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Abstract

The paper proposes a definition of the notion of syntactic subject [= SyntSubj] and discusses
it on basis of various languages (Russian, Lezgian, Tongan, Mandarin, Hindi, Archi,
Georgian, Basque, Acehnese, and Amele). The SyntSubj is the dependent member of the
subjectival surface-syntactic relation, and it is defined by seven properties describing the
members of this relation (omissibility, linear position, morphological interaction with the
Main Verb [= MV], etc.); all other properties of the SyntSubj are not definitorial, but simply
characterizing. The SyntSubj is the most privileged element of the clause in a given language,
its privileges being language-specific. The SyntSubj in three major types of language is
considered: in languages 1) with no agreement of the MV, 2) with monoactantial agreement
of the MV, and 3) with pluriactantial agreement of the MV. Three senses of the adjective
ergative are distinguished: ergative language (which has no transitive verbs), ergative
construction (in which the SyntSubj is marked not by the nominative), and ergative case
(which is used exclusively to mark the SyntSubj or the Agentive complement).

1 The Problem Stated

The notion of Grammatical Subject is a popular topic in linguistics: it suffices to indicate, for
instance, such studies as Keenan 1976, Van Valin 1981, Kozinskij 1983, Kibrik 1997, 2001,
Testelec 2001: 317-359, Falk 2006, Zimmerling 2012, etc., as well as the collections Li, ed.
1976, Aikhenvald et al., eds. 2001, Bhaskarao & Subbarao, eds. 2004, and Suihkonen et al.,
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eds. 2012. This notion and that of Syntactic Object, known as Grammatical Relations,
continue to generate controversy. There is no definition of Syntactic Subject [= SyntSubj],
accepted by the whole — or at least by a majority — of linguistic community. The goal of
this paper is to propose a rigorous definition for this notion and discuss, in sufficient detail,
several complex cases involving the SyntSub;.

The notion of SyntSubj presupposes the notions of syntactic structure of sentences (both
surface and deep), of actants, of diathesis and grammatical voice, of transitivity, of ergativity,
of agreement and government, of zero lexemes, and still other things. As a consequence, I am
forced to limit myself to approximate and sketchy characterization of many relevant
phenomena.

2 Conceptual Preliminaries

2.1 *Grammatieal Relations: Syntactic Relations

Speaking of Subject, linguists often mention Grammatical Relations. However, There is no
such thing as *Grammatical Relations in language: the relations between lexical units in a
sentence include semantic, syntactic, and morphological relations. The relations under
discussion are, in fact, syntactic; therefore, the only term allowed from now on is syntactic
relations Moreover, these relations are dependencies. The present discussion is thus based on
the following two postulates:

1. In any language, an utterance is representia atyntactic level by itsyntactic structure.

2. The syntactic structure must belependency structure, since only this type of structure represents
syntactic relations directly and explicitly.

As soon as we agree on these postulates, it becomes obvious that syntactic relations are cross-
linguistically universal—and that, in the strongest sense possible: syntactic relations are
necessary in any multilexemic utterance of any language, and they always form, in the
utterance, a connected structure (= all words of an utterance are syntactically linked between
themselves). From this it does not, of course, follow that any particular syntactic relation—
in our case, the subjectival syntactic relation—is universal; that is what has to be shown.

Our discussion of the SyntSubj is based on a dependency representation of the syntactic
structure of sentences (Mel’¢uk 1988, 2004 and 2009). A syntactic dependency relation [=
SyntRel] r represents a family of syntactic constructions—a set of syntactically similar
phrases. The expression of the form “L;—r—L,” describes all phrases (of language L) that can
be produced out of two lexemes L; and L,, if L, depends on L, via SyntRel r.

2.2 Syntactic Subject is the Dependent Member of the Subjectival SyntRel

Since the classic paper Keenan 1976, the SyntSubj has been understood as a cluster concept
defined inductively. In Keenan’s view, the notion of SyntSubj is based on 1) some intuitively
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clear cases in the simplest sentences possible—canonical SyntSubjs, and 2) a list of cross-
linguistically universal syntactically relevant properties of clause elements (omissibility/non-
omissibility, particular linear position, imposing/receiving grammemes, participation in
syntactic processes, etc.). Different Synt-elements are compared to canonical SyntSubjs
according to these properties; those Synt-elements that are similar enough to the canonical
SyntSubjs are also recognized as SyntSubjs. Keenan supplied a detailed checklist of
syntactically relevant properties—some 30 plus; this list, developed and supplemented, is
extensively used (see, for instance, lordanskaja & Mel’¢uk 2009).

I follow Keenan’s approach, defining SyntSubj as the most privileged clause element in
language L. It is the most privileged Synt-element in that it has more of Keenan’s properties
than any other Synt-element of the clause. However, the 40 years that have passed since
Keenan 1976 make it possible to introduce some refinements—namely, the following four
guiding principles:

1 One has to distinguish between definitorial vs. characterizing properties of the
SyntSub;.

1 Definitorial properties of the SyntSubj in L are established based on the description
of the corresponding SyntRel in L.

1 Definitorial properties of SyntSubjs are language-specific.

1 “Violations” of SyntSubjs’ definitorial properties caused by clearly statable factors
can be allowed, i.e. ignored.

Consider, in L, the syntactic configuration “MV—-r—L”, where MV is the Main Verb, i.e., the
finite verb =~ Synt-predicate, and L is a lexeme checked for Synt-subjecthood; r is a SyntRel
being checked for the status of the subjectival SyntRel.

1. The SyntSubj’s definitorial vsS characterizing properties. Not all the properties on
Keenan’s checklist have the same weight. Some of them are definitorial; these are coding
properties of SyntSubj, which specify the way the subjectival SyntRel is realized in texts—
roughly, its linear placement and inflection of its both members. These properties concern
only the MV, the SyntSubj, and their mutual relationships—and nothing else. If and only if at
least some of these properties are satisfied, the element under consideration is the SyntSub.

Other properties on modernized Keenan’s list are characterizing; these properties specify the
behavior of the SyntSubj with respect to other elements of the clause. They accrue to
prototypical, or canonical, SyntSubjs of L, but not necessarily to all L’s SyntSubjs and not
necessarily only to SyntSubjs: a language can have non-canonical SyntSubjs, and a clause
element can “masquerade” as a SyntSubj—such that, without being the SyntSubj, it can
feature some of its syntactic behavioral properties.

A Syntrelatiord in particular, thesubjectival SyntRed must be defined only by its definitorial (=

coding) properties, strictly separated from the characterizing properties of its deperatehed that

is, thecorespondingclause elemet (|l or danskaj ailg0).Mel 6]l uk 2009:
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Characterizing properties of a SyntSubj are themselves defined on syntactic structures;
therefore, this syntactic element must be defined independently from its syntactic behavior

the clause
As a particulaclauseelement the SyntSubj must be defined exclusively fyrique coding proptes,
which specify its relationship with the syntactic head of the ctatsé a t i s, the syntacti
MV).

Once defined, the SyntSubj of languagenust, of coursebe characterized by its syntactic
behavior in larger formations: for instance, its ability to relativize, its control of deverbal
adverhals and/or of reflexives, its control of deletions under coreference, etc. This can throw
an inteesting light on i yet this behavior can by no means define it.

The root of disagreement with respect to the identification of SyntSubjs lies in the adopted
principle for defining them: eithexe define the SyntSubj in solely byits coding properties

or alsowe use as wellts syntactic behavi@ that is,its participation in syntactic processes
corcerning the whole clauséor me the choice is clearut: the SyntSubjin L must be
defined exclusively byits coding propertiefand thed additionallyd characterized byts
behavor).

2. The definitorial properties of SyntSubjs The SyntSubj L is the dependent member of a
particular SyntRel, which is naturally calledubjectival: MVisubjectivalY Lsyntsubj

Synt Subj 6s def i mlandonlypardmeters toapaer th e sfiragad out o
formula. These parameters deal exclusively with the elements involved ineit:specify

under what conditions thgubjectival SyntRelcanbe preset in, or absent fromthe Synt

structureof the clauseand how it is implemented irts Morphological StructureThere are

seven such pameters, and they are, as an inventory, chosgiistically universad in the

sense that thewre potentially applichle to all languageshowever, which parameteris

actually relevanin agiven language jof coursejanguagespecific.

1) L’s immediate dependence exclusively on the MV (L cannot depend on any other clause
element).

2) L’s non-omissibility from the syntactic structure of the clause.
3) L’s particular linear position with respect to the MV and/or with respect to other clause
elements.
4) L’s morphological impact on the MV (the MV’s personal-numeral/class agreement):
L—agreement—MV
5) The MV’s morphological impact on L (the SyntSubj’s case marking):
L<—government—-MV
6) The MV’s inflection that affects morphological links between the MV and L (voice and voice-
like phenomena).

7) L’s pronominalization that affects morphological links between the MV and L.

Table 1: Defining Parameters of the Syntactic Subject

Comments

— The SyntSubj’s definitorial parameters must be tested in the simplest clauses of L. in the examples throughout
this paper only the simplest clauses are presented: declarative and communicatively most neutral. The MV must
be taken in its least marked form: in the present tense of the indicative, in the imperfective (if L has aspects), in
the active (if L has voices), without negation, etc.

— Parameter 2 is aimed at omissibility of a clause element from the syntactic structure of the clause, not from the
clause itself. In a Pro-Drop language, a syntactic element can be omitted from the clause, while it is still present
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in its structure (e.g., sp. Desaparecio detras de la esquina lit. ‘Disappeared behind the corner’ actually means
‘He/She disappeared...’, where ‘he/she’ is contextually given). Consider an example from Navajo:

(1) Navajo (Foley & Van Valin 1977: 30801)
a. ‘Ashkii ‘at ‘ééd yi+ztal lit. ‘Boy girl kicked’. = ‘The boy kicked the girl’.
and
‘At ‘ééd yi+ztal lit. ‘He girl kicked’. = ‘He kicked the girl’.
VS.
b. ‘At‘ééd ‘ashkii bi+ztal lit. ‘Girl boy was.kicked’. = ‘The girl was.kicked by the boy’.

and
‘At ‘ééd bi+ztat lit. ‘He girl was.kicked’. = ‘He was.kicked by the girl’.
Here none of the actants is omissible from the sentences8unture: its physical absenfrem the sentence
signals its pronominiadation with the subsequent PByopping. However, in a sentence suclihe bridge was
destroyedhe Syntactant expressing the Agent is not present in the-8yntture: the sentence does not mean
60é dest HmyerRTHEMBY I n ot her words, the apgeeedihgdiscomreed not L
(and so it is not amenable poonominalization) and need not be known or knowable to the speaker.

