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1 The Language
Urdu is a South Asian language spoken in:

e Pakistan (national language)
¢ India (one of the 18 official languages)

e World-Wide due to South Asian Diaspora (big populations iIKUU.S.A., Canada, etc.)

Urdu is closely related to Hindi.
Taken together these represent the second most spokemtgniguthe world400 000 000

Properties: SQV, subject and object agreement, non-nominative casgding an ergative.

2 Clause Structure

e SOV, fairly free word order.
e Everything head-final, except for some complementizerBayer 1999), relative clauses.
e Word order determined by information structure (Butt andd<i996, 1997).

e Rampant Pro-drop. Also determined by information struet@Butt and King 1997, Prasad
2003).

3 The Nominal Domain

e No definite determiners (demonstratives, one indefiniterd@her). Specificity marked via
the accusative case clitiko, as in Turkish (En¢ 1991).

Adjectives agree in number and gender with the noun. Mosdygrbal.

Quantifiers are prenominal, but can sometimes appear puostatly. Anybody, nobody,
somebodyetc. are realized compositionally.

There are non-nominative subjects (see Mohanan 1994 fggdubsts).

Correlatives (Dayal, Bhatt).
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4 Case

This section is based on Butt and King (2005): The Status seCBDF file available at:
http://1ing.uni-konstanz. de/ pages/ home/ butt/

The term case is from Laticasus which is in turn a translation of the Gregkosis
‘fall’. The term originally referred to verbs as well as nsuand the idea seems to
have been of falling away from an assumed standard forrfBlake 2001:18]

(1) Sample Sanskrit Declension
Number Declination Western name
1 devas nominative
2 devam accusative
3 devena instrumental
4 dewaya dative
5 dewat ablative
6 devasya genitive
7 deve locative

Case Forms in Middle Indo-Aryan

| | Singular Plural |
Nominative -u, a, an -a,d
Accusative [same as Nominative]
Instrumental -ern, i, he, hi -e(hj, ehi, alt
Ablative -hu, ahu, aho -b, ahl
Genitive/Dative| -ho, aho, ha, su, ssu  -nadh
Locative -1, hi, himn -ht

These forms were either lost or were collapsed into the nmoolalique marking (Beames 1872:209).
The genitive and locative forms seem to have fallen togeth&pabhransa, and in old (or archaic)
Hindi the ablative, dative, and accusative singular weea thiso collapsed (Kellogg 1893:126).

The Modern Case Markers

Clitic Case Gram. Func. Morph. Effect

0 nominative  subij/obj none

ne ergative subj obliqgue marking o

ko accusative obj obliqgue marking o
dative subj/ind. obj obliqgue marking ovp

se instrumental subj/obl/adjunct oblique markingnom

k- genitive subj (infinitives) agrees with head noun

specifier none
mé/pur/tak/() locative obl/adjunct obligue marking ovp




M. Butt: Structure of Urdu 3

4.1 Ergative

The ergative is confined to subjects and must appear ontixengerbs in the perfect. Also notice
the agreement pattern.

(2) a. yassin=ne gari xarid-i
Yassin.M.Sg=Erg car.F.Sg.Nom buy-Perf.F.Sg
‘Yassin bought a car.’

b. yassin gari xarid-e-g-a
Yassin.M.Sg.Nom car.F.Sg.Nom buy-3.Sg-Fut-M.Sg
‘Yassin will buy a car.’

But, there are exceptions.

(3) nadya kitab la-yi
Nadya.F.Sg.Nom book.F.Sg.Nom bring-Perf.F.Sg
‘Nadya brought a book.’

Unergative verbs generally may appear with an ergative s @bpends on the semantics to be
expressed.

(4) a. ram kas-a
Ram.M.Sg.Nom cough-Perf.M.Sg
‘Ram coughed.’ (Tuite, Agha and Graczyk 1985:264)
b. ram=ne Kas-a
Ram.M.Sg=Erg cough-Perf.M.Sg
‘Ram coughed (purposefully).” (Tuite, Agha and Graczyk 3264)

The ergative also alternates with a dative Inf+be expresdimodality).

(5) a. nadya=ne Zu ja-na eh
Nadya.F.Sg=Erg z00.M.Sg.Obl go-Inf.M.Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Nadya wants to go to the zoo.

b. nadya=ko Zu ja-na eh
Nadya.F.Sg=Dat z00.M.Sg.Obl go-Inf.M.Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Nadya has to go to the zoo.

