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1 Grammaticalization

1.1 Meillet’s formal conceptof grammaticalization

Accordingto the neogrammariansandde Saussure,all linguistic changeis eithersoundchange,
analogy, or borrowing.1 Meillet (1912) identified a classof changesthat don’t fit into any of
thesethreecategories.Like analogicalchanges,theyareendogenousinnovationsdirectlyaffecting
morphologyand syntax,but unlike analogicalchanges,they are not basedon any pre-existing
patternsin the language. Meillet proposedthat they representa fourth type of change,which
he called GRAMMATICALI ZATI ON. Its essentialpropertyfor him was that it gives rise to new
grammaticalcategories— that is, to categoriespreviouslyunexpressedin the language— and
therebytransformsits overallsystem.

“. . .Tandisquel’analogiepeutrenouvelerle détail desformes,maislaissele plus
souventintact le plan d’ensembledu syst̀emegrammatical,la “grammaticalisation”
de certainsmotscrée desformesneuves,introduit descategoriesqui n’avaientpas
d’expressionlinguistique,transformel’ensembledu syst̀eme.”

The “newness”of a categorycanbe eithera matterof content,as whena languageacquiresa
newtensecategory, or a matterof newform for old content,aswhenpostpositionsturn into case
endings,or wordorderreplacesmorphologyasthemarkof grammaticalrelations.

ForMeillet, analogyandgrammaticalizationarecategoricallydistinctprocesses,becauseanal-
ogy requiresa modelfor the innovatingstructure,andgrammaticalizationby definitiondoesnot
haveone. Meillet noticedthatgrammaticalizationprocesseshavetwo otherdistinguishingprop-
erties.Theyproceedin a fixed directiontowards“l’attribution du caract̀eregrammatical̀a un mot
jadisautonome”.For example,languagesreadilyacquirecasesystemsby grammaticalizationof
adpositionsinto affixes,but thereareno knownexamplesof languagesacquiringsystemsof ad-
positionsby “degrammaticalization”of caseendings(althoughindividualcaseaffixescanbecome
clitics andevenadpositionsby ordinaryanalogicalchange,seesection3 below).Secondly, gram-
maticalizationis oftenaccompaniedby phonologicalweakeningof thegrammaticalizedelement,
andnever,it seems,by strengthening.For example,caseaffixesaretypically reducedin phono-
logical form comparedto theoriginaladpositionsthattheyarehistoricallyderivedfrom. Together,
Meillet’s two generalizationsconstitutethe first formulationof the famousunidirectionalityhy-
pothesis.

1I would like to thanktheaudiencesatDIGS,NYU, andChristchurch,wherethis materialwaspresentedanddis-
cussed,aswell asAsh Asudeh,AndrewCarstairs,AndrewGarrett,PekkaSammallahti,JanStrunk,andIdaToivonen
for theircommentsandadvice.
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Meillet’sgeneralizationsareempiricalratherthandefinitional,sotheydemandanexplanation.
He suggestedthatgrammaticalizationis dueto the lossandrenewalof expressivenessof speech
formsin theuseof language,reasoningthat,sincethis is aconstantfactorin in theordinaryuseof
language,thechangesit triggersmusthaveanintrinsicdirection.As for phonologicalweakening,
he sawit asa consequenceof the fact that function words (motsaccessoires)ordinarily do not
carry focus.Therefore,whena lexical item becomesa functionword,speakerscanafford to give
it a reducedarticulation,which thencanbecomeestablishedasits normalpronunciation:

“. . . les motsaccessoiresgrouṕesavecd’autrestendentde ce chef à s’abŕegeret
à changerde prononciation.De plus, et par le fait d’abr̀egement,et par le fait que,
étantaccessoires,ils sontprononćessanseffort et attendussensattentionsṕeciale,ils
sontnégligés,dénúesd’intensit́e, ils ne sontplus articuĺesqu‘a demi.” “. . . les mots
accessoiresontdestraitementsphońetiquesaberrants.”

The idea that thereis a specialtype of grammaticalchangewhich is unidirectionalandas-
sociatedwith phonologicalreductionhasgainedwidespreadsupportin recentwork. Meillet’s
examplesremainsstaplesof themoderngrammaticalizationliterature:

(1) a. Theriseof theperiphrasticperfectin Romanceandits subsequestdevelopmentinto a
simplepastin French(VERB > AUXILIARY , PERFECT> PAST),

b. thestrengtheningof negationby indefinitelyquantifiedelements,which thenbecome
negationsthemselves:Latin ne> neūnum> noenum> nōn, Romance(nōn>) ne>
nepas> pas> pasdu tout (thetrajectorylaterfamousas“Jespersen’scycle”),

c. theriseof auxiliaries:je suisparti, habeodictum> j’ai dit, I will make,I shall make,
je vaisfaire,

d. theriseof light verbsand“clauseunion” constructions:laissezvenir, il vientmedire
cela,

e. theriseof complementizers:Greek�elo ina> �elo na> �ena> �a,

f. thegrammaticalizationof fixedwordorder(“. . . la façondegrouperlesmotspeutaussi
devenirun proćed́ed’expressiongrammaticale.”).

In spiteof its sketchycharacter,Meillet’s pioneeringessaymakessomepreciseproposalsand
raisesissueswhich remainunresolvedevennow. Oneobviouscriticism is thattakingthecreation
of newlinguisticcategoriesasthedefiningpropertyof grammaticalizationyieldstoobroadaclass
of changes.Becausemorphologicalcategoriesare compositional,new onescan be createdby
analogicalextensionof existingcombinatoricpatterns.

An exampleof anewmorphologicalcategorythathasoriginatedby analogyis theSanskritPast
Perfect(“Pluperfect”).Sanskrithasasubclassof Perfectformswhichhavepresenttimereference,
e.g.ci-két-a ‘I see,I recognize’,ja-grábh-a ‘I grasp’. ThesePerfectshavePast(“Pluperfect”)
counterparts,whichareformedby addingPasttensemorphologyto thePerfectstem,e.g.á-ci-ket-
am ‘I saw’, á-ja-grabh-am)‘I grasped’.Thecategoryof PastPerfectoriginatedby analogyto the
Pastnon-Perfect(the“Imperfect”), by a morphologicalgeneralizationwhich canbevisualizedby
theproportionalschemain (2):

(2) Nonpast Past
Nonperfect kr

˚
-n. ó-mi ‘I do’ : á-kr

˚
-n. av-am ‘I did’

Perfect ja-grábh-a ‘I grasp’ : á-ja-grabh-am ‘I grasped’
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Themorphologyandmeaningof thePastPerfectis fully predictablefrom themeaningof thecor-
respondingPerfectandthePast.2 Althoughthis innovationcreatesa newgrammaticalcategory, it
hasnoneof thehallmarkpropertiesof grammaticalization;it is astraightforwardcaseof analogical
change.3

A relatedproblemwith Meillet’s view is that it treatsanalogyandgrammaticalizationasrad-
ically disjoint classesof change.Consequentlyit precludesby definitionanyinteractionbetween
analogyandgrammaticalization.I arguebelowthatsuchinteractionsare,if anything,thenorm,in
thesensethatmostgrammaticalizationprocessesareconstrainedby, andpartly motivatedby, the
grammaticalstructureof thelanguage.ThetheoryI will proposedirectlyaddressesthisunderstud-
ied greyareaof analogy/grammaticalizationinteractions.

Finally, let usnotethatthecausalmechanismsmentionedby Meillet (expressivenessbeingthe
primary factor)do not accountfor commongrammaticalizationpatternssuchasuniverbation.A
primeexampleof univerbationis thechangeof adpositionsto affixes,whichwill bein focusbelow.

1.2 New functionalist approachesto grammaticalization

Meillet’s ideathatgrammaticalizationis a “conśequenceimmédiateet naturelle”of ordinarylan-
guageusehasbeenwidely adoptedandfleshedoutwith thehelpof ideasfrom pragmatics.Gram-
maticalizationhasbecomea researchareain its own right. Modernstudiesof grammaticalization
often cite Meillet’s article asa precursor,but lessoften do justiceto the ratherdifferent view it
expresses.

The major thrustof the newresearchhasbeento explaingrammaticalizationin functionalist
terms(Givón1979,Lehmann1982,Traugott& Heine1991,Bybee/Perkins/Pagliuca1994).Meil-
let’s formally definedconceptof grammaticalizationhasbeenreplacedin severaldifferentways,
usually by building in unidirectionalityinto the definition. Thereare two principal competing
familiesof definitions:

(3) • DEF 1: agrammaticalizationisachange“by whichthepartsof aconstructionalschema
cometo havestrongerinternaldependencies”(Haspelmath2002).

• DEF 2: a grammaticalizationis a change“where a lexical unit or structureassumes
a grammaticalfunction, or wherea grammaticalunit assumesa more grammatical
function” (Heine,Claudi,andHünnemeyer1991).

The two definitionspick out differentaspectsof unidirectionalchange.The first is basedon
changein morphosyntacticform, which proceedsfrom lexical wordsto functionwords,function
words to clitics, and clitics to affixes, in short towardsincreasinglytightly bondedunits. The
seconddefinition is basedon changein morphosyntacticfunction,which is alsoassumedto pro-
ceedunidirectionallyfrom “lessgrammatical”functionto “moregrammatical”function(however
exactlythatis to bedefined).

2BecauseSanskrithasnosequenceof tenseandnocounterfactualuseof Pasttense,thePastPerfectdoesnothave
theseuseseither. It merelyexpressespasttime. Therefore,from theperspectiveof English,it is a“Pluperfect”in form
only, not in function.

3Manysimilarcasesof analogicallycreatednewcategoriescanbecited.Forexample,theso-calledEventivemood
of Finnishoriginatedasacombinationof thePotentialwith theConditionalmood:Indicativevoitta-a‘wins, will win’
: Conditionalvoitta-isi ‘would win’ = Potentialvoitta-ne-e‘probablywins,will probablywin’ : Eventivevoitta-ne-isi
‘would probablywin’.
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Thetwo kindsof changedonotexactlycoincide.Forexample,thechangefrom apostposition
to a clitic or suffix involvesa strengtheningof internaldependencies,but it doesnot necessarily
involveanychangein grammaticalfunction,eitherof thepostposition/cliticor of thegrammatical
unit to which it belongs.Suchchangesaregrammaticalizationsby Def. 1 but not necessarilyby
Def.2. Ontheotherhand,whenanepistemicmodalacquiresadeonticmeaning,evengrantingthat
it therebyassumesa“moregrammaticalfunction” in somesense(which remainsto bemademore
precise),it doesnot necessarilyacquirea strongermorphosyntacticinternal dependency. Such
changesaregrammaticalizationsby Def. 2 butnotnecessarilyby Def. 1. Thetwo aspectsof gram-
maticalizationdo not haveto marchin lockstep,andneitherseemsto bea necessaryconsequence
of theother. Thus,thedefinitionsin (3) arguablypick outseparateandmoreor lesslooselyparallel
trajectoriesof change.

Thereare moreoverputativegrammaticalizationsto which neither definition is straightfor-
wardly applicable. Meillet’s exampleof the changeof the Romanceperiphrasticperfectinto a
simplepastin French(the secondstepin (1a)) certainlydoesnot result in strongerinternalde-
pendencies,but it doesn’tresultin a moregrammaticalfunctioneither,at leastin anyclearsense
of “grammatical”. What doesseemto characterizesuchchangesis semanticgeneralization,or
bleachingasit is aresometimescalled.4 Theperfect’s domainextendsto coverthegroundof the
obsolescentsimplepast.5

Like the increaseof grammaticalfunction,semanticbleachingfollows a trajectoryof its own
which doesnot strictly coincidewith anystructuralchanges.For example,in thedevelopmentof
case,bleachingis notnecessarilytied to morphologicaldowngradingfrom postpositionto clitic to
suffix.

The modernview takesunidirectionality, ratherthanthe formationof new categories,asthe
essentialpropertyof grammaticalization.This reorientationhasimportantconsequences.The
conceptbecomesmorerestrictedin somerespects,andmoreinclusivein others.Somechangesno
longerqualify asgrammaticalizations;on theotherhand,theconceptnow includesmuchof what
is traditionallyconsideredanalogicalchange.In sometreatments,in fact, it is effectivelyequated
with grammatical(morphosyntactic)change.

