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ABSTRACT

VOICE AND VALENCE-ALTERING OPERATIONS
IN FALAM CHIN: A ROLE AND
REFERENCE GRAMMAR

APPROACH

Deborah King, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2010

Supervising Professor: Jerold A. Edmondson

This dissertation describes and analyzes voice and valendagatperations in
Falam Chin, a Tibeto-Burman language of Burma. The data is e&glavithin the
framework of Role and Reference Grammar (RRG), which supgsiesral key concepts
particularly useful for generalizing the behavior of the Faldnm operations. The first is
RRG’s system of semantic decomposition, based on Dowty (1979), whigdeds to
formulate each predicate’s underlyifmgical structure(LS). Second is the concept of
macroroles,generalized semantic rolestor and undergoer,which are assigned to the

arguments of a predicate according to a hierarchy of LS osilM-transitivity refers to
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the number of macroroles assigned to a given predicate (¥tam & LaPolla 1997; Van
Valin 2005).

Within this framework, each of the primary voice and valencenadfeperations
of Falam Chin are shown to be lexical operations which affeairiderlying LS and/or
macrorole assignment of the base predicate. Causatives andatpgd are valence-
raising operations which fuse two LSs by means of a lexical sudeh that their
arguments are treated as the arguments of a single prediat¢he other hand,
reflexives, reciprocals, and middles assign coreferentiaityydb arguments of the base
predicate, after which they lower M-transitivity by joining thmacroroles of the two
coreferential arguments into a single macrorole. Finally, arsiyss lower M-transitivity
by blocking macrorole assignment to the lower-ranking argument of the basaf@edic

While Falam Chin displays both dependent-marking and head-marking
characteristics, this dissertation argues that it is a fundatafhehead-marking language.
As is characteristic of head-marking languages, Falam Chin's &NE in semantic
apposition to its cross-reference pronominals, which are teectme arguments. In light
of this, a number of unusual features of Falam Chin's voice and vadeceg
operations are revealed to be natural results of its heddraganakeup. Furthermore, as
claimed by Nichols (1986), head-marking languages tend to downplayctynta
distinctions in favor of semantic and pragmatic ones, a chasditegvident in Falam

Chin’s preference for lexical operations with semantic and pragmaticdoacti
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The description and analysis of voice has occupied grammariangHeoearliest
history of linguistics, going back at least as far as 500 BCtlaadirst known Sanskrit
grammar (Klaiman 1991). Yet, despite this long tradition of studige continues to
elude precise definition, and the best method of formal repréieentamains contested.
Naturally, the discussion has been fuelled by the vast expansiogpalbgical work
during the 28 century. As linguists have increasingly explored the languagésiaf
Africa, and the Americas, they have uncovered phenomena which cleattaddgional
notions of voice. Nevertheless, many linguists would today adeeftrbad definition of
voice as “any alternation in or deviation from the normal mhsti... between a
predicate/verb and its core arguments/nominals” (Klaiman 1991:6).

Valence-raising operations, although not traditionally classeds@ise;” could
perhaps reasonably be included in this definition. As Croft (1993:943,rip¥&@lence-
raising operations] appear to be related to voice functions; teeyoaetimes subsumed
with ‘true’ voice alternations under the term ‘diathesis.” Dixamd Aikhenvald (2000)
likewise group these two together as two types of valence-altering operatio

This dissertation focuses on voice and valence-altering operatiéiasaim Chin,

a little-studied Tibeto-Burman language in the Kuki-Chin fansjyoken primarily in the

2 Such alterations may also occur with nominalizatiand their arguments.
1



hills of western Burma (Myanmar). Within the framework of Raled Reference
Grammar (RRG), this dissertation explores the unique propegiegll as overarching
similarities of these operations. My goals are both typologiodltheoretical. As one of
few researchers who have studied Falam Chin, | wish to provioksia grammatical
description of the language and enlarge typological knowledge of voice &mtera
altering operations within Tibeto-Burman languages. In additioagk $o contribute to
the broader field of linguistics by applying and expanding on currgria&ic theory

regarding voice and valence.

This chapter begins with an introduction to Falam Chin in itsat@eid cultural
setting in 81.1, along with an overview of Kuki-Chin literature. Tikifollowed in 81.2
by a literature review examining critical work on grammadtielations, valence and
transitivity, and voice and valence-altering operations. Section at8ssthe broader
research questions, while 81.4 discusses methodology. Finally, §81.5hgvestline for
the remainder of the dissertation.

1.1 An introduction to Falam Chin and Chin languages

A grammar overview of Falam Chin is presented in Chapter 2jrtrzduction
does not repeat the information given there. However, this sectiard@scboth some
discussion of the sociolinguistic background for Falam Chin (81.1.1), dsawea
presentation of the literature on Falam (81.1.2) and other Chin lgegg1.1.3) which

is informative for voice and valence-altering operations.



1.1.1 Sociolinguistic background

Falam Chin is a Central Kuki-Chin language within the Kuki-Chagal
subdivision of the Tibeto-Burman language family (VanBik 2006he Kuki-Chin
languages are spoken primarily in the hills of Western Burigaimar) and
neighboring northeast India. Falam Chin has roughly 100,000 speakerstcatackin
the Falam district of the Chin Hills, as well as around 21,000 speakeoss the border
in India (Lewis 2009).

According to VanBik (2006), Falam is most closely related to ianchutually
intelligible with the better-studied Hakha (Lai) Chin, andlsoalosely related to Mizo
(Lushai) and Laamtuk Thet (all Central Chin languages). VanBi& $im, Laizo, Lente,
Bawm, Bualkhua, Khualsim, Khuangli, Tlaisun, and Za-ngiat as mutuat&ligible
dialects of Falam. Khar Thuan (2008) identifies all of the abové, thi# exception of
Khuangli and Bawm, plus Zahau, Hualngo, Ngawn, Tapong, and Hlawnceibals t
groups within Falam township (Figure 1.1). As he notes, the iaiaen does not refer
to a particular people group, but rather to the area in whichspaken, and has only
been in use to refer to the language since the 1960s. He claimetladl of the dialects
spoken within this linguistic area are mutually intelligible, that Falam is used as the
lingua franca of the area. He groups Laizo, Hlawnceu, Sim,uZama Hualngo together

as one mutually intelligible group.

% Falam has at times been listed as a Northern iBhiguage (Lewis 2009; Matisoff 1996). However,
Osburne (1975:1), classifies it as a Central Chingliage, and more recently, VanBik's (2006)
reconstruction of Proto-Kuki-Chin gives a strongammendation for the Central Chin designation.
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Figure 1.1: Language map of Falam (Ujlakyova 2007)
The Falam Chin language has had a writing system for only a little over a ¢iundre
years. Baptist missionaries Arthur and Laura Carson firstezhtee Chin Hills in 1899,
and by 1907, Rev. Carson had adapted the Roman script for use withaGiiiages
(Carson 1927). Nevertheless, the Chin languages differ in their carteagraphies, and
the Falam—unlike some of their neighboring Chin languages—do not repestent
vowel length or tone (both of which they have) in their orthogrdphg. orthographic

issue which has been disputed is the spelling of the phonénoaé group preferring the

4 There is some discussion of adding these featarere orthography. See Khar Thuan (2008) for la ful
description of the phonology of Falam.
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symbolso and aw for the short and long forms respectively, and the second group
preferring to simply usaw for both short and long forms (Khar Thuan n.d.), because it is
not principally focused on matters of the sounds system. This tdisserfollows the
second convention.

Until recently, there were no commonly held standards for morphensgods in
Falam Chin. An attempt to remedy this situation was made Wélpublication of the
Chin Writer's HandbooKChampeon 2008). The examples in this dissertation follow the
practical orthography of this handbook rather than a phonemic oreeCHhim have a
strong love for their language and culture, and it is hoped that igaglevelopment,
beginning with descriptive study and followed by the production of aaties,
grammars, and literacy materials, may help them to incrdase output of written
material, strengthen their domains of use, and generallyheith in preserving their
language.
1.1.2 Falam Chin literature

The linguistic literature on Falam Chin is scarce and hasapityrbeen focused
on phonology (Khar Thuan 2008), with special emphasis on tone (Osburne 1975; Hyman
2003; see also Yip 2004). Discussion of valence-altering operatamgden minimal.
However, both Osburne and Khar Thuan examine the grammatical phenomeedrabf
stem alternatior(VSA), a common topic in Chin literature as a whole. This setbioks

at Falam Chin phonology, valence-altering operations, and verbal stem altetnations



1.1.2.1 Falam Chin phonology

Osburne’s (1975) dissertatioA, Transformational Analysis of Tone in the Verb
System of Zahao (Laizo) Chiwas the first major linguistic work to look at Falam Chin,
focusing on the Zah3dudialect. She begins with a description of Falam phonology,
including consonant types, vowels and vowel length, syllable structaeglgsion. The
second half of her dissertation is dedicated to tone as it appears in the verb syste

Khar Thuan (2008) also describes the phonemes and syllable strofcttaiam
Chin. In his analysis, Falam contrasts voiceless and voicelesstadpiabial, dental,
alveolar, and velar stops, voiced labial and dental stops, and a gloftaFalam also has
voiceless and voiced labial, alveolar, and velar nasals, voiceless aed laterals, and
voiceless and voiced flaps. In addition, Falam includes voicelessdahtal, alveolar,
and glottal fricatives, a voiceless alveolar affricate, a Vesselateral affricate and a
voiceless aspirated lateral affricate, and two glides.

The consonant phonemes of Falam Chin, as described by Khar Thuan (2008:18)
are summarized in Table 1.1. As the examples in this disseréaigarthographic, rather
than phonemic, | have also supplied the Falam Chin orthographic counterpaaich
phoneme in brackets (< >) where it differs from the IPA symboé primary differences
can be summarized as followls:symbolizes voicelessness in sonorants, aspiration of
stop consonants, glottalization, and the glottal fricatigesymbolizes the velar nasal,

symbolizes the palatal glide, andymbolizes the alveolar affricate.

® The spellingZahauis preferred by my language consultants.
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Table 1.1: Falam Chin consonant phonemes

Labio-

Labial Dental Alveolar Palatal Velar Glottal
dental
/o] W< | 1t/ /k/ -
stops | | /p"/ <ph /) <th | ¢/ <th> U
vd | /b/ /d/ <d>
vl | /m/<hm> /n/ <hn> /y/ <hng>
Nasals ¢
vd | /m/ /n/ /y/ <ng>
Fricatives vl /t/ /s/ /h/
Affricates vl Jts/ <c>
Lateral vi /tl/
affricate /tlt/ <thl>
vl /t/ <hr>
Fla -
P vd /o] <>
vl /1/ <hl>
Laterals -
vd /1/
Glides /w/ il <y>

Of the consonant phonemes identified by Khar Thuan, only the voiced sonorants
and the glottal stop can be syllable final. While he notes théeags of the phonetic
forms [v] and [z] in Falam, Khar Thuan argues that they doplabnes of [w] and [j],
respectively; therefore, he does not list them as separate phonemes in the g@reme

There are five vowel phonemes in Falam Chin:dl/,/a/, lu/, anddl, as shown in
Table 1.2 (Khar Thuan 2008:28). Vowel length is contrastive in clogédbles,
although long vowels are not allowed in glottal-stop final syllables.

Table 1.2: Falam Chin vowel phonemes

Front | Central Back
Close lil lu/
Open-mid| /el <e> ol <aw>
Open lal

In addition, Khar Thuan discusses stress, intonation, and various morphophonemic

changes that take place in Falam.



Osburne (1975) posits a three tone inventory for Falam: L, H, Byicontrast,
Hyman (2003) and Khar Thuan (2008) report that Falam Chin has four tones: L, H, LH,
and HL. Each author gives a distinct, yet overlapping, set of tone sandhi rutadaior.

For example, Osburne describes a tone sandhi rule which says that a Lélltanmedf by
a LH or H tone becomes a L H sequence. This is illustrated in (1.1).

(1.1) a. Osburne’s tone sandhi rule 1
LH{LH,H} > LH

b. r3al kan €. > rdolkangj.

food 3PL.NOM eat
‘We eat food.” (Osburne 1975:18)

Both Hyman and Khar Thuan describe two tone absorption rules which,gngeth
are similar to Osburne’s first tone rule. However, these rulesrporate the HL tone
which Osburne does not recognize. Hymdnoise absorption rule gays that a LH tone
becomes L before a H or a HL tone (1.2). téise absorption rule bays that a LH LH

tone sequence will simplify to L H (1.3).

(1.2) a. Tone absorption rule a
LH-> L/ {H, HL}

b. 321 sid ka &. > rdolsidkaéj.
food bad 3cNOM eat
‘| eat the poor food.” (Khar Thuan 2008:50)

(1.3) a. Tone absorption rule b
LHLH > LH

b. wiyj rdan > wuuj rdap
elephant  white
‘white elephant.” (Khar Thuan 2008:51)

® Osburne’s (1975) system of segmental transcrigitfars significantly from that used by Khar Thuan
(2008) and Hyman (2003). | have adjusted Osbhuni&ta to conform to their conventions. In addition,
Khar Thuan uses numeric tone superscripts, whietvé changed to standard tone diacritics.
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In addition, both Osburne and Khar Thuan describe a tone sandhi rulesakgh
that a LH tone on a vowel-final syllable becomes short and Hédeafsyllable of any
tone (T) (1.4).

(1.4) a. Osburne’s tone sandhi rule 2
LH > H[+V, -long] / _T

b. A i dip. > At'idin.
3sGNoM die FUT
‘He will die.” (Khar Thuan 2008:49)
1.1.2.2 Falam Chin valence-altering operations
As Osburne’s (1975) primary interest is tone, she spends little discussing
voice and valence-altering operations. However, she briefly mentioee types of
valence-raising operations in Zahau: causatives, benefactived, camitatives.
Causatives are formed by adding the sudféx to a stem 2 verb, benefactives require the
suffix -sak in conjunction with a stem 2 verb, and comitatives are formeadding -pii
to a stem 2 verb. There also exist simplex-causative/benefadire such aghdng ‘be
famous’ - thdn ‘broadcast’, which are formed according to similar segmental
alternations to those found in verbal stem alternations (see 81.1.2.3d¢assion of
verbal stem alternatiod).Double causatives combining a lexical and morphological
causative are also possible (1.5).
(1.5) Tha 4én t"an-tér.

word 3PL.NOM broadcastAus
‘They had the newsdroadcast.’ (Osburne 1975:110)

Osburne (1975) also describes what she calisive verbgp. 188ff) While these

are not technically valence-lowering, they share many gsitiels with the antipassive

" Quite likely a reflex of the Proto-Tibeto-BurmaT(B) causative suffi¥-t (cf. Benedict 1972)
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constructions discussed in Chapter 7 of this wQ#ptive verbs are composed of two
parts: a verb and an obligatory accompanying noun. Some captive verbsassilc
rawng ‘hungry’, are always marked with third person singuéarand include an
obligatory, unvarying nominal element (i.Bl, ‘intestine’) (1.6).
(1.6) An il a r3am.

3PL intestine 3SGNOM empty

‘They are hungry.’
lit., ‘Their intestine, it is empty.’ (Osburne 1975:189)

Others have normal verbal indexation and allow more variation irachempanying
noun (1.7).
(1.7) Ti/ztiu/cdo hndoi ka haal.

water/beer/cow.milk 1sc.NOM thirst
‘I'm thirsty for water/beer/milk.” (Osburne 1975:190)

While the meanings of the parts in the above two exampledeadentified, many
captive verbs can only be defined as a unit; the parts are considered meafingless.
1.1.2.3 Falam Chin verbal stem alternation

Verbal stem alternation (VSA) is an irregular verb phenomenoracteaistic of
Kuki-Chin languages whose forms are recognizable from one ®lki-language to the
next (with some lexical and phonological variation). VSAs are conynmategorized as
stem 1,the basic form, andtem 2,the grammatically-marked forfhin terms of
phonological features, VSAs can be categorized either by tongeham segmental

changes from stem 1 to stem 2.

8 A hypothesis to be pursued, however, is that thésges were not always meaningless, but that hiase
obscured their individual meanings. This seemsgiltéel in light of English compounds suchcadwebjn
which the derivation ofobfrom ME coppe'spider’ is opaque to modern speakers.

° Some authors (Loffler 2002; Henderson 1965) usagimsorm 1andform 2 Chhangte (1993) calls
themindependenanddependenstems; Khar Thuan (2008) speakgdfmary andsecondarstems.

10



Osburne (1975), for example, divides Falam verbs into various classes da
their stem 1 and stem 2 tones. She describes the following clasBagid Tone Class-
verbs whose tone is invariably H or L; @)em Distinguishing Classverbs whose stem
1 form is either H or L and the inverse in stem 2;T8heless Classverbs whose
underlying form is toneless, but take on either H or L tone depermudine previous
syllable; 4)Mixed Class—verbs which have H or L tone in stem 1, but are toneless in
stem 2; and 5Rising Tone Classverbs with a HL tone in stem 1 and either a H or L
tone in stem 2. Examples of these tone classes are given in Table 1.3.

Table 1.3: Osburne’s VSA classes by tonal changes

Rigid Tone Class (H/L) /hta/ ~ /haat/ ‘hate’ | /maan/ ‘be correct’

Stem Distinguishing Class
(H2>LorL->H)

Toneless Class £H/L) /sik/ ‘pinch’
Mixed Class (H/l2>?) /ruat/ ~ fcua?/ ‘think’ | /cdol/ ~ [col?/ ‘rest’
Rising Tone Class (HRH/L) | /rée/ ~ Iréet/ ‘insert’ | /baay/ ~ baan/ ‘stop’

/stay/ ~ lstian/ ‘cook’ | /baal/ ~ bal?/ ‘be dirty’

Khar Thuan (2008) also examines tonal changes in VSAs, finding thé whi
verbs may have any of the four tones of Falam in stem 1, theyhamé/L or HL tone in
stem 2. Verbs which have HL tone in their stem 1 form take L tone in stem i2ashe
H, and LH tone verbs may take either L or HL in stem 2, dependirigeocoda of the
stem 1 verb. This is shown in Table 1.4. Khar Thuan’s tonal analgsi®e reconciled
with Osburne’s when we consider that Osburne does not recognizddtemee of a HL

tone in Falam.
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Table 1.4: Khar Thuan’s VSA classes by tonal changes

Stem 1| Stem 2
L L/HL

H L/HL
LH L/HL
HL L

Both Osburne and Khar Thuan also use segmental changes to catelgerize t
VSAs. Khar Thuan lists five categories of changes: “nalkalnation, stop alternation,
glottalization, vowel shortening, and vowel coalescence” (p. 75). M#sahation refers
to a change from final velar nasal to alveolar nasal » /-n/). Stop alternation
indicates either the addition of a /-t/, /-k/, A/ ko a vowel-final stem, or syllables that
end in /-p/, /-t/, or /-k/ may also alternate witf//-Glottalization can apply to syllables
ending in /wl, /jl, IIl, ordl. Vowel shortening simply changes a long vowel to a short one.
Lastly, vowel coalescence changes diphthongs into a single vBwamples of these
changes are shown in Table 1.5.

Table 1.5: Khar Thuan’s VSA classes by segmental changes

Nasal alternation | /stiag/ ~ lsuan/ ‘cook’
Stop alternation | /t"aa/ ~ t"at/ ‘good’ | /t"at/ ~ £Pa2/ kil
Glottalization daaj/ ~ /daj?/ ‘cold’
Vowel shortening | Waay/ ~ bay/ ‘tired’
Vowel coalescence/lian/ ~ /1én/ ‘wealthy’

Osburne includes a brief discussion of the syntactic uses of \"SZahiau. In her
explanation, she states that independent clauses and agentive notianalizke stem
1, while relative clauses, subordinate clauses, other nominalizattansatives,
benefactives, comitatives, and verbs with motion prefixes take &tehe further

proposes that information focus is the true determiner of stemechoigahau. In her
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view, the information focus usually falls on the verb of the independent clausestdms
1 is used. However, in less common cases of marked narrow focuhigyshe appears
to mean that an NP is in focus), stem 2 is used. Subordinate cdetext® remove the
information focus from the verb; thus, stem 2 is also used theree Tablsummarizes
Osburne’s proposed uses of VSAs in Zahau.

Table 1.6: Osburne’s syntactic uses of VSAs

Stem 1 Stem 2

independent clauses relative clauses/
subordinate clauses
agentive nominalizationsother nominalizations
causatives/
benefactives/
comitatives

verbs with motion prefixe
unmarked focus marked narrow focus

)

In King (2009), | expand in a number of ways on Osburne’s description Af VS
usage in Falam Chin. In contrast to her data, | found that causatiFetgam Chin take
stem 1'° Furthermore, only a subset of relative clauses take stem 2,ithedech an
argument other than the subject is relativized. Clauses whiativie¢ the subject take
stem 1. The same pattern can be seen in focused WH-questions.

Despite Osburne’s findings, marked narrow focus did not appear tanbe
environment for stem 2 use in independent clauses for my languagealtaoiss
Furthermore, according to my data, subordinate clauses can be dividesumber of
ways. Complement clauses of verbs of speaking or cognition, asasve@lirpose and

some conditional clauses, take stem 1. Complement clauses of psystamdrverbs of

191t is possible this discrepancy is due to soméedial variation.
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direct perception, as well as adverbial clauses and a secomaftygonditional clause
take stem 2.

As this section demonstrates, the published data regarding Falans@imeager.
This dissertation seeks to remedy this situation through both a grertmatical
overview in Chapter 2, as well as discussion of voice and vabdtez@g operations in
Chapters 4-7.
1.1.3 Other Chin literature

The previous section examined the literature describing Falam Gtiiar Chin
languages, such as Central Chin languages Hakha Lai and Migbafl), Southern Chin
languages K'Cho and Daai Chin, and Northern Chin languages Sizang@ Tiddim
Chin have been studied in somewhat more depth, Hakha Lai perhaps most notatgy a
them. While this brief survey cannot mention every piece of Gtarature, it examines
descriptions of voice and valence-altering operations, spegfficzdusatives and
applicatives; reflexives, reciprocals, and middles; and antipassamd captive
verbs/psycho-collocations.
1.1.3.1 Causatives and applicatives in Chin literature

As shown in this section, most Chin languages appear to have anoarray
causative and applicative morphemes. Hakha Lai, a Central Chin langkead-alam,
includes three causative forms, two of which are no longer productiaeBik 2002;
Peterson 1998). The first is formed by a prefixal devoicing ofragm feature
(corresponding to PTBs-; cf. Matisoff 2003), the second by final glottalization (P8

(VanBik 2002; cf. Matisoff 2003)r perhapg-t (Peterson 1998; cf. Benedict 1972)), and
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the third by the addition of the suffixer to a stem 2 verb. The first two types apply only
to a limited set of intransitive verbs and indicate direct daarsée.g. kaay ~ ka?y ‘burn’

- kha?y ‘set fire to’). The third type can apply to any Lai verb and iattis indirect
causation Ka?nter ‘cause to burn’) (VanBik 2001:167), either permissive or facilitati
(Peterson 1998). In addition, the third type can combine with theyfrstto create two
levels of causation (VanBik 2001).

Peterson (1998, 1999, 2007) also discusses a variety of applicative maspheme
Lai, including benefactive-piak, additional benefactive-tse?m, comitative -pii,
malefactive-hno?, prioritive -ka?n, relinquitive -taak, and instrumentainaak. In Lai, all
of these suffixes must combine with the stem 2 form of the verb.

An important aspect of valence-raising operations in Lai is djetactic
preference in Lai for the causee/applied object over the base.dBgterson (1998,
1999, 2007) systematically explores this property using object iredtsding object
indexation, use with discourse markers, left-dislocation, refleatiam/reciprocalization,
and purposive control. For example, with the exception of instrumentatatpyas, all
applicative types mark the applied object on the verb to the excloftbe theme. Thus,
in (1.8), the beneficiary, ‘me’, rather than the thekaelaw ‘my field’, is indexed as an
object on the verb.

(1.8) Ka-law  ?an-ka-thlo?-piak.

1scfield 3sG.NOM-1SG.ACC-hoe.2BEN
‘They hoed my field fome.” (Peterson 1999:14)

Likewise, it is more natural for discourse marking to appeahe applied object

and for the applied object to be left-dislocated, than for eithehaset properties to
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appear with the theme. Finally, it must be the applied object wkicbreferential with
the subject in a reflexive/reciprocal construction, or which cani@opurposive clause,
except in the case of instrumentals where the base objeceferemtial with the subject
or controls the purposive clause. Two characteristics which Bet€r899, 2007) claims
do not correlate with object status in Lai are word order and ability to bevizddti
Another Central Chin language, Mizo (Lushai), also requires a stesnb2with
valence-raising operations like causatives and applicatives (iLott@40; Chhangte
1986, 1993). Chhangte (1993) describes several valence-raising morpheraasative
morpheme-tiir, a benefactivesak, an associativepiy, and a relinquitive-san. In
addition, there are a handful of others suchkadém and -nhan, which indicate motion
over and on the applied object, respectively, aslf and -khuy, which indicate a
negative affect on the subject and applied object, respectively. theifiew examples
Chhangte provides, it seems that Mizo’s valence-raising operatensmilar to Lai in
how they treat both causees and applied objects, at least in tegasal indexation.
As seen in (1.9), the causee is indexed on the verb.
(1.9) Ka-paa-in keel min-veen-tiir.

1scfathereRG goat IkGAcc-watch.2€Aus
‘My father mademe watch the goats.’ (Chhangte 1993:101)

In (1.10), the applied object, a beneficiary, is also marked on the verb.
(1.10) Kér mi-ley-sak.

dress 1SGAcCcC-buy.2BEN
‘S/he bought a dress for/frome.” (Chhangte 1993:102)
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Chhangte also mentions a few causative forms which seem to bantsnof the PTB
causative forms mentioned for Lai, for exampleg ‘to fall off’ vs. tlhaa ‘to drop’ (PTB
*s-) andmiidi ‘sleep’ vs.mut ‘put someone to sleep’ (PTE).

The Southern Chin language K’Cho also takes a stem 2 verb wéthceataising
morphemes (Mang 2006). Mang reports the existence of direct iva@ssat and k-,
indirect causativehlak, an instrumentatna(k), a benefactive/malefactivee(k)/peit, a
comitative-piii, a malefactive-shi, and a relinquitiveta in K’'Cho.'* Causatives can be
formed from intransitive and transitive verbs. Since K'Cho includesentiban one
causative morpheme, sometimes double causatives are poss#ieh lcases, the causee
is marked with the dative case marken(1.11) (Mang 2006:59).

(1.11) Nu noh Yéng am a-k’hmé m’ih-hlak-ci.

Mother ERG Yong DAT child CAUS-sleep.2eAUS-NF
‘Mother asked/mad¥éng to put the child to sleep.’

However, in applicative constructions, such as the instrumental ap@icat
(1.12), both the base objeeieh ‘meat’ and the applied objedtkhim ‘knife’ are
unmarked (Mang 2006:63).

(1.12) Om noh k’khim meh ah-na(k)-ci.

Om ERG knife meat cut.2iNST-NF
‘Om usedhe knife for cuttingmeat.’

None of Mang’s examples illustrate object marking for either causatieggpticatives.
Like K’Cho, Daai Chin includes two prefixés andm- which selectively act as a
causativizer or transitivizer (Hartmann-So 2009) (1.13). (They baahn a number of

other functions as well.)

' Mang (2006) does not name the applicatives; thasges are based on his descriptions of the furstion
of the various morphemes.
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(1.13) Ye Shak=noh shakkhi ah k-pha lo.
Ye ShakERG deer 3GNOM CAuUs-arrive come
‘Ye Shak brought a deer along.’

In addition, Daai has a productive causativehak, and a number of applicative
morphemes, including benefactiveee:t, comitative piii, and reliquitive taak. These
require stem 2 (Hartmann-So 2002). As has been noted in otheradiguebes, object
indexation references the applied object (1.14).

(1.14) Ling So Eo lou: nah phyoh piii  kti.

Ling So ERG field 1sGAcc weed.2 COM NF
‘Ling So weeds the field witme.” (Hartmann-So 2002:93)

In contrast to the previous examples, the Northern Chin language Siramg
uses stem 1 for causativesal), and stem 2 for benefactive and malefactisek]; as
well as associative gui) and “transitive” (san) applicatives (Stern 1963:243). The
causative aspiration feature which occurs selectively in hdi Mizo (PTB*s-) also
occurs with certain verbs in Sizang (e.gen ‘leave’ - khen ‘disperse’ (Stern
1963:251)).

In Tiddim Chin, another Northern Chin language, causatives and dotinet
follow a very similar pattern to that found in Sizang, withti@pheme sak plus a stem
1 verb used for causatives, as well as for benefactives wittena 2 verb (1.15)
(Henderson 1965).

(1.15) A dam-sdk  hi.

3sGNOM heal.1€eaus PAR
‘He healec him.” (Henderson 1965:83)

Note that, as both Tiddim and Sizang use a single valence-raisirgheme,-sak, for

causatives and benefactives, only the verb stem used distinguish@st Tiddim Chin
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also includes a limited number of causative forms that involve sgghwhanges to the
final consonant, such dgn ~ dim ‘to be full’ = dim ~dip ‘to fill' (PTB *-t).

The Chin causative and applicative morphemes (including the F&laim
morphemes described by Osburne (1975)) are compared in Table 1.7 nfdrpbemes
that require a stem 1 verb (or if the stem type is unknown) are fountite boxes,
while those that require a stem 2 verb are shaded in gray.

Table 1.7: Causatives and applicatives in Chin languages

Hakha | Mizo Falam | K'Cho | Daai Sizang | Tiddim
Lai (Zahau)
Causative: | *s-, *s-, *t m-, k- m-, k- *s- *t
direct *-s/-t *t
Causative: | -ter -tiir -tér" -hlak -shak -sak -sak
indirect
Benefactive | -piak, -sak -sak -pe(k)/ | -pee:t -sak -sak
-tse?m peit
Malefactive | -hno? -khuy -pe(k)/ -sak
peit, -shi
Instrumental| -naak -na(k)
Comitative/ | -pii -piy -pil -piii -pui -pui
associative
Relinquitive | -taak -san -ta -taak -san
Priorative -katn
Adversative ~cil?
Locative -khum,
-nhan

Key: white=stem 1; gray=stem 2
1.1.3.2 Reflexives, reciprocals, and middles in Chin literature

Turning from valence-raising to valence-lowering operations, #astion
discusses reflexives, reciprocals, and middles. Little has be#enmegarding these

constructions in Chin languages, and much of what is available jdesaeascription of

2|n contrast to Osburne (1975), my data indicatas Falam Chin causatives take a stem 1 verb.
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the morphemes involved. For example, Smith (1998) describes thawefgonouns in
Lai as being formed from two independent pronouns joinedebyhese pronouns are
optional. There is also special reflexive/reciprocal indexatiothenverb,a- (Peterson
2003; or vowel lengthening; Smith 1998) for singular subjectseantbr plural subjects.
These are combined with the usual subject indexation forms (1.16).

(1.16) (kan-ma?-le kan-ma?) kan-?ii-thooy

ourselves BL.NOM-REFL-hit.1
‘We hit ourselve:.” (Smith 1998:5)

In clauses marked as having perfective aspéetcan also be used with singular subjects
(see (1.17)), and it must be used in irrealis clauses (Smith 1998).

Smith’s data shows that reflexive clauses sometimes péikkerbai transitives in
taking ergative marking and a stem 2 verb (1.17), and sometimesnpkite Lai
intransitives in not taking ergative marking and having a stem 1 verb (1.18).

(1.17) Nii-huu ni? thlaa-laay ?a? ?a-rak-2ii-hmu?.
NiHu  ERG mirror LOC 3SG.NOM-PERFREFL-see.2
‘Ni Hu saw himself in the mirror.” (Smith 1998:6)

(1.18) Nii-huu  ?aa-thoon.

Ni Hu 3sG.NOM.MID-hit.1
‘Ni Hu hit himself.” (Smith 1998:7)

What constrains this alternation is left unaddressed.

Smith also looks briefly at combinations of causative with refeexnorphemes.
In causatives, the reflexive marking may indicate coindexatioitharehe causer or the
causee with the theme. If a reflexive pronoun is used, however, theecausst be
coindexed with the theme. The combination of reflexive and causativyghology can

also mean ‘pretend to do as a pretext’ (Smith 1998:46) or ‘let dmeeself’ (VanBik
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2002:112). In addition, reflexive morphology with transitive verbs in whicblgect is
supplied can give a self-benefactive sense.

The reflexive morphology in Lai is often ambiguous with recipranakning.
Certain verbs, however, suchs#s- siik ‘quarrel’ orton ~ toy ‘meet’, require a reciprocal
interpretation. Others have idiomatic meaning. For exarkpie ~ ko?m ‘stick together’,
comes to mean ‘be friends’ when combined with reciprocal morphology (Smith 1998).

The same morphology is also used for middles in Lai (Smith 1998)aRslla
(1996), notes, middle voice is often overlooked in Tibeto-Burman |agggiabeing
lumped with reflexives or general intransitivizers. However, Bradémonstrates that this
morphology can have a range of middle meanings, including grooming,ecivabgdy
posture, body actions and body positionals, cognition, and spontaneous eveertsaas w
a few other types (cf. Kemmer 1993).

Chhangte (1993) briefly describes Mizo reflexives and reciproSatslar to Lai,
Mizo forms its reflexive/reciprocal pronouns by joining two pronoumish the
conjunctionle?. The verb is indexed using normal subject marking plus the reflexive
markerin- (1.19).

(1.19) ama? le? 4ma? 4a-in-meéet.

3sG and 3G 3SG.NOM-REFShave
‘He is shavindhimself.” (Chhangte 1993:93)

The same marking can also serve as a detransitivizer oanfiicausation (middle

functions; cf. LaPolla 1996).
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In K’'Cho, a verbal prefixng-, indicates general detransitivization, reflexivization,
and reciprocalization (Mang 2006). The use of this prefix malegs &t verb forms and
ergative marking ungrammatical, indicating the detransitivization of the(¢e20)*

(1.20) Tam k’khim on  ng-at/*4h-ci.

Tam knife with REFL-cut.1l/cut.2NF
‘Tam cut himself with a knife.” (Mang 2006:55)

At least some of the detransitivized examples given by Mamgdcfeasibly be
categorized as middles according to Kemmer’s (1993) classificatiteansys

Similarly, Daai Chin also includes a detransitivizing/refletieciprocal prefix
ng- (Hartmann-So 2009). Unlike K'Cho, it appears to occur with ergative markiegst
some of the time.
(1.21) Ehoyaai=e=no meh ng’-yetei ve=u.

Spirit-PL=ERG meat RECPshare.among AsP=PL
‘The spirits aresharing the meaaamong each othe.” (Hartmann-So 2009:62)

The data regarding reflexives, reciprocals and middles in hBiert Chin
languages is even more meager. In Sizang, Stern (1968 #tat the prefiki- indicates
reciprocal and stative voice (1.22).

(1.22) Ki-ha-u hi.

RECPfight-PL  PAR
‘They fighteach othe.’ (Stern 1963:256)

Tiddim Chin includes a cognate prefki;, which Henderson (1965) indentifies as
being either passive or reflexive. As seen in (1.23), it combirtbspgrson indexation,

as in Lai and Mizo.

13 Some, but not all, transitive constructions regjtiire use of stem 2 and ergative marking in K’Cho
(Mang 2006).
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(1.23) Ka ki sat  kha hi.
1scNoMm REFL hit.1 accidentally PAR
‘I hit myself by mistake.” (Henderson 1965:96)

Some of Henderson’s examples could be analyzed as middle or reliprhoita a few
others have the self-benefactive sense described by Smith (1998) for Lai.

Table 1.8 summarizes the formation of reflexives, reciprocals,naddles in
Chin languages as described in the preceding discussion. Boxes il undlicate that
the information is unknown for that language.

Table 1.8: Reflexives, reciprocals, and middles in Chin languages

Hakha | Mizo K'Cho | Daai Sizang | Tiddim
Lai
Indexation / | a-, 2ii- | in- ng- ng- ki- ki-
derivational
morphology
Pronoun P-leP Ple?P
Stem use 1/2 1 1
Ergative no/yes no yes
marking

1.1.3.3 Antipassives and captive verbs in Chin literature

The third and final type of valence-altering operation discussdusdrséction is
the antipassive, a construction not generally attested in Chin @muélowever,
transitive ergative clauses in some Chin languages canatewith a non-ergative form
which appears to have features of an antipassive. This analysirstvasiggested for
certain notionally transitive clauses in Lai (Peterson 1998; Ka&hdanBik 2001). In
Lai, transitive clauses require ergative marking and a stemmb2(¥Y£4). However, if the
same two arguments appear with a stem 1 verb, ergative ngasiungrammatical

(1.25).

23



(1.24) Mapgkio ni? vok (khaa) ?a-tsook.

Mangkio ERG pig TOP 3sG.NOM-buy.2

‘Mangkio bought a/the pig.’ (Kathol & VanBik 2001:4, 7)
(1.25) Mapgkio (khaa)/*ni? vok ?a-tsoo.

Mangkio TOPERG pig 33GNOM-buy.1
‘Mangkio bought a pig.’ (Kathol & VanBik 2001:5, 7)

The second type can be neutrally termed the “non-ergative cormtructi
(Peterson 1998:88). Kathol and VanBik (2001) argue that the subjdwt nbh-ergative
construction receives topic status, which it cannot have as anvergatbject. Thus,
(1.24) may be used in response to a question sut¥has is happening to the pigih
which vok ‘pig’ is established as the topic, whereas (1.25) may be ssadesponse to a
question which establishafingkio as the topic, such &hat about Mangkio?

There are two primary objections to the non-ergative construatidraii being
considered an antipassive. First, the “demoted” object cannot beedraitd remains
direct rather than oblique, contrary to two characteristic featwf antipassives.
Furthermore, the “demoted” object in Lai still receives objedexation on the verb if
the object is first or second person (third person objects arearkédin Lai). However,
Kathol and VanBik (2001) suggest that the “oblique” nature of this argument esergr
in the fact that it cannot be marked as topical, although the adjactergative structure
or the subject of the non-ergative structure can be (compare (Ih@4j§l&5) with
(1.26)).

(1.26) Mapkio vok *khaa ?a-tsoo.

Mangkio pig TOP 3sG.NOM-buy.1
Intended: ‘Mangkio bought the pig.’ (Kathol & VanBik 2001:9)
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A similar situation is found in K’Cho, which includes three possiméonally
transitive structures. The first type, similar to the basgatve clause in Lai, requires
both ergative marking and stem 2 (1.27).

(1.27) Ui noh vok a-htuih.

dog ERG pig 3sg.nom-bite.2

‘Althe dog bit a/the pig.” (Mang 2006:87)
Mang claims this structure is used only for sentences whikeremarked narrow focus or
contrastive focus, for example, in response to questions in which #ith@articleang
shows marked narrow focus or the partiok shows contrastive focus when placed
directly after the focused NP.

The second type of notionally transitive clause in K’Cho hagtieegearking in
combination with stem 1 (1.28).

(1.28) Ui noh vok htui-ci.

dog ERG pig bite.1NF

‘Althe dog bit a/the pig.” (Mang 2006:87)
Mang (2006) argues that this structure is used to indicate serftmuse as it is the
appropriate answer the the questWdinat happened® can also be used for unmarked
narrow focus.

The final type of notionally transitive structure in K’Cho teem 1 and lacks
ergative marking (1.29).

(1.29) Ui (cuh) vok  htui-ci.

dog TOP pig bite.1NF
‘The dog bit a/the pig.” (Mang 2006:87)

% There are two other differences among these exammpghich are correlaries of stem type. That isnse
verbs have overt third person marking, while stemerbs do not, and stem 2 verbs cannot bear the non
future tense markeciwhich is found on the stem 1 verbs (Mang 2006).
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According to Mang, this structure indicates predicate focudt &s the appropriate
response to a question which establishes the suljeédbg’ as the topic (e.g.VWhat
about the dog)? This is similar to the analysis given by Kathol and VanRB0O() for
the non-ergative structure in Lai. However, Mang rejects thpaamsive analysis of these
structures, arguing that the “demoted” object does not receive olligteng. He also
rejects an object incorporation analysis, noting that the “demotedttoban still be
modified in various ways.

In Daai Chin, all notionally transitive clauses must have ergatiarking on the
subject. They also usually take stem 2 (1.30). However, if the sudjjelce transitive
clause is in focus, perhaps marked with the focus madakenen stem 1 is used (1.31)
(Hartmann-So 2009:104.

(1.30) Thiing-thu: phi kei:=noh kah kkoh lo.
tree-branch  also St=ErRG 1SGNOM carry.2 come

‘Also the tree branch only | [and nobody else] carried [home].’
(1.31) Kei:=noh ta thi:ng=thu: kah kkot  lo=kti.

1SG=ERG FOC tree-branch 4GNOM carry.l come=NF
‘It was | who carried the tree branch home.’

Table 1.9 summarizes the use of up to three possible notionally transitive sentence
types in Chin languages. | have also included here Osburne’s si@tusf focus
governing stem types in Zahau, although it is not clear frondaer whether ergative

case is or is not used with the stem 1 form.

15 As in K'Cho, tense marking can only occur withrsté verbs.
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Table 1.9: Antipassives in Chin languages

Hakha Lai Falam (Zahau) K'Cho Daai
Ergative/stem 2 all other focus | marked focus | marked narrow/ marked focus
types contrastive
focus
Ergative/stem 1j NA unmarked focug sentence/ all other focus
unmarked types
narrow focus
Non-ergative/ | predicate focus predicate focus| NA
stem 1

The preceding paragraphs described an antipassive-like coistrueith
pragmatic significance in a number of Chin languages. In Ch@ptetraw a connection
between this structure and another common Chin phenomenon: what Osburne (1975)
termedcaptive verbsChhangte (1993) notes a pattern in Mizo which she calls “verbs
with obligatory subjects” and “verbs with obligatory objects” (p.fR6domparable to
Osburne’s captive verbs (see 81.1.2.2). These verbs must appeargitdn aognate
nominal, or may choose from a limited class of nominals. In (1.82)coémbination of
thin ‘liver’ and chia ‘bad’ means ‘be bad-tempered'.

(1.32) A-thin  A4-chia.

3sGliver 3scNom-bad
‘She is bad-tempered.’ (Chhangte 1993:97)

Like Osburne, Chhangte does not give examples which include overttsulsie it is
uncertain which or if any of these verbs could appear with ergative marking or not.
VanBik (1998) describes a similar structure in Lai, which he itleatas psycho-
collocations, a common phenomenon in Southeast Asian languages. Theoteas
from Matisoff (1986), who describes these constructions as consistangsytho-noun

and its psycho-mate VanBik explains that there are several sub-types of psycho-
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collocations: those which use real body parts in metaphorical; vlagse which use
nominal verbs as the psycho-noun; those which use non-body part psychothoses;
for which meaning can only be attributed to the entire psychoeailbn, as the
individual parts are meaningless; and those which take the middle Véicke captive
verbs/psycho-collocations are not true valence-lowering strgctitrevill be claimed in
this work that they share some crucial properties of the n@treggstructures discussed
above.

In summary, this section has laid some sociolinguistic backgroundrdiam
Chin, as well as examining the literature on voice and valetegng operations in
Falam Chin and other Chin languages. In this literature, Chin voice #&teaaltering
operations have been described in more or less detail. Ndesgtheo current work has
attempted to integrate this description with either current tgucdd or theoretical
understanding of voice and valence-altering operations, a primarly dajodhis
dissertation.
1.2 Literature review

Before proceeding to a statement of the research question ethddwology, a
review of the pertinent theoretical literature will lay a foathoh of critical concepts.
First, 81.2.1 examines the topic gfammatical relationsNext, 81.2.2 looks at the
interrelated notions ofalenceand transitivity. Finally, 81.2.3 surveys the typological

possibilities for several pertinent typesvoiceandvalence-altering operations
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1.2.1 Grammatical relations

It is well established that a given semantic ralgefit, patient, themetc.) does
not always display identical behavior in terms of syntactic pt@selsuch as case
marking, word order, relativizability, control, etc., either withirgimen language or
cross-linguistically (Croft 2003). Accordingly, grammaticallatens (traditionally
subject, direct objectand indirect object may be invoked in an attempt to capture
features of syntactic behavior within and across languageméderto this dissertation,
grammatical relations are altered by voice and valence-altering iopsrat

The approaches used to define grammatical relations varytfreony to theory.
Thus, a frequent starting point in typological discussions of syntalsenomena is the
intermediate notion which Croft (2003:144) terms “participant roletetas By this, he
refers to the following widely-used notations: S ‘single argunwntn intransitive
clause’; A ‘agent-like argument of a transitive clause’; angadent-like argument of a
transitive clausé® These will be employed throughout this dissertation as a pre-
theoretical method of disambiguating arguments.

Although various theories of syntax discuss grammatical relatiordifferent
ways, there are some constants. For example, it is commonitmudiish terms,or core
argumentsfrom adjuncts Core arguments can be further divided idit@ct andindirect
arguments. Direct core arguments are those arguments whichcamsed by the
predicate itself; in other words, the predicate subcategor@eshém. In traditional

grammar, as well as Government and Binding (GB), theseswagect and object

16 Some use P rather than O (Comrie 1978).
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Similarly, in Lexical-Functional Grammar (LFG), they aebject(susJ, object(oB)),

andobject theta(oBy). In Relational Grammar (RG), the corresponding termd aed

2. As explained further in Chapter 3, the theoretical framework @ragl in this
dissertation, Role and Reference Grammar (RRG), recognizgsoarl grammatical
relation, theprivileged syntactic argumerflPSA). This corresponds roughlygabjectin

other frameworks’

Indirect core arguments are those which are only indireatgndied when the
predicate subcategorizes for an adposition. GB identifies indigret arguments as
indirect objectLFG asoblique theta@BLy), and RG a8.

Adjuncts, finally, are not licensed in any way by the predightsy rather modify
it. Most theories simply call thesedjuncts,but RG distinguishes two typesbliques
(benefactives, locatives, instrumentals, etc.) @hdmeurs(demoted terms)RG is
unusual among the theories in treating the benefactives, etc.j@separin nature; most
other theories view them as more closely aligned with indirect objects.

While it is relatively easy to reconcile the various thedrierminology for
grammatical relations, it is more difficult to demonstrategre@mmatical relation status
of a given argument. A common practice is to justify the ideatibon of an argument
with a given grammatical relation based on properties or bundlesédnies which that
argument demonstrates. Typically, more properties means gsgatactic privilege and
a higher ranking on a scale of grammatical relations, such as the foliauljgct>direct

object>indirect object>adjunct.

" Theobjectandindirect objectrelations are handled in RRG in terms of macroasignment, a concept
discussed more fully in Chapter 3.
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Two types of properties may typically be used to argue fmrtain grammatical
relation status of an argument in a given language: coding praparitk behavioral
properties (Keenan 1976). Coding properties include case, indexation, andnderd
Behavioral properties include such tests as ability to bedbmmesubject of a passive
clause or the direct object in a ditransitive/applicative, to laivized, or to control an
argument in an embedded clause. In any given language some progaart@scur with
more than one grammatical relation, whereas others occur withaosiggle type of
grammatical relation in that language. For example, the &ubgation is more
commonly indexed than the direct object relation, and the direct algjlation is more
commonly indexed than the indirect object relation. However, sometangs/en
argument may have some, but not all the expected properties afen ggammatical
relation. Such an argument could be characterized as either asgbgsit or a quasi-
object.

At least two major typological patterns provide a challengeafor theory of
grammatical relations, as well as for discussion of voice amhe@daltering operations.
The first is the typological parameter afcusativeversusergativelanguages® A basic
definition of accusative versus ergative patterns is that doeeisanguages treat S and A
in the same way (nominative case) and O differently (aceasatase). Ergative
languages treat S and O in the same way (absolutive casd) difiérently (ergative

case).

'8 Fillmore (1968) was among the first to analyzeusative and ergative systems in terms of the
oppositions between their treatment of participate clusters. Two further options, tripartite asplit-
intransitive systems, will not be discussed here.
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These patterns can be manifested in either morphologicghtacsic properties.
Morphological ergativity reflects an ergative pattern of marking argumemtsd order,
case marking, and/or indexation of the arguments on the verbavi a similar pattern
for the S and O arguments, and a different pattern for the Amamgt. Syntactic
ergativity, on the other hand, reflects an ergative pattern forctyntaerations such as
coordination, subordination, complementation, questioning, and relativization. ©n thi
basis, it is frequently argued that the O argument in syntlgtergative languages is
the subject, as it has the syntactic properties prototypicailybad to this grammatical
relation.

Many languages are split-ergative, having both accusative andiverga
characteristic$? There are several subtypes of split-ergativity. In one typee mmimate
NPs have accusative marking, while less animate NPs havévergetrking (the exact
division varies by language). A second type marks bound pronominatsaoncasative
way, but free NPs in an ergative way. A third type is governetétse, aspect, and/or
mood. In such a case, ergative marking appears with past fectpar forms, while
accusative marking appears elsewhere. Lastly, some largyosgefest a split in terms
of main versus subordinate clauses (Dixon 1994).

A second typological pattern which presents a challenge for tkeafe
grammatical relations is that identified by Dryer (1986) asgny versus direct object
languages. Dryer argues that many languages include the graaimeditons direct and

indirect object, which map to the theme and recipient argumentstloka argument

¥ While fully accusative languages have been atiefixon (1994) notes that no fully ergative langea
has been found.
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predicate, respectively. Others, however, include primary an@ndary object
grammatical relations, which map to the recipient and theme argsnof a three
argument verb, respectively. In languages of the direct objpet the theme receives
object properties, while the recipient appears as an oblique argumehe primary
object type, the recipient receives the greatest share of gimeperties, while the
treatment of secondary objects varies from language to languageyihave oblique
properties, object properties, or a mixture of both).

The type of case assigned based on direct core argument status
(nominative/accusative; ergative/absolutive) is known as grammhatiase. Many
languages also assign dative case based on direct core atrgstatels. There are,
however, lexical (or semantic) cases as well, which argrassibased on semantic roles
(Kroeger 2005). These can inclushstrumental, ablative, locative, partativand many
more. It is often the case that one or more lexical casesfas homophonous with a
grammatical case form in the same language (Blake 1994).

In this section, | have discussed both types of grammaticabredaand methods
for identifying them. In subsequent chapters, | apply RRG’s comeepfi grammatical
relations to Falam Chin data, appealing to both coding and behapraaérties to
demonstrate those alterations to grammatical relations whedhadirect result of voice
and valence-altering operations.

1.2.2 Valence and transitivity
In this section, | discuss the relationship between the sisterptenakvalence

andtransitivity. As voice and valence-raising operations are claimed to alteratbace

33



or transitivity of a ver° clear definitions for both are needed. First, valence mag ha
either a semantic or a syntactic sense. Semantic valeaagmegsure of all semantically-
necessary arguments, those participants specified in a verkzal lextry. A predicate
may be categorized as monovalent (one participant), bivalent (twiigents), or
trivalent (three participants). By contrast, syntactic valeaters to the number of these
arguments which appear as direct, rather than oblique, in the resyititagtic structure.
To illustrate the distinction, a passive has the same semalgace as its active
counterpart, but is lowered in syntactic valence.

Transitivity, on the other hand, is always a syntactic notion, nefeto the
number of direct object arguments a verb has, whether none (intrgnsiive
(transitive), or two (ditransitive). Thus, a verb suchgage is always semantically
trivalent, yet may be syntactically transitive or ditransitidepending on whether the
beneficiary is represented as an oblique or direct argument, tieepe(Kroeger 2005;
Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000; Van Valin & LaPolla 1997).

Hopper and Thompson (1980) viewed transitivity as a prototype, and sought to
identify prototypical transitive clauses based on ten isolafabkts of transitivity. They
suggest that the higher any given clause is rated, the moreyproadly transitive it is.

These features are reproduced below in (1.33) (Hopper & Thompson 1980:252).

2 However, some operations which have been labelemdo not alter transitivity/valence. See Klairsan
(1991) discussion of pragmatic voice.
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(1.33) High Low

a. PARTICIPANTS 2 or more participants, 1 participant
Aand O

b. KINESIS action non-action

C. ASPECT telic atelic

d. PUNCTUALITY punctual non-punctual

e. VOLITIONALITY volitional non-volitional

f.  AFFIRMATION affirmative negative

g. MobE realis irrealis

h. AGENCY A high in potency A low in potency

I.  AFFECTEDNESS 0 O totally affected O not affected

j.  INDIVIDUATION OF O O highly individuated O non-individuated

In addition, Hopper and Thompson postulate the followiransitivity Hypothesis
(1.34) Transitivity hypothesis
If two clauses (a) and (b) in a language differ in thatigahigher in
Transitivity according to any of the features in (1.33), then, if a
concomitant grammatical or semantic difference appears lesevin the

clause, that difference will also show (a) to be higher in Tiigigi
(1980:255).

To paraphrase, if two clauses in any given language differarotwnore features, all the
high transitive features will be in one clause and the low traitgiteatures in the other.
Hopper and Thompson conclude that the universality of transitivity fsatetates to
their discourse function. High transitivity features correlatetpre$y with foregrounding
in the discourse, whereas they correlate less highly with backgrounding.

In Prototypical Transitivity,Neess (2007) begins where Hopper and Thompson
(1980) left off, moving beyond a particular grouping of characterisbicgearch for the
fundamental underlying principle behind them. Naess makes a logitattiis between
the semantic relationship of transitivity (valence) and a tii@assyntactic construction.
The first refers only to the notion of two “obligatory participani®ixon 1994:114),

which may or may not surface as a transitive clause. The secamsd Nefines as “a
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construction with two syntactically privileged arguments” (2007:8), defined by
language-specific criteria such as case, verbal indexagbgibility for syntactic
operations, etc.

In Neess’s view, the key semantic principle of transitivitydistinctness of
participants,the notion that participants in a prototypically transitive clausst “play
maximally distinct roles in the event in question” (Neess 2007:8mbliely, languages
differ in how they encode non-prototypically transitive clause$ wio participants;
some may cast them as syntactically transitive, othersmtagnsitive with oblique
phrases.

In summary, semantic bivalence, while a logical necessity sigmtactic
transitivity, does not unilaterally result in a transitive ctaua fact, Chapters 6 and 7 of
this dissertation show that neither semantic nor syntactic bs@lare sufficient to
qualify a clause as transitive. A third type of transitivigentified in RRG adM-
transitivity, is needed to explain these structures (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997).

1.2.3 Voice and valence-altering operations

This section surveys the typological variety of pertinent voice \aldnce-
altering operations found in the world’s languages. As defined in the opesmiagraphs
of this dissertation, voice and valence-altering operations raietlgtes which change the
relationship of a predicate and its arguments. They can do so in siovimys: 1) by

altering the number of syntactic arguments in a clause; ar®)/dvy altering the
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assignment of grammatical relations to semantic Tbigdaiman 1991; Van Valin &
LaPolla 1997; Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000). Those operations that reduce the nwiber
direct syntactic argumerifs(valence-lowering operations) have traditionally been called
voice (passive, antipassive, reflexive/reciprocal); those which inerdlas number of
direct syntactic arguments (causatives, applicatives) singdgnce-raising operations
(Croft 1993)

Typologically speaking, voice and valence-altering operaticag lme categorized
by either their form or their function. Approaches based on forntutsegia such as the
existence of certain types of morphology and changes in word arass, marking,
adpositions, or indexation—that is, coding properties of the argumentyeavolhey
may also examine behavioral properties of the arguments, such as theit@bihitgcede
a reflexive or to be relativized. Those based on function, on the lo#éimel, primarily
examine the use of the structure, whether syntactic, semangicagmatic. Croft argues
that “the solution to the problem of cross-linguistic comparabibtyta use external
definitions of grammatical categories” (2003:14), by which hersete functional
factors. Givon (1994) agrees when he states that

The alternative to the purely structural approach to gramahayipology

is to recognize explicitly what has been implicit in the pecac of

grammatical typology all along, namely that in human language iker

always more than one structural—grammatical, syntactic—medns
performing the same communicative function. And that grammatical

typology is thus the study of the diversity of structures that perform
the same type of function (p. 7).

2 philippine and inverse voice systems are typasiue which do not fulfill the first diagnostic @e
Klaiman 1991).

22 Despite this prototypical view of voice, it is stioin Chapters 6 and 7 that Falam Chin reflexives,
reciprocals, and antipassives, although valenceilimg, do not reducgyntactictransitivity.
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On the other hand, Cooreman argues that it is necessary tovidgia formal
definition “in order to avoid a potentially circular argument” (1994:48).practice,
researchers must employ both formal and functional approaches todegnee. Dixon
and Aikhenvald (2000), for example, present a formal description of variocs aod
valence-raising operations, followed by their functional uses.wises the following
sections survey some of the typological features of causatimds applicatives,
reflexives, reciprocals, and middles, and antipassives, with disauskiboth form and
function.
1.2.3.1 Valence-raising operations: causatives and applicatives

This section discusses both formal and functional characteristidheotwo
overarching types of valence-raising operatiazeisativesand applicatives The first,
causatives, raise the valence of the base predicate by higeasiauser participant
(Dixon 2000). In terms of formal structure, this may be accomglisheone of three
ways: 1) through the addition of a distinct causative predieatalytic or periphrastic
causatives), 2) through the addition of causative affixationorphologicalcausatives),
or 3) through suppletiorigxical causatives) (Comrie 1981; Kroeger 2004).

There is a great deal of typological variation regarding ws bf base clause
can undergo causativization and the resulting syntactic treatohehe causee. Only
rarely can causatives apply to impersonal verbs or copulas (Dixon.200®any

languages, causatives can apply to intransitive clauses onlpn ird Aikhenvald

2 Including discontinuous or suprasegmental formaffikation such as vowel lengthening or tonal a&n
(Dixon 2000).
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(2000) describe the prototypical base intransitive causative asgh#wn following
features:
(1.35) Causative (intransitive base)
a. an intransitive clause becomes transitive;
S becomes O;

b.
c. anew A argument is added; and
d. causative marking is used.

To current knowledge, this pattern is found in all languages with magical
causatives, as well as many with analytic causativeso(Di2000), although other
patterns may coexist with it. A Turkish example is given in (1.36).

(1.36) Ali Hasan-i1  ol-diir-dii.

Ali Hasanacc die-CAUS-PST
‘Ali killed Hasar.’” (Comrie 1981:169)

In many languages, causatives can apply to transitive and ditrandduses as
well as intransitive clauses. However, there are no known languagescahseatives can
apply to transitive clauses but not to intransitive clauses. Cdi®i&, 1981) suggests
that a very common way to deal with the causee of any clapseigyto assign it the

highest available function in the hierarchy shown in Figure 1.2.

subject > direct object > indirect object > oblique object
Figure 1.2: Comrie’s causee assignment hierarchy
Thus, the causee of an initial intransitive clause is treatedalidirect object, that of an
initial transitive clause like an indirect object, and thatrofratial ditransitive clause like
an oblique object, typically like the demoted agent of a passive patiern is found in
Turkish. In (1.36), above, an intransitive clause has been causatividetthea causee,

Hasan, receives accusative marking as the direct object. In (1.37),JYeone transitive
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clause has been causativized. Since both the subject and diredt grajecnatical
relations are unavailable, the causesidiir ‘director’, receives dative marking as an
indirect object.

(1.37) Dis¢i mektub-u miidiir-e imzala-t-ti.

dentist letterAcc directorbAT Sign-CAUS-PST
‘The dentist gothe director to sign the letter.’

Finally, in (1.38), a ditransitive clause has been causativizethidncase, the highest
three grammatical relations on the hierarchy in Figure 1.2Zlaeady in use; thus, the
causeemiidiir ‘director’, is marked bytarafindan ‘by’, the postposition which is also
used to mark the agent of a passive construction.

(1.38) Disci Hasan-a mektub-u miidiir tarafindan goster-t-ti.

dentist HasanpAT letterAcc director by showeAus-PST
‘The dentist gothe director to show the letter to Hasan.’

Comrie also allows that “doubling” may occur, such that both the caumskée
theme are treated as direct objects, or the causee ancifientgoal are both treated
alike (p. 171). In the Sanskrit example in (1.39), both the cabbg&gam ‘servant’, and
the themekatarh ‘mat’, are in accusative case.

(1.39) Ramo bhrtyarmn  katarh  karayati.

Ramanom servantaACC matACC preparecAUS
‘Rama makesghe servan prepare the mat.” (Comrie 1981:171)

Similar to Comrie, Baker (1988) presents two possible ruleshétreatment of
causees in base intransitive or transitive clauses. Theuiesstates that the causee of a
base transitive clause (base A) is treated as an indiogatt, while both the causee of a

base intransitive clause (base S) and the theme of a bastivteaclause (base O) are
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treated as a direct object. The second rule states that bataubee (base S/A) and the
theme (base O) of a transitive clause are treated as direct objects (1.40)
(1.40)Baker’s causative rules
a. Causativerule 1: A 10
S/I0O> O

b. Causativerule 2: S/ O
Oo0->0

Baker illustrates these rules using two dialects of the Bamigubge Chichewa.
In (1.41), from Chichewa A, the causéal]uzi ‘lizard’ is marked with the preposition
kwa ‘to’. Thus, Chichewa A follows causative rule 1.
(1.41) Anyani a-na-meny-ets-a ana kwa  buluzi.

baboons srPsThit-caus-Asp children to lizard
‘The baboons mad#&e lizard hit the children.’” (Baker 1988:163)

In an example from Chichewa B (1.42), however, the camsema wake ‘her child’ is
unmarked, just like the original Ghimanga ‘corn’. Thus, Chichewa B follows causative
rule 2.

(1.42) Catherine a-na-kolol-ets-a mwana wake chimanga.

Catherine sppsTharvesteaus-asp child her corn
‘Catherine madéer child harvest the corn.’ (Trithart 1977:81)

Baker makes the significant observation that which of the twesrallanguage
follows correlates with how the language treats the argumen#s difransitive verb.
Those languages which do not allow dative shift in ditransitive Vielkmsv causative
rule 1, while those which allow a double object construction follow taesaule 2.
Thus, Chichewa A, which canonically expresses a recipient abl@ue argument, also
treats the causee as an oblique, but Chichewa B, which canomieally a recipient as a

primary object (Dryer 1986), also treats the causee asranyriobject. The first type
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Baker terms “non-double object languages” (p. 186). The second typerther
subdivides into “true double accusative languages” (p. 174), in which bothu@hents
share most or all object properties, and “partial double object langjugmel80), in
which the causee and original O share morphological case, buaubeecappropriates
object properties such as agreement and ability to serveeasuthect of a passive,
stripping them from the original O.

To summarize both Comrie and Baker’s insights, there appear tiwobmajor
syntactic patterns followed by causatives, the non-double objecthandotible object
pattern. The second of these can be split into two sub-types, tpagtiat double object
languages.

A final aspect of causatives to be considered is their functioronD{2000)
argues that causatives rarely have a discourse function, althoughatieeexceptions.
Rather, they are primarily semantic, licensing an argumenthwdoald not otherwise
appear in the clause. Some languages may include two or moretisathadistinct
causative constructions, which differ in terms of the type of paéslio which they can
apply, the degree of control, willingness, or affectedness of tieeeaor the degree of
directness, intentionality, effort, or involvement of the causer (Dixon 2000).

These semantic distinctions may also be marked through adtevags of coding
the causee in such clauses. The two Kannada examples below diffan dhe case
assigned to the causee. The dative case in (1.43) signals the ltasi$igtée control over
the action, while the instrumental case in (1.44) indicates thatahsee has greater

control (Comrie 1981:175).
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(1.43) Avanu  nanage bisketannu tinnisidanu.
3SGNOM 1SGDAT biscuit earAus
‘He fedme a biscuit.’

(1.44) Avanu  nanninda bisketannu tinnisidanu.

3SGNOM 1SGINST  biscuit eatcAuUs
‘He gotme to eat the biscuit.’

A second type, or group, of valence-raising operations is known codcts
applicatives. Whereas causatives license a causer participaft ecomes the new A
argument of the causative construction, applicatives licenseiaigemt which in many
cases can alternatively be included with the predica@nasblique. In the applicative
structure, the applied argument becomes the new O. The semant€ tlake participant
varies with the type of applicative. Some of the more frequertdtyrring applicative
types arerecipient/dative, benefactive, malefactive, instrumeraad] locative (Peterson
1999, 2007; Baker 1988). If a language has an applicative construcadiniats most
likely to encode recipient and/or benefactive/malefactive meaning $éBet&999, 2007).

Formally, applicatives may be morphological or lexical, just ldausatives.
Some languages allow a non-valence raised alternative alonghgitmorphological
applicative construction, while others allow only the valencedaiggm. Two
contrasting instrumental examples from Hakha Lai (Peterson 1998y how the
same semantic information may be expressed using either anmestal case marker on
the participantiilooy ‘boat’ (1.45a), or by an instrumental applicative affixed towvixd
(1.45b).

(1.45) a. tiiloop=?in tivaa (khaa) kan-tan

boat=NnsT river TOP 1PL.NOM-Cross
‘We usec the boal to cross the river.’
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b. tiiloop khaa tivaa kan-tan-naak.
boat TOP  river 1PL.NOM-CFOSSHNST
‘We used the boa to cross the river.’

In many languages, however, the applicative is the only possibleodef expressing
the desired information, especially for recipient or benefactpplicatives (Peterson
1999, 2007).

