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1 Introduction

In this chapter we will discuss the major functions of noumgsles (NPs) in the lan-
guages of the world. We can think mPs as having three different kinds of functions:
semantic, pragmatic and grammatical. Semantic and pragfaattions are aspects of
the meanings of sentences, grammatical functions aspittisiostructure.

Semantic functions, often called semantic roles, are tfierdint ways in which a
sentence can describe an entity as participating in a gituatonsider (1):

(1) The farmer kills the duckling

Here the verkkill indicates that we have a situation in which one entity kitisther. It
provides two semantic roles, ‘killer’ and ‘killed’, takely the referents of the preverbal
NP the farmerand the postverbalp the ducklingrespectively. In order for the sentence
to be true, the entities referred to by theses must act or be acted upon in accord with
these roles. Semantic roles are thus an aspect of the retstaveen sentences and the
situations they refer to.

But language is used not merely to depict the world, but to roomicate in it:
its users are part of the world they talk about. There is foegea further aspect of
meaning, concerning more than than just what a sentenceis,athich contributes to
determining when it may be used. This aspect of meaningdallagmatics, involves
such things as the hearer’s presumed ignorance or knowtddgeious features of the
situation being talked about, the presumed spatial andlsatationships between the
speaker and the hearer, what the speaker thinks the heayler Inei attending to, what
the speaker wants the hearer to take special notice of, afattbo These constitute
ways in which utterances with the same objective contenfwiéifi different commu-
nicative purposes. Propertiesiof that relate the sentence to its context of use without
affecting objective content are called pragmatic function

In English, for example, (1) has the variants shown in (2):

(2) a. Itisthe farmer that kills the duckling
b. Itis the duckling that the farmer Kills

The sentences of (2) designate precisely the same kinduwztisih as (1). But (2a)
presumes that the hearer knows that somebody or somettisthiel ducking, but not
who or what; and (2b) presumes that the hearer knows thaathresf killed somebody
or something, but not who or what. (1), on the other hand,simibst straightforward
articulation, with neutral intonaton, does not presume tha hearer knows anything
about the event of killing. These sentences therefore g tiPs the same semantic
roles, but different pragmatic functions. We will say th2a) ‘focuses’ the killer okill
(treating it as new information and as the unique entitynfijlihe role of killer), and
that (2b) does the same thing for the role of entity killed.

The semantic roles and pragmatic functions ofiies in a sentence may be called
their ‘semiotic functions’, since they have to do with theanimg of the sentence. Semi-
otic functions are ultimately signalled by ‘overt codingferes’ such as word order,
case marking and cross referencing (agreement). But itigllysquite difficult to pro-
vide a coherent account of how this occurs in terms of a d@eehection between the
coding features and the semiotic functions they exprestheRé normally seems bet-
ter to posit an intervening level of ‘grammatical structutke coding features indicate
the grammatical structure of the sentence, and the gramahatiucture determines the
semiotic functions.

The grammatical functions offs are the relationships in this grammatical structure
which matter for determining the semantic roles and grarualatehavior oiNps. For
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Figure 1: Organization of Grammatical Structure

example, in (1) we recognize the grammatical functionswject’ (preverbakp) and
‘object’ (postverbalNpP). There is a rule for using the veldll which says that the
subject should express the ‘killer’ role and the object tkibed’ role. The semantic
role of annPp is thus determined jointly by the verb and the grammaticatfion of the
NP. The structural positions diie farmerandthe ducklingpf (2a) and (2b) respectively,
likewise cause them to have the pragmatic function of focus.

Grammatical functions are also important for principleseyaing the form of sen-
tence structure. A familiar example is the principle of sdbjverb agreement in En-
glish, whereby a present-tense verb with a third persorutingubject takes a special
form ending in /-z/. Thus, if the subject of (1) is pluralizeke form of the verb must
change, but pluralizing the object does not have this effect

(3) a. The farmers kill(*s) the duckling
b. The farmer kill*(s) the ducklings

The grammatical function of subject is thus involved in thismstraint on the form of
English sentences.

The relationships between semiotic functions, grammiafigections and coding
features may be illustrated in figure 1: Principles of grarticabstructure determine the
distribution of grammatical functions and how they are esged by coding features:
on the basis of grammatical structure, principles of senanterpretation determine
the assignment of semantic roles, pragmatic functions tret aspects of meaning not
considered in this chapter, such as logical scope of quenstifi

Here we will be primarily concerned with the grammatical dtions of NPs in
clause-structure. But since the task of the grammaticadtfons is to express the se-
mantic and pragmatic ones, we first need to survey theseybrigiis will be done in
section 2 of the chapter, where the coding features will bésdiscussed. Then in sec-
tion 3 we will present a basic classification of grammaticaidtions into three types,
‘core’, ‘oblique’ and ‘external’, and discuss the latterotwn section 4, we will discuss
the core grammatical functions in detail. Finally, in sentb, we will discuss phenon-
mena that suggest a re-evaluation of the standard view ofrgedical relations, at least
for some languages.

In the literature, the term ‘grammatical relation’ is usedaavirtual synonym of
‘grammatical function’. However, we will find it useful toftrentiate between these
terms here. A ‘grammatical function’ will be any defineald&ationship which it might
be useful to recognize in the sentence structures of a lgeguagardless of how im-
portant it seems to be, or how sensible it might be to see itpasrative ingredient of
sentence-structure. A ‘grammatical relation’ on the otheand will be a grammatical

1In these and subsequent exampleswithin parentheses indicates that the example is bad ifrthterial
within the parentheses is included, whit¢ immediately in front of them indicates the example is bathé
material within the parentheses is omitted. Hence the Verding is impossible in (3a), but obligatory in
(3b).



function that is of particular importance for the workingstioe language, so that it
would be reasonable, although not necessarily correctgard it as a primitive ingre-
dient of sentence-structure. This terminological didtorg although novel, is useful
for discussing sentence structures in a language withokimgaontroversial claims
about what their ultimate analysis ought to be, and what kihtinguistic theory it
ought to be framed in.

For example, in English, subject and object are grammat@ations, since they
are relevant for the operation of many grammatical ruleghabone could plausibly
view them as primitive ingredients of English sentencecstme. But ‘subject of a tran-
sitive clause’ (‘transitive subject’) and ‘subject of antramsitive clause’ (‘instransitive
subject’), although they are grammatical functions (sitreey are defineable within
any reasonable theory of English sentence structure), tounedify as grammatical
relations in English, since they are not relationships #natrelevant for the operation
of a significant number of grammatical rules, and treatiregrtras primitives of sen-
tence structures will obscure the statement of grammatides (one would have to
say ‘verbs agree with the transitive subjects or their mgitve subjects, whichever is
present’, rather than just ‘verbs agree with their subjects



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Semantic roles

In the most usual type of sentence structure, there is a Meldraent that designates a
type of situation, which usually implies various roles,ttlsa ways of participating in
that situation. Thus we have seen tkdlt designates a type of situation with ‘killed’
and ‘killer’ roles, among others. The element that definestyipe of situation and the
roles we call a ‘predicate® the Nps filling the roles we call ‘arguments’.

The predicate needn’t be a single verb. Sometimes it is a Engonsisting of
several verbs, or a verb plus a nominal or adverbial elentéaj}.illustrates a two-verb
predicate from the Papuan language Barai (Foley and Ols85)181b) a verb + noun
predicate from the Dravidian language Malayalam (Moharg8?), and (4c) a verb +
(adverbial) particle predicate from English. The complexdicate in each example is
italicized: Complex predicates recently been the subjeatgreat deal of research; see
Alsina et al. (1997) for a recent collection.

(4) a. Fufase isema fi isoe
he letterwrongly satwrite
He wrongly sat writing a letter

b. Kutti ammayesalyam ceyl
child mother annoyanceid
The child annoyed the mother

c. The guardbeatthe prisonersip

Languages also have sentence types in which a non-verbatetas the predicate,
or where there is no overt predicate word, the predicategbenderstood from the
syntactic structure of the sentence as a whole. We illesthas possibility with some
examples from Russian (see section 1 of chapter 1.4, ClaysesTby Dryer, for more
discussion):

(5) a. Kniganastole
book ontable
The book is on the table

b. U menjakniga
ofme book
| have a book

In addition to a main predicate, a sentence may have addifisabsidiary predicates.
In the sentencdohn made Mary happyor example, the principal predicate is the verb
made and the adjectivlappyis a subsidiary predicate applying kdary. In spite of
these possibilities, we will generally refer to the maindicate simply as ‘the verb’.

A predicate defines a set of highly specific roles, such aletkind ‘killed’, which
can in fact be thought of as being rather like roles for themcin a drama: the role
determines what happens to its filler. Examining the natfith® relations between
these roles and grammatical relations, we find that it is famfarbitrary: there are
always far-reaching regularities and generalizatiorsdabte in terms of semantically
definable classes of roles. Thus it is no accidentkiibexpresses the killer as subject
and the killed as objeckill is one of a large class of verbs in which one participant,

2Note that this is different from the use of the term ‘preditan traditional grammar to refer to the verb
and its objects and complements’.



possibly exercising his or her will, does something to aapthhich significantly af-
fects the other. When two-participant verbs in English nmgethis description are in
their active form (we will discuss passives later), theyagle/have the acting, ‘Agent’
argument as subject, and the acted-upon or ‘Patient’ argtiaseobject.

I will use the term ‘semantic role’ to refer to both the specifles imposed on
NPs by a given predicate, such as ‘killer’ and ‘killed’, and keetmore general classes
of roles, such as ‘Agent’ and ‘Patient’. Semantic roles anpadrtant in the study of
grammatical functions since grammatical functions usuatpress semantic roles in a
highly systematic way. In our subsequent discussion we will first examine the Agent
and Patient roles, and the intimate connection they have thi# basic grammatical
forms of all languages. Then we will survey a variety of ferteemantic roles which it
is useful to recognize.

2.1.1 Agentand Patient

To begin with, it is essential to understand that there idement of arbitrariness in the
definitions of Agent, Patient or any other semantic rolestio define themin such a
way that they will be most useful for helping us to identifydaimderstand phenomena,
but there will always be issues that people can disagreet abouexample some people
might think that Agents should be conscious and volitioraf@rmers of their actions;
others might be happy with unconscious and accidental gg&azadoxically, it's the
very importance of these concepts that makes it difficuletsdre about the best way of
defining them: the fully volitional performer of an actiomdthe substantially affected
undergoer of one, seem to be ‘grammatical poles’ in the siwag@ther semantic roles
that don’t quite meet these criteria, such as the Seer amd@dee verlsee tend to be
expressed in the same way. The assimilation in mode of esipresf many different
semantic roles to Agent- and Patient- like concepts makesrd to work out how best
to define these concefts.

Another point is that we need to distinguish between whatréa itself actually
implies, and what might be true in a situation described leywiérbs. In a situation
described by the sentence ‘Mary hit John’, for example, Maight intend to hit John,
or hit him by accident. The sentence itself is neutral oniggge. In our accounts of
semantic roles, what we will be interested in is what the sarid sentences themselves
imply, not what is actually the case in the situation desatib

With these cautions in mind, | will define an Agent as a pgptait which the mean-
ing of the verb describes as doing something, or causing thimgeo happen, possibly
intentionally (that is, because (s)he wants it to). We tatertionality as a possible
but not required property of the role because in many langsiayich as English, many
verbs, such aiit as discussed above, are neutral about intentionality. ©attier hand,
if a language has constructions in which the causer of anraiiexplicitly character-
ized as not intending it, such as the ‘Involitive’ forms oh§hala (Inman 1993) and
many other South Asian languages (Klaiman 1986), theseecawsll not be classified
as Agents.

A Patient will be defined as a participant which the verb dessras having some-
thing happen to it, and as being affected by what happens Byithis definition, the
objects ofkill, eatandsmashare clearly Patients, while those whtch hearandlove
are clearly not. The objects bift andkick are intermediate in status, because although

3Semantic roles first began to be discussed extensively entesmerican linguistics in the work of
Gruber (1965, 1976) and Fillmore (1968). For more recerdugdision, see for example Jackendoff (1990),
Dowty (1991) and Wechsler (1995).

4See Dowty (1991) for a very useful discussion of this problem



something obviously happens to them, they are less clefidgtad by it. In most lan-
guagesNPs with these roles behave like Patients, and can be condidsrenarginal
instances of this role.

But sometimes their grammar is significantly different. Egample in Northwest
Caucasion languages such as Abkhaz and Adyghe, verbs wihings such abeat
stah andpush which we would tend to think of as taking Patients, take fedit
case-marking pattern than verbs with meanings suckillgswrite or seg illustrated
here with examples from Adyghe (Catford 1976:44) (See thygnioéng of the volume
for an explanatory list of abbreviations used in the glosses

(6) a. bojetsi-m piji-r IWIK'R
warrior-ERGenemy-NOMKilled
The watrrior killed the enemy

b. bojetsi-r piji-m jepicgRr
warrior-NOM enemy-ERGstabbed
The warrior stabbed the enemy

The stab-type verbs are taking the same case-marking patteverbs taking non-
Patient arguments, with meanings such as ‘help’ and ‘vaii-fvhich frequently di-
verge from the standard treatment of full Patients. The @tasindicate that therG-
NOM pattern is used when the Patient changes its stateydhve ERG pattern when it
doesn't.

Agent and Patient play a fundamental role in all languagele dlass of two-

argument verbs taking an Agent and a Patient is importarigmto give it a name:
we shall call these verbs ‘primary transitive verbstys). Languages always seem to
have a standard way or small set of ways in which they normedpyress the Agent
and Patient of @Tv. If an NP is serving as an argument of a two-argument verb,
and receiving a morphological and syntactic treatment atiynaccorded to an Agent
of a PTVv, we shall say that it has the grammatical functignf it is an argument of
a verb with two or more arguments receiving a treatment nibynagcorded to the
Patient of apTv, we shall say that it has the grammatical functioh Abkhaz and
Adyghe, as illustrated above, are unusually limited in tkieet to which they extend
the grammatical treatment efrvs to verbs that don’t have the core semanticsofs.
It is a further unusual feature of these languages that tine g@se form is used for
the Agent of PTVs as for the more Patient-like argument of&sgument non-PTVs.
Two-argument non-PTVs with significant difference in appeae from PTVs are fre-
guently called ‘semi-transitive’; for further discussioh semi-transitives, see Dryer,
chapter 1.4, section 2.5.

It is especially important to emphasize that we are speagfrthe grammatical
treatment associated with the semantic roles, not the d@mates themselves. In an
English sentence such as ‘John likes Mary’, John is not amfgad Mary is not a
Patient, but John is an and Mary is anp, because these NPs are getting the same
grammatical treatment as an Agent and a Patientraf\a

A sentence is called ‘transitive’ if it has andp functions in its syntactic structure,
‘intransitive’ if one or both of these is missing. These diifims apply to the possibly
abstract syntactic structure of the sentence:Nhe needn’t appear in the overt, vis-
ible form. An NP in an intransitive sentence that is receiving the treatmentnally

5A widely used alternative t@ is the labelo, which is in fact the original notation for the concept,
introduced in Dixon (1972:xxii). In conformity with the ath chapters in this volume, we here uséo
indicate the affiliation of the syntactic concept with thensatic role of Patient, in the same way that
reflects the affiliation with Agent.



accorded to the single argument of a one-argument predigiitbe said to haves
function. Languages always seem to havandp functions, in the sense of having
a uniform treatment of Agent and Patient oPav. On the other hand we will see in
section (5.3.2) that it may be the casis sometimes absent.

A, s andp are important because languages always seem teTseas a gram-
matical model for a great many other types of verbs. We haeady mentionetlke
as a verb that takes non-Agenaind non-Patiers, and there are many mor8ee for
example, is like this in most languages, while the Liker ailett of like are often ex-
pressed differently than Agent and Patient. The widespusadfPTvs as a syntactic
model makes it difficult to be absolutely precise about draythe boundaries of the
class, but, fortunately, a high degree of precision is ngaired.

A, Sandp are grammatical functions, not grammatical relationsugiooften one
of them coincides with a grammatical relation in a languabreEnglish, for exam-
ple, P can be identified with the grammatical relation ‘object’t beitherA nor s by
themselves can be identified with ‘subject’, silceomprises transitive subjects and
S intransitive ones, neither of which are plausible gramozfprimitives of English
sentence-structure, because too many principles of Engtemmar would have to be
formulated in terms o or sindividually. But they are grammatical functions, because
they are easily definable in terms of any set of plausible itivies for English sentence
structure, for example as ‘subject of a sentence that has an object’, fad ‘subject
of a sentence that does not have an object’.

Although A, s andp cannot in general be regarded as grammatical relationg, the
are closely related to them, and they are furthermore assacivith the syntactically
most active ones, those most important in the grammatisésyof a language. Hence
identifying them is the first step in working out the systenmgodmmatical relations in
a language.

Most often, one finds one grammatical relation associatédaands, and another
with p. The former can be called a ‘canonical subject’, the latteaaonical object’.
But as we shall discuss below, there are a number of languiagekich canonical
subjects and objects don't exist. For such languages, tharsually a debate about
whether the terms ‘subject’ and ‘object’ should be used lataald, if so, what they
should be applied to. In this chapter, ‘subject’ and ‘objacdll therefore be taken as
recurrently convenient terms, rather than presumedlyarsatl grammatical primitives.

2.1.2 Other Semantic Roles

Besides Agent and Patient a number of other semantic rokeslao important for
grammar. Semantic roles in general may be divided into twghalasses: Participa-
tory and Circumstantial. Participatory roles are borne Inatvone would think of as
actual participants in the situation implied by the verb.eAgand Patient are the most
essential and typical Participatory roles. Circumstanties are borne by entities that
do not really participate, but instead form part of the sgttof the event. Benefactive,
the person for whom something is done, is a typical Circuniigthrole.

Aside from Agent and Patient, some of the other more impoRarticipatory roles
are Directional, with Source and Goal subtypes; ‘inner’ &t (giving the location
of a participant, rather than of the event or state as a whBlg)eriencer (a participant
who is characterized as aware of something)’, Recipienafagipant who ‘gets’ some-
thing), Theme (a participant which is characterized asd@ira state or position, or
changing its state or position, sometimes treated as a KiRdtent), Causer (a partici-
pant who causes something to happen, but does not act ortahyi), and Instrumental
(a participant that the Agent uses to act on the Patient)e Mwtt the Theme and Pa-



tient roles are closely related, though not identical: kenfPatients, Themes needn't be
acted upon by anything, and it is sometimes appropriategarceas Patients certain
arguments, such as things that are hit or kicked, which magg&rded as affected by
what is done to them, but do not necessarily undergo a cleehnemge of state.

Our list of roles is furthermore not supposed to be a validtantbugh classification
of all forms or particiption, but simply an assortment of snehich get distinctive
treatment by grammars often enough to be worth setting upesdan. Here are some
examples of these roles:

(7) a. Tiger snakes,eme inhabit AustralignnerLocative-
b. Georg&gent& Theme Walked from/to the stokg;ce/Goal
C. IExperiencer lOVE LUCY.
d. Frederik@auser @NNOYS MExperiencer
e. Darlen@gen: handed Brucgecipient @ SaUSaGBheme
f. Bill agens prodded the snak@iiens With a stickystrumental
g. The Earth, s, attracts the moof,eme
h. The cafpeme iS eXpensive

Note that not everypin these examples is labelled with one of our semantic rdlbis

is because no presently known system of semantic roles capytied in a comprehen-
sive and convincing manner. For examjlecy in (7c) isn’'t subscripted for a role;
some possibilities might be ‘Goal’ or ‘Object of Emotionytmo specific proposal has
received widespread acceptance.

Aside from Benefactive, some other important Circumstdniles are ‘Outer’
Locative, (the place where something is done), Reason (wmething is done), Cir-
cumstantial Comitative (something that accompanies aggaant, but does not itself
participate), and Temporal. These are illustrated below:

(8) a. Susan caught a lizard in the gargeR;Locative
b. Bruce barbecued a sausage for DaflgR&active
c. Alvin shot up a sign for fURcason
d. Shirley went diving with a spearguflcumstantial Comitative
e. Jack ate a sausage during the £a6€oral-

The distinction between Participatory and Circumstamtiéds is closely related to a
distinction between ‘arguments’ and ‘adjuncts’ that wil introduced in section 3.3.

There are of course many (perhaps infinitely many) more séovartes that might
be significant for the grammar of a language. The ones diedussre are merely some
of the more recurrent ones. It should also be pointed out ihaccord with most of
the literature, we have paid no serious attention to thelprolof definingthe semantic
roles, but just contented ourselves with rather vague ckeniaations.
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2.2 Coding strategies

There are three basic techniques which languages use tegotdetic functions: order
and arrangementyp-marking, and cross-referencing. In addition, verbs somex
‘register’ the presence of an NP with a given grammaticatfiom, without specifically
identifying which NP has that function. Furthermore, twdfefient techniques can
function together as a strategy.

2.2.1 Order and arrangement

This technique is familiar from English. It is the order wbs in (1) relative to the
verb that indicates which is the subject (and therefore thernd) and which the object
(and therefore the Patient). English is an example of whawileall a ‘fixed’ word-
order system, one in which grammatical principles to a aersible extent prescribe
the order ofNPs. In such systems we find a ‘basic’ order, with various adtve
orders systematically related to it. Since the workingsuafhssystems are familiar
from English, there is no need to discuss them here.

We also find systems in which there is a preferred order, b@revia great deal
of variation is possible as long as ambiguity is not intraestli¢although some lan-
guages seem to tolerate surprising amounts of ambiguityys Th Dakota (Van Valin
1985:366-367), the preferred order is subject-objech-(goV). If the semantics of the
verb is not sufficient to determine whictp takes which role, this order is obligatory.
Hence changing the order of thes in (9) changes the meaning:

(9) a. Wicas&i mathowakte
man thebear a Kkilled
The man killed a bear

b. Mathbwawithasaki kte
bear a man thekilled
A bear killed the man

But if there is only one semantically plausible choice fobjsat, the relative order of
NPs becomes free (thougiprs and other constituents must remain in front of the verb):

(10) a. Wicas&i ix?é&wawayale
man therocka saw

b. Ix?éwawicasaki wayale
rocka man thesaw

The man saw a rock

In Dakota syntax, it does not seem to be sensible to try toritbesthe order possib-
lities in terms of a basic order and specific alternativesth&athe order is flexible,
subject to arsov preference, especially when needed to prevent ambiguliitis Jort
of system we will call ‘fluid’, as opposed to the highly detémate word-order system
of languages like English.

Fluidity seems to be characteristic of many languages arde/word order types.
Fluid word order is usually not actually free, but is rathgnalling pragmatic functions
rather than grammatical relations. See Kiss (1987) and Kif§5) for recent studies
of two such ‘discourse-configurational’ languages, Ki€98) for a collection of stud-
ies, and Choi (1999) for detailed analyses of the phenomamkinrean and German.
The main difficulty in assessing the fluidity of word orderfig fact that elicitation of
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sentences from informants will tend to produce the normativeoder rather than a full
spectrum of possible variants. Observation of actual laggwse, and examination
of narrative and other natural genres of texts, will oftevesd a much wider range of
orders in their appropriate contexts.

2.2.2 NP-marking

No language makes exclusive use of ordering to code grammahatiations, and many
make very little use of it for this purpose. A technique whalery language uses to
some extent, and some use almost exclusivelppisnarking. In this technique, the
syntactic function of amp is indicated by a morphological marker on tke. This
marker may take the form of an inflection (see chapter IIn8ekttional Morphology,
by Bickel and Nichols), or be a morphologically autonomolesreent, such as a clitic
(which might also be called a ‘particle’), a preposition ififprecedes theup), or a
postposition (if it follows). Both the inflections and the rpbologically autonomous
elements are often called ‘case-markers’.

There is a great deal of fluctuation in the literature as to tiwremorphologi-
cally autonomousiP-markers are called ‘particles’, ‘pre- or post- positign®’ ‘case-
markers’. But there is widespread agreement that they dimubkeen as instances of a
general technique which Nichols (1986) calls ‘dependenking’, where the existence
of a grammatical relation between two elements of a sentisrindicated by a marker
placed on the dependentterm. Dependent-marking can hoagply to more than just
NPs, for example to clauses or predicate adjectives.

