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Abstract

In this paper, | describe the depictive construction in Tagalog and try to provide
an explanatory answer to the question of what counts as a controller of the depictive
secondary predicate and how it is picked up. The grammatical relation approach to
this question makes a wrong prediction and does not work well in Tagalog. Instead
| insist that a semantico-pragmatic approach provides a more adequate account: a
nominal can count as a controller if it is both semantically and pragmatically salient.
The controller of the depictive must excel both in the role-related property and in the
reference-related property. The grammatical relations are unnecessary to capture the
depictive construction.

1 Introduction

There is plenty of interest in secondary predications in the literature. One of the points
at issue is the question of what nominal counts as a subject of the depictive predicate,
which we call a controller, and how the controller is picked up. The main goal of this
paper is to demonstrate what serves as a controller and account for the question of the
controller-selection in the Tagalog depictive construction.

The popular approach to the issue is the grammatical relation approach: whether a
nominal can be a controller or not is determined by the grammatical relation of the nom-
inal. This approach works well in languages like English, Japanese, and German. The
subject and some of objects function as controllers; oblique nominals get to be controllers
when they are promoted to the subject.

However, our observations here reveal that this is not the case with Tagalog. The
grammatical relation approach fails to account for the controller-selection. It is quite
controversial to assume grammatical relations in Tagalog and, moreover, the nominative
nominal, which many linguists postulate to be subject, is not necessarily a controller. Con-
sequently, | propose that the controller of the depictive predicate is picked up according
to semantico-pragmatic factors: a nominal can count as a controller if it is both semanti-
cally and pragmatically salient. This proposal is correlated with semantic and pragmatic

1The present paper is based on my B.A. thesis at University of Tokyo (Nagaya 2004). This paper owes
much to many people. Many thanks to my consultants and friends: Delos Reyes Fernand, Edilberto A.
Guevarra, Atty. Rommel S. Manuel, Melody Moya-Manuel, Dwight Moya, Maria Fe Plata, Jovilyn Verzo
Tanael, and the University of Tokyo Filipino Students Association. Thanks, also, to Tooru Hayasi, Noriko T.
Imanishi, Hiroshi Kumamoto, Yoshiki Nishimura, Mark Rosa, Tasaku Tsunoda, and Zendo Uwano for their
insightful comments and kindness. Of course, responsibility for any errors is purely my own.
2nnagaya@gengo.l.u-tokyo.ac.jp
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characteristics of the depictive construction, and supports the current analysisetrat

is not defocused in Tagalog. Under the view of this proposal, the depictive construction in
Tagalog is both role-related and reference-related, which cannot be understood in terms of
the current dichotomous view between the role-related property and the reference-related
property.

This paper is organized as follows: | present a general overview of Tagalog grammar
in section 2, and describe and define the Tagalog depictive construction in section 3, and
lastly | give a semantico-pragmatic account, instead of the grammatical relation approach,
to the issue of the controller selection. | conclude this paper with some additional com-
ments in section 5.

2 Overview of Tagalog Grammar

Tagalog is said to be a VSO language, and has 16 consofpani¥, '[?], b, d, g, m, n,
ng], s, h, I, r, w, y, 5 vowels/i, e, a, o, 4, and 6 diphthonggw, ey, ay, aw, oy, uy®

Its typological classification is controversial; it is uncertain whether it is an accusative
language or an ergative language.

2.1 Predicates and voice system

Tagalog and other so-called Philippine-type languages are known for their mysterious
voice system and controversial status of subject. The curious voice system, called “focus
system,” is such that Foley (1998) says “focus system [...] has been a source of contention
for nearly a hundred years (Blake 1906), and this shows no sign of letting up.” In the sim-
plest term, it focuses up a specific nominal and expresses the semantic role of that nominal
by verbal morphology. Schachter and Otanes (1972: 69) say “focus is the feature of a
verbal predicate that determines the semantic relationship between a predicate verb and its
topic [read nominative].”

Let us look at the examples from Schachter (1976: 494-495).

(1) Mag-aalis ang babae ng bigassa sakopara saata.
take-out. AV.CONTNOM womanGENTrice OBL sackfor child

‘The woman will take some rice out oftae sack for ghe child.’

(2) Aalisin ng babae ang bigassa sakopara saata.
take-out.OV.CONTGENwomanNOM rice OBL sackfor child

‘A/The woman will take the rice out ofthe sack for ghe child.

(3) Aalisan ng babae ng bigasang sakopara sdata.
take-out.DV.CONTGENwomanGENrice NOM sackfor child

3Henceforth, | present sentences and phrases in Tagalog according to the orthography of Tagalog.

4 use the following abbreviations in glossing the examples: ACC-accusative , ADV-adverbial
marker, AV-actor voice, BV-beneficiary voice, CV-cause voice, CONT-contemplated aspect, DAT-dative,
DV-direction voice, GEN-genitive, IV-instrument voice, IMPF-imperfective, INF-infinitive, LV-location
voice, LINK-linker, NOM-nominative, OBL-oblique, OV-object voice, PRFV-perfective, PL-plural, RfV-
referential voice, SG-singular, 1-first person, 2-second person, 3-third person. When | cite examples from
the previous researches, | gloss them in my own manner.
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‘A/The woman will take some rice out of the sack f¢tha child.’

(4) Ipag-aalis ng babae ng bigassa sakoang bata.
take-out.BV.CONTGENwomanGENrice OBL sackNOM child

‘A/The woman will take some rice out ofthe sack for the child.
The table below indicates the correlations between veriaxka and semantic roles

indicated by theni. Affixes listed below are confined to ones which appear in this paper.
Regarding otherféixes, see Schachter and Otanes (1972).

Types of voice Atixes Semantic roles of a nominative noun
Actor Voice (AV) mag; -um-, ma- maka- AGENT, EXPERIENCER, THEME (intransitive)
Object Voice (OV) -in, i-, ma- THEME (Non-intransitive)

Direction Voice (DV)  -an GOAL, SOURCE

Location Voice (LV) -an, pag- -an LOCATION

Instrument Voice (IV) ipag- INSTRUMENT

Beneficiary Voice (BV) ipag- i- BENEFICIARY

Cause Voice (CV) ika- CAUSE

Referential Voice (RV) pag- -an REFERENTIAL

It is not that semantic roles borne by noun phrases are always indicated by verbal morphol-
ogy. Rather, when a nominal is not in the nominative case, its semantic role is indicated
otherwise. Other nominals than the nominative nominal are theta-marked by case markers
or prepositions, according to their semantic relations to a predicate. The interaction of the
voice type with nominal marking is illustrated below at the risk of oversimplification.

(5) Non-intransitive clauses:
AGT/EXP THM GL/LOC/SRC OTHERS

Actor voice NOM GEN OBL PP
Object voice GEN NOM OBL PP
Direction voice GEN GEN NOM PP
Other voices GEN GEN OBL NOM

(6) Intranstive clauses:
AGT/EXP/THM GL/LOC/SRC OTHERS

Actor voice NOM OBL PP
Direction voice GEN NOM PP
Other voices GEN OBL NOM

SHere is the list of semantic roles employed hekesnt is an animate and volitional entity which in-
stigates an actionexpERIENCER iS an animate entity which perceives or conceives somethingue is an
animate or inanimate entity which is in a certain statefiiscaed by an action, or undergoes the change-of-
state.coaL is an animate or inanimate entity to which an entity mowesrce is an animate or inanimate
entity from which an entity moves awayocarion is a place where an action happens or an thing exists in
a certain statesenericiary iS an animate entity which benefits from an actievsrrument is an inanimate
entity by whichagent acts.causk is a reason for which an action is brought abauterenTIAL iS a topic or
subject of utterance.

5To elucidate each correspondence, | utilize here tentative abbreviationSadsSil-EXP£XPERIENCER,
THM-T1HEME, GL-GoAL, LOC-LocarioN, SRCsource, OTHERS#NSTRUMENT, BENEFICIARY, REFERENTIAL, and
causg; Other voices-Beneficiary voice, Location voice, Referential voice, and Cause voice.
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The table shows the interaction between the voice types and the morphological marking
of each semantic roleacent is in the nominative case in the Actor voice sentence, but

it is in the genitive case in other voice sentencas:mMe is in the nominative case in the
intransitive Actor voice sentence and in the non-intransitive Object voice sentence, butitis
realized in the genitive case in other voice sentences. Likewise, seRenciary is in the
nominative case, the semantic role is indicated by verbal morphology. Otherwise, the role
is marked by the prepositigmara sa This is also the case WitRSTRUMENT, REFERENTIAL,
andcAuske.

