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1. EA

RFAEIEAER (differential argument marking; DAM) (R D% { O FEECBIZE I N, EFFHZED T3
¥ TH % (Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant 2018 72 &), Afgid a2 — Y22 HWX v L EE (HIBGERE, 4 v
K+ 47 VERIR) ORENZMHEIEGE R (differential recipient marking; DRM) % FH& L 043 %,

Bhattacharya & Simpson (2007) 1€ X % &, X v AAGEOEMBEGFSCICE T 2 ZHE (R) 1 RIEICAERT
2HFDOHEMEIC X > THERBRET 5,

(1) ami mini-ke mofla di-l-am
1.SG.NOM  Mini-DAT  spice give-PST-1

FAE I =icEFEER 25272 (BUT7) o (TEBI)

(2) ami dal-e mofla di-l-am
1.SG.NOM  bean-LOC  spice give-PST-1

MAFEAL—cFERE S 27 (Ahk) o 1 (fEHD

i de‘give’ SO BHE, LD (1) @ X 5 I R BAR 2 = DA IF 54 g ke TERE N 25,
FEED (2) @ X 5T R ABHAEY) dal ‘beans’ DHAIIFHE (D! TR INT WS, TOXHICRICERT S
LEOFEAEMIC L > TR OERDBED S, ok, UK. 55 - W& ke & % & O THME LIS (of. Chatterji
1926; Malchukov, Haspelmath & Comrie 2010: 52),

LALA2 S, S22 20MERRONE, 51210, HEYR BPEGBEREZT 20 BEIN
2, AV IAVREEISFIHLEZUTOHl 3) 2 I v\,

(3) profno  kor-a-ta-ke kPub gurutto de-e
question do-PTCP-CLF-DAT  very importance  give-3
B35 ICIEFICEEE#E, | (Kishor Alo, “ITSI@ @I& QUAT TG 28T TMR”)

Lo 3) TIERAEEY O THET2 L] KbhhrbbT. ATk < GHIERICR > T3,
220HIC, YOXI B RBEDERE2ZIFEDMICONT, TRETRMCHIEEI LT Wwawv, HAEY R
DIEERDPGHIC L o CTHIK LG TRET 2% b, a— A2 HOWTEIMICHNTT 2 2 L RN TH 5,
INLOEEPRE 2. AREIEIRVAALED DRM ICOWTI—"REHWCHETZ2L T, Y0Lkik
P b 2005 PICT L EHNE T2,
2. RUFIILEDP, T, ROIEFEER
AKEiCld, TBITHRICHE D TR Y HAFED P (patient). T (theme). R (recipient) DIERIRIC D\ THiHEA]
MERTT 5, TNOLEELEDZODOBLUTOERI TH S,

FAROERICH o T, UTOHAPOEWRIA Y F w7z OBk, k. BftiE. KEdH Y. &K
M, A &, REMM, FRELR, SR, FHBAE @, A+H5E), SRICGECE#RHZBR2v, §9FTh
AR W 53R D REXEFOEMLETH 5, £z, KRWFEIZ ISPS BHFE JP24KI0929 DRIk %% 72 d D TH
50

U ik 23t 5 2 W 3 L HDBEASH OGE 1T e ©, HEHOEAIL ¢ £721F te 1725,
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£ 1 NV IANGEOEMMBFINGIC B 2R

P T R
w4 5t (FE) - 5t GE/FF5E) - 5%
EE (PR R (RE/ARE)
A=) R AR FIiks -
5%

T3, UTD @) X5 P IIFFEOHEMDEE TG CH/R X% (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007:2;
Thompson 2010: 574), (5) TRT L I ICZ UMD P IZEEEICK 5,

(4) ami ak-jon nars-ke Knij-t -

1.SG.NOM  one-CLF.HUMAN nurse-DAT search-PROG-1

[(FAx— NOEEMZEL Cwd EXo4HNEI=" > ) . | (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007:2)

(5) ami 2k-jon nars Knij-t -
1.SG.NOM  one-CLF.HUMAN nurse search-PROG-1
[FAXEERIZ AR L T2 GEcha)) , | (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007: 2)

THPEUUEREEHE TS, UTFD (6) TRTXIICTREE = IIHEDHEYDLGE ICH5HK TR X
L% (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007: 3), % D& CH BFA O ERT 2 © GA% 1XMi¥E L 3\ (Bhattacharya &
Simpson 2007:3), AT D (7) ® X 5 ICE R W LFFEDHEVLNO T I3HEICR S,

(6) ami mini-ke beral-ta(-ke) di-l-am
1.SG.NOM  Mini-DAT cat-CLF-DAT give-PST-1
[FAE S =i 2B, | (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007: 3)
(7) ami pathagar-e &k-fa boi  patta-l-am