Applicatives also differ as to what type of clause they can awenlith and how
the applied participant is affected. It appears that in some lgagusuch as Tzotzil and
Chichewa, applicatives are somewhat restricted in how they combihantransitive
verbs, while others such as Yimas, Alamblak, and Sesotho allow dwglscao be
formed from intransitive and transitive verbs, but do not allow them toroged from
ditransitive verbs (Baker 1988; Peterson 1999, 2007).

In a way quite similar to causatives, applicatives demonstréezedit syntactic
patterns. Dixon and Aikhenvald (2000) describe how applicative constactffect
intransitive base verbs as given in (1.46).

(1.46) Applicative (intransitive base)
an intransitive clause becomes transitive;
S becomes A;

an oblique argument becomes O;
applicative marking is used.

apop

This intransitive pattern can be illustrated using Kinyarwanda (menyi 1980), as
shown in (1.47). Because the verb is marked with the locative applicatisgheme ho,
the themermeeza ‘table’ no longer needs the prepositian‘on’, as it would in the non-

valence raised alternative. Rather, it appears as a direct argumenpidivate.
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(1.47) Abaana b-iica-ye-ho = ameeza.
children spsit-Asp-on  table
‘The children are sitting othe table.’

Dixon and Aikhenvald (2000) also describe one type of transitive appécati
structure (1.48).

(1.48) Applicative (transitive base a)
a. atransitive clause remains transitive;
b. Aremains A,
c. an oblique argument becomes O;
d. O becomes oblique;
e. applicative marking is used.

The Austronesian language Chamorro follows this transitive apipicpattern, as seen
in (1.49), where the beneficiapy’ ‘me’ is unmarked, but the themigibui ‘pig’, receives
the oblique markenu.

(1.49) Ha punu-i yu’ si Miguel nu i  bébui.

3scNoMm Kkill-BEN me PN Miguel oBL the pig
‘Miguel killed the pig for me.” (Gibson 1980)

A second transitive option is that the transitive clause becondsaasitive
clause and the theme and the applied participant are both treatdgeats (1.50)
(Peterson 1999, 2007; Baker 1988).

(1.50) Applicative (transitive base b)
a. atransitive clause becomes ditransitive;
b. Aremains A;
c. a peripheral argument becomes O;
d. O remains O;
e. applicative marking is used.

Example (1.51), from Chichewa, illustrates the transitive appleatype b (Baker
1988:248). Both the beneficiambidzi ‘zebras’ and the themsapato ‘shoes’ are treated

as O in that they are left unmarked (overtly) for case.
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(1.51) Kalulu a-na-gul-ir-a mbidzi nsapato.
hare  sPPSTmoId-BEN-ASP zebras shoes
‘The hare bougtghoe: for the zebra:’

However, as Baker (1988) shows, even if both objects share morphbloagea
this does not mean they equally share all object properties ofatigaiage. In many
cases, the original O argument loses many or most of its giygmerties, such as object
agreement or ability to become the subject of a passive. Thigrtgeerty is illustrated in
(1.52). The beneficiary of the applicative constructimbidzi ‘zebras’, can become the
subject of a passive, but the themsapato ‘shoes’ cannot (Baker 1988:248).

(1.52) a. Mbidzi zi-na-gul-ir-idw-a nsapato (ndi kalulu).
zebras SPPSTbuy-BEN-PASSASP shoes by hare
‘The zebras were bought shoes by the hare.’
b. *Nsapato zi-na-gul-ir-idw-a mbidzi (ndi kalulu).

shoes SP-PST-buy-BEN-PASSASP zebras by  hare
‘Shoe: were bought for the zebras by the hare.’

Languages which follow causative rule 1 (1.40) (non-double objectdgegl do
not typically allow applicative constructions. Languages which follawsative rule 2
(double object languages) can be sub-divided in two ways, just asseeas with
causatives. Following Marantz (1982, 1984), Baker argues that thedappiiect as a
rule will be more object-like in its properties than the origi@l argument, a
characteristic of applicatives which he terarantz’s GeneralizatioiiBaker 1988:246).
Nevertheless, the original O may retain some object propertiels,as its ability to be
extracted for relativization. Languages in which the appliedcobligemore syntactically
privileged (has more object properties) than the theme arealpaiduble object

languages, whereas those in which the two arguments share ratigtroperties can be
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classified as true double accusative languages (Baker 1988haBraad Moshi (1990)
term these typessymmetri@andsymmetridanguages, respectively.

In summary, applicatives, like causatives, may be classifiegitlasr a true or
partial double object type. However, the treatment of applied shjeay vary from one
type of applicative to another even within one language (Baker 1988:280sdte999,
2007).

The functions of applicatives vary from language to languageone sases, the
functions appear to be primarily semantic, as in those langudgebl Wwave no non-
valence raised alternative. Some languages, such as Hakhandtlade multiple
morphologically-distinct applicative types with distinct semamntilowever, in many
Bantu languages it is common to subsume several of these Eegwmmtepts under a
single general applicative morpheme (Peterson 1999, 2007).

In those languages where applicative constructions co-exikt man-valence
raised options for expressing identical semantics, there mathbe motivations for the
applicative construction. Possible pragmatic motivations include awimadiscourse
salience of the raised participant; possible syntactic maiinatinclude making the
argument available for operations such as relativization or pzstson (Peterson 1999,
2007).
1.2.3.2 Reflexives, reciprocals, and middles

This section examines the formal and functional characterstidsree types of
valence-lowering operations which share a number of similarreélsxives, reciprocals,

and middles. Reflexives prototypically signify that a singletippant both acts and
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undergoes the action, whereas reciprocals prototypically sigmifypt more participants,
each simultaneously an actor upon the other participant(s) and an werdgrtjoe other
participants’ action. Less literal is the chaining use of precals, in which the
participants engage in the action on a subset of the other3he.gpelunkers followed
each other through the narrow crevi@achtenberk 1994)Middle voice is more difficult

to define, as it has a wide variety of applications. However, Kem{&@©93:73) claims
that middles share the semantic relationship of “subject-atfaess” with reflexives and
reciprocals. It is thus not surprising that, in many languaggftexives, reciprocals,
and/or middles share the same or similar morphology (Kemmer 288jsien¢ 1987).
Kemmer lists a variety of situation types which cross-listycally have been found to
bear middle marking, includinggrooming/body care, change in body posture, self-
benefactive, naturally reciprocal, translational (self-induced) motion, emotognition,
spontaneous eventandlogophoric(the speaker or experiencer is coreferential with the
agent of the dependent clause) (pp. 16-20).

Formally, reflexives can be divided in three primary ways. Dixuh Aikhenveld
(2000) describe two of these: they can be formed either as tvaasitith a coreferential
reflexive pronoun, or as intransitives whose S is simultaneously agdrpatient. Only
the second type can be considered a valence-lowering operation.aflmedeof such a
reflexive would be:

(1.53) Reflexive (valence-lowering)
a. atransitive clause becomes intransitive;

b. Aand O merge into S;
c. reflexive/reciprocal marking is used.

48



Van Valin and LaPolla (1997) term these two typeseference reflexiveand
lexical reflexives,respectively. Coreference reflexives (@P-reflexives(Faltz 1985)),
which are not detransitivizing, are characterized by a (pro)ndmefiexive form which
indicates the coindexed argument. Faltz (1985) subdivides this typeoimpooundand
pronominal reflexives, which he argues behave in syntactically-distirepgswEnglish
provides an example of the first type (1.54), whereas German akemfte second
(1.55).

(1.54) Janinesawherself in the lake.
(1.55) Hans sah sich; im Spiegel.

Hans seesT REFL3SG in  mirror

‘Hans sawhimself; in the mirror.” (Faltz 1985:46)

Lexical reflexives (orverbal reflexives(Faltz 1985)), on the other hand, are

valence-lowering, involving a fundamental change to the argunreictuge of the verb.

In Dyirbal, for example, the suffixyki/-mariy expresses reflexivity. The subject of

(1.56),yara ‘man’, would normally be ergative marked in a transitive clatsge, it is

marked absolutive, indicating the reduced transitivity of the clause.

(1.56) Ba-yi yara,-@® buyba-yiri-nu.

DEIC-ABS.1 manABS hideREFL-TNS

‘The man; is hidinghimself,.’ (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997:392)

Van Valin and LaPolla (1997) also describe a third tgligc reflexives.Many
researchers group these as a type of coreference reflexsee dhem as a transitional
stage between the first two types (e.g., Faltz 1985; Lickt&nti994). However,

syntactic evidence demonstrates that, unlike coreferenexixef$, they are intransitive

(Alsina 1996).
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Furthermore, Van Valin (1990) and Van Valin and LaPolla (1997) show that clit
reflexives are distinct from the other two types semantic&ty example, in Italian,
(1.57), a typical coreference reflexive, contrasts semanticaitlp (1.58), a clitic
reflexive form. In (1.57)Maria is obligatorily interpreted as the agent, whereas in (1.58),
there is no implication of agency. This suggests that in the chtilexive, the A
argument is suppressed, producing an intransitive form.

(1.57) Maria; ha taglia-to se stessqa  di proposito/*per sbaglio.
Maria have.8G cutPSTP REFL-FEM.SG on.purpose/by.mistake

‘Maria; cutherself on purpose/*accidentally.” (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997:408)

(1.58) Maria; Ssii ¢ taglia-t-a. di proposito/per sbaglio.

Maria REFL be.33GPRS CUt-PSTRFEM.SG on.purpose/by.mistake
‘Maria; cutherself, on purpose/accidentally.’” (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997:407)

There are two primary syntactic features of reflexivesdigruss. The first
important feature regards the possible antecedent of reflexiviesa universal property
of reflexives that the antecedent must in some sense be hiwnerthie reflexive.
Jackendoff (1972, 1992) proposed that the relevant hierarchy was semantic:
agent>location, source, goal>theme. However, in some languages etisymtrarchy
appears to account better for the data: subject>object>oblique argunoe-argument
(Kroeger 2004:94).

Languages further differ as to whether or not the antecedesit be a subject.
Faltz (1985) terms this parameter tkebject antecedenc€SA) condition Some
languages, such as English, are non-SA languages, meaningnthargument can

antecede a reflexive as long as it is higher on the appropreatechy than the reflexive.
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Thus, in (1.59), the reflexive pronoummself, a non-argument, can be coindexed
grammatically with eitheDrew (subject) ofEthan(oblique argument)

(1.59) Drew; texted withEthan; abouthimself;;.

In SA languages, such as German, only the subject of the clansntecede a
reflexive. Thus, in (1.60), the subjektans,can antecede the reflexive pronaich, but
Fritz cannot.

(1.60) Hans sprach mit  Fritz; Uber  sichy.

Hans speaksT with Fritz  about REFL3sSG
‘Hans spoke withFritz abouthimself.” (Faltz 1985:76)

A second important syntactic feature of reflexives is theiradoniJniversally,
the smallest domain of obligatory reflexivization appears tadreferential semantic
arguments of the same predicate (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997). In)(lbétause the two
semantic arguments bfuiseare marked as coreferentiahly the reflexive pronoun is a
grammatical expression of the second argument.

(1.61) Seth bruisedhimselfi/*him;.

In some languages, reflexivization is limited to this veryalkrdomain. Other
languages require reflexivization for any coreferential aeptmwithin the clause,
regardless of whether it is a semantic argument of the pasdécate as its antecedent.
Faltz (1985) terms this requirement thigict clause(SC) condition German is a SC
language, as shown in (1.62). The reflexive pronsich signals coreferentiality with
Hans,despite the fact that it is not an argument of the predsedterisee’.

(1.62) Hans sah eine Schlange neben *ihm/sich.

Hans seest a snake near S&/REFL.3SG
‘Hans; saw a snake neaim(?self).” (Faltz 1985:100)
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A third type of language falls between these two. In Englistiexivization is
obligatory for semantic co-arguments, but only optional for cornefi@earguments
within the clause which are not arguments of the same predicé®).(English is thus a
non-SC language.

(1.63) Alexis; spilled fingernail polish oher;/herself.

Kuno (1987) advances a functional explanation for the two options in (1.63): the
reflexive form suggests a greater degree of affectedness than the gitenarpr

Finally, the clause mate(CM) condition (Postal 1971) distinguishes those
languages which limit reflexivization to the clause orbycél reflexives) from those
which allow inter-clausal reflexivizationohg distanceor logophoricreflexives). English
is a CM language (1.64f,whereas Japanese is not (1.65).
(1.64) Lydia; said [that Alison pinchetherselfi/her;].

(1.65) Mitiko; wa [zibun; ga suki na] seinen 0 yatto  ryoosin
Michiko TOP REFL NOM like young.man Acc finally parents

ni syookai sita.
DAT introducepsT

‘Michiko; finally introduced to her parents the young man [wisbm
loved].’ (Faltz 1985:152)

A number of languages include both primary and secondary reflexivization
devices (e.g., German, French, Norwegian). In such cases, theils usequently
governed by which of the preceding constraints they follow. In pdaticFaltz (1985)
proposes that 1) pronominal reflexives are SA and SC, and mixegandrto CM; 2)

compound reflexives are non-SA, non-SC, but CM; and 3) verbal refteareeSA, non-

%4 But see Lichtenberk (1994) for some exceptions.
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SC, and CM. Although these characterizations are not without eswcefitis clear that
verbal reflexives are universally much more constrained in ypest of reflexive
situations they can convey, being restricted to subject anteseddmise reflexive
argument is within the clausal domain (Lichtenberk 1994).

Although reciprocals have distinct semantics from reflexivestphologically
and syntactically they share many similarities withesates. Like reflexives, they may
be nominal, verbal, or clitic in form. They are also subject tas#me types of syntactic
parameters of antecedence and domain discussed above for refldxolgsnperk
1994). However, as Everaert (2000) notes, the reflexive and reciproce ilora given
language may not be identical in regard to their range ofasyotuses. Likewise,
middles frequently overlap morphologically with reflexives. Howegeme languages
such as English typically encode middles lexically with no mispronominal or verbal
marking (e.g.John dressed for dinngror with a periphrastic construction (e.gphn got
dressed.

The function of reflexives, reciprocals, and middles is overwhelmnsgmantic.
Nevertheless, in many languages, long-distance reflexives, ageaipr and middles are
used to coindex participants across clauses, extending their functitve pragmatic
(Huang 2006).
1.2.3.3 Antipassives

This section examines the formal and functional character@tiasfinal type of
valence-lowering operation: the antipassive. Antipassives prototlypicablve syntactic

suppression of the O argument (by contrast with passives, which suppeesA
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argument). Since the O argument is demoted in some way, the A éetioenew S of
the construction. This is summarized as in (1.66) (Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000):
(1.66) Antipassive
a. atransitive clause becomes intransitive;
A becomes S;

b.
c. O becomes peripheral or omitted;
d. antipassive marking or a periphrastic construction is used.

Antipassives frequently are found in ergative languages, in which t@eisinmarked
argument for subject. When the O is demoted in such languagésatgement takes on
subject properties. However, antipassives can also occur in acculsatgueages, in
which case the same argument begins and ends as subject (Polinsky 2008).

A typical antipassive sentence from Greenlandic is illustratg1.67). The verb
is marked by a special antipassive affix,as well as an affix to indicate it is now an
intransitive verb -pu). In addition, the original O argumemttuartut ilaanik‘one of the
students’, appears in the instrumental case, indicating it is no longer a coreeatg
(1.67) Atuartut ilaannik ikiut-sariagarpu-nga.

of.students one.of.themNST helpAP-muUStiNTR.IND-1SG.ABS
‘I must help one of the students.’ (Bittner 1987:211)

In ergative languages, the intransitivity of the resulting ardipasclause is clear
from the absolutive marking on the A (new S) argument. Thus, in thEasasive clause
in (1.68) from Chukchi, the subjecyacek ‘youth’, is absolutive-marked.

(1.68) ?aalek-at ine-ni?etet-g?e-t kimit?-e

youthABS AP-carryAOR.3SG.SUBJ}PL loaddNST
‘The young men carried away the/a load.” (Kozinsky, et al. 1988:652)
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However, not all antipassives conform to this prototype. For exanmpl€iche’, the
agent-focus antipassivie morphologically intransitive, but in some ways syntactically
transitive (Campbell 2000).

Most of the discussion regarding antipassives has focused on morpHhologica
antipassives. Some languages, such as Greenlandic, have multiple antipagsineras
(including a zero morpheme) expressing varying types of verpakté¢Bittner 1987).
Conversely, a single morpheme can express other detransitifunicigons in addition to
antipassive (e.g., reflexive, middle, anticausative, etc.). In tefnfiesrmal typology of
antipassives, the primary distinction made has been between wteth@rargument is
either omitted or becomes oblique (Polinsky 2008).

Cooreman (1994) discusses two main functions of the antipassive, which she
describes as the semantic/pragmatic use and the structurdlheseemantic/pragmatic
use has to do with the “degree of difficulty with which an effgeimming from an
activity by A on an identifiable O can be recognized” (Coomerh@94:51). There are
several subtypes. First, there are antipassives which function & kbw degree of
identifiability of O—either its definiteness, referentialityymber, or some combination
thereof. An example of this was given in (1.67), where the platasetut ilaanik‘one of
the students’ must be taken to mean ‘any individual who fits theaciesization
“student™, as opposed to ‘a particular student’.

A second subtype of antipassive alters the aspect of the gesdicaking it less
complete or punctual. For example, in Chamorro, the antipassive maalkersuggests

iterative or habitual action (1.69).
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(1.69) Mang-galuti gue’ ni ga’lago.
AP-hit ABS.3sG OBL dog
‘He pounded on/repeatedly hit the dog.’ (Cooreman 1994:57)

A third subtype lowers the affectedness of O. Another example @bamorro
demonstrates thaa’lago ‘dog’, although the intended recipient of the action, does not
actually feel the effects of it (1.70).

(2.70) Mamatek hao gi galago.

AP.kick 2sGABs Loc dog
‘You kicked at the dog.” (Cooreman 1988:578)

Finally, Cooreman lists some infrequent uses of the antipassivh, asido
indicate non-volitionality of A or to show the counterfactualnesshef statement.
Cooreman connects the semantic/pragmatic uses of the antipasivelopper and
Thompson’s (1980) transitivity properties shown in (1.33). Not surprisingtipassives
are used in situations where the Transitivity Hypothesis predicts lowaresititrity.

The second main use which Cooreman posits for antipassives iatttaral use.
Structural uses include feeding syntactic pivots in clause coaahnat subordination,
or in focus constructions or WH questions. For example, in Chukchi, ardgpsolutive
argument can be relativized. For the subject of a transitiveeclaube extracted, the
clause must first undergo antipassivization (1.71).

(1.71) [pingey-ok ine-nyegtelewa-12-an] tumgstum

boy+iocC AP-SavePTCP-ABS friend
‘the friend [that saved the boy]’ (Polinsky 2008)

The structural uses of the antipassive, although they may slaphatogical
features in a given language with the semantic uses, are détheent in that they focus

on an altered syntactic role of A, rather than a semantimplaying of O. Some
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languages may include both semantic/pragmatic and structusaffarsthe antipassive,
whereas others include only one or the other.

In conclusion, the operations discussed in this section are allsimiltheir
valence-affecting nature. However, it is clear that therenuch variation between
constructions, as well as cross-linguistically, in terms ofr tteemal and functional
properties. In this dissertation, | compare and contrast Falam@lia and valence-
altering operations with the typologies | have outlined here, stgphow they both fit
and do not quite fit current understanding of these constructions.

1.3 Research questions

The previous two sections have summarized the literature regardiog and
valence-altering operations, both in regard to Kuki-Chin languagdsmore broadly
typological and theoretical material. In this section, | @néshe two interrelated research
guestions | seek to answer in this dissertation, based on tweiyaercgaps in the
literature (1.72):

(1.72) Research questions
a. What is the range of voice and valence-altering operations in Falam Chin and
where does Falam Chin fit in a typology of voice and valence-altering opefations

b. What theoretical explanations can account for both the expected and unexpected
features of Falam Chin’s voice and valence-altering operations?

Comprehensive answers to these questions must be delayed unthkgeers.
However, | outline here some of the major points | intend to cover ie ttitapters. The
first research question will be approached in terms of basic s$itiguiheory, or general
typological theory (Dixon 1994). Some “topics for further investigationDixon and

Aikhenvald (2000:25) provide three sub-topics for consideration. First, Datuh
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Aikhenvald suggest that study of valence-altering operations musplase within the
grammatical context of the language; grammatical judgmeatsiot be made in a
vacuum. To that end, Chapter 2 provides a grammatical overview of Falam Chin.

Second, Dixon and Aikhenvald promote exploration of the various types of
constructions in a given language, particularly looking at how theyimaegard to the
prototypical examples. Chapters 4-7 discuss various voice and valégieg
constructions in Falam Chin, exemplifying their features both usndl unusual. For
example, in one type of applicative, the promoted argument retairguehbtnarking.
Reflexives allow an optional O argument, in spite of having othetures of
intransitivity. Antipassives go further angquire the presence of a non-oblique O
argument.

Third, Dixon and Aikhenvald encourage the researcher to study how various
valence-altering operations can combine in a given languageisThlso addressed in
Chapters 4-7.

My second research question queries what theoretical explanatioaccount
adequately for Falam Chin’s voice and valence-altering operatlan€hapter 3, |
present evidence that Falam Chin is a primarily head-markimgubge, and argue that
this fact has important ramifications for voice and valencenadfeoperations in Falam.
As a head-marking language, Falam segregates aspeststat and semantics in a way
impossible in solely dependent-marking languages, resulting in soomual features.
Using the framework of Role and Reference Grammar (RRGumamsarized in Chapter

3, these features can be described and represented in an insightfRR@ is a theory
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which stresses the principle d¢ypological adequacythe ideal linguistic theory is
equipped to account equally satisfactorily for all languages.thi® end, RRG
implements a system of semantics to syntax linking which comluinesal language
universals with language-specific parameters. Tihisng algorithmis able to elegantly
capture important similarities and distinctions among Falam Chiise and valence-
altering operations, as well as those of other languages.
1.4 Methodology

This final section describes the methodology used in conductingskarch for
this work. My research took place over a period of three years,Z86%-2009. During
this period | made two short data-gathering trips to Burma (odane of 2007 and the
other from October to December of 2009). My language consultants maBuere Paul
Van Hre (Lente), Mang Herh (Zahau), Peter Lal Din Thar (dgh@unice Ngunte Cin
Sung, and Samuel Ngun Thawm Lian. | had two additional languageltaotsun the
United States, Phun Kar Thang (Zahau) and Hniang Tum. When possibiee alsa
drawn examples from a small corpus of texts compiled and tradshdth the help of
native Falam Chin speakers.

Other than the texts mentioned, my data consists primarily @feelisentences.
At first, this involved simply asking my consultants to transtaggven English sentence.
Later, | would form sentences in minimal pairs or sets and gskamguage consultants
to make grammaticality judgments on members of the set, soagein the context of a

previous sentence. Working with multiple consultants and sources inguiesllts in
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discrepancies of opinion. | have noted any such discrepanciescplaihed their source
to the best of my ability.

| managed my data using Toolbox software. Although | did make some
recordings along the way, the vast majority of my data watheged in written,
orthographic form. While | believe that tone and prosody may reserak interesting
and pertinent information about the data, | was limited in my ability tteegand analyze
the data within the time constraints of my trips and my consult@htsse elements will
have to wait for further research efforts.
1.5 Organization

In this chapter, | have introduced Falam Chin and Kuki-Chin languages, discussed
pertinent literature regarding grammatical relations, valenoe, voice and valence-
altering operations, and outlined my research goals and methodolo@halster 2, |
present an overview of Falam Chin grammar, while in Chapteexy)l&in my theoretical
framework, Role and Reference Grammar (RRG), and provide smanalysis of Falam
Chin data within this framework. In Chapters 4 and 5, | discusstypes of valence-
raising operations in Falam Chin: causatives and applicativesctiegpe In Chapters 6
and 7, | look at valence-lowering operations in Falam Chin, ff#xives, reciprocals,
and middles, and then antipassives. Finally, in Chapter 8, | devejopontlusions

regarding the broader implications of this work.
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CHAPTER 2

FALAM CHIN GRAMMAR OVERVIEW

In this chapter, | present an overview of some of the basicngatical elements
of Falam Chin. As Dixon and Aikhenvald (2000) suggest, study of any dhdili
phenomenon is most reliable within the context of the grammar ofatigrage as a
whole. This chapter, therefore, lays the groundwork for the discus$ Chapters 4-7
regarding voice and valence-altering operations in Falam Qksnthis chapter is
intended to be primarily descriptive in its approach, | have lamelided RRG-specific
terminology for the time being.

The organization of this chapter is as follows: first, §2.1 exanfia¢égem Chin
morphology, including phrasal affixes, inflectional morphology, and derivdtiona
morphology. Second, §82.2 discusses types of nominals and ordering of depé&mdents
relation to the noun. Third, 82.3 looks at types of predicates and ayddraependents
in relation to the predicate. Lastly, 82.4 discusses typesaoées$, clausal coordination,
and the formation of non-indicative sentence patterns (mood).

The reader who wishes to procede more quickly to the discussion ef aic
valence-altering operations will find a few key sections most useful: Ske$cribes case
marking and verbal cross-reference, two key valence-coding pexper$2.2.1.2
discusses relational nouns, which have bearing on the analysis oatippicand §2.3.2

explains basic clause ordering in a non-valence raised clause.
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It is helpful to note before beginning that Falam is a languagehwhbitows
AOV? ordering, and has split-ergative case marking. NP case marking appeaasas phr
marking enclitics, following an ergative-absolutive pattern. Verbalss-reference
appears as phrase-marking proclitics, following a nominative-accusatieenpa
2.1 Morphology

The morphology of Falam Chin is agglutinative and manifests onhjinmal
phonological changes. Like many Tibeto-Burman languages, Falam Hakirsparse
inflectional morphology (LaPolla 1996). To compensate, Falamplzesal affixedor a
number of prototypically inflectional categories; these are dsscusn 82.1.1. Falam
Chin’s only truly inflectional forms are the suppletiwerbal stem alternationfound in a
subset of Falam Chin verbs; these are discussed in 82.1.2. Derivationathology
includes both nominalizing and various other noun-associated forms avalaice-
changing and other verb-associated forms, discussed in §2.1.3.

2.1.1 Phrasal affixes

Phrasal affixes are a type of clitic which, rather thaachinhg to the head of its
respective phrase or clause, either precedes or follows the @hirase or clause
(Kroeger 2005). In Falam Chin, these include NP case marking, alaadeng, and
verbal and nominal cross-refererféeAs Falam is morphologically ergative in its NP

case marking system, yet accusative in its verbal croseergfing and syntax, it can be

%525 A variant on the more usual SOV designation, incwhA indicates “agent-like argument of a trangitiv
clause.”

% The termcross-referencevill be used throughout because, as Croft (200384es: “The term
agreement, although used far more commonly thasgereference and indexation], implies that theee i
phrase in the utterance that is ‘agreed with’ @etroller) that is necessarily present. In faobftien is
not...”
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described as a split-ergative system (Dixon 1994). With both NP (eadependent-
marking feature) and cross-reference (a head-marking feattaégm can also be
characterized as a double-marking language (Nichols 988)is section discusses NP
case marking and verbal cross-reference, two key indicators e@fceain Falam Chin
clauses. (Nominal cross-reference is discussed in 82.2.2.1 and ohaukmg in
§2.4.1.%°
2.1.1.1 NP case marking

Case marking identifies the function of a dependent noun phrase (Kd#tation
to the head of its clause or phrase (Blake 1994). Along with verba-mfesence, case
is an important indicator of valence. There are only three owerisfof case marking in
Falam Chinjn, ah,andih, all of which occur NP-finally. Depending on syntactic factors
they can serve multiple, at times overlapping, functions. Types otd¢Ee marking
includeergative/ablative, absolutive, locativandgenitive

The first case formjn, serves both ergative and ablative functithsn its
ergative function, it marks the A argument in a transitive elawsgardless of the
semantic role or animacy of the argument (e.g., agent (2.1)periexcer (2.2); animate

(2.1) or inanimate (2.3)).

27|t should be noted that in regard to possessivasgls, however, Falamtiead-markingor pronominals
butdependent markinfpr nouns.

% phonologically, both case and clause marking armt as enclitics to the final unit of the phrakefse
with which they are associated. Likewise, crosssegice pronominals are bound as proclitics to tiesid
or intervening elements. However, as these aregbgital distinctions not pertinent to the topicthis
dissertation, | have chosen in my examples to pilyntnllow the Falam Chin orthographic represeitat
using an equals sign (=) to represent word bouadamly when the Falam orthography joins a cldic t
another word.

29 As Dixon (1994) notes, it is not unusual to findative case coinciding with instrumental and other
functions.
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(2.1) Thangte in  hrampi a at.
Thangte ERG grass  3anNom cut.1®
‘Thangte cut the grass.’

(2.2) Thangte in a lo duh.
Thangte ERG 3sGNOM 2AcC love
‘Thangte loves you.’

(2.3) Thlisia in inn a siatbal.
storm ERG house 3sGNOM destroy
‘The storm destroyed the house.’
This case marker can be demonstrated to be ergative, not nomicaseeby

examining an intransitive clause, whose S argument cannantékd).

(2.4) Ka kawr *in/@ a bal.
1sG shirt ERGABS 3sGNOM dirty.1
‘My shirt is dirty.’

In its ablative functionin marks an oblique NP. It can follow the marked noun
directly (2.5) or else follow an intervening relational ndtisych apar ‘on’ (2.6).
(2.5) Thangte cu khua=in a ra.

Thangte Top village=ABL 3SGNOM come.l
‘Thangte camérom the village.’

(2.6) Nam cu cabuaipar=in a tla.
knife ToP table on»BL 3scNom fall.l
‘The knife fell off the table.’

(lit., “from the on-location ofthe table’)

Ablative case can have locational meanings sudoace(motion away from an

original location; (2.5) and (2.6)) ¢mcation in motion(2.7). In such cases, the ablative

% This numeral indicates the stem form, as explaindg®.1.2. Many verbs have a single form which
performs both functions; thus, only those verbschitiave two forms are marked in this way.

31 Relational nouns are a special class of nounsspittial, time, or other relational meanings. Thveyk
in conjunction with ablative case, locative cageslause marking to express concepts encoded iy man
languages as adpositions and subordinating comjunsc(Blake 1994). See §2.2.1.2 for further disiurss
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marker may optionally be combined witisi ‘from’, which is not possible in its ergative
function. (Note thain contracts to 8 when preceded by a vowel.)

(2.7) Ka dung (ihsi)=n i thlun  aw.
1sc behind from=aBL 1scAcc follow IMP.SG
‘Follow behind me.’

Ablative case can also indicaaecompanimeni2.8), meang2.9), orinstrument(2.10).
(2.8) Thangte cu Aungte thaw=n hrampi ar at.
Thangte TopP Aungte with=ABL grass 8L.NOM cut.l
‘Thangte cut the grasgith Aungte.’
(2.9) Tlanglengsn Rangoon=ah a feh.
train=ABL Yangon+oC 3SGNOM go
‘He went to Yangory train.’
(2.10) Thangte in  favah thaw=n hrampi a at.
Thangte ERG sickle with=ABL grass 3GNOM cut.1l
‘Thangte cut the grasgith a sickle.’
As seen in (2.8) and (2.10), accompaniment and instrumental usessoflly appear in
conjunction withthaw ‘with’.
Ablative case is also used in comparative constructions (2.11).
(2.11) Khi ui hnak=in hi ui a zamrang-deuh.
that dog than=BL this dog 3sGNoM fastcmpv
‘This dog is fastethan that dog.’
Absolutive case is zero-marked in Falam Chin, as it is inymangative

language$? It marks the S in an intransitive clause (2.12) and the Oramaitive clause

(2.13).

32 Constructions usinthaw require cross-reference which equals the sumeéttimate participants
involved.

33 Absolutive is the unmarked case functionally, anflequently formally unmarked as well (Dixon
1994:57; See also Greenberg 1963:95).
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(2.12) Ka kawr *in/@ a bal.
1sG shirt ERGABS 3sGNOM dirty.1
‘My shirt is dirty.’

(2.13) Cinte in rawl @ a suang.
Cinte ErRc food ABS 3SG.NOM cook
‘Cinte cooked some food.’

The second case forrah, marks locative casé.ike ablative case, locative case
may directly follow the located noun (2.14); however, it is more uiuad relational
noun, such asung‘inside’, to intervene between the two (2.15).

(2.14) Anih Cu inn=ah a um.
3SG.CTR TOP housexoC 3SGNOM be
‘He is at the houst.’

(2.15) Hai cu kho sung=ah a um.
mango ToP basket insidexzoc 3sGNOM be
‘The mango isn the basket.’
(lit., “The mango isat the inside ofthe basket)

Locative case can indicate eithgtatic location((2.14) and (2.15)) ofinal location
((2.16) and (2.17)).

(2.16) Inn par=ah thingkung a tlu.
house on=Loc tree FeNom  fall.l
‘The tree fellon the house.’

(2.17) Cabuai par=ah nam ret aw.
table ontoc knife put IMP.SG
‘Put the knifeon the table.’

Finally, locative case can also specifipeation in timeas well as space (2.18).
(2.18) Lian in  nikum=ah thingkung a phun.

Lian ERG last yeartoc tree 3GNOM  plant
‘Lian planted a tree last year.’
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The primary function of the final case fornh, is genitive case. It indicates
animate possession (2.19) or relationship (2°20).

(2.19) Cinte in  Tlem ih hni a hlang.
Cinte ERG Tlem GEN skirt 3sGNOM borrow
‘Cinte borrowedTllem’s skirt .’

(2.20) Mang ih  nupi in hni a tah.
Mang GEN wife ERG skirt 3SGNOM weave
‘Mang’s wife wove a skirt.’

However, inanimate nominals cannot appear with genitive marking (2.21).

(2.21) Hi thing (*ih) theirah cu a tha.
this tree GEN fruit TOP 3sGNOM good.1
‘The fruit of this tree is good.’

In fact, animate nominals are not required to have genitive maektimgr, and thus have
two grammatical options, analogous to Englishvs. of-type possessives (2.22).

(2.22) a. Bikte ih pa
Bikte GEN father
‘Bikte’s father’

b. Bikte pa
Bikte father
‘the father oBikte’

An unusual feature of genitive marking is that it can also optipmatur with
animate NPs preceding relational nouns (2.23).

(2.23) Thangte (ih) hnen=ah ka feh ding.
Thangte GEN to=LoC ISGNOM @O FUT
‘I will go to Thangte.’
(lit., ‘I will go to Thangte’s to-location’)

However, as might be expected, inanimate NPs never take genitikengnavith

relational nouns (2.24).

3 Orthographically, genitive case is connected tppr names with a hyphen, e Glem-ih hniTlem’s
skirt’ (Champeon 2008).
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(2.24) Thingkung (*ih)  lam=ah ka fen  ding.

tree GEN  toward=ocC 1SGNOM  go  FUT

‘I will go toward the tree.’

Both syntactic and phonological environments can alter the fornmeofcase
markers just discussed. When ergative, locative, or ablative caseked in some types
of embedded clauses is used as an embedded clause case allomorph. Thus, in (2.25)
and (2.26), ergative, locative, and ablative case markers all eggibdvecause they are

within a type of embedded clause. (See 82.4.1 for further disous$iwhich clause

types condition this allomorph.)

(2.25) [Thangte ih lo sung#h _ ; cin=mi] fang=pawl cu
Thangte ERG field in=LoC plant.2ReL rice.plantL TOP
tilik in a siat theh.

flood ERG 3sGNOM destroy PFV
‘As for the rice [which Thangte planted ; in the field], the flood completely
destroyed it.’

(2.26) Cinte in [Mang cu tlangleng#h a ra tlun
Cinte ERG Mang TOP train=ABL 3sGNOM go return.2

ding] a duh-sak.

FUT  3SGNOM wantBEN

‘Cinte wants Mang___ to returnby train].’
Furthermore, when a locative or ablative-marked NP modifies a (®@mbedded in
the NP), it is also marked with (2.27).
(2.27) [Na hmai=ih] lukham kha la aw.

2sG front=Loc pillow TOP take.l IMP.SG
‘Take that pillow [n front of you].’
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Phonological allomorphs exist for both andih when they are preceded by a
word that ends in a vowel or vowel plus glottal stop contracts by dropping the /i/,
producing forms likehaw=n (2.10) thaw® ‘with’). lh contracts by dropping the glottal
stop, producing forms likethaw=i and ihsi, as well as numerous other forms in its
genitive function (2.28).
(2.28) Ka pa=i hnen=ah ka feh ding.

1sGc fatherGen to=LoC 1SGNOM QO FUT

‘I will go to my father.’

As argued in the introduction to this section, case marking oy@s is phrase-
final; this can be seen in (2.29), where ergative marking follows the entire NP
(2.29) Ka naunu mawi zet in puan a hlang.

1sG sister  pretty very ERG blanket 3scNOM borrow

‘My very pretty sister borrowed a blanket.’
However, the ordering of case and pragmatic marking varies iy oy pragmatic
marking. Case marking follows topic marking, as in (2.30).
(2.30) Cinte le  Thangte cu=n Pathian an rian.

Cinte and Thangte Tor=ErRG God FPLNOM serve.l

‘Cinte and Thangte serve God.’

Case marking precedes focus marking (2.31).

(2.31) Zo in si Parte a hua?
who ERG FOC Parte 3SGNOM hate.l
‘Who hates Parte?’

The types and forms of Falam Chin case are summarized in Table 2.1.

3 Although theChin Writer's HandbookChampeon 2008) states that phonologically shodtémens
should be written out in full, | have chosen toresgent the shortened forms in this work.

% Awis the orthographic rendering of (Champeon 2008).
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Table 2.1: Case forms

Case Basic form Contracted form Embedded form
Ergative/ablative in =n ih

Absolutive %) 4] %]

Locative ah not applicable ih

Genitive ih = ih/=i

The adjunct clause markers, which are discussed in 82.4.1.2, are yormall
identical to the ergative/ablative and locative case markers.
2.1.1.2 Verbal cross-reference

Falam has two sets of verbal cross-reference prononiinatsich may optionally
be accompanied by a coreferential NP in the clause. Unlikenakxgative-absolutive
system of NP case marking, verbal cross-reference patteasiominative-accusative
manner. The nominative case cross-reference forms are shown in Pable 2.

Table 2.2: Nominative verbal cross-reference

Singular Plural
1 | ka kan
2 | na nan
3 |a an

These forms are used to cross-reference both the S in an inteoksitise (2.32) and the
A in a transitive clause (2.33).
(2.32) Mang cu tlawngta tha a Si.

Mang ToOP student good.13sGNOM be
‘Mang is a good student.’

37 Although proclitics, both verbal and nominal croeference are written as separate words accotding
Falam Chin orthography (Champeon 2008).
% Falam also has nominal cross-reference, whidtteistical in form to the nominative case verbal sfos

reference forms. Its use is discussed in §2.2.2.1.
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(2.33) Parte in a lo tham.
Parte ERG 3sGNOM 2.Acc touch
‘Parte touched you.’

Accusative case cross-reference indexes the O in a trar@déivge, but according
to a somewhat more complicated system. The set of accusathed eeoss-reference
forms is found in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Accusative verbal cross-reference

Singular Plural
1| in
2 | lo lo ... (hai)
3|0 @ ... (hai)

A few remarks will help to clarify how these forms are usetheithe O argument is
first person, the accusative cross-reference formsi anein, but nominative cross-
reference is phonologically null. In (2.34) below, although the A rasgi is second
person singulanangmah,the expected nominative cross-reference forandoes not

appear with the verb.

(2.34) Nangmah in @ i duh.
2SGSTD ERG NOM 1sGAcc love
‘You love me.’

If both the A and O arguments are singulars used to represent a first person O
argument. If either the A or O, or both, are pluralis used. This form, it must be
stressed, may indicate the plurality of either the A or thargument, thus (2.35) is
ambiguous, meaning either ‘“YosL] love me’ or ‘You éL) love us’.

(2.35) Nanmah in @ in duh.

2PL.STD ERG SUBJ 1pLAcCC love
‘You (PL) love me/us.’
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Second person O arguments take the féwmregardless of whether they are
singular or plural (2.36)Lo comes between the nominative cross-reference and the
predicate. For human arguments, the post-verbal viraidcan be used to indicate

plurality of the O argument (2.37.

(2.36) Ka lo duh.
1sGNOM 2.AccC love
‘I love you.’

(2.37) Ka lo duh hai.

1sGNOomM 2Acc love PLACC
I loveyou (PL).

Third person accusative marking is phonologically null (2.38). Howevepds$ie
verbal plural word may optionally be used to represent pluralityjuaian O arguments
(2.39).

(2.38) Ka ] duh.

1sc.NOM 3Acc love
‘I love him/her/it/them.’

(2.39) Ka %] duh hai.
1sc.NOM 3.AcCC love PL.ACC
‘I love them.’

Ditransitive verbs add an interesting complication to the discus$iancusative
cross-reference. It is only possible to cross-reference onet acygement; however,
ditransitives include two possible object arguments. When theretwarepossible
candidates for accusative cross-reference, Falam consisterdbs-references the
recipient or goal rather than the theme. This can be seen i) €hd(2.41), wherene

andyouare cross-referenced.

% This form seems to be dialectal; one of my languasnsultants did not feel comfortable producing it
although he was familiar with it.
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(2.40) Parte in kawr i pe.
Parte ERG shirt 1sGAcc give.l
‘Parte gaveme a shirt.’
(2.41) Parte in Chin ca a lo zirh  maw?

Parte ERG Chin grammar 3sGNOM 2.ACC teach INTG
‘Did Parte teaclyou Chin grammar?’

Thus, Falam fits Dryer's (1986) description oppamary object languagea language
which chooses the recipient or goal as syntactically priroaey the theme—in this case,
through cross-reference.

However, there is a further twist to the account of ditrarestiand cross-
reference. Falam Chin consultants struggle with the constructieuobf sentences as
‘Parte showed you to Thangte’ or ‘Parte showed you to me’, findiem tawkward, if
not impossible to form. This suggests that person (a subset ofcghiatso plays a role,
such that the theme of a ditransitive verb cannot be first or secasmhpsince only the
recipient/goal can receive cross-reference.

To summarize the preceding discussion, when there are two passibitit
accusative cross-reference, the chosen argument must be thientégoal, not the
theme, and the accompanying theme must be third person. This is pictured in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4: Falam Chin possible cross-reference combinations in ditransitdge ve

Recipient/goal Theme
v 151/2nd 3rd
v 3rd 3rd
* 151/2nd 151/2nd
* 3rd 151/2nd

The preceding discussion accounts for many of the uses of veobatreference

in Falam Chin. It has already been noted that verbal crosemeteforms do not always
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agree with their corresponding NPs in terms of case; erghifRe (A arguments) are
cross-referenced by nominative case forms, while absolutive iN&g be cross-

referenced by either nominative (for S arguments) or acgesdtr O arguments) case
forms. In addition to this, however, sometimes cross-reference fitigagree in person
and/or number features with the NPs they index. This suggestalaat Chin has what
Bickel (2000) describes as associative,rather thanintegrative, agreement system,
which he argues is a feature of Tibeto-Burman languages

The two types of agreement systems are characterizediffergntly. The verbal
agreement forms of integrative agreement systems havetacstrespondence with the
NPs they reference in terms of person, number, and case. Inatgsoagreement
systems, however, NPs and their verbal indexation are independenedeafuthe
grammar, only loosely linked by construction-specific assariati This means that
many times coreferential forms will disagree in person, nunainelor case features. The
association types Bickel identifies agentificational (including the sub-typexternal
possessQr appositional, partitionalandrelational.

The first three of these association types are found in Fdtiemtificational
cross-reference is the most common variety, bearing the exipeche-to-one
correspondence between NP and cross-reference in person and numbeyp@& is
exemplified in many of the preceding examples, as well aQ.42), where a third
singular NP,Thangte is cross-referenced by a third singular cross-reference, farm

Example (2.42) also displays external possessor agreement, whigh #le possessor
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of the targeted head to be cross-referefféddhus, the second singular possessive form,
na,is indexed by a second singular cross-reference méoker,
(2.42) Thangte in na kut a lo kai maw?

Thangte ERG 2sG hand 3scNom 2.Acc hold INTG
‘Did Thangte holdyour hand?’

In appositional agreement, one or more NPs preceding the verkeednmaagt
function as appositional explanation of its reference. Example (2.48)d@sca third
singular NP,pa ‘man’, with a third plural obligue NPpauhakpawl!‘children’, that
together are cross-referenced by a third plural f@am This sentence could perhaps be
translated more literally as: “The man, with the children—iblayed together’. Both the
direct and the oblique NP are in apposition to the cross-reference form.

(2.43) Pa pa=khat cu nauhak=pawl thaw=n an lek-tlang.

man CLF=one TOP child=pL with=ABL 3PL.NOM play.1l-together
‘The marn played togethewith the children.’

Example (2.44) provides a second example in which a third singulapa\Nfther’, is
cross-referenced by a first singular foia,
LNM 014
(2.44) Na pa ka sual tuk.

2sG father 1scnNom evil very

‘l, yourfather, am very evil.’
Although both reference the same individual, they do not share graralmagison
features.

In the third type, partitional agreement, verbal cross-retereepresents a set of

which the subject NP forms a part. Thus, in (2.45), the verbal cresemeé

“0 Bickel (2000:590) notes “an affected possessorta@iam precedence over its host in providing agreéme
features.” Often, the possessor is “affected” beeauis a part of his body that is in question.

“L All LNM examples are from “Lahka Suah Ni Mitthl{Payday Tears), by Salai Ram Ling Hmung
(2004). Spelling has been altered in places tecefturrent Falam Chin orthography.
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encompasses all the listeners and is second person pamalvhereas the corresponding
NP refers to one individual of that set and is third person singalavho’.
KIF 053"
(2.45) ["Zo tal in  nan hmu maw?” ti=n] an
who at.least ERG 2PL.NOM see.l INTG sayAJT 3PL.NOM
sut-aw-khawm.

askRECPtogether
‘[“Did any of you at least see her?”] they asked each other.’

In summary, this section has examined two key types of phridisalsan Falam
Chin: NP case marking and verbal cross-reference. While both are importaatarslaf
valence, they have been shown to behave in rather different waysadePntarking
patterns in an ergative manner, while verbal cross-refereaiterqs in an accusative
manner. NP case marking marks core and oblique arguments,| aswaejuncts, while
verbal cross-reference is confined to the two most prominent argaofetite clause. In
addition, their relationship to each other seems to be one, not ofagredment, but of
loose apposition. As | argue in Chapters 4-7, the slightly discordiationship between
the two types is a defining characteristic of Falam syntax.
2.1.2 Inflectional morphology: Verbal stem alternations

As shown in the previous section, phrasal affixes carry mudheoinflectional
burden in Falam Chin. However, Falam Chin does include a set oftioflal verbal
forms which do not change verb meaning, but rather alter granainfticction. These
are known aserbal stem alternation§/SAs), a characteristic feature of Chin languages

in general. Although VSAs have roots in one or more historicatlglyctive morphemes,

“2 All KIF examples are from the folktale “Keiti Inaflanu” (The Girl Who Drank Tiger-water). In some
cases, spelling has been altered to reflect cuRa&aim Chin orthography.
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they are no longer productive, and they are only partially prddéctdhere are two
forms: the grammatically unmarked forstem 1,and the grammatically marked form,
stem 2 It is important to note, however, that many verbs are invarianindnanly one
form.

The VSA phenomenon is found to a greater or lesser degree in Ghast
languages, but is somewhat varied as to its grammaticalarseldnguage to language.
A very general characterization of the grammatical uses &sM8 Falam is that the
unmarked form, stem 1, is found in independent clauses, while stepearapn certain
subordinate clauses. Stem 2 also appears with applicatives, andenypa® of relative
clauses, questions, nominalizations, and passives. These gramumsgEa@re discussed
in further detail throughout the remainder of this chapter in appropriatersecti

The remainer of this section discusses the phonological propeftidSAs in
Falam Chin. There are five basic segmental changes whiabccanto change a stem 1
to a stem 2 verb. In the first type, a voiceless stop, either /k/, is added to a stem 1
verb ending in a vowel. In the second type, a final velar nagali¢ changed to an
alveolar nasal (/n/). In the third type, a final stop (/t/ or Beomes a glottal stop. In the
fourth type, final sonorants are glottalized. Finally, a fewnfoiundergo ablaut. Vowel
shortening and/or tonal changes are also possible with or without theoyslgvi
mentioned changes. Table 2.5 summarizes the phonological forms whith ste

alternations may take in Falam Chin.
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Table 2.5: Types of verbal stem alternations in Falam“*hin

Alternation Type Falam English
(1) addition of voiceless stop (/t/ of pe ~ pek ‘to give’
/k/) to vowel na ~ nat ‘to be sick’
(2) b/ ~ In/ suang ~ suan ‘to cook’
(3) final stop (/t/ or /k/) ~ glottal | that ~ thaf’ ‘to kill’
stop
(4) glottalization of final sonorant | hmu ~ hmuh ‘to see’
(vowels, glides, /I/, and/)
(5) vowel ablaut/shortenifiy nuam ~ nawm ‘to be happy’
(6) ~ toné® vak ~ vak ‘to crawl, walk’
(7) invariant forms duh ‘to like’

As stem forms are suppletive and unpredictable, whenever theraliemation of types
1-5 these forms are marked as either ‘verb.1’ or ‘verb.2’ in daenple glosses, as in
(2.46). Alternations of tone or vowel length are not marked.
(2.46) [Ka ihthah  lai=ah,] a ra thleng.

1sGNOM sleep.2 while=AJT 3sGNOM come arrive.l

‘[While | was sleeping,] he arrived.’
2.1.3 Derivational morphology

The derivational morphology of Falam Chin is quite productive. Thisiosec
discusses the nominalizing morphology, other noun-related morphology, &nckelated
morphology of Falam.
2.1.3.1 Nominalizing morphology

First, Falam Chin includes several types of nominalizing morpheffies.

nominalizermi- ‘one who is V' plus a predicate derives an experiencer nominalizat

“3 Table adapted from King (2009).

*4H is the orthographic rendering &f in Falam.

> Vowel shortening often co-occurs with all the ottypes as well.
“® Tone change often co-occurs with all the otheesyas well.

78



(2.47). The nominalizerty ‘one who does V’ plus a predicate indicates the agent of the

predication (2.48). Both of these nominalizing morphemes require a stem 1 verb.

LNM 012

(2.47) A mitthli cu mi-na ihkhun tlun=ih Bikte hmai
3sG tear TOP NMLZ-Sick.1 bed overtoc Bikte face
par=ah an rung fawr.

on=Ltoc 3rPL.NOM come.down drip
‘His tears drip down on the face of Bikte on the sickbed.
(lit., ‘bed of thesick person)

(2.48) Mang cu mawtaw mawng-tu a Si.
Mang TOP vehicle  drive.INMLZ 3sSGNOM be
‘Mang is ataxi/bus driver.’

Two other nominalizers focus on the procesmk ‘act of doing V' (2.49)) or
manner (dan‘way of doing V’ (2.50)) of the action. These require stem 2 verbs.

LNM 056

(2.49) Ilh-nak khan=ah zamrang-te=n a va lut.
sleep.2xmMLZ room=LoC quickDIM=AJT 3SGNOM go enter.1l
‘He went quickly to his bedroom.’
(lit., * sleepingroom’)

(2.50) A leh-dan a mawi.
3sG play.2NMLzZ  3SGNOM  pretty
‘His style of playinc is beautiful.’

Two final nominalizers includezia ‘quality of V’, which occurs with attributive
state verbs (2.51), angi ‘fellow-doer of V' (2.52), both of which also take stem 2 verbs.

LNM 079

(2.51) A daih-zia cu sim thiam a si lo.
3sG cold.2nmLz  ToP tell well 3sGNOM be NEG
‘It's difficult to describe itscoldnes:.’

LNM 085

(2.52) Zu  rit-pi-le um nawn lo ...
beer drunk.2nmLz-PL be yet NEG
‘No longer with [his]fellow drunks, ...’
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In addition to the above-mentioned nominalizers, there are also a nwhber
derived nouns which include the stem 2 form of the verb (a@tgak ‘sunset’, lit., ‘sun-
fall.2").
2.1.3.2 Other derivational noun morphology

In addition to the nominalizing morphology just discussed, additional noun
morphology exists which changes the meaning but not the lexatagary of the root.
This includesaugmentative-pi and diminutive -te. These morphemes can be used to
derive the names of the adult or young of a species, respecta@lycbw’, cawpi‘adult
female cow’,cawte‘calf’); to derive a larger or smaller version of the base ndwa (
‘river’, tivapi ‘large river’,tivate‘stream’); or as part of a nicknam@ifite ‘little Cin’).

The morphemesnu (femining and pa (masculing derive feminine and
masculine forms of the root. For exampi, child’ becomesfanu ‘daughter’ andfapa
‘son’. The morphememi when joined with nouns indicates ‘people’.

(2.53) Kanmah cu Lai-mi kan Si.

1PL.STD TOP Lai-people 1pL.NOM be

‘We are thd_ai people.’
2.1.3.3 Derivational verb morphology

Falam Chin includes three basic types of derivational operatiorchaliter the
valence of verbscausatives, applicativegnd reflexives(as well asreciprocals and
middleg. These are discussed in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, respectively. In atlitioa
valence-altering morphology, Falam Chin also includes various ogpes tof verbal
morphology. Some (of which the following list is not exhaustive)esisanilarities with

aspectual, directional, or applicative morphemes, yet they are alosedy bound to the
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verb than these categories. This set includak‘again’ (2.54), kir ‘back’, suak‘out’,
-khawm'‘together’, andtlang ‘together’ (2.55).
KIF 055
(2.54) A thaisun cu hual-sal an tum thotho.
3sG tomorrow TOP hunt-again 3PL.NOM plan as.usual
‘The next day, they planned bhant again as before.’

KIF 004
(2.55) Cuti=n nuam lutuk=in an feh-tlang  theu.

thus=ABL enjoyable too=AJT 3PL.NOM go-together HAB

‘So, they used tgc togethet very happily.’

Next, there are the comparative suffixeleuh and sawn and the superlative
suffix -bik. These forms modify either predicates (2.11) or modifiers ((2.56) and (2.57)).
(2.56) Lian a ei tam-bik.

Lian 3sGNOM eat muchsSupr

‘Lian eats the mos.’
(2.57) Nauhak-pa in nga tum-bik a kai.

boyMAsC ERG fish big-suPrR 3sGNOM catch.l
‘The boy caught thbigges fish.’

Lastly, the augmentative and diminuitive suffixes mentioned as ndwuesatan
also appear as an obligatory or strongly preferred part oy state verbs denoting either
largeness on the one handnfpi ‘big’), or else smallness or delicateness on the other
(mawite'pretty’, tawite‘'short’).

To summarize this discussion of Falam Chin’'s morphology, Falanudesl
several types of phrasal affixes which play a role in valatieging operations,
especially NP case marking and verbal cross-referencanBatme truly inflectional

category is its verbal stem alternations. Falam also inclsdgsficant derivational
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morphology, including nominalizing, valence-altering, and other noun and vatbetel
forms.
2.2 Noun phrases

Like many Tibeto-Burman languages, Falam Chin is AOV in tlderang of its
primary clausal constituents. It is, thus, not surprising to finangdasi head-final pattern
in NPs, reflecting a strong tendency in Falam Chin to bebteftching from the head
with regard to phrasal dependents, while correspondingly right-branehithgnon-
phrasal dependents (cf. Dryer 1992). As one of several criterieafaitivity, NPs play a
crucial role in any discussion of valence-altering operations.SBEuson examines types
of nominals in 82.2.1, as well as NP ordering in 82.2.2.
221 Typesof nominals

Nominals may be subdivided into several types, including common nounst prope
nouns, and pronouns. Common and proper nouns are discussed extensively in 8§2.2.2.
This section examines types of pronouns in Falam, followed by asdist ofrelational
nouns,a category which replaces adpositions in Falam.
2.2.1.1 Pronouns

This section discusses the five main forms of pronouns in Fadtandard,
contrastive, indefinite, interrogativeand demonstrative.The first two pronoun types,
standard and contrastive, can both be used as subject, object, noun comgemeant,
possessive phrase. However, neither type is obligatory, and pronouesnangonly

omitted unless needed for emphasis, as in (2.58).
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(2.58) (Amah kha) rak sawm aw.
3sGsSTD TOP then invite IMP.SG
‘Invite him.’

Accordingly, Falam might conventionally be termed a “pro-drop” leaug. However,

this term suggests a marked situation in which pronouns have bed¢adonviten in fact

it is the inclusion of a pronoun which is the marked situation in Falam (cf. Jelinek 1984).
Both standard and contrastive pronouns differentiate person and number. The

standard pronoun forms are shown in Table 2.6.

Table 2.6: Standard pronouns

Singular Plural
1 | keimah kanmah
2 | nangmah nanmah
3 | amah anmah

In combination with the genitive case markhr standard pronouns become
possessive (2.59), e.geimai‘my’, nhangmai‘your’, amai‘his’, ‘her’, ‘its’. (Recall that
ih is contracted when following a vowel.)

(2.59) Hi-mi hi  ama=i hai a Si.

thisNMLZ TOP 3SG.STD=GEN mango 3SGNOM be

‘This is his mango.’

When combined with the morpherte‘one’, genitive marked pronouns are able
to stand alone as possessive substantiveskeignai ta‘mine’, nangmai ta'yours’, amai
ta ‘his’, ‘hers’, ‘its’ (2.60).

(2.60) Hai Cu ama=i ta a Si.

mango TOP 3SG.STD=GEN one 3SGNOM be
‘The mango isis.’
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The standard pronouns are also used in the formation of reflexive pronoun
phrases, made by joining a pair of standard pronouns with the nocoimahctionle,*’
e.g., keimah le keimahmyself’, nangmah le nangmalyourself’, amah le amah
‘himself’, ‘herself’, ‘itself’. The reciprocal pronoun is formea a similar manner, using
the cardinal numbgrakhat'one’ to create the forrmpakhat le pakhatach other’.

There is also a second reflexive pronoun form, a combination of a standa
pronoun and the diminutive morphente This form is interchangeable with the first.
(2.61) Thangte cu thlalang sung=ah (amah-te) a hmu-aw.

Thangte TOP mirror in=LOC  3SG.STD-DIM 3SGNOM see.lREFL
‘Thangte savwhimself in the mirror.’

However, it also serves a function the first form cannot; withattdition of the ablative
case marker (expressimgeans$, it can be used to stress the performance of an action by
the subject without any aid.

(2.62) Thangte in inn cu amah-te=n a hnih.
Thangte ERG house TOP 3SGSTD-DIM=ABL 3SGNOM paint
‘Thangte painted the houbg himself.’

LNM 042

(2.63) Bawngbi cu nanmah-te=n lei uh
shorts  TOP 2PL.STD-DIM=ABL buy IMP.PL
‘Buy the shorton your own ...’

The second type of pronoungpntrastivepronouns, may be used to stress the

distinction between the pronominalized referent and another referent, as ir'{2.64).

" A separate conjunctioit), exists for joining predicates.

“8 Cf. Lehman and VanBik’s (1997) discussion of praméorms in Lai. While the nature of the distinctio
between the two sets of pronouns is clearly praigmather than syntactic, the text frequency ofthe
forms is so low that it is impossible to attemptlier demarcation of their use at this point.
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(2.64) Kannih cu Lai-mi kan si nan, nannih cu
3PL.CTR TOP Lai-people 3PLNOM be but 2PLCTR TOP

Kawl-mi nan Si.
Burmese-people 2PL.NOM  be
‘We are the Lai people, bybu are Burmese.’

The contrastive pronoun forms are shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.7: Contrastive pronouns

Singular Plural
1 | kei kannih
2 | nang nannih
3 | anih annih

The indefinite pronouns, the third typeefer to an undefined thing or person.
There are four indefinite pronoungiangkhal ‘something’, ‘everything’, zokhal
‘someone’, ‘everyonezianghman‘anything’ (2.65), an@dohman‘anyone’.

(2.65) Zianghman ka thei lo.

anything BGNOM know.1 NEG
‘I don’t know anything.’

It is clear that the indefinite pronouns are derived fromrttearogativepronouns
zo‘who’ and ziang‘what’. Some of the other interrogative pronouns themselves are also
derived fromziang: ziang tikahwhen’ (lit., ‘at what time’),ziang (ruang)ahwhy’ (lit.,
‘because of what’)ziangtin ‘how’ (lit., ‘in what way’), ziangzat‘how many’, and
ziangtluk ‘how much’, ‘how long’. Two other interrogative pronouns inclukieui
‘which’ andkhui (tawk)ahwhere’ (lit., ‘at which place’).

Lastly, Falam Chin includes foudemonstrativepronouns. All four forms

optionally end in the nominalizing morphenrmei.
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(2.66) cu(mi) ‘this’,'that’ (discursive)

hi(mi)  ‘this’ (proximal spatial)
khi(mi) ‘that’ (distal spatial; far from speaker and hearer)
kha(mi) ‘that’ (distal spatial; far from speaker, close to hearer)

As can be seen in (2.6 0Qu(mi)is most frequently used as a discourse deictic to indicate
discursive proximity. The three other forms, on the other hand, arefraggéently used
when spatial proximity is indicated (2.68).
(2.67) a. Lian ih nupi in naute a hring.
Lian GEN wife ERG baby 3GNOM bear.l
‘Lian’s wife had a baby.’
b. Cu-mi cu ka thei ual lo.
thatNMLz TOP 1SGNOM know.1 MIR NEG
‘| didn’t know that!’
(2.68) Hi-mi hi ka inn a Si.
thishmMLz TOP 1SG house 3sSGNOM be
‘This is my house.’
(referent is right by speaker)
2.2.1.2 Relational nouns
This section discussesglational nounsin Falam Chin, a particular category of
noun notable for its role as an adpositional substitute. Similar inidanto adpositions,
relational noungepresent an abstract notion of place, time or, in some cases, soncept
such ascauseand comparisor® A few, such asimai ‘face’, can actually function as
independent nouns.
One indication that these are nouns, rather than postpositions, isehaisually

appear in conjunction with either locative or ablative case, as showable 2.8. (See

§2.1.1.1 for sentential examples.)

“9 Following Peterson (2003), who mentions this pmeeoon in Hakha Lai. Chhangte (1993:62) calls
these “relator nouns” for closely-related Mizo. $¢so Blake (1994:16-17).
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Table 2.8: Relational nouns with locative and ablative case

Noun Noun+ocC Noun=ABL
hmai‘face’, ‘in front-area’ | hmai=ah‘in front of’ -

dung‘behind-area’ dung=ah‘behind’ dung=in‘from behind’
par ‘on-area’ par=ah ‘on’ par=in ‘from on’
sung‘in-area’ sung=ah'in’ sung=in‘from in’

Secondly, these words can be modified by a limited set of adje¢tueh aghal
‘also’ or lawng ‘only’) which can interpose between the relational noun and the cas
marking. Furthermore, if two relational nouns appear in a compound ptirasehole
phrase is marked for case, rather than each individual relational and the nominal

conjunctionle ‘and’ is used to join them (2.69).

(2.69) Thangte cu tlang par le thingkung lak=ah a
Thangte Top hill on and tree amongeoC  3SG.NOM
vak-tawi rero.

roam-roam IPFV
‘Thangte was roamingn the hilland amonc the trees.’

A final indication of these words’ noun status is that they can beegssd. In
(2.70), the possessotlangvalpa, is followed by the genitive case marker. Such
possession is optional and only possible with human possessors.

KIF 049
(2.70) Fala-nu cu tlangval-pa=i hmai=ah a
young.womarFEM TOP young.mamvMASC=GEN front=LOoC 3SG.NOM

suak ngaingai.

out.l really

‘The young woman immediately came out in front of the young man.’

(lit., ‘to the young man’s front)
In summary, this section has discussed the five types of pronadnlational

nouns in Falam Chin.

87



2.2.2 NP ordering

The ordering of the elements of the Falam Chin NP is closthted to the
ordering of clausal elements (AOV). Those dependents which preébedeoun are
primarily phrasal or clausal, while those which follow it aremarily non-phrasal. This
accords with Dryer’s (1992) claim that languages which drdtanching in one type of
phrase (i.e., the phrasal categories precede the head) show @ @tes-linguistic
tendency to be left-branching in all phrase types, and vice-versé&rims this the
branching directionality principle Functional categories, however, are commonly
organized in terms of their scope over the various layers of theedP in the opposite
direction from the phrasal categories (Van Valin & LaPolla 199Mjs section discusses
first pre-nominal dependents of the noun, followed by post-nominal dependents.
2.2.2.1 Pre-nominal dependents

There are three basic types of dependents which can precede thi f@lzam
Chin: complements, determineemdadjuncts The first of these, noun complemeras
constituents which are licensed by the semantic structureeohdun (Kroeger 2005).
Just like verbal complements, they immediately precede theit. hed-alam Chin, the
clearest cases of complements can be found in nominalizations tileecomplement
corresponds to an argument of the root verb. In (2.71), the complemeniaiofak
‘selling’ is zu‘beer’, in this case, the object of the transitive root veulay ‘sell’.
LNM 025
(2.71) ...[zu zuar-nak] hmun=ah Lai zureu an in.

