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0.  INTRODUCTION.  This paper focuses on a syntactically ambiguous structure in Standard Fijian and shows some historical facts that this ambiguous structure implies.  The discussion will take place within Lexicase dependency grammar, comparing Standard Fijian (hereafter SF
) with three other dialects of Fijian.  The result supports the claim made in Kikusawa 1997 that a syntactically ambiguous structure is likely to imply a syntactic change, or a transition from one structure to another, and suggests a different position within the subgrouping of Fijian languages from that proposed by Geraghty (1983) for one of the dialects examined.  In the process it also suggests a new method for syntactic comparison. 

1. A SYNTACTICALLY AMBIGUOUS STRUCTURE IN SF AND ITS IMPLICATIONS.  A “syntactically ambiguous structure” refers to the kind of structure that could be analyzed in more than one way within a single grammatical framework.  For example, in SF, there is a structure where a verb with an i] ending is directly followed by a pronominal form.  In this paper, I will refer to this structure as Vi X, the symbol “X” standing for any pronominal form immediately following the verb with the ending i] observed in currently spoken dialects.  In Sentence (1), Vi is the verb raici and the form X is iratou which indicates a third person paucal [PAT] interpretation of a transitive verb.
  

(1) SF

 
Au-
raici 
iratou.

 
?1Sg-
see 
(3Pc)

 
“I saw them (a few).”
An ambiguity exists as to the syntactic status of the form X, i.e., iratou in (1), since it could be analyzed either as a clitic pronoun or as an agreement ending on the verb.  Phonologically the verb and the form X constitute of a single unit.  

     There are several syntactic features that can be used in support of one or the other of these two analyses.  For example, the following facts support the claim that the form X is a pronoun cliticized to the verb.  First, the form X is formally identical with pronouns which are syntactically unambiguous.  Example sentences with such a pronoun are given in (2) where the form iratou “they few”, which is formally identical to the form X in (1), occurs as (one of) the head(s) of a prepositional phrase and thus is clearly a pronoun.  

(2) SF

a. 
O 
iratou 
na 
gonevuli.  
 
P
they.few
Det
student
 
“They are students./They are the students.”
b. 
Eratou-lako 
ki 
koronivuli 
o 
iratou.  
 
?3Pc-go 
to 
school 
P 
they.few
 
Agr-[-trns]
 
LOC  

PAT

 
“They go to school.”
Second, if the form X is analyzed as a pronoun, the Vi X structure would be parallel to that of a transitive sentence with a proper noun
 marked as accusative by its position.  Compare (1) with (3) below.  

(3) SF


Au-raici 
=Mere

 
?1Sg-see 
=M.
 
Agr-[+trns]
=PAT
 

=Acc


 
“I saw Mere.” 

The information given so far is enough to support an analysis which claims that the structure under examination is a verb followed by a pronoun which is marked as accusative by its position.  On the other hand, there are other facts which support the claim that the form X is not a pronoun but is the ending of a transitive verb carrying [PAT] agreement features.  First, the transitivity of the verb is indicated only by the existence or the absence of the form X.  A verb form with an i] ending could be grammatically either transitive or intransitive
, as illustrated in example (4).  

(4) SF


a) E-raici  koya. 
(transitive) 
“He sees him.”

b) E-raici  o koya. 
(intransitive) 
“He is seen./He is visible”
The only way to distinguish these two verbs is to look at whether there is a pronominal form or a proper noun which directly follows the verb.  The verb raici is transitive when it is immediately followed by a pronominal form as in a) and the verb raici is intransitive when it is not.  This strongly supports the analysis of treating the form X as a part of the transitive verb carrying a [PAT] agreement marker.  The following two factors give further support for the agreement marking analysis.  First, no element can intervene between the form raici and the form iratou in (1).  In particular, adverbs which usually follow a verb must occur after the form X as illustrated in (4).  In other words, raici and iratou appear to function together as one verb.  

(4) SF

a.
Au-raici 
iratou
tiko
 
?1Sg-see 

prog
 
Agr-[+trns]

Adv

 
“I’m watching them.” 

cf. 
Au-raica 
tiko 
na 
gone.
 
?1Sg-see
prog
Det
child
 
Agr-[+trns]
Adv

PAT

 
“I’m watching the children.”
cf. 
*Au-raici tiko iratou. 

Second, the form X may be followed by a noun phrase which specifies who the individuals are that it refers to.  For example, in Sentence (5), the form iratou is followed by na gonevuli “students”.  

(5) SF


Au-raici 
iratou
na 
gonevuli.   
 
?1Sg-see 

Det
students
 
Agr-[+trns]


PAT

 
“I saw the students.”
If we analyze iratou in (5) as a full pronoun, the sentence would have two PAT nouns which is theoretically not plausible.
  On the other hand, if the form iratou is analyzed as a part of a transitive verb with [PAT] agreement features, there would be no such problem.  