In English the principal use aiP-marking is with prepositional phrase arguments
and adjuncts. Thus the sentences of (11) are virtual paaiaphr

(11) a. Bobby spoke to the meeting about the proposal

b. Bobby spoke about the proposal to the meeting

To marks itsNP as the addressee sfpeak aboutmarks itsNp as the subject matter of
the talk. Although the former order is preferred, both aregilde, and it is clear that
order does not mark the roles of theges.

Many languages make far more extensive usemfnarking, using it to mark al-
most allNP functions, including subject-object or their counterpa®ne example of
this is Tagalog, which will be discussed below. Here we difialtuss an even more ex-
treme example, Warlpiri, a Pama-Nyungan language of Cleitrstralia (Hale 1973,
Simpson 1991).

In English, principles of order and arrangement not onlydate the functions of
NPs, but thenps themselves are also identified by means of such princigilese their
constituent parts appear in a definite order, which can beritbesl by phrase-structure
rules, as explained in any reasonable introduction to gevergrammar. In Warlpiri,
both the functions and the constituencyng are usually indicated byp-marking.

The one major principle of word order for Warlpiri simple at®s involves the
‘auxiliary element.’” This expresses the verbal categasfeense and mood (and also
carries person-number markers for some of the verbal argtayes we shall see in the
next subsection), and comes in first or second position,rdépe on its phonological
shape (Hale 1973:311-314, Simpson 1991:65). The ordef offadr elements is free.
Furthermore there is no requirement that the constitudraa 8P be contiguous; they
must merely share the same endings.

The following three strings are therefore fully synonymaoaisd may be regarded
as three versions of the same sentéhce:

Swarlpiri, like many languages, lacks systematic indiaatid definiteness. The articles in the translations
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(12) a. Kurdu-ngkka maliki  wita-ngku wajili-pi-nyi
child-ERG PRESdog(ABS)small-ERGrunning-attack-NONPAST

b. Wajili-pi-nyi ka wita-ngku maliki kurdu-nkgu
c. Maliki ka kurdu-ngku wajili-pi-nyi wita-ngku
The small child is chasing the dog

The auxiliaryka indicates that the tense is present. It is supplementeddyetise-
ending on the verb, which shows non-past tense. The ergatidmg-ngkuon wita
‘small’ andkurdu‘child’ marks these as comprising one that bears function. The
absence of any ending amaliki shows that this belongs to a differex®, which can
bearp function (we will see below that the absence of marking is al€haracteristic
of sfunction). This unmarked form is called the ‘absolutivehelendings thus indicate
how theNp components are to be grouped together, and what functioesaétingNpPs
are to have. There are twenty-one more arrangements of thasved (12), with the
auxiliary in second position, and they are all grammatical mean the same thing as
(12).

There are two further observations to be made. Fingfkuis not a subject marker,
because it is not normally used feps in s function. Rather, single arguments of one-
argument verbs are normally in the absolutive case, with arker:

(13) Ngarrka ka purla-mi
man@Bs) PRESShOUtNONPAST
The man is shouting

If we assume that the case marking directly reflects grancalatelations, we would
have to deny that Warlpiri had a subject relation: rathenwoald have to say that it had
one grammatical relation coverimgfunction, and another coverimgands functions.
In fact, although they are not directly marked by the casm$&Warlpiri does seem to
have subject and object grammatical functions, as we sbalirs4.1.4 below.

The second observation is that Warlpiri can group the mesbeanNP into a
single overt constituent, and in this case the ending nebdampear on the last word
of theNnp:

(14) a. Witakurdu-ngkuka maliki  wajilipi-nyi
smallchild-ERG PRESdog(ABS) chaseNONPAST
The small child is chasing the dog

b. Wita ka kurdu-ngkumaliki  wajilipi-nyi
small(aBs) PRESchild-ERG dog(ABS) chaseNONPAST
The child is chasing the small dog

The position ofka after wita kurdu-ngkuin (14a) indicates that these two words
form a constituent, and that they are therefore taken tegeth an NP despite the
difference in endings. In (14b), wheka appears betweenita andkurdu-ngkuthese
two words do not form a constituent, sgta has to be construed witmaliki, and the
sentence means ‘the child is chasing the small dog’.

Warlpiri requires a somewhat more abstract kind of analysis what we have so
far required for English: Engliskps can be identified as units in a ‘surface constituent
structure’ directly reflected in the linear order of elensemh Warlpiri we need at least

are arbitrarily chosen as ‘the’. This will also be the casthimtreatment of other languages, unless there is
specific indication that definiteness is relevant.
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two levels of analysis: overt constituent structure, rafevfor auxiliary placement and
a few other things, and a deeper level at which ‘functionaitaisuch asiPs are recog-
nized even if their constituent elements are scatterediffirout the overt structure.

2.2.3 Cross-referencing

In cross-referencing, also called agreement, various gaioal properties of anp,
such as noun-class (gender), number, person or case asteredion a word bearing
some specific syntactic relation to tke. As mentioned above, the Warlpiri auxiliary
cross-references certain grammatical functions by hgstiarkers for their person and
number. Third person singular ergative and absolutive take no marker, so overt
cross-referencing does not appear in examples (12-14)irBuor second person, and
dual or pluralnps, take non-null markers, as illustrated in example (15):

(15) Nya-nyi ka-rna-palangu wawirri-jarra (ngajulu-rlu)
SeeNONPASTPRES1SG(SUBJ)-3DU(0BJ) kangaroopU(ABS) (1SG-ERG)
| see two kangaroos

The cliticrnais here cross-referencing a first person singnlgralangua third person
dualp. In fact, as we shall see in 4.1.4 belowa would also be used to cross reference
ans, while a different clitic,-ju would be used fop, so the Warlpiri cross-referencing
system is sensitive to subjects and objects, and proviadee sbthe evidence that these
are present, in spite of the case-marking.

In contrast to case-marking, where the marker appears odefhendent element,
in cross-referencing, it appears on the head, so this tqabnias classified by Nichols
(1986) as a kind of head-marking. Head-marking in Warlpid anost other languages
doesn’t function primarily to code the grammatical funataf NPS. In (15), for exam-
ple, the markers are redundant because the functions asxlglcoded by the markers
on theNnps themselves (dependent marking). Furthermore, in exanspleh as (12—
14), wherea andp are both third person singular, the markers are both zerbthrars
provide no information at all about the functions of thes. Furthermore, in many lan-
guages, itis the case that most clauses have nowrgrso the cross-reference markers
cannot be indicating their function. Rather the primarydiion of cross-referencing is
to perform the function of pronourisThus in (15), thex pronoumgajulu-riu‘l-ERG’
is optional, and the meaning doesn’t change if it is omitfElde P wawirri-jarra ‘two
kangaroos’ is also optional, but if it is omitted the sententeans ‘| saw them two'.
A sentence such asya-nyi ka-rnawould mean ‘I saw him/her/it’: the absence of any
cross-reference markers feindicates that the is third person singular.

Thus cross-referencing in Warlpiri (and most other langsaiipat have it) is not
a major part of the system for coding the syntactic functiohevertnps. But since
cross-reference markers often serve as substitutesrgrthey are an important part
of the system which specifies what entities take what rolékdrsituation denoted by
the predicate. Since grammatical functionsie$ and the devices coding them are also
part of this system, cross-referencing systems need tovkstigated together with the
more centraNp function coding systems.

Occasionally, however, cross-referencing does providestile overt cue for the
grammatical relation of an overP in a sentence. A good example is provided by
Ancient Greek. Ancient Greek had case marking and very frerel wrder (at least in
writing). There is a participial construction in which thélgect of the complement is
suppressed when it is identical to somein the main clause. But the information is

7See Givon (1979b) for discussion of the close connectiogtsvden pronominalization and cross-
referencing, which Givon claims are in fact the same thing.
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not lost as to what the subordinate clause subject is, bec¢hagarticipial verb form
that the construction uses is marked for the gender (seahelamber and case of the
matrix NP that is to be understood as its subject. This informatiopeeislly the case
information, is usually sufficient to identify what is to baderstood as the subject of
the complement.

It is thus the cross-referencing on the participle thatrdisiguates the following
pair of sentences, by indicating the case ofs$haf the participle. Gender and number
are also indicated, but these are the same (masculine amdui both of the potential
s for the participle. Only the case is glossed, sinceNhe that might be the of the
participle have the same gender (masculine) and numbeu{sir):

(16) Klearchos ape:nte:s@hilippo:i apio:n
Klearchusfiom) met Philip(DAT) leavingfNom)
Klearchus met Philip while Klearchus was leaving

(17) Klearchos ape:nte:s@hilippo:i apionti
Klearchusfiom) met Philip(DAT) leavingpAT)
Klearchos met Philip while Philip was leaving

This is an unusually straightforward example of crossrefeing marking grammatical
relations. Usually, when cross-referencing manages tdidoit does so by means of
complex interactions with other techniques and principles

A particularly complex and interesting case of this are tiaviation and inverse-
marking’ systems originally found in Algonquian languagasd then more widel.
The basic idea of these systems is that there are two thigbperategories, ‘prox-
imate’ and ‘obviative’, where ‘proximate’ applies to arp, unique at any particular
point in the discourse, which is seen as the prime focus ehtitin (such as the protag-
onist of the current action), while ‘obviative’ applies teetother third personps. A
normal ‘direct’ transitive verb with a third person subjaaid object then describes the
proximate as acting on the obviative, while if the obviaiw@acting on the proximate,
a specially marked ‘inverse’ form is used.

In Plains Cree, for example, (Wolfart 1973, Dahlstrom 19@byiativeNps bear a
marker-ah (it is clear that this does not mark case or grammatical fancbut a kind
of discourse status), while proximates are unmarked. lbéiw, the obviative is the
Patient, and the verb is ‘normal’ (non-inverse), whereaf)rthe Agent is obviative,
and the verb is inverse in form:

(18) a. ayahciyiniw-ahnisto e'=mipah-at awana pe'sis
Blackfoot-oBv threekill- DIR this boy
This boy had killed three Blackfoot.
Bloomfield (1934:98), cited in Dahlstrom (1991:62)

b. osam e'=sakih-ikot ohtawiy-ah aw o-skini-kiw
too muchlove-INv his fatherosv thisyoung man
for his father too much cherished this young man
Bloomfield (1934:58), cited in Dahlstrom (1991:63)

Dahlstrom shows that the obviative marking on the nounstlamdirect/inverse mark-
ing on the verbs, is irrelevant to grammatical relations atheing a subject and threan
object regardless of these markings. These systems alstitabma case ofTvs hav-
ing two different-looking treatments @f andp, depending on which is the proximate
in the discourse.

8See Aissen (1997, 1999) for discussion, and an applicatitinet Mayan language Tzotzil, where obvia-
tion had not been previously seen as relevant.
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So we have a combination of dependent-marking (obviatichenouns) and head-
marking (direct/inverse marking on the verbs) conveying semantic roles. Cross-
referencing also enters the mix: when a verb has first or sepenson arguments,
these are cross-referenced in fixed positions on the vetibthe direct/inverse marking
indicating which isa and whichp:

(19) a. ki-wapam-i-n
2-seebIR(1)-sG
You(sg) see me
Dahlstrom (1991:42)

b. ki-wa pam-iti-n
2-seemNV (1)-sG
| see you(sQ)
Dahlstrom (1991:42)

In this language, second person is treated as proximatepaseg to first, but the op-
posite ranking is also possible. The entire system this cm@pone kind of dependent
marking and two kinds of head-marking (cross-referenaiggther with direct/inverse
marking), which all work together in a complicated way torgijthe semantic roles.

2.3 Pragmatic functions

Pragmatic functions involve a great variety of considerai many of which are not
very well understood. Some of the important concepts ajewkat the hearer is pre-
sumed to be already conscious of (‘given’ vs. ‘non-givefb); what the sentence is
about (‘topicality’); (c) whether an NP has or doesn’'t hawvef@rent uniquely identifi-
able to the hearer (‘definiteness’ and ‘identifiability’gf) (whether the speaker is refer-
ring to a particular instance of an entity as opposed to astaice of it (‘specificity’);
(e) what is ‘foregrounded’ as important vs. what is ‘backgrded’ as secondary; (f)
the point of view taken by the speaker on the situation beilkgt about (‘empathy’, or
‘perspective’); (g) inherent ‘salience properties’ of NBach as animacy, humanness,
or first-personhood.

Many of these concepts are discussed and clarified in Lambf&@94), and their
interactions with sentence structure are examined in ehdf@ (A Typology of In-
formation Packaging in the Clause, Foley). In this secti@enwill limit ourselves to
discussing three major ‘pragmatic articulations’ of santestructure that tend to have
significance for grammatical functions: ‘topic-commenpiesupposition-focus’ and
‘thetic’. Pragmatic functions are relevant to grammaticedctions because there are
frequently rules or tendencies relating the two. ‘Subjefits example, as we will dis-
cuss later, often show either a strong tendency or even aiubsequirement to be
topics (Lambrecht 1994:131-137).

2.3.1 Topics and Topic-Comment Articulation

Topics are generally thought of as entities previously kmda the hearer, which it
is the function of the sentence to provide some further mftron about (unfamiliar
entities can however be introduced into the discourse agl blecome topics; this is
the function of the thetic articulation, especially its ggatational subtype). A sentence
that has one or more topic entities can be said to have ‘tomicment’ articulation.
There are two principal kinds of topics: those whose tofticé predictable from the
immediately preceding discourse, and those whose tofyidalhot. For an illustration
of the two types, consider the following story:
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Once upon a time there was a king with two sons. The older sen ex
pected to take over the kingshide spent his time travelling with the army
and working with the secret police. As ftire youngerhe concentrated on
studying philosophy at the University.

The italicized pronouhein the third sentence is expected to be topic, since itseater
is also the topic of the immediately preceding sententhe youngein the fourth
sentence represents a new, unexpected topic. The switclpimis registered by the
as for construction, which seems to indicate that some entitypéhced previously
in the discourse, but not referred to recently, is being nthdenew topic. We might
call these two types ‘expected topic’ and ‘switch topic’.niany languages the subject
grammatical relation is associated with the topic (expeoteswitch) function. This
association can manifest itself as a requirement that stsbpe definite, as discussed
by Keenan (1976:252-253) for Malagasy and Kinyarwanda aivérG(1979:26-27)
more generally, or as a tendency for them to be definite (Gh&79:26-28).

On the other hand so-called ‘topicalization’ construcsi@me frequently (but not
always) associated with switch-topic functions, as illattd by theas forconstruction
above.

We need to distinguish between a topic entity (the older amger of the king's
sons in the passage above, depending on what sentencedsapeilysed), and a topic
expression NiP), such ashe or (as for) the youngefLambrecht 1994:127-128). Ex-
pected topic entities tend to be expressed by reduced $itiguonstituents, such as
pronouns, or by nothing at all (this is called ‘null anapdrarherefore, in some lan-
guages, it is common for sentences with a topic entity to mavtpic expression, so
that if we want to talk about a ‘sentence without a topic’, veed to be sure whether
we’'re talking about topic entities or topic expressions.

The topic expressions then are the linguistic materialsrriefg to the entities that
the sentence is about; the comment is the remainder, thvalhé,the sentence actually
says about them. If there is no topic expression, but theeetipic entity, then the
entire sentence will constitute the comment expression.

2.3.2 Focus-Presupposition Articulation

In this kind of articulation, there are again two componese, the presupposition,
presents incomplete information about a situation of wiehspeaker presumes the
hearer to be aware. The other, the focus, is the missingnr#tion, which the speaker
presumes that the hearer wants to know. The so-c#Heléft construction of (2), re-
peated below for convenience, is a typical example of fqmesupposition articulation:

(2) a. Itisthe farmer that kills the duckling

b. Itis the duckling that the farmer kills

As was pointed out at the beginning of the chapter, in (28 fdrmer’ is the focus,
and ‘kills the duckling is the presupposition. The speakesuanes the hearer knows
that someone or something killed the duckling, and givegtteemation that it was the
farmer that did it.

English has two other extensively discussed focus-pressifppn structures, the
wh-cleft construction and ‘contrastive stress’ on the focus:

(20) a. A bearis what the man killed
b. The man killeda bear
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In (20a), ‘a bear’ is the focus, and ‘what the man killed’ i® thresupposition. The
speaker assumes that the hearer knows that the man killeztisioignand tells the hearer
that this was a bear.

All three constructions differ in their usage. To see a difece between either kind
of clefting and constrastive stress, observe that (20bpister answer to the question
What did the man kill2han either (20a) or itg-cleft counterpartt’s a bear that the
man killed.See Prince (1978) for the differences between the two atefstructions.

Topic-comment articulation can be superposed on focusdpeosition articula-
tion: in a sentence such &eorge is looking foBEARS, George might be the topic (so
theNP Georgewould be a topic expression), abdarsan expression of the focus. The
comment is expressed liy looking for bearsthe presupposition béeorge is look-
ing for X. Some languages such as Tzotzil, allow both to be markedtsineously
(Robinson 2002).

2.3.3 Thetic articulation

Not all sentences have topic-comment or presuppostionsfacticulation. A less stud-
ied third alternative, recently emphasized by Lambrechtthetic articulation’. In
thetic articulation, the entire sentence can be taken asrenemt whose topic is the
ambient situation rather than some specific, delineateghooent thereof that has been
accepted as something to talk about.

Lambrecht illustrates thetic articulation with the costreetween (21a) and (21b),
emphasis represented by small capitals:

(21) a. my caBROKE DOWN
b. MY cAR broke down

(21a) could be used to answer a question suctvtaare is your car? which would
establish the car as a suitable topic to deliver more inféionabout. (21b) on the
other hand would be quite inappropriate for this purposeatittwould be good for is
presenting as an excuse upon rushing into a meeting 20 rsifatee where (a) would
on the other hand be out of place. In such a case the car isentwjgic, but part of the
comment, an explanation of the present situation, whichasattual topic.

In English, thetic subjects receive stress relative to #rb phrase, but in some lan-
guage, such as French, they are just impossible. In Freséeins to be the case that
subjects must be topics. Hence in (22a), the French colarterf21a), the car, which
is topical, is the subject just as it is in English, while ir29, the French counterpart to
(21b), the car, which is thetic rather than topical, mustpessed as an object:

(22) a. Mavoitureesten PANNE
My car is broken down
My car BROKE DOWN

b. Jai mavoITURE qui esten panne
| havemy car whichis broken down
MY CAR broke down

A more widely discussed subtype of thetic articulation isggntational articula-
tion, used to announce the existence or appearance on the aica hitherto unknown
entity:

(23) a. There'’s a snake in the shower

b. Once upon atime there was a king with three children
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Although English has the special presentational constnudtustrated above, it is
also possible for presentational subjects to appear witkpecial marking (other than
thetic stress):

(24) a. Aking with three children lived in a valley
b. A person is standing outside the door

But languages with a restriction that subjects be topicagbdaneed to use a special
construction for sentences with thetic articulation, asstrated above by French in
(22).
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3 Overview of Grammatical Functions

With these preliminaries completed, we will procede to labkhe grammatical func-
tions themselves. We will first present a general classifinadf the types of grammati-
cal functions, then examine specific types in greater ddtajure 2 is a diagram of the
taxonomy of grammatical functions that we will be looking at

Grammatical Functions
Internal External
Core Obligue Free Bound

A S O

Figure 2: Taxonomy of Grammatical Functions

3.1 Types of grammatical function

We will distinguish three fundamental types of grammatiaaktion, core, oblique and
external,which may be thought of as constituting succedaiyers of clause structure.
The first division is between the external functions and theis, which we will call
internal.

External functions give the appearance of being essegntiitside of the basic
clause structure, and are each associated with a fairlyfepg@gmatic function. The
it-cleft construction of (2) and thas for construction above illustrate typical external
functions. An external function never itself has an asgmriavith any specific seman-
tic role, although thevps bearing them often (but not always) acquire a semantic role
by other means.

The internal functions have close associations with seimesies, though they may
be associated with pragmatic functions as well. Subjegeadtand the various prepo-
sitional phrases in (7) and (8) bear typical internal fumas$i. Note that by saying that
internal functions are associated with semantic roles waatamean that they have
them as invariant properties, but merely that they tend ttogether. Subject in En-
glish is associated with the semantic role of Agent, but merbjects are not Agents;
the prepositiorto is often associated with the semantic role Recipient, buaheays.

Among internal functionsa, s and P have a special status, because they almost
always have a variety of properties which set them off fronsthed the other grammat-
ical functions. In English for example, with the exceptidrpersonal pronouns, s,
andp are unmarkedips, with functions coded by order relative to the verb, whilestn
other functions are coded by prepositionatmarking.

In English, not only danps with A, s and P functions differ in appearance from
prepositionally marked NPs, they also differ in variousexdp of their syntactic and
semantic behavior. Two especially important propertiesthat they tend to express
a wider range of semantic roles, and that they tend to be€tad’, that is, singled
out for special treatment, by various rules of syntax whigpear to function in terms
of specific grammatical relations, rather than in terms ofi@atic roles or pragmatic
functions. For example subjects, are omitted in varioudsiof nonfinite subordinate

9'm indebted to Stuart Robinson for suggesting and progjdhis diagram.
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clause constructions, such as the infinitive complemewtaitin (a), and the participial
adjunctin (b), below:

(25) a. John wants to buy a new computer
b. Having bought a new computer, John couldn’t afford lurartitiree months
On the other hand objects may be passivised:
(26) a. John was arrested
b. John was given a book

Rules involvingPps, on the other hand, tend to apply to a wide range of conatiue
including nonpps, with restrictions being statable in terms of semanticslecifiable
categories rather than syntactic ones.

In most other languages there is a similar distinction betwaesmall class of gram-
matical relations expressing s andp (and sometimes other) functions, which behave
somewhat like subject and object in English, and a largess¢lahich behave like En-
glish prs. We thus divide the internal function into two categoriling the former
class of grammatical functions ‘core’, the latter, ‘obkguThus the core functions are
by definitiona, s, P and whatever other grammatical functions are sufficieiké/them
to be plausibly grouped with them and opposed to the othenghaare the oblique
functions.

Languages in which the core/oblique distinction corresjsan that between bare
NPs and those carrying a marker are not uncommon. Some adidigxamples are
Jacaltec and other Mayan languages (Craig 1977, Englangl),1B&hasa Indonesia
(Chung 1976), Dakota (Van Valin 1985), and the Bantu langeaagome of which will
be discussed below. In other languages, there does not sdenatsignificant syntactic
distinction between marked and unmarkees. In Japanese (Kuno 1973), Russian
(Comrie 1979), and Tagalog (Schachter and Otanes 1972gxBmnple, alinps are
marked. In other languages, such as Warlpiri, sorreare unmarked, but the marked
NPs include some which are by definition coreiq Warlpiri). Furthermore, there is no
striking overall difference in syntactic behavior betwélea marked and the unmarked
NPS.

Nonetheless, something corresponding to the core/obliigtanction in English
usually seems to exist even in languages where and P normally carry the same
kinds of markers as other grammatical functions. One seasés, commonly called
‘syntactic’, ‘structural’ or ‘direct’ cases, mark the cdiwnctions, another, commonly
called ‘semantic’ cases, mark the oblique functiomgs with syntactic cases tend
to express a wide range of semantic functions and to be tadyey rules sensitive to
grammatical function, whileps with ‘semantic’ cases tend not to have these properties.

Usually, the properties of comeps suggest that they should be viewed as bear-
ing ‘abstract grammatical relations’: structural relagbips which are not necessarily
directly reflected by coding features, and do not necegsaritelate precisely with se-
mantic roles, pragmatic functions, or other aspects of ingaBy contrast, the gram-
matical function of obliques, such as thes in (7-8) can for the most part be identified
with their semantic roles.

Most of the typological work on grammatical functions hagibelirected to core
functions, although recently there has been increasingideration of external ones.
Obliques on the other hand still seem to be relatively négtedn the remainder of this
section we will briefly consider external and oblique funos, and then in section 3.
discuss at greater length core functions and the gramrhatiedions associated with
them.
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3.2 External functions

As we observed above, external functions give the appeaiafimeing essentially out-
side of the clause structure, and are each closely assbeidgtte a specific pragmatic
function. But the grammar of a language does not specify asg@ations between ex-
ternal functions and semantic roles (ways of participatinpe situation described by
the sentence), and, for some external functions, theircbe@edn’t have any semantic
role in the sentence at all.

