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Abstract: This article provides a critical examination of the widespread idea that 
A and O (and Agents and Patients) are each other’s mirror image in terms of case 
marking and semantic features. We examine patterns of differential case marking 
for nouns in a sample of 185 languages, showing that the behaviour of A cannot 
be captured in terms of markedness reversal based on models for O marking. We 
highlight pecularities of A marking that are not found with O marking, like sen-
sitivity to the feature of motivity, and syntactic restrictions on use as A, and use 
these to develop an independent account of A marking. 
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1 Introduction
In this article we investigate the validity of a recurring assumption in the typo-
logical literature which we will refer to as the “mirror image concept” (following 
de Hoop & de Swart 2008). The basic idea behind this concept is that the two 
participant slots associated with transitive verbs, as in structures like (1) from 
Dime (South Omotic, Afro-Asiatic), are each other’s polar opposites in terms of 
features like animacy and definiteness. In what follows, the participant slot filled 
by ‘I’ in (1) will be referred to as “A”, and the slot filled by ‘the crocodiles’ will be 
referred to as “O” (a more detailed definition of these concepts will be provided 
further on). 
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 4   Stefanie Fauconnier and Jean-Christophe Verstraete  

(1) ʔaté guur-af-is-im deis-i-t
 1sg.sbj crocodile-pl-def-acc kill-pfv-1
 ‘I killed the crocodiles.’ (Seyoum 2008: 43)

This mirror image concept can be recognized in various typological ap-
proaches, roughly divided into two groups. A first set of approaches argue that the  
two participant slots are typically filled by referents with opposite features. The 
best-known example is, of course, Silverstein’s (1976) classic hierarchy of refer-
ents, where higher positions are considered to be typical of A (but not O), while 
lower positions are considered to be typical of O (but not A). This hierarchy is 
illustrated in Figure 1. 

In Silverstein’s (1976) theory the ranking of typical A referents mirrors the 
ranking of typical O referents. In addition, it also makes predictions about case 
marking, with patterns of overt A marking mirroring those of overt O marking. 
Silverstein’s (1976) ideas have been very influential, and similar hierarchies have 
been proposed by other authors like Kuno (1976) and DeLancey (1981). Further-
more, his influence can also be recognized in crosslinguistic work on (differen-
tial) case marking by, for instance, Comrie (1979, 1989), Croft (1988), and Aissen 
(2003). These studies focus mainly on the use of different case marking for O de-
pending on the nature of its referents (labeled “DOM”, Differential O Marking, 
after Bossong (1985)). What is most important in this context, however, is that 
they adopt Silverstein’s (1976) views concerning the contrast between A and O. 
First, they consider A and O as slots that typically attract referents with oppo-
site values for features such as animacy: if [−animacy] is characteristic of O, then  
[+animacy] is characteristic of A. This is usually referred to as “markedness rever-
sal”: what is marked, or uncharacteristic, for O is unmarked, or characteristic, for 
A, and vice versa (see, e.g., Aissen 2003: 438). Second, this concept of markedness 
reversal can also be recognized in their views on the crosslinguistic distribution 
of case marking for A and O. Comrie (1979, 1989), Croft (1988), and Aissen (2003) 
all predict that the DOM phenomena they investigate are mirrored by the opposite 

Fig. 1: A and O are typically associated with opposite referents (Silverstein 1976)
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pattern for the marking of A. For instance, if [+animacy] is a trigger for special O 
marking, then [−animacy] is expected to be a trigger for special A marking. 

A second set of “mirror image” approaches recognize the same basic contrast, 
but at a different level. Næss (2006), for instance, argues that there is a “maximal 
semantic opposition” between the A and O slots, not with respect to the nature 
of their referents (e.g., animacy), but with respect to the way these are typically 
involved in the event (e.g., volitionally or not). In other words, the opposition is 
not between the syntactic slots as such, but between the semantic roles of Agent 
and Patient that are associated with them (see also Næss 2007). In this approach, 
then, it is the two semantic roles that are treated as each other’s mirror image: if 
a certain feature characterizes Agents, the absence of this feature characterizes 
Patients, and vice versa (Næss 2006: 319). This is illustrated in Table 1. As is the 
case with the approaches from the first group, Næss (2006, 2007) also argues that 
deviations from this mirror image scenario can have an impact on the encoding 
of clauses. Clauses where the Patient has Agent-like properties, for instance, are 
likely to use special case marking crosslinguistically. Næss’s approach is the most 
clearly articulated representative of this view, but similar ideas are found in other 
work. Langacker (1990: 238), for instance, argues that Agents and Patients are 
“opposed in regard to all their essential features”, and Bossong (2006) considers 
Agents and Patients as “diametrically opposed semantic prototypes”.

While the mirror image concept is ubiquitous in the literature, empirical tests 
of its predictions beyond DOM are much rarer. Exceptions to date are Malchukov  
(2008) and de Hoop & Malchukov (2008), who show that Differential Subject 
Marking is more diverse than could be expected, and Fauconnier (2011a), who 
shows that animacy-based Differential Agent Marking is much rarer than could 
be expected. Following up on these studies, the goal of this article is to subject the 
mirror image concept to a crosslinguistic test, and to examine the implications 
of our results for the nature of the contrast between Agent and Patient roles. We 
focus on the realization of nominal A and O arguments, whose internal organi-
zation has been studied less often than the contrast between pronominal and  
nominal A and O arguments. First, in Section 2, we argue that the features that 

Table 1: Agents and Patients have opposite values in terms of their involvement in events (Næss 
2006: 320)

Agent Patient

Volitionality + –
Instigation + –
Affectedness – +
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determine the crosslinguistic distribution of A and O marking are not each  
other’s opposites. We come to this conclusion by comparing what is known about 
differential case marking of O arguments with our own data about differential 
case marking of A arguments, drawn from a sample of 185 languages. This sample 
was compiled to include as many attestations of differential case marking as pos-
sible, but within this selection we tried to respect genetic and geographic diver-
sity (more about this in Appendix 1). Next, in Section 3 we turn to the explana-
tion of the phenomena discussed in Section 2. We examine existing accounts of 
O-related phenomena, and we argue that the A-related phenomena observed in  
Section 2 have an entirely different basis. This implies that the two sets of phe-
nomena cannot be unified in terms of a single mechanism that operates in oppo-
site ways for A and O. Finally, in Section 4 we summarize the main points of this 
article, and we investigate further implications by examining what they can tell 
us about the nature of Agents and Patients. We argue that these semantic roles 
are not each other’s mirror image, and we discuss a number of fundamental dif-
ferences that have so far not been recognized sufficiently clearly in the literature, 
relating to selectivity and gradability. 

Before moving on to the discussion of the data, we want to clarify our use 
of the terms A, O, Agent, and Patient. As already mentioned above, “Agent” and  
“Patient” are semantic roles referring to the way participants are typically involved 
in transitive events. Following Croft (1991, 2012), DeLancey (1991), and Langacker  
(1990, 1991), we define these events as involving a unidirectional transmission of 
force between two participants that is the result of direct physical contact. Such  
events, which are typically associated with affect verbs (like kill, cut, crush, 
beat, or break in English), are also recognized as prototypical transitive events 
in much typological work (see, e.g., Hopper & Thompson 1980, Tsunoda 1985, 
Comrie 1989, Andrews 1985, Lazard 2002, Haspelmath 2011). A typical example of 
a clause describing a transitive event is found in (1), and also in (2) from Jalonke 
(Western Mande, Niger-Congo). 

(2) N mugar-ɛɛ bɔmbɔ
 1sg thief-def beat
 ‘I beat the thief.’ (Lüpke 2005: 127)

Within such transitive events, a prototypical Agent can be defined as the insti-
gator of an action that is directed to another participant, while a prototypical 
Patient can be defined as the affected endpoint of this action. Sections 3.2.2 and 
3.4 provide more details on these definitions. 

While Agent and Patient are strictly semantic concepts, A and O basically 
refer to the formal encoding of participants. Our definition of these concepts is 
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based on Comrie (1989) (see also Andrews 1985, 2007; Haspelmath 2011). We use 
the terms A and O to refer to all arguments that have the same encoding as the one 
that is used with the Agent and Patient participants of verbs referring to proto-
typical transitive events. Put differently, the construction associated with these 
verbs is the point of reference for defining A and O. This can be illustrated with 
the following examples from Hinuq (Avar-Andic-Tsezic, Nakh-Daghestanian). 
The example in (3a) expresses a prototypical transitive event, so the definition 
of A and O is based on the participant encoding used in this clause. The clause 
in (3b) does not depict a prototypical transitive event, but its participants are  
encoded in the same way as in (3a), so they are A and O arguments. In (3c), by 
contrast, the participants are coded in a different way, so they fall outside the 
definition of A and O. 

(3) a. Baru-y ɣ’ʷadi b-uher-no
  wife-erg crow[iii] iii-kill-pst
  ‘The wife killed the crow.’ 
 b. Me k’al y-uxxo gom
  2sg.erg fasting[iv] iv-keep.ipfv.cvb be.neg
  ‘You are not keeping the fasting.’
 c. B-ike-s-me diž duniyal
  iii-see-pst-neg 1sg.dat earth[iii]
  ‘I did not see the earth.’ (Forker 2010: 440–441)

2 The encoding of A and O: Crosslinguistic data
In this section we discuss crosslinguistic data about the encoding of A and O 
participants. In Section 2.1 we focus on the features that determine differential 
marking of O and A for nouns, and we show that these are not simply each other’s 
opposites. Next, in Section 2.2 we discuss the incompatibility of specific types of 
participants with syntactic slots. In our sample, such restrictions are clearly at-
tested for the A slot, but there is no direct counterpart for the O slot. The phenom-
enon is discussed here because it is relevant to our understanding of A-marking 
phenomena, as will be shown in more detail in Section 3. 