Butt and King (1991) and Mohanan (1994) therefore argue ttiatergative is associated with
volitionality or the featurefconscious choice]. Bashir (1999), based on an examinaticurcent
usage of the ergative in modern day Urdu TV dramas, conclimdgghe picture is not so simple.
She observes the pattern below and proposes an explanmatenmis of markedness.

The Ergative and Semantic Entailments

\ Tense/Aspect Valency Ergative Semantic Entailrﬂent
a. Finite, Perfect Intransitive Unergative No No entailtnen
b. Yes [+conscious choice]
c. Finite, Perfect Transitive No Exceptional,
No entailment
d. Yes No entailment
e. Infinitive Any No [-source specified]
f. Yes [+source specified]
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4.2 Nominative

The nominative is phonologically null. It can alternatewétccusativeko to produce specificity
effects. Notice the agreement patterns.

(6) a. nadya=ne gar cala-yi he
Nadya.F.Sg=Erg car.F.Sg.Nom drive-Perf.F.Sg be.P&s.3.
‘Nadya has driven a car.

b. nadya=ne g&rko cala-ya ke
Nadya.F.Sg=Erg car.F.Sg=Acc drive-Perf.M.Sg be.Prgg.3.
‘Nadya has driven the car.’

A clause may contain more than one nominative argument.

(7) nadya gar cala-ti he
Nadya.F.Sg.Nom car.F.Sg.Nom drive-Impf.F.Sg be.Pr&g.3.
‘Nadya drives a car.

4.3 Accusative

The accusative is form-identical with the datike. Many approaches therefore assume that
Urdu/Hindi lacks an accusative and that tkeeis an inherent dative case (e.g., Mahajan 1990,
Davison 1998). However, there are two distinct distribodilgpatterns with regard to.

As shown in (6), the accusative alternates with the nomiaain objects to express specificity.
Furthermoreko is associated with a notion of affectedness (Saksena 1F3gvant examples
come from causativization patterns.

(8) a. anjum=ne siddaf=ko/*se Kana Ril-a-ya
Anjum.F.Sg=Erg Saddaf.F.Sg=Acc/Inst food.M.Sg.Nom@atis-Perf.M.Sg
‘Anjum made Saddaf eat food (gave Saddaf food to eat).

b. anjym=ne siddaf=se/*ko paoda kt-a-ya
Anjum.F.Sg=Erg Saddaf.F.Sg=Inst/Acc plant.M.Sg.NomCatis-Perf.M.Sg
‘Anjum had Saddaf cut a/the plant.

(9) a. anjum=ne siddaf=ko masala ak"-va-ya
Anjum.F.Sg=Erg Saddaf.F.Sg=Acc spice.M.Sg.Nom tastescRerf.M.Sg
‘Anjum had Saddaf taste the seasoning.’

b. anjvm=ne siddaf=se nusala ak"-va-ya
Anjum.F.Sg=Erg Saddaf.F.Sg=Inst spice.M.Sg.Nom tastescPerf.M.Sg
‘Anjum had the seasoning tasted by Saddaf.’
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4.4 Dative

The dative is identical in form to the accusative. It diffémsm the accusative in that it marks
indirect objects, as in (10), and subjects, as in (11), aneématernates with nominative objects.
The dative indirect object in (10) never becomes subjeceupdssivization, unlike the accusative.

(10) anjum=ne siddaf=ko cItt"i d-i
Anjum.F.Sg=Erg Saddaf.F.Sg=Dat letter.F.Sg.Nom givé-P&g
‘Anjum gave Saddaf a letter.’

The dative is associated with tHerole goal/experience(cf. Verma and K.P. Mohanan (1990) on
experiencer subjects, and Mohanan 1994 and referencesthdexperiencer subjects encompass
modal contexts such as in (11a), psych predicates as in,(ftibglternation with the ergative as
in (5), and subjects of N-V complex predicates, as in (11c).

(11) a. nadya=ko skul ja-na apa

Nadya.F.Sg=Dat school.F.Sg.Obl go-Inf.M.Sg fall-PerSgl
‘Nadya had to go to school’

b. nadya=ko dr lag-a
Nadya.F.Sg=Dat fear.M.Sg.Nom be attached-Perf.M.Sg
‘Nadya was afraid.

c. nadya=ko khani yad a-yi
Nadya.F.Sg=Dat story.F.Sg.Nom memory come-Perf.F.Sg
‘Nadya remembered the story.’