Suppose Jim’'s wife, Harriet, has left him. If some of the deigpformer friends
were discussing Jim, one of them might say:

(27) Speaking of Jim, what's Harriet been up to lately?

Jim is brought up as the topic of the sentence, what the semisabout, but does
not have a semantic role with respect to the predicate. Ilignguch constructions
have a fairly minor place in the system of the language, bumh@my languages they
are the predominant form of sentence in ordinary usage. Bungjuages were called
‘“Topic Prominent’ by Li and Thompson (1976), and seem to Ipeeislly characteristic
of Southeast Asia.

We illustrate typical instances of such constructions withmples from Chinese,
Lahu (Tibeto-Burman), and Japanese, with the Topic (whpgrears in initial position)
italicized:

(28) a. Chinese Li and Thompson (1976:482):
Ne-changhus xingkui x1aofang-duai de kuai
thatcL fire fortunatefire-brigade comepcL quick
That fire, fortunately the fire-brigade came quickly

b. Lahu Li and Thompson (1976:482):
Ho 5 nadgyi ve yo
elephantrop nose longPCL DECLAR
Elephant, noses are long

¢. Japanese Kuno (1973:65):
Nihonwa Tokyoga sumi-yoi
Japantopr Tokyo NOM easy-to-live-in
As for Japan, Tokyo is comfortable to live in

These examples cannot be adequately glossed in Engliste, tiair nearest counter-
parts use constructions usiag for and speaking gfwhich, as noted above, carry a
switch-topic force that is absent in the examples of (28f€l{1976:50) characterizes
the function of the Topic in these constructions as that tfrge‘a spatial, temporal
or individual framework within which the main predicationltls’ (see also Lambrecht
1994:118).

External functions whose bearers needn’t have a semaiginrthe accompanying
clause will be called ‘free’. Free external functions alwagem to introduce topics,
functioning more or less as described by Chafe. Furtherrtiag always place an
NP at the beginning of the sentence, either with accompanyimghological material
(Lahu, Japanese, English) or without it (Chinese).

Other external functions require their bearer to have a sémeole in the clause
(of course this is also possible for free topics). We calkthdbound’. In English the
it-cleft construction is a bound external function, as is theitalization’ construction
in which anNp is preposed without additional marking. Observe the cehtralow:

(29) a. As for American self-confidence, Columbia gave peaglft
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b. *American self-confidence, Columbia gave people a lift
c. *It was American self-confidence that Columbia gave peaglift

In all of these examples. the clause fails to assign a semiaié to the initialNp. The
result is acceptable in the case of #eefor construction (29a) , but not in the case of
the others, the topicalization construction (29b) andttéeft construction (29c). This
illustrates that thas forconstruction is a free external function, while the togication
andit-cleft constructions are bound external functions.

Bound external functions have a wider range of pragmatiecesfthan free ones,
such as marking focus and presupposition or presentatatialilation, and they are
coded by a wider range of techniques, including movemenatmus positions in the
sentence-structure, and also markingsitu, without any special position. This latter
possibility is illustrated below for the Dravidian langusailalayalam.

Malayalam (Mohanan 1982) is an SOV language witimarking by means of
case markers and postpositions, and therefore, as one wgpktt, has fairly free
word order (but, unlike Warlpiri, major constituents suagnas cannot be broken up).
There is a ‘cleft’ construction in which the verb is suffixediwat ‘it’, and the clefted
NP is suffixed with a form ofaa ‘be’. The normal word order for this construction is
the same as in a non-clefted sentence. Below we give a serntenormal word-order,
together with four clefted variants. the clefits being italicized:

(30) kuti innale ammaklk aanaye kotuttu
child(Nom) yesterdaymotherpAT) elephantécc) gave
The child gave an elephant to the mother yesterday

(31) a. kutiy-aars innale ammakk aanaye kotutt-at
child(Nom)-is yesterdaynotherpAT) elephantécc) gave-it
Itis the child that gave an elephant to the mother yesterday

b. kuti innaley-aam ammakle  aanaye kotutt-ab
child(Nom) yesterday-ismotherpAT) elephantfcc) gave-it
It is yesterday that the child gave an elephant to the mother

c. kuti innale  ammakk-aan aanaye kotutt-ab
child(Nom) yesterdaymotherpAT)-s elephantfcc) gave-it
It is the mother that the child gave an elephant to yesterday

d. kuti innale ammakk aanayey-aam Kkotutt-at
child(Nom) yesterdaymotherpAT) elephantdcc)-is gave-it
It is the elephant that the child gave to the mother yesterday

Itis also possible to cleft the verb, although this does patern us here. The elements
of all of these sentences could be freely reordered.

In addition to rearrangements and markings, external fonstcan lead to the ap-
pearance of a variety of further subtle effects in the claubey appear in (Zaenen
1983). Nonetheless it is clear that they are relatively reshelent of the system of in-
ternal grammatical relations that provide the primary espion of semantic roles, and
are in effect ‘superposed’ on it.

Sentence-level intonational and stress features, opgratther alone or in con-
junction with syntactic mechanisms, may also be employezkfwess bound external
functions. In English, for example, we can impose focusppposition articulation
simply by stressing the focus:

(32) The farmer Kkills th@ucKLING (c.f.(2))
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Stress is frequently used as a focus marker. On the otherihdods not seem to be
used to mark topics, except in contrastive constructions:

(33) Speaking of Mary and Jim, MRy will like this dish, but dm will hate it

This is presumably because topics are familiar informatih relatively less need for
attention to be directed to them, while foci are the new imfation that is actually being
communicated.

3.3 Oblique functions

In this section we examine oblique grammatical functione.Will first investigate En-
glish, showing that English obliques fall into two main das: arguments and adjuncts.
The distribution of arguments is governed by potentiallpsgncratic specifications on
verbs (or other predicates). Adjuncts on the other handappkenever they would
be semantically appropriate. In fact, we shall see thatrieé&sonable to think of the
argument/adjunct distinction as overlapping the corédolel distinction, with all core
NPs and some obliques being included in the class of argumeXdguncts, on the
other hand, always seem to be oblique, in that they do not seexhibit behavioral
similarities toA, s andp.

Then we will look at obliques in Waripiri, to illustrate sotheng of the behavior of
obliques in a case-marking language. Finally we will brisflynmarize the dimensions
of typological variation in systems of oblique grammatiizadctions.

3.3.1 Obligues ¢rs) in English

English obliquenps are usually expressed within prepositional phrases)( except
for certain time expressions, where a preposition does av# ko be expressetary

left the next dayEnglishprs are not homogeneous but seem to fall into classes, which
can be defined in terms of the way in which their form and distion is or is not
determined by the verb. As stated above, the two principakels are what we shall call
‘arguments’ and ‘adjuncts’. The distribution of adjuncsiot subject to idiosyncratic
restrictions imposed by the predicate, but only to the neguoeént that the sentence
make sense. The Circumstantial roles of section 2.1.2 #ea oftroduced by adjuncts.
Thus in English, any verb which is semantically suitable redie a locative phrase,
or a benefactive phrase with the preposition For example the reason that example
(34b) is odd is not because of some syntactic restrictiordpmats expressing reasons,
but rather because tree-branches don’t have minds, arefahetack motives for doing
things2?

(34) a. John prodded the snake for fun.
b. # The branch fell off the tree for fun.

In contrast, the distribution of arguments is subject tosgihcratic restrictions imposed
by verbs. To see the nature of these restrictions, let us iexeatime nature of the con-
structions associated with verbs of giving, suclyig hand presentetc., in which an
Agent transfers a Theme from his/her own custody to that cé@igient.

Such verbs take six patterns of association between theiastc roles and the
grammatical relations that express them, as illustratémbga) and (b) are the major
patterns, (c) minor, and (d-f) extremely minor:

10The # mark in front of the (b) example indicates that the rexde is semantically bizarre, but not
ungrammatical.
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(35) a. Susan handed Paul the shovel
b. Susan handed the shovel to Paul
c. They supply us with weapons
d. Cheech laid a joint on Chong
e. Geraldine foisted six kittens off on(to) Jock
f. J.R. bestowed many favors (up)on Afton

(35b-f) illustrate various oblique constructions, whiB®4), with two bareips after the
verb, illustrates something we haven't discussed yet, abtibobject’ or ‘ditransitive’
construction. In section 4.2.1 below we will argue that thst fpostverbal NP is a
‘primary object’ bearing the same grammatical relationhessole object of a transitive
verb, while the second bears another core grammaticaloe)asecondary object’. See
section 2.3 of chapter I.4, Clause Types, by Dryer, for farttiscussion of ditransitives.

There is considerable systematicity in the relations betvgemantic roles and their
overt expressions in (35). In the double-object awith constructions, Recipients are
the first or sole objects. Otherwise they are the objects af gepositions such ds,
on, into andonto(the latter three sometimes being optional alternantsgniés, on the
other hand, are primary objects (35b, d, e and f), seconctctsh{85a), or objects of
with (35c).

But there is also considerable idiosyncrasiand, and a great many other verbs,
appear in patterns (a) and (b), but not the oth&wgplyappears with (c) and (b), and
maybe (a) for some speakers, but not with (dERuip, on the other hand, appears only
in (c). None of the verbs taking any of (a-c) take any of (dexgeptfob off which
takes (c) and (d), with substantially different meaningeed fobbed Jack off with a
scratched CDvs. Fred fobbed a scratched CD off on(to) Ja@h the first sentence,
Fred is getting rid of Jack, in the second, a CD).

There are, furthermore, idiosyncratic restrictions ontlvhesome of these obliques
are optional or obligatory. Theith phrase can be ellipsed wigupply but notprovide
with the object retaining the Recipient role:

(36) a. We supply Iran (with weapons)

b. We provide Iran *(with weapons)
Similarly, to-objects are usually optional, but with some verbs they afigatory:
(37) a. Susan passed the shovel (to Paul)

b. Susan handed the shovel *(to Paul)

There has been substantial recent work, such as Pinkera88%echsler (1995),
on how to predict the choice of preposition, and whethepthis obligatory or optional.
But some facts of preposition choice seems to resist exfian@Vechsler 1995:122),
as do some of the optionality facts, such as those in (36) arngdbove. So there
still seems to be a category of obliques that are subjectxiodkecontrol, and which
therefore may be reasonably regarded as a kind of argument.

Furthermore, even in the great majority of cases, where ltbée of preposition
is semantically predictable, we can make a case that it isnadding an independent
contribution to the meaning, since one cannot vary the ehoigpreposition indepen-
dently to vary the meaning. This suggests that the verb isnmessense determing the
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semantic role of thaip, which is in addition being marked by the preposition. Such a
view is indeed taken by Wechsler (1995), following earli@rikwby Gawron (1986) and
Jackendoff (1990).

But there are als@prs which appear to be arguments where the preposition does
seem to make an independent contribution to meaning. THepagr for example,
takes an obligatory directional phrasein{to) or on(to) (and most other goatrs),
while movetakes an optional directionakin into or onto, but notin or on:

(38) a. Cally put the key *(on(to) the table/in(to) the box)
b. Cally moved (the computer) (on*(to) the table/in*(togthox)

The in/on components here indicate spatial relationships, whilepibgsibilities for
omitting or includingto seem more arbitraryof/inis of course acceptable withove
when theppis an Outer Locative rather than a Directional).

Thesepps seem clearly to be arguments rather than adjuncts, butrédsgynble
adjuncts in that the preposition is a partially independearer of meaning. It seems
appropriate to think of thepas a whole as being an argument to the verb, rather than
of theNp within it as being the argument, with the preposition magkis role.

We therefore classify Englishps into adjuncts, and two types of arguments. In the
first kind of argument, which we will callP-objects’, the verb determines the choice
of preposition, and th&p within it functions as an argument of the verb. In the second
type, which we will call P-complements’, although the verb may constrain the choice
of preposition, it does not determine it completely. Rattier preposition expresses
meaning to some extent independently from the verb, anétas a whole functions
as an argumerit

Although in many cases it is clear whether one is dealing w&ithargument or
an adjunct, there are also doubtful (perhaps intermedias)s. For example, almost
any verb which is semantically appropriate may take anunséntalwith-pp, which
suggests that these are adjuncts:

(39) a. The old man walks with a stick
b. Marcia watched the koalas with binoculars
c¢. Jimmy poked Owen with a stick

But Matthews (1981:18) notes that the vayb does not take instrumentalith: He
went with a stickneans merely that he went carrying a stick with him, not tleati$ed
it as an instrument in the activity of going. It is not clearatier this restriction can be
made to follow from the meanings gb and instrumentalith. Therefore it is unclear
whether instrumentals should be regarded as argumentgurcésl

Drawing the argument/adjunct distinction may require ddersble knowledge of a
language, and deep insight into its semantics. The coiglebdistinction, on the other
hand, is usually relatively obvious, although in a few casaso is somewhat obscure.
For this reason the latter rather than the former distimaseemphasized in this study.

Obligue grammatical functions are typically more tightigd to specific seman-
tic roles than are the core grammatical relations. In the cdghe adjuncts ane-
complements, th&p-marker of the oblique grammatical function specifies thaae
tic role to a considerable degree independently of the wehide the P-object markers
are also more tightly tied to given semantic roles than abgestior object. Objects,

11The terms p-object’ and P-complement’ are borrowed from Bresnan (1982), see Bre&p@i:275-
280) for more recent discussion.
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Local Semantic Non-local semantic
Locative (at): -rla/ngka Instrumental:  -rlu/ngku
Allative (to): -kurra Causal: -jangka
Elative (from): -ngurlu Considerative: -wana-wana
Perlative (along): -wana
Comitative (with): -rlajinta

Derivational Syntactic
Associative -warnu Ergative: -rlu/ngku
Excessive -panu Dative: -ku
Denizen of -ngawurrpa Absolutive: -
Like -piya
Possessive -kurlangu

Privative (without)  -wangu
Proprietive (having)  -kurlu, -parnta, -maniji
Source -jangka

Table 1: Warlpiri Cases

for example, can be Themes or Recipients, whilth-objects can be Themes but not
Recipients;to-objects Recipients but not Themes. To get a better sendeafature
of the core/oblique distinction, we will next examine ollégs in Warlpiri, a language
where the core/oblique distinction does not corresponiitblietween morphologically
marked and unmarked.

3.3.2 Obliques in Waripiri

Warlpiri cases{p-markers) can be divided into two main groups: the ‘syntactises
(ergative, dative and absolutive) and the ‘semantic’ céaéthe rest). The latter can be
further divided into three subgroups: local semantic, tomal semantic, and ‘deriva-
tional semantic’. The syntactic cases code core functiwhg&h will be reviewed for
Warlpiri in section 4, comprising all comreps and some obliques. The local and non-
local semantic cases express oblique functions, with tted BEEmantic cases expressing
primarily spatial notions, the non-local cases non-spatias (the local cases also have
some non-spatial uses). The ‘derivational’ cases seenméomiost part to form mod-
ifiers of NPs rather than arguments or adjuncts of the verb, and areftiherdargely
beyond the scope of this chapter.

Table 1 presents some of the most important cases. Thelfstirihe non-local se-
mantic cases is incomplete, since the boundary of this oatég unclear. The endings
-ngka(Loc) and-ngku(ERG/INSTR) are used after stems with two syllableta (LocC)
and-rlu (ERG) after stems with three or more. Furtermore, the form of sofrteese
endings is affected by a vowel harmony rule convertirtg i after stems in, so that
we getmaliki-ki ‘dog-DAT’, wati-ngki‘man-eRG, andyuwarli-ngirli ‘from the house’.

The local semantic cases primarily indicate the spatiabnstof location at (or on,
or in), motion to, motion from and motion along and motion osjtion together with:

(40) a. Lungkarda ka ngulya-ngkanguna-mi
bluetongue{Bs) PRESburrow-L0cC lie-NONPAST
The bluetongue skink is lying in the burrow (Locative)

b. Nantuwu ka karru-kurraparnka-mi
horsefABS) PRESCreekALL run-NONPAST
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The horse is running to the creek (Allative)

c. Karli ka pirli-ngirli wanti-mi
boomerang{Bs) PRESStOneeLATIVE fall-NONPAST
The boomerang is falling from the stone (Ablative)

d. Pirli ka-lu-jana yurutu-wana  yirra-rni
stonefBS) PRESthey-thenToadPERLATIVE PUt-NONPAST
They are putting stones along the road (Perlative)

e. Maliki ka nantuwu-rlajinta parnka-mi
dog(ABS) PREShOrse€OMITATIVE run-NONPAST
The dog is running along with the horse (Comitative)

Hale (1982) provides a detailed account of the semantichaset cases, Simpson
(1991) a more formal analysis.

The Warlpiri case system makes fewer distinctions thanyhims of prepositions
of English, but similar effects are achieved by other meartsere are, for example,
adverbial particles which, although not syntactically bdto a local case-markedb,
nonetheless refine the locative concept express@dkurru, for example, specifies
betweemess:

(41) Maliki ka nguna-mi yuwarli-jarra-rlakulkurru-jarra
dog(aBS) PRESlie-NONPASThousebpU-LOC betweenbu
The dog is lying between the two houses

Without kulkurrujarra, the sentence could be interpreted as meaning merely that th
dog was near the houses.

Occasionally the local cases are used idiomatically, insnagt fully explicable
in terms of their basic meanings. For example the vaemyu-karri-mi‘play-stand-
NONPAST, meaning ‘to play a game’, takes the locative case on theegalayed. This
may co-occur with a locative designating the place whereteat takes place:

(42) Ngarrka-patika-lu manyu-karri-mi kardi-ngkakarru-ngka
man-+PL(ABS) PREStheyplay-standNONPASTcardioC creekiocC
The men are playing cards in the creek

These usages are reminiscent of idiomatibjects in English.

The non-local semantic cases are for the most part minoeisttiucture of the lan-
guage. The ‘true’ instrumental expresses the instrumesd by an Agent to act on a
Patient. ltonlyappears with transitive verbs taking an ergative Agent &sdlative Pa-
tient, not with intransitives (or with a category we shalialiss below of two-argument
verbs not taking an ergative). See examples (43a) and (43byvb There is another
method for expressing the instrumental relation, and thesmay be used with either
transitives or intransitives. It involves one of the ‘dational semantic’ cases, the pro-
prietive-kurlu ‘with’. The basic meaning dfurlu is possession, but the meaning of can
be extended to indicate not only possession but use, as shoswamples (43c) and
(43d):

(43) a. Wawirri kapi-rna kurlarta-rlu panti-rni ngajulu-rlu
kangarooABS) FUT-1SG speariNSTR SPearNONPAST 1SG-ERG
| will spear the kangaroo with a spear

b. *Purlka ka watiya-rlu warru-wapa-mi
old man@Bs) PRESstick-INSTR around-walkNONPAST
The old man is walking around with a stick
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c. Ngarrka-ngkkka warlu paka-rni warlkurru-kurlu-rlu
man€rG PRESfirewoodchopNONPASTaxe-withERG
The man is chopping firewood with an axe

d. Purlka ka watiya-kurluwarru-wapa-mi
old man@Bs) PRESstick-with  around-walkNONPAST
The old man is walking around with a stick

(43c) could be interpreted as possessive-karlu rather than that of use, to give ‘The
man with an axe is chopping firewood’ (using some other imsémut) and so also (43d)
‘The old man with a stick is walking around’. The instrumdstense is nevertheless the
usual one in sentences such as these, expressing an actom tlvd use of the object
in question is in fact likely.

The ending listed as causal is also widely used to indicatecemf motion (elative),
and preferred as such by some speakers. But it also inditetesuse for the situation
designated by the sentence, or a potentially causal premtev

(44) Ngarrka-patuka-lu warrki-jangka matanguna-mi-lki
man-PL(ABS) PREStheywork-CAUSAL tired lie-NONPAST-now
The men are lying down tired now after work

It can also indicate the material out of which something islenafor example from
wood in ‘they are making boomerangs from wood’. The ‘consitiee’ (CONS) is
applied to amnp denoting something that is given in exchange for somethsgy e

(45) Japanangka-riuka-ju karli yi-nyi
Japanangk&RGPRES 1SG(0BJ) boomerang{Bs) give-NONPAST
miyi-wanawana
food-CONSIDERATIVE
Japanangka is giving me a boomerang in exchange for food

This illustrates nicely that a serious account of semamtiesr must go considerably
beyond the simple Agent. Patient, Source, Goal, etc., oatgythat were introduced
in1.1. above.

The uses of the cases we have considered so far mostly ingakidications of
some facet of the action of the verb: the path taken by sontejpant (and thereby, in
some sense, of the ‘action’), or additional participantey{ thus express participatory
semantic roles (c.f. 1.1.2), and function analogously ¢éoablique argumentfobjects
and p-complements) of English. The exception is the causal usganfika which
provides the background for the event, and is thus a ciramtiat adjunct.

The principal circumstantial case is the locative, which pkace an event in space
(already illustrated in (42) above) or in time:

(46) Ngapa ka wanti-mi wajirrkinyi-rla
water@Bs) PRESfall-NONPASTgreentimeroc
Rain falls in the “green” season

These uses of the locative correspond to adjuncts in English

A striking difference between the obliques in Warlpiri anagish is in the way in
which the argument/adjunct distinction is drawn. Asiderrthe occasional idiomatic
uses, as wittkardi-ngka‘card-Loc = with cards’ in (42), a Warlpiri semantic case al-
ways seems to be usable wherever its meaning would make $aiesgncratic restric-
tions such is those discussed for English in 3.3.1 are gaiite Most usages of Warlpiri
oblique cases thus behave like adjuncts in English. Thendi@ uses might be taken
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to bep-objects, so there would be a few representitives of thisgmaty, but there seems
to be nothing whose grammatical behavior corresponds tootheecomplements. It
may be that this impression is a consequence of our insuffikieowledge of Warlpiri,
and that more study might reveal the familiar categories abtthe moment it seems
that in Warlpiri the argument-adjunct distinction is muchneclosely aligned with the
core-obligue distinction than it is in English.
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4 Core grammatical functions

In this section we examine core grammatical functions imitleAs discussed at the be-
ginning of section 2, core grammatical functions are thogeessing, s andp, along
with any others that behave like these rather than like akkqg Core functions are in-
teresting for several reasons. First, they are used to sx@aravide range of semantic
roles beyond the clear-cut cases of Agent and Patient tbeide the basis for defining
A andp. Furthermore they tend to be syntactically ‘active’, paptting in a wider
range of grammatical processes than obliques. Finally,raost interestingly, they
are usually (but perhaps not always) associated with whatave called ‘grammati-
cal relations’: structural relationships, which couldydibly be regarded as structural
primitives, which play an important role for the functioginf grammatical principles,
but are often abstract with respect to coding features, séonand pragmatic proper-
ties, or both.

The most commonly found and best evidenced grammaticaiorlis one express-
ing A ands functions, commonly known as ‘subject’ (although we sha# shat this
single label covers at least two rather different kinds ofction). But the very preva-
lence of the subject grammatical relation perhaps leadgslpéo be insufficiently criti-
cal in evaluating the evidence for its presence in partidalaguages. Therefore in 4.1
we will spend considerable time on how to argue that a sulgjesnmatical relation
is present in a language. Then in 4.2 we will look at some ofatier grammatical
relations that can be argued for in languages that have @sbjan important feature
of our approach to subjects is that the evidence does noyalstgport their existence
in a language; in the remaining subsections we consideowsikinds of languages in
which subjects as we have defined them don't exist (althohgy will show subject-
like grammatical relations that we will introduce later).utGconclusion will be that
although a subject grammatical relation does play an inapbntole in the typology
of grammatical relations, the subject as traditionallyoggtized in languages such as
English, Latin and Greek combines two distinct kinds of fmipence’ which in many
other languages are kept distinct.

