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This study investigates the subject properties of Batak Toba Language
(BBT) from a typological perspective by examining grammatical relations
through syntactic behavior. Batak Toba is typologically important
because it represents an Austronesian language with flexible constituent
order and dynamic grammatical alignment, contributing to broader
discussions on subjecthood and alignment systems. Previous studies on
BBT have mainly focused on pivot systems, verbal valency, and language
variation, while subject properties remain underexplored. This study
employed a qualitative descriptive method within a linguistic typology
framework. The data consisted of 100 verbal clauses collected from
published sources and native speakers, which were analyzed using six
syntactic parameters proposed by Artawa (2018). The findings show that
BBT exhibits flexible subject behavior in which grammatical relations are
influenced by constituent order, discourse functions, and semantic roles.
Fronting constructions allow non-subject constituents to occur in clause-
initial position, while floating quantifiers affect semantic interpretation
and coreference relations. Relativization patterns indicate that subjects
are more accessible than other grammatical functions, and interrogative
constructions emphasize focus marking and constituent prominence.
Furthermore, BBT predominantly exhibits verb-initial patterns such as VS,
VOS, and VSO, while also showing tendencies toward flexible nominative-
accusative alignment with split-S characteristics in specific constructions.
Overall, the study contributes to typological discussions on subjecthood,
grammatical relations, and alignment systems in Austronesian languages.
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1. Introduction

The concept of subject is fundamental to the study of grammatical relations
because it plays a central role in clause structure and syntactic organization. In
many languages, subjects are typically realized as noun phrases and occupy the
highest position in the grammatical hierarchy (Blake, 1990; Comrie, 2014). In
intransitive clauses, the subject functions as the sole core argument, whereas in
transitive clauses it contrasts with the object, which usually occupies a lower
grammatical position (Comrie, 1989).

Linguists have proposed several criteria for identifying subjecthood,
including case marking, semantic roles, syntactic dominance, and autonomy
(Jufrizal, 2018; Keenan 2014). Case marking concerns the grammatical behavior
of arguments in constructions such as causatives and nominalizations. Semantic
roles relate to agency and participant involvement in an event. Syntactic dominance
refers to the privileged position of subjects in grammatical processes, while
autonomy involves properties such as reflexivity and referential independence.
However, these properties are not universally fixed because languages may exhibit
different subjecthood patterns and grammatical alignments (Primus, 2015; Song,
2014).

Studies on Batak Toba Language (BBT) have mainly focused on pivot systems,
causative constructions, and verb valency (Ambarita, 2018, 2025; Siagian, 2014;
Asridayani, 2014; Lestari, 2023) Other studies have discussed grammatical
relations and morphosyntactic features in BBT (Sitompul, 2020; Erlewine, 2018).
These studies provide important descriptions of BBT syntax; however, most of
them concentrate on specific constructions rather than subject properties as a
whole. Although previous research contributes to the understanding of BBT
grammar, discussions of subjecthood from a typological perspective remain limited.

In particular, little attention has been paid to how subject properties are
reflected through syntactic behavior across different grammatical constructions.
As a result, the typological status of grammatical relations in BBT remains
insufficiently explored. This study addresses the gap by investigating subject
properties in BBT using a linguistic typology framework. Unlike previous studies
that focused only on isolated syntactic phenomena, this research applies the six
subjecthood parameters proposed by Artawa (2018): fronting, floating quantifier,
control, relativization, word order, and interrogative sentence formation.

Based on the discussion above, this study aims to investigate the subject
properties of BBT from a typological perspective and to identify how grammatical
relations are realized through various syntactic behaviors. In addition, it also
examines how these subject properties reflect broader typological patterns of
grammatical alignment. The findings are expected to contribute both theoretically
and empirically to linguistic typology, particularly in discussions of subjecthood
and grammatical relations in Austronesian languages. The significance of this
research lies in its function to help understand BBT grammar in a better way
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through a typological approach. Moreover, this study also provides understanding
and keep alive the language structures of Bataknese by offering useful information
for comparing languages in Southeast Asia.

2. Method

This sudy employed qualitative design grounded in linguistic typological
framework as defined by Sugiono (2014). The research was conducted in three
primary stages which are data collection, data identification and data analysis
(Creswell and Miller 2000). The typological approach was used to compare the
grammatical behavior of BBT with broader cross-linguistic subjecthood criteria
proposed in linguistic typology studies.

The data sources consisted of published works related to BBT, including
grammar books, journal articles, linguistic descriptions, and previous studies
discussing Batak syntax and grammatical relations. Several primary references
used as the data sources included Artawa (2018), Artawa and Purnawati (2020),
Daulay and Mulyadi (2021), and other published linguistic studies concerning
Batak grammatical structure. A total of 100 clauses were selected from the
published sources. This number was considered sufficient because qualitative
typological studies prioritize depth, consistency, and representativeness of
linguistic patterns rather than statistical quantity.

