Obviation and Information
| Structure in Meskwaki

Amy Dahlstrom

he Algonquian phenomenon of oBviATION is a discourse-based opposition
within third person. Unmarked PROXIMATE forms are used for the third
person most central to the discourse; more peripheral third persons are
referred to with marked OBVIATIVE forms. In Meskwaki, for animate gender, obvia-
tion can be observed in noun and demonstrative inflection and in verb agreement,
while for inanimate gender, obviation is covert, visible only in intransitive subject
agreement. The examples below illustrate proximate and obviative marking, with
noun and demonstrative inflection in boldface and the verb agreement underlined.

(1) akwi wi'to-hkawa-¢ini itepi wicha'ni¢i owirwani ina neniwa

akwi  witohkaw-a¢ini  itepi  wih-a-nici ow-i'w-ani
not allow-3>3'/NEG there  rur-go.thither-3'/a0R  his-wife-oBv
im-a neniw-a

that-sc  man-sG
‘That man (prox) doesn’t allow his wife (obv) to go there. (Goddard 2006:71)'

39




40 Amy Dahistrom

(2) mo-hdi no-sa ne-tamwa mi-$a-mi we-nekwi-kani-mikateniki,

mo-héi  n-o-s-a ne-t-amwa mi-$a-m-i

even my-father—SG see-3>0/IND sacred.pack-INAN.SG

IC-onekwi-kani-mikateniki
IC-have.wings-0'/ PART/0
‘Even my father (prox) saw the sacred pack (obv) which had wings’

(Dahlstrom 2003b:46)

evident from the use

In (1) the subject ina neniwa ‘that man’ is roximate,
d]
and noun, and

of unmarked third-person singular suffixes on the demonstrative

the object owiwani ‘his wife' is obviative, bearing the obviative suffix —ani. The

underlined verb inflection likewise indicates that the subject of ‘allow” is pr

and the object is obviative and that the subject of ‘go thither’is obviative. In (2) the

does not have overt obviative morphology
‘have wings’ reflects the obviative

oximate

inanimate object mi-Sa-mi ‘sacred pack’
on the noun itself, but the verb agreement on

status of the inanimate noun.

[n an effort to sharpen the characterization of proximate status,
h the information structure

some Algonqui-

anists have proposed that proximate can be equated wit
relation of ToPIC. Wolvengrey has a particularly clear statement: “I would argue that
ting the proximate with the more prototypically

using a term like ‘topic’ and equa
ctly the function conveyed by this Algonquian

topical third person referent is exa
phenomenon” (Wolvengrey 2011:14).
A similar claim is made by Junker (2004:345): “Algonquian languages have a

way to grammatically encode (non)topicality, a phenomenon traditionally called

‘obviation”” Russell (1996:379) suggests that obviative marks the absence of topic:

“It may well be that the proximate..... merely functions as the unmarked member in

opposition to the obviative category, which might positively mark non-topicality.”
aper, however, L argue that although topics are often proximate,
with the information structure relation of

ean by the terms TOPIC and Focus before

In the present p
proximate status cannot be equated
topic. I will first make explicit what I m
turning to evidence against equating proximate with topic.

Obviation and Information Structure in Meskwaki 41

Information Structure Definitions

I assume th i
e constructional framework for information structure developed by

Lambrecht (1994, 2000, 2001). .
’ ) .*Some b ; .
listed in (3): ) asic assumptions of this approach are

( )
3 a. PRAGMATIC P nma
C PRESUPPOSITION: The set ()[ pl()p()Sltl()]lS leXlC() glal d thaH\
eV()ked In a sentence llla‘ t]le Speakel assumes tlle heal er dh ead\ kll(NVS or

belie is ready
ves or is ready to take for granted at the time the sentence is uttered

b. prAGM D : iti
MATIC ASSERTION: The proposition expressed by a sentence that the

speaker e> i
p expects the hearer to know or believe or take for granted as a result of
hearing the utterance.

