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This is an engaging and scholarly book that will serve as an important re-

source for linguists working in the field of Munda and Austro-Asiatic syn-

chronic and diachronic linguistics for many years to come. Certainly the

most wide-ranging study of any aspect of the Munda languages in the last

five decades, it is also the most ‘modern’ in its tenor and orientation – not

only does it systematically attempt to integrate its descriptive findings with

similar phenomena in the world’s languages, the tone of such description is

consistently scientific, such explanation as it o¤ers is always structural, and

without recourse to the anthropological specificities of its speakers.

Although the book’s title suggests that it is an exercise in qualitative

typology – i.e. the investigation of Munda verb morphosyntax in terms of

a framework of cross-linguistically viable types – the inquiry it contains is

guided by another question as well: How is the bewildering variation be-

tween North (Korku, Kherwarian) and South Munda (Juang, Kharia, Gu-

tob, Remo, Gtaa, Sora, Gorum) and in particular, the Kherwarian (Santali,

Mundari, Bhumij) languages, to be reconciled with respect to the recon-

struction of a common Proto-Munda ancestor? This question is a constant

theme in the eight chapters of the book; indeed, it becomes increasingly the

dominant question. This preoccupation, however – as I shall argue in

the discussion of individual chapters below – yields mixed results. While

the quest certainly acts as a unifying factor for the discussion of what are

ultimately quite disparate areas of Munda grammar, it also has the e¤ect

of making the task of synchronic description somewhat secondary to the

goal of linguistic reconstruction.

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the Munda language family, its clas-

sification, the sociolinguistic profile of its speakers, and a (very welcome)

description of the history of linguistic inquiry into the language family.

The chapter concludes with a concise survey of its phonology and nominal
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morphology; the discussion of syntax being quite brief, limited to clausal

constituent order and subordination as it is.

In fact, there is quite generally a morphology-based focus to the book,

as even though most of the phenomena investigated in the book are syn-

tactic in nature – from voice and noun incorporation to negation, referent

indexing, and switch reference – Anderson’s description of them remains

grounded in the morphological exponence associated with these syntactic

processes. This prevents him from making the kinds of connections between

these processes that a syntactic approach would have a¤orded, with the re-

sult that each chapter largely stands on its own, and no systematic syntactic

typology of the Munda languages can emerge.

In this review of Anderson’s work, I would like to focus on the possible

advantages that a more synchronic perspective to the morphosyntax of the

Munda languages will bring not only to a description of each language, but

also to the reconstruction problem itself. In the remarks that follow, I will

concentrate on the chapters on voice, referent indexing, noun incorporation

and tense, aspect, mood morphology, and have nothing to say about the

chapters on negation and auxiliary verb forms.

Chapter 2 discusses argument-structure changing morphology in Munda

languages, and demonstrates it to be significantly di¤erent in North vs.

South Munda. With regards to the morphological causative, whereas South

Munda languages uses variants of the original Proto-Munda causative "0b

as a prefix or infix, North Munda employs historically secondary su‰xes.

Reciprocal marking is realized in North Munda only as an infix, but in

South Munda as obligatorily prefixal. However, both groups mark applica-

tives with su‰xal morphology, and are also similar in allowing a single

morpheme to have a passive or reflexive function. The chapter concludes

with a discussion of ‘‘version’’ – a grammaticalised discourse notion encod-

ing ‘‘salience’’, ‘‘a¤ectedness’’, and the like – in the South Munda language

Gorum. Anderson suggests that although North Munda languages have the

means of indicating some of the functional contrasts encoded by other mor-

phology, nothing comparable to a distinct version morphology is to be

found in North Munda.

The facts that Anderson presents are very interesting, but, in terms of

description, a number of questions arise: How do these various a‰xes dis-

tribute vis-à-vis each other in a single verbal complex? Is it possible to de-

rive a passive reciprocal causative in both South and North Munda? Fur-

thermore, does the variation in the prefixal/infixal nature of North and

266 Reviews

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

(AutoPDF V7 9/10/08 13:26) WDG (155!230mm) TimesM J-2030 ARSAL, 2008 PMU:I(CKN[A])9/10/2008 pp. 263–272 2030_2008_11 (p. 266)



South Munda causative and reciprocal marking have distinct consequences

in terms of case-marking of arguments? If not, then the reconstruction

problem is really one of morphological (re-)analysis (in a syntactic environ-

ment); but if yes, then the problem relates to syntax, suggesting that mor-

phological change triggers a di¤erent syntax altogether.

