sg
‘The table stands in this room in order to receive guests.’
Intended, mande: ‘The table stands in this room not to receive guests.’

In addition to this, given the structure in (12), one expects some overt lexical material to be 
able to intervene between lan and manən. As shown in (17), this is not the case: even examples 
in which manən could be interpreted as referring to an additional speech act are evaluated 
as marginal at best, and the speakers suggest that only the non-speech-act rationale reading 
is salient.

(17) a. *Una-m βašlij-aš-lan tidə-m man-ən üstel tide pölem-əšte
guest-acc meet-inf-dat this-acc comp/say-cvb table this room-ine
šog-a.
stand-npst.3sg
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b. ?*Məlanna kudəβečə-š pur-aš-lan tidə-m man-ən təj pečə-m
1pl.dat yard-ill enter-inf-lan this-acc comp/say-cvb 2sg fence-acc

sümər-en-at.
break-pst2-2sg
‘You broke the fence saying this in order for us to get into the yard.’

Taking these data into account, I conclude that analyzing manən in all rationale infinitives as 
a lexical predicate is not feasible. I do not exclude a possibility that some rare sentences may 
indeed have the structure as in (12), with manən introducing a speech event, yet in the majority 
of sentences with an infinitival rationale clause manən is a complementizer inserted in the C head.

3.2 Option 2: postsyntactic reordering
Another possible solution for the C-over-P problem posed by Mari rationale infinitives that would 
allow us to keep the P-approach to clausal adjunction is to reassign it from syntax to morphology. 
The underlying structure of RatCls (18) may be taken to be [PP [CP [TP T] C] P], with the dative P 
head selecting a CP as its complement. The order T-P-C is then derived at Spell-Out, as a result 
of a postsyntactic operation.

(18) [Məlanna / PROi kudəβečə-š pur-aš-lan manən], təji pečə-m
 1pl.dat yard-ill enter-inf-lan comp 2sg fence-acc
sümər-en-at.
break-pst2-2sg
‘You broke the fence in order (for us) to get into the yard.’

Several analyses in terms of postsyntactic reordering have been independently proposed for Mari 
to account for the distribution of possessive morphology, and it is reasonable to extend one of 
them to the RatCls instead of introducing a new approach. In possessive constructions and PPs 
with a possessed nominal dependent the possessive marker appears to the left of a structural 
case suffix (accusative or genitive) but flexibly to the left or to the right of an affixal P: pört-em-
βlak-əm ‘house-poss.1sg-pl-acc’ but not *pört-βlak-əm-em ‘house-pl-acc-poss.1sg’, and either 
pört-em-βlak-əšt/lan ‘house-poss.1sg-pl-ine/dat’ or pört-βlak-əšt/lan-em ‘house-pl-ine/dat-
poss.1sg’.

The following two analyses aim at capturing this variation. The first is the lowering analysis 
(McFadden 2004). McFadden takes the underlying structure of possessed nouns to always be 
[KP [DP [NP N] D] K], with D hosting a POSS suffix and K standing for both structural and spatial 
cases. He then argues that some K-s lower onto the D head via postsyntactic head-movement, à 
la Embick & Noyer (2001). The second approach is the metathesis analysis (Guseva & Weisser 
2018). Guseva and Weisser adopt a similar underlying structure as McFadden, with the D head 
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(poss) base-generated under K/P. Building upon Harris & Halle (2005) they propose that D and 
K swap places via an operation of Metathesis available after linearization but before vocabulary 
insertion. Metathesis reduplicates a certain string (e.g., N-|D-K| à N-|D-K|-|D-K|), after which 
parts of both copies are deleted (N-D-K-D-K à N-K-D).

One may argue that in RatCls the surface sequence aš lan manən is derived from the underlying 
[PP [CP [TP T] C] P] structure in a similar way: either lan (P) lowers onto manən (C) attaching to 
the left of it11 or lan and manən change positions via Metathesis. Both options are appealing 
because of the general parallelism between the CP and DP domain, often remarked upon in the 
literature. However, these postsyntactic accounts encounter at least two problems.

