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ABSTRACT

The thesis analyses a variety of clause linkerd use¢he world’s languages as
dedicated markers of four circumstantial relatibeswveen states of affairs: anteriority
(‘after’), causality (‘because’), purpose (‘in ordéo’) and conditionality (‘if’).
Focusing primarily on the function of the linkeeghrer than on their formal properties
the study scrutinizes the origin and functioningfrele-word adverbial subordinators,
converbal endings as well as other subordinatifigesf and polymorphemic structures
specialized for clause-linking functions. The datsdconsist of nearly 700 items which
come from a geographically and genetically balarsaedple of 84 languages.

In the first part of the thesis | discuss in detla@ scope of the study, theoretical
foundations (functional approach to language amglgsd methodology. In the second
part | focus on the issues of grammaticalizatiod semantic scope of the linkers. The
analysis of patterns of polysemy of the linkers, vesll as the make-up of the
polymorphemic items among them provide materialtifigr reconstruction of the most
common sources and pathways of grammaticalizatiooking closer at the patterns of
semantic polyfunctionality (i.e. other circumstahtmeanings that the clause linkers
convey in addition to being markers of the four lgsed relations) | reveal the
architecture of the network of their cognitive affies. The result of this investigation
is a set of findings, which add to our understagaifithe origin and functioning of the
markers — a topic which has received little attamso far.

The third part of the dissertation is dedicatedtite analysis of the cross-
linguistic variation in the degree of grammaticatian, lexicalization and explicitness
of the linkers and discussion on the motivationkite their development. The main
body of the analyses is focused on the investigatibthe potential influence of a
variety of socio-cultural factors on the variationisserved. The factors include those
most often mentioned in the context of the fordespg language structure: presence
and vitality of written form as well as other medd displaced communication,
presence of the language in schooling, populatioe sf the speech community, and
type of society. The results obtained show that dbgrees of grammaticalization,
lexicalization and explicitness are much strongeretated with socio-cultural factors
for anteriority and conditionality than for causgaland purpose. In order to account for
the differences | evoke the concepts of cogniteleeace and communicative pressure
arguing that the influence of socio-cultural faston language structure should always
be considered in a broader context which includes aragmatics and cognitive
psychology.
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GLOSSING CONVENTIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS

In glosses, labels for clause linkers are put imydorackets (e.g. {COND}, {CAUSE,
{SIOVERY}) according to the function they encodeaigiven example.

Polymorphemic markers are glossed morpheme-by-neonghonly when relevant. In
such cases the label for circumstantial functiongilgen after the morphological
glossing e.g.

Z powod-u
{from reason-GEN> CAUSE}

When a clause linkers is discontinous each ofatsspgs glossed separately with a
number e.g.

U a
shePRF go

karé Ilwh> ta-cya-ge e
water{PURPOSE1}seek6&.SG {PURPOSE?

The clause linkers are additionally put in boldhe original sentences.

The abbreviations referring to particular circums relations in the majority of
cases follow those proposed by Kortmann (1997):

ANTE anteriority (‘after’)

CAUSE causality (‘because’)

COCOND concessive conditionality (‘even if")
COMMENT  comment/accord (‘as’)

COMPAR comparison (‘as if")

CONC concession (‘although’)

COND conditionality (‘if)

CONTIN contingency (‘whenever’)
CONTRA contrast (‘whereas’)

IMMANTE immediate anteriority (‘as soon as’)
MANNER manner (‘as’, ‘how’)

MEANS means (‘by’)

PLACE place (‘where’)

POST posteriority (‘before’)

PREFER preference (‘rather than’)
PURPOSE purpose (‘in order to’)

RESULT result (‘so that")

SICOEX simultaneity co-extensiveness (‘as long as’
SIDUR simultaneity duration (‘while’)
SIMIL similarity (‘as’, ‘like”)

SIOVER simultaneity overlap (‘when’)
SUBSTI substitution (‘instead of’)
TAQUEM terminus ad quem (‘until’)

TAQUO terminus a quo (‘since’)



The remaining abbreviations follow in principle tlset proposed for the Leipzig

Glossing Rules.

— morpheme boundary
= clitic boundary

1, 2, 3 first, second, third person

ABL
ABS
ACC
ACT
ACTIV
ADEL
ADES
ADHORT
ADJ
ADP
ADV
ADVLZ
ALL
ANA
ANIM
ANTICAUS
AOR
AOPTCP
APPL
ART
AST
ATTR
AUX
BEN
CAUS
CLASS
CLF
CISNMLZ
CNTRFCT
COMP
CONJ
CONT
CONV
COP

D

DAT
DEF
DEM
DEP
DET
DIM

DIR
DOBJ
DU
DUR
DYN

E

ablative

absolutive
accusative

action patrticle
active

adelative (case)
adessive (case)
adhortative
adjective
adposistion
adverb
adverbializer
allative (case)
anaphoric
animate
anticausative
aorist

aorist particple
applicative marker
article

assertive particle
attributive
auxiliary
benefictive
causative

class marker
classifier

clause nominalizalizer
counterfactual
complementizer
conjunction
continuative
converb

copula
destination-orientation (verbal prefix)
dative

definite
demonstrative
dependency marker
determiner
diminutive
directionality marker
direct object

dual

durative marker
dynamic
epenthetic schwa



EMP
EQUAT
ERG
EXT

F

FIN
FOC
FR
FUT

G
GEN

H

HAB
IMP
IMPRF
IMPRFCONV
INANIM
INCL
IND
INDEF
INF
INFCONV
INS
INTEN
INTER
INTERJ
IRR
LOC

M

MID
MOD
N

NEG
NMLZ
NOM
NONFUT
NONFIN
NOUNSUF
OBJ
OBL
OPT
PART
PASS
PL
POSS
POT
PRF
PROG
PRON
PROSP
PRS
PRTT
PST
PTCP

Q
RDP

emphatic
equative marker
ergative (case)
extended (verb suffix)
feminine

finite

focus

frequency marker
future

gender class marker
genitive

human

habitual
imperative
imperfect
imperfective converb
inanimate
inclusive
indicative
indefinite
infinitive

infinitive converb
instrumental
intentional
interrogative
interjection
irrealis

locative
masculine
middle

modality

neuter

negation, negative
nominalized/nominalization
nominative
non-future
non-finite

noun suffix
object

oblique

optative

particle

passive

plural

possessive
potential

perfect
progressive
pronoun

prospective
present

partitive marker
past

participle
guestion particle
reduplication
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REAL
REL

SEQ

SBJ
SBJV
SBST

SG

SPRX
SRDIR
SREL
STAT
STPTCP
TERM
TNS

TOP

TR
VERBSUF
vVOC
VOLIT

realis
relativizer (relative clause marker)
sequentiality
subject
subjunctive
substantiviser
singular
speaker-proximate
superdirective (case)
superlative (case)
stative
static participle
non-subject marker
tense marker
topic
transitivity marker
verb suffix
vocative
volitional
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Of all mankind’s manifold creations, language miadte pride of place.
Other inventions — the wheel, agriculture, slicegtdnl — may have
transformed our material existence, but the adwrianguage is what
made us human. Compared to language, all othernihwes pale in
significance, since everything we have ever achkiedepends on
language and originates from it. Without language, could never have
embarked on our ascent to unparalleled power oveother animals,
and even over nature itself. (...) Language is mali&irgreatest

invention — except, of course, that it was neveeied.

Guy Deutscher
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INTRODUCTION

The development of grammar is commonly viewed asfitial major step in the
broadly understood evolution of human language ¢Gi\i979, Bickerton 1981,
Libermand 1984). Within grammar, in turn, the enemige of means for complex
sentence formation in the form of clause linkersciwhare the equivalents of English
subordinatorsf, as, although, who, thatc., is, beyond any doubt, one of the most
important achievements. The linking devices are smg from the so called
“protolanguage” (Bickerton 1990) reconstructed ba basis of “fossils of language”:
primate communication, language of children undher age of two, adults who have
been deprived of language in the early years of tifie and often also from the speech
of patients with language disorders. For Jackend®@99), the evolution of “symbols
that explicitly encode abstract semantic relatigrsh which includes a variety of
clause linkers, is the last step in the evolutibmodern language. The evidence from
grammaticalization studies also strongly suggest ot all the grammatical categories,
clause linkers develop as one of the last groupsn@iand Kuteva 2007:111). The
importance of the markers consists first and forgmo the novel communicative
power with which they provide speakers i.e. thditghio express explicitly complex
propositional thoughts. Although some go everaa®$ for arguing that — as a part of
“utility vocabulary” — the linkers facilitate thimkg:

Relational vocabulary plays an important role ioupht. It has been argued that language
enhances thoughts by making them available as jpiaeobjects (namely sentences), so
that they can be attended to, focused on, modifiad,remembered. Upon the invention of
this ‘utility vocabulary’, it would all of a sudddpe possible consciously to wondepifind
suppose thap, and to give reasons and purposes for actions, avitremendous effect on
the power of individual and communal reasons aadmhg. (Whashouldl say to so-and-
so?If he says thigshen maybé’ll do that; but if..." Try to perform this reasoning without
the italicized words) (Jackendoff 1999:277)

Four main types of clause linkers may be distingeasin the world’s languages:
those that mark symmetrical relations between stataffairs (Englishand, but, or),
those that introduce complement clauses (ad think that it was Lucy, those
introducing relative clauses (asThis is the man whiwollowed hey and, finally, those
linking clauses that stay in some sort of circumissé relation (egKate went home
becauseshe was tired., Althoughhave not planned it, | will come to see yoiihe last
group, which | calcircumstantial clause linkeyss the most diverse of the four. It is a
subset of markers belonging to this group thatéssubject of interest in this study.



Despite the communicative (and allegedly also dogg)iimportance of clause linkers,
some languages have at their disposal much poetero$ these markers than others.
Interestingly, in many languages some of the tygleslause linkers (eg. concessive
linkers or purpose linkers) are not present atall so the languages have to resort to
other, less explicit strategies of clause-linki@n the other hand, the circumstantial
clause linkers, when looked at from a cross-lintitiigerspective reveal an astonishing
diversity in morphosyntactic forms and morphologicamplexity. Often they display
high levels of polysemy too — overlapping in fornthwmembers of other categories
(such as adpositions, case markers etc.) and aasngxponents of more than one
circumstantial meaning (eg. anteriority and catgalAll of these issues are, however,
still under-researched and have been used totédeilour understanding of the origin
and functioning of this interesting group of iteordy in a very limited scope.

The only systematic work that has looked in sonmtaibdmto these problems is
Kortmann’s study from 1997. However, since it foadisexclusively on adverbial
subordinators and was limited to analysis of thgleages of Europe, it covers only a
fragment of the domain.

The present research is devoted to a cross-lingumstestigation of the origin
and functioning of four, broadly understood, growgbscircumstantial clause linkers:
linkers of anteriority, causality, purpose and daodality. It contributes to the rich
body of grammaticalization literature by facilitagi our understanding of various
aspects of grammaticalization processes in the oloofaclause-combining. The study
is focused first and foremost on the reconstrustiohgrammaticalization pathways of
a variety of clause-linkers, discussion on the watibn(s) for their development, the
clues they give us on the organization of the netved circumstantial concepts in our
mind and the picture of their cross-linguistic a#ion. In addition, clause-linking
devices other than clause-linkers are also coresidérhis includes coordination and
juxtaposition of clauses as well as strategiesrpm@ting subjunctives, infinitives and
other types of verb forms which are not allowednidependent clauses but which, by
convention, became to be understood as encodircgnegtantial relations between
states of affairs with lesser or greater degrearnobiguity. In other words, the study
offers a rich overview of more and less grammaiteal strategies which the world’s
languages employ in conveying circumstantial cotecep

The geographically and genetically balanced samgdel for the purpose of this
study consists of 84 languages and the number af/sad clause linkers approaches
700. Importantly, no structural constraints are utthe definition of clause linkers in
this thesis and so the study covers a variety ofkema which gives us the fullest
possible picture of the analysed domain. The resaflthe analyses are interpreted in
the spirit of functionalism — a research paradigimclv assumes that grammars, i.e.



linguistic forms and structures, are ultimately lexpable in terms of their function —
human communication.

The thesis consists of three parts. In part |, Whiecludes two chapters, the
scope of the study, theoretical foundations anchodgilogy are discussed. In chapter 1
the general idea of circumstantial relations betwetates of affairs and clauses is
presented (section 1.1.) along with the distinctibetween symmetrical and
asymmetrical relations made in this domain (sectigh). This is followed by the
overview of the cross-linguistic classificationsanfcumstantial clauses proposed in the
literature (section 1.3.) and a detailed presamatif the four circumstantial relations
that are the focus of this study (section 1.4.)e Vhriety of strategies that languages
employ in encoding circumstantial relations betwstates of affairs is discussed in
section 1.5. It begins with a brief overview oktproblems in applying the term
subordinationin a cross-linguistic study. In section 1.5.2.mersuch asadverbial
subordinator converh clausechainingas well aspecialverb forms, coordinationand
juxtaposition of clauses are discussed as those most often anedtiin linguistic
literature in the context of clause-combining &ggés. The following section (1.5.3.)
discussed the quasi-classification of the strategeoposed by Thompson and
Longacre and indicates its weak points. In seclich4. | propose my own function-
based classification of the strategies which | ygdpter in the analyses. The most
important point in the classification is the intumtion of the category of
circumstantial-glossemé&-glossemewhich covers a variety of clause linkers serving
the function of expressing circumstantial relatidvesween clauses regardless of their
form and complexity or any additional structuraitemia which are parts of the
definitions of adverbial subordinators, converbs. 8the chapter ends with a short
summary.

The theoretical foundations and the methodologylieghpare the subject of
chapter 2. It is emphasized in the introductionht chapter that although the present
study is not typological in nature, it draws exiealy on the experience of linguistic
typology in its basic assumptions, tools of analysid explanatory apparatus as well as
methodology. Section 2.1. presents the theoretiesis for choosing a functional
approach to defining the studied subject as wetlmeepts such as: iconicity, economy
and integrative functionalisms which are vital &pproaching the topic of both origin
and functioning of clause linkers. In section 2t sampling method and the language
sample used for the purpose of this study are dssmliin detail. The issue of data
collection is scrutinized in section 2.3. startingm the brief overview of the type of
information needed for conducting the study and imgpvo the two types of sources
used in this study: published materials and a gquasire.



Part 1l of the thesis, grounded first and foremmsthe grammaticalization
theory, is devoted entirely to the investigatiorttté sources and semantic scope of the
four groups of clause linkers. In this part thenterigin is understood as historical
origin and the ternfunction as the role that a particular linker serves — diqdar
meaning(s) it encodes.

In the opening chapter of this part — chapter I3aekground information and
parameters for the analysis to follow are discudgedetail. In the first section the
classification of the linkers according to theirfs and morphological complexity is
presented. Section 3.2. discusses details of ttesilpbities of looking into the
grammaticalization processes involving of c-glossemTerms suchpolysemy
unidirectionality polygrammaticalizationand idiomatization are introduced in this
section and the types of evidence used in gramalattion studies are discussed
along with issues of influence of language contacthe emergence and development
of clause linkers. The section concludes with aaraew of previous studies on the
origin of circumstantial clause linkers with a sippéemphasis on the four semantic
types which are the subject of this thesis. Theufiienate section of chapter 3 presents
in details the methods and assumptions that tadydbllows in the quest for the origin
of these clause-linking markers. It is emphasizeat the source of evidence used is
exclusively of synchronic nature and is based oalysrs of fossilized evidence of
pathways of grammaticalization: cross-linguistic ttg@ans of polysemy and
morphological make-up of those clause-linkers whichve been classified as
polymorphemic.The last section of the chapter is, in turn, dedai@ the issue of
organization of the network of clause linkers amel insight it offers into the cognitive
organization of our minds. It is explained that setic polyfunctionality (i.e. the
phenomenon of one clause linker serving as an expomf more than one
circumstantial relations) can be interpreted inm®rof iconicity as an evidence for a
close semantic proximity between the particular megs, especially when the
polyfunctionalities pattern cross-linguisticallyreRious studies focused on this topic,
as well as goals, methods and assumptions usdu im¢estigation of the network of
circumstantial meanings are also presented withensection.

Chapters 4-7, all of which have the same intertralctire, are devoted to the
presentation of the results of analysis of the rholggical complexity and forms of the
linkers; their origin; semantic polyfunctionalityé the network of cognitive affinities.
Chapter 4 discusses the findings concerning amiigritinkers, chapter 5 — causality
linkers, chapter 6 — purpose linkers and chaptercénditionality linkers. Each of the
chapters concludes with a brief summary of theeamesl results and the entire part of
the thesis is summarized in chapter 8 in which idetacomparisons of the four
relations and conclusions are presented.



In part Ill, entitled “Cross-linguistic variatiomd its socio-cultural correlates”
the issue of origin and functioning of the linkass looked at from the angle of
motivations for the introduction of the linkersand language system. The part begins
with chapter 9 in which the cross-linguistic vaioat of degrees of grammaticalization,
lexicalization and explicitness of the four grougsthe linkers is discussed in sections
9.1, 9.2. and 9.3. respectively. For each of tleties information on data coding and
analysis is explained separately and in each otlige quantitative analyses are
accompanied by discussion on geographic distributibthe variation. The notions of
lexicalizationand explicitnessare discussed in sections 9.2.1. and 9.3.1. regelc
and in the section dealing with variation in thegmes of explicitness linguistic
borrowing of clause linkers as well as alternastrategies of encoding are considered.
The chapter concludes with a summary and compaadttre obtained results.

In chapter 10 the influence of socio-cultural fastmn the encoding of
circumstantial relations between clauses and emeegef clause linkers is considered.
The chapter opens with on overview of hypothesespaavious studies focused on the
extra-linguistic factors shaping language struciarsection 10.1. The factors include
in particular: society structure, written form another modes of displaced
communication and language contact. It is emphdsilzat of all the extra-linguistic
factors it is the presence of written form that basn most commonly linked with the
presence of clause-linking devices although the&tbps never been investigated from
a cross-linguistic perspective before. In sectidn2l1 the design of the analysis is
discussed in detail and so are the main parametéhe analysis: number of speakers,
level of written form development, presence andrattaristics of the language in
school teaching, radio and TV broadcasting and tiahdl (general) parameters.
Section 10.3. presents the results of the coroglainalyses — separately for degree of
grammaticalization, lexicalization and explicitness

Finally, chapter 11 gathers the results presemtquhrt 11l and aims to answer
the question of the motivation behind the emergeiodause linkers and reasons for
the cross-linguistic variation in their distributiolt is in this chapter that the cognitive,
pragmatic and socio-cultural factors are considgadly. The thesis concludes with a
chapter entitled Final Words.

Taking into account the methods of analysis, thesmt study may be viewed
asempirical in that it is based on material collected from dlealguagesguantitative
in that it aims to reveal similarities and diffeces between languages by looking at
frequencies of occurrences of certain phenomguajtative in that it explores clusters
in distribution and tendencies, atigkoretical in that it proposes hypotheses explaining
the cross-linguistic variation.






PART ONE

SCOPE OF THE STUDY,
THEORETICAL PREMISES AND METHODOLOGY



Those categories of thought connection which weessgy
means of ‘if, ‘because’, ‘although’... etc. do ofucse
belong to the most indispensable tools of any neiasp
mind; no people can do without them, each lingaisti
community operates in its thinking with conditionauses,
restrictions, alternatives.

Georg von der Gabelenz



CHAPTER 1

Circumstantial relations between clauses

The incredible cognitive apparatus that human®gquepped with is capable not
only of perceiving and recording things that happanhalso of abstracting about things
that may happen and might have happened. Furthermagnables us to relate these
“things that happen/happened/may/might have hamljeneeach other in a variety of
scenarios. It is this very ability, which is unigal among all humans and which is the
basis of higher level propositional thinking andgsening.

This chapter begins with the introduction of thempdex notion ofstate of
affairs and clause in section 1.1. In section 1.2. the basic distorctibetween
symmetrical and asymmetrical relations betweenestaif affairs and clauses is
discussed. Classifications of the asymmetrical timdla proposed in typological
literature so far are presented in 1.3. Section i$.4devoted to more detailed
presentation of the four relations which are théjext of this study: anteriority,
causality, purpose and conditionality and in sectlo5. a detailed discussion on the
strategies of encoding the circumstantial relatisngresented. The chapter concludes
with a summary in section 1.6.

1.1. The notion of state of affairs and clause

Of all terms such agacts situations states of affairseventsetc. used to
describe the broad category of “things that happkea’notion ofevent has been used
most commonly in philosophy and logic as well adinguistics. The term dates back
to Plato’s dialogues but after two millennia ofplites, researchers still have not
reached an agreement as to what “event” and ther dérms such as “facts”,
“activities”, “accomplishments”, “achievements”, dafistates” exactly mean and how
they are related to each otHdt.is not may aim to enter here the discussiomwents

! For a very detailed overview of the problems wdiktinguishing between events, facts, activities,
accomplishments, achievements, and states from thetbretical and linguistic (semantic) angle and



which occupies a prominent role in modern semahbaght (cf. for instance the works
by Davidson 1967, 1980, Parsons 1989, 1990, 198het 1988, 1996 and the rich
literature on event theory listed in the bibliogmgmn event semantics by Condoravdi
and Filip 2007). Instead, | simply apply the distians and disambiguate the concepts
following Functional Grammar (FG) where the testate of affairghenceforth SoA)
is used unambiguously as a hyponym of differenssda of predicates such as
situations, actions, events and processes (sed@Ka:105). A SoA, as Siewierska
puts it, “designates the conception of somethirad thay be the case in some world”
(1991:43), the term event being just one instari&od, namely a dynamic SoA.

In language, a given state of affairs is realizggtedication, which — together
with its propositional content — forms a clauser Fstance, in the clause below the
(nuclear) predication consists of the predicated and the term3ohnandbook.

(1.1.)John read a book.

The state of affairs the clause encodes (‘Johnmgadbook’) becomes a proposition in
an act of utterance. The working definition of dau follow in this thesis has been
adapted from Lehmann:
We will assume a broad concept of the clause wbichprises any syntagm containing one
predication. Syntactically, this means that — affimn nominal clauses — the uppermost

controller of dependency in the syntagm is a veftwah. Since a verbal form may be finite
or non-finite, this includes nominalized clausd€88:182)

1.2. Relations between states of affairs and relati  ons between clauses

States of affairs may be related to each othewm ways: symmetrically or
asymmetrically. In symmetrical relations both So&a® viewed as equal in their
importance. The asymmetrical relations involve,doyntrast, certain representational
dependences where one of the SoA is conceptuabsedfor instance, a reason,
condition or temporal antecedent.

The distinction between symmetrical and asymmdttigaes of relations maps
also onto their linguistic representations — complauses. In linguistics (as well as in
logic) there is a long tradition of distinguishir®) groups within the symmetrical
relations: conjunction, adversativity and disjuantiwhich all fall under the term
coordination.In languages across the world these relationsmast commonly (but not
exclusively) expressed by using so caltbrdinating structuresvhere two clauses
are linked by coordinating particles suchaasl or, but Relations between various

additional references see Casati and Varzi (1996)jell as an annotated bibliography 1947 to 1997
prepared by the two authors (1997). For a lingttstintered discussion see Hopper (1995).
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structures that reveal dependency (the asymmetoigca$) are, in turn, traditionally
associated on the sentential level with the natilcsubordination(see section 1.5.1. for
more detailed treatment of the topic). Within tleenplex structures involving clausal
subordination, again, three types of constructi@ame commonly distinguished:
complement clauses, relative clauses and adveilbiades.

According to this distinction complement clauses {lce underlined fragment
of the sentence in 1.2.) serve the function of sxgnits of predicates; relative clauses
serve the function of noun phrase modifiers butarguments of a predicate (cf. the
underlined fragment in 1.3.); adverbial clausesaactnodifiers of any verb phrases or
sentences, serving the same role as manner, lectégmporal and other adverbs would
serve (cf. the underlined fragment in 1.4.).

(2.2.)1 am not convinced that you did the right thing

(2.3.)The girl who just leftvas my sister.
(1.4.) | went thereto watch the parade.

Cristofaro (2005, chapters 5-7) gives a good sumrérthe types of relations
between SoA in these three types of clauses: irptament clauses the link is such that
the main SoA entails that the other one is refetogdh relative clauses the dependent
SoA provides some kind of specification about atipi@ant of the other and for
adverbial clauses two SoAs are linked such thatammeesponds to the circumstances
under which the other one takes place.

With regard to the last group, which is of speamportance for this thesis, and
asymmetrical relations between SoAs in generalmyal(1978 and 2001) has
introduced a distinction between Figure and Growmich has been applied also by
Croft (2001). In this framework Figure and Groungrihs taken from Gestalt
Psychology) refer to concepts that need anchomutythose which do the anchoring
respectively. In order to illustrate the positiohFagure and Ground with respect to
arrangement of clauses Talmy describes the caset@mporal relation:

The Figure is an event whose location in time iscedved as a variable the particular value
of which is the relevant issue. The Ground is @&naice event, one that has a stationary
setting relative to a reference frame (generalhg bne-dimensional timeline), which
respect to which the Figure’s temporal locatiooharacterized. (2001:320)

The simplest example illustrating the temporal FegGround distinction between SoA
in English is a complex sentence with a subordinsich as:

(1.5.)1 came inafter John left.

where the SoA ‘John’s leaving’ has a Ground meamisgjgned to it, since it is the
reference point for the Figure SoA — ‘my coming’.
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The Figure/Ground distinction is very closely rethto the distinction between
foregrounding and backgrounding discussed in HOpp€&r979) and Hopper and
Thompson’s (1980) works and to the division betwsepporting and focal clause
introduced by Dixon (2009). Despite the attractesshof such cognitive approaches to
the analysis of asymmetrical relations between Safss clauses there are, however, a
couple of problems with cross-linguistic applicatiof these distinctions, as Cristofaro
(2005:26) has aptly noticed. The problem that isebévance to this study is that the
two types of phenomena have to be identified oftethe basis of extensive contextual
analysis, which is difficult in wide cross-linguiststudies (for similar points see also
Myhill and Hibiya 1988:362 and Dixon 2009:2-5). Rbris reason | limit myself here to
a more functional distinction delimiting betweenawtes conceptualizing the
circumstantial concepts (circumstantial clauses))tae clauses which they are attached
to (main clauses). In Functional Grammar termsdahes types refer telausesand
circumstancesatellitesrespectively (see Dik 1997b) and in traditionahrgmars to
adverbial adjuncts/modifiers/adverbial clausaad main’matrix clauses | choose to
use the ternctircumstantial clause rather thanadverbial clause since the adjective
‘circumstantial’ may be applied indicating not ortlye type of clauses but also the
conceptual characteristics.

1.3. Classifications of circumstantial clauses

The classifications of circumstantial clauses (mofén under the heading
“classification of adverbial clauses” or “class#dton of interclausal relations”)
proposed in traditional grammars usually contaia tbllowing set of semantically
defined classes: clauses of time, place, mannasorg purpose, result, condition,
concession, manner and degree. The classificatidfey, however, for more fine-
grained distinctions. The main reason for that hat tthe conceptual and formal
boundaries between various circumstantial relatiares fuzzy and tend to overlap,
which translates directly onto the classificatidnctause types (c.f. Harris 1989:341;
Konig 1986:229; Kortmann 1997:79).For the purpose of this study those
classifications that have been proposed on thes lzdsiross-linguistic research are of
special importance and it is these that we shontdid on here. There are three such
proposals. The oldest one is the typology propdsefihompson and Longacre (1985)
where the following 12 types of adverbial claugesdistinguished:

2 The conceptual fuzziness is a very important phemn in its own rights and is discussed in détail
part Il of the thesis under the latsgimantic polyfunctionality
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Time (‘when, after, before’), location (‘where’),amner (‘as, as if’), purpose (‘in order to, in artleat’),
reason (‘because’), circumstantial (‘by, without§imultaneous (‘while’), conditional (‘if, even Iif,
unless’), concessive (‘although’), substitutivengiead of’), additive (‘besides, in addition to'hca
absolutive (subordinated clauses without expli@inals of the relationship between the main and
subordinate clause which interpretation is infefredh the pragmatic and linguistic context).

Hengeveld's (1993) proposal of classification, lbasas the analysis of European
languages, differs in three points from that by mpson and Longacre. Firstly, the
author has proposed to divide adverbial clausesineé into clauses that express
simultaneity, anteriority and posteriority. Secondie has separated from condition the
relation which he callpotential circumstanceFinally, he has excluded cases of non-
explicit subordination. His typology therefore cts of 15 types of clauses:

simultaneity (‘when’), anteriority, posteriority, anner, cause, reason, explanation, condition (if),
potential circumstance (in case), concession, @sive condition, result, purpose, means and aaditio

The most comprehensive set of adverbial clausesbbas proposed by Kortmann
(1997) in his cross-linguistic study on adverbiabardination based on 49 European
languages. As the author explains this set “idyfailomplete and includes all of the
major types of semantic relations which are exyyicnarked by means of clause
linking devices” (1997:81). It consists of 32 irdkausal relations divided into 4 groups:

TIME
simultaneity overlap ‘when’
simultaneity duration ‘while’
simultaneity co-extensiveness ‘as long as’
anteriority ‘after’
immediate anteriority ‘as soon as’
terminus a quo ‘since’
posteriority ‘before’
terminus ad quem ‘until’
contingency ‘whenever’

CCC (causal, conditional, concessive and relatetdlausal relations)
cause/reason ‘because’
condition ‘if’
negative condition ‘unless’
concessive condition ‘even if
concession ‘although’
contrast ‘whereas’
result ‘so that’
purpose ‘in order that’
negative purpose ‘lest’

MODAL
manner ‘as, how'
similarity ‘as, like’
comment/accord ‘as’
comparison ‘as if’
instrument/means ‘by’
proportion ‘the ... the’

13



OTHER
place ‘where’
substitution ‘instead of *
preference ‘rather than’
concomitance ‘wobei’ (German)
negative concomitance ‘without’
addition ‘in addition to’

All of the three authors whose classifications hbeen referred to here, have
used overt markers of adverbial relations betwdanses — the so calleatverbial
subordinatorg(cf. section 1.5.2.) — as exemplifications of parar types of clauses. It
comes as no surprise then that the subordinaterss#lves adopt the name of the
relation they encode — hence we have for instanaasal subordinatorbécausg
subordinator of purposein( order tha), subordinator of mannerag etc.
Understandably, the labels of the types of circami&tl clauses are extended over
circumstantial relations themselves and so wedhtkut the relation of cause, purpose,
manner etc.

1.4. The focus of the study

The circumstantial relations whose encoding is ghbject of this study are:
anteriority, causality, purpose and conditionalifile number of relations included has
been dictated by time and length limitations o$ tsiudy. They have been chosen as to
represent various semantic types of circumstaotiatepts taking into account also the
likelihood of finding sufficient information on tire encoding in the published
materials. Anteriority represents the temporal dom&onditionality belongs to a
group of concepts which include also concessivealitimmality (‘even if’) and negative
conditionality (‘unless’). Purpose and negativepgmse (‘lest’) form another domain
while causality is a one-member subtype of the grolucircumstantial relations. The
encoding of these four concepts, unlike the engpdinrelations such as contingency
(‘whenever’), terminus ad quem (‘until’), contrgsvhereas’), comparison (‘as if’) and
many others presented in the classifications irptegious section, is discussed almost
without exceptions in grammars and grammar sketoh#dse world’s languages which
include sections on complex sentence formation.

Each of them is discussed below along with corredpmy types of
circumstantial clauses in English and with deteation of the actual scope in which
they are considered in this thes3f these four groups of clauses considerable amount
of attention has been devoted so far only to threstigation of conditional clauses (see
in particular Traugott et al. 1986; Athanasiadow &irven 1997; Dancygier 1998;
Podlesskaya 2001; Khrakovskij 2005 and referencerein). A typology of purpose
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clauses has been proposed very recently by Scheaigttkle (2009) and apart from the
earlier generative-oriented work on purpose clausdsnglish by Jones (1991) this is
the only detailed study on this group of circumstrclauses. In all these works, the
focus has been, however, more on formal featureseotlauses (such as finiteness of
verb forms and TAM marking) than on the clausediskused to encode the particular
relations. The other two types of clauses: caus@lamteriority still await more detailed
cross-linguistic treatment.

1.4.1. Anteriority

The anteriority relation is defined as a temporal relation between two SoAs
where one of them (called the anterior one) ifized and completed before the other
one takes place. Aranteriority clause (in the literature called sometimes also
sequential claugeis the factual clause which encodes the temporadtlier SoA® In
English the relation is prototypically marked byethuse of the subordinating
conjunctionafteras in (1.6.) where the underlined clause is theramity clause:

(1.6.) After | came homé called my friend.

No further distinction is to be made in this worktlween anteriority clauses
(and anteriority markers) expressing sequencin§a¥s in the past (as in 1.6.) and in
the future (1.7.).

(1.7.)After/'when| come home | will call my friend.

Anteriority is distinguished from immediate anteitip i.e. such sequencing of SoAs
where they follow each other in time (almost) withany interval (cf. 1.8.). It is
exclusively the first relation that is consideradhis study.

(1.8.)Immediately after/as sooas | came home | called my friend.

Finally, it is the marking of the anteriority rala on the clause expressing the
temporally earlier SoA, as in (1.6.) and (1.7.)ttisathe subject of investigation here.
The marking of this relation on the clause codimg temporally later SoAs — using so
called connective adverb®or discourse markers which are equivalents ofand)
then/later/afterward€1.9.) — is therefore excluded from the majorityanalyses but is

® The termfactuality has been applied by Pérez Quintero in her funatimiudy on adverbial
subordination in English. Bfactual clausethe author understands a clause “which descrilpsgerty
or relation as applicable; a SoA as real, a prdjposil content as full and a speech act as assértiv
(2002:53). The concept is closely related to ttidaotivity introduced by Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970)
and adopted by Hengeveld (1993) and Dik (1997a,b).
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considered in the discussion on degrees of expdisg of encoding of the relation in
part Ill of the thesis.

(2.9.) | came home (and) then/later/afterwards | calledfrignd.

1.4.2. Causality

Two SoAs of which one (called the causal one) gmes the reason for the
other one to occur are to be viewed as being inr¢kagion of causality A causal
clauseis defined then as a factual clause expressin@t#es stating the cause/reason.
In English this type of clause is usually introddid®y because, sincer as

(2.10.)John had to cancel the meetibgcause/since/ase got sick

A variety of further distinctions could be introdietto the discussion of causal
clauses and causality linkers such as: a distindieiween cause and reason (especially
popular in philosophical consideratidjisa distinction between eventive, epistemic and
illocutionary causg or a distinction between causal relations in efenencing and
non-co-referencing clauses. The main reason whgetltkstinctions are not applied
here is that they are very rarely reported in theguistic literature as being
grammaticalized. It would be a task far beyond the scope of thislgtto survey the
sampled languages for such distinctions. Hencethallclauses and all the clausal
markers expressing the broadly understood cau&atiors between SoAs are to be
considered in this thesis.

1.4.3. Purpose

Purpose relationsbetween SoAs are to be understood as such redatbere
one of the SoAs (the purpose one, often involvingpacept of motion) is performed
with the goal of realization of the other one. Buling from this, gurpose clauses a

* The two have been delimited, for instance, by §¢itistein (1979) who viewed causes as perceptual
concepts (hypotheses about how events are conniected world) and reasons as intentional concepts
(justifications that we give for certain actionsppopositions).

> On this point see Pérez Quintero (2002:67-68).

®In fact, | have found only four such examplestie sample of the 84 languages | analysed. The first
two appear to be more or less evident grammatat#dia of the distinction between cause and reason
and come from Lezgian, where théwuz/lahanamarker is used most commonly to express subjective
motivation in causal/reason clauses (Haspelmath3:899) and from Eipo, where the use of the
cause/reason markemnenis restricted to cases which derive from the felftg sequence: human agent
thinking or saying something and then acting on etbimg or someone (Volker Heeschen, personal
communication). The other two are cases of markpexialized to encode causal relations in either
same-subject or different-subject clauses. Theyecénom Krongo, where the prefixal markera- is
used exclusively in coreferencing clauses (Reh 1385 and Retuérwhich uses suffixal markers

paka?aandwadi in coreferencing and non-coreferencing clausgsectively (Strom 1992:173-175).
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clause encoding the SoAs that conceptualizes pergdse most common and explicit
way in which English expresses such relation isigy of the purpose marken ©rder
to):

(1.11.)Kate went to the barik order toapply for a mortgage

Purpose clauses (in more traditional grammars somastcalled alsdéinal clause} are
by definition non-factual. Moreover, they can bewed as “reason formulated in terms
of [the] intended outcome” (Jackson 1995:57).

In this thesis no distinctions within the domainpafrpose clauses and markers
of purpose clauses are made with regard to motiohr@n-motion, eventive purpose
and epistemic purpodeOne important and commonly grammaticalized disitmcthat
is taken into account in part Ill of the thesisthe distinction between coreferential
(same-subject) and non-coreferential (differentistth purpose clauses and markers. A
coreferential purpose clause shares an agent héthmiain clause and the agent can,
obviously, control the realization of the depend8pf (such as in 1.11.), while in a
non-coreferential purpose clause there is no agieating and the agent of the main
clause cannot control the realization of the So&oeed by the purpose clause (see
1.12.) As Cristofaro remarks “By their very natun@wever, purpose relations imply
that the performer of the main SoA is in some wayolved in the realization of the
dependent one, at least in that there is an eleafemitl on his or her part towards such
realization” (2003:1575.

(1.12.)Kate went to the bargo thatJohn could stay at home.

In this study only cases of positive purpose amsiered. Negated purpose, i.e. such
relation where a certain SoA is performed in ortlerprevent another one from
occurring (which is in English prototypically markéy the use of the subordinaiar
order not toor lesd, is excluded from the range of relations looketexe.

1.4.4. Conditionality

A conditional relationestablishes a connection between two SoAs suthhtha
occurrence of one of them (the conditional onghés condition for the occurrence of
the other (which, in turn, can be viewed as theseqnence of the former). Thus, a

I go back to that issue in chapter 6
8 Again, for the latter distinction see (Pérez Qeiint2002:63-64)
° Cf. also Longacre, Thomspon and Hwang 2007:253.
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conditional clauseis a non-factual clause expressing the conditiorthe linguistic
literature it is often called therotasis (or antecedent while the main clause it is
attached to — thapodosigor consequent

The domain of conditionality involves a varietysfuations which differ regarding
the likelihood of their occurrence. This thesigasused exclusively on the marking of
protasis in what | call heneeal conditions— i.e. such that are possible to fulfil. This
includes the following three types of conditiondistinguished by Schachter (1971)
and adopted by Thompson, Longacre and Hwang (2607285}* real present
(1.13.), real habitual/generic (1.14.) and unpzatlictive (1.15.).

(1.13))If it's raining out theremy car is getting wet

(1.14.)If you step on the brakée car slows down
(1.15.)If he gets the jglhwe’ll all celebrate

The distinction between real conditionals and othgres of conditionals
(especially imaginative — i.e. hypothetical and eufactual) is quite often encoded in
the configuration of TAM markers in the protasisim in the clause linkers.| focus
here exclusively on the markers of real conditiod geave the discussion on the other
types for future research. The obvious advantagsush an approach is that the
outcomes of analysis of various aspects of encodingonditionality will allow for
extensive comparisons and more detailed coveragheobroad topic. For a similar
reason, cases of past conditionals, as well as al@dc negative conditionals
(prototypically encoded in English by the subortiimaunlesy and concessive
conditionals €ven ij are excluded from the analysis here. Finally,dmtinction is
made between eventive, epistemic or illocutionanyditions and the liké?

1.5. Strategies of encoding circumstantial relation S

In this section | look at the range of strateglest tare used in the languages of
the world to encode circumstantial relations betwB8eAs. It needs to be emphasized,

1% This is only one of the many classifications prabs$or conditionals. Other authors distinguish, for

instance, between: closed, open, tentative, cdiacteal (Declerck, Reed 2001); counterfactual,

unlikely, hypothetical, given (Haiman, Kuteva 2004pen and remote (Huddleston, Pullum et al. 2002);
indicative (predictive and nonpredictive), subjiwetand counterfactual (Kaufmann 2005).

M 1n the languages | have looked at, the distinctimtween real, hypothetical and counterfactual
conditionals is grammaticalized in clause linkemsstncommonly in African and Austric languages. An

example of this phenomenon is to be found, foraimse, in the Konso language of Ethiopia where the

oo/oon subordinator is used in real conditional clausksiee in hypothetical andkangen in
counterfactual ones (see Oda 2000:23-26).
12 Cf. Sweetser (1990), Quirk et al. (1991) and P&eintero (2002).
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however, that what interests us here is first bfhe marking of circumstantial relations
on subordinate clauses.

| begin the discussion with a consideration of thebfam of defining
subordination— a term that in Western linguistic tradition i®$h strongly associated
with the encoding of circumstantial relations. I5.2. | present an overview of the
various strategies and various terms occurringhen works devoted to encoding of
circumstantial relations. Sub-section 1.5.3. disessthe set of strategies listed by
Thompson and Longacre in what is the only availdloleasi-)classification of the
strategies in question and scrutinizes the flawthefclassification. Finally, in 1.5.4.,
bearing in mind the main subject of this thesjgdsent my own, functionally-oriented,
classification of the strategies and the t@incumstantial glossemeovering a variety
of structural types of items with clause-linkingh@ions.

1.5.1. Problems in defining subordination

It has been emphasized a number of times (Ram&, 12@ft 1991, Gil 1991
and 2001, Haspelmath 200ater alia) that many of the syntactic concepts that are
being used in modern linguistics have originated_atin and Greek grammars and
apply best to the description of Indo-European leggs (and not all of them either).
Since languages in other language families vargidanably from the European ones,
the cross-linguistic validity of these categorissften problematic. To escape the, as
Gil (2001) puts it, Europocentrism, field linguistse still being forced to adopt the
Boasian approach of positing language-specificgmates for the languages that they
work with. This remains a serious problem for tledical linguistics, including cross-
linguistic and comparative investigations o linggiphenomena (see section 2.1.1. for
more discussion).

Regarding the scope of this thesis the problenctaracter of the concept of
clausal subordinationhas to be emphasized. The strongest opinionisiréspect was
expressed probably by Thompson:

“Subordinate clause” is not a grammatical categdrgll. That is, there does not seem to
be a single function or even a group of functidme tve can think of this ‘category’ as
having been designed, as it were, to serve. Stethe'subordination’ seems to be at best
a negative term which lumps together all deviatifnmeen some ‘main clause’ norm,
which means that it treats as unified a set ofsfaghich we think is not a single
phenomenon. (1985:86)

This fuzzy character of syntactic categories suech sabordination and
coordination has been a subject of discussion émades. It was probably the Dutch
grammarian Kruisinga (1932:501) who first notedt thiais perhaps hardly necessary

to observe that the distinction between coordimaéind subordination is a relative one,
allowing of intermediate cases”. Cristofaro hasegia good summary of the problems
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arguing that neither the dependency nor the emhgddahich have been proposed as
criteria of distinguishing subordination from otrmymplex structures are suitable for
cross-linguistic comparisotis

Any parameter chosen to distinguish between subatidin and non-subordination
will combine with a number of other parameters/djiey a variety of possibly very
different clause linkage (sub)types. In this respethe distinction between
subordination and non-subordination should not &garded as a discrete one (as
implied by the opposition between subordination @ndrdination), but rather as a
syntactic continuum involving a number of differemhd quite freely combinable
parameters(2005:20)

Huddleston (1984), Lehmann (1988) and Givf®90) also argued for such a
continuum. In Quirk et al. (1985:927-28) the iddagmdation between subordination
and coordination has been worked out in detail. dinors have posited six syntactic
criteria to characterize coordinating conjunctiansEnglish — the more criteria a
particular item conforms to, the more it resemldesoordinating conjunction and the
less a subordinating conjunction. Van Valin (1984&)6and Olson (1981) and then van
Valin and LaPolla (1997) proposed an additionamter cosubordination— for those
cases where one clause is dependent but not entbeddeanother. However, the
distinction of dependency and embedding is, agaiha universally acceptable offe.

The most reasonable way out of this confusion sderhe the approach chosen
by Cristofaro who uses the term subordination &erniag to:

a particular way to construe the cognitive relatimtween two events, such that one of

them (which will be called the dependent eventk$aan autonomous profile, and is

construed in the perspective of the other eventidfwhwill be called the main event).

(2003:2)
According to this functional definition, subordirat is, thus, defined with respect to
asymmetrical relations between SoAs (cf. secti¢h) that we perceive and process
and not with respect to structural properties amangement of syntactic elements in a
complex sentence. Because of the suitability farssilinguistic comparisons (see
section 2.1.) | choose to follow Cristofaro in herderstanding of the term and, hence,
whenever the notion of ‘subordination’ is usedhistthesis it should be understood in
its functional and not structural sense.

131t has been often the case in traditional gramrt@sswell as in Quirk et all 1985; Van Valin and La
Polla 1997, for instance) that the tesobordinationwas used interchangeably with the tesmbedding

and subordinated clausénterchangeably witlembedded clausé€n the other hand, there are authors
such as Huddleston (1984) and Hooper and Traug0@3) who see embedding as a case where clause
Y is a constituent of clause X as opposite to tsecof subordination where X clause and Y clause ar
each immediate constituents of the sentence inhndase ‘subordination’ is a hyponym of ‘embedding’.
Needless to say, syntactic dependency itself lmnoonly perceived as a gradable phenomenon (cf.
Mithun 1984; Lehmann 1988; Haspelmath 1995; Kortmd®97; Van Valin and La Polla 1997,
Fabricius-Hansen and Ramm 2008 for discussion aré neferences).

!4 See footnote 13.
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1.5.2. Overview of strategies

So far only a relatively small number of cross-lirggic surveys on means of
expressing of circumstantial relations have beerdagoted. There are just a couple of
more systemic studies which, however, rarely gohdythe languages of Europe and
Asia (Haspelmath and Konig 1995, Kortmann 1997aBjs1998). In the majority of
cases the discussions are limited either to vergf lmross-linguistic overviews or
descriptions of particular languages. The aim of section is to put these bits together
and portray the variety of phenomena that have bmmrsidered under the label
“strategies of encoding of circumstantial relatipnas well as the terminological
confusion that has arisen in this field.

Adverbial subordinators

The termadverbial subordinatocommonly als@dverbial conjunctionsubordinating
conjunction subordinator adverbialize} is usually understood as a “free morpheme
which operates over a subordinate clause servirapagptional adverbial modifier of
the main clause” (Kortmann 2001:842). This includes-word free morphemes such
as the Mantauran Ruk#o in (1.16.), as well as combinations of morphenemahe
English purpose subordinatiororder to(1.11.)

(1.16. ) Mantauran Ruké&Zeitoun 2007:152)

Lo pa’amaolro-li amo-paavanao-lrao.
{COND} have timetSG.GEN IRR.PASS-DYN.in.hurt1SGNOM

‘If | have time, | will bathe.’

Adpositions with scope over nominalized verb formsch as the causal postposition
kilinga in Lezgian (1.17.), are also often classified @sosdinators:

(1.17.) Lezgian{Haspelmath 1993:389)

Wic¢i-n  wezifa-jar  haqisgwil.e-Idi tamamar-un.i-zz kilinga
self-GEN dutyPL conscientiousnessRDIR fulfil- NMLZ-DAT {CAUSE}
kawaxa.di-z xar.u-n Zemat.di-n ada jeke hurmet awa-j.

chairmanbAT villageGEN peopleGEN among big respect beRST

‘Since he fulfilled his duties conscientiously, tlebairman enjoyed great respect
among the villagers’

!> One strong rationale for counting adpositions afieg over nominalized clauses as instances oselau
linkers is that over time they tend to develop itiditionally understood adverbial subordinatarse(
section 3.2.8.) These various stages involving aitipas are still clearly visible in English, wheater
can be used with noungfter breakfast John went back to wprkominalized verbsA(ter finishing
breakfast John went back to wprks well as with finite verbsAfter he finished breakfast, John went
back to work
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Surprisingly, this prominent group of clause-lingirdevices, has received little
attention so far. In the typological literature rédna@s only one study focused on
adverbial subordinators — Kortmann (1997). Althodghited in scope (cf. section
3.2.8.), this work is, without any doubt, very misiful and inspiring. It is referred to in
numerous places in this thesis.

Converbs

The category of converbs, initially used in Altaimguistics, has been
introduced to wider cross-linguistic discussionsNsdjalkov and Nedjalkov (1987).
The termconverbis nowadays most commonly used in the meaning gseg by
Haspelmath i.e. “a nonfinite verb form whose maimdtion is to mark adverbial
subordination” (1995:3). As the author adds, “aeotiiay of putting it is that converbs
are verbal adverbs, just like participles are viedogectives”. Understood this way the
term covers a range of verb forms traditionallyletherunds adverbial participles
conjunctive participle®tc.

On the one hand converbs are devoid of certain TokMgreement categories
usually required on verbs in independent (mainjs#a and, on the other hand, they are
often marked by an addition of an adverbializingrph@me (or morphemes) to the
verbal stem. The morpheme may be bound, as inapanése example in (1.18.), or
free as the particlenin the Frenclgérondife.g.en chantant ‘singing’ (Haspelmath
1995:9).

(1.18.) Japaneg©nishi 1994:375)

Omae ga ikdsa ore wa ika-nai.
you NOM go-{COND} | TOP goNEG

‘If you go, | will not go.’

An example of a converb which does not take anyedudalizing morphemes, is to be
found, for instance, in Ge'ez where the verbal aolvie formed by vowel pattern
CaCiC:

(1.19.) Ge’ez(Haspelmath 1995:6)

Nabir-eya tamgar-ku  meskhomu.
sit.downCONV-1SG.POSS talkPRF1SG  with-3PL

‘Having sat down, | spoke with them.’

So far the broadest study devoted to converbs és silection of papers
published in the volume edited by Haspelmath andig§1995). Some papers in the
volume edited by van der Auwera and O Baoill (1988)0 offer a more detailed
treatment of the topic.
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Clause chaining

Clause chainindor simply:chaining is a strategy of linking a number of clauses,
which we find in the languages of New Guinea, Adriand in the Tibeto-Burman
languages as well as in Australia and Ameri€ass to date (2011), however, the only
two authors who have (very briefly) discussed cimginfrom a cross-linguistic
perspective are Longacre (1985 and 2007) and Gi¥680). It is the first of the two
authors whose definition | wish to quote here:

In a chaining structure (...) it is simply not possilo join two (...) verbs of the same rank
in the same sentence. A sentence either ends amindting verb of fuller structure than
that of the preceding verbs, or, alternatively, ibegwith a dominating verb of fuller
structure than that of the following verbs. In tfemer case, the preceding verbs of
restricted structure are often referred to as nhegidos (or as participles, gerunds, or even
coverbs) while the dominating verb at the end ferred to as the final verb. In the latter
case, the following verbs of restricted structueeraferred to as consecutive (or sequential)
verbs while the dominating verb at the beginningeferred to as the initial verb. In the
former case we speak of medial-final chaining; le tatter case we speak of initial-
consecutive chaining. (Longacre 2007:375)

The distinction between the final verb in the ficdduse, and the verbs of restricted
structure (which are often labellededial verbsirrespective of their place in the
sentence) is, in principle, the same as betweetrddédionally distinguished finite and
nonfinite verbs — the dominating verb is fully iéted while the verb of restricted
structure is morphologically deficient. In the Yimahaining structure in (1.20.), for
instance, the verb stenawkwi- andyampara- take no actor or tense specification but
are marked with the sequential suffimp-and additionally by the suffix that marks
the verb as dependent.

