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Abbreviations

$ Second part of discontinuous lexeme
1PL First person plural
1SG First person singular
2SG Second person Singular
3 Third person

3PL Third person plural
3SG Third person singular
A Agentive

A>S Agentive as if subjective
ABL Ablative

ABS Absolutive

ACC Accusative

ADH Adhortative

ADJ Adjective

AFF Affective

AGR Agreement

ALL Allative

ANAPH Anaphoric

anim Animate

AOR Aorist

AP Antipassive

AUX Auxiliary

C Genus commune
COM Comitative

COMP Complementizer
COP Copula

DAT Dative

DEF Definite

DIR Directive

DIST Distal

DUR Durative

DYN Dynamic

EMPH Emphatic

ERG Ergative

ESS Essive

EXCL Exclusive

F Figure / Feminine

G Ground

GEN Genitive

gTOP Given topic

HOR Horizontal

HORT Hortative

-V Noun clasgindice9
IMPERF Imperfect(ive)

IND Indicative

PLU
POSS
PPP

PRES
PRET
PROX

PSAP
PSPASS
PV

REL
RES
S

SA
SAP
SG
SPEC
SUB
SUPER
TERM
TOP
TR
TV
VAL
VENT
woO

Indefitine
Instrumental
Intransitive
Indirect agentive
Indirect objective
Itive

Locative
Masculine
Neuter

Negative
Nominative
Noun phrase
Objective
Objective as if subjective
Obliquue
Optative
Participle
Passive

Past tense
Perfect(ive)
Plural

Pluperfect
Possessive

Past Passive Participle
Present
Preterite
Proximal

PseudeAntipassive
PseudePassive
Preverb

Relative
Resultative
Subjective
Stem augient
Speech act participant
Singular
Specifying
Subordinator
Superessive
Terminative
Topic
Transitive
Thematic vowel
Valence marker
Ventive

word order



1. Introduction

Already the earliest assumptions concerning syntactic language chdeaje with the
emergence of ergative patten®ne of the ifst authors whdurned tothe problemof what
we usually call'ergativity’ was Wilhelmvon Humboldt Humboldtdid notinterpretergativity
as the result of syntactic change, but as a synchronic alternative to the standaodern
terms) 'accusative' pattelwompare Humboldt 1817:316

"Nun ergiebt sich aus der Beziehung (...) der Ursache und Wirkung der Accusativ und in dem
ersteren der beiden Begriffe der des handelnden Nominativs. Diesen aber Ubergehen, ausser der
Vaskischen, die meisten andern Sprachen. Der NominatiVdnbiis neutrisist eigentlich gar

kein Casus, da er gar keine Beziehung auf einen andern Gegenstand anzeigt, und auch der des
Leidens (oder bei Verbis ein Pass.) wird es erst, wenn man die Urskashd eidens
hinzunimmt."(Humboldt1968:257).

Hugo Schucharghowevertook upanolder idea already proposed by Gabeldt&61), Pott
(1873), Winkler(1887), and Mukr (1887) and relatied 'ergativity' to the passive diathesis
(Schuchardt 1896)Later on Alfredo Trombetticriticized Schuchardt by saying that if the
ergative constructiorwere a passive in nature, we would have to expeet the given
language also lew an ‘'active' variant (Trombetti 1923:281X)thers speculated about a
‘culturedriven’ motivationof ergativity, such as van Ginnekel®Q7) who related this pattern

to some kind of women's language expressing their ‘passwkl view', or others who
identified a'mystic power'that would beentailed in the semantics of the ergative case.
Erichsen(1944:69)put it the following way: "(...) 'homme, a un stade ou son développement
est encore peu avancé, satsgn instrument docile, & la merci de la nature tpuissante"?

The 'syntactic turn' to Universal Grammar conditioned a newly formulated interest in the
underlying motivation of ergativity (see among many others Jdig®2, 1996, 2000,
Manning1996 van de Visser 200@Gs well as a marked owvstretching of the corresponding
terminology. Tke growing interest in the topic of ergativilyas also grounded in the many
typological observationshat have promoted our knowledgebaut ergative constructions
since the early 1970ietn fact, the debate concerning the 'nature' of ergativity also revived
Schuchardt's speculations about its 'passive’ ctigim. this context, the Indéranian
languages played a crucial role, becaussr tliachrony clearly speaks in favor of such an

2 The term 'ergative’ has become popular sibae (1912:9)who glossed the labeboritel'nyj as "activus,
ergativus". Dirr adopted the term '‘ergative’ from Trombgit03:173). Trombtti again borrowed it from
Schmidt(1902), who probably knew ftom by Rayand Haddor(1896). Note that the last two authors use the

term ‘ergative’ to denote some kind of ‘instrumental' (here in the 'Saibgilaige Kalaw Kawaw): "The

ergative (...) is shown by the suffila which is given Sharon's Vocabulary as the equivalent of "Wigdy and

Haddon 1896:130). #eManasteiRamerl994 Schulze2000for detalils.

% Also compare Entwistl¢1953:14): "Savage man apparently feels that most events are not due to his own
volition".

* Compare van de Visser 2006:109: "[T]he syntax of every natural langua e has an accusative orientation,
dictated by Universabrammar"; ‘every language is basicalpminative/ Accusati\?@"”" (p-186).



assumptionlt is interesting to see that many approaches trying to harmonize features or
ergativity and accusativity start from the accusative model by interpreting the ergative pattern
as some kind of gramaticalized diathesis. Both the typological literature and analyses
advocating for universal patterns less often argue in favor of the other possibility, namely to
derive accusativity from ergative models. Such a perspective occasionally shows up in
histolical-comparative linguistics, sometimes grounded in the hypothesis that earlier stages of
a language mudtave been marked for ergative featubegsause its speakers (in ‘primitive’
societies) had a less agamintered model of the wakl The Marrist Schob perhapsis the

most pronouncesoice of this perspectiveHalliday (2003[1966]:64)summarizeshe role of
ergativity in this 'stadial theory' as follows:

"(...) such as the "stadlatheory advancetly Marrand his followersn the USSR, according to

which language developed by stages corresponding to postulated stages of socioeconomic
developnent, with, for example, parts of speech arising in conjunction with the social division of
labour. Theergatiwe construction, as it lgpens, played a prominent part in discussions of stadial
theory, beingassociated, in one account, with a primitive level of technology in which man was
powerless in the face of action by external, natural (including supernatural) forces; in which he
saw himself as an agency rather than an actor, as an intermediary rather than an initiator of
processes and changes.

| do not want to claim thadll proposals to derive ‘'modern’ accusative patterns from 'ancient'
or even prehistorical patterns of ergativitygtart from such an untenable perspective.
Nevertheless, the Marrist perspective has left its tracemibe a number of contemporary
approaches to the history of especially kifloropean and Afré\siatic. Today, it seems quite
'stylish' to submit propo$a related to alleged ergative stages of these paoiguages,
sometimes supplemented replacedby alikewise trendy'active hypothesisFor the time

being, it seems wise to ignore hypotheses concerning the extremely problematic, mutual
relation betwee the cultural 'stage’ of a society and the syntax of the language spoken by its
members (see Schul2©10b, 2010c for a general discussion of this issQajnulating the

many relevant observations in functional linguistics and languag#otyyy we can instead

start from a cyclic process of syntactic change thatriven by variatios in language use
together with their conventionalization.dan perhaps best be accounted for in termsghef
'‘Accusative Ergative Continuum' (AEC), see SzbBl2000.The AEC entails the assumption

that ergativitymay stem from the grammaticalization of the passive diathesis related to
accusativity. Accusativity agaimay emerge from the antipassive diathesis of ergative
strategies. Both accusativity and ergé thus show up as more or less stable points on this
cycle thatis nestedin a very general, nevertheless universal and cagritased way of
structuring human utterances (Schulze 201Thg AEC doesiot claim thatall patterns of
accusativity and egativity have to stem from the grammaticalization of corresponding
diathetic strategies. Both patterns may be motivated and driven by other features, such as
pragmatic or discourse functions, clause chaining, referential hierarchies etc. Hence, the
cyclic moment of the AEC is an option in language change, not a 'must'.



In this paper, | want to elaborate some aspects of the cyclic aspects of the AEC by
concentrating on one segment, namely the development from ergativity to accusativity based
on the grammatalization of antipassive structuréhe analysigefers toone documented
language (Sumeridnand two protdanguages, Protartvelian and Protdndo-European.

The selection of these languages resp. reconstructed languages is ndtaneee Rather, |

will argue that the striking similarities between these language as they show up in their basic
syntactic organization is motivated by language contact, not necessarily between these
languages as such, but perhaps in terms of an ancesit feature. This feature can be
associatedfrom a 'synchronic' point of vieswwith strategies of split ergativity/accusativity
thattake shapassplits in aspectual patterns. Quite remarkably, later languages in nearly the
'same' aredhaveechoed theame type of split, but so to say the other way round: Now it

was the accusative pattern that served as the basis to form a new ergative model derived from
the passive diathesis.

The paper is organized as follows: In section 2, | will briefly condigerIranian’ model of

split aspect systesithat has started from the grammaticalization of passive stratdgiess.
section is for illustrative purpose only: It aims at presenting that side of the AEC cycle that
has found general acceptance in the lites(passive > ergative). In section 3, | will briefly
elaborate some features of the AEC itself, claiming that ergativity and accusativity are in fact
'two sides of the same medalwill use the term 'centralization' to show that ergativity and
accusavity differ mainly with respect to the question, which of the referents in a transitive
clauseis 'highlightened' in the same wag the primary intransitiveeferent In this section, |

will also propose a simplified model of diathesis that involvesadditional patterns, namely
pseudepassive (with the ergative model) and pseadbtipassives (with the accusative
model). Section 4 is the main part of the paper. Heegguethat all three (reconstructed)
languages are governed by analogous procesaearéhbased othe grammaticalization of
antipassives. Especially with respect to P4ioio-European, internal reconstructisaems to

be the main tool to arrive at the corresponding patterns. Is goes without saying that internal
reconstruction may vyieldifferent results pending on the perspective taken by the researcher.
In other wordsit may well be the case that specialists in kiloopean linguistics will argue
against this or that part of the hypothegspecially with respect to the reconstroctiof
morphological units. However, | hold that every morphological reconstruction has to consider
the fact that morphemes are constructions or form/meaning pairings the function of which can
only be discerned if we consider their syntactic value. Isgjdhie (pre)historical function of

a morpheme means to start from a compatible syntactic pattern that takes into account not
only the morpheme at issue, but all those other morphological and morphosyntactic units that
contribute to the syntactic 'meanimd'a given pattern.



2. The 'lIranian model'

It is a weltknown fact thaf(for instancg in somelndo-Aryan languages(Masical991)as
well as in most Northwestand East Iranian languagés.g. Pirejko1979, Haig2008) the
passive constructionor variants of it (dative or possessive constructipnfiave
grammaticalized aa means to expresise ‘perfective’ layer of the givetenseaspect system
(e.g.Pray1976,Klaiman 1978,Bubenk 1989, Petersorl 998, Siewierskal998, Butt 2001).
The resulting paradigm (contrasting a rmastimperfective 'active’ voice with a
pastperfective'passive’ voice) is oftesaid tobear mtions of 'split ergativity(e.g. Garrett
1990). Accordingly, the nospast domain is marked for the parallel coding of shijective
(S) and theagentive (A), whereas thebjective (O) is treated differently (‘accusative’,
S=A;0)> The past domain, on the other harghows an ergative pattern, treating S just as O,
but A differently (1-2) illustrate this feature with the help data fromNorthern Tolyshi
(Schulze200():

(1) a.Sinnonpast
oV | u | bo bo | ol omeda
water:ABS from  well-OBL into well:ABS comePRES:3SG:S
'The water runs from well to well.' [Millet953:25%]

b. A and O in norpast:

OV-i | u zamini g-yo be-vardamon.
waterOBL from  earthOBL below-ABL outdirect:PRESIPL:A
'We pipeline the water from under the eaffliller 1953:2517].

(2) a.Sinpast
palang og Ue d ba do
leopard:ABS  turn=around:PASFAUX:3SG:S to tree:ABS
‘The leopard turned to the tre&thulz 2000, PA 32]

b. A and O inpast

hamin palangp mo n no  aspi-sa
PROX:EMPH leopard:ABS1PL:A onto  horseOBL-SUPER

e p Bpgrteen
wrap=around:PASTLPL:A-AUX:3SG

O0We wrapped t he | e|®¢thaze200aRA2Ind t he hor se.

® | use the following labels to indicate grammatical relatime® Schulz€000, Dixon& Aikhenvald 2000: A =
agentive, S = dujective, O = objective, 10 = indirect objective, IA = indirect agentive (instrumental). | have
discussed the value of these labels in more details in Schulze (200Ghynals parallel behavior, ';' marks
different behavior, and *>' stands for the antibehaving as if'.



These examples reflect the followiagreement andase patterns for Northern Tolyshi

(3) nPAST S [LOC] Vv
N:ABS [NP:LOC~OBL] V-AGR:S
A o) V
NP:ABS NP:ABS/OBL6 V-AGR:A
PAST S [LOC] Vv
NP:ABS [NP:LOC~OBL] V(:PPP}AGR:S
A o) V
NP:OBL NP:ABS V:PPPAGR:A'7

Note that in Northern Tolyshthe Past domain is again marked for a split structure: Case is
ergative, butagreement is accusative, as long as we congidecrossreferenced element
(S=A) only. Historically, agreement also included thed@main (see below). e set of
morphemes (in fact: floating clitics) used to encodagfeement in the Past domain ('Set II')
differs in parts from those used to encodagBement ('Set I'):

4) Set | (< Copula) Set Il (< Possessive clitics)
1SG -m -( u(e)m
2SG -¢ -
35G - (W9
1IPL -mon -(u) @on
2PL -on -(u)edn
3PL -n -(u)@®on

Some Iranian languages such as Kurm&uwtish have generalizatie ggreemensystemin
the past domairaccodingto the ergative pattern, compare:

5) a ez keti-m erdé
I:ABS fall-PAST-1SG:S earth:OBL
'l fell onto the earth' [Bedir Kha& Lescot1986:124]

b. kecké ez dit-im
little=qgirl:OBL:F I:ABS see:RAST-1SG:O
‘The little girl saw me.' [Bedir Kha& Lescot1986:153]

® Northern Tolyshiis marked for a Fluid split contrasting nospecific/indefinite referents (absolutive) with
specific/definite referents (oblique case). F@ds essentiy present in the imperfective seriest biso shows
up (via anabgy) inthe perfective pattern (see Schulf0a).

" The bar (A") indicates that-Agreement is different from-Agreement in impéective constructions.



The agreement markeam in (5b) encodes thebjective(1sg), as opposed to e.g. the Northern
Tolyshiform vind-i, re'l have seen (it)": Herel, nmarks the agentiv&he Iranian 'split' has

its origin in Old Persian although the corresponding sources suggest that at that time, the
ergativelike pattern(conventionally labeled theanU kgtam astiy-type 'l have done itjvas

not yet fully grammaticalizedBenvenistel 952,Cardonal 97Q Bauer2000:218, compare:

(6) ima tya man U
PROX:NOM:SG:N what:NOM:SG:N I:GEN
kar-t-am Pardavaiy
makePART:PASTSG:N Parthia:LOC
0This [is] what | have done in Parthiaéd (

[Kent1953:125 = Darius, Bagistan lll, 10]

At least as early as ParthiGmughly 300 BG 300AD), theoutput of thisgrammaticalization
proceshasbecomestabilzed:

(7 ablwm hawdn br Odar
therel1lSG:A all-OBL:PL brotherOBL:PL

ud  wx @rn  pad kirbag wi ndUdahUn d
and sisterOBL:PL to piety:ABS find:PPP COR3PL:O>S
‘There, | found all brothers and sisters in piety’'

[Rastorguev& Mo | | a 1981w 23, Andrea& Henning1934:858

The underlying pattern is marked for the following features: a) A is @dlably an oblique
case (usually genitiveccasionally datie whereas O is marked by the nominative case. The
verb itself shows up as a past (passive) parti¢ipiP) originally followed by the copula that
agrees with din Northern Tolghi, this copulashows up as a petrified morpherag Hence,

the referents(A) of a transitive clause are manipulated in terms of an 'as if' relation (see
Schulze200): The corresponding referer(fsinctioning as A and behaveas if trey were

S (for O) and POSS/LOC (for A):

(8) A i 0
=> A>POSSLOC - IPPP O>S

The Sproperties of O become apparémoughthe use of the 'intransitive' copula that agrees
with O(>S) and the shift in case marking (roughly ACONOM). However, aother shift has
taken placeavith respect to word ordehat marks the pattern again for features of accusativity
(A>POSS/LOC frontingsee section 3.3 for the problem of 'accusative/‘ergative' wordorder

8



9 a A - @]
b. 0>S « /ppp A>POSS~LOC
C. A>POSS~LOC - JPPP 0>S

In sum, the followingschemeshows ugdAGR = agreement, WO word order).

(20) CASE AGR WO
a b.

nPAST S + + First

A + + First

@) - - Non-First
Type: ACC ACC ACC ACC
PAST S X + + First

A y - + First

@) X + - Non-First
Type: ERG ERG ACC ACC

In this table, I have mentioned two typesagfeement: a. is the Kurmarngpe (see (5)) and
b. is the Tolyshtype (see (2)). 'x' and 'y' stand for spdicitypes of case markers.

In this section, | have briefly considered some aspects ofagpéct systems in Iranian. The
scheme in (10) suggests that this split is based on a gradual shift with respect to centrality, as
illustrated by Northern Tolyshiln the next section, | want to elaborate the notion of
transitivity and'centrality as embodied in the AEC and relate to the functional domain of
diathesis.

3. Transivity, Centrality and Diathesis’
3.1 Transitivity

Before turning to lie notion of centrality, it is useful to briefly consider the relationship
between transitive andhtransitive structures From a cognitive point of view, transitive
causeeffect relations can be described as having emerged from a more or less pronounced
metaphorization of structures that show up'nmtion or staté constructions e Schulze

2010 for details). By thi$ mean that patterns of transitivity represent the target domain of
processes that start from ‘locational’ source doméiesice, event inges are primarily
construed agigure-ground relations that may be dynamic or {glymamic (stative). Both

8 This section includesondensegartsof Schulze2010a.



Figure (F) and Ground (G) are conceptualized in terms of referl@htsvhereby the referent
associated with Figure is more salient than the refaasstciated with Ground'he F/G
schema permits us to interpret the gestalt structure of event images, especially if they are
loaded with a languageased expression model (linearization). Accordingly, the gestalt of
any event image is processed by isoatanfigure domain embedded into a corresponding
ground. The mutual, vectdike relation between these two gestalt properties is construed as a
'relator’, by itself an inferential property that only shows up in '‘changes' (both positive and
negative) with espect to the position of F and G or in changes of F or G properties. It should
be noted thathe F/G vector (in short:-FG) is not necessarily bound to spatial organization
that isolates a ground as being 'behind' a figure. Rather, ground is defineat gestalt
segment of an event image thainceptually'surrounds’Figure or that emerges from the
isolation of Figure. In other words: Even though R is grounded in spatial visioand
audition it has highly "abstract' (or: radical) properties that &&aded with spatial segments.
This includes (among others):

(11) Figure Ground
Smaller Larger
With boundaries Without boundaries
More accessible Less accessible
More salient Less salient
More mobile Less mobile

Cognition is thg more attentive towards fixing the figure portion of an event imapge.
ground domain can often lobscuredr inferred resulting in less tratige structures, e.g.

(12) Figure - Ground
I go [to the market]

The question to which degree groundecdme typically masked is a matter of
conventionalization. In this sense, linguistic intransitivity does not reflect a primary cognitive
strategy, but rather the generalized and conventionalized way of talking about 'locational’
event images or of event ages that are construed as processual or stative events. These
schemas prototypically relatevad referents, one of them (Ground) being more liable for
inferential deletion than the other (Figurd)nguistic intransitivity is thus grounded in
‘cognitive tansitivity' just asit is true forlinguistic transitivity or ‘ambitransitivity' (that is
structures that may show up both as transitive and intransitive constrt)ctions

% SeeDixon & Aikhenvald 2000:4.
10



(13) Cognition: [AF a 10 AG]

Language Intransitive Ambitransitive Transitive
AF- QG AF- [AG]ll AF- AG
Oe- Ac [Ad - Ag™ Ac« Ag

In (13), | have indicated Figure and Ground with the help of the corresponding indices. Note
that the scheme also entails constructions that are marked for the maskingfiglrbe
domain (@ - Ag). In addition, | describe the variaths - AgandAg « Agfor transitive
structures in order treflect the accusative ergative continuum, see below. According to (13),
any event image is processed according to a model that lakdeést) two referential
segments with the help of a relatblence, 'transitivity' is not just subclass of event images

that would be determined by the 'semantics’ of the verbal expression atIrsdaet,
‘cognitive transitivity does not dependrom the presence of specific semantic features
associated with the referents such as 'PAgient’ or 'ProtePatient’ (Dowty1991), role
archetypes as proposed by Langacke991) or agency and causation (Turner 1996).
According to the approach given in this papesuch semantic or conceptual features are
neither archetypes nor prototypical, but emergent properties that stem (among others) from
the interaction of théd@ A model with the F G schema and its dynamidss has beesaid

albove, linguistically transitive structures represent a special type of coupling the two schemas
A2 A and F G. An 'intermediate' stage gesentfor instance in Arabiand (partially) in

Latin, wherethe referent typicayl called the 'object' is encoded in just the way a spatial
referent is encoded in intransitive clauses

19 use the symbdl to denote bidirectional transitivity. As soon as asymmetric properties become relevant, the
symbol is turned inte or« .
" Typically 'unergative' struates.
12 Typically 'unaccusative' structures.
13"The archetype agent is a person who volitionally initiates physical activity resulting, through physical contact,
in the transfer of energy to an external object. Its polar opposite is an archetypal patiratiimate object that
absorbs the energy transmitted via externally initiated physical contact and thereby undergoes an internal change
of state" (Langacket991:285). Note the infelicitous use of Outer World terms (such as 'pecdpect’) in the
context of cognitive event images. The same holds for '€rdéfinition of transitivity: "[T]he initiator is an
agent exercising his/her volition, and the endpoint undergoes a complete, even irreversible, change of state. The
conceptual explanation for the prototypical character of this situation type is that this is the most clearly
individuated situation type (é). An agent acting fron
patient that ends in a statespecially an irreversible state, has the least likelihood of bringing about subsequent
events" (Croft 2000:60). Taylq2002:415428) at least recognizes considerable degrees of syntactic variation
within transitivity (but note Taylor 199887: "The transitive prototype involves an agent (encoded by the
subject nominal), which intentionally acts on a patient (the direct object nominal) so as to effect aofhange
state in the patient.").