Themostdrasticconsequenceof thisrevisionis thattheunidirectionalitythesisbecomeseither
tautologicalor false. Under(3), grammaticalizationis unidirectionalby definition,asNewmeyer
2001andothershavenoted.To maketheunidirectionalitythesisinto anempiricalclaim again,it
canberestatedin theobviousway (“there is no degrammaticalization”,cf. Haspelmath2002),or
grammaticalizationcanbe redefinedasa changeby which an elementacquires“new grammati-
cal functions”(ratherthan“more grammaticalfunctions”)(Hopper& Traugott2003:xv).6 Under
eitherof thesereformulations,it becomesfalse, for therearewell-documentedinstancesof DE-
GRAMMATICAL IZATI ON (“upgrading”), that is, of changesin which “internal dependencies”are
loosened,or forms acquirea “less grammaticalfunction” (e.g.Harris andCampbell1995: 336-
338).Hereis apartial list of them,culledfrom therecentliterature.

4Theideaappearsalreadyin Meillet: “L’affaiblissementprogressifdela valeurdu type j’ai dit a aboutià enfaire
unsimpleprét́erit, sansaucunrestedela valeurdeparfait.”

5Possiblythe perfectand the more specificpastare in a blocking relationshipand the meaningof the perfect
actuallydoesnotchangeatall — rather,moreof its meaningis realizedasthepastdisappears.Seetheanalysisof the
functionsof theperfectandits relationto pasttensepresentedin Kiparsky2002.

6“. . .we now definegrammaticalizationas the changewherebylexical itemsandconstructionscomein certain
linguistic contextsto servegrammaticalfunctionsand,oncegrammaticalized,continueto developnewgrammatical
functions.” (Hopper& Traugott2003:xv).
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(4) a. SetoandVõru (SouthEstonian)Abessivecasesuffix -lta > clitic =lta .

b. VepsianAbessivecasesuffix -tta (< * -ptaken) > clitic =tta.

c. Saami(Lappish)Abessivecasesuffix -taga(< * -ptaken) > clitic =taga> freepostpo-
sition taga(Nevis1986b).

d. EnglishandMainlandScandinaviangenitivesuffix -s> clitic =s (Janda1980,1981,
Plank1992,1995,Norde1997,Allen 1997,Newmeyer1998:266,TaborandTraugott
1998).

e. Irish 1Pl. suffix -muid> independentpronounmuid (Bybeeet al. 1994)

f. Spanish1Pl. suffix -mos> independentpronounnos.

g. English inseparableinfinitive prefix to- > separableto (Fischer2000, Fitzmaurice
2000).

h. Estonianquestionmarker-s > clitic =es> free particlees (Nevis 1986a,Campbell
1991:290-2).

i. Estonianaffirmativemarker-p> clitic =ep> freeadverbep(Campbell1991:291).

j. Modern Greekprefix ksana-‘again’ > free adverbksana‘again’ (MéndezDosuna
1997).

Haspelmath2002andHopper& Traugott2003arguethatsuchcounterexamplesarenot dam-
agingto theunidirectionalitythesisbecausetheyaresporadic.7 In their view, robusttendenciesis
thebestwe canhopefor in the functionalrealm,indeedtheyarein somesensemoreinteresting
thancategoricalones.

A growing numberof authorsdraw the oppositeconclusion: the counterevidence,far from
beingharmless,refutesunidirectionalityoutright,andnospecialtypeof changesuchasgrammati-
calizationevenexists.Like analogy, it is just “reanalysis”(Harris& Campbell1995,Joseph2001,
Newmeyer1998).

I shalldefenda third view: theunidirectionalitythesis,properlyformulated,is exceptionless.
Following theleadof Plank1995,I arguethatchangeslike thosein in (4) arenot degrammatical-
izations,butordinaryanalogicalchanges.Further,I claimthatatadeeperlevelgrammaticalization
andanalogicalchangeareunifiableassubtypesof asinglekind of change,GRAMMAR OPTIMIZA-
TION.

1.3 Grammaticalization and analogyunified asoptimization

Backto Meillet’soriginalquestion:howcanchangesthatotherwiseresembleanalogygiveriseto
novelstructuresandcategoriesin a language?Insteadof positinga wholly newkind of change,
let’s rethinkanalogyitself. In previouswork I haveproposedthatanalogicalchangeis grammar
optimization,theeliminationof unmotivatedgrammaticalcomplexityor idiosyncrasy(for a sum-
mary, seeLahiri 2000,with references).This ideais supportedby two classesof arguments.The
first is that it placesdesirablerestrictionson analogicalchange.For example,not every“propor-
tion” or “reanalysis”definesa possibleanalogicalchange.As everyworking historical linguist

7TaborandTraugott1998tentativelysuggestthat theexceptionsto theunidirectionalityhypothesismight beex-
plainedawayby distinguishingdifferenttypesof grammaticalization.But theyconcedethattheideahasproblems,and
it seemsto havebeendropped(althoughtheir proposalthatgrammaticalizationis scope-increasinghasbeenpicked
upanddevelopedby Roberts& Roussou2003).
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knows,analogicalchangestendtowardsimproving the systemin someway (evenif incomplete
regularizationmayparadoxicallyendup complicatingit). Thesecondclassof argumentsfor un-
derstandinganalogyasgrammaroptimizationis thatthisallowsseveraltypesof analogicalchange
which arenot characterizablein traditionaltermsto be accommodated,namelyvarioustypesof
non-proportionalanalogy(arguablyleveling,andlexical diffusion accordingto Kiparsky 1995).
Thus,generalizationof surfacepatterns(whetherrepresentedas proportions,rules,constraints,
schemata,or whatever)is atoncetoorestrictiveandnotrestrictiveenough,andgrammaroptimiza-
tion solvesbothproblems.

Supposenow thatsomeconstraints,patternsandcategoriesof languageareprovidedby UG.
Grammaroptimizationthen yields an interestingnew corollary. It predictsa type of radically
non-proportionalanalogy— analogywhich is notexemplar-based.Suchnon-exemplar-basedana-
logicalchangecanestablishnewpatternsin thelanguage,asdeterminedby language-independent
UG constraints;it is intrinsicallydirectional.Thisis grammaticalization.

Fromthetraditionalpoint of view, the ideaof non-exemplar-basedanalogyis a contradiction
in terms:analogyby definitionhasamodel,apre-existingpatternof thelanguagewhich is gener-
alizedto newinstances.Frommine,though,that is just onespecialcaseof analogy. To theextent
that therearelanguage-independentconstraintsdefiningasymmetriesin markednessor complex-
ity, analogymay be driven by thoseconstraints.Analogy can then give rise to patternswhich
arenot instantiatedin a parallelexemplar,or evenpatternswhich arenot yet instantiatedat all.
Thesepatternsreflectpreferencesgroundedin UG and/orin pragmaticsor perception/production
factors.8 If analogicalchangeis grammaroptimization,thentheexistenceof grammaticalization,
in this sense,follows asa logical consequence.Theresultis thefollowing typologyof analogical
change:

(5) analogicalchange(optimization)

exemplar-based non-exemplar-based(grammaticalization)

proportionalanalogy non-proportionalanalogy

As a typical exampleof grammaticalization,consideragainthe fusionof two or morewords
intoone.It canoccurspontaneouslyasit were,withoutanyparticularmodel.Theoppositeprocess,
fissionof oneword into two or morewords,is not only morerare,but what is moresignificant,it
is alwaysexemplar-based:it occursonly by analogyto specificexistingconstructions.Thereason
why fusion doesnot requirean analogicalmodel is that it is driven by a language-independent
preferencefor structuraleconomy:otherthingsbeingequal,oneword is alwaysbetterthantwo.
Thisbiasrequiresno inductivegroundingandis notacquiredfrom theambientlanguage.It is part
of whatthelearnerbringsto theacquisitionprocess,andpartof whatthespeaker/hearerbringsto
the speechsituation. Grammaticalizationoccurswhenthis biasassertsitself againstthe data,as
whenlanguageswhichhavenocaseendingsacquirethemthroughthegrammaticalizationof post-
positionsandclitics. Sogrammaticalizationis analogy, albeitaspecialtypewith thepropertythat
it is drivenonly by generalprinciplesandconstraintsof language(thoughit maybeconstrained

8Thematterof groundingis an importantonebut cannotbeaddressedhere. I will setit asideandsimply speak
cavalierlyof UG constraints,without commitmentasto whethertheyarepartof thegeneticendowment,andif they
are,howtheygot there.
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by language-specificrulesor constraintsasweshallsee).9

Sincethosegeneralprinciplesareinvariantacrosslanguages,grammaticalizationmustbeuni-
directional.Thismeansthattherecanbenospontaneousdegrammaticalizationatall. Theapparent
casesof degrammaticalizationcitedin theliterature,I believe,areordinaryanalogicalchangesof
theexemplar-basedtype.Thiscrucialcorollaryof my thesiswill bepursuedin section3.

In this article I will concentrateon the fusion type of grammaticalization(Def. 1 in (3)), as
opposedto bleaching,or semanticgeneralization.The latter typeof grammaticalizationcanalso
beanalyzedin thepresentframeworkasgrammaroptimization,but I will mentionit only briefly
andleavea morethoroughpresentationfor anotherstudy.

To summarize:theideaof grammaticalizationasUG-drivenanalogycombinesaspectsof Meil-
let’sandmoderngrammaticalizationtheory. It hasthreemainconsequences:

• Grammaticalizationis unifiedwith ordinaryanalogy— not just in thetrivial senseof clas-
sifying them both as instancesof reanalysis,but within a restrictivetheory of analogical
change.

• Thereis a formal distinctionbetweenanalogyandgrammaticalization,but no sharpbound-
ary betweenthem. They may conflict, or act in concert. Betweenstraightforwardpropor-
tional analogyandwholly creativegrammaticalizationthereareintermediatecasesvarying
in theremotenessof theexemplarsandin thedegreeto which theyconstrainor facilitatethe
innovation.

• Unidirectionalityis vindicatedasanexceptionlessgeneralization,andderivedin aprincipled
way from linguistic theory.

Overall,though,my proposalis closerto Meillet’s in thatdrawsthedistinctionroughlywherehe
does,andshareshis form-orientedapproachaswell. In contrast,grammaticalizationasdefined
in (3) is not a coherenttype of changeandhasno interestingproperties(in particular,it is not
unidirectional).

Theremainderof this paperis organizedasfollows. In section2.2 I sketchout a rudimentary
morphologicaltheoryas a basisfor the analysisof change. I beginwith ordinaryanalogyand
grammaticalization(2.3–2.4)andthendiscusshowvariouscombinationsandinteractionsof them
areaccountedfor (2.5–2.7).In section3 I defendthestrictunidirectionalitythesisby showingthat
apparentspontaneousupgradingssuchasthosein (4) areexemplar-basedanalogicalchanges—
thatis, generalizationsof language-specificpatternsof grammar.

2 The inseparability of analogyand grammaticalization

2.1 Grammaticalization: from postpositionsto casesuffixes

Let usconsideruniverbation, thetypicalgrammaticalizationpathby whichthewordsof asyntactic
constructionfuse into a singleword (recall (3a)). Univerbationhasplayeda major role in the
constitutionof therich casesystemsof theFinno-Ugriclanguages(Korhonen1979).Let usrecord
thisas

9We canstill keeptheterm‘analogy’,of course,justaswe continueto speakof ‘sunrise’.
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(6) A generalization
In Finno-Ugriclanguages,newcaseformsariseby grammaticalizationof postpositions.

An instanceof this trajectoryin Hungarianis thedevelopmentof theword *pälV-k ‘to theinside’
into theIllative suffix -be:

(7) a.*käte
hand

pälV-k
inside-Lative

(reconstructedFinno-Ugricsource)

‘to theinsideof thehand’(postposition)

b. kéz-be
hand-Illative

(Hungarian)

‘into thehand’(casesuffix)

The display in (7) gives only the reconstructedinitial stageand the final result in Hungarian.
Therewereof courseintermediatestages,presumablyincluding a clitic stage. In the courseof
its grammaticalizationasa suffix, the former postpositionbecamemonosyllabic,probablyby a
seriesof phonologicalreductionslike this:

(8) *pälV-k> *belV-j > *-belé> *-bele> *-be

Thesearenot necessarilysoundchanges,but may be in part adaptationsto the canonicalmono-
syllabic shapeof othercasesuffixes,andthustechnicallyanalogicalchanges,albeit of the non-
proportionaltype.

