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Abstract

This paper outlines a new analysis of the syntactic strecind dis-
course function of a ‘prominent internal possessor const’ (PIPC)
in Chimane (unclassified, Bolivia) and compares it with aisting anal-
ysis of a different kind of PIPC found in Maithili (Indo-Arya Indi-
a/Nepal). PIPCs in Chimane and Maithili involve an appdyenon-
local agreement relation between verbs and possessors argiinternal
to possessive NPs. In Chimane, it is argued that internalqsssrs are
able to control object agreement via a clause-level ‘pratyhe internal
possessor — see also Ritchie (under review). The paper ga®scom-
pare this construction with PIPCs in Maithili, and showst thigeakers
use PIPCs in discourse to indicate the information strectale of the
internal possessor. In the case of Chimane, it seems tieahaitposses-
sors which bear the secondary topic role are more likely tarobobject
agreement, while in Maithili, other semantic and inforroatstructural
features of internal possessors are at play. The conwifsif the vari-
ous levels of sentence structure are modelled using the éi@Gtacture
developed in Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2005; 2011).

1 Introduction

Many languages have a means of syntactically promotingesssss. This
typically involves ‘raising’ of the possessor to an arguitrfenction, with con-
comitant demotion of the phrase headed by the possessecdaloriithe mo-
tivation for possessor promotion is usually to indicate gheminent semantic
and information structure (IS) role of the possessor.

This paper considers two cases of ‘prominent internal [Essseconstruc-
tions’ or PIPCs in two genetically unrelated languages:n@me (or Tsimane’,
unclassified, Bolivia) and Maithili (Indo-Aryan, India/lgal). PIPCs are func-
tionally similar to EPCs in that they are typically employedsignal the se-
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mantic/IS prominence of possessors. However, as their saiggests, PIPCs
differ from EPCs in one fundamental regard: the prominesspesor in a PIPC
remains internal to the phrase headed by the possessedaloméaspite this,

possessors in PIPCs can participate in phrase-externgxsyfor example by

controlling agreement on the verb.

Prominent internal possessors (PIPs) in both Chimane airithiMean con-
trol verbal agreement. However, there are several diftereetween the two
languages which are revealing with respect to their undeglgtructure. In
Maithili, possessors internal to possessive phrasesifumiat) as both subjects
and objects can control verbal agreement, as illustratét)in

Q) a. dekha-I-thun
Saw.PST3H.2MH
‘He (honorific) saw you (mid-honorific).
b. tohor ba:buMohan-kedekha-I-thun
YOU.NH.GEN father MohanAcc seePSTF3H.2NH
“Your (non-honorific) father saw Mohan.’

c. o tora: ba:p-ke dekha-I-thun
he H you.NH.AccC fatherAcC seePST3H.2NH
‘He saw your (non-honorific) father.’

(Stump & Yadav 1988: 306, 309, 317)

In (1a), the subject controls the ‘primary’ agreement (am l&ft in the gloss)
and the object controls the ‘secondary’ agreenderrimary agreement in
Maithili is always controlled by the subject, while secondagreement can
be controlled by a number of non-subject elements includitgrnal posses-
sors. Control of secondary agreement by a possessor ihterasgubject can
be seen in (1b), while in (1c), the possessor internal to Hject NP controls
the secondary agreement. Stump & Yadav provide evidendsote that these
agreement controlling possessors are internal to the ggigeghrase.

In a similar way, agreement is also possible between the aredbinternal
possessors in Chimane. In this case, however, the agregragetn is more
restricted; it can only occur between possessors intemabject NPs, and
must be accompanied by an additional applicative-like aleshffix 3

(2 a. Juan tgj-je-’ un  mu’ Sergio-s.
Juanf1) touch-cLF-3sG.F.0 hand§) them Sergiof)-F
‘Juan touched Sergio’s hand.’

2There are no overt arguments in (1a) but it is assumed harththenorphology on the verb
functions as agreement morphology and not as incorporatetpns.

3The verbs in the examples in (2) also feature verbal classifidelled asLF. These are
suffixes which obligatorily occur on most verbal roots toateeinflectable stems. They have
various meanings related to subject control and trangitiveee Sakel (2004; 2007).
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b. Juan taj-je-bi-te un  mu’ Sergio-s.
Juan{) touch-CLF-APPL-3sG.M.0 hand€) them Sergio)-F
‘Juan touched Sergio’s hand.’

c. *Juan taj-je-te un  mu’ Sergio-s.
Juan{) touch-CLF-3sG.M.0 hand€) them Sergiofn)-F
(‘Juan touched Sergio’s hand.’)

d. *Mu’ vojity=yu naij-tye-ye [ naij-bi-ye mi.
the M brotherf)=my see€LF-15G.2SG SeeCLF-APPL-1SG.2SGyou
(‘My brother saw you.")

(Ritchie 2015)

(2a) shows object agreement with the feminine head of thengdike posses-
sive NP. In (2b), the verb appears to exhibit object agre¢nvéh the internal
possessor, and it also exhibits the suffik. (2c) shows that this agreement
pattern is not possible if thédi suffix is not present, and (2d) shows that it is
not possible for possessors internal to subject NPs to@oereement on the
verb, whether or not thei suffix is present. Just as in Maithili, syntactic tests
can be used to show that the possessor in (2b) is internal.