11



(14) Classical Arabic

a.

(14 Latin:
cum
when

~

| ahaba ss |-q
go:PERF:3SG:M DEFmarketACC
'He went to the market.' (Haywo&dNahmad1965:392)

kUna I-b us-tt Un k a bagr
bePERE3SG:M DEFgardenNOM large ACC-INDEF
‘The garden was large.' (Haywo&dNahmad1965:105§*

fataCh l-waladu  I-b Ud
openPERF:3SG:M DEF-boy-NOM DEFRdoorACC
‘The boy opened the door.' (HaywofdNahmad1965:99)

autem veniss-et domum
thus comePLU-3SG houseACC

OWhen he had thus cow®28)i nt o

t

he

housebo

One might argue thatas for the Latirexample- the spatial expression is encodast like a

referent in Gbehavior (‘object’). However, this hypothesis goes against the assumption that

the semantics of ‘functional' case formsraetaphorically derived from spatial semantics (see
Schulze2009 among many others). In this sense, the tthsmumhas retained the invariant
component of the semantics of the accusative. Analogically, we can reinterpratarase
preposiional clauses as cognitively transitive, compare (Gejritan

(15 a.
b.
(16) a.

Ich  ging=in d-en Garten
I:NOM go=intoPAST:1SG DERSG:M:ACC garden
6l went into the garden. o
Ich  sah d-en Hund.
I:NOM seePAST:1SG DEFSGM:ACC dog

6l saw the dog. 6

Ich  stand=auf d-er Wiese

I:NOM stand=0rPAST:1SG DEFRSG:F:DAT meadow
'l stood on the meadow.'

% The fact that Classical Arabitoes no clearly distinguish between nouns and adjectives allows to read the
sentences as follows: 'the garden was (< *became towards) a large one.’
5 Note that in the sealled Kanak variety of Germaflanguage of youngsters of the second anddthi

immigration generation), the intransitive pattern of motion verbs is even closer to that of transitives, compare

isch geh bahnhdf go [to the] stationisch mach dich messer wenn du nicht kino konfirtistyou into knots if
you do not go (with meptthe cinema' (note the Turkidtased use ahacherito do' (= Turkishetmek as a light
verb incorporating the conceptessetknife'.

12
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b. Ich  half d-er Frau
I:NOM helpPAST:1SG DEF-SG:F:DAT woman
'l helped the woman.'

It goes without sayinghat the intransitive clauses given above have a different behavioral
potential than their transitive counterparts (they are less liable to morphosyntactic
passivization, for instance). In addition, they lack the metaphorical dimension typically
present wih referents in Aunction (see below). However, this does not argue against the
assumption that linguistically intransitive clauses are transitive from a cognitive point of view.
Before turning to thigoint, it is important to recall that the relatorathlinks a figure and a
ground is inferential in nature: The process of eegqding or hitting cannot be imagined
without invoking at least rudimentary referential concepts. The factstct relators are
nevertheless lexically presefg.g. in terms ofrerbg leads to the assumption thiiaeydo not
reflect the relator as such, but the whole event image. Accordinghps (better: verb
phrases) are the meronymic expression of (linguistic) clauses:

17 Event Image

«— >
4—

NP VP

| assume that there is an iconic relation between the sequencing of fixation and saccades in
visual perception and cognitive transitiityFixation periods are highly informative, whereas

no information is processed during periods of saccades (eyement), see FultoA000.
Fixation lays the ground for object recognition and, once entrenched, for object permanence,
whereas saccades set cognition into a state of 'blindmésk shifting from one fixation to

the other) Cognitive blndness (or(metaphorically speakinggognitive saccades) can be
regarded as that state of cognition that allows it to draw inferences from given referents
pinpointed during fixation. The ensemble of a fixatgactcaddixation sequence is construed

in terms of a common gestalt that evolves into the matrix of event images. In this sense,
cognitive verbs are cognitive saccades, and referents are cognitive fixatienscheme in

(17) can behus extendeds follows:

16 Note that | use the term ‘cognitive transitivity' isnare or lessnetaphorical sense. It should riotply that
conceptual structures are grounded in linguistic airast(rathervice versa
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(18 Fix. Saccade . Fix.

Event Image

l l l

NP VP NP

As has been said above, the gestalt of the event image (schematized accordimy-tdithe
vector) is always construed with the help of the figure ground schema. In fact, both vectors,
namdy A2 A and F G dependfrom eachother. But whereas-FG is grounded in the
architecture of the perceptual systeA® A is strongly related to memory. To put it
differently: F G is grounded in perceptioA2 A is groundedn knowledge. The interaction

of the tvo schemagjives rise tca number of emergent properties the quality of whegult

from the ‘linguistic layer:An event image is normallyoaded with a languageased
expression model that provokes the linearization -ofG- (and thusA2 A) expressions.
Linearization, however, has a important effect on the individual segments: The degree of
attention varies in such linear structur&se first chunk in a linear sequence (that may be
preceded by a field that takes up a topic chunk)sgather high attentio followed by a

chunk of lower attentioh’ The third chunk usually is slightly higher in attention than the
second one, but often lower than the initial chunk. If we apply this scheme te {GevEctor

we can assume that it is marked for a basic asymnte#ty results from the degree of
attention correlated with each chunk. In a standard interpretation, F would be marked for a
high value, whereas and G are marked for lower values. Note that the correlation @ F

with this type of attention flow is highlyonventionalized and languadependent. In
addition, it may be manipulated with the help of diathetic processes such as foregrounding
(passivization, antipassivization) efsee below)Neverthelessye can assumihat the F G

vector entails a syntactialue that tends to highlight the figure domain and to shadow the
ground domain.

On the other hand, th®? A vector tends to be marked for conceptual, merbaiged values
that are ultimately derived from actional patterns of human behavior. These patterns
grounded in what has been termed the Perception Action Cycle (BAC):

[...] directed behaviors of animals comprise continuous cyclic relations between the detection of
information and the performatory and exploratory activities that serve, in samtifpart, to

7| assume that there is an iconic relation between the attention flow and the sequencing of fixation and saccades
in visual perception, see Fult@d00.
18 There are numerous ways of defining and describing the Perception Action Cycle. Here, | take the viewpoint
of ecological psychology.
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facilitate that detection and which, in turn, are guided and shaped by it (Sw&nBorvey
1991:319)

This cyclic pattern can be paraphrased as follows: The environment is perceived in
accordance with the mom (> behavior) of an active organismit. Individuals move in the

world in order to perceive and perceive in order to move (see Verna€2Ry. The 'object’ in

the Outer World that helps toform (or, phylogenetically speakingp feed) the individual is
judgeduponvia perception according to the 'question’ whether the effect compensates for the
effort to 'reach’ it. This vital behavioral pattern results in another schema that is based on
‘force': The individual interprets its enetige(or: informational) state as 'force’, whereas an
‘object’ in the Outer World is related to this feature in accordance with the individual's
experience with former representatives of this 'object’. The default is a high force value for the
individual ad  a-valud3 for the other 'object’. The resulting vector is F0 F o . I n case
‘object’ is thought to have antagonistic féfceounterforce(cFo)) the individual may be
stimulated toapply moreforce or to respect the cFo feature of the object. Theirgyaof Fo
(actor/ agoni st) and UFo (perceived object/ al
and semantic variation, especially if expressed linguistically. One prominent type is the
splitting of O (e.g. honorifipars pro toto(e.g. the emergercof the Slavic Gsplit based on

the use of the genitiveartitive), differences in directional marking (e.g. the Spanish
oppositionaccusative vsdativelative) Another onds entailed irthe splitting of A (actional

vs. potentialvs. conativevs. affeted, etc). In addition, modal features like 'limited control’
(finally managed tpbmay emerge (as in Salish languages). Further examples are discussed in
Schulze1998.In sum, we can start from four schemas or vectors that cause ther wierge
grammatical relations.

(199 Experience A a A Semantic
Perception F - G Syntactic
PAC Fo - UFo ~ S8efmantic/Pragmatic
Attention Flow Higher €. Lower Pragmatic

As a result,grammatical relationemerge (see Schulz2000) that combine pragmatic,
semantic, and syntactic features:

¥ An Uvalue is given, if the value is irrelevant in the context of a physical or mental action.
% gSee Talmy2000 for his use of the terms agonist and antagonist in Force Dynamics. The underlying
terminology stems from the structural analysis arfratives, starting with Prod®28, also compaeaugrande
& Colby 1979 andwildgen1990.
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(20)

RP

The relational primitives (S, LOC, A, O, 10, IA, AO) emerge at the 'saetion of the four
relevant schemes that again copy their basic properties onto the primitives. The most
unmarked type of processingn @&ventimageis characterizé by the following transitive
relation:

(21) AF/FO - AG/ UFo

The type ofgrammatical relatioemerging from this interaction depends on various fackors.

can be assumeithat the F G vector is loaded with the correlation $OC, whichreads:

S LOC is a Inguistic schema of event images that relate&-seferent (F) to a Geferent

(both stative and dynamic). The metaphorization of this schema starts from the overall
hypothesis that what is perceptually salieriieforethe nonsalient segment. The wethown
metaphorization path space > time > cause determines that F is loaded ApitbpErdies
resulting in the relational primitive A (or I1A). The LG@bmain is analogically metaphorized

to O (or 10).

A a A
=> l S - LOC
A - @)

(22)

This patten is marked for a perspective that interprets the causal veetd According to
the linear sequence 'no causentral) without effect periphera)’ (see below)Therefore, A
becomes associated with S, leading to the standard accusative pattern S=g&i@@e(Ad).
The revised perspective is taken in an ergative behavioral pattern:

(23 A a A
=> l S - LOC
(@) « A

Here, the effect domain is more central. The scheme thus reads: 'no edfecal( without
cause [feriphera)’. As a result, O becormeassociated with S (S=0;A or-&@&ntered’). It is
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clear that the two endpoints of the scale of the accusative ergative continuum (S=A;O and
S=0;A) arestructurdly coupked™ with the source domain-SLOC. This pattern differs from

A- O especially with resme to the degree to which the ground domain is expressed. In
F- LOC, ground (LOC) is schematically associated with the periphery. By 'peyipker
meant that a referent gains less cognitive attention than the central one. @y the
secondary domain (O i8=A;0 and A in S=0;A) is less peripheral due to the fact that the
agonist/antagonist 'role' becomes apparent especially if its counterpart is overtly marked, too.
(29) illustrates the O/LOC gradient for an accusative patt@s),the A/LOC gradient forma
ergative pattern.

(29 A
Central
?
I S O
Peripher LOC
A a A
(25 « O
Central
?
I s A
Peripher LOC
A a A

As a result, Inguistically intransitive structures emerge that are characterized by the masking
of the peripheral domain (LOC). The reasons for the intransitivization of the lanbasge
expression ofan event imagean be related to the abexeentioned fact that -SLOC
schemas armoreclose to the functionalomainof the F G vector (source domain): It tends

to exclude a ground from being further processed by the attention flow. Such masking
strategies also underlie ambitransitives atrdictures Hat show up as incporation. In the

latter case, the O domain is no longer isolated from the relator domain. It loses its referential
profile and becomes an advdike segment of the relator:

260 A - @] => A(>S) - jo

2L structural coupling was first described comprehensively by Humberto Mattitamave called the dynamics
of congruent structural changes that take place spontaneously between systems in recurrent (in fact recursive)
interactions, as well as the coherent structural dynamics that sgsudtural coupling (Maturana 2002:14.7).
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Conversely, standard intransitive patterns can bélguioas transitive structures by reifying
the event as an entity. Here, the relator is expressed in terms of a rather general, nearly
generic concepudecorporation, e.g.??

27 F - G F - G, - G,
S - LOC A - @) - LOC
I swim @ => [ do swim %]

3.2 Centrality

Polinsky(2005439) has argued that "[t]he use of a prototypical transitive verb entails that the
event denoted by that verb causes a change of state in the object participant”. This pronounced
'semantic' view of transitity can be generalized, if we refer to the notion of 'centrality'.
Above it has been argudtiat the basic syntax of linguistic utterances is marked for an
asymmetric alignment of actants (see Scha@@8,2010) Accordingly,one of the atantsis

placedin the 'centeof attentiory whereas the other one (if present) is placed in the periphery.
'‘Center' and 'periphery’ automatically result from processing a perceived or mentally
construed element in terms of its parts. The most basidtn@giinypothesis' related to this
procedure is that something that ‘follows' (i.e., that is processed second) 'elaborates' what has
been processed first, or vice versa. Usually, the center of attention is associated with some
kind of (visual-> cognitive)foreground, whereas the periphery constitutes the 'background'
domain (Schulze 20H). On the languagbased expressive levehet resultingasymmetry
corresponds to the functional highlighting of one of the actantsansitive constructions
matchingthe central actant in intransitive structures:

(28 Central Peripheral
ACC S=A O
ERG S=0 A

‘Centrality’ thus refers to the necessary condition for utterances to be processed: A central
actant functions as the 'point of referen@a: foreground)for construing an event image
whereby the semantic properties of the verbal relation are primarily attributed to this actant. In
languages with binary (diptotic) case systems such as Northern Tahishaspect may show

up iconically in he case system itseMtorthen Tolyshi hasbasicallytwo case forms, one of

them being zero (to encode the center) and the b#ieg-i (used to encode the periphery):

22 Note that this is a structural analysis only. Naturally, the construction has strongly grammaticalized resulting
in an emphatic variant of the underlying form.
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(29) (
Center: Cased
S:A;O {

Periphery: Casea

\

Figure 1:Center and periphery with Northern Tolystsise forms.

The coding of thecenterperiphery continuum (CPQjaturally depends from whether a giv
language is heanharking, dependnarking, or neutral. With 'neutral’ strategies, only word
order is relevangisolating type'y* In this case!centerfirst' seems to be the standard option
(e.g. Vietnamese, Piraha, Ju|'hoan), although there ar&nesiin exceptions such dsikang
Besi, Nicobarese, Krongo, dtalagasy compardor Malagasy(Rasolosor1997:19):

(300 a. n-ody ny ankizy
PAST-go=home DEF others
"The others went home.'

b. n-iantso namara maromaro izahay
PAST:invite friend some we:EXCL
'We have invited some friends."

In Malagasy, 'center final' strategies prevail, perhaps grounded in the grammaticalization of
older cataphoric patternVith respect to headand dependenhaiking, we can describa

strong tendency to relate CASE to the periphery and AGR to the center: For systems with
'single constituent agreement' (often called monopersonal agregmentften see patterns

like (31) or (R)

(31) AGR

% Accordingly, the ‘neuter' typmustalwaysbe a subtype of either ergative or accusativeesjias. Aand O
mustsomehowbe differentiated, be it lexically, morphologically, or syntactically. Word order seems to be the
most basic device since it istimatelyrelated to the effects that sequencing or serialization of eveagfeishas

on the struaire of linear linguistic expressions.
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(32 AGR
A : (o]

W

The scheme in3(l) has an Abased agreement pattern, supplemented by case marking (if
given) of peripheralO. This pattern corresponds to an ‘accusativadel. 82) is 'ergative’,
becauseat has Qbased agreement, supplemented by case markipgriggheralA (also see
Modini 1989) Obviously, both patterns are highly idealizdigverthelessthey aregpresent in
somelanguages of the world-or instance(31) is present irmost Turkic languages and in
Southwest Iranian (Persigralthough a Fluie€D split further complicates the system of these
languagescompare(33). The pattern ir32) is nicely documentetbr instancein many East
Caucasian languages such as Chechear, or Tsezcompare 4).

(33 Persian
mo'allem  n UnreU mi-nevisad
teacher letterO:SPEC IND:DUR-write:PRES3SG:A
‘The teacher writes the lettdAlavi & Lorenz 188:58]

(349 Chechen
oyla y-i-na g 0 H eun staga
thought(IV):ABS IV:O-do-INFER  poorOBL manERG
60The poor man t hougBbakoviéevlo9dx308)] made a t houg

Prototypically, a 'mixed system' (heaand dependent markinggd marked for a balanced
distribution ofcase andgreement:

(39 Center Periphery
CASE -@ yes
AGR yes -@

Accordingly, agreementeinforces the center, arghse reinforces the periphery. However,
both schemes can show upreduced,expandeddr subcategorized versianEhe following

table lists sewal options(the table ignores specific splits based for instance on person or
animacyhierarchie¥
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(36) A O
CASE | AGR | CASE | AGR | Example
la + - - - Lezgi
1b - + - - French
1c - - + - Khalkha(Fluid-O)
1d - - - + Kilmeri
2a - + + - Turkish (Fluid-O)
2b + - - + Chechen
2c + + - - Oromo
2d - - + + Khoekhoe
2e + - + - Japanese
2f - + - + Abkhaz
3a + + + - Latin
3b + + - + Lak
3c + - + + ?
3d - + + + Hungarian (FluidO)
4 + + + + Adyghej

Patterns of Case/Agreement correlations in basic transitive cl&uses

As has been saijthis scak also depends from theeightof the given actaniThe actanmay
typically qualify for one of the relevant grammatical relations (see Silver&®iB, Schulze
1998:457491), resulting in what is sometimes llea ‘hierarchical alignment systems'
(Nichols 1992, Mithun 1999, Zufiga2006). The centeiperiphery continuum (CPC) can
undergo further modificationthatare based oa number ofplit procedures. Here, we &

to distinguishfor instancetwo basic types: a) the functional role of an actant is modified in
terms of arasif-relation, pending on either the verbal semantics or the semantic category of
the actant (SphKX) or on the pragmatic and/or cognitive assaent made by the speaker with
respect to a given actant (Fle¥d see Dixon1994, Schulze 2000p b) The linguistic
symbolization of event images is subcategorized according to the correlation of causality,
time, and centralityin section3.1, | have alluded toommon (folk)knowledge thatlefinesa
causal relationin referenceto either the cause or the effect doma#ccordingly, two
definitional optionsshow up:

(37) Definiendum Definiens
a. No cause without effect.
b. No effect without cause.

In (a), it is the cause domain that figures as the ‘center' of the definition, whereas the effect
domain takes up this position in (b). From a linguistic point of view, (a) is thus centered on

% This table also ignores constraints on case and agreement that emerge from TAM patterns Jasaridrak
of case patterns as preseng. in French(je/me tu/te, il~elle/le~la etc.), or peculiarities arising from gender
assignment (as in Lain
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the agentive domain (A) and (b) is cenéel on theobjective domain(O). In (38), the
definitions given in 87) are rendered in terms of grammatical relations. Here, | indicate
centrality with the help of capital letters:

(38) a. A - o]
b. a - O

Thesetwo patterngan show considerable degsed variation. For instance, the two ‘indirect’
grammatical relations indirect objective’ (IO, semantically related to experiencers,
beneficiaries, goal etc.) anddirectagentive' (IA, semantically related to instrumentals etc.)
may replace O or Aor they may be added to the given pattern. Likewise, referents marked
for other grammatical relations such as Locative (L@&) occur.Such referents male
subjeced to manipulationgegardingthe CPCjust as it is true for A and (e.g. IOpassives,
LOC-passives etc.). However, for the purpose of the given paper, | restrict myself to the
A- O pattern.

3.3 Diathesis

(38a) can be called Aentered and38b) O-centeredA-centered constructisrypically refer

to the presence and givenness of an actaagémtive function that exerts an action. In this
case, the construction focsan the interaction between the verbal relation and taetAnt
(the 'causedomain, oftenresulting in more procedike, 'imperfective’ conceptualizatismf
event imags (see among many others Tchekht®87, Cooremah994) Here, the Gomain

is less salient and thus more peripheral. On the other handcant&ed constructior3gb)
focuses on the interaction of the verbal relation atite Gactant (the 'effectiomair),
resulting in more resultative, 'perfective’ conceptualizations. In this case;db&@a®t is less
salient and thus more peripheral

(39) a. @ Imperfective/Progressive/Durative
b. @ Perfective/Resultate/Stative

The resulting patterngnatch the (in)transitivity scale first described by Hopperd
Thompson(1980 (see section 3.1Hence, we can argue th&@9@) is more intransitive,
whereas 9b) is more transitiveHHowever, this correlation is problematic for the following
reason: The @entered pattern ir89b) can easily develop into passiie constructios that
aremarked for 'facultativeness' with respect toahentive actan{{a}) . As a result, the actant
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in objective function acquires-froperties(see above), turning the whole construction into a
(more) intransitive one. Likewise, the-&tant in 89a) can be 'bleached' and/or become
facultative({o}) , resulting again in a motatransitive pattern thaelaesS-propertiesto the
agentive.

(40) a. A - o]
A>S - {o}
b. a - O
{a} - 0>S

Hence, both patterns may turn into more ‘intransitive’ structures that stress the peripheral
properties of one of the actants. A typical way is to relate suchheeaipactants to the
functional domain of the Locativé&or instance, the processsAo => A>S- o>locis given

in the followingGermanpair (also see Scheild006)

41) a. ich lese das Buch
I:NOM read:PRESLSG:PRESA DEF:N:SG:NOM/ACC book
'l read the book'

b. ich lese im Buch
1:NOM read:PRESLSG:PRESA>S in:DEF:N:SG:DAT book
'l am reading the book.'