Thethreestagesin thegrammaticalizationtrajectorytowards“strongerinternaldependencies”,
namelypostpositions> enclitics> suffixes,canbeidentifiedin Finno-Ugriclanguagesby certain
clear-cutformal properties. In essence,the enclitics havethe syntaxof postpositionsand the
phonologyof suffixes:10

(9) obligatoryagreement, undergoharmony,
mustappearonall conjuncts undergoplaceassimilation

postposition no no
enclitic no yes
suffix yes yes

Looselyassociatedwith suchuniverbationtrajectoriesarecertainsemanticgrammaticalization
trajectories.Forexample,cases(or prepositions)with themeaningof English‘with’ oftenhavean
originally Sociativemeaning:

(10) Sociative→ Comitative→ Instrumental→ Associative

10Thefourthlogicalpossibility, of elementswhichhavethesyntaxof suffixesandthephonologyof postpositions,is
notaccommodatedby thistypology. A candidatefor thiscategorywouldbeHungariandisyllabiclocal“postpositions”
(pointedout to meby AndrewCarstairs,cf. Carstairs2000:598).Theyareperhapscaseendingswhich fail to undergo
vowelharmony, for reasonsconnectedwith theirdisyllabicshape.
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Thispathinvolvesthesuccessivegeneralizationof meaning,or “bleaching”,alongsomethinglike
thefollowing trajectory.11

(11) a. Sociative‘in thecompanyof’ (JohnsawFred with Mary)

b. Comitative: ‘in thecompanyof’ + ‘togetherwith’ (Johnatecheesewith Mary / with
wine)

c. Instrumental: ‘in thecompanyof’ + ‘togetherwith’ + ‘by meansof’ (Johnatecheese
with Mary / with wine/ with a fork)

d. Associative: (Johnatecheesewith Mary / with wine/ with a fork/ with care)

The formal accountof suchchanges,andthe demonstrationof their relationshipto analogy,
requirestheelementsof a morphologicaltheory.

2.2 Morphology asa constraint system

I assumethat a grammarconsistsof a lexicon anda setof constraints.Someof the constraints
areuniversal(part of UG), othersare language-specific.Theseconstraintsmay conflict andthe
conflictsareresolvedby ranking,asin OT. Theuseof constraintsasopposedto rulesis notcrucial,
however;whatisessentialto theargumentis thatatleastsomeof theconstraints/rulesareuniversal,
andthatconstraintscanbeprioritizedto resolveconflictsbetweenthem.

Let us furtheradopta lexicalistapproachto morphology. Again, thedetailsarenot essential,
but we needa way to handlemorphologicalblockingandon therelationshipbetweenword struc-
ture andsyntax. With Wunderlich1996,I posit two components,a GENERATIVE COMPONENT

anda BLOCKING MECHANISM.12 Thegenerativecomponentspecifiesthepotentialexpressionsof
thelanguageandtheir potentialinterpretations.Morphemesarecombinedsubjectonly to general
constraintson word structure.Forexample,affixesareaddedfreely providedtheir featurecontent
unifieswith thefeaturecontentof thebase,anddirectionalityrequirements(representedby align-
mentconstraintsor perhapsin someotherway) aresatisfied.The blocking mechanismresolves
thecompetitionbetweenthepotentialexpressionswhosemeaningis compatiblewith agiveninput
meaning(the‘intendedmeaning’).

Crucially, blocking as understoodhereis not a relationbetweencompetingword-formation
rules,but betweencompetingexpressions. This approachis a naturalconsequenceof any non-
rule-basedapproachto word-formation,including both older analogicaltheoriessuchas Paul’s
(1886)andrecentOT theories.Wunderlich1996pointsout that,properlyarticulated,it offers a
straightforwardaccountof the constitutionof a language’s morphosyntacticPARADIGMS, which
may include both morphologicallyderivedsingle-wordexpressionsandsyntacticallygenerated
periphrasticexpressions.Wunderlichmakesa numberof further assumptions,which together
definethetheorythathecallsMinimalist Morphology. Theseadditionalassumptionswill notbeat
issuehere.For presentpurposesanytheoryof morphologywhich is lexicalistandtreatsblocking
asa relationbetweenexpressionswill serveequallywell.

11For somediscussionof the evolutionof Comitativesandtheir relationto Instrumentals,Agents,andothercat-
egories,seeCroft 1991,McGregorn.d., Sakamoto200, Stolz 1996a,1996b,1998,2001a,2001b,Stolz andStroh
2001.

12Unlike thefilter suggestedby Halle 1973,whichcontainslanguage-specificconstraints,theblockingmechanism
is language-independent.
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The competitionholdsonly with respectto meaningfeatureswhich areparadigmaticallyex-
pressedin thelanguageby morphologicalmeans.(Forexample,worsecompeteswith badder, but
winedoesnotcompetewith fermentedgrapejuice).13

Compatibility will be understoodas identity or subsumption.(Put anotherway, MAX is vi-
olablebut DEP is undominated.)Thus, blocking adjudicatesbetweenthoseoutputswhich ex-
presseitherall of the input meaningor featurecontent,or somesubpartof it. Blocking results
from the interactionof constraintsthat enforceexpressiveness(FAITHFUL NESS) and economy
(MARKEDNESS)

(12) a. FAITHFUL NESS: Expressthemeaningof theinput.

b. MARKEDNESS: Avoid complexity.

FAITHFUL NESS requiresthat, other thingsbeing equal,all of the input meaningshouldbe ex-
pressedby the outputexpression.The ‘other thingsbeingequal’ clauseis not part of the con-
straints,of course,but comesfrom theappropriateconstraintranking.14 MARKEDNESS requires
that, other thingsbeingequal,the simplestexpressionbe chosen;For concreteness,complexity
will beassumedto bemeasuredby thenumberof wordsandmorphemes.

TheinteractionbetweenFAITHFULN ESS andMARKEDNESS givesriseto four typesof situa-
tions.15

(13) a. Amongequallyfaithful expressions,theleastmarkedis optimal.

b. Amongequallyunmarkedexpressions,themostfaithful is optimal.

c. Amongequallyfaithful andunmarkedexpressions,theseconstraintsmakenodecision.
Unlessotherconstraintsapply, thereis “free variation”.

d. WhenFAITHFUL NESS andMARKEDNESS conflict, their rankingdecides.If theyare
freely ranked,thereis againfreevariation:eachrankinggivesadifferentwinner.

Cases(a) and(b) arethestandardtypesof blocking: semanticblockingandmorphologicalblock-
ing, respectively. Cases(c) and(d) yield two kindsof freevariation.

As a toy example,let us seewhy best is the bestexpressionof the superlativeof good. In
that meaning,it is better than the threecompetingexpressionsgood, goodestand mostgood,
whicharealsogeneratedby thegrammaticalsystemandfilteredout,asexponentsof thismeaning,
by the blocking system. On our lexicalist assumptions,bestandgood are listed in the lexicon
with their respectivemeanings,*goodestis generatedand assigneda meaningcompositionally
in the morphology, and*most good is generatedandassigneda meaningcompositionallyin the
syntax. The constraintsFAITHFUL NESS and MARKEDNESS in (12) explain the distributionof
the four expressions.The compositionalforms *goodestand*most goodaresupersededby the
synonymoussimpleform becausetheyviolate MARKEDNESS. This is an instanceof case(a) in

13I takeit to beuncontroversialthatsomemorphologicalcategoriesin a languageareparadigmaticandothersnot,
andthat a given categorymay be paradigmaticin one languageandnon-paradigmaticin another(e.g. feminine is
paradigmaticin FrenchandGermanbut not in English).And I takeit to beanunsolvedproblemwhy thatis thecase.
Pendinga solutionof thisproblem,theparadigmaticstatusof a featuremustsimplybestipulated.

14SeeKoontz-Garboden2002for astochasticOT treatmentof blockingwhichalsousesconflictingmarkednessand
faithfulnessconstraints.

15SeeKiparskyMS for moredetailsandempiricaljustification.
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(13): synonymstie on FAITHFUL NESS, so thecompetitionbetweenthemis necessarilyresolved
by MARKEDNESS.

Becausegooddoesnot expressthesemanticcontentof thesuperlative,it incursa violation of
FAITHFUL NESS which is not incurredby best. This is an instanceof case(b): beingmonomor-
phemic,the candidatesare equally simple, so they tie on MARKEDNESS, and the competition
betweenthemis resolvedby FAITHFULN ESS in favorof best.

Assumethattheinputor dominantconstraintsin thesystemspecifythat-estis asuffix andthat
mostis aword. Thefollowing tableaushowstheresult.

(14)
Input: Max(good) FAITHFULNESS MARKEDNESS

1. good *
2. ☞ best
3. good-est *
4. mostgood **

The candidates*most goodestand *most best(not includedin the tableau)will alwaysbe har-
monicallyboundedby goodestandbest, respectively. Doublemarkingis excluded.As a baseline
predictionthis seemscorrect,but someotherconstraintsor constraintsmustbe capableof over-
riding MARKEDNESS sincedoublemarkingsometimesdoesoccur(asin Shakespeare’s themost
unkindestcutof all). Whatthesemightbeis aquestionI’ll leaveopen.

This is asimpleexampleof howtheblockingmechanismgeneratesparadigms.Paradigms,on
this view, arenot listed, or generatedby rulesor constraints;they emergethroughthe blocking
mechanismfrom thecompetitionbetweenexpressions.

2.3 Analogy

Reducedinput to sucha constraintsystemyieldsanalogy. So, if bestis not a candidate,goodest
wins (in otherwords,it is analogizedto widest,longest.. . ).

(15)
Input: Max(good) FAITHFULNESS MARKEDNESS

1. good *
2. best
3. ☞ good-est *
4. mostgood **

If not only best, but alsogoodest(or -est itself) areeliminatedasinputs,thenthe superlativeof
goodbecomesmostgood. Noticethat theoutcomeof thatfurtherchangedependson theranking
of FAITHFUL NESS overMARKEDNESS. Underthereverseranking,theoutputwouldbejustgood.

This rudimentarymorphologicaltheorysufficesto showhowanalogyarisesasa projectionof
thegrammarundera reducedinput. Changehappenswhenthedatathatcontradictstheold output
(best in our example)is not takeninto accountby learners. Crucially, on this view structural
ambiguityby itself is not a sufficientcauseof analogicalchange.Theinnovationmustnot merely
beconsistentwith thedataunderconsiderationby thelearner,it mustthebestprojectionfrom that
data.
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The modeldoesnot sayhow the input datamight becomeunavailableto a languagelearner.
It could be for any of a numberof reasons:becauseit is not presentin the learner’s input, be-
causeit is misparsedas somethingelse,becauseit developsan incompatiblemeaningthrough
someotherchange,or becauseit becomesstigmatizedor otherwiseblockedby somesupervenient
externalconstraint.The tableauxabstractawayfrom any suchpotentialcauseof change.They
aregrammaticalidealizationsthat representmerelythe hierarchicalorganizationof grammatical
informationwhich determinesthedirectionof analogicalchange.A givenmodificationof thein-
put, howevercaused,thenpredictsa diachronicoutcome. Accountingfor the triggeringcauses
andthe actuationof changeobviouslyrequiresa far richer theorywhich takesinto accountthe
processof languageacquisitionin realtime,theuseof languagein productionandperception,and
thesociolinguisticcontext,to mentionjust themostimportantfactors. Theusefulnessof theab-
stractmodelis thatit isolatesthecontributionof grammaticalstructureto theshapingof language
change.

2.4 Grammaticalization

In thelimiting case,someaspectof thegrammaris soradicallyunderdeterminedby theinput that
thelearnerfalls backentirelyonUG.Thisis whengrammaticalizationcantakeplace.Returningto
thegrammaticalizationof postpositionsto casesuffixes(generalization(6)), hereis thehistorical
derivationof Hungariankéz-ben‘in thehand’from *kätepäle-n̈a ‘at theinsideof thehand’again.