— Parameter 3 presupposes a preferred word order in a clause without any communicative effects.
— Parameter 6 covers actant-manipulating inflection of the MV—grammatical voice and (in)transitivization (=
changes that affect the MV’s syntactic valence, but not its semantic valence).

— Parameter 7 requires considering the pronominalization of L, since pronouns often behave differently from
nouns (thus, English and Romance pronouns have cases, while nouns do not).

3. Subjecthood properties are language specificA general checklist of subjecthood
properties is a necessary research tool; however, for each partic@grarticular list of
properties (paranters) should be established, sincenay have no agreement on the MV,
lack case government, and its word order may be too flexible to be relevant. Therefore:

The list of definitorial and characterizing parameters of the SyntSuhispecific for..

In addition to universal SyntSubj codj parameters and the standard inventory of characte
rizing parameters,. may have its own SyrmopeSasbSinbesthesehar ac
properties are languagecific, it is only possible to give examples:

i In Dyirbal, only the SyntSubj can be tkemantic target of thpluralizing verbal sufix
-\lay, which expresses a large quantity of referent(s) of the SyntSubj:

(2) Dyirbal (Australian family; Dixon 1972: 250)
a.Bayi ya#a Wi N0ty u
theNoM man NOM sit.down FREQPRES/PAST
Manymen sat downo.
b.Balam mi r alw b a Agwa#dg u gundl+O a+n

theNoM black.beamomM theINSTR man INSTR get.collected FREQ PRES/PAST
Manybl| ack beans got <collected by the manbé.
'S

Bayi ya#a gundal +EaQ a+4 u bagum mi r atgu

theNom man NOM  get.collected?ASS FREQPRES/PAST the-DAT  black.beanbAT

Manymen coll ected black beansbo
i In Malagasy, the interrogative particke, which marks a general question, can be linearly
placed only before the SyntSubj:

(3) Malagasy (Malaydolynesiano = /u/, ao = /ol)
N +anome vola an-dRabe ve ianao?
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PAST give money to  Rabe INTERR yousg

‘Did you give money to Rabe?’

4.The fAviolationo of .Asdefinijor&alcptopedyootlSymSulgspray iei e s
Aviedygtet i f a Aviolationodo i s t itisgrelevare.d by
Therefoe:

The situation where a definitorial property is not satisfied under predassigribedconditions can be
safelyignoredd as if it were satisfied.

Thus, in Finnish, the SyntSubj igenerally speakingnarked by the nominative; however, if
its referenis indefinite, the SyntSubj is in terT(itive):

(4) Finnish

Lapse+t leikk+i +vdt ulkona

child PLNOM play PAST3PL outside

“The children played outside’

VS.

Laps+i +a leikk+i +] ulkona

child PLPART play PAST3SG outside

‘(Some) children played outside’.
Thi s 0 oithat iqthe SymSubj in the partitive instead of the nomindiean be
ignored, since it has an obvious semantic motivation, unrelated to the syntactic role of the
SyntSub;j.

Summing up: The SyntSubj is to be defined, in languad®y using only (some of) the seven
languageu ni ver s al Synt Subj o6s definitorial proper

91 Some of the universal subjecthood parameters may be invalid in a particular L.

1 The privileged character accrues not to the parameter itself, but to its concrete value;
which value is privileged in L must be established by a detailed examination of the
facts of L.

Thus, take the linear position of the SyntSubj with respect to the MV. The fact that a particular clause element
occupies a fixed mition with respect to the MV is in itself not a privilege. In English, the subjecthood privilege

is to be linearly placed before the MV and its other actants, which follow the MV, because in the simplest clause
featuring the MV and only one actant L, thiprecedes MV. But in Malagasy, the Sysubjecthood privilege is

to be placed after the MV and its other actants. Si
privilege in English, Russian or French, because only one clause element tanh tbenpersonahumber

agreement of the MV. But in Acehnese, where both the SyntSubj and the DirO impose agreement on the MV

and the only actant of the MV can be either SyntSubj or the DirO4$geb) , the control of
agreement as such is reprivilege. Here, the privilege is to impose agreement by a prefix, which is obligatory

and cannot be linearly separated from the verb, while the agreement suffix is not obligatory and can migrate
from the verb to the last word of the verb phrase.-Nimissibility is a subjecthood privilege in English, French,

etc., because only the SyntSubj is not omissible in these languages, but not in Tagalog, where any actant of the
MV is omissible, including the SyntSubijlay dumatingit. 6 Ther e i s h=a vl Shogmeaornrei voerd 6s. 0 me
has arrived?©o.
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2.3 Syntactic Subject and *“Ergativity”

Mo st cases of probl ematic SyntSubj s naome fr
ergativity is vagueand does not correspond to a clearly defined notion. It is easielake m

more precise the meaning of the adjectvgative it is applicable to three different nouns
languageconstructionandcas® wi t h t hree di fferent interpret

I Ergative language is a language in which &pical bi-actantial V that semantically
correspondto a transitive V in a neerrgative language has as the generic component of its

meaning the semantc e x p r endesgoeen cthhdnge, caused by an ac
noner gative | anguage the cor rbgaaciomonh X,cayusesne ani n
that X changesao. As a resul t, a V in an erg

DirO (see, however, Note 4); since a transitive verb is a V that allows a DirO, an ergative

| anguage does not have fAbasico0O transitive Vs
modificaions). As the counterpart of tratige Vs, an ergative laguagefeaturesagentive

verbs, which require an agentive complement.

Ergative languages include, for instance, Dyirbal, Lezgian, Avar and Archi, see below. This is
what could be called deep, or semantic, ergativity. (The current tesyntégtically ergative
languages.)

i Ergative construction is a constructioniSy n t SsubfiMMV®® where the SyntSubj is

mar ked by a case other than the nominative,
construction is found, for instance, in Georgian, Hinbbngan Chukchi, Inuktitut and
Warlpiri; the presence of an ergativenstruction characterizes surface, or syntactic,
ergativity. (The cuent term ismorphologically ergative languages.) An ergative language, as

a general rule, should not have an ergative construction, although logically it is not excluded.

I Ergative case is a case that exclusively marks either a certain type of SydSwmely, a
Atransi t i o8yatSubpror am agertivevcenplement; it is found, for instance, in
Lezgian, Georgian, Basque and two dead languages of Asia Minor, Urartean and. Hagian
ergative case does not imply the existence of an ergative construction, and the inverse is also
true: an ergative construction can exist without ergative case. The ergative as a typical case of
certain SyntSubjs andgenive complementsin certain laguages is opposed to the
nominative, which is also typical of certain SyntSubj®inerlanguages. The nominative is
defined not by its syntactic functions, but by the fact that ithéscase of nomination the

least marked gramatical case of nounsppearing, in the first place, when a noun is used to
designate an entity (Melo6luk 1988: 208).

3 Syntactic Subject: An Attempt at a Universal Definition

Definition 1: Syntactic Subject
The SyntSubj is thenost privileged Syntactant of the syntactic predict e (& MaLiwhatMe r b) i n
syntactic privileges in hasto be indicated by a specific list of SyntSubj privileges elaborated for
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Comments

— Definition 1 entails the existence of SyntSubj in any L, because a language necessarily has the most privileged
actant of the MV. It is logically possible for two actants to share the same privileges, but practically, the actants
of an MV must be distinguished one way or another, so that one of them stands out.

— Definition 1 does not entail the existence of SyntSubj in any clause of an L: subjectless sentences are quite
common (e.g., sentences without a finite MV: What a beautiful day!, Ouch!, Never in my life, etc.; or full-blown
clauses with a finite MV, but without a SyntSubj—in an L that allows for such a state of affairs, such as
Lezgian).

— Definition 1 is in full agreement with the hierarchy of clause element types stated in Keenan & Comrie 1977:
|SyntSubj > DirO > IndirO > Obl(ique)O|. This hierarchy is based on the diminishing accessibility of noun
phrases for relativization; later it was shown that it also covers many other syntactic operations.

Since Definition 1 does not mention particular properties of any particuldarmakes the
SyntSubj cros$inguistically universal. However, in a different sen the SyntSubj is
languagespecific in so far as syntactic privileges are different in different languages: thus, in
many IndeEuropean languages the main privilege of a clausal element is to impose
agreement on the Main Verb, while in Malagasy it ie¢oupy the claus@énal position.

The general notion of SyntSubj can be well illustrated with Russian data, because in Russian
it is straightforward.

In Russian, theubjectival SyntRel and, consequently, the SyntSubj (boxed in the examples),
is defined bythe following properties.

1. The SyntSubj kdepends only on the headdf the clause (boldfaced), be it a finite verb
or any other element (an infinitive, an interjection, @M _.ssform, etc.).

(5) Russian

a.spit('ispak'i(é | van i avasslegngdp.i n g
b.Allvainuor at BFyskol ill.6 Ared &hweryel ang ran.out of.the

room6. = OAnd Ivan yelled and ran out of
c.bacPetrupomordé vyskolil iz komnaty
it. 6l van smack! to.Peters omug[6Hi alndmua@n[ o ud

d.Pridivovremja, vst bylo by v porjadke
lit. CotNQyper2sclvVan on.time [=Had Ivan come on tinje everything would.have been in
order 0.

2. In Russian, the SyntSubj is nonromissible from the Syrdtructure ofthe clause whose
head is a finite V, since the form of this V is controlled by the SyntSubj (= the MV agrees
with the SyntSubj). The sentences (@) include zero subjedslexemes having empty
signifiers and perceptible only due to their syntagicslunmy (ndu3sgy Similar toEng IT

andFfr. IL; the indefinite personz}ilfaﬁlfop , Similar toFr. ON andGer. MAN; and the impersonal

)

(6) Russian
a.Menjamt o#taelit 61t nauseates med. & 61 feel
b. Mner byHOney, sscprijatnolit. 61 t was pl easant to. meod.
C. MN@yar poveztoyessclit 61t favored to. med. & 61 v
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d. Menja\ccx or @nn@l+ip lit. 6 ¢ Thegeiwedme wel | 6. a o1 W &

recei vedb?éd

e Mostce Do | SNeski it 6 ¢ Theyeé demolished the.bridge

VS.