This voice system leads to problematic consequences in linguistic theories. First, it
brings about the typologically controversial status of Philippine-type languages. They are
considered as neither nominative-accusative or ergative-absolutive languages. Secondly, it
challenges the universality of the notion of the subject and grammatical relations. In these
languages, the characteristics attributed to the subject in other languages are split into two
distinct nominals: the Actor nominal, which is roughly equivalent tasainT nominal,
and the nominative nominal. See Schachter (1976) (1977).

Tagalog has three grammatical distinctions of aspect: perfective, imperfective, and
contemplated aspect.

2.2 Nominals

Nominals in Tagalog are introduced in various ways such as by case markers below and
prepositions such gsara sa‘for,’ tungkol saabout,” anddahil sa‘because of.

personal names common nouns

nominative si ang
genitive ni ng
oblique kay sa

The genitive marker for common nouns is pronounced ag[ffde distinction in number,
singular vs. plural, is marked by the plural partiolga[manah].

One of the important aspects in Tagalog nominals is that the referentiality of each
nominal is relatively predictable according to its case (and its semantic role). The nomina-
tive nominal, whose semantic role is marked by verbal morphology, is said to be definite
or referential regardless of its semantic role. A genitive nominal is usually either defi-
nite or indefinite. But, a genitive nominal bearing theMe role must be indefinite. In
other words, a referential or definiteeme element must appear in the nominative case.
Pronouns and personal nouns bearingitiaie role cannot appear in the genitive case
(Schachter and Otanes 1972: 75). An oblique nominal is either definite or indefinite, but
usually definite.

2.3 Modifiers

The modification in Tagalog is carried out with a linking elemeatng, called “linker”.’

’If the preceding words end ity, /?/, or /r/, the linker takes the form of amg [y] instead of the final
consonant. In all other cases, the linker takes the formaof

122



Depictive Construction and Grammatical Relations in Tagalog

(7) maganda-ng babae
beautiful-LINK woman
‘a beautiful woman.’

(8) babae-ng maganda
woman-LINK beautiful

The order of the modifier and the modifiee is flexible as above.

Tagalog does not have a distinct category of adverb. Adverbials are expressed in var-
ious ways. For example, a manner adverb is realized as an adjective with the adverbial
markernang or an adjective with the linker.

3 Depictive Construction in Tagalog

The purpose of this section is to define and identify the depictive secondary predicate con-
struction in Tagalog, and demonstrate what counts as a controller. At first, | give a general
overview to the secondary predicate construction. After that, | present the definition and
description of the depictive construction in Tagalog. The most important issue on this con-
struction, that is, the question of what determines the controller-selection, is discussed in
the following section.

3.1 Secondary predication

The predication is the most fundamental concept in the grammar of human languages. A
sentence corresponds to a proposition, which comprises a predicate and a set of arguments.
A predicate describes a state, an action, or a change-of-state of one of its arguments. This
relation between a subject and a predicate is called “predication.” Usually, one simple
sentence includes only one predication, as below.

(9) [s[John] [is naked]].
(10) [s[John] [runs fast]].

Nonetheless, there is a simple sentence which contains two subject-predicate relations at
the same time. These two predications are called the primary predication and the sec-
ondary predication, respectively. In most cases, the predicate of the primary predication is

a verb; that of the secondary predication is an adjective. Look at the example below.

(11) Johnate the suppenaked.®

In this sentence, needless to say, the primary predication is the prediatditre supper

for the subjectlohn But, there is another predication relation betwdehnandnaked
Johnis nakedat the moment of eating the supper. Although it is a simple sentence, this
sentence carries a complex meaning like ‘John was naked when he ate the supper.’

8In the literature, the combination of italicized and bold characters, and an coindexing are employed to
indicate the secondary subject-predicate relation. | adopt the former way of indication here, which seems
to be easy to read. But sometimes | utilize the latter notation when in need of indexing complex secondary
predications.
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There are two types of secondary predication: depictive and resultative. The depictive
secondary predicate describes a temporal state of an argument of the primary predicate
like below.

(12) Johnate the suppeanaked. [depictive]

Many works have been done about this construction: Halliday (1967), Nichols (1978),
to name a few. The main target of this paper, as indicated by the title, is the depictive
secondary predicate construction.

The other secondary predicate is resultative. The resultative secondary predicate de-
scribes the resulting state of an entity, which undergoes a change of state due to an action
denoted by the primary predicate, as follows:

(13) John shothe dogdead [resultative]

The sentence describes a situation that the dog was dead because John had shot it.

The issue of theoretical and empirical importance in the secondary predicate construc-
tions is what counts as a controfl@nd how the controller is picked up; that is, what deter-
mines and guarantees the subject-predicate relation between a controller and a secondary
predicate. One of the competing answers to the question is grammatical relations and its
structural positions. In the framework of generative grammar, the structural relationships
such as small clause or c-command are thought to take a crucial role in the predication
relation. See Chomsky (1981), Williams (1980) (1983), and Levin and Rappaport Hovav
(1995) among others.

This issue of the controller-selection is what | will try to solve in this paper. Although
few studies have reported on the depictive construction in comparison with the resultative
construction, the controller-selection in the depictive construction is also of significance.

3.2 Depictive secondary predicates in Tagalog

In this subsection, | will try to define the depictive secondary predicate construction in
Tagalog and describe how the construction works.
First of all, let us look at a typical example of the depictive construction in Tagdlog.

(14) Nakahubadna kinain ni  Juanang halo-halo.
naked LINK eat.OV.PRFVGEN JuanNOM halo-halo

‘Juanate the halo-haloaked.

In this example, the primary predicatekigain ‘ate’ and the secondary predicatakahubad
‘naked.” The latter is predicated of the argument of the primary predication, and modifies
the event denoted by the primary predicate. In the sentence (14), the depictive adjective
nakahubadnaked’ describes a temporal state of am~T Of an actionkinain ‘ate’; its

%We call a “subject” of the secondary subject-predicate relation as a “controller.”

19 have to note that the glosses of presented examples may include quirky English, like “I cut some meat
with the kniferusty.” These glosses in unusual English are tentatively employed for the indication of the
depictive secondary subject-predicate relation in Tagalog. | do not insist that these sentences are actually
grammatical or acceptable in English.
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semantic content is equivalent to a sentence like “Juan was naked when he ate the halo-
halo.”

The depictive secondary predicate is attached to the primary predicate by means of the
linker. It is attached in the pre-verbal position in (14), but it can occur in the post-verbal
position as in (15).

(15) Kinaing lasingni  Feang halo-halo.
eat.OV.PRFV.LINKdrunk GEN FeNOM halo-halo
‘Fe ate the halo-haldrunk

It can also appear between post-verbal elements.
(16) Kinain ko-ng hilaw ang isda
eat.OV.PRFVL.SG.GEN-LINKraw NOM fish
‘| ate the fishraw.’

According to my observation, filerent positions of the depictive do not lead t&elient
interpretations, although the pre-verbal position is the most preferred for many speakers.
The secondary subject-predicate relation modifies an event as a unit, like adverbials.
In this sense, depictives are adjuncts in a clause. So depictives are omittable from a clause,
asin (17).
(17) (Lasingna) bumalik ako ng bahaykahapon.
drunk LINK return.AV.PRFV1.SG.NOMGEN houseyesterday
‘I returned to a housel{unk) yesterday.’
The sentence may still be acceptable, even if the depilasiag ‘drunk’ is omitted.
The depictive phrase can be internally complex through the following morphological

or syntactic operations: comparative formation in (18), degree adverb modification (19),
intensive reduplication (20), and coordination (21).

(18) Mas galit na sinipa ni  Evaang lalakikaysa kayLinda.
moreangryLINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN EvaNOM man than Linda

‘Evakicked the marangrier than Linda.’

(19) Talaga-nggalit na  sinipa ng bata ang titser.
real-LINK angryLINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN child NOM teacher

‘A/The childkicked the teachaeally angry.’

(20) Galit na galit na sinipa ng bata ang titser.
angryLINK angryLINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN child NOM teacher

‘A/The childkicked the teacherery angry.

(21) Nakahubadat galit na sinipa ni  Pedrosi Juan.
naked andangryLINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN PedroNOM Juan

‘Pedrokicked Juamaked and angry’

Each depictive predicate takes only one controller. The depictive cannot take more
than one controller at the same time, as in (22).
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(22) *Nakahubadna sinipa ni  Tomsi Mike.
naked LINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN Tom NOM Mike

‘Tomkicked Mike naked.
But, coordinated nominals work as a controller of one depictive, as in (23).