2.1 Case marking

This section is divided in two parts. In Section 2.1.1, we focus on Differential O 
Marking (DOM), and we discuss the features involved in DOM according to exist-
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ing literature on this topic. Next, in Section 2.1.2 we focus on the opposite phenom-
enon for A case marking, which we will refer to as DAM (Differential A Marking, 
see Fauconnier 2011a). The data presented here are based on our investigation of 
a sample of 185 languages (see Appendix 1), which is meant to provide a broader 
empirical test for the asymmetries in DAM patterns first discussed in Malchukov 
(2008). The comparison shows that DOM and DAM are distinct phenomena that 
operate in different ways, and are not simply each other’s mirror image. 

2.1.1 Differential O Marking (DOM)

DOM phenomena involve an alternation between two types of O marking that is 
not random but governed by certain features. In the existing literature, three main 
features have been identified: animacy, definiteness, and topicality (see, e.g., 
Bossong 1985; Comrie 1979, 1989; Croft 1988; Aissen 2003; Næss 2004; de Swart 
2007; Iemmolo 2010, 2011; Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011). There has been some 
discussion in the literature on how distinct these really are. For instance, Mal-
chukov (2008) argues that animacy in DOM is really epiphenomenal, while others 
have tried to reanalyse definiteness effects in terms of topicality (see below). In 
this context, we will not go into the question of how these features are related: 
we will merely present the different features identified in the literature to serve as 
background for our discussion of DAM phenomena. 

2.1.1.1 Animacy
The first feature that has been identified for DOM phenomena is animacy. Cross-
linguistically, there is a tendency for languages to use zero marking for O when 
the referent is inanimate, but overt (accusative) marking when it is animate. This 
is illustrated in the following example from Malayalam (Southern Dravidian, Dra-
vidian). In (4a), the O participant is unmarked because it is inanimate, while the 
O participant in (4b) is accusative-marked because it is animate. 

(4) a. Avan pustakam-Ø vaayiccu
  3sg book-Ø read.pst
  ‘He read the book.’
 b. Avan kuʈʈi-ye aʈʈiccu
  3sg child-acc beat.pst
  ‘He beat the child.’ (Asher & Kumari 1997: 203)
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2.1.1.2 Definiteness
A second feature that is associated with DOM in the existing literature is defi-
niteness. Languages with an alternation between two types of O marking tend to  
use zero marking for indefinite referents, and overt marking for definite ones. 
This can be illustrated with the following examples from Hebrew (Semitic,  
Afro-Asiatic). The O participant in (5a) is zero-marked because it is indefinite, 
while the definite O participant in (5b) has accusative marking. 

(5) a. David natan Ø matana lərina
  David give.pst Ø present Rina.dat
  ‘David gave a present to Rina.’ 
 b. David natan et ha-matana lərina
  David give.pst acc def-present Rina.dat
  ‘David gave the present to Rina.’ (Hopper & Thompson 1980: 256)

 It is well known that animacy and definiteness can both be involved in 
the DOM system of one single language. This is the case for Hindi (Indic, Indo- 
European), for instance, where inanimate O participants are overtly marked when 
definite, as in (6a), while zero marking is neutral in terms of definiteness, as in 
(6b). Animate O participants always have overt marking, as illustrated in (6c). 

(6) a. Ilaa-ne haar-ko uṭ ʰaayaa
  Ila-erg necklace-acc lift.pfv
  ‘Ila lifted the necklace.’
 b. Ilaa-ne haar-Ø uṭ ʰaayaa
  Ila-erg necklace-Ø lift.pfv
  ‘Ila lifted a/the necklace.’ 
 c. Ilaa-ne bacce-ko uṭ ʰaayaa
  Ila-erg child-acc lift.pfv
  ‘Ila lifted a/the child.’ (Mohanan 1994: 80)

2.1.1.3 Topicality
More recently, DOM has also been associated with the feature of topicality.  
Iemmolo (2010, 2011) and Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011) argue that there is a 
crosslinguistic pattern whereby topical O participants (specifically secondary 
topics in Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011)) receive overt accusative marking, while 
non-topical ones do not. Topicality is defined in terms of the relative salience of a 
participant in discourse: a participant is a topic when it corresponds to the entity  
the clause is about, and with respect to which the clause can be construed as  
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relevant information (see, e.g., Lambrecht 1994, Erteschik-Shir 2007). An exam-
ple of DOM governed by topicality is found in Kanuri (Western Saharan, Nilo- 
Saharan). In this language, O participants are generally left unmarked, but overt 
accusative marking is used when the O argument is in dislocated topic position. 
This is illustrated in (7). 

(7) Tádànzaə-á cúrò
 child-acc see.pst
 ‘Her/his child, I saw him.’ (Iemmolo 2011: 154, citing Hutchison 1981)

 The types of DOM mentioned in this section appear to be widespread cross-
linguistically. Bossong (1985) identified more than 300 attestations, and more re-
cently Iemmolo (2011) investigated a convencience sample of 115 languages that 
show some type of DOM. 

2.1.2 Differential A Marking (DAM)

2.1.2.1 DAM vs DOM
In this section we discuss data on DAM phenomena for nouns attested in our 
sample (some of which are also discussed in Fauconnier 2011a). In contrast to 
what has been predicted in the literature, these DAM phenomena do not simply 
mirror the DOM phenomena described in the previous section. Two of the fea-
tures that are often involved in DOM, definiteness and topicality, do not seem 
to play a role in DAM phenomena at all. One feature, animacy, does play a role 
in both DOM and DAM, but even in this case the parallelism is limited. Further-
more, there is a fourth feature, viz. focus, that only influences DAM and not DOM. 
Appendix 2 lists all languages in the sample for which relevant phenomena are 
noted in the sources,1 with animacy and focus as the two factors discussed in 
this section (the other factors listed in the table, viz. restriction phenomena and 
anticausatives, are discussed in Sections 2.2 and 4). The discrepancies between 
DOM and DAM are clarified below, where we discuss each feature in more detail. 

1 As pointed out by a reviewer, actual numbers may be a bit higher than can be derived from 
grammar-based work, because phenomena that are not hard-coded may not always end up in 
the reference grammars used for typological work. For Korean, for instance, reference grammars 
do not note DAM (as shown in Appendix 2), while studies of colloquial Korean (e.g., Lee 2008) 
suggest that the language may show some features of optional case marking as described further 
on in this section. 
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2.1.2.2 Definiteness
As noted above, some mirror image approaches explicitly predict the existence of 
DAM that mirrors definiteness-DOM, i.e., where indefinite A participants are more 
likely to receive overt marking than their definite counterparts (see, e.g., Comrie 
1989: 129–130, Aissen 2003). However, a number of authors, including Comrie 
himself, Næss (2004), and Malchukov (2008), have noted that such a phenom-
enon appears to be hard to find. The data from our sample clearly confirm this 
impression. There is not a single language in the sample where definite A partici-
pants are unmarked while indefinite ones take overt (ergative) marking. 

There is one language where definiteness appears to be involved in DAM, 
but instead of mirroring definiteness-DOM the phenomenon seems to operate in 
much the same way. In the language in question, Adyghe (Northwest Caucasian), 
definite A participants always have overt ergative marking, as in (8a), while this 
may be omitted for indefinite ones, as in (8b) (Kumakhov et al. 1996). 

(8) a. ps’as’e-m mə-r Ø-ə-š’e-ne-p
  girl-erg it-abs 3sg.o-3sg.a-do-fut-neg
  ‘The girl will not do it.’ 
 b. ps’as’e-Ø mə-r Ø-ə-š’e-ne-p
  girl-Ø it-abs 3sg.o-3sg.a-do-fut-neg
  ‘A girl will not do it.’ (Kumakhov et al. 1996: 97)

What is important in this context is that the marking of different types of partic-
ipants beyond A correlates with definiteness. O participants and participants of 
intransitive clauses are also obligatorily marked when definite, and optionally 
marked when indefinite (Kumakhov et al. 1996). This implies that Adyghe does 
not specifically treat indefinite A participants in a special way. Rather, there is a 
general correlation between overt case marking and definiteness.

2.1.2.3 Topicality
In Section 2.1.1.3 it was mentioned that the feature of topicality is involved in DOM 
crosslinguistically. O participants receive accusative marking when they are dis-
course topics, but are otherwise left unmarked. In our sample, there is no indi-
cation that DAM exists in a similar or opposite way. What is attested, however, 
is DAM governed by focus, another feature related to information structure. As 
will become clear in the following paragraph, this feature cannot be regarded as 
the opposite of topicality, which implies that there is no DAM phenomenon that 
mirrors topicality-DOM.
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2.1.2.4 Focus
A number of languages from our sample show DAM based on the feature of focus 
(for similar observations see Malchukov 2008, McGregor 2010, Verstraete 2010). 
This is a principle of discourse prominence that corresponds to the “classic” 
notion of focus as known from Lambrecht (1994). The focus is the informative 
element of a clause in that it conveys information that cannot be inferred from 
what is already known or presupposed (Vallduví & Engdahl 1996: 462–465). In 
terms of Erteschik-Shir (1997: 11), it is the part to which the speaker wants to direct 
the hearer’s attention. The type of focus that is involved in DAM is found, for 
instance, in contrastive contexts and in question-answer pairs. In cases of con-
trastive focus, as in (9a) from Lambrecht (1994: 223), the focused element fills a 
variable with a different referent than the contrasting one, relative to the same 
presupposition (‘car’ is set off against ‘motorcycle’ with respect to ‘a vehicle broke 
down’). In question-answer pairs such as (9b) from Erteschik-Shir (1997: 12–13), 
the focused element fills a previously unknown variable relative to a presuppo-
sition (the slot created by ‘who’ in ‘someone wants to marry John’ is filled with 
‘Janet’). 

