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Preface Vii

Preface to the draft version

As we will be going a long way, through involved and ifead discussions, until we
arrive at something like a definition of grammaticalizatior, teader who wants to
know beforehand what this book is all about is asked topadbes as a preliminary
characterization: Grammaticalization is a process leading fraemles to grammatical
formatives. A number of semantic, syntactic and phonologicalesses interact in the
grammaticalization of morphemes and of whole construgtidsign is grammaticalized
to the extent that it is devoid of concrete lexical meanimdytakes part in obligatory
grammatical rules. A simple example is the development dfahe prepositiorad ‘at,
towards’ into the Spanish direct object mar&er

It must be made clear at the outset that this treatmeamelisninary, incomplete and
imperfect. It presents little more than what has been found the two centuries in
which the subject has been studied, and probably it corgaersless than that, because
| have been unable to take notice of all the relevant litexatanust also warn the reader
that | have great conceptual difficulties with the presebfest, and | will leave many
guestions open. The problem is not so much an empirioal there are sufficient
analyzed data, and the empirical phenomena in themselpeardp be reasonably clear.
What is highly unclear is how the phenomena are to be reter classified and related
to each other. Grammaticalization is such a pervasive precessherefore such a
comprehensive notion that it is often difficult to say whatsdoet fall under it. The
present essay will therefore be concerned, first ararfost, with the question: whiat
grammaticalization?

The discussion will not be couched in terms of a speci#iorthof grammar, one reason
being that existing grammatical models are inadequate foreffresentation of the

gradual nature which is essential to the phenomena comhpygrammaticalization. As

many of the problems involved are traditional ones, theypeasiscussed in traditional
terms.

The theory of language which is to account for the systertyatjoal-directedness and
dynamism inherent to grammaticalization must be structuratfiumal and operational

in nature. It is essentially the theory of Wilhelm von Humbd@&B3g), which has been
elaborated in more recent times by Eugenio Coseriud)1&8¥d Hansjakob Seiler (1978).
This theory has never been made fully explicit; but it willdmee transparent through all
of the present treatment, and an attempt to make it mpheiewill be presented in the

last chapter.

The work is organized as follows. We start, in ch. 1, withief historical review of the
relevant literature. Ch. 2 will supply some firdardications to the concept of
grammaticalization and will delimit it against related concepts. Cbn&ins the bulk
of the empirical data which illustrate grammatization, ordered according to
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semantically defined domains of grammar. From this evietize various basic
processes which integrate grammaticalization and whichadlexidts parameters are
then extracted and ordered according to how they pertaimetparadigmatic or the
syntagmatic aspect, to the content or the expression of dhenwaticalized sign. The
degree to which these parameters correlate will also besdestun ch. 4. The next
chapter looks out for analogs to grammaticalization in diffepamts of the language
system and tries to distinguish these from grammaticalizatiorpriopch. 6 we turn to
a couple of traditional linguistic problems, askimghether the concept of
grammaticalization can contribute anything towards their clarificatidhe various
modes of contrasting different languages, including langggplogy and universals
research, are discussed in the perspective of granatizicon in ch. 7. Ch. 8
concentrates on the diachronic aspect of grammaticalizatioalgts language change
and historical reconstruction. The final chapter tries to fibeite the advances that may
be made in language theory if grammaticalization is given igggprolace in it.

Due to idiosyncrasies in the timing of my research projedtayé had to interrupt the
writing of this book after ch. 4. It was decided that theshad chapters should appear
as volume I, while chapters 5 - 9 should be reserved feecond volume. | have
included them in the preceding sketch and also given g¢rbsn their contents in
order that the reader may get an idea of the plan alimplete work. It is my intention
to complete volume Il foakupin 1983.

A cordial word of thanks goes to Bernd Heine and MechtRith, who have been
working on grammaticalization and evolutive typology, especialjfiltan languages,
simultaneously and partly in cooperation with me. They haea Bind and disinterested
enough to put their notes and manuscripts at my disp&sderences are to this
prepublication version; their work is now being publishedlag47. Finally, | should
like to thank Sonja Schldgel and Ingrid Hoyer, who havertgjkeat care in typing and
editing the manuscript.

Cologne, 7.10.1982 Christian Lehmann
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Preface to the published edition

A preliminary version of the present work was distribute@l982 under the following
title: Thoughts on grammaticalization. A programmatic sketch. VKBIh: Institut fir
Sprachwissenschaft der Universitatifeiten des Kolner Universalienprojekés). It
got out of stock immediately, but has been in high demaru.sk slightly revised
version was released in January 1985, but only in fdranrmumber of xerocopies. The
original plan was, of course, to get back to work onmmgnaticalization as soon as
possible, to write up volume Il and then publish the wholekwdhen the title, too,
would have been streamlined a bit. However, | never goinarto do that.

The semipublished 1982 paper has played an instrumergahrthe development of
modern work on grammaticalization. Many people havedshe to at least make it
available in published form, even if | should never mariageund it off. This is what

| am doing here. Consequently, this publication is slightly anoacstic. | have removed
those errors of the preliminary version that | got awaréledve modified many points
of detail. | have updated references to unpublished matBtial. have not taken into
consideration the vast amount of literature on gramniat&teon that has appeared since
(including my own more recent contributions) and that wdeétl me to reformulate
substantially some of the ideas expounded here. Readeisl &ie aware that the state
of research reflected here is essentially that of 1982.

References to volume Il, including even the ‘Prospecbotents of volume II’, have not
been deleted. A fair appreciation of what is being publisieee is only possible if one
considers that it was always intended to be only half oftwwuld, at least, be
necessary. However, | doubt that volume Il will ever bblipbhed. Below, | list the
articles on grammaticalization that | have published since 19&&2e of them may be
considered to fill the lacunae created by the prospacparticular, the following
assignments may be allowed:

Ch.5.2: 1989[G], 2002.

Ch. 6.3: 1989[M].

Ch. 7.2: 1985[r], 1986.

Ch. 8: 1985[G], 1987, 1992.

Ch. 9: 1993, 1995.

| have been unable to get my English grammar and siyikedeby a native speaker, and
| must apologize for the inconveniences resulting therefFonally, cordial thanks go
to Cornelia Sunner for the effort she has made in editegyghescript. | also thank the
numerous colleagues who have reacted to the preliminasipaeand whose comments
would deserve fuller attention.

Bielefeld, 21.07.1995 Christian Lehmann
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For the second edition, some changes and correctiondbananade.

Erfurt, 08.07.2002 Christian Lehmann
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1. THE HISTORY OF RESEARCH IN GRAMMATICALIZATION

As far as | can see, it was Antoine Meillet (1912) who abitlee term ‘gram-
maticalization’ and first applied it to the concept for whids gtill used today. We will
return to him in a moment. The concept itself, however,thaddeas behind it, are
considerably older. The idea that grammatical formatives eviobve lexemes, that
affixes come from free forms, was already expoungetidFrench philosopher Etienne
Bonnot de Condillac. In his wolkssai sur I'origine des connaissances huma(hé46),
he explained the personal endings of the verb throudutamggion of personal pronouns
and maintained that verbal tense came from the coalesoEademporal adverb with
the stem. Again, John Horne Tooke, in his etymological wdtkeo Ttepdevta or
the diversions of Purlegvol. I: 1786, vol. II: 1805), claimed that prepositiorexide
from nouns or verbsWe shall see in ch. 3 that all such processes d@cin dccur,
though not necessarily in the specific cases which theseratthd in mind.

Condillac and Horne Tooke were certainly only forerunrterghe first evolutive

typologists, notably August Wilhelm von Schlegel and Wilhelm H#umboldt. In his

Observations sur la langue et la littérature progates (1818), Schlegel deals
extensively with the renewal of Latin synthetic morphology Riymance analytic
morphology. About the formation of the latter, he writes:

C'est une invention en quelgue facon négative, que cdlla groduit les
grammaires analytiques, et la méthode uniformément suivieégasd peut
se réduire a un seul principe. On dépouille certains motsuleénergie
significative, on ne leur laisse qu'une valeur nominaler fgawu donner un
cours plus général et les faire entrer dans la partiecéléme de la langue.
Ces mots deviennent une espéce de papier-monnaie dadtaditer la
circulation. (28)

This is followed by a series of Latin-Romance example#tafrdnt kinds, including the
development of articles, auxiliaries and indefinite pronoutsgtwhave subsequently
become the stock examples of grammaticalization theory. AlthSuablegel goes so far
as to speak of “la formation d'une nouvelle grammaire}, (36 views the development
essentially as due to linguistic decadence. It will be obsehaedever, that some of the
core aspects of grammaticalization, viz. semangpletion and expansion of
distribution, are foreshadowed here.

Wilhelm von Humboldt arrived at more far-reaching casmns. In his academic lecture
on the origins of grammatical forms, he proposed thairtgnatische Bezeichnung” (the
signifying of grammatical categories, as opposed to objentejves through the
following four stages (1822:54f):

! Information on Condillac and Horne Tooke from Ared$69:109f 132-134, and
Stammerjohann (ed.) 1975:119, 452f.
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l. “grammatische Bezeichnung durch Redensarten,adem, Satze”:
grammatical categories are completely hidden in the lexeniegahe
semantosyntactic configurations.

lI.  “grammatische Bezeichnung durch feste Wortstellungenzunsichen

Sach- und Formbedeutung schwankende Worter”.

lll. “grammatische Bezeichnung durch Analoga von Formdmgre the
“vacillating words” have been agglutinated as affixes to the ma
words. The resulting complexes are not “forms”, unitahples, but
only “aggregates”, and therefore mere “analogs to forms”

V. *“grammatische Bezeichnung durch wahre Formen, dBezigung und
rein grammatische Worter”.

These four stages are connected with each other “dartdren gehende Bedeutung der
Elemente und Abschleifung der Laute in langem Gebrauch.”

One may simply overlook the “evaluation” of the differengstto which this theory is
committed. One may also regard it as a terminoklgissue whether the term
‘grammatical form’ can be correctly applied only at stageand not also at the other
stages. But one must recognize that this account of tiaten of grammatical forms
Is essentially a theory of grammaticalization, if only a sketaig. @hree things are
worth noting here. First, the term ‘grammatical form’ mudtmislead one into thinking
that this theory deals only with the expression of the laygsan. The passages
guoted leave no doubt that the evolution in question affemits the meaning and the
expression of the grammatical sign. Secondly, the foages are essentially the
morphological types of the linguistic typology of the time: stdge®/or |l = isolating,
lIl = agglutinative, IV = flexional. Thirdly, linguistic typologyyhich in the twentieth
century was reduced to a synchronic discipline, is hereeteogd as evolutive typology.
Consequently, the theory of grammaticalization is tied, fronvéing start, to evolutive

typology.

This theory was subsequently widely received unther name of “Aggluti-
nationstheorie”. This term appears to refer only to thesition towards stage lIll, but
was later used to comprise all of the four st&gBse first to apply the theory, Franz
Bopp, who shared ideas with Humboldt through correspmejeactually concentrated
on stage lll. In hi¥)ber das Conjugationssystem der Sanskritsprache in Vergiegch
mit jenem der griechischen, lateinischen, persischen undageschen Sprach@816:
147f; apud Arens 1969:177), and again in vol. | of\tesgleichende Grammatik des
Sanskrit, Zend, Griechischen, Lateinischen, Litauischen, Alkslaen, Gothischen und
Deutschen(Berlin, 1833), he derived the personal endings ofrnide-European verb
from agglutinated personal pronounSeveral of the neogrammarians, among them

2 This inadequacy of the term was also felt by Jesggewho proposed to substitute it by “coales-

cence theory” (1922:376).

3 This application of agglutination theory is notht® confused with Bopp's typology of roots.
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Brugmann, were favorably inclined to hypotheses of this.kitgdhin, the typological
version of agglutination theory was most vigorously prombtedugust Schleicher; he
followed Humboldt in making agglutination theory the centeri®elolutive typology.

Another prominent representative of agglutination theory igg>eon der Gabelentz.
The essential passage frombis Sprachwissenschatthich remained unaltered in the
second edition (1891:251 = 1901:256), will be quoted irmkere, because it summarizes
well what was known or thought about agglutination theory atithat

Nun bewegt sich die Geschichte der Sprachen in der Dadgyaweier Kraf-
te: des Bequemlichkeitstriebes, der zur Abnutzung der lfébte und des
Deutlichkeitstriebes, der jene Abnutzung nicht zur ZerstodergSprache
ausarten laidt. Die Affixe verschleifen sich, verschwindertante spurlos;
ihre Funktionen aber oder ahnliche drangen wieder naslrick. Diesen
Ausdruck erhalten sie, nach der Methode der isolierendescBen, durch
Wortstellung oder verdeutlichende Worter. Letztere unterliegedesmum
mit der Zeit dem Agglutinationsprozesse, dem Verschliffé 8ohwunde,
und derweile bereitet sich fur das Verderbende neueatZrsr. peri-
phrastische Ausdriicke werden bevorzugt; mogen sie syuntaktiSeflige
oder wahre Komposita sein (englisdhshall see — lateinischvidebo =
vide-fug; immer gilt das Gleiche: die Entwicklungslinie krimmt sichimlr
nach der Seite der Isolation, nicht in die alte Bahn, sond&ine annahernd
parallele. Darum vergleiche ich sie der Spirale.

The extent to which Gabelentz is obliged to Humboldt emedigsly from this
guotation. On the other hand, two things are new here: Einstexplanation for
grammaticalization is offered, this being seen as the reswliooéompeting forces, the
tendency towards ease of articulation and the tendency tewiatihctness. We will
meet these again and again, in various disguises, in teequdnt literature. Secondly,
the evolution is not conceived as linear, as leading frprmative to an advanced stage,
but as basically cyclic, though Gabelentz is cautious enougkedhe more precise
metaphor of the spiral. With the necessary refinements tilhosresponds to the most
recent insights.

In 1912, Antoine Meillet published his article “L'évolution desnfies grammaticales”.
Although the title is reminiscent of Humboldt's lecture, Meilletvghioo sign of being

acquainted with it or with agglutination theory, though he certainlgt have been. In
particular, his examples include Schlegel's examples. Howgneenmaticalization was
of interest to him not for its typological implications, but f& capacity to explain

certain facts in the history of Indo-European languageshtie continues the Bopp -
neogrammarian tradition. Meillet assumes three nw@asses of words, “mots

principaux”, “mots accessoires” and “mots grammaticabgtween which there is a
gradual transition.

L'affaiblissement du sens et |'affaiblissement derfaéodes mots accessoires
vont de pair; quand l'un et l'autre sont assez avalecésyt accessoire peut
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finir par ne plus étre qu'un élément privé de sens prgpire a un mot
principal pour en marquer le réle grammatical. Le changéniian mot en
elément grammatical est accompli. (139).

This leads Meillet to what appears to be a reformulationalfe®ntz's agglutination
theory:

Les langues suivent ainsi une sorte de développemespirate; elles ajou-
tent de mots accessoires pour obtenir une expressiorsenteas mots
s'affaiblissent, se dégradent et tombent au niveau ddesinipil/ outils
grammaticaux; on ajoute de nouveaux mots ou des motsetifééen vue de
I'expression; I'affaiblissement recommence, et ainsi sans fin.

The two driving factors he mentions, “expressivité” and geSaalso have much in
common with Gabelentz's tendency towards distinctness aaide ease. Even when
he contends that analytic (= periphrastic) and syntheticrcamtisns do not differ in
principle, because they are connected through grammaticatizeitiog the example of
the Latin-Romance tenses, he only seems to strengthentdhadiwas already implicit
in agglutination theory. However, Meillet does go beyond #irst, he introduces the
term ‘grammaticalization’ (133), though he consistently puts guotation marks. He
does not define the term, but uses it in the sense abtdton du caractere grammatical
a un mot jadis autonome” (131). Secondly, Meillet oppag@snmaticalization to
analogy as the two principal processes of grammaticalgeh@m below ch. 5.4), thus
assigning grammaticalization a more narrowly defined place guistic theory. And
finally (147f), he offers what appears to be a useftdresion of this notion: he considers
that the order of constituents may be grammaticalized, todratirgy from Latin, in
which word order signifies expressive nuances, and Rrevitere it expresses syntactic
relations.

Three years later, in his article “Le renouvellement degaoations”, Meillet extends
his theory to the historical analysis of conjunctions, esfigamlLatin-Romance. The
recruitment of new words which are then to follow the pathgrammaticalization
already well established in the language, is termed “renouvatigrand distinguished
from “création”, where grammatical and/or formal categgopreviously absent from the
language are introduced. The substitution of Laam by quare > Frenchcar is an
example of ‘renovation’ (renewd).

Continuing in chronological order, we next come to Edvgapir, who again represents
the other, Humboldtian tradition. Sapir's primary interest vegb@r in grammaticaliza-
tion as a force in historical change (he does not ugeiim® nor in agglutination theory
or evolutive typology; but in establishing a continuum of thiedéint kinds of linguistic
concepts as a basis for his synchronic typology, he actuailyibutes to both of these

4 ‘Renovation’ will here be used instead of the ttiadial ‘renewal’ because it offers a neat

counterpart to ‘innovation’.
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issues. In ch. V of hisanguage Sapir (1921:102) defines the following four classes of
concepts:
Basic Concepts
I. Derivational Concepts
lll.  Concrete Relational Concepts
IV. Pure Relational Concepts.

Material content {

Relational {

Semantically, there is a gradience through these four sl&ssa the concrete to the
abstract; morphologically, there is a parallel gradience fliowhependent words or
radical elements” to expression “by affixing non-radicairedats to radical elements ...
or by their inner modification, by independent words, orpmgition”. Sapir also
mentions the possibility of a word's diachronic passagedhrthis continuum. His most
important, and most problematic, innovation is his attempt to giweoie precise
semantic basis to the different grammaticalization stages. Irhéhisas had practically
no followers. One point which might at first seem to benohor importance is
noteworthy: the expression of grammatical concepts by “posisioows up at the end
of Sapir's scale, while it appeared at the beginning of Hidtib four stages. Take this
together with Meillet's contention that word order may be grataalized, too, and the
problem becomes obvious.

Henri Frei's work may be mentioned in passing. NothingsibokLa grammaire des
fautes(1929) is intended to be a contribution to grammaticalizatiorrghbat he does
adduce a lot of relevant data for “un passage inceshasigne expressif au signe
arbitraire”, for which he finds two forces responsible,bésoin d'expressivité” and “la
loi de l'usure” (233). Frei's association of grammaticalizatwth a change from the
expressive to the arbitrary will yet occupy us (p. 115).

In the period of American and even of European cstmalism, topics such as
grammaticalization were not fashionable. With the dedfrmaorphological and evoluti-
ve typology, this vein of research in grammaticalization virtuatbke off. The only
work of this time in which agglutination theory figures prmently is the Africanist Carl
Meinhof's bookDie Entstehung flektierender Sprachi@®36), in which he treats the
evolution of flexional morphology in Semitic, Hamitic and Indor&pean languages.
Following Jespersen (1922:375-388; see ch. V.4), Meimhd. 4 posits two principal
ways in which inflection can evolve: 1) through grammaticalinatfor instance of
nouns or verbs via postpositions to case suffixes; dn@dugh the reinterpretation of
already existing phonological outgrowths of the word.

Apart from this sporadic recurrence, however, agglutindhieonry does not, as far as |
can see, regain its former popularity until Hodge 1970 @ibn 1971 (the latter
apparently being unaware of the venerable tradition whicloh&nues). Two important
articles which throw new light on grammaticalization are Ronakolison's “Boas's
view of grammatical meaning” (1959) and V. M. ZirmunskifEhe word and its
boundaries” (1966; Russian original 1961). Jakobson at#sbto Boas a distinction
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between “those concepts which are grammaticalized and quoersidy obligatory in
some languages but lexicalized and merely optional img5t(959:492), adducing “the
obligatoriness of grammatical categories as the specificréeahich distinguishes them
from lexical meanings” (489). This is clearly an advaneeabise it adds an essential
syntactic aspect to the until then almost exclugivaorphological view of
grammaticalization. Here for the first time, too, an oppositetwben grammaticaliza-
tion and lexicalization is formulated.

In § 3 of his article, Zirmunskij deals with the “unificationtb& word combination into
a single (compound) word.” There are two possible direstilbat this process can take:
either towards grammaticalization, which yields “a specific neahdical form of the
word”, or towards lexicalization, which yields “a phraseolobézpuivalent of the word
in the semantic sense.” (83). In the first case, the stage is a synthetic inflectional
word form; in the second case, the next stage is a aamdpgord. Several points should
be stressed here. First, there are processes of unificahimhm do not involve the
development of one element of the combination into a graitethéormative and which
are therefore not regarded as grammaticalization. Sesoiel, processes are called
lexicalization. Observe that this use of the term “lexicalizatisrjuite different from
Jakobson's use quoted above; this will constitute one gdfrobtems (ch. 5.2). Thirdly,
the term ‘grammaticalization’ is used here not (only) forttaesition from the analytic
to the synthetic construction, i.e. the agglutination process éxplicitly applied to the
formation of an analytic construction. This is consistent withntleaning of the term
which covers an open-ended continuum comprising all of btldt's or Sapir's four
stages.

Outside structuralism, the Indo-Europeanist tradition of granwalization theory
remained uninterrupted. Its most important representativedeary Kurjowicz and
Emile Benveniste. Kulpwicz applied the concept of grammaticalization systematically
in his bookThe inflectional categories of Indo-Europeamany of which are explained
through grammaticalization. In his article “The evolution ofngrzatical categories”
(1965; notice again the tradition of article titles!), Kianyicz defines:

Grammaticalization consists in the increase of the range obrah@me
advancing from a lexical to a grammatical or from a @gssnmatical to a
more grammatical status, e.g. from a derivative formant tmféectional

one. (52)

By ‘increasing range’ Kudpwicz means wider distribution, a defining factor of
grammaticalization which had hitherto only been hinted at by §ehl®&otice that
word-formation is reintroduced into the picture, which we mighk to have excluded
from grammaticalization with Zirmunskij. Kukgwicz then gives a survey of various
Indo-European grammatical categories and their developnrengtih grammaticaliza-
tion. He also opposes grammaticalization to lexicalization in a feinge which will
occupy us in ch. 5.2,
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Benveniste, who, curiously enough, consistently avoids the ‘tgammaticalization’,
has made various contributions to the subject. In his affitigations of linguistic
categories” (1968), he takes up Meillet's distinction betweedation” and “renou-
vellement”, explaining that the former is innovativeange, where grammatical
categories may disappear or emerge for the first time, wleldatter is conservative
change, where categories are only formally ‘renovat€ldé examples are again the
same as in Meillet 1912: the Latin-Romance perfect and future.

Switching back, for the last time, to the conception ofgixe typology, we find this
revived in two articles by Carleton T. Hodge and Talmy Givdnhis paper “The
linguistic cycle” (1970), Hodge somewhat simplifies the pichyelistinguishing only
two stages, one with heavy syntax and little morphology (&hi;h roughly comprises
Humboldt's stages | and II; and another with little syntaxhealy morphology (sM),
which corresponds to Humboldt's stages Ill and IV. Hiatge essentially an empirical
one: he adduces the history of Egyptian as factual poodhé& hypothesis that a single
language can pass through a full cycle ‘'sMSm— sM’. His slogan “that one man's
morphology was an earlier man's syntax” (3) is echo&ilvon's formulation “Today's
morphology is yesterday's syntax.” (1971:413), which iscth@ral thesis of his article
“Historical syntax and synchronic morphology: An archagisits field trip”. We will
deal in ch. 8.3 with the role of grammaticalization in histonieabnstruction. Here it
suffices to mention that Givon has expanded his theoryrinusaworks, proposing, in
1979, the grammaticalization scale which we will discusshin2c2. The notion of
grammaticalization has by now become widely known anedsiving ever greater
interest. | will end my review here and discuss more tegerk in thematically more
specific connections.

Summing up, we can say that the theory of grammaticalizaisrbeen developed by
two largely independent linguistic traditions, that of Indo-Eeeophistorical linguistics

and that of language typology. The moment has coménK,tivhere the two threads
should be united. One tradition is conspicuously absenttfienpicture, namely that of

structural linguistics, from de Saussure to our day. Thiz/iso means an accident:
whereas historical linguistics and typology have been coadgfrom their beginning,

with processes and continuous phenomena and thulsl easily accommodate
grammaticalization as a process which creates such pheagstreictural linguistics has
tended to favour a static view of language and clear-cutybthstinctions. In ch. 6 we

will try and see whether the perspective of grammaticalizadonat, in fact shed some
light on problems traditional in structural linguistics.



2. GRAMMATICALIZATION
CHARACTERIZATION AND DELIMITATION OF THE CONCEPT

2.1. The term ‘grammaticalization’

The derivational pattern which the wagthmmaticalizatiorbelongs to suggests that it
means a process in which something becomes or is matengtical (cflegalizatior).

In view of this, the term is unfortunate in severakpects. Firstly, the term
‘grammatical’ has various meanings. In the above explicatiografnmaticalization
grammaticalsignifies that which belongs to, is part of, the gramnsaopgposed to, e.g.,
what belongs to the lexicon, to stylistics or discourse. Apart this,grammaticalhas
come to mean something completely unrelated to the notiorawfrgaticalizationx is
grammaticalis an abbreviation ofis grammatically correcnd accordingly means that
x conforms to (as opposed to: is incompatible with, violatesiules of grammar. What
is particularly distressing about this ambiguity is the fact that vgndenmaticalmay
have either meaning in attributive use, it can omwe the second meaning in
predicative use; and yet the first meaning is needed jrédkcative use which is made
of it in the above explication of grammaticalization.

Secondly, in addition to the above explicatigrgmmaticalizatiormust mean a process
in which something becomes or is made more grammaticahgfijuotation from
Kurylowicz on p. 6). We defer to ch. 6.2 the problem of wihameans to say that
something belongs to the grammar to a greater or lessexedemd observe here that
this latter notion should be designated by the grammaticality. That is, in a theory
of grammaticalization, the term ‘grammaticality’ would be neddedean the degree of
grammaticalization which an element has reached. Again, eswthis term (or its
variant ‘grammaticalness’) is currently based on the otleamimng ofgrammaticaland
therefore means the well-formedness of something accowlithg rules of grammar.

There would seem to exist a way out. Some authors Gwpn 1975:49, Bolinger
1978:489) have used ‘grammaticization’ instead of ‘gramrmalitition’> We might

adopt this use and substitute, accordingly, ‘grammaticity*dgaammaticality’ in the

intended sense. Unfortunately, this terminological arrangewemnid soon come to an
inconsistent end, because we would not only have tograliifmatic’ what we always
have called ‘grammatical’; what is more, this terminologicglitarization would not be
implementable in French, the language in which the term ‘gedioatization’ was

coined in the first place. Finally, it seems paradoxical to gwehe well-established
‘grammaticalization’ instead of the rare ‘grammaticization’. Wk tiverefore abide by
the terms ‘grammatical’, ‘grammaticality’ and ‘grammaticatiaa’ and use them

> Afurther abbreviation is represented in Werndrd¥0:965f) German participgrammatisiert
formed on an unattestgglammatisiererito grammatize” (i.e. grammaticalize).
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exclusively in the sense in whigrammaticaldesignates that which belongs to the
grammar. It seems more convenient to leave the resohftibe terminological conflict
to the other side; one might, for example, resort to tt@ressiongrammatically
well-formedif one wants to signify “grammatically well-formed”.

A more serious question is whether the term ‘grammaticalizatimot unduly stretched

if we apply it to such a large range of phenomena. @rmtie hand, | intend to follow
Zirmunskij in subsuming the formation of analytic constructionder grammaticali-
zation. On the other hand, the process does not stapealevel of inflectional
morphology. The English pronounim, after having been grammaticalized to a
verb-suffixal object markerim in Tok Pisin, has further evolved into an invariable
transitive verb marker. Such linear extensions of grammattiiiz processes into
derivational morphology are not at all rare. On the omedhsince such extensions
continue the same pattern, they should be called by thersanee On the other hand, it
does not seem correct to say that the suiffi in its change from an object marker to a
transitive verb marker, becomes more grammatical. A tightly more comprehensive
than ‘grammaticalization’ would seem to be needed; but Heenatives that have
appeared in the literature are no more satisfactory. Li &mBom (1974), Givén
(1979[u]:209) and Brettschneider (1980:94) have offetlee term ‘condensation’
essentially for what is here called grammaticalizatidrprecursor of this term is Gabe-
lentz's (1901:433, 436) ‘Verdichtungsprozess'. In a laesecondensatiormay be
used to designate one aspect of grammaticalization, nametatie@ving down of the
level of grammatical structure (see ch. 4.3.1); and tlaistisally what the above authors
have in mind. However, if we take the word literally, it @Wbinave to mean that
something becomes denser, compacter in the course mingtecalization. On the
contrary, the authors quoted in ch. 1 concur that the imgaha grammaticalized sign
is weakened in the same measure as its expression isngdakenore grammaticalized
sign does not say the same thing as a less grammaticalieed a smaller space, as
seems to be implied by the term ‘condensation’.

The term ‘reduction’ (used, for instance, in Langacké&i71803-107) does not have this
shortcoming, but displays a different one, which¢identally, it shares with
‘condensation’. It is not specific enough, because iecoalso the reduction of a phrase
to a compound word, which is not a grammaticalization process

Authors depending on A. Martinet have sometimes used time‘neorphématisation’
essentially with the meaning ‘grammaticalization’ (e.g. in Mart{edt) 1968:1064f).
This presupposes Martinet's terminology, in which ‘morphiéqaals other linguists'
‘grammatical morpheme’. Apart from its local charactempfphématisation’ has the
disadvantage of being too narrow. Although the formatiagrafmatical morphemes is
probably the focus of grammaticalization, it is by no meansf ail

¢ Brettschneider, Li and Thompson actually apply teisn only to one specific grammaticaliza-
tion channel, namely the reduction of a (subor@ipalause to a word.
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We are thus led back to our term ‘grammaticalization’. Insee/ay to avoid its exten-

sion, in a generic sense, to processes such as thikustrated above. If one wants to
make specific reference to just that type of processwidhef course, not use the term
‘grammaticalization’; ch. 5.2 will deal with the question of wheth&onvenient term

can be found.

2.2. The meaning of ‘grammaticalization’

Having settled on the term, we may now characterize mdisetfie concept. We will
first justify one decision which has been presupposed inabowe terminological
discussion, namely the interpretation of grammaticalization asca$s which may not
only change a lexical into a grammatical item, but may also ahiitem “from a less
grammatical to a more grammatical status”, in Kowicz's words. Since adjectives
derived in al are commonly non-relative (they have no polar antonyrdsiamot take
part in comparison; cfnaterna), one might take the position that the property of being
grammatical, of belonging to the grammar, is a binary ptp@erd not a matter of
degree. As | said, we will postpone discussion of thislprolto ch. 5.2. Anyway, if this
were accepted, then grammaticalization could not bedugrarelative process. From
this position it would be correct to say that something is eitf@nigaticalized or not
grammaticalized. This is the position of Jakobson, ddkl'and Lyons. Lyons writes
(1977:234):

Different languages make a different selection, as it wese) the set of
possible distinctions that could be made and grammaticalize(tleemmake
them grammatically functional) in terms of such categoriesse f@umber,
gender, case, person, proximity, visibility, shape, animegtcy,

Throughout his book, Lyons consistently uses the expressiis grammaticalized in
language L’ only if x is a semantic category which is repnéed by a grammatical
category in L. At first sight, this appears to provide us witsimple and intuitively
satisfactory interpretation of the notion ‘grammaticalization’. Bign we must also
provide binary criteria which answer the question: which timm$ must something
fulfill in order to be a grammatical category of a langua@eakobson (1959:489; see
the quotation above on p. 6) and MeK (1976:84) answer that the essential criterion is
obligatoriness: a meaning is grammatical in L if the spee&enot choose to leave it
unspecified. The criterion of obligatoriness will in fact bedulselow (ch. 4.2.3); but it
does not appear to me to be an absolute one. Somethobjgatory relative to the
context; i.e. it may be obligatory in one context, optionahiotlaer and impossible in a
third context. Take, for instance, the category of numlmetatin, every noun form
compulsorily belongs either to the singular or to the pluralspieaker cannot choose to
leave the number unspecified. Here the criterion correeitydés that number is a
grammatical category in Latin. In Turkish, most nouns neaggecified for number by
adding a plural suffix. Some nouns may not, for instalecens of nationality or
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profession if they form the predicate. No noun may beipd for number if preceded
by a cardinal numeral. In most other contexts, numhsgtisnal; i.e. the unmarked form
may signify the singular or the plural. Is number obligatorfurkish or not? Certainly
not nearly as obligatory as in Latin. Should we therefoyetisat number is not a
grammatical category in Turkish? Would it not be more illutnigeto say that number
is more grammaticalized in Latin than in Turkish?

An analogous argument could be made with respect tothry criterion that one might
be inclined to propose. Ch. 3 will provide abundant evidetmat even the mere
transition from a lexeme to a grammatical formative (if weenerrestrict grammatic-
alization to this process) is not a leap, but a gradualtshafhew function. The category
of prepositions is a notable example. In many languages, #ine some prepositions like
Englishbeyondwhich need not be treated individually in the grammar scthey obey
general rules of syntax like other ordinary lexemes; amcktare other prepositions like
of which require special treatment in the grammar becauseatigegbligatory in a
number of constructions. The space in between is fillethbybulk of prepositions,
which are at different stages on their way from lexemgréonmatical formative. |
therefore see no way to avoid the conclusion that graroatiattion is a process of
gradual change, and that its products may have differgnéee of grammaticality.

If grammaticalization is not a binary, but a gradual charfigéate, then we must face the
problem that it may be an open-ended process. Someraég. Ronneberger-Sibold
1980:113-115) have restricted the notion of grammaticalizétidhe passage from an
analytic to a synthetic construction. We have already obsépve?) that this passage,
the agglutination process, stood godfather to the denomirategglutination theory.
Possibly this transition into the unity of the word is the most ri#afpase of the
grammaticalization process. Nevertheless, the nature of tlheg¥ is the same before
and after this phase. The formation of analytic constructianef ‘word combinations’
(Zirmunskij), on the one hand, and the melting of an aggititi@ to a flexional
formation! on the other, are phases of the grammaticalization protkesguestion
naturally arises: where does grammaticalization start, andevdwas it end? We will
provisionally answer this question by diagram F1, which inm@es the one presented
in Givon 1979[u]:209.

" The terminological confusion associated, especialigerman, with the term ‘Flexion’ and its

cognates may be resolved in English, for our pueppby the following convention: ‘inflection’
will be opposed to ‘word-formation’ (esp. ‘derivati’) as the syntax-bound part of morphology;
‘flexion” will be opposed to ‘agglutination’ (andisolation’) as one of the techniques of
morphological typology (namely the fusional or agaahating one, which Sapir (1921:129ff) calls
‘inflective’). Cf. Comrie 1981[L]:41f on the termatogical dilemma.
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F1. The phases of grammaticalization

level Discourse Syntax Morphology Morphophonemics
technique| isolating > analytic synthetic- - synthetic- > zero
agglutinating flexional
1 1 1
phase syntacticization morphologization dgghemicization loss
process grammaticalization

This picture is incomplete and simplified, because it represahitwo of the factors
involved in grammaticalization, namely those that will be calleddeasation and
coalescence in ch. 4.3, and because it pretends atpmfeziation between these two.
Nevertheless, it suffices to illustrate, for present purpdeesrange of the grammatic-
alization process and the phases conventionally recogmzaedrhus we assume that
grammaticalization starts from a free collocation of potentialiyflected lexical words
in discourse. This is converted into a syntactic canstin bysyntacticization, whereby
some of the lexemes assume grammatical functions so thabtistruction may be
called analyticMorphologization, which here means the same as agglutination, reduces
the analytic construction to a synthetic one, so that gramméticahtives become
agglutinating affixes. In the next phase, the unity of thedwsrtightened, as the
morphological technique changes from agglutinative to flexidrtas transition from
morphology to morphophonemics will here be catlechorphemicization Givon calls

it lexicalization, and this is the fourth sense in which the tggpears in the literature.
This need not worry us at the moment. We pass ovee toridl phase, where expression
and content of the grammatical category become zero.

| repeat that this account is simplified. It makes it appsaf the grammaticalization

process had a clear-cut end, which we will see it haOrothe other hand, the start of
the process is not readily identifiable either, and we witidiis problem, too. The sole
function of F1 is to give a first impression of what is coddrg grammaticalization.

A single example to illustrate the whole process is not easynte by, though such ex-
amples probably exist. At any rate, it may be remarkdtiigtjuncture that it is not
essential to grammaticalization theory that every elemestteff by grammaticalization
enter the process at the start and leave it at the end, staerand end are identified
with reference to F1. On the contrary, this is certainly thestacase. | will therefore
illustrate a complete grammaticalization process with two examybésh together
cover the entire range.

From the beginning of the literary tradition up to the postidakgeriod, the Latin
language had an elaborate system of demonstrative prordugre was a deictically
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neutral pronouns, which was also used as an anaphoric personal proBesides,
there were three deictic pronouns, of firsic), second iéte) and third {{le) person
deixis. Apart from their function as NPs, which is our @amn here, all four could
function as determiners. In Archaic Latin, the membersefitictic triad always had
some demonstrative force. Their use was subject toym@adic rule; they occurred
where and how the speaker saw fit. HoweWlerwas the unmarked member of the triad
and began to assume anaphoric function, thus intruding iatargm ofis, which it
finally ousted in Vulgar Latin. At this stagédle was a neutral anaphoric pronoun,
witness E1, from the first half of the 6th cent. AD.

El. duorustici sic ad hora captum comederunt, et ita illis contigit, e$ dlmrum
LATIN sanguinem deiuso produxit nimium. (Antbs.cib.25)

‘two peasants ate one [turtle dove] just caught, and it soeimaal to them,

and one of them voided too much blood’ (Pulgram 1978:288)

Here we have already entered the path of syntacticizatioaube the function afe is

but the grammatical representation of an NP of a previtausse. Still,ille is not
commonly used as a personal pronoun in subject posltis step has been made, to a
varying extent, in the Romance languages. In Standard |tBdiainstance, a finite verb
does not need an overt subjeandealone may be used to mean ‘he sells’. In French,
however, the personal pronoun(<ille) is obligatory if there is no other subject; the
corresponding example would levend With this, the phase of syntacticization is
completed: we have arrived at an analytical verb form.

The morphologization of this combination would pgsose thail remains present even
when there is a subject in the same clause. This stepohgyat) been taken; but
preparations are being made. In a construction suét ks, vend-il des fleurszhe
left-dislocated NP is almost the syntactic subject of the clauskyet the pronouih
cannot be abseftlt is enclitic to the verb and could, through agglutinationpobee a
suffixal personal ending. (It is improbable that it will sl in French; but this is not
essential to the demonstration.) Summarizing then, we haretBat Latinille has
started at the beginning of the scale in F1 and has adyjandbe shape of Frendhto
the beginning of the morphologization phase.

The second half of this demonstration takes us back to -RrdteEuropean. The
so-called secondary personal endings of the active verb twm, -s, -t for the three
singular persons. Though the details are not recoversdiielars generally agree that
these suffixes derive from the agglutination of personaiqaros. (As will be recalled
[p. 2], this was already Bopp's position.) In particular tkive person singular suffix *-

t is most probably a reduced form of the neutral demaingtr stem to- (details in

8 Cf. also sentences suchAgjuelle heure le train arrive-t-il?, La grammainga-t-elle pas le
devoir de s'attacher aux fonctions?, Peut-étrdigmthéses contraires veulent-elles seulement dire
que ...



2. Characterization and delimitation of the concept 14

Szemerényi 1970:302-305 and Seebold 1971). We caafoherbe fairly confident that
this example takes up at the very point where the formengedeaves off.

Still in Proto-Indo-European times, these endings were exddnygla suffix *i, whose
nature need not concern us here (cf. p. 32). By the gfvArchaic Latin, thisi-was
again lost. The personal suffixes retained their pronorfumnation, i.e. their capability
of representing the subject, over the most part of theesuent time. Classical Latin
venditmeans ‘he sells’ and needs an overt (pronominal) subyen less than Italian
vendedoes. However, the pronominal function gradually got &sd, parallel to this the
morphological bond between the stem and the personalgsngiiew tighter. In Latin,
the personal endings cannot be neatly separated feostettm, which means that they are
not agglutinative but flexional and they are partly differeaotording to conjugation
class; so in this sense, and to this extent, they are deemoipbed. This is the transition
from morphology to morphophonemics. The phonologicattwuize of the endings is
then further reduced; to the Latrendq vendis venditcorresponds the Italiarendq
vendj vende As was mentioned above, the Italian personal endingstdhrepresent,
by themselves, the person of the subject. This is no Isaar French. The personal
endings have been reduced to zero in the singular (ahd third person plural), which
means that apart from exceptions, person is no long@arphological category of the
singular verb. This is the end of the grammaticalization psoces

2.3. Degrammaticalization

Various authors (Givon 1975:96, Langacker 1977:103f, &ihd 980[l]:56-60) have
claimed that grammaticalization is unidirectional; that is, it isr@wérsible process, the
scale in F1 cannot be run through from right to left, thern® degrammaticalization.
Others have adduced examples in favor of degrammatitatiza he few that have
come to my knowledge will be briefly discussed.

Kurylowicz (1965:52f) maintains that there is a reverse pracegseammaticalization
which he calls lexicalization. His examples have, accordinging the following
structure: derivational category is grammaticalized to inflecticst@igory and is again
lexicalized to derivational category. The examples are: Pnoto-European *awas a
derivational nominal affix with collective meaning. In Latin, it waammaticalized to
the plural marker of neuter nouns, egum‘egg’, pl. ova In Italian, the Latin neuter
nouns have become masculine and form their plural However, a is again used as
a derivational collective suffix, e.g. muro‘wall — mura uovo‘egg’ — uova

The Pre-English meaning of the perfect was stative. In kioBaglish, all the verbs
which formerly formed their perfect withe usehavenow, and the meaning of the
perfect is no longer stative but completive. However, dones verbs the perfect witie
has been restored in the old stative meaningjseapmégone

Again, the verbscan, may, shall, dare are original perfect forms (known as
preterite-presents in Germanic linguistics). While the perfecthanged its meaning in
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English, today these forms again signify a present statindfmore, the hypothesis that
they have changed from inflectional forms to derivationahstes evidenced by the fact
that they have developed an inflection of their oeould might should durst®

None of these examples stands up to closer scrutiny. &leof suffer from the defect
that the newly evolved derivational category do@s possess a minimum of
productivity, whereas those Proto-Indo-European derivatiocatdgories which they
ultimately go back to (if we may assume, for the sakargfiment, that perfect was a
derivational category in Proto-Indo-European) must bideve been highly productive,
for otherwise they could not have yielded inflectional categotiestead, the specific
examples which Kutpwicz adduces are virtually the only ones of their kind; that is,
they are lexicalized in quite a different sense (the oneaweady encountered in
Zirmunskij): they are frozen, not amenable to any rule, idimizad.

Secondly (and this is a difficulty which most putative examplelegrammaticalization
are liable to meet with), these lexicalized forms have ralyrenade their way back
from a more grammaticalized, inflectional stage, but instaegttty continue the
original stage. Italiamovais not a modern alternative tovi, nor has the construction
is gonedeveloped on the basis of an eartias gonenor docan etc. go back to older
completive perfect forms. Instead, Italaovacontinues Latirova and Englishs gone
andcanetc. continue Proto-Germanic stative perfects or pretericept® respectively.
Finally, although it must be admitted that theof Ital. muradoes not go back to Latin,

it is not the case thatovaandmura are collectives; they are plural forms. So these
examples do not establish a degrammaticalization process.

Kahr (1976:122) offers a single example of degrammaticadizaModern Turkish has
a postpositiongin ‘for’, which, like some others, takes nominal complementhair
unmarked form, but pronominal complements in the genitivep(@fLl-73 below). In
some rare instances, this morpheme is suffixed, ia.@n-un-¢tn (D3-GeN-for)
‘therefore’. Since these suffixed forms are archalics, the modern productive
postpositional usage must be explained, according to Kalardegrammaticalization of
the suffixal construction.

This is just like explaining the prepositional function of Poresgegom ‘with’ through
the degrammaticalization of the prefixal constructomigq contigoetc. ‘with me, with
you'’ etc. or, for that matter, of the Latin suffixal constimicmecumtecumetc. It seems
clear that the Turkish case must be just like the RomameeVghat was originally an
adposition continued to be an adposition in modern timespekteombination with
pronouns, where it became affixal already in early times.

° As a last example, Kutgwicz mentions in passing the development of segetader to sex
from Proto-Indo-European via Proto-Germanic to Madenglish. This is a process whose details
are complicated; however, it is, in the last analysn instance of continuous grammaticalization;
see Lehmann 1982[U], § 7.2.
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A class of possible examples comes figuliticization. One factor of the phonological
weakening of a grammaticalized element is its deaccentuatibsudsequent cliticiza-
tion. If elements could be found which were exclusively clitia Bormer stage, but at a
later stage allowed an autonomous use, these would belkesaoh degrammaticaliza-
tion. Jeffers & Zwicky (1980, § 3) first adduce the Ifelaropean relative pronoungd
and *kwo-, which may be accentuated in their respective SanskriLaima formsyas
and qui. These are said to derive from clitic connective particles lwfiemed a
sequence with clitic anaphoric pronouns. Such ausece coalesced and was
reinterpreted as an inflected relative pronoun.

Two objections must be raised against this argumEnst, even granting the
etymological correctness of this reconstructionpboty can guarantee that these
connectives were actually clitic at the stage in question. Hittitenstance, does have
such sequences as hypothesized by Jeffers and Zwidkyxdoconnectives are not clitic.
Second, the reconstruction proposed by Jeffers and ¥wkigkobably false. The syntax
of the clitic connectives in the historical languages (e.g. HigtaeSanskrit ea, Latin
-que differs markedly from that assumed by them for Indwepean. The relative
pronouns are much more plausibly derived from an anajgtemonstrative and an
interrogative/indefinite pronoun, respectively (see Lehmanr,168. VI.1), whose
relation to the connectives may well be left open. Given tha&rioas indeterminacy of
reconstruction, everything is, of course, possible. Whatnesd, however, are not
hypothetical, but historical examples.

Jeffers' and Zwicky's second case is of a completffgrent nature. The verb of such
ancient Indo-European languages as Vedic could be enaated, especially in main
clauses; this appears to be no longer possible at latesstgpugh this is probably true,
it is not an instance of decliticization, since verbs have miegen clitic. Clisis is a
lexically inherent property of an element which may manitesif either independently
or in dependence on the semantosyntactic context (JeffetZwicky's “special” vs.
“simple” clitics). In the case at hand, however, wedsaling with a certain pattern of
sentence intonation which leaves the main verb unaccentuatesldch ceases to be
usual, or even possible, at a later stage.

The last potential example of degrammaticalizatisnprovided by English. In
Proto-Germanic, the genitive suffis was a flexional ending bound to the word. In
Modern English, however, we find such phrasethasing of England's daughtend
the man | met yesterday's sevhere thesis agglutinated to a complex NP. This looks
like a bona fide case. However, the historical details ar@leonfsee Janda 1980). On
the one hand, the originally flexionalbecame more agglutinative, in Middle English,
as a contingent result of the reduction and regularizaifothe Old English case
paradigm. On the other hand, dialects and lower sociadédiddle English had the
alternative construction ‘NRis N’ (e.g.the king (of England) his daughjeavailable,
which itself became homophonous with the inherited genitigea fesult, the genitive
suffix was reanalyzed as a clitic possessive pronoun., Tthwas not the genitive on its
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own what expanded to higher syntactic levels. Rather, tte @reputative) clitic
possessive pronoun, which had been compatible with tleesds from start, got
generalized to non-masculine genders.

We may therefore conclude this discussion with the obsemnvidiia no cogent examples
of degrammaticalization have been found. This result is itapbbecause it allows us
to recognize grammaticalization at the synchronic level. Giwenvariants which are
related by the parameters of grammaticalization to be maaiexn ch. 4, we can
always tell which way the grammaticalization goes, must have gon¥. The
significance of this for the purposes of internal reconstmgsi@bvious; see ch. 8.3.

If grammaticalization is really a unidirectional process, onstrask why this should be
so. | will not anticipate here the theoretical considerationtheffinal chapter, but
mention only the explanation that Givon (1975:96) has giMersays that grammatic-
alization essentially involves a deletion of both semantic andgbbgioal substance.
Degrammaticalization would have to be an enrichment in seraamd phonological
substance. Now while the result of a deletion process maydaictable, its source is
generally not predictable from the result; so the produahanrichment process, or of
degrammaticalization, would also not be predictable. This appgede a step in the
right direction. However, it remains to be seen, first tawbxtent the results of
grammaticalization processes are really predictable, and digcdnrules for these
processes can be found, why natural languages canpigttapm, at least to non-zero
elements, in reverse direction.

2.4. Renovation and innovation

Grammaticalization changes analytic into synthetic constructioreseTdre, however,
numerous instances in the history where languages haugedhérom the synthetic to
the analytic type. This was in fact the observation on whistpuat W. Schlegel (1818:
14-30) based his introduction of the terms ‘analytic’ andttsgtic’ in the first place. He
observed, for instance, that Latin case inflection has babstituted by prepositional
constructions in the Romance languages, that certain teeseslanger formed by verb
inflection but by auxiliaries, and so forth. If such chanffesn the synthetic to the
analytic do occur, aren't they instances of degratmalization? This has been
maintained by Lightfoot (1979:223-225), but the argumestrigtly been rejected by
Heine & Reh (1984:75f). Far from invalidating grammaticalizati@ory, the evolution
synthetic~ analytic is predicted by it and has been so predicted siaceatly days of
agglutination theory. If the evolution along grammaticalization sdalkes the form of
a spiral, this implies that forms which are given up neartie of the scale may be

19 This is true, in the first place, on the synchroaid diachronic axes. The actual historical
development may still have deviated from diachrgminciples if other factors such as borrowing
intervened.
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substituted by new forms entering at its beginning. For dageditalization to obtain,
analytical forms would have to be historical continuantsyotretic forms; but this
actually never happens.