(23) Hilaw na  pinagsama ng tagapaglut@ang karneat
raw LINK get-together.OV.PRFGEN cook NOM meat and
(ang) gulay.
(NOM) vegetable

‘A /The cook got togethéghe meat and vegetabiaw.’

The two nominal&karneandgulayare coordinated by the conjunctiaty and both nomi-
nals function as a controller.

On the other hand, each primary predicate takes only one depictive predicate in a
clause. So, a sentence like (24) below is ungrammatical.

(24) *Hilaw; na  kinain na nakahubadni Juanang isda.
|
raw LINK eat.OV.PRFW.INK naked GENJuan NOM fish
‘Juarn ate the fishraw nakeg!

This type of sentence seems to be grammatical in Germanl¢M2002: 193) and in
English (Jackend®1990: 201).

(25) daler; nackt die Apfel; ungewaschgrafd
thathe-NOMnakedtheapples-ACQunwashed ate
‘that he ate the applgesinwashegdnaked.

(26) Bill; ate the mearaw nude.

But, when two or more depictives are coordinated together, one primary predicate can take
all of them as its secondary predicates.

(27) Hilaw at itlog na  kinain ng lalakiang isda
raw androttenLINK eat.OV.PRFVGENman NOM fish

‘A/The man ate¢he fishraw and rotten.’

It is impossible that dierent depictives in the coordinated structure are construed with
different controllers. They are predicated of an identical controller.

Regarding semantic characteristics, the depictive predicate assigns a transitory prop-
erty to its controller. This property of the depictive as a temporal-property assigner is
totally interacted with other facets of the depictive construction. First, an adjective used as
depictive is usually a stage-level adjective, which expresses temporal and non-stable prop-
erties!! The individual-level adjective cannot be employed for the depictive predicate,
as in (28). Secondly, dynamic predicates are more likely to contain a depictive than sta-
tive predicates; dynamic predicates, needless to say, denote an action or change-of-state,
which is intrinsically transient. The stative verb sentence with the depictive may not be
acceptable, as in (29),

n general, the stage-level adjective expresses temporal and transitory properties, which can be stated in
a particular place at a particular time, lideunk raw, sick wounded or wet, the individual-level adjective
expresses permanent or perpetual propertiesrideigent, red or tall.

126



Depictive Construction and Grammatical Relations in Tagalog

(28) *Matangkad na  binugbog ni  Mike si Juan.
tall LINK trounce.OV.PRFVGEN Mike NOM Juan
‘Mike trounced Juarall .

(29) *Nakahubadna iniibig ni  Michaelang bata.

naked LINK like.OV.IMPF GEN MichaelNOM bata
‘Michaellikes the childnaked!

Thus, the adjective predicate and the noun predicate cannot be the primary predicate of the
depictive construction. They are inherently stative.

In conclusion, we can identify the depictive secondary predicate in Tagalog as below:

(30) The depictive secondary predicate in Tagalog is a predicative stage-level adjective
phrase which modifies the event denoted by a dynamic primary predicate (i.e. verb
predicate) and which is predicated of one of the nominals of the primary predicate.
It is an adjunct attached to the primary predicate by means of the linker, either pre-
verbally or post-verbally.

The depictive construction is, accordingly, a construction with such a depictive predicate.

3.3 Attributive adjective, manner adverb, and depictive

The adjective used as depictive is superficially similar to an attributive adjective (31) and
a manner adverb (32), neither of which has the predication relation with a controller.

(31) Kinain ko ang hilawna isda.
eat.OV.PRFVL.SG.GENNOM raw LINK fish

‘| ate the raw fish.

(32) Mabilisna tumakbo ang lalaki papunta sastasyon.
fast  LINK run.AV.PRFVNOM man toward station

‘The man ran fast to the station.’

The depictive adjective appears to be an attributive adjective which has floated somewhere
else in the sentence, or seems to be a subtype of adverb of manner.

This situation reflects ambivalent characteristics of depictives, which may be found in
many other languagées. Depictives are predicative adjectives in that they are predicated
of an argument of a primary predicate, but at the same time they are adverbs in that they
modify an event denoted by the primary predicate. The depictive secondary predicate is,
as it were, a hybrid between adjectives and adverbs.

However, the depictive adjective can be distinguished from the attributive adjective and
the manner adverb. The depictive is neither a “floating” attributive adjective nor a manner
adverb. | demonstrate how they aréeient from each other in the following sections.

12See Schultze-Berndt and Himmelmann (2004) for further discussion.
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3.3.1 Depictive & predicative adjective) and attributive adjective

The semantic characteristics of the depictive distinguish it from the attributive adjective.
The temporality of the depictive is correlated with the usage: itis used as predicative adjec-
tive, not attributive adjective. As Bolinger (1967) pointed out, one of the characteristics of
predicative adjectives is their temporality. Taylor (2002: 455) summed up Bolinger’s view
as “attributive adjectives tend to characterize a thing in terms of a stable, inherent property,
whereas predicative adjectives tend to denote more temporary, circumstantial properties.”
Thus, depictives are not involved with the type-specification, that is, specification of a type
denoted by a noun (See Langacker 1991: 53, Taylor 2002: 351-352). Type-specification
is employed mainly by the attributive adjective.

Regarding syntactic fferences, | should cite a helpful statement of Napoli (1993:
152) about predication and modification: “[w]e could formalize thedence between
modification and predication by noting that a modifier assigns a property to aXhead
while a predicate assigns a property to a phrdsgXP].” This means that a depictive
adjective is outside the NP of which it is predicated, but an attributive adjective is inside
the NP including a noun which it modifies.

This semantic and syntactic contrast between the depictive adjective and the attribu-
tive adjective is reflected in the interpretation of the universal quantifier and the negative
sentence. (i) The depictive is not involved in type-specification or does not assign a prop-
erty to a head N: the depictive does not restrict a domain of referents unlike the attributive
adjective. (ii) The depictive is negated by a negdimdi; an attributive adjective not. A
negatoindi negates the association of an NP with a predicate, not with a modifier.

Universal quantifier Unlike the attributive adjective, the depictive adjective does not
restrict a domain of referents which a noun phrase refers to. This trait of depictives is
easily observed through the interpretation of the universal quantifier.

Let us consider a pair of examples. The sentence with a modifier (33a) is a statement
about “all of the angry students,” while the sentence with a depictive (33b) is about “all
the students.” An attributive adjectimlit ‘angry’ restricts a domain of students, neither
does the depictivgalit in (33b).

(33) a. Umalis ang lahatng galit na estudyantsa kuwarto.
leave.AV.PRFWOM all GENangryLINK student OBL room

‘All of the angry students left the room.” (Some not-angry students may still
remain in the room.)

b. Galit na umalis ang lahatng estudyantsa kuwarto.
angryLINK leave.AV.PRFWOM all GENstudent OBL room

‘All of the studentteft the roomangry.’ (No student remains in the room.)
In this pair of examples, the filerence between the attributive adjective and the depictive
adjective brings about fierent implications. (33a) implies that some “not angry” students

may still remain in the room. But, (33b) implies that no student remains in the room.
Here is another example.

(34) a. Kinain niya ang lahatng hilawna isda.
eat.OV.PRF\3.SG.GENNOM all GENraw LINK fish

128



Depictive Construction and Grammatical Relations in Tagalog

‘He/She ate all of the raw fish.” (There may be some cooked fish on the table.)

b. Hilaw na  kinain niya ang lahatng isda
raw LINK eat.OV.PRFV3.SG.GENNOM all GENfish

‘He/She ataall the fishraw.” (There is no fish on the table.)

Negative sentence In addition to the universal quantifidahat, the interpretation of a
negative sentence unveilsfidirences between the attributive adjective and the depictive
secondary predicate.

The negation markerindi negates the action in a sentence with an attributive adjective
as in (35a) and (36a). It cannot negate the state of Juan at the time. But, it can negate it in
a sentence with a depictive predicate as in (35b) and (36b).

(35) a. Hindiumalis Si galit na Juansa kuwarto.
not leave.AV.PRFWNOM angryLINK JuanOBL room

‘Angry Juan didn’t leave the room. (Juan was angry, but he didn’t leave the
room.)

b. Hindigalit na umalis si Juansa kuwarto.
not angryLINK leave.AV.PRFVNOM JuanOBL room

‘Juandidn’t leave the roomangry.” (Although he left the room, he was not
angry.)
(36) a. Hindisinipa ni  nakahubasha Juansi Pedro.
not kick.OV.PRFVGEN naked LINK JuanNOM Pedro
‘Naked Juan didn’t kick Pedro.” (Juan was naked, but he didn’t kick Juan.)

b. Hindinakahubadna sinipa ni  Juansi Pedro.
not naked LINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN JuanNOM Pedro

‘Juandidn’t kick Pedronaked. (Although he kicked Pedro, Juan was not
naked.)