In summary, the Vi X structure in SF could be analyzed either as a transitive verb followed by a pronoun which is cliticized to the verb, or it could also be analyzed as a verb with PAT agreement features.  I am not aware of any language internal feature which would determine which of the two possible analyses, summarized in (7), is more appropriate.  

(7) Two Possible Analyses of the Vi-X structure in SF

A.  The pronominal form is an independent pronoun.  With this analysis, SF must be analyzed as having only one set of pronouns.  These are case-marked as either nominative or accusative depending upon their position and the existence, or non-existence of the preposition o.  For example: 


Eratou-kana
o 
iratou.
 
?3Pc   -eat
P
them
 
Agr    -[-trns]

AGT
 
V

[+prnn]



Nom
 
“They eat.”

Eratou-raica 
na
gone
o 
iratou. 
 
?3Pc-see it
Det
child
P
them
 
Agr-[+trns]

PAT

AGT
 
V



[+prnn]



Acc

Nom
 
“They saw a child(ren).”

Au-raici 
=iratou. 
 
?1Sg-see 
=them
 
Agr-[+trns]
=PAT

 
V
=[+prnn]



=Acc
 
“I see them.”

Au-raici 
=iratou
na
gonevuli
 
?1Sg-see 
=them
Det
student
 
Agr-[+trns]
=PAT

PAT
 
V
=[+prnn]

[-prnn]


=Acc

Acc

 
“I see the students.”
B.  The pronominal form is a part of the verb carrying [PAT] agreement features.  With this analysis, SF must be analyzed as having one set of pronouns and as having transitive verbs which carry [PAT] agreement features.   The form of pronouns and the form of their corresponding verb endings are identical, for example:


Au-raici 
-iratou
na 
gonevuli.   
 
?1Sg-see 
-?3Pc
Det
students
 
Agr-[+trns]-Agr

PAT
 
V


[-prnn]
 
“I see the students.”
Because the ambiguity is between a full pronoun and the ending of a verb with [PAT] agreement features, it is possible that SF is currently undergoing one of the following two syntactic changes.  

I:  The form was a separate pronoun at an earlier stage of the language.  However, it was grammaticalized and the pronoun is in the process of being incorporated into the verb.  

II:  The form was a part of the transitive verb carrying [PAT] agreement features at an earlier stage and is in the process of being reinterpreted as a syntactically independent element.  

In the following sections of this paper, I will use the following procedures to determine which of these possible processes of language change SF is currently undergoing, if any.  

1) A list of relevant syntactic features will be given.  

2) Each feature listed in 1) will be checked for its occurrence in other Fijian dialects.  

3) The distribution of syntactic features will be examined to determine the direction of syntactic changes.  

2.  SYNTACTIC FEATURES WHICH ARE RELEVANT TO THE AMBIGUITY OF THE Vi X STRUCTURE.  The following features which support Analysis A have already been mentioned in Section 1 as relevant factors.  

a.  The shape of the form X.  The fact that the form X is identical to the corresponding full pronoun supports Analysis A where only one set of “pronouns” is required and their case assignment is determined by their position in relation to the verb.  

b.  The parallel syntactic distribution of the form X with a proper noun.  If we assume that the form X is a pronoun directly following the verb, both pronouns and proper nouns would be expected to show parallel distribution.  See (1) and (3) for examples.  This would enable a general claim to be made about the case assignment rule for the [PAT] of a transitive sentence, or the accusative case, and supports Analysis A.  

In addition to the features given above, I suggest the following as a feature which also supports Analysis A.  

c.  The parallel syntactic distribution in relation to the form o.  Nominative pronouns and proper nouns both require the form o to precede them as in (8).  

(8) SF (a. and b. are the same as those in (5) )


a. E-raici=koya. 
(transitive) 
“He sees him.”

b. E-raici  o koya. 
(intransitive) 
“He is seen./He is within sight.”

c. E-raici=Mere. 
(transitive)
“He sees Mere.”
 
d. E-raici o Mere.  
(intransitive)
“Mere is seen./Mere is within sight.”
This is related to b. above in that pronouns and proper nouns show the same syntactic distribution and support Analysis A.  

The following features which support Analysis B have also been mentioned in Section 2.  

d.  The form X may co-occur with a co-referential common noun phrase.  This supports Analysis B where this form is analyzed as a part of the transitive verb with [PAT] agreement features.  

e.  The transitivity of the verb is indicated only by the existence of an immediately following form X.  This supports Analysis B.  

In addition to the features given above, I would like to draw attention to the existence in SF of a transitive verb with an a] ending implying third person [PAT] agreement features.
  A sentence example is given in (9).  

(9) SF
 
Au-raica 
na 
gone.
 
?1Sg-see.?3Sg
Det
child
 
Agr-[+trns]

PAT

 
“I see the child.”
This is semantically parallel to what is expressed by the Vi X structure where X is third person singular.  Compare (9) with (10).  