To ensure the validity and reliability of the data, this study applied
triangulation and inter-rater reliability procedures. Triangulation was conducted
by comparing data obtained from different published linguistic sources and
validating them through native speaker judgments. Two native speakers of Batak
Toba Language who possess strong competence in both traditional and
contemporary language use were involved in the validation process to confirm the
grammatical acceptability and interpretation of the clauses. Inter-rater reliability
was also employed during the classification stage.

The researcher and an additional linguistics reviewer independently
classified the clauses according to the six subjecthood parameters. Any differences
in classification or interpretation were discussed until agreement was achieved.
These procedures were intended to minimize subjectivity and strengthen the
consistency of the analysis.Ethical considerations were also taken into account
during the research process. The native speakers involved in this study participated
voluntarily and were informed about the purpose and academic nature of the
research. Their participation was limited to linguistic verification and validation
purposes. No personal or sensitive information from the participants was collected
or disclosed in this study.

The data were identified and classified based on six subjecthood parameters
proposed by Artawa (2018), namely: (1) fronting, (2) floating quantifier, (3) control,
(4) relativization, (5) word order, and (6) interrogative sentence arrangement.
Each clause was coded according to its relevance to the parameters in order to
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identify the grammatical behavior of candidate subject elements. The procedures
are, first, each clause was divided into its constituent elements to identify its
syntactic structure.

Second, the permutation technique was applied to examine the positional
flexibility and structural strength of elements within the clauses. Third, each clause
was analyzed according to the six subjecthood parameters proposed by Artawa
(2018). Fourth, the grammatical behavior of candidate subject elements was
documented. Finally, recurring patterns and regularities identified across the
dataset were classified following the analytical framework proposed by Artawa and
Purnawati (2020). The findings were then presented through descriptive
explanations and illustrative examples of subject characteristics in BBT (Creswell
etal, 2007; Creswell & Poth, 2007).

3. Result
Fronting

In BBT, fronting refers to the movement of a constituent, such as a patient,
predicate or adjunct to the clause-initial position for topicalization or focus.
Fronting is important in identifying subject properties because constituent
movement reflects how grammatical relations interact with discourse structure.
The data show that BBT allows flexible constituent order while maintaining
semantic roles.

a) Patient Topicalization
1) a. mangalang indahan Jon
ACT-eatrice Jon
’Jon ate rice’
b. indahan do diallang Jon
rice FOC eat Jon
"It was rice that Jon ate’

Sentence (1a) represents the canonical transitive structure in BBT with the
order Verb-Patient-Actor (VPA). The patient indahan ‘rice’ occurs in its regular
post-verbal position. In sentence (1b), the patient indahan is fronted to the clause-
initial position and followed by the focus marker do. This construction gives
informational prominence to the patient without changing its semantic role. The
patient remains the affected participant, while Jon continues to function as the
actor.

(2) a. Manuhor baju na rara ahu
ACT-buy shirt REL red 1SG
‘I bought a red shirt’
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b. Bajuna  rara hu tuhor
shirt REL red | buy
‘1 bought red t-shirt’

Sentence 2 (a) is basic transitive sentence structure in BBT with VPA and no

fronting. In this clause, the verb manuhor (‘bought’) is followed by the patient
constituent baju na rara (‘red t-shirt’) and the actor ahu (‘I'). No topicalization or
constituent fronting occurs in this structure because the patient remains in its
regular post-verbal position.
Sentence 2(b) demonstrates patient topicalization. The patient constituent baju na
rara (‘red t-shirt’) is moved to the clause-initial position, resulting in the order
Patient (P) - Actor (A) - Verb (V). This fronting gives greater discourse prominence
to the patient element without altering its semantic role in the clause. Semantically,
baju na rara remains the patient, while hu/ahu keeps its function as the actor.

The construction illustrates the flexibility of order in BBT expressing focus and
topicality. By placing the patient in the initial position, the speaker emphasizes the
affected entity and highlights it as the topic of the utterance. This phenomenon
shows that constituent order in BBT is closely related to information structure and
discourse function rather than solely to grammatical relations.

b. Predicate Fronting
3 a. Ahu mangan indahan di jabu.
1SG  eatrice at house
‘I eat rice at home!

b. Mangan indahan do ahu di jabu.
eat rice FOC 1SG at house
‘It is eating rice that [ do at home’

Sentence (3a) shows the canonical clause structure in which the actor precedes
the predicate. In sentence (3b), the predicate mangan ‘eat’ is fronted to the clause-
initial position and followed by the focus marker do. Predicate fronting emphasizes
the action while maintaining the original semantic roles.