Also here, the dierence between the attributive adjective and the depictive predicate ad-
jective leads to dierent implications. This observation is compatible with our analysis of
the depictive adjective to beftigrent from the attributive adjective.

3.3.2 Depictive and adverb

The depictive adjective tfers from the manner adverb in marking and distribution. First,
depictives are introduced only through the linker, but manner adverbs can be introduced
through the so-called adverbial markemng as well.

manner adverb depictive
nangmarking v *
-nglhamarking v v

See the examples below: depictives cannot be introduced by the adverbial mamgét
while manner adverbs can.

13To be precise, the sentence (38b) is not acceptable for the depictive construction. It may be acceptable
when it is interpreted to be another construction. Kroeger (1993) and Schultze-Berndt and Himmelmann
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(37) Manner adverb:
a. Mabilisna  tumakbo Si Tom.
fast LINK run.AV.PRFVNOM Tom
‘Tom ran fast.
b.  Tumakbo si Tom nang mabilis.
run.AV.PRFVNOM Tom ADV fast.
(38) Depictive:
a. Nakahubadna sinipa ni  Tomsi Juan.
naked LINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN Tom NOM Juan
‘Tomkicked Juamaked.

b. *Sinipa ni  Tomsi Juannang nakahubad.
kick. OV.PRFVGEN Tom NOM JuanADV naked

Secondly, the contexts in which the depictive is allowed to occur is restricted in com-
parison with manner adverbs. The depictive can occur in the matrix sentence, the adver-
bial clauses, and the complement clauses, but, it cannot appear in the relative clause, the
gerund, and the nominalized verbal. On the contrary, such a restricted distribution is not
found in manner adverbs.

The depictive construction can occur inside various adverbial clauses.

(39) Nagalit Si Juansapagkahakahubadna sinipa
get-angry.AV.PRFWOM Juan becausenaked LINK kick.OV.PRFV

ni ~ Tomsiya.
GEN Tom 3.SG.NOM

‘Juan got angry, becaugemkicked himnaked.

(40) Noongnakahubadna sinipa ni  Tomsi Juan,
when naked LINK kick.OV.PRFVGEN Tom NOM Juan
nagalit siya.

get-angry.PERV.AB.SG.NOM
‘When Tomkicked Juamaked, he &Juan) got angry.’

(41) Nakahubadna kinakain ni  Juanang papayahabandgilaw na
naked LINK eat.OV.IMPFGEN JuanNOM papayawhile raw LINK

kinakain ko ang isda
eat.OV.IMPF1.SG.GENNOM fish

(2004) analyze this construction as a biclausal construction, whiclfésetit from the depictive construc-
tion. | adopt their analysis here. This analysis is borne out by the pair of examples below.

i. Tumakbo siya nang nakahubadko.
run.AV.PRFV3.SG.NOMADV naked 1.SG.NOM

‘He/She ran when | was naked.’

ii. Tumakbo  siyang nakahubad (*ako).
run.AV.PRFV3.SG.NOM-LINK naked 1.SG.NOM

The adjective in thenangclause can have a subject which is independent of the arguments of the main
clause. This is not the case with the depictive construction.
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‘Juanwas eating the papaywked, while | was eatinghe fishraw.’

It can be used in various types of complement clauses as below.

(42) Alamko-ng [Kinain na nakahubadni Tomang karne
know 1.SG.GEN-LINKeat.OV.PRFWINK naked GENTom NOM meat
kahapon].
yesterday
‘I know that Tomate the meanaked yesterday.

(43) Nakita ko-ng [tumakbo na nakahubadsi Juan.

see.OV.PRF\W.SG.GEN-LINKrun.AV.PRFVLINK naked NOM Juan
‘| saw Juanrun naked!

(44) Inutusan ni Mariasi Evana [tumakbo na  nakahubad].
order.DV.PRFVGEN MariaNOM EvaCOMPrun.AV.INF LINK naked

‘Maria orderedEvato runnaked. (Eva will be naked when she runs.)

(45) Natanggap ko ang balita-ng [nakahubadna
receive.OV.PRFW.SG.GENNOM news-LINK naked LINK
Kinain ni  Tomang karnekahapon].

eat.OV.PRFVGEN Tom NOM meat yesterday
‘| received the news thatomate the meataked yesterday.’

However, the depictive reading is excluded in the relative clause. The adjective inside
the relative clause is only construed with its head noun, and thus works only as attributive
adjective.

(46) Ang isdaang pagkainna [kinakain na nakahubag ng batg].
NOM fish NOM food  LINK eat.OV.IMPFLINK naked GEN child

In this sentence, the depictive interpretation ‘the food wlathe childis eatingnaked
is the fish’ is not allowed. The adjectiveakahubadnaked’ in the relative clause is not
associated with a nominahta ‘child’ in the relative clause, but with a head noun of the
relative clause. So, the actual interpretation of this sentence is ‘the naked food ythech a
child is eating is the fish,” although this interpretation is odd.

When this relative clause occurs as matrix sentence, the depictive interpretation is
possible as indexed by the subscripli&e this.

(47) Nakahubgdha  kinakain ng batg ang pagkain.
naked LINK eat.OV.IMPFGEN child NOM food
‘The/A child; is eating the food naked
This situation is also the case with the gerund and nominalized vEriFdle adjective in

these contexts allow only the modifier reading, where the adjective restricts a domain of
referents denoted by its head noun; it exclude the depictive reading.

14The nominalized verbal is one of the usages of verbals. It can be considered to be a headless relative
clause. See Schachter and Otanes (1972: 150-153).
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(48) *Maayosang pagkainna [nakahubadng bata ng hapunan].
good NOM eating LINK naked GEN child GEN supper

‘A/The childs eating of a suppemnakedis good.’

ay [kinain na nakahubad ni uan.
(49) *May [kinai kahubadni  Juan
be eat.OV.PRF\LINK naked GEN Juan

‘There is something whicBuanatenaked.

These sentences will be acceptable without depictives.
On the other hand, the manner adverb can appear in the contexts where the depictive
cannot occur.

(50) Si Juanang lalaki-ng tumakbo nang mabilis.
NOM JuanNOM man-LINK run.AV.PRFVADV fast

‘The man who ran fast is Juan.’

(51) Maayosang pagtakbaiya nang mabilis.
good NOM running 3.SG.GENADV fast

‘His/Her running fast is good.

(52) Maytumakbo nang mabiliskahapon.
be run.AV.PRFVADV fast yesterday

‘There is someone who ran fast yesterday.

The manner adverb appears in the relative clause (50), the gerund (51), and the nominal-
ized verbal (52).

3.4 Inventory of controllers

It is time to turn to the crux of the depictive construction: what counts as a controller and
how it is picked up. In Tagalog, Kroeger (1993) picked up this topic as a phenomenon
concerning subjecthood of Tagalog. He insisted that only a nominal in the nominative
case can be a controller of the depictive and this observation supports his claim that the
nominative nominal is the subject. Kroeger (1993: 30) said, “Adjectives such as ‘drunk’
‘naked’, ‘raw’, etc. may either appear within the NP which they modify, or they may
occur in immediately post-verbal position. In the latter case, they must be interpreted as
modifying the nominative argument[...].”

His claims, however, are contrary to the facts. Look at this example.

(53) Nakahubadna kinain ni  Juanang hapunan.
naked LINK eat.OV.PRFVGEN JuanNOM supper

‘Juanate the suppemnaked.’

In this example, the depictive predicate is located in the pre-verbal position, and is predi-
cated of the nominal which is not in the nominative case. His observation and generaliza-
tion may be empirically wrong.

Cena (1995: 15) has already pointed out that non-nominative nominals can be associ-
ated with depicitves. He concluded that “linear order, not [grammatical] relation, controls
secondary predicates. However, real-world expectations can override linear order.” It is
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true that linear order and real-world expectations play an important role in the controller-
selection. But, as | will demonstrate later, linear order is one of factfiestang the
controller-selection, and the actual controller-selection can be contrary to real-world ex-
pectations.

Now let us turn to our observations, which are presented in the table below in advance.
The data presented here are arranged according to semantic roles and cases.