(1.20.) YimagqFoley 1986:178)

Mar#mp-+  awkwi-mp-i anthan yamparanp-i
river-OBL down.in.water-ANTE}-DEP groundO©BL stand-{ANTE}- DEP
ama-tpay- 4

1SGSBJ}bathPRF

‘I went down into the river, stood on the ground avashed.’

The nonfiniteness of medial verbs and the advedbiatacter of the clauses they occur
in are often reasons for serious terminologicalfesion. Haspelmath (1995) tries to
resolve the problem of mistaking converbs and niesids pointing at the fact that the
former ones are examples of subordination andattterlof cosubordination (for similar
point see also Longacre 2007:376). However, asst lbeen already said in section
1.5.1., the application of the notion of subordimaias well as cosubordination is by no
means unproblematic. Moreover, both in the debnitbf converb and the definition of

1% For some references see Thompson, Longacre andd+2a07).
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chaining, as presented above, participles and dgsramne listed as embraced by the
notions®’ All of this results in a terminological Gordian &n

Special verb forms

While discussing adverbial subordination countlasshors have referred to
special verb formgccurring in circumstantial clauses. What thesenfoare special in
is that they either lack (completely or partialiyje TAM or agreement categories
normally required on a verb in an independent @aosa given language or use some
special marking of these categories that is naiwadt in independent clauses. The
other frequently used adjective for describing ¢hepecial verb forms is, simply,
nonfinite'® The three types of forms which are most often ictEmed under this label
are: (adverbial) participles (or simply: participlein English confused often with
gerunds due to their surface identity), infinitivaesd subjunctives.

Adverbial participleson their own, by definition, are capable of sidnal
circumstantial relations between clauses. Nonetkelée signal is more often than not
ambiguous and so, depending on context, the pgalggimay receive a variety of
different interpretations: temporal (‘when’, ‘whiléafter’), causal (‘because’, ‘since’),
concessive (‘although’) etc. (see Dik 1997b:158n example of such a construction
with temporal/causal reading in English is:

(1.21.)Finding the thief, the sheriff felt relieved.

Verbs ininfinitive form are also commonly encountered in the world’s |aggs as
specialized forms in circumstantial clauses. Tléenss to be especially common for
same-subject purpose clauses which may be markely &y infinitives without any
additional marker of clause linkage. An examplerfrBolish clearly illustrates such a
situatiort®:

(1.22.) Polish

7 Givén (1990:865) himself uses participles in Esiglias examples of restricted verbs in chaining
structures. He argues that in the following serde@oming out, stopping to check the mailbox, taking a
look at the driveway, and pausing to adjust his, &t turned and marched dffe first four participles
are medial verbs.

18 The traditional distinction between finiteness awdhfiniteness has, however, received in recentsyea
lots of critique due to the problems with definitige cross-linguistic criteria for identifying the
phenomenon (cf. discussion and references in Kegkga-Tamm 1994; Haspelmath 1995; Bisang
1998; and Nikolaeva 2007). Cristofaro (2003), adsirgy this problem has proposed to use the terms
derankedandbalanced verb formmstead (the distinction was originally proposgdassen 1985). She
has used the terdgerankingas referring to “verbal categorical distinctiomsléor use of special markers
altering the status of the verb (nominal markinghsas case endings, adjectival marking such asegend
markers) or coding of verbal categorial distinciamot in the same way as in independent clauses”
(2003:58).

¥ The same could be said about English if we weteetat theto in the translation in (1.23.) as an

infinitive marker rather than subordinator as sdimguists prefer
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Id-e do kin-a obejrzée film..
go-1SG to cinemaEN watch-NF movie.SGACC

‘I am going to the cinema to watch a movie.’

The SoA encoded in the subordinate clause (‘watchire movie’) is understood
unambiguously as a purpose for the SoA encodethanntain clause (‘going to the
cinema’). An overt adverbial subordinator is of@ded (not only in Polish) to the
subordinate clause, in which case the purposeioelas signalled in two ways —
structurally and lexically:

(1.23.) Polish

Id-¢ do kin-a zeby obejrz&  film.
go-1SG to cinemasEN {PURPOSE watchiNF movie.SGACC

‘I am going to the cinema in order to watch a mdvie

The third category of special verb forms often emtered in circumstantial clauses are
subjunctives- i.e. verbs in special mood which mark a clausexpressing something
other than the a statement of what is certain:(a.gvish, possibility or an action that
has not yet occurred). In circumstantial clausdgusictives are often accompanied by
an adverbial subordinator or an adverbializingiguftit this is not a universal rule. In
English, for instance subjunctive mood may be ugegpecially in literary form)
together with marked word order to express the megaof conditionality:

(1.24.)Were | Mary, | would have done things differently.

None of these three special verb forms has beausiied in detail in the context of
formation of complex sentences involving circumssnclauses. Moreover, as we
might expect, the range of the strategies of emgpditerclausal relations which fall
under the label ‘special verb form’ and ‘nonfinfeem’ is broad enough to cause, yet
again, terminological confusion. What is understbgd'special verb form’, after all,
overlaps with the scope of terms such as convertdsredial-verbs.

Coordination of clauses

“And” coordination (also calledconjunctive coordinatioror syndetic coordination
understood as a strategy of linking clauses byueeof a marker/particle that renders
the meaning of Englishnd (Haspelmath 2004a)s another means of conveying the
information about asymmetrical relations betweeAssdHowever, by contrast to the
other strategies listed above, “and coordinatigives a hearer only a very vague idea
about the type of relation the speaker has in nitrekems that, cross-linguistically, the
meaning it most commonly implies is that of antetyoor causality, as in the English
examples in (1.25a-b) and (1.26a-b) respectively.
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(1.25a) | cleaned the house and | went to cinema.
(1.25b) After I cleaned the house | went to cinema.
(1.26a)l woke up late and | missed my train.

(1.26b)Becausd woke up late | missed my train.

The anteriority and causality readings arise bylicapures, due to the diagrammatic
iconicity displayed by language (Haiman 1980) whaeestructure of language reflects
directly aspects of the structure of reality. It28a) this concerns miming the temporal
order of events (principlpost hoc, ergo postoc— after that, therefore after that) and
in (1.26a) miming the fact that events followingcleaother in time are often related
causally (principlgoost hoc, ergo propter loo- ‘after that, therefore, because of that’).

Although iconicity of sequence is clearly the magiespread type of iconicity,
the number of circumstantial relations that oneioéer from coordinated clauses is, of
course, not limited to anteriority and causafftyn English, for instance, conditionality,
relation of purpose and posteriority (and possédiso other relations) may be inferred
about from clauses linked @nd? This list is, however, not limitless. The limitatis
result from the likelihood of two (or more) SoAsimgrelated in a particular way. It is
unlikely, for instance that the clauses in (1.26a)(1.26a) could be understood as
concessively (or causally or conditionally) related

Despite the fact that coordination itself has,anent years, been a subject of a
number of studies (see Haspelmath 2004b and M&@8 2or list of references), the
issue of encoding circumstantial relations usingrdmated structures has not been a
subject of cross-linguistic enquiry so far. The megason for that is that coordination
is very often merely an additional strategy of aading interclausal relations —
accompanying the more specialized, and less ambsyumes. Nonetheless, its
prominent place especially in spoken communicat{oh sections 10.1.2. and
discussion in chapter 11) is a strong argumentdanting it among the most important
strategies of encoding of circumstantial relations.

Juxtaposition of clauses

Juxtapositionof clauses (also known asmarked/zero/asyndetic coordinatjon
is the most implicit of all the strategies that mag resorted to in order to signal
circumstantial relations between SoAs. All otheingls being equal (including the
pragmatic interpretation directed by principlesamhicity) it differs from coordination

% Some interesting examples of languages for whisth siconic motivation is foreign have been
reported in South-East Asia. In Burmese, for instathe unmarked interpretation would be not tliat o
anteriority/posteriority or causality but of simatieity (see Haiman 1980:533 and references there).

2L Cf. for instanceYou are late and | am not going anywheead adf you are late | am not going
anywhereor She went to London and met Jiead asshe went to London in order to meet.Jim

26



in that there is virtually no structural linkingeghent between the juxtaposed clauses —
compare (1.25a) with (1.27.):

(1.27.)I cleaned the house. | went to cinema.

The only element that may be viewed as indicatorgesmutual relevance of the SoAs
in the two clauses is intonation. As Hopper andugjodt have remarked:
Two juxtaposed clauses (...) with independent intomatontours and without any overt
signal of linking do not constitute a single complg..). However, when juxtaposed

clauses are linked in some way, it is reason tokthdf the two clauses as united
grammatically into one sentence by parataxis. (2008180)

The problem of intonation as a marker of subordomais, indeed, very interesting but
difficult to investigate, especially when it comés cross-linguistic comparisons
involving lesser studied languages for which thalgses would have to be conducted
in the field. This is the precise reason for whsatlth discussions are usually absent
from reference grammafé.The topic has not been well researched for Englititer.
The only work dealing with the subject is the papgBolinger (1984). The author has
tried to prove not only that intonation is an awimmus mean of expressing adverbial
subordination in that language but also that it icgiicate degrees of subordination. He
has found that the intonation patterns of clausasked withif are exactly the same as
in juxtaposed clauses conveying conditional-impegaimeaning such as il he had

all that loot, | would arrest hinandWith all that loot, | would arrest hinBolinger has
not elaborated, however, on the use of intonationencoding other types of
circumstantial relations in juxtaposed clauses lmas he gone beyond examples from
English.

Of the 6 strategies of expressing circumstantidhtiens described here,
converbs, medial verbs in chaining constructioms] the use of special verb forms
involve verbal asymmetries and so may be viewedstascturally asymmetrical.
Coordination and juxtaposition, on the other haondndt involve any phenomena of
this kind, while clauses with adverbial subordimate depending on the type of verb
form they contain — can be either symmetrical gnasetrical.

22 |n November 2008 the subject of the role of intraand juxtaposition (considered in the contafxt
expression of possession and adjectival modifioatieas brought to the attention of a wider audiemte
the mailing list of the Association of Linguistigypology. There was a general agreement that intumat

is a form of “overt marking” and that typologist®mking on syntax should make more and more use of
phonetic information, but, at the same time, it wamarked that the kind of information that woukl b
needed is hardly extractable from published mdteria
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1.5.3. Thompson and Longacre’s overview of strategi  es

The work that without any doubt occupies the masinpnent place in the
linguistic literature on adverbial subordinationtiee paper on adverbial clauses by
Thompson and Longacre (1985, co-authored with Hwartige 2007 edition), which is
quoted in virtually every study that deals withsthopic. Hence, | find it important to
look at what the authors have to say about thdesgfies of signaling circumstantial
relationships between clauses and how they redateetlist of strategies | collected and
reported above.

The authors discuss first three major devices farkmg adverbial clauses:
subordinating morphemes, special verb forms anddvesder. Within the group of
subordinating morphemes they distinguish grammlaticarphemes with no lexical
meaning (an instance of which is the Englishas into buy beer and grammatical
morphemes with lexical content (suchbesfore, wherand if).

The special verb forms are defined by them simplyerbs which are not used
in independent clauses. The examples they givéatre gerund (adverbial participle)
and a defective verb from Wapoo — a Californianidndanguage where a glottal stop
that normally occurs at the end of a verb (1.28an independent clause, is dropped in
subordinate clause of all types (1.28b).

(1.28a) Wapp@Thomspon, Longacre and Hwang 2007:239)

Cephi Sawo pata’
3SG bread e#@®ST

‘He ate bread.’

(1.28b) (ibidem)
Te Sawo pata-wen, ah nafs-khi?
3SGACC bread eaST{SIOVERCAUSE} 1SG  angryNONFUT

‘When/because he ate the bread, | got angry.’

In their description of the special word order whisome languages employ in
subordinate clauses, they refer to German which fhé finite verb at the end of the
subordinate clause while in an independent clduse/érb occupies second position in
the clause (1.29.). The authors mention also atyfiglifferent example of a word

order from Swedish and remark that the position adfverbial clauses is the
characteristic feature of some languages.

(1.29.) GermaifThomspon, Longacre and Hwang 2007:239)

Wir wohn-ten auf dem Lande ich dir sth
1PLNOM live-PST on ART.DAT land {COMMENT} 1SG 2SGDAT aIready

gesagt habe
tellPST.PTCP AUX.1SG
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‘We lived in the country, as | have alreadigdtyou.’

Following these three cases, the authors enumalsteother means of expressing the
same relations as signalled by prototypical aderbclauses: coordination,
juxtaposition, chaining and serial verb construtsiavhich they briefly discuss.

| have a number of reservations about the autlpyesentation of the topic as
well as the content of the overview. First of &l{, saying “There are three devices
which are typically found among languages of therldvdor marking subordinate
clauses” they create the impression that what #wey going to discuss are three
separate strategies. And this impression is swstdiy the descriptions of the devices.
It is only by the analysis of examples the authgirge that we discover that the
strategies are combined. This is most visible @ibbpin the case of word order, which
does not seem to be a strategy in its own righbwhere in the linguistic literature
have | found an example of marked word order aseisdicator of subordination. It is
either accompanied by one of the special verb fofassin 1.24.) or an explicit
subordinating morpheme as in (1.29). None of theemoexamples the authors give
presents word order as a linking device in its awght either. Secondly, the authors
fail to mention that the subordinating morphemey iv& of various forms — bound as
well as free and clitic and that cases of discairs clause linkers are by no means
rare in the world’'s languages. All the examplessabordinating morphemes they
support the discussion with are examples of Englidverbial subordinators. Thirdly,
the authors do not mention the category of converbigh, by the time the second
edition of their paper appeared, was already a esthblished terrf? Finally, the
authors list serial verb constructions (SVCs) ameotigr strategies found in languages
of the world for expressing circumstantial relasomhey write: “A similar example [of
an alternative way of signalling relationship betweropositions — A.M.] can be found
by comparing a language in which a purpose clagsexpressed by a subordinate
clause with one in which a serial verb constructisnused for this function”
(2007:242). 1t is a broadly accepted view now tkatial verb constructions are
monopredicates and as such are not viewed as fgrecomplex sentences (cf. for
instance the papers in the volume edited by Aika&hand Dixon 2006, and especially
Aikhenvald 2006 for an overview of the subject réieire). This remains in direct
opposition to Thompson, Longacre and Hwang's statgnthat SVCs occur in
subordinate clauses and that they may “express rpopel clause”. Serial verb
constructions can clearly encode meanings whichbeaviewed as purposive but this,
most certainly, does not concern cases of purpeksians involving two different

% The Wappo verb form in (1.28b) can be clearly \dvas converbal.
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agents in two different SoAs (i.e. cases which expressed commonly by non-
coreferential purpose clausés).

On the margin of the discussion here we may al&o te the set of strategies of
linking clauses that has been listed recently i@ #énticle by Bliuhdorn (2008:60):
connectives (subordinators, subordinating conjonsti or adverbial subordinators),
complementizers, relative pronouns and relativéigles, specialized converbs, infinite
verb forms (e.g. infinitives), gerunds and partieg as well as inflectional case forms
(e.g. locatives, instrumentals or ablatives). Alttlo the author has considered not only
adverbial clauses but also complement and relatagses, we can clearly see that on
the one hand he fails to mention clause chaining, @n the other he lists the use of
inflectional case forms which are not strategiebrdfing clauses but merely one of the
sources from which subordinating morphemes arige (sart Il of the thesis for
numerous examples).

1.5.4. Towards a unified, function-based classific ation

As | have shown in section 1.5.2., linguists hadentified a variety of clause
linking devices which, on the one hand, very oftearlap with each other in scope (cf.
converbs, chaining and special verb forms) andherother, co-exist within one clause
(cf. for instance adverbial subordinators occurrimgth nonfinite verb forms).
Moreover, as argued in the previous section, thly @xisting summary of the
strategies — the overview presented by ThompsonLangacre in 1985 (which has
made it to the 2007 edition of the paper almositared) — fails to present the cross-
linguistic diversity of strategies in a correctrfor

The classification | propose here has been design#dthe purpose of this
study in mind — i.e. investigation into the functiand origin of items that are direct
exponents of circumstantial relations and an arslgé alternative strategies which
languages resort to when they lack these desigitated. Nonetheless, | believe that it
can be successfully used in other studies on esipgeircumstantial relations too.
There are at least three reasons for this. Firstlyclassification takes into account the
variety of phenomena that have been discussed utigerheading “adverbial
subordination” so far but instead of trying to onthe numerous terminological
Gordian Knots, it looks at the issue from a funedéiloperspective. Secondly, each of the
strategies | distinguish can be used as a meaersanfding of asymmetrical relations

4 The fact of purposive readings of SVCs (as welthas aforementioned phenomena of infinitives as
exclusive markers of purpose relations — see gedtib.2.) can be easily explained by referring Van
Valin and LaPolla’s (1997) interclausal relatiorettairchy (altered slightly in Van Valin 2005). The
authors argue that the closer the semantic reldt@ween two propositions the stronger the semantic
link between them. Purpose is placed on the hibyaas syntactically marked by core cosubordination
while majority of other circumstantial relationsneluding cause (reason) and conditionality — aushl

and sentential subordination and coordination.
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between clauses in its own right (although it doe$ exclude the possibility of
combinations of clause linkers with special verlnfs). Finally, it takes into account
also the least explicit of the strategies that lexgges employ to convey information
about circumstantial relations.

The four groups of strategies of expressing cirdantg@l relations that |
distinguish are:

a) use of clause linkers;

b) conventionalized structures;

c) coordination;

d) juxtaposition.

Use of clause linkers

The termclause linkerwill be used here as a synonym @fcumstantial-
glossemdc-glossemg which | define as any morpheme or combinatiomofphemes
(be they free or bound) which can be glossed oatler words, which are dedicated
exponents of circumstantial relations between @audhe notion of clause linker,
being very broad, seems, nonetheless, to have umssh so far most commonly as a
synonym of “adverbial subordinator”. For this readchave decided to introduce the
new term which would refer to the function of a turather than to its structural
characteristic§®

The term covers a variety of circumstantial clalisiking devices (both native
to the language and borrowed as well as combimnatdrithe two) irrespective of their
historical origin, morphosyntactic form, internanaplexity and type of the verb form
they occur with. Moreover, the definition does redtrict the number of circumstantial
meanings that a particular linking item serves (th@c is discussed in detail in section
3.3.1.). It is, therefore, suitable for a broadssrtinguistic analysis which have to deal
with significant amount of variation in structurasd forms?® Throughout the thesis c-
glossemes will be marked in glosses of the exanfplesed in curly brackets and using
a unified set of abbreviations.

In relation to the terms distinguished in typolajiworks and the notion of c-
glosseme embraces:

% |t needs to be noted that it was Bloomfield whstfused the term glosseme to describe “the srhalles
meaningful unit of linguistic signalling” (1933:2B54Within glossemes Bloomfield distinguished
between lexical units (morphemes) and grammaticis itagmemes).

% Note also that such understanding makes the godupglossemes very similar to the category of
relatorsin Functional Grammar, which mark a relation opeledency linking a dependent constituent to
a head and “comprise (i) adpositions, (ii) casekexa; (iii) subordinating elements (= either indegrent
subordinating particles or subordinating affixedpik 1997:398). In the FG framework, however, not
much attention has been devoted to these subartgrelements so far.

31



the traditional category  of  free-word adverbial  @unators
(1.16.,1.17.,1.23.,1.25b, 1.26b)

adverbializing affixes and adverbializing partictesstituting converbs (1.18.)
adverbializing particles on medial verbs in chagngtructures (1.20.)
adverbializing morphemes forming adverbial partesp(1.21. and thenin French
gérondif)

Three other types of markers, not discussed inosedt5.2, also fall into the category
of c-glossemes:

affixes encoding circumstantial functions which gétached to finite verb forms,
such as the Apache Jicarilla suffgo:

(2.30.)Apache Jicarillgiung 2002:176)
kpghgyaamejjayii mi-ye’ go-ghgo
Teepee 30BJinside INDF.OBZ}live-{ COND}
géh iltsy’-ye ‘de--daa’t-je
just middle-in fireNDF.OBJ-PL-build

‘If you live in a Teepee, then you build a firetive middle’

distributed markers, clitics and combinations ofrégand affixes which serve the
function of expressing circumstantial relationse(section 3.1. for examples);
affixes categorized as “dependent/conjunctive mbods

The termdependent/conjunctive mo@dmes from linguistic literature on Eskimo-
Aleut languages (cf., for instance, Harper 1974tdszue 1984, Kristoffersen 1992,
Reed et al. 1997). It owes its hame to the fadt itiaexponents occur in slots in
which in main clauses indicative mood affixes amsertec?’ These dependent
moods are used (unlike subjunctives) exclusivelsubordinate clauses and encode
circumstantial relations such as conditionalityigality etc. In (1.31.) an example
of such Central Alaskan Yt dependent mood is given. Theg(a)- affix is a
primary strategy of expressing interclausal refatad causality in that Eskimo
language.

(1.31.)Central Alaskan Yujk (Mather, Meade and Miyaoka 2002:97)

Cikir-nga-mki guya-ut.
give{CAUSE}-1SG.SBJ.3PL.OBJ gladiND.3PL.SBJ

‘Because | gave (something) to them, the (otheesykad.’

%" Hence, if we wanted to qualify the verb forms withpendent mood as either finite/nonfinite or
balanced/deranked we would have to treat themfastilee and, thus, nonfinite/deranked.
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| found the functions served by these mood marlkerd the fact that they are
restricted to subordinate clauses only good endgustifications to count these
circumstantial dependent mood affixes among c-glnes.

Conventionalized structures

Under the headingonventionalized structured include all the structures
which are not accompanied by any c-glossemes bigdhwhdue to displaying certain
structural asymmetries on verb forms, are by coteenunderstood as encoding
circumstantial relations with lesser or greaterrde@f ambiguity.

This includes in particular:

» use of converbs, medial verbs and participlexkviaire not accompanied by any
adverbializing morphemes (1.19.);

» use of infinitives and subjunctive moods (as i21anhd 1.24.) not accompanied by
any adverbializing morphemes.

| do not treat marked word order as a conventiaedlistrategy since, as said in the

previous section, |1 do not know of any languagé tinauld use word order as a sole

indicator of the circumstantial character of relat between SoAs.

Coordination and juxtaposition

These two strategies do not require any furthaodhiction since they have
been discussed in detail in section 1.5.2. ancetienothing we would need to add
here. | wish to remark only that from a perspectt@ language rich in subordinators,
adpositions or converbal endings “and coordinatiand juxtaposition may seem to be
a non-elaborate way of expressing circumstantiatioms — one that speakers rely on
mainly when the actual relations between SoAs aetoo relevant for a given
communicative event. However, as many linguistsehaacorded in their grammars,
these two strategies (and juxtaposition to mucltgredegree) are in various languages
the favoured strategy of expressing cognitive asgines between SoAs. This is the
case even in those languages which have at theposial c-glossemes (often in the
form of adverbial subordinators) and possibilityf@fming asymmetrical verb fornfs.
Speakers of the world’s major languages, includiBgglish, often resort to
juxtaposition and coordination too, as mentionedofge especially in day-to-day
spoken communication. | go back to this issue mptér 11.

% 5ome examples of the languages in my sample ¢t been said to favour juxtaposition over explicit

linking are: Wambaya (Nordlinger 1998), Jingulu r{Bafini 2003), Jahai (Burenhult 2005), Baure

(Danielsen 2007), Didinga (Rosato and Santandr&®)1%apuan (Jacq and Sidwell 1999) and I'saka
(Donohue and San Roque 2004).
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1.6. Summary

We started the chapter in section 1.1. with thevduction of the notion of SoA
and clause which are intrinsic elements of the udision throughout this thesis. In
section 1.2. the relations in which the SoAs ardigts may stay in have been divided
into symmetrical and asymmetrical and the basitindison between coordination,
subordination, as well as between three types bbrslinate clauses: complement,
relative and adverbial clauses has been introddteds also in that chapter where the
rationale behind favouring the notion of circumsi@rclause over adverbial clause has
been explained. Classifications of the circumstdfatilverbial/interclausal relations
proposed in the typological literature have beaeflyrdiscussed in section 1.3. and in
section 1.4. the 4 relations that this study iugsd on have been presented in more
detail along with examples.

Section 1.5., which has been devoted entirely ¢odibcussion of the strategies
of encoding of the relations has begun with an veer of the problem of cross-
linguistic validity of the ternsubordinationin 1.5.1. | have emphasized that in the light
of the problems with application of the term in &docross-linguistic studies, in my
opinion it is most useful if defined, as Cristofasaggested, in cognitive-semantic
terms. In section 1.5.2. a variety of strategiebning clauses identified in the world’s
languages so far has been presented. This hasdéacldiscussion on adverbial
subordinators, converbs, clause chaining, spec&b Vforms, coordination and
juxtaposition. On the examples of the last two bése strategies it has been
demonstrated that the asymmetrical relations betw®eAs can be inferred from
clauses which are symmetrically linked. In thedwaling section — 1.5.3. — an overview
of the strategies presented in Thompson and Loeda&85) and Thompson, Longacre
and Hwang (2007) has been scrutinized with a beefark on the list of strategies
given by Blihdorn (2008). Finally, in section #.5.taking into account a variety of
formal criteria and recent findings and considerai of relevant cross-linguistic
studies, | have presented my own classificatiothefstrategies. The major innovation |
have proposed is the introduction of a functioneldlasategory that covers a variety of
items which are dedicated exponents of circumsibrgiations between clauses. This
category has been callesicumstantial-glossemes

The scope of the study, as discussed in this chapteers the c-glossemes
which are the exponents of the relations of antiéyio causality, purpose and
conditionality. The group is looked at in detaildarirom a variety of angles in part Il
and part Il of the thesis. The other strategiegméoding are recalled, in context of
their explicitness, in chapters 9, 10 and 11. Tdren&l features of subordinate clauses,
(including configuration of TAM and argument margimn verbs, switch-reference
phenomena and alike) are, however, not to be ceresicany further.
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CHAPTER 2

Theoretical foundations and methodology

The main aims of this thesis are, as already pteden the introduction to this
work: reconstruction of the most common sourceslafise linkers (c-glossemes) of
anteriority, causality, purpose and conditionalitgconstruction of the universal
semantic affinities of these four relations; anadyf cross-linguistic variation in
encoding of the relations and an attempt at expilamaf the variation. The research
this work reports on has encountered many probkmaar to those other typological
studies have to deal with and it draws heavily be experience of typological
investigations in solving them. This concerns tlesigh of the study, data collection
process and analysis.

In the two previous chapters all the necessanndiefins have been introduced.
Here | focus on the presentation of general theaetand methodological issues
accompanying the analyses. Further details conugriieory (and methods) relevant
for each of the analysed aspects are discusseattm pand Il of the thesis.

The present chapter consists of 4 sections. Inose2tl. | discuss the general
theoretical foundations of the analysed domair2.t | focus on the issue of language
sampling and present the sampling method app8ededl as the full list of languages
included. Section 2.3. looks at the topic of daddlection and is divided into three
parts. In 2.3.1. | present the type of linguistid @&xtra-linguistic information that has
been required for conducting the research and3r22and 2.3.2. the two main sources
of the data: published materials and questionnaesg to specialists in particular
languages. Finally, section 2.4. offers a brief swary of the information presented in
the chapter.

2.1. Theoretical foundations and approach to the an  alysed domain

2.1.1. Function-based definition of the studied sub  ject

The subject of this thesis involves dealing withtad from a variety of
languages. The branch of linguistics for which sflisguistic investigation is daily
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bread is linguistic typology which looks out foross-linguistic patterns, and analyses
complete sub-systems of languages as, for instagregement, past tense expressions,
definiteness marking. The present study does nut tai provide a comprehensive
description of the means by which languages encodamstantial-relations and does
not seek for universals or patterns. What it hascemmon with typological
investigation, however, is the interest in crossgplistic variation, distribution,
comparison and the broad question why languages asaito certain aspects of their
systems. Thus, it applies many of the solutionsdusemmonly in typology as
discussed below.

The first common problem that every cross-lingaigincluding typological)
study encounters is the definition of the domaineafjuiry which has to consider
significant degree of structural variation displdy®y the world’'s languages. As Croft
claims:

The fundamental prerequisite for cross-linguistiomparison is crosslinguistic
comparability, that is the ability to identify theame grammatical phenomena across
languages (...) This is in fact a fundamental issuglilinguistic theory. (2003:13)

A natural inclination would be, of course, to apfidymal criteria for the identification
of the analysed phenomena. This would, howeveludgca number of languages from
the analysis and restrict the validity and the pogfghe generalizations made, since it
is known that purely formal criteria are not unsadly applicable (cf. Croft 2001,
Dryer 1997, Haspelmath 2007). To overcome the prabltypological research has
developed a standard research strategy basé&thotional criteria. The strategy may
be formulated, again, in the words of Croft, in tbikowing way:

(i) Determine the particular semantic(-pragmatic) s$tmg or situation that one is
interested in studying.

(i) Examine the morphosyntactic construction(s) stnategies used toencode that
situation type.

(iiiy Search for dependencies between the constructiosés) for that situation and other
linguistic factors: other structural features, othgternal functions expressed by the
construction in question, or both. (2003:14)

This strategy, which has been successfully apmiade the 1970’s, became to be
known as a functional-typological approach, simdsat it implies is that the link
between form and function should be closely comsiieand, ultimately, that the
phenomena under investigation should be definddrintional or functional-structural
terms but not exclusively in structural ones.

Since in my research | am interested in the vesyasof how a given function is
expressed cross-linguistically, it is an additioaegument for defining the phenomena
under investigation in functional rather than stuwal terms. Thus, recall that there
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have been no structural overtones in the definitibthe four relations between SoAs:
anteriority, causality, purpose and conditionafitgsented in sections 1.4.1.-1.4The
definitions of the strategies used to encode tHese relations | proposed in my
classification (section 1.5.4) are also functiolated. Even though the definitions of
conventionalized structure, juxtaposition and cowtion are not free from certain
structural add-ons, they are defined with the semmgmagmatic categories in mind.
The definition of c-glosseme — thertium comparationigerm presented in section
1.5.4.,is, in turn, purely notional (i.e. strugundependent). If | were to limit my quest
for the origin of clause linking devices only tovadbial subordinators, for instance, the
universe from which the data could be elicited wicghrink significantly and would be
dominated by the languages in which morphologyceant Since scant morphology is
usually a genetic and geographic feature the esidtained in such structure-based
research would be additionally biased. The appboadf the functional approach to the
definition of the subject of this study allows efiwely for including a variety of forms
into the database ensuring the best possible age@fahe investigated domain.

2.1.2. Instruments of analysis and explanatory appa  ratus

In this study, the inspirations drawn from a fuanfl approach go much deeper
— into the analytical tools and explanations ofserbnguistic similarities and cross-
linguistic variation.

As Newmeyer (1998:17) has noticed, it is the behet the analysis of function
may reveal the forces shaping the language andatiiethat any assumptions about
these forces may be investigated and verified ovitgn a large number of diverse
languages is investigated that led to functiomslitgtking the lead in typological
research. The functional approach, indeed, assuhaslanguage structure may be
explained in terms of language function — this udels cognitive and pragmatic
explanations as well as influence of language-esidactors.

The two main principles that shape language, anithware responsible for
cross-linguistic similarities are, according to dtianalists, iconicity and economy
(Croft 2003:201-226). The first of them assumeg tha structure (form) of linguistic
expressions is motivated (at least partially) bsirttfunction. This includes, as Haiman
(1980) expounded in his influential papésomorphism and motivation.! The
principle of economy, on the other hand, assumedeahdency to reduce as much as
possible the phonetic substance and the informarmoded in linguistic expressions
and, as such, is obviously related to the pragntlagiories by Grice (1975) and Sperber

! The termisomporphismis understood as a one-to-one correspondence betsigeansand the
signatumi.e. one linguistic form assigned to one meanixgtivation in turn, refers to the order of
elements in language miming the order of elementke external world.
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and Wilson (1987). These two principles: iconicapd economy can be seen as
cognition-related and communication-related respeist
In typological practice these two have been sonegienriched by considering
external social factors resulting in what has been labelledegrative functionalism
and what has been captured by one of the most pesifunctionalists in the
following words:
Linguistic phenomena [are considered] systematid, may be (partly) arbitrary, but they

would involve such a close interaction of cognitimed external social factors that one
could not reasonably describe the internal cogmittystem as self contained. (Croft

1995:516§

What integrative functionalism effectively denié®en is, as Newmeyer (1998:16) has
noticed, the Saussurian separation lahgue from parole and synchrony from
diachrony. It is here, more than anywhere else revhenctionalism shares a number of
traits with cognitive linguistics.

All of the phenomena listed here: isomorphism aashic motivation, economy
principle and external social factors are, in onaywor another, relevant for
approaching the problems analysed in this studyatitillows is a brief discussion of
their application.

In part Il of the thesis my attention is focusedtbe reconstruction of the origin
of c-glossemes and the analysis of the semantiaitedé within the domain of
circumstantial relations. The theoretical backgahumethodology and assumptions
relevant for that part of research are discussetetail in chapter 3 and so here | wish
to recall only what has already been said in thwduction — all the analyses in part Il
are based on the identification of synchronic pagteof homonymy/polysemy. This
concerns both the polysemous syntactic categdmegsctglossemes overlap with (such
as adpositions, case markers etc.) together wéin thnction/meaning and the variety
of circumstantial meanings that a given c-glosse@pable of encoding. It is a well
researched and a well known fact that the undeglymechanism behind the emergence
of polysemy (and grammaticalization processes mega) is semantically motivated.
In fact, it is iconic in nature — similar morphologl shapes or syntactic behaviour of
categories are icons of their underlying semantmdgeneity (Haiman 1980:517).
This becomes especially obvious once cross-lingyssttterns of homonymy/polysemy
(also called polyfunctionality or macrofunctiongjit are reconstructed since the
presence of these patterns — the recurrent use aglaime marker for different functions
— is viewed as an indicator of their conceptualxpmity. Hence, although polysemy
may seem a counterexample for the isomorphic “on@fone meaning” principle it is

2 We find elements of integrative functionalism e tworks of Bybee (1985), Du Bois (1985 and 1987),
Givon (1990) and Hopper (1987) to name just sontb@fiuthors.
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explainable by the iconic mechanism of our cognitigzvhich translates into
grammaticalization processes. It is precisely is goint where the issue of economy
enters the discussion. As Hopper and Traugott rewmarked:

The optimal language would be one in which everamireg was distinct, just like every
numeral is distinct (...). However, such “optimalitytould clearly in actual fact be
dysfunctional since there are far too many meanfagshe brain to remember individual
expressions for them. “One form — one meaningisdeal on the dimension of choice of
form and the motivation to maximize information.is$t balanced and offset by another
optimality, that of associating like forms with dikmeanings, in other words, of developing
polysemies. (2003:78)
Hence, isomorphism and economy are the two priesigthich not only allow us to
gain insight into grammaticalization processes fabstrictly synchronic perspective by
analysis of the effects of their exploitation, ldtich allow us also to understand the
cognitive mechanisms behind the presence of cmogaitic patterns of polysemy
Moreover, the surface effects of these two processthe form of c-glossemes capable
of expressing more than one circumstantial meaanlloyv us additionally to gain an
insight into the cognitive organization of our msnchs discussed in more detail in
section 3.3.

In part Il of the work, in turn, | look at the mwaations behind the cross-
linguistic variation in the degree of grammaticatian, lexicalization and explicitness
of particular types of c-glossemes. In answeringstjons such as “why do some
languages have a dedicated, fully grammaticalizedditionality c-glossemes and
others don’t?”, “why in some languages these axedéized?” and “why do some
languages seem to be more explicit than otherk@’cognitive as well as language-
external (socio-cultural) factors are discussedtha spirit of functionalism as an
explanatory apparatus. The issue of economy - pagmmotivation — is,
understandably, considered in that part of the yamaltoo and it is linked to the
discussion on iconic motivation behind the phencmeof marking certain
circumstantial relations by coordination and juxisiion — i.e. following the order of
So0As in the real-word (cf. section 1.5.2.).

The broadly understood functionalism — the mixtafe cognitive, pragmatic
and extra-linguistic elements and the focus on edmged account of language
structure — are then the main instruments with Wwhikis thesis approaches the
problems it has aimed to address.
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2.2. Language sample

The problem of choosing languages for one’s crimggsistic study is by no
means trivial since a bad sampling technique mgwyifstantly affect the results of the
planned investigation. For this reason it is imaottto choose such a sampling
technique that will ensure that various biasedifoling the genetic and areal one in the
first place) are minimized. Every decent researobjept whose questions require
collecting data from a variety of languages ackmulgkes this problem. It comes as no
surprise, therefore, that the issue has receivdot @f attention and a number of
language sampling techniques have been proposéat ¢see for instance Bell 1978;
Dryer 1989 and 1992; Dahl 1985; Perkins 1989 &@8P1 Ramat 1998; Rijkhoff et al.
1993; Rijkhoff, Bakker 1998; Bybee, Perkins and|Rag 1994). The techniques have
been recognized, in their own right, as importastruments bringing us closer to the
goal of understanding rules and principles thatrasponsible for the differences and
similarities among the world’s languages (Rijkhafid Bakker 1998:305).

In the practice of sampling, two main types of sk®pman be distinguished:
probability samplesandvariety samplegsee Rijkhoff et al. 1993:171; Croft 2003:23;
Bakker, forthcoming). The first type of sample &d when a study aims to determine
significant correlations between grammatical traarsd so it is important for the
languages to represent independent cases i.e. tmreéated in terms of geographic
distribution, genetic affiliation etc. A varietyrsple, by contrast, is designed to capture
diversity (full range of linguistic variation) ansb the languages are selected from
different genetic families (i.e. such that, in mijsle, evolved independentl§)At the
same time the design of a variety sample shouldremaaximal geographic dispersion
of languages to control for areal diffusion of tigmgical traits.

In this study a variety sample designed using dm®gnized sampling method
proposed by Rijkhoff et al. (1993) has been usede method is the only fully
formalized general sampling technique proposedché typological literature to date
and is based on an algorithm called Dheersity Value calculationThe universe from
which the sample is taken consists of all knowrnvind and extinct — languages; all
language families (phyla) are represented by atleae language and all language
isolates are included. This minimal sample may lbentextended on the basis of
calculations of the diversity of languages in matr family trees. Each node of a
given tree is assigned a diversity value which egpes the complexity of the tree
below the node taking into account the number dFrsodes and their arrangement.
The value is then taken as a determinant of thebeuwf languages to be drawn from a

% In the case of larger samples, more than one &Egeymay be selected from a single genetic family.
However, in such situations attention should bel paimake sure that the languages belonging to one
family come from as distantly related brancheshat family as possible.
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given node and used in the final calculation whadnsiders the total number of
languages one wishes to use in a given stlidg method was originally demonstrated
on Ruhlen’s (1987) classification of langugesit, as the authors argued (and proved in
Rijkhoff and Bakker 1998), it is suitable for apiolg to other classifications (such as
Ethnologue’s or Voegelin and Voegelin’s 1977) too.

For the purpose of the research reported on inttigsis, a geographically and
genetically balanced sample of 100 languages apptieRuhlen’s classification has
been chosen as a starting point and altered sligfitie principal change | have
introduced was the exclusion of the extinct langudgmilies including extinct
language isolates. The main rationale behind ta@stbn was theoretical — since the
socio-cultural setting of the extinct languages weaiy/ different to the one languages
find themselves in nowadays, the former ones cowdtl be considered in the
discussion on the reasons behind cross-linguisti@ation in the form and explicitness
of c-glossemes (see part Il of the thesis). Addilly, on many occasions a practical
issue of availability of quality reference grammarsl availability of consultants (see
next section) has also determined the decisiorxdusion of the extinct languages.
For the same practical reason several other lamgfaagilies had to be excluded from
the initial sample. Considering that two thirdstbé known languages still have not
been described at any level of linguistic sophagiom (Bakker, forthcoming), the
availability of data very often determines the fifist of languages included in cross-
linguistic studies. As long as in choosing langsaige one’s sample (especially when a
world choice of languages is planned) the issueoolvenience — i.e. use of materials
which are readily available — does not overwrite #ffort to ensure the genetic (and
geographical) representativness and balance aimple, the scientific generalizations
drawn from the analyses of the sample are validthis study the principles of
representativness and balance have been meticyladiséred to.

Apart from the exclusion of the extinct languagesl &anguage families for
which neither good quality grammars nor consultdrdse been found, one Niger-
Kordofanian and one Afro-Asiatic language have dsen removed from the initial
sample since in the final stage of data collectcmmtact has been lost with the
consultants and | was not satisfied with the guabit the data on those languages
which [ elicited from published materials.

The final number of the languages in the sampleer ahtroduction of the
abovementioned changes, has been brought down #ll8&#e languages are listed in
(Fig. 2.1.) below and their geographic distributisepicted in (Fig.2.2.).

* Ruhlen’s classification has been criticized byesalauthors because of its “mass lexical compatis
approach and the disputable status of some opfltlga it distinguished — especially the Amerind and
Indo-Pacific phylum (see Rijkhoff et al. 1993:199Bpwever, as Blake (1988) noticed — any worldwide
genetic classification will be controversial.
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Languge phyla

Languages’ names

AFRO-ASIATIC (5/6)
ALTAIC (2/2)
AMERIND (16/18)

AUSTRALIAN (7/7)

AUSTRIC (13/14)

CAUCASIAN (1/1)
CHUKCHI-KAMCHATKAN (1/1)
ELAMO-DRAVIDIAN (1/1)
ESKIMO-ALEUT (1/1)
INDO-HITTITE (3/4)
INDO-PACIFIC (8/13)
KHOISAN (1/1)

NA-DENE (1/1)
NIGER-KORDOFANIAN (8/9)
NILO-SAHARAN (5/5)
PIDGINS AND CREOLES (2/2)
SINO-TIBETAN (4/4)
URALIC-YUKAGHIR (1/1)
LANGUAGE ISOLATES (4/9)

Arabic San'ani, Hausa, Konso, Maale, Shelha (Dodisdect)
Japanese, Dagur

Achagua, Apurina, Baure, Cubeo, Hualapai, Ika (Adw), Letuma
(Retuard), Lillooet (St'at'imcets), Macushi, MogoWisga'a, Nez
Perce, Quechua Huallaga, Rama, Seri, Southeastpehtlian
Arabana, Jingulu, Pitjantjatjara, Wambaya, War/pfianyuwa,
Yindjibarndi

Batak Karo, llokano, Jahai, Leti, Rukai (Mantaudkalect),
Paiwan, Santali, Sapuan, Seediq, Taba (East Maki&a), Vitu,
Yami

Lezgian

Chukchi (Telqgep dialect)

Tamil (standard form)

Central Alaskan Yup'ik

English, Polish, Hindi

Ama, Au, Eipo, Hatam, I'saka (Krisa), Lavukaleveeyh, Yimas
Khwe

Apache Jicarilla

Akan, Boko, Gola, Krongo, Mayogo, Swabhili, SangapByire
Didinga, Fur, Kanuri, Lango, Ma'di

Kryiol, Ndyuka (Aukan)

Galo, Kayah Li, Lepcha, Mandarin

Estonian

Basque, Nivkh (Gilyak), Ket, Burushaski

(Fig.2.1.) The sampte

The numbers in the brackets indicate for each efpfiylum how many of the languages required in the
initial 100 sample have been included in the feahple.

® The list with complete details on the geneticliaftion of the languages is given in Appendix I.
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(Fig.2.2.) Distribution of the sample languages

Since the number of languages in each of the kgwyuUamilies is not big
enough to allow for drawing reliable conclusionsi@erning certain patterns within
each of the families such conclusions are ratheidad in this thesis. Occasional
observations concerning language families are dgaliin part 11l of the thesis as well
as in chapter 9 where the results reported on ih Ipare compared. Observations
concerning geographical patterns are discussed wiolgy in part 11l of the thesis.
This concerns especially the correlation betweem ¢hoss-linguistic variation in
encoding of circumstantial relations and the saciliural specifics of certain regions
of the world.

In relation to the analysis of the influence oisecultural factors on language
structure (see part Ill) it needs to be born indrtimat the sampling method is designed
for linguistic and not sociological or anthropologii purposes. Hence, it is not expected
to be balanced when it comes to the socio-culfur@files of the languages. The extra-
linguistic aspects and the linguistic aspect of @arg will never be possible to
combine in such a way that would ensure balancpdesentation of both of them
simultaneously. To explain the reasons behind ti@m we may look at the
distribution of the number of speakers across laggsa since population size is, more
often than not, correlated with the developmentotifer cultural traits, including
advances in technology, education, medicine etcofling to the Ethnologue (2009),
less than 1.2% of the world’s population speakstvah@ounts to 80% of the languages.
This means that the socio-cultural profiles asgigteeparticular speech communities
are very strongly biased towards the ones whichobbreveal the aforementioned
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advance$.The only way in which we may take the socio-c@twariation into account
in choosing languages for a sample is to try t& panguages of speech communities
displaying as various socio-cultural profiles asgble. However, this is not easy for
two reasons. The first one is that societies spgakanguages belonging to one
language family very often display very similar raxlinguistic characteristics. The
other one is that languages of bigger communitiesuaually better described and as a
linguist has to, in the first place, make sure ti@atses good quality linguistic data, he
would naturally go rather for the more detailedatggion. These are the problems |
faced while designing the sample for my research @nly in several cases | managed
to find good quality published sources for langsagévarious socio-cultural profiles
within one language family. | have partially overea the problems by choosing
nonparametric statistical tests (i.e. designeg&mnples with non-normal distribution of
values) for analysis of correlations between satilbdral factors and linguistic
phenomena (see chapter 10).

2.3. Data collection

The extensive data required to conduct analysegssacy to answer the
research questions stated in the introduction eéathlesis and recalled at the beginning
of this chapter have been elicited from two typésaurces: published materials and
analytical questionnaires sent to linguists whosgrecialists in the particular languages
included in the sample. Both of these sources asertbed in sections 2.3.2. and 2.3.3.
below. However, before we move onto discussing théelieve that the reader would
find it useful to learn more about the type of imh@tion that | have been seeking and
that this knowledge will allow him to better undersd the choices | made. Thus, in
section 2.3.1. | present a concise overview of tfpes of data that | have been
collecting.

2.3.1. The database

For each of the almost 700 c-glossemes includetienanalysis in this study
information on the following has been sought for:
- form (free word, affix, clitic, combination of wosdand affixes, discontinuous
linker);

® Of course, the advances are not the only elenfestaio-cultural reality that one may want to loatk
Others may include, for instance, type of agriaaikinship relations within a community etc. Howeyv
for these and similar traits it is not possiblestisily interweave them into a language sample reithe
any case, | wish to emphasize that differencesuitu@al complexity (regardless of how we define
cultural complexity) do not, in any way, imply oetérmine mental inequality between the populations
considered.
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- morphological complexity i.e. mono- vs polymorpheityi and — in the case of
polymorphemic markers — also information on thennal make-up;
- origin (i.e. is the linker original to a given lamgge or borrowed);
- homonyms/polysemes of the c-glosseme in other sijateategories;
- other circumstantial meanings encoded by the marker
- additional information concerning restrictions &fage (e.g. occurring only in
same-subject or different-subject clauses in tise cé purpose markers).
For each of the 84 languages the following detalscerning the socio-cultural profile
of the speech communities have been needed:
- number of speakers who speak the language aditsemne;
- type of society the language is spoken in;
- level of written form development;
- presence of the language in school teaching;
- presence of the language in radio and TV broadugsti
- information about the languages with which a gilearguage stays (or stayed)
in close contact.

The data for each of the languages have been dntarea Microsoft Excel file with
separate fields devoted to the socio-cultural efiand each of the four relations
analysed. The fields have been divided into sutidielhich have covered all of the
specific groups of information described above. Tbuilt options of Excel provided
the basic tools necessary for managing the databelseling highlighting, sorting, and
searching the entries. Due to the non-numericatacter of the entries, however,
almost all the calculations had to be performedualy. Using a dedicated data base
designed specially for the purpose of this studyid@learly made the process of data
analysis easier and more efficient but the costpreparation of such a program
(including the time investment) would have been togh and therefore the more
readily available solution has been applied.

Since not for all of the c-glossemes and not fbioakhe languages all of the
desired information has been obtained, the datalass not claim the right to be
called complete. Occasional errors in interpretati@oding, and entry of the
information are inevitable. As the author of thedis, | take full responsibility for all
of these and other imperfections as well as forefifect they might have on the results
of this research.

" All of these elements are discussed in detaieitisn 10.2.
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2.3.2. Source 1: published materials

As in the majority of cross-linguistic studies, @alsere the main and primary
sources of information on the investigated topioczendeen published reference
grammars, grammatical sketches and doctoral daemsrs providing descriptions of
the particular languages. Despite the fact thaeféort has been made to choose the
languages for which good quality materials are labée, there have been some
recurrent problems in the elicitation of the daggquired for the purpose of the study.
The major issue has been the identification of hoynts/polysemes of particular c-
glossemes This kind of information is only rarelive;n directly in the parts of
grammars discussing formation of adverbial clawses so eliciting it required in the
vast majority of cases tedious searches throughvdhemes in order to identify the
homonyms/polysemés.

The second major problem has been the determinafiche morphological
complexity of particular c-glossemes and the monpd® incorporated in the structure
of those of them which are polymorphemic. More oftiegan not | had to simply deduce
the information and then ask the consultants fervrification.

On many occasions, in addition to the referencemgrars and grammar
sketches, available dictionaries of the languagesources by definition especially
useful for identification of homonyms/polysemes avé also been consulted. The
quality of these sources, however, was not alwagssfactory. For instance,
dictionaries more often than not list only lexicdems omitting affixes (or
combinations of words and affixes) which, as alyeadid in chapter 1, are by no
means rare among clause linkers. Moreover, in ncasgs they do not provide the full
list of homonyms/polysemes and in extreme casey, give only English equivalents
of particular words without part of speech classifion so that one is unsure whether
the word for “after” functions as an adposition,averb or a clause linker. Even after
consulting collections of texts from the languageshe sample (published separately
or as appendices to reference grammars), journallesr and papers in volumes
devoted to clause combining and clause linkers mangstions still remain
unanswered.