4.1 Subjects

‘Subject’ is perhaps the oldest grammatical relation cphdeund for example in the
work of Aristotle!? There is furthermore a considerable amount of evidencefin di
ferent languages for some kind of abstract grammaticatioelassociated withnps
traditionally regarded as subjects, much more so than feerajrammatical relations.
But there has unfortunately been considerable flexibilitghie use of the term, with
concomitant weakening of content, and controversy as tdhvenaubjects are present
in various languages. We will here adopt a rather narrow eptien of subject, so that
it will be relatively easy to assess whether or not we havéaenae for the existence of a
subject in this sense in a particular language (languagésutia subject in our present
sense might however have subjects under some other definitiohow the content of
the definitions applies to particular languages that is@stng, not the terms that are
used as labels).

After introducing our concept, we will discuss the variousys in which it can be
applied to assess whether or not a subject is present in adgeg

12gee Kneale and Kneale (1962) for discussion of the histotlyeoferm and concept.
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4.1.1 A Concept of subject

The concept of subject proposed here is that it is a gramelattation that is the
normal expression of the and s grammatical functions, but not others suchrasr
obliques. As a grammatical relation, the subject conceptishfunction as a signif-
icant ingredient in many of the grammatical phenomena ofldnguage, so that it
seems plausible to recognize it as a structural primitiveerg are two major kinds of
phenomena that are relevent to establishing the existeinsgbgects, first, the overt
coding features in ordinary main clauses, and second, atyasf more complex and
abstract grammatical phenomena, such as ‘subject elligsiding features in subor-
dinate clauses, and others. When the coding features ugamisly indicate that a
subject grammatical relation is present, the more abstriteria seem to invariably
concur. But it is also possible for the coding features t@ giv evidence, or equivocal
evidence, about the presence of a subject. Then the moraejmtoperties sometimes
show that there is a subject, sometimes not. We examine ithésen.

4.1.2 Subjects and coding features in ordinary main clauses

In English and many other languages, there are a varietydihgdeatures in ordinary
main clauses that distinguish of transitive clauses and of intransitives fromp of
transitives and other grammatical functions such as obfigior English, these include
nominative as opposed to accusative case, preverbalgstd verb-agreement:

(47) a. He praiseshem
NOM.SGSG  ACC.PL

b. He sleeps
NOM.SG SG

The fact that these and more grammatical phenomenaaraatl s alike indicates that
in English, these should not be thought of as independentmgetical functions, but as
related ones, most straightfowardly by an analysis in wthely are both expressed by
a single grammatical relation, which, given our definitiare, can call ‘subject’.

A great many languages, including many of the familiar maderd classical lan-
guages of Europe, follow this pattern of unambiguous ewiddar a subject grammat-
ical relation on the basis of some combination of the codewajfres of word order,
case-marking and agreement. In Ancient and Modern Greelextample, subjects of
ordinary main clauses occupy no definite position, but aréHe most part regularly
marked by hominative case and agreement with the finite verb.

But coding features frequently fail to give a clear indioatiof grammatical rela-
tions, or else give inconsistent indications, as happensxXample in Warlpiri. We
have already seen in 2.2.2 that WarlpiA-marking assigns ergative casenes with A
function, and absolutive taps with P or s function. Case marking therefore does not
reflect a subject grammatical relation. But the cross-egfeing system does.

The NpPs that are cross-referenced are those with the cases lad®lsgntactic’
in 2.2.2: ergative, absolutive and dative. Cross-refargnof absolutive and ergative
NPs has already been illustrated in example (15) in 2.2.3gatgul below for con-
venience. (48) illustrates cross-referencing of a dati/®) illustrates the failure of
cross-referencing to apply with a semantic case, thealati

(15) Nya-nyi ka-rna-palangu wawirri-jarra (ngajulu-riu)
SeeNONPASTPRES1SG(SUBJ)-3DU(0BJ) kangaroobU(ABS) (I-ERG)
| see two kangaroos
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(48) Ngaju ka-rna-ngku nyuntu-kuwangka-mi
I(ABS) PRES1SG(SUBJ)-2SG(0OBJ) YOU-DAT talk-NONPAST
| am talking to you

(49) Ngaju ka-rna nyuntu-kurrgparnka-mi
I(ABS) PRES1SG(SUBJ) YOU-ALL rUN-NONPAST
| am running toward you

The form of the markers is not determined directly by the adgdbe NP being cross-
referenced. Rather, it seems to be determined primarily fybgect-object distinction
in grammatical relations quite similar to that found in Eshl

There are two sets of cross-reference markers, one foraapjnd another for
objects. The cross-referencing is for number (singulaal,dulural) and person (first,
second and third), with an inclusive-exclusive distinatia the first person dual and
plural (see chapter I11.3, Inflectional Morphology, seot®, for discussion of these in-
flectional categories), with a limited case-distinctionhie object markers. The subject
set is used to cross-referenees with A or s function, regardless of whether their case
is ergative or absolutive:

(50) a. Ngajlkka-rna purla-mi
I-ABS PRES 1SG(SUBJ) ShOUtNONPAST
| am shouting

b. Nyuntu ka-npa purla-mi

YOU(SG ABS) PRES2SG(SUBJ) ShOUtNONPAST
you are shouting

¢. Ngajulu-rluka-rna yankirri  wajilipi-nyi
I-ERG PRES1SG(SUBJ) emu@BS) chaseNONPAST
| am chasing an emu

The object markers cross-referemaes with p function, which are absolutive, and also
NPs in the dative case. Examples of absolutive object crdssemrcing are:

(51) a. Ngarrka-ngkia-ju ngaju panti-rni
man£RG PRES1SG(SUBJ) I(ABS) SpearNONPAST
The man is spearing me.

b. Ngaju ka-npa-ju nyuntulu-rlunya-nyi
Me(@BS) PRES2SG(SUBJ)-1SG(OBJ) YOU-ERG ~ SEENONPAST
You see me.

¢. Ngajulu-rluka-rna-ngku nyuntu nya-nyi
I-ERG PRES1SG(SUBJ)-2SG(OBJ) YOU(SG ABS) SEeNONPAST
| see you.

Dative objects are cross-referenced by the same markene ased for absolutives,
except in the third person singular wherta is used instead of zero. Dative objects
will be discussed in 4.2.2

There are various additional principles which determimeftinm of cross-referencing
in examples more complex than these (such as those invgbiimgls). These are de-
scribed in great detail in Hale (1973), and needn’t be careidhere. But these compli-
cations do not alter the basic point that the systemsraharking and cross-referencing
give conflicting testimony as to what the basic grammatieldtions ofa, s andp are.
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Therefore coding features do not always provide consistefications for gram-
matical relations. Does this mean that the grammaticaliogla are present, but coded
inconsistently, or simply absent from the languages in tjore® The situation for each
language should be decided on its merits. For some languagesonable cases have
been made that grammatical relations such as subject aactalg¢ absent (Bhat 1991),
but in others, such as Warlpiri, other aspects of gramnidiilaavior seem to indicate
that they are present.

4.1.3 Subject ellipsis

Perhaps the commonest property of subjects that is usefiddatifying them is their
tendency to be optionally or obligatorily ellipsed in varfokinds of grammmatical
constructions, especially multi-clause sentence strastuA highly typical example
from English is provided by adverbial clauses introducedhgyconjunctiorwhile.

These clauses take two forms. In onehile is followed by an ordinary clause
structure with a subject and a tensed verb. In the other,ubest is omitted and the
verb put in the (gerund)ng form, which does not show agreement:

(52) a. The student watched the guard while he killed theopes
b. The student watched the guard while killing the prisoner

When the verb is tensed, the subject must be included; whenelb is in the ing
(gerund) form, its subject must be omitted, but is unde@E®being the same as the
subject of the main clause:

(53) a. *The student watched the guard while killed the préso
b. *The student watched the guard while he/his/him killihg prisoner

Omission of a non-subjestr will not satisfy the requirement, as the reader can easily
verify. The subject relation thus functions in the prineplgoverning the form and
interpretation ofvhile-constructions.

It is also involved in a principle governing their interpagbn. In (52a) we could
understand the/hile-clause subject as referring to the guard, the student,oe sbird
person. In the absence of wider context, we tend to inteipastreferring to someap
within the sentence, and from our knowledge of the world welt® assume that it
refers to the guard rather than to the student.

But the interpretation of (52b) is not so free. Here we wouddnmally understand
the student rather than the guard to be killing the prisdnespite of the oddity of this
situation. There seems to be a principle to the effect thettite + gerund construction
is interpreted as if it had a subject coreferential to thgestthof the matrix clause (note
that if while is omitted, we immediately understand the subject of theimgito be
coreferential with the object rather than the subject ofrtizrix clause).

On the basis of (52, 53) alone, one might venture an altematicount, in which it
is the Agent rather than the subject of thieile + gerund construction that is suppressed,
and that it is understood as being the same as the Agent thtoethe subject of the
main clause. On this kind of account, we would have a direshection between the
overt form and the meaning, without an intevening level @ingmatical relations.

This possibility may be discounted on the basis of sentesgels aslohn felt ap-
prehensive while being wheeled into the operating roianwhich the overt and ‘under-
stood’ subjects are not Agents, and even more strongly bypbes in which thevhile
+ gerund construction is combined with the passive constmict
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(54) a. The student watched the guard while killing the préso
b. The student watched the guard while being killed by thequér
c. The student was watched by the guard while killing thequrés
d. The student was watched by the guard while being killechbyprisoner

It is the subject of the matrix that is understood as the stilofethe gerund, regardless
of the semantic roles involved, and of how unusual the sanatescribed is.

It also seems that no well-defined pragmatic notion suchpi#tity is the condi-
tioning factor, although this is hard to show conclusivelgce pragmatic functions are
generally more elusive and less well understood. For exanipla sentence such as
A guard tortured the prisoner while watching televisidinseems pretty clear théte
prisonercan be the Topic. Nonetheless, the principle for the intgtion of thewhile
+ gerund construction continue to operate as before.

Phenomena such as these illustrate the need for a level tdcsynstructure at
which abstract grammatical relations such as subject direde which are distinct
from semiotic concepts, and which are significant for thecfioming of grammatical
rules.

From a theoretical point of view, there are three major gulkises for the analysis
of while + gerund constructions. The first is that the gerund has n@stib syntactic
structure, but that the principles of semantic interpretatreat it as if it had a subject
coreferential with that of the matrix (main) clause. Secahé gerund might have a
subject in the syntactic structure which is coreferentitththe matrix subject, but does
not appear in the overt form of the sentence. The third pii¢gils that the theory of
sentence structure characterizes the NP in matrix subjsitign as the subject of both
the main clause and the gerund.

The choice between these possibilities is a complicatedtoue which does not
concern us here. What matters here is that whatever appio@tien, it is clear that the
notion of subject plays a central and obvious role in the digtson of the constructions:
it is the subject of the subordinate clause that is obligigtomitted, and the subject of
the matrix that obligatorily serves as its ‘controllerathis, as theip that is understood
as the subject of the subordinate clause.

Subiject ellipsis can often be used to provide more evidehoatsgrammatical re-
lations when the coding features are equivocal. In Warlfhere are counterparts to
thewhile+gerund construction that show that this language has &&ugpjammatical
relation (one expressing and A functions) in spite of the inconsistent testimony of
the coding features. These are ‘infinitival’ subordinatauskes (adverbial or relative in
sense), in which no auxiliary appears, but an ‘infinitivaindementizer’ is attached
to the verb, which then appears finally in the infinitival pdeaand can't be reordered
within it (there is, however, a possibility of nominals wittthe infinitive phrase ‘leak-
ing’ out of it into the matrix (Laughren 1989)).

Many of the infinitival complementizers require suppressid the complement
subject, imposing various conditions on what it may be usted to be coreferential
with. One of these is the complementiZenra, which expresses action simultaneous
with that of the main verb, and imposes the condition thatcibraplement subject be
coreferential with a non-subject (preferably object) angat of the matrix:

(55) a. Ngajulu-rlu-rna yankirri  pantu-rnu, ngapa nga-rninja-kurra
[-ERG-1SG(SUBJ) emu(@Bs) spearPASTwater@ss) drink-INF-while
| speared the emu while it (not I) was drinking water
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b. Ngarrka-rna nya-ngu wawirri panti-rninja-kurra
man@Bs)-1SG(SUBJ) seePASTkangaroofBsS) speartNF-while
| saw a man spear a kangaroo

c. Ngaju ka-rna-ngku marri-jarri-mi nyuntu-ku
I(ABS) PRES 1SG(SUBJ)-2SG(0BJ) grief-beingNONPASTYOU-DAT
murrumurrunguna-nja-kurra(-ku)
sick lie-INF-while(-DAT)
| feel sorry for you while you are lying sick

d. Karli-rna nya-ngu pirli-ngirli wanti-nja-kurra
boomerang{es)-1sSG(SUBJ) seePAST stoneeLATIVE fall-INF-while
| saw the boomerang fall from the stone

The infinitival verbs of (55a-b) would take ergative subgeiftfinite, those of (55c-
d) absolutive. The examples also illustrate a variety ofaein roles for the omitted
subject and its controller.

Itis crucial to the argument th&turra requires (rather than merely permits) omis-
sion of the subject: sinaeps can be rather freely omitted in Warlpiri, if a complemen-
tizer merely permits an omitted argument in its clause toriéerstood as coreferential
with one in the matrix, without actuallgequiring omission and understood corefer-
ence, we could simply say that the omitted argument was gusetl anaphoric pronoun
which happened to be coreferential with an NP in the matéasé (this would often
be permitted by the usual principles governing null anaghdrhere would then be no
syntactic phenomenon specifically associated with theestibf a kurra complement.
The more general point is that what needs to be shown is diffeeencan omissibility
from ordinary clauses. In English, for examples aren’t freely omissible, so the pos-
sibility of omission in thewhiletgerund construction is enough to make an argument
for a grammatical relation, whereas in Warlpiri or othergaages wher&p omission
is widespread, something stronger is required, such agaiblly omission, and it must
furthermore not be possible to describe the classrsfwhich can be omitted in purely
semantic terms.

It is also important that the phenomenon involves a variétyemantic roles. If,
for example, only Agents were obligatorily suppressed is tionstruction, one could
claim that the principle referred to Agent, a semantic raéher than to a grammatical
relation in sentence structure.

The Warlpiri and English constructions we have discussddrsare both adverbial
in nature, but subject ellipsis can be an optional or obtigafeature of virtually any
kind of subordinate or coordinate clause construction mestanguages. English non-
finite (participial) relative clauses require ellipsis bétsubject (which is understood as
coreferential with the head):

(56) a. People [reporting their neighbors to the authajitiall be rewarded.

b. People [reported by their neighbors to the authoritigboe investigated.
(57) a. *People [their neighbors(’) reporting] will be irstegated

b. *People [their neighbors(’) reported by] will be invegited

English has other strategies of relativization that can $edwn non-subjects, but in
some languages, such as Malagasy (Keenan 1977), reléitviza possible only for
subjects.
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Complement and coordinate clauses can also be useful inngror a subject
grammatical relation, although probably not as often asdumal clauses. We present
an example from Icelandic. In this language, there is a stibjearly identified by the
coding features of preverbal position (in sentences withapicalization), nominative
case, and agreeement with the verb:

(58) a. Vb dons@d-um
we(NoMm.1prL) danced-bL
We danced

b. Deir do-u
they(Nom.pPL) died-3PL
They danced

c. Deir drapu hunda-na
they(Nom.pL) killed-3pPL dogs-thacc
They killed the dogs

But there are also a group of verbs that takevarin the regular preverbal ‘subject’
position, but differences in the other coding featuresctiee being genitive, dative or
accusative, and no verb-agreemént:

(59) a.Da vantar peninga
them@cc.pL) lacks(3FG) moneyAcc)
They lack money.

b. Mér likar vel vid henni
me([DAT) likes(3sG) well with her(AT)
| like her

Complement subject ellipsis provides evidence that thesenominativenps are sub-
jects in spite of lacking the coding features of nominati@secand agreement.

This is provided by the considerable number of verbs takifigitival complements
introduced by the complementizas. These complements require their subject to be
missing, and understood as coreferent to the main claugecsub

(60) a. Eg  vonastil ad sja hana
I(NOM) hope towardto seeher(acc)

b. *Eg  vonasttil ab égsja hana
I(NoM) hope towardto | seeher(acc)

c. *Eg vonasttil égad sja hana
I(NOM) hope towardl to seeher(acc)

| hope to see her

Examples (b) and (c) are bad because they contain attempteglement subjects in
position before and aftexd, which is not possible.

But the putative oblique subjects like those of (59) do kabicsatisfy the require-
ment that a subject be ellipsed, although ellipsis of a nmminative subject does result
in some degradation of acceptability (Thrainsson 1978:80469, Andrews 1990):

13There is considerably more to the subject position thargiishdency to appear first. See Jonsson (1996)
for a recent analysis of Icelandic clause structure.
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(61) Eg vonasttil ad vantaekki peninga
I[(Nom) hope towardsto lack not money
| hope not to lack money

This example also illustrates that the process applies e rsemantic roles than just
Agents.

Coordinate structures provide another possibility. In ynanguages, when clauses
are conjoined, it is possible to omit arp in one conjunct if it is coreferential with
one in another conjunct, and if thees have the same grammatical relation in their
respective conjuncts. Icelandic is one of those languatre¢a) below find that an
oblique subject of a coordinated clause may be omitted uodesference with the
subject of a preceding conjunct (Rognvaldsson 1982),enihil(b) we see that this is
not possible for an object:

(62) a. Eg  sa stilkuna og 0 likadivel vid henni
I(NoM) sawthe girl(acc) and[l] liked well with her(@AT)
| saw the girl and liked her

b. *Eg  sa stulkuna  og hin hey®i 0
I[(Nom) sawthe girl(acc) andshefom) heard [me]
| saw the girl and she heard me

(Objects can however be omitted upon coreference to preweeljects, see Thrainsson
(1979:471)). Likewise, only a subject, including obliquégects, may control the el-
lipsis of the subject of a coordinate clause:

(63) a. Deim likar maturinn og 0 bodamikid
themAT) likesthe foodiom) and[they]eat a lot
They like the food and eat a lot

b. * Deir sjastulkuna og ®  heyrirpba
they(NoM) seethe girl(acc) and[she]hearsthem
They (masc) see the girl and she hears them

As with the other kinds of instances of subject ellipsissihecessary to ascertain that
there isn’t any free and general processiefellipsis that might be responsible for the
‘missing subjects’ in order for there to be evidence of a sabjjrammatical relation,
and that its conditions can't be described in purely serodatms.

4.1.4 Coding features in non-main clauses

It frequently happens that the coding features of subjeetsid@ferent in subordinate
clauses than in main clauses. One of the commonest instafitesis when subjects of
subordinate clauses acquire special case-marking. Iridbn@br example, the subject
of a gerund can be accusative or genitive, but not nominatitiech is the normal case
for subjects:

(64) a. Him/*he running Ewing Oil is difficult to imagine
b. His/*he running Ewing Oil would upset a lot of people

Another is the Ancient Greek ‘circumstantial participlehstruction discussed in 2.2.3,
with examples (16) and (17). If the subject of the participleot coreferential with any
NP in the matrix, it is expressed in the genitive instead efribminative, which is the
normal case for subjects:
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(65) Ape:nte:s#hilippo:i  Klearchou apiontos
[-met Philip(DAT) KlearchusGEN) leavingGEN)
I met Philip while Klearchus was leaving

Cross-referencing is also affected: finite verbs in Gredaleagvith their subjects in
person and number, while participles agree in gender, nuarkcase (but infinitives,
which take accusative subjects, don't agree at all).

Special NP-marking in subordinate clauses is usuallyioésttto subjects, although
it sometimes involves other core grammatical relationfi;agobject, as for example
in the Saibai dialect of Kala Lagaw Ya (Comrie 1981). Somesmubordinate-clause
coding features provide useful arguments for subjecthddds happens in Warlpiri.
For older speakers, instead of requiring subject ellipsigne non-finite clause con-
structions permit the subject to be expressed, and someesé thermit or require a
special case-marker on that subject (Nash 1980:233-4) obifese complementizers
is -rlarni, whose meaning specifies that the action of the complementiemporane-
ous with that of the matrix. Below are some examples with¢bisiplementizer:

(66) Ngarrka-ngku-k&arli jarnti-rni.
ManERG-PRES boomerang{BS) carveNONPAST
The man is carving the boomerang,

a. ... kurdu-ku/49 purla-nyja-rlarni
child-DAT/(ABS) shoutiNF-while
while the child is shouting

b. ... kurdu-ku/-ngkumaliki  wajilipi-nyja-rlarni
child-DAT/ERG dog(ABS) chasemNF-while
while the child is chasing the dog

C. ... karnta-ku/-ngku kurdu-ku miyi yi-nyja-rlarni
womanbAT/-ERG child-DAT food(aBS) give-NF-while
while the woman is giving food to the child

The subject takes either its normal case marking or theealdturthermore the subject,
if itis there, must be initial in therlarni complement, regardless of its case-marking. If,
for examplekurdu-kuwere placed aftemalikiin (66b) above, it would have to be inter-
preted as a Beneficiary, so the meaning would be ‘The manvéngathe boomerang,
while somebody is chasing the dog for the child’ (Laughren)p.

The-rlarni construction, in sharp contrast to main clause constmstiexpresses
the subject grammatical relation directly in terms of botlsezmarking and linear or-
dering: the subject may be marked dative instead of its wsisa (regardless of whether
that is ergative or absolutive), and the subject must birnit the complement. These
additional phenomena complete the case for the existersghgdcts in Warlpiri.

4.1.5 Switch reference

The third grammatical test for identifying subjects that wi# discuss involves what
are called ‘switch reference’ systems. These are systemkirh the verb of a clause
bears a marker which indicates, among other things, whétkeesubject of that clause
is the same or different from that of some other coordinatesiibordinated clause.
Austin (1981a, 1981b) uses switch reference to argue fgestshin the Australian
language Diyari. Grammatical relations are not directijerted by coding features
in Diyari because, like many other Australian languagegabihas a ‘split ergative’
case marking system in which different sorts of nominalshdifferent systems of case
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forms forA, sandp. First and sccond person non-singular (dual and plurabquaos
have a nominativeA(/s) and accusativer; singular common nouns and masculine
proper names have an ergative @nd an absolutiver(s), while all other nominals
have distinct forms for all three functions: ergative,(absolutive §) and accusative
(P).

Most complex sentence constructions have switch refergraking expressed as
an affix on the verb of the subordinate clause. The affix intd&the type of construc-
tion, and whether the subjects of the two clauses are the sadifferent. One of these
constructions is the ‘relative clause’, a type of subortiirdause which further spec-
ifies either some participant in the main clause (an ‘NPtradainterpretation (Hale
1976)), or the time of the clause (a ‘T-relative’ interpti&ta). If the subject4 or s
NP) of the subordinate clause is the same as that of the naiselnais added to its
verb: if the subjects are differentani is added. It is the/s function rather than the
case forms that are relevant for the switch-reference syste

(67) is an assortment of subordinate clauses with samedub® marking, (68)
an assortment with different subjecq) marking. Note that the subordinate clause
corresponds to a considerable range of subordinate clgpss in English, including
relative clausesyhenclauses, conditionals, and complement clauses. A shatgec
may or may not be deleted in the subordinate clause.

(67) a. mwu tika-na /nawu yata-L pana-yi Yyigagu
he(@Bs) returnREL(SS he(aBSs) speakFUT AUX-PRESYOU(SG LOQ)
If he comes back he’ll talk to you

b. patu kana kulakuP a tayi-na /gan  piti-yi
I(ERG) grassABsS) greenfBs) eatREL(SS) [(ABS) fart-PRES
When | eat green grass, | fart

c. wintagan pali-na /patu  karma pakan
whenl(ABsS) die-REL(SS) I(ERG) persorme(DAT) havePRESthere(0C)
When | die, | will have my people there
(pakar is here functioning as a possessive modifiekanfa ‘person’)

(68) a. karitYi mindi-ya nani / naka-lda nawu waka@-ran
can run-PASTshe@Bs) theretoc he(@BS) comeREL(DS)
She could have run (the distance) if he had come back again

b. fanali nina  nayi-yi /nina  waraa-ra wanti-ran
they(PL ERG) he(AcC) seePRES he(acC) leavePART AUX-REL(DS)
They see him after he had been left (for a long time)

c. pan nigki-ya waka@a-m /pauy  nam wila nayi-yi
I(ABS) here(oc) comeREL(SS) |(ERG) she@aCcC) woman@BS) SEePRES
/ yinda-ran

Cry-REL(DS)
When | come here | see that woman [who is] crying

In (67a), there are coreferentigbs in s function in the two clauses, s®s-marking
appears. In (67b) the main clauses coreferential with the (preceding) relative clause
A, SO againss marking appears, even though the coreferential nominékr g their
case forms. In (67¢), the relative clausis coreferential with the matrix, so agairss
marking appears.
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In (68a), the matrix and relative clause contain no coretfiggienpPs, soDs-marking
appears. In (68b) there are coreferentiabk, but they arers in both clauses (it is
understood that the people who see him are different fronotigs who left him, who
are represented by an ellipsed subject for the clause). 80) {@ere are two relative
clauses, the first with a temporal interpretation wathoreferential with the matrix,
the second interpreted as a perception complementsiitireferential with matrixe.
So the first relative clause has-marking, the seconds-marking.