(10) SF
 
Au-raici
koya 
na 
gone.
 
?1Sg-see

Det
child
 
Agr-[+trns]
(3Sg)
PAT

 
“I see the child.”
Thus, there are two possible morphological forms for a transitive verb, namely the form ending with i] and the form ending with a].  As has been mentioned earlier, the former has to be followed by the form X to be transitive.  This is summarized schematically in (11).  Elements in parentheses are optional.  

(11) 


Vi X

transitive, ?[PAT] 

 
Va  
(na N)
transitive, 3sg [PAT]

cf. 
Vi  
(o N)
intransitive 

The structure Va plus a third person singular PAT noun phrase by itself does not provide support for either Analysis A or B.  However, since the Va form is the only other transitive form of the verb and it could be relevant if the Vi X structure is found to be really undergoing a change, the following points will also be added to the list. 

f-1. The existence of a transitive verb with the ending a] or equivalent and carrying a third person singular [PAT] agreement feature.  

f-2. The third person singular full pronoun may immediately follow the transitive verb to indicate its [PAT].  

In the next section, how these features are realized in several other dialects of Fijian will be described.  

3.  OCCURRENCE OF SYNTACTIC FEATURES IN OTHER FIJIAN LANGUAGES.  In this section, each feature listed in Section 2 will be checked for its occurrence in three other varieties of Fijian.  The dialects which are examined in this study are: Kadavu dialect (Wailevu communalect, hereafter Kdv), Nadrau dialect (Nadrau communalect, hereafter Ndr), Batiwai dialect (Wainiyabia communalect, hereafter Btw).  The position of each dialect according to Geraghty 1983 is shown in Table 1.  The second column from the left shows which of the two major Fijian subgroups, namely Eastern and Western Fijian, each dialect belongs to.  In the “subgroup” column, the name of the subgroup within either one of the major subgroups is indicated.  

TABLE 1.  FOUR FIJIAN DIALECTS EXAMINED IN THIS PAPER

dialect
Eastern/Western Fijian
subgroup
reference in Geraghty 1983

SF (Bau)
East
-
-

Kdv
East
Kadavu
314-17, esp. 315

Ndr
East
Southeast Viti Levu
317-320, see also 279

Btw
West
NNS
288-289

The data here are from my field notes.  A summary of the results is given in Table 2 with explanations and examples provided in the following sections.  The questions in the table are set up in such a way that the answer to all the questions are “yes” for SF.  Thus, when a language has “yes” to a question, that means it shows the same syntactic feature as in SF.  

TABLE 2.  OCCURRENCE OF THE SELECTED SYNTACTIC FEATURES

IN FOUR FIJIAN DIALECTS


SF
Kdv
Btw
Ndr

a Are forms that occur in the position X morphologically identical with full pronouns? 
yes


yes
no, 

for some
no, for many



b Does a [PAT] proper noun occur immediately following the transitive verb? 
yes


yes
no


no 



c-1 Does the form o occur before pronouns? 
yes


yes,

with some
yes
no



c-2 Does the form o occur before proper nouns?  
yes


yes
yes
yes

d. Can a coreferential common noun co-occur with the form X?
yes


yes
yes
yes



e. Does the existence of the form X indicate the transitivity of the verb?
yes
yes
yes
yes

f-1. Is there a transitive verb form with an a] ending, or with its cognate?
yes
yes
yes
yes

f-2. Can the third person singular independent pronoun occur in post-verbal position?
yes


yes


no


yes



3.1  SYNTACTIC FEATURES IN KDV.  As seen in Table 2, the syntactic features in KDV are almost the same as those of SF except for c.  In KDV, whether the form o occurs in a full noun phrase or not is lexically determined.  More specifically, it occurs before yau “I (first person singular)”, ixo “you (second person singular)”, xia “he/she/it (third person singular)”, but it does not occur before other pronouns.  Examples are shown in (12) and (13).  

(12) Kdv
 
Drutu-dau 
xana.ixa 
xedratou.  
 
?3Pc-habit
fish.eating
they.few
 
Agr-Aux
[-trns]
PAT
 



actr

 
“They have the custom of eating fish.”
(13) Kdv
 
Au-dau 
xana.ixa 
o 
yau.  
 
?1Sg-habit
fish.eating
o
I
 
Agr-Aux
[-trns]

PAT
 



actr

 
“I have the custom of eating fish.”
This raises a question as to the status of the form o in Kdv.  It may be more appropriate to analyze it as a part of certain pronouns in the Nominative form, and as a consequence, we would get two sets of pronominal forms as in Table 2.
  

