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Abstract
Although Fijian and Tongan are considered to be closely related to each other, the former is always analyzed as accusative, while the latter is often referred to as “a proto-typical ergative” language.  This paper will clarify the differences between the main verbal clause structures in Fijian and Tongan, reconstruct the structures of Proto-Central Pacific, their parent language, and discuss how a single proto-language could have developed into two different actancy systems, namely an accusative system and an ergative system.  The procedure of comparison and reconstruction follows the traditional comparative method in several respects, which becomes possible by the application of Lexicase dependency grammar.  It will be shown that Proto-Central Pacific had an ergative system and it is Fijian which has undergone a change of the actancy system from ergative to accusative. 
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1  INTRODUCTION.  Fijian
 is a language which has always been analyzed as accusative.   For example, Dixon states that he “couldn’t discover anything ergative about it [=Fijian] (Dixon 1994:xv)”.  Tongan is a language which is often referred to as an example of an “ergative language” (Dixon 1994, Manning 1996, etc.).  In my own previous studies where a single theoretical framework was applied (Kikusawa 1996, 1997a, and forthcoming), it has also been concluded that Fijian is accusative, and Tongan is ergative.  Despite the fact that an accusative language and an ergative language would seem to be only remotely related, Fijian and Tongan are considered to have developed from a single proto-language, namely Proto-Central Pacific, and are thought to be relatively closely related to each other by standard subgrouping procedures.  Figure 1-1 shows the subgrouping hypothesis of the Central Pacific languages based on Pawley (1979), Geraghty (1983) and Marck (1996).
  

Figure 1-1:   A Subgrouping Hypothesis of the Central Pacific Languages 

Based on Pawley (1979), Geraghty (1983) and Marck (1996).  
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This paper will try to clarify the similarities, as well as the differences found in the syntactic structures of these two languages which have different actancy
 systems.  Then, assuming that the subgrouping hypothesis based on sound and lexical correspondences is correct, in other words, assuming that the two languages are closely related to each other, I will reconstruct the structures of the main verbal clauses of the ancestor language, and explain the processes of change which must have taken place in their history to result in the two different actancy systems.  

In addition, this paper will make a contribution by showing a procedure of syntactic comparison which in several respects follows the traditional comparative method.  This means that a sentence pattern will always be defined as a unit functioning within the whole structure of the language, just as a phoneme is defined as a unit functioning within the whole sound system of the language.  This will provide us with “units” for syntactic comparison.  Each pattern, or unit, will be compared to its equivalent pattern(s) in the other language, just as a phoneme is compared to the corresponding phoneme(s) in other languages in the comparison of sound correspondences.  The paper will then reconstruct patterns that the proto-language must have had, based on the correspondence of sentence patterns in the daughter languages.  Where it is necessary to assume a change, it will examine which possible direction of change is more likely, or more natural in terms of tendencies found cross-linguistically.  

The grammatical framework applied here is Lexicase dependency grammar, a theory in which syntactic notions are strictly defined according to morpho-syntactic criteria which are believed to be universally valid.  This enables us to clearly capture formal differences between Fijian and Tongan, since corresponding structures are characterized within the same constrained set of syntactic features.  As a consequence, the theory also enables us to determine which structures to focus on in syntactic comparison.  

Some key concepts in the discussion proposed in this paper, along with some notions used in Lexicase relevant to this study, will be described in Section 2.  Section 3 will give an outline of the syntactic structures of Fijian and Tongan.  Differences and similarities found in the two languages, a reconstruction, and possible changes which must have taken place in their history will be discussed in Section 4.  Section 5 is a conclusion.  

2  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK.  “Ergativity” and “accusativity” are commonly defined as follows: an ergative system is a system in which the “subject” of the intransitive sentence (S) and the “object” of the transitive sentence (O/P) are marked the same, while an accusative system is a system in which the “subject” of the intransitive sentence and the “subject” of the transitive sentence (A) are marked the same.  This is shown in Figure 2-1.  It should be noted that in approaches which follow this characterization of actancy systems, two of the elements, namely A, and O/P are semantically defined.  

Figure 2-1:   A Common Definition of the Actancy Systems
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This definition is ambiguous in several senses, and therefore renders different results depending on the analyst.  One of the factors which causes such ambiguity is that there is no syntactic definition of “transitivity”.  It is merely assumed that there is a consensus as to which structure in a language should be considered to be transitive and which to be intransitive.  The actual judgment of the transitivity of particular structures often depends on semantics, or on the transitivity of the language into which the target language is translated.  It has already been pointed out that the determination of the transitivity of particular structures determines, in turn, the judgment of the actancy system of the language (Gibson and Starosta 1990).  Another problem with this definition is that the nature of the notion “marked” is not specified.  As a consequence, any language is claimed to have an “ergative” pattern, when it contains any phenomenon which appears to group the “S” and the “O/P” together.  Sometimes it is the verb agreement system, sometimes it is the word order, and sometime it is the case-marking system.  “Lexical ergativity” and “pivot”, or “syntactic ergativity” can also be “a kind of ergativity” in this definition.  What is more, sometimes even a part of one of these systems is focused on, to argue that the target language has an “ergative pattern”.  These problems have been discussed in detail in Kikusawa (1997b).  

In this paper, to avoid the ambiguities that accompany the above definition of actancy systems, I will apply the rigorous and explicit definition of actancy systems as it is given in Lexicase.  As for the determination of the transitivity of particular structures within the target languages, I will apply the criteria proposed by Gibson and Starosta (1990) and revised in Kikusawa (forthcoming) when necessary.  

In the rest of this section, the definition of ergativity in Lexicase will be summarized in 2.1.  Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 will describe some basic notions which are relevant to the discussion in this paper.  

2.1  The Definition of the Actancy Systems in Lexicase.  In Lexicase grammar, there are three types of case assigned to nouns, namely, case relations, case forms and the macrorole.  The correct assignment of these cases enables one to capture various language-internal and cross-linguistic grammatical generalizations, especially generalizations shared by both ergative and accusative types of languages (discussed especially in Starosta 1988 and 1996).  A case relation and a case form are assigned to every noun.  There are five case relations.  These are Patient (PAT
), which every verb (including all intransitive verbs) has as a complement, and Agent (AGT), which every transitive verb has as an additional complement.  The other case relations are Locus (LOC), Means (MNS) and Correspondent (COR) (Starosta 1988, 1995, and others).  Case relations are defined perceptually, and not situationally as in other grammatical theories.  In other words, a case relation is determined by the speaker’s perception of it, and not by the situation in the actual world which exists separately from language.  Case forms refer to any morphological and/or word order configurations which are realizations of the case (thematic) relation of the nouns with the regent verb and are named as follows (Starosta p.c.);

i)  The case form which indicates both the [PAT] of intransitive sentences and either the [PAT] or the [AGT] of transitive sentences must be Nominative (Nom)
.  

ii)  The case form that marks the [PAT] of the transitive sentence in an accusative language must be Accusative (Acc).  

iii)  If a case form only marks the [AGT] of a transitive clause, then it is an Ergative case form (Erg).  However, if it also marks instruments, it is Instrumental (Ins), and if it also marks adnominal possessors, it is Genitive (Gen).  

iv)  A case form that marks (non-directional) LOC is Locative (Lcv).  

There is only one macrorole, ‘actor’ (actr), which is assigned to the [AGT] of a transitive clause or the [PAT] of an intransitive clause.  In sentences (1) and (2), case relations, case forms and the macrorole are shown with English and West Greenlandic  examples.   

(1)
English  (intransitive)
 
I
dined 
on 
frogs. 

 
PAT
[-trns]

LOC
….. case relations
 
Nom 


Lcv
….. case forms

actr 



….. macrorole


(2)
English  (transitive)
 
I
ate
frogs. 

AGT
[+trns]
PAT
….. case relations

Nom

Acc
….. case forms

actr


….. macrorole

In sentence (2), the case form of frogs cannot be determined from the form of the word itself, but is determined by its immediate post-verbal word order and by the potential alternation with an accusative pronoun them.  

 (3)
West Greenlandic  (intransitive)   
(Rischel 1971,  my analysis)

matu 
matu      -vuq 

door
be closed-3S

PAT
[-trns]

….. case relation

Nom


….. case form

actr 


….. macrorole


“The door is closed.”

(4)
West Greenlandic  (transitive)   
(Rischel 1971,  my analysis)

ajuqi     -p
matu
matu-va                   -a

catechist-Gen
door
close -INDICATIVE-3S

AGT
PAT
[+trns]
….. case relations

Gen
Nom

….. case forms

actr


….. macrorole

“The catechist closes the door.”

Ergative and Accusative languages are defined as follows in the Lexicase framework.  An ergative case-marking is a system in which the Nominative marks the [PAT] of sentences, while an accusative case-marking is a system in which Nominative marks the macrorole [actr]. This is schematically shown in Figure 2-2.  

Figure 2-2:   Accusative versus Ergative Case-marking in Lexicase 
(adopted from Starosta 1995:6)
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[-trns], [+trns] ... grammatical transitivity,  [-trns] stands for intransitive, while [+trns] stands for transitive.  
Nom, Acc, Erg, Gen, Ins ... case forms,  Nominative, Accusative, Ergative, Genitive and
 Instrumental respectively.  
PAT, AGT ... case relations,  Patient and Agent. 
actr ...the macrorole,  actor.  

As can be seen in sentences (1) and (2), English is analyzed as Accusative, and as in (3) and (4), West Greenlandic is analyzed as Ergative. 

2.2  Agreement Systems and Case-marking Systems.  As mentioned earlier, verb agreement systems, word order, and case-marking systems are often treated as though they were the same phenomena in the analyses of the actancy system of languages.  However, Kikusawa (1997b, forthcoming) pointed out that a verb agreement system carries syntactic properties which are different from those carried by the case-marking system in a language, and therefore they should not be treated as equivalent.  This is reflected in the definition of the actancy systems described in the previous section, where it was claimed that it is the morphological case-marking and/or the word order which indicate the case form.  Separating the verb agreement system from the case-marking system results in both a better description, and a more efficient comparison of languages, as found in the later sections in this paper.  I will use the symbol ‘?’ to indicate the features indicated by agreement markers in the gloss, following the standard Lexicase formalization where the symbol ‘?’ indicates the properties of dependents which are expected by the head.  For example in the Spanish sentence (5), there is no noun phrase which indicates the [actr].  However, we know that the [actr] is first person singular from the form of the verb which expects, or agrees with a first person singular [actr], and this is indicated by [?1S, ?actr] in the gloss.  In sentence (6), a Fijian example, au- is a form which indicates that the verb agrees with the first person singular [actr], which is also indicated as [?1S, ?actr] in the gloss.  