«ELEMENTS»

Moshee Doen 350 snesko

hurricane].
3. In a declarative sentencepmally the SyntSubj L linearly precedes its governon,L
although in many cases Imay follow L; (as determined by a number of particular factors,
mainly communicate ones; a list of these is, of course, necessary).

olitt 6 ¢l t & dehset. rbdeyyedddieod or a

NEU-3-S

4. The Syrdthead of the clause;lagree in person, number and gender with the SyntSubj L
and with no other actant. This holds, of course, only iifid a finite verb capable of

agreement: thus, in exampl@&bid), the boldfaced 1 is invariant and does not show
agreement.

Agreement of the MV with the SyntSubj
Speaking of MV agreement, three possible complications should be kept in mind.

A cannot give here a rigorous deffffani ti on
intuitive understanding seems to befigignt. Butthe following pointmust be emphasized

ATheA égkeéeswiththe LBBO d o es n oA faithfidhyacopies doraet features Bf, this only
means thaB controls the morphological form @f in a particular way.

Thus, the Russian MV agreestiwa prepositional phrase+ NP A& O NPs3seenauch €60
TER: Prixodil+o [Neusscgl popj at E pos dtt | O &dadnpi we | aissi t or s i
OEach hour five visitors camebo.

n

A - The MV often agrees with a zero duenoey Synt
[Nadckus sdelanj] p a | Estmptoiit. O[ A bite is done, and] Wi
When the MV has the fune@,ssd iathé absence ofanolette f a u |

SyntSubj, this can mean that there is a 2e® x e me Sy gy twBichbnjposds this

agreemehaek (M0 ®: Ch. 9) . The failure to hav

bizarre results, such as tr eseehelowyd24 nor mal
5. In Russian, the SyntSubj Is marked by the nominativexeept for two cases:
A big notla nominal and cannot have cases;

A i f -idimg factoreintervends for example, if l. subordinates a numeréid),
or if L1 is negated7er f).

Thenominative isd in any language that has grammatical cAgie case of nomination. It is
therefore privileged, and the SyntSubj is generally expected to be marked by the nominative.

(7) Russian
a.[dti bylotrudnoé To . wal k was difficultéo.
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b. Le(o]mbneasnod What he wanted was uncleard.
c.L tfanbolenbyloo | evé Bm@t he [is] sick was obvious

d.Ixeed bylopjateroé They were fivebd.

ePi s &Ewmamepr iégfthie. l etters did not arrivedo.
nep r iogNoo laertrtievresd 0 .

f.lvanssnodnebyl na bereg | van owmas m&t beacho.
nebylonabereguﬁThere was hbel baacho.

6. In Russian, the SyntSubj gets demoted by passivization, and its syntactic position goes to
the former DirO; cf.:

(8) a.[Ivanomsmsy  POkupaekvartitUsecone 61 Vvan i sapértmgnd ng ~t he

\KvartiraNOM_syntSubi pokupaetsja Ivanomsrr agco ‘The apartment is being bought by Ivan’.

b. [vanowsmsa  Kupil kvartirttaceoio 61 van bapargnbrh~ t he

lKvartiraNOM_symSubj byla kuplena Ivanomsrr.agco ‘The apartment was bought by Ivan’.

7 . Pronominalization does not affect t he Rus
Al | ot her Synt Subj properties on Keernyands ¢
defined clause elemenissome semantic or communicative entities instance:

i The control of the coreferential Actor in a phraseOB¥V+6i n. or der .t o VO
to the semantic Actor rather than to the SyntSpagéKozinskij 1983: 1819); the use of
such a phrase depends on the coreference not with the SyntSubj, but with the semantic

Actor:

(9) Russian

Mnogie byli uvoleny & lisilis" rabotyd  ctoby sokratit”  Staty
‘Many employees were fired  &lost [their] jobsd in.order.to reduce [the] staff’.

The choice of the CTOBY + Vi construction happens during the SemS O DSyntS transition, and it is
only natural that the conditions for this choice are semantic (i.e., unrelated specifically to SyntSubj).

T Nichols et al 1980: 376377 demonstrate that the control of deverbal adverbials in
Russian, traditionally ascribed to the SyntSubj, can depend on its Thematicity (=

Topicality):

(10) Russian

a. The SyntSubj is thematic:

Pereexav v Moskvllvan,geJust roi |l sja na ~tot post
0Having moved to Moscow, Il van obtained t

VS.
b. The SyntSubj is rhematic:U
*Pereexav Vv Mo sstroilsialvam.girocusfl 0t post
6Having moved to Moscow, it is |Ivan who
The authors note (pp. 38384) that the control of deverbal adverbials with psychological
predicates by a dative IndirOdjgnavo b " mnessnz ax ot el os E po #tmak omi t
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OHaving | earned of this, the desire meatme t o
in favor of the I ndir OO0 8 toshe éxjerd that buchosdntencest s ¢
are acceptedybspeakerd is explained by its semantic and pragmatic roles (it denotes the
Expeiencer and is Thematic).

iThe control of the coreference with the wu
exclusive syntactic property of SyntSubj, either. Foranse, in(11), such control belongs
to an olvious oblique objedtlljalvana6 f or | vandé, which is coref e
of the infinitive (it is Ivan who will be going to London):
(1)Dl ja I vana vagmoopodxatnE [vi tLdamsdon mportant
This property accrues to a semantic role (the Experiencer, in this sentence—Ivan, for whom it is important)

rather than to a syntactic entity. For a detailed review of characterizing, or behavioral, properties of the Russian
SyntSubj, see Testelec 2001: 317-359.

Thus, in Russian, the SyntSubj can be defined clearly and robustly since it is specified by the
positive values of all definitorial parameters of SyntSubjs: it depenlysom the MV; it is
nonomissible; in a declarative sentence, it precedes the MV (if communicative factors do not
require inversion, which constitutes an expl
that control s the &ti\bptee nangnaterecase;ntd role is targetedsby ma r k
the passive; and its pronominalization does not affect its status in any kayever, the

theaetical debate over SyntSubjs (and DirOs) started not with Russian, but with other
languages, where this mart is not so straightforward.

4 Establishing the Syntactic Subject in a Language

~

The most Amaterial , 0 easily observable prop
and the case marking of the SyntSubj itself. Based on the agreement propertieMaf the

three major types of language must be examined: the MV either does not agree with its
actants at all (mo agreement on the MVWY.1, the MV agrees just with one actant

(= monaactantal agreementon the MV): 4.2, or else the MV agrees with more thane

actant (spolyactantal agreementon the MV):4.3.

4.1 No Agreement on the Main Verb

Language type 1: If in language L the MV does not agree with any of its actants, then we have two situations: L
either has nominal cases, or it does not.
Subtype 1a. In L the MV does not agree with its actants, but the actants are case-marked for their syntactic role.

Subtype 1h In L the MV does not agree with its actants and the actants are nohadsed for their role.

In a Subtype 1a language, the SyntSubj is the actant L marked by one of four grammatical
cases:

1) by the nominative (= the least marked case, that of nomination);

2) by a special case called the subjective (= the case used to mark all and only
SyntSubjs, including the only actant of an intransitive verb; the best known subjective is
found in Japanese, the case in -ga);
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3) by another special case, the absolutive (the case used to mark intransitive SyntSubjs
and DirOs; we find it, for instance, in Tongan, see below);

4) the SyntSubj can be in a different case, but only exceptionally—with some lexically
marked verbs and under special conditions.

A good example of thialanguage subtype is Lezgian

The Lezgian MV does not agree with its actants (no pemsiomber or class inflection); there

IS no voice o any voicelike category. The actants of a verb are distinguished solely by case
markings: the only actant of a monoactantial MV is in the nominative, @2a), while with

a biactantial MV the actant that expresses the Ageintthe special ergative case-th, and

the other one, which expresses the Patient, is in the nominati@2sge

(12) Lezgian(Daghestanianyie | 6 | uk 2A®B88: 207

a.|Gadatl /jar+i|ct a+ha6 [ The] boy/s returnedd.

boy saPL NOM return AOR
b.*Gatna 60 There. was.returningbo.
return AOR

c.Bubati +di  |gadati / j+idr gafatha 6 Fat her beat . up [the]
father sc ERG boy saPL Nom beat Aorlit. 0 BRatherfthelb oy / s got . a. bece

d.Gadatl / j+tidr gafatha 6[ The] boy/s got.a.beatingb

boy saPL NOM beat AOR
e *Bubati +di gaf'atnalit. 6 By . Flsomdbedyy ot . a. beati ngo.
father sG ERG beat AOR

f.Bubati +divaj |gadati / j+id r gaf'atna Because.ofdther[somebodyb e at . up [t h
fathersc ADEL boy sGPL NOM beat AOR

g. Bubati +di | "ukurtizva 6Father is runningé6. =
father sG ERG  run PRES itt. 60By. Father there.is.runni
h. L"ukur+izva 0There.is.runningbo.

run PRES

i.Gi gdan 60There.is. hunger 6.

hungry PRES
The actant in the ergative is always omissible, aflic) vs (12d), even if it is the only
actant explicitly present in the clause, ag¢ligg) vs. (12h). In addition, the name of the Actor
can be marked not by the ergati but by the aldative, and then it is an obvious
circumstantial of Causecf. (12). The actant in the nominative is, on the contrary, not
omissible, cf.(12b) and(12e). Qrucially, (12d) is an absolutely normal, contertlependent
type of sentence. If both actants are present with a transitive MV thésNpositioned closer
to the MV.