The information on socio-cultural profiles of pattiar speech communities has
been gathered from a variety of publications, thestmmportant of which have been
the introductions to the reference grammars, Ethgqua (2009), and the “Dictionary of

8 The only grammar which made the process verygttiirward was the grammar of Lezgian by
Haspelmath (1993) which, apart from giving inforimatabout homonyms and polysemes of many of
the clause linkers in the chapter on adverbialsgatincludes also a list of English-Lezgian vocatyul
and a very useful index of affixes with annotations

° The complete list of linguistic publications cotied for each of the languages, together with thees

of consultants (see next section) is to be founéigpendix II.
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Languages” by Dalby (20089. In addition to these, a variety of online sources
dedicated to particular speech communities anduiages have been used as a source
of information too. Even with their help, howevadditional questions very often had
to be sent to the consultants — this concernedceglyequestions about the presence of
radio and TV broadcasting and history of writteadttion which are really discussed in
the available materials in the amount of detailneggl for this study.

2.3.3. Source 2: the questionnaire

The second source of data, whose role would becudliffto overestimate, has
been a questionnaire sent to the specialists inegy@ective languages. In the pilot data
collection on 15 languages the questionnaire wasigded as a combination of
elicitation and analytical questionnaire. The cdiasus were asked to translate a
number of structures from English and to answestaof specific questions concerning
clause linkers. However, as it often happens is tyjoe of research, the questionnaire
has been modified as the feedback has been recéivéd final version it has been
devoid of the elicitation part completély focusing on language-specific questions
instead. The main aims of the latter version ofgbestionnaire can be summarized in
the following way:

- to verify the information | collected analysing pished materials;

- to supplement the linguistic information;

- to obtain missing information on socio-cultural files of the analysed

languages.

The method of data collection | arrived at consisté three stages: a) reading of the
available materials, b) preparation of summaoiabe elicited information, c¢) sending
the summaries (with the request for verificatioldng with the lists of remaining
guestions to the consultants.

The type of information | have been seeking deteeahialso the profile of the
consultant — since a significant level of purelygliistic knowledge was required to
answer the questions, non-linguists had to be aatioaily excluded. Although only a
small number of my consultants are native speatfetise respective languages, | was
very lucky that many of the highly respected angesienced researchers, including
many authors of highly valued reference grammagseedd to help me in my data
collection. In total the questionnaires were filiedoy 70 consultants for a total of 64
languages? The verification of validity of the information Bected from printed

9 For the other ones see section 10.2.

' The main reason for excluding elicitation was ttra consultants found it too time-consuming and
many of them pointed that many of similar sentencams be found scattered around the chapters on
complex sentence formation and samples of texisemelevant reference grammars.

12 Although it needs to be emphasized that the curerssire has never constituted the only source @f da
for a language.
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materials was especially important since much efdhta needed, as discussed in the
previous section, had to be simply deduced. Theswdtants not only verified the
information (sometimes using evidence from his@rigtudies that | would not be able
to look into given the time and scope restrictiohghis study) but on several occasions
also elicited additional information from their iva informants. On the whole only for
two of the 84 languages: Lezgian and Lango thaeatee grammars of truly excellent
quality provided all the information needed withabe necessity of verifying and
supplementing it with the help of consultants.

As the reader may expect from what has been sag] thee questionnaire had to
be tailored for each of the languages separatelghninay give an impression that the
method used was, in fact, not that of a questioen@hich by definition, contains a
standard list of question), but of an researchrimgg. Nonetheless, since there has
been a clear set of recurrent questions the camisltvere asked, | believe it is still
sound to call the method a questionnaire metfiod.

2.4. Summary

In this chapter, the general theoretical backgroahdhe study built on the
assumptions that language structure can and shmulchvestigated with relation to
language function has been presented in sectianlt2lias been said that the study
draws on the instruments of analysis and explapaapparatus of functional (and
functional-typological) approach which includeack of assumptions about universal
formal categories; interest in identifying crossgliistic patterns and explaining them
(grammaticalization), usage-based explanation oiguage structure with special
emphasis on cognitive (iconicity), pragmatic (eaongp as well as socio-cultural forces
shaping language.

In section 2.2. the importance of good samplingrimss-linguistic studies has
been discussed along with a brief description ef gampling technique used in this
work — Rijkhoff et al. (1993) Diversity Value calation. The variety sample
consisting of 84 languages has been presentechan@gasons for introducing changes
to the initial sample of 100 languages have beegiaemed. Finally, the problems of
balancing socio-cultural profiles of speech comriesi within genetically and
geographically balanced samples of languages hese dddressed.

Data collection issues — including information ome tdatabase and the
collection methods have been presented in sectinT®e difficulties of searching for

13 The recurrent list of questions is listed in Apgienill.
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clues on diachronic processes in materials disegssynchronic state of languages
have been presented and the need for verifying saipghlementing the information
elicited from those sources has been emphasizedlly;i the analytical, language-
specific questionnaires filled in by specialiststire analysed languages have been
discussed.
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PART TWO

SOURCES AND SEMANTIC SCOPE
OF C-GLOSSEMES
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The perspective of variationist typology to
connectives positions them in a variational spate i
which polyfunctionality and fuzziness are inherent
features.

Ursula Lenker andn&h Meurman-Solin

The following part of the thesis has two main ainifie first one is to
reconstruct, on the basis of available synchromidemce, lexical and/or grammatical
sources from which c-glossemes of anteriority, abtys purpose and conditionality
most commonly develop in the world’s languages. the reconstructions of
grammaticalization pathways two methods are usewhlysis of cross-linguistic
patterns of polysemy and analysis of the matenabiporated in the structure of
polymorphemic markers. The discussion is, on numgroccasions, supported by
evidence from other cross-linguistic and langugagesic studies devoted to the topic
of the emergence of clause linkers. The secondoditimis part of the thesis, inherently
related to the first one, is to investigate the &einc space of c-glossemes by revealing
semantic affinities between the circumstantial tretes that the particular markers
encode. Also here the cross-linguistic patternsrgimg from the observations are of
special interest.

In chapter 3. the reader finds background inforamaton theoretical and
practical issues concerning the task undertakew, h&s well as a description of
particular parameters of analysis, terminology amethodological solutions that are
applied in chapters 4 (Anteriority), 5 (Causalit@)(Purpose) and 7 (Conditionality).
Each of the four chapters is divided into four sew: discussion of morphological
complexity and forms of a particular group of cgfemes; presentation of the results
of the investigation into the origin of the linkeraore detailed discussion of semantic
extensions of meanings in the domain of circumghn¢lations and presentation of
the findings concerning affinities between the winstantial concepts encoded by the
linkers; and a short summary. In chapter 8 theltesi analyses are compared and
general conclusions are drawn.

The focus of this part is exclusively on the c-gkrses themselves. Discussion
on the functioning of the linkers in particular ¢arages as well as on the motivations
for the emergence of c-glossemes are presenteattilip
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CHAPTER 3

Background and parameters of analysis

3.1. Forms and morphological complexity of c-glosse mes

The first two elements that | wish to look at beféapproach the more detailed
issues of origin and functioning of c-glossemeshésr form and internal complexity as
revealed in the analysed sample. The issue has lmaefty mentioned already in
chapter 1. Since it is relevant for the problemssiaered in the later chapters, here the
subject is addressed in a more systematic way.

Regarding the form, the items are classified irte following types:free
words, affixes, linear combinations of words and affixes distributed (i.e. non-
continuous)markers andclitics. For each of the four circumstantial relationsetaded
summary of distribution of these forms in the dsgtis presented in sections 4.1., 5.1.,
6.1. and 7.1. respectively. In this place | restnyself to giving some examples of
these forms:

a) free words (see also, for instance, examples,1.17.,1.23.)

(3.1.) NdyukdHuttar and Huttar 1994:119)

Efu mi tyai en te ood a boto, mi o siki
{COND} 1SG carry 3SG.OBL until arrive ART.SG boat 1SG FUT sick

‘If | carry it all the way to the boat, I'll be ak.’
b) affixes (including prefixes as in 3.2., suffixas in 1.18.,1.28b,1.30, circumfixes as
in 3.3. and non-final bound morphemes as in 1.2Q,}.
(3.2.) Krong@Reh 1985:349)

n-afaldy &y  niin0 m-damaama
1/2-IMPRFopen 1SG mouth PURPOSE}-INFyawn

‘I am opening the mouth in order to yawn.’

(3.3.) Burushask({Tikkanen 1995:494)

Iné garooni nu-mu-<u-n daday
thatH bride {ANTE}-3SG.F.DOBJtake-{ANTE}  flour
du-moé-skua, moéo-dil-um-an.
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D-3SG.F.DOBJdower-{ANTE} 3SG.F.BENthrow-STPTCP-H.PL.SBJ

‘Taking the bride along, they threw flour on hew felcome her], having helped
her down [from the horse].’

c) linear combinations of words and affixes
(3.4.) Basqu¢Hualde, Ortiz de Urbina 2003:744)

Behin lana amaitz-gerqg gusta-tzen zaio lagunekin ardo
once job finigANTE} like-IMPRF  AUX friends.with wine

pare bat har-tze-a
pair one také®M-DET

‘After having finished work, she/he likes having@uple of glasses of wine with
her/his friends.’

d) distributed markers

(3.5.) Khwe(Kilian-Hatz 2008:327)
NoO ted ka A a woo no
{COND/SIOVER} 2SGM be little timebIM OBJhave {COND/SIOVER}
nllomaa khoe-tee i allxao e!
pleaseSG.M.VOC 1SGOBJ help IMP
‘Iffwhen you have a little timdepse help me.’
(.6.) Yanyuwa (Kirton and Charlie 1996:134)

Karna-wuluma  nyala wariba-nthatu wurnda-a
1SG-run {PURP1} climPTCP-{PURP2} treeABL

‘I ran to climb a tree.

e) clitics

(3.7.)Yindjibarnd{wordick 1982:185)

Nyinta ngarri-ngu pampa yaalghu  warrung-kayhu mirta-wa pampa ngarr-ii
You sleepMPRF now{ COND} night-LOC=DET notEMP sleepPOT

‘If you sleep now, then you won't sleep tonight.’

| wish to emphasize here that | second Dixon an&hémvald (2002) in their
argumentation that it is impossible to introducerass-linguistically universal set of
criteria for distinguishing between words, clitiaad affixes. Consequently, when it
comes to these three notions, in this study, |aefiee labels attributed to particular
clause linkers by the authors of grammars of palgrclanguages and the consultants
who helped me in the data collection.

! Note: only c-glossemes made up of free forms aifiixes that are not morphologically bound qualify
as combinations. Hence cases of inflected nounls asosteanin Burushaski consisting of the noun
ostea(‘back’) and the locative case endingn-are not considered combinations but polymorphemic,
lexical markers.
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The second initial element which is relevant foe thnalysis throughout
chapters of part Il isynchronic internal complexity of the c-glossemes. The linkers
are classified into two main groups: the simpleglassemes, consisting of just one
morpheme, are callednonomorphemic (cf. examples 3.1.,3.2.,3.7.) and those
consisting of more than two morphemes peolymorphemic (cf. examples
3.3.,3.4.,3.5.,3.6.). In those few instances wingtorical evidence on the formation of
polymorphemic markers was readily available, it,hawtlerstandably, priority over the
conclusions drawn from synchronic observations.hSscthe case with the English
becausewhich is seemingly (in its orthographic form in UEnglish and its
orthographic and phonological form in American Esigl made up of the copulze
and the nourcause We know, however, that it developed from the coration of
prepositionby and nouncause(cf. the entry fobecausan OED, for instance). Since
this make-up is not evident from its recent forivecauseis treated here as
synchronically monomorphemic.

The group of polymorphemic markers is classifietiere possible, according
to the number of morphemes: two (bimorphemic), ghr@rimorphemic), four
(quadrimorphemic) etc. The exact make-up of theymolphemic markers is the
subject of analysis in sections 4.2.2, 5.2.2, 6ah@ 7.2.2. Importantly, on numerous
occasions in the case of polymorphemic markersre@l@aling with so calledouble-
marking i.e. two clause linkers on their own are capalblexpressing a circumstantial
relation of a given kind occurring in one claudeeft may be of the same form, as in
the Khwe example in (3.5.) or of different, as3n3)).

(3.8.) Khwe(Kilian-Hatz 2008:328)
Ngyee ti  wina-a-goé no, to ¥i0-a-goé ngu a
{COND} 1SG be rich-1-FUT {COND/SIOVER} & buy-1-FUT house OBJ

‘Whenl/if | am rich, | will buy a house.’

In some cases, one of the two linkers in such aldemarking configuration is a
borrowed word. This are clearly marked in the déston on material incorporated in
polymorphemic linker$. Furthermore, in cases where a linker which is bepaf
encoding a given circumstantial relation on its omvay also form a part of a more
complex linker, these are counted as two separgtessemes. Finally, any borrowed
clause linker is always qualified as monomorphesmce it should be viewed as such
from the perspective of the borrowing language.

2 The issue of borrowing is discussed separatetpéncontext of explicitness of encoding of the four
relations in section 9.3.4.
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3.2. Insight into the origins of c-glossemes

When one looks at a list of c-glossemes in a nundbdanguages, there are
three observations that one is likely to make \arigkly. The first one is that in a vast
number of cases a particular c-glosseme (be k@ dr a bound morpheme or even a
polymorphemic structure) is used to express moas tbne type of circumstantial
relation, for instance both temporal and causahake case of Engliskince(3.9a,b)
or conditional and purposive as observed for thatslaran Rukai markea- (3.10a,b)

(3.9a) Sincel like you, I will not say anything bad about you.
(3.9b) Sincel started the course, | haven't seen him.
(3.10a) Mantauran Rukg@ieitoun 2007: 45p

La-ni ‘ongalo vavaa,
{COND}-3SG.GEN DYN.NFINdrink wine

ni-ki-omoomo-lra-ine
CNTRFCTNEG-DYN.NFIN.kiss1SG.NOM-3SG.OBL

‘If s’lhe had drunk wine, | would not have kisgech/her.’
(3.10bY)ibidem)

voalr-iae pacakelae,la-ni
DYN.SBJ\VQive-1SGOBL CAUS-marry {PURPOSE-3SG.GEN

klangeang-imiae

NEG-DYN.NFIMurt2SG.OBL

ta-kac-ae-l-imiae
LOC.NMLZ-DYN.NFINbite-LOC.NMLZ-1SG.GEN-2SG.OBL

‘Give me (a daughter) to marry so that the@lahere | bit you does not hurt

you.’
The second observation concerns the fact that paréicular language strings of
phonemes acting as c-glossemes may often be usszthie other syntactic functions
such as adpositions, case markers, adverbs etee Konsider, for instance, English
subordinators such adter andbefore(example 3.11a), it will instantly occur to usttha

the same strings of phonemes can be used in gth&rcsic contexts as adverbs of time
(3.11b) or prepositions (3.11c).

(3.11a)After/beforel talked to him, | went to see Emma.
(3.11b)I will tell you what you need to know after/before

(3.11c)l told you to stand after/before your brother.
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In the Chibchan language Rama we find a suffixappsive marker bang (3.12a)
which is identical to the prospective aspect ma(Rek2hb):

(3.12a) Rama (Craig 1991:457)

Tiiskama ni-sundsang taak-i
baby 1SGsee-PURPOSE go-TNS

‘I am going in order to see/lakhe baby.’

(3.12b) Rama (Craig, 1990, chapter 9:18)

Bal-n-aating-bang
PREF1-talkPROSP

‘I am going to talk.’

And in Lepcha we notice that the purposive clairgeel kais identical in form with
the locative case marker (3.13.)

(3.13.) Lepcha (Plaisier 2006:126)

Hu cho rok-shanga yantho-kd& néng ma
3SGbook readNF-{ PURPOSE schoolLOC go AST

‘He went to school in order to study.’

Finally, it will certainly strike the observer thabme particular combinations of these
various polyfunctionalities occur in a variety ahbuages, creating what is called here
patterns

Both the fact that we encounter numerous examgleslgfunctionality (a topic dealt
with in detail in section 3.2.3.) and patternsiodge polyfunctionalities are only rarely
accidental. In the vast majority of cases the idahitems can be viewed as polysemes
and their independent emergence in a variety ofuages can be explained by
processes ajrammaticalization

3.2.1. Grammaticalization and its mechanisms

In the last three decades, grammaticalization keas la hot topic in linguistics.
Among the most prominent works in this domain, whibave looked at the
phenomenon of subordination more closely, we shandmerate the pioneering
publications by Givon (1979), studies by Lehmanfi8@), Saxena (1988), Traugott
and Heine (1991b), Hopper and Traugott (2003 [1pE}bee, Perkins and Pagliuca
(1994), Harris and Campbell (1995), Bybee and Noof2®01), Diessel (2005), and
finally works by Heine and Kuteva (2002, 2005, 2007 would be far beyond the
scope of this thesis to give even a brief overvigwall that has been said about
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grammaticalization of clause-linking markers in sepublications. Hence, | limit
myself to the presentation of the ideas that arstmedevant for this study.

Grammaticalization is most commonly understood e “change whereby
lexical items and constructions come in certaiguistic contexts to serve grammatical
functions and, once grammaticalized, continue twebig new grammatical functions”
(Hopper and Traugott 2003:232)There is, however, far less agreement between
linguists as to what sub-processes and mechanismstittite grammaticalization.
Consequently, there is no theory of grammaticabmathat all would be ready to
adhere td. The version of the theory | am most convinceddnd which | choose to
follow here, is the one proposed by Heine and Ka{@002 and especially 2007).
Starting from the most general issues, | follow #ngthors in their depiction of
grammaticalization as a process that typically imes four mechanisms:

1. desemantization(semantic bleaching, loss of meaning);
extension(context generalization, use in new context);
. decategorialization(loss in morphosyntactic properties characteristic
lexical or other less grammaticalized feym
4. erosion(phonetic reduction, loss of phonetic substance).

w N

Heine and Kuteva'’s list of mechanisms has an ingporadditional advantage here — it
covers effectively most of the other processes ioeetl often in the context on
grammaticalization including metaphorical transfagtonymic transfer and reanalysis.
And so metaphor and metonymy qualify as cases s#rdantization whileeanalysis
(understood widely as the complex process wheresyimactic, morphological and
semantic properties of forms are modified withowdifications to their phonological
shape) is embraced by Heine and Kuteva’s mecharfisdis

The term grammaticalization refers then to a matraage which is an
interaction of pragmatic, semantic, morphosyntaatid phonetic factors. Moreover,
these sub-processes are often viewed as followaiy ether in time in a particular
order: “Grammaticalization tends to begin with @sdien, which triggers
desemantization, and subsequently decategoriaizaid erosion” (Heine and Kuteva
2007:35). Not all of the four mechanisms aoenditia sine qua nonfor
grammaticalization to occur and among them it ssien that quite often does not take
place which results in the emergence of polysemeg (sext section)The pragmatic

% For a list of various definitions of grammaticalion proposed in linguistic literature see Campéaed
Janda (2001).

* Cf. the versions presented in Lehmann (1982); éle@laudi, and Hiinnemeyer (1991a); Bybee,
Perkins, and Pagliuca (1994) and Hopper and Tra(2003).

® For discussions on the components of reanalgsisfsr instance: Langacker (1977:58), Traugott and
Kdnig (1991) and Hopper and Traugott (2003:39).
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element (context) and the semantic element, on difeer hand, are of special
importance since they license grammaticalizatiaa@ott and Heine 1991a:8).

Putting together what has been said here, gramafiadton is to be viewed as
a process which is triggered by a context-induaadt@rpretation of a linguistic unit
and it is the semantic content of that unit — theivation referred to in section 2.1.2 —
that makes it suitable for this reinterpretatiors @ result, readily available units are
used for novel purposes. The frequency of use e$ehunits in their new function
allows for the change to spread in the populatibspeakers (see Heine and Traugott
1991a:9, Bybee and Hopper 2001).

3.2.2. Polysemy

Whenever a grammaticalization process occurs witipbnetic reduction, it
results in the presence of phonologically identitedns sharing their etymology but
encoding different meanings and, possibly, belopdgodifferent syntactic categories.
This phenomenon is widely known pslysemy

A simple example of an emergence of polysemy inctse of clause linkers is
the history of the aforementioned Engligfter. In the oldest historical recoraster
was used exclusively as an adverb indicating teadpamd spatial setting (3.11b). It
developed then into a preposition (3.11c) indicatioth temporal and spatial setting
and finally into a subordinator indicating temporalation between clauses (3.11a).
Throughout these stages there has been no phorreticiction although
decategorization and semantic extension (limited ass) certainly took place. This
and numerous similar cases provide us with readilailable material for
grammaticalization studies.

However, the apparently simple hypothesis of tlesoas behind the existence
of identical forms in a given language is not withdts problems. To prove that a
lexical or grammatical item became reanalysed fsmme other item, we ideally need
attested historical evidence showing the changélseirmeaning and, where applicable,
also in the category class of that item. This challenge that we can rarely overcome
(see sectioB.2.6.). Hence, on numerous occasions, uncerteiatyarise as to whether
we are dealing with a case of polysemy or homony@aghenomenon of phonological
identicalness that is not a result of grammatieai@n but, for instance, of borrowing or
phonological changé)There are two simple criteria that may help uslisginguish
between these two. The first one is purely semantic

® The definitions of homonymy and polysemy given ssenewhat simplified but it is not possible to go
into details here and do justice to the vast amairiterature on lexical ambiguity, vagueness and
polysemy and homonymy themselves. Moreover, it aeg@dbe noted that although the notions of
polysemy and homonymy have been most commonly irs¢lde context of lexical items and lexical
semantics, in works on grammaticalization theyaften extended over grammatical items too (be they

bound or free forms). The same approach is folloherd
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In general, from the perspective of grammaticailimait is methodologically essential to
assume polysemy if there is a plausible semankitioaship, whether or not the forms
belong to the same syntactic category. (HoppefTaadgott 2003:77-78)

The second one uses cross-linguistic evidence: midny diverse languages
independently have the same pattern of ‘homonynign the meanings are closely
related” (Croft 2003:106). In other words, if itemisthe same phonological form share
their meanings/functions in variety of languagesireanings/functions are assumed to
be polysemous.

Both these criteria are, needless to say, far fsremg ideal analytical tools. The
reason for that is that we do not have either aigavailable measurement of
semantic distance between concepts to apply tis¢ dniterion or a parameter of
frequency which would indicate in how many langwsagbe same pattern (e.g.
identicalness of a demonstrative and a clauserlirtkas to occur to apply the second
one. Hence, following Kortmann (1997), a more gehé&rm that would cover both
homonymy and polysemy is used hepelyfunctionality” and a distinction between
two types of polyfunctionality: syntactic polyfunctionality and semantic
polyfunctionality is introduced.

By syntactic polyfunctionality | understand the stgnce of forms which are
identical in their phonological shape but belongliferent syntactic categories such as
the abovementioned Engligtiter (3.11.). The phrase “semantic polyfunctionality; is
in turn, used to refer to the phenomenon wherefome is used to express more than
one circumstantial relation between clauses sucthe<€nglish temporal and causal
since(3.9.) Whenever two or more items share one fdrenpghenomenon is called an
overlap and a distinction between syntactic and semantclaps is applied following
the rule for the distinction between semantic gimdactic polyfunctionality. Whenever
only two categories/meanings share one phonolodgicah | talk aboutbinary
overlaps Where polyfunctionalities involve more than twems — | talk about
multiple overlaps

3.2.3. Grammaticalization pathways and the unidirec  tionality hypothesis

The development of items in the processes of gramatization is commonly
depicted in the form of so callgghthways (paths, clinespf grammaticalization —
schemas that can be seen from the distance ofamdefrom the linguist’'s analytic

! Polyfunctionality should not be mistaken witlyering (see Kurytowicz’'s fourth law of analogy 1949
and Hopper 1991). The latter refers to the syndbrpresence of both the newly grammaticalized and
the older method of conveying a particular function
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perspective (Andersen 2001). The particular (hypsited or attested) stages of
development are arranged in a chronological orétarjnstance:

Frenchla ‘there’, adverb >la ‘that, distal demonstrative

Ramabang‘go’, verb > bang clause linker of goal, purpose

Since, as has already been said, grammaticalizasidirst and foremost a
semantic and pragmatic process and since manytaspieperception and cognition
(such as the parallels between spatial and tempogalnization of world and events)
are universal irrespective of what language a pespeaks, it becomes clear why we
detect numerous cross-linguistic patterns of themgnaticalization pathwaysThese
patterns have been reconstructed recently by HamoeKuteva (2007). The authors,
having gathered data from over 500 languages, agmeith a diagram of the most
salient grammaticalization pathways in the worldisguages (Fig.3.1.).

I HOUN _

11 / \ ---»VERE

I

r// \"
IV ADFP ARP HEG

7N /N

v PRO N DEF REL COMEP CHSE THE

VI ﬂGR PﬁSS \ SBR

(Fig.3.1.) Layers of grammatical development actgydo Heine and Kuteva (2007:111)

Abbreviations: 1, I, etc. = layers, ADP = adpasitji ADV = adverb, AGR = agreement, ASP = (verbal)
aspect, CASE = case marker, COMP = complementXeF, = marker of definiteness (definite article),
DEM=demonstrative, NEG = negation marker, PASS ssipp&, PRN = pronoun, REL = relative clause
marker, SBD = subordinating marker of adverbialsts TNS = tense marker.

The diagram describes evolution in terms of a $dayers indicating the co-
existing categories and the elements they develtup the lower on the hierarchy the
more grammaticalized the categories are with lAflerontaining agreement markers,
passive morphemes and subordinating markers oflaidVelauses.

8 | refrain here from bringing up the topic of thessible small differences and variations in cagnit
between speakers of various languages that ard dahl in literature on linguistic and cultural
relativism.
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The idea of pathways of grammaticalization is dpdieked to the concept of
unidirectionality, according to which grammaticalization operatesne direction. It
concerns both the development of categories:

lexical form > grammatical form > more grammatifiain

and the morphosyntactic development:

word > clitic >affix

The unidirectionality of the development of categsr which is the one | am focused
on in this study, is also depicted in (Fig.3.1ncne of the arrows is bipolar and so it is
understood that, for instance, it is not usual ¢omplementizers to develop into
demonstratives or adpositions or for aspect matkegsve rise to verbs.

In recent years numerous researchers have beesnpngscounterexamples to
the unidirectionality hypothesis (see for instah=vis 1984, 1985; Joseph and Janda
1988; Ramat 1992; Frajzyngier 1996; Newmeyer 1€38npbell 2001; Fischer, Norde
and Perridon 2004). Although these examples com fvarious languages, on the
whole their number is very small in comparisonhe humber of examples following
the unidirectionality pathways. Moreover, the a@éimés of unidirectionality state firmly
that diachronic universals, like synchronic onea®, @bserved tendencies rather than
theoretical absolutes and so also unidirectionaitpuld be viewed as a hypothesis
rather than an absolute principle (cf. Hopper amdugott 2003:17, Harris and
Campbell 1995:330, Heine and Kuteva 2007, Haspéli2@®4c). | agree with them.

3.2.4. Multiple pathways and polygrammaticalization

The paths of grammaticalization are not alwaysigitain the sense of items
developing in a single line one from another. Sahthem show development along
two or even more different clines. A more complegreario such as this has been well
described by Craig (1991) for the vdrdng(‘go’) in Rama which, to put things briefly,
developed independently into a variety of tempoaspectual and modal markers on
the one hand and into an adposition on the othewals from the latter that it
subsequently developed into a variety of other stémeluding a clause linker (see also
section 6.2.1.). The author called this phenomesfatlevelopment involving separate
clinespolygrammaticalization.’

It is not unreasonable to expect that examplelyigpammaticalization are far
more frequent than it seems to us. When it comedetails, our reconstruction of
grammaticalization is, without any doubt, more pftean not influenced by the types

° Similar scenario of multiple paths have been sithwer instance, by Givén (1991) for Biblical
Hebrew relative clause morphology which developet iboth adverbial clause and complementizer
domains.
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of conclusions we may draw from the poor historiealords we have at our disposal,
and the synchronic data we may use (see 3.2.66.uhlavoidable fate of historical
reconstruction in linguistics is to be an idealize@ regularized version of the past.
Taking these facts into account it is advisabl&keep an open mind for alternative
scenarios of the ways of grammaticalization. Theesd not concern examples of
polygrammaticalization only but also cases wherameting scenarios of development
of a particular item emerge from linguistic enquiry

It is essential to say here a few additional wardsexplanations of affinities
between particular items in grammaticalization edinnvolving numerous items. If we
go back to the Rama example described above,ciea that there is no direct link
between the clause linker which developed filoamg and the variougAM markers
that the verb gave rise to. As a result any sintigsr in form between the clause linker
and TAM markers are oepiphenomenal character— they are a side-effect of the
(hypothesized) development of one item in two d#fe directions. The existence of
epiphenomenal similarities is especially importénas in this study, our inquiry into
grammaticalization is based on observations of geotyy. Let us look now at the
already mentioned example of Englshce

We know that in Old English its first attested ftion was that of an adverb
with the meaning ‘then, thereupon, immediately rafeeds’. It then developed
separately into an adjective ‘that has been siaod’ preposition ‘from the time that’,
‘after’'®. From the latter it developed its function asmperal clause linker ‘from the
time that, ‘after’. Already in OE in some contextausal relations between states of
affairs were inferred from the temporally linkedagses and in Middle English the
causative implicatures were conventionalized and dbe polysemy
CLAUSE_LINKERtemporal-CLAUSE_LINKERcausaemerged in addition to the syntactic
polyfunctionality of since as a temporal adverb, adjective adposition andpoeah
subordinator (for details on the evolution ihce see Traugott 1989:34, Hopper and
Traugott 2003:82-83, Molencki 2007 and OED). Thenptex grammaticalization of
sincethat we reconstruct on the basis of historicatlence is depicted schematically in
(Fig.3.2.).

Although over time the original advedigpan and the items it gave rise to
changed their phonological form becoming finallye tmodernsince many of the
semantic and syntactic polyfunctionalities have nbeetained and the item even
nowadays acts as an adverb, preposition, and tengiod causal c-glosseme.

19 The adjective use was rare, as OED remarks. ftg erample is to be found for instance in Josuah
Sylvester'sDu Bartasfrom 1598: “That first travel had no sympathy. Waur since-travel's wretched
cruelty”.
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A DVtemporal (“ther, thereupon, immediately afterarards”)

/N

ADT (*that has been since™  ADPtemporal (“from the time that®, “after”)

l

CLAUZE LINEERtemporal (“from the time that’ "aftes™)

l

CLATEE LINKERcausal([‘because’
(Fig.3.2.) Grammaticalization pathways of Engléshce

While discussing grammaticalization in such compleases we encounter
numerous examples of epiphenomenal affinities. Mlost obvious one in the case of
sinceis the identicalness of forms of the prepositiod alause linkers on the one hand
with the adjective on the other which can be exjdiby polygrammaticalization that
the source adverb has undergone. But as epiphembcanbe viewed also the identity
of the causal c-glosseme and adposition (or adwanige these two, although aligned
in a straight line, are not related directly — fmysemy arose through the temporal
linker ‘from the time that’. As it is argued in maplaces in the following chapters, the
fact that a given c-glosseme has polysemes in akewyntactic categories is an
important element of the grammaticalization puzalel cannot be underestimated
when it comes to the reconstruction of grammatedibn pathways. For this reason
the notion of epiphenomenon is frequently refetcenh this thesis.

The emergence of epiphenomenal identicalnessmokite a grammaticalization
chain involving c-glossemes is depicted schemadyical (Fig.3.3). A source category
undergoing desemantization, extension and decaddigation becomes reanalysed as
a c-glosseme with meaning A. Then, the c-glosseiue,to context-induced changes,
develops into marker B encoding other circumstanggations and so becomes a
polyfunctional linker. All this happens without aiges in phonological form of the
items in the chain. Since there is no direct liktween the source item and item B,
their identicalness is of epiphenomenal character.
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source category of 'XYZ' form ,

s
%,

SuLI0} Jo
SaUeInUIPT
EEER

clause linker of 'XYZ' form
conveying meaning A

polyfunctional clause linker of 'XYZ' form
conveying meanings A and B

(Fig-3.3.) Direct and indirect (epiphenomenal) iiteainess of forms
in a grammaticalization chain

3.2.5. Fixing, freezing and idiomatization

The above described examplessofce after or the Ramdang, similarly as hundreds
of others in linguistic literature, are clear imgtas of grammaticalization operating on
a single item but grammaticalization of longer pobdrphemic strings is also by no
means raré" In the case of c-glossemes, there is, indeedmamessive variety of
lexical and grammatical items that became reandlgsgpolymorphemic linkers. Some
examples are the Polish purpose linketsy made up of complementizée and irrealis
mood particleby (1.23.) or the Nez Percénaq’itpe marker which incorporates in its
structure nominalizerg--verbnaq’i ‘finish’ and adpositiorpe (3.14.).

(3.14.)Nez PercéNoel Rude, personal communication)
Hitem'yekt-naq'i-t-pe anes-ne A&-Awi-e
sweat.bathNMLZ -finish-NMLZ-ADP>ANTE}  deerACC OBJshootPST

‘After sweat bathing | shot a deer.’

The mechanism of emergence of these polymorphemis is the same as
observed for the single items — given semantic mpleufor extension of the initial
meaning and appropriate context the complex strestundergo reanalysis which may
(but does not have to) be accompanied by phon@bgianges. The original structures
in the new context lose the independent meaningfiom of their constitutional
elements and become recognized as one lexicalamnrgatical unit. This process,
which may be called fixing or freezing (Traugotidadeine 1991a:9), is in principle
very similar to idiomatization. All the main chatagstics of idioms: multiword
structure, conventionalization, restricted syntgctmorphosyntactic and lexical
variability and figurative meaning apply to the qaex c-glossemes. The only

™ The most frequently quoted example of the latethe English constructiohe going towhich
developed into a future tense marker.
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difference between the idiomatic expressions andomdtized effects of
grammaticalization lies in the fact that in thetdatthe unit may consist entirely of
bound morphemes.

The differences between the two types of grammaa@on -
grammaticalization of monomorphemic units and diypmrphemic units posits certain
problems for a synchrony based study — such a®rtleethis thesis reports on. The
details are explained in the following section.

3.2.6. Types of evidence

As Heine and Kuteva (2007:212-213) have put itrehare two kinds of
evidence that a linguist can use in grammaticatimastudies. The first one, called
diachronic, relies on historical evidence from earlier periofislevelopment of a given
language which confirm that there was a stage athmblement X existed but Y did
not and hence the hypothesized pathway of developidoem X to Y is verified
positively. The second kind of evidence, callsgluctural, identifies similarities
between items co-existing at a certain point iretiamd follows the same assumptions
as the former method. For the sake of simplicitg gecond one is called here
synchronic

Both the diachronic and synchronic evidence are nconly used in
grammaticalization studies. There is no doubt that former one, based on written
records, is the more reliable of the two. The tigfthowever, that only a small fraction
of the 6000 or so languages spoken in the worléytdahve at their disposal such
historical evidence. Moreover, even when rich enadeis available, in many cases it
cannot be trusted completely. As Traugott remarks:

All claims about the order of development that based (...) on written records and
evidence from grammars and dictionaries, must lgarded with caution. As is well

known, attestation is often a matter of accidentrtttermore, it does not necessarily
reflect changes in the spoken language. What isfiignt is cumulative evidence from

different but related semantic domains and, wharpessible, from other languages, of
the same order of attestation among exemplars.ewbathe time lag. (1989:34)

Harris and Campbell also comment on this and giha@vlems in diachronic studies:

The problems of obtaining evidence for diachroiai®s in syntax have frequently been
addressed (...) Often cited are the lack of a natp@aker’s intuitions, accidental gaps in
the corpus, the need for philological skills andrdugh knowledge of the languages under
investigation, and the small number and varietlanfuages attested over a long period of
time. (1995:10)

Due to obvious limitations dictated by the scopd daration of my research, in
the quest for explanation of the origin of clauskihg devices, | choose to restrict
myself to using synchronic evidence only. The mawoi that | use is the observation of
cross-linguistic patterns of polysemy (see secB@2) and the results are presented in
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sections 4.2.1., 5.2.1., 6.2.1. and 7.2.1. In tlesecof units categorized as
synchronically polymorphemic, additional analysefs tloeir internal make-up are

performed (again, from a synchronic perspective) #me results are reported in
sections 4.2.2.,5.2.2., 6.2.2. and 7.2.2. Theyanalfollow principles and assumptions
which are discussed in section 3.2.9. An imporfasiht to make here is that, where
possible, the hypothesized directions of grammbii@on are informed and supported
by findings from other studies — this follows framaugott’s valuable observation that:

The evidence is substantial that the process ofas@en change outlined for the
semantics of grammaticalization belongs to a lasggrof crosslinguistic processes of
semantic change that are in general quite regliideed, they are so regular that it is
possible to develop predictive hypotheses thatbeatested against historical data. They
are sufficiently predictive that one can take syoalt polysemies from any period in
any language and project change back into the (i889:31)

The method | apply here can be viewed then as gli§imal structural method that does
not involve reconstructions of items that have ugdee phonological erosion in the
course of their historical development. An idertejaproach was applied by Kortmann
(1997) in his study on adverbial subordinatorshi@ kanguages of Europe (see section
3.2.8. for details).

Being aware of the limitations that such simplifigoproach puts on linguistic
enquiry, | nonetheless strongly defend its valueakiig into account the
aforementioned paucity of diachronic cross-lingaistata and the fact that the vast
majority of languages are very poorly described,haee to admit that when it comes
to broad cross-linguistic studies the synchronic@wce is often all that we have. As
for the value and originality of the findings olstad by using this approach, | will let
the results speak for themselves.

3.2.7. Clause linkers and language contact

The discussion on the origin of c-glossemes wowt e complete if we didn’t
mention the significant impact that language cantaay have on their introduction
into a language system. There are three mecharbgmghich language contact may
influence the domain of clause linkers:

a) borrowing;

b) externally-motivated grammaticalization;

c) polysemy copying.

Borrowing, understood as an introduction of a fgmeinit into a language system
(be it a free word, a bound morpheme or a constmict has always been a very
interesting topic for linguists. Recent studieswglobearly that not only lexical but also
grammatical borrowing (borrowing of structural jeatis, inflectional paradigms etc.)
even from typologically divergent languages is mwicommon (see for instance
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Aikhenvald and Dixon 2001a,b, Matras and Sakel 20&t6lz, Bakker and Palomo
2008). As for clause linkers, a recent cross-liaticistudy by Matras (2007) has shown
that the markers are by far the most susceptibleotoowing among the grammatical
categories looked at in the study. Moreover, it lesn revealed that the linkers are the
second most popular group of loanwords after nouns.

The second phrase — “externally-motivated gramrabt@tion” — refers to
situations of language contact where one languagees the grammaticalization
processes occurring in the other language usingowa material (the process is
sometimes calledrammatical replication As a result, grammaticalization processes
may display geographic patterns, in which casestalle about grammaticalization
areas (see Kuteva 1998; Stolz & Stolz 2001:1549his Tinteraction of
grammaticalization and language contact has redeatéeention only very recently
(Heine 1994; Bisang 1996; Kuteva 2000; Heine anteka 2001) and it needs to be
emphasized that the surface results of externalhd anternally-motivated
grammaticalization are likely to be the same sitgereplication is based on the same
principles of change — reanalysis triggered by exinand salient semantic features of
the source items. The examples of externally-mtgtvagrammaticalization of clause
linkers are for instance: the development of terapbnker gaan ‘when’ from noun
gaan ‘time’ in Tigak of New Ireland (Papua New Guineas a replica of
grammaticalization pathway in Tok Pisin, or the e@lepment of the relational noun —
pal ‘possession’ into a purpose clause lingalin Pipil (El Salvador) on the model of
Spanistpara’for, in order to’ (Heine and Kuteva 2005:91,246)

The third mechanism — polysemy copying — is a pesc@ which one of the
languages in contact copies entire patterns ofsgohy from another language using its
own lexical material (this is also calledlquingor loan translatior). Again, the effects
of this mechanisms from a synchronic perspective exactly the same as of
grammaticalization and it is not a surprise thdy sacently linguists have considered
polysemy copying as an alternative explanationefastence of patterns of polysemy
(for some examples see Heine and Kuteva 2005:18p-10

In this thesis | do not attempt to go into the idifft territory of determining
whether a particular pattern exists due to intdynadr externally-motivated
grammaticalization, polysemy copying or acciderdimhilarities between languages.
This is a task that would go far beyond the maicufoof this study. The issue of
borrowing, on the other hand is taken into accaumen classifying markers as mono
or polymorphemic and in the discussion of the naitons behind borrowing in section
9.3.4.
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3.2.8. Previous studies on the origin of circumstan tial clause linkers

The subject of the origin of clause markers of winstantial relations has been
present in linguistic literature for quite somedimow and various points of view on it
have been presented. The strongest opinion hasexgeessed by Meillet (1914) who
wrote:

Les origins des conjonctions sont d’'une diversifénie, on le sait. Il n'y a pas d’especé de
mot qui ne puisse livrer des conjunctions.

When it comes to the sources of conjunctions, tieaa infinite diversity. There is no part of
speech that could not give rise to them. [trarstaliy A.M]
The views expressed in more recent studies on gedivetization are less definite.
Hopper and Traugott, for instance, have stated that
Clause linking markers have their sources in nowwesbs, adverbs pronouns, case
morphemes (including prepositions and postposi}josharivational prefixes and in phrasal
combination of these. (2003:177)
Also Heine and Kuteva (2007) are far from making aniversal judgements and limit
their summary to the cross-linguistically “most coon sources”, listing, as we may
read from the diagram presented in (Fig.3.1.) npwesbs, adverbs, adpositions,
demonstratives, relativizers, complementizers as# anarkers. Notably, as they have
explained, in the case of subordinators we canahtiut direct and indirect pathways
of grammaticalization:
Subordinators can arise directly from the Noun bosdinator or Verb > subordinator

pathway, but they can also be the result of chajpathways, for example Noun > adverb
> adposition > case marker > subordinator. (200%):11

Apart from the more general observations theregaite a lot of minor studies which
have mentioned the role of certain specific categdn the formation of clause linkers.
One of such commonly quoted works is that by Ger{@891) who discussed the
development of adverbial subordinators out of pastpns in Tibeto-Burman

languages. The author indicates the following pastef extensions (1991:3):

Locative > if/although, when/while/after
Ablative > when/while/after, because, non-final
Allative, Dative > purpose

Ergative/Instrumental > because, when, while

Numerous other studies have also independentlyirooed that adpositions often give
rise to clause linkers (cf. for instance GenettB@9Thurgood 1986, Craig 1991,
Lichtenberk 1991, Heine and Kuteva 2002). It doesaome as a surprise that case
markers too have often been reported to serveasrgaticalization material for clause
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linkers (see for instance Harris and Campbell 1938&yper and Traugott 2003, Heine
and Kuteva 2002). An especially interesting worktdbuting to the discussion of
grammaticalization of case markers into clauseeliskis the paper by Aikhenvald
(2008). On the basis of observations of the mostrmon functions of case markers in
almost 30 languages from various language famihesauthor identified a number of
patterns of semantic polyfunctionality. This inahsdthe overlapsTASE_MARKER-
CLAUSE_LINKER As the author summarizes:

The most common semantic correspondences betweesathe morpheme as marker of
the function of a noun phrase and as clause-lindingce are:
I. Dative or purposive marking on a noun phrase téndegve a purposive meaning
when used as a clause linker.
II. Locational marking on a noun phrase tends to haweporal or more rarely,
conditional or purposive meaning when used asselinker.
lll. Instrumental marking on a noun phrase tends to l@eausal or temporal, or
(more rarely) a manner meaning when used as aeclmker. (2008:594F

There seem to be a general agreement betweendiagagarding the types of syntactic
changes that trigger grammaticalization of clausekers out of adpositions and case
markers — as Harris and Campbell have remark “ltelgeved that in many cases the
development [of clause linkers] from adpositionsd anase markers involved
nominalized verb forms and only then developedaio-nominalized ones” (1995:293).

Other frequently mentioned sources of circumstantiause linkers are
complementizers. Saxena (1995) has even argued &woss-linguistic implicational
and unidirectional hierarchy:

word meaning ‘say’ or ‘thus® direct quote marker/complementizér

reason/purpose markex conditional marker> comparative marker

Many more authors (Lord 1976, Heine, Claudi and m#imeyer 1991a:158, Ebert
1991:87, Frajzyngier 1996, Klamer 2000, Crass 20608ne and Kuteva 2007) have
also indicated that the grammaticalization chameallves the following main stages:

speech act verb ‘say> ‘say’ as a quotative markep
complementizer of object clauses(complementizer of subject clause3

subordinator of purpose claus@ssubordinator of cause clauses

We may add here also the observation that “prepasiand postpositions, being heads
of noun phrases, commonly develop into markers avhglement clauses, this is

12\We can clearly see that despite differences iguage samples, there are correspondences betveeen th
grammaticalization potential of the functions opaslitions reported by Genetti (1991) and the fumdti
of case markers discussed in Aikhenvald’s study.
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complementizers” (Heine and Kuteva 2007:8%lorie (2001:981) supplements the set
of sources of complementizers by case markers amdrctions.

The last of the categories most often mentioned the context of
grammaticalization of clause linkers are interrogest (Traugott 1985, Hopper and
Traugott 2003:186, Harris and Campbell 1995:293}368Their role in the
development of relative clause markers and subatolis seems to be, however,
especially important in European languages andvadspread outside Indo-European
languages (Heine and Kuteva 2007:112-113).

Although in the more general statements, such@setby Hopper and Traugott
or Heine and Kuteva quoted at the beginning of Hastion, nouns and verbs are
included among the categories commonly servingpascss of clause linkers, | am not
aware of any works discussing such grammaticatingtathways in detail.

As can be seen from the above, there are a ewwofoworks that contribute
findings concerning general issues in the develaproé clause linkers, but there are
far fewer works that would discuss the grammattedion of markers of particular
types of circumstantial clauses from cross-lingaigerspectiveOne of the works in
which we would wish to find such discussion is thleeady mentioned study by
Kortmann (1997) which is the most detailed croegdistic study on adverbial
subordinators conducted so far. Unfortunately, wih@omes to our understanding of
the origin of clause linkers it offers only a veggneral insight. The author presents
merely overall summaries of the data collected euthinforming us about the
grammaticalization pathways for specific types alvexbial subordinatorS. He
devotes only four pages in total to the discusstdnthe sources of adverbial
subordinators. All that we may elicit from it is ath his analysis of syntactic
polyfunctionality suggest that:

a) the most common sources of adverbial subordinatdise languages of Europe
are in the order of decreasing significance: adyealdpositions, interrogatives,
complementizers and relativizers;

13 This is, as the authors indicate, how the Old Bhglocation and purpose prepositifor became a
complementizer by early Middle English.

4 Some other minor studies dealing with more spedifises, which are relevant for the analyses
presented in this thesis, are considered in chapgtér

15 Similarly to this study, Kortmann’s investigatios limited to observation of synchronic patterns of
polyfunctionality and analysis of material incorptad in the structure of synchronically polymorpliem
markers. For both these aspects of investigatierattihor presents separate tables with resultsldte
includes tables with adjusted values removing cagsgntactic polyfunctionality of particular iterasid
taking into account “only the syntactic functionslewvant for the formation of the adverbial
subordinator”. | find this step quite controversghce the author does not discuss how exactly he
decides which of the polysemous meanings is retef@ngrammaticalization and which is not. As
everyone who has worked on grammaticalization knomere are many doubts and competing scenarios
available in such cases.
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b) among the material incorporated in the polymorpleesubordinators it is
complementizers, adverbs, adpositions relativizerd interrogatives that are
most popular.

Kortmann’s study is also limited in other aspetitg major limitation being the fact
that it is focused only on one specific group cdude linkers — “ideal adverbial
subordinators”. In practice it means that the autboked only at a subgroup of clause
linkers which fulfil a number of pre-establishedtenia such as: being of the form of a
free word (or string of words), operating over tinclauses, occurring on margins of
the clause, used in non-marked register etc. (f@rfull list see Kortmann 1997:71-77).
The study is also restricted in its geographicati(a@onsequently, genetic) scope — it is
based exclusively on the languages of Europe. Fthese reasons, its contribution to
the discussion on grammaticalization of clausediskcan be viewed as very limited
and it does not contribute at all to our understamdf the origin of markers of
particular types of circumstantial relations.

One of the works that does look at one type ofsddinkers in detail is the paper
by Traugott (1985) devoted to the grammaticalizatod conditionals. The author has
listed five types of cross-linguistically commoexical sources for markers of the
protasis: words for modality (especially epistend optative); copular constructions;
interrogatives; words that mark something as knowgiven (including topic markers
and demonstratives); words temporal in origin -eSmespecially words that in some
way express the temporal notion “for a time” (th@tduration), or at least are, like
when ambiguous between durative meanings and nonidergir “punctual’) ones”
(Traugott 1985:292). Importantly, the author haskasized also that it is the last
group that is apparently the most common souramoditional clause linkers. | come
back to the Traugott’s list in section 7.2.

Schmidtke-Bode in her recently published typolodyparpose clauses discusses
what she labels “the developmental trajectorigsunpose clauses” (2009:197-198) and
what may be viewed as a list of sources of purmtegse linkers. The data are based
on her own research as well as previously publishedks and the set includes: verbs
of motion, allative and benefactive markers, corm@atizers and quotative markers,
causality and result markers, coordinate ‘VP-amdl aerial verb constructions, as well
as expressions of temporal concepts (such as &utiater’, ‘until’) and expressions of
desire (‘order’, ‘tell to’, ‘ask to’, want’). | redfr to this list later on in section 6.2.

The third important and relevant for this study kvam which we find more
detailed information on the origin of specific das of clause linkers is th&orld
Lexicon of Grammaticalizatio(2002) by Heine and Kuteva (WLoG henceforth) which
has become an indispensable reference book fothale who are interested in
grammaticalization processes. Using material frevesal hundreds of languages the
authors identified over 400 various grammaticala@atprocesses, including those
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involved in the development of some types of cldudeers. The data were provided
by both synchronic and diachronic analyses (see5)3.By extracting information
scattered around the lexicon one may easily putthey the development pathways
that the authors identified for particular lexiead grammatical items.

Today, 8 years from its publication, WL0oG remaihe bnly source of cross-
linguistic information on the development of vasotypes of clause linkers. For this
reason | find it both appropriate and beneficialcite and acknowledge here the
information it presents on grammaticalization palsy of the markers of
circumstantial relations that are the subject & thesis. | go back to these summaries
in each of the analytical chapters (4-7).

CAUSALITY

Sources of causal relations mentioned in WLoG ,egsatied in (Fig.3.4.) include nouns

(‘back’ — body part, ‘matter’, ‘place’), verb ‘sayadverb of place (‘here’) as well as
adpositions (‘since’, ‘after’).