This kind of configuration presents a challenge for lingaisheories, as
it has hitherto been assumed that verbal agreement can erdgrirolled by
the head of a noun phrase, and not by non-head subconsit(génte.g. the
Control Agreement Principle in Gadzar & Pullum 1982; Gadzaal. 1985 and
similar constraints in LFG). A further complication is theserved variance in
languages which exhibit PIPCs. Maithili allows agreemeithvwpossessors
internal to both subject and object (as well as other) arguispevhile in Chi-
mane the pattern is restricted to only occurring with passesinternal to ob-
jects. What these differences suggest is that PIPCs are hotmageneous
phenomenon and require different types of analysis foersfit languages.

A detailed analysis of the syntax of the Chimane PIPC can baddn
Ritchie (under review). In Section 2, | will briefly summaishe analysis
developed there and go on to show how information structare e inte-
grated with this analysis using the multi-level LFG arctiitee developed in
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011). In Section 3, | show how a diéfet approach
is required for the syntax and discourse function of the M&aiPIPC, princi-
pally following the analysis developed in Dalrymple & Nilglva (2005). A
summary and areas for further research are identified inddett

2 Prominent internal possessorsin Chimane

This section provides a summary of the analysis of ChimaR&RBIset out in
Ritchie (2015) and Ritchie (under review).
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2.1 Possessive nhoun phrase

In possessive noun phrases, specifiers and modifiers, inglpdssessors, agree
with the gender of the head noun:

3) a. mg Juan-si’ dar-si’ ococo b. mu’ Juan-tyi’ dar-tyi’ itsiquij
theF Juani)-F big-F  frog(F) them Juan{1)-m big-M  jaguarf)
‘Juan’s big frog’ ‘Juan’s big jaguar’

Possessors exhibit the same nominal agreement suffixegezsivaas and can
co-occur with determiners in the phrase, suggesting tlegtftimction as modi-
fiers (Lyons 1986). Heads and modifiers in the NP cannot peedeterminers:

4) a. *ococomd mu’-si’ b. *mu’-si’ mgd ococo c. *dar-si’ mg ococo
frog(F) theF his-F his-F  theFfrog(F) big-F theF frog(F)
(‘his frog’) (‘his frog’) (‘the big frog’)

Apart from this restriction, the other constituents canuoén any order. This
suggests that (i) the determiner occupies a higher stalgbosition in the NP,
and (ii) the rest of the NP has a flat structure.

There is also a type of bound possessor expression. Proalsmihich do
not exhibit agreement with the head noun must attach to ¢t af some NP
constituent; there is a preference for them to attach toigim-most element of
the NP, though they can also attach to other elements witieitN®. Compare
the lack of marking and positional restriction on the boundggssor in (5a)
with the ‘free’ one in (5b):

) a. ococo=mu’/*mu’ ococo b. ococomu’-si’/ mu’-si’ ococo
frog(F)=his / his frog(F) frog(F) his-F [ his-F  frog(F)
‘his frog’ ‘his frog’

Bound possessors can also co-occur with free possessors:

(6) a. Juan-si’ ococo=mu’ b. mu’-si’ ococo=mu’
Juan{)-F frog(F)=his his+ frog(F)=his
‘Juan’s frog’ ‘his frog’

Bound possessors which co-occur with free possessors aviletmed ‘dou-
bling possessors’ because they are anaphorically caedrdly and therefore
double the features of the free possessor.

2.2 Clausal syntax

There is no case marking of core arguments in Chimane. Sudnjecobjects
can be identified by a number of other properties, most prentiyn the fact
that they can control subject and object agreement on the BEpending on
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the combination of subject and object in transitive clayses or two suffixes
indicate person, number, gender and clusivity featuresefwo arguments.

In double object constructions, the non-patient-like argat controls object
agreement on the verb. In (7a), the monotransitive tarbbring’ exhibits
object agreement with the feminine patient-like argumewthen a primary
object argument expressing a beneficiary is added to therangustructure
of this verb by the benefactive applicativge as in (7b), the verb exhibits
agreement with this argument:

@) a. Judyeya’md quijejmitidye’ tu-i-'=in.
and theFso cooked.food§) bring-CLF-3sG.F.0=they
‘And they brought hot food.’
b. Judyeya'quica jejmitidye’ tu-ye-te=in.
and S0 HRsSY cooked.food§) bring.CLF-BEN.APPL-3SG.M.O=they
‘And they brought him hot food.

These examples show that Chimane exhibits secundativenadigt with re-
spect to agreement between verbs and patient- and nompliitee arguments.

The object which controls agreement on the verb in a doubjecbloon-
struction will be termed the primary object, while the otlobject is the sec-
ondary object. The primary object is the direct object of axptansitive verb
or indirect object of a ditransitive verb, while the secanydabject is the direct
object of a ditransitive verb (e.g. Bresnan 1982; Dryer 3986

2.3 Evidencethat PIPsareinternal in Chimane

An obligatory property of PIPs is that they cannot controleggnent on the
verb if they do not exhibit nominal agreement with the possdsourf.

(8)  Yunaij-bi-te mg ococoJuan(*-si’)
| seeCLF-APPL-3sG.M.OtheF frog(F) Juan{1)-F
‘| saw Juan’s frog.’

This is a strong indication that possessors in PIPCs anaaltto the possessive
phrase, as only internal modifiers exhibit nominal agreg¢math the head of
the phrase.