... beer sellnmLz  placexoc Lai alcohol 3pL.NOM drink

‘... they drink Lai spirits at the bar.’
(lit., ‘the place of fhe selling of beer))
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In (2.72), however, the complement corresponds to the subject of an inteamsit,
ruat ‘think.’
KIF 012
(2.72) ... [mi-kei ruah-nak] a nei ve.
... N\MLz-tiger think.2NmMLz  3sGNOM have.l also
‘... she also had [th#hinking of a tiger-human].’

The second type of pre-nominal dependent,dé&rminer,has three subtypes:
possessive phrases, demonstrative proncamginterrogative pronounsThese precede
noun complements and are mutually exclusive. The first of these,sposs@hrases,
may be either genitive-marked NPs or nominal cross-refereneeitiGmarked NPs
consist of an NP plus genitive marking, as shown in (2.73) and (2.74).

(2.73) [Lian Lian ih banhla kung]

Lian Lian GEN banana tree

‘[Lian Lian’s banana tree]’
(2.74) [keima=i banhla kung]

1SG.STD=GEN banana tree

‘[my banana tree]’

By contrast, nominal cross-reference refers to a seobpninal proclitics which
are inherently possessive and lack genitive marking. They arecalemtiform to the

verbal cross-reference pronominals discussed in §2, a4 shown in Table 2.

Table 2.9: Nominal cross-reference

Singular Plural
1 | ka kan
2 | na nan
3 |a an

*0 Like the verbal cross-reference, the singular foawt as proclitics, attaching to the immediately
following element of the phrase. However, Falanm@graphy represents them as free morphemes
(Champeon 2008).
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Unlike verbal cross-reference, however, which is obligatory regardbé the
existence of an overt pronoun or noun phrase, nominal cross-referemcetually
exclusive with genitive-marked NPs (2.75).

(2.75) a. [ka banhla kung]
1sG banana tree

‘[my banana tree]’

b. *[Lian Lian ih a banhla kung]
c. *[keima=i ka banhla kung]

The demonstrative pronouns, a second type of determiner, were dis¢asse
§2.2.1. When modifying a noun, they are less likely to occur with the nomnggl
morphememi than when standing alone.

(2.76) cu ‘the’, ‘this’, ‘that’ (discursive)

hi  ‘this’ (proximal spatial)
khi ‘that’ (distal spatial; far from speaker and hearer)
kha ‘that’ (distal spatial; far from speaker, close to hearer)

As discussed beforep is usually used to indicate proximity in discourse (2°#¥hile
the three other forms, khi,andkha) usually indicate proximity in space (2.78).

(2.77) [Cu nam cu] cabuai par=ah a Si.
The knife TOP table ontoC 3sGNOM be
‘[ The knife] is on the table.’
(knife has previously been referenced in the conversation)

(2.78) [Kha nam kha] i lak aw.
that knife TOP 1SGACC take IMP.SG
‘Bring me fthat knife].’

(referent is far from speaker, but next to hearer)

The third type of determiner, interrogative pronowimii ‘which’ and ziang

‘what’, can also be used to modify a noun ((2.79) and (2.80)).

*1 Further evidence of the discursive tendencguib that it is frequently combined with other morpies
to produce conjunctions such@aguangahtherefore’, cutin ‘thus’, culole ‘otherwise’, andcuticun'‘in that
way’.
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(2.79) [Khui zunghruk so] a ruk?
which ring FOC 3sGNOM steal.2
‘[Which ring] did he steal?’
(2.80) [ziang hang-hnah hang-rah] na zuar?
what vegetable-leaf vegetable-fruit 2scNom  sell
‘[ What vegetables] are you selling?’

As dependents belonging to the broader categorgledérminer, possessive
phrases, demonstratives, and interrogatives are all mutuallyseseckelements, as shown
in (2.81). Only a single determiner per noun phrase is permitted.

(2.81) a. [Khi khua cu] [Tlem ih khua] a Si.
that village Top Tlem GEN village 3sGNoM be

‘[That village] is [Tlem’s village].’

b. *[Tlem ih khi khua]
c. *[khi Tlem ih khua]

The final type of pre-nominal dependent is the adjunct, erlational NPsor
relative clausesRelational NPs are normally marked wéth or in when functioning as
adjuncts of verbs (cf. (2.69)). However, they take the embeddeca cdaas allomorpth
when used as noun adjuncts (2.82).

(2.82) [Na hmai=ih lukham kha] la aw.

2sG front=Loc pillow TOP take.l IMP.SG
‘Take [the pillowin front of you].’

Relative clauses, which are discussed in detail in 82.4.1, are a second type of noun

adjunct (2.83).

(2.83) Cinte in [ a san=mi] Tlem ih caby cu]
Cinte ERG 3SGNOM borrow.2=ReL Tlem GEN book TOP
a pe-kir-sal.

3sGNOM give.l-back-again
‘Cinte returned [Tlem’s bogkwhich she borrowec ___j]].’
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2.2.2.2 Post-nominal dependents

This section discusses those dependents which follow the noun in EalanBy
contrast with the dependents discussed above, the right-branchimmsenominal,
dependents of the NP are primarily non-phrasal. These elemehigeiradjectival
modifiers, numeral classifiers, number, quantificati@md topic marking Adjectival
modifiers are the first element to follow the noun, as shown in (2.84).
(2.84) Sung in [hai kuh hrekkhat] a lei.

Sung ERG mango unripe some 3GNOM buy
‘Sung bought [somanripe mangoes].’

Adjectival modifiers can be intensified, either by the additionnoihgensifier such azet
‘very’, or by joining two of the same form with the conjunctibriand’ (the conjunction
used to join predicates) (2.85).
(2.85) a. Sungin [hai thlum zet] a lei.

Sung ERG mango sweet very 3sGNOM buy.

‘Sung boughtd very swee mango].’

b. Sung in [hai a thlum ih thlum] a lei.

Sung ERG mango 3sG sweet and sweet 3GNOM buy

‘Sung bought [&weet, swe« mango].’

Adjectival modifiers are followed by numeral classifiesich must be followed
by a cardinal numbeiThe generic classifigra is the most frequently appearing numeral
classifier (2.86).

(2.86) [hai hring pa=thum]

mango green CLF=three
‘[three green mangoes]’
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Other classifiers includiguan ‘elongated item’pum‘round or oblong item’fawr ‘drops

of liquid’, zun‘clothing’, kheng‘dishware’,dur ‘small container’ fang ‘small item’, bur

‘group of animals’flap ortlep ‘flat item’, thuah‘layered item’, anduak ‘pair’.>?

(2.87) [Fu tluan nga] ka nei.
sugarcane cLF ~ five 1scNom have.l
‘I have five stalks of sugarcane].’

Both number and terms of quantification follow adjectival modifiarsd
classifiers, if present (2.88).
(2.88) [hai hring zaten/hmuahhmuah/mallai]

mango green all/all/few
‘[all the green mangoedgw green mangoes|’

The pluralizing wordpawl is optional, and is dispreferred when quantifiers or numbers

are present in the NP. When it does appear, it follows all of blogeamentioned

elements.
(2.89) Cinghnia in [Mang ih ar thau zet pawl] a deh.
wolf ERG Mang GEN chicken fat very PL 3SG.NOM seize

‘A wolf killed [Mang’s very fat chickeng].’

Topic marking® is the final element in the NP. Topic marking in Falam Chin i
identical in form to the demonstrative pronouns (2.90).
(2.90) cu ‘TOP (discursive)

hi  ‘ToP (proximal spatial)

khi ‘ToP (distal spatial)

kha ‘ToP (distal spatial)

Unlike the demonstratives, topic marking is functional in naturengily serving to

indicate discourse topicality. The WH question in (2.91a) demandshbaguestion

2 Cf. similar classifiers in Lai (Peterson 2003).
%3 peterson (2003:412) refers to cognate forms irakdiliscourse deictics” and “markers of informatio
status.”
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word, zo ‘who’, be replaced by an answer in narrow focus. Those answen vitee
guestioned elementhangtejs marked with topic marking are infelicitous.

(291) a. Zo in sakhi a awk?
who ERG deer 3GNOM trap
‘Who trapped a deer?’

b. [Thangte in] sakhi a awk.
Thangte ERG deer 3GNOM trap
‘[Thangte] trapped a deer.’

b." #[Thangteun] sakhi a awk.
b." #[Thangteu] sakhi a awk.
c.  Sakhi awk-tu cu [Thangte] a Si.
deer tragnmez TorP Thangte  3GNOM  be
‘The deer-trapper is [Thangte].’
d. #[Thangte cu] sakhi a awk=tu a Si.

Thangte TOP deer 3GNOM trap=REL 3sSGNOM be
‘[Thangte] is the one who trapped a deer.’

A few textual examples are given below. In (2.92), the wife adresifer
husband not to drink beer. She is not referring to a particular logttheeer in the
immediate vicinity (as would be indicated if she used the prenorfanal), rather, she
references an element salient to their discussion.

LNM 106
(2.92) [Zu hi] in lo rori=in um thei awla

beer Top drink NEG must=aJT live can SBJV.2SG
‘Could[n’t] you live without having to drink [beer] ...

In another example, Bikte tells his father he was chosen to be on the school soccer
team. He introduces a previously unmentioned, yet anchored topiangis (team)
shirt’. Not only isangkitopic-marked, it is also fronted pre-subject, for an extra measure

of topicality.
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LNM 042

(2.93) [Angki cu] tlawng in in lei-sak  ding an ti.
shirt TOP school ERG 1pPLACC buyBEN FUT 3PLNOM say
‘As for [the shirt], they said the school will buy it for us.’

Like its demonstrative counterpactj tends to have a discursive function. It is the
default topic marker, occurring much more frequently than artheothers. Whehi,
khi, and kha are used, however, they may serve to stress the spatial psoxihthe
referent.

(2.94) [Nam-te kha] hi/hei la aw.

knifeDim TOP at take.1l IMP.SG
‘Take [the little knife] (near you).’

The spatial reference need not be present, however, as seen in (2.92) above.
While it does impart a sense of definiteness, topic marking canrapitlegroper

names (2.95), pronouns, possessed NPs, and whole clauses (2.96), unlike e definit

article.

LNM 055

(2.95) [Bikte cu] tap zik vek=in a um.
Bikte TOP cry.l almost asmT 3sGNOM be
‘[Bikte] was almost crying.’

LNM 070

(2.96) [An innsang ih thil cang=mi kha] _ | a ruat
3pL  family ERG thing become.lREL TOP 3sGNoM  think.1
thei lai.
can IPFV

‘He could only think about [the thingvhich their family was becoming _j].”

Topic marking may occur on more than one argument per clause (@:9),

none at all (2.98).
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KIF 008
(2.97) [Fala-nu cu=n] [a  tlangval-pa=i hnen=ah
young womarFEM TOP=ERG 3SG Yyoung MarMASC=GEN tO=LOC

cu=n] “Ka ti a hal,” a ti.
TOP=NA 1sSG water 3SGNOM thirsty 3SGNOM say
‘[The young woman] said, “I'm thirsty,” [to her young man].’
WSB 007*
(2.98) A dang sung=ahar ruh a tang.

3sG throat in=Loc chicken bone 3sGNOM stuck
‘A chicken bone was stuck in her throat.’

If both topic marking and a demonstrative appear with the same tioey,
frequently “match” in form. If, however, the two do not match, ialways the default
topic markergcu, which appears.

(2.99) [Hi inn hi/cu] keima=i ta a Si.

this house TOP  1SGSTD=GEN one 3sSGNOM be

‘[ This house] is mine.’

To summarize the foregoing discussion of NP ordering, the elenvbitk may
precede the noun, in order, are: adjuncts (a relational NP oweeldtiuse), a single
determiner, and a single NP complement. Those which follow the nouadeetival
modifiers, a numeral classifier, a number or quantifier, the phlwad, and topic
marking. This is visualized in the following rule of linear precedence:

{(NPgociren), (RC)}* > (DET) > (NRags)) > N > (ADJ)* > (CLF) > {(NUM), (QNT)} > (PL) > (TOP)

Figure 2.1: Falam Chin NP phrase structure

>4 All WSB examples are from the folktale “The Womatmo Swallowed a Bone” in Osburne (1975),
Appendix Il. Spelling has been altered to reflagtrent Falam Chin orthography.
> The * indicates that it is possible to have midtipf the given category.
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2.3 The clause

The structure of the clause also has bearing on voice and valksiteg
operations. This section examines the Falam Chin clause, beginmimgtyyes of
predicates in 82.3.1, then looking at clause ordering in §2.3.2.
2.3.1 Typesof predicates

The termpredicateencompasses not only verbs, but aslijectives and nouns
with predicative function. This section describes the formatiortobative (adjectival),
equative (nominal), and locative predications (relational nouns) in Falam Chin.
2.3.1.1 Attributive predicates

Attributive predicates encode a characteristic of the subjahy languages
encode attributive predications with a structure syntacticalktindt from verbal
predications in terms of sentence ordering and/or the use of a clspbam, however,

there is no morphological difference between the two, as seen in (2.100) and (2.101).

(2.100) Lian a sanc.
Lian 3scNoMm tall.1
‘Lian is tall .’

(2.101) Lian a it.

Lian 3sGNoOM sleep.1l
‘Lian is sleeping.’

In addition, there is no distributional difference between them—both tygede the
primary predicate, as in the preceding examples, or can actatsributive modifier to a
noun, as in (2.102) and (2.103).

(2.102) Lian cu [thing sang] par=ah a kai.

Lian ToOP tree tall onxoc 3sGNoM climb
‘Lian climbed [atall tree].’
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(2.103) Lian in [uico it] lai a sit.
Lian ErRG dog sleep.l IPFv 3sGNOM kick
‘Lian kicked [asleepin¢ dog].’

Based on the preceding formal similarities between attribuéimd verbal
predicates, attributive predicates are classed as a typatiges/erb in this work. There
are, of course, semantic distinctions between the two, rafléctearious combinatory
constraints. For example, attributive predicates cannot appearceithin aspectual
modifiers such as the imperfectikero (2.104)

(2.104) *Lian a sang rero.
Lian 3seNom tall  IPFV
*Lian is being tall.’

2.3.1.2 Equative predicates

Equative predicates identify a nominal set to which the subjeongpelor an
individual who is coequal with the subjéftEquative predications require the copsila
‘be’, plus a predicate complement (2.105).

(2.105) Cinte cu ka  zirh-tu a Si.

Cinte ToP 1sG teachNMLZ 3sGNOM be
‘Cinte is my teacher.’

Equatives usually take a bare NP (absolutive case) as prediocafdement, as seen in
(2.105), except in a few cases where the NP is headed by a relational noun (2.106).
(2.106) Himi ca cu Mang hrang=ah a Si.

this letter ToP Mang for=Loc  3SGNOM be

‘This letter isfor Mang.’

There are two other uses of the equative copula. It may be usedforrtiaion

of pseudo-cleftby pairing a headless relative clause sit{2.107).

*5 While semantically it is possible to distinguisiuative (or equational), identificational, and
specificational predications (cf. Van Valin 2008)ey are not formally distinguished in Falam Clang
are here subsumed under the general title of equati
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(2.107) Hrampi cu [Thangte ih a ah=mi] a Si.
grass TOP Thangte ERG 3SGNOM Cut.2=REL 3SGNOM be
‘The grasss [what Thangte cul].’

It can also be used to form a type of agentless passive construction £2.108).
(2.108) Zunghruk cu ruk Z0 a Si.
ring TOP steal.2 PRF 3sGNOM be
‘The ringwas stoler.’
2.3.1.3 Locative predicates
Locative predicates identify the location of the subject. Locathesgiire a
distinct copula,um ‘be’. In contrast to equatives, locative predications always &ake
relational NP marked with locative or ablative case as predicate copmlé21109).
(2.109) Hai cu kho sung=ah a um.
mango TorP basket inside:zoCc 3sGNOM be
‘The mangds in the basket.’
2.3.2 Clauseordering
As | have previously noted, Falam Chin is a language which folla®¥/
ordering. Thus, phrasal dependents precede the head, while most nohge#pasdents
follow it, consistent with Dryer’'s (1992) branching directionaliiynciple. Unlike the
NP, however, whose ordering is fairly rigid, there is somelikty in how the phrasal
dependents of the clause may be ordered with respect to each Tikeprimary
motivation for marked ordering of complements seems to be informatimiwe {opic

and focu9, while the ordering of adjuncts follows the principle of scope. Bkition

discusses both pre- and post-predicate dependents of the verb.

" This passive construction appears to be a fadent introduction to the language and has limited
distribution.
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2.3.2.1 Pre-predicate dependents

Dependents which precede the predicate include complements (eRsenrN
complement clauses) and adjuncts (oblique/relational NPs or adjanses). The first
type, complements, are licensed by the predicate. WhetheoN&smplement clauses,

they are canonically ordered as AOV (2.110).

A @) \Y
(2.110) Mang in  thingkung a phun.
Mang ERG tree 3GNOM  plant

‘Mang planted a tree.’

Arguments which are topic-marked may be left-dislocated, indgat special measure

of topicalization (2.111). However, complements can never follow the verb.

@) A V
(2.111) Thingkung cu Mang in a phun.
tree TOP Mang ERG 3SGNOM plant

‘As for the tree, Mang planted it.’

As argued in 82.1.1.2, Falam is a primary object language initha¢ats
beneficiary/goal arguments as syntactically more signifitlhan themes (Dryer 1986)
(as demonstrated by cross-reference). When both argumentslitérssitive verb are
third person, the unmarked ordering is for a primary object (POkficary/goal) to
precede a secondary object (SO) (theme) (2.112).

A PO SO \Y%
(2.112) Thangte in a pi ti a khaih.

Thangte ERG 3sG grandmother water 3sGNoMm draw.for
‘Thangte drewwater for his grandmother.’

However, both primary and secondary objects can be left-dislochtegic

marked ((2.113) and (2.114)).
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PO A SO \Y
(2.113) A pi cu Thangte in ti a khaih.
3sG grandmother TOP Thangte ERG water 3GNom draw.for
‘As for his grandmother, Thangte drew water for her.’

SO A PO Vv

(2.114) Ti cu Thangte in a pi a khaih.
water TOP Thangte ERG 3sG grandmother S&.Nom  draw.for
‘As for the water, Thangte drew it for his grandmother.’

The second type of pre-predicate dependent is the adjunct phrasause. cl
Relational NP adjuncts most frequently appear between the subjectolject
complement(s) (2.115), although they can also precede the subject.

KIF 043
(2.115) Fala-nu cu=n zing tin-te=n an
young.womarFEM TOP=ERG morning everybiM=ABL 3PL

thlam=ah sakhi cawn ... a rak ret theu.
tent2zoc  deer thigh ... 3sGNoM then put HAB
‘The young woman would put a deer thighat their tent every morning.’

The placement of adjuncts is partially governed by the prinofpteope, whether
the adjunct modifies the entire clause, or is limited to some tstiieseof (e.g., the verb
and its object complement(s)). In both (2.116) and (2.117), the adjunct clad#em
the entire matrix clause, and therefore precedes the subject of the clzatsi.

KIF 011
(2.116) [Tlangval-pa cu a va rei-deuh

young.marMASC TOP 3SGNOM go take.longempv

ruang=ah,] fala-nu in a ti-hal
becausesT young.womarFEM ERG 3SG water-thirst

a rak tuar thei nawn lo

3sGNoM then bear can still NEG

‘[ Because the young man was gone sucllong time,) the young woman
could no longer bear her thirst ...’
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KIF 040
(2.117) ... [zanlam khua a sim=in,] tlangval-pa cu=n
evening dark $SGNOM invadeAJT young.manMASC TOP=ERG

“Tlung  uhsi,” a ti

return.1 COH.PL 3SGNOM say

‘... [as evening was creeping i] the young man said “Let’'s go home,” ...’
2.3.2.2 Post-predicate dependents

Most non-phrasal dependents follow the predicate, but there arext¢eptions to
this: the time adverbak and thedirectionalsfall between verbal cross-reference and the
predicate. Other non-phrasal dependents discussed in this sectiodeiadierbial
modifiers, aspect, modals, negation, tenaad mood The categories of adverbial
modifier, directional, aspect, and modal include numerous lexieaisitwhich have
separate identity as state verbs, directional verbs, aspectlr, \a@r modal verbs,
respectively, and can appear as the primary verb of a construstien they occur in
conjunction with another verb, however, they form serial verb consinscfi In this
role, they cannot head a clause, and thus are treated as non-Phhasataller set of
items exists solely as adverbial, directional, aspectual, or modal medifier
There are several subtypes of adverbial modifiers, includiagner adverbs,

extent adverbsandadverbs of timeManner adverbs are the most common, and many of
them can be the main predicate of a clause as well. Liketi@djemodifiers, manner
adverbs must follow their head (in this case, the predicate) (2.118).
(2.118) Uico cu a tlan cak zel.

dog TOP 3sSGNOM run strong.l very
‘The dog runsrery quickly.’

8 See Kroeger's (2004:229-30) list of serial verbstouction properties, for example.
*¥When in a supporting role, these verbs uniforraketstem 1, regardless of syntactic environment.
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Also like adjectival modifiers, manner adverbs can be modified eysifiers such azet
‘very'.

A subtype of manner adverbs are calletophones Ideophones describe
something about how a verbal predicate is performed in a colorful amdatc manner.
Some ideophones can be used with various predicates, but their toanshaty vary
widely depending on the verb with which they occur. Other ideophonesdrieted to
one or two predicates with which they collocate. Ideophones aracté@stic of Chin
language$§® Some examples are given in (2.119)—(2.121).

(2.119) A tlan hmohmc.
3SGNOM run IDEO
‘He runscrazily.’

(2.120) Khuai an zam hluarhlo.
bees BLnNom fly IDEO
‘The bees flyin a strearn.’

(2.121) Hla an sak ciamcc.
song 3PL.NOM sSing IDEO
‘They singheartily .’

Extent adverbsell to what extent the action occurred (e.g., how completely, how

often) ((2.122) and (2.123)).

KIF 041
(2.122) An khua an thleng zik.
3rpL village 3pLNOM arrive.l almost
‘They hadalmosi reached their village.’
KIF 044
(2.123) zing-ti=n sa an ngahringring ruang=ah

morning-everyABL meat 3PLNOM get always  becausesT
‘Because [theyhlways got meat every morning ...’

% Lai ideophones have been described by Patent J1998
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Adverbs typically follow the verb. (Like adjuncts, their exactcplaent with
regard to other dependents is somewhat flexible, but they magstefry fall between
aspect and modals.) Thedverb of timeyrak ‘then’, however, has a special position
preceding the verb. This word indicates a time defined bydhtext. In some instances,
the time indicated is delineated by an adjunct in the samensente.g., the phrageng
tinten‘every morning’ in (2.124).

KIF 043

(2.124) Fala-nu cu=n zing tin-te=n an
young womarrFeM TOP=ERG morning everybDIM=ABL 3PL
thlam=ah sakhi cawn ... a rak ret theu.

tent=oc deer thigh ... 3sGNOM then put HAB
‘The young woman would put a deer thigh ... at their ésetry morning.’

In other instances, it must be recovered from the preceding sentence or two.
Two contrasting sentences show hosk can refer to past or future times,
depending on contextual clues (2.125).
(2.125) a. Mizan=ah thil ka rak  sawp.
yesterdayeoc clothes 1sGNom then wash
‘I washed the clothes yesterday.’
b. Thaisun=ah thil rak sawp aw.
tomorrow=+oc clothes then wash IMP.SG
‘Wash the clothes tomorrow.’
The placement ofak is unusual in another way. While it uniformly follows

nominative cross-reference (2.125c) and first person accusativereference (2.126), it

precedes second person accusative cross-reference (2.127).
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(2.126) Hna ka tuan-sak hnu=ah, Thangtein paisa i
work 1sGNOM do-BEN aftersaJT Thangte ERG money 1SG.ACC

rak pe.
then give.l
‘After | worked for him, Thangte gavee money.’

(2.127) Hna na tuan-sakhnu=ah, Thangtein paisa a
work 2sGNom do-BEN after=aJT Thangte ERG money 3SG.NOM

rak lo pe ding.

then BGACC give.l FUT
‘After you work for him, Thangte will givgou money.’

Another type of modifier, directionals, also falls between vecbads-reference
and the verb. Directionals are derived from directional verbs wlanhstand alone. In
(2.128a),ra ~ rat ‘come’ is the main verb, whereas in (2.128b), it modifigs~ luh
‘enter’.

(2.128) a. Ra aw.
come.l IMP.SG

‘Come.’

b. Ra lut aw.
come enter.l1 IMP.SG
‘Come in.’

The directional forms are given in (2.129).

(2.129) va ‘go’ (horizontal motion away from the deictic center )
ra(k) ‘come’, (horizontal motion toward the deictic center)
‘return’
vung  ‘go down’ (downward motion away from the deictic center)
hun(g) ‘go up’, (general upwards motion)
‘come up’
rung ‘come down’  (downward motion towards the deictic center)
hi/hei  ‘at’ (horizontal motion towards something far from the

deictic center)

1 When used as primary verbs, directionals havéall@wving stem 2 forms, in order of appearancat,
rat, vun, hun, run. Hi/helloes not have a stem 2 form.
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Some example sentences are given in (2.130)—(2.132).

KIF 010

(2.130) Tiva-pi ita khi ka vung khai ding.
river-auG from that 1SGNOM go.down draw FUT
‘I will go dowr and draw it from the river.’

(2.131) Ka rung lei  ding.
1scNoM come.down buy FUT
‘I will come dowr and buy it.’

(2.132) Ka hi  hmu.

1sc.NOM at see.l
‘| see itover there.’

A third category, aspect, immediately follows the verb. Somehef more
common forms include habituaheu (cf. (2.115)), perfectivesheh, thluh(2.133) and
ngah(2.134), imperfectivekai andrero, and iterative/continuativévivo.

(2.133) Tiva-pi pa=hra lak=ah, pa=thum pawtu an
river-AuG CLF=ten among:oC CLF=three PL TOP 3PL.NOM

kang theh/thluh.
dry.up PRV
‘Out of ten rivers, three dried ompletely.’

(2.134) Mang cu amah le  amah a at-aw
Mang TOP 3SGSTD and 3SGSTD 3SGNOM Cut.lREFL

ngah pang.
PFV  accidentally
‘Mang cut himself accidentally.’

KIF 031
(2.135) Tlangval-pa cu=n a hnem rero nan,
young.marmMASC TOP=ERG 3SGNOM comfort IPFv but

a hnem thei cuang lo.
3sGNOM comfort can even.so NEG
‘The young man keptomforting her, but he could not comfort her even so.’

%2 Dependent on the nature of the verb it is combimigh. Yu (2007) points out the second function.
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It is possible to have multiple aspectual forms per clause, as seen in (2.136).
(2.136) Rawl ka ei lai rero.
food IsGNOM eat IPFV IPFV
‘I am eating and eatinc.’
The next category, modals, follows aspdrtri ‘must’ indicates obligation or

necessity.Thei ‘can’, ‘able to’ and men ‘may’ are used for permission, ability, or

possibility. More than one modal may appear per clause, as seen in (2.137).

(2.137) Na lek men thei.
2SGNOM play.1 may can
‘You may play.’

Modals frequently appear with future markeiag, ke/keior pei to demonstrate future
possibility ((2.138) and (2.139)).
(2.138) Mawtaw ka lei rori ding.

car IGNOM buy must FuT
‘I have tc buy a car.’

(2.139) A feh men ding.
3SGNOM go0 may FuUT
‘He might go.’

The next category, negation, most frequently follows modals. (As adterbial
modifiers, scope plays a role in where it appears.) The megudnt indicator of
negation ido (2.140)

LNM 005

(2.140) Bikte nu cu a tah a bang thei lo.
Bikte mother TOP 3sG cry.2 3sGNOM stop.l can NEG
‘Bikte’s mothercan’t stop her crying.’

For imperative and subjunctive clauses, however, the ndgatois used (2.141).
(2.141) Ring-pi=in au aw hlah.

loud-AuG=AJT shout IMP.SG NEG
‘Don’t shout so loudly.’
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There are also various negative expressions formed by combiniag tive
negation words with extent adverbs ((2.142)—(2.144)).

(2.142) Hai ka ei dah lo.
mango 1SGNOM eat ever NEG
‘I never eat mangoes.’

(2.143) Hai ka ei nawn lo.
mango 1SGNOM eat again NEG
‘I no longer eat mangoes.’

(2.144) Hai ka ei hrih lo.
mango 1sGNomMm eat still NEG
‘I haven’t eaten mangoeget.’

In addition to various types of negation, there are also thenative wordse and
(a) si. These elements stress the truth of the statement made ((2.145) and (2.146)).

LNM 146
(2.145) Khrismas puai tla nuam zet=in kan tel-tlang
Christmas festival alschappy.l veryaJT 3PL.NOM involve-together

thei ding e, Bikte.
can FUT AFF Bikte
‘We will be able to take part together happily in the Christmas festival, Bikte.’

KIF 028

(2.146) A  tlangval a duh fawn si.
3sG young.man 3sGNOM love also AFF
‘She also loved her young man.’

The emphatic expressioko stresses the speaker’s certainty of what he says

(2.147), while the mirativeal emotes an element of surprise (2.148).

LNM 046
(2.147) Bawhlung sit-nak bawngbi cu  na nei ko Si-si.
ball kickNmLz shorts TOP 2SGNOM have.l EMPH AFF-AFF

‘You do have soccer shorts.’
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(2.148) Cu-mi cu ka thei ual lo.
thatNMLz TOP 1sGNOM know.1 MIR NEG
‘I didn’t know that!’

The category of tense follows negation. Future tense is expriegsiag, ke/kei,

or pei, althoughdingis by far the most common (2.149).

(2.149) Ka lei  ding/ke/pei.
1SGNOM buy FuT
‘I will buy it.’

Both present and past tense are unmarked. If necessary, adjentsdto make
the time of the action clear. In addition, the perfect markeos cia are sometimes used
to emphasize completed action (2.150).

(2.150) Rawl na ei zo maw?

food XGNOM eat PRF INTG
‘Have you eaten?’

The expressioro dingmeans ‘should/would have’ (2.151).
(2.151) Ka pa cu inn a thleng  zo ding.

1sc father TorP house 3sG.NOM arrive.l PRF FUT
‘My father should have arrived home.’

Lastly, the category of mood completes the clause. The mais tfpeood are:
cohortative, imperative, optative, subjunctivend interrogative Indicative mood is
unmarked. The use of these forms is discussed in §2.4.3

In summary, the canonical Falam Chin clause includes complemeérddjunct
NPs or clauses which precede the predicate. Canonical ordercgmpiements is A-
PO-SO-V, but complements may be left-detached. Following thaicpte are aspect,
adverbs, modals, negation, tense, and mood. This is portrayed in the ruteaof |

precedence shown in Figure 2.2.
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(NPisusy) > {(NProciaey), (AIT)} > (NPiogy)* > V > (ASP)* > (ADV)* > (MOD)* > (NEG) > (TNS) >(MD)
Figure 2.2: Falam Chin clause structure

2.4 The sentence

The previous sections have examined individual units of Falam Chin mogghol
NPs, and simple indicative clauses. This final section discussgsus other more
complex clause types in 82.4.1, clausal coordination in 82.4.2, and non-indicative
sentence patterns in §2.4.3.
24.1 Typesof clauses

The features of the clause presented in 82.3 were largelyratiest using
independent clauses. Independent clauses do not require any kind ofnctalkee and
are the only type of clause in which verbal cross-referen@ways obligatory. They
normally take stem 1 verbs, as shown in (2.£32).
KIF 019
(2.152) Tlangval-pa cu a tidai thaw=n a hung thleng

young.marnvAsC Top 3sG water with-ABL 3SGNOM come.up arrive.l
‘The young man arrived with her water.’

Subordinate clauses, on the other hand, can be divided into three basic type
which are discussed in this sectimamplementlausesadjunct clauses, andelative
clauses. These three clause types and their subtypes anguissted in a number of
ways: how they are used in the sentence, how the clausestsadirked, and what stem
type is used. Verbal cross-reference is not always obtgah subordinate clauses,

depending the type of clause and the coreferentiality of the pigotmant with an

% The only exception would be applicativized vedisdiscussed in §2.1.3.3.
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argument of the matrix clause. However, certain types of subczdataises have a
stronger tendency for cross-referencing than others.
2.4.1.1 Complement clauses

Complement clauses are clauses which act as complemehts\rb. In Falam
Chin, there are two subtypes of complement clauses which patténn various
subclasses of predicates (cf. Kroeger 2005)ype complement clausesd bare stem
complement clause¥erbs of knowing thei ‘know’, ruat ‘think’), indirect perception
(hmu‘see’, thei ‘hear’), and feelingghang‘afraid’) take complement clauses marked by
the complementizdr (2.153)
(2.153) Mang cu [rul in a cuk ding ti] a phang.

Mang TOP snake ERG 3sSGNOM bite FuT comp 3scNomM afraid
‘Mang is afraid {hat the snake will bite him].’

Complement clauses of tlietype share three features with independent clauses.
First, they always include cross-reference. Second, unlike ofatne clause types to be
discussed below, NPs iirtype clauses aneot case marked by the embedded clause case
allomorphih; rather, they take the regular independent clause case. fbinirs, the verb
in such a clause must be stem 1. These features are seen in (2.154).

(2.154) Khawpi=pawl! in [tlangval-pa in  fala-nu
villager=pL ERG Yyoung.mamMASC ERG Yyoung.WOmarreEMm

a that ti] an thei.
3scNom kill.1  comp 3PL.NOM hear.1
‘The villagers heard [that the young man killed the young woman].’
A second type of complement clause is used with phase verbs tfagk
‘begin’, tawp ‘stop’), psych-action verbs (e.gluh‘want’, tum‘try’), and verbs of direct

perception Kimu ‘see’, thei ‘hear’). This type of complement clause takes no
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complementizer, simply a bare stem 2 verb. In contrattype complement clauses, if
the subject of the complement clause is coreferential withuthjec of the matrix clause
(in a control relationship), cross-reference is ungrammaiicghe complement clause
(2.155).
(2.155) Cinte [ /(*a) ihnthah] a tum.

Cinte 3GNOM sleep.2 3sGNOM try

‘Cinte, tried [__ to sleey].’

However, if the subject of the complement clause is differem fthat of the
matrix clause, cross-reference is obligatory (2.156). Note thaikeumhe English
translation, the cross-reference is nominative and grouped withntbedeed verb
(2.1564a), rather than accusative and grouped with the matrix verb (2.156b).

(2.156) a. [Na ihthah  ding] ka duh.
2SGNOM sleep.2 FUT  1sGNOM want
‘I wantyou; [___j to sleep].’
b. * Ihthah ding] ka lo duh.
sleep.2 FUT  1SGNOM 2SGACC want
‘I wantyou; [___j to sleep].’

In this type of complement clause, all nhon-absolutive NPs are maritedhe
embedded clause case allomoiipl2.157).

(2.157) [Cinte ih i kawh] ka thei.
Cinte ERG 1SGACC call.2 1SGNOM hear
‘I heard Cinte[___j call me].’

2.4.1.2 Adjunct clauses

In contrast to complement clauses, adjunct clauses add extra atifwrnabout

when, how, or why an action occurred. There are two subtypeypatand intype

112



adjunct clauses. The clause markers used with adjunct clausekerieal in form to
locative @h) and ablative casén).®*

Ahrtype adjunct clauses are typically marked by the clauskeman, sometimes
alone, but usually in conjunction with a relational noun (engang ‘because’,lai
‘while’, hnu ‘after’) to create a subordinating conjunctiohhtype adjuncts typically
provide background information about the time of or reason for the matrix clause (2.158).
WSB 008
(2.158) Cuti=n, [a thaw a thawt  theilo ruang=ah]

thereforeaBL 3sG breath 3sGNOM breathe can NEG becausesiT
an phum.

3PL.NOM  bury
‘So, [becausi she couldn'’t breathe,] ... they buried her.’

Ahtype adjuncts are similar to independent clauses in that theywalappear
with verbal cross-reference and take the independent claustooase However, unlike
independent clausesh-type adjuncts take a stem 2 verb (2.159).

(2.159) [Thangte in  vawk a thah hnu=ah,]
Thangte ERG pig 3BGNom  kill.2  after=.oc

Cuaite in a sa a suang.
Cuaite ERG 3sG meat 3sGNOM cook.1
‘[ After Thangte killed the pig,] Cuaite cooked the meat.’

If ahis the sole indicator of subordination, the relationship between theeslaus

must be inferred from context, as in (2.160).

% Ohori (1996) argues that the reason for this eliogmiistically common phenomenon is that both qié
NPs and adjunct clauses act as the “ground” iniogldo core NPs and main clauses, the “figure” (p.
701ff).
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KIF 002
(2.160) [Hmun-khat=ih hna an tuan-ttang hi  an nawm
place-onecoc  work 3pL.NOM do-together Tor 3pPL.NOM happy.2

tuk=ah,]
Very=AJT
‘[[Because] they enjoyed so much that they worked together at the same
place,] ...’
However, a particular relational noun usually indicates whetherethgonship is time,
manner, reason, or concession, as in (2.158) and (2.159).

The second type of adjunct clause is marked by the clausemrgrksually on
its own, but sometimes in conjunction with a relational ndoftype adjuncts usually
convey information about the manner in which the matrix clause nsed¢aout,
accompanying action, or reason for the matrix clause (2.161).

WSB 005
(2.161) [ ; A thaw thaw  thei lo=in,] a thi lawk.
3sG breath breathe can NEG=AJT 3sGNom die.l temporarily
‘___i Not being able to breathe,] sipassed out.’

In contrast taah-type adjunct clauses, the subject of the adjunct clause is usually
coreferential with the subject of the matrix clause, whiclamsethat they typically lack
cross-reference. They also require a stem 1 verb ((2.162) and (2.163)).

(2.162) [ A fate=pawl hmu lo=in] a thi.
3sG child=pL  see.l NEG=AJT 3sGNOM die.l
‘He; died [without __; seeing his children].’
(2.163) Mang cu [__; Pathian rian=in] a um.
Mang TOP God serve..=AJT 3sSGNOM be
‘Mang is here [__jserving God].’

A few subordinating conjunctions, such @si)le ‘if and cun ‘when’ can stand

on their own withoutih or in. These pattern with theeh-type adjunct clauses, in that they
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take stem 2 verbs, usually have verbal cross-reference, and takelébendent clause
case forms.

(2.164) [Ka pa a thih asi=le,] kan farah ding.
1sG father 3scNom die.2 AFF=if 1PLNOM poor FUT
‘[1f my father died], we would become poor.’

KIF 017

(2.165) [*Mi-kei ka cang zo,” ti a theih cun,]
NMLZ-tiger 1SGNOM become.l PRF COMP 3SGNOM know.2 when
‘[When she knew that she was already a tiger-human,] ...’
(lit., *... that “I already became a tiger-human...”)

A few others, such asang ‘until’ and vete‘as soon as’, are marked wif, yet
still pattern likeah-type adjunct clauses in the ways mentioned above.
(2.166) [Van ka thlen  tiang=in] Bawipa ka thanghat ding.
heaven 1sGNOM arrive.2 until=AJT Lord ISGNOM praise FUT
‘I will praise the Lord [until | get to heaven].’
(2.167) [Thangte in  sakhi a hmuh vete=r,] a kap.
Thangte ERG deer 3GNOM see.2 as.soon.as®¥ 3sGNOM shoot.1
‘[As soon as Thangte saw the deer,] he shot it.’
2.4.1.3 Relative clauses
Relative clauses, the third type of subordinate clause, modify a nodialdm
Chin, relative clauses are typically externally-headed, pregetti@ noun which they
modify (2.168). All non-absolutive NPs in relative clauses are rdark#h the embedded
clause case allomorph.
(2.168) [Parte th | (a) suan=mi] rawl a thaw.

Parte  ERG 3SGNOM cook.2=REL food 3SGNOM delicious
‘The foog [which Parte cookec ] was delicious.’

Relative clauses can also stand on their own as headless relative @al.86®)s
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LNM 019

(2.169) A  thinlung-te=n ... [a tawng=mi] a Si.
3sG heartbiM=ABL ... 3SGNOM speakREL 3SGNOM be
‘[What he speak] is ... from his heart.’

Just as there are three main types of nominalizations, therhraee different
types of relative clauses, and three different relative markerresponding to the
different types. The first type relativizes an ergative anuinfA). In this type, the clause
must be marked wittu, and a stem 1 verb is used (2.170). The relativized element is
extracted to the position following the relative clause, leavingpabghind. However, the
relativized element may optionally be represented within the clause lsyrefesence.
(2.170) [__; Zunghruk (a) ru=tu] pa; an kai.

ring BGNoM  steal.IREL man PLNOM catch
‘They caughthe marn; [who ___; stole the ring].’

The second type relativizes an absolutive argument (S or O), astdoe marked
with mi. If it is the single argument of an intransitive clause é3tem 1 verb is used. As
before, the relativized element is extracted to the position fowipwhe relative clause,
but in this case, cross-reference is obligatory.

(2.171) Cinte in [__; a tap rero=mi] naute a cawi.
Cinte ERG 3SGNOM cry.l IPFV=REL girl 3SG.NOM  pick.up
‘Cinte picked ughe girl; [who ___jwas crying].’

However, if the O argument of a transitive clause is thdaivlad element, a
stem 2 verb is used (2.172). Cross-reference is optional unlessbjleetss unstated
(2.173).

(2.172) [Mang ih i (a) ruk=mi zunghruk; ka sar.

Mang ERG 3sGNOM steal.z=REL ring 1scNom find
‘| found the ring; [which Mang stole ]’
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(2.173) Palik=pawl in [__; a ruk=mi]  zunghruk; an sar.
police=PL  ERG 3SG.NOM steal.2=REL ring 3PL.NOM find
‘The police foundhe ring; [which he stole ]’

Both objects of a ditransitive verb may be relativized usingnd a stem 2 verb

((2.174) and (2.175)).

(2.174) [Parte th | paisa (a) cawih=mi] nu; in
Parte = ERG money 3SGNOM lend=REL  woman ERG
a rul-sal.
3SG.NOM  repay-
again

‘The womar; [to whom Parte lent the mone ] repaid it.’

(2.175) Parte in [Cinte ih ;| (a) rak cawih=mi] paisa
Parte ERG Cinte ERG 3SGNOM then lend=REL  money
a rul-sal.
3SG.NOM  repay-
again

‘Parte repaid the money [which Cinte lent her ___{].’

A third type of relative clause relativizes an adjunct phras#aoise. This type is
marked bynakand takes a stem 2 verb ((2.176) and (2.177)).
(2176) [ A hnih=nak] san ka thei  lo.

3SGNOM laugh.2=REL reason 1SGNOM know NEG
‘I don’t knowthe reasor; [why he laugh: ]

(2.177) [Parte ih | pangpar (a) lei=nak] bazar=ah
Parte = ERG flower 3SGNOM buy=REL market=LOC
Cint a feh.

€

Cint 3SGNOM go

€

‘Cinte went tathe market; [where Parte bought the flower ___j].’
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2.4.1.4 Other dependent clause types

In addition to its complement, adjunct, and relative clauses, Falami@iides
two types of clauses which do not fit neatly into any of the aboategories:
dingah/dinginclauses and speech clauses. The first of tluitsgah/dinginclauses, are
marked by the clause markatmgah or dingin, which are formed by joining the future
tense markeding with one of the two adjunct clause markahsor in. They can occur in
three environments: ipurposive clauseswith commissivematrix verbs,or with jussive
matrix verbs Generally, an argument of the matrix clause controls an arguohehée
embedded clause. As a resdifjgah/dinginclauses do not allow cross-reference.

The first subtype, purposive clauses, occur with predicates tived Bbout
another action or state. If the action is done with a strong iatenfuture resultdingah

is used (2.178). When there is not a strong connotation of purposive dtgm,is used

(2.179).

(2.178) Thangte; in [ ; Mang that ding=ah] thang a kam.
Thangte ERG Mang kill.1 FUT=AJT trap 3SGNOM lay
‘Thangte laid a trap [__; to kill Mang].’

(2.179) Thangte; cu [ leilet ding=in] a feh.

Thangte TOP plow FUT=AJT 3SGNOM go
‘Thangte went [___jto plow].’

When an argument of the matrix clause is coreferential thig A or S argument
of the purposive clause, the purposive clause takes a stem 1 verb (B, hic®yever, an
argument of the matrix clause is coreferential with the guraent of the purposive
clause, the verb will be stem 2 and its A argument will takeethbedded clause case

allomorph (2.180).
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(2.180) Thangte; cu [Cinte ih __ ; hmuh ding=ah] a kut a zap.
Thangte TOP Cinte ERG see.2 FUT=AJT 3SG hand 3SGNOM wave
‘Thangte waved his hand [so Cinte would see fjiim

Dingah/dinginclauses can also occur with commissive and jussive matrix verbs.
These always take a stem 1 verb because, unlike purposives, they mustcaimtegl the
S or A argument of the embedded clause. The S or A argumentaohraissive verb
controls thadingah/dinginclause (2.181), while the O argument of a jussive verb controls
thedingah/dinginclause (2.182).

(2.181) Cinte; in [ Parte thaw=n lek ding=in] i dil.
Cinte ERG Parte with=ABL play.] FUT=AJT 1SGACC request
‘Cinte; asked me [iBhe could play with Parte].’

(2.182) Cinte in [ ; Parte thaw=n lek ding=in] i sawm.
Cinte ERG Parte with=ABL play.l FUT=AJT 1SGACC ask
‘Cinte askedne; [ ___jto play with Parte].’

The last type of clause to be discussespmsech clause$peech clauses in Falam
Chin can be divided into three types: direct speech, indirect speedhsemidirect
speech. When direct speech occurs with the vielday’, either no complementizer is
used (2.183) or the speech clause is subordinated using thie pleibthe adjunct clause
markersah or in (2.184). According to Osburne (1978)n is used in the spoken style,
while tiah is used for the literary style.

KIF 008

(2.183) Fala-nu cu=n a tlangval-pa=i hnen=ah
young.womarFEM TOP=ERG 3SG Yyoung.MmarnvASC=GEN to=LOC
cu=n [‘Ka ti a hal,”] a ti.

TOP=ERG 1sG water 3GNOM thirsty 3IGNOM say
‘The young woman said, [“I'm thirsty,”] to her young man.’
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(2.184) Thangtein [*Rangoon=ahka feh ding,” (ti=ah)] a ti.
Thangte ERG Yangon+0OC 1SGNOM g0 FUT  sayAJT 3SGNOM say
‘Thangte said [l will go to Yangon.”)’

Other verbs of saying, however, require or tiah ((2.185)—(2.187)).

(2.185) Cinte in  Thangte cu [‘Rangoon=ahna feh ding maw?”
Cinte ERG Thangte ToP Yangon+0OC 2SGNOM QO FUT INTG

ti=n] a sut.
sayAJT 3sgNOM ask
‘Cinte asked Thangte, [“Will you go to Yangon?"]’

LNM 047

(2.186) A fapa in [*A hlun tuk thlang ...” ti=ah] a
3sG son ERG 3sGNOM old too now ... SayAJT 3SGNOM
sim.
tell

‘His son told him, [“They are too old now ...’
WSB 012
(2.187) Sangka ihsi=n a nupi in [‘Inn  awng aw!”

door fromzoc 3sG wife ERG house open.l IMP.SG

ti=n] a hei ko.

say=AJT 3sGNom at call.l

‘At the door, his wife called himshying, “Open the door!”]’

Indirect speech constructions cannot be formed with thetveWith other verbs

of speaking, indirect speech constructions require the addition of thettwowsdord’ as

well as the complementizér

(2.188) Thangte in Cinte cu [Rangoon=ah a feh ding ti]
Thangte ERG Cinte TOP Yangon+0C 3SGNOM g0 FUT COMP

thu a sim.

word 3sGNom tell
‘Thangte told Cinte [that he would go to Yangon].’
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(2.189) Cinte in  Thangte cu [Rangoon=aha feh ding maw ti]
Cinte ERG Thangte TOP Yangon+0OC 3SGNOM (g0 FUT INTG COMP

thu a sut.

word 3sGNOM ask
‘Cinte asked Thangte [whether he would go to Yangon].’

The final type of speech clause, semidirect speech, sharasrgk of both direct
and indirect speecti.Like indirect speech, it requires a complementiieFurthermore,
it appears with thought or emotion predicates th& ‘know’ and phang‘worry’, which
prototypically occur with indirect speech. However, as with dspetech, the participant
remains the deictic center of the clause, such that thecipartt refers to him/herself

using first person cross-reference ((2.190) and (2.191)).

KIF 073

(2.190) Fala-nu khal cu=n I that thlang ding”
young.womarreM also TOP=ERG 1sGAcc kill.1 also FUT
ti] a thei.
COMP 3SGNOM know.1
‘The young woman knewtljat he would kill her].’
(lit., *... that “He will kill me.”)

KIF 068

(2.191) [*Mi-dang tla in deh pang ding,” ti] an
NMLZ-other also 1PL.ACC seize might FuT COMP 3PL.NOM
phang.
worry

‘They worried fhat she might kill one of them].’
(lit., *... that “She might kill one olus.”)

In summary, Falam Chin includes various types of subordinate clgpss, t

including two types of complement clauses, two types of adjunct clauséisgerelauses,

% Note, however, that semidirect speech has a rdifferent set of properties in African languagastsas
Adioukrou (Hill 1995) and Manambu (Aikhenvald 2008)
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dingin/dingahclauses, and three types of speech clauses. The use of complemses,cl
dingin/dingahclauses, and speech clauses is governed by the kinds of verhshwalh
they can occur. Adjunct clauses and relative clauses, on thehattebrare freely used to
modify verbs and nouns, respectively.
2.4.2 Clausal coordination

The previous section examined various types of subordinate clauseg,ofina
which occur with specific subordinating clause markers. In additiohetget Falam also
includes at least three coordinating conjunctions used to join two @& imdependent
clauses. The basic clausal coordinating conjunctidn‘and’ (2.192)
(2.192) Vawk a that ih, a suang.

pig BcNom  Kill.l1 and 3sGNOM cook.1l
‘He killed a pigand he cooked it.’

There is also the adversative coordinating conjunctian,but’ (2.193).
(2.193) Vawk a that nan, a suang lo.

pig BcNom  kill.l but 3FIcNom cook.l NEG
‘He killed a pig,but he didn’t cook it.’

Lastly, there is a special coordinating conjunction used to joipelatives and
subjunctivesla ‘and’ (2.194).
(2.194) Sual hua aw3a, tlan-san  aw.

evil hate.l iMP.sGcand run-RELQ IMP.SG
‘Hate eviland run from it.’

Coordination of nominals, including relational nouns, requires a distinct

conjunction e ‘and’ (see (2.69)).
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2.4.3 Non-indicative sentence patterns (mood)

The previous sections have focused on indicative clauses in FalamTQfsn.
section discusses three main non-indicative types of mood in Famperative
(commands)subjunctive andinterrogative(questions).
2.4.3.1 Imperative mood

This section examines the imperative mood in Falam Chin. Theathee mood
can be further subdivided intmhortative(first person)jmperative(second person), and
optative (third person) forms. All three types follow the normal ordefimgindicative
clauses, but lack cross-reference. However, the mood marker cdmthyperson and
number information.

The cohortative marker ighsi(2.195)

(2.195) Bawhlung lek uhsi.
soccer play.1l COH.PL
‘Let’s play soccer.’

The imperative and optative markers each have a singular and ef@liorathe

imperative forms araw (singular) (2.196) andh (plural) (2.197).

KIF 020

(2.196) A  fala-nu=i hnen=ah [“Tidai in aw hen,”
3sG young.womarFEM=GEN to=Loc water drink IMP.SG INTS
ti=n] a hun pe.
say-AJT 3sGNOM go.up give.l
‘He gave it to his young woman, [saying “Drink the water.”]’

WSB 015

(2.197) “Sangka awng hram uh!”

door open.l please IMP.PL
‘Please open the door!

The optative forms argeh(singular) (2.198) antai seh(plural) (2.199).
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(2.198) A  khan thianfai set.
3G room clean OPT.SG
‘Let him clean his room.’

(2.199) An khan thianfai hai set.

3PL room clean OPT.PL
‘Let them clean their rooms.’

All commands are negated using the fdriah, rather than the indicative forfo
(2.200)
(2.200) Ring-pi=in au aw hlah.
loud-AUG=AJT shout IMP.SG NEG
‘Don’t shout so loudly.’
2.4.3.2 Subjunctive mood
The subjunctive mood is used to express pragmatically polite regsiesésnents
of desire, and contrafactual statements. The second and third pers@nsnaae clearly
constructed from the imperative and optative forms plus the imperadnjunctionla,
but the first person forms are unique. The first person formsiaugna, ninglaor dingla
(singular) (2.201) andungnaor nungla(plural) (2.202).
(2.201) Feh thei ningla ka duh.
go can SBJV.1SG 1sGNOM want
‘I wish | could go.’
(2.202) Rul that lo nungla, in cuk ding.

snake kill.L1 NEG sBJV.1PL 1PL.ACC hite FuT
‘If we do not kill the snake, it will bite us.’

The second person subjunctive forms #eor awla (singular) (2.203) andhla
(plural) (2.204). The addition of the morpheni¢o formcila (singular) oruhcila (plural)

makes the request more polite (2.205).
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(2.203)

(2.204)

(2.205)

Feh awla ka duh.
g0 SBJV.2SG 1SGNOM want
‘I want you to go.’

Rul that lo uhla, a lo cuk ding.
snake kill.L1 NEG sBJv.2PL 3SGNOM 2AcC bite FuT
‘If you do not kill the snake, it will bite yow().’

Feh cila ka ti.
g0 SBJV.2SG 1SGNOM say
‘I wish you to go.’

The third person subjunctive forms asehla (singular) (2.206) andhai sehla

(plural) (2.207).

(2.206)

(2.207)

Feh sehla ka duh.
g0 SBJV.3sG 1sGNOM want
‘I want him to go.’

Rul that lo haisehlg a cuk ding.
snake kilL1 NEG sSBJV.3PL 3sGNOM bite FuT
‘If they do not kill the snake, it will bite them.’

Like the imperative mood, the subjunctive mood uses the negativehfamand

lacks cross-reference

2.4.3.3 Interrogative mood

This section examines two types of questions in Falam Chin: yes-no questions and

WH questions. Only yes-no interrogatives are marked for mbtadv is the yes/no

interrogative marker ((2.208) and (2.209)).

(2.208)

Na dam maw?
2SGNOM healthy INTG
‘How are you?’

(lit., ‘Are you healthy?")
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KIF 022
(2.209) Tlangval-pa cu=n [“Kei-ti na in si  fawh
young.marMASC TOP=ERG tiger-water 2GNOM drink AFF yes

maw?’] a ti.
INTG 3sGNOM  say
‘The young man said, [“Did you drink the tiger water?"]’

While mawnormally appears at the end of the question clause, it can also follow a
focal element of the question. In (2.210), the act of going is ndtigued, rather, the
purpose for the going.

(2.210) [__; Cinte hmu ding=ah maw] khua=ah na feh?
Cinte see.l FUT=AJT INTG town=LOC 2SGNOM (O
‘Did you; go to town [[just] __j to see Cinte]?’ OR

‘Was it [___jto see Cinte] that yowent to town?’

Maw can also be combined with imperative or indicative forms to produce a

sense of uncertainty (2.211).

LNM 015
(2.211) Ka fa, hung dam-sal zangzangw maw.
1sG son come up well-again soon IMP.SG INTG

‘My son, may you get well again very soon.’

In contrast to yes-no questions, WH questions in Falam Chin have mbtavor
mark interrogative mood. WH questions are usually formed with nierrogative
pronounsn situ, as is typologically consistent with Falam’s nature as a-fimatj AOV
language (2.212a}owever, interrogative pronouns may also be moved to the focus
position to the immediate left of the predicate ((2.212b) and (2.213)).

(2.212) a. Zo in  (so) zunghruk a ru?
who ERG FOC ring 3BGNOoM steal.l

‘Who stole the ring?’

b. Zunghrukzo in(sc) a ru?
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(2.213) Buh ziang-ti=n na suang?
rice  which-wayAJT 2SGNOM cook.1
‘How do you cook rice?’

Leftward movement of an interrogative pronoun is ungrammatickdss marked by a
focus marker, eitheso, si,or ha(2.214)%°

(2.214) a. Thangte in  ziang a ru?
Thangte ERG what 3FGNom do
‘What did Thangte steal?’

b. *Ziang Thangte in a ru?
C. Ziang si Thangte in a ruk?

Focus markers indicate that the questioned element is alresmhurie active in
some way. WH questions which lack a focus marker always take ktverbs, while the
verb stem varies for WH questions with a focus marker. With asfatarker, S and A-
focused questions take stem 1 (2.215).

(2.215) Zo si a tap?
who FOC 3sGNOM cry.l
‘Who is crying?’

Stem 2 is found in O-focused and adjunct-focused questions ((2.216)—(2.218)).

(2.216) Zo so a hmuh?
who FOC 3SGNOM see.2
‘Whom did he see?’

(2.217) Mang in ziang si a lo suh?
Mang ERG what FOC 3sGNOM 2AcC ask.2
‘What did Mang ask you?”’

(2.218) Ziang-ruang=ah so a ruk ?
what-reasonsoC  FOC 3SGNOM  steal.2
‘Why did he steal it?’

® Ha is a dialectal variant, primarily Zahau and Lailroaddition, one language consultant has emphasized
that ergative marking is incompatible with the feenarkers, while other consultants consistentlytiiem
together.
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In summary, this section has discussed the many types of subiogliaad
coordinating structures used in Falam to express a wide vanietinterclausal
relationships. In addition, it examined the construction of imperatigusctive, and
interrogative sentences in Falam Chin.

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has discussed the major grammatical structuréalain Chin.
Section 2.1 looked at Falam’s phrase-marking NP case marking abdl \o#oss-
reference systems, which are the morphological expressionesb& valence, as well as
other types of Falam Chin morphology. Section 2.2 examined the struatare
arrangement of the NP. Section 2.3 explained the canonical orderthg cfause, as
well as possible marked orderings. Finally, 82.4 looked at thetwteuof complex
sentences, including various types of subordinate clauses and nonhnedseattences.
Chapter 3 revisits the most pertinent of these concepts, refrain@ngin terms of Role

and Reference Grammar.
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CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: ROLE AND REFERENCE GRAMMAR

This chapter presents a summary of Role and Reference GraiRR&), the
theoretical framework of this dissertation, as described in\X&im and LaPolla (1997)
and Van Valin (2005). This framework was chosen first for its commitment tdogeve
a theory which can account for languages of all types with eqaal (8ze principle of
typological adequaqy To this end, RRG accords equal weight to semantic and pragmatic
representations as it does to the ultimate syntactic output. Thasacteristics render
RRG an ideal framework in which to analyze Falam Chin, a lagwdmch, in many
cases, appears to prioritize semantic motivations over syntawg (as Chapters 4-7
exhibit). Throughout this chapter, | use Falam Chin data for exgcagbn wherever
possible, revising or expanding on the analysis of Chapter 2 in the process.

RRG is a “structural-functionalist” approach to syntactic the@rgn Valin
1993:1), both recognizing the systematic structures of langudmje, also emphasizing
the roles of semantics and pragmatics in their formation. Imabard, it falls halfway on
the continuum between formal and functional frameworks. On the one har@d, RR
stresses the communicative nature of language, claiming tianses and pragmatics
motivate a single syntactic representation. For this reason, saluetpfanations for case
assignment, agreement, and word order (such as adjacency remugerand the

accompanying abstract underlying representations, movement, anyl Gatggories, are
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rejected. On the other hand, RRG views the interchange betwaantgss, pragmatics,
and syntax as a systematic process, governed by a linking lahgavitich includes both
universal and language-specific elements. A general represarghthe organization of

RRG is given in Figure 3.1 (Van Valin 2005:2).

SYNTACTIC REPRESENTATION

=

T Z

Q

=1

%

Linking @
Algorithm g
aq

=

2

2

SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION
Figure 3.1: The organization of RRG

Corresponding to Figure 3.1, RRG employs three formal systems of
representation: 1) the syntactic representation, which has two sybpartconstituent
projection and the operator projection, 2) the semantic represenf8i), based on the
logical structure (LS) of the predicate, and lastly 3) the métion structure
representation, or focus projection. The linking algorithm which joins tiselpased on
notions of semantic, syntactic, and pragmatic relations which obéimeen predicates
and their arguments.

This chapter begins, in 83.1, with an explication of the syntactic sepiaion
(the constituent and operator projections) within the RRG frameworkt, §8.2 deals
with verb classes, construction of the semantic representationtfi@mogical structure
of the predicate, and the RRG conception of semantic relations. TBifl,dEcusses
both pragmatic relations and the focus projection. Then, 83.4 explansmgtical

relations within the RRG framework and their relationship tonedealtering operations.
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Finally, 83.5 fits the various components together to show how thansienstructure
ultimately links to the syntactic structure.
3.1 The layered structure of the clause and NP

In this section, | discuss the syntactic representation as envisioned in RRK&. Unli
traditional forms of syntactic representation (e.g., X-bar, edhate constituency), RRG
uses two separate syntactic projections, ¢bastituent projectionand theoperator
projection, to represent the qualitative distinction between lexical oaEg
(constituents and functional categoriesoferatorg. Lexical categories are further
divided intophrasal lexical categoriegouns, verbs, and adpositions, which can function
as heads of phrases) amon-phrasal lexical categorig@djectives and adverl38)Van
Valin & LaPolla 1997; Van Valin 2005). RRG conceives of phrasal categgas having
a layered structure, with the layers representing important univerdanshaps between
the head, its complements, and peripheral modifying elements. Nosaphomstituents
and operators do not have a comparable layered structure. Theiriglleections
describe the constituent projection of clauses and NPs (83.1.1), folloyved brief
discussion of the operator projection for each of these categories (83.1.2).
3.1.1 Theconstituent projection

This section describes the constituent projection as conceived RR@G The
constituent projection represents the constituents of the clause-eitN&guments and

adjuncts—clustered around the head. As discussed in Chapter 2, in Halamth@

7 While it is true that adjectives and adverbs camrodified by intensifiers/an Valin and LaPolla
(1997:68-69) argue that they are not fully phraséhe same sense as nouns, verbs, and adpos#®ns,
they do not take arguments.
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majority of these precede the head of the clause or NP. Wibileohstituent structure of
the clause and that of the NP share many similar featureg, also differ in some
significant ways; thus, they are treated separately in this section.
3.1.1.1 The clausal constituent projection

The basic parts of the clausal constituent projection, represahgngredicate
and its arguments and adjuncts, are shown in Figure 3.2. The dimstr@ of the layered
structure is thenucleus (NUC). In clauses, the nucleus is always a predicate (thus,
followed by a PRED node), yet it may be a predicate of @goay other than verb, such
as an adjective, noun, or adpositional phrase (Egcilia is fidgety/a tomboy/in the

conservatory.
SENTENCE
CLAUSE
/CO{— (PERIPHERY)

XP NUC (XP)

PRED

X XP/ADV
Figure 3.2: Formal representation of the layered structure of the clause
The nucleus plus its lexically-specified arguments compose&dhe nominals
within the core arecore argumentsThe ordering of a predicate and its arguments is
determined by language-specific constraints which specify a@niaky of syntactic
templates possible in that language (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997)s,Tthe template

shown in Figure 3.2 is a possible template for English, in whichndigmgs can precede
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and/or follow the predicate, but not for Falam, where all argumardsadjuncts must
precede the predicate.

Adjuncts, whether adpositional phrases, adverbs, or adjunct clauses;ateel lin
the periphery, which is optional. Adjuncts can modify the nucleus, core, or clause
according to their scope. That is, an aspectual adverb saomadetelytells us about the
predicate; it modifies the nucleus. A manner adverb didefully or a location phrase
like in the parktell us about the predicate as well as its core arguméetg;ntodify the
core. Finally, an evidential adverb likgidentlytells us about the entire clause, including
any peripheral elements of the core or nucleus (Van Valin 2005).

The components represented in Figure 3.2 are universal. This is supported by their
close identification with semantic distinctions common to all laggsapredicate vs.
non-predicating elements, arguments of the predicate vs. adjunctsyalian2005).
There are, however, several non-universal elements of the consprogttion which
are, by contrast, pragmatic in nature. Some languages inclpde- ar postcore slot
(PrCS or PoCS), the locus of extraposed focused elements sW¢H amrds®® These
slots, if available in a given language, are a part ofcthese Figure 3.3 provides an

example.

% In languages which do not include a PrCS or PMZIS,NPs are either lefn situ, or else moved to a
language-specific focus position. In either calseyremain at the level of the core.
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SENTENCE
CLAUSE
PrCS /CORE\

PP/ADV NP NUC NP

PRED

v

Where did Lisa  put the newspaper?

Figure 3.3: Pre-core slot
Also possible is deft- or right-detached positiolLDP or RDP), the locus of
dislocated elements. These are phrases which are separatéddrdause by means of a
pause or break in intonation (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997). Thus, thepatssde of the
clause, but a part of tleentenceThis is illustrated in Figure 3.4.
SENTENCE
LDP CLAUSE
CORE <€<—— PERIPHERY
NP NUC NP PP

PRED

ADV \Y

Yesterday, Dana played asolo atthe concert.