____—postposition "after’ ——

back

matter

___—locative marker ———
place

_____——complementizet ——
say

i /temporal conjunction 'while', 'when'——
ere

dIMEVIN TVYSNVYO

postposition 'since’

(Fig.3.4) Sources of causal clause markers acc1‘1;)|tdifWLoG1L6
(2002:48,171,200,210,239,261,275)

PURPOSE

Purpose markers, according to the information prtesein WLoG, have their sources
in verbs (‘say’, ‘give’, ‘come to’, ‘go to’), nounématter’, ‘fact’, ‘affair’) benefective
and allative markers (be they case markers or &@ipe® and complementizers
(Fig.3.5.).

16 Some of these development pathways are direarothvolve intermediate steps. Underlining in the
diagrams indicates elements that Heine and Kutava listed as “sources” for development of markers
of a given circumstantial relations. In (Fig.3.4fpr instance, the postposition ‘since’ should be,
therefore, interpreted as capable of being a dgegtce of causal markers in some cases and ag asti
an intermediate point in others. Clearly, the sesraf adpositions, adverbs etc. may also be trbaek
but I stick to those pathways that have been eiflplicsted by the authors.
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allative marker

benefactive marker —»
/

give
come to

go to

complementizer ——

/

matter
fact
affair

say

d3IMEVIN 3S0Oddnd

(Fig.3.5.) Sources of purpose clause markers atwptd WLoG
(2002:39,56,91,79,155,163,212,265-7)

CONDITIONALITY

The number of reconstructed sources of conditiotzalse markers (Fig.3.6.) is smaller
than in the two former cases and includes coputab vsay’, interrogatives (polar
guestions) as well as temporal conjunctions likeife’ and ‘when’.

copula 'be’

say

polar (yes-no) questions, interrogative—»

d3aMAEVYVIN
AYNOILLIANOD

temporal conjunction 'when', 'while' —

(Fig-3.6.) Sources of conditional clause markeroeting to WLoG
(2002:94,249,265,293)

ANTERIORITY

Regarding the exponents of circumstantial relabéranteriority, the only explicitly
given source in the lexicon is the noun ‘back’.eciled to made a small adjustment
here and in (Fig.3.7.) | have included, in a grey,bnformation about the origin of the
adposition ‘after’ elicited from WLoG which | thdmked with the clausal anteriority
marker. The decision to include the adposition diasated by the well attested fact
(mentioned on numerous occasions by Heine and lKuteemselves) that temporal
adpositions often develop into markers of tempolalises.
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back

o

=

track, trace ) m
Q X

to finish 8 o
to end 1) X
t plet = N |
o complete % =
top . =
0 pass o =
near % 2
behind = ﬁ
pu

(Fig.3.7.) Sources of anteriority clause markeading to WL0oG
(2002: 46,52,134,214,228,300)

The content of the lexicon, though valuable, doetsamswer at least three interesting
guestions: what is the statistical distributionsofurces of particular items? (e.g. how
many clause linkers of purpose in the sample amigieh from adpositions, case
markers, verbs?); what linguistic material is masten incorporated in the
polymorphemic clause linkers?; or are there anyggmuhic/genetic patterns in the
pathways of grammaticalization? Kortmann’'s work 419 as already emphasized,
answers the first two questions in a very generahmar. My study aspires to find its
place in the half way between WL0oG and Kortmann@nograph by attempting to
address the first and the second question withestdp particular semantic types of
clause linkers. The third question, interestingitass, would require a far larger
language sample than the one used here and sonofer will have to remain
unanswered.

3.2.9. Methods and assumptions — a summary

In the preceding sections, while discussing thesgrbackground for this part
of the study, on several occasions remarks have dagged regarding the methods and
assumptions that are used in the analytical chapfigpart 1. The aim of this section is
to put these remarks together and to add what riedmsadded.

The general procedure of reconstruction | adopéery similar to that described
by Heine and Kuteva (2007:20):

a) X andY are phenomena that are related in some way

b) Hypothesis 1: X existed priorto Y.

¢) Hypothesis 2: There was a change X > Y (but X caas to exist parallel to Y).
d) There is evidence in support of (c).

e) There are specific factors that explain (c).

This procedure, as the authors have emphasized beas used in internal
reconstruction in historical linguistics but in tbase of grammaticalization, rather than
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being restricted to just one language, it allonsonstructions across languages since
the motivations underlying language change aresselioguistically essentially the
same. It needs to be noted, however, that it ismo&im to present a detail discussion
of the specific factors explaining the changes r{jp@ above) and so only general
motivations are considered.

As already mentioned, the material used for thigdytis exclusively
synchronic. Following Kortmann’s approach (1997)eport on the syntactic and
semantic overlaps observed from a synchronic petiseeand draw conclusions from
patterns of syntactic and semantic polyfunctioredipolysemy). Being aware of the
problem of cross-linguistic validity of syntactierins such as for instan@&verh
mood or evennoun or verb (see section 2.1.1.) | have trusted the authokd an
consultants’ judgements and in the majority of sds®llow directly the syntactic and
semantic distinctions made by them. | adjust themty avhen enough evidence is
available to combine certain categories togethenedver, since the aim of this part of
analysis is to depict the general cross-linguigticdencies in grammaticalization, a
certain level of generalization is, by definitiamavoidable. To support the hypotheses
| put forward in this synchrony-based study angtevent overgeneralizations, | use
evidence from other studies on grammaticalization.

It is good practice in any type of research to epph the data with as few
assumptions as possible. In a study on linguistange, as in any study of evolutionary
character, it is, however, especially difficultdaeoid them due to the problem of gaps
in data (cf. section 3.2.6.). The best we can ddoidry to make the necessary
assumptions as sound as possible. This rule metlvette choice of the 6 main
assumptions | made for the purpose of this studycall them henceforth
grammaticalization heuristics

1. If a given syntactic category (e.g. noun) overlepfrm with a specific type of
c-glosseme (e.g. anteriority c-glosseme) and thsrlap is frequent cross-
linguistically, the category and the c-glossemecéweely related.

2. If it has been established that the meaning enchged c-glosseme and the
syntactic category that the c-glosseme overlaph aie closely related, this
affinity is an effect of grammaticalization.

3. Grammaticalization operates always or almost alwaysa unidirectional
manner. The order of emergence of layers of newastyino categories is as
Heine and Kuteva describe it (cf. Fig.3.1.) — watlverbial subordinators (and
other types of c-glossemes) at the very bottom.
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4. The likelihood that a category is the direct sowta c-glosseme is highest for
those categories that display the highest propwstaf binary overlaps with the
given type of c-glosseme (eg. anteriority c-glosspm

5. The conclusions made following assumptions 1-4 ragest reliable for the
semantically monofunctional markers.

6. Where no other evidence is available, the genemdlency of less abstract
meanings developing into more abstract ones is asedguiding principle.

Some additional remarks on the assumptions shaulchdde here. The first concerns
the issue of unidirectionality which, as has bee@scdbed in section 3.2.3. has
provoked much discussions among linguists. Howes#ice there seems to be only
one counterexample in the grammaticalization liteeaon clause linkers brought to
the attention of linguists so far (the Japaneseessive markega, which, apparently
developed into adversative conjunction ‘but’, sespper and Traugott 2003:210) | find
no reasons to abandon the conviction of the uratioeality tendency.

The second remark concerns the fourth assumptiavhen a syntactically
polyfunctional c-glosseme displays also semantiyfpoctionality various scenarios
are considered and the one which finds more suppoother data is favoured. On
those occasions where the patterns of polyfundityrseem to suggest the possibility
of multiple pathways of grammaticalization, the sté&nce of polygrammaticalization
and epiphenomenal character of affinities (cf.isec8.2.4.) are considered.

The grammaticalization pathway less abstract >enabstract, referred to in
assumption 6, also needs to be elaborated on. &peakthway is a commonly observed
phenomenon. Heine and Kuteva, for instance, on noaogsions mention the type of
change when a form used for a visible object (ig.body part ‘back’) is used also to
refer to a non-visible item (spatial notion ‘behndr a form used for an action (‘go
to’) is used to refer to a grammatical notion (fettense). They describe this type of
change in terms of metaphorical transfer that ldadexample “from the domain of
concrete objects to that of space, from spacene,tifrom (“real word”) space to
discourse space etc.” (2002:3). Similarly, Gen@#91:231) explains the grammatical
extension of postpositions into clause markers ibefb-Burman languages as “a
process by which the basic case relations are @ztkio more abstract domains, as
they proceed from coding relations between argusnetat relations between
propositions”. The same principle has been posdlatso for the development of more
specific semantic types of c-glossemes — as Hoppdr Traugott have noticed ™it
appears that temporals can be the sources of cumalg (and causals), not vice versa;
conditionals can in turn be the source of concess(as can temporals suchvasile
and focus particles such asenor universal quantifiers such asy as inanyhow”
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(2003:187)"" The works by Traugott (1987, 1989, 1999, 2003}tendevelopment of
deontic meanings into epistemic ones also providepart for the principle less
abstract > more abstract. Using the tesubjectification Traugott emphasizes three
important tendencies:
a) meanings based in external described situation®logvinto meanings
based in the internal (evaluative/perceptive/cogeltdescribed situation;
b) meanings based in the external or internal destrditeiation develop into
meanings based in the textual and metalinguidti@sons;
c) meanings tend to become increasingly based in peaker's subjective
belief-state/attitude towards the proposition.
On the whole, as Traugott has noticed “the meabamsged in the sociophysical world
precedes that based in the speaker's mental a&tit(idP89:46, cf. also Langacker
1990)!8

Finally, it is important to mention that in actuaconstruction (as well as in preparing
the list of grammaticalization heuristics), | takéo account the three general rules of
inquiry into the history of language (Hock 1986: 5361 )"

a) naturalness — given two otherwise equally acceptabmpeting analyses the
one which postulates more common or more natucalgsses is preferred;

b) explanation — given two alternative analyses the which provides greater
explanation or motivation for postulated changeas fan the attested synchronic
facts is preferred;

c) Occam’s Razorentititia non sunt miltiplicanda praeter necess#at— entities
(in an argument) are not to be multiplied beyondessity, and so the simplest
possible scenario is to be preferred.

3.3. Insight into the semantic organization of the network

of c-glossemes

As it has been discussed in chapter 1, linguistseathat the semantic space of
circumstantial relations is far for being discreteases of linkers used to express more
than one relation (which are called here, res@imanticallypolyfunctiona) are by no
means rare and we encounter them in every palneofvorld.

Y For similar remarks see also Claudi and Heine §L9%iock (1986:290), Heine, Claudi and
Hunnemeyer (1991a), Heine and Kuteva (2007:33).

18 See also Sweetser (1984).

¥ The rules, or principles, are applicable first &m@most to sound changes but are guidelinesfatso
semantic and morphosyntactic changes.
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The analysis of the range of the circumstantiatfioms expressed by particular
linkers offers us an invaluable insight both intemgesses of grammaticalization and
cognitive organization of the human miffdThe observations allow us to create (and,
where possible, also test) hypotheses on the semaxtensions made by speakers
from one meaning into another. These extension® raften than not appear to be of
metonymic charactér.

3.3.1. Degree of semantic polyfunctionality

The degree of underspecification of meanings teatastic polyfunctionality
introduces can vary. The simplest cases are thbse wne c-glosseme covers only two
meanings (as in the case of causal and tempomihgsaof Englishsince but among
the world’s languages we encounter cases wherenanieer may convey a much wider
variety of circumstantial meanings. Although thésghly polyfunctional linkers have
not been a subject of any systematic study yei;, pinesence has certainly been noticed
by authors of grammars and other linguists. In fiegpea, for instance, such a marker
has been simply calledubordinate clause introducefWillett 1991), in Hualapai
general subordinating particlgWatahomigie et al. 1982), in Quechua Huallaga
adverbializer or adverbial clause markefWeber 1989), in Estonianon-marked
subordinating conjunctior(Mati Erelt, personal communication). Heine andtda
labelled a similar case in !Xugeneral subordinator of adverbial claus€z007:250)
while Harris and Campbell have talked abgeheric or all-purpose subordinators
(1995:148,313).

Between the semantically monofunctional and higbblyfunctional linkers
there are c-glossemes encoding two, three, foumame functions. However, when it
comes to determining the exact degree of polyfonelity (exact number of
circumstantial meanings that a particular linkercaztes) there is a serious
methodological problem — how to distinguish betwaetual meanings of the markers
and the implicatures they bring about? Let us amrghe following example:

(3.15.)After Jack told his sister the truth she didn’t wantatk to him any more.

The meaning directly encoded kafter is clearly that of temporal antecedence.
However, from such a sentence we would also uralasthat there is a direct causal
link between the two states of affairs:

(3.16.)Becauselack told his sister the truth she didn’t wantatktto him any more.

% There are good reasons, as cognitive linguistspsydholinguists have already convinced us, to use
linguistic analysis in the studies of cognition.

2L | define metonymy, following Kévecses and Radde998:38), as a cognitive process in which “one
conceptual entity (...) provides access to anotheceptual entity within the same domain”.

80



Does it mean thatfter is a polyfunctional marker capable of encodinghieimporal
and causal meaning? Native speakers would surewen’no’ indicating that the
causal reading oéfter is heavily context-dependefitindeed, what we are actually
here dealing with is an issue of distinction betwsemantics and pragmatics on the
one hand and determining the degree of grammatitaln on the otheé? Since it is,
as has been said in section 3.2.1. linguistic erfee — implicature — that often triggers
the grammaticalization process it is often virtyathpossible to distinguish between a
meaning that already has been, through frequentguammaticalized and the one that
is simply inferred (cf. also Dahl 1985:11). We &aw join Kortmann in his opinion
that

Even for native speaker linguists or specialisttheflanguage it is often difficult to decide in
whether the given reading or use of a lexical ifafis into the realm of semantics or rather
that one of pragmatics. Even greater are the pmubla a typological project involving many
languages which are not nearly as well documersgetieamajor European languages, not to
mention the nonexistence or inaccessibility of fimained semantic analyses, for which, in
other words, no independent evidence is availablietwhelps to verify data collected on the
basis of informant interviews plus the odd gramoradictionary. (1997: 93)

If we do not have reliable tools to distinguishvbe¢n meanings and implicatures in the
case of clause linkers, can we at least distingbiesttveen more and less salient (or
primary and secondary) meanings of the markers?qUiestion, again, boils down to
the criteria we have to our disposal. Kortmann {99), who has attempted to apply
the distinction between primary and secondary regglidecided that the most
important criterion for him would be “whether a givreading does or does not require
a special context (...). Primary meanings are assumée those which a lexical item
has in isolation whereas secondary meanings araut@momous (or: contextbound)”.
There are, however, obvious problems with detemmgirthe contextual requirements
for each particular item in a broad cross-lingaisstudy and, consequently for
distinguishing between secondary and primary megnas Kortmann himself admits
(1997:94). For this reason in my study the distorctbetween these two types of
meanings is ignored. Understandably, | do not giteto approach the topic of
distinction between meaning and implicature of stalinkers either. In determining
the specific meanings of a linker and, consequenmydegree of polyfunctionality |
rely exclusively on the list of meanings extractetdm published materials and
communication with consultants. Similarly as in tase of syntactic overlaps, where
one marker encodes two circumstantial functions dherlap is labelledbinary
overlap. The overlaps involving three and more circumsshnheanings are called

22 Cf. After | did the shopping, | went to see my aoniAfter | come home | have to call Lisahich
clearly do not receive causal readings.

% Hopper and Traugott (2003:82) discuss the causplidatures of clauses linked tajter in terms of
pragmatic polysemglistinguishing it fromsemantic polysensuch as the one displayed sigice
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multiple overlaps and within this group, for those which are usee@&neode five and
more meanings, the tergeneral c-glossemes used.

The various readings of semantically polyfunctioliakers may be, and often
are, disambiguated by the presence and/or configaraf some other elements of the
clause (e.g. specialaAM marking on verbs or word order changes). In otleses,
however, it is entirely up to the context of theetdince, and ultimately up to the reader
to identify the type of relation (the meaning oé tb-glosseme) meant by the speaker.
The problem of disambiguation would require a safgardetailed treatment and is not
entered into here

3.3.2. Previous studies on the polyfunctionality o f clause linkers

Although it would be a great injustice to say ttie@ phenomenon of semantic
polyfunctionality of various c-glossemes has esdajweguists’ notice, it is by all
means true that it has not received much typolbgittention. Apart from brief
remarks made on the margins of discussions comgemore general topics in works
such as Thompson and Longacre (1985), Heine artdvEu(2002, 2007), Dixon
(2009), or in papers focused on particular c-glosese in a given language (cf. the
volume devoted to English connectives edited bykeermnd Meurman-Solin 2007 or
the two volumes edited by Traugott and Heine 199thlich are referred to in the
analytical chapters, the only study that invesdgathe area in more detail is the
aforementioned volume on adverbial subordinator&bgtmann (1997). Applying the
method of semantic map (discussed in detail in Elasgth 2003), Kortmann revealed
both a complex picture of cross-linguistic patteaissemantic polyfunctionalities of
adverbial subordinators and the most common semaiinities in the domain of
circumstantial relations (Fig.3.8.).
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(Fig-3.8.) A cognitive map of the most importarfirdfies within the semantic space of interclausal
relations proposed by Kortmann (1997:210)

The abbreviations stand for: N_COM — negative camtance ‘without’; ADDI — addition; CCC —
causal, conditional, concessive and related irdesel relations; CONC — concession, COCOND -
concessive condition ‘even if; EXCEPT — exceptidbh;COND — negative condition ‘unless’; COND —
condition; CONTRA — contrast; TAQUO — terminus aodsince’; ANTE — anteriority; IMANTE —
immediate anteriority ‘as soon as’; CONTIN — coggncy ‘whenever’; SIOVER — simultaneity overlap
‘when’; SIDUR — simultaneity duration ‘while’; SICEX — simultaneity co-extensiveness ‘as long as’;
TAQUEM — terminus ad quem ‘until’; POST — posteitprbefore’; INSTRU — instrument/means ‘by’;
SIMIL — similarity; COMACC — comment/accord ‘as’REFER — preference ‘rather than: SUBSTI —
substitution ‘instead of’; COMPAR — comparison ifis
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3.3.3. Goals, methods and assumptions

When it comes to the analysis of the phenomen@ewiantic polyfunctionality
of c-glossemes, the ambition of this study is tatdbute to our understanding of
grammaticalization processes within the domain laluse linkers and to pursue
Kortmann’s investigation of the semantic affinitiestween circumstantial relations on
the other. Since these two tasks have much in conthey both are discussed in detail
within one section separately for each of the enstantial relations (i.e. in sections
4.3.,5.3.,6.3. and 7.3).

In the aspect of grammaticalization the analysi®¥othe principles described
in section 3.2.9 with a special emphasis on the déstract > more abstract tendency of
development. For the more salient grammaticalipagiathways, | attempt to propose
brief explanations for the route of semantic extams by which the polyfunctionalities
arose.

The insight into the cognitive affinities in thensantic space of circumstantial
relations, in turn, follows two assumptions whiclkenbheforth are calledaffinity
heuristics:

1. If a given circumstantial relation (e.g. anterigyibverlaps in form with
another circumstantial relation (e.g. causalityld @his overlap is frequent
cross-linguistically, the two relations are closediated cognitively.

2. The more frequently two circumstantial relationsidap in form and the
more frequently the overlap is binary (i.e. invawanly those two relations)
the more cognitively close the relations are.

The reconstructed patterns of semantic overlappeesented in a form of semantic
maps of affinities. The labels for particular cincstantial relations follow, in principle,
those used by Kortmann as listed in (Fig.3.8),ahly difference being the use of the
label ‘manner’ which in this thesis denotes measiofjboth manner and means (the
reasons for that are explained in section 6.3.).

3.4. Summary

In this chapter background information and the peters for analysis of c-
glossemes have been discussed. In section 3.1saimt®n of classification of c-
glossemes according to their form and internal derify has been presented along
with some examples. Section 3.2. dealt with relevassues related to
grammaticalization, its mechanisms and tendencigeswall as the methods and
assumptions used in grammaticalization theory.a$ wccompanied by an overview of
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previous studies on the grammaticalization of aduskers with a special emphasis on
cross-linguistic studies. Other mechanisms of oition of clause-linking devices
into a language system, such as borrowing and e@wlyscopying, have also been
discussed. Finally, the goals, methods and assangpfor the analysis in the relevant
sections of chapters 4-7 have been listed.

In section 3.3. we have looked at the problem aias#ic polyfunctionality of
c-glossemes discussing its usefulness for the getioatization studies and studies in
the organization of the network of affinities beemevarious concepts in the domain of
circumstantial relations. Methodological problenm@erning distinction between the
number of meanings of a particular polyfunctiortam have been emphasized and the
only broad study in the subject has been briefgcdbed. The section concluded with
a description of the goals, methods and assumptionge used in the following
chapters when it comes to the analysis of semaptce of c-glossemes of anteriority,
causality, purpose and conditionality.
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CHAPTER 4

Anteriority

4.1. MORPHOLOGICAL COMPLEXITY AND FORMS OF C-GLOSSE MES

Among the 84 languages in the sample, 20 do nat havheir disposal any c-
glossemes that would act as an exponent of antgriQaANTE henceforth)on
subordinate clauses (see section 9.2.2. for detdilee 64 languages for which the
presence of anteriority linkers has been recoraedribute in total 150 c-glossemes.
For 5 of the linkers, it was not possible to veriffijormation on their morphological
complexity and among the remaining 145 linkers a&imob% are monomorphemic
(Fig.4.1.). The polymorphemic ones are in majobityjorphemic. Those made up of 3
and more morphemes contribute only 7 items (less 5%).

count %

monomorphemic 105 | 72.4%

2 morphemes 33 22.8%
3 morphemes 4 2.7%
3+ morphemes 3 2.1%

TOTAL 145 | 100%

(Fig.4.1.)Morphological complexity of anteriority c-glossemes

The data | collected have revealed that the prapodf free-word and affixal
c-glossemes is almost equal in the encoding ofianity (Fig.4.2.).
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count %
free word 70 46.6%
] 64
affix suffix | prefix | circumfix 42.7%
59 4 1

combination 6 4.0%
distributed 7 4.7%
clitic 3 2.0%
TOTAL 150 100%

(Fig.4.2.)Forms of anteriority c-glossemes

Among the affixal c-glossemes we find some prefiaesn Mantauran Rukai
(4.1.), one example of a circumfix in Burushaski3(B and numerous suffixes
(including a postbase in Central Alaskan Ykp see 4.2.).

(4.1.) Mantauran Rukd#Zeitoun 2007:439)

Ona’i alrepengenga-li kone,
that  {ANTE} .finish-already:SG.GEN DYN.SBJeat

maava'i i Dhipolo
DYN.FIN.com then Dhipolo

‘When | had finished eating, Dhipolo came.’
(4.2.) Central Alaskan YUig (Reed, Myaoka, Jacobson et al. 1997:244)
Tuntug tuquteraarluku amuullruarput.

‘After killing the caribou, we skinned it'.

Morphologically complex c-glossemes that consistboth free words and affixes,
which | call combinationgsee section 3.1. and example 3.4.), contributeyn&&o of

all anteriority linkers. The next class, also cidmiting 5%, are distributed c-glossemes,
i.e. polymorphic linkers whose morphemes are ngcaht but are separated by some
other elements of the supporting clause. Such iantgrmarkers have been identified
in Kanuri (example 4.3. below), Konso, Akan and ®lraski and they are looked at

closely in section 4.2.2.

(4.3.) Kanuri (Hutchison 1976:113)
Ngawo korkure daryedela gudowum cize
{ANTE} crow lasftANTE} cock get.up

‘After the final crow (of the morning) the cock gap’
Finally, there are also isolated cases of clitm®ing from Konso {ryé Lillooet (A-)

and Ama (mo).

! The example is quoted as presented in the refergrmanmar — without exact glosses.
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4.2. INSIGHT INTO ORIGINS
4.2.1. Syntactic polyfunctionality and patterns of polysemy

Out of the 150 anteriority c-glossemes, information their syntactic
mono/polyfunctionality has been confidently encofl@d141 itemsThe proportion of
syntactically monofunctional and polyfunctional emdrity linkers is similar — the first
group outnumbers the second one only by 5 itemiseasummary in (Fig.4.3.) shows.
Among the syntactically monofunctional markers, tloenber of monomorphemic and
polymorphemic c-glossemes is also very similar, nee among syntactically
polyfunctional linkers the monomorphemic ones arerden times more frequent than
the polymorphemic ones.

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional | TOTAL
count % count %

monomorphemic 39 27.66% 62 43.97% 101
polymorphemic 34 24.11% 6 4.26% 40
TOTAL 73 51.77% 68 48.23% 141

(Fig.4.3.) Distribution of c-glossemes of antetipaccording to their syntactic

mono/polyfunctionality and morphological complexity

More detailed analysis of the polymorphemic antésioc-glossemes shows
also (Fig.4.4.) that in this group 82.5% of the keas are bimorphemic. Among the 40
polymorphemic linkers, they contribute 67.5% oftsgtically monofunctional markers
and they are the only group contributing syntadgzgaolyfunctional c-glossemes. The
remaining 7 more complex c-glossemes are exclysimenofunctional.

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
2 morphemes 27 67.50% 6 15.00% 33
3 morphemes 4 10.00% - - 4
3+ morphemes 3 7.50% - - 3
TOTAL 34 85.00% 6 15.00% 40

(Fig.4.4.) Distribution of syntactic mono- and ploigctionality

in polymorphic anteriority c-glossemes

The findings depicted in (Fig.4.3.) and (Fig.4.4nply the following correlation: the
more morphologically complex a marker is, the léksly it is to serve numerous
syntactic functiongthis tendency is called hencefodbmplexity= monofunctionality
tendency. The resistance of the polymorphemic anteriociguse linkers to syntactic
polyfunctionality becomes apparent also when wek lerclusively at thedegree of
syntactic polyfunctionalityFig.4.5) i.e. at the number of other syntactiections that a
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given c-glosseme serves. Comparing the data in4Big and (Fig.4.5.) we see that in
addition to being clause linkers, 4 of the 40 padyphemic anteriority c-glossemes
(10%) serve only one additional function and twéoj5are trifunctional. Among the

monomorphemic markers 43.5% are bifunctional, 16fnictional and 4% serve four

and more functions.

1 additional | 2 additional | 3 additional
TOTAL
function functions functions
monomorphemic 43 15 4 62
polymorphemic 4 2 - 6

(Fig.4.5.)Degree of syntactic polyfunctionality of anterigrit-glossemes

It is the 68 syntactically polyfunctional c-glossesithat | am focused on here, aiming
to reconstruct the most common sources of antgridinkers, following the
methodology and assumptions explained in secti®® 3.

The analysis has revealed that anteriority c-gloeseoverlap in form with a
number of other syntactic categories. All of gyntactic overlaps- both binary and
multiple (see section 3.2.23re reported in (Fig.4.6.). Column | gives inforraaton
the total number of occurrences of a particulaegaty among the syntactic overlaps of
anteriority linkers. Columns Il and IIl present @abn the configuration of those
overlaps.

The first thing that surely attracts attention lre ttable is the high number of
adpositions. They constitute over 28% of all thertaps that have been identified and
almost 38% of the overlaps that occur more thantimes (rows 1-10 in the table).
Half as frequent than the overlaps with adpositiaresoverlaps with adverbs and case
markers which are then followed by nouns and vefsat brings all these categories
together is also the fact that all of them areroéacountered in binary overlaps.

The three most probable explanations for the diogsistic rarity of the items
in rows 14-19 are:

1. The categories overlaps in form with the anteryoatglosseme accidentally

(they are homonyms oANTE linkers).

2. The categories are polysemous with c-glossemegshaugrammaticalization
pathway is cross-linguistically rare or even larggiapecific.

2 Nouns are an exception here — only 2 out of 7 oitbinary overlaps. However, as discussed on the
following pages the 5 multiple overlaps in which fied nouns are exclusivelpOUN-ADPOSITION
LINKER overlaps. This configuration fallows exactly thatlpvays indicated by Heine and Kuteva as
depicted in (Fig.3.1.) Hence in all theUN-LINKER overlaps nouns (whether overlapping additionally
with adpositions or not) are most likely the catggihat the grammaticalization processes leadirtp¢o
emergence of c-glossemes of anteriority originétech.
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3. The fact that the categories overlap with c-glosseof anteriority in form is an
epiphenomenon of semantic polyfunctionality of tbeglosseme (see the
discussion in section 3.2.4.)

An initial application of the grammaticalizationurestics 1-4 (see section 4.2.9.)the
findings presented in (Fig.4.6.) allows us to codel that the syntactic categories that
are most common sources of anteriority c-glosseanesadpositions, case markers,
adverbs, verbs and nouns. The conclusions wouldbaotomplete, however, if we
didn’'t look at the particular meanings/functions tifose source categories that
triggered the processes of reanalysis and gramafiaaton and led to the emergence
of syntactic polyfunctionality. The specific meag&ffunctions together with the
number of their occurrences are listed in (Fig)4.7.

Il 1
I occurrences | occurrences in
occurrences in binary multiple
overlaps overlaps

1. | ADPOSITION 26 11 15
2. | ADVERB 12 4 8
3. | CASE 11 10 1
4. | NOUN 7 2 5
5. | VERB 5 5 -
6. | CONJUNCTION 5 1 4
7. | RELATIVE CLAUSE MARKER 4 2 2
8. | COMPLEMENTIZER 3 - 3
9. | PARTICIPLE MARKER 3 - 3
10. | ASPECT MARKER 3 2 1
11. | NOMINALIZER 2 1 1
12. | ADVERBIALIZER 2 1 1
13. | INFINITIVE MARKER 2 1 1
14. | AORIST MARKER 1 1 -
15. | AUXILIARY 1 1 -
16. | PARTITIVE MARKER 1 1 -
17. | PREDICATIVE MARKER 1 1 -
18. | SETTING PARTICLE 1 1 -
19. | TOPIC MARKER 1 1 -
TOTAL 91 46 45

(Fig.4.6.)Syntactic overlaps of anteriority c-glossemes

The first row of the table, for instance, should fead as follows: in the sample
anteriority c-glossemes overlap with adpositionstig@es; this includes 11 cases of
ANTE linker-ADPOSITION overlaps and 15 overlapsttiavolve also one or more

additional categories.




Such closer analysis reveals that among all thegoaies it is the spatial,
temporal and spatio-temporal adpositions with tieamng of ‘after’ that are the most
common sources of anteriority c-glossemes. Adpmsstwith the meaning ‘behind’ are
much rarer and in the sample they always occur ialtiphe overlaps being
accompanied by an adverb or a noun. The ovewtapADV is especially common for
the adpositions with the meaning ‘after’ (there Arguch cases in the table). According
to Heine and Kuteva (2001) it is adpositions thatelop from adverbs and not the
other way round. If this really proves to be a rtile ‘after’ adpositions should be
viewed as direct sources of the c-glossemes andgthematicalization pathways
would look as follows:

ADV -> ADP - LINKERanteriority

At the same time there are 4 adverbs occurringnari overlaps with clause linkers
which allows us to conclude that the mediationdgasitions is not always the case.

A very similar story can be told about another casemultiple overlaps
involving adpositions, namely th@OUN-ADP-LINKER syntactic polyfunctionality.
Nouns ‘back’ and ‘posteriority’ themselves (or aeqmanied by case markers, as shown
in section 4.2.2) can act as sources of anteyiorglossemes:

NOUN -> LINKERanteriority

or they can develop into adpositions which then riayher develop into the c-
glossemes.:

NOUN -> ADP - LINKERanteriority

However, neither adverbs nor nouns but case madggrear to be the second most
common source of anteriority linkers. Ablative, lifour occurrences, is the most
frequent function overlapping with c-glossemeseiestingly, as depicted in (Fig.4.7.)
by the numbers in the brackets and in (Fig.4.99vbetwo of the linkers that overlap

in form with ablative case endings are semantigadilyfunctional conveying also the

meaning of causality in Lepcha and causality, campa and contrast in Quechua
Huallaga. Applying the assumption that less abstraeanings develop into more

abstract ones we can hypothesize that in theses dhsepathway of development
looked as follows:

CASEablative> LINKERanteriority> LINKERcausality & LINKERother meanings)

The other case markers listed in (Fig.4.7.), iazative, comitative, dative,
accusative, instrumental/allative, occur less fesdgly and so we cannot draw any
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strong conclusions about their cross-linguisticiessle in grammaticalization of
anteriority linkers on the basis of the materidlezed heré.

The final category that was already said to gige tbANTE c-glossemes is the
category of verbs. In the sample we encounter 5arkirvERB-LINKERanteriority
overlaps. This includes 3 overlaps with verbs itosh’/'to complete’, one with verb
‘to do’ and one with ‘be so/be true’.

% It is worth remembering that, according to Aikieldl’s study (2008), it is the locational marking @
noun phrase that tends to have temporal meaning wéed as a clause linker (cf. section 3.2.8.).
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POLYSEMOUS/
HOMONYMOUS
CATEGORY

CHARACTERISTICS OF POLYFUNCTIONALITY

ADPOSITION
Total:26

BINARY OVERLAPS:11
ADP’after’(spatial/temporal):9
ADP’after’;locative:1
ADPlocative:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:15

ADP + ADVERB:7
ADP’after’ + ADV’after:3
ADP’after’ + ADV'then’:1
ADP’behind’ + ADV’then’:1
ADP’after’ + ADV’in back’ (spatial):1
ADP’after’ + ADV:1

ADP + NOUN: 5
ADP’after + NOUN’back’:2
ADP’after’ + NOUN’posteriority’:1
ADP’behind’ + NOUN’back’:1
ADP’behind’;after’'(temporal) + NOUN’back’:1 (1)

ADP + other: 3
ADP + ASPprogressive + CONJ'and’:1 (1)
ADPcomitative(‘with’) + CONJ'and’:1
ADP’against’ + OBL:1 (1)

ADVERB
Total:12

BINARY OVERLAPS:4
ADV'afterwards’:1
ADVmanner:1
ADV'first:1
ADV'then’:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS: 8

ADV+ ADP:7
ADV’after + ADP’after’:3
ADV’'then’ + ADP’after’:1
ADV’then’ + ADP’behind’: 1
ADV’in back’ (spatial) + ADP’after’: 1
ADV + ADP’after”: 1

ADV + CONJ + REL:1 (1)
ADV'after’;'for a while’; first of all' + CONJ’but'+ REL
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CASE

Total:11 BINARY OVERLAPS:10 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1
CASEablative:4 (2) CASE + ADVLZ + INF:1 (1)
CASElocative:2 CASEdative + ADVLZ + INF
CASEcomitative:1
CASEdative:1 (1)
CASEaccusative:1 (1)
CASEinstrumental;allative:1 (1)
NOUN
Total:7 BINARY OVERLAPS:2 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS: 5
NOUN'posteriority’:1 NOUN + ADP:5
NOUN'time”:1 ADP’after’ + NOUN’back’:2
ADP’after’ + NOUN’posteriority’:1
ADP’behind’ + NOUN’back’:1
ADP’behind’;after'(temporal) + NOUN’back’:1
VERB
Total:5 BINARY OVERLAPS:5 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:0

VERBfinish’;’complete’:3
VERB'do":1
VERB'’be so’;’be true”:1 (1)

CONJUNCTION
Total:5

BINARY OVERLAPS:1
CONJand’:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLA PS4

CONJ + COMP: 2

CONJ'and’(NPs) + COMP:1 (1)

CONJ'and’ + ADPcomitative (‘with’):1 (1)
CONJ + ADP + ASP:1

CONJ'and’ + ADP + ASPprogressive:1 (1)
CONJ + ADV + REL:1

CONJbut’ + ADV’after’;'for a while’;first of all’

+ REL:1 (1)
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RELATIVE CLAUSE

MARKER
Total: 4 BINARY OVERLAPS: 2 (2) MULTIPLE OVERLAPS: 2
REL + COMP + PTCP: 1 (1)
REL + CONJ + ADV: 1 (1)
REL+ CONJbut’ + ADV
COMPLEMENTIZER
Total:3 BINARY OVERLAPS:0 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:3

COMP + REL + PTCP:1 (1)

COMP + PTCP:1 (1)

COMP + CONJ : 1
CONJ’and’(NPs) + COMP

PARTICIPLE MARKER
Total:3

BINARY OVERLAPS:0

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:3
PTCP + COMP:1 (1)
PTCP + COMP + REL:1 (1)
PTCP + NMLZ:1 (1)

ASPECT MARKER

Total:3 BINARY OVERLAPS:2 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1
ASPsubsequent:1 ASP + CONJ + ADP:1 (1)
ASPcompletive;continuat.;inchoativel (1) ASPprogressive + CONJ'and’ + ADP

NOMINALIZER
Total:2 BINARY OVERLAPS:1 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1

NMLZ + PTCP:1

ADVERBIALIZER
Total:2

BINARY OVERLAPS:1

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1
ADVLZ + INF + CASE:1 (1)
ADVLZ + INF + CASEdative:
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INFINITIVE MARKER
Total:2 BINARY OVERLAPS:1 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1
INF + CASE + ADVLZ:1 (1)
INF + CASEdative + ADVLZ

(Fig.4.7.) Details of syntactic overlaps of antétioc-glossemes

All the categories that occurred as overlaps oérmrity c-glossemes more than once are listed Wer an item has two or more meanings/functiohsfal
them are listed (hence cases such as ADPafteiiyjecat CASEinstrumental;allative). The meanings @iren as they have been presented in the gramonars
reported by the consultants. For each of the caegoverlaps are listed separately, hence theitieps of the configurations in the table. In tbase of the
multiple overlaps if a specific meaning of a catggis not identified (due to missing information simply because no further divisions are made withie
category) only an abbreviation is used. Finally thembers is brackets mark the number of items whiiplaying a given syntactic overlaps, are also
semantically polyfunctional (this problem is eladed on later on in the chapter).
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In the core set of sources of anteriority c-glossemeconstructed on the basis
of the analysis of patterns of syntactic overldps,spatial/temporal adpositions ‘after’
and various case markers occupy the central posifiemporal adverbs such as ‘then’,
‘afterwards’, nouns ‘back’ and ‘posteriority’ an@nbs are less frequent although their
position is stronger than that of the remainingegaties. The latter ones are either
cross-linguistically rare or occur as overlaps emantically polyfunctional markers.
The picture of the most common sources of c-glossetagether with hypothesized
pathways of grammaticalization emerging from thetpof analysis is depicted in
(Fig.4.8.).

The major difference between this diagram and the @constructed on the
basis of WL0G (cfFig.3.7.) is the absence of the category of cag&ermaand adverbs
from the latter one. The two categories appeardovéry important sources of c-
glossemes in the languages analysed in this s#dyerbs, as depicted in (Fig.4.8
may be direct or indirect sources MITE linkers while case markers seems to be
almost always the direct oné©n the other hand WLoG indicates nouns ‘traceckt
and the verb ‘to pass’ as sources of the adpostifber’. They have not been found as
overlaps of anteriority c-glossemes in my sample.

2
ADVERB ]
after. then. afterwards H
~
o
ADPOSITION — Q
after (temporal. spatial).behind w
=

T 5
Nbg::l}]}itedoﬂty ’-<
£
CASE MARKER - 2

ablative, locative

Q
- %
3 EtRi:lll?\‘ll\ to complete m
=

(Fig.4.8.) The most common sources of anteriarigfossemes
reconstructed on the basis of analysis of pattefsyntactic overlaps

The more general conclusion emerging from this pathe analysis is that the
anteriority c-glossemes are in the majority of caderived from items with spatial and
space-related meanings/functions and temporal ene-related meanings/functions.
Among the first group we find various locative adpions (‘behind’, ‘after’ and others

* The only example of a case marker occurring in altiple overlap concerns a semantically
polyfunctional c-glosseme (cf. Fig.4.9.).
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marked as ‘locative’), locative and ablative casarkars, adverb ‘in back’ and nouns
‘back’. The second group consist of temporal ‘afeetpositions, nouns ‘posteriority’

and ‘time’, various adverbs of time (‘later’, thenafterwards’) as well as verbs ‘to
finish’, ‘to complete™

Before | move to the next subchapter, which alsdsatb the state of our
knowledge on the origin of anteriority c-glossentbgre are two more observations |
shall point out to the reader here. The first oorcerns the other syntactic overlaps
that have been omitted from the discussion soAanwas mentioned earlier on in this
chapter, there are three most probable explanafmmghe cross-linguistic rarity of
these overlaps: homonymy, language-specific polysem a complex scenario in
which the overlaps are epiphenomena of the fattaia linker encodes synchronically
a number of circumstantial meanings. The exclugigghchronic data collected for the
purpose of this thesis do not allow for elaboratam the two first explanations. |
therefore focus on analysis of the cases that cslubdl some light on the third one. In
(Fig.4.9.) below all the anteriority c-glossemestttare semantically as well as
syntactically polyfunctional are listed along witletails on the characteristics of both
types of overlaps.

anteriority
syntactic overlap semantic overlap
c-glosseme
Lillooet A- ADPlocative TAQUO ‘since’ (temporal)
ADP’behind’;’after'(temporal) +
Ndyuka baka di NOUN’back’ SIOVER ‘when’
Santali -kate ADV'then’ SIDUR ‘while’
Gola wee ADP’against’ + OBL CAUSE, SIOVER, PURPOSE
ADV'after’;'for a while’;first of all’ +
Kanuri duwo CONJ'but’ + REL general c-glosseme
Mayogo nedhinga | NOUN'time’ SIDUR-SIOVER-COMPAR
Quechua -pita CASEablative CAUSE, COMPAR, CONTRA
Lepcha -ne/-nun CASEablative CAUSE
Santali -te CASEinstrumental;allative SIDUR, MANNER, CAUSE
Burushaski -ar CASEdative PURPOSE
Galo sam CASEaccusative general c-glosseme
Lezgian -(i)z CASEdative + ADVLZ + INF SIDUR-MANNER
Khwe nd/nu CONJ'and’ general c-glosseme
Burushaski ke CONJ'and’'(NPs) + COMP COND, SIOVER
Japanese -to CONJ'and’ + ADPcomitative(‘with’) COND, SIOVER
Japanese -te CONJ'and’ + ADP + ASPprogressive | MANNER, CAUSE, CONC
Hindi —kar/-ke VERB’do’ CAUSE
Kayah Li ma VERB'’be so’;'be true’ general c-glosseme

® The aspectual categories subsequent/continuativletive that occur in the sample and are listed i
(Fig.4.9.) could also be numbered among the menudfetss group.
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Lango ame REL POST, SIDUR

Ndyuka di REL SIOVER, CAUSE

SE Tepehuan na PTCP + COMP + REL general c-glosseme
Quechua -sha PTCP + NMLZ general c-glosseme

Tamil -tu PTCP + COMP TAQUO, CAUSE, MANNER
Ama -mo TOPIC marker COND, SIOVER

Paiwan nu Partitive marker COND, SIOVER

Lezgian -na AOR MANNER, SIDUR

English -ing PTCP + NMLZ CAUSE, MANNER, SIDUR
Khwe -ko ASPcompletive;continuative;inchoati general c-glosseme

(Fig.4.9.) Syntactically and semantically polyfunogl anteriority c-glossemes

There are a couple of interesting observationsviegatan make by looking at the table.
Starting from the top, we have 3 examples of seiwaht polyfunctional c-glossemes
with scope oveNTE and other temporal relations. All three linkersvédnayntactic
overlaps characteristic of the relation of antéye- this could suggest that indeed, the
circumstantial meaning of ‘after’ is the one thatezged in the first place while the
others — ‘since’, ‘when’ and ‘while’ — are seconglatevelopments. Also thavo
conjunctions quoted in (Fig.4.99nd the single examples of a topic marker and a
partitive marker provide us with interesting maaéfor hypothesizing about pathways
of grammaticalization since they all overlap witlause linkers that convey the
meaning of anteriority as well as conditionalitydaemporal ‘when’ (see section 7.3.).
Coordinating conjunctions and topic markers havenbeaimed by several authors to
be sources of conditional subordinators (this issudiscussed in detail in chapter 7).
Moreover, cases of markers conveying botbthND and SIOVER relations as well as
markers that have double readings sfovER and ANTE and triple reading®NTE-
SIOVER-COND are by no means rare in the world’s languageséditions 4.3. and 7.3.).
Putting these two bits of evidence together we suspect that at least some of these
overlaps are of epiphenomenal character.

4.2.2. Polymorphemic markers and their internal str  ucture

As reported in section 4. 40 of the 150 anteriority c-glossemes in the sample
are polymorphic structures. Since they have deweldprough more or less advanced
fossilization of a group of morphemes, they are ldsely than the monomorphemic
linkers to overlap with other syntactic categoridence, as explained in sections 3.2.5.
and 3.2.6., the insight into the processes of tp@mmaticalization may be obtained in
the majority of cases only through decompositiothefr structure.

® The termgeneral c-glossemeas defined in section 3.3.1., refers to a c-glogswhich has 5 and more
circumstantial readings.
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The internal make-up of all the polymorphemic csglemes for which full
relevant information has been obtained has beeictddpschematically in (Fig. 4.10.)
Each row of the table corresponds to one c-glosséntiee language name is put in
italics it means that the c-glosseme is distribufidte rest are linear. The number next
to a language name indicates the number of morphenwerporated in a given c-
glosseme. The dots and ‘+' symbols indicate thesypf incorporated morphemes (+
means that the morpheme may act on its own as teniaity linker in the particular
language). Specific meanings within categories H@ean in some cases gathered into
groups (egADV 'then’later/afterwards) for ease of presentatiothe same has been done
with some categoriePP/NOUN andADP/ADV). The final column — labelled ‘other’ —
contains morphemes that occurred only once or neongls that are syntactically
polyfunctional as well as those whose function iatsbeen reported.

The summary reveals that adpositions and case nsad®well as syntactically
polyfunctional adposition/adverb and adpositionfmatems, are the most common
building blocks of polymorphemic c-glossemes. Thé&t of categories is strikingly
similar to the one that emerged from the analybih® patterns of syntactic polysemy
(cf. Fig.4.8.). Moreover, not only the categoriéerhselves but also their specific
meanings/functions reported in the previous sublemapoccur as most frequent in the
complex linkers. Amongst adpositions the most comimacorporated ones are those
with the spatial/temporal (‘after’) and locative ameng, among adverbs we find
exclusively adverbs of time of the ‘then/afterwartgpe. The range of nouns is limited
to those meaning ‘back’ or ‘side’. Among case meskecatives are the most common
ones. They are followed by those marking instrumlemind instrumental/allative
functions. Finally, among verbs we have 2 cases of the ¥erfinish’ and one of ‘go
out’. The first one also occurred in the discussiarsyntactic overlaps which supports
Heine and Kuteva's (2002) observations that verlesoting motion often get
grammaticalized into relational or adpositionalsoibordinating concepts. We should
also add that among the incorporated material thaeeeseveral other verb-specific
categories indicating accomplishment of an eventistances of items categorized as
‘completive markers’, as well as a perfective andoenpletive/continuous/inchoative
aspect markers.

15 out of the 39 c-glossemes depicted in (Fig.4.1@corporate in their
structure a morpheme that on its own can be used asiteriority c-glosseme (marked
by +). Nine of these complex linkers incorporatst jone independemNTE linker and
the remaining six markers incorporate two. Among latter ones four complex c-
glossemes are made up exclusively of monomorphanteriority c-glossemes.

" Cf. Aikhenvald’s (2008:594) statement on instrumaéease-markers as common sources of temporal
markers.
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It is clear, that the material incorporated in potyphemic markers is not
random. The particular meanings/functions of thestituents are cognitively related to
the concept of anteriority. In many cases it isoatelf-evident why a particular
combination of morphemes became reanalysed as tenoaity c-glosseme. A good
example here would be the combinations of nound@oative or ablative case markers
(from back’ in Galo, ‘in back’ in Basque), or thdistributed c-glosseme in Akan
(ADV' then’ + DEM) as well as in Kanuri (combination of noun and @sgifion ‘after
back’).
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Language

ADP
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ADP/ADV
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CASE
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COMP/REL
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C-GLOSS

OTHER
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locative/’behind’

‘after’/locative

source

polyfunctional

‘then’/later’/’afterwards’

‘after’/'then’

‘behind/"then’

‘after’/ADV

‘behind’/’back’/‘side’

‘after’/’back’

‘back’

instr. and instr./all.

locative

ablative

comitative

dative (d)/genitive (g)

‘go out’
finish

perfective

completive,
continuative,inchoative

SIOVER

SOVER/COND

ANTE

other

polyfunctional

not known

llocano (2)

Japanese (2)

Kanuri (2)

Ket (2)

Khwe (6)

Khwe (6)

Konso (2)

Konso (3)

Kryiol (2)

Lepcha (2)

Maale (2)

Nez Perce (4)

Polish (3)

Retuard (2)

Santali (2)

Swahili (2)

Thai (2)

1

2

15

3

4

5

15

3

3

3

3

4

4

14

(Fig.4.10.)Material incorporated in polymorphemic anteriogtglossemes

The content of the sub-column ‘other’ in colu@MHERTrefers to: partitive marker for Basque; impersanatker for the first Khwe c-glosseme and impersomatker and

CONJ‘and’ for the second one; setting particletfoth Konso linkers.
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4.3. SEMANTIC POLYFUNCTIONALITY AND COGNITIVE AFFIN ITY

The last element of the analysis of origin of aontéy c-glossemes, which, as
argued in section 3.3., can also provide us withresting material for the study of
cognitive organization of circumstantial concept®ur mind, concerns the phenomena
of various circumstantial readings of clauseéirsk

Among the 150 anteriority markers in the datab&8ehave been classified as
semantically polyfunctional. For 143 linkers theig full information available
regarding their semantic mono/polyfunctionalityveedl as morphological complexity.
The summary of the findings is presented in (Fidl4. The data in the table show
clearly that the ratio of semantically mono- andypmctional markers changes when
morphological complexity changes.

