THE ROLE OF NOMINALISATION IN THETICITY: A SIKUANI CONTRIBUTION

Francesc Queixalos
CNRS (SEDYL/CELIA)

1 INTRODUCTION

2 TYPOLOGICAL PROFILE

3 FINITENESS

4 NOMINALISATION

5 NOMINAL PREDICATION

6 TRUNCATED NOMINALISATION
7 HYBRIDS

8 CONCLUSION

1 INTRODUCTION

Since Kuroda (1972) put forth the linguistic coatels of the categorical / thetic judgment
distinction borrowed from logics, a number of thetaral and typological works have
appeared on the question, often invoking a vaoétypological data. Surprisingly,
descriptions of particular languages merely pagauyr attention, if any, to its impact on the
syntactic structure of the clause.

The aim of this paper is to draw attention to salat that seem to contribute to the
theoretical and typological discussion on, respetyj the grammatical status of the thetic
constructions together with the syntactic elemémy involve, and the variety of formal
means that languages resort to for rendering #igcthcategorical distinction. The issue at
stake is, given a piece of information made of amea of existing plus its central
participants, whall if any[d are the grammatical correlates that formally dggtish
utterances packing the information in an informagilby indifferentiated chunk, from those
picking out a participant in such a way that th&t & the information is delivered as bearing
on such participant. Therefore, one partictlabut far-reaching] aspect of the question is
the status, at the pragmatic and syntactic leedsrocture, of noun phrases that in thetic and
categorical constructions express the core paaitipof the predicafeln this respect, the
treatment of "subject” noun phrases seems to haem, lmore often than not, unsatisfactory.

The Sikuani data show that the thetic predicatem@organise the clause material in a way
that pays no attention to any particular noun phrésubject” or other. On the contrary, the
expression of the participants is compacted altmgawith the expression of their manner of
existing so as to, prototypically, deliver all betinformation in a single word. A simple and
elegant way of rhematising the whole propositiarmaitent of the intended utteraritAs a

! lintend this phrase to be a cover term for gikty of meanings conveyed by predicates: actioesitey
processes, states, properties, qualities, inclugientification, and so on.

2 Although Sasse (1987) puts some emphasis in a#sgébatthetic statemerandpredicationare mutually
exclusive notions, | will not refrain from speakiagout “thetic predicates", for if, admittedly, tlaionale of
predication is what, in informational terms, catécal utterances do about particular entities gretsnens of
these entities, i.e. referents, thetic utterancesdch the same about the world (see below).

3 "Rheme" is the term of the Prague school of Listics for the most salient constituent of the aaais to the
informational load it carries. Its companion tesritheme", representing some unit of existencehithvthe
rheme connects some semantic content. A "resitienté” (my terms) is one that remains operaticorah f
stretch of discourse in the speaker's mind and thesgpeaker assumes — in the hearer's mind. Hgotsaof



consequence, all the information, including thataayning the participant which in a
categorical utterance would qualify for the pragmatatus of theme, becomes rhematic. The
form of such a single and rich word is a verb nahgation, or a truncated version of it.
Nominalisation of both types is a highly reguladgmoductive mechanism in Sikuani
grammar, and a pervasive form of expression inogise. The reason seems simple:
nominalisation is needed for putting a propositlamatent {.e. a manner of existing plus its
participants) in a formal mold of: argument noumgse ("completives"), object of
postposition, adnominal dependent, and nominalipagsl As predicates, nominalisations are
not restricted to thetic environments. What | téfutl nominalisation” (section 4) serves also
for categorical predications by which a referergiteer included in a classy son is a

winner) or equated (identified) to another referany(son is the winnej. Nominalisation
seems to be attested as the privileged formal ddwviachieve thetic clauses in various
languages or linguistic families, among them Auséian, Arabic (Sasse 1987) and Trio
(Carlin 2011).

The paper opens with an overview of some basic gratial features of Sikuani (section 2),
intended — together with a few considerations aitdness (section 3) — to set the stage for
what comes after, to wit: the form of full nomirsations and their syntactic positions in the
clause (section 4). Among the latter, particuléeraton is paid to the predicate position
(section 5), for that is where | delve into thetaminal predications, by means of their
contrast to the inclusive / equative nominal oféee special form of nominalisations that
appears to be exclusively dedicated to make upcthetdications is derived, by
morphological subtraction, from that of full nomiisation (section 6). A few clues for the
non-argumental nature of noun phrases in this elagse are uncovered. In the following
section | briefly look into two constructions thatfirst sight seem to compete, functionally,
with nominalisation in terms of information straiiegy while, contrary to nominalisations,
preserving most of the syntax of the basic classetion 7). | dedicate the closure to
comment upon the issues involved and the contohuBikuani can make in this respect
(section 8).

2 TYPOLOGICAL PROFILE

Sikuani is spoken in the savanna areas of the mi@dhoco, Colombia and Venezuela, by
more than 25,000 people. A member of the small @odimguistic family, Sikuani is an
agglutinative language, with a fair amount of pghtbetic features (mainly pronominal verb
affixes, incorporation, loose constituency, nomsirgyntactic hierarchisation of arguments).
Examples (75) and (80) below contain fine instarafesorphologically complex words.

Parts of speech with lexical content divide intobge nouns, adjectives (a very small class)
and adverbs. Nouns are sensitive to number, geddsg and person. Noun phrases are
headed on their right. They host, besides theid hgéeterminers, modifiers and, with a
divalent (“inalienable") head, an internal arguma&terbs can be mono-, di- or tri-valéht.

the "resident” computer metaphor are: "active" f€Hi®87; Lambrecht 1994), "established" (Sasse Y1987
"ratified" (Lambrecht 2000), and "storage addréSghwartz 2010).

* Sikuani lacks adpositional objects of verbs. Thiis,homonymy between monovalent and intransitivere
hand, and between divalent and transitive on therdtand, is perfect. However, given the intergstin
generalisations that can be achieved in certaiguages by assuming a single concept of valenceeftas and
nouns (see such a language in Queixalés 2005y &lfoani,cf. the notion of "internal argument”, particularly
in noun phrases headed by a nominalised verb)| baiusing the "...-valent" terms instead of the enor
common "intransitive / transitive".



Their arguments appear as noun phrases without ca®se marking and also in verbal
morphology’ Third person is zero in verb morphology but hasratiogical realisation on
nouns heading noun phrases that contain an adnbangwanent. No copula is needed for
nouns to lexically head a predicate, which canxigtential ("X exists'), inclusive (‘X belongs
to the class of Y'), or equative ('X has the saeferent as Y'). Monovalent verbs consist of
two classes, one aligning its sole argument wighalgument expressing the agent in divalent
verbs, the other aligning its sole argument witht tof nominal predication. Trivalent verbs
align the argument expressing the recipient withdhject of divalent verbs. Basic verbal
clauses display a uniform accusative alignmenentmorphology — nominative suffixes
and accusative prefixes— and in "S(O)V" constituent order, for examplg1.

(1) howibo, naehawani} @,-tanakaenag,
wind trees 3ACCUSATIVE-BreakFuTURE-3NOMINATIVE

' the wind will break the trees'

Although not in a very straightforward way, argunsefeature some syntactic properties that
allow to posit the existence in this language sfibject, a direct object, and an indirect
object’ The accusative noun phrase moves rather freqlgsoverbal position. Argumental
noun phrases are, given appropriate pragmatic tonsgj easily elided.

A word on passive is in order here, since it wdlghto understand several important
assumptions made below about nominalisations. Vasgeice is only available in predicates
with all third person participants, provided tha fpatient is highranked on some saliency
hierarchy (semantic or pragmatic). It entails naphological promotion of the participant
appearing as accusative argument. This is a dierdequence of the morphological device
used for the purpose of achieving passivisatidinsaperson inclusive suffixtsi preempts
the nominative slot in verb pronominal morphologgr from referring anymore to a first
person inclusive, the suffix in the passive is voideference (indexeglin the examples).

® In my usage the terargumentdenotes a linguistic expression — including streally required zeroes —,
without any reference to some "deeper" level ofipi@ant structure mid-way between semantic rotesd a
linguistic expressions. As said, Sikuani featiw@sie non-configurational properties such as argtimed of
pronominal affixation on the verb. On the otherdvamoun phrases coreferring with these affixescaretrained
for some morphosyntactic properties in a way thi@rects are not. | therefore adopt for this languagmething
like an intermediate stand between Jelinek's (198#ion of non-configurationality (affixes are angents,
noun phrases are adjuncts) and Baker's (1995; pla@ses — includingro's — are arguments, affixes are
agreement), a view that seems to boil down to 8&€1989) analysis of subject in Luisefio: thedistic
expression of a core participant can distributer owere than one surface locus (nothing in commah -
called "discontinuous constituents").

® Nominative on verbs on noun & verboid predicates accusative on divalent predicates
1 -hi -nil ne-
2 -me -mu ka-
3 -@ -@ &-
1 plural inclusivetsi -tsi naka-

The marking of plural is restricted to 1 exclusarel 2: the person affixes are supplemented fi prefix at
the leftmost end of the verb. Its coupling wittheita person prefix or suffix is a matter of sericaoit
pragmatic saliency of the referred participant.

" As can be inferred from the previous lines, tevalverbs in this language are of the kind invajvéo-called
primary / secondary objects (Dryer 1986). | do auditere to this terminology; see Queixalés (2008afo
discussion.