(54) The inventory of possible controllers:

semantic roles nominative case non-nominative case
AGENT ok ok
EXPERIENCER ok ok
THEME ok *
GOAL [+animate] * *
GoAL [-animate] oK? ?
SOURCE [+animate] * *
SOURCE [-animate] ok? ?
LOCATION ok/? 27
INSTRUMENT * *
BENEFICIARY * *
CAUSE * *

* *

REFERENTIAL

In this table, the mark “ok” means that a nominal bearing a certain semantic role can be
a controller in a certain case, and “*” means that it cannot. The slashed pairs suclf?ds “ok
indicate that the judgments of the construction vary according to sentences, contexts, or
individuals.

As presented abovegent can be picked up as a controller regardless of the voice and
its case: Actor voice (55), Object voice (56), Direction voice (57-58), Location voice (59),
Beneficiary voice (60), Instrument voice (61), and Referential voice (62).

(55) Lasingna tumakbo ang lalaki papunta saagat.
drunk LINK run.AV.PRFVNOM man toward beach
‘The marran to the beactrunk .’

(56) Lasingna inilagay niya ang asinsa kanya-ng tsaa.
drunk LINK put.OV.PRFV3.SG.GENNOM salt OBL 3.SG.OBL-LINKtea
‘He/Sheput salt to higher teadrunk .’

(57) Sugatanna inabutan ni  Feng tubig si Melody.
woundedLINK hand.DV.PRFVGEN Fe GEN waterNOM Melody

‘Fe handed water Melodwounded’

(58) Lasingna binilhan ni  Zaenasi Pedrong tinapay.
drunk LINK buy.DV.PRFVGEN ZaenaNOM PedroGEN bread

‘Zaenabought bread from Pedmrunk .’

(59) Nakahubadna pinamangkaan niya ang ilog.
naked LINK go-boating.LV.PRF\3.SG.GENNOM river
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‘He/Shewent boating in the rivenaked.

(60) May-sakit na ibinili ni  Juansi Ligayang gamot.
sick LINK buy.BV.PRFVGEN JuanNOM LigayaGEN medicine
‘Juanbought Ligaya a medicingick.’

(61) Lasingna ipinaghiwa niya ng karneang kutsilyo.
drunk LINK cut.lV.PRFV3.SG.GENGEN meat NOM knife
‘He/Shecut some meat with the knifdrunk .’

(62) Nakahubadna pinag-awayan nila Si Tom.
naked LINK quarrel.RfV.PRF\V3.PL.GENNOM Tom
‘Theyquarreled over Tomaked.

Thus, theagent nominal can count as a controller in any case.
THEME can work as a controller only when it is in the nominative case. As noted earlier,
THEME in the genitive case is indefinite, whiteeme in the nominative case is definite.

(63) a. *Hilaw na humiwa ang lalaking isda
raw LINK cut.AV.PRFVNOM man GENfish

‘The man cutsome meataw.’

b. Hilaw na hiniwa ng lalakiang isda
raw LINK cut.OV.PRFVGENman NOM fish

‘A/The man cuthe fishraw.’
c. *Hilaw na ipinaghiwa ng lalaking isdaang kutsilyo.
raw LINK cut.V.PRFVGENman GEN fish NOM knife
‘A/The man cusome meatvith the kniferaw.’
(64) a. *Hilaw na nagbigay Si Rudyng isdasa bata.
raw LINK give.AV.PRFVNOM RudyGEN fish OBL child
‘Rudy gavesome fistio gthe childraw.’

b. Hilaw na  binigay ni  Rudyang isdasa bata.
raw LINK give.OV.PRFVGEN RudyNOM fish OBL child

‘Rudy gavethe fishto gthe childraw.’

c. *Hilaw na binigyan ni  Rudyng isdaang bata.
raw LINK give.DV.PRFVGEN RudyGEN fish NOM child
‘Rudy gave the childome fishaw.’

In section 4.3.1, we will argue that this contrast of acceptability is brought about by the
language-specific constraint that genitiuesme nominals must be indefinite and low in
topicality.

As for nominals bearingoaL andsourck, they can be controllers when they are inan-
imate but cannot when they are animate. In (65)-(66), an inanicwate serves as a
controller regardless of the case. This is the case with an inansmater as in (67)-(68).

(65) Sira-sira-ng binalikan ni  Feang kuwarta
broken-LINK return.DV.PRFVGEN FeNOM room
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‘Fe returned tahe roombroken.’
(The room was already broken when Fe return there.)

(66) 7?Sira-sira-ng pumunta sa bahaysiya.
broken-LINK go.AV.PRFVOBL house3.SG.NOM
‘He/She went tgthe housdroken.’

(67) Madilim na nilisan niya ang kuwarta
dark LINK leave.DV.PRF\V3.SG.GENNOM room
‘He/She leftthe roomdark .’

(The room was dark when fahe left there.)

(68) ?Madilim na  umalis siya sa kuwarta
dark LINK leave.AV.PRFV3.SG.NOMOBL room
‘He/She leftathe roomdark .’

On the contrary, depictives are not predicated of animsate nominals (69)-(70) and

animatesource nominals (71)-(72) in any cases as below. Rather, the depictive adjectives
in these sentences are construed wititnt nominals.

(69) *May-sakit na  binigyan ni  Juanng gamot ang lalaki.
sick LINK give.DV.PRFVGEN JuanGEN medicineNOM man
‘Juan gavehe manma medicinesick.’

(70) *May-sakit na  nagbigay si Juanng gamot sa lalaki.
sick LINK give.AV.PRFVNOM JuanGEN medicineOBL man

‘Juan gave a medicine @the mansick.’
(71) *May-sakit na  binilhan ni  Tomng tinapaysi Pedra
sick LINK buy.DV.PRFVGEN Tom GEN bread NOM Pedro
‘“Tom bought bread fronfPedrosick.’
(72) *May-sakit na  bumili Si Tomng tinapaysa Pedra
sick LINK buy.AV.PRFVNOM Tom GEN bread OBL Pedro
‘Tom bought bread fronfPedrosick.’
| will discuss this contrast later in section 4.3.2.
Other roles than those already shown above are presented halowiencer (73)-

(74), LocartioN (75)-(76), INsTRUMENT (77)-(78), BENEFICIARY (79)-(80), REFERENTIAL (81)-
(82), andcausk (83)-(84).

(73) Nakahubadna nakakita siya ng larawan.
naked LINK see.AV.PRFV3.SG.NOMGEN painting
‘He/'Shesaw some paintingsaked.

(74) Nakahubadna nakita niya ang larawan.

naked LINK see.OV.PRF\B8.SG.GENANG painting
‘He/Shesaw the paintingnaked.

(75) Basang tinulugan ng bataang sopa
wet-LINK sleep.LV.PRFMGEN child NOM sofa

‘A/The child slept inthe sofawet.’
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(76) ?7Basang natulog ang batasa sopa
wet-LINK sleep.AV.PRFWOM child OBL sofa
‘The child slept ingthe sofawet.

(77) *Kinakalawang na ipinaghiwa niya ng karneang kutsilya
rusty LINK cut.lIV.PRFV3.SG.GENGEN meat NOM knife
‘He/She cut some meat withe kniferusty.’

(78) *Kinakalawang na  hiniwa niya ang karne
rusty LINK cut.OV.PRFV3.SG.GENNOM meat
sa pamamagitan ngutsilya
with knife
‘He/She cut the meat witgthe kniferusty’

(79) *Sugatanna ipinagluto ni  Pedrong hapunarsi Eddie
woundedLINK cook.BV.PRFVGEN PedroGEN supper NOM Eddie
‘Pedro cookedEddiesuppemwounded’

(80) *Sugatanna nagluto Si Pedrong hapunarpara kayEddie
woundedLINK cook.AV.PRFVNOM PedroGEN supper for Eddie
‘Pedro cooked supper fd@ddiewounded

(81) *Sugatanna pinag-usapan namin ang lalaki.
woundedLINK talk.RfV.PRFV1.PL.GENNOM guy
‘We talked abouthe guywounded’

(82) *Sugatanna nag-usap  kami tungkol sdalaki.
woundedLINK talk.AV.PRFV 1.PL.NOMabout man
‘We talked aboutythe manwounded’

(83) *Nakahubadna ikinagalit ni  Tomsi Juan
naked LINK cause-angry.CV.PRFGEN Tom NOM Juan
‘Juancaused Tom to get angnaked’

(84) *Nakahubadna nagalit si Tomdahil kay Juan
naked LINK get-angry.AV.PRFWOM Tom because ofuan
‘Tom got angry because dliannaked’

3.5 Summary

In this subsection, | described the depictive secondary predicate in Tagalog from a view-
point ranging from form to meaning. Like depictives in other languages, Tagalog depic-
tives are adjunct elements in a clause and assign transitory properties to a controller, which
is one of the nominals of the primary verbal predicate. The function of the depictive pred-
icate as a temporary property assigner is intimately interacted with other characteristics of
the depictive construction.

| have demonstrated what serves as a controller in what case in the Tagalog depictive
construction. The nominative nominal cannot necessarily work as a controller, contrary to
Kroeger’s generalization.
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4 Semantico-Pragmatic Approach to the Depictive Con-
struction

In this section, | try to provide an account for the way the controller is selected as in
(54). To this issue, current approaches, which we put under the rubric of “the grammatical
relation approach,” cannot give an explanatory answer. Rather, | propose here another
approach which can explain and predict the facts of the controller-selection in Tagalog.