First, the alternation POSS-P/P-POSS is optional, including the contexts with PDAT. In contrast, 
in RatCls, the order lan manən is the only possible one and *manən lan is strictly prohibited. Note 
that manən is a stand-alone lexical item that bears a phonological stress and could easily host 
an affixal P. The restriction thus weakens the link between the two phenomena and requires 
an additional explanation for why Lowering or Metathesis must apply specifically in case of an 
infinitival dependent but not elsewhere.

The second observation concerns embedded negation. Infinitives, similarly to other non-
finite dependents, combine with the negation ogəl. Ogəl is traced back to the combination of the 
negative verb o in the npst.3sg form and the connegative form of the copula ulaš (Galkin 1964; 
Alhoniemi 1993; Riese et al. 2022). In modern Mari it is an invariant particle that is used as a 
constituent negation with nominals, PPs (19), adjectives, and non-finite verbal forms.

(19) Keč-mogaj paša-m-at [kugət dene ogəl], a kačestvo dene
any work-acc-add  volume with neg but quality with
akl-at.
evaluate-npst.3pl
‘All work is evaluated based not on the volume but on the quality.’

As shown by Georgieva et al. (2021), ogəl is a constituent negation that is adjoined to the negated 
constituent; thus the example in (19) has the structure [PP [PP kugət dene] [NEG=ogəl]]. Ogəl 
combines with RatCls too. Importantly for the present discussion, it can appear only in the 
following linear positions: (i) after the infinitive and before the suffix lan or the complementizer 
(20),12 or (ii) at the edge of the infinitival construction, after lan and/or the complementizer 

	 11	 A potential problem with the Lowering approach is that lan is not a prefix on manən, but a suffix on the infinitive. In 
turn, the TP on which lan is found is not the complement of the P on the [PP [CP [TP T] C] P] analysis. I’m grateful to 
Éva Dékány for bringing this issue to my attention.

	 12	 The two native speakers that I consulted considered the ogəllan examples to be degraded and suggested that these 
could be used but not frequently (hence the ? in (20b)). At the same time, such sentences are found in the corpora; 
see e.g., (i) from the Meadow Mari social media corpus.
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(21). As indicated by the English translations, the two orders yield distinct interpretations: 
negation that is closer to the infinitive receives a narrow scope reading and negation that is at 
the periphery receives a wide scope reading.13

(20) a. Kapka-m [təlat pur-aš ogəl manən] poč-ən-na.
gate-acc  2sg.dat enter-inf neg comp open-pst2-1pl
‘We opened the gates in order for you not to enter.’

b. ?Kapka-m [təlat pur-aš ogəl-lan] poč-ən-na.
gate-acc  2sg.dat enter-inf neg-lan open-pst2-1pl
‘We opened the gates in order for you not to enter.’ (=a)13

(21) a. Kapka-m [təlat pur-aš-lan ogəl (manən)], a nuno kaj-Ø-əšt
gate-acc  2sg.dat enter-inf-lan neg  comp but they leave-imp-3pl
manən poč-ən-na.
comp open-pst2-1pl
‘We opened the gate not in order for you to enter but in order for them to leave.’

b. Kapka-m [təlat pur-aš(-lan) manən ogəl] … poč-ən-na.
gate-acc  2sg.dat enter-inf-lan comp neg open-pst2-1pl
‘We opened the gate not in order for you to enter but in order for them to leave.’ (=a)

Assuming that NEG as a constituent negation can attach at different levels, one option is to adjoin 
it to the TP, as in (22). In this case it does not matter if the reordering is done via Lowering 
(McFadden 2004) or Metathesis (Guseva & Weisser 2018), since in neither case will it affect ogəl: 
the expected result is the allowed ogəl lan manən (20b). The same structure (22) with a null P 
(and no postsyntactic reordering) yields ogəl manən (20a).

