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1 Grammaticalization

1.1 Meillet’s formal conceptof grammaticalization

Accordingto the neogrammarianandde Saussureall linguistic changeis eithersoundchange,
analogy or borrowing! Meillet (1912) identified a classof changeghat don't fit into any of

thesehreecategoriesLike analogicachangestheyareendogenousinovationdirectly affecting
morphologyand syntax, but unlike analogicalchangesthey are not basedon any pre-existing
patternsin the language. Meillet proposedthat they representa fourth type of change,which

he called GRAMMATICALIZATION. Its essentialpropertyfor him wasthatit givesrise to new
grammaticalcategories— thatis, to categoriegreviouslyunexpresseth the language— and
therebytransformsts overallsystem.

“. .. Tandisquel'analogiepeutrenouvelete détail desformes,maislaissele plus
souventintact le plan d’ensembledu sysemegrammatical Ja “grammaticalisation”
de certainsmots cree desformesneuves,introduit descategoriegjui n'avaientpas
d’expressioninguistique transformd’ensembledu syseme’.

The “newness’of a categorycan be eithera matterof content,aswhena languageacquiresa
newtensecategoryor a matterof newform for old content,aswhenpostpositiongurn into case
endingspr word orderreplacesnorphologyasthe mark of grammaticalelations.

ForMeillet, analogyandgrammaticalizatiomrecategoricallydistinctprocessedecausanal-
ogy requiresa modelfor the innovatingstructure,andgrammaticalizatiorby definition doesnot
haveone. Meillet noticedthatgrammaticalizatiorprocessesavetwo otherdistinguishingprop-
erties. Theyproceedn afixed directiontowards‘I'attribution du caracéregrammaticab un mot
jadisautonome”.For example Janguageseadily acquirecasesystemsy grammaticalizatiorof
adpositiongnto affixes, but thereare no known examplesof languagescquiringsystemsof ad-
positionsby “degrammaticalizationdf caseendingqalthoughindividual caseaffixescanbecome
clitics andevenadpositionsy ordinaryanalogicakchange seesection3 below). Secondlygram-
maticalizationis oftenaccompaniedby phonologicalweakeningf the grammaticalizectlement,
andnever,it seemspy strengthening For example caseaffixesaretypically reducedn phono-
logicalform comparedo the originaladpositionghattheyarehistoricallyderivedfrom. Together,
Meillet’'s two generalizationgonstitutethe first formulationof the famousunidirectionalityhy-
pothesis.

1] would like to thankthe audiencest DIGS, NYU, andChristchurchywherethis materialwaspresented@nddis-
cussedaswell asAsh Asudeh AndrewCarstairs AndrewGarrett,PekkaSammallahtiJanStrunk,andlda Toivonen
for theircommentandadvice.



Meillet's generalizationareempiricalratherthandefinitional,sotheydemandanexplanation.
He suggestedhat grammaticalizations dueto the lossandrenewalof expressivenessf speech
formsin theuseof languagereasoninghat,sincethisis aconstanfactorin in the ordinaryuseof
languagethe changest triggersmusthaveanintrinsic direction.As for phonologicalweakening,
he sawit asa consequencef the fact that function words (motsaccessoiresprdinarily do not
carryfocus. Thereforewhena lexical item becomes functionword, speakerganafford to give
it areducedarticulation,which thencanbecomeestablishedsits normalpronunciation:

“...lesmotsaccessoiregroupes avecd’'autrestendentde ce chefa s’abgeret
a changerde prononciation. De plus, et par le fait d’abregementget par le fait que,
étantaccessoiresls sontprononé@ssanseffort et attendusensattentionspéciale, ils
sontnégliges,déntesd’intensii, ils ne sontplus articuesqu‘ademi’” *. ..lesmots
accessoiresnt destraitementgphoretiquesaberrants.

Theideathatthereis a specialtype of grammaticalchangewhich is unidirectionaland as-
sociatedwith phonologicalreductionhasgainedwidespreadsupportin recentwork. Meillet’s
examplesemainsstaplesf the moderngrammaticalizatiotiterature:

(1) a. Therise of the periphrastigperfectin Romanceandits subsequesievelopmeninto a
simplepastin French(VERB > AUXILIARY, PERFECT > PAST),

b. the strengtheningf negationby indefinitely quantifiedelementswhich thenbecome
negationdhemselvesLatin ne > neunum> noenum> non, Romancgnon >) ne >
nepas> pas> pasdutout (thetrajectorylaterfamousas“Jesperserscycle”),

c. theriseof auxiliaries:je suisparti, habeodictum> jai dit, | will make,| shallmake
je vaisfaire,

d. theriseof light verbsand“clauseunion” constructionsiaissezvenir, il vientmedire
cela

e. theriseof complementizersGreekéeloina > felona> fena> 6a,

f. thegrammaticalizatioof fixedword order(“. .. lafacondegrouperesmotspeutaussi
devenirun procede d’expressiorgrammaticalé).

In spiteof its sketchycharacterMeillet’s pioneeringessaymakessomepreciseproposalsand
raisesssuesvhich remainunresolvedevennow. Oneobviouscriticismis thattakingthe creation
of newlinguistic categoriegsthedefiningpropertyof grammaticalizatioryieldstoo broada class
of changes.Becausanorphologicalcategoriesare compositional,new onescan be createdby
analogicakextensiorof existingcombinatorigoatterns.

An exampleof anewmorphologicatategorythathasoriginatedoy analogyis theSanskritPast
Perfect(*Pluperfect”). Sanskrithasa subclas®f Perfecttormswhich havepresentime reference,
e.g.ci-két-a‘l see,l recognize’,ja-grabh-a‘l grasp’. ThesePerfectshave Past(“Pluperfect”)
counterpartsyhich areformedby addingPasttensemorphologyto the Perfectstem,e.g.a-ci-ket-
am’‘l saw’, a-ja-grabh-am)| grasped’.The categoryof PastPerfectoriginatedby analogyto the
Pastnon-Perfec{the“Imperfect”), by amorphologicalgeneralizatiorwhich canbe visualizedby
theproportionalscheman (2):

(2) | Nonpast Past
Nonperfect| kp-n6-mi ‘I do’ . a-k-pav-am | did’
Perfect ja-grabh-a ‘I grasp’ : a-ja-grabh-am ‘I grasped’
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Themorphologyandmeaningof the PastPerfectis fully predictabldrom the meaningof thecor-
respondingPerfectandthe Past? Althoughthisinnovationcreatesa newgrammaticaktategoryit

hasnoneof thehallmarkpropertieof grammaticalization is astraightforwardtaseof analogical
changée

A relatedproblemwith Meillet’s view is thatit treatsanalogyandgrammaticalizatiomsrad-
ically disjoint classef change.Consequentlyt precludesy definitionanyinteractionbetween
analogyandgrammaticalizationl arguebelowthatsuchinteractionsare,if anything,thenorm,in
the sensdhatmostgrammaticalizatioqprocesseare constrainedy, andpartly motivatedby, the
grammaticastructureof thelanguageThetheoryl will proposdirectly addressethisunderstud-
ied greyareaof analogy/grammaticalizatianteractions.

Finally, let usnotethatthe causaimechanismsentionedoy Meillet (expressivenedseingthe
primary factor) do not accountfor commongrammaticalizatiorpatternssuchasuniverbation.A
primeexampleof univerbationis thechangeof adpositiongo affixes,whichwill bein focusbelow

1.2 Newfunctionalist approachesto grammaticalization

Meillet's ideathatgrammaticalizations a “consequencemmédiateet naturelle”of ordinarylan-
guageusehasbeenwidely adoptedandfleshedout with the help of ideasfrom pragmaticsGram-
maticalizationhasbecomearesearclareain its ownright. Modernstudiesof grammaticalization
often cite Meillet’s article as a precursorbut lessoften do justiceto the ratherdifferent view it
expresses.

The majorthrustof the new researchhasbeento explaingrammaticalizationn functionalist
terms(Givon 1979,Lehmannl 982, Traugott& Heine1991,Bybee/Perkins/Pagliuce094).Meil-
let’s formally definedconceptof grammaticalizatiohasbeenreplacedn severaldifferentways,
usually by building in unidirectionalityinto the definition. Thereare two principal competing
familiesof definitions:

(3) e DEF1: agrammaticalizatioms achangeé'by whichthepartsof aconstructionaschema
cometo havestrongelinternaldependencieHaspelmatt2002).

e DEF 2: agrammaticalizations a change‘where a lexical unit or structureassumes
a grammaticalfunction, or where a grammaticalunit assumes more grammatical
function” (Heine,Claudi,andHiinnemeyef991).

Thetwo definitionspick out differentaspectf unidirectionalchange.Thefirst is basedon
changen morphosyntactiéorm, which proceeddrom lexical wordsto functionwords,function
words to clitics, andclitics to affixes, in shorttowardsincreasinglytightly bondedunits. The
seconddefinitionis basedon changein morphosyntactiéunction, which is alsoassumedo pro-
ceedunidirectionallyfrom “less grammaticalfunctionto “more grammaticalfunction (however
exactlythatis to bedefined).

2BecauseSanskrithasno sequencef tenseandno counterfactualiseof Pasttense the PastPerfectdoesnot have
theseuseseither It merelyexpressepasttime. Thereforefrom theperspectivef English,it is a“Pluperfect”in form
only, notin function.

3Many similar case®f analogicallycreatechewcategorieganbecited. Forexampletheso-calledEventivemood
of Finnishoriginatedasa combinatiorof the Potentialwith the Conditionalmood: Indicativevoitta-a‘wins, will win’
: Conditionalvoitta-isi ‘would win’ = Potentialvoitta-ne-€probablywins, will probablywin’ : Eventivevoitta-ne-isi
‘would probablywin’.



Thetwo kindsof changedo not exactlycoincide.For examplethe changdrom apostposition
to a clitic or suffix involvesa strengtheningf internaldependenciedyut it doesnot necessarily
involve anychangen grammaticafunction,eitherof the postposition/cliticor of thegrammatical
unit to which it belongs.Suchchangesaregrammaticalizationby Def. 1 but not necessarilyoy
Def. 2. Ontheotherhand whenanepistemianodalacquiresadeonticmeaninggvengrantingthat
it therebyassumesa “more grammaticafunction” in somesensgwhich remainso bemademore
precise),it doesnot necessarilyacquirea strongermorphosyntactiénternal dependency Such
changesregrammaticalizationby Def. 2 butnotnecessarilypy Def. 1. Thetwo aspect®f gram-
maticalizationdo not haveto marchin lockstep,andneitherseemdo be a necessargonsequence
of theother Thus,thedefinitionsin (3) arguablypick outseparat@ndmoreor lesslooselyparallel
trajectoriesof change.

There are moreoverputativegrammaticalizationgo which neither definition is straightfor-
wardly applicable. Meillet’'s exampleof the changeof the Romanceperiphrasticperfectinto a
simple pastin French(the secondstepin (1a)) certainlydoesnot resultin strongerinternalde-
pendenciedhutit doesn’tresultin a moregrammaticafunction either,at leastin any clearsense
of “grammatical”. What doesseemto characterizesuchchangeds semanticgeneralizationpr
bleachingasit is aresometimesalled* The perfects domainextendgo coverthe groundof the
obsolescensimplepast®

Like theincreaseof grammaticafunction, semantidleachingfollows a trajectoryof its own
which doesnot strictly coincidewith any structuralchangesFor examplejn the developmenof
casepleachings notnecessarilyied to morphologicadowngradingrom postpositiorto clitic to
suffix.