(42) illustrates the &entered variant (@ O => aloc- 0O>S) with the help of an example
taken fom Archi (East Caucasian, Alekseen979:87 '$' indicates the second part af
discontinuous lexeme)

42) a. g ulidt "o lo e -&-g'-ni
thunderERG child(l):ABS  frighten:0-$-PRET
"The thunder frightened the Yo

b. g' ulixtix'gi lo e3w-q'-ni
thunderOBL-SUB:ABL child(l):ABS  frighten:0>S$-PRET
‘The boy was startled by the thunder

Note that Gperipherizationas in @1)) is not necessarily restricted to thecaled conative

alternation a in Englishshoot ~ shoot afsee Levinl993:511). The semantic effects bbth
O- and Aperipherization mainly depend from the semantics of the verbal concept.
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The two patterns illustrated idX) and 42) represent inantiations of the CPC that can be
summarized as follows:

43) 9- So B
3 > Intransitive
{a>loc} - O>S p
¢ ~ T } More perfective
a- O
4 .
A- O Transitive

A- o

3 l } More imperfective
A>S- {o>loc}

t Intransitive
Sa- O

Accordingly, the CPC ends in two versions of (derived) intransitivity that can easily be
associated with unaccusatilike patterns (@ S) and unergativéke patterns (S d). For

the given purposat is not relevant to discuss in all detaile possible semantic, syntactic,

and pragmatic effects that can be described for the incremental process of intransitivization.
The main point is that certain languages can take the CPC as a starting point to encode
aspectual and/or temporal distinctio’ss we have seen above, the Northwest and East
Iranian languages, for example, start from an @&scheme in order to develop a secondary
perfective constructiofa>loc} - 0O>S}). The fact that the underlying, original pattern was
A-centered necessitateiplying a special Gcentering technique, conventionally called
'passive’. A ‘passive’ can be definedasof thetechniqueto rearrange the centperiphery
distribution be it terms of foregrounding O or in terms of backgrounding A (with all its
semantt, syntactic, and pragmatic cogsences)A primary consequencis thata passive
acheves the highlighting azentralization of O. The overall scheinse

(44) A- o => {A>|OC} - JPASS 0>S

The factthat the foreground (center) is prototypically asseciavith S=Atypical properties

in accusative patterns often calls for a special 'marker' to inverse the causal chain that runs
from cause to effect. This 'passive’ marker is usually part of the verbal relation, that is, the
verb phrase (VP)It allows turning around’ the perspective (‘to effect from cause’), here
symbolizedwith the help of the arrow ' (corresponding te /pas9:

(45 O>S« {a>loc}
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Naturally, such a centralization procedure does not necessarily call for a passive morphology
of theverbalthough in most instances, suemmarkedconstructions show up as some sort of
‘'unaccusativesather than as full passivesompare the Frenaxample in 46):

(46) a. Elle a cuit le poulet
She have:PRES:3SG cook:PART:PAST DEF:M:SG chicken
'She has cooked the chicken.'

b. Le poulet a cuit
DEF:M:SG chicken have:PRES:3SG cook:PART:PAST
"The chicken has been cooked.'

C. Le poulet était cuit par elle
DEF:M:SG chicken bePAST:3SG cook:PART:PAST by she
‘The chicken was cooked by her.'

The passive diathesisnsarkedfor a bundle of processual parameters that can be summarized
as follows(the concreteanstantiation naturally depends frahe general typology of the given
language and/or specific aspeof verbal semantics):

(47) a. Changes in word ordéD is putin a sld that would be typical for S=A.
b. Changes in case marking: O is case marked in a way that would be typical for S=A;
A, on the other hand, may occur in a case form that would geatyfor peripheral
functions.
c. Reduction of agreement. Double agreemg@htand O) is reduced to single
agreemenwith O that corresponds to that of'S
d. The 'passive' diathesis may be marked by specific verbal morphology, analytic
structures bsed on light verbs, or by suppletion.
e. Strategies related to the functional domain of passives are extended or changed to
passivization strategies (e.g. reflexivity).

Again, | have to add anotheaveat There are welknown examples showing that g
parameters are not necessarily present in all observable passive constructions. For instance, in
ImbaburaQuechuathe following morphological pattern applies (Siewier$Raé4:43):

(48) A:NOM O:ACC VERB-AGR:A
=> O:NOM A:NOM VERB-AGR:0>S

An example is:

% Alternatively, multiple agreement may be preserved but changed to an S+LOC or S+lO pattern.

25



(49) ImbaburaQuechua
a. alcu-cuna@-ca Auncanchkta canirca-@-mi
dog-PL-NOM-TOP 1-PL-ACC bite PAST-3:A-VAL
‘The dog bit us.'

b. fucanchid-ca alcu-cuna®@ canischami ca-rca-nchi
1-PL-NOM-TOP dogPL-NOM  bite PASSVAL bePAST-1PL
'we were bitten by the dog.' [Jak885:57 also se&Jra2000:84

In Basquetoo, it is only the verb phrase that is effected byipasgion strategies (see below
(86-87) for further comments):

(50) AERG VERB + COP:AGR:A+AGR:O  O:ABS
=>  AERG VERB:ITR + COP:AGR:0>S O:ABS

In order to manipulate &entered patterns, analogous processes may apply. Conventionally,
the term 'anpassive' (coined by Silversteih972) is used to denote the corresponding
strategy, although it is a matter of debate whether antipassives are restrictegntei@d
(‘ergative’) patterns or whether they can also occur witleterd (‘accusative'’) patterns (see
Polinsky 2005 with references)This debate reflects two different perspectives that can be
taken with respect to the analysi§ antipassive structures: If we start from a mottheit
operates in full analogyith passives discussed so far, then ergative patterns are the only ones
that can generate antipassives: This operatiors esafbllows:

(51) Given a pattermAyc 2 A, a diathesis occurs if referedt, is placed into the
center (C) and referedt is placed in the periphery (P) or is fully deleted.

Accordingly, an 'accusative'-Ao pattern (that i\ :Ac - A:Op) generates a passive, and an
‘ergative’ a O pattern (that iA:Ap - A:Oc) generates antipassives. However, if we start
from the resulting '@passive’ pattern (A>S ,ap {0>loc}), we can easily describe underived
forms that do not match the ‘ergative’ pattern. One exampidh3 &bove, repeated here for
convenienceq2b):

(52 a. ich lese d-as Buch
I:NOM read:PRESISG:PRES:A DEFN:SG:NOM/ACC book

'l read the book'

b. ich lese im Buch
I:NOM read:PRESISG:PRES:A>S in:DEF:N:SG:DAT book
'l am reading the book.'
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Except for the lack of a concrete antipassive marker structure in§2b) fully corresponds
to an antipssive: its Gactant is marked by a peripheral case (inessive) and-astaft is
marked just as a typicat&tant preverbal position[+tNOM]; [+ AGR]). In this sense,52b)
does not differ from a typical antipassive as illustrateéab)

(53) Kabadian(West Caucasian)
a. pSOda dgU0nkar @-qay-a-d thar
girl-OBL shirtPL-ABS 3:0-0:AFF-PRES3SG:AsewO:PL-PRES
‘The girl is sewing the shirts.’

b. pS&Sa gj Gham @-q -ytha-a-d
girl-ABS shirtPL-OBL 3:SG:A>SSAFF-3-PL-10-sewI TR
‘The girl is trying to sew the shirts.' [Colarus#92:177, glosses modified]

However, 62b) cannot be derived from an 'ergative' pattern that would read something like
(59):

(54 *ich-ERGliest das Buch

| will term such structures as i52p) 'pseudeantipassive’ (PsAP), because they share much
of their properties with true antipassives, but lack the 'ergative backgretidast from a
synchronic point of view(alternative terms arédeaccusative(Geniusienel987:94) or
'deapplicative (Haspelmath& Miller-Bardey 2004). The same holds for passiike
patterns that may occur as variants of ergative pat{sees Siewierskd 984:4244). Such
'pseudepassives’ (PsPAS&yedocumented for instance Inuktitut:

(55 Inuktitut [Gugele 1999]
a. Miki-up arnag kunikp-anga
Miki-ERG womanABS kissTR-3SG:A+3SG:0
'Miki kisses he woman.[Ergative]

b. arnaq Miki-mut kuniktau-ju-q
womanABS Miki -TERM kissPASSITR-3SG:0>S
"The woman is kissed by Mik[Passive]

C. Miki arna-mik kuniksi-ju-q
Miki: ABS womanINSTR kissAP-ITR-3SG:A>S
'Miki kisses a woman[Antipassive]

If we start from (56) and try to retrieve the derlyingform, we get something like:

(56) *Miki arna-ACC kuniK]juq
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We can hypothezge that pseudantipassives and pseugassivesdo something different
from passives and antipassives: Rassand antipassives are operational procedures to
indicate shifts in the distribution of referents according to foreground and/or background
propertieqdiathesis). Pseudpassives and pseudmtipassives, however, share the effect that
the background prapties of a given referent are emphasized. Its distance from the
foregrounded element is 'overexpanded' and heheereferent is placed in some kind of
‘hyperbackground’ (/x/). Most importantly, both procedures, namely diathesis and
‘'overexpansion’, aréased on analogous strategies. However, they are distributed in a
complementary way:

(57) HyperBackground BASE Diathesis
A>S- /ol <= A- o0 =  0O>S« {a}
O>S;< lal <= a- O = A>S- {0}<—‘

This schemallustratesthat the construainal pattern A>S {/o/} is both: he output of the
antipassive diathesis with ergative based a tool to indicate a hypdrackground with
accusative patterns. O>S {/a/}, on the other hand, is the output of the passive diathesis
related to accusativpatterns as well as the indicator of background 'overexpansion' with
ergative patterns:

(598 Diathesis HyperBackground
Accusative Passive PseudeAntipassive
A- 0 O>S« {a} A>S- /o
Ergative Antipassive PseudePassive
a O A>S- {o} O>S« /d

Technically speakingall four patterns emerge from one single cognitive strategy, namely
from options to manipulate the peripheral domain of event images. Either, a peripheral
referent becomes centralized (with the corresponding effect ahgl#he original, ‘centered’

in the periphery(59a) or the distance between the center and the peripherpngated
(whereby the 'value' of 'central referent is additionally emphasized, (59b))

(59 Center Periphery Periphery
A, a A,
=> a. Az a {Al}
=> b Ay & e » {Aj}
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There is an important effect these manipulatiosrge with respect tthe center: With pseudo
antipassives and antipassives, the centrality of Hiemain is emphasized, whereas the same
holds for the Gdomain withpseudepassives angassives. Accordingly, the distribution of
the different patterns is conditiedby strategies that decide upwaich grammatical relation

is canonically construed as being ‘cenfiRlexpansion = expansion of the periphery)

(60) Base Process A - O
A-Center P-expansion A>S - lo/ PseudeAntipassive
A-Center Diathesis {a} - 0O>S Passive
O-Center Diathesis  A>S - {o} Antipassive
O-Center P-expansion /al - 0O>S PseudePassive

All four procedures result in &igher weight of one b the referentsHowever, whereas
diathetic processes conditions changes in the foregroacktjroundlistribution, the pseudo
diathetic processes simpiiie weight of one of the referents by lowering thaghe of the
other:

(61)

ACC A i 0 '

ERG O « a \/

PsAP A>S - o/
AP A>S - o ?®
PsPASS 0O>S « fa/
PASS  0O>S «?  {a}

Given the preceding discussion, we can now easily relate the different patterns in terms of
grammaticalization processes: The Iranian datatifitesd in section (1) show that the output

of the passive diathesis with-dentered bases, that is O>Spass{a} or O>S « {a}, shares

much of its structural properties with basic-céntralization (a- O or O « a),
conventionally called 'ergativeDn theother hand, antipassives are by large homostructural
with 'active' (or: 'accusative’) patterns: Both are marked foertralization, whereas O (or:

% The supescprit '™ indicates that the verbal relator may be marked for disthes
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{o}) occupies the peripheryPassives and antipassivesy reduce the 'causal value' of the
original patten. As has been said above, this value emerges from the metaphorization of the
processual £ G schema. The process of extending a functional domain in terms of
metaphorization can be called 'inflation’ (see SchR(@9 for details). Diathatiprocedures

may resultin patterns that are more closely associated with the original source domain,
namelythe F G schemaHence, diathetic patterns appeal to the invariant component of the
metaphor to a greater extend than the target domain. This proaesoe called 'deflation’.
From an overall perspective, diathetic patterns are thus closer to the underly@gdhema

than their nordiathetic variants. The following diagraitiustratesthe recursive nature of
diathesis:

(62) A 3 A
F - g
Emergence
A

[S - Ioc]
AMN

[ A - 0 ] @) « a
{A>|OC} - /DIA 0>S {O>|OC} - /DIA a>S B
v0>S « {A>loc} va>S - {O>loc}
G - J
NaM
S - loc

Before turning to this aspect in more detailss ihecessary to comment uptire interaction
of word order and centrality as expressed both in the basic patterns and in their diathetic
variants

3.4 Word Order
Changes in word order caccurwith passives in order to mark centrality, compare English

(63) Center Periphery
I have written the book.
The book  has been written by me.
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Accordingly, the centralized -@ferent is placed in the same position that would be typical
for S, and, by consequence for A with accusgpatternsin ergative constructionsmerging
from passive structuresord order may againerearranged according to the primary pattern
(64a) illustrates this aspect with the help of an example from Northern Tollgshinderlying
passve form of which is (synchronically) reconstructed @dlg):

(64 a.

palangi vind-ug-e odam
leopardOBL  see:PPRBSGA-COP man:ABS
‘The leopard saw a maiSchulze2000:12]

*odam vind-, § e palangi?’
man:ABS see:PPBBSG:POSS COP:3SG:S  leopardOBL/POSS
Lit.: 'a manis seen by him, by thieopard.’

This problem is directly related to the question which position is defined as 'central’ in a given
languageTo give another examplen IMalagasythe center shows up at thery end of the
clause, yielding an analogous positafrforegrounded O>S in passives, compare:

(65 a.

n-an-didy anr'ilay mofo [ Jeanne
PAST-TR-cut O-DEF.gTOP bread DEF Jeanne
‘Jeanne was cutting the bread.’

no-did-n' [ Jeanne ilay mofo
PAST:PASScutREL  DEF  Jeanne DEF:.gTOP bread
‘Thebread was cut by Jeann@&andriamasimanarz001:2, glosses modified]

Whether or not a 'passive word order' is construed in accordance with its 'active'-paunter
depends from the functional role that is associated with fsp@rd order patterns. When
passives grammaticalize into ergative structures, the originally backgrounded agentive may
regain features of centrality by placing it into just that position that is typical for S. This shift
may be motivated by several factp among them a certain persistence concerning S=A
patterning or- as it is the case with the abemeentioned Iranian languagesthe co
occurrence of an accusative word order (here in thgopaehdomain).

The same holds for antipassives. However agenpeculiarities apply for this diathesis: Most
importantly, ergative word order seems to be rare among the languages of the world. In
principle, ergative word order means that S and O occupy the same place in the clause,
whereas A has a different locatidn case the point of reference is the verb ianchsenot all

the referents are placed before or after the verb, the ascription of accusativity and ergativity is
without problems:

Orrodam palangi vinduge.
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(66) Accusative Ergative

a. b. a. b.
S SV VS SV VS
A AV VA VA AV
O VO OV ov VO

'‘Accusative (a)' is the standard pattern for many “weiddlle’ languages such as Englsh
French | have noassuredattestation of '‘Accusative (bAn example for 'Ergative (a)' would
bethe topcally unmarked pair ing7):

(67) Pari(Northern Lwoo, West Nilotic)

a. ubur a-tauk'’
Ubur COMP-play
'‘Ubur played

b. joobi a-keel ubdrr-i
buffalo COMP-shoot UburERG

'‘Ubur shot the buffalo[Kénig 2008:98]

Again, 'Ergative (b)' seems to be extremely rare, Nadéb being one of the languages that may
takethis option (see Martin& Martins 1999:263)Given thatall referents bearing one of the

basic grammatical relations S, A, and O occur eithefrant of the verb orafter it, the
ascription of accusativity and ergativity depends from which point of reference is ctiesen:

verb or the sentence boundar§8)(lists the corresponding optiothe allocation of Warats

based on RomerBigeroal997, see Osborri967 for a different viewnote that this table

does notconsider the syntax of agreement with verbal structures that can, nevertheless be
classified in roughly the same way

(68) Verb-orierted Ergative Accusative Accusative Ergative
SV SV VS VS
AQOV OAV VAO VOA
Boundaryoriented Accusative Ergative Ergative Accusative
Example: Turkish Warao Arabic Malagasy

Studies in word order typology usually refer to boundarngntation when dealing with verb

final languages (traditionally classified as 'SGWd'OSV'), but to verkorientation when
describing verb initial languages ('VS&id'VOS')). The reason for thimixed approach' is

not a systematic one. Rather it is often grounded in the extrapolation of case and agreement
patterns, or more oddly- on the mapping of the 'European’ model onto other languages. A
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possible way of accounting for this approach it t@iral that centrality is strongly correlated
with pivotal featuresIn addition, one might descriltde syntactic point of reference for
ascribing word order accusativity and ergativity as follows:

(690 The syntactic point of reference for ascribing wordesraccusativity and word order
ergativity is given by the ‘left' boundary of a clause in case this place is not occupied
by the verb. In the latter case, the verb itself functions as the point of reference.

Note that this characterization of the 'syntactenter’ does not consider possible
modifications resulting from hierarchical features that may be present especially in the syntax
of polypersonal agreemeandwith overt noun phrases. For instance, Norrmad Campbell
(1978:146) suggest a word order pattern for RhM&ya that has SV for intransitive structures

and VAO (‘accusative') or VOA (‘ergative’) for transitive structures. Here, the second position
is said to have been occupied by referents that are higher inthankhe preceding one.
Nevertheless, VAO would have been the basic, unmarked version becaedereits
prototypically outrank @eferents Another example is Bell&@oola(Nuxalk, Salishan): Here,

the generabrder of agreemat clitics is accusative (point of referencavould be the end
domain of the verp that is VS and VOA, as illustrated in (#0a

(70) a. ‘apswats
blow-1SGS
'l blow'
b. ‘apswanu
blow-2SG:S

"You (sg.) blow.'

C. ' a X-tsONW x
follow-1SGO-2SG:A
"You (sg.)follow me! [Nater 198436;38]

But with second person referents in objective function, the transitive order beeogativé
(VS and VAO)®

% Bella Coolais marked fotthe following basi@agreement paradigm:

S A 0]
1sg -ts -ts(i) -ts
2sg -nu -0X -nu
3sg (-s) -S -i
1pl () x -(tu)Kux
2pl -(map  -(@p -ap
3pl -(naw -t -ti
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(71) ' a x-tsiawv x
follow-1SG:A2SG:O
'l follow you (sg.).

As it is true for otherSalishan languages, too, there is a constraint on second person
objectives: A passive diathesis mbstapplied in order to keep the secgratson (sometimes

also first personinarker in the center of the structidelinekand Demerd4.983).

Starting from 69), we have to describ&ord orderaccusativity for manygo-called 'ergative
languages'compare

(72 Khinalug(East Caucasian)

halamxer-i al mu t-trdukri | i
sheepkeeperERG milk:ABS dungSA-COM
gar-u la-K'wi.

old=womanDAT DIR:HOR-give:RES

‘The shepherdaye the milk with the dung to the old woman.’
[Kibrik et al. 1972:24% glosses added]

(73) Coast Tsimshian

yagwat niits-da t s Otaut nait
PRES:DYNDIR seeDIR bird-ERG worm:ABS
"The bird sees the worm.'

[Dunn1979:60, glosses added; also compadvdder 1994:

(72) is marked foran AOV pattern, 73) for a VAO patternWith antipassivesword order
changes hence less often occur than with passives, compare:

(73) Dargi(East Caucasian):

a. nu-ni g'ac’ b-ukulera
I(N-ERG bread(lll):ABS 1ll:0-eat:PRESLSG:A
'l (aman)eat bread.’

b. nu g'actli "-ukulera
I(1):ABS breadERG [:S-eat:PRESLSG:A>S
'l (@ man)am eating (parts of the) bregdbdullaev 1986:228]

Dargiis marked for an SV/AOV word order pattern. The centralization of 'I' inritipassive

version {3b) isjust an additional process based on the 'partial' centralization of this referent

already given in the ergative structure. Note that this propedynhasizedy one type of

agreement in Dargi: The language has both persamabment (S=A) and class agreement
34



(S=0), see Schulz&007:170179). Obviously, decentralization is more relevant: The
objectiveq'ac' 'bread’ occupies the periphery by losing its two 'centrality’ markers, namely the
corresponding class egement in the verb and the absolutive case marker

(74) ERG AP
A @) A>S O>LOC
Case ERG ABS ABS ERG/INSTR
Agr + + + -
WO 1 2 1 2

Whether or not the word order of diathetic patterns-srranged in accordance with the word
order of theunderlying underived pattern seems to be an important clue for describing
possible grammaticalization process&¥e can expect that, prototypically, diathesis is
characterized by the 'exchange' of positional properties that are related to the givetsreferen

(795 Type | Type I
First: Second: First: Second:
Center Periphery Periphery  Center
Active A @) @] A
Passive 0] A English A 0] Malagasy
Ergative 0] A A 0]
Antipassive A O Dyirbal 0] A ?7?7?

The'type Il ergative' word order pattern is difficult to fix. On the one hand, the corresponding
underived word order pattern {@;) frequently shows a reverse, that is, ‘accusative' ordering

of center and periphery. Second, the antipassof ergative AO, patternsusually maintain

this order, see above. In this sense, we may claim that passives are driven by warcbmder

than antipassives. Accordingly, we can expect that the grammaticalization of passives has a
stronger impact on wd order than that of antipassives.