(22) [PP [CP [TP [TP infinitive-aš ] NEG ogəl ] C manən ] P lan ] (NEG < PRat)
Lowering/Metathesis: aš ogəl lan manən –  (20b)

The second option is to introduce NEG as an adjunct to the CP, as in (23). In this case, Lowering 
yields acceptable lan manən ogəl, with lan skipping the adjunct ogəl (see McFadden 2004 on 
adjuncts not intervening in Lowering). The problem with this result, however, is its interpretation: 
according to the base structure in (23) NEG is within the scope of the rationale P, which is not 

(i) Zakon-əm pudərt-aš ogəl-lan specialist-βlak teβe mo-m əšt-aš teml-at
law-acc break-inf neg-lan specialist-pl ptcl what-acc do-inf advise-npst.3pl
‘In order not to break the law the specialists suggest to do the following …’

	 13	 While examples in (20) may appear odd, they are judged as grammatical. An appropriate context here is the 
following: you were only allowed to enter by opening the gates yourself; thus, by opening the gates first we stopped 
you from entering. I tested the behavior of negation with multiple parallel examples, and they all revealed the same 
syntactic pattern.
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corroborated by the actual data in (21b). Applying the Metathesis rule is more promising. As 
formulated by Guseva & Weisser (2018), the operation allows for some material to intervene 
between the two swapped items; thus, the sequence manən ogəl lan can be turned into ogəl lan 
manən (20b).

(23) [PP [CP [CP [FinP infinitive-aš ] C manən ] NEG ogəl ] P lan ] (NEG < PRat)
Lowering: V-aš lan manən ogəl – # (wrong scope)
Metathesis: V-aš |manən ogəl lan| |manən ogəl lan| à V-aš ogəl lan manən –  (20b)

Finally, NEG can also be adjoined to the whole PP, as in (24). The negation is not affected and 
applying either Lowering or Metathesis results in the same sequence lan manən ogəl, matching 
(21b) with the correct scope.

(24) [PP [PP [CP [TP infinitive-aš ] C manən ] P lan ] NEG ogəl ] (NEG > PRat)
Lowering/Metathesis: aš lan manən ogəl –  (21b)

The problem with the P-approach is that it undergenerates and cannot produce the commonly 
attested pattern lan ogəl manən, as in (21a). To get this surface order one can start with a structure 
in which NEG is adjoined to the TP (yielding ogəl manən lan) and then either apply Lowering 
twice (breaking the intermediate sequence lan-manən on the way) or allow Lowering to skip a 
head (C=manən). However, allowing for either of these options causes more problems. First, 
Lowering of P (lan) needs to result not in left-adjunction to C (manən) but in right-adjunction to T 
(aš). Second, in this configuration NEG is base generated within the scope of P, thus not matching 
the actual interpretation of these examples (21a). Most importantly, double Lowering and non-
local Lowering are not attested elsewhere; both are banned explicitly by McFadden, following a 
discussion of lowering being blocked by an intervening head in Embick & Noyer (2001). Likewise, 
one may postulate additional metathesis operations, but they will lack independent motivation 
and risk overgenerating.

To summarize, we have seen that, while it is tempting to analyze lan in infinitival rationale 
clauses as a dative postposion, this approach poses a problem for the theory of categorial 
selection that cannot be solved by reanalyzing manən as a verb or by assuming that the surface 
order of the exponents results from a postsyntactic operation. These leaves the original questions 
without an answer: How should we analyze lan and what enables lan-marked infinitives (and 
more generally, infinitives cross-linguistically) to serve as rationale modifiers?

I propose an alternative to the P-approach to clausal adjunction—a Mood-analysis, whereby 
lan in rationale clauses spells out a Mood head in a peripheral yet clause-internal MoodP 
projection; the surface order of the exponents matches the order of the projections on the clausal 
spine (25). This approach straightforwardly captures the data in (20) and (21), as schematized in 
(25). Ogəl NEG can be adjoined to the TP, MoodP, or CP. In the former case NEG scopes below the 



18

modal in Mood (spelled out as lan) and in the latter two cases it scopes above the modal, yielding 
the two distinct interpretations. Importantly, no other combinations are predicted to be possible, 
and indeed the patterns in (20) and (21) are the only ones allowed by the speakers.