TABLE 2.  TWO PRONOMINAL FORMS IN Kdv
a. Independent Pronouns


1in
1ex
2
3

Sg
-
(x)oyau
(x)oixo
(x)oxia

Dl
xedaru
xeruxa
xemuruxa
xedruxa

Pc
xedatou
xêtou
xemutou
xedratou

Pl
xeda
xêmî
xêmû
xedra

b. The Form X


1in
1ex
2
3

Sg
-
au
ixo
xia

Dl
xedaru
xêruxa
xemuruxa
xedruxa

Pc
xedatou
xeitou
xemutou
xedratou

Pl
xeda
xêmî
xêmû
xedra

3.2  SYNTACTIC FEATURES IN Btw.  Btw has three features which differ from those in SF.  First, some of the pronominal forms that directly follow the verb are not morphologically the same as the corresponding full pronouns.  This is true for third person forms and the first person singular form, as in (12).  Note that this dialect has a different number system from SF depending on the person.
  

TABLE 3.  Btw PRONOMINAL FORMS

a. Independent Pronouns


1in
1ex
2
3

Sg
-
iau
iko
kea

Dl
kedaru
kemaru
kemuru
rau

Pc
kedatou
kemadou
kemutou


Pl
keda




b. The Form X


1in
1ex
2
3

Sg
-
au, koau
iko
-

Dl
kedaru
kemaru
kemuru
dru

Pc
kedatou
kemadou
kemutou


Pl
keda




Second, the third person independent pronoun kea , which occurs in NPs in equational sentences and as the [actr]
 of verbal sentences, cannot occur as the [PAT] of a transitive sentence.  When the [PAT] of a transitive verb is third person singular, the form of the transitive verb has to be Va which by itself implies a third person singular [PAT].  This is illustrated in (14), along with corresponding SF sentences.  

(14) Btw
 
Qu-na 
meia 
i
rârânivuli. 
 
?1Sg-future
bring.?3Sg
to
school 
 
Agr-Aux 
[+trns].?PAT 

LOC

 
“I will take him to school.” 

cf. *Qu-na 
mei 
kea 
i 
rârânivuli. 
 
?1Sg-future
bring
(3Sg)
to
school
 
Agr-Aux
[+trns]



 
“i.m. I will take him to school.”
cf. SF 


Au-na 
kauta 

ki 
koronivuli. 
 
?1Sg-future
bring.?3Sg
to 
school
 
Agr-Aux
[+trns].?PAT



 
“I will take him to school.” 


 
Au-na 
kauti 
koya 
ki 
koronivuli. 
 
?1Sg-future
bring
(3Sg)
to 
school
 
Agr-Aux
[+trns]



 
“I will take him to school.”
Third, in Btw, unlike proper nouns in SF, [PAT] proper nouns of a transitive sentence do not immediately follow a verb with an i] ending.  Instead, the verb has to have an a] ending, and a [PAT] proper noun has to be preceded by the form o.  This is shown in (15) along with a corresponding SF sentence.  

(15) Btw
 
Qu-na 
meia 
o 
Filo 
i 
werenicolo.
 
?1Sg-future 
bring.?3Sg 
 
F. 
to 
hospital
 
Agr-Aux
[+trns]

 
“I will take Filo to the hospital.”
cf.
 *Qu-na mei Filo i werenicolo. 

cf. SF

 
Au-na 
kauti 
Filo 
ki 
valenibula. 
 
?1Sg-future
bring
F.
to 
hospital
 
Agr-Aux
[+trns]


 
“I will take Filo to the hospital.”
3.3  SYNTACTIC FEATURES IN Ndr.  Like Btw, some Ndr pronominal forms are formally different from their corresponding full pronouns.  Both of the forms are given in Table 4.  

TABLE 4.  Ndr PRONOMINAL FORMS

a. Independent Pronouns


1in
1ex
2
3

Sg
-
oiau
oxexo
ixwaya 

Dl
ixitaruxa
xairau
odrau
ixirau

Pc
ixitatou
xaitou
(x)odou
ixiratou

Pl
ixita
xaimamu
oniu
ixira

b. The Form X


1in
1ex
2
3

Sg
-
au
xexo
xwaya

Dl
xitaruxa
xairau
xodrau
xirau

Pc
xitatou
xaitou
xodou
xiratou

Pl
xita
xaimamu
xoniu
xirâ

In Ndr, as in Btw, [PAT] proper nouns in transitive sentences do not immediately follow the verb, and have to be preceded by the form o.  The verb form, when the [PAT] of a transitive sentence is third person singular, has the ending e] which is considered to have the same historical source as the a] ending in SF and Btw.
   

(16) Ndr
 
Au-sâ
zive 
qaca 
o 
Jone.  
 
?1Sg-real
see
finish
Det
J.
 
Agr-Aux
[+trns]
Adv

PAT

 
“I have already seen Jone.”
cf. 
*Au-sâ zivi=Jone qaca. 
However, unlike Btw, the third person full pronoun xwaya can immediately follow a verb with an i] ending as in (17).  The difference between the sentences (17a) and (17b) has not been clarified yet.  

(17) NDR
a.
Au-yazi
xwaya. 
 