(16) a.*käte
hand

päle-n̈a
inside-Locative

(reconstructed)

b. kéz-ben
hand-Inessive

(Hungarian)

How did this happen?At eachstagein (16), the learnermustconsidertwo analysesof the
input. Oneis asa nounpluspostposition,theotheris asa nounpluscasesuffix. Supposethatat
stage(16a)a situationariseswherelearnershaveno evidenceaboutthe morphologicalcategory
andprosodicconstituencyof bele-n. Then, in the absenceof decisivedata,the choicebetween
themdevolvessolelyon theconstraintsystem,andMARKEDNESSdecidesin favorof thesuffix:

(17)
Input: ‘in thehand’ FAITHFULNESS MARKEDNESS

1. [kéz]ω [belen]ω *
2. ☞ [kéz-belen]ω

(17)showshowMARKEDNESS generatesapreferencefor “strongerinternaldependencies”.Under
reducedinputconditions,thispreferencecanleadto grammaticalization,suchasthedowngrading
of postpositionsto caseendings.

Crucially, suchachangecouldin principlehappenin alanguagethathasnocaseendingsatall.
In otherwords,it is possiblefor acategorythatis altogetheruninstatiatedin a languageto acquire
positiveexemplars,resultingin structuresthatarenewto thelanguage.Suchradicalchangeis rare,
but it mustbepossible,for weknowthatcompletelynovelstructuresandcategoriessometimesdo
arise.
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As for thesemanticgrammaticalizationtrajectory(“bleaching”),it canbederivedin Minimal-
ist Morphologyon the sameassumptions.When MARKEDNESS dominatesFAITHFULN ESS, a
simplerexpressiondisplacesa morecomplexexpression.For an extremelyschematicexample,
supposewith ‘togetherwith’ acquiresan instrumentalmeaning.Our paradigmaticblocking the-
ory claimsthat this automaticallygoeshandin handwith the displacementof a morecomplex
instrumentalexpression,in thiscaseby-means-of.16

(18)
Input: ‘by meansof X’ MARKEDNESS FAITHFULNESS

1. by-means-ofX *
2. ☞ with X *

awith by-means-of

2.5 When grammar constrainsgrammaticalization

While grammaticalizationprocessesaredrivenby UG constraints,language-specificconstraintsdo
placelimits on them,for learners’parsesareguidedby previouslyacquiredgrammaticalknowl-
edge.For example,theEnglishwordsmoreandmostrun little risk of beinggrammaticalizedas
comparativeandsuperlativeprefixes,becauselearnersof Englishknow from the restof the the
languagetheyarelearningthattheexponentsof inflectionalcategoriesaresuffixes.

Returningtoourprototypicalexampleof grammaticalization,thedowngradingof postpositions
into casesuffixes,wecannowformally accountfor certainclassesof caseswhereit systematically
doesnot happen.First, Kahr (1976)observedthat it doesnot occur in languageswherenouns
precedetheirmodifiers.

(19) Anexceptionto generalization(6)
Postpositionsarenot grammaticalizedascaseendingsin languageswhereNounsprecede
theirModifiers.

The obviousreasonis that postpositionsareonly grammaticalizedasaffixesif they comein the
language’s canonicalaffix position, immediatelyafter the headnoun. Our Hungarianexample
conformsto thisgeneralization.17

Anotherimportantgeneralizationwasnotedby Korhonen(1979).He pointedout thatpostpo-
sitionsarenormallygrammaticalizedascaseclitics or affixesin languageswheretheygovernan
uninflected(nominative)form of thenoun.Whentheygovernsomeobliquecase,grammaticaliza-
tion doesnot takeplace,exceptunderthespecialcircumstancesto bedescribedbelow.

(20) Anotherexceptionto generalization(6)
Postpositionsarenotgrammaticalizedascaseendingsin languageswheretheyareaddedto
inflectednouns.

16Theassumptionhereis thatanexpressionmeaning“(together)with” is thebestalternativebecauseit is closerin
meaningto the instrumental“by meansof” thananyof theavailableequallysimplecandidates(suchas“between”,
“after”, or “notwithstanding”).Of course,theotherrealisticalternativeis anexpressiondenotinga path,suchas“by”
and“through”,which is a shortstepawayfrom instrumentalmeaningandoftendevelopsinto anintrumental.

17SeeKahr for further support,suchas the Balochi Accusativeending-ra is from a postpositionmeaning‘on
accountof, because’(Old Persianrādiy, ModernPersianrāi).
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Thereasonis obviouslythat theresultingcaseendingwould violatethemorphologicalconstraint
thatcaseendingsareaddedto barestems.

This generalizationis the basisof a striking split within Finno-Ugric: in the Balto-Finnic
branchand in Saami,postpositionsgovernthe genitiveandarerarely grammaticalized.In just
theselanguages,new casesnormally ariseby analogicalchange,as discussedin the next sec-
tion, andsometimesby borrowing(e.g.theEstonianEssive,which is apparentlyborrowedfrom
Finnish). In theotherFinno-Ugriclanguages,postpositionsgovernnominativecase,andin these
theyarefrequentlygrammaticalized,asin theHungarianexample(17). Finnishcaseendingsattach
to barestemsandform words(Kiparsky2003),sogrammaticalizationhasanextrahurdleto over-
comebecauseit createsstructuresthatviolatetherelevantcomplexof morphologicalconstraints,
call it CASESELECTION for short.18

(21)
Input: ‘in thehand’ CASESELECTION FAITHFULNESS MARKEDNESS

1. ☞ [käde-n]ω [pää-llä]ω *
2. [käde-n-p̈aällä]ω *

In languagesof theHungariantype,CASESELECTION doesnotinhibit grammaticalizationbecause
postpositionsthereselectthebarestem,exactlylike caseendings.

2.6 When analogycreatesnew categories

Generalization(20) saysthat languageswheremodifiersprecedenouns,suchasFinnishandthe
otherlanguagesof theBalto-Finnicsubgroupof Finno-Ugric,andSaami(Lapp),will generallynot
build up theircasesystemby grammaticalization.Thenhowhastherich casesystemof theselan-
guagescomeabout?Wealreadyknowtheanswerfrom section(1.1): by ordinaryexemplar-based
analogicalchange.While this mechanismusuallydoesnot producenewgrammaticalcategories,
it cando sowhenthegrammaticalcategoriesareformally andsemanticallycompositional,asin
thecaseof theSanskritPastPerfectdiscussedabove.And thishasbeenthemostimportantsource
of newcasecategoriesin Balto-Finnic.

An exampleof an analogicallycreatednew caseis the Exessivein Southeasterndialectsof
Finnishandsomeof its closestrelatives.19 Thestartingpoint is thecasesubparadigmin (22),with
two paralleltripletsof locativecasesandapartlycorrespondingpairof predicationalcases,which
howeverhasa “hole”.

(22) Place/State EndPoint Source
ExternalLocation Adessive Allative Ablative
InternalLocation Inessive Illative Elative
Predication Essive Translative —

The predicationalcasesmark predicatecomplementsof verbsof being (the Essive)and verbs
of becoming(the Translative),for example,“serveaschairman”(puheenjohtaja-na, Essive)and

18Thealternativeaffix analysiskäde-np̈aällä would violateconstraintson morphemestructure.I bypassit hereso
asnot to overburdenthediscussion.

19Karelian,Ingrian,Votic, andLivonian(Särkkä1969,Hurttan.d.,Alvre 2001.
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“be electedchairman”(puheenjohtaja-ksi, Translative).Thereis no correspondingpredicational
Sourcecasefor markingthe predicatecomplementof verbsof ceasingto be, suchas“resign as
chairman”or “fire aschairman”.20

TheEssivealsohasa secondarylocativefunction. It fills in for theAdessiveandInessivein a
classof nominalsandadverbswhich lack thosecases.ThemissingSourcelocativesaresupplied
by thePartitive,which otherwisehasno locativeuses.Most of thesenominalsandadverbslack
all Locationcases,in which casethe missingGoal casesaresuppliedby adverbialendings(see
(23c-f)).

(23) Essive Illative or Adverbial Partitive
a. koto-na ‘at home’ Illative koti-in ‘home’ koto-a ‘from home’
b. sii-nä ‘there’ Illative sii-hen ‘to there’ sii-tä ‘from there’
c. luo-na ‘at’ Adv. luo, luo-kse ‘to’ luo-ta ‘from at’
d. taka-na ‘behind’ Adv. taa-kse ‘(to) behind’ taka-a ‘from behind’
e. kauka-na ‘far’ Adv. kaua-s ‘(to) far’ kauka-a ‘from afar’
f. ulko-na ‘outside’ Adv. ulo-s ‘(to) outside’ ulko-a ‘from outside’

In the innovatingdialects,the gapin the paradigm(22) is completedby a new Sourcecase,
theExessivein -nta (-nt in mostdialects).TheExessivesuppliesthetwo functionsjust described:
expressingtheSourcefor verbsof ceasingto beasin (24),

(24) Hän-t
(s)he-Acc

pan-tii
put-Pass

pois
away

opettaja-nt.
teacher-Exessive

‘(S)hewasremovedasteacher.’ (Southeasterndialectof Finnish,Alvre 2001)

andreplacingthePartitivein its marginalSourcelocativefunctionasin (25).

(25) a. koto-nt(a) ‘from home’
b. sii-nt(ä) ‘from there’
c. luo-nt(a) ‘from at’
d. taka-nt(a) ‘from behind’
e. kauka-nt(a) ‘from afar’
f. ulko-nt(a) ‘from outside’

The Exessiveendingis formedfrom the Essiveon the analogyof thecorrespondingpairsof
localcases-ssa:-staand-lla:-lta. Mostof therelevantdialectsundergoapocopeanddegemination
word-finally, sothemorphology, visualizedasaproportion,is:

(26) talo-s(s): talo-s-t= talo-l(l) : talo-l-t = koto-n: koto-nt

The analysisbehind(26) is probablythat -t is a separative(‘from’) casebuilt on the threeloca-
tive/predicationalstemsin -s, -l, and-n. In thissystem,thephonologyandthesemanticsof thenew

20The ideamustbeexpressedby a paraphrasesuchas“from thechairmanship”or “from theoffice of chairman”.
Forindividual-levelpredicates,themissingSourcePredicationcaseis suppliedby theElative,e.g.,(hechanged)“from
a child” (lapsesta, Elative)“into anadult” (aikuiseksi, Translative).
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Exessivecaseareentirelycompositional.,21

Theupshotis thatanalogicalextensioncancreatenewmorphologicalcategories,providedthey
arebuilt from simpleronesin conformitywith existingcombinatoricpatternsof thelanguage.

Is this analogyor grammaticalization?I suspectthat Meillet would haveconcurredthat it is
analogy, eventhoughit resultsin a new categoryand therebystrictly speakingfits his charac-
terizationof grammaticalization.Contemporarytheoristsmight be more likely to claim this as
a caseof grammaticalization,eventhoughthe definitionsin (3) do not really accommodateit.
The awkwardnessof theseclassificationsunderminesthe sharpseparationbetweenanalogyand
grammaticalization.

Therearemuchhardercases.Imaginea skewedcasesystemwith the semanticsof (22), but
with arbitraryportmanteauaffixes. In sucha system,anExessivecasewould still beanalogically
projectablefrom thegapin (22),asin Finnish,but analogycouldnotdetermineits morphological
realizationasin (26). Instead,the new caseendingwould haveto be recruitedby grammatical-
ization from a clitic or postposition.Analogy would determinethe contentof the categoryand
grammaticalizationits form. Suchhybridscenariosareanevenbiggerchallengeto thetraditional
view. And theyarenot uncommon,asthenextsectiondocuments.