(9) a. Speaker A: I heard your motorcycle broke down?
  Speaker B: My car broke down.
 b. Speaker A: Who wants to marry John? 
  Speaker B: janet wants to marry John.

In these examples, the focus coincides with one single participant. This type of 
focus is referred to as “argument focus” (Lambrecht 1994: 222) or “narrow focus” 
(Van Valin & LaPolla 1997: 206). What is important here is that narrow focus high-
lights the identity of the referent filling a particular slot: the new information is 
not about what happened, but about who or what was involved in it. This is why 
Lambrecht (1994: 222) describes narrow focus as identificational.

It is this type of focus that plays a role in DAM in our sample. In Beria (Eastern 
Saharan, Nilo-Saharan), for instance, A participants are generally left unmarked, 
as in (10a), but when they are in focus they have overt marking, as in (10b) (Jakobi 
& Crass 2004, Jakobi 2006). In this example we label the marker in question as 
“ergative” because it is only used with focal A participants, and does not function 
as a general marker of focus. 

(10) a. Sàgʊ́r-Ø tɛ́nɛ̄ tɛ̀bì-ɛ̀-ṛ-í
  jackal-Ø girl grab-pfv-3.a-pfv
  ‘The jackal grabbed the girl.’ (Jakobi & Crass 2004: 147) 
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 b. Jàá bɔ̀rʊ̄=gʊ̄ sàì Ø-gí-n-Ø-í
  child man=erg hit 3.o-pfv-aux-3.a-pfv
  ‘It’s the man who hit the child.’ (Jakobi 2006: 136)

In our sample, a similar type of phenomenon is also attested for Kâte (Suter 
2010), Jaminjung (Schultze-Berndt 2000: 168–169), Kaluli (Schieffelin 1985: 556– 
557), Waskia (Ross & Paol 1978: 36–38), Fore (Donohue & Donohue 1998), and 
Umpithamu (Verstraete 2010) (see also the general literature on so-called  
“optional” ergative marking, McGregor 2010). 

In a number of languages, the principle of focus outlined above is combined 
with a slightly different principle of prominence, which is related to a more global 
level of discourse organization (McGregor 2006, Verstraete 2010) and which we 
will refer to as “global focus”. Global focus applies when the identity of a refer-
ent filling a particular slot is highlighted, not because this is the most informa-
tive part of the clause, but because it is considered unexpected or unpredictable 
within the broader context of a narrative episode. This may be the case when the 
A participant is newly introduced or reintroduced, or when there is a switch in A 
participants (i.e., when a chain of clauses with the same A participant is followed 
by a clause with a different A participant). 

Shiwilu (Cahuapanan) is an example of a language where both global and 
narrow focus are involved in DAM (Valenzuela 2011). This is illustrated in (11). In 
Shiwilu, overt ergative marking of A participants is not obligatory. In (11a), the 
ergative marker is used because the A argument is filled by a participant that is 
newly introduced (global focus). Narrow focus also plays a role in this language, 
as can be seen in (11b), where the A argument is ergative-marked because the 
participant is in contrastive focus. 

(11) a. [A jaguar is introduced in a narrative:]
  Amana’=ler pilli’-tu-nta’-lli kusheñen
  jaguar=erg seize-vm-come-nfut.3sg pig.3sg.poss
  ‘A jaguar seized his pig.’ 
 b. [The Wind and the Sun are arguing over who will be the first to make a 

man take off his cloak. The Wind boasts that he will do it, and the Sun 
replies:]

  Innich-impu’-pachen kwa=ler a’ka a’-pida-t-echek
  can-neg-sbjv 1sg=erg indeed caus-take.off-vm-fut.1sg
  ‘And if you can’t I will make him take it off.’ (Valenzuela 2011: 113)

Other languages where both narrow and global focus play a role in DAM in our 
sample are Ika (Frank 1985: 150–154), Tariana (Aikhenvald 2003: 140–142), and 
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Yongning Na (Lidz 2010: 303–309). In two languages, Warrwa (McGregor 2006) 
and Karok (Macaulay 2000), only global focus seems to play a role in DAM.2

As already noted above, focus-DAM as described here cannot be considered 
as the mirror image of DOM governed by topicality, nor can it be related to defi-
niteness effects, as proposed by Malchukov (2008: 214). First, special marking for 
focal participants as opposed to non-focal ones does not equate special marking 
for non-topical participants, as opposed to topical ones. The notions of topic and 
focus are independent principles pertaining to different dimensions of informa-
tion structure, as argued by Vallduví & Engdahl (1996). A participant that is not 
topical does not necessarily have argument or global focus, and vice versa. As 
demonstrated by Erteschik-Shir (1997), it is possible for participants to be neither 
topical nor focal. This is the case, for instance, for the participant ‘book’ in (12), 
and for the participant ‘I’ in (13). 

(12) Speaker A: Who did you give the book to? 
 Speaker B: [I]top gave the book to [Mary]foc

(13) I think that [John]foc [fell asleep]foc (Erteschik-Shir 1997: 13)

 Similarly, focus effects in DAM cannot be related to the definiteness effects 
observed for DOM, unlike what Malchukov (2008: 214) suggests. Focus is a matter 
of highlighting a participant relative to something else, either relative to a presup-
position (local focus) or to the structure of a paragraph (global focus). The choice 
to highlight a participant relative to its context in a focus construction is logically 
independent of whether this participant is presented as known to the interlocutor 
(definite) or not. Speakers can choose to focus a known participant, and not to 
focus a new one. 

2.1.2.5 Animacy
In a number of languages from our sample, the case marking of A participants 
differs depending on the animacy of the referent (see also Fauconnier 2011a). This 
phenomenon is quite rare (with only 8 unambiguous attestations in a sample of 
185 languages that was specifically constructed with DAM in mind), and can take 
a number of different forms. 

2 Warrwa has an A-marking system that appears to be fairly unique. There are three possibilities 
for the marking of A participants: overt marking using the focal ergative marker, overt marking 
using the standard ergative marker, and zero marking. McGregor (2006) argues that the use of 
the focal ergative marker depends on global focus, as well as on high agentivity (the ability to 
affect other participants, i.e., a measure of how powerful the participant is in the given context).
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One of the clearest examples, perhaps, can be found in Tsakhur (Lezgic, 
Nakh-Daghestanian), where animate A participants take the animate ergative 
marker -eː, as in (14a), while inanimate A participants take the inanimate ergative 
marker -n, as in (14b) (Schulze 1997: 57–58, 30).

(14) a. Adam-eː jiˤʁˤ alebt’ə
  man-erg.anim bridge[iii.abs] iii.destroy.pst
  ‘The man destroyed the bridge.’
 b. Dama-n jiˤʁˤ alebt’ə
  river-erg.inan bridge[iii.abs] iii.destroy.pst
  ‘The river destroyed the bridge.’ (Schulze 1997: 58)

The same phenomenon can also be observed in Nêlêmwa (Bril 1997, 2002).
In our sample, we found two further variants of this phenomenon. The first 

type is attested for Kavalan (Liao 2002, 2004: 234) and Jingulu (Pensalfini 2003: 
189–191). In these languages, inanimate A participants use different case mark-
ing from their animate counterparts, but unlike in Tsakhur and Nêlêmwa, the 
“inanimate ergative” marker also functions as an instrumental case. The second 
variant is found in Kuku Yalanji (Patz 2002: 124–131). In this language, human 
A participants are ergative-marked, while inanimate A participants are instru-
mental-marked.3 However, specific types of referents from these categories can 
still trigger ergative marking. This is the case for certain animals, but also for 
inanimates that possess an internal source of energy (e.g., natural forces such 
as fire, earthquakes, wind, or rain). In what follows, we will refer to this type of 
inanimates as “motive inanimates”, as opposed to non-motive ones (following 
Van Valin & Wilkins 1996). 

In the languages described above, animacy is the only factor governing DAM. 
In three further languages from our sample, this is combined with the factor of 
focus. In Waskia (Madang, Trans-New Guinea; Ross & Paol 1978: 36–40), for in-
stance, A participants are normally zero-marked, as illustrated in (15a). However, 
they have ergative marking when they are inanimate, as in (15b), or when they are 
focal, as in (15c) and (15d). 

(15) a. Gagi Ø arak mait se batagam
  Gagi Ø net knife ins tear.pst
  ‘Gagi tore the net with a knife.’ 

3 Patz (2002) labels the case used with inanimate A participants as “neutral ergative”, whereas 
the case used with human A participants is labeled as “potent ergative”. Since the neutral ergative 
marker is fully identical to the instrumental marker, we treat this contrast in case marking as one 
between instrumental and ergative marking.
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 b. Yugar ke kawam kodang kagagam 
  wind erg house door open.pst
  ‘The wind opened the house-door.’ 
 c. Mela, Gagi ke Madang urat biteso 
  no, Gagi erg Madang work do.3sg
  ‘No, it is Gagi who works in Madang.’ 
 d. Aweri ke bamban tagiram? Gagi ke
  who erg fish catch.pst Gagi erg
  ‘Who caught the fish? Gagi (did).’ (Ross & Paol 1978: 30, 37)

A similar phenomenon is found in Umpithamu (Verstraete 2010) and Fore (Dono-
hue & Donohue 1998). Possibly, Qiang (LaPolla 2003: 78–80) and Beria (Jakobi 
2006) are two further attestations, but for Qiang the role of focus is not entirely 
clear and for Beria Jakobi (2006) does not explicitly state that inanimate A partic-
ipants consistently trigger overt ergative marking.

Although animacy is also involved in DOM, it is problematic to consider  
animacy-based DOM and animacy-based DAM as each other’s mirror image. First, 
there is a striking difference in frequency: while animacy-DOM is widespread, 
animacy-DAM is very infrequent, with only a handful of attestations. Moreover, 
in most of these cases differential marking involves an alternation between two 
overt markers, while animacy-DOM mainly involves zero marking for inanimate 
O participants but overt marking for animate ones. Finally, animacy-DAM and 
animacy-DOM have very different underlying motivations, as will be argued in 
more detail in Section 3.