c. Adjunct Fronting

4.a Marlojong Jon tu sikola.
ACT-run Jon to school
‘Jon runs to school.

b. Tu sikola Jon marlojong
to school Jon ACT-run
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‘Jon runs To school,

Sentence (4b) demonstrates adjunct fronting in which the locative phrase tu
sikola ‘to school’ is moved to the beginning of the clause. The construction
highlights locative information while preserving the grammatical role of Jon as the
subject. Overall, the fronting constructions demonstrate that BBT permits
constituent movement for discourse purposes without changing grammatical
relations. Patients, predicates, and adjuncts may occur in clause-initial position to
express topicalization or focus. This finding supports the view that BBT syntax is
strongly influenced by information structure.

Table 3.1 Types of Fronting in BBT

Type of Fronting Fronted Element Function

Patient Fronting Object/Patient Topicalization
Predicate Fronting Predicate/Verb Phrase Focus on action

Adjunct Fronting Locative /Adjunct Emphasis on location

Floating Quantifier (Penjangka Kambang)

Floating quantifiers in BBT demonstrate how quantifiers may appear
separately from the noun phrases they modify while maintaining semantic
relationships. This phenomenon reveals the interaction between constituent order,
binding relations, and grammatical relations.

5 a. Sude ina mangomgom anakhonna
QUANT mother ACT-protect child-3SG.POSS
"Every mother protects her child’

b. Anakhonna mangomgom sude ina
child-3SG.POSS ACT-protect QUANT mother
"her child protects every mother

In sentence (5a), sude ‘every’ modifies the noun ina ‘mother’ and the possessive
suffix -na in anakhonna refers back to the quantified subject. However, in sentence
(5b), the quantifier is separated from the original noun phrase and modifies a
different constituent, producing a different interpretation.
6. a deba ina marmeme anakhonna
‘QUANT mother ACT-feed child-3SG.POSS
some mothers feed their child

b. Ina on marmeme deba anakhonna
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mother DEM ACT-feed QUANT child-3SG.POSS
“This mother feeds some her children °

Sentence (6b) illustrates floating quantifier construction because deba ‘some’
occurs separately from the noun phrase it semantically modifies. Despite this
separation, the semantic relationship remains interpretable. These examples show
that floating quantifiers in BBT reflect syntactic flexibility while maintaining
semantic interpretation through binding and coreference.

Table 3.2 Floatng Quantifier Behavior in BBT
Construction Quantifier Position Semantic Effect

Adjacent
Attached to Clear
noun reference
Quantifier phrase
Scope
Floating P
Separated from

Quantifi noun phrase reinterpretation

uantifier

Control

Control constructions in BBT demonstrate the relationship between
subjecthood and argument structure. The verb manuntun ‘obey’ functions as a
subject-control verb because the subject of the main clause controls the
interpretation of the action.

7.a. Jon manuntun ibotona
‘Jon ACT-obeys sister-3SG.POSS
“Jon obeys his sister

In sentence 7(a) Jon functions as subject and agent while ibotona functions as
the patient. The active prefix man- marks the clause as an active verbal construction.
The sentence demonstrates subject control because the subject determines the
interpretation of the action.

7.b ibotona Jon Manuntun ibana
Sister-3SG.POSS Jon ACT-obey 3SG
Intended: “His sister Jon obeys herself”
Sentence (7b) is ungrammatical because the arrangement of constituents

creates ambiguity regarding the subject and object. The clause violates the
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expected argument structure of manuntun and disrupts the syntactic relationship
between agent and patient.

The data indicate that subject control constructions in BBT prioritize clear
syntactic relations between the controller and the controlled participant.

Relativization

Relativization in BBT identifies subject properties by showing which
grammatical relations can be relativized. Relative clauses are introduced by the
marker na, which functions as a relativizer.

8) a. Borua i manuksi abit
Woman DEF ACT-wash clothes
“That lady washed clothes”
8) b. Borua na manuksi abit i bagak
Woman REL ACT-wash clothes DEF beautiful
“The lady who washed clothes is beautiful”

In sentence (8b), the noun borua ‘woman’ is relativized using the marker na.
The relativized constituent functions as the agent and subject of the clause. This
demonstrates that subjects in BBT can be relativized easily, reflecting nominative-
accusative alignment.

In BBT, relativization can also be classified into two major types according to
the syntactic role of the relativized constituent. The first is core relativization and
peripheral relativization. Core relativization involves arguments that are central to
the predicate structures, such as subjects and direct objects. These arguments are
closely related to the verb and usually participate directly in the action or event
expressed by the clause. Contrastly, peripheral relativization involves non-core
constituents, including oblique arguments, locative phrases, temporal expressions,
or adjuncts, which provide additional information to the clause.