This presupposes that we make a clear distinction betwe&ndltachronic relations
‘y continues X’ and ‘y replaces x’. Within a grammaticalizatsmale, the relation ‘y
continues X' is equivalent to the relation x is grammaticalizeg’ tdHiowever, the

relation ‘y replaces x’ is neither a relation of grammaticaliratior of degrammati-
calization. We shall call it, with Meillet's ‘renouvellement’ innah, the relation of
renovation, also called renewal in the literature. Within a grammaticalizstate, ‘y

replaces X’ is equivalent to ‘x is renovated by y'. Fowviiyes sake, | will employ the
following symbolism:

X >y ='Xis grammaticalized to y’;
x/ry ='xisrenovated by y'.
Examples:

Latinille > Frenchil

Latin clara mente> Italianchiaramente
Latinille Ir Frenchce(lui) la
Latin clare [r Italian chiaramente

Further examples are the renovation of the future, perfxssive and adjective
comparison, which had been synthetic categorieshe ancient Indo-European
languages, by the corresponding analytic categories ins@f¢he modern languages,
including English and the Romance languages. A particulaty freld of constant
renovation are the subordinating conjunctions as alreasigraéd by Meillet. All of
these examples will be discussed more fully in ch. 3. Attve&further material for the
development of the synthetic towards the analytic may be fouRduli 1966, ch. I.

Now consider the situation where an analytic construction ysanto being, but there
IS no x such that x /r y. For example, the Laitm, illa has also been grammaticalized
into the French definite articlds, la. But when we ask what the x is in ‘Latin x /r
Frenchle, la’, we get no answer. Latin had no grammatical categbigh corresponded
to the French articles, so that nothing has been renowatedge. This is an instance of
what Meillet (1915f) and Traugott (1980) have called @ip\creation. This is an
imprecise term, because all linguistic activity, including renovatgoreative activity.
‘Innovation’, as used in Benveniste 1968, seems to be a betteberayse it expresses
the desired meaning and provides a suitable contrast tivatan’ ** Unfortunatelyto
innovateis intransitive, so that we will resort ¢oeatein case we need a transitive verb.
Further examples of innovation are the introduction of nulhstassifiers in Persian, the
distinction expressed Iservs.estarin Spanish, the progressive form in English and the
imperfective vs. perfective aspects in Slavic.

1 A wider use of this term has been made in Indo-pe&an linguistics, where it may cover what
is here called innovation, renovation and analdgibange.
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In theory, the distinction between innovation and renovationtisegy clear. Innovation

IS revolutionary; it creates grammatical categories thatnoadeen in the language
before. Renovation is conservative; it only introduces roems for old categories. The
notion of a category which had not been in the languaderéehould cause no

problems. Obviously no one would like to commit himself todlaen that no ancestral

stage of the Indo-European languages had numeral @asseén essence/accidence
distinction or a distinction between progressived areutral or perfective and

imperfective aspects. What matters here is theestagnediately preceding the
innovation.

In practice, however, there are numerous borderlineschstween innovation and
renovation. First we must notice that renovation takednts.tThere are admittedly
cases where the new construction entirely and almost thstaplaces the old one,
taking a function and shape maximally similar to the old onéshts occurred in the
renovation of the Latin future in the Romance languagese idiben, however, the new
and the old constructions coexist for some time. An exampgbeovided by the new
analytic and the old synthetic perfect (‘passé compogggse simple’) in the Romance
languages. As long as such a situation obtains, the two ca®tgnd to be functionally
non-identical, so that we have two categories where weeftyranly had one. So far
this is not really a conservative change. Conservatismtastsaif only when the old
construction falls out of use and the new one takes its/éunction (and possibly its
morphosyntactic form). So what is conservative aboutvaian is not the particular
situation brought about by the introduction of the renovaismphrastic construction,
but rather the reentering of a grammaticalization channehaihian through, will lead
to a result maximally similar to the situation which had obtainatddyy.

Secondly, two grammatical constructions can be functionallyagionly to the extent
that they are formally similar. If the renovation of a corettom enters upon a path that
cannot lead to anything formally similar to the femmconstruction, a complete
replacement of the old function will never be obtained tarniis extent the change will
be partly renovative, partly innovative. Consider the chahge is often called the
renovation of Latin case inflection by prepositional construstidtrepositions will
never become case suffixes; even their development inkqocefixes is relatively rare
(cf. ch. 3.4.1.3). Here it suffices to observe that e case suffixes have disappeared,
but the Romance prepositions are far from truly fulfilling tHamction. On the one
hand, they do less than that, since strict word order somwehere prepositions (or other
means) fail. On the other hand, they do more than thag prepositions are much more
intimately connected with the verb than are case suffixesraydbe used to derive
compound verbs. Moreover, prepositions can expressdiagnctions than cases can
because there are more of them. Consequently, the Iasdiofcase inflection and the
introduction of prepositional constructions is renovative to thengthat the functions
of the two constructions overlap, and it is innovative to thenéxiat they do not.
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2.5. Reinforcement

If an element is weakened through grammaticaliratithere are, in fact, two
possibilities open to linguistic conservatism. The first is to giup iand replace it by a
new, but similar one. This is renovation, as we have @gst.sThe second is teinforce

it, thus compensating for and checking the decay. Heisoane examples: Latadiquis
‘someone’ is reinforced lynus'one’, yielding *aliqui-uny; this is then grammaticalized
to Italian alcung Frenchaucun etc. Latinille, which, as we have seen, was
grammaticalized to the Romance definite article, was reinfarcéd demonstrative
function: *eccu illu‘voila that (one)’ resulted in Italiaguello. Many Latin prepositions
have been reinforced on their way into Romance; e.g. hat'in front, before’ was
strengthened by preposed ‘from’ before it developed into Frencdwant We will
introduce a symbol for the relation of reinforcement: ‘éaaforced form of x is y’ will
be written ‘x=y'. The three symbols >, /r, and will also be used in the converse
relations 'y < x’, ‘y r/ X’ and 'y« x'.

Reinforcement can be reiterated ad libitum. For instancenlen’ = *en-tos> Latin
intus‘within, inside’ = *de-intus'of/from within’ > Frenchdans'in’ = dedansinside’.
Pre-Latin s ‘that (one)’= Latiniste ‘that one on your side> Proto-Romanceeéccu
istu ‘lo that one’ > It.questo'this’ = questo... quand Frenclte...-ci‘this (one) here'.
At the stage where the reinforcement is first made, ihdsuo puristic ears like a
redundant accumulatidAa hypercharacterization (on the latter, see Malkiel 1957f and
Tauli 1966, ch. IV). But the emphasis soon vanished,tha reinforced expression
becomes neutral again.

The examples illustrate the reinforcement of an element byoitghological union with
another one. The situation becomes slightly more complicatet &wh expression is
reinforced not by adding an element next to the gramnhatigker already present, but
at a different place in the construction. Laton‘not’ was reinforced byassumistep’

In a construction rion V passy to yield Frenchne V pas The particlene can
subsequently be dropped, and the negatasends up at a different position from Latin
non Another example, which I have already used in a simgli@nner, but which is
really quite complex, are the Latin-Romance prepositionstdtoRndo-European, we
may assume there were agglutinative case suffixes with igibeific functions. When
these got more grammaticalized, they were first specibed, thus reinforced, by
adverbs; for example, the accusativus directionis was sxeby *peri ‘around, along’

> Latin per ‘through’. These adverbs were in turn grammaticalizediliyig on the one
hand preverbs and on the other adpositions. In Latin weuater expressions such as
percurrere urbenor currere per urbenito run through the city’. We neglect here the

12 Cf. the telling remark by A. Schlegel, who was finst to observe some of the above cases;
according to him (1818:30), they “ne laissent pasehtir un peu la barbarie.”
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possible hypercharacterizatiparcurrere per urberand pay attention to the fact that in
no one of these expressions the suffix is substituted kprépesition or preverb. There
is no alternative between case suffix and preposition, ssithese is between passé
simple and passé composé. We see here that whaolateill result in a (partial)
renovation, begins as a complex reinforcement (cf. ko 1936:55). In those many
instances where the renovative construction starts as arsiexteh the renovated one,
we may speak afenovation by reinforcement whereas in the other case, where the
renovative construction syntagmatically excludes the renovatedvee may speak of
pure renovation.

On the same basis, we are led to distinguish between twodlypEaforcementsimple
reinforcement consists in the morphological union of the bleached elemintthe
specifying oneComplex reinforcement consists in the introduction of a specifying
element in a different position of the construction. We stahsdchapter with simple
reinforcement; this is necessarily conservative. In com@earcement, however, if
the reinforcing element ousts the reinforced one, we l@ageurce of quite novel
constructions® We may even speculate, since no new construction stamikiy but
necessarily uses elements of inherited constructions, thed thay be a gradual
transition between reinforcement and innovatfon.

13 Developments of this type are also responsibla fmnsiderable amount of headache caused to
the historical linguist by certain grammatical fatiwes. How would we be able to understand the
etymology of, e.g., Frengbas, rien, point, personna of Italiancosa‘what’, if we did not know
that they arose through reinforcement (cf. ch.233)?

14 The distinction between renovation, innovation amthforcement as made here is also
postulated in Kahr 1976:115, in the terms 'renewadvel creation' and 'hypercharacterization’,
respectively.



3. GRAMMATICAL DOMAINS

This chapter deals with what Givon (1979) and Heine & R&84) have called the
various channels of grammaticalization. The term ‘chargralphically expresses the
fact that the fate of a category in grammaticalization is lafgegetermined once we
know two things: 1) its meaning, 2) its syntactic function. Tloeslitions are equally
necessary. Givon (1979[L]:213f) and others have enipédscondition 1, whereas
Meillet (1915f:170) had already said: “c'est le rbéle dans fagghqui décide de tout.”

The terms ‘grammaticalization scale’ and ‘grammaticalization rélanvill often be
used interchangeably.gkammaticalization scaleis a theoretical construct along which
functionally similar signs types are ordered according to tegiree of grammaticality
as measured by certain parameters to be discussed 4n The relation among the
elements on such a scale is panchronigrammaticalization channelis a frequently
recurring route which signs with a given function may taken they are gramma-
ticalized in language change. The relation among the elenmestsh a channel is a
diachronic one.

The aim of ch. 3 is twofold. First, a certain amount ofngpdas of grammaticalization
will be accumulated in order to give an idea of the natutbisftype of process and to
provide suitable empirical material to refer to from the ntbeoretical chapters to
follow. Second, although, naturally, not all parts of thergrear can be treated here, the
chapter is meant to demonstrate that grammaticalization is asargrand not specific
to any particular part of the grammar.

The subdivision of the material follows, in part, from theremstions established by
grammaticalization channels. But as some channglssc the presentation will
necessarily be somewhat repetitive. The amount of mapeaknted is still greatly
reduced in comparison with the masses of evidence avditabigost of the channels.
It would be impossible to display it all here; the reader iesrredl to the cited literature.

3.1. Verbal complexes

3.1.1. Existence and possession

Verbs such as Engkxist possessor Latinexistergpossidereare lexical verbs like any
other and have no particular grammatical function. But taogiuages have more gram-
maticalized verbs with similar meanings, verbs which roughisespond to Englishe
andhave

The various forms of Engbe as well as of its cognates in other Indo-European
languages, go back to three different roots: Riketv ‘become’ yields forms such as
Engl. be Germarbin, Spanfui. PIE *Hes ‘exist, be in a place’ yields forms such as
Engl.is, Germanist, Span.es And Proto-Germanicwes ‘live’ yields forms such as
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Engl. was Germanwar. These are doubtless typical sources of the verb ‘to‘lHe’
lives’ is, for instance, the etymological meaning of the v&tiki‘he is’ in Tunica (Haas
1941:41ff). Another source of ‘be’-verbs is ‘to stanthis can be seen in Span./Port.
estar, Frenchétre which derive from Latinstare Among the 15 auxiliaries which
Zirmunskij (1966:85f) cites from Usbek, there are asf ‘stand, place’ andur-
‘stand’. ‘To remain’ is the original meaning of the Porttb/&car, which is currently
taking over some functions of the verb ‘to be’. Theséyare usually highly irregular
or even suppletive, which points to their grammaticalized status.

Engl. have Germanrhabenand cognates derive from Proto-Germarhaffan ‘seize’.
Spantener‘have’ meant ‘hold’ in Latin. Anticipating future developmentsEnglish,
we can say that ‘receive’ is another sout@e(phonologically /v/ or /z/ or /d/ in the
various inflected forms) is currently reinforced ggt and will soon be entirely
renovated by it. These are all, of course, common ssuicthe possessive verb; see
Seiler 1981:104-106.

Although there are diachronic derivational relations betweehahd ‘have’ in many
languages, there is, interestingly, no unidirectional grammatdtiaiizrelation between
them. On the one hand, existence predications are oftemgiicalized constructions
of the verb ‘have’. Thus dialectal Germas hat Spanha(y), Frenchil y a, all ‘there
is/are’. On the other hand, possessive predications very@dntain a verb of existence:
Latin Paulo est liberPaul has a book’, Mandarwd yadu yi-zhr gau (I EXIST one-G
dog) ‘I have a dog’; cf. also Russiast'and Japanes&imasu This is, by the way, an
argument against reducing possession to existence or vz ve

3.1.2. The copula

A copula is a word which turns a nominal into a predicaétes function will not be
considered here because it will be treated in subsequennhsett@re we concentrate on
the question: through which grammaticalization channels doeelsmarise which
function as the copula in nominal clauses? There are, iaiplentwo such channels.

As is familiar from Indo-European languages, a copula lbesg grammaticalized ‘be’-

verb, any one of those treated in the preceding sectiothidrcase, the copula has
obviously verbal properties, i.e. it may inflect for persammber, tense etc.; though it
may be absent when all the categories are unmarked, as.¢g.isn Russian.

A less familiar, but equally frequent origin of the copula demonstrative or anaphoric
pronoun. Consider the case of the Chinese copula, &zemady Li & Thompson
(1977). In Archaic Chinese, nominal clauses containedapula. The subject of a
nominal predication, especially a relatively heawye, could be topicalized by
left-dislocation. This necessitates a substitute in the subject posttihre nominal
clause, a demonstrative or personal pronoun whigbhemmecally takes up the topicalized
NP. The resulting nominal clause is, of course, syntacticatlypletely unmarked. The
complex sentence structure is as folloggsNP J DEm NP ] ]. The @M in Archaic
Chinese ishi By the 1. cent. AD, this construction was sufficiently graaticalized to
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be reanalyzed agNP DEmM NP]. Hereshi already functions as a copula, one criterion
being that it is indifferent as to the person of the subfdmiut the same time, it ceases
to be used as a demonstrative, while in its copula functioncirbes increasingly
obligatory.

Copulas of this origin may also be found, accordingitarid Thompson, in Hebrew,
Palestinian Arabic, Wappo and Zway. Such copulas doohaturse, express verbal
categories. Since the latter are, in fact, irrelevant to theay,dte also not distributed
according to marked and unmarked verbal categori¢salbo appear in what would
correspond to a present indicative verbal clause.

The second grammaticalization channel also admits nominadedawhich already
contain a copula, which is then reinforced by the pron®his.is currently happening in
French. ‘To live is to learn to die’ is nWivre est apprendre a mouribut ratheVivre
c'est apprendre a mouriwhich is pronounced, as Frei (1929:72) insists, “sansgia

3.1.3. Modals and moods

Modal verbs or auxiliaries may, of course, derive frathverbs. In what follows, | list
some possible sources.

In the Germanic languages, many modal verbs deriom fProto-Indo-European
preterite-presents i.e. original full verbs whose inherited perfect formswised with
stative present function. Among them are €@ig(n)‘know, be able’sceal‘owe’, maeg
‘be able’. These verbs developed a past tense inflectithreio own, which made them
morphologically highly irregular. Their syntax was still thatcoinmon verbs in Old
English. During the Middle English period, however, they tped those syntactic
pecularities which make them constitute the syntactic cateffanodal verbs; and as
such the verbsan, shall, mayand others appear in the 16. century. This development is
analyzed in detail by Lightfoot (1979:98ff), though he tteedo without the concept of
grammaticalization. A synchronic example for the ambivalemdeansitional status, of
a verb between full verb and auxiliary is provided by Roiar@poate‘can’; see Mallin-
son & Blake 1981:198f.

Desiderativemodals such asill evolve, of course, from verbs meaning ‘want’. As also
shown by English, they may subsequently form the basslgtinctive auxiliaries such
aswould The German equivalentudirde but this has a different source. The original
meaning ofwerdenis ‘become’, and sinceirdeis formally subjunctive, its original
(still alive) meaning is ‘would become’. In this meaning, teenformed constructions
such as OH@®virde lesend&vould become reading’, with a clearly inchoative meaning.
The latter, however, disappeared in Middle High Germamrg in the course of
grammaticalization only the subjunctive meaning remained: ‘wadd’'r Oncevirde
had become a sign of the subjunctive, the marked padidgim of the verb was no
longer necessary. In analogy to the other modal veiphpases, it was simplified to the
infinitive form: wrde lesenFor this account, see Ronneberger-Sibold 1980:60f. The
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interesting thing about this development is the solution to th#garoof reinforcing the
subjunctive mood. This was done by extracting this mood thenmain verb and using
an auxiliary verb as its bearer whose lexical meaning eeassarily irrelevant since its
function was nothing more than to carry the subjwec This is why, in this
construction, it lost its meaning so soon. Contrast this withfdhmation of the
werdenfuture dealt with in ch. 3.1.4.

The omnipresent existence verb also forms modal catising, chieflyobligative ones.
It combines with nominal verb forms to yield expressiontheftype ‘my going exists’,
meaning ‘I have to go’. Compare Latihi est eundurid., but also Yucatec Maygan
in bin (ExisT 1.S5 go) id. Once more, the functional similarity of ‘have’ doe’ in the
existence meaning asserts itself here. Thus we haveltrayle to gpand also Vulgar
Latin cantari habethas to be sung’, which, according to Benveniste (1868, ultima-
tely yielded the Romance future (cf. below).

Continuing grammaticalization transforms modal verbs into affikxamples for the
development of desiderative and obligative modals into fuhamders have already been
mentioned and will yet be seen in the following section. &tistence of verbal mood
affixes is known; besides the common Indo-European satye suffixes, note in
particular the Sanskrit desiderative suffea-What is lacking in my data is historical
evidence for their development out of modal verbs;douthe basis of the analogy to
related categories, such evidence must exist.

3.1.4. Tense and aspect

Tense and aspect are often expressed with the helpipfetic verb constructions in
which an auxiliary is used to support a nominal main vVéhe two auxiliaries which
predominate in Indo-European languages are presumaldgpvead everywhere: ‘have’
and ‘be’. Both are used in the analytic perfect of thent@daic and Romance languages.
For the origin of this construction, see Meillet 1912:141-Bveniste 1968, § I,
Seiler 1973, Rosén 1980, Ramat 1983. In Persiamgukiéiary ‘be’ has been aggluti-
nated to the main verb and now expresses the persaiiabe of thepast tenseverb.
Similarly, Haas (1977) demonstrates that the persodaig@sin the conjugation of some
Muskogean languages go back to an agglutinated auxiliary.

Heine & Reh (1984:130) show that in Africa, too, pasteésrae frequently expressed
with the help of ‘be’. Following Givon (1973, § 5), they pdwo other possible origins:
verbs of motion, especially ‘come’; and verbs meanindpéthave finished’. Both can
be exemplified from Portuguesesm de escrevécomes from writing) ‘has written’ (cf.
Frenchvient d'écrirg; acaba de escrevéfinishes of writing) ‘has just written’. Both of
these examples illustrate that past tenses often start pertfasts or perfective aspects;
the past meaning actually results from a further grammatitializa he same is to be
observed in the development from the Indo-Europearegietd the Germanic past and
of the Latin perfect to the Romance simple past tensetifsgame is again happening
with the ‘passé composé’ in French andhiabenperfect in Bavarian German.
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Passing over téuture tenses we again meet ‘have’ here, viz. in Latin-Romance. The
periphrastic construction ‘infinitive of main verb + fowh haberé started in Vulgar
Latin, according to Benveniste (1968, § II) in passive @ausnd according to Ineichen
(1980) in subordinate clauses. In the course of its eigande construction became
agglutinative and led to the synthetic Romance future (cf.Gdseriu 1974:132-151).
Overall, ‘have’ is probably not so common a future temseliary. Much more wide--
spread is ‘go’. It occurs in periphrastic futures in Englesid various Romance
languages, e.g. Portou escrever(go.1.% write:INF) ‘I will write’. An isolated
precedence of this may be seen in the Latin passive infiitithee future scriptum iri
‘to be going to be written’ (cf. Ultan 1978:109-114). ‘G&afigures in the Usbek and
Tunica auxiliary lists given in Zirmunskij 1966:85f and Haas1194-51, respectively.
For African languages, see Givon 1973, 8 5 and HeiRe& 1984:131f.

Since ‘be’ is the counterpart of ‘have’ in so many respeobligative ‘be’ grammatic-
alizes to future just as obligative ‘have’ does. An exampbeasided by Yucatec Maya.
The constructiolyaan in binmentioned in ch. 3.1.3 is also used colloquially to mean ‘I
will go'.

Equally often, the future may arise through the grammatatadiz of a desiderative
modal. Englishwill is a known example. In 13. cent. Greek, an impersibrééei ‘it
wishes’ governs a subordinate clause introducathfthat’. This is shortened thé ng
then contracted tthenaand, by the 16. century, yields® FUT. In Swahili, taka‘'want’

> -ta- FUT, as illustrated in E2 (cf. Heine & Reh 1984:131).

E2. a. n-a-taka ku-la
SWAH SBJ.1. SG-PRS-want  INF-eat ‘| want to eat’

b. ni-ta-ku-la
SBJ.1.SG-FUT-INF-eat ‘I will eat’ (Givon 1973:916)
At a more advanced stage of grammaticalization, we find\titogent Greek future in
-se/se, which derives from a PIE desiderative; see Rix 1976;22% cf. the Sanskrit
-sadesiderative mentioned in the preceding section.

Finally, future auxiliaries may evolve from verbs with an iretihae meaning. Givon
(1973:917) adduces the example of SiLuyana (Batda)ba'begin’ > -mba FuT, as in
ni-mba-kela(SBJ.1.S5-FuTt-work) ‘I will work’. On the other hand, we have the @an
future withwerden This started at the same time and in the same construstite a
wurdesubjunctive mentioned above. Here, again, the original paetiof the OHG
constructiorwird lesendg‘becomes reading’) is simplified to an infinitive. However,
the inchoative meaning here is not discarded, but grammatatédizefuture meaning.

The main source oprogressive aspectconjugations is a periphrastic construction
formed with the verb ‘be’ plus a nominalized verb forrmeme locative dependence. A
typical instance of this is the Englhe is on working> she is a-working> she is
working Compare also the Portuguese variasté a trabalhafstand:3.8 at work:NF;
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European) anesta trabalhanddstand:3.8 work:ing, Brazilian). Colloquial German
hasist am arbeitencorresponding to the European Portuguese versiorm@yalso be
more precise on the nature of the ‘be’-verb involved: Siheeconstruction originally
expresses a state (position or condition, ‘Befindlichkeit’) & Hubject — as is
sufficiently proved by the prepositions used —, the verbleyep as an auxiliary, if
there is a choice, will be the verb ‘be at a place’. tilddherefore be predicted that
Spanish and Portuguese estarrather tharserin their progressive constructions. The
same can be seen in African languages. Thus, the Ebgeegsive constructicgle vava
m (he:is PoP.come ROG) ‘he is coming’ originally expresses a locatianderives from
*me ‘inside’, so that the original meaning is ‘he is in comingeffie 1980:105f). In
Abkhaz (Hewitt 1979:128, 181f), the postpositiegi@ ‘in’ is converted into the
intransitive verb ‘be in’ by adding stative verb inflectioneThll verb is put into the
masdar, an infinitive-like verbal noun, and is constructeti@sblique complement of
the auxiliary, as shown in E3.

E3. a-Xmarra  d-ag®-w+p'
ABKH ART-play-INF  ABS.3-OBL.3.SG.NHUM+in-PRS-INDEP

‘he is playing’ (Hewitt 1979:181)

In Usbek (Zirmunskij 1966:86), there are four auxiliaridsion may be used in the
progressive frame ‘main verb-gerund auxiliary-gerund-atiten’, e.g. inéz-ibAux-ib-
man ‘| am writing’, namelytur- ‘stand’, it ‘sit’, ét‘lie’ and jur- ‘walk about'. It is
palpable how all these verbs characterize the spatial situattbe etibject.

Givon (1973, 8 5) and Heine & Reh (1984:124-126) alsiot to a second source of
progressive aspect markers, namely verbs of the ngatay’, ‘remain’, ‘keep’. This
can also be exemplified from Portuguese, which fisas(besideestal) in progressive
constructions.

For habitual aspect/aktionsart two sources may be mentioned. The first is a
periphrasis with the copula, as for progressive aspetmbabura Quechua, the same
suffix -j which also forms simultaneous relative clauses is usdteofull verb. The
resulting form is constructed as the predicate compleméné @opula. Sentences such
as the one in E4 can nevertheless not be analyzed @snomym a syntactically regular
free relative clause (see Cole 1982:149).

E4. Utavalu-pi trabaja-j ka-rka-ni
QUE Otavalo-LOC work-SIM.NR  COP-PAST-1.SG

‘l used to work in Otavalo.’ (Cole 1982:149)

Subordinate clauses cannot contain validators (a kind oahpadticle). However, in
habitual sentences such as E4, validators are possibleshbws that there is only one
clause in this construction and that non-finite verb plus cdputa a periphrastic verb
form in it. What started out as a simultaneous nominalizelaofses ends up as a verb
marker of habitual aspect.
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The second source of habitual aspect are periphrases wivialve the verb ‘do’.
Sentences such as E5 occur in Irish English.

E5. He does plough the field for us. (John Harris p.c.)

In Mayan languages, the predicate focus construction idynesad in order to express
habitual aspect, as in E6 from Yucatec.

E6. puroh kaaltal k-in beet-ik
Yuc  mere drink IMPF-ERG.1.SG do-INCOMPL

‘mere drinking was what | did’

Here the full verb becomes non-finite, and the whole pagelis put into focus position.
The extrafocal clause reduces to a finite fornb@ét‘do’, to which the nominalized
predicate is the direct object.

3.1.5. Passive and emphasis

The analyticapassivewith esse'be’, which was used, in Latin, only in the perfective
categories, replaced the synthetic forms in the Romangedges and yields such passi-
ves as ltaliare detto'is said’. This is currently being renovated with the auxiliaries
venire‘come’ andandare‘go’. Of these, the unmarked formvgne dettdis said’; but

the contrast witlva dettoevokes the deictic potential of these auxiliaries: the former
then implies ‘is said to the speaker’, the latter ‘is said bgpeaker'.

The notion of ‘becoming’ is at the basis of the auxiliaryohtserves in Germanver-
den and Persianspdar) passive constructions; it also appears in the Engéspassi-

ve. Because of the basic meaning of the auxiliary, thessives were originally
inchoative;wird grammatikalisiertwould have meant ‘becomes grammaticalized’, the
passive meaning being carried exclusively by the participial & the main verb. With
increasing grammaticalization, however, the auxiliary loses itoato/e meaning and
becomes a mere carrier of finite verbal categories. Thisather example of renovation
through complex reinforcement. For other sourcésapassive, see Givon 1979[d]:85f.

As foremphatic constructions we will mention here only the auxiliary ‘do’. There are
different types of emphatic constructions, and in at leasé tbf them the verb ‘do’ may
appear. For the first type, cf. the predicate focus cartgirumentioned in 8§ 3.1.4.

Second, the emphasis may not be on a particular sentenstuent, but rather the
assertion itself may be emphasized. This type is exemplifigshghish. According to
Traugott (1980:55), in Middle English the vatbwas used as an auxiliary, apart from
causative constructions, only if a positive assertion was strbegly emphasized. By
1700, it came to be used also when the assertion wasgjteebgoned, that is, as an inter-
rogative auxiliary; and by 1900, it appeared also as ailiaay in negation. The
desemanticization accompanying this expansion has led toittiagio thatdo is
currently being used everywhere with little or no emphasis.
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In the third type of emphasis, the main verb is used astaastive topic; and due to its
being foregrounded, it needs a substitute in the clausefuriuson is fulfilled bytunin
Standard German, in sentences suckahen tut sie nicht schlecfiit. cooking does
she not badly). In Non-Standard German, the auxitiamphas been generalized beyond
this context to expressions suchsastut nicht schlecht kochéaf. p. 102).

3.1.6. Auxiliaries and alternative sources

The discussion in ch. 3.1.2-3.1.5 has concentrated xiliagies and the like. We will
first sum it up and then turn briefly to alternative sourceab@igrammatical categories
mentioned.

The common denominator of the above developments cahdracterized as follows:
main verb becomes auxiliary verb, possibly via modal \brbthen becomes a mood or
aspect marker, and the latter finally a tense marker. Té® mmportant and most
differentiated instance of this development is certainly repitesl by the verb ‘be’. It
starts out as a ‘verbum substantivum’, a verb of existégasequently, it comes to be
used in location predications, with the meaning ‘to be in a pl&ben it appears as the
copula in nominal sentences. As such, it may be emplojeth the predicate is a
nominalized verb form, and in this way it ends up as aiiaty. This development was
already posited by Meillet (1912:131), who exemplifies it as Wdto

verbum substantivum: je suis celui qusuis

‘be in a place’ je suis chez moi
copula: je suis malade
auxiliary: je suis parti

As was already mentioned with reference to Persiad Muskogean, further
grammaticalization yields inflectional endings.

The grammaticalization of full verbs to auxiliaries shows usttways. First, a piece of
methodology: The dispute on whether auxiliaries are mairsvarhot (J. Ross: yes; L.
Palmer: no; R. Huddleston: yes; etc.) is fruitless. Twengnatical categories connected
on a grammaticalization scale are neither the same nor distivectlifference between
them is gradual, and there is no clear-cut dividing line. iI&gpan empirical insight:
Grammaticalization can turn syntactic relations around.wuom@ combination which
contains two verb forms, one of which will become theilaary in an analytic
construction, this latter one starts by being the syntacticlémacal') main verb (cf.
Givon 1979[d]:96f), while the other, governed verb carfiesmajor part of the lexical
meaning> However, only a free form can exert government. Asthi course of

15 The term 'main verb' is, unfortunately, ambigudnts syntactic sense, it means the governing
verb; and in this sense the auxiliary in an analgrb phrase is the main verb, as is argued above.
In its semantic sense, it means, within an analgit form, that verb which carries the lexical
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proceeding grammaticalization, the auxiliary loses its verbggpties, it can no longer

be said to govern the lexical verb. When it has becomesa/fmood/aspect marker, it
depends on the lexical verb, which is now the main vidrbs, the syntactic relations are
almost reversed; though not quite, because within a W are no syntactic, but
morphological relations. We shall find (ch. 4.3.2) that theselopment of relations is

characteristic of grammaticalization processes. For thel&gdliét intermediate stages
of this development may cause to synchronic analysis, s¢@dws 1981:155f.

We now turn to alternative sources of the verbal categwaated above. There appear
to be two principal ones: serial verbs and adverbs. Senibswvill be treated in more
detail in ch. 3.4.1.7, as a source of adpositions. Theg,hn fact, been studied mainly
in that connection, and comparably little attention has beeretbtmtheir aspectual or
aktionsart function.

| cannot clarify here the complex and much debatedeisdithe syntactic relations
among the verbs in a series. Let us assume the follodarfigition: aserial verb
construction is the combination of two or more asyndetically juxtaposstis/with at
least one shared argument in order to express a contquiexnitary situation. In the
course of grammaticalization of a serial verb constructioe,verb in a pair undergoes
the usual symptoms of grammaticalization, becoming, in thelastit, a grammatical
formative, while the other remains virtually unaffectétishall refer to that member of
a series which is (destined to be) grammaticaliaed‘the serial verb' in the
construction. This terminology is based on the eamdion that wherever verb
serialization occurs, there is a relatively closed class ofweith an active serialization
potential (the serial verbs), combining with verbs from aenogass which are indiffe-
rent to serialization. Such serial verbs which develop imlpositions are called
‘coverbs’ in the literature and will be dealt with in ch. 3.4.1.7

Examples of serial verbs with aspectual function may beasddfrom Niger-Congo
languages (see also Sasse 1977[G]:113-117 on Mbakalm (Kwa), there is a vela
‘come’ which has developed a grammatical function asiteeverb in a series (Wel-
mers 1973:353f). In this position, it has become a futuaeken, which is subject to
phonologically conditioned allomorphy and has become prefikegkther with its
personal prefix, to the following full verb. This is thégim of such forms ag-b&-ba
(3.Sz-FuTt-come) ‘he's going to come’ orbé-didi(3.Ss-FuT-eat) ‘he's going to eat’. In
Efik (Benue-Kongo), the venma ‘fulfill, accomplish’ takes the first position in a series.
Here it is grammaticalized to a neutral past marker andrgods tonal assimilation, as
in the following examples (Welmers 1973:37L)na i'di (we-PAaST we-come) ‘we
came’;Mma zi-di (I-PAST I-come) ‘Il came’.

meaning, and consequently denotes the exact oppafsthe first sense. The term denoting the
second sense should probably be 'full verb'.

6 An alternative development is that a pair of vens series becomes a compound verb; but this
is not grammaticalization; see ch. 5.2.
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More evidence for serial verbs in aspectual function coimeen Creole languages. Tok
Pisin (New Guinea) provides us with the following examplemgfMosel 1980):

E7. ol manmeri bilong Papua Niu Gini | save kaikai kaukau
ToK PL man of Papua New Guinea SBJ.3 HAB eat sweet potato
‘Papua New Guineans eat sweet potatoes.’ (Mosel 1980:108)

Portuguese provided the ves@iber'know, can’, which has beconsave'to do habitual-
ly’ in Tok Pisin. This enters verbal series as the first imamand ends up as an aspectual
marker, as in E7.

Englishstopyieldsstap’live, be located’ in Tok Pisin. This enters a verbal saagethe
last member and develops into a marker of continuous aesan, ES.

ES8. em | wok | stap yet
Tok he SBJ.3 work SBJ.3 CONT self
‘he is/was still working’ (Mosel 1980:108)

A similar fate has befallen Englidimish; this has become a postverbal completive
aspect marker in Tok Pisin:

EQ. em | go pinis
ToK he SBJ.3 go COMPL

‘he has/had/will have gone’ (Mosel 1980:123)

| shall gloss over several problems in these examplesevident, for instance, that in
some of them the serial and the full verb each havedh&ipersonal prefixes, whereas
in others only one of them has. Furthermore, the questitumally arises as to whether
we need to treat grammaticalized serial verbs as distimtdruxiliaries or modal verbs.
All the examples seem to be interpretable in either of thestetwis. This would mean
that we have only found a new source of auxiliary vedos, not a new source of
mood/aspect/tense markers, since these would still deriveaiugitiaries. Much seems
to speak in favour of this position. On the other hand, thghological difference just
mentioned might correlate with a difference among seriatlain@nd auxiliary verbs.
The latter distinction might also account for the positional difiees in the last three
examples. Heine & Reh (1984:128) have an intriguing exafmpbe Ewe (Kwa). The
language has serial verb constructions in which the seniblfellows the full verb(s).
It also has auxiliaries which precede full verbs. Therevisrano ‘remain, stay’ which
has been grammaticalized to a habitual aspect mahkestandard Ewe, this is
constructed as a serial verb, emg-yi-na(l-go-HAB) ‘| am in the habit of going’. In the
Dahome dialect of Ewe, however9 is constructed as an auxiliary, asnmno-sa
(I-HAB-sell) ‘I am in the habit of selling’.

Faced with problems such as this, | prefer to take no statftk issue of whether (some
of) the grammaticalized serial verbs in the above exanplte to be analyzed as
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auxiliary or modal verbs. It suffices to say that thesegoaies are functionally and
structurally quite similar.

We finally turn to a definitely different source of tense neask Givon (1979[L]:218f)
raises the question whether tense/mood/aspect distinctionssmfremadverbs and
answers it in the negative. Available evidence, howeveugartpr a more differentiated
hypothesis: while modal and aspect markers appearctntéaderive exclusively from
periphrastic verbal constructions, tenses may come freeriasi (see also Heine & Reh
1984, ch. 3.1.1.3). There are probably quite a nurnb&anguages which use a word
meaning ‘already’ in the function of a past or perfecséemarker; Indonesiaudahis
one example. Future markers deriving from adverbs eaaxlemplified from creole
languages (Labov 1971). Englibla and byhas yielded the free future temporal adverb
baimbaiof the pidgin stage of Tok Pisin (which lacks tensejs Was subsequently sim-
plified and grammaticalized to a preverbal future mankarch may cooccur with future
adverbs, as iklostu bai i dai(soon BT SBJ.3 die) ‘he'll die soon’. In the present creole
language, it has become increasingly obligatory and is fuystienologically reduced to
be (cf. also Sankoff & Laberge 1974). Spanlgkgo ‘soon’ underwent a maximally
parallel fate in Papiamento: it was reducetbtand became a preverbal future marker,
as inlo mi kanta(FuT | sing) ‘I will sing’. Adverbs which are grammaticalizedftiure
and past tense markers and adjust their position vis-aevigetly accordingly have also
been found in the Nilotic languages Luo, Lotuko and Baeirfel & Reh 1984:130, 132).
Finally, according to an Indo-Europeanist hypothesis of Istagding, the finaki
common to the so-called primary verbal desinences isigin@rdeictic particle. While

a reconstruction, obviously, does not count as evidémeether cases clearly show that
the development ‘advert> tense marker’ must be posited as a grammaticalization
channel.

The developments discussed in the preceding sections nsayrimearized in F2.

F2. Some interrelated grammaticalization channels of verbal categories

modal mood
erb marker
full auxiliary
verb verb
serial ,; . aspect
verb marker
adverb > P\A* tense

marker
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3.2. Pronominal elements

| shall not deal here with all the different kinds of prons. A major distinction will be
made between definite and indefinite pronominal elements. rUtheée category of
definite pronominal elements | will treat demonstratives, defanitieles and personal
pronouns, as well as their products in grammaticalizafitwe. heading of indefinite
pronominal elements will comprise indefinites properly speaknmugfinite articles and
interrogative pronouns, and again their grammaticalization ptedu

3.2.1. Definite pronominal elements

There is one type of pronoun at the root of this famiig, this is the fredemonstrative
pronoun. In its full, ideal form, this contains three components, $exmantic and one
syntactic. First, the demonstrative element in theowarsense, which embodies
definiteness and a pointing gesture. Second, what we rih#tyecdeictic element, which
directs the attention to something located in regard topbech situation (speaker vs.
hearer, visible vs. invisible, etc.). Third, a categorial eleneither NP or Det, which
renders the pronoun either syntactically autonomous or deperOf these, the deictic
component will usually be segmentally expressed at the stdbe sEe demonstrative
pronoun (otherwise it fuses with the demonstrative one). Biteademonstrative or the
categorial component will almost always lack expres. The Yucatec Mayan
discontinuous (or circumfixal) demonstratives express thedstrative and the deictic
components separately. We have the following paradigm:

le NPa' ‘this NP’
le NP-O' ‘that NP’
le NP<€' ‘aforementioned NP’

The Japanese demonstrative (and other) pronouns exipeedsictic and the categorial
components separately, as shown in the following paradigm:

pronoun proadjective

ko-re ‘this one’ ko-noN ‘this N’
so-re ‘that one’ so-noN ‘that N’
a-re  ‘yonder one’ a-noN ‘yonder N’

The first step in the grammaticalization of the demonstrativeqonos is the weakening
of the deictic component. Deictic distinctions tend to be nkzgdy the paradigm is
reduced, and at the same time its unmarked member, ndraedf third person deixis,
assumes a primarily anaphoric function. An example, Ldign has already been
mentioned in ch. 2.2. A case of extreme reduction is peoMiy Vulgar Latin &cce hoc
ill ¢ ‘lo this over there’> Frencbela‘that’ > ¢a‘it’. We disregard for the moment the
fate of the more marked demonstrative pronouns (se@&.&hand concentrate on the
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further development of the unmarked one. There argtmaipal grammaticalization
channels, corresponding to whether the categorial comp@nE® or Det; and we will
subdivide the discussion accordingly.

3.2.1.1. Definite determiners

At the present stage of the development, we have an adalahemmonstrative pronoun

which is deictically neutral and therefore mainly used fiadoric purposes. Examples,
besides Late Latiile, are Gothisa, so, Pata, OEsé, séo, theetand Homerid6, hé, to,

all deriving from PIE %0, s3, tod. Persianan and Japanessonoappear to be well on

their way towards this stage.

The following development has been described by Gregn@©78) for African
languages (cf. also Givon 1978, § 3), but it occursnguages all over the world. The
demonstrative component is gradually reduced to mere defse and the result is a
definite article. We thus get Frendp, la, OHGther, thiu, thaz Engl.theand Atticho,
hé, to. Further grammaticalization agglutinates the article to the naifix&l articles
occur in Romanian, Swedish, Danish, Basque, ljo (Kwayd(Kru) and Yuman
languages such as Mohave, Dieguefio and Yavapai. Rfefikeles occur in Abkhaz
(Caucasian) and Arabic vernaculars. The Swedish cadeatksthat while the definite
article is typically in opposition to a demonstrative, a defiaffex starts cooccurring
with other definite elements.

At this stage, further semantic weakening leads to a tieduof definiteness to

specificity. This is largely true for the Abkhaz article and tfee suffixed article of

Dagbani (Gur). If this last bit of referential meaning istJdoo, we are left with the
categorial component of the erstwhile demonstrative. Th#tesglement then signals
only that the word it is attached to is a noun, and can ftrerstill be used as a
nominalizer (which is an important function of the definite &ti@anyway). See

Greenberg 1978, § 3.5 on the nominaliziagf-Plateau Penutian.

If the demonstrative pronoun which is at the beginning ofghigess expresses any
noun class or gender distinctions — the primary locusha€hwvis, in fact, the pronoun
—, then these will go all the way along, and when theiBpé&g of the article is lost,
they will be left asoun class markers This appears to be a plausible account of the
genesis of nominal gender or class markers as they,ofmuinstance, in Bantu
languages (details in Lehmann 1982[U], § 7.2).

3.2.1.2. Personal pronouns

We go back again to the stage of Early LagjrLate Latinille, Gothicsa Homerichd
and Bambara. One thing that often happens to such anaphoric prenwith a slight
demonstrative force is that they come to be used as rghatimeuns. This happened, for
instance, to OHGher and to Homerit6. The development is treated in detail in Leh-
mann 1984, ch. VI.1.1.2 and 1.2.2. Although this is\aadi®n from the main channel,
it certainly is a grammaticalization, since the pronoun losesea&rative force and
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definiteness (cf. Lehmann 1984, ch. V.2.3, § 2) ambines syntactically obligatory in
a certain construction.

Returning to the main thread, we find the pronouns henmeddheir demonstrative force,
too. The result is fiee personal pronounas exemplified by Proto-Romanaéu, Engl.
he or Germarer. The latter two derive, in fact, from the PIE demonstrataiesivhich
also yielded Latins. Having thus arrived at a third person pronoun, let ug taon to
first and second person pronouns and discuss brieflygbssible origin.

New pronouns, especially for the second person singukagften obtained by shifting
pronouns around in the paradigm, especially by substitutingeméorms for unmarked
ones. This explains, e.g., the use of Ger@mnFrenchvousand Englishyou for the
second person singular (see Syromjatnikov 1980:112 pandse). Again, a new first
person plural pronoun is being formed in French antluBoese by what has so far been
the non-specific indefinite pronoun ‘one’, namely anda gente respectively. Here
grammaticalization plays no part.

However, new forms may also come from outside theagiggm; nouns may be
grammaticalized to pronouns. In Spanighestra mercedyour grace’ has yielded the
honorific second person pronowsted whose pluralustedeshas already ousted, in
South America, the original plain fornos(otros) The Portuguese product wbssa
mercévocé is used in most parts of Brasil instead of the original Japanese provides
the following exampleswatakusilit. ‘my private affair’ >watasi ‘I’ (hon.); boku
(Chinese loan) ‘slave’ > ‘I'; Old Jajimi ‘lord’ > ‘you’ (hon.) > ‘thou’; anatalit. ‘that
part’ > ‘you’ (hon.);omae(HoN:front) > ‘thou’ (vulg.) (from Syromjatnikov 1980 and
Yoshiko Ono, p.c.). Viethames@ ‘I’ comes from a word meaning ‘subject’ (Wilfried
Kuhn, p.c.). The Indonesiasaya‘l’ derives from a literate wordahaya‘servant’
(which in turn comes from Sansksahiya ‘assistant’); anduan ‘you’ (hon.) is an
original Arabic loan meaning ‘master’ (Gabelentz 1901:16PFast-Asia, the use of
relational nouns instead of personal pronouns wheneees tha personal relation bet-
ween the discourse participants is wide-spread and liableltbrigh material for the
grammaticalization origin of first and second person pronouns

We see that personal pronouns derive from two entirdigrdiiit sources: whereas those
of the third person come from demonstratives, those dirthand second persons come
from nouns of social relations. There is no a priori@eashy the grammaticalization
processes which lead to these two kinds of personal pnsnshould take a parallel
course. It is therefore no wonder that we find many lagga where the third person
pronouns are not well integrated into the paradigm. Skesfdiee ancient Indo-European
languages are examples of this, as their third grengronouns retain a slight
demonstrative force which is, of course, absent fromfilsé and second person
pronouns. And there are quite a number of language$walnecconventionally said to
lack third person pronouns altogether, a situation whiggehight rephrase by saying that

" In Rio de Janeiro, even dogs are addresseamtd
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what would be the third person pronouns are eittoer little or too much
grammaticalized to be able to fulfill that function. Such langsaaye Walbiri, Dyirbal,
Mangarayi (North Australia; Merlan 1982:99), Japanes&hbta (Sioux) and Basque.
This situation repeats itself in the personal affixes of manguages: there are
paradigms in which the third person (singular) affix is Zafthough this may also be
explained by its semantic unmarkedness). On the other tiengenetic and functional
difference of the two kinds of pronouns does not negcdgprevent them from forming
an integrated paradigm and behaving maximally similar, asdbeyor instance, in
English, German, Russian, Arabic, Turkish and Chinesgh Baradigmatic differences
will be disregarded in what follows. For more details onsiesequent development,
see Lehmann 1982[U], 88 6.2 and 7.1.

When personal pronouns are deaccentuated, they becbic, usually either in
Wackernagel's position or to the word which governs themamples are the oblique
pronoungle, la etc. in Italian, French and Spanish or the forrgsse s of Northern
Substandard German (elgh habe ne/se/s doch gestern gesehgant | saw him/herl/it
yesterday!’). Such forms are frequently phonologicallyussdi in comparison with
eventually coexisting stressed forms. While full personah@uas may have the same
distribution as lexically headed NPdjtic pronouns are often confined to certain
positions. Many languages, such as Modern Greek ané@Rmranguages, have a set
of primary prepositions which require a full NP or perspnanoun as their complement
and do not accept a clitic pronoun.

Clitic pronouns become fillers of syntactic positions which maiybe left open. In
Italian, for instance, if the direct object is topicalized by th$tocation, it must be
represented in the clause by a clitic pronoun, &arannij I'ho visto ieri ‘John, | saw
(him) yesterday.’ (cf. Mallinson & Blake 1981:154).3panish, the clitic object pronoun
may even cooccur with a nominal object within a clausanasyer lo vi a Juan
‘Yesterday | saw John.’ At this stage, the pronoun potinkises its anaphoric function
and becomes aagreement marker. At about the same time, it turns from a clitic into
an affix (cf. Humboldt 1836:496f on this phase of thegali@ment). In this way, the
carrier of the affix acquires the morphological categorieparson, number and
gender/noun clasé.Simplifying somewhat, we call thepersonal affixes They may
appear on verbs (for subject, direct and indirect objaotns (for the possessor) and
adpositions (for the complement). There are a numb&nguages such as Navaho,
Abkhaz or Arosi, which have all three of these types. Editains examples from
Abkhaz (Hewitt 1979:105, 116, 103).

18 On p. 25 it was mentioned that a verb may acquick sategories through the agglutination of
an auxiliary which possesses them. Ultimately, h@wgthis is probably not an alternative, since
the auxiliary, in turn, must have acquired thedegaries somehow.
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E10. a. (sara) a'®¢'-k’a a-8g'-k'a @- - s- to -yt
ABKH | ART-child-PL  ART-book-PL ABS 10 ERG give -INDEP
3.PL- 3.PLHUM- 1.SG- DYN

‘| give the books to the children’

b. ack™an yo-y'no
ART-boy OBL.3.SG.M-house
‘the boy's house’

c. a-yas a-q+e
ART-river OBL.3.SG.NHUM-at

‘at the river’

In the cases cited, the personal agreement affixes tifidursction (anaphorically) as
personal pronouns, when no NP is present in the sanstragction. Further semantic
weakening makes them lose this ability, and they becomeelgntionditioned by
agreement. The personal endings of the finite verb inchrdRussian and German illu-
strate this stage of the development. If grammaticalization @dsderther, the personal
agreement affixes become invariable markers. The sulifieats of the verb become
elements which identify the category ‘verb’ or the constitt@etdicate’, and its object
affixes become transitivity markers. Both these developmeats bccurred to the
erstwhile pronounkeandhim, respectively, in Tok Pisin. The resulting invariable mor-
phemes, the preverbialand the postverbaim, are exemplified in E11.