(25) NEG structures under the Mood-approach
a. [CP [MoodP [TP [TP infinitive T=aš ] NEG=ogəl ] Mood=ModRat=lan/Ø ] C=manən/Ø ]

NEG < Modal, examples (20)

b. [CP [MoodP [MoodP [TP infinitive T=aš ] Mood=ModRat=lan ] NEG=ogəl ] C=manən/Ø ]
NEG > Modal, example (21a)

c. [CP [CP [MoodP [TP infinitive T=aš ] Mood=ModRat=lan/Ø ] C=manən ] NEG=ogəl ]
NEG > Modal, example (21b)

The Mood analysis offers a simple solution to the T-P-C puzzle that does not violate the Mirror 
Principle and avoids unnecessary stipulations. It predicts all and only the attested combinations 
with NEG to be possible, utilizing the structural components independently attested in Mari 
and/or cross-linguistically. The next section discusses the approach in more detail.

4 The Mood approach to rationale clauses
4.1 Deriving rationale clauses
I propose that all RatCls in Mari have the structure as in (26).14

(26) The structure of rationale clauses in Mari

	 14	 In Burukina (2024b), a short proceedings paper, I suggested that a proposition-type PRO was inserted in spec,MoodP 
in the embedded clause. The present article outlines a more elegant and straightforward analysis. 
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The crucial component of the structure is a teleological ModRat, which makes reference to the 
goals of the main clause agent or initiator; in this I follow Dąbkowski & AnderBois (2023) on the 
semantics of rationale clauses in A’ingae, an Amazonian language, who in turn, build upon Grosz 
(2014). In essence, ModRat is a two-place predicate that requires two propositional arguments of the 
type <s,t>: one is the embedded TP, and the other is the main TP. The modal quantifies over the 
set of possible worlds compatible with the matrix agent’s/initiator’s goals in this specific situation.15

Grosz (2014) and Dąbkowski & AnderBois (2023) concur that, structurally, ModRat is inserted 
in the Mood head that takes an infinitival TP as its complement; however, they do not focus on 
the syntax of RatCls. Let us go through the derivation in (26) step-by-step.

i.	 A RatCl contains ModRat, a teleological modal, which is inserted in the Mood head. The 
modal is spelled out as lan, making the suffix homonymous between an exponent of Mood, 
a functional head in the extended verbal projection, and the dative adposition, an item of 
category P. ModRat requires two propositional arguments.

ii.	 ModRat combines with a saturated embedded TP of the type <s,t>, thus filling in one of 
its argument slots.16 Rationale infinitives with an overt subject are evidently saturated, but 
one may ask whether this holds for the TP in RatCls with a controlled subject. This is a fair 
question: if RatCls with a PRO subject involved obligatory non-exhaustive control (OC), 
they could plausibly be analyzed as predicates, to be predicated of a controller in the main 
clause (Landau 2015). In this case we would need to postulate another ModRat that could 
combine with a complement of the type <e, <s,t>>. This is not an insurmountable 
problem; for instance, Landau (2021) postulates homonymous adpositions that introduce 
either NOC or OC clausal adjuncts. Yet, such an approach may not be necessary for Mari: 
as shown in Burukina (2024b), in the variety of Mari under discussion, all RatCls with 
a controlled subject instantiate non-obligatory control and are accommodated by the 
structure in (26) without change.

iii.	At the MoodP level, ModRat still misses one propositional argument. This slot is to be filled 
in by the main TP: the embedded CP is a one-place predicate (Williams 1980) predicated 
of the main TP.

	 15	 To accommodate examples without an explicit matrix Agent/Initiator, Dąbkowski & AnderBois (2023) also introduce 
a presupposition of existence for an individual that intentionally brings about the event described by the main clause.

		  I would like to thank Julian Grove for discussing with me the semantic part of the analysis.
	 16	 One may question the limited distribution of ModRat, since (aside from its uses as a dative P) lan only appears in 

infinitival RatCls. As discussed in Burukina (2024b), Mari also has rationale imperatives, which arguably contain a 
similar modal at the periphery. Its exponent is always null (and never lan), but that can be captured by an insertion 
rule. Furthermore, cross-linguistically, it is not surprising for a functional head, especially a modal, to be specialized 
for particular inflections; consider, for instance, the fact that most of the English modals only occur in finite clauses 
and combine with a bare verb but ought uniquely selects a to infinitive. To the best of my knowledge, lan is also not 
allowed in root clauses: this is because the rationale modal requires two propositional dependents. 
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iv.	The MoodP is merged with the complementizer manən. Mari has several lexical entries for 
manən: one is used in finite CP complements (section 2) and subject clauses and selects a 
saturated TP/FinP, another appears in non-finite clausal dependents, for instance, those 
that instantiate control, where it combines with a property-type TP/FinP.

v.	 The result rationale CP is adjoined to the main TP.