2.1.2.6 Summary
Summing up, then, the data presented in this section do not suggest that there 
is a crosslinguistic pattern of DAM that mirrors DOM. Instead, they appear to be 
independent phenomena in their own right. The differences between DOM and 
DAM we observed are summarized in Table 2. In the next section, we discuss a 

Table 2: DAM does not mirror DOM

DOM DAM

Expected 
(mirror image)

Observed 
(sample)

Definiteness +def = case −def = case not attested
Animacy +anim = case −anim = case infrequent
Information structure +topic = case ? focus = case
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second type of phenomenon concerning the encoding of A participants, which 
does not have a counterpart for O participants. This provides further confirmation 
that A and O are not simply each other’s polar opposites. 

2.2 Compatibility of referents with syntactic slots

In this section we discuss restrictions on the compatibility of particular referents 
with syntactic slots. As can be seen in Appendix 2, this type of restriction is quite 
common for the A slot (see also Fauconnier 2011a), but there is no corresponding 
restriction for O. 

In a number of languages, inanimate referents are incompatible with the A 
slot. Put differently, inanimate A participants are impossible. In Kiowa (Kiowa- 
Tanoan), for instance, a clause like ‘the ice broke it’ is ungrammatical, as can be 
seen in example (16a). Instead, speakers use two intransitive coordinate clauses, 
as in example (16b). 

(16) a. *Tːgyà é-t ʰêm
  *ice 3sg.a.3sg.o-break.pfv
  ‘The icei broke itj.’ 
 b. Tːgyà Ø-pʰíː nɔ̀ ɔ́yhɔ̀dé è-t ʰêm-gyá 
  ice 3sg-heavy and that 3sg-break-intr.pfv
  ‘The icei was heavy and that’s why itj broke.’ (Watkins 1984: 112)

The same phenomenon is also attested for Korean (Yeon 2003: 129), Tlapanec 
(Wichmann 2009: 798 and personal communication), Japanese (Kuno 1973: 31), 
Belhare (Bickel 2004: 165 and personal communication), Matses (Fleck 2003: 
831), Lakhota (Regina Pustet, personal communication),4 and Jakaltek (Mexico, 
Mayan; Craig 1977: 73–75).5

Three further languages show a similar tendency, in that inanimate A partic-
ipants are generally avoided and consequently very rare, but not strictly un-
grammatical. This is the case in Koyra Chiini (Heath 1999: 128), Yimas (Foley  
1991: 203–204), and in Sochiapan Chinantec (Foris 2000: 269–270). This type of 

4 According to Van Valin (1985 and personal communication), Lakhota has a restriction 
against non-motive inanimate A participants, but not against motive inanimate A participants. 
According to Pustet (personal communication), however, good speakers do not code either 
motive or non-motive inanimate referents as A.
5 Jakaltek differs from the other languages mentioned here in that it allows inanimate A partic-
ipants with certain verbs of complete destruction, such as ‘destroy’ or ‘smash’ (Craig 1977: 74).
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avoidance may actually be relevant for more languages, but it is not often men-
tioned explicitly in grammatical descriptions, as this requires large corpora or 
focused elicitation. 

A number of languages from our sample show a related phenomenon, not 
based on animacy as such, but on the parameter of motivity, which was briefly 
discussed in the previous section. In these languages, it is only a specific type of 
inanimates that is incompatible with the A slot, i.e., non-motive inanimates that 
do not possess an internal source of energy, unlike, for instance, natural forces. 
This can be illustrated using the following examples from the Hare dialect of 
Slave (Athapaskan, Na-Dene; DeLancey 1984). As shown in (17a), clauses with a 
non-motive inanimate A participant are ungrammatical. When the A slot is filled 
by a motive inanimate referent, however, the clause is perfectly acceptable, as 
illustrated in (17b). 

(17) a. *Gofį yejai tá’enįse
  *axe glass break.pst
  ‘The axe broke the window.’ 
 b. ’Idikóne’ ye-wéhxį
  lightning 3.o-kill.pst
  ‘Lightning killed him.’ (DeLancey 1984: 186, 208)

This phenomenon is also attested for Khmu (Svantesson 1983: 103–104), Yuchi 
(Linn 2001: 162–163), Hausa (Heide 1989: 60–61), Fongbe (Lefebvre & Brousseau 
2002: 270–273), Tunumiisut (Mennecier 1995: 448–449), San Miguel Chimalapa 
Zoque (Johnson 2000: 20, 114), Semelai (Kruspe 2004: 158), and Hindi (Mohanan 
1994: 74–75).

Summing up, animacy is a feature that can influence the compatibility of ref-
erents with the A slot. In a mirror image approach, it could be expected that this 
is mirrored for O, but this is not the case. In our sample, there are no languages 
where animate referents are incompatible with the O slot. This is further confir-
mation that the morphosyntactic encoding of A and O are not simply each other’s 
polar opposites. 

3 Explaining the data

In this section, we argue that the DOM and DAM phenomena discussed in Sec-
tion 2 are different because they have independent motivations. In Section 3.1, 
we give an overview of the different accounts that have been proposed for DOM. 
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In Section 3.2, we show that these accounts cannot be used to explain all of the 
DAM phenomena discussed in Section 2, and we propose an alternative way to 
deal with them. Given our focus on nouns, we cannot propose a full alternative 
account, but we do offer a number of observations that any independent account 
of DAM – i.e., one that is not based on DOM – should try to incorporate. 

3.1 Explaining DOM

In the literature, DOM phenomena have been explained in a number of differ- 
ent ways, which can be roughly divided into three groups, labeled for conveni- 
ence here as “markedness” approaches, “semantic” approaches, and “topicality” 
approaches. 

Markedness approaches consist of work inspired by Silverstein (1976), as dis-
cussed in the introduction. Authors like Comrie (1979, 1989), Croft (1988), and 
Aissen (2003) argue that the O slot is typically associated with inanimate, indef-
inite referents. This means that animate and/or definite Os are a deviation from 
the standard situation, and that they are more likely to trigger overt case marking 
than their inanimate and/or indefinite counterparts. This leads to DOM phenom-
ena governed by animacy and/or definiteness.

As already mentioned in the introduction, these predictions are not limited 
to the O slot, but also concern the A slot: properties that are marked for O are 
unmarked for A (markedness reversal). Specifically, this entails that the A slot 
is typically associated with animate, definite referents, and that inanimate and/
or indefinite A participants are marked. Building on this concept of markedness 
reversal, differential case marking is sometimes explained in terms of ambiguity 
avoidance (see, e.g., Comrie 1989). In this view, animate/definite O participants 
are at risk of being confused with A participants, because they have properties 
normally associated with A. In order to avoid this ambiguity, such participants 
take overt case that clearly marks them as O. For A participants, an opposite sce-
nario is expected.

While the first group of approaches focuses on inherent properties of refer-
ents (animacy, definiteness), a second group explains DOM in terms of what Næss 
(2007: 30–32) refers to as “relational” properties, i.e., the way participants are 
involved in an event (role-related properties). This group includes authors like 
Hopper & Thompson (1980), Moravcsik (1978), and Næss (2004, 2007). Here, it 
is argued that O marking is preferably used with participants that correspond 
closely to typical Patients of a prototypical transitive event, defined on the basis 
of affectedness. This implies that typical Patients are participants who undergo 
a perceivable change of state as a result of an event. In this account, then, overt 
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marking is associated with a high degree of affectedness, whereas a low degree 
of affectedness is more likely to correlate with zero marking. This principle can 
be used to explain DOM governed by animacy and definiteness because these 
features co-vary with affectedness. Inanimate O participants can be considered to  
show a lower degree of affectedness than animate ones because effects on in-
animates, which have a low degree of individuation, are less salient to human per- 
ception (Næss 2004: 1202). This explains why overt O marking tends to correlate 
with the feature of animacy. In addition, it is argued that indefinite O participants 
tend to be less clearly affected than definite ones because they suggest partial 
instead of total affectedness (We killed a pig [one out of several] vs We killed the 
pig [the only one available]). This is why languages can use overt marking for 
definite, but not indefinite Os. 

Malchukov (2008) and de Hoop & Malchukov (2008) combine the two tradi-
tions, arguing that both markedness arguments and semantic role features are 
necessary to understand DOM systems as well as DAM systems. They develop a 
formal account in which the principles of markedness (distinguishability of argu-
ments) and indexing (prominence) are presented as competing motivations in a 
typological model (Malchukov 2008) or conflicting constraints in an Optimality- 
Theoretic model (de Hoop & Malchukov 2008). They show that both principles 
co-align for O arguments (e.g., individuated Os are not just prominent, but also 
potentially confusable with A), but that they can conflict for A. The alignment 
of the principles for O explains the relative crosslinguistic consistency of DOM, 
while the conflict between the two explains the greater diversity of DAM patterns. 
Thus, they argue that it is necessary to recognize both principles for any model 
that aims to cover both DAM and DOM.

Finally, a third group of approaches proposes yet another account of DOM 
(Dalrymple & Nikolaeva 2011; Iemmolo 2010, 2011). They explain animacy-DOM 
and definiteness-DOM from a diachronic perspective. In their accounts, DOM is 
primarily associated with topicality, which over time can grammaticalize into 
animacy-DOM and definiteness-DOM, since topics are most often animate and 
definite. The link between topicality and DOM, then, is based on frequency:  
O participants are most often non-topical, so topical Os are a deviation that is 
likely to be signaled using overt case marking. As a result, languages can develop 
DOM phenomena where topical O participants are overtly marked while their 
non-topical counterparts are left unmarked. 