2.7 Pseudo-grammaticalization

2.7.1 An exceptionto the exception

The exception(20) to (6) hasin turn an exceptionin the Balto-Finnic languages.Contraryto
the generalizationthat when postpositionsare addedto inflectednouns,as in the Balto-Finnic
languages,they arenot grammaticalizedascaseendings,the Balto-FinnicandSaamilanguages
havegrammaticalizeda Comitative(‘with’) casefrom a postposition.In fact, a new Comitative
casehasdevelopedin Balto-FinnicandSaamiat leastfour timesindependently, from four distinct
postpositions.In Vepsianit hashappenedno lessthan threetimes in separatedialects,from a
differentsourceeachtime. A summaryof thesenewComitativesandtheirsourcesis givenin (27).

(27) morpheme status etymology
Estonian -ga clitic kaasa< kansa-ssa‘people-Iness’
Livonian -ks,-k clitic “
Finnish(dial.) -kā clitic “
Votic -kā, -ka, -k clitic “
Vepsian -kā suffix “
Vepsian(South) -mu(d) suffix möd< mööta ‘along’
Vepsian -ke,-kel, -ked suffix kera(-lla)< *kerδa-lla ‘at once’
Karelian -ke(l(a)) suffix “
Olonets -ke(l) clitic “
Saami -guim clitic guim< guoibme‘fellow’

The table identifiesthe morphosyntacticstatusof the elementin accordwith the criteria in (9).
Thus,suffixesandclitics aredistinguishedfrom postpositionby phonologicalcriteria (mostim-

21Othercasecategoriesof compositionalanalogicalorigin aretheEstonianLong Illative, and,at anearlierperiod
of Finno-Ugric,thesix localcasesthemselves.
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portantly that that they undergovowel harmony),andsuffixesaredistinguishedfrom clitics by
morphosyntacticcriteria(mostimportantlyagreementanddistributionin coordinatedNPs).

Thedowngradingof Comitativepostpositionsto casesuffix is evidentlyapowerfultrendin this
subgroupof Finno-Ugric,eventhoughit violatesCASESELECTION, for like otherpostpositions
in this group,theComitativeis addedto Genitive-inflectednouns,ratherthanto barestems.The
trendis all themoreremarkablebecausetheComitativeasan inflectionalcasecategoryis cross-
linguisticallyrelativelyuncommon.Theremustbesomereasonwhy Balto-FinnicandSaamican’t
seemto getenoughof thisparticularcase.

Thetheoryproposedheremakesavailablea novelkind of solutionto this puzzle.TheComi-
tativeis grammaticalizedby analogyto theAbessivecase.In otherwords,this changeconstitutes
a mix of grammaticalizationandanalogy. More precisely, thechangeis analogicalin that it fills
a gapin thecaseparadigm,like theSanskritPastPerfectin (2) andtheBalto-FinnishExessivein
(26), but thereis no exemplar-basedanalogicalsourcefor the exponentof the new category. So
it mustbe recruitedby grammaticalizationfrom a postpositionthat is suitablyclosein meaning,
suchasoneof thosein (27).

2.7.2 Comitative and abessive

A Comitative(‘with’) caseandandanAbessive(‘without’) casebelongto a fairly early layerof
Uralic casemorphology.22 Forminga minimal morphologicalopposition,thesetwo casesconsti-
tutea little subparadigmof theirownwithin nouninflectionandhavetightly intertwinedhistories.

In the Finno-Ugric languagesmost closely relatedto Finnish, comprisingthe Balto-Finnic
subgroupandSaami,theyunderwentthreemajorchanges.

(28) a. TheoriginalComitativecasein *-ine waslost in mostof thelanguages,largelythrough
phonologicalattritionwhich led to mergerwith othercases.It is preservedin Finnish,
in asomewhatmarginalfunction,andin Ingrian(Kokko 2000).

b. Mostof thelanguagesthatlosttheComitativeformedanewoneby grammaticalizinga
postpositioninto acaseclitic, andsometimesonwardinto acaseending.Fourdifferent
postpositionsservedasthestartingpointof thisprocess.

c. In mostof thelanguagesthatdevelopedanewComitativeclitic, theinheritedAbessive
changedfrom acaseendingto aclitic.

This sequenceof changesis a causalchain. The first change,itself triggeredby phonological
changes,providedthebasisfor thesecond,a grammaticalization— thetopic of thenextsection
— which in turncausedthethird, anapparentdegrammaticalization,dealtwith in section3 below.

2.7.3 Downgrading the Comitative

Thetorrentof newlygrammaticalizedBalto-Finnic/SaamiComitativeswascausedby morphosyn-
tacticanalogy. TheexistingAbessive(‘without’) projectedapositivecounterpartin theparadigm,
the Comitative(‘with’). This is an instanceof the Jakobsonianprinciple in (29), accordingto

22In somegrammars,the Comitativeis called the Sociative,and the usualterm in Australianlinguistics is the
Concomitant;theAbessiveis sometimescalledtheCaritive(Blake1994:156).
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which thepresenceof a markedcategoryin thesystemimpliesthepresenceof thecorresponding
unmarkedcategory:23

(29) Morphological implication (Jakobson): If thereis an expressionwith the meaningM(A),
thenthereis anexpressionof equalor lesscomplexitywith meaningA.

Giventheprivativecharacterof the“with:without” opposition(for whichseeStolz1996),(29)has
thefollowing corollaries:

(30) a. If a languagehasa ‘without’ case,it alsohasa ‘with’ case,but not necessarilycon-
versely.

b. An expressionmeaning‘without’ canbemorphologicallyderivedfrom anexpression
meaning‘with’ (butnot conversely).

c. Foreachmeaningof the‘without’ case,thecorresponding‘with’ meaningis expressed
by meansof case.

Theseimplicationalrelationshipsseemtohold.Within Uralic,everylanguagethatexpresses‘with-
out’ by casealsoexpresses‘with’ by case(eitherby a specialComitativecase,or by Instrumental
case).Table(31) showsthedistributionof ‘with’ casesandtheir negative‘without’ counterparts
in thelanguagesthathavethem.

(31) ‘with’ ‘without’
(Eastern)Mari Com. -ge, Car. -de Kangasmaa-Minn1998:226-724

Gen./Instr. -Vn
Komi (Zyrian) Com. -ḱëd, Car. -t́ëg Rédei1988:116,Riese1998:268

Instr. -ën
Udmurt(Votyak) Instr. -(j)en Car. -tek Wichmann1954:143,Riese1998:268
Khanty(Ostyak) Com. -nat, Car. -Λ@γ Honti 1988:180

Instr. -at
Selkup Instr. -sä Car. -kåål(ı̈n) Helimski1998b:560-1
Nganasan Com.-na Car. -kaj25 Helimski1998a:496-8
Kamassian Instr./Com.-se, — Künnap1971:134
Mansi(Vogul) Instr. -@l (nouns), —

Com. -t@l (pron.) — Keresztes1998:410-413
Hungarian Instr. -(v)al, — Szathḿari 1988:203

Soc.-stul

SomeUralic languageshaveneitherof thesecases:Nenets(Salminen1998),andSamoyedic(Jan-
hunen1998:470).Whatseemsto bemissingis a languagethathasa ‘without’ caseendingbut no
corresponding‘with’ case.26

23Seee.g.Jakobson1941(GesetzdereinseitigenFundierung); alsoNoyer1998andBobaljik 2002.This principle
would of coursehaveto bereconstructedwithin theOT approachto morphologyassumedhere;I leavethis taskfor
anotheroccasion.

25Comitative-geandCaritive-demaybeadverbial(Alhoniemi1988:89,1993).
25Accordingto Helimski, theCaritive-kaj, -kaClj li is on theborderlinebetweenacaseandanadverbial.
26A possibleinstanceis Mordvin, wheresomeauthorsanalyze-vtomoasan Abessivecaseending(Zaicz 1998).

However,Raun(1988:101)givesgoodargumentsthatit is aderivationalsuffix (like its cognateFinnish-ton /-ttoma/):
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Thesameone-wayimplicationappearstoholdcross-linguistically. Comitative/Sociative/Concomitant
caseis significantlymorecommonthanAbessivecase.Outsideof Uralic, it is found in Basque,
Chukchee,Yakut, Uyghur, Evenki, Udi, Archi, Ossetic,Tocharian,Sumerian,Zoque,Dyirbal,
Lake Miwok, Shastan,Yuki, Ket. Of theselanguages,only Ket seemsto havea corresponding
Abessive.TheAbessivecaseis alsofound in Australia,“where it is matchedby a ‘having’ case
called the concomitant or proprietive ” (Blake 1994:156). All in all, the generalizationthat a
‘without’ caseimpliesa corresponding‘with’, asper(30a),holdsupquitewell.27

As for (30b),it is truealmostby defaultin this domain,becausethe‘with’ and‘without’ case
affixesin theselanguagestendto bemorphologicallyunrelated.More interestingis (30c),which
seemsto be borneout when it canbe checked,thoughcautionis in orderbecauseinformation
abouttheusesof thecasesis oftenscanty. For example,in languageswhereAbessivecasemeans
‘without’ in thesense‘unaccompaniedby’, ‘not having’, and‘not using’, thereis a caseor cases
for thecorrespondingpositivemeaningsof accompaniment,possessum,andinstrument.

I concludethat (30) is a robustcross-linguisticgeneralization.If we assumethat it reflectsa
principleof UG,perhapssomeversionof (29),it explainswhyacomitativeendingwas(re)introduced
into thelanguagesthatkeptanAbessive.It musthavebeenstrongenoughto overcomethemor-
phologicalanomalyof doublecase-markingencodedin theCASESELECTION constraintof section
2.5.This illustrateshowcompetingconstraintsareresolvedin linguisticchange.

However,theJakobsonianimplication(29) only projectsa Comitativefunction— thereis no
morphologicalproportionthatwould specifyits shape.That is wheregrammaticalizationcomes
in. It pressesanappropriatepostpositioninto serviceasthenewcasemarker. Thechangeis acom-
binationof morphologicalanalogyandfunctional/semanticgrammaticalization. Thepossibilityof
suchinteractionof analogyandgrammaticalizationis predictedby thetheoryproposedhere.It is
of courseaconceptualimpossibilityin Meillet’s theory, andat leastnotexplicitly addressedin the
modernfunctionalistgrammaticalizationliterature.

2.7.4 Summary

In sayingthatanalogyandgrammaticalizationareat bottomthesamething we aregoingbeyond
classifyingthemasreanalyses(Harris& Campbell1995,Joseph2001,Newmeyer1998).Reanal-
ysis takesplacewhenlearnersacquiredifferent grammarsthanthe speakerstheyareexposedto
have.This is certainlya normaloccurrencein languageacquisition,andit is implicatedin many
typesof change,includinggrammaticalization,but alsoanalogicalchange,probablymuchof se-
manticchange,andat leastsometypesof soundchange(Blevins 2004). Somewritershold that
essentiallyall languagechangeinvolvesthe discuntinuostransmissionof language(Hale 1998).
Therefore,placinggrammaticalizationundertheumbrellacategoryof reanalysisdoesnot explain
anyof its specialproperties.

Harris & Campbell1995:90rebuild the distinctionbetweengrammaticalizationandanalogy
within thecategoryof reanalysisby distinguishinggrammaticalizationfrom analogyas“innova-
tive” reanalysis,by which anexistingcategoryA is reparsedasa newcategoryB. In theabsence
of a theorywhich sayswhatkindsof discontinuitiesarepossible,labellinga changeasa reanal-
ysis, innovativeor otherwise,doesn’tget at its its natureor motivation. For now, the claim that
grammaticalizationis reanalysisremainsvirtually a tautology.

it canbeusedasanadjective,andit constitutesa basefor derivednouns.
27Theseasymmetriesprobablyextendbeyondcaseto prepositionsandotherexpressionsfor comitativeandabessive

relations(Stolz1996).
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Oneapparentlyrestrictiveproposalaboutreanalysisis that it alwaysproceedsin two stages:
it originatesascovertchange,with a new grammarthat generatesthe samelanguageasthe old
grammar,and is then extendedas an overt change. But this claim (in any casedubious)does
not seemto predict any specificconstraintson change,or on grammaticalizationin particular.
Someauthorsindeedseemreconciledto thepositionthat in reanalysis,anythinggoes,explicitly
denyingthatany sort of unidirectionalityholds,andexpressingscepticismaboutgeneralizations
relatingto analogicalchange,suchasKuryłowicz’ Lawsof Analogyandtheproposalsof Natural
Morphology.