Switch reference in this and other types of subordinateselayrovides evidence
that Diyari has a subject grammatical relation comprisingnd s functions, in spite
of the completely ambiguous testimony of the-marking system. More than simple
coreference between subjects is normally involved in switference systems; see
Stirling (1996) for a detailed study.

4.1.6 Reflexivization

Many languages have special pronouns, called reflexiveopas) that are used to in-
dicate that amip is coreferential with amp bearing a certain structural relationship to
it. In many languages, such pronouns are used wheyras to be coreferential with
the subject of a clause that contains it.

One such language is Malayalam (Mohanan 1982). Malayalafréaword order,
expressing grammatical relations ky marking. NPs in A/s function are nominative,
P are accusative if animate, nominative if inanimate. In thisguage, the reflexive
possessive pronowswartam requires an antecedent which is a subject (either of the
clause immediately containireyvartam, or of some higher one). Therefore the follow-
ing two sentences are good, even thoaglartamfollows its antecedent in the first and
precedes it in the second, since in both cases the antedsdeibject:

(69) a. Raajaaw swartambhaaryayenulli
king(Nom) self's  wife(acc) pinched

b. Swartambhaaryayaaajaaws nulli
self’s  wife(acc) king(Nowm) pinched

The king pinched his own wife
But when an attempted antecedent is object, the result iaomgatical:

(70) *Raajaawineswartambhaarya noulli
king(acc) self's  wife(Nom) pinched
His own wife pinched the king

These examples show that reflexivization depends on thergagical relations
rather than on linear order.

Like English, Malayalam has a passive construction in whigh argument ex-
pressed as an object in the active is expressed as the sainj@the argument expressed
as the subject in the active is expressed as an instrumeritialtie ending aal). The
interaction of reflexivization with passivization showsatbe dependent on grammati-
cal relations rather than semantic roles such as Agent amehParhe controller of the
reflexive has to be the subject even when in the passive cmtisin the subject is the
Patient:

(71) a. Raajaaw swartambhaaryaal nullappetu
king(Nom) self's  wife(INSTR) pinch(PAST.PASY
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b. Swatambhaaryaal raajaaw nullappetu
self's  wife(INSTR) king(NOM) pinch(PAST.PASY

The king was pinched by his own wife

(72) *Raajaawinaatwartambhaarya nullappetu
king(INSTR) self's  wife(NOM) pinch(PAST.PASS
His own wife was pinched by the king

Malayalam shares with Icelandic the feature of hawmg that lack some of the
usual coding properties of subjects, but show some of thteeraqgrammatical prop-
erties, as do many other of the languages of South Asia (Ma®d1, Verma and
Mohanan 1990). In Malayalam, most verbs take subjects intin@native (unmarked)
case, but some seem to have subjects in the dative case aszh pezperty. Also cer-
tain derivational affixes, such as the desideratas@m impose the requirement that
the derived verb take a dative subject (if a verb V means ‘tdb€ verb Vanammeans
'to want to X'). Reflexivization provides one of the argumetitat these datives are in-
deed subjects, since they can antecedariam while dative Recipients with ordinary
verbs of giving cannot:

(73) a. Raajaawimswartambhaaryayeull-anam
king(DAT) self's  wife(DAT) pinch-DESIDERATIVE
The king wants to pinch his wife

b. Raajaawin swartambhaaryaydstam-aan
king(DAT) self’s  wife(Acc) liking-is
The king likes his wife

c. *Raajaaw makaliklo swartambhartaawine kotuttu
king(Nom) daughtenpaT) self’'s  husband{cc) give(PAST)
The king gave his daughter her husband

In a similar fashion, reflexivization also provides evidefar dative subjects in various
other South Asian languages, such as Hindi (Kachru et aB)197

4.1.7 Other properties of subjects

There are a very large number of other properties that stghjan have in a language,
too many to list here. In Icelandic, for example, there aneently at least 13 known
properties that can be used to argue that certain non-ntig@mnes are subjects (An-
drews 2001). An early compilation of common subject prdperis Keenan (1976);
see Manning (1996:12-14, 17) for more recent discussiop.ribst important point is
that it is not sufficient simply to note that some propertyt thaquently characterizes
subjects in other language happens to be true of subjedte ilmnguage under discus-
sion: it must also be shown that the property does not appiptesubjects, and that it
cannot be described solely in terms of semantic roles.

For example, in English, one can note that reflexive proncan$iave the preverbal
NP as their antecedent, in the same way that Malayalam neflgxbnouns can have
the nominative as their antecedent:

(74) a. Johptalked about himsejf
b. John told Mary; about himself

But there is no argument for subjects in English here, becaar-subjects can also be
the antecedent of reflexive pronouns:
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(75) John told Mary; about herself

To provide evidence for a grammatical relation of subjex{moperty must apply to the
putative subjects but not to clear cases of non-subjectsirarst also not be stateable
in terms of other concepts such as semantic roles, since auddstit postulate abstract
concepts such as grammatical relations if other indepehdeiotivated concepts are
sufficient to account for the phenomena.

4.2 Other core grammatical relations

In this subsection we discuss some of the other core gramahaélations that are
commonly found in languages that have subjects. These gaticahrelations are com-
monly called ‘objects’: direct objects, indirect objecasid so forth. Objects are gen-
erally more problematic than subjects because there amr fgr@mmatical processes
applying exclusively to specific types of objects. It canrdfere be difficult to tell
whether variations in the coding features of object-hk&s reflect differences in their
grammatical relations. Some important studies and cadlesibn aspects of objecthood
are Plank (1984), Dryer (1986), Baker (1988), and Alsin&®®@kD.

The most important type of object, and the most widely distied is the direct
object. These are discussed immediately below, togethbitiaé highly similar second
objects. Next we consider indirect objects, and then fir@glyain other less commonly
found core grammatical relations.

4.2.1 Direct objects and second objects

We have already defined ‘direct object’ as the grammatidatiom, if there is one, as-
sociated withp function. There turn out to be two potential kinds of probsaitmat arise
in connection with recognizing direct objects. The firsthattsometime® function

is expressed by more than one morphosyntactic techniqtfeowtithere being a clear
basis for saying that there is a difference in grammatidatioms. Most commonly, an-
imate and/or definite are expressed differently than inanimate and/or indeforites.
In Hindi, for example, animate require the accusative case-marker while inani-
matepr allow (but don’t require) the marker if they are definite, awoh’t allow it if they
are indefinite (Mohanan 1995:79-80). Besides accusatieanainimate objects can be
nominative if they are definite, and must be if they are indifin

(76) a. llaane bacce-ko/*baccaa utaayaa
llaa ERG child-acc/child(Nom) lift( PERP
llaa lifted the/a child

b. llaane haar utaayaa
llaa ERG necklacefom) lift( PERP
llaa lifted the/a necklace

c. llaane haar-ko utaayaa
llaa ERG necklaceacc lift( PERRP
llaa lifted the/*a necklace

A somewhat similar phenomenon appears in Spanish. Hereifudnimate objects,
regardless of definiteness, are marked with an object-marf&a), while inanimates
are marked by nothing (77b). But pronominal objects are edhlly an accusative case
clitic in front of the verb, regardless of animaty:

14There is however an option, callé&glsmq of using dative rather than accusative forms of animateatbj
pronouns, so the treatment of these two types seems to bgidiye
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(77) a. Vimosa alguien
we sawoM somebody
We saw somebody

b. Vimos (*a) el interruptor
we saw(OM) theswitch
We saw the switch

c. Lo vimos
it(ACC) we-saw
We saw it/him

Pronominal animate objects can also be ‘doubled’ asNedl, in which case one sees
the marker on thelp together with an accusative pronoun:

(78) Lo vimos a él
him(acc) we-sawom him
We sawHIM

There doesn’t seem to be any solid basis for saying that otteeasther of these treat-
ments is characteristic of a ‘re@l(participant receiving the normal treatment accorded
to a Patient of a PTV). Rather in many languages there ardwostreatments, appor-
tioned in accord with animacy, or definiteness. This is irt faobably the commonest
situation in which there are two different ways of expregsirfunction. It is impor-
tant that in all such cases, &irvs can use either technique, providing that its seman-
tic/pragmatic conditions are met.

A different but related issue is whether or not there are tveorgnatical relations
involved. In the case of Spanish, this seems unlikely: batmate (marked) and inan-
imate (unmarkedp are represented the same way, as accusative clitics, wbhanmr
inal, and both can likewise be Passivised. In the case ofiHinere doesn’t seem to
be a comparable argument for identifying the two treatmehtsas one grammatical
relation, but neither is there any against it, and treatiregrt as the same gives us a
simpler account of verbs in the lexicon, since a transitisbwvill simply be specified
as taking a subject and an object, rather than a subject amdfdwo types of object.
So one can say thatis consistently realized by a grammatical relation, altitothe
evidence for this is not overwhelming.

The second problem is more serious, which is that of distsigng P's from po-
tential cases of nops. These cases arise in at least two ways. First, there can be
‘non-canonical’ objects that share some but not all of tlepprties ofr. Second, there
can be ‘multiple’ objects where there is more than ardhat shows some of the char-
acteristic properties of.

The first kind of case often arises in languages where graioahaélations are
coded bynp-marking. In such languages, it often happens that a largeeu of two
argument verbs take non-subject arguments in some cas@moaly found onp. In
Warlpiri, we have noted verbs taking hon-subject argumentise dative and locative
cases (examples (48) and (42), respectively). Simpsori{229-317) argues that these
dative arguments should be considered as objects becaaysesth be cross-referenced
like ordinary objects, and serve as controllerskorra nonfinite clauses, as illustrated
in (55c¢).

Another kind of example is afforded by German. Hemeare expressed as ac-
cusativenPp, illustrated in (79a). But there are a fair number of twowangnt verbs that
take their second (non-subject) argument in the dativestithted in (b):
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(79) a. Sie sahihn
shefilom) sawhim(acc)
She saw him

b. Sie hilfte ihm
shefiom) helpedhim(DAT).
She helped him.

In German, there don't seem to be any phenomena which cleaitg the accusative
of (a) and the dative of (b) as bearers of a single grammattation, other than that
of appearing as a barer, without a preposition.

For example both kinds of verbs can passivize, but an adeagattject becomes
nominative and obligatorily occupies the subject positiwhile the dative retains its
dative case, and remains in the:

(80) a. Er wurde gesehen
he(Nom) becameseen
He was seen

b. *Es wurde ihn/er gesehen
It(NOoM) becaméhim(Acc/NOM) seen
He was seen

c. *Er wurde geholfen
He(Nom) becameénelped
He was helped

d. Es wurde ihm geholfen
It(NOoM) becaméenim(DAT) helped
He was helped

Es‘it'in (d) is functioning as a ‘filler’ in sentence initial pgtion in cases where there is
no subject; it is impossible in (b) because the passive \wmrhdesehein this example
has the nominativer ‘he’ as its subject.

It is possible to put the dative into sentence initial posit{like almost any other
constituent of the clause), with consequent disappearaines but these datives pass
none of the relevant tests for subjecthood. For exampledar be ellipsed as under-
stood subjects of complements (Jbnsson 1996:127-129):

(81) a. Uns wurde vonderPolizeigeholfen
we(DAT) becamédy the police helped
We were helped by the police

b. *Wir mochtervon derPolizeigeholfenwerden
We(Nom) want by thepolice helped to become
We want to be helped by the police

By contrast, in Icelandic, when such postverbal dative tugaobjects are pas-
sivized, they obligatorily occupy subject position andgpests for subjecthood:

(82) a. Deir halpwu honum
they helped him(DAT)
They helped him

b. Honum var hjalpa®
him(paT) washelped
He was helped
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¢. Hannvonasttil a0 vea hjalpa
he hopestowardto be helped
He hopes to be helped

So in Icelandic we have a reason for grouping the canonicaliyked (accusative)
objects with the noncanonically marked (dative) putatibgeots, but in German we
don’t appear to. It may thus require substantial invesitigeto work out whichnps are
direct objects in languages with rich case-marking systems

The other case tends to arise in systems that code gramhratet#zons by order.
Here itis frequent for two non-subject arguments to appéiwowt distinguishing role-
markers, in what is often called a ‘double object’ constiaret such as that ddusan
handed Paul the shovahentioned in (35a) above. In this construction, after theov
handedappear two bareips, Paul andthe shovel In traditional terminologyPaul
would be described as the ‘indirect object’ ahd shovehs the ‘direct object’, but this
classification is based on the semantic roles, and is pafigdbon the fact that in many
languages with case-marking, the Recipient would be in #higelcase and the Theme
in the accusative.

Examining a range of languages with double object constmgtreveals a rather
complex situation. In the most straightforward type, ontheftwoNPps, usually but not
always the one expressing the Recipient, takes on all ofrdr@igatical properties of a
P, and may thus be non-controversially considered to be tleetdbbject and bearer of
p-function®

Alanguage of this type is the Bantu language Chi Mwi:ni (i€lssrth and Abasheikh
1977). The general form of Chi Mwi:ni sentence structureaisunlike that of English:
subjects and objects being unmarked and appeariagarorder, followed by obliques
with prepositionaNp-marking. There is furthermore a passive constructiontliled of
Malayalam, which puts an extra affix on the verb but does ndtedauxiliary. Among
the differences is that Chi Mwi:ni has a rich agreement sgsteith subjects triggering
obligatory and objects optional cross-referencing on #rbyv

P are distinguished frons and obliques by the two properties of triggering op-
tional cross-referencing on the verb (the cross referenasken appearing between
the tense marker, if there is an overt one, and the stem,authiik obligatory subject
cross-reference marker, which precedes the tense marnkgf)eing able to undergo
passivization. These two properties are illustrated bdlisseberth and Abasheikh
1977:192-3):

(83) a. Nu:ruj-p-chi-tes-ée chibu:ku
Nuru he(suBJ-pPAST-it(OBJ)-bring-Aspbook
Nuru brought the book

b. Chibu:kuchi-)-tes-el-a naNu:ru
book it(suBJ-PAST-bring-AspP-PASSby Nuru
The book was brought by Nuru

There are double object constructions in which tws appear postverbally without
NP-marking. The simplest constructions of this sort occuhwiérbs taking a Theme
and a Goal/Source (which may be a Recipient or Loser, or sisgphething to which
something is applied, such as a cart that is oiled). We wiélrréo these non-Theme
arguments as ‘Recipients’, though their range of semaakisiis wider than indicated
by this term.

15This is sometimes called the ‘Primary Object’, in part toraymtential confusion with the traditional
usage of the term ‘direct object’, but for theoretical reesas well (Dryer 1986).
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In a double object construction, both of the properties atigristic ofp accrue
to the Recipient (which normally occupies the immediatebgtperbal position), as
illustrated in (84), but not to the Theme, as illustratedBB)((Kisseberth and Abasheikh
1977:192-3):

(84) a. Nu:ruj-m-tet-el-ele mwa:limuchibu:ku
Nuru he(suBJ-him(oBJ)-bring-DAT-ASPteacher book
Nu:ru brought the book to the teacher

b. Mwa:limu()-tet-el-el-a chibu:kunaNu:ru
teacher he(suBJ-bring-DAT-ASP-PASSbook by Nu:ru
The teacher was brought the book by Nuru

(85) a. *Nu:ruf)-chi-tet-el-ele mwa:limuchibu:ku
Nuru he(suBJj-it(oBJ)-bring-DAT-AsPteacher book
Nuru brought the book to the teacher

b. *Chibu:kuchi-tet-el-el-a mwa:limunaNu:ru
book he(suBJ-bring-DAT-ASP-PASSteacher by Nuru
The book was brought (to) the teacher by Nuru

Note that the presence of a Recipient object is signalledhewffix el glossedAT (it
is generally called the ‘applied’ affix in Bantu linguistjcd his is not a cross-reference
affix because it doesn’t show agreement with the grammdéealires of the Recipient;
rather it signals the application of a valence-change dijoera

It seems quite unproblematic to view the Recipient in the Katii:ni double-object
construction as the syntactic direct object, since it mofiaps the properties of a sole
object. The Theme in these constructions would then beafferetit grammatical
relation, which we may call ‘second object’, or ‘secondabjeat’, if the term ‘primary
object’ is being used. The availability in Universal Grammoé a direct vs. second
objectdistinction is further indicated by the existenceame languages such as Ojbiwa
(Rhodes 1990) of a distinction between normal transitiviosewhich take a subject
and a direct object, and ‘pseudo-transitive’ verbs, whigh loe strongly argued to take
subject and a second object, the same grammatical rela@expresses the Theme in
a ditransitive verb, the Recipient being expressed as atdwe ‘primary’) object®

Chi-Mwi:ni illustrates what is called ‘asymmetric’ behaviwith respect to object
properties: the clause contains multipies whose appearance is not distinct from an
NPin pfunction. Only one exhibits the properties normally extédiby a sole (but not
ans, and therefore can be plausibly analysed as bearing a tdibgect’ grammatical
relation). Asymmetric behavior is widely found in the laages of the world, see
for example Chung (1976) for an example involving five objeaperties in Bahasa
Indonesia, but there are two additional possibilities.

One is ‘symmetrical’ behavior, where more than one ofirs that superficially
look like P also share substantial grammatical behavior with amo@jibwa in fact has
a limited degree of symmetry: both direct and second objegtger object-agreement
on the verb, when only one is present (Rhodes 1990). And sacirdbes English. For
most speakers, if a Recipient appears as aNelin a double object construction, it is
the sole candidate for passivization; the second objectisided?’

16True pTVs belong to the normal transitive class, however certaibs/aith Theme objects are pseudo-
transitive. This is an example of why Patients need to béndisished from Themes in defining the class of
PTVS.

1"The ‘%’ indicates the variable acceptability of the (b) exden Some English speakers accept it and
some do not.
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(86) a. Paulwas handed the shovel (by Susan)
b. %The shovel was handed Paul (by Susan)

We can normally only passivize the Theme if the Recipienkressed as an (oblique)
to-object. as infhe shovel was handed to Paul (by Sugaiihus we seem to have an
asymmetric construction with the Recipient as direct abj&ut if the Recipient is a
pronoun, it seems to be possible to passivize the Themesititesome dialects:

(87) a. No explanation was given them
b. The job was offered him
c. Fake documents were given him

Oehrle (1975:177) finds such examples scattered througmgylish writing and broad-
casting (the postverbal dative is almost always a pronoun).

In these cases the degree of symmetry is limited enough sdhibie isn’t a real
problem in deciding whichnp should be regarded as the direct object, but in some
languages the symmetrical behavior is far more pervasivihie point where it seems
plausible to postulate multiple direct objects.

The original and still one of the most extensive exampleyofraetric behavior is
provided by another Bantu language, (Gary and Keenan 19eri 1980).

In this language, as in Chi-Mwi:ni, there can be multiplegxars after the verb
that look likep, but it many cases either or both of them can manifest the igatinal
properties ofp, rather than only one. Two of theseproperties are the ability to be
Passivized, and to be replaced by a verbal prefix when pravaf§i Below is an
example with thre@-like postverbaNps, and a variant where they are all replaced by
pronominal object prefixes (Kimenyi 1980:65):

(88) a. Umugobre-ra-hé-er-a umugabdmbwaibiryo
woman shePRESgive-APPL-ASP man dog food
The woman is giving food to the dog for the man

b. Umugorea-ra-bi-yi-mu-hé-er-a
woman shePRESit-it-him-give-APPL-ASP
The woman is giving it to it for him

And here we see any of the three being passivized (but onlabadime):

(89) a. Ibiryobi-ra-hé-er-w-a umugabdmbwan’Gumgére
food it-PRESQive-APPL-PASSASPMan dog by-woman
The food is given to the dog for the man by the woman

b. imbwai-ra-hé-er-w-a umugabadbiryo n'llumgore
dog it-PRESQive-APPL-PASSASPmMan dog by-woman
The dog is given the food for the man by the woman

¢. Umugaba-ra-hé-er-w-a imbwaibiryo n’Gumgore
man hePRESgive-APPL-PASSASPdog food by-woman
The man is given food for to the dog by the woman

18|n Chi-Mwi:ini, the verbal object-marking prefixes serveaageement markers which can cooccur with
full NPs, which can also be omitted, while in Kinyarwanda they aréually exclusive withnps. See Bresnan
and Mchombo (1987) for discussion of this typological difiece.
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By contrast, there are other multiple-apparebnstructions where not all of the bare
postvervalNpP's can show the grammatical object properties. For exampbeaive
argument can be expressed as a barafter the verb (which has a locative marker
suffixed to it), along with the Patient, but it is the locativat the patient that shows the
object properties of pronominalization and passivizafibimenyi 1980:94-95):

(90) a. Umwaalimuy-oohere-jé-haishutiriigitabo
teacher he-sendasp-to school book
The teacher sent the book to the school

b. Umwaalimuy-a-ry-oohere-je-ho igitabo
teacher he-PAST-it-sendASP-to book
The teacher sent the book to it

c. lishudriry-oohere-j-w-é-ho igitabon’timwaalimu
school it-sendAsSP-PASS ASP-to book by-teacher
The school was sent the book by the teacher

d. * Umwaalimucy-oohere-je-e-ho  ishudiri
teacher he+AsT-it-sendAsP-to school
The teacher sent it to school

e. *|gitabocy-oohere-j-w-é-ho ishurin’Gimwaalimu
book it-sendAsP-PASS-ASP-to school by-teacher
The book was sent to school by the teacher

This shows that in the Benefactive-Dative-Patient comsimas of (89), it is reasonable
to regard all the postverbaiP's as being ‘direct objects’, but in the Locative-Patient
constructions of (90), only the Locative.

Crucial to the idea of multiple objects is that more than areée able to exhibit
an object property at the same time; in Kinyarwanda this leenlmemonstrated only
for object-pronominalization, but Bresnan and Moshi (1980strate this for various
other combinations of properties in the Bantu language &geh

Symmetric languages afford the problem that because opjeperties are shared
between multiplevps, there doesn’t appear to be a clear basis for picking outcuan
NP as direct object. However we've seen that asymmetric lagesiaan show a lim-
ited amount of symmetric behavior, and the reverse turndambt the case as well;
Dryer (1983) shows that in Kinyarwanda there are differertoetween the grammat-
ical behavior of Recipient, Benefactive and Theme/Patiaects!® Symmetry and
asymmetry thus appear to be matters of degree, and a finallexitygs what can be
called ‘split objecthood’: here in a double-object conetian, one of the objects takes
some of ther-properties, while the other takes some of the others. D}/@86:829-
830) discusses some cases of split objectivity in Southama,TMohawk, and other
languages.

Passivization and cross-referencing are the most widedjladble tests for direct-
objecthood, although a wide range of other phenomena canderevidence in par-
ticular languages. A final point is that although second aisjesually appear only in
the presence of direct objects, this isn’'t always the cas@jibwa for example Rhodes
(1990), there appear to be ‘secondary objects’ that cansaygither with or without the
presence of an ordinary direct object.