The central part of the proposal that distinguishes it from the P-approach is that infinitival RatCls 
are built around a teleological modal that is responsible for their interpretation and determines 
their syntactic distribution, i.e., allows for them to be used as modifiers/predicates.

One may attempt to bring the P-approach and the Mood-approach together by analyzing 
lan in Mari rationale clauses as Mood and postulating a silent P that takes the whole CP as its 
complement, as in [PP [CP [MoodP [TP … ] Mood=lan ] C=manən ] PØ]. However, it is virtually 
impossible to prove that such silent P is structurally present. One may suggest that it is the 
covert preposition that carries the rationale semantics, while Mood (spelled out as lan) is merely 
interpreted as irrealis. This, however, predicts that, when combined with a constituent negation, 
the aš lan ogəl manən pattern with the underlying structure [PP [CP [MoodP [MoodP [TP … ] Mood=lan 
] Neg=ogəl ] C=manən ] PØ] should be interpreted with negation being in the scope of the 
rationale modal, contrary to the facts ((21a) in section 3.2). With P being semantically vacuous 
and unpronounced, its presence remains unproven and unmotivated other than by the desire to 
have a uniform analysis for all clausal adjuncts: Mood already does all the necessary job turning 
an infinitival clause into a rationale modifier.

Before I discuss some implications of the Mood-approach, the position of RatCls in the main 
clause needs to be addressed. That RatCls are adjoined at the TP level is not self-evident, as some 
types of clausal adjuncts have been shown to be lower VoiceP/vP-level modifiers (see Landau 
2021 and references therein). The next section discusses this issue.

4.2 Rationale clauses as TP-level adjuncts
The following observations support the analysis of RatCls in Mari as TP adjuncts: (i) their 
behavior under ellipsis, (ii) their interpretation in sentences with a matrix negation, and (iii) the 
surface word order.

First, RatCls cannot be elided together with the main VP and excluding the other material, 
which proves that they attach above the VP level. This is shown in (27), where the elided part 
can only be reconstructed as ‘(you) showed the recipe (to Semjon)’, without the RatCl.

(27) Olja-lan recept-əm [šür-əm šolt-aš-lan manən] ončə-kt-en-na, a
O.-dat recipe-acc  soup-acc cook-inf-lan comp look-caus-pst2-1pl and
təj Seḿon-lan.
2sg S.-dat
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‘We showed the recipe to Olja in order for her to make soup, and you
<showed the recipe> to Semjon.’
Not available: ‘We showed the recipe to Olja in order for her to make soup,
and you <showed the recipe> to Semjon <in order for him/her to make soup>.’

Second, RatCls always scope above the matrix negation (28), regardless of whether they are 
sentence-initial (28a) or preceded by other main-clause material (28b).

(28) a. [Urok-lan jamdəlalt-aš-lan manən], kniga-m nal-ən onal.
 class-dat prepare-inf-lan comp book-acc buy-cvb be.neg.1pl
Intended, not available: ‘We did not buy the book to prepare for the class.’
NEG > RatCl
Only: ‘In order to prepare for the class, we did not buy the book.’
(for instance, the book would have distracted us) RatCl > NEG

b. Me, [urok-lan jamdəlalt-aš-lan manən], kniga-m nal-ən onal.
1pl  class-dat prepare-inf-lan comp book-acc buy-cvb be.neg.1pl
Intended, not available: ‘As for us, we did not buy the book to prepare for the class.’
NEG > RatCl
Only: ‘As for us, in order to prepare for the class, we did not buy the book.’
(for instance, the book would have distracted us) RatCl > NEG

Syntactically, NegP in Mari is inserted between vP/VoiceP and TP and typically takes the highest 
scope (Georgieva et al. 2021). Therefore, for a RatCl to scope over the matrix negation it must 
be merged above the NegP, at the TP level. Under the compositional semantics approach, at that 
stage a modifier can be a predicate of propositions (naturally combining with the matrix TP). 
However, it is very unlikely to be a predicate of events: the event variable must be existentially 
closed before the negation is merged to get the desired interpretation ‘there is no such event e’ 
and not ‘there is an event that is not e’.