1.SG.NOM library-LOC  one-CLF book send-PST-1
[T HEEICA— %X 5 72, (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007: 3)

R ZARICEM L oz HEYTHNIXGIKE T, BWAEY 7 O PE TR S5 (Bhattacharya & Simpson
2007:3), ZNZEH (1) & Q) 2ZBEI Nz, LarLAars, o 3) icHEgans X )i, EAEYR A
A& 7210 Tld e S G TR I N2 5605 %,

P, T, R DfRoMdEn e L, AMRATFHOEEICIIEBNICGK LV 2 en3BiFond, £k,
IMREFICIR S 37 AEEROLA. BIgO A EERESE -der. 72132 NICERETR ke 2IIIE N7
-der-ke DSV HN D, AT D (8) Tl R 23MEE D N T, J@Ig D HEEEEE -der DATEIRINT S,

(8) amra bhikktuk-der bhikkha  de-i
1.PL.NOM  beggar-PL.GEN alms give-1
[Fa7=b iV =B i L% 5 % %, | (Thompson 2010: 572)

b X 5ic, 5HIZEMEIFKCOSE5E T & ROEHDERICHCLNE A, TOHKIERE RDE
RIS L CRR 2D 2, 1 DHIC, BAEY T TIRHEESLREMNEIC X ) S8 L BESZE T 54, f
AYIR TlEZD XS RWEICK D 358 DE/R %% T % (Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007:3), 2 2 HIZ, & DFE

—402 -



JECARL CTH T I AMRLGFADOL A ZRC CTHGROBERAEBN TR VA, R BEBFNTDH 2
(Bhattacharya & Simpson 2007: 4),
PLEDRZ#E 2T, AR~ Y AAFED RERICO VT 21T 9.

3. A&

I — ¥ ZFHHIT 1T Leipzig Collection (Goldhahn, Eckart & Quasthoff 2012) DR ¥ A GE= 2 — AFHEH 3 — ¥
A ben_newscrawl_2017_IM ZH[H L 7z, R ICHEAEY) L HAEYIO T HIY 5 285 de ‘give’ % H\ 718t
FFE S (GIVE ) 2B ONRE T2, a— 1205 ZOBFERTKE LTHW LR TS XX EES
12 2,000 FEIHL . HX TR OEREMERL. 7/ 7—vavEfili, &H, Lo 8) ok ic, B
DHEEBIEEE -der DA THAEBEID R BRI N T EHIIIIGAEIC X > TRHEE L Fra#E OHE R KT
B D7D R» OHERRL 72,

R DERNICHZE R 5 2 5 24%& L. extended animacy hierarchy (Croft 2002: 130; (9) % =) <> 721H
H<dza A (1-2 AFR, 3 AR, fEmte (R&G. R4, s, A4 BE. 848, AmE

(AL FEARD & TR (5. 815 27/ 7—v avIclAr,

(9) Extended animacy hierarchy (Croft 2002: 130)
12 AR <3 AR < [BAH4 < ABSEAEE < JEAEA B @A < M4 mA

FRGRAY 2 B2 5 b extended animacy hierarchy 12ifY o 72 2415 DZHUL DAM IS E 52 2 L IhTw
% (Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant 2018: 5), X ¥ 7 /VEED DRM ICIZFAE L MAEDKN LT BEZ LN TE 72
%3, extended animacy hierarchy IZ{y > CTHigT 32 2 & CTX VMl AZBHO P ICTE 5, 4T OEREE
Bichzs T, T OERE R OEROMAEH OBV AIREIC 72 5, BN OIEEIR DA MEH S DAM
DERICHFES T2 LA LN TS (Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant 2018: 12),

T/ T—vavofiR, a - "2pbiii LT —% 2,000 FD S b 1,625 BB ER T -2 TH o Tz,
ZD 5 BHINIC R SRS, GEE MG CERIND T — X % 647 Ff57-, 7ndb. APFECIZ AR
NOFEEYE R L LTROT =203 L L b et o DT, HEEOIIL TidZe < AR - FEAR O
JTELD D,

4. #B

BonfT—20PFEMRE I LD DDOBUT DR 2 LFK 3 THD, K2 1T extended animacy hierarchy
DIEBICH > 72 RIERZ, RIWFZTERI ED REROEREHRT,