Chapter 3 discusses referent-indexing morphology on the Munda verb.

Once again, the North vs. South divide is on show, with greater variation

besides. Taking subject marking first, the main di¤erence between the Kher-

warian (Korku having lost subject clitics altogether) and South Munda is

that, in the former, subject marking may be enclitic on the penultimate

phrase, but in the latter, it is indexed through a series of enclitics/proclitics

closely associated with the verb/verbal complex. A closer examination,

such as the one that Anderson undertakes, shows that aspects of the North

Munda distribution is instantiated in South Munda as well, and vice-versa.

For example, in Kharia (p. 66), while enclisis on the verb is expected in all

contexts, we find that (preverbal) negation attracts the pronominal, yielding

the Kherwarian pattern. Similar facts hold for Gutob (p. 72). At the same

time, instantiations of the South Munda type of enclisis to the verbal com-

plex abound in Kherwarian as well, particularly in intransitive contexts

with pronominal arguments (p. 77).

In the case of object-marking, the North-South divide disappears. Both

groups of languages integrate object markers (if they have them) as enclitics

into the verbal complex, peripheral to tense/aspect markers, but preceding

moods and the finiteness marker. This leads Anderson, in his focus on the

reconstruction problem, to suggest that a set of ‘‘su‰xal’’ object markers

must be reconstructed for Proto-Munda. For subject markers, he speculates

that ‘‘it seems likely that the system of subject pro-clitics (or unbound pro-

sodically weak resumptive pronominal elements) reconstructed for South

Munda was also characteristic of Proto-Munda as well, preserved as such

in Proto-South Munda and its daughter languages . . . , but reinterpreted

as enclitic markers on the word preceding the verb in Proto-North-Munda,

a system preserved in Proto-Kherwarian and its modern attested daughter

languages . . . (p. 82).’’

Once again, the almost exclusive focus on forbears creates descriptive

problems. The simultaneous existence of two patterns of enclisis – to the

penultimate phrase or to the verbal complex – in a language (e.g., Santali

[North Munda] and Kharia [South Munda]), suggests that the problem is

as much synchronic as diachronic. In order to solve this descriptive problem
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(at least as it appears to me), it is necessary to make a conceptual move

from morphology to syntax, as signaled by a disambiguation of the terms

‘‘subject/object marker/agreement’’, vs. ‘‘subject/object clitic’’. This is a

move that Anderson does not make (more appropriately, make enough –

as the quote above indicates that this would be an analysis he would favor),

as the distribution of clitics is necessarily governed by the syntax, rather

than morphology.

In my own work, I have explored this option for Santali (‘Santali Back-

ernagel Clitics’, in The Yearbook of South Asian Languages, edited by Ra-

jendra Singh and Tanmoy Bhattacharya. 2006. Mouton: The Hague). In

general terms, I have sought to understand the two main patterns of Santali

subject enclisis – penultimate phrase or verbal complex – as resulting from a

complex of three main syntactic factors: (1) obligatory clitic doubling for

non-pronominal animate subject arguments; (2) the need for clitics to find

a host, and (3) the imperative for pronominal arguments or clitic doubles

to incorporate into their selecting predicates. In the analysis I develop there,

clitics are number/person heads in noun phrases in Santali, that may occur

either on their own (i.e. as a pronominal), or associated with referentially

independent nouns. I then show that when a noun phrase is a (subject or

object) pronominal, it directly incorporates into the verbal complex; how-

ever, if it is a person/number marker associated with a referentially inde-

pendent noun, (i.e. a clitic double), it is ‘too far’ from the verb and must

look for an alternate host, which (mostly) turns out to be the penultimate

phrase of the sentence.

Anderson’s work now suggests that these imperatives hold of the entire

family, so the reconstruction problem could really be a question about syn-

tactic change – while in South Munda, verbs by and large are ‘close’ enough

to subject clitics in their base positions so as to serve as their hosts (barring

the case when negation is ‘closer’), language change somehow imposed a

greater distance between verbs and subject clitics in North Munda (barring

contexts of pronominal incorporation and bare intransitives). In such a sce-

nario, either of two scenarios could result: (a) the dropping of clitic dou-

bling and subject enclisis altogether, as in Korku, or (b) a relaxation of the

word requirement on hosts to a phrase requirement, as in Kherwarian.