Core Relativization
9 a) Ibana manggotap hau i
3SG ACT-cut tree DET
“He cut the tree”

b) Huida halak  [na manggotap hau i]
1SG-see person REL ACT-cut tree DEF
“I saw the person who cut the tree”

¢) Huida halak [ na hau i manggotap]

1SG-see person REL tree DET ACT-cut
Intended: “I saw the person who cut the tree”
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Sentence (9b) is grammatical because the relativized core argument occupies
the correct relativization position. Sentence (9c¢) is ungrammatical because another
core noun phrase appears in the preverbal position.

3.4.2 Peripheral Relativity
10. a) Maridi au di aek
ACT-swim 1SG PREP river
“I swam in the river”

b) maridi au di aek na tiar
ACT-swim 1SG PREP river REL clear
“the river where I swan is clear”

Peripheral relativization involves non-core constituents such as locative phrases.
Unlike core relativization, core noun phrases may still appear within the clause.

11. a) Huida halak I di dalan i nabodari.
1SG-see person DET on road DET yesterday
“I saw that person on that road yesterday”

b). Lao ahu tu dalan [ na huida halak i nabodari]
go 1SG to road REL 1SG-see person DET yesterday
“I went to the road where I saw that person yesterday”

The examples above illustrate peripheral relativization in BBT. In sentence
11(a), the locative phrase di dalan i (on that road) functions as a non-core
constituent that provides additional information about the event. In sentence 11(b),
the noun dalan (road) is relativized through the relative marker na, forming a
relative clause meaning “where I saw that person yesterday.” Unlike, core
relativization, the clause still allows the presence of the core argument halak i (that
person) within the relative clause. This demonstrates that peripheral relativization
in BBT does not require the preverbal core argument position to remain empty.
Overall, the difference between core relativization and peripheral relativization in
BBT demonstrates the complexity of its syntactic system.

Table 3.3. Relativization Types in BBT
Type Relativized Structural Constraint
Element

Core Relativization  Subject/Object
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Preverbal core

osition must remain
Locative/adjunct P

Peripheral empty
Relativization
Core noun phrase
may remain
Word Order

BBT generally exhibits a Verb-Object-Subject (VOS) or Verb-Subject-Object
(VSO) patterns. Word order plays an important role in identifying grammatical
relations.

12. Mulak ibana
Return 3SG
“(s)he returned”

13. Mangalap ibana
take 3SG
“(s)he took it”

Both examples demonstrate Verb-Subject order in intransitive and transitive
clauses.

14. Bapa manggalang indahan i
Father ACT-eat rice DEF
” Father eats that rice”

15. Dang huporseai ibana
NEG 1SG-believe 3SG
“I do not believe him/her”

Sentence 14 and 15 contain transitive verbs. In 13 (a), the agent bgpa (father)
precedes the verb manggalang while the patient indahan I (the rice) follows the
verb. The word order is [A-transitive verb -P]. In 15 the negation dang occurs before
the verb, and the patient ibana (him/her) follows the verb. The word order is
[negation-transitive verb-P]. These examples demonstrate that BBT marks
grammatical relations primarily through word order and verbal morphology. These
constructions indicate that BBT relies on constituent order and verbal morphology
to encode grammatical relations.

Table 3.4 Word Order Patterns in BBT
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Clause Type Word Order
Pattern

Intransitive Verb-Subject

Transitive Verb-Object-Subject/

Negative Clause

Question Sentence Form

Verb-Subject
NEG-Verb-Object

In BBT, interrogative sentences are commonly formed through the use of
question words and specific sentence structures that emphasize the element being
questioned. The constituent that becomes the focus of the question, whether the
Agent or the Patient, is typically placed in a prominent position within the sentence.

3.6.1 Actor-Focus Questions

16) Ise (do) mangubati au?
Who FOC treat 1SG
‘Who is treating me?

17). Andigan si Jon mamereng si butet?
When ART Jon ACT-see ART butet

‘When did Jon see Butet?’

3.6.2 Undergoer- focus Questions

18) Aha do diboan hu tu jabu?

What FOC PASS-bring 2SG to house

‘What did you bring home?’

19). Ise do dipaingot ni pandita i?

Who FOC PASS-remind by preacher DEF
“Who was reminded by the teacher?”

Undergoer-focus questions highlight the affected participant through fronting and

passive morphology.

3.6.3 Yes/No question

20. Nunga ro ho tu sikola?
PERF come 2SG to school

‘Have you come to school?’

21. Diallang ibana do gadong?
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PASS.eat 3SG Q sweet potato?
‘Did he eat sweet potato?’