E11l. Man i-mek-im singsing
ToK man  SBJ.3-make-TR  spell
‘Men utter a spell’ (Sankoff 1977:67f)

This is the final stage in the grammaticalization of personahquns before their
disappearance.

3.2.1.3. Reflexive pronouns

The grammaticalization of reflexive pronouns has been studeshtly by Faltz (1977,

esp. ch. IV), Edmondson (1978.640-647; largely baseé#aitz) and Strunk (1980).
Several of my examples are drawn from these sowandghe following discussion, too,
is indebted to them. Just as it would be difficult to formulateramon grammatical
denominator for all the different phenomena arranged gnammaticalization scale
together with personal pronouns and treated in the precséatign, so it is difficult to

find a single grammatical denominator for all the phenomdmevare commonly called
reflexive and which we will again find to be arranged agrammaticalization scale.
Their common denominator lies precisely in the fact that #iveyconnected by a
grammaticalization channel, this in turn being determined bgctitin which might be

roughly characterized as marking identity with or back ref@¢o an entity involved in
the same proposition (sentence or clause); cf. Plank 1p79[E
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I will simplify the discussion a bit by assumingethollowing four categories,
enumerated here in the order of increasing grammaticalization:

() autophoric nouns, e.g. Sanskiitnan‘soul’;
(i) reflexive nouns, e.g. Englistelf

(i) reflexive pronouns, e.g. Germaich ‘oneself’;
(iv) verbal reflexives, e.g. Russiasja.

It does not need to be emphasized that the boundatwesdrethese categories are fluid.

There is a whole set of notions centering around the peasa whole or in part, which
are generalized in many languages to comprise the sghivaith | callautophoric.
Typical examples are Sanskidinz ‘body, person’ andtman ‘breath, soul’, Buginese
elena‘body’, Okinawandima ‘body’, !Xu I'esi ‘body’, Basqueburua ‘head’, Abkhaz
a-xd ‘the head'. In their respective languages, all these nanenisanslation equivalents
of English self As relational nouns, they are often accompanied byetexXive)
possessive pronoun. Typical examples from Vedic (Delbi&&8:207f) are:

E12. utd svay tana san  vade tat
VED and POSS.REFLINST.SG.F  selflINST. SG.F  together speatkiat:ACC.SG.N

‘and | converse thus with myself’ (RV 7,86,2)

E13. Dbalan dadhana atmani
VED  strength:ACC.SG.M put:PART.PF.MID self:.LOC.SG
‘putting strength in myself’ (RV 9,113,1)

At the other end of the spectrum, Old Indic makes usenoiddle voice, which will be
discussed below.

The difference between an autophoric amefi@xive nounin the present conception is
mainly one of transparency or etymologizability. That is, auboijc nouns are ordinary
nouns with free non-reflexive uses; reflexive nouns amasmeaning ‘self’ and nothing
else. Examples are Germsglbs} Latinipse Spanisimismaq ItalianstesspFinnishitse,
Hungarianmagan Turkishkendi Japaneseibunand Yucatebaah Some illustrative
sentences are:

E14. a. Ich komme selbst
GERM ‘I am coming myself’

b. Wollen Sie die Karten fir sich selbst? (cf. E15)
E15. Halu-at-ko lipu-t itse-lle-si?
FINN Wwant-2.SG-INT  ticket-ACC.PL  self-ALL-POSS.2.SG

‘Do you want the tickets for yourself?’

Reflexive nouns are a heterogeneous class. In somedges} for instance Finnish,
Hungarian, Turkish and Yucatec, they take possessinesfjust like autophoric nouns
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(cf. Engl.myself yourselj. In others, such as German or the Romance languhgss,
are not normally combined with possessive pronouns. Agesome languages such as
Japanese and Yucatec, a reflexive noun can by itselfidures a reflexive pronoun; in
others such as German, Latin and the Romance languageffexive noun can only
accompany appositively a reflexive pronoun or another moonder to emphasize the
identity. Reflexive nouns of the latter subtype are formallyilamor identical to the
(pro-)noun of identity, ‘same’; this is so with Germselb- Italian stessp Spanish
mismo They are somewhat marginal to the grammaticalization efabat they may
enter it if used in reinforcement; see below.

Reflexive pronounsfunction syntactically like ordinary personal pronouns.riapies
are Germarsich, Russiarsebjg Latin-Romancesg si, soi. Because of their primary
function to refer back to the subject, reflexive pronounsnadly lack a nominative.
Instead, an appositive reflexive noun will normally appesiinaE14.a above. Just as
ordinary personal pronouns have reflexive counterpaoststdinary possessive pronouns
may have reflexive counterparts. Examples are Lsatins (as opposed t@iug,
Portugueseseu (as opposed tdele and Russiarsvoj (as opposed tegg. As these
examples show, the proper possessive pronouns mahdreimly reflexive, while the
non-reflexive forms are in fact genitives of the personahpuns.

Verbal reflexives are verb affixes expressing that the action somehovetafthe
subject. Examples are:

E16. Cocuk ya-n-d.
Turk child wash-REFL-PAST

‘The child washed himself.’ (Wendt 1972 :156)

E17. jaha @-bu-yi-ni nalandi
MANG hard 3.5G-hit-REFL-PAST  N.INST-stick

‘He hit himself hard with a stick.’ (Merlan 1982:135)

E18. khematis€s hoQtos
GREEK businessman:NOM.SG.M D1:NOM.SG.M

alloi anaphagsetai khematizOmenos
other:DAT.SG.M  show:FUT:MID.3.SG trade:PART.PRS.MIEIDN.SG.M

‘this businessman will appear to acquire for somebody else’
(Pl.Gor. 7, 452)

The verb forms in E16-E18 are opposed to unmarkedeaeéixb forms: thus compare
yika-dz ‘he washed’ with E16pu-ni ‘he hit’ with E17 andanaphar@sei‘he will show’
andkhrématizon ‘trading’ with E18. Following traditional terminology, | havalibed
the affixes in Turkish and Mangarayi ‘reflexive’, but thee€k affix ‘middle (voice)’.
There is, in fact, a structural difference in that the refexsiffixes here come near the
verbal stem and are almost derivational, whereas the mogptalcategory of middle
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in Greek is amalgamated with the personal desinences. @thiéiirehand, the Turkish
and Greek categories have in common that both are langdlgguous between reflexive
and passive, while the Mangarayi category is antdugubetween reflexive and
reciprocal. In all three languages, the reflexiviés fthe position of a voice or
valence-changing verbal derivation. Reflexive suffixes wsithilar function occur in
Swedish (s) and Quechua (mostlky, but +i in Imbabura, Cole 1982:90f).

This type is to be distinguished from a reflexive affix whiidls the position of a
personal (agreement) affix on the verb, as it occarsnétance, in Swabhilji¢), Abkhaz
(c&-, Hewitt 1979:77), Italian and Portuguesssg(- Examples are:

E19. a. a-li-ji-ona
SWAH SBJ.CL1-PAST-OBJ.REFL-see ‘he saw himself’

b. a-li-mw-ona
SBJ.CL1-PAST-OBJ.CL1-see ‘he saw him’

E20. a. vende-se
PORT sells-REFL ‘sells itself’ (i.e. is for sale)

b. vende-me
sells-me ‘sells me’

However, these morphological differences need not caneith semantic differences.
Thus, both in Greek and in Portuguese the reflexive anghahsive are not clearly
distinguished; and furthermore there are many reflexivesvehose meaning differs
minimally from that of the corresponding active verb. A Gregample can be seen in
E18, wherekhrématizOmenosnay be substituted bighréematizonwithout much
consequence. An example from Portuguesendbrar-se= lembrar‘to recall’.

As the examples may have rendered plausible, these &tagaries of reflexive
elements are in fact on a scale of increasing grammaticélgéyhave yet to present
evidence for diachronic transitions between these stagedoihg this, | will also

comment on some of the semantic differences associatetheigitructural ones.

The transition from an autophoric to a reflexive noun mailiistrated by Arabinafs

In Classical Arabic this is an autophoric noun with the lexiedmmg ‘soul’. In Cairene
Egyptian Colloquial Arabic it has become a reflexive noun wiiligatory possessive
suffixes, which regularly functions as a reflexive pron@@ary & Gamal-Eldin 1982:
80f). Probably Hungariamaganis another example, as it appears to be etymologically
related tamag‘kernel'.

| have no examples for an accomplished transition freeflexive noun to a reflexive
pronoun, that is, no examples of a stage where ainefl@ronoun stemming from a
reflexive noun can no longer be apposed to a nounpbasize the identity of reference.
However, the examples mentioned from Finnish, Hungaridmaabic illustrate such a
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change underway. So there is reason to doubt FaltZdiang1977:236-238) that the
change does not occur.

There is probably an alternative source for reflexive pmosdaccording to Faltz 1977:
248- 266 it would be the only one), namely same-subjadtens. These are pronominal
elements representing the subject of a clause and exjgréssiit is the same as the one
of the preceding clause. Grammaticalization would reducstthetural scope of this
device to a single clause. In view of the development ogpénsonal pronoun sketched
in the preceding section and of general considerationsravhrgaticalization (see
ch. 4.3.1), this would seem to be a plausible developntkeaugh it would more
probably result in verbal reflexives than in free reflexivenpuns. Due to empirical
uncertainty, | will leave the issue at that.

The development of verbal reflexives out of reflexipnouns is well attested.
Deaccentuation is a common fate of reflexive — as of gitesonal — pronouns. Thus,
the Indo-European reflexivesive became the encliticza in Hittite (thea is purely
orthographic) and the prefixale- in Greek. The Latin reflexive pronouss became
clitic in the Romance languages, and the Russian reflexiveopnsebja(REFL:ACC)
was reduced tesja. Sometimes, as in Russian or in Fresahthe original form subsists
beside the reduced one. The latter then tends to becoxa afbormally to the verb.
Hittite -za in postinitial position is definitely a minority here. In Italian, Bigd and
Portuguesesemay be either proclitic or enclitic (and subsequently suffixeihe verb.
Russian sja occurs exclusively as a verb suffix. Jespersen (19Z2:8dduces the
following example: Old Norsénna dik‘find themselves’ (or ‘each other’) fnnask>
finnast> finnaz> SwedisHinnas‘are found'.

All the above verbal reflexives have a pronominal saurégow nothing about the
genesis of the diathetic verbal reflexives exemplified aboverl@irkish, Mangarayi,

Greek and Quechua (see, however, Szemerényi 1978BD5n the Indo-European
middle).

As reflexive pronouns shift from representatives of NRIS avspecial semantosyntactic
feature to markers of a verbal category, they are corymmeduced tamiddle voice
markers, “that is, more or less general intransitivizeraltgFL977:268f). The semantic
development to be posited here may be illustrated by the foljpsérnes of examples
from Russian:

Myt'sja‘wash oneself’: Here a transitive action affects an olybath is identical to the
subject.

Kusat'sja'bite (intr.)’: Here the object is not identical to the subjé&tiere is, in fact, no
object; the action abides in the sphere of the subject. Tlbgive marker renders
the verb intransitive.

Brat'sja ‘take (for oneself)’,idtis' ‘go (away)’: Here the reflexive marker does not
change the transitivity of the underlying active verb, can éwerattached to
intransitive verbs and expresses only an autistic nuanceactiba of the subject.
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Smejat'sjalaugh’, bojat'sja‘be afraid’ (< fear oneselfpstat'sja‘remain’. These are
‘reflexiva tantum’, where the reflexive marker is obligatong dherefore nearly
meaningless. At this stage, we also find morphologically iionéd alternation
between reflexive and non-reflexive verb forms, etgt' (perf.) vs.stanovit'sja
(impf.) ‘place oneself, become’.

Most of these examples could be doubled by synonyom fither Indo-European
languages. They occur with the free reflexive pronou@e@fman, the clitic reflexive
pronouns in Romance and the flexional Greek middle voéoa]l the comments on the
Greek example E18. This shows that the semantic continuoioh ieeatly matched by a
morphological continuum. To expect this would be expectrmgymuch. We must be
content to find tendencies. What we can say is that thensientensition from the
notion of an action affecting the subject along the abovestagero takes place in the
morphological zone from a reflexive pronoun via a ventdlexive to zero. The
approximativity of the correlation is also due to the fact thatsemantic phenomena
themselves are partly dependent on particular verbal ng=anihat is, the transition is
not one of pure grammaticalization, but involves some lexicalizatio

One phenomenon exhibiting a correlation between the semanttienarphological
scales may, however, be mentioned. It concerns theehfferbetween the first of the
above semantic stagemsyt'sjg and the subsequent ones. Edmondson (1978:646f) posits
the following situation: a semantically bivalent verb in an ergdawguage has a
reflexive object. Then with several languages which leasl®&e in the expression of
the reflexivity, and also cross-linguistically, the following carobserved: If the object

Is represented by a reflexive noun or free reflexive guonthe subject is in the ergative,
which means that the verb is syntactically transitive. If theeevsrbal reflexive, the
subject is in the absolutive, which means that the verb hasde¢ansitivized.

The examples which | have adduced show reflexive elernemarked for person, and
thus possibly referring to the third person. Some languzaes reflexive pronouns for
the other persons as well. In Greek we hareeme’ andse ‘you (AccC)’, but meauton
‘me myself’ andseauton‘you yourself’. However, the less differentiated system in
which the unmarked pronouns of first and second pease also used in the reflexive
function, seems to be more widespread. An altereatbut equally economical
development, which often accompanies the grammaticalizat@nedliexive element to

a verbal reflexive, is the generalization of the form whiamisiarked for person to the
first and second persons. A notable example is Russiapathdigm runs as follows:

ja mojus’ ‘I wash myself’
ty mojeSsja  ‘you wash yourself’
on mojetsja  ‘he washes himself’
with the allomorphss' ~ -sjabeing phonologically conditioned. The same phenomenon

occurs in the Russian reflexive possessive pronswo);his (own)’ may be substituted
for moj‘my’ andtvoj ‘your’ if reflexitivity is involved in the possessivelationship. The
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same is true for Sanskava Tendencies to use the unmarkedstead of the first and
second person pronouns have also been observedsitaisdard French by Frei (1929:
147). His examples are in E21.

E21. a. On nous prie de s'adresser a vous.
FREN ‘One asks us to address ourselves to you.’

b. Nous se reverrons.
‘We shall meet again.’

c. Veuillez, Monsieur, nous faire le plaisir de s'en occuper.
‘Will you, sir, do us the favor to take care of it.’

d. Vous se privez.
‘You deprive yourself.’

The generalization of the unmarked reflexive pronoun iditeein a long series of
phenomena which raise the intricate question of the differeeiveeen grammaticali-
zation and analogical extension. On the one hand, it weudhby enough to argue that
what we have here is analogical extension. On the othel; iee semantic bleaching of
the reflexive element causes it to no longer signify featifrasreferential entity (or an
NP), but rather features of the action (or of the veab}l this involves the loss of the
category of person. | will content myself with having statesl problem and not try to
solve it here. There will be ample discussion of it in ch. 5.4.

A last feature in the development of reflexive elementelvbommands attention is
their frequent reinforcement. | have said above thatxiglenouns are often used in
apposition to reflexive pronouns, as in E14.b. Tisisessentially an emphatic,
intensifying use, and it is therefore no wonder that raefeepronouns are commonly
reinforced by reflexive nouns. The Indo-Europedlexréve *swe had yielded atonibe-

in Proto-Greek. This was reinforced by the reflexive nautdsto yield Greekheautos
‘he himself'. Latinseis itself a renovation (probably via complex reinforcemeag
ch. 2.5) of the Indo-European middle voice. Like others@eal pronouns, it was
commonly intensified by the meaningless suffixetor byipse ‘self’ or by both, e.qg.
semet ipsumIn Vulgar Latin, this was again strengthened by puttpge in the
superlative: semet ipsimunirhis becomesse medesimo Port.se mesmoSpan.se
mismo A series of reinforcements of the reflexive is also retranted for Southern
Paiute in Langacker 1977:107. Speakers feel the ngcefsiich renovations whenever
the reflexive element characterizes merely the action r#therthe identity of some
actant; then the latter is underscored by apposing a reflegive. Cf. especially Faltz
1977:238-244 and Strunk 1980:329-334.
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3.2.2. Indefinite pronominal elements

Overall, indefinite pronominal elements play a much weatderin the grammar than
definite ones, mainly because they don't relate to the comtebafinite pronominal

elements contain a semantic component which says thattityenegant is not identical
with anything established in the current universe of discounsaddition, there is a
categorial component classifying the word as eithedeterminer or an NP. In
contradistinction to definite pronominal elements, the categoriapoaent is often

represented by a morpheme of its own; cf. Esginevs. someongwhichvs.whao

| shall treat here the following types of indefinite pronomiglgiments: interrogative
pronouns, indefinite pronouns, negative pronouns andimtieérticles.

3.2.2.1. Interrogative pronouns

In a normal pronominal question, the interrogative pron®unfocus position. This can
be proved by the cleft-sentences which it requires or$awvomany languages, e.g. in
French (see Sasse 1977[n], and cf. fn. 42, p. 103)apanese, the focus markeris
applied to interrogative subjects. This function of the interroggbronoun has the
consequence that it is normally an accentuated free finere is thus little room for
variation, and a more grammaticalized interrogative pronoundvoease to be an
interrogative pronoun. This would also seem to accounthi®ramazing diachronic
persistency evinced by interrogative pronouns. Thus, thasfaeconstructable for
Indo-European, kwi-s‘who’ and *kwi-d ‘what’, have survived into most of the modern
languages despite eventual sound changes. Howevermm cases they have been
reinforced. The French cleft-structugps est-ce qui/quandqu'est-ce qui/quenay be
interpreted as reinforced interrogative pronouns. Theynafi@ct well on their way to
becoming new interrogative pronounsekki, kiesk/ and /lkeski, kesk/, respectively. In
Italian, the neuteche‘what’ has been reinforced lopsa‘thing’. The resultingche cosa
is currently being reduced twosa This shows a possible source for interrogative
pronouns.

When they are not in focus position and deaccentuatedggétive pronouns may lose
their interrogative force and become mere indefinite prondtxamples: Greels, ti
‘who, what' as opposed tiis, ti ‘someone, something’. The Latin interrogativgss

quid, when atonic, may function as indefinites in certain clausestygimilarly, the
German interrogativeser, wasare employed, in the substandard language, as indefini-
tes. The same applies, finally,fean ma of Classical Arabic.

3.2.2.2. Indefinite pronouns

Indefinite pronouns arise from a lot of different sourcébe first has just been
mentioned in the preceding paragraph: interrogatives, wtmncamay be used as
indefinites. A second source is provided by the numera’:QJust like other nominal
determiners, it may be used either as a deternomeas an NP. We leave its
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determinative function for p. 46 and observe here lisindhe construction of indefinite
pronouns. Germaeiner, Italian and Spaniskino and Abkhaza-k'(8) are relevant
examples. ‘One’ in its turn may come from a noun measingle’ (IE *oinog. Instead
of taking the detour via the numeral ‘one’, such noung also directly be used in
indefinite pronouns. Examples are Nahtlath ‘'something’ <tlaa ‘thing’ and the nouns
in Engl.somebodyndsomething

In the Indo-European area it is generally the case themtguage has more than one
paradigm of indefinite pronouns. Complex, more or lesshatnp indefinites may be
built up by combining single ones either with each otheritr yet other pronominal
elements. The English words formed with a determinative imiteepronoun —someor
any — and a nominal head have already been mentionedG&hman formgemand
(ever:man:0) ‘someone’ angtmals (ever:time:AVR) ‘ever’ have an analogous
structure. These may in turn be reinforcedrggnd‘any’ to yieldirgend jemandirgend
etwas but irgend may also be combined directly with the more baasicnic
interrogative-indefinites to yield the whole paradignrgéndwer‘anyone’irgendwann
‘any time’ etc. Similarly, the Latin interrogative-indefingeis and the other pronouns
of its paradigm may be reinforced lai- ‘other’ to yield aliquis ‘someone’ etc.
Alternatively, the reinforcement may be done by suffixingm‘how’ = quisquam
‘anybody™® or by reduplicatior= quisquis'whoever’; and there are yet other possibili-
ties.

Another widely favored way of forming complex indefinitesis using the numeral
‘one’ as a nominal head and expanding it by determinativafimite elements. Typical
examples are Englisomeonandanyone corresponding to Germaigendeiner ‘One’
may also be combined with indefinites which are already complaus Latinaliquis =
Vulgar Latin *aliqui-unu > Ital. alcuno‘someone’ (cf. Frenchucur). Similarly, Latin
gualis‘which’ + quisyielded Vulgar Latin tuali-qui > Ital. qualche Frenchquelque
These function as adjectives and are combined with ‘ongield the substantival
indefinitesqualcung quelgqu'un Much could be added here about the formation and fate
of meaning ‘whoever’, ‘every(one)’ etc. It will appefaom this exemplification that
indefinite pronouns are a particularly rich field of continuceisforcements by ever
new combinations of old material.

As for the non-specific human indefinite pronoun ‘one’ tsources have been found.
The first is, once more, the numeral ‘one’, as in Ehglighis occurs also in Cairene
Colloquial Arabic (Gary & Gamal-Eldin 1982:79). The othenree are nouns with the
general meaning ‘person’. Compare Freookk *hom‘man’, Germamanid., Ital.la
gente‘the people’ and Abkhaa-way ® ART-man/person (Hewitt 1979:157f).

While definite, namely personal, pronouns generally havemagtendency to become
clitic and affixal to the term governing them, nlgsthe verb, such advanced

9 Analogs to this occur in Japanese (suffiro-and Imbabura Quechua (suffsash Cole
1982:131).
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grammaticalizations have been little observed in the case dinitegronouns. | am
aware of two cases of (former) indefinite pronouns fillingplsition of a personal verb
affix. The Nahuatl indefinite pronoutaa ‘something’ may be incorporated into the verb
in direct object position, as in E22.

E22. ni-k-neki in ti-tla-kwa-s.
NAH SBJ.1-OBJ.3-want SR  SBJ.2-OBJ.IND-eat-FUT

‘I want you to eat (something).” (Misteli 1893:118)

In Abkhaz, there is an indefinite pronoark'd ‘something’, which is identical to the
numeral ‘one’ and which may be expanded#da-r ‘anything’ (Hewitt 1979:158). A
reduced form of this may appear in the absolutive prafsitipn of a few verbs, as in
E23.

E23.  (a+)k'®-y-fo-yt
ABKH ABS.ART+IND-ERG.3.SG.M-eat.DYN-INDEP

‘he's eating’ (Hewitt 1979:220)

In both of these examples, the morphological grammati¢miizas matched by a
semantic one, since there is no emphasis on an indefipéet,obut rather the verb is
detransitivized by this device.

So far we have dealt with substantival indefinite pronouhs bwill not comment here
on the various morphological differences which often s#pandefinite determiners
from substantival pronouns. However, just as the defindagninal elements take a
different course, accordingly as they are NPs or deteminleveloping into articles in
the latter case, the same happens with indefinite pronouits) alko develop into arti-
cles when adnominal. In the most widely known examplesthe numeral ‘one’ which
becomes amdefinite article (for a recent treatment see Givon 1981). The English,
German and Romance cases are too well-known to requerepdification here. The
same phenomenon occurs in Persya®( Turkish pir) and many other languages. The
phonological weakening which separates English) fromoneis noteworthy, as it is an
outer sign of the grammaticalization performed. Similarly, thesibdity to pluralize
Spanishun (unos)marks the grammatical distance from the numenéb)

| have been implying here that the development in queptsses through the stages
numeral ‘one’ > (determinative) indefinite pronoun > indefiaiticle (cf. Heine & Reh
1984:273). One may ask what the evidence for the inteateestage is. Why not simply
pass from the numeral to the article, as most linguists asstemed? The reasons are
both theoretical and empirical. Theoretically, we may positthe basis of the facts
ascertained about definite pronominal elements, the followmgortion: Just as an
adnominal demonstrative does not directly change into a deéritde, but passes
through the intermediate stage of a deictically unmarked deterifgrg. Vulgar Latin
ille, Germardér), so the numeral ‘one’ does not directly become arfimitkearticle, but
passes through the intermediate stage of a numerically nexdedinite determiner.
‘Numerically neutral’ does not mean that more than one neagpnéant, but that the
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opposition to the other cardinal numbers is lost. If this apamis correct, we should
expect there to be indefinite articles coming from indefinitepuos other than those
based on the numeral ‘one’. Such cases do exist. Hglisk atonicsome often
linguistically rendered asm is a first example. A more convincing one comes from
Kobon (Davies 1981). There is an indefinite pronaprsome’, usable as a substantive
or a determiner, which is unrelated to the numeral ‘oné’raay even cooccur with it
(o.c. 150), but which possibly comes from a former noigaitive ‘what’ 6hén‘what’
would then be a renovation, at the sidanfwho’; o.c. 8). This is regularly used as an
obligatory postnominal indefinite article, asrninap ‘a boy’ (o.c. 60). It may also be
combined with a partitive morphememn- to yieldr+mnap‘some’, which is preferably
used with mass nouns, ashiah- --mnap‘some greens’ (0.c. 151). So this is a piece of
empirical evidence to prove that the grammaticalization stagediately preceding the
indefinite article is an adnominal indefinite pronoun, which mawyitin come from the
numeral ‘one’.

In ch. 3.2.1.2 we observed that the main grammaticalizatianre! of the definite
pronominal elements allowed for a side-channel which leelaiive pronouns. The
same repeats itself with the indefinite pronominal elementsrogiEiive-indefinites are
often used as relative pronouns, especially in prepadative clauses. Examples are
again IE kwis which yielded the Hittite and Latin relative pronouvgis and qui,
respectively, and Bambara (Mande)n The grammaticalization of the indefinite to the
relative pronouns involves the loss of the indefiniteness featurce relative pronouns
are mere place-holders, they are neither definite nor inteeffrurther details in Leh-
mann 1984, Kap. V.2.3, § 2.

3.2.2.3. Negative indefinites

Pronouns equivalent to Englobody nothingare mostly either formed by a negator plus
an indefinite pronoun, or the negator is directly combingil &n element from the same
source that also feeds the indefinites. As for the first @tmennegation appears to be
the principal context in many languages which allows atonicrogatives to be used as
indefinites, the negator and the interrogative-indefinite thequéetly coalescing to a
negative pronoun. Thus, from the volitive negatnanplus quis we get Latinnequis
‘nobody’; and in an exactly parallel fashion we get Maageariijag gifija (VOL.NEG
who) ‘nobody’ (Merlan 1982:36, 119JNon-interrogative indefinites are at the basis of
Germanniemand (NEG:someone) ‘no one’nie(mals) (NEG.ever) ‘never’ etc., and
similarly of Latinnumquamnever’ etc. Cf. also Frenaucun(...n€). The numeral ‘one’

is also used; cf. Englisio one Ital. nessunpSpanningunoetc.

Lexical nouns seem to be exploited to a greater degree ifotation of negative
indefinites than of plain indefinites, which would be explicabla asnsequence of the

20| cannot dwell here on the role of volition in tltisntext nor on the obvious similarity — not
noted by Merlan — between the volitive negation #redword for ‘who’.
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greater emphasis commonly associated with the formess, While Englishnobody
nothingdo correspond to plain indefinites formed with the samuns, Latimemq nihil

and Germamichts do not have such counterparée + ho/emo‘man’ yields nemo
‘nobody’, ne+ hilum‘fiber’ > nihilum> nihil ‘nothing’, OHGnNI + wiht-s(NEG + thing--
GEN) > Germamichts‘nothing’.

While these forms, even if synchronically not fully analyzatdksarly contain a negative
(sub)morphemic unit, we also find negative indefinites Wwhie analyzable, but contain
no trace of a negator. The better known cases Frenclpersonnerien etc., the former
of quite recent origin, the latter going back to Vulgar Lagim ‘thing’. In the literary
style, these are still combined with the nega®but they retain their negative meaning
even in isolation and will certainly outlive

If negative pronouns are further grammaticalized, theynconty become negators.
Thus, Latinnihil ‘nothing’ > nil and Spanishadaid. are often used in the sense of ‘not
(in the least)’. The Latin negatoonoriginates in the combinatiom&-oenumnot one’.

In a parallel fashion, we have OHtth-ein (NEG.and-one) ‘not even one’, which gave
Germamein‘no’ (cf. Meillet 1912:140). The Germamcht‘not’ has the same origin as
the pronoumichtsmentioned above.

A moment ago we saw that the cooccurrence of a negattoran indefinite pronoun
may Yyield a possibly discontinuous negative pronoun, of wbintyr the latter part may
survive as a negative pronoun with no morphological sigregation. The same may
happen with negators when they are intensified. A knovameie is Frencime..pas
originally ‘not a step’, then simply ‘not’. The original negatiparticle is becoming
optional now, and we witness new reinforcements of éngmingpas= pas du tout

or its renovation byoint See already Meillet |.c. Further examples in Givén 1979
[L]:204. Givon (l.c. and 1973:917) also discusses anrratere source of negative
markers, namely verbs with the meaning ‘fail’, ‘lack’, weé’ etc., which I will not take
up here.

2L For less known cases in Germanic languages see K@6i7:73.
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Some interrelated grammaticalization channels of pronominal elsmen
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3.2.2.4. Conclusion

In conclusion of this ch. 3.2, we may summarize the uarggpammaticalization channels
of pronominal elements in F3 (p. 49). What has beennpilite same column is at the
same stage of grammaticalization or has the same deggegnufaticality. Here as in
all grammaticalization scales, there are functional similarities leetvaeighbouring
positions in a row; but there are also changes which hraigput that the end of a scale
may have little in common with the beginning.

There are some open questions here. For instance, excs@®s a category developed in
the course of grammaticalization is already presupposed betinning of the channel.
The reader may well wonder about the origin of the elésrqaosited at the beginning of
the process. We will defer this troublesome question to ch. 7.

3.3. Nominal complexes

3.3.1. Nominal categories

Much of what would belong in this section has already bleait with in the section on
the pronoun. Let me briefly repeat the relevant resultEnBDeness and indefiniteness
affixes on nouns derive from pronouns used as determimhese may ultimately
become mere noun markers. Greenberg (1978, 8t08)ss for instance, that the long
vowel in which virtually all nouns in Hausa end may be drpld as a former definite
article. If such determiners express gender or noun,dlass these become, by the
agglutination process, categories of the nGurinally, possessive affixes on nouns
originate in possessive pronouns which have undergonegkitination process
described in ch. 3.2.1.2.

The remaining nominal categories to be treated here areanand numeral classifiers.
Case will be left for ch. 3.4.

3.3.1.1. Number

Languages without a category of nominal number areanet When it seems necessary
to focus on a group of individuals, many of these cannusghemes of aollective
meaning in combination with the noun. An example is Mandagn which originally
meant ‘class’, but is now only used as a collective opkuffix to human nouns, as in
réenmen(man-®LL) ‘people’. Similarly, Hixkaryana has a postnominal particdeng
which may be appended only to human nouns and othersmauturally relevant to
humans; e.dharye komdsweet.potato GLL) ‘sweet potatoes’. See also Kélver 1982[l],

22 As explained above, non-grammaticalizational osgifisuch nominal categories are conceiva-
ble.
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§ 2.1 on so-called nouns of multitude in Bengali and H&inkeh 1984:272 on a
collective noun meaning ‘kids’ in Boni. All these are enclitisaffixed to nouns and
strictly optional; i.e. the unmarked noun may have a singulplucal meaning.

At the next stage of grammaticalization we get agglutinativebau affixes, mostly
plural suffixes. The change ‘collective > plural’ is illustrateith historical evidence
from Russian, Persian and Arabic in Klowicz 1965:52. Other examples of
agglutinative plural suffixes are Turkisler, Quechuakunaand Yucatecc'b. These
vary in degree of optionality, but none is completely obtigat In the languages
enumerated, the plural suffix is at least absent when the isoaccompanied by a
numeral.

In ch. 3.2.1.2 we saw that verbs may acquire the catejaumber by the agglutination
of a personal pronoun. This is also a possible origiroofinal number. We meet here
again the two stages just described: first the pronoumgzaioies the noun only when
there is some special emphasis on plurality; then it becoffieal @and increasingly
obligatory. Heine & Reh (1984:234) adduce Yoralveon ‘they’, which precedes the
noun, as an example of the first stage, and &djel., which is suffixed to the noun, for
the second stage. As a result of this, we often find noraifiaes formally similar to
third person verb affixes. Compare Yucatddich'-o'b bird-RL with bin-o'b go-3.R..
Mangarayi hasvu-r NONSG-Du andwu-la NONSG-PL both as number suffixes to kin
terms (other nouns take partly different suffixes) angrasominal prefixes of third
person dual and plural, respectively, to intransitive verbslée 982:88f, 160f).

There is yet a third source of nominal number, and tmanserals and quantifiers. (The
three sources are also in Heine & Reh 1984:273). Theralsrfone’ and ‘two’ may be
combined with nouns to yield singular (or singulative) and durad, a quantifier may
provide the plural. In Tok Pisin we get all of these possitsliiad in addition a trial.
Thus:

E24. dok ‘a dog, dogs’
ToK wanpela dok  ‘one/a dog’
tupela dok ‘two dogs’
tripela dok ‘three dogs’
ol dok ‘(the) dogs’ (Mosel 1980:115, 60)

The claim that these elements have at least entered tlse cbgrammaticalization may
be proved by the fact thatpelaandtripela may also be suffixed to personal pronouns
to signify the respective number categories.

Irrespective of their different origins, the three types ahber markers have several
grammatical properties in common. One of them is their pality or incomplete
obligatoriness, as already mentioned. Furthermore, theftarerestricted to human or
animate nouns, or these get different affixes from eadr othfrom inanimate nouns.
Cf. Hewitt 1979:149 on the two number suffixes of AbkHanally, in this early phase
of grammaticalization the paradigm not infrequently comprisa®ihan two numbers.
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There is a dual in Mangarayi and even a trial in Tok P& there is a choice among
several nouns of multitude in Old Bengali and Hua (Haimai®:224f).

As grammaticalization increases, number affixes become letehpobligatory and
fusional. This stage is characteristic of several ahtmelo-European languages and also
some modern ones such as German. The paradigm t@rms reduced to a binary
opposition, which is just what we observe in the developimam Proto-Indo-European
to the historical languages. Number marking is generalzeadl nouns in all contexts,
and any formal differences among affixes of the sarbeatagory either disappear or
become purely allomorphic, i.e. they lose their semantic motivaiibe penultimate
stage of grammaticalization of the number distinction is reptegdry such alternations
asmousevs.mice which are more common in Classical Arabic, and by letipp forms
such as Russiatelovekvs.|'udi ‘man, men’ orgodvs. leta ‘year, years'. The outlet is
always that stage where the grammatical marker becomadiz@ominal number, this
Is represented by cases such as GedwalVagen— die Wagerithe car — the cars’ or
Englishthe fish

There is little historical evidence available for this coursevents. For the change from
the independent to the agglutinative state of the number m&&egali (see Kdlver
1982[1]) and Chinese are relevant. The evolution froramstucted Proto-Indo-Europe-
an to modern German may be taken to evidence the trarfsdiarthe agglutinative to
the fusional and zero stage.

The various grammatical factors which make up every giaroalization process will
be surveyed in ch. 4. One of them plays a peculiar rdleeirevelopment of nominal
categories and here appears as the gradual intrusioe gfaimmatical morpheme into
the NP. By this the following is meant: A noun of multitudergonal pronoun or
guantifier used as a number marker occurs only oncacim P, normally at its margin.
It is a feature of the NP as a whole. With ongoing gramia&ation it may be repeated
on the head noun if this does not already carry the maikes leads to number
agreement (and, in the case of the other nominalgoaes, to gender or case
agreement). In this way, number becomes a categoignoiial words. A fine example
of this phase is Abkhaz; see Hewitt 1979:222f. At the énldeoprocess, number again
disappears from non-nuclear subconstituents, ending agategory of the noun. This
is largely true of English. For details see Lehmann 1982§U§,3; for the parallel
development of case marking see p. 76 below.

We will only touch upon one phenomenon which is verydest in the development of
number marking, but whose counterparts occur througheugrammar: the paradigm
is often simplified by generalizing one allomorph to the detrimétite others. This is
particularly common when grammaticalization is already far mck@ Thus, the plural
in -s has been generalized to practically all nouns in Englishra8ganish, though at
earlier stages of the languages there had been muchlamgguHowever, whereas in
the above cases a reduction of the paradigm, ifeth® semantically distinct
subcategories, was observed, here we face a redudtialomorphy. These two
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processes are to be clearly distinguished, and we shat ske4.2.2 that only one of
them is a defining characteristic of grammaticalization.

3.3.1.2. Numeral classifiers

Morphemes which express the lexical class into which a helamgs may be combined
with any of its determiners or attributes. According to the cayeihat they attach to, we
distinguish between article, possessive and numeral adsssiince very little is known
about the first two types, | will not treat them here (selemann 1982[U], § 6.3.3 for
some discussion). For detailed information on numeral dassisee Kolver 1982[K]

and Serzisko 1980 and 1982.

The Indo-European languages originally had no classifiersiodern Persian (Farsi,
Moinfar 1980), nouns may still be accompanied by a bameeral, as inlo rani ‘two
Iranians’. The noun is always in the singular. Alternativebyyéver, we may bestow a
classifier on the numeral and foao nafarr ani (two person Iranian). The optionality
of the pattern points to its relatively weak grammaticalityd@ess the size of the para-
digm, which consists of 14 classifiefsAll of them derive from nouns, whose lexical
meanings are still perfectly transparent, and all but twesthibe used as nouns. They
remain free forms in the numerative construction, and ndreghenomena occur. On
the other hand, several features indicate that the classifeedready grammaticalized
to a certain degree. First, the paradigm is tightly integratetianarchically organized.
There are eight forms for different classes of inaniméjects, one for bigger and
domestic animals, two for smaller animals and inanimate objgutsh neutralize the
first eight, two for human beings, and one universal classifhich neutralizes all the
others. Secondly, although the ‘Grundbedeutungen’ of ltssifiers are transparent,
some of these do not fit the classifier use. For instalastmeans ‘hand’ but is used in,
e.g.yek dast les (one hand clothing) ‘one suit’. The grammatical correldténis
desemanticization is the fact that the construction is not syrathticcated as one of
nominal modification, with the classifier as the head notiit. were, the attributor
(izafat) e would have to be appended to the classifier (cf. ci3)38hich it never is. In
short, what we have here is a weakly grammaticalized systenmeral classification.

Contrast this with the Japanese classifier system. First d¢halle are two series of
numerals, one of native Japanese origin, the other bodrdmen Chinese. Some
classifiers combine with one number series, some with ther cttries, with no

interchange possible. Apart from those classifiers whignesent objects directly
counted, such as money and time units, there are onlgléigsifiers in general use: two
of Japanese origin for humans and non-humans, areldh€@hinese origin for different
kinds of objects. Classifiers are completely obligatory; it isasgible to count objects

2 This is not a very reliable criterion, as we sts#k in ch. 4.2.2. In the case of numeral
classifiers, one must be warned that the figuresrgin the literature on various languages arenofte
greatly exaggerated, because mensuratives, whittyrige portions of masses or form collections,
are counted as classifiers.
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without an intervening classifier. None of the classifiers drasndependent use or a
meaning of its own. They are suffixed to the numerald, this is accompanied by
assimilations of great irregularity. For instanbati ‘eight’ + -hon ‘long, cylindrical
object’ yieldshappon whereas withsatu‘bound object’ it yielddhassatu The system
is further complicated by the fact that some nuisereve allomorphs whose
distribution is determined by the following classifier, and vicesaesome classifiers
have allomorphs whose distribution is determined by the gimegerumeral. This is
clearly a strongly grammaticalized classifier system.

Mandarin Chinese has long had a classifier system, whiotefty had been, and in the
written style still is, fairly differentiated. The classifiers anéfiged to the numeral. In

the modern spoken language, the Mandarin dialect, the systeduced to what had
been the most general classifigrg -Furthermore, the combinatigitge (one-CL) may

be reduced t@e wherebyge assumes the meaning of unity. Its use has also been
generalized to demonstrative pronouns, and here it func®agnarker of singularity.

At this stage, it means no more than ‘individual, unit’ (efrzZgsko 1980:24f). This is the
end of the grammaticalization of a numeral classifier system.

One feature that characterizes classifier systems to a gatggree is the paradigmatic
variability of the classifier (see especially Serzisko 1982ppSse a noun has a
constant, inherent classifier corresponding to its lexical .cldesmally this may be
substituted by a more general, unmarked classifier,tlhist is not paradigmatic
variability. What is meant by this term in numeral classification ésdiscretionary
combination of a noun with a classifier neither inherntit nor hierarchically
superordinate, by which it is, for the moment, allocated wifferent class. The
following examples are from Burmese (s. Serzisko 1980 nourmyi/ ‘river’ is
inherently classified by itself, yielding the repeater taesionmyi’ta myi’‘one river’,
where the order is ‘noun numeral classifier’. Howetlez classifier may alternatively be
ya/ (CL.place), if we refer to the river as, for instance, aelr a picnic; ortan
(CL.line), meaning, for instance, a river on a mappar(CL.sacred object) in dealing
with mythological rivers. This wrong, as it were, classificatedna noun is used in
various languages for jocular or derogatory effects amtpto the relative freedom of
the speaker vis-a-vis the system. Paradigmatic variability i® filkeely among free
forms than among bound forms. We may therefore sayttiacreases with increasing
grammaticalization.

3.3.2. Nominalization

Viewed syntactically, nominalization is the transposition of a claniee noun; viewed
semantically, it is the transposition of a proposition into a qunées there is a great
distance between the two poles of this transition, there arg stages in between,
which correspond to different degrees of grammaticalizatidhe construction. Since
| have treated nominalization more comprehensively in Lenm@82[N], | will here
exemplify only some of these stages in order to make theiple apparent.
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In Chinese, both classical and modern Mandarin, subjelablaject complement clauses
may be embedded without any sign of subordination, as5rfrigagh Mandarin.

E25. @ si-le w0 zhén nan-shou
MAND he die-PF | very sad

‘I am very sad that he has died.” (Bossong 1979:38)

Similar constructions are frequent in English, where we hiage(that) he winswith or
without the subordinator. There is no structural differdretereen the embedded and an
independent clause, the only hint for the embedding beagythtactic function of the
dependent clause as an NP in the superordinate clabseis why we recognize
nominalization here.

The development of subordinators from other conjunctioifisbe treated on p. 58.
Apart from this, there are two main sources of subordieatdnjunctions which serve
to embed clauses. The first may be exemplified by Entligh Germardaly Welsha,
Accadic Sa (< Su) and Nahuatin. Here ademonstrative is used to announce the
embedded clause. Then a mechanism sets in which presitrétevhatever is preceded
(or followed, as the case may be) by a demonstrative @@nstituent must be a
nominal. So the embedded clause is perforce nominalizeb then demonstrative
degenerates to a mere subordinator.

The second source of subordinatorsvamda dicendi Their grammaticalization to sub-
ordinators has been studied in Lord 1987. Ewe has deumtaverbs, one of therng
governing indirect speech as in E26.

E26. me-be me-ore.
Ewe I-say [-do-it
‘| said (that) 1 did it.”  (Lord 1976:179)

Subsequently, this verb is used to introduce indirect spaféehverbs which cannot
govern it, in a type of construction such as ‘I arguedithaitvrong.’” At a further stage
of grammaticalization, the indirect speech condition is dropped bé is used to

introduce all types of object clauses, then all types ofptement clauses, yielding
sentences such as E27.

E27. me-di bé m#le awua dewod.
Ewe Il-want SR [1:SBJV-buy dress some

‘I want to buy some dresses.” (o.c. 180)

Bénow has become a complementizer. In such constructtanslonger behaves like
a verb; it takes, for instance, no verbal affixes. lamtduces similar examples from Efik
and Yoruba.

The weak degree of grammaticality of these two types airdidators is obvious from
several facts. They are full words, forming a constiteéttieir own and not particularly
attached to any specific constituent of the subordinate claussr etymological
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meaning is perfectly transparent. In the better knownscéSeglish, German), the
subordinator enters into a paradigm with a host of conjurctidrich take the same
position but differ from it in meaning. Note the optionalitytlditin some contexts.

If the subordinator, instead of preceding the dependam&|@omes at its end, the con-
struction is slightly more grammaticalized. This may be observéapanese, as in E28.

E28. Ano hito ga} hon o kai-ta koto ga  yoku sirarete iru.
Jap no.
that person NOM} book ACC write-PAST NR NOM well known s

‘That that person has written a book is well known.’ (Kun@3)9

The etymological meaning of the subordindtoto ‘thing’ is still recoverable. It is an
independent word and constitutes a paradigm with sevemlsthordinators which can
appear in its position (e.go; cf. p. 61f below). However, the construction is slightly
more grammaticalized than the English one, as may be gete following criteria.
Firstly, the subordinator of complement clauses isoissible. Secondly, the construc-
tion may be followed by a case particga(n E28), indicating that syntactically it is
treated like any NP. Thirdly, the verbal paradigm of theosdibate clause is reduced,
several modal and honorific forms being excluded fromastly, the subject of the
subordinate clause may not only be in the nominative, buhatteely in the genitive.
On a typological scale, this mostly occurs only if the subatdimerb itself is nominali-
zed (cf. also Bossong 1979:39), which is clearly notéise . E28. However, diachron-
ic considerations (Bossong p. 45-47) make it plausible tlkeagehitive in subordinate
clauses such as E28 is a holdover from an earlier enmgeciohstruction where the verb
did have a nominal form.

At the next stage of grammaticalization, the subordinator besaaffixal, and the
subject of the nominalized clause regularly goes into the gerativie E29.

E29. Anne-n-in gel-mey-eg@ei-ni soyle-di.
Turk mother-your-GEN come-NEG-NR.FUT-her-ACC  say-PAST

‘He said that your mother will not come.’ (Wendt 1972:187)

There is only one more nominalizer in Turkish which functideesthe one in E29, and
it indicates non-future. Neither has an independent mgaBioth of them occupy the
position of the verbal tense suffix, thus reducing the termsadmgm to a binary

opposition. The subject-predicate syntagm of the nominaliaase is maximally

likened to a genitive-head noun syntagm, since not onlyttieesibject have a genitive
suffix, but also the nominalized verb has an obligatorygessge suffix referring back
to the subject. Nevertheless, we do not yet have a ddveebived noun here; the
formation of E29 is entirely a matter of syntax.

However, the next step in the grammaticalization scale daesus toverbal nouns
which retain few of the properties of the full clause whiah started from. English
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nominalizations ining are an example. Here it is clear that we are dealing with the
nominalization not of a clause, but of a verb. The suftinstitutes a one-member
paradigm of nominalizers and cancels all the verbal categofi&nglish. Still, the
verbal noun may take arguments and adjuncts almost likeniteeverb of a clause. The
subject is, of course, in the genitive. In the other modifidrsre is an interesting
variation: the object may either remain in the accusative nmaytpass into the genitive,
too. In the first alternative, adverbs remain such, wheretd® second alternative they
become adjective attributes to the verbal noun. A third coimglahenomenon is the
possibility of an article in the latter, but not in the former c@bes:

E30. a. John's constantly reading magazines

ENGL a." John's constant reading of magazines
b. *the (constantly) reading magazines
b." the (constant) reading of magazines

So we have two stages of our grammaticalization scale entbiodike English Bss
ing construction. At the latter stage, the nominalized verb rasras] all the relevant
features of a nouning-nominalizations are even pluralizable.

Extreme grammaticalization leads to the deletion of the graicehdormative. In
nominalization, we would be looking faonversion of verbs into nouns without an
overt derivative affix. Examples are, of course, knowamf Englishito run — the run,
to love — the loveetc. However, while virtually all verbs can be nominalizgthle ing
suffix, most verbs cannot be nominalized by a zero affixere is a restriction of
productivity here which we have so far not found to be&cgtpf grammaticalization. |
will return in ch. 5.2 to a conception which can accommoitiese heterogeneous facts,
and try here another example which apparently does es¢ptthis complicating factor.
Nominalizations similar to the ones just cited from Englishcammon in Classical
Chinese; cf. the following example from Su Shi:

E31. a. bng bu kK qu.

MAND soldier not can leave
‘Military is indispensable.’
b. xian wang zhl bing zh bu k& qu.
former king know [ soldier GEN not can leave ]

‘The former kings were aware of the indispensability ofrthigary.’
(Bossong 1979:40)

There is only an indirect sign of nominality of the verb pbkai ké quin E31.b, viz. the
genitive particle following its semantic subject. We must therefsseme nominaliza-
tion by a zero affix to have taken place; and this is ih$ach a common process in
classical Chinese that earlier scholars (e.g. Misteli 1893}liaapghosed a random shift
of word classes or, equivalently, the total lack thereoflvéler, on the basis of facts
about grammaticalization that we have seen up to now, thedgeeexemplified by E31
fits in the scale as representing an expectable, if extr@egeee of grammaticality of
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nominalization. There arises, however, the further probileat the difference of
nominalizations as exemplified by E31 and such others aspitied above by E25,
which we have posited at opposite ends of the grammaticatizscale, appears to be
minimal. This will be dealt with in ch. 4.4.4.

The renovation of a nominalizing construction may be eithempbete or partial. We
may call it complete if no feature of an inherited nominaliziogstruction is used in the
renovation. This has happened during the change frosicd&t modern Japanese (see
Bossong 1979:45f). Classical Japanese had an infinitefgarbwhich was used in
nominalizations. By phonological and morphologiadiange, this became
indistinguishable from the “finite” main clause verb form, amminalization was
renewed by means of postposed particles of nominal oagiexemplified in E28. A
complete renovation is also the substitution of the Latin ateusacum-infinitivo
construction by clauses subordinated with the hetpuefchen the Romance languages.