One prediction of the approach that the above approach would make is

that the inability of Kherwarian verbs to be close enough to subject clitics

should be signaled somehow, perhaps by verb morphology. Anderson’s out-

standing discussion of tense, aspect, and mood on Munda verbs in Chapter
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4 indicates a North-South divide here as well. In very simplified terms, the

divide essentially reduces to whether an original distinction in tense/aspect

morphology in terms of transitivity is maintained (South Munda), or not

(North Munda). Here the South Munda languages di¤er amongst them-

selves as well – while modern Kharia, Juang, Gutob, and Remo preserve a

distinction between transitive and intransitive past attributable to Proto-

Munda, modern Gtaa, Sora, and Gorum have neutralized the distinction

between transitive and intransitive past altogether. All the South Munda

languages encode aspectual categories outside this basic tense distinction

marking.

In the Kherwarian system, on the other hand, transitivity is not the

sole consideration, as this along with tense and aspect information fuse to

yield two series of morphology – Series A morphology signals non-past/

imperfective/ indefinite temporal indexation fused with a low degree of

transitivity, while Series B morphology is associated with a high degree of

transitivity and past/ perfective/aorist meanings. As Anderson demon-

strates, this conflation results in several di¤erent means for the realization

of a single tense/aspect category. Although the data/analysis is too com-

plex to reproduce, the chief e¤ect of this is a coalescence of tense and aspect

(and transitivity) in these languages, whereas in South Munda, they remain

largely separate. For example, in Santali, progressive is realized as –kan in

the present with transitives, as zero with intransitives/passives and reflex-

ives, and in the past as kan tah kana (both transitives and intransitives).

It appears to me that one way of looking at the divide may be in terms

of tense (South Munda) vs. aspect (North Munda), rather than tense/

aspect, as Anderson attempts. In fact, Anderson does not discuss this op-

tion at all, even though ever since the Hopi scandal, it is known that aspect

can do quite a good job of e¤ecting temporal reference. In support of this

claim, one could garner another distinction between North Munda and

South Munda that Anderson does not dwell upon – in the former, but not

in the latter, sentences must be marked with a ‘‘finitizer’’ final vowel (-a in

Kherwarian, and –ba in Korku). This requirement for the overt expression

of finiteness suggests that there may be no Tense morphology on North

Munda verbs at all.

If these speculations are on the right track, we might have the beginnings

of a real structural account of the North-South divide with respect to pro-

nominal argument enclisis, incorporation, doubling in terms of verb raising:

in Tensed South Munda, verbs are attracted to Tense, with such raising
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bringing them close(r) to the external argument. Aspectual North Munda,

however, lacks the imperative for such verb raising, and hence the promis-

cuity of subject clitics in Kherwarian and their loss in Korku. Conceived

of thus, the reconstruction problem becomes both a question of morpho-

syntactic change – the loss of verb raising conditioned by the loss of Tense

morphology.

Finally, Chapter 6, on noun incorporation, also relates directly to the

questions addressed here in the review. Once again, North Munda di¤ers

from South Munda, in seeming ‘‘generally to have lost the ancestral noun

incorporation construction of the type found in South Munda’’ (p. 201).

The most elaborate of the noun incorporation paradigm is to be found in

Sora, with other South Munda allowing it in more restricted contexts.

Anderson begins his description of Sora noun incorporation by noting

that the free forms of nouns in Sora are derived forms, as the original roots

(‘combining forms’, in his terms) are monosyllabic. The free forms of these

words invariably are the product of a‰xation (chiefly prefixation and infix-

ation), or reduplication or compounding. It is also these forms that surface

in noun incorporation constructions. He then goes on to make two claims

about Sora noun incorporation that, if correct, would require a radical re-

appreciation of our understanding of the phenomenon: (a) noun incorpora-

tion does not block pronominal object marking in Sora, and (b) agent

nouns may also undergo noun incorporation.

As support for his claims, Anderson notes that not all cases of noun

incorporation are accompanied by the appearance of a detransitivisation

marker, –n. While object incorporation usually triggers such marking, con-

texts in which an incorporated object is doubled by a pronominal argument

cannot surface with this marker. Similarly, agent incorporation is also

not accompanied by detransitivisation – in fact it can be witnessed in im-

peratives as well – suggesting that incorporation in Sora is not a valency-

reducing operation at all.