Constituency tests involving insertion of a clause-levileab like 'yester-
day’ between the possessor and possessed noun do not peadevidence
that the possessor is internal or external to the possel$tyas Chimane ex-
hibits free word order and discontinuous NPs are a podsikéls shown in (9):

“The verb in (8) does not feature an overt verbal classifietolagrocess of morphophono-
logical deletion. The phonological form of the stetyeis similar to the agreement suffite and
is therefore deleted due to a morphophonological rule, tmagtyebiteis realised asaijbite.
See also Sakel (2007).
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(99 Yutyna are'-yi pa'tyi’.
my-M FoOC hurt-CLF.M.sfingernail(v)
‘My fingernails hurt.’

Another test is passivization. Chimane PIPs can functioth@asubject of
the passive verb, as shown in (10a), where the passive véibitsxsubject
agreement with the feminine possessor. However, just agamples where
the possessive phrase functions as the object of the vieel{8l), here again the
possessor must exhibit nominal concord with the head notimsiiconstruction,
as shown by the ungrammaticality of (10b):

(20) a. Maria-ty vojity=mo ja’-¢at-bu-ti-’ (Juan)
Maria(F)-m brotherf)=sherPAasshit-APPL-PASS-F.SJuan{1)
Maria’s brother was hit (by Juan).’
b. *Maria vojity ja'-€at-bu-ti-’ (Juan)
Maria(F) brotherfv) PASShit-APPL-PASSF.SJuan{1)
Maria’s brother was hit by Juan.’

This indicates that possessors cannot function as indepeadyuments in syn-
tactic processes such as passivization, which constifutdger evidence that
possessors in PIPCs are internal to the possessive phrase.

24 Mediated locality

One potential analysis of Chimane PIPCs is that the PIP hapragsentation
or ‘proxy’ in the clause which stands in for it and functiorssthe object, and
this is what enables the possessor to control object agrgeriais idea has
not been developed for PIPCs but appears in some analyseagflistance
agreement (LDA) constructions (e.g. Polinsky 2003).
The PIPC in Chimane exhibits one particular feature whick sugport this

type of analysis. Itis a common (though optional) featurBIéfCs that the PIP
is doubled by a bound possessor:

(11)  Mi naij-bi-te ococoJuan-si’ (=mu’).
you seeCLF-APPL-3SG.M.O frog(F) Juanf1)-F =him
‘You saw Juan’s frog.’

If the doubling possessor in (11) is an overt expression obaypof the internal

possessor which functions as the object of the verb, therpitssible to predict
that this element can only occur in PIPCs and not in the cporeding inter-

nal possessor construction (IPC) in which the possessed cantrols object
agreement. This prediction is borne out; the bound pronahdannot easily
occur in the default IPC. Its insertion in the IPC equivaleintl1) is considered
strange or ungrammatical:
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(12)  Mi naij-tye-’ ococoJuan-si’ (?*=mu’).
you see€LF-3sG.F.0 frog(F) Juan(1)-F =him
‘You saw Juan’s frog.’

This seems to indicate that the doubling possessor might beeat expression
of an external clause-level proxy of the internal possefsstite PIPC.

Another argument in favour of a mediated locality-type gsial of the Chi-
mane PIPC is the fact that agreement between the possesstreaverb only
occurs with objects. As shown in (2d), repeated in (13), ges3rs internal to
subjects cannot control agreement on the verb:

(13) *Mu’ vojity=yu  naij-tye-ye /[ naij-bi-ye mi.
theM brotherf)=my seecLF-1SG.2SG seeCLF-APPL-1SG.2SGYyou
(‘My brother saw you.")

This is also the case for all other argument and non-argufo@ctions apart
from objects. This shows that Chimane exhibits a restripggddigm of agree-
ment between verbs and internal possessors, and thesetimsrseem to be
syntactic in nature. Chimane PIPCs are akin to applicativesizuctions in that
a non-argument in the default counterpart of the constradiinctions as the
object in the applicative construction. If the PIPC is alonapplicative con-
structions in these respects, then it also seems plausiblestime that the dou-
bling possessor represents a clause-level proxy of theadtpossessor which
functions similarly to an applied object in an applicatianstruction.

Evidence that the PIPC may be similar to applicative douthieat con-
structions comes from its use with ditransitive verbs. Rdoam Section 2.2
that the non-patient-like argument controls object agexgnn double object
constructions. In cases of ditransitive verbs featurirey-t suffix, this argu-
ment appears to correspond to the possessor. The followimym@e comes
from a description of a picture of a girl giving a monkey itsbeack after
taking it away:

(14)  Ji-caf-e-bi-baj-te qui ava’.
CAUS-returnCLF-APPL-again-3G.M.0s0 baby)
‘So she [the girl] gives it [the monkey] back its baby.

In all the examples of PIPCs discussed so far, PIPs contjetbéagreement de-
spite being internal to the single patient-like argumerda sémantically mono-
transitive verb. In (14), the possessor appears to comelsiothe recipient-like
argument of the semantically ditransitive verb. This sstgjéhat the possessor
is an object of this verb as well as functioning as the posseasfsthe posses-
sive patient-like argument, and that the possessor aneéggigs phrase may be
associated with different object functions. This configiorawith ditransitives
may indicate that in fact all verbs in PIPCs subcategorizeb@ith a primary
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and secondary object function, with the possessor beahmimgtimary object
function and the possessed noun the secondary objectdancti

The first point to note about this analysis is that the exiergresenta-
tion of the PIP is not necessarily overtly expressed. Manthefexamples of
PIPCs presented do not feature the doubling possessorefohesr! will fol-
low Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) in assuming that the agreemamphology
on the verb functions as an incorporated pronoun and beargrttmmatical
function instead of the doubling possessor in such casescénsl point is the
correspondence between PIPs and their external représastaWhen overt,
the doubling possessor must match the features of the PHoemse. There-
fore, this element will be analysed as being anaphoricadiytrolled by the
PIP.

