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The well known problem of subjedhood in Phili ppine-type
Western Austronesian languags is the source of Schachter's
propaosal to factor the traditiona grammatical function subjed
into two more basic grammatical functions. This paper is an
attempt toimplement Schachter'sproposal withinthe framework
of LFG. It is shown that this results in an explanaory accourt
of the subjed properties of the two constituents. Furthermore,
the LFG andysis propaosed is superior to related structurally
based ideas.

Western Austronesian “ Phili ppine-type” languages have longbeen known to pose a
problem for the nation of subjeadhood Schaditer (1976 argues that the familiar

nation of subjed is an amalgam of two distinct functions. A similar suggestion has
been made onthe basis of ergative languages (e.g. Dixon 1979 1994). One function,

which Schadhter cdlstopic and Dixon cdlspivot, is (rougHy) a discourse function.

The other, which Schadchter cdl sador and Dixon subjed, islinked to semantics and
argument structure. In nominative-acaisative languages, the same nominal has both

functions.

The usual resporee by theoreticiansworkingin relational frameworks has been
torejed the Schachter/Dixonclaim in favor of a multi stratal concept of subjec¢hood
For example, Bell (1983, working in Relational Grammar, treds the ador as
“initial 1" andthetopic/pivot as“final 1", and Manning (1996, workingin Lexicd-
Functional Grammar, analyzesthe ador as a(rgument)-structure suBJ and the topic/
pivot asf(unctional)-structure suBJ. (Ancother approadh, taken by Kroeger 1993 isto
identify the topic/pivot with the subjeda function and to deny the subjecdhood d the
ador.)

This paper is an exploration of the aternative: the hypahesis that researchers
like Schachter and Dixonareessentially corred. Thetheoretica framework assimed
is Lexicd-Functional Grammar (LFG), a moncstratal theory in which grammaticd
functions are represented dredly instead of throughconstituent structure.

1.0 The proposal

In this seaion, we define the two grammatica functions into which Schacdter and



Dixon propose to fador the subjed. We then examine what predictions we make for
several constructions in which subjeadhoodis implicated.

1.1 Most prominent argument GF

The first function we will ded with is the one that Schadhter cdls ador and Dixon
subjed. Schadhter identifies this function as having role-related properties. Dixon
dtates that it is based on semantics, and is “that NP whose referent could be the
‘agent’ that initi ates and controls the adivity” (Dixon 1979 101).

Lookingmore closely, it isclea that what Dixon meansby semanticsislexicd
semantics; particularly argument-structure semantics. Thisisin linewith Schadhter's
charaderizaion, interpreting “role” in the familiar sense of 0 role. This function
represents the argument of the verb that is agent-like in some sense, extended to
include the sole agument of intransiti ve verbs even when they are not agentive.

From the perspedive of the LFG theory of grammaticd functions, the function
in questioniswhat Bresnan (ms) charaderizes as an a(rgument)-function. Asisclea
fromwork onthe relational hierarchy, thisfunctionisthe most prominent a-function.
The LFG notationfor thematicaly most prominent argument is 6, so wewill refer to
the most prominent argument function as F. This is our equivalent of Schadter's
ador.

12 piv

The other “subjea” function, which, following Dixon, wewill cal piv(OT), isharder
to pin down. Schachter asociates it with “referencerelated properties,” such as
definiteness relativizabilit y, andtheabilit y to float quantifiers. Foll owingtraditional
Phili ppinist usage, he cdlsit the topic, but makesit clea that thisisa different use
of the term from the usual discourse nation. Cooreman, Fox & Givéon (1988 show
that the PIvV in Tagalog dces nat have the discourse-continuity properties (measured
in terms of referential distance andtopica persistence) that a discourse topic would
exhibit.

More useful is Dixon's (1979 101) characterization d PIv as “the pivot for
operations of codrdination and subardination.” The PIv is invalved primarily in
subadination and coordination corntexts, and relates more spedficdly to
coreferentiality of argumentsindiff erent clauses. That isto say, it providescontinuity
between different clauses within the same sentence. In the words of Foley & Van
Valin (1984 128-9, “[the] most notable function [of pivotg is in crossclausal
syntax, where they areimportant asthe controll ersandtargets of NP elli psis.” Inthis
resped, it is similar to the discourse topic, which provides continuity between
sentences in the discourse.