In my opinion, however, the Sora noun incorporation facts suggest that

Sora is a polysynthetic language, in terms of Mark Baker’s formulation

(Mark Baker 1996. The Polysynthesis Parameter. New York: Oxford Uni-

versity Press). Baker suggests that languages may be typologised along a

polysynthesis parameter, which states that ‘‘every argument of a head ele-

ment must be related to a morpheme in the word containing that head (an

agreement morpheme, or an incorporated root). Polysynthetic languages

would be those that were positively specified for this parameter.
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The argument for Sora as a polysynthetic language could go something

like this, provided we make the (crucial) assumption that pronominal clitic

doubling and pronominal incorporation is a pan-Munda property. A close

inspection of the Sora data (pp. 187–88) reveals that the cases of apparent

pronominal doubling of an incorporated object involve ditransitive predi-

cates like give and bring. In these cases, the pronominal does not double

the incorporated bare noun bearing the semantic role of theme, but rather

is the incorporated pronominal of the goal argument. Thus, what we have

here is two kinds of incorporation – pronominal incorporation and noun in-

corporation, and the absence of the –n marker could then be traced to this

fact. In other words, –n fills the slot of a clitic double, when an argument

has been absorbed by incorporation or, as Anderson notes (p. 187), by re-

flexivisation. In the case of ditransitives that instantiate clitic doubling

as well as noun incorporation, that slot is ‘taken’, as it were, by the clitic

double, and hence no –n is possible. –n then does not mark detransitivisa-

tion per se, but the unavailability of a pronominal clitic to fill a slot.

Turning now to agent incorporation, note first that the chief evidence

that this is an instance of noun incorporation comes from the fact that as a

free form a nominal subject must be marked with an absolutive/nominal

su‰x – interestingly, again an –n. By the logic of the argument I have just

developed, the absence of –n is then a signifier that there is no slot for the

pronominal clitic in the verb; however, as the verb is transitive, it can only

be the agent argument that is taking its place; in other words, the agent ar-

gument must be incorporated.

This analysis now reframes the typological and historical questions that

we must answer. It seems to me that the divide between the languages of the

Munda family does not play out along expected North-South lines, given

that many of the South Munda languages, just like North Munda, do

not instantiate any productive rule of noun incorporation at all. It appears

that all the languages of the family can be seen as arranged along a cline

beginning with noun incorporation and approaching polysynthesis. Gutob,

Remo, Kharia, Juang, Santali, Bhumij and Korku do not appear (at least

from Anderson’s description) to have the distinction between free and com-

bining forms, and allow noun incorporation in very limited (mostly lexical)

contexts, and must therefore be placed very low on the cline. Gorum, how-

ever, must be placed higher than these languages, as it allows object incor-

poration and goal argument doubling of the sort we witnessed in Sora;

however, it does not seem to make a synchronic distinction between free
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and combining forms. Gtaa is perhaps the closest to Sora, both in terms

of productive object noun incorporation (with stranded modifiers), and a

requirement that all free forms be bimoraic/bisyllabic; however, Anderson

does not report it to have agent noun incorporation.

This sub-group insensitive typology now poses uncomfortable historical

questions, either way one looks at the question. If polysynthesis was the

original system and di¤erentiation of free and combining forms was the

original system (as Anderson suggests), how do we explain the fact that a

majority of Munda languages have lost this system? On the other hand, if

the Sora polysynthesis is a language-specific ‘innovation’, what are the pos-

sible factors that ultimately created the conditions for such change? Fur-

thermore, what could be the reasons why such a direction of change was

not available for Gorum, Sora’s closest relative, with which it shares many

other properties not found in the rest of South Munda?

Finally, if the proposals that I make in this review for the syntax of

Munda languages, what are the theoretical reasons why a syntax of prono-

minal incorporation does not automatically entail a syntax of, at the very

least, nominal incorporation, and at most, polysynthesis? Eloise Jelinek’s

‘‘pronominal argument hypothesis’’ – wherein she argued that in pronomi-

nal argument languages, all nominal arguments are necessarily adjuncts –

may well be one possible avenue for explanation if a ban on adjunct

incorporation is tenable. However, this would nevertheless leaves the re-

construction problem una¤ected – what change enabled pronominal

argument languages like Sora and Gorum to escape the ban on adjunct

incorporation?

Whatever the answers to these questions may turn out to be, the direc-

tion that such explanation must take into account as much of the syntax of

individual Munda languages, as it does their morphology. Although one

can only hope that such research is in the o‰ng, one thing is certain: at the

foundation of all such future work will lie Anderson’s seminal contribution

to Munda and Austro-Asiatic linguistics.
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