Taking all these features of the analysis of the PIPC toggeithe possible to
provide a formal representation of the construction udiregltFG architecture.
The type of PIPC which is represented in (15) is that featutfie doubling pos-
sessor. At c-structure, this element is analysed follovidafymple (2001) as a
non-projecting CI(itic) function. As argued above, the bliing possessor is an
overt realization of a clause-level proxy of the internasgessor which func-
tions as the object of the verb. Therefore, it occurs digegtider the clausal
head at c-structure, and maps to &®J function at f-structure. The possessive
phrase bears theey function, but otherwise has the same internal structure
as other possessive phrases. The anaphoric control of dixg pbject by the
internal possessor is shown by the indices in the f-strastof these two ele-
ments. The necessarily disjoint relationship between tifspest and object is
also indicated by indices. Example (11) is repeated herg®s (

(15)  Mi naij-bi-te ococoJuan-si'=mu’.
you seeCLF-APPL-3SG.M.O frog(F) Juan{)-F=him
‘You saw Juan'’s frog.’

s [PRED ‘SEE(SUBJ,0BJ,0BY)’ 1
NWI PRED PRO
| | ‘ "\|suBJ |PERS 2
N/ naij-bi-te . MK NUM  SG
| - i & J
N SeeAPPL3SG.M.O/\hIm PRED ‘PR /;
' N NP PERS 3
mi | | 0BJ
, NUM SG
you ococo N
frog(F) lll GEND M
[ PRED ‘FROG(POSS’
Juan-si® 1 OBy oo g [PRED ‘JUAN’]-}
Juany)-F
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The analysis in (15) explicitly shows the syntacticallyralitsitive nature of the
Chimane PIPC. However, it is still unclear from this anadysihat the condi-
tions are under which the PIPC occurs in discourse.

2.5 Discoursefunction of PIPCsin Chimane

With the assumptions made in Section 2.4, we can now congigecontri-
bution of semantics and information structure in deterngnivhen PIPCs are
used in discourse. In order to uncover the discourse mitivédr using PIPCs,
| designed some picture description tasks.

In the animacy and alienability task, participants werewsh@a series of
pictures which depicted a person acting on another persimahor inanimate
object, and a third person or animal looking angry about tthuatson. It was
explained to the participants that the person, animal ceatbyho was being
acted on was the possession (i.e. the kin or alienable miseg®sf the person
or animal who looked angry. The participant was then askedestépn about
the picture which either topicalized the possession or tss@ssor.

In the sibling story task, the participants were shown aeseof pictures
which developed the story of a brother and sister and thégractions with
their parents and possessions and with animals and thesegsisns. The task
was designed to elicit many examples of possessive cotistnac

There are two results in the animacy and alienability tasicivimay indi-
cate that topicality of the possessor is an influencing faictdhe decision to
use the PIPC. In their descriptions of situations in whicbhpgbe act on other
people’s kin, the participants used the PIPC more often wihepossessor was
topicalized in the question. The results are shown in Talihe topic in the
guestion is highlighted in each case):

Situation Question PIPC %
man arabs man’s sister Why isthe man angry? 9/16 56

g What's happening ttheman’ssister? 0/16 0
Why is the woman angry? 12/16 75

woman hits woman's Sofy s happening tthe woman’sson?  4/16 25

Table 1: Animacy and alienability task — topicality of thesgessor

The results in Table 1 show that the participants prefemadse PIPCs to de-
scribe a person acting on another person’s kin when the dgmmson (i.e. the
possessor) is topicalized in the question. More data isetetmshow if this is
a significant tendency, but these results do seem to prowidtgtal indication
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that topicality may be an influencing factor on the speal@@ce between the
PIPC and the IPC.

Another type of evidence which may support the argumentRRCs are
used to express topicality comes from examples of the uge@s In the sibling
story task. In the story, after the brother and sister iaterdth their mother
and father, they leave for the forest. After this episodey fimd a canoe. It was
explained to the participants that this canoe belongeddatiidren’s father.
Some of the participants used transitive constructionls possessive objects to
describe this situation. In such cases, they always usesl i&@er than PIPCs:

(16) Atyjoba-'=in  naij-te covambgen’-tyi'=in.
now leavef.s=theyseeCLF-3sG.M.0 canoef) father(v)-m=their
‘Now they’re leaving and see their father’'s canoe.’

The use of IPCs in this discourse context is revealing becatithe topicality

of the possessor. The possessor referent (the childrehisrfas not topical at
this point in the discourse; several events separate thigsiomeof him from the

last mention, and this may be why the participants selettedRC rather than
PIPC to describe the situation.

These results provide some initial indication that PIP@spreferred when
the possessor is topical. This proposal is similar to theolasions made for
PIPCs in other languages, but no formal analysis of this ¢fpenstruction in-
volving information structure has been proposed. Howeliéferential object
marking (DOM), which is a related phenomenon as it also weslvariabil-
ity in morphosyntactic marking of arguments, has been fdynsmalysed by
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011). They develop a formal arctitee involv-
ing interacting levels of sentence grammar. It is the imtiioas which con-
strain DOM. Specifically, topicality constrains differetmarking of objects.
Topical objects are marked, while non-topical objects arte if the observa-
tions given about the use of PIPCs in Chimane discourse areatothen this
constraint-based approach can also be applied to thesgims.