3.5 Summary

In this section | have argued that passives and antipassives are based on a common conceptual
pattern, namely to centralize the functional role of a peripheral referent and thus to de
centralize('peripherize’the former central referenthe 'peripherization effect' relates both
constructions to pseuduassives and pseudmtipassives that manipulate the peripheral
element. Acentrality is thus coupled with passives and pseatpassives, wheas O
centrality goes together with antipassives and ps@adsivesThe semantic effects that bear
on these diathetic and pseudiathetic processesnay include (among many others)
specifications within tense/aspect models. Accordingly, a passive malticora stronger
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‘perfective’ notion, concentrating on the 'effect domain' of a causal construction, whereas
antipassives that highlight A condition a stronger 'imperfective’ notion (including other
functional effects that can be derived from this coeems).The conventionalization of such
effects or of the pragmatic shifelated tocentrality itself furnish the basis for those well
known grammaticalization processes tleaid in ergativdike patterns with passives, and
accusativdike patterns with atipassives, see section 4. It should be noted, however, that | do
not claim that all ergative patterns emerge from passgales see BossoritP84) nor that all
accusative patterns emerge from antipassikesias been aid in the introdacy section, his

view constantly repeateespecially for ergative structuresice it hadbeen first proposed by
Hugo Schuchard(1896. It found its supportersdboth with respect to individual languages
(e.g. Prayl976, Piejko 1979, Bubenikl989 for Indelranian) andwith respectto ergative
patterns as such (e.g. Dixd®94, Harrisand Campbelll995).For the purpose of the given
paper, it suffies to note that both passive and antipassive pattarrend up in ergative resp.
accusative patterns. This does not mean that theracaogher factors that may condition
preferencedor highlighting either the A or the O domain (such as pragmatic featof
discourse organization, the deictic 'patina’ of sentence structures, support to mark referents
that are less profiled for one of the roles (see Schif988) and many otherdn addition, it

has to be stressed that proponents ofgassive theory' with respect to ergativity ignore the
fact that antipassives may likewise grammaticalize as accusatives. To put it into simple terms:
Just as the diathetic variant of accusativity (passive) can grammaticalize into an ergative
structure, e diathetic variant of ergativityaftipassive can grammaticalize into an
accusative structure. This is whhave calledhis cyclethe Accusative Ergativ€ontinuum

(AEC) in Schulze 2000The graphics in76) and {7) are simplified versionof this cyde

((76) uses structural markers, (77) shows the corresponding labels)

(76) A>S- {o}
RN —p Diathesis
a- O A- 0 e » PseudeDiathesis
N / ----- » Grammaticalization
A"
{a} - O>S
(77) AP
SN —)  Diathesis
PSAP..,‘\‘
ERG “ACC e » PseudeDiathesis
v_-.PSPASS
e S == » Grammaticalization
SoA
PASS
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4. The grammaticalization of antipassives
4.1 General remarks

Kalmar(1979) has argued thateteskimo (Inuit) antipassive is nibte diathetidderivation of

an underlying ergative model, but a variant of accusatiVitg underlyinghypothesis that

relates an ‘'independent’ nature to antipassives has found a number of supporters (e.g. Heath
1976, Postall977, Daviesl984) Still, it has alsomet its ogponents, such aBixon with

respect to Warrgamgt994:197, also see Bench 1982)

"The most interesting feature of this sequenicehanges is that it began with an S/O pivot, the
indicator of ergative syntax, and an antipassive operation to feed this. By eventual
reinterpretation of what was originally an antipassive construction as the unmarked construction
type for transitive verlhy we would arrive at a language which is firmly accusative, both in
morphological marking and also in its syntathe S/O pivot would naturally have been replaced

by an S/A pivot.”

If we start from what | have described in section 3, we can easilg l@abéh positions: True
antipassives always show up as diathetic variants of ergative patterns, but they are in
structural analogy with pseudmtipassives that are variants of accusative patterns. The
differenceis hencegiven bythe point of reference,on by the structure itself. This does not
necessarily mean that antipassives and psauntipassiveshave to share all relevant
properties. For instance, verbal antipassive morphology is usually missing with pseudo
antipassives. However, this feature isocabivenwith some antipassive types operating on
labile verbs(also see Hewittl982) as illustrated for Dargin example 73) above.(78)
summarizes the two types of procesisvoked by the pattern A>S {o}:

(78 Basis: A- 0(ACOC) a- O (ERG)
A>S- {/ol} PseudeAntipassive Antipassive
Process HyperBackgrounding Diathesis

As has been said in section 3, 'true' antipassives are in structural analogy with passives. We
can hence translate the mechanismpassivization as described in {#into a formula that
considers antipassivizatiqalso see Polinsk®005)

(790 a. Changes in word order: A is put in a slot that would be typical for S=0
b. Changes in case marking: A is case markedwayathat would be typical for S=0;
O, on the other hand, may occur in a case form that would be typical for peripheral
functions.
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c. Reduction of agreement. Double agreement (A and O) is reduced to single
agreement with A that corresponds to that 6 S.

d. The 'antipassive' diathesis may be marked by specific verbal morphology, analytic
structures based on light verbs, or by suppletion.

e. Strategies related to the functional domain of antipassives are extended or changed
to antipassivization sitegies (e.g. reflexivity).

Naturally, not all these factors must be present. A special problem, namely word7®@aer (

has already been addressed above: As many systems with ergativity based on case and/or
agreement tend to have an accusative pattetim n@spect to word order7%9a) can also be

stated in terms of a pseudatipassive: No changes in word ordake place, because A
already ign the position of S.

Just as it is true with passite-ergative grammaticalization, grammaticalization efebat

are related to antipassives can best be traced-talkal split systems. The presence of an
ergative pattern elsewhere in the system of a given language allows relating divergent patterns
to this ergative structure or vice versa. Naturally, annpaint is to decide, which pattern is

more basic and which one @&ssumedto represent a diathesis. Consider the following
formulae (M = case morpheme):

(80) Typel: A:QD O:M VERB:AGR:A
Type Il: (ON%)] A:M VERB:AGR:O

Imagine a language with a spliafpern that involves the two types BOf: Type | is clearly
accusative, type Il is clearly ‘ergative’. The verb itself is labile and hence carries no
information about derivational processes. We can now relate type | to type Il by saying that
type | is he antipassive of type Il. But if we derive type Il from type |, we get a passive
diathesis.The decision which optioto takedepends from many factors stemming from the
functional and semantic domains occupied by each of the two types. In additiantethali
architecture may help. For instance, in case type Il verbs are more complex than type | verbs,
we may hypothesize that type Il includes a diathetic marker. The same holds for the second
option: If type | verbs are more complex than type Il vers,gresence of an antipassive is
rather likely. Things get worse in case the verbs of both tgpesv the same degree of
complexity The same holds if both pattemepresent dependent markingultype that has
casemorphemes on both A and O, or if botle @f the head marking type having some kind

of double agreement on the verb:

(81) Typel: A:M, O:M; VERB
Type II: Oo:M; A:M> VERB

29 Again multiple agreement may be preserveddhznged to an S+LOC or S+lO pattern.
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Type I A O A-O-VERB
Type Il O A O-A-VERB

The situation is different, if the split is not synchronic, but loienic. A ‘diachronic split'

means that one type is documented for stage A of a language, and the other type for stage B.
Logically, the type of stage A precedé¢he type of stage B, which then represeat
grammaticalized diathesis of the general patiieistage A. The same holds, if one type given

in a synchronic split continues the general pattern given in an earlier stage of the language.
Then the second type would be the innovative oB®. fummarizes these two aspects (the
arrows indicat@rammaticzed diathesi$:

(82 a. Stage A Stage B b. Stage A Stage B
Type | — Type I Type | Type |
Type Il

An additional problem is given, if the two types show secondary interferences. Once a
diathetic structure has lm®megrammaticalizedit may bepartially or fully accommodatetb

the other type (or vice versa). Consequently, the very nature of the original diathetic structure
becomes more and more obscured i@tdirs only residues of s diathesisIn the following
example of split egativity taken from Southern Baloghhe referent in Gunction is marked

for definitenesgtaking this option from the accusative pattefimperfectives)

(83) Southern Balochi
kutl k ham@i ®r kK dost
dog-OBL that girl-ACC:DEF see:PPP
‘The dog saw that girl' [Kor2003:50]

The same holds for Classical Armenian language that had developed the option of an
‘ergative split', but thatadabandoned this option later ¢&tempel 1983:6287 with further

references)

(84) Classical Armenian

a. es gorcem z-gorc
I:NOM make:PRESLSg ACC:DEFwork
'l do the work’

b. im gorceal é z-gorc
[:POSS makePPP be:PRES:3Sg ACC:DEFwork
'l did the work."'
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In Northern Tolyshiagreement in past tense based ergativity has besdigned according to
the nonpast accusative pattern:

(85) Northern Tolyshi
mu, | avon libit b u rmea
I:OBL their lip:PL cut=off PAST-1SG:APAST
'| cut off their lips.' Miller 1953:207]

For BasqueAldai (2000) has convincingly shown that the imperfective past tense paradigm
has emerged from an antipassive structure. Howdwsrdiathesis is visible only in the verb
reducing the transitive polypersonal agreement pattern to an intratfigé@vwaonopersonal
pattern, compare3):

(86) Basque

a ni-k txakurr-a d-aukat
I-ERG dogABS 3SG:CGhave:PRESLSGA
'l havehold the/a dog.'
b. ni-k txakurr-a n-eukan
I-ERG dog-ABS 1SG:A>Shave:PASTPAST

'l hadheldthe/a dog.' [AldaR000:35, 36; glosses modified]

The noun phrases are marked in accordance with the standard ergative ipatteth
examples. Obviously, the original antipassive (that would read as somethingilixakurr-

OBL neukan has been accommodated to the case pattern of the standard transitive (ergative)
version. Superficially the pair mentioned 86) behaves like Bsjue pseudepassives,
compare:

(87) Basque
a. Piarresek  egin d-u etchea
PeterERG make:ST 3SG:Chave:3SG:A houseABS
'Pater made the house.’

b. Piarresek egina d-a etchea
PetefrERG make:PART:PAST 3SG:0>She houseABS
‘The house was made by Peter.' [Siewie8&x4:43]

However, Trask comments upon this structure as followBut such sentences are not
common; they cannot be used with anything like the same freedom raagparent English
counterparts” (Trask 1980:301). fact, Brettschneide(1979) and Wilbu1979) suggest that
suchstructures are ngpassives'butcomplex structures that consist of two verb franiehe

absolutive is triggered by the copulda)l, whereas the ergative is motivated by the labile
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participle egina® Still, we cannot apply the same type of explanation to the imperfective
form in (86b). Contrary to &7b), the clause is not based on atipgale followed by the
copula Hence, we have only one valence constituting verb that controls both the central
referencerfi-k) and the peripheral referemxgkurr-a).

Examples 83) - (86) illustrate that we do not have to restrict ourselves to gltiporated
diathetic structures in order to discuss possible grammaticalization effects. Still, what has to
be done is to show that structures that are secondarily accommodated to other patterns can be
derived from the corresponding diathetic model. Inriegt section, | want to illustrate this
aspectwith respect to three languages: Georgi@aomerian and reconstructedProteIndo-
European

4.2. Kartvelian, Sumerian and Proto-Indo-European

As has bee said above,he emergence of passibased spilt systems resulting in partial
ergativity is a welknown phenomenon among the languages of the world. It is nevertheless a
remarkable fact that many of the languagesssue cluster in and around the IFdanian

area. This area runs from Eastématolia along the southern shores of the Casjdaato
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Indieee Lazar@001:293)It is probably too fafetched to relate

the whole area tthe same process. Still, ermight hypothesize that at least the northwestern
regions of the area are marked for some kind of convergence, based on a development that
had perhaps started in Late Medianin Early ParthianMost of the modern Northwes
Iranian language&ll of them stemming from Parthian or its lost 'sisjesisare the feature of

'split ergativity' that can be tentatively reconstructed for Late Median. The ‘'areal notion’
becomes apparent if we consider adjacentlnaman languagethat are also marked for this
type of split. Here, two languages have to be mentioned: Classical Arnaemidiodern East
Aramaic (Semitic). Classical Armenian has been addressed alabashe in exampl€84).

The fact that Classical Armem did not fully grammaticalize the corresponding pattern still
lacks a sufficient explanatioMost likely, the process of ‘t&ccusativizatiorstartedas early

as in Middle (Cilician) Armenian i ®wi n ,H2thy-el8tl century. In this stageof
Armerian, the genitive is replaced by the nominative, as illustrate83n (

(88) ork’ teseal Z-mimians
who-PL:NOM  see.PPP ACC-each=other
"...who saw each othefSaxokija2005:293]

In Modern East Armeniarthe parttiple has become fully oriented towards the agentive. In
addition, thenota accusativis lost:

%9 Such a pattern is typical for-absolutive constructions, sée Lakexample in (183).
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(89 a. Old Armenian

nora greal é z-girk’
ANAPH:DIST-GEN:SG write-PPP be:PRES:3SG ACC-book
'(S)he has wtien the book’

b. Modern East Armenian
na grel e girk’
(s)he:NOM write:PAST be:PRES:3SG book
'(S)he has written a/the boofSaxokija2005:293R

Nevertheless, Classical Armenidiustrates that the techouie of highlighting the Gdomain

in the perfective aspect with the help of a passive strategy@&come conventionalized in
terms ofa borrowing process The same holds for Eastern Aramaic although there is no full
agreement conceing the nature and orilg of the corresponding split pattern (see Hemmauer
and Waltisber@006 for a comprehensive discussioAn example is:

(900 ModernEast Arampic ( uroyo
Ul a wawg mt e e qol-e
DEF:SG:Msergeant-DIST:SG:M raise:PAST(:PARTBSG:A voice-3SG:POSS:M
‘That sergeant raised his voice.'
[Jastrow1992:150, Hemmaue& Waltisberg2006:35]

A diachronictranslation would yield something like 'that semgedo/for him(-le) [was] his
voice raisedmt XXl Qeb v i o u s | Yollows the modelmf a 'possessive passive' that is
typical for the Iranian layer ofpét ergativity, compare again Northern Tehi

91) a. gen 0g ekardyge
woman:OBL  soup outdo:PAST3SG:A
‘The woman poured out the soypliller 1953:170]

b. *gen 09 e-kard-u, @
woman(:POSS) soup:NOM outdo:PARTPASSPAST-3SG:POSSCOP:3SG:S
Lit.: 'Of/to/for the woman, fto/for herthe soup wapoured out'.

The 'possessive pasgsl is a wellknown pattern that is probably based on the ablative
separative < partitiveource domaipresent withmany possessive concef#dso see Noonan
and Mihas2007)*, compare German

31 Noonanand Mihas(2007:3) state thatablatives and genitives are really not very good companions for each
other. Our data find them entering into syncretistic relationships regularly only within Europe, and provide yet
more evidence that European languages are, in some sense, rathér(ekdtleine 1994 Heine & Kuteva
2002:3435). Perhaps, this formulation is too strong, especially if we start from a general Partitive as the source
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92 a. Das Budh von Paul
DEF:SG:N book of Paul
'Pauls book'[Possessive]

b. Das Kind kommt vom Spielen
DEF:N:SG child come:PRES3SG of:DEF:N:DAT playing
‘The child returs from playing.[Ablative]

C. Das Buch wurde von Paul geschrieben
DEF:N:SG book COP:PASS:PAST:3SG of Paul PERFwrite:PPP
'The book has been written by Paul.' [Passive]

For the area at issue, we can set up the following formula:

(93 A:NOM O:ACC V:AGR:A
=> O:NOM A:GEN/POSS V:PPP:AGR:O COP:AGR:O

Note that the 'possage passive' is not necessarily related to the genitive case used to mark
the backgrounded agentive. In case a ddiased possessive constructiprevails (‘re
integrating partitive', see f81), the agentive may likewise show up in the dafa®it isthe
case f o)or bothupatesn® are present to indicate a different degree of affectedness
and/or controfalso see Butt006) Nevertheless, the Northwest Iranian data as well as those
stemming from Classical Armenianggest that the genithmased 'possessive passive' served

as the starting point to grammaticalize ergative structures. The corresponding pattern given in
(93) can be imitated with the help of ORersian

(94) ima man U kr-t-am astiy
PROX:NOM:SG:N I:GEN/POSS makePPRNOM:N be:PRES:3Sg
'I have done it' < 'mine ~ of me this is done."

Compare the standard possessive:
(95 manU vagnU
I:GEN wish:ABL
‘according to my wish'
[Darius, Bagistan, Y62, seeBrandensteirand Mayrhoferl964:86]

domain for both ablatives and one type of possessives/genitives. Ablativesn@rgiibtype of possessives)

would emerge from one kind of ‘dynamic partitive' (separative), whereas other possessives are grounded either in
'stative partitives' (X is part of (> belongs to' Y) > genitive) or iriritegrating partitives' ("X becomes pai

Y") > dative, allative etc.).
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It is a tempting hypothesis to relate tense/aspased split ergativity in Northwest Iranian,
Classical Armenianand Modern East Aramaic to features of ergstin the autochthonous
languages of the Caucastiwever, the Kartvelian languages (Georgisimgrelian Laz (in

parts?), and Svap are the only 'Caucasian' languages that are marked foreafisigly
analogous pattern. Especially, tBeutheastCaucasiar{Lezgian) languages that have been in
closer contact with Northwest Iranian since the early times ofM@&diando not show any
recognizable trace of split ergati One exception is Caucasian Albanian, the forerunner of
Modern Udi(Lezgian). The texts available for this language (roughly 3000 AD) cover

parts of the Gospel of John and of a lectionary that had been translated into Caucasian
Albanian at about 500 to 600 AD (see Gippettd. 2009 for these tex@nd theirgrammay.

One of the sources must have been Classical Armenian. Occasionally, Armenian phrases
marked for the pattermora gorceal & zgorqsee 84)) are mapped HKrally onto the
corresponding Caucasian Albanian phrases. However, we cannot claim that the resulting
pattern has been conventionalized in Caucasian Albaniaegions adjacent tine Caucasus,

split ergativity has been proposddr instancefor Hurrian see Campbell (2008) who
interpretsa specific type ofHurrian modal constructions in termsf split ergativity (cf.
Wilhelm 2008):

(96) a. irdi-b u r(igea t(§-a kadi-1-U §
tongue:ABS2SG:POSS trueESS word-ESS speakAP’ -OPT-OPT
'Let your tongue speak (only) true word(s)"

[ChS I/1 9 iii 35, Campbel008:286; glosses modified]

b.  anammi-tta U Gigmma TadoHebatta
thusyou:SG:ABS hearAP’-1:ABS TadoHebayou.SG:ABS
'So hear me, Tadbleba!

[ChS I/1 41 iii 63, CampbeR008:289; glosses modified]

(96b) suggests that we have to deal with some kind of 'split mogedrative' that favors an
accusative pattern (AikhenvakD10). 06a) would then add a pseudatipassive strategy.
Hurrianseems to apply antipassives, too, as documented in the following example:

97 el(i)a f a-eedi)-a t Gcki-b negri
feastESS beautyTV-ADJ-ESS  makeDIR-AP’-3SG:A>Sholt:ABS
e feve A1 1 Oni
earthOBL-GEN Allani:ABS

‘Allani, the bolt of the earth, made aadutifulbanquét(lit.: ‘that should be bountiful'?)
[KBo 32, 131 12 13; CampbelR008:2856, Wilhelm 2008:93;glosses madied]

32 For instance, the Mut'afi dialect of L&mas fully abandoned the pattern of split ergativity, see Kutssthel:
1995.
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Neverthelessjespite the presence of an antipassive (GitBaR),Hurriandoes not show any
systematic split in the sensé a tense/aspect spit.The same holds for its descendent,
Urartian see Wilhelnm2008Db.

Hittite has beertited as another candidaig refering to the special case forranza(/-ant-
§/) thatoften occus with neuter (noanimate) nouns in A function (Garrét®90), compare
(C =genus commun@&onanimate)

(98) [nu]- smas mahhan kas
andyou:PLACC when this:CNOM
[tuppi]-yanza(= -ant-s) anda wemizzi
tabletC>ANIM -NOM into find/reachPRES:3SG:A

'‘And when this tablet will reach yo[Alp 1980:46 glosses addéd

If ever we have to deal with split ergativity in Hittitéhis pattern is different from the
diathesisbased patterns discussedthis paper(in fact, a derivational process seems more
likely, turning noranimate nouns into animate nouns with the help of the eleimet)t>*

Among the languages of ancient Mesopotamia and Anatolia, only Sursegars to exhibit
some kind of split ergativity (or: split accusativitylat can beelakedto the 'lranian model'.
However, as will be showmithe following sectionthe split is motivated 'the other way
round', that is, it is the perfective aspect encoding ergativdéuimashed the base to develop

an imperfective pattern with the help of the antipassive. In section2.2\ant to briefly
recapitulate the case of Kartvelian and Sumerian before turning to the question ef Proto
Indoeuropan syntax in section 82.

% Hazenbos 2010 discussaspects ofyntactic ergativity in Huian that would be marked for these of
antipassives to construe an S=0 pivot in coorddmatHowever, the data suggest that antipassives have a
senantic and pragmatic value in Hurrian rather than a syntactic one. In many instances, antipassives simply
eliminate the referent in objective function to produce a cataphoric construasian, the following example
(Hazenbos 2010:933 = MittLett. || 10Z08).

undoman g ga)-i[ffle-n(na) p a-odg
nowTOP brother1SG:POSS:ASBMSG sendTRANS:PASTAP
Ma]ne-nnaan deln(a)-i[ffu]-g pa- @

ManeABS3SGTOP brother1SG:POSERG sendTRANS:PAST3SG:A

‘Now, my brother has sent (someone, namely), my brother has sent Mane.'
34 Also see Neul989, Oettinge2001. Here, Ineglect a detailed discussion of themonymous (?fnatolian
participle-ant- that has an ergative orientation at least in Hittitethe other IE languages;nt- forms an active
participle ornomina agentislerived there from.
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4.2.1 Kartvelian

With the exception of some Latialects, all Kartvelian languages are markedafpattern of
'split ergativity' thatstarts from the opposition imperfective {salled series |) vs. perfective
(so-called series 1). This patrn is best preserved in O&korgianand in Svanwhereas it has
undergone significant changes in both Mingrekard Laz (se®oederl1979, 2005, Aronson
1979, Haris 1985 1991a Saxokijal985, King1994, Hewitt1994). All four languages are
both head and dependesnarking, with Laz showing a drift towards heagrking. From a
synchronic poinbf view, agreement is dominated by features of accusativity, dvamnghwe

can find traces of an older S=#yreement. Word order is fully 'accusative'. The same holds
for other aspects of syntactic alignment such as pivoting.