FFER2EZA T, ABEDOR DI H 234 1F (99.2%) 2 GAKR T, 21F (0.8%) D BDFHEATR % 21T
7eo =iy FEAHIDO R D5 B 80 (19.5%) 23 54&ERTL 331 fF (80.5%) DFHEIER 2RI/, 2T &
b, BEUARVPAMTHNTEHRETR, EABTHNIIEE R E WHHAARTEND, COREHRIX
12 fiCREXVYANBOFRITHIOBIZE L AET 5, 72, HMMBFERK COZEICE W CHAEMESERIC
5L WnI L IFMDOFIETHL TN TEH Y (Bresnan et al. 2007; Haspelmath 2007 72 &), RV HLEED Z
Nt 7e 7 — 2 %2R LTWE T2 5, ZREFERHC, BREW C & ICIEAR R IS L T 19.5% % 54%
TERINDS LW IHFERBMEO N, T OREFRITEITIIEA R~ 2 FAEMIC X 2R OZZE TId Pl < %
v, FEAM R BEAFEIR ALY 5 % 2 LTz, ZDEIEDH 20%ICD KIS T L a— SXFHEIC
X o THID T L 2T TR > 77,
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# 2 Extended animacy hierarchy DIHH Z & R /R DffHE
12 NFRR R 31 93.9% 2 6.1% 33 100.0%
SATIRAE 59 100.0% 0 0.0% 59 100.0%
AH  BEBEAA 49 100.0% 0 0.0% 49 100.0%
ERLEZE 95 100.0% 0 0.0% 95 100.0%
A&t 234 99.2% 2 0.8% 236 100.0%
B R EEH 1 10.0% 9 90.0% 10 100.0%
BESEA 30 46.9% 34 53.1% 64 100.0%
FAM ERLEAE 49 14.5% 288 85.5% 337 100.0%
a5t 80 19.5% 331 80.5% 411 100.0%
A&t 314 48.53% 333 51.47% 647 100.0%

£ 3 TERI LD REROEE

iy 314 49.1% 326 50.9% 640 100.0%
T 5% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 100.0%
BRRAEL 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
&5t 314 48.5% 333 51.5% 647 100.0%

Kic, NEEm A, AEfERtEicih-> TR T L, RPABDOEA. 1 AR - 2 AFOFTHEIEZR 2 2 f
BEINTB, NI KD I GRIER 5 72, R BIEAROIERFADE A, Aat 10 fh, S8k
E T (10%) 7207, 6. RABIFEAMOREH AL 30 1 (46.9%) 3 GHEER T 34 A FTg AR

(53.1%) TH o7z, WK, GHRERIEOEEZ R T, HEAFOEA. 337 tFh 49 tF (14.5%) 23545
THEIR X, 288 1F (85.5%) XS CHIR X hiz,

BT, X325, TOMRE R OERIGERIR AW 23005, 2647, TR S NAZT — 4
X643 EH Y. ZD 5 H 640 B EEECHNTZ, T B CHNZRFIC, RITGEERD 314 fF (49.1%).
PRI R 25 326 1 (50.9%) & 13 & A EFILEIAE 2R LTV 5, T 13 3 FD A 5H CER X NL7z28, % DEE,
R B THHRIERE 572, T DERICE > T RIERARE LTI DI TEAVE W) HT, T DR R
DETROFEPUCTEEZ 5 2 T b L ITFVEEwv,

fERE LT, 13t Ao, RPARDPEDLTRERZG2NE S DOD, JEAR R BB—EH, GHER
R EPBRINL, £ LCIEARM R DFEREC L VBERORED LTI ICELH L, $7/2. T
DETRIZ R DERICHEERZ 5 Z TR W) TEAFEL VAL IR -7,

5. N7 ILEED DRM D FHH
AKEICIE, I—"ZAPFAEORICH DS E, RV A LFED DRM ODFHHICOWT 32D & %@L b,
5.1 R 7 ILEED DRM DEEE

9. R BEEDLEAED &) N TldZ | extended animacy hierarchy (Cify o 72 503 v A A GED
DRM D[ ZiliE T % 52, AT D (10) Tld extended animacy hierarchy % f3#8 3 5,
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(10) Extended animacy hierarchy (Croft 2002: 130)
12 ARAE <3 AU < [BIEH < AREEAE < JEARAE S EAE] < NS4

R o AT IS EGA8E R & . BETE O GNCTAT IR ETME R 22 03 2, AMS@AH E Tl
JFHI SR TR IR Tz b oD, XY GHIOIEHE CIIFMSIER BB IC R 2, e, FEAMAEIE
extended animacy hierarchy D5~ DRSE (K& < BEEH < HlA4E) (Croft 2002: 130) ICiR > 720 Fi %
R 5, FEANBESE 4G TR 0BG TR RS L. JEARIE @4 <12 0BG 25800 L C g
RS EREL, DF D RUHAFED DRM IZEEMIC A, AFR & 5R1E% & % 72 extended animacy hierarchy
KR - 2R VWA He 5,