(Fig.4.12.) illustrates the results graphically icading the percentages of
particular clusters of values. The proportion ahaatically polyfunctional markers of
anteriority is highest for the monomorphemic maski@l.12%). Theinderspecifiec-
glossemes constitutes also over 20% of the bimonpghknkers but are absent from the
more morphologically complex ones. Markers whichgst of 3 and more morphemes
are exclusively monofunctional.

semantically semantically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 63 44.06% 44 30.76% 107
2 morphemes 23 16.08% 6 4.20% 29
3 morphemes 4 2.80% - - 4
3+ morphemes 3 2.10% - - 3
TOTAL 93 65.04% 50 34.96% 143

(Fig.4.11.) Distribution of c-glossemes of antdtioaccording to their semantic
mono/polyfunctionality and morphological complexity
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‘ @ semantically monofunctionald semantically polyfunctional ‘

(Fig.4.12.) Ratio of semantically monofunctionatlgrolyfunctional markers
in anteriority c-glossemes with different morphatay complexity

The complexity 2 monofunctionalitytendency (the more morphologically complex a
marker is the less likely it is to be semanticalbtyfunctional) which holds here can be
easily explained by the fact that polymorphemidkdirs being fossilized but still
transparent structures consisting of lexical (orangmatical) elements whose
meaning/function is related to the concept of aotity are less likely to undergo
semantic changes as easily as monomorphemic malbers

Having discussed the frequency and types of indadicbverlaps, it is also
worthwhile to look at the overalllegree of semantic polyfunctionalif the 50
recorded anteriority c-glossemes i.e. at the nunobbdrinary, ternary, quaternary etc.
semantic overlaps we encounter among them. As shwoy{¥g.4.13.)the number of c-
glossemes conveying a variety of circumstantial mmegs is high — over 70% of all
overlaps are cases when a linker covers 3 or neatians (including anteriority).
Those anteriority markers which overlap with juseaelation contribute 28% and so
do those that have scope over 5 and more relatiodhave been classified as general
c-glossemes.

scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over 4 scope over 5+
relations relations relations relations TOTAL
count 14 15 7 14 50
% 28.00% 30.00% 14.00% 28.00% 100%

(Fig.4.13.) Degree of semantic polyfunctionalityamiteriority c-glossemes

The findings may be linked to the observation & ttorrelation between semantic
mono/polyfunctionality and morphological complexitgported in (Fig.4.11.). If we
classify the semantically polyfunctional markerscading to the scope of their
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meanings we discover thide morphologically simpler a marker is, the makely it is

to be used to encode a variety of circumstantiadmmgs. As evident from (Fig.4.14.),
the semantically polyfunctional bimorphemic c-glEs®s of anteriority cover up to
three circumstantial relatiohsvhile over 42% of the monomorphemic ones have&scop
over more than three relations.

scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over 4 scope over
relations relations relations 5+relations
count % count % count % count %
monomorphemic 9 20.00% 11 24.45% 5 11.11% 14 31.11%
polymorphemic 4 8.89% 2 4.44% - - - -
(2 morphemes)

(Fig.4.14.) Distribution of c-glossemes of antdtipaccording to their degree of polyfunctionality
and morphological complexity

The 50 semantically polyfunctional markers of aiotéy overlap in total with
12 other circumstantial relations. Altogether thare 65 cases of overfaps well as 14
general c-glossemes whose scope includes antgrigkinong the polyfunctional
anteriority linkers there are 14 casedofary semantic overlap@.e. c-glossemes that
in addition to anteriority have only one more adaial circumstantial reading). This
amounts to 21.5% of all the overlaps if we excltitee general c-glossemes and 17.7%
if we include them. All the details are presentedrig.4.15).

occurrences in binary overlaps
occurrences of % of the total
overlaps count number of binary
overlaps (14)
SIOVER 15 5 35.7%
SIDUR 12 3 21.5%
CAUSE 12 3 21.5%
COND 7 1 1%
MANNER/MEANS 6 - .
TAQUO 4 1 7.1%
PURP 2 1 1%
POST 2 . i
COMPAR 2 . i
RESULT 1 . i
CONC 1 - -

8 As was shown in (Fig.4.11.) the trimorphemic andre complex c-glossemes of anteriority are
exclusively monofunctional.

® The number takes into account each overlap indallg. Hence for instance one semantically
trifunctional marker that covers the relation ofeaiority as well as simultaneity overlap (‘whemihd
conditionality (‘if") contributes two entries to ¢htable:SIOVERandCOND.
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CONTRA 1
TOTAL 65 14 100%
general c-glossemes 14

TOTAL including

general c-glossemes

79

(Fig .4.15.) Summary of semantic overlaps of aotési c-glossemes

The data should be interpreted as follows: the fiosv indicates that there are 15
instances of overlaps of anteriority and simultgneiverlap (‘when’), among which
there are 5 cases of binary ANTE-SIOVER overlag®osE 5 cases constitute 35.7%
of all binary overlaps in the sample.

The most common semantic overlaps of the relatf@nteriority are, as can be
seen from the table, overlaps with two temporadtrenhs: ‘when’ 6IOVER), ‘while’
(SIDUR) and causalitySIOVER is the most common one but it outstrips the otter
only by 3 occurrences. These three relations make @ all anteriority overlaps in the
sample. They are also the ones that most commarduroas the only overlaps of
anteriority i.e. as constituents binary semantic overlap©n the other hand, it needs
to be noted that half of the 12 relations listedRig.4.15.)contribute just one or two
overlaps (which, in turn, gives almost 14% of hi bverlaps). In (Fig 4.16.) below all
of the semantic overlaps observed in the sample extlusion of the overlaps brought
by general c-glossemes are depicted graphitally.

It has been already evident from (Fig.4.15.) therority overlaps frequently
with other temporal relations and that the most m@m overlap in this group is the
overlap with temporal ‘when’§{OVER), which is among all the temporal relations
clearly the most general one. As Cristofaro puts it

When relations (...) imply that the main and depeh@&oAs overlap in their realization,
even though the exact extend of the overlapping#pecified and subject to variation. For
instance a sentence like

/When the Nazis came to power/, Georg Grosz lainGey

does not mean that the two SoAs take place at lgxthet same temporal point. There
might be an interval of some days, or even montiiears between the two. On the other
hand, in a sentence like

/When he entered the room/, she went out.

it is normally assumed that the two SoAs are eifigwltaneous or separated by a very
short interval. (2003:159)

It does not come as a surprise than thatstlk&ER-ANTE as well asSIOVER-SIDUR-
ANTE overlaps are not rare. Simultaneity duratisroVER) is, as a matter of fact, the
second most common relation overlapping with aotiyi — it contributes 12 overlaps
three of which are binary. The other two tempoeddtions in the network of affinities
of anteriority are posteriority (‘before’) and tamas a quo (‘since’). They are far less

19 Depiction involving general c-glossemes is imploigson a two-dimensional surface.

108



frequent occurring 2 and 4 times respectively. Aamaple of a c-glosseme that may be
used to express several temporal relations is dzgian-la suffix that reveals a triple
overlap ofSIOVER(4.4a),ANTE (4.4b) andSIDUR (4.4c) or the Lango linkeamé which
expresseaNTE, SIDUR andPOST(Noonan 1992).

(4.4a) Lezgian(Haspelmath 1993:383)

Marf qwa-da-jla nak’-er-ni wirtliniix Ze-da
rain falFUT-PTCP-{SIOVER} sparrowPL-also all hide ANTICAUS-FUT

‘When it rains, even sparrows all hide
(4.4b) (ibidem:382)

Institut-ar  kitah-dp abur xaji Skola.di-z k'walax-iz xta-na
InstitutePL finish-AOPTCR{ ANTE} they native schooBAT work-INF returnAOR

‘After finishing college, they returnéaltheir native school to work
(4.4c)(ibidem:383)

Xurek ne-zwa-ja Sabira  dvn buba.di-waj xabar g'u-na
Meal eattMPRF-PTCP-{SIDUR}SabirERG selfGEN fatherADEL news holdAOR

‘While they were eating, Sabir asked his father.’

The question that arises here is whether in thevalpeentioned cases we may draw
conclusions as for the directionality of semanharges that lead to the emergence of
the semantic polyfunctionalities. As already disagsin section 3.2.4., the combined
analysis of semantic and syntactic overlaps allogv$o conclude that at least in some
cases a clause linker was first used to expressidaning of anteriority and only then
developed other temporal readings. In other cdsmgever, there is not enough readily
available evidence that would allow us to conclbdgond any doubts about the exact
pathways of grammaticalization.

As frequent as theNTE-SIDUR are alsoANTE-CAUSE overlaps as exemplified
by the Chukchi(i)neyu marker in (4.5aand(4.5b.):

(4.5a)Chukchi(Dunn 1999:246)

/ge-nijw-e gKir-ineyu n-in-iw-qgin
bad-uncleERG approach-ANTE} HAB-TR-say3SG

‘The bad uncle after he approached said (...)’
(4.5b) Chukch(ibidem:244)

lay  Are-platkuneyu y-ekwet-lin jarasto
really race-finish-CAUSE} PRFleave3SG homeALL

‘Since (he) finished racing he set off homewards.’
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Notably, beside three binargNTE-CAUSE overlaps, there are multiple overlaps
involving these two relations (as well as some oi@es): ANTE-CAUSE-SIOVER (2
cases)ANTE-CAUSETAQUO (2 cases) andNTE-CAUSESIDUR (2 cases). This proves
clearly the affinity between causality and tempaoadler of events and the iconic
motivation behind grammaticalization. As Thompsloorngacre and Hwang explain:

Two events which are mentioned together as beimylsaneous or adjacent in time are

often inferred to be causally related. (2007:247)

In cases OLINKERtemporatCAUSE overlaps we may quite confidently conclude
that it is the temporal meaning(s) that got ressedyinto the causal one. Such a
pathway fits the less abstract meaning > more atistneaning grammaticalization
tendency and has been reported in other works ammaticalization (cf. Hopper and
Traugott 2003:187). However, in cases where a eldiker in addition to being a
marker of anteriority and causality is used to @ngther temporal meanings (such as
the aforementione®AQUO, SIDUR and SIOVER) it is impossible to propose any more
detailed scenarios on the basis of synchronic rahtamly.

Two other frequently occurring overlaps of antatjorare conditionality and
manner. We could attempt to explain the affinityweenANTE andCOND by referring
to the fact that in both relations the SoA exprdssethe main clause follows the SoA
expressed in the supporting clause. It has to keoadedged, however, that 5 of the 7
ANTE-COND overlaps involve als®IOVER In the light of the fact that bothNTE-
SIOVER and SIOVER-COND binary overlaps are very frequently attested, thight
suggest that at least in some cases conditionafitge as an overlap of anteriority
indirectly — i.e. through the extension of meanaiglOVER or oversiover™ The set
of plausible scenarios of development in cases|vinv® ANTE, SIOVER and COND
would than include two linear grammaticalizationhyeays:

LINKERante = LINKERSiover-> LINKERcond

LINKERSiover-> LINKERante - LINKERcoONd
and two pathways in which some of the overlapoaen epiphenomenal character:

LINKERanNte

LINKESiover /

LINKERcONd

M The affinity betweesiovER andcoND is elaborated on in chapter 7.
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LINKERSIiover

LINKERte /
\ LINKERcONd

One of the examples @iNTE-COND overlaps comes from Basque where the complex
c-glossemes consisting of instrumental case magkand postpositiogero serves as
an exponent of both the relations — cf. examples)and (4.6):

(4.6.) BasquéeHualde, Ortiz de Urbina 2003:744)

Dirua edukiz gerq baserria erosi-ko nuke
money have-{COND} country.house buy.FUT AUX

‘If I had money, I'd buy a country house’

The explanation of the affinity betwe®®ANNER andANTE is less self-evident. As can
be seen in (Fig.4.16M ANNER does not occur in a binary overlap WithTE. When the
two relations have one c-glosseme assigned to thesnhave also either a causal or
durative 6IDUR) reading. It needs to be emphasized that manlgeofinkers classified
in the grammars that | analysed as exponents oMHNNER relations could be also
called exponents of th®IEANS relation if we were to distinguish the two types as
Thompson and Longacre (1985) or Kortmann (1997) 8mce the relation of
MEANS/MANNER seems to have close links with both the causahtiosl and
simultaneity duration (this issue is to be lookédclasely in section 5.3.) it seems
possible thatMANNER came into the picture of anteriority overlaps tigb the agency
of eithersiDUR or CAUSE following the pathways:

LINKERante=> LINKERcause> LINKERmanner
and
LINKERante—> LINKERsidur=> LINKERmanner

Summarizing the results presented here we may ededhat:

a) the relations that are cognitively most closelyatedl to anteriority are: simultaneity
overlap ‘when’, simultaneity duration ‘while’ andugsality;

b) terminus a quo ‘since’ and conditionality and marawe less frequent and among
these three it seems that manner is the relatiochwh the majority of cases (if not
in all) enters the network of semantic affinitidsaateriority indirectly;

c) the remaining relations depicted in (Fig.4.16.3ule purpose, comparison, contrast
and concession should be viewed as more distagltyed to anteriority since both
the total number of their occurrences and the nurabtheir occurrences in binary
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overlaps with anteriority is significantly small¢han in the case of the other
relations?

c-glossemes of anteriority are often involved inrenoomplex grammaticalization
scenarios either due to their direct developmetd markers of other relations
(causality, conditionality) or due to the fact thhey may be marginal nodes in
multiple (epiphenomenal) grammaticalization pathsyay

e) there is no convincing evidence for developmenarakriority c-glossemes out of

markers of other circumstantial relations.

d)

The final question we can address now is how thdirigs concerning the
strongest semantic affinities of anteriority linkgresented here relate to those reported
in Kortmann’s study (1997). The tables in (Fig.4)1and (Fig.4.18.) present
Kortmann’s and my results respectively.

| I I \Y Vv VI
ANTE SIOVER | CAUSE | IMMANTE | SIDUR | CONTIN COND
(88items) | (68.2%) | (43.2%) | (40.9%) | (35.2%)| (29.6%) | (26.1%)

(Fig.4.17.) The strongest semantic affinities dfyfimnctional adverbial subordinators
expressing anteriority according to Kortmann (19817)

The percentages represent how many of the 88 artgrsubordinators have a further
reading of simultaneity overlap (‘when’), causalftpecause’), immediate anteriority (‘as
soon as’) etc. Since a subordinator can have nmare dne reading, the numbers obviously
do not add up to 100%.

ABSOLUTE NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES (65 overlaps)

| Il Il 1] v Vv
SIOVER | CAUSE SIDUR COND MANNER/MEANS TAQUO
15items| 12 items| 12 items 7 items 6 items 4 items
(23.1%) | (18.5%) | (18.5%) (10.7%) (9.2%) (6.2%)

OCCURRENCES IN BINARY OVERLAPS (14 overlaps)

| Il " 1] v v
SIOVER | CAUSE SIDUR COND TAQUO PURPOSE
5items | 3items 3 items 1 item 1 item 1 item
(35.7%) | (21.5%) | (21.5%) (7.1%) (7.1%) (7.1%)

(Fig.4.18.) The strongest semantic affinities dfyffunctional anteriority c-glossemes

revealed in this study

2 The relation of posteriority (‘before’) which oasuin the network two times (in both cases in npigti
overlaps) seems to be an exception here. It istm®tcognitive distance between posteriority and
anteriority but the fact that they are counter-a&pis which explains the low number of their oveslap
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The percentages represent how many of the antgrlotkers overlap with other relations
and what is the percent of these overlaps in theolate number of occurrences and
occurrences in binary overlaps respectively.

Kortmann has found that the dominating relatiothie network of affinities of
anteriority is simultaneity overlap (‘when’) whig followed by causality (‘because’),
immediate anteriority (‘as soon as’) and slightbsd frequent simultaneity duration
(‘while”), contingency (‘whenever’) and conditiom (‘if").

In my database the relations of simultaneity oyedéso turned out to be the
most frequent one both when it comes to the absohutmber of overlaps and
occurrences in binary overlaps. Similarly as in td@nn’s study causality has taken
the second position also in my ranking. The sirtits end there, however. The
relations of contingency and immediate anteriohgve not appeared at all in the
analysis of semantic polyfunctionality of antergrilinkers in my study. Instead,
several cases OIEANS/MANNER and TAQUO (temporal ‘since’) relations (as well as
PURPOSE in the case of binary overlaps) have bgmorted. Conditionality, which in
Kortmann’s study occupies the last position in tidlgle, takes the high third place in
the table presenting my results, although its presecan be viewed as hardly
significant when it comes to binary overlaps.

On the whole both studies revealed that the relatiof SIOVER, CAUSE and
SIDUR constitute the core set of the most common semargrlaps of anteriority. The
discrepancies may result from the differences endasigns of the two studies — both
when it comes to the language sample and approaahalysis. In my data collection |
did not use any pre-established list of circumstamnélations in order not to influence
the judgements of the consultants. It seems to forejnstance, that the fact that
Kortmann found so many overlapsANTE andIMMANTE is at least partially due to the
technical problems of distinguishing between theunvggs of ‘after’ and ‘as soon as’.
SinceIMMANTE is nothing else than a subtypefofTE it comes as no surprise that the
differences between these two are not salient amaften go unnoticed. | believe that
the high frequency of contingency (‘whenever’) rgpd in Kortmann’s work may be
explained in a similar manner — by referring to #iénity between contingency and
conditionality (cf. section 7.3.). The frequencytbé other relations that occur in my
summary but do not occur in Kortmann’s reports (enmeans/manner, purpose and
terminus a quo) is small and so it does not eniigléo claim that the results presented
here significantly alter the picture that Kortmaimaw on the basis of his analyses.
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4.4. SUMMARY

The subject of analysis in this chapter has beerfdihm and origin of markers
of the temporal relation of anteriority and the setic affinities with other
circumstantial relations that the concept displays.

The analysis has revealed a variety of forms usedntode the meaning of
anteriority in the world’s languages. This include=e words, affixes, combinations of
words and affixes, distributed markers and clitibnost 30% of the 150 anteriority
markers in the database turned out to be morplaalgi complex. Both the
morphologically simple (monomorphemic) and comp{prlymorphemic) anteriority
markers provided material for the reconstruction tieé cross-linguistically most
common sources of this group of linkers. The areysf patterns of synchronic
polysemy in section 4.2.1. revealed that the mostroon sources of anteriority linkers
are adpositions, adverbs, nouns, case markers end.VvIhe same set of categories
emerged from the analysis of the material incorfaran the polymorphemic markers
in section 4.2.2. In section 4.3., where resultaradlysis of cross-linguistic patterns of
semantic polyfunctionality have been presentediad been argued that there is no
convincing evidence for development of anteriodtglossemes out of other types of
circumstantial clause linkers while the oppositection is not unusual. In the light of
these facts we can treat the diagram in (Fig.48&t only as a depiction of pathways of
grammaticalization reconstructed on the basis dlysis of patterns of syntactic
overlaps but as a complete picture emerging frdrthede components of the analysis.
The findings are an important contribution to therke on grammaticalization which,
so far, have not devoted attention to anterionitkdrs. Finally, my analysis of the
network of semantic affinities of anteriority linlserevealed its close connection to
other temporal concepts as well as to the concéptansality and conditionality,
confirming the findings reported by Kortmann (1997)
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CHAPTER 5

Causality

5.1. MORPHOLOGICAL COMPLEXITY AND FORMS OF C-GLOSSE MES

In the 84 languages in the sample, 203 c-glossemesding the relation of
causality CAUSE henceforth) have been identified. Among them, iindbrmation on
the morphological make-up has been reported for 286shown in (Fig.5.1.), it is,
again, the monomorphemic c-glossemes that corestitigt majority. At the same time,
however, we notice that the bi- and trimorphemicrkees are by no means rare:
constituting respectively over 25% and over 7%atifthe linkers in the dataset.

count %

monomorphemic | 123 | 66.13%
2 morphemes 48 25.81%
3 morphemes 14 7.53%
3+ morphemes 1 0.53%

TOTAL 186 100%

(Fig.5.1.)Morphological complexity of causality c-glossemes

As for the morphological status of causality c-gkrses, as depicted in
(Fig.5.2.) over three quarters of them are freedsofcf. example 1.10, 1.17) and
almost 20% are affixes.

Among the latter ones we encounter 37 suffixedyahing a Yupk postbase in
a non-final position — in 5.1.) and 3 prefixes.

(5.1.) Central Alaskalvupik (Mather, Meade, Miyaoka 2002:97)
Ciki-(rng)a-mki quay-ut
give-{CAUSE}.1SG-3PL gladiND.3PL

‘Because | gave (something) to them, they (others)glad.’
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A combination of a free word and an affix occurdyoance — in Basque.
Discontinuous linkers occur three times in Akan ande in Boko:

(5.2.) Boko(Jones 1998:266)
Ma kpa wa ké a & ma zi  vyai
1SGFUT give 3SG{CAUSE} 3SGSTAT follow 1SGOBJ ADES {CAUSE}

‘[ will give it to him, because he follows me’

None of the over 200 c-glossemes of causality isliic although one of the
polymorphemic ones — the Hatam markeuo — caries an enclitic-o (Reesink
1999:128)

count %
free word 158 77.83%
40
affix suffix | prefix | 19.71%
37 3

combination 1 0. 49%
distributed 4 1.97%
clitic 0 0.00%
TOTAL 203 100%

(Fig.5.2.) Forms of causality c-glossemes

5.2. INSIGHT INTO ORIGINS

5.2.1. Syntactic polyfunctionality and patterns of polysemy

For the relation of causality, information on sytia mono/polyfunctionality
was available for 188 items. For 4 of the linkdr&ias not been established whether
they are monomorphemic or polymorphemic. Hences, plirt of the analysis is based
on 184 of the 203 markers.

(Fig.5.3.) presents detailed overview of the distribution of causaliarkers
when it comes to the number of their polysemesyfBiottional c-glossemes constitute
over 40% of all the linkers with the monomorphenanes contributing 55 and
polymorphemic ones 21 items in this group. The pagphemic markers are, as in the
case of anteriority, less likely to serve multigfntactic functions. The difference in
proportions between the monomorphemic and polynarpt linkers in the groups of
syntactically monofunctional and polyfunctional kens is smaller than in the case of
anteriority. It is, nonetheless, still noticeablgéha21 of the polymorphemic markers
and 55 of the monomorphemic ones being syntagtipallyfunctional.
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syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 62 33.70% 55 29.89% 117
polymorphemic 46 25.00% 21 11.41% 67
TOTAL 108 58.70% 76 41.30% 184

(Fig.5.3.) Distribution of c-glossemes of causaditcording to their
syntactic mono/polyfunctionality and morphologicaimplexity

As can be seen from (Fig.5.4), the polymorphemickera are twice as likely
to be monofunctional than polyfunctional. Interegty, over half of the c-glossemes
made up of more than 3 markers are syntacticallyfyactional, while the same holds
for one third of the bimorphemic markers.

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
2 morphemes 35 55.56% 13 20.63% 48
3 morphemes 7 11.11% 7 11.11% 14
3+ morphemes - - 1 1.59% 1
TOTAL 42 66.67% 21 33.33% 63

(Fig.5.4.) Distribution of syntactic mono- and yfoinctionality
in polymorphic causality c-glossemes

Nonetheless we may conclude that also herectiraplexity 2 monofunctionality
tendency(cf. section 4.2.1) is maintained: the more molpgically complex markers
are less likely to share their form with other syatiic categories. As we might expect,
the degree of syntactic polyfunctionality is alsgher for the monomorphemic than for
the polymorphemic linkers: almost a quarter of th@nomorphemic linkers serve two
or more additional functions in addition to beinglossemes. The same applies only to
one of the 21 polymorphemic markers (Fig.5.5.).

1 additional 2 additional 3 additional TOTAL
function functions functions
monomorphemic 42 9 4 55
polymorphemic 20 1 - 21

(Fig.5.5.)Degree of syntactic polyfunctionality of causalitglossemes

The analysis of the syntactic overlaps of the 7@tamtically polyfunctional c-
glossemes of causality revealed that the linkeexlag with over 10 other syntactic
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categories (Fig.5.6). Among them the most frequenes, with 50 items, are
adpositions. They constitute over half of all thetances of overlaps and over 65% of
all the binary overlaps. Case markers, which oddfurtimes, are the second most
common group of polysemes. They are closely folebvilyy complementizers but,
unlike that group, they occur exclusively in binamerlaps.

Il 1]
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hinary overlaps | multiple overlaps
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(Fig.5.6.) Syntactic overlaps of causality c-gloses

Application of the first and fourth assumption dietgrammaticalization
heuristics(cf. section 3.2.9.) allows us to conclude initiallyttil@ese three categories:
adposition, case marker and complementizer araras a study limited to synchronic
observations may reveal, the most common sourcesusiality linkers.

In order to apply the remaining assumptions oftteeristics we need to turn to
the specifics concerning the types of meaningstians of the categories listed in
(Fig.5.6.) and data concerning semantic polyfumetiby of the polysemous c-
glossemes. All the necessary details are list€Biq5.7.).

The summary begins with an overviewAmP-LINKERcausalityoverlaps. Among
the 42 c-glossemes overlapping exclusively with oasttipns 23 share their
morphological form with adpositions of reason (‘aese of’) and as many as 19 of
these are semantically monofunctional. There am & cases ofADPreason-
LINKERcausality overlaps where the adpositions is used to encodeer o
meanings/functions as well (instrumental, sourfa, etc.). The second most frequent
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group of adpositions are adpositions of benefiipae’ However, only in 3 out of 8
cases, where the causality c-glosseme overlaps Atittbenefit/purposethe linker is
semantically monofunctional. In the 5 other casespolysemous with a c-glosseme of
purpose. This is unsurprising if we take into acttothe meaning of thaDpP that
apparently gave rise to the c-glosseme. Genemalymay expect that, at least in some
cases where the overlaps of c-glossemes of cauaalitADPpurposive/benefactiveccur,
the overlapping may be explained by either:

a) a complex process involving reanalysis of purpase#fit adposition into a
clause linker of purpose which, in turn, extendedneaning also to the relation
of causality (in such case thePbenefit/purpose-LINKERcausaligverlap would by
classified as appiphenomenoas discussed in section 3.2.4.)

or

b) a process initiated by a semantically polyfunction
ADPreason;benefatcive;purposivghere each of the meanings gave rise to one clause
linker (cf. discussion opolygrammaticalizatiomn section 3.2.4.).

The third most numerous category of adpositionggeshous with causality linkers are
adpositions of source (‘from’). Notably, all thenkiers with ADPsourceoverlaps are
semantically monofunctional which, according to ¢iiammaticalization heuristics (cf.
section 3.2.9.), qualifies them as one of the Véwly direct sources of causality
markers. The same thrgges of adpositions as described above occurialgee third
column of (Fig.5.7.) which contains information on those c-glossemes trave
polysemes in more than one category. This strengttiee proposed scenarios.

The information on multiple cases of polysemy/hogmog involving ADP-
LINKERcauseoverlaps provides us with at least three additiochees as for the routes of
grammaticalization. The first two concern the rofenxouns and verbs in the emergence
of causality linkers. The data from Dagur (Marti860:53-54)suggest that we are
dealing with a process of grammaticalization of aum ‘reason’, ‘source’ into an
adposition of reason and benefit/purpose, whichuin, gave rise to the clause linker
of causality and purpose. The synchronic evidemom fEipo (Heeschen 1998:194)
seems to be a trace of a process which was irdtlatea grammaticalization of the verb
‘think’ into an adposition of reason which then gaise to the c-glosseme of causality
(as well as purpose)

! In several cases the grammars | analysed did pextify whether the adposition translated as ‘for’
serves the function of expressing both the meaofmqmurpose (as ifle did it for moneyand of benefit
(He did it for hej or just one of them. In such cases in the talgereeral gloss ‘for’ is given.

% For both languages look also at (Fig.5t:)ow.
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PoLysemous/

HOMONYMOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF POLYFUNCTIONALITY
CATEGORY
ADPOSITION
Total:50 BINARY OVERLAPS:42 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:8
ADPreason:23 (4) ADP + ADVERB:3
ADPsource:5 ADP’since’ + ADV’since”2 (1)
ADPbenefit;purpose;‘for’:5 (3) ADPreason; benefit; directionality + ADVcomparative +
ADPreason;benefit:2 (1) COMP:1 (1)
ADPreason;’for:1 (1) ADP + NOUN:1 (1)
ADPreason;source:2 ADPreason;’for’ + NOUN'reason’, ‘source’
ADPreason;’according to’:1 ADP + VERB:1 (1)
ADPreason;instrument:1 ADPreason + VERB'think’
ADPpossesive:l ADP + other:3
ADP'(immediately) after: 1 (1) ADPsource + NMLZ:1
ADP’against’ + OBL:1 (1)
ADP + CONJand’ + ASPprog:1 (1)
CASE
Total:10 BINARY OVERLAPS:10 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:0

CASEablative:4 (2)
CASEdative:1 (1)
CASEgenetive:1 (1)
CASEadessive:1 (1)
CASEinstrumental:1 (1)
CASEinstrumental;allative:1 (1)
CASEinalative:1
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COMPLEMENTIZER
Total:8

BINARY OVERLAPS: 3 (3)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:5
COMP + ADVcomparative + ADPreason; benefit;
directionality:1 (1)
COMP + ADV’also’ + NMLZ:1 (1)
COMP + OBLIQ:1 (1)
COMP + PTCP:1 (1)
COMP + REL + PTCP:1 (1)

ADVERB
Total:5

BINARY OVERLAPS:1
ADVdegree;manner;quality:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:4
ADV'’since’ + ADP’since”1 (1)
ADVcomparative + ADPreason; benefit; directionality +
COMP:1 (1)
ADV’also’ + COMP + NMLZ:1 (1)
ADV'then’ + CONJ’but’:1 (1)

CONJUNCTION
Total:4

BINARY OVERLAPS:2
CONJand:1
CONJ'or:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2
CONJ'and’ + ASPprog + ADP:1 (1)
CONJ'but’ + ADV'then’:1 (1)

RELATIVE CLAUSE

MARKER
Total:3 BINARY OVERLAPS:2 (1) MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1 (1)
REL + COMP + PTCP
VERB
Total:2 BINARY OVERLAPS:1 (1) MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1

VERB'’be so’;’be true’

VERBthink + ADPreason
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NOUN
Total:2

BINARY OVERLAPS:1
NOUN’payment’

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1 (1)
NOUN’reason’, ‘cause’ + ADPreason;’for

PARTICIPLE MARKER

Total:4 BINARY OVERLAPS:0 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:4
PTCP + COMP:1 (1)
PTCP + COMP + REL:1 (1)
PTCP + NMLZ:2 (2)
NOMINALIZER
Total:4 BINARY OVERLAPS:0 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS: 4

NMLZ + COMP + ADV’also’: 1 (1)
NMLZ + ADPsource: 1
NMLZ + PTCP: 2 (2)

ASPECT MARKER
Total:2

BINARY OVERLAPS:1
ASPcontinuative;inchoative;completive:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1
ASPprog + CONJ'and’ + ADP:1 (1)

OBLIQUE MARKER
Total:2

BINARY OVERLAPS: 0

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2
OBL + ADP’against’:1 (1)
OBL + COMP:1 (1)

(Fig.5.7.) Details of syntactic overlaps of cauyati-glossemes

The conventions of data presentation are the sardescribed for (Fig.4.7.) in chapter 4.
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Acknowledging that only historical data could comfithese suspicions, we
have to admit that the pathways described here dvbuliinto and complement the
findings presented by Heine and Kuteva (2002). @merous occasions the authors
emphasize that two groups of verbs: process vegostd’, ‘give’, ‘follow’, ‘leave’)
and verbs denoting location or motion on the bafisome salient semantic property
give rise to markers of case relations or adposali@oncepts which develop further
into markers of grammatical relations between @daugés for the markers of causality
they have also listed the verb ‘say’ (cf. Fig.3&s)a common source of clause linkers.
If we add to it the verb ‘think’, described abowee could conclude that not only verbs
of motion and process verbs but also verbs ofledtlal activity give rise to linkers of
causality. Similarly, in the case of nouns Heind Kateva (2002) conclude that certain
generic (‘matter’, ‘fact’) and relational nouns ¢lading nouns for body parts e.qg.
‘back’) develop over time to grammatical markersliiling clause linkers. The nouns
‘reason’ and ‘cause’, which | identified in the galeas polysemous with causality
linkers, have not been mentioned by Heine and Kauiethis context. | believe that the
evidence presented in this and the following sectiove reasons strong enough to
admit these lexical items to the group of the momtnmon sources of causality
markers.

The third clue coming from the observation of thegDrtuale and Eipotennen
markers concerns grammaticalization processes tpgran c-glossemes themselves.
As depicted in (Fig.5.8.) both the linkers are seteally polyfunctional. The first one
is used to encode the meaning of causality, purposeconcession, the second one
expresses interclausal relations of causality amghgse. In Dagur it is already the
adposition that carries the meaning of both reammh benefit/purpose and hence it
might have evolved directly into markers of twofelient interclausal relations. If this
is what happened then we could say that we de& Wwéh polygrammaticalization.
Conversely, the Eipo clausal markeannen has two polysemes whose semantic
properties are characteristic of reason rather thapose and, hence, in this case we
have grounds to assume that the usteohenas a purpose marker came about as an
effect of extension of the meaning of the markercafisality rather than of direct
grammaticalization of the adposition of reason itlte marker of purpose. All the
findings presented above suggest that the senargitap of purpose and cause, which
is elaborated on igection 5.3, is an important clue for the quesstarrces of causality
markers.
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The second most common syntactic category overigppith c-glossemes of
causality, as depicted i(Fig.5.6.) and (Fig.5.7.),is that of case markers. However,
even if we follow all the assumptions of the gramioadization heuristics it is difficult
to indicate the specific function/meanings of casarkers that the c-glossemes of
causality most often become grammaticalized frohre feason for that is that almost
all of the c-glossemes which are polysemous wideaaarkers are also semantically
polyfunctional (cf. entries with numbers in bracket Fig.5.8) expressing in majority
of cases the meanings of purpose and various tenpsations. The most frequent
case marker overlapping with causality is the aldabne which occurs three times.
The ablative meaning indicates, naturally, conta@ses of both location and source.
The concept of ‘source’ has been already mentioabdve, while discussing
adpositions, as the one that apparently quite dfiggers grammaticalization and leads
to the development of a causal linker. This pakalHewever, does not seem a good
enough reason to make sound conclusions aboutt dgr@enmaticalization of the
ablative case marker into a causal c-glosseme.tAman the relatively low number of
occurrences, two of the three ablative markerbénsample are used also as markers of
anteriority anderminus a qud'since’). This makes the situation quite compzhbut
if we apply the assumption of the development ofenabstract meanings out of the
less abstract ones we can conclude that it isettparal meanings that proceeded the
causal one — an inference about causal relatiowelest two SoAs is, by definition,
possible only if the causal SoA is chronologicadlgrlier then the SoA that is its
consequence. Such inferences are a part of regsernased in the mental space, while
temporal order of events is perceptual — it is & péthe external world. In other
words, | propose to treat cases@XSEablative-LINKERtemporal_meaning-LINKERcausality
polysemy as epiphenomenal results of a clash ofgienomena: grammaticalization
of case markers into markers of temporal relatlmetsveen these clauses and cognitive
affinity between these relations and causality.

causality linker

syntactic overlap

semantic overlap

Sango ngbangati ADPreason PURPOSE

Hausa sobo da/sdboda ADPreason PURPOSE

Hausa domin/don ADPreason PURPOSE

Japanese tame ADPreason;purpose PURPOSE

Konso malla ADPreason RESULT
ADPreason;’for’ +

Dagur tuale NOUN reason’'source’ PURPOSE, CONC

Eipo tennen ADPreason + VERB'think’ PURPOSE

Kanuri -ro ADPbenefit;reason;directionality + PURPOSE, COCOND,

ADVcomparative + COMP

SUBSTI

3 See section 5.3. for more discussion.
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Eipo ate ADPreason;for’ PURPOSE
Arabic San’ani ‘“ala sibb ADP’for’ PURPOSE
Arabic San’ani ‘asibb ADP’for’ PURPOSE
English for ADPbenefit;purpose PURPOSE
Sango teneti ADP’for’ PURPOSE
Polish skoro ADP’(immediately) after’ COND
; ; ADPtemporal(‘since’) +
English since ADVtemporal(‘since” TAQUO
. ANTE, SIOVER,

Gola wee ADPagainst + OBL PURPOSE

Japanese -te

ADP + CONJand’ + ASPprogressive

MANNER, CONC, ANTE

English as

ADVdegree;manner;quality

SIMIL, MANNER, SIOVER

Apache Jicalrilla -go/-o

ADV’also’ + COMP + NMLZ

SIOVER, COND

RESULT, PURPOSE,

Au -te ADV'then’ + CONJ'but’ COND

Ket -dinal CASEablative TAQUO

Lepcha —nu/-nun CASEablative ANTE

Quechua Huallaga -pita CASEabilative ANTE, COMPAR, CONTRA
Ket -dinta/-dita CASEadessive PURPOSE

Konso é CASEdative PURPOSE

Krongo méa- CASEgenetive PURPOSE

Tamil -aal CASEinstrumental SIOVER, COND

Santali -te CASEinstrumental;allative SIDUR, MANNER, ANTE
Estonian et COMP general c-glosseme
Warlpiri yungalyinga/yunu | COMP PURPOSE

Galo amla(a) COMP PURPOSE

Paiwan tu COMP + OBL PURPOSE, MANNER
Tamil -tu COMP + PTCP MANNER, ANTE, TAQUO
SE Tepehuan na COMP + REL + PTCP general c-glosseme

Yami ta CONJor PURPOSE

Kayah Li ma VERB'’be so’; ‘be true’ general c-glosseme
Ndyuka di REL SIOVER, ANTE

Khwe -ko ASPcontinuative;inchoative;complet. | general c-glosseme
English -ing PTCP + NMLZ CAUSE, MANNER, SIDUR

(Fig.5.8.)Syntactically and semantically polyfunctional cditganarkers

Among the case markers (Rig.5.7.),we also find one example of dative and one of
genitive case. This draws, once again, certain semparallels with the adpositions
discussed above where we have come across nunt@oefactive functions as well as
one example of a possessive adpositi@imilarly among both adpositions and case
markers we find single examples of instrumentalwadl as locational/directional
functions (cf. the allative/adessive/inalative  casenarkers and the

* Note also that in (Fig.5.6.) there is a categofy tpossessive marker” listed separately from
adpositions. This marker comes from the Maale laggy(Amha 2001:189).
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reason/benefit/directionality Kanuri adpositiam 4in Fig.5.8. also listed ifFig.5.7).
Some of these semantic polyfunctionalities havenlmeentioned by Aikhenvald (2008)
in the passage quoted earlier in section 3Mdhetheless, due to a small number of
occurrences of the items listed here, it is onby finst two — genitive and dative case
markers — that thanks to their salient semantipgmees suggest strongly a pathway of
grammaticalization: first to the clausal markerspoirpose and only from there to
causality linkers.

As | mentioned before, the rank table (Rig.5.6.) suggests initially that
complementizers are the third most common sourasao$ality markers. However, a
closer look at this syntactic category (€fg.5.7.) weakens this hypothesis since all the
items with polysemes in the group of complemensizze semantically polyfunctional
c-glossemes. Moreover, as has already been emptasialy 3 of the 8 markers in this
group occur in binary overlaps. (&ig.5.8.)we read that four of the items displaying
the COMP-LINKERcausalityoverlap are also used to express the relatiorugdgse, two
are used as general c-glossemes, and among thenggeamncoded by the remaining
two we find temporality as well as manner and cbodality. As discussed later on in
chapter 6.complementizers quite often occur as the only syittaoverlaps of the c-
glossemes of purpose and hence we may hypothdmret least in some cases the
COMP-LINKERcausalityoverlap is an epiphenomenon of a process wherentdrker of
purpose clause, having developed from a complem@ntjave rise to marker of causal
clause (and possibly also other clauses).

Adverbs, which occur quite frequently as syntacterlaps of the relation of
anteriority, constitute only 5% of the overlaps a#usality linkers. Moreover, like
complementizers, all these adverbs are polysemom®hymous with semantically
polyfunctional circumstantial markers. The varietiymeanings these markers cover
and the fact that they display multiple syntactrerdaps in 4 out of 5 cases, forces us to
retain theADV-LINKERcausality grammaticalization pathway merely as possibly camm
cross-linguistically. The same can be said aboutynmher syntactic categories listed
in (Fig.5.6) and (Fig.5.7.} conjunctions, relative clause markers, aspeckens etc.

We may conclude that the two categories that canvieeved as cross-
linguistically most frequent sources of causalitglassemes are adpositions and case
markers, as depicted (ifrig.5.9.). The data collected suggest also thégeast in some
cases these two categories may be indirect soofassusality linkers — i.e. they might
have developed into the markers of interclausadtiorls of purpose or temporal
relations (marked by green arrows in the diagran@) enly then into the markers of
causality. It is also possible that in other cade=sse two categories might have
developed into various types of clause linkers pastelently (polygrammaticalization)
or that it was the causality marker that develope¢d the marker of purpose (this is

5 Cf. discussion in section 3.2.8.
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marked by the double-sided arrows). Although thdence that nouns, verbs, adverbs
and complementizers are direct sources of causalégkers is weaker, it cannot be
excluded. Hence the dotted lines in (Fig.5.9.). Taa collected (especially when
analysed together with the evidence presentelderchaptei7. where the encoding of
purpose is discusseglggests that it is more likely that complemenszevuld have
developed into the markers of purpose which, im tdeveloped into the markers of
causality then the other way round. Finally, altijlouhe development of nouns or
verbs into adpositions and then into causality merkinds its confirmation only in two
cases of syntactic polyfunctionality | have dectdeinclude these pathways in the
diagram since, as discussed in the following sactioese two categories often appear
as building blocks of synchronically polymorpheraausality c-glossemes.

NOINT————————————~ > 0
ADPOSITION - >

reagon, source, benefactive, purposive %

/ \ CLAUSE MARKER / >

OF PURPOSE F

VERB — — — — — — — — — — — — — - q
e

CASE MARKER e

ablative, dative, genetive, instrumental, locative(s) IQ

N

OR TEMORAL RELATIONS =~ Q)

7))

COMPLEMENTIZER — — — — — — — — >
T~ CLAUSE MARKER __—" =

OF PURPOSE g

ADVERB—- — — — — — — — — — — — — > =

(Fig.5.9.) Reconstruction of the most common sauofecausality markers

Interestingly, in the material | collected, the neuhat Heine and Kuteva (2002,
cf. section 3.2.8.) have listed as giving risedasality markeréi.e. ‘back’ — body part,
‘matter’, ‘place’) as well as adverbs of place (&g and temporal adpositions are
virtually absent. On the other hand, the resultsgfstudy suggest that the list of the
most common sources of causality linkers may behmanger and more diversified
than the authors of WL0G presented it.

Overall, on the basis of analysis of the patterinpabysemy, it may be stated
that causality linkers find their sources in a gtriof syntactic categories with
meanings/functions related to the concepts of rgasagin (source), purpose and
benefactivness, location (and directionality), psssveness as well as categories with
temporal meaningsThe search for the sources is continued, from gigtifferent
angle, in the following section.
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5.2.2. Polymorphemic markers and their internal st ructure

As reported in section 5.1., among the 84 languagdaded in this study 63
polymorphemic markers of causality have been ifiedti The linkers may be
synchronically viewed as phrases: demonstrativen &hwe in (5.3.) or prepositional,
as in Polish in (5.4.), or as non-phrasal stringsorphemes — see the Hatam example
in (5.5.).

(5.3.) Khwe(Kilian-Hatz 2008:336)
Ti #0m-d-té vé kédnd-hé Kdan  nlgovod-te
1SG sleeptSGPRS NEG {reason3SG.F>CAUSE} very  be.noisytSGPRS
‘| cannot sleep because it is very noisy.

(5.4.) Polish

z powod-u ogai-eni-a poeig-u nie
{from reason6EN->CAUSE delayNMLZ-GEN trainSG.GEN NEG

zdgzy-I-i na samolot
make.on.timeM.PST-3.PLfor airplane.ACC

‘Because the train was delayed they missed thietflig
(5.5.) HatamReesink 1999:128)

Paulus lene ngat Disyon cigleu=0 mai big-yo
Paulus then see Disyon father {from>CAUSE} die NEG-yet

‘Paulus then has seen Disyon’s fatbehé hadn’t died yet.’

An inflected noun as an exponent of the causatioglaoccurs only once in the sample
— in Galo (5.6), while Lezgian provides us with elrexamples of verbs in their
converbal form, one of which Iglinga (aorist converb okiligun ‘look’ — see 1.17) and
the other two are converbslohun‘say’: lahanaandluhuz(5.7).

(5.6.) Galo(Post 2007:792)

Hog6=oi do-ro-kii am-nam lagaa=by
SPRX.LOC=EMP eattRR-COMP sayNMLZ-REAL {reason®AT-> CAUSE}

‘Because of saying “I'll eat it righete” (...)...
(5.7.) LezgianHespelmath 1993:390)

Bazar.di-n j¢ ada-z, tars-ar awa-
SundagEN day hebAT lessonPL be.inNEG

luhu-z tak’an &-nwa-j
{sayPAT/INFCONV/IMPRFCONV-> CAUSE} hateful becomePRFPST

‘He hated Sunday because there weftessons.’
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As already mentioned and exemplified in section,5:xk also encounter four
discontinuous markers in which one of the elementgptional. Details concerning the
internal structure of all the polymorphemic markars depicted in (Fig.5.10.).

The analyses reveal that adpositions and noundyarfar the largest groups
providing building materials for causality markefhe specific meanings/function of
the adpositions that have been discussed in th@opie section (reason, locative,
benefactive, possessive, source) reoccur hereNmans, which occurred only twice as
polysemes of causality c-glossemes, appear 23 tiasesnaterial incorporated in
polymorphemic linkers. Almost half of these nounsnwey the meaning of
reason/cause. Interestingly, the semantic polyfanatity of adpositions covering the
meanings of reason, source, benefit and purposbssrvable also among nouns (cf.
Galo and llokano in Fig.5.10). Apart from theses tfouns incorporated in the structure
of polymorphemic markers convey such generic megnas ‘matter’ and ‘thing’ as
well as a variety of other meanings listed in thptons under the table (majority of
them come from English polymorphemic linkers).

The other categories frequently occurring in polyoh@mic causality c-
glossemes are verbs and case markers. Among #teofies, it is the verb ‘say’ that
occurs most frequently. Heine and Kuteva (2002Fig. 3.4.) have listed the verb as
one of the sources of causal clause markers imadgc#tat it often develops first into a
complementizer and purpose marker. The data | lcallected provide some more
examples of causal markers employing the verb ‘$hgt support this pathway of
grammaticalization: in Lezgian the verb occurs @it its converbal form, in Galo it is
accompanied by a non-finiteness marker, in Thaiian8ango it is polysemous with
complementizer and in the last one also with thenraord’, ‘speech’.

Apart from the verb ‘say’, in the dataset we findoa'owe’, ‘able’, ‘look’ and
‘be’ and although they are represented by singéemptes, it is clear that they are part
of the wider tendency where concepts related togpion, possession and processes
serve as a basis for development of causality markemilarly, the same categories of
case markers that have been discussed in the psewbapter occur among the
morphemes incorporated in the polymorphemic caysdinkers. This includes
genitive, dative, instrumental as well as those ¢éingode the role of source or direction
and location (mutative, addessive, ablative). kgengly, only in two cases, coming
from Polish and Galo, these markers form causeigiossemes by combination with a
noun. In both cases the noun encodes the meantrgpsbn’.

Yet another category, whose presence cannot beinefientioned, comprises
interrogatives. Their role in formation of clausekers in Indo-European languages
has already been recalled in section 3.2.8. In ratast they occur as material
incorporated in polymorphemic causality morphenmeBasque (isolate), Suppyire and
Swahili (both Niger-Kordofanian), Santali (Austrighd Hindi (Indo-European). This
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may suggests that interrogatives are, in fact, mportant element in formation of

causality markers also outside the Indo-Europesiedi 4 of the 7 interrogatives are
interrogative pronouns ‘what’, and 3 interrogativdsreason (‘why’). And here we

may note again quite an interesting fact — nonth@de interrogatives occur with either
noun or verb. They combine with a case marker (asdsie), complementizer (in
Hindi), conjunction (in Santali), locative adposiiiand question particle (in Supyire),
and with adposition ‘for’ (in Swahili).

As for the other categories, we notice several sagke demonstratives,
complementizers, relativizers and complementiziatixezer/participle polysemes as
well as four conjunctions (this includes two digjtime and two adversative but no
coordinating conjunctions). Worth attention is aldte fact that 12 of the 63
polymorphemic causality c-glossemes listed in @if).) contain elements that can be
used on their own as markers of causality. Thituges 3 morphemes that find their
polysemes in other syntactic categories (markethby+' symbol) and 9 that do not
have synchronically identifiable polysemes/homonyfhisted in the ‘causality c-
glossemes’ column of the table).

As a final remark we may add that among the tosahlmer of 148 morphemes
making up the polymorphemic markers that are liste(Fig.5.10.) three are reported
to be borrowings. This includes the Spanish subatdr porquein porque nagu’in
Southeastern Tepehuan (the only double-marked ldgusa@lossemes in the sample)
the Lao nourjan ‘thing’ in Sapuan, and the Arabsababucause’ in Swahilf.

From the material discussed here we can concluatetite meanings/functions
of the morphemes incorporated in the structure a@fmorphemic markers in the
majority of cases come from the semantic space budlund the concepts of reason,
origin (source), purpose and benefactivnhess, locati(and directionality),
possessiveness and perception. This, again, prdahes the processes of
idiomatization/fossilization are not random. On thentrary, even a synchronic
analysis, as presented here, reveals certain aki&s the metaphorical extensions and
motivations that lead to the emergence of causathrkers. | will not attempt,
however, to enter into this wide and complicatguld here.

® We cannot exclude here the possibility that thangmaticalization in these cases is externally
motivated (see section 3.2.7.) — all of the langsa¢apart from Hindi which belongs to the Indo-
European family) incorporating interrogatives ie structure of polymorphemic causality markersiare
close contact with major Indo-European languages.

" There is also the Shilha linkeala khatirwhich is known to contain an Arabic Tunisian loamdbut,
since no further details are available, it hasbean added to the list in (Fig.5.10.).
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Language

ADP

NOUN

reason

possesive

locative
benefactive

other

not classified

ADP + other

‘reason’/’cause’

‘reason’/’source’

Teason/purpose’
benefit

‘matter’

‘thing’

other

COMP

REL

COMP/REL/PTCP

DEF/REL

DEM

CAUSALITY C-GLOSSEM

VERB

‘say’

other

‘say’ + other

CASE

INTER

CONJ

OTHER

NOT KNOWN

Akan (2)

Akan (2)

*

Akan (3)

Arabic (2)

Basque (2)

e (Mot.)

Basque (2)

e (Gen.)

Basque (2)

Basque (3)

e (Ins.)

Baure (3)

Boko (2)

English (2)

*

English (3)

English (4)

English (3)

English (3)

English (3)

English (2)

English (2)

Estonian (3)

Galo (2)

e (Dat.)

Galo (2)

Gola (3)

Hatam (2)

e (‘'or")

Hausa (2)

Hindi (2)

Hindi (3)

Hindi (2)

Hindi (2)

llokano (2)

llokano (2)

L
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Language

ADP

NOUN

reason

possesive

locative

benefactive

other

not classified

ADP + other

‘reason’/’cause’

‘reason’/’source’

reason/purpose’/

‘benefit’

‘matter’

‘thing’

other

COMP

REL

COMP/REL/PTCP

DEF/REL

DEM

CAUSALITY C-GLOSSEM

VERB

‘say’

other

‘say’ + other

CASE

INTER

CONJ

OTHER

NOT KNOWN

Japanese (2)

Japanese (2)

Japanese (2)

Kanuri (2)

Kanuri (2)

Ket (2)

o (ADL)

Ket (2)

e (Addes.)