In this article we do not discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the dif-
ferent accounts of DOM discussed above. Our main point is that none of these  
approaches can be used to explain all of the DAM phenomena discussed here. 
This suggests that DOM and DAM cannot be simply derived from each other, not 
even as divergent results of the same set of (potentially conflicting) constraints, 
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but have an entirely different basis. This is argued in more detail in the next 
section. 

3.2 Explaining DAM

This section has two goals. First, in Section 3.2.1 we show that the models outlined 
above, which were designed with DOM in mind, cannot be applied to all of the 
DAM phenomena discussed here. Second, in Section 3.2.2 we highlight a number 
of features that any independent model of DAM should be able to deal with.

3.2.1 DAM and DOM-based accounts

Under the mirror image approach, explanations for DOM are assumed to work 
for DAM as well. In this section, we show that the explanations proposed in the 
previous section do not work well for the DAM phenomena we observe for nouns 
(see also Fauconnier 2011a). Even the most comprehensive models, by Malchukov 
(2008) and de Hoop & Malchukov (2008), have trouble dealing with some of the 
DAM phenomena discussed here, although they were the first to point to the lack 
of symmetry between DOM and DAM. 

To begin with, the “markedness” approaches explicitly aim to provide an 
account for both DOM and DAM, but their predictions are problematic in two re-
spects. First, they predict the existence of DAM governed by definiteness, but this 
is not attested. Second, they predict the existence of DAM governed by animacy as 
parallel to animacy-DOM. This prediction is problematic because animacy-DAM 
is very uncommon, while its DOM counterpart is very widespread. In addition, 
the markedness approaches also leave two issues unexplained. Their accounts 
only deal with contrasts between zero and overt marking, while DAM phenomena 
typically show an alternation between two overt case markers. Furthermore, they 
do not address DAM governed by focus.

Second, a number of “semantic” approaches have used the rationale behind 
their account of DOM to develop an account of DAM. Næss (2007), for instance, 
argues that A arguments can receive special case marking when their role-related 
features deviate from the prototypical Agent. Prototypical Agents are character-
ized by volitionality: they wilfully initiate the action they are involved in. In this 
perspective, when an A argument shows a low degree of volitionality, for instance 
because it is inanimate, the use of non-standard case marking is expected, which 
is why animacy-related DAM phenomena occur. However, this account implies 
that special case marking is not just reserved for inanimates, which are inherently 
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involuntary, but should in principle also apply to human As that act involuntarily 
(Næss 2007: 93). This is not the case, however. In our sample, animacy-DAM sys-
tems only have special case marking for inanimates, and not for animates who act 
involuntarily (which have effects in the voice system rather than the case system; 
see Sections 3.2.2 and 4 below, as well as the data in Appendix 2). This raises 
serious doubts as to whether volitionality really is the relevant feature behind 
animacy-DAM. Furthermore, it should be noted that Næss’s (2007) approach also 
leaves unaccounted DAM governed by focus, and does not explain why animacy- 
DAM is rare. 

Malchukov (2008) and de Hoop & Malchukov (2008) combine markedness 
and semantic approaches, which produces a model that is obviously much more 
successful in dealing with both DOM and DAM. As already mentioned, they  
explain the differences between the two systems in terms of different interactions 
of the principles of differentiation and indexing. The two principles co-align for 
DOM, which makes for a crosslinguistically consistent pattern, but they are in 
competition for DAM, which makes for a crosslinguistically less coherent picture. 
Specifically, they argue that the principle of differentiation disfavours mark-
ing of prominent As, while the principle of indexing disfavours marking non- 
prominent As (e.g., de Hoop & Malchukov 2008: 573). This is significantly better 
than other models in that it recognizes that DOM and DAM are not each other’s 
mirror image, but there are a few problems that remain in the face of the data 
described here. First, like the markedness approaches this approach mainly pre-
dicts a contrast between zero and overt marking, while DAM systems often have 
a contrast between two distinct overt markers, as shown in the previous section. 
Second, like the semantic approaches, Malchukov (2008) argues that animacy 
effects are epiphenomena of more fundamental role-related characteristics like 
volitionality, but our data do not show any DAM effects for involuntary human 
As, which suggests that volitionality is not the crucial parameter (see further   
Section 4). Third, unlike the semantic approaches, Malchukov does mention 
focus effects, but in his model these are reduced to definiteness effects, which 
is empirically unjustifiable (as argued in Section 2.1.2). Finally, this account also 
does not factor in the distinction between animacy and motivity, which we have 
shown is significant in a fair number of languages, possibly working as competing 
principles along the lines argued by Malchukov (2008) for DAM more generally. 

Finally, we also mentioned a more recent account of DOM, where topi- 
cality is argued to be the most crucial feature. One of the merits of this ap- 
proach is precisely that it does not assume that explanations for DOM should 
also apply to DAM – for good reasons, from the perspective of this study.  
Topicality accounts argue that animacy-DOM and definiteness-DOM arise as a 
result of the grammaticalization of topicality-DOM. As suggested by a reviewer, 
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this could possibly be linked to focus-DAM, not in terms of a contrast between 
topic and focus as such (see Section 2.1.2.4), but a contrast between a default 
function of (primary) topic for A arguments (with special marking for focused A) 
and a default function of focus for O arguments (with special marking for topical 
O). Checking this would require an extensive crosslinguistic study of the relation 
with information structure (for instance, Dalrymple & Nikolaeva (2011: 164–167) 
argue that only some types of objects show default alignment with focus), but 
even if we tried to link topicality-DOM to focus-DAM, this would only capture one 
of the range of DAM phenomena outlined in Section 2.

3.2.2 Towards a DAM-based approach

As an alternative to DOM-based models of DAM, we try to deal with DAM in its 
own right. Given our focus on DAM for nouns, we cannot propose a full alterna- 
tive account, but our data bring out at least a few parameters that should be inte-
grated into any independent model of DAM. Formally, we have shown that DAM 
for nouns is reflected both in alternations between two overt cases and in the in-
ability for certain participants to serve in an A role. Semantically, we have shown 
that the relevant phenomena can be sensitive to both animacy and motivity, and 
that focus also plays a role in a number of systems. In this section, we argue that 
the semantic basis of DAM phenomena, as well as their formal realization, can be 
explained most economically if we use two of the semantic features that have tra-
ditionally been associated with the Agent role, viz. instigation and transmission, 
but crucially not the feature of volitionality, which we will show is associated 
with a different set of phenomena. Like the “semantic” approach of Naess (2007) 
and Malchukov (2008), we argue that the use of non-standard case for A nouns 
marks a clash between the inherent semantics of the referent and the features 
that define the role of Agent. Unlike these approaches, however, we show that 
volitionality is not required, and transmission and instigation are sufficient to 
explain both sensitivity to animacy and sensitivity to motivity, in differential sys-
tems and in “restriction” systems. 

3.2.2.1 Animacy 
In a nutshell, our argument is that inanimate or non-motive referents are seman-
tically not readily compatible with the Agent role, as defined in terms the fea-
tures of instigation and transmission within a prototypical transitive event. Both 
of these features are often mentioned in the literature on semantic roles. First, 
the Agent is the starting point of the event, in that it initiates a flow of energy. 
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This implies that an Agent is a participant that “sets things in motion”. In Fill-
more’s (1968) terms, it is an instigator (see also Fillmore 1968, Jackendoff 1987, 
Givón 1984, Comrie 1989, Croft 1991, Langacker 1990, Næss 2007). Second, the 
Agent’s energy flow goes outward, directed towards another entity. Put differ-
ently, Agenthood invokes directedness towards another participant, a feature 
we call transmission (see also the notion of “transfer” in Hopper & Thompson 
(1980), Talmy (1988), and Croft (1991), or McGregor’s (1999) “directed action”). It 
is these two features of Agenthood that are not readily compatible with inanimate 
and non-motive referents.

First, the feature of instigation is not very likely to be associated with 
non-motive inanimates. As argued above, these are inert and do not have their 
own source of energy. This implies that they are in principle not able to initi-
ate actions independently. As a result, they are not readily pictured as the insti-
gator of an event, because this does not match their inherent semantics. When  
speakers still choose to construe them in this role, i.e., when the feature of insti-
gation is imposed on them, this is atypical.

Second, the feature of transmission is atypical for all inanimates, motive or 
non-motive. When a participant is associated with transmission, this means the 
action is directed towards another participant. For inanimates, it is unusual to be 
involved in an action in this way. When inanimates are construed as instigating 
an action, this action is typically not directed towards a Patient. In fact, it does 
not go towards any specific participant at all. In terms of the analysis in McGregor  
(1999: 557), actions instigated by inanimates tend to “emanate in many direc-
tions, rather than exclusively towards a particular target”. For instance, when 
natural forces like ‘wind’ or ‘lightning’ are associated with the actions of blow-
ing or striking, these are typically random and not exclusively directed towards a  
specific Patient. Consequently, when inanimates are construed as instigators, 
this is most typical in intransitive clauses, where no other participant is involved, 
and much less typical in transitive clauses, where they affect a Patient.6

To sum up, inanimates do not easily combine with the Agent role because 
their inherent characteristics make them unlikely to be construed in a role de-
fined by the feature of transmission. In addition, for non-motive inanimates the 
feature of instigation provides a further motivation: non-motives are not likely to 
be construed as instigators. This is why we consider it atypical for inanimates to 
be construed as Agents. This observation allows us to explain both the character-

6 Ideally, this should be checked empirically by looking at corpus frequencies, since more 
typical situations generally occur more frequently than less typical ones. This requires in-depth 
corpus study, however, which falls outside the scope of this article.
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istics of animacy-DAM as discussed in Section 2.1.2.5, and the restriction phenom-
ena discussed in Section 2.2. 