(5) Spanish
 
Te 
doy 
esta 
pluma. 
 
2S.Dat
give.?1S
this
pen
 
COR
+trns.?actr

PAT

 
“I (will) give you this pen.”

(6) Fijian
 
Au- 
sa( 
lako.
 
?1S-
REALIS
go
 


-trns
 
?actr-



 
“I’m going now.”

The verb may agree with either [?actr], or [?PAT], the former corresponding to the so-called “accusative pattern” agreement system and the latter to the so-called “ergative pattern” agreement system.  The actancy system and the pattern of the verb agreement do not always correspond to each other in a language.  A language may be ergative with an [?actr] agreement system or [?PAT] agreement system, or vice versa, although an accusative language with a [?PAT] agreement system is not known so far (cf. Dixon 1994:94).  

2.3  Word Categories and the Function of Lexical Forms.  In this paper, the word category of a lexical item will be discussed separately from its function.  Word categories are determined based solely on their syntactic distribution, whereas the function of words is a grammatical property which the words in each category carry.  For example, a Determiner is defined as the form which always occurs at the very edge of the noun phrase (on either side) and never occurs before a pronoun.  “Determiner” is a word category, and the definition above is applied cross-linguistically.  A Determiner, however, may have various functions such as indicating a case form, definiteness, etc.  Which one of these functions a Determiner carries depends on each specific language.  

There are eight word categories defined in Lexicase, namely Noun (N), Verb (V), Determiner (Det), Adjective (Adj), Adverb (Adv), Pre/Postposition (P), Conjunction (Conj), and Sentence particle (Spart), each of which is strictly defined by its syntactic distribution.  

2.4  Other Notions Relevant to the Discussion.  Being a version of dependency grammar, Lexicase characterizes the word-order typology of a language by noting the relative order of heads and their dependents.  A language shows a tendency to have dependents either on the right side (following the head), or left side (preceding the head).  The former is called a “right branching language” while the latter is called a “left branching language”.  Example (7) is an example from a right branching language, and example (8) is an example from a left branching language.  

(7) Tagalog (right branching)






 
Binili





 
bought

babae

bigás

 
V
ng
woman
ang
rice
na

 

Det
N
Det
N

that
nakita


Gen




P
saw
-mu








V
you










N



 
“The woman bought the rice which you saw.”

(8) Japanese (left branching) 






 




itta  
 

wa

e
went
 
Taroo
Nom
gakkoo
Lcv


 
T.

school




 
“Taroo went to school.”

A right branching language does not always have dependents on the right side, just as a left branching language does not always have dependents on the left side.  Especially, determiners tend to occur on the other side as seen in example (7).  Yet, this classification is still useful in determining the syntactic structure of a language.  

A language then can be generally characterized by referring to three typological features which are defined within Lexicase dependency grammar.  The first is whether a language is right branching or left branching.  The second describes the nature of its actancy systems, accusative or ergative.  The third refers to its verb agreement system (in languages which have one) as having either an [?actr] agreement system, or a [?PAT] agreement system (or both). 

3  THE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURE OF FIJIAN AND TONGAN.  In this section, the structures of the main verbal clauses of Fijian and Tongan are described.  Fijian is a right branching accusative language with an [?actr] agreement system, and Tongan is a right branching ergative language with an [?actr] agreement system.  In other words, they have the same type of branching, the same verb agreement system, and different actancy systems.  The agreement systems of the two languages are described in section 3.1.  The structures of their main verbal clauses are described in section 3.2.  In section 3.3, it will be shown that a particular structure found in Fijian is ambiguous, i.e., it allows more than one syntactic interpretation.  The description of Fijian is based on Kikusawa (1992, 1996, 1997a), and that of Tongan is based on Kikusawa (forthcoming).  The language data are cited from both published materials and from interviews with native speakers.  Example sentences are from my own notes unless otherwise specified.  

3.1  The Verb Agreement Systems of Fijian and Tongan.  Fijian and Tongan both have an [?actr] agreement system.  A verbal sentence in both Fijian and Tongan has a form which indicates the person and number of the [actr].  Although the form is often called a “subject pronoun” or a “clitic pronoun”, I argue that the form should be treated as a part of the verb, rather than as an independent word as it has traditionally been analyzed.  This has been discussed in detail based on Tongan data in Kikusawa (forthcoming).  When the verb agrees with a third person singular [actr], it is sometimes the lack of such a form in a sentence which indicates this agreement.  The agreement marker in Fijian is written preceding the verb.  For example, in sentence (9), the form which occurs in the initial position of the sentence au- is the agreement marker, and indicates that the verb requires a first person singular [actr].  As indicated with the parentheses in sentence (9), a full NP may occur when the [actr] is emphasized.  In Sentence (10), the form era- indicates that the verb requires a third person plural [actr].  A full noun phrase na gone “the child” occurs to indicate the specific [actr].  

(9)
Fijian
 
Au- 
sa( 
lako 
(o 
iau).
 
?1S-
REAL
go
 Nom 
1S
 


-trns

PAT
 
?actr-



actr

 
“I’m going now (myself).”

(10) Fijian
 
Era-
sa( 
lakovi 
iko 
na 
gone.
 
?3P-
REAL
go
Acc.2S
Det
child
 


+trns
PAT

AGT
 
?actr-



actr

 
“The children went to (see) you.”

The agreement marker in Tongan follows the leftmost verb.   In sentence (11),  the form   -ou, which indicates that the verb requires a first person singular [actr], follows the leftmost verb ‘oku which is an auxiliary verb which indicates the present tense.  As indicated with the parentheses in sentence (11), a full NP occurs when the [actr] is emphasized, as in Fijian.  Sentence (12) is an example of a transitive sentence with a noun phrase which indicates the specific [actr], where a lack of an overt form indicates that the [actr] is third person singular.  

(11) Tongan 

 
‘Oku        
-ou 
‘alu
(au).  
 
PRESENT
-?1S
go 
Nom.1S
 


-trns
PAT
 

-?actr

actr

“I am going (myself).”

(12) Tongan  

 
‘Oku 
tauhi
au
‘e 
hoku 
tokouá.  

PRESENT.?3S

Nom.1S
Erg 
my
brother


+trns
PAT

AGT

                 .?actr 



actr


“My brother takes care of me.”  
[Shumway 1971:280, my analysis]

One of the biggest differences between the verb agreement systems of Fijian and Tongan is the word order.  In Fijian, the agreement marker is prefixed to the leftmost verb, while in Tongan, it is suffixed to the leftmost verb as seen in examples (9) through (11).  It is likely that it is in Fijian where the order of the agreement marker and the auxiliary verb, which indicates the tense, or aspect of the clause, has switched.  This claim is based on the fact that in the Western dialects of Fijian, which are considered to be more conservative than the Eastern dialects of Fijian (which includes Standard Fijian), there are still some agreement markers which are suffixed to the leftmost verb of the clause.  Although the order of the agreement marker and the verb needs more examination
, in this paper, I will simply point out that the pattern of the agreement system is the same in both Fijian and Tongan.  

A difference can be observed in the verb agreement systems of Fijian and Tongan in that in Tongan, the form which is called “the third person singular marker” actually agrees with a third person [actr] regardless of its number as seen in sentence (13).  

(13)  Tongan  

 
‘Oku 
tauhi 
au 
‘e 
he 
‘eku 
ma(tu’á. 
 
PRESENT.?3S
take care of 
Nom.1S
Erg
Det
my
parents
 

+trns
PAT


AGT
 
                .?actr




actr

 
“My parents take care of me.”
[Shumway 1971:285, my analysis]

3.2  The Structures of the Main Verbal Clauses of Fijian and Tongan.  In this section, the structures of the main verbal clauses of Fijian and Tongan are described.  Structures with common noun phrases and those with pronominal phrases are discussed separately due to the difference of case-marking among common noun phrases, proper noun phrases and pronouns.  

3.2.1  Intransitive Clauses.  

3.2.1.1  With Common Noun Phrases.  In an intransitive clause, the common noun phrase, which indicates the [PAT, actr], follows the verb both in Fijian and Tongan.  In Fijian, the noun phrase is not morphologically case marked.  In sentence (14), na gone “child/ren” does not have any form which identifies its case.  In Tongan, on the other hand, the noun phrase is case marked as Nominative by the preposition ‘a, or even when the preposition is left out (as it usually is in the spoken language), the noun phrase is still case marked by the determiner e, since this form of the determiner only occurs in Nominative noun phrases.  In sentence (15), e tamasi‘í “the boy” is marked as Nominative by the determiner e itself.  The form na‘e is an auxiliary verb which specifies third person agreement.  

(14) Fijian (intransitive, with a common noun phrase)

 
E-
a(
lako
na
gone.  

?3S-
PAST
go
Det
child



-trns

PAT

?actr-


actr


“The child went.”

(15) Tongan (intransitive, with a common noun phrase)

 
Na‘e 
‘alu 
e
tamasi‘í.
 
PAST.?3S
go
Nom
boy 
 

-trns

PAT
 
         .?actr


actr

 
“The boy went.”  
[Shumway 1971:141, my analysis]

Stemmas in Figure 3-1 show the dependency relations among the words in intransitive clauses with common noun phrases.  It should be noted that detail which is not directly relevant to the discussion is not included.  

Figure 3-1:   Structures of the Intransitive Clauses of Fijian and Tongan

(with common noun phrases)

            Fijian 


Tongan









 
V

V

 

NP

(‘a) NP 
 



Nom
 
-trns
PAT
-trns
PAT
 
?actr
actr
?actr
actr

3.2.1.2  With Pronominal Phrases.  Pronouns, which indicate the [PAT, actr], may follow the verb.  In Fijian, the pronoun is preceded either by o, or ko
 which is a preposition which precedes a pronoun and case marks the following pronoun as Nominative
.  In sentence (16), iau, the first person singular pronoun, is preceded by the form o.  

(16) Fijian (intransitive, with a pronominal phrase, = (9) )

 
Au-
lako
o 
iau.
 
?1S-
go
Nom
1S
 

-trns

PAT
 
?actr-

actr

 
“I go myself.”

In Tongan, a bare pronoun, which indicates that the pronoun is case marked as Nominative, follows the verb.  In sentence (17), the bare form of the first person singular pronoun au follows the verb ‘alu.  

(17) Tongan (intransitive, with a pronominal phrase, = (10) )


‘Oku        
-ou 
‘alu
au.  
 
PRESENT
-?1S
go
Nom.1S
 


-trns
PAT
 

-?actr
 
actr

“I am going myself.”

Stemmas in Figure 3-2 show the dependency relations among the words in intransitive clauses with pronominal phrases.  