Figure 3.4: Left-detached position
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There is one final non-universal feature of the constituent projeathich must
be discussed here in some depth, as it crucially impacts tit@c8g representation of
Falam Chin data throughout this work. The feature in questionnglisshes two
typologically-defined groups, dependent-marking languages and hekohgnlanguages
(Nichols 1986; Nichols & Bickel 2008). Dependent-marking languaiggmispredicate-
argument relations by marking their dependents. For example, nouns may be mtrked w
NP case marking to show their relationship to the verb. As #itestrin Figure 3.2, such
arguments appear in the core of the syntactic representation.

Head-marking languages, on the other hand, primarily rely onttagegy of
verbal cross-reference, pronominal forms which mark the head of ldnsec (the
predicate). Many linguists, including Boas (1911), Van Valin (1977, 1985, 188ifjek
(1984), and Nichols (1986) have maintained that it is these verbairefessnce forms,
and not the NPs, which constitute the core arguments in head-m&kogages. The
NPs are simply appositives to the core arguments to flesh out s@iantic sense
(Bloomfield 1933; Milewski 1967; Nichols 1986; Van Valin 2008).

One ramification of such a claim is that the core pronominassead-marking
language should be expected to pattern syntactically with the diRs dependent-
marking language. Nichols (1986) and Van Valin (1985, 1987, 2009) argue that the
simplest and most straightforward explanation of the data suppattthis is so. First, in
a head-marking language, the verb and its pronominal argumentgaodnvery
frequently do) stand alone without any NP arguments, something whaahsaouch less

frequently in dependent-marking languages. As Nichols (1986:107) states,

135



In head-marked grammatical relations, the dependent is usually an
optional element of the constituent. For instance, in languages with
consistently head-marked clauses, the verb itself normally adestit
complete sentence; full NPs are included only for emphasis, focus,
disambiguation, etc.

This indicates that the bound pronominals satisfy the syntactic eewgmts of the
predicate in a head-marking langu&ggst as NP arguments do in a dependent-marking
language. As a result, the bound pronominals can also antecedeveeiEximents and
control arguments in embedded clauses, just as NP arguments would be expecf&d to do.

If indeed the cross-reference pronominals are core argumentsprbgtuent
projection of head-marking languages must be modified to allowadibr cross-reference
and its corresponding NPs. The cross-reference pronominals, whiclthereore
arguments, are placed in the core, analogous to the NP arguments in a depankiagt-
language. But where should the NPs be placed? Neither theagtralots, nor the
detached positions can hold them, for these are not pragmaticakgdnidPs. Nor do
they modify like adjuncts, so they cannot be placed in the periphésycdncluded that
the argument-associated NPs of a head-marking language appear inské&'cla

To illustrate the similarities and differences, a dependemtinta language,

English, and a head-marking language, Lakhota, are compared in Fig@v@Bs.¥alin

%9 | reference generally what is formulated in vasidt@ameworks as the Projection Principle (Chomsky
1982), the Completeness Condition (Kaplan & Bresi28®), and the Completeness Constraint (Van Valin
2005; see §3.5.4).

0 One alternate, although more abstract, analysimisthese syntactic effects are achieved throlgh
introduction of empty category pronominals at seron-surface level. See Van Valin (1985) for
argumentation against this approach. Others haygested weakening the Projection Principle in gerta
cases (e.g., Hale 1983; see also Austin & BresA86)1

" van Valin (2009) gives a number of reasons to stimtthese clause-level NP slots are distinct from
extraposed elements (the Pr/PoCS). First, thettiom is not pragmatic; the Pr/PoCS are. Secormeth
can only be one Pr/PoCS, but multiple NP slotsrd;they can only include argument-associated NPs,
while the Pr/PoCS can also include adjuncts. Fotingy can occur in any type of clause, while the
Pr/PoCS can occur only in main clauses.
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2005:17). With the optional NPs of the Lakhota clause placed at thelclausl, the

cores and the core arguments of the two languages are analogous (@xzzptgd).

SENTENCE SENTENCE
CLAUSE CLAUSE
T~
CORE CORE NP NP
/ \
NP NUC NP PRO PRO NUC
PRED PRED
Vv A%
He car;ied her. NH-  O- s- pét (lok'el ?antz  ti  t'ul-e)

ASP- 3ABS- 3ERG-carry away woman DEF rabbit-DEF
'"The rabbit carried away the woman.'
'He/she carried him/her/it.' (without the NPs)

Figure 3.5: Dependent-marking versus head-marking constituent projection

Unlike Lakhota, which is clearly head-marking, Falam Chin é®able-marking
language—a language with both dependent- and head-marking fe@urtd& one hand,
it has NP case-marking following an ergative-absolutive pattdnite it also has verbal
cross-reference following a nominative-accusative patterrelfdependent marking is
taken as primary, the Falam Chin constituent projection should appeafFigure 3.6, in
which the NPs are represented as the syntactic argumerits obite, while the cross-
reference is merely the realization of the person/number é&satirthose arguments on

the verb. This would suggest that Falam syntax is more sitoiléinat of English as

represented in Figure 3.5.
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SENTENCE
CLAUSE
-/CQRE

NP NP NUC

PRED

\Y

Thangte in (nangmahcu) a lo duh.
Thangte ERG 2SG.STD TOP 3SG.NOM 2.ACC love
'Thangte loves you.'

Figure 3.6: Dependent-marking analysis of Falam Chin
If the head marking is taken as primary, the constituent projestiould be as in
Figure 3.7, in which the cross-reference is taken to be the gumants, while the NPs

provide extra semantic information at the clausal level, in apmosib the cross-

reference.
SENTENCE
CLAUSE
N%RE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

\Y

Thangte in (nangmah cu) a lo duh.
Thangte ERG 2SG.STD TOP 3SG.NOM 2.ACC love
'Thangte loves you.'

Figure 3.7: Head-marking analysis of Falam Chin
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This analysis would suggest that Falam syntax is moreasirtal that of Lakhota, as
shown in Figure 3.5.

Which of these two analyses is correct? On the basis of ¢teging discussion
and data presented in Chapter 2 (see 82.1.1.2), | argue that the heindr@aakysis is
more insightful for Falam Chin for several reasons. FirstNPs may be freely omitted,
whereas the cross-reference pronominals, on the other hand, areatveayly obligatory.
Likewise, NPs are not necessary for reflexive antecedender arontrol; the cross-
reference pronominals are sufficient to perform these synfactations. Thus, in (3.1),
the cross-reference pronominkh (1sg) is the sole antecedent for the reflexive
morphology.

(3.1 Ka; at-aw; pang.

1sGNOM cut.1RerL accidentally
‘l; cutmyself; accidentally.’

In (3.2a),ka is the controller of the embedded veithat ~ ihthah'sleep’. Note
that in the case of control this is not simply a matter ofetnbedded verb being non-
finite and therefore uninflected for person. In the comparable exampl&.2b), the
embedded verb is not controlled by an argument of the matrix ventefore, the cross-

reference pronominala (2sg) is necessary with the embedded verb.

(3.2) a. [___; Inthah] Kka duh.
sleep.2 1SGNOM want
‘I;want [___j to sleep].’
b. [Na ihthah] ka duh.

2SGNOM sleep.2 1SGNOM want
‘ wantyoy [ ; to sleep].’
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Second, as shown in 82.1.1.2, Falam Chin cross-reference pronominals sometimes
disagree in either person or number, and even more frequently en wahk their
corresponding NP. This indicates a loose linkage of apposition betiveewo, rather
than a strict agreement relationship. Their relationshipagsociative,rather than
integrative (Bickel 2000). As Jelinek (1984:44) argues, for a clearly headtintar
language, Warlpiri, “the clitic pronouns do not constitute agreer(®@R) with a
nominal, since, as will be demonstrated, a clitic may be coindexéda nominal that
does not agree with it in person, number, or case.” Although Jelinek does not use the term
“head-marking,” she references a key feature of head-marking larsguage

It must be noted that an associative-type relationship does notjadowany NP
to stand in apposition to any given cross-reference pronominal. Rapeosition
conforms to the general principle th&emantic specificity explains grammatical
generality. That is, the NP must reiterate or else further explain tbesareference; it
cannot be more general or broad than the cross-reference. mlosaa in at least three
ways. First, the cross-reference may identify a whole othvkiie NP is a part, as in
(2.42) (you=your hand) and (2.45) (group of listeners=one unknown list&eadnd,
the cross-reference may designate a grammatical functioreagh¢he NP explains a
semantic role, as in (2.43) (cross-reference=oblique comitaiaganal NP). Third, the
cross-reference may designate grammatical person whaeedit explains the specific
nature or characteristics of that person, as in (2.44) (I=your father).

In conclusion, these data all suggest that the relevant distinotFalam Chin is

between a core which must include pronominal arguments (both nomiratce
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accusative, if the predicate is transitive) and a clausehwthen encompasses the NPs
appositive to those arguments. | therefore adopt the analysisafam Chin that the
cross-reference pronominals constitute the core arguments, whileNE® are
appositional to the cross-reference, providing additional semanfbicmation about
them. Figure 3.8 shows constituent projection for an intransitive F&lam clause
according to this analysis.

SENTENCE

CLAUSE
NP PERIPHERY ——> CORE

I\{P
CORE PRO NUC

NP NUC PRED
N \Y
I |
Thangte cu thlang par=ah a vak-tawi  rero.

Thangte TOP hill on=LOC 3SGNOM roam-roam IPFV
'Thangte was roaming on the hill.'

Figure 3.8: Intransitive Falam Chin syntactic structure
Figure 3.9 shows the constituent projection for a transitive claunkFigure 3.10 that

for a ditransitive clause in Falam Chin.
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SENTENCE

CLAUSE
NMRE
1 /
NP NP
PRO PRO NUC
PRED
\Y
|
Mang in nikum=ah thingkung a @  phun.

Mang ERG last.year=LOC tree = 3SG.NOM 3SG.ACC plant
'Mang planted a tree last year.'

Figure 3.9: Transitive Falam Chin syntactic structure

SENTENCE
//USE
NP NP NP CORE

PRO  PRO NUC

PRED

e

Mang in (keimah) cabu 0] i pe.
Mang ERG 1SG.STD book 3SG.NOM 1SG.ACC give.l
'Mang gave me a book.'

Figure 3.10: Ditransitive Falam Chin syntactic structure
| return now to the other non-universal elements of the syntdctictae, the
extra-core slots and the detached positions. Falam Chin includegRuaCBrfor focal
elements; recall that questioned elements either reimaitu, or else move to the focus

position to the immediate left of the verbal complex (82.4.88yvever, it does include
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an LDP for both core and adjunct NPs which have been left-distbchigure 3.11
shows an example of an argument NP which has been fronted, while Bid2 shows

an example of an adjunct NP which has been fronted.

I
LDP /CLAUSE
NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

Thingkung cu, Mang in a @  phun.
tree TOP Mang ERG 3SG.NOM 3SG.ACC plant
'As for the tree, Mang planted it.'

Figure 3.11: Left-dislocated NP in the LDP

SENTENCE

I

LDP CLAUSE

/

NP
PRO PRO NUC

PRED

v

Nikum=ah, Mang in thingkung a @ phun.
last.year=LOC Mang ERG  tree = 3SG.NOM 3SG.ACC plant
'Last year, Mang planted a tree.'

Figure 3.12: Adjunct in the LDP
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In summary, the Falam Chin constituent projection represents it reg a head-
marking language having clause-level NPs in apposition to the coss-ieference
pronominals. It also includes an optional LDP and a periphery whensaegeln Falam,
all of these elements precede the verb.
3.1.1.2 The NP constituent projectién

This section discusses the constituent projection of the NP, whickssheany
similarities with that of the clause. However, there afenadifferences. Like the clause,
the NP constituent projection has a nucleus, core, and periphery. Thlepgrcan
modify the nucleus, core, or NP, depending on the scope of its modifigatan Valin
2005). One aspect in which the NP differs from the clause i tias only a single node
above the core, the NP (rather than both a clause and a sentencemadédjtidn, the
NP can include a structural position unique to the NP, eitheN&nitial position
(NPIP) or theNP-final position(NPFP). This NP position shares commonalities with the
subject argument position, the LDP/RDP, and the PrCS/PoCS ieritense (Van Valin
2005), and is where possessive phrases, demonstratives, and ibt&rgganouns

appear. The syntactic structure of the NP is shown in Figure 3.13.

"2 Recent work in RRG (Van Valin 2008) has begun kipepof the reference phrase (RP) in lieu of the
noun phrase (NP). This is intended to encompassspbkrwhich are not headed by nominals and yetdave
referring function. For my purposes here, howelét,will suffice.
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NP
(NPIP) CORE €—— (PERIPHERY)

XP (XP) NUC

X XP/ADJ

Figure 3.13: Formal representation of the layered structure of the NP
Unlike its double-marking clauses, Falam Chin NPs are eithdy st#pendent-
marking or solely head-marking. As seen in Figure 3.14a, dependergehaoksessive
NPs, such a<inte ih ‘Cinte’s’, appear in the NPIP, while the complement of a

nominalization,Yangonappears in the core.

NP NP NP NP
NPIP CORE CORE NPIP CORE  PERIPHERY->»CORE
/ / | N:P
NP NP  NUC PRO NUC NP NUC ﬁ)‘RE NUC
PRO N[IJ
N N N N N
| | | | |
Cinte ih Yangon tlawn-nak Ka zunghruk  Khui zunghruk? = na hmai=ih lukham
Cinte GEN Yangon travel.2-NMLZ  1SG  ring which  ring 2SG front=LOC pillow
'Cinte's travelling to Yangon' 'my ring' 'Which ring?'  'the pillow in front of you'
a. b. c. d.

Figure 3.14: Falam Chin sample NPs
When possessive phrases take a head-marking cross-referencédiemtical to the
nominative cross-reference forms), they also appear in ttee es shown in Figure
3.14b. Interrogative pronouns, suchkdsi ‘which’, appear in the NPIP (Figure 3.14c),

while adjuncts, such as hmaiih‘in front of you’ appear in the periphery (Figure 3.14d).
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As argued in 82.2.1.2, relational NPs take the place of adposipbnases in
Falam Chin. Their syntactic structure is identical to thaitbér NPs, as illustrated in the
relational NPna hmaiih‘in front of you’ in Figure 3.14d. Their placement in the clause,
on the other hand, is dependent on their function. Some relational f&PsoBa-
predicative (Bresnan 1982), functioning simply to mark an argumeended by the
main predicate. A prototypical example of this typ&nen‘to’, as used with a verb of
transfer likecawih‘lend’ (3.3).

(3.3) Thangte in Parte hnen=ah paisa a cawih.

Thante ERG Parte to=Loc  money 3sGNoOM lend
‘Thangte lent some money Parte.’

Suchargument-markingelational nouns appear within the clause, and do not have a

layered structure, as shown in Figure 335.

SENTENCE
V/ﬁdéUSE
NP NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

NP PRED

| i

Thangte in Parte hnen=ah paisa a @  cawih.

Figure 3.15: Non-predicative relational NP
Relational NPs can also be predicative, contributing semantic iafmmmto the

clause. Some predicative NPs are not specified by the piedmat rather modify it;

3 Or within the core, in a dependent-marking languag
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these serve as peripheral adjuncts (as in Figure 3.8). A disyinetdf predicative
relational NP falls somewhere inbetween the first two typi® the argument-marking
type, they mark an argument licensed by the predicate, althougbcihdiLike adjuncts,

however, they serve a predicative function, adding semantic infiormahich the main

predicate alone cannot convey. These are teanguiment-adjunct¢AAJ). An example

is the relational nouhnen'to’ with a verb of removal, such 48 ‘take’ (3.4).

(3.4) Parte in ka hnen=in cabu a la.

Parte ERG 1SG to=ABL book 3scNoMm take.l
‘Parte took a bookom me.’

Because the relational noun is predicative in this case, ithdoesa layered structure, as

seen in Figure 3.16.

SENTENCE
CLAUSE
NP AIIAJ CORE
I\{P
CORE NP PRO PRO NUC
PRO NUC PRED
N A\
I I
Partein ka hnen=in cabu a 0 la.

Figure 3.16: Argument-adjunct relational noun
Thus, while the clausal constituent projection includes both core argizedt
clausal NPs, the NP constituent projection has only core argunigetsrminers are

located in the NPIP. With the exception of argument-markingtioglal nouns, which
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lack a layered structure, the representation of relational idliRdentical to other NP
projections.
3.1.2 Theoperator projection

Operators, grammatical categories such as tense and aspecf hayection
distinct from that of constituents. While constituents show greadrslty in ordering
cross-linguistically, the ordering of operators is stronglyaetated with how much of the
clause or NP falls within their scope. Thus, operators which modify kel nucleus
appear closer to the nucleus than those which modify the corellasngethose which
modify only the core fall closer to the nucleus than those which mtidéfyvhole clause
or NP (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997). This section briefly discustes clausal and NP
operator projections.
3.1.2.1 The clausal operator projection

The clausal operator projection represents those operators which ntloglify
various levels of the clause. Those which modify the nucleus inclagecta and
derivational negation, as well as directionals when they modifyehe directly without
affecting its arguments. In many cases, however, directionatglgate the motion of an
argument, in which case they are better classified asopamtors, as in the casewaf
‘go’ in Figure 3.17. Modality operators likbei ‘can’ modify the core when used as root
modals (ability, permission, obligation). Internal or narrow tiega which negates a
single constituent of the core, is also a core operator.

Status operators include epistemic modals (possibility, neceasitlyexternal or

propositional negation, both of which modify the clause as a whole. Tenssarper

148



such as future tensding ‘FUT’, evidentials, and illocutionary force operators like the
yes-no question wonshaw‘INTG’ are all clause-level operators as well (Figure 3.17.)
SENTENCE
CLAUSE

CORE

Ka wva lek thei ding maw?
1SG.NOM go play.1 can FUT INTG

A%

DIR->» CORE

CORE<«MOD

CLAUSE €— TNS

CLAUSE €<——JIF
'Can I go play?'

Figure 3.17: Clausal operators
3.1.2.2 The NP operator projection
Fewer operators exist for the NP. Numeral classifiers naidear operators;
number, quantification, and negation are core operators; and definisamkesRixis are

NP operators.
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In summary, in RRG, operators are represented on a distinct pyojdodim
constituents of the clause or NP. However, the operator projeciilomotvbe displayed
for the remainder of this dissertation, as it has limited relevdor the primary topic of
the remaining chapters.

3.2 Aktionsart, logical structures, and semantic macroroles

While the syntactic representation discussed in the previous sectiba final
output of the linking algorithm, the semantic representation istéging point. This
section discusses several key aspects of the semantic represeagatonceived in RRG.
First, 83.2.1 examines various verb classes differentiated bgalexspect Aktionsart
classes) and how they differ in argument structure. Second, 83.2.2 bbawthese
differences are encoded in the lexical representationlo@cal structure (LS)) of
predicates by means of a system of lexical decomposition (masddowty 1979).
Finally, 83.2.3 argues that the assignment of two semardarorolesis syntactically
more significant than the specific semantic roles which niepdiividual argument slots
of each LS.

3.2.1 Verb classes (Aktionsart classes)

The LS representations which are foundational in RRG are diffetedht

according to six verb classes that typify various types otddxaspect, oAktionsart.

These classes, discussed in this section, are as folletede, achievement,
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accomplishment, activity, semelfactiamd active accomplishmefit Examples of each
type are given in (3.5).

(3.5) a. Statesbe thin, be happy, see, know, love

b. Achievementsbreak, pop, snafintransitive forms)
d

Accomplishmentdissolve, burn, unravélntransitive forms)

Activities: run (-goal), dance, eaf-referential NP)build (-referential NP)
watch

Semelfactivesough, bounce, blink

Active Accomplishmentsun (+goal) eat(+referential NP)build
(+referential NP)devour

0]

Note that many active accomplishment verbs are formed as relguizations of
activity verbs of motion, consumption, or creation. In addition, therecmr@sponding
causative form of each of the six verb classes, Bapa whitened her teefftausative
state), Amy popped the ballodeausative achievement), etc.

Each verb class is distinguished by means of four lexical &sasiatic, dynamic,
telic, andpunctual,as shown below in Table 3.1 (Van Valin 2005:33).

Table 3.1: Features of verb classes

Class static dynamic telic punctual

State + - - -

Achievement - -

+
—+

Accomplishment| - - + -

Semelfactive - +/- - +

Activity - + - -

Active - + + -
Accomplishment

Appropriate tests can be used to determine whether a given veraydisipése lexical

features (Dowty 1979; Van Valin 2005).

" The first four of these were initially suggestgd\tendler (1957), who grouped achievements and
accomplishments together as achievements, andthisédrmaccomplishment®r what RRG now terms
active accomplishments. The class of semelfactiasproposed by Smith (1997) and incorporated into
the RRG framework by Van Valin (2005).
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The first featurestatic,separates state verbs from the rest. This feature signals
that an unchanging situation, rather than an event, is in view. Verbs which ate]+st
cannot normally occur with progressive aspéstate verbs fail this test. While most
[-static] verbs can occur with progressive aspect, note that the fegpurecfual]
interferes with this test; thus, progressive aspect can only occur withveti@ets and

semelfactives with an iterative interpretation, effectively turningith@o activities.

(3.6) a. *Gwyneth is being tall. (state)
b. *The branch is snapping. (achievement)
b." The branches are snapping.
c. My sweater is unraveling. (accomplishment)
d. Dan is running. (activity)
e. *Candice is coughing once. (semelfactive)
e." Candice is coughing.
f.  Dan is running to the finish line.(active accomplishment)

Activity verbs, active accomplishment verbs, and some semgHaaterbs
manifest the featurdynamic,meaning they predicate an event involving action. Other
semelfactives, as well as achievements and accomplishmentsoerepassive. Verbs

which are [+dynamic] can occur with adverbs suctiggrouslyor gently.

(3.7) a. *Gwyneth is tall vigorously/gently. (state)
b. *The branches snapped vigorously/gently. (achievement)
c. *My sweater unraveled vigorously/gently. (accomplishment)
d. Dan ran vigorously/?gently. (activity)
e. Candice coughed once vigorously/gently. (semelfactive)
e." *Emily glimpsed Roger vigorously/gently. (semelfactive)
f.  Dan ran vigorously/?gently to the finish linglactive accomplishment)

Note that some adverbs may not work well with certain verbs becdusdependent

semantic constraints (e.g., (3.7d & f)).

" There are some exceptions to this rule, suchrasrtial statives” likesit, standandlie (Dowty
1979:180).
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The third featuretelic, specifies there must be an intrinsic point of termination to
the event. This feature is characteristic of achievementsaadnalishments, but not of
activities and semelfactives, which do not entail a change . Stéhen a goal or
referential object is added to activity verbs of motion, consumptioneation, a telic
interpretation ensues in the resulting active accomplishmett w&rbs which are
[-telic] cannot occur with the phragea (time period)whereas [+telic] verbs can. On the
other hand, telic verbs do not usually occur with the phiasa (time period)whereas

atelic verbs do easily.

(3.8) a. Gwyneth was happy *in an hour/for an hour. (state)
b. The branches snapped in an instant/*for an instant. (achievement)
c. The powder dissolved in a minute/*for a minute. (accomplishment)
d. Dan ran *in an hour/for an hour. (activity)
e. Candace coughed *in an hour/for an hour. (semelfactive)
e." Emily glimpsed Roger *in a minute/for a second. (semelfactive)
f.  Dan ran to the house in a minute/*for a minute. (active

accomplishment)

As with the progressive test, the feature [+punctual] (in achiewé and
semelfactive verbs) interferes with thaer a (time period)test, requiring an iterative
interpretation (3.8e), unless the time period in question is very brief (3.8¢").

Finally, the feature punctual distinguishes verbs which are practically
instantaneous (achievements and semelfactives) from those whicteraqueasurable
period of time to occur (accomplishments and activity verbs). Vevbeh are
[+punctual] cannot appear with adverbs ldwckly andslowly. (Note that this test does

not apply to state verbs.)
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(3.9) a. *Gwyneth was happy quickly. (state)
b. The branches snapped ?quickly/*slowly.  (achievement)
c. The powder dissolved quickly/slowly. (accomplishment)
d. Dan ran quickly/slowly. (activity)
e. Candace coughed once ?quickly/*slowlgsemelfactive)
e." Emily glimpsed Roger ?quickly/*slowly. (semelfactive)
f.  Dan ran to the house quickly/slowly. (active accomplishment)

In summary, verbs can be divided into at least six classegnts tef lexical
aspect, as well as causative versions of each class. These clasissrauished by four
lexical featuresstatic, dynamic, telicandpunctual which can be identified by language-
appropriate testdvlany languages exhibit regular morphological derivations chagngi
one class of verbs into another. For Falam Chin, the most promireempkxof this is
the causative morphemter, which is extremely productive. However, even when verb
class distinctions are not morphologically marked, they may apertant syntactic
ramifications.

3.2.2 Logical structures

The verb classes described in the previous section have a fepregentation in
RRG called the logical structure (LS) (based on Dowty 1979)clwiinis section
describes in detail. State and activity verbs are considerduaiie types; other classes
are built off of one or the other of these. Every LS includes aqatedirepresented as
pred', and one or more arguments, represented as variables (x), (x, )hey may also
include other operators, such as NOT, CAUSE, BECOME, & ‘and then”} ‘and
simultaneously’. The bolded and all caps elements of LSs should nainbgued as

lexical items from any given language, but rather as comsstahtthe semantic
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metalanguage which enables cross-linguistic comparison. Thablesj on the other
hand, are place-holders which are ultimately filled with language-spkxtital items.

The basic formulation for state verbs is as folloprgd' (X) or pred' (X, y). For
example, the LS dburned(intransitive) isburned’ (x), while the LS ofseeis see'(x, y).
From each LS, utterance-specific semantic representat®R$ are formed which
include the argument variable specifications, as well as dnpnes, embedded or
conjoined clauses, etc.

Because of the head-marking nature of Falam Chin clauses, aaable in the
LS receives a two-part representation. The first elementfiggethie person and number
cross-reference features of any arguments of the core peedidate the second gives
the lexical realization of that argument, if present (Vann/a005). Thus, in (3.10c), the
SR for an intransitive state predicat@ng ‘burned’, includes both cross-reference
specifications (3sg) and the corresponding $#Pg‘bread’ in the single variable slot. In
(3.11c), the SR for a transitive state predicatey ~ hmuhsee’, includes cross-reference
(3sg) and NP specification€ifite, Thangtefor both argument variables.
(3.10) a. Sang a kang.

bread 3sGcNom burned

‘The bread is burned.’

b. LS forkang‘burned’ burned' (x)
c. SRfor (3.10a) burned' (3sg[sang])

(3.11) a. Cinte in  Thangte a /] hmu.
Cinte ERG Thangte 3sGNOM 3sGAcC see.l
‘Cinte saw Thangte.’

b. LS forhmu‘see’ see'(x,y)
c. SRfor(3.11a) see'(3sg[Cinte], 3sg[Thangte])
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Activity verbs include an additional elemendty’, which precedes the embedded
predicate to show their non-static nature. The (x) variable appsan argument of both
do' andpred’, producing the representatido’ (X, [pred' (x)]) or do' (x, [pred' (X, y)]).
The LS forlaugh would thus bedo' (x, [laugh' (x)]), while for eat it would bedo’ (x,
[eat' (X, (Y¥))]). Falam Chin activity verbs with corresponding LSs &b are shown in
(3.12) and (3.13).

(3.12) a. Cinte a hni.
Cinte 3scNom laugh.1

‘Cinte laughed.’

b. LS forhni‘laugh’ do' (x, [laugh' (x)])
c. SRfor (3.12a) do' (3sg[Cinte], [augh' (3sg[Cinte])])

(3.13) a. Thangte cu rawl a ei.
Thangte Top food 3sGNOM eat
‘Thangte ate (food).’

b. LS forei‘eat’ do'(x, [eat' (X, Y)])
c. SR for (3.13a) do' (3sg[Thangte],gat’ (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[rawl])])

The LS for an achievement, accomplishment, semelfactive, or active
accomplishment verb can be built on either a state or activitjcate LS. The LS for an
achievement verb is derived by adding the form INGR iffgressive before a state or
activity predicate, producing forms like ING#Roken' (x) for the verbbreak However,
this semantic distinction is not generally coded morphosyntacticafglam Chin. Thus,

(3.14a) can have either a state or an achievement interpretation.
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(3.14) a. Hri a cat.
rope 3sGNOM break.1
‘The rope is broken.” OR
‘The rope broke.’

b. LS forcat; ‘broken’ broken' (x)
LS forcat, ‘break’ INGR broken' (x)
c. SR for (3.14a) broken' (3sg[hri]) OR

INGR broken' (3sg[hri])

Likewise, the LS for an accomplishment verb is derived by adding@#&E to
any state or activity predicate (BECOMiurned' (x) for burn). Again, the semantic
distinction between result states and accomplishments is often adéedc
morphosyntactically in Falam. Thus, (3.15a) can have either a state aroampishment
interpretation.

(3.15) a. Sang a kang.
bread 3sGNom burned
‘The bread is burned.” OR
‘The bread burned.’

b. LS forkang ‘burned’ burned' (x)

LS for kang ‘burn’ BECOMEDburned' (x)

c. SR for (3.15a) burned' (3sg[sang]) OR
BECOMEDburned' (3sg[sang])

Semelfactive verbs are derived by adding SEML to any etaaetivity predicate
(SEML see'(x, y) for glimpsg (3.16).
(3.16) a. Cinte glimpsed Thangte.

b. LS forglimpse SEML see'(x, Y)
c. SRfor(3.16a) SEMkee'(Cinte, Thangte)

The LS for active accomplishment verbs is created by addimgsalt state

component to the base activity verb LS. An ampersand (&) joins the, padicating
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‘and then’. Thus, the LS fagatin its active accomplishment sense wouldlbe(x, [eat’
(X, ¥)]) & BECOME eaten'(y). This is shown in (3.17).
(3.17) a. Thangte in hai a el.
Thangte ERG mango 3sGNOM eat
‘Thangte ate a mango.’
b. LS forei‘eat’ do'(x, [eat' (X, Yy)]) & BECOME eaten'(y)
c. SR for (3.17a) do' (3sg[Thante], ¢at' (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[hai])]) &
BECOME-eaten'(3sg[hai])
Finally, causative forms of all the other verb classeslar@ed using the formula
a CAUSE(f, whereo andp stand for any LS. In many cases, the causing predication is an
unspecified action and is representedasx, &). Thuspreak(as a causative) has a LS
of [do' (x, @)] CAUSE [INGRbroken' (x)] (3.18).
(3.18) a. Mang in hri a cat-ter.
Mang ERG rope 3GNOM break.leaus

‘Mang broke the rope.’

b. LS forcatter‘break’ [do' (x, @)] CAUSE [INGRbroken' (x)]
c. SR for (3.18a) do' (3sg[Mang], @)] CAUSE [INGRbroken'
(3sg[hri])]

The preceding discussion covers most basic types of verbs. Thehewever, a
few more important issues to consider. First, some activitysvencode an intentional,
agentive component (e.gnurdel. For these verbs, the LS is prefixed with the form DO
(x, ... . This formalizes the intuition that while all agents affectors, not all effectors
are agents. Thus, in (3.19) and (3.20), both the stroke and Col. Mustard effect the death of

Mr. Body, but only Col. Mustard is an agent.
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(3.19) a. A stroke killed Mr. Body.

b. LS forkill [do' (x, D)] CAUSE [BECOMEdead' (y)]
c. SRfor(3.19a) do’ (stroke, @)] CAUSE [BECOMHEead' (Mr. Body)]

(3.20) a. Col. Mustard murdered Mr. Body.
b. LS formurder DO (x, [do' (x, ¥)] CAUSE [BECOMEdead' (y)])

c. SR for (3.20a) DO (Col. Mustardld' (Col. Mustard, &)] CAUSE
[BECOME dead' (Mr. Body)])

A second issue is the treatment of predicative arguments. &leseveral types
of state verbs which require a predicative argument in thep&ifically, attributive and
identificational verbs, which take the general héS (X, [pred']) and internal experience
verbs, which take the general &I' (x, [pred’]). A Falam Chin attributive predication
is shown in (3.21) and an identificational predication in (3.22). Thesr ddhtrast with
that of a result state predicate (e.g., (3.10)) in that they inchelelemenbe'. This
suggests an inherent state of affairs rather than the end ofesqrticdoes not, however,
indicate that the resulting utterance must include a copula. Smmedges do not require
a copula with either of these constructions, while others requirepalac only with
predicate nominals, but not with predicate adjectives (Pustet 2003%etbrd situation
occurs in Falam, where attributive predications do not include a copw@aaj, but

identificational predications do (3.22a).

(3.21) a. Lian a sang.
Lian 3scnNowm tall
‘Lian is tall.’

b. LS forsang‘talll be'(x, [tall'])
c. SRfor (3.21a) be' (3sg[Lian], tall'])
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(3.22) a. Cinte cu zirh-tu a Si.
Cinte ToP teachnMLz 3sGNOM be
‘Cinte is a teacher.’

b. LS forzirhtu‘teacher be'(x, [teacher])
c. SR for (3.22a) be' (3sg[Cinte], feacher])

Internal experience verbs also include a predicative argumemeimLUS, but do

not require a copula (3.23).

(3.23) a. Cinte a dai.
Cinte 3scNoM cold.1
‘Cinte is cold.’

b. LS forcold feel' (x, [cold'])
c. SR for (3.23a) feel' (Cinte, [cold'])

Locational predications have unique LSs in a number of ways. Firgtctimeain
the predicatde-LOC' in which the elementOC must be replaced by the appropriate
expression of location. Second, the argument variables are fiitedhve location first,
followed by the theme. (See Van Valin (2005) for an explanation sf) thhese points
are illustrated in (3.24). Thevariable is filled with the locatiorkho ‘basket’, while they
variable is filled with the theméai ‘mango’.

(3.24) a. Hai cu kho sung=aha um.
mango TOP basket in=Loc 3sGNOM be

‘The mango is in a basket.’

b. LS forum‘be (somewhere) be-LOC' (x,y)
c. SR for (3.24a) be-in' (3sg[kho], 3sg[hali])

A third issue is the representation of adjuncts, such as relatittsaand adverbs.
The pattern discussed for locational predicates also applies tu®lbélational NPs, but
the LS of the main predication is embedded as an argument of tivectagiedication.
Thus, in (3.25), Thangte’s action of roaming is predicatdztton’ the hills.
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(3.25) a. Thangte cu tlang par=ah a vak-tawi rero.
Thangte Top hill on=LoC 3sGNOM roam-roam IPFV
‘Thangte is roaming on the hills.’

b. LS forvaktawi‘roam’ do' (x, [roam' (X)]
c. SR of (3.25a) be-on' (tlang, [do' (3sg[Thangte],joam’
(3sg[Thangte])])])

A similar representation is used for adverbs. In (3.26), Mang’s plantieg &tthe single

argument of the predicatigresterday'.

(3.26) a. Mang in  mizan=ah thingkung a phun.
Mang ERG YyesterdaysoC tree 3GNOM  plant
‘Mang planted a tree yesterday.’

b. LS forphun‘plant’ do' (x, [plant’ (X, y)]
c. SR for (3.26a) yesterday' (do' (3sg[Mang], plant’ (3sg[Mang],
3sg[thingkung])])

A final issue is the treatment of three-argument verbs. Thosehwéxicalize
causative ideas, such pes(k)‘give’, utilize the operator CAUSE in their LS (3.27).

WSB 004

(3.27) a. Atit hmuahhmuah cu a fate=pawl a pek.
filet all TOP 3sG child=pL 3scNOM give
‘She gave ... her children all the filet meat.’

b. LS forpek‘give’ [do' (x, F)] CAUSE [BECOMEhave'(y, z)]
c. SR for (3.27a) do' (3sg, ¥)] CAUSE [BECOMHave'
(3pl[a fatepawl], 3sg]atit])]
The LSs produced as a result of valence-altered morphologymare complex.
Discussion of the LSs of these forms, however, will be reservethéor respective
chapters.

To summarize this section, each verb class has its own L&sesation, with

state and activity verbs forming the base type upon which theso#nerformed. To
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reflect the head-marking nature of Falam Chin, each LShtaria filled with both cross-
reference and NP specifications.
3.2.3 Macrorolesand M-transitivity

Although it is certainly possible to distinguish thematic rolkes &dgent, patient,
theme, experiencegtc. for each of the variables in the LSs given above, RBG<I
that such broad semantic distinctions are syntactically iaateynstead, Van Valin and
LaPolla (1997) posit the existence of two semantic macroralgey and undergoer,
which subsume all of the possible semantic roles. These are tmkegument positions
by means of the Actor-Undergoer Hierarchy (AUH), shown in Edud8 (Van Valin

2005:61, 126).

ACTOR UNDERGOER
Arg. of 1* arg. of 1% arg. of 2" arg. of Arg. of
DO do' (x, ...) pred’ (X, y) pred’ (X, y) pred' (x)
[ —— » =increasing markesds of realization of argument as macroroles]

Actor selection: highest-ranking argument in LS
Undergoer selection:
Principle A: lowest-ranking argument in LS (detaul
Principle B: second-highest ranking argument in LS

Figure 3.18: The Actor-Undergoer Hierarchy
The hierarchy in Figure 3.18 shows the five logically possiblergBraent slots
arranged along a continuum from most instigating/least affeoteghst instigating/most
affected. The actor macrorole is normally linked to the higlaestlable argument
position. In many languages, the undergoer is linked to the loweikhde@aargument
position (Principle A). In primary object languages, however éhasguages which in a
ditransitive construction choose a recipient or goal argument aactigatly primary to a
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theme (Dryer 1986)), it is the second-highest ranking argument whidmosen as the
undergoer (Principle B). In this dissertation, | argue thatnkaldin, a primary object
language, takes Principle B as its default. As seen in (3.2&c)Ygetipient (1sg) of the
predicatehmuh ‘show’ is the second-highest ranking argument of the LS. Thus, the
recipient is chosen as undergoer and cross-referenced on the vedrpmsyntactic
evidence of its undergoer status (3.28a).
(3.28) a. Hniang in cabu i hmuh.

Hniang ERG book 1sGAcc show

‘Hniang showedne a book.’

b. LS forhmuh‘'show’ [do' (x, )] CAUSE [BECOMEsee (X, Y)]

c. SRfor (3.28a) do' (3sg[Hniang], ¥)] CAUSE [BECOMEe¥¢ (1sg,
3sg[cabu])]

Hniang,the highest-ranking argument, is assigned the actor macrorole in this case

For unmarked constructions, the AUH unequivocally determines whicimairg
will link to the actor macrorole and which to the undergoer mat¥oHowever, marked
constructions can override the defaults of the AUH.

The number of macroroles which a given verb takes is known as the M-
transitivity of the verb, a key theoretical concept in RRG. M-ttty is derived from
the LS of the verb viaefault macrorole assignment principle) in (3.29) (Van Valin
2005:63).

(3.29) Default macrorole assignment principles
a. Number: the number of macroroles a verb takes is less than or equal to the
number of arguments in its LS.

1. If averb has two or more arguments in its LS, it will take two macroroles.

2. If averb has one argument in its LS, it will take one macrorole.

b. Nature: for verbs which take one macrorole.

1. If the verb has an activity predicate in its LS, the macrorole is actor.
2. If the verb has no activity predicate in its LS, the macrorole is undergoer
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This principle explains that a verb will have the same numberaafaroles as it has
arguments, with the caveat that the number of macroroles can lmewaore than two
(actor and undergoer). Thus, a predicate may be M-atransitive rfz@erorolesf® M-
intransitive (1 macrorole), or M-transitive (2 macroroles), but néelitransitive’’
Principle (b) further notes that the single macrorole of a bBtaining an activity
predicate will be an actor, while the single macrorole of other LSs will be angaoede

The importance of M-transitivity can only be grasped in contragtingith
semantic and syntactic valen@Semantic valence refers to the number of argument
positions in a predicate’s LS, which, unlike M-transitivity, is nohited to two
arguments. Thus, the semantic valence of a verb sudiwveswhich has three core
argument positions, will be one greater than its M-transitiviythare can be only two
macroroles. More importantly, there are numerous categorieshwhay fill argument
positions in the LS which cannot support a macrorole, including prediGatuenents,
locative arguments, and non-referential arguments. Thus, attribptedicates (e.g.,
(3.22)), locative predicates (e.g., (3.24)), and many activity predicates, seniantically
two-argument verbs, are M-intransitive (Van Valin 2005; Van Valiba®olla 1997). In
Falam Chin, the ungrammaticality of ergative marking in thesetstes indicates their
intransitivity, despite their having two semantic arguments.

Syntactic transitivity (S-transitivity) refers to the numbadr direct arguments

which appear in the syntactic representation (Van Valin 2005). Wdsbeen said for

5 As with weather verbs which have no semantic agnis) such asain: do' ([rain’] ).

" See Van Valin (2005:64-66) for discussion of whgre is no third macrorole.

8 Cf. Neess’s (2007) distinction between two semafyicequired participants and two syntactically
privileged arguments.
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semantic valence is also true for syntactic transitivitpredicate such agive can be

syntactically transitive or ditransitive, yet have only two meales in either case.
Attributive and activity predicates may be syntacticallynsrave, but have only one
macrorole. Syntactic transitivity may also be less tharravisitivity if, for example, a
direct core argument is extracted from the core for questioning.

This section has described the nature and assignment of two mas;raotée and
undergoer. The number of macroroles which are assigned to a gidkrapalefines its
M-transitivity. Although traditionally it has been the numbersyhtactic arguments
which has been equated with transitivity, RRG claims that theaNitivity of a verb is
syntactically more significant than its S-transitivity. lesample, only macrorole-bearing
arguments can be the subjects of passive clauses in Itakan\(&lin & LaPolla 1997).
In this dissertation, | show that ergative marking in Falam @hneflective of the M-
transitivity of the clause, not its semantic or syntactic transitivity.

3.3 Information structure

The previous sections have examined syntactic and semantic regtiessnt
within RRG; this section discusses a third representation, tlgenptir or information
structure representation. As schematized in Figure 3.1, informatroigture is an
important component in the surfacing of the syntactic structureex@nple, information
structure may influence the arrangement of NPs in the ¢lausghether NPs may be
pronominalized or deleted in certain contexts. RRG bases its tléoinformation

structure on Lambrecht’s (1994) work on the same subject.
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Section 3.3.1 discusses the two types of pragmatic relations aRRtAeheory
of focus structure types, with a brief mention of how variousuaggs mark focus
structure. Section 3.3.2 describes the focus projection in RRG.

3.3.1 Pragmatic relations, focus structure types, and pragmatic marking

This section looks at the two key pragmatic relatioogic andfocus,as well as
several types of focus structure and how they are marked in véaitugisagesA topic
can be defined as “an entity ... the speaker intends to increasddiessee’s knowledge
about, request information about, or otherwise get the addresseavithaetspect to ...”
(Gundel 1988:210). It must be an element within that set of conttepspeaker believes
the hearer to already know—the presupposition—but is not necessagyatavith the
presupposition. On the other hand, the element(s) in focus consist ohioemation,
that is, the entire assertion minus the presupposition.

Lambrecht (1994) posits three main focus structure tygesfence focus,
predicate focus,and narrow focus. Both sentence and predicate focus can be
characterized dsroad focugypes, in which the focus is spread over multiple elements of
the sentence. Narrow focus, on the other hand, centers on a $emgémie In RRG, the
area of the sentence which a given language allows to becus fis known as the
potential focus domain, while the area which is actually in focus invargsentence is
known as thectualfocus domain.
3.3.1.1 Sentence focus

The first type of broad focus, sentence focus, has also beet eadiet reporting

(Lambrecht 1994:126) because it is frequently used to present backgnarnthtion or
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to introduce previously unmentioned participants. There is no topicaksimjsentence
focus constructions; the whole sentence is the focus domain. In Eddemthis means
that a sentence focus sentence will often have no topic markiingnting of elements.
This is illustrated in (3.30) and (3.31), both drawn from the opening sestefhdexts,
setting the scene for the story.
LNM 003
(3.30) Ar vei hnih a khuang zo.

rooster time two 3SGNOM crow.l PRF

‘A rooster already crowed twice.’
WSB 001
(3.31) Hi tik hlan=ah, nu pa pa=khat le an fate

this time beforexoc woman man cLF=one and 3pL child

pa=thum an rak —um.

CLF=three ®L.NOM then be
‘Once upon a time, there were a father and mother and their three children.’

According to Lambrecht (2000), however, sentence focus constructionsilcarclsde
non-subject topics, such as elements in the LDP (3.32).
(3.32) Lian Lian cu keimah in ka dung ka tun  zo.
Lian Lian ToP 1SGSTD ERG 1SG back BGNOM turn PRF
‘As for Lian Lian, | abandoned him.’
(lit., *As for Lian Lian, | turned my back on him.’)
3.3.1.2 Predicate focus
The second type of broad focus, predicate focus, is also knotepieacomment
This type takes the subject as topic, narrowing the actuas fdomain to the predicate.

This is considered the unmarked type of focus structure, as therestiong cross-

linguistic tendency for languages to choose the subject as boftalam Chin, this may
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be indicated by marking the subject as topical (3.33) or by sidgéting the subject NP
altogether (3.34).
WSB 005
(333) A° ruh pa=khat cu a dang sung=ah
3sG bone cLF=one TOP 3sG throat in=LoC
a lut pang.
3sGNOM enter.1l accidentally
‘One of itsbones accidentally got stuck in her throat.’
KIF 003
(3.34) A ni ni=in, an duh-aw sinsin.

3sG day day=ABL 3PL.NOM love-RECP more.and.more
‘Day by day,they loved each other more and more.’

This does not necessarily mean that every element of the geeticaew information,
but rather that what it predicates with regard to the topic is new.
3.3.1.3 Narrow focus
Thirdly, narrow focus, also known adentificational focusrestricts the focus
domain to one specific constituent of the sentence. Classic exaaiplarrow focus are
WH questions and their responses, as in (3.35). This type of narrow focus, whichdil
missing piece of information, is known e@mpletive narrow focus
(3.35) a. Mang In ziang a at?
Mang ERG what 3FGNOM cut.l
‘What did Mang cut?’
b. Mang in  hrampi a at.

Mang ERG grass 3GNOM cut.l
‘Mang cutthe gras.’

If narrow focus is used as a corrective response to anotheonperfalse

statement, as in (3.36b), it is an exampleaftrastive narrow focus
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(3.36) a. Thangte in hrampi a at maw?
Thangte ERG grass 3GNOM cut.l INTG
‘Did Thangte cut the grass?’
b. Mang in hrampi a at.

Mang ERG grass 3GNOM cut.l
‘Mang cut the grass.’

Every language selects one syntactic position as unmarkedriaw focus. The
unmarked focus position in Falam Chin is the position to the immediéteofl the
predicate complex, as is common for verb-final languages (Vén 2@05). This claim
is supported by the optional movement of WH question words to this posasom,
(3.37b).

(3.37) a. Zo in (so) zunghruk a ru?
who ERG FOC ring 3IGNOM  steal.l

‘Who stole the ring?’

b. Zunghrukzo in(sc) a ru?

When narrow focus falls on other positions, it is considered marked narrow focus.
3.3.1.4 Focus structure marking

The marking of focus structure discussed above varies from laa¢démnguage.
In some languages, prosody (stress) may be the sole indicdtmusfstructure. Others
may use overt morphological marking of topic or focus status, sucétalas’s topic
markercu. Syntactic marking of focus may include rearrangement of NRiseouse of
marked constructions like clefts. Thus, in Falam, NPs and adjuncbegareposed to the
LDP for an increased measure of pragmatic salience. Sometgagy(such as English)

appear to have very flexible focus domains, allowing focus t@faliearly any position
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in the sentence (thus relying on non-syntactic means of focusngparkthers are more
rigid, allowing focus to fall only in specific areas.

Another dimension of focus structure marking is in how the speaker aaglesn
referent, whether as a zero, a pronoun, or a definite or indefiniteTNEre is a
correlation between the pragmatic activation of a referemenliscourse context (active,
accessible, inactive, brand-new anchored, or brand-new unanchoreddpitiodus
status assigned to the referent in an utterance, and the codigreferring expression
which points to the referent in that utterance. The more acaessiefferent is, the more
available it is as a topfC.That is, most topics will be active or accessible in the discourse
context; it would be extremely unusual for a brand-new unanchore@mnéto be chosen
as topic.

Likewise, the more accessible a referent is, the less dgerbding must be in
order for the hearer to correctly identify the referent. Figui® (Van Valin 2005:73)
shows how the continuum of coding possibilities aligns with markedagdspic or
focus.

Markedness of occurrence as focus

Zero Clitic/Bound  Pronoun Pronoun Definite Indefinite
pronoun [-Stress] [+Stress] NP NP

v

Markedness of occurrence as topic

Figure 3.19: Coding of referents in terms of pragmatic markedness

" This is not to suggest that accessibility alon&esaa referent topical. The intentions of the speak
dictate what is topical.
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This section has examined the pragmatic relations topic and &ocutheir roles
in three universal focus types: sentence focus, predicate focus, aod fiacus. In
Falam Chin, topic status is marked either by explicit topidkmgror by omission of the
argument. Movement to the LDP indicates yet greater topic#ldgus, on the other
hand, is represented by unmarked NPs placed in the unmarked focumpegii the left
of the predicate complex.

3.3.2 Thefocus projection

In RRG, focus structure has its own projection that appears alathgthe
syntactic constituent and operator projections. The two components ofo¢he
projection are shown in Figure 3.20 (cf. (3.38b) for translation).

SENTENCE
CLAUSE
NP PERIPHERY ——> CORE

I\{P
CORE PRO NUC

v NP N[lJC PRED

Actual N AV

Focus Domain | |

Thangte cu tlang par=ah a vak-tawi  rero.

Seo et U U U IU <€—— Basic Information Units

.

.
Potential .
Focus Domain .~

SPEECH ACT

Figure 3.20: The focus projection
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The first component, thepeech act nodenchors the potential and actual focus
domains. Second, thaformation units(lUs) represent the minimal pieces which focus
structure deals with; Lambrecht (1994) shows that IUs must be ghhuags, not
individual lexical items. In Figure 3.20, the potential and actual fdousains are shown
encompassing the appropriate IUs. In Falam Chin, the potentia$ fdomain is the
clause, but as this is an example of predicate focus, the mtualdomain encompasses
only the predicate and its adjunct.

NP activation levels (active, accessible, inactive, brand-new aahor brand-
new unanchored) can be represented as a part of the LS, wheantdd the discussion.
They are indicated as subscripts on the NPs in the LS, as shown in (3.38d).

(3.38) a. Thangte cu ziang a tuah?
Thangte Top what 3GNom do
‘What is Thangte doing?’

b. Tlang par=ah a vak-tawi rero.

hill on=LOC 3SGNOM roam-roam IPFV

‘He’s roaming on the hills.’

c. LS forvaktawi‘roam’ do' (x, [roam’ (x)])
d. SR for (3.38b) be-on' (3pl[tlangnu, [do' (3s9[Dlcv,
[roam' (3sg[Dhcv)])])

In (3.38b),Thangteis active, having been mentioned in the question; the NP specification
is thus zero. On the other haniéng ‘hill’ is brand-new unanchored, and receives a full
NP representation in the SR.

This section has discussed the focus projection, which includes tbehspet
node, the actual and potential focus domains, and the information units \kkich t

encompass. In Falam Chin, the clause is the potential focus domain.
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3.4 Grammatical relations

The preceding sections have examined the syntactic, semantic ragrdafic
representations in RRG; this section procedes to the RRG conceptgmammatical
relations. RRG makes two important claims about grammagtations. First, it claims
that grammatical relations are not universal; some langueyesonly semantic relations
(as, for example, Acehnese; Van Valin 2005:90). Nevertheless, in larugtages,
numerous phenomena cannot be explained in terms of semantics alone, and mos
syntactic theories posit three grammatical relations to &stpunt for these phenomena:
subject, direct objecandindirect object The second major claim of RRG is that only a
single kind of grammatical relation, the privileged syntacticuargnt (PSA), is
motivated, and that syntactic effects often attributed to obamsbe explained by
reference to the undergoer macrorole. Section 3.4.1 discusses theamatucte of the
PSA, 83.4.2 proposes an alternate explanation for object relations andhigctor the
assignment of case and agreement, and 83.4.3 explains the distinctiearbetw broad
types of grammatical relation changing operatid@scal andsyntactic,in RRG.
3.4.1 Theprivileged syntactic argument

This section discusses the nature of the privileged syntagtienant (PSA), the
single grammatical relation posited in RRG. Any languadechv has grammatical

relations exhibits restricted semantic neutralizations such as those fd@:8Pin

(3.39) a. Cinte a sang. UND of intrans. V
Cinte 3sG.Nowm tall
‘Cinte is tall.’
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b. Cinte a hni. ACT of intrans. V
Cinte 3scNom laugh.1
‘Cinte is laughing.’

c. Cinte in ar=pawl a that. ACT of trans. V
Cinte ERG chickenL 3scNoM Kkill.1
‘Cinte is killing some chickens.’

c.' *Cinte in  ar=pawl an that. *UND of trans. V
Cinte ERG chickenL 3pL.NOM  Kill.1
*Cinte are killingsome chickens.’

d. Ar=pawl cu thah an si  zo. UND of intrans. V

chicken=PL TOP kill.2 3SGNOM be PRF
‘Some chicken: were killed [by Cinte].’

Taking cross-reference (Falam Chin)/agreement (English) agitloal syntactic test in
(3.39), we can see that indexation does not correspond to macratote bt (3.39b) and
(c), the verbal indexation corresponds to the actor, either afteansitive or transitive
verb; in (3.39a) and (d), it corresponds to the undergoer of an intrangtb. However,
(3.39¢") is ungrammatical because the verbal indexation corresponds to tigpandéa
transitive verb. This shows that macrorole status is not thergiog factor: semantics
has been neutralized in favor of a grammatical relation whattrals the verbal
marking. RRG terms this grammatical relation phigileged syntactic argume(PSA).
There is an important reason for not labeling this grammaiitation subject.
The concept of “subject” suggests a single role or fixecbsé&tatures which operates

cross-linguistically, either as a linguistic primitive, oraastructurally-derived construct.
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However, RRG argues that the features which define the PSAoarenly language-
specific, but also construction-speciffc.

One way that PSAs vary among and within languages is in terms of the arguments
they select for neutralization. Note that each of the bolded @&misnm (3.39) falls into
one of several categories: the actor macrorole of a trangsitwmstruction (A), the
undergoer macrorole of a transitive constructionr)(Uhe single argument of an
intransitive construction (S), or the single argument of a deriveahsitive construction
(d-S)3' In Falam Chin and English declarative sentences, argumentlimaiion is
restricted to the [S, A d-S] set of arguments, while excludingt[J-an accusative
pattern of neutralization. (Recall that Falam is morphologiaiative, yet syntactically
accusative.)

This particular neutralization pattern, however, is typical onlyoohe accusative
languages. Other accusative languages such as Warlpiri att@y only [S, Al
neutralization; Warlpiri lacks a passive (Van Valin & LaPdli&97). Ergative languages
such as Dyirbal allow [S, +) d-S], and others [S,{I®? Even within a single language,
we often find different argument neutralization patterns, dependirtgeononstruction.
For example, causative and jussive verbs (suclpessuadg¢ universally require a
semantic controller, an undergoer, regardless of the defaultrpaftére language (Van

Valin & LaPolla 1997). Thus, (3.40a&b) are both grammatical; in easbHniang,the

8 Jakaltec is an extreme example of a language whishmultiple PSAs (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997). See
Van Valin (2005:99ff) for further discussion of tHestinction betweesubjectandPSA.

81 An adaptation of the more traditional A, O, antvVan Valin 2005).

82 However, this last pattern is quite rare, and gsfaund in conjunction with another pattern (Vaalis

& LaPolla 1997:305).
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undergoer, controls the embedded clause. On the other hand, (3.40c) is ungramimmat

is not possible foParte,the actor, to control the embedded clause.

(3.40) a. Parte persuadéthiang; j to visit Yangon. UND
b. Hniang; was persuaded by Parte _; to visit Yangon. UND
c. *Parte; persuaded Hniang __; to visit Yangon. *ACT

Despite construction-specific variations, most languages folloefault pattern
for many or most of their constructioffsThe two main patterns a@ccusativeand
ergative. Syntactically accusative languages, such as Falam, sk&dttighest-ranking
direct core argument for PSA in terms of evileged syntactic argument selection
hierarchy,shown in Figure 3.21. Ergative languages select the lowest-ragikawg core
argument for PSA (Van Valin 2005).

Arg.of 1% arg. of 1* arg. of 2" arg. of o Arg.of
DO do' (x, ...) pred’ (X, y) pred’ (X, y) pred' (x)

Figure 3.21: Privileged syntactic argument selection hierarchy
This is formalized in (3.41) (Van Valin 2005:100).

(3.41) Privileged syntactic argument selection principles
a. Accusative construction: highest-ranking direct core argument is tdrRigure
3.21 (default)
b. Ergative constructions: lowest-ranking direct core argument in terfguwe
3.21 (default)
c. Restrictions on PSA in terms of macrorole status:
1. Languages in which only macrorole arguments can be PSA: German, Italian,
Dyirbal, Jakaltec, Sama, ...
2. Languages in which non-macrorole direct core arguments can be PSA:
Icelandic, Georgian, Japanese, Korean, Kinyarwanda, ...

Principle (3.41c) states that some languages allow only macranglenents to be PSA,

whereas others allow a non-macrorole direct core argument to be PSAI, as we

8 For this reason, Van Valin (2005:99) allows, “®dtj... is a generalized privileged syntactic argunient
languages in which most or all of the major corttams have the same restricted neutralization.”
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A second way PSAs differ is in their syntactic functionhia tonstruction. PSAs
have two subtypesgontroller and pivot (Heath 1975). Controllers determine verbal
indexation, as in (3.39), antecede reflexives, or supply the misggnghant in control
constructions (3.40). Pivots, on the other hand, instantiate a missingestgwithin a
subordinate or coordinate clause. Some constructions have only a cowmiral@ivot;
others have both. In (3.40dparte is the controller of verb agreement in the matrix
clause, butniangis the controller of the missing argument in the control consbructi
In (3.40b), howeverHdniangis the single controller of both. There is also a pivot for the
control construction, which is the missing argument in the embedded clause.

The distinction between languages which have the {SdS] and [S, Y, d-S]
patterns, and those which have the [$] &nd [S, U] patterns is whether or not the
language includes marked voice constructions such as passiamtgraksive. If such a
marked construction does exist in a given language, then the pEgoip{3.41a) and (b)
are taken to be merely defaults, and an alternate arguraeriie chosen as PSA. If the
language does not include a marked voice construction, then thelasnci (3.41a) and
(b) are absolutes. Languages which allow this kind of variation hénat are termed
variable PSAswhile those which do not hawevariable PSAsAs seen in (3.39) above,
both Falam Chin and English have variable PSAs in at least some constructions.

The motivation for PSA variation may be solely syntactic anay be pragmatic.
An example of a variable PSA which is syntactically motidagethe pivot of a relative
clause. The noun modified by the clause determines which argumehé ipivot,

represented by the empty slots in the relative clauses in (3.42).
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(3.42)a.[__j Antam a cing=tu] lothlo-pa in a tawt.
mustard3sGNOM plant.1-REL farmermAsSC ERG 3SG.NOM pick
‘The farmer; [who ___ planted the mustarc] picked it.’

b. [Lothlo-pa ih i a cin=mi] antam; cu
farmermMAsC ERG 3sGNOM plant.2=ReL mustard ToP
a thang rang zet.

3SGNOM grow quick very
‘The mustard; [(which) the farmer planted ;] grew quickly.’

A pragmatically-motivated variable PSA, on the other hand, placpsagmatically-
salient NP in the unmarked topic position by means of a markedrecti. Thus, In

(3.43a&b), passives allow the subject of the first clause to b#&eaimin the second

clause.

(3.43) a. Amy; witnessed a murder and __; was frightened by it.
" *Amy; withessed a murder and it frightened ;.
Chelseavas kissed by Ethan, and __; blushed rosily.
*Ethan kissed Chelsgand ___; blushed rosily.

o

Figure 3.22 shows the different types of PSAs based on thedmgcdiscussion (Van

Valin 2005:105; see Van Valin (2005) for examples from the languages mentioned).

Privileged syntactic arguments:
pivots and controllers

Syntactic Semantic
e.g., Acehnese [ACT], [UND]
English [UND]
Variable Invariable

e.g., Warlpiri [S, Ar]

+pragmatic influence -pragmatic influence
e.g., English [S, Ar, d-S] e.g., English [S, Ar, d-S]
Dyirbal [S, Ur d-S] Kalkatungu [S, U, d-S]

Figure 3.22: Types of privileged syntactic arguments
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Van Valin and LaPolla (1997:294ff) divide voice oppositions such as acile a
passive into two subtypeBSA modulation voicandargument modulation voicé®SA
modulation voice allows a marked argument to be a syntactic centrail pivot,
overruling the hierarchy of Figure 3.21. Argument modulation voicgherother hand,
deletes or demotes a core argument. While the two prototyploadhy occur in voice
constructions, in many languages, certain constructions only manitestr dhe other of
these voice subtypes.

In summary, this section has examined the single grammaglaibn posited by
RRG, the PSA. PSAs may be semantic or syntactic, invariamariable, and motivated
by syntactic or pragmatic influences. In addition, they may partbe role of controller,
pivot, or both, depending on the construction. As a language with accusatiae sgd a
variable syntactic pivot, Falam Chin follows a [S;, A-S] pattern of PSA assignment.
3.4.2 Direct and indirect object relations

In the previous section, it was stated that only a single gracahatlation is
posited in RRG: the PSA. This section argues that the syntafféctse of the
grammatical relationglirect and indirect objectcan be accounted for by reference to
either the undergoer macrorole or to the broader notion of canenang (second-highest
ranking or lowest-ranking). For example, in a marked voice constnjai non-default
macrorole is chosen as PSA (undergoer in the case of a passorenahe case of an
antipassive). Some languages allow a non-macrorole argument to e AR SA.

However, there is no need to reference a direct object in order to describe themperat
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Another operation which has often been seen to support the idea of object
grammatical relations is dative shift. However, dative shift easily be explained as
marked undergoer choice. Rather than the lowest-ranking argument diwisgn as
undergoer, the second-highest ranking argument is chosen. The aatidaich appears
in primary object languages (Dryer 1986), functions in the opposietdin. Whereas
the second-highest ranking argument is chosen as undergoer hit, dbfa antidative
selects the lowest-ranking argument as undergoer.

The assignment of case and agreement are frequently attributétese
grammatical relations as well. In RRG, however, they are aceddat by macroroles
and direct core arguments. For example, the agreement rutglistiis as follows (Van
Valin 2005:108):

(3.44) English agreement ruléfhe controller of finite verb agreement is the highest-
ranking macrorole argument.

Similarly, Van Valin (2005:108) lists the following genecalse assignment rules
based on macrorole status:
(3.45) Case assignment rules for accusative constructions
a. Assign nominative case to the highest-ranking macrorole argument.
b. Assign accusative case to the other macrorole argument.
(3.46) Case assignment rules for ergative constructions

a. Assign absolutive case to the lowest-ranking macrorole argument.
b. Assign ergative case to the other macrorole argument.

We find then, that grammatical relations serve in some wamgsera limited role
in RRG than in other theories of syntax, while the concept afonales plays a more

prominent part.
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3.4.3 Lexical versus syntactic operations

Having discussed semantic representations, macroroles, and greshmat
relations, it is now possible in this section to contrast proceskiEeh have variously
been termed morpholexical versus morphosyntactic (Sadler & Spencer, £988j)-
changing versus function-changing (Haspelmath 2002), and medrangiog versus
meaning-preserving (Kroeger 2004). Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1998) chaeatite
two types as, on the one hand, derivations which involve verbs withdrebatiedifferent,
LSs (what they call the “lexical conceptual structure” (p. R#8jsus those, on the other
hand, that have identical LSs, but distinct assignments of semamficnents to
grammatical relations.

Van Valin and LaPolla (1997) (who use the terimsical and syntacti¢ also
discuss the two types of processes, emending the definitions\sligbtical processes
may alter the underlying LS, or they may simply alter tb&gmment of macroroles (for
example, in variable-linking constructions such as dative shift).aSatprocesses, on
the other hand, make non-canonical macrorole to grammatical relationnassig.

The distinction between lexical and syntactic processes higldjfferences in
voice and valence-altering operations which might superficiafipear to be similar
processes. While all of them modify the relationship between dicpte and its
arguments, they do so at different stages of the linking processhéesin the following
section. Specifically, lexical operations occur at the esirBeéages of linking, affecting
the SR. Others affect the assignment of macroroles. Syntgi@ations, on the other

hand, occur later in the linking, affecting the assignment of the PSA.
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3.5 Linking semantics and syntax

This section presents the culmination of the preceding sectiongapping of

the semantic structure to the syntactic structure through niieeface of a linking

algorithm, as outlined in Figure 31 The focus structure projection influences various

aspects of the linking, such as choice of PSA in a variable-R84traction. Many

aspects of the linking algorithm are universal, while others arguage-specific. The

basic linking algorithm as given in Van Valin (2005:136) will fiogt presented below,

and then it will be expanded and revised in the subsections that feitbvapplication to

Falam Chin.

(3.47) Linking algorithm: semantics?® syntax

1.

2.

3.