First, the existence of restriction phenomena reflects a dispreference for ref-
erents in a role they do not easily fit. Since inanimates do not match the Agent 
role semantically, selection in this role is avoided. As the Agent role is closely 
connected to the A slot (see introduction), this can result in the avoidance of in-
animate A participants. In cases where this is taken to the extreme, the result is 
syntactic incompatibility between inanimates and the A function, i.e., the restric-
tion phenomena discussed in Section 2.2. 

Second, the approach proposed in this section can also account for animacy- 
DAM as discussed in Section 2.1.2.5, including its sensitivity to motivity, which 
has not often been taken into account in the literature. In languages with ani-
macy-DAM, the atypicality of inanimate Agents does not result in a restriction 
against inanimate A participants. They can be construed as A, but in such in-
stances a non-standard case marker draws attention to the clash between the 
nature of the referent filling the slot and the nature of the Agent role. This implies 
that the change in case marking does not occur because of a need to disambig-
uate between participants, or to indicate a difference in the role-related features 
of participants, as predicted by DOM-based accounts. Instead, it occurs because 
there is a mismatch between the nature of the referent and the nature of the Agent 
role. 

While animacy sensitivity has been noted in semantic approaches, the dis-
tinction between animacy- and motivity-sensitive systems discussed in Section 
2.2 is something no current account incorporates. Sensitivity to animacy is ex-
pected if the focus is on the Agent feature of transmission, which is unlikely to be 
attributed to any inanimates. On the other hand, sensitivity to motivity (i.e., when 
only non-motive inanimates receive special treatment) is expected if the focus 
is on the feature of instigation, which is unlikely to be attributed to non-motive 
inanimates only. As a result, we can account for both variants if we use the fea-
tures of instigation and transmission, and if we assume that these are not equally 
important in every language. In other words, we may be dealing with competing 
motivations with variable ranking, structurally not unlike the model proposed 
by Malchukov (2008) but using different semantic parameters. If transmission is 
more important, the phenomena will be sensitive to animacy, and if instigation 
is more important, motivity will be the determining factor (as in the languages 
discussed in Section 2.2). 
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3.2.2.2 Focus
In our approach to animacy-DAM, non-standard case marking for A draws atten-
tion to a special relation between the referent and the role it fills. It is possible to 
argue that a similar principle is at work in DAM phenomena governed by focus. 
As discussed above, languages with focus-DAM use non-standard case marking 
to indicate that a participant has narrow focus. Put differently, case marking is 
used to highlight the identity of the referent that is construed as A, because this 
constitutes unexpected information in the context of discourse. This implies 
that focus-DAM, much like animacy-DAM, can be described as the use of non- 
standard case marking to draw attention to the relation between a referent and 
the slot it fills. This shared underlying principle may explain why some lan-
guages combine DAM governed by animacy with DAM governed by focus (see 
Section 2.1.2). Of course, both types of DAM also show important differences. With  
animacy-DAM, attention is drawn to the semantic relation between a referent and 
the slot it fills. With focus-DAM, by contrast, what is highlighted is the discursive 
relation between a referent and the slot it fills. This may explain why both types 
of DAM are also found independently of each other.

3.2.2.3 Relation to existing approaches
Before we round off the discussion, we would like to explain how the arguments 
put forward here relate to existing approaches. First, the proposal is somewhat 
similar to the markedness approaches, since we also argue that inanimate A  
arguments are atypical. It is different, however, in that it provides a specific  
semantic basis for this claim, using the features of instigation and transmission. 
Furthermore, it is exclusively oriented towards the A slot, and does not make any 
predictions about the O slot. These differences allow us to explain observations 
that remain unaccounted in markedness approaches, such as focus-DAM and the 
distinction between animacy and motivity.

Second, our account converges with the semantic approaches in that we 
argue that inanimate Agents clash with the features of the role they fill. The cru-
cial difference, however, is in the features that are used to define this role. While 
Næss (2007) focuses on volitionality, our approach uses the features of instiga-
tion and transmission. Furthermore, in Næss’s (2007) approach, animacy is a 
property that influences the degree of Agenthood. In our approach, by contrast, 
animacy is a property that influences the compatibility between referents and the 
Agent role, and not the degree of Agenthood. This implies that inanimate Agents 
are not atypical because of the way they act, but because their features clash with 
the features of the Agent role. It is this difference that allows us to avoid one of the 
main problems with Næss’s (2007) account. As mentioned above, Næss argues 
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that animacy-DAM occurs because inanimate Agents act involuntarily. This im-
plies that special case marking should also apply to involuntary human Agents, 
a prediction that is not borne out in the sample. In fact, this category of Agents 
hardly ever triggers special case marking, but is usually marked at the level of the 
event, using voice categories like anticausativization (as argued in Kittilä 2005, 
Verstraete 2011, Fauconnier 2011b). Appendix 2 lists all languages in the sample 
that use some kind of anticausativization when the event involves an involuntary 
Agent (Fauconnier (2012: 61–78) provides a detailed discussion of the different 
types of anticausatives involved). As can be seen, there is no correlation at all 
between the DAM phenomena described in the previous sections and the use 
of anticausativization relating to the feature of volitionality. Our approach does 
not face this problem because it explicitly predicts that animacy-DAM does not 
apply to involuntary human participants. Inanimates receive special case mark-
ing because of a mismatch between the inherent characteristics of the referent 
and the Agent role. Involuntary human Agents cannot receive the same special 
case marking because there is no such mismatch: there is nothing in the nature of 
human referents that makes them unlikely to be construed as Agents. 

4  Further implications for Agenthood and 
Patienthood

So far we have mainly focused on differences between the syntactic slots of A and 
O. In Section 2 we argued that DOM and DAM do not behave in the same way, but 
are triggered by distinct features. In Section 3 we showed that it is not possible to 
account for DAM and DOM in a unified approach, and that the two phenomena 
have their own independent motivations. In this section, we explore the impli-
cations of our observations about A and O for our understanding of Agents in 
relation to Patients. As already mentioned in the introduction, Agent and Patient 
roles are often analyzed as each other’s mirror image, just like the correspond-
ing syntactic slots. If the presence of a specific feature is part of the definition of 
Agenthood, then its absence is taken to be part of the definition of Patienthood, 
and vice versa (see, e.g., Næss 2007, Bossong 2006). We believe there are indi-
cations that this symmetrical opposition should be nuanced: we highlight two 
important differences between Agenthood and Patienthood. First, we show that 
the Agent role is more restricted than the Patient role because the Patient role is in 
principle compatible with any type of referent, while the Agent role is much more 
restricted. Second, we argue that features characterizing Patients allow more 
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variability than those involved in Agent semantics, i.e., the Patient role is more a 
matter of degree than the Agent role.

The first type of asymmetry concerns the pairing of role-related features with 
different types of referents. In Section 3.2 we argued that animacy-DAM reflects 
a mismatch between the inherent features of the referent and the features of the 
Agent role. The feature of instigation is not easily associated with non-motive  
inanimates, while the feature of transmission is not very likely to be found with 
inanimates in general. This implies that the Agent role is such that it is not read-
ily compatible with just any type of referent. In other words, it is a restricted 
role that comes with prerequisites, to the effect that it is much more likely to be  
associated with animates than with inanimates. When we look at Patienthood, by 
contrast, a very different picture emerges. There are two relevant features in the 
literature. First, Patients are endpoints in that an action is directed to them (see, 
e.g., Croft 1991, 2001, Langacker 1990). Second, this action also has an impact on 
the Patient, corresponding to what has been discussed above under the label of 
affectedness (see also, e.g., Fillmore 1968, Hopper & Thompson 1980, Tsunoda 
1985, Levin & Rappaport Hovav 2005). These two features are not as restrictive as 
the Agent features discussed above. Participants do not have to have anything 
like an inherent ability for movement, for instance, in order to be construed as 
the endpoint of an action. Similarly, any referent can be construed as affected by 
an action in some way. This does not require specific abilities or characteristics, 
which implies that the Patient role can be considered less restrictive than the 
Agent role.

The second difference between Agenthood and Patienthood does not concern 
the association between role-features and referents, but rather the features them-
selves. As mentioned above, Patients typically are affected endpoints. In the lit-
erature it has repeatedly been pointed out that affectedness is a matter of degree 
(see, e.g., Næss 2007, Beavers 2011). Beavers (2011) mainly focuses on differences 
in Patient affectedness that correlate with the use of different verbs, as illustrated 
in (18). 

(18) a. John ate the apple up. [Apple is completely gone]
 b. John cut the apple. [Apple cut, not necessarily to a particular  

 degree]
 c. John kicked the apple. [Apple impinged, not necessarily affected]
 d. John touched the apple. [Apple manipulated, not necessarily impinged]
  (Beavers 2011: 336)

Even clauses with the same verb can express different degrees of affectedness. 
‘Breaking a cup’ can refer to an action that breaks off the cup’s handle, or to 
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smashing a cup into tiny pieces (see also Næss 2004). The gradability of a feature  
like affectedness implies that it is possible to gradually move away from the  
prototypical Patient, with a high degree of affectedness, toward less and less  
typical instances. 

For Agenthood, by contrast, the same does not hold, because the features of 
instigation and transmission do not show the same kind of gradability. As dis-
cussed in Section 3.2.2, instigation involves initiating an action. For this type of 
feature, degree is not relevant. It is hard to think of a situation where an Agent 
has a low degree of instigation because the action is only partially initiated. While 
actions are not always carried out completely, their initiation is a matter of yes 
or no rather than degree. Of course, in the case of part-whole relations only a 
specific part of an Agent may actually be involved in initiating an action, but this 
is not the same as partial instigation. This can be illustrated using the following 
example from Langacker (2009: 50). 

(19) She hit him (with her left hand / her right elbow / the top of her head).