Unlike F, PIV isnat an a-function, andthusis nat part of the a-structure of the
predicae. It formall y hasthe status of a d(iscourse)-function, andby L FG's Extended



CoherenceCondtion (Bresnan ms) it must be defined asidentica to some a-function.
In some languages (thaose often cdled syntadicdly nominative-acaisative) PIV is
identified with £, whilein athers (syntadicdly ergative) it isidentified with oBJ (in
atransitive clause). In Phili ppine-type languages, athird approachisin evidence The
identity of the pivot is nat inherently determined by the syntax of the language;
instead, it is determined by the morphdogicd shape of the verb; spedficdly, by the
so-cdled “voice” dfixes. Within a cmnstraint-based lexicdist framework like LFG,
these dfixeswould be ssciated with the gpropriate spedficaions for unificaion
of the feaures of the PIv function with some afunction. In the LFG formalism, this
isachieved very naturally throughfunctional equations:?

1. “Activevoice™ (1 Pv) = (T F)
“Dired objed voice”; (T PIvV) = (1 0BJ)
“Indired objed/locative voice™ (1 PIV) = (1 OBYy)
“Instrumental voice™ (T PIV) = (1 OBL,g,)
etc.

Note the foll owing examples (Kroeger 1993(3.13)) and their f-structures.®

2. a B-um- ili ang laake ng isda sa tindahan.
PERF.ACT- buy NOM man Acc fish DAT store
‘The man bough fish at the store.’

b prep “‘buy (1 F) (1 OB} (1 OBJ,))’
PV [“man’] s,
f; _____________ Vi
OBJ [“fish”]
OB, [“store’]
3. a B-in- ili- @ ng ladake ang isda sa  tindahan.

PERF- buy- DO ERG man NoMm fish DAT store
‘The man bough the fish at the store.’

e “buy (1 F) (7 0BI) (1 OBJ;,)’
PV [fish7] 7T
F [“nlall”] ‘|
[0) = 1 ;

4, a B-in- ilh- an ng lalake ng isda ang tindahan.
PERF- buy- 10 ERG man Acc fish NOM store
‘The man bough fish at the store.’



PRED  ‘buy ((1 F)(1 oBI) (1 OBJ,))’

PV [“store”] ==<<_

P Dmml
OBRJ [“fish”] e
OBJ, ==—meeeeem" ’

2.0 Predictions

Our descriptions of the grammaticad functions F and PIvV provide a basis for us to
predict which subjed function will be implicated in various constructions.

2.1 Anaphora

One mongtruction that is sengitive to subjeahoodis anaphaic binding. According to
Jackenddf (199Q 1992, anapharic binding is the syntadic expresson o argument
bindinginLexicd Conceptual Structures. If Jadkenddf isright, wewould expea that
binding in the syntax would be expressed in terms of syntadic concepts related to
Conceptual Structure: a-functions, spedficdly F.

That binding is sensitive to a-functions is a well-established fad. In many
languages, reflexives must be boundby “subjeds.” In Phili ppine-type languages, as
noted by Schadter and ahers, it isthe “ador” (i.e. F) that antecales reflexives.

5. Tagalog (Schadhter 1976(21-23)

a. Sinakt- an ng babae ang kaniyang sarili.
hurt(PERF)- 10 ERG woman NOM her self
‘A/The woman hut herself.’

b. Iniisip nila ang kanilang sarili.

think:abou(IMPERF.DO)  they(ERG) NOM their self
‘They think abou themselves.’

c. Nag- iisip sila sa kanilang sarili.
IMPERF.ACT- think:abou they(NOM) DAT their self
‘They think abou themselves.’

2.2 Imperative addr essee

Ancther subjed property that has been frequently cited as a property of what we are
cdling F is the property of being the addresee of an imperative (Dixon 1979
Schadhter 1976 Manning 1996.



8. Tagalog (Schadhter 1987 946)
a. Mag- ais ka ng bigassa sako.
ACT.INF- take:out yOou(NOM) ACC rice OBL sakk
‘Take some riceout of the/a sadk.’

b. Basah- in mo nga ang libro =ng ito.
read- DO.INF YOU(ERG) please NOM book =LNK this
‘Please rea this book’

The syntadic side of imperatives is the lexicd assgnment by the imperative
verb of addressefedures (such as ond person) to ore of its arguments. Thisis
dore through a-functions, and in particular the a-function generally assgned to
Agents.

9. (1 FPERS) =2

Thisalso fall sout naturall y under the present theory. (Thereisalso clealy semantic
motivation for Agentsto be imperative aldresses.)