C. OCUS: d p d y p p
I U Ihﬂt C()Illponent ()f 1 ]ag]llﬂt]c lll structur ed roposition Wllel eb\
the FIZchllath assertion dlﬂe[ﬁ h om thE Fl es L[I:F osition. The f: cus :CIHF onent

1S b) (leﬁnltl nandu d P .
o lllpre lCtable palt ()f the prO osition La]llbIeC]lt

d. TOPIC:A 1 is i
: A referent is interpreted as the topic of a proposition if in a given
situatio ition i
ation the proposition is construed as being about this referent, i.e., as
ex re < . . . . . e
pressing information which is relevant to and which increases the

addressee’s knowledge of this referent. (Lambrecht 1994:131)

It 1:>? m.lportant to note at the outset that Lambrecht is not talking ab
semantics in the narrow sense but rather about a pragmatic level of infofm t(')Ut
structure. Given that, we can recognize that in the midst of connected di i l'on
the .speaker and hearer already have mental representations of what has blescomij
earlier. These propositions are what Lambrecht calls the PRAGMATIC PRESUe:Pi)m -
TION (3a). As a result of the following utterance in the conversation or nflrrat's'I
anothe.r Proposition is added to the set of what the addressee knows Thi(s adcll\li{
propo'smon is what Lambrecht calls the PRAGMATIC ASSERTION (3b) T};e e’
aisertlon u's'ually contains some part that is already establisﬁed in. the g::?:::gg
Eozsll;;)g;s)xﬁt(lzzli}zcietmainder, the unpredictable part, is what Lambrecgt calls
e . ht goes on to propose three basic types of focus constructions,

ypology is beyond the scope of the present paper; see Dahlstrom 2003a
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for discussion.) (3d) states Lambrecht’s definition of ToPIC, which is based on an
aboutness relationship between the topic and the following comment.

The relation of topic and the relation of focus are mutually exclusive. If a
topic is the starting point for the following comment to be about, it cannct also
be the unpredictable element bearing a focus relation to the proposition. The
incompatibility of topic and focus will be important when we examine Meskwaki
examples below.?

Another important point is that the relations of topic and focus are quite differ-
ent in nature from the discourse statuses of ACTIVATION (also called GIVENNESS) and
IDENTIFIABILITY (or DEFINITENESS). Topic and focus are relations to a proposition
as defined in (3). Activation and identifiability, on the other hand, are properties of
discourse referents in the interlocutors’ mind (Lambrecht 1994:160). In particular,
activation or givenness is not a sufficient criterion for identifying what is the topic.
Likewise, focus need not be inactive or new information. For example, expressions
referring to the speaker and addressee are necessarily given information—they are

active in the consciousness of the interlocutors.
(4) Who needs a ride to the airport? I do!

The question in (4) presupposes that “x needs a ride to the airport.” The answer
“] do!” asserts that the value of x is “I”. The first person pronoun is active in terms of
its discourse status, but functions as focus in this context, in terms of the pragmatic

articulation of the utterance’s information structure.

Examples of Topic and Focus in Meskwaki

Having established general definitions of topic and focus, let us now look briefly at
ways in which Meskwaki encodes these relations. (See Dahlstrom 2003a for more
discussion, especially of Lambrecht’s typology of focus constructions.) A template
that accounts for much of Meskwaki word order (Dahlstrom 1993, 1995) is given

in (5):

(5) [¢TOPIC [¢(NEG FOCUS OBL V {SUBJ, OBJ, OB]2, COMP}]]
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An overt topic, if present, appears
negative element, if present, as in (6)

first person pronoun né-na.

at the left edge of the utterance, before a

» Where a new topic is announced with the

(6) ninayo a-kwi kosetawakini kemeso-ta-naki

ni-na=j kwi ini
a=iyo  akwi kosetaw-akini ke-meso-ta-n-aki

T
I=of.course not op NegV O

fear-1>3p/nEG your-parent-pL

‘As for me, I'm not afraid of your parents.” (Goddard 2006:78)

An element in focus, on the other hand, wou

Id appear to the right of i
element if present. Immedi St o anegative

' ' ately before the verb is the unmarked position for
syntactic oblique arguments expressing location, m

other grammatical relations appe
topic or focus.

anner, or measure phrases. All
ar to the right of the verb if not functioning as

Topic

In the template in (

5) notice that the topic position i i
e ] Pic position is outside the core § consituent,

lot i
her elements are daughters of . This structural difference between overt

[()[)ICS alld OthEI ele“lents haS anumbet ()1 ( ()[lse(]ue“ces. I Or exanll)le Nleskwdkl
)

displays iti i
piays numerous second position enclitics expressing a range of evidential
aspectual, and other notions, (7) illustrates the tendency for )

astring of enclitics to
appear attached to the first phonological word of the cl ’

ause:

- an g
(7)  osanike-hipimeka-pehe wi-te-mekocini.

o—o-s—am=ke-hi=ipi:meko:a-pehe

his-father.oBV:andzhrsv:EMPH:always

IC-wi-te-m-eko¢ini.