Khwe (2)

Lango (2)

Lango(2)

Lavukaleve (3)

Lezgian (2)

Lezgian (2)

Lezgian (2)

Lillooet (2)

Mayogo (2)

Ndyuka (2)

Polish (2)

Polish (3)

e (Gen.)

Polish (3)

Sango (2)

Sango (2)

Santali (2)

e (‘'or')

SE Tepehuan (2)

++Vv

e (‘but’)

SE Tepehuan (2)

o (‘but)

Sapuan (3)

oV

Supyire (2)

Supyire (2)

Swahili (2)

oV

Swahili (2)
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Swahili (2) ) °
Tamil (2) e (Ins.) °
Thai (2) . °
2 8 8 4 8 4 7 9 1 1 2 2 8 3 4 2
34 7 23 4 3 1 2 8 9 9 8 7 4 26 3

(Fig.5.10.)Material incorporated in polymorphemic causalitglossemes

The conventions of data presentation are the samdesxribed for (Fig.4.10.) in chapter 4; sheaymbol means the item is a borrowing.

The points in the columns labelled ‘other’ are di&sd below. The ‘+' symbol in the description medhat the morpheme is polysemous.

1.

N

Nogahkw

CategoryADP columnother. ‘with’ + ‘for’ adpositions for the three Swahitharkers;'by’ for the first and ‘to’ for the secolshglish marker; ADPsource +
ADPcommitative for Polish; possessive +dfantive + directional in Ndyuka.

CategoryADP + other ADP’after’ + ADV'then’ for Basque; ADPsource + NIM for Hatam; ADP + COP for the all three Japaneggossemes and for the third one
also ADPpossesive/locative + REL; ADRassive + DIR + TOP + PTCP for Kanuri.

CategoryNOUN columnother. ‘virtue’ ‘light’, ‘view’, ‘account’ for English, ‘nothing’ for Gola; ‘habit/custom/practice’ for Haa; ‘case’ for Lango.
CategoryWERBcolumnother. ‘owe’ for English; ‘look’ for Lezgian; ‘be’ for ®abhili; ‘able’ for Sapuan.

CategoryWERBcolumnVERBsay + otherVERBsay + NOUN'word’; ‘speech’ + COMP for Sang&RBsay + COMP for Thai.

CategoniNTER ‘why’ for Basque, Hausa and Santali, ‘what’ foradic, Suppyire and Swabhili.

CategoryOTHER REL + COMP for the first and COMP + COMP/REL tbe second Basque marker; APPL, ATTR, DUR for BaeF for the first, NMLZ +
PTCP for the second and ADJ + NOUNdue for the thinglish linker; NMLZ + NONFIN for Galo; CLASS + NE for Gola; PRON for Lango and Lavukaleve; AOR
for Lezgian; DEF and FOC for Lillooet; INANIM anddSS for both Ket c-glossemes; FUT for Sapuan; Csigyire.
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5.3 Semantic polyfunctionality and cognitive affini ty

Out of the 203 markers of causality in the samipl®rmation on their semantic
scope is known for 184. 63 of them are also useekfmess circumstantial meanings
other than causality (and are hence called, as Ibese already explained, semantically
polyfunctional). 12 of these have been classifie@@neral c-glossemes since they can
serve as exponents of 5 or more circumstantiatioelss Fig.5.11. presents general
information on the semantic mono/polyfunctionabtyd morphological complexity of
the analysed items. The data show clearly thasliaee of semantically polyfunctional
markers decreases with the increase in morphologpraplexity.

semantically semantically
monofunctional polvfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 75 40.76% a7 25.54% 122
polymorphemic 34 18.48% 13 7.07% 47
polymorphemic 11 5.98% 3 1.63% 14
polymorphemic 1 0.54% - 0.00% 1
TOTAL 121 65.76% 63 34.24% 184

(Fig.5.11.) Distribution of c-glossemes of caugaditcording to their semantic
mono/polyfunctionality and morphological complexity

By looking at particular categories separately &itR.) the differences in ratios
become even more evident — the linkers which cbnsisthree morphemes are
semantically polyfunctional in just over 20% of tt@ses, while the same is true about
almost 40% of monomorphemic markers and almost 8B%glossemes made of two
morpheme$. Although the differences are not as striking as dmes observed for
anteriority, thecomplexity= monofunctionality tendendyolds also in the domain of
semantic polyfunctionality of causality markers.

8 As shown in (Fig. 5.11.), there is only one c-gkrse of causality made of more than 3 morphemes
and, unsurprisingly, it is semantically monofunntb

136



100%-

80%-

60%-

40%-

20%-

0%

38.53%

27.66%

21.43%

monomorph.

polymorph. (2)  polymorph. (3) polymorph. (3+)

‘ = semantically monofunctionald semantically polyfunctional ‘

(Fig.5.12) Ratio of semantically monofunctional and polyfunotl markers
in causality c-glossemes with different morpholagicomplexity

Following the same path as in the earlier chapgenys look also at the data on
the number of circumstantial relations the c-glosse of causality have scope over —
i.e. at their degree of polyfunctionality (Fig.5.1.3

scope scope scope scope
over 2 over 3 over 4 over 5+ TOTAL
relations relations relations relations
count 33 7 10 13 63
% 52.38% 11.11% 15.87% 20.64% 100%

(Fig.5.13.) Degree of semantic polyfunctionalitycalusality c-glossemes

As the table illustrates, over 52% of all caseswadrlaps are binary overlaps, while the
linkers with scope over 3, 4, and more than 5 ilat are considerably less frequent.
By splitting and categorizing the findings accoglin the morphological complexity of
the linkers (Fig.5.14.) we can see that monomorpherrglossemes, with just one
exception, have a monopoly on expressing three amate relations. The
polymorphemic and semantically polyfunctional maskare in 15 out of 16 cases
bifunctional. The same is the case only for sliglver 42% of the monomorphemic
markers. These more detailed observations oncen agdicate the presence of the
complexity—> monofunctionality tendency.
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scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over 4 scope over 5+
relations relations relations relations
count % count % count % count %
monomorphemic 19 31.15% 9.84% 10 16.39% 10 16.39%
2 morphemes 13 21.31% - - - - - -
3 morphemes 2 3.28% 1 1.64% - - - -

(Fig.5.14.)Distribution of c-glossemes of causality according
to their degree of polyfunctionality and morpholajicomplexity

The semantic network in which the 63 polyfunctionsrkers exist covers 15
circumstantial relations. Altogether, as shown Kg(.15.), this amounts to 85
instances of semantic overlapThe overlaps ofcAUSE and PURPOSESignificantly
outnumber all other overlaps. This concerns both limary overlaps and all the
overlaps taken together. In fact, theUSE-PURPOSBVerlapsamount to almost 60% of
all the 37 binary overlaps.

The next two frequent semantic overlaps of cauyséilkers are those with
temporal relations of anteriority and simultanegyerlap (‘when’) each of which
contributes 8.11% of the total number of identifiethary overlaps. Over 70% (16
items) of the c-glossemes displayicgUSE-SIOVER and CAUSE-ANTE overlaps are,
however, used also to express other circumstamigznings. The two other temporal
relations in(Fig.5.15.) —TAQUO and SIDUR — are far less frequent and occur only
several times with no significant contribution teetgroup of binary overlaps. Among
the remaining relations those with the highest s@eMANNER, COND and RESULT
the first one contributing almost twice as manyesass the two latter ones.

occurrences of occurrences in binary overlaps
overlaps count % of the total number
of binary overlaps (37)
PURPOSE 30 22 59.45%
ANTE 12 3 8.11%
SIOVER 10 3 8.11%
MANNER 9 2 5.41%
RESULT 5 3 8.11%
COND 5 2 5.41%
TAQUO 3 1 2.70%
SIDUR 3 - -
CONC 2 - -
PLACE 1 1 2.70%
SUBST 1 - -
SII\/IIL 1

-----

° This does not include the relations covered byegare-glossemes since it is difficult to estabtisé
exact scope of their meanings.
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COCOND 1 - -
CONTRA 1 - -
COMPAR 1 - -
TOTAL 85 37 100%
general c-glossemes 10

TOTAL including 95

general c-glossemes

(Fig.5.15.) Summary of semantic overlaps of cadtyselglossemes.

The convention of presentation is the same a@igr4.15.) in chapter 4.

The links between the various relations listechim table above and the reasons
for the identicalness of their exponents can bdebatinderstood after analysing
(Fig.5.16.) which depicts the scope of the semaliyicpolyfunctional markers of
causality as reconstructed from the data analysed.

The central position oPURPOSEIN the network of semantic affinities of the
relation of causality does not come as a surpAseThompson, Longacre and Hwang
aptly point out:

Purpose and reason clauses can be seen as proeijienations, or accounts, for the

occurrence of a given state of affair or action (They differ in that purpose clauses

express a motivating event which must be unrealaetie time of the main event, while

reason clauses express a motivating event whichbeagalized at the time of the main
clause event. (2008:250-251)

Furthermore, as Dixon (2009:17) emphasizes, a perpoking may be restated in
terms of cause”

(5.8a) John took out a loarn order tobe able to buy a new car.

(5.8b) Becauselohn took out a loan, he could buy a new car.

Three of the 8 occurrences PORPOSEIN non-binary overlaps are to be found in the
CAUSE-RESULT-PURPOSE configuration. These three relations are, as Dixightly
notices (2009:17), strongly related to the notidnconsequence. In the case of
causality, it is the mainlause that expresses consequence (5.9a). In skeeotaesult

19 The example given by Dixon requires reorganizatbrihe structure of the clause — in (5.8a) the
clause linker introduces different SoA than in §.8This operation is not, however, necessary twgr
that purpose can be restated in terms of caudactpnwherever a clause which is a satellite oftlagio
clause expresses purpose, the two SoA can be pasapghby a combination of a causal marker and
modal verb. The reason for that is the very natdirne concept of purpose which embraces the ifiea o
volition and obligation (not necessarily both ae tkame time). These two ideas can be expressed
periphrastically by ‘because X wants’, ‘because e€as’ or ‘because X has to’ — cf. (5.8a) with the
following sentence:John took out a loan, because he wanted/neededdhaaly a new car.

| do not elaborate further on this topic sincedeg beyond the scope of this thesis into purelyasdim
analyses and philosophical discussions.
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and purpose — the clauses marked by the resultatistepurposive linkers (5.9b-c) the
difference being that in purposive clauses the eguence is always deliberate.

(5.9a) | went to the cinemdyecausd wanted to see a movie.
(5.9b) | wanted to see a movigg | went to the cinema.

(5.9¢) I went to the cineman order tosee a movie.

The polyfunctional markeite in Au is an interesting example of tB@USE-PURPOSE-
RESULT polyfunctionality*

(5.10a) Au(Scorza 1973:205)

Hir  neiyim nan te hir nankip
they they.got.them they.cam€AUSE they theyruUT.kill.him

‘They got them and came because they were goikdj tum.’
(5.10b) (ibidem: 208-209)

Keiyik karehiiei wan kaknan te kakwep
he.got.it he.pulled.PL pondFuT.comes {PURPOSE} it.FUT.kills.us

‘He got the pond and pulled it inler that it would kill us.’
(5.10c)(ibidem: 208)

Wowirem te niu yapiriue katin kesiikeniik
she.threw.thedRESULT} sago.trees many it.grew it.everywhere

‘She threw them (bones and food scraps) away, laeefore many sago palms
grew up everywhere.’

while Konso (5.11a-b) provides a clear exampléeftiinaryCAUSE-RESULTOverlap:

(5.11a) Kons@Mous and Oda 2009:347)
Oori  sekkammaayyé keltayta ishé  yoyta
then  afterwards baboon and wolf

gootad kappin-oppa pord ann-ad-n maala
about forest-at road O@MPRF-PL {CAUSE}

‘After this Baboon and Wolf were thinkj, because they were going on the
Savannah.’

(5.11b)(ibidem:349

Haa-rakkoota sédé in-gap-a ka,
INTERJproblem this1SGhavetMPRF and

maala takmoo-sé kanni
RESULT} honeyDEM sellCONT

‘| have this problem and therefore | am selling thoney.’

™ n the case of RESULT the SoA expressing consamueray be either deliberate as in (5.9b), natural
as inlt has been raining all night so the garden furnétis completely wegr unintended asbroke my

leg so | could not ice-skate any more that winfére same is true of causality.

12The examples are quoted as they are presenthd neference grammar — without exact glosses.
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The second group of relations thatrofthare the form of their exponent with
causality marker is, as mentioned before, the teatlpelation of anteriority (12 cases)
and overlap (10 cases). The reason for the higjuéecy of these overlaps is the same:
for two SoAs to be causally related it is necesshay one of them precedes the other
one in time and, since bo#iOVER andANTE are concepts of temporal adjacency, the
extension of meaning is self-evidéntThe same rule appears to be the motivation for
reanalysis offAQUO (‘since’) markers into markers of causality. Twictloe four cases
of TAQUO-CAUSE overlaps in the sample are binary (cf. Engksicein 5.12a which
has an ambiguous causal/temporal reading and Svh2be it is clearly causal). The
two others involve also the relation of anterior{tf. the Tamil 4u linker and its
allomorphs in 5.13a-c). | have already emphasibhatlltbelieve that in the majority of
cases (if not in all) it is the temporal markeratthive rise to the causal ones and not
the other way rountf’

(5.12a)l have not seen higincehe moved out of town.
(5.12b)I have to go to Londosincel promised my friend to visit her this weekend.
(5.13a)Tamil (Lehmann 1993:273

Aintu naal kaziu-k Kumaar inkee va-nt-aan
five day pass-{ANTE} Kumarhere come-PST-3SG.M

‘After five days passed, Kumar cameetier
(5.13b)(ibidem)

Kumar inkee vamru muunru varusam aay-ir-ru
Kumar here com&4QuUO} three year becorR&T-3SG

‘Since Kumar came here, three yeave passed.’
(5.13c)(ibidem)

Mazai peyu payir nanr-aaka valar-nt-atu
Rain fallCAUSE} crop goodnegsbVLZ growPST-3SGN

‘Because it rained, the crops gresil v

The last temporal relation in the network depiatedFig.5.17.) is the relation of
simultaneity durationgiDUR, ‘while’) which occurs only two times: in Boko, whe
theke marker is used as an exponent of the relationswdality, simultaneity overlap,

3 This affinity betweerslIOVERandANTE has already been discussed in section 4.3.

Cf. also the development of Englisimcediscussed in section 3.2.4. A similar scenariorga®from
the observation of the evolution of another Engkstbordinator -as. Its first attested causal usage
comes, according to OED, from around 1400. As aoxlibator of time, manner and degree it was
already in use in the early Ientury. Its first attested function was, howeuksgt of an adverb of
degree (around 1000) and of quality or manner4clrit75).
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temporal duration and purpose (Jones 1998:257-26Y], in Santali where the c-
glossemete which displaysCAUSE-SIDUR polyfunctionality (5.14a-b) is used also as
an exponent of the relation of anteriority (5.1dn§l manner (5.14d):

(5.14a) SantaliNeukom 2001:189)

Jkoe-hs ba-ko badae- sanam
anyone-alsoNEG-3SG know-{CAUSE} all
hor-ko apaj-kan-a

person3sG call.one.anotheMPFV-IND
‘As nobody knew (how to do it), they all asked eattter (to act).’

(5.14b)(ibidem:187)

Cala-k’-calakte mit’-tgy tayo-ko
gavID-RPD-{SIDUR} one<CLF jackal3SG

nd-tiok’ked-e-a
see-reactPSTACTIV-3SGOBJIND
‘While they were walking along, thegught sight of a jackal.’

(5.14c)(ibidem:188)

Nui F) sala-d oka-kbn o-e
thisANIM PART scoundreffOP whereABL ever3SGSBJ

odok-gt’-en-te s bohu-dr>e
come-outPSTMID-{ANTE} my wife-TOP-3.SG.SBJ

ar-ruar-ed-e-kan-a
puII.return4MPRF.ACT-SSG.OBJ-IMPFV-IND

‘After the dirty scoundrel came out from who knoweve, he is pulling my wife
back.’

(5.14d) (ibidem:189)
Khange-kin  lahag’-en-te-kin
then3DU.SBJ precedeRrST.MID-{MANNER}-3DU.SBJ

ayur-idi-ked-e-a
lead.takePST.ACT-3SG.OBJ-IND

‘Then the two (jackals) went ahead leading hine@phrd) along.’

Since the affinity between causality and temponmaation is less self-evident than
betweenANTE and CAUSE and SIOVER and CAUSE, and since the three temporal
relations:ANTE, SIOVER andSIDUR are related to each other on their own rightss it
difficult to hypothesize about any pathway of graaticalization. The

polyfunctionalities may be an effect of polygramiwalization or the meanings might
be vague due the semantic underspecification thatlinkers inherited from the
sources they developed from. Similar possibiliteegst for the explanation of the
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origin of the CAUSE-COND-SIOVER overlaps found in the data collect8dAs Dixon
notices:

In some languages ‘when’ and ‘if are marked in fane way and in some ‘when’ and
‘because’ are. These can go together — there igramker which can be used for ‘when’,
‘after’, because’ and ‘if’ in Warekana (...) and alsaJarawa. (2009:20)

On the other hand, however, we should take intowtcthat a c-glosseme with
CAUSE-COND functions might have gained its conditional megnilue to the causal
overtones that often license conditionality (or dtker way round). The first scenario
seems to be an especially interesting field for endetailed research since, as

Dancyngier (1993, 1998) has aptly noticed and asblean repeated in Dancyngier and
Sweetser:

Causal readings enter the interpretation of contemditionals via conditionals’ primary
function, prediction Prediction in conditionals is a type of reasoniigch consists in setting
up a hypothetical (typically future) mental spacel attempting to predict its consequences
based on knowledge of typical cause-effect chaisgeeneral world-knowledge. (2009:122)

The three other c-glossemes serving the functidrexponents of both causality and
conditionality that | found in the material gatheéneould fit this hypothetical scenario
well. In Apache Jicarilla, for instance, the lingielementgo (cf. Jung 2009:7-10) can
be used to express the meaning of cause and aordity as well as temporal
simultaneity §IOVER); in Au (Scorza 1973:203-2010) thec-glosseme is an exponent
of causality, conditionality and purpose, and irr Fue wordasi (Beaton 1968:165-
166) is an example of a c-glosseme with a biitaqySE-COND function.

MANNER is the final relation whose presence is noticeabléhe network of
affinities of causality. Being tangled up in a wabpolyfunctionalities (which involve
alsoPURPOSE SIMIL, CONC, ANTE andSIDUR), MANNER remains an intriguing element
of the jigsaw that | aim to solve here. Neither 8meoding of the relation of manner
nor its meaning has received so far serious liniguisterest, let alone special attention
in any cross-linguistic study. It would be far bagahe scope of this thesis to attempt
to fill in this gap and, thus, | restrict myself poesenting some general arguments that
could (at least partially) account for the origih MANNER-CAUSE, as well as some
minor, yet related, overlaps.

Recently Dixon (2009:35) has proposed to distingwbstween two types of
MANNER. The first type, which has been labelledl manner(RMANNER henceforth),
covers those relations where the action describhethé focal clause is done in the
manner described by the supporting clause as in:

15 |n the literature analysed one example has beetioned for Tamil (Lehmann 1993:36-37;276) and
two for Pitjantjatjara (Eckert and Hudson 1994:268).
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(5.15a) He wears his haas his father did

The second type kypothetical mannefHMANNER henceforth) — refers to those
cases where the supporting clause describes whahdtivity encoded in the focal
clause pretends to be, or what it might be bubts n

(5.15b)She was spending moreyif she was a millionaire.

or to cases where “the focal clause may depicaie swith the supporting clause then
describing some imaginary event which might hawemgirise to the state” (Dixon
2009:36):

(5.15c)He screameas if he saw a ghost.

It seems to me that it is in the hypothetical cadfesmianner, and more precisely in the
element of consequence which hypothetical mannareshwith causality, where the

meanings oMANNER andCAUSE meet. We may explain it with the following

example: the sentences in (5.15b-c) make senseibmg have the knowledge of

certain more or less stereotypical rules goverminogan behaviour such as: ‘X is a
millionaire and so X can spend lots of money notrying about spending too much’

or ‘X sees a ghost so X screams’. The knowledg®othing else than a set of cause-
result scenarios. Obviously, it also applies taaibns not involving human activity

such as:

(5.15d) The sky became so daak if it was night

which, again, make sense because we are awaresohme (cause-consequence)
principle: ‘It becomes dark every single day beeglrghen) night comes’.
Furthermore, it seems reasonable to conclude tha&bus meanings related to
RMANNER, such as similarity, comparison and contrast, mater into the range of
meanings covered by causality indirectly — by agesfaMANNER (and so the overlaps
may be viewed as epiphenomena). SiasesE itself is closely related to many other
circumstantial concepts, the network of affinitiecomes even more dense.
The MANNER-CAUSE polyfunctionality is exemplified by the Nivkh lirk —:

(5.16a) Nivkh(Gruzdeva 1998:54)

Tolf, kav-katn-gu# ény maka-d
summer be.htNT-CAUS-{CAUSE} grass pouiFIN

‘Because the summer is very gotwiler grass.’

(5.16b) (ibidem:35)

Hajmna t'axky* n'ayg-kis nlaiblog-d’i-kavr-r t'yr-d
old.man straight epST blink-INT-NEG-{MANNER} look-FIN
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‘The old man looked straight, not blinking eyes.’

In the discussion presented in this section | renadysed to a lesser or greater

extent 12 of the 15 semantic overlaps that wererteg in the material | have collected
for the purpose of this study. The three remainialgtions: concession, place and

substitution are represented by single exampleg antdl do not have any obvious
semantic affinity to the relation of cause.

The conclusions that can be drawn from the armalgeime down to the

following list:

a)

b)

c)

d)

g)

the relations most closely related to causality puepose, simultaneity overlap,
anteriority, result and manner;

purpose, result and manner are linked to caustiityugh the fact that they
either involve or imply an idea of consequence;

in those cases where causality overlaps with amisfj simultaneity overlap
(‘when’) andterminus a quq'since’), it is more likely that it is the tempdra
relations that the causality markers develop frbamtthe other way round;

the relations of simultaneity duration (‘while’) dwonditionality in many cases
become overlaps of causality linkers most likelg do polygrammaticalization
which begun from temporal linkers (most commonlged and ‘when’);
relations such as similarity, contrast and congoawienter the network of
affinities of causality indirectly — i.e. due toeih links with the relation of
manner which is related to causality on its owiht;ig

regarding the development of causality linkersafusther semantic types of c-
glossemes, the data strongly suggest three develippathwaysSIOVER >
CAUSE, ANTE-> CAUSE andPURPOSE> CAUSE (all of them have been depicted
in the diagram in Fig.5.9.);

the collected material suggest also that causatifykers may develop into
purpose markers and conditionality markers.

We may now turn, as we did in chapter 4, to thestioe on how the findings of this
study map onto the network of affinities establaster the relation of causality in

Kortmann (1997). In order to answer it let us laamkthe summaries presented in
(Fig.5.17.) and (Fig.5.18.).

| [ I \Y Vv v Vi
CAUSE
(172 | SIOVER | ANTE | PURPOSE COND | IMANTE | CONTIN | RESULT
tems) | @87%) | (227%) | (22.7%) | (198%) | (19.2%) | (18.0%) | (17.4%)

(Fig.5.17.)The strongest semantic affinities of polyfunctioadVerbial subordinators
expressing causality according to Kortmann (1998119

(cf. explanation of conventions under the tabl€ig4.17. in chapter 4)
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ABSOLUTE NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES (85 overlaps)
| 1] 1] v V \YJ
PURPOSE ANTE SIOVER | MANNER | RESULT COND
30 items 12 items 10 items 9 items 5 items 5 items
(35.29.1%) | (14.11%) | (11.76%) | (10.59%) | (5.88 %) | (5.88 %)
OCCURRENCES IN BINARY OVERLAPS (37 overlaps)
| 1] 1] Il 1] 1]
PURPOSE ANTE SIOVER RESULT | MANNER | COND
22 items 3items 3items 3items 2 items 2 items
(59.45%) (8.11%) (8.11%) (8.11%) (5.41%) | (5.41%)

(Fig.5.18.) The strongest semantic affinities ofyfinctional causality c-glossemes
revealed in this study

The most striking observation that emerges from dbeparison concerns the
frequency of the identified overlaps. In Kortmanwerk SIOVER andANTE have been
discovered to overlap witbAUSE as often a®URPOSE In my studyPURPOSE-CAUSE
overlaps are by far the most frequent ones (bottrmihcomes to the total number of
overlaps and occurrences in binary overlaps) ai@VER-CAUSE and ANTE-CAUSE
polyfunctionalities do not exceed their number, reviecounted together. This may
suggest that the results of Kortmann's study (whiak has been already said, is
focused exclusively on the languages of Europegaka geographic/genetic tendency
for CAUSE markers to overlap more frequently in form withmpeoral markers of
SIOVER andsIDUR than the world’s average emerging from my summsarie

COND andRESULT have been counted in both studies as importantesgies in the
network of semantic affinities ofAUSE although in my study they are far less
significant categories than in Kortmann’s monograph

Comparison of (Fig.5.17.) and (Fig.5.18.) reved$® aertain differences in the
set of the most common overlaps: the relation ofimea which occurs 9 times in my
sample is absent from the list of the 7 most comsamantic overlaps of causality in
Kortmann's study® On the other handCONTIN (contingency: ‘whenever) and
IMANTE (immediate anteriority: ‘as soon as’), which in rkpann’s study are even
more common than theAUSE-RESULT overlaps, have not been reported in any of the
languages | have looked at.

16 While discussing MANNER, however, the author hadidated that almost 1/3 of subordinators of
manner have as their further reading CAUSE. Theesajpplied to 20% of subordinators expressing the
meaning of similarity.
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5.4. SUMMARY

In this chapter | have presented the results offyaisaof over 200 items which
have been reported in the 84 languages includétkisample as capable of conveying
the meaning of causality. The study revealed thadr 6% of the causality c-
glossemes are monomorphemic items. 77.8% of tlkernare classified as words and
19.7% as affixes.

The analysis has also shown that slightly over 4ff%ausality c-glossemes
have polysemes in other syntactic categoriestfigy are syntactically polyfunctional)
and over 34% are used to express more than onargtantial relation (i.e. they are
semantically polyfunctional). Both semantically arsyntactically polyfunctional
causality linkers, although identified on the basi$ exclusively synchronic
observations, have served as a window into themoagd functioning of this group of
markers. The identification of patterns of polyserapd analysis of material
incorporated in the structure of those of the Iskinat are polymorphemic revealed
that causality markers find their sources most comign in categories with
meanings/functions related to the concepts of reasagin (source), purpose and
benefactivnhess, location (and directionality), gessveness, perception as well
categories with temporal meanings/functions. Thidudes adpositions, case markers,
nouns, verbs as well as complementizers, c-glossgofepurpose and of temporal
relations) and adverbs — a range far more divérae the one presented by Heine and
Kuteva (2002).

The analysis of patterns of semantic polyfunctiiesl have confirmed close
links between the relation of cause and purposeedisas between cause and relations
of simultaneity overlap, anteriorityerminus a quoand conditionality, all of which
have been reported in the literature (Thompson lamgacre 1985, Dixon 2009).
Moreover, the affinity between causality and pugbss been found to be far more
salient than we could conclude from Kortmann (1991 study has also revealed that
the c-glossemes that convey the meaning of caysatoften used as exponents of the
relation of manner and a variety of meanings rdlaemanner: similarity, comparison,
contrast. Initial attempts at explanations of theserlaps have been added to the
analysis.

Finally, the complexity 2 monofunctionality tendendyas been observed for
both aspects of the analysis (i.e. the more moqggchlly complex a marker is the less
likely it is to be used in a variety of syntactimttions and to express more than one
circumstantial relation).
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CHAPTER 6

Purpose

6.1. MORPHOLOGICAL COMPLEXITY AND FORMS OF C-GLOSSE MES

The database of c-glossemes of purpose on whistcligipter is based consists
of 165 items. For 12 of those linkers it was noggible to obtain information on their
morphological complexity and so they have been ugad from the summary in
(Fig.6.1.). Monomorphemic linkers, as can be seem fthe table, constitute just over
65% of all the purpose markers. Bimorphemic c-glosss make up almost a quarter
and the remaining ones contribute 16 items.

count %
monomorphemic 100 65.36%
2 morphemes 37 24.18%
3 morphemes 12 7.84%
3+ morphemes 4 2.62%
TOTAL 153 100%

(Fig.6.1.)Morphological complexity of purpose c-glossemes

As for the form of the markers, purpose c-glossearesin 60% of cases free
words, in 32.3% affixes and in as 6.4% discontirsuoarkers. Among affixes we find
45 suffixes and 4 prefixes. The latter ones coramfjust two languages: Krongo (see
example 3.2. in chapter 3 and 6.1a-b below) anddiaa While in Krongo the three
prefixal c-glossemes are used almost exclusivalgipressing purposive relations, in
Hualapai they have been classified as general ssgtoes.

(6.1a) KrongqReh 1985:351)

m-4a caw 0-munoy éekwaara
CL.F-COP INF.go {PURPOSE-INF.call-TR chief

‘She is going in order to call the chief

(6.1b) (ibidem)
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n-éediya /ay  k-60fuy Ki-ti
1/24PFV.FR.come | PURPOSE}-INFsleep LOC-it

‘I come often in order to sleep on it (a tree).’

The discontinuous markers occur 10 times in thepsanin some cases one of the
elements is a suffix, and the other is a word éfample 3.6. in chapter 3 from
Yanyuwa where the first elementnyala— is optional and 6.2. from Suppyire where
both morphemes are obligatory). In others, the Brarkonsist of two or more words
(cf. the English example in 6.3.),

(6.2.) Suppyire(Carlson 1994:588)
U a karé Ilwh> ta-cya-ge e
shePRFgo  water{PURPOSE1}seek&.SG{PURPOSE?

‘She went to fetch water.’

(6.3.)In order for himto win, he has to get at least nine votes.

Combinations of free words and affixes occur omhce in the sample and clitics are
completely absent.

count %
free word 95 60,51%
affix 20 31.85%
suffix prefix
combination 2 1.27%
discontinous 10 6.37%
marker
clitic - -
TOTAL 157 100%

(Fig.6.2.)Forms of purpose C-glossen%es

6.2. INSIGHT INTO ORIGINS

6.2.1. Syntactic polyfunctionality and patterns of polysemy

The information on syntactic mono/polyfunctionaldlpurposive c-glossemes,
on which one may draw quite reliable conclusiongarding the most common
grammaticalization pathways of the markers, islabée for 151 of the 165 linkers in
the sample. Initial details on distribution of thearkers in particular categories of
morphological complexity and syntactic polyfunctadity are depicted in (Fig.6.3.).

! Information on the form of the c-glossemes haslwemfirmed for 157 items and so not all of the 165
items are considered in the table.
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Purpose, interestingly, is the first of the anatdlyselations where markers are
more often syntactically polyfunctional than monaftional. At the same time the
number of monomorphemic purpose linkers is twice hagh as that of the
polymorphemic ones. As for both the relations dbscrin the earlier sections, also in
the case of purpose the polymorphemic markers arre ifikely to be monofunctional
syntactically.

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 29 19.21% 69 45.70% 98
polymorphemic 42 27.81% 11 7.28% 53
TOTAL 71 47.02% 80 52.98% 151

(Fig.6.3.) Distribution of c-glossemes of purposeading to
their syntactic mono/polyfunctionality and morphgilcal complexity

More specifically (cf. Fig.6.4.), almost 80% of thelymorphemic markers are
monofunctional. Among the 11 c-glossemes that hpolgsemes/homonyms in other
syntactic categories bimorphemic linkers contribeight items and the trimorphemic
ones — three. Once again we observe that the seieanorphological complexity of
the linkers is correlated with the decrease in Ilo¢ghtotal frequency of the markers and
the number of polysemes/homonyms found among th&e most numerous group are
the bimorphemic linkers which constitute over radlall the polymorphemic markers.

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
2 morphemes 29 54.7% 8 15.0% 37
3 morphemes 9 17.0% 3 5.7% 12
3+ morphemes 4 7.6% - - 4
TOTAL 42 79.3% 11 20.7% 53

(Fig.6.4.) Distribution of syntactic mono- and ploigctionality
in polymorphic purpose c-glossemes

The complexity 2 monofunctionality tendenag also to be observed for the
degree of syntactic polyfunctionality. The polymiogmic markers, as shown in
(Fig.6.5.), have been found to have at most ongspate. At the same time almost one
third of the monomorphemic markers (22 items) shher form with two or more
categories.
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1 additional | 2 additional | 3 additional | 4 additional TOTAL
function functions functions funct ions
monomorphemic a7 16 3 3 69
polymorphemic 11 - - - 11

(Fig.6.5.)Degree of syntactic polyfunctionality of purposglossemes

The analysis of the 80 syntactically polyfunctiomahrkers reveals that the
purpose c-glossemes overlap in form with a var@dtysyntactic, grammaticalrAm
markers) and morphological categories (nominal a&edoal suffixes). The most
frequent group of overlaps, as depicted in (Fig)@6low, is without any doubts the
group of adpositions which occur 34 times and inca%es are the only overlaps of
purpose linkers. The second group, when it comekddotal number of occurrences,
are complementizefsThey are, however, overtaken by case markersomsheir
occurrences in binary overlaps. Apart from thesedltyroups, the presence of adverbs,
verbs, and nouns is also quite noticeable in Hwghfitst and the second column of the
table. The group ofAM markers is as numerous as that of nouns but whemies to
binary overlaps the first one is less frequent. dderhe first 6 groups: adpositions, case
markers, complementizers, verbs, adverbs and nawnmost likely to be recognized
as the most common sources of purpose markers.

] ]]
_I_ occurrences in occurrences in
pccurrences binary overlaps multiple overlaps

1. | ADPOSITION 34 21 13
2. | COMPLEMEMTIZER 19 A 13
3. | CASE 18 16 2
4. | ADVERB 7 3 4
5 | YERB 7 ] 3
B. | MOLM B 5 1
7. | TAM MARKER ] 2 4
MODALITY SLIFFIXES AMND 5 3 3

a. | PARTICLES
9 | COMJUMCTION 3 2 1
10 | RELATIVE CLALISE 3 . 3
1. | MOUN SUFFTX 1 r -
12, | COPLULA 1 1
13. | INFINITIVE MARKER 1 1
14. | ADJECTIVE 1 1
14. | PARTICIFLE MARKER 1 i 1
TOTAL 113 62 51

2 This group includes several items that have baeegorized as markers of direct speech.

152



(Fig.6.6.)Syntactic overlaps of purpose c-glossemes

As in the case of anteriority and causality heom, the grammaticalization
heuristics (cf. section 3.2.9.) are to be applieds, therefore, necessary to analyse in
detail the specific functions/meanings of the catis listed in the table above and add
to it information on semantic mono/polyfunctiongliof the polysemous purpose
linkers.All the necessary details are gathered in (Fig.6.7.

As shown in the table, among binary overlaps ofatbreLINKERpurposetype the
adpositions with benefactive/purpose/for meaniogatribute 11 items, adpositions of
reason 3 and adpositionsrefison/purpose/’for’ 2. Noticeably, while in thesfigroup
1/3 of the markers are semantically polyfunctiotia& same is true about 100% of the
other two. In all of these cases (cf. Fig.6.8.)ab®er circumstantial meaning expressed
by these markers is that OAUSE>

® The possible scenarios of the emergence of thesdaps have been discussed in detail in section
5.2.1
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POLYSEMOUS/

HOMONYMOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF POLYFUNCTIONALITY
CATEGORY
ADPOSITION
Total:34 BINARY OVERLAPS:21 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:13
ADPreason:3 (3) ADP + COMP:2
ADPbenefactive;purpose;’for:11 (4) ADPinstrumental;directional; for’ + COMP:1
ADPreason;purpose;‘for:2 (2) ADP’of’;’for’ + COMP:1
ADP’for’'(temporal):1 ADP + COMP + other:3
ADPdirectional:1 ADPbenefactive+ COMP + MOODobligation:1
ADP:3 (1) ADPreason; benefactive; directional + ADVcomparative + COMP:1(1)
ADP’to’;'for' + COMP + ADJ'full’ + VERB’cause’;'give;’'make’:1 (1)
ADP + VERB (+ other):2
ADPreason + VERB'think:1 (1)
ADPpurpose + VERB'go’ + ASPprospective:1
ADP + other:6
ADPreason;for’ + NOUN’source’;’cause’:1(1)
ADPdirectional + INF:1
ADP’against’ + OBL:1 (1)
ADP’about’ + CASEdative:1
ADPlocative + VERBSUFadhortative:1
ADP’for’ + VERBSUFintentional:1
COMPLEMENTIZER
Total:19 BINARY OVERLAPS:6 (3) MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:13

COMP + REL (+ other):3
COMP + REL:2
COMP + REL + PTCP:1(1)
COMP + ADP (+ other):5
COMP + ADPinstrumental;directional;’for’:1
COMP + ADP’of’;’for:1
COMP + ADPbenefactive + MOODobligation:1
COMP + ADPreason; benefactive; directional + ADVcomparative:1(1)
COMP + ADP'to’;'for’ + ADJfull’ + VERB'cause’;'give’;’make’:1 (1)

154




COMP + other: 5
COMP + VERB’benefit’,'deserve’, ‘be equal to’,'resemble’:1
COMP + OBLQ:1 (1)
COMP + CASEtranslative:1
COMP + FUT + PASThistoric + MOODexhortative:1
COMP + VERBSUFintentional:1

CASE
Total:18

BINARY OVERLAPS:16
CASEdative:7 (3)
CASElocative:2
CASEadessive:1 (1)
CASEallative:2 (1)
CASEinstrumental:1 (1)
CASEinelative:1
CASEgenetive:1 (1)
CASEoblique:1

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2
CASEtranslative + COMP:1
CASEdative + ADP’about’:1

TAM MARKER
Total:6

BINARY OVERLAPS:2
MOODvolitional/potential:1
ASPECTinchaotive:1

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:4
MOODpurpose + FUT + MOODadhortative:1
MOODexhortative + COMP + FUT + PASThistoric:1
MOODobligation + ADPbenefactive + COMP:1
ASPprospective + VERBgo + ADPpurpose:1

VERB
Total:7

BINARY OVERLAPS:3
VERB'think of’;'stick to’:1
VERB’being in the state of":1
VERB'’be so’;’be true’:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:4
VERB'cause’;'give’;’make’ + ADP’to’;'for' + COMP + ADJ'full’:1 (1)
VERB'’benefit’,’deserve’, ‘be equal to’,'resemble’ + COMP:1
VERB'think’ + ADPreason:1 (1)
VERB'go’ + ADPpurpose + ASPprospective:1l
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ADVERB

Total:7 BINARY OVERLAPS:4 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:3
ADVequative:l ADVcomparative + ADPreason; benefactive; directional + COMP:1 (1)
ADVdegree/manner:1 (1) ADV'then’ + CONJ’but:1(1)
ADV’only then’:1 ADP + COP:1
ADV:1
NOUN
Total:6 BINARY OVERLAPS:5 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1

NOUN'manner’;’'way’:2

NOUN'’intention’;'purpose’:1

NOUN'similarity’:1

NOUN’manner’;'likeliness’;'resemblance’:1(1)

NOUN'source’;'cause’ + ADPreason;’for’:1(1)

VERBAL SUFFIXES

AND

MODALITY MARKERS
Total:5

BINARY OVERLAPS:2

VERBSUFintentional:1
OPTATIVE(particle):1

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:3

VERBSUFintentional + ADP’for’:1
VERBSUFintentional + COMP:1
VERBSUFadhortative + ADPlocative:1

CONJUNCTION
Total:3

BINARY OVERLAPS:2
CONJ’but’:1 (1)
CONJ'or:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1 (1)
CONJ'but’ + ADV'then’

RELATIVE CLAUSE
MARKER
Total:3

BINARY OVERLAPS:0

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:3
REL + COMP: 2
REL + COMP + PTCP:1 (1)

(Fig.6.7.) Details of syntactic overlaps of purposglossemes

The conventions of data presentation are the sardesxribed for (Fig.4.7.) in chapter 4.
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The adpositional meaning of purpose, benefactiveresl reason occur also
relatively frequently in multiple overlaps (lastlemn of Fig.6.7.). In this group, 5 of
the adpositions that express the meaning of pur@oslor benefit overlap with
complementizers. The pathway of grammaticalizatiboomplementizers into purpose
linkers has already been mentioned in section 3lZr@at the problem in more detail
later on in this section and so here | wish to mdmanly that, according to the
unidirectionality hypothesis, we might expect thiie ADP-COMP-LINKERpurpose
overlap came about either through grammaticalinadifoan adposition separately into a
complementizer and purpose marker (polygrammatiat¢in}:

COMP

ADP /

LINKERpurp

or through the following grammaticalization chain:
ADP > COMP - LINKERpurpose

The analysis of the collected material provideslence also for other complex
scenarios of polygrammaticalization involving puspdinkers. Two of the scenarios —
suggested by the configuration of overlaps of thagWd c-glossemetuale
(NOUN’source’;’cause’ADPreason; for:LINKER) and Eipo markertennen (VERB'think -
ADPreasorLINKER) — have been discussed in section 6.2.1. Fourihelude linkers
with multiple overlaps including verbs and verbaffixes. The first to be discussed
here is the Akama/amaword (cf. Fig.6.8.)which, in addition to being a marker of
circumstantial relations of purpose and result, besn reported to act also as a verb
‘cause’/'give’/'make’, adposition 'to’;'for’, adjetive 'full’ and complementizer.

purpose linker syntactic overlap semantic overlap
Sango ngbangati ADPreason CAUSE
Hausa sobo da/soboda ADPreason CAUSE
Hausa domin/don ADPreason CAUSE
Japanese tame ADPreason;purpose CAUSE

ADPreason;'for’ +

Dagur tuale NOUN'source’'cause’ CAUSE, CONC

Eipo tennen ADPreason + VERB'think’ CAUSE

Kanuri -ro ADPbenefacti\_/e;reason;directionality + | CAUSE, COCOND,
ADVcomparative + COMP SUBSTI

Eipo ate ADPreason;'for’ CAUSE

* For discussion on the development of complemenstizeit of adpositions see Heine and Kuteva
2007:92-93.
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Arabic San’ani ‘“ala sibb ADP’for’ CAUSE
Arabic San’ani ‘asibb ADP’for’ CAUSE
Sanqo ten&ti ADP’for’ CAUSE
English for ADPbenefactive;purpose CAUSE
Ndyuka fu/fi ADP’of’;’for’ + COMP COND
Nisga’a A ADP SIOVER, SIDUR
S ANTE, SIOVER,
Gola wee ADP’against’ + OBL CAUSE
English so ADVdegree/manner RESULT
, , - RESULT, CAUSE,
Au -te 2E\D/ :her; + ng;;ut | COND
'to’,'for’ + ‘cause’;'give’;
Akan ma/ama ‘make' + ADIIUL + COMP RESULT
Ket -dinta/-dita CASEadessive CAUSE
Basque -ra CASEallative COND
Konso é CASEdative CAUSE
Burushaski -ar CASEdative ANTE
Galo be CASEdative MANNER
Krongo ma- CASEgenetive CAUSE
Dagur -eer/-aar/-ier/-oor CASEinstrumental PRERER, SUBSTI
Estonian et COMP general c-glosseme
Warlpiri yunga/yinga/yunu COMP CAUSE
Galo amla(a) COMP CAUSE
Paiwan tu COMP + OBL CAUSE, MANNER
SE Tepehuan na COMP + REL + PTCP general c-glosseme
Yami ta CONJor CAUSE
Kayah Li ma VERB'’be so’; ‘be true’ general c-glosseme
Japanese noni CONJ’but’ CONC
Khwe -ko ASPcontinuative;inchoative;completive | general c-glosseme

Japanese yoo

NOUN’manner’;likeliness’;
‘resemblance’

COMPAR

Lezgian -wal

NOUNSUFabstract

MANNER

(Fig.6.8.)Syntactically and semantically polyfunctional puspanarkers

It is interesting that in Akan (cf. Fig.6.8. andgdission in Balmer and Grant 1942:169-
171) the concept of reason (‘to cause’), benefantgs (‘to give’) and result (‘to
make’) surfaces already at the level of verb. Ae thdpositional level the
purposive/benefactive sense is also clearly presdm complementizer might have
developed from either the verb or the adpositios.fér the presence of adjective in
this overlap, we cannot be sure whether it is @t or not. What is quite clear,
however, is that the verb must have been therfode in this grammaticalization chain
(cf. unidirectionality hypothesis discussed in s®tt3.2.3.) It might have developed
into ADP andCOMP separately or first intebP and from there into a complementizer.
The function of linking circumstantial clauses megve entered the picture either by
the reanalysis of the adposition or the complementilf we assume, following the
unidirectionality hypothesis that there was a pathwf development which started
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from the reanalysis of verb and lead through theeld@pment of adpositions and/or
complementizers to the clause linkers it still gives four possibilities as for the further
stages, including scenarios of polygrammaticalirgti

VERB’cause’;'give’;'make’> APD'to’,'for > COMP-> LINKERpurpose

VERB’cause’;'give’;'make’> APD'to’,'for - COMP

T LINKERpurpose
APD'to’,'for’ - LINKERpurpose

VERB’cause’; give’;'make

-
\

-
\

APD’to’,for’

VERB’cause’;'give’;'make’
COMP > LINKERpurpose

A polygramaticalization scenario, as has alreaddnlsaid in 3.2.5, emerges also from
the analysis of the Rama morpherbhargwhich, in addition to being a purpose linker,
serves also the function of adposition of purpoasgb ‘go’, prospective aspect and
imperative marker. It is plausible that the procedspolygrammaticalization is
responsible also for two other overlaps involvinglp@sitions: ADPlocative-
VERB_SUFadhortativé INKERpurpose polyfunctionality of the Lepchaka c-glosseme
(Plaisier 2006:125-126) ansbpP’for’- VERBSUFintentionalLINKERpurposeoverlap of the
Santalilagit/lagat’ marker (Ghosh 2008). The intentional and adhedatheanings
developed most likely from verbs on a verb-to-affiine as discussed by Hopper and
Traugott (2003:1119.It is also possible that the same verbs gavetsisiee adpositions
of location and purpose/benefit respectively. Whetthe c-glosseme developed from
the adpositions or from the verbal suffixes is, beer, not clear.

With the Lepcha example we have entered the topedpositional functions
other than purpose/benefit/reason which overlap \Wwitkers of purpose. Apart from

®> As Heine and Kuteva notice: “The primary sourcepoépositions and postpositions is provided by
nouns (...). But verbs, as well, are a common souwfc@adpositions” (2007:71). See also further
discussion ibidem on verbs giving rise to adposgti¢pages 71-73) and complementizers (pages 76-77)
as well as on the development of complementizersfadpositions (pages 92-93).

® Note that both the intentional and adhoratativefions are often fulfilled by mood markers. Howeve

in the two cases evoked here the two suffixes leen categorized as verbal, derivational suffixeb a
have been treated separately from modal categories.
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the two single adposition with the meaning of ‘aba@and ‘to’/for’ there are four
occurrences of directional adpositions — one itenthie column discussing binary
overlaps, and three items on the list of multiplertaps. Since the concept of
directionality is clearly related to that of goaldabenefit/recipient but is less abstract
than the latter one (cf. less abstrazt more abstract development assumption), the
reconstruction of the grammaticalization path stigubbably look as follows:

ADPdirectionality & ADP’for’) - LINKERpurpose

Summarizing the discussion so far we can then odecthat the adpositions
that are most common sources of purpose markerth@se expressing the meaning of
purpose/benefit, reason and directionality. It tabe remembered, however, that the
ADPreason-LINKERpurpose  overlap may be epiphenomena of the
LINKERcausality> LINKERpurposedevelopment (see also section 5.2.1.).

The second most numerous group of overlaps of perptarkers, comprises, as
listed in (Fig.6.6.), complementizet©ne of the most general cross-linguistic findings
relevant for the topic analysed here is that “hatlative and complement clauses can
develop into adverbial clauses while a developnretite opposite direction is unlikely
to happen” (Heine and Kuteva 2007:252). The datllected provide additional
evidence to an already rich body of works mentignriomplementizers giving rise to
markers of purpose clauses (see section 3.2.8.pngnthe 19COMP-LINKERpurpose
overlaps listed in (Fig.6.6.) 6 are binary overlapsvo of them express also the
circumstantial meaning of causality (cf. Fig.6.&nd so we may put forward a
hypothesis that the grammaticalization chain lockedollows:

COMP- LINKERpurpose> LINKERcausality

The situation becomes more complicated in the césaultiple overlaps involving
complementizers. The majority of the categoriesoagzanying complementizers in
(Fig.6.7.) (especially adpositions, verbs and nralegdrs) are likely sources of clause
linkers on their own but it is equally plausible aththey developed into
complementizers which in turn became reanalysedaakers of circumstantial clauses.
The third category that the linkers of purpose nuftgn overlap with are case
markers. Aikhenvald, in the paper on polyfunctiagyabf case marker which has been
already referred to on numerous occasions so f#icas that “dative or purposive
marking on a noun phrase tends to have a purposeasning when used as a clause
linker” (2008:594). Indeed, in my study dative casarkers have been found to

" The distinction between a complementizer and averial modifier (subordinator, linker) is not
always easy. | choose to follow here the rule afih: if a clause is used as an obligatory argunitist,
analysed as a complement clause; if it is an optiomodifier of the verb in the main clause, it is a
circumstantial clause.
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contribute almost half of all the cases of bin@ansELINKERpurposeoverlaps. In three
cases these grammatical overlaps are accompaniedrbgntic overlaps — the dative
case markers are also used as exponents of thmmetd anteriority in Burushaski,
manner in Galo, and cause in Konso (cf. Fig.6-Bhe second significant contribution
of case markers as potential sources of purpodessagmes comes from those that
express concepts related to location and/or movenselch as locatives, allatives,
addessives and inelatives. This phenomena hada&soreported by Aikhenvald (see
section 3.2.8.).

The fourth group of the most common syntactic apmsllisted in (Fig.6.6.) is
the broad category ofaM markerss The grammaticalization ofAM markers into
markers of interclausal relations has not beenudsed in cross-linguistic studies on
grammaticalization yet. What we do know from tymgpéal studies is that aspect
markers develop into markers of tense rather then dther way round (see the
insightful study by Bybee et al. 1994). Hengeveatdhis recent paper (forthcoming),
reveals also that mood markers can develop both tense markers and aspectual
categories, while Bybee and Dahl (1989) as welPabkner (1986:216-218), indicate
that future tense may develoyer alia from verbs with the modal content of intention
or volition, modality of obligation.