Historical Development

The dative/accusativko is generally traced to the Sanskrit locative ndd@kshe‘armpit, side’
(Kellogg 1893:130).

4.5 Instrumental

The instrumentadeis extremely versatile. It may be used for instrumental adjsias in (12a), for
source expressions, both locative, as in (12b), and mhtasian (12c), as well as for comitatives,
as shown in (12d), and for causees, as in (9).

(12) a. nadya=ne advaza cabi=se "ol-a
Nadya.F.Sg=Erg door.M.Sg.Nom key.F.Sg=Inst open-Pef&dV
‘Nadya opened the door with a key.’

b. nadya=ne aj lahor=se = fon ki-ya
Nadya.F.Sg=Erg today Lahore=Inst phone do-Perf.M.Sg
‘Nadya called from Lahore today.’

C. snar=ne sone=se har aba-ya
goldsmith.M.Sg=Erg gold.M.Sg.Obl=Inst necklace.M.SgnNmake-Perf.M.Sg
‘The goldsmith made a necklace out of the gold.’

d. nadya eddaf=se bat kir rah-i he
Nadya.F.Sg.Nom Saddaf.F.Sg=Inst talk.F.Sg.Nom do staf/F>Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Nadya is talking to Saddaf.’
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The instrumental is also used on adjuncts that express thetdd agent (logical subject), as in
the standard passive in (13). Standard passives are forntledhe verbja ‘go’ (in all tenses) in
combination with perfect morphology on the main verb.

(13) cor (wlis=se) pkr-a e-ya/ja-ta
thief.M.Sg.Nom police=Inst catch-Perf.M.Sg go-Perf.g/g-Impf.M.Sg
‘The thief was caught by the police.” (adapted from Moharkg9é:183))

The instrumental also occurs in a construction described@assive of disability in some gram-
mars of Urdu/Hindi (e.g., Glassman 1976, Van Olphen 1980 §14).

(14) a. nadya=se oy urdu=k-i cIti par'-i nahi
Nadya.F.Sg=Inst this Urdu=Gen-F.Sqg letter.F.Sg.Nom-tegef.F.Sg not
ja-ti
go-Impf.F.Sg

‘Nadya does not have the ability to read this Urdu letter.’

b. us=se  al-a nahi ja-e-g-a
Pron=Inst walk-Perf.M.Sg not go-3-Fut-M.Sg
‘She/he can’t possibly walk.” (in the context of a broken)lé@lassman 1976:275)

This (dis)ability “passive” differs syntactically from ¢hstandard passive. It is possible with in-
transitives, as in (14b), unlike the standard passive. isgumentaNp is obligatory and exhibits
subject properties with regard to control and anaphoraNs#@enan 1994 for a list of diagnostics
for grammatical subjecthood in Hind).

Historical Development

The instrumentatemay either be connected with Sanskam‘with’ or with the locative singular
nounsanige’‘in attachment to’ (Kellogg 1893:132).

4.6 Genitive

The genitive may be roughly characterized as marking stsfcnonfinite clauses, as in (15a),
subjects of finite copula constructions, as in (15b), andifipes of nominals, as in (15c). Like
other case marked nominals in Urdu/Hindi, genitives maydvsarsbled. As such, they are func-
tionally, but not phrase structurally determined. Geesiare not semantically motivated: Mo-
hanan (1994:177) considers and discards an analysis i tdrthe semantic notion possession.

(15) a. ram=ke a"-ne=mr ma=ne vs=ko  Kana
Ram.M.Sg=Gen.M.Sg.0Obl sit-Inf.Obl=on mother.F.Sg=Emgr2Dat food.M.Sg.Nom
di-ya

give-Perf.M.Sg
‘On Ram’s sitting down, the mother gave him food.” (Adapteahfi Mohanan 1994.78)
1See Butt (1997), attached to the end of this handout, for alysis of this construction as a complex predicate with

dispositional semantics whose subject is an instrumeamtaBhatt (1998) proposes an alternative analysis in terms of
negative polarity. Davison (1990) examines this consioaatithin a larger discussion on “peculiar passives”.
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b. ram=ka ek bet he
Ram.M.Sg=Gen.M.Sg one son.M.Sg.Nom be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Ram has one/a son.’ (Adapted from Mohanan 1994:177)

c. rani=ka bai
Rani.F.Sg=Gen.M.Sg brother.M.Sg.Nom
‘Rani’s brother’