Unlike DOM constructions, in which the object either bedes topic role or
not, in PIPCs, it is also necessary to consider the role gbtissessed noun. In
situations in which the possessed noun is marked, as in [B@#,be assumed
that both the possessed noun and the possessor share @dorghation struc-
ture role which applies to the entire possessive phrasetuati®ns where the
PIP bears the topic role, it is assumed here that the possessm bears a
completive information structure role, as it is discounssv but not in focus
(Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011).

Before moving to the analysis of some specific examples o€RB|R for-
malization of the proposed general constraint is requitedheir analysis of
topical non-subject agreement in Tabassaran, DalrympleNdkolaeva offer
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the following formalization of the general constraint tlaaly nonsubject ele-

ment which bears a topic role will control agreement on thd f@ssuming
that agreement is an explicit signal of topicality):

(17) (¢ [6F—suBJ), DF) = TorPIC  (Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011: 122)

Adapting this kind of general formalization, the proposedlgsis of the Chi-
mane PIPC can be restated in the following terms: whichelenent bears
the secondary topic role at information structure will bt object function
at functional structure. This constraint can be represeassollows:

(18) (&t oBY), DF) = TOPIC2

This constraint entails that in contexts in which the intérpossessor bears
the secondary topic role, it (or rather its proxy) must béardbject function.
This also implies that the possessive phrase must beareaafiffgrammatical
function. Using this general constraint, it is now possiioleorovide a formal
analysis of the syntax and information structure of PIPCs.

In (19), the possessor bears the secondary topic role,rimé gie possessed
noun is not topical in this construction, it instead bearsmpuletive informa-
tion structure role. It is possible that it could bear anotiodée, but the impor-
tant point is that in this construction, the IS roles of thegessor and possessed
noun are different. It is this difference in IS prominenceahhtriggers the va-
lency change and enables the external proxy of the possesisear the object
function. Thus the conditions under which the verb agredl thie possessor
in the PIPC, which was left unresolved in Section 2.4, are dawified.

(19)  Yunaij-bi-te mg ococoJuan-si'=mu’
| seeCLF-APPL-3sG.M.OtheF frog(F) Juan{)-F=him
‘| saw Juan’s frog.’

PRED ‘SEE(SUBJ,0BJ,0BY)"
PRED ‘PRO;
SUBJ s:|PERS 1
NUM  SG
S PRED ‘PROj /4
E— /
NP v NP cl n:|ogy o:|PERS 3 . -
(n suBd=s (n 0BY)=0y (n 0BY)=0 NUM  SG N .
Nt =50 6,090 g1 =00, GEND M \ N
((so DF)=TOPIC1) ((09, DF)=COMPLETIVE) ((0o, DF)=TOPIC2) \\ \
| o | PRED 'FROG(POSY’ \
\
N’ naij-bi-te Det N’ mu’ 0By op:|PEF * [ \
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The representation in (19) demonstrates the integratigheot-structure and
f-structure of the PIPC, in which the external proxy of theeinal possessor
bears the object function, with the s-structure and i-stmgcof the construc-
tion, at which it is specified that the possessor and its patgroxy bear the
secondary topic role while the possessive phrase bears pletira role (see
Ritchie (2015) for more details on this analysis).

3 Prominent internal possesssorsin Maithili

Maithili exhibits SOV word order and both case marking on nmats and
agreement on verbs. Nominals and pronominals are disshgdifor nomi-
native, accusative/dative and genitive case. It also hgstara of honorificity
involving four levels in the second person and two in thedttgerson. The
levels are High-Honorific (HH), Honorific (H), Mid-Honorifi(MH), and Non-
Honorific (NH) (Yadav 1996).

3.1 Possessive noun phrase

Possessors in possessive NPs generally stand in the gemisvn (20a), but

when the possessive phrase bears certain grammaticaioiusictor example

the object function, possessors can also stand in the Gatoesative case, as
in (20Db):

(20) a. tohor bap oe-I-thun
YOU.MH.GEN fathercomePST.3H.2MH
“Your (MH) father (H) came.’

b. homtora beta-kedekha-l-iau
| YOU.NH.ACC SON-ACC seePST1.2NH

‘| saw your (NH) son.’ (Stump & Yadav 1988: 309)

The order of elements in the possessive NP is fixed as posgessessed
noun. The opposite order is ungrammatical (all of the foll@pexamples come
from a recent paper by Yadava et al. 2016):

(21) *homnokor-ke tohor pita-l-iau
| servantACC YOU.NH.GEN hit-PST1.2NH
(‘I hit your (NH) servant (NH).)

Possessors can also co-occur with determiners. In such, thegossessor can
either precede or follow the determiner:

(22) a. i tohor nokor oe-l-oi

thisyou.NH.GEN servantcomePST3NH
‘Thisservant (NH) of yours (NH) came.’
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b. tohor i nokor oe-l-au
YOU.NH.GEN this servanttomePST2NH.NONNOM
‘This servant (NH) ofyours(NH) came.’

Note the difference in emphasis indicated in the transiatioVhen the deter-
miner precedes the possessor, the focus is on the determihen the posses-
sor precedes the determiner, the focus is on the possessor.

3.2 Clausal syntax

There are three verbal agreement paradigms: the nominativensitive
paradigm, the non-nominative intransitive paradigm arel dioss-reference
paradigm. Major features of nominals referenced by thedigma are person
and honorific grade.