Some of the evidence collected in the course ofr@sgarch seems to suggest
that over time certaifAM markers associated with one proposition (on thesbaf
their salient semantic properties and through the& in a context of another SoA)
become reanalysed as exponents of circumstantatiors. In (Fig.6.7.) five mood
classes (volitional, adhortative, exhortative abtigation) as well as two tense classes
(future and historical past), and two aspectuasga (inchoative and prospective) have
been mentioned. Almost all of these categories rttaglactivity/state as yet unrealized
(future). All the mood markers are, moreover, dieaelated to the concept of goal. |
believe that these two properties: future referesmog underlying meaning of purpose
are the basis on which thieam markers may develop to mark SoA as being a deliber
consequence of another SoA. A good example of sleslelopment is the Polish

purpose subordinatdy, which is identical to a volitional/potential moatarker:
(6.4a) Polish

Kasia posz-t-a-by na spacer
Kate g®ST-3SG.F-VOLIT for walkSGACC

‘Kate would (eagerly) go for a walk.’

8 It is not my intention here to enter the discussia the distinctions between these three categarid
within them — a topic that has been covered byentlumes (see Comrie 1976 and 1985, Palmer 1986,
Dahl 1985 and 2000, Dahl and Bybee 1989, Bybeel.e194 and for additional references also
Timberlake 2007:332-333) and still is not free a@ntoversy. Here | focus on the meanings and
functions of particular categories rather than loa fabels which | simply repeat after the authdrs o
particular grammars.

® For more detailed discussion see Pisarkowa 19841%8.
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(6.4b) Polish

Tomek zosta-t Z dzimi,
Tom stapsST.3.M with childPL.INS

by Kasia mog-t-a pdj na spacer
PURPOSE Kate canPST-3.SG.FgoINF for walkACC

‘Tom stayed with children so that Kateuld go for a walk.’

The Vitu marker kata/koto/kutu/kete/kitialso provides an interesting example of
reanalysis of functionslt may be used tdindicate a future event, usually with
deliberate or volitional overtones” (van den Bengl 8achet 2006:115) as in

(6.5a) Vitu (van den Berg and Bachet 2006:116

Hau kata  vano kara ruma kuari
1.SG FUT go to house that

‘I am going to that house.’

in adhortative function:

(6.5b) (ibidem:117)

To kata hani-al
1DU.INCL ADHORT eat3SG

‘Let's eat him!"

and finally, as a purpose linker:

(6.5¢) (ibidem)
la e varidinga-ni-au kata mai
3SG REAL.3SG forceTR-1SG {PURPOSE come

‘She forced me to come.’

In the case of multiple overlaps it is, obvioushgt easy to indicate with
certainty what the exact grammaticalization pathsvawas, but if we were to use
typological arguments as presented in Bybee and 2889) and Palmer (1986:216-
218), we could suggest that the purpose linker Idpee from the reanalysis of the use
of kataas a future marker. As for the other examples oltiple overlaps involving
TAM markers which have been listed in (Fig.6i7)s not possible to reconstruct the
grammaticalization pathways since what we are dgalith is a complex set afam
categories and categories which have been attastedmmon sources of c-glossemes:
complementizers and adpositions.

We may refer the ideas concernimgM markers presented here to another
group of purpose overlaps: verbal suffixes of mibgahnd modal particles. It is
reasonable to assume that the linkers developedfaolese modality morphemes along
similar lines as hypothesized for thew markers. The examples from Retuara
exemplify the modal and clause linking functionglod €ra suffix:
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(6.6a) Retuar&Strom, personal communication)

Parua ki-ba.aérd baa-yu
banana3SG.MeatiNTEN doPRS

‘He is about to eat the banana.’
(6.6b) (Strom 1992:17p

ki-re da-wapahe.a kopereka ki-ta.&&
3SG.M-TERM  3Pipay-PST 3SG.Mguard{ PURPOSE

They paid him to guard the door.’

The role of verbs (especially of the verb ‘say’) time grammaticalization of clause
linkers of purpose has often been emphasized ifitdrature on grammaticalizatidfi.
In the data set analysed here we find, as depinté€ig.6.7.), the verb of motion ‘go’,
a verb with the stative meaning ‘being in a stdteteo instances of the verb ‘think’,
as well as verbs with other meanings cognitiveliatesl to goal/purpose: ‘benefit’,
‘give’, ‘cause’ (the verb ‘say’ does not occur apayseme of any of the markers, but,
as shown in section 6.2.2. it is a common buildifagk of polymorphemic markers). It
is reasonable to conclude that in all these casegas these verbs that triggered
grammaticalization processes. The purpose linkéghtrhave developed either directly
from the verbs or through the agency of adpositiand/or complementizers. The
diagram below illustrates all the possibilities:

VERB E > | INKER
v
CoM

Moreover, in some cases (such as trErRB'think’-ADPreason-LINKER overlap) the
meaning of purpose might have arisen from an eiiers the meaning of a causality
marker as it has been discussed in chapter 5.

The next group of polysemes/homonyms mentionedrign§.6.) and described
in detail in (Fig.6.7.) is the group of adverbsislfformed by two items with temporal
meaning and three labelled ‘equative’, ‘manner/degand ‘comparison’ respectively.
The temporal adverbs together with some of the TiAlkers described above appear
to form one group of sources of purpose markerspteal concepts (cf. the list of
sources of purpose linkers presented in SchmidtkaeB009 quoted in section 3.2.8.)
The concepts expressed by the other three advésbscanstitute, as scrutinized in

10 ¢f. discussion in section 3.2.8.
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section 6.3,a part of a bigger phenomenon. On the whole, howeatveeems that
adverbs are rather uncommon sources of purposeréink

The last syntactic category that definitely shaubd be left unmentioned here is
nouns. They occur in the sample 6 times and posseasety of meanings: ‘manner’,
‘way’, ‘intention’, ‘purpose’, ‘similarity’, ‘likeliness’, ‘resemblance’, ‘source’ and
‘cause’. This very interesting and compact set ey us also with examples of
affinity between the concept of purpose and mararat, purpose and cause. In 5 of the
6 overlaps there is no synchronic evidence forgmates acting as mediators between
nouns and purpose linkers. The only example thggessts such mediation is the Dagur
tuale linker which is polysemous/homonymous with the n@ource’/'cause’ and the
adposition reason/for’. As pointed out in secti6r2.1. this marker may act as an
exponent of the relation of purpose and causafitthough it is quite clear that the
order of grammaticalization was

NOUN> ADP-> LINKER

it is not obvious whether both the semantic fundioof causality and purpose
developed from the adposition or whether one afntigave rise to the other one.

The picture of grammaticalization pathways emerdmg the analysis here is
quite complex. On the one hand it is clear that dhgegories that most often were
reanalysed as markers of purpose are: adpositaomaplementizers, case markers,
verbs and nouns. On the other hand, in many casemaevnot able to determine which
of the categories was the immediate predecesdtedinker. The main reason for that
is that all these categories exhibit “rich gramaltzation behaviour” (Heine and
Kuteva 2007:87) and consequently, even having stgghthe argumentation presented
here with typological evidence reported in otherdsts, in many cases it is still
difficult to predict the order of emergence of partar meanings/functions. Hence, in
the diagram below | endeavour to depict the mosmmon sources of
grammaticalization of purpose markers as emergiog fthe analysis comprising the
broader grammaticalization perspective at the dame
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ADPOSITION
. benefactive, purposive.reason

iy “\a CLAUSE MARKER /

~ OF CAUSALITY

n
COMPLEMENTIZER

A J

HIWASSOTI-D ASOdANd

VERB >
T It 1 L o
(go'think'/say) —————u_ ] \USE MARKER P il

OF CAUSALITY

CASE MARKER .
dative, locative(s) B TT—— /

OF CAUSATITY
NOUN >
(‘purpose’, 'similarity’, 'source’)
_‘ﬁ_"“—* CLAUSE MAREER A/

OF CAUSALITY

(Fig.6.9.)Reconstruction of the most common sources of parpuerkers
and pathways of grammaticalization suggested byrerial analysed

The dotted lines mark a pathway which is only végseggested by the material collected
but has been discussed in more detail in otherietudhe possibility that some of the
purpose markers might have developed directly fcammsality markers is marked by green
arrows, and the possibility that purpose linkennedo mark the relation of causality — by
double-sided arrows. Since there was no clear trfemdspecific verbal or nominal
meanings to occur more frequently than others,higs¢ two categories the meanings
encountered in the dataset are put in brackets.

6.2.2. Polymorphemic markers and their internal str  ucture

As reported in section 6,Jamong the 84 languages in the sample we find 53
polymorphemic markers including phrasal c-glosse(Ges) and inflected verbs (6.8).

(6.7.) Polish

Zadzwoni-t na policg w cel-u
callPsT.3m for policeACC {in goalABL >PURPOSE

zgtosz-eni-a kradzig
reportNMLZ-GEN  theft-GEN.SG

‘He called police in order to report the theft.’
(6.8.) LezgianHaspelmath 1993:393)

Wun masa-ur.u-laj usal Xa
YOUABS otherSBST.PL-SREL poor NEG-be-OPT

luhuz, za wiri
{sayDAT/INFCONV/IMPRFCONV->PURPOSE |.ERG all

zehmet-ar wun patak’ugwa-zwa
work-PL YOU.ABS for pull-IMPRF

‘I am doing all the work for you so that you mayt he poorer than others.’ (lit.
‘...saying: May you not be poorer than others’)
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The majority of the polymorphemic markers are, hesve non-phrasal c-
glossemes. Some of them have quite complex intestmatture incorporating more
than 3 morphemes. One of such complex fossilizgibssemes has been found in
Supyire. In that Mali language there exists thecaliginuesba...nd marker used in
clauses of comparison. It appears also in purpesses but, as Carlson explains:

to function as purpose clauses théwa.[.né clauses — A.M.] must have a distinctive

internal structure consisting of an initial potahtclause with the verpyi ‘do’, 'be’,

followed by a same subject subjunctive clause (The entire two clauses structure is
bracketed by subordinatofsa andmé.’ (1994:587)

The use oba...nd in a comparison clause is exemplified in (6.9a) ana purpose
clause in (6.98}

(6.9a) SupyirdCarlson 1994:569)
Ba pi  sanmpii aye ne yil gl  m-pyi amuni
like they OTHERS.DEFbe like you.PL POT FUT-be thus
‘Like the others are, you would be like that.’
(6.9b) (ibidem:587-588)
Pi ba wige turu ba pi gu pyi
theyPROG holeDEF dig/MPRF{PURPOSE1} they POT FUT-{PURPOSEZ2}

si Iwh> ta mé
SBJV water ge{PURPOSES3}

‘They are digging the hole in order to get water.’

The internal structure of all the 53 polymorphemmarkers has been depicted
schematically in (Fig.6.10.). It is clear from tkable that adpositions are the most
common group of incorporated elements. As in thayais of polysemes presented in
the previous section, we note here, too, that thegquency is highest for
benefactive/purpose and locative adpositions, whieh followed by those encoding
directionality and possessiveness. Interestinglly 6 of the 18 adpositions occur with
nouns. Hindi, Yanyuwa and Supyire provide us wiamaples of combinations of
adpositions and case markers but only for the fiassiguage the c-glosseme is

M The history behind the origin of this c-glosseneedmes even more interesting when we look at the
atomic meanings, as Carlson explains: “the subatiig morphemeba andmé which enclose the entire
clause are odd to say the least. They seem todngidgdl in form to the negative identifiba ‘it is not’

and the clause final negative markef’ (1994: 568). The following example illustrateschua usage of
these two markers:

Mu wa  ba !
your POSS it.is.not NEG
‘It isn’t yours.’
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continuous for the other two the structures areatisnuous (discontinuity is marked
by italicizing the language name).

Nouns occur in the table 13 times: 5 of them anensoreason’ and ‘matter’.
As we might expect all of the c-glossemes incorfiogathese nouns are used also as
exponents of the relation of causality. This faa e used to support the assumption
that the purposive meanings of these linkers deeelofrom their original causal
meanings. Other nouns listed in (Fig.6.10.) aredéor (occurring three times in
English), ‘place’ (in Didinga), 'side’ (in Lezgian)habit'’/’custom’/practice’ (in
Hausa) and two whose semantic affinity with purpasespecially interesting: the
already mentioned in (Fig.6.8.) Japanese 'mantikgliness’/resemblance’ noun and
the Polish word for ‘goal’.

It has been said in the previous section that vealy’/'tell’, which is often
mentioned in the context of grammaticalization ofgose markers, has not occurred as
a polyseme of any of the c-glossemes in the sanfplan (Fig.6.10.) we can see,
however, that with 8 occurrences this verb clealthe most common building block
of polymorphemic purpose linket$.Notably, the verb occurring in the Sangoeti
linker is polysemous with the noun ‘word’/speechtdacomplementizef’ The chain of
polysemes is itself an interesting example of gratmalization where the
phonological form of the original source has besrserved despite the reanalysis of its
function/meaning. Other verbs that have been redotb be incorporated in the
structure of polymorphemic markers include ‘sef’ I(eti), ‘do’/’be’ (in Supyire) and
‘reach’/'arrive’ in Khwe. The last one is especgyalélling example that there exists an
affinity between the concept of purpose and that afotion towards a clearly defined
destination.

Meanings/functions related to the concept of pugpase also to be found
among the case markers, andv and modality markers listed in the table. This
includes: dative and locative markers, morphemeéls wolitional, intentional, optative
and potential meanings. Demonstrative and complérega also occur on several
occasions as material incorporated in the polymemgb purpose markef§.Adverbs,
on the other hand, are less common — 3 of the Gromaces have been contributed by
the English markersso and as. The remaining two (coming from Meyah and
Southeastern Tepehuan) are temporal adverbs vetinganing of ‘then’.

Finally, in 4 languages: Boko, Japanese, KonsoSuppyire, we encounter c-
glossemes incorporating markers which may themsekb@ as a c-glosseme. In

12 Haspelmath explains how the verb ‘say’ in its ceniwal form became reanalysed as purpose marker in
Lezgian: ‘the purpose meaning arises in the follmmivay: A does B, saying: May C do D!” gives rise
to “A does B in order for C to do D" (HaspelmatB93:393). The functioning of the idiomatic form is
exemplified in (6.8.) above.

13 This fact was pointed out to me by Christina Tletitn

% This includes the English polysemous wdhdt, which serves both the functions.
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Japanese and Konso, these morphemes, if used iorothe would be semantically
polyfunctional. When they form a part of a polymoemic c-glosseme, the complex
linker unambiguously encodes the relation of pugpos

The analysis of patterns of polysemy in the previ®ections has been
concluded with a list of categories that appeab&othe most common sources of
purpose markers. The same categories: adpositans)s, verbsTAM and modality
markers as well as case markers and complementizagpear frequently also in the
material analysed in this sectibtiThe particular meanings/concepts of these categori
also reoccur. We may therefore conclude that perpoarkers arise from a variety of
sources whose conceptual content is organized drothe ideas of goal,
purpose/benefit, reason, intention, location, dioeality and movement towards a
goal.

In comparison to the set presented in Heine andewui2007, see section
3.2.8.) my list of sources of purpose linkers isrenaliverse and the pathways
reconstructed are, on many occasions, more complexoutcome of the analysis has
also certain advantages over the list of “develaptaidrajectories of purpose clauses”
given in Schmidtke-Bode (2009) and summarized ctice 3.2.8. Firstly, it identifies
the specific syntactic categories from which therkees develop in the world’'s
languages. Secondly, it presents a more exhadstivénd thirdly, it gives us an idea
about the origin of clause linkers themselves, naking the issue with the
development of purposive constructions in genaial.

15 Note also, that in both the analysis of polysemy the incorporated material adverbs turned outeto
rather a marginal category.
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ADP

ADV

NOUN

VERB

‘for'/benefactive/purpose

locative

directionality

possessive

other

ADP+other

degree/manner/quantity

‘then’

‘order’

‘reason’

‘matter’

other

NOUN + VERB + COMP

‘say'/'word'/'speech’

‘say'/'talk’

other

TAM AND MODALITY
MARKERS

CASE

POSSparticle/marker

DEM

COMP

REL

general)

causality,

C-GLOSSEME

(c
ppurpose,g

p:

OTHER

NOT KNOWN

Arabic (2)

Baure (3)

Basque (2)

Boko (2)

e (c)

Didinga (2)

English (3)

English (2)

English (3)

English (4)

English (3)

+* +

Estonian (2)

Galo (2)

+ (Dat)

Galo (2)

Hausa (2)

Hatam (2)

o (talk)

Hatam (4)

o (talk)

Hatam (3)

o (talk)

Hatam (3)

Hindi (3)

o (Oblq.)

Japanese (2)

*(9)

Japanese (2)

e (Gen.)

Japanese (2)

Japanese (2)

Ket (2)

Ket (3)

e (Addess.)

Khwe (2)

Khwe (2)

Konso (2)

+ (p)

Lezgian (2)

e (Superess.)

Lezgian (2)

o ('say’)

Lezgian (2)

e (‘'say)
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2 3
Leti (2) ° °
Lillooet (2) X
Maale (2) e (Dat.) °
Mandarin (3) ° X
Mayogo (2) . °
Meyah (3) [ [ .
Nivkh (2) o (Dat.) °
Nivkh(2) ++ (p)
Polish (2) ° .
Polish (2) ° °
Polish (4) [ ° ° °
Polish (3) ° ° °
Polish (3) . ° e (Loc.)
SE Tepehuan (2) [ °
Sango (2) . °
Sango (2) ° .
Santali (2) e ('say") o (Instr.)
Supyire (5) . o0 o0
Supyire (2) . e (Loc.)
Supyire (2) ° e (Loc.)
Tamil (2) e (‘'say’) °
Yanyuwa (2) . o (Allative)
5 5 2 2 4 3 2 3 3 2 5 8 3
18 5 5 13 1 11 11 12 2 3 5 |2 5 29 5

(Fig.6.10.)Material incorporated in polymorphemic purpose asgemes
The conventions of data presentation are the samdesxribed for (Fig.4.10.) in chapter 4; shaymbol means the item is a borrowing.

The points in the columns labelled ‘otheg described below. The '+’ syrﬁbol in the descoptmeans that the morpheme is polysemous.
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. Category ADP columnther. ADP without a meaning reported for Arabic; ADFPsea/purpose for Japanese; ADPsource for Meyah;
ADD’after'/locative/purpose for Polish.

. Category ADP + OTHER: ADPdirectionality and INF fll the English markers; ADP and NMLZ for botlatdm markers.

. Category NOUN columother. NOUN’place’ for Didinga; NOUN’habit'/'practice’€ustom’ for Hausa; NOUN'manner’/'likeliness’/'reséance’ for
Japanese; NOUN'side’ for Lezgian; NOUN'goal’ forlRa.

. Category VERB columother. VERB'arrive’/'reach’ for Khwe; VERB’see’ for LetiVERB'do’/’'be’ for Supyire.

. Category TAM AND MODALITY: optative particle for ke VERBSUFintentional + COMP for the first Khwe kier, and VERBSUFintentional + COMP and
ASPcontinous/completive/inchoative for the second;@orist suffix or aorist converb/infinitive faezgian; MOODvolitional for all 4 Polish markersyJF

and AUXpotential for Supyire.

. Category OTHER: ABS,EMP,ATTR for Baure; NMLZ for 8gue; ANA for the first Hatam marker, ANA and IN& the second one, ANA for the third one
and NMLZ for the last one; ADV + COP for all Japaeenarkers; CASEtranslative + COMP for the first Karker and INANIM for the second one; SEQ for
Leti; CASEdative + INF + ADVLZ for Lezgian, FOC, DHor Lillooet; ABS for Maale; COP and NMLZ + RElif Mandarin; NMLZ for Nivkh;
CONJ'and’;’but’ for both Polish markers; two negatdor Suppyire; COMP + PTCP for Tamil; COMP + Rfélc SE Tepehuan.
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6.3. SEMANTIC POLYFUNCTIONALITY AND COGNITIVE AFFIN ITY

Among the 150 purpose c-glossemes which have beem godes for their
semantic mono/polyfunctionality in the databasea#®used to express more than one
circumstantial relation. The majority of them, asident from (Fig.6.11.), are
monomorphemic linkers. The bimorphemic semanticadblyfunctional items are
almost three times less frequent and the trimorphiemarkers exhibit the
polyfunctionality only in 2 of 12 cases.

semantically semantically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 63 42.00% 34 22.67% 97
2 morphemes 24 16.00% 13 8.66% 37
3 morphemes 10 6.67% 2 1.33% 12
3+ morphemes 4 2.67% - - 4
TOTAL 101 67.34% 49 32.67% 150

(Fig.6.11.) Distribution of c-glossemes of purpaseording to their semantic
mono/polyfunctionality and morphological complexity

Again, the data show that the complext#y monofunctionality tendency holds
both for syntactic (see section 6.2.1.) and serogatiyfunctionality of c-glossemes.

As depicted in (Fig.6.12.), the ratio of monofuno@l and polyfunctional
markers in monomorphemic and bimorphemic c-glossemealmost identical. The
share of polymorphemic linkers, however, decreaggsficantly for the trimorphemic
markers and is completely absent from the groupnafkers made of 4 and more
markers.

100% -

80% -

60%

40% -

20%+

0%

monomorph. polymorph. (2) polymorph. (3)  polymorph. (3+)

‘l semantically monofunctional O semantically polyfunctional ‘

(Fig.6.12.)Ratio of semantically monofunctional and polyfunogél markers
in purpose c-glossemes with different morphologazahplexity
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When we move to the analysis of degree of polyfonelity (Fig.6.13.),
however, one element may surprise us — the fattthieae is a sudden increase in the
degree of polyfunctionality in the middle part dfettable. The c-glossemes with a
scope over 4 relatiom®nstitute over 22% of all the polyfunctional maskerhile those
with a scope over three relations are significaleds common.

scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over 4 scope over 5+
relations relations relations relations TOTAL
count 27 3 11 8 49
% 55.10% 6.12% 22.45% 16.33% 100%

(Fig.6.13.) Degree of semantic polyfunctionalitypefrpose c-glossemes

10 of these 11 markers with scope over 4 relattwsasmonomorphemic and the
remaining one is bimorphemic as the detailed thelew (Fig.6.14.) shows. In fact,
among the markers that have scope over purposenarglthan one other relation, this
is the only example of a polymorphemic marker uasdan exponent of a variety of
circumstantial glossemes. All the general c-glosserfmarkers with scope over 5
relations) are, unsurprisingly, monomorphemic. Thaithough the numbers do not
decrease gradually for the monomorphemic linkerserwwe put together the data
presented in (Fig.6.11.) and (Fig.6.14.), it is aclethat the complexity—>
monofunctionality tendency remains valid for polymizemic markers of purpose too.

scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over 4 scope over 5+
relations relations relations relations
count % count % count % count %
monomorphemic 13 26.53% 3 6.12% 10 20.41% 8 16.33%
2 morphemes 12 24.49% - - 1 2.04% - -
3 morphemes 2 4.08% - - - - - -

(Fig.6.14.)Distribution of c-glossemes of purpose according to
their degree of polyfunctionality and morphologicamplexity

In the materials analysed, the purpose markers haea found to share their
form with a total of 14 other circumstantial retats. The rank table (Fig.6.15.) begins
with the relation of causality which overlaps wgirpose 30 times. It contributes more
than half of all the overlaps and almost 65% oflilmary overlaps. The following three
relations — result, manner and conditionality aeléss frequent occurring only 5 to 3
times. Moreover, even taken together they compoisly one third of the binary
overlaps that causality contributes. Finally, wed& emphasize that there are also 8
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general c-glossemes reported to have scope overeligon of purpose. They have
been added at the bottom of the list.

The fact that the last 10 relations in the tablevab(fromSIOVER downwards)
contribute on average only 1.6 overlaps, and tlatenof them occurs in binary
overlaps with purpose more than once is a goodgnoeason to assume that they are
only remotely related to purpose. For this reabmsé¢ which occur at the end of the list
are not to be considered a significant elemenhefrtetwork which is reconstructed in
(Fig.6.16.).

occurrences in binary overlaps
occurrences
of overlaps percentage of the
count total number of
binary overlaps (34)

CAUSE 30 22 64.71%
RESULT 5 3 8.83%
MANNER 4 2 5.88%
COND 3 2 5.88%
SIOVER 3 - -
ANTE 2 1 2.94%
CONC 2 1 2.94%
SIDUR 2 - -
SUBSTI 2 -
COMPAR 1 1 2.94%
IMMANTE 1 1 2.94%
TAQUEM 1 1 2.94%
COCOND 1 - -
PREFER 1 - -

TOTAL 58 34 100%
general c-glossemes 8
TOTAL including 66
general c-glossemes

(Fig.6.15.) Summary of semantic overlaps of catyselglossemes

The convention of data presentation are the sarfar é8ig.4.15.) in chapter 4.
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One of the thoughts that come to mind immediatdtgnvwe look at (Fig.6.16.)
is that the network of semantic affinities of puspomarkers appears to be far less
complicated than that of anteriority and causaBgsides a relatively low number of
overlaps, almost all of the circumstantial meaniagsorganized around the concept of
cause’® The fact that many of them do not occur in binamerlaps with purpose
strongly suggests that they might have enteredsdneantic space of purpose markers
indirectly. This is most probably the explanatian the presence of temporal relations
of anteriority and simultaneity overlagIOVER) in the diagram. Both of them have
been discussed in detail in section 6.3. as caghytivery close to causality and it is
most likely through the overlap with causality thia¢y entered the semantic space of
purpose. | believe that the relation of simultaneitiration 6IDUR) also entered the
space indirectly — through the affinity with thdateon of temporal overlap (for this
point see section 4.3.). This is to say that tles@mnce oSIDUR-PURPOSEOVerlap can
be explained by the affinity chain whes®VERis related to botsIDUR andCAUSE but
PURPOSHS cognitively close only to the second bhe

/v SIDUR
SIOVER

The second cluster of overlaps involves relatiors cause, result and

U8E ——» PURPOSE

conditionality. The affinity between the first tvamd purpose has been discussed in the
previous chapter. It has been said (see sectiohtha it is the more general concept
of consequence that brings these two relationghegeThe same concept licenses the
presence of conditionality in trRESULT-CAUSE-COND-PURPOSECluster, as well as in
binaryPURPOSECOND overlaps. Let us look at the following two seriest

(6.10a) If you want to open the door you have to press thteru

(6.10b) In order to open the door you have to press the button

The SoA expressed in the apodosis in (6.10a) ienstobd as a condition for the SoA
in the protasis to occur and the event of the dampening is to be seen as a
consequence. Through the use of the modal vertolition (‘will') the conditional
clause can be read exactly as purpose clause xpasssing deliberate consequence.
The same is true about negated clauses:

'8 The relationships of cause and purpose and théevation behind many of the overlaps depicted in
(Fig.6.16.) have already been scrutinized in saesti 3. and 5.3.

" The affinity chain is not the same as the gramratiziation chain. | do not hypothesize here aboyt a
specific chronological order of emergence of patic meanings/functions depicted in the chain.
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(6.11a)lf you don’t want to be late, better take a taxi

(6.11b)In order not tobe late, better take a taxi

The fuffi/efi/ofu marker from Ndyuka is an example of a polyfunctiooalosseme
capable of expressing the relations of both purposkconditionality:

(6.12a) NdyukgHuttar and Huttar 1994:115)
Mi o soi en wan oinsani
1SG FUT show 3SG.OBL INDEF nice thing

fu a sa fika mi
{PURPOSE}3SG IRRleave1SG
‘| will show her a fine thing so that she wouldvVeane alone.’

(6.12b)(ibidem:119)

Efu mi tyai en te dooa boto, mi o siki
{COND} 3SG carry 3.SG.OBL until arrive INDEF boat 1SG FUTsick

‘If | carry it all the way to the boat, I'll be di¢

An example of an Au polyfunctionalaAUSE-PURPOSE-RESULMarker has been given
in the previous chapter (examples 5.10a-c)

The overlaps oPURPOSEwith MANNER are quite intriguing elements of the
jigsaw puzzle. This topic has not been, to my kmalgk, scrutinized in any linguistic
study yet. | shall attempt to propose a hypothesish would account for at least some
of the overlaps.

Certain, apparently unconnected, findings mentianedeveral occasions in the
discussion so far seem to suggest thatiINER, as well as concepts related to it (such
as similarity and comparison), may be directly &dkwith purposé® It has been found
(see Fig.6.8.) that among polysemes of purpose emanke find a noun with the
meaning of ‘manner’/likeliness’/'resemblance’ inaphnese, noun ‘similarity’ in
Cubeo, comparative adverb in Kanuri, equative ddvier Maale and adverb of
degree/manner in English as well as verb ‘be etpialesemble’/‘benefit’/'deserve’ in
Akan. Many of these items, as well as the Englisgrde/manner/quantity advesb
reoccur also in the material incorporated in thecstre of polymorphemic markers.
Finally, in the map of semantic affinities in (FBJL6.) we also notice that the relation
of comparison, known to be related to manner (citiann 1997), is one of the binary

18 |In reference grammars of many languages the mgswmihmanner, means, similarity, comparison etc.
are discussed under the general header mannee tBisdhesis is focused predominantly on analykis
the linkers of anteriority, causality, purpose ammhditionality | shall not engage in revising the
classifications. The only consequence of this ah@chat the labelANNER should be understood here
as a general term denoting a group of closely edlaimeanings of manner/means/similarity and not as
one homogenous concept.
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semantic overlaps of purpose. This gives us 8 pi@feevidence which come from
various parts of the world and which support trenclof affinity between purpose and
manner/similarity/comparisoli. There seem to be just one explanation of the
conceptual process that led to the emergence sé thveerlaps: the point where manner
and purpose meet is in these cases where the mannkich an action is performed is
expected to lead directly to the intended resudit s, once again, consider some
English examples:

(6.13a)She was screamirgp thathe could hear her.

(6.13b)She was screaming such a way thate could hear her.

In (6.13a) the meaning of purpose is encoded da#pliwithout giving information
about the manner or volume of the scream. The fiseosubjunctive verb form
triggers the purpose reading of (6.13b) as well ibuthis example it is additionally
explicitly stated (note the polymorphemic mann@lassemen such a way thatthat
there is some special manner in which the actisityerformed? It is from these kinds
of usages that theURPOSEMANNER polyfunctionality of clause linkers most probably
emerges.

Of course, in the cases of multiffeRPOSEMANNER-CAUSE overlaps (see Fig.6.16.) it
is possible that theURPOSEMANNER overlap emerged as epiphenomena of the fact
that both manner and purpose are closely relatechtisality (see sectioh.3.). An
example of such polyfunctionality for which it Wilever be possible to determine the
exact grammaticalization pathway, is the Nivkh neark (cf. examples 6.13 and
5.16a-b)

(6.13.) Nivkh(Gruzdeva 1998:52)

Cay kuwjo-kavr-gu-iny+ nin- mu lylusdn
water purlNEG-CAUS-MOD-{PURPOSE}we boat caulldN-PL

‘We caulked the boat in order that the water dagparl.’

We may also suspect that the relations of simylaaitd comparison have entered the
semantic network of purpose as indirect nodes eutiir their affinity with the relation
of manner. The data collected do not provide ewidéeior such claims but it must be
remembered that they are based only on synchrobpsereations and thus some
elements of the grammaticalization chains which ehawndergone phonological

% Giildemann (2001) mentions in his paper that stimdaverbs (like ‘be equal to’,'resemble’) are asfe
the sources of complementizers. According to ththauthe process typically leads from similative,
through quotative to complement markers but thereadf this pathway is not entirely clear. In tight

of the fact that complementizers are common sowtesirpose markers it would be fruitful to lookaat
wider choice of languages seeking for evidencenfiore complex pathways involving these various
categories.

2 The manner is left underspecified but in a givemmunicative context, such as big physical distance
between the two persons, it will be perfectly cldmt the woman screamed loudly.
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changes, are not captured. More evidence and netadet! studies would be needed to
verify the hypothesis and to explain the origirtteg less frequent affinities depicted in
(Fig.6.16.).

The main conclusions emerging from the analysiseofantic overlaps of purpose

c-glossemes presented here can be summarizedagsfol

a) the network of semantic affinities is organizedhree main clusters: causality-
temporal relationsANTE, SIDUR, SIOVER); causality-conditionality-result and
causality-manner;

b) among these relations causality is cognitively nadssely related to purpose
and it is this relation that the majority of theeohaps are gathered around,

c) the temporal relations are rather insignificantugron the network and their
presence is most likely of epiphenomenal character;

d) the affinity between purpose and the relations fognthe biggest cluster:
RESULT, COND and CAUSE are best explained by reference to the general
concept of consequence in which all four concepgeacapsulated;

e) the relation of manner seems to enter the semaptice of purpose through
those usages where one action is deliberately peef in such a way that it
leads to the emergence of the second one;

f) among clause linkers the only group that may belguviewed as cross-
linguistically common source of purpose markersagtossemes of causality,
although it seems also that in some cases it iptingose linkers that gave rise
to causality markers (both these directions haes loepicted in Fig.6.9.).

The findings concerning the strongest semanticniéifs presented here
resemble those reported by Kortmann (1997) wheantes to the top of the ranking —
both studies have found thRtRPOSEOoverlaps most often with the relation @AUSE
and RESULT (cf. Fig.6.17. and Fig.6.18.) although there aignificant statistical
differences between the two studies. My resultgyest thalCAUSE as an overlap of
PURPOSE is 6 times more frequent th&EsuLTin the absolute number of occurrences
and over 7 times more frequent in binary overlapsile in Kortmann’s study it is
RESULTthat occupies the leading position.

I Il i v \Y,

PURPOSE | RESULT | CAUSE | COND | SIOVER | SIMIL
(80 items) | (52.5%) | (46.3%) | (21.3%) | (13.8%) | (13.8%)

(Fig.6.17.)The strongest semantic affinities of polyfunctioadlerbial subordinators
expressing purpose according to Kortmann (1997:198)
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ABSOLUTE NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES (58 overlaps)

| Il Il v \Y
CAUSE RESULT | MANNER COND SIOVER
30 items 5 items 4 items 3 items 3 items
(51.72%) (8.62%) (6.90%) (5.17%) (5.17 %)

OCCURRENCES IN BINARY OVERLAPS (34 overlaps)

CAUSE RESULT MANNER COND
22 items 3 items 2 items 2 items
(64.71%) (8.83%) (5.88%) (5.88%)

(Fig.6.18.)The strongest semantic affinities of polyfunctiooajlossemes of purpose
revealed in this study

In Kortmann’s work conditionality has been reportedbe the third most common
overlap of purpose leaving behind the conceptsmbikaneity duration IOVER) and
similarity (SIMIL). My analysis has revealed that the frequencyveflaps withCOND

is almost identical to that G(fESULT, MANNER andSIOVER (the last relation does not
occur as a binary overlap eURPOSE. The PURPOSEMANNER overlap has not been
mentioned by Kortmann at all which may simply mehat in the author's database
MANNER andPURPOSEoverlap with each other in less than 10% the cébesauthor
set the 10% threshold as a criterion for a relatmrenter the table). In my sample
manner contributes only 7% of all the overlaps baotfact, neither of the other
relations, except causality, goes beyond 10%.

6.4. SUMMARY

The analysis of the 165 purpose markers has prdvigde with several
interesting findings. Firstly, it has been reveatleat over 60% of the markers are free
words and almost 1/3 are affixes. Secondly, itlheen found that in both the semantic
and syntactic domains the complexi®y monofunctionality tendency holds. The third
group of interesting conclusions has came from ath@ysis of patterns of polysemy
which has provided us with numerous hypotheses @asthe pathways of
grammaticalization. The hypotheses, considered hia light of findings of the
typological studies mentioned in chapter 3, haweatd a rather complex picture of
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the sources and channels of development of purjioisers. Along with categories
such as nouns, verbs, adpositions, case markers@angdlementizers, more unusual
ones — such asaM markers and modality markers — have been depistdte diagram
summarizing the results of reconstructions. In ganehe analysis has also revealed
that purpose markers arise from a variety of saunebose conceptual content is
organized around the ideas of goal, purpose/benedison/cause (including c-
glossemes of causality), intention, location, dim@lity and movement towards a
goal. Finally, it has been shown that the netwdrlsemantic affinities of purpose is
relatively neatly structured and uncomplicated wite dominant position of causality
and significant contribution from relations suchrasult, conditionality and manner. It
has been emphasized that the concept of conseqaeartmaces all the major relations
overlapping with purpose and, consequently, it &hdoe viewed as the most likely
explanation for the origin of many of these oveslaphis apparent simplicity of the
network of affinities of purpose markers standslirect contrast to the complicated
picture of the sources of purpose c-glossemes.n@mwhole the data discussed here
prove that the relation of purpose and its lingaiskponents are really an intriguing
topic which would deserve more attention and furtbetailed studies.
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CHAPTER 7

Conditionality

7.1. MORPHOLOGICAL COMPLEXITY AND FORMS OF C-GLOSSE MES

In the analysed sample 171 conditionality c-glosseimave been identified and
included in the database. For 8 of them it was ewiablished whether they were
morphologically complex or simple. Among the renwagn 163, as presented in
(Fig.7.1.), almost 67% consist of just one morpheBimorphemic markers contribute
19% and the trimorphemic ones over 10%.

The majority (over 63%) of the conditionality limse as shown in (Fig.7.2.),
are free words (for examples see 3.1.,7.1b, 7.63. éAffixes constitute almost a
quarter of all the 171 items and, unsurprisinglgiagwe find that it is suffixes that are
far more frequent than either prefixes or infixageg examples 1.30. from Apache
Jicarilla and 3.10a. from Mantauran Rukai). Theme @so three cases of clitics (see
example 3.7. from Yindjibarndi) but what seems motgresting is the relatively high
number of distributed conditionality linkers (seeamples 3.5. and 3.8. from Khwe).
They occur in the sample as many as 20 times ¢omst almost 12% of all the
markers.

count %
monomorphemic 109 66.87%
polymorphemic 31 19.02%
polymorphemic 17 10.43%
polymorphemic 6 3.68%
TOTAL 163 100%

(Fig.7.1.)Morphological complexity of conditionality c-glogses
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count %

free word 108 63.16%
40
affix - - — 23.39%
suffix prefix infix
36 3 1

combination - -
distributed 20 11.70%
clitic 3 1.75%
TOTAL 171 100%

(Fig.7.2.) Morphological complexity of conditional c-glossemes

7.2. INSIGHT INTO ORIGINS

7.2.1. Syntactic polyfunctionality and patterns of polysemy

For 160 of the 171 markers it was possible to telicformation on both
morphological complexity and syntactic mono/polydtionality. As (Fig.7.3.) shows,
over 70% of the conditionality c-glossemes are agtitally monofunctional but it is
the remaining 46 polyfunctional linkers that are gubject of detailed analysis in the
following section.

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 65 40.62% 41 25.63% 106
polymorphemic 49 30.63% 5 3.12% 54
TOTAL 114 71.26% 46 28.75% 160

(Fig.7.3.)Distribution of c-glossemes of conditionality acdimg to their syntactic
mono/polyfunctionality and morphological complexity

Before we move to the core analysis, let us ficgikl more closely at the
distribution of the c-glossemes in the particulawups of markers determined on the
basis of their internal complexity and syntactityfunctionality.

As it is clear from (Fig.7.3.), among the polyfuoo@l c-glossemes 41 are
monomorphemic and 5 polymorphemic. The discrepatearly supports the existence
of the complexity> monofunctionality tendency between these two gsotjpwever,
unlike in the case of the other three circumstangiations analysed in this thesis, it is
not possible to observe the tendency within theugrof polymorphemic markers
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themselves. The reason for that is the small tatalber of items in this group. Among
the 5 polymorphemic and syntactically polyfunctibhakers two are bimorphemic,
two are trimorphemic and one consists of more theae morphemes:

syntactically syntactically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
2 morphemes 29 53.70% 2 3.70% 31
3 morphemes 15 27.78 2 3.70% 17
3+ morphemes 5 9.27% 1 1.85% 6
TOTAL 49 90.75% 5 9.25% 54

(Fig.7.4.) Distribution of syntactic mono- and ploigctionality
in polymorphic conditionality c-glossemes

When it comes to the degree of syntactic polyfumality (Fig.7.5.), the data
reveal that 34 of the 46 syntactically polyfunctibforms that act as c-glossemes of
conditionality serve only one additional syntacfienction. This includes all 5
polymorphemic markers. Monomorphemic forms with teulitional functions occur 9
times, while those with 3 and more functions n3es.

1 2 3 4
additional additional additional additional TOTAL
function functions functions functions
monomorphemic 29 9 2 1 41
polymorphemic 5 - - - 5

(Fig.7.5.) Degree of syntactic polyfunctionalityadnditionality c-glossemes

The 46 polyfunctional conditionality c-glossemesddomonyms/polysemes in a
variety of syntactic and grammatical categoriesciwhior the purpose of this study,
have been put into 20 categories listed below ig.7F6.). Unlike in the case of the
three previously discussed relations (anteriortigusality and purpose), there is no
single category of polysemes/homonyms that woulthwwanber the remaining ones in
the sample.
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1
I ! ) occurrences
occurrences in
occurrences in multiple
binary overlaps
overlaps
1. | ADVERB 10 3 7
2. | COMPLEMENTIZER 9 3 6
3. | ADPOSITION 9 5 4
4. | CASE MARKER 5 5 -
5. | TOPIC MARKER 5 3 2
6. | CONJUNCTION 5 1 4
7. | VERB 4 4 -
TAM MARKERS AND

8. | MODALITY MARKERS 3 3 )
9. | NOMINALIZER 3 1 2
10. | DEMONSTRATIVE 3 2 1
11. | PARTICIPLE MARKER 2 - 2
12. | INTERROGATIVE 2 - 2
13. | RELATIVE CLAUSE 1 1 -
14. | NEGATION MARKER 1 1 -
15. | PARTITIVE MARKER 1 1 -
16. | PREDICATIVE MARKER 1 1 -
17. | SEQUENTIALITY MARKER 1 1 -
18. | DIRECTIONALITY MARKER 1 - 1
19. | EQUATIVE LINKER 1 - 1
20. | COPULA 1 - 1
TOTAL 68 35 33

(Fig.7.6.)Syntactic overlaps of conditionality c-glossemes

Statistically the most common category is the aatggf adverbs closely
followed by complementizers and adpositions. Ttiesategories make up over 40% of
the 68 identified overlaps. Case and topic markassyell as conjunctions occur 5
times each. Verbs occur 4 times and varioast and modality markers 3 times.
Interestingly, all of these occurrences are in lyireverlaps.

Judging only from (Fig.7.6.) we would be tempteday that the categories that
may be pretenders to the title of the most comnoamces of conditionality linkers are
categories 1 — 8 with the exclusion of conjunctiohs verify this initial observation
and to be able to apply other of the grammaticatineheuristicave need to look at the
specific meanings/functions of the categories ) and control for their semantic
polyfunctionality (cf. entries with numbers in bkats in Fig.7.7. and Fig.7.8. listing
the identified semantic overlaps).

Among adverbs overlapping in form with conditiotyalc-glossemes the most
numerous are temporal adverbs with the meaningheh’. They occur 6 times, in 54

186



cases in multiple overlaps. Only two of these merlege semantically monofunctional.
The other 6, as depicted in (Fig.7.8), display s#imaverlaps with relations such as
SIOVER, SIDUR, RESULT, as well ascAUSE, PURPOSEandMANNER. Those that occur in
binary overlaps are semantically polyfunctionalhaicope ovesIOVER and SIDUR.
This may indicate that the temporal meanings gahag/sed into conditional orfes
Interestingly, the Vitu markekini/kunu/kengclassified by van den Berg and Bachet as
sequentiality marker rather than adverb (and gbbsse‘then’ or ‘and then’), is also
used as a marker of conditionality:

(7.1a) Vitu(van den Berg and Bachet 2006: 113)

Hita ta kalinga-ni-a  boronki zahe kara polok-a  mugomugo
1PL REAL chaseFR-3SG pig then go.up to insidsGforest

‘We chased the pig and then it went up the bush.’
(7.1b) (ibidem: 114)

Kini kuzabarae, ia ti kem
{COND} like.that 3SG PRF.3SG good

‘If it is like that, it is fine.’

The authors have stated that “given the relatil@ige semantic distance between the
notions of sequentiality and conditionality, weatréhe conditional use as a separate
homophonous morpheme” (2006:114). The cross-litiguifsequency of overlaps of
conditionality markers with the temporal adverbseved in my investigation would
suggest that the distance is not as large as itrhigve been thoughtThere are two
possible explanations for the fact that conditiaggamarkers overlap in form with
temporal adverbs. The first one would assume tmatatdverbs gave rise to temporal
clause markers first and the markers then exterlded scope over the relation of
conditionality. Thus, the\DV-LINKERconditionality would be an epiphenomenon of the
LINKERtemporal-LINKERconditionalityoverlap. The proposed grammaticalization pathway
would than look as follows:

ADV’then’ &> LINKERtemporal=> LINKERconditional

The affinity between temporal and conditional cqiisehas already been mentioned in section 4.3. and
is elaborated on below in section 7.3. Cross-listiziidata quoted in other works on grammaticalirati
(Traugott 1985, Heine and Kuteva 2002 — cf. secBah8.) strongly suggest that it is the temporal
markers that develop into the conditional onesheaatthan the other way round. This follows the
tendency of less abstract meanings developingnmatie abstract ones discussed in section 3.2.9.

2 Note also that Traugott (1985:292) lists temp@ngbressions of duration and temporals ambiguous
between duration and punctuality as sources ofitiondl markers (see section 3.2.8).
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POLYSEMOUS/HOMONYMOUS
CATEGORY

CHARACTERISTICS OF POLYFUNCTIONALITY

ADVERB
Total:10

BINARY OVERLAPS:3
ADV’then”:1
ADV’sometime’;'then’:1(1)
ADV’at that time’;'then”:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:7
ADV + COMP (+ other):3
ADVequative + COMP + INTER’how’:1 (1)
ADVequative + COMP:1 (1)
ADV’also’ + COMP + NMLZ:1 (1)
ADV+ other: 4
ADV'then’ + INTER’how’:1(1)
ADV'then’ + CONJ’but’:1 (1)
ADV'then’;'well’ + DEM:1 (1)
ADV’then’ + ADP: 1

COMPLEMENTIZER
Total:9

BINARY OVERLAPS:3 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:6
COMP + ADV (+ other):3
COMP + ADVequative + INTER’how":1 (1)
COMP + ADVequative:1 (1)
COMP + ADV'also’ + NMLZ:1 (1)
COMP + ADP:1 (1)
COMP + ADP’of';’for’
COMP + CONJ:2
COMP + CONJ'and'(NPs):1 (1)
COMP + CONJ'or’:1

ADPOSITION
Total:9

BINARY OVERLAPS: 5
ADPsource:1 (1)
ADP’about’;source:1
ADPlocative:2 (2)
ADP’(immediately after’):1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:4
ADP’of’;’for’ + COMP:1 (1)
ADPcomitative + CONJ'and’:1 (1)
ADPcomitative + TOP + PTCP + DIR:1 (1)
ADPcomitative + TOP:1
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CASE MARKER
Total:5

BINARY OVERLAPS:5
CASEallative:1 (1)
CASElocative:1 (1)
CASEinstrumental:1 (1)
CASEgenetive:1 (1)
CASEnominative:1

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:0

TOPIC MARKER
Total:5

BINARY OVERLAPS:3 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2
TOP + ADPcomitative + PTCP + DIR:1 (1)
TOP + ADPcomitative:1

CONJUNCTION
Total:5

BINARY OVERLAPS: 1
CONJand:1 (1)

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS: 4
CONJ'and’'(NPs) + COMP:1 (1)
CONJ'or’ + COMP:1
CONJ’and’ + ADPcomitative:1 (1)
CONJ'but’ + ADV’then’:1

TAM MARKERS AND
MODALITY PARTICLES
Total:4

BINARY OVERLAPS:4
FUT:2
VERBSUFadhortative:1(1)
IRR:1

MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:0

189



VERB

Total:4 BINARY OVERLAPS:4 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:0
VERB'd0’:2
VERB’chance upon’:1
VERB'say’;'tell:1 (1)
NOMINALIZER
Total:3 BINARY OVERLAPS:1 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2
NMLZ + PTCP:1 (1)
NMLZ + ADV'also’ + COMP:1 (1)
DEMONSTRATIVE
Total:3 BINARY OVERLAPS:2 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:1 (1)

DEM + ADV'then’;'well’

PARTICIPLE MARKER

Total:2 BINARY OVERLAPS:0 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2
PTCP + NMLZ:1 (1)
PTCP + TOP + ADPcomitative + DIR:1 (1)
INTERROGATIVE
Total:2 BINARY OVERLAPS:0 MULTIPLE OVERLAPS:2

INTER’how’ + ADV'then’:1(1)
INTER’how’ + ADVequative + COMP:1 (1)

(Fig.7.7.) Details of syntactic overlaps of purpesglossemes

The conventions of data presentation are the sardestribed for (Fig.4.7.) in chapter 4.
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The second scenario that comes to mind arises ftmmsimple fact that cross-
linguistically the temporal adverb ‘then’, markitige consequence clause, is used often
as an explicit marker of apodosis (Hfyou are planning to go for a walk, then you
should better take an umbrellaAs Podlesskaya notices for Russian, “when the
apodosis is marked explicitly, the protasis isffinough not always) self-sufficient in
that it may contain no device signalling that istent will be somewhat utilized in the
further discourse” (2001:1003). The same holdsnfiany of the world's languages.
Taking into account these two observations it is urreasonable to conclude that at
least in some cases the adverb ‘then’, as a mafk@rotasis, may become reanalysed
as a marker of apodosis.

As for other adverbs in the sample, equative adv€ds’) occur twice and in
both cases they overlap in form with clause linkerscoding the meaning of
comparison, similarity or manner (cf. Fig.7.8)idtclear that these three relations are
semantically closer to the meaning of the advedn tthe concept of conditionality.
This most likely indicates only that theDvequative-LINKERcond overlap is of
epiphenomenal character if not accidefital.

The second category listed in (Fig.7.7.) is com@etizers. The data does not
yield up a clearly possible explanation for thec@MP-LINKERconditionality overlaps.
There are only two examples of bin@®MP-LINKER overlaps where the linker is not
used to express other circumstantial relation ajpant conditionality. We know that
complementizers may become markers of conditiofalises as epiphenomena of
PURPOSECOND overlap (see section 3.2.8vhere the implicational hierarchy of
grammaticalization of complementizers proposed ayeBa has been quoted) and this
is the most likely explanation for the origin okBthOMP-LINKERconditionality overlap in
Ndyuka (cf. Fig.7.8.). In Japanese and Burushaskiwe read from (Fig.7.8.), the
complementizer which overlaps in form with a coihiality linker has the same
phonological shape as a coordinative conjunctioaml not aware of any work that
gives an example of an attested grammaticalizgtethway of complementizer into
conjunction (or the other way round) and so | witit suggest here the existence of
such a chain. In five other casesaafMP-LINKERconditionality overlaps our only clue to
the explanation of the polyfunctionalities is tlaetfthat the complementizers overlap in
form also with markers of temporal relations andome case with the marker of
causality. The three remaininQOMP-LINKERconditionality overlaps (contributed by

¥ An example of an identical form marking both peiéaand apodosis, comes from the Australian
language Yindjibarndi where the determiner clifibu is used in both these functions — cf. example 3.7.
in chapter 3.