In partial renovation, only the subordinator is renewed. phigess, which is very
common in Indo-European languages, was already stugigieéibiet (1915f). Typically,

a subordinate clause introduced by the unmarked suborndiitaiglishthat, German
dal Romanceue/che Persiarke Turkish dig-, etc.) is embedded as the complement
to a noun or a preposition. Then either this head coalesttethe subordinator, or the
subordinator becomes dispensable, the former head begdn@mew subordinator.
Examples are Italiadal momento chésince’, Frenchparce que'because’puisque
‘since’, avant quebefore’, Turkish dig-Posszaman/hal-d¢-NR-Posstime/ state-OC)
‘when/although’. The former subordinator has disappmkardnglishbefore German
bevorandfall-s (case-AVR) ‘if".

Themaking of conjunctionswould easily fill a whole book. The process by which local
conjunctions become temporal ones and temporaluoatipns become causal,
conditional etc. conjunctions, is also a sort of grammiaaison (see ch. 5.1). Examples
are Germartda ‘at the place where’ > ‘at the time when’ > ‘by thesea that’, Engl.
since‘from the time that’ > ‘from the reason that’, Italal momento chal., qualora
(which:hour>) ‘if’. In the end, conjunctions which mark a@nsantic relation of the
subordinate to the main clause are grammaticalized tosukogdinators, as when Latin
guodandquia ‘because’ both fuse into Romangee/chethat’. The same phenomena
repeat themselves in the prepositions.

In contradistinction to this evidence of renovation of conjunsti@vidence for their
reinforcement is somewhat scant. Possibly Frepentte que adduced above as an
example of renovation, is rather one of reinforcemenis @iepends on whether the
gueclause, at the time it was combined witr ce was a mere complement clause (as
assumed above) or a causal clause. The parallel t&seroanda > zumal da> zumal
‘since’ is somewhat more convincing.

Clearer evidence comes from subordinators derived frerba dicendi (Lord 1976:183).
In Efik and Yoruba, the subordinatke, which comes from a verb meaning ‘say’, has
been reinforced by a second subordinaterof the same provenience. Example:
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E32. Kristian 0dohO ete ke ind idi idikO owo...
ErFrk K say SR SR he COP man wicked

‘Kristian says that he was a wicked man...” (after Lord I.c.

The more recent subordinator then tends to dispense wibrther one, just as in some
of the above examples of renovation. Similar observatioply épthe Abkhaz particle
R &, which stems from a verb meaning ‘say’ and develdpsdmeneral subordinator (cf.
Hewitt 1979:5-8, 28-35, 43).

A few words must be said about nominalizations in whichrgament place — mostly
the subject position — of the infinite verb must be left ppso that it can be
semantically filled, with the help of syntactic rules, by an NEhefmain clause. The
infinitives which appear in this function are very often embeddedl fgrticle or affix
which derives from a directional adposition. Examples argli§@into, Germanzy,
Romancea, Swahiliku- (cf. Meinhof 1936) and the case suffixes, mostly theseds.
Szemerényi 1970:298), on Sanskrit infinitival verbal nodimss is naturally explicable
by the final function which infinitival complements wadly have at their origin.
Similarly, gerundial suffixes are often based on locatieekers; cf. what was said on
p. 26 on periphrastic progressive aspects. Once amends embedded with the help of
such a directional or local marker, the same processtad above for the demonstrative
subordinators takes place: since that which is the compleémantadposition or even a
case affix must be of a nominal nature, these sigitissuffice to express the
nominalization and degenerate to mere nominalizers. Thisiig g€a®wn for Englistio

= Germarezy, which can even introduce infinitivals in subject function.

Certain types of nominalized clauses derive from the combmatian NP of the main
clause with an infinitival complement whose subject place thadofills. Thus, there
IS unanimity among scholars that the Ladiccusativus cum infinitivo originated in

sentences such as E33.

E33. Petrus videt Paulum currere.
LAT Peter:NOM.SG see:3.SG Paul:ACC.SG run:INF

‘Peter sees Paul run(ning)’

E34. Carthaginem deleri necesse est.
LAT Carthago:ACC.SG destroy:INF.PASS necessary is

‘It is necessary that Carthago be destroyed.’

TherePaulumis the object of the main clause. Its subjecthood vis-a-gigfinitive at
this initial stage is a consequence of a semantosyntactic fridengplex sentence
structure. Subsequently, its subject status becomes gramipaticand we also get
a.c.i. in non-object positions of the main clause, as in E34.

E34 might also be expressed in Englishthy necessary for Carthago to be destrayed
Here we have another subtype of the complement claiggseating in the combination
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of an NP of the main clause with an infinitival complemehnbse subject position it fills
(see Jespersen 1940:300-306 on details). While in AmédEiaglish the grammaticali-
zation of this construction is already far advanced, in Frér@as come up recently and
is still classified as ‘faute’ in Frei 1929:94. Frei's examptes a

E35. a. m'envoyez son adresse pour moi lui écrire
FREN ‘send me his address so | may write him’

b. Ou trouver I'argent pour lui voyager?
‘Where (may I) find the money for him to travel?’

c. Ci-joint un timbre pour vous avoir la bonté de répondre.
‘Here enclosed a stamp for you to be so kind as to ariswe

These examples show very clearly the conditionseunghich the construction
originates: The subsequent subordinate subject mudidrgeéiciary in the main clause,
which is adjoined with the help of the preposition ‘for’. Thignive complement must
express the action which the beneficiary is expected @blgeto accomplish with the
help of the benefaction and which, being a purpose @erprence of the main clause
action, is introduced by the final preposition ‘to’. In the rseuof grammaticalization,
these semantic conditions are gradually weakened a@ppéd, and the erstwhile
beneficiary NP of the main clause becomes the subjeceontimite clause. This may
go so far that the subordinate subject is even put intotiéative. Modern Portuguese
has reached this advanced stage of grammaticalizdtiba Bor-to’ complement clause,
as exemplified in E36.

E36. Ele trouxe um livro para eu ler.
PorT he brought a book for | read:INF

The construction from which E36 must have arisen, naile\ytrouxe um livro para
mim ler(mim‘me’), is nowadays even condemned by the grammaiiosgh it is still
current in the colloquial language.

While infinitival complements may, thus, contribute to form a ¢olinplement clause,
the reverse process, the reduction of a clause whosmang positions are all filled to

a relational infinitival complement which has necessarily aocoumpied argument
position, has not been observed. Recall that this is cdgrteash what is at stake in the
grammaticalization process leading from E25 to E31.baldoappears that the opening
of an argument position is not something which comesitalmp grammaticalization.
Therefore, while we often do have paraphrases artt@tglausesfor-to nominaliza-
tions and mg-nominalizationthat-clauses can practically never be used as a paraphrase
of an infinitive complement. Consider the infinitive complementeintences such &s

let him goor forced him to goThe main verb does not leave the possibility of its direct
object being different from the semantic subject of the slibate verb. Therefore, the
subject position of the latter must remain unfilled.
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3.3.3. Attribution

We will treat here two kinds of attributes, adjective attributegpmsdessive attributes,
traditionally called genitive attributes. Quite a few languages usatt@butor, a
relational particle, in the combination of either kind of attr@with a head noun. E37
shows a genitive attributor, E38f show relators which maipbate either an NP (a) or
an adjectival (b) to the head noun.

E37. watakusi no hon

Jap | AT book ‘my book’
E38. a. wode sh
MAND I AT book ‘my book’
b. vyaojin de hua
important AT discourse ‘important words’
E39. a. keib-e man
PERS book -AT | ‘my book’

b. dlan -e deaz
corridor -AT  long ‘long corridor’

One development which can lead to such constructions igrdmematicalization of
anaphoric or substantivizedttributes. When a concept (not a referent) is (pronomin-
ally or implicitly) resumed in lexical anaphora and combined w&ifhew) attribute in
order to identify a referent, we have an anaphoric attributenglish,oneis used as the
anaphoric head in such cases. Japanese has a polyfahgarticleno. Its former
lexical meaning was ‘matter, fact, case’ (Jorden 1962tef)nctions as the grammati-
cal head noun in lexical anaphora, as in E40.

E40. a. Dare no hon desu ka? - Watakusi no desu.
JAP who AT book COP INT | AT COP
‘Whose book is it?’ - ‘ltis mine.’
b. Dono hon desu ka? - Atarasii no desu.
which book COP INT new AT COP
‘Which book is it?’ - ‘It is the new one.’

No may also be a nominalizer; in this function it may be substtfivr koto in E28
above. We may assume it to have taken the following deweop The ‘Grundbedeu-
tung’ of a construction 0’ is ‘the thing characterized by X'. In this constructiof,
can be either a — possessive or adjective — attribute, as em8wers of E40, or an
embedded clause, as in the altered version of E28. Tritlmiaive function ofno, as in
E37, is a secondary development. E37 representgrdm@maticalization of the



3. Grammatical domains 62

appositive combination of a substantivized attribute with a lexicadl;higs original
meaning is ‘my thing, the book’. In this way, an older (apdity asyndetic) possessive
attribution was renewed. A parallel renovation of adjectivéation did not take place,
because adjectives are marked as attributes by their desiécfc E40Db).

Similar constructions involving nouns with the meaning ‘thing*pmssession’ are
elsewhere frequent in the expression of alienable passegsfurther example is the
possessive NP in Thai (see Mallinson & Blake 1981:38%)agtthe form ‘possessum
khooy possessor'Khoop, now a preposition, comes from a noun meaning ‘thing,
goods, possessions’. Many languages, among themd@&ambara and Dyula, have an
attributor of alienable possession that stems from an inalienabte

A similar renovation of a juxtaposed attribute by an anaplaremay be posited for
Mandarin Chinese. Besides E38b, we hjaegin hug with the same meaning, but less
emphasis on the attribute. On the other hand, we have @@ substantivized
attributes withde, as inshi yaojin déeis (an) important (one)’. An older form deis zhi,

as exemplified in E31b above. This is known to have bekmenstrative (cf. thehiin
ch. 3.1.2 above). It is therefore safe to assume ttrédudion by means ofle results
from an emphatic renovation of the earlier, still subsisting, pod#ive attribution.

The history of the Persian attributor (izafat) is better knakreéhmann 1984, ch. V1.3
and the literature cited there). Old Persian and Avestiahathtive pronouhya or
ya-, respectively, which, apart from introducing ordinarytreé&aclauses, was also used
in the formation of nominal attributes, as in E41.

E41. a. aat yat miSrom yim vouru-gaoyaoim
AVEST then SR Mithra:ACC.SG.M REL:ACC.SG.M  ample:pasturageCASG.M

fradadam  a®m
created:1.SG I

‘when | created Mithra, the one with ample pasture lands’
(Yt.10, 65)

b. tam kohrpom fraguharaiti
DET:ACC.SG.F  body:ACC.SG.F  eat:3.SG

yam iristahe masyehe
REL:ACC.SG.F deceased:GEN.SG.M man:GEN.SG.M

‘he eats the body of the dead man’ (Vd. 5,1)

Originally, these were nominal relative clauses, with the relatimeoun as the subject.
They forfeit this status, however, as soon as the relatoreopn, instead of being in the
nominative, agrees with the head noun in case (as doesrthieal predicate), as it does
in the examples. At this stage, the relative pronoun becamesre attributor, though
one distinguished from those discussed so far by its agréemhis, however, is
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subsequently lost, so that the attributor becomes identical talbedsnator also to be
seen in E41a. Example:

E42. ahmi ahvo yat astvainti
AVEST DEMLOK.SG.M  life:LOK.SG.M AT  bodily:LOK.SG.M

‘in this worldly life’” (V. 5,39)

This emphatic attribution gradually gains ground against therited juxtapositive
attribution, concomitantly with the loss of the agreement of thibatie: The inherited
construction is then almost ousted, while the attributor is furéterced phonologically
and becomes a suffix of the head noun. The emphate farthe construction is also
lost, and the result is to be seen in E39.

The Persian case is somewhat different from the JapamelsChinese ones, as in these
certainly no relative pronoun is involved. Their common fesats, however, that the
resulting attributor comes from a noun anaphorically relatdeetsubsequent head noun
of the attribution and representing this vis-a-vis the attributis. fpothesis provides a
natural explanation for the otherwise startling formal idemtitthe attributor and the
nominalizer in some of the above languages as well asad@ibers, e.g. Lahu. Itis, |
think, the only way to make sense of the phenomenorathatjective or a possessor
noun should need a nominalizer in order to be attributabla teead noun (the
alternative, that a dependent clause should receive arutttrib order to become
nominalized, makes no sense, anyway).

An anaphoric pronoun which serves as the head ofnapharic or substantivized
attribute may, of course, show gender or noun claseagne with its repraesentatum.
When this construction is apposed to the repraesentatune d=dld noun, we have
agreement of the attributor with the head noun just as in B4 example is Gothic
hardeis sa godgshepherd:dM.SG.M that.NoM.SG.M good:Nom.SG.M) as against
hairdeis gods(good:Nom.SGc.M) (with weak and strong adjective declension,
respectively; see Ramat 1980:110). Both constructions fttreagood shepherd’; the
former is emphatic and more recent, the latter inherited amttlat. While in Gothic the
demonstrative has not become an attributor, but an articfajetsvas different in the
Bantu languages (details in Lehmann 1982[U], § 7.2)walti we find an attributor
which agrees with the head noun in noun class. The mpasedtribute construction is
[ CLx-head [ @x-AT CLy-attribute ] ]. Examples:

E43. a. Kki-su ch-a Hamisi
SWAH CL7-knife CL7-AT Hamisi

‘Hamisi's knife’

b. ny-umba y-a m-tu yu-le
CL9-house CL9-AT CLl1-man CL1-that
‘that person's house’  (Welmers 1973:275)
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From the origin of the construction as posited, the attribuc@constituent of the at-
tribute. It becomes clitic to the attribute; and further grammateadadia, which may be
observed in the related language Tswana, leads to its pi@fixas in E44.

E44. mo-sadi w-a+mo-tSomi
TswaA CL1L.SG-woman CL1.SG-AT+CL1.SG-hunter
‘the wife of the hunter’ (Cole 1955:160)

Here the possessive attribute agrees with its head nounuim c¢lass. Possessive
attributes are thus treated structurally exactly as adjective atsibwhich agree with
their head noun by similar prefixes:

E45. mo-sadi yomo-ntlé
TswaA CL1.SG-woman  CL1.SG-beautiful
‘a beautiful woman’ (Cole 1955:140)

On the basis of the facts discussed so far, | ventuteyfiahesis that the agreement of
the — possessive or adjective — attribute with the head neuhisao be observed in
many languages, in particular Indo-European ones, teprarcipal diachronic source:
It is an advanced stage of the grammaticalizatiora gbironoun which formerly
represented the head noun anaphorically and served lasatidor the attribute. By this
device, the attribute is substantivized, and then the syntagppsed to the lexical
head noun. Further grammaticalization of the whole construttirois apposition into
attribution and the agreeing attributor into an affix of the attribute

The history of the Germanic and Romance languagashes us that further
grammaticalization of the agreeing adjective attribute leadtds of its inflection

and, consequently, of the agreement. The result is anuédtjilixtaposed to its head
noun without any segmental means of attribution; thisnstead, signalled by the
position of the attribute relative to the head noun. As a coeseg of this, the

positional freedom of the attribute, which is notably greatHeragreeing attribute, is
lost at the end of the grammaticalization channel. At this sidtdpe latest, renovation of
attribution sets in in the way described.

In the case of the adjective, the head directly occupiesrgument position of the
attribute. Possessive attribution, on the other hand, is #éakpase of a dependency
relationship in which an NP B depends on A. A relator R lwigdo bring about such a
relation has to have a governing slot for B and may laavedifying slot for A. The
latter can be dispensed with in favor of mere apposition leetveand R(B). Given that
A is a noun, this allows essentially for two syntactically distimti& of relators in this
construction. If R has the modifying slot, then it is a cakséae i.e. an adposition or a
case. If it lacks it, then R is a relational noun that seages dummy head to the
possessive attribute. In both cases, there may be aigrarafl relators that express
specific semantic relations between the dependent NP ahddadenoun. Consequently,
there are different channels through which the possestinlaute may evolve. The use
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of relational nouns as possessive relators leads to pogsekssifiers. If one such noun
grammaticalizes to a (genitive) attributor, we get the situation gitestron p. 61 from
Japanese and Thai. We now turn to the use of case sdlatoake an NP an attribute to
a noun.

The genitive may be viewed as a formal case which al&és two opposite dynamic
relations of the dependent NP to its head: the dependergyBeitiher be “from” A,
bearing an ablative kind of relation to A; or it may be “desdi for” A, bearing a
benefactive/purposive kind of relation to it. Consequently, me lboth ablative and
benefactive/purposive relators at the origin of genitive relaidrs Romance attributor
de(Italiandi), Englishof, Germarvonetc. illustrate the first alternative. Lde ‘(down)
from’ started out as a concrete local preposition. Inltdesal language, it could not be
used to mark a possessive attribute. It did, however, ewath the mere genitive in
the expression of the partitive relation, as shown in E4@ldan

E46. a. nullum trium horum generum

LATIN ‘none of these three species’
b. nullum de tribus his generibus
id. (Cic. Rep. 3, 47)
C. ninguno de estos tres géneros
SPAN none of  these three species:PL id.

From therede generalized to a general nominal attributor, ousting anelwieg the
genitive. Thus, in Spanish it is not only obligatory in E46ud, in various kinds of
nominal attributes, including possessive ones. Wiglas a preposition, is not likely to
develop into a case affix, elsewhere suffixal geag may have evolved from
postpositions along these lines.

The grammaticalizational relationship between tlemdfactive/purposive and the
genitive may be illustrated from Imbabura Quechua. E47 sl@henefactive adjunct
marked by the suffixpaj, E48 shows a possessive dependent with the same suffix.

E47. wasi-ta rura-rka-ni Auka churi-paj
QUE house-ACC  make-PST-1.5G | son-BEN

‘I made a house for my son.’ (Cole 1982:113)
E48. Juzi-paj wasi
QuUE  Joseph-BEN  house

‘Joe's house’  (cf. Cole 1982:115)

The same suffix is used on purposive adjuncts (o.c.16f),1but the dative has a
different suffix. In other languages, the formal identitytaf benefactive/purposive and
the genitive crucially includes the dative. In Mangarayi (Mefl@82:66-76; cf. TT3),
there is one benefactive/purposive/dative case wiscHistinct from genitive in
pronouns, but not in nouns. The possessed noun dssegsive suffixes. The same
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constellation exists in Hungarian and substandard German.tiBeatkvolution of the
genitive from an ablative and from a benefactive involvefaistthe modifying slot of
the relator from an adverbal to an adnominal relation.

3.4. Clause level relations

This chapter will deal with relations between the verb angdheus complements and
adjuncts. The reader will notice that, although the differbeteeen these two types of
relations is recognized, they are not always kept aparilafiynthe distinction between
semantic roles (or case functions) and syntactic fungtimnbetween semantic and
syntactic relations, is sometimes knowingly obscured; and thmatisn between
functional sentence perspective and syntax or, more gadgif between “pragmatic”
and syntactic relations, will fare no better. All of thesevatel and useful distinctions.
Unfortunately, they are connected by grammaticalization scafek;differences on
grammaticalization scales are always gradual. We will take ugisicassion of these
dichotomies in ch. 3.4.2.1.

3.4.1. Adverbial relations

3.4.1.1. Adverbial relators

Under the heading of adverbial relations, | will comprisehssemantic relations as
typically exist between a verb and an adjunct, more typicdthga adjunct. We must
complicate the issue from the start, by viewing such relatrons two different angles:
from the point of view of the naked verb, and from thmjof view of the naked NP.
Consider a seemingly simple caBeter is standing on the tabl€here is an adverbial
relation between the verb and the the table We may call it locative and be inclined
to say thabn s its segmental expression. But now conskigter is standing on top of
the table Should we say that the same relation here holds betweeeitth and the NP
top of the tabl@ This seems unsatisfactory, simcetop ofclearly belongs together as a
more or less fixed complex preposition. Should we thenttsatywe again have an
adverbial relation between the verb and thetihPtable again a locative one, but this
time expressed byn top oP This might be true; but it would certainly not be the whole
truth. Further structural analysis will show that the complepg@sition consists of a
simple preposition and its nominal complement, and the lattearmgoverns, as a
possessive attribute formed with the helphthat NP that we have just assumed to be
in a relation with the verb. So is this account wrong, too?

The difficulty lies, of course, in our not being clear aldbetnature of the relatd@nin

the first example andn top ofin the second are not merely segmental expressions of a
relation contracted between two other terms. Instead, theythketched at the end of
the preceding section (p. 64) on the nature of dependetetprs applies in verbal
dependency, too. The — simple or complex — preposition itselfracts relations. On



3.4. Clause level relations 67

the one hand, it governs its nominal complement; on the, atheodifies (together with
its complement) the verb. And if it is internally complex, thenpiairts may contract
similar relations among each other. Thus, instead of a s&lgkoon between a verb and
an adjunct NP, we get a chain of relations joining the twie.ase witlon top ofis not
fundamentally different from the situation Reter is standing on top of the leaf of the
table, where nobody would want to see a direct relation betweewerb andhe table

For our purposes, we will have enough with two subrelatiwithin an adverbial
relation: the relation between the verb and the adverbial relatmreposition in our
example; and the relation between the adverbial relatotrendiP. We will call the
former the VA and the latter the AN relation. Apart from thigre are of course, pure
verb-NP relations. We will call them VN relations and apply tarsn also when the
internal structure of a (possibly adverbial) relation betweeerla and an NP is of no
concern.

On the one hand, VA relations are by definition not inheremaked verbs. If they were,
there would be no adjunction, but government, and weldvoot need an adverbial
relator in order to mediate the relation of the verb to the ®{Pthe other hand, AN
relations are not inherent in naked NPs; that is, an B dot contain an argument slot
for an adverbial relator with which it is to be combinedbbth cases we need the
gualification ‘naked’, because as we shall see in this chapltat the grammaticaliza
tion of adverbial relations is all about is precisely the combinatiche relator with
either the verb or the NP; and this, of course, fundantemiaanges the relational
situation.

Since VA and AN relations are dependency relations, dunhherent in verbs or NPs,
they must consequently be inherent in adverbial relatarsh®©one hand, these contain
an argument place for a verb which they modify; antherother hand, they contain one
for the NP which they govern. Of these two relations, tha&ation is relatively loose,
since it corresponds roughly to the relation between a gwrjd@ non-verbal predicate.
The AN relation is much stronger, since it is a governmedation which throws the NP
into an oblique position. Now, if adverbial relators arise tghogrammaticalization, we
may expect the underlying lexemes to be relational in thereshsense. This leaves in
principle two classes of lexemes as possible sources: tranggms, with slots for a
subject and oblique argument; and relational nouns, whah modify a subject as
nominal predicates (though the corresponding argument alobenweak or absent) and
which have a second slot for an oblique argument. Véd 8Ist discuss relational
nouns, then transitive verbs. The phenomena dealt with iiotbeing sections have
been studied on a cross-linguistic scale in Kahr 1975 aié &aAd Austerlitz 1980
(esp. p. 240).

3.4.1.2. Relational nouns

In this section we will deal with nouns designating spatial regisuch as ‘top’, ‘side’,
‘back’ etc. The fact that such designations of spatgions often derive from
designations of parts of the body (e.g. Erigbt, Lat. frons ‘forehead’ > Span./Port.
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frente‘front’) will not concern us here. These nouns necdgdaave an argument slot
for a possessor NP, designating the object with respadtith the location is made. If
a language opposes unmarked juxtaposed possessor NRarked genitives, the
possessors of these relational nouns will remain unmadsede.g., in Sumerian or
Malak (Mallinson & Blake 1981:389). Similarly, if a languages lp@ssessive affixes,
such relational nouns will certainly admit of théh©n the other hand, if the possessor
IS not expressed, it is always understood from the cordkxBeiler 1981, § 5.2.3.1.
Thus, if | sayit is in front, you will only understand me if you know what it is inrft@f.

Cf. also E62f below.

The incidence of such relational nouns varies a lot anuiffgrent languages. For
instance, Latin has almost none, German has few basqtheigh composition yields
many more of them), English has quite a few, and TurkighJapanese possess a rich
paradigm of relational nouns. These may behave like aydn@uns; in Japanese, they
may even be determined by a demonstrative pronoumkasno saki(D1-AT direction.-
ahead; lit. this forward-direction) ‘(the direction) ahead fioere’.

Furthermore, relational nouns, like any other nouns, tamfroase affixes. In Turkish, for
instance, we have, among others, the case suffixes digplay49.

E49. ev-e [-de /-den
Turk house-DIR /-LOC /-ABL

‘to/in/ffrom the house’

The relational nouns, such al ‘lower side’, 0n ‘front’, arka ‘back’, yan ‘side’ etc.,
enter into the following construction: they take a preposedtmmnent in the genitive
(suffix -in), resume this by a possessive suffix (3.pergny; and terminate in a case
suffix. This yields the subparadjgm of E50.a, exemplified.in

E50- a.. alt
TURK ) on . €
ev-in -in -de
arka
-den
yan

b. evinaltndan ‘from under the house’
evin 6nunde ‘in front of the house’
evin yanna ‘to the side of the house’ (Wendt 1972:258f)

24 Mallinson & Blake 1981:50f report about nominal easuffixes in Wangkumara (Pama
Nyungan), which appear to derive from personal pums. If this is correct, it may be a variant of
the developments described in what follows. Refatimouns with possessive affixes develop into
adpositions with personal affixes referrring to itheomplement. This product may be
indistinguishable from a personal pronoun with secaffix. Such a complex may then agglutinate
to the noun that the personal element referred to.
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Similar constructions are widespread in the languages eidHd; they may be found
in many other Turkic, in Finno-Ugric languages such asigtinand Hungarian, in
Basque, Japanese, Quechua etc. They provide forammaximally regular paradigm
of locative expressions, almost untranslatable in languaghssu atin, and imitable in
German only with the help of clumsy circumlocutions.

The Japanese system is almost perfectly parallel to theshuwke, except that there are
no possessive suffixes. An example will suffice here:

E51. A-no kuroi kuruma no usiro de tome-te kudasai
Jap D3-AT black car GEN back LOC stop-GER grant

‘Please stop in back of that black car.’ (Jorden 1962:97)

Japanese, however, has one peculiarity which should beomed here. Noun phrases
based on local relational nouns may be used to desceledation of an object, as in
E52.

E52. Ginkoo wa taisikan no mukoo /mae /yoko /temae /migi desu
JaP bank TOP embassy GEN yonder.part /front /side /this.sideght/side COP

‘The bank is beyond/in front of/beside/this side/to the right efeimbassy.’
(cf. Jorden 1962:84f)

Two things are remarkable about this construction. Firstlyeta¢éional nouns are not
used here as adverbial relators, but as nominal presliddies proves that the modifying
relation in which they take part can be explicated as the melatithe subject to the
nominal predicate, as was claimed above. Secondly, theypdrequire a locative (or
other case) suffix in this type of clause. The literal meaafrguch sentences is: ‘The
bank is the yonder part / the front etc. of the emba$ys' makes sense, of course, only
if these relational nouns designate not a part of the gamsas a whole, but a region of
space identified with respect to the possessor. That isdihewt require a locative
suffix because ‘location’ is one of their lexical feature® $tall see below that this
feature plays a prominent role in the grammaticalization of sanhtructions.

The above examples mark the starting-point for the devedopai adpositions through
grammaticalization (cf. Mallinson & Blake 1981:44f. 5 for more examples).
Agglutinative (or even free) case markers, as in TurkishJapanese, mostly attach to
an NP as a whole. Therefore, the final locational casearsank the adverbial phrases of
E50 and E51 are not coconstituents of (or appendethéojelational nouns (.
Instead, the structure must be represented as in F4.a.

F4. Structure of complex adpositional phrase

a. Initial structure [[ NP-GEN N, ] -CASE ]
b. Syntactic reanalysis [ NP-GEN [ Adposition -GxsE] ]
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Now, the very first thing that happens in the grammatidainaof such adverbial

phrases is the syntactic reanalysis which vyields gtructure in F4.b. We may
hypothesize that taking step b also means treating the goydermn no longer as a
relational noun, but as a (complex) adposition. This impliespgnather things, that it
can no longer be modified by attributes. This entails, in tbat,its complement may no
longer manifest in form of a possessive pronoun.

E53. a. *avotre cbté ‘at your side’
FREN b. a coté de vous ‘beside you’

Thus, if Frenctcotéhad remained a noun in E53, E53.a should be possibleevér,
the correct expression is b. The same goes for Gecoraplex prepositions such as
anstattinstead’, but not, e.g., for the Arabic preposition illustdate E55.b below. As
a further consequence of the above reanalysis, the edrabthe syntactic boundary
between the relational noun and the case marker cleavsaghéor their subsequent
coalescence.

However, we must recognize that not all languages followideialized diachronic
development. On the one hand, not all grammaticalizatiorepses need begin at the
start. We have already met several examples of constmaatibich enter grammatical-
ization channels in the middle. This is particularly common mfoecement. We shall
see more such examples below; they do not really upgethaoretical commitments
which we have made so far. What is somewhat more disgyrbmwever, is that a
language may take the second step before the first iteyare. | shall try to provide
a theoretical account of this in ch. 7.2. An example wifice here. The relational noun
may form a constituent with the case marker without stage Iraving ever existed,
although the adposition is clearly analyzable as latioeal noun. This is so in
postpositions such as Latausi (reason:A&L) ‘because of andratig (favor:AsL) ‘for
the sake of’. In view of the fact that Latin does not hayguinative case suffixes, it
could hardly be otherwise.

F4 must be understood as an abbreviation of severalustibalternatives. On the one
hand, it is meant to be indifferent as to the position ofaleional noun before or after
its complement and, accordingly, its development into a gre@o or postposition,
respectively. | will disregard this difference except whetevant. On the other hand,
the postpositive or suffixal case marker in F4 may as veedl preposition. This allows
us to take examples such as the following into accdgside, because {piGerman
mithilfe ‘with the help (of)’,infolge = Russyvsledstviéas a consequence (of)’, German
anstatt = instead (of)etc. These illustrate the coalescence of the primary, “outer”
preposition with the relational noun to a complex preposition.

3.4.1.3. From adposition to case affix

In the situation represented by F4.b, various alternativda@mwents may set in; there
IS no unitary grammaticalization channel. Let me list those dpwetats which | will
trace in some detail:
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1. Reduction of the complex adposition. The outer case merlegher dropped or
fuses with the erstwhile relational noun. The result is in edase a simple adposi
tion.

2. Deletion of the (genitive) case marker on the complement NP

3. Affixation of the adpostion to its erstwhile complement NP.

As we will see, these three processes are hardly ordettedespect to each other. They
may occur in the sequence as enumerated, or numbey 2cour before number 1.
Number 3 may occur without number 2 having occureddafih 2 may probably then
no longer occur).

Let me begin by the reduction of the complex adpositiondbgtibn of the outer case
marker. This has occurred in most of the Turkish genpwstpositions, i.e. other than
those analyzable as regularly inflected relational nouns, whelhave seen in E50.
Here | will slur over the fact that most of them goveaseas other than the genitive (this
will be taken up in ch. 3.4.1.4) and exemplify from thatdass which does govern a
complement in the genitive if this is a pronoun. Theen-in igin(you-GeN for) ‘for
you’, sen-in ile ‘with you’. Igin is still partly analyzableic-i (interior-Ross3.S5)
functions, at the same time, as a regular relational nbtire@ostpositional meaning
‘in’, according to the paradigm E50. The deletion of theilon case marker of the
postposition presupposes, of course, that the lattenté&spreted as expressing a
locational case function of its complement NP. Recall whad said above on the
Japanese construction of E52.

The analog to the deletion of the outer case marker in éhela@oment of complex
prepositions is the deletion of the introductory simple preposiio@amples from
German includeum TrotZin spite’ >trotz ‘despite’,anstatt> statt‘instead’,in Kraft >
kraft ‘by virtue’.

The reduction of the complex adposition to a simple one tsayoa seen in the Semitic
languages. All of the prepositions of Accadic and Classicaii& govern the genitive,
even the unanalyzable primary ones. The reason is thdttaira go back to nominal
forms in the status constructus, though this is not appoanisynchronic morphology
and often not even recoverable by etymology. Examples:

E54. a. ana bulin

ACCAD to extinguish:INF:GEN ‘to extinguish’
b. ina qt-i-Su
in  hand-GEN-POSS.3 ‘in his hand’
E55. a. i walad-i
ARAB for.DEF  boy-GEN ‘for the boy’
b. la -l

for -POSS.3.5G.M ‘for him’
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E55 shows that such prepositions may also take a proniacoimalement in the form of
a possessive affix, just as do the relational nouns ikiSu(E50). Furthermore, the
preposition in E55.a fuses with the definite article, whiom{s to a fairly advanced
stage of grammaticalization. Nevertheless, despite their ownigxighey are not
affixes of the noun, and they still govern the genitive.

We now pass on to the second process, the deletion ofate marker on the
complement NP. As | said above, since inalienable posseissiovolved here, there
may never have been a genitive case marker on this cokepieeven if the language
otherwise does have a marked genitive. If this is the dasebond between the
postposition and its complement is tighter from the start, thégedeletion phase will

be skipped, and the last phase, the agglutination of theqgsdsgip, is immediately

available. Sumerian case suffixes are said to derive famstiaictions of this type. For
lack of historical evidence, | will not distinguish in the foliog between genitive
endings that have been lost and ones that have nevetheeen

In Imbabura Quechua, all possessed nouns, with aptxedo be discussed presently,
govern a marked genitive. Furthermore, we have cas&esjfsuch as those in E56.a,
and we have relational nouns combining with these and giogepreposed nominal
complements, as in b.

E56. a. wasi-pi /-man /-manda /-paj
QUECH house -LOC /-DIR /-ABL /-GEN

‘infto/from/of the house’

b. wasi uku -pi /-man /-manda
house interior -LOC /-DIR /-ABL

‘within/into/from within the house’ (Cole 1982:119-121)

As in Turkish, Japanese etc., there are a variety of ne#tioouns such agdu-
‘vicinity’ (> ‘near’), washa ‘back’ (> ‘behind’),jawa- ‘top’ (> ‘on’), which can take the
place ofuku in E56.b. However, there is an essential differeretevéen the present
construction and the Turkish and Japanese ones: Firdtljhesle relational nouns
obligatorily take their local case suffixes; in this respect #reyno longer completely
free. This indicates that the reanalysis of F4.b has beste;ncf. Cole 1982:120.
Secondly, they do not govern the genitive of their compléniestead, this remains
unmarked for case. This evidently tightens the bond bettiecomplex postposition
and its complement; the former is already well on its waytmining a complex suffix
of the latter. The development of the Hungarian case ssffixkich will be discussed
below, actually sets in exactly at the point where the Queabetpgsitions stop.

Postpositions to caseless NPs may also be illustrated fronmsfiutk fact, the same
postpositions which govern the genitive if their complemerat onoun, require a
nominal complement in the absolute form. Thusmesele iciifthis affair concerning)
‘about this affair’,bayan-lar ile(woman-R with) ‘with the women’. An intermediate
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case between these and the fully regular formations ofsg&0@vided by the following
examples from Kahr 1975:3Bu ¢ocuk hakkn-da(this child right (n.)-Bss3.S3-L0C)
‘concerning this child’. This differs from the examples justeg by being fully
analyzable morphologically, and from those in E50 in that tmaposition of the
postposition is invariable.

The present examples of postpositions governing an NPrikachéor case have been
taken from languages which do possess a case paradadunjng a genitive. However,
this construction is, of course, the only one possible inuages which have no cases.
With examples like Turkbayan-lar ile we are, in fact, at the same level of
grammaticalization as with Englistith the womeior Frenchavec les femmeSome of
these prepositions are more grammaticalized than others. theyprepositions Engjf,
Frenchde, Germarnvonall had a fuller ablative meaning, but are now largely deobid
it and mostly used as attributors. The fate of EtaglRomance is similar: they have
been grammaticalized from directional prepositions to caskersof the dative (see
p. 83) and, in Spanish, even the accusative. The Latpopitionper ‘through’ yields
the Romanian case markpe Acc. The Old Church Slavonic prepositiora ‘on’
(superessive and super-lative) develops into a genitive atna dnarker in Bulgarian
(Qvonje 1979).

The same diachronic relation between the so-called conanetegrammatical case
functions returns in the evolution of case suffixes. CfkTwDIR > DAT, Old Persian
radiy ‘because of, concerning’ ra Acc, Quechuata and Jap.o PERL > Acc, IE/Lat.
-m DIR > Acc. The change of an instrumental into an ergative casenmgnon in (the
evolution of) ergative languages, e.g. in Dyirbal and MamgaCf. also ch. 3.4.2.2.
Such examples speak against a clear-cut dividing linegleetaoncrete and grammatical
cases, between semantic and syntactic functions. Recaliftivaillties in setting a
boundary of directional vs. dative between examples sulcheas the book to himnd

| gave the book to hinThe problem of the greater or lesser grammaticality eftaio
nominal case function has its exact counterpart in thdgarobf determining whether a
certain NP in a clause is or is not controlled by the valehtyeoverb?®

Parallel to the desemanticization of the adposition, we obgsmpkonological erosion
and an increase in its cohesion with the governed NP, whichltimately lead to the
adposition becoming a case affix. This is a straightforwaddodten observed matter in
the case of postpositions. As these occur mostly in langudgee the head noun ends
the NP, there is no syntactic variation at the constituent steustwndary immediately
preceding the postposition. The sequence ‘MBECis almost indistinguishable from
the sequence ‘NP Postp’ (with no case suffix interveni@gmpare Japlookyoo ga
(Tokyo Nom) with Tookyoo madéTokyo TERM) “as far as Tokyo”, or Turkbayan-lar-i

% Meillet 1934:357-359 holds that the Proto-Indo-Eagan verb had no valency (at least not for

non-subjects) and that the dependent NPs were @djwiose case was not governed by the verb
but chosen according to the sense. Coseriu 197@srakimilar point about Japanese. Cf. also p.
83 below and Lehmann 1983, 84.2 on the evolutiogoeErnment.
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(woman-R-Acc) with bayan-lar ile Therefore, analogical pressure will work here to
the same effect as grammaticalization itself, assimilating theqsigstms completely to
the suffixes. As an alternative to the Turkish postpositione have, in fact, the suffix
-le liNST, as invapurla ‘with/by the steamer’ (Wendt 1972:63). The same
grammaticalizational relationship between comitative and instruinestars, by the
way, in Latin:ludo cum Pauldl play with Paul’, butludo pilz ‘I play with a ball’.

However, suffixation of postpositions is not restricted #shnding in the head noun.
Basque is an example of a language which has agglutinaase suffixes on NPs,
appended to whatever may end the NP: the head nowadjective or a determiner.
Examplegizon-a-k(man-DEFERG) vs.gizon andi-a-Kman big-EFERG, Brettschnei-
der 1978:69).

The chance that adpositions will hit upon determiners, insteat ofouns, is much
greater for prepositions than for postpositions. Despite ¢hergl reluctance to affix
elements to varying types of subconstituents, prefixationepigsitions does occur, just
as does suffixation of postpositions to non-substantival sighiteents of NPs in Bas-
gue. As is to be expected, the most desemanticized prepssitie the first to fuse with
the articles. We observe this in French forms suduasf the’, au ‘to the’ etc., which
have no counterpart in prepositions suckassor avant Similar phenomena occur in
Arabic; cf. E55.a above. In German, most of the prnmeepositions may univerbate
with the articles; however, some of the univerbations argatbry. Thus, before the
infinitive and the superlative (which, if governed by prefmss, nearly always have the
definite article), the fused forms of E57.a (all M/N) muet he represented by the
respective sequences in E57.b (Vater 1976:36).

E57. a. am beim im vom zum
GERM b. andem bei dem in dem von dem zu dem
at the at the in the of the to the

It so happens that these are just the most grammaticalizada@qurepositions.
Examples of other languages in Kahr 1976:135% 40 none of these languages have
case prefixes on nouns been developed. We shall mestionéanguage below.

In German we have the combination of simple, strongly graticalized prepositions
with case affixes on the governed noun. | shall comk teaghenomena of this type on
p. 82 and here say only a word on the temporal sequantte last two processes
enumerated above, viz. loss of the (genitive) case aftixeofjoverned noun and affixa-
tion of the erstwhile adposition. In the cases discussedealpostpositions have been
suffixed to caseless nouns or NPs. This is not necessarjhas can be seen in
Greenlandic Eskimo and Basque. Greenlandic has the eaadigm shown in T1
(according to Woodbury 1977:310).

% In French, e.g., one cannot say'auteur ou le siége de ce procesdasthe originator or
undergoer of this process’, insteadadfauteur ou au siege de ce processLis p. 134, E106.
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T1. Greenlandic case paradigm

absolutive %]
ergative/genitive -p
instrumental -mik
locative -mi
ablative -mit
allative -mut
perlative -kut

Except for the perlative, all of the oblique cases are base¢le genitive (of which the
ergative itself is a further development; cf. ch. 3.4.218%ter the phonological effect of
the erstwhile postpositiong,becomesn.

Basque has a prolative suffix with the meaning ‘for’. Tlas hither the formentzator
-tzat The prolative suffix proper is onlyzat while -enis the regular genitive suffix,
which is optional before the erstwhile prolative postposit@mbinations of other case
suffixes also occur in Basque and will be discussed i3.dll.4.

Again, the internal reduction of the complex adposition does@cessarily precede its
affixation to the complement. Hungarian, for instance, in iditprary period (i.e.
before 1200 AD), had postpositions constructed exactly likeQtuechua ones in E56.
From the beginning of the literary tradition, these appsarominal suffixes, but are still
readily analyzable. The following examples are from the olcaliyelanguage.

E58. a. vilag-bele ‘into the world’
HUNG b. iov-ben ‘in the good (n.)’
c. hely-beldl ‘out of the place’ (Tauli 1966:117)
The first two examples still lack the vowel harmony to whichdlsedfixes are subject

in modern Hungarian. The complex suffixes are basedhenrelational nourbél
‘innards’ and are to be analyzed as shown in T2 (ab. leéshr 1976:118-121):

T2. Development of case suffixes in Hungarian

components Old Hung. Modern Hung.
bél + -é LAT > -bele > -be/-ba ILL
bél + -n Loc > -benn > -ben/-ban INESs
bél + -VI ABL > -beldl > -bél/-bd  EL

The development which these suffixes have taken in madengarian has rendered
them simple and largely unanalyzable.
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If grammaticalization proceeds, the case affixes will becorea shorter and express
more basic functions. The Turkish case paradigm is tyfoc#his stage: nominative @,
accusativei; dative e, genitive in, locative de and ablativeden (plus allomorphs).
Notice in particular that the suffixes of the most grammaticdlczses are the shortest,
while those of the more concrete cases are phonologicaty complex. The picture is,
of course, not always that neat.

In the meantime, we should not lose sight of the constituembicch the case affix is
attached. At the stage represented by ?.a, this was agui#ped with a case. At a more
advanced stage, roughly illustrated by E56, it is a naked\NiRe present stage, the ag-
glutinative affixes are often appended to subconstituents ef 8Bnerally, the first
subconstituent to get a case affix of its own will be the meaoh; but the determiner,
too, is a prime candidate. The result of this is case agmenithin the NP/ This is
absent from Turkish, but it does occur in many Austrabaiguages, e.g. Walbiri and
Dyirbal. Examples:

E59. malikili @-tji yalku-nu  witi-gki.
WALB dog-ERG  ASP-OBJ.1.SG  bite-PAST big-ERG
‘The big dog bit me.’ (Hale 1976:93)
E60. Dbayi yuii bagygul  yaaggu bagan.

DvyirR DET.ABS kangaroo(ABS) DET:ERG man:ERG spear
‘The man speared the kangaroo.’ (Dixon 1972:100)

Walbiri represents the incipient phase of the spreadingeotdlse suffixes over the
subconstituents of the NP: when the NP is sequentially consnutorteceives, as a
whole, only one case suffix; if it is discontinuous, as ihig&59, each subconstituent
receives the suffix. In Dyirbal, case marking of deternsirfand possessive attributes),
besides that of the noun, is obligatory. Recall that @2mbove we have observed a
parallel intrusion of number marking into the NP.

Further grammaticalization leads to the fusion of the caseeafivith morphemes
adjacent to it. The examples given above for the univerbatitire preposition with the
determiner are at the same time examples of their fusiofaBynthe declension of the
Dyirbal determiner is somewhat irregular and thus no loogepletely agglutinative. If
the case marker is adjacent to any other inflectional cagsgarwill fuse with those.
Here is an example from Mangarayi (see T3 for details):

27 Kahr (1976:117) observes a correlation betweemléiggee of grammaticality of case suffixes
and their participation in agreement in Estoniaia3o p. 83 below on Georgian.
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E61. pali-na pala-gadugu
MANG F.NOM-D3  F.NOM-woman

‘that woman (nom.)’  (Merlan 1982:113)

The prefixes of the demonstratives and the nouns araarghologically segmentable,
but they express distinctly both gender and case. Morgthisris one example of a
language which has case prefixes on subconstituents gf $pBcifically on words,
among them nouns; thus they are genuine case prefotgmapositiong?® Distribution
of case marking over the subconstituents of the NP samdliltaneously, its complete
fusion with the nominal categories of gender and numbknasvn from the ancient
Indo-European languagésin some of them, case inflection even affects the inner
structure of the nominal stem. In Sanskrit, several suledasisnouns (substantives,
adjectives etc.) inflecting after the consonantal declensidargon a gradation of their
stem, with two or even three grades associated with differéattional subcategories.
The determining factor is not the case alone, but alsaimnéer. Thus, the stebmarant
‘bearing’ has a week gradhnarat, such that we have, among othétsarant-ahin the
nom.pl.m., bubharat-ahin the acc.pl.m.

The penultimate stage of grammaticalization of case markiegdhed in the inflection
of the personal pronouns of many languages. Herdtemr bave suppletion of the type
| — me we— us Germarer ‘he’ — ihn *him’, du ‘you’ — dich ‘you (acc.)’. This is
complete fusion of the case category with the (pro-)nonsieah. Further reduction of
case marking leads to its disappearance. Thus, whereggGraman nouns still inflect
for case, some subclasses do not. The case markmnogio$ derived inung such aslie
Gleichung'the equation’, appears exclusively on the article and otloglifiers, not on
the noun itself. Sapir 1921:164f claims that the Engbsfenitive has been limited to
use with animates in the past and is gradually being replactbe bf genitive.

3.4.1.4. Adverbs

A verbal action may be modified by local, temporal or modalmstances. Adverbs
contain in their meaning a circumstance of one of these .tyflesy are therefore
constitutional modifiers; a VA relation is a head-modifiertiela It is important to keep
in mind that the relation between an adverb and its headitallgxcontained in the
adverb; we say the adverb is relational (for mor@illeabout types of relations see
Lehmann 1983).

Possibly certain meanings are inherently averbial; this questagrbe left alone for the
moment. It is a fact that most of the adverbs in eveiylage are synchronically derived
from nouns, verbs or adjectives. Etymology usually provesame to be true for most

2 There is a widespread belief (e.g. Kahr 1976:13%) tdat such a thing does not exist.

29 Haudry (1980) adduces empirical evidence for thedavelopments of case agreement and of
agglutinative to fusional case suffixes in ProtddrEuropean, and for their correlation.
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of the — synchronically — primary adverbs. | will only safew words here about
adverbs derived from adjectives, since these play noimoblverbial relations as
introduced in ch. 3.4.1.1. Suffice it here to mention thgligin adverbs inly and the
Romance ones imente Both of these suffixes are grammaticalizations of nounshwh
formerly served as the heads of the underlying adjextivelgar Latin xmentemeant

‘in an x-sense’, and Proto-Germanitike meant ‘with an x-appearance’. Both of these
nouns were in the ablative. What is interesting about thedet®ens for our purposes is
that the relationality which the resulting adverbs possesshastes is based on the
ablative of the underlying nouns.

Local adverbs, just as local adpositions, are lexicallygstaed to serve as modifiers of
something — a verb or, more rarely, a noun, an adjectia@other adverb. That means
adverbs and adpositions do not differ in their VA relatibarthermore, both local
adverbs and adpositions signify a local aspect (a part, diorenspatial region) of
something or with respect to something. Compare the a- with-gentences in E62Y.

E62. a. Heison top of the roof.
ENGL b. Heison top.

E63. a. Eristiber dem Dach. ‘He is above the roof.’
GERM b. Erist oben. ‘He is above (or upstairs).’

In the a-examples, the reference point of the local spatidn is overtly indicated, in
the form of an oblique argument of the adposition. Thesdaials in the b-sentences
mean the same as the adpositions of the a-sentencesidfidierstood to mean that he
is on top of something; and similarly, E63.b necessarilyup@sses a reference point
“below” with respect to which he is above. The differendbas this reference point is
not expressed in the b-sentences. The difference betaeanadpositions and local
adverbs is that the former have a syntactic slot for diquebcomplement, while the
latter do not. Their reference point must be understaod the situation; often it is the
speaker or otherwise inferable from deixis. Cf. Matthew&L1150f.