Table 3.5 Interrogative Types in BBT

Question Type  Structural Pattern
Actor Focus Question word-FOC-Verb-Object
Undergoer Focus Question word-FOC-Verb-Agent

Yes/No Question Canonical clause + intonation/particle

Yes/no questions in BBT generally preserve canonical clause structure and
rely on intonation or particles. Overall, in BBT the interaction between
interrogative words, focus markers and verb affixes in interrogative sentence
demonstrate the syntactic complexity of the language. interrogative constructions
in BBT demonstrate flexible syntactic organization while maintaining grammatical
clarity. The interaction between question words, focus markers, and verbal
morphology reflects the complexity of grammatical relations in the language.

Quantitative Overview of Subjecthood Parameters

Table 3.6 Quantitative Overview

Subjecthood

Number of Clauses Percentage
Parameter
Fronting 20 20%
Floati

oatng 15 15%

Quantifier
Control 15 15%
Relativization 25 25%
Word Order 15 15%
Interrogative

10 10%
Sentences
Total 100 100%

The table 3.6 presents the distribution of the 100 clauses analyzed in this
study according to the six subjecthood parameters. Relativization appears as the
most frequently occurring parameter with 25 clauses (25%), indicating that
relativization plays a significant role. Fronting constructions account for 20 clauses
(20%), demonstrating the importance of constituent movement and information
structure in the language. Meanwhile, floating quantifier, control, and word order
constructions each contribute 15 clauses (15%), showing relatively balanced
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occurrences across these syntactic phenomena. Interrogative constructions appear
in 10 clauses (10%), reflecting how question formation also contributes to the
realization of grammatical relations in BBT Overall, the quantitative distribution
supports the qualitative findings by demonstrating that the analyzed data
consistently represent various syntactic behaviors related to subjecthood and
grammatical relations in BBT.

4. Discussion

This study demonstrates that subject behavior in BBT reflects a highly flexible
and construction-sensitive grammatical system. Rather than relying solely on rigid
syntactic categories, BBT allows grammatical relations to be interpreted through
constituent order, verbal morphology, semantic roles, and discourse functions.
These findings support the view that subjecthood in BBT cannot be explained only
through a single universal syntactic framework, but instead requires a typological
and construction-based perspective.

One important finding concerns constituent flexibility in fronting
constructions. The data indicate that fronting in BBT is not restricted to subjects
because verbs and patient arguments may also appear in clause-initial position for
pragmatic and discourse-related purposes. This suggests that constituent
displacement in BBT functions as a discourse strategy rather than as an exclusive
marker of subjecthood. Such flexibility aligns with Song’s (2014) argument that
constituent order variation plays a significant role in typological classification.
Compared with many rigidly ordered languages, BBT exhibits greater syntactic
adaptability, indicating that grammatical relations are strongly influenced by
communicative intentions.

The findings on floating quantifiers also contribute to broader discussions
concerning subject properties and clause structure. The ability of the quantifier
sude ‘every’ to occur both adjacent to and separated from the noun phrase
demonstrates that quantifier interpretation in BBT is not strictly dependent on
linear adjacency. Instead, semantic interpretation and grammatical relations
interact dynamically within the clause. This finding supports Boas (2010), who
argues that floating quantifiers may display adverbial characteristics rather than
functioning solely as nominal modifiers. At the same time, the BBT data suggest
that quantifier placement is sensitive to discourse emphasis and semantic
interpretation. Previously, Sportiche (2005) has analyzed the same topic in French
which floating quantifier derived from movement of NP, placing the quantifier in its
original position.

The analysis of control constructions further indicates that BBT is strongly
subject-oriented in terms of referential control and grammatical alignment. Subject
control structures require clear referential relationships between arguments, and
deviations from expected constituent order often result in ambiguity or
ungrammaticality. These findings demonstrate that grammatical relations in BBT
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are not entirely determined by morphology alone but also depend on structural
clarity and referential accessibility. Similar tendencies have been reported in other
languages, including Ukrainian (Korbozerove, 2022), suggesting that subject
control may reflect broader cross-linguistic principles of grammatical organization.

The relativization patterns found in BBT provide additional evidence that
grammatical relations are hierarchically organized. Subjects are significantly more
accessible to relativization than non-subject constituents, especially in core
relativization constructions. This finding is consistent with accessibility hierarchy
theories proposed by Keenan (2014) and Lau and Tanaka (2021), which argue that
subjects are cross-linguistically easier to relativize than objects or oblique
constituents. However, BBT also demonstrates greater flexibility in peripheral
relativization, where locative and temporal constituents may be relativized without
disrupting the core clause structure. This distinction suggests that relativization
strategies in BBT are construction-sensitive and influenced by both grammatical
prominence and discourse function.