* Note also that the first equative adverb liste@Fiy.7.7.) is identical in form with complementiznd
interrogative ‘how’. It is the latter one that red® an especially close link with the concept ohne.
See also Heine and Kuteva (2007:242-244) for moe¢aild on a cross-linguistic pattern of
grammaticalization interrogative® subordinator mentioned earlier in section 3.2.8.
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Apache Jicarillago/-0, Sangotonganaand Polishak) do not offer any reliable clues
regarding the order of development of the particmaanings/functions. On the whole,
complementizers do not seem to be an importanttdsi@irce of conditionality linkers.
In some cases they appear to be at most candittatésdirect sources of these c-
glossemes in pathways of grammaticalization thablire markers of purpose and
possibly also temporal relations and causality.

The next two groups listed in (Fig.7.7.) — adposis and case markers — do not
remain unproblematic either since it is difficutt tdentify the meaning/function of
these categories that would reveal a clear semaafficity with markers of
conditionality and would ultimately provide us wigim explanation for the origin of the
overlaps (cf. Fig.7.7.). Only in 2 of the 9 caséstems withADP-LINKER overlap the
marker does not encode any other circumstantiahmgapart from conditionality and
only one of these markers occurs in a binary opeflde remaining ones overlap in
function with temporal markers and in one case (@ready mentioned Ndyuka
example), with purpose (see Fig.7.8.). Although aghdhe adpositions listed in
(Fig.7.7.) the comitative adpositions are the mamstierous group, it is difficult to
assign to them a significant role in the formatmiconditionality markers. Firstly,
because they occur only in multiple overlaps (idolg topic markers, which have been
known to be sources of conditional linkers, and one case also coordinating
conjunction). Secondly, because the items disptpyirese overlaps are used to mark
temporal relations as well. We know from crossdiisgjc studies that comitative
markers develomter aliainto markers of temporal inter-clausal relationd &to both
phrasal and sentential coordinating conjunctionsirfel and Kuteva 2002:78-90 and
references therein). We are also aware of casesewdecomitative preposition is
identical with an ‘if' particle (Heath 2004:74). rfally, it has been noticed that
coordinating conjunctions, such as ‘and’ may coronebé used as subordinating
conjunctions, including conditional and temporal rkess (Harris and Campbell
1995:290). All these findings indicate, again, quit complicated chain of
grammaticalization possibilities which can be degicas follows:

LINKTRtemporal\‘

ADPcomitative ‘ > LINKERatitional

\ CONJ'and’ /

The temporal meaning occurs also as a common senm@rdrlap of conditionality
linkers displaying polysemy/homonymy with case neask This tendency has been
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noticed by Aikhenvald (2008:504, see also secti@83 with respect to locative case
markers but in my sample it has been identified d® genitive and instrumental
markers. TheCASEinstrumentaLINKERconditionality overlap has been found in Tamil
where the aal marker encodes also the meaninglolVER andCAUSE.

Another case marker — allative — contributed by Basque-ra suffix, apart
from sharing its form with the conditionality c-gkeme, may also be used as a purpose
linker. In (Fig.7.7.) there is only one instance of&SE-LINKER overlap that does not
involve meanings other than conditionality. Takimgto account the semantic
polyfunctionality of the linkers displaying overgpvith case markers and the types of
circumstantial relations over which they have scapappears that the case markers
are not a cross-linguistically common direct sowteonditionality linkers.

The link between topic markers — the fifth groupideed in (Fig.7.7.) — and
conditionals has been described in detail by Hairi8v8). The author based his
strong claim that topics are conditionals on ttHesgs:

a) the protasis almost always proceeds apodosis (ekrberg’s universal number

14);

b) in many languages the topic marker and conditibnediarker are identical;

c) conditionals and polar interrogatives often usafidal or very similar marking.
Since the publication of Haiman’s observations, esdinguists have challenged his
claim suggesting instead that conditionals are qdytially topics in function (cf.
Akatsuka 1986, Ferguson et al. 1986:10). Nonetheglas Zaefferer (1991a:218)
remarks, when it comes to the identicalness ofct@md conditionality markers in
unrelated languages: “there is something to beuated for”.

In my sample examples ODPIC-LINKERconditionality overlaps have been found
in Ama, Hatam, Kanuri (2 examples) and Batak Kdroree of these five syntactic
overlaps are binary but the Ama marker is also s¢icaly polyfunctional expressing
the meanings ofOND, SIDUR and ANTE (cf. Fig.7.8.). In Kanuri, apart from being a
topic and conditionality marker, thga marker may also be used as a comitative
adposition. This introduces some more confusiortesiras has been already said,
comitative adpositions themselves are a potentarce of conditionality markers.
Without more detailed analysis it is difficult torgpose here any convincing
grammaticalization scenario so we can only repeed the pathway originally depicted
by Haiman:

TOPIC MARKER - LINKERconditionality
As already mentioned, the fact that markers of tawdhlity may develop from
coordinating conjunctions has been emphasized byisHand Cambpell (1995:290).

The authors give an example of Mingreligla which in proto-language formed
coordinated sentences and in modern Mingreliarseslas a marker of conditional
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sentences. In my sample, as depicted in (Fig.thére is only one example of binary
CONJUNCTIONLINKERCconditionality overlap. It comes from Khwe where th&/nu
marker is used in these two functions and as arorexg of variety of other
circumstantial meaning (which is not surprisingitgkinto account, as discussed in
section 1.5.2, that various circumstantial readingsy be drawn from coordinated
clauses). In Japanese, on the other hand thereosditional markerto (encoding the
relations ofANTE andSIOVERt00) that can also be used as a coordinating cotigum
and a comitative adposition. As discussed aboveraypological findings suggest that
the comitative adpositions give rise to coordingtaonjunctiond so putting the data
together we may hypothesize the following pathwbgrammaticalization:

ADPcomittaitve> CONJUNCTION’and’> LINKERconditionality

The last example of coordinating conjunction sharits form with conditionality
marker comes from Burushaski, where the markesési @also as complementizer. The
ke conjunction is ampP rather thanvpP coordinator though. ThiSONJ-COMP-LINKER
overlap is an isolated example for which | have fmind any parallels in the
grammaticalization literature. In total there ahert only two examples ofPand-
LINKERconditionality overlaps both of which reveal also semantic palgfionality.

The remaining conjunctions listed in (Fig.7.7.) #re Au-te (‘but’) and the Baur@apo
(‘or’). Dixon points out that

some languages (particularly those in the Ocearsindh of Austranesian) use the same
syntactic marker for Disjunction (‘or’) and for Caitional (‘if'"). For Disjunction we get
two clauses linked by the ‘or/if marker, which cesbetween them, whereas for
Conditional the ‘or/if marker preceeds the Suppaytclause. (2009:14)

This CONJ'or-LINKERconditionality overlap, at least in my sample, does not seeneto b
cross-linguistically common though. Moreover, sinbeth the disjunctive and
alternative conjunction mentioned above are semahti polyfunctional (their scope
includes temporal markers — cf. Fig.7.8.) we nee@dcept that it is possible that in
these two languages the conjunctions gave ris@nditonality markers indirectly or
that we deal here with cases of polygrammaticabinat

Regarding the category of verbs — only four ins¢anof conditionality linkers
with polysemes/homonyms in this category have hdentified in my sample: the
Galo verbaam (‘'say’, ‘tell’), the Seediq verlmetun (‘chance upon’) and the Swabhili
ikiwa andiwapo — words that, apart from being conditionality mexgk may act also as
verbs with the meaning ‘do’. The Galo marker is aptically polyfunctional which,
according to the grammaticalization heuristicselistn section 3.2.9., leaves us with
only three examples of prototypical candidatesstmrrces of conditionality markers. In

® Cf. also Stassen (2005:258-261) discussing cingsistic distribution of languages in which NP
coordinator ‘and’ is identical to ‘with’ and Hasp®dth (2005:262-265) discussing cases of identisalne
and non-identicalness of nominal and verbal cioatthg conjunctions.
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the following section, however, we will see thath&e as Traugott (1985) has claimed
are by no means rare as material incorporatedlimmmyphemic conditionality linkers.

The same can be said abotm and modality markers. There are three
conditionality c-glossemes identified in the samasehomonymous/polysemous with
TAM markers: Kayah Li perfective irreakg llokano future markermtonoandno and
Lavukaleve adhortative verbal suffibe-

Irrealis, which is most commonly regarded as a rhadéegory, and future
(tense category) are closely related conceptsanttiey both indicate that a particular
event has not appeared (in the case of future, smeeifically, that the event has not
appeared yet). Similarly, the idea of adhortatigsnes by definition linked to the
concept of an event yet unrealized. It is easy de where the affinity between
conditionality and thesgam and modality markers lies — the protasis, in thgsecof
real conditionals looked at in this thesis, alwascodes the SoA which is yet
unrealized, to occur in the futufeAgain, however, since the category ©fv and
modality markers includes only three items and esitite adhortative Lavukaleve
marker is used also in other semantic functions,cditegory is not be treated as one
constituting a cross-linguistically common souréeanditionality markers.

conditionality linker

syntactic overlap

semantic overlap

Krongo -ma

ADV’at that time’;'then’

SIOVER, SIDUR

Chukchi tite

ADV’sometimes’;'then’

SIDUR

Sango tongana

ADVegquative + COMP

SIOVER, COMPAR

Yanyuwa namba

ADV'well’;'then’ + DEM

SIOVER, RESULT

Au -te

ADV’'then’ + CONJ’but’

RESULT, CAUSE,
PURPOSE

Polish jak

ADVequative + INTER’how’ + COMP

SIOVER, TAQUO, SIMIL,
MANNER

Apache Jicalrilla -go/-o

ADV’also’ + COMP + NMLZ

SIOVER, CAUSE

Estonian kui ADV'then’ + INTER’how'’ SIOVER, MANNER
Ket -gaka ADPlocative SIOVER

Ket -kuka ADPlocative SIOVER

Rama -ka ADPsource SIOVER

Ndyuka fu/fi ADP’of';'for’ + COMP PURPOSE
Kanuri ga ADPcomitative + DIR + TOPIC + PTCP | SIOVER
Japanese -to ADPcomitative + CONJ'and’ SIOVER, ANTE
Polish skoro ADP’(immediately) after’ CAUSE

Basque -ra CASEallative PURPOSE

Ket -ka CASElocative SIOVER, SIDUR
Tamil -aal CASEinstrumental SIOVER, CAUSE

6 Hopper and Traugott see the affinity between mbédal(including verb with modal meanings) as well
as interrogatives and conditionals in general (Beaiso counterfactual and hypothetical conditionials
the fact that “Conditionals raise possibilities azabt doubts on propositions; therefore the preseiic
modalities and interrogatives among the sourcesasfditionals seems naturally motivated by the
function of conditionals” (2003:186).
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Yami no/ano/anu CASEgenetive SIOVER

Taba polo COMP SIOVER
Burushaski ke COMP + CONJ'and’'(NPs) SIOVER, ANTE
Khwe no/nu CONJ'and’ general c-glosseme
Galo eam VERB'say';tell’ general c-glosseme
Lavakuleve -le adhortative suffix COCOND, SIOVER
Ama mo TOPIC SIDUR, ANTE
Paiwan nu PRTT ANTE, SIOVER
Meyah erek COP + EQUAT MANNER

Quechua Huallaga -sha

NMLZ + PARTICIP

general c-glosseme

(Fig.7.8.) Syntactically and semantically polyfuoaial conditionality c-glossemes

On the whole we can say that the analysis of symetmpatterns of polysemy does not
allow us to identify many direct sources of corahtlity linkers. It is also clear that
there is no single homonymous/polysemous catedatywould outnumber others as
has been observed for the other three circumstartaions. In the majority of cases
the grammaticalization pathways include also marladrtemporal relations between
clauses (and in some isolated cases, not markew idiagram below, also markers of
purpose and causal relations). As mentioned eadierthe basis of other typological
evidence and the less abstraztmore abstract grammaticalization tendency, in such
cases | assume that it is the conditional markeas develop from temporal ones and
not the other way round. | mark this route withegrarrows in (Fig.7.9.) which depicts
that 4 of the 6 categories that we may call moshroon sources of conditionality
linkers: adverbs, complementizers, adpositions eegke markers appear to be more
often indirect than direct sources. Verbs and tapirkers remains candidates for

direct sources.

ADVERBUM\» TEMPORAL 5

CLAUSE MARIKFER.

COMPLEMENTIZER —,  tworar

CLAUSE MARKER
ADPOSITION '___——————____> TEMPORAL
CLAUSE MARKER
CASE MARKER
B M A S
TOPIC MARKER

HINHSSO' IO D
ALTIVNOILIANOD

v

VERB

A J

(Fig.7.9.)Cross-linguistically most common sources of condiility markers
reconstructed on the basis of patterns of syncbnoolysemy

My summary lacks two of the categories that havenbksted by Traugott

(1985), as well as by Heine and Kuteva (2002) asonly giving rise to
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conditionality linkers: copulas and interrogativé®t us see whether the results of
analysis of the material incorporated in polymorpfeconditionality markers change
the picture.

7.2.2. Polymorphemic markers and their internal str  ucture

The 54 polymorphemic markers of conditionality fdum the sample come
from a total of 19 languages. The variety of categgoincorporated in the structure of
the polymorphemic markers is impressive, but itdse® be emphasized that in many
cases it is due to one language that the total ruraboccurrences of a particular
category appears high. For instance, locative atipas that occur 9 times in the
incorporated material come from four languages:liBhgKet, Basque and Polish, but
it is the first two that contribute 7 of these 9coeences. Similarly in the case of
adverbs 4 of the 5 cases come from English (linkefi®ng asandso long ak

Nouns and verbs are good candidates for beingléabak the most common
building blocks. As can be seen from the table, dnaw, there is a significant diversity
in the meanings of these two groups: among nounsfinge ‘condition’, ‘event’,
‘word/speech’ and ‘thing’, but only the first oneaurs in two languages (Polish and
English) — all the other ones are language spedficong verbs it is the verb ‘assume’
that occurs in two languages (again Polish andi&mgWhile ‘provide’ and ‘give’ are
language-specific. It cannot be left unnoticed tteg verb/copula ‘be’ (reported in
linguistic literature as a common source of cooddility markers — see secti@2.8.),
as well as verb ‘say’ (polysemous with complemaeartin Thai), contribute 10 items to
the table. Again, however, these two are not veryraon cross-linguistically — in fact
the 10 items come from just three languages: May&ygehili and Akan. It can be,
therefore, said that nouns and to greater extemsvare commonly incorporated into
the polymorphemic c-glossemes but it would be dliffi to indicate the specific
meanings of these two groups that are cross-litigalsy common in the context of
idiomatization into conditionality markers.

Similarly, in the group of interrogatives (whicloot have been claimed to be
common sources of conditionality markers cf. 3)2.8case markers and
complementizers, single languages contribute miemys. The best example of it is the
already mentioned locative case marker that isepitaa all of the Ket c-glossemes and
in those of them that are distributed, it occursretwice.
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ADP

ADV

NOUN

VERB

VERB
+ COMP

locative

‘at that time’/
‘then’
degree/manner/
(quantity)

‘condition’

‘event’

‘word/’speech’

‘thing’

‘provide’

‘assume’

‘be *
‘give’

‘say’

‘deserve’,’ befit’,

‘be equal to’,
‘resemble’+COMP
‘say’ + COMP

COMP

COMP+ OTHER

DEM

INTERROGATIVE

‘how many/much’

‘what kind of’

NMLZ + PTCP

CASE

C-GLOSSEME

OTHER

NOT KNOWN

Akan (2)

Basque (2)

e (Ins.)

Basque (3)

Dagur (2)

o 4

English (2)

English (3)

English(2)

English (3)

English (2)

English (3)

English (4)

English (3)

English (2)

English (2)

English (3)

English (3)

English (3)

Hatam (2)

Ket (2)

Ket (2)

e (Loc.)

Ket (2)

e (Loc.)

Ket (3)

e o (LoC.)

Ket (4)

e o (Loc.)

Ket (4)

e o (LoC.)

Khwe (2)

+ +

Khwe (2)
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Mandarin (2) ° °
Mandarin (3) ° & °
Mayogo (3) hd ° + :
Mayogo (4) ° s *
Mayogo (3) hd :
Mayogo (2) hd ; ;
Nisga'a (2) [ e (‘when’)
Polish (2) > .
Polish (3) [ °
Polish (4) ° ° ° e (Ins.) = +
Sango (2) vV A
Sapuan (2) oV e
Santali (2) oV
Santali (2) ° +
Swahili (3) ° &+ °
Swahili (4) . + >
Swahili (2) ° &+ °
Thai (2) 1 +
Thai (3) o ++
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The points in the columns labelled ‘othene described below. The '+’ symbol in the des@ipmeans that the morpheme is polysemous.
1. Category COMP+ OTHER: COMP and DEM for English énk; COMP and IRR for Nisga'a.

The conventions of data presentation are the samdesxtribed for (Fig.4.10.) in chapter 4; sheaymbol means the item is a borrowing.

(Fig.7.10.)Material incorporated in polymorphemic conditiotak-glossemes

2. Category OTHER: REL for Akan; ADVthen + ADPafter fine first Basque and NMLZ and POSS for the seanve] PTCP + PST for the first two English linkBEF for

the third one, PTCP + PST for the following two &idJ’long’ for the last two; NMLZ and PRON for Hate AUX for Krongo; NMLZ + REL for Mandarin; ADV +
COMP for Mayogo; polyfunctional adposition for thiest Polish linker and PTCP for the second oneM&Quative + COMP for Sango; class markers for tist fwo

Swabhili linkers and REL for third one.
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The most numerous group listed in (Fig.7.1@re, quite surprisingly, c-
glossemes which occur as incorporated materiallinahguages in the sample. The
frequency of these morphemes is higher than forahgr of the three circumstantial
relations described in the previous sections. Nohéhe polymorphemic markers
incorporating c-glossemes in its structure is seivalty polyfunctional. In Khwe and
Nisgaa the addition of the c-glosseme to the other mampm{(s) results in a complex c-
glosseme encoding exclusively the meaning of caitity and can be therefore
viewed as a mechanism enhancing explicitness okinwarIn Lezgian, Sango and
Santali the original, already unambiguous condéliy c-glossemes may be enriched
by the addition of borrowed morphemes (marked leyttlangles in Fig.7.10.). In this
case it is rather the issue of prestige of the itmprianguage than of increased
explicitness that explains the origin of these claxpnarkers (for further discussion
see section 9.3.4.).

In the light of the facts presented here, we carciewle that the categories most
often incorporated in complex conditionality c-glemes are: locative adpositions,
complementizers, verbs (including verbs/copulasy anuns. Hence, there are two
elements that we may add to the reconstructiorepted in (Fig.7.1): the category of
locative adpositions (which has also occurred twicd=ig.7.7) and the category of
nouns:

ADVERB 0
then\' '.;fL_;IrF_nﬁl?JEI I\LI—:I%._EI e
COMPLEMENTIZER —,  Ttevrorar
CLAUSE MARKER.

ADPOSITION — | mmwporar et

locative CLAUSE MARKFR

CASE MARKER

IINHSSO'ID- D
ALTIVNOILIANOD

e t."L.E“l_:]JEI D‘\I'_iP%IL,EI —_—
TOPIC MARKER -
VERB ge)
NOUN >

(Fig.7.11.)Cross-linguistically most common sources of coodility markers
reconstructed on the basis of patterns of syncbnpolysemy
and material incorporated into polymorphemic lirkker

Copulas and interrogatives, which appeared in bigihe and Kuteva’'s (2007) and
Traugott (1985) summaries, have not made it tdittad set in my study since their
frequency was much lower than that of the othextiahs.
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7.3. SEMANTIC POLYFUNCTIONALITY AND COGNITIVE AFFIN ITY

Quantitative analyses of the material collected Fg§.7.12.) reveal that the
semantically monofunctional conditionality c-gloss®s are over twice as numerous as
those which in addition to conditionality expre$soaother functions. Similarly as for
the other three circumstantial relations discuseetthe preceding chapters also in the
case of conditionality we observe the tendency that number of polyfunctional
markers decreases when the internal complexith@iarkers increases. None of the
23 markers that consist of 3 or more morphemesnsastically polyfunctional. Among
the bimorphemic linkers the ratio of monofunctiot@lpolyfunctional ones is 6.75:1,
while for the monomorphemic ones only 1.3:1.

semantically semantically
monofunctional polyfunctional TOTAL
count % count %
monomorphemic 61 37.42% 48 29.45% 109
2 morphemes 27 16.57% 4 2.45% 31
3 morphemes 17 10.43% - - 17
3+ morphemes 6 3.68% - - 6
TOTAL 111 68.10% 52 31.90% 163

(Fig.7.12.) Distribution of c-glossemes of condiiadity according to
their semantic mono/polyfunctionality and morphatad complexity

The graph in (Fig.7.13.) depicts the share of seicelly monofunctional and
polyfunctional markers for each of the groups akérs separately. It shows clearly
once again that the data reveal the complexitynonofunctionality tendency. In fact,
the tendency is stronger for conditionality than &y other of the relations that are
analysed in this thesis. | go back to this issuehiapter 8.
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(Fig.7.13) Ratio of semantically monofunctional and polyfunotl markers
in conditionality c-glossemes with different mogbbgical complexity

As for the degree of semantic polyfunctionality, camg the 54 markers for
which the value has been determined, half are igkéth scope over conditionality
and one other relation (Fig.7.14.). The number slrtip just under 26% for linkers
expressing conditionality and two other relatiofisere is also a significant number of
general c-glossemes (20.37%), but only 2 cases iners with scope over
conditionality and three other circumstantial relas.

scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over 4 scope over 5+ TOTAL
relations relations relations relations
count 27 14 2 11 54
% 50.00% 25.93% 3.70% 20.37% 100%

(Fig.7.14.) Degree of semantic polyfunctionalitycohditionality c-glossemes

More detailed information on the degree of semapttyfunctionality and
morphological complexity is available for 49 of tlvekers. It is evident (see Fig.7.15.)
that the complexity> monofunctionality tendencitolds strongly. There are only 6
polymorphemic markers which are semantically paigtional, both of which are
bimorphemic. Among the monomorphemic ones, almdd¥ 4have scope over
conditionality and one more circumstantial relatidine same holds for over 26% of
markers with scope over 3 relations (13 items) &ord4% of those expressing 4
circumstantial meanings. The rest of the monofamneéti linkers are those which |
classify as general ones.
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scope over 2 scope over 3 scope over scope over 5+
relations relations 4 relations relations
count % count % count % count %
monomorphemic 19 38.78% 13 26.53% 2 4.08% 9 18.37%
2 morphemes 6 12.24% - - - - - -

(Fig.7.15.)Distribution of c-glossemes of conditionality acdimg to their degree of polyfunctionality
and morphological complexity

When it comes to the depiction of the network afagtic affinities of the
relation of conditionality, there are, as showr{kig.7.16.), 13 circumstantial relations
that have been reported in the literature to opewéh conditionality. One of them —
SIOVER (‘when’) — clearly outnumbers others both in tb&at number of occurrences
(32), and in the occurrences in binary overlapsragnehich it contributes almost 63%
of casessIOVER is followed in the rank table by anteriority arausality. These two,
however, occur in binary overlaps with conditiohabinly three times altogether. Other
relations are even less frequent and among them terd — PURPOSEand SICOEX
(simultaneity co-extensiveness ‘as long as’) ocautsnary overlaps more than once.

occurrences in binary overlaps
occurrences percentage of the
of overlaps count total number of
binary overlaps (27)
SIOVER 32 17 62.96%
ANTE 7 1 3.71%
CAUSE 5 2 7.40%
PURPOSE 3 2 7.40%
MANNER 3 1 3.71%
COCOND 3 1 3.71%
SIDUR 3 - -
SICOEX 2 2 7.40%
CONC 2 1 3.71%
RESULT 2 - -
TAQUO 1 - -
COMPAR 1 - -
SIMIL 1 - -
TOTAL 65 27 100%
general c-glossemes 11
TOTAL including 76
General c-glossemes

(Fig.7.16.) Summary of semantic overlaps of conddiity c-glossemes

The convention of data presentation are the sarnfar é8ig.4.15.) in chapter 4.

" Data available for 49 items.
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The network of semantic affinities of conditionglifFig.7.17.) resembles the
one which has been reconstructed for purpose itioge6.3. in that it is organized
neatly and almost exclusively around one dominatirganing — simultaneity overlap
(‘when’). On the whole there are only two linkemmpletely detached from the main
loop? All the other ones are either directly or inditgdiound tosIOVER The frequent
cross-linguistic attestation of linkers used to resg both the relation &lover and
COND has already been mentioned in section 5.3. Thengmenon has not escaped
linguists’ attention. Thompson and Longacre (198%]) later Thompson, Longacre and
Hwang notice that:

In some languages, including Indonesian languadePapua New Guinea, there is no
distinction between ‘if; clauses and ‘when’ clauséts many of these languages, the
neutralization holds, however only foredictive conditionals anduture time clauses. (...)

The distinction between English ‘when’ and ‘if’ olses is simply one of degree of
expectability, and is a distinction that many laages do not code. (2007:257-258)

Dixon adds also:

Many languages from all over the world use the samaeker for ‘when’ (Temporal linking)
and ‘if (Conditional linking). In some contexts lgriwhen’ is possible, in some only an ‘if’
interpretation, and in others either. Which kindioking is involved, has, in some languages,
to be inferred from the semantics and pragmaticghef discourse in which the linking
appears. (2009:14)

It comes as no surprise then that sieBUR-COND overlap occurs frequently also in the
data | collected for the purpose of this thesisr@hehose to focus on real conditionals
which, of all types of conditionals, are cognitiyehost closely related to the temporal
(or even omnitemporal/habitual) concepts:

(7.2a) If | press the button the computer will start.

(7.2b) When| press the button the computer will start.

The overlap can be exemplified by the binary exaspt Chukchi (7.3) and Taba
(7.4a)

(7.3.) Chukchi{Dunn 1999:126)

Tite mik-ne angen ye-na-mbtj-ew-lin
{COND/SIOVER} someoneE-ERG DEM.3SG.ABS PRF-CAUS-w0ound<CAUS-3SG

angen wint gqorp byi  n-ine-p-a-qgin
DEM.3SG.ABS track3PL.ABS always know HAB-TR-AUX-E-3SG

‘When/if somebody has wounded him (a otteen he always knows their tracks.’

® These are two English polymorphemic linkasslong asandso long as
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(7.4a)Taba(Bowden 1997:457)

K=rasa mapot polo k=oik au
1SGfeel heavy €OND/SIOVER} 1SG=leave.behind2SG

‘I (my heart) feel(s) heavy when/if bige you.’

The polyfunctionality in Taba becomes evident if eenpare (7.4a) with cases
where polo has a clearly temporal (7.4land clearly conditional reading as in the
example of counterfactual conditional in (7.4c):

(7.4b)(ibidem:456

Polo t=cung um |i boane t=ha-osak
{SIOVER} 1PL.INCL=enter houseOC door well 1PL.INCL=CAUSOopen

tahate do
be.impossibleREAL

‘When we entered the house, well we couldn’t afeendoors.’
(7.4c)(ibidem)

Polo yapyap n=tala  John, t=ha-klol John te
{COND}ash 3SGmeetJohn 1PL.INCL=CAUSknow John NEG

‘If John had been covered in ask, veeiln’t have recognized John.’

The next two temporal relations in the networkaNTE and SIDUR in the
majority of their occurrences overlap not only witbND but also withsSIOVER The
fact that one string of phonemes is used to exprmesge than one circumstantial
meaning surely suggest that the polyfunctionaldyne about in a series of semantic
extensions. Without proper diachronic evidence, dn@mw, absolutely reliable
reconstruction of the grammaticalization chainsas possible. Synchronic evidence in
the form of patterns of syntactic polysemy does gioé us a satisfactory answer. In
Ket, for instance theka marker is used to express the relations©@fD, SIOVER and
SIDUR and acts also as the locative case markers (Andlefedov — personal
communication). We do know that locative markertgmfgive rise to temporal clause
linkers (see Aikhenvald 2008:594) but we canndtaeything more specific about this
particular case. If we apply here the assumpticat the more abstract meanings
develop from less abstract ones we may only hypathethat it is the temporal
meaning that precedes the conditional one in time.

An interesting example of a c-glosseme that encadesiety of circumstantial
meanings, includinglOVER, SIDUR, ANTE, COND as well asCAUSE comes from the
Australian language Pitjatjantjdra

°The c-glosseme, due to the fact that it encodgiférent circumstantial meanings is classifiedehas

a general c-glosseme. Interestingly, it is not usedencoding the concept of purpose (see Eckedt an
Hudson 1994:265-270). The examples are quoted es dhe presented in the reference grammar —
without exact glosses.
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(7.5a)Pitjantjatjara(Eckert and Hudson 1994:266)

Tjintu pakanayangkana wankaringu
Sun  rising{SIOVER}-I awoke

‘I awoke when the sun came up.’
(7.5b) (ibidem)

Ngayulu kunkunpa ngariyangka palutu pitjangu
I asleep lyingBIDUR } he/she came

‘She came while | was asleep.’
(7.5c) (ibidem)

Palumpa kutangku ngurakutu iyanu majalkunyangka maiangka
His/her senior.brother home.to sent dfaating{ANTE} afterwards

‘His brother sent him home after he’'d (eaten) alrhea
(7.5d) (ibidem:268)

Nyarakutu ankwyangkanta-ya watingku kuwari wataparara nyangany
Yonder.to go-{COND}-youthey man now chasing are.seeing

‘If you go over there some men will/might go afy@u and watch you.’
(7.5€)(ibidem:271)

Kata lirpungkunyangkana ananyi ngurakutu  kunkunkitja
head aching§€AUSE}-I am.going camp.to sleep.for

‘As my head is aching I'm going to camp for a sléep

The next cluster of relations depicted in (Fig.7)Iiivolves meanings oPURPOSE
CAUSE and RESULT. The affinity between these three aadND has already been
discussed in section 6.3. and 7.3. where it wastpdiout that it is the concept of
consequence where all these meanings meet. Wiailstat and conditional clauses
express pre-condition for the consequence exprdsstéte main clause, purpose and
result express the consequence itself. It hasl@snm emphasized that in the case of
apodosis and purpose clause the consequence is afftéeliberate character (cf.
examples 7.22., 7.23.). Interestingly, 2 of the &kars with scope ovetAUSE and
COND and 1 of the 2 that have scope oReESULT andCOND are used also to express
the meaning oBIOVER Again, we may expect that here grammaticalizatam took
place in stages but the actual order of emergeicpadicular meanings remains
problematic and cannot be resolved easily on teslwd synchronic evidence.

If we accept the assumption th&iIDVER, as a temporal concept, is the least
abstract one whileoND is the most abstract, we could hypothesize thatHe first
group the order of grammaticalization was

SIOVER—> CAUSE-> COND
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On the other hand, it would not be groundless faolhyesize that the marker ®0OVER
could have given rise to the markerscaiND andCAUSE independently.

CAUSE
SIOVER

COND

In the case of thelOVER-RESULT-COND overlap contributed by the Yanyuwa
linker namba (Bradley and Kirton 1992:234 and personal commatioa with John
Bradley) the situation is also very interestingwi proposed &IOVER > RESULT >
COND order we would automatically suggest that a mackenged its position from a
marker attached to clause X to a marker of clausnd then back to the marker of
clause X which would be quite unusual — cf. tHéofeing three sentences:

(7.6a)Whenyou open the box you will see the spider.
(7.6b)Youopened the boXand) soyou saw the spider

(7.6¢)If you open the box you will see the spider

It would seem more convincing, therefore, to hypsthe that the marker sfoveRr
developed into the markers RESULT andCOND independently.

SIOVE/
I

RESULT

COND

The final group of overlaps that draws our attemiio the affinity network consists of
the relations of concessioadNc, ‘although’) and concessive conditionalityq(COND,
‘even if’). The first one contributes 2 and the @at one 3 entries to the table of
overlaps.CONC and COCOND overlap in one case with each other and the |aftter
occurs also in an overlap wihovER None of these overlaps comes as a surprise. The
relation ofCOCOND, which is prototypically encoded in English by@ymorphemic c-
glossemeeven if is without any doubts cognitively related to gemantically simpler
concept of conditionality (and in fact in many lalages, theOND linker is, as in the
English example, incorporated in tbeconD linker). While in conditional clauses the
semantically independent SoA is a straightforwardsequence of the SoA expressed
in the semantically dependent one (cf. example)/iiighe case o€OCOND the SoA

in the semantically independent clause is commantpunterpart of the consequence
that we would normally expect (cf. 7.76°%).

19| argue that this is the prototypical contextwhich reanalysis of COND markers into COCOND
markers takes place. Of course, the use of COCOMEKers goes beyond the cases of simple
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(7.7a)lf John wants me to stay | will stay.

(7.7b)Even if John wants me to stay | will go.

Taking into account the affinity betwee@©COND and COND on the one hand, and
betweencOND and SIOVER on the other, the reasons for semantic ovesl@VER-
COND-cOCONDfound in Lavukalevéecome self-evident. Example (7.8a) below shows
the {e suffix acting as an exponent of the relationsiafvER andCOND and in (7.8b)

as aCOCONDc-glosseme.

(7.8a) LavukalevéTerill 1999:394)

Me-rele iire a-e-rie foiga
2PL-say-{SIOVER} yes 3SG.M.OBJ-DEP-say{COND} it

‘When you say [this], then if he say&%”, okay.’
(7.8b) (ibidem:393)

Kini koa ga ekelei sial ngo-mde
ACT door SGART 3SGOBJnear doEXT 2SG.HAB-{COCOND}

fi koa ga o-ala-re
3SG.FOC door SG.ART 3SG.SBdopenFuT

‘Even if you were not close to the door yet, therdaould open.’

Finally, to account for the presence of the refatid concession (prototypically
expressed in English bglithough in CONG-COND and CONC-COND-COCOND overlaps
we shall once again emphasize the close affinitwéen conditionality and causality.
As Konig (1991) has argued, concessive subordinasidthe dual counterpart of causal
subordination. Moreover, similarly as in the ca§ecOCOND-COND overlaps also for
conditionality/causality and concession the diffe® can be brought down to the
counterexpected consequence:

(7.9a)Becauselucy likes apples she will buy some.
(7.9b)If Lucy likes apples she will buy some.
(7.9c)Although Lucy likes apples she will buy pears

The counterexpected consequence appears, therefdre the simplest element linking
the concepts of concession and concessive condlitiprwith each other as well as
with conditionality (and causality). When it comis hypothesizing about a specific
grammaticalization pathway in the evolution of ciodal and concessive meanings,
Hopper and Traugott (1993:180) proposedcaD > CONC route but, as Heine and
Kuteva (2002:93) notice, more data from languagmeilfes other than Indo-European

counterexpected consequences — cf. a sentencEvike if you sell the two cars, you will still hathe
other three In such cases, the reading appears to be moaecohcessive than conditional character.
Since, however, neither COCOND nor CONC are thedarf this thesis, | do not attempt to pursue this
discussion here.
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are required to substantiate this hypothesis. drctise of the markers referred to in this
thesis more detailed diachronic investigation wolle required to confirm the
existence of this pathway.

The remaining relations depicted in the network:mparison, manner,
similarity, simultaneity co-extensiveness and tewmsi a quo contribute only a small
number of overlaps and so are not elaborated oe. Adre only observation | shall
mention is that 5 of the total number of 8 occucem of these relations are co-
occurrences witlsIoveER which, again, clearly suggests that what we deed lwith are
effects of a multi-stage reanalysis and grammatiatbn.

Gathering all the observations on semantic polyionality of conditionality

linkers we can conclude that:

a) the relation of simultaneity overlaplQVER) is by far the most common overlap
of conditionality which can be easily explainedthg temporal connotations of
any type of conditionals, and especially the “r@@iditionals” which have been
the subject of analysis here;

b) the origin of the other overlaps depicted in (Figj77) can be, in the majority of
cases, explained by the fact that the relationsestertain temporal, causal and
consequential semantic characteristics;

C) in many cases it is the relation of simultaneitgrap GIOVER) that seems to
be the most likely candidate for the concept thitowdpich other circumstantial
relation entered the space of semantic affinitfesoaditionality;

d) it is clear that among the types of markers disstidsere it is the temporal
markers (especiallglOVER) that are common sources of conditionality linkers
(this fact has been depicted in Fig.7.9. and Fig.J, there is also some
evidence (although not as prominent) for causaligfossemes developing into
conditional markers.

Concluding this section, let us look at the stratgeemantic affinities of
conditionality linkers as described in Kortmann4I®

I Il 1 v \Y, VI Vi

COND CONTIN | SIOVER | CAUSE | ANTE | IMMANTE | SIDUR SICOEX
(131items) | (38.2%) | (31.3%) | (26.0%) | (17.6%) | (16.0%) | (16.0%) | (15.3%)

(Fig.7.18.)The strongest semantic affinities of polyfunctioadVerbial subordinators
expressing conditionality according to Kortmann914.98)

Kortmann has found that the dominating relationsthe network of affinities of
conditionality are contingency (‘whenever’) and sltaneity overlap (‘when’). They
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are followed by the concept of cause and four tealpmoncepts: anteriority (‘after’),
immediate anteriority (‘as soon as’), simultanaterlap (‘while’) and simultaneity co-
extensiveness (‘as long as’). In my database éh&tion of contingency has not
appeared on its own. It is possible that some @fiithen’ linkers mentioned here may
occur in contexts in which English would use ‘whes but the overlap of forms of
linkers expressing contingency and conditionalig Imot been directly reported in the
materials | analysed or by any of the consultaiftss concerns also the distinction
between anteriority and immediate anteriority — thier, as already mentioned in
section 4.3. has not been reported.

One point in which both Kortmann’s and my resuiingbetely agree is the high
position ofSIOVER Although in my investigation markers aNTE, CAUSE, SIDUR and
SICOEX have been also identified as overlapping in foritin @OND, their frequency is
low both in the absolute number of overlaps antimary overlaps. Similarly low is
also the frequency GfURPOSE COCOND andMANNER linkers (which have not surfaced
in Kortmann’s summary at all). | would incline tomla looking for the explanation of
these discrepancies in the genetic/geographidide design of Kortmann’s study.

ABSOLUTE NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES (65 overlaps)

| Il i v v v v
SIOVER | ANTE CAUSE SIDUR | COCOND | PURPOSE MANNER
32 items| 7 items 4 items 3 items 3 items 3 items 3 items
(49.2%) | (10.8%) (6.2%) (4.6%) (4.6%) (4.6%) (4.6%)

OCCURRENCES IN BINARY OVERLAPS (26 overlaps)

| Il i v v v v v
SIOVER | SICOEX | PURPOSE| ANTE CAUSE CONC | COCOND | MANNER
17 items| 2 items 2 items 1 item 1 item 1 item 1 item 1 item
(65.4%) | (7.75%) | (7.75%) (3.8%) (3.8%) (3.8%) (3.8%) (3.8%)

(Fig.7.19.)The strongest semantic affinities of polyfunctiooajlossemes of conditionality
revealed in this study

7.4. SUMMARY

The concept of conditionality is, without any douht complex one. In this
thesis only one of its subtypes — the real conaidti®s — has been scrutinized. The
analysis presented in this section not only cordimmany of the findings reported in
earlier works but adds also a couple of elementaitaunderstanding of the origin and
functioning of markers of protasis.
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| argued here that the synchronic, cross-linguiséitterns of polysemy and the
material incorporated in morphologically complexndtionality markers, suggest that
in many cases conditionality c-glossemes develapesttly from markers of temporal
interclausal relations. This seems especially isigikn those cases where overlaps of
conditionality linkers with adverbs, adpositionglazase markers have been identified.
The analyses confirmed also what has been argued ¥oorks of other linguists — the
affinity between topic markers and conditionalscertain verbs and conditionals or
even complementizer and markers of protasis.

The prevalence of temporal concepts emerged aso tine analysis of patterns
of semantic polyfunctionality of markers of protsiThe relation of simultaneity
overlap (‘when’) is without any doubt the one tkhaiminates in the space of affinities
of conditionality although other concepts — suchaateriority, cause or even purpose
and concession — also marked their place in thearkt

We should recall here also that, as it was the wéitethe three circumstantial
relations discussed before, the investigation fedesexistence of quite strong
morphological complexity = monofunctionality tendency at both syntactic and
semantic level. When it come to the form of comdhiglity c-glossemes the analysis
revealed dominating proportion of free words (whightnumber affixes almost 3
times) and very high proportion of distributed neask
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CHAPTER 8

Comparisons and conclusions

In the four preceding chapters detailed discussiothe form, complexity and
origin of c-glossemes of anteriority, causality,rgase and conditionality has been
presented together with an insight into the sernapgace of circumstantial relations in
which these four concepts occupy an important osifThe aim of this chapter is to
compare the results obtained in chapters 4, 5,d67aand draw conclusions from the

comparisons.

8.1. FORMS OF C-GLOSSEMES

The first major element that has been looked atach of the analytical
chapters is the form of c-glossemes. Continuougeim classified as words have been
distinguished from affixes, distributed markerstict and combinations of words and
affixes. Recall that for each of the four relatisghsas been found that the c-glossemes
encoding them are only rarely clitics and combmagi For this reason the two groups
have been treated jointly and labelled ‘othersthea summary of results presented in
(Fig.8.1.) below and in the diagram depicting timelings graphically (Fig.8.2).

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %

words 70 46.67% 158 | 77.83% | 95 | 60.50% | 108 63.16%
affixes 64 42.67% 40 19.70% | 50 | 31.84% 40 23.40%
discontinuous

markers 7 4.66% 4 1.97% 10 6.36% 20 11.69%
others 9 6.00% 1 0.50% 2 1.30% 3 1.75%
TOTAL 150 100% 203 100% 157 100% 171 100%

(Fig.8.1.) Comparison of the forms of c-glossemes
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(Fig.8.2.) Proportions of the particular forms eflossemes

One of the elements that we immediately notice wherook at the summaries
is that among the four relations causality has highest proportion of lexical c-
glossemes (almost 80%) and lowest proportion akalffinkers (below 20%). The
ratio words-to-affixes is also quite high for camaliality and purpose — in both cases
over 60% of the linkers are words. For anterioray, the other hand, the number of
affixes and words is almost equal, while the renmgifiorms constitute just over 10%
of the markers. Anteriority is also the relatiorttwihe highest percentage of clitics and
combinations of words and affixes — 6%. These twaugs contribute less than 2% in
the case of conditionality and purpose and merebfQin the case of causality.
Another interesting observation is the distributafrdiscontinuous markers across the
four relations — while they are quite rare in tlese of causality and slightly more
common in anteriority and purpose, they constitater 10% of the c-glossemes of
conditionality.

Although the sample | have used is far too smalintake any significant
inferences about the tendencies of encoding oleistantial relations in particular
language families, there are several elementsatigatvorth emphasizing. First of all it
is clear from the summary presented in (Fig.8.8at while for the Amerind, Indo-
Pacific and Australian languages affixal c-glosse@e very common, their frequency
and significance is far smaller in African or Austianguages (and they are completely
absent from the two creole languages in the sanNzguka and Kryiol). This can be
easily explained by the typological characterisfithese languages. As Schachter and
Shopen concisely put it:

Closed word classes tend to play a more promir@atin analytic languages than they
do in synthetic languages. This is because mutheo§emantic and syntactic work done
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by the members of closed word classes in analgtiguages is done instead by affixes in
synthetic languages. (2007:23)

In other words, where morphology is scant one shaedpect functional items
(including clause linkers) to be lexicalized.

The second interesting observation concerns disazenis markers which
appear to be especially common in Niger-Kordofan@mguages and so this may
suggest a genetic pattern. The discontinuous kn&ecur also in a couple of unrelated
languages in Asia but it is unlikely that their ggace is an effect of areal diffusion
since the languages are geographically far toamligtom each other.

language anteriority causality purpose conditionali ty
Uralic-Yukaghir languages
Estonian w A | W | W W
Indo-Hittite languages
English W A W a W disc W
Polish W a W a w W
Hindi W a w WA w
Niger-Kordofanian languages
Krongo W WA A A DISC
Boko A W disc W DISC wW
Akan DISC w DISC W W DISC
Swalhili w W W W ADISC
Sango - W W W
Suppyire - W w DISC W
Mayogo W W W W DISC
Gola w w w W
Afro-Asiatic languages
Konso W DISC CLIT W W W
Shelha W W W -
Arabic wW W W W
Hausa W W W W
Maale wA A w A A
Nilo-Saharan languages
Kanuri W DISC A A A
Lango W W W W
Ma'di - W w W
Didinga - W W W
Fur \W W W W
Khoisan languages
Khwe W | w w w
Amerind languages
SE Tepehuan W W W W
Hualapai A A A A
Seri A WA - A
Nez Perce A W A W
Nisga'a W W W W
Lillooet CLIT w wW CLIT
Ika - A A A
Rama A W A A
Cubeo A COMB w A A
Retuard A A A W
Achagua - W A A A
Baure - W W W
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Apurina - wW W -
Quechua Huallaga A A A A
Mocovi - wW - wW
Macushi w w A A
Na-Dene languages
Apache Jicarilla | - | WA | WA A
Eskimo-Aleut languages
Yup'ik | A | A | A A
Australian languages
Yanyuwa W W DISC A W
Wambaya A - A -
Jingulu - - W W
Yindjibarndi - A - CLIT
Pitjantjatjara A A A A
Warlpiri A W WA W
Arabana - - A -
Indo-Pacific languages
I'saka - - - -
Hatam - W W W
Lavukaleve A wW A A
Yimas A A - A
Eipo W A W W a W
Ama CLIT - - CLIT
Meyah - W W W
Au w w w A
Austric languages
Sapuan - W W W
Jahai W W - W
Seediq - W W W
Leti wW w wW W
Santali A WA wW W disc
Taba - W W W
Yami - wW W wW
llokano W w W W
Batak Karo W W wW w
Thai w W W W disc
Mantauran Rukai WA W W W
Paiwan wW W wW W
Vitu - w w w
Altaic languages
Japanese w A W a W a A
Dagur A W WA DISC
Sino-Tibetan languages
Mandarin W W w W
Lepcha A A W W
Kayah Li W wW W W
Galo wA W a w W A
Elamo-Dravidian languages
Tamil | W a | wA | W a A
Caucasian languages
Lezgian | wA | W a | W a ADISC
Chukchi-Kamchatkan languages
Chukchi | A | WA | - w
Isolated languages
Nivkh A A A A
Burushaski W A DISC w W a W
Basque WA W comb a A A comb
Ket w wA W A DISC W A DISC

Creole languages
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Ndyuka W W W w

Kryiol wW W W W

(Fig.8.3.) Distribution of forms of c-glossemes

The abbreviations stand for: W - words; A -, afix CLIT — clitics, DISC - discontinuous markers,
COMB - combinations of words and affixes. If a marfiar abbreviation is put in small letters it mean
that the form it refers to is in a particular lange used rarer than the one that has been pupitalsa If
more than one abbreviation appears in capitalsditates the forms are of equal frequency.

The maps presented in (Fig.8.4.-8.7.) help us tecadier several other
interesting facts about the distribution of thetjgatar forms of c-glossemes in each of
the four relations.On each of the maps we noticed several clustevalags, the most
significant of which are the aforementioned affixies North and Central South
America and Australia on the one hand, and the urexbf words and affixes in
Europe, India and along the Indian border on theerotThe presence of certain
preferences concerning the types of clause linkexs been already noticed by
Kortmann (1997) and Bisang (1998). The study cotetudy the first author has
revealed that the languages on the westernmoseastgrnmost parts of Europe use
converbs as a primary method of clause combininigtwtistinguishes them from the
languages of the middle. Bisang, going outside geirbas distinguished between three
types: European, in which the number of converldsriged but there is a richness of
adverbial subordinators; Eurasian which is charesetd by a wealth of converbs and
relatively small number of free adverbial subortliing; and Far East type in which
converbs occur only marginally and free subordirsaserve clause linking functions. |
do not go as far as distinguishing between subatdis and converbs but the point |
am making here, is that also with respect to theengeneral distinctions between
various types of c-glossemes such as the onesdewadi here, there are some
geographic preferences.

Interestingly, the preferences differ across cerigioups of languages in a
rather random way. For instance, the number of wogdcoding the relation of
anteriority in India and along the Indian bordefower than for any other of the three
relations. In North America, on the other handihot only anteriority but also purpose
that in many languages is encoded exclusively byesf which puts these two relations
in direct contrast with the forms of linkers of eality and conditionality in those
languages. In languages such as Polish, EnglishEstahian the clause linkers of
purpose and conditionality are exclusively lexiaahile for the other two relations the
languages use a mixture of words and affixes.

! Combinations of words and affixes, due to theiv feequency, have been omitted from the maps.
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8.2. DEGREES OF MORPHOLOGICAL COMPLEXITY

Apart from distinguishing between various morphatagforms of c-glossemes
a distinction between synchronically monomorpheamd polymorphemic markers has
also been introduced in the analytical section® ore complex markers have been
further divided into bimorphemic, trimorphemic atitbse consisting of 4 and more
morphemes. The results of the analysis are pretgaietly in table (Fig.8.8.) and

diagram (Fig.8.9.) below.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
monomorphemic 105 | 72.41%| 123| 66.13%  10( 65.36% 109 66.8[7%
bimorphemic 33 22.76% 48 25.81% 37 24.18% 3] 19.02%
trimorphemic 4 2.76% 14 7.53% 12 7.84% 17 10.43%
4+ morphemes 3 2.07% 1 0.53% 4 2.62% 6 3.68%
TOTAL 145 100% 186 100% 153 100% 163 100%

(Fig.8.8.) Comparison of the internal complexityceglossemes

100% -

80% -

60% -

40% -

20%-

0%

anteriority causality

purpose

conditionality

@ monomorphemic m bimorphemic O trimorphemic @ 4+ morphemes

(Fig.8.9.) Variation in internal complexity of ceglsemes

The differences in proportions, especially whercaimes to monomorphemic and
bimorphemic markers, are very small. The highestgrgage of monomorphemic
markers, over 72%, has been observed for anteriovit it is only 7 points higher than
for the relation with the smallest percentage dadsth linkers — purpose. The gap
between the highest and lowest percