Abstract

There has been some descriptive work on Balinese imperatives (Artawa 1994; Clynes 1995;
Pastika 1999, among others) recognizing the importance of definiteness of the undergoer
argument (U). Thisis evidenced from the contrast in (1) which shows that when U is definite
(1a), UV (undergoer voice) must be used in the imperative structure. The AV (actor voice) is
unacceptable (1b). This reflects U-oriented grammar of Balinese as noted by Artawa and Blake
(1997). Let uscall thisUOC (U-oriented constraint) in Balinese imperatives. U-orientation also
applies to the grammars of other Austronesian languages (cf. Cena 1977).

(1) a Jemak potlot-e ento! c¢. Da nyemak potlot-e ento!

UV.take pencil-DEF that NEG AV.take pencil-DEF that
‘Take the pencil.’ ‘Don’t take the pencil .’
b.* nyemak potlot-e ento! d. Da jemak=a potlot-e ento!
AV .take pencil-DEF that NEG UV.take=3pencil-DEF that
‘Take the pencil .’ ‘Don’t take the pencil .’
(20 da
f-str: <(TsuB) (TXCOMP)> (TSUBJ) = (TXCOMP SUBJ)
I
a-str: ‘NEG <__, ‘pred <A,U>

However, thereis aclear lack of in-depth analysis to account for the complex and puzzling
interplay between discourse-semantics and morphosyntax of Balinese imperatives. In particular,
analysisis needed as to the role of the imperative negator da, which makes the imperative
sentence (1b) acceptablein AV (1c). The proposed analysisin this paper, couched in LFG,
argues that da is not simply a negator with negative polarity feature but isitself an argument-
taking predicate taking an XCOMP that could be analyzable asinvolving ‘raising’. The partia
lexical entry of da isshownin (2). It saysthat negator da introduces a structure with matrix
SUBJ which can be identified as the embedded SUBJ (either A or U, depending on the voice
morphology). In positive imperative where da is absent, the UOC applies. Being equally definite
does not license the selection of A as imperative SUBJ; hence unacceptability of (1b). However,
in negative imperative with da, the introduction of the matrix SUBJ makes it possible for A to
syntactically outrank U, in which case the embedded imperative verb must bein AV (i.e.,
A=SUBJ); hence acceptability of (1c). Alternatively, it is expected that U can aso be identified
as the matrix SUBJ, in which case the embedded verb must bein UV (1d). (The actor clitic =a --
obligatorily required in negative imperative---is a third person pronoun referring to the
addressee.) An argument can also receive high prominence by means of marked pragmatic
assignment, e.g. given contrastive focus. When A is given contrastive focus, it is more prominent
than U. In this case, UOC is expected not to apply. Thisis confirmed; hence the contrast of (1b)
and (3).

(3 Ci, nyemak potlot-e ento!
2M AV.take pencil-DEF that
“YOU, take the pencil .’

The paper will also address cases of imperative constructions in Balinese where U is indefinite.
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