?1Sg-bring 
(3Sg) 

 
“I take him/it (somewhere).”
b.
Au-yade. 
 
?1Sg-bring.?3Sg

 
“I take him/it (somewhere).”
Finally, the form o does not precede pronouns.  It may only precede proper nouns in Ndr.
  

(18) NDR
a. 
Ixwaya 
na 
gonevuli. 
 
3Sg
Det
student
 
PAT

+prdc
 
“He is the student.”
b. 
Na 
gonevuli 
o
Makelesi. 
 
Det
child
Det
M.
 
+prdc

PAT

 
“Makelesi is a student.”
4.  SYNTACTIC COMPARISON AND RECONSTRUCTION.  The situation in the four languages described in Section 3 is re-organized in Table 5 to display the feature distribution more clearly.  Again, syntactic features are listed as a. to f-2., this time with an indication as to whether the existence of each particular feature supports either Analyses A or B.  A hyphen “-” indicates that the existence of the feature does not actively support either A or B by itself.  The symbol “x” indicates that the feature is observed in the language.  

TABLE 5.  SYNTACTIC FEATURES OBSERVED IN EACH DIALECT

syntactic feature
when observed, it is more likely to support
SF
Kdv
Btw
Ndr

a.
A
x
x



b.
A
x
x



c-1.
A
x

x


c-2.
-
x
x
x
x

d.
B
x
x
x
x

e.
B
x
x
x
x

f-1.
-
x
x
x
x

f-2.
-
x
x

x

In Table 5, it is clear that the features c-2 through f-1. are commonly shared by all the dialects examined here.  The features which are commonly shared by all four dialects are considered to be inherited from their immediate parent language referred to here as Proto-Fijian, while those that show differences among the dialects represent either innovations which were acquired after the parent language split into four (and more) or a retention from the parent language.  The feature c-2 is found in all four dialects and thus is reconstructed for their parent language, Proto-Fijian.  The reconstruction is shown in (19).  

(19) Proto-Fijian determiner *o 


*o  
N
 
 Det
prpr

Among the rest of the features which are commonly shared by all four dialects are two features that support Analysis B, which claims that the form X is a part of a transitive verb which implies [PAT] agreement features, rather than A.  Thus, it is more appropriate to reconstruct a transitive verb which carries [PAT] agreement features, rather than as a transitive verb followed by a syntactically independent accusative pronoun.  Based on this discussion, a structure is schematically reconstructed in (20) for Proto-Fijian.  The first line shows the reconstructed word class, the second and third lines show its properties, here a transitive verb with [PAT] agreement features (indicated as “m”) implied, while the third line indicates the distinctive phonology of the reconstructed form.  This example indicates that the verb ends with a sequence i followed by a sequence of sounds which is represented by the symbol x.  

(20) Proto-Fijian

*
V

 
[+trns]


?(
PAT
(

(
m
(
 
… ix]

The distribution of the feature f-1. supports this reconstruction in that there must have been a form of the transitive verb which implied a third person singular [PAT] in the parent langauge before it split.
  The forms observed in the daughter languages examined in this paper are e] (Ndr) and a] (SF, Kdv and Btw) and they are considered to reflect the verb ending ia] in their parent language (Pawley  and Sayaba 1971:423 and Geraghty 1985:261-263).  This claim is based on sound and morphological correspondences while the result given in this paper is based purely on a comparison of syntactic features and therefore, the two claims support each other.   

(21) Proto-Fijian

*
V

 
[+trns]


?(
N
(

(
3Sg
(
 
… ia]

Now that these two structures have been reconstructed, we know that the syntactic change which SF is currently undergoing is a change of the status of the form X from an agreement marker to a pronoun and not the other way round.  This is schematically shown in (22).  Again, the changes in the phonological form are indicated in the third line.  

(22) Proto-Fijian

*
V
( 
V
=pronoun

 
[+trns]

[+trns]
=PAT


?(
PAT
(




(
m
(



 
… ix]

    … i]
=X

When we take a close look at the features which are not shared by the four languages, it is clear that the changes which took place in the process shown in (22) were not simply a separation of what is indicated as x, but there were other changes as well which will be discussed in the next section.  In Section 4.1, reconstructed structures and a scenario of the historical changes which resulted in four different dialects are given.  Evidence for what is claimed in 4.1 will be given in 4.2.  
4.1  THE RECONSTRUCTION AND SYNTACTIC CHANGES.  In this section, three major changes from Proto-Fijian to the various Fijian daughter languages are described.  The following symbols and writing rules are used.  

The letter “m” indicates a person and number feature. 

The sequence “(NP, NP)” indicates that two optional noun phrases may follow, the word order of which is not fixed.  

The symbol x] (which follows i) stands for any sequence of phonological elements which end the verb string.  

Curly braces ({ }) indicate that one of the two (or more) elements in between can occur.  