Figure 3-2:   Structures of the Intransitive Clauses of Fijian and Tongan

(with pronominal phrases)

            Fijian 


Tongan









 
V

V

 

(k)o NP

NP
 

Nom

Nom
 
-trns
PAT
-trns
PAT
 
?actr
actr
?actr
actr

There is a syntactic difference which may be observed between Fijian and Tongan intransitive sentences.  In Tongan, the verb may require a complement locative noun phrase, while in Fijian such a structure would be expressed not as an intransitive clause but as a transitive clause.  Compare sentences (18) and (19).  

(18) Tongan  (intransitive)

 
Na‘á 
-ke 
tokoni 
ki 
he 
faiakó?  
 
PAST
-?2S
help
to
Det
teacher
 


-trns


LOC
 

-?actr


 
“Did you help the teacher?”

(19) Fijian  (transitive)

 
Ko- 
a( 
vukea 
na 
qasenivuli? 
 
?2S- 
PAST
help
Det
teacher
 


+trns

PAT
 
?actr-

 
“Did you help the teacher?”

3.2.2  Transitive Clauses.  

3.2.2.1  With Common Noun Phrases.  In a transitive clause with common noun phrases, two noun phrases follow the verb in both Fijian and Tongan.  In Fijian, the noun phrases are not morphologically case marked, as na ika “the fish” and na pusi “the cat” in sentence (20).  It should also be noted that the form of the common noun phrases in a transitive clause is the same as that of the common noun phrase in an intransitive clause.  (See, for example, sentence (14)).  The verb is always morphologically marked as transitive with the suffix -(C)a, where C stands for a lexically determined consonant, with very few exceptions.  

(20)  Fijian  (transitive, with common noun phrases)


E-
a( 
lakova 
na 
ika 
na 
pusi.  
 
?3S-
PAST
go
Det
fish
Det
cat
 


+trns

PAT

AGT
 
?actr-




actr

 
“The cat went for fish.” 

Although the [AGT] tends to follow the [PAT], the word order does not indicate the case relation and is rather, stylistic.  In sentence (20), the [PAT] and [AGT] are determined semantically.  The verb lakova may require na pusi “the cat”, or na tamata “a man”, but not na ika “the fish” (since lakova implies the action of walking) as the agent of the activity.  Therefore, the change of word order does not change the meaning of the sentences, as in sentence (21).  

(21) Fijian  (transitive, with common noun phrases)


E-
a( 
lakova 
na 
pusi 
na 
ika.  
 
?3S-
PAST
go
Det
cat
Det
fish
 


+trns

AGT

PAT
 
?actr-


actr

 
“The cat went for fish.” 

In Tongan, the common noun phrases in a transitive clause are both case marked by a preposition.  For example, in sentence (22), sianá “man” is case marked by the preposition ‘e, which indicates Ergative, while ika “fish” is case marked by the preposition ‘a, which indicates Nominative.  If we switch the nouns in sentence (22), the meaning also changes as shown in sentence (23).  The verb may or may not carry the so-called -Cia suffix.  For example, the verb kai may occur as kai‘i under certain conditions.  The -Cia suffix is considered to be historically related to the suffix -(C)a in Fijian.
  

(22) Tongan  (transitive, with common noun phrases)


Na‘e
kai
‘e 
he
sianá
‘a 
e
ika. 
 
PAST.?3S
eat
Erg
Det
man
Nom
Det
fish 
 

+trns


AGT


PAT
 
         .?actr


actr

 
“The man ate the fish.” 

(23) Tongan  (transitive, with common noun phrases)


Na‘e
kai
‘e 
he
ika 
‘a 
e
sianá.
 
PAST.?3S
eat
Erg
Det
fish
Nom
Det
man
 

+trns


AGT


PAT
 
         .?actr



actr

 
“The fish ate the man.” 

Stemmas in Figure 3-3 show the dependency relations among the words in transitive sentences with common noun phrases in Fijian and Tongan.  Parentheses indicate that the element is optional.  

Figure 3-3:   Structures of the Transitive Clauses of Fijian and Tongan
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3.2.2.3  With Pronominal Phrases.  Pronouns occur in the following way in transitive clauses.  In Fijian, contrary to common noun phrases, proper noun phrases are morphologically case marked.  In a transitive clause in Fijian, the pronoun which indicates the [PAT] immediately follows the verb and nothing may intervene between the verb and the pronoun.  Verb modifiers, which usually follow the verb, all follow the pronoun.  The pronoun which indicates the [AGT] is preceded by the preposition o, or ko and occurs following the verb and the [PAT] pronoun which immediately follows the verb.  Since the latter is the form which occurs in the intransitive clause as described in Section 3.2.1, the pronoun preceded by the preposition o, or ko is analyzed as Nominative, while the one which immediately follows the verb is analyzed as Accusative.  In sentence (24), iko “you” is Accusative, since the bare form immediately follows the verb, while koya “s/he” is Nominative since it is marked with the preposition o.  An adverb sara follows the accusative pronoun iko, which otherwise would follow the verb immediately.  It should be noted that a transitive verb ends with i when the [PAT] is a proper noun or a pronoun, while it ends with a when the [PAT] is a common noun as in example (21).
  

(24)  Fijian  (transitive, with pronominal phrases)


E- 
a( 
lakovi 
=iko 
sara 
o 
koya.  
 
?3S-
PAST
go
=Acc.2S
immediately 
Nom
3S
 


+trns
=PAT


AGT
 
?actr-




actr

 
“He went straight to you.”

In Tongan, two pronouns follow the verb.  The [PAT] pronoun occurs in the bare form
, while the [AGT] pronoun is preceded by the preposition ‘e.  In sentence (25), the [PAT] koe “you” follows the verb ui “call”, and the [AGT] au “I”, preceded by the preposition ‘e, follows them.  

(25)  Tongan  (transitive, with pronominal phrases)

 
‘Oku 
-ou 
ui 
koe
‘e 
au.  

PRESENT-?1S
call
Nom.2S
Erg
1S  



+trns
PAT

AGT  
 

-?actr



actr  


“I myself call you.”  

The bare pronoun is the form which also occurs in the intransitive structure, and therefore, koe in sentence (25) is analyzed as Nominative, and ‘e au is analyzed as Ergative.  This corresponds to the case making system of noun phrases, where the preposition ‘e also marks Ergative.  Stemmas in Figure 3-4 show dependency relations among the words in transitive clauses with pronouns in Fijian and Tongan. 

Figure 3-4:   Structures of the Transitive Clauses of Fijian and Tongan

(with pronominal phrases)
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V
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3.2.2.3  Transitive Clauses with a Common Noun Phrase and a Pronominal Phrase.  In the previous sections, the case-marking system of common noun phrases and that of the pronominal noun phrases were discussed separately.  The two noun phrases in a transitive clause, however, may be a combination of a common noun phrase and a pronoun phrase.  In such a case, the shape of the noun phrases simply follows those described in the previous sections.  For example, in sentence (26) where the PAT is expressed with a pronoun and the AGT is expressed with a common noun, the pronoun iko is in the Accusative form which is described in 3.2.2.2, and the common noun takes the form which is described in 3.2.2.1.  It should be noted that in Fijian, the final vowel of the verb, either i or a, is chosen depending on the nature of the PAT, namely, the verb ends with i when the PAT, or the accusative noun phrase is expressed with a pronoun (and a proper noun as described in 3.2.3), while the verb ends with a when the PAT, or the accusative noun phrase is expressed with a common noun.  

(26)  Fijian  (transitive, with a pronoun and a common noun phrase)


E- 
a( 
lakovi 
=iko 
na 
gone.  
 
?3S-
PAST
go
=Acc.2S
Nom
child
 


+trns
=PAT

AGT
 
?actr-



actr

 
“The child went to (see) you.”

Likewise, in sentence (27), the pronoun takes the form of Nominative to indicate the PAT as described in 3.2.2.2, while the common noun phrase carries the preposition ‘e which case marks ergative as described in 3.2.2.1.  There is no change in the shape of the verb which depends on the nature of the PAT noun phrase observed, as found in Fijian.  

(27)  Tongan  (transitive, with a pronoun and a common noun phrase)

 
Na’e 
manatu‘i 
ia 
‘e 
he 
talavou.  
 
Past.?3S
remember
Nom.3S
Erg
Det
young man
 

+trns
PAT


AGT
 
      .?actr




?actr

 
“A young man remembered him.” 
[Churchward 1953:66, my analysis]

3.2.3.  Proper nouns in Fijian and Tongan.  In 3.2.1 and 3.3.2, The structures of the main verbal sentences with common noun phrases and pronoun have been described.  The behavior of proper nouns in the two languages is described in this section.  A distributional difference can be observed between the proper nouns of Fijian and Tongan.  In Fijian, proper nouns, i.e., personal and place names, function in the same way as pronouns.  They are marked Nominative by the preposition o, or ko, and when they are accusative, they immediately follow the verb.  Compare sentence (28) with (16) in section 3.2.1.2 for intransitive clauses. 

(28) Fijian  (intransitive, with a proper noun phrase)


E-
a(
lako
o
Mere.  

?3S-
PAST
go
Nom
Mary



-trns

PAT

?actr-


actr


“Mary went.”

Sentences (29) and (30) show that the syntactic distribution of proper nouns is the same as that of pronouns in a transitive structure.

(29)  Fijian  (transitive, with a pronoun and a proper noun phrase)


E- 
a( 
lakovi 
=iko 
o 
Vasita.  
 
?3S-
PAST
go
=Acc.2S
Nom
V.
 


+trns
=PAT

AGT
 
?actr-




actr

 
“Vasita went to (see) you.”

(30)  Fijian  (transitive, with a pronoun and a proper noun phrase)

 
Ko- 
a( 
lakovi 
=Vasita 
o 
iko.  
 
?2S-
PAST
go
=Acc.V
Nom
2S
 


+trns
=PAT

AGT
 
?actr-




actr

 
“You went to (see) Vasita yourself.”

In Tongan, on the other hand, proper nouns behave in the same way as common nouns, i.e., they are case-maked as Ergative by ‘e, and as Nominative by ‘a.  The preposition ‘a does not always occur, just as before a common nominative noun phrase
.  Compare sentence (31) with (32).  

(31) Tongan  (intransitive, with a proper noun phrase)


Na‘e 
‘alu 
‘a 
F((nau.
 
PAST.?3S
go
Nom
F. 
 

-trns

PAT
 
         .?actr


actr

 
“F((nau is gone.”  
[Shumway 1971:131; my analysis]

(32) Tongan  (intransitive, with a proper noun phrase)


Na‘e 
‘alu 
‘a 
e
sianá.
 
PAST.?3S
go
Nom
Det
man
 

-trns


PAT
 
         .?actr



actr

 
“The man is gone.”  