Nominative intransitive agreement is controlled by thesaigument of an
intransitive verb, while non-nominative intransitive agment is controlled by
non-nominative subjects on intransitive verbs, for exangaitive subjects. (23)
shows examples of nominative and dative subjects of intremserbs:

(23) a. tu ae-l-ae b. tora bukh lagh-l-au
YOU.NH cCOmePST2NH YyOu.NH.ACC hungryfeel-PST2NH.NONNOM
‘You (NH) came.’ ‘You (NH) were hungry.

The cross-reference paradigm consists of verbal agreesnffites which
cross-reference two referents in the clause: the ‘primang ‘secondary’ ref-
erents. The primary referent is nearly always (but does ec¢ssarily have to
be) the subject. The secondary referent is the second nstent referent in
the clause, which can be the object but also obliqgues andiadlg) possessors
internal to a number of terms and non-terms.

Secondary agreement is possible with single objects of tnamsitive verbs,
patient-like and non-patient-like objects of ditrangtiverbs, and possessors
internal to all of these:

(24) a. homtora pita-I-iau
I YOUNH.ACC hit-PST1.2NH
‘| hit you.” (single object of monotransitive verb)
b. homtohor nokor-ke pita-l-iau
| YOU.NH.GEN servantAcc hit-PST1.2NH
‘ hit your servant.’ (possessor internal to object)
c. homtora bochade-I-ie / de-l-iau
| YOU.NH.ACC baby give-PST1.3NH give-PST1.2NH
‘I gave you the baby.’ (direct or indirect obj. of ditransiiverb)
d. homtohor guruji-ke bochade-l-iau
| YOU.NH.GENteacherAcc baby give-PST1.2NH
‘I gave the baby to your teacher.” (poss. internal to indicdgect)
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e. homtohor bochaguruji-ke de-l-iau
| YOUNH.GENbaby teacherAcc give-PST1.2NH
‘| gave your baby to the teacher.’ (poss. internal to dirdgect)

Secondary agreement is also possible with oblique argunantd with pos-
sessors internal to obliques:

(25) a. homtohor sangekhanapakau-I-iau
I YOUNH.GENwith  food CcOOK-PST1.2NH
‘| cooked with you.” (oblique)
b. homtohor guruji-ke sangekhanapakau-l-iau
| YOUNH.GENteacheracc with food cook-PST1.2NH
‘I cooked with your teacher.” (possessor internal to olaigu

Agreement is also possible with possessors internal t@stgpf intransitives.
In such cases, the possessor triggers non-nominativeragnt®n the verb:

(26)  tohor nokor oel-oi / oel-au
YOU.NH.GEN servantcomePSF3NH comePSTF2NH.NONNOM
‘Your (NH) servant came.’

Possessors internal to subjects of transitive verbs cancalstrol secondary
agreement. In such cases, primary agreement is controflétdebpossessed
noun. This means both elements of the possessive subjaetfarenced:

(27)  tobhor bhai homra pita-I-kho
YOU.NH.GEN brotherme hit-PST3NH.2NH
“Your brother hit me.’

These examples show that in Maithili, agreement is possilile possessors
internal to (i) subjects of intransitive verbs, (ii) sulteof transitive verbs, (jii)
direct and indirect objects of mono- and ditransitive veersl (iv) obliques.

3.3 Evidencethat PIPsareinternal in Maithili

One piece of evidence which suggests that possessors winititoksecondary
agreement on the verb are internal to the phrase headed pptkessed noun
is the fact that they cannot be separated from the possessedby a clause-
level element. For example, it is not possible for a claeselladverb to occur
between the possessor and possessed noun.

(28)  *homtohor khail nokor-ke pita-l-iau

| YOU.NH.GEN yesterdayservantAccC hit-PST1.2NH
‘| hit your servant yesterday.’

634



Another test which may indicate that possessors in PIPCatmal to the

possessive phrase is the fact that they are not accessipssstvization. The
only possible passive for (1c), which is repeated here ia)28 (29b), where
the subject corresponds to the entire possessive phrasé Wbars the object
function in (29a). Example (29a) cannot have a passive Masiach as (29c)
whose subject is the former possessor:

(29) a. o tora ba:p-ke dekha-I-thun

he H your NH.ACcC fatherAcc seePSTF3H.2NH
‘He saw your (NH) father (H).

b. toharba:pdekhal ge-l
your fatherseePST.PTCPQO-PST.3NH
“Your (NH) father (H) was seen.’

c. *t0 ba:p(-ke)dekhal  ge-le
youNOM fatherACC seePST.PTCPJO-PST.2NH
“Your (NH) father (H) was seen.’

(Stump & Yadav 1988: 317)

An example like (29c), where the possessor stands in thenadive and the
auxiliary exhibits agreement with the possessor, is ungratical. Stump &
Yadav argue that this shows that the possessor which ceseobndary agree-
ment in (29a) does not bear an argument function in the cldudes internal
to the possessive phrase headed by the possessed noun.