; . IC-go.with-3'>3/pART/3’
t was his father, you see, who would always go with him, it’s said’

(Dahlstrom 2003b:11) |

When ic i
: an overt topic is present, however, there are two possible locations
or second position enclitics to attach to ;

a host. They may a fter ]
i i ' Yy may appear after the first
p ogical word of the topic, after the first phonological word of the comment

()I‘in )0 1 (0) l. 1 (0] T 8 ne ev €ere bo e topi a (i
1 tl et p Cé nd the comment. ( ) iS a Xampl Vh I b l t p'C

I co pe

t 1e miment h()St enChthS: the ﬁrst WOIAd Of the topic iS the hOSt fCI /1("/?[ I’Uld

moreover, whic g
h often appears on new or shifted topics, while the first word of
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the comment hosts an emphatic, —meko, the hearsay enclitic =ipi, and a cliticized

form of i'ni ‘then.

(8) iniye-kake-hi kich—kocawiciki wihéa-kiha-wa-¢i apeno‘hahi,
kith—kocawi-¢iki with-¢akih-a-wa-ci
killall-3p>3'/a0R  child-OBV.PL

i'niyE'ka:ke'hi apenO'h-ahi,

those.ABSENT=and PERF—try-3pP/PART/3P FUT-

waninawemekopini ehinohinote'wa-¢i.

e-h-inoh-inote-wa-ci.
rEDUP-move.thither-3p/AOR

ho had tried to kill all the children
it's said. (Kiyana 1913:250DE)

waninawe=meko=ipi=ini
all.directions=EMPH=HRSY=then ~AOR-
‘As for those aforementioned ones (prox) w

(obv), they (prox) then moved away in all directions,

uent separate from the topic
clitics attaching to waninawe
it would be hard to

Recognizing that the comment forms a constit
provides an explanation for the occurrence of the en
ng. If no left edge of S is posited to occur there,

these enclitics occur on the fifth word of the sentence.
once a topicis established with an

‘all directio
explain why

Regarding the pragmatic function of topics,
overt NP in topic position, that topic will often be maintained over several clauses
with only pronominal reference referring back to the topic in the

or sentences,
{llustrates an introduced topic sustained over a

Jater clauses. The passage in (9)

span of several clauses.

(9) a. onina ogkinawe-he-ha
o-ni=i-na oékinawe-heh-a
and.then=that young.man.DIM-5G
‘And then that young teenage boy,
~ b. “nahi, natawi—po-ni—mahkate-wi-no," e-hinedi e-hina-hpawa‘éi.
“nahi, natawi—po-ni—mahkate-wi-—no," e-h-in-e¢i

okay, time.to—stop—fast-2/IMP AOR-say.thus.to-X>3/A0OR

e-h-ina-hpawa--Ci
AOR-dream.thus-3/A0R

“Okay, it's time for you to stop fasting,” he dreamed he was told.
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c. “wikiya-peki=meko pe-hki ki-hawi,” e-hine¢i.
“wi-kiya-py-eki=meko pehki ke-i-h-awi-@,”

house-LOC=EMPH really  2-rut-be.[there]-2/IND

e-h-in-edi
AOR-say.thus.to-X>3/A0R

a7 q
You should be in the main house,” he was told

d. pyeyaniéi o-sani,
IC-pya--nici 0-0-s-ani,
IC-come-3'/cH.cON]  his-father-oBv

When his father came,

e. eha-¢imoha-¢i e-na-hpawa-¢i.
eh-a-¢imoh-a-¢i  IC-ina-hpawa--¢i.
AOR-tell-3>3'/A0R  IC-dream.thus-3/PART/OBL
he told him what he had dreamed’ (Dahlstrom 1996:130)