4.1 Grammatical relation approach

In the literature, the issue of the controller-selection has been captured in terms of gram-
matical relations. This approach, which we call “grammatical relation approach,” is sum-
marized like this:

(85) Grammatical Relation Approach:

a. The likelihood to be a controller is subject to the Accessibility Hieratehy.
Languages vary in what relations can count as controllers.

b. Low-ranked nominals in the hierarchy can get the status of controller through
promotion by voice alternation.

Now, let us take a look at how this approach works, taking example of English, Japanese,
and German. In the framework of generative gramthagpictives in English are catego-
rized into two categories according to the grammatical relations: a subject-oriented depic-
tive and an object-oriented depictive. This categorization reflects the observation that the
depictive secondary predicate is predicated of the subject (86) and the direct object (87),
but not the indirect object (88).

(86) Johnate the suppeanaked.
(87) John at¢he suppercold.
(88) They gave the patientshe drugs drunk,.

Although the indirect object cannot be associated with the depictive in Engli$érehit
voices lead to dierent situations. When the indirect object is promoted to the subject, the
derived subject can work as a controller like this:

(89) The patienswvere given the drugs drupk

This example clearly demonstrates that the grammatical relations determine what count as
a controller in English; the identicabar nominal serves as a controller when it is subject,
but does not when it is indirect object.
In Japanese, Koizumi (1994) has observed that the subject and some of direct objects

count as controllers. The subject counts as a controller (Koizumi 1994: 27).

15The Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977: 66): SubjdRirect Object> Indirect Object
> Obliques> Genitives> Objects of Comparison

16To be more precise, generative grammar has captured depictives in terms of phrase structures, not gram-
matical relations. Grammatical relations are reduced to the names of the positions in phrase structures under

this approach. But, as far as English, Japanese, and German are concerned, their “subject” and “object” are
equivalent to grammatical relations in an ordinary sense.
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(90) Tarooga hadaka-dehon-o yonda.
Taro-NOMnaked book-ACCread

‘Taroread a bookaked’
The so-called dative subjects can serve as controllers, according to Koizumi (1994: 45).

(91) Tarooni hadaka-deenzetu-ga dekiru.
Taroo-DAT naked speech-NOMcapable

‘Taroocan give a speeamaked.’

(92) Taroo-ga [Ziroo-ni kimono-sugata-depiano-o  hik] aseta.
Taro-NOM Jiro-DAT in kimono piano-ACCplay made
‘Taro madeliro play the pianan kimono.’

In the case of the objectffactedtueme objects can serve as controllers as in (93), but
undtectedtueme objects cannot, as in (94). Look at examples from Koizumi (1994: 49,
52).
(93) Taroo-ga aizino hadaka-dekorosita.
Taro-NOM lover-ACCnaked killed
‘Taro killed his lovernaked!
(94) *Taroo-ga Ziroo-o hadaka-deizimeta.
Taro-NOMJiro-ACCnaked mistreated
‘Taro mistreatedliro naked.’

Moreover, Koizumi (1994: 45) observes that the depictive cannot be predicated of the
dative objects like this:

(95) *Taroo-ga Ziroo-ni deesui-zyootai-danayaku-outta.
Taro-NOM Jiro-DAT dead-drunk drug-ACCinjected

‘Taro injected a drug intdiro dead-drunk.

As described above, norfactedtHeEmME objects and dative objects cannot serve as con-
trollers in Japanese. However, when they are promoted to the subject, they can count as
controllers.

(96) Ziroo-ga hadaka-deTaroo-niizimerareta.
Jiro-NOM naked Taro-by was mistreated
‘Jiro was mistreated by Tansaked.

(97) ?Ziroo-ga deesui-zyootai-deTaroo-nimayaku-outareta.
Jiro-NOM dead-drunk Taro-by drug-ACCwas-injected

‘Jiro was injected with a drug by Taead-drunk.’
In these sentences, the depictives are predicated of the subjects
Miuller (2002: 180-182) shows German examples parallel to English and Japanese.

Look at the contrastive pair of examples. In German, the accusative object can be a con-
troller as in (98). But, the dative object is unlikely to be a controller, as in (99).
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(98) Ex sah sig nack;.
he-NOMsawher-ACCnaked
‘He; saw hernaked;.

(99) Er half  ihr; nackt,»;.
he-NOM helpedher-DAT naked
‘He; helped hgrnaked,»;.

This is the case with the examples below, which correspond to (88) in English and (95) in
Japanese.

(100) DieKrankenschwestegab John die Medizin krank ..
the nurse gaveJohn-DATthe medicine-ACQill

‘The nursegave Johpmedicine sick,;.

But, when these dative noun phrases are promoted to the subject, the depictive reading
gets allowed in both sentences.

(101) Ihg wurdenackf geholfen.
her-DATwas nakedhelped

‘Shg was helped naked

(102) John wurdedie Medizin nacki verabreicht.
John-DATwas themedicine-NOMnakedgiven

‘John was given the medicine naked

Thus, this grammatical relation approach seems to succeed in capturing the issue of
the controller-selection in the depictive construction of these languages. In the case of
Tagalog, however, this approach does not work well, contrary to Kroeger’s generalization
that the depictive is necessarily predicated of a nominative nominal, which he considers to
be a subject.

4.2 Grammatical relation approach fails in Tagalog

The grammatical relation approach, truly, work¥eetively in the languages presented
above; it is dfficult to apply to the Tagalog depictive construction.

First of all, it remains to be seen whether grammatical relations are universal and
crosslinguistic notions. See discussions in Dryers (1997) and Van Valin and LaPolla
(1997).

Moreover, it is doubtful that grammatical relations can be assumed in Tagalog. Since
Schachter (1976) threw doubt on the universality of the subject, the notion of subject
and other grammatical relations in the Philippine languages including Tagalog is quite
controversial: Tagalog challenges the universality of these notions. In Tagalog and other
Philippine-type languages, the subjecthood attributed to the subject in other languages is
split into two distinct nominals: Actor< agent) and nominative nominals. See Schachter
(1976) (1977), Foley and Van Valin (1984), Shibatani (1988), and Kroeger (1993).

Even if we assume grammatical relations in Tagalog, we still need to solve the dis-
putable question what constituent has what grammatical relation. It must be solved in
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advance of the application of the grammatical relation approach to the depictive construc-
tion. If there is a subject at all in Tagalog, we may have two competing candidates: the
Actor nominal or the nominative nominal. When we suppose that the nominative nominal

is the subject/ on one hand, our observation opposes the prediction of the grammatical

relation approach that the subject can always serve as a controller.

Of course, nominative nominals work as controllers in many cases, and the “promo-
tion” to the nominative case sometimes makes the depictive interpretation possible. Let us
look at a pair of “locative alternation”-like or “applicative”-like sentences. In the pair of
sentences, the status of the nominative leads to the status of a controller.

(103) a. Basang ikinarga niya ang dayamisa trak.
wet-LINK load.OV.PRFV3.SG.GENNOM hay  OBL truck
‘He/She loadedhe hayon the truckwet’
b. Basang kinargahan niya ng dayamiang trak.
wet-LINK load.DV.PRFV3.SG.GENGENhay = NOM truck
‘He/She loadedhe truckwith haywet.

In each example, the nominative is a controller, regardless of the semantic rabesuA
nominal is a controller in (103a), while@arL nominal is a controller in (103b).
The next is a transitive sentence.

(104) a. Sira-sira-ng bumasa Si Rudyng libro.
broken-LINK read.AV.PRFWOM Rudy GEN book
‘Rudyread a boolbroken.
b.  Sira-sira-ng binasa ni  Rudyang libro.
broken-LINK read.OV.PRFVGEN Rudy NOM book
‘Rudy readthe bookbroken.