Now, some sentences such(#2gi h) might give the impression that the nominative actant is
absent, yet it is not the case: the vetbkUR+UN & [ t o s, inrpaint éf fact, a contraction

of the phrase "UKUR AV+UN 6 r unni ng do 6, L"UKURS 1t tha,inbtigshdeas n o u n
such inModernLezgianoutside of this phras@lays the role of SyntSubj. Sentences of the

type of (12gi h) can be produceexclusivelywi t h  such #fAcontractedo ve
numerous in Lezgian). Genuine subjectless senteaegossible only with semantically
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specifi@d e.g., meteorologicabr physiological state verbs:Me g dalfflimc o | Mibl,di d a

61t ]

of seven

i .scf. (i2a).r TkeGemantidallycorresponding Indé&uropean sentences héve

if not an explicit dummy SyntSulguch asng IT, Fr.IL, Ger. ESO a zero lexeme SyntSubj

| 356 Which imposes #3sc/NEUform on the verbRus Xolodnt+ossgneu qltis]c o | dsp. o r
Hactessgf rig. qitjd o e s
dummy SynBubj, since the verb knows no numipersonor noun classagreement. |
concluck that the SyntSubj in Lgian is the actant marked by the nominative; it has four out

Synt Subj 6s

col dé.

1) the exclusive dependence on the MV;
2) nortomissibility;
3) the preferredinearposition immediately before the MV;

4) nominative meking.

But

privileges:

Lezgian does not have an ergative construdtiie SyntSubj is always in the nominative;
however, it does have an ergative case, which marks only the agentive complement. And most
importantly, Lezgian is an ergative languagd_ezgiarnverb semantially corresponding ta
transitiveverb of a languagewith the nominative construction (madstdo-European, Altaic,
Semitic, Bantu, ety.or of a languagevith the ergative constructiod{ndi, GeorgianBasque,
Chukchi, eto. has the basic diathesihat i inverse with respect tthis transitiveverb. Thus,
in Lezgian t
Letzg.i an 0Y
| et 6s .Asxdeagian,ehe Tavan BI\A has no numbguersonabr noun

The Englishupeikb

from.X 6 ;
Next,

classagreementbut in Tongarthe linear placement of actants does not give a clue as to their

606X sees

6X¥rbeapsnds
Y6 i s X,

i sS. Vi si

0
bl

syntactic role, since it is relatively flexible. Tongan has cases, expressed analytically, among
which | will indicate four the nominative (unmarked, i.e., having a zero mafkgrthe
absolutive marked b§ d the ergative with the markér and the dative with the markit.

(13) Tongan Malayo-PolynesianTchekhoff 1979, Otsuka 2000, 2010)

0 a Sione |0 J oishleav n g 6 .

ABSs John

a. Okdi
PRES

b. Okd
PRES

6al u
leave

6al u
leave

0 H e / iBehtiened [n the preceding tgxt

s | eav

In Tongan, tle SyntSubj is not omissible: {&3b), it is present in the Systructure, although
it is elided fom the sentence by a PDoop rule.

c. Okd
PRES

d. Oko
PRES

e. Okd
PRES

f. Okd
PRES

siot|

see NEUTR
siot|

see NEUTR
Siot0 i
see TRANS
Siot0 i
see TRANS

6a Siong 6John seesbd.
ABS John

6 a Siong ki Mele 6John sees
ABS DAT Mary

6a Mele [6eSionel6Johaessatr
ABS Mary ERGJohnN

0 a Sione 0 He / iBehtiened |n the preceding tgxt
ABS John

mi.
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g. Okd siotd | ‘@ e Sione ‘é John st ar memionedihthe précetidg x&

PRES sSee TRANS ERGJohn
For the grammemegutr(al) andrrans(itivizer), see immediately belaw
The case markingaks not allow us to decide which of the two actantsteforeactantialMV
in (13e) is more privileged. Their omissibility is the same (&f3fi g)), and, as Lezgian,
Tongan has no voiekke (= actantshuffling) verbal alternations. Yet there are two
phenomena that are helpful: cliticization and transitivization with the s@fig3ei g).

Cliticization: personal pronominal clitics, which are nearly the only signs allowed between
the tense marker and the MV, correspond to the single actant of a V inuans) and to the ergative-
marked actant of a Vans); the clitics replacing the N gs and the Nirg are homophonous:

(14 ad Ok tne /oy dal u 6He i s /l6eawmi haegi

PRES  he-ABS/I-ABS leave

b. Okd he /o sio+] OHe dJWeséed.
PRES  he-ABS/I-ABS see NEUTR

c. Okb he /o Sio+0 i 6aSi ol 6He st ar klé sattarleo
PRES 1e-ERG/I-ERG ee TRANS ABS John

7

d. @Oku Sio+0 | OHe st ards sdtar

PRES he-ERG/I-ERG see TRANS

e Okwne J/ou SioH0 | é John soendbkmehpiodh 0.
PRES  he-ABS/I-ABS see TRANS ERG John
Clitics correspond either to thexdy with @ Vintrans) as in(14a), or to the Nre With & Viyrans)
as in(14bi d), but not to the Ns with a Vransy as in(14e); one can conclude that ansN
With a Viintransyand an Mge With a Viransyare SyntSubjs, as shown by the boxed #).

Transitivization: the suffix -’i, attached to a semantically bi-actantial Vnuans), turns it into a
Vwrans), Without affecting its semantic valence; V+’i requires that its second semantic actant be
explicitly expressed as a DirO—i.e., as an N,gs. (NEUTR(al) and TRaNs(itivizer) are grammemes
of the inflectional category of transitivization, see Note 5) Cf. (14b—d) and (15b), which also
identify Ngpgas the SyntSubj:

(15 a6 Okd u ma 6a Sione |[mo Mele it. 6John ki ss=s
PRES kiss NEUTRAL ABS  John and Mary 6John ki sses N
b. Okd 6 u mfai 6a O0Mel {peSione| 6John ki sse:
PRES Kkiss TRANS ABS Mary ERG John

The Synt Subjdés privileges in Tongan then
1) it depends only on the MV;
2) it isnonomissible;

3) its case is affected by transitivization
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4) it is the onlyclauseelement expressible by a preverbal pronominal clitic.

Thus, like Lezgian, Tongan does have an ergative case, but unlike Lezgian, it does have an
ergative construction ans a norergative language.

In alb sultypelanguagewhi ch has -opi éstyed ac motobepSymSulb) gy a't
can be privilged only by its linear position. s the actant L of theransitive MV that

occupies a special linear position in gEntencé the same that occupies the only actant of

an intransitiveMV. Vietnamese is a good exampleere, the SyntSubj immediately precedes

the MV:

(160 Vi etnamese (Tr€ehng 1970)
aTli /|Gk §pz lit. O lphsGieatpur nd.61 / Giap returnec
b.T*i /|GkE@uy Onlit. s §cl hhsBieaapd bo okld/. Gi ap read [t}

Vietnamese has no voice, so thay privileges ofits SyntSubjare 1)the dependence on the

MV and 2) the preverbal linear positiofl do not know about definitorial properties thie
SyntSubj specific to Vietnamese.) However, to prevent possible misunderstandings, let me
indicate that the preverbal noun in Viethamese can also be a dlegisexpresses the
Theme of the sentencef. the nounc | Cir (16c):

c.Gi §plL« ¢ EgOnit.é6@ichpmsr @@d bookd.

The same state of affairs is characteristic of many atbealled amorphous/isolating lan
guages, whiclack inflectional morphology. For instance, in Mandarin Chinese the preverbal
noun is necessarilythier a SyntSubj, or prolepss expressg the Theme; thus we have:

(17) Mandarin (Li & Thompson 1994: 28242, z=/cl)

a.zel kai-le mene 6 Thieves opened the doord.
thief open PERF door CRS [= particle signaling a Currently Relevant State of affairs]

b. Mer kai-le 0The door opened©o.

door open PERF/CRS
u

c.Men,|| ze] kai-le 6 Door, thievéd.opened
door thief open PERF/CRS

U
d. Men, || kai-le 0The door, [someone] opened [ i t]
door open PERF/CRS

In (17ai b) we see two different lexemes of the vocatilg, just ike the English verloPEN:a transitive and an
intransitive one (such verbs are knowradsle). (17cid) showmeN6 door & i n the syigltactic r

is marked by a pause andising contour); in(17c) the DirO of the vertxal and in(17d) both the SyntSubj
and the DirO are not expressed on the surface.

As one can see frorfl7d), in Mandarin, the SyntSubj is in principle omissjbhereis a
couple ofanother clear exampe

e.T Zuo shemeft. Mo whafdi Chizheit.ad&Eat i ng beod.
This exchangesi possiblen any circumstanceshen | put my question tasomebody about
himself or about any other people or animalé Wh at | sihiay ed beedeg/dld// They
i s/ am/ aye eatingé
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f. Diu-le yi kuai biacit. § Somebody] | ostchwaa swaltocshtéd.. = 060 A wat

4.2 Monoactantial Agreement of the Main Verb

Language type 2: If in L any MV agrees with only one of its actants, then this actant is the SyntSub;j.
This must be true for the basic (= least markedns of the MV, for instance, the impective stem; with the
perfective stem, the transitive MV may agree with the DirO.

A typical example of a type 2 language is Hindi.

(18 Hindi (@ai= / 0/ )
a. Intransitive Verbs

a +0 +a[y aval hu ‘I [a man] have come’.

I=NOM |male] come PERF.PART MASC.SG be-PRES.1.SG
a +o +7 hil ‘I [a woman] have come’.
I-NOM [female] come PERF.PART FEM.SG be-PRES.1.SG
a +0 +e hat ‘They [men] have come’.
they-NOM [males] come PERF.PART MASC.PL be-PRES.3.PL
a +0 47 hai ‘They [women] have come’.
they-NOM [females] come PERF.PART FEM.PL be-PRES.3.PL

b. Transitive Verbs: Imperfective Stem
cit't+0 lya lik'+@  rah +0 +a hil
I-NOM [male] letter em SG/PL.NOM write CONV remain PERF.PART MASC.SG  be-PRES.1.SG

lit. ‘T [aman] letter/s writing am’. = ‘I am writing a letter/letters’.

citt"1+0 lya LK'+0  rah +0 +e hai

we-NOM [males] letter em SG/PL.NOM write CONV remain PERF.PART MASC.PL be-PRES.1.PL

lit. “We [men] letter/s writing are’. = ‘We are writing a letter/letters’.
VS.
Til citt"1 +0lya lik'+0  rah +0 +7 hai
YOUsG-NOM [female]  letter m SG/PLNOM write CONV remain PERF.PART FEM.SG  be-PRES.2.SG

lit. “You [a woman] letter/s writing are’. = ‘You are writing a letter/letters’.