19Assuming the framework of Relational Grammar, Dryer intetp the facts as evidence for a direct
object/indirect object distinction, although in otherrfreworks there are different possibilities.
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4.2.2 Indirect objects

In the ‘double object’ constructions discussed abovegthee two non-subjeestrs that
are similar in appearance, which may or may not be similaeimalvior. Another option
is for the twoNps to look different. Of course one way for two non-subjecuangnts
to look different is for one of them to be a core argument ardotther an oblique; this
is what happens for example in English examples like these:

(91) a. Mary presented a watch to Tom
b. Mary presented Tom with a gold watch

Here the arguments introduced by the prepositisitls andto are classed as oblique,
because of their difference in appearance and behaviorAr@andp, which are bare
NPs, and their similarities in appearance and behavior toratbe-core roles, such
as instrumental and locative adjuncts. But it is also pdsddr the different-looking
argument to present the behavior of a core argument ratagrath oblique.

This happens, for example, in Warlpiri. In Warlpiri, verbisgiving and related
notions take their Agent in the ergative case, their Thent@énabsolutive, and their
Recipient or related role, such as Loser, in a dative. Thateas are cross-referenced
on the auxiliary by the ordinary object markers except fa third person singular,
which is cross-referenced byla:

(92) a. Nyuntulu-rlungaju-kuka-npa-ju
YOU-ERG Me-DAT PRES2SG(SUBJ)-2SG(OBJ)
karli-patu yi-nyi
boomerang{Bs)-PAUCAL) give-NONPAST
You are giving me a few boomerangs

b. Ngajulu-rlukapi-rna-rla karli-patu
I-ERG FUT-1SG(SuBJ)-3(DAT) boomerang{Bs)-PAUCAL
punta-mi kurdu-ku

take awayNONPAST child-DAT
| will take the boomerang/the few boomerangs away from thiel ch

Note in particular that a plural third persenof a transitive verb would be cross-
referenced withjana, on the auxiliary, while here all we have is cross-referegci
of the Recipient withju (92a) andrla (92b).

If we assume that case should directly reflect grammatidatioeas when this is
possible, we would want to analyse these examples by tgetiten Theme as a direct
object, and the Recipient/Loser as a new grammatical oglatvhich we can call ‘in-
direct object’ (defined as the grammatical relation, if éhisrone, normally associated
with Recipients).

But the evidence for an indirect object grammatical refai®be quite equivocal.
The cross-referencing on the auxiliary treats the datim@lmost exactly as if it were
the direct object, showing agreement with it rather tharmhe absolutive (note that
in the examples of (92) above, the plural absolutives wolitit ¢he cross-reference
marker-jana if they were direct objects of transitive verbs, but this sloet appear,
the Recipient monopolizing the cross-referencing). Thiy difference between the
cross-referencing of the Recipient in a ditransitive arat tf an ordinary absolutive
direct object is that in the former case, there is overt crefsrencing expressed by
a morphemerla, rather than null cross-referencing. This would be striigtvardly
explained if the datives were the direct objects (partitigrin agreement), and the
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absolutives were second objects (failing to agree), withappearance ofla being
attributed to the case-marking.

The syntactic behavior likewise speaks against indirejgattstatus, rather than in
favor of it. The evidence comes from the use of the nonfiniteglementizekurra,
already illustrated in (55) above, with three-argumenbsgetn such cases, it seems to
be more natural to interpret the subject of thara-marked verb as being the dative
rather than the absolutive (Simpson 1991:341-342):

(93) a. Karnta-gkuka-ju kurdu milki-yirra-rni
WOman£RG PRES 1SG(0BJ) child(ABS) show-putNONPAST
nguna-nja-kurra(-ku)
lie-INF-OBJCOMP(DAT)

The woman is showing the child to me while I am lying down

b. ?? Yu-ngu-rna-rla kurdu parrja-rla
give-PAST-1SG(SUBJ)-3(DAT) child(aBS) coolamontoc
nguna-nja-kurra  yali-ki
sleeptNF-OBJCOMPthat-DAT
| gave the child sleeping in the coolamon to that one

Simpson (citing communications from Mary Laughren) repdhtat the [b] example,
with the absolutive controlling thieurra-verb, is questionable, and that speakers prefer
an interpretation where it is the Recipient that's sleejnirthe coolamon rather than the
theme. This suggests that the dative is indeed the objéleerrtnan an indirect object.

In Romance languages, on the other harrs marked with the prepositiomoften
have certain properties such as the ability to be crosseefed, indicating that they are
core arguments (Alsina 1996b:150-160), but do not undeagsipe (as ordinary direct
objects do), indicating that they might have a differentngmzatical relation, which
could then be appropriately called ‘indirect object’ (hawe Alsina (1996a:13,150)
rejects this kind of analysis, taking tlhemarked Recipients to be simply objects, with
their differences from other objects, such as the non-eabpility of passive, being due
to their dative case-marking).

In English, Bantu, and many other languages, on the othet,vemdo not seem to
find evenprima facieplausible candidates for an indirect object grammatidalticn.
In these languages Recipients are expressed either asahjects, usually in a double
object construction, or as obliques. For example tthebject construction in English
gives no evidence of being anything other than an ordinaligjeb prepositional phrase.
There is no reason to set up a special indirect object relaone by it but not by other
kinds ofpPP.

The status of the notion of ‘indirect object’ is thus probbgio and difficult to sort
out. The top priority is to work out what properties Recifggeand Themes do and do
not share withp arguments oPTvs.

4.2.3 Other core relations

Aside from subject, object and perhaps indirect objecipusrother core grammatical
relations sometimes seem to be motivated. An example of asuahcore grammatical
relation is provided by Warlpiri. Any Warlpiri verb may begulemented by what Hale
(1973) calls an ‘adjunct dative’, but which we will call a pipmentary dative, to avoid
confusion with the terminology of this chapter. A suppletaeyn dative is a dative

which expresses various semantic roles, but is crosserefed as an indirect object. If
associated with a verb with no special marking, the supphtang dative is interpreted
as a Beneficiary:
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(94) a. Ngarrka-ngkia-ria kurdu-ku karli ngurrjuma-ni
man€rG PRES3(DAT) child-DAT boomerang{Bs) makeNONPAST
The man is making a boomerang for the child

b. Ngarrka-ngkika-rla-jinta kurdu-ku miyi karnta-ku
man€rG PRES3(DAT)-3(DAT) child-DAT food(ABS) womanbAT
yi-nyi

give-NONPAST
The man is giving food to the child for the woman.
or: The man is giving food to the woman for the child

(94b) shows that the supplementary dative can co-occuramtimdirect object, and is
thus a distinct grammatical relatiodinta is the form assumed by the second of two
cross reference markers both referring to a third persautin dative (Hale 1973:336).

The interpretation of the supplementary dative may beedtby adding to the verb
one of a number of so-called preverbs (which have a varieaddftional functions in
Warlpiri). Thus with the preverimarlaja, the adjunct dative indicates the entity who
brings about the situation described by the sentence. \Wélptevertpiki(-piki), the
dative represents an entity of which some participant isaimgetr from:

(95) a. Kurdu-ngklkka miyi nga-rni
child-eERG PRESfood(ABS) eatNONPAST
The child is eating food

b. Kurdu-ngkuka-rla karnta-ku miyi marlaja-nga-rni
child-ERG PRES3(DAT) womanbAT food(ABS) CAUSE-eatNONPAST
The woman brought about the circumstance that the childtisgefood

(96) a. Ngarrka-ngkika  yujuku nganti-rni
manERrG PREShumpy@Bs) build-NONPAST
The man is building a humpy (bush shelter)

b. Ngarrka-ngkika-rla warlu-kupiki-nganti-rni
manERrG PRES3(DAT) fire-DAT DANGER-build-NONPAST
yujuku
humpy@Bs)
The man is building a humpy in danger of fire (either man or hyimn
danger)

Since the semantic role of the supplementary dative is aéted by the form of the
verb, its status as a core grammatical relation is confirmed.

Supplementary datives are probably best viewed as thetsesfud lexical process
which derives from one lexical item another with an addiéiicargument whose seman-
tic role is determined by which preverb, if any, is added.

It is quite common for Benefactives to be added by a lexicaration of this sort,
although the technique employed in Warlpiri is unusual. #commonly, the Benefac-
tive takes on the appearance and at least some of the pexpefta direct object. In
English, for example, we can express a Benefactive as adfanet or as what looks
like a direct (first) object:

(97) a. Bruce barbecued the steak for Darlene

b. Bruce barbecued Darlene the steak
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Although the benefactive object in (97b) looks like a direbfect, it is behaviorally
somewhat different, since for most speakers it cannot yiassiDarlene was barbe-
cued the steak by Brud&illmore 1965). It is not clear whether we should think of
benefactive objects as having a different grammaticatiogldhan ordinary direct ob-
jects, or whether the differences are simply a consequehntte semantic role of the
Benefactives.

In many Bantu languages, Benefactives can only be expressdérived object-
like NPs, benefactive adjuncts being absent. Furthermore, thefetive objects take
on object properties more readily than in English, beinglireross-referenced, pas-
sivized. etc. Similar processes also add arguments witlda r@inge of other semantic
roles, such as Instrument, Locative, Reason. etc. Suclegses are widely discussed
under the title of rules of ‘Applicative’ formation (Bake©&8, Austin and Bresnan
1997).

4.3 Syntactic ergativity

In many languages with an ergative case-marking systerh, asi@Varlpiri, the syntax
appears to be organized along subject-object lines, agaligargued by Anderson
(1976), and confirmed by much subsequent work, as reviewsgexdanded in Simpson
(1991). But there are also languages in which at least sortreecfyntax is organized
along absolutive-ergative lines, with rules targettivig rather thana/s. This phe-
nomenon is called ‘syntactic ergativity’. Languages thaiesar to be overwhelmingly
ergative in their syntax are quite rare (there is only ond-des$cribed example, Dyir-
bal, Dixon 1972); for languages with syntactic ergativitye usual case is for some
subject-like properties to apply to thms, others to thea/s, a situation that is called
‘mixed ergativity’.

In this subsection we will introduce syntactic ergativitythe Australian language
Yidin (Dixon 1977b), and then provide some discussion of the mxensively erga-
tive (and therefore more unusual) language Dyirbal. Th@sddanguages are concisely
described and compared in Dixon (1977a). Then in the nexiosewe will consider
mixed ergativity together with another problematic kindsggtem of grammatical re-
lations, the ‘Philippine type’, and will use these to motezaome revisions to our con-
ception of grammatical relations.

Yidin, like Warlpiri and most other Australian languages, haseafree word order
(though there are strong preferences), relying entirelyemarking to code syntactic
functions. Under certain circumstances, the componerdas 8P may be split (Dixon
1977b:268-71), but this is far more restricted than in Warlpr Dyirbal, which is
similar to Warlpiri in having very free word-order). The marking system is of the
split ergative type, with different categories of nominais/ing different systems of
case forms.

The three relevant categories are common nominals (nouhsidjectives), pro-
nouns, and deictics. Common nominals inflect ergativekintaan ergative form im
function, an absolutive form ip/s function. Pronouns (existing only for first and sec-
ond persons; for third person reference demonstrativassad) take an accusativefn
function and a nominative in/s function. Deictics (comprising demonstrative and in-
terrogative/indefinite pronouns, the former also servisithrd person pronouns) have
two stems, human and non-human. Humans may only be referigda human stem,
while non-humans may be referred to by either, the use of tineeim stem being more
likely the more humanlike the referent of th. Human deictics take an ergative
form, an accusative form, and an absolutive form, while non-human deictics inflect
like common nominals, except that for some there is an opliaccusative.
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Some examples illustrating case marking for personal prosand common nouns
are the following:

(98) a.payu magga:n
I((NOM) laughPAST
| laughed

b. buna magga:n
woman@ss) laughPAST
The woman laughed

c. gana-n bupa:q wuia:n
[-ACC woman£RGslapPAST
The woman slapped me

d. gayu bupa wuia:n
[(NOM) woman@Bs) slapPAST
| slapped the woman

e. Wagulagguguda:ga wawa:-I
manERG  dOg(ABS) SEePAST
The man saw the dog

The evidence for syntactic ergativity in Yjdicomes from the subordinate clause con-
structions of the language. These are similar in functiohto relative clauses of
Diyari—see (67), (68), having what from the English pointvigw are a variety of
relative and adverbial interpretations. There are fourphological types of subordi-
nate clauses, ‘dative’, ‘causal’, ‘purposive’ and ‘appesional’, each with a different
ending on the subordinate verb. The first three types are guatilar in their behavior,
while the apprehensional clauses are somewhat different.

There is no switch-reference system in YidBut there is in the dative, purposive
and causal subordinate clauses a near requirement tha matrix and subordinate
clauses contain coreferentigbs (about 85% do in Dixon'’s texts (Dixon 1977b:323)),
this NP should haver/s function in both clauses. This requirement is absolute for
clauses with a relative interpretation, that is, for thasevhich the coreferentiality is
essential to the function of the clause, though it is occesly violated by those with
adverbial interpretations (Dixon 1977b:323-49). Funthere, the coreferentialP in
the subordinate clause may only be ellipsed if it isfiafunction (Dixon 1977b:332-2).

Thus we can use the dative subordinate clause construztiosus, signaled by
the verbal suffix pundg which expresses simultaneous action, to combine (98a) and
(98c) to yield either (a) or (b) below:

(99) a.payu mangap (gana-n)bupa:-n wuia:-nunda
[(NOM) laughPASTI-ACC  woman£RG slapDATSUB
I, who was slapped by the woman, laughed

b. nana-n bupa:q wuia-n /(gayu) magganunda
[l-acC womaneRGslapPAST I(NOM) laughDATSUB
I, who was laughing, was slapped by the woman.

In (99a) the matrix coreferentialp is s, and the subordinate i in (99b), the matrix
coreferentiaNp is P and the subordinate one $s s-S and P-P combinations are also
possible. In these examples the matrix and subordinatéerergialnps differ in their
case form, since the share® is a personal pronoun, and therefore has a hominative
form in s function and accusative in But the same coreference possibilities would
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exist if theNps in both clauses were common nominals, with the same cases fior
both clauses. The examples of (99) also illustrate optionassion of the subordinate
clausenp: it is also possible to omit the main clause, or, rarely, both.

If one of the coreferentialps isA, the clauses cannot normally be combined as they
are. Rather a rule that is both similar to and different frompassive of languages like
English must be used to convert theto s function, except, very rarely, when the
clause is adverbial in sense, and the coreferentialitpdsitiental’ (not essential to the
function of the clause).

All transitive verbs have a so called antipassive form,\aketiby adding the suffix
designateddi-n by Dixon (then represents the conjugation class of the antipassivized
verb, which manifests itself by its effects on the form of wkalows it). The role
normally expressed asis then expressed @ while the role normally expressed by
is expressed by arp in the dative or locative case, the choice determined by Imima
ness in the same way as the choice between human and nonhaiotn stems:NPs
referring to humans must be dative, while those referringaio-humans may be either
dative or locative, but are more likely to be dative the mdee humans they are (Dixon
1977b:110-112). This alternation extends to many but rlotedlies of the dative and
locative case forms.

The antipassive construction is illustrated below, wh&f¥g) is the antipassive of
(98e), and (100Db) is the antipassive of (98d):

(100) a. wagula gudaga-nda/-lavawa:€j-nu
man@Bs) dogDAT/LOC SEeANTIPASS-PAST
The man saw the dog

b. payu bupa:-nda wuia:-dj-pu
[(NOM) womanbAT SlapANTIPASS-PAST
| slapped the woman

In the change from (98e) to (100a), the Agent changes itsfoaseergative to absolu-
tive, since it is a common noun, but the pronominal Agent Bd}9(100b) has no case
change, since it takes the nominative form for bathands functions.

Antipassives appear to be virtually exact paraphrasesettresponding non-
antipassive constructions. Questions, for example, Viidrobe answered in the an-
tipassive simply for the sake of injecting grammatical &oin into the discourse (Dixon
1977b:118). Like passives in English, however, antipassappear to be secondary
constructions in that they have greater morphological derity in the verb, and are
not used without some reason (one might answer a questidr iarttipassive to vary
the style, but wouldn’t ask it that way out of the blue).

The antipassive permits us to get the effect of combining)@8d (98d), in which
the sharedips issin one clause and in the other. (98d) is converted to its antipassive
form (100b), and we get the sentences below as the result:

(101) a.gayu maga:n /(gayu) buma:-nda wuia:di-punda
[((NOM) laughPAST [(NOM) womanbAT SlapANTIPASS-DATSUB
I, who was slapping the woman, laughed; | laughed while stapihe woman

b. payu bupa:-nda wuia:-dj-pu / (yayu) magganunda
[(NOM) womanbAT SlapANTIPASS-PAST I(NOM) laughDATSUB
I, who was laughing, slapped the woman; | slapped the womale V@lughing

The purposive and causal subordinate clauses, which | wfllllustrate here, be-
have in exactly the same way. In these three types, we havergygireference (though
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there are a few counterexamples) for a sharedb be inp/s function in both the sub-
ordinate and matrix constructions. Furthermore this negoént must be met if the
clause is to be interpreted asmp-maodifier. or if the subordinate clause instance of the
NP is to be deleted (Dixon doesn't state whether deletion ofrtiad¢rix NP obeys this
condition). The syntactic rather than semantic charadtéreoprinciples constraining
clause combination is revealed by the fact that the antiygsshich turns am into an

S, permits an Agenkip to come to satisfy them.

These principles treat and s equivalently, and therefore motivate establishing a
grammatical relation, which we shall call ‘absolutive’,pegssingp and s functions.
For A function we would propose another grammatical relatiorgaéve’. In Yidip
there is very little further corroboration for this analysi

But in Yidin's southerly neighbor Dyirbal, the case fexs identification is much
stronger. All of the complex sentence constructions of #mgliage (two to four, de-
pending on how one counts) provide evidence for treatingds as having one gram-
matical relation, and there are various morphological phema that do as well.

Symptomatic of the difference between the two languagedheralifferences in
their sentential coordination constructions. One of thestheharacteristic features of
Dyirbal discourse is that long sequences of coordinateselatend to be strung together
in a ‘topic chain’, in which all the conjuncts have a sharagdin p/s function, that is,
with the absolutive grammatical relation (Dixon 1972:138R).

In Yidin on the other hand, one does not find such topic chains: caadidirs (ex-
pressing simultaneous action of two or three clauses aintpa sharedip) are rea-
sonably common, but not the sequences of up to a dozen or aoises that one finds
in Dyirbal (Dixon 1977b:388). Furthermore the sharedis not always constrained to
have the absolutive grammatical relation. Rather, if it c®@emmon nominal, it must be
in the absolutive case in both clauses, while if it is a prandumust be in the nomi-
native in them (Dixon 1977b:388-92). Thus, if the shaxeds a pronoun, it will have
A/s function in both clauses, but if it is nour/s.

We thus have @rima faciecase, strong in Dyirbal, but weaker in Yjdithat these
languages have an essentially different sort of syntactjardzation from that found
in standard ‘subject oriented’ systems such as Englishy $kem to lack a ‘subject’
grammatical relation (under the definition presented is thiapter) but have instead an
‘absolutive’ grammatical relation expressinfs function. This raises the question of
exactly what kind of a grammatical relation this ‘absolatig? Is it simply the familiar
‘subject’, with a different alignment to semantic roles,something more essentially
distinct, suggesting a change in our conception of of howngnatical relations work?
A problem with the former view is that there are a substamtimhber of languages for
which it is unclear whether they are syntactically ergativeot2® which is troubling
because one would not expect frequent ambiguity about a festure of a language’s
organization. In the next section we consider evidencettiealiatter view is in fact the
case.

In the next section we will consider a variety of phenomersé thotivate a recon-
sideration of grammatical relations.

20Dixon (1977b:393) observes that participants in a confaresession devoted to whether various Aus-
tralian languages were syntactically ergative or not wergufently doubtful of the correct treatment of their
languages, often changing their minds in the course of pirepénal versions of their papers.
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5 Reconsidering Grammatical Relations

In the conception of grammatical relations that has beewnasd by our work so far,
eachNP in a clause bears a single grammatical relation. One probterthis view
arises from syntactic ergativity: in some languages witfative features, it is unclear
whether the subject grammatical relation should be regbadeexpressing/s or p/s
functions, since the evidence is weak, or, as we shall semvbebntradictory. But
syntactic ergativity is not the only problem for grammattiedations. Another set of
difficulties comes from the so-called ‘Philippine type’ @niguage structure, which
seems in a sense to have two systems of grammatical relétioctsoning at the same
time. In this section we will suggest a solution to both pesbs, that originated with
some proposals by Keenan (1976) about the nature of thecsabjecept, and has been
developed by many other authors since then.

The basic idea of the solution is that the familar conceptubfext should in fact
be split into two concepts, one associated with the semamiticof Agent, the other
with the pragmatic role of Topic. In English these two consgpick out the same
NP in the sentence, but in certain others, such as synthgtergative languages and
the Philippine type, they don’t. Therefore in English we &#tve grammatical relation
of subject, while in some other languages we must distitgwisat we might call ‘a-
subject’ (Agent-oriented) from ‘p-subject’ (pragmatigpic-oriented, pivot).

We will first show how this idea helps with the problem of ‘mikergativity’, where
a language shows a combination of ergative-absolutive andmative-accusatve orga-
nization. We will then show how it applies to the problemé&tiatures of the Philippine

type.

5.1 Mixed Syntactic Ergativity

Early work on syntactic ergativity assumed that languagasiaveither show ergative-
absolutive or nominative-accusative organization, ddpenon whether their sentence
structures treated and A alike (the majority), ors and andp. But this assumption
proved initially to be dubious, ultimately, false.

An initial reason for doubt is that the evidence for settimgthe grammatical re-
lations one way or another in ergative languages is oftdreraveak, as we saw for
example in Yidp. More serious is the fact that there are often contradidtatications
about which way they should be set up. Sometimes one can medgeahat the syn-
tactic phenomena are showing ergative-absolutive orgéniz, and that the apparently
nominative-accusative phenomena are being semanticatigitoned, but there are
also instances where it is clear that some syntactic phena@ar@ ergative-absolutive,
while others are nominative-accusative. In example of ttst fype is Yidjp (Dixon
1977b), of the second, Inuit (Bittner 1994, Manning 1996idijY also illustrates the
rather common case where the available evidence about gaticarelations is rather
scanty, so we will discuss it first.

We have already seen the evidence fos@grouping (putative p-subject) in Yigi
(see (98)). But there are two constructions that treaind s alike as opposed te.
The first is the imperative: imperatives require a secon@¢orsionally a first) person
pronoun ins/A function (Dixon 1977b:370-1). Imperatives witandA addressees are
illustrated below (following Dixon’s presentation, '/’ sg&s as a clause-separator):

215ych as Schachter (1976, 1977), Foley and Van Valin (1984ijfagle et al. (1992), Kroeger (1993),
Wechsler and Arka (1998) and others writing on Austroneliaguages, and Dixon (1979), Bittner (1994),
and Manning (1996) on syntactic ergativity.
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(102) a. frundu)guwagali-n
VOU(SG) west go-IMP
(You) go west!

b. (nundu:bapupa wawa
you(PL) womanwatch{mp)
(All of you) watch the woman!

The second involves a number of particles whose grammaistseand A alike
(Dixon 1977b:372-82, 387). For example the partgdenapgar indicates that the ref-
erent of thenp in s or A function was the first to perform a certain action:

(103) a.gayu ganaggargali:-n
[((NOMm) first gO-PAST
| went first

b. ypayu ganaggargunda:-|
I((NoM) first CUt-PAST
| was the first person to cut [that tree]

But these phenomena don’t constitute a truly compelling ¢as saying that the
syntax is recognizing as/A category, because what might be happening is that the
phenomena have a semantic rather than a syntactic basisrtioupar, the semantics
of both the imperative and the particle constructions mizghsuch that they involve an
Agentive argument in their interpretation, and impose tra#s on it. SinceP’s are
never Agentsps won't be able to be involved in these constructions, fosoea that
are quite independent of how the syntax is organized.

In principle, one could investigate this issue by lookingnétansitives with nona-
gentives, and also antipassives, but Dixon doesn’t provide sigmifichscussion of
this, although he does provide a suggestive example of gséation’ particlevala
modifying the presumably nonagentigef die (Dixon 1977b:375):

(104) gayuwala wula;y / gayugalwayalaburgiy
I finishdie /1 spirit walk about
| really did die; I'm walking about as a spirit now

Regardless of the uncertainties of Yidwhich are typical of what one finds with
data from fieldwork), there are languages with clearer cafesixed ergativity, such
as Inuit, which we now consider.