In the present and the preceding sections, | trace tHetievoof case affixes out of
either adpositions or adverbs. The treatment systematiziecthén that it assumes that
exactly one of the alternatives is at the origin of a givase affix. However, nothing
would exclude a syntactically ambiguous item Bk@veor on topto develop into a case
affix. As | have no relevant historical data, | will noesplate on this course of events.

| will not dwell here on the possible origins of local adveabd mention only a few in
passing (there is rich material on adverbs in Germanic lgegua Ramat 1980:173-
175). Just like adpositions, they may be based on locasn&f. Englhome= Germ.
heim Germ.zurtick(to:back) ‘back(wards)’, Gothidalapa(valley:Loc) ‘below (adv.)’
(for Hittite see below). Or they may come from adjectivesiéypag a semantically

%0 Similar examples could be adduced from French, e/ards likedevant, aprés, en face (de)
are used either as prepositions or as adverbs.
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empty local noun, which became elliptical and finally lost.L@t. supra‘above’,infra
‘below’ < supeelinfera parte ‘on the upper/lower side’. Often local adverbs are
derivatively related to adpositions. Cf. Germarten‘below (adv.)’ vs.unter ‘below
(prep.)’ etc. Note again the case endings detectable om abtinese adverbs.

Irrespective of such genetic differences, and in spitesaf @ventual origin in relational
local nouns, all of these adverbs have it in commorthiegtcan modify a verb without
reference to an NP complement, as exemplified in E63dxeTdre languages without
either adpositions or preverbs, among them Wichita (Caddoginpal and Mangarayi,
or only three postpositions, such as Kobon (Davies 1981).20f these, Wichita does
not even have more than two cases (locative and instrume3ual) languages usually
abound in very specific adverbs, deictic particles and dstraiive pronouns which
dispense with the expression of the reference point by RinANtypical Mangarayi
sentence with locative adjuncts is E64.a. The reference pbithe advertbiwi is
perfectly clear from the context. It may optionally be addethe dative, as in E64.b.

E64. a. Ywgun J-yag, paya biwi pa-ina-n-gu.
MANG ahead 2.5G-go(IMP) | behind 1.SG-come-PRS-DES
‘Go ahead, I'll come behind.” (Merlan 1982:80)
b. Biwi pagga pa-iina-n.
behind 2.SG.DAT 1.SG-come-PRS
‘I'l come behind you.’ (o.c. 81)
E65. Ja-O-yag jilbm @>wam<galama.
MANG PRS.POS.3-3.5G-go inside  <N.ALL>sugarbag
‘It [a bee] goes inside to the sugarbag [honey].’ (029. 8

In E65, either the adverb or the NP adjunct is optional —eeithn stand alone. They
specify each other, the adverb expressing more prediseljocal relation, the NP
rendering the reference point explicit. E66 is anotlhangle of the same type, from
Kalkatungu, another Australian language.

E66. Juru mka-na kunti-pia tingka.
KaLK man go-PAST house-LOC behind

‘The man went behind the house.” (Mallinson & Blake 1981:90)
E66." juru pka-na uingka kunti-pia. id.

The adverhutizka is a fossilized nominal form, analyzablewds ‘back’ + -yka Loc.
What is particularly telling in our context is the syntagmaticrattangeability of the
adverb and the NP adjunct.

If the adverb is of nominal origin, it is not rare to findth this and the juxtaposed NP
equipped with a case marker. Thus, in Maori E67.b idtamative to a.



3. Grammatical domains 80

E67. a. ki runga i NP
MAORI to top LOC NP ‘above NP’

b. ki runga ki NP
to top to NP ‘on top of NP’ (cf. Kahr 1975:27)

The juxtaposed NP may either have the unmarked locateposition or receive the
same one as the preceding adverb.

We should pause here for a moment to pin down this syntdaticture and compare it
with the one we posited in the preceding section as the hasipasitions which govern
the genitive (F4). The common denominator of the abowestructions may be
represented as in F5.

F5. Structure of expanded adverbial phrase
([NP-Casg ]) ([ADV(-CAsE) ])

The brackets indicate that the two parts of the expandeert@dl phrase do not
necessarily form a constituent. In fact, they cannotnfane as long as both are
potentially independent; this is indicated by the parenthesescd$e marker on the
adverb is not essential; it may be present if the adgeob nominal origin. Casand
casewill generally be local cases; in particular, case genitive. Caseand casemay
be identical, as in E67.b, E69.b and E70, or they mayasat E67.a. In the latter case,
they must be somehow compatible; we do not expect tcesge case= ablative and
case= allative. Often, one of them will be an unspecific locatagein E67.a. Both the
adverb and the juxtaposed NP modify the same constituergrajly the verb of the
clause; so casand caseare selected in accordance with this function.

The essential difference between F4 (either a or b) &ns fhis: In F4 the NP serving
as the reference point of the location has the syntactic sfaiusomplement, governed
by the subsequent adposition. In F5 the same NP hatatue of a modifier of the same
constituent of which the subsequent adposition is a modifietwth are in apposition.

Therefore, the case of the NP in F4 is governed byuhsesjuent adposition and is,
consequently, the genitive, whereas the case of the NPigrfeb governed at all, but
semantically motivated.

According to Indo-Europeanist communis opinio, structuréb@feneral form F5 are
at the basis of the development of adpositions in the Indopgan languages. Indeed,
some of the archaic Indo-European languages, particeldic\and Hittite, have hardly
any adpositions. Hittite (for which see Starke 1977, parh&3 a number of local
adverbs of nominal origin, with still recoverable case endigse of them pattern in
a regular way in that they may take either directional ousatove case endings and
function, accordingly, as either a directional or a locative pdverbial. From %er
‘top’, for instance, we get bo#ara ‘to the top’ andser‘on top’. The locative group may
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function as postpositions and take nominal complements oegsigs suffixes. This is
essentially like the Turkish situation exemplified by E50 and Ineaifustrated by E68.

E68. a. ta-an hass-as pira-n tia-nzi
HITT CONN-it  hearth-GEN front-ACC  put-3.PL

‘And they put it in front of the hearth.’
(KBo XVII 18 11 8, Starke 1977:170)

b. ERIN"nha-n  kwi-s anda peta-i,
troops-ACC REL-NOM.AN inside:DIR  carry-3.SG
DUMU.E.GAL-s-a  peras-set ®Szupari  harz-i.
steward-NOM-CONN front-POSS.3.ACE  torch hold-3.SG

‘He who brings the troops inside, the steward holds a toetbre him.’
(KBo XVII 1 1 32f)

If these same relational nouns are put into the directiasal,they may only function as
adverbs and not take complements. These adverbs mayagtiur alone, as in E69a, or
they may be followed by an NP in the same case, as in b.

E69. a. testa para-a apzi.

HiITT then  front-DIR go-3.PL
‘Then they go outside.’ (KBo XVII 18 1l 5, Starke 197704
b. nesta namma para-a hila pai-zi.

then again front-DIR vyard:DIR go0-3.SG

‘Then he again goes out into the yard.’
(KBo XXI 90 r. 21, Starke 1977:154)

A parallel toparain E69.a may be seenamdaof E68.b. The combination of the adverb
with an NP, as in E69.b, is obviously appositive. If theWwd?e a complement of the

adverb, the sense would be different. The spirit of timstcaction may be rendered by
‘to the front, namely to the yard’.

E70. anda-san parn-a awi pai-zi
HiTTt inside:DIR-PTL  house-DIR notyet go-3.SG
‘he has not yet gone into the house’ (KBo VI 2 IV 37" rk2al 977:152)

There are, however, collocations such as that in E70seathe construction is equally
appositive, but where the sense would be the same if tiveeliPa complement of the
adverb. In these, the adverb may be reinterpreted ad@osition. This process goes
hand in hand with the grammaticalization of the case endingeeohNP and on the

31 The suffixal possessive pronoun agrees with itsllieaase. Due to phonological assimilation,
the case of the head does not appear.
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adverb, which then no longer suffice to express the a@leelation by themselves.

Correspondingly, the collocation of the adverb and the MBrbes increasingly fixed.

It is then the adverb which expresses the relation of th ki verb. This means that
the NP by itself no longer has an immediate relation to the \tenleeds the adverb,

which thereby becomes an adposition. This is the stagesezyieel in most of the other
ancient Indo-European languages, for instance Latin:

E71. a. Caesar dormit sub arbore.
LATIN ‘Caesar is sleeping below a tree.’

b. Caesar se iacit sub arborem.
‘Caesar throws himself under a tree.’

The NParborein E71.a is in the ablative, which comprises among its furstioat of
the locative Arboremin b is in the accusative, which still preserves some faoég of
an older directional. Thus, the cases of the NPs are siealigrappropriate to their local
functions in these sentences. However, in none of theld dwipreposition be lacking;
the cases by themselves do not suffice to express swathreanings.

Further grammaticalization of the adpositional phrase involvesrawing down of the
choice of the case for the NP. Some Latin prepositiongarsubin allowing either the
ablative or the accusative; but most of them invariably requst one of these cases.
Compare E72.a and b.

E72. a. Caesarlegatos ad Hannibalem misit.
LATIN ‘Caesar sent envoys to Hannibal.’

b. Caesar ad Cannas pugnam commisit.
‘Caesar fought a battle at Cannae.’

Ad can only have a complement in the accusative. While thisodwmiexpectable on

semantic grounds in sentences such as E72.a, it woirldgg@opriate in b if the case of
an NP dependent on a preposition had an independeahseriunction. To the extent
that the preposition determines the case of its complemeatio the extent that this
case may be without a proper semantic function, the gtepogoverns its complement
and the case of the latter. The consequence is that thof leselopment results in the
same type of construction which results from the grammatitializaf relational nouns

with a genitive complement reviewed in the preceding sectiertith grammaticaliza-

tion channels converge.

In the subsequent course of events, a number of tmagsappen in varying order (cf.
the beginning of ch. 3.4.1.3). The case affix of the(difhoun) will be deleted, and the
adposition will become a case affix. Proceeding in the argeitioned, we encounter
Italian examples such as E73.

E73. Cesare mise legati a Annibale. =E72a
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The morphological difference between E72.a and &h&h consists in the presence vs.
absence of case endings, is matched by a syntacticediéeer While the prepositional
phrase in E72.a is clearly an adjunct, in E73 it is wellitenway to becoming a
complement of the verb. Whitel Hannibalemn E72.a might eventually be substituted
by the mere dativelannibali, which would represent a complement, no such choice is
available in E73, since dative complements in Italian are catstiwith the very same
preposition. It is important to observe that parallel to thedighg of the AN bond, we
have a tightening of the VA bond.

The further fate of prepositions on caseless nouns resdglbeen dealt with on p. 73
and need not be repeated here. Let us finally see whpemspvhen (parallel to T1

above) the case affix of the noun does not get lostbdifie adposition becomes affixal.
The stacking of a postposition on a case suffix can berdhesl from Basque (cf.

Brettschneider 1978:69). There is an allative sufit), as in E74.a.

E74. a. mendi-ra
BASQ mountain-ALL  ‘to the mountain’

b. mendi-ra-ntz  ‘towards the mountain’
c. mendi-ra-ino  ‘up to the mountain’

This may be expanded either by a suffikzto yield a directional, as in b, or by a suffix
-no to yield a terminative, as in c. Similar phenomena occunrdog to Kahr 1976:
123f and Comrie 1981[1]:210f, in Georgian. Here it igipalary noteworthy that while
there is nominal agreement in primary cases, the seconuamplex cases are not
repeated in the agreement. Recall what was said at the end3#.1.3 on parallelism
in the development of agreement and of agglutinative to fustasa affixes.

A recent postposition may fall in with an old case prefikisTsituation has been
analyzed by Greenberg (1980). It arose in the Ethiopgulages, which, in keeping with
their Semitic provenience, had prepositions, bug¢rlaunder Cushitic influence,
developed a number of new syntactic properties, among plostpositions. E75 is an
example.

E75. bo-ketoma-w wid
AMH  LOC-town-DEF inside ‘in the town’
Similar phenomena may be found in (non-Persian) Irdamguages. If the adposition

becomes affixal, a case circumfix is the result. Sucht @xislangarayi (see Merlan
1982:57-59). The case paradigm of the masculine nalam‘man’ is as in T3.
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T3. Mangarayi case paradigm

accusative @-malam
nominative na-malam
genitive/dative/purposive na-malam-gu
locative na-malam-gan
allative @-malam-géama
ablative @-malam-gana

The prefixal part codes not only case, but also geitdéorm, including the zero, varies
among masculine, feminine and neuter nouns. The fudi@ase and gender in the
prefixal part, together with the fact that therenis suffixal part in the (most)
grammatical cases, warrants the conclusion that the circesrdibe combinations of old
prefixes with newly suffixed postpositions. Thers, iin fact, a prefixless
perlative/praeterlative in neuter nouns which still is more encliéic fuffixal (0.c. 59).

The reverse situation of a more recent preposition hittiog @m old case suffix is, of
course, familiar from the western Indo-European languadgewever, it is doubtful
whether circumfixes will develop here (for instance, irrr@n), since even in those
languages where the suffixes have long been lost, thegtieps have not yet become
prefixes.

3.4.1.5. Renovations and reinforcements

In the preceding sections we have dealt with two grammatitializehannels which
lead to case-marked nouns bearing an immediate relatiayoteeaning term, generally
a verb. The input to the channels are constructions in vilwcrelation between a verb
and an NP is made maximally explicit, being split up into a YWéan AN relation, with
a — possibly complex — relator in between. There is obWaa$ong way from the
input to the output. As there is continuous renovation andoregment in this area,
most languages have not only one, but several constrs@iong this grammaticaliza-
tion scale. Turkish, Basque and German are typical exanf@lorresponding to the
constant waves of renovation, many languages haveaséagzrs of prepositions or of
postpositions. A typical situation is the following: The most greatical case functions,
such as the subiject, direct (and possibly indirect) objettpanhaps also the genitive
function, are expressed by case affixes (which magh®.zAbove this, there is a layer
of primary prepositions, covering such basic adverbiaitfans as the purposive (final),
instrumental, benefactive, comitative, locative, allatiirectional, ablative. Then
follows a layer of secondary prepositions, representmg romplex adverbial relations
such as adversative, privative, terminative, sublative, sgpe etc. While this set is
numerically more comprehensive than the primary one, itstliclosed set. Beyond it,
there is an open choice of free constructions involving relatimouns, combinations of
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prepositions with adverbs and, as we shall see, verbfhdoexpression of relations
which are seldom or never grammaticalized in languges.

| will return in ch. 3.4.2.2 to the possibility of ordering €disnctions according to their
grammaticality and here draw attention only to some formaltgokfirst, as already
indicated, the size of the paradigms tends to grow from tha&rchto the outward layers,
though there may be smaller subparadigms in between. &a&benntimacy of the bond
between the relator and the noun decreases from theaffags to the secondary
adpositions and free combinations. Third, the phonologicaghweof the relators

increases in the same way. In particular, the prymedpositions are often all
monosyllabic, while the secondary ones may be polysyllabialgo Kahr 1976:138).

Whenever a case affix (other than genitive) is combined avitdposition, adverb or
relational noun, or a preposition is combined with one ofethader devices, or any
similar combination is produced, we are presented withoaenor less complex
reinforcement. Such reinforcement may take place abihge levels of grammaticality;
no construction is so little grammaticalized that it would be exé&mom reinforcement.
Thus we have seen that concrete, local cases majnberced by juxtaposed adverbs.
Later on in the development of the same language, theadreebs, then prepositions,
may be used to reinforce dwindling grammatical cases, $tance the dative.

The reinforcement and renovation of prepositions maytaotig be observed in the
western Indo-European languages. Contemporary Gesffeas a rich selection. Certain
combinations of prepositions with relational nouns, suclnfmge (r/ durch) and
mithilfe (< mit), have already been mentioned. These processesirauaag.lm Zuge
(lit. in the train (of)) ‘by, as part of (an action)’ is fainlgcent; and at the time of this
writing, the most fashionable phrases on TV aneGefolge(lit. in the suite) ‘as a
consequence (of), by’, evidently meant to reinfonéelge, andim Wege(lit. in the way)
‘by (way of)’, which already exhibits slight traces of graaticalization, because if
ungrammaticalized, it would have to def dem Wegestrangely enough, such elaborate
locutions are not necessarily more precise than the simgegitiens which they help
avoid.

Examples from colloquial French are listed in Frei 192%odding to him (p. 72f)de
is currently devoid of any separative meaning and mussemuently be reinforced
whenever such a meaning is intended. Thus:

E76. a. ladérivation des chosagartir du principe
FREN ‘the derivation of things from the principle’

b. vue de I'hotetiepuisle lac
‘view of the hotel from the lake’

c. divorcerd'avecsa femme
‘divorce from one's wife’

32 This situation was sketched by J. Untermann inrgoublished WiTyp paper of 02.10.80.
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On the other hand, the desemanticized prepositieasda are dropped from complex
prepositions originally formed with their help. Thus (o.c. 123)

E77. a. C'esten face [de]la Sorbonne.
FREN ‘It is opposite the Sorbonne.’

b. jusque [a] maintenant
‘up to now’

c. pres [de] la porte Maillot
‘near the porte Maillot’

The process exemplified in E77 is parallel to the droppirgasé affixes when adposi-
tions originally combined with them become more grammaticglicecE56 and the
subsequent discussion.

Finally, mention should be made of the reinforcement gedis and prepositions by
combining them with each other. Examples may be found ihistbery of the Germanic
and Romance languages (cf. Kahr 1975:41). In Englisihavwein-to, on-to, up-on,
where the first component is presumably an adverb. The peepositions have been
reinforced in a similar fashion on their way into Romance:

Vulgar Latin French

ab-ante from-before > avant in front of
de-intus of-inside > dans in

de-ex of-out > dés since

At least in some of these cases, we are faced with alation of prepositions, the
syntactic mechanism of which remains to be investigated.

3.4.1.6. Preverbs

This is the only occasion in this study that a grammatical dadentified with recourse
to its position relative to another one. The functions whiclfudfibed by elements such
ascon, re-, dis-, etc. in Latin, are fulfilled by preverbs in a great manmo-European
and non-Indo-European languages. ‘Postverbs’ whichl felactly the same function
are extremely rare. One example occurs in Arosip0al971:30f). One of its
prepositions, vizini, may be suffixed to the verb, rendering this transitive vasipect
to the preposition's complement. Accordingly, it is followedHgyverbal object suffiX
This is syntactically similar to the Totonac preverbs discussémivb The common
derivational verb suffixes, such as the causative, bemefaapplicative, iterative etc.,
are obviously of quite a different nature.

% Richer paradigms of postverbs are reported frony&iiwanda and Kwakw'ala.
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In general it must be said that this field has been spegjiected in the literature. | know
of no crosslinguistic study which surveys the different kioldsreverbs and classifies
them according to functional or structural criteria. The attemptsis direction which
are sketched below must be considered preliminary. | taiit with the type of preverb
familiar from Indo-European languages and then contrasthitssme other types.

Recall that in ch. 3.4.1.1, we had to split up the advierbliztion into a VA relation and
an AN relation. As the adverbial relator graduadlgappears in the course of
grammaticalization, this dual relation will collapse into one dikéd relation. The
routes of grammaticalization we have examined so far hae¢hing in common: what
is strongly grammaticalized and finally eradicated is the ANioglaThe VA relation
thereby gradually becomes a VN relation. However, it is abliater stages of the
development that this is also affected by grammaticalizationelyavhen a concrete
case develops into a grammatical one and the erstwhile abgrmines a complement
of the verb (cf. E73). It is true that this process mag gts on further, leading to the
incorporation of the complement into the verb. But by this,tthreAN relation has long
ceased to exist.

We must now ask whether this order of events is napgsé/hat happens if the VA
relation is tightened first, the AN relation being left intact? Tieeer is, of course, that
this leads to preverbation. Indo-European languages telstifydantly to the following
alternative: an adverb which mediates between a verb amPamay find either its
relationship to the NP or the one to the verb tightend. Inaitmedr case, it becomes an
adposition, in the latter, a preverb. Itis true that therénalee European languages such
as German, where the same elements may function nodvebanow as preposition,
now as preverb; and we cannot exclude the possilhiglysuch a situation obtained in
Proto-Indo-European as well. Nevertheless, the evideinte earliest Indo-European
languages, Hittite und Vedic, suggests that there was aotlaksnents whose primary
function was that of an adverb, and which only derivativecondarily both in a
synchronic and, as it appears, in a diachronic senglg, ftmction also as either adpositi
ons or preverbs. There has been some debate in thaulige(amocked in Starke 1977:
127-131) on whether a category ‘preverb’ must begeized for Hittite, on the basis of
sentences such as E69.a. Hittite does, in fact, appaapresent a phase where the
adverbs are still completely ambivalent and have not yet embark either course. In
Vedic, they are a little further developed, since they terattach to the verb and only
seldom can be said to function as adpositions (see DkIA888, pass.). Typical
examples are in E78f.

E78. & asya pragh gshtah
VED DET:NOM.PL.F this:GEN.SG.M creature:NOM.PL.F  createBFPIARPF:NOM.PL.F

paa babhivuh
away RDP.PF:become:3.PL

‘these creatures of his perished’ (CB 2,5,1, Delbrucl8183
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E79. vyad apjanti
VED REL:ACC.SG.N off:drive:3.PL
‘what they drive away’ (AB 5,28,2, Delbriick 1888:446)

They illustrate two things. First, the coalescence betweenrprand verb is further ad-
vanced in subordinated clauses (E79) than in main clqd&S&). Second, while the
meaning of the combination of the verb with the preverbnsnsonly compositional in
a regular way, as shown in E7&p@‘off’ + aj- ‘drive’), there are also many cases like
E78 where it becomes specialized and irregular with regpéstcomponents. We also
see that this does not necessarily correlate with the cl@asehdake structural bond
between verb and preverb.

In Latin, most of these elements have ceased to functiadvasbs and appear either as
preverbs or as prepositions, most commonly as both. Tygiemples are in E80.

E80. a. Caesar milites castris educit.

LATIN b. Caesar milites ex castris ducit.
‘Caesar leads the soldiers out of the camp.’

There is a slight difference in meaning between the pbal@nd the prepositional
variants, as in the former the constellation expressed bgdakrelator is part of what
Is accomplished by the verbal action, whereas in the liatiternot. This leads to a
resultative connotation in the former case. In Latin, thereciear correlation of the
following sort: if the local relator is constructed as appsition, the constructional
meaning is compositional, while if it is constructed as a pbewhe meaning may be
irregular to varying degrees. An extreme, but by no meésolated, case isterficere
morphologically clearly composed after ‘between’ andfacere ‘do’, which means
Kkill".

The end of this line of development is reached by a cartass of preverbs in German.
The oldest layer of preverbs is constituted by such elenasiis, er-, ver-, zer etc.
These have only very vague meanings associated with Thentlearest iger, which
closely corresponds to Latidis- ‘asunder’. More vague arbe APPLICATIVE, er-
RESULTATIVE, ver- MUTATIVE & RESULTATIVE. Examples areerreil3eritear asunder’,
bearbeiteriwork on’, erarbeiten'work out’, verarbeiterfprocess’. These elements have
no adverbial or prepositional counterparts, but are imabpaprefixed to their verbs.
The meaning alterations of the verb stem produced by #@renfrequently highly
irregular, as iversteherr understandOften they are accompanied by a valency change,
as inarbeitenvs. be-/er-/verarbeitenhowever, this is not regular either.

While we might expect the semantic fusion of verb and glevo parallel their
structural coalescence, this is by no means always dgbeagedic examples above
should have suggested. There are, in fact, variousbdiiges of deviating from this
idealized development. In English, we have a type of comg verb exemplified by
leavesomethingput, eatsomethingip, standup/outetc. The local relators involved here
are clearly neither prepositions nor preverbs. Structurdiy are most similar to
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adverbs; but they form part of a discontinuous complesb\and may change the
meaning of the simple verb in irregular ways, just as pbsveay. The corresponding
type in German constitutes a more recent layer of prevétmes counterparts to the
English examples amuslassenaufessepaufstehenhervor or abstehenHere we do
have preverbs; but they are separable in certain synégstionments, mainly in finite
main clauses, where we fildl3t etwas ausf3t etwas aufsteht auf/hervor/aljust as in
English. Their syntactic behavior is essentially that of adverbials

We appear to have two parameters here, viz. theagyrdtic variability of the
combination of the verb with the preverb and the degrdasodn of their meanings,
which are partly independent of each other. Other Indojgan languages whose
preverbs would have to be allocated to various places twtidimensional space thus
set up include Ancient Greek and Russian. Moreovewaewed have to distinguish both
between different historical stages of these languagebetmceen different layers of
preverbs existing together at one stage. In this respedijttiation is analogous to the
one sketched on p. 84f for adpositions.

However, the picture becomes more complicated once wa fakier construction into
account. In German, there are such verbsidsgewdhnen afto get accustomed to’,
sich wundern Ub€to wonder at’ halten flr‘'regard as’ etc., which have counterparts in
most of the modern Indo-European languages. Heredtiiieis said to govern a certain
preposition. Prepositions in such a construction have cergpegies in common with
preverbs. Semantically, the situation is similar to ¢lhé up/aufessetype discussed
above, in that the adverbial relator ist not — like an dalverindependent of the verbal
lexeme, but in some way forms part of it. Some of thesd + preposition’ syntagms
can alternatively be rendered by a ‘preverb-verb’ synidlgus we havevarten aufwait
for = erwarten hoffen aufhope for’ =erhoffen zweifeln arfdoubt’ = bezweifelnetc.
However, the ‘verb + preposition’ complex differs from t@nstructions reviewed so
far in that the adverbial relator governs an NP whichtdotess one of the actants of the
verb. So adpositions, too, can experience the fate tbdtave just found to apply to
adverbs, namely they lose their independence from theamerlare somehow subsumed
under its meaning.

The discussion of the grammaticalization of adpositions in teeegding sections
showed us that this commonly proceeds to completion witheuntarvention of any

such factor as semantic irregularity. The development eldgdpin the preceding

paragraph would seem to be a deviation from the seowf grammaticalization,
something which may or may not happen, but which clearlyot constitutive of

grammaticalization. Looking back at our Indo-European gngs; we must recognize
that semantic irregularity — varying from slight modificationsegular compositiona-
lity to complete unpredictability — is characteristic of anseesgial for them. What is
more, preverbation as exemplified so far has all pheperties of a process of
word-formation. It does not apply to all verbs (or tora#mbers of a grammatically
defined subclass), but exhibits varying degrees of mtodty; and it applies to different
verbs with different results. Nothing of the sort hasidfeeand in the grammaticalization
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channels discussed so far. This should warn us agachsdiimg preverbation, at least of
the above type, as one domain of grammaticalization.

It is now legitimate to ask whether semantic irregularity is reaflgaessary ingredient
of preverbation. We are looking for a preverb whichsdoet contribute to the verbal
lexeme but which, just like an inflectional affix, alters thargmatical behavior of the
verb. In short, we are looking for an adposition whichrefiped to a verb without

losing the syntactic properties of an adposition. An examiptei® has already been
presented in E80 above; but as was stated there, thisisegular grammatical strategy
in Latin.

Two types of verbal prefixes come to mind which fulfill eiove requirement. The first
is maximally similar to the Latin example just mentioned and gdcufotonac (Penu-
tian, Mexico; see Reid et al. 1968:24-30). Totonac ha® 8¥the normal order of the
main constituents, no cases and some basic prepositionsasuelic) Loc, partly
borrowed from Spanish. It has personal prefixes absvand relational nouns. The
verbal agreement prefixes may cross-reference uptpanicipants. Nearer to the root,
there is a series of slots for preverbs of the kind agiewere. (A bene-/malefactive
suffix which figures in Reid et al.'s account will be omittedeheThe use of the pre-
verbs is illustrated by E81.

E81. a. TE-tlahua-lh huanm ca'-lacchicni'.

TOTON PRAET-do-PAST  that place.of-town
‘He did it passing by that town.’ (o.c. 25f)
b. Li-tucsa qui'hui'.
INST-hit  stick
‘He hits him with a stick.’ (p. 26)

It may be seen that the function of these preverbs ifgtamparable to that of adposi-
tions. The Totonac preverbs govern complements, thingge may be reduced to verbal
agreement prefixes, which in turn are zero for the thedsgn. But if there is a
complement NP, there is no additional preposition. For thefgpadverbial functions
involved — others are @VITATIVE, INESSIVE and &PARATIVE —, there is no
alternative to this construction; i.e. there is no way of omittingpthéxes.

A further essential difference from the Latin preverbs isbe#n the fact that the Toto-
nac preverbs may be combined by rules governing tlssilple cooccurrence and se-
guencing. E82 is an example with three preverbs.

E82. [I-te-mak-tanmahua tumn
ToToN INST-PRAET-SEP-buy money

‘As he passes by it, he buys it from him with money.” (. 2

It is evident that this is a means of augmenting the valeh@e verb. Now this is
something which elsewhere is done by derivation, not bigatidbn. Although the
Totonac preverbs are completely regular and insofar inflealtid is interesting to note
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that they occupy affix positions relatively close to the vierbat. The sequence of
verbal prefixes is: Tense & Person - Aspect - Piteve Transitivity-changing Derivation
- Root. With this in view, the grammatical status of the prevafpears to represent an
exceptional, type-constitutive feature of Totonac. It is allnoee remarkable as there
are no adpositions corresponding to the prev&rbs.

The second type of grammatical preverb presented dwse have adpositions from
which it appears to be derived. In AbkRamany of the local relators can be shown to
derive from relational nouns. Some of them occur onlyasspositions, others only as
preverbs, and others alternatively as both. It is with therlstibclass that we are
concerned here. Furthermore, Abkhaz has a persoefat plot on relational nouns and
postpositions and up to three such slots on verbs. Thesgr@ement prefixes, i.e. they
occur independently of whether a complement NP is additiopa#lgent or not. The
instrumental postposition ia; as in E83.

E83. a-zh'a a-la ®-yo-so-yt'.
ABKH ART-Hammer OBL.3.SG.NHUM-with  ABS.1.SG-10.3.SG.M-hKDEP

‘| hit him with the/a hammer.’ (Hewitt 1979:114)

E83. a-zh'a s-a+la-p-so-yt'.
ART-hammer  ABS.1.SG-OBL.3.SG.NHUM+with-10.3.SG.M-hNDEP

In an alternative, and often preferred, construction, ttstppsition, together with its
personal prefix, is inserted in the series of verbal pesfinamely between the absoluti-
ve and the indirect (or oblique) object slot. The NP dempnt of the postposition
remains in its place. This is exemplified in E8R'.is a grammatically regular
construction for quite a number of local and other relators.

If the Abkhaz preverb did not have its personal prefiwjould be more similar to the
Totonac one. Being as it is, the combination of preverb wileeanent affix is
assimilated to a personal agreement prefix. In this respiscsjmilar to preverbation in
Sumerian (see Falkenstein 1959:46- 49, 59f) and to oreemgnt prefix class of
Swahili (cf. Kahr 1975:48). There are no preverbs inldinguage, but instead a number
of verbal prefix slots, among them one for the subjedtane for the direct object. The
subject agreement prefix may also refer to a local atjtiis is topicalized, as in E84.

E84. ku-le m-ji-ni ku-me-ugua wa-tu  wengi
SWAH CL17-D3 CL3-village-LOC CL17-PF-fallil CL2-man CL2:mmg*®
‘In that town many people are ill.’ (Polomé 1967:160)

3 Recall, in contrast, the otherwise similar Arosseanentioned on p. 86.
% See Hewitt 1979:113-149. The facts of closely egla@herkes are similar.
% M-ji-ni, being a locative expression, triggers class.&7)acative, agreement.
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The agreement prefiku- on the verb represents the amalgamation of a pronominal
element with a locative semantic component, and it refers adjanct NP elsewhere in
the clause. So far the construction is similar to the Abkhazodi=83'. On the other
hand, the differences are not to be minimized. For ong,tthiere is strictly speaking, no
local relator inku-, as there is an adverbial relator in the Abkbala. Instead, the
locative element constitutes a noun class, whemea8bkhaz noun classes are
represented by the personal prefix, not by the preveslf. itsnally, the reference to
local adjuncts by verb prefixes is a narrowly restrictechpheenon in Swahili, whereas

it is common in Abkhaz. Nevertheless, the exampgiews how grammatical
preverbation may gradually pass over into verbal agreement.

No grammaticalization channel for preverbation will be setene.nOn the one hand,
preverbation of the Indo-European type does not apgpdse a product of grammatica-
lization. On the other hand, the evidence for grammaticaepoation is as yet too scant
for us to conceive of its evolution; more languages of titerfac type have to be found.
However, what has been seen suffices for us to abseran adverbial relator, which
mediates between a verb and an NP, may take two altercativees of grammati-

calization, according to whether it becomes more noun-boumnabre verb-bound. In

the former case, it will end up as a case affix, inldtter as a preverb. In this way we
might hope to formulate the diachronic basis of the funcitiegaivalence of case

affixes and preverbs, as far as it holds.

3.4.1.7. Coverbs

Up to now we have concentrated on adverbial relatorsetefrom relational nouns.
However, the only formal condition for something to be ablprtivide an adverbial
relation to an NP is that it contain an oblique argumentBhas. condition is fulfilled,
among the lexemes, not only by relational nouns dgb by transitive verbs.
Accordingly, we find adpositions derived from transitivebge Sometimes these are
finite, as in Italiarun anno fgLit.: a year it makes) ‘a year ago’. But more oftesythre
participial, as in Italiamonostante= notwithstandingGermarwahrend= during, Engl.
concerningetc. It seems plausible that both relational nouns andittvengerbs are
available for languages of any type for the formation gbadions. While this appears
to be true in principle, languages of different types Isineng one-sided preferences.
Thus Japanese, Turkish, Quechua, Hungarian and typallggonilar languages seem
to strongly favor relational nouns as the source of th@iosidons. When we look for a
language which favors transitive verbs, we come acropheamomenon somewhat
different from the examples just adduced, namely covérdl assume a&overbto be

a serial verb which assumes the function of an adpogtiomp. 30), thus restricting
somewhat the possible meaning of this term. The developrheatial verbs to adposi-
tions has been treated repeatedly in recent times; se@afople, Li & Thompson 1973,
1974, Hagege 1975, Givon 1975, esp. 93ff, Hyman 18&hr 1975:33-40, Sasse
1977[G]:113-117, Huang 1978, Clark 1979 and Lightf@%213-228. Here are some
examples:
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E85. a. Kuv txiv tsis nyob hauv tsev
HMONG I male not be.in inside  house

‘My father is not at home.’ (Clark 1979:7)

b. Maivmim npaj ib roog gav nyob hauv tsev.
Maimee prepare one table food in inside house

‘Maimee is preparing a meal in the house.’ (0.c. 6)
E86. Da ikwaémi sibé Unam!
ErFik  take knife this cut meat
‘Cut the meat with this knife!’ (Welmers 1973:369)
E87. Nam utémémi nd mi!
ErFk do work  this give me
‘Do this work for me!’ (ibid.)

E88. Woyodng jiandao jim zhi.

MAND ! use scissors cut  paper
‘| cut paper with the scissors.’
E89. Ni jie gé& ta san.
MAND You lend give he umbrella
‘You lend him an umbrella.’

The examples in E85 show the same element used orctuthverb, then as a serial
verb with the force of a preposition. The other examplesvsrerbs only in the latter
function. The contrast between the interlinear transmorphéonzand the idiomatic
translation is meant to suggest that these can still be usedyaviting degrees of
freedom, as full verbs, but here function like prepositidihe development of coverbs
commonly to be observed has been sketched in Clark 137 3able is reproduced
here, with some adaptations, as F6. While 1, 2 and 3ibseguent substages of stage
II, a and b are alternative realizations of the final stage.

Despite the wealth of recent literature — which is more typoétlgithan descriptively
oriented —, the details of this development are not yet sufflgielear. The nature of
verb serialization has to be left in the dark here, just Aad to be above on p. 30.
However, it seems safe to assume that the juxtapositiamall s@nstruction with which
we enter stage Il is reanalyzed, during this stage, gseadency construction in which
the subsequent adposition is dependent on its erstwhile fediday Simultaneously, the
coverb loses any inflectional characteristics it may haveitedit loses the properties
of a verb. As has been stressed by Givon (1975:82tB6)semantic depletion, the
morphological reduction and the loss of syntagmatic variabrigal ingredients of the
grammaticalization of a verb to an adposition; but they daneed to occur exactly
simultaneously. Therefore, there is no sharp boundamneles (co-)verb and adposition.
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Again, since these processes may affect different vertgfarent times, not all the
serial verbs of a language are necessarily at one arghthe stage of F6. All of this is
exactly parallel to the picture drawn above on p. 84f fpoations of nominal origin.

F6. Grammaticalization of coverbs

stage category
l. vV - The word occurs only as a verb.
| N
i 1. V (P) The word occurs both as a verb and as aositon:
the coverb stage.
L
2. \Y P
L
3. V) P
L
. a. - P The word occurs only as an adposition.
b V # P Underlying verb and adposition become homophones.

A coverb may be regarded as an adverbial relator pgraya& relation between a main
verb and an NP. In the preceding section we saw th&t anadverbial relator may
either become noun-bound or verb-bound. The developoficserial verbs into adposi-
tions is clearly a case of tightening the bond between theraladdhe NP. We may ask
whether the alternative, the coalescence of the coverb withdhreverb — parallel to
the evolution of preverbs —, also occurs. There is, ah f@bundant evidence that it
does. E90 and E91 are examples.

E90. da ikwa di!

EFik take knife come ‘Bring a knife!” (Welmers 1973:369)
E91. é no 5 Ku.
Ewg he drink water die ‘He drowned.”  (W. Kuhn p.c.)

We observe two things here. First, the serial and the weainform a complex lexical
item. Second, this may be discontinous, as in E90. Tlaese &re exactly parallel to
those about preverbation of the Indo-European type asssisd in ch. 3.4.1.6. That is,
the composition of two verbs would not be regardedcasa of grammaticalization. | do
not want to imply, however, that the grammaticalization antkethiealization of a serial
verb construction are always neatly distinct. In order to difge hope, it suffices to
compare E90 with E86. The difficulty of keeping verbal poomds and grammaticaliz-



3.4. Clause level relations 95

ed constructions of full (infinite) verb + auxiliary distinct indvidian languages may be
seen in Bloch 1954:90-96, 109-112 and Kachru 1980.

The various evolutions of adverbial relators may then bararized as follows. The
lexical source of an adverbial relator is basically eithelational noun or a transitive
verb. No matter which source it is, the relator may eitheotoe more noun-bound and
develop into an adposition, or it may become more verindb@md form a compound
verb. That is, the paths starting from the two distinct sauficgt branch off and then
converge cross-wise, as in F7.

F7. Evolution of adverbial relators

source relational noun transitive verb
direction | noun-bound verb-bound
product adposition part of verb

While the path leading to an adposition is a grammaticalizatiomehahe one leading
to verbal composition is not. Only in some cases of prewer which one would not
call verbal composition (e.g. Totonac and Abkhaz) caspeak of grammaticalization.

Once the paths have merged, the genetic differences bagetavant. In particular, an
adposition stemming from a coverb may develop into a daggust as one stemming
from a relational noun. Gilyak, e.g., has a couple aésa$ this origin, among them the
instrumental. This need not be pursued further here.ndMad, however, look back at
the difference in the sources and ask whether it is typathgielevant (for some hints,
see Hagege 1975:257-260). Obviously, the languages ¥avichrelational nouns as the
source of their adverbial relators are not the same as thbich favor coverbs. We do
not know which typological differences are at the bastb@de alternative choices, but
we may suspect that they have to do with the ways in whicépisekers prefer to raise
sentential complexity, namely by putting in either more noumsaye verbs.

3.4.2. Main actant relations

3.4.2.1. Terminology

The following distinctions will be made in this section (cf. Hag&ge8:34ff):

1) Atthe level of communicative sentence perspective, we, e the one hand, the
polar opposites adhemeandrheme (that about which something is said, and what
is said about it), and on the other hand the two isolatéidnsoof topic (the
exposition or reference-frame of a sentence, usuallyeddol left-dislocation)
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and of focus (an element emphasized by contrastive stress en dy a
cleft-construction).

2) Atthe level of sentence semantics, we rsamantic (or case)oles, such as the
agent, the patient, the experiencer etc.

3) Atthe level of syntax, we hawyntactic functionssuch as the subject and direct
object, or the absolutive and the ergative functions, the iridibgect and perhaps
some more.

4) Atthe level of morphology, we hagasessuch as the nominative and accusative,
or the absolutive and ergative, the dative, locative etc.

Distinctions such as these must be made, but it is not ablegishow they are to be
made. Complications arise at least from the following interrelatibhe matching of a

content with an expression, applied to the field of grammadyzes an association of
semantic roles with morphological cases. This isegally rather indirect and

complicated in the strongly grammaticalized cases; not egent & in the nominative,

nor does every nominative represent an agent, and. sob@mtomes increasingly direct
and biunique in the more concrete cases; consider, fonggstéhe association of an
instrumental role with an instrumental case, or of a goalavithllative case. Wherever
a semantic role is not inherent in the lexical meaning ofrb, \mit has a separate
representation, it becomes less necessary to keep seménaad morphological case
apart; they may be treated as content and expressiongof.a s

Furthermore, the concept of syntactic function becomesurb when we ask for (adver-
bal) syntactic functions beyond that of the indirect objectbegond those which have
been dubbed ‘term functions’ in relational grammar ardckv we may call pure
syntactic functions. Is there a syntactic functioha locative, or instrumental,
complement, or even adjunct? It appears that syntacti¢gidnscgradually turn into
semantic functions. | have just said that case roles ampghwmiogical cases may be
treated as paired at this level. Would it make sense to dthése case signs, which
really express different sorts of grammatical functionsg tistinct concept of syntactic
function? Could all the numerous functions which figure headly be kept distinct on
purely syntactic grounds? | will assume (with Matthews 1BBP1) that they cannot,
and will therefore collapse them into the two groupsafigiements and adjuncts, which
are syntactically distinct. The pure syntactic functions ar@aditions of complements.
Those more semantic functions establish the various kiratdjafcts, but at least some
of them (e.g. the locative) may also figure among the camgiés.

The two kinds of interrelationships discussed in the foregamgaragraphs obviously
depend on each other. It appears that the conceptiofodl syntactic functions is useful
exactly in that domain where there is no biunique mappirsgmintic roles onto mor-
phological cases. The syntactic functions mediasejt avere, between the two.
Furthermore, the measure of arbitrariness in the assoctdtsmmantic roles with mor-
phological cases which is represented in the pure syntantitidns must somehow be
connected with the fact that all of them are functions afgiements, that is, of terms
governed by the verb.



3.4. Clause level relations 97

A further problem which has provided the issue for themedebate on ergativity is
hidden by the polysemous use of the terms ‘absolutive’aagdtive’ above. While it is
clear that these terms are correctly used at the morphdlégyed it is controversial
whether syntactic functions different from those of the siilajed the direct object must
be assumed for ergative systems; maybe the syntactic fasGiosolutive’ and ‘ergati-
ve’ result only from an illegitimate transposition of morpholobomacepts into syntax.
To the extent that | will not resolve this dilemma here,féve remarks below which
touch on it will remain obscure. On the basis of the criteabrerbal agreement,
however, | will favor the view that the fundamental syntaficctions in ergative
systems differ from those in accusative systems.

Ch. 3.4.2 concentrates on the marking of main actant ne¢altip cases. Their marking
by personal agreement affixes has been treated in.21.2 Independently of such
morphological marking, the question, of course, ariseshenehe syntactic functions
themselves can originate by grammaticalization of case roles.dliestion will be
touched upon at the end of ch. 3.4.2.3, but will not balved here.

3.4.2.2. Grammatical cases

We have seen in ch. 3.4.1 that adpositions may developastomarkers. However, we
averted our attention from this development as soon asafe ef case marking was
reached; i.e. we have not pursued any further denedafs within the case marking
system. The consequence of this is that we have seecdmarete cases may emerge by
grammaticalization; but we have seen little about grammaticas.cApart from some
remarks on p. 73, the essential exception to this is the gemitiveh had to be treated
in ch. 3.3.3, since here we are talking about main acttatiores. On the following, cf.
Givon 1979[L]:218.

We will start here with thdative. There are basically two sources for it, the directional
and the benefactive. The first one is best known fromgligmto, formerly only a
directional preposition. The same development led from latifio’ to Romancea,
which functions, among other things, as a dative markeE{&). It also befell Quechua
-man®’ Turkish €, Burmesekouand Japanesai: The development of the benefactive
into the dative may be exemplified from Brazilian Portugueseere the preposition
para‘for’ is increasingly used instead afin the dative function, e.g. ohar para ‘give

to’, perguntarpara ‘ask (someone)’.

A dative marker may further develop into accusativemarker. In keeping with its
origin, this will first be used to mark direct objects with latiee independence, mainly
human and/or definite/specific objects. Examples are Spanisitd Burmesekou®®
Another case in point is Endlim, which originally was a dative, but replaced the OE

3 1t is only allative in Ancash, but allative/datiirelmbabura; see Cole 1982:104.

3 See Kolver 1985 for Burmese; furthermore, Dixon@:99 for Ngarluma and, more in general,
Mallinson & Blake 1981:48f, 166.
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accusativeéhine A related origin is the range or referential case medniitly respect
to’, as in the case of Persiai@and Bororoji.

The accusative, in its turn, is the case of the actant most talynt@nnected with the
meaning of a transitive verb and most directly governedigirdats rection. It could only
be generalized to all immediate actants, thus becoming an tasoldowever, such a
development is not attested (cf. Dixon 1979:101, fn.@8)nly because most absolutive
cases in the world are morphologically unmarked.

Theergativeis the case of the agent of a transitive verb. Its diachformation may be
part of the genesis of an ergative system in a languag)é, rbay also be a renovation
within an already existing ergative system. Anyway, the follgudavelopments seem
to occur (cf. Anderson 1977 and Givon 1980): In aspvasconstruction, the agent may
be adjoined in the instrumental case. When this constructmnss more current and
the agent becomes increasingly obligatory, it is reinterprased transitive ergative
construction, the instrumental serving also as thgecof the transitive subject.
Accordingly, instrumental and ergative are expressed alikeaimy ergative languages,
among them Classical Tibetan, Dyirbal and Avar. If theioaigpassive construction is
in the perfect or some resultative aspect, the achieverapotet by it may be concei-
ved of as a possession of the agent, and this may augigrde expressed in the dative
or locative (see Seiler 1973). With the frequent rise cditerigy in perfect clauses, we
also get ergative cases which are morphologically idertticdle dative, as in several
Indo-Iranian languages, or to the locative, as in Chukathsame Caucasian languages.

Whenever a (passive) predicate is nominalized — thisoo@yr not only in subordinate,
but also in main clauses, namely whenever there is alytighaominal verb form —,
its agent may be in the genitive. When such a constructremigrpreted as transitive,
the genitive develops into an ergative. Again, genitive/ergaigsemy is a frequent
phenomenon in ergative languages, e.g. in Lak (CauQadtmkimo and Sherpa
(Tibeto-Burmese).

When the case of the transitive subject is generalized yics@ject, the ergative
develops into aominative. In Sherpa, for instance, this takes place via the intrugion
the ergative into clauses with an incorporated object, whiclessaypically transitive.
On similar developments in Georgian and Mingrelian, cf. Asalerl977. In this
manner, marked nominatives may arise; and where they,dbey may be taken as a
hint to an earlier ergative system. Accordingly, the Indo-gean nominative ins-has
been interpreted as a relic of an ergative systenbe reconstructed for some
Pre-Proto-Indo-European. This hypothesis would, at thee dame, account for the
formal similarity between the nominative and the genitive, at laamome declension
classes; cf. Latiturris ‘tower’, nominative or genitive singular.

The stringency of this reconstruction remains to be examifleele are at least two
languages with marked nominatives which do not invite thensgaaction of an earlier
ergative system. In Burmese, the nominative (both in transin in intransitive
clauses) is optionally marked blya; the ablative suffix. And in Japanese, one way of
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marking the nominative is by appendiyg which goes back to a genitive morpheme. In
both of these cases, contrastive emphasis is involved.

The grammaticalization phenomena sketched so far maybeaized in F8. This scale
incorporates some ordering which has not been demomsgeatgirically, but which |

assume may be demonstrated to be very much the way tedlidd has various
interpretations, the grammaticalizational one being the interpretabetrelevant here.
Alternatively, it shows possible polysemies of case afffk@so functions connected by
grammaticalization may be represented by a polysemousitas€f. ch. 4.2.1 on how
grammaticalization connects t@eundbedeutungith theGesamtbedeuturaf an item.

F8. Some interrelated grammaticalization channels of cases

benefactive

dative

accusative — ypy» 7 absolutive

directional )
locative

comitative ——— >3 instrumental

ergative 3y nominative

o 7’9 i

genitive

ablative

More generally, F8 may be interpreted as a universal blecal layering to be found —

presumably with modifications — in the case system of anyithai languagé® The
rightmost column constitutes the top of the hierarchy. Movingtds the left and thus
descending the hierarchy, we do not arrive at any bwotfthe adverbial relations
discussed in ch. 3.4.1 may be arranged in similar rodsalumns as above and may

39 NB: Such polysemies must be kept distinct from c3seretisms, which affect cases of equal
grammaticality (arranged in columns in F8), e.@g.itistrumental and the ablative.

0" In the last two columns, the two rows representooirse, alternative possibilities of systematic
cooccurrence; we either have accusative and noivénatr ergative and absolutive.
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continue the scale to the left until grammar ceases and xferebeging® This
layering, introduced already on p. 84, may be capturech mumber of specific
hypotheses which use the criteria generally diffitieding among degrees of
grammaticality (see ch. 4) and which together may dganded as rendering the
traditional notion of concrete vs. grammatical casere precise. One of these
hypotheses, which takes up the considerations of p. #ldbevformulated here (see
Lehmann 1983, § 4): There is a scale of structural meane expression of case
functions which starts with relational nouns and coverfis@asses through adverbs,
adpositions and case markers to morphological zero expness every language, this
scale is coupled with scale F8, such that the least granatia¢id case functions are
expressed by relational nouns or coverbs and thee ngpammaticalized ones
successively by the other means. Both case functions @adsmay be skipped, but the
order must be observed. Thus, the hypothesis meansatiakind of structural means
must be employed for a continuous segment of F8. @me specific hypothesis entailed
by this general one is: if a language has no segmentassipn for some of the case
functions, these form a continuous segment of F8, stairimgy the right (top). With
some minor exceptions, this is empirically true an overwhelming number of
languages.