2.3 Chaining

In coordinate structures in many languages, one congtituent can be shared amongall
the conjuncts. This shared constituent can be cdled the chained constituent, and
(following Dixon 1979 the construction can be cdled Chaining, or Topic Chaining.
From the perspedive of the present theory, Chaining involves continuity
between clauses; it isnat clause-internal or a-structure related. Therefore, if it iSGF-
based, it shoud be sensitive to Pivhood not Fhood This seans to be corred, based
onthe few languagesfor which thereisevidence Thebest known caseisthe ergative
language Dyirbal. Kroeger (1993 shows that the same pattern hddsin Tagal og.

10. (Kroeger (2.30)

a. [Pumunta sa tindahan] at  [bumili ang kapatid ko
gO(PERF.ACT) DAT store and buy(PERF.ACT) NOM sibling my
ng bigas.

ACC rice
‘My brother went to the store and bough somerice’
b. [Tinukso ng mga kaibigan] at [kinagaitan s Juan

teese(PERF.DO) ERG PL friend and anger(PERF.I0) NOM Juan
ng kaniya =ng guro].

ERG 3SG.DAT LNK teader

‘Juan was teased by Hsfriends and scolded by tisteader.’



2.4 Long distance dependencies

Asfirst observed by Keenan & Comrie (1977, relativization and other longdistance
dependency (wh movement) constructions are often limited to subjeds. The
framework developed here, combined with the LFG formalization of wh movement
constructionsin termsof functional uncertainty, predictsthat in alanguage with such
a restriction the relevant nation d subjed is PIv. Since PV is the function of
interclausal continuity, dependencies that can extend over several clauses shoud
invavePriv. If, asisplausible, a-functionscanonly bereferencedinthelexicd entries
of the heads of which they are aguments, a functional uncertainty equation of the
form (11a) would be dlowed bu one of the form (11b) would be disall owed.

11 a (1 DbF)=(1 GF* PIV)
b. (1 DF)=(1 GF* F)

The evidence from languages in which PIv and £ do nat coincide is that this
predictionis corred. In Phili ppine languages, only PIvV can be extraded.

12. Tagalog questions (Guilfoyle, Hung& Travis 1992(10,13,15))
a. Sino ang bumili ng damit para sa bata?
who comP bough(AcT) Acc dress for DAT child
b.*Sino ang  binili para sa bata ang damit?
who comP bough(po) for DAT child NOM dress
c.*Sino ang ibinili ng damit ang bata?
who comP bough(BEN) Acc dress Nowm child
‘“Who bough the dressfor the child?
d.*Ano ang bumili para sa bata ang tao?
what coMP bough(AcT) for DAT child NOM man
e. Ano ang hinili ng tao para sa bata?
what coMP bough(po) ERG man for DAT child
f.*Ano ang ibinili ng tao ang bata?
what coMP bough(BEN) ERG man Nom child
‘“What was bougtt for the dchild by the man?
g.*Sino ang  bumili ng damit ang tao?
who coMP bough(ACT) AcCC dress NOM man
h.*Sino ang  binili ng tao ang damit?
who comMP bough(DO) ERG man NOM dress
i. Sino ang ibinili ng tao ng damit?
who comMP bough(BEN) ERG man AcCC dress
‘“Who was bough the dress(for) by the man?



2.5 Control constructions

We turn now to a more difficult family of constructions: those invalving control.
Control, initsbroadest sense, refersto constructionsin which an element (usually the
subjed) of a (usually norfinite) subardinate clause isunexpressed, andisinterpreted
either asbeingidenticd to an element of the main clause or asarbitrary (generic). The
main clause element can be cdl ed the controll er and the unexpressed positionin the
lower clause the controllee

The two major kinds of control constructionsin LFG are functional control and
anapharic control (Bresnan 1982, formally very diff erent constructions. Infunctional
control, the controller and controll eehave the same value. This kind of control is a
lexicd property of the governingverb, which hasthefoll owingequationinitslexicd
entry (with some are function spedfied for GF).

13. (1 GF) = (1 XCoMP 3UBJ)

In anapharic control, onthe other hand, the controll eeisan unexpressed pronounand
the oontrol relation is one of anapharic binding. The lexicon o the language dlows
an empty pronaminal element to be the value of some agument, and an anapharic
link is establi shed.