Ill 9 the NI } ‘ y y
( ) . Os/ﬂna We'/le'ha that Oung teenage bO ! iS announced il’l lille (a)
as a new tOplC, and the Subsequent eI‘bS in 1.
\Y mes (b C e) are inﬂected f()l a t]li
i » Ly l'd
erson p ent 'ri o the y t
‘p ‘ I roximate a]guln ng, l‘efen‘lngt h bO . In (d) he pOSSESSOr inﬂection on
1s1a lel" [ y \%% l S e g e
]l f tl l‘efels to the bO as elL ( he elen1el]ts inside the quote can b 1 nor d
or our plll'pOSES here Since t11e i i (0] 1
) quoted Inaterlal 1S a represe i
f ‘ . ‘> p ntation f a Separ( te
Irl bOtl V i = a
) 1 exan’lples Of overt thll‘d pel‘SOll tOpiCS seen so far (8 9) the tOpiCS re
])1‘0X11nate. IXS Stated ea]]ier Such conve g p
) . . . .
' W ' . rgence Of topic alld pl()XImate status is
common e Wlll see, hOVVeVer, ma ]ater SeCtion that tOpiCS are not neCESSal‘ily

proximate.
Focus

Let us now look briefl

y at focus (Lambrecht’s (1994) ARGUM
ENT- g
example of contrastive focus: ( ) v o
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(10) kinawena ki-hnepe
kina=wena k-ih-nep-e FocV
you=rather 2-ruT-die-2/IND
Rather, you will die” (Jones 1907:68.16)

that “x will die.” The assertion is that it is the addressee, kina

(10) presupposes
s therefore expressing focus, since

‘you’, who will die. The second person pronoun i

ereby the assertion differs from the presupposition.
such as ni-na=ne-hi‘l too’ in

it is the component wh

Focus can also be seen with additive expressions,
(11), with focus particles such as mo-héi ‘eve’ in (12) and (2) or de-8ki ‘only’, with
question word questions, as in (13), and often with indefinite pronouns such as

owiye-ha ‘someone, anyone’ in (14) or ke-ko-hi ‘something’

(1) nahi, nekwi-hi, ni-nane-hi ne-tama-ne
ni-na=nehi net-amane
see-1>0/SUBJUNCT

’ (Dahlstrom 2003b:34)

nahi, nekwi-hi,
well son.voC [=also

“Well, son, if I see it toO ...

(12) akwi mo-héi nekoti nesakecini

nekoti  nes-akeini

one kill-1p>3/NEG

ne. (Dahlstrom 2003b:43)

akwi mohdi
not even

‘We didn’t kill even 0

(13) ke-swic¢ahi inahi awiwaki?
inahi awi-waki?
be.[there]-3P/IND

ke-swi=¢a-hi
how.many=s0 there

‘How many [people] were there?

yehani ki'wi—wi'te‘ma-wa'éini.

(14)  akwi owi
ki'wi—wi'te'm—a'wa'éini.

a‘kwi owiye'h—ani
around~accompany—SP>3' |NEG

not  someone-OBV
' (Dahlstrom 2015:153)

“They didn't travel with anyone else

12) and (14) notice that the focus element follows

In the negated examples of (
ed by the template in (5)-

the negative word a-kwi, as expect
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Evidence against Equating Proximate with Topic

[ now turn to d
ata tha
o flloming soetion at‘ shows that we cannot equate proximate status with topic;
foe] tﬁqt - rgues that we also cannot equate proximate status with f -
i at the pragmatic relations of topi i 1thlocus.
distribution. If of topic and focus are in co
f ar : . mplementsz
1 element is focused, it cannot be a topic. It is easy E e
f asy, however, to

find examples o
c ff : e
p ocused elements exhibiting proximate status, as in
word of (15). status, as in the question

1?’ . Jacae .
(15) wenehéah ne'sa'ta neto-kima'menanan?
weneh-a=¢a .
e’h-a=¢a’h IC-nes-a‘ta ne-okima'm
e . -ena'n-an?
S0 IC-kill.3>3/pART/3  1-chief-1p-0BV

‘Wh i
o (prox) killed our (exclusive) chief (obv)?’ (Jones 1907:26.13)

(2) lepeated h i 1
) ere, 1S e Of
) allother examp] a pl‘OXinlate elenlent flll’lCtiOl‘lil
g

as focus: the foc i
. us parti i
‘ particle mo-hdi ‘even’ appears with the ; .
no-sa ‘my father’, proxmlate third person