3.4 Trigger-happy agreement

The examples in Section 3.3 show that it is not only intermesgssors which
can control secondary agreement. Direct objects of ditreasverbs and
obliques can also control this agreement. This suggestshbaontroller of
secondary agreement does not necessarily correspond trestricted argu-
ment. Instead, secondary agreement can be controlled ghexer potential
controller is most semantically or information structiyagdrominent in a given
discourse context. The specific semantic and/or IS factbishwdetermine the
agreement controller are not immediately apparent, ardrdiit studies have
argued for different factors (see Section 3.5). Howeveteims of the syntax
of the construction in which the possessor controls agregnadl that needs
to be said is that there is no difference in the structure ®RHPC versus the
default IPC. In both cases, the possessor is internal to deseggsive NP. In
the case that the possessor controls secondary agreemeor, @ combination
of prominent semantic and/or IS features of the possessansnhat it ‘wins
out’ in the competition for control of secondary agreemergrather potential
controllers. This type of pragmatically determined agreetisystem has been
termed ‘trigger-happy’ by Comrie (2003), as the agreemangfett (in this case
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the verb) can have more than one potential trigger or cdetrol
The f-structure of this kind of configuration has been aredydy
Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2005) as in (30):

(30) o tora: ba:p-ke dekha-I-thun
he H you.NH.ACC fatherAcC seePST3H.2NH
‘He (H) saw your (NH) father.’

[PRED ‘SEE(SUBJ,0BJ)’
lPRED ‘HE’]

SUBJ
PERS 3

PRED ‘FATHER’

PERS 3

©BJ PRED ‘YOU’

PERS 2

POSS [

Based on Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2005: 87)

However, just as with Chimane, it is not possible to fully ke why PIPs are
able to control agreement on the verb in Maithili withoutoat®nsidering the
semantic and/or information structure features of the gesy.

3.5 Discourse function of PIPCsin Maithili

Based on the observations about secondary agreement ihilMpresented
here, it must be stated that in Maithili, agreement corgrsltdo not correspond
one-to-one with grammatical functions, as they do in mamgeiotanguages.
Instead, predicate-‘argument’ agreement is conditionesidomething else.

So far, analyses of Maithili have claimed that it is the fumgal promi-
nence of internal possessors which enables them to comitohdary agree-
ment. Stump & Yadav (1988) claim that topicality is the maiotivating factor
for using a PIPC in discourse. Bickel et al. (1999) cite theraction between
the pragmatic concepts of ‘face’ and ‘empathy’ as the prynmaotivation for
speakers’ choice between potential controllers of seagratreement. Comrie
(2003) and Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2005) argue that the pssses will con-
trol secondary agreement when they bear the secondaryrtapiat informa-
tion structure. Finally, Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) asgthat some notion
of contrast may also be involved in conditioning the choiltea more recent
proposal, Yadava et al. (2016) argue that the motivatiothemlternation is to
index a combination of semantic and information structteatures of posses-
sors.
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The semantic feature referenced by secondary agreemem isonorific
grade of the possessor, or more specifically ‘face versusgpBickel et al.
1999). Potential controllers which are higher in honorifrade will control
secondary agreement, even if they are more ‘lowly’ in thgmtactic status.
For example, in a social context in which you are referringridionoured per-
son’s non-honorific possessions, and that person is praséme situation, it
is infelicitous for the verb to show agreement with their fmmorific posses-
sion over them. This is despite the fact that the honorifierasit is an internal
possessor and the non-honorific possessed noun is the hisedadifject NP:

(31) tu hunak nokor-ke pit-l-ahunh /*pit-l-ahi
you he H.GEN servantACC hit-PSF2NH.3H  hit-PSTF2NH.3NH
‘You (NH) hit his (H) servant.” (Honorific possessor is prage

It is only felicitous to use the the variant in which the pass=l noun controls
secondary agreement if the honorific possessor is absenttifre situation:

(32) tu hunak nokor-ke *pit-l-ahunh / pit-l-ahi
you he H.GEN servantAccC hit-PST2NH.3H hit-PSTF2NH.3NH
“You (NH) hit his (H) servant.’ (Honorific possessor is ab§en

This kind of judgement indicates that the need to respeatinea people is one
of the factors motivating the choice between potential @gent controllers.

Agreement with honorific referents can also be ‘overriddéahother po-
tential controller is focussed. If a non-honorific possessdocussed, it is
possible for it to control secondary agreement:

(33) a. tu kokor sikshak-kepit-l-ahunh
youwho.GENteacher hit-PST2NH.3H

‘Whose teacher (H) did you hit?’

b. homtohor sikshak-kepit-1-iau
| YOU.NH.GEN teacher hit-PST1.2NH
‘[ hit your (NH) teacher (H)." (teacher absent, possessdoaus)

This indicates that it is possible for focus to override trifity, enabling non-
honorific possessors to control secondary agreement overrifio possessed
nouns.

Adapting the analysis of Maithili developed in Dalrymple dddlaeva
(2005), it is possible to integrate a level of informatiorusture with the f-
structure given in Section 3.4.
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(34) o tora: ba:p-ke dekha-I-thun
he H you.NH.AccC fatherAcc seePST3H.2NH
‘He saw your (NH) father.’

Functional structure: Information structure:

[PRED ‘SEE(SUBJ,0BJ)’

PRED ‘HE'| 1+
SUBJ PRED ‘HE’

PERS 3 TOPIC
STATUS H

PRED ‘FATHER’
PERS 3 FOCUS [

PRED ‘YOU’ L~
PERS 2

PRED ‘YOU’
STATUS NH

OBJ

POSS [

Based on Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2005: 87)

In a similar way to Chimane, the integration of a level of mf@tion structure
into the analysis motivates the choice of the internal pesseas the controller
of secondary agreement in Maithili.

