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[0 O Research in language universals as anchored in functional linguistics has drawn continued attention and
interest from linguistst] language educators and professionals of other applied linguistics areas in recent years.
Through studying crosslinguistic variation] important generalizations about natural languages can be made which
would not be revealed by investigating any single language. In that regard[] previous studies of the Noun Phrase
Accessibility Hierarchy as a universal tendency have largely focused on relativizationd] whereas those of cleft
sentences have barely touched upon cleftability with regard to the Accessibility Hierarchy. Given such a gap in the
research] [J it seems that a systematic crosslinguistic investigation of cleftability with regard to the Accessibility
Hierarchy will add significant contribution not only to the research on cleft construction by converging the
Accessibility Hierarchy studies and the research on cleft sentences] but also to finding out how human languages
avail themselves of various linguistic strategies for contrastive emphasis in communication in the study of language
universals as an important part of linguistic theory.
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[0 O The fact that direct objects in the aforementioned Polynesian as well as Mayan languages are more accessible
than [ ergative[] subjects poses a challenge for the proposed Cleftability Hierarchy as a putative universal. To
solve this problem[d we can either declare the inadequacy of the CHLI or reinterpret the concept subject so that
absolutive NPs can be treated as subjects. Since the former solution is undesirably simplistic before other
possibilities are exhaustedd rather than quickly dismiss the CH as untenable[d the latter alternative will be
examined by proposing a solution by reinterpreting subject and object in ergative patternsC] so that absolutive NPs
can be reinterpreted as SUs and ergative NPS as DOS.[1 [ It should be noted that reinterpretation of subjects relies
crucially on the relationship between morphological ergativity and syntactic ergativity] regarding which two
opposing views have been expressed(] viz.[] the Integrated Position and the Independent Position. According to
the Integrated Position[] the categories picked out by the case marking of a language are the same categories that
its syntactic rules refer to[J i.e. the syntax of every language should parallel its morphology. For example[]
morphologically accusative languages should not exhibit syntactic ergativity[] and morphologically ergative
languages should not exhibit syntactic nominativity. According to the Independent Position [J Anderson 19761
Perimutter & Postal 19740 [J the categories picked out by the case marking of a language need not be the same as
those that its syntactic rules refer to.0J Therefore [J a languages syntax and its morphology may be organized
differently] [J such that a morphologically ergative language may turn out to be syntactically accusative.
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