In this clause, it is only a body part of the Agent participant that is actually in-
volved in the instigation of the action. Nevertheless, this does not mean that the 
action of hitting is only partially initiated by the Agent, in the same way as a 
Patient can be only partially affected by an action. The same applies to the degree 
of intensity with which an action is carried out. Consider, for instance, the fol-
lowing examples from English, taken from the British National Corpus (Davies 
2004–2012).

(20) a. Wildly angry at this insult to Tess, he hit the man in the face.
 b. He batters the girls to death. 

The clause in (20b) represents an action that is more intense than the action in 
(20a). In this sense, there is a difference in degree, but this is not related to the 
instigation of the action. One cannot say, for instance, that the action in (20b) 
is “more instigated” than the one in (20a). While the nature of these actions is 
different, there is no fundamental difference with respect to their initiation. As 
pointed out by a reviewer, one way to argue for a difference in degree relates to 
the degree of directness of instigation, as in the well-known distinction between 
direct and indirect causation in causative constructions (see, e.g., Shibatani & 
Pardeshi 2002). Even here, however, it is not that easy to show that an Agent in an 
indirect construction is less of an instigator than in a direct construction, in the 
same way that a Patient can be more or less affected by an action. 
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A similar point can be made for the feature of transmission, in which an 
action is transferred toward another participant. Again, it is hard to conceive of 
this feature in terms of a cline, where a high value gradually diminishes to a low 
value. When an action is instigated, it can either go in the direction of a Patient, 
or not at all. This is not a matter of degrees, with “full” transmission contrast-
ing with “partial” and “low” transmission. Of course, it is possible to measure 
how successful this transmission is in terms of its effects on the other participant, 
but in that case we are talking about Patient affectedness rather than about an 
Agent-related feature. 

From the perspective of the features of instigation and transmission, then, 
Agenthood is much less of a gradable role than Patienthood. There is, of course, 
one feature often associated with Agents that is indisputably gradable, namely 
volitionality. Actions can be instigated wilfully, absent-mindedly, accidentally, or 
even while unconscious. In this context, however, it is important to ask if this 
feature really belongs with instigation and transmision as an Agent feature. We 
have already shown that these last two features are clearly Agent features in that 
they have an influence on the marking of A, either in a differential system or in 
syntactic restrictions. Volitionality has an entirely different effect: absence of voli-
tionality with an animate Agent does not have any effect on the marking of A, but 
is reflected in the use of special voice phenomena like anticausatives, as shown 
in earlier work (Fauconnier & Verstraete 2010, Verstraete 2011, Fauconnier 2011b). 
Given that these two sets of features have such different formal reflections, it is dif-
ficult to maintain that they should be kept together as “Agent” features (see also 
Appendix 2 for an application to our sample). If the features of transmission and 
instigation are sufficient to deal with DAM effects, and if volitionality consistently 
has effects beyond A marking, we see no reason to include these all together in 
the set of features that define our Agent role. 

Summing up, the analysis developed in this article suggests that Agenthood, 
as defined in terms of instigation and transmission, differs from Patienthood at 
a fundamental semantic level. While the Patient role is inherently gradable and 
can have a range of typical and less typical instantiations, the Agent role is less 
subject to this type of variability. This difference in gradability, combined with 
a difference in compatibility with referents, shows that it is problematic to treat 
Agents and Patients as each other’s polar opposites.

Together with the differences between A and O, the differences between 
Agents and Patients discussed in this section may also lead to a reconsideration 
of certain theoretical constructs that rely on a mirror image model. The Silverstein 
hierarchy (and related concepts) are a clear example, because they approach A 
and O arguments using one single cline of referents: referents that are atypical 
as A are typical as O, and vice versa, to the effect that A and O are treated as op-
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posites. This is problematic because the hierarchy glosses over the asymmetries 
between A and O at a conceptual level. For instance, it does not reflect the fact 
that the Patient role, and hence the O function, is in principle compatible with 
any type of referent, while the same does not hold for the Agent role and the 
A function. In this sense, there is an important difference between the atypical-
ity of inanimate A arguments and, for instance, the atypicality of 2nd person O 
arguments, which is not captured in the hierarchy. Inanimate A arguments are 
atypical because their semantics clashes with the features that define Agent-
hood, while 2nd person O arguments are atypical only because they are less fre-
quently construed as O, and not because there is anything in their semantics that 
is incompatible. In addition, the hierarchy cannot capture the differences in the 
marking of A and O very well, since features which are only relevant for either A 
or O cannot easily be incorporated. In Section 2.1, for instance, we argued that the 
relevance of topicality is limited to DOM, while argument focus is only involved in 
DAM. Furthermore, we argued that the difference between motive and non-motive 
inanimates plays a role in A-related phenomena, but it is not clear how such a 
contrast can be relevant for O-related phenomena. 

There are other studies that have raised questions for hierarchies like Sil-
verstein’s, e.g., Bickel (2008) and Bickel & Witzlack (2008). The analysis in this 
article further supports this point, and suggests that it might be a better option 
to look for alternative conceptualizations of the same basic idea, for instance 
breaking up the hierarchy into separate features (e.g., [±pronoun], [±animacy], 
[±definiteness]), which can each interact with A and/or O marking in different 
ways. While such a solution might appear less elegant, it may well prove to be 
empirically and functionally more adequate.

Acknowledgements: We thank two anonymous reviewers and the editor for very 
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Abbreviations: 1/3 = 1st/3rd person; abs = absolutive; acc = accusative; anim = ani-
mate; aux = auxiliary; caus = causative; cvb = converb; dat = dative; def = definite;  
erg = ergative; fut = future; inan = inanimate; ins = instrumental; ipfv = imper-
fective; neg = negation; nfut = non-future; pfv = perfective; pl = plural; poss 
= possessive; pst = past; sbj = subject; sbjv = subjunctive; sg = singular; vm = 
valency modificator.

Appendix 1: The sample
The data discussed in this article were retrieved from a sample of 185 languages, 
based on the sample used in Fauconnier (2012). In terms of the parameters of 
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sampling discussed by Bakker (2010), this sample is primarily a convenience 
sample and secondarily a variety sample. It is a convenience sample because we  
did not pick languages at random, and only included languages for which 
recent, reasonably detailed descriptions are available. Furthermore, we specifi-
cally tried to include as many languages as possible with evidence for DAM or 
related phenomena. On the other hand, the sample is secondarily also a variety 
sample because it is genetically diverse: we tried to include as many distinct fam-
ilies and genera as possible. To avoid a bias towards certain genera, each genus 
is in principle represented by only one language (unlike in the sample used in 
Fauconnier (2012), which had more than one language for a number of genera 
that were known to have interesting DAM-related phenomena). The full set of  
languages, which is roughly comparable to the 200-language sample discussed 
in the World atlas of language structures online (WALS) (Comrie et al. 2013), is 
listed below per family and, where applicable, subfamily and genus, according to 
the WALS classification (which we use as a standard of comparison, even though 
we realize not all classifications in WALS are unproblematic, e.g., the use of  
“Australian” or “Khoisan” as genetic units).

Family Subfamily and/or Genus Language Sources

Afro-Asiatic Berber Tashelhiyt Rapold (2010)
Semitic Maltese Borg & Azzopardi- 

Alexander (1997) 
Chadic Biu-Mandara Hdi Frajzyngier (2002) 

West Chadic Hausa Jaggar (2001), 
Heide (1989) 

Cushitic Eastern Cushitic Dhaasanac Tosco (2001) 
Southern Cushitic Iraqw Mous (1993) 

Omotic North Omotic Sheko Hellenthal (2010) 
South Omotic Dime Seyoum (2008) 

Ainu Ainu Tamura (2000) 
Algic Algonquian Plains Cree Dahlstrom (1986) 
Altaic Mongolic Mangghuer K. Slater (2003) 

Tungusic Udihe Nikolaeva & 
Tolskaya (2001) 

Turkic Turkish Göksel & Kerslake 
(2005) 

Arauan Jarawara Dixon (2005) 
Araucanian Mapudungun Smeets (2008) 
Arawakan Tariana Aikhenvald (2003) 
Australian Gaagudju Gaagudju Harvey (2002) 

Jaminjungan Jaminjung Schultze-Berndt 
(2000) 
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Family Subfamily and/or Genus Language Sources

Mangarayi Mangarayi Merlan (1982) 
Nyulnyulan Warrwa McGregor (2006) 
Pama-Nyungan Kuku Yalanji Patz (2002) 

Umpithamu Verstraete (2010)
Tangkic Kayardild Evans (1995) 
West Barkly Jingulu Pensalfini (2003) 
Gunwinyguan Gunwinygic Bininj Gun-wok Evans (2003) 

Yangmanic Wardaman Merlan (1994) 
Austro-Asiatic Munda Mundari Cook (1965) 

Mon-Khmer Aslian Semelai Kruspe (2004) 
Katuic Pacoh Alves (2006) 
Palaung-Khmuic Khmu Svantesson (1983) 
Viet-Muong Vietnamese Nguyễñ (1997) 

Austronesian Central 
Malayo-Polynesian

Tetun van Klinken (1999) 

Malayic Indonesian Sneddon (1996) 
Madurese Madurese W. Davies (2010) 
Meso-Philippine Tagalog Himmelmann 

(2006), Dell 
(1983–1984) 

Northwest 
Malayo-Polynesian

Beg’ak Goudswaard (2005) 

Northern 
Philippines

Dupaningan Agta Robinson (2008) 

Paiwanic Kavalan Liao (2004) 
Puyuma Puyuma S. F.-C. Teng (2008) 
Sulawesi Tukang Besi Donohue (1999a)
Eastern Malayo- 
Polynesian 

Oceanic Nêlêmwa Bril (2002) 

South Halmahera 
– West New 
Guinea

Warembori Donohue (1999b) 

Aymaran Aymara Hardman (2001) 
Barbacoan Awa Pit Curnow (1997) 
Basque Basque Hualde & Ortiz de 