(2) InO'hCl no-sa ne-tamwa mi-sa-mi we-ne I'kalll'llllkate k
0-sa amw
1S
a-l KW 1K1,

mo-héi  n-o-s-
0-s-a ne-t-amwa mi-$a-m-i

even my-father-
y-father-sG  see-3>0/IND  sacred.pack-INAN.SG

IC-onekwi-kani--mikateniki
IC-have.wings-0’/pART/0

7 ( .
Even my 1clthel pIOX) saw llle SaCIed a k oDV Wthll hdd wings

(16) and (17), te : .
form a mini(ma)l ;:ic;-nxfrli::l:\:ridzf):nglteﬁg;)om the calturehero Hisakehs
personal n : . 521 Wisahkeha, referr : ,
N nlorei:,l;.in VE}:?:Illn:;tte form, is an overt topic, followed by the erelflitt(i)ci};cel?/lzsj
L e topicsgpin it :ln co-occurs with a new or shifted topic. In (17) the
as the grandson of the <(:)h he character of Wisahkeha, but here he is identified
The overt topic in (17) likejvljaCt;-r currently proximate, with an obviative NP
N I.S‘e isplays the enclitic =ke-hi, attached to the ﬁrsl'i
e 7 Wbl pic. The comment about the topic is the same in (16
awas peacefully sound asleep. The only difference between(the)
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comments in (16) and (17) is the agreement on the verb nepa-- ‘sleep’, proximate

in (16) and obviative in (17), agreeing with the overt topics.

(16)  wi-sahke-hake-hi wa-natohkameko e-hkeh¢i—nepa-ci
wi-sahke-h-a=kehi wa-natohka=meko e-h-kehé¢i—nepa-¢i
W-sGg=and peacefully=EMPH  AOR-greatly—sleep-3/A0R

‘As for Wi-sahke-ha (prox), he was peacefully sound asleep. (Kiyana 1913:163)

(17)  ininike-hi o$isemani wanatohkameko e-hkehéi-nepa-nici
in-ini=ke'hi  0-o-Sisem-ani

that-oBv=and her-grandchild-osv

wanatohka=meko e‘h-keh¢i-nepa~-nici
peacefully=EMPH  AOR-greatly—sleep-3'/AOR
‘As for her grandson (obv), he was peacefully sound asleep.’ (Kiyana 1913:10) -

It might be objected that examples like (17) are not strong counterexamples to
the claim that topics are always proximate. Since the topicin (17) is anoun possessed
by a third person, it is obligatorily marked obviative: it cannot be expressed in the
proximate status. However, notice that the speaker/writer of such examples hasin
fact chosen to identify the topic not with an independent name or description but
rather with a kinship term, a relational form: that is, the character of Wisahkeha is
identified here with a specific link to the proximate character of the grandmother.
Wisahkeha is the topic of both (16) and (17), but the version in (17) reminds the
hearer that the grandmother’s point of view is still present in the scene. (See the
discussion of (21) below for another example of expressed point of view.)

A property of topic constructions in many languages is that an overt topic can
be followed by a comment that contains no gap or anaphoric element co-refer-
ential to the topic. A well-known example of this from Li and Thompson (1976)
is the Japanese example in (18), where the comment is understood as about the

announced topic.

(18) sakana wa, tai ga oiishi
fish Topic red.snapper susj delicious

‘As for fish, red snapper is delicious. (Japanese; Li and Thompson 1976)

S

O . . . kg
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Constructions similar to (18) are
(19) is an example with an obviative
derstood as being spoken by

also possible with overt topics in Meskwaki
topic, ‘his wife’. The follo .
dersto . the wife, even tho

gument on the quoting verb following the qu

wing quote is un-
ugh the wife is not marked as an
ote.

19)  owi-wani: “kag

(19) vani: *kasina-kwa, kagi=¢a.h ina-¢imowa?” e-hinegi
Ow-i-w-anj: ' -

his-wife-opy

‘kasina-kwa, kasi=¢a.h ina-¢imo-wa?”
well whathappened?
‘His (prox) wife (obv):
“Well, what h

1996:134)

e-h-in-e¢i,

how= §
ow=s0 tell.thus-3/inp AOR-say.to-X>3/A0R

appened? What did he say?” he (prox) was asked. (Dahlstrom

The verb is inflected for an uns

peCiﬁed agent acti 8 l)

. Y S ctin on the TroXi nate ”l. (i

pel Son, the Wonlans hllsband. Ag(lin SuCh I sl i
]

overt topics; and here, the topic is obviative
As stated earlier, most third person to

& Syntactic structure is possible with

pics in Meskwaki narratives enjoy
ve demonstrate that topics are not

" tern is for an overt topic introduced
ate statusin the i i
oy ' ' e immediat
Ppassage in (20) is an example of this pattern §

H though the exam
: ' ples abo
obligatorily proximate. Another common pat

Sa : p 5‘
Ob l1at1 N t Sl 1
asan viative ] (0)s] “ to roxim f()“(”v“lg C](luse.