Stemmas in Figure 3-5 show the dependency relations in intransitive and transitive clauses with proper noun phrases.  

Figure 3-5:   Structures of the Intransitive and Transitive Clauses of 

Fijian and Tongan (with proper noun phrases)
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3.3  An Ambiguous Transitive Clause Structure in Fijian.  In addition to the kind of clause structures described in the previous sections, there is one syntactically ambiguous structure observed in Fijian where both a pronoun and a common noun phrase occur to express the PAT.  In such a case, the pronoun is one of the third person pronouns and indicates the number of the PAT, namely either singular, dual, paucal or plural, while the common noun phrase specifies the PAT.  In sentence (33), the pronoun eratou and the common noun na gonevuli indicate the same entity in the real world.  The pronoun indicates that the number of the PAT is paucal, while the common noun indicates that the PAT is ‘students’.  

(33)
Au- 
raici
eratou 
na 
gonevuli.  
 
?1S-
see
3PL
Det
student
 

+trns
PAT

PAT
 
?actr-


 
“I see the students.”

The relation between the verb and the following pronoun is the same as that of the verb and the PAT pronoun in transitive clauses described in 3.2.2.2, in that the pronoun is phonologically attached to the verb and nothing can intervene between the verb and the pronoun.  Also, the verb must end with -i, since it has a pronoun PAT.  This structure is syntactically ambiguous, and could be analyzed in three ways, as shown in examples (34) through (36).  

(34)
Au- 
raici-eratou 
na 
gonevuli.  
 
?1S-
see   -?3PL
Det
student
 

+trns-?PAT

PAT
 
?actr-


 
“I see the students.”

(35)
Au- 
raici=eratou 
na 
gonevuli.  
 
?1S-
see  =3PL
Det
student
 

+trns=PAT

PAT
 
?actr-


 
“I see the students.”

(36)
Au- 
raici
eratou 
na 
gonevuli.  
 
?1S-
see  
3PL
Det
student
 

+trns
PAT

PAT
 
?actr-


 
“I see the students.”

Example (34) shows an analysis where the pronominal form is considered to be a cross-referencing marker and is a suffix on the verb.  Example (35) shows an analysis where the pronominal form which follows the verb is interpreted as a clitic pronoun, i.e., a pronoun but phonologically attached to the verb.  Example (36) is the same as (33) where the pronominal form is considered to be a regular, independent pronoun.  Each analysis from (34) through (36) has advantages and disadvantages.  In analysis (34), the clause does not have to have two constituents which carry the same case relation and the same case form, namely [PAT, Acc].  Also, as shown in (37), this account gives a parallel analysis regarding both the [actr] and [PAT] in the system, namely, the [actr] having a cross-referencing marker and a full noun phrase, and the PAT also having a cross-referencing marker and a full noun phrase.  Nevertheless, this analysis requires that Fijian not have a set of Accusative pronouns, but only a set of Nominative pronouns as shown in (38).  

Fijian
(37)
Au- 
raici-eratou 
na 
gonevuli 
o 
iau.  
 
?1S-
see  -?3PL
Det
student
Nom
1S
 

+trns-?PAT

PAT 

AGT
 
?actr-




actr
 

 
“I see the students.”

(38)
Au- 
raici-eratou 
o 
iau.  
 
?1S-
see  -?3PL
Nom
1S
 

+trns-?PAT
AGT
 
?actr-

actr

 
“I see them.”

Analyses (35) and (36) have one set of pronouns which indicate Accusative along with the set which indicates Nominative, and more neatly accounts for the alternation between common noun phrases and their corresponding pronouns.  However, in these analyses, a clause has to have two constituents which indicate the same function, namely [PAT, Acc].  Of analyses (35) and (36), (35) better accounts for the fact that the pronominal element is phonologically attached to the verb.  In this paper, I will follow (35) and analyze the kind of structure as having both a pronominal element and a common noun phrase which indicate the PAT.  

4  COMPARATIVE SYNTAX OF FIJIAN AND TONGAN.  As shown in Section 3, Fijian and Tongan have the same type of branching, the same verb agreement system, but different actancy systems.  In 4.1, I will discuss the factors which make the determination of the actancy systems of the two languages different.  In 4.2, I will reconstruct the system of Proto-Central Pacific based on the description in Section 3 and on the discussion in Section 4.1.  The reconstruction will be summarized in 4.3.  Problems and a comparison with the structures proposed in previous studies are discussed in 4.4.  

4.1  THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FIJIAN SYSTEM AND THE TONGAN SYSTEM.  As summarized in Section 2.1, the actancy systems are defined as follows in Lexicase grammar.  An accusative system is a system where the Nominative case form marks the [actr], while an ergative system is a system where the Nominative case form marks the [PAT].  This means, even when the transitive structures of two languages are the same, the judgment of the actancy system would be different if the Nominative case form, or the case form which occurs in the single argument in the intransitive structure in each language, is different.  This is illustrated in Figure 4-1.  In Figure 4-1, x and y represent case-marking on the following noun phrase.  When the noun phrase which is marked by x also occurs in the intransitive clause, the noun phrase is defined as Nominative, and therefore the whole system of the language is analyzed as accusative.  When the noun phrase which is marked by y also occurs in the intransitive clause, this form is defined as Nominative, and therefore the whole system of the language is analyzed as ergative.  

Figure 4-1:   Similar Transitive Clauses but Different Actancy Systems
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(1) When the intransitive clause is 
Vi
x 
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-trns

PAT
 


actr

 
the system is accusative.  (x NP = Nominative = actr)

(2) When the intransitive clause is 
Vi
y 
NP
 
-trns

PAT
 


actr

 
the system is ergative.  (y NP = Nominative = PAT)

This is exactly the situation found in Fijian and Tongan.  Although the only significant difference between the Fijian and Tongan actancy systems is the case-marking on the pronominal single argument in the intransitive clause, this fact affects the judgment of the actancy system of each of the languages.  This will be described in detail below.  

Figure 4-2 is a summary of the structures of transitive and intransitive sentences of Fijian and Tongan indicated with dependency stemmas.  Each stemma has a reference number which consists of three characters.  The first character is either F or T, the initial letter of the name of the language, the second character is either t or i which stand for transitive and intransitive respectively.  The third character is either 1, 2 or 3.  These numbers represent the kind of argument the structure consists of.  A stemma with “1” is a structure with common noun phrase(s), “2” is a structure with proper noun phrase(s), and “3” is a structure with pronoun(s).  

Figure 4-2:   The Structures of the Main Verbal Clauses of Fijian and Tongan
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Intransitive Clauses

with common noun phrases
with proper noun phrases 

with pronominal phrases

Fijian 

      (Fi1)


          (Fi2)

  (Fi3)

 
V

the same as (Fi3)
V
 

NP

 

(k)o NP
 





Nom
 
-trns
PAT


-trns
PAT
 
?actr
actr


?actr
actr

Tongan 

      (Ti1)


          (Ti2)

  (Ti3)

 
V

the same as (Ti1)
V
 

(‘a) NP



NP
 

Nom



Nom
 
-trns
PAT


-trns
PAT
 
?actr
actr


?actr
actr

When we compare the clause structures with common noun phrase(s), namely (Ft1), (Tt1), (Fi1), and (Ti1) in Figure 4-2, the difference between Fijian and Tongan actancy systems is not that clear.  Since the structure of all three common noun phrases in Fijian, namely the one in the intransitive structure and the two in the transitive structure is the same, the actancy system cannot be determined unless we look at the alternations with proper nouns and pronouns.
  Accordingly, we could claim that both the Fijian and Tongan systems are ergative, the difference between them being simply that the former does not have any overt case-marking system while the latter does.  However, the difference becomes obvious when we compare the clause structures with pronominal phrase(s), namely (Ft3), (Tt3), (Fi3), and (Ti3) in Figure 4-2.  As described in 3.2.2, the structures of transitive clauses in Fijian and Tongan are similar; the bare form of the pronoun follows the verb and indicates the [PAT], and a pronoun preceded by a preposition follows it and indicates the [AGT] in both Fijian and Tongan as in (Ft3) and (Tt3).  However, the assignment of the case forms is different in the two languages, since the noun phrase which occurs in the intransitive clause, and therefore is analyzed as the Nominative case form, is different.  In Fijian, it is the pronominal phrase preceded by (k)o that occurs in the intransitive clause.  In Tongan, it is the bare form of the pronoun that occurs in the intransitive clause.  As a result, Fijian is analyzed as accusative, and Tongan is analyzed as ergative, since the Nominative marks the [actr] in the former, while it marks the [PAT] in the latter.  This is summarized in Figure 4-3.  The stemmas show the structure of the transitive clauses, and the broken lines indicate the structure of the intransitive clause in each language.  The word order of Tongan has been adjusted for the sake of easier comparison.  

Figure 4-3:  Fijian and Tongan Structures with Pronouns
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4.2  A Reconstruction of the Verbal Clause Structures of the Proto-Language.  Based on the discussion in section 4.1, the verbal clause structures of the proto-language will be reconstructed in this section.  The procedure is discussed in 4.2.1; the reconstruction is presented in 4.2.2.  

4.2.1  The Procedure.  Despite what seemed to have been a common agreement that the comparative study of syntactic structures was difficult, if not impossible, (e.g., Jeffers 1976), syntactic comparison is becoming more and more popular among linguists.  Specifically, Harris and Campbell (1995) have argued that it IS actually possible to follow the traditionally established comparative method for phonological comparison in doing syntactic comparison, and therefore it is also possible to do syntactic reconstruction.  They have shown how corresponding syntactic ‘patterns’ can be compared, and how a reconstruction of syntactic structures in the proto-language should be conducted, with specific examples from various languages.  When we look at Oceanic linguistics, Clark (1976), for example, has also argued “That the problem of reconstructing the syntax of a proto-language is not different in essence from that of reconstructing its phonology or lexicon can be seen if we state the problem in its most general terms, avoiding specifics of one area of linguistic structure” (Clark 1976:24).  He compared the syntactic structures of Polynesian languages, and proposed a hypothesis that Proto-Polynesian was ergative and changed into accusative in some daughter languages.  