Urbina (2003) 
Border Imonda Seiler (1985) 
Bosavi Kaluli Schieffelin (1985) 
Burushaski Burushaski Munshi (2006) 
Caddoan  Wichita Rood (1976, 1996) 
Cariban  Tiriyó Meira (1999) 
Cahuapanan Shiwilu Valenzuela (2011) 
Chapacura-
Wanham

 Wari’ Everett & Kern 
(1997) 

Chibchan Aruak Ika Frank (1985) 
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Family Subfamily and/or Genus Language Sources

Rama Rama Grinevald (1988) 
Choco Epena Pedee Harms (1994) 
Chukotko- 
Kamchatkan 

Northern Chukotko- 
Kamchakan

Chukchi Dunn (1999) 

Dravidian Southern Dravidian Kannada Schiffman (1983), 
Sridhar (1990) 

East Bird’s Head Meyah Gravelle (2004) 
Eskimo-Aleut Eskimo Tunumiisut Mennecier (1995) 
Guaicuruan Pilagà Vidal (2001) 
Haida Haida Enrico (2003) 
Hmong-Mien Hmong Njua Lyman (1979), 

Harriehausen 
(1990) 

Hokan Pomoan Eastern Pomo McLendon (1975) 
Yuman Quechan C. Slater (1977) 
Chimariko Chimariko Jany (2009) 

Indo-European Albanian Albanian Kallulli (1999) 
Armenian Eastern Armenian Dum-Tragut (2009) 
Slavic Polish Swan (2002), 

Bielec (1998) 
Germanic German Schäfer (2008) 
Indic Hindi Kachru (2006) 
Romance Spanish Cuervo (2003) 

Iroquoian Northern 
Iroquoian

Wyandot Kopris (2001) 

Southern 
Iroquoian

Oklahoma 
Cherokee 

Montgomery-
Anderson (2008) 

Japanese Japanese Kaiser et al. (2001) 
Jivaroan Aguaruna Overall (2007) 
Kadugli Krongo Reh (1985) 
Kartvelian Laz Lacroix (2009) 
Karok Karok Macaulay (2000) 
Keresan Laguna Keres Lachler (2006) 
Khoisan Sandawe Sandawe Eaton (2010) 

Central Khoisan Kxoe Kilian-Hatz (2008) 
Kiowa-Tanoan Kiowa Watkins (1984) 
Korean Korean Sohn (1999) 
Kuot Kuot Lindström (2002) 
Kusunda Kusunda Watters (2006) 
Kwaza Kwaza van der Voort 

(2004) 
Lower Sepik- 
Ramu 

Lower Sepik Yimas Foley (1991) 

Macro-Ge Bororo Bororo Crowell (1979) 
Matacoan Wichí Terraza (2009) 
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Family Subfamily and/or Genus Language Sources

Mayan Jakaltek Craig (1977) 
Misumalpan Ulwa Green (1999) 
Mixe-Zoque San Miguel 

Chimalapa Zoque 
Johnson (2000) 

Mosetenan Mosetén Sakel (2003) 
Movima Movima Haude (2006) 
Muskogean Koasati Kimball (1991) 
Mura Pirahã Everett (1986) 
Nadahup Hup Epps (2008) 
Na-Dene Athapaskan Slave Rice (1989) 
Nakh- 
Daghestanian 

Nakh Ingush Nichols (2011) 

Daghestanian Avar-Andic-Tsezic Hinuq Forker (2010) 
Lezgic Tsakhur Schulze (1997) 

Nambikuaran Mamaindê Eberhard (2009) 
Niger-Congo Kwa Fongbe Lefebvre & 

Brousseau (2002) 
Gur Supyire Carlson (1994) 
Dogon Jamsay Heath (2008) 
Kru Dadjriwalé Gode (2006) 
Adamawa-Ubangi Adamawa Mundang Elders (1995) 
Atlantic Southern Atlantic Kisi Childs (1995) 

Northern Atlantic Fula (Nigerian) McIntosh (1984) 
Benue-Congo Bantoid Eton Van de Velde 

(2008) 
Cross-River Kana Ikoro (1996) 

Mande Western Mande Jalonke Lüpke (2005)
Nilo-Saharan Fur Fur Jakobi (1990) 

Songhay Koyra Chiini Heath (1999) 
Central Sudanic Moru-Ma’di Ma’di Blackings & Fabb 

(2003) 
Lendu Ngiti Kutsch Lojenga 

(1994) 
Eastern Sudanic Nilotic Turkana Dimmendaal 

(1982) 
Surmic Murle Arensen (1982) 
Nubian Kunuz Nubian Abdel-Hafiz (1988) 

Saharan Eastern Saharan Beria Jakobi & Crass 
(2004) 

Nivkh Nivkh Gruzdeva (1998), 
Mattissen (2003) 

Northwest 
Caucasian 

Abkhaz Hewitt (1979) 

other Creoles and Pidgins Nubi Wellens (2003) 
Oksapmin Oksapmin Loughnane (2009) 
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Family Subfamily and/or Genus Language Sources

Oto-Manguean Chinantecan Sochiapan 
Chinantec 

Foris (2000) 

Mixtecan Chalcatongo 
Mixtec 

Macaulay (1996) 

Subtiaba-Tlapanec Tlapanec Wichmann (2009) 
Zapotecan Coatlán-Loxicha 

Zapotec 
Beam de Azcona 
(2004) 

Panoan Matses Fleck (2003) 
Peba-Yaguan Yagua Payne (1985) 
Penutian Sahaptian Nez Perce Rude (1985) 

Wintuan Wintu Pitkin (1984) 
Utian Costanoan Mutsun Okrand (1977) 

Puinave Wansojot Girón (2008) 
Quechuan Imbabura 

Quechua 
Cole (1985) 

Salishan Interior Salish St’át’imcets van Eijk (1997) 
Senagi Menggwa Dla de Sousa (2006) 
Sepik Ram Awtuw Feldman (1986) 

Sepik Hill Alamblak Bruce (1984) 
Sino-Tibetan Chinese Mandarin S.-H. Teng (1975) 

Tibeto-Burman Bodic Belhare Bickel (2004) 
Burmese-Lolo Burmese Okell (1969) 
Kuki-Chin Meithei Chelliah (1997) 
Lepcha Lepcha Plaisier (2007) 
Qiangic Qiang LaPolla (2003) 
Tani Galo Post (2007) 
Naxi Yongning Na Lidz (2010) 

Siouan Lakhota Van Valin (1985) 
Solomons East 
Papuan 

Lavukaleve Lavukaleve Terrill (2003) 

Savosavo Savosavo Wegener (2008) 
Tacanan Cavineña Guillaume (2004) 
Tai-Kadai Lao Enfield (2007) 
Timor-Alor- 
Pantar 

Greater Alor Teiwa Klamer (2010) 

Bunaq Bunaq Schapper (2009) 
Totonacan Misantla Totonac MacKay (1999)
Trans-New 
Guinea 

Angan Menya Whitehead (2004) 
Finisterre-Huon Kâte Suter (2010) 
Dani Lower Grand 

Valley Dani 
Bromley (1981) 

Eastern Highlands Fore Scott (1978), 
Donohue & 
Donohue (1998) 

Madang Waskia Ross & Paol (1978) 
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Family Subfamily and/or Genus Language Sources

Ok Mian Fedden (2011) 
Trumai Trumai Guirardello (1999)
Tucanoan Guanano Stenzel (2004) 
Tupian Arikem Karitiana Storto (1999) 

Tupari Mekens Galucio (2001) 
Tupi-Guaraní Tapiete González (2005) 

Uralic Finno-Ugric Ugric Hungarian Szent-Iványi (1995) 
Urarina Urarina Olawsky (2006) 
Uto-Aztecan Aztecan Pipil Campbell (1985) 

Cahita Yaqui Guerrero-
Valenzuela (2005) 

Numic Paiute Thornes (2003) 
Takic Cupeño Hill (2005) 
Tarahumaran Warihío Armendáriz (2005) 

Wakashan Southern 
Wakashan

Nuuchahnulth Davidson (2002) 

Wappo-Yukian Wappo Wappo Thompson et al. 
(2006) 

Warao Warao Romero-Figueroa 
(1997) 

West Papuan North Halmaheran Tidore van Staden (2000) 
North-Central 
Bird’s Head

Maybrat Dol (2007) 

Yanomam Yanomam Sanuma Borgman (1990) 
Yeniseian Ket Vajda (2004) 
Yuchi Yuchi Linn (2001) 
Yukaghir Kolyma Yukaghir Maslova (2003) 
Yuracare Yurakaré van Gijn (2006) 
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Appendix 2: Data summary

A-related phenomena Voice 
phenomena

Differential marking Restriction phenomena Anticausative

Animacy Focus Animacy Motivity

Albanian +
Beg’ak +
Belhare +
Beria +? +
Cupeño +
Eton +
Fongbe +
Fore + +
German +
Hare (Slave) +
Hausa +
Hindi + +
Hinuq +
Ika +
Indonesian +
Jakaltek +
Jaminjung +
Japanese +
Jingulu +
Kaluli +
Karok +
Kâte +
Kavalan +
Khmu +
Kiowa + +
Koasati +
Korean + +
Koyra Chiini +
Kuku Yalanji + +
Lakhota +
Laz +
Matses +
Nêlêmwa +
Polish +
Puyuma +
Qiang + +?
S. Chinantec +
S. M. C. Zoque +
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A-related phenomena Voice 
phenomena

Differential marking Restriction phenomena Anticausative

Animacy Focus Animacy Motivity

Semelai + +
Shiwilu +
Spanish +
St’át’imcets +
Tariana +
Tashelhiyt +
Tlapanec +
Tsakhur +
Tunimiisut +
Umpithamu + +
Warrwa +
Waskia + +
Yimas +
Yongning Na +
Yuchi +
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