4 Summary and further questions

In this paper, two different types of prominent internal ggssor constructions
have been presented. Certain features of the construdtidicsite that despite
their functional similarity, they have very different umiyéng structures. The
fact that possessor agreement is restricted to only ooguwith objects in
Chimane, and only in the presence of applicative-like Verimphology, leads
us to conclude that a valency-increasing process is thedmedysis for the
construction. In this respect, the Chimane PIPC is closePtGEproper, albeit
with the added complication that it is not the possessolf idgich is ‘raised’
to argument status but a clause-level representation gfdesessor which is
inserted into the argument structure of the verb by the eatlie.

Maithili presents a very different syntactic profile. Inghiase, possessors
internal to a number of different terms and non-terms carirobagreement,
and they share this property with other non-terms includipigques. This sug-
gests that instead of some valency-changing process akiraton Chimane,
the best explanation for the PIPC in Maithili is that verbgileement does not
reference grammatical functions, but rather semanticaliyformation struc-
turally prominent referents.

Despite these very different syntactic profiles, there iem@se in which
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PIPCs in Chimane and Maithili constitute the same type oktration. That
sense is functional: in both cases, internal possessasotakhe syntactically
prominent property of controlling agreement on the verb miley are also
semantically or information structurally prominent. Somiéial evidence has
been presented here to show that in Chimane, topical passess more likely
to control verbal agreement. In Maithili, possessors wizigd higher in hon-
orific grade and which bear the focus role are more likely taticd secondary
agreement, and these two features can interact, with fedussn-honorific
possessors able to override honorific non-focussed passess

Further questions

Onthe analysis of Chimane: itis not clear what is the anaplimding domain
of the negative constraint which specifies that the agregasgessor is disjoint
in reference from the subject. Further data is requireddotles. It is also not
clear how to capture this constraint in the formal represéoni.

More generally on the study of PIPCs crosslinguisticallyo types have
been presented in this paper, but there may also be othes ofpehich have
not yet been identified. For example, in his analysis of JaravwArawan),
Dixon (2000) claims that possessors which control verbet¢@gent may take
on the function of the head of the possessive NP. Another ¢ygplanation
may be that PIPs occur in a more peripheral position withenNIP than their
non-PIP counterparts, and it is this more peripheral positthich makes them
‘visible’ to the phrase-external syntax.

References

Bickel, Balthasar, Walter Bisang & Yogendra P. Yadava. 194ce vs. Empa-
thy: The Social Foundation of Maithili Verb Agreemeritinguistics37(3).
481-518.

Bresnan, Joan. 1982The Mental Representation of Grammatical Relations
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bresnan, Joan & Sam A. Mchombo. 1987. Topic, Pronoun, aneédxgent in
Chichewa.Language63(4). 741-782.

Comrie, Bernard. 2003. When Agreement Gets Trigger Hafpgnsactions
of the Philological Societ§01(2). 313-337.

Dalrymple, Mary. 2001 .Lexical Functional GrammarNew York: Academic
Press.

Dalrymple, Mary & Irina Nikolaeva. 2005. Nonsubject Agreemh and Dis-

course Roles. 1©xford Working Papers in Linguistics, Philology, and Pho-
netics 73-94. University of Oxford: Centre for Linguistics andilBlogy.

639



Dalrymple, Mary & Irina Nikolaeva. 20110bjects and Information Structure
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dixon, Robert M. W. 2000. Categories of the Noun Phrase iawara.Journal
of Linguistics36(3). 487-510.

Dryer, Matthew S. 1986. Primary Objects, Secondary Ohjerid Antidative.
Language62(4). 808—845.

Gadzar, Gerald, Ewan Klein, Geoffrey K. Pullum & Ivan A. S&4685. Gener-
alized Phrase Structure Grammabxford: Blackwell.

Gadzar, Gerald & Geoffrey K. Pullum. 1982. Generalized Bér&tructure
Grammar: A Theoretical Synopsis. Broceedings of the Indiana University
Linguistics Club Bloomington, IN: Indiana University.

Lyons, Christopher. 1986. The Syntax of English Genitivasinictions.Jour-
nal of Linguistics22(1). 123-143.

Polinsky, Maria. 2003. Non-Canonical Agreement Is Carani€ransactions
of the Philological Societ§01(2). 279-312.

Ritchie, Sandy F. 2015Internal Possessor Prominence in Chimah@®ndon:
SOAS, University of London Doctoral thesis.

Ritchie, Sandy F. under review. Agreement with the InteR@dsessor in Chi-
mane: A Mediated Locality Approach .

Sakel, Jeanette. 200A Grammar of MosetérBerlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Sakel, Jeanette. 2007. The Verbness Markers of Mosetén IEpfpedicates.
In Bernhard Walchli & Matti Miestamo (eds.New Trends in Typology:
Broadening the Horizons and Redefining the Foundati8is—338. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Stump, Gregory T. & Ramawatar Yadav. 1988. Maithili Verb agment
and the Control Agreement Principle. In Diane Brentari, YGlaarson &
Lynn MacLeod (eds.)Papers from the 24th Annual Regional Meeting of the
Chicago Linguistic Society, Part Two: Parasession on Agrest in Gram-
matical Theory304—-321. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.

Yadav, Ramawatar. 1996A Reference Grammar of Maithi{iTrends in Lin-
guistic Documentation 11). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Yadava, Yogendra P., Sandy Ritchie, Irina Nikolaeva & QlBend. 2016. The
Syntax of Internal Possessors in Maithili. Paper Preseatede \Workshop
on Prominent Internal Possessors. SOAS, London, 22-2&&éetr 2016.

640