I also argue that the traditionally established comparative method is also applicable to syntactic structures.  However, I would like to go beyond what has been mentioned in either of these works, in the following two ways.  First, I argue that, if we are to follow the traditional methodology of comparative linguistics, we need to define each syntactic piece (word categories, sentence patterns, etc.) as a unit which forms a functional component and interacts with other such units within the whole structure of the language, just as a phoneme is defined as a unit functioning within the whole sound system of the language.  This becomes possible by the application of Lexicase, a rigorous and constrained theory, in which word categories and transitivity in specific languages can only be adequately described by examining the ways they interact within the whole structure of the language.  This provides us with units which are comparable in a cross-linguistic examination.  The second point I would like to argue is that in a syntactic comparison, we cannot restrict ourselves to an examination, say of only transitive constructions or of only intransitive constructions.  It is imperative that we compare all verbal structures, in order to understand their mutual interrelationships.  The whole system of the proto-language cannot be put together from what we get as a result of comparison of pieces of structures in the daughter languages.  Therefore, if we wish to reconstruct the Nominative form in a proto-language, we cannot compare only intransitive structures in the daughter languages, but we must also examine the transitive structures.  In other words, the comparison has to be system wide.  This is related to the point that a syntactic reconstruction must show the characteristics of a natural language.  Although these two points are not anything new when one considers traditional comparative procedures, they have never been paid much attention to in syntactic reconstruction.  

The way syntactic reconstruction is done in this paper also follows the standard comparative method.  For example, when we find that a structure (a) in language A and a corresponding structure (b) in Language B are the same, this particular structure should be reconstructed for the proto-language.  If structure (a) and structure (b) are different, a decision has to be made among the following three possibilities; the proto-structure was either (a), or (b), or something else which must have developed into (a) and (b).  To choose among these three, the following points were taken into consideration.  

1)  Naturalness.  When a change is assumed to have taken place, it has to be a natural change.  Otherwise, there must be a reasonable (theoretical) explanation for the change to have taken place.  

2)  Everything comes from somewhere (Harrison 1991:136).  Nothing can emerge out of nothing.  

3)  When a loss is assumed to have occurred, there should be residues found in the daughter languages (Starosta p.c.).  Nothing completely disappears suddenly without a hint of its existence.  

4)  Historicity.  The more phenomena a hypothesis accounts for, the better it is  (Harrison 1991:136).  

5)  Simplicity.  The simpler the assumed process of linguistic change, the better the hypothesis.  

4.2.2  A Reconstruction.  

4.2.2.1   Basic Clause Structures.  First, Fijian and Tongan are both right branching languages, and therefore, the proto-language also must have been a right branching language.  Second, both Fijian and Tongan have an [?actr] agreement system, and thus the agreement system in the proto-language also must have been an [?actr] agreement system.  Third, if we ignore the word order, the dependency relations between the verb and its complement noun phrases are the same in both Fijian and Tongan as shown in Figure 4-2.  From these, the dependency structures and an agreement system in the proto-language can be reconstructed without any problem as shown in Figure 4-4.  Note that at this point, it is only the dependency structure and the agreement system which have been looked at, and the case-marking system and other aspects of the language are still to be reconstructed.  

Figure 4-4:   Basic Reconstruction-1
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These structures are shared in common by both Fijian and Tongan, regardless of the nature of the noun phrases, i.e., whether they are common noun phrases, proper noun phrases, or pronominal phrases (cf. clause structures summarized in Figure 4-1).  As the only exception, it should be noted that in Tongan, the [AGT] has a tendency to precede the [PAT], to which we will come back in 4.2.2.3.  

As described in Section 3.3, the transitive clause structure of Fijian is syntactically ambiguous, namely, the form which immediately follows the verb can be analyzed either as an agreement suffix, a clitic pronoun, or an independent pronoun.  In sentence (39), the form is analyzed as an Accusative clitic pronoun.  

(39)  Fijian
 
Au- 
raici 
=eratou 
o 
iau.  
 
?1S-
see
=Acc.3PL
Nom
1S
 

+trns
=PAT

AGT
 
?actr-


 
“I see them.”

This implies the following two possible historical changes, which are schematically shown in Figure 4-5.  One is that the Accusative clitic pronoun in Fijian was originally attached to the verb as a suffix, possibly a cross-referencing marker in the proto-language.  In this case, there must have been a regular noun phrase with which the cross-referencing marker agreed, although its presence was probably optional, especially when it was non-third person.  The cross-referencing suffix then must have started being re-interpreted as a pronoun in Fijian.  This process is shown in Hypothesis A in Figure 4-5.  The other possibility is that the Accusative clitic pronoun was an independent pronoun in the proto-language and became phonologically attached to the verb, which is shown in Hypothesis B.  The transitive suffix -i is reconstructed based on its existence in present day Fijian and on the widely accepted reconstruction of the transitive suffix *-(C)i for Proto-Eastern Oceanic (Pawley 1972).  

Figure 4-5:   Possible Changes from Proto-Central Pacific to Fijian
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Among these two possible changes, Hypothesis A is more plausible than Hypothesis B for the following reasons.  First, the motivation is easily explained.  When the [PAT] was pronominal, the full noun phrase need not have actually occurred since the information would be redundant.  In other words, the [PAT] noun phrase must have been optional, or it did not occur unless for the purpose of emphasis, just as the [AGT] noun phrase in modern day Fijian and Tongan are formally expressed only for the purpose of emphasis.  However, because of the fact that there was only one noun phrase while the verb was transitive, the [PAT] verbal suffix started being re-interpreted as though it was the actual [PAT] noun phrase.  The second reason is that with Hypothesis A, the existence of structures such as the following in Fijian is naturally accounted for.  
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“I see the students (myself).”

As described in Section 3.3, the occurrence of this structure is limited to when one wants to specify the (non-singular) number of the personal [PAT] in present day Fijian.  In Hypothesis A, this structure would be explained simply by a retention, where the original transitive structure remained as it was, while the original [PAT] noun phrase was lost and the [?PAT] cross-referencing suffix was reinterpreted as the new [PAT] noun phrase elsewhere.  Figure 4-6 shows how the reconstructed transitive clause corresponds to this particular clause structure in present day Fijian.  

Figure 4-6: The Correspondence between the Reconstructed Transitive Clause Structure and a Clause Structure in Fijian
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Third, Hypothesis A also takes care of the final vowel alternation in Fijian discussed in 3.2.2.3.  The final vowel of the transitive verb alternates depending on the characteristics of the following noun phrase, i.e., it is -a when a common noun [PAT] follows,  while it is -i when a pronoun, or proper noun [PAT] follows the verb.  To account for this alternation, one of the [?PAT] cross-referencing markers in the proto-language can be reconstructed as -a
, which must have occurred whenever a non-personal [PAT] noun phrase existed in the clause.  The structure was retained as it was, except that in some dialects, including Standard Fijian, the sequence of the transitive suffix and the third person cross-referencing suffix, -i-a, merged into -a.  This is illustrated in Figure 4-7.  
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Neither of the processes described above affect the structure of the intransitive clause.  The whole scenario is summarized in Figure 4-8.  

Figure 4-8:  Required Changes from Proto-Central Pacific to Fijian-1
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Fourth, Hypothesis A is more plausible than Hypothesis B since Hypothesis A requires fewer changes and less explanation than Hypothesis B does.  Figure 4-9 shows the required scenario where the proto-language is assumed not to have had the kind of cross-referencing marking on the [PAT] of the transitive clause as suggested in Hypothesis A, but just an individual pronoun. 

Figure 4-9:  Expected Changes from Proto-Central Pacific to Fijian-2
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As shown in Figure 4-9, if it is assumed that it is an independent pronoun which has become cliticized to the verb, we would face the following problems.  First, the motivation for the [PAT] pronominal noun phrase to be cliticized to the verb is not clear.  Second, we would have to assume an extra innovation in which a common noun phrase was inserted following the [PAT] pronoun to specify its content.  The motivation for a language to acquire this kind of structure is not clear either.  Also, we would need to clarify the process and the motivation for the verb to acquire an additional suffix -a.  Although it is possible to explain the third change as a combination of the first and second changes, that still would not solve the problem that there seems to be no motivation for the language to undergo the first two processes.  Thus, out of the two possible reconstructions, Hypothesis A explains the change between Proto-Central Pacific and Fijian more reasonably than Hypotheis B, and therefore, is more plausible.  The next step is to examine how well this reconstruction works for Tongan.  

With the proposed structures for Proto-Central Pacific, there are two possible processes of change which could have taken place between Proto-Central Pacific and Tongan.  These are shown in Figure 4-10.  

Figure 4-10:  Possible Changes from Proto-Central Pacific to Tongan
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Pre-Tongan Hypothesis A is a simple change where the whole verbal suffix, namely the sequence of the transitive suffix -i and the cross-referencing suffix, was lost.  In this case, it is reasonable to assume that the change—the loss of the verbal suffix—must have taken place throughout the system regardless of the characteristics of the following noun phrase.  This single process accounts for the structures with both common noun phrases and pronominal phrases in Tongan, since the form of the verb does not alternate depending on the following noun phrase as it does in Fijian.  

The existence of the so-called -(C)ia suffix in Tongan supports the hypothesis that the proto-language must have had a sequence of verbal suffixes -i-a.  The so-called -Cia suffix also exists in other Polynesian languages, and its function has been the subject of debate for quite a while.  For example, some have described it as a “transitive suffix” (e.g., Churchward 1953), while some have suggested that it functions as an aspect marker (e.g., Tchekhoff 1991).  However, as has been pointed out in Kikusawa (forthcoming), claims about this verbal suffix always involve explanations related to semantically high transitivity.  This supports the hypothesis that the so-called -Cia suffix was originally a transitive suffix which, as a result of syntactic change, has lost its function of marking grammatical transitivity, but still shows semantic transitivity in one way or another.  

Pre-Tongan Hypothesis B is a process whereby the [PAT] cross-referencing suffix was re-interpreted as the [PAT] pronoun, i.e., a parallel process to that which must have taken place in pronominal noun phrase structures in Fijian as described in Figure 4-8.  Although for Fijian, this change accounts for the situation well, for Tongan, it requires some extra changes compared to Pre-Tongan Hypothesis A described above.  First, two separate processes are required to account for pronominal structures and common noun phrase structures in this hypothesis, while in Pre-Tongan Hypothesis A, a single change takes care of both.  Second, an additional step whereby the transitive suffix -i is lost is also required.  Because of both simplicity and historicity, Pre-Tongan Hypothesis A is more plausible than Pre-Tongan Hypothesis B.  There is no change which must have taken place in the intransitive structure in Tongan.  Figure 4-11 shows the sentence structures in Proto-Central Pacific reconstructed so far.
  

Figure 4-11:   Basic Reconstruction-2
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4.2.2.2  The Case-marking System.  In the previous section, the dependency relations between the verb and its complement nouns and their historical changes were reconstructed.  The next step is to reconstruct the case-marking system of the proto-language and explain its historical change.  As described in 4.1, Fijian has clear morphological case-marking only on proper noun phrases, while Tongan shows ergative case-marking on both proper and common noun phrases.  Therefore, to reconstruct the case-marking system of Proto-Central Pacific, the case-marking system of the pronominal phrase structures is first examined, and then the case-marking system of the common noun phrase structures will be examined.  