(20) a. inike-hipi i
) a. inike hipi-na o-sani e-ha-nawapwi-heko¢i

i-ni=ke-hi=ipi=j.na 0-0-s-ani
-0-s-ani

then=and=HRSY=that.ANIM his-father-

And then, it's said, that [boy

(prox).

e-h-anawapwi-h-ekoéi,
OBV AOR-fail.to.wait.for-3'>3/a0R
(prox)J's father (obv) got tired of waiting for him

b. i-tepi e-ha-¢i.
itepi  eh-a-¢&i,
there AOR-go.thither-3/a0r
He (prox) went there,
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¢. ehanemimeko-a-hkwe-wite-he-¢i,
e-h-anemi-=meko—-a-hkwe-wite-he--¢i,
AOR-away—=EMPH-feel.angry-3/A0Rr
He (prox) went off feeling angry,

d. “ne-wake, nichkehéi-neskima-wa,” e-hina-¢i owi-wani.
“ne-w-ake n-i-h-kehéi-neskim-a-wa,” e-h-in-a-¢i
i

see-1>3/SUBJNCT  1-FUT-greatly-scold-1>3/iND AOR-say.to-3>3'/AOR

ow-i-w-ani.
his-wife-oBv -
telling his wife (obv), “When I see him, I'm really going to scold him.

(Dahlstrom 2003b:18)

In the (a) clause of (20) the new topic is 0-sani ‘his fa.ther’, an obviative NfP. '{‘he.
following clauses (b—d) relate actions of the father, but in thf)se. clauses 'the atllel.
is referred to with proximate inflection on the verb. Such a shift in statu.s is another
reflection of the frequent co-occurrence of proximate status and toplch?od, bl.lt
proximate shifts are not obligatory. For example, the obviative topic seen in (17) is
not followed in the narrative by a proximate shift. .

The next textual excerpt illustrates a different pattern found in nar‘ratlves. In
(21) the obviative subject of the verbs is a young man who has been fastfng;lThcles.e
lines report that the young man’s footprints show that he had almost returne to 1‘15
camp, that he then took off running, and that he was Jjoined by some other creature.

(21)  iya-hmeko asi¢i pye-¢ihkawe-nici e-howi-kinidi,
ya-hi=meko asi¢i  IC-pye-¢ihkawe-ni&i e-h-owi-ki-ni¢i,
o |
there=EMPH near IC-S's.tracks.come-3'/CH.CON]  AOR-live-3'/PART/OBL

kapo-twe e-hkeh¢i-penowi-hka-iniéi.
kapo-twe e-h-keh¢i-penowi-hka-$i-niéi.

at.some.point AOR-greatly-appear.to.go.fast-3’/A0R

- R R o)

Obviation and Information Structure in Meskwaki ' 51

kapo-twe e-hpemi-takwihkawe-ni¢i owiye-hanimeko
kapo-twe e-h-pemi-takwihkawe.-njgj owiye-h-ani=meko
at.some.point AOR-along—S’S.tracks.together.with-3'/AOR Someone-OBV=EMpH
‘When his (obv) footprints came almost to the place

where he (obv) was camping,

ata certain point it looked like he (obv) took off really fast.

At a certain point his (obv) footprints were joined by the tracks of

Some creature (obv). (Dahlstrom 1996:139)

I'would argue that the lines in (21) are about the young man: in other words,
that we have here another example of an obviative topic, referred to pronominally
by the inflection on the verbs, The young man remains in obviative status, however,
without a shift to proximate status comparable to that seen in (20). Instead, the
proximate third person during this episode is the youngman’s father, who has come
out to look for his son, Sustaining the young man’s obviative status in this episode
conveys a particular stylistic effect in the text: we are seeing the action from the
point of view of the proximate character,