3 Apparent degrammaticalization

3.1 Upgrading from suffix to enclitic and postposition

3.1.1 The Abessive

Returningto theAbessive,let usturnto thethird episodein (28). In severallanguagesof theBalto-
Finnic subgroup,the Abessivecasesuffix hasbeenupgradedinto a clitic, againstthe expected
directionof grammaticalization.In oneinstance,by a further apparentdegrammaticalization,it
hasevenbecomeanindependentpreposition.Thesechanges,widely attestedin Finno-Ugric,have
beenoftencitedasa counterexampleto theunidirectionalitythesis,aswassummarizedin (4a-c),
repeatedhereas(32).

(32) a. SetoandVõru (SouthEstonian)Abessivecasesuffix -lta > clitic =lta .

b. VepsianAbessivecasesuffix -tta (< * -ptaken) > clitic =tta.

c. Saami(Lappish)Abessivecasesuffix -taga(< * -ptaken) > clitic =taga> freepostpo-
sition taga(Nevis1986b).

Thepresenttheoryis committedto theclaim thatgrammaticalizationis strictly unidirectional,
in otherwords,that thereis no suchthing asdegrammaticalization,andin particularno sponta-
neousupgradingof affixesto clitics andpostpositions.Thereforeit strictly entailsthattheupgrad-
ing of theAbessivemustbeacaseof exemplar-basedanalogicalchange.

And this is what the dataconfirm. Given the discussionin 2.7, it is not hardto seethat the
Abessivebecamea clitic on themodelof its antonymandclosestparadigmaticpartner,theComi-
tativeclitic (‘with’). We haveseenhow this Comitativeclitic haditself arisenfrom a postposition
by ananalogicallydrivengrammaticalizationprocesswhich servedto fill out a skewedcasesys-
tem. ThenewComitativethenin turn imposesits clitic statuson its negativeconterpart,by what
is not a processof degrammaticalizationat all, but ordinarymorphologicalanalogy, in fact of the
proportionaltype.

Recall from section2.7 that AbessiveandComitativecasesareparadigmaticallyassociated,
andthat the Comitativeis the unmarkedmemberof the opposition: ‘with’ is unmarkedrelative
to ‘without’. This markednessasymmetrygeneratesthe implicationalgeneralizationin (29), as
discussedabove.It alsois thebasisof is Kuryłowicz’ (1945-49)FourthLaw of Analogy.28

28As with Jakobson’s principle,no formalizationwithin OT morphologyis attemptedhere. It remainsto beseen
whether(33) is anexceptionlessuniversal,but it certainlyis a tendency. As always,primafaciecounterexamplescan
becited,butaproperfalsificationwouldhaveto comefrom well-motivatedanalyses;unanalyzeddataarenotenough.
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(33) Directionof analogicalchange(Kuryłowicz):
Analogy proceedsfrom basic,unmarked,or distributionallyunrestrictedforms (formesde
fondation)to derived,marked,or distributionallyrestrictedforms(formesfond́ees).

Kuryłowicz’ generalizationmeansin particularthatanexpressionmeaning‘without’ maytakeits
shapefrom onemeaning‘with’, butnotconversely. Thisis exactlywhathappenedin Balto-Finnic:
Abessivesuffixesturnedclitics by analogyto theComitativeclitic, butComitativeclitics werenot
converselyaffectedby Abessivesuffixes. Moreover,everyFinno-Ugric languagethat turnedits
Abessivesuffix into a clitic alsohasa Comitativeclitic. Thus,all upgradingsof theAbessivecan
beexplainedin thesameway.

Hereis asummaryof thescenario,wherethearrowssymbolizethedirectionof influence.

(34) Comitative Abessive

1. soundchange lost retainedascase

2. grammaticalization riseof newclitic ⇐= retainedascase

3. “degrammaticalization” retainedasclitic =⇒ upgradedto clitic

Thenextsectionsdescribetheprogressof thischangein theindividualbranches.

3.1.2 The Abessiveasa case:the Finnish evidence

The original statusof the Abessive(or ‘Caritive’) as a caseis retainedin in Finnish,asshown
by the fact that it is markedon all conjunctsin a co-ordinatedNP in its scope(see(35a,b))and
requiresobligatoryagreementwithin aNP (see(35c,d)):

(35) Finnish

a. suru-tta
care-Abess

ja
and

luva-tta
permission-Abess

*suru
care

ja
and

luva-tta
permission-Abess

‘carelesslyandwithoutpermission’(foorumit.fffin.com/showthread.php?p=181933)

b. varaukse-tta
reservation-Abess

ja
and

rajoitukse-tta
restriction-Abess

‘unresevedlyandunrestrictedly’(ww.netn.fi/197/netn197 hume.html)

c. kumme-mm-i-tta
strange-Comp-Pl-Abess

selittely-i-tẗa
explanation-Pl-Abess

‘without anyparticularexplanations’(http://www.tiede.fi/arkisto/tulosta.asp?id=249)

d. lisä-maksu-i-tta
extra-fee-Pl-Abess

ja
and

mu-i-tta
other-Pl-Abess

sako-i-tta
fine-Pl-Abess

‘without surchargesorotherfines’(www.finlex.fi/fi/sopimukset/sopsteksti/1947/19470014)

The Adessiveandthe Instructiveserveascorresponding‘with’ cases,e.g.Adess.luvalla, Instr.
luvin ‘with permission’.

In standardFinnish,theAbessiveis relativelyinfrequent(outsideof stereotypedexpressions);
in somedialectsit is morecommon,while othershavelost it altogether. It is fully productiveto
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marknegatedparticipialclausesof means,manner,andcircumstance;asin thenominaluse,the
AdessiveandInstrumentalserveaspositivecounterparts.

(36) a. valmist-i-n
made-Past-1Sg

se-n
it-Acc

veisẗa-mä-tẗa
carve-Participle-Abess

/
/
veisẗa-mä-llä
carve-Participle-Adess

‘I madeit withoutcarving’ / ‘by carving’

b. luku-un
number-Ill

otta-ma-tta
take-Participle-Abess

/
/
luku-un
number-Ill

otta-e-n
take-Participle-Instr

‘except’ (‘without takinginto account’)/ ‘including’

c. ken-en-k̈aän
who-PlGen-even

näke-m̈a-tẗa
see-Participle-Abess

/
/
kaikki-en
all-PlGen

näh-de-n
see-Participle-Instr

‘without anyoneseeing’/ ‘in plainview of everybody’

3.1.3 The NorwegianSaamiAbessive

The mostspectacularcaseof apparentdegrammaticalizationof the Abessiveendingis Norwe-
gian Saami,where-tâGâ/-hâGâ ‘without’ (from < * -ptaken) hasbecomea full-fledgedclitic, in
somedialectsevenan independentpostposition(Nevis1986b,Sammallahti1977,1998,Nielsen
1926:65).It is cognatewith Finnish-tta andlike it wasoriginally a caseending.Its shift to clitic
andpostpositionstatusin Saamiis revealedby morphologyandphonology. Morphologically, it
is addedto inflectedgenitivenouns,not to stemsastruecaseendingsare.SecondlytheAbessive
endingfollows all truesuffixes,in particularthesuffixesthatmarktheperson/numberfeaturesof
thepossessor,unlike truecaseendings,which invariablyprecedethem.29

(37) gūss-i-id-an
guest-Pl-Gen-my

=haga
=without

‘without my guests’

Phonologically, the Abessiveendinghasthe prosodiccharacteristicsof a clitic ratherthanof a
suffix. The initial t- of the Abessiveis exceptionallynot subjectto gradationafter odd-syllabled
stems,as the examplesin (38a) illustrate. Also, the endingconstitutesa stressfoot of its own,
which causestheusualalternatingstresspatternof Saamiwordsto bedisruptedwhenthestemis
odd-syllabled.Sammallahtiproposesthefoot structurein (38b).

(38) a. dāi=tâGâ ‘without these’,gābm̂asii=tâGâ ‘legless(of boots)’(Sammallahti1977:94).

b. (kaapmakijh)φ(hakaa)φ ‘shoeless’(Sammallahti1977:94)

Underdefinitionsof grammaticalizationsuchas(3), this changefrom suffix to clitic is truly
a counterexampleto the unidirectionalitythesis. From our perspective,the changeis a straight-
forward caseof paradigmaticanalogy: the Abessiveending=tâGâ was upgradedto a clitic by
analogywith theComitativeplural clitic =guim ‘with’, which hadarisenearlierby grammatical-
izationfrom guoibme‘fellow’. Beinga clitic, =guim is attachedto thegenitiveratherthanto the
stem,andit follows all suffixesincludingthepossessiveendings.

29Thanksto P. Sammallahtifor thisexample.
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(39) a. gūss-i-id-an
guest-Pl-Gen-my

=guin
=Pl.with

‘with my guests’

b. gūss-i-id-eame. t
guest-Pl-Gen-our

=guin
=Pl.with

‘with ourguests’

Phonologically, theComitativedoesnot undergogradationafterodd-syllabledstems,which sug-
geststhat it formsa stressfoot of its own. The Abessive=tâGâ acquiresthe samepropertiesby
paradigmaticanalogy, in conformity with the directiondeterminedby Kuryłowicz’ FourthLaw.
Thisaccountsfor all thedatamentionedsofar.

A secondanalogicalchangehastakenthe upgradingevenfurther in someNorwegianSaami
dialects,wheretâGâ occurson its ownwithoutahead.

(40) do̧n bācciktâGâ ‘you wereleft without’

Heretheformersuffix mustbeanindependentpostposition.Thisstepin thedegrammaticalization
trajectorycannotbe due to analogywith the Comitative,sinceno bare*guim ‘with’ hasbeen
reportedevenfor thedialectsthatallow (40). ThereasontheAbessivehas‘liberated’ itself even
further may be that it is the only disyllabiccaseending(see(41)), whereasall postpositionsare
disyllabic.

(41) NorwegianLappish(Saami):declensionof dievva‘pile’ (Nielsen1926:62)
[–PL] [+PL]

Nom. dievva dieva-k
Gen. dieva- dieva-i
Acc. dieva- dieva-i-d
Illat. dievva-i dieva-i-di
Iness./Elat. dieva-st dieva-i-n
Comitat. dieva-in dieva-i=guim
Abess. dieva=t̂aGâ dieva-i=t̂aGâ
Ess. dievva-n dievva-n

Thechangeof tâGâ into a postpositionremovesanexceptionto a globalregularitygoverningthe
shapeof caseendings.It is acaseof exemplar-based(albeitnon-paradigmatic)analogicalchange.

3.1.4 Estonian

The Seto/Ṽoru dialectof Estonian30 hasan Abessivecaseending-ldaq.31 It is a “phrasalaffix”,
which attachesto thegenitiveheadof anNP; in a coordinateNP, it appearsonly on therightmost

30Setois spokenby approximately10,000peoplein theSoutheasternmostcornerof Estoniaandadjoiningpartsof
Russia,andby a substantialdiasporain Siberia.TheadjoiningVõru dialectof Estonianis very similar, particularly
theconservativevarietywhichhasbeenselectedasthebasisof thenewstandardVõru literary language(Keem1997).

31EtymologicallytheSeto/ṼoruAbessiveendingseemsto consistof theAdessivecasemarker-l- (< -lla) plusthe
old Abessive*-tta, cognatewith the Saamisuffix discussedabove. This combinationperhapsreflectsa time when
the Adessivewasusedas the instrumental‘with’ case,as in Finnish,and -tta wasaddedto it to form its negated
counterpart‘without’.
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conjunctnoun,asin (42b),andadjectivesandothermodifiersdonotundergocaseagreementwith
it (see(42b)),but appearin a specialform built on theGenitiveSingularor Plural,dependingon
thenumberof theheadnoun.