Figure 4-12 is a restated version of Figure 4-3 and shows the actancy systems of Fijian and Tongan.  
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Seeing that Fijian and Tongan have different case-marking systems, there are at least three possible ways to reconstruct the case-marking system of Proto-Central Pacific.  One is to assume that Proto-Central Pacific had an accusative type case-marking system as found in Fijian, namely the [actr] noun phrase was marked by the preposition ko or the like, while the [PAT] of transitive clauses was not morphologically case-marked, but had fixed word order.  Another is to assume that Proto-Central Pacific had an ergative type case-marking system as found in Tongan, namely the [AGT] of transitive clauses was marked by the preposition ‘e or the like, and the [PAT] was morphologically unmarked.  A third option would be a system in which the forms ko and ‘e both existed.  

Required changes of a case-marking system from a Fijian-type proto-language to Fijian and Tongan is illustrated in Figure 4-13, and those from a Tongan-type proto-language to Fijian and Tongan is illustrated in Figure 4-14, both combined with the syntactic change of clause structures discussed in 4.2.2.1.
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Figure 4-14:  Required Changes to Fijian and Tongan:
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Of these two possible changes, the change from the Tongan-type case marking system to Fijian and Tongan is more likely to have taken place, if we consider the following facts found in the Fijian case-marking system.  First, in the Fijian accusative system, Nominative is marked by the form (k)o, while Accusative is shown by the bare form of a pronoun/personal noun and its position.  In other words, Nominative is morphologically more marked than Accusative.  This is exceptional from a cross-linguistic point of view.  What is more, the form (k)o in Fijian does not only mark Nominative, but it also marks personal noun phrases.  These facts suggest that the system found in present day Fijian is very likely the result of some kind of syntactic change rather than being a retention of the system in the proto-language, especially when we consider the fact that there is no other Central Pacific language in which the form ko marks Nominative, or any other case.  In the rest of this section, the possible processes of the change from a Tongan-type case system to Fijian and Tongan will be first examined.  Then they will be compared with the processes of change which would be needed to be postulated, if a Fijian-type case system were postulated for the parent language.   

In Figure 4-14, it is assumed that the proto-language had a Tongan type ergative case-marking system, more specifically, a system in which the [AGT] is marked by a preposition, while the [PAT] is morphologically unmarked.  The ergative case-marker must be reconstructed as something which could have become ‘e, the ergative case-marking preposition in present day Tongan.  Although a reflex that functions as an “ergative marker” cannot be found in present day Fijian, since it has an accusative system, we should be able to find a remnant of it in the language.  Also, the reconstructed form must have a source.  Considering these points, the ergative case-marker is reconstructed as a preposition *i based on the following facts.  In Proto-Austronesian, it was the genitive form which marked ergative (Starosta, Pawley and Reid 1981).  The forms are reconstructed as *(n)i (Blust 1977, Reid 1979).  Seeing that many Oceanic languages (e.g., Ross 1988:283, 287-288), including Fijian, have the forms i and ni as genitive markers, it is reasonable to assume that the form*(n)i also existed in Proto-Central Pacific.
  A change from Proto-Central Pacific *i to Tongan ‘e would not require any additional phonological change other than these which have already been claimed to have taken place in the language.  First, the form a, the reflex of the non-personal determiner *(n)a, preceded by the ergative marking preposition i became e, just as some other a which were preceded, or followed by a non-low vowel i did,
 and the sequence i e eventually became e.  This change must have generalized to personal noun phrases also.  The acquisition of the initial glottal stop is a parallel change to the one found in other prepositions
.  One possible source for this initial glottal stop is the phonetic glottal stop which existed in languages at earlier stages of the family, and which started being interpreted as a phonemic glottal stop as the language acquired a phonemic glottal stop.
  To summarize the discussion above, the form *i has been retained only as the ergative case-marking preposition ‘e in Tongan, while in Fijian, its function as a genitive case-marker on personal noun phrases has been retained, along with the form ni that marks genitive on common noun phrases.  

The change which must have taken place between Proto-Central Pacific and Fijian is a change from an ergative system to an accusative system.  The whole process flows rather naturally when it is considered within the context of the structural change proposed in the previous section.  It has already been pointed out that the [PAT] noun phrase must have been lost at a point in the history of Fijian.  This is re-stated as the change from (Pt3) and (Pi3) to (Pt3’) and (Pi3’) in Figure 4-15.  

Figure 4-15:  Required Changes to Fijian:

From a Tongan type case-marking system

To Fijian

Prroto-Central Pacific 




Fijian

  (Pt3)   *

          
(Pt3’)                                                   (Ft3)


V-i-?PAT



V-i-?PAT


V-i-N
 

(NP) 
i NP 


(   )
NP

(   )
ko NP
 










 
+trns
PAT
AGT

+trns

AGT
+trns-PAT

AGT
 
?actr

actr

?actr

actr
?actr

actr

  (Pi3)  *



      (Pi3’)


            (Fi3)


 
V



V

V
 

NP



NP

ko NP
 





Nom

Nom
 
-trns
PAT


-trns
PAT
-trns
PAT
 
?actr
actr


?actr
actr
?actr
actr

With loss of the [PAT] noun phrase and consequent re-interpretation of the [?PAT] cross-referencing suffix as the new [PAT] noun phrase, the fixed position of the new [PAT] noun phrase and its phonological attachment to the verb rendered the [AGT] marker i unnecessary.  As a consequence, the form i was eventually lost.  This stage is also shown in (Pt3’) and (Pi3’) in Figure 4-15.  A further innovation took place in Fijian.  In Proto-Central Pacific, there was a preposition *ko.  It is reconstructed here as a personal noun predicate marker because of the syntactic distribution of the reflexes of this form in the daughter languages (Kikusawa, in preparation)
, and it extended its function to mark personal noun phrases in general
 between Proto-Central Pacific and Fijian.  This change possibly took place to form a paradigmatic contrast with *na, which marked non-personal nouns in Proto-Central Pacific.  In Fijian, the form na is a determiner which marks common noun phrases, and is reconstructable up to Proto-Oceanic as a common noun phrase marker (Crowley 1985:136), and therefore, it is safely assumed that it also existed in Proto-Central Pacific. 

The order of the loss of the [PAT] noun phrase (and the re-interpretation of the [?PAT] cross-referencing marker as the new [PAT] noun phrase) and the extension of the function of the form *ko is not significant.  Whenever the extension of the function of *ko started, the situation in Fijian would have had resulted the same as can be seen in (Pt3’) and (Pi3’), and (Ft3) and (Fi3) in Figure 4-15.  At this point, the language became clearly accusative
, with the form ko marking the [actr], or the [AGT] of the transitive clause and the [PAT] of the intransitive clause.  

A change from a Fijian-type case-marking system to Fijian and Tongan, which is shown in Figure 4-13, would require more processes, and the motivation for each process would not be as clear as that of the change from a Tongan-type case marking system to the two daughter languages.  Under this hypothesis, the form *ko is assumed to have been a preposition which marked personal noun phrases in Proto-Central Pacific as in (Pt3) and (Pi3) rather than a Nominative case-marking preposition.  

This alternative hypothesis appears to take care of the change from Proto-Central Pacific to Fijian neatly as shown in Figure 4-15.  Since the [PAT] noun phrase was lost in its history as discussed in 4.2.2.1, the form *ko which preceded the [PAT] noun phrase was also lost. However, the required change from Proto-Central Pacific to Tongan would not be so simple in this hypothesis.  First, the language would have to lose the personal noun phrase marking preposition (k)o to restrict its function to marking only predicates.  Then, the language would have had to acquire the ergative marking preposition ‘e.  The problems here are, first of all, why the language had to acquire an extra marker ‘e to switch the whole actancy system into a clear ergative one, and second, where the form ‘e came from.  There is no form found in Fijian that could be a cognate of ‘e other than genitive i, and therefore, the ergative case marking preposition e, or ‘e would have to emerge from somewhere outside, e.g., borrowed from another language.  In addition to these, the shape of the proto-language itself would not be very plausible.  Under the assumption that the form (k)o was a preposition which marked personal noun phrases, the proto-language would not have had any case marking as shown in (Pt3) and (Pi3) in Figure 4-13, which is not impossible, but not very likely.  

From the discussion above, it is concluded that the hypothesis which assumes a Tongan-type case-marking system for Proto-Central Pacific is more plausible than the hypothesis which assumes a Fijian-type case-marking system, in other words, the change shown in Figure 4-14 is more plausible than the one shown in Figure 4-13.  The former requires no unmotivated changes, and no element which does not have a source, nor a remnant when a loss is involved.  

Structures with common noun phrases are reasonably reconstructed and explained following what has been proposed above based on pronominal phrases.  Figure 4-15 is a simple comparison of the noun phrase marking systems in Fijian and Tongan.  

Figure 4-15:   A Comparison of the Case-marking Systems in 
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Clark suggests that ‘a in Tongan is related to the Proto-Polynesian *a ‘personal article’.  (1976:58)  Harrison, on the other hand, proposes that *a marked proper nouns (1991:141).  The problem with these hypotheses is that the Nominative case marking preposition ‘a in Tongan occurs with common noun phrases, but only rarely with pronominal phrases.  If we follow these reconstructions, the Proto-Polynesian personal and pronominal article *a would have to be reinterpreted as an Absolutive marking preposition *a in Proto-Tongic, and then it must have spread from proper nouns to common nouns.  Furthermore, it would be necessary that the form was retained only before proper nouns.  It seems to be more straightforward to assume that *a in Tongan is a reflex of the common noun phrase marker *(n)a in Proto-Oceanic.  As mentioned earlier, the form na is reflected in Fijian as a common noun phrase marking determiner, and it would be possible to reconstruct *(n)a as the common noun phrase marker for Proto-Central Pacific.  The form *(n)a is known to be reflected either as na or a in daughter languages (Crowley 1985:136).  This provides a source for ‘a in Tongan, a Nominative case-marking preposition, and indirectly the form which must have affected the shape of the ergative marking preposition ‘e as discussed earlier.  In Fijian, the loss of the Ergative marker in common noun phrases took place as the same time as the ergative marker was lost in pronominal phrase clauses.  Figure 4-16 shows the whole change which must have taken place in common noun phrases, combined with the proposed change of clause structures.  