Word-order analysis reveals that BBT generally favors verb-initial
constructions such as VS, VSO, and VOS patterns. Nevertheless, the language also
permits alternative constituent arrangements depending on topicalization, focus,
and communicative emphasis. The coexistence of flexible constituent order and
clear grammatical interpretation indicates that BBT combines structural
consistency with discourse adaptability. These findings support previous studies
on Austronesian languages that emphasize the importance of discourse and
pragmatics in clause organization (Donohue, 2006; Jufrizal & Refnita, 2020).
Consequently, subjecthood in BBT appears to be determined through multiple
interacting factors rather than through rigid inflectional marking alone.

Interrogative constructions in BBT further illustrate the interaction between
syntax and discourse. Question formation relies heavily on fronting strategies,
focus markers, and verbal morphology to highlight the questioned constituent. The
use of focus marker does strengthen the prominence of either the Actor or
Undergoer, demonstrating that interrogative structures in BBT are strongly
discourse-oriented. Furthermore, yes/no interrogatives maintain relatively stable
clause structures while relying on intonation and particles to signal interrogative
meaning. This indicates that BBT prioritizes communicative efficiency while
preserving grammatical clarity.

Typological Implications of BBT

The findings of this study contribute to broader discussions concerning
subjecthood and alignment systems in Austronesian typology. The syntactic
behavior observed in BBT supports Croft’s (2001) Radical Construction Grammar,
which argues that grammatical categories are construction-specific rather than
universally fixed. Subject properties in BBT vary across relativization, interrogative
constructions, word order, and control structures, suggesting that grammatical
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relations are shaped by specific syntactic environments.

In terms of alignment, BBT generally demonstrates nominative-accusative
characteristics because Subject (S) and Agent (A) frequently share similar syntactic
behavior, particularly in relativization and interrogative constructions. However,
several constructions also reveal tendencies toward split-S behavior. In causative
constructions, for instance, the single argument of an intransitive clause may shift
toward a patient-like role when a new causer is introduced. Similarly, discourse
prominence and semantic interpretation occasionally influence whether S aligns
more closely with A or with P. These patterns suggest that alignment in BBT is
dynamic and construction-dependent rather than entirely fixed (Puspitorini,
Vientiani & Siregar, 2026).

Rather than claiming that BBT is fully split-S, the findings indicate that the
language exhibits tendencies toward split alignment under specific grammatical
and discourse conditions. This contributes to broader Austronesian typology by
demonstrating that alignment systems may operate on a continuum rather than
within rigid binary categories. Therefore, BBT expands current understanding of
grammatical relations in Austronesian languages, particularly regarding the
interaction between syntax, discourse, and semantic roles.

Limitations and Future Research

This study has several limitations. First, the data are limited to specific
constructions and may not fully represent all varieties or dialects of BBT. Second,
most data were obtained through elicitation methods rather than from large-scale
natural spoken corpora. Consequently, some pragmatic and interactional features
may not be fully captured in the analysis. Third, this study mainly focuses on
syntactic behavior and does not extensively examine prosodic or phonological
factors that may also influence subject interpretation.

Future research may expand the investigation by incorporating natural
conversational corpora, comparative studies with other Batak languages, and
broader analyses of alignment systems across Austronesian languages. Further
studies on discourse prominence, argument omission, and information structure
would also contribute to a deeper understanding of subjecthood and grammatical
relations in BBT.

5. Conclusion

This study uncovers subject properties in BBT are realized through complex
and flexible grammatical relations shaped by syntactic structure, discourse
function, and semantic interpretation. By applying Artawa’s typological parameters,
including fronting, floating quantifier, control, relativization, word order, and
interrogative constructions, the findings reveal that BBT does not consistently rely
on a single canonical subject category but instead distributes subject-like
properties across different constructions.
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The language exhibits flexible constituent order, strong interaction between
syntax and information structure, and construction-sensitive alignment patterns
that support the view of grammatical relations as dynamic rather than fixed.
Furthermore, the data indicate that BBT generally reflects nominative-accusative
tendencies while also displaying split-S characteristics in certain constructions,
particularly in relativization, interrogative, and causative patterns. Overall, this
study contributes to linguistic typology by providing empirical evidence that
subjecthood in BBT is construction-dependent and closely connected to discourse
prominence, communicative intention, and syntactic organization.

6. References

Ambarita, E., Sibarani, R., Widayati, D., & Setia, E. (2018). Sistem Morfologi Bahasa
Batak Toba: Kajian Transformasi Generatif. Disertasi Universitas Sumatera
Utara. Sumatera Utara.