3.4.2.3. From functional sentence perspective to syntax

The title of this section is reminiscent of Givén's “From disseudo syntax” (1979). In
it, | shall report on the arguments presented in the literdtur& Thompson 1976,
Sankoff 1977, Hagege 1978, Givon 1979[d], Vincer@QQ) for the grammaticalization
of communicative functions to syntactic functions.

The most common way to expres®pic is by left-dislocating an NP and adjoining it as
a coconstituent to a clause in which it is anaphorically regurfhis construction is
becoming increasingly frequent in substandard FrenchhAsielgy 1981. An example is
E92.

E92. Jean, je l'ai vu hier.
FReEN ‘John, | saw him yesterday.’

There is no syntactic relation between the left-dislocated Nharfdllowing clause or
anything in it. One may therefore say that we are herdeaebwhere syntax does not
yet govern, where the discourse is structured only byules of functional sentence
perspective.

Some languages have more or less circumlocutory meamaf&ing the topic by more
than mere sequential ordering. In German, wevga/NP betrifft/angeht'as regards
NP’, and in Portuguese and French, somewhat less clyousdgto a= quant a'as for’.

“1 This fact constitutes another principal challengehte theory of case grammar; cf. Dillon
1977:76f.
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The first step in the grammaticalization of such a constructioealized in Japanese.
There is a postnominal partice, which indicates that the preceding NP is the topic or
the theme of the sentence. It may follow a bare NP, B93a, or one equipped with a
case marker, as in b.

E93. a. Matti wa arimasen
JAP match TOP EXIST:POL:NEG

‘As for matches, there aren't any.’ (topic), or:
‘There aren't any matches.’ (theme) (Jorden 1962:43)

b. Kyooto e wa ikimasen desita.
Kyoto DIR TOP go:POLINEG  AUX:PAST

‘To Kyoto, I did not go.’ (Jorden 1962:101)

The theme is communicatively less salient than the topicnibtiset off by stress or a
following pause, and syntactically, it is a constituent of its claDeerespondinglywa

is more grammatical than the topic locutions mentioned aldove. in fact, in one
distribution class, and thus mutually exclusive, with the subjadtengaand the object
markero (on which see below). Thus, while other NPs may keeip thse markers,
subject and object are neutralized befoee

Suppose now the following two things happen: First, dgery verb, one of its
semantically defined actants is destined to be the themerafhamtically unmarked
sentence. This would naturally not be done with arbitrariation from verb to verb, but
with a certain degree of semantic consistence. In partithéaagent will be a preferred
theme. Second, the theme is generalized so that everycermas one. How exactly
these two steps are accomplished is largely a mystery; thiei@t in particular histo-
rical evidence for them is just not overwhelming. Anywagth of them imply that the
theme is deprived of its communicative function, becatissan no longer vary
independently of the syntax. It has been syntacticizedygmmme a syntactic function.
Every clause is conceived of as containing a predicationtaboNP which has this
function, namely that of th&ubject We thus get a grammaticalization channel ‘topic >
theme > subject’ (cf. Li & Thompson 1976:484, Givan979[d]:83-85, Comrie
1981[L]:114 and Mallinson & Blake 1981:99-101).

A by-product of this development is the subject-verb agese (cf. p. 36f). As the
left-dislocated NP is gradually integrated into the @atlse anaphoric pronoun referring
to it is ousted from the subject position and becomes clitictoeho. Since its referent
is ultimately in the same clause, its function ceases to be @m@apind becomes
agreement. Another form of the same development ledls formation of a copula out
of an anaphoric demonstrative, as we saw in ch. 3.1.2.

A somewhat less common way of marking the topic is h-agslocation. The resulting
mode of expression, which is commonly called afterthoughstcoction, occurs with
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some frequency in French (cf. Mallinson & Blake 1981:4127,). An alternative to E92
is E94.

E94. Je I'ai vu hier, Jean

In French, neither left- nor right-dislocation will create ngwtactic functions, because
the subject and the object are already there. Tday however, lead to the
grammaticalization of the anaphoric or cataphoric personabpins in the direction of
agreement affixes, as the examples suggest. In otherdgeg (see Hyman 1975:119-
121 and Vincent 1980[i]:170), the afterthought constructiay fve the only way of
getting a nominal constituent after the verb of the clausereftre, if it is grammatical-
ized, the order of the main constituents may changerticpar, verb-initial basic word
order may be assumed to arise in this way. If the sudnjetbbject are not universal, but
are in complementary distribution with other organizations oftthdamental syntactic
relations such as the ergative and absolutive, then thesetgyfhiactions may not only
be renovated by changes such as those exemplified othiegized above, but may also
be created in the first place. The study of the changeafsative to ergative systems or
vice versa should be able to provide the necessary enhgiicadations here.

The topicalization of the verb is a further instance of atcoctson which requires some
circumlocution in languages such as German. The construnagrbe exemplified by
E95.

E95. Kochen tut sie nicht schlecht
GERM ‘As for cooking, she is not bad’

In this analytic construction, the verb is split up into its lexscdlstance, represented by
an infinitive, and its inflectional categories, representedfiyite form of the verkdun
‘do’. The former is preposed, the latter takes the pla¢keomain verb in the sentence.
This is the regular verb topicalization construction in Stand&min&n, to which there
iIs no simpler alternative. The periphrastic expression is entmelijvated by the
discourse function to be accomplished. However, in Sntbatd German this motivation
may be absent, and we may h&re tut nicht schlecht kochamstead of the simpl8ie
kocht nicht schlechicf. Ronneberger-Sibold 1980:156 and p. 29 above).

A last example of a construction which starts out at the disedevel with a given
functional sentence perspective and then is syntacticized ladb-European relative
construction which uses th&"%-/k"o- pronoun (cf. Lehmann 1984, ch. VI.1). At the
origin of the construction, there is a sequence of two inlggnt sentences which are
connected by functional sentence perspective: the first isofhie, the second the
comment. One nominal in the first clause is marked bykte/R"o- pronoun, which is
originally an indefinite pronoun. The complex term which isstimplicitly formed by
the first clause is resumed in the next clause by an aniggmonoun. A passage such
as ‘From the tree there will be shoots growing out ftbenground; those you should
press down into the ground’ would be expressed in this &y atin manifestation
would look like E96.a.
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E96. a. Ab arbore abs terra pulli qui nascentur, eos imtestieprimito.

LATIN ‘The shoots that will grow from the tree from the groundséhgou
should press down into the ground.’ (Gagr. 51)

b. In terram deprimito pullos qui ... nascentur.
‘You should press down into the ground the shoots that vailvgr.’

However, at the Latin stage the sequence is already slightcsicized into a complex

sentence. E96.a shows the so-called correlative diptychreldtere clause is adjoined
to the main clause, which means it is not its constituent arakito either precede or
follow it. At the origin, the relative clause always precettee main clause. Later, the
variant b and embedding of the relative clause becomabp@sHere the erstwhile

indefinite pronoun has become a relative pronoun, the anagitronoun vanishes, and
the functional sentence perspective is no longer boundithptine construction. The

relative construction is fully syntacticized.

Turning now tofocus constructions, the most explicit way of marking the focubes
cleft-sentence. Its syntactic construction in the most diversguéages corresponds
closely to the English pattern ‘it is NP that S’. To the extieat this is an autonomous
patterrt?, the communicative function of focus is already minimally greticalized.
Further grammaticalization will again reduce the syntactic contplekthe construc-
tion, simplifying the morphological means to an unanalgdbcus marker, e.g.
Quechuami (Cole 1982:35f) and Somdlaa(Sasse 1977[n]:348f), and integrating the
focus NP into the clause as a constituent with a regular sigrfiaxection.

Focus constructions are grammaticalized as the normalssxpmeof a word question in
many languages. The question word is a grammaticalized fd&ecordingly, word
guestions may be constructed as cleft-sentences, for iastaRcench and Portuguese.
E97. Qu'est-ce qu'il fait?
FREN ‘What is he doing?’
E98. Quando é que ele vem?
PorT Wwhen is that he comes

‘When will he come?’

Similarly, focus or rhematic particles will accompany questiordgo

42 The various attempts plainly to derive the cleftisace from a relative sentence must be
considered failures; see Lehmann 1984, ch. V.5.3.

3 This is the message of Sasse 1977[n], where this fsenistakenly called topic. My discussion
has also benefited from correspondence with Hads&
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E99. may-pi-mi pundaniki inga-ka kawsa-rka?
QUECH Wwhere-LOC-FOC first Inka-TOP  live-PAST.3

‘Where did the first Inka live?’ (Cole 1982:18)

E100. a. las 'aanood b-uu tegey.
SOoM Las Anod FOC-he went

‘He went to Las Anod.’

b. hagg-uu tegey?

where:FOC-he  went
‘Where did he go?’ (Sasse 1977[n]:348)

Further grammaticalization of this word question constructiorteketbe focus marker,
leaving only the initial position of the question word, which isuhenarked order in
numerous languages, including English and German. Tlaadther example of the
syntacticization of what was initially motivated by functional sentgr@erspective.

Another way of grammaticalizing focus markers is to assodiaen with definite
syntactic functions. In Japanese, this concerns the salni@che direct object, while in
Burmese it concerns these two and, in addition, the ictdobject. If there is no
emphasis on these constituents, they are left without cake lmaowever, they are in
focus or otherwise stressed, postnominal case particlagtacbed to them, as shown in
the following examples:

E101. a. gamei pawa hya-ba-de.
BURM mother handkerchief  search-POL-FIN

‘Mother is looking for a handkerchief.’ (Kblver 1985:4)
b. gamei-ga. pawa hya-ba-de.

mother-SBJ.FOC handkerchief  search-POL-FIN

‘It's mother who is looking for a handkerchief.’
C. Qgamei pawa-gou hya-ba-de.

mother handkerchief-OBJ:FOC search-POL-FIN

‘It's a handkerchief that mother is looking for.” (0.c. 9)

E102. a. Matti (wa) arimasen
Jap match TOP EXIST:POL:NEG

‘There aren't any matches.’ (= E93a)

* buu= baatruu, Aagguu= Aaggerbaa+uu.
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b. Matti ga arimasen.
match SBJ.FOC EXIST:POL:NEG

‘There aren't any matches.’ or: ‘It's matches what is lagckin
(Jorden 1962:43)

E103. a. Tabako (wa) kaimasita
JapP cigarette TOP  buy:POL:PAST

‘Cigarettes | bought.’

b. Tabako o kaimasita.
cigarette OBJ.FOC buy:POL:PAST

‘| bought cigarettes.’ or: ‘It's cigarettes what | bought.”  c(44)

As mentioned above, Burmed@-has the ‘Grundbedeutung’ of an ablative marker, and
-kouthat of a directional. Japaneg@goes back to a genitive marker, ano a perlati-

ve postposition. Thus, from the point of view of their megnthese morphemes are
relatively little grammaticalized for the syntactic functions whiokytimark in these
examples. It seems therefore natural that they shoulgpbenal and only used for
emphasis. It may be anticipated with some confidence thiefugrammaticalization
will reduce these particles to plain case markers. Theepsobas already begun in
Japanese; the b-sentences may also be used without emphasis

Despite the scarcity of relevant historical evidence, theldewent from discourse to
syntax has attracted the attention of, and has seemed plaasg#geeral recent writers,
including myself. | should like to quote some passages &r dodyive an impression of
the importance that is being attributed to this matter. Hageg8:@®#eels that

on peut considérer les contraintes syntaxiqgues commeuleatali figement,
avec démotivation plus ou moins importante, d'opérsaiium de seémantique-
ment et logiquement interprétables qu'elles ont été, ontlgrtsractere
mécanique de l'obligation qui définit ce qu'on appelle "la gramah

Similarly, Sankoff (1977:62) states

that we can describe as syntacticization processésitisition between what
initially appear to be ad hoc speaker strategies and whatkaidoe fairly
confidently described as syntactic rules.

This may be summarized by Givon's (1979[d]:107) gdizetn that “human languages
keep renovating their syntax via the grammaticalization of disedu

In what has been said above, it is implied that topic atwk{as they appear in left-dis-
location and clefting, are completely free and wild, as it waree they transcend the
bounds of the simple sentence; whilst theme and rhemebemagnsidered as tamed
forms of the topic and the focus, respectively, since thay structure the simple
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sentencé’ In a parallel fashion, the intonation contour is narrodedn on the way
from topic/focus to theme/rheme: the pause after the togidh@&contrastive stress on
the focus, are reduced. This is, of course, not conpatitth everything that has been
said about these concepts in the rather heterogeneaasuliee However, as far as
intonation is concerned, D. Bolinger (1978) has expreasstilar view. Among the
communicative (“attitudinal”) functions of the accent, he th@sclimatic, which tends
to be associated with rightshift, and the emotional, whictistéo be associated with
backshift. Assuming that by ‘topic and comment’ he mesnat is here called theme
and rheme, we may understand his suggestion (489)iriTdraational treatment of topic
and comment ... is probably a diluted and grammaticali@ed 6f both the emotional
and the climatic.” Such considerations are essential to thheagptaken in this work,
because they suggest that functional sentence perspecintea homogeneous domain
that could neatly be demarcated from semantics and symiaxhat, on the contrary,
some parts of it are closer to free text formation and otherscloser to syntax. |
propose, then, somewhat reservedly, the grammaticalizatda aic F9 (cf. F1).

F9. From discourse functions to syntactic functions

functional sentence perspective syntax morphology

topic/focus theme/rheme subject/predicate

The association of all the first elements and all the sketements of the pairs in the
second row of F9 with each other seems possible, babnagpulsory; speaking against
this, we have seen subject markers expressing focesddis indicate that this is only
the initial part of a grammaticalization scale and that it cabally be prolonged. A
somewhat speculative guess would be ‘head/attribute’ asetktestage, still within
syntax (cf. Lehmann 1984, ch. 1V.2), although this camsitbn also has different
grammaticalizational origins, as we saw in ch. 3.3.3.

All of this was already anticipated by the father of grammigeigon, A. Meillet
(1912:147f). He compares free word order in Latin, Wisignals “expressive nuances”,
with rigid word order in French, which expresses syntaaiations. For instance,
subject and object of the predicate or the attribute of d hedatin are identified
independently of their sequential position and are distributdtkisentence according
to its functional sentence perspective, whereas the santaesc functions in French are
identified exactly by the position of the constituents. This shevgays Meillet — that
word order may be grammaticalized. Two comments mayperaled to this. First, as
we shall see in ch. 4.4, reduction of word order freedbould be considered as one
factor in a grammaticalization process which comprises rie that, namely the

% The theme-rheme structure of the simple sentengeaimmaticalized in Imbabura Quechua
(Cole 1982:95-98), which marks the theme by a sulfa and the rheme by a suffiri.
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regulation of functional sentence perspective in terms daasywhich then continues
into morphology and further as indicated in F1. Second, Msillew remarks would
seem to open up a particularly rich field of reliable histbrs@dence for the sort of
development more postulated than demonstrated in this section.

3.5. Conclusion

In this survey of grammaticalization phenomena, the degfreletail has been rather
uneven, some sections being comparatively thorough, atitees superficial. What is

more, several parts of the grammar have not been medtatrall. We have seen only
some subordinating and no coordinating conjunctioms,sentence-type or other
particles, no comparative and only a few possessive catistis, and so on. The
material presented, however, should suffice to make mylioléan plausible, namely

that grammaticalization is not a process restricted toesparticular part of the

grammatical system, but that it asserts itself everywhéweeba discourse structure and
morphonology.

While we may safely assume this to be true, it is a diffeqelestion whether it is
possible for every grammatical category to be fornxetlisively by grammaticalization.
We have seen some examples of the grammaticalizationesfpdogastic expression to
a simple grammatical formative, where the periphrastic congtrue/as formed not
only by lexemes on their way towards grammaticalization alaat with the help of a
grammatical formative of just the same category which wemldrge as the result of the
grammaticalization process. That is, while the grammatical foreafithe output did
continue a lexeme of the input, the input construction apparpntiyupposed the
grammatical category which the output belonged to. Sine®nadle discussion of this
problem requires some theoretical background to be laickifotlowing chapters, we
will defer it to ch. 8.3.



4. PARAMETERS OF GRAMMATICALIZATION

4.1. Theoretical prerequisites

In the preceding chapter we saw plenty of n-tuples of ggméavhose members were
said to be related to each other by grammaticalization andtienefore ordered on a
grammaticalization scale. The criteria by whichsthwvas done were mentioned
sporadically but not made explicit. Since different critevexe, in fact, involved, the
reader may well have wondered whether a heterogemetastion of processes were
not subsumed under one heading on no theoretical ggolmdome cases | have even
put syntagms on a grammaticalization scale which were riotically related. So while
it is certainly time to make the criteria explicit, | should perhsmsfirst what is not a
criterion. Namely, historical relatedness of two syntagms isancriterion for their
ordering on a grammaticalization scale. | will take up thiseissiwch. 8.1 and mention
here only that grammaticalization asserts itself not only eritachronic axis and that
not all grammatical change is grammaticalization. As to thendorpoint, different
structural means synchronically present in a lagguaay be arranged on a
grammaticalization scale, e.g. the postpositions and the cHseswf Turkish. So
while the symbolism X >y’ has been used in the meaning grammaticalized to y’,
designating, that is, a historical process, this is only damase of the general relation
‘y is grammaticalized more strongly than x’ or simply ‘y isrexgrammatical than x'. As
to the latter point, it has been made clear from the begjrthat analogy goes hand in
hand with grammaticalization and drives grammatichhnge just as much as
grammaticalization does. So if y historically continues x, x hee been analogically
changed into y. In short, historical relatedness is nedhsgcessary nor a sufficient
condition for two syntagms to be arranged on one gramrhasitan scale.

Rather than listing the criteria that have been mentionedstamgtically in ch. 3 and
trying to group them systematically, | shall take here the sifgomute and present them
deductively. Still, the whole theory behind grammaticalization moll be expounded
here, but only as much of it as is necessary to understay these are genuine criteria
of grammaticalization.

Language is an activity which consists in the creation of petepnally available

meanings, i.e. signs. This activity can be more free oemegulated; accordingly, the
ways in which the signs are formed will either depend raorie actual decision of the
language user or more on the social conventions laid dowre grammar. This is the
most general way in which we can explain what we mgasaping that a sign may be
either less or more grammaticalized, respectively.

The concept of freedom concerns the relation betifeelanguage user and the signs he
uses. If we abstract from the user, we get a strucamabg to this concept, viz. the
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autonomy of the sign® the more freedom with which a sign is used, the more
autonomous it is. Therefore the autonomy of a sign iserse\o its grammaticality, and
grammaticalization detracts from its autonomy. Consequentlg viant to measure the
degree to which a sign is grammaticalized, we will determinesigse@ of autonomy.
This has three principal aspects. First, in order to benaaious, a sign must have a
certainweight, a property which renders it distinct from the membergsotlass and
endows it with prominence in the syntagm. Second, autor@oreases to the extent
that a sign systematically contracts certain relations with othes;gige factor inherent
in such relations which detracts from autonomy will be caldtesion Third, a sign is
the more autonomous the mmariability it enjoys; this means a momentary mobility
or shiftability with respect to other signs.

So far we have three aspects of grammaticalization, nanebeitrease in weight and
variability and the increase in cohesion. These are stillrathstract and difficult to
operationalize as analytic criteria. There are basically twe weyvided by linguistic
theory in which we might make them more specific and thoierooncrete. We might
either relate them to the content and expression of themigise to the selection and
the combination of the constituents of the sign. From theatipaal conception assumed
here it follows that the first way of subdividing the criteridl lne unhelpful. The content
and the expression of a sign are insolubly associated wilh ether. There is a
far-reaching isomorphism between them which concerh®mly properties of their
constitution but also the quantitative aspect of their composilioere tends to be a
correspondence between the size, or complexity, of tp@fisians and that of the
significatum?’ This isomorphism is maintained in all the linguistic operations and
processes which may affect the sign; whatever may tatfieccontent will have its
consequences for the expression, and vice versar Asdaistic operations, the homo-
morphism between their application to the content andapeircation to the expression
of a sign (sometimes called “semantics” and “syntax”, @etyely) is a fundamental
postulate of several models of grammatical description, grtttem Montague Gram-
mar. Grammaticalization belongs rather among the linguistic psese Here, too, the
various factors — to be used as criteria of grammatidadiza— apply to the sign as a
whole, they do not differentiate between content and esioresT his will be seen most

% This notion may go back to Meillet's seminal agijctoo. Cf. the quotation from Meillet
1912:131 on p. 4 above.

4" See Lehmann 1974. The notion of the semantic codtplef a sign is made explicit in
Lehmann 1978. The postulate of an isomorphism beEtwsgnificans and significatum of the
language sign is an implicit cornerstone of theiotes conceptions of structural linguistics,
especially structural semantics, and a recurremhéhin the writings of D. Bolinger. It is, however,
rejected by some linguists. Thus, Ronneberger-8id®80:239) is certainly not alone in claiming
that the size of the significans (the “length”aagign is not related to the size of its significatout

is determined by the frequency of its use. Thesleasst must be asked, first what determines the
frequency of the use of a sign, and second, howsetloases of isomorphism which have been
empirically demonstrated are to be explained.
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clearly in the parameters of variability. If their effects onteat and expression can be
distinguished — which is sometimes the case with the paramefteseight and
cohesion —, they affect both in a parallel fashion. Thas already shown by Meillet
(1912:135-139). | will therefore not subdivide the criterxt@ording to this dichotomy,
but mention the effects of grammaticalization on the expnessid the content of the
sign whenever they are discernible as distinct.

On the other hand, the three main aspects of grammatteatizaparate into two clearly
distinct sets of criteria when they are related to the fundwhaspects of every
linguistic operation, viz. the selection and the combination guistic signs, which |
will henceforth call thgparadigmatic andsyntagmatic aspectsThe weight of a sign,
viewed paradigmatically, is iiategrity, its substantial size, both on the semantic and
phonological sides. Viewed syntagmatically, it issttsictural scope that is, the extent
of the construction which it enters or helps to form. Theaesmn of a sign with other
signs in a paradigm will be called paradigmaticity, that is, the degree to which it
enters a paradigm, is integrated into it and dependent oreitcdtesion of a sign with
other signs in a syntagm will be called ltsndednessthis is the degree to which it
depends on, or attaches to, such other Sighiseparadigmatic variability of a sign is
the possibility of using other signs in its stead or of omittingltiigather. The
syntagmatic variability of a sign is the possibility of shifting it around its
construction.

T4. The parameters of grammaticalization

axis | paradigmatic | syntagmatic
parameter 5
weight integrity structural scope
cohesion paradigmaticity bondedness
variability par_ad|_g_mat|c syntagmatic
variability : variability

These six criteria (varying subsets of which crop pmradically in the literatuf® are
displayed, for ease of reference, in table T4. It shbelklept in mind that some of these
parameters correlate positively, others negatively. As gramatiaéiton increases, the
parameters of cohesion increase as well, while the paranoétereight and variability

8 Bazell (1949:8) calls cohesion what is here cafleddedness.

49 Weinreich 1963:169 uses them to make a principledindtion between lexical and
grammatical meaning. Van Roey 1974, ch. | uses tteerdistinguish classes of prenominal
modifiers.
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decrease. This is of no theoretical significance, but merebynsequence of the choice
of terms.

Furthermore, it will be seen that while grammatical@atis a process, the six
parameters are not processes but properties of signgjttivariable properties. Strictly
speaking, what these parameters jointly identify is not thegeticalization but the
autonomy or, conversely, the grammaticality of a sign, thaéhésdegree to which it is
grammaticalized (see p. 8f). However, mere variation efajrthese properties, namely
an increase or decrease in the extent to which a sigthdaproperty, turns it into a
process which affects that sign. Thus we may say thatngasinalization as a process
consists in a correlative increase or decrease — asa#emay be — of all the six
parameters taken together. See also T6, p. 146.

| have been and will be calling these six aspects of muatioalization variously its
parameters, factors or criteria. The term ‘factor’ emyleasthat grammaticalization is
a complex phenomenon which is constituted by these aspettbas no existence
independently of them; grammaticalization is made up of th@spasts. The terms
‘parameter’ and ‘criterion’ focus on the methodologicghects of the problem. The
above six properties of linguistic signs are criteria insasathey can be used to order
two functionally similar syntagms on a grammaticalization scaley Hne parameters
insofar as grammaticalization may be measured along edbkrof and it may then be
verified to which degree they correlate.

Insofar as the six grammaticalization parameters have a cordeductive basis, they
are theoretically dependent on each other. However, guedtical basis has not been
made fully explicit, nor can it be, at least in this study.rélaee therefore no theoretical
grounds on which to expect a 100% correlation between. theenonly thing that we
can safely assume is that they will correlate to a signifidagtee. On the other hand,
each of the parameters can be examined independeritig others: they are metho-
dically independent of each other. From this viewpoint, thestion of whether and to
which degree they correlate can legitimately be consideredhpinical question. And if
they correlate, their correlation may be considered expldigete theory. Naturally,
independent application of the parameters to the analysiswwhhEnguage syntagms
presupposes that they are made explicit to the degrescofiting quantifiable. | will
return to this problem in ch. 4.4.

The comparison of two signs with respect to their degrgeamhmaticality presupposes
that they are functionally similar. This is not a formal conditibheoretically, if all the
parameters were made fully explicit and quantifiable, we ndghtpare any two signs
at all with respect to their grammaticality, for instance théepetense in Latin and the
genitive case in Turkish. Obviously, such a comparison waoaiidhake sense. Consider
the analogous situation in markedness theory: we may Welfasther /s/ or /f/ is more
marked in English, but it seems unreasonable to compared/fi@ progressive aspect
as to markedness. The requirementfwfctional similarity thus boils down to the
general presupposition of any comparison that two things amdpwith each other
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should have something in common. As a methodological quesiee, the notion of
functional similarity will be taken for granted here. The ahing we have to do is to
specify what kind of functional similarity we mean. Obvioushg Latin perfect und
pluperfect tenses, the Hungarian allative and ablative caigbe English definite and
indefinite articles may be said to be functionally similar. Butehssnnot be ordered
against each other on a grammaticalization scale, so tisahadktion of functional
similarity must be excluded. We do not mean that theeedsmmon basis on top of
which there may be varying and contrasting differentiaeifipae. Instead, what we find
in a grammaticalization channel is a function common to all theeglts in it, the
differences among them being primarily of a quantativereaftihis is to say, two
adjacent elements on a grammaticalization scalel thiéilsame function, but to different
degrees. For example, a demonstrative and a definitéedrtth have the function to
determine, but the demonstrative determines more spabifican the article. However,
the quantitative differences between adjacent items sum uptivbeistances on a scale
become greater, and there must certainly come a poinéwhantity changes to quality.
For example, although a demonstrative pronoun maythe long run, be
grammaticalized into an affixal noun marker (sign of nomingliee would probably
not want to say that the difference between these two sgnerely of a quantitative
nature. Nevertheless, they still have a common functiong, baiich is, so to speak,
laid bare in the most grammaticalized member of a scaje tfee noun marker), but
superposed by more specific functional aspects in thegtassmaticalized members
(e.g. the demonstrative). In this sense, the functional sityilanong the elements of a
grammaticalization scale is represented by its last member ttsomelose to their
commonGesamtbedeutunghe smallest common denominator to which the input of the
scale reduces in the end.

In what follows, we will discuss each of the six paramgeta turn, highlighting its
specific aspects and marking it off against other linguisbcgsses which are similar in
appearance and may interact with grammaticalization, butlmeustpt distinct from it.

4.2. Paradigmatic parameters

4.2.1. Integrity

The paradigmatic weight or integrity of a sign is its passesof a certain substance
which allows it to maintain its identity, its distinctness from othemsignd grants it a
certain prominence in contrast to other signs in the syntdigms. this factor of
grammaticalization in which semantic and phonological aspectbeanost clearly
distinguished. Decrease in the semantic integrity of a sigsekmticization; decrease
in the phonological integrity is phonological attrition. The paliahebetween these two
processes has been emphasized repeatedly in theiftesse Meillet 1912:135-139 and
Lehmann 1974:114-119. | will subdivide the discussion accghg
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Phonological attrition (called erosion in Heine & Reh 1984:21ff and decay elsegjh
is the gradual loss of phonological substance. We naynas here that the significans
of a sign is represented as a two-dimensional matrix déedgrhonological features. A
column in the matrix is a segment, and it must contaieastlone such feature. Now
attrition may be described as the successive subtraofigghonological features.
Depending on where features are subtracted, this maleat$sto the loss of segments;
then the result is, of course, that the signh becomesesh@Yith the loss of the last
feature, the whole significans disappears. Sincenplogical attrition and
desemanticization go hand in hand, this accident normallysiikatthe significatum is
also lost, so that the sign ceases to exist. However, this @vways so, as we shall see
later on. Anyway, this is perhaps the factor which can msosightforwardly be
operationalized, since little more than counting of phonologieaiifes is involved.

Examples of phonological attrition picked at random from3lare the reduction of
Latinille to FrencHe (frequently /I/), Proto-Indo-Europearsti> Engl.is (frequently
/zl), PIE *oinos> Engl.a (i.e. ®/). Heine & Reh (1984:25) have an impressive example
from Duala (Bantu): Proto-Bantigide probably some verb meaning ‘finish’, gide
CoMPL > -ide>i > “(i.e. high tone). The example shows that phonological attritiay
indeed leave exactly one phonological feature of an ellstwiultisegmental signifi-
cans.

It is obvious that phonological attrition is omnipresent in linguishiange. It plays its
role not only in grammaticalization, but affects, in the long practically every sign.
Examples outside grammaticalization are the reduction of bgtia‘water’ to French

eau(i.e. /o) or of PIE K"etworesto Engl.four (i.e. /f0:/). Consequently, it would be
wrong to infer from phonological attrition to gramamticalizatiore ¥ill meet the same
situation with some of the other parameters. None of theyntisdif sufficient to define
grammaticalization; it is only by the interplay of all of them thatmmaticalization

comes about.

We may preliminarily raise here the question of the caudatiorships between
phonological attrition and anything else. On the one hsoihe linguists believe that
virtually all of linguistic change is a consequence of theucdade phonological
evolution. The latter leads to the loss of inflection and thezefo grammatical
renovation or even innovation, and it leads to the loss afdexems and therefore to
constant neology. Phonological attrition itself, in this concepitoessentially a conse-
guence of the articulatory inertia of the speaker who foltbwprinciple of least effort.
Other linguists think rather that phonological attrition is merelynaptom of functional
changes going on in the system, that inflectionarphology gets lost not on
phonological, but on semantosyntactic grounds. | shoufémq@treat this — certainly
complex — problem not in such an isolated fashion, butatbey insights on the
behavior of each of the parameters and then try to obtaimtagrated picture of
eventual causal or hierarchical relationships among thethelother parameters to be
discussed, | will therefore not devote special attention to questiothis sort.
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We now turn to the semantic integrity semanticity of a word. For the sake of
simplicity, | will assume that the semantic representation ajraconsists of a set of
propositions taken from some semantic metalanguagemonly called semantic
components or features, and that those propositions whecboajoined (rather than
disjoined) contribute to the semantic complexity or semanticity efiign (details in
Lehmann 1978)Desemanticization or semantic depletion (Weinreich 1963:180f) or
bleaching, is then the decrease in semanticity by the lagascbfpropositions. As said
above, the last proposition is commonly lost at the momeetewtne last rest of the
significans also disappears; but as we shall s#dhereone can continue, at a
submorphemic level, without the other. The operationalizatiothis criterion is in
principle completely parallel to that of phonological attrition, eptcthat semantic
representations of the required sort are not always easyrte by.

Here are some examples of desemanticization: datidown from (the top)’ (cf. p. 65)
had a delative meaning. That is, il&y, x is on top of y at some prior time, but then
moves down and away from y. In the Romance developmat got lost first was the
first, specifically delative component, and what remained thvasablative meaning
‘from’. (This is, by the way, an example of a possibléAtafd prolongation of the scale
in F8, p. 99). On its way towards Freradi(note the phonological attrition fromeldto
/d/), the motion component was lost, too, so that the ablatge®duced to the genitive
‘of’, the sheer notion of a relation between two entitie.90eal‘owe’ specifies that
what the subject has to do is to pay an amount of mamairerwise to return something
to somebody. First this specification is lost, and only the mmgdhat the subject has to
do something is left. Then the deontic component is lostatwd what remains is an
indication that the subject will do something. Finally, Ldiiac hor 2 ‘at this hour’ was
grammaticalized to Portagora Spanishahora ‘now’. Here the generic temporal
component and the deictic element pointing to the time of #kep go through to the
end, but the specification of the time unit present in the sasifost underway.

Just as phonological attrition, desemanticization occurs oujsaematicalization as
well. | will defer discussion of this phenomenon to ch. &1l dwell here on the
manifold aspects of desemanticization within grammaticalizationpfiiheipal interest
of scholars since W. v. Humboldt (1822:52) has centeraahd “die Stufenfolge, in
welcher die urspringliche Bedeutung sich verloren hat’er@lare descriptive terms
available for the kind of semantic variation to be found ireagnaticalized item: at the
source of a grammaticalization process, we hav&thadbedeutun¢core meaning) of
the item; at the end, we have@ssamtbedeutungeneral meaning; cf. Jakobson 1936).
This relationship manifests itself both diachronically, as #maamtic gradation that
Humboldt had in mind, and synchronically, as a specifid kof polysemy. It is
illustrated with particular clarity by F6 on the grammaticalizationosMerbs and F8 on
the grammaticalization of cases. The literature contains a vedgdtbposals to account
for this kind of ordered semantic variation. Two of them ballselected for review here
(see, in additon, Traugott 1980).
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The most conservative conception was first formulated ISalgir (1921, ch. V) and has
already been shown (p. 4) to continue certain ideas afldaidt's. Sapir sets up four
classes of concepts (displayed on p. 5 above) whichtheirgamut from the most
concrete to the most abstract or, according to his conogftoon “material content” to

“pure relation”. He gives no criteria by which a meaning banassigned a place
between these two poles. His proposal has, neverthefgs=arad attractive to more
recent authors and is taken up by Zirmunskij (1966:83) wéwibrds:

The grammaticalization of the word combination is connectedangteater
or lesser weakening of the lexical meaning of one of itapoments, its
consistent transformation from a lexically meaningful (presgemal) word
into a semi-relational or relational word ... The grammaticidingpresents
the result of the abstraction (sometimes more, sometimesgulsef the

concrete lexical meaning which the function word initially had.

Here we meet the same pairs ‘concrete/abstract’ andeipesonal/relational’. It
appears that while the first opposition is correct, the sebasdnothing to do with
grammaticalization. Since the initial meaning is richer, moreipett is also more
palpable, more accessible to the imagination (“anschaulaind) in this sense, more
concrete; whereas the meanings of strongly grammaticalgresl such as ‘of’, ‘will’ or
‘and’, do not yield mental images, cannot be illustrated aadia this sense, more
abstract. On the other hand, if ‘relational’ is not just anotloed for ‘grammatical’, but
has its technical meaning of ‘embodying a relation, i.e. lgaam open slot for an
argument’, then it seems clear that relationality is not affectegtdommaticalization.
More specifically, in the most straightforward cases relatima@ames yield relational
grammatical formatives, and absolute lexemes yield absolatengatical formatives.
Cross-overs may occur, but are not part of the graticalization process (cf. p. 60).
Typical examples include: Latite > Frenchde, both relational; Pre-Latinrte-hilum
‘not a thread’ > Lamihil ‘nothing’, both absolute; Latitie > FrencHe, both relational,
if determiners, both absolute (or only anaphorically relatiorfglyonouns; etc.

One point, however, may be conceded: The relationalitgl{soluteness) of an item is
part of its grammatical features. Grammaticalization ripgtaflexical features until
only the grammatical features are RBfConsequently, the relationality of an item is
normally conserved while most of the original semantic featare lost in grammatic-
alization. Therefore, it is frequently the case that the eadygt of the process signifies
little more than a kind of grammatical relation. Fredelis again an example.

The second proposal which has some adherents toddyecaaced back to H. Frei
(1929: 233):

Examiné du point de vue le I'évolution, le langage présemtpassage
incessant du signe expressif au signe arbitrairet €2api'on pourrait appeler

0 This is a major theme in Givon 1973.
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la loi de l'usure: plus le signe est employeé frequemmért |@s impressions
gui se rattachent a sa forme et a sa signification s'@moudu point de vue
statique et fonctionnel, cette évolution est contre-balancampaassage en
sens inverse: plus le signe s'use, plus le besoin dssipité cherche a le
renouveler, sémantiqguement et formellement.

This passage has been quoted here in full becauseatrt®a whole grammaticalization
theory in a nutshell. We shall return to other aspects déitdsm and concentrate here on
the opposition ‘expressive/arbitrary’. It implieket equivalence ‘expressive =
non-arbitrary = motivated’. This conception apparently retinasthe fact that at the
beginning of a grammaticalization scale we have periphrasteven textually free
constructions whose constructional meaning is motivated egtibelsyntax or even by
functional sentence perspective. These are more expgaashe sense in which more
transparent, more sumptuous constructions are more sik@ésan opaque or reduced
ones. Compare, for example, the use of cleft-sentemiteghat of focus particles in
focussation, the appositive juxtaposition of an anaphoric atrtiouthe use of a plain
attribute in attribution, or the use of a relational noun anddahatsimple adposition
(e.g.in back ofvs.behing in adverbial relations. The same opposition is even valid fo
the single lexeme vs. grammatical formative. To signiiyrie with the help of a
coverb with the basic meaning ‘give’ is palpably more e)gwesthan to use a met@

or even a case suffix for this purpose, because it srthlesformation of a mental image
for a grammatical concept possible; whereas Hoglvokes no associations, might as
well be called otherwise and is, in this sense, arbitradgfinite pronouns and negations
are further examples of categories which lose their initialhasig in the course of
grammaticalization.

This concept oflemotivation (cf. the quotation from Hagege on p. 105 above) has be
extended by recent writers, with farreaching conseqgern@ivon (1979[u]:208-233)
opposes, within the left half of a grammaticalization scale, (R&)‘pragmatic mode” to
the “syntactic mode”, characterizing the pragmatic mode as transparent. Vincent
(1980]i]:170-172) equates ‘weakly grammaticalized = pragmabyimotivated = iconic’
and ‘strongly grammaticalized = unmotivated = arbitrary’. Findhank (1979[f]:622)
opposes “functionally based coding” to “grammaticaljzéshctionally invariable
language-particular coding”, where the former observésiwomversal requirements of
semantic distinctness, while the latter is largely arbitrary. Plagkiation ‘pragmatical-
ly/functionally motivated = universal’ and ‘arbitrary = langugggeticular’ can also be
found in the two other sources quoted. | will defer a fudiscussion of the problems
involved here until ch. 6.4 and 7.3.

We may anticipate that there is doubtless a grain of truth ie hegyestions; but it is
easy to overstate the case. There is an inveterate prptonaa much of the linguistic
literature which may be expressed by the equation ‘gramrha¢éida= unmotivated =
non-functional (or even dysfunctional)’. The reasoningit this is, of course: if
something is desemanticized, it ends up having no meanirighas no meaning, it
contributes nothing to the message and is, therefore, fulessrExamples that have
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been raised repeatedly in the literature include the categgenoler as it appears, e.g.,
in Latin or German, the English infinitive markerand thedo appearing in interrogative
and negative sentences (cf. Sapir 1921:97f, Lyons 1268:We shall see in 84.2.3 that,
guite on the contrary, the more grammaticalized an elem&s)ttge more functional in
its language system it becomes; and again, if something ggaramaticalized, it is not
functional in its language system.

One particular type of demotivation deserves some attenti@ Asris commonly
known, there is, within the formal processrefluplication, a gamut of completeness,
leading from total reduplication, as in Indonestang-orang(man-man) ‘men’, via
syllable reduplication, as in Hk#re'-are' (corn-FoP) ‘lots of corn’ (Haiman 1980:222),
to segment-reduplication, as in Laga-pul-i(Rop-drive.F-1.S5) ‘I drove’. Parallel to
the decrease in substantive completeness, there is an ecr@a®nological regularity
and thus formal grammaticalization. Again in parallel, we lzedlecrease in the iconici-
ty of the meaning represented by the reduplication (cflrdri978 and Heine & Reh
1984:46-48). Full reduplication tends to signify intensificationjmstance, with nouns,
a multitude or collectivity, and with verbs, an intenserepeated action. More
“domesticated” reduplication may signify grammatical meargngis more remote from
the basis, such as plural or durativity. Arbitrary functicws;h as the formation of
perfect stems in ancient Indo-European languages rasemably only found in fully
phonologized reduplication.

Thus, reduplication illustrates in a particularly clear fashiontwveghaeant by demotiva-
tion in grammaticalization. The example might appear to be pratie, though, since
it differs in a crucial respect from all the other instarafegrammaticalization we have
considered so far. Only here, a grammaticalization chappaars to be defined by a
formal process, instead of by a function, or set eicfions. On closer inspection,
however, the exception proves to be a matter of perspedtieehave taken the
onomasiological perspective throughout, startingnirfunctionally defined
grammaticalization scales and occasionally narrowing down graramaticalization
channel as a particular diachronic-structural instantiatiorsoike. In a semasiological
perspective, we could set up purely structural scalesd@smeans of expression such
as prefixation, suffixation, reduplication etc. If we took stamal means as the point
of departure and sought, in an inductive and semasiologgioaédure, the functions
associated with them, this would lead to results of varyirgiipity. While all the
functions fulfilled by prefixation might well turn out to havething in common, and
similarly those fulfilled by suffixation and infixation — but this wddnave to be veri-
fied —, reduplication does appear to have a unifdumctional basis, namely
multiplication/intensification. This is doubtless a consequence ¢athéhat the formal
process of reduplication is much more narrowly defined thanother ones, which
correlates with the further fact that it is much less usegrammars than the other
processes.

We should finally note that there is one aspect of the teduof the paradigmatic
weight of a sign in which the distinction between procesgestafg the significans and
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processes affecting the significatum is not so easily madeisltihe loss of the ability
to inflect. This has been used as an independent critdrgyarmmaticalization in Givon
1975:84; but it is an integral part of the reduction ofithegrity of the sign. A clear
example are coverbs; when these develop into adpositi@espmnctions, they cease to
take affixes according to the verbal categories of theukagg. The history of the English
modals is a related example.

Sometimes one inflectional subcategory becomesrigiiy associated with the
grammaticalized lexical item and gets petrified on it (cf. 4 @& fossilization). For
example, relational nouns on their way towards adpositiosisthke only a limited
number of case affixes, viz. only local ones. This issthetion in Quechua (see p. 72)
and Hittite (p. 81). In a second step, the choice is redwacede case affix, and this is
then welded together with the noun to yield an adposition. Thieisituation of the
genuine postpositions of Turkish (see p. 71). Gemwizndleandmdochteare auxiliaries
of the subjunctive and desiderative, respectively. They aayran finite forms of what
Is formally the past subjunctive and are no longer synataty related towerden
‘become’ andndgen'may, like’'.

It would be wrong to explain the loss of the ability to inflect esitby phonological
attrition or by desemanticization alone. Both interact to constituét might be called
morphological degeneration What is lost is not some arbitrary phonological or
semantic feature, but an inflectional category. The loal iofflectional categories is the
symptom of a change in status. A grammaticalized sign nuwes the grammatical
levels, from phrase via word form to morpheme. Thesliast, in particular, involves, in
the first place, its transition from a major category to a none:. We will have to take
this point up in the next section.

4.2.2. Paradigmaticity

What is meant here by paradigmatic cohesion or paradigty is the formal and
semantic integration both of a paradigm as a whole andiofje subcategory into the
paradigm of its generic category. This requires that thebeesyof the paradigm be
linked to each other by clear-cut paradigmatic relations, ceslye opposition and
complementarity. The most superficial and evident asg@etradigmaticity is the sheer
size of the paradigm Consider the grammaticalization of local relational nouns to
adpositions. In English, there is a fair number of sucmsagfront, back top, bottom
interior etc. which may be used to form periphrastic prepositiomss& are opposed to
a closed but still relatively large set of secondary locgbge#ions such abeyond
before within, amidstetc. Finally, we have the small set of primary local psémms
includingin, on, at, from, toand perhaps some others.

Similar numerical relationships may be found in the gramnietateon of — numeral

or possessive — classifiers to noun classes and gertderformer may range in the
dozens, whereas the latter are usually few, often only Again, consider personal
pronouns (cf. p. 33f). In Japanese, these are grénatized very little and agglomerate
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to a poorly integrated paradigm of at least twelve formghiffirst and second persons
(unmarked for number) which offer a choice amonged#ht social relationships (see
Alpatov 1980 and Coulmas 1980). English, on the other,h@os$esses fully gramma-
ticalized personal pronouns forming a tightly knit paradigrfive distinct forms. Lastly,
the grammaticalization of aspect to tense is always acconaplyia reduction in the
size of the paradigm. In the vast majority of languagesetare no more than three
tenses, present, past and future, and often theralgrewo, either future and non-future
(= ReEAL), e.g. in Dyirbal or in Turkish nominalized clauses, @t@ad non-past, e.g. in
Walbiri. Aspect, on the other hand, can be differentiatettinparadigms. Portuguese,
for instance, has three tenses, with an analytic, slightlycasgealternative for the
synthetic futureou+ inf. = inf.-ei), but at least the aspectual forms shown in T5.

T5. Tense/aspect periphrases in Portuguese

auxiliary full verb meaning
estou por + inf. inceptive
estou a +inf. .

- estou + ger. progressive
vouando + ger. durative
venho a +inf. .

~ venho + ger. resultative
acabdvenho de +inf. recent past
tenho + part.pass.  perfect

The distinction between open sets of lexical items and closedfsgrammatical(ized)

items is related to that betwerajor and minor categoriesor word classes (cf. Lyons
1968:435f). A lexical item belongs, roughly, in one of thajon classes of nouns,
adjectives, numerals or verbs. The minor classes of gadicathitems are, essentially,
pronouns, auxiliaries (and the like), adpositiomsl a&onjunctions (particles and
interjections remain unclassified). All the major classes haen Ishown to furnish

items which enter into grammaticalization channels, and all therrdiasses have been
shown to be formed, or at least to receive membersyghrgrammaticalization. For
example, we have seen full verbs becoming auxiliariespaods becoming numeral
classifiers.

However, both the distinction between open and closed sgth@one between major
and minor categories are gradual. Whether a word betdreggly in the minor category
of adpositions or yet in the major category of transitivdoseés a matter of degree of
grammaticality. Sets are not either open or closed, buerétie fewer members they
have the more closed they are. Furthermore, the distinoéittween major and minor

categories reflects only certain segments at the beginnengraimmaticalization scale,

since it presupposes words. The process, howevehianwsets develop into paradigms
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and become ever smaller and more closed continmeshe right half of a
grammaticalization scale and concerns bound morpeBeust as much as free
morphemes.

The size of a paradigm is, to repeat it, a superficialrextchlways reliable aspect of
paradigmaticity. Over and above its sheer size, the integadtibe paradigm has more
intrinsic and less easily quantifiable aspects. It also comghsdsrmal and functional
homogeneityof the paradigm, i.e. a certain amount of similarity amongésibers and
of regularity in their differences. For example, the Japamase particles all have the
canonical form (C)V, and the Turkish case suffixesehthe form -(C)V(). Latin
personal endings on the present active verb are moneptadic in the singular and bi-
or triphonematic in the plural, all but one allomorph ending consonant. All Latin
negative indefinite pronouns begin withAll English interrogative pronouns, with the
partical exception dhiow, have an expression feature in common which has entiged
denomination of the class agh- pronouns’. Bloomfield 1933:256f demonstrates how
formally homogeneous the personal pronouns are in $evesdated languages.

On the semantic side, the members of a paradigm hewmm@on semantic basis with
varying differentiae specificae. This would be broughtlmpua componential analysis
and is reflected in traditional terminology by the fact thatehe a generic category
name for the whole paradigm and oppositive names fopihafse subcategories (e.g.
local cases: locative, ablative, allative).

Such paradigmaticity is gradually reached in thecpss of grammaticalization.
Categories grammaticalized very little do not cdost such tightly integrated

paradigms. Consider, for example, the formal variatiornigeldl in the set of Portuguese
aspects displayed above. Again, at the level of adpositiasy languages such as
Mandarin have both pre- and postpositions, with rather hggaesmus functions (see
Hagege 1975). At the level of case markers, most layeguaave only suffixes. Numeral
classifiers often divide up into a number of heterogesesbclasses with different
distribution and formal properties; noun classesl genders are much more
homogeneous.

The process of paradigmatic integratiomparadigmaticization leads to a levelling out
of the differences with which the members were equippgahally. Genetic differences
among prepositions of different origins, which accountthair different behavior as
long as they are weakly grammaticalized, are adjusted wekgrd#velop into primary
prepositions. This can be seen, e.g., in Genvigirend= Engl.during, which no longer
behave as participles. In German, primary prepositiongm either the dative or the
accusative, but not the genitive. Secondary prepositiomsroinal origin do, of course,
take the genitive; but the more grammaticalized they are,dhe tmey prefer the dative.
The fate ofwegertbecause of’ is widely known. Finally, the infinitives of anti&reek
derive from (locative) case forms (see Rix 1976:196f-239). In historical times,
however, they are well integrated into the conjugationggna and participate in the
verbal categories of tense, aspect and voice.
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In many cases of paradigmaticization, grammaticalized eltm@in preexistent
paradigms and assimilate to their other members. The aRoemnce synthetic future,
which assimilates to the suffixal tense categories islear case in point. Such
phenomena do not result exclusively from grammaticalizaéoalogical levelling plays
a great role in them. This does not, however, mean thatiganaticization can be
reduced to the workings of analogy. The formation of panadigms, as, e.g., the
paradigm of the definite and indefinite articles, would be imptesH it were not part of
the more comprehensive grammaticalization process.