On the one hand, whenmeme nominal is in the nominative case, it is associated with

the depictivesira-sira. Rudy read the torn book without mending it. On the other, when

an acent nominal is in the nominative case, it is linked with the depicsua-sira. Rudy

read a book when he was in the state of being psychologically broken, furious or crazy.
However, the nominative nominal does not necessarily work as a controller in our

observations: the status of the nominative case does not always guarantee the controller

status.

(105) *Sugatanna pinag-usapan nhamin ang lalaki.
woundedLINK talk.RfV.PRFV1.PL.GENNOM guy
‘We talked abouthe guywounded’

In this example, the depictiveugatan‘wounded’ cannot be predicated of the nominative
nominallalaki. Here is another pair of examples. The voice alternatitects nothing.

(106) a. *May-sakitna nagbigay kay Ligayasi Mike ng gamot.
sick LINK give.AV.PRFVOBL LigayaNOM Mike GEN medicine
‘Mike gave a medicine thigayasick.

"Many linguistics adopted this option such as Hoekstra (1986), Langacker (1991), and Kroeger (1993).
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b. *May-sakit na binigyan Si Ligayani Mike ng gamot.
sick LINK give.DV.PRFVNOM LigayaGEN Mike GEN medicine
‘Mike gaveLigayaa medicinesick.’

Or ‘Ligayawas given a medicine by Miksick.’

The nominative animateoar does not function as a controller, even when the interpreta-
tion would be pragmatically plausible. As such, when we assume the nominative nominal
is the subject, the grammatical relation approach does not work well and makes the wrong
prediction.

On the other hand, when we suppose that the Actor nominal is the subject, it does not
lead to the violation of the prediction that the subject can always serve as a controller:
Actor nominals roughly correspond t@ent nominals andagent nominals can always
count as controllers. But, the problem of this option is that we have few pieces of empirical
evidence to set up other grammatical relations in Tagalog, which are necessary for the
grammatical relation approach to functioffiextively.

Thus, the grammatical relation approach fails to explain the controller-selection of the
depictive construction. When | adopt the assumption that there is no grammatical relation
in Tagalog, the grammatical relation approach, of course, cannot explain our data. Even
if I consider a nominative nominal or Actor nominal as the subject, the approach still
contradicts our observations and needs some empirically invalid assumptions. For these
reasons, we have to abandon the grammatical relation approach here and pursue other
possibilities.

4.3 Semantico-pragmatic approach

Faced with the impotence of the grammatical relation approach in Tagalog, Nagaya (2004)
proposed that a both semantically and pragmatically salient nominal can be the controller.

(107) A nominal can count as a controller if it is ranked high both in (a) the semantic
hierarchy and in (b) the topicality hierarchies:

a. Semantic hierarchy:
AGENT*® > THEME > SOURCE/GOAL/LOCATION > OTHERS

b. Topicality hierarchies: originally proposed in Giv(1976: 152)
i. human> non-human
ii. definite > indefinite
lii. more involved participant less involved participant
iv. 1st person- 2nd person- 3rd person

This proposal tries to grasp two generalizations found in our observations of the controller-
selection (54), repeated as (108): (i) the semantic role of a nominal is deeply relevant to
whether a nominal can be a controller or not, and (ii) the nominative case is relevant to the
licensing of a controller, although the status of the nominative case does not necessarily
lead to the status of the controller. This ambivalent situation is reflected in our two-way

18,gent is viewed to includexperiencer here.
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proposal. The controller of the depictive must be both semantically and pragmatically
salient.

(108) (=(54)) The inventory of possible controllers:

semantic roles nominative case non-nominative case
AGENT ok ok
EXPERIENCER ok ok
THEME ok *
GOAL [+animate] * *
GOAL [-animate] ok? ?
SOURCE [+animate] * *
SOURCE [-animate] oK? ?
LOCATION ok/? Y
INSTRUMENT * *
BENEFICIARY * *
CAUSE * *
REFERENTIAL * *

Adequacy of this two-way analysis is attributed to the correlation between our pro-
posal and semantico-pragmatic characteristics of the depictive construction. On the one
hand, the depictive secondary predicate characterizes a dynamic event by assigning a tran-
sitory property to a participant of the event. This characteristic is embodied such that the
depictive should be a stage-level adjective, and they are likely to be attached to dynamic
verbal predicates. This trait is also reflected in the semantic hieraschyr > THEME >
GOAL/LOCATION/SOURCE > OTHERS. The order of the likelihood to be a controller is the order
of the degree of their involvement in a dynamic event.

On the other hand, the depictives is a predicative adjective, which gives a certain prop-
erty to something specific. So, it is not surprising that the “subject” of the secondary
subject-predicate relation needs to be high in topicality. The controller, a subject of a
depictive predicate, must excel in topicality. Thus, it is semantically or pragmatically
plausible that the semantic hierarchy and the topicality hierarchies are involved with the
controller-selection.

4.3.1 Factors #fecting the topicality

Topicality is a very controversial and intricate notion by itself, which contains animacy,
definiteness, old information, presupposition and so on. Thus, we adopt the multiple hier-
archies for the topicality. The topicality in Tagalog nominalsfigeted by at least three
factors: voice system, the casemafme, and constituent order.

Voice and nominative case The nominative nominal, whose semantic role is marked by
verbal morphology, is definite or referential. This definiteness is a very important trait for
topicality of a nominal. (107b-ii) means that definite nominals are likely to be controllers.
Moreover, we can admit that the alternation from other case to the nominative case makes
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a nominal more involved with an event in that the semantic role of a nominal is marked in
verbal morphology. Thus, voice and nominative ca$echthe topicality of a nominal.

We again confirm that theséfects are due to discoursal or pragmatic functions of the
nominative case and voice, not due to the grammatical relation of the nominative nominal.
If these dfects are brought about by the grammatical relation of the nominative nominal, it
predicts that all the nominative nominals can be controllers, contrary to the facts. Rather,
as we have proposed, what counts as a controller is a both semantically and pragmatically
salient nominal in a sentence. The grammatical relations, if any, are irrelevant to this
construction.

Indefinite ThEME The THEME Nnominal can serve as a controller in the nominative case,
while it cannot in the genitive case. This contrast is induced by language-specific con-
straint.

As noted earlier, the nominativeieme nominal must be definite, while the genitive
THEME hominal must be indefinite. Foley and Van Valin (1984: 139) state that “[flocused
NPs [read nominative NPs] in all Philippine languages must be referential and are normally
definite. [...] If a patient or undergoer [reademe] is definite, then it must be in focus
[read in the nominative case]. Non-pati@midergoers which are not in focus [read in the
nominative case] may be interpreted as definite or indefinite, depending upon context, but
a non-focused [read genitive] patigmdergoer cannot be interpreted as definite.” This
language-specific constraint on tiveeme nominal in Tagalog prevents the genitivéeme
from being a controllet? A depictive is not accessible to a low-topical nominal, as is
expressed in our proposal.

On the other hand, non-nominative nominals bearing other semantic rolesithan
may be definite or indefinite according to (non-)linguistic contexts where they appear. In
consequence, an inanimatea. nominal, for example, may serve as a controller even
when it is in the oblique case.

Constituentorder The constituent order takes an important role in topicality. A nominal
in the directly post-predicate position is considered to be high in topicality.

(109) a. Nakahubadna binugbog ni  Tomsi Juan.
naked LINK trounce.OV.PRF\GEN Tom NOM Juan
‘Tomtrounced Juanaked!

b. Nakahubadna binugbog Si Juanni  Tom.
naked LINK trounce.OV.PRFWOM JuanGEN Tom

‘Tom trouncedJuannaked’

There is a tendency that a nominal following a predicate is likely to be a controller.

1t is not impossible to consider that theeme nominal in the genitive case loses the status of argument
and it is a clbmeur. But Kroeger (1993: 47-48) demonstrates that they are still arguments on the basis of the
observation of Adjunct Fronting and participal adjuncts. See also Shibatani (1988).
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4.3.2 acenT is not defocused

As has been demonstrated earlier in the examples (69)-(72), animateurce nominals
are not associated with the depictive predicate. Rathencasr nominal serves as a
controller in these examples. At first glance, this situation seems to be counter examples
to our proposal: even though they are considered to be located high in both hierarchies,
animatesoaL/source nominals do not serve as controllers.

However, these phenomena are not opposed to our proposal, but rather they support it.
In the view of our proposal, in the clauses where a depictive adjective can be pragmati-
cally construed both with assent nominal and with @&oar/source nominal, the existence
of the agent nominal blocks the secondary predication between an aniqvat#source
nominal and a depictive predicate. This is becausestiaer nominal outranks the ani-
matecoaL/source nominal in the semantic and pragmatic saliency. When there are both an
animateagent and animat@oar/source nominals in a clause, the depictive is bound to be
predicated of ancent nominal, which is more salient than animater/source nominals.
Tentatively, we label this blockingiect as ancent effect.