In general, the genitive can be analyzed as marking specifi§ere it not for the rather compli-
cated agreement pattern associated with it, this case wmmulttosslinguistically unremarkable.
As can be seen from the examples in (15), the genitive inflectsyree with the head noun in
terms of gender, number, and obliqueness. Payne (1993)sdiss the Hindi genitive and views
the agreement pattern as an instanc8wfixaufnahme

Historical Development

The fact that the genitive inflects can be traced directlytsohistorical origin. After a fierce
debate in the last century, the view espoused by Hoernle woara was taken over by Beames
(1872:285) and Kellogg (1893:129). Under this view, theitjanis analyzed as having arisen
from krita ‘done by’, the Sanskrit past participle kfi ‘do’ as follows. Sanskrikrita > Prakrit
kerita > keriai > modern Urdu/Hindk-. The original participal inflected for agreement and the
genitive case marker has not lost this property.

4.7 Pronouns

Pronoun Paradigm

| | NOM ERG ACCODAT  INST LOC GEN |

1.Sg mE  mé=ne msj"=ko muj"=se mj"=par mer-alile
muj"e

1.PI ham ham=ne Hlm=ko kum=se m=par hamar-al/i/e
hame

2.Disresp. || tu tu=ne tj"=ko tvj"=se  ©j"=par ter-alile
tuj"e

2.Familiar || tom tom=ne t©tm=ko ftm=se tm=par tomhar-a/i/e
tomhe

2.Resp. ap ap=ne ap=ko ap=se apkp  ap=k-alile

3.Prox.Sg || ye IS=ne Is=ko IS=se Isap Is=k-ali/e
Ise

3.Prox.Pl | ye In=ne In=ko In=se IN<y0 In=k-alile

Inhd=ne Inhd=ko Inhd=se Inhdap Inhd=k-ali/e

Ine

3.Dist.Sg || vo us=ne us=ko us=se  us=par vs=k-alile
use

3.Dist.PI VO vn=ne  uvn=ko vn=se  un=par vn=k-alile

vnhd=ne wvnhd=ko wvnhd=se uvnhd=@mr vnhod=k-ali/e

unhé
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4.8 Clitics vs. Affixes

The Urdu case markers are clitics.

e They do not pattern like affixes with respect to coordination

e Focus clitics can separate the case markers from the head nou

(16) a. *[[kuvtt or g'or]-e]=ko b. *[[kvtt-a  or dor]-e]=ko
dog and horse-M.Sg.Obl=Acc dog-M.Sg and horse.M.Sg-Obt=A

(17) a. yasin=ne [kit-e or dor-e]=ko dek-a he
Yassin.M.Sg=Erg dog-M.Sg.Obl and horse-M.Sg.Obl=AceRed.M.Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Yassin saw the dog and the horse.

b. nadya [lahor or kardid=se Fe

Nadya.F.Sg.Nom Lahore and Karachi=Inst be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Nadya is from Lahore and Karachi.

(18) a. vs=hi=ne kam ki-ya
Pron.3.Sg=Foc=Erg work.M.Sg.Nom do-Perf.M.Sg
‘That one himself/only did (the) work.

b. tvj"=hi=ko di-ya

you.Obl=Foc=Dat give-Perf.M.Sg

‘| gave it to you (and not to anyone else).’ (Platts 1967:300)
c. m¢ vaha saikl=hi=se phGc” sak-ti hii

I.Nom there bicycle=Foc=Inst reach able-Impf.F.Sg besRr&g

‘| can get there with just a bike. (Sharma 1999)
d. Gauri: tovs=se natlab?

so Pron.3.Sg.0Obl=Inst meaning.M.Sg.Nom
Lak"a: um=hi=se sara ftlab

Pron.3.PI=Foc=Inst all.M.Sg.Nom meaning.M.Sg.Nom
Gauri: ‘So, what meaning of that [what’s the meaning of that]

Laka: ‘All meaning is from us/me alone [the meaning is all of kmowing].
(Lagan ‘Tax’, Hindi Movie)

4.9 Clitics vs. Postpositions

Due to the above properties, and due to the fact that the cagdeers attach postnominally, case
endings have been described as postpositions in many asoofudrdu/Hindi. Again following
Mohanan (1994), we wish to make clear that postpositiorierdifom the case markers in terms
of form and distribution. Consider the typical postpositan (19) and example in (20).