Figure 4-16:  Required Changes to Fijian and Tongan:
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4.2.2.3  The Word Order.  Proto-Central Pacific was a verb initial, right branching language.  This means, in a transitive clause, the two complement noun phrases followed the verb.  As for the order of these two noun phrases, there are two possibilities.  One is that the [AGT] noun phrase preceded the [PAT] noun phrase in the transitive clause, and the other possibility is that the [PAT] noun phrase preceded the [AGT] noun phrase.  Of these, the former, shown in Figure 4-17, is preferred for the following reasons.  

1)  It would account for the tendency found in Tongan, where the [AGT] tends to precede the [PAT].  

2)  The word order of the Fijian pronominal noun phrases, namely, the [PAT] noun phrase precedes the [AGT] noun phrase, also is explained naturally as a result of the change proposed in sections 4.2.2.1 and 4.2.2.2 as shown in Figure 4-18.  Once the overt case-marking had been lost, the word order of the common noun phrases conformed to the strict word order of the pronominal noun phrases.  

3)  Under this hypothesis, the order of the cross-referencing markers corresponds to that of the full noun phrases.  In other words, [?actr, ?AGT] cross-referencing marker precedes the verb, and the [?PAT] cross-referencing marker follows the verb, while [actr, AGT] precedes the [PAT].  This fits the typological tendency found in languages.  

If we assumed that the [PAT] noun phrase preceded the [AGT] noun phrase in Proto-Central Pacific, we would lose the symmetry described in 3) above, and the motivation for the word order change in Tongan would have to be explained.   
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Figure 4-18: The Word Order Change in Fijian 
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4.2.3  SUMMARY.  In the previous sections, the main verbal clause structures, the case-marking system, and the word order in Proto-Central Pacific were reconstructed.  The detailed structure of verbs and cross-referencing suffixes is reconstructed as follows.  A clause in Proto-Central Pacific had a sequence of an auxiliary verb, which indicated tense and/or aspect, and a thematic verb.  The [?actr] agreement marker was a suffix which attached to the auxiliary verb, while the [?PAT] cross-referencing marker was a suffix attached to the thematic verb.  This reconstruction is based on the situation in present day Tongan, and both Western Fijian and Eastern Fijian (as discussed in 3.1)  It is illustrated in Figure 4-19 along with the other clause components to summarize the discussion in this section.  

Figure 4-19:   Clause Structures in Proto-Central Pacific
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4.3  Tracing the History Top-down.  In this section, the way Proto-Central Pacific developed into the two languages, namely Fijian and Tongan, will be illustrated.  The full set of changes is shown in Figure 4-20.  Structures in (Pt) and (Pi) are general descriptions of the structures in Proto-Central Pacific which are shown in detail in (Pt2-3), (Pi2-3), (Pt1) and (Pi1).  The numbering of the stemmas follows that in Figure 4-2.  The changes to Fijian, and the changes to Tongan are described separately.  

4.3.1  Proto-Central Pacific to Fijian: A Linguistic Change from Ergative to Accusative.  Sometime between Proto-Central Pacific and Fijian, the [PAT] pronominal phrase in the transitive clause was completely lost.  This is shown in (PFt2-3).  Since the clause had only one noun phrase while the verb is transitive, the [?PAT] cross referencing marker started being re-interpreted as the [PAT] pronoun to result in the structure (Ft2-3).  In the process, since the [PAT] pronoun was distinctively marked by the position, and probably also by the form, the extra marker i on the [AGT] noun phrase was eventually lost.  No structural change has taken place in intransitive clauses.  

There was an innovation which took place in Fijian almost parallel to this change of the loss of the [PAT] pronoun and the re-interpretation of the cross-referencing suffix was taking place.  That is, the predicate marking preposition ko extended its function and started marking personal pronouns, just to make a contrast with the non-personal noun marker na.  Roughly speaking, this preposition ko started marking all the personal nouns (and eventually place names also).  Because of the situation that the [PAT] cross reference suffix was still phonologically attached to the verb, in other words, did not have the status of an independent word, just as it does not in present day Fijian, even if the re-interpretation had already started taking place, the form did not started being preceded by the form ko.  At this point, the system became clear accusative, and no longer ergative, the [AGT] of the transitive clause and the [PAT] of the intransitive clause both being marked by the preposition ko.  

The change which took place in common noun phrases was much simpler.  When the [PAT] was indicated with a common noun phrase and its number was specified by the cross reference suffix, the language had a structure shown in (Pt). When the number of the [PAT] was not specified, the so-called third person singular cross reference suffix -a was used as shown in (Pt1).  These structures have been retained in present day Fijian, except that the ergative marking preposition i was lost just as it was lost in the pronominal phrase structures.  In some dialects of Fijian, the transitive suffix -i and the cross reference suffix -a has merged into -a.  The word order became Verb [PAT] [AGT] to match the strict word order of the pronominal noun phrases as shown in (Ft1).  

4.3.2  Proto-Central Pacific to Tongan.  The biggest change which took place in Tongan was that the sequence of the transitive suffix and the cross-referencing suffix became optional as shown in (PTt2-3) and (PTt1).  The clause structure remained basically the same in Tongan otherwise, but there were some changes in the forms of prepositions and determiners.  

In Tongan, the form a remained as the reflex of the non-personal nominal marker *(n)a.  Since this form a was preceded by a high front vowel i in Ergative case, it changed into e as some other a in the language also did.  As this happened, a parallel change took place for the ergative case marker before the pronoun and both became e.  Every preposition gained an initial glottal stop at some point in the history of this language, so did the ergative case form e.  These phonological changes are shown in Table 4-1.  The word order remained the same as that in the proto-language.  

Table 4-1:  Change of the form of prepositions in Tongan
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4.3.3  Comments on Ergative Residues in Fijian.  It has been argued in this paper that Fijian is an accusative language which has developed from a proto-language which had an ergative system.  This claim is supported by the fact that Fijian shows several unexpected syntactic and semantic characteristics as an accusative language.  For example, the Nominative case form is more morphologically marked than the Accusative case form, wherever the opposite is typologically more common.  Another non-Accusative like characteristics found in Fijian is that when the adverb kece “all” modifies a transitive verb, it means “all the [PAT]” and not “all the [AGT]” (the so-called ergative-type “Q-float”).  Finally, the so-called “passive” structure shows some unexpected aspects also.  First, the ‘passive’ verb is no more marked than the corresponding transitive form, as shown in (41).  

(41) 
lako  
“go”  
intransitive
 
lakova
“go for”
transitive
 
lakovi
“be gone for” 
intransitive, passive

Second, a verb which is “lexically ergative” or “unaccusative” such as dola “open”, still has a passive form.  Furthermore, it is difficult to find any difference between the intransitive form of such a verb and its passive form either semantically, or syntactically.  Sentences (42) through (44) illustrate this situation.  
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“The door is open/opened.”  (intransitive)

(43) 
E-
dolava
na
ka(tuba. 
 
?3S-
open
Det
door
 

+trns

PAT
 
?actr-

 
“S/he opens the door.”  (transitive)

(44) 
E-
dolavi
na
ka(tuba. 
 
?3S-
open
Det
door
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“The door is open/opened.”  (intransitive, passive)

All these characteristics are accounted for by assuming that the earlier stage of Fijian was ergative.  

4.4  Problems in the Proposed Hypothesis.  In this paper, I have tried within the Lexicase framework to compare Fijian and Tongan and to reconstruct the proto-language from which they developed.  There are some features of the daughter languages which this reconstruction does not take care of.  They are listed below. 

1)  In Tongan, there are determiners which alternate depending on the case form of the following noun.  The development of these determiners has not been considered.  

2)  A definite source for the initial glottal stop in prepositions in Tongan has still to be verified. 

3)  The actual forms of the [?PAT] cross-referencing markers in Proto-Central Pacific need to be reconstructed. 

The study did not consider “stative”, “passive”, “reciprocal” and “noun incorporation” structures.  These are all syntactically intransitive, and therefore the detailed examination and reconstruction of these should be secondary.  

5  Conclusion.  In this paper, I have shown the differences between the accusative system in Fijian and the ergative system in Tongan, and reconstructed what the proto-system must have been like.  It has been shown that although transitive clauses in the two languages are basically similar, the actancy system is judged differently, because of the different choice of the noun phrase which occurs in intransitive clauses.  The main verbal clause structures in Proto-Central Pacific, their ancestor language, has been reconstructed.  First, the dependency structure of the main verbal clauses were compared and reconstructed.  This was followed by a comparison and reconstruction of the case-marking system and of the word order.  It has been shown that it is more reasonable to reconstruct the proto-language as ergative than accusative, and the single proto-language could have developed into the two daughter languages which have different actancy systems.  The whole process of reconstruction took place within the context of Lexicase dependency grammar, which made it possible to carefully follow the traditionally established comparative linguistic method.  

The major hypothesis proposed in this paper, that Proto-Central Pacific was ergative, is significant in several aspects in the wider context of the historical study of Oceanic languages.  First, it has been considered that most Oceanic languages outside of the Central Pacific subgroup are accusative (Ross p.c.), implying that Proto-Oceanic was probably accusative.  Also, Proto-Austronesian has been reconstructed as ergative (Starosta, Pawley and Reid 1982).  These imply at least the following two possibilities.  One is that the actancy system in proto-languages changed from ergative to accusative, then from accusative back to ergative.  The other is that independent innovations in daughter languages from ergative to accusative took place.  As has been shown in Gibson and Starosta (1990) and Kikusawa (1997b), a language can be analyzed as either accusative or ergative depending on the theoretical framework (or lack of it), and therefore, the Oceanic languages outside of Central Pacific need to be re-analyzed within the same theoretical framework to determine what the actual course of events was in the history of these languages.  Second, the claim that Proto-Central Pacific was ergative supports the hypothesis proposed by Clark (1976) and supported by Pawley (1975) that Proto-Polynesian was ergative and that the system changed to accusative in those Polynesian languages that are accusative today.  Gibson and Starosta (1990) claim that there seems to be a possibility that Hawaiian and Tahitian are accusative applying the same theoretical framework as the one I used in this study.  If this claim is confirmed, we would have at least two changes from ergative to accusative in the history of Central Pacific languages, namely the one to Fijian, and the other to Hawaiian and Tahitian.  This is illustrated with broken lines in Figure 5-1.  

Figure  5-1:   Changes of Actancy Systems in Central Pacific Family  

(Broken lines indicate the change from ergative to accusative)
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Patient (case relation)
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psnl
personal

S
singular

trns
transitive 

+trns 
transitive 

-trns 
intransitive 

V
verb

xtnn
extension verb

1
first person

2
second person

3
third person

REFERENCES  

Blust, Robert A. 1977.  The Proto-Austronesian pronouns and Austronesian subgrouping: A preliminary report.  University of Hawai‘i Working Papers in Linguistics 9(2):1-16. 

Churchward, C. M.  1953.  Tongan grammar.  Nuku‘alofa: Taulua Press.  