Inuit, also known as Central Canadian Eskimo, is a languatfe nelatively free
word order, an extremely rich system of word-formation, arsystem of case-marking
and cross-referencing on verbs that is somewhat remirtisfekustralian Aboriginal
languages, as well as older or conservative Indo-Europeasisuch as Sanskrit or Rus-
sian. The case-marking is ergative, with the ergative casgghdentical to the posses-
sive; this ergative/possessive case is traditionallyedathe ‘relative’. Intransitive verbs
agree with theiss, transitives witha andp, via a complex system of cross-referencing
affixes, which cannot convincingly be resolved into distincand P markers. Basic
case-marking and cross-referencing are illustrated isetlegamples:

(105) a. Atuagag ataasiq tikis-sina-nngi-la-q
book(BS) one(aBS ) COMeEPERFNEG-IND-3SG
One book hasn’t come yet

b. Juuna-p atuagaq ataasiq tigu-sima-nngi-laa
JuunaerG book@BS) one@BS ) getPERFNEG-IND-3SG.3SG
There is a book which Juuna hasn'’t got yet
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Note that the abolutive case is ‘marked’ by the absence ofcaisg-affix. So the
case-marking is ergative, but the morphology of the verbassreferencing is too
complex to support a clear judgement of whether it is ergéivsolutive or nomina-
tive/accusative. However, there are a number of phenonfewvaiisg syntactic ergativ-
ity in Inuit, collected by various researches over the yeansl summarized and dis-
cussed by Manning (1996:83-191). Here | will present twatigigial relative clauses,
and the ‘wide scope’ that applies to the absolutive.

The latter effect, discovered by Bittner (1994), is illaséd by the somewhat pecu-
liar translations given to the examples above: the abseligiinterpreted as something
that exists, about which the negative assertions are made as that it hasn’t come, or
that Juuna doesn’t have it. The sentences do not have tloaving as glosses, where
the existence of books is not assumed:

(106) a. No books have come yet
b. Juuna hasn't got any books yet

In Inuit, an absolutive argument will thus have semantycalide scope’ over negative
markers in the verbal morphology. An ergative-markedn the other hand can have
either wide scope over or narrow scope under a negative:

(107) Atuartu-p ataatsi-p Juuna ugaluqgatigi-sima-nngi-la-a
studenteRG one£ERG JuunafBs) talk toPERFNEG-IND-3SG.3SG
No student has talked to Juuna yet
One student hasn'’t talked to Juuna yet

Wide scope is a property often (but not necessarily) astetiaith subjects, so not
only is the absolutive showing a distinctive property, Habane that is subject-like.

Our other example showing syntactic ergativity is relagion. Inuit has a series
of participial moods that can be used to form relative clapbeat only relativizing ors
or pin the relative clause (or marginally, their possessorgi{Bi 1994:56-57)):

(108) a. Miraag kamat-tu-q
child(ABS) angryREL.INTR-SG
the child that is angry

b. Nanug Piita-p  tuqu-ta-a
polar bearfss) Piita-ERG kill- TR.PART-3SG
a polar bear killed by Piita.

c. *Angut aallaat  tigu-sima-sa-a
man@Bs) gun(aBsS) takePERFREL-TR-3SG.3SF
intended:the man who took the gun

So we see that (a), with relativization gpnand (b), with relativization oR, are accept-
able, while (c) with attempted relativization ans not.

Participial relativization and wide scope are properties/pas opposed ta. They
are also related to definiteness and topicality, and so cteistic of the properties of
pivots in Tagalog. It is therefore natural to classify thesrpasubjects.

There are also phenomena which invos/e but notp, where this restriction can’t
be explained away as a simple consequence of the meaningnEwe will discuss
here involves the extremely complex verb-formation systémie language, for more
details see Manning (1996:101-147).

Inuit is famous for a system of word-formation whereby maveplex verb forms
can be derived from simpler ones by suffixing formatives trat called ‘post-bases’
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(whether they are affixes or not is controversial). Thesepterverb forms take on
functions achieved by auxiliaries and complement striestim English. One of these
suffixes means ‘want’, and it attributes the desire/torather thare:

(109) a. Hansi sinik-kuma-vuq
Hansi@aBS ) sleep-wantND.INTR.3SG
Hansi wants to sleep

b. Aani-p  miigqat ikiur-uma-v-a-i
Aani-ERG children@Bs) help-wanttND-TR-3SG-PL
Aani wants to help the children

In particular in the transitive (b) sentence, the desirédni, thea of help, rather than
the children, the. One might suspect that this effect is caused by the sensaftibe
postbase, but there is clear evidence that it isn't: one sarika the desire to the helpee
by passivizing thekiur ‘help’, and attaching ‘want’ to the result:

(110) Miiggat Aani-mit ikiur-nigar-uma-pp-u-t
children@aBs ) Aani-ABL help-PASS-wantiNT-INTR-3SG
The children want to be helped by Aaani

In the passive, the former is expressed as an ablative oblique, while the former
is expressed as an absolutive, and is evidently novg.a\nd concomitantly, it is
interpeted as the desirer. This shows that which argumamtderstood as the desirer
is determined by the grammatical structure rather thang¢hwastic roles.

We can accomodate this mixture of ergative and non-ergtdateires by splitting
the subject grammatical relation into two distinct and ¢tagping ones, ‘p-subject’
identified withP/s function, and ‘a-subject’ identified with/s function. The phenom-
ena showing syntactic ergativity are sensitive to p-subjsbile the ones treating
ands alike are sensitive to a-subject. How do unmixed syntaltyieagative languages
such as Dyirbal fit into this picture? Clearly they have pjeats following the same
principle as with mixed ergative languages, but there acepossibilities for a-subject.
The first that it is present, but the evidence for its existamas not yet been found and
reported, the second is that in these languages a-subjestt exist. The issue will
be discussed further below.

We now procede to extend the split subject hypothesis toyapia the Philippine

type.

5.2 The Philippine Type

The current literature on grammatical relations and thdigffine type essentially be-
gins with the analysis and discussion of Tagalog in Scha¢h®y6, 1977), which itself
grew in part out of the discussion of the concept of ‘subjecKeenan (1976), as well
as previous Philippinist literature. A distinctive featwaf these languages is the posses-
sion of what has often been called a ‘focus’ system, in whioher is singled out for
special treatment in a manner reminiscent of subjects irerfeoniliar languages, but
with sufficiently different behavior to have made it conteosal whether the singled-
out NP should indeed be seen as a subject. We begin with a brief atobagalog,
including the focus system, and then consider the issu¢dt tlzases for the notion of
subject, and also the analysis of syntactically ergatinglages.

Tagalog has verb-initial order, withiPs appearing in free order after the verb, with
their functions marked by prepositionab-markers (there is also a topicalization con-
struction (Kroeger 1993:43-44,123-124), in which atymay be placed in front of
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the verb). Verbs are traditionally considered as takingdhypes of ‘core’ arguments,
labelled ‘Actor’, ‘Object’ and ‘Directional’ by Schachtand Otanes (1972).

Actor and Object are marked mg (pronounced [ag]) which | will gloss asacT
when it marks an ActopeJwhen it marks an Object, using two glosses rather than one
in order to make the examples easier to follow. Directiomaésmarked bya, unless
they are ‘pivot’, as will be discussed below. The traditibnames for these types of
argument are semantically suggestive but not fully aceuvattors needn’t be Agents,
and Directionals needn’t be (semantically) Directiondtefie are also various sorts of
adjuncts: Benefactives, Outer Locatives, Instrumengsts,

One of the arguments (or, more rarely, one of the adjuncts} el chosen to be
what we here call the ‘pivot’ (the terms ‘focus’ and ‘topid’eaalso sometimes used),
which we will later identify as the p-subject. The pivot be#te markeang, glossed
PIV, instead of the marker that would otherwise appear, andligaibrily understood
as being definite. The type of argument or adjunct that iseas the pivot is indicated
by affixes on the verb. Below is illustrated an array of pivobices for the verlalis
‘take out’, which has Actor, Object and Directional argunsemand here appears with
a benefactive adjunct as well# = Actor Pivot, op = Object Pivot,DP = Directional
Pivot, BP = Benefactive Pivot):

(111) a. Mag-a-alis angbabae ng bigassa sakopara sdata
AP-FUT-take outPlv womanoBJrice DIR sackBEN child
The woman will take some rice out of a/the sack for a/the child

b. A-alis-in ng babae angbigassa sakopara séata
FUT-take outoP ACT womanrlIV rice DIR sackBEN bata
A/the woman will take the rice out of a/the sack for a/thedhil

c. A-alis-an ng babac ng bigasangsakopara sabata
FUT-take outbP ACT womanoBJrice PIV sackBEN  child
Al/the woman will take some rice out of the sack for a/the child

d. Ipag-a-alis ng babae ng bigassa sakoangbata
BP-FUT-take outaACT womanoBJrice DIR sackpPiv child
A/the woman will take some rice out of a/the sack for the child

In these examples, the choice of determiners in the glosssigificant, and is
governed by two principles, the one already mentioned treaptvot is always under-
stood as definite, and another to the effect that non-pivge&b (but not Actors or
Directionals) are normally understood as indefinite. Tian indication that the pivot
is associated with a topic-like pragmatic concept.

The first analyses of these constructions treatedtiggphrase as an ordinary sub-
ject, and the nomp (Actor-Pivot) forms essentially as passives (see Blooahfi€117
and other treatments discussed by Kroeger 1993:19), amcbsiadyses have also been
proposed by generative authors such as Schwartz (1976) aelhq1876) for other
Philippine languages. Thep form (111a) is taken as the primary form with the Actor
as subject, the others as passives, with the Actor ‘demditent the subject relation,
and some othewP serving as subject.

That the pivot bears a subject-like grammatical relationasle clear by the fact that
it is targetted by certain principles which tend to targdijeats in various languages.
Schachter (1976, 1977) presents three of these: reldiwmizaguantifier launching,
and an inability to appear as something whose existenceséstad in an existential
sentence. We illustrate the first two.
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Tagalog relative clauses take the form of sentences withselll pivot. The ellipsed
pivot is understood to be the heaeé that the clause is modifying. Hence to relativize
on an Actor, one uses &P verb; to relativize on an object, ap Object-Pivot verty?

(112) a. Matalino anglalaki-ng b[um]asang diyaryo
intelligentPiv maniNK [AP]-readOBJ newspaper
The man who read a newspaper is intelligent

b. Interesantangdiyaryo-ng b[inJasa$ ng lalaki
interestingP1v newspaper:NK [PERA-read-OP ACT man
The newspaper that the man read is interesting

(113) a. *Matalino anglalaki-ng b[in]asa# angdiyaryo
intelligentPlv maniNK [PERA-read-OP PIV newspaper
The newspaper that the man read is interesting

b. *Interesanteangdiyaryo-ng b[um]asaanglalaki
interestingP1v newspaperNK [AP]-readPiv man
The man who read a newspaper is intelligent

The -ng suffix in these examples, glossedk, is an element often called a ‘linker’,
which has various functions in the grammar: here it is redylsaced on a word in
an NP immediately before a relative clause modifying th#t In (112), we see that
the pivot can be relativized upon: in (113) we see that nentpicannot be relativized
upon. Relativization therefore targets the pivot.

The other pivot-targetting process is a ‘Quantifier Launghphenomenon. Taga-
log quantifiers normally occur within thep they modify, but for some speakers, the
guantifierlahat may also be placed in an adverbial particle position diyeatter the
verb (Schachter and Otanes 1972:147-148).

Such a ‘floated quantifier’ may modify only the pivot, not a Raivot:

(114) a.(-su-sulat lahatangmgabata ng mgaliham
AP-FUT-writeall PIvPL childoBipPL letter
All the children will write letters

b. Su-sulat-in lahatng mgabata angmgaliham
FuT-write-oPall AcT PL childPiv PL letter
The/some children will write all the letters
not All the children will write the letters

The pivot thus functions as target for a number of grammhgicacesses, indicating
that it is the bearer of a grammatical relation.

Although the phenomena of (112-114) show that the pivot rahgect-like gram-
matical relation, there are problems with treating the nerforms as passives. The
oP (Object-Pivot) anadp (Directional-Pivot) forms are extremely common, ratherrth
being relatively rare, as is typically the case with passiMeurthermore, they are not
morphologically more complex than the putatively primar/forms, but merely have
different affixes, not additional ones.

But a much more serious problem with the passive analysidivgasielineated by
Schachter (1976, 1977), and then substantially reinfdogd¢toeger (1993). Schachter
observed that the Actor showed a substantial number of piepehat are character-
istic of subjects, regardless of whether or not it was thetpihe cited three subject

2250me of the affixes are infixed, these are enclosed in squackes, in the forms and glosses, rather
than being separated from their stems by dashes.
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properties for non-pivot Actors, and three subject praperftor non-Actor pivots (an

Actor pivot would have all six). Later work shows that thes@iras need to be qual-
ified substantially. For example Andrews (1985:143-14al)¢ reviewed just below,
showed that two of the supposed subject properties did dattrdiscriminate between
grammmatical relations in Tagalog. But on the other handaelger (1993) showed
conclusively that the non-pivot Actor is a core argumertieathan an oblique, which
is what a passivized A would be, decisively ruling against plassive analysis, and
confirming Schachter’s essential insight, since an obl@amot be a core argument.

An alternative to the passive analysis which has sometirees proposed is the
ergative analysis (Gerdts 1988, Payne 1982), in whichaihdorms rather than the
AP forms are taken as basic, and theeas antipassives. But this analysis faces essen-
tially the same difficulties as the passive analysis, but dightly different form: on
the one hand thep forms are too common to be plausibly regarded as antipassive
and on the other hand, non-pivot Patients also pass thefoedieing core arguments,
whereas an antipassive Patient is supposed to be obliqueeiter the passive or the
antipassive analysis is genuinely satisfactory, becaegkar of them accomodates the
roughly equal status of ther andoP constructions as basic in the language, nor the
core argument status of the non-pivoando. Therefore we need a new analysis. We
will first examine the evidence more closely, and then presaolution.

We begin by looking at the arguments originally advanced tlyaShter to the ef-
fect that the Actor should be regarded as a sort of subje@sdhrguments depend on
the roles of the Actor in the phenomena of reflexivizationpérative formation, and
complement subject ellipsis. Although these are weakar timee would hope (espe-
cially the second one), it is worth spending some time on theoause they illustrate
the kinds of issues that must be dealt with when arguing famgnatical relations in a
language.

The first is the observation that Actors in Tagalog can becaatents of reflexive
pronouns regardless of whether they are pivots or not ($tbat977:292):

(115) a. Nag-alalanglolo sa kaniya-ngsarili
AP-worry PIV grandfatheDIr his-LNK  self
Grandfather worried about himself

b. In-alala$ ng lolo angkaniya-ngsarili
PERFWOrTY-OP ACT grandfathepiv his-LNK  self
Grandfather worried about himself

Schachter also shows that non-Actors cannot be the antetsenfaeflexive Actors, so
that the Actor, but not the pivot, is relevant to reflexivieatpossibilities. This is taken
to be relevant to the subject status of the Actor becausdility o antecede reflexive
pronouns is one of the characteristic properties of subjested in Keenan (1976).

But the problem with it is that although it is usually possifdr subjects to antecede
reflexive pronouns, and sometimes (as in Malayalam) onlgiptesfor subjects to do
so, there are also languages where non-subects and indeezbr@arguments can
antecede reflexive pronouns, such as for example English:

(116) John talked to Mary about himself/herself

And in Tagalog it is possible for arguments that are neithetofs nor pivots to antecede
reflexives:

(117) a. In-i-abot niya sa bata ang kaniya-ngsarili-ng larawan
PERFOP-handhe(acT) DIR childPIv his-LNK self+LNK picture
He; handed the chilga picture of himself;
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b. T[lum]anggafang Rosang sulat para sabata sa kaniya-ngsarili
[AP ]-receive PIv RosaoBJ letterBeN  child DIR heriNnk self
Rosa received a letter for the chijdrom herself/him-herself

Bell (1976:30, 157) notes essentially the same facts inldsely related language
Cebuano. She suggests that Cebuano reflexivization isgedéry a principle referring
to semantic roles rather than grammatical relations, theamitic Hierarchy Condition
of Jackendoff (1972) (she also notes some constraintsvimgpburface word order).
The same kind of analysis seems indicated for Tagalog. Siagelog reflexivization,
as opposed to that of Malayalam, seems to function in ternsewfantic roles rather
than grammatical relations, it does not provide evidened Attor is a grammatical
relation independent of pivot. However the argument dodeagst show that Actors
outrank some othexr’'s on a grammatically relevant hierarchy, since Actors aate-a
cede reflexives with more semantic roles than otres.

Next we look at imperatives. Imperative sentences haveehle in a ‘base’ form
with focus-marking, but no aspectual marker. Schachtegmvies that they can have the
(second person) addressee as either pivot or non-pivaingsk it is Actor:

(118) a. Mag-bigaka sa kaniyang kape
AP -give you(PIv) DIR him oBJ coffee

b. Bigy-anmo siya ng kape
give-DP you(ACT ) him(Piv ) oBJ coffee
Give him some coffee!

In (a), the addressee-Actor is pivot, in (b) it isn't (notattlhe pronouns are morpho-
logically fused with their function markers). Both are gaslimperatives. Schachter’s
claim is that the only Actors tolerated in imperative sentmnare second-person pro-
nouns (1977:291). But there are two reasons why the evidgnern doesn’t show that
there really is an Actor grammatical relation.

One reason is that the semantics of imperatives are suclotieatvould expect
them to occur with second person Agents, and no syntactiegghena have been ad-
duced to show that the relevant notion is a grammaticalioglatather than a semantic
role. In fact there is evidence that imperative addressedsude an agentivity condi-
tion on them: an imperative verb cannot be an ‘Involitive’'rfo(Schachter and Otanes
1972:402), involitives being verb forms that express amgidl or involuntary action.

But there is also a deeper reason. The verb form used for atipes is not re-
stricted to imperative usage. It is rather used in a rang®po$tructions expressing a
desire that something happen, called ‘hortatives’ if tHgestt is first person plural, and
‘optative’ if the subject is third person singular (Schastdnd Otanes 1972:407-409):

(119) a. Walis-an natin ang sahig
SweepoP us(U.ACT) PIv floor
Let’s us two sweep the floor

b. Walis-an nila angsahig
SweepoPr they(acT) the floor
| want them to sweep the floor

There are various constraints on these constructions, mtfteaise of various particles
with them. In (119b), for example, the subject cannot bera érson fulNp. Itis pos-
sible that careful analysis of these constraints couldigeogrounds for individuating
a specific imperative construction with a second-personii\but this work has not yet
been done. So the imperatives (construed as a type of spe@gr@vide no evidence
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relevant to grammatical relations in Tagalog, not only lseathere is no evidence of
syntactic restrictions on them, but furthermore due to theeace of evenprima facie
case that there is a distinct imperative construction irgtiaenmar.

The final phenomenon is argument ellipsis in complementtcoctions (Schachter
1977:293). Schachter argued that Actors and only Actortddoel ellipsed, regardless
of whether they were pivot:

(120) a. Nag-atubilsiya-ng h[um]iram ng pera sa banko
AP-hesitatehe(P1v)-LNK) [AP]-borrow 0BJ moneyDIR bank
He hesitated to borrow money from a/the bank

b. Nag-atubilisiya-ng hiram-in angpera sa banko
AP-hesitatehe(PIVv)-LNK borrow-0P PIV moneybDIR bank
He hesitated to borrow the money from the bank

In (120a), the actor dfiiram ‘borrow’ is pivot, as revealed by theP morphology on
the verb, and the absence of an ovenis-phrase in the complement. In (120b), the
object is pivot, but the actor is still ellipsed. Thereforlbpivot and non-pivot actors
can be ellipsed.

An object or other non-Actor does not normally undergo sipeven if it is the
pivot (Schachter 1977:295):

(121) a. Gustmi Juang sun-in siya ng doktor
want ACT John(NK ) examineoP he(iv ) ACT doctor
John wants the doctor to examine him

b. *Gustoni  Juang sun-in ng doktor
want ACT John(NK ) examineopr ACT doctor

Furthermore, ellipsis of Actors is not restricted to trueefits: non-agentive actors
of various sorts may be ellipsed, even if they are not pivots:

(122) a. Masagwa ang tflum]a-tanda
disagreeableiv [AP]-IMPERF-become-old
It is disagreeable to become old

b. Gustoniya-ng glum]anda
want he/shefcT)-LNK [AP] -beautiful
She wants to become beautiful

¢. Gustoko-ng tflum]anggapng gantimpala
want [(ACT)-LNK [AP] -receiveOBJ prize
| want to be the recipient of the prize

d. Gustoko-ng ma-tangga@ng gantimpala
want [(ACT)-LNK OP-receivePIV prize
| want to receive the prize

(123) Ayaw ko-ng ma-mataysa Maynila
not wantl(ACT)-LNK AP -die DIR Manila
| don’t want to die in Manila

On this evidence, the ellipsis process seems to target &odgardless of whether they
are pivots or Agents, providing an argument that Actors laegrammatical relation
distinct from the pivot. Since this grammatical relatiopesses ands functions, it
is a subject.



65

Kroeger (1993) finds some issues with these generalizatinnsionetheless con-
firms that susceptibility to complement subject ellipsia genuine property of Actors,
regardless of whether or not they are pivots. And he devedopgher extremely im-
portant point by showing that the non-pivot Actor and nomspObject are core rather
than oblique arguments.

He presents three main arguments (Kroeger 1993:40-48eteffect that in the
non-Ap forms, the actor does not become an adjunct or oblique angttmet remains
a core argument. Here | will present one, the Participialud} construction, which
also shows that the Object in the constructions is a core argument, and thus pro-
vides evidence against the antipassive analysis of Adt@t-ponstructions as well as
the passive analysis of Object-pivot constructions, aatktlore shows that neither con-
struction should be considered as ‘derived’ from the other.

Participial adjuncts are clauses introduced by the pantiahg which express ac-
tion simultaneous with that of the main clause, with the sabgupressed, but under-
stood as coreferential to an Actor or Object argument of ta@rolause, regardless of
focus. Coreference with a dative or prepositionally markeiment is not allowed:

(124) a. BJinjisita ni  Juananghari nangnag-iisa
[PERA-visit(OP) ACT JuanrPiVv king ADV AP.IMPERFONE
Juan visited the king alone (either Juan or the king is alone)

b. B[um]ista si Juansa hari nangnag-iisa
[AP.PERA-Visit PIV JuanDAT king ADV AP.IMPERF-ONe
Juan visited the king alone (only Juan is alone)

c. H[in]uli ng polis angmgananakawangpumapasok sa
PERFcatchP) ACT policePiv thief ADV AP.IMPERF-enNterDAT
banko
bank
The police caught a/the thief entering the bank (eithef thigolice are
entering)

d. Nang-huli ng mgananakawangpolis nangpumapasok sa
AP.PERFcatchoBJthief PIV policeADV AV.IMPERFenterDAT
banko
bank
The police caught the thief entering the bank (either theffaice are
entering)

The non-ambiguity of (b) shows the difference beween the{gmre) dative, which
can’t be understood as the subject of trragconstruction, and the arguments marked
by ngandangin the other examples, which can be. This together with Kedsgther
tests establishes a core-oblique divide withphrases on the core side, regardless of
whether they are Objects aP verbs or the Agents abp ones.