4.1.1  Change A:  Truncation of transitive verb endings with consequent change in the position of pronominal [PAT] NPs.  It will be claimed that a transitive verb had a [PAT] marking system in the parent language (stage 1) below).  However, the verb endings were reinterpreted as separate elements rather than as part of the verb.  The verb lost its person and number [PAT] agreement system, while the truncated forms formed a new pronoun set which were interpreted as [PAT] NPs.  These changes are discussed in 1) and 2) below.  The newly developed set of pronouns, referred to henceforth as prnn2, was eventually replaced by the set of pronouns which originally existed in the parent language, referred to henceforth as prnn1.  These changes are discussed in 3) and 4) below.  

1) Proto-Fijian Transitive Clause Structure

 
V
(NP,
NP
)
: sentence word order

 
  [+trns]
(AGT, 
(PAT
()
: transitivity of the verb and case relations
 
?[PAT, m]
(
(m
()
: additional information of each element when relevant

 
      … ix]



: phonological information 

In this structure, full NPs were optional.  When two NPs occurred, the order of the two NPs could be either an [AGT] followed by a [PAT] or a [PAT] followed by an [AGT].  The person and number features of the [PAT] (indicated as “m” here) were implied in the verb, which inflected according to the person and number of the [PAT].  There was a set of pronouns which could be used in any NP of an equational sentence, or as [PAT] or [AGT] NP of a verbal sentence.  This was the set of pronouns referred to as prnn1.  

2) Truncation of transitive verb endings and loss of [PAT] verb agreement 

 
V
 =
 prnn2
(NP,
NP)
 
[+trns]
 =
 PAT
(AGT, 
(PAT
()
 

 =
 m
(
(-prnn
()

           … i]
 =
 x
Of the two optional NPs, a pronominal [PAT] NP (prnn1) especially need not have occurred since [PAT] agreement features were carried by the verb.  This motivated speakers to analyze the verb endings, which alternated depending on the person and number of the [PAT], as pronominal forms which indicated the [PAT].  This newly acquired set of pronominal forms is the set referred to as prnn2.  

     As a result of this change, any [PAT] NP occurring non-adjacent to the verb was necessarily non-pronominal, since pronominal [PAT] NPs now occurred enclitic to the verb.  The position of a pronominal [PAT] NP of a transitive sentence thus became fixed, preceding all other NPs.  

3) Competition between pronominal sets
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The innovation of pronouns, i.e., prnn2, resulted in a competition between two pronoun sets.  As a consequence, the forms of the prnn1 set, which were used in all the pronominal NPs except for the [PAT] NP of transitive sentences where prnn2 was now used, started replacing the forms of the prnn2 set.  This is the stage in the development of Fijian that Ndr and Btw currently represent.  

     With the introduction of prnn1 into the post-verbal clitic [PAT] position, the potential arose to introduce non-pronominal clitic [PAT] nouns into this position.  This resulted in proper nouns being cliticized to the verb in some dialects, a change which will be described in Change C below.  

4) Complete loss of the innovated [PAT] pronoun forms
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In some dialects, such as SF, the forms of prnn2 set have been completely replaced by the corresponding forms in the prnn 1 set.  

4.1.2  Change B: The change of the syntactic status of the form o.  

1) Proto-Fijian determiner *o 
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2) The form o changes from determiner to preposition 
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The form o precedes a proper noun in all the dialects examined and is therefore reconstructed as in 1) above for the parent language as has been mentioned ealier.  In Proto-Fijian, as has been described above, there was a set of pronouns referred to as prnn1.  Some of these pronouns, namely singular pronouns, happened to have an initial segment [o.  Because of this, an analogical relationship apparently developed between these pronouns and proper nouns that were preceded by the determiner o, with the result that the initial [o of singular pronouns was truncated, becoming a preposition, and all other pronouns in the set similarly were preceded by the preposition o as shown in 2).  This change took place in pre-SF, where proper nouns and pronouns (but not non-proper non-pronominal nouns) now have exactly the same syntactic distribution in NPs.  

4.1.3  Change C: Cliticization of the [PAT] proper N to the transitive Verb.  As mentioned in Change A-3), when the forms of prnn2 started being replaced by those of prnn1, the potential for other independent nouns to also immediately follow the verb developed, and in some dialects, proper nouns started also being cliticized to the verb.  The process described in B above, which resulted in proper nouns and pronouns having the same distribution, was an additional factor that brought about this change.  

1) Transitive sentence structure in the Stage 3) of Change A
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2) Cliticization of [PAT] proper nouns
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Figure 1 is a summary  of the syntactic changes proposed in this section.  

[Figure 1 around here]

4.2  EVIDENCE FOR THE PROPOSED SYNTACTIC CHANGES.  
4.2.1  Change A.   

1) The change from a transitive verb with a [PAT] agreement system to a transitive verb cliticized by a pronoun has already been explained in the beginning of Section 4.  
2) Two pronominal sets, namely, prnn1 and prnn2, have been reconstructed and a competition between the two is claimed based on the following facts.  