Technically speaking, the individuglatterns are marked for a double split (elaborated to
different degrees in the individual languag&tarting from case assignment, we can describe
the following prototypical paradigrir:

(99 IMPERFECTIVE | PERFECTIVE
So a
S/_\ a
A C
O b a

This case pattern holds for ngoersonal referents only. Personal pronouns generally lack case
forms for S, A, and (see below) The two domains 'imperfective’ and 'perfectaes based

on different stem formation patterns of verbs (see below) and surfasepasate sets of
tense/mood form® In the imperfective (series 1), S and A are emseked by what is
conventionally called a 'nominative'-{(*or *-&), whereas O is marked by a suffixs*
(‘'dative’) that is also used to encode E3cept for the fact thaD goes together with 10, we
can easily compare this pattern to e.g. Araiitatin (the word order inthe Arabic example

has been harmonized)

(200 A:'friend" 3SG:A'give’ 10: 'son’ O: 'money’
Georgian megobasi a a8 lse v g vs | pul-s
Latin: amicus dat fili-o argentum
Arabic: al-Oa buw ly-uliy li-1-ibn-i I-f ulal s

‘The friend gives the money to the son.’

% The synbols 'a', 'b', and 'c' indicate different case morphemes.

% As for Kartvelian, | generally refer to the tense paradigm bésistbrically) on the imperfectiveséries 1)
with the help of the label 'imperfective’, whereas series Il tense/mood formdbealedigperfective'. This does
not mean that the corresponding forms (by themselves) share an aspectual notion irdayeBamtvelian.
Aspect is in fact marked by the presence or absence of preverbs, in strong analogy with e.g. Slavic.
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This pattern deviates from the balanced model destiib€31) by adding a case marker to
the agentive:

(102 AGR

: 0

CASE CASE

Hence, thecentrality of theagentive domains indicated twice as opposed to the objective
domain. (02 illustrates this unbalancemhttern with the help of Ol@eorgian

(102 Old Georgian
k 6-ac mger-sa mi-s-c-ems po-8ar
MannNOM/ABS  hungryDAT PV-3SG:I0give-PRES3SG:A breadDAT
‘The man gives bread to thengry one.' [F&ahnrich991:190]

In Mingrelian there is a strong tendency telr@lance the pattern by reducing casakimg
for A:

(103) Mingrelian
a. ko-ol our u
manABS/NOM  die:PRES:3S6
‘The man dies.’

b. muma ar a-en cGanNn skuas
father:ABS/NOM  PV-give:PRES3SG:A horseDAT child-DAT
'Father gives the child a horse.' [Schui2982, also see Harri9©91b]

On the other hand, some diats of Lazhave reinforced the unbalanced pattern by
introducing the case makek for imperfective A, originally the ergative marker of the
‘perfective’ seriedn addition, O conforms to the case marking pattern of the perfective series,
too:

(104 Laz
bozek hentepes kédahve d-u-gubums
gifl-ERG  ANAPH-PL-DAT coffeeABS/INOM  PV-3PL:10-boil-PRES3SG:A
"The girl makes coffee for them.' [Lacrd®07, also see HoliskiQ91]

Laz shows that the imperfective pattern canaffectedby the constructional type present in
the perfective pattern. The intransitive version of this pattern is sometimes said to belong to
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the 'active’ type (see among many others Ha®B2, 1982b, Hewittt987a, 1987b, Lazard
1995). As | have argued in Schul2@00, Ssplits, however, do not represent an independent
type of alignment. They are always grounded in either aarAan QOcentering ptern (also

see (145) beloyv This means that they are alwalerivations of a basic ergative or accusative
strategy. It is hence reasonable to assume that the split patterns in Kartvelian and especially in
Georgianresult from processed mnapping the semantic valug the ergative case marker

onto compatible (‘active’) intransitive constructions. For the purpose of the present paper, we
can thus neglect a more detailed discussion of this iggwerdingly, he perfective pattern

of casemarking as illustrated irf@) can be reduced as follows:

(1095 IMPERFECTIVE | PERFECTIVE
S NOM/ABS NOM/ABS
A NOM/ABS ERG
@] DAT NOM/ABS

Here, | have added the standard case labels. It should be noted, however, that the term
'nominative’ seems tbe inadequateA 'nominative' can be defined as that case form that
encodes centrality in an-entering pattern, whereas the 'absolutive' takes up the function to
mark centrality in an @entering pattern(105 showsthat the case form at issue alsowsc

with O (in the perfective pattern). As | will argue that the Kartvelian imperfective pattern is
derived from the perfective pattern, | will retain the label 'ABS' even though the output of this
derivational process is heavily 'accusative' in nafsee the illuminating discussion otinze

relevant terminological issues irCreissels2009) The following examples illustrate the
perfective pattern:

(106) Old Georgian
k 6-anan mger-sa mi-s-c-J-a po uir
MannERG hungryDAT PV-3SG:I0give-PAST-3SG:A  bread:NOM/ABS
‘The man gave bread to the hungry off&hnrich1991:190]

(107) Mingrelian
a. kol do-our-u
manERG PV-die-3SG:S
‘The man died."

b. mumak cGc€n ki me| skuas
fatherERG  horse:ABS  give:PAST3SG:A child-DAT
'Father gave the child a horse.' [Schil®82, also see Harri991b]
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(108 Laz
badirk beres ar k 6 a idolokun d-u-xenu
old=manERG boy-DAT one good garment PV-3:10-make:PAST3SG:A
"The old man made a nice garment for the boy.' [La@007, also see Holiski991]

The Kartvelian case pattern competes with a rather compleeragnt pattern thdias a
pronounced character of 'accusativit§09 gives the corresponding forms as | suggest them
for ProtoKartvelian (see Harri$991a for comprehensive discussion).

(109 IMPERF / S=A | PERF/S=A | O~ 10
1sg * G-W * G-W *m-
2sg * 6 * 6 *g-
3sg *-S *@-..-a *@- (10: *h-/s)
1pl()*” | *ln-..-t(?) In-..-t(?) | *gw-
1pL(e) * G-W-t * G-w-t *m-...-t
2pl * 6.t * 6.t *g-...-t
3pl*® -en *_es *_(e)n- (10: *h-/s-...-t)

We can reduce the complexiof this paradigm if we assume th&artvelian knew another
split, based on the person hierarchy (Silversidii6). In casesubjective andagentiveare
represented by a persomaferent the pattern is accusative (or, with respeatase marking,
neutral). Ergativity thus only shows up with third person refef&nts

(110 S Oo~I0 A
1sg * G-W *m- * G-
2sg [* 6 *g- * 6 \T
3sg *-S *h- *-a
4pl(i) *gw-
3pl *-en  *-en *-es

With SAP referents, 'ergativity’ thus shows up only with respect to O, compare the Modern
Georgianpair:

(11) a. (me  cleril-s da-v-Cc'er
| letter-DAT PV-1SG:Awrite:PRES
‘I will write the letter.'

3" The assumptionfan S=A inclusive is mainly based on the Simaiusivel (-.u-d.
38 Svan-G probably is an innovation.
% Here, | neglect the 1pl(e) and 2pl because they are derived from the corresponding singular forms.
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b. (mg ceril-i dav-c'er-e
| letterABS PV-1SG:Awrite-SAP:PERF
'| wrote the letter.’

If we neglect the perfective markes (see below), we can also describe this pattern in terms
of 'differential object marking' (DOM’, that is 'Sp@): O marked by the dative indicates a
series | construction (< 'imperfective’), whereas O marked by the absolutive indicates a series
Il construction (< 'perfective’)in case no stem variation appliebe tverbal segmente in

(78Db) is the only additional means to mark the series Il constructional pdittisrmot fully

clear to which functional paradigm this segment belongs from a historical perspective. Today,
it forms a common paradigm with the copending third person elements used to indicate
peculiarities of tense, mood, and diathe@ish the exception of the optativabe domain of
speech act participants (SAP) is opposed to that ofspeach act participants (nSAP) that
again are subcategmed according to numberl12 sums up some of the relevant patterns
given in Modern Georgian

(112 S=A SAP 3SG 3PL
Strong Aorist -i -a -es
Weak Aorist -e -a -es
Aorist of -ob-verbs -e -0 -0S
WeakOptative -0 -0s  -0n
Strong Optative -a -as  -an
Passive (basic paradigm) i -a -ian /-nen
Middle verbs (parts of paradigm) -i -a -ian /-nen

The perfectivebased optatives are hybrid forms because they apply the ‘imperfective' third
person markers to the perfectibased 'ergative’ pattern, compare:

(113 ge s asd e brenmh i man da-c'er-o0-s es c'eril-i
possibleCOP:3SG  SUB  (s)he:ERG PV-write-OPT-3SG:A PROX letterABS
‘It is possible that he will write this letter.' [TschenK&b8:179]

This drift towards accusativity is quite in accordance with general observations concerning
the tendency to center A in modal constructiddenversely, the Old>eorgianimperfect,

based on the imperfective stem, takes thaltharson endings typical for the aorist (that is,
perfective) series, compare

(114 a. gana-t'p-ob-d-a

PV-SUPERwarmPRESIMPERF-3SG:A
'l was warming up s.th.'
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b. gana-t'p-ob-d-es
PV-SUPERwarm.PRESMPERFR3PL:A
‘Theywere warming up s.thFahnrich1991:165]

As the SAP variants lack this final element (compgaavat'pobdl was warming up s.th."),
we can assume that the two morphemm&q3sg) and-es (3pl) had been processed as
agreement markers for the nSAP domain. Thestjon is which functional role had been
associated with these elements in the plabguage. In presewtay Georgian both
morphemes are clearly orientemvardsthe coding of S=A, as illustrated the transitive pair

in (115:

(115 a. (is) c'eril-s da-c'er-s
(s)he:ABS letterDAT PV-write -3SG:PRES:A
'(S)he will write a/the letter

b. (man c'eril-i dac'er-a
(s)he:ERG letterABS PV-write-3SG:PAST:A
'(S)he wrote a/the letter.’

It is morelikely, however thatthe correlation ofa/ -eswith the S=A domain is of secondary
origin. A clue is the elemen{e)n- that is usedvith Old Georgianaorist verbs in terms @&fn
agreement marker for plural referents in objective functier t$aris 1985; ®me exceptions

applyy

(1160 a-oagn-a saal-ni
SUPERbuild:PAST-PL:0-3SG:A housePL:ABS
'He construed houses.' [Schanidze 182:112]

Obviously, the objective agreement mark@)n is the same as the third person pluralkear

in the imperfective domain (series 1) that reaeh (ian, -nen). This marker encodes S and A,
but it is reasonable to assume that it was once restricted teftimeti®n. This is corroborated
by the fact thatn is also typical for passive and middtonstructions. Accordingly, we can
assume that(e)n once encoded S=0 and thus behaved ergatively. It may well be that the
singular morpheme-a played the same role in the prdemguage, as suggested by its use
with passive and middle verbs. Nevertlssleaninnovative process must have occurred as
early as in prot@seorgianZan (that is, after the separation of Syvakt this stage, the marker
*-s had been introduced to mark third singular referents in S=A function (iegbed). It is a
mere guess but nevertheless plausible to relate this segment to the anaphoric (E&ment
Georgian)ese 'this, (s)helit' (absolutive case)lX7) imitates this process with the help of
Modern Georgian:
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(117 kaci c'eril-s c'er-s ~*C'er-ese
manABS letterDAT write-3SG:A ~ *write-(s)he:ABS
"The man is writing a letter.’

In the same way, the plural marken (S=A, imperfective) can be tentatively related to the
absolutiveplural marker present in e.gseni 'they' (absolutive):

(119 Kacni® c'eril-s c'eren  ~*cereseni
manPL:ABS letterDAT write-3PL:A ~ *write-they:ABS
"The nmen arewriting a letter.

Summarizing the data discussed so far we can safely state that the 'imperfective' pattern of
Kartvelian hd much in common with intransitive structures. This is also supported by the fact
that the dativgOld Georgian-s(a)) used to encode the objective has a broader functional
scope. It also includes the domain of thdirect objective (semantically speaking, of the
addressee and the experiencer) and that of time expressions (such as Modern Geprgian
'today’, dilas 'in the morning',s a o a'mahe evening' etc.)ln Old Georgian, it also has
locative functions, as in

(119 a. mo-vid-a mccat a
hithermove:PAST3SG:PAST:S MtskhetaDAT
'He came to Mtskheta.' [Schanidze 1982:176]

b. korc'il-i iq'o k'anas galileay-isasa
marriageABS be:PAST:3SG:S CanaarDAT Galilee GEN-DAT
‘There was a marriage in Candaim that] of Galilee.'
[Schanidze 1982:176]

Originally, the absolutive was a zenwarked case that was later awanted by a congruent
article’ (i < *i-g° 'that one', see Schanidze 1982:174). The article clearly had absolutive
function as preserved in the paradigm of O@korgian (and Modern Georgian)
demonstratives:

(220 PROX MED DIST
ABS ese ege Ig-i
ERG aman magan (i)man
DAT amas magas (i)ymas
GEN amkis magis (I)m-is etc.

“Ok'acni is the secalled 'old plural'. The standard Modern Georgiind is k'ac-eb-i.
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The zeremarked case form has survived in the @dorgian'stem case' the use of which,
however, is confined to specific contexts (see Schanidze 1982:174). Nevertheless, is it
reasonable to assume that the zearkedabsolutiveonce had been the default case form to
mark centrality. Summing up the two domains of case and agreement, the following basic
patterncan thus be proposed for Kartvelian:

(121 S A O
Case Agr Case | Agr Case | Agr
'Imperfective’ | *-@> | *-s(SG) | -@>-i | *-s(SG) | *-s *@- ~ *h-
- *-en(PL) *-en(PL)
'Perfective’ *@> | *-s(SG) | *-n~ | *-a(SG) |*-@> |*-s(SG)
* *-en(PL) | *-d* | *-es(PL) | *-i *-en(PL)

In order to interpret ik pattern, it is important to include the relevant patterns of verbal stem
formation. Disregarding certain peculiarities, we can start from two basdigaus:

(122 Type | Example Type Il Example
‘Imperfective’ ] -c'er- Augmented -G uaw-
'Perfective’ @ ~ Ablaut -c'er- @ ~ Ablauf? -G Ur

‘write' ‘close’

The main point is that there is no evidence that the perfective pattern (series IlI) has been
derived from the imperfective one (seriesQpviously, theopposite holds. The number of
series | stem markers varies from language to language (see13&1&49 for an overview),

but most of them can be regarded as having emerged from allomorphs of-&amtetdian

stem augment-(w)ew. Although the origis of this element has not yet been safely
established, we can assume that it once served as a raadiathesis. It is widely accepted

that this diathesis was an antipassive (see Aroh8@8A, Harris 1981, B5, Tuite1987). The

stem formation element-fw)ew would have served as an antipassive marker, competing
with labile verbs (Type | in122) that did not mark diathesis at @§#lso compare Kulikov
2003, 2066) tdncej the Kartvelian aspectual (> tense) system was based on a
diathetic model that started fromé@ntering ergativity with the perfective aspect, changing it

to A>S-centering in the imperfective aspethe following table relates the prekartvelian

case forms and agreement morphemes to these patterns (third person referents only):

*' See Harrigd991a: 24.
*2 seeGamgrelidzeandMa | ' a v1865 foradetails.

53



(123 s A
Case Agr Case ‘ Agr Case‘ Agr
. Intrans.| *-@ | *-s/*-en
Perfective
Trans. *.n~-d ‘ *—a/*—es‘ *. @ ‘ *.s/*-en
] Intrans | *-@ ‘ *.s/ *-en
Imperfective
Trans. *. @ ‘ *—s/*—en‘ *.g ‘

Using the standaribels,we get:

(129 S A e}
Case Agr Case‘ Agr Case| Agr
. Intrans.| ABS > ABS
Perfective:
Trans. ERG \ > ERG \ ABS | > ABS
) Intrans. ABS‘ > ABS
Imperfective
Trans. ABS \ > ABS \ DAT |

The imperfective series (series |) thus qualifeasa standard antipassivéth respect tanost
of its features (word order problems are neglected): A behaves as if it waner&asO is
placed in the periphery:

(1295 Perfective:
Imperfective:

AERG
A>S:ABS

O:ABS VERB:AGR:C&AGR:A
O>LOC:DAT VERB[:AP]:AGR:A>S

The reorganization of these patterns vaasexpression of the ongoing grammaticalization
process. The aspectual opposition became more and more obscured by introducing tense
markers espgally in series |. As a result, the original 'intransitive' character of the antipassive
was adjusted to the transitive pattern of the 'perfective’ series. On the other hand, the
perfective series lost much of its ergative properties (e.g. lossagfré®nent), laying more
emphasis on the ergative case as a 'semantic’ madgi€lding the abovanentioned 'active’

(that is, SSplit) typology of e.g. Georgign

4.2.2 Sumerian

As has been said abovBumerianis also marked for a pronounced aspectual splihe
corresponding split pattern has found much attention in the history of Sumerology, see among
many others Foxvod975, Michalowski 1980, Thomsen 1984Wilcke 1990, Attinger 1993,
Hayes2000, Coghill, and Deutsche2002,Edzard2003, Z6lyomi2005). For the purpose of

the present paper, it is not necesdaryecapitulatan detailsthe discussion concerning the
nature of this split. The reader should also note that we cannot speak of a homogenous
Sumerian syntax. The corpora aenormally deahg with cover a larger span of time than it
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is true for instance for the history of EnglishHence, observations concerning Sumerian
grammatical facts have to take into accothe possibility that a given structure is valid
especially in one period of Sumerian,-@ven worse that it is only give for a specific types
of sources. In other words: Generalizing claims concertheggrammar of Sumerian have
always to be taken with cautiorin addition, the writing system often obscures the
morphological and/or lexical form of words. Neverthelesstagerbasic properties of
Sumerian carpe safely described as rather stabteucturedrom a diachronic point of view.
One of these properties is given by Sumerian split ergatilityorder to illustrate the
problem, | will start from four construed sem¢es(cf. Thomsen 1984:490):

(126 a. Perfective Intransitive
10-@ im-kw.r-@
manABS ITIV -entetPERF3SG:S
'the man entered."

b. Perfective Transitive:

lU-e s a@ mun-zigd

manERG headABS VENT-3SG:Aanim]-raise:PERFRBSG:O
"The man raised the head.'

c. Imperfective Intransitive:

¥ im-kuwkus-&
manABS ITIV-enter:IMPERF3SG:S
The man ientering...'

d. Imperfective Transitive:

lU-e s a@ mu-b-zizie

manERG head:ABS/ENT-raise3SG:OFanim}raise:IMPERF3SG:A
‘The man igaising the head.'

Sumerians both head and dependent markiNgte that Sumerian seems to be governed by a
secondary split that operates accordimghe person hierarchy: Personal pronouns (including
the third person!) do not distinguish between S and A, neither in the perfective nor in the
imperfective (see Attinget993:15). Thomsen (1984:69) and Zolyor{2005:24 argue in

favor of an accusative pattern. Michalow§k904:3536) argues®Unlike nouns, which show
ergative case marking, independent personal pronouns can only be used as transitive and
intransitive subjects, and thus have to beerpteted as nominative, albeit without any
corresponding accusative forhidzard(2003:56), however, is more cautious by referring to
orthographical problems: "There is just one form, at least judging by orthography, for
absolutive and ergi@e" (see Klein200 for a recent discussion of the shape of personal
pronouns in Sumerianhn fact, it is not a trivial question to judge whether the given farfns
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the pronouns (1s§ e ~, 2sgze e- zag3sgene 3pl eneng entail a marker of ergativity
(Sumerian-e) or not. Nevertheless, there are no traces of a systematic distinction between
overt personal pronouns in S and A function, contrary to the paradigm of personal agjreemen
see below. There is sufficient evidence to assume that these pronouns that are generally used
to indicate contrast and emphasis (Thomsen 1984:69) have a focal value that excludes them
from clause internal case assignment (Schalm Sdhberger2007). Within the pattern of

verbal agreemetritself, the Silversteirhierarchy does not seemle atwork in Sumerian.

The four sentences above are marked for the following properties: (a) As for adsegm
the subjective is opposed to the agentive in both aspectual constructions: Abs@tive
ergative-e. The absolutive islsothe case form of the objective. (b) The verbal stem forms
distinguish a perfective form (conventionally called tha mbase) from an imperfective one
(the martibase).The U a mbase is generally considered as the underived form, whereas the
marQ baseis derived with the help of either reduplication (Steih®81, Kienasfi981, Edzard
1971/72, 1972/73, 1976) or with the help of the detransitivizing morpkeftie. Some verbs
show suppletion, others are labilee) The Sumeriarverb is marked for polypersonal
agreement that uses both specific forms and paosititeatures to copy the grammatical
relation of a given referent onto the verb27) lists the corresponding agreement morphemes
(see Schulzand Sallaberge2007 for details)

(127 S A 0
PERF. IMPERF. PERF. IMPERF.
Uami u mard Ua mi ( marQ
Position Postverbal Preverbal Postverbal| Postverbal Preverbal
SERIES | I I 6 | I 16
1 6/V- 6/V-I(en) (?)
-en -en -en
s 2 y-le- y-le-l(en) (?)
g 3anim n- ) n-
. -@ - ~-€ -@
3-anim b- b-
1 -enden 6/V-é -enden| -enden -enden me (?)
Pl 2 -enzen y-/e-€ -enzen| -enzen -enzen ?
3anim -e g n-é -eg -ene -eg ne

If we start from the perfectivdJ(a n)j we can retrieve a typical ergative pattern: S=O as
given by the mrpheme set of series | (always postverhal)opposed to A (series I,
preverbal). The following examples illustrate this pattern

*3The Sumeriarxamples are taken from the Electronic Text Corpus of Sumerian Literature (ETCSL).
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(128 Intransitive:
a. <dusu kug met | & imgmagub>
dusu kug mun-il
basket holy VENT-3SG:A[anim}lift:PERF:3SG:O

%g4eb im-b-a-gub

brick=form-LOC/IO ITIV-3SGEanim}DAT/LOC-stand:PERF:3SG:S
'He lifted the holy basket and stand at the brick form'

[Gudea, cyl. A XVIII 239

b. <e-e immaa e n >
e-e im-b-a-a e n
houseTERM ITIV-3SGEanim}DAT/LOC-go:PERF:3SG:S
[Gudea, cyl. A XVIII,8]

(129 Transitive:

a. <%Enli-een™i n. &2 r .i gu-g-bark d mu
9Enlil-e en ‘Ni nagefgiu zd
Enlil-ERG lord Ni n &TERMN ueye faithful
mu-n-§ -h-bar

VENT-3SGTERM-3SG:Aopen:PERF:3SG:O

"Enl il |l ooked faithfully at (Ilit.