So we have a situation where Actor and Object are core argismegardless of
whether they are pivot or not, and where furthermore the rista priviledged target
for complement subject ellipsis, and also outranks othguraents on a hierarchy rele-
vant for reflexivization (an Actor can reflexivize anythiregid nothing can reflexivize
it). The concept of core vs. oblique arguments seems sughditit one of the core ar-
guments has subject-like properties regardless of whetheat it is the pivot. In terms
of the ideas introduced at the beginning of the section, ttirAwill be the a-subject,
the pivot the p-subject. Therefore itP sentences the a-subject and the p-subject are
the samenP, which is also the/s (giving a sentence structure similar to what is found
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in nominative-accusative languages), bubimsentences theis p-subject while the
is the a-subject, giving a grammatical structure similawvbat is found in syntactically
ergative languages. This analysis thus provides the upsfpkrties of the passive and
antipassive analyses without suffering from their dravidsac

Splitting the subject grammatical relation into a-subjantl p-subject therefore
helps to elucidate the Philippine type as well as syntactjativity, both mixed and un-
mixed. The difference between these types of languages ang familiar languages
such as English is that in the latter there is only one sulijeeigrammatical relation
rather than two, with the sole subject-like relation teigdimhave the typical properties
of both a-subject and p-subject (one could think of both &iad existing, but always
being the samaP).
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5.3 The universal status of a- and p- subjects

We have now seen that some languages have a ‘full’ subjedbicamg the properties
of a- and p-subjects, whereas others split them into twindtsgrammatical relations.
A further question is whether these two kinds of subject anags found, whether
individually or combined. The answer appears to be thatljests are clearly not
universal, while the issue is rather doubtful for a-sulgect

The languages without p-subjects would be languages sudlagdgiri, which lack
passive or antipassive rules that alter the semantic rakeedflP in a recognizable pivot
position (subject for nominative-accusative languagésphutive for languages with
ergative syntax). Although formally inclined linguistsveetended to neglect the differ-
ent significance of a putative subject relation in languagigs and without a passive
rule, it has been discussed at some length in Van Valin (198dlgy and Van Valin
(1984), and Van Valin and LaPolla (1997:265-266); see afspter 1.8, Information
Packaging in the clause, Foley). It is hard to avoid the agich that if a language
lacks any rules altering the semantic role of an NP in ‘subjeasition, the signifi-
cance of that position in the functioning of the languagetrhadifferent than that of a
similar position in a language that has such rules.

Presence vs. absence of a p-subject provides a straightiaecount of the dif-
ference, and has been what has been proposed since FolegaMalin (1984), under
various terminologies. P-subjects for example are fretiu@meferred or required to
be definite, but clearly, no such requirement can plausikist én a language without
passives, where traditionally recognized subjects woald-Bubjects.

What about absence of a-subject? One possible case is Dyitere there is no
clear and compelling evidence for groupiagnd A together, but onlys andp. So
Dyirbal might be a language with a p-subject, but no a-supgt the same would be
true of other ‘pure syntactic ergative’ languages, if thesist. But after more than 25
years, Dyirbal is still the only reported case of a pure evgdanguage that has with-
stood scrutiny. Furthermore the data on Dyirbal is limitedd there is little prospect
of getting additional data relevant to the question of whetr not it has a-subjects.

Another potential source of languages without a-subjdaniguages that have been
argued to lack grammatical relations entirely. This claias been made for a number
of languages, including Manipuri and Kannada (Bhat 1994, @hinese, Archi and
Acehnese (Van Valin and LaPolla 1997), on the basis that gratival phenomena
in these languages are controlled directly by semanticsratel pragmatic functions,
rather than requiring an intermediate system of gramnlat&ations. While these
claims are very interesting and worthy of being taken satigu don’t think they are
fully established yet. We will here consider Manipuri, ahérn the phenomenon of
‘split intransitivity’, which raises similar questions ailit the role of grammatical rela-
tions.

5.3.1 Manipuri

Manipuri, spoken in India, Myanmar and Bangladesh has NR«ena which Bhat la-
bels as ‘nominative’ and ‘accusative’ case, although the& departs somewhat from
what is usual for cases with these names. Nominative canilb&fon transitive and
intransitive putative subjects, and accusative on plgatbjects:

(125) a. Ma-p ay-bu kawwi
heNoM me-Acc kicked
He kicked me
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b. Ma-re  koappi
heNowMm cried
He cried

However the nominative is omitted from presunreéd when these are not expressing
volitionally controlling participants:

(126) a. Masy-bu uy
He me-Acc saw
He saw me

b. Masawwi
He angry
He is angry

Some verbs appear to require or forbid the usgpivhile for others it varies depending

on whether the verb is expressing intentional activity ar(Btat 1991:119-120). The

suffix has some additional uses which are interesting, buetevant to this discussion.
Bhat (1991:123) describes the use of the accusative maskeHaws (p. 123):

(127) a. the referent of the marked noun phrase must be amimat
b. some effect must have been produced on it by an externatgge
c. it must be involved in an action or a process (and not a)state
(128a) below is a clear case of an affected argument meétindéscription:

(128) a. ma-a huy-bu kawwi
heNowm dog-Acc kicked
He kicked the dog

b. ma-n tebsl kawwi
he~Nowm tablekicked
He kicked the table.

The (b) example lacks the marker because the affected dbjieenimate. However it
is unexplained why ‘see’ (126a) classes its ‘seen’ argurgearhmatically as if it was
affected.

With some verbs, the presence of the Accusative mdmkeeems to indicate a more
active as opposed to less active version of the event:

(129) a.sy ma-bu sawwi
| him-acc angry
| am angry with him (showing anger)

b. sy ma sawwi
I himangry
I am angry with him

But it is unexplained why ‘see’ classes with the overt digméanger rather than the
mere existence of emotional state.

In addition to marking what might be regarded as somewhatgdimed Patients,
bu can under certain circumstances mark Recipients of verlgsvofg, and what are
sometimes called ‘Causee Agents’ of causative verbs,ghpétrticipants who are acted
upon by the instigating Agent of a Causative and then protheeffect described:
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(130) a.ay-ne ma-busel pi
heNowm I-Acc moneygave
He gave money to me

b. ay-ne  ma-butebsl ilhalli
heNoM I-Acc tablecaused to push
He made me push the table

These uses are subject to the restriction that none of ther atguments of the verbs
be able to takéu; if this condition isn’t met, the locativda is used instead, and can be
used in any event (so both instance®ofn (130) could be replaced with thi).

There are several complexities in this system which we daok at here:

a. The predictable uses ob andbu are optional. The full circumstances are not
entirely clear to me from Bhat'’s discussion, but it seems foaexample, any of
the case-markers in (128) could be omitted.

b. The markers have additional uses to indicate stricthgmatic functions, in
which case they are placed after instances of the markeratbaignalling se-
mantic roles (Bhat 1991:126-130).

Now considering the issue of a-subjects, a proponent of tinersality of gram-
matical relations could suggest that the mankerin its function as a semantic role
marker, applies only ta\/s, that is, a-subjects (since this language has no passive
rules), therefore providing some evidence for the relegamican a-subject concept.
The counter-argument is that the distribution of tlemarker can be characterized in
purely semantic terms, along the lines of ‘instigating amémding agent’ (someone
who does something because they want to do it). This woulckpeated to prevents
from appearing on a Causee Agent, because such an Agennis described not as
doing something because they want to, but because thedtwtygAgent makes them
doit. So it is certainly plausible that the distributionref, insofar as this is related to
semantic roles, might be determined directly by its sersantes of Volitional Agent,
rather than involving a-subject or other grammatical refeg as an abstract intermedi-
ary.

Similarly the distribution ofbu might well be determined by a semantic role, al-
though it is not so clear from the evidence given exactly what role would be. But
An indication that a semantic role rather than a grammatedation might be the cru-
cial factor is provided by certain negative sentences, wban havéou rather thama
on their Agents:

(131) a. ma-bulaktre
he-Acc came not
He didn’'t come

b. layriksi ay-bu padri
book thishe-Acc read not
He didn’t read this book

Bhat suggests that the accusative is motivated by an intjplicthat some outside influ-
ence affected the Agent, preventing them from performirmgaittion (Bhat 1991:122-
123). This is evidence that the distributiontfis determined by a semantic role along
the lines of ‘something that is influenced’, rather than byrangmatical relation such
as ‘object’.

Bhat considers various other phenomena beyond case-rgavkich might involve
grammatical relations in Manipuri, and finds no evidence thay do. For example
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there is a participial construction which doesn't allow batauses to contain non-
coreferential actors/causers, but does allow both clattsesntain coreferential ac-
tors/causers, only one of which is expressed (Bhat 1991:75)

(132) a. Rajuakkitandu be:yisida
Raju rice broughtfp) cooked
Raju brought the rice and cooked it

b. * Ra:juakkitandu hari be:yisida
Raju rice broughtep) Hari cooked
Raju brought the rice and Hari cooked it

However if only one clause contains an actor/causer, oheeitlause does, then no
coreferential argument is required:

(133) a. avanu be:ganédbandu namagetondarda:yitu
he(Nom) early camefp) us(DAT) trouble became
We were troubled by his coming early

b. marabiddu ma:dumuiyitu
tree fell(PP) roof broke
The tree fell and the roof broke

Obligatory ellipsis and understood coreference of an asnirfiequently provides ev-
idence for a grammatical relation, but not in this case, bsedhe constraint that this
construction have non-coreferential Actors/Causers agpe be stateable in entirely
semantic terms.

The conclusion is that no grammatical relations at all,uidelg a-subject, are re-
quired to describe the grammatical structure of this laggualthough this is a very
interesting result, it is important to keep in mind that iirikerently difficult to prove a
negative, and a few dozen pages of a single investigatork gan'’t provide conclusive
proof that grammatical relations truly play no role at althe language.

An example of a potential issue might be whether you couldssayething such as:

(134) ma-bu loppi
he-Acc cried
He cried (because of something somebody did to him)

If this is acceptable, then the account of the accusativescas(131) would be cor-
roborated. If not, then it might be a problem to devise a nmegfor -bu that allowed
(131) while excluding (134), and consequently, there might role for a-subject in
Manipuri, for example in the form of a constraint to the efféxat a-subjects in positive
sentences can’'t be marked wiih.

It is thus not fully established that Manipuri truly lacksagrmatical relations, but
it is clear that further detailed investigation of the setimooncomitants of the case-
marking and other grammatical phenomena ought to lead eatinto a definite answer
(and such investigation is possible, since the languagetismdangered).

5.3.2 Split Intransitivity

One of the many interesting features of Manipuri is the cidpaif the accusative
marker to appear on a putative subject, as in (131). Theredut to be a consid-
erable number of languages where some intransitive veklessiale arguments which
resembler in their marking or grammatical behavior, while others takke arguments
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resemblingp. This phenomenon, called ‘split intransitivity’, ‘spl#marking’, or ‘un-
accusativity’, is widespread in the Americas, also ocogrin languages of Indonesia,
such as Acehnese (Durie 1985), and, it turns out, in a someubée form in, in many
European languages. For excellent discussion of spliamsitivity see Foley, chap-
ter 1.8, section 1.4, and Dryer, chapter 1.4, section 2.8t intransitivity is easy to
recognize, although the best way analyse the languagdsitexyit is not always clear.

A fairly typical example is Choctaw (Davies 1986:14-16 gamally a language of
Missippi). In this languagey andp are cross-referenced with distinct series of affixes
(some prefixes, others suffixes):

(135) a. Chi-bashli-li-tok
2(AcC)-cut-1(NOM)-PAST
| cut you

b. Is-sa-sso-tok
2(NoM)-1(AccC)-hit-PAST
You hit me

One of the two main types of intransitives takes the ‘noniea{A) agreement:

(136) a. Hilha-li-tok
dance-1QOM)-PAST
| danced

b. Ish-Tpa-h-0
2(NoMm)-eatPRED-Q
Have you eaten?

These are verbs whose sole argumerfuifiction) NPs have Agent-like semantic roles.
The other main type takes the ‘accusativ®)’' §greement:

(137) a. Sa-hohchafo-h
1(AccC)-hungryPRED
I am hungry

b. Chi-cha:ha-h
2(acc)-tall-PRED
You are tall

These are verbs whosearguments participate in various kinds of involuntary estat
and events.

The markers used to cross-reference the AgentdikiPs (136) are the ones that
are also used fox, while those used for the non-Agent likdNPs of (137) are the same
as those used far, as can be seen by looking at (135). The existence of thestypes
of intransitive verb is an instance of split intransitiv{there is also a third, small, class
of intransitive verbs carrying the markers normally usedRecipients, but we will not
consider them here). On the basis of this it is reasonableltohe first kind ofs ‘s,’

(s with significant resemblances &9, the secondsp’ (s with significant resemblances
toP).

What is really behind this and other instances of split imtt&vity is, however, not
so clear. A conclusion that one might start to draw from theada far is that this
language has direct reference to semantic roles, reflestintg kind of Agent/Patient
distinction, and that grammatical relations are consetipyennecessary, as Bhat argues
for Manipuri. But unlike Manipuri, there is a further codifeature whereby is treated
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the same as a#l regardless of their semantic role or choice of cross-refarenarker.
This is nominal case-marking.

If an A/s argument is expressed as a fulp, then it appears in the nominative
case, marked by the endingt, expressed asat/yat/-t whereas fullNps with other
grammatical functions optionally take the oblique mark@ regardless of their cross-
referencing on the verb:

(138) a. Ofi-yat towa(-ya) Ihioli-tok
dog-~NoMm ball(-oBL) chasePAST
The dog chased the ball

b. Issoba-yatipa-tok
horseNOM eatPAST
The horse ate

c. Chim-alla-t cha:ha-h
your-child~nowm tall-PRED
Your child is tall

The case-marking onps thus reflects a unitary category, and treats it the same as
A, in spite of the split treatment of agreement. Choctaw dbbsne a passive, which
shows that the basis for identification afands is not that they are both p-subjects.
We conclude that Choctaw has an a-subject category, inafite split in intransitive
predicates, since the two kinds sfshow behavior in commomg-marking) as well
as differences (cross-referencing), and the common beh&withermore cannot be
attributed to p-subject because the language has no psisaivée therefore lacks p-
subjects. Choctaw therefore conforms to the generalizatded by Dixon (1994:75)
that there is almost (but not quite) always evidence thatwheekinds of intransitive
subjects should be grouped together as some kind of singhargatical relation, in
spite of their differences (one of the exceptions is Acebnsbe discussed below).

Split intransitivity has long been known as a feature of @danguages, but one
of the more significant linguistic discoveries of the lats d@dd early 80s is that it is also
guite common, in a somewhat subtle form, in European lanegiaghere it is generally
known as ‘unaccusativity’. In unaccusativigy andsp are superficially the same in
terms of coding features, but more careful consideratisynfactic properties reveals
differences, withs, resemblinga, andsp resemblingp.

This was demonstrated extensively for Italian by Perlmm{ft883). In this language
there are two kinds of intransitive verbs, some talangre'have’ to form a past tense,
the others takingsserebe’. In either case thelp in s function can appear before or
after the auxiliary and the main verb:

(139) a. Dugrersonesonorimaste
two people are remained
Two people remained

b. Sonarimaste duepersone
are remainedwo people
Two people remained

c. Duepersonénannoreagito
two people have reacted
Two people reacted
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d. Hannoreagitoduepersone
have reactedwo peple
Two people reacted

The semantic basis of this split has been a matter of debaté;, authors such as
Perlmutter (1983) argued that there wasn’t any consisteat while Van Valin (1990)
argued that it was aspectually based: ‘telic’ verbs with finite result state taking
sonq those without takingwere

Although all of theses are superficially similar (for example the finite verb agrees
with them), there are a variety of syntactic differencest &ample, for verbs taking
esserebe’ as their auxiliary, when the is postverbal, there can be a partitive clitic
before the verb, applying semantically to a quantifier inghstverbak position. This
is not possible for verbs takirmyere‘have’:

(140) a. Ne  sonorimaste due
of themare remainedwo
Two of them remained

b. * Ne hannoreagitodue
of themhave reactedwo
Two of them reacted

One might imagine that there is just a constraint thetof them’ cannot be used with
the auxiliaryavere'have’, but in fact it can be, to apply to ttreof a transitive verb:

(141) Giorgione ha compratedue
Georgeof themhasbought two
George bought two of them

What appears to be happening is thetliticization is a property ob that is shared by
postverbabkp but not bys, (also also of course not by). This is one of a number of
phenomena wherehy ands, seem to be similar, and opposedAr@andsp. In spite
of its greater subtlety, ‘unaccusativity’ in European laages seems to be the same
phenomenon as the more obvious and longer-known casestdahsainsitivity, and is
recognized as such in Foley, chapter 1.8, section 1.4.

There have been a variety of theoretical proposals aboutghee of split intransi-
tivity, typically involving arrangements wherelsy shares some structural relationships
with P, ands, with A. In addition to Perlmutter (1983), see Marantz (1984), Rurz
(1986), Levin (1988), Zaenen (1993) and Van Valin and LaP@IP97) for a represen-
tative sample. However there is another possibilty, whédhat the distinction involves
direct sensitivity to semantic roles.

In early work this possibility was discounted, due to difftes in identifying ex-
actly what semantic role was involved, but more recent itigasons, such as Van Valin
(1990), Mithun (1991), and Levin and Hovav (1995) have tehiefind an increasing
degree of semantic regularity. A small number of relatedasdino distinctions seem
to be involved, such as whether the verb involves activityqpposed to describing a
state), whether the action is volitional, or whether it &itt’, having a definite endpoint,
as opposed to indefinitely continuous.

A semantic basis for the split has been specifically argueddehnese, a language
of Sumatra in Indonesia, by Van Valin and LaPolla (1997:88%-on the basis of work
by Durie (1985, 1987, 1988). In this languagés, take an obligatory proclitic, illus-
trated in (142a,b), while/sp take an optional enclitic, illustrated in (142a,c):
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(142) a. gopnyaka Idn-ngieng(-gueh)
(s)hep) alreadyl-see(-3)
| saw him/her

b. gopnyargeu-jak
(s)he 3-go
(S)he goes

c. gopnyarrhét(-geuh)
(s)he fall-3
(S)he falls

However unlike the case in Choctaw, there is no clear eviglématsp has significant
properties in common witls, and A, and hence no clear case for the existence of
a-subject grammatical relatidd. There are however various grammatical phenomena
applying toA/s,, and others t@/sp, but none tasp/sp/A.

For example the vertem‘want’ requires its complement to have arike subject,
which furthermore cannot be expressed as an overt NP, nomagcéitic. A p-like
argument is not acceptable, whether it belongs to a traagitiintransitive verb:

(143) a. gopnyageu-tem(*geu-)jak
(s)he 3-want (3-)go
(S)he wants to go

b. geu-tém(*geu-)taguerbu
3-want (3-)cook rice
(S)he wants to cook rice

c. *gopnyarngeu-ténrhét
(s)he 3-want fall
(S)he wants to fall

Acehnese might then be an example of language with sglihenomena but no a-
subject. A possible analysis would be to say that it has oaengratical relation associ-
ated witha function, and another with function. Either of these would be available for
one-place predicates, depending on the meaning. But thated a very strong corre-
lation between a core argument NP being a volitional Agedtaarn/s,, and not being
such an Agent and beingrisp. This raises the alternative possibility that Acehnese
does not distinguish core arguments by means of differemhgratical functions, but
rather that the differences between them are caused byt diasitivity to semantic
roles, as argued by Bhat.

Although Acehnese appears to lack a-subject, and may vesdidestinct grammat-
ical functions distinguising the core argument, it doesyséz have a clear distinction
between core and non-core arguments, and very likely pestibg well. In front of the
verb there is a special position which Durie calls ‘core ¢dpihich can according to
Durie be optionally occupied by a single core argunérithis is the position occupied
by the initial nominal in all of the examples above that bagith anNP, but it can also
be left unoccupied, in which case a postverbal Agent of asitiae verb is marked with
the prepositioné:

23However Asyik (1987) makes a partial case for a unified irsitare subject relation, but doesn't discuss
all of the implications of the differences between his tmeatt and Durie’s. It would be very useful for
someone to work out and reconcile the differences betweetwih treatments.

24However Asyik (1987) offers a significantly different trernt.
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(144) 16n-pajoHé [dn pisangnyan
I-ate by me bananahat
| ate that banana

The use of the preposition makes the form look somewhat ligassive, but note
that the verb is still cross-referencing the Agent, andefaee also significant complex-
ities in the use of the marker which we won’t discuss here. &tansitive verb, the
core topic can be eithex or P (it is P in (142a)); if the core topic is p-subject, then
Acehnese would be a language in which choice of p-subjeetasively free.

Acehnese is therefore relevant to the two questions of ven@tsubjects are univer-
sal, and whether split intransitivity involves a structusgntactic distinction or direct
sensitivity to semantic roles. It also suggests that pegsesf a-subject and p-subject
might be typologically independent features of langagéth different languages hav-
ing either, neither, or both. Further investigation of taaguage will be required in
order to get definitive answers to these questions.

We have thus learned a lot about the geographical distobwind semantic cor-
relates of split intransitivity, but we still don't fully werstand how it articulates with
other aspects of grammatical structure, in particular tveit always involves a dis-
tinction of grammatical relations, or is at least sometirhest explained in terms of
direct sensitivity of grammatical phenomena to aspectsesdmng.

6 Conclusion

The functions of NPs can be usefully classified into threéediéht types, semantic,
pragmatic, and grammatical. Semantic and pragmantic ifumetan be expected to
exist on the basis of what language does, since they are biasetly on aspects of
meaning. Certain kinds of semantic and pragmatic funcganh as Agent and Topic,
turn out to be important for the functioning of many languag&he status of gram-
matical functions is different: these are abstract intafisrées between the meanings
and overt forms of sentences. Languages differ in theirroegdéion of grammatical
functions, and some languages have been argued to lack thtnelye instead using
more direct ways of signalling the semantic and pragmatictions.

Although the typology of the grammatical relations is daesrthere are recurring
principles of organization. One basic distinction is betwécore’ and ‘oblique’ func-
tions; although this can be subtle and hard to ascertainrmestases, it appears to
almost always be present. A now well-established paranoéteariation is the status
of the ‘p-subject’, a grammatical relation associated with not identical to the prag-
matic function of topic. Languages may or may not have a pestiband if one is
present, it may be preferentially identified withor with P, or neither may be preferred
(a chart of the resulting typology appears at the end of @e@i3 of chapter 1.8, A
Typology of Information Packaging in the Clause, Foley).

Less clear issues are whether languages may lack a-sudmjectyhether split in-
transitivity always has a structural basis, or may be a maitelirect sensitivity to
semantic roles. It may thus be the case that certain languagk grammatical rela-
tions functioning as abstract intermediaries between imgaand overt form. These
guestions are difficult to answer conclusively, becauséefdifficulty of proving the
absence of something, but evertheless they are extrempbyriamt: if some languages
have grammatical relations and other lack them, that woeld profound difference in
the mental strutures responsible for language use in diffexommunities, and there-
fore an extremely important result. Both positive and niegatnswers to it must there-
fore be considered carefully and critically.
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Further Reading

As presented here, the functionsi# comprise semantic roles, pragmatic roles, and
grammatical functions and relations. The most importaatees for semantic roles are
Jackendoff (1990) and Dowty (1991), and for pragmatic fiomgt, Lambrecht (1994).
Chapter 1.8 (Information Packaging in the Clause, Folegd &las much useful discus-
sion on these topics. For more on the grammatical functigns and P see Dixon
(1994), and Comrie (1981) for a very clear application toThees Strait Island lan-
guage Kala Lagaw Ya.

The history of thought on grammatical relations is long anthplex. Cole and
Sadock (1997) is a classic collection of older papers, wHitgantz (1984) is a good
discussion of their status as abstract intermediariesdmtviorm and meaning. Dzi-
wirek et al. (1990) is a large collection of studies investigg grammatical relations in
a wide variety of languages from many current theoreticaltsmf view, while Baker
(1988) is an influential presentation of a framework wheeythare not presumed as
primitives, but defined in terms of more basic structuratiehships. Bresnan (2001)
presents a different framework in which a typologicallyetse range of data are anal-
ysed under the assumption that grammatical relations &rétiwes. Manning (1996)
formally integrates into a variant of Bresnan’s framewbgktesults of much previous
work in many frameworks on grammatical relations in ergatanguages, and is the
most immediate source of the ‘a-subject’ and ‘p-subjecthieclogy used here. Wech-
sler and Arka (1998) applies this style of analysis to Ba@ehowing how a language
that superficially seems to be similar to English or Bantgleages is actually a variant
of the Philippine type.

Foley and Van Valin (1984) is a central foundational worktfoe general approach
to grammatical relations pursued here, which is extendech textremely comprehen-
sive typological study by Van Valin and LaPolla (1997), istiegating an extremely
diverse range of languages with extensive referencesewgael descriptive and theo-
retical literature.
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