- ~ .7 h -
Git'T +0)ya lik'+0  rah+0 + ho
YOUp -NOM [female]  letter xm SG/PL.NOM write CONV remain PERF.PART FEM.PL be-PRES.2.PL

lit. “You [women] letter/s writing are’. = “You are writing a letter/letters’.

c. Transitive Verbs: Perfective Stem

it T +Olva lik'+g  +i hai [hai

I INSTR [male]  letter m SG/PL.NOM write PERF.PART FEM.SG/PL be-PRES.3.SG/PL

lit. ‘By.me [a man] letter/s written is/are’. = ‘I have written a letter/letters’.

VS.
it!'T+0lya Lik'+@ 41 hai /hai
yOugg INSTR [female] letter wm SG/PLNOM write PERE.PART FEM.SG/PL be-PRES.3.SG/PL

lit. ‘By.you [a woman] letter/s written is/are’. = “You [a woman] have written a letter/letters’.

In (18c), a perfective transitive MV controls an ergative construdtiafith the SyntSubj in
the instrumental; the nouni "® vyeyl et t er (s) 6 i s ad adshowd,n

mI.:

Xviil

S

n c ¢



Syntactic Subject, Once Again

(18d) 0 promotes this noun to the SyntSubj, demoting the former SyntSubj to an Ag(entive)
Co(mplament

d. Passive

Citl't  +0 lik" +0 + 3a+@  rah +0 + hai
lettersmy, SG.NOM write PERF.PART FEM.SG g0 CONV remain PERF.PART FEM.SG be-PRES.3.SG
‘The letter is being written’.

and
lik" +0 +i 3at@  rah +0 +i hai
letterm PLNOM  write PERF.PART FEM.PL go CONV remain PERF.PART FEM.PL be-PRES.3.PL

‘The letters are being written’.
gju 6go6 is theypabeireei auxinhlei afrorrRmHiOf e mainvGer bs at lger pn
auxiliary, which takes the converb & gerund of the |

Hindi is thus a noergative language: its transitive verb admits a DirO, and the meaning of a
transitive verb typidal vy has O6caused as the generic comp
but it does have an ergative construadiomith a transitive MV in gpast perfectivg form

and the SyntSubj in the instrumental, the MV agreeing only with the DirO. With an
imperfedive MV, Hindi uses a nominative construction, and the verb agrees then with the
SyntSubj. (In other words, Hindi manifestdit ergativity.)

The Synt Subj s privileges in Hindi are:

1) the dependence on the MV;

2) nonomissibility,

3) the linear positiobefore the MV and other actants;

4) the control of agreement of the MV (in an imperfective form);

5) the nominative case (again, with an imperfective MV);

6) the Apassivizabilityo (that is, being the

The things are submntially different in Archi Although, just like Hindi, Archi has a
monaactantal agreemerd if the MV is in the one of the least marked synthetic forms, as in
(19), the actant of the MV that controls its nogtass agreement igselfd in contrast to
Hindid always in the nominative; it is not omissible and its syntactic position is targeted by
an actanimanipulating voicdike transformation (as before, this actant is boxed in the
examples; it is the SyntSubj, as will be shown).

(19) Archi (DaghestaniarKibrik 1977, 2003: 332368; Roman numbers stand for noun cladses

a. Buwa +l +l datg d a 6Mot her camebd
motheg;, SG NOM Il COMEPERF

b.Dija  +l +mu buwa +I +I Gi ratr+u
fathey  SGINSTR motheg;; SG Nom behind doJi.do-AOR

ito6Fat her Mot hewsehbe@hidod ds dabh i diJom meaning 0l

6Fat her brwiutghhth iMoo .her
c.Dija  + +mu m Gi ratwtult aw

mi.
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fathegy  SG INSTR friend,y SGNOM behind doi.do-A0R

60Fat her brought a friend with hi mod.
d.Dija  + +mu dos +til +i Gi ratbtu

fathegy  SG INSTR friend,y PLNOM behind do.il .do-ACR

O0Fat herf rbireonudgshtwi t h hi mo.
All plural nouns belong to noun class the verbasd d 0 6 s h 10 agseenemt with the plurdbstilé f r i ends 6.

e.Dija +/ +n  buwa +i +fia n G + + | atl +w
father;) SGGEN  mothergSG COMIT fightnoun,1iv) SGNOM  do .IV. do-PERF
lit. ‘Father’s with.Mother fight was.done’. = ‘Father fought with Mother’.

f.*Dija+ +mu  kunne ~ Dija+ +mu kummyl  kunne

fatheg) SGERG ~ eatAOR fatheg, sG ERG  food-sGNOM  eatAOR
‘Father ate’.
g. (i) Balah +I +i dita+b+u b+ter &iTm o u bfl cer ggeetttsen qui ckl vy
trouble ) SG NOM soon.IlL.soon III forget

(iAr ga hor Oé+b+u i g k4l da +b+u

Archi-INESs  long.ago very.iii .very  schoo},) SG NOM  open.iil. OPerrACR

0A school opened in Archi very |l ong ti me
(iif) D+ez malgan

N |-DAT YOUsgqi-nom De.deadPRES

0 Y ostngulgrfemalf ar e dear to med. = 061 | ove you

The SyntSubj in Archi has six privileges:
1) it depends only on the MV;

2) it is noromissible, while all other actants of the MV can be abgeint(19f), where a
generic noun O0fooddé must be used in the nomi

3) it is positioned immediately before the MV after all other actants;

4) it control® almost exclusivelyy the nourclass agreement not only of the MV, but also of
circumstantials 1ad even of certain actants, as(i®g), where the advertitabu6 s oon 6, t h«
particleepu6 ver y 6 anddz6t be maét agree in noun cl ass v

5) it is always marked by the nominative;

6) Archi heads v&onhititpoomates the AgCo to the SyntSubj, while demoting
the former SyntSubj to the DirO:

(20) a. Buwa+l +mu c'alli+l +i b+a+r +g i b+i

mother SG INSTR  bread ) SG NOM I do IMPF CONV III be-PRES
lit. ‘By.mother,,c, breads,sw; doing is’. = ‘Mother is baking bread’.
VS' . .
b. calli+l +l b+ta+r +g i d+i
mother, SG  NOM bread ) SG NOM 1 do IMPF CONV II be-PRES

lit. ‘Mothersynisubj breadpiro doing 1s’. = ‘Mother is baking bread’.

NB: 1. The two sentences in (20) contrast in that (20a) answers the question “What is happening?”, while(20b) constitutes
an answer to the question “What about Mother?”: in a sentence of this type, the SyntSubj must be Thematic.

2. In (20b), the auxiliary agrees with the SyntSubj, while the converb—with the DirO.
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To sum up: Archi does not have an ergative construction, since its SyntSubj is always in the
nominative; it does not have an ergative case, either: its AgCo is in the instrumental. But like
Lezgian, Archi is an ergative language.

4.3 Polyactantial Agreement of the Main Verb

Language type 3: In language L, the MV agrees simultaneously with two actants, using two sets of agreement
markers. In some languages, the MV can simultaneously agree with three or even four actants. However, in
order to simplify, I consider here the MV’s agreement just with two actants —L; and L,, one of which is thus
the SyntSubj and the other one, the DirO. This introduces into our inquiry an additional dimension: the necessity
to distinguish between SyntSubjs and DirOs.

For Type 3 languages, two situations must be distinguished: either a monoactantial MV uses
only one set of agreement markers, or it uses alternatively both (as a function of ¢aé lexi
unit).

Subtype 3a. In L, the transitive MV agrees simultaneously with two actants, but a monoactantial MV features
only one type of agreement.

Subtype 3b. In L, the MV agrees simultaneously with two actants, and a monoactantial MV features both types
of agreement.

In a Subype 3a languagehe only actant of an intransitive M¢ its SyntSubj, so that the
researcher has to decide between two actants of a transitive biactantial MV. Such a situation
is found in many languages; | select two for an examinati@eorgian and Basque.

Georgian. In contrast to Lezgian and Archi, a traing& Georgian MV agreésin person and
numbed simultaneously with two of its actants, which are, therefore, the SyntSubj and the
DirO (for simplicityés sake, Odlratherdharnvvathtoeut t h.
DirOd possible with some verbs). Wave to settle accounts between these two: which one

is bos® i.e. the SyntSubj? A transitive verb has two sets of agreement markers: Sets | and .
Only the markers of Set | are exclusively used for the actant of a monoactantial MV, which
stands in most cas in the nominative, c21a); it is a SyntSubj. But this fact by itself is not
sufficient to consider Set | prefixes as exclusively subject markers: on a transitive verb, they
can in principle crosseference the DirO: precigethis, as we will see, happens in Basque.
One has to compare both actants of a transitive MV as to thein@a&eng and mutual linear

order. In the least marked transitive clause, with the MV in a tense of the present series, the
actant crosseferencd by Set | markers is in the nominative and precedes the MV and the
other actant, just as the SyntSubj of an intransitive MV. The other actant, which is in the
dative, in a communicatively neutral sentence either follows the MV, or precedes it while
following the nominative actant. Therefore, the &rstominativé® actant is the SyntSubj of

the transitive MV, so that Set | markers must be consideredsabiEet markers. As a result

the SyntSubj in Georgian is the element cnedsrenced by subject markersis boxed in

the examplesf (21), and the subject markers are boldfaced.
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(21) Georgian(the morphological representation is drastically simplified)

a. Intransitive Verbs: Present and Aorist

berd+eb  +a ‘[The] man ages’. ~

man SG NOM  age PRES
berd+eb  +i+an  ‘[The] men age’.
man PL NOM age PRES IND
M v+berd+eb +i +l ‘T age’. V +berd+eb +i +t ‘We age’.
1- 1sus A€ PRES IND we-NOM 1sys AgC PRES IND
K d al c+i datberd+l +a ‘[The] man aged’. ~
man SGNOM PERFage  AOR3.SGsup

datberd+@ +nen ‘[The] men aged’.

man PL NOM PERF work AOR 3.PLgys

da+tvtberd+O+i +i ‘laged’. ~ da+v+berd+O +i +t “We aged’.