(19) kepice ‘behind’ ke ghle ‘before’
ke nice  ‘under’ ke pas ‘next to’
ke upur  ‘over kesat  ‘with’
keandar ‘inside’ ke liye  ‘for
ke samne ‘in front of’ kedraf ‘in the direction of’

ke age ‘in front of (further along)’ ke bad  ‘after
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(20) bulli bistar [ke nie] so rah-i fa
cat.F.Sg.Nom bed.M.Sg Gen.Obl under sleep stay-PerfieRyes.3.Sg
‘The cat is sleeping under the bed.

All the items in (19) correspond to a relational prepositioiEnglish. In contrast to English, they
appear after thep. Thekein each of these postpositions is the oblique form of thetgeniwhich

is now invariant for most postpositions. For the native &peahis invarianke is not associated
with the genitive, but is taken to be part of the postpositi®milarly, the final-e on some of the
postpositions in (19) is presumably a reflex of the obliqueking, which indicated a locative.

As shown in (21), some postpositions allow inflection andlglsth the link to an original genitive
construction (also see Masica 1991:234) in which the pa#ipas of today were nouns linked to
another noun via the genitive (cf. Englibbcause of.

(21) mé=ne billi=ka pica ki-ya
I=Erg cat.F.Sg=Gen.M.Sg behind.M.Sg.Nom do-Perf.M.Sg
‘I went after the cat.’

In addition, the contentful part of the postposition mayeapoy itself, as in (22). This is not the
case for any of the case clitics, including the locatimés par,andtaklisted in the case table.

(22) upur ao
up come.Impf
‘Come up!’

There is thus a clear difference in distribution and formwaein the case markers and #epost-
positions. However, the locative case markeng (in’, par ‘on’, tak ‘towards’) do pattern with
the postpositions in one respect. Although Urdu/Hindi deatsnormally exhibit case stackinge
‘from’ (and mé ‘in’) may stack on top of locatives, be they case markersnpg23a), or postposi-
tions, as in (23b).

(23) a.un |0gd=mé=se tin
that.Pl.Obl people.Obl.Pl=in=from three
‘three from among those people’
b. almari [ke pice]=se
cupboard Gen.Obl behind=from
‘from behind the cupboard’

However, the relevant generalization is over locatives,aver a particular syntactic class (case
clitics vs.kepostpositions). It would therefore be a mistake to baseddsetification of case clitics
with postpositions on this one argument, especially as #se clitics can all appear on subject
noun phrases, while noun phrases wkiépostpositions do not mark subjects (Mohanan 1994).
As such, postpositions must be distinguished from case<lin the following section, we propose
that case clitics are heads okg, whereas postpositions ars which head ®P.
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4.10 Structural Representation of Case Markers

Crosslinguistically it has long been noticed that only aertypes of words become clitics (see
Sadock 1991 for discussion). In order to capture this gdimatin, it has been proposed that
functional heads can be clitics, while lexical categorigshsa nouns cannot, unless they undergo
historical development and change category along with lia@ge in prosodic status (see Franks
2000 and references therein).

The Urdu/Hindi data support this idea, and we propose tleat#se endings are functional heads
of akp (Kase). We assume that the oblique marking on masculine nounsig@mdi-a (singular
-ein (24)) is synchronically the result of the complementshesaationship between theand the
NP. This marking is obligatory when there is an overead.

(24) a. hrke=ne b. KP
boy.M.Sg.Obl=Erg /\
NP K
‘ ne
N
larke

4.10.1 Genitives

We analyze genitives as occuring in tggeavpP position? For a similar analysis of genitives see
Davison (1998).

The agreement between the genitiveand the head noun is due to the fact that this case marker
originated from a patrticipial construction. This agreeinesm be viewed synchronically as the
result ofNP internal agreement.