Clark, Ross.  1976.  Aspects of Proto-Polynesian syntax.  Auckland: Linguistic Society of New Zealand.  

Crowley, Terry.  1985.  Common noun phrase marking in Proto-Oceanic.  Oceanic Linguistics 24(1-2): 135-193.  

Dixon, R. M. W.  1994.  Ergativity.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Dukes, Michael Peter.  1996.  On the nonexistence of anaphors and pronominals in Tongan.  Ph.D. dissertation, University of California Los Angeles.  

Geraghty, Paul.  1983.  The history of the Fijian languages.  Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.  

Gibson, J. D. and Stanley Starosta.  1990.  Ergativity east and west.  In Linguistic change and reconstruction methodology, edited by Philip Baldi, 195-210.  Trends in Linguistics: Studies and Monographs 45.  Berline: Mouton de Gruyter.  

Harris, Alice C. and Lyle Campbell.  1995.  Historical syntax in cross-linguistic perspective.  Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 74. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Harrison, S. P.  1991.  A reanalysis of Proto-Polynesian noun phrase marking.  In Currents in Pacific linguistics: Papers on Austronesian languages and ethnolinguistics in honour of George W. Grace, 129-144.  Pacific Linguistics C-117, Canberra: Australian National University.  

Jeffers, Robers J.  1976.  Syntactic change and syntactic reconstruction.  In Current progress in historical linguistics, edited by William M. Christie, 1-16. Amsterdam: North Holland.  

Kikusawa, Ritsuko.  1992.  Fiji-go Wailevu-hoogen-no dooshi-no taikei (The verb system of the Wailevu communalect of Fijian), M.A. thesis, University of Tokyo. 

                .  1996.  The so-called ‘articles’ in Fijian: Determiners, or something else?  In Proceedings of the East-West center center-wide conference, East-West Center, Honolulu, Hawai‘i, 137-144.    

                 .  1997a.  Noun incorporation in the Wailevu communalect of Fijian.  Typescript.  

                .  1997b.  ‘Ergativity’ and ‘Accusativity’ in Polynesian languages: The ergative system and ergative patterns in diachronic typology.  A paper presented at the Second Conference of the Association of Linguistic Typology (ALT II) held at the University of Oregon, Eugene, September 13.  

                .  forthcoming.  A re-examination of the grammatical ergativity of Tongan.  

                .  in preparation.  A re-analysis of Fijian preposition ko and its historical implication. 

Lazard, Gilbert.  1997.  A review of Dixon 1994.  Linguistic Typology 1(2):243-268.  

Manning, Christopher D.  1996.  Ergativity: Argument structure and grammatical relations.  California: CSLI Publications.  

Marck, Jeff.  1996.  A revision to Polynesian linguistic subgrouping and its culture history implications.  Typescript.  

Pawley, Andrew.  1972.  On the internal relationships of Eastern Oceanic Languages.  In Sudies in Oceanic Culture History vol.3, edited by R.C. Green and M. Kelly.  Anthropological Paper No. 13, 1-142.  

                .  1975.  Development of transitive sentences in Oceanic languages.  A handout distributed at a seminar at the University of Hawai‘i.  

                .  1979.  New evidence on the position of Rotuman.  In Working Papers in Anthropology, Archaeology, Linguistics, Maori Studies No. 56.  Auckland: University of Auckland. 

Reid, Lawrence A.  1979.  PAN genitive alternation: The Philippine evidence.  University of Hawai‘i Working Papers in Linguistics  11(2):45-54.

Rischel, Jørgen.  1971.  Some characteristics of noun phrases in West Greenlandic.  Acta Lingusitica Hafniensia 13:214-45.  

Ross, Malcolm D.  1988.  Proto Oceanic and the Austronesian languages of Western Melanesia.  Pacific Linguistics Series C-98.  Canberra: Australian National University. 

Shumway, Eric B.  1971.  Intensive course in Tongan.  Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press. 

Starosta, Stanley.  1988.  The case for Lexicase: An outline of Lexicase grammatical theory.  London: Pinter Publishers.

                     .  1995.  The lexicon in control.  Typescript.  

                     .  1996.  Subjects, transitivity and ergativity in syntactic typology.  Type-script.  

                     .  1997.  Subjects, transitivity and ergativity in syntactic typology.  A lecture given at a meeting of the project: Analysis and Description of Individual Languages and Linguistic Typology, Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa (ILCAA), Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, Tokyo, February 27.  

Starosta. S., A.W. Pawley and L.A. Reid. 1981.  The Evolution of focus in Austronesian.  Typescript.  

                     .  1982.  The evolution of focus in Austronesian.  In Papers from the Third International Conference on Austronesian Linguistics 2: Tracking the travelers, edited by Stephen A. Wurm and Lois Carrington, 145-170.  Pacific Linguistics: Series C No.75.  Canberra: Australian National University. [truncated version of Starosta et al.  1981.]

Tchekhoff, Claude.  1991.  Two symmetrical verbal aspects in Oceania.  In Currents in Pacific linguistics papers on Austronesian languages and ethnolinguistics in honour of George W. Grace, edited by Robert Blust, 501-508.  Pacific Linguistics Series C, No. 117.  Canberra: Australian National University.  




� I would like to thank Apisai Bativakalolo from Fiji for his helpful assistance as a language consultant for Standard Fijian.  I would also like to acknowledge Laurie Reid of the University of Hawai‘i for helpful comments and suggestions, and Stan Starosta of the University of Hawai‘i for valuable comments on the details of theoretical aspects.  They both spent generous amounts of time discussing the topic with me throughout the time I worked on this paper.  Section 4.3 of this paper was presented at the Eighth International Conference on Austronesian Linguistics (8ICAL) held at Academia Sinica, Taipei, December 28, 1997.


� ritsuko@aa.tufs.ac.jp


� Here the term “Fijian” is used to mean Standard Fijian, while “Tongan” is used to mean Standard Tongan.  Standard Fijian belongs to Easter Fijian in Figure 1-1.  


� In this paper, the clause structures of Standard Fijian, one of the Eastern Fijian languages, and Tongan, a Tongic language, are compared.  The parent language is called “Proto-Central Pacific” for the purpose of this paper, although a comparison between Rotuman and Western Fijian will also be necessary before the structures that are reconstructed in this paper can be shown to belong to Proto-Central Pacific.  


� The term “actancy” is used to indicate “ergativity and accusativity” following Lazard (1997).


� A list of abbreviations is given at the end of this paper.  


� In lexicase, a single term “Nominative” is used for both the actor of accusative languages and the Patient of ergative languages since the forms are structurally identical.  It has been shown that the use of a separate term ‘absolutive’ for the [PAT] of ergative languages hinders several language-internal and cross-linguistic generalizations which are easily found when a consistent term ‘nominative’ is used for both the single argument in a simple intransitive sentence as well as for the PAT of a transitive sentence in an ergative language.  (Starosta 1995, 1997) 


� Starosta, Pawley and Reid (1981, 1982) has discussed a relevant issue.  


� The forms o and ko seem to alternate freely, o being the one which is more commonly observed in colloquial Fijian.  


� A pronoun, or a proper noun, preceded by the form ko, or o actually shows a wider distribution than that of the nominal which indicates the [actr].  The form ko, or o, for example, also functions as the proper noun predicate marker, and also the proper noun marker in some environments.  The details are discussed in Kikusawa (in preparation).  


� The function of the -Cia suffix in Polynesian languages is controversial, and has been discussed in many papers such as Tchekhoff 1991.


� The equals sign in the gloss indicates that the form is phonologically attached to the verb.   


� Although the preposition ‘a may precede a Nominal pronoun, it is extremely rare.  The only example the author is aware of is the following sentence from Dukes (1996:104, my analysis).  





Na‘e 	pa(loti 	pe( 	kia 	Sione 	‘a 	ia.  �PAST 	vote 	only 	Loc 	S. 	Nom 	3S


“Sione voted for himslef.”  (lit. “He voted for Sione.”)


� Dukes 1996:80.  


� Since there is no morphological case form marked on common noun phrases, linguists, who do not distinguish the agreement system from the case system, analyze the language as accusative because of its [?actr] verb agreement system, or the so-called “accusative pattern” agreement system.  ([reference])


� It is widely accepted that the verb suffix -a can be reconstructed for at least up to Proto-Eastern Oceania.  For example, Pawley reconstructed the form a, which corresponds to the [?PAT] cross-referencing suffix -a proposed here, as the third person singular object pronoun.  (Pawley 1972:37)


� Data in my own notes show a tendency in Tongan for a transitive clause to have the [PAT] pronominal phrase preceding the [AGT] pronominal/noun phrase.  To account for this situation, I would like to suggest further the following alternative hypothesis.  There have been two changes that took place between Proto-Central Pacific and Tongan.  One is the same change as that which took place in Fijian, a loss of the [PAT] pronominal phrase and the re-interpretation of the cross-referencing suffix as a new [PAT] pronominal phrase, which must have occurred when the [PAT] was the first, or second person.  Subsequently, the loss of the cross-referencing suffix, which has been described in this section as the change from Proto-Central Pacific to Tongan took place.


� Since most, if not all, Oceanic languages have been analyzed as accusative, there is no description of an “ergative case-marker” for these languages.  In previous studies, no source for the Proto-Polynesian form *e has been proposed.  “The use of *e as a marker of the subject in pattern II [the Ergative marker in Tongan] is a puzzling PN [= Proto-Polynesian] innovation.  *e does not seem to be attested outside PN.”  (Clark 1976:81)


� “...a short, unstressed a was changed to e or o in a syllable immediately preceding or following a non-low front or back back vowel, respectively.” (Clark 1976:23)”


� “The Tongan reflexes of PPN [Proto-Polynesian] *e and *i have a glottal stop, as do at least some of the reflexes of PPN *a.....It is not clear wehther that innovation should be attributed to Proto Tongic, since Niuean reflects PPN *( as zero.  Nor is it clear under what conditions the Tongan forms acquired thier glottal stop, since no glottal stop appears in post-prepositional a [= determiner a] before proper nouns and pronouns.”  (Harrison 1991:135)


� According to Lawrence Reid, Proto-Western Malayo-Polynesian *(n)i was phonetically either ni or (i.  (Reid, p.c.)


� Lexically, although the form *ko is reconstructed for Proto-Polynesian as a topic marker (Clark 1976:58, Harrison 1991:141), it has not been reconstructed for Proto-Central Pacific (Pawley 1972:121, Clark 1976:47).


� Except for those preceded by genitive marking preposition i.


� The situation in (Pt3’) and (Pi3’) is syntactically ambiguous.  It could be analyzed either as an accusative system, or as having no case system at all.  
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