(42) a. tü
ˇ
ü:
ˇwork

ja
and

leivä=ldäq
bread-Abess

‘without work andbread’

b. musta
black

leivä=ldäq
bread-Abess

‘without blackbread’

c. risutsi-id̃o
‘littered-PlGen

nurmi=ldaq
meadow.Pl=Abess

‘without litteredmeadows”

In theserespects,the Abessivedivergesfrom the language’s otherinheritedcases(Genitive,
Partitive,Illative, Inessive,Elative,Allative, Adessive,Ablative,Translative).TheAbessivesuffix
became“degrammaticalized”into a clitic by analogywith theantonymousComitativeclitic =ga
(Seto/Ṽoru =gaq) ‘with’, with which it was pairedin the caseparadigm. The Comitativehad
arisenin the17thcenturyby grammaticalizationfrom the independentword kaas(< *kanssa<
*kansa-ssa), which, like otherpostpositions,governeda genitiveNP. It patternslike theAbessive
with respectto agreementandconjunction,compare(42)and(43):

(43) Seto/Ṽoru

a. tü
ˇ

ü:
ˇ

ja leivä=gaq ‘with work andbread’

b. tühjekässi=gaq‘with emptyhands’.

Unlike theSaamiAbessive,it hashoweverkept its case-likemorphology, beingaddedto thesin-
gular or plural nominativestem,(see(44a)). The otherclitics, including the Comitativeandthe
Terminative-niq, areaddedto thesingularor plural genitive.

(44) Seto/Ṽoru

a. Abess.Pl.mõtt-i-ldaq ‘without ideas’(idea-Pl-Abessive)

b. Com.Pl.mõtt-i-idõ=gaq ‘with ideas’(idea-Pl-Gen=Comitative)

c. Term.Pl.mõtt-i-idõ=niq ‘up to ideas’(idea-Pl-Gen=Terminative)

d. Gen.Pl.mõtt-i-idõ ‘of ideas’(idea-Pl-Genitive)

In standardEstonian,theAbessivehasthe form -ta (phonologically/-tta/), which is identical
with Finnish-tta). It alsobehavesasaclitic, butsodoall -CV caseendings:Terminative-ni, Essive
-na (absentin Seto,andprobablya borrowingfrom Finnishvia the NorthernEstoniandialects),
andoptionally, the Allative =le. This seemsto be dueto a secondanalogicalgeneralizationby
which all syllabic (-CV) endingsbecameclitics, leavingonly -C, -CC endingsassuffixes.Here,
asin theNorwegianSaamidialectdiscussedin theprecedingsection,theanalogyworksalonga
prosodicdimension.32

32For someSetospeakersaswell, theallativeending-le canbehaveasa clitic, e.g.suur̃o mihele‘to thebig man’.
Thisusageis notmentionedin Keem1997andis perhapsdueto intereferencefrom StandardEstonian.
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(45) StandardEstonian

a. (ilma) ämbri ja labida=ta ‘without bucketandshovel’(Abessive,-CV)

b. ilusa tüdruku=ni ‘up to theprettygirl’ (Terminative,-CV)

c. humanistija demokraadi=na‘as ahumanistanddemocrat’(Essive,-CV)

d. humanistija demokraadi=le‘to ahumanistanddemocrat’(Allative, -CV)

e. *humanistija demokraadi-lt‘from ahumanistanddemocrat’(Ablative,-CC)

As the Estoniandataillustrate, the analogicalconversionof suffixesto clitics doesnot take
placein onefell swoop.Like mostanalogicalinnovations,it reachestheleastsalientcontextsfirst
andthe mostsalientcontextslast. As usual,betweenthe contextswherethechangeis complete
andthecontextswhereit hasnotpenetratedyet thereis azoneof variationwhich reflectsongoing
change.

3.1.5 Vepsian

In Vepsian,we cancatchtheAbessivecasesuffix just startingout on its roadto clitichood. It can
beplacedoptionallyafter thepossessivesuffixes(Zaiceva1981:185-191).

(46) a. mama-tẗe-iž > mam̈e-iš-ta ‘without yourmother’
mom-Abess-2Sg mom-2Sg-Abess

b. mama-tta-z > mama-z̈e-ta ‘without his mother’
mother-Abess-3Sg mother-3Sg-Abess

Theonly inheritedcasethatdoesthis is theAbessive.All otherinheritedcaseendingsmustbeput
beforethepossessivesuffixes,which is theoriginalFinno-Ugricorder:

(47) a. mama-́li-i
{
ž *mamë-iž-́li ‘to yourmother’

mother-Allative-2Sg mother-2Sg-Allative
b. mama-l̈e-iž *mamë-iž-la ‘at/by yourmother’

mother-Adessive-2Sg mother-2Sg-Adessive

The Abessive,thenhasadoptedthe orderof a groupof clitics derivedfrom postpositions,more
especiallyof its antonymandparadigmaticpartner,the Comitative-ke(d), which is historically
derivedfrom the postpositionkera(-lla)< *kerδa-lla ‘at once,at onego’, andshowsthe same
possessive–cliticorder.33

(48) mam̈e-iš-ke(d)
mother-2Sg-Comitative

(*mama-ke-iš)

‘with yourmother’

TheComitativehasotherclitic properties,includinglack of caseagreementandattachmentto the
genitive:

33SouthVepsianhas-mu(d), from möd < mööta ‘along’, which is a Prolative(path-denoting)clitic in the other
languages.SomeVepsiandialectshavean ending-kā, from *kanssa, cognatewith the Estonianendingtakenup
immediatelybelow.
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(49) suri-d́en
big-PlGen

regi-d́eN-ke(d)
sled-PlGen-Comitative

‘with big sleds’(Zaiceva1981:181)

Thesecharacteristicshavenot beenextendedto the Abessive. The optionality and incomplete
extentof its clitic behaviorshowsthattheupgradingis in its earlystages.

3.1.6 Finnish

Finnish retainsthe Comitativeas a case(not as a clitic), althoughit is marginalandno longer
quitematchesall theAbessive’sfunctions.Onepeculiarityof theComitativeis thatit semantically
neutralizesnumber,andismorphologicallyformedonly from pluralstems.Possiblythisrestriction
is thesourceof theminor peculiarityof theAbessivethat it is restrictedto theplural whenhasa
modifier(Hakulinenetal. 2004:1209).

(50) a. ongelma-tta
problem-Abess

/
/
ongelm-i-tta
problem-Pl-Abess

‘without anyproblem/ withoutanyproblems’

b.*suure-mma-tta
great-Comp-Abess

ongelma-tta
problem-Abess

/
/
suure-mm-i-tta
great-Comp-Pl-Abess

ongelm-i-tta
problem-Pl-Abess

‘without anymajorproblem’/ ‘without anymajorproblems’

Thesemanticneutralizationof numberin theAbessiveisquitenatural,sinceit isalwaysinterpreted
asanindefinite(‘without anyproblem’= ‘without anyproblems’.Themorphologicalneutraliza-
tion is moresurprising,andis perhapsduetoanalogyof theComitative.Theremainingunmodified
AbessiveSingularsmight thenbeconsideredadverbials.

3.1.7 Summary

Thecaseinflectionsdevelopin a similar way in eachof the languages:analogywithin theComi-
tative/Abessivesubparadigm,followed by prosodiclevelingof theendings.The languagesshow
differentphasesof thetrajectory, from thefirst tentativestepsapparentin Vepsianto its final stages
in Estonianandfull completionin Saami.

I concludethatthatwhenaffixesareupgradedinto clitics andpostpositions,it is by extension
of somealreadyexistingclitic/postpositionpattern. This showsthat the intrinsic preferencefor
fusioncanbetrumpedby language-specificconstraintswhichpreventit in somemorphologicalor
prosodiccategory. Generalizationof suchconstraintscanhavethe effect of “degrammaticaliza-
tion”. Suchreversalof the expecteddirectionof grammaticalizationinstantiatesthecompetition
betweenUG andlanguage-specificconstraints.

3.2 Other apparent degrammaticalizations

3.2.1 The group genitive

TheEnglishgenitivesuffix -s originatedasa suffix but now famouslybehavesmorelike a clitic,
in that it is addedto entirenounphrases(themanI meton theplane’sstory). With essentiallythe
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samepropertiesasin English,this so-calledGROUP GENITIVE alsooccursin Swedishandin the
othercontinentalScandinavianlanguages:

(51) Swedish:

a. någon
someone

annans
other-Gen

fel

‘someoneelse’s fault’

b. På
on

sidorna
pages

framöver
forward

kan
can

du
you

läsa
read

några
some

av
of

de
the

GU:are
GU:ers

som
who

var
were

meds
with-Gen

tankar
thought

‘On the following pagesyou canreadthe thoughtsof someof the GU:erswho were
with us’ (www.gronungdom.se/nissehult/pdf/nisse5-00.pdf)

c. att
to

skvallra
gossip

om
about

människor
people

de
they

inte
not

ens
even

känners
know-Gen

privata
private

kärleksliv
love-life

‘to gossipabouttheprivatelove-life of peopletheydon’t evenknow’
(www.blandband.nu/ForumRead.asp?forumId=4382)

Whetheror not -s is a full-fledgedclitic in theselanguages(Börjars2003,Delsing1999,Norde
1997,2001a,2001b),it is atanyrateclearthatit haschangedfrom atightly fusedsuffix to amore
looselyattachedelement.

On the otherhand,the EnglishandSwedish-stylegroupgenitivedoesnot occurin Icelandic
andGerman.This distributionis significant: the group genitiveoccursonly in thoselanguages
whichhavelost their nominalcasesystem. Whereaccusativeandgenitivecaseinflectionin nouns
waslost (typically by a combinationof phonologicalandlocal analogicalchanges)theremaining
caseending-s wasreanalyzedasa clitic. The eliminationof steminflectionwasgeneralizedby
makingthe genitivea clitic. (Cf. Janda1980,1981,Weerman& de Wit 1999). The rise of the
groupgenitiveis ananalogicalchange— theeliminationof asingularityin thelanguage.34

Accordingto Carstairs1987,a groupgenitiveof pronominalorigin occursin Afrikaans,but
interestinglyenoughnot in Dutch,at leastin thestandardvariety.

(52) a. dieman,watek giestergesienhet,sehuis(Afrikaans)

b.*de man,die ek gisterengezienheb,z’n huis (Dutch,acceptableonly asanacoluthon,
with apausebeforez’n).

(Carstairs1987:157-8)

Thisdistributionwould jibe with themoreradicallevelinganddeflexionthatAfrikaanshasunder-
gone.35

Thelossof casemorphologycorrelateswith theriseof agroupgenitivebutdoesnot invariably
leadto it. An interestingcasearecertainFenno-Swedishdialects,whichhavepracticallythesame
casemorphologyasstandardSwedish,yetdid notdevelopagroupgenitive(Vangsnes1998).Per-
hapsthiswasasubstratumeffect.Undertheprevailingconditionsof widespreadSwedish/Finnish

34Carstairs1987notesa furthercorrelationwhich corroboratestheanalogicalaccount:possessiveendingsturned
into clitics, with groupgenitivebehavior,only aftertheirallomorphicalternationswereleveledout.

35SeeStrunk2004for ananalysisof thecorrespondingpossessiveconstructionin Low Saxon.Of particularinterest
is his observationthat the possessivemorphemecanappearfollowing a possessorwithout a following possessum,
whichsuggeststhatit alreadybeingreanalyzedasaclitic on thepossesor.
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bilingualism,therich morphologyof Finnishmayhave“protected”thestatusof -sasacaseending
in Fenno-Swedish.Thereareotherindicationsof aconservativeinfluenceof Finnishon thecoter-
ritorial dialectsof Swedish:retentionof contrastivevowelquantity(Kiparskyto appear),retention
of non-finiteformsof modals,andtheabsenceof thethat-traceeffect.

In addition to making senseof the distribution of the group genitive within Germanic,the
analogicalaccountexplainswhy the groupgenitivedid not ariseuntil Middle English. It could
havehappenedonly after the lossof nouninflections,which werealive andwell in Old English.
Still, wemayaskwhy thegroupgenitivedoesnotappearuntil lateMiddle English(asin Chaucer’s
(??)), severalhundredyearsaftertheothernouncasesdisappeared?