(25) a. asim=ke b. KP
Asim.M.Sg=Gen.Obl \

K
larke=ne /\

boy.M.Sg.Obl=Erg NP K
A ne
KP N’
asim=ke ‘
N
larke

4.10.2 Bare Nominatives

Bare nominatives, i.e., the nominals which have no overe easling and no oblique inflection,
distribute syntactically likexps with overt case marking. We therefore assume that thegecpro
a kP, albeit one without an over head, as in (26b). Sinag=G does not posit empty categories,
thek head of thexP is not projected in the structure in (25b) (see King 1995 aresBan 2001 for

2This structure allows for coordination data such as thaiin (

() asim=ke pitta ji or amir=ke dada ji ne
Asim.M.Sg=Gen.Obl father Resp and Amir.M.Sg=Gen.Obl dfather Resp Erg
‘Asim’s father and Amir’s grandfather’



M. Butt: Structure of Urdu 11

constraints onFG phrase structure). Under the assumption that the obligdimgs are the result
of the overtk head'’s requirements on its complement, no oblique endingreén the nominative.
The nominative case comes from default rules (section A/h®)h state that subject and object
KPs in Urdu/Hindi require case and that if there is no other clenominative is assigned.

(26) a. hrka b. kp
boy.M.Sg.Nom ‘
NP
N
larka

4.10.3 Bare Locatives

Another type of bare nominal exists in Urdu/Hindi: locas\aes in (27). Since these distribute like
the overtly case marked nominals, we again assume i@ which thek head is not projected.
Again, the locative case and the feature structure assocwaith it is associated with thep via
default rules (section 4.13).

(27) adnan _dkxane/zu gya he
Adnan.M.Sg.Nom post office.M.Sg.Obl/zo0.M.Sg.Obl gotR&ISg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Adnan has gone to the post office/zoo.’

(28) a. zu b. kP c. dakxane d. KP
Z200.M.Sg.Obl ‘ post office.M.Sg.Obl ‘
NP NP
N N
zu dchkxane

We now need to account for the presence of the oblique inflectn this instance, we analyze the
obliqguee as a case marker that is a bound morpheme whose surfacatiealis governed by the
morphophonological properties of the nominal (e.g., miisewnouns ending i overtly realize
this morpheme, as in (28c)).

4.11 Case and Clausal Structure

In this section we provide an overview of theG architecture as relevant to case assignment.
Section 4.16 provides analyses of particular cases, fogusi the ergative and dative.

In LFG, information from different components combines to pragacconsistent and coherent
analysis. The different modules of grammar (e.g., granoabfunctions, semantics, and phono-
logical information) are encoded in terms of projectior®irlexical entries and phrase structure
rules, which in turn encode syntactic and morphologicaktitutency. This is informally illustrated

in (30) for (29).

(29) ram Kas-a
Ram.M.Sg.Nom cough-Perf.M.Sg
‘Ram coughed.’
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(30) a. Constituent-structure: b. Functional-structure:

S _ -
PRED ‘cough<suBz>’
Kp v TNS-ASP |TENSE PAST
k'as-a -
ram PRED 'Rami
CASE NOM
SUBJ
PERS 3
NUM SG

A priori the role of case marking can be handled in varioussvayFG. For example, the architec-
ture does not presuppose an intimate connection betweenag®ement and structural position,
although this would be one possibility.

4.12 Grammatical Functions and Mapping Theory

The association of grammatical functions with thematiesak handled via a flexible, yet con-
strained theory oMapping (see Bresnan and Zaenen 1990 for an overview). Arguments of a
predicate are specified in the lexicon with the features (estricted)] and/or4 o(objective)].
Roughly, patient-like roles are-f], secondary patient-like roles are [+0], and other roleqdao0].

For example, the a(rgument)-structure of the English yerbndwould look as in (31F. These
specifications constrain the way arguments are associatedyi@mmatical functions, which are
also classified by means of these features as shown in (32).

(31) a-structure pound < ag pt >

[-o] [-1]

(32) Gram. Functions Features Gram. Functions Features
SUBJ [—r, —0] OBLy [+r, —0]
OBJ [—r, +0] OBY [+r, +0]

The intrinsic role classifications of the argument struetare related to the fully specified gram-
matical functions by mapping principles (not discusse@hes in (33).

(33) a-structure pound < ag pt >

f-structure SUBJ OBJ

4.13 Structural Case

Structural case involves case assigned on the basis otsigritdormation. It is usually correlated
with grammatical function. It may also be associated witragh structure position.

Structural case is often an instance of default case andeh@mctions as the Elsewhere Case
(cf. Zaenen, Maling, and Thrainsson’s (1985) notion ofadéfvs. lexically stipulated case). For
languages which require that albs have case, this can be stated as in (34a), analagous togée Ca
Filter.