In the writing of a grammar, there is the notorious proldéwhether and to what extent
periphrastic constructions have to be admitted. Noone doubts that the synthetic verb
forms and primary prepositions must be treated in a grajuadisagreement arises
when analytical verbs forms or compound prepositionst@ree enumerated. The
criterion that has commonly been employed by grammastarieough with different
conclusions — is that of paradigmaticity. Thwasntdoes not participate in analytic verb
forms sincd want to writeis formed according to the same rules of syntaxraend to
write and similar constructions with an open set of governingpsveButwill does
participate in analytic verb forms because there is a paragtigtaining will write and

a few similar constructions.

The existence of a paradigm has even been made gppos#tion of the correct
application of the terms *analytic’ or ‘periphrastic’. Thus khaiws (1981:55) defines:
“When a form in a paradigm consists of two or more watrds periphrastic.” This
implies that if there is no paradigm, there is no periphrastic form, but merely a
combination of words (cf. Zirmunskij 1966:82-87). Whetbenot there is a paradigm
Is, however, not always easy to decide or even in prinaiplatter of a yes-no decision.
When the compound constructions are paralleled, in allastenespects, by synthetic
forms which belong to the same superparadigm, then theialecs facilitated. If such
a parallelism does not obtain, as e.g. in the case of tthegBese aspect formations,
there can be only a more-or-less decision, and the questiwhether such syntagms
must be treated in the grammar becomes rather a questimwolume of the grammar.

At the right end of a grammaticalization scale, paradigrasot formed, but reduced.
The most grammaticalized categories of a languagéem usually consist of a
two-member paradigm, i.e. a binary opposition. Tgbiexamples are number
(singular/plural), gender (masculine/feminine), noun classn@e/inanimate, or hu-
man/non-human), tense (nonpast/past, or real/futad (indicative/subjunctive), etc.
All of these can be privative oppositions; i.e. the oppositiog awasist only in the
presence of a sign vs. its absence. This constitutes theshaggree of paradigmaticity.
One more step of grammaticalization, and the paradignesdéasxist. Its further fate
may be calledossilization (see Heine & Reh 1984:35f). However, it is not meant that
fossilization presupposes the reduction of the paradigmit@aytopposition. Anything
that falls out of a paradigm in the process of its reductiay fossilize. Examples are
the Germanic pronominal adverbs, e.g. Emtjiere, how, whetc., which are fossilized
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remnants of cases that have fallen out of the pronomeraldigm, or the Germanic
preterite-presents (see p. 24), which remind us thasyhtnetic perfect was once a
member of the Indo-European tense paradigm. Such cassstute the main argument
for calling the last phase of grammaticalization ‘lexicalizatioa’daes Givon (1979]ul]:
209). The fossilized forms can indeed no longer be oldta@neording to the rules of the
grammar, but must be listed in the lexicon.

A further factor which accompanies paradigmaticization is@&ingrregularity . At
first, this seems to be in conflict with the general notion raimgnaticalization as
subjection to rules of grammar. However, this notion is toobe interpreted as
increasing regularity. What it does mean has been exglaom p. 116: the rules
governing the use of the grammaticalized item are less sealpnticotivated and
increasingly arbitrary, purely formal. This incldéhe possibility of increasing
irregularity as a consequence of the reduction of tredpgam and the desemanticization.
The loss of semantic distinctions within a paradigm may medrfdhas which had
been opposed to each other become variants. Sogeetone variant does not
consistently oust the other, but one of them becomes &iresbme lexemes and the
other variant on other lexemes.

Some examples: The Latin perfect has a number of alf@mprhich are distributed
according to conjugation class. Among them are the redtiph¢as incu-curr-i ‘l ran’,
and an s-suffix, as inscrip-s-i ‘I wrote’. While the former continues a
Proto-Indo-European perfect formative, the latter is a éoraorist marker. The aorist
itself was semantically fused with the perfect in Latin. The Lfatuwre has basically two
allomorphs, e- and b, which are again distributed according to conjugation clags; e
capi-e-t‘he will seize’, butmone-b-ithe will admonish’. b- comes from PIE Bhew
‘become’, while e- is a former subjunctive sign. The inherited subjunctive iisal
renovated by the inherited optative, which ceased to exisicas s

Apart from this morphological irregularity which ia direct consequence of
paradigmaticization, there is also irregularity as a developofidémeallomorphy which
arises mainly through morphological coalescence. For eeathg accusative singular
in Ancient Greek has a great many allomorphs which ledly be covered by a
synchronic rule; nevertheless, they have a common origimeifPIE suffix *m. The
discussion of such phenomena belongs in the chaptenolethoess; but it is significant
that distinct factors of grammaticalization bring about identicaltesu

Morphological irregularity may already affect the (grammatieal)zsign when it is yet

a free morpheme; it is then calledppletion. Examples: The English and German verb
‘to be’ is made up from three originally different verlss= ist comes from PIE Hes
ExIST; was= war are remnants of Proto-Germaniwés ‘live’; and beenor bin ‘am’
continue forms of PIE Bbhew ‘become’. Again, while Latire ‘go’ was almost
exclusively a lexical verb with no suppletion, the same veRyaémch uses three stems,
viz. all-, va- andir-; and this has been grammaticalized to form an analyticfuiMhile
this is a frequent situation with grammatical wordsmiist be emphasized that
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suppletion is not restricted to these, but occurs also immegge.g. igood— better.
The common denominator of all the suppletive paradigenshowever, the low
semanticity of the stem. If the varying stems had a higlasgaity, they would not be
susceptible to integration into a paradigm.

4.2.3. Paradigmatic variability

Paradigmatic variability is the freedom with which the language chooses a sign. The
principal alternatives to choosing some sign are either choaswifgjer member of the
same paradigm or choosing no member of that paradignkeaving the whole generic
category unspecified. We will subdivide the discussion aaugisdand deal first with
intraparadigmatic, then with transparadigmatic variability. In batfes, the freedom of
choice among various fillers of a given slot — includinrgraz— is, of course,
constrained by the context. This factor will be kept constard &s far as possible. We
will ask whether, given a context, paradigmatic variation alatllowed and how it is
connected with the degree of grammaticality.

Starting now withntraparadigmatic variability , we must first specify that the kind of
variation we are interested in is not free variation but tleegen of alternatives which
are in opposition. Free variation does not correlate witheéjee@ of grammaticality and
probably correlates with nothing, since it is in principle gstayatic. The selection of
opposite members of the paradigm, however, is dictatedebgrdmmar to the degree
that the whole paradigm is grammaticalized. Therefore iateligmatic variability
decreases with increasing grammaticalization.

One example of this has already been discussed (pvi#fthat of numeral classifiers.
Classifier systems of different languages vary somevehanig the parameter of
intraparadigmatic variability, since in some of them a nounbeaallocated relatively

freely to a class not inherent in it, while in othergehis little choice of the classifier,
given a noun. Examples are the Burmese and the Margyatems, respectively. Noun
classes and genders classify nouns, too; but here irdchgianatic variability is on the

whole reduced in comparison with numeral classifiers (seasko 1981 and Lehmann
1982[U], § 6.3). The shift of the nominal class becomereasingly a matter of lexical
derivation which is possible only within well-defined limits. Thedgmn Indo-Europe-

an languages, for example, is fixed for most nounssEbdhat motion is possible for
some animate nouns such as Lghus— lupa ‘wolf — she-wolf’.

Consider also free personal pronouns vs. persona¢agmnt affixes. Given a transitive
sentence in English or German, the choice of the objectdingyronouns of varying

person, number or gender, is, apart from selectioniggshs, completely free. If the

sentence is translated into a language with object agreentaetwarb, such as Navaho,
Ancash Quechua or Swabhili, the choice of the pronominahezi¢ on the verb is no
longer free, but determined by the nature of the nominatbbje

As long as cases are weakly grammaticalized, thegreéhd NP which they are attached
to largely independent of the context and are rather freblstisutable.
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E104. A gyerek jatsz-ik az asztal-on
Huncg DEF  child cplay-3.SG DEF table-SUPER

‘The child is playing on the table’

In E104, the case suffix on the noun may be substituteselbgral other local case
suffixes such asal ‘by’, -ban'in’, and even non-local ones such gal-with’. When
cases are more grammaticalized, they will require moreifgpeontexts in order to
signal different relations. They will, for instance, be comedinvith adpositions. We
have seen on p. 82f how the choice of case is seee$yrained if it combines with an
adposition, to the point where the case is governed bgdpesition and variability is
reduced to zero. Similarly, the more grammaticalized casestaacted into the valence
of the verb, become governed by it and thus lose theipatagigmatic variability.

This parameter is difficult to operationalize, firstly becaudessuutability itself is
difficult to quantify, but more so because the dejsgiry on the context varies
enormously from one grammatical category to anotherreThee typical relational
categories such as case, which are contextually boundngesextent, and on the other
hand such non-relational categories as nominal numberlzaltense, which can vary
rather freely in any context, according to the meaning wohegeyed.

We now turn to what above has been caltadsparadigmatic variability . By this we
mean the freedom of the language user with regard tpataligm as a whole. The
paradigm represents a certain grammatical category, andntbers, the subcategories
(or values) of that category. There may then be a cdresdom in either specifying the
category by using one of its subcategories, or leaving tiodevcategory unspecified. To
the extent that the latter option becomes constrained and fimalbgssible, the category
becomes obligatory. We shall therefore use the tebfigatoriness as a— more handy
— converse equivalent of ‘transparadigmatic variabilityri@spondingly, the reduction
of transparadigmatic variability will occasionallye called by the neologism
‘obligatorification .

Obligatoriness of the category as a whole and iotisins on intraparadigmatic
variability are sometimes difficult to keep apart, namely wihenparadigm contains a
formally unmarked member. For example, the use of theadked singular instead of
the plural may either be an instance of intraparadigmatic v#gialy may indicate the
optionality of the category of number. This showmtt the parameters of
intraparadigmatic variability and of obligatoriness (which | hieeet distinct in earlier
studies, e.g. Lehmann 1982[U]:234ff) are so similar they thust be subsumed under
one parameter of paradigmatic variability.

Examples of increasing obligatoriness are not difficult to ediy. The category of
number, which has just been mentioned, was already desgtisom this viewpoint on
p. 10. There we saw that the specification of nominailyer in Turkish is obligatory
only in specific contexts, whereas it must be specifie@¥ery noun in any context in
Latin. The chapter on number (3.3.1.1) provides a wedltaxamples with varying
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degrees of obligatoriness. Recall also that numeral classifibigsse high intrapara-
digmatic variability has been mentioned above, are generalynapin Persian.

Another typical example is the development of articles. Aedigial examination of
Latin texts shows that there is no syntactic rule which foacdsterminer on a noun.
More specifically, there is no tendency of definite nounsetpieceded bijle (D3) if
there is no other demonstrative, and there is likewise norienadé indefinite nouns to
take unus ‘one’ in the absence of other indefinite determiners. Yetipely these
tendencies arise and take over to the point of obligatorinélss development towards
the modern Romance languages. In French, Italian, Spatusht is in most contexts
impossible to use a singular noun — and, with local variatilso, & plural noun —
without an article, that is, without specifying the categomyadiniteness. The same has,
of course, happened in the Germanic languages. Detdlisafevelopment in African
languages are in Greenberg 1978, § 3.3.-3.5.

The same increase in obligatoriness may be observed getledopment of personal
pronouns as discussed in ch. 3.2.1.2. In Standard Ithkaitee personal pronouns are
used in subject position for emphasis only; there is no t&yde insert them when the
sentence otherwise has no subject. In Portuguese theméssociolectal variation in
this respect and precisely this tendency makes itself feleisuhstandard sociolects. In
French, finally, the subject position must not be left openhmust be occupied by a
personal pronoun if no NP is there. (Since these pdrpomaouns no longer carry any
emphasis, the subsystem of emphatic pronouns has beavated; see ch. 7.2). A
similar continuum can be observed in the modern Slavic |gsgua

It has been mentioned that paradigmatic variability dependthecontext It is a
principle of information theory that the conditioned probabilitaaign usually differs
from its absolute probability, and that these differencesa@sea proportionally to an
increase in the conditioning context. Limiting ourselves to thier&ble contexts, we
may say that the more we enlarge the context, the mopedafis sign becomes
obligatory. In Amharic, for instance, the verb has objgce@ment affixes only if the
object is definite. Restricting the context of the agreeméreafto the verb, we would
say that they are optional. Enlarging it to include the wholewé&will say that they are
obligatory in certain contexts and excluded in others. In laggs such as Latin, the
subjunctive is optional at the clause level. If one takes thednctory conjunction into
account, many of them govern the subjunctive. Some camuascstill admit either
mood. However, once the context is enlarged to includmétex verb, there is usually
no longer a choice between indicative and subjunctive. Apaserin the obligatoriness
of a sign is therefore a decrease in the level of gramal structure on which it is
obligatory. This might be one possibility to operationalize theron of obligatoriness.

Another way of looking at the increase of obligatoriness \sew it as the dropping of
restrictions posed on the nature of the context, that iselettion restrictions(cf.
Vincent 1980[i]:56 and Serzisko 1981:99f). The Amharigobsuffix on the verb will
gradually evolve into an unrestricted object agreemenigofthe extent that conditions
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on the nature of the object are loosened. The nexingialal be the appearance of the
affix not only when the object is definite but also when husnan. This is essentially
the situation in Swabhili. The final extension, which includegagent with indefinite
non-human objects, is realized in Navaho. Restrictions aeagmt may also be of a
purely syntactic nature. Agreement at a relatively lowllefegrammaticalization is
sometimes restricted to the constellation where the agreememdrénggecedes the
agreeing term. With proceeding grammaticalization, agreemestntes obligatory
independently of the position of the agreement triggerehe$® increasing obligatori-
ness may be seen as the dropping of a syntactic restriCiothe whole complex of
agreement in connection with animacy and grammaticalizationCeewie 1981[L]:
184f and Lehmann 1982[U], § 6.2.

Another example was seen above on p. 60f. Infinite camgaés introduced bipr ...to
originated in sentences suchl &sought a book for him to reaevhere the complement
of for, the subsequent subordinate subject, is a beneficiary maimeclause and where
the infinitive complement expresses an action which he igaap to be able to
accomplish with the help of the benefaction. These conditi@ns then dropped, and
consequently we use these structural means in sentecbessSar George to marry an
unbaptized girl is highly unlikelAlso in ch. 3.3.2, we have seen how a verbum dicendi
can be used to introduce indirect speech. When the regstdobn the nature of the
embedded clause are eased, it may be grammaticalizedmguaction introducing any
kind of complement clause.

If a concept is highly grammaticalized, it becomes gymttically compatible with other
concepts of the same semantic domain which are less gtaalmad and which would
appear to contradict it (cf. Paul 1920, ch. 15)r kustance, sentence type is
grammaticalized illocutionary force. An interrogative senteneg be used with the
force of a request and then contain an adverb fittingltbamitionary force, e.gplease
Similarly, gender is so highly grammaticalized and,oadingly, carries so little
information about sex that in gender languages, eautegés compatible with each sex.
The same goes for the combination of tenses with temporattz

The dropping of restrictions on the use of a structurahseaplies that this becomes
more ubiquitous, that its distribution is extended. For itgtatefiniteness markers start
cooccurring first with other definite, then even with indefinieneents; cf. p. 34f. This
expansionhas struck some authors as an essential characterigtenofmaticalization.
Kurylowicz (1965:41) speaks of the “increase in the range’aitegory, and likewise
Lord (1976:184-188) and Heine & Reh (1984:39-41) hanwhasized the role of
expansion in grammaticalization. While there is no doubt thzdresion occurs and is
virtually indistinguishable from increasing obligatoriness, it doEsseem advisable to
isolate it as a criterion of grammaticalization, because expaasturs also in analogi-
cal transfer. If a conjunction today introduces only inctigpeech, but tomorrow also
introduces clauses depending on verba sentiendi, this maghlee a phenomenon of
grammaticalization or one of analogical transfer. | will dewtte5.4 to the distinction
between these processes; but it may be anticipated herng ihéar from clear, and
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therefore the expansion of distribution should be used withasa criterion of gram-
maticalization.

Lack of paradigmatic variability thus accounts for the ubiguityf@ature in the texts of
a language. Its textual frequency justifies the inferenceithatimportant for the
formation of grammatical structures in that language. Thes goammaticalized a
feature is, the higher is iystem relevanceat least up to a certain point. We are, for
instance, justified in assuming that the article plays an imgaénin the systems of
the Germanic, Romance and a lot of other languages @elbecause of its pronounced
obligatoriness; and the same goes for the noun classesiin Bnguages or the aspects
of the Yucatec verb. We will pursue this point in ch. Bffice it here to say that the
implications for system relevance have led some authorgaodebligatoriness as the
essential feature of grammaticality (cf. also p. 10f). RolBson (1959:489) reports that
F. Boas regarded “the obligatoriness of grammatical caesyas the specific feature
which distinguishes them from lexical meanings”, and heaadtarizes grammar by the
following task:

“it determines those aspects of each experiencertustbe expressed.”

And on p. 492:

“Grammar, aeal ars obligatorig as the Schoolmen used to call it, imposes
upon the speaker its yes-or-no decisions.”

Because of its implications for system relevancégatoriness is doubtless an important
factor in grammaticalization. Two considerations should, howdeep us from over-
emphasizing its importance. First, if the obligatoriness ofl@ament increases to the
point that it becomes omnipresent, it becomes, at the sam, meaningless. Categories
that are on the verge of this are the nominalizewf Plateau Penutian (see p. 34) and
the suffix im on all transitive verbs in Tok Pisin (see p. 37). But tteeg@sses which
constitute grammaticalization go on, and so we get elemeitth @te beyond the verge,
that is, which no longer function in the grammar. Theskide the long vowel which
terminates virtually all nouns in Hausa (see p. 50), thafix inserted in the present
stem of such Latin verbs tengo‘touch’, and the reduplication of perfect verbs in Late
Latin. These phenomena have ceased to play a role imahergr. The point will be
taken up in ch. 5.3. Here it suffices to recall the comatamns of p. 116 and to note that
the functionality of an element in a language system doesaseproportionately to its
grammaticalization, but that there comes a point — whichave been regarding as the
end of a grammaticalization scale — where the element kaggsther with the last bit
of semanticity, its grammatical function and is put on the gfidilhguistic history. This
must be kept in mind if one wants to infer from obligatoriness/stem relevance.

The second qualifying observation is simply that obligatorinasgot be isolated from
the other factors of grammaticality. While we might eventuallysmwar this one

parameter sufficient for the determination of the degregashmaticality, it must not be
overlooked that the others are necessary and therefsemt&l, too. Nothing can
become obligatory in a grammar which is not also grammaigchtiz a certain degree
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according to the other parameters. We shall return id.dh2 to the problem of the
correlation among the parameters.

4.3. Syntagmatic parameters

4.3.1. Structural scope

The syntagmatic weight or structural scope of a grammatieahs is the structural size
of the construction which it helps to form. The structurag &f a construction will be
regarded, in the absence of more precise criteriagiag loletermined by itkevel of
grammatical structure (which, for many purposes, may be regarded as itstitoent
structure level). For example, the structural scope ofrki§fucase suffix is the NP it
follows, while the scope of a Latin case suffix is the nanithie traditional sense). The
structural scope of a sign decreases with increasingngaéinalization. Vincent (1980
[1]:56f) speaks of a “reduction or limitation in the subcategion frame”. The
diagnostic lowering of the level of grammatical structureldess regarded by some as
the essential feature of a process they caltedlensation(see p. 9) and which we will
here subsume under grammaticalization (despite my qualm<of

Let us illustrate the decrease in structural scope of angadical sign. The example of
case markers just mentioned may be generalized (and &tBadiz follows: A relational

noun takes an NP with case as its complement; the samdogaes adposition. An

agglutinative case affix attaches to a caseless NP, amslomél case affix to a noun.
Similarly, a demonstrative pronoun acts at the NP level, budefinite article is a noun
affix in several languages. Recall also the observatiotissointrusion of nominal cate-
gories into the NP by way of agreement (p. 52).

An auxiliary of the ‘have’ or ‘be’ type starts as a maantvwhich takes a nhominalized
VP as a complement; that is, it starts at the clause levelnWhsas become an
auxiliary, it functions at the VP level. A relevant examplghs formation of the
Quechua habitual aspect described on p. 27. The conanirmd a function verb with a
full verb may first yield a serialized verb (something betw&E and V), but ends up as
an inflected verb. This may, in its turn, become an auxilarg,so forth, so that we may
even get all the way down to the stem level. A free patgmonoun in object position
Is an immediate constituent of a VP; but when it becomesraemgnt affix, it merely
helps to form a verb.

Examples are also available from levels above the clausk @emplex sentences
formed by rules of topicalization and focussation may khiinsimple sentences as
communicative sentence perspective becomes syntax (ch.33.4Ve have also seen
two clauses being integrated into one through grammaticalizafiean anaphoric

demonstrative to a copula (ch. 3.1.2). A traditional hypsighof long standing is the
development of Indo-European hypotaxis out of paiat, which implies the

condensation of two sentences into one complex senteneegéitesis of the Indo-
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European correlative diptych mentioned on p. 103&igase in point. Further
grammaticalization in this channel involves nominalization: alibative conjunction
such as Englthat forms a nominalized clause; but a nominalizing suffix sischng
merely forms nominal VPs or verb forms (ch. 3.1.6).

Some grammatical morphemes are birelational. Then we nmsyden their structural
scope in both directions, as it were. The personal pronmntioned before is not only
governed by the verb; it also contracts an anaphoric relatian NP. As long as it is a
free personal pronoun, the latter is a semantic relatiofeaebhabove the clause. Then
the NP gradually intrudes into the clause, via a left- or miigibcation. Finally, when
the personal pronoun has become an agreement afixefilarent NP may occupy the
object position so that this relation has got down to the V& &wd become a syntactic
one. We may speculate that incorporation of the object furtlgerces this level.

It is now evident that we determine the grammatical levéhefconstruction which a
sign helps to form by the syntagmatic morphosyntactic relajiam(gh it contracts. No
use has been made here of semantic relations, of any wbt@osign “being valid for”
or “concerning” a construction of a certain level. This ningsstressed because fallacies
of the following kind suggest themselves: Aspect may begraticalized to tense, and
modality (as expressed, e.g. by modal verbs) may &mrgaticalized to mood. Now
aspect and modality are categories concerning the VP, tehiée and mood are valid
for the clause as a whole. (Let us grant this for the sdkargument and following
Bazell 1949:7.) Therefore in these cases grammaticalizati@ecasmpanied by an
increase in the scope of a grammatical morpheme. Similaciés might be founded
upon Traugott's (1980:47) notion that

grammatical markers shift over time from primarily refél@mmeanings to
less referential, more pragmatic, meanings

or, more detailed (p. 54):

Propositional meanings of grammatical markers may giveaitxtual ones
and textual meanings may give rise to interpersonal onespbuice versa.

To infer an increase in the structural level and thus insttope of the grammatical
marker would be fallacious, because these markers lmegrammatical relation to
constituents at the higher levels mentioned; in particular, srgenood bear no direct
morphosyntactic relation to the clause as a whole. Their “lvailigj’ for the clause is a
matter of semantics.

In certain cases, there is an obvious divergence betwreetusal and semantic scope of
a grammatical operator. The meaning of the English hvedbmayhas developed from
physical via deontic to epistemic possibility. This implies a widg of the semantic
scope from the verbal action to the proposition. Similar dpvedémts are frequent in the
case of tense, aspect and mood operators. This is raegi@aple that arbitrariness,
absence of iconicity, accompanies increasing gratcalgation (cf. ch. 4.2.1).
Morphological structure is often not amenable to direct sémiterpretation. Possibly
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reduction of scope is the one factor which is most rediplentor non-iconicity and
arbitrariness in grammatical structure.

Also, the shrinking of structural scope in the course afmgnaticalization ends at the
stem level. The diverse structural scope of the affixemefword does not reflect their
grammaticality; i.e. it is not generally the case that innexedfare more grammatical
than outer affixes. Instead, inner affixes are genedawational, while outer affixes
are inflectional. Even among the inflectional affixes, n@petcording to grammaticali-
ty is observed. The reason lies in the mechanism of agdlatin@ee next section). If
only morphemes (e.g. postpositions or person pron@gutitinated to hosts, then outer
morphological layers would generally be more recentthacefore less grammatical,
and shrinkage of scope would be regular. However, @eninflected word form may
agglutinate to a host, e.g. an auxiliary verb to a non-finitevérb. Then suddenly an
inflectional affix may find itself wedged in between less gratical morphemes. The
result is some form of inner inflection, as in German campadjectives likdochwer-
tig (high-value-AJvR) ‘top-grade’, comparativetherwertig(besidehochwertige)y. The
mechanism of agglutination of inflected forms also yields higbly-iconic sequential
morphological structure. A notable example is the prefiusece ‘subject agreement —
tense/aspect — object agreement — verb stem’ commonrntuBanguages, which
obviously results from the coalescence of a syntagm ‘irefteauxiliary — full verb’.
The possibility of coming up with a formal account of sathictures and of the degree
of systematicity of scope shrinking depends on a polyceaatysis of morphological
structure which I will not try to vindicate here.

Condensation thus has to be taken with these provisos. Udsian nevertheless
remains what the functional correlate of the phenomeriastroctural scope is. P.

Kiparsky (1968) has introduced the notionpoédicativity for the semantic aspect of
structural scope. A sign is predicative if it can be usegramlicate something on
something else. Kiparsky's examples are temporal adwehish) are predicative, and
verbal tense morphemes, which are not; and his claimtiseghae morphemes in the
Indo-European languages have evolved from moreigatde elements of Pro-

to-Indo-European. We have seen in ch. 3.1.6 that ‘temhpadverb > tense’ is in fact a
historically attested grammaticalization channel. The notion afigagvity has been

taken up more recently by H. Seiler (1982) and been ékplonnected with that of

semanticity. The idea is that the more semanticity an item dispieeysiore predicative

force it has. Seiler's examples are techniques of noslasaification and individuation,

such as numeral classification and noun class/gendeanrtherfbeing more predicative
than the latter. As we have seen in ch. 3.2.1.3, the chbibe numeral classifier may
indeed constitute a subordinate predication of itself, while rtass and gender are
much less subject to discretionary choice and thereforé&ilmoie much more to

assigning an item to a class than to predicating on it. Cf.thksmbservations in

ch. 4.2.3 on the syntagmatic compatibility of a gender withpgarently contradictory
sex: it is always the sex that wins out.



4.3. Syntagmatic parameters 131

In a related sense, the termhématicity’ has been used by K. Strunk (1980) for a
property which items lose in the course of their grammaticalizafascussing the
grammaticalization of reflexivity in much the way | did in cl2.3.3 above, Strunk finds
that reflexive pronouns tend to be renovated or recafdrwhen they lose their
rhematicity. If a reflexive pronoun is to emphasize the ideofitthe object with the
subject, it must be able to carry the rheme of a sentHics.not rhematic in this sense,
it will merely signify that the action abides in the sphdréhe subject. For example,
there comes a point in the development of tatlevarewhere it can no longer be used
to signify ‘to lift oneself’, but merely means ‘to get up’hen the reflexive will be
reinforced, so that we geese levar®r Spanlevarse a si mismdRhematicity in this
sense can obviously be regarded as a semantic or@vemunicative counterpart of the
structural scope of an item: while a rhematic reflexive pponoay form a VP with the
governing verb, a non-rhematic reflexive helps to forrmgmansitive verb.

There are also possible connections between the pararhetanadural scope and the
explicitnessvs.ellipticity of a construction. These are discussed in Jakobsonughkiva
1979:6f as “two extreme aspects of linguistic operations’iew which the authors
ascribe to Franciscus Sanctius Brocensis (16. cent). @Qgenaieed consider that the
periphrastidhabeo cantaturfi have sung’ is more explicit than the synthetmtavi It
seems, however, recommendable to restrict the termscx. elliptic’ to a scale of
proceeding syntagmatic abbreviation by omission of constigue context; this appears
also to be intended by Jakobson and Waugh. The redwdtgiructural scope is much
more a condensation of a construction by a degradatiotoiwea level of constituent
structure. The successive loss of specifications here kot of contextual ellipticity,
but a constitutional categorial restriction. Neverthelessditfierence is by no means
clear-cut, and we will have to take up later the questionhether grammaticalization
can be compensated for by explicitness.

At the end of this section, the question of the boundedaoesgpen-endedness of
grammaticalization scales poses itself with enhanced clarity. €orid hand, we have
seen two clauses being condensed into one, and we adetihuo ask whether
grammaticalization has any role to play above the sentende@®vthe other hand, we
have seen grammatical formatives being reduced tnglbgical alternations of
morphemes (e.g. in apophony [ablaut]), and we are ldgdigo ask whether gram-
maticalization has any role to play below the morpheme I@Wgse questions will be
taken up in later chapters.

4.3.2. Bondedness

The syntagmatic cohesion or bondedness of a sign is theaaytimith which it is

connected with another sign to which it bears a syntagmasitore The degree of
bondedness of a sign varies from juxtaposition to merg@roiportion to its degree of
grammaticality. The term ‘bondedness’ appears to haselfeen used by W. Foley
(1980) in order to describe the connection between headsrand their adjuncts, his
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idea being, basically, that when an adjunct is reduced dréneely formed modifier to
a mere grammatical determiner, its bondedness to the baadntreases. Foley posits
a scale of bondedness and supports it empiricaliydincidence of connecting particles
in adnominal modification of Austronesian languages, whicgréster in the more
weakly bonded constructions. The German equivalent oidedness’, viz. ‘Fligungsen-
ge’, had been used by H. Seiler (1975) to describedyeed of integration of a nominal
term formed to name an object. Fliigungsenge is loosestaniutere terms, especially
in transparent compounds, and most intimate in lledge terms, i.e. arbitrary
monomorphemic nouns. We will return to this conception ird@aussion of lexicaliza-
tion (ch. 5.2).

Any increase in bondedness will be calbedlescenceAs this process can be observed
fairly accurately at the level of phonology, a variety of ®inave appeared in the
literature to designate its phases. The first @@y from juxtaposition is the
subordination of the grammaticalized item under an adjaceahgcalled cliticization.
The next phase, in which it becomes an affix of anathement, is agglutination; and
the last phase, in which the grammaticalized item loses its emldentity, becoming
an integral part of another morpheme, is fusion or meg&yeme of these terms have also
been used for the whole of the coalescence procesh.first treat coalescence as a
process affecting the significans and later takethg question of its semantic
counterpart.

Some examples of different degrees of bondednedsscoatescence may be reviewed
before we go into greater theoretical detail. The Latin detraing ille is, as a
determiner, juxtaposed to the nominal it determines. It ytbkel&rench definite article,
which is proclitic, and the Romanian definite article, whicluféxal. As a pronounijle
yields the oblique formkg, la etc. of several Romance languages, which are clitic to the
verb and sometimes even treated as suffixes. The Gearapasitiontrotz ‘despite’ is
juxtaposed to the NP which it governs. More grammaticalizedgsitions, e.gzu ‘to’
andan ‘at’, tend to lose their accent and become proclitic. Tealt@re characteristic
fusional forms in combination with the definite article, as illustdain E57 in ch.

3.4.1.3. Case suffixes may be agglutinative, ay e in Turkish (e.gyd-m
‘year-GeN’), or fusional, as they are in Latin (eanni ‘year:GEN’). In the former case,
the affix is separable from the stem, which can exist wittimuaffix (e.gy1 ‘year’); in
the latter case, stem and affix are inseparable, i.e. thenstegssarily appears in one of
the forms defined by one of the affixes (eagnus'year:Nom’). The greatest degree of
fusion is reached in what has been traditionally called synmbadsthe apophony
(ablaut) and metaphony (umlaut) type, e.g. EBmlg vs. sang(PAST) or foot vs. feet
(Po).

One might consider that the elementary necessacppdiion for coalescence is that the
grammaticalized item has somge@mmatical relation to the element with which it is to
coalesce. There is some truth in this. Collocations which @doet only occasionally
cannot coalesce; they are not amenable to gramma#tah at all. The Baltic
languages, for instance, have a definiteness suffixdpt@ves. The condition for the
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coalescence of a definiteness marker with an adjectiveiderely, that the expression
of definiteness of an NP is bound to the presence ofigctave attribute, positioned
immediately in front of the definiteness marker. In Germahnglish, the collocation
of the definite article with an adjective attribute is occasionakesit makes no
difference for definite determination whether an adjective at&ilis present or not.
Here there is no basis for such a coalescence.

On the other hand, we know of case<liicization where there is no grammatical
relation between the clitic element and its carrier. Cf. the lcaimdinator gue which

Is appended to the first word of the second conjunch(@sm in ramo sedebat caseum-
gue devorare in animo habebathile it sat on a branch and had in mind to devour the
cheese’). In Somali, subject personal pronouns are erditite focus marker, even
though both have nothing to do with each other (E100Cdahuilteco (see Troike
1981), cross-referencing personal pronouns whichtifumas subject agreement markers
are attached to an oblique NP, mostly the object NP, vpnextedes the verb. In Yucatec
Maya, subject pronouns precede the verb, and psigssepronouns precede the
possessed noun; but both are enclitic to whatever happprscede them. A multitude
of such examples could be cited. We may learn from tt&incoalescence proceeds
according to either of two potentially conflicting principles. Quossibility is that the
position of a grammaticalized item in a syntagm is defined hyngratical relations.
Then it will be appended to such elements to which it beaemangatical relation. Or its
position in a syntagm is defined by sequential order rektitypically involving the
number of constituents from a certain syntactic boundanaod,more typically the
position after the first constituent of a clause. Then cliticizatdhnot (necessarily)
reflect grammatical relations. In the former case, coahescwvill proceed along the
trodden paths of grammaticalization, while in the latter dasél normally stop with
cliticization. One might consider restricting the terms ‘clitic’ anlititization’ to the
latter case, so that cliticization would not be an essential feaftgrammaticalization.
This would have an added advantage. If cliticization is thedbascent and subordina-
tion under an adjacent one, and if all grammaticalizationssacdy involved cliticiza-
tion, it would be difficult to account for the existencestiessed inflectional affixes.
Such affixes are rare, but do occur, especially in tbleagec Indo-European languages.
In Greek, for instance, théd- suffix forming a passive participle is stressed. (These
cases must not, of course, be confused with those wdreraffix receives stress
according to phonological rules of word accent.) It trereeippears advisable to regard
cliticization as a typical, but not necessary ingredient of graroatiaation.

Before any phonological consequences of coalescenke thamselves felt, there are
syntactic symptoms to be observed. One of them is the rad®iitst of a grammatical
formative undercoordination reduction. That is, if the cohesion of the formative X
with constituent A increases, ‘A-X and B-X' can no longeruduced to ‘[A and B]-X’,
and similarly, ‘A-X and A-Y’ can no longer be reducedAg X and Y]’ (cf. Mallinson

& Blake 1981:198-201). E105 - E107 demonstrate impddgg of coordination
reduction in the b-constructions and its possibility in their Englisbunterparts.
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E105. a. to describe and explain

GERM b. zu beschreiben und zu erklaren

E106. a. to the author or the editor

FREN b. al'auteur ou au siége

E107. a. Sumie goes to and from Osaka.

Jap b. Sumie wa Oosaka ni to Oosaka kara iku.

Sumie TOP Osaka DIR and Osaka ABL go
(cf. Mallinson & Blake 1981:201)

Examples E105 und E106 show that the bondedness oGeotharzuand Frencha is
greater than that of Englo, since they cannot be suppressed in coordination. E107
shows that the Japanese particles, often alleged to be gitetpx) are, at any rate, more
intimately bonded to their complements than are English prepasisote they cannot
be coordinated: ®osaka ni to kards impossible. Incidentally, the two parts of the
coordination criterion need not yield the same result. Thukapanese it is perfectly
possible to attach one case particle to two coordinated NFPsQasaka to Tookyoo ni
‘to Osaka and Tokyo’, and the same is true of Turkiste csuffixes! One might
speculate that the two halves of the coordination reductiomiontare related by an
implication of the following kind: A-[X and Y} [A and B]-X. That is, in coalescence,
first the coordination of grammatical markers (belonging éoséime paradigm) related
to one constituent becomes impossible, then the combinatiomybne grammatical
marker with a coordination of constituents becomes imposS3ibéelatter is, of course,
at the same time an instance of the reduction of the strustuojpe of a grammatical
formative.

Another syntactic criterion to test the bondedness of armgedital formative is the
possibility of inserting material between it and the word it teo@dtach to. Cf. Zwicky
1978 on decreasing insertability of material in lower level comstigl The test is
generally effectuated by expanding the host constituentpfiication to Englto +
infinitive vs. Germzu + infinitive is exemplified in E108.

E108. a. to fully describe
GERM b. vollstandig zu beschreiben

Here the expansion criterion converges with the coordinatitarion in the result that
bondedness in Engb + infinitive is looser than in Germu+ infinitive. Putting it more
generally, the expansion test makes us see whether a gtigadrformative is already so
much grammaticalized as to be combinable only with a partiatdest form class, or
whether it still attaches to a class of — potentially expanded rstitaents.

*L This is, in fact, one of the differences betweeglatinative case suffixes and flexional ones of
the ancient Indo-European type which first struuk ¢ye of early typologists.
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Univerbation is the traditional term for the welding of a syntagm into wmod.
Examples: Germarkeines Weggqlit. of no way) >keineswegsby no means’,
Proto-Greekéol aUt@ (he:DaT.S6.M self:DAT.SG.M) > Attic £avTe ‘to himself’ (cf.
Wackernagel 1924, 11:82). The orthography is, of ceurst always realiable. French
bon marchécheap’ behaves grammatically like one word, since it cabe opposed to
mauvais marchéout rather taher ‘expensive’)??

If univerbation is to be considered within the scope of gratiwalization, the last
example clearly shows that it does occur outside this domeainin fact, univerbation
has traditionally been opposed to composition, this pair of témsy sometimes
rendered in German by ‘Zusammenrtickung vs. Zusanetmmnsy’, respectively (cf.
Zirmunskij 1966:88). The difference between these twogsses need not be clear-cut
in every instance, but in principle it is this: Univerbation gnieted to the syntagmatic
axis and may affect, in perhaps idiosyncratic ways, anyawtcular word forms which
happen to be habitually used in collocation. Compositiora ashema of word-for-
mation, presupposes a paradigm in analogy to which it edscand affects a class of
stems according to a structural pattern. This characterizatmms for the possibility
that univerbation is an instance of coalescencea anstitutive process of
grammaticalization, namely whenever at least one of the noaitel word forms is a
grammatical formative, as in Gre€kv 7.

One might, in fact, ask whether there is any differencemciple between univerbation
andagglutination. The two are brought into close connection by F. de 8au$$916,
part 3, ch. VII, 88 1f), who opposes agglutination tol@gaas two driving forces of
grammatical change, the former leading to univerbation, the tatt@ord formation
(composition and derivation). We will return in ch. 5.4 toréflation of grammaticaliza-
tion to analogy and here remark only that univerbation shbel#étept distinct from
agglutination for two reasons. The first lies in the potentialiyftous, selective nature
of univerbation. A univerbation such ksineswegss possible everywhere and at any
time, regardless of the existence or not of such moddteinesfallsin no case’ or
*jedenwegs Agglutination of a postposition as a case suffix to a ndaowever,
typically does not affect just one postposition, but a wpaladigm. Agglutination is
not an occasional, but a systematic process.

The second reason for distinguishing agglutinateomd univerbation relates to a
difference in scope: agglutination is not restricted to thedverel, at least not in the
same sense as univerbation. If a grammatical formativeivenbated with another
word, it attaches to the latter as such and not as a espa&ise of a possibly complex
syntactic category. But precisely this typically happens in agghitim The difference
between an agglutinative and a fusional affix lies not oay l{fas sometimes been
alleged, e.g. in Sapir 1921, ch. V and Greenberg 19b4he lesser degree of
phonological adaptation exhibited or caused by the fornes. i$ only the superficial

2 See Frei 1929:109f, who calls the phenomenon ‘lysarny’.
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consequence of the fact that the morphological bond leetae agglutinative affix and
its carrier is looser than that between a fusional affixtarwarrier. Cf. the following ex-
amples from Altaic languages (Zirmunskij 1966:71):

E109. ota, ona va dust-lar-dan salom
UzB father mother and friend-PL-ABL  greeting

‘greetings from father(s), mother(s) and friends’

E110. yarmn gel-ir, alar-im
TUrRK tomorrow come-PRS take-PRS-1.SG

‘tomorrow | shall come and take’

E111. ne y-iyor,  ne ig-iyor, ne de soyl-Uyor-du
TUrk neither eat-PROG nor drink-PROG nor also speak-PROG-PAST)

‘he did not eat, nor drink, nor speak’

If we confined ourselves to comparing only Laimicis‘(from) the friends’,capiam’l
will take” andloquebaturhe spoke’ with the relevant forms in the above examples,
might indeed be led to reducing the phenomenon to a plgoaldlifference. What we
have to compare, however, are the syntagms E109-E111"'

E109." a patre, matre et amicis salutationes
LATIN

E110." cras veniam atque capiam
LATIN

E111." non edebat, non bibebat, non loquebatur
LATIN

The coordination test shows that the grammatical formatiees A and RAST have
to be repeated in Latin, because they are strictly bound veditte whereas they may be
combined with complex constituents in Uzbek und Turkish.

In a situation such as the latter one, it is, of coursengabk® have independent criteria
that one is, in fact, dealing with affixes. The criterion ifictural scope, which one
would be tempted to invoke here, has just been discaatetl,we are left with
morphological and phonological criteria. The morphologiciécon concerns the fact
that an affix — in contradistinction to a free morpheme — pigsua particular slot on
a particular word class. This is the criterion of syntagmatialvéity which we will turn
to in the following section. The phonological criterion concethmes application of
phonological rules to sequences which include the potenfial atich rules being
otherwise known to apply to words. Turkish vowel rhany is an example; its
application includes suffixes, but not postpositions. Accotyiwg havevapur ile‘with

a steamer’, butapurla ‘by steamer’ (cf. p. 74). Furthermore, rules of samdfid other
assimilation rules operate in most languages to adapt an a#istem.
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The more an affix is integrated into the word by such rtiesmore agglutination gives
way tofusion. In classical morphological typology, a crucial feature distisigng a
language of the flexional(fusional) type such as Sanskrit from a language of the
agglutinative type such as Turkish was, in fact, the richoesandhi rules to be found

in the former; cf. Humboldt's (1836:506-511) detailedusseon of Sanskrit sandhi. The
common function of phonological rules setting in at the maméagglutination and
giving way to fusion might be designated, with Heine & Rel84197-20), by the term
‘adaptation’.

Coalescence may be described as the weakening antdbfsalf boundaries. Hyman
(1978, esp. § 4) has set up a scale of boundariesrezhtere in F10.

F10. Scale of grammatical boundaries
|| > Ht > # > + > ()

This is to be read: clause boundary includes word boyrndeludes stem boundary
includes morpheme boundary includes absence of bountlaeytransitive inclusion
relation from left to right means that if a phonological psscapplies across a given
boundary, it also applies across the boundaries to its rigtwden a boundary is
weakened in coalescence, what is left is its neighbor omgie Hyman argues that no
phonological rule refers to the ‘+' boundary. Thereflass of the ‘#’ boundary would
mean complete integration of a morpheme into a woresé&deas had been prepared by
Kurytowicz (1948:211), who showed that the rules of syllabicatidrich in several
languages such as German do not cross the word oy Isteindary, nevertheless seize
whatever comes to be agglutinated as an affix.

Fusion of grammatical formatives with stems leadsat variety of phenomena
characteristic of the morphological structure of so-calledidnal languages. One of
them is the amalgamation eumulation of several grammatical categories in one
morpheme. In a Latin adjective form suchbaso (good:DAT.SG.M/N) it is not only
difficult to localize a morpheme boundary, since the infleeionorpheme consists of
a lengthening of the final vowel of the stdmanc; what is more, none of the three
inflectional categories of case, number and gender kaparate morpheme, or mor-
phological slot, for its expression; instead, they are cumuiated¢ase-number-gender
morpheme. It is common for cumulation to affect affixal pi@mes; but sometimes
several grammatical categories may be agglomeratedee aiforpheme. Cf. Frenel

‘to the’ <a le; more examples of portemanteau morphs in Jeffers & Zwiéi80, § 6.

Amalgamation naturally leads to lack of distinctness of inflectior@phemes. Polyse-
mies or homonymies of endings are often only dispelledneeanent, as is familiar from
Latin grammar. In German, this has been developed frdafieiency to a method, as
has been shown by O. Werner (1979). Instead ofesgprg a bundle of inflectional
categories on each of a set of agreeing constituents, thibwies its expression among
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these constituents, so that the exhaustive specification ofdaesgories is afforded by
none of the constituents in isolation, but only by the set tadgether. A simple
example iskleiner Kinder‘of small children’.Kleiner may be nom.sg.m. or gen.pl.,
whereaKinder may be nom. or gen.pl. Taking both together, we gatgl., and the
phrase can accordingly be used as a genitive compleraemntstance to a verb such as
gedenkericommemorate’. At the same time we forfeit the possibdityepresenting
such constituents by only one word as a carrier of thélbur categoriesinderalone,
though potentially genitive plural, cannot constitute a genitive camngaieé (it would
have to baler Kinder, einiger Kinderor von Kinderr). On the basis of such evidence,
Werner is lead to postulate a new morphological type, theoliswing type’.

Another phenomenon of extreme fusion is what has tradilydseen termed (by Hum-
boldt and Sapir, among others) symbolisnsymbolic expression This means that a
grammatical category does not have a morpheme or s¢geserved for its expression,
but that it is embodied in the formal relation between tworetere forms of a stem.
The examples of (qualitative) apophosingPrRs vs.sangPAST) and metaphonygoth

G vs.teethPL) have already been mentioned. Other processes of 8grakpression
include vowel lengthening (quantitative apophonyhsamant mutation, accent shift and
tone change. Vowel lengthening occurs in the Sanskoa gnd vddhi stem forms;
consonant mutation in the grading of Finnish verb stemsademnt shift cf. Russkna
nom.pl. of ‘window’, withokn§ gen.sg. Tone change occurs in Yucatec Maya deagenti-
ve verbs, e.gkach‘break (tr.)’ vs.kaach'break (intr.)’. These symbolic means may or
may not be direct diachronic continuations of segmentaldoves. Germanic umlaut is
an indirect reflex, since it does not continue a fonpharal morpheme, but was triggered
by one.

It is no great exaggeration if we say that the core of cEsagglutination theory, with
its stages of isolation, agglutination and fusion (=flexion)ensbodied in the one
grammaticalization parameter of bondedness or thw@esponding process of
coalescence. Relatively little thought has been devoted to €stiau of whether these
rather easily discernible formal processes have anythimgspmnding to them on the
semantic sidé® Is there any such thing as semantic coalescence or ‘ativfic,
(Zirmunskij 1966, § 3); can we claim, as Bybee (1983) oes, that morphophonemic
fusion diagrams semantic fusion?

This issue must be kept distinct from the unification of leiximeanings. Complex
lexical meanings which have been formed by rules of iardation may subsequently
be reduced to simple meanings, as when Pre-lsatiplecs ‘once folded’ becomes
Frenchsimple Here fusion of the significans does reflect fusion ofsigaificatum, but
no grammaticalization is involved. This sort of process witeen up in the chapter on
lexicalization.

3 One exception is Humboldig36:488-500) who has an intensive discussion of the essential
differences between the three types.



4.3. Syntagmatic parameters 139

What we find in semantic bondedness is not so much shenfof a grammatical with a
lexical meaning; even in Endgketthe ‘plural’ component is clearly distinct from the
‘foot’ component. Instead, we find an increase in the deégecy of the grammatical
meaning on the lexical meanings which it is attached to. Tddbtibmal notion of
autosemantic vs. synsemantic (or, alternatively, of (auto-)categorematic vs.
syncategorematic) signs provides a suitable approach taobiem; cf. also Hjelmslev
1928:230 on his notions of ‘semanteme’ vs. ‘morphemay Aull lexical noun can
signify by itself a certain concept and can independetigrrto a certain class of
objects. But when it is grammaticalized to a noun of multitugspoess collectivity, or
to a numeral classifier to help individuate units in countin¢ggses this ability and
signifies a concept only in combination with another word. [anty; any lexical verb
can signify a certain kind of state, process or actionfer te individual instances of
them. But when it is grammaticalized to a coverb or auxiliafgrieits this ability and
needs another verb to help signify such things. This sendegendency becomes even
more pronounced with further grammaticalization. A numbegeoder marker does not
signify a number or gender concept as such, but oslyfam as these are features of
other concepts. Similarly, a case or tense marker motesxpress an isolatable actant
role or time concept, but only insofar as these are retatorcategories of nominal or
verbal concepts. This is, in fact, one of the semanticrdifftees between the word
plurality and the plurals; or the wordpastand the suffixed

The semantic dependency of synsemantic signs is particalady from the fact that
they not only must be obligatorily combined with autosemantitssigut they also can
only be combined with specific classes of the latter. Iglig, grammatical plural is
afforded a place in the classes of nouns and pronounaniitot be combined with
adjectives, verbs (excefut bg or any other lexical class.