Construct the semantic representation of the sentence, based on the logical
structure of the predicator.
Determine the actor and undergoer assignments, following the actor-umdergoe
hierarchy in Figure 3.18.
Determine the morphosyntactic coding of the arguments.
a. Select the privileged syntactic argument, based on the privileged syntacti
argument selection hierarchy in Figure 3.21 and principles in (3.41).
b. Assign the arguments the appropriate case markers and/or adpositions.
c. Assign the agreement marking to the main or auxiliary verb, as appeopriat
Select the syntactic template(s) for the sentence following thapdes in (3.52)
and (3.53).
Assign arguments to positions in the syntactic representation of the sentence
a. Assign the [-WH] argument(s) to the appropriate positions in the clause.
b. If there is a [+WH] argument of a logical structure,
1. assign it to the normal position of a [-WH] argument with the same
function, or
2. assign it to the precore or postcore slot, or
3. assign it to a position within the potential focus domain of the clause
(default = the unmarked focus position).
c. A [-WH] argument may be assigned to the PrCS/PoCS slot, subjectso foc
structure restrictions (optional).

8 Although the linking algorithm allows for both santics to syntax (production) as well as syntax to
semantics (comprehension), this discussion willifoanly on the first of these.
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d. Assign the [-WH] argument(s) of logical structure(s) other than thheof t
predicator in the nucleus to
1. a periphery (default), or
2. the precore or postcore slot, or
3. the left- or right-detached position.

Each of the five steps of the linking algorithm is discussed s g&ction, as follows:
83.5.1 describes the population of the semantic representation, 83.5.2 discusses
macrorole assignment, 83.5.3 explains the assignment of the PSAapHosyntactic
properties of the clause, 83.5.4 presents principles used in the choicesyotactic
template, and 80 formulates rules for assignment of argum&ssidl the ultimate
syntactic representation.
3.5.1 Semantic representation

In the first step of the linking algorithm, the speaker developssémantic
representation of the sentence, based on his communicative intent and built around the LS
of the predicator he has chosen from the lexicon. The completedtsenepresentation
includes information such as predicate and argument specificativadl ¥/ariables, the
activation status of such arguments, and their WH status. In additspedifies the LSs
of any adjuncts or subordinate clauses and any necessaryoopefasimplified SR for
(3.28), reproduced here as (3.48), is shown below in Figure 3.23 (actisttas, WH
status, and operators are not shown).
(3.48) Hniang in cabu i hmuh.

Hniang ERG book 1scAcc show
‘Hniang showed me a book.’
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hmuh

{[do' (3sg[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 3.23: Results of the linking algorithm step 1

In this SR, the boundaries of the predicate specificatimuh is indicated by
means of curly brackets. If (3.48) included any adjuncts or subordilzatses, their LSs
would fall outside of the curly brackets.

An important language-specific aspect of this step for Falam & the filling of
the argument variables. It was noted in 83.2.2 that slots in thef U&ad-marking
languages must be filled with two independent but linked elem#rgsperson/number
features of the cross-reference pronominals and the NPs in apposithem (Van Valin
2005). Thus, the arguments of the predicate’s LS in Figure 3.23 have $sgned
person and number features according to the speaker’s intention (8sd3s@ In
addition, two of the three variables in the semantic representsdim received an NP
assignmentHniang, cabi.®®

Although there may be up to three cross-reference specificaticihe LS, the
Falam Chin syntactic representation allows for a maximurwefcross-reference forms.
It is the role of the macrorole linking to determine which ofttivee will actually appear

in the syntactic representation.

8 While this element of the linking is not given\ian Valin (2005), | have added it as a feature uldef
discussion of more complicated structures such@setconsidered in later chapters.
8 NP assignments may be zero (@), for examplegiféfierent is active in the discourse context.
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3.5.2 Macroroleassignment

Step two, macrorole assignment, follows the Actor-Undergoer tdleyg AUH)
shown in Figure 3.18. Default principles of macrorole assignment apmphss the
construction overrules them and results in marked linking. Recall Ralam Chin
follows Principle B of Figure 3.1&elect the second highest-ranking argument in the LS
as undergoerTherefore, in Figure 3.24, the first argumentdof has been chosen as
actor, while the first argument afee' has been chosen as undergoer rather than the

second argument gke; which receives non-macrorole status.

ACT hmuh UND NMR

{[do' (3sg[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 3.24: Results of the linking algorithm step 2

Rarely, Principle B conflicts with the need to cross-referefirs¢ or second
person features (see Table 2.4). In such cases, either a) tkergpeat find an alternate
construction in which the two requirements do not conflict, or b) the rcatisn is
impossible to form.
3.5.3 Morphosyntactic coding: PSA, case, agreement

The third step of the linking algorithm involves the morphosyntactic goafithe
core arguments. First, the PSA is assigned, after whiehazabagreement are marked as
specified by the language.
3.5.3.1 PSA assignment

The PSA is selected according to the PSA selection hierardhigure 3.21 and

the principles laid out in (3.41), unless the construction specifies théirkeng. As a
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syntactically accusative language, Falam Chin normally tdieesighest-ranking direct
core argument as the default PSA, following the pattern {Sd#45]. In Figure 3.25, the

actor macrorole has been chosen as PSA.

PSA

ACT hmuh UND NMR

|
{[do' (3sg[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 3.25: Results of the linking algorithm step 3a
This is the point in the linking algorithm at which marked constoastimay choose a
non-default argument as PSA, overriding the hierarchy.
3.5.3.2 Case marking and agreement

Next, case and agreement are assigned. As a head-marigongda, Falam Chin
assigns the grammatical case of the cross-reference pradsrand the clause-level NPs
in apposition to them according to two independent sets of rules. The first set aasgns
to the cross-reference specifications. These follow thasative pattern given in (3.45),
with the addition that, in the absence of a second macrorole angusneon-macrorole
argument can be assigned accusative case. (The applicationrafehssdemonstrated in
Chapter 7.)

Two further rules are needed in order to assign the cowetisfof the cross-
reference pronominals. The first of these reflects the cakatiftthe lower-ranking of
two cross-referenced arguments is first person, the higher-gaskijument’s cross-
reference has zero realization. Elsewhere, the forms givéalile 2.2 and Table 2.3 are
used. Revised rules are shown in (3.49).
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(3.49) Cross-reference case assignment rules for Falam Chin

a. Case assignment:
I. Assign nominative case to the highest-ranking macrorole argument.

ii. Assign accusative case to the other macrorole argument, if amyaoran-
macrorole argument iff there is a single macrorole argument.

b. Form assignment:
i. If the lower-ranking of two cross-referenced arguments has thedda 1*

person], the higher-ranking argument will be realized as a zero morpheme

(D).
ii. Elsewhere, assign nominative forms according to Tablekag@j, na(n),
a(n)} and accusative forms according to Table 2(8) lo, @}.

As seen in Figure 3.26, the actor macrorole cross-referercéisation has been
assigned nominative case, while the undergoer macrorole crosnfespecification

has been assigned accusative case. As the lower-ranking tefahe first person, rule

(3.49bi) applies in this case.

NOM:P|SA A(|3C

ACT hmuh UND NMR

{[do' (3sg[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 3.26: Results of the linking algorithm step 3b
The second set of rules assigns grammatical case to thenBposition to the
cross-reference pronominals. This set follows an ergative paftbe case assignment
rules for ergative constructionsere given in (3.46) and are adjusted slightly to Falam
Chin specifications in (3.50).
(3.50) NP grammatical case assignment rules for Falam Chin

a. Assign ergative casm] to the higher-ranking of two macrorole NPs, if any.
b. Assign absolutive case (@) to any other core argument-associateidtRlaes

not receive lexical case.
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As expressed in (3.50b), both the lower-ranking of two macrorolesnandnacrorole
NPs receive absolutive case, unless independently assigned lexgeal(cexical case
assignment is based on the NP’s position in the LS.)

Figure 3.27 shows the application of these rules. The actor macrorole NP has bee
assigned ergative case and the non-macrorole NP absolutive daseundergoer

macrorole has no NP specification, and so it is not assigned NP case.

NOM:PSA:ERG ACC  ABS
| |

ACT hmuh UND NMR

{[do' (3sg[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 3.27: Results of the linking algorithm step 3c
3.5.4 Syntactic template assignment
In step four of the linking algorithm, the appropriate syntacticptates are
selected and combined. The linking of the elements in the SR to lédtedetemplate
follows theCompleteness constrai(fan Valin 2005:129-30), given in (3.51).

(3.51) Completeness constraint
All of the arguments explicitly specified in the semantic espntation of
a sentence must be realized syntactically in the sentencellapidthe
referring expressions in the syntactic representation of arsenimust be
linked to an argument position in a logical structure in the semanti
representation of the sentence.

From this constraint flows the more spectigntactic template selection princigan

Valin 2005:130) (3.52).

(3.52) Syntactic template selection principle
The number of syntactic slots for arguments and argument-adjuricis wi
the core is equal to the numberditinct specifiecargument positions in
the semantic representation of the core.

188



The termsdistinct and specifiedare important to understanding the principle. The first
allows for multiple coreferential instances of the same vaiabh given LS without it
being repeated multiple times in the syntactic structure s€hend allows for deletion of
an NP because it is topical, not specified in a given construction (e.g., impéraiees

In addition to the above, Falam Chin has the following language-specific
gualifications:
(3.53) Falam Chin-specific qualifications for syntactic template selection

a. All cores in the language have a minimum syntactic valence of 1.
b. No core may have more than 2 argument slots.

Qualification (a) allows for instances in which there is noresfial argument in a given

SR, such as weather predicates.

SENTENCE
_’,_____-—/_C—IJ—AUSE
NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

A\

|
NOM:P|SA:ERG Stelml A(IZC A]|SS
ACT hmuh UND NMR

{[do' (3sg[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 3.28: Results of the linking algorithm step 4
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In such cases, third person singular nominative cross-refereassigghed to the single
obligatory core argument slot. Qualification (b) filters some tbé argument
specifications shown in the SR. Only two argument slots amitbed in the core; if
there are three core arguments, the non-macrorole set oficgiems must be omitted.
Following these principles, a syntactic representation includingctwe argument slots
and two clause-level NP slots is chosen, as shown in Figure 3.28.
3.5.5 Argument and NP assignment

The final step in the linking process is to match the elementiseoSR to the
appropriate (language-specific) slots in the syntactic temphatst, the predicate with
appropriate morphology is assigned to the nucleus. Then core argummeRiglam,
cross-reference pronominals) are assigned. In the caseadfnieking languages,
clause-level NPs are assigned separately. Lastly, any adjuaetssigned.
3.5.5.1 Core argument assignment

First, principle 5(a) of (3.47) assigns [-WH] arguments to tper@priate
positions in the core. Falam Chin follows the principles in (3.54).
(3.54) Falam Chin-specific argument assignment principles

a. Assign a nominative argument to the left-most slot in the core.
b. Assign an accusative argument to the slot to the immediate left of the f@edica

Principles 5(b-d) of (3.47) are not applicable to core arguments in Falam Chi
3.5.5.2 Clause-level NP assignment
Next, principle 5(a) of (3.47) also serves to assign [-WH] NP&hé appropriate

positions in the clause. Falam Chin follows the default principles in (3.55).
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(3.55) Falam Chin-specific NP assignment principles

a. Assign an ergative NP (if present) to the left-most slot in thesel

b. Assign absolutive and/or oblique NPs (if present) to the remaining slots in the
clause or to the LDP based on focus structure.

Principle 5(b) of (3.47) gives options for what to do with [+WH] NPalam
usually selects option (1): assign the [+WH] NP to the nopoaltion of a [-WH] NP

with the same function. However, option (3) is also a possibilitygmaskse [+WH] NP to

the unmarked focus position of the clause to the immediate left of the verbal complex

SENTENCE
________—/C—%USE
NP NP CORE
PRO PRO NUC
PRED
A%
I
Hniang in cabu 0 i hmuh.

AN
-~
-~
~
~a
~
~
~a
~

A .

-~
IR
~

NOM:PSA:ERG

-~
-~
~
~
-~
-~
~
o
~
.

ACC ABS

ACT hmuh UND NMR

| |
{[do' (3s¢[Hniang], @)] CAUSE [BECOME see' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Hniang in cabu 0] i hmuh
Hniang ERG book 3SG.NOM 1SG.ACC show
'Hniang showed me a book.'

Figure 3.29: Results of the linking algorithm step 5
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Principle 5(c) of (3.47) is not applicable to Falam Chin, which lackseaore
slot. Finally, principle 5(d) assigns adjunct NPs to a periphetg tme LDP. Following
these principles results in the completed semantics to symie@rdi shown in Figure
3.29.

In summary, the five steps of the linking algorithm are: 1) coosthe SR, 2)
assign macroroles, 3) assign PSA and case properties, 4)asslettactic template, and
5) assign arguments and NPs to their appropriate slots. Much afkheylalgorithm is
universal; however, there are some parametric choices, as \wal, Falam follows
Principle B of the AUH at step 2, chooses the highest-rankograent as PSA at step 3,
and places [+WH] wordm situ at step 5. There are a few Falam-specific rules as well
including the form of case assignment at step 3, the restrit@brihtere be no more than
two core arguments at step 4, and the ordering of arguments/NPs at step 5.

3.6 Conclusion

The discussion of RRG in this chapter has been brief, basic, andnnwags
incomplete. There is much more that can be said, especiallgardreo its application to
complex sentences and the constructions described in Chapters 4-7. The linkirsgdiscus
in 83.5 followed Falam Chin defaults for a simple, unmarked, indicaBméence. Some
of these defaults would be overridden in more complex constructions. iBsess are

taken up in the pertinent chapters.
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CHAPTER 4

CAUSATIVES

Chapters 1-3 laid the foundation for discussion of valence-altering timmeran
Falam Chin. In this and the following three chapters, | addressypes tof valence-
raising operations, causatives and applicatives, and two types ofceddevering
operations, reflexives/reciprocals/middles and antipassivesyzamglthe Falam Chin
data within the framework of Role and Reference Grammar (RRGhin this
framework, | argue that each operation discussed is distirsgvieral ways: 1) how it
affects the underlying semantics of the predicate; 2) hoaifects the assignment of
macroroles and the corresponding M-transitivity of the predicatd;3% how it affects
the syntactic realization of arguments, both in terms of coding piepdike case
marking and cross-reference, and of behavioral properties such as theit@ihitgcede
a reflexive/reciprocal argument or be relativized.

However, | also argue that the operations discussed in thesershagtainified
in their nature as productive lexical operations. That is, theyvawanges to the base
LS and/or macrorole assignment, and leave untouched the assignmtre BISA
grammatical relation. In fact, after the application of aci@xrule, the linking algorithm
applies as usual (as described in 83.5). It appears that Falaeesi@an abundance of
such lexical operations, but a dearth of the syntactic type. &hdemncy underscores

Falam’s head-marking nature, which Nichols (1986) claims downpkygactic
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motivations in favor of semantic/pragmatic ones. Furthermore, eacatiopediscussed
supplies additional evidence that Falam Chin’s cross-reference praisrperform the
function of core arguments, while its NPs stand in semantic djgpo$d them, as is
predicated of head-marking languages.

In this chapter, | describe the formal characteristics argahin morphological
and periphrastic causatives in 84.1 and its lexical causati\&&2, analyzing the data in
terms of RRG.

4.1 Falam Chin morphological causatives

Falam Chin includes two primary types of causatives, whichbealistinguished
as morphological versus lexical causatives. The lexical tyarge not rule-governed;
rather, they are both unproductive and unpredictable in form. They rafipdée the
fossilized remnants of one or more once-productive morphemes. Thagyvarliscussed
later, in 84.2. This section focuses on the more common of the pes,tyhe rule-
governed morphological causatives, which license a causee arguntkatdudition of a
causative suffix to the base verb. Unlike lexical causativespmological causatives are
extremely productive in Falam Chin, combining with any predicdtieh could feasibly
be caused.

First, 84.1.1 discusses base intransitive causatives in Falam Ghmyldte a
causative lexical rule for them in RRG, and illustrate theltieg linking. Second, §4.1.2
discusses base transitive causatives, demonstrating that Falans@ partial double
object (Baker 1988) or asymmetric (Bresnan & Moshi 1990) languagewiod)

Principle B of the AUH. Finally, 84.1.3 compares and contrasts thene@&lraised
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morphological causative with a periphrastic non-valence raised opti@xpressing the
same information, arguing that whereas the first involves a fuSethe second involves
a complex, but unfused LS.
4.1.1 Baseintrandgitive causatives
Morphological causatives in Falam Chin are formed using the traeisa
morpheme ter. This morpheme can be suffixed to base intransitive, transitive, or
ditransitive verbs, depending on semantic restrictions. They sareapress a range of
meanings from permissive (let do) to facilitative (have a@ofaercive (make do) (cf.
Peterson 1998). Unlike causatives in Falam’s close relatives Hiakhand Mizo
(Peterson 2003; Chhangte 1993), Falam Chin causatives take &, stgher than a stem
2, verb ((4.1b) and (4.2bf.
(4.1) a. Ka kedam hri a cat.
1sG shoe STRING 3sGNOM broken.l
‘My shoelace is broken/brok&’’
b. Thangte in ka kedam hri a cat-ter.
Thangte ERG 1SG shoe STRING 3SGNOM broken.1-cAus
‘Thangtebroke my shoelace.’
(4.2) a. Cinte a hni.
Cinte 3scNom laugh.1
‘Cinte laughed.’
b. Parte in Cinte a hni-ter.

Parte ERG Cinte 3sGNOM laugh.1<CAus
‘Parte made Cinte laugh.’

8" Note, however, that Osburne (1975) claims thaF#lam Chin dialect Zahau uses stem 2 for causative
not stem 1, as in my data. As a number of my lagguansultants also identify as Zahau speakers, the
reason for this discrepancy is unclear.

8 Falam Chin does not morphologically distinguistutestates from achievements/accomplishments;
therefore, this verb can mean either ‘be brokertbecome broken’.
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The valence-raising effects of causative morphology can be seshahearly
when joined with base intransitive verbs, which are altered by the causatisgarpar a
number of ways. In terms of coding properties, there is ergadise marking on the
causer argumenfThangte, Partgin each of the preceding causative examples, which
was not possible with the corresponding intransitive forms. In addtarsees receive
nominative case cross-reference in the non-valence raised fora), (L8 accusative

cross-reference in the causative form (4.3b).

(4.3) a. Ka tap.
IscNOM cry.1
‘I cried.
b. Lian in i tap-ter.

Lian ERG 1SGAcC cry.1-CAUS
‘Lian made me cry.’

In terms of behavioral properties, the causative predicate eaeflexivized, an
operation which is possible only when there are at least two earangic arguments.
The effect of the valence-lowering reflexive morphology isaocel the valence-raising
causative morphology, resulting in an intransitive verb which catele ergative
marking (4.4).

(4.4) Thangte a bal-aw-ter.

Thangte 3sSGNOM dirty-REFL-CAUS
‘Thangtegot himself dirty.’

Another behavioral property which can demonstrate the pres#nteo core
arguments is relativization. A causer can be relativized usiegrelativizertu, the

relativizer used for ergative relativizations (4.5).
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4.5) [ Kawr a bal-ter=tu] pai in a sawp.
shirt  3BGNOM dirty-CAUSSREL man ERG 3SGNOM wash
‘The man; [who ___; got the shirt dirty] washed it.’

The causee can also be relativized, using the relatimgehe relativizer which is used

for absolutive arguments (4.6).

(4.6) Cinte in [Thangte h | a bal-termi]
Cinte ERG Thangte ERG 3sG.NOM  dirty-CAUS=REL
kawr; a sawp-sak.

shirt  3GNOM washBEN
‘Cinte washed thehirt; [which Thangte got __; dirty] for him (Thangte).’

In summary, the properties of ergative marking, cross-refereedlexivization,
and relativization demonstrate clearly that morphological cagsath Falam Chin are
valence-raising operations. Not only do they raise the semanmtnsitivity of the
predicate, but, when the base verb is intransitive, they raise thenBitivity of the verb,
as well.

Before examining the more complex case of causativized bassititra
predicates, | will explicate the RRG analysis of the simpkese of base intransitive
predicates. As explained in 83.4.3, RRG clearly distinguishes lexgEaations from
syntactic operations based on the stage(s) of linking which thetmpeaffects. Whereas
lexical operations affect formation of the LS and/or macrorggament, syntactic
operations affect PSA assignment (Van Valin 2005).

In this chapter | claim that, according to these principles nir&ain causatives
are lexical operations. This claim is distinct from the apprda&len within formal
frameworks such as Government and Binding (GB) (Aissen 1979; Mdt88t#; Baker
1988) and the Minimalist Program (MP) (Pylkkanen 2002, 2008), which cla@n t
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causatives are the product of a syntactic process. Baker (1988xaimple, argues that
morphological causatives are formed by incorporation of one verbdihenthrough

syntactic head-to-head movement. The path this movement followspiendent on
which of three marked possibilities for case assignment a lgegeaooses. In
Pylkk&nen’s (2002, 2008) approach, causatives differ from languagedoalge based
the combination of two abstract syntactic properties: voice bundhuigtlze type of

complement selected by the Cause head: a root-selectingseledting, or phase-
selecting cause.

While further discussion of GB and the MP approaches cannot be undeartaken
detail here, the lexical approach for Falam Chin morphologasatives (indeed, for all
morphological causatives) is compelling in several ways. Fihg, application of
causative morphologytér) is inarguably meaning-altering, and is so at the word level,
for -ter has no independent existence apart from its host predicate. Sdoanebital
view motivates the syntactic changes to causatives descrildea gathis section while
preserving intact the basic principles of the linking algorierdescribed in Chapter 3.
In other words, the causative operation takes place through the apploka causative
lexical rule to the base predicate, but once this lexical nake applied, no further
construction-specific rules are necessary; the linking @éhgorapplies as usual. Third,
the resulting LS supplies a mechanism for making generalizagilbost the choice of
undergoer in ditransitive, causative, and applicative structurese Biemgths of the

lexical approach will become clearer through further discussion.
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A causative lexical rule is simple to formulate as an extansf the causative
LSs described in 83.2.2. Following Van Valin and LaPolla (1997:179), | prapese
lexical rule in (4.7) to account for Falam Chin morphological causatives.

(4.7)Lexical rule for morphological causative verb:
a +-ter > {[do’ (X, )] CAUSE«u}

In simple terms, this rule states that any by glus the morphemder will generate a
new LS in which an unspecified action (@) is performed,ahe causer, bringing about
(CAUSE) the base predicate) (

The application of this lexical rule is illustrated in (4.8), begignwith a base
achievement predicateat ~ cah‘break; become broken’. The output of the rule, the
corresponding causative LS foatter ‘(make) break’, is shown in (4.8b). The SR for

(4.1b) is shown in (4.8c).

(4.8) a. LS forcat ~ cah INGR broken' (y)
‘break; become
broken’
b. LS forcatter {[do’ (x, F)] CAUSE [INGRbroken' (y)]}
‘(make) break’
c. SR for (4.1b) {flo’ (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSE [INGRroken’

(3sg[ka kedam hri])]}

Similarly, the LSs for an activity predicaténi ‘laugh’, and corresponding

causative predicaténiter ‘make laugh’, are shown in (4.9), along with the SR for (4.2b).

(4.9) a. LS forhni~ do’ (y, [laugh’ (y)])
hnih ‘laugh’ \ 4
b. LS forhniter {[do’ (x, @)] CAUSE do' (y, [laugh’ (y)D]}
‘make laugh’

c. SR for (4.2b) {flo’ (3sg[Parte], )] CAUSEdo’ (3sg[Cinte],
[laugh’ (3sg[Cinte])])]}

Thus, the lexical rule can apply to a variety of types of base predicates.
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As the literature on causatives affirms, causatives introducauser argument,
and this is represented in the lexical rule in (4.7). In additioaygue here that
morphological causative operations result in fusion of the causativbasmedLSs, such
that the single argument @' (x, @) and the argument(s) of the base predicate are
treated for the purposes of macrorole assignment as argumentssiafle, fused
predicate. The syntactic behavior of Falam Chin causativesxdonme, the assignment
of case and cross-reference in (4.3b), demonstrates that FalansaDbatives undergo
such fusion. (The behavior of complex, but unfused, clauses is examir@Hli3.)
While fusion is not uniquely a property of morphological causativelmas appear to be
the case that all morphological causatives undergo fusion (see Song 1996).

This is by no means an unprecedented view of causatives. Withirathework
of Relational Grammar (RG), Davies and Rosen (1988) argued thatigassshould be
treated as monoclausal at all strata—in other words, as a single me@caking within
Lexical-Functional Grammar (LFG), Alsina (1992, 1996) argues thasatives have a
complex argument structure in which the patient of a cause pmredschised with one
argument of the embedded predicate, either the causee or the Wibileehis approach
differs in a number of details from that presented here, it simaneertheless the concept
that two distinct predications have been melded into one (“predaatgoosition”
(Alsina 1996:207). In the lexical rule in (4.7), and in the following ciawesd.Ss, |
represent this fusion of LSs by means of curly brackets ({}).

Having applied the causative lexical rule and populated the argwaugsibles of

the resulting LS, as in (4.8) and (4.9), it only remains to completpdttinent steps of
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the linking algorithm. As shown in Chapter 3, step 2 is the assignofienticroroles
based on the Actor-Undergoer Hierarchy (AUH) (reproduced heffegase 4.1) and the

default macrorole assignment principles (reproduced here as (4.10)) &iar2005).

ACTOR UNDERGOER
Arg. of 1% arg. of 1% arg. of 2" arg. of Arg. of
DO do' (x, ...) pred’ (X, y) pred’ (X, y) pred' (x)
[ ——» =increasing markesds of realization of argument as macroroles]

Actor selection: highest-ranking argument in LS
Undergoer selection:
Principle A: lowest-ranking argument in LS (detaul
Principle B: second-highest ranking argument in LS

Figure 4.1: The Actor-Undergoer Hierarchy
(4.10) Default macrorole assignment principles
a. Number: the number of macroroles a verb takes is less than or equal to the
number of arguments in its LS.
1. If averb has two or more arguments in its LS, it will take two macroroles.
2. If averb has one argument in its LS, it will take one macrorole.
b. Nature: for verbs which take one macrorole.
1. If the verb has an activity predicate in its LS, the macrorole is. actor
2. If the verb has no activity predicate in its LS, the macrorole is undergoer
If a LS has only one argument, it is not necessary to referdre AUH to
determine the macrorole status of the single argumentnédsssary only to consult the
rules given in (4.10b). Thus, in the case of the base earb- cah‘break; become
broken’, a single argument achievement predicate, its single amguns assigned
undergoer status according to (4.10b2). In the valence-raised caubatieyer, there
are two macrorole-eligible arguments. According to the Athd, added argument, the

causer Thangtg, is the highest-ranking argument and receives actor statues.

remaining argument, the causda (kedam hri‘my shoelace’), corresponding to the
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single argument of the base predicate, receives undergoer $tagigs shown in Figure

4.2.

cat UND

INGR broken' (3sg[ka kedam hri])]

ACT cat-ter UND

{[do' (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSE [INGR broken' (3sg[ka kedam hri])]}

Figure 4.2: Comparison of MR linking in base intransitive achievement verb

With hni ~ hnih‘laugh’, a single argument activity predicate, the sole aspum
initially receives actor status according to (4.10b1l). Howevelgwolg the causative
operation, the causerPérte) is assigned actor status as the new highest-ranking
macrorole according to the AUH, while the causete) receives undergoer status. This

is shown in Figure 4.3.

hni ACT
do' (3sg[Cinte], [laugh' (3sg[Cinte])])

ACT hni-ter UND

| | T

{[do' (3sg[Parte], @)] CAUSE [do' (3sg[Cinte], [laugh' (3sg[Cinte])])]}

Figure 4.3: Comparison of MR linking in base intransitive activity verb
In both of the preceding cases, the M-transitivity of the préeglicas been raised
by the introduction of a new macrorole-eligible argument. Furtbesmin a manner
reminiscent of RG’s grammatical relation revaluations (e.gyi€® & Rosen 1988), the

two options illustrate that macrorole assignment may be dltbse the causative
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operation—in the sense that a given argument receives a diffeamnbrole assignment
than it would have received for the corresponding non-causative predieatertheless,
these cases demonstrate that causatives do not involve any knadkefdlinking, either
of the macroroles or of the PSA. That is, once the causativeatk®éen derived, the
linking algorithm is applied to the new LS according to defaultstuléis is an important
point, and one which concurs with much work on causatives which seeksitoizei
construction-specific rules (e.g., Davies & Rosen 1988; Alsina 1992).199@s a very
satisfying and intuitive result: causatives require the introdadf no rule beyond the

lexical rule given in (4.7).

SENTENCE
/CLAUSE
NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

Thangte in ka kedam hri a @  cat-ter.

NOM:PSA:ERG ACC:ABS

ACT cat-ter UND

{[do' (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSE [INGR broken' (3sg[ka kedam hri])]}

Figure 4.4: Causative (intransitive base)
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The linking begun in Figure 4.2 is completed in Figure 4.4 to fully rhstthis
point. As shown in this figure, at stage 3, PSA assignment is aratleross-reference
and NP case are assigned to the macroroles according to thginglesn (3.49) and
(3.50). The highest-ranking argument is the added calisangte,and it receives actor
status and ergative marking. Its associated cross-refergpeeifications receive
nominative case. The second-highest ranking argument is the cadeslam hrimy
shoelace’. It receives undergoer status and absolutive marking, itghalssociated cross-
reference specifications receive absolutive case. An approyatactic template is
chosen, and the cross-reference forms, NPs, and predicate ignedds the syntactic
structure according to the rules given in (3.52)—(3.55).

To summarize this section, within the framework of RRG, | pbsit Falam Chin
morphological causatives are lexical operations involving the additiam ainspecified
activity predicatedo’ [x, @]) and CAUSE operator to the base predicate by means of a
causative lexical rule (4.7). Furthermore, this lexical rulegudhe causative and base
LSs such that their arguments are treated as argumentsngfie @edicate. When this
lexical rule is applied to base intransitive predicates, theaksbtitivity of the verb is
raised, with corresponding adjustments to the coding and behavioral m®pérthe
predicate. However, no new rules of linking need be specified; detdest apply to the
new, fused LS.

4.1.2 Basetransitive causatives
The previous section described base intransitive causatives im [Eian and

their RRG analysis. This section expands that description and iartalgnhcompass base
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transitive causatives as well. As discussed in Chapter 1, dneitevo major typological
patterns governing which argument of a transitive base predichtbée realized as
syntactically most “object-like” in a causative construction €bmrie 1981; Baker
1988). Many languages (e.g., Turkish, Romance languages such as &nenttalian)
invest the theme with all the object properties in this sdoatireating the causee as an
oblique (e.g., (1.37)). Baker (1988) terms themm-double object language®ther
languages (e.g., Chamorro, Chichewa, and Kinyarwanda), however tifi@/oausee as
more object-like, usually creating a double object construction (@.g2)). Double
object language€an be further subdivided intoue double accusativéor symmetri¢
languages, in which the causee and theme appear to share objedtgz@gemally, and
partial double objecior asymmetrig languages, in which the causee has all the object
properties, while the theme has few or none (Baker 1988; Bresnan & Moshi 1990).
To frame this typology in RRG terms, non-double object langudgesse the
theme as undergoer, while the causee is a non-macrorole argunoeitie dbject
languages, on the other hand, choose the causee as undergoer and thees thame-
macrorole argument. If the language is symmetric, then the @ommole theme
argument is treated nearly identically to the undergoerelfghguage is asymmetric, the
non-macrorole theme argument shares few to no properties with the undergoer.
Where does Falam Chin fall in this typology of causatives? Exar(plll)
provides some initial evidence. In this example, both causee and thetteré person,

and both are treated as direct (absolutive) arguments. Sincaubeecis not oblique,
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Falam Chin appears to be a double object language, suggestingetteatusee is the
undergoer.
(4.11) Lothlo-pa in a fa-pa antam a cing-ter.

farmermAasc ERG 3SG sonMASC mustard 3sGNOM  plant.1€Aus
‘The farmer hadhis sor plantthe mustard.’

In fact, this analysis concurs with data presented in §2.3.2.1, whewges ishown that
Falam Chin ditransitive verbs favor the double object constructiorelige.g., (2.112)).
| argue in 82.1.1.2 that Falam Chin is a primary object langu2nyer( 1986), choosing a
recipient or goal argument as syntactically more priviletfeah the theme in three-
argument predications. Interestingly, this parameter corretegésy with the choice of
causee as syntactically more privileged than the theme (B8iB&; Kroeger 2004; Van
Valin 2005).

The LSs used in RRG provide an excellent way to frame this diezaticn.
Recipients, goals, and causees all occupy the second-highesgrpogition in the LS in
terms of the AUH. Thus, Principle B of the AUH (choose the secagitkekt ranking
argument of the LS as undergoer) captures the behavior of both diemsand
causatives in double object languages. On the other hand, Princifledsécthe lowest-
ranking argument of the LS as undergoer) captures the behaviorfoftimeajor pattern
mentioned, non-double object languages. As is shown in Chapter 5pthresgles also

hold for applicative constructions. In this and the following chaptens|l sometimes
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refer to languages of the two types as either PrincipleaoA-double object) or Principle
B (double object) languagéd.

While (4.11) identifies Falam Chin as a double object language, & doe
distinguish whether it is symmetric or asymmetric. Croésreace provides some crucial
evidence. As shown in (4.12), first and second person causees are ovessy
referenced.

(4.12) Parte in cabuai a lo hnawt-ter.

Parte ERG table 3GNOM 2Acc wipe.off-CcAUS
‘Parte madeou wipe off the table.’

However, cross-referencing of themes or recipients in cagsatinstructions is
not equally possible. For example, (4.13) and (4.14) are perfectly gidzamFalam
Chin sentences whose default and preferred interpretations greea in (a), situations
in which the first person participant is also the causee.

(4.13) Parte in Mang i bawme-ter.
Parte ERG Mang IscAcc helpcaus
a. ‘Parte hadne helpMang.’
b. *?‘Parte hadviang helpme.’

(4.14) Mang in  Thangte paisa | cawih-ter.
Mang ERG Thangte money 1SGACC lend-CAUS

a. ‘Mang hadne lendThangte some money.’
b. *?'‘Mang hadThangte lendme some money.’

A theme or recipient interpretation for the cross-referers@) the (b) interpretations, is
ungrammatical or highly marginal. | sayarginal because some of my consultants did

allow that (4.13) and (4.14) might be ambiguous, having both (a) and (lprei&gions.

8 Note, however, that even languages which patteprienarily Principle A or Principle B languagesyma
vary from this pattern in two ways. First, manydaages allow marked linking which implicates subtle
semantic variation. Second, most languages indod® verbs or verb classes which require the non-
default linking pattern (Guerrero & Van Valin 2004)

207



However, when asked to produce the (b) interpretations, my consultantst soug
alternate, non-valence raised structure (see (4.25) and (4.26)).

The explanation for the ungrammaticality or high marginality of tbg
interpretations can be found in the application of Principle B of el £o the SRs for
these sentences. This is illustrated in Figure 4.5. In Figure gbBasponding to (4.13a),
Principle B applies, choosing the causee (1sg), the second-highkstgr argument of
the LS, as undergoer. It receives accusative cross-referandethe sentence is
grammatical. In Figure 4.5b, corresponding to (4.13b), the theme is ch®senlergoer,
receiving accusative cross-reference. However, this is mériaag, violating Principle
B. Because the second-highest ranking argument is not the undehgosgntence is

either ungrammatical, or marginal to some speakers.

NOM AlCC
I
A(|3T bawm-ter UND
a. {[do' (3sg[Parte], ¥)] CAUSE [do' (1sg, [help' (1sg, 3sg[Mang])])]}
NOM A|CC
ACT bawm-ter  *? UND

| | I |

b. {[do' (3sg[Parte], @)] CAUSE [do' (3sg[Mang], [help' (3sg[Mang], lsg)])]}

Figure 4.5: Macrorole assignment for (4.13a&b)

Thus, Falam Chin follows Principle B of the AUH, and marked linkmghorphological
causatives is ungrammatical or at least highly marginal.

There is a further twist to the cross-referencing situatidfalam Chin. Since the
marginality of (4.13b) and (4.14b) are because of a violation of Bln&, we might
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expect to find that (4.15) and (4.16) are the grammatical expressigueh sentences.
We might reason that, if the caus®&afg/Thangteis chosen as undergoer and receives
null third person cross-reference, then the theme (1sg) mudt bergarked, since there
can only be one type of accusative cross-reference. Howevée, gehmmatical, these
sentences cannot have the desired meaning—they cannot indicate a first penson the
(4.15) Parte in Mang a bawm-ter.

Parte ERG Mang 3GNOM helpcAus

*Parte hadMang helpme.’

(okay as ‘Parte halllang helphim/her.’)
(4.16) Mang in Thangte paisa a cawih-ter.

Mang ERG Thangte money <HENOM  lendcAus

* Mang hadThangte lendme some money.’
(okay as ‘Mang hadhangte lendhim/her some money.")

These data suggest thato requirements are salient and preferably both must be
satisfied for a sentence to be fully grammatical. The feguirement, as | have already
shown, is Principle B of the AUH. The second requirement has to dgeiision cross-
reference: first and second person cross-reference featuites LS must be realized as
cross-reference of their semantic predicate in the syntagticesentation. We may
formalize this as in (4.17a):

(4.17)Falam Chin person requirement
a. Any argument of the LS with first or second person features must be deatize

cross-reference of its semantic predicate in the syntactic re@egent
b. Person Requirement >> Principle B

In fact, it appears that this second requirement is somewhatimportant than the first,
as my consultants were at least willing to allow (4.13b) and (4.Btbjaaginal, but did
not allow (4.15) and (4.16) under any circumstances. This can be ifoethas in

(4.17h).
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The behavior of cross-reference in causatives lends further wesgtihe
arguments advanced in Chapter 3 of Falam Chin’s being a headighEmkguage whose
cross-reference pronominals are the core arguments and whose &IPEmaty
appositional enhancements of the cross-reference. If crossaedaseno more than an
agreement mechanism, it seems much more difficult to accounth&rperson
requirement. That is, the examples advanced in (4.15) and (4.16) appeayrd¢e”*
appropriately with all NPs. However, if the cross-referepmenominals are the core
arguments—if, in fact, they are necessary to fulfill the Cotepkss Constraint as given
in (3.51), “All of the arguments explicitly specified in the satmarepresentation of a
sentence must be realized syntactically in the sentence,” then (4.15) anclgatlg fail
the test.

Figure 4.6 illustrates the application of both Principle B and thesope
requirement to (4.15). First, Principle B applies, choosing the secghdsdtiranking
argument, the causedéng), as undergoer and assigning it accusative cross-reference.
Because there are only two cross-reference slots in the tb@reperson requirement
cannot be satisfied for the lowest-ranking argument (1sg), the €ampks Constraint is

violated, and the sentence is ungrammatical for the intended meaning.

NOM ACC

ACT bawm-ter UND *%

| | I |

{[do' (3sg[Parte], )] CAUSE [do' (3sg[Mang], [help' (3sg[Mang], lsg)])]}

Figure 4.6: Macrorole assignment for (4.15)
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Thus, both Principle B and the person requirement play a significEntn undergoer
assignment. Nevertheless, it can be seen that in all butmabogises, accusative cross-
reference marks the causee as undergoer.

The data just considered suggest that Falam Chin is an asymihaeguage,
since causees are more syntactically privileged than themesciprents in terms of
cross-reference. This conclusion is further supported by the behavioeflekive
causatives. First, it must be established that for base tvenstfilexive causatives, the
theme is interpreted as coreferential with the causee. Thbhethn4.18) and (4.19), the
causee Cinte, nauhakpa'boy’) is the antecedent of the reflexive, as in the (a)
interpretations. It is not possible to interpret the causee afei@r®al with the causer
(Mang, Thangtg as in the (b) interpretations.

(4.18) Mang in Cinte; a zohaws; -ter.
Mang ERG Cinte 3GNOM look.atREFL-CAUS
a. ‘Mang hadCinte; look atherself.’
b. * Mang; hadhimself, look at Cinte.’
(4.19) Thangte in nauhak-pg; a khawlhaws; -ter.
Thangte ERG boy-MAsSC  3SGNOM washREFL-CAUS

a. ‘Thangte madthe boy, take a bath/shower.’ (lit. ‘wadtimself;’)
b. * Thangte; madehimself; wash the boy.’

In fact, even switching the order of the causative and reflexompmemes cannot result
in such an interpretation (4.20b). Rather, to express the idea thabrsorferced
themselves to do an action, an adverbial expression meaning ‘unwillivwglyld

normally be used (4.20a).
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(4.20) a. Thangte in artam  paih lo cing=in a cing.
Thangte ERG mustard willing NEG plant.1-aJT 3sGNOM plant.1
‘Thangte planted the mustandwillingly .’

b. Thangte in atam acing-aw-ter/cing-ter-aw.
*Thangtemade himself plantthe mustard.’ (intended)

As discussed further in Chapter 6, two arguments which are corédéngithin
the same core in Falam Chin cannot take a distinct macrorsignasent. As a result,
reflexive sentences usually have a single macrorole andharefdre, intransitive (e.qg.,
(4.4)). However, (4.18) and (4.19) both include ergative marking, indicdtaigpoth an
actor and an undergoer have been assigned. Since the causer andacauset
coreferential in these sentences, it must be concluded thatuber @and the causee bear
the two possible macrorole assignments for these constructions: aact undergoer,
respectively.

To summarize the discussion so far, evidence from direct stathe argument,
cross-reference, and reflexivization indicates that Falam Chivoses the causee
argument as undergoer, assigning it a greater share of syptagterties than a theme or
recipient argument. Falam Chin can thus be categorized asramasyc double object
language, following Principle B of the AUH.

However, although the theme is not the undergoer, it still shanee argument
properties with the causee. For example, as shown in (4.11), bothetine and the
causee are direct, not oblique, arguments. In addition, both causetse@mes can be
topic marked and left-dislocated. Thus, both the causee of (4.2dpa‘his son’, and the

theme,antam‘mustard’, can be topic marked, while in (4.22) both can be left-dislocated.
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(4.21) a. Lothlo-pa in a fa-pa Cu artam a cing-ter.

farmermMAsc ERG 3sG child-masc Top mustard 3sGNOM plant.1€AuUS
‘The farmer madéis sor plant mustard.’

b. Lothlo-pa in antam cu a fa-pa a cing-ter.

farmermMAsc ERG mustard ToP 3sG child-MAsC 3sGNOM plant.1€Aus
‘The farmer made his son plahe mustard.’

(4.22) a. A fa-pa cu lothlo-pa in antam a cing-ter.

3sG child-mAsc TopP farmermAsc ERG mustard 3SGNOM plant.1€AUS
‘As for his sor, the farmer made him plant mustard.’

b. Antam cu lothlo-pa in a fa-pa a cing-ter.

mustard Top farmerMAsCc ERG 3sG child-mAasc 3sGNOM plant.1€Aus
‘As for the mustard, the farmer made his son plant it.’

Furthermore, both a causee (4.23a) and a theme (4.23b) can be exwacted f

relativization using the relativizemi, which has been shown to be used only with

absolutive core arguments (see 8§2.4.1.3).

(4.23) a. [Lothlo-pa ih ___; antam a

cin-ter=mi] a
farmermMAsSC ERG

mustard 3SGNOM plant.2€AUS=REL 3SG

fa-pa; cu tuan-te=n a cing theh.
child-masc TOP earlyDIM=AJT 3SG.NOM plant.1  finish
‘His sor; [whom the farmer had ___; plant the mustard] finished early.’

b. [Lothlo-pa ih a fa-pa

i a cin-ter=mi]
farmermMAsc ERG 3sG childvAsc 3SGNOM plant.2€AUS=REL
antam cu a thang cak zet.
mustard TOP 3SG.NOM grow.1 strong.1 very

‘The mustard, [which the farmer had his son plant___;] grew quickly.’
These properties indicate that, although not as syntacticallyepged as the causee, the

theme is still a core argument; it has not been demoted to nenkcdRRG terms, it is a

non-macrorole core argument.
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In summary, cross-reference and reflexive data provide suppdhefamdergoer
status of the causee, while absolutive marking, topic marking,disfbcation, and
relativization demonstrate the non-macrorole, yet core, stathg tfi¢me in Falam Chin
causative constructions. Thus, Falam Chin can be categorizedaayrametric double
object language. In RRG terms, Principle B of the AUH account$d&tam’s double
object behavior. Furthermore, far from being causative-specific, plend has
ramifications for all ditransitive verbs in the language, includipgplieatives (see
Chapter 5). Thus, the LSs which are the output of the lexical pokgted in this chapter
and in Chapter 5 become the medium through which Principle B carafjea the
syntactic behavior of ditransitives, causatives, and applicatives.

| conclude this section by illustrating the complete linking predes a base
transitive causative. For this purpose, the LSs for the activity vavm ‘help’ and its

causative counterpaltawmter‘make help’ are given in (4.24), along with the SR for

(4.13a).
(4.24) a. LS forbawm do' (y, [help' (y, 2)])
‘help’ \ 4
b. LS forbawmter {[do’ (x, F)] CAUSE po' (y, [help' (y, 2)])]}
‘make help’

c. SRfor(4.13a) fo' (3sg[Parte], D)] CAUSEdo' (1sg, help’
(1sg, 3sg[Mang])])]}

The linking for (4.13a) is shown in Figure 4.7, where the cauRartd), the
highest-ranking argument, has been chosen as actor and has bewmdasgjgtive case,
while its corresponding cross-reference receives nominative tasecausee (1sg), the
second-highest ranking argument, has been chosen as undergoer, and aeceisative

case cross-reference. The third core arguniMaihg, remains a non-macrorole argument,
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and receives absolutive case and is not cross-referenced. Not@bdohitive is the
default case for non-macrorole arguments which do not otherwiseedegical case,
according to (3.50). However, non-macrorole arguments can receical lease based

on LS position—an example of this is given in the following section.

SENTENCE
NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

\Y

Partein Mang @ i bawm-ter.

A

NOM:PSA:ERG

ACT bawm-ter UND
{[do' (3sg[Parte], @)] CAUSE [do' (1sg, [help' (1sg, 3sg[Mang])])]}
Figure 4.7: Causative (transitive base)

The preceding discussion of Falam Chin morphological causativesbea
summarized as in Table 4.1, which shows an example adnatructional schema
Constructional schemata are used to delimit the unique featuaeg\@n construction in
terms of its syntax, morphology, semantics, and pragmatics. Thuiseddéeng SNTAX
specifies that the syntactic template and PSA choice fonmF&lain causatives are
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according to default principles. Macrorole linking also followe tanguage default:
Principle B of the AUH. MRPHOLOGY specifies that a stem 1 verb ter-forms the
causative predicate, ancEMANTICS supplies the lexical rule for a causative. Finally,
PRAGMATICS shows that a causative construction is compatible with any ¢ofpe
illocutionary force or focus structure.

Table 4.1: Constructional schema for Falam Chin morphological causative

CONSTRUCTION

Falam Chin causative construction
SYNTAX

Template: Default

PSA: Default

Linking: Default: Principle B of AUH
MORPHOLOGY

Causative verb: Stem 1 V-ter
SEMANTICS

Causative verha + -ter 2> {[do’ (X, F)] CAUSEa}
PRAGMATICS

lllocutionary force: Unspecified
Focus structure: Unspecified

4.1.3 Periphrastic causative alternative

In this section, | return to my claim that the lexical causatule in Falam Chin
creates a fused causative predication by joining a cause &é®dee LS. The arguments
of these two LSs are consequently treated as the argumensingieal S, as seen in the
syntactic behavior of morphological causatives. Such fusion is fusingported by
contrasting morphological causatives with an alternate stragegpjoyed for encoding
causatives, a type of periphrastic causative which, althougkténtiates nearly identical

semantics, lacks such fusion.
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It was shown in 84.1.2 that sentences such as ‘Parte had Mang helgeroaly
marginally possible with morphological causatives in Falam Gkoause of the conflict
between Principle B and the person requirement (see Figure 4.5hgame £.6). The
preferred way of resolving this issue is to use an alternatefuste, a jussive verb plus a
dingahldingin clause—a type of periphrastic, rather than morphological, causative
Examples (4.25) and (4.26) show such alternate structures.

(4.25) Parte in [ i bawm ding=ah] Mang;, a fial.
Parte ERG 1scAcc help FuT=AJT Mang 3GNom tell
‘Parte toldMang; [___jto helpme].’

(4.26) [ Paisa i cawih ding=ah] Mang in  Thangte a fial.

money 1SGACC lend FUT=AJT Mang ERG Thangte 3G.NowMm tell
‘Mang toldThangte; [ jto lendme some money].’

The LSs for these constructions are nearly identical to thoseogbhological
causatives, with two differences. First, there is the spetidicaf a jussive verb, such as
fial ‘tell’, in place of the previously unspecified causative actioncé&jussive verbs are
control verbs, the andz variables are consequently coindexed. Second, unlike the LSs
of the morphological causatives examined so far, the two LSs inc#se remain
unfused. The LSs fdrawm‘help’ andfial ‘tell [to do]’ and the SR for (4.25), shown in
(4.27), illustrate these points.

(4.27) a. ‘LS f(?rbawm do' (z, [help' (z, w)])
b. thll%rfial x  A[do' (x, [tell' (x, y)])]} CAUSE {[ do’' (z, [pred' (z,
tell ftodo]”  (W))DI}
c. SRfor(4.25) {flo' (3sg[Parte],tell' (3sg[Parte], 3sg[Mang])]}
CAUSE {[do’ (z;, [help’ (z, 1sg)]]}
Because the two predicates are unfused in the SR, thelsareeated as distinct

predicates in the linking and ultimate syntactic representatigard-i4.8 illustrates this
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with the linking for (4.25). Each predicate is assigned its ownanaless individually by
the AUH. As a result, both lower-ranking argumemtsiig, 1sg) can receive undergoer
status and accusative cross-reference in their respective ddne segregated linking
allows the demands of both Principle B and of the person requiremensatisieed. The
Completeness Constraint is not violated since all arguments BRIee represented in

the syntactic structure.

SENTENCE

CLAUSE

NP CORE
NP
CORE<-CLM | PRO PRO NUC
UC
PRO PRiED PRED
N \Y% N \%

| | I I
Partein i bawm ding=ah Manga @  fial.

NOM:PSA:ERG ACC:ABS PSA bawm ACC
ACT fial UND ACT UND

|
{[do' (3sg[Parte], [tell' (3sg] Partc], 3sg[Mangi])])]} CAUSE {[do' (z, [help' (2, 1sg)])]}

Figure 4.8: Periphrastic causative alternative
The concept of fusion has perhaps been taken for granted because of a tendency to
focus on morphological causatives and/or analytic causatives which do fusee

argument structures (e.g., French and English), overlooking the type o$ednf
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construction presented in this section. (See Song 1996 for furtrepées of this type of
causative.) One somewhat similar proposal is Alsina’s (1992, 199&)ytbé causative

fusion which argues that causatives have a complex argumenusgructwhich the

patient of a cause predicate is fused with one argument of theléetbpredicate, either
the agent/causee or the patient. However, Alsina views argufugion as having

primarily semantic repercussions. Thus, if the agent of the badeaiseis fused to the
patient of the cause predicate, the event will be seen asirafftite agent directly such
that the agent has little choice in the matter. On the other Hahd,patient of the base
predicate is fused to the patient of the cause predicate, ¢hewlM be seen to affect the
patient with the cooperation of the agent. For Alsina then, fusion espiseaffectedness
of the argument, rather than syntactic privilege, and does not ptedigrammatical

relation or macrorole status of the argument.

By contrast, the theory of fusion presented here argues that fusi@njasning of
two LSs such that the AUH assigns them macroroles as a d4i8gl@his has clear
syntactic repercussions, as discussed in this chapter, affeotimgoding and behavioral
properties of the predication. Therefore, | argue that a valexgieg operation by
definition involves fusion. However, it is possible to express caussgiventics without
valence-raising or fusion taking place. In Falam Chin, it isssa0g to do so at times in
order to allow all core arguments to be represented in thectigns&ructure so that the
Completeness Constraint can be satisfied. Thus, the unfused strbatuan important

syntactic role to play.
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In conclusion, the periphrastic causative serves to demonstratenpioetant
distinction between fused and complex-but-unfused LSs. In both casasatmnerole
assignment follows default principles of the language. Only inubkedf structure is the
person requirement of Falam Chin a potential problem; thereforenfneed structure
provides the speaker a loophole when confronted with a conflict of rewgnts. The
marginality of examples like (4.13b) and (4.14b) demonstratesnthdted linking of
morphological causatives (violations of Principle B) is highly disprefein Falam Chin.
As shown in this section, the availability of a non-valence raisedatiae structure
which does not violate Principle B renders marked linking at once tumesfand an
inferior option.

4.2 Falam Chin lexical causatives

In addition to the productive morphological causatives and the periphrastic
causatives discussed above, Falam Chin includes a finite sekioélized causative
forms, derived from once-productive causative morphemes. Some of the phoalologi
alternations involved are identical to the stem 2 formation pattksosssed in §81.1.2.3
and 82.1.2. The first, and most common, type appends a glottal stop (sheledhe
end of the word ((4.28) and (4.29)).

(4.28) a. Hmeh a al.
curry  3GNOM salty
‘The curry issalty.’
b. Thangte in hmeh=ah cite a alh.

Thangte ERG curry=LoCc salt 3IGNOM salt
‘Thangtesalts the curry.’
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(4.29) a. Cinte in Chin ca a zir.
Cinte ERG Chin grammar 3sGNOM learn
‘Cinte learns Chin.’

b. Parte in Cinte cu Chin ca a zirh.
Parte ErRG Cinte TOP Chin grammar 3sSGNOM teach
‘Parteteache: Cinte Chin.’

A second type adds aspiration to the first phoneme of the word ((4r2D)

(4.31)).

Ka kawr a tlek.
1sG shirt 3BGNOM torn
‘My shirt is/gottorn.’

o

(4.30)

b. Thangte in ka kawr a thlek.
Thangte ERG 1sG shirt 3sGNOM tear
‘Thangte tore my shirt.’

(4.31)

o

Parte in  muthla a tih.
Parte ERG ghost 3GNom fear
‘Parte fears ghosts.’

b. Muthla in Parte a thih.
ghost ERG Parte 3sGNoM frighten
‘The ghost frightened Parte.’

A few lexical causatives follow an alternate pattern, such/as/h/ (4.32).
(4.32) a. Parte ih inn a thiang.

Parte GEN house 3sGNOM clean
‘Parte’s house islear.’

b. Parte in a inn a thian.
Parte ERG 3sG house 3sGNOM clean
‘Partecleans her house.’

Despite the difference in their formation, lexical causativesia many ways

similar to morphological causatives. Like morphological causativesst lexical

causatives add a causer participant to the underlying LS, creamegv, fused LS. In
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some cases, this changes an intransitive verb (&g.;torn’; thiang ‘clean’) into a
transitive verbthlek‘tear’; thian ‘(make) clean’) ((4.30) and (4.32)). In others, it changes
a transitive verbZr ‘learn’) into a ditransitive onez{rh ‘teach’) (4.29). Consequently,
most lexical causatives appear to follow the causative lesuml adding the stringlp’

(x, 9)] CAUSE ... to the LS of the base predicate. For examel.-$s forthiang ‘(be)

clean’ andhian ‘(make) clean’, shown in (4.33), follow this pattern.

(4.33) a. LS forthiang clean’ (y)
‘(be) clean’ \ 4
b. LS forthian {[do’ (x, @)] CAUSE [BECOMEclean' (y)]}

‘(make) clean’

Nevertheless, it seems clear that these are older form#$ Wwhie fossilized as
independent lexical items. This is even more apparent in cegtacal causatives which
alter the LS in unpredictable and idiosyncratic ways. The LSgitoifear’ and thih
‘frighten’, although clearly related concepts, do not follow the wegehusitivizing
pattern. As seen in (4.31), both include two core arguments; howeverahidings in
the LS are reversed (4.34).

(4.34) a. LS forih ‘fear fear' (x,y)
b. LS forthih ‘frighten’ [do' (y, @)] CAUSE [BECOMEeel' (x, [afraid] )]*°

The same is true @l ‘salty’ andalh ‘salt’, ‘make salty’ (4.28). In this case, the
argument which initially served as the single macrorole ofitir@nsitive predicate,

hmeh‘curry’, becomes an oblique non-macrorole argument in the caus&ivertile a

% Or, alternatively, do' (y, @)] CAUSE [BECOMEfear' (x, @ly)] (p.c. Van Valin). This more closely
follows the regular causativizing pattern, but rieggithat the second argumenfedr' eitherbe left
unspecified or else be covariable with the causer.
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new, obligatory argumentjte ‘salt’, is added to the causative LS (4.35). (Recall that the
first argument of &e-LOC' predicate is not eligible for a macrorole.)

(4.35) a. LS fouml ‘salty’ be' (y, [salty'])
b. LS foralh ‘salt’ [do' (x, F)] CAUSE [BECOMBbe-in' (y, 3sg[cite])]

Another significant way in which lexical causatives in Fal@hin differ from
morphological ones is that some of them allow both default and mimnkety, whereas
morphological causatives exclusively follow Principle B. Thus, in @).36d (4.37a),
Principle B is followed and the causee is chosen as undergoee mh{4.36b) and
(4.37b), marked linking occurs and the theme is undergoer, as shown bgethaf
oblique marking with the causék.

(4.36) a. Parte in Cinte cu zuk a hmuh.
Parte ERG Cinte TOP picture 3SGNOM show
‘Parte showeinte a picture.’
b. Parte in Cinte hnen=ah zuk a hmubh.
Parte ERG Cinte to=LoC picture 3SGNOM show
‘Parte showea picture to Cinte.’
(4.37) a. Parte in  Cinte cu Chin ca a zirh.
Parte ERG Cinte TOP Chin grammar 3sSGNOM teach
‘Parte teache€inte Chin.’
b. Parte in Cinte hnen=ah Chin ca a zirh.

Parte ERG Cinte to=Loc Chin grammar 3sGNOM teach
‘Parte teache€hin to Cinte.’

Unlike the unmarked linking (a) versions, in which the non-macrorgienaents
zuk ‘picture’ and Chin ca ‘Chin grammar’ receive the default absolutive case, in the

marked linking (b) versions, the non-macrorole argunt&nte receives locative case.

1 One of my language consultants disagreed withathégysis, arguing th&inen=ah‘to=Loc’ was not
possible with these verbs. | suggest a dialecffdrénce to account for this discrepancy: one laiggu
consultant allows marked linking, while the otheed not. Note that some languages, such as Chichewa
allow marked linking for morphological causativesveell. See Alsina (1992).
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This can be accounted for by a lexical case assignment ouléodative case, as
formulated in (4.38) (cf. Van Valin & LaPolla 1997). (This is not intehtte cover all
uses of locative case; at least one other rule will be added in the followingrchapt
(4.38) NP lexical case assignment rules for Falam Chin: locative case

a. Assign locative casalf) and the relational noumen‘to’ to the non-macrorole
NP of they argument in LS segment: ... CAUSE [BECOME/IN@Rd' (y, z)].

As the phrasing of this rule makes clear, it applies specifically to amgsnwvhich
are non-macrorole; thus, it does not applyCiate in (4.36a) and (4.37a). Even though
the LS variable for this argument is corre€inte is an undergoer in these examples and
lexical case rules apply only in the absence of a macrorsignasent. It also does not
apply tozuk ‘picture’ or Chin ca‘Chin grammar’ in (4.36a) and (4.37a). Even though
they are non-macrorole arguments, they do not fill the correct LS variable.

Finally, it is possible to combine lexical and morphological cawesatin some
cases (4.39).

(4.39) Parte in  Thangte cu kawr a thlek-ter.

Parte ERG Thangte ToP shirt 3SGNOM tear.upeAaus
‘Partehad Thangtetear up a shirt.’

In summary, although lexical causatives share many feaiuttesnorphological
causatives, in some ways they also differ. That is, the LSs of somd tausatives have
diverged from a regular causativizing pattern, lexical causatta® undergo marked
linking, and they can combine with morphological causatives. This ssgipes lexical
causatives exist in the lexicon as permanently fused itemdhwiaice no non-valence
raised option, and are thus more similar to other lexical ditra@siin allowing marked

linking. Morphological causatives, on the other hand, are created ieguar and
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productive lexical rule and allow only unmarked linking according tociie B of the
AUH.
4.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, in this chapter | argue within the framework of RR& Falam
Chin causatives are lexical operations which effect an atiertt the LS of the predicate
by means of a lexical rule. With the addition of a causer argyntkey raise the
semantic and syntactic valence of the base verb. If the bdsésvetransitive, they raise
M-transitivity as well, as evidenced by ergative marking on theser, cross-referencing
of the causee, reflexivization, and relativization of the argum@ditsough the linking
process ultimately differs from that of the base verb, thisoisthe result of marked
linking rules which reference causatives only. Rather, the diffeseflow naturally from
the application of the default linking algorithm to the new fused LSin#ple distinction
between Principles A and B of the AUH accounts for the diffeseseen in non-double
object and double object languages. The differences betweenetgimand asymmetric
languages can be attributed to language-specific rulesdiegaundergoer and non-
macrorole argument properties.

Furthermore, | argue in this chapter for fusion as an integral qfathe
morphological causative operation in Falam Chin. This is supported notbgntiie
changes to argument properties described above, but also by thiggbetelation of the
person requirement created by first and second person themes. Redptaasatives
provide an alternate way to communicate identical semantics witholating either

Principle B or the person requirement, precisely because they are unfused.
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In addition, the necessity of the unfused structure in Falam Chin to avoid violating
the person requirement highlights the importance of the crosssreéepgonominals to
the syntax of the language. Far more than agreement, cressaed pronominals are
shown to be core arguments which directly fulfill the Complete@essstraint. Thus, if a
trivalent structure will not allow them to be represented, arralte structure must be
sought.

Lastly, lexical causatives, while similar to morphological efiues in many
ways, are shown to also have commonalities with non-causativesitiva verbs. In
particular, they can sometimes undergo marked linking and can combihe wi
morphological causatives. While morphological causatives appear ke lpgaduct of a

productive lexical rule, lexical causatives are fossilized forms in ¥eole.
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CHAPTER 5

APPLICATIVES

The previous chapter examined causatives in Falam Chin. This chaptigues
the discussion of Falam Chin voice and valence-altering operatitina second type of
valence-raising operatiorapplicatives Within the framework of RRG, | show how
applicatives are distinct from other valence-altering operatiosgveral ways: 1) how
they affect the underlying semantics of the predicate; 2) hoyvétfiect the assignment
of macroroles and the corresponding M-transitivity of the prégticand 3) how they
affect the syntactic realization of arguments, both in ternt®diihg properties like case
marking and cross-reference, and of behavioral properties such as their @bihtgdede
a reflexive/reciprocal argument or be relativized.

Nevertheless, while causatives and applicatives are distinchuméaer of ways,
they are also similar in that both can be described in termsiofpde lexical rule, which,
once applied, allows the universal and language-specific aspebts laftking algorithm
to apply without alteration (as described in 83.5). In addition, both theesaand
applicatives demonstrate the head-marking character of F&lam as they supply
further evidence for the core argument status of the cross-reference pralsomi

In this chapter, | discuss the formal characteristics of F&am morphological
applicatives in 85.1 and of lexical applicatives in 85.2, analyzingl#he in terms of

RRG. In 85.3, I discuss the intersection of causative and applicative operations.
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5.1 Falam Chin morphological applicatives

Falam Chin includes two types of applicatives, morphological andalexrhe
lexical applicatives, which are primarily benefactives, aesther productive nor
predictable in form; these are discussed in 85.2. In this sectpyasént an analysis of
Falam Chin morphological applicatives, those applicatives whidndie an applied
argument by the addition of derivational morphology to the base veebe Hne several
subtypes of morphological applicatives in Falam Chin, includipgnefactive,
malefactive, comitativegndrelinquitive, all of which require the use of a stem 2 v&b.
However, each applicative subtype differs in its morphology and corresgondi
semantics. It was claimed in Chapter 4 that morphological caesatire extremely
productive. Most of the Falam Chin applicatives are also quite produbtvweever, they
are limited by semantic constraints as to which base verbs they may conthine wi

In 85.1.1, | discuss base intransitive applicatives, formulate lexilss for each
type, and illustrate the resulting linking. In 85.1.2, | argue Wiaén combined with
transitive base verbs, applicatives illustrate Falam’s natgre@an asymmetric double
object language, following Principle B of the AUH. Finally, in 85.1.30mpare and
contrast the valence-raised applicative with its corresponding @enee raised
alternative, arguing that, like morphological causatives, morphologpgdicatives fuse
two LSs into one. The non-valence raised alternatives, on thehahdr have complex,

but unfused LSs.

92 Falam does not includmioritive andinstrumentalapplicatives, found in related Hakha Lai (Peterson
1998).
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5.1.1 Baseintransitive applicatives

Morphological applicatives include four subtypdsenefactive, malefactive,
comitative,andrelinquitive>® One of the most common types of applicatives (both cross-
linguistically and in Falam Chin) is the benefactive applica#vbenefactive applicative
introduces a participant who is benefited in some way by the ptedibabeneficiary A
malefactive applicative, on the other hand, introducesadeficiary, one negatively
affected by the predicate. Both Falam Chin benefactives ahefatiaves are formed
using the suffix sakin combination with a stem 2 verb. Example (5.1) shows the base
verbtuar ‘suffer’ combined with the benefactive morpheme.
(5.1) Cinte in [ tuar-sak.