Finally, the surface position of RatCls in Mari also indicates that they are adjoined to one of 
the higher projections. Their natural placement is at the left edge of the sentence, in front of all 
other items of the main clause (29a). Occasionally, a RatCl can be preceded by some material; 
however, the latter is then interpreted as a topic or focus: for instance, in (29b) joča-βlak-lan is 
naturally interpreted as an aboutness topic (as indicated by the English translation).

(29) a. [Šür-əm šolt-aš-lan manən] joča-βlak-lan recept-əm ončə-kt-en-na.
 soup-acc cook-inf-lan comp child-pl-dat recipe-acc look-caus-pst2-1pl
‘We showed the recipe to the children in order for them to make a soup.’

b. Joča-βlak-lan, [šür-əm šolt-aš-lan manən] recept-əm ončə-kt-en-na.
child-pl-dat  soup-acc cook-inf-lan comp recipe-acc see-caus-pst2-1pl
‘(Among other members of the family) As for the children, we showed them the 
recipe in order for them to make a soup.’
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Taken together, the data above strongly suggest that Mari RatCls are TP-level adjuncts and 
corroborate the analysis in (26).

5 Implications and concluding remarks
The paper has investigated rationale clauses in Mari (Uralic) from semantic and syntactic 
perspectives. At first glance, Mari infinitival RatCls seem to provide support for the commonly 
accepted P-approach to clausal adjunction (Landau 2021, i.a.) because they are headed by an 
apparent dative postposition lan. However, the same clauses also contain a complementizer 
(manən), and the ordering of the two elements raises a question of whether lan truly belongs to 
category P.

Treating lan in rationale clauses as a P head is problematic: its distributional properties are 
atypical for an adposition and more closely resemble those of a clausal functional head. After 
analyzing the syntactic behavior of Mari RatCls, I have shown that the P-approach encounters 
several problems and outlined an alternative Mood-account. Specifically, I have proposed that 
RatCls contain a MoodP with a teleological modal inserted as its head, which is spelled out as lan.

It is the presence of this clause-internal modal—not a clause-external adposition—that solves 
two major problems related to clausal adjunction: it turns a saturated clause into a modifier 
(i.e., a predicate) and ensures the rationale/purpose interpretation. The Mood-approach not 
only resolves the Mari puzzle but also invites us to reconsider similar data from better studied 
languages: are those clausal adjuncts introduced by a silent P, or do they also instantiate the 
Mood/internal modal strategy? Some examples that could reasonably be analyzed under the 
Mood-approach include subjunctive purpose clauses in Slavic and rationale imperatives in 
Chukchi (Naumov 2018).

At the same time, I do not deny that cross-linguistically many types of clausal adjuncts are 
indeed headed by an adposition that is responsible for their syntactic behavior and interpretation. 
The two approaches—P and Mood—complement each other, together capturing the distribution 
of all clausal adjuncts across the world’s languages.

If there are two strategies available to derive clausal adjuncts, either by adding an adposition 
or by inserting a special modal in the clause-internal Mood head, can the mutual distribution 
of such constructions be predicted and/or regulated? I propose that, on the one hand, various 
modal types of adjunct clauses—rationale, purpose, and goal dependents (see Landau 2021 
on the differences between the three)—are derived by manipulating the clause-internal 
modality under the Mood-approach. Cross-linguistically, such adjuncts are usually infinitives 
or subjunctives (non-epistemic modality being compatible with irrealis mood), structurally 
large enough to contain a MoodP; see e.g., infinitival adjuncts in Germanic and the above-
mentioned subjunctives in Slavic languages, e.g., Russian. On the other hand, deriving clausal 
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modifiers with a more specialized interpretation, such as temporal or justification adjuncts, 
requires adding a special adposition, i.e., a predicate with a specific lexical meaning (Déchaine 
1993), falling under the P-approach. Due to their general selectional requirements, adpositions 
combine with nominalized clauses and gerunds, accounting for the contrast between while doing 
X and *while (to) do X in English. To illustrate the P-approach, consider e.g., English P-headed 
gerunds, PPs with a light-headed relative clause in Basque ((30a), Kloudová & Caha 2022), and 
nominalized adjunct clauses in Turkish ((30b), Kornfilt 2001). Evidently, both strategies can be 
used in the same language: for instance, while Mari rationale clauses are best analyzed under 
the Mood-approach, Mari temporal converbs (gerunds) are nominalized clauses headed by an 
adposition (Burukina 2024a; Georgieva 2024). Hopefully, the present article will stimulate a 
broad-scope typological survey to confirm the Mood/P distinction that will involve, among other 
tasks, examining languages with multiple types of irrealis/modal clauses and languages with a 
limited inventory of adpositions.