Ambarita, E., Sembiring, E. M. B, & Simanjuntak, F. M. P. (2025, December). Verb
formations with prefix pa-in Toba Batak: A study of generative morphology.
In International Seminar of Languages, Arts and Literature Education (ISLALE
2025) (pp. 179-202). Atlantis Press. https://doi.org/10.2991/978-2-38476-
501-0_18

Artawa, K., & Jufrizal. (2018). Tipologi linguistik: Konsep dasar dan aplikasinya.
Denpasar, Indonesia: CV. Bali Media Adhikarsa.

Artawa, K, & Purnawati, K. W. (2020). Pemarkahan diatesis bahasa Indonesia:
Kajian tipologi linguistik (Diathesis markings in Indonesian: A linguistic
typological study). Mozaik, 20(1), 26 38.
https://doi.org/10.20473/mozaik.v20i1.15128

Arka, I. W. (2019). Grammatical relations in Balinese. Argument selectors. A new
perspective on grammatical relations, 257-299.

Asridayani, A. (2014). Valensi Verba Bahasa Batak Toba: Analisis Tipologi
Gramatikal (Doctoral dissertation, Universitas Andalas).

Bakker, D. (1998). Flexibility and consistency in word order patterns in the
languages of Europe. Empirical Approaches to Language Typology, 20, 383-
420.

Basaria, I, & Dardanila, D. (2025). Clause structure and topicalization in Nias
language: A typological analysis. Theory and Practice in Language
Studies, 15(12), 3974-3983. https://doi.org/10.17507 /tpls.1512.17

Blake, B. ]. (1990). Relational grammar. London, England: Routledge.

Blake, B.]. (2001). Case. Cambridge University Press.

Boas, H. C. (2010). Contrastive studies in construction grammar. Publishing
https://doi.org/10.1075/cal.1

Comrie, B. (1983). Form and function in explaining language universals. Linguistics,
21(1), 87-120. https://doi.org/10.1515/1ing.1983.21.1.87

Comrie, B. (2014). Noun phrase accessibility and universal grammar. In Universal

4022 |



IDEAS, Vol. 14, No. 1, June 2026

ISSN 2338-4778 (Print)
ISSN 2548-4192 (Online)

grammar (RLE linguistics A: General linguistics) (pp. 3-45). Routledge.

Creswell, ]. W, & Miller, D. L. (2000). Determining validity in qualitative inquiry.
Theory Into Practice, 39(3), 124-130.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip3903_2

Creswell, J. W,, & Poth, C. N. (2007). Choosing among five approaches (Issue June).

Creswell, ]. W,, Hanson, W. E., Clark Plano, V. L., & Morales, A. (2007). Qualitative
research designs: Selection and implementation. The Counseling
Psychologist, 35(2), 236-264. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000006287390

Croft, W. (2001). Syntactic theory and the theory of language. Linguistics, 362-368.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/978019829955 4.003.0010

Daulay, E. & Mulyadi, M. (2021). Mechanism of Valence Change in Mandailing
Language: Linguistics Typology. SALTel. Journal (Southeast Asia Language
Teaching and Learning), 4(2), 7-13. https://doi.org/10.35307 /saltel.v4i2.65

Dixon, R. M. W. (1994). Ergativity. Cambridge University Press.

Donohue, M. (2006). Negative grammatical functions in Skou. Language, 82(2),
383-398. https://dx.doi.org/10.1353/1an.2006.0086

Erlewine, M. Y. (2018). Extraction and licensing in Toba Batak. Language, 94(3),
662-697. https://doi.org/10.1353/1an.2018.0039

Joseph, Brian D.' Grammaticalization: a general critique’,in Bernd Heine, and
Heiko Narrog (eds), The Oxford Handbook of
Grammaticalization (2011; online  edn, Oxford Academic, 18 Sept.
2012), https://doi.org/10.1093 /oxfordhb/9780199586783.013.0016

Jufrizal, Amri, & Refnaldi. (2006). Pentopikalan dalam bahasa Minangkabau dan
kaitannya dengan upaya pembinaan sosial-budaya masyarakat Minangkabau.
Humanus: Jurnal llmiah llmu-Ilmu Humaniora, 7(3), 204-220.

Jufrizal. (2018). Fenomena tipologi gramatikal bahasa Minangkabau: Akusatif,
ergatif, atau campur? Leksika: Jurnal Bahasa, Pengajarannya, 12(1), 37-47.
https://doi.org/10.30595/1ks.v3i1.2236

Jufrizal, & Refnita, L. (2020). Markedness in Word-Order Typology of English and
Minangkabaunese: What Should the EFL Learners Know About? 411 (Icoelt
2019), 151-159. https://doi.org/10.2991 /assehr.k.200306.027

Keenan, E. L. (2014). Facing the Truth: Some Advantages of Direct Interpretation 1.
In Universal Grammar (RLE Linguistics A: General Linguistics) (pp. 459-499).
Routledge.