The controll er in either kind of control is determined semanticdly, as shown by
the work of Jadkenddf (1990, Sag & Pollard (1991), and others. The present theory
suggests, but does nat predict, that the functional controller shoud be apPv. It
suggestsit because control isrelated to interclausal continuity, which iswhat the Piv
function exists for. It does nat predict it, however, becaise an equation associated
with a control verb can reference (1 F) (or (T 0BJ)) withou violating whatever
locdity principle there might be on a-functions. One might exped, then, that
languages could differ onthis: some languages (as in Bresnan 1982 spedfying the
controller as some re function (F, 0BJ, OBJ;) and others spedfying it asPIv. In
anaphaic control, the cortroller hasno spedal syntadic status, so thereisnoreason
to exped any limitation onwhat functionit can have.

The choiceof controll eeismore limit ed than the choiceof controll er. Here, too,
semantics plays a role, in that the controllee must be the gpropriate kind o
participant (generally one &le to control the adion d the subardinate dause).
However, there are also syntadic constraints. In anaphaic control, the controllee
argument must be lexicdly spedfied by the verb of which it isan argument asa null
pronounwith whatever feaures are necessary for control.*

14. (1 AF PRED) ='PRO’



Such lexicd spedficaionfollows the relational hierarchy of a-functions, soif itis
limited to ore function that one will be F.

The controllee in functional control is a completely different matter. With
Raising, thereare nosemantic restrictionsonthe controll eg sincethereisnosemantic
relationship involved. (For Equi constructions, semantics does gill play a role, of
course.) However, the cortrolleeis spedfied syntadicdly nat by the verb of which
it isan argument, but rather by the higher verb. The requirement that a-functionsonly
be spedfied by thelexica entries of the heads of which they are arguments prohibits
the higher verb from designating an a-function of its complement. It can either
indicate an unspedfied GF or spedfy PIv. That is to say, choice of functional
controllee shoud either be free or limited to PIV. We summarize our syntadic
predictions below.

15. Anaphaic control:  controll er— no syntadic restriction
controllee- possbly restricted to £

Functional control:  controll er— core function a PIv
controll ee- unlimited or PIV

In Tagalog, Kroeger (1993) distinguishes between anaphaic and functional
control, bath of which he claims exist in the language. In the anapharic control
congtruction, the controll er isdetermined by semanticsandthe controll eeisgenerall y
£, regardlessof PV status.®

16. (Kroeger 4.39)
Nag- atubili s Maria =ng hiram- in ang pera
PERF.ACT- hesitate NOM Maria COMP borrow- DO NOM money
‘Maria hesitated to barow the money.’

Infunctional control constructions(includingRaising), bath controll er and controll ee
must be PIV.

17. (Kroeger (5.48)
Nagpilit s Maria =ng higy-anng pera ni Ben.
insist;:on(PERF.ACT) NOM Maria COMP give- 10 ACC money ERG Ben
‘Mariainsisted on k&ing gven the money by Ben.’

18. (Kroeger (2.17))
a. lnasah- an ko na awit- in ni  Linda ang pambansang.awit.
exped- 10 I(ERG) COMP sing- DO ERG Linda NOM national:anthem
‘| expeded that Lindawould sing the national anthem.’



b. Inasah- an ko ang pambansangawit na  [awit- in
exped- 10 I(ERG) NOM national:anthem COMP sSing- DO

ni Linda).

ERG Linda

‘| expeded the national anthem to be sung byLinda’
. *lnasah- an ko s Linda na  [awit- in

exped- 10 I(ERG) NOM Linda comMP sing DO
ang pambansang.awit].

NOM  national.anthem

‘| expeded Lindato singthe national anthem.’

Tagalog thus conformsto ou predictions.

2.6 Discour se prominence

In some languages, it has been shown that the PIv has spedal discourse prominence,
asdiscussed by Foley & Van Valin (1984 and Manning (1996. This prominenceis
difficult to pin down, but as Manning shows for Inuit it relates mehow to
definiteness spedficity, and/or wide scope. For Tagalog, it has generally been
identified asdefiniteness Sincepiv isad-function, it isto be expeded that being PIv
would have discourse related consequences.

We also suggest, with a littl e trepidation, that the ability to launch floating
quantifiers may be adiscourse related property. In the Phili ppine languages, thisisa
property that is unique to the PIv. However, there are other languages where the
ability to float quantifiers seems to be subjed to the relational hierarchy of
a-functions.