5.2 RV ILEED DRM D EFKEME

INETNYHAGED DRM ZHEEMICK S L SN TE -, 20X 5 ITKRIERAL R O EH O ITik
D BRI N D DEDZ (split) & AT L&) (De Hoop & Malchukov 2007), [T, 38w <2 SR
BREIC X o THRIERBZEET 2 0 D%2FE (fluid) & 27 L &9 (De Hoop & Malchukov 2007),

gD 1T v FTVEED DRM 1, R A TH 2 5 &3 GBER %22 % &) mCARMEIC L2720
WK AT L%Fi2, —7Ji. R BIEABDEG G, G4& L P& DIFR D ZCE T 2 i CiEh > 2 7 L DRz A3
5, DF D, RVYANLFED DRM X 2 DD Y 2T LHAET 2505 - Ji#) (split-fluid) > A7 2 (Witzlack-
Makarevich & Serzant 2018: 28) T» %, Z® DAM ICHF 2% - il 2 7 LW S EMIC LB
5. BlZIE. A1V FXGEE (F 7V 4 XGEIE) OREFHIVGER R (differential object marking; DOM) 13 A 41
ICL7eW ol PH e AT L Fion, BHWEES AV OLE XFEMIC X - THIE - BIEECTRE T 5 (Lidz
2006), FAMBIL 72FHRIT A <A VGED DOM THEIE I LT\ 5 (Weissenrieder 1991; Delbecque 2002; Garcia
Garcia 2007) « AFED XV HAZED/IHT X DRM D% - B AT D7 — &2 2L T\w 3,

5.3 R 7 ILEED DRM DHERE

—H%HIIC DAM, HFICHEER OBERE L LTI (distinguishing) BEAE & [FI%E (identifying) BERED 2 D 25%1F
bd, HIEIZHINOEZ XAT % 720 OREZ 1§ 3 (Witzlack-Makarevich & Serzant 2018: 30), %% 132
B oot U CRED BRI 2 BARME 2 R 3~ 2 BERE <. BN Db DI 2> & 137 L TEER 2 HL S (Witzlack-
Makarevich & Serzant 2018: 30),

KRB OFRERIE, RV A NAFED DRM [FFEEMELZFFOZ L 2R3 5, R 3 CHEAL 2 X 5 ic, i
T2 T OFIRIE R OFRICHE % T E 2\, KIS DRM BAFIKREZ RO b, T OFRA—ETH
X R OETRDRFET 208 3\, L2LARAEL, AFHETIEITIZIEEA EOGAEEE T, TOHEETH
i b bd . HiNO R DEIRIZEGHE L g TR BNz, 2o LiE, RV A LEED DRM 13IH
DSBS L CREO BRIV R 2 R 3 72 0 ORIERRE R 70 2 L -3 52, ZO#5FIE. DRM I iX[A
TEHEREDS B 2 &\ 9 Kittild (2008) DB S BN e 0 % X HE 4 3,

6. %k

AfElZa— 2R EHWTRX Y HAZED DRM ZHE L, NV HAED DRM OF#E % SH L7z, Z DFEHE,
NV ANEED DRM B ARHEIC X 2 0# e 27 sciz2, JEAR R GG ICiB v 27 L&k fk> 2 LS

Zzoe, FEBEREL LTEEEL TV 200008k 5, AV R BP5ER 22T 5060% 983 % L. GIVE
WCics 2 R O58ERIE, GIVE HR & L C oA, (Shibatani 1996) & 52520 (Naess 2004; Kittild 2008) D& & %
FELTWEEEZTHE, LaLl, MIE0HE L. 2 ZCodmEEX %,
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DT o 72, % L TZ 3T extended animacy hierarchy IC3D W 72 BEJEIC L 7223 o 72l 2 0, I HIC, RV
HNEED DRM (FEIN O %Z XHI3 % 72 O 5 RlHRE T ld 7x < . THASBIENICN L TR BRI 2 Fr 2 R 3
72O DFREHREEE L TEWTWw2, 2D X5, AfEiEa — S22 HwEiEN & TiE TR VY AL EED DRM
AL, XVHALGED DRM ORI E A%k ot L7z, $7-. BGRB8l coaliZi@ L DRM 23F:H
5 BIREC Y AT LERIAL HICT 5 2 & T, B S EN % DAM R ICER#T 2,

e —%

1: 1 person GEN: genitive NOM: nominative PST: past HUMAN: human
3: 3" person DAT: dative PL: plural PTCP: participle

CLF: classifier LOC: locative PROG: progressive SG: singular
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