Korbozerova, N. N. (2022). Tasks Of Modern Linguistic Typology and Contrastive
Linguistics (on the example of comparing Spanish and Ukrainian
languages). Social Sciences, (41), 44.

Lestari, F. D. (2023). Urutan Dasar Dan Sistem Pivot Klausa Bahasa Batak Toba. Fon:
Jurnal Pendidikan Bahasa dan Sastra Indonesia, 19(2), 294-305.
https://doi.org/10.25134/3whytd22

Landau, I. (2013). Control in generative grammar: A research companion.
Cambridge University Press.

4023 |



Nurianti Sitorus, Mulyadi

Investigating Batak Toba Subject Properties: A Typological Analysis of Grammatical

Relations and Behaviors

Lau, E., & Tanaka, N. (2021). The subject advantage in relative clauses: A
review. Glossa: a journal of general linguistics, 6(1).
https://doi.org/10.5334/gjgl.1343

Marpaung, M. B. (2024, November). Konstruksi Klausa Analitik Dalam Bahasa
Batak Toba. In Prosiding Seminar Sastra Budaya Dan Bahasa (SEBAYA) (Vol. 4,
pPp- 255-263). https://e-
journal.unmas.ac.id/index.php/sebaya/article /view/10216/7702

Primus, B. (2015). Grammatical relations. In A. Alexiadou & T. Kiss (Eds.), Syntax -
Theory and analysis (Vol. 1, pp. 218-246). Walter de Gruyter.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110377408.218

Puspitorini, D., Vientiani, C., & Siregar, E. (2026). Konstruksi Kausatif Morfologis
dalam Bahasa Indonesia. Linguistik Indonesia, 44(1), 95-110.
https://doi.org/10.26499/1i.v44i1.955

Sales, A. ]J. (2022). Language interference and generative phonology in speech
production among Hiligaynon native speakers. REiLA: Journal of Research and
Innovation in Language, 4(3), 262-275.
https://doi.org/10.31849/reila.v4i3.8993

Saragih, E. L. L., & Mulyadi, M. (2022). Konstruksi Kausatif Bahasa Batak Toba dan
Bahasa Mandailing: Kajian Tipologis Bahasa. Ranah: Jurnal Kajian
Bahasa, 11(1), 94-102. https://doi.org/10.26499 /rnh.v11i1.2576

Shagal, K. (2023). Relative clauses in Uralic. In The Uralic languages (pp. 939-978).
Routledge.

Siagian, B. A. (2014). Konstruksi kausatif bahasa Batak Toba (Master’s thesis,
Universitas Sumatera Utara).

Simaremare, J. A, & Mulyadi, M. (2025). Prepositional Incorporation in Toba
Bataknese Language. Leksema: Jurnal Bahasa dan Sastra,10(1), 17-31.
https://doi.org/10.22515/1jbs.v10i1.11386

Sitompul, M. S. (2020). Relasi Gramatikal Dalam Bahasa Batak Toba Dan Gayo
Lut. Lingua: Jurnal Bahasa dan Sastra, 16(1), 1-7.
https://doi.org/10.15294 /lingua.v16i1.17815

Sportiche, D. (2005). A theory of floating quantifiers and its corollaries for
constituent structure. In S. Kuno, S. Lim, & C. Potts (Eds.), Partitions and atoms
of clause structure: Subjects, agreement, and topics (pp. 15-40). Routledge.

Song, ]. ]. (2014). Causatives and causation: A universal typological perspective. In
Causatives and Causation: A Universal Typological Perspective.
https://doi.org/10.4324 /9781315842295

Sugiyono. (2014). Memahami penelitian kualitatif R&D. Alvabeta.

Velupillai, V. (2013). An introduction to linguistic typology. Linguistic Typology,
17(1),173-176. https://doi.org/10.1515/lity-2013-0006

Wardana, I. K. (2023). The impact of English morphological awareness on
vocabulary enrichment: A causal-effect relationship research. journal of
Research and Innovation in Language, 5(1), 1-16.

4024 |



IDEAS, Vol. 14, No. 1, June 2026

ISSN 2338-4778 (Print)
ISSN 2548-4192 (Online)

https://doi.org/10.31849/reila.v5i1.11200

Yani, L., Artawa, K, Sri Satyawati, M., & Udayana, I. N. (2019). Verbal Clause
Construction of Ciacia Language: Syntactic Typology Study. E-Journal of
Linguistics, 13(2), 242. https://doi.org/10.24843/e-j1.2019.v13.i02.p05

4025 |