Kroch 1997suggeststhat the textsmay reflect the conservatismof the written languageand
that thenewgroupgenitivewould appearfirst whereit differs minimally from theold usage.In
fact, theupgradingfrom a suffix to anXmax clitic seemsto havepassedthroughanX0 clitic stage
(13th-14thc.), during which -s could be addedto conjoinedX0s; alsoto a title+nameasin (b),
whichperhapscountedassyntacticallyatomic:36

(53) a. Upponn
‘in

Herode
King

kingess
Herod’s

daxx
day’

(Orm 257, ca.1200,Allen 1997:123)

b. our
‘our

Lord
Lord

the
the

Kyngus
king’s

wille
will’

(Laxamon’s Brut, 13thc., Allen ibid.)

3.2.2 Irish -mid

What aboutthe upgradingof the Irish 1Pl. verb ending-mid to an independentpronounmuid
(example(4e))? The key triggeringfactorof this changeis clearly that this endingwasthe only
boundperson/numbermarkerin theparadigm.

(54) Presentindicativeof mol- ‘praise’ (Bybeeet al.: 14)
Singular Plural

1. molannmé molaimid
2. molanntú molannsibh
3.Masc. molannsé molannsiad
3.Fem. molannsı́ molannsiad

Herethe1.Pl.obviouslyassimilatesto theotherendings.Theanalogyis furthergroundedin the
complementarityof periphrasticand inflectedverb forms throughoutthe Irish verbal paradigm
(McCloskeyandHale1984).Verbparadigmscontainamix of syntheticforms,whichmarktense,
mood, person,and number,and analytic forms, which consistof a verb that marks tenseand
moodanda pronounwhich markspersonandnumber. Theycite the following paradigmfor the
conditionalof cuir ‘put, apply’ in UlsterIrish:

36A similar stageseemsto havebeenachievedin Dutch andcolloquialNorth German;for the latter, seeStrunk
2004.
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(55) Singular Plural
1. chuirfinn chuirfimis
2. chuirféa chuirfeadhsibh
3.Masc. chuirfeadhsé chuirfeadhsiad
3.Fem. chuirfeadhsı́ chuirfeadhsiad

The syntheticforms can’t havea pronounsubject: *chuirfinn mé ‘I would apply’, andwherea
syntheticform exists,it blocksthecorrespondinganalyticform: *chuirfeadhmé ‘I would apply’.
Theendingsandpronounsaremorphosyntacticallyequivalent,sothatthelevelingof theparadigm
in (54)not asradicala restructuringasit mightappear.

3.2.3 Spanish-mos

A somewhatsimilar caseis (4f), the upgradingof affixal -mosto clitic =nos in Spanish,which
“seemsto havetakenplaceindependentlyat somanywidely separatedpointswithin theSpanish-
speakingworld” (Janda2001:301).But,asJandahimselfpointsout,thischange“greatly increased
theconsistencyof penultimateverb-stressin mosttense/aspect/mood/paradigms”.

3.2.4 English infinitive to

Theinfinitive markerto (case(4g)in ourlist) originatesasaninseparableprefixonthenominalized
verb(originally a preposition),but sincelateMiddle Englishit hasbegunto patternsyntactically
like amodal.

(56) a. Split infinitives: to not go like will notgo

b. Ellipsis: (. . . andI want)to ∅ like (. . .andI) will ∅ (vanGelderen1993)

c. Conjunction:. . . to danceandsing like . . .will danceandsing

d. IP complements:accusativeandinfinitive construction

Thischangeoccurredwhenwhenthenewcategoryof modalshadbeengrammaticalizedfrom main
verbs.In fact, it fills a gapin thepattern,sincetheoriginal modalswereexclusivelyfinite andto
suppliesthenonfinitecounterpartto them(Kiparsky1997). Theupgradingof to is ananalogical
change— non-proportionalbutexemplar-based— which fills out thesyntacticparadigmof finite
modals.It is notaspontaneousdegrammaticalization.

3.2.5 Estonian=ep,=es

The decliticizationsof the Estonianfocusparticles=ep, =es havebeencited as instanceof de-
grammaticalization(see(4h,i)). Thedevelopmentof =ep is assumedto haveproceededasfollows
(miks‘why’):

(57) 1. miksi ∼ miksi=pä
2. miks ∼ mikse=p soundchange
3. miks ∼ miks=ep reanalysis
4. miks ∼ miksep upgrading
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In modernEstonian,theformerclitic epcanevenbepreposed:“After this suffix waslexicalized,
theword epcouldchangeits syntacticpositionandprecedetheaffirmedwords: seeep→ epsee
[‘just that’].” (Ariste 1971,Campbell1991:290-2).This usageappearsto berare,but thefact that
it occursatall is astrikingpieceof evidencethatdecliticizationhasoccurred.Thedevelopmentof
=es is partly similar, thoughthedatain thiscasearemurkier(Nevis1986a).

This decliticizationis onceagainpartof a largerchange.Estonianhaslost all original Wack-
ernagelclitics (C-domainclitics, correspondingto Finnish-pa, -ko, -han,-s). Theresidualclitics
ep,eswhich hadarisenby resegmentationfrom -pa, -s wererefashionedasfreeparticlesin order
in conformitywith thenewconstraint.Sothiscaseof decliticizationis analogicalin thesensethat
it makesapartialdistributionalregularityin thelanguageexceptionless.

3.2.6 Greek ksana-

Our last exampleis (4j) ksana-‘again’, from eks-ana-, which hasbeenupgradedfrom a bound
prefix in MedievalGreekto a freeadverbin ModernGreek(Dosuna1997).Theanalogicalmodel
hereseemsto beaclassof aspectual/temporaladverbswhich form compoundswith verbs:

(58) a. StdModGrsixna‘frequently’

b. ton sixnorotao∼ ton rotaosixna‘I keepaskinghim’

This classseemsto haveattracteda numberof originally disyllabicprefixes,beginningwith meta
‘after’ (attestedasa freeadverbasearlyasthe6thcentury).

An intermediatestage,sharedwith para ‘(too) much’andmata‘re-’, is tmesis:

(59) a. StdModGrto exoksana-δi ‘I’ veseenit before’,‘I’ veseenit again(since)’

b. to ksana-exoδi ‘I’ veseenit before’

c. to ksana-exoiδi δi ‘I’ vealreadyseenit again(since)’,I’ vealreadyseenit before’

d. to exoiδi ksana-δi ‘I’ vealreadyseenit again’

e. δémború matanato fáu ‘I can’teatit again’(Sarakatsan,Höeg1925:297)= StdModGr
δé boró na to mataf́ao.

Of course,showingthepossibilityof ananalogicalorigin notprovingit. Still, theexistenceof a
plausiblealternativeweakenstheclaimthatthis is aninstanceof degrammaticalization.It is fair to
askwhy preciselyprefixessuchasksana-andmeta-,mata-underwenttheanalogy. Dosuna1997
suggestsanumberof syntactico-semanticreasons:theiruniformandcompositionalsemantics,the
lack of interactionwith argumentstructure,thefact thattheyhavesemanticscopeoverthewhole
VP (theaspectualdomain),andtheir “low bonding”with theirhost.

4 Conclusions

Analogyastraditionallyunderstoodis a processthat extendsandregularizesexistingstructures,
typically representedby proportionalschemata.In previouswork I havearguedthatsucha view
of analogyis too narrow, andthat the processis properlyunderstoodasgrammaroptimization.
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This providesa natural reconstructionof varioustypesof non-proportionalanalogy, including
lexical diffusion. HereI havepushedthisgrammar-basedview of analogyonestepfurther. I have
shownthat it entailsthe existenceof a type of non-exemplar-basedanalogy, which projectsUG
constraintsthatarenot positively instantiatedin thelanguage.This, I suggest,is theproperview
of grammaticalization.

The new conceptof analogyunifiesgrammaticalizationwith ordinaryanalogy— not just in
thetrivial senseof classifyingthembothasinstancesof reanalysis,butcausallywithin arestrictive
theoryof analogicalchange. It providesa unified mechanismfor all endogenousinnovationin
morphologyandsyntax.

In additionto thisconceptualadvantage,my proposalhastwo empiricalvirtues.First,although
it makesa formal distinctionbetweenordinaryanalogyandgrammaticalization(oneis exemplar-
based,theotheris not) it doesnot drawa sharpboundarybetweenthem,anddoesnot forceusto
classifya givenchangeasbelongingexclusivelyto neor theothertype. Betweenstraightforward
proportionalanalogyandwholly creativegrammaticalizationthereareintermediatecasesvarying
in the remotenessof the exemplarsand in the degreeto which they constrainor facilitate the
innovation.Moreover,theymayconflict,or actin concert.Examplesof suchmutuallyconstraining
interactionwerepresented.

Secondly, my proposalpredictsthecorepropertiesof grammaticalization,includingunidirec-
tionality. In fact,unidirectionalityis vindicatedasanexceptionlessgeneralization,andderivedin a
principledway asa consequenceof themodel.Apparentcounterexamples,oftentakenasrefuting
thetheoryandrequiringa retreatto loosertheories(suchas“reanalysis”),canbeexplainedby the
independentlymotivatedmechanismof analogicalchange.I presentedevidencethattheinstances
of degrammaticalizationcitesin therecenttheoreticalliteratureareordinaryexemplar-basedana-
logical change.

Seenin this light, thedebateon theunidirectionalitythesisturnsout to runalmostexactlypar-
allel to theearlierdebateon theneogrammarianexceptionlessnessthesisaboutsoundchange.In
eachcase,therearefour opposingviews.Regardingthequestion“is grammaticalizationunidirec-
tional?”, therearefour answers.

(60) a. No. The unidirectionalityhypothesisis false; grammaticalizationis reanalysis,the
same“mechanism”asanalogicalchange(HarrisandCampbell1995,Joseph2001).

b. Yes,trivially. Theunidirectionality“hypothesis”is a tautology(Newmeyer2001),

c. Sortof. Therearecounterexamples(anti-or degrammaticalization),butunidirectional-
ity is a robusttendency(Haspelmath2002,Hopper& Traugott2003).

d. Yes,nontrivially. Properlyunderstood,grammaticalizationis unidirectional. Appar-
ent degrammaticalizationsareordinaryanalogicalchanges.Grammaticalizationand
ordinaryanalogicalchangecanbeunified. (Thisarticle.)

And to the parallelquestion“is soundchangeexceptionless?”the samefour answershavebeen
given:

(61) a. No. Theneogrammarianhypothesisis false(Schuchardt1885).

b. Yes,trivially. Theneogrammarianhypothesisis a tautology(Hoenigswald1978).

c. Sort of. Soundchangeis often exceptionless,thoughthereis also lexical diffusion
(Labov1994).
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d. Yes,nontrivially. Properlyunderstood,soundchangeis exceptionless.Lexical diffu-
sionis (non-proportional)exemplar-basedanalogicalchange(Kiparsky1995).

I would like to think that it is not by accidentor out of perversitythat I havearrivedat such
unorthodoxconclusionsin bothcases.Rather,it follows from takingseriouslythetheoreticalchar-
acterof conceptslike “soundchange”and“analogy”. In this respect,historical linguisticsis no
differentfrom thesynchronicstudyof grammar. Whetheragivendatumis to beallocatedto syntax
or semantics,or to morphologyor phonology, is not alwaysimmediatelyobviouson phenomenal
grounds.The decisionmay requirelooking at the theoryandat the restof the grammar. Simi-
larly in historical linguistics. We cannotexpectto sort historicaldatainto categorieslike sound
change,analogicalchange,andgrammaticalizationsimply by eyeballingthem,for they arenot
pre-theoreticalcategories.A deeperlook at thephenomenais needed.

(62) Changedoesnotwearits identityon its sleeve.
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Honti, Lśzló. 1998.ObUgrian.Ch. 10 of Abondolo1998.

Hopper,PaulJ.,andElizabethClossTraugott.2003. Grammaticalization.Secondedition. Cam-
bridge:CUP.
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Überblick.PapierezurLinguistik54: 3-65.

Stolz,Thomas.1996b.Someinstrumentsarereally goodcompanions— somearenot: On syn-
cretismandthe typologyof instrumentalsandcomitatives.TheoreticalLinguistics23.1-2:
113-200.

Stolz,Thomas.1998. “Komitative sindmehrals InstrumentalesindmehralsKomitative. Merk-
malhaftigkeitundMarkiertheitin derTypologiederMIT-Relationen.” In Teřzan-Kopecky,
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