(30) a. [Eguzkia atera d-en-e-tik] lanean ibili gara.
sun rise aux-rel-def-abl work.loc walk aux
‘We have been working [since the sun rose.]’

b. [[Oya ev-de kal-dığ-ı] için] Ali iş-e gid-ebil-di.
  Oya house-loc stay-fnmz-3sg because Ali work-dat go-abil-pst
‘Ali could go to work because Oya stayed at home.’

Another promising direction for future research is the synchronic and diachronic connections 
between Mood and adpositions. A typical adposition is a two-place predicate that establishes 
a relation between a Figure and a Ground. In clausal adjuncts, the Figure and the Ground are 
usually propositional (and sometimes predicative) clauses (Landau 2021 and references therein). 
As discussed in section 4, ModRat has a very similar semantics. The key difference between the 
modal and adpositions lies in the category (V vs. P),17 the resulting selectional requirements (TPs 
vs. dependents with an external nominal distribution), and the position in the structure (inside 
vs. outside the embedded clause).

What brings the modal Mood and adpositions even closer is a plausible historical link. In 
modern Mari, the ambiguous categorization of lan is not accidental, as it is plausible that PDAT used 
to head rationale modifiers and was later reanalyzed in such contexts as Mod/Mood, changing 
its category from P to V. Due to the limitation of space, I must refer the reader to Burukina 
(2025) for a detailed discussion of the history of lan; however, it is important to note that this 
relation between adpositions and functional heads in the clausal periphery is not unique to Mari. 

	 17	 In the Amherst system adpositions are characterized as [–N, –V] (Chomsky 1970), which brings them categorially 
closer to lexical verbs, described as [–N,+V].
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For example, within the Indo-European family, grammaticalization of adpositions into C or T is 
widely attested: consider English for (e.g., Greisinger 2016), Romance de/di or a as prepositional 
complementizers (Kayne 1984), and English to and Germanic zu as non-finite T heads. Likewise 
in Athabaskan, Benner (2005) argues that the postposition gha in Slave was the source for a 
modal particle and a purpose complementizer (analyzable as a Mood head).18 The reanalysis of 
P into Mod/Mood in Mari neatly fits into this larger picture, possibly driven by reanalyzing aš 
infinitives as extended verbal projections (“denominalization”).19

	 18	 I would like to thank Nicholas Welch for drawing my attention to these data. 
	 19	 The new clausal structure might have developed partially under the influence of Tatar, a contact language, with 

Mari being part of the Volga-Kama Sprachbund (Helimski 2003; Bradley 2016 for an overview), which includes both 
Turkic and Uralic languages; see fn. 6. I’m grateful to Jeremy Bradley for bringing this to my attention. 
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Abbreviations
abil = abilitative, abl = ablative, acc = accusative, add = additive, adv = adverbial, aux = 
auxiliary, caus = causative, cmpr = comparative, cng = connegative, com = comitative, 
comp = complementizer, cvb = converb, dat = dative, def = definite, fnmz = finite 
nominalization, ill = illative, imp = imperative, ine = inessive, inf = infinitive, loc = 
locative, neg = negation, nm = nominal, nmz = nominalization, npst = non-past, pl = plural, 
poss = possessive, pst1 = simple past tense I, pst2 = simple past tense II, ptcl = particle, 
q = question particle, rel = relativizer, sg = singular.
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