Cinte ERG 1sGAcCC sufferBEN
‘Cinte suffered for me.’

The interpretation of the construction as benefactive or malefaigivmsed on the
semantics of the base verb and the plausibility of the affgragicipant being positively
or negatively affected by the action.

A third type of applicative is the comitative. The comitatipplecative uses the
suffix -pi plus a stem 2 verb to introduce@participant:a participant who performs the

action along with the actor ((5.2b) and (5.3b)).

(5.2) a. Ka tap.
1scNOM cry
‘I am crying.’

b. Cinte in i tah-pi.

Cinte ERG 1SGNOM Cry.2-Com
‘Cinteis crying with me.’

% The ternrelinquitiveis used by Peterson (1998).
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(5.3) a. Mang a feh.
Mang 3SGNOM go
‘Mang is walking.’
b. Mang in  Thangte a feh-pi.
Mang ERG Thangtge 3SGNOM go-COM
‘Mang is walking withThangte.’

The final subtype of applicative is the relinquitive. The relingaitapplicative
uses the morphemaan with a stem 2 verb to indicate motion of one participant, the
relinquisher,away from another, thelinquee((5.4b) and (5.5b)).

(5.4) a. Mang cu Thangte hnen=in a feh-hlo.
Mang TOP Thangte from=ABL 3sSGNOM go-flee
‘Mang ran away from Thangte.’
b. Mang in  Thangte a feh-san
Mang ERG Thangte 3SGNOM go-RELQ
‘Mang left Thangte.’
(5.5) a. Mang tlang par=ah a kai.
Mang mountain on=LOC 3SGNOM climb
‘Mang climbed up the mountain.’
b. Mang in tlang par=ah i kai-san.

Mang ERG mountain on=LOC 1SGACC climb-RELQ
‘Mang climbed off/away from me up the mountain.’

Like causatives, applicatives are clearly valence-raising opesatThis can be
seen in coding properties such as the ergative case markingactahargument in each
of the preceding applicative examples. In addition, (5.1), (5.2b)5aBi) show thathe
applied argument receives accusative cross-reference, a f@aiahewas not possible in
the corresponding intransitive base predicate ((5.2a) and (5.5a)).

Behavioral properties also demonstrate the transitivity of thelicappe

construction. For example, reciprocal morphology can combine with basesitive
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applicative predicates. As reciprocals can only apply to predicate$wo core semantic
arguments, they cannot normally combine with intransitive predicetesever, it is
possible in this case because the applicative construction kad the valence of the
base predicate ((5.6) and (5.7)).
(5.6) Cinte le Parte an tah-pi-aw.

Cinte and Parte 3PL.NOM cry.2-COM-RECP

‘Cinte and Parte cry with each other.’
(5.7) Cinte le Parte an feh-san-aw.

Cinte and Parte 3PL.NOM go-RELQ-RECP
‘Cinte and Parte left one another.’

The possibility of relativization of both the base argument and theedppl
argument also indicates that the applicative predicate is \eataised. In (5.8), the A
argumentfalanu ‘girl’, is relativized usingtu, while in (5.9), the co-participant (the O

argument) is relativized usingi.

(5.8) [__j Cinte (a) tah-pi=tu] fala-nu; cu a riah
Cinte 3sGNOM cry.2-COM=REL girl-FEM TOP 3sG feeling

a sia.
3sGNOM bad.1
‘The girl; [who ___j cried with Cinte] was sad.’

(5.9) [Cinte th | a tah-pi=mi] fala-nu; cu
Cinte ERG 3SG.NOM Cry.2-COM=REL girl-FEM TOP
a riah a sia.
3sG feeling FG.NOM bad.1

‘The girl; [who Cinte cried with __{] was sad.’

In summary, both coding and behavioral properties of morphological apg€ati

indicate that they are valence-raising operations in Falam, Gaising the semantic
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valence of the predicate. In the case of base intransitive presjithey raise the M-
transitivity of the predicate as well.

Unlike Falam Chin’s highly productive morphological causatives, morpiuabg
applicatives, while productive, are somewhat more constrained asghitth base
predicates they can combine with. The key distinguishing factmeisantics. For
example, according to Van Valin and LaPolla (1997), there are $leraantic subtypes
of benefactives:recipient (action performed in order for the beneficiary to have
something), plain (action performed for the beneficiary to notice or enjoy), and
deputative(action performed on the beneficiary’s behalf). Similarly, Pylkka(2002,
2008) distinguishes low applicatives from high applicatives. Low applesatelate the
applied argument to the object of the base predicate, whereasgpuhtatives relate the
applied argument to an event (the base predicate). Thus, if the lLetieata is
intransitive, only a high applicative is possible. In Falam Chimefaetives combine
with intransitive base verbs only with a plain or deputative mea(higy applicatives);
all three meanings can combine with transitive base verbs.

Comitatives, which relate the applied argument to a co-perfoawet, can also
combine with either intransitive or transitive base verbs. Howetlex reliquitive
applicatives relate the applied argument to either a movemantt @xtech is typically an
intransitive base predicate, or else to one of a small set of other it psedicates.

The remainder of this section will examine the RRG anabfsizase intransitive
applicatives, using comitative and relinquitive applicativesxasnples. Just as | argued

in Chapter 4 that morphological causatives in Falam Chin arealeoperations, | also
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take a lexical view of morphological applicatives in Falam ChNiathin the RRG
framework, | claim that applicatives are the result of &cédxule which fuses the base
LS with an applied LS. Consequently, the arguments of the two ptiedhis are viewed
for the purposes of macrorole assignment as arguments of a single predicate.

Once again, this claim can be contrasted with the syntactioagptaken within
GB (Baker 1988) and the MP (Anagnostopoulou 2003; McGinnis 2001; Pylkkanen 2002,
2008; Jeong 2007). For example, Baker (1988) argues that applicate/@seposition
incorporation in which a verb and preposition are combined through a symemtess
of head-to-head movement (cf. Marantz 1984). The paths of movemewsddllare
distinct from those proposed for causatives, and language differaneeexplained in
terms of different types of marked case assignment. Anagnostop@alo8) (describes
the difference between asymmetric and symmetric applicativegoverned by whether
or not a language includes an extra specifier position. Pylkk20&,(2008) argues that
high and low applicative heads are introduced to the syntactic retatse at different
locations. McGinnis (2001), expanding on Pylkkédnen’s proposal, claims thhat hig
applicatives include an extra specifier based on the suppositionighaapplicatives are
phases, whereas low applicatives are not. Her approach predictagihapplicatives
will universally be symmetric, while low applicatives will Besymmetric. Finally, Jeong
(2007) proposes that four different parameters are necessaryountadéor applicative

types: configuration, category, case, and scrambling.
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The details of each of these researcher’'s proposals cannottigaediin this
dissertation* Rather, the arguments in favor of a lexical account advanced st
are reiterated here. First, each applicative morpheme hdeady meaning-altering
function, which it contributes at the word level. This intuition is eegt nicely by the
formulation of lexical rules for each type. Second, the charmésetbase LS made by
the applicative operation motivate all the syntactic effe@n sethe preceding examples
without altering the linking algorithm, which applies as usual.cNostruction-specific
rules are necessary. Third, the choice of undergoer in ditransiguesative, and
applicative constructions can be generalized in terms of Priri8ipfahe AUH. Without
LS representations, this generalization is more difficult to frame.

In the following paragraphs, the lexical rules for comitatives afidquitives are
formulated and the linking for each type is demonstrated, Eositatives indicate that
the same action is performed simultaneously by two distinccjpatits. Following Van
Valin and LaPolla’'s (1997:379) representation of comitative actiolexigal rule is
proposed which specifies that a predicate of any LS typelds-pi will generate two
identical predicates, yet with distinct variables, joined by “th@and simultaneously’
operator (5.105°

(5.10)Lexical rule for morphological comitative verb:
a+-pi 2 {ag " ay}

As with the causative operation, the valence-raising applicatigesfthe two LSs

together (as represented by the curly brackets) in such ahatyheir arguments are

% See Jeong (2007) for a detailed discussion optéeious three researchers’ proposals including a
number of difficulties with their analyses.

% See Farrell (2009) for an alternate LS proposaé difference does not alter the assignment of
macroroles.
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treated by the linking algorithm as joint arguments of a sib§leThis view is supported
by the syntactic behavior of the applicatives discussed in the precedingapasagr

The application of the comitative lexical rule is shown in (5.11)5l41@), the
LS fortap ~tah ‘cry’ is shown, while in (5.11b) the output of the comitative lexrcdé
for the corresponding comitative vetidthpi ‘cry with’ is given. Finally, the SR for (5.2b)
is shown in (5.11c). The base and applied LSs have been fused so thatdikieival
arguments are now coarguments of the new valence-raised predicate.

(5.11) a. LSfortap~  do'(x, [cry' (X)])

tah‘cry’
b. LS fortahpi  {do’ (x, [cry" (x)]) * do’ (y, [cry" ()]}
‘cry with’
c. SR for (5.2b) {do' (3sg[Cinte], Ery' (3sg[Cinte])]) ~do’ (1sg, Ery'

(Isg)}

The second type of applicative discussed here, the relinquitive, teslideat one
participant departs from another. Such a departure may be exbrhegseising the
applied LS ... & BECOME NOTe-with' (y, xX) to the base LS, where thex variable
(the relinquisher) is shared with the base predicate (5.12) (cf.\\#in & LaPolla
1997:377).

(5.12)Lexical rule for morphological relinquitive verbs:
o +-san-> {o & BECOME NOT be-with' (y, x)}

Example (5.13) illustrates the application of this lexical rulmgishe activity
verbfeh ‘go’, ‘walk’. The output of the lexical rule for the relinquitiverb fehsan‘go
away from’ is shown in (5.13b), while the SR for (5.4b) is shown in (5.13®e@galin,

the base and applied LSs have been fused by the lexical rule.
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(5.13) a. LS forfeh do' (x, [go' (X)])
‘go’ \ 4
b. LS forfehsan {do'(x, [go'(X)]) & BECOME NOT be-with' (y, X)}
‘go away
from’
c. SRfor (5.4b) do' (3sg[Mang], po' (3sg[Mang])]) & BECOME NOTbe-
with' (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[Mang])}

The two lexical rules which have been formulated here, shown in (&riD)
(5.12), demonstrate that, unlike the causative lexical rule, appédatiical rules add an
element to the LS which follows, rather than precedes, the I&as€hley also show that,
while each one differs in their semantic details, in each caseghesihiranking argument
of the base predicate remains the highest-ranking argument, thiibgoplied argument
becomes the second-highest ranking argument of the new fused LS. Askihg
process for each of the three types demonstrates, this nhearniset applied argument is
assigned the undergoer macrorole in each case.

The linking for the comitative applicative shown in (5.2b) is illatd in Figure
5.1. As | have argued previously, once the lexical rule appliesgftisenLSs, all normal
linking rules, both universal and language-specific (as descnbg8.5), apply as usual.
Thus, Cinte, the highest-ranking argument, is assigned the actor macK(seseFigure
4.1) and receives ergative case (see (3.49)). Its cross-despecifications receive
nominative case (see (3.50)). The second-highest ranking argumeng-plaeticipant
(1s9), is assigned the undergoer macrorole and accusative eferesice. The final step
is to assign cross-reference forms, NPs, and the predicatee teyhtactic structure

according to the rules given in (3.52)—(3.55).
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SENTENCE
CLAUSE

NP CORE

_——

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

Cinte in @ 1 tah-pi.
A

NOM:PSA:ERG ACC

ACT tah-pi UND
{do' (3sg[Cinte], [ery' (3sg[Cinte])]) * do' (1sg, [ery' (1sg)])}

Figure 5.1: Comitative applicative
The relinquitive applicative follows an identical pattern of lirgkino the
comitative. After the lexical rule takes place, the linkingoathm applies as usual.
Figure 5.2 shows the linking for (5.4b). In this case, the highestrgrddgument is
Mang, the relinquisher and also the argument which is shared betwedragheand
applied LSs. It receives the actor macrorole and ergative éascorresponding cross-
reference receives nominative case. The second-highest ramgungent isThangte the

relinquee, which receives absolutive case and accusative cross-referenc
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SENTENCE

CLAUSE

NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

\Y

Mang in Thangte a O feh-san.
€.

N
~
~.
-~
~
~

NOM:PSA:EliG ACC:ABS

ACT feh—lsan UII\ID

{do’ (3sg[Mangi], [go' (3sg[Mang])]) & BEICOME NOT be-with' (3sg["ll"hangte], SSg[Mang])}

Figure 5.2: Relinquitive applicative

In summary, this section has argued that applicatives arall@gerations which
fuse an applied LS to a base LS by means of a lexical rulde \Wie details of the
semantics vary for each applicative, the applied argument eny esase is the new
second-highest ranking argument of the construction. With basesitiva predicates,
the M-transitivity of the predicate is raised, as demonstratecoding and behavioral
properties of the applied clause. Nevertheless, no special rubggpliatives need be
posited in order to account for these changes; they result frorapfiieation of the

linking algorithm to the new, fused LS.
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5.1.2 Basetransitive applicatives

In this section, the focus is on base transitive applicatives, esiagples of
benefactives and malefactives to illustrate the discussion.widhengjor cross-linguistic
patterns for applicatives, as presented in Chapter 1, are the noe-objdatt languages
and the double object languages, or Principle A and Principle B languagpsctively.
These are distinguished by which of two possible argumentsatedras more “object-
like"—in RRG terms, which argument is the undergoer. As Bak88&)L points out,
languages of the first type appear to categorically lackohwogical applicatives. For
this reason, much of the literature on applicatives has focused on dbjdgatelanguages
and on the distinction between their two subtypes: true double accusatsygnmetric)
and partial double object (or asymmetric) languages/constructiomps Baker 1988;
Alsina & Mchombo 1990; Bresnan & Moshi 1990; Anagnostopoulou 2003; McGinnis
2001; Pylkkanen 2002, 2008; Jeong 2007). Whereas in the first type the applied argument
and the theme appear to share object properties equally, in theddgpe the applied
argument has all object properties, while the theme has few or none.

Before examining the argument properties of Falam Chin baseitive
applicatives, | first discuss the lexical rules for benefactares malefactives. As argued
previously, the benefactive morpheme in Falam is capable of ekpgescipient, plain,
or deputativemeaning, although the deputative meaning is perhaps the most common
interpretation. While only the second two are possible with basansitive predicates,

all three meanings are possible with base transitive predicllhese types are illustrated,
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respectively, in (5.14), (5.15), and (5.16). For each example, (a) showsvalanoe-
raised alternative, while (b) shows the corresponding applicative construction.

(5.14) a. Parte in (Thangte hrang=ah) hmeh a suang.
Parte ERG Thangte fortoc  curry 33GNOM cook.1l
‘Parte cooked some curry (for Thangte).’

b. Parte in Thangte hmeh a suar-sak.
Parte ERG Thangte curry 3SGNOM COOK.2-BEN
‘Parte cooked Thangte some curry.’

(5.15) a. Parte in (na hrang=ah) hla a sak.
Parte ERG 2sG for=LoCc  song 3SGNOM sing
‘Parte sang a song (for you).’

b. Parte in hla a lo sak-sak.
Parte ERG song 3SGNOM 2SGACC sSing.2BEN
‘Parte sang you a song.’
(5.16) Mang in  (Thangte hrang=ah) khur a lai.
Mang ERG Thangte for=LoC  hole 3sGNOM dig.1
‘Mang dug a hole (for Thangte).’

&

b. Mang in Thangte khur a laih-sak.
Mang ERG Thangte hole 3GNOM dig.2-BEN
‘Mang dug a hole for Thangte.’

The LS for each type of benefactive, as proposed by Jolly (199X}jghtly
different. Recipient benefactives fuse the LS ... PURP [BECOdi&e' (z, y)] to the
base LS, while plain benefactives fuse the LS ... PURP [BEC®@Xerience'(z, y)] to
the base LS. In both cases, an applied argun@nis (predicated to either have or
experience they variable, whichis equal to the theme of the base LS. Deputative
benefactives fuse the LS ... PURP [N@® (y, [pred’ (z, y]), wherepred' is equal to

the base predicate (Jolly 1991; Van Valin & LaPolla 1997). In thsecthe applied
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argumentZ) has a task done in his behalf. In all three rules, an elemém &dised LS is
shared with the base LS. The resulting lexical rules are shown in (5.17).
(5.17)Lexical rules for morphological benefactive verbs:

a. recipient benefactive: a +-sak-> {a PURP [BECOMEhave'(z, y)]}

b. plain benefactive: a +-sak> {a PURP [BECOMEexperience'(z, y)]}
c. deputative benefactive: a +-sak-> {a PURP [NOTdo' (z, [pred’ (z, y)])}

Malefactives are similar to benefactives in that the appligdnaent is affected
by the base predicate. However, the added participant in a maikefaohstruction is
negatively affected. In (5.18), the maleficiary has a possesskam taway, whereas in
(5.19), the maleficiary has a possession damaged.

(5.18) Thangte in ka kawr i ruk -sak.
Thangte ERG 1sG shirt 1sGAcC steal.2mAL
‘Thangte stole my shirt fromme.’

(5.19) Mang in ka kawr i thlek-sak.

Mang ERG 1sG shirt 1SGACC tear-MAL
‘Mang tore my shirt ome.’

Based on this semantic information, it appears that the lexidas for
malefactives are similar to those of recipient and plain betredéa, with the addition of
a NOT operator to the predicate. Furthermore, the PURP operatitrbe replaced by a
CAUSE operator, since the action of the malefactor may or maypeqiurposefully
intended to cause harm. These lexical rules are shown in (5.20).

(5.20)Lexical rules for morphological malefactive verbs:

a. removal malefactiveu +-sak-> {o CAUSE [BECOME NOThave' (z, y)|}
b. plain malefactive: o +-sak-> {a CAUSE [BECOME NOTexperience'(z, y)]}

Having formulated lexical rules for both benefactives and matieés, | turn
now to discussion of the properties of Falam Chin base transitiveapm@s. It was
argued in Chapters 3 and 4 that Falam Chin is a double object lanfjuageth
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ditransitives and causatives. Examples (5.14b) and (5.16b) supply somleenidience
that this is also true of Falam Chin applicatives. Each of tegaeples includes an
applied and a theme argument, both of which are direct (absolutive tasg it is a
double object construction. The applied argument is not oblique as woukghéxeter in
a non-double object language. Since double object languages appear toXmubiece
domain of morphological applicatives (Baker 1988) (and since Falam ¢&banly
includes morphological applicatives), this result is typologically explect

At this point, no evidence has yet been presented for the undetgtes of the
applied object. However, it seems to be a universal chastatesf applicatives that the
applied object is more syntactically privileged than the theviagntz's Generalization;
Baker 1988:246; cf. Marantz 1982, 1984). This is also predicted by the REt@n&
The LSs in (5.17) and (5.20) each result in the same configuratioguwhants such that
the z variable, the applied argument, is the second-highest ranking emguwithe new
LS. If, as | have argued in Chapter 4, Falam Chin follows Ri@d8 of the AUH
(choose the second-highest ranking argument as undergoer), thigspthdicapplied
objects, as well as recipients and causees, should be the unddigagr.on both
typological and theoretical grounds, | take this as an initial hypothesis.

The double object construction is also possible with maleficiaresyel as
beneficiaries (5.21).
(5.21) Cinte in Parte paisa a lak-sak.

Cinte ERG Parte money 3sGNOM take.2MAL
‘Cinte tookmoney from Parte.’
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However, if a third person maleficiary is specifically sadobssess the thing which is
taken or negatively affected, it must be recovered from a possedsiase (5.22b) or
from an argument of an embedded clause (5.23).
(5.22) a. *Thangte in Mang a kawr a ruk-sak.

Thangte ERG Mang 3SG shirt 3SGNOM steal.2-MAL

‘Thangte stole Mang'’s shirt from him.’

b. Thangte in Mang ih  kawr a ruk-sak.

Thangte ERG Mang GEN shirt 3SGNOM steal.2-MAL

‘Thangte stoleMang’s shirt from him.’
(5.23) Mang in  [Cinte; ih ___j cin=mi] artam a phawi-sak;.

Mang ERG Cinte GEN plant.2REL mustard 3sGNOM pull.out-MAL
‘Mang pulled out the mustarfivhich Cinte; planted __j] against her

It may seem unusual at first that the maleficiary is emlkddanother phrase or clause,
considering the claim just made that the maleficiary isutigergoer of the clause. How
can the undergoer be a possessor or an argument within an embedde?l ldiausver,
these examples simply reinforces the claim that Falam Gharhiead-marking language.
As argued previously, the actor and undergoer core argumentspaesented by cross-
reference. In the case of (5.22b) and (5.23), the accusative crasswceféakes a zero
form, while in (5.18) and (5.19), the accusative cross-referenoeeis. The semantic
phrases at the clause level provide us with further informatiorutatieese core
arguments, but there is no strict agreement relationship betiween it is possible to
have a possessor or an embedded argument enhancing our knowledge of \ifeotéte a
participant actually is.

As argued in Chapter 4, a crucial test of undergoer statusoss-reference.

Example (5.15b), for example, shows that while the applied argument daamodss-
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referenced in the corresponding non-applicative variant (5.15a), it beustross-
referenced in the applicative. Similarly, the benefactives in (28d)(5.25) show that
the first person beneficiary (1sg) must be cross-referenced, ringpihe status of the
applied argument as the undergoer.
(5.24) Parte in Mang hnen=ah cabu i hei ken-sak.

Parte ERG Mang tozoc  book 1SGAcc at bring.2BEN

‘Parte brought a boalo Mang for me.’
(5.25) Thangte in  Parte paisa i rulh-sak.

Thangte ERG Parte money 1SGACC repay.2-BEN
‘Thangte repaidParte for me.’

Cross-referencing of a recipient, however, does not seem gub#éyepossible in
the applicative construction, as seen in the ungrammaticality of (5.26) and (5.27).
(5.26) *Parte in Mang hrang=ah cabu i rak  ken-sak

Parte ERG Mang for=LOC  book 1SGACC come bring.2-BEN

‘Parte broughtne a bookfor Mang.’
(5.27) *Thangte in  Parte hrang=ah paisa | rulh-sak.

Thangte ERG Parte for=LOC money 1SGACC repay.2-BEN
‘Thangte repaidne for Parte.’

The reason for the grammaticality of (5.24) and (5.25) versus the
ungrammaticality of (5.26) and (5.27) can be shown by examining délceorole linking
for (5.24) and (5.26), as shown in Figure 5.3 (for the sake of byeviyplicate section
of the SR has been omitted in each case). In Figure 5.3a (corresptm@ig4)), the
second-highest ranking argument (1sg) is chosen as the undergoerofeaaatisfying
Principle B of the AUH. Thus, the sentence is grammatical. Flgure 5.3b

(corresponding to (5.26)), on the other hand, a lower-ranking argument, thientc
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(1sg), is chosen as undergoer, violating Principle B. The sentenchelisfore

ungrammatical.

NOM ACC

ACT NMR NMR ken-sak UND

a. {[do' (3sg[Parte], @)] CAUSE [BECOME have' (3sg[Mang], 3sg[book])] PURP [NOT do' (1sg, @)] CAUSE }

NOM ACC

ACT UND NMR ken-sak *x

b. {[do' (3sg[Parte], @)] CAUSE [BECOME have' (1sg, 3sg[book])] PURP [NOT de' (3sg[Mang], @)] CAUSE }

Figure 5.3: Macrorole assignment for (5.24) and (5.26)

This data further confirms what has been already shown withtoausgata: the applied
argument, or more generally, the second-highest ranking argumsemiie default
undergoer. Marked linking in morphological applicatives is ungrammatical.

What then is the grammatical expression of a SR such asotad fn Figure
5.3b? One possibility is to leave the first person semantiegpuessed in the cross-
reference, as in (5.28a) and (5.29a). However, even with overt first g¢P®oIn the
clause, these sentences are ungrammatical. This is becasseséimtences violate the
person requirement, formulated in (4.17): Any argument of the LS fusthor second
person features must be realized as cross-referen@s semantic predicaten the
syntactic representation. It may be questioned why theae#tnoun cross-reference in
(5.28a) does not fufill the person requirement. The reason is that dipgeemé is an

argument of the higher predicatesnsakbring for’, rather than simply an argument of
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the relational noun. The cross-reference must mark this predicateler to fulfill the

person requirement.

(5.28)a. *Parte in ka hnen=ahMang hrang=ah cabu a rak  ken-sak

Parte ERG 1SsGto=LoC Mang for=LOC book 3SG.NOM comebring.2- BEN
‘Parte brought a boato me for Mang.’
b. Parte in Mang hrang=ah cabu i rak  ken.
Parte ERG Mang for=LOC  book 1SG.ACC come bring.to
‘Parte broughine a bookfor Mang.’

(5.29) a. *Thangte in Parte hrang=ah (keimah) paisa a rulh-sak.
Thangte ERG Parte for=LOC  1sg.STD money 3SG.NOM repay.2-BEN
‘Thangte repaidne for Parte.’

b. Thangte in Parte hrang=ah paisa | rul.

Thangte ERG Parte for=LOC  money 1SGACC repay.l
‘Thangte repaidne for Parte.’

By contrast, (5.28b) and (5.29b) show grammatical expressions of theddesaning.
These, however, are non-valence raised alternative expression$e ofapplied
constructions.

The two macrorole linking possibilities for (5.28a&b) are shown in [eigur

5.4a&b. In the first option, Figure 5.4a, the second-highest ranking arguthent

beneficiary Mang), is chosen as undergoer, fulfilling Principle B. However, this leaves

first person specifications without cross-reference, violatiegperson requirement. The

second option, however, shown in Figure 5.4b, represents a non-valence raised

alternative with an unfused SR. In this case, the second-highestgargument is the
recipient (1sg), since the elements outside the curved bracketbe ignored by the

AUH. In this scenario, both requirements are satisfied in a single argumen

246



NOM o ACC

ACT NMR NMR ken-sak ~ UND

a. {[do' (3sg[Parte], )] CAUSE [BECOME have' (1sg, 3sg[book])] PURP [NOT do' (3sg[Mang], @)] CAUSE }

NOM ACC

ACT ken UND NMR

b. [do' (3sg[Parte], @)] CAUSE [BECOME have' (1sg, 3sg[b00k])]} PURP [NOT do' (3sg[Mang], @)] CAUSE ...

Figure 5.4: Macrorole assignment for (5.28a&b)
Thus, in cases where there is a conflict between Principle B and the persoenmeqtia
non-valence raised construction must be used in order for both to be satisfied.

As | have argued in Chapter 4, the person requirement lends fustiggrt to the
identification of Falam Chin cross-reference as more than nglei agreement
mechanism. Cross-reference is, in fact, necessary to fakilCtompleteness Constraint
(3.51), which states, “All of the arguments explicitly specified the semantic
representation of a sentence must be realized syntacticaltyhei sentence.” The
ungrammaticality of (5.28a) and (5.29a) confirms that crossemderfills the role of a
core argument; it must be present in order to satisfy the Completeness @Gbnstrai

In addition to the behavior of cross-reference in applicatives, fuethdence for
the undergoer status of the applied argument can be found in recigpptiahtives. In
reciprocal applicatives, the actor and the applied argumentoagéeiential, as seen in
(5.30) and (5.31).

(5.30) Cinte le Parte¢ pangpar an lei-sak-aw;.

Cinte and Parte flower 8L.NOM buy-BEN-RECP
‘Cinte and Partdouy flowersfor each othey.’
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(5.31) Cinte le Parte paisa an ruk -sak-aw;.
Cinte and Parte money 3PL.NOM steal.2MAL -RECP
‘Cinte and Partestea moneyfrom each othey;.’

Supposing Principle B to be in effect, the reciprocal applied argumeuld receive
undergoer status. However, as discussed further in Chapter 6, areotief actor and
undergoer within the same core share a single macrorole in EflamThis makes the
correct prediction for (5.30) and (5.31), whose actGiste and Partelack the expected
ergative marking, despite the fact tHatsak ‘buy for’ and ruksak ‘steal from’ are
ostensibly three argument predications. This is because the appliedemts share a
single macrorole with their antecedents. Thus, the clause issitiva. If, however, the
undergoer macrorole were assigned to the theme in such casetause would be
expected to be transitive, since the actor is not coreferential with the.theme

To summarize, the direct status of the argument, the behavior sfrefesence,
and the behavior of reciprocal constructions indicates that an apbednent is the
undergoer in applicative constructions in Falam Chin, having a gsdaes of syntactic
properties than the theme. Nevertheless, like the theme of theivawsastruction, the
theme of an applicative shares some core argument propertieghevapplied argument.
Both are direct, rather than oblique (5.14b) and (5.16b), and both can takentrging
(5.32) and be left-dislocated (5.33).
(5.32) a. Parte in Thangte cu hmeh a suar-sak.

Parte ERG Thangte TOP curry 33GNOM COOK.2BEN
‘Parte cooked hangte some curry.’
b. Parte in hmeh cu Thangte a suar-sak.

Parte ERG curry TOP Thangte 3SGNOM COOK.2-BEN
‘Parte cooked Thangtie curry.’
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(5.33) a. Thangte cu Parte in hmeh a suar-sak.
Thangte TOP Parte ERG curry 3GNOM cook.2BEN
‘As for Thangte, Parte cooked hirsome curry.’

b. Hmeh cu Parte in Thangte a suar-sak.
curry TopP Parte ERG Thangte 3SGNOM COOK.2BEN
‘As for the curry, Parte cooked it for Thangte.’

The property of relativization provides uncertain evidence in this. ddee theme

argument can be extracted for relativization, as in (5.34).

(5.34) [Cinte h _ ; a suan-sak=mi] hmeh cu
Cinte ERG 3SG.NOM COOK.2BEN=REL curry TOP
nauhak-pain rang zet=in a ei.

boyMASC ERG quick very=AJT 3sSGNOM eat
‘The boy quickly atghe curry; [which Cinte cooked___;for him].’

However, my language consultants did not seem comfortable wittcigotraf applied
arguments when accompanied by a theme, and sought to encode rbe hesining in
an alternate way. They accepted my constructed examples fearymaich discussion
(5.35). This suggests that Falam disfavors extraction of appliednargs when a theme

is available for extractioff

(5.35) ?[Cinte ih ___{ hmeh a suan-sak=mi] nauhak-pa in
Cinte  ERG curry 3GNOM COOK.2BEN=REL bOy-MASC  ERG
rang zet=in a el.

quick very=AJT 3sGNOM eat
‘The boy; [for whom Cinte cooked the curry] ate it quickly.’

In conclusion, direct argument status, cross-reference and redgpsiow that

the applied argument is the undergoer of a Falam Chin morpholcgdicative

% | do not attempt to explain this asymmetry of ugder extraction behavior here. However, it hasibee
documented in other languages of the world th@ntifines benefactives and recipients resist extnacti
even when they are clearly undergoers accordighter properties (Baker 1998; Alsina & Mchombo
1990).
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construction. On the other hand, topic marking and left-dislocation supgeghe theme
is still a core, but non-macrorole, argument. While the extra¢sicis are not clear, the
applied object is still in many ways more syntacticallyipgged than the theme. As has
been shown from both ditransitive and causative data as welmRalen is a double
object language of the asymmetric type, following Principle Bhef AUH. Moreover,
Principle B is the key generalization which captures the behaMioditransitive,
causative, and applicative constructions both in Falam Chin and in alledobfdct
languages—a generalization which is made by reference to yndetlS representations
produced as the output of lexical rules.

As was true for intransitive base verbs, transitive base apypéisatequire no
construction-specific rules beyond the application of the lexicalfauleach type. This
can be demonstrated by comparing the linking process for bamefacnd malefactive
applicatives. First, the LSs fdrla sak‘sing’ and the corresponding benefactikia
saksak'sing for’ are shown in (5.36), following the lexical rule for pldoanefactives
given in (5.17b). In addition, the SR for (5.15b) is shown.

(5.36) a. LS forhla do' (x, [sing' (X, Y)])
sak'sing’
b. LSforhla {[do'(x, [sing' (X, y)])] PURP [BECOMEexperience'(z, y)|}
saksak
‘sing for’

c. SRfor {[do’ (3sg[Parte], $ing’ (3sg[Parte], 3sg[hla])])] PURP
(5.15b) [BECOME experience'(2sg, 3sg[hla])]}

Likewise, the LSs foru ~ ruk ‘steal’ and the corresponding malefactiuksak
‘steal from’ are given in (5.37), following the lexical rulevgn in (5.20). The SR for

(5.18) is also provided. In both cases thariable, the applied argument, is the second-
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highest ranking argument of the fused predicate, and is, thus, thet ddfaide for

undergoer.
(5.37) a. LSforru~ do' (x, [steal' (x, y)]) & BECOME have' (x, y)
ruk ‘steal’ \ 4
b. LS for {[do’ (%, [steal' (X, y)]) & BECOME have'(x, y)] CAUSE
ruksak'steal [BECOME NOThave'(z, y)]}

(from)’
c. SRfor(5.18) {flo’' (3sg[Thangte],gteal’ (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[ka kawr])])
& BECOME have' (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[ka kawr)] CAUSE
[BECOME NOThave' (1sg, 3sg[ka kawr])]}

In Figure 5.5, the linking for (5.15b) is shown.
SENTENCE
CLAUSE

NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

v

Partein hla a lo sak-sak.

NOM:PSA:ERG ABS A(I:c

ACT NMR  sak-sak UND

{ [do' (3sg[Parte], [sing' (3sg[Parte], 3sg[hla])])] PURP [BECOME experience' (2sg, 3sg[hla])]}

Figure 5.5: Benefactive applicative
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Since the highest-ranking NP Farte, it receives actor status and ergative marking. Its
cross-reference specifications take accusative case. ThedmayefRsg) is thesecond-
highest ranking argument; thus, it receives undergoer status sraogs-reference
specifications receive accusative case. The remaining argumeefgong’, is still a core
argument, but a non-macrorole argument, and receives absolutiveasasealefault.
Finally, the cross-reference forms, NPs, and predicateassgned to the syntactic
structure according to default rules.

There is some dialectal difference regarding the use ofiamddtnouns, e.g.,
hrang ‘for’, with the beneficiary in a benefactive applicative. Sdargguage consultants
felt that even with the valence-raised form the relational rhwuld be used, stating it
would be “more complete.” Others felt that the relational noun shoulenosed with
the valence-raised form (5.38).

(5.38) Parte in Cinte ?hrang=ah hla a saksak.

Parte ERG Cinte for=LocC song 3sSGNOM SiNng-BEN
‘Parte sang a song for Cinte/sang Cinte a song.’

The reason for this discrepancy may be dialectal. If Prin@plas chosen the
beneficiary as undergoer, we would expect it to receive absolctise per the case
assignment rules for NPs (3.50). This supposition would accord witntiiéons of
those language consultants who preferred not to use the relational nounh&ubf
those consultants who favored using it? One possibility is that, despite theevalisnag
morphology, these speakers have chosen the theme, not the benefiangleegoer.

However, such marked linking was not a possibility with morphological causatioeis

252



it possible with other types of applicatives. In addition, the non-valeaised option
makes marked linking superfluous. Therefore, this explanation seems unlikely.

A second possibility is that the NP can be assigned lexical even though its
corresponding cross-reference has undergoer status. In Chapter 4xicalerige for
locative case was given as in (5.39a) to account for recipiemtabuuges of locative case
(see (4.38)). A second rule is proposed in (5.39b) to account for benefastigeof
locative case.

(5.39) NP lexical case assignment rules for Falam Chin: locative case
a. Assign locative casalf) and the relational noumen‘to’ to the (non-macrorole)

NP of they argument in LS segment: ... CAUSE [BECOME/IN@R' (y, 2)].

b. Assign locative casalf) and the relational noumrang‘for’ to the (non-
macrorole) NP of thg argument in LS segments:

i. ... PURP [BECOME/INGRpred' (y, z)] or

ii. ... PURP [NOTdo' (z, [pred’ (z, y)]).

The key term in this rule ison-macrorole For speakers who include the phrase
“non-macrorole” in their rule, locative case would become ungraicahabnce the
argument had been assigned undergoer status. However, if some speakéne phrase
“non-macrorole” from the rule, then its application would be based ongositthe LS
of the predicate only, and not on macrorole status. Thus, for somleespeocative case
is necessary with the beneficiary even when it has been edsigrdergoer macrorole
status.

This treatment of beneficiary NPs is in some ways sintoléine treatment of non-
direct maleficiary NPs described earlier in this chapterbdth cases, it appears that,

despite the undergoer status of the applied argument, its NRstat&ect. Once again,

this is of interest for the claim that Falam is a head-mgrkanguage whose cross-
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reference pronominals are the core arguments. If indeed t@mship between the
cross-reference and the NPs is one of apposition, rather tharagteement, it does not
seem so remarkable to find that the corresponding NP can takevdona@arking. If,
however, the benefactive NP itself is the undergoer corenaexgt, it is difficult to
explain how it can at the same time be oblique.

Identical linking takes place with the malefactive in (5.18)shown in Figure
5.6. The highest-ranking argumeiihangte,receives the actor macrorole, ergative case

and nominative cross-reference.

SENTENCE
CLAUSE
NP NP /ICORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

Thangte in ka kawr i ruk-sak.

NOM:PSA:ERG A]lés A(ljc

ACT NMR ruk-sak UND

{[do' (3sg[Thangte], [steal’ (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[ka kawr])])
& BECOME have' (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[ka kawr)] CAUSE [BECOME NOT have' (1sg, 3sg[ka kawr])]}

Figure 5.6: Malefactive applicative
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The second-highest-ranking argument (1sg) receives the undergaeoroten and
accusative cross-reference. Finally, the remaining argukeekgwr‘my shirt’, is a non-
macrorole argument and receives absolutive case as a defasgh-r€ference, NPs, and
the predicate are assigned to the syntax as usual.

The constructional schema in Table 5.1 summarizes the featuredaad Ehin
morphological applicatives, as described in the preceding seclisrgmilarity to the
morphological causative constructional schema underscores the iggnofathe two
constructions.

Table 5.1: Constructional schema for Falam Chin morphological applicatives

CONSTRUCTION
Falam Chin applicative constructions
SYNTAX
Template: Default
PSA: Default
Linking: Default: Principle B of AUH
MORPHOLOGY
Benefactive/malefactive verb: Stem 2 Vsak
Comitative verb: Stem 2 V i
Relinquitive verb: Stem 2 V 4san
SEMANTICS
Recipient benefactiver + -sak-> {a PURP [BECOMEhave' (z, y)]}
Plain benefactivex + -sak-> {o PURP [BECOMEexperience'(z, y)]}
Deputative benefactive: + -sak-> {a PURP [NOTdO' (z, [pred’ (z, Y)])}
Removal malefactivai + -sak-> {a CAUSE [BECOME NOThave'(z, y)]}
Plain malefactives + -sak—> {o CAUSE [BECOME NOTexperience'(z, y)]}
Comitative:o + -pi =2 {a1 " oy}
Relinquitive:a + -san—> {a & BECOME NOT be-with' (y, x)}
PRAGMATICS
lllocutionary force: Unspecified
Focus structure: Unspecified

As with causatives, the syntax follows default rules of tempR&A, and macrorole

selection. The differences between causative and applicativewmditgts are found in
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their distinct morphology and distinct lexical rules, as describ&ueiMorPHOLOGY and
SEMANTICS sections. RAGMATICS shows that an applicative construction is compatible
with any type of illocutionary force or focus structure.
5.1.3 Non-valence raised applicative alternatives

| have argued in the previous sections that valence-raisinglexies for both
causatives and applicatives fuse two LS elements into one. sk, the arguments of
the two LSs are treated as coarguments of a single ti8ina supported by the syntactic
behavior of morphological causatives and applicatives. On the other ihdadalso
supported by the existence of alternate structures which, althbeghcommunicate
identical semantics, lack the syntactic properties of a valensed construction. As
briefly discussed in 85.1.2, such non-valence raised structures bebtigatooy when
Principle B and the person requirement would otherwise be in conflithid section |
further demonstrate that, although the LS representation for eaclstigentical, they
differ in that the valence-raised applicative is fused, whetleasnon-valence raised
alternate is complex, but unfused. The four applicative types aceisded here:
benefactives, malefactives, comitatives, and reliquitives.

Two non-valence raised benefactive alternatives, originally gage(b.28b) and
(5.29h), are repeated here as (5.40) and (5.41).
(5.40) Parte in Mang hrang=ah cabu i rak  ken.

Parte ERG Mang for=LOC  book 1SGACC come bring.to
‘Parte broughtne a bookfor Mang.’
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(5.41) Thangte in Parte hrang=ah paisa i rul.
Thangte ERG Parte for=LOC  money 1SGACC repay.l
‘Thangte repaidne for Parte.’

In each case, the recipient argument is first person. Inea fuS, such a configuration
results in a conflict between Principle B of the AUH and the grergquirement (as
shown in Figure 5.3b and Figure 5.4a). However, if the LSs are not fused, theytack trea
separately by the linking algorithm and in the ultimate syrmta@presentation. As a
result, neither principle is violated (Figure 5.4b), and the Complete@esstraint is
fulfilled—all arguments in the SR are portrayed in the syntactic structure

As a contrast to the linking shown in Figure 5.5 for the valearsed benefactive
applicative, the complete linking process for a non-valence rhseefactive alternative
((5.15a), repeated here as (5.42)) is shown in Figure 5.7.
(5.42) Parte in (na hrang=ah) hla a sak.

Parte ERG 2sG for=LoC  song 3SGNOM  sing
‘Parte sang a song (for you).’

As may be seen by comparision with Figure 5.5, the SR for thecafiwpé and the non-
valence raised construction are identical. However, the curlkdtsam the SR in Figure
5.7 distinguish the LS representing the main preditéde sak ‘sing’ from the LS
representing the relational nobrang ‘for’. In unfused constructions like (5.42), only the
arguments within the brackets are eligible for macrorolestdthus, the highest-ranking
NP, Parte, is chosen as actor and receives ergative marking and nomioaseecross-
reference. Unlike the valence-raised applicative, the second-higirdsng NP ishla
‘song’. This NP is chosen as undergoer, receives absolutive casecusatave cross-

reference. The single variable of the SR outside of the brasketh has not already
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been accounted for (2sg) is not eligible for macrorole statuss lassigned to the clause
as an argument-adjunct (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997) and follows tleeatulexical case

proposed in (5.39b). Because the second LS is not fused with the firdtelLfact that

second person features are not cross-referenced on the verb deidate®tthe person

requirement.

SENTENCE

CLAUSE

NP AIIAJ CORE

I\{P

CORE NP PRO PRO NUC

PRO NUC PRED

N \Y

|

Partein  na hrang=ah hla a O sak.
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N
-
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-
~
Sa
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NOM:LOC

ACT
{[do’ (3sg[Parte], [sing' (3sg[Parte], 3sg[hla])])]} PURP [BECOME experience' (2sg, 3sg[hla])]

Figure 5.7: Benefactive alternative

Benefactives can nearly always be expressed by either thiatt@reeapplicative
or the corresponding non-valence raised form. By contrast, a hon-vatesee form of
the malefactive is available only when a physical removaheftheme argument is
intended (5.43a). The malefactive counterpart implicates a negathse der the
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maleficiary, indicating that the removal was unwanted or had atimegeffect on the
maleficiary (5.43b).
(5.43) a. Parte in ka hnen=in cabu a la.

Parte ERG 1SG to=ABL book 3scNom take.l
‘Parte took a bookkom me.’

b. Parte in ka cabu i lak-sak.
Parte ERG 1sG book 1scAcc take.2mAL
‘Parte took my book frorme.’

The predicate used in this examgde,~ lak ‘take’, is of interest, as it is often
considered to be intrinsically a three argument verb. However, dtee id (5.43a)
indicates that, although its LS is complex, it is unfused. If (5.4@a¢ based on a fused
LS, it would require first person cross-reference to fulfill gherson requirement.
However, (5.43a) is perfectly grammatical. Fusion through a ncéilefalexical rule is
necessary in order for the AUH to recognize the first pespegifications as eligible for

macrorole status, as in (5.43b).

NOM ACC

ACT la UND

R

a. {[do' (3sg[Parte], [take' (3sg[Parte], 3sg[cabu])])] ¢ CAUSE [NOT have' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]

NOM ACC

ACT NMR lak:sak UII\ID
| —
b. {[do‘ (3sg[Parte], [take' (3sg[Parte], 3sg[cabu])])] CAUSE [NOT have' (1sg, 3sg[cabu])]}

Figure 5.8: Macrorole assignment for (5.43a&b)
The two corresponding macrorole linking options are represented in Figure
5.8a&b, respectively. In Figure 5.8a, corresponding to (5.43a), the firstorpe
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specifications are not licensed for macrorole status. In Figu#e, on the other hand
(5.43b), the lexical rule has fused the two LSs, with the resultthigafirst person
specifications must be chosen for undergoer status.

Similar to the locative case assignment previously discusse@dstignment of
ablative case in (5.43a) follows a rule of lexical case assghrfor non-macrorole
arguments, as formulated in (5.44) (cf. Van Valin & LaPolla 1§97).

(5.44) NP lexical case assignment rules for Falam Chin: ablative case

a. Assign ablative caseén) and relational nouhnen‘to’ to the non-macrorole NP of
thezargument in LS segment: ... BECOME NQ@ave'(z, y)

Note that this is not intended to cover all uses of ablative nasalam Chin. Discussion
of comitative and relinquitive applicatives will add at least twmore rules to this
description.

There are two possible non-valence raised options for expressingatroenit
action. The first option simply compounds the two participants and nsayappend a
suffix such astlang ‘together’ to the verb ((5.45a) and (5.46a)). The second option treats
the co-participant as an argument-adjunct, using the relationalthawriwith’, yet still
cross-references both participants ((5.45b) and (5.46b)).

(5.45) a. Cinte le kei kan tap-tlang.
Cinte and 1SGCTR 1PL.NOM cry.l-together
‘Cinte and | criedtogethel.’
b. Cinte thaw=n kan tap-tlang.

Cinte with=ABL 1PL.NOM cry.l-together
‘I criedwith Cinte.’

7 See Van Valin & LaPolla (1997) for a more geneu formulation which covers uses of ‘from’ and
another which covers all uses of ‘with’, both ofiefhare conveyed using ablative case in Falam Chin.
% The roles of the participants have been switchetis example for independent reasons.
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(5.46) a. Thangte le Mang in antam an cingtlang.
Thangte and Mang ERG mustard 3PL.NOM plant.1-together
‘Thangte and Manc planted the mustartdgether.’
b. Thangte cu Mang thaw=n artam an cing-tlang.

Thangte Top Mang with=aBL mustard 3PL.NOM plant.1-together
‘Thangte planted the mustandth Mang.’

While these sentences share identical SRs with their comitedunterparts, they differ

in that the predicates are not fused. Thus, the co-participant indinestires cannot be

chosen as the undergoer macrorole, whereas in the fused structure, it must be.
SENTENCE

CLAUSE

tap

{ do’ (Isg[kei], [ery" (lsg[kei])])} A {do' (3sg[Cinte], [ery' (3sg[Cinte])])}

Figure 5.9: Comitative alternative a
The linking for the non-valence raised comitative type shown in &%.45given
in Figure 5.9. (Compare with Figure 5.1.) The highest-ranking argsmateach
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individual predicatekei ‘1sG.sTD' and Cinte) are each assigned the actor macrorole of
their predicate. However, because they share the same peedagat- tah ‘cry’, the
actors can be collapsed into a single actor in a manner rakeerfdctoring in
mathematics, whereby 3x+3y=3(x+y). Thus, the predicate ismaagt, leaving the
variables to be combinedld’ (x, [cry' (X)]) + do' (y, [cry' (Y)]) = do' (x+y, [cry’
(x+y)])).*° As a result, the arguments are conjoined in the syntacticsespegion and

jointly assigned absolutive case and nominative cross-reference.

SENTENCE
CLAUSE

Ax;\J CORE
NP
—1
NP CORE PRO NUC

NUC PRED

N \Y%

Cinte thaw=n kan  tap-tlang.
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Sa
~
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~
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~
~
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~
~
~
~
~
~
~
~
-~
~
~
-~

NOM:PSA  tap ABS:ABL
ACT

{do' (1sg, [ery’ (lsg)])} ~ do' (3sg[Cinte], [ery' (3sg[Cinte])])

Figure 5.10: Comitative alternative b

% This will be found to be the case with reciprocahstructions as well.
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Figure 5.10, on the other hand, represents the linking for (5.45b). Inaes c
only the highest-ranking argument of the first predicate is ch@seactor; the LS outside
the brackets is not scanned by the AUH. Nevertheless, as naadysty, the cross-
reference specifications for this construction are the sum dfalparticipants involved
(Cinte + 1sg = 1pl). (This can be seen even more clearly in exanspleh as (5.46b):
Thangte+ Mang = 3pl.) Here we see yet another example of the loose linkitvgeba
cross-reference and NPs, and evidence for the head-marking nafaarof Chin. Thus,
while the cross-reference indicates all the core semanttipants involved in the
action, it is realized at the clause level partially as an oblique NP.

In Figure 5.10, the composite cross-reference specificatiagsveenominative
case assignment. On the other hand, the single NP outside of theregketsCinte, is
treated as an argument-adjunct and assigned the relationahaoumtwvith’ plus ablative
case. Ablative case is assigned based on a new rule ofvabtsse assignment
formulated as in (5.47b).

(5.47) NP lexical case assignment rules for Falam Chin: ablative case
a. Assign ablative caseén) and relational nouhnen‘to’ to the non-macrorole NP of

thezargument in LS segment: CAUSE [BECOME N®@Gave' (z, y)]

b. Assign ablative casén) and relational nouthaw ‘with’ to the non-macrorole NP
of the highest-rankingrgument in LS segment: ...o5.

Finally, relinquitives with a literal motion meaning allow a nalence raised
option, as in (5.4a), repeated here as (5.48).

(5.48) Mang cu Thangte hnen=in a feh-hlo.

Mang Top Thangte from=ABL 3sSGNOM go-flee
‘Mang ran away from Thangte.’

The linking for (5.48) is shown in Figure 5.11. (Compare with Figure 5.2.)
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SENTENCE
CLAUSE

NP A,IAJ CORE
/II\IP
NP CORE PRO NUC

NUC PRED

N A%

Mang cu Thangte hnen=in a feh-hlo.
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NOM:PSA:ABS ABS:ABL

ACT feh

o — |
{do' (3sg[Mangi], [go' (3sg[Mang])])} & BECOME NOT be-with' (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[Mang])

Figure 5.11: Relinquitive alternative

Although the SR is identical to that of the relinquitive applicatire, curly brackets
delineate only the single argumentfeh ‘go’ as available for a macrorole. Thus, the
single argument ofeh ‘go’, Mang, receives actor status and absolutive marking, and its
corresponding cross-reference is nominative. The elements oudtsidarty brackets are
treated as an argument-adjunct, and assigned ablative casdjragtora rule of lexical
case assignment.

The ablative case assignment rules for Falam Chin are deiis€.49). Rule

(5.49a) has been altered to include the relinquitive LS.
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(5.49) NP lexical case assignment rules for Falam Chin: ablative case
a. Assign ablative caseén| and relational nouhnen‘to’ to the non-macrorole NP of

thezargument in LS segments:

i. ... CAUSE [BECOME NOThave'(z, y)] or

ii. ... & BECOME NOT be-with' (z, x).

b. Assign ablative casén) and relational nouthaw ‘with’ to the non-macrorole NP

of the highest-rankingrgument in LS segment: ...o5.

While theories of applicatives have generally ignored non-valensed forms, it
is clear from this discussion that they have an important rofgdatp In Principle A
languages, they are the only available semantic equivalents ophaohbogical
applicatives, since these languages choose the lowest-rangungent, the theme, as
undergoer, leaving the applied argument an oblique. The fusion brought abant by
applicative morpheme would be superfluous in such a language, as itvobwter the
syntactic realization of the arguments, unless the applicaseef@alced marked linking.
In a Principle B, or double object, language, on the other handynfusakes the
difference between two possible realizations of argumentyder to avoid violations of
either Principle B or the person requirement, Falam Chin allows for both paesibili

In conclusion, the clear distinction in coding and behavioral propdadiesl in
Falam Chin morphological applicatives as compared with their non-ealesmsed
alternatives demonstrates the importance of distinguishing ftreed complex, but
unfused structures. In each case, the semantics of each typlersgreal, although the
implicature of the construction may differ. Nevertheless, fusionltses1 a significantly

different set of properties from unfused SRs. Morphological applsatn Falam Chin

appear to categorically block marked linking, opting instead faoravalence raised
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structure in order to satisfy both Principle B and the person regemte Indeed, the
availability of the non-valence raised option makes marked linking unnecé$sary.
5.2 Falam Chin lexical applicatives

In addition to the morphological applicatives discussed above, Falamaha
limited set of lexical applicatives. The most common subtypengfactive, but there are
a few lexical applicatives of other types as well. Lexaggblicatives are usually formed
by the addition of a no-longer productive morpheme, a glottal stofje@ph), to the
base verb, although a few are formed following other stem 2 patterns.

When examining benefactive lexical applicatives, in many dhses exist three
different ways of expressing the same concept: the non-valemeed rconstruction
((5.50a) and (5.51a)), the valence-raised construction with benefactive nogyphol
(-sak), and the lexical benefactive applicative ((5.50b) and (5.51b)).

(5.50) a. Parte in a nu=i hrang=ah pangpar a lei.
Parte ERG 3sG motherseN for=Loc  flower 3GNOM buy
‘Parte bought flowers for her mother.’
b. Parte in a nu pangpar a lei-sak/leih.
Parte ERG 3sG mother flower 3scNom buy-BeN/buy.for
‘Parte bought her mother some flowers.’
(5.51) a. Mang In a pi hrang=ah ti a khai.
Mang ERG 3sG grandmother for=Loc  water 3sGNOM draw
‘Mang drew water for his grandmother.’
b. Mang in a pi ti a khai-sak/khaih.

Mang ERG 3sG grandmother water 3sGNOM draw-BEN/draw.for
‘Mang drew his grandmother some water.’

10 5ee Conti (2009) for a rather different take opliaptives.
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In such situations, it appears that the lexical benefactivesveny similar to
morphological benefactives, following one of the three lexical ridesnorphological
benefactives to add a beneficiary to the SR. To illustrate tes|. & forlei ‘buy’ is
shown in (5.52a). The LS shown in (5.52b) could stand for diftetbuy for’ or leisak
‘buy for'.

(5.52) a. LSforlei do' (x, [buy' (X, y)]) & BECOME have'(x, y)
Kbuyl
b. LS forleih {[do' (x, [buy' (X, y)]) & BECOME have'(x, y)] PURP
‘buy for’ [BECOME have' (z, y)]}

c. SRfor {[do’ (3sg[Parte], huy' (3sg[Parte], 3pl[pangpar])]) &

(5.50) BECOMEhave' (3sg[Parte], 3pl[pangpar])] PURP [BECOME
have' (3sg[a nu], 3pl[pangpar])]}

However, the lexical benefactives appear to have fossilizedlapendent lexical
items. This is most apparent when examining the few lexicaéfbetives which have
specialized meaning. For examptah ‘cry for’ does not mean ‘cry in beneficiary’s
stead’ or ‘cry for beneficiary to experience’ but rathery ‘because beneficiary has
left/died’. For benefactives like this, only the lexical applicative forpossible (5.53).
(5.53) a. Parte in Mang a tah.

Parte ERG Mang 3sGNoM cry.for

‘Parte is crying for Mang.’

b. *Parte in Mang aap-sak.
c. *Parte in Mang hrang=ahtap.

| propose the LS forah ‘cry for’ as shown in (5.54), where it can be seen that the
lexical applicative departs from the standard benefactiverpattOnly the lexical form
is possible for this benefactive because the lexical benefaciiweassociated with the

benefactive morphemsakwould produce a LS with a different meaning.
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(5.54) a. LS forap ~tah‘cry’ do' (x, [cry' (X)])
b. LS fortah‘cry for  {[ do' (x, [cry" (X)])] PURP [do' (x, [mourn® (X, y)D1}
c. SR for (5.53a) flo’ (3sg[Parte], ¢ry' (3sg[Parte])])] PURPdo'

(3sg[Parte], inourn’ (3sg[Parte], 3sg[Mang])])]}

Some lexical applicatives are difficult to categorize astyjpe. A general

characterization is that they have to do with direction or goahefaction ((5.55)—

(5.58)).

(5.55) a.

(5.56) a.

(5.57) a.

(5.58) a.

Ruah a sur.

rain  3GNom fall

‘It's raining.’

Ruah in [ surh.

rain  ERG 1sGAcc fall.on
‘It's raining on me.’

Cinte in a kawr sawp=mi a sawr.
Cinte ERG 3sG shirt washREL 3sGNOM wring
‘Cinte wrings out her shirt which she washed.’

Cinte in mit-na-sii [ sawrh.
Cinte ERG eye-sick-medicine 1scAcc drop.in
‘Cinte put the eyedrop into my eye.’

Mero a kiang.
cloud 3sGNoMm roll.away
‘The cloud is rolling away.’

Parte in zin i kian.
Parte ERG way 1sGAcc move.aside.for
‘Parte got out of my way/moved aside for me.’

Parte in Mang hnen=ah cabu a hei keng.
Parte ERG Mang to=Loc book 3sGNomM at bring
‘Parte brought a book to Mang.’

Parte in cabu i rak  ken.

Parte ERG book 1sGAcc come bring.to
‘Parte brought me a book.’
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The LS for each of these lexical applicatives is specifitheo predicate; it does not
follow a regular pattern.

Lexical applicatives in Falam Chin do not allow marked linking, uniiie few
lexical causatives which do. A reason for this may be that the “marked linlanggasily
be expressed by the non-valence raised counterpart, as in (5.50@).5r&), making
marked linking superfluous. However, in the cases where spedatheaning is attached
to the lexical applicative, no non-valence raised counterpart is possible.

5.3 Causatives and applicatives

This section examines the interaction of the two types of selesmsing
operations in Falam Chin: causatives and applicatives. As cawgsatideapplicatives are
both valence-raising operations, combining the two may result iname kind of
violations of either Principle B of the AUH or of the person requaeivhich have been
discussed previously. In addition, there seems to be a caution, iprahiaition, against
combining two types of valence-raising morphology in Falam Chimoadth some
speakers allow it to be possible. This may be in deference to an upper limitramther
of possible core semantic arguments in a LS. Falam appeassity allow three and to
tolerate four core semantic arguments (provided the person meguirés not violated).
There are no examples in the dataset in which five core argsnveere deemed
acceptable.

Two examples of such double-valence raising constructions are givénS)
and (5.60). The (a) interpretations are the default, or prefeneipiietations for these

sentences, whereas the (b) interpretations are only marginally gtaraim
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(5.59) Cinte in Parte cu hla i sak-pi-ter.
Cinte ERG Parte TOP song 1SGACC sing-COM-CAUS
‘Cinte hadme sing a song witlPrarte.” OR

b. ?*Cinte hadParte sing a song witime.’

®

(5.60) a. Thangte in Mang i feh-san-ter.
Thangte ERG Mang 1SGACC QO-RELQ-CAUS
‘Thangte madene leaveMang.’ OR
b. ?*Thangte madé&lang leaveme.’

The reason the (a) interpretations are preferred can be astoilderinciple B of the
AUH; the (@) interpretations follow the AUH default, whereas(theinterpretations can
only be arrived at through marked undergoer linking in deference topé¢hson
requirement.

Example (5.61) illustrates this more clearly, showing the LS$hi@ibase verbeh
‘go’ and the LS forfehsantermake go away from’. It can be seen from this LS that the
causee, thg variable, takes precedence over the applied participart Vvidigable, as the
second-highest ranking argument. Thus, the sentences in (5.59) and §sa@@thé (a)

interpretations, in which the causee is first person.

(5.61) a. LS forfeh do' (y, [go' (V)])

‘g0’ \ 4

b. LS for {[do' (x, @)] CAUSE po' (y, [go’ (y)]) & BECOME NOT
fehsanter be-with' (z, y)]}
‘make go
away from’

c. SRfor [do' (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSEp' (1sg, po' (1s9)]) &
(5.60a) BECOME NOTDbe-with' (3sg[Mang], 1sg)]

d. SR for [do' (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSEJo' (3sg[Mang], po'
(5.60Db) (3sg[Mang])]) & BECOME NOTbe-with' (1sg,

3sg[Mang])]

Figure 5.12a&b shows the unmarked linking for (5.60a) and the marked linking

for (5.60b). In Figure 5.12a, the causee (1sg), which is the second-hrghkstg
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argument, is chosen as the undergoer macrorole, satisfying battipferiB and the
person requirement. In Figure 5.12b, however, the applied argument i$ dsske
undergoer in order to satisfy the person requirement. Because RriBagphiolated, the

sentence is only marginally grammatical.

NOM A|CC
|
ACT UND feh—slan—ter NMR
I [ T~ ] |
a. {[do' (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSE [do' (1sg, [go' (1sg)]) & BECOME NOT be-with' (3sg[Mang], lsg)]}
NOM ACC
| *? I
ACT NMR feh-san-ter UND

b. {[do' (3sg[Thangte], @)] CAUSE [do' (3sg[Mang], [go' (3sg[Mang])]) & BECOME NOT be-with' (1sg, 3sg[Mang])]}

Figure 5.12: Macrorole linking for (5.60a&b)

While my language consultants would accept sentences such aa) (&r&d
(5.60a) as grammatical, they preferred using alternate constrsitt express the same
idea, arguing that the causative plus applicative structureamasguous or potentially
confusing. When the applicative involved has a non-valence raised aernatis
preferred to use the relational noun, as in (5.62) and (5.63), rather tharbdthve
causative and applicative morphemes on one verb, as in (5.59).

(5.62) Cinte in (keimah cu) Parte thaw=n hla in'" sak-ter.

Cinte ERG 1SGSTD TOP Parte with=ABL song 1PL.ACC sing-CAUS
‘Cinte hadme sing a songvith Parte.’

191 The cross-reference forim‘1pL’ is used here as a result of the requirementtteatross-reference
specifications for this construction must be thesf all the participants involved in the base vithrte
+ 1sg = 1pl).
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(5.63) Cinte in Parte cu keimah thaw=n hla in sak-ter.
Cinte ERG Parte TOP 1SGSTD with=ABL song 1PLAACC sing-CAUS
‘Cinte hadParte sing a songvith me.’

It is also possible to use a jussive matrix verb and to placgphlecative within a
dingin clause ((5.64) and (5.65)).
(5.64) Thangte in [ i Mang feh-san ding=in] i sim.

Thangte ERG Mang QORELQ FUT=AJT 1sGAcc tell

‘Thangte toldme; [ jto leaveMang].’
(5.65) Thangtein Mang; cu [ i feh-san ding=in]a sim.

Thangte ERG Mang TOP 1SGACC QORELQ FUT=AJT 3sG.NOM tell
‘Thangte toldVlang; [ __jto leaveme].’

Figure 5.13 demonstrates how these sentences resolve the potentiat obnf
requirements. In Figure 5.13a, representing (5.63), the range of pddsibdssignment
is limited to the fused causative predicate, excluding the caweitaS. Thus, the person

requirement is not violated by leaving the first person spetditawithout verbal cross-

reference.
NOM ACC ABS:ABL
I
ACT sak-ter UND NMR

a. {[do' (3sg[Cinte], @)] CAUSE [do' (3sg[Parte], [sing' (3sg[Parte], SSgI[hla])])} ~ [do' (1sg[keimah], [sing' (1sg[keimah], 3sg[hla])])

NOM A|CC NCl)M A|CC
I
ACT sim UND ACT feh-san UND
I < i |

b. {[do' (3sg[Thangte], [tell' (3sg[Thangte], 3sg[Manga])]} CAUSE {[do' (yi, [go' (yi)]) & BECOME NOT be-with' (1sg, ya)]}

Figure 5.13: Macrorole linking for (5.63) and (5.65)

272



In Figure 5.13b, representing (5.65), the conflict is resolved \aglidg the participants
between two clauses, allowing the first person argument to berchssundergoer as the
second-highest ranking argument of its clause.

In summary, causative and applicative morphemes are not usually neainbi
primarily because the demands of the two valence-raising morpHesgeently come
into conflict. In addition, combining two valence-raising morphemey result in an
unwieldy number of core semantic arguments. If they are cochbinewever, the
causative morphology takes precedence over the applicative morphblegsrtheless,
alternate constructions are preferred in order to avoid violatihgreftrinciple B of the
AUH or the person requirement, as well as to avoid ambiguity.

5.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, within the framework of RRG, | claim that the aapive
subtypes, while differing in their semantics, are all lexigpérations which fuse an
applied LS to the LS of the base predicate by means of alexie. Applicatives raise
semantic valence by the addition of an applied participant. ¢akesatives, applicatives
also raise M-transitivity if the base verb is intransitive,shown by both coding and
behavioral properties of the clause, including ergative markings-cedsrencing of the
applied argument, reciprocalization, and relativization of the argtsm&hese changes
are not the result of marked linking, but rather follow from the agiptin of the
universal and language-specific aspects of the linking algoldsndescribed in Chapter
3) to the fused applicative LS. Principles A and B of the AUHirdisish non-double

object from double object languages, while the distinction between wadesgd non-
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macrorole arguments accounts for differences in the propertiggnohetric languages
and asymmetric languages. Furthermore, a language’s choiceinagipler A or B
generalizes the behavior of ditransitives, causatives, and apagat that language.
For Falam Chin, Principle B correctly predicts that recipiengsjsees, and applied
objects (all second-highest ranking arguments) will be chosamdsrgoer in these
constructions.