The modernview takesunidirectionality ratherthanthe formationof new categoriesasthe
essentialproperty of grammaticalization. This reorientationhasimportantconsequencesThe
conceptbecomesnorerestrictedn somerespectsandmoreinclusivein others.Somechangeso
longerqgualify asgrammaticalizationsyn the otherhand,the concepthow includesmuchof what
is traditionally considerednalogicalchange.ln sometreatmentsin fact, it is effectivelyequated
with grammatica(morphosyntacticthange.

Themostdrasticconsequencef thisrevisionis thattheunidirectionalitythesisbecome®ither
tautologicalor false. Under(3), grammaticalizations unidirectionalby definition,asNewmeyer
2001andothershavenoted. To makethe unidirectionalitythesisinto anempiricalclaim again,it
canberestatedn the obviousway (“thereis no degrammaticalization’cf. Haspelmatt2002),or
grammaticalizatiorcan be redefinedasa changeby which an elementacquires‘new grammati-
cal functions” (ratherthan“more grammaticafunctions”) (Hopper& Traugott2003:xv)® Under
eitherof thesereformulationst becomedalse, for thereare well-documentednstancesof DE-
GRAMMATICAL IZATION (“upgrading”), thatis, of changesn which “internal dependenciesare
loosenedpr forms acquirea “less grammaticaffunction” (e.g. Harris and Campbell1995: 336-
338). Hereis apatrtiallist of them,culledfrom therecentiterature.

“Theideaappearsilreadyin Meillet: “L’affaiblissemenprogressiidela valeurdu typej'ai dit aaboutia enfaire
unsimplepréterit, sansaucunrestedela valeurde parfait”

SPossiblythe perfectand the more specificpastare in a blocking relationshipand the meaningof the perfect
actuallydoesnotchangeatall — rather,moreof its meanings realizedasthe pastdisappearsSeethe analysisof the
functionsof the perfectandits relationto pasttensepresentedh Kiparsky2002.

6« ..we now definegrammaticalizatioras the changewherebylexical items and constructionsomein certain
linguistic contextsto servegrammaticafunctionsand,oncegrammaticalizedgontinueto developnew grammatical
functions. (Hopper& Traugott2003:xv).



(4) a. SetoandVoru (SouthEstonian)Abessivecasesuffix -Ita > clitic =lta.
b. VepsianAbessivecasesuffix -tta (< *-ptaker) > clitic =tta.

c. Saami(Lappish)Abessivecasesuffix -taga(< *-ptaker) > clitic =taga > free postpo-
sitiontaga(Nevis 1986b).

d. EnglishandMainland Scandinaviamenitivesuffix -s > clitic =s (Jandal980,1981,
Plank1992,1995,Norde1997,Allen 1997,Newmeyerl998:266,Taborand Traugott
1998).

e. Irish 1PI. suffix -muid > independenpronounmuid (Bybeeetal. 1994)
f. SpanishlPI. suffix -mos> independenpronounnos

g. English inseparablanfinitive prefix to- > separablgo (Fischer2000, Fitzmaurice
2000).

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

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

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

Haspelmatt2002andHopper& Traugott2003arguethatsuchcounterexamplearenotdam-
agingto theunidirectionalitythesisbecauseheyaresporadic’ In their view, robusttendenciess
the bestwe canhopefor in the functionalrealm,indeedthey arein somesensemoreinteresting
thancategoricabnes.

A growing numberof authorsdraw the oppositeconclusion: the counterevidencefar from
beingharmlessrefutesunidirectionalityoutright,andno specialtypeof changesuchasgrammati-
calizationevenexists.Like analogyit is just“reanalysis”(Harris& Campbell1995,Josep001,
Newmeyerl998).

| shalldefenda third view: the unidirectionalitythesis,properlyformulated,is exceptionless.
Followingtheleadof Plank1995,I arguethatchangedike thosein in (4) arenotdegrammatical-
izations butordinaryanalogicachangesFurther, claimthatata deepetevelgrammaticalization
andanalogicachangeareunifiableassubtype®f asinglekind of change GRAMMAR OPTIMIZA-
TION.

1.3 Grammaticalization and analogyunified asoptimization

Backto Meillet’s original question:how canchangeghatotherwiseresembleanalogygive riseto
novel structuresand categoriesn a language?nsteadof positinga wholly newkind of change,
let’s rethink analogyitself. In previouswork | haveproposedhatanalogicalchanges grammar
optimization,the eliminationof unmotivatedgrammaticatomplexityor idiosyncrasyfor a sum-
mary, seeLahiri 2000,with references)Thisideais supportedy two classe®f argumentsThe
firstis thatit placesdesirablerestrictionson analogicalchange.For example not every“propor-
tion” or “reanalysis”definesa possibleanalogicalchange. As everyworking historicallinguist

"Taborand Traugott1998tentativelysuggesthat the exceptiondo the unidirectionalityhypothesisnight be ex-
plainedawayby distinguishingifferenttypesof grammaticalizationBut theyconcedehattheideahasproblemsand
it seemgo havebeendropped(althoughtheir proposalthat grammaticalizatioris scope-increasingasbeenpicked
up anddevelopedy Roberts& Roussol2003).



knows, analogicalchangesendtowardsimproving the systemin someway (evenif incomplete
regularizatiormay paradoxicallyendup complicatingit). The secondclassof argumentgor un-
derstandin@nalogyasgrammairoptimizationis thatthis allowsseveraltypesof analogicachange
which arenot characterizablén traditionaltermsto be accommodatediamelyvarioustypesof
non-proportionaknalogy(arguablyleveling, andlexical diffusion accordingto Kiparsky 1995).
Thus, generalizatiorof surfacepatterns(whetherrepresenteds proportions,rules, constraints,
schematagr whatever)s atoncetoorestrictiveandnotrestrictiveenoughandgrammaroptimiza-
tion solvesbothproblems.

Supposeow that someconstraintspatternsand categorief languageare providedby UG.
Grammaroptimizationthen yields an interestingnew corollary. It predictsa type of radically
non-proportionaadnalogy— analogywhichis notexemplar-baseduchnon-exemplar-basesha-
logical changecanestablismewpatternsn thelanguageasdeterminedy language-independent
UG constraintsit is intrinsically directional. Thisis grammaticalization.

Fromthe traditionalpoint of view, the ideaof non-exemplar-baseshalogyis a contradiction
in terms:analogyby definitionhasa model,a pre-existingpatternof thelanguagewhichis gener-
alizedto newinstancesFrommine,though thatis just onespecialcaseof analogy To the extent
thattherearelanguage-independeabnstraintglefiningasymmetriesn markednessr complex-
ity, analogymay be driven by thoseconstraints. Analogy canthen give rise to patternswhich
are not instantiatedn a parallelexemplar,or evenpatternswhich are not yet instantiatedat all.
Thesepatterngeflectpreferencegroundedn UG and/orin pragmaticor perception/production
factors® If analogicakchangds grammaroptimization thenthe existenceof grammaticalization,
in this sensefollows asalogical consequencerl heresultis the following typology of analogical
change:

(5) analogicakchanggoptimization)
exemplar-based non-exemplar-base@rammaticalization)
proportionalanalogy non-proportionainalogy

As atypical exampleof grammaticalizationgonsideragainthe fusion of two or morewords
into one.It canoccurspontaneouslgsit were,withoutanyparticularmodel. Theoppositeprocess,
fissionof oneword into two or morewords,is not only morerare,but whatis moresignificant,it
is alwaysexemplar-basedt occursonly by analogyto specificexistingconstructionsThereason
why fusion doesnot requirean analogicalmodelis thatit is driven by a language-independent
preferencdor structuraleconomy:otherthingsbeingequal,oneword is alwaysbetterthantwo.
This biasrequiresnoinductivegroundingandis notacquiredrom theambienianguagelt is part
of whatthelearnerbringsto theacquisitionprocessandpartof whatthe speaker/heardsringsto
the speeclsituation. Grammaticalizatioroccurswhenthis biasassertstself againsthe data,as
whenlanguagesvhich haveno caseendingsacquirethemthroughthe grammaticalizatioof post-
positionsandclitics. Sogrammaticalizations analogy albeita specialtype with the propertythat
it is drivenonly by generalprinciplesandconstraintf languaggthoughit may be constrained

8The matterof groundingis animportantonebut cannotbe addressetiere. | will setit asideandsimply speak
cavalierlyof UG constraintsyithout commitmentasto whetherthey arepart of the geneticendowmentandif they
are,howtheygotthere.



by language-specifitulesor constraintsaswe shallsee)?

Sincethosegeneralprinciplesareinvariantacrosdanguagesgrammaticalizatiomustbe uni-
directional. Thismeanghattherecanbenospontaneoudegrammaticalizatioatall. Theapparent
caseof degrammaticalizationitedin theliterature,l believe,areordinaryanalogicalkchangeof
theexemplar-basetype. This crucial corollary of my thesiswill be pursuedn section3.

In this article | will concentrateon the fusion type of grammaticalizatior(Def. 1 in (3)), as
opposedo bleaching,or semantiageneralization.The latter type of grammaticalizatiortanalso
be analyzedn the presenframeworkasgrammaroptimization,but | will mentionit only briefly
andleavea morethoroughpresentatiorior anotherstudy

To summarizetheideaof grammaticalizatiomsUG-drivenanalogycombinesaspect®f Meil-
let'sandmoderngrammaticalizatiotheory It hasthreemainconsequences:

e Grammaticalizations unifiedwith ordinaryanalogy— notjustin thetrivial senseof clas-
sifying them both asinstancesof reanalysis but within a restrictivetheory of analogical
change.

e Thereis aformal distinctionbetweeranalogyandgrammaticalizationhut no sharpbound-
ary betweenthem. They may conflict, or actin concert. Betweenstraightforwardpropor-
tional analogyandwholly creativegrammaticalizationthereareintermediatecasesrarying
in theremotenessf theexemplarsandin thedegreeo which theyconstrainor facilitatethe
innovation.

¢ Unidirectionalityis vindicatedasanexceptionlesgeneralizationandderivedin aprincipled
way from linguistictheory

Overall,though,my proposalis closerto Meillet’s in thatdrawsthe distinctionroughlywherehe
does,andshareshis form-orientedapproachaswell. In contrast,grammaticalizatioras defined
in (3) is not a coherenttype of changeand hasno interestingproperties(in particular, it is not
unidirectional).

Theremaindeof this paperis organizedasfollows. In section2.21 sketchout a rudimentary
morphologicaltheory as a basisfor the analysisof change. | beginwith ordinary analogyand
grammaticalizatiorfi2.3—2.4)andthendiscusshow variouscombinationsandinteractionsof them
areaccountedor (2.5-2.7).In section3 | defendthestrict unidirectionalitythesisby showingthat
apparenspontaneouspgradingssuchasthosein (4) areexemplar-basednalogicalchanges—
thatis, generalizationsf language-specifipatternsof grammar

2 Theinseparability of analogyand grammaticalization

2.1 Grammaticalization: from postpositionsto casesuffixes

Letusconsidewuniverbationthetypicalgrammaticalizatiopathby whichthewordsof asyntactic
constructionfuse into a singleword (recall (3a)). Univerbationhasplayeda major role in the
constitutionof therich casesystemf the Finno-Ugriclanguage¢Korhonen1979).Let usrecord
thisas

%We canstill keeptheterm‘analogy’, of coursejustaswe continueto speakof ‘sunrise’.



(6) Ageneralization
In Finno-Ugriclanguagesnew caseformsariseby grammaticalizatioof postpositions.

An instanceof this trajectoryin Hungarianis the developmenof theword *palVv-k ‘to theinside’
into thelllative suffix -be

(7) a.*katepalV-k (reconstructedrinno-Ugricsource)
handinside-Lative

‘to theinsideof thehand’ (postposition)
b. kéz-be (Hungarian)

hand-Illative

‘into thehand’ (casesuffix)

The display in (7) givesonly the reconstructednitial stageand the final resultin Hungarian.
Therewere of courseintermediatestagespresumablyincluding a clitic stage. In the courseof
its grammaticalizatioras a suffix, the former postpositionbecamemonosyllabic,probablyby a
seriesof phonologicakeductiondike this:

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

Theseare not necessarilysoundchangespbut may be in partadaptationgo the canonicalmono-
syllabic shapeof othercasesuffixes,andthustechnicallyanalogicalchangesalbeit of the non-
proportionaltype.

Thethreestagesn thegrammaticalizatiotrajectorytowards‘strongerinternaldependencies”,
namelypostpositions> enclitics> suffixes,canbeidentifiedin Finno-Ugriclanguagedy certain
clear-cutformal properties. In essencethe enclitics havethe syntaxof postpositionsand the
phonologyof suffixes®

(9) obligatoryagreement, undergocharmony
mustappearon all conjuncts undergoplaceassimilation
postposition no no
enclitic no yes
suffix yes yes

Looselyassociateavith suchuniverbatiortrajectoriesarecertainsemantiggrammaticalization
trajectories Forexamplecasegor prepositionsyith themeaningof English‘with’ oftenhavean
originally Sociativemeaning:

(10) Sociative— Comitative— Instrumental— Associative

0Thefourthlogical possibility, of elementsvhich havethe syntaxof suffixesandthe phonologyof postpositionsis
notaccommodately thistypology. A candidatdor thiscategorywouldbeHungariardisyllabiclocal “postpositions”
(pointedoutto meby AndrewCarstairscf. Carstair®2000:598) . Theyareperhapsaseendingswhichfail to undergo
vowel harmonyfor reasongonnectedvith their disyllabicshape.



This pathinvolvesthe successivgeneralizatiorof meaningor “bleaching”,alongsomethindike
thefollowing trajectoryt

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

b. Comitative ‘in thecompanyof’ + ‘togetherwith’ (Johnate cheesevith Mary / with
wine)

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

d. Associative (Johnate cheesevith Mary / with wine/ with a fork/ with care)

The formal accountof suchchangesandthe demonstratiorof their relationshipto analogy
requireshe elementf amorphologicatheory

2.2 Morphology asa constraint system

| assumehata grammarconsistsof a lexicon anda setof constraints.Someof the constraints
are universal(part of UG), othersarelanguage-specificTheseconstraintamay conflict andthe
conflictsareresolvedyy ranking,asin OT. Theuseof constraintasopposedo rulesis notcrucial,
howeverwhatis essentiato thearguments thatatleastsomeof theconstraints/ruleareuniversal,
andthatconstraintanbe prioritizedto resolveconflictsbetweerthem.

Let usfurtheradopta lexicalistapproachto morphology Again, the detailsarenot essential,
butwe needa way to handlemorphologicablockingandon therelationshipbetweernword struc-
ture and syntax. With Wunderlich1996, | posittwo componentsa GENERATIVE COMPONENT
andaBLOCKING MECHANISM.*? Thegenerativeeomponenspecifieghe potentialexpressionsf
thelanguageandtheir potentialinterpretationsMorphemesarecombinedsubjectonly to general
constrainton word structure For example affixesareaddedfreely providedtheir featurecontent
unifieswith the featurecontentof the base anddirectionalityrequirementgrepresentetyy align-
mentconstraintor perhapsn someotherway) are satisfied. The blocking mechanisnresolves
thecompetitionbetweerthepotentialexpressionsrhosemeanings compatiblewith agiveninput
meaning(the ‘intendedmeaning’).

Crucially, blocking as understoochereis not a relation betweencompetingword-formation
rules, but betweencompetingexpressions This approachis a naturalconsequencef any non-
rule-basedapproachto word-formation,including both older analogicaltheoriessuchas Pauls
(1886)andrecentOT theories.Wunderlich1996 pointsout that, properlyarticulated,t offersa
straightforwardaccountof the constitutionof a languages morphosyntacti®ARADIGMS, which
may include both morphologicallyderived single-wordexpressionsnd syntacticallygenerated
periphrasticexpressions.Wunderlichmakesa numberof further assumptionsyhich together
definethetheorythathe callsMinimalist Morphology Theseadditionalassumptionsvill notbeat
issuehere.For presenpurposesanytheoryof morphologywhich s lexicalistandtreatsblocking
asarelationbetweerexpressionsvill serveequallywell.

YFor somediscussiorof the evolutionof Comitativesandtheir relationto InstrumentalsAgents,and other cat-
egories,seeCroft 1991, McGregorn.d., Sakamota200, Stolz 1996a,1996b,1998,2001a,2001b, Stolz and Stroh
2001.

2Unlike thefilter suggestetby Halle 1973,which containdanguage-specificonstraintsthe blockingmechanism
is language-independent.



The competitionholdsonly with respecto meaningfeatureswhich are paradigmaticallyex-
pressedn thelanguageby morphologicaimeans(For exampleworsecompetesvith badder but
wine doesnot competewith fermentedyrapejuice).*®

Compatibility will be understoodasidentity or subsumption.(Putanotherway, MAX is vi-
olable but DEP is undominated.) Thus, blocking adjudicatesbetweenthoseoutputswhich ex-
presseitherall of the input meaningor featurecontent,or somesubpartof it. Blocking results
from the interactionof constraintsthat enforceexpressivenes@AITHFULNESS) and economy
(MARKEDNESS)

(12) a. FAITHFULNESS: Expresghe meaningof theinput.
b. MARKEDNESS: Avoid complexity

FAITHFULNESS requiresthat, otherthings being equal,all of the input meaningshouldbe ex-

presseddy the outputexpression.The ‘other things being equal’ clauseis not part of the con-

straints,of course but comesfrom the appropriateconstraintranking!* MARKEDNESS requires
that, otherthingsbeing equal,the simplestexpressiorbe chosen;For concreteness;omplexity
will beassumedo be measuredby the numberof wordsandmorphemes.

TheinteractionbetweenFAITHFULN ESS and M ARKEDNESS givesriseto four typesof situa-
tions!®

(13) a. Amongequallyfaithful expressiongheleastmarkedis optimal.
b. Amongequallyunmarkedexpressionghe mostfaithful is optimal.

c. Amongequallyfaithful andunmarkedexpressiongheseconstraintsnakeno decision.
Unlessotherconstraintsapply, thereis “free variation”.

d. WhenFaITHFULNESS and MARKEDNESS conflict, their rankingdecides.If theyare
freely ranked thereis againfree variation: eachrankinggivesa differentwinner.

Caseqa) and(b) arethe standardypesof blocking: semantidlockingandmorphologicablock-
ing, respectivelyCasegc) and(d) yield two kindsof freevariation.

As a toy example,let us seewhy bestis the bestexpressiorof the superlativeof good In
that meaning,it is betterthan the three competingexpressiongood goodestand mostgood
which arealsogeneratedby thegrammaticabystemandfiltered out,asexponent®f thismeaning,
by the blocking system. On our lexicalistassumptionshestand good are listed in the lexicon
with their respectivemeanings *goodestis generatecand assigneda meaningcompositionally
in the morphology and*mostgoodis generatecandassigneda meaningcompositionallyin the
syntax. The constraintsFAITHFULNESS and MARKEDNESS in (12) explainthe distribution of
the four expressions.The compositionaforms *goodestand *most good are supersedethy the
synonymoussimpleform becausehey violate MARKEDNESS This is aninstanceof case(a) in

13| takeit to be uncontroversiathatsomemorphologicaktategoriesn alanguageareparadigmati@ndothersnot,
andthat a given categorymay be paradigmatidn onelanguageand non-paradigmatiin another(e.g.feminineis
paradigmatién FrenchandGermarbutnotin English).And | takeit to beanunsolvedproblemwhy thatis thecase.
Pendinga solutionof this problem the paradigmatistatusof a featuremustsimply bestipulated.

l4SeeKoontz-Garbode2002for astochasti®©T treatmenbf blockingwhichalsousesconflictingmarkednesand
faithfulnessconstraints.

15SeeKiparsky MS for moredetailsandempiricaljustification.
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(13): synonymgie on FAITHFULNESS, sothe competitionbetweenthemis necessarilyesolved
by MARKEDNESS

Becausggooddoesnot expresghe semanticcontentof the superlativejt incursa violation of
FAITHFULNESS which is notincurredby best Thisis aninstanceof case(b): beingmonomor-
phemic,the candidatesare equally simple, so they tie on MARKEDNESS, andthe competition
betweerthemis resolvedby FAITHFULN ESS in favor of best

Assumehattheinputor dominantconstraintsn the systemspecifythat-estis a suffix andthat
mostis aword. Thefollowing tableaushowstheresult.

| Input: Max(good) || FAITHFULNESS || MARKEDNESS |

1. good *

2.0 Dbest

3. good-est *
4. mostgood *x

The candidategmost goodestand *most best(not includedin the tableau)will alwaysbe har-

monicallyboundedby goodestandbest respectively Doublemarkingis excluded.As a baseline
predictionthis seemscorrect,but someotherconstraintor constraintamustbe capableof over-

riding MARKEDNESS sincedoublemarkingsometimesioesoccur(asin Shakespeargthe most
unkindestut of all). Whatthesemightbeis aquestion’ll leaveopen.

Thisis asimpleexampleof how the blockingmechanisngenerateparadigmsParadigmson
this view, arenot listed, or generatedy rulesor constraintsthey emergethroughthe blocking
mechanisnirom the competitionbetweerexpressions.

2.3 Analogy

Reducednput to sucha constraintsystemyields analogy So, if bestis not a candidategoodest
wins (in otherwords,it is analogizedo widest,longest. .).

| Input: Max(good) || FAITHFULNESS || MARKEDNESS |

1. good *

3.0 good-est *
4. mostgood *x

If notonly best but alsogoodest(or -estitself) are eliminatedasinputs,thenthe superlativeof
goodbecomesnostgood Noticethatthe outcomeof thatfurther changedependson theranking
of FAITHFUL NESS overMARKEDNESS. Underthereverseanking,the outputwould bejustgood

This rudimentarymorphologicakheorysufficesto showhow analogyarisesasa projectionof
thegrammarunderareducednput. Changehappensvhenthe datathatcontradictsheold output
(bestin our example)is not takeninto accountby learners. Crucially, on this view structural
ambiguityby itself is not a sufficientcauseof analogicalchange Theinnovationmustnot merely
beconsistentvith the dataunderconsideratiorby thelearner,t mustthe bestprojectionfrom that
data.
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The modeldoesnot say how the input datamight becomeunavailableto a languagdearner
It could be for any of a numberof reasons:becausat is not presentin the learners input, be-
causeit is misparsedas somethingelse, becauseat developsan incompatiblemeaningthrough
someotherchangepr becausdé becomestigmatizedr otherwiseblockedby somesupervenient
externalconstraint. The tableauxabstractaway from any suchpotentialcauseof change. They
aregrammaticaldealizationghat representmerely the hierarchicalorganizationof grammatical
informationwhich determineshedirectionof analogicakchange A givenmaodificationof thein-
put, howevercausedthen predictsa diachronicoutcome. Accountingfor the triggering causes
andthe actuationof changeobviouslyrequiresa far richer theorywhich takesinto accountthe
proces®f languagecquisitionin realtime, theuseof languagen productionandperceptionand
the sociolinguisticcontext,to mentionjust the mostimportantfactors. The usefulnes®f the ab-
stractmodelis thatit isolatesthe contributionof grammaticabtructureto the shapingof language
change.

2.4 Grammaticalization

In thelimiting case someaspecbf thegrammairis soradicallyunderdeterminefly theinputthat
thelearnerfalls backentirelyon UG. Thisis whengrammaticalizatioiwantakeplace.Returningto
the grammaticalizatiorof postpositiongo casesuffixes(generalizatior(6)), hereis the historical
derivationof Hungariarkéz-beriin thehand’from *kate pale-ra ‘at theinsideof thehand’again.

(16) a.*katepale-ra (reconstructed)
handinside-Locative

b. kéz-ben (Hungarian)
hand-Inessive

How did this happen?At eachstagein (16), the learnermustconsidertwo analysesof the
input. Oneis asa nhounplus postpositionthe otheris asa nounplus casesuffix. Supposdhatat
stage(16a)a situationariseswherelearnershaveno evidenceaboutthe morphologicalcategory
and prosodicconstituencyof bele-n Then,in the absenceof decisivedata,the choicebetween
themdevolvessolelyon the constrainsystemandMARKEDNESS decidesn favor of the suffix:

(17)

| Input: ‘in thehand’ || FAITHFULNESS | MARKEDNESS |
1. [kéz], [belen], *
2.0 [kéz-belen],

(17)showshow M ARKEDNESS generateapreferencdor “strongerinternaldependencies’Under
reducednputconditions this preferenceanleadto grammaticalizationsuchasthe downgrading
of postpositionso caseendings.

Crucially, suchachangecouldin principlehapperin alanguagehathasno caseendingsatall.
In otherwords,it is possiblefor a categorythatis altogetheuninstatiatedn alanguagdo acquire
positiveexemplarstesultingin structureghatarenewto thelanguage Suchradicalchangesrare,
butit mustbe possiblefor we knowthatcompletelynovelstructuresandcategoriesometimeslo
arise.
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As for thesemantiggrammaticalizationrajectory(“bleaching”),it canbe derivedin Minimal-
ist Morphology on the sameassumptions.When MARKEDNESS dominatesFAITHFULNESS, a
simplerexpressiordisplacesa more complexexpression.For an extremelyschematicexample,
supposewith ‘togetherwith’ acquiresan instrumentaimeaning. Our paradigmatidlocking the-
ory claimsthat this automaticallygoeshandin handwith the displacemenbf a more complex
instrumentakxpressionin this caseby-means-ot®

18

( )\ Input: ‘by meansof X' || MARKEDNESS || FAITHFULNESS
1. by-means-oX *
2.0 with X *

awith by-means-of

2.5 When grammar constrainsgrammaticalization

While grammaticalizatioprocessearedrivenby UG constraintslanguage-specificonstraintslo
placelimits on them,for learners’parsesare guidedby previouslyacquiredgrammaticaknowl-
edge. For example the Englishwordsmoreand mostrun little risk of beinggrammaticalizeas
comparativeand superlativeprefixes,becausdearnersof Englishknow from the restof the the
languagedheyarelearningthattheexponent®f inflectionalcategoriesresuffixes.

Returningto our prototypicalexampleof grammaticalizatiorthedowngradingf postpositions
into casesuffixes,we cannowformally accounfor certainclasse®f casesvhereit systematically
doesnot happen. First, Kahr (1976) observedhat it doesnot occurin languagesvherenouns
preceddheir modifiers.

(19) Anexceptiorto generalization(6)
Postpositionsre not grammaticalizedhs caseendingsin languagesvhereNounsprecede
their Modifiers.

The obviousreasonis that postpositionsare only grammaticalizedas affixesif they comein the
languages canonicalaffix position,immediatelyafter the headnoun. Our Hungarianexample
conformsto this generalizatiort’

Anotherimportantgeneralizatiorwasnotedby Korhonen(1979). He pointedout that postpo-
sitionsarenormally grammaticalizeds caseclitics or affixesin languagesvherethey governan
uninflected nominative)form of thenoun.Whentheygovernsomeobliquecase grammaticaliza-
tion doesnottakeplace,exceptunderthe specialcircumstanceto bedescribedelow

(20) Anotherexceptiorto generalization(6)
Postpositionarenotgrammaticalizeéscaseendingsn languagesvheretheyareaddedo
inflectednouns.

16The assumptiorhereis thatan expressiormeaning‘(together)with” is the bestalternativebecausét is closerin
meaningto theinstrumental'by meansof” thanany of the availableequally simple candidategsuchas“between”,
“after”, or “notwithstanding”).Of coursetheotherrealisticalternatives anexpressiormdenotinga path,suchas“by”
and“through”, whichis a shortstepawayfrom instrumentameaningandoftendevelopsnto anintrumental.

17SeeKabhr for further support,suchas the Balochi Accusativeending-ra is from a postpositionmeaning‘on
accounbf, because(Old Persiarradiy, ModernPersiarrai).
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Thereasons obviouslythattheresultingcaseendingwould violate the morphologicalkconstraint
thatcaseendingsareaddedo barestems.

This generalizations the basisof a striking split within Finno-Ugric: in the Balto-Finnic
branchandin Saami,postpositionggovernthe genitive and are rarely grammaticalized.In just
theselanguagesnew casesnormally arise by analogicalchange,as discussedn the next sec-
tion, andsometimesy borrowing(e.g.the EstonianEssive,which is apparentlyborrowedfrom
Finnish). In the otherFinno-Ugriclanguagespostpositiongovernnominativecase ,andin these
theyarefrequentlygrammaticalizedasin theHungariarexamplg17). Finnishcaseendingsattach
to barestemsandform words(Kiparsky 2003),sogrammaticalizatiomasanextrahurdleto over-
comebecausat createsstructureghatviolate therelevantcomplexof morphologicalkconstraints,
callit CASESELECTION for short?!8

21

( )\ Input: ‘in the hand’ | CASESELECTION | FAITHFULNESS | MARKEDNESS
1.0 [kade-n] [paa-llal, *
2. [kade-n-@allal,, *

In languagesf theHungariartype, CASESELECTION doesnotinhibit grammaticalizatiotvecause
postpositionshereselectthe barestem,exactlylike caseendings.

2.6 When analogycreatesnew categories

Generalizatior(20) saysthat languagesvheremodifiersprecedenouns,suchasFinnishandthe
otherlanguagesf the Balto-Finnicsubgroupmf Finno-Ugric,andSaami(Lapp),will generallynot
build up their casesystemby grammaticalizationThenhow hastherich casesystemof thesdan-
guagessomeabout?We alreadyknow the answeifrom section(1.1): by ordinaryexemplar-based
analogicalchange.While this mechanisnusuallydoesnot producenew grammaticakategories,
it cando sowhenthe grammaticakategoriesareformally andsemanticallycompositionalasin
the caseof the SanskritPastPerfectdiscusse@bove.And this hasbeenthe mostimportantsource
of newcasecategoriesn Balto-Finnic.

An exampleof an analogicallycreatednew caseis the Exessivein Southeasternlialectsof
Finnishandsomeof its closestrelatives!® Thestartingpointis the casesubparadignin (22), with
two paralleltripletsof locativecasesanda partly correspondingpair of predicationatasesyhich
howeverhasa“hole”.

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

The predicationalcasesmark predicatecomplementf verbsof being (the Essive)and verbs
of becoming(the Translative) for example,“serveaschairman’(puheenjohtaja-naEssive)and

BThealternativeaffix analysiskade-ng@alla would violate constraintson morphemestructure.l bypasst hereso
asnotto overburderthediscussion.
9K arelian,Ingrian, Votic, andLivonian (Sarkka 1969,Hurttan.d.,Alvre 2001.
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“be electedchairman”(puheenjohtaja-ksiTranslative). Thereis no correspondingredicational
Sourcecasefor markingthe predicatecomplemenbf verbsof ceasingto be, suchas“resign as
chairman”or “fire aschairman”?°

TheEssivealsohasa secondaryocativefunction. It fills in for the AdessiveandInessivein a
classof nominalsandadverbswvhich lack thosecases.The missingSourcelocativesaresupplied
by the Partitive,which otherwisehasno locativeuses.Most of thesenominalsandadverbdack
all Locationcasesjn which casethe missingGoal casesare suppliedby adverbialendings(see
(23c-f)).

(23) Essive lllative or Adverbial Partitive
a. koto-na ‘athome’ lllative koti-in ‘home’ koto-a  ‘from home’
b. sii-na ‘there’ lllative sii-hen ‘to there’ sii-ta ‘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,
the Exessivan -nta (-nt in mostdialects).The Exessivesupplieshetwo functionsjust described:
expressinghe Sourcefor verbsof ceasingo beasin (24),

(24) Han-t pan-tii poisopettaja-nt.
(s)he-Accput-Passwayteacher-Exessive
‘(S)hewasremovedasteachet (Southeasterdialectof Finnish,Alvre 2001)

andreplacingthe Partitivein its marginalSourcédocativefunctionasin (25).
(25) koto-nt(a) ‘from home’
sii-nt(a) ‘from there’
luo-nt(a) ‘from at’
taka-nt(a) ‘from behind’

kauka-nt(a) ‘from afar’
ulko-nt(a) ‘from outside’

~oo0oTp

The Exessiveendingis formedfrom the Essiveon the analogyof the correspondingpairs of
local casesssa-staand-lla:-lta. Mostof therelevantdialectsundergoapocopeanddegemination
word-finally, sothe morphologyvisualizedasa proportion,is:

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

The analysisbehind(26) is probablythat-t is a separativg‘from’) casebuilt on the threeloca-
tive/predicationasteman -s, -1, and-n. In thissystem,th@honologyandthesemantic®f thenew

2Theideamustbe expressedy a paraphrassuchas“from the chairmanship’or “from the office of chairman”.
Forindividual-levelpredicatesthe missingSourcePredicatiorcases suppliedoy the Elative,e.g.,(hechanged)from
achild” (lapsestaElative)“into anadult” (aikuiseksj Translative).
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Exessivecaseareentirelycompositional?!

Theupshots thatanalogicakxtensiorcancreatenewmorphologicatategoriesprovidedthey
arebuilt from simpleronesin conformitywith existingcombinatorigpatternf thelanguage.

Is this analogyor grammaticalization? suspecthat Meillet would haveconcurredthatit is
analogy eventhoughit resultsin a new categoryand therebystrictly speakingfits his charac-
terizationof grammaticalization.Contemporarytheoristsmight be morelikely to claim this as
a caseof grammaticalizationgventhoughthe definitionsin (3) do not really accommodatét.
The awkwardnes®f theseclassificationsindermineghe sharpseparatiorbetweenanalogyand
grammaticalization.

Therearemuchhardercases.Imaginea skewedcasesystemwith the semanticf (22), but
with arbitraryportmanteauwaffixes. In sucha systeman Exessivecasewould still be analogically
projectablerom the gapin (22), asin Finnish,butanalogycould not determinets morphological
realizationasin (26). Instead,the new caseendingwould haveto be recruitedby grammatical-
ization from a clitic or postposition. Analogy would determinethe contentof the categoryand
grammaticalizationts form. Suchhybrid scenario@reanevenbiggerchallengeo thetraditional
view. And theyarenotuncommonasthenextsectiondocuments.

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 generalizatiorthat when postpositionsare addedto inflected nouns,asin the Balto-Finnic
languagesthey are not grammaticalizeds caseendings the Balto-Finnicand Saamilanguages
havegrammaticalizeca Comitative(‘with’) casefrom a postposition.In fact, a new Comitative
casehasdevelopedn Balto-FinnicandSaamiatleastfour timesindependentlyfrom four distinct
postpositions.In Vepsianit hashappenedo lessthanthreetimesin separatalialects,from a
differentsourcesachtime. A summaryof thesenewComitativesandtheir sourcess givenin (27).

(27) morpheme  status etymology
Estonian -ga clitic kaasa< kansa-ssgeople-Iness’
Livonian -ks,-k clitic “
Finnish(dial.) | -ka clitic “
Votic -ka, -ka, -k clitic “
Vepsian -ka suffix “
Vepsian(South)| -mu(d) suffix modd < moodta‘along’
Vepsian -ke,-kel,-ked suffix kera(-lla) < *kerda-lla ‘at once’
Karelian -ke(I(a)) suffix “
Olonets -ke(l) clitic “
Saami -guim clitic  guim< guoibmefellow’

The table identifiesthe morphosyntactistatusof the elementin accordwith the criteriain (9).
Thus, suffixesandclitics are distinguishedrom postpositionby phonologicalcriteria (mostim-

210thercasecategorie®f compositionaknalogicabrigin arethe EstonianLong lllative, and,at an earlierperiod
of Finno-Ugric,thesix local caseghemselves.
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portantly that that they undergovowel harmony),and suffixesare distinguishedrom clitics by
morphosyntacticriteria(mostimportantlyagreemenanddistributionin coordinatedNPs).

Thedowngradingpf Comitativepostpositionso casesuffix is evidentlya powerfultrendin this
subgroupof Finno-Ugric, eventhoughit violatesCASESELECTION, for like otherpostpositions
in this group,the Comitativeis addedto Genitive-inflectechouns,ratherthanto barestems.The
trendis all the moreremarkabledbecausehe Comitativeasaninflectionalcasecategoryis cross-
linguisticallyrelativelyuncommonTheremustbe somereasorwhy Balto-FinnicandSaamican't
seemto getenoughof this particularcase.

Thetheoryproposecheremakesavailablea novelkind of solutionto this puzzle. The Comi-
tativeis grammaticalizedy analogyto the Abessivecase.In otherwords,this changeconstitutes
amix of grammaticalizatiorandanalogy More precisely the changes analogicalin thatit fills
agapin the caseparadigmJike the SanskritPastPerfectin (2) andthe Balto-FinnishExessivan
(26), but thereis no exemplar-basednalogicalsourcefor the exponentf the new category So
it mustbe recruitedby grammaticalizatiorirom a postpositiorthatis suitablyclosein meaning,
suchasoneof thosein (27).

2.7.2 Comitative and abessive

A Comitative(‘with’) caseandandan Abessive(‘without’) casebelongto afairly early layer of
Uralic casemorphology??> Forminga minimal morphologicalopposition thesetwo casesconsti-
tutealittle subparadignof their ownwithin nouninflectionandhavetightly intertwinedhistories.

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

(28) a. Theoriginal Comitativecasen *-ine waslostin mostof thelanguagedargelythrough
phonologicakttrition which led to mergerwith othercaseslt is preservedn Finnish,
in asomewhatnarginalfunction,andin Ingrian(Kokko 2000).

b. Mostof thelanguageshatlostthe Comitativeformedanewoneby grammaticalizing
postpositiorinto a caseclitic, andsometime®nwardinto a caseending.Fourdifferent
postpositionservedasthe startingpoint of this process.

c. In mostof thelanguageshatdeveloped newComitativeclitic, theinheritedAbessive
changedrom acaseendingto aclitic.

This sequencef changess a causalchain. The first change,itself triggeredby phonological
changesprovidedthe basisfor the seconda grammaticalization— the topic of the nextsection
— whichin turn causedhethird, anapparentiegrammaticalizatiordealtwith in section3 below

2.7.3 Downgrading the Comitative

Thetorrentof newly grammaticalizedalto-Finnic/SaamComitativesvascausedy morphosyn-
tacticanalogy TheexistingAbessive(‘without’) projecteda positivecounterpartn the paradigm,
the Comitative (‘with’). This is an instanceof the Jakobsoniarprinciple in (29), accordingto

22In somegrammarsthe Comitativeis called the Sociative,andthe usualterm in Australianlinguisticsis the
Concomitantthe Abessiveis sometimegalledthe Caritive (Blake 1994:156).
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which the presencef a markedcategoryin the systemimpliesthe presencef the corresponding
unmarkeccategory??

(29) Morphologicalimplication (Jakobson) If thereis an expressiorwith the meaningM(A),
thenthereis anexpressiorf equalor lesscomplexitywith meaningA.

Giventheprivativecharacteof the“with:without” opposition(for which seeStolz1996),(29) has
thefollowing corollaries:

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

b. An expressiomeaningwithout’ canbe morphologicallyderivedfrom anexpression
meaningwith’ (butnotconversely).

c. Foreachmeaningof the‘without’ casethecorrespondingwith’ meanings expressed
by meansf case.

Thesamplicationalrelationshipseento hold. Within Uralic, everylanguagehatexpressesvith-
out’ by casealsoexpresseswith’ by case(eitherby a specialComitativecase or by Instrumental
case).Table(31) showsthe distributionof ‘with’ casesandtheir negative'without’ counterparts
in thelanguageshathavethem.

(31) ‘with’ ‘without’
(EasternMari Com.-ge, Car -de Kangasmaa-Mini998:226-#*
Gen./Instr-Vn
Komi (Zyrian) Com.-ked Car. -teg Rédei1988:116Riese1998:268
Instr. -én
Udmurt(Votyak) | Instr. -(j)en Car -tek Wichmannl1954:143Riesel1998:268
Khanty (Ostyak) | Com.-nat, Car -roy Honti 1988:180
Instr. -at
Selkup Instr. -sa Car -kaal(in) Helimski1998b:560-1
Nganasan Com.-na Car -kaj*® Helimski 1998a:496-8
Kamassian Instr/Com.-se — Kinnapl971:134
Mansi(Vogul) Instr. -ol (nouns), —
Com.-tal (pron.) — Kereszted4998:410-413
Hungarian Instr. -(v)al, — Szathn&ri 1988:203
Soc.-stul

SomeUralic language$aveneitherof thesecasesNenetySalminenl998),andSamoyedi¢Jan-
hunen1998:470).Whatseemdo bemissingis alanguagdahathasa ‘without’ caseendingbutno
correspondingwith’ case?®

23Seee.g.Jakobsorl941(Gesetaler einseitigerFundierung) alsoNoyer1998andBobaljik 2002. This principle
would of coursehaveto bereconstructedavithin the OT approactto morphologyassumedhere;l leavethis taskfor
anotherccasion.

25Comitative-ge andCaritive -de may be adverbiaAlhoniemi 1988:89,1993).

25Accordingto Helimski, the Caritive -kaj, -kaCVli is ontheborderlinebetweena caseandanadverbial.

26A possibleinstances Mordvin, wheresomeauthorsanalyze-vtomoas an Abessivecaseending(Zaicz 1998).
However,Raun(1988:101pivesgoodargumentshatit is aderivationalkuffix (like its cognateé~innish-ton/-ttoma/):
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Thesameone-wayimplicationappearso holdcross-linguisticallyComitative/Sociative/Concomitant
caseis significantlymorecommonthan Abessivecase. Outsideof Uralic, it is foundin Basque,
Chukchee,Yakut, Uyghur, Evenki, Udi, Archi, Ossetic,Tocharian,Sumerian,Zoque, Dyirbal,

Lake Miwok, ShastanyYuki, Ket. Of theselanguagespnly Ket seemso havea corresponding
Abessive.The Abessivecaseis alsofoundin Australia,“whereit is matchedby a *having’ case
called the concomitant or proprietive” (Blake 1994:156). All in all, the generalizatiorthat a

‘without’ caseimpliesa correspondingwith’, asper(30a),holdsup quitewell.?’

As for (30b), it is true almostby defaultin this domain,becaus¢he ‘with’ and‘without’ case
affixesin theselanguagesendto be morphologicallyunrelated.More interestingis (30c), which
seemdto be borneout whenit canbe checkedthoughcautionis in order becausanformation
aboutthe usesof the casess oftenscanty For examplejn languagesvhereAbessivecasemeans
‘without’ in the senséunaccompaniedby’, ‘not having’, and‘not using’, thereis a caseor cases
for the correspondingositivemeaningof accompanimenpossessungndinstrument.

| concludethat (30) is a robustcross-linguistiageneralization.If we assumehatit reflectsa
principleof UG, perhapsomeversionof (29),it explainsvhy acomitativeendingwas(re)introduced
into the languageshat keptan Abessive.lt musthavebeenstrongenoughto overcomethe mor-
phologicalanomalyof doublecase-markingncodedn the CASESELECTION constrainbf section
2.5. Thisillustrateshow competingconstraintsareresolvedn linguistic change.

However,the Jakobsoniaimplication (29) only projectsa Comitativefunction— thereis no
morphologicalproportionthat would specifyits shape.Thatis wheregrammaticalizatioromes
in. It presseanappropriatgostpositioninto serviceasthenewcasemarker Thechangas acom-
binationof morphologicalnalogyandfunctional/semantigrammaticalization The possibilityof
suchinteractionof analogyandgrammaticalizatioms predictedby thetheoryproposedere.lt is
of coursea conceptualmpossibilityin Meillet’stheory andatleastnotexplicitly addresseth the
modernfunctionalistgrammaticalizatiotiterature.

2.7.4 Summary

In sayingthatanalogyandgrammaticalizatiormre at bottomthe samething we aregoingbeyond
classifyingthemasreanalyseg¢Harris& Campbell1995,Josep2001,Newmeyerl998).Reanal-
ysis takesplacewhenlearnersacquiredifferentgrammarghanthe speakershey are exposedo

have. Thisis certainlya normaloccurrencen languageacquisition,andit is implicatedin many
typesof changejncludinggrammaticalizationbut alsoanalogicalchange probablymuchof se-
manticchangeandat leastsometypesof soundchange(Blevins 2004). Somewriters hold that
essentiallyall languagechangeinvolvesthe discuntinuogransmissiorof languaggHale 1998).
Therefore placinggrammaticalizatiomnderthe umbrellacategoryof reanalysisloesnot explain
anyof its specialproperties.

Harris & Campbell1995:90rebuild the distinction betweengrammaticalizatiorand analogy
within the categoryof reanalysidy distinguishinggrammaticalizatioirom analogyas“innova-
tive” reanalysispy which an existingcategoryA is reparsedsa new categoryB. In theabsence
of atheorywhich sayswhatkinds of discontinuitiesare possible Jabellinga changeasa reanal-
ysis, innovativeor otherwise, doesn’tgetat its its natureor motivation. For now, the claim that
grammaticalizations reanalysigemainsvirtually atautology

it canbeusedasanadijectiveandit constitutesa basefor derivednouns.
2"Theseasymmetrieprobablyextendbeyondcaseto prepositionsindotherexpressionfor comitativeandabessive
relations(Stolz1996).
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Oneapparentlyrestrictiveproposalaboutreanalysids thatit alwaysproceedsn two stages:
it originatesas covertchangewith a new grammarthat generateshe samelanguageasthe old
grammar,and is then extendedas an overt change. But this claim (in any casedubious)does
not seemto predictany specificconstraintson change,or on grammaticalizatiorin particular
Someauthorsindeedseemreconciledto the positionthatin reanalysisanythinggoes,explicitly
denyingthat any sort of unidirectionalityholds,and expressingscepticismaboutgeneralizations
relatingto analogicakchange suchasKurytowicz’ Laws of Analogyandthe proposalsf Natural
Morphology

3 Apparent degrammaticalization

3.1 Upgrading from suffix to enclitic and postposition
3.1.1 The Abessive

Returningto the Abessive)et usturnto thethird episoden (28). In severalanguagesf theBalto-
Finnic subgroupthe Abessivecasesuffix hasbeenupgradednto a clitic, againstthe expected
directionof grammaticalization.In oneinstance by a further apparentdegrammaticalizationt
hasevenbecomeanindependenpreposition.Thesechangeswidely attestedn Finno-Ugric,have
beenoften citedasa counterexampléo the unidirectionalitythesis,aswassummarizedn (4a-c),
repeatechereas(32).

(32) a. SetoandVoru (SouthEstonian)Abessivecasesuffix -lta > clitic =lta.
b. VepsianAbessivecasesuffix -tta (< *-ptaker) > clitic =tta.

c. Saami(Lappish)Abessivecasesuffix -taga(< *-ptaker) > clitic =taga > free postpo-
sitiontaga(Nevis 1986b).

Thepresentheoryis committedto the claim thatgrammaticalizatiois strictly unidirectional,
in otherwords,thatthereis no suchthing asdegrammaticalizatiorgndin particularno sponta-
neousupgradingof affixesto clitics andpostpositionsThereforeit strictly entailsthattheupgrad-
ing of the Abessivemustbe a caseof exemplar-basednalogicakhange.

And this is what the dataconfirm. Giventhe discussionn 2.7, it is not hardto seethatthe
Abessivebecamea clitic onthemodelof its antonymandclosestparadigmatigartnerthe Comi-
tativeclitic (‘with’). We haveseenhow this Comitativeclitic haditself arisenfrom a postposition
by an analogicallydriven grammaticalizatioprocesswhich servedto fill out a skewedcasesys-
tem. The new Comitativethenin turnimposests clitic statuson its negativeconterpartpy what
is not a procesf degrammaticalizatioat all, but ordinarymorphologicalanalogyin fact of the
proportionaltype.

Recallfrom section2.7 that Abessiveand Comitativecasesare paradigmaticallyassociated,
andthat the Comitativeis the unmarkedmemberof the opposition: ‘with’ is unmarkedrelative
to ‘without’. This markednesssymmetrygenerateshe implicationalgeneralizatiorin (29), as
discussedbove.It alsois the basisof is Kurytowicz’ (1945-49)FourthLaw of Analogy?®

28As with Jakobsors principle, no formalizationwithin OT morphologyis attemptechere. It remainsto be seen
whether(33) is anexceptionlessiniversal butit certainlyis atendencyAs always,primafacie counterexamplesan
becited,butaproperfalsificationwould haveto comefrom well-motivatedanalysesunanalyzediataarenotenough.
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(33) Direction of analogicalchange(Kurytowicz)
Analogy proceeddrom basic,unmarkedor distributionallyunrestrictedorms (formesde
fondation)to derived,marked,or distributionallyrestrictedfiorms (formesfondees)

Kurylowicz’' generalizatioomeansn particularthatanexpressiormeaningwithout’ maytakeits
shapdrom onemeaningwith’, butnotconverselyThisis exactlywhathappenedh Balto-Finnic:
Abessivesuffixesturnedclitics by analogyto the Comitativeclitic, but Comitativeclitics werenot
converselyaffectedby Abessivesuffixes. Moreover,every Finno-Ugriclanguagethat turnedits
Abessivesuffix into a clitic alsohasa Comitativeclitic. Thus,all upgradingf the Abessivecan
be explainedn the sameway.

Hereis a summaryof the scenariowherethe arrowssymbolizethe directionof influence.

(34) Comitative Abessive
1. soundchange lost retainedascase
2. grammaticalization riseof newclitic <= retainedascase

3. “degrammaticalization” retainedasclitic — upgradedo clitic

Thenextsectiongdescribethe progresof this changen theindividualbranches.

3.1.2 The Abessiveasa case:the Finnish evidence

The original statusof the Abessive(or ‘Caritive’) asa caseis retainedin in Finnish,asshown
by the fact thatit is markedon all conjunctsin a co-ordinated\IP in its scope(see(35a,b))and
requiresobligatoryagreementvithin aNP (see(35c,d)):

(35) Finnish
a. suru-tta ja luva-tta *suruja luva-tta
care-Abesandpermission-Abess care andpermission-Abess

‘carelesslyandwithout permission’(foorumit.fffin.com/showthread.php?p=181933)
b. varaukse-tta ja rajoitukse-tta
reservation-Abesandrestriction-Abess
‘unresevedlyandunrestrictedly’(ww.netn.fi/197/netrl 97_hume.html)
c. kumme-mme-i-tta selittely-i-tta
strange-Comp-PIl-Abesxplanation-Pl-Abess
‘without anyparticularexplanations{http://www.tiede.fi/arkisto/tulosta.asp?id=249)
d. lisa-maksu-i-ttga mu-i-tta  sako-i-tta
extra-fee-Pl-Abesandother-PIl-Abesgine-Pl-Abess
‘without surchargesr otherfines’ (www.finlex.fi/fi/sopimukset/sopsteksti/1947/19470014)

The Adessiveandthe Instructiveserveas correspondindgwith’ casesg.g. Adess.luvalla, Instr.
luvin ‘with permission’.

In standardrinnish,the Abessives relativelyinfrequent(outsideof stereotype@xpressions);
in somedialectsit is morecommon,while othershavelost it altogether It is fully productiveto
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mark negatedoarticipial clausesof meansmannerandcircumstanceasin the nominaluse,the
AdessiveandInstrumentakerveaspositivecounterparts.

(36) a. valmist-i-n se-n veisi-ma-ta / veist-ma-lla
made-Past-1SitrAcc carve-Participle-Abegscarve-Participle-Adess
‘I madeit withoutcarving’/ ‘by carving’

b. luku-un otta-ma-tta / luku-un otta-e-n
number-llitake-Participle-Abessnumber-llitake-Participle-Instr

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

c. ken-en-léan nake-na-tta / kaikki-ennah-de-n
who-PIGen-evesee-Participle-Abedsall-PIGen see-Participle-Instr
‘without anyoneseeing’/ ‘in plainview of everybody’

3.1.3 The Norwegian SaamiAbessive

The most spectaculacaseof apparentdegrammaticalizationf the Abessiveendingis Norwe-
gian Saami,where-taya/-naya ‘without’ (from < *-ptaker) hasbecomea full-fledgedclitic, in
somedialectsevenan independenpostposition(Nevis 1986b,Sammallahtil977,1998, Nielsen
1926:65).It is cognatewith Finnish-tta andlike it wasoriginally a caseending.Its shift to clitic
andpostpositiorstatusin Saamiis revealedoy morphologyand phonology Morphologically it
is addedto inflectedgenitivenouns,notto stemsastrue caseendingsare. Secondlythe Abessive
endingfollows all true suffixes,in particularthe suffixesthat markthe person/numbeieaturesof
the possessoynlike true caseendingswhich invariably precedehem?®

(37) guss-i-id-an =haga
guest-Pl-Gen-mywithout
‘without my guests’

Phonologically the Abessiveendinghasthe prosodiccharacteristicof a clitic ratherthanof a

suffix. Theinitial t- of the Abessiveis exceptionallynot subjectto gradationafter odd-syllabled
stems,asthe exampledsn (38a)illustrate. Also, the endingconstitutesa stressfoot of its own,

which causeghe usualalternatingstresspatternof Saamiwordsto be disruptedwhenthe stemis

odd-syllabled Sammallahtproposeshefoot structuren (38b).

(38) a. dai=taya ‘without these’,gabmésii=taya ‘legless(of boots)’ (Sammallahtil977:94).
b. (kaapmakijh)(hakaay ‘shoeless(Sammallaht1977:94)

Underdefinitionsof grammaticalizatiorsuchas(3), this changefrom suffix to clitic is truly
a counterexampléo the unidirectionalitythesis. From our perspectivethe changeis a straight-
forward caseof paradigmaticanalogy: the Abessiveending=taya was upgradedo a clitic by
analogywith the Comitativeplural clitic =guim ‘with’, which hadarisenearlierby grammatical-
izationfrom guoibmefellow’. Beinga clitic, =guim is attachedo the genitiveratherthanto the
stem,andit follows all suffixesincludingthe possessivendings.

2Thanksto P. Sammallahtfor this example.
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(39) a. guss-i-id-an =guin
guest-Pl-Gen-myPl.with
‘with my guests’
b. guss-i-id-eame=guin
guest-PI-Gen-our=Pl.with
‘with ourguests’

Phonologicallythe Comitativedoesnot undergogradationafter odd-syllabledstems which sug-
geststhatit forms a stressfoot of its own. The Abessive=taya acquiresthe samepropertiesby
paradigmaticanalogy in conformity with the directiondeterminedoy Kurytowicz’ Fourth Law.
Thisaccountdor all thedatamentionedsofar.

A secondanalogicalchangehastakenthe upgradingevenfurtherin someNorwegianSaami
dialects wheretaya occursonits own withouta head.

(40) don bacciktaya ‘you wereleft without’

Heretheformersuffix mustbeanindependenpostposition.This stepin thedegrammaticalization
trajectory cannotbe due to analogywith the Comitative,sinceno bare*guim ‘with’ hasbeen
reportedevenfor the dialectsthatallow (40). Thereasorthe Abessivehas'liberated’ itself even
further may be thatit is the only disyllabic caseending(see(41)), whereasall postpositionsare
disyllabic.

(41) NorwegianLappish(Saami):declensiorof dievva'pile’ (Nielsen1926:62)

[-PL] [+PL]
Nom. dievva dieva-k
Gen. dieva- dieva-i
Acc. dieva- dieva-i-d
lllat. dievva-i dieva-i-di

Iness./Elat. dieva-st dieva-i-n
Comitat.  dieva-in dieva-i=guim
Abess. dieva=&ya dieva-i=tya
Ess. dievva-n  dievva-n

The changeof taya into a postpositiorremovesan exceptionto a globalregularitygoverningthe
shapeof caseendings.t is acaseof exemplar-basethlbeitnon-paradigmaticdnalogicakthange.

3.1.4 Estonian

The Seto/\bru dialectof Estoniari® hasan Abessivecaseending-ldag3! It is a “phrasalaffix”,
which attachego the genitiveheadof anNP; in acoordinateNP, it appear®nly on therightmost

30Setois spokenby approximatelyl0,000peoplein the Southeasternmosbrnerof Estoniaandadjoiningpartsof
Russia,andby a substantiatliasporan Siberia. The adjoiningVdru dialectof Estonianis very similar, particularly
theconservativevarietywhich hasbeenselectedasthe basisof thenewstandard/odruliterary languagédKeem1997).

31Etymologicallythe Seto/\bru Abessiveendingseemdo consistof the Adessivecasemarker-I- (< -lla) plusthe
old Abessive*-tta, cognatewith the Saamisuffix discussedbove. This combinationperhapseflectsa time when
the Adessivewas usedasthe instrumentafwith’ case,asin Finnish,and-tta wasaddedto it to form its negated
counterpartwithout'.
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conjunctnoun,asin (42b),andadjectivesandothermodifiersdo notundergacaseagreementvith
it (see(42b)),butappeatin a specialform built on the GenitiveSingularor Plural, dependingon
thenumberof theheadnoun.

(42) a.tuu: ja leiva=ldaq

work andbread-Abess
‘without work andbread’

b. mustaleiva=Ildaq
black bread-Abess
‘without blackbread’

C. risutsi-idd nurmi=Ildaq
‘littered-PIGenmeadowPI=Abess
‘without litteredmeadows”

In theserespectsthe Abessivedivergesfrom the languages otherinheritedcasegGenitive,
Partitive, lllative, Inessive Elative, Allative, Adessive Ablative, Translative). The Abessivesuffix
became‘degrammaticalizedinto a clitic by analogywith the antonymousComitativeclitic =ga
(Seto/\bru =gaq) ‘with’, with which it was pairedin the caseparadigm. The Comitativehad
arisenin the 17th centuryby grammaticalizatiorirom the independentvord kaas(< *kanssa<
*kansa-ss3 which, like otherpostpositionsgoverneda genitiveNP. It patterndike the Abessive
with respecto agreemenandconjunctioncomparg42) and(43):

(43) Seto/\bru
a. tou: ja leiva=gaq‘with work andbread’
b. tuhjekassi=gaq'with emptyhands’.

Unlike the SaamiAbessive|jt hashoweverkeptits case-likemorphology beingaddedto the sin-
gular or plural nominativestem,(see(44a)). The otherclitics, including the Comitativeandthe
Terminative-niq, areaddedo the singularor plural genitive.

(44) Seto/\bru

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

b. Com.Pl.mbtt-i-idd=gaq ‘with ideas’(idea-PI-Gen=Comitative)
c. Term.Pl.mott-i-idd=niq ‘up to ideas’(idea-Pl-Gen=&rminative)
d. Gen.Pl.mbtt-i-idd ‘of ideas’(idea-PI-Genitive)

In standardestonianthe Abessivehasthe form -ta (phonologically/-tta/), which is identical
with Finnish-tta). It alsobehavesisaclitic, butsodoall -CV caseendings:Terminative-ni, Essive
-na (absentn Seto,andprobablya borrowingfrom Finnishvia the NorthernEstoniandialects),
andoptionally, the Allative =le. This seemdo be dueto a secondanalogicalgeneralizatiorby
which all syllabic (-CV) endingsbecameclitics, leavingonly -C, -CC endingsassuffixes. Here,
asin the NorwegianSaamidialectdiscussedn the precedingsection the analogyworksalonga
prosodicdimension??

32For someSetospeakersiswell, the allative ending-le canbehaveasa clitic, e.g.suufd mihele'to the big man'.
Thisusageas notmentionedn Keem1997andis perhapslueto intereferencérom StandardEstonian.
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(45) StandarcEstonian

a. (ilma) ambrija labida=ta ‘without bucketandshovel’ (Abessive;CV)

b. ilusatudruku=ni‘up to theprettygirl’ (Terminative-CV)

c. humanistija demokraadi=ndas a humanisianddemocrat’(Essive-CV)

d. humanistja demokraadi=l€to a humanisianddemocrat’(Allative, -CV)

e. *humanistija demokraadi-ltfrom a humanistanddemocrat’(Ablative,-CC)

As the Estoniandataillustrate, the analogicalconversionof suffixesto clitics doesnot take
placein onefell swoop.Like mostanalogicainnovationsjt reachesheleastsalientcontextdirst
andthe mostsalientcontextslast. As usual,betweenthe contextswherethe changes complete
andthe contextswvhereit hasnot penetrategetthereis a zoneof variationwhich reflectsongoing
change.

3.1.5 Vepsian

In Vepsianwe cancatchthe Abessivecasesuffix just startingout on its roadto clitichood. It can
beplacedoptionallyafter the possessiveuffixes(Zaiceval981:185-191).

(46) a. mama-té-iz >  mang-is-ta ‘without your mother’
mom-Abess-2Sg mom-2Sg-Abess
b. mama-tta-z > mama-2-ta ‘without his mother’

mother-Abess-3Sg mother-3Sg-Abess

Theonly inheritedcasethatdoesthisis the Abessive All otherinheritedcaseendingsmustbe put
beforethe possessivauffixes,whichis the original Finno-Ugricorder:

(47) a. mamali-iz *mame-iz-i ‘to your mother’
mother-Allative-2Sg mother-2Sg-Allative
b. mama-é-iz *mame-iz-la ‘at/by your mother’

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

The Abessive thenhasadoptedthe orderof a groupof clitics derivedfrom postpositionsmore
especiallyof its antonymand paradigmatigartner,the Comitative-ke(d) which is historically
derivedfrom the postpositionkera(-lla) < *kerda-lla ‘at once,at onego’, and showsthe same
possessive—clitiorder®?

(48) mame-is-ke(d) (*mama-ke-§)
mother-2Sg-Comitative
‘with your mother’

The Comitativehasotherclitic propertiesjncludinglack of caseagreemenandattachmento the
genitive:

3350uthVepsianhas-mu(d) from mdd < moodta ‘along’, which is a Prolative (path-denotingylitic in the other
languages.SomeVepsiandialectshavean ending-ka, from *kanssa cognatewith the Estonianendingtakenup
immediatelybelow
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(49) suri-den regi-dey-ke(d)
big-PlGensled-PIGen-Comitative
‘with big sleds’(Zaiceval981:181)

Thesecharacteristichiave not beenextendedo the Abessive. The optionality andincomplete
extentof its clitic behaviorshowsthattheupgradings in its early stages.

3.1.6 Finnish

Finnishretainsthe Comitativeas a case(not as a clitic), althoughit is marginaland no longer

guitematchesll the Abessivesfunctions.Onepeculiarityof the Comitativeis thatit semantically
neutralizesiumberandis morphologicallyformedonly from pluralstems Possiblythisrestriction
is the sourceof the minor peculiarityof the Abessivethatit is restrictedto the plural whenhasa

modifier (Hakulinenetal. 2004:1209).

(50) a. ongelma-tta/ ongelm-i-tta
problem-Abesé problem-PIl-Abess

‘without anyproblem/ withoutanyproblems’

b.*suure-mma-ttaongelma-tta/ suure-mme-i-tta ongelm-i-tta
great-Comp-Abessroblem-Abesé great-Comp-Pl-Abegsroblem-PIl-Abess

‘without anymajor problem’/ ‘without any majorproblems’

Thesemantiaeutralizatiorof numbelin the Abessivas quitenatural sinceit is alwaysinterpreted
asanindefinite (‘without any problem’ = ‘without any problems’. The morphologicaheutraliza-
tionis moresurprisingandis perhapsiueto analogyof theComitative. Theremainingunmodified
AbessiveSingularamightthenbe considereddverbials.

3.1.7 Summary

The caseinflectionsdevelopin a similar way in eachof the languagesanalogywithin the Comi-

tative/Abessivesubparadigmfollowed by prosodicleveling of the endings.The languageshow
differentphase®f thetrajectory from thefirst tentativestepsapparentn Vepsiarto its final stages
in Estonianandfull completionin Saami.

| concludethatthatwhenaffixesareupgradednto clitics andpostpositionsit is by extension
of somealreadyexisting clitic/postpositionpattern. This showsthat the intrinsic preferenceor
fusioncanbetrumpedby language-specificonstraintavhich preventit in somemorphologicabr
prosodiccategory Generalizatiorof suchconstraintscan havethe effect of “degrammaticaliza-
tion”. Suchreversalof the expecteddirectionof grammaticalizationnstantiateghe competition
betweenJG andlanguage-specificonstraints.

3.2 Other apparent degrammaticalizations
3.2.1 The group genitive

The Englishgenitivesuffix -s originatedas a suffix but now famouslybehavesnorelike a clitic,
in thatit is addedto entirenounphrasegthe manl meton the plane’sstory). With essentiallythe
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samepropertiesasin English,this so-calledGROUP GENITIVE alsooccursin Swedishandin the
othercontinentalScandinaviatanguages:

(51) Swedish:

a. nagon annans fel
someonather-Gen

‘someoneclses fault’

b. Pasidornaframoverkandu lasanagraav de GU:aresomvar meds tankar
on pages forward can youreadsome of theGU:ers who werewith-Genthought
‘On the following pagesyou canreadthe thoughtsof someof the GU:erswho were
with us’ (www.gronungdom.se/nissault/pdf/nisse5-00.pdf)

c. attskvallraom manniskorde inte ens kanners privatakarleksliv
to gossip aboutpeople theynot evenknow-Genprivate love-life

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

Whetheror not -s is a full-fledgedclitic in theselanguagegBorjars 2003, Delsing1999, Norde
1997,2001a,2001b),it is atanyrateclearthatit haschangedrom atightly fusedsuffix to amore
looselyattachedelement.

On the otherhand,the Englishand Swedish-stylegroup genitivedoesnot occurin Icelandic
and German. This distributionis significant: the group genitiveoccursonly in thoselanguages
whichhavelosttheir nominalcasesystemWhereaccusativandgenitivecasenflectionin nouns
waslost (typically by a combinationof phonologicalandlocal analogicalchangesjhe remaining
caseending-s wasreanalyzedasa clitic. The eliminationof steminflectionwasgeneralizedy
makingthe genitivea clitic. (Cf. Jandal980,1981, Weerman& de Wit 1999). Therise of the
groupgenitiveis ananalogicalchange— theeliminationof a singularityin thelanguage’

Accordingto Carstairs1987,a groupgenitiveof pronominalorigin occursin Afrikaans, but
interestinglyenoughnotin Dutch,atleastin the standardrariety.

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

b.*de man,die ek gisterengezienheb,z’n huis (Dutch, acceptablenly asanacoluthon,
with a pausebeforez’n).
(Carstairsl987:157-8)

Thisdistributionwould jibe with themoreradicallevelinganddeflexionthat Afrikaanshasunder-
gone3®

Thelossof casemorphologycorrelatewith theriseof agroupgenitivebutdoesnotinvariably
leadto it. An interestingcasearecertainFenno-Swedisdialectswhich havepracticallythesame
casemorphologyasstandardswedishyetdid notdevelopa groupgenitive(Vangsned.998). Per-
hapsthis wasa substratuneffect. Underthe prevailingconditionsof widespreadswedish/Finnish

34Carstairs1987notesa further correlationwhich corroborateshe analogicalaccount:possessivendingsturned
into clitics, with groupgenitivebehavioronly aftertheir allomorphicalternationsvereleveledout.

35SeeStrunk2004for ananalysisof thecorrespondingossessiveonstructiorin Low Saxon.Of particularinterest
is his observatiorthat the possessivenorphemecan appearfollowing a possessowithout a following possessum,
which suggestshatit alreadybeingreanalyzedsaclitic onthepossesor
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bilingualism,therich morphologyof Finnishmayhave“protected”thestatusof -sasa caseending
in Fenno-SwedishThereareotherindicationsof a conservativenfluenceof Finnishon the coter-
ritorial dialectsof Swedish:retentionof contrastivevowel quantity(Kiparskyto appear)retention
of non-finiteforms of modals,andthe absenc®f thethat-traceeffect.

In additionto making senseof the distribution of the group genitive within Germanic,the
analogicalaccountexplainswhy the group genitivedid not ariseuntil Middle English. It could
havehappeneanly afterthelossof nouninflections,which werealive andwell in Old English.
Still, we mayaskwhy thegroupgenitivedoesnotappeauntil late Middle English(asin Chaucers
(??), severahundredyearsafterthe othernouncaseslisappeared?