[Gudea, cyl. A 1,3, also see Thomsen 1984:178]

b. <mu-e-g-in-gis-n-am>
mu-e-g-n-gis-en-am
VENT-2SGTERM-3SG:Asend1SG:GCOP
It is (my king) who has sent you to me.'
[Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta 176, Thomsen 1984:147]

The intransitive imperfective behaves like its perfective variant, conipaga) with (130):

(230 Intransitive:

<iri-g -du-&>
ir-g im-du-en
city-TERM ITIV-go:IMPERF1SG:S

'l will go to the city.'
(Gudea, cyl. Alll 18; cf. Thomsen 1984:164]

“4 _gub according to e Electonic Text Corpus of Sumeridriterature(c.2.1.7): ‘and put it next to the brick
mould seehttp://etcsl.orinst.ox.ac.uk/cdiin/etcsl.cgi?text=t.2.1.7#.homsen(1984:18( reads-a e 'go.
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The pattern that has provoked the assumption of split ergativity in Suneigaren by the
transitive imperfective fnhar(). For A, the typical Sagreement morphemes are used
(postverbal), whereas O is encoded with help of the perfectragréement morphemes
(preverbal)

(131 PERFECTIVE IMPERFECTIVE
A Preverbal = O:IMPERFECTIVE Postverbal = S
[+/-anim] [no subcategorization]
O Postverbal = S Preverbal = A:PERFECTIVE
[no subcategorization] [+/-anim]

Note that the imperfective agreement morphemes are marked for certain peculiarities: The
third person A may have a postverbal markertha does not occur with -&greement
However, this interpretation is disputdtimay well be thate is nothing but the shortened
version of the-ed formative used to derive martrbase for nosreduplicating stems (see
Schulzeand Sallaberge2007:185, fn. 15)The third person plural ineinstead of expected

-e gWith O-agreement, the first person plural seems tmbanstead ofenden and the third
person plural is lacking (= animate third person singular). Inrdasimplfy the matter, |

will neglect these peculiarities in the discussion to follow (see Schulze and Sallaberger 2007
for details). £32) illustratesthe use of the transitive imperfective:

(132 Transitive imperfective:

a. <ads g ente sig Kul.aba"-g ~ -bagniib-ku,-re-déen>
ads ¢ enie sigu Kul.aba-g ~
body brother1PL:POSS brickwork Kulaba:GENTERM

gaba-ni-b-kw.r-enden
ADH-3SGFanim]:LOG-LOC-3SG:O>LOGCbring-1PL:A>S

'‘We will/shall bring the body of our brother to the brakk of Kulaba.'
[Lugalbanda in Hurrumkura 128, see Wilcke69:56]

b. <Lugal.band a . . -e minrking-ree>
Lugalbanda ...mu g-e n
LugalbandeERG bird-TERM

mi iri -i-b-e-e

praise  PV-ITIV-3SG:0>LOGsay:IMPERF3SG:A>S
'‘Lugalbanda praises the bird.’

[Lugalbanda and Enmerkar 1113, Thomsen 1984:211]
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C. <kus-a thkus v @ -drfRgame-daankus-kus>
Kus-a b Kug Ue a
fish-1SG:POSS fish various

U dm-ga-mu-e-da-n- Kugku,

HORT-PV-also VENT-2SGCOM-3SG:A>Senter:IMPERF
'‘My fish, mayvarious(kinds of) fish enter with you.’
[Home of this fish; Ciit 1961, line 68]

d. <ézu mara-du-e>
ézu mura-b-du-en
house2SG:POSSVENT-2SG:I0:3SG:0>LOCfanim}-build:IMPERF1SG:A>S
‘I will build your house for you.'
[Gudea, cyl. A VIII 18; Thomsen 1984:176.]

It comes clear that the agreent patterns do not specialize for specific grammatical roles.
Rather, we have a complementary distribution that shows up as follows fi@ohpgrsion):

(133 Perfective  Imperfective
A Series Il Series | (=S)
O Series | (=S) Series |

This binary @position reminds us of the distinction between center and periphery as
discussed in section 3 of this paper. If we start from the hypothesis that in intransitive clauses
the core actant is always in the center of the information flow, we can infer thdtesset of

series | morphemes thplays this role. Accordingly, series Il morphemesassociated with

the periphery:

(134 Perfective  Imperfective
A Periphery  Center
@] Center Periphery

This hypothesis goes together with the fact that prevedralement also involves other types
of peripheral roles such as indirect objectives, locataed,instrumentalstc., compare:

(135 a. <mu-un-dagu,-e>
mun-da-b-gu-en
VENT-3SGCOM-3SGFanim]:0-eat2SG:A
You will eat it together with him'
[Dumuzi and Ankimdu 18, also see Thomsen 1984:224]
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b. <ama dumeni(-ir) igi nu-mu-un-g -barre>
ama dumuni-ra
motherERG child-3SG:POSS[animPAT

igi nu-mun-g-b-bar-e
eye NEG-VENT-3SG[anim}TERM-3SG:Ofanim}open3SG:A
‘The mother doesat look at her child' [Nisaba Hymn 41]
Hence, the placement rule reads:
(136) AGRp-VERB-AGRc
This pattern goes together with the assumption that ergative structures tend to center on O as

opposed to accusative structures that center on A (see séctinni3s sense, the perfective
structurenicelyfits to the distribution suggested ih36), compare:

(137) Periphery Center
Series I Series I(=S)
Perfective A VERB @] a- O
Imperfective O VERBy A o« A

The fact that A is central in thenperfective necessitates the assumption that either the
perfective is a derivation from the imperfeetj or vice vers& In order to answethis
guestion we have again to tumthe shape of the verbal bases: As has been said above, the
perfective verbs unmarked, whereas many imperfective verbs are marked for ta@rala
processes (reduplication andfedsuffixing, symbolized byWERBy in (137)). Accordingly,

there must be a functional feature that is added to the perfective verb in order to derive th
imperfective version. Obviously, we have to deal with diathesmre concretely, with an
antipassive strategy.o my knowkdge it wasMichalowski (1980, who first suggested that

the verb internal structure of thmar(-constructionentails antipassive featurealgo see
Geller1998:

"One way of interpreting this phenomenon is to assume that the identification of transitive and
intransitive subject is in fact a way of indicating the superficially intransitive natfithe
imperfect aspect. In other words, in the imperfect the verbal agreement markers behave in a
mannersimilar to the antipassive (...). This rule affects only the affixes of the verb and the
nominal chain continues to bear ergative marking" (Michalad980:101).

“5 The problematic (in fact untenablejssumptionaccording to whictthe Sumeriarergative construction is
based on themar(rconstruction in terms of a passive (that is, in terms of the 'lranian model’) has been
pronounceck.g. Jacobsef1988213-216) and by Coghiland Deutschef2002).
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From a 'synchronic' point of view, Michalowskidescription seems to be adequate. As for
third person referents in A functiprihere is no clear evidence that its case form is
accommodated to then@ipassive pattern, which would yield an absolutive. Likewise, the
objective is nobackgrounded but remains in the absolutive. This pattern is reminiscent of the
Basquganti)passive, see examples (86) and) @bove Nevertheless, the smalledmesane-
padaconstruction (e.g. Thomsen 1984:2%@3), Krebernik2002:910)) illustrates that case
markingcanhave a diathetic value, compare:

(138) a. Intransitive:
<igi-zwg  dusubakug gub
igi-zug dusu kug guba

eye2SG:POSSTERM  baketABS holy  standPART
‘The holy basket which stands before you (lit. your eye).'
[Gudea, cyl. A VI 6]

b. Transitive:
<Ex-ninnu Ann ® k-ia> a ar
Eninnu An-e ki-a aa
Eninnu:ABS  An-ERG groundplacePART

'Eninnu founed by An'
[Gudea, cyl. A 1X 11]

Here, the passiviike diathesis (38b) that is based on the labile verbal particqadinks S

and O with the help of the absolutive, whereas peripheral A is marked by the ergative. The
verb itself does not include wmdication of grammatical functiong/e may thus assume that

the case pattern of thmar(construction once had been in accordance with the alignment
pattern present in the verb:

(1399 A>S:ABS O:0OBL AGR:O-VERB-AGR:A>S
*10 s ad ..-b-zizi@
man:ABS headTERM ...3SG:Ofanim}-raise.IMPERF3SG:A>S

‘The man is raising the head.

There is no clear evidence for reconstructing the original case marker of the backgrounded
referent in Gfunction. In thiscontext,it is impatant to note that contrary to referents in e.qg.
locative or instrumental function, the case markers of the ergative and of the backgrounded O
referent are not copied onto the veflhis can be seen from4Q) that is a simplified list of

case forms and sabased agreement morphemes in Sumerian
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(140 CASE | AGREEMENT

ABS -@ VERB-AGR

ERG -e AGR-Verb

DAT -ra AGR-a-VERB [+anim]
LOC -e -ni-..-VERB [-anim]'°

TERM |-ge |AGR-g-i.-VERB
INSTR |-ta | AGR-talra-..-VERB
COM da | AGR-da.-VERB

Obviously, the agreement morphemes used to copy S, A, and O properties are by themselves
cased marked (see Schubmed Sallaberge2007 for a more comprehensive discussidime

table in (#1) shows that thagreement morphemes mapping the center onto the veriotare

fully subcategorizedccording to 'personlf we disregard the obviously secondary plural
forms-enden(1pl) and-enzen(2pl), only speech act participants are distinguished from non
speech agparticipants that again may be marked for plurality:

(147 Center Periphery Pronoun (S=A) | POSS
1sg -en - | V- ae A u
2sg -en y-l e <*rvV-? ze -Zu
3sg [anim] | -@ n- ane, ene -ani
3sg [-anim] | -@ b- ? -bi
1pl -enden me, '-/V-...-enden | [mende] -me
2pl -enzen (y-ef)...-enzen [menzeh -zungne
3pl[-anim] | -e g -ene | n-...(-e ) anene, enene | -anene

The periphedl ‘case' as embodied in the corresponding agreement markers may be tentatively
related to the possessive clitics (2sgv® vs.-zucan be interpreted as the result of rhotatism)
except for the first person singular that exhibits a specialized form. The relation 'periphery
case' ~ '‘possessive’ goes together with what has been described for instance for Iranian (see
above). Nevertheks, it should be noted that the apparent possessive layer does not show up
in the corresponding case morpholodye ergative casee may be related to either the-so

called locativeterminative {e) or to the deictic elemem (Thomsen 1984:81). In thatter

case, we would have a perfect match with the Geongiedel of marking the ergative (see
above).It comes clear thate stands in opposition to the possessive marakrand hence

cannot be regarded as being part of a possessiveudim). Obviously, the 'peripharcase’

as present in the agreement morphemes had a much broader function than just to indicate
possession.

“6 A petrified morpheme that probably includes the terminative> -i- and the agreement markes-4{-anim]
that has changed to*under unclear conditions, see Thomsen 1984:236 with references.
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We canthus confidently state that the antipassive pattern describedi®) lfglow once ce
occurred with thergative construction and that was used to encode-eenfered perspective
resulting in various functional subtypdéoth subtypes wrerelated to aspecbut gradually
changedto a more timeoriented function that opposed a Ao&st perspective to the ¢ative

based) past perspective. At this stage, the 'transitive' value of the ergative construction more
and more influenced the originally intransitive value of the antipassivestablishing the
transitive dimension. This process is expressed by copyitige ergative morpheme onto the
antipassive structure and by deleting the case form that once signaled the peripherization of
the objective. As a result we get the standaad(-pattern of Sumerian

(142) A>S:ABS O:0BL AGR:O-VERB-AGR:A>S
*1U s aa ..-b-zizi-@
man:ABS headTERM ...3SG:Ofanim}-raise.IMPERF3SG:A>S
=>
AERG O:ABS AGR:O-VERB-AGR:A
lU-e saa ..-b-zizi @
manERG head:ABS ...3SG:Ofanim}raise.IMPERF3SG:A>S

The reinforcement of transitivity with antigsives seems also to be controlled by word order
features. Although Sumeriamord features arstrongly governed by the given textual types,

we can assume that in natualized texts the 'basic word order' was SV / AOV. The
accusative p&trn (see section 3.3 above) helped to associate the foregrounded agentive of
antipassives with the ergativearked agentive of the perfective pattern. As a result the
behavior of the Areferent became fully harmonized with respedbath imperfectivemari-
constructions and perfectivl a mtomstructions, just as it was true freferents in ©
function. The agreement pattern, however, remained antipassive

(243 A O
CASE WO AGR CASE WO AGR
Jam ABS T 2 Series | OBLT 1 Series I
MarG ERG | 1 Series Il ABS | 2 Series |
=>
am ERG 1 Series | ABS 2 Series I
MarO ERG 1 Series Il ABS 2 Series |
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4.2.3 Proto-Indo-European (PIE)

It is part of the general agenda in IREaropean linguistics to discuss thaske properties of
ProteIndo-European (PIE) syntax. In the last decades, this discussidsebasontinuously
influenced by parameters and observations stemming from language typology and even
cognitive syntax. In this paper, | do not want recapitulagerhany and often contradictory
positionsthat have beetaken with respect to this problem. Rather, | will occasionally allude
to some of these positions in order to contrast them with a new proposal that relates the PIE
patterns of 'basic syntax' to tiplhenomena discussed in the preceding sections. In other
words: | want to show that the PIE syntax had once been controlled by patterns that come
close to those of what can be reconstructed for Kartvelian and forlaspoeacal stage of
Sumerian | want to stress from the very beginning that Indd aim atdescribing a genetic
relationship between these languages. Nevertheless, the structuralgespkelally between
PIE and Kartvelian seem to be more than just coinciddreehypotkeses put forward in this
paper nicely fit into the picture of PIEartvelian language contact that has been described
since long (see e.g. Gamkrelidaed Ivanov1984, Klimov 1991, Klimov 1994, Gippert
1994). The assumption that PIE shares with both Kartvelir@hSumerian the process of
grammaticalizing a former antipassive still lacksagisfyingexplanation. As we have seen in
section 2 of this paper, aspectual split systems can be latr@lviously by copying a given
pragmatic style)Whereas the necessary language contact was surely given with respect to
PIE and Kartvelian, language contact between (Py¥®tonerian and the two other proto
languages is difficult to describe. Gordon Wddker (1998, 2008) has proposed the existence
of a substratum in Sumerian that was ki€loropean in nature. It is a wddhown fact that the
Sumerians once had migrated to their Mesopotamian homeland and it is thus reasonable to
assumehat theyhadmet an indigenous population with which they gradually merged. In case
this population spoke a variant of PIE it may well have been the case that the Sumerians
adopteda certaincommunicative style reshaping their basic syntax. Accordingisq(riéther
doubtful) scenario, the PIE layer (conventionally called Euphratic) must have stretched along
the Tigris River up to the Zagrddountainsreaching areas where Prefartvelian had been
spoken.Euphratic would have then been the donor languagih f@spect to the aspectual
split pattern) for both Kartvelian and Sumeridtiowever, we can likewise assume that
despite of the local, soal | ed Di | mun ( the RQumetiandoncehdd dwettimd i t i
the north where they had been in contact witlrtkelian (and PIE?). A third assumption
would simply state that we havéo deal with parallel, independent process of
grammaticalization not induced by language contact. Given the fact that paasecd
aspectual split patterns later on emerged inlpehe same regiofithat is in what today is
Easternmost Anatolia, Northern Irag, Northwest Iran, dmdnscaucasia)leads to the
assumption thasuch a pattern was a standard way of linguistically construing event images.
However, we have to bear in minbat (as far as we knownthe antipassiwbased split
pattern was not borrowdcom one of the three languagasissuanto another language the
region This suggests that the grammaticalization process quickly obscured the original
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pragmatic value othis split, a process that would have hindered the speakers of other
languages to retrieve this value and to copy it into their own language. The missing of this
split for instance in Akkadian is an illuminating exampleverthelesswe canconclude that
aspectased split patterns had been a common stylistic paradigm in the region over times.
But oncethe correspondinggrammaticalization proce$sd taken place, it took a certain span

of time before the same processuld start again now based on thewneattern. (44)
schematically summarizes these procesges indicates functional specification=>'
indicates grammaticalizatipalso se¢he graphics irf76) and {7) above:

(144) Stage | Stage |l Stage |l Stage IV Stage V
ERG - Perfective
AP - Imperfective => | ACC - Imperfective
l PASS - Perfective => ERG

Contrary to Kartvelian and Sumerjaamy attempt to describe the motivation of the PIE basic
syntactic patterns has to start from reconstructed forms. theeigh certain features of the
underlying patterns have survived in the individual languages (see below), we cannot claim
that whatevers described as a model of PIE basic syntax has its immediate reflex in one of its
daughter languages. It follows thaé have to refelargelyto formulaic patterns. The ancient
Indo-European languages agenerallypatterned in terms of accusativity, even though some
hypotheses relate e.g. ergative features to some of these languages (especially to those of the
Anatolian branch, see aboveAs a result, accusativity would be the logi output of
reconstructingndo-European basic syntax, too. Nevertheless, certain inconsistencies in both
case and agreement patterns motivated many researchers to look for differens.jdteern
discussionstartedwith Uhlenbeck1901, followed by Pederset®07, 1933, 1938Vaillant

1936 and many others All theseauthorstake upthe hypothesis(pronounced more or less
explicitly) that PIEhad been shadeby features of ergativity. This view has beatopted

more or less explicithpy e.g.Schmidt1979,Kortlandt 1983, Luraghil988,and many others

- but it also met critical comments.g. by Villar (1984), Rumsey1987) and Bavan2008).

Most of the later contributions to this problem concentrated on the assumption that PIE had
been marked for a hierarchical split that opposed a less animatenonaie set of referents
(‘'neuters’) to an animate one, whereby the second set was characterized by an ergative case
marker (xs) in case the given referent hasfunction. Accordingly, the set of 'neuter’
referents did not qualify for this functidoy being restrictedto S and O. The PIE ergative
hypothesigs opposed to (or, sometimes augmented by) the idedhehdasic syntax of PIE

was governed by an 'active typology' (see Gamkrelaim lvanov1984, Lehmanrl993,

Bauer 2000). Here, | do not want to go into all the details of both hypotheses. It suffices to
note that the traditional version of the ergative hypothesis usually starts from case patterns
only, that is from morphology turning it into some d&inf morphosemantics. It frequently
neglects syntactic patterns as such that wantlekpret semantic based splits (such as the
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animacy hierarchy) as secondary devices to manipulate these patternstypided
morphological orientation as present in mamysions of thePIE ergative hypothesislso
conditions that the interaction of case, agreement, and word order in terms of syntax patterns
is rarely taken intoconsideation The 'active hypothesigis elaborated e.g. by Lehmann
(1993) stats from the lexicon and tries to retrieve the corresponding reflexes of ‘active' and
'inactive’ verbs in the case and agreement paradigms. Even though Lehmann addresses a
wider range of morphosyntactic and morphosemantic features that are said to Hefdypica
(horribile dictu) 'active languages', his hypothesis again neglects an overall syntactic
perspective. In addition, there is good reason to assume that the 'active typology' is not a third
‘type' that is opposed to ergativity and accusativity (Sapit7), but just a semantic
elaboration of either accusativity or ergativity (Schi29€0).In this sense, we getvb basic

models of 'active typology' (M = any kind of markée it case, agreement, word order or
other meanswgh as aspectual markgrs

(145) a Sa:d So:M
A:D O:M

b. Sa:M So. @

A:M 0.0

Type (M45a) represents an accusativased Spl#S pattern, whereas43b) is grounded in an
ergative syntactic patteriVe can conlade from (#45) that if ever PIE had been marked for
features of 'active typology', these features must be relatable to eithar @centering
procedures. In other words: The ergative (or accusative!) hypothesis outranks the 'active
hypothesis'.