3.0 Comparison with structural approaches

Approaches very similar to the one argued for here, but in a purely c-structura
framework, have been proposed by Guilfoyle, Hung & Travis (1992 and Bittner &
Hale (1996. We will very briefly consider the Guilfoyle et al. analysis here.

Based on data from Malagasy, Tagalog, Cebuano, and Malay/Indoresian,
Guilfoyle et al. argue for a GB analysis in which there are two “subjed” positions:
SpedP and SpecVP. Building on the VP-internal Subjea Hypothesis, they suggest
that in some languages both pasitions can befill ed at S-structure.

Given the assumptions of GB theory and the VP-internal Subjed Hypothesis,
SpecVPisa0 positionwhile SpedPisnat. Thus, SpecVPisfill ed at D-structure (by
the Agent argument of the verb), whil e Sped Pisempty at D-structure and getsfill ed
by the movement of an independently present nominal. From the perspedive of the
approach developed here, SpedP is Guilfoyle et al.'s structural equivalent of the



function Piv, while SpecVP is k. Strangely, they refer to both pasitions as subjed
pasitions and expli citly refer to the SpedP (i.e. PIV) as an argument pasition.

Guilfoyle et al.'s discusson abou the division of labor between PV and F
corresponds closely to ours. Their ability to acually predict these propertiesis less
clea. Asin our analysis, Fisrelated to argument structure and thus has argument-
related subjea properties. PIv, on the other hand, has properties relating to fadors
other than argument structure. Amongthe properties of PIv that they enumerate ae
accesshility to extradionandthe abilit y tolaunch floatingquantifiers. Thelatter they
linktothestructural positi on of floating quantifiers (adjoined to Infl), whil ethey dorit
acually explain the former. Amongthe properties of F is antecadence of reflexives,
explained by the 6 sensiti vity of binding. Ability to be controlled seemsto be shared
by bath. The reasons for this are not entirely clea: onthe one hand they endarse the
classcd GB view that PRO isungowerned, andthusrestricted to Sped P of norfinite
Infl, onthe other handthey suggest an unspedfied relationship to binding theory and
optionality of government of the SpecVP pasition to explain the ability of PRO to
apped in SpecVP. Itisthusnot entirely clea that the structural acmurt explainsthe
fads.

Within the framework that they assuime, a nominal becomes PIV (moves to
SpedP) by virtue of nat being assgned Case. They work out the analysisin detail for
Malagasy, where the prefix an- appeas onador voiceverbs, the suffix -naondired
objed voiceverbs, andboth appea ontheverbif the pivot issomething el se spedfied
in the lexicd entry of the verb.

19. (Guilfoyle & al. (4,6))

a M- an- sasa(manasd) ny lamba amin' ny savony ny zazaavy.
TNS- ACT- wash the clothes with the soap the girl

b. Sasa na(sasan’) ny zazaavy amin' ny savony ny lamba
wash- DO the girl with the soap the clothes

c. An- sasa na(anasan’) ny zazaavy ny lamba ny savony.
ACT- wash- DO the girl the clothes the soap

‘The girl washesthe dotheswith soap.’

Theanalysisisthat the prefix ispart of the verb and assgns Case to the Patient, while
the suffix is part of Infl and assgns Case to the Agent in SpecVP. The onethat isnat
assggned Case movesto SpedP, whereit can be marked nominative. The attradive-
nessof thispropaosal comesfrom the combinationof prefix and suffix: in such acase,
both Agent and Patient are assgned Case and something else must moveinstead. An
dternative analysis must tred the circumfix an-...-na as a third morphdogica
element, unrelated to the adive voice prefix and dred objed voice suffix.
Furthermore, congtituent order fadsin Malagasy suppat thisanalysis: thetraceof the
verb (which moves to Infl) intervenes between the Agent and the Patient, so the



Patient isin a pogition adjacent to the verb if it is Case marked.

Attradive as it is at first glance, the Case-theoretic acournt faces me
problems. Some of these problems are apparent in the analysis of Malagasy. In the
first place it requires an approach under which transitive verbs do nd have the
inherent ability to assgn Case. This contradicts most approachesto Case in the GB
tradition. Second, the fad that both Agent and Patient are asdgned Case if the
circumfix appeas on the verb is not enoughto explain the movement of ancther
argument to SpedP. As Guilfoyle et al. observe (fn 7), the preposition must be
asaumed to incorporate into the verb aswell . If it did nat, it would surfaceand assgn
Caseto the nominal. Thisincorporation must be stipulated, and thoughGuil foyle et
al. claim that it is smilar to an appli cative construction, in the Malagasy case there
isnomorphdogicd indicaion d the incorporation.