3This a-structure can be conceived of as an attribute-vahatex(Butt 1998).
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In Urdu/Hindi the nominative is a default case. As such,ghame principles which assign nom-
inative case to subjects and objects, as in (34b,c). In @gesiin which all subjects have nomi-
native case, (34b) would be obligatory; in languages sudbrds/Hindi, in which there are non-
nominative subjects, the default principles are optiondl anly apply if nothing else assigns case
to the subject.

(34) a. Wellformedness principler: (TCASE)
b. Default: ((SUBJ CASB=NOM)

c. Default: ({oBJ CASE=NOM)

While the identification of grammatical functions is not assarily tied to positional information
within Mapping Theory, some languages may restrict a pwsith a particular case-marked gram-
matical function. Thus, non-thematic grammatical relagiand their corresponding case marking
may be licensed by structural position (King 1995). We havefound an example of positional
case in Urdu/Hindf.

4.14 Semantic Case

We take semantic case to be the most general type of casengankirdu/Hindi. The defining
characteristics of semantic case are: (i) predictabiligytire formulation of generalizations across
predicates and constructions; (ii) a subjection to symtaestrictions (such as only appearing on
certain grammatical functions). The association of casgphwmogy with grammatical functions
can be restricted by the case markers themselves. This iseémwith Nordlinger (1998), who
proposes the notion aonstructive caséor Australian languages whereby the case morphology
provides information as to grammatical relations.

4.15 Quirky Case

Finally, quirky case is used only when there is no regulaatge captured: the case assignment is
truly exceptional to the system. For example, consider tttulHindi transitive verbba ‘bring’ in
(35). The subject should be ergative since this is a pen@asitive verb. However, it is nominative;
this requirement must be stipulated in the lexical entryng86).

(35) nadya kitab la-yi
Nadya.F.Sg.Nom book.F.Sg.Nom bring-Perf.F.Sg
‘Nadya brought a book.’

(36) la‘bring’ (TPRED)=< ag[-o] th[—r] >
(TSUBJ CASH = NOM

Our notion of quirky case is extremely restricted. Quirkgeanly occurs wheno generalizations
can be made about the choice of case with the predicate itiguoes

4A canonical example is the assignment of adnominal geriitié&nglish.
(i) English Adnominal Genitives (simplified structure)

NP

NP N
(TADJUNCT)=] =1
(JCASE)=GEN hat

Boris’s
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4.16 Sample Analyses
4.16.1 Lexical Entries for Case Markers

The analysis for Urdu case is closely related to Nordlirgf@onstructive Casilea for Australian
languages and incorporate Bashir’s (1999) analysis ofrijetige (see section 4.1).

(37) a. ne b. ko
(TCASE) = ERG [ (TCASE) = ACC
(susJ) (0BJ7)
[ (TSEM-PROP CONTROD = INT (TSEM-PROP SPECIFIZ = +
\Y Y%
((suBJaT) oBY) (TCASE) = DAT
((suBJT) VFORM) = PERF] (0B, T) V (SUBL,,T)

(TSEM-PROP CONTROI) ]
The skeletal f-structures resulting from the entryrieare shown in (38).

(38) a. b.

SUBJ [CASE ERG} CASE ERG
SUBJ
OBJ [ } SEM-PROP [CONTROL |NT]

VFORM PERF

The skeletal f-structures f&wo are shown in (39).

(39) a. _
CASE ACC
OBJ
SEM-PROP [SPECIFIC +}
b. -
CASE DAT
0BJ,0
SEM-PROP [ CONTROL]
c. .
suB1 CASE DAT
“P |SEM-PROP [ CONTROL]

4.16.2 Ergative/Nominative

Intransitive
Consider (40) which shows an alternation with respect tdivohlity.

(40) a. ram Ras-a
Ram.M.Sg.Nom cough-Perf.M.Sg
‘Ram coughed.
b. ram=ne Kas-a
Ram.M.Sg=Erg cough-Perf.M.Sg
‘Ram coughed (purposefully).
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Simplified lexical entries for the subject and verb are showi1) (e.g.,¢-features are omitted).
Mapping Theory associates thed] agent with asusJ.

(41) ram N k"as v -a
(TPRED)='Ram’ (TPRED)=‘cough<ag[—o0]>" (TTNS-ASP TENSH = PAST
(TVFORM) = PERF

The entry for the ergativee given in (37a) allows for the two possibilities in (38). Hoves,
only the possibility in (38b) will be well formed for (40b)sd38a) requires the presence of an
object. The only well formed f-structure resulting from #t@mbination of the nouram with the
ergativeneis as shown in (42). It has the desired effect that ergatitsgests of intransitives entail
volitionality.