Kroch 1997 suggestshat the texts may reflectthe conservatisnof the written languageand
thatthe new groupgenitivewould appearfirst whereit differs minimally from the old usage.In
fact, the upgradingfrom a suffix to an X™ clitic seemgo havepassedhroughan X° clitic stage
(13th-14thc.), during which -s could be addedto conjoinedX®s; alsoto a title+nameasin (b),
which perhapsountedassyntacticallyatomic2®

(53) a. UpponnHerodekingessdagz
‘in King Herods day’

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

b. our Lord the Kynguswille
‘our Lord the king’'s  will’

(Lazamons Brut, 13thc., Allen ibid.)

3.2.2 lrish -mid

What aboutthe upgradingof the Irish 1PI. verb ending-mid to an independenpronounmuid
(example(4e))? The key triggeringfactor of this changess clearly that this endingwasthe only
boundperson/numbemarkerin the paradigm.

(54) Presentndicativeof mol-‘praise’ (Bybeeetal.: 14)
Singular Plural

1. molannmé molaimid

2. molanntid  molannsibh

3.Masc.| molannse  molannsiad

3.Fem. | molannsi molannsiad

Herethe 1.PI. obviouslyassimilatego the otherendings.The analogyis further groundedn the
complementarityof periphrasticand inflectedverb forms throughoutthe Irish verbal paradigm
(McCloskeyandHale 1984).Verb paradigmsontaina mix of syntheticforms,which marktense,
mood, person,and number,and analytic forms, which consistof a verb that markstenseand
moodanda pronounwhich markspersonandnumber They cite the following paradigmfor the
conditionalof cuir ‘put, apply’ in Ulsterlrish:

36A similar stageseemsto havebeenachievedn Dutch and colloquial North German;for the latter, seeStrunk
2004.
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(55) Singular Plural
1. chuirfinn chuirfimis
2. chuirfea chuirfeadhsibh
3.Masc.| chuirfeadhsé chuirfeadhsiad
3.Fem. | chuirfeadhsi chuirfeadhsiad

The syntheticforms can’t havea pronounsubject: *chuirfinn mé ‘I would apply’, andwherea
syntheticform exists,it blocksthe correspondingnalyticform: *chuirfeadhmé ‘1 would apply’.

Theendingsandpronounsaremorphosyntacticallgquivalentsothatthelevelingof theparadigm
in (54) notasradicalarestructuringasit mightappear

3.2.3 Spanish-mos

A somewhasimilar caseis (4f), the upgradingof affixal -mosto clitic =nos in Spanishwhich
“seemsto havetakenplaceindependentlyat somanywidely separategyointswithin the Spanish-
speakingvorld” (Jande2001:301) But, asJandahimselfpointsout, thischangé'greatlyincreased
the consistencyf penultimateverb-stressn mosttense/aspect/moogaradigms”.

3.2.4 Englishinfinitive to

Theinfinitive markerto (casg(4g)in ourlist) originatesasaninseparabl@refixonthenominalized
verb (originally a preposition) but sincelate Middle Englishit hasbegunto patternsyntactically
like amodal.

(56) a. Splitinfinitives: to notgo like will notgo
b. Ellipsis: (... andl want)to () like (...andl) will § (vanGelderenl993)
c. Conjunction....to danceandsinglike ... will danceandsing
d. IP complementsaccusativendinfinitive construction

Thischangeoccurredvhenwhenthenewcategoryof modalshadbeengrammaticalizedrom main
verbs.In fact, it fills agapin the pattern,sincethe original modalswere exclusivelyfinite andto

suppliesthe nonfinitecounterparto them (Kiparsky 1997). The upgradingof to is ananalogical
change— non-proportionabut exemplar-based- whichfills outthe syntacticparadigmof finite

modals.It is nota spontaneoudegrammaticalization.

3.2.5 Estonian=ep,=es

The decliticizationsof the Estonianfocus particles=ep, =es havebeencited asinstanceof de-
grammaticalizatiorisee(4h,i)). Thedevelopmenof =ep is assumedo haveproceededasfollows
(miks‘'why’):

(57) 1. miksi ~ miksi=pa
2. miks ~ mikse=p soundchange
3. miks ~ miks=ep reanalysis
4. miks ~ miksep upgrading
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In modernEstonianthe formerclitic epcanevenbe preposed:After this suffix waslexicalized,
theword ep could changdts syntacticpositionandprecedehe affirmedwords: seeep — epsee
[‘just that’].” (Ariste 1971,Campbell1991:290-2).This usageappeardso berare,butthefact that
it occursatall is a striking pieceof evidencehatdecliticizationhasoccurred.The developmenof

=esis partly similar,thoughthe datain this casearemurkier (Nevis 1986a).

This decliticizationis onceagainpartof alargerchange.Estonianhaslost all original Wack-
ernagelclitics (C-domainclitics, correspondingo Finnish-pa, -ko, -han,-s). Theresidualclitics
ep,eswhich hadarisenby resegmentatiofrom -pa, -s wererefashionedasfree particlesin order
in conformitywith the newconstraint.Sothis caseof decliticizationis analogicaln the sensehat
it makesa partialdistributionalregularityin thelanguageexceptionless.

3.2.6 Greek ksana-

Our lastexampleis (4j) ksana-‘again’, from eks-ana;- which hasbeenupgradedrom a bound
prefixin MedievalGreekto a freeadverbin ModernGreek(Dosunal997). Theanalogicaimodel
hereseemdo bea classof aspectual/temporaldverbsvhich form compoundsvith verbs:

(58) a. StdModGrsixna‘frequently’
b. ton sixnorotao~ tonrotaosixna‘l keepaskinghim’

This classseemdo haveattracteda numberof originally disyllabicprefixes,beginningwith meta
‘after’ (attestechsafreeadverbasearlyasthe 6th century).

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

(59) . StdModGrto exoksanasdi ‘I’ ve seenit before’,‘I’ ve seenit again(since)’
to ksana-exoi ‘I’ ve seenit before’
to ksana-exadi di ‘I’ ve alreadyseenit again(since)’,I’ve alreadyseenit before’

to exoidi ksanasdi ‘I’ ve alreadyseenit again’

® o0 T

. 6émbort matanatofau’‘l can’'teatit again’(Sarakatsarbloeg1925:297)F StdModGr
0é bord nato matago.

Of courseshowingthepossibilityof ananalogicabrigin notprovingit. Still, theexistencef a
plausiblealternativeveakengheclaimthatthisis aninstanceof degrammaticalizatiorit is fair to
askwhy preciselyprefixessuchasksana-andmeta-,mata-underwenthe analogy Dosunal997
suggesta numberof syntactico-semantieasonstheir uniformandcompositionasemanticsthe
lack of interactionwith argumentstructure thefact thatthey havesemanticscopeoverthewhole
VP (theaspectuatiomain),andtheir“low bonding”with their host.

4 Conclusions

Analogy astraditionally understoods a processhat extendsandregularizesexistingstructures,
typically representetby proportionalschemataln previouswork | havearguedthatsucha view
of analogyis too narrow andthatthe processs properly understoodas grammaroptimization.
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This providesa natural reconstructiorof varioustypesof non-proportionalanalogy including
lexical diffusion. Herel havepushedhis grammar-basediew of analogyonestepfurther. | have
shownthatit entailsthe existenceof a type of non-exemplar-baseganalogy which projectsUG
constraintghatarenot positivelyinstantiatedn thelanguage.This, | suggestjs the properview
of grammaticalization.

The new conceptof analogyunifies grammaticalizatiorwith ordinaryanalogy— not justin
thetrivial senseof classifyingthembothasinstance®f reanalysisbut causallywithin arestrictive
theory of analogicalchange. It providesa unified mechanisnfor all endogenousnovationin
morphologyandsyntax.

In additionto this conceptuahdvantagemy proposahastwo empiricalvirtues. First, although
it makesa formal distinctionbetweenordinaryanalogyandgrammaticalizatiorfoneis exemplar-
basedihe otheris not) it doesnot drawa sharpboundarybetweerthem,anddoesnot force usto
classifya givenchangeasbelongingexclusivelyto ne or the othertype. Betweenstraightforward
proportionalanalogyandwholly creativegrammaticalizationhereareintermediatecases/arying
in the remotenes®f the exemplarsandin the degreeto which they constrainor facilitate the
innovation.Moreovertheymayconflict,or actin concert.Examplesof suchmutuallyconstraining
interactionwerepresented.

Secondlymy proposalpredictsthe core propertiesof grammaticalizationincludingunidirec-
tionality. In fact, unidirectionalityis vindicatedasanexceptionlesgeneralizationandderivedin a
principledway asa consequencef the model. Apparentcounterexamplegftentakenasrefuting
thetheoryandrequiringaretreatto loosertheories(suchas*“reanalysis”),canbe explainedoy the
independentlynotivatedmechanisnof analogicakchangel presente@videncehattheinstances
of degrammaticalizationitesin therecenttheoreticaliteratureareordinaryexemplar-basedna-
logicalchange.

Seenin this light, thedebateon the unidirectionalitythesisturnsoutto run almostexactlypar-
allel to the earlierdebateon the neogrammariaexceptionlessnegbesisaboutsoundchange.ln
eachcasetherearefour opposingviews. Regardinghe questiorfis grammaticalizatiomnidirec-
tional?”, therearefour answers.

(60) a. No. The unidirectionalityhypothesiss false; grammaticalizations reanalysisthe
samé‘'mechanism”asanalogicalkchanggHarrisandCampbell1995,Josepi2001).

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

c. Sortof. Therearecounterexample@@nti- or degrammaticalizationjput unidirectional-
ity is arobusttendencyHaspelmatt2002,Hopper& Traugott2003).

d. Yes, nontrivially. Properlyunderstoodgrammaticalizations unidirectional. Appar-
ent degrammaticalizationare ordinary analogicalchanges.Grammaticalizatiorand
ordinaryanalogicakhangecanbeunified. (This article.)

And to the parallelquestion‘is soundchangeexceptionless?the samefour answershavebeen
given:

(61) a. No. Theneogrammariahypothesiss false(Schuchardi885).
b. Yes,trivially. Theneogrammariahypothesiss atautology(Hoenigswaldl978).

c. Sortof. Soundchangeis often exceptionlessthoughthereis also lexical diffusion
(Labov1994).
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d. Yes,nontrivially. Properlyunderstoodsoundchangeis exceptionlessLexical diffu-
sionis (non-proportionalexemplar-basednalogicakchanggKiparsky 1995).

| would like to think thatit is not by accidentor out of perversitythat| havearrivedat such
unorthodoxconclusionsn bothcasesRather,t follows from takingseriouslythetheoreticatchar-
acterof conceptdike “soundchange”and“analogy”. In this respecthistoricallinguisticsis no
differentfrom thesynchronicstudyof grammarWhetheragivendatumis to beallocatedo syntax
or semanticsor to morphologyor phonology is not alwaysimmediatelyobviouson phenomenal
grounds. The decisionmay requirelooking at the theoryandat the restof the grammar Simi-
larly in historicallinguistics. We cannotexpectto sort historicaldatainto categoriedike sound
change,analogicalchange,and grammaticalizatiorsimply by eyeballingthem, for they are not
pre-theoreticatategoriesA deepetook atthe phenomenas needed.

(62) Changedoesnotwearits identity onits sleeve.
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