Further problems emerge when the analysis is extended to other Austronesian
languages. Unli ke Malagasy, languages|i ke Tagalog donot combinetheadivevoice
affix andthe dired objed voiceaffix if an obli que argument becomesthe pivot. This
may indicéte that, messy thoughit may be for Malagasy, the mrred treament of
oblique-pivot affixesis simply as separate affixes. The word order fads are also less
cooperativein other languages, as Guil foyle et al. point out anddiscussed in detail for
Tagalog by Kroeger (1993. Findly, it is unclea how the Guilfoyle et al. analysis
would extend to syntacdicdly ergative languages.

4.0 Final comments

It has been claimed (e.g. by Marantz 1984 that theories of syntax in which
grammaticd functions are not defined in terms of structural configurations are
inherently lessexplanatory than GB-styletheories. Infad, it isoften the oppasite that
is the case. Hiding grammaticd functions behind an array of structural constraints
often olscures their nature as functions.

In this gudy, we have attempted to motivate the properties normally attributed
to subjedsin terms of two more basic functions. We have shown that hypahesizing
thefunctionsf and Piv, andtreaingthem asfunctions, can explain the propertiesthey
exhibit, particularly thearray of propertiesin Phili ppine-typelanguages. Theresulting
system ismore explanatory than related c-structural approaches, in which the surface
system is a wincidence instead o the dired result of the need for interclausal
cortinuity. It isalso superior to a bistratal GF-based approad, in which the function
name suBJis arbitrarily used to refer to dstinct functions at the diff erent strata.
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Endnotes
“I would liketo thank Joan Bresnan for comments on much of the material in this paper. All the usual
disclaimers apply.

'Both Schadhter and Dixon make additi onal claims, moreinimica to the LFG conception o syntax,
which | do not address here and do not subscribe to. Schachter, at least by implicaion, questions the
universality of grammatica functionsin general. It seemsto methat that step is not justified by the fads of
Philippine-type languages and ergative languages. Dixon claims that his subjed and pvot are defined in
terms of the more primitive functions S, A and O. Here ajain, | do nd believe that a valid case has been
made.

*Therearesomeinterestingcompli cationsconcerningobjeds, obli ques, andadjuncts. Inthefirstplace
the“dired objea voice” suffix is-in andthe “indired objed voice” suffix is-an, but with some verbs-inis
used whenanormally dative-marked nominal becomespivot, andwith other verbs-anisused whenthe pivot
is what would normally be marked acasative (Schachter 1987). | assume without argument that the
a-function d the pivot is acarately refleded by the voice dfix, and nd by the Case it would namally be
marked with.

A second poblem isthe ability of certain adjunct-like elementsto be pivot. | susped that thisis
yet another pieceof evidencethat the complement/adjunct distinctionis morefluid than is usually thought,
as uggested by Jackenddf (1990 and Alsina (1996). Foley and Van Valin (1984 remark onthe general
ability of Phili ppinelanguagesto have pivotsthat are not core aguments; in the present context, however,
| donit seethat as a problem. The fad that these languages have a morphdogicd indication d which
argument has been chosen as pivot makes the wider options for pivothood ratural.

3A note onthe glosses. The voiceaffixesare glossed ACT for adive, DO for dired objed, and 1O for
indired objed. Case diti cs are glossed ERG (for the Case marking the Actor), ACC, DAT, OBL. Finally, |
amasaumingthat thelocative phrasein this set of sentencesisaseondary objed, andthusismarked aspivot
by the 10 affix.

“In Bresnan (1982, thisisindicated informally with the feaure [U +].

*More predsely, if the subardinate verb is in the voliti ve moodthe controlleemust be F for semantic
reasons. In the nonvditi ve mood, in which Fissemanticdly marked asnotin control of theadion, F can be
unexpressedonly asanarbitrary controll ee Accordingto Kroeger, innonvditi vecomplementsthecontrollee
must be PIV. Therestrictionto PIV isnot explained by my acourt (nor his), but if esentialy corred it may
beduetothefunctionof PIV. Thefad that F can be spedfied as an unexpressed pronounin the nonvditive
even thoughit canna be controlled shows that there is a syntadic aspect to the choice of F as anaphaic
controllee