As farasl know, hypotheses concerning the nature of PIE basic shatzerarelyconsidered

the relation between the two tempeaspectual oppositions ‘past’ vs. 'fast’ resp.
‘perfective’ vs. 'imperfective’. More frequently, thecadled 'stative’ nature athe third
‘temporal’ paradigm (as expressed in the inflection of the perfect series) has been addressed to
account for e.qg. 'inactive' (stative) features (e.g. Lemi®93:218).The difference between

these patterns shows up in agreement patterns agwellb stem formation. Cumulating the

many proposals to reconstruct the PIE agreement paradigmamwstart fronthe following
paradigni”:

“"| do not refer to the 1pl and 2pl, because of the many problems that concern the reconstruction of these forms.
The reconstructions given in146) can be questioned with respect to details and functional values, pemding
themodelfavoredby the researcher
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Dynamic Stative
(146) Active Middle Active Middle
Athematic Thematié®
Non Present| Non Present Non Present
present Present present
Modell Model2
1sg | *-m mi | *om [*G [ *-d-mi) *m0/ o] *-mU /-io| *-he *_h,-0°
<*'0'h1'
2sg *-g * oS *_es *-ehy(i) *eSi *-50 *-S-0-i *-th,e *_th,-0°
3sg | *-t *t-i *-et *-e . *oet-i *-t-0 *-t-0-i *-e *-0
<*-e-h;’
3pl *-nt *Nt-i *.o-nt | *-0 *fnt-i | *-nt-0 *-Nt-0-i *or *-r-0
Series la Series Ib Series Ic Series lla| Series lIb

| use the labels 'series I' and 'series II' in order to apply a terminology compatible with what
has been describefdr Kartvelian and Sumeriaabove. (#7) relates these labels to the
traditional terms:

(147) Series la Secondaryand primaryendings (active, dynamicathematic
Series Ib Secondary andrpnary endings (active, dynamjdhematic
Series Ic Secondarand primaryendings (middle, dynamic)
Series lla Stative (active)
Series lIb Stative> Dynamic (middle)

The table in (46) illustrates that we have to start framo paradigms:The set ofSeries |
(sometimes called the MST serias) related to dynamic verbal concepts, series Il (the
ATHAE series) shows up with stative verlzaincepts (also see SchulzZ@90. The unmarked
version of both series is related to a 'neutral version' of event images, whereas the 'middle
version' adds the notion of subjectificatidrhe event image is seen as being 'in the interest’
of the centered actant thus giving an additional pragmatic value to this center. This
prototypical notion of the 'middle version' lays the ground for furthectfanal specifications

such as reflexivity, passivization, or intransitivization. From a functional point of view, the
'middle version' is rather similar to the-called 'tversion' §atavisg of Kartvelian (see Harris
1991a), that placethe 'version vowel' (i-) in front of the verbal stem to mark such a
functional complex (Holiskyl981 seee Tuite2007 for the functional and categorial

8 The assumption that PIE knew a special sefpoimary) thematic agreement markef#lodell’) is based
mainly on Beeke4995. Other authors prefer to pospecific form for the 1sg only (&< *-0-h;?). It remains
doutbful whether the construction of the 2sg agreement mariky(i¥ finds further support. Evidence is said to
stemfrom Lithuanian Greekand Irish Eugen Hill(Berlin) drew my attention to the fact that the data from both
Greek (U s d -esi(metathesis)) and Olttish (-i < *-esj can likewise be subsumed under 'Modell'. As for
Lithuanian-i < *-ei may also stem from-&si If ever 'Modell' finds furthesupport,we may likewise interpret

the series as consisting of the thematic vowel plus an elerdgnthat would encode speech act participants
(note that some authors reconstruct 1sglt in order to relate the ending to the 'stative' endidge* The
phonetic output-@) would be the same for bothoh, and *oh,). In case one dismisses the series as such, the
problem is simply transferred to the thematic vowel itself (also see fn. 50).
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dimension of-i-based deponents in Georgiain PIE, the marker of thisniddle version'
seems to have been a suffixo added to the agreement mark&Finally, the dynamic
paradigmis subcategorized according to temporal features, whereby it is the 'present tense'
that takes an additional marker-i(*hic et nunc’, H&). This element comes last in the
agreement chain and probalbyce had clitic properties (in the smlled injunctive, this
marker is lacking even though the tense form is marked for the present @issejarding

the problem of thematic verbs and their éational specificgsee below)we can describe the
following pattern of morpheme chaining (later mergers and changes are neglected):

(148) Series | | VERSION | H&N | Series Il | VERSION
*-@

9 *-hy(e)

ACTIVE | 2sg *-s .. oy *-th,(e) g
3sg *- *-e
3pl *-nt *or
1sg *-m *-hy(e)

MmiDDLE | 239 | *o g @
3sg *- *-e
3pl *-nt *or

The agreement paradigms listed id@lLgo together with spde stem formation features

that distinguish a perfective stem (> aorist etc.) from an imperfective stem (> present etc.) and
from the stative (> perfect etc.).49 summarizes those stem formation elements that can be
regarded as having been part of legaradigm(RED = reduplicatior)

(149 Dynamic Stative
Perfective Imperfective
-@ -@ -@
RED RED RED
[-s] *-n(e)
*_sU¥
* _y_50

The imperfective (> 'present’) stem thus shows up in terms of three basic types: (a) labile (no
morphological distinction from the perfective stem), (b) reduplication, andsi@n
augmenting elements. All stem augmenting patterns are Wrthalmatic compare

“9 Note that the position of this ‘middle version' marker argues againsiatierimorpheme. Rather we have to
think of a clitic element that entailed the notion of subjectification, resembhity (espect tgposition) the
Slavic reflexives marker, e.g. Russiaadejus''l hope, also compre Rix 1988.

0 See Kolligar2002 for details offin his terms)-é&/,- (thematic variant).
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(150)

Root/Stress Present
stem

Amphidynamic -@-

Acrodynamic  -@-

Full grade -@-

Zero grade -@-

Reduplication RED Fé-/

Reduplication RED HA-/

Zero grade -n-

Zero grade s

Zero grade -y-

Full grade -y-

Example

* d'ogy * gegt

*ste’l st

*bher- *bhér-e-t-i

*gXer X ghkéti

*d"eh- *d"é-d"ohy-t-i

*aenh * Bané-t-i

* | ei kX *i-nék Xi<*l i-rkéX-i’
*gXem *gXO&ti

* aenh

*

(s) p®* s pyih

Present stem £8) Pre¥

* 3 AREt-o-i (middle)

Meaning

strike down
make/be manifest
carry, brirg
devour

place, lie
produce

leave behind
come, go
produce

look at

All patterns marked for a stem augment are thematic and call for series Ib agreement
morphemes (if theorresponding reconstruction is correct, see4). The thematic vowel

(that can show ablaualso occurs with root ingsfectives (type (a) above) as well as in the
perfective stem (thematic asigmatic aoristfhough the latter type seems to be a IRite
innovation (see Szemeréry®70:262). The second type of aofistarked by an elements)

always is athematic. It has been suggested thats#mrist originally belonged to the
paradigm of imperfective verbs, producing a past temasgant (‘imperfect’, compare
Kur y g d9bb38,z1964104). Taking up this hypothesis, we can say tladit stem
augmenting variants are based on the imperfective and alwaysrcalthematic vowel. The

general distribution of the theatic vowel thus shows up as follows:

(151)
Imperfective
Labile

Reduplication
Stem augment

Perfective
Labile

Reduplication

Thematic vowel

+/-
+/-
+

[+)/-
+/[-]

If we disregard the reduplicated forms,ctmes clear that the thematic vowelcigsely
associated with the imperfective aspect. The fact that root (or: stem) internal ablaut patterns
had originally beemestricted to the perfective, to the stative, amrhaps in analogy with

the 'root' perfetive - to the athematic imperfective suggests that root internal ablaut once had
been a morphoponological features typical for the perfective domain (just as it is true for

Kartvelian, see above).
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As indicated in (49), reduplication is present withlalhree stem types. Obviously, the
functional value of reduplication was rather broad and did not specialize for one of the
aspectual domains. Nevertheless49)1 suggests that the imperfective had been the
morphologically marked version, whereas bothPRlegfective and the Stative can be regarded

as the basic (underived) forms. Except for the divergent ablaut patterns, perfective and stative
are mainly distinguishedith respect tahe use of different agreement patterns

(152 Imperfective Perfective Stative
Series | Series |l
Derived stem Underived stem

Kortlandt(1983) has taken up an idea once proposed by Holger Petiersdate the series I
(ATHAE) to intransitive structures and series | (MST) to transisitvactures, more precisely

to a referent in the ergative case (hence 4fudction). In addition, he revives a suggestion
once made by Johann Knoblo@nobloch 1953) that concerns the nature of the thematic
vowel added to verbal stemstaconditioning the 1sg morphemeffinstead of *mi °): "In

the thematic flexion, which always had two arguments, the thematic vowel referred to an
object in the absolutive case" (Kortlandt 1983:32fl¢ver this view finds further support: It
should be noted that such an interpretatioes not fit into the general scheme of ergative
agreement. Given that Kortlandt's analysis is correct, we should expect that the thematic
vowel also occurs with intransitive (dynamic) verbs, as S behaves like O in an ergative
pattern. In other words: wehauld find the thematic vowel in all dynamic verb forms. The
presence of athematic venwsuld thus be excluded. The fact that we can describe a larger set
of athematic verbs goes against Kortlandt's hypothesis. The only solution would be to posit an
accugtive stage of (in)transitivity for that period of PIE in which the thematization of verbs
came into uselt seems more likely to relate the thematic ebwo the domain of
imperfectivity. As we will see below, Kortlandt's analysis canmtadified by sayig that the
thematic vowel is related to the S=O domain, and not to the O domain alone.

Summing up the features mentioned so far, the following picture emerges: PIE verbs were
characterized by the fundamental opposition dynamic/stative marked withiphaf h&o sets

of agreement morphemes; MST (series |) and ATHAE (seriedlg. MST-series can be
further subcategorized according the presence or absence of a thematicBaitvederies

could includethe above mentionetharker of subjectification (‘mide version', morpheme
perhaps*-0). In addition, the dynamic domain distinguished an unmarked perfective stem

L *_ Zshows up as a 'primary ending' (present tense); in the set of secondary endings (e.g. imperfect), the
thematic vowel is followed by-m, perhaps taken from the perfective stem once this stem has acquired a
temporal reading). DunkgR002)interprets *@  <oh,hot in terms of an agreement marker, but analyses it as
an emphatic marker {6h)) that also shows up ine & (-GH,)'I'. According to Dunkel*-6h, stems from the
emphatic variant of the first person singular pronoena*H added ¢ verbs in order to form first person
imperatives' (voluntativesth,éA@'l want to go' that was reinforced with the help of standand form, as in
*e a-Bh, h;éAmi'l (emph.) want to go** e a-bh, hiéAoh, (h,éAmi).
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from a derived imperfective onghich againreceived the clitic 4 to indicate a 'hic et nunc'
value.A central question naturallg which gramnatical roles had been encoded by the two
seriesNeglecing for a momenthe highly problematic issue of thematization, all we can state

is that the MST series copied S and A properties onto the verb. As far as | can see there is no
directevidence that wald suggest confining the MST series to théuAction see belowOn

the other hand,the ATHAE seriesprobably had a 'dative’ value (Schulz&990).
Unfortunately, it isvirtually impossible to relateall elements of theseseries to the
corresponding paradigm of personal pronouns, comipare

(153 Pronoun Series | Series Il
Seriesla | Series Ib
NOM ACC DAT GEN Athematic | Thematic
1sg *ea(H)om | *(eme *mei / *mene, *-m *- *-hy(e)
*e @)D *moi *-mei /
*-moi
2sg|*t 1/ |*twe/ | *t(w)ei/ *tewe / *-s *-eh, (i) *-th,(e)
*t (w)| *t(w)oi *tewo,
*-t(w)ei,
*-t(w)oi
3sg| *so *tom *tosmei *tos(y)o *-t *-e *-e
3pl | *toi * t @md *toibh(y)os|* t oi s @| *-nt *-0 *r

With respechominal forms, there is a strong affinity betwela genitive and the nominative

(see below)If we assume that the genitive had been the primary function, we might likewise
try to relate the MST series to the genitives of the corresponding pronouns. As has been said
above, the stative sesnto have beerdativebased in terms of the salled ‘inverse
construction' (compare Germamr (DAT) ist kalt'I'm cold") typical for the conceptualization

of stative event image&lso see Kortlandfi983:307324). Hence (53) can perhps be
reduced to the following correlation:

(154 Series | Series |l
GEN DAT
1sg *-mei / *moi (clitics) *-m/[*-4 *mei / *moi *-hy(e)
2s9 -*t(w)ei, -*t(w)oi (clitics) *-s *t(w)ei / *t(w)oi *thy(e)
3sg *tos(yo) *-t *tosmei *-e
3pl *tois @'m *-nt *toibh(y)os oy

This hypotheticalcorrelation meansthat the MST series Baemerged from a shortened
version ofthe clitic personal pronouns in genitive functionnf< *m®i, *-s < *tw,i (?), *t

*2 PIE perhapsdid notknow a separate set of anaphoric third person prongbussee Szemeréngi970:189
191, who argues in favor of an anaphoric pronotihh tn (153, | have listedthe forms of the so-pronoun
(masculine) for illustrative purpose only.
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< *tos(yo). The plural variant-nt probablyhad adifferent origin (see Szemerérni®70:304).

Such a model would nevertheless come close to what has been described in section 2 for
Northwest Iranian® But contrary to the Iranian model, proposals to derive the PIE MST
agreement méers from personal pronouns face the problem that we cannot safely describe
the functional role of thenmarkedverhbal stem In Iranian, the prevailing pattern is to add the
possessive agreement markers to a participle or verbal adjective (thed?tEnd participle,

see Drinka&2009):

(155 a. Northern Tolyshi
k utarge
*kill -PPR3SG:POSS:ACOP:3SG:0
'(S)he killed [him/her/it].' [Miller1953:172]

b. PIE:
* k-t A
kil:PERF-3SG:POSS:A
'(S)hekilled [him/herl/it].'

(155Db) illustrates that according to the 'possessive’ hypothesis, the possessive clitic is directly
added to the verbal stem (in case stem augment and thematization do notGpphyay to
explain this construction is to assumattthe verbal stem reflectse status constructusf a
(former) participleor gerund. Vaillan{1936) has suggested to start from a nominalized form
derived with the help of the morphemd thomina agentis, as in Latsace-d & 'one who

makes sacrifices') that had been generalized in terms of a verbal noun. To thi§ &emA
'killing' etc.) the series la morphemesuld havebeen added, yieldingk*t-t#(-i) *my

killing' etc. A residue of the morphemet would then begiven in the third person singular

that by itself was unmarked for person askntt4i) 'killing (by someone)'.

It should be stressed that becatisere are no recognizable differences betweenPtie
intransitive and the transitive agreement markeses could likewise start from a model that
corresponds to the Late Kartvelian type of verbal agreement in the perfective (with speech act
participants, see above). It may well have been the case that PIE had been marked for traces
of the SilversteirHierarchy by Acentering clauses with speech act participanA-function.

In this case, at least the elemenisn(1sg) and #*s (2sg) would have mapped a centered
referent in S and Afunction onto the verb. This hypothesis would reldtese agreement
markers to some kind of absolutive case, and not to the genitive/erdNgiverthelessif we

accept a correlation between the personal ending of at leadirghesingular and the

3 |t shoud be noted, however, that some authors (e.g. Shied83) suggest that the athematic agreement
markers reflect deictic particles or combinations of deictic particles andingnlar markersalso see Schulze
1998:575601and Liebertl 957 who derives the set of PIE personal pronouns from deictic structures, too.
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corresponding pronoun, we have to propose some kind ef wasance entailed in the
opposition between thematic based *-0-h,” and athematic-m:

(156) Pronoun Agreement
Rectus *e @)D *-
Obliquus *me- *-m

Accordingly,*-mwould have referred to a referent in a raamtral case, whereas@copied
the central case roldlternatively, we may think of an gtanation that would have its match
in Modern French

(157) Moi, je porte...
I:TOP I:NOM carryPRES:1SG
‘As for me, | ome...."

For PIE, we would get:

(158) PIE: *e @)D me g X-&@
1:;TOP l:NOM? go-IMPERF1SG:A
As for me, lamgoing..'

But: *e @)D me g X eim
I:,TOP 1:NOM” goPERF1SG:A
'‘As for me, lwent..'

In this sense ¢ @H)@would have once played the role of a esdl@usal, topical first person
singular referent, being croessferenced within thanperfectve-basedclause with the help of
the nontopical version me. This form then became the oblique bassdter *e & Was
integrated into the paradigm:

(159 *e @)D *me-
Topical Nontopical
=> Rectus Obliquus

If ever (156) has any plausibility at allwe should assume that the PIE mechanism of
agreement came up at a time, when @)@ had already been integrated into the case
paradigm.Alternatively, we would have to describe the mapping of an ectamsal actant
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onto the thematic verb stem, an asstiamp that howeveris difficult to support from a
functional point of view?

If we accept e.g. Beekgsoposal to reconstruct a distinct series of agreement markers for all
persons (Beekes 1995), we can even conclude that the whole k#hehts in the ‘thematic'
series Ib functioned in terms oftasus rectus

(160) Rectus Obliquus
1sg *.§  <oth,’ *-m
2sg *.0(-)hy’ *.s
3sg *-e *-t
3pl *-0 *-nt

(160) relates the system of agreement markers to grammatical relations and cabeisWe
have to turn briefly to the paradigm of nhominal case fofi&l) gives a rather sketchy list o

PIE case forms that also acknowledg®ss manysyncretisns (note that | adopt the standard
assumption according to which PIE distinguished an 'animate' inflection from an ‘inanimate’
one):

(161 SG PL
[+anim] [-anim] [+anim] [-anim]
NOM *-S *-es
*-@ -hy

ACC *-m *-ms > *-ns
GEN *_s, *-s *.om,-@ m
ABL *-%od

i *-bh(y)os,-mos
DAT *-el
LOC *-i, *-@ *-su
INSTR | *-%, (= *-hy) / *-bhi, *-mi *-@ i/ shis,-mis

The most striking feature of this paradigm is given by the marked nomin&atsye{ animate
referents that is opposénl a zeremarked om-marked nominate with inanimate referents. In
addition, the 'neuter' does not distinguish between nominative and accusativevahant

is again matched by the accusative of animate referents. This pattern holds in parts for both
singular and plural (here, | neglect the dual which would haee~**Q - for*both the
nominative and the accusative). Functionally speakirgenhcodes S and A, whereasd
(neuters ending in sonant or consonast)given mainly for inanimate referents B8O
function, less often in A functiori-m has Gfunction with animate referents, but S, A, and O
function with inanimate referents decisive difference, however, is given by the fact that,

¥ Note that Dunké$ hypothesis (@< *-6h, being an emphatic marker, see fn.50) may help to explain the
thematic ending “oh,. However, it does noexplain the underlying oppositiore*a ( wd.)*me (some authors
prefer to reconstructeme or even*h;me).
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with neuters, the morphemeni depend from the presence of a thematic stem, whereas it is
present with both thematic @nathematic stems in the set of animate referefity =
thematic vowel):

(162) *-m:  Animate Inanimate
S - +
AL - [+]
@] + +
V. +- +

The restriction of the 'neuter’ version ehtto thematic stems suggests an intimate relation
between th function of the thematic vowel and the elemem {inanimate). In this paper, |
cannot discuss in details the question which function can be attributed to the nominal thematic
vowel and whether its formal parallelism with the verbal thematic vowel i rii@n just
coincidental. Nevertheless, it should be born in mind thafike*-o-stems have much in
common with the pronominal inflection of demonstratives, conmipare

(163 Athematic Thematic Demonstrative
GEN  *-%s,-s *-%os-(y)o *t0Sy0~ *esyo
ABL ¢S, -S *-¢ d *to-sm@ d- *esmJ of

These affinities hint at a pronominal origin of the thematic vowel. Accordingly, the thematic
nominal stem would have marked for an additional deifgature, whatever its concrete
function may have beerHowever,the nominativeaccusative singular of thematic neuter
nounsdiffers from that of thelemonstratives:

(164) Neuter: Athematic Thematic Demonstrative
NOM/ACC:SG *-@ *-0-m *to-d ~ *i-d
NOM/ACC:PL *-U *.0 *t 0 ~ *9

Here, the nominal marker-rh is opposed to the pronominal markerd.* Szemerényi
(1970:189) has proposed to interprévd as a reduplicated formtd-to thus relating the
neuter to the zermarked nominal neuters. However, this analysis raises doubts because of
the presence of d in the (seemingly) anaphoric elememd fhominative/acasativesingular
neuter), which camnly be explained by proposing a process of analddgernatively, one

might hypothesize that the neuter thematic ndwatsonce been marked byd; before it was
substituted by #m perhapstemming from the accusative singular of the animate class:

* This affinity also shows up in the latecccommodation of the nominative plural (animates) to the
correspondingpronominal plral *-i in Greek Latin, Baltic, and Slavic.

* The segmentsm is sometimes regarded as an emphatic marker (Szemerény 197®&8%he detailed
discussion in Gippe(004).
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(165) Accusative SG: Animate Inanimate

Athematic Thematic Athematic Thematic
*-m *-TVprom *-@ * -TVpRo-d
=> *-m *-TVprom *-@ *-TVprom

The fact that the pronominal neuted resembles the pronominal ablative singular morpheme
*-¥,d is perhapsnot just coinédental If we assume that-¥,d once also had a partitive
function (as it is typical for the ablative function), we might ardw the neuter originally
represented some kind of partitive (> collective, compare Frenglain 'the bread' vsdu
pain (collective/partitive).