Evidence against Equating Proximate with Focus

The previous section argued that itis incorrect to €quate proximate status with the
pragmatic relation of topic. It is also not possible to equate proximate status with
the other major pragmatic relation, that of focus, For example, question words are
prototypical members of the category of focus elements, It s possible to have a
question word like wene-ha ‘who’ in an obviative form:

(22) we'nehaniyo we'wi-hka-niini no-sa?
weneh-ani=iyo IC-owi‘hkarni-&inj n-0's-a
who.0Bv=0of.course IC-have.OZ.as.friend-S/PART/S’ my-father-sg
‘Who [obv] did my father have as a friend?’ (Kiyana 1913:914)

A further example of a focused element with obviative status was seen above
in (14), repeated below:
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(14) akwi owiyehani ki-wi-wi-te'ma-wa-cinl.
akwi owiyeh-ani kirwi—wi-te'm-a-waCini.
)
not  someone-OBV around—accompany-3p>3'/NEG

“They didn’t travel with anyone else’ (Dahlstrom 2015:153)

. iti (i jative third
In other words, the discourse-based opposition of proximate and obviative t

i i ; al relations
persons must be recognized as distinct from the information structura

of both topic and focus.

Conclusion

i iar i ut need
| have argued in this paper that topics in Meskwaki are often proximate b

i g o that of
not be: in other words, the definition of proximate cannot be reduced t

i i is similar
or to that of focus. The relationship between topic and proximate is sim

topic, 1 topiar ‘ ‘ :
o nd ‘activation or givenness: topic

to the well-known relationship between topic & . f A
cannot be defined solely in terms of activation, though topics are frequently

ize that the
or given information (cf. Lambrecht 1994). Instead, we must recogniz

p mate vs ()b\/lal“/e ()])[)()Sl’[l()ll an |)e SeIlSl(lve toa Vallety ()f ()t}lel faCtOl’S as
C
TOXI1IT1d .

well, such as empathy, agency, and point of view.

NOTES

= = tive inanima = stp
evial T € 0 0 via te, 1r first person
. Abbl iations i Xamples. inanimate, Ob

iati = i NIM = animate,
exclusive plural, 3p = third plural, 3’ = pbviative, ABSENT = absentative, A

= onjunc ON]J = njunct, EMPH = e = future SY
AOR 10r1ist € t, CH.C ] Changed co JL nct, mphatl( FUT futur e, HRS
) -

= hearsay, IC = Initial Change, 1MP = imperative, INAN = inanimate, IND : indepexvxc_lent
indicative, Loc= locative, NEG = negative, 02 = second object, OBL = (,Tbllqlle, OBV' =
obviative, PART = conjunct participle, PL = plural, REDUP = redxfplicatu.)n, S(: 'subject, Sé
= singular, SUBJNCT = subjunctive, voc = vocative, X= unspeciheé subject. > seplarates
subject and object in the gloss of transitive verbs. The first line of textual ebxam}; ::ies
presents the Meskwaki sentence without clitic boundaries or morpheme boundanes,

i g rrom 2015).
following the convention in recent texts edited by Dahlstrom (e.g., Dahlstrom )
(=]

Examples without a text citation are elicited.

§
i iscussi [ § s framework.
See Dahlstrom 2003a for more extensive discussion of Lambrecht’s fra

o

inf i g agree
3. It should be noted, however, that not all approaches to information structure ag
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that topic and focus are in complementary distribution. For example, Skopeteas et al.
(2006) posit separate dimensions of topic-comment and focus-background in which it is

possible for topic and focus to overlap.
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Abstract

In this paper, we argue that long-distance agreement (LDA) in Algonquin Ojibwe
does not express topicality, as is generally claimed in the Algonquian literature,
but rather that it correlates with evidentiality and belief ascription. In this sense,
LDA resembles, in its semantics, ECM (Exceptional Case Marking) constructions.
However, we show that LDA does not bear ECM's syntactic properties.

Dans ce chapitre, nous proposons que l'accord a longue distance (ALD) en algonquin
n'exprime pas la topicalité, comme il est généralement proposé dans la littérature
pourles langues algonquiennes, mais plutot lévidentialité ainsi que l'attribution de
croyances. Dans ce sens, 'ALD ressemble, selon nous, dans son aspect sémantique,
aune construction ECM (Exceptional Case Marking). Toutefois, nous démontrons
que'ALD ne partage pas avec la construction ECM ses caractéristiques syntaxiques.
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