When grammatical formatives become bound morphemasbttome morphologically
dependent, subordinate to a lexeme. Some of them hmase started by being
syntactically subordinate to the word to which they are ldfered. A free personal
pronoun occupying the object position of a transitive vegoierned by the latter. If it
Is grammaticalized to an agreement affix, its syntactic depegdg transformed into a
morphological one; but the direction of dependen@ffitemains unchanged. This is not
SO in a major portion of the grammaticalization processeenQhe term which is
subsequently grammaticalized starts as the head of the syrmifigen the governing or
the modified term. Nouns of multitude in Bengali started asih\ad possessive
attributes, the latter becoming subsequently the lexical headsith the former
attached as plural suffixes (see Kolver 1982[l], 8§ Z'lhg adverbial suffixes Englly;
Romancement(e)come from nouns to which the adjective was an attributeiliAugs
always start as syntactic main verbs, governing a lexical mea nominalized form.
When they are attached to the latter as tense or aspeesatfir lexical verb must have
become the main verb (s. p. 30f). The Japanese particheth in its attributive and in
its nominalizing function, originally was the head of a possessitribute. Dependent
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clauses derive diachronically from possessive attributes o shbordinating con-
junctions also in other languages, such as Accadic.

One conclusion immediately suggested by this state of affaitisat morphological
analysis can be made more precibtorphological relations could be seen as
grammaticalizations of different syntactic relations. There waddlonger be an
unanalyzable relation between a stem of class x andfiaro&tlot y, but instead we
might distinguish various relations of ‘morphological modificatemd ‘morphological
government’ from x to y or vice versa. | suspect arpsing line of research here, but
will not pursue the matter further.

A second consequence that one must draw is that ithisecof such grammaticaliza-
tion processes, there must be a point of shifisywitactic reanalysis Consider the
problem of case affixes. Firstly, there is no doubt that dposition can govern a
complement NP and that the complex phrase thus constituasdigned a constituent
category according to its head, i.e. it is an adpositionasghrSecondly, there is no
doubt that an NP may have an unmarked syntactic funetignthat of the direct object,
that it may then have no case and thus simply be aniNifellyf, there is no doubt that an
adposition may gradually evolve into a case affix and thisendyup as zero, e.g. in the
accusative. What constitutes a matter of doubt is the questiamat the syntactic
category of an NP with a case is. Should we locate it osidhesof the turning point and
say it is like an adpositional phrase; or should we locdieyibnd the turning point,
saying it is an NP? Or will we need a separate categorgdsed’ NPs? The latter
solution appears particularly undesirable because then WeromiLforestall the danger
of having to provide distinct syntactic categories for NPs gases of different degrees
of grammaticality, e.g. one ‘NP in a grammatical case’ amather ‘NP in a concrete
case’, and so forth. Incidentally, | see here the cifuth® whole enterprise of case
grammar. In the field of constituent structure, we are paatity loath to accept gradual
transitions. And yet, to all appearances, there is a gratifiatence between an
adpositional phrase and a noun phrase. Constituent strumbigref the last bastions of
static structuralism, cannot be seen as formed by meanseasfes of binary decisions,
but is the product of a set of operations which may inflgletions at some points and
shrink them at other points. This is why we find differdagrees of bondedness in
grammatical structure.

4.3.3. Syntagmatic variability

The syntagmatic variability of a sign is the ease with whicmitogashifted around in its
context. In the case of a grammaticalized sign, this coscerainly its positional
mutability with respect to those constituents with which it enteis @onstruction.

Syntagmatic variability decreases with increasing grammaticalization.

The grammaticalization of adverbs to adpositions prevaseexample. An adverb which
specifies an aspect of a local NP may often be juxtaptsédon either side and
sometimes even be separated from it (cf. p. 79). Thre momate its connection with
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the NP becomes, the more its position vis-a-vis the latter ec@imed; it develops
either into a preposition or into a postposition. At this pointilitenjoys a minimum of
syntagmatic variability; it may, for instance, be coordinated otitler adpositions. This
last rest is lost when it becomes a case affix, whichidiascupy a particular slot in a
nominal affix series.

As authors have observed repeatedly (e.g. Matthews Bg1the famous freedom of
word order in Latin is subject to an exception: prepositionstmormally precede their
complements and got their name from this very fact. Thas@ton turns out to be quite
regular in the framework of grammaticalization theory, sprepositions are — along
with conjunctions, for which similar restrictionsbt@in — the most strongly
grammaticalized free morphemes of Latin. It is thereforeeacekpected that their
syntagmatic variability is not much greater than that of boungneones.

Again, before a verb becomes an auxiliary, it may enjogréain positional freedom
vis-a-vis the VP with which it combines. In Classical Latin,fghé&s of the construction
epistulam scriptam habebhave a letter written’ could occur in any order. In Vaig
Latin, most of these options were doubtless lost, and weiendth Italianho scritto
una lettera’l have written a letter’, in which the sequence of ausyliand full verb is
invariable. The same can be observed when a persomabyn develops into an
agreement affix, or a demonstrative pronoun into a defaniiele. See Givon 1975:84f
for loss of syntagmatic variability in serial verbs on their veagdpositions.

When a grammatical formative bears relations to wmemstituents, syntagmatic
variability with respect to either of them may decrease ahamen pace. Thus, when in
a construction ‘verb — adverbial relator — NP’, the boathieen the adverbial relator
and the NP is intensified, syntagmatic variability decreasesinark more rapidly than
in the relation between the verb and the adverbial NPy @len the latter is
grammaticalized to a governed NP, to a complement of the iteposition vis-a-vis the
verb tends to become fixed. Similarly, when a personahquo develops into an
agreement affix, its syntagmatic variability decreasegliigfcf. p. 36). At the same
time, the NP to which it bears an anaphoric relation entersiigovernment relationship
with the carrier of the agreement affix (most commonlyvéd) and forfeits its own
syntagmatic mobility, though much more slowly.

A phenomenon sometimes observed in grammaticalization ighthatder in which the
grammaticalized item is fixed in its construction differs from trder which was most
natural when it was still a lexeme. This is, for instancesituation in the development
of the Romance auxiliary ‘have’ just mentioned. The unedusequence in Latin was
either epistulam scriptam habeavith the verb in final position, dnabeo epistulam
scriptam with the verb in front of the object. Neither of these vanmgisurvived in
Italianho scritto una letteraSimilarly, Mallinson & Blake (1981:423f) call attention to
the fact that the formation of causative constructions fat@in Italian (and equally
with faire in French) does not display that order which one woxpeet if general rules
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of syntax obtained. We find constructions sucthasd in E112 (cf. Comrie 1981[L]:162).
E112. a. Faccio scrivere Maria la lettera. ‘| have Mary wrigelétter.’
ITAL  b. Gliela faccio scrivere. ‘I have her write it.’

Since Mary and the letter are subject and object of the gritespectively, one might
expectfaccio Maria scrivere la letterandfaccio scriverglielabut insteadfaccioand
scrivere go together, the subject of the subordinate verb beingtaenicf. Comrie
1981, ch. 8.2). In German and similar languages, partiplay grammaticalize to
adpositions. While a participle, as a non-finite verb, govissmdependents to the left
(e.g.deinen Vorschlagen entsprecheéadcording to your suggestions’), the result of the
grammaticalization is not a postpostion, but a ps#pn Entsprechend deinen
Vorschlageh Finally, Heine & Reh (1984:132) show that while the urkadposition
of time adverbs in Bari (Eastern Nilotic) is sentence-initial, tdaeeb which becomes
a future marker shifts to a position between subject arig ve. the position reserved
for tense markers in Bari. Cf. also p. 32 above.

On the basis of such evidence, Heine and Reh suggkstimg‘permutation’ as one of
the formal processes making up grammaticalization. It apgbat one should rather
conceive of such phenomena pasitional adjustment than as permutation. Two
principles seem to be involved here. First, while the syntagmatiability of the
grammaticalized item decreases, its bond with a particularaflagsds which it comes
to modify grammatically becomes tighter. That is, whenewdr positional adjustments
occur, they will produce an order in which the grammaticdlizem is adjacent to its
lexical support. In this respect, positional adjustment isns@guence of coalescence.
Second, as will be discussed in more detail belowahalization of grammaticalization
processes is due, to a great extent, to the existence efswadich exert an analogical
strain. The Bari example shows this very clearly. Intdl&@h causative construction, the
governing grammatical verb is put in front of the goverhddverb according to the
model of the periphrastic verb forms. The latter in their texemplified byho scrittq
did not have a very strong model to follow. This may derred from the fact that
besidesho scrittq we getscrivero< scribere habeoThe latter construction conforms
rather to an older general syntactic pattern ‘governesergog’, which persisted most
strongly in subordinate clauses, while the construdtimrscrittoconforms to a more
recent pattern ‘governing - governed’. Summarizing thismkeration, we may say that
there is no positional adjustment beyond the combinedtsffef coalescence and
analogy.

In the beginning we appeared to dispose of a restricteckpt of syntagmatic variability
which concerned only the relation between a grammaticalizedaibehthe constituent
with which it forms a construction. But the complex constitutinis formed may
contract a further grammatical relation to another constitueith may be mediated by
the grammatical marker; recall the situation with case affixespersonal agreement
affixes. The freedom of the order of such constituerntseieefore also comprised under
the concept of syntagmatic variability. Now consider that graticalization may reduce
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a grammatical marker to zero: we can still ask what happe the syntagmatic
variability of the constituents that had been related by thisendrkthis way, the whole
issue of word order and word order freedom emergesna of the parameters of
grammaticalization. The problem can obviously be tacklediardpnnection with the
other grammaticalization parameters, and | will thereforemdtuit in the next chapter,
which deals with their correlation.

4.4. Interaction of parameters

4.4.1. Quantifiability of the parameters

Before there can be a significant discussion of the ctioelamong the grammaticali-
zation parameters, it is indispensable that they aasume measurable values
independently of each other. Knowing in advance that wenailbe able to stand up to
the requirements of linguistic theory and method in this respeatill at least make an
effort at as much precision as possible. At least oneittmmdior the quantifiability of
the parameters is fulfilled: they are purely formal, i.e. they indifferent as to the
specific meanings or functions involved in the various graneaidgation channels.

The integrity of a sign is its meaning specificity and phonokigze. | will assume
these two aspects to correlate with each other; any lackreflspondence between them
would not be a problem of grammaticalization theory. Asali@ady said, the semantic
specificity of a sign can be measured in terms of the nuofl@opositions (as formal
representations of semantic features) which are conjoiadte(rthan disjoined) in its
semantic representation. A precise proposal has been, madats applicability in
principle has been demonstrated, in Lehmann 1978. Toagsugerficial idea of the
magnitudes involved here, current semantic description®leatb speculate that from
five to twenty (rarely more) conjoined propositione areeded for the semantic
representation of a lexical meaning, while the meaningufuection) of a grammatical
formative may be specified with fewer, or by a disjunctioprojpositions. Concerning
the size of the significans, we are on safer ground. Bei@ms may be made up of an
arbitrary length of segments; lexical morphemes may cérteamtain more than three
syllables (e.ginveteratg. In some languages such as Indonesian and ClassaiaicAr
there are comparatively few lexemes comprising less thansgilables; and in all
languages the number of lexemes expressed only byegneest is very low, compared
to the number of grammatical formatives so expressed.¢timann 1974:115f). The
latter very seldom comprise more than two syllables, verym ofbenore than one or two
segments, and occasionally even less than that, namely naefeiture on another
morpheme. The latter case is impossible for the lexical neonph of any language (cf.
Moravcsik 1980). The mere counting of units could béneef if they were weighed
differently according to their implicative potential; but such spdicuia are idle at the
present low level of general sophistication. In any daiss;lear that this parameter may
assume values from an arbitrary (but usually not too higmber down to zero.
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Paradigmaticity has one aspect which is easily quantifiableglgdah® sheer size of the
paradigm in terms of number of members. The size ofSdreskrit case paradigm is
eight, that of the English articles two. In general, paradigieng have from a dozen or
(rarely) more members down to one member; lexical fieldgs ofacourse, have more.
Unfortunately, this magnitude does not necessarily correlaketiae cohesion of the
paradigm as determined by its formal and functional hom&ige a large paradigm may
be homogeneous, and a small one may be heterogenBmeishomogeneity of a
paradigm might be measured as the ratio of those featussch its members differ to
those which they have in common. However, at presdwave no idea whether in
principle this would be feasible.

Paradigmatic variability is very difficult to quantify, since it rhhe made dependent on
a number of contextual factors which differ from oneagdagym to another. Abstracting
away from such differences, paradigmatic variability boils miéavthe proportion of
members of a paradigm which are mutually substitutable ines giontext. Zero would
have to be somehow included as a member of any parafigvalues then range from
100% if all members are possible in a given position, to 10&fly one member can
occur in a given position and cannot even be omitted. Ratsdl that increasing
obligatoriness means obligatoriness on decreasing levelsaaingatical structure.
Therefore the measure of structural scope, to be destugsv, may also be made use of
in the quantification of obligatoriness.

Since the structural scope of a grammaticalized iteraughly, the level of grammatical
structure of that syntagm with which it contracts a grammaitation, this parameter
may be measured with respect to constituent structure cwafigns. As a first
approximation, the structural scope of a sign might be eléfs the maximal number of
nodes dominated by that constituent with which it contragsaematical relation,
recursion excluded. The value would range from abdoizan in the case of a clause to
one in the case of a stem or word.

Bondedness is the most difficult parameter of all to quanti§ll not consider here the
possibility of measuring the semantic dependence of angasicalized item and turn
immediately to phonological cohesion. The problem of méagut reminds one of
Greenberg's (1954) agglutination index; but here we requfiner measure, because
phonological bondedness is not to be determined for all éinglrames of a language but
only for those belonging to a particular paradigm. A firstnaptie might consist in
counting the phonological rules which operate across thedaoy separating the
grammatical formative from its coconstituent; but this coutdaoount for those higher
degrees of fusion where phonological adaptation is alreaatphologized. Another
approach would be to determine the number of allomorphsnpepheme, because
allomorphy usually increases with bondedness. But piplals is not completely
reliable either, because there might be infixes with only dloenarph. For the time
being, the best alternative would seem to consist in determiwiitiy the help of
grammatical tests such as those discussed in ch. 4.3.@otfpdological status of a
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grammaticalized item as one of the following: (a) free ssable morpheme, (b) clitic
morpheme, (c) agglutinative affix, (d) fusional affix, (ehagamated in a flexional
affix, (f) infix or symbolic alternation. These degrees ohtbedness would be assigned
integer values along an ordinal scale from six to one,a&dltle value decreases, with
increasing bondedness, parallel to those of other parameters

The syntagmatic variability of an item should be somehow detethby the number of
positions that it may assume in a syntagm. This presupploges/e have an idea of
which positions it might theoretically occupy. If we redube problem to binary

constructions, made up of a grammatical formative and dsnstituent, we may say
that there are, in principle, four positions for the fornegther immediately before or
after its coconstituent, or at some distance before oriafféfhen we might assign two
points for each of the available positions and subtract brieem if the position is

available only under certain restricted circumstanoesf it is, on the contrary,

obligatory under other circumstances. This yields a scalalags from seven to one
along which syntagmatic variability decreases. The roughtemdtive nature of this
proposal is obvious. Methodological studies on the analf$is@vs. fixed word order

are lacking in the literature; cf., at any rate, Steele 1978.

So much should suffice to show that all of the six critefigrammaticalization are in
principle operationalizable and yield parameters whiclyaaatifiable independently of
each other. Formulated in mathematical terms, grammaticalizatevestor whose
variables are the six magnitudes which we have here ladlerggarameters. Any sign
or paradigm of signs may be assigned a value alongaédlcb parameters, and the six
figures together can be taken to characterize its degigraminaticality.

| have not yet succeeded in establishing a common fdrasad for the quantification of
the parameters; the six proposals for their quantificatiostdksomewhat ad hoc and
heterogeneous. However, their numerical behavior is rowgmparable: All of them
have been designed to exhibit decreasing values with immgegreammaticalization. On
the left they are open-ended. They assume manage#lds ah levels where interest in
grammaticalization can reasonably set in and decrease steatlllyhey reach the
opposite pole, which has the value ‘one’ for all of thedmgrammaticalization proceeds
further, the parameter of integrity assumes the value ‘z&t@reas the others cease to
be applicable (cf., however, ch. 4.4.4). Thus tbemial requirements for their
comparison and for a test of their correlation are fulfillegrinciple. In the following,

| will refrain from actual quantification, partly because it iagtically not yet possible,
partly because what | want to show can be adequately shioaminformal level.

> If the coconstituent of formative X is internallgraplex, consisting, say, of head A and modi-
fier B, the sequence AXB is also possible. Buppears that this testifies more to the syntagmatic
variability of B than to that of X.
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4.4.2. Correlation among the parameters

In the preceding sections, the six grammaticalization parasns&re discussed, as far
as possible, in mutual isolation. However, it was made clear fine start that they are
theoretically interconnected and must therefore be expectedredate. T6 summarizes
the behavior of the parameters and displays their correlation.

T6. Correlation of grammaticalization parameters

weak _ rocess - strong
parameter grammaticalization P grammaticalization
integrity bundle of semantic . _

features: B attrition - few semantic features;

possibly polysyllabic oligo- or monosegmenta

paradigmaticity |item participates loosely ~_ paradigmatici- ~ small, tightly integrated

in semantic field zation paradigm
paradigmatic free choice of items obliaatorificati- choice systematically
variability according to communicati- - 9 on - constrained, use largely
ve intentions obligatory
structural scope |item relates to constituent condensation- item modifies word or
of arbitrary complexity stem
bondedness item is independentl item is affix or even
: P y - coalescence~ phonological feature of
juxtaposed carrier
syqtag_r_nahc item can be shifted - fixation - item occupies fixed slot
variability around freely

T6 can be taken as the common denominator of all gréicahzation scales. It is our
contention that a normal grammaticalization process obeysltheing condition: an
item which is grammaticalized in a construction will occupy apon each of the six
parameters in such a way that the six points are rougldyvertical line. | will return in
the next section to the question of what is meant loymal grammaticalization process,
and discuss here some theoretical considerations andcahpvidence which make
such a correlation plausible.

Correlation of the paradigmatic parameters among eaehistlio some extent, a logical
necessity. “Meaning, or meaningfulness implies choice” (kyb®77:33); and if more
meaning is to be conveyed (semanticity), either theice must be expanded
(paradigmaticity), or it must be relieved from constraintggg@igmatic variability).
Conversely, if an item is opposed only to a few similar @amesmnnot but appear under
certain circumstances, its semanticity will be correspondingly Tthe well known
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correlation between desemanticization, dropping of selectitnctess and the rise of
text frequency may be recalled here. Nevertheless, thendence is not complete.
Obviously a paradigm may contain members which are geraiynot well distinct and
thus have a relatively low semanticity; this occasionally occitts moun classes and
adpositions. Again, there are logical connections among sdntiee parameters of
syntagmatic autonomy. The syntagmatic variability of an itemimemease only if its
structural scope likewise increases.

As for the relationship between the paradigmatic and syntagpasiimeters, it might be
necessary to dispell a possible misunderstanding. It istsnesesaid that in order to
convey a meaning of a given specificity, the language hasra choice between
paradigmatic and syntagmatic means. For example, if a Gewanats to specify a horse
as black or white, he may either make up the expressamngarzes Pferdndweil3es
Pferd enlarging the message, or choose the waggperandSchimmeldrawing on a
larger code, as it were. This is necessarily so, fororea®f information theory.
However, two points must be observed here. First, tiseme real alternative between
paradigmatic and syntagmatic means. All the four expressiogsestion are items
taken from a paradigm and are, at the same time, syntégmisedded in larger
syntagms). It is not possible to exclude the paradigmatic or faivthe syntagmatic, or
vice versa. Second, the fundamental issue of grammatibahza not how to convey a
meaning of a given specificity, but rather how muckeedom to invest in the
construction of a linguistic sign, and, accordingly, with howcimautonomy to invest
the component signs. The autonomy which a sign enjoys jraiitedigm is necessarily
reflected by its autonomy in the syntagm; there is thusomplementarity, but
parallelism.

Correlations among several of the parameters have l@mgdieserved (cf. also Heine &
Reh 1984:62-68). In a passage dealing with the freedomwhiith linguistic units are
made up, R. Jakobson (1956) writes:

Thus, in the combination of linguistic units there is an asognskcale of
freedom. In the combination of distinctive features into ph@s 243/ the
freedom of the individual speaker is zero: the code In@ady established all
the possibilities which may be utilized in the given languagesdéma to
combine phonemes into words is circumscribed; it is limited tonduginal
situation of word coinage. In forming sentences with wohe speaker is less
constrained. And finally, in the combination of sentences ittevances, the
action of compulsory syntactic rules ceases, ara fteedom of any
individual speaker to create novel contexts increasesasuiadly, although
again the numerous stereotyped utterances are not to theokeel.

Jakobson then goes on to establish combination (syntagnspecth and selection
(paradigmatic aspect) as the two fundamental modes ofaagyage operation. His
scale of freedom appears to involve two of our paramet@articular, the integrity and
the syntagmatic variability of a sign. It is especially notewortay Jakobson prolongs
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the scale down to the phoneme and even the phonologatalde In ch. 5.3 we will
return to the problem of their integration into grammaticalizatiahesc

As an example of the correlation between integrity and syragagmariability, the
German adpositions may be adduced. Some secondargit@oipg® includingwegen
‘because of’,gemaldin conformity with’, entsprechendcorresponding to’zufolge
‘acccording to’,entlang‘along’, may be used either as prepositions or as pasges
All the primary adpositions of the language are exclusivelggsitions.

The negative correlation between semanticity and paradigity has been confirmed by
F. Serzisko in several writings on numeral classifiers (£980:23f). If there are
comparatively few classifiers, they will have a comparativelgpecific meaning. If a
language has a large paradigm of noun classes whichimgemantic basis, this
unstable situation tends to be settled by reducing the ewwib classes. Recall,
furthermore, the discussion of adpositions (p. 84) andasés (99f), which may be
layered, within a language, in subparadigms of correlbtivlecreasing size and
semanticity.

In discussing the same correlation, Langacker (1977:1##aks of a “correlation
between the gradients of semantic content and expresBescsad. Langacker's notion
of expressive salience comprises not only phonologicalrtytelgut also major category
status, with corresponding larger structural scope andrlterededness. A further
example of this relationship is the formation of possessivegpits alongside personal
pronouns. If the latter are weakly grammaticalized, it cppdathat there are no special
possessive pronouns; instead a regular genitive (or possesonstruction) of the
personal pronouns is formed. This is the case, e.glapanese (high integrity, low
paradigmaticity, low cohesion). If personal pronouns gylelyragrammaticalized, as, e.g.
in English, there tends to be a subparadigm of posses@eyms which cannot be
derived from the personal ones by rules of grammar égaleverse).

Special attention has been devoted in the recent pastdortkeétion between structural
scope and syntagmatic variability. It has been emphasipedtely (Givon 1979[L]:
205-209; Comrie 1981:80) that freedom of word orderlanguage is never greater at
subconstituent level than at constituent level. A finengda is the NP containing a
number and a numeral classifier (see Greenberg 197328)onstituent structure is,
irrespective of sequential order, as shown in F11.
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F11. Structure of numeral classifier phrase

NP
CP N
(CP = classifier phrase;
C1 = classifier) NUM Cl

While the order of the numeral and the classifier within thesGimost always fixed,
the relative word order of the CP and the counted nouariable in many languages,
e.g. Malay. Ascending the levels of constituent structureysully find syntagmatic
variability in the VP greater than in the NP (cf. Givon 192%), and in independent
clauses greater than in subordinate ones. In Vedic, alaegmormally constructed as
preverbs in subordinate clauses, whereas they enjotegfe@edom in main clauses
(correlation of structural scope, bondedness and syatagwariability, see p. 87f). With
regard to main constituent order, mention may be made aitimerous languages such
as German, Basque, Quechua and Turkish which hawvgidaverb-final order in
subordinate clauses, but varying degrees of freedordendtion from verb-final order
in main clauses (cf. Ross 1973). Such statements compiriseurse, the order among
elements none of which need be grammaticalized or eveppsgiwith a grammatical
marker, and therefore provoke problems which we will detl in ch. 4.4.4.

So much should suffice to make a significant correlationrgnbe six parameters
plausible. Quantification along the lines sketched in ch. 4.4uldicertainly prove it. If
linguistic theory were further developed, it would perhapsnalls to hierarchize the
parameters, proving that some of them depend on thesadhd thus dispensing with
them. It seems clear that such a relationship will not besstwithin each of the pairs
comprising a paradigmatic and a syntagmatic parameis has been argued
convincingly by scholars such as de Saussure, Hjelmste¥yakobson, the paradigmatic
and the syntagmatic, or selection and combination, are twiafo@ntal and mutually
irreducible modes of any language operation. One mightevenyvconsider that weight
and variability are coordinate, while cohesion is subordindtettoof them. One might
go further and postulate primacy for weight on accounthef fact that the whole
business of reinforcement appears to be essentially dirgiotestoring integrity. On the
other hand, it is good to remember that it is the parametmtdgmatic cohesion that
has seemed fundamental to the founders of agglutinationytheszd that Jespersen
proposed to call it coalescence theory. | therefmraclude that any attempt at
hierarchizing the parameters would be premature.



4. Parameters of grammaticalization 150

Assuming now that the six parameters normally correlate antdyjeonstitute the
grammaticalization of an item or a paradigm, we may computglatsal degree of
grammaticalization as a function of the six values. ltemspamnddigms may then be
compared as to their grammaticality values. This may be albae/ariety of levels. It
has already been mentioned that a large paradigm catns@sée split up into several
subparadigms of different degrees of grammaticality; réoakéxample of the cases and
the adpositions. Givon (1975:86) shows how his criteria (warehincluded in mine)
can be applied to the set of coverbs present in a lgegéa a result, the coverbs may
be ordered on a scale between full verb and adpositifier&hces among the items are
gradual, and it may well be impossible to draw a line betwegarb and adposition.
The gradualness of the phenomena lies in the naturewingaticalization itself. The
fact that different degrees of grammaticality may be sspreed by the members of one
synchronic paradigm is a consequence of the fact thatrgaticalization need not seize
all the relevant full verbs at once and transform themlgsaneously, but acts upon verbs
of a certain kind at any moment in language history thgtlieeome available; cf. p. 35
for personal pronouns.

At a somewhat higher level, we may compare grammatirakdigms within a language
which are functionally similar. Obvious candidates are thewuarlasses of more or less
grammaticalized items which have filled the grammaticalization soaleb. 3. The
paradigm of the cases will be compared with that of th@ositons, that of the
auxiliaries with that of the synthetic aspects and this with #8nadigm of tenses. The
paradigm of the free personal pronouns, of the cliticqmaispronouns and of the
personal affixes (e.g. in the Romance languages) wilbbgared as to their degree of
grammaticality. For one thing, this will confirm and make marecise the various
grammaticalization scales that have been set up. Moreowdl shed some light on the
distance between functionally similar paradigms within a languageve will see in
ch. 7.2, this differs from one language to another amdriboites to its typological
characterization.

Finally, functionally similar paradigms may be ccaned as to their degree of
grammaticality at the cross-linguistic level. The Turkish caseesycan be compared to
the Latin one, or the systems of auxiliary verbs of tlmen&nce languages can be
compared with each other. All such comparisons preseppbdsourse, the functional
similarity of the paradigms in question as a tertium comparatiohip. 111f). If this is
granted, the grammaticality values which may beiganesl to the grammatical
subsystems of a language may be taken to characteriaagioage. This point will also
be taken up in ch. 7.2.

4.4.3. Lack of correlation

In the same rather intuitive fashion in which we have foomgelves being able to
assign degrees of grammaticality along each of the parareetdrto judge on their
correlation without having actually applied the measures, wasea that in some cases
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the parameters do not correlate. Grammaticalization accotdinge or the other of
them may hasten ahead or lag behind. The following phemmsteke the eye as being
unexpected within the general framework that has been geklo

Whenever an inflectional paradigm comprises more déifaw subcategories, there is the
prima facie suspicion that paradigmaticity is lowéwan other parameters of
grammaticality. For example, Permyak has 17 (Comrie 1981f) or even 21 (Auster-
litz 1980:238) cases, while the average number of casdamguage does not appear to
be more than half a dozen. This example may perhdexpkined away” by assuming
several layers of cases, of differing degrees of graticality. The same explanation will
not hold, however, for unusually extensive noun clgsnss. Languages with two or
three genders, such as the Indo-European onesroandh half a dozen classes
(Pama-Nyungan, North-Caucasian, Swabhili and other Barguémes), appear to be the
norm. However, the West-Atlantic language Ful is said (Hetred. (eds.) 1981:51) to
possess “20 to 25 noun classes”. Further inspection datigsage would have to show,
first of all whether this figure has to be divided by twadiese noun class and number
have been mixed up (as usual in African linguistics), antiérmore, whether Ful noun
classes are, according to the other parameters, Jemmmaticalized than or as
grammaticalized as the noun classes familiar from other NOgego languages. It
should be remembered that the sheer size of a paradigntyi®ne of the aspects of
paradigmaticity, and that we perhaps tend to attribute tochrweight to it due to the
fact that it is the most directly quantifiable parameter of all.

Disproportions of quite a different kind may be observedm sign is rather strongly
grammaticalized according to all of the parameters except thas ik relatively large
structural scope. The relative pronoun familiar from tlererarchaic Indo-European
languages is an amalgamation of three grammatical conceptenaminal element
which functions as the marker of a certain syntactic positidhe relative clause; a
conjunction which subordinates the relative clause; and anuairiyhich links it with
the head noun (details in Lehmann 1984, ch. IV.4).dbrmmon in languages for these
three functions to be expressed separately; so therd¢ambea basis for recognizing a
high degree of bondedness in the Indo-European styliveefaronoun. In fact, it is
rather strongly grammaticalized according to all of the parasjetrcept that it serves
to form finite subordinate clauses, thus operating at a higiacyc level.

Another disproportion between bondedness and the otrempters may be recognized
in sentence sandhi phenomena. Phonological rules of assim#aiitbthe like operate,
in some languages such as Sanskrit@wdn Afa Yoruba (Heine & Reh 1984:26f), not
only between the morphemes of a word, but also acrostsbewndaries in a sentence.
While the phenomenon in Yoruba might point to a specially tiglationship between
verb and object, in Sanskrit it is completely general ares dwt have any obvious
semantic counterpart. It is therefore not clear whetheéesea sandhi should be viewed
as a “hastening forward” of bondedness as against tee gdinameters.
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In some languages to which discourse analysis has bgdiedagpphenomena have
emerged which might be characterized in terms of trempeter structural scope lagging
behind the others. Wiesemann (1980) shows that in Ramthe sequencing of sentence
adverbs and aspects in a chain of sentences obeys tedingtions. We appear to be
faced here with the grammaticalization, especially in terms bdadbrification, of
structural phenomena which belong to a high level of gramataticicture.

Finally, the combination db + infinitive in English is probably an example of bonded-
ness lagging behind the other parameters. As we have([segB4f),to is relatively
loosely bonded, whereas it must certainly be considegbdylgrammaticalized in terms
of such parameters as semanticity and paradigmatic variabliig#toriness).

The last example clearly shows how problematic suchejudgts are. In the passage
referred to, we compared Englighwith Germarzu and found that the bondedness of
Germanzu was higher. How can we justify saying that Englis relatively loosely
bonded, rather than saying that bondedness of Gerutaas proceeded farther than the
other grammaticalization parameters? Let us assumegfordment, that such questions
will receive an answer through the quantification of the paten®@nd pursue here the
different question of how such disproportions among gratisalization parameters, if
they do exist, have to be incorporated into the theory.

Let me hasten to state that we have at present no etiplamar a lack of correlation
among the grammaticalization parameters. For one thing, veerttatheoretical basis
which would lead us to predict a 100% correlation, or aetatiton of whatever
percentage, for that matter. Insofar as no clear-cut thieairerinciples are violated,
there is no real exception that would require an explan@®igirsuppose we had a basis
for saying that some of these disproportion phenoraemaignificant. We would then be
able to distinguish between a normal grammaticalization pspeéeswhich all the
parameters correlate to a high degree, and an exceptimahavhich some or all of the
parameters assume values independently of each. dtheorder to explain the
exceptional cases, we would have to look for two thingst,F principle which governs
the structuring of language systems, which has ratheramme Structural scope as
grammaticalization itself, but which may counteract it. Secandanalysis of how the
two principles have interacted in the specific casesrat,vathin each language system.
The second task will not be approached in this book géneral principle which | will
make responsible for lack of correlation in grammaticalizatemameters is analogy.
This will be treated in detail in ch. 5.4. Here | will only cllention to the fact that such
disproportions contribute to characterizing a languageistonguishing it from other
languages. If in the case system of a language all #rangaticalization parameter
correlate neatly, this will be a language with a case systenddikens or hundreds of
others. But if one or two parameters do not conformagigmaticity, e.g., being
especially low, this makes the language unusual amililcotes to its individuality. | will
try to make this more precise in the chapter on typology.
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4.4.4. Reduction to zero and fixation of word order

| have said that when integrity reaches the pole of maxgraahmaticalization, namely
when significans and significatum of a grammatical formateene zero, all the other
grammaticalization parameters cease to be applicab&e.mAy now modify this
somewhat. First of all, one member of a paradigm magroe zero, while the others
subsist. The zero element may then remain a memberegbaradigm, namely its
unmarked member, and all the grammaticalization parametetisge to be applicable.
Thus, in German nouns we reckon with four cases, inagalimominative, although this
Is morphologically always zero. Moreover, even in situatiohere paradigms are not
easy to establish, linguists have worked with zero formaftiv@s.has been common in
category conversion, for instance in the adjectivalization ofinals or the nominaliza-
tion of clauses or verbals. This is often achieved withoutvant ‘translative’ functor,
which may legitimately be hypostasized as a zero functsuth a case, one of the
grammaticalization parameters continues to be applicable, ndahalof structural
scope. Obviously, it is possible to determine the grammaticdldéaesyntagm whose
category is converted even if there is no translative funidtmn, the hypothesis of the
correlation among grammaticalization parameters would agpegredict that zero
translatives must have a minimal structural scope, i.eraody in the conversion of
stems.

We return here to the problem raised in ch. 3.3.2 in airmmewith the grammaticaliza-
tion scale of nominalization. There we saw that nominalizatioredds by a zero affix
is a common process, not only in English, but also in Mamddere the structural scope
of the nominalizer is indeed minimal. However, it is also pdssim English and
Mandarin, to nominalize a whole finite clause (i.e. to edhbin an NP position) without
an overt subordinator. Here the structural scope ofdferominalizer is maximal. The
reader is asked to verify the examples (e.g. E25 andr&31 3.3.2) and note that they
are strictly comparable. In both cases, the nominalizery lsemantically zero, achieves
nothing by itself. The nominalizing force lies exclusively in to@text. This is, in the
case of a nominalized clause, the syntactic position of agdRnonly the function of
subject or direct object. In the case of a nominalized, veuery often is the definite
article, as in English, Arosi or Ancient Greek; in Bantu laaggs, the noun class prefi-
xes fulfill the function of a nominalizing context. So do wavé to recognize here
another case of lacking correlation among grammaticalizpticmmeters? Or is zero not
necessarily the end of a grammaticalization process?

Zero grammatical formatives may indeed show up at vapourgs on a grammaticali-
zation scale, but with a different status. This becomes akeaoon as they are seen as
members of paradigms. On the parameters of paradigity and paradigmatic
variability, the zero nominalizer irknow she loves me quite different from that ithe
love The zero complementizer participates in an open andolgetezous paradigm of
subordinating conjunctions (low paradigmaticity), many of winely be substituted for
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each other and by zero in many contextsl(khow that/when/since/if she loves me
high paradigmatic variability). The zero nominatgi affix, on the other hand,
participates in no paradigm; instead it constitutes a paradigmdrof itself. In almost
no context is there a choice of nominalizing a given verleel zero or by some other
affix. What we have, instead, is either of two things. Wg have a set of nominalizing
suffixes such asal (refusa) or -t (drift); these are not interchangeable, but rather
irregularly bound to specific subsets of verb stems: theyhat grammaticalized, but
lexicalized (see ch. 5.2). Or we have the grammaticalizednadizing suffix ing. But
this does not form a paradigm with zero, since it is lessgraticalized on all counts.
For example, its structural scope is greaterhef. loving John The solution to our
dilemma therefore lies in the remark made at the beginnitigosection. If a whole
paradigm of grammatical formatives becomes zercs th indeed the end of
grammaticalization. But quite apart from this, one memberpairadigm may be zero,
or a sign may be simply optional. The zero appearing iser®t an index of high
grammaticalization, but, on the contrary, of low mhganaticity and absence of
obligatoriness, thus of low grammaticalization. In fact, sucbszeill typically occur at
the beginning of a grammaticalization scale, since optionatityedses further to the
end.

An analog to this situation in nominalization may be found in dad&kor case relations.
In ch. 3.4.1.4 we saw that adverbs juxtaposed to an &P at the origin of adposi-
tions and later case affixes. Such constructions haveydovedegree of grammaticali-
ty; and the adverb may be substituted by a host of othratsnay be simply lacking, for
instance in a sentence such as E65. At the opposite pible eale, we have zero case
endings, as in English or the Romance languages. Thayafatosed paradigm, namely
that of the cases dependent on verbal governmenthagdre not optional (substitut-
able by overt affixes); they are completely grammaticalizédds shows that it is
essential to distinguish between the reduction of a grammatacatligm to zero and
such a “zero formative” which is merely an optior{aleakly grammaticalized)
formative.

One instance of a grammaticalization parameter which maypstiheasured even if a
paradigm is reduced to zero has just been shown to heuittusal scope. Another one
Is syntagmatic variability, when this is suitably extended to gramataelations not
necessarily contracted by the grammatical formative itsetivé loccasionally referred
to a distinction betweennirelational and birelational grammatical formatives.
Unirelational formatives, such as gender and numlagkens on nouns, or tense markers
on verbs, contract only one grammatical relation, namelgnieevhich in the course of
grammaticalization becomes the morphological relation to therrecaBirelational
formatives contract, in addition to this primary relation, a seéaon less intimate one to
another constituent. The most important birelational formatvegronominal elements
marking cross-reference and adverbial/adpositional elemeartsing case relations.
Both of these mainly express a relation between a verrahP, the difference being
that the pronominal elements attach to the verb and refer dMRhehile case markers
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attach to the NP and refer to the verb. Their ultimate fumctiamely to signal which
NP is related to the verb in which way, is similar, but thdyea@ it in quite different
ways. In particular, the locus of personal agreement esffis the pure syntactic
relations, because these tend to inhere in the carrier lofadfixes, while the locus of
case affixes is the more concrete relations, because dbeset inhere in relational
terms, but instead are freely assumed by more indepgndarginal actants (cf. the
discussion in ch.3.4.2.1 and Lehmann 1983, § 4). Nesless, both agreement affixes
and cases may be grammaticalized to zero, with the cozseguhat — renovations
apart — the syntactic relation has no overt expresiemcommonly assumed that in
such cases the relation is expressed by the sequentiahgrdkthe relata. My purpose
here is to show how this structural means, which is foneshally different in nature
from segmental means, can come to substitute the lattah. bewome clear that there
is no simple alternative — either segmental means or sequankaing —, but that the
two are always and regularly connected with each otherghrgtammaticalization.

In ch. 3.2.1.2 we saw that the agglutination of a pergmealoun to its governing term
as an agreement affix (primary relation) is accompaniedtightening of the anaphoric
(secondary) relation between it and the NP it refers tg.NR is gradually attracted into
the sphere of the carrier of the agreement affix, célledelational term. The relation
between the pronominal element and the NP gradually turna nelation between the
relational term and the NP, mediated by the agreement marictin the end, when the
agreement marker becomes zero, it is a direct syntatditon of government between
the relational term and the NP. This is a grammaticalizatiorepsp@s we have seen in
ch. 3.4.2. Therefore, the syntagmatic variability of the MFRawis its relational partner
— first the pronoun, then the relational term — decreasaduglly. From maximal
variability at the pre-agreement stage, it reduces to th&abwNigy of a few positions
within the clause; and finally, when the NP is subject toegomwment without a
grammatical marker and grammaticalization is highest, the syatagvariability score
may even be reduced to one. The result is the fixed posifithe unmarked subject,
direct object and possessive attribute vis-a-vis their gov®maeome languages such as
Chinese, English or Bambara.

A similar course is taken by an NP which starts by bearimgrked adverbial relation

to the verb. To the degree that this is grammaticalized, hotloas the adverbial relator
become attached to the NP as a case marker (primarymgldtin also the NP changes
from an adjunct in a marginal position (secondary relatiord complement in a more
central position. When it is attracted into the governmentef/énb, the case tends to
become zero. A natural part of this grammaticalization m®eagain the decrease in
the syntagmatic variability of the NP vis-a-vis its governor.

The point of this discussion is that we do not get a simhigleotomy of fixed vs. free
word order, nor one of segmental vs. positional mdastead, fixed word order is to be
seen as low syntagmatic variability, within the whole framewbdcammaticalization.
In ch. 3.4.2.3 we saw that there is a gradience ohigpaticalization from functional
sentence perspective to syntax. In the same sense, MElléx {47f) had already noted
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that word order in Latin was free and signalled “expressiances”, while in French it
was fixed and signalled syntactic relations; and this chasaed, Meillet, was a
grammaticalization process. Consider, as an example napedted, attribution. On
p. 64, we saw that agreement markers on attributes fesulthe grammaticalization of
personal pronouns serving as the anaphoric heads afttifbeites (primary relation). At
this stage, syntagmatic variability of the attribute vis-a-vis trereet of the pronoun —
the subsequent head of attribution — (secondary relationgxmal. As the pronoun
becomes an agreement affix, the attribute comes nearehtaits This is the situation
in Latin, where syntagmatic variability of adjective attributes wddde a value —
according to the numerical scale of ch. 4.4.1 — of sdmeesvbetween three and seven,
depending on style. As agreement is reduced, syntagmaiigbility decreases; in
French, the value would be two, because both the positionedrately before and after
the head are available, but only under certain constramEnglish, where there is no
agreement of adjective attributes, their order witheesfo the head is fixed, i.e. their
syntagmatic variability score is one.

We are now prepared to take up a problem which we duadd and left open on p. 5.
There we noted a contradiction between the otherwise paredlielssof grammatical
concepts set up by W. v. Humboldt and E. Sapir. Espya®f grammatical concepts, or
rather relations, by position is arranged near the begirofitige scale (at stage 1) by
Humboldt, but near its end by Sapir. At first blush, it migtgesar that Humboldt was
wrong and Sapir was right, since fixed word order has peen analyzed as low
syntagmatic variability, and syntagmatic variability reaches its lmwt @t the end, not
at the beginning, of a grammaticalization scale. Closer inspeofidhe problem,
however, reveals that Humboldt and Sapir meant differentdtand are both right.

Suppose there is a birelational grammatical formative Z wdtiglthes to constituent X
and relates it to Y. Then syntagmatic variability may be olesdvoth within the primary
relation Z-X and within the secondary relation Z-Y, and it wél greater in the latter
than in the former. Now if Z is reduced to zero, we géliract relation Y-X, and
syntagmatic variability in this relation will be lower than if X avidvere related by
segmental means. Given that Z is birelational, the outpueafrsammaticalization scale
in which it is reduced to zero is not the bare X, but X inmthve-segmentally expressed
relation Z to Y, with a certain, relatively low degree of syntaticrvariability between
X and Y. Suppose now that Y is, in its turn, grammaticalizdds means that the
construction X-Y, with the very same syntagmatic variabilityefsie, is the input to a
grammaticalization scale. In its course, Y will attach to X, aimdagimatic variability
between them will again be annulled.

Possible examples of this development are serial verlbraotisns. In one variant, Y is
a coverb, X its nominal complement and Z the case markeX. Here the first
grammaticalization scale leads from whatever its initial element @ taffixal case
marker (Z affixed to X), and the second one leads faarial verb (coverb) to a case
marker (Y affixed to X). In another variant, Y is a sevarb assuming an aspectual
function, X is the full verb and Z a complementizer or naier subordinating the full
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verb. In this variant, the first grammaticalization scale |demi® whatever its initial
element is to a nominalizing affix (Z affixed to X), an@ thecond one leads from a
serial verb to an aspect marker (Y affixed to X). éthbvariants, as long as Z ist still
present, Y is not yet a serial verb; but it may be one as&®d is zero.

Having now established that one and the same construcitbra given degree of syn-
tagmatic variability, may both be the output of one grammataiadiz scale and the
input to another one (or even to the same one), weeesathat both Humboldt and Sapir
had the construction X-Y in mind. But Sapir was looking asithe output of the first
grammaticalization channel, where the relation expresseddin@reasingly expressed
by the fixed order of X and Y; while Humboldt was lookiagit as the input to the
second grammaticalization channel, where Y is still indepenbteanthas fixed word
order in relation to X.

This problem could not have arisen if syntagmatic variabilityveen X and Y were
greatest at the moment where Y enters a grammaticalizatiale and lowest at the
moment where it is about to disappear. (Then both HurhboltiSapir would be wrong,
because the notion of word order would be inapplicablegatmstruction X-Z, and
word order would be completely free in the construction XHY reality, however, the
phase of the parameter of syntagmatic variability is somegibpliaced as against the
others, since it normally reaches its lowest point alreadlgeastage where Z is ag-
glutinated to X and then cannot decrease further while taduglly reduced to zero. On
the other hand, at the beginning of a grammaticalization sbaleyder between X and
Y is not maximally free; it decreases long before Y showesfitst symptoms of
grammaticalization. In the case of a birelational Z, it is theeefiot only theoretically
sound to include its secondary relation into the account, isunthodologically profi-
table, since once Z is agglutinated to X, no further deciratsesyntagmatic variability
can be observed, whereas it becomes increasingly itigrés observe syntagmatic
variability in the secondary relation to Y.

F12 sums up this discussion by displaying two things at oirsg: the behavior of
syntagmatic variability in both the primary and the secondamygratical relations of Z
while this is reduced to zero; and second, the phase-cespdant of syntagmatic
variability as against the other grammaticalization parameters, represented by
integrity.
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F12. Reduction to zero and fixation of word order

grammaticalization scale | grammaticalization scale Il

integrity of Z

synt. var.
of Zas to

syntagmatic variability Y

asto Z | as to X-Z as
integrity of Y
I I I
agglutnation =0 aggluination Y=
of Zto X of Yto X

The picture is to be read as follows: One side of eatheofwo wedges symbolizing
decrease in syntagmatic variability has been prolonged tagtite voth to suggest that
the notion continues to be applicable even after the agglutinstige, but that no
further decrease occurs, and to illustrate how the caofighe affix becomes the
reference point for the secondary grammatical i@latind exhibits syntagmatic
variability with respect to a third term. We also see that aptiet where Z becomes
zero, word order between X and Y is already fairly fixed.

We may anticipate that the subsumption of word orihe the framework of
grammaticalization will lead to a new appraisal of the attemptgptddgize languages
according to their word-order patterns. This will be donéhin/c2.

The last lesson that this discussion teaches concerns ¢hatievhich grammaticaliza-
tion works. A view that concentrates on the historicaé faf single words and
morphemes is too atomistic. Grammaticalization reduces nottanlptegrity, but also
the scope of a sign. This means that it shifts signs dbevhierarchy of grammatical
levels, and it does this simultaneously to a given sign ané &dh of which the former
is a proper grammatical part. One cannot but agree withnGiy1979[d]:94) proposal
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“to treat syntacticization and the rise of grammatical morphokgywo mutually
dependent parts of the same process.”



I NDICES

Abbreviations

Language

abbvreviations

The following language names have been abbreviated inxémeptes:

Accadic
Ambharic
Avestic
Dyirbal
English
Finnish
French
German
Hittite
Hungarian
[talian
Japanese

Kalkatungu

Mandarin
Mangarayi
Nahuatl

Portuguese

Quechua
Somali
Swahili
Tok Pisin
Totonac
Tswana
Turkish
Uzbek
Vedic

Grammatical categories in interlinear morphemic translations

ABL
ABS
ACC
ADJVR
ALL
AN
ART
ASP
AT
AUX
CL
COLL
COMPL
CONN
CONT
COP
D1

ablative
absolutive
accusative
adjectivizer
allative
animate
article
aspect
attributor
auxiliary
noun class
collective
completive
connective
continuative
copula
determiner of 1.ps. deixis

D3
DAT
DEF
DEM
DES
DET
DIR
DU
DYN
EL
ERG
EXIST
F

FIN
FOC
FUT
GEN

determiner of 3.ps. deixis
dative

definite
demonstrative
desiderative
determiner
directional
dual

dynamic
elative
ergative
existence
feminine

finite

focus

future

genitive



GER
HAB
HON
HUM
ILL
IMP
IND
INDEP
INESS
INF
INST
INT

10
LAT
LOC

MID

NEG
NHUM
NOM
NONSG
NR
OBJ
OBL
PART
PAST
PERL
PL
POL
POSS

PRAET
PF
PROG
PRS
PST
PTL
RDP
REAL
REFL
REL
SBJ

Abbreviations
gerund SBJV
habitual SEP
honorific SG
human SIM
illative SR
imperative SUPER
indefinite TERM
independent TOP
inessive TR
infinitive VOL
instrumental
interrogative

indirect object
lative (=directional)
locative
masculine
middle voice
neuter
negative
non-human
nominative
non-singular
nominalizer
object (verb affix position)
oblique (affix position)
participle
past tense
perlative
plural
polite
possessor (nominal affix
position)
praeterlative
perfect
progressive aspect
present
past
particle
reduplication
realized
reflexive
relative
subject (verb affix position)

subjunctive
separative
singular

simultaneous
subordinator
superlative/-essive
terminative

topic

transitive

volitional
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