I-NoM PERF1sypag¢ AORIND SGsus We-NOM PERF1sys WOrk  AOR IND PL gy

b. Transitive Verbs: Present and Aorist

(i) m +x ataws me ~ g+x ataws g e n~ X atawds magmat

man SG NOM 1SGog; drawPRES3.SGsys |-DAT 2083 YOUsg-DAT he-/they-DAT
‘[The] man draws me ~ yousg ~ him/them’.

(i) K d #ebti| m +x aHawden me ~ g+x atawden g e n~ x aHawlen magmat
man PL NOM 1.SGos, draw PRES3PLsys I-DAT 20 YOUsc-DAT he-/they-DAT

‘[The] men draw me ~ yougs ~ him/them’.

(iii) [Mée vV +x atawl mas/mat 61 draw him/ttl
[-NOM 1susdraw PRESSGsus he'they-DAT
(iV)[K d @il emd da+m +x aH da me datrg+x aH €hg e n datx aH +h
man SGERG  PERF1.SGosdraw AOR 3.SGgues 2083 YOUsc-DAT he-/they-NOM

‘[The] man drew me ~ yougs ~ him/them’.

(v) da+m +x at des me~ datg+x at tbsg e n darx aH tksis/isini

man PL ERG PERF1.SGog; drawAOR 3.PLgys |-NOM 2083 YOUsg-NOM he-/they-NoMm
‘[The] men drew me ~ yougs ~ him/them’.

vi)Md dat v +xat+@+e islisini 61ewdmhi m/ t

[-ERG  PERF Igys draw he/they-NoM

The Georgian SyntSubj hai privileges:

1) It depends only on the MV;
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2) it is nonomissible;

3) it controls the same type of agreement for intransitive and trams#ikbs, imposing suab
ject affixes;

4) normaly, it precedes the MV and the other actants;

5) with the MV in one of the present series tenses, the SyntSubj is in the nomi(iiaie);
with a transitive MV, the DirO is in theative: (21cid). This is the most common
nominative construction, such as seen in many languages;

6) Georgianhas a passive, which confirms the subjecthood oftlum in theergative

(22) [Gogi+m es st daltldi/as t+dlait di dat+c d+é #a
Gogi ERG this paper SG NOM /paper PL NOM PERF Write AOR 3.SG
6Gogi wrote this paper/these papersbo.
VS.
Es st dsaittidi /at drabtid idatc d+dl +i ig+o
this paper SG NOM /paper PL NOM PERF write PASS.PARTSG  be AOR.3.SG
Gogtis mier

Gogi GEN by.means
060This paper/ These papers was/ were written

NB: The GeorgianMV does not reflect the plural of an inanimate SyntSubj; that is dagerili
Owr it tigeorw@adaann d he singul ar for both 6paperd and 6pap

If the MV is in an aoriskeries tense, the case marking of the SyntSubj and the DirO changes

to, respectively,ite ergative and the nominative,iag21ei h), although their syntactic status

does not change. A transitive Georgian MV in an aorist segresetand its two main actants

form, of course, an ergative construction. (Just like Hindi, Georgian marifdisexgativity:

the ergative construction appears only with aorist series tense forms; elsewhere we have the
nominative construction.) In accawce with the convention concerning SyntSubj property

Avi ol ations, 06 the appearance of the ergativ
make the definition of the SyntSubj in Georgian any more problematic.

Georgian has the ergative constructiamd a&he ergative case, but it is not an ergative
language.

Basque The Basque transitive MV also agrees simultaneously with at least two of its actants.
As in Georgian, there are two sets of agreement affixes, the prefixesdssreferencing the

Nwon ard the affixes lize crossreferencing the Mg, for the singlé nominativéd actant of

an intransitive MV only the affixes of sefol are used. But here comes the important
difference with Georgian: with a transitive MV, one of its two actants is alwayhken t
ergative; there is no tenseduced ergative spétthat is, no nominative construction that
helps us identify the SyntSyldpasque has an ergative construction in all terleeBasque,

we cannot know which affixes are subjectival. Therefore, in thiewolg example, the
boldfaced agreement affixes are specified by the noun theyraf@sence: Now VS Nerg; for

i nst apw@easina gl onsme armsradrafeeencksehe Ny, et c .

mI.

Xx1i1



Igor Mel’cuk

(23) Basqueg= /tx&/ [/ 2=ls) |/
a. Intransitive Verbs

(i) Gizonta +i +i | etorri d+i +a 6The man has come.
man  DEF SG NOM come-PERF.PART  3xom SGrom b€
(ii) |Gizon+a +k +0) etorri d+ir +a  ‘The men have come’.
man DEF PL NOM come-PERF.PART  3xom PLxom be
(iii) [Ni+] | etorri n +aiz 61 have comed.
I NoMm come-PERF.PART  1.8SGyom b€

b. Transitive Verbs

(i) Gizonta + +K kotxera +i +i saldu d+ +u  + +
man DEFSGERG car DEF SGNOM SelFPERF.PART 3yom SGwom have  3ere SGere
‘The man has sold the car’.

(ii) |Gizonta +i +K kotxera +k+ saldu d+it  +u  H o+
man DEFSG ERG car DEFPL NOM SelFPERF.PART 3yom PLnow have  3gre SGers
‘The man has sold the cars’.

(iii) [Gizonte  +K kotxeta+l +I saldu d+l +u 4+ +e
man PL.DEF ERG car DEFSG NOM SelFPERF.PART 3yom SGuom have  3grs Plers
‘The men have sold the car’.

(iv) [Gizonre  +K kotxera +k+] saldu d+it +u  + +zte
man PL.DEF ERG car DEFPLNOM sellFPERF.PART 3womPLyom have 3ere Plerc
‘The men have sold the cars’.
(v) kotxera+ +i  saldu d+i  +u +t
I ERG car DEF SGNOM sell-PERF.PART  3nomPLxow have 1SGgrg
‘I have sold the car’.
(vi) kotxera+k+I  saldu d+it  +u  +t
I ERG car DEF PLNOM sell-PERF.PART  3xomPLxowmhave 1SGrg

‘I have sold the cars’.

A transitive MV crossreferences its DirO by the same markers as an intransitive MV-cross
references its SyntSubj. For this reason, in Basque, the existence ofsacitéiirig
modifications of the verb is really crucial. The language has two such modifications
(Rebuschi 1978: 167 and 8283; Rebuschi 1981: 92, 1982: 209 986 ; Rebuschi 6s
guoted with simpliftations): a passive and two detransitivizations, which target the
Synt Subj6s syntactic position.

Passive: a diathetic conversiorD i gr SyntSubj, SyntSulik Ag C g he pri me).means 06c

The Basque passive is illustrated(84), where the sentences correspond to the sentences in
(23b):
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(24)a. (i) Kotxera+i +| 9izonta +l +k  saldu +a+l  d+l +a

car DEF man DEF SGERG sellPERF.PART DEF SG 3nom SGrom be
“The car is sold by the man’.

(ii) [Kotxera +k+ | gizonta+l +k saldu +a+tk d+ir +a
car DEF PLNOM man DEF SGERG SellPERF.PART DEF SG 3yom PLnow b€
‘The cars are sold by the man’.

(iii) [Kotxerat+l +I | gizonre +k saldu +a+l d+l  +a
car DEFSG NOM man DEF.PLERG SellFPERF.PART DEF S( 3yom SGwow b€

‘The car is sold by the men’.

(iv) [Kotxera+k +1]  gizonte  +k  saldu +a+k d+ir +a
car DEFPLNOM  man DEF.PL SellPERF.PART DEF PL 3yom PLyowb€
‘The cars are sold by the men’.
(v) Kotxera+i +I|  ni+k saldu +a+ d+ +a
car DEFSG NOM | ERG selFPERF.PART DEF SG 3wom SGuom  be
‘The car is sold by me’.
(vi) [Kotxera +k+1 | ni+k saldu +a+k d+ir +a
car DEFPLNOM | ERG SellPERF.PART DEFPL 3you PLnow b€
‘The cars are sold by me’.
Detransitivizati ong SyntBubjyo'result in ASynt Sub
Basque has a progressive construction, marked by therAdjb ei ng i n t he pr oce
and using the auxiliaryzAN 6 bdee¥en for transitive verbs, which becons® ipso
intransitive (since a transitive verb uses as its auxiliary orlaN 6 hav e 8 ) : t he Sy

instead of the ergative, takes the nominative, as an intransitive SyntSubj should; the former
DirO remains in the nominative, but loses its status as a DirO, since the verb becomes
intransitive; the MV agrees only with the $gnbj:

(25 ) a. (i) (Gizonta +i + | kotxera +| /k+| saltzen ari d+l +a

man  DEFSG NOM car DEFSGPL sellGER doing 3wom SGwom be
‘The man is selling the car/s’.

(i) [Gizonta +k+ | kotxe/kotxeak saltzen ari  d+ir +a
man DEF PL NOM carDEF.SGPLNOM sellGER doing 3womPLyow b€
‘The men are selling the car/s’.
The other detransitivization (called fianti pa
construction:
b. (i) Gizonta+| +i | kotxera+l /k+l saldu  +a +i d+ +a
man  DEFSG NOM car SelkPAST.PARTDEF SG  3womSGwou b€

‘The man is having.sold the car/s’.

(ii) kotxedkotxeak saldu +a +k d+ir -a

man DEFPLNOM CarDEF.SGPLNOM sellPAST.PARTDEF PL 3wom PLynow b€
0 T Imen arehaving.sold thear'sd .
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The four Basque SyntSubjés privileges are a:
2) it is nonromissible; 3) it tends to precede the MV and other actantts Ale is targeted
by the passive and i®efirmed by detransitivizations.

In conclusion, Basque is a nengative language, but it does have an ergative construction
(without split) and an ergative case.