8 As an anonymous reviewer accurately suggestsutiix in passives should be glossed as a mereatpenf
passive voice, which is what it plausibly has besamalysed as. However, sticking to the "1 pluralusive”



Since no formal intransitivising device is preseng third person accusative prefix, standing
for the only extant argument, can be retained ftloeactive form. As for syntax, the noun
phrase coindexed with the accusative prefix acees$end of weak rhematisation which,
among arguments, is a prerrogative of subjeise agent participant may surface as a
markless adjunct.

Besides the passive agent adjunct, adverbial esipresare either lexical adverbs, case
marked noun phrases or postpositional phrases. ¢&tgories appear through verb
morphology, auxiliaries and particles. (For a figlscription of the grammar of Sikuani, see
Queixalos 1998 & 2000).

3 FINITENESS

Predicates in basic clauses display different degoé finiteness. This entails that they lend
themselves to a prototype characterisation in taffisiteness. Building on Givén (2011 &
this volume) | suggest in Queixalos (2012a) adfstine properties that converge toward
what one would want to hold as the prototypicakdirclause:

I. the speech act is declarative;

ii.  the information structure is categorical;

iii. the polarity is affirmative;

iv. the lexical head of the predicate is a verb;

v. the verb denotes a manner of existing that iaction;

vi. the predicate is saturated for all its valesls;

vii. spatial and temporal settings are provideéfgnably deictic in nature;

viii. the denoted manner of existing has tempatraicture (aspect);

ix. the speaker gears the denoted propositionsithéri own communicational strategies
(facets of information structure other than iiqduality, evidentiality).

As we will see, the opposite counterparts of sehareong these properties directly inform
aspects of the thetic constructions in Sikuanib&gin with, let us examine a mood suffix that
is the touchstone of the distinction between fiaibel non-finite in verbal clauses. This two-
morpheme paradigm contrasts virtual and factualdefq2)-(3), and its phonological form
generates ten morphological classes of verbs préper

(2) nawia-ta-@
returnFACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE
"he returned '

gloss allows mé&l and the readér to keep trace of the mechanism at work in buildinmassive: the blocking
of the nominative-agent morphological slot.

° The "rhematisation" of subjects, which will be Hetith in section 7, has to be distinguished framat | call
"focus": emphasis on the selection of one particitdem out of a substitution class (contrastiveufc Sasse
(1987) is right in keeping this notion distinct fingoresentational thetic predicates (see footnoteNadw,
"topic": a posited segment of the world in whick firopositon conveyed by the clause will have tuatlne and
will be relevant. (Definitions for focus and togice inspired from Chafe (1976), but the notionedévance is
my responsibility.) This is the reason for my usitigeme" instead of Givén's (1984 170) "topic".

19 Factual / virtual can grossly be equated to réatigalis. Concerning Sikuani, notwithstandingy, some
minor reasons related to nominalisations "virtis@&ms to me more accurate than "irrealis” (themebea
instances of 'hunter' that owe nothing to irredlis: association between the property and theawefés a fact,
and the manner of existing that motivates the mtgg®s repeatedly been a real event).



(3) apo-nawia-tsiw
NEGATION-returnvIRTUAL -3NOMINATIVE
"he didn't return '

4) factual virtual
pitsa -pa -pae ‘exit’
horo -ka -kae 'sew'
hu -na -nae ‘climb’
bahako -ba -bi ‘greet’
utt -wa Wi 'be jealous'
uxu -ne -ni 'blow'
ewe -ta -tsi ‘wait'
t -ane -ae 'see’
h -ia -e 'stow'
h -ua -ue 'swim'

Other verbs lack the mood suffix. The majority ar@novalent. Semantically all of them,
mono- and di-valent, show a low level of agentidayfew divalents argoya, ‘hate’ asiwa,
'keep for oneselfamabhitsinae 'dream of'jtsi, 'do'vs verb propeexa-na 'make’). Since no
semantic feature can exclusively identify this slélets of verbs proper are non-agentive,
stative, or psychological), | label them by a seticaily opaque term, "verboids".

Since the presence of virtual mood is a main sympibfiniteness loss in verbs, | will briefly
outline its basic occurrences. Virtual mood isgeed by the following contexts: negation, as
just seen, future, (6), prospective, (7), parteigB), gerund, (9), and nominalisation (see
below). Optative provides the only minimal pairweén both moods. Compare (5) with (2):

(5) nawia-tsi-@
returnviRTUAL -3NOMINATIVE

"let him return '

(6) nawia-tsi-ena-me
returnviRTUAL -FUTURE-2NOMINATIVE

"you will return

(7) nawia-tsi-hitsia-@
returnviRTUAL -PROSPECTIVESNOMINATIVE
"he is about to go away '

(8) ta-yapit-ae-itane
1RELATIONAL-KNow-virTUAL -Symbol?
' symbols known to me '

(9) humatabiinahi-nae-ya po-na@
BeSadviRTUAL -GERUND GOoAway+ACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE
"he went away sadly '

1 /ii/ is a high back unrounded vowael]|
12 This example will be resumed in section 4 with enoomplete morphemic glosses.



Except in the future, (6), in all the contexts ihigh the virtual mood occuis for instance
with negation, (11)] the verbal nominative paradigm is replaced by dpgiearing on
verboids and predicate nouns, (13) and (12) resde(see footnote 6). Compare with the
finite verb paradigm in (10).

(10) nawia-ta-me
returNnFACTUAL-2NOMINATIVE

"you returned '

(11) apo-nawia-tsi-mi
NEGATION-IeturnvIiRTUAL -2NOMINATIVE

"you didn't return '’

(12) aura-mi
BeAshamed®noMINATIVE

' you were ashametf'

(13) taxiinato-mi
MySon-2NOMINATIVE

'you are my son '

| now turn to the basics of nominalisation morplyyi@and syntax.

4 NOMINALISATION

As said, nominalisation shows a high degree ofleegy and productivity. Its other central
feature is that it systematically recycles morplgalal material primarily designed for
purposes other than nominalisation, such as mamlvious section), adnominal person
(as in (14)-(15)) and gender/class (as in (16))(IIM)is means that no morpheme in the
language has the nominalisation of verbs as itegny function (Cubeo is another language
lacking specialised nominalising material, Chac6h2295).

(14) [peltaxu

!31n examples, any form glossed as a verb but uneetgd for mood is a verboid.

1 This example will be resumed in section 5 with enoomplete morphemic glosses.

5 There are two adnominal person paradigms, whoseb®es are phonologically shars.long. Their
occurrence on nouns relies on the latter beingeltas. monovalent. Respectively:

1 ta- taha-
2 ne- niha-
3 pe- piha-
1 plural inclusivewa- waha-

Similarly to verb morphology, the marking of pluislrestricted to 1 plural exclusive and 2: thesperprefixes
are supplemented bypa- prefix at their left. Nominal valence is the mooglgntactic correlate of the semantic
distinction inalienable / alienable "possessiortiug, the long forms denote basically possessoessiibrt
forms denote entities much more abstractly reltdetie entity described by the noun hosting thérin other
words, such nouns are inherentely relational (Ae@ semantics is by far larger than body partskanship).

For this reason | will gloss the short formgelational, avoiding terms that might evoke any notion of
possession. If the noun phrase contains an embetdedas adnominal dependent, the third persootbf b
paradigms corefers with that dependent.



3RELATIONAL-fOOLt
" his foot '

(15) |pihajmo
3POSSESSIVECaANoe
" his canoe '

(16) ainawi

WaterSpiritFEMENINE
" water spirit female '

(17) tsemd-bd

tobaccoEyLINDRICAL OBJECT
‘cigar'

Queixal6s (2012b) is a detailed account of the moliggical and syntactic aspects of Sikuani
nominalisation. Here we will content ourselves vwatehort survey.

The nominalised form of a monovalent verb cons$the latter's lexical root, followed by
the virtual mood suffix and preceded by the refaiqgerson prefix. This prefix stands for the
referent expressed in finite clauses by the nonvieargument. At the right end appears a
gender-class suffix. The nominalised divalent vamters the same morphological mold but
retains from its finite form the accusative prefihe gender-class suffix denotes the entity
which the nominalisation is oriented to: masculileepinine, animate collective, non-animate
and class for participant oriented nominalisatifres oriented toward the participant
expressed by the nominative argument of the fwetd counterparts), (18)-(21).

(18) ta,-po-nae-nii
1RELATIONAL-gO-VIRTUAL-MASCULINE
"1, the walker (man speaking) '

(19) pe-ka-huna-tsi-wa
3RELATIONAL -2ACCUSATIVE-Call-VIRTUAL - FEMENINE
' she, your caller

(20) pe-e-kae-hawa
3RELATIONAL -Sit-VIRTUAL -NONANIMATE
" his sitting place '

(21) pe-su-nae-ra
3RELATIONAL-fermentviRTUAL -LIQUID
' fermented liquid *

The non-animate is also used in non-oriented forms;action” nouns, (22) and (23). As a
rule of thumb we can say that the gender-classxstfefers with the relational person
prefix, (18), (19) and (21).