The notion of fusion receives support in Falam Chin not only from thadynt
changes seen in morphological applicatives, but also from the pibgsibwiolating the
person requirement in some cases. The alternate, non-valersed rsiructures
demonstrate that identical semantics can be communicated withfased structure; in
fact, it is sometimes syntactically necessary to do sdhé&unore, the use of the non-
valence raised structure emphasizes the importance of crosmoefan Falam Chin
syntax. Since cross-reference fills the role of core argumdfdlam Chin, violations of
the person requirement are, quite simply, violations of the Complet@uersdraint. A
non-valence raised option provides a way to fulfill both Principle B thedperson
requirement.

Although morphological causatives and applicatives are similéhanthey are
both lexical operations which fuse two distinct LS into one new predicate, tioeyitids
in some ways. Causatives license a new highest-ranking arg(tmemew actor), while
applicatives license a new second-highest ranking argument (thenaengoer). For this
reason, the causee takes syntactic priority over an applied emgumthose rare cases

when the two are combined.
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CHAPTER 6

REFLEXIVES, RECIPROCALS, AND MIDDLES

The previous two chapters examined valence-raising operationsam FEzin,
analyzing them as lexical operations which license new angismigy fusing two
underlying LSs. This and the following chapter look at two contrg$ypes of valence-
lowering operations, reflexives/reciprocals/middles and antipasseas) of which
affects the clause in somewhat different ways. Within thedwmork of RRG, I illustrate
the distinctness of each operation at three levels: 1) howfattafthe underlying
semantics of the predicate; 2) how it affects the assignmembaoforoles and the
corresponding M-transitivity of the predicate; and 3) how it ciffethe syntactic
realization of arguments, both in terms of coding and behavioral pieseret, like
valence-raising operations, both types of valence-lowering operarernsindamentally
lexical in nature, involving changes to the LS and/or macroroigrament, while leaving
PSA assignment unaffected. Subsequent to the lexical operationnkimg lalgorithm
applies as usual. In addition, each of these operations augmentsdnecevior viewing
Falam Chin as a head-marking language whose cross-referemoeninals are the core
arguments, while its NPs simply add additional semantic information.

In this chapter, | examine Falam Chin reflexives and recipgoca86.1 and

Falam Chin middles in 80, analyzing the data in the RRG framewFinally, 86.3
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discusses the interaction of valence-raising operations wefikbxives, reciprocals, and
middles.
6.1 Falam Chin reflexives and reciprocals

Reflexives, reciprocals, and middles all share the broad sesarit“subject-
affectedness” (Kemmer 1993:3). As a result, in many languagésdimg Falam Chin,
they also share very similar morphological and syntactic cterstics. This section
examines Falam Chin reflexives and reciprocals, beginning with lzasttitre reflexives
and reciprocals in 86.1.1 and continuing with base ditransitive refexing reciprocals
in 86.1.2. In each case, | discuss the properties of the construction, dtarauexical
rule, and illustrate the resulting linking.
6.1.1 Basetransitivereflexivesand reciprocals

In Falam Chin, both reflexives and reciprocals are formed ubki@gbligatory
verbal suffix-aw ((6.1) and (6.2)).
(6.1) Mang cu (amah le amah) a ataw pang.

Mang TOP 3sGSTD and 3sGSTD 3SGNOM cut.lRer accidentally

‘Mang cuthimself accidentally.’
KIF 001
(6.2) Fala-nu le  tlangval-pa hi an

young.womarFEM and young.manvMASC TOP 3PL.NOM

duhaw ngaingai.

loveRECP extremely
‘A young woman and a young man loveach othe very much.’

In grammatical environments where stem 2 is required, this morphasnthe allomorph

-awk (6.3).
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(6.3) An duhawk ngaingai ruang=ah, ni tin=in
3PL.NOM love-RECP extremely becausesIT day every=AJT

hna an tuan-tlang.

work 3pPL.NOM work-together
‘Because they lovedach othe so much, they worked together every day.’

In addition to the reflexive/reciprocal morphology, reflexives auiprocals each
optionally allow an overt pronominal expression of the anaphor. For nefexhis takes
the form of two standard pronouns joined with the conjundioe.g.,amah le amah
‘himself’ (6.1). The reciprocal phrase is similar; it is formed from d@ourrences of the
numeralpakhat'one’ joined byle: pakhat le pakhabne another’, ‘each other’ (6.4).
(6.4) Cinte le Thangtecu (pa=khat le pa=khat) an duhaw.

Cinte and ThangteTop CLF=one andcLF=one 3®L.NOM love-RECP
‘Cinte and Thangte loveach othe’

Coding properties, such as NP case marking, demonstrate tleativiesl and
reciprocals in Falam Chin are valence-lowering. For exampleatgument predicates
such asat ~ ah‘cut’ or bawm*help’ would normally take ergative marking ((6.5a) and
(6.6a)). However, ergative marking on the subject of a reflexive rcmtisn is
ungrammatical, even when a reflexive phrase is used (6.5b). The satrue for
reciprocals (6.6b).

(6.5) a. Mang in  Thangte a at pang.
Mang ERG Thangte 3sGNoM cut.1l accidentally
‘Mang cut Thangte accidentally.’
b. Mang *in/cu (amah le amah) a at-aw pang.
Mang ERG/TOP 3SG.STD and 3sG.STD 3sGNOM cut.1REF accidentally
‘Mang cut himself accidentally.’
(6.6) a. Cinte le Thangtein Parte an bawm.

Cinte and Thangte ERG Parte 3rPL.NOM help
‘Cinte and Thangte help Parte.’
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b. Cinte le Thangte*in/cu (pa=khat le pa=khat) an bawm-aw.
Cinte and Thangte ERGTOP CLF=one andcLF=one ®L.NOM helpRECP
‘Cinte and Thangte help each other.’

Evidence from cross-referencing also indicates that the nedlegciprocal clause
has been detransitivized in Falam Chin. Normally, accusative -mteserence is
required in transitive constructions with first or second persondb€(6.7a) and (6.8a)).
However, two coreferential arguments cannot be represented bynbotinative and
accusative cross-reference in reflexive/reciprocal conging; whether or not there is an
overt pronoun phrase. In such cases, cross-reference marks onlyah@g@&zb) and
(6.8b)).

(6.7) a. Thangte in a lo at pang.
Thangte ERG 3SGNOM 2SGACC cut.l accidentally
‘Thangte cuou accidentally.’
b. (Nangmah le  nangmah) na *lo at-aw pang.
2SGSTD  and 2SGSTD  2SGNOM 2SGACC cut.lRer accidentally
‘You cutyourself accidentally.’
(6.8) a. Thangte in in bawm.
Thangte ERG 1PLACC help
‘Thangte helpsis.’
b. (Pa=khat le pa=khat) kan/*in bawm-aw.

CLF=one and cLF=one PLNOM/1PL.ACC helpRECP
‘We helpeach othe.’

While ergative case and cross-reference data clearly indibat reflexive and
reciprocal voice lower the valence of the predicate in Falam,@his not immediately
clear in what sense this valence-lowering has taken plaeeoptional presence of the
reflexive or reciprocal phrase shows that syntactic valennetisecessarily lowered. In

addition, evidence from relative clauses indicates that it isheatémantic valence of the
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predicate which has been altered. In (6.9), the mawiakpateboy’ is relativized using
the relativizertu, used for ergative arguments. (A separate relativizerjs used for
absolutive arguments.)

(6.9 [_i Amah le amah at-aw=u] nauhak-pa-te cu a tap.

3sG.STD and 3SG.STD cut.1REFL=REL bOy-MASC-DIM TOP 3SG.NOM cry.1
‘The boy [who ___; cut himself] cried.’

The fact thatu is used in the relativization of the reflexive clause indg#tat there still
exist two semantic arguments, an A and an O. Thus, the predstatesrits semantic
transitivity.

In examining a similar construction in Kannada which optionally incluales
reflexive or reciprocal phrase, Mohanan and Mohanan (1998) argutnéhigeflexive or
reciprocal only optionally detransitivizes the predicate. In Fat2mm, however, this
explanation is not satisfactory, since the case and crosenegerdata indicate
detransitivization has occurred, whether or not there is exredl or reciprocal phrase.
However, since clearly neither syntactic nor semantic valbasebeen lowered by the
reflexive/reciprocal operation, a third option is needed. In RRG,tlivid option is M-
transitivity, or the number of macroroles assigned to a cl®R& claims it is the M-
transitivity of a predicate which is ultimately of moshtctic significance (Van Valin &
LaPolla 1997). If, indeed, the M-transitivity of Falam Chin reflesi and reciprocals
were lowered, it would predict the case and cross-refererttavioe which has been
described (as these are assigned based on macroroles; see §3.581R)paithibiting

the presence of two syntactic arguments. This analysis is assumed ioNoma. f
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In Chapter 1, three typological types of reflexive and reciprolzauses were
described (Faltz 1985; Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000; Van Valin & LaPolla 199#¥t,F
coreferenceor NP reflexives/reciprocals are characterized by the usencdraphoric
pronoun in the normal undergoer position. This type is not generally coetsid@ence-
lowering (Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000). Thus, this type has a coreferential but sigat&ct
distinct actor and undergoer. By contragiific reflexives/reciprocals, although they
include a clitic pronominal, are valence-lowering, suppressingathar (Alsina 1996;
Van Valin 1990). A large proportion of the theoretical literature olexiefes focuses on
one or both of these two types (e.g., Everaert 1986; Rosen 1988; GrimiSioayw
Dalrymple 1993; Reinhart & Reuland 1993; Alsina 1996; Fischer 2005). Fifeatlgal
or verbal reflexives/reciprocals have special verbal affixation and ase valence-
lowering. According to Van Valin & LaPolla (1997), however, they difiem clitic
reflexives in that their single syntactic argument is simultane@ggnt and patient.

Although at first glance Falam Chin reflexives/reciprocalsem to have
characteristics of both the NP and lexical types (both pronoun phndsaffixation), at
least two factors suggest that they are essentiallgdbexrirst, the pronominal form is
optional, while the verbal affix is obligatory. Second, case and-cedsrence clearly
indicate a type of detransitivization has occurred, a featuexiial reflexives but not of
NP reflexives. Thus, just as Falam Chin causatives and apygicatie lexical operations
which fundamentally alter the LS of the base predicate througbnfusf two LS
segments, Falam Chin reflexives and reciprocals are als@all@perations which affect

formation of the LS, although in a rather different way from causatives andatpas.
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First, the reflexive, rather than adding or deleting a semamgument or LS
segment, instead assigns coreferentiality to two argumertie blase predicate. This can
be formulated as the lexical rule in (6.10), which states, sinpht, any predicate
(PRED') with two variablesx andy, plus reflexive aw generates a LS in whictihe
arguments of that predicate are coindexed.

(6.10)Lexical rule for reflexive verb: (initial)
{PRED' (X ... y...)} +-aw—> {PRED' (X ... i...)}

While this rule accounts well for base transitive reflexivesyill need to be modified
slightly in 86.1.2 to account for reflexives with three argument variables.

The application of the reflexive lexical rule is shown in (6.11)eme the LS ot
~ ah ‘cut’ plus reflexive morphology produces the corresponding reflefoven ataw
‘cut self’ and coindexes the arguments of the LS. The SR for (6.5b) is also shown.
(6.11) a. !_S Torat ~ah {do' (x, d) CAUSE [INGRcut' (y)]}

b. If%;forataw‘cut {d:/' (xi, @) CAUSE [INGRcut' (y)]}

self’

c. SR for (6.5b) accidentally' {(do' (3sg[Mang], @) CAUSE [INGRcut'
(3sg[amah le amdh)}

While the lexical rule given in (6.10) supplies the intended semafuicthe
reflexive predicate, it does not necessarily entail detrarmition of the clause. As
mentioned previously, NP reflexives do not lower the valence ofpthdicate, so
coreferentiality alone cannot be considered sufficient motivatiordétransitivization.
Van Valin and LaPolla (1997) argue that lexical reflexivesdiatinct from the other

types, link the two coindexed arguments to a single actor-undergazorole, resulting
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in an M-intransitive claus€®? This can be formulated as a linking principle which
distinguishes lexical reflexives from the NP and clitic typasalogous to the way
Principles A and B of the AUH distinguish non-double object from double tobjec
languages. Based on Van Valin and LaPolla’s (1997) characterizabienlinking
principle for coreferentiality in lexical reflexives (and imocals and middles) can be
framed as in (6.12):
(6.12)Coreferentiality principle for lexical reflexives

Iff two coreferential arguments are ACT and UND arguments of the sa

predicate, they are linked as a single ACT=UND macrorole, resuttiag M-
intransitive clause.

This principle does not override the AUH, but rather applies to theonwdes as
assigned by the default principle of macrorole assignment in that language.

As was the case for causatives and applicatives, once thal leXe has applied,
the linking algorithm introduced in Chapter 3 takes place as Usigale 6.1 shows the
application of the linking algorithm for (6.5b). FirMang,the highest-ranking argument,
is assigned the actor macrorole, whdemah le amahthimself, the second-highest
ranking argument, is assigned the undergoer macrorole. Since Ehlans a language
with lexical reflexives, and since these two arguments aresfarential, the
coreferentiality principle in (6.12) applies, linking the actod andergoer macroroles as

a single macrorole.

192 By contrast, clitic reflexives are detransitiviZegla suppression of the A argument (Van Valin &
LaPolla 1997).
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SENTENCE

CLAUSE
N%RE <—PERIPHERY
PRO/NUC
PRED
PRO CONJ PRO A
Mang cu anllah lle amlah a al—aw pang.

'_-_-- .-

NOM:PSA: ABS at-aw

ACTI—UND\I\
/

accidentally'?(do' (3sg[Mangi], @) CAUSE [INGR cut' (3sg[amah le amahi])])

Figure 6.1: Base transitive reflexive

The result of this joint linking is the coding behavior discussed @uely. Since
the two arguments are coreferential, share cross-referesiteee (3sg), and are joined
as a single macrorole, a single nominative cross-referenge (which simultaneously
references both) is sufficient to satisfy the Completenessti@oris(3.51). However,
there are still two corresponding NP specifications in the SW, leoth must be
represented at the syntactic level. Nevertheless, since shemé/ione macrorole, each of
the NPs is assigned absolutive case according to (3.50); ergative case isii#.pos

This linking of the reflexive construction highlights once again tted@ative

nature of cross-reference and NPs in a head-marking languagEaliken Chin. The
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discrepancy between the number of cross-reference pronominalthentumber of

corresponding NPs in a reflexive clause might be problematie ifisisted on strict one-
to-one agreement between the NPs and cross-reference. Hoivévergross-reference
is viewed as the core argument, it is possible to posit two app@ditNPs which

together explain the semantics of that argument.

Likewise, the coreferentiality principle for lexical reflegs explains why the
person requirement (4.17) discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 is not violadfldxives such
as (6.7b), in which both actor and undergoer have second person specificationty
nominative cross-reference is used. If the coreferentiglityciple is not the correct
generalization, then either actor and undergoer are assigned intlyiduwaelse the
reflexive argument must be a non-macrorole argument. Howeverpbtikse analyses
would entail a violation of the person requirement by leaving secersbmp features
uncrossreferenced. On the other hand, by means of joint macrorganassst, joint
cross-reference is possible, fulfilling the person requirement.

In summary, reflexives are lexical operations which assigefe@ntiality to two
arguments of the base LS. The coreferentiality principle tbixs ja coreferential actor
and undergoer as a single macrorole. Because the actor and undeegoeroles are
linked as one, the clause is viewed as M-intransitive, with qmyneBng syntactic
effects.

Having examined the lexical rule and linking for reflexives, | tmow to
reciprocals. While reciprocals are formally similar tdexives, they are rather different

at the semantic level. The reciprocal lexical rule must stiat the same predication
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takes place reciprocally between two or more participantsepi@sent this, the lexical
rule in (6.13) may be formulated.

(6.13)Lexical rule for reciprocal verb: (initial)
{PRED' (x ... y...)} +-aw=> {PRED' (X ... ¥;...)} *"{ PRED' (7 ... ¥i...)}

Simply, the rule states that any predica®RED') with two variablesx andy, plus
reciprocal aw generates a LS in which the base predicate is duplicated artd/dhe
resulting predicates are joined with a ~ ‘and simultaneously’abperWhile similar to
the reflexive rule, this rule involves coindexation among the argunoértgo identical
predicates, rather than between two arguments of the same predicate.

The application of the reciprocal lexical rule is shown in (6.14ankple (6.14a)
shows the LS of the predicadeh ‘love’, while (6.14b) shows the output of the rule with
the corresponding reflexive predicalghaw‘love each other’. Finally, (6.14c) shows the
the SR for (6.2).

(6.14) a. LS foduh {love' (x, y)}
\4

‘love’
b. LS forduhaw {love' (xi, y;)} " {love'(z, y;)}
‘love each
other’
c. SRfor(6.2) {love' (3sg[falany, 3sg)} " { love' (3sg[tlangvalpg,
3sg)}

It may be noted that this LS shares similarities with a taiime applicative.
However, the two differ in that the reciprocal arguments are cogaddr addition, the
reciprocal construction is not valence-raising like the comitaiivdoes not fuse the two
LSs into one. In this sense, it is more similar to the non-valemised comitative

alternative (a) (see Figure 5.9).
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In fact, far from being valence-raising, reciprocals are neiddowering
operations, just like reflexives. As with reflexives, their vaéelowering property is not
a necessary outcome of the reciprocalization rule. It followiserafrom a loose reading
of the coreferentiality principle given in (6.12). Since the two ipegds in the reciprocal
SR are identical, the coreferential arguments fit the gesnT ‘semantic arguments of
the same predicate’.

The linking for (6.2) is shown in Figure 6.2.
SENTENCE

CLAUSE

NP CORE

N CONJ N Vv

Fala-nu le tlangval-pa hian  duh-aw ngaingai.

NOM:PSA:ABS

ACTi+=UNDi+j duh-aw

{love' (3sg[falanui], 3sgj)} A{ love' (3sg[tlangvalpaj], 3sg1)}

Figure 6.2: Reciprocal
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First, actor and undergoer macroroles are assigned individoalath LS. Since they
are not coindexed, the coreferentiality principle does not yet apphyeter, since the
predicates are identical, the actors are collapsed into oneralgpand the undergoers
into one undergoer role. The process is comparable to factoring hemmetics, e.g.
3x+3y = 3(x+y). In other words, the common factor, the predicaxtracted, leaving
the variables behindave' (i, j) + love' (j, i) = love' (it], j+i)). (See Figure 5.9 for a
similar process.)

At this point, the indexation of the actor (i+j) is equal to thathaf undergoer
(+1). Thus, according to the coreferentiality principle, theg @ined as a single actor-
undergoer macrorole, resulting in an M-intransitive clause. The falanu ‘young
woman’ andtlangvalpa ‘young man’ are conjoined (per the factoring process) and
assigned absolutive case, and their cross-reference specificatierves nominative
case.

In summary, this section has argued that Falam Chin reflegindsreciprocals
are of the lexical (verbal) type, and are the product of adkrite. While these lexical
rules determine the appropriate coindexation, they do not neceditateesulting
intransitivity found in Falam Chin reflexives and reciprocalshBatthis results from the
coreferentiality principle for lexical reflexives and readgpals, which distinguishes
lexical from NP and clitic reflexives/reciprocals. The eferential actor and undergoer

arguments are joined as a single macrorole, resulting in an M-intransausecl
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6.1.2 Baseditransitive reflexives and reciprocals

The previous section examined base transitive reflexives andaealpin Falam
Chin, analyzing the data within the RRG framework. In thisiaecl apply that analysis
to base ditransitive reflexives and reciprocals as well, mpalith some complexities
which arise when three arguments are involved in the operation. Sunghexities relate
primarily to two syntactic dimensions in which reflexives and recipsocely differ from
language to language: domain and antecedence.

The first of these, domain, refers to the syntactic boundariesvhith
reflexivization is possible, optional, or obligatory. Much has beenenri&garding local
versus long-distance reflexives, those which are bound in the domam datise versus
those which can extend beyond the clause (e.g., Grimshaw 1990; Dalry8qde
Reuland & Reinhart 1993; Bresnan 2001; Fischer 2005). However, thargusstic
variation within reflexives of the local type, as well. Thust#41985) proposes the
strict clause (SC) condition to account for languages such asa@ermwhich any
coreferential argument within a syntactic clause must bexreited. Faltz (1985) claims
that lexical reflexives daot follow the strict clause condition (SC), meaning their
domain of obligatory reflexivization is actualiynallerthan the clause. He leaves open,
however, what the correct domain of verbal reflexives is.

A more restricted domain would be the semantic arguments of rdticate
which are also syntactic arguments of the clause. For examgteValin & LaPolla

(1997:405) describe the domain of obligatory reflexivization for English as in (6.15)
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(6.15) Domain of obligatory reflexivization constraint (for English)
a. One of two coreferring semantic co-arguments within a simple alawstdbe
realized as a reflexive,
b. while one of two coreferring syntactic arguments (which are not semantic ¢
arguments) within a simple claus®y be realized as a reflexive.

A similar concept is advanced by Bresnan et al. (1985; see alsgriple 1993;
Bresnan 2001), using the featureN{{cLEAR]. A [+NUCLEAR] pronominal must be
realized within the domain of the minimal complete nucleus (a gatdiplus its
arguments, including a subject). ANBCLEAR] pronominal, on the other hand, must be
realized outside of the nucleus (a predicate plus its argumEntsgxample, in English,
two coindexed arguments of the same predicate are obligatdigyivezed, fulfilling
(6.15a) (6.16).

(6.16) Johncut *him;i/himself;.
In Bresnan et al.’s terminologyimselfis a [+NUCLEAR] pronominal, wherea&im is
[-NUCLEAR] and cannot be used in (6.16).

However, in English, syntactic arguments of the clause whiematr semantic
coarguments of the predicate are only optionally reflexivized]lifodf (6.15b). Thus in
(6.17), the object of the prepositiom is not a semantic argument of the predicaid.
However, it iIs a syntactic argument of the clause; therefibrean optionally be
reflexivized.

(6.17) Johnspilled soup omim;i/himself;.
Bresnan et al. explain the dual possibility by arguing that tpoggition has no subject,

therefore it is not a complete nucleus. Thus, the reflexive pronounisnalicomplete
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nucleus is the verb, in this caspill. The pronourhim is also acceptable because it is
realized outside the minimal nucleus; it is not a semantic argumspillof

Which, if any, of these schemas accurately describes the domain ofvieéiggn
and reciprocalization in Falam Chin? The Falam Chin domain is ex@e restricted
than that of English. As seen in (6.18), an argument which is not aselr@argument
of the main verb cannot undergo reflexivization, even when it is iwithe syntactic
clause. Rather, it must be represented by a standard pronouheapcedicate cannot
have reflexive morphology.
(6.18) Cinte; in  ama=i hrang=ah hmeh a suang(*-av.

Cinte ERG 3sSGSTD=GEN for=Loc curry 3GNOM c00K.1(REFL)
‘Cinte; cooked curry foherself.’

It is possible to reflexivize a benefactive argument only when vlence-raised
predicatesuansak‘'cook for’ is used so that the LSs are fused and the benefactive
becomes a semantic argument of the predicate (6.19).

(6.19) Cinte; cu (amah le amal) hmeh a suan-salkaw;.

Cinte TOP 3sGsSTDand3sGSTD curry 3IGNOM C00K.2BEN-REFL
‘Cinte; cooked curry foherself.’

A second example is given in (6.20), with a locative argument-adjim¢his
case, there is no applicative version to allow verbal reflexiozaof the argument-
adjunct. Unlike English, only a standard pronoun can be used. Reflexnghology is
not possible on the predicate.

(6.20) Thangte in  ama=i par=ah tihanga ti-bung(*-aw).

Thangte ERG 3SG.STD=GEN on=LOC soup 3GNoM liquid-spill(-REFL)
‘Thangte; spilled soup omimself;.’
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Thus, Falam is more restricted in domain than either Germamglisi. In
Faltz's terms, it is a non-SC language, as predicted focdexeflexives. Furthermore,
while (6.15a) applies, (6.15b) does not. The domain of obligatory reflettonzan
Falam Chin encompasses only the semantic co-arguments of aapgedithin the
clause, while reflexivization outside this domain is prohibited. Bogsnan et al.’s
feature system, this poses a problem. Falam Chin’s reflexives arg ¢tearCLEAR], yet
they behave differently from English reflexives, also posited t¢+HyeCLEAR]. This
feature characterization could perhaps be reformulated to acamutitef Falam Chin
data, a possibility | do not further pursue here.

Note also that reflexive phrases in Falam Chin cannot be Bftedited, as
regular object NPs can be (6.21).

(6.21) *Amah le amah cu Mang a agw pang.

3sG.sTD and 3sG.STD TOP MANG 3sGNOM cut.1REF accidentally
*As for himself, Mang cuthimself accidentally.’

As described in Chapter 3, left-dislocation places an argumeheibDP, removing it
from the clause (see 83.1.1.1). Since this would violate (6.15a), thee claus
ungrammatical. In summary, reflexive arguments must be senw@mtirguments of their
antecedent, but they must also be within the clause (Van Valin & LaPolla 1997).

In addition to domain, reflexives and reciprocals can also varymmstef which
argument(s) can be an antecedent of the reflexive. There dorappba universal
constraints on antecedence, usually formulated in terms of anSenoa syntactic
hierarchy. In the generative tradition, this has been framestnmstof c-command, such

that an antecedent must c-command its reflexive (Chomsky 19815Gnd_hierarchy is
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proposed to account for antecedence based on prominence of the gcanraktiion
(Bresnan 2001). However, both of these proposals are unable to accodatafdrom
syntactically ergative languages in which it can be shown thatdte consistently
antecedes other arguments, even when an undergoer argument isyniactically
prominent (Van Valin 2005).

In RRG, a slightly different explanation is proposed to accounarfitecedence.
Adapting Jackendoff's (1972, 1992) semantic hierarchy, Van Valin & LaPoll
(1997:398) propose the Role Hierarchy Condition in (6.22).

(6.22) Role Hierarchy Condition on reflexivization

The reflexive argument must not be higher on the PSA selection hierarghye(Fi
3.21) than its antecedent.

In other words, an actor can antecede either an undergoer or otkeargoment,
whereas an undergoer can antecede only another core argument, not #n actor.

The Role Hierarchy Condition is proposed to be universal. Howeagguages
do differ as to whether or not the antecedent of the reflexiws be the highest-ranking
argument on the hierarchy or whether a lower-ranking argument etsddserve as
antecedent, provided it is higher on the hierarchy than the reflexiveeciprocal
argument. Thus, Bresnan (2001) proposes that some anaphors@seds, meaning
they must have a subject antecedent, whereas otherssaeedi and can find their
antecedent in any higher-ranking argument. Similarly, FAB8%) proposes the subject
antecedence (SA) condition to account for languages in which ixeffexnust be

coindexed with a subject, claiming that verbal reflexives folll\@ SA condition.

103 _anguages which allow non-macrorole PSAs alsonaiion-macrorole antecedents.
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However, as previously mentioned, a grammatical relations higraecitounters
difficulties with syntactically ergative languages suchSasna, in which an undergoer
(the syntactic “subject”) cannot antecede an actor (Van Valin 20085k, the hierarchy
used in RRG is based on argument ranking, not grammatical relaReframing the
guestion in these terms, languages may differ as to whethealtbayonly the highest-
ranking argument to antecede the reflexive/reciprocal, or whelleeisecond-highest
ranking argument may be an antecedent as well.

Falam Chin has already been shown to be limited in domain teeahmantic
arguments of the predicate. This means that, in most casesatberaly two semantic
arguments and the possible antecedents for the reflexive naitedlito the highest-
ranking argument, the actor. It seems that ditransitive verbs speh~-apeKgive’ might
provide an environment in which to test whether a lower-ranking anginaa
undergoer, could ever be the antecedent of a reflexive in F@lam However, the
semantic interpretation of such coindexation is in most cases highlual, as seen in
(6.23Db).

(6.23) Cinte; cu amah le amakh+ laksawng a peaw; .
Cinte TOP 3sG.STD and 3sSG.STD present 8G.NOM give.1REFL

a. ‘Cintej gaveherself a present.’

b. *Cinte gave thepresent itself;.’

Even if the theme is replaced with an animate argument, undergoer-themeataomlis
considered ungrammatical (6.24b).
(6.24) a. Mang; cu Cinte hnen=ah a peaw.

Mang ToP Cinte toxoC 3SGNOM give.1REFL
‘Mang; gavehimself; to Cinte.’
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b. Mang cu Cinte; a peaws.
Mang ToP Cinte 3FGNOM give.lREFL
**Mang gaveCinte; herself.’

This suggests that Falam Chin antecedents must be the highesgranfument, the
actor, while the reflexive must be the second-highest ranking argunie undergoer.
An undergoer antecedent, on the other hand, is judged questionable or ungrammatical.
Benefactives and malefactives (either lexical or morpholgipatentially
provide a better environment in which to test whether Falam ever allosesgoers to be
antecedents. However, applicatives are often nonsensical withhgoedeantecedents
(6.25).
(6.25) Cinte; cu hmeh (amah le amali+) a suan-salkew; .

Cinte TOP curry 3GSTDand3sG.STD 3SGNOM COOK.2BEN-REFL
‘Cinte; cooked curryfor herself/*itself;.’

In other cases, the applicative-reflexive combination is simptjumdant. For
example, (6.26) could potentially mean “Thangte gave Mang a bodWdng to have.”
However, the verlpe ~ peKgive’ already contains this meaning.

(6.26) *Thangte; cu Mang; cabu a pek-sakmi .

Thangte TOP Mang book 3sGNOM give.2MAL -REFL

‘Thangte; gaveMang; a book forhimself;;.’

Similarly, (6.27) could have the meaning “Thangte beat MandiaboMang would be
negatively affected.” Howevevua ~ vuakbeat’ intrinsically has a negative effect.
(6.27) *Thangte; cu Mang; a vuak-sakawis .

Thangte TOP Mang 3GNOM beat.2MAL-REFL

‘Thangte; beatMang; on himselfy;.’

In both cases the sentences were judged ungrammatical.
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In summary, Falam Chin reflexives and reciprocals have thelesh@lossible
domain of reflexivization: coreferential arguments of the sameéicate which are also
arguments of the same clause. They are also quite limited in terms bfavbionent can
antecede the reflexive: the highest-ranking argument must bantkeedent for the
second-highest ranking argument. The lowest-ranking of three anggimannot be
coindexed by the reflexive or reciprocal rules.

At this point, the reflexive lexical rule given in (6.10) must bexamined to see
if it adequately captures these features of Falam Chin nedlex The domain
requirements of Falam are captured by the curly brackets whitbund the predicate,
showing that the coindexed arguments must be semantic co-arguafeatsingle
predicate. They cannot be semantic arguments of another LS, suamh argument-
adjunct. A slight modification to the rule must be made in order to assure thaghlest-
ranking argument will be the antecedent and the second highest rardimgent will be
the reflexive argument. This can be framed as two requiremantisef identification of
thex andy variables as shown in (6.28).

(6.28)Lexical rule for reflexive verb: (revised)
{PRED' (X ... y...)} +-aw—=> {PRED' (X ... yi...)}

x=highest-ranking argument of the LS
y=second-highest ranking argument of the LS

The reciprocal rule can be similarly revised, as in (6.29).

(6.29)Lexical rule for reciprocal verb: (revised)
{PRED' (x ... y...)} +-aw=> {PRED' (X ... ¥;...)} *"{ PRED' (7 ... ¥i...)}
X, z=highest-ranking argument of the LS
y=second-highest ranking argument of the LS
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These revised lexical rules ensure that base ditransitiexikefs, as well as base
transitive ones, are coindexed correctly. To illustrate this, $héokL a ditransitive verb,
pe ~ peKgive’, is shown in (6.30a) and the corresponding output of the reflexieeigul
shown in (6.30b). In addition, the SR for (6.23) is shown in (6.30c).

(6.30) a. LS f(?r pe ~ pek {[do’ (x, )] CAUSE [BECOMEhave' (z, y)]}

b. I?évsor peaw {[ d\g' (xi, @)] CAUSE [BECOMEhave' (z, )]}

‘give self’

c. SR for (6.23) {Ho' (3sg[Cintg], @)])] CAUSE [BECOMEhave'
(3sg[amah le amgh 3sg[laksawng])]}

The linking for (6.23) is shown in Figure 6.3.
SENTENCE

CLAUSE

P

NP NP NP CORE
PRO PRO NUC

PRED

PRO CONJ PRO Vv

Cinte cuamah le amah laksawng a @  pe-aw.

A A

Sa
~
-~
-~
~
~.
~

1
1
] Sel
1 ~

~§
1 ~
] ~
1

NOM:PSA:ABS pe-aw ACC:ABS

ACT=UNDi NMR

do’' (3sg[Cintei], @) CAUSE [BECOME have' (3sg[amah le amahi], 3sg[laksawng])]}

Figure 6.3: Base ditransitive reflexive
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First, the highest-ranking argumeijnte, is assigned the actor macrorole, while the
second-highest ranking argumeantpah le amahherself, is assigned the undergoer
macrorole. Since these two arguments are coindexed, their masrbesle been joined,
resulting in an Me-intransitive clause. A single nominative cre$srence form is
assigned for the single macrorole, while the two correspondingrétesve absolutive
case. The remaining argumetdksawng‘present’, is a non-macrorole argument and
receives absolutive case, while its cross-reference spmils receive accusative case
(cf. rule (3.49aii)).
Table 6.1: Constructional schema for Falam Chin reflexives and reciprocals

CONSTRUCTION
Falam Chin reflexivization and reciprocalization
SYNTAX
Template: Default
PSA: Default
Linking: Default: Principle B of AUH + Coreferentiality principlerflexical
reflexives and reciprocals
Domain: Coreferring semantic co-arguments within a simple clause
MORPHOLOGY
Reflexive/reciprocal verb: Stem 1 V-aw(aw) ~ -awk(awk)
Reflexive pronoun phrase: standard pronoua + standard pronoun (optional)
Reciprocal pronoun phrageakhat le pakhagoptional)
SEMANTICS
Reflexive:{PRED' (x ... y...)} + -aw > {PRED' (X; ... ¥i...)}
x=highest-ranking argument of the LS
y=second-highest ranking argument of the LS
Reciprocal{PRED" (x ... y...)} + -aw > {PRED' (X ... yi...)} *{ PRED' (7 ...
Yi--)}
X, z=highest-ranking argument of the LS
y=second-highest ranking argument of the LS
PRAGMATICS
lllocutionary force: Unspecified
Focus structure: Unspecified
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The features of reflexives and reciprocals in Falam Chirsanmemarized in the
constructional schema shown in Table 6.1. Similar to the valersiagaionstructions,
they follow default rules of template, PSA, and macrorole selecis seen under the
SyNTAX heading. However, the coreferentiality principle for lexiceflexives and
reciprocals also applies, linking coreferential macrorole argtsnas joint actor-
undergoer macroroles. Reflexives and reciprocals are distorat dther constructions,
and, to a certain extent, from each other, in their morphology an@llenles, as shown
in the MORPHOLOGY and &MANTICS sections. Finally, in RAGMATICS we see that
reflexives and reciprocals can occur with any type of illen#ry force or focus
structure.

6.2 Falam Chin middles

While the previous section focused on Falam Chin reflexives andaealpy this
section examines a variety of predicates in Falam Chin witldlen semantics. The
semantics of middles can be broadly characterized as “sulffectedness,” including
meaning subtypes such gooming/body care, change in body posture, self-benefactive,
naturally reciprocal, translational motion, emotion, cognition, spontaneous eands,
logophoric(Kemmer 1993:3, 16-20). Of these semantic types, some do not addig m
morphology at all in Falam Chin. Others have middle marking whiclonsally
indistinguishable from reflexives or reciprocals. Finally, theeesame which are similar

to reflexives and reciprocals in marking, but have some unique charactersstied|.a
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Changes in body posture and body part motion predicates fall intdirshe
category—although they have semantics which Kemmer clasadiesiddle, they lack
any special middle morphological marking ((6.31) and (6.32)).

(6.31) Cintg & khuk a bilh.
Cinte 3G knee 3GNOM bend
‘Cinte knelt down.’

(6.32) Cintg & mit a meng.

Cinte 3G eye 3sGNOM open
‘Cinte opened her eyes.’

However, these clauses do display two key feature of reflexiggroeal, and middle
syntax in Falam Chin. First, despite having two NPs, theyrdraniitive, as shown by
their lack of ergative marking. In fact, these verbs can nes@rgative marked. Second,
their two NPs are coindexed, an animate argument on the one haral peitt of its own
body on the other. As | demonstrate with further examples |até¢his section, the
coindexation of a body part possessor is viewed in Falam Chin agngpf the body
part NP as a whole.

In light of the fact that these predicates have no valence-lowering morphokbgy a
do not alter between transitive and intransitive, it seems tHakioal rule is involved. If
middles, they are middles by means of coindexation in the lexiciwer dan by means
of a valence-altering operation. That being so, the lack of eegatarking indicates that
the coreferentiality principle, distinct from any lexicaleustill applies. As there are two
coindexed nominals, they are assigned a single actor-undergoaroha@ccording to

the coreferentiality principle and the clause is M-intransitive.
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The second type of middle is those that are formally indistinguishiabm
reflexives or reciprocals. Some predicates of cognitiomifst ¢ategory. The verthei ‘to
know’, ‘to understand’ combines witaw to mean ‘to have self-revelation’, ‘to be self-
aware’, ‘be introspective’, ‘realize’ ((6.33) and (6.34)).

KIF 016

(6.33) Amah le amah khala thei-aw.
3sGsTD and 3sGSTD also 3GNOM know.1REF
‘She also was self-aware [that she had become a tiger].’

LNM 009

(6.34) A lungthin cu rit zet=in a thei-aw.
3sG mind TOP heavy very=AJT 3SGNOM know.1REF
‘He was doing some soul-searching.’
(lit., ‘His mind knew itself very heavily.")

Ruat ‘think’ with -aw means ‘be concerned about’ or ‘consider’ ((6.35) and
(6.36)).

(6.35) Ngunte cu (amah le amah) a ruat-aw.
Ngunte TOP 3sGSTD and 3sSGSTD 3SGNOM think-REFL
‘Ngunte is concerned about herself.’

(6.36) Cinte cu mi-mawi-bik=ah a ruat-aw.
Cinte TOP NMLZ-beautifulsuPreLOC 3SG.NOM think-REFL
‘Cinte considers herself to be the most beautiful one.’

Similarly, naturally reciprocal events, such f@m ‘be engaged’ orbang ‘be
similar’, are formally indistinguishable from reciprocals ((6.37) and (.38
(6.37) Cinte le Mang cu an ham-aw.

Cinte and Mang TOP 3PL.NOM engagedRECP

‘Cinte and Mang are engaged (to each other).’
(6.38) Cinte le  Ngunte cu an bang-aw  zet.

Cinte and Ngunte TOP 3PL.NOM SameRECP very
‘Cinte and Ngunte are very similar (to each other).’
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Although Kemmer does not list them, anticausatives are a third possiblethse of
middle morphology which falls into this category. When joined witlcaasative
accomplishment or achievement verb, the middle morpheme can indheatestult of a
causative event ((6.39)—(6.41)). As Falam has few lexical caesatrbs that are not
derived from a non-causative base verb, this is fairly rare.

(6.39) Sangka a awng-aw.
door FIGNOM open.1REFL
‘The door is open.’

(6.40) Sangka a hren-aw.
door 3BGNOM  lock-REFL
‘The door is locked.’

(6.41) Kawr a bang-aw.
shirt 3GNOM hang.UpREFL
‘The shirt is hung up.’

The third and last category of middles is those which share the
reflexive/reciprocal morpheme, yet have some unique characte@astwell. This is true
of grooming/body care middles. While this type takes the saprphology as reflexives
and reciprocals;aw ~ -awk it is optional, rather than obligatory. If the middle
morphology is not present, the construction may be ambiguous regardinig Wwhimg
affected. Thus, (6.42) with middle morphology must mean that Cinte ga@itde’s
fingernails, whereas without middle morphology it may mean sheeghaimér own or
someone else’s fingernails.

(6.42) Cinte a&; kuttin a seraw).

Cinte 3G fingernail 3sGNOM paintmiD
‘Cinte; paintedner;; (own) fingernails.’
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Body care/grooming middles are also distinct from reflexiaed reciprocals in
that they substitute an obligatory body part of the actor in ptdca reflexive or
reciprocal phrase (6.43).

(6.43) Cinte *infcu & sam a hriat-aw.

Cinte ERGTOP 3sG hair 3GNOM combwMiD
‘Cinte; combedher; hair.’

Although the body part nominal is obligatory, these middles are \almce-
lowered, just like reflexives, reciprocals, and the body motion middlesshown in
(6.43), in conjunction with middle morphology, the actor cannot take ergative marking.

Furthermore, first or second person accusative marking is ungrasamati
grooming middles (6.44).

(6.44) Ka khahmul ka/*i ziat(-aw).

1sG beard BGNOM/1SGACC shave(MID)
‘I shaved (my beard).’

This might not seem remarkable, considering that the O argumdathnically third
person, until one considers that accusative marikiggammatical in a sentence such as
(6.45).

(6.45) Thangte in ka khahmul i zZiat.

Thangte ERG 1sG beard BGcAcc shave
‘Thangte shavedy beardme.’

In this example, the cross-reference (1sg) points to the wdfolghich the NP Ka
khahmul'my beard’) is only a part, a phenomenon Bickel describestasnexk possessor
indexation (see (2.42)). The lack of external possessor indexingrefessnce in the

analogous clause in (6.44) demonstrates that the clause is inteartddwever, as was
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the case with reflexives and reciprocals, the intransitigityot semantic or syntactic, but
rather M-intransitivity.

Middle constructions of this type appear to be limited to verbs weéifdtt a
change to the actor's person, suchaascut’, ziat ‘shave’, met ‘cut (hair)’, kheuh
‘scratch’, sen‘paint (fingernails)’, andchriat ‘comb (hair)’. Verbs which do not alter the
actor do not allow the middle construction ((6.46) and (6.47)).

(6.46) Ka ban ka tham*aw.
1sG arm 1sGNOM touchamiD

‘l; touched myarm.’

(6.47) Cintg & mit a nuai*taw.

Cinte 3G eye 3sSGNOM rub-miD
‘Cinte rubbed hereyes.’

Note, however, that these sentences still lack ergative markinge again, the
coreferentiality principle, which is logically distinct fromnaiddle lexical rule, renders
these clauses M-intransitive, just as was true in (6.31) and (6.32).

Falam Chin middles which include middle morphology are lexical apesatjust
like its reflexives and reciprocals. Middles of the cognitionuradly reciprocal, and
anticausative types may be assumed to follow the lexical folesilated in (6.28) and
(6.29). However, body care/grooming middles require a slightly emdegieal rule, as
shown in (6.48).

(6.48)Lexical rule for body care/grooming middle verb:
{PRED' (X ... y...)} + -aw—> {PRED' (x; ... [have.as.part'(z, y)]...)}

x=highest-ranking argument of the LS
y=second-highest ranking argument of the LS
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As represented in this rule, middle morphology alters the bad®e by introducing an
obligatoryhave.as.part'predicate whose possessor argumanits(coreferential with the
highest-ranking argument of the main predicaje (
The application of the rule is seen in (6.49), which shows thddrSsat ‘shave’
and the corresponding middle fomataw‘shave self’, along with the SR for (6.44).
(6.49) a. LS forziat {do' (x, @) CAUSE [BECOMEshaved (y)]}
‘shave’ \ 4
b. LS forziataw {do' (x;, @) CAUSE [BECOMEshaved ([have.as.part'(z,
‘shave self  [khahmul])])]}

c. SRfor(6.44) {do' (1sg, @) CAUSE [BECOMEhaved ([have.as.part'
(1sg, [khahmul])])I}

SENTENCE
CLAUSE
NP CORE
COllE PRO/NUC
PRO NUC PRED
Il“ i

Ka khahmul ka ziat-aw.

NOM:PSA:ABS at-aw

ACTi=UNDi

|
{ do' (1sgi, @) CAUSE [BECOME shaved' ([have.as.part’ (1sgi, 3sg[khahmul])])]}

Figure 6.4: Middle
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The linking for (6.44), shown in Figure 6.4, is identical to that of aexefé.
First, the highest-ranking argument (1sg) and second-highest raakgugent Ka
khahmul ‘my beard’) have been assigned the actor and undergoer masyorole
respectively. Since the highest-ranking argument is coindexédthatpossessor of the
second-highest ranking argument, the two NPs qualify as caneéré\s a result, their
macroroles are joined per the coreferentiality principle, andlthese is M-intransitive.
A single nominative cross-reference specification account®dtr argument slots. In
this case, there is also a single absolutive NP, since the hagaonly cross-reference
specifications.

Table 6.2: Constructional schema for Falam Chin middles

CONSTRUCTION
Falam Chin middle
SYNTAX
Template: Default
PSA: Default
Linking: Default: Principle B of AUH + Coreferentiality principlerflexical
reflexives, reciprocals, and middles
Domain: Coreferring semantic co-arguments within a simple clause
MORPHOLOGY
Middle verb: Stem 1V +aw ~-awk
SEMANTICS
Middle verb:PRED' (X ... y...) +-aw—> PRED' (x; ... [have.as.part'(z, y)]...)
x=highest-ranking argument of the LS
y=second-highest ranking argument of the LS
PRAGMATICS
lllocutionary force: Unspecified
Focus structure: Unspecified

A constructional schema summarizing middles is shown in Table 6.&rnhs f
SYNTAX, they are identical to reflexives and reciprocals, following ulefzof template

assignment, PSA assignment, and linking. They also follow the cenggdity principle
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for lexical reflexives, reciprocals, and middles, linking two argata to a single
macrorole. In MORPHOLOGY, we see thathey are identical to reflexives and reciprocals.
However, in EMANTICS we see that their lexical rule differs from those of refles and
reciprocals, in that they lack a reflexive or reciprocal mhrhst substitute a coreferential
body part NP. Finally, in RAGMATICS we see that middles can occur with any type of
illocutionary force or focus structure.
6.3 Valence-raising operations and reflexives, reciprocals, and middles

In this section, | discuss the interaction of valence-raisipgrations with
reflexives, reciprocals, and middles, beginning with applicativesmiple (6.50) shows a
clause in which both applicative and reflexive or reciprocal ojpasahave applied to a
base intransitive predicate.
(6.50) Mang a hnih-sar-aw.

Mang 3sGNOM laugh.2RELQ-REFL
‘Mang laughed at himsel.’

The ordering of the applicative and reflexive or reciprocal morpldlo@6.50) supports
an analysis in which the applicative operation precedes the iveflex reciprocal
operation. Presumably, the applicative lexical rule applies ashapt€r 5, fusing an
applied LS to the base LS. Next, the two arguments are adsogiredexation by the
reflexive or reciprocal rule. According to the coreferengaptinciple, a single joint
macrorole is assigned, and the clause is M-intransitive, dadkeof ergative marking
demonstrates. The valence-raising effects of the first operatre nullified by the

valence-lowering effects of the second operation.
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With base transitive predicates, such as those in (6.51) and (6.52)ptlvatae
operation results in three core arguments.
(6.51) Cinte le Parte pangpar an lei-sak-aw.

Cinte and Parte flower 3PLNOM buy-BEN-RECP

‘Cinte and Partbuy flowersfor each othel.’
(6.52) Cinte le Parte paisa an ruk -sak-aw.

Cinte and Parte money 3PL.NOM steal.2MAL-RECP
‘Cinte and Partstea moneyfrom each othel.’

As shown in 86.1.2, reflexive/reciprocal coindexation applies betweehighest and
second-highest ranking of these three arguments. Then, PrincgsléhB AUH chooses
these same two arguments as actor and undergoer. Since tharatctandergoer are
coindexed, they are joined as a single macrorole, and base wanafplicative
reflexive/reciprocals are always M-intransitive as well.

We might initially hypothesize that the same will be truebake transitive
causative verbs. However, as seen in (6.53) and (6.54), base trarmisativees coindex
the causee and the theme arguments, not the causer and causeemahtweave
predicted. In addition, they are M-transitive, as indicated by the ergaiveny.

(6.53) Thangte in nauhak-pa a khawlhawi; -ter.
Thangte ERG boymasc 3SGNOM  washREFL-CAUS
a. ‘Thangte madthe boy; take a bath/shower.’ (lit. ‘wadhimself;’)
b. * Thangtg; madehimself; wash the boy.’
(6.54) Mang; in Cinte; a zohawiy -ter.
Mang ERG Cinte 3GNOM look.atREFL-CAUS

a. ‘Mang hadCinte; look atherself.’
b. * Mang; hadhimself; look at Cinte.’

Comparing causative reflexive/reciprocals with applicativeexefe/reciprocals

reveals that the order of the morphemes is reversed. Thissssigbat, whereas the
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applicative operation precedes the reflexive/reciprocal operahiergausative operation
follows it. Thus, in the case of causatives, the reflexive oprecal lexical rule applies

first, coindexing the two arguments of the base verb, after whiclkatheative applies

without altering the coindexation. Principle B of the AUH chooses#luser and causee
as actor and undergoer, respectively. Since the coreferargiahents do not align with
the actor and undergoer, they are not linked per the corefergnpiafitiple. The result

is that base transitive causative reflexives remain Mitre@sas shown by the ergative
marking in (6.53) and (6.54).

This progression is shown in (6.55).

(6.55) a. LS forkhawlh {[do’ (y, 9)] CAUSE [BECOMK:lear' (2)]}
‘wash’ \ 4
b. LS forkhawlhaw {[do' (yi, @)] CAUSE [BECOMEclean' (z)]}
‘wash self’ \ 4
c. LSfor {[do’ (x, @)] CAUSE po' (yi, 9)] CAUSE
khawlhawtermake [BECOME clean' (z)]}
wash self’
d. SR for (6.53) {[do’ (3sg[Thangte], &)] CAUSHEdp'
(3sg[nauhakp 9)] CAUSE [BECOMEclean’
(3sa)l}

First the reflexive applies, coindexing the arguments (6.55b). Theratlsative fuses a
cause LS to the base LS, as shown in (6.55c). The SR for (6.53) is shown in (6.55d).
The linking for (6.53) is represented in Figure 6.5. First, the aactbuadergoer
macroroles are assigned to the highest-ranking and secondthighki®ig arguments,
Thangteand nauhakpa‘boy’, respectively. The lowest-ranking argument, in this case
unexpressed, receives a non-macrorole assignment. Because thanactondergoer
arguments araiot coindexed, the coreferentiality principle cannot apply. Instead, the

actor and undergoer arguments remain distinct and the clausaasnditive. Finally, the
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actor,Thangtejs marked with ergative case and nominative cross-referencealisee,

nauhakpdboy’, on the other hand, takes absolutive case and accusative cross-eferenc

SENTENCE
CLAUSE
NPNP/CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

v

Thangte in nauhak-pa a @  khawlh-aw-ter.

ACCI:ABS

ACT khawlh-aw-ter UND:i NMRi

{do' (3sg[Thangte], @) CAUSE [do' (3sg[nauhakpai], @)] CAUSE [BECOME clean' (3sgi)]

NOM:PSA:ERG

Figure 6.5: Causative reflexive
In summary, this section shows that while applicatives applyique to
reflexives or reciprocals, causatives apply after thexigleor reciprocal operation. This
claim is substantiated by the ordering of reflexive/rexmipl and valence-raising
morphemes, as well as by the lack or presence of ergative marking in such.clause
While this explanation accounts for all the data considered so far, bassitntea
predicates in conjunction with causative reflexives/reciprocate a difficulty. If the

predicate is intransitive, the reflexive lexical rule cannotyfit, as there are not two
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arguments to be coindexed. Rather, the causative operation must cityexqgdy first.
However, the ordering of the morphemes remains the same, as seen in (6.56).
(6.56) Thangte a balaw;-ter.

Thangte 3GNOM dirty-REFL-CAUS

‘Thangte got himselfdirty.’

Furthermore, as shown in (6.53) and (6.54), it is not usually possiblenibegoa
causer and causee. However, with a base intransitive predicateuer and the causee
must be coindexed—there are no other available arguments. Nesesthehppears that
in such cases the morphemes retain their prototypical orderig.niust be treated as
the grammaticalization of a semantic tendency.

While applicatives do not usually occur with middles, causatives caumsaflve
middles have ergative marking, just as causative reflexives and retspiog®.57).
(6.57) Parte in Cinte & kuttin a sen-amter.

Parte ERG Cinte 3G fingernail 3sGNOM paintMID-CAUS

‘Parte had Cintgpaint her(own) fingernails.’ (Cinte’s fingernails)
As seen previously, this concurs with the ordering of morphemes, shggests that the
middle lexical rule applies first, determining the coindexatiornthef causee and the
possessor argument, after which the causative rule applies.tBéncausative operation
cannot affect coindexation, it also does not affect the M-transitivity ofitinse

To summarize, valence-raising and valence-lowering operationsncadaaco-
occur. When the base verb is intransitive, the result is a catieellof the valence-
altering effects, producing a final M-intransitive verb. Howevdremwthe base verb is

transitive, the results depend on which arguments are coindexed breflbeve

operation. For applicatives, the actor and undergoer are coindexed, resuitaignce-
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lowering. For causatives, the undergoer and a non-macrorole argarsecvindexed,
leaving the actor and undergoer macroroles distinct; thus, theeclamsains M-
transitive.

6.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, this chapter demonstrates that reflexives, reciprarad middles
in Falam Chin are lexical operations, but unlike causatives and @y, they do not
add (or delete) a segment of the LS, nor do they affect thandienvalence of the
predicate. They also frequently leave the syntactic valenckanged, with optional
reflexive/reciprocal phrases and obligatory middle body partsheRahan changing
syntactic or semantic valence, they assign coindexation to theshaytek second-highest
ranking arguments of the predicate. If the coindexed argumemtalsw assigned the
actor and undergoer macroroles, the coreferentiality princgfes jthem as a single
macrorole, lowering the M-transitivity of the predicate in tpeocess. This is
demonstrated by the ungrammaticality of ergative case ancco$ato/e cross-reference
in these clauses. The coreferentiality principle for lexredlexives, reciprocals, and
middles distinguishes the lexical from NP and clitic types.

Reflexives, reciprocals, and middles differ primarily in tewhsvhich arguments
are marked as coreferential. For reflexives, it is the Bigaed second-highest ranking
arguments of the LS. For reciprocals, it is the highest sewbnd-highest ranking
arguments of identical and simultaneously-occurring LS. For middles,a possessor
argument. In each case, however, the coreferentiality prneipplies to join the actor

and undergoer arguments, lowering M-transitivity. In fact, it waswn that the
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coreferentiality principle has application even to predicatesiwkio not undergo a
lexical operation but which are coindexed in their lexical form.

In Chapters 4 and 5, it was shown that the person requirement wasecap
rendering a clause ungrammatical if a first or second persometla@gument was not
realized in the syntactic representation. In this chapter, ansgeffect was seen—two
cross-reference specifications can be satisfied by one @f@ssfice form if and only if
they are colinked to a single macrorole assignment. In sucls, cie single cross-
reference argument may have two corresponding NPs. This fguesaragainst a
dependent-marking/strict agreement analysis of Falam Chin, amubrssipa head-
marking/loose NP apposition analysis.

Finally, applicatives and causatives interact with reflexivesjprocals, and
middles in various ways. In most cases, it appears that the edtemering operation
cancels the valence-raising operation. However, when the refléxical rule precedes
the causative lexical rule, the causee and theme are coindexésl, thehicauser and
causee are assigned actor and undergoer macroroles. Since the actor andrudwangoe

coincide with the coindexed arguments, the construction remains M-transitive.
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CHAPTER 7

ANTIPASSIVES

The constructions discussed in the previous chapter, reflexivesgroeals, and
middles, were claimed to be lexical operations which assgrdexation to variables of
the base LS. In addition, it was argued that they are valenceeldwssed on the
coreferentiality principle, which states that a coindexed actdrumdergoer should be
treated as a single macrorole. This chapter examines anyfieept valence-lowering
operation, the antipassive. As in each of the previous chapters, Ehawa within the
framework of RRG that this operation is distinct in severalsnvay how it affects (or, in
this case, leaves unaffected) the underlying semantics of edecgte; 2) how it affects
the assignment of macroroles and the corresponding M-transiivitye predicate; and
3) how it affects the syntactic realization of arguments, bottenms of coding and
behavioral properties. One way in which the antipassive difigrsfisantly from the
other operations is that, while lexical in nature, it primarfgcs macrorole assignment,
leaving the underlying LS unchanged. As is characteristic xa€dk operations, PSA
assignment and the remainder of the linking algorithm is left unaltered.

This chapter discusses the antipassive in Falam Chin in §7.1.8¥eXigxamines

a related structure which appears to be permanently or at pratotypically
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detransitivized, termed captive verbs (Osburne 1975). Finally, 87.3 labkthe
interaction of valence-raising operations and antipassives.
7.1 Falam Chin antipassives

This section discusses the properties of Falam Chin antipassideslustrates
their linking. Unlike the three operations examined so far, theatetlepictions of
antipassives do not generally acknowledge a wide range of typalegication in form.
For example, Dixon and Aikhenvald (2000) describe the prototypical antipass an
operation in which a transitive verb is combined with antipassivepmtogy and
consequently becomes syntactically intransitive, the O arguns@mg lomitted or else
marked in some way as non-core. Cooreman (1994) gives a simitaiptien, although
acknowledging that there may not be overt antipassive markingp(assample, in Nez
Perce (Rude 1988)). When individual descriptions of antipassive constisucire
examined, however, a broader range of variation can be seen.

The phenomenon of antipassive voice has been hypothesized for Gluadaes
(Peterson 1998; Kathol & VanBik 2001), but has also been disputed (Mang 20G6). Thi
uncertainty arises because structures found in related Chin ¢msguas well as the
clause type discussed here as antipassive voice in Falam @Hilh, prototypical
antipassive criteria in some ways, Yet fail to in othersnipta (7.1a) shows a regular
ergative clause, while (7.1b) shows the corresponding valence-loslares. It can be

seen that (7.1b) is unlike the antipassive prototype in that there Bntimassive
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morphology on the ver?* and the O Nezai‘poem’, is neither deleted nor marked as
oblique.
(7.1) a. Cinte in  bezai @ a 1] phuah.
Cinte ERG poem ABS 3SGNOM 3.ACC compose
‘Cinte composed/isomposin¢a poen.’
b. Cinte @ cu bezai a phuah.

Cinte ABs TOP poem 3SGNOM compose
‘Cinte composed/isomposin¢ a poern.’

On the other hand, the Falam Chin structure fulfills the antymassiteria of
detransitivizing a clause. The only overt differences betwéea) and (7.1b) are the
deletion of the ergative markar and the addition of the topic markeu. As argued in
previous chapters, this lack of ergative marking indicates loweradsitivity.
Nevertheless, it is clear that neither the semantic nor syntacticeadé the structure has
been lowered, since the O NBzai‘poem’, remains a part of the clause. As argued for
reflexives, reciprocals, and middles in Chapter 5, the antipassiwgsechas been lowered
not in semantic or syntactic valence, but in M-transitivity, mlaenber of macroroles
assigned to the clause. However, the motivation for this changmrmiewhat different
from that for reflexives, reciprocals, and middles, as the subsequent discussion shows.

In addition to detransitivization, another key aspect of antipasgv@syntactic
downplaying of the O argument—prototypically shown through deletion or oldiqties
of the O. In Falam Chin, the antipassive does not overtly alted taegument; it takes
absolutive case in both ergative and antipassive clauses and isacglly deleted.

However, behavioral evidence demonstrates that the O argument hasbedn altered.

194 50me Chin languages (e.g., Lai) use a stem 2imdHe ergative clause and a stem 1 verb in the
antipassive clause (Kathol & VanBik 2001). This Icoie considered a type of antipassive morphology.
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First, the O argument of an antipassive clause cannot be redtivAs shown in (7.2),
the head nourhezai‘poem’, can only be extracted when the A argument of thevelat

clauseCinte, has ergative marking—that is, when the clause is not antipassive.

(7.2) [Cinte ih/*@cu _ i (@ phuah=mi] bezaj cu Burma
Cinte ERG/ABS TOP 3SGNOM COMpPOSerREL poem TOP Burma
thu a Si.

word 3sGNOM be
‘The poen; [which Cinte compose(___] is about Burma.’

Second, the O NP of an antipassive clause cannot be marked ak(ibplmaor
be left-dislocated (7.4b), although both are perfectly acceptdidm whe clause is not
antipassive ((7.3a) and (7.4a)).

(7.3)a.Cinte in bezai cu a %] phuah.
Cinte ERG poem TOP 3SGNOM 3ACC compose
‘Cinte composethe poen.’
b. *Cinte @ cu bezai cu a phuah.
Cinte ABS TOP poem TOP 3SGNOM compose
‘Cinte composethe poen.’
(7.4) a. Bezai cu Cinte in a 4] phuah.
poem TOP Cinte ERG 3SGNOM 3.ACC compose
‘As for the poem Cinte composed it.’
b.*Bezai cu Cinte & cu a phuah.

poem TOP Cinte ABS TOP 3SGNOM compose
‘As for the poerr, Cinte composed it.’

Finally, if an O argument is shared between two clauses, batised must be
ergative. This is true only when the argument shares referenceimpy lexical form
(see (7.9) for an example of the latter). Thus, in (7.5), the O argub®zai‘poem’, is

mentioned in the first clause, but deleted from the second clauseslzared referent.

316



Since the shared argument refers in both clauses to the samg abjantipassive is

ungrammatical in either clause.

(7.5) Cinte in/*@cu bezaj a phuah ih,
Cinte ERGABSTOP poem 3GNOM compose and
Ngunte in/*@cu i a siar.
Ngunte ERG/ABS TOP 3sGNoM read

‘Cinte composed poerr;, and Ngunte reaid;.’

As these examples show, the O argument of an antipassive dausable to
serve as a topic. Framing this in terms of focus structuresfygntipassive clauses in
Falam Chin must have a predicate focus structure.

This does not mean that ergative and antipassive clauses in Eaianare in
complementary distribution in terms of focus structure. Rathertieggelauses have a
wider distribution than antipassive clauses, and are free to camldgcus types,
including predicate focus. Thus, in (7.6), the A argumediste and Ngunte,are both
topic marked and ergative marked, while the O argumdezai ‘poem’ and cakuat
‘letter’, are unmarked. These ergative clauses are in predicate focus.

(7.6) Cinte cu=n bezai a phuah nan,
Cinte TOP=ERG poem 3SGNOM compose but

Ngunte cu=n cakuat a ngan.

Ngunte TOP=ERG letter 3BGNOM  write
‘Cinte composed a poem, but Ngunte wrote a letter.’

However, in ergative clauses (unlike antipassives), it is possblave the O
argument, or even both arguments, topic-marked (7.7). (See 83.3.1 fuplesaof

ergative clauses in other focus types.)
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(7.7) Cinte cu=n bezaicu a phuah  nan,
Cinte TOP=ERG poemTOP 3SGNOM compos but

tlawngta dang=pawl cu=n an phuah lo.

student other.  TOP=ERG 3PL.NOM cOmpose NEG
‘Cinte composed the poem, but the other students did not.’

It seems then that the antipassive prescribes predicatss, fodhereas the ergative
construction simply allows for it.

That being the case, one might ask in what way the antipassive is drsin¢he
ergative construction. Quantitative studies of texts examihi@gliscourse pragmatics of
voice in various languages provide some clues (Cooreman 1982, 1987, 1988; Rude 1985,
1988; Thompson 1989; Givon 1990, 1994; Zavala 1997). These studies consistently
indicate that voice types signifyegreesof topicality of the participants of a clause. In
active/ergative clauses, A and O are both topical, but the A hdsa& potentially) a
higher level of topicality than the O. By contrast, in antipassitiee A is maximally
topical and the O is not topical at all.

This appears to be what we find in Falam Chin as well. Aslanguage
consultants explained, the antipassive clause in (7.1b) impliesrg stontrast between
the behavior of Cinte and that of unspecified others, a contrast vghiot present in the
ergative clause in (7.1a). Such contrast is created by the highaliypof the A argument
and the non-topicality of the O argument. Some further examplestiphssives show
this contrast more overtly. In (7.8), two participad@s)teandMang,engage in unrelated
actions simultaneously. The actors are topical, while the O arguand the verb present

new information about them. As a result, a contrast between their behavior iteididica
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(7.8) Cinte cu hmeha suang nanMang cu cabu a siar.
Cinte TOP curry 3sGNoM cook.1 but Mang Top book 3sGNOM read
‘Cinteis cooking curry, buMangis reading a book.’

In (7.9), the actions of two participants are once again contrasted. In thisotlase
act upon the same category of thikgwr ‘shirt’. However, it is not predicated to be the
same real world referent, as would be suggested by the ergatiat (see (7.5)).
Rather, it referes to a non-referential concept.