This account of thacenT effect predicts that inanimatearL andsource nominals can
be controllers, whethetcen is in the clause or not, because there is few depictive pred-
icate which can be pragmatically predicated both@int and of inanimateoar/source
nominals. In fact, even when there is genrt in the clause, inanimat@arL andsource
nominals can be controllers. See (65)-(68).

To be precise, this blockingfect is not restricted to animat®ar/source nominals.
It can dfect any nomnsgent nominals, which potentially share a depictive with ttuent
nominal. In the case of animataeme, it is rarely a controller because of theent effect.
But, it can be a controller when it is highly topical.

(110) Nakahubadna sinipa siya ng bata.
naked LINK kick.OV.PRFV3.SG.NOMGEN child

‘A/The child kickedhimher naked!

In this example, aneme nominal is a personal pronoun in the nominative case and located
in the immediately post-verbal position. So it is possible that it works as a controller. The
contrast between animateeme and animateource/coaL IS reflected in their dierent
positions in the semantic hierarchy and topicality hierarchies of our proposal.

The acent effect, in addition, has a significant implication for the inquiry into the
voice system in the Philippine languages. This voice systentfisrdnt from other voice
systems of other languages with regard todder effect. In other languages like English,
Japanese, and German, an aninsate. is unlikely to be a controller in an active sentence.
That is, thescenr effect is observed like this.

(111) Theygave the patientshe drugs drunk,.

(112) Tarogga Zirog-ni deesui-zyootai-dg; mayaku-outta.
Taro-NOM Jiro-DAT dead-drunk drug-ACCinjected

‘Taro; injected a drug into Jisadead-drunk,;.

(113) DieKrankenschwestegab John die Medizin krank ;.
the nurse gaveJohn-DATthemedicine-ACCll
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‘The nursegave Johpmedicine sick,;.
But, in these languages, an operation of passive can canceleeffect like below.

(114) The patienfsvere given the drugs drupk

(115) Zirog-ga deesui-zyootai-dg Tarog-ni mayaku-outareta.
Jiro-NOM dead-drunk Taro-by drug-ACCwas-injected

‘Jiro; was injected with a drug by Tardead-drunj;.’

(116) Johp wurdedie Medizin nackf verabreicht.
John-DATwas themedicine-NOMnakedgiven

‘John was given the medicine naked

These examples clearly demonstrate thattheT effect can be canceled by utilizing the
passive construction, whose “primary function is that of ‘agent defocusing™ (Shibatani
1985: 830). Afteragents are defocused, animatear nominals work as controllers as in
these three examples (114-116).

However, this is not the case with Tagalog. AnimataL and source hominals,
whether in the nominative case or in the oblique case, do not count as controllers. This
fact reveals that the Tagalog voice system is irrelevant to the function of “agent defocus-
ing,” that is, it is not an operation of passive. It is the very point which Shibatani (1988)
has pointed out in his article. Shibatani (1988: 96) claims “[p]ast analyses that view
the Philippine non-actor topic [read non-Actor voice] construction passive miss important
overall characteristics of this construction that are not shared by the prototypical passive:
[...] it [= the construction] is not an agent defocusing mechanism in that it syntactically
encodes both agent and patient, just as in active transitive clauses in other languages.”
Our discussion and proposal of the depictive constructitar supportive evidence for his
claim in addition to his three pieces of evidence.

The observation that thesent effect is not canceled by the voice change in Tagalog
is also compatible with Cooreman, Fox, and @i\ 1984: 22) “If the topicality status of
the NP arguments in the various type is defined in a discourse-based manner, then Tagalog
is as much a “surface” (morphological) ergative languages as Chamorro, one in which the
agent is more topical in connected discourse than the patient.”

In conclusion, our proposal easily accounts for the unacceptability of animaté
sourck controllers. Moreover, thecent effect and our analysis provide the further evi-
dence to the analysis thatenT is not defocused in non-Actor voice sentences.

4.4 Summary: semantic and pragmatic saliency

In this section, | demonstrated that the semantico-pragmatic approach, rather than the
grammatical relation approach, can solve the issue of the controller-selection in the Taga-
log depictive construction: a nominal can count as a controller if it excels in semantic and
pragmatic saliency. This analysis of the depictive construction in Tagalog, in turn, might
be applicable to the depictive construction in other languages. But, | will not pursue that
possibility here.
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5 Conclusion and Further Speculation

In this paper, after describing the depictive construction, | have argued that the gram-
matical relation approach gets us nowhere for this construction, and the approach which
involves semantics and pragmatics provides an explanatory account. This claim is remi-
niscent of Schachter’s dichotomy between role-relatedness and reference-relatedness.

| conclude this paper by arguing how the depictive construction is related to other
constructions in Tagalog and how important this construction is.

5.1 Role-related and reference-related constructions

Schachter (1977: 279) claims that “in Philippine languages there is no single constituent
type with a clear preponderance of the syntactic properties that are commonly associated
with subjects in other languages. Instead the set of so-called subject properties [...] divided
into two subsets,” that is, an Actor nominal and a nominative nominal. According to
Schachter (1976, 1977), the Actat hcent) nominal and the nominative nominal have
different syntactic characteristics, which are presented below.

(117) The Actor nominal (role-related property)
a. Reflexive binder
b. Equi target
c. Imperative addressee
(118) The Nominative nominal (reference-related property)
a. Launching quantifier floating
b. Relativization

The properties in (117) and (118) are attributed to only one nominal in other languages,
but two distinct nominals in Tagalog. From this observation, he concluded that there
is no subject in Tagalog and the subjecthood is divided into the Actor nominal and the
nominative nominal. The subject properties attributed to the Actor nominal are considered
role-related; the other properties are viewed reference-related.

Put it differently, there are two types of constructions in Tagalog: the role-related con-
struction and the reference-related construction. Th&grdn the way to select a nominal
which takes a primary role in the construction. In the former construction, it is picked up
according only to a semantic role of a nominal, while, in the latter construction, it is se-
lected exclusively from the view point of referentiality or topicality of a nominalf&@ent
nominals take a primary role inflierent construction®.

For example, in the reflexive construction, which is a role-related construction, a con-
troller must be an Actor nominal, whether it appears in the nominative case or not. On
the other hand, in the relative construction, which is a reference-related construction, the
controller must be a nominative nominal regardless of its semantic role.

Itis in this regard that the depictive construction, which we dealt with here, is of theo-
retical importance; this construction is relevant both to role-relatedness and to reference-
relatedness. As has been demonstrated here, both semantic roles and topicality determine

20| owe this view to Foley and Van Valin (1984) and Van Valin and LaPolla (1997).
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what counts as a controller, that is, a nominal which takes a primary role in the depictive
construction. The one cannot provide an account on the controller-selection without the
other. The construction is, as it were, a “role-and-reference-related construction.”

The relationships of these constructions can be summarized like below, with regard to
role-related property and reference-related property.

(119) Constructions in Tagalog:

Constructions Role-related Reference-related
Reflexive v

Imperative v

Equi v

Relativization v

Floating quantifier v

Depictive v v

We have demonstrated that Tagalog has a construction which is both role-related and
reference-related.

5.2 Concluding remarks

In this paper, | describe and demonstrate what the depictive construction in Tagalog is,
how it works, and what determines the controller-selection. In section 3, | defined the
depictive secondary predicate as (30), repeated as (120) here.

(120) The depictive secondary predicate in Tagalog is a predicative stage-level adjective
phrase which modifies the event denoted by a dynamic primary predicate (i.e. verb
predicate) and which is predicated of one of the nominals of the primary predicate.
It is an adjunct attached to the primary predicate by means of the linker, either pre-
verbally or post-verbally.

and, described characteristics of the depictive in various regards. Then, in section 4, on the
issue of the controller-selection, | have given an explanation to it, not by the grammatical
relation approach, but by the semantico-pragmatic approach. To capture this construction,
it suffices to employ the notions of the semantic roles and topicality, and, in addition,
the grammatical relation-based approach makes the wrong prediction. What we claim
instead is that a semantically and pragmatically salient nominal can count as a controller.
The controller of the depictive must excel both in the role-related property and in the
reference-related property.

We can conclude, at least for the depictive construction, that the grammatical relations
are unnecessary in Tagalog.
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The abstract in Japanese is here in the original version. But | deleted it for convenience
of readers who cannot display Japanese characters with their computers.
(200410/08 1:06 JST)

150