As for Subtype3b languagesprobably the besknown example here comes from Acehnese
Accordng to Durie 1985: 190 and 1987, Acehnese has no syntactic processes: no voices, no
raisings, no detransitivization, no switoéference, etc.; word order is extremely flexible. The
only reliable syntactic property of actants of the Main Verb that aménist®rivilege is verb
agreemerd crossreferencing of actants on the MV. It cragderences two of its actants

(only if they are animate): one by a prefixal marker, the other by a suffixal marker. However,
with a semantically monoactantial verb havingtjasme syntactic actant both types of
agreement occur, which means thafdfa) and(26b) we see two different types of act@nt
one controlling prefix agreement and the other controlling suffix aggae

(26) AcehneseNlalayo-PolynesianPDurie 1985, 1987, 1988;=/e/,* =/o/,eu= [ £/ |,/ "Y/

i= | a&l)

aLt#h * pol enankQedl.* p 6He enter so.
1.SG enter 3.8G enter

b.Rh#tl no I f adnd Rbh.+geuh 6 He f al | s 6.
fall 1.SG fall 3.8G

Thus, both types of actant are privileged in Acehnese, since they, and only they, control the
agreement of the MV. Therefore, one of these actants must be the SyntSubj and the other, the
DirO. To decide which one of the two is more privildgdan the other and thus is th
SyntSubj, we need to consider a biactantial verb in a sentence wheregastlotyactant are
expressed:

c.L ! #mgiengrgeuh6 1 s ee hi m/Ghuengigngt!l tonHe/ She sees meod
1.SG see 3.5G 3.5G see 1.SG

Examining sentences with two privileged syntactic actants, we find that:

» The prefixal marker on the verb is obligatory and cannot be linearly separated from
the verb (26d-1), while the suffixal marker is not obligatory and can migrate to the outer
edge of the verbal phrase (26d-ii):

d. (i) Gopnyanl 1+mgiengd Hil m s e e~0L. ! geutngiengd Me he. seesO.
he 1.SG see | 3sSG see
VS.
*L 1 mgiengrgeuh 61 s e e *Gopngad hgiend thHe sees. med.
I see 3.5G he see 1.5G
(i) Katleupahtl *ukeudébaroe
PASTreach 1sGtotown yesterday

6l reached anweé. town yesterd
L ! katleupahu keudebaroe 1 Katleupahu keudébaroetl 1. n
* The imperative requires the prefixal marker and does not allow the suffixal one:

ee()Newtpeumeodahbi vePg mmg h ®a h! *~
*Neurp e umetb 8&dRor gi ve. me! 6
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2.sG forgive
(i) Netp e uj °i¢ nyoe keujihld6 Make him drink this wat
258G make.drink water this to he
Only the prefix-referenced actant can be the Addressee of an imperative utterance.

* The prefix-referenced actant, and only this actant, can be introduced by the preposition
1€, when following the Main Verb:

f.Go p ny atn#tuniom P 16nl burned down his housebo.
he 1s¢ burnhousel lit. O He | . house. burnt by | 6.

Therefore, the prefixeferenced actant is more privileged in Acehnese: it is the SyntSubj. The
other one, suffixreferenced, is the DirO. This simply means tha{dfb) a literal gloss
should be rather olt.falls me/ hi mb. Durie hi
since 30 years ago the notions of SyntSubj &ydtObj were too vague to be of any use;
Durie 1985: 190191 correctly indicates that none of Acehnese clause elements corresponds
tothe characer i sti cs of ,tdmootitancept tused dt the timp instead of
SyntSubj. However, Durie makest absolutely <clear that nAge
genuine semantic relans, but clearly syntactic ones (see especially Durie 1987). Therefore,
it can be safely concluded that, by calling the prediferenced actant the SyntSubj and the
suffix-referenced one the DirO, | simply sharpen and, at the same time, generalize the
terminology.

What is special about the Acehnese SyntSubj and DirO is their more direct link to semantic
roles. In many such languages as English or Russian, a SyntSubj candtitiis semantic

roles: it can express an Agedblin beat up Payl a PatientJohn got a beatiny a Cause

(John really worries u$, an ExperiencerJphn likes boiled potatogs a Property Carrier

(John is intelligen), Time (The next morningsaw Johnin Nevadd, and so on; to a lesser

extent, the same is true of the DirO. But in Acehnese, the SyntSubj expresses only the
volitional Actor, and the DirO only the nerolitional Undergoer. The semantic opposition of
volitionality is extremé important; Aehnesg has special derivational means to change the
volitionality of a verb (Durie 1988: 7jak 6 g o, wedjak@®wal k wi t hout vol
seunangd b e h amepsedgnang ma ke onesel f happy, enj oy of
alignment of syntacticelations to semantic roles by no means diminishes the importance of
syntactic relations.

With the proposed terminological change, one can draw an interesting parallel between the
Acehnese sentences of tf@6b) typed that is, wth a verb that has a DirO only, but no
SyntSubjd and Russian impersonal constructions in which the only semantic actant of the
verb is expressed by a DirO (the verb in these constructions expresses an incontrollable state):

(27)Menjasqecct 0gni thOYrttnauseates/ dlomamsnaedeat ed/ |

Menja,cc znobit lit. ‘[It] chills me’. = ‘I have a chill’.

Menja,cc triasét lit. ‘[It] shakes me’. = ‘I shake”’.

Menjaucc proneslo lit. ‘[It] diarrhea-ed me’. = ‘I had diarrhea’.

Menjaucc skrjucilo lit. ‘[It] completely.bent me’. = ‘I was doubled up [in pain]’.
Menja,cc razneslo lit. ‘[It] expanded me’. = ‘] got fat’.
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| do not see any substantive difference between Acelgheskl °tmo [ | t ] hurts/ sic
o1 am hur t i nsgdnsimperkodal consthuctionh and the Russian impersonal
constrution of the typeMe nj a lit.r v&[t | t ] vomits meod. = 0l %
quantitative: Russian has a handful of such impersonal verbs, while in Acehnese there are
hundreds of them

5 SyntSubj Problems Related to Impersonal Constructions

Often, the dubious treatment of an actant as the SyntSubj is due to the failure to recognize the
presence of a zero dummy subject, a lexeme similar to the expletive and meteoratagjical
English,but having an empty signifier. Let me consider two cases, in Icelandic and in Amele.
Icelandic has a common type of sentences of the fo{28)n

(28) Icelandic (Andrews 2001)

aB&t +inn/B&a +na rak § land 6 The biofattedd .tdo s ho
bﬁat SG.ACC DEF / boat PLACCDEF  drift-PAST.38G to  shore lit. “[It] drifted the.boat/s to
shore’.

b.B &t +num/B &t +num hvolf+di 6The boat./s capsizedo
boat SG.DAT DEF /boat PLDAT DEF  capsize PAST.3SG lit. ‘[It] capsized the.boat/s’.

c. () Hann  kastatH i steicki  +nunisteiftu +humé He t hr ew wi t h . |

he-NOM  throw PAST.3SG  stone SG.DAT DEF /stone PL.DAT DEF

(i) Steinti +num/Steintu  +num var kastatH 6 T h e stone/ s
t hrowno.

stone  SG.DAT DEF /stone PL.DAT DEF be-PAST.3SG throw PAST.PART
lit. ‘[It] was thrown with.the.stone/s’.

According to Andrews 2001, the boldfaced element in the sentences of (28) is the SyntSuby;,
since its behavior shows at least 13 features that it shares with the behavior of the “canonical”
SyntSubjs of Icelandic: it controls coreference with the “subject” of an infinitive and the
choice of the reflexive possessive pronoun sinni ‘self’s’ (Rus. svoj), it can appear between an
auxiliary and the past participle of the lexical verb (where only SyntSubj are admitted), etc.
However, “not only are they not nominative in case, but the verb does not agree with them”
(Andrews 2001: 93), while normal SyntSubjs in Icelandic control the agreement of the MV
and are marked by the nominative. Therefore, I conclude that these suspicious clause
elements are not SyntSubjs—even though they behave in many respects as prototypical
SyntSubjs sometimes do under specific conditions. Otherwise, it is not clear what Andrews
and many others who share his perspective on this issue understand by a subject: by all
means, not a clause element that is the depending member of a particular SSynt-relation.

In reality, the sentences {28ai b) and(28c-ii) manifest an impersonal construction with a

zero subject: in(284i b), this is the lexemé ;5¢ “*™™™, denoting some slightly mysterious

natural forces; in{28c-ii), this is the zero dummg u b j e ¢ t ;d whighdsnsemartically

and phontogically empty. These zeroes are equivalererg IT, Ger. ESandFr. IL. (Spanish

and Russian also have, in such contexts, a zero dummy: for insgan&e lee muchas
novelasit. O [ | t Jf rneaandys niatestdile ® E ammboH e rsei gbeyn.ome [ i t
The correct glossing dR8a), (280) and(28c-i i ) woul d be 61t drifted

casi zed the boat/sd and 01t was thrown with
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constructions are described in an elementary manual of Icelandic forativas (Glendening
1983: 4950).

In Amele (Roberts 1987, 2001), the MV can simultaneously agitkefour types of actant
(quadripersonal agreement). Agreement affixes are different for each type of actant; the
agreement of the only one actant with an intransitive MV allows us to establish the Subject
Agreement affix set and thus to identify the &ubj without problems: the SyntSubj in an
Amele sentence is the noun that imposes the use of these particular agreement affixes.

A problem concerning the SyntSubj in Amele comes fromirtfiectional category oswitch-
reference: in case a sentence inckgltwo (or more) verbs, the first being subordinated to the
second (VY synti V%), a switchreference grammeme on' 6 supposed to indicate whether
V2 has a SyntSubj referentially identical to that df {For instance, idohn came in and sat
down both verbs have referentially identical SyntSubjsJalmn came, and | sat dowthe
verbs have referentially different SyntSubjs.) @Ba):

(29) Amele (TransNew Guinea family; Roberts 1987, 1988, 200%, / |g b/)

a. hu +f +ig madtig +en ol f I c¢come,. [T] will
I come ifSAME-SUB 1SGys Spek 1SGsys FUT

Vs.