     In Btw, the verb ending for a third person plural [PAT] dru] completely differs phonologically from the corresponding pronoun which is rau.  In addition, in Btw, as has already been described earlier, a third person singular pronoun cannot immediately follow a transitive verb with an i] ending and when the [PAT] is third person singular, the verb must end with an a].  These facts suggest that the forms of the verb endings which became prnn2 were different from the corresponding forms of prnn1.  In Kdv and Ndr, on the other hand, the nature of the differences between the pronouns and the forms X are found only in the initial segments.  More specifically, in Kdv, singular pronouns differ from the corresponding forms X in that the forms X lack an initial [o which the corresponding pronouns begin with.  In Ndr, first person inclusive and third person pronouns differ from the corresponding forms X in that the forms X lack an initial [i which the corresponding pronouns begin with.  The loss of initial [i on the clitic forms of prnn1 is probably the result of their occurring immediately adjacent to a transitive verb which ended in i].  The loss of  i in this environment is commonly observed in SF (for example, wilivola “book-reading”, with a verb wili(ka) “read (it)” with an incorporated noun ivola “book”) and therefore it is reasonable to assume that the same phonological change probably took place in Ndr.  Another difference between the clitic and non-clitic form of pronouns in Ndr is found in second person pronouns.  Non-clitic forms lack the initial [x that exists in the corresponding clitic forms.  It is widely observed in Fijian languages that  k (and x,where it is the phonological equivalent of k) often drops in utterance initial position.  These possible phonological changes are shown with specific examples in (23).  

(23) Ndr

V=prnn1(3Sg)  
*… i]=ixwaya
(
   i]=xwaya
prnn1(3Sg)
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( 
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V=prnn1(2Dl) 
*… i]=xodrau 
( 
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prnn1(2Dl)
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odrau
These facts suggest that the merger of prnn2 forms and the corresponding prnn1 forms has been completed, and the phonological differences between clitic and non-clitic pronouns must be a result of phonological adjustment accompanying this merger.  In SF, on the other hand, all the forms of prnn2 have become completely replaced by prnn1.  

4.2.2  Change B.  It has been already mentioned that the form o preceding a proper noun is found in all four dialects and thus was reconstructed for Proto-Fijian at the beginning of Section 4.  However, it is only in SF and Btw where the form o systematically occurs before a pronoun and therefore it has to be either that the form was a determiner which changed to a preposition to also precede a pronoun in SF, or it was originally a preposition and it has changed to a determiner in some dialects.  I claim that the use of the form o before a pronoun is a relatively recent innovation for the following reasons.  In Proto-Fijian, at least the third person singular pronoun is reconstructed with an initial *[ko (Pawley and Sayaba 1971:423 for Proto-Fijian; Geraghty 1983:377 for Proto-Tokalau Polynesian) and possibly other singular pronouns also had an initial *[ko.  See all the singular pronoun forms in Kdv, first and second person singular pronoun forms in Ndr, and second person singular form X in Btw.  

4.2.3 Change C.  In SF and Kdv, a [PAT] proper noun immediately follows a transitive verb which ends with i] and thus shows the same distribution as the form X which indicates [PAT], while in Btw and Ndr, a [PAT] proper noun does not immediately follow the verb.  The question arises, which of the dialects are innovative and which are conservative with respect to the position of [PAT] proper nouns?  In 4.1.3, it was suggested that in Proto-Fijian, proper nouns did not immediately following a transitive verb with i], based on the following fact.  Proto-Fijian has been reconstructed as having an agreement system where the existence of a verb ending which followed the segment i indicated that the verb was transitive.  In this kind of system, the verb had to have one of those endings to be transitive, and for a proper noun to be able to occur as the [PAT] of a transitive verb, the verb had to have the ix] ending.  Therefore, the occurrence of a proper noun immediately following a transitive verb with an i] ending, as in SF and Kdv, requires the loss of the verb ending at some earlier stage, an innovation described as Change A-2.  Note that Change B and Change C are parallel and mutually supporting syntactic changes.  

4.2.4  Building a Sub-grouping Hypothesis Based on the Results of Comparison.  A sub-grouping hypothesis as follows was proposed in Figure 1.

FIGURE 2.  A SUBGROUPING OF Ndr, Btw, Kdv and SF BASED ON SYNTACTIC FEATURES

          P-Ndr, Btw, Kdv, SF


(no change)             Change C

P-Ndr, Btw
P-Kdv, SF 


               (no change)                      Change A-4, Change B

                          Kdv                             SF
This is based on the following observations.  First, because of Change C, a proper noun started being cliticized to the verb.  This is unlikely to have occurred independently in different languages, and therefore is considered to be a critical change which indicates a split.  From a cross-linguistic point of view, pronouns and proper nouns having a syntactic distribution distinct from common nouns is not commonly found.  This is reflected in the fact that in Lexicase, there is no feature that unites pronouns and proper nouns together. 