As has been said above, the use of the neuter in agentive function is blocked inIHlittite
order to attribute this function to a neuter noun, it must be 'anthropomorphized' by using the
derivational elementant- (see 98)). Nevertheless, it is far from being ascertained that this
constraint already applied in PYEIn case theneutermarker*-mis the same as the animate
accusative singular morpheme, the use-ofwith thematic neuters must have been extended

to the S and (perhaps) A functions that originally had been markedlby *

(166) Thematic Neuter SG
S *-TVprod => *-TVprom
A *-TVprod => *-TVprom
O *-TVpRo-m *-TVpRo-m

This analysis suggests that the thematic vowel still had a functional or semantic value by the
time the *mraccusative was introduced. The thematic paradigm would then have constituted
a 'mixed tass' including both animate and inanimate referents the semantics of which was
conditioned by the thematic vowel in interaction with the given refere@d) (ists the three
classes in terms of an animate hierarchy:

(167) Animate | Animate (PRO) | Inanimdae (PRO) | Inanimate
S (NOM) |[*-s *TVproS * TVproM <*-d° | *-@
A (NOM) |*-s *-TVproS *TVpraM <*-d° | *-@
O (ACC) |*-m *TVproM * TVpram <*-d° | *-@
Athematic Thematic Athematic
[+anim] [-anim]

" In case the 'ergative hypothédi®lds (see below), the question of 'inanimate’ (or: neuter) agentives is less
relevant for this stage of PIE: All neuters in fact know a genitive case that would have been the source for the
ergative. The constraint must have become relevant only héiertiole paradigm had changed to accusativity
(see below).
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Hence, we haveoth'heavy actants' the semanticswdfich decides uporlass membership
(animate or inanimategnd 'weak actants' that are controlled by the semantics of the thematic
vowel. The Vartashen dialect of Modern U@boutheast Caucasian) offers a typological
parallel to the 'pronomitharientation’of ‘weaknouns',compare

(168) 'man’ light' '(s)helit (proximal)'
ABS adamar X adg meno
ERG adamaren X argen met'-in
GEN adamarunti X argay met'-ay
DAT adamara X argu met'-u

Here, the genitive andative of a class of nouns marked for the thematic stem augment

(x a'light' in (168))takecase forms (genitive, dative, in parts also ergative) that are different
from the 'standard’' case pattern (as givenaftamar'man’). The case forms of these weak
nowns are clearly related to the corresponding forms of the demonstratiees'this one'

etc.) Elsewhere, | have shown that this pronominal inflection is due to the stem augment
itself that continues a pronominal marker added to ‘weak nouns' (S&0@zg Most likely,

an analogous pattern had once applied in PIE with thematisized nouns.

The plural forms differ from the singular in that there is no match between the neuter forms
and the accusative of animate referents:

(169) SG PL
[+anim] | [-anim] [+anim] [-anim]
S
A *%los g *-es *-h,
@) *-m *-ns < *-ms

The animate plural seems to be derived from the singular with the help of a plural sffix *
yielding -(e)ss > *-sin the nominativeand*-ns< *-m-s in the accusativébut see belowj®
The fact thathe neuter plural lacks a parallel in the animate accusative plyaaisuggests
that them-morpheme has a later origifaccordingly, neuters were not cas®rked at all, #h;
being a derivational suffix rag¢h than a case suffix:

% |t should be noted, however, that the sequence case+number is rather unusual in suffixing languages.
Normally, the derivative nature of number markers calls for a position nearer to thetaoufobowed by
inflectional elements such as case markers. Perhaps, PIE once had the corresponding pattern, transformed
through metathesis (e.g. accusative plaaimate) *s-& > *-& s Otherwise, considerable problems may arise
concerning relative chronology: Plural marking (bg)*would then have been a younger feature, presupposing

the antipassive strategy.
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(170) Animate Inanimate
Case form SG | PL | Non-collective | Collective
S
*-os
A ° @ | *-s *-@ *-hy
O *_m-

The table in (61) also illustrates the majargumenfor developingan ergative scenario. The
hypothesis ecording to which the nominative is paralleled by the genitive goes back to
Pedersen(1907), whereas Uhlenbeckl901) identified the nominative - with the
demonstrative pronouiso (animate nominative singular). In pciple, both positions can
account for the assumption that the nominative once had ergative function. Gdeegian
above) nicely shows that an ergatimorpheme camn fact stem from the paradigm of
demonstratives. However, contrary to @Ggan, we cannot show thatsé once had
specialized for the ergative, except that we turn around its inflectional paradigm claiming that
*soonce was the oblique variant afo*. As the other oblique cases are built uptor and

not upon %o, it is morelikely, however, that 8o represents a marked variant of the later
nominative.The 'genitive hypothesis' is based on the formal similarities between the animate
singular nominative % and the genitive singular¥,s.>° The idea is that double case mackin

for transitive clauses as well as a marked nominative are the result of secondary prAsesses.
has been said abovenarked nominative systems (with the accusative showing zero) are
extremely rare and ‘'double alignment systems' are known for instantc&éumitic, (in parts)
Berber, and Kartvelian (s€é8)). Such systems are usually regarded as being the output of
processes related to language chdfigelence, if we accept the nominativgenitive
parallelsm, it would be the genitive (being the more 'sati@ case) that would have served

as the source domain for developing the functional domain of the later nominative (see
section 4.2§* Quite in accordance with general observations, the PIE genitive had ablative
functions too, competing witthe ‘pronormmal’ ablativethat isbased on the morphemed

and used with thematic sterfsee (16p. Starting from what | havdescribedn section 4.2,

we can assume that the morpherd#,$ once encoded a partitive (or: separative), extending
its function to tlat of a genitive (> ergative) and to that of an ablatilee ablative itself was
specifically marked with thematic stems anly

¥ Here, | neglect a detailed discussion of the question, whydminative ending lacks a vowel that is usually
given with the genitive (compare Latity x- r U gking). Most likely, the genitivergative morpheme carried
stress (¥745) that was later on transferred to the lexical stem once theadisizstion had taken place. The new
stress pattern corresponded to the new 'designative’ function of the case form (‘nominative’) and conditioned the
reduction of the suffix vowel, e.ghjdont (*'absolutive’), *h,d Ads (genitive) > *h,;déntos (hominatve) > *
h,donts > *h,dhs 'tooth’ (this paradigm is for illustrative purpose only. Whether or riogddént can be
reconstructed for PIE is a matter of debatedontmay perhaps include the participlent added to a verb stem
*hled 'eat, masticate' Rémy Viredaz, p.c.)).The general pattern isfull grade and stem accent
(NOM/ACCI/LOC:SQ vs.zero gradeandsuffix accent (GEN~ABL/DAT/INSTR/LOC:PL).
¢ Another illustrative case is given by Afsiatic, see for instance the discussion in Waltisi20@p.
%11 do not see convincing evidence that would support Lehtaait@im that *s grammaticalized the other way
round, namely from a marker for animate nouns in actor function to a nungessession (Lehmann 1983:224
225).
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(17 l) * 'elos * 'e/od

Separative Ablative
Genitive
Ergative Ablative

We might even argue that%.s once had been derived from a more general case form that is
preserved in the instrumentaf/.%? This 'oblique’ case would have been augmentedstp*
produce a genitivablative with athematic stems that also had an ergative function. However,
this proposal does not explain the fact that*tfgs-genitive also occurs with thematic nouns
as opposed to the thematic ablativé,.%?

There is, howeveranotherproblem that is rarely addressed in the relevant literature: If the
genitive case hadeen the source of the nominative (via the ergative, see below), then we
should ask why the sameéddhot applyin the plural: Here, we have a nominativedthat is
opposed tdhe genitive *-om ~ *@ min order to eliminatg¢he problem we have to assume
that the nominative plural once also had genitive (> ergative) function. The morpkame *

*-@ nwould thenhave been a derivational morpheme perhegesi toencoa a plural partitive

(or rdational adjectives, see Szemeréeh9ir0:149)that replaced the earlier genitive function

of the morpheme clusteréss.

The caseébased ergative hypothesis presupposes the existence of a case form that would have
once encoded both S &®. Uswally, both variants of the neuter nominative/accusative are
taken into consideration. Given the fact that double marking systems {A:®LM) seem
always to be of secondary origin, it is reasonable to start from themaeied casen this
sensethe neuter nominative would have been an innovation replacing a perhaps given neuter
ergative.There is no need to assume that the -peacked case had once been confined to
neuter referents, even though they represent the preferred type of referertsatiéh. As

there are no visible traces that would hint at the use of neuths in A-function
(nevertheless note forms like Hittigastul'sin' >wastulas'sinner' (Lehmani983:225)) we

cannot fully reconstruct theenter paradigm. Nevertheless, we cannot exclude that the neuter
originally had the same paradigmatic malge as its animate partner. The neuter plural
suggests that zero marking was primary with neuters. By the*timehad been added to

mark a collectivesemantics, the zero form, however, no longer functioned as a morpheme to
indicate the Gfunction with animate referents. Else we would have to expatt-h, would

%2 Also compare Patr2007:3449) who discusses the use of the ablaiihgtrumental with inanimate noun in

agentive functionFortson 2010:116 givesH; for the intrumentalHackstein(2007) has proposed to relate the

pronominal (this is: thematic) ablative™sd to an unbound postpositioti%,)ti meaning ‘from'.

®3Rémy Viredaz (p.c.) "tefd/tosee*-sas an ol d postposition meaning fAfrom
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have left its traces in the animate accusative plural, too. To my knowledge, it isiblgtss
show which form the corresponding case marker had prior to the intrusion ofximarker.
(172) summarizes the underlying scenario:

(A72) Animate SG | Animate PL Inanimate SG | Inanimate PL
S (ABS) |*-@ *-@-es
A (NOM) | *-s *-es(e)s *-@ *-h,
O (ABS) | *-@~*m *-@-es~ *-ms

We can nowtry to put together the different pieces of evidence presented for PIE: At an
earlier stage of this language, the overall architecture must have been ergative, using a
polyfunctional case form (ABL~GEN) to eode the Afunction as opposed to the zero
marked S=0O domain. The verb itself was morphologically neuter with respect to aspect
markind* The perfective function emerged from thecéntering pattern (see section 3) of
ergativity. This means that an ergaivstructure automaticallproducedthe notion of
perfectivity. Imperfectivity emerged from the corresponding antipassive diathesis, see below.
The functional domain of thegreement pattern is difficult to restofbove, | have argued

that the series | (MT) may stem from the clitization of possessive pronominal elements. This
would relate these agreement morphemes to tfignétion. The Gfunction would not have
indicated at all (coming close to the weak representation of the ‘center' in the Swasdryjan

see above). kernatively, apossible reflex of S=@greementan beseenin the thematic
vowel itself orin the series Ib that is intimately related to the thematic voivever the
corresponding hypothesis has any probability gt &ll74) illustrates the ‘ergative’ pattern
(third person referent®N = noun:

(173) a. Intransitive:

S:ABS VERB(:AGR:S)

N-@ V(-%&))

b. Transitive

A:GENJERG  O:ABS VERB(:AGR:O}YAGR:A
N-s N-@ V(-%)-t(ogya])

Here, | relate the agreemtemarker *t to the genitive (or oblique) case form of th&*to-
demonstrative pronoun t@ds(y9). The corresponding agreement pattern wahdw up as
follows:

% This claim doesot exclude the possibility that the two aspect stems had also been differentiated with the help
of divergent ablaut and stress patterns, a model that is well known from Semitisradig.qatal 'kill:PERF'
vs. -qtul- 'kil.IMPERF".
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74 Case AGR
1sg 2sg 3sg 3pl
S ABS | *-@<*-o-h,” |*-eh’ |*-e *-0
Apere | ERG | *-m *-s *- *-nt
Opere | ABS | *-@<*-0-h,’ | *-eh,’ | *-e *-0

Taking up the idea that the PIE perfective verb was (modestly?) bipelsoaatoding both
O and A with transitive verbsa(d by sequencing them in ternad V-O-A), we may even
propose the followingeiktremelyhypothetical) chart:

(175 O
1sg 2sg 3sg 3pl
1sg | --- *-ehp-m | *-e/lom | *-0-m
A 2sg | *-Bs *-elos | *-0-S
3sg | *-@t *-eh;-t *-elot *-0-t
3pl | *-@nt *-¢h;-nt | *-e/ont | *-o-nt

Accordngly, athematic verbs would have been marked for monopersonal agreement,
indexing only the agentive and later on (via analogy) the subjective of certain intransitive
verbs. For the time being, however, it seems difficult to formulate a semantic motifzation
this class of verbs.

| have showrthat the 'ergative hypothesis' is mainly built upon the PIE case pattern. The
reconstruction of the agreement pattern is a consequence of analyzing the case pattern and
does not by itself have clear evibe for anergative organization. Nevertheless, the ergative
hypothesis is further corroborated by two observations that are related to the verbal domain,
too. First, it is a noteworthy fact that we cannot reconstruct a distinct passive paradigm for
PIE. Most autha suggest some kind of ‘megpassive’, thais, a 'middle version' (see above)

that later grammaticalized as a passive once the PIE basic syntax had become accusativisized.
The lack of a passive strategy, however, is typical for ergative patterns, inc@seudo
passives apply (see section Sgcond, an ergative hypothesis for PIE can best account for the
opposition between the perfective (acbsised) pattern and the imperfective pattéys.|
havesaid above (cf. {49), theimperfective stem is (blarge) derived from the perfective

stem, whereas the perfective steraesinot show any derivational means (except for
reduplicatiof®). Hence, the imperfective stem includes additional sematitatssurfaces as
iterativity, inchoativity etc.This derivatonal process reminds us of what has been described

% See Beeler1978 for some general observations on reduplication in-EadopeanNote that even though
reduplication is typical for the imperfectivmar(rbase of Sumeriant is nevertheless documented with the
perfectiveU a mbase too (Thomsen 1984:125). In this case, reduplication is an option to timagkurality of
the S=0 domaiergativily.
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for Kartvelian and Sumeriatn both languages, it is the imperfective that shows derivational
features, as opposed to the unmarked perfective:

(176) Sumerian Kartvelian PIE
Perfective -@ (U a mbase) -@ ~ Ablaut -@ ~ Ablaut
Imperfective RED, -ed *-(w)ew RED, -n(%/)-, -s, y(0)-

Note that in all thredanguages;root imperfectives' may occur reflecting an older layer of
'labile’ verbs. It is reasonable to assume that PIE had orexe nharked for the same
derivational process that has been reconstructed for SunaerchriKartvelian (see above).
Accordingly, the set of imperfective derivational morphemes reflects a common strategy that
can best be described in termsanf antipassive. Again, this pattern perfectly matches the
functional correlation of antipassives with the imperfective aspect (see sectibhRE, it

served to construe the imperfective alternative to the ergbdised perfective just ashis
beenproposed for Sumerian and Kartvelian. The PIE imperfective (> presentbsissd

tense forms) thus shows up as the antipassive of the unmarked ergative construction used to
construe perfective aspect patterns 7 gives the corresponding formula conteastvith

the transitive perfective (PST = Present (imperfective) stem formative):

(177) a. Transitive/Perfective (ergative):
A:GEN/ERG O:ABS VERB(AGR:OYAGR:A
N-s N-@ V(-°/s)-t(ogya])

b. Transitive/Imperfective (antipassive):
A:ABS 0O:0OBL VERB-AP(:AGR:A>S)
N-@ N-m V-PsTE%)

At this stage, the distinction [ehimate] did not yet play a central role. Nevertheless, it is
rather probable that neemimate referents were preferably associated with than8 O
function. The decentralizéion of the objective must have been carried out with the help of a
morpheme *m (plural *-ms > *-ng) that is usually related to an underlying allative function
(Schmalstiety proposal to relate the accusative to an underlying institahe@ative function
(Schmalstieg 2004, 26Q7-8, fn.1) is less convincingAs has been said in section 4.1, the

use of such a locative is a typical means for backgrounding O, be it in terms of an antipassive,
be it in terms of a pseueantipassive

(178) ERG AP
S *-@ Center *-@ Center
A *-S Periphery/POSS *-@ Center
O *-@ Center *-m  Periphery/ALL

82



Above | have argued that it is not necessary to relate timecése directly to the neuter
nominative/accusative singular of thematic stemsithatso marked by an elementr¥(see

e.g. AlvarezPedrosa 1998 for more detailed discussion ofrft-neuters) It is more likely

that the *m-neuter emerged at a later stage in connedtiiim the development of thematic
nouns stems. Grunt978) has suggested that the thematic vowel of noun stems is related to
the function ofdefinitenessAs | have illustrated alreadythe *m-neuter is conditioned by

the presence dhis thematic vowethatprobably had semantic (or even syntactic)penties

at an earlier stage of PIBVe shouldthus assume that once thenfmorpheme had
grammaticalized as an accusative (see below), the preference for neuters to be used in the
objective function conditioned the reanalysis of this morpheme as a 'nensteeer of
pronominally marked noun3his process is related to the gradual grammaticalization of both
the ergative and the antipassive constructidost likely, agreement features and word order
patterns influenced the shift with respect to centralifyich must have taken place at a later
stage of PIE. As far as | can see, the reconstruction of PIE word order does not give evidence
for an ergative patteinmg. The standard pattern seems to have been SV ~ AQV vyielding a
central S=A cluste(seeKrisch 2002for methodological issugsjust as it was the case with
Sumerianand Kartvelian. The parallelization of S and A with respect to word order is an
accusativdeature (see section 3.3) that is opposeergative/antipassescase alignment. As

for agreement, the reader should refer to what has been said above: At a certain stage, the
series & paradigmprobably had a pronounced ‘'oblique’ function that was related to the
possessive. Accordingly, it mapped thereéferent onlythat again stood in a ‘possessive'
relation with the verb phrasen the antipassive, theeferent acquir@ S-properties
conditioning the use of the 'absolutive' series Ib (if ever this set is reconstructable at all),
whereas the deentralized Greferentis no longer copied onto the verb, compargjthat is

an extension of (24):

(279 Case AGR
1sg 2sg 3sg 3pl
S ABS | *-@<*-0-h;’ |*-ehy<*-eh’ |*-e *.0
ERG Apere | ERG *-I’I‘l ] *-s ] *-t *-nt
Orerr | ABS *-(< *-0-h,” | *-ehy<*-e-hy” | *-e *-0
AP Awpere | ABS | *-@< *-0-h,” |*-eh;*-eh;” | *-e *.0
Omperr | ALL --- - - ---

The gradual shift towards accusativity was perhaps related to a shift in the conceptualization
of aspect: Thesymbolization of imperfectity and perfectiity that was hiwerto based on
syntactic patterns and on the existence of a set of antipassive markers (> present stem
formatives)acquired more and more morphological features including (later on) the augment,
the s-aorist etc. Likewise, the parallel position of S, Adaf@antipassive) A>S may have
triggered the accusativization of the paradigm in junction with heavy (phonetic?) reductions
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that took place in the agreement pattern. The accusativization of the two patterns (ergative and
antipassive) was further supported thye structural resemblance of the antipassive and the
intransitive pattern (see section 3)s Avord order already had pronounced accusative
properties, the process of reanalyzing the underlying patterns affected mainly case and
agreementThe general pragss can be described as follows:
(180) ERG  a V- O
AP
Morphologically speaking, the following changes took place: Perfective A (ergative) became
centralized but retained its case (a process that is the same as it has doededéor
Sumerianabove). Most likely, the case form shbeen retained because it stood in formal
opposition to the neuter & or (later) *m) more than the absolutive cag@om a semantic
point of view, we can state that the ergatbase (< possessirablative) acquired a notion
of agentivity, disregarding the degree of transitiviRerhaps, this process has been mediated
by features related to the 'active hypothgsishmannl1993).

Once the agentive was on itsay towards centralization, the original center of the ergative
construction, namely the objective became more and more peripheral. This functional
property wagypically encodé (in the antipassivewith the help of the allative {m) and thus
gualified b be used for the objectie accusativejn the (former) perfective, too. As for case
marking, we thus have to deal with the fusion of two patterns based on 'mutual exchange"

(181) S A o)
ERG ABS «—— ERG ABS
AP ABS ALL
=>

ACC ERG>NOM ERG>NOM ALL>ACC

The transfer of the ergative from the peripheral agentive domain to that of a centralized
agentive is a weltlocumentedprocess;see above for Sumerigex. (142) and Laz(ex.

(104). Lak (East Caucasian} another illustrating example: Lak shows a genibased
pattern of ergative case marking, reinforced bagbeement with the help of class markers.
With many tense forms, an additional pattern of agreement occurs based on floating (and
focusing) clitcs that distinguish speech act participants fromspmech act participantsd
1/2SG, -r < *-ri 3SG/PL,-ru 1/2PL). Pending on the position that is taken by the two
referents of transitive clauses in the person hierarchy, this agreement clitic mag 8néad

or O. With two third person referents, they always agree with S or A (accusative). An
example is (82) that showsan analytic construction (lexical verb plus copula). Here, the
lexical verb shows égreement, whereas the copula has botag@ement(b-) and A

agreement-():
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(182 but:a-l b-a-w-"O:-nu b-u-r | X
fatherSA-ERG/GEN 111:0-buy;-111:0-buy,-AOR  111:0-COP:PRES3SG:A  horse:ABS
'Father has boughta horde.Gi r kov 1955: 138]

In the secdled bi-absolutive construction that functions in terms of a samipassiv® the
copula shows full agreement with the agentive that its€thisr)centralized with the help of
the absolutive case:

(183) p:u b-a-w-"O:-nu d-u-r | X
father:ABS I1:0-buy,-I11:0-buy>-AOR  1:A>S-COP:PRES3SG:A>S horse:ABS
'Father was buyingahors. Gi r kov 1955: 138]

However, many speakers of Lénd to reestablish the ergative case in the santipassive
just as it has been proposed for Sumeaiat PIE:

(184) but:a-l b-a-w-"O:-nu B-u-r | X
fatherSA-ERG/GEN 111:0-buy;-111:0-buy,-AOR  I:A>S-COP:PRES3SG:A  horse:ABS
'Father was buyingahee.| Gi r kov 1955: 138]

In PIE, tis shift towards accusativity also affected the agreement pattern. Most importantly,
the monopersonal pattern of the antipassive was copied onto the ergative paradigm (quite in
accordance with what took place in Kartve)iddere, two options showed up: Both the series

la (ergative) and the series Ib (absolutive) qualified to be used to encode S=A reference. As
monopersonality was part of the antipassive, we may assume that it was this pattern that
affected the ergative aggment patternStill, the reconstructable output of this process as
given for Late PIE (the standard MST series coupled with the ¥gghints at a hybrid
patternthat showed the merger And Sbased agreement:

(185) S(*=0) A
1sg *-@ *-m
2sg *-s
3sg *t
3pl *-nt

% |n semiantipassives, A is foregrounded (A>S), but O retains its centralizing case and agreement pattern:
AERG - O:ABS VERBAGR:O(AGR:A) => AIABS - O0O:ABS VERB:AGR:O COP:AGR:A>S.The
function of the semantipassive comes close to that of a standard antipad3iv@bsolutive construction
(sometimes oddly called 'binominative constructiofigpresent an essentially transitigguation not as an
action of the agent on the patient but rather an agent's activity where patient is deindividaisk"
1996:136).
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