Ugdho +o0 & +b fi fjamadtig +en 61 f he comes, I wi ||
he come ifDIF-SUB 3SGys if | speakisGys FUT

b. Egéwen I +g +en OWe became hungrybo.
we hunger give 1PLos; 3SGsus REMOTEPAST  lit. ‘[It] us hunger gave’.

c.Egé 5 0o +5 otbb wen | +g +en
we REAL-GER walk 1PLsy3.SAME-SUB hunger give 1PLos; 3SGsus REMOTE.PAST

it. O0We wal king, [it] us hunger.gaved. = 06A

d. Eu jagel Novembenalugd odo+3 o+b 5 wiy +en

this month in he do DIF-SUB 3SGsys  leave 1PLog;  3SGsys REMOTE.PAST

it6 This in November he having.done, lef t . i1

Amele has an impersonal construction, which expresses physiological and psychological
states of a person; this construction hasiardmy z e r o (3, &) with jwkiah the Verb

agrees; this is shown by the agreement grammemg on thelight verb6 g i in (89). The
Experierter (= the hungry peopledppears as DirO (also identified by verb agreememl

the designation of the state it€eld noun or an adjectideis a quasbbject, very much like
quastobject noun in Persian verbal collocations; it is not cregsrenced on the verb. What

is found in (29%) is an unprobleatic construction similar to Russian impersonal
constructions of the typNasiot r j @.s £d [ | t ] shakes usNasio= 06 We

klonit v sonilit. o[ t] pushes us into sl eepd. = 6 We .
But in a twoeclausesentence, such as that (@9c), the verb of the first clause, where the
SyntSubj iSEGEO we 0 , i's marked as having the same !
clause, while this latter has a dummy zero subject. This fact nixiesrts to remark that,
although O6wed in the second clause is a Dir
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firstplacdcontrolling the feature fAsame/ different
we haveto say that the suffixob signals tle sameSyntSubj in the next clause? Roberts

himself (1988) states that the swiference in Amele may track the sequencé&lE@mes
(Asame Theme/ di fferent Themed) rather than t
in Roberts 1987: 29305 also pmts to rather semantic character of Amele swieference:

thus, in(29d), the SyntSubj is, of course, the same, but the marker-efs signals the

change of world settifga new situation obtains. Therefore, if we accdmt tswitch

reference in Amele marks the preservation/change of Themes (or maybe of situations
describe®), the problem disappears: it suffices to replace the names of grammemsas

andoir-sus in (29ci d) by samE-THEME andpiF-THEME.

6 The Syntactic Subject: Its Syntrole vs.Its Sem and Comm-
roles

The problem of defining SyntSubj has arisen in part as a result of the failure to separate, on
the one hand, the purely syntactic properties that define a syntactic etdnaarthuse and,

on the other hand, some semantic and communicative properties of that same element. It is
true that sytactic clause elements encddm the ultimate analysds semantic roles of the
corresponding meanings and are controlled by communicatit@sad his however, is not a
reason for abatoning syntactic relatiodsand by all meansthis is impossible. Simply in

some laguages the alignment of syntactic relations to semantic roles is very intricate; thus, in
English, a SyntSubj can correspotal a large variety of semantic roles. But in other
languages such alignment is more straightforward: thus, in a basic clause of Archi the
SyntSubj cannot be an Agent, an Experiencer or a Cause. But even if in some cases there is a
oneto-one correspaen® between syntactic and semantic roles, this should not lead us to
confusing them. Thus, speaking of Lushootseed (Salishan family), Beck (2000: 310) states

At hat although there is an unusually <c¢cl ose
and tre syntactic role that eachpartt pant ¢é i s assigned by the g
hundred percent and so the invocation of a s

not at all astonishing: the SyntSubj as the most privileged syntatéint tends to express the
most privileged semantic role of Agent and the most privileged communicative role available
to a nominad that of the Theme, which in its turn, tends to be Given, referential and definite.
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Notes

' The passive in Dyirbal Dixon 1972: 6567 speaks simply afthe-/&a fprmé andcthe-/Aa gonstrutioné: 40
years ago, ndheoretical tools were available to properly describe the phenomenon. But here are his own

examples (the SyntSubj, called Apivotodo by Dixon, is
(i) a.Bayibarganti [xor b a &g u ly a #deg &, Qurgati  +n
the  wallaby NOM the man INSTR spear ACT PRESPAST
‘The man is spearing the wallaby’.
b.Bayi yafa o (b a Aubargantduye,) Qurga+Aa+uu
the man NOM the wallaby  DAT spear PASSPRES/PAST

‘The man is spearing (at the wallaby)’.

This is an obvious diathesis modification marked on thedvéhix is, a voice. True, termitagically, it is not

OKt o cal | o&ibéecauBepohisemantic eolnotations of the teassive since theDyirbal verb aquiresn

this diathesis an fiactiveod meani ng; mawme. d iFmarumaslitisy,, |
voice marks the following diathetic modification:

X Y |y X \'%
| I I [
It also turns a transitive verb into an intransitive one:-g) (the tense suffixn is that of trangive verbs, while

in (i-b), its counterpart,@, is used only with intransitives.

This is, of course, a classic passive schema,t s ome fiant i pats sheree 0i sWhyi ritsal
being ergatnovnei,naitti vies ofiamt it hat al | its verbs are se
i mage of our verbs. 60X spears Yoéiaoagr(bypXngassival i Dwier
jars as applied to ), the termdirect voiceand converse voiceould be used; in nominative languages, they
appear asctive vs. passive (For a review of Afantipassived constr
Cooreman 1994.)

" Of course, Russian also has some problematic SyntSubjs, for instance:

i Inthe sentenc@bylimmo i derOuTzhEijsa were my friendsod thecmoopul a a
0thisé, but with the nominal attribute.

i The sentenching,rx 01 et staavap dkojwant &0 miefalptelacedbsel f to. me of.
have an overt SyntSubj, but manifests a dummy zero SyntSubj; the same is trg.fortogasey Xvataetii.
6To.them of . this [iént sfudThasedesnip@rsoml confthudtians.i s suf fi ci

i A number of verbs (usually with the prefina-) allow for the SyntSubj in the genitive:

(i) Naexali sjudavsjakiealit. 6 Came here anybodysdé. = 6God knows who

Naexalo sjudavsjakixsey [idem but more colloquial and more depreciative with respect to the JActor

" The name of the Tongan absolutive should not be confounded with theahawiativeoften given to the
nominative case in languages with the ergative constructionTahgan absolutive is formally different from
the nomnative. Note, however, thatdhironganabsolutiveoptionally alternates with the nominative in full
referential NPs:

()6 Okuo@aat amasi .  ,ueta®asit6d sl W eaving the boyod.

YThe fpassi vletd iisn thr cshoime ext ent si milsegKibtikd9764ne fApass
2003: 352354. Ja. Testelec(1979 was prdably the first to insist on the voidike character of this verbal
i al t & o mlaravaaparallewith Dyirbal. The passive, or converse, voice in Archi has two characteristic
properties:

A As in several ot B ¢his voRaig possible anly iinathre  imparfecivdarative,
habitual, progressive or frequentativaspect.

I n idehthesMV veoeives a DirO in the nominative, which is a kind of anathema for an ergative

language; moreover, the MV agrees with this @ir@long with the SyntSubj, so that the MV becomes
bipersonal.

Y The Category of Transitivization. petrans(itivizer) is a grammeme of transitivization, an inflectional category

of the verb similar to, but different from, voice. It resembles voice in that it impacts the verb central actants, the
SyntSubj and the DirO; it differs from voice in that it does peimutethe DS/ntAs of the verb with the respect

to its SemAs, but only modifies their surfacee al i zat i on ( s dfe Thisl eategolyunkludes @t0 6 : 23
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least three grammemes:utraL ~ peTRANS ~ TRANS(itivizer). Tongan, example®)i0), features the paitieuter ~

trans; Chikchi has een two detransitiviers: petrans1 andpetrans2. beTrans1, €Xpressed by the prefire-/ena,

lowers the Syntank of the DirO (which becomes an IndirGgfrans2 (the suffix-tku/-tko) not only lowers the
Syntrank of the DirO, but it also makes itspg@arance in the clause undesirable and, at the same time, blocks
the expression of all other objects and complements, which are allowed both with the basic form and with the
pETRANS1fOrm.

(i) Chukchi

a. lom+nan to  +ret +orkon+@ kimit{+an (tomy+eta)
1 INSTR 1SGsys  transport PRES  3SGes,  load SGNOM  friend SG/PL.DAT
‘Ixor transport a.loadyoy (to.a.friend/to.friendszom)’.

b. 'om +0 t +tine tret  +rkon  kimit{+e (tomy+eta)
1 NOM 1SGsys  DETRANS-1 transport PRES load SGINSTR  friend SG/PL.DAT
‘Ixo: transport a.loadyoy (to.a.friend/to.friendszom)’.

c. lom+0 h  +ret +pt K urkon  (Ckimit§+e "tomy+etd)
I NOM 1SGsyp ~ transport DETRANS-2  PRES load SG.INSTR friend SG/PL.DAT

‘Ixor transport (a.loadyoy) (to.a.friend/to.friendszom)’.
(i-a) presents an ergative construction, obligatory in Chukchi for any transitive verb. In (i-b), we find a
nominative construction, possible only for an intransitive verb: the SyntSubj, which remains ‘I’, is in the
nominative; the DirO ‘[a] load’ has become an OblO in the instrumental, thus losing its salience; the two OblOs
are optional. Finally, (i-c) is again a nominative construction: the two OblOs—*‘load’ and ‘friends’—are
incompatible with each other and even less salient than in the preceding sentence; their omission is preferred.
Roughly, sentence-&) answer s the question O6Whatb),thequesjoou t r an
O60What are yow)doitmg?@ueasnd ohi 6What i s your occupatio
Degrees of tnasitivization/detransitivization, related to the degree of the impact of the denoted action upon
the object, are not a rarity; here is another exainfiiem Warlpiri (Australian family):

(i) Warlpiri
a. Maliki+Y Kkatl + Aartka yakitA 60 The dog hies ntaintdi.ng
dog ERG PRES 3SGsus.3SGos; NEUTRAL man NOM  bite NON-PAST
b. Maliki+Y ka+¥a +inta fartkua yakitA 60 The dog is biting at th
dog ERG PRES 3SGgyp3SGos; DETRANS man DAT bitt NON-PAST

In Warlpiri, oetranslowers the transitivity oftte verb, turning its DirO into an IndirO; but the verb remains-tran
sitive: it still presents an ergative construction, with the SyntSubj in the ergative case.
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