     On the other hand, the replacement of the forms of prnn2 by those of prnn1 can be seen to be occurring independently in all the dialects, with some retaining a few of the original forms, while others have completely replaced all forms with prnn1.  This kind of change can therefore not be used as a criterion for subgroping. 
     The proposed hypothesis is problematic when we consider that Change B is commonly shared by both Btw and SF.  This makes a conflict with the distribution of Change C.  Since, as was noted above, the cliticization of proper nouns to transitive verbs is highly unlikely to have occurred independently, it is probable that Change B in Btw is the result of syntactic borrowing from SF and is not a shared innovation.  Not only is SF the language used for education, but geographically, Btw is spoken in an area where people have easy access to the capital city Suva, where people are forced to adjust their language to SF for communication purposes.  I assume therefore that Change B historically took place in pre-SF, and was later borrowed into Btw.  

5.  CONCLUDING REMARKS.  In this paper, I have selected one specific structure in SF which shows syntactic ambiguity, and based on features which characterize this ambiguity, conducted a syntactic comparison of four Fijian dialects.  From the results of this comparison, I have reconstructed the original structure of their parent language, and drawn a scenario of how this particular structure changed into the structures currently observed in the four dialects.  This comparison is unique in that it is purely based on syntactic features of the dialects under examination, and yet it provides results which are close to those that have been suggested in studies which are based on phonological and lexical correspondences.  A sub-grouping hypothesis has been also proposed based on this syntactic comparison.   In the proposed hypothesis, Ndr is grouped together with Btw, while in the hypothesis proposed by Geraghty, it is considered to belong to Eastern Fijian.   
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� I would like to thank the participants of 4-ICOL, especially Andrew Pawley and Malcolm Ross, for helpful comments and suggestions.  I would also like to acknowledge Stanley Starosta and Lawrence Reid for detailed comments on an earlier version of this paper.  


� Keys to Abbreviations and Symbols: actr = the macrorole actor;  Acc = Accusative case form; Adv = adverb;  Agr = agreement marker; Aux = auxiliary verb; Btw = Batiwai dialect; Det = determiner; Dl = dual; i.m. = intended meaning; Kdv = Kadavu dialect; N = noun; Ndr = Nadrau dialect; Nom = Nominative case form; P = preposition; PAT = Patient case relation (in an accusative language, PAT is the nominative noun phrase in an intransitive sentence and the accusative noun phrase in a transitive sentence); Pc = paucal; Pl = plural; prog = progressive; SF = Standard Fijian; Sg = singular; trns = transitive ([+trns] indicates transitive, [-trns] indicates intransitive); V = verb; 1 = first person; 2 = second person; 3 = third person; “?” indicates that the information following this symbol is the property of an agreement marker; “=” indicates the boundary where one word is cliticized to another; “-” indicates the boundary where a form is affixed to a word; “]” and “[” indicate a word boundary (for example, a] indicates that the word ends with “a”).  


� “The [PAT] of a transitive verb” roughly corresponds to the so-called “object of a transitive verb”, or the “O” in typological analyses by Dixon and others (cf. Dixon 1994). 


� It should be noted that agreement markers written here as prefixes are usually written as separate words in SF orthography.  


� Proper nouns include not only personal names, but also place names, for example: Au-biuti Viti.  “I leave Fiji.”


� In Fijian, a transitive verb is the kind of verb which may take up to two complement noun phrases and an intransitive verb is a verb which may take only one complement noun phrase.  See Kikusawa 1998 for further discussion and Pawley (n.d., refer to Schütz and Nawadra (1972) for a summary) and Schütz (1985) for alternative analyses. 


� See Starosta 1978.  Exceptions have been allowed in the following two cases: i) successive inclusion such as observed in Korean, ii)  clitics and their antecedents, e.g. in Tsou and other Formosan languages (Starosta p.c.).  


� The form is also used when the number is not singular but is not significant in the context.


� It is worth noting that Geraghty points out that in some dialects “the forms used as object pronouns are not always the same as those used as independent pronouns.  See Geraghty 1983:211-212.  


� For variations in the number system found among Fijian dialects, see Geraghty (1983:195-96), where it is pointed out that the first person inclusive forms of KDV may have been borrowed from SF (1983:196).  The same kind of borrowing may have taken place in BTW also, resulting in the first person inclusive being the only person which has four number distinctions.  


� The [actr] roughly corresponds to the so-called “subject”, or “S” and “A” in typological analyses by Dixon and others (cf. Dixon 1994). 


� For discussion regarding the correspondence between the SF ending a] and the Ndr ending e], see Geraghty 1983:261-263.  


� The form o is therefore analyzed as a determiner, and not a preposition.  


� I would like to thank Malcolm Ross for pointing out the significance of the existence of the a] ending form in the languages being  examined.  
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