(7.9) Ngunte cu kawr a phiar ih Parte cu a thi.

Ngunte TOP shirt 3sGNoM knit and Parte ToP 3SGNOM sew.1
‘Ngunteis knitting a shirt anéParteis sewing one.’

It can be seen that the distinction between an antipassiveechns$ its ergative
counterpart is subtle, representing degrees of pragmatic salience.

In summary, the Falam Chin antipassive is like a prototypicgbasgive in that it
detransitivizes the clause (as shown by case marking). In additdoywnplays the O
argument by suppressing its topic potential, limiting the claasprédicate focus—a
cross-linguistic feature of antipassives, as shown in mulgpeial studies. On the other
hand, the Falam Chin antipassive lacks two features which have bewactlto be a part
of prototypical antipassives: antipassive morphology and an overt chantfe tO
argument, either deletion or becoming oblique. Nevertheless, Falam Chin antgpassive
certainly not alone in this respect. For example, Nez Pescelatks overt antipassive
morphology, instead relying on case marking to indicate detnamation (Rude 1988).
In addition, quite a few languages include a type of antipasssoraefimes one of
several antipassive types in the language) which leaves #wgunent undeleted and

unchanged in terms of case. This is termedinlerporative antipassivéSmith-Stark
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1978; England 1988; Kozinsky, et al. 1988). (See also Tsunoda’'s (1988) oveifview
some non-prototypical antipassives.)

The pragmatic aspect of antipassives which has been desimildealam Chin is
frequently claimed to have semantic correlates. These mayden lowering the
identifiability or affectedness of the O argument, adjustindgpaleaspect to be iterative,
habitual, or otherwise incomplete, or lowering the volitionality o # argument
(Cooreman 1987, 1994). The first and last of these uses are foundaim E&in. For
example, in (7.8) and (7.9), the referential identity of a pderccurry, book, or shirt is
not in view, but rather the qualities of such items.

However, this type of semantic change does not stem from enatelh to the
basic semantics of the LS, either by fusing a LS to the jpasBcate or by coindexing
arguments, unlike the other voice and valence-altering operatiomsnedto this point.
In fact, it may be better termed a pragmatic, rather tharastic, change, as it is formed
through implicature. This is supported by the fact that itlmanlefeased. For example,
the ergative and antipassive forms of (7.10) both mean ‘Thangte cut Mang'.

(7.10) Thangte in/cu Mang a at.

Thangte ERGTOP Mang 3sSGNOM cut.l
‘Thangte cut Mang.’

My language consultants explained the distinction between the twis foy suggesting
that, in the ergative version, the action was intentional, wherdghe entipassive, it was
unintended. However, as shown in (7.11), this implicature can be defeastt: by

addition to the antipassive of the advhrbn ‘intentionally’.
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(7.11) Thangte cu Mang a at hrim .
Thangte ToP Mang 3sGNOM cut.l intentionally
‘Thangte cut Mangntentionally .’

Similarly, (7.8) and (7.9) implicate indefiniteness or low idertifity for the O
arguments. As seen in (7.11), however, this implicature can be defsatea inclusion
of an intrinsically definite or identifiable O argument, suclp@gper name. Likewise, the
inclusion of a first or second person O argument (7.12) or a meferedified by a
determiner (7.13) defeases such implicature.

(7.12) Thangte cu i hmu.
Thangte ToP 1sGAcC see.l
‘Thangte sawne.’
(7.13) Thangte cu khi pa a tham.

Thangte Torp that man 3sGNOM touch
‘Thangte touchethat man.’

Kalmar (1979) and Bittner (1987), writing about antipassives in Inukdituk
West Greenlandic, respectively, show that indefiniteness of th&rgDment cannot
account for all antipassive forms, as in these languages alsaaheyccur with proper
names, pronouns, or nouns plus determiféBy Kalmar’'s account, pragmatic newness
of the O argument is able to satisfactorally explain aliamses of antipassive use. For
example, in textual data, antipassives are used only when thee€iboth in terms of

the textual context as well as the wider cultural conf&dohnson (1980) presents a

195 This has been acknowledged for other languagestsFor example, Cooreman (1988:573) states that
“In the majority of casethe overt Objects in the Chamorro Indefinite Angsipige are generic and non-
referential” (sic, italics added), leaving open fuessibility that at least some objects are noh&ge and
non-referential.”

1% Bittner (1987) disagrees with Kalmar’s analysishef issue, claiming the ideasgifenandneware

vague and untestable. However, Bittner’'s scopeyaitatioes not appear to resolve the issue of defdi
arguments in antipassives. See Manning (1996) fiis@ssion of some of the shortfallings of Bitteer
approach.
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similar analysis, arguing that the O of an antipassive gnpa#ically backgrounded. It is
interesting that this pragmatic account has been supported in sUHdipjuages by
means of quantitative studies of topicality, but never previously bgnshef overt
information structure marking. Falam Chin provides an example aofguae in which
the pragmatic account is supported through restrictions on overt information marking.

In summary, the overarching characteristic of the antipassivalamFAs maximal
topicality for the A argument and lack of it for the O argunt) as evidenced by various
behavioral properties. In given situations, this may implicate elitwegred affectedness
or identifiability of the O argument or lowered volitionality oetA argument. However,
as shown in this section, this meaning is created by implicgunee it can be defeased),
and not by alteration to the base LS.

Before discussing the particular characteristics of asgiga linking in Falam
Chin, it must be noted that, in addition to the semantic/pragmatictibn, many
languages also have a syntactic use for the antipassive. Imtactsyally ergative
language, the default PSA is the O argument. The antipassinesfmarked linking of
the PSA to the A argument. In such languages, the antipassiveyrgaatic, or PSA-
altering, operation. However, Falam Chin, while morphologically ergatiis
syntactically accusative, and the A argument is its defdslt. Frhus, the antipassive
cannot have the syntactic function in Falam Chin because it daesfiect PSA
assignment.

Manning (1996) suggests these very reasons to support his claim teari@o

syntactically accusative languages which have antipassig&snhs at least arguably a
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counter-example to this claim. (See Tsunoda 1988 for other counter-esamioi
Manning’s view, mechanisms such as unspecified object deletion esldruaccusative
languages in place of antipassives. However, unspecified objettodesenot an option
in Falam Chin. As discussed above, the O argument of a Falana@lpassive is rarely
deleted—and only in a context such as (7.9) where it has recentiynapeed. However,
it does seem likely that antipassives of the prototypical P&#had type do not occur in
syntactically accusative languages—since the A argument is ableadgfault PSA.

The preceding paragraphs have shown that the Falam Chin antipassaher
semantic (in the sense of altering the underlying LS) nor gymt&€his may explain its
lack of morphology, either derivational or inflectional.) By contrasts fundamentally
pragmatic in nature. Thus, unlike the operations discussed in Chéyten® lexical rule
is needed. Nevertheless, as shown by its lack of ergative ngarkie antipassive is
detransitivized, not by semantic or syntactic detransitivizationydther by a change in
M-transitivity. Thus, antipassives in Falam Chin are lexigpérations which affect
macrorole assignment directly, rather than through the medium of a lexeal

A formal statement which encapsulates the features of theFzthén antipassive
operation is desirable. Ideally, such a statement would représe integral connection
of focus structure and macrorole assignment. | propose that the unogsestoucture is
the essence of the Falam Chin antipassive; the marked macrssigenaent flows from

it. This can be formulated as in (7.14).
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(7.14)Antipassive lexical operation:
a. Focus structure:
i. The highest-ranking argument of an antipassive has maximum topic gbtenti
ii. All other arguments of an antipassive have zero topic potential.
b. Macrorole assignment: Arguments with zero topic potential cannot be assigned a
macrorole.

According to this formulation, the zero topicality of the O argunmeaites it, in a sense,
invisible to the AUH, similar to predicative arguments.

The linking of the antipassive in (7.1b) is shown in Figure 7.1, beginnihge
LS for the activity verlphuah‘compose’ and the corresponding SR. Unlike the other
constructions examined so far, the speech act node (the paleignajetin Figure 7.1)
plays a key role in the antipassive by marking the O arguasentithin the actual focus
domain (non-topical), while the A argument is outside it (see 83.3.2}, e highest-
ranking argumentCinte, is chosen as actor as usual. However, following (7.14b), the
second-highest ranking argumebgzai ‘poem’, is blocked from receiving undergoer
status. Instead, it has been assigned as a non-macrorole argument.

From this point, the remainer of the linking algorithm applies aaluSince only
a single macrorole has been assigia&dte receives absolutive case, rather than ergative.
Its cross-reference is assigned nominative case. The non-maaiogament is assigned
the default case, absolutive. Although non-macrorole arguments do nty usceive a
cross-reference assignment, in this case there remains dablevalot for a core
argument in the syntactic structure, with no higher-ranking argutadilitit. Therefore,

it is assigned accusative case (cf. rule (3.495)).

197 This appears a rather theoretical claim, as notavess-reference supports it. However, examplek s
as (7.12), which, although antipassive, includeuaative cross-reference, suggest this must be so.
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SENTENCE

/CLAUSE
NP NP CORE

PRO PRO NUC

PRED

N N \Y

Cintecu bezai a @  phuah.
A *.

~§

NOM:PSA:ABS ACC:ABS

ACT phuah NMR

{do' (3sg[Cinte], [compose’ (3sg[Cinte], 3sg[bezai])])}

Figure 7.1: Antipassive

Table 7.1 shows a constructional schema summarizing the featakof Chin
antipassives. ¥TAX shows that both the template and PSA assignment follow default
specifications. However, macrorole linking specifies thatrnglsi actor macrorole be
assigned, while other core arguments remain non-macroraeprPibLOGY shows that,
unlike previous lexical operations surveyed, antipassives involve no overhohagy.
Also unlike previous operations, theMaNTICS category does not include a lexical rule.
Instead, the RAGMATICS category provides information regarding focus structure: the

clause must be in predicate focus with maximum topic poteotidhe highest-ranking
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argument and zero topic potential for other arguments. In addition, @tegocy
describes possible implicatures of the marked macrorole linking.
Table 7.1: Constructional schema for Falam Chin antipassives

CONSTRUCTION

Falam Chin antipassive
SYNTAX

Template: Default

PSA: Default

Linking: Highest-ranking argument = actor; other argument(s) = nomencie
MORPHOLOGY

Antipassive verb: Stem 1V + @
SEMANTICS

Default
PRAGMATICS

lllocutionary force: Unspecified

Focus structure: Predicate focus: higest-ranking argument has maximam topi

potential; other arguments have zero topic potential

Implicature: O has lowered affectedness or identifiability; A hasresveolitionality

7.2 Activity captive verbs
In this section, | examine activity captive verbs, a type oflipate which,

although they cannot be claimed to be valence-lowering, yet ssame important
characteristics with the antipassive in Falam Chin. This group $sibtype of what
Osburne (1975:188) terneaiptive verbs:verbs which are obligatorily accompanied by a
noun in every instance in which they occur.” Captive verbs could beilmEscas
complex predicates composed of both a noun and a verb. Often, one or botf theets
predication lack meaning independent of the construction (or &amimg has been lost

over time). Even in those cases where they do have meanindrapathe construction,

the meaning of the whole is usually idiomatic, or more than the sum of its parts.
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Osburne divides captive verbs into “state” and “non-state” capéwes (p. 188).
In keeping with RRG terminology, the second type might beebédrmedactivity
captive verbs; this section looks at this type only. Although they haveon-valence
lowered counterpart, their similarities with the antipassive veleagl light on the issue of
transitivity in Falam Chin.

Activity captive verbs appear formally similar to the antipassn that they
include two NPs, but lack ergative marking. Unlike true antipassivewever, no
ergative marked variant is possible for these v&fbm this category can be grouped
certain verbs which were discussed in Chapter 6 as having a typeldie semantics
(although no middle morphology): change in body posture or body part movemest ve
((7.15) and (7.16)).

(7.15) Cinte *in a khuk a bilh.
Cinte ERG 3sG knee 3GNOM kneel
‘Cinte kneels down.’

(7.16) Ka mit ka meng.
1sG eye 1sSGNOM open
‘I opened my eyes.’

It was argued in Chapter 6 that the lack of ergative marking ie thebs results
from the coreferentiality principle; because the actor isdmied with the possessor of
the body part undergoer, their macroroles are joined as a silagi®role and the clause

is M-intranstive. Thus, their linking is just like that of bodyedgrooming middles (see

Figure 6.4).

198 Many of the verbs which Osburne (1975) categorizeson-state captive verbs correspond to what in
some languages appear as ambitransitive veatd:ei ‘eat’, rawl suang'cook’, etc. As these can appear
both with and without ergative marking and the nouesach case can be replaced by more specifisjtem
they are better viewed as regular transitive vénasfrequently undergo antipassivization.
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However, there are a number of other activity captive verbs which davuodte
mention of the participant’s body, and thus are not governed by tleéentiality
principle. Some examples are given in (7.17)—(7.19). In their Eingdanslation, these
verbs are all intransitive, yet the Falam Chin sentences each include twot dlists.
(7.17) Cinte *in/(cu) lam a leng.

Cinte ErRdGTOP distance 3scNoM walk

‘Cinteis walking.’

(7.18) Liante *in/(cu) ni  tin=in thla a cam.

Liante ERGTOP day every=AJT spirit 3SGNOM curse
‘Liante prays every day.’

(7.19) Hna ka tuan ding.
work 1sc.NoM work FuT
‘1 will work.’

Nevertheless, ergative marking is impossible in these clauses.stiggests that, like
antipassives, they are M-intransitive, assigning a single macrordie tdeuse.
Activity captive verbs share some further similarities hwéntipassives. For

example, the O argument in these clauses cannot be topic marked(1etBllislocated

(7.21).

(7.20) *Cinte cu lam cu a leng.
Cinte TOP distance TorP 3sGNOM walk
‘Cinte is walking.’

(7.21) *Lam cu Cinte a leng.

distance TorP Cinte 3scNoMm walk
‘Cinte is walking.’

Similarly, the O argument can be deleted only if it is a shaomcept between
two clauses (7.22). As with antipassives, it is only a concept whi@hared, not an

actual referent (cf. (7.9)).

328



(7.22) Thangte cu peng hnih lam a leng nan,
Thangte Top mile two distance 3scNomM walk but

Lian cu peng thum a leng.

Lian TOP mile three 3GNOM walk
‘Thangtewalked two miles, but Liarwalked three (miles).’

It appears then that activity captive verbs share with antigas®rbs their predicate
focus structure.

Since activity captive verbs have no ergative version, | proposetithaiM-
intransitivity of these verbs is not the result of a lexical af@n, but rather is marked in
the lexical entry. In other words, they could be viewed as a typeximial antipassive,
similar to the lexical causative and applicative forms discugs€hapters 4 and 5. A
proposed LS folam leng‘'walk’ and the SR of (7.17) are given in (7.23).

(7.23) a. LS fotam lang‘walk’ do' (x, [walk' (x, [lam])]) [MR1]
b. SR for (7.17) do' (3sg[Cinte],[walk’ (3sg[Cinte, [lam]))

In this LS, there are two important features to notice. Fistopagh in Englistwalkis a
single argument verb, in Falam Chin, it has two arguments. Howewer,of the
arguments,lam, is lexically supplied. Furthermore, as represented by thekdisac
surrounding this argument, it is predicative, rather than referemha prevents it from
bearing a macrorole assignment, and the clause is M-intransitive.

The linking for (7.17) is shown in Figure 7.2. The single referent@iraent,
Cinte,receives actor status. The predicative |&HA ‘distance’, on the other hand, cannot
bear a macrorole assignment. Because there is only a single olgditoe actor NP takes
absolutive case, while its cross-reference receives nominedéise. The predicative

argument, however, is assigned directly to the clause.
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SENTENCE
CLAUSE
NP NP })RE

PRO NUC

PRED

\Y

Cinteculam a leng.

NOM:PSA:ABS
ACT leng .
{do' (3sg[Cinte], [walk' (3sg[Cinte], [la:m])])}
Figure 7.2: Activity captive verb
A few activity captive verbs can be M-transitive because tinelude three
arguments in their LSs. Many verbs of speech including the ttmufword’ fit this
category:thuphan pertell a lie’, thu sim‘tell (a story)’, thu ngai‘listen to’, thu tiam
‘promise’, thu sut‘ask’, andthu cah‘leave a message’ (7.24). Another examplenad
sawm'bless’ (7.25).
(7.24) Ka pa in thu i cah.

1sc father ERG word 1sGAcc leave
‘My fatherleft mea messag.’
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(7.25) Pathian in mal a lo sawm ding.
God ERG blessing 3sGNOM 2ACC give  FUT
‘God will bless you.’

In summary, antipassives and activity captive verbs are ditfeset related
phenomena. In antipassives, M-intransitivity results from a legaration which marks
the second-highest ranking argument as having zero topic potential, niglothe
assignment of a macrorole. On the other hand, M-intransitivitytigitgccaptive verbs
results from the inclusion of a predicative argument in the LS.

Antipassives and activity captive verbs also share many sitieda Like
antipassives, activity captive verbs appear semantically andctgally bivalent, yet
they are M-intransitive. This is seen in the ungrammaticalitgrgative marking for
these verbs. (The only exceptions are trivalent predicates wétlpraalicative argument
and two macrorole-eligible arguments.) In addition, activity captwebs, like
antipassives, require predicate focus, such that only the A anguwaa be topical.
Perhaps most importantly, both constructions reiterate that the noftlieect NPs in a
clause does not determine its transitivity.

7.3 Valence-raising operations with antipassives and activity captive verbs

This section examines the interaction of valence-raising opesatwith
antipassives and with activity captive verbs. First, causatives qaestionable in
combination with the antipassive (7.26).

(7.26) Lothlo-pa infcu a fa-pa antam a cing-ter.

farmermasc ERGTOP 3sG sonMASC mustard 3sGNOM plant.1€Aus
‘The farmer had his son plant the mustard.’
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On the other hand, it is quite possible to have an applicative in comhinegith an
antipassive (7.27).
(7.27) Parte cu Thangte hmeh a suan-sak/sawn.

Parte Top Thangte curry 33GNOM cook.2BEN/cook.for
‘Parte cooked some curry for Thangte.’

This difference is reminiscent of the discussion in Chapter 6 of the oatidn of
valence-raising operations with reflexives, reciprocals, raidtles, where it was seen
that causatives retain their transitivity, while antipassivesaloWe may conjecture that
antipassives apply previous to the causative, leaving the causgeroteeligible,
whereas they apply post-applicative operation, draining both lower-raakjjugnents of
their topic potential. While, this is somewhat conjectural in theerates of overt
morphology, it does fit with what was found in Chapter 6.

Unlike antipassives, activity captive verbs co-occur with both tiaesaand
applicatives. In effect, they behave exactly like other inttimesverbs when they are
valence-raised. With causatives, the causer takes ergativiingn and the causee is
cross-referenced if first or second person (7.28).

(7.28) Parte in hna a lo tuan-ter.

Parte ERG work 3sGNOM 2.AcCC work-CAUS
‘Parte made you work.’

Applicatives can also occur with activity captive verbs with similagct$f (7.29).
(7.29) Thangtein Cinte cu nazi pa=khat sunglam a len-pi.

Thangte ERG Cinte TOP hour cLF=one in  lam 3sGNOM walk.2-CoMm

‘Thangte walked with Cinte for an hour.’

In summary, valence-raising operations and antipassives mimibehavior of

valence-raising operations with reflexives, reciprocals, and nsaddleat is, causatives
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cannot be detransitivized by the antipassive, whereas applicativdsec By contrast, in
combination with activity captive verbs, causative and applicabedsve just as with
any intransitive verb, demonstrating once again that captive vexbgl-amtransitive at
the lexical level.
7.4 Conclusion

This chapter argues that Falam Chin antipassives, like thetioperan the
previous three chapters, are lexical operations. However, unlike dpesations, they do
not affect the underlying LS of the predicate, but rather affedbcus structure. When
the lower-ranking argument(s) are leeched of topic potential, theyno longer be
assigned a macrorole, thereby lowering the M-transitivityhefpredicate. This change in
M-transitivity often implicates a lowered affectednessnaividuality of the O argument
or lowered volitionality of the A argument. However, this implicature can leaded.

Unlike the prototypical antipassive, Falam Chin antipassives have mhohogy
and do not overtly affect the O argument (either by making it obloguay deletion).
Falam also lacks the syntactic function of antipassives. Tthese features can each be
explained by noting that Falam is a syntactically accusdamguage. Since the A
argument in Falam is the default PSA, the antipassive cannotoiutactmake it so, as it
might in a syntactically ergative language. Furthermore, siheeO argument is not
removed from the core by a syntactic operation, there is norraasFalam Chin to
assign an oblique case to it; oblique cases are assigned basedpositich in Falam
Chin (as argued in Chapters 4-6). Rather, the O argument be@eomes-macrorole

argument and receives default absolutive case. In regard to nmgphdFalam
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antipassives do not effect a marked assignment of PSA; therdfeg have no
inflectional morphology. On the other hand, they do not alter the LS obase
predicate; thus, they have no derivational morphology.

Like reflexives, reciprocals, and middles, antipassives allowdwmore overt
NPs in an intransitive clause. While in reflexives, reciprocatsl middles this results
from the linking of two LS positions to a joint macrorole, in antipassit results from
suppression of the undergoer macrorole. In both cases, the numbes af N clause
level does not dictate the transitivity of the clause. Rather,number of macroroles
assigned determines the transitivity of the clause.

The discussion of activity captive verbs demonstrates that tkeee lexical
version of antipassives, similar to lexical causatives and appisa Some predicates
lexically specify a predicative argument which cannot take araonale. Unlike
antipassives, they have no non-valence lowered counterpart, and they cawithine
causatives and applicatives just like intransitive verbs. Antipasson the other hand,
cannot combine with causatives, whereas they are able to cowithrend lower the M-

transitivity of applicatives.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, | have described four types of voice and vaddteraig
operations in Falam Chin, analyzing them within the frameworRaé and Reference
Grammar. The treatment of these operations can be summaritedarpoints. First, it
provides a more thorough description of voice and valence-altering iopsrétan has
been previously given for any Kuki-Chin language, opening a window intohidueacter
of argument relations and transitivity in this language subfawiilylibeto-Burman.
Second, it links certain syntactic effects found in the voice andneelaltering
operations of Falam Chin to its head-marking nature; this linkagebe considered a
natural extension of Nichols’ (1986) characterization of head-maikimguages. Third,
it demonstrates the analytical potential of RRG’s linking atgori by showing the
importance of LSs for generalizing the behavior of trivalent pegds (ditransitives,
causatives, and applicatives) and by showing how crucial macrasslgnment is to
ultimate syntactic coding and behavior.

Little needs to be said here regarding Chapters 1-3; as aptiescof the key
literature, the major grammatical constructions of the language, the theoretical
foundations of RRG, this material speaks for itself. Rather, theafdhis chapter is to
reiterate and evaluate the arguments and claims made in Ghdpter First, 88.1

summarizes pertinent material presented in Chapters 4-7. 883, discusses the
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typological connections between Falam as a head-markingdgegand the features of
its voice and valence-altering operations. Third, 88.3 shows how the wsdnped here

supports and expands on certain aspects of the theory of RRG. To cpridutie
explores some limitations of the study and avenues for further research.

8.1 The character of voice and valence-altering operations in Falam Chin

This section draws together the information presented in Chapiereghrding
voice and valence-altering operations in Falam Chin. The st these chapters were
devoted to valence-raising operations, causatives and applicativiés tlve second two
were treatments of valence-lowering operations, reflexiva@phecals/middles and
antipassives. All of these operations are lexical operation®R&S defines the term),
involving changes either to the LS or to macrorole assignment.

However, the constructions also differ in a number of ways: in forrfunction,
and in their interaction with the linking algorithm. In terms ofnf, three types of
operations add derivational morphology to the base predicate. Thessawsatives,
applicatives, and reflexives/reciprocals/middles. It is not cdémtal that these are also
the three operations which alter the LS of the base predicate i each case, the
derivational morpheme bears added semantic information.

In addition, each operation involves a change in case marking. (I focus here on the
alternation between one and two argument verbs, ignoring the exteptgendered by
the alternation between two and three argument verbs.) For vabesicer operations,
the added argument (a causer or applied argument) licensewesimgatking for the

clause. For valence-lowering operations, an argument losedisitiict macrorole
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eligibility and ergative marking becomes ungrammatical. Crefesence may also be
changed by the valence-altering operation. For causatives anda#ipps, accusative
cross-reference becomes possible in clauses with first and gse@mh undergoers. For
reflexives/reciprocals/middles, accusative marking becomesammgatical because of
joint macrorole assignment of the actor and undergoer. Antipassivesyo still allow
accusative marking, since the single actor macrorole takeonalgf the core argument
slots.

Lastly, the various operations display different behavioral propeNakence-
raising operations render intransitive base verbs capable of beftexivized or
relativized on the undergoer, demonstrating that the added argumertres arguement.
Valence-lowering operations, on the other hand, can only be relatigizetie actor
argument. While there is usually an overt O NP (such as exnedl phrase, body part,
etc.), it lacks the ability to be topicalized or left-detached.

The functions of the various operations considered were found to Her eit
semantic, pragmatic, or both. Those three which alter the L& &grimarily semantic
function. Nevertheless, most causatives and applicatives alsonbavealence raising
alternatives. The choice of valence-raised or non-valence raigatsaivhich argument
is the undergoer, implicating greater affectedness for #hngtiment—a pragmatic
distinction. On the other hand, the antipassive was shown to be fundaynpragthatic
in nature, investing the actor with maximum topicality and strippimeglower-ranking
argument of topic potential. This alternation also can implicatewered degree of

affectedness or volitionality.
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Finally, the various voice and valence-altering operations disdugs this
dissertation differ in their interaction with the linking algbnt. Both types of valence-
raising operations undergo lexical rules which fuse two L®samdingle LS. Causatives
fuse a cause LBrecedingthe base LS, whereas applicatives fuse an applieafteBthe
base LS. Like ditransitives, both structures follow Principle Bhef AUH, consistently
choosing the causee or applied argument (the second-highest rargangeat) as the
undergoer.

By contrast, reflexives, reciprocals, and middles alter theblkSassigning
coindexation to the highest and second-highest ranking arguments tWalmindexed
arguments are also the actor and undergoer, then the corefeseptiadiple applies,
joining them as a single macrorole and lowering the M-tramtsitiof the clause.
Antipassives do not alter the LS at all. Rather, they stripQhargument of topic
potential, at which point it is no longer eligible for macrorogsignment. Table 8.1
summarizes the preceding discussion.

Table 8.1: Falam Chin voice and valence-altering operations

Construction | Form Function Interaction with linking
Causative -ter semantic, LS alteration,
ergative casdrf) pragmatic Principle B of AUH
Applicatives: | -sak, -pi, -san semantic, LS alteration,
benefactive, | ergative casarf) pragmatic Principle B of AUH
malefactive,
comitative,
relinquitive
Reflexive/ -aw ~ -awk semantic LS alteration,
reciprocal/ absolutive case Principle B of AUH,
middle coreferentiality principle
Antipassive | * pragmatic marked macrorole linking
absolutive case
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What is noteworthy in examining this table is the preemineoifcdexical
operations in Falam Chin—lexical operations with semantic and/or ptagfanctions.
There is, in fact, a glaring absence of operations which aractiynteither in terms of
altering PSA linking or of having a syntactic function. Is Falamfact, entirely devoid
of such structures?

The answer is “no,” not entirely. There is a passive consbrugti Falam in
which the undergoer of a two argument verb is linked to the PSA, wielector is
suppressed. It is formed using the auxiliay‘be’ in conjunction with a stem 2
complement ((8.1) and (8.2)).

(8.1) Zunghruk cu ruk Zo a Si.
ring TOP steal.2 PERF 3sSGNOM be

‘The ringwas stolet.’

(8.2) Mang cu ral=ah thah a Si.

Mang TOP battlezoc kil.2 3scNom be
‘Mangwas killed in battle.’

However, it is significant that this one PSA-altering operatiofingted in a
number of ways. Although PSA-altering, it has a primarily sgmgurpose—to signal
that the actor is unknown. In addition, it was only accepted by my#aegconsultants
with simple predicates—it was deemed ungrammatical when combiitlieccausatives
and applicatives. Furthermore, | did not encounter this structure iafahg (admittedly
few) folktales/stories | examined for this work. However, itajigpear in the Falam Bible
translation, suggesting this structure may have entered the ¢enguakly recently through

borrowing.
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Falam Chin also includes a non-valence altering method for achiavsgntactic
function which in other languages is often achieved through eidssiye or antipassive
voice. This is theverbal stem alternationdiscussed in Chapter 2, used to identify the
pivotal element in relative clauses, WH-questions, and nominalizafseesalso King
2009). Although these serve a syntactic function, they are neitheraRSikg, nor
valence-altering, as shown by the fact that they do not aéf¢lcer case or cross-
reference assignment.

To conclude this section, the character of voice and valence-gltgrarations in
Falam Chin appears to have a decidedly semantic/pragmatic hemades in valence
arise from the addition of semantic information. Decreases ieneal flow from the
semantic identification of two arguments as a single individuafraan a pragmatic
lowering of topic potential. Even in those situations where case\yckgaows that M-
transitivity has been lowered, the number of NP arguments ggnezailains intact,
demonstrating an emphasis on communicating semantic informatigardiess of
whether it “conflicts” with case.

8.2 Voice and valence-altering operations in head-marking languages

This section reviews a number of features of Falam Chin voicevaletce-
altering operations, which, although unusual, can be seen as typologetaillgl aspects
of Falam as a head-marking language. Nichols (1986) describesatets fof head-
marking languages which have bearing on this point. First, Nichalns that head-
marking languages downplay the importance of grammaticatiomtain favor of

semantic/pragmatic ones (p. 114). As discussed in the previous s€et@m Chin voice
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and valence-altering operations are primarily lexical in natui semantic/pragmatic
functions. Only rarely does marked PSA assignment occur, \anidctic functions are
performed through non-valence altering means.

Even antipassives, which in many languages are syntactic operatitnsa
syntactic function, are lexical operations and have a pragifieetation in Falam Chin.
As argued in Chapter 7, Falam Chin is a syntactically ateadanguage in which the A
argument is the default PSA, therefore the antipassive doedteroP&A assignment.
Furthermore, the “demoted” argument is not assigned oblique caiseisTbecause, in
Falam Chin, oblique case serves a purely lexical function, aasbkigned on the basis of
LS position. It isnot assigned to indicate that an argument has been placed outside the
core as the result of a syntactic operation. This semantiofptaggbent to Falam Chin
voice and valence-altering operations stems from its nature as a hdaagnerguage.

Second, Nichols argues that in head-marking languages the crassioef
pronominals are the obligatory core arguments, while the NPs aomapappositional
elements that add extra semantic information. There is evidentkis in Falam Chin
even in basic clauses. For example, in 82.1.1.2, it was shown that ¢ralssrreference
pronominals can differ in person, number, and case from the NPs thegzhndex. In
external possessor indexation, cross-reference indexes an embedsess@osrather
than the possessed item (usually a body part). Similarly, itigaal indexation, the
cross-reference stands for a group of which the indexed NPpast.aFinally, the NPs
which stand in apposition to the cross-reference are not necessiaeitt. Thus, a

coparticipant in an action shares in the core cross-referehe® marked with the
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obliqgue thawn‘with’ to indicate that two or more participants perform thensaaction
simultaneously.

The principle governing the assignment of appositional NPs to mtEence
seems to be thaemantic specificity explains grammatical generalitiius, a specific
third person NP can explain the referent of a first or second persss-reference
pronominal. A specific part of the body NP can explain the crdeserece for the whole
person. A specific lexical-case-bearing NP can explain aangratical case cross-
reference form.

Naturally, this aspect of head-marking languages is also gesplan Falam
Chin’s voice and valence-altering operations. For example, possegsement is found
in middle verbs, as well as in some captive verbs (lexical asijs). Likewise, cross-
reference of a non-direct argument is found in some dialzettment of benefactives
and malefactives. In these dialects, an argument which is deatdgdtie undergoer of
the construction may have an obligue NP, a possessor, or an embedded aajument
relative clause as its only overt realization.

Perhaps the most striking support for the identification of the cefes=nce with
the core arguments, however, comes from the person requirementedeinti€hapter 4
(4.17), which says that first and second person features must Imedeat cross-
reference. In some valence-raising operations, three argumrenévailable for cross-
referencing, but there are only two cross-reference slots tdlde As long as the
undergoer coincides with any first or second person features, thenp@quirement is

satisfied in tandem with Principle B of the AUH. However, wheéheame argument has
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first or second person features, the sentence cannot be graalimateposed because
its indices cannot be realized as cross-reference—the actamdedjoer have already
saturated the cross-reference slots. The fact that it isuffmient to represent the first or
second person semantics through a pronoun demonstrates the grampniatiaey of
cross-reference over NPs. In short, the person requirement isy samplore specific
statement of the Completeness Constraint (3.51): “All of thgumaents explicitly
specified in the semantic representation of a sentence mustlizedesyntactically in the
sentence.”

The person requirement also reveals the nature of cross-refenereféexives,
reciprocals, and middles. In these clauses, two semantic angsiigre coindexed. Since
they corefer to one distinct participant, they are cross-referencedmegyper clause, yet
each semantic argument slot may have its own representé@iv@rié of which is the
reflexive/reciprocal phrase or middle body part). The fact trdy a single cross-
reference form is used for two argument slots would appear #® \belation of the
person requirement. However, as the two arguments are coindexedtinmglia single
participant, both can be realized syntactically through a esingloss-reference
assignment. In other words, although there are two argument slbts St there is only
one distinct core argument, represented by the one cross-reféoemcdt is possible,
then, to have two NPs in apposition to this single cross-reference pronominal—arsituati
impossible in an agreement relationship.

In summary, Falam Chin displays its head-marking nature both ginrain

emphasis on semantic/pragmatic factors and through its treatihagstcross-reference
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pronominals as core arguments. The second aspect is seen in |leptEsassor
indexation, apposition of obligue NPs to core cross-reference, amdiabpin the
priority given to cross-reference for fulfilling the persomueement. As has been
demonstrated throughout this dissertation, cross-reference is ragréament” with the
lexical NPs it indexes. Rather, cross-reference featuessgecified in the SR, and
realized in accordance with rules of macrorole assignment aods-eference
assignment. Lexical NPs are optionally assigned in apposititinet®e cross-reference
specifications according to the principl&emantic specificity explains grammatical
generality

At this point, it may be instructive to contrast the apposition of MPcross-
reference in Falam Chin, a head-marking language, with appositidRs to other NPs
in English and Spanish, two dependent-marking languages. Appositidris diype is
found in dependent-marking languages, as seen in (8.3). In thesexawples, the
appositive NP in both cases differs in person from the NP it is in apposition to.

(8.3) a. I, the teacher, have/*haghe final say.
b. You, my friend, are/*is hiding something.

However, apposition in English does not occur to the same extendassi in Falam
Chin. Thus, neither partitional apposition (8.4), external possessor ampd@8i6), nor
apposition in which the appositive NP differs in case from the agement NP ((8.6)
and (8.7)) can occur in English.

(8.4) a. One of them eatgground beef.
b. *They, one, eaground beef.
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(8.5) a. Istubbedy toe/myself
b. *I stubbedmyself, my toe

(8.6) a. Celine and Fergus growasparagus.

b. Celine growsasparagus with Fergus.

c. *Celine and he, with Fergus, growasparagus.
(8.7) a. Iloaned Basil an aquarium.

b. Iloaned an aquarium to Basil.
c. *lloanedhim, to Basil, an aquarium.

However, types of apposition which are not possible in English caetsnes
occur in different dependent-marking languages. Thus, in SpaneHhind examples
such as (8.8). This grammatical Spanish example is analogous toghemmatical
English example in (8.7c). It seems that in Spanish the dative M&ia ‘to Maria’ can
be appositive to the pronominal clitee'her’, similar to what we find in Falam Chin.
(8.8) José le di6 un café @ Maria).

Jose her give a coffee to Maria
‘José gavder a coffee (0 Maria).

Nevertheless, even Spanish does not allow the range of indexapes (yr
apposition types) found in Falam Chin and other head-marking langudeg¥san Valin
and LaPolla (1997) argue, the distinction between head-marking and dejperadiking
languages is one of degree, rather than of discretenessstEimglhighly dependent-
marking, Spanish less unequivocally so. Falam Chin is basicallyrhaddng, but not as
unmixed as some languages, such as Lakhota, which lack the depmadeny feature
of NP case.

8.3 Key Role and Reference Grammar concepts

In this section, | reiterate some features of the RRG framethat prove of great

analytical value in describing Falam Chin valence-altering,de well as discuss some
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predictions of the theory of fusion presented in Chapters 4 and 5.ifriteg previous
section, | have discussed the head-marking nature of Falam pRiR{@es a mechanism
for capturing this feature of Falam syntax in a way whictyp®logically insightful, by
placing the NPs in the clause and the cross-reference in the core.

In addition, it has been emphasized throughout this work that the
representation is key to predicting final syntactic output. Thisden strikingly in
ditransitives, causatives, and applicatives. Relying on senratgs alone, it might not
be immediately apparent that recipients, goals, causees, anelvéral Sypes of applied
objects share any semantic commonalities. However, placed within thereSartation,
it becomes clear that they share a common position in the LSseit@nd-highest
ranking argument. As a result, Principle B of the AUH is ablerséalict the behavior of
Falam Chin ditransitives, causatives, and applicatives in treagogpients, goals,
causees, and applied objects as undergoers.

The interaction of reflexives, reciprocals, and middles with ncgeaising
operations further demonstrates how LSs and Principle B areattiti explaining the
Falam Chin data. In the case of applicatives, the lexicalapplies first, after which the
reflexive assigns coindexation according to Principle B. As sltie coindexation
coincides with actor and undergoer assignment, producing an intransitiusecl
However, the reflexive operation precedes the causative, coindéenzatisee and the
theme. After the causative lexical rule applies, Principle é&kgiout the causer and
causee as the actor and undergoer, respectively. As these do nadecowitb the

coindexed arguments, the construction remains transitive. The caorgrastnavior of
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these doubly valence-altered operations is explained through the mediLs and the
AUH.

A second feature of RRG which is crucial to describing Falanm @bice and
valence-altering operations is that of macroroles and Mitnatys Both types of
valence-lowering operations involve a change to M-transitivity. Ircéise of reflexives,
reciprocals, and middles, it results from coindexation, which joireshacroroles into
one. Antipassives, on the other hand, lower M-transitivity as atreslbwered topic
potential. In both cases, neither semantic nor syntactic transisvaitered. Without the
concept of M-transitivity, it is difficult to explain the accomgag change to case
marking and, in the case of reflexives, reciprocals, and middleso$s-reference. In
summary, the framework of RRG, including its syntactic represenja LS
representations, macroroles, and linking algorithm, supply key confmepéxplaining
the unique features of Falam Chin syntax.

In this dissertation, | have also suggested one potentially usefuioadtti the
theory, the concept of fusion of two or more LSs into one, using curlkdigato
represent such fusion. As seen in the discussion of valence-raisstluctions versus
non-valence raised alternatives, the distinction has importantcatiuhs for the coding
and behavioral properties of arguments. Two unfused LSs are trep@ctely by the
AUH, whereas two fused LSs are treated as one. This allowsetiaglt undergoer
assignment principle of the language (either A or B) to apply tovatamce-raised

clauses as well as valence-raised clauses without invoking marked linking.
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An alternate explanation could be that causatives and applicatiugdy si
represent different linking patterns of arguments. However, thitamation is less
satisfactory in two ways. First, as | have noted, it disrupgsnormal linking pattern,
whereas LS fusion allows unmarked linking to apply in both cases. Satalo@s not
clearly account for the Falam Chin data which demonstrateshihg@ierson requirement
blocks first and second person themes in the valence-raised options. Ghehband,
the person requirement seems oblivious to first and second person @rhgueents in
the non-valence raised options. This imbalance cannot be explained aumdarked
linking analysis. However, a fusion analysis suggests thdteirfitst instance, all three
arguments are within the scope of the AUH and can therefore blockdhization of a
clause, whereas in the second instance, the oblique arguments ate tatsicope of the
AUH because they belong to a distinct predication.

In addition, the concept of fusion suggests certain predictions both \wiham
Chin and for other languages. For example, in Falam Chin, fusion cowgptied to
other types of derivational morphology, such as non-valence raisingtacgg-category
changing types. Since these types of morphology would not entalteanation to the
argument structure of the lexeme, other tests must be developbawahat fusion has
taken place. Such tests might include the possible scope of medifiplied to the base
and altered lexeme, or syntactic changes in behavior of argarmf a predicate versus
arguments of its corresponding nominalized form. On the other handpofaftision

would predict the behavior of less closely joined clause types, such as contsebkcla
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Furthermore, fusion is predicted to apply universally in langudgesng
morphological causatives and applicatives. This could certainlgfoeed if a language
were found in which causative or applicative morphology was agglvenatithout
altering the syntactic behavior of the arguments involved. Fusion eayba found to
apply in languages which include periphrastic causative and applicgemtions. In
other words, fusion predicts valence-raising behavior, not morphological eppressi

Finally, fusion may also have interesting applications to crogsHktic
comparison of predicate argument structure. That is, two seninsicailar predicates
may differ in their treatment of arguments from languageatguage. The distinction
between the argument structures may be not a distinction in tice lSaformulation, but
in the fusion or lack thereof of the arguments involved.

8.4 Limitation and further study

This section concludes this dissertation with a brief discussiom lohitation
encountered and a corresponding avenue of further study to pursue. eCeelinmy
chapters examine four constructions, each with a unique set of prepEitiwever, the
discussion primarily references elicited examples, althougle twessupplemented with
textual examples where possible. This has the unfortunate consethetntiscussion of
the four operation types is not entirely balanced. Those operation® ilnostion is
primarily semantic are well suited to be examined usingtedi examples, as speakers
are, on the whole, consciously aware of semantic information andoatd@nmunicate it
to the researcher. However, those operations whose function is piagmaarticular

antipassives, cannot adequately be examined through elicitation bewaise elicited
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examples can only imperfectly provide tbentextwhich is the basis of all pragmatic
distinctions. As a result, the description of the function of antipasss admittedly less
complete than that of the other operations.

The decision to use elicited data as a primary source of inflorméir this
dissertaton was a practical one. Although elicitation has hioits, it also has many
advantages, such as the ability to quickly contrast a varietynofimal pair’ type
situations, differing only in one or two small details. By contitasts only rarely supply
this type of contrastive data. Furthermore, the gathering, igépssranslation, and
analysis of texts is an extremely time-consuming proces$s,relatively meager reward,
each text supplying only a handful of examples of the constructionat@est. In
addition, textual examples are frequently not ideal, as—in the fldhedailext—they may
omit one or more NPs. As a result, it becomes impossible to see the all-impogtative
marking that signals transitivity in Falam Chin. Finally, tesasinot distinguish between
what is ungrammatical and what is simply textually infrequét would require a far
greater number of texts to supply the examples necessarytifi@raugh study of the
pragmatic functions of Falam Chin voice and valence-altering operations.

Nevertheless, despite these difficulties, a text-based studyeofvoice and
valence-altering operations of Falam Chin would certainly shedtegrdight on the
functions of the operations presented here. Knowledge of their forms amd (stch as

this dissertation presents) are certainly a necessary foundation for sigteastudy.

350



REFERENCES

Aikhenvald, Alexandra Y. 2008. Semi-direct speech: Manambu and bdyamglLiage
Science80.383—-422.

Aissen, Judith. 1979 he syntax of causative constructioNew York, NY: Garland
Publishing.

Alsina, Alex. 1992. On the argument structure of causativeguistic Inquiry23.517—
55.

Alsina, Alex. 1996 The role of argument structure in grammar: Evidence from Romance
Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

Alsina, Alex and Sam Mchombo. 1990. The syntax of applicatives in Chichewa:
Problems for a Theta Theoretic Asymmeidatural Language and Linguistic
Theory8.493-506.

Anagnostopoulou, Elena. 200Bhe syntax of ditransitiveBerlin: Mouton/de Gruyter.

Austin, Peter and Joan Bresnan. 1996. Non-configurationality in Australian Aboriginal
languagesNatural Language and Linguistic Theaty.215-68.

Baker, Mark. 1988Incorporation: A theory of grammatical function changi@icago,
IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Benedict, Paul. 197&ino-Tibetan: A conspectuSambridge, MA: Cambridge
University Press.

Bickel, Balthasar. 2000. On the syntax of agreement in Tibeto-BuiStagies in
Language?4.583—-609.

Bittner, Maria. 1987. On the semantics of the Greenlandic antipassive and related
constructionsinternational Journal of American Linguisti&8.194-231.

Blake, Barry. 1994Case New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.
Bloomfield, Leonard. 1933.anguage New York, NY: Henry Holt.

Boas, Franz (ed.) 191Handbook of American Indian languagégBureau of
American Ethnology, Bulletin 40.1.) Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution.

351



Bresnan, Joan. 1982. Control and complementatiba.mental representation of
grammatical relationsed. by Joan Bresnan, 282—390. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bresnan, Joan. 200lexical-functional syntaxMalden, MA: Blackwell Publishers.

Bresnan, Joan, Per-Kristian Halvorsen, and Joan Maling. 1985. Logophoricity and bound
anaphors. Stanford University ms.

Bresnan, Joan and Lioba Moshi. 1990. Object asymmetries in comparative Bantu synta
Linguistic Inquiry21.147-85.

Campbell, Lyle. 2000. Valency-changing derivations in K'icl@gHanging valencyed.
by R.M.W. Dixon and Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald, 236—81. Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press.

Carson, Laura Hardin. 192Pioneer trails, trials and triumphdNew York, NY: Baptist
Board of Education.

Champeon, Connie (ed.) 20@Bhin writer's handbookYangon, Myanmar: Bibles
International.

Chhangte, Lalnunthangi. 198&.preliminary grammar of the Mizo languag&lington,
TX: University of Texas at Arlington thesis.

Chhangte, Lalnunthangi. 1999izo syntaxEugene, OR: University of Oregon
dissertation.

Chomsky, Noam. 1981 ectures on government and bindimprdrecht: Foris
Publications.

Chomsky, Noam. 198%ome concepts and consequences of the theory of Government
and Binding,Linguistic Inquiry Monograph Six. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Comrie, Bernard. 1976. The syntax of causative constructions: Cross-language
similarities and divergenceSyntax and semanticgl. 6: The grammar of causative
constructionsed. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 261-312. New York: Academic Press.

Comrie, Bernard. 1978. Ergativitgyntactic typology: Studies in the phenomenology of
languageged. byW. P. Lehmann, 329-94. Austin, TX: University of Texas Press.

Comrie, Bernard. 1981.anguage universals and linguistic typolo@hicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press.

Conti, Carmen. 2009. Applicatives and Role and Reference Grai@tudres in Role
and Reference Grammagd. by Lilian Guerrero, Sergio Ibafiez Cerda, and Valeria
A. Belloro, 231-46. Mexico: Universidad Nacional Autbnoma de Mexico.

352



Cooreman, Ann. 1982. Topicality, ergativity, and transitivity in narrative diseours
evidence from Chamorr&tudies in Language.343—74.

Cooreman, Ann. 1987ransitivity and discourse continuity in Chamorro narratives.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Cooreman, Ann. 1988. The antipassive in Chamorro: Variations on the theme of
transitivity. Passive and voiced. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 561-93. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Cooreman, Ann. 1994. A functional typology of antipassiVesce: Form and function,
ed. by Barbara Fox and Paul Hopper, 49—-88. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Croft, William. 1993. Voice: Beyond control and affectedn®ssce: Form and function,
ed. by Barbara Fox and Paul Hopper, 89-118. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Croft, William. 2003.Typology and universal€ambridge, MA: Cambridge University
Press.

Dalrymple, Mary. 1993The syntax of anaphoric bindin§tanford,CA: CSLI.

Davies, William and Carol Rosen. 1988. Unions as multi-predicate cldusegiage
64.52-88.

Dixon, R. M. W. 1994Ergativity. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Dixon, R. M. W. 2000. A typology of causatives: Form, syntax and mea@hanging
valency,ed. by R.M.W. Dixon and Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald, 30—40. Cambridge,
MA: Cambridge University Press.

Dixon, R. M. W., and Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald. 2000. IntroductiGhanging valency,
ed. by R.M.W. Dixon and Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald, 1-29. Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press.

Dowty, David. 1979Word meaning and Montague grammar: The semantics of verbs
and times in generative semantics and in Montague’s Bb@irecht: Reidel.

Dryer, Matthew S. 1986. Primary objects, secondary objects, and antidlainggiage
62.808—45.

Dryer, Matthew S. 1992. The Greenbergian word order correlatianguaget8.81—
138.

England, Nora C. 1988. Mam voideassive and voiced. by Masayoshi Shibatani, 525—
45. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

353



Everaert, Martin. 1986Che syntax of reflexivizatio@ordrecht: Foris Publications.

Everaert, Martin. 2000. Types of anaphoric expressiRasiprocals: Forms and
functions,ed. by Zygmunt Frajzyngier and Traci S. Curl., 61-83. Philadelphia, PA:
John Benjamins.

Faltz, Leonard M. 198%Reflexivization: A study in Universal Syntdbew York, NY:
Garland Publishing, Inc.

Farrell, Patrick. 2009. The prepositiafith in Role and Reference Gramma&tudies in
Role and Reference Grammad. by Lilian Guerrero, Sergio Ibafez Cerda, and
Valeria A. Belloro, 179-202. Mexico: Universidad Nacional Autbnoma de Mexico.

Fillmore, Charles. 1968. The case for cdsaiversals in linguistic theoryed. by Emmon
Bach and Robert T. Harms, 1-88. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Fischer, Silke. 2005Towards an optimal theory of reflexivizatidriibingen: Tlbingen
University dissertation.

Geniusien¢, Emma. 1987The typology of reflexiveBerlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Guerrero, Lilian and Robert D. Van Valin, Jr. 2004. Yaqui and the analysis of primary
object languagednternational Journal of American Linguistic0.290-319.

Gibson, Jeanne. 198Clause union in Chamorro and in Universal Gramm@an Diego,
CA: University of California dissertation.

Givon, Talmy. 1990Syntax: A functional-typological introduction, Vol.Ansterdam:
John Benjamins.

Givon, Talmy. 1994. The pragmatics of de-transitive voice: Functional and typalogic
aspects of inversioioice and inversiored. by T. Givon, 3—44. Philadelphia, PA:
John Benjamins.

Greenberg, Joseph H. 1963. Some universals of grammar with particular referémce t
order of meaningful elementdniversals of languagesd. by J.H. Greenberg, 73—
113. Cambridge, MS: MIT Press.

Grimshaw, Jane. 1998rgument structureCambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Gundel, Jeannette K. 1988. Universals of topic-comment stru&tudies in linguistic
typology,ed. by M. Hammond, E. Moravcsik, and J. Wirth, 209-39. Amsterdam and
Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Hale, Kenneth. 1983. Warlpiri and the grammar of non-configurational languages,
Natural Language and Linguistic Thealys—47.

354



Hartmann-So, Helga. 2002. Verb stem alternation in Daai Cmguistics of the Tibeto-
Burman Area25.81-98.

Hartmann-So, Helga. 2008.descriptive grammar of Daai Chi8TEDT Monograph
Series, vol. 7. Berkeley, CA: University of California Center for South®sia
Studies.

Haspelmath, Martin. 2002Inderstanding morphologWNew York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

Heath, Jeffrey. 1975. Some functional relationships in granimaguage51.89-104.

Henderson, Eugenie J. A. 1983ddim Chin: A descriptive analysis of two textsndon
Oriental Series 15. London: Oxford University Press.

Hill, Harriet. 1995. Pronouns and reported speech in AdiouKroe.Journal of West
African Language5.87-106.

Hopper, Paul J., and Sandra A. Thompson. 1980. Transitivity in grammar and discourse.
Languageb6.251-99.

Huang, Yan. 2006. Anaphora, cataphora, exophora, logophofibigyencyclopedia of
language and linguisticsol. 1, ed. by K. Brown, 231-38. New York, NY: Elsevier.

Hyman, Larry M. 2003. The rise and fall of contour tones. Paper presented at the
Symposium on Phonology and Phonetics (in tHéchtury), Freudenthal, June 4-7,
2003.

Jackendoff, Ray S. 1973emantic interpretation and generative gramn@ambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Jackendoff, Ray S. 1992. Madame Tussaud meets the Binding TNatuyal Language
and Linguistic Theory0.1-31.

Jelinek, Eloise. 1984. Categories, case, and configuratiorddityral Language and
Linguistic Theory2.39-76.

Jeong, Youngmi. 200Applicatives: Structure and interpretation from a Minimalist
perspectivePhiladelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Johnson, M. R. 198&rgativity in Inuktitut (Eskimo), in Montague Grammar and in
Relational GrammarBloomington, IN: Indiana University Linguistics Club.

Jolly, Julia. 1991Prepositional analysis within the framework of Role and Reference
Grammar.New York, NY: Peter Lang.

355



Kalmar, I. 1979. The antipassive and grammatical relations in EsKrgativity:
Towards a theory of grammatical relatiores]. by Frans Plank, 117—-44. New York,
NY: Academic Press.

Kaplan, Ronald M. and Joan Bresnan 1982. Lexical-Functional Grammar: A formal
system for grammatical representatibhe mental representation of grammatical
relations,ed. by Joan Bresnan, Ch. 4. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Kathol, Andreas, and Kenneth VanBik. 2001. The syntax of verbal stem alternations in
Lai. Berkeley, CA: University of California, Berkeley, ms.

Keenan, Edward L. 1976. Towards a universal definition of ‘subj@abject and topic,
ed. by Charles N. Li, 305-33. New York, NY: Academic Press.

Kemmer, Suzanne. 1998Bhe middle voiceAmsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John
Benjamins.

Khar Thuan. n.d. Thoughts and suggestions for the use of the two vowel syordrals,
aw. Unpublished ms.

Khar Thuan. 2008A phonological description of Falam (Chirfghiang Mai, Thailand:
Payap University thesis.

Kimenyi, A. 1980.A Relational Grammar of KinyarwandBerkeley, CA: University of
California Press.

King, Deborah. 2009. Structural and pragmatic functions of Kuki-Chin verbal stem
alternationsJournal of the Southeast Asian Linguistics Society#1-57.

Klaiman, M.H. 1991Grammatical voiceCambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Kozinsky, I.S., V.P. Nedjalkov, and M.S. Polinskaya. 1988. Antipassive in Chukchee:
oblique object, object incorporation, zero obj&assive and voiced. by
Masayoshi Shibatani, 651-706. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Kroeger, Paul. 2004Analyzing syntax: A lexical-functional approadtew York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.

Kroeger, Paul. 200 nalyzing grammar: An introductiohlew York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Kuno, Susumu. 198Functional syntax: Anaphora, discourse, and empdtimwersity
of Chicago Press.

356



Lambrecht, Knud. 1994nformation structure and sentence form: Topic, focus, and the
mental representations of discourse refereN&sw York, NY: Cambridge University
Press.

Lambrecht, Knud. 2000. When subjects behave like objects: A markedness analysis of
sentence focus constructions across langu&gedies in Languag24.611-82.

LaPolla, Randy J. 1996. Middle voice marking in Tibeto-BurnPanceedings of the
fourth international symposium on languages and linguistics: Pan-Asiatic linguistics
5.

Lehman, F.K., and VanBik, Kenneth. 1997. Notes on Lai Chin personal pronouns and
overt case markingtudies in the Linguistic Scienc25.81-86.

Levin, Beth, and Malka Rappaport Hovav. 1998. Morphology and lexical semdities.
handbook of morphologed. byArold Zwicky and Andrew Spencer, 248-71.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Lewis, M. Paul (ed.). 200€thnologue: Languages of the worlibth ed. Dallas, TX:
SIL International.

Lichtenberk, Frantisek. 1994. Reflexives and reciproddls.encyclopedia of language
and linguisticsyol. 7, ed. by R. E. Asher and J.M.Y. Simpson, 3504-9. Oxford:
Pergamon Press.

Loffler, Lorenz G. 2002. The tonal system of Chin final stjrsguistics of the Tibeto-
Burman Ared5.123-54.

Lorrain, J. H. 1940Dictionary of the Lushai languag8iblioteca Indica. Calcutta: Royal
Asiatic Society of Bengal.

Mang, Kee Shein. 2006. A syntactic and pragmatic description of verb stem ajternati
K’Cho, a Chin language. Chiang Mai, Thailand: Payap University thesis.

Manning, Christopher. 199&rgativity: Argument structure and grammatical relations.
Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

Marantz, Alec. 1982. Affixation and the syntax of applied verb constructions.
Proceedings of the first West Coast Conference on Formal LinguiStarsford,
CA: Stanford University.

Marantz, Alec. 19840n the nature of grammatical relationSambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

357



Matisoff, James. 1986. Hearts and minds in South-East Asian languages anlat Bmglis
essay in the comparative lexical semantics of psycho-collocaGaingers de
Linguistique Asie Oriental#5.5-57.

Matisoff, James A. 1996.anguages and dialects of Tibeto-Burmaiith Stephen P.
Baron and John B. Lowe. STEDT Monograph Series, Vol. 2. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Center for Southeast Asia Studies.

Matisoff, James A. 2003andbook of Proto-Tibeto BurmaBerkeley, CA: University
of California Press.

McGinnis, M. 2001. Variation in the syntax of applicativesguistics Variation
Yearbookl.105-146.

Milewski, Tadeusz. 1967. La structure de la phrase dans les langues indigeApweede I'
riqgue du nordEtudes typologiques sur les langues indigenes de I'Amg(iRfaee
Komisji Orientalistycznej 7), 70-101. Krakow: PAN.

Mohanan, K.P. and Tara Mohanan. 1998. Strong and weak projection: Lexical reflexives
and reciprocalsThe projection of arguments: Lexical and compositional factxs,
by Miriam Butt and Wilhelm Gueder, 165-%tanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

Neess, Ashild. 200Rrototypical transitivity Amsterdam and Philadelphia, PA: John
Benjamins.

Nichols, Johanna. 1986. Head-marking and dependent-marking grabamguonage
62.56-119.

Nichols, Johanna, and Balthasar Bickel. 2008. Locus of marking in the cldneseorld
atlas of language structures onlireq. by Martin Haspelmath, Matthew S. Dryer,
David Gil, and Bernard Comrie. Munich: Max Planck Digital Library, chapter 23.
Available online at http://wals.info/feature/23. Accessed on February 18, 2010.

Ohori, Toshio. 1996. Case markers and clause linkage: Toward a semantic typology.
Cognitive linguistics in the Redwoods: The expansion of a new paradigm in
linguistics. ed. by Eugene H. Casad, 693—712. New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Osburne, Andrea Gail. 197A.transformational analysis of tone in the verb system of
Zahao (Laizo) Chinlthaca, NY: Cornell University dissertation.

Patent, Jason D. 1998. A willy-nilly look at Lai ideophorésguistics of the Tibeto-
Burman Area?21.155-200.

Peterson, David A. 1998. The morphosyntax of transitivization in Lai (Haka Chin).
Linguistics of the Tibeto-Burman Ar@a.87-153.

358



Peterson, David A. 199®iscourse-functional, historical, and typological aspects of
applicative constructiongerkeley, CA: University of California, Berkeley
dissertation.

Peterson, David A. 2003. Hakha Ldihe Sino-Tibetan languages]j. by Graham
Thurgood and Randy J. LaPolla, 409-26. London: Routledge.

Peterson, David. 200Applicative constructiondNew York, NY: Oxford University
Press.

Polinsky, Maria. 2008. Antipassive constructiofise world atlas of language structures
online,ed. by Martin Haspelmath, Matthew S. Dryer, David Gil, and Bernard
Comrie. Munich: Max Planck Digital Library, chapter 108. Available online at
http://wals.info/feature/108. Accessed on February 18, 2010.

Postal, Paul. 197Tross-over phenomenblew York, NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Pustet, Regina. 2008o0pulas:Universals in the categorization of the lexic@xford:
Oxford University Press.

Pylkkanen, Liina. 200Antroducing argumentCambridge, MA: MIT PhD dissertation.
Pylkkanen, Liina. 2008ntroducing argumentCambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Reinhart, Tanya and Eric Reuland. 1993. Reflexivitgguistic Inquiry24.657—720.

Romero-Figeroa, Andres. 199 reference grammar of Waraewcastle: Lincom
Europa.

Rosen, Carol. 1989 he relational structure of reflexive clauses: Evidence from Italian.
New York, NY: Garland Publishing.

Rude, Noel. 19855tudies in Nez Perce grammar and discougsgiene, OR: University
of Oregon, Eugene dissertation.

Rude, Noel. 1988. Ergative, passive, and antipassive in Nez Passtve and voiced.
by Masayoshi Shibatani, 547—60. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Sadler, Louisa, and Andrew Spencer. 1998. Morphology and argument striibtire.
handbook of morphologed. byArold Zwicky and Andrew Spencer, 206—36.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Salai Ram Ling Hmung. 2004. Lahka suah ni mitthli (Payday tedaskau arsi

(Vankau star)Vol.7, ed. by Run Cung Mang, 82—-86. Yangon: Falam Baptist
Church.

359



Smith, Carlotta. 1997 he parameter of aspect (2nd editioDprdrecht: Reidel.

Smith, Tomoko Yamashita. 1998. The middle voice in Laiguistics of the Tibeto-
Burman Area21.1-52.

Smith-Stark, Thom. 1978. The Mayan antipassive: Some facts and fi®apers in
Mayan linguisticsed. by Nora C. England, 169—-87. Columbia, MO: University of
Missouri.

Song, Jae Jung. 199%ausatives and causation: A universal-typological perspective.
New York, NY: Longman.

Stern, Theodore. 1963. A provisional sketch of Sizang Gtsia Minor10.222—78.

Thompson, Chad. 1989oice and obviation in Athabaskan and other languages.
Eugene, OR: University of Oregon, Eugene dissertation.

Trithart, M. 1977 Relational Grammar and Chichewa subjectivizatiGambridge, MA:
MIT dissertation.

Tsunoda, Tasaku. 1988. Warrungu and other Australian langiragesve and voiced.
by Masayoshi Shibatani, 595-650. Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Ujlakyova, Eva. 2007. Language Map of Falam. SIL.

VanBik, Kenneth. 1998. Lai psycho-collocatidumguistics of the Tibeto-Burman Area
21.201-33.

VanBik, Kenneth. 2001. Causatives in LRapers from the eighth annual meeting of the
Southeast Asian Linguistic Society (SEALS \ldl), by Graham Thurgood, 161-70.
Tempe, AZ: Department for Southeast Asian Studies, Arizona State Utyiversi

VanBik, Kenneth. 2002. Three types of causative constructions in HakHargiistics
of the Tibeto-Burman Are2b5.99-122.

VanBik, Kenneth. 200&roto-Kuki-Chin Berkeley, CA: University of California,
Berkeley dissertation.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 1977. Aspects of Lakhota syntax. Berkeley, CA: University of
California, Berkeley dissertation.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 1985. Case marking and the structure of the Lakhota clause.
Grammar inside and outside the claued, byJohanna Nichols and Anthony
Woodbury, 365-413. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

360



Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 1987. The role of government in the grammar of head-marking
languagesinternational Journal of American Linguisti&8.371-97.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 1990. Semantic parameters of split intransitiahguage
66.221-60.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 1993. A synopsis of Role and Reference Gradwances in
Role and Reference Grammad. by Robert D. Van Valin, Jr., 1-164. Amsterdam
and Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 200&xploring the syntax-semantics interfaGambridge,
MA: Cambridge University Press.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 2008. An overview of Role and Reference Grammar.
Unpublished ms.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr. 2009. On the analysis of head-marking languages in RRG. Talk
given at the 2009 International Conference on Role and Reference Grammar. August
7, 2009.

Van Valin, Robert D., Jr., and Randy J. LaPolla. 18yatax: Structure, meaning and
function.Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Vendler, Zeno. 1957. Verbs and timemguistics in philosophyd. byZeno Vendler,
97-121. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Yip, Moira. 2004. Phonological markedness and allomorph selection in Asdraguage
and Linguistic$.969-1001.

Yu, Dominic. 2007. Tense, aspect, mode, and evidentiality in Falam. Berkeley, CA:
University of California, Berkeley ms.

Zavala, Roberto. 1997. Functional analysis of Akatek voice construdinesiational
Journal of American Linguistid83.439-74.

361



BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

Deborah King grew up in Northern Virginia. She completed a B.A. udiStArt
(2000), an M.S. in Counseling (2003), and an M.A. in Bible Translation (2005)tat B
Jones University in Greenville, SC. In 2005, Deborah traveled to Btgrassist in a
language development project for a minority language group,al@nFChin. This trip
sparked an interest in linguistics which led her to apply to theddsity of Texas at
Arlington’s PhD. program in linguistics. While at UTA, Deborah baen involved in
Lingua, the student-led linguistics organization, both as treaaantepresident, and has
also taughtintroduction to the Study of Human Langudge three semesters. In both
summer 2007 and fall 2009, she returned to Burma to continue fieldwttrkhei Falam
Chin, helping to produce thEalam Chin Writer's HandbookChampeon 2008). The
fieldwork conducted on these trips supplied the data for this thisar Deborah hopes
to continue study of minority languages and to be involved in tramslahd language

development projects in the future.

362