(42)
PRED 'Ram

suBJ |CASE ERG
SEM-PROP [CONTROL INT

Thus, the case marker itself assigns ergative case to itbri@man. In addition, it forces its head
noun to be a subject in the f-structure and to be compatitite tive given semantic interpretation.
If it is incompatible with the other requirements listedlweexical entry, the result is an ill-formed
structure.

The entry fork'as-a‘cough’ does not specify the ergative in its lexical entryisitherefore free
to occur with a nominative subject as well, as in (40a). Thimmative is assigned by default
((34b)).

Transitive
With transitives, the ergative is required when the verbatphology is perfect.

(43) a. ram gar cala-ta (k)
Ram.M.Sg.Nom car.M.Sg.Nom drive-Impf.M.Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Ram drives a car.’
b. ram=ne gar cala-yi (he)
Ram.M.Sg=Erg car.M.Sg.Nom drive-Perf.M.F.Sg be.Pr&g 3.
‘Ram has driven a/the car.’

With perfect transitive verbs, only the second disjuncheférgative entry in (37) comes into play,
i.e., in the f-structure in (38a). This disjunct does notude any information about internal or

external control, so the semantics of (43b) are left undmifipd. The ergative cannot appear in
(43a) because the verbal form is not of the right kind foresitbf the disjuncts to apply (the first

disjunct is understood to be constrained to apply only tégpes and infinitives).

4.16.3 Ergative/Dative

Next consider the ergative/dative alternation in the itifral construction in (44).

(44) a. nadya=ne Zu ja-na eh
Nadya.F.Sg=Erg z00.M.Sg.Obl go-Inf.M.Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Nadya wants to go to the zoo.’
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b. nadya=ko Zu ja-na eh
Nadya.F.Sg=Dat z00.M.Sg.Obl go-Inf.M.Sg be.Pres.3.Sg
‘Nadya has to go to the zoo.

We analyze this construction as an instance of functionatrob the verb ‘be’ acts as a modal
which predicates an event of the subject. The subject of tbeahcontrols theeRO subject of
the embedded clause. The entry for this form of the verb ‘bajiven in (45). Again, the verb
makes no direct specifications as to case. It does, howexgrire that some notion @ONTROL
be involved. Thus, dative and ergative subjects are colvipatiith this entry, but nothing else.

(45) he (TPRED='be<ag/gof[-o],Ev[—r]>’
(TSUBJ SEMPROP CONTROI)
(TsuBJy=(Txcomp suB)
(TTNS-ASP TENSBH = PRES
(TXCOMP VFORM) = INF

With respect to the disjunction in the entry of the ergativarker in (37), only one of the pos-
sibilities is viable: because thecoRM of the embeddeadcomp is INF, and because the lexical
entry of the verb requires the featusem-PROP CONTROL only the first disjunct applies (i.e, the
f-structure in (38b)}. The resulting f-structure analysis is shown in (46).

(46) _
PRED be< __, >/

TNS-ASP |TENSE PRE%D

'PRED 'Nadya

SUBJ CASE ERG

SEM-PROP [CONTROL INT}

[PRED  ‘go< __ >
XCOMP  |SUBJ [
VEORM  INF

Now consider the dative version in (44b). The entry for thievéacase in (37b) allows for the three
cases in (39). The disjunctions for the marking of objeoB(()) and indirect object ¢BJ,,T))
will not result in a well formed analysis for (44) as the argnhstructure ohe can only be linked
to a subject and a clausal complement by the mapping thedwy.omly viable option is a dative
subject (6uBJ)) with the featuresEM-PROP CONTROL This feature in the f-structure in (47)
tells the semantic component that there is something to ideasaut the control the subject had
over the action. Context-dependently this can give riserteédal interpretation such as‘must’
(external control), as in (43b), but it need not.

5The locative oblique ‘zoo’, not shown in the f-structurenétions like the ergative and dative case markers in that
it is associated with information specifying that it mustareoBL ., etc.
6Event arguments link to ancoMP or COMP; see Butt (1995) for discussion.
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47 _
PRED ‘be< __, >/
TNS-ASP |TENSE PRE%D
'PRED 'Nadya
SUBJ CASE DAT
SEM-PROP [CONTROL}
[PRED  ‘go< __ >/
XCOMP  |SUBJ [
VFORM  INF
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