(22) pe-po-nae-hawa

3RELATIONAL-JO-VIRTUAL -NONANIMATE



"his / her departuré®

(23) pe-ka-huna-tsi-hawa,
3RELATIONAL-2ACCUSATIVE-Call-VIRTUAL -NONANIMATE
"his / her call to you'

However, it does not in action nouns, (22) and,(assive nominalisations, (24), and in case
of semantic incompatibility with the entity represed by the relational person prefix (20),
(see below example (41) for another instance ofsgimincompatibility, and also of a
passive on finite verbs which (24) can be comparigll more information about ways as to
how to compute the coreference between the gendes-suffix and the personal prefixes can
be found in Queixalos 2012b).

(24) pe,@,-huna-tsi-nl,-tsi,
3RELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-Ca||-VIRTUAL- MASCULINE-1PLURALINCLUSIVE
"the called one'

As said in the previous paragraph and the exansple®, the retrieval of finite clause
arguments by the person prefixes aligns accusgtiizekical arguments appear in the
position of adnominal arguments, coreferring eithigh the accusative prefix of divalent
verbs!’ (25) and (26), or the relational person prefixmafnovalent verbs, (27) and (28).
Hence, adnominal noun phrases as arguments of absaid verbs align ergatively.

(25) tulikisi, pe-@,-komua-kae-niy

collar 3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-DUY-VIRTUAL -MASCULINE
" collar buyer '
(26) mapa, pe-@,-phara-bi-hawa,

VegetalCloth 3reLATIONAL-3AccusATIVE-BeatForSoftening4rTuAL -NONANIMATE
' vegetal cloth making '

(27) awiri, pe-ho-bi-ni,
dog 3RELATIONAL-BarkInHuntingParty#RTUAL - MASCULINE

" barking dog (lit.: the barking one which is a §ibg

(28) newdthd, pe-phia-bi-hawa,
jaguar 3RELATIONAL-WhistlevIRTUAL -NONANIMATE
' jaguar's whistling '

A nominalised verb is syntactically a noun. Itstnmess" is granted to it by the gender-class
suffix, -nt and hawain the immediately previous examples. | regardgeeder-class suffix

as the functional head of the nominalised forrmdminalisations lacking this suffix do not
generate noun phrases (see batowa (70)); 2) in noun predicates taking a gender-class
suffix, the latter agrees with the gender-clasthefsubject noun phrase:

(29) Nusalia Sikuani-ni
Nusalia SikuanilndiamascuLiNe

% Here as well as in the passive of (21) below, metex stands for "non-referential”. Anticipating the
passive example, let me point to the fact thah@latter the adnominal third person prefix is a@em-indexed,
since in nominalisations it takes its referencenfitbe nominative argument of the active verb.

7 With one exception in the data (see Queixal6s BRMhere the adnominal complement noun phrasdarsre
with the relational person prefix of the divaleninmnalised verb (agent).



"Nusalia is a Sikuani man'

(30) pe-kuharu-bi-ni Sikuani-nt
3RELATIONAL-teachviRTUAL-MAScULINE — SikuanilndianmAscuLINE
' the teacher is a Sikuani man'

(31) Kalaba Sikuani-wa
Kalaba SikuanilndiameMENINE

' Kalaba is a Sikuani woman '

(32) pe-kuharu-bi-wa Sikuani-wa
3RELATIONAL-teachviRTUAL-FEMENINE ~ SikuanilndianFEMENINE

' the teacher is a Sikuani woman '

(33) *pe-kuharu-bi-wa Sikuani-nu
3RELATIONAL-teachhvirRTUAL -FEMENINE ~ SikuanilndiaAvAscULINE

3) the gender-class suffix occupies the same mdoglual slot than a lexical noun modified
by a participle, compare examples (25)-(28) to i&umbered here as (34);

(34) ta;-@,-yapit-ae-itane;
1RELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-KNOW-VIRTUAL -Symbols(generic)
' symbols known to me '

As a consequence, the formal parallel betweenqgpales and adjectives is perfect: both are
bound forms modifying a noun head as in (34) and

(35) tsikiri-itane
small-symbols
" small symbols '

And for both, a gender-class suffix replacing ambead lends a full nominalisation.

(36) tai;-@,-yaput-ae-hawa;
1RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-KNOW-VIRTUAL -NONANIMATE
" things known to me '

(37) tsikiri-hawa
smaltNONANIMATE
*small things '

Several participles have turned into adjectivetelicalisation.

As a noun, a nominalised verb has access to thacimposition of head of a noun phrase.
We can see nominalisations as subject and obj€8Bin as object of postposition in (41), as
adnominal argument in (43), and as predicate i) (Each example is preceded and
supplemented by another example bearing a lexmah phrase in the same syntactic position
than the nominalisation to be illustrated.)

(38) [Nusalia], [Hialai], @,-huna-ta-z,
Nusalia Hialai 3accusATIVE-Call-FACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE
' Nusalia called Hailai '



(39) [pihawa pe-z-xai-nae-ni]...
HisWife 3RELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-havevIRTUAL -MASCULINE

...[pe-n-ue-hawa} @,-kopa-ta-g,
3RELATIONAL-Cry-VIRTUAL -NONANIMATE 3ACCUSATIVE-leaveFACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE

' the husband stopped crying (lit.: the wife owstapped his crying) '

(40) peri @-X-ane-g [hiopebeno] yahawa
cassava 3ACCUSATIVE-EatFACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE FishFlour COMITATIVE
' he ate cassava with fish flour '

(41) bowitsani pina  [pe-z-taha-bi-nd]...
Fishsp HEARSAY  3RELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-TOAStVIRTUAL -MASCULINE

...yahawa @-puenete-ta-tsi
COMITATIVE ~ 3ACCUSATIVE-leaveFACTUAL-1PLURALINCLUSIVE

' she was left (behind) together with fishsp, the roasted one, they s&y '

(42) [hara] matakabi
TurtleSp  time

' time of turtlesp **

(43) [pe-z-u-bi-hawa] matakabi
3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-SOW-IRTUAL -NONANIMATE time
" time for sowing it '

(44) baharaponii [taxiinato]*
ThisGuy MySon
" this guy is my son '

(45) baharaponi [pexanialiwaisi apo-peg-xai-nae-ni]
ThisGuy NiceTalk NEGATION-3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-h@VevIRTUAL -MASCULINE
' this guy is a tough fellow (litt.: ...is no ni¢atk owner) '

As expected, such a formally powerful and functiynaseful device is prone to endure
lexicalisation:

(46) pe-nahoro-bi-ni
3RELATIONAL -blOW-VIRTUAL -MASCULINE
'shaman'

(47) pe-nahapa-tsi-wa
3RELATIONAL-HaveOne'sFirstMensasrRTuAL -FEMENINE

" nubile girl '

(48) pe-z-kuharu-bi-wi

18 This example contains 1) a passivised finite vieaye', and 2) a nominalisation without coindexiretween
the gender-class suffix and the relational pergefip due to semantic incompatibility between (halefinite)
agent participant of 'roast’, represented by tké>prand the entity represented by the suffix,ftel (the hearer
knows that the whole form, hence the suffix, referthe fish thanks to the sequence of apposed pbrases).
9 Period in which this species of turtle lays itgeg

2 This example and the following will be resumediérttion 5 with more complete morphemic glosses.

10



3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-teaChvIRTUAL -COLLECTIVE
'teachers

With these basic elements of nominalisation in mme can have a closer look at the
construction involved in example (45), where thenimalised verb stands in predicate
position.

5 NOMINAL PREDICATION

No copula is present in nominal predicates, seg Bt as far as form goes, this example
requires a nominative suffix, as does (45). Thagiagm of nominative suffixes in nominal
predication is phonologically different from itsral predication counterpart (footnote 6).
Except for first plural inclusive and third persoirentical in both predicationstgt for first
inclusive, and zero for third person). Strictly akmg, thus, (44) should be segmented and
glossed as (49). With a second person, (13) rentedl{80).

(49) baharaponi, taxinato-g,
ThisGuy MySOn3NOMINATIVE

" this guy is my son '

(50) taxunato-mu
MySon2NOMINATIVE

'you are my son''

This is true for the two extensional acceptionthefnoun phrase 'my son' contained in the
predicate '(be) my son': either a referent, whestds an equational predicate 'you are my
(only) son', or a class of referents, which lendsnalusive predicate 'you are (one of) my
son(s)'. Along with many languages but contrargtteers (mainly non-configurationa,g.
Kamayura, Seki 2000), Sikuani does not make arpdbdifference between these two
semantic types of predicates.

A conspicuous peculiarity attached to the exisatmiause is that its predicate appears to be
deprived of the nominative suffix slot, a fact thatSasse's (1987) terms, equals to
downgrading its predicative charactéExceptions result from the pragmatic need to avoid
critical underspecification of referents or eversmatches in their identification, brought
about by inherent gaps in the morphological toaéd hominalisation uses for the retrieval of
arguments (see Queixalés 2012b for deté&fls).

| depart here from Queixal6s (2000 310) on theassuthe putative occurrence, in existential
predicates, of a non-referential third person native suffix, a potential equivalent of
expletives Englislit or Frenchl in impersonal and / or existential clauses. Thestjan bears
on the relevance of zeroes in morphology sinc&yeaknow, third person in non-existential
predicates allegedly surfaces-as The fact is, these predicates pick out a paradifyfaur
persons, of which first, second, and first pluralusive receive overt phonological realisation
whereas third person remains unrealised. In otloedsy the lack of phonological realisation

%L Note that in Serbian thetic predicates, the ageeiis partial (Casielles & Progovac 2009), antdremi the
person-number-gender agreement is freezed totgérson singular form whose referent is no paudiot in the
manner of existing denoted (Schwartz 2010).

% There is, however, one possible piece of evidegegnst the assumption of nominative-less exisienti
predicates: passive (see below section 6).
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does have meaning, precisely third person. Henedyave indeed a third person zero
morpheme here (this holds for accusative prefixas)aThe same line of reasoning entails,
contrario, that for existential predicates there would begason to postulate a zero suffix:
since no overt person suffix ever occurs, thermisnorphological paradigm therén other
words, existential predicates are nominative-lAssorollary is that in an existential clause
there is no noun phrase that would be externdié@tedicate but, at the same time, internal
to the clause core morphosyntae (the predicate and its arguments). Differently from
nominal equational-inclusive predication, nomingaktential predication is not categorical
but thetic (or sentence-focused, in Lambrechtmsed987). As such, it has no argument that
can be characterised by a cluster of formal praggeduch as external-nominative-subject.

Thus, as a predicat@xinato enters two formally different structures, an eopral-

inclusive clause (51), and an existential one (6@ difference between both, at the
immediate constituency level, relying on the apitdr the former / unability for the latter, to
contain an external argument noun phrase. (Braguéfd) are intended to remind the reader
that noun phrases are elidible in argument postion(52) they mean, in association with the
star, that the presence of the noun phrase is ipabbie with the intended existential
meaning.) The same contrast holds for predicateteroat of nominalised verbs, (53)-(54).

(51) (baharaponiy) taxinato-g,
ThisGuy MySOn3NOMINATIVE

" he (this guy) is my son '

(52) (*baharaponi) taxinato
ThisGuy MySon
"there is my son''

(53) (baharaponii) pexanialiwaisi, pe;-@,-xai-nae-ni-g,
ThisGuy NiceTalk 3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-haVevIRTUAL -MASCULINE-3NOMINATIVE
" he (this guy) is a nice fellow '

(54) (*baharaponl) pexanialiwais, pe-@,-xai-nae-ni
ThisGuy NiceTalk 3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-haVevIRTUAL -MASCULINE
' there is a nice fellow '

The interesting thing here is that despite the tlaat the predicate in (54) has no external
argument, the verb ‘haw#oes entaik participant ‘owner’, represented by the relatiperson
prefix. The speaker in (54) is not speakaimputanybody endowed with the characteristic of
being 'a nice-talk owner'. At best he / she spaékait the situation, or the world,
characterised as containing such an entity. Batrtbeds not preclude the possibility of some
participant being involved and mentionned — inchgdan ‘'owner’ in (54) — by means of an
expression perfectly apt to refer. In (54) suckfamring expressidi is the relational person
prefix, as the comparison between the respectiational person prefixes in (54) and (56)
shows. (The latter is somewhat ackward to transtedenatural style. The scene is a girl
arriving back home after a several-day runawapé@wroods:)

(55) Nusalia, ne-@,-hitsi-pae-wa-mi,
Nusalia 2RELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-WaNtVIRTUAL -FEMENINE-2NOMINATIVE
"you are Nusalia's lover'

% "referring" meaning 'apt to refer', not necetbgareferential,i.e. actually referring'.
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(56) ne-naxua-bi-wa;-he!
2RELATIONAL-GetLOStvIRTUAL -FEMENINE-MIRATIVE
" here you are, you lost one!*

Turning to noun phrases, such an expression rglatia referent whose semantic role would
— given a verb — entitle it to appear as the clabsene noun phrase, but which enters a
construction in itself unable to allot such a pragimposition, is reminiscent of how Kuroda
(1972) characterises tlga noun phrase in Japanese, as in the classical57airin both a.

and b. the noun phrase denotes a referent invalselde performer of the manner of existing
'run’. But in b., contrary to a., the referent @ what the speaker intends to provide
information about. It is not the clause theme..lthe communicative purpose of the speaker
is to bring about a piece of information concerniogce again, the situation or the worldt
just happens that the ‘'runner' is part of thisrimiation.

(57)a. inu wa hasitte iru
b. inu ga hasitte iru
dog running is

"althe dog is running '

The well observed affinity between constructionthvexistential function —'the situation /
world is such that X is located in it' — and whasltbeen called thetic constructions after the
Brentano-Marty-Kuroda and (to some extent) Sas&btion, rests on this: the speech style of
the speaker of a natural language being diffemamt that practised by logician's, he / she
will skip as informationally immaterial the themerpon — in italics — ofthe situation /

world is such that X is located in it' (for "location’¢esthe notion of "stage-topic” in
Erteschik-Shir 2007 26), or reduce it to minimatany — but often locative etymologically
— material (Englishihere, Frenchy), yielding a clause that in informational termsnade of
the sole rheme, and in syntactic terms is mad@efsmngle immediate constituent, the
predicate. This assumption is tantamount to sayiagin such a clause all the participants of
the denoted manner of existing are in the rhemehielwis but common for those surfacing
as objects and some intransitive subjects in mamguages (Lambrecht 2000; DuBois 1987).
The formal counterpart of this should be that tkigression of the participants must be
located eithewithin the predicate aoutsidethe clause core syntax, nothing preventing them
from being simultaneously located in both — crasfefrence index and noun phrase
respectively. In a nutshell: the lexical head retais arguments; none of them is privileged at
the informational level; to the extent that theegatry of subject can be seen as the syntactic
reflection (grammaticalisation) of the theme ("WpiMithun 1991; Shibatani 1991; Givon
1997), none of the arguments is a subject.

% |In Lewis' (2001) terms (his "subject" equates mnte), thetic predicates are in fact categoria#lfiey have
"abstract subjects".

% Of course, some authors (e.g. Rosengren 1997 go@nof the thetic / categorical distinction asirect sub-
product of information structure: there would besogh thing as thetic clauses; instead, we wowe bamere
particular reading] given some semantic and / or contextual conditionsf sentence-focused, "topic-less",
clauses. Thanks to an anonymous reader for poitdinge, for a comparable line of thought, Wehr @00nust
confess that, up to this point and in terms of coicative strategies, | do not clearly see the difficel] other
than terminologicall either between thetic and sentence-focus claosdégtween categorical and predicate-
focus clauses. Now, if the issue is whether th&édieategorical distinctionl or what it might be termed
impinges on the morphosyntactic make up of thesgld®Rosengren seems to deny such a thing), Sikuani
truncated nominalisation (see below) looks very Imas evidence that the answer is "yes".

13



The Sikuani examples (54) and (56) show that thexeats ‘the nice talk owner’ and ‘the lost
one’, that is, the referents of the participantehhin a verbal clause would surface as subject,
are expressed by means of pronominal verb morpgoldgus, a nominalisation within an
existential predicate serves as a powerful granualaibol to deliver a bunch of information

in a simple, compact, and informationally non-hiehézed way. In fact, in one single
syntactic constituent, the predicate, which camcedo a single phonological word provided
that no additional material is required for thereot identification of the participant(s), as in
(56), repeated here as (58), to be compared W&} (Bpeated here as (59).

(58) ne-naxua-bi-wa;-he!
2RELATIONAL-BeLOStVIRTUAL -FEMENINE-MIRATIVE
" here you are, you lost one!*

(59) taxiunato
MySon
"there is my son''

Functionally, three pragmatic motivations triggee use of thetic predicates: existential (see
examples above), presentatidfi#b0), and the scoop effect, precisely that produnea

piece of “out of the blue” information which is natly new but spectacular enough for being
worth of some special formal means of transmisg@h).

(Old woman calling her lover alligator:)

(60) Tsebokoli! Ne-z-x-ae-hawa-yo! Aha!
Tsebokoli 2RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-€atNONANIMATE -DIMINUTIVE Takelt!
' Tsebokoli! Here's your food! Take it!

(Jaguar entering a house where someone is comaini

(61) pe-tsaba-na-ru-kae-wa-he!
3RELATIONAL-decayFACTUAL-BeHanging vIRTUAL -FEMENINE-MIRATIVE
"What's that?! There is a woman decaying in thmerhack! '

The scoop effect is an important component of le¢id predicate functions. It accounts for
the often noticed affinity between nominalisatiamsl exclamativese(g.in Austronesian,
Kaufman 2011, Potsdam 2011): 1) there is some gygendelivering the whole of the
information, and nominalisations provide a comistice for speaking about a set of
participants and their manner of existing; 2) teevs is astounding and deserves emphatic
delivery. As predictable, this kind of predicatdlwiten carry the mirative morpheme, as in
(61). Now, nominalisations only take care of p@pants and their manner of existing. As
with categorical predicates (62), a supplementosi-argumental information can always be
made available — mainly circumstantial, aspectaiadl modal — through adverbs and
particles, (63) and (64).

(62) wamo Kutsikutsi merawi pe-ponapo-nae-nig
OurGrandFather  Kutsikutsi night  3RELATIONAL-wanderviRTUAL -MASCULINE-3NOMINATIVE
' our grand-father Kutsikutsi is a night wanderer '

% Lambrecht (1987).
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(63) merawi pe-ponapo-nae-ni-behe
night 3RELATIONAL-WanderviRTUAL -MASCULINE-DUAL
' there was a couple of night wanderers '

(64) pe-bisia-hawa baha saya
3RELATIONAL-BeFilthy-NoNANIMATE ~ CONCLUDED  JustThat
' there were only filthy things (to eat) '

As long as a satisfying identification of the peigiant(s), including the would-be subjé¢t,

can be supplied by the person and gender-clasesffalong with the verb root contributing
with the manner of existing, one-word thetic pretis are a convenient device. What, then, if
the mentioned material does not suffice for a abridentification of a given participant? This
can be a common problem with 'action nouns', sineenominalised form is not oriented to
any participant in particular and consequentlygbeder-class suffix, non-animate, does not
provide any clue to the identity of the participnked to the would-be subject. In such a
situation, the speaker will resort to a constituasie to host lexical information, a noun
phrase. That noun phrase is apt to appear as tioenagial argument inside the larger noun
phrase headed by a nominalised verb and allottpdeiticate position. We have seen several
examples of such a construction. Let us here reswmef them for an illustration.

(65) newdithl, pe-phia-bi-hawa
jaguar 3RELATIONAL-WhistlevIRTUAL -NONANIMATE
' jaguar's whistling '

(66) mapa pe-a,-phara-bi-hawa
VegetalCloth 3RrRELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-BeatForSoftening4RTUAL -NONANIMATE
' vegetal cloth making '

As these exemples remind us, there is a restrictiotihe retrieval of lexical arguments of the
nominalised verb within its noun phrase: the ordym phrases of the finite clause that can
appear as adnominal lexical arguments of the ndieathverb are those representing the
unique argument of the monovalent verb and thesatiue argument of the divalent verb.
The way the language seems to find its way outisflimitation imposed, within the
predicate constituent, on the lexical retrievalhef nominative argument of divalent verbs,
leans on a special, reduced, form of nhominalisation

In other words, nominalisation is used, among se\mIrposes, to pack a complex piece of
information — manner of existing and its particiff&h— into a single constituent, more
often than not a single word, by way of 1) buildangoun phrase that contains all the
information to deliver, and 2) putting that nourrgee in the predicate position of a thetic-
existential clause. Much in the style, for instgrafevhat French achieves through
subordinations internal to the noun phrase in:

(67) y a [1 |a SOUD% [2 CIU'” faUt [3 que jléteigne3]COMPLEMENT CLAUSE 2] RELATIVE CLAUSE l] NP!28

%1.e.that participant which in the basic, finite, claumunterpart would appear as subject. It is unfagto
find authors cautious enough to explicitly dravs thistinction. Sasse (1987) and Carlin (2011)aaneng them.
2 A similar example in Lambrecht (198%)a JEAN qui est arrivé, lit. 'there is John that has arrived,
purportedly illustrates a means of introducing @ participant in French by using a "biclausal" seice made
of "a presentational ("existential") clause follahy a (non-restrictive) relative clause". Butfunctionally

this construction is perfectly apt to render thearscoop effect (see (56)), even with an acceived, and 2)
formally its structure is rather a noun phr®san qui est arrivé], 'John that has arrived', within an existential

15



lit. 'there is the soup that | ought to turn off!"

So far, we have seen that nominal predicationsglreinto two formally distinct classes:
inclusive / equative on one hand, and existentighe other hand. As a predicate, the
existential construction is defective as to itsamaty to be coupled to a referring expression,
pronominal index or noun phrase, that could fi#l ttominative argument position in
categorical constructions. Functionally, existdsatae thus the predilect format for
suppressing the theme constituent of the claudbdatyntactic level, the subject). As a
consequence, existentials built upon nominalizetsyand their retrieved arguments are fit to
deliver complex informationl manner of existing together with its participapi(sin a
compact, holistic, way. In fact, a convenient metansonvey communicative strategies
aiming at scoop effects.

But there is more, concerning the retrieval of angats. In Sikuani, a severe restriction is
imposed on the possibility of instantiating lexiga (very) central participant — the agent —
as a genitive within the noun phrase resulting ftbennominalisation of divalent verbs (see
above section 4, and Queixalds 2012b for detdtls) that purpose, the language resorts to an
alternative nominalisation-like construction thias| morphologically, in the mid-way

between finite verb and nominalised verb. Nowsitstax, as the retrieval of participants
brings out, is neither that of a categorical-firateuse nor that of a noun phrase. Thanks to
what, no constraint obtains any more on the lexitsthntiation of its participant(s).

6 TRUNCATED NOMINALISATION

This special type of nominalisation has the follegvproperties: 1) semantically, it is non-
oriented, i.e. it denotes no participant, justrir@nner of existing itself (event, state, etc.);

2) morphologically, it lacks the gender-class syfincluding the non-animatdawa

which, as we know, is selected for non-orientetifaminalisations (examples (22) and (23));
the nominative suffix is also proscribed (but selw for passive); what is left, thus, are the
verb root, its virtual mood suffix, the relatiorgdrson prefix referring to the participant
expressed by the nominative suffix in finite vedosl, in case the verb is divalent, the
accusative prefix; 3) syntactically, this kind @fminalisation qualifies for only two positions,
object of post-position, (68) (compare (69) foramsderived noun phrase in same syntactic
slot), and predicate, (70).

(68) atahu-ni iSO [taz-woko-bi] kuhinae
FeelHotinomINATIVE ~ w00d  1RELATIONAL-3ACCUSATIVE-ChopWoodvirTuaL  after
" | feel hot atfer chopping wood '

predicate headed lyya. Moreover, the relative clauggui est arrivé] is in effect non-restrictive — its head is a
proper noun —, whereas the favorite kind of relatilause found cross-linguistically in participaritoducing
noun phrases is of the restrictive type (Fox 198@xse (1987) draws attention to the fact thaheeguch
constructions are biclausal, nor these "focus'tglafe clefts, but "phrases consisting of a nowhaamodifying
element”. Carlin (2011) notes that several thgsentence focus") examples in Lambrecht's woekieardly
convincing. As fonEAN and other accented "subjects” in scoop effectipagels —and as far as they can be
clearly kept apart from (contrastive) focus consinns, see footnote 9 —, | regard them as a nlatura
consequence of the inherent prosodic salienceamhatic information chunks (Chafe 1974; Lambrectt®0
Givon 2009 326), of which they are part. In thispect, the following observation is at stake: g \v&mmon
way of introducing a piece of news in Brazilian Ttg;day, is to put extra prosodic emphasis — péct
intensity — on the very first syllable of the imiting segment of discourse, whatever part of spidxgiongs to
(often an article or a preposition).
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(69) pa-ta-@ Palemekohawa bereka...
arriveFACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE  AtPalemeko's DownThere

...[akueyabi  pahuametobehe] kuhinae
three moons after

" they arrived down there at Palemeko's three nsoatier '

(70) ne-yaki-nae
2RELATIONAL-engravedIRTUAL
" there you are, writing '

Additionally, and contrary to full nominalisatiofise. containing gender-class suffixy ,
truncated nominalisations do not lend themselvésxicalisation.

The construction in (70) is formally comparablehnaixistential predications in that it lacks
any external-nominative-subject argument (sectjo\Bd it is informationally thetic since,
in contrast to its finite counterpart (71), it isisi on some presupposed manner of existing
such as 'you did not write'.

(71) yaki-na-me
engl'aVG=ACTUAL-2NOMINATIVE
' you write '

The question arises of the possible pragmaticbetiveen the theticity of (70) and the
truncated nominalisation appearing in adverbiaresgions such as post-positional phrases,
(68). As far as | can see, setting backgroundstataffairs is accomplished through the
rhematic portions of the clause. But it does nets¢hat this amounts to saying, as Sasse
(1987) does, that "background descriptions” aredjribe typical domains for thetic
expressions.

| resume now the issuié announced in footnote 22 of whether passive is a potential
counter-example to the lack of nominative suffikethetic clauses built upon
nominalisations. Existential predicates have regmgtbeen said, above, to be unable to
take a nominative suffix. On the other side, thenmo reason to block the possibility of
predicating the existence of a patient participiiominalisations, thus, are relatively
common as passive existential predicates. An iostahfull nominalisation is

(72) peyr@,-thai-ukunua-pae-ni-tsi, baha hota,...
3RELATIONAL -3ACCUSATIVE-leg-ChOpPVIRTUAL -MASCULINE-1PLURALINCLUSIVE ~ CONCLUDED  here
' there was a man amputated from his leg, here..."'

...pethalito  pina baha naira bo!
HisLeg HEARSAY ~ CONCLUDED  OnTheGround EXCLAMATIVE

' ...there was his leg on the ground, they say!'

The assumption (partially touched upon in sectiamfihe) that the-tsi suffix in the

passive is no real nominative mark relies on twatsfal) in passive there is no choice as
for the person allowed to appear in the nomingtiesition; in other words, no nominative
paradigm is present; 2) the agent noun phraseaiised, won't be an argument of the verb
but an adjunct. In sum, passive allows for no n@tve argument.

29 And contrary to participles, see above sectiam fihe.

17



Now, as for passive truncated nominalisation, theason seems to be different in terms
of functional load: the following example is thelpmstance in my spontaneous speech
data® of a passive predicate built on a truncated nolisiaton.

(Daughter at the very moment of finding her migsimother:)

(73) Hal! Wodupesitoyo ekaria!...
Gee!  JustBone SitThere

...De pong  metha piha-a,-x-ae-tsj?
INTERROGATION ThisOne  DUBITATIVE 3POSSESSIVE3ACCUSATIVE-€at-VRTUAL-NOMINATIVE
' Gee! Just bone left! Who may possitdve eaten her? '

To begin with, it should be noticed that, sincegiréis alone, the question is a deliberative
one, not a true query for new information. | asstina the pragmatic motivation for such a
rare combination of forms is two-fold. First, expsean utterly startling fact. Hence, the thetic
predicate. Second, assess concern toward the psadent theme, 'mother’, turned into a
patient. Hence the passive. (Three-fold, in factutaneously put blame upon whoever has
committed the deetf,hence the possessive person prefix; see belowpudss is that 1) at
the pragmatic level, such a special cluster of vatibns (surprise, concern, blame) may have
induced the narrator to extend the passive fornomeyull nominalisation existential
predicates, where it is usually found; 2) at thenfal level, the narrator could indulge in such
a plausibly innovative combination only becausefitse plural inclusive person nominative
suffix, in its dereferentialised version, has aligeaeached the status of a mere formal,
dummy, device for building the passive. Thus, #ttel is no real exception to the hypothesis
that truncated nominalisations are nominative-less.

The main motivation for the truncated nominalisat&s an alternative to full nominalisation
existential predicates is to achieve the scoogetfeough a thetic predicate while keeping
the whole as far as possible from denoting anyer8idmething of a manner of existing
typical of a finite clause, but forced into a tleet-i.e. holistic — mold. Such a hybridity is to
be compared with that encountered in non-standagligh sentences likihere was [a

farmer had a dog] (Lambrecht 1988, there labelled "syntactic amalgamswhich a finite

clause fills a syntactic position that typicallyesg#s noun phrase$he one-word preference is so
strong that in (75) it leads to the unusual incoagion of a noun denoting humark®Xi,
‘children’; the characters are the human-like atsiimamythology)*?

(74) imoxoyo ta-ti-pae-he!
near 1RELATIONAL-di€~VIRTUAL -MIRATIVE
"| almost died! '
(Rabbit to She-Jaguar after a dreadful trick of)his

(75) ne-na-koxi-x-ae-bia-ba-bo-kae bo!

30 More than 300 pages of transcribed spontaneots eéxall sorts (Queixalés & Jiménez 1994). Elitta of
data that we want to be highly motivated by pragesaiften gives unreliable results.

3L There is no restriction in the grammar on quegtigmbout an adjunct constituent (see Queixal6$200
394ff.).

32 More radically, Mohawk and Boni can incorporate #ubject in thetic predicates (Sasse 1987; natéhth
examples seemingly involve only unaccusative verbs)
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2RELATIONAL-REFLEXIVE-Children-eatviRTUAL -l TERATIVE-FACTUAL-COMMISERATIVE-VIRTUAL EXCLAMATIVE
' you've been eating your own children, you pitiak!

The semantic link between the manner of existirdjthe participant expressed by the
relational (“inalienable") person prefixes can bersas intrinsic, as going without sayffg.
Of course, in an exclamative scoop effect constvngt may presumably be conceived of as
less intrinsic’® The possessive (“alienable") person prefixes see @s a way of
supplementing the scoop effect with strengthenedatigation. The link is now seen as
extrinsic, even somewhat anomalous, (76). With nemans we often get perplexity, (77).
With humans, the general meaning is assessmeatabng behaviour on the part of the
referent which on the finite verb would surfacenaminative, (78). This is extensive to first
person, (79).

(First time Indians see fire guns:)

(76) yamaxiburiatobehg raha baha piha-nu-kae bo!
RowOfGuns EMPHATICASSERTION  CONCLUDED  3pOSSESSIVEStandviRTUAL EXCLAMATIVE

" there is a whole row of guns standing (there)!’

(77) de pakuenetha suretasi...
INTERROGATION  ThisWay CockroachFeces
...piha-hone-ria piha?!
3POSSESSIVE€'I’]terV'RTUALSE-DIRECTIONAL EXCLAMATIVE 37

"how did these cockroach excrementsnget(my lunch pot)?!"

(78) de tsa Xuahitsia baha...
INTERROGATION INTERROGATIVEREINFORCER ForThat CONCLUDED
pis-aller
...topaxahiwi, taha,-ne-kuhuna-wi piha?!

MySonsInLaw  1POSSESSIVELACCUSATIVE-fear-vIRTUAL EXCLAMATIVE 3¢
*why in the world do my sons-in-law fear me*?!

% The auxiliary for ‘commiseration' correlates tiutaverb rootbo- that in its monovalent forno-ka /bo-kae
means 'lie (on the ground)' and in its suppletivaldnt form,bua-ta / bua-tsi means ‘lay down'. In the active
verb, the commiseration attitude is directed towthedparticipant expressed by the nominative arguinvben
the monovalent auxiliary is used, as here, but tdwlae participant expressed by the accusativenaegtiwith
the divalent auxiliary, as in (79) second line. fiehare four body posture verbs which grammaticasse
auxiliaries with aspect-modal functions. As for theee successive mood markers, the rightmostxsisffn
virtual as required by nominalisation; the otheo {leftward: factual then virtual) are mere effeof
allomorphism rules concerning auxiliarisation. Nimétional content is involved.

3 See the affinity between verbal notions expresisexigh nominalisations and customary activitie®©tomi
(Palancar, this volume).

% In Serbian (Casielles & Progovac 2009) thetic jpaes mainly report a misfortune. In Trio (Ca?i@11),
indirect evidentiality, that is, non-commitment tand the link between participant and manner oftexgs More
radically, for Sasse (1987) thetic constructioresiatended to remove the link between a predicadedta
subject.

% This verb has suppletive forms to express the nuistihction funua for factual).

37 Angry.

3 Angry.

% The sequenciha-ne-, litterally 'me (acting on) me' results from aioiyncratic restriction on the co-
occurrence of person prefixes in nominalised vénbs| callfirst person preemptiorwith a first person
accusative (patient), no other person is allowethénadnominal (possessive, relational) persorxpsédt
(agent). Sda(ha)-ne-means 'you acting on me' and 'he/she acting onReélexive is supplied by totally
different means, namely: replacing the accusatieéidpparadigm by a reference-vacuous morpheme The
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(79) xani, raha taha,-@,-beyaxua-ba-bua-tsi!...
me EMPHATICASSERTION  1pOSSESSIVE3ACCUSATIVE-KIll- FACTUAL-COMMISERATIVE-VIRTUAL
"it's me who killed her, she pitiful one!’

..xang, raha @,-beyaxua-ba-bua-ta-h{!
me EMPHATICASSERTION  3accusATIVE-Kill- FACTUAL-COMMISERATIVE-FACTUAL -1NOMINATIVE

"1 did kill her, she pitiful one!"

The previous example, staging she-Fox wife aftertsds slaughtered her she-Angel co-wife,
is interesting because it shows that the speakecltaose between two ways of describing
the same semantic association between the prosgom its manner of existing: in the
example, we first see a thetic format, aiming atgboop effect (the cleft rendition fxant
raha in English is a pis aller), then, after the newas been delivered, a categorical
description of the protagonist's behaviour. See %), where Jaguar is victim of Anteater's
cheating on the issue of their respective feedatgth. (80) is an example with human third
person. Turning to second person — the most frecquerurrence of this pattern —, we have
recrimination, (81).

(Speaking dog had its tongue lengthened becatesi&edd too much about what its masters
did in the woods:)

(80) Itsabo! Awiri; nua...

damned! dog INCLUDING
...piha-na-itaxu-to-ya-nabihia-na-bua-tsi no!
3POSSESSIVERECIPROCAI:eye-SINGU LATIVE-LOCATIVE-COpU|atEFACTUAL-COMMISERATIVE-VIRTUAL EXCLAMATIVE a

' Damned! They started making love to eattier even in front of the poor dog!

(81) wi-xamu,-xae kobesa nihapo-na-bia-bi!
RESTRICTIVEYOU-CAUSE ~ EmptyHands 2PoSSESSIVEQO-FACTUAL-ITERATIVE-VIRTUAL
"it's your own fault if you usually get around vito game!

Worth noticing is the fact that the modal motivatman combine with — or even override —
the scoop motivation, allowing the constructiom&used interrogatively, (82) and (83), but
also (73), (77), (78).

(Jaguar to Rabbit, who is setting up a new trick:)

(82) Tamoho! Bapexaniakuenia netsutoxotaeekame!...
BrotherinLaw NiceThings YouAreSittingAndCrackinglithoutTellingMe

' Hey, brother-in-law! You are cracking nice thingsghout telling me! "

...De tsa pakuenia...
INTERROGATION  INTERROGATIVEREINFORCER ~ ThatWay

...niha-@,-toxo-ta-bia-bi piha?!
2POSSESSIVE3ACCUSATIVE-CraCKFACTUAL-I TERATIVE-VIRTUAL EXCLAMATIVE (ANGER)

index between brackets, eg. stands for the intended referent behind the fiesson prefix; in the example,
third person for 'sons-in-law'.
0 Conciliatory.
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' How do you crack them?!"
(At twilight in the woods, someone asking a cougfleunaway girls:)

(83) de hota pa-niha;-ru-kae-behe bo?!
INTERROGATION here  PLURAL-2POSSESSIVEBeHangingvIRTUAL -DUAL EXCLAMATIVE
"where are you two going to sleep?!’

Parallely to full nominalisation predicates, inrtaated nominalisation predicates, whatever
the paradigm of adnominal person prefixes (relalioa. possessive), information beyond the
manner of existing and its core participant(s) aavays be made available. Of course it will
appear in non-argument positions. Some of theggiiag examples, along with (84) and (85),
show the following constituents: aspectual-modaligla, evidential particle, adverbial
adjunct (lexical adverb, postpositional phrasel, anucially, coreferential adjunct in (79).

(84) bahara-xua yaniwa ta-ka,-hai pikani!
EMPHATICDEMONSTRATIVE ~ PREVENTIVE 1RELATIONAL-2ACCUSATIVE-SQY  FRUSTRATIVE
"1 warned you to prevent precisely that, but iswavain '

(85) xua-tha pina nexatha...
thatsociaTivE HEARSAY  then

...wahaka,-t-ae hane merawi...
1PLURAL INCLUSIVEPOSSESSIVE2ACCUSATIVE-SEEVIRTUAL  SPEAKERPSYCHOLOGICALLYAFFECTED  night

...wahaka,-t-ae hane matakabi
1PLURALINCLUSIVEPOSSESSIVE2ACCUSATIVE-SEEVIRTUAL ~ SPEAKERPSYCHOLOGICALLYAFFECTED day

" ... for this reason, then, we look at wbuight, they say, we look at you in the day '

Participants that are expressed by arguments diéillyenominalised verb can also surface as
lexical noun phrases to satisfy identification reealfe have already seen that the participants
projected on the accusative argument of the faikalent verb, (25) and (26), and on the
nominative argument of the finite monovalent vé&y)) and (28), suit, as noun phrases, the
adnominal argument position of a full nominalisatioontrary to the participant that with the
finite divalent verb would be projected on the noative argument.

Differently from full nominalisation, the truncatewminalisation does not generate a noun
phrase: the lexical instantiation of the particiigaihat surface morphologically as arguments
IS not constrained by constituency, which amoumtsatying that none is syntactically an
adnominal argument. Hence, as coreferential adjuhety appear in merely pragmatically
conditionned order respective to the predicate.edwer, they freely, and frequently,
intermingle with particles and adverbial constitisé See examples of noun phrases
coreferring with the accusative prefix of a nomised divalent verb, (86) and (87), and with
the possessive person prefix of a nominalised maleav verb, (88) and (89).

*1 The notion of "coreferential adjunct" covers alses of noun phrases locatedsidethe syntactic core of the
clause, but coreferring with pronominal forms eggiag the argumenissidethe core. It thus comprises left
and right "dislocated" noun phrases as well as@lh phraseapparentlyargumental bustructurally non-
argumental in Jelinek's (1984) version of non-agunfational languages or Launey's (1994) omniprédiea
languages. Free pronouns for first and second pgrsani / xam, appear as either coreferential adjuncts
similar to 'Fox-wifein (79) or inside adverbial adjunct phrases sintiddyour own faultin (81).

*2To be suremuch mordreely and frequently than argument noun phrasesariinite clause.
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(86) peri; wayapho-ya beria apo-pihaa,-x-ae
cassava savanabeAﬂVE OverTere NEGATION-3POSSESSIVESACCUSATIVE-EatVIRTUAL
"he doesn't eat cassava in the savanah areahever t

(87) de xuahitsia kiuli;...
INTERROGATION  ForThisReason ants

...taha-@,-kae-kae piha?!
1POSSESSIVE3ACCUSATIVE-defecatesiRTuAL  EXCLAMATIVE

' Damned! Why did | defecate ants?!"’

(88) itsiatha enayq kobesa piha-po-na-bia-bi!
however  YourMother EmptyHands3rPosSSESSIVEQO-FACTUAL-ITERATIVE-VIRTUAL
" however, your mother uses to get around carmgongame! '

(89) E! Baha piha-nubenae...
EXCLAMATION CONCLUDED 3PossEssIVEStandURATIVE PLURAL
...yamaxitony hane bo!
FireGuns SPEAKERPSYCHOLOGICALLYAFFECTED EXCLAMATIVE

"Hey! There are fireguns standing there

Example (89), to be compared with (76) (same fragroénarrative), shows an adjunct noun
phrase coreferring with the possessive personxpoétin intransitive root but following the
predicate, whereas (86) and (88) display adve#xptessions located between a coreferential
adjunt and the predicate. See (76) for particlesame position.

Similarly, the would-be subjet noun phrase of tidawesis banned from the adnominal
argument position of a full nominalised form (séewe section 4), but unconstrained as
coreferential adjunct of a truncated nominalisatidnd plausibly, the feeling conveyed by
the possessive person — disapproval — is moreylilcedim at the initiator of a manner of
existing that affects someone else than at otheicjpeant types. Examples of coreferential
adjunct noun phrases coindexed with the adnomiergign prefiX] be it either relational or
possessivél of a nominalised divalent verb are:

(90) Munuanl, imoxoyo ta,-ne-x-ae!
Munuan[] near 1RELATIONAL -1ACCUSATIVE-€atVvIRTUAL
' Munuanu almost ate me! '

(91) axuaniy piha;-ka,-koxi-tsi piha?!
YourFatherlnLaw 3rossessivE2accusaTiVE-MakePregnant4rTuAL EXCLAMATIVE *
' s0, your father-in-law made you pregnant, dida?®!'

The following fragment, which resumes and expan@smple (78), is additional evidence for
the lack of syntactic link, in truncated nominalisas, between the lexical instantiation of
participants and the morphological argument affixegxactly the same position within their
respective clauses, two noun phrases ot¢opgaxahiwi andxand, representing the would-be
nominative and the accusative arguments of thdehvaerb, respectively (coreference

3 Anger.
“ Anger.
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betweertopaxahiwi and the possessive prefix is obscured in the ebeadye to the first
person preemption constraint — see footnote 3Both first person possessive pretwha-
replaces the prefix for third perspiha-; it is worth noticing that the disapproval flavour
toward the third person referent of long foprha- is retrieved by the dummy first person
taha-). The discursive make up of the fragment is perlaapsnsequence of another formal
contrast between finite clauses and truncated raimation clauses: whereas the former
allows the instantiation of two argumental noungsies representing the participants of the
divalent verb, example (1), the latter is restddie one coreferential adjunct noun phrase.
Hence, we can assume that the only way to mentdm farticipants of the same verb — for
identification purposes, emphasis or whatever —ld/be to resume the clause while
switching the noun phrase.

(92) De tsa Xuahitsia  baha...
INTERROGATION  INTERROGATIVEREINFORCER  ForThat CONCLUDED
...[topaxahiwi,] taha.-ne-kuhuna-wi piha?l...
SonsinLaw 1POSSESSIVELACCUSATIVE-fear-viRTUAL ~ EXCLAMATIVE *°

"Why in the world do (my) sons-in-law fear mé?!

...De tsa xuahitsia...
INTERROGATION INTERROGATIVEREINFORCER ForThat

...[xand] tahay-ne-kuhuna-wi?
me 1POSSESSIVELACCUSATIVE-fear-viRTuAL

'Why do they fear me?!"

As a consequence of the fact that subordinatioa favorite locus for background
information— is not easily available for conveying strong ilitionary force (but see note

24), there arises one more formal difference batweeeferential adjuncts and finite clause
argument noun phrases: inaccessibility to relsditon. (93) and (94) are instances of subject
(pamonag and objectfgoni) relativisation, respectively. No such constructi@re attested
with coreferential adjuncts as nominal heads @itieds built upon truncated nominalisation
predicates. More generally, no truncated nomintdieabccurs in embedded positions.

(93) [pamonag [nonohi, apo-g,-matawahi-bi-@i]],y» ahumatabiitaneg;
ThisGroup chili NEGATION-3ACCUSATIVE-invoke HaveABreastach8noMINATIVE
-VIRTUAL -3NOMINATIVE

' people that do not invoke chili have a breastdch

(94) wekuaxaenatsi [pond [petiriwa, @;-witsataru-ta-@,]] e
WeWillEatitAwayFromHer ThisGuy woman 3ACCUSATIVE- breed FACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE

"when she's gone we'll eat the guy the womardisree

As we have seen in sections 5 and 6, existentraimalisations, either full or truncated, erase
the syntactic link between the nominative noun parand the predicate. The output is a
whole rheme clause, and the involved participasttbaurface as a coreferential adjunct if it
is to be mentionned by way of a noun phrase. Aalddtily, truncated nominalisations, since
they do not generate a noun phrase, are unahbstemtiate as a lexical genitive the
nominative argument of monovalent verbs and thesatove argument of divalent verbs. Al
noun phrases are, there, coreferential adjuncts.

4> Anger.
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It is worth here mentionning two constructions tbe¢m to be designed to rhematize the
nominative argument while keeping intact its syhtank to the predicate, that is, preserving
the finite verbal condition of the clause.

7 HYBRIDS

The reader will notice, in the following, finitertee-mode morphology on several verbs. Sasse
(1987) mentions Boni and Modern Greek as two laggsavhere what is supposed to be a
thetic construction retains the formal propertiea subject constituent.

One such construction in Sikuani is the cross-lisiially well known order inversion,
specifically nominative noun phrase appearing istyy@rbal position. As (96) and (97) show,
inversion is not limited to unaccusative verbs. dter, the co-occurrence in (96) and (97)
— and many other instances of divalent clauses+waofcore participant noun phrases in one
and the same spontaneous speech clause contrsthewviestriction of one coreferential
adjunct noun phrase per thetic clause (see abbtae this as a clue to their argument status
and, by contrast, to the non-argumental statu®ohmphrases in thetic clauses.

(95) atahu-g, matakabi,
BeHot3nominaTivVE  day

"the day is hot '

(96) duhaiyo, @,-yaxunoho-kaa, pebinlyo,
SomeFish 3accusative-TakeFishracTuaL-3nominaTiVE  LittleBoy
' the little boy took some fish'*

(97) pehewaxihiwixi, @,-natkobaru-ta-@, pexi pexainaewaxi
children 3AccusATIVE-LOOKFor+AcTuAL-3NOMINATIVE  children  FemenineOwners
" mothers (children owners) looked for the children

On pragmatic grounds, these are not instancesightadislocation motivated by something
like an afterthought. In the later, prosodic faststarkly present the noun phrase as splitted
from the clause core syntax, which is not the caslkee above examples. Neither are they
presentational constructions: (96) is extractethfeofragment where the little boy is the
resident theme, wandering light heartedly in thiel\wefore falling into jaguar's jaws; and
(97) is about the resident theme parents coming tmathe village after extra-terrestrial
visitors have kidnapped all the children aroundida with Sasse's (1987) contention that
thetic and new are not superposed notions, | wsaydthat the participant is indeed
rhematized, that is, is included in the rheme asgopart of the information peak,
notwithstanding its possibfeold rather than new information status. And, showdd,
without loosing its projection on formal argumertkdgroperties.

The second device resorts to totally different makeA particlebaitsi takes the rheme status
away from the predicate — the natural locus formbe—, endowing another constituent with
maximal prominence in informational terms. Amonginghrases in basic finite clauses, only
nominative ones are eligible for rhematisation,) @a&d (99"’

“®In (87) 'day" is not old.
*” Remember that, correlatively, accusative nounsgware in general already included in the rherpaticof
the clause (section 5). No attempt will be madefter a literal translation of several examples.
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(98) nakua, baitsi nahumetsi-enag,
world RHEMATISATION  rumblevIRTUAL -FUTURE-3NOMINATIVE

' the world will rumble '

(99) wamo, baitsi kahena...
OurGrand-father RHEMATISATION  well

...apo-naka-humatabi-rahu-tsi-g@,
NEGATIONLPLURAL INCLUSIVEACCUSATIVE-thought-giveviRTUAL -3NOMINATIVE

" our grand-father is not really willibg give it to us '

Alternatively, the selected constituent can bedreebial adjunct, (100), or the whole clause,
(201), in which case the particle occurs initially.

(100) ahumehibia baitsi @-xaeothootho-pa-me tsaena
silently RHEMATISATION  3AcCUSATIVE-ComeANdEaFACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE ~ FOCALISATION

"what you did was come and eat it, and you dathéakily '

(101) baitsi Kuwaini, daxitakuene, @,-exa-nag,
RHEMATISATION  God AllThings 3ACCUSATIVE-makeFACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE

"well, God created all things '

Two crucial remarks are in order here. First, ass841987) puts it, including the "subject”
referent in the rhematic component is a quite ceffié pragmatic attitude from (contrastive)
focus. (98) and (99) are absolutely not emphasigiagelection of ‘world' and 'grand-father’
out of their respective classes of potential coitgrst in the situations described — the
Genesis for (98), and first humans's visit to thgjue owner of metal tools for (99) — there
just are no such classes. Formal evidence forattetthatbaitsi is not a focus marker comes
from the very existence of the partitdmeng whose function is precisely to allow such
focusing of the preceding constituent, be it aruargntal noun phrase, (102), or a predicate,
(103). Moreover, both particles can co-occur imgle clause, (100) above.

(102) dunusi;, tsaena kow wame @,-X-ane-g,
pineapple FOCALISATION  INFERENCE  OurGrand-father 3AcCUSATIVE-eatfACTUAL-3NOMINATIVE

' seemingly, it's pineapple that grand-father ate '

(103) ahumehibia @-xaeothootho-pa-me tsaena
silently 3accusATIVE-ComeAndEaFACTUAL-2NOMINATIVE ~ FOCALISATION

"what you did was come and eat it, and you dsthéakily '

Second, the rhematisbkaitsi supplies one of the few clear pieces of evidendbe language
for the category of subject as a syntacticallyifgged argument whose behaviour is not
predictable from coding properties. In an all thpetson divalent clause the participant
expressed through the accusative argument carberdglected blaitsi through passivation.
This yields a noun phrase simultaneously expredbimgingle participant of the clause and
co-referring with the verb accusative prefix.

(104) Kawiri, baitsi @,-bihiana-tsi,
Kawiri RHEMATISATION  3ACCUSATIVE-metamorphoséPLurRALINCLUSIVE

“8 The Sikuani passive is thus non-promotional moligufioally, as said, but promotional syntactically.
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' the Kawiri were metamorphosed '

Now, the question is, of course, that of the fumzal demarcation between true thetic clauses
like those built upon nominalisations on one sate] on the other side inversion clauses or
clauses like (101) where the whole is under th@sad the particldaitsi. | assume that the
difference is the scoop effect, which, as we haensabove — the one-word prototype —, is
the main purpose of thetic constructions. Impresstaally, | would say that a clue toward
this assumption is the drastically lower rate ekirsion oraitsi clauses in exclamative make
ups — see (105) for an instance of such a combinat compared with that of thetic
nominalisations, mainly of the truncated type. thev words, the outcome of a thetic
intention— all rheme — without the scoop purpose is, i8 tahguage, categorical syntax
plus either inversion or inclusion undmaitsi's scope.

(Conquest of the all-edible-plants tree:)

(105) akuenebig, waha-g-nika-bi-hawa,!
BeDifficult-3noMINATIVE 1PLURALINCLUSIVEPOSSESSIVE3ACCUSATIVE-CUtTreeviRTUAL -NONANIMATE
"our cutting of it is difficult '

8 CONCLUSION

So far, | have introduced two kinds of nominalisa$, full and truncated, focusing on their
properties as predicates. In doing so | have ureoMineir proclivity toward thetic
predication, since the latter is the only functadriruncated nominalisation predicates, and
one of the two functions of full nominalisation emkndent predicates — existentias.(
inclusive-equative). Two other constructions seerserve thetic-like purposes without
altering the categorical form of the clause, esgibcihe finite character of the verb and the
existence of at least one syntactic position télleel by a noun phrase endowed with
argument properties. Nominalised verbs as the#dipates do have core participants, which
surface as argumental bound forms on the verbsetleless, noun phrases can be needed to
ensure the correct identification of participavi#ien the nominalised verb itself sets up a
noun phrase — full nominalisation —, internal admmaharguments provide a means to
lexically mention the participanf8 But a restriction obtains on the participant ihdfinite
clauses surfaces as nominative of divalent vetlsnot allowed as internal argument of the
noun phrase headed by the full nominalisation. ated nominalisation does not generate a
noun phrase nor a finite predicate. So, no nouagehcan bear any grammatical relation to it.
Since noun phrases will have to occur free of gmyagtic link to the nominalisation form, no
restriction prevails anymore on the participaneothise barred from lexical adnominal
expression, namely, the agent of a divalent vértan surface, as any other participant, as a
noun phrase which, syntactically, is an adjundhefcoreferentialsub-type, that is, an
expression that refers fo and provides identificational information abautsome

participant present pronominally in verb morpholdgin sum, truncated nominalisation
clauses are properly non-configurational (Jelin&R84 version).

The non-configurationality of this Sikuani thetieegdication — no noun phrase as argument
— seemingly renders null and void the issue ofpif@sence and status of a "subject” in such
clauses. My guess is that beyond Sikuani this ass&s should apply to several languages

49 See example (45).
0" Adjunct to be distinguished, | insist, fromdverbialadjuncts, that is, expressions anchoring the masine
existing and its participants to some backgroundrenment.
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and a significant lot of studies. In effect, maofi@ars, notoriously Lambrecht (192000,
pay little or no attention to the fact that, if theun phrase entitled to the status of subject in
categorical predication loses its subject propgitehetic predication, then the term
"subject” altogether with the notion it conveys ateerly inappropriate when speaking of
thetic clauses. Sasse (1987) criticises Kurod@8)Llextension of the notion of "logical
subject” to thetic clauses, and opts for speakinggélf of "alleged subject"”, "potential
subject" and "would-be subject”. He points out if&er Kuroda the term "rhematic subject”
is also sometimes used. All these qualified "subje®veal a concern with their exact
morphosyntactic status but are, nevertheless, auslg as a consequence of both levels of

structure —informational / syntactic — not beingeqdately distinguished.

My two-fold contention is that 1) in every instarafea thetic clause there happens, by
definition, a dethematisation (a rhematisation;agrLambrecht puts it, a "detopicalisation”)
of a given noun phrase; however, 2) in some langsi&gg. Sikuani) / some constructions
(e.g.Sikuani truncated nominalisations and full nomsetions in nominative-less,
existential, predicates), the thetic clause adudiky brings about thdesubjectivization
(Sasse's term) of a given noun phrdddoreover, the latter ought to be neatly identified
either as a formally downgraded subject but notstéhding subject, as it happens with
inversion in many languages, or as a corefereatipinct blatantly different from a syntactic
subject, as in Sikuani truncated nominalisatiordjpages.

Whether the non-configurational character of thigllof thetic predication provides, as a by-
product, any clue to the nature and / or genesmpfconfigurationaliy in languages remains
an open question, but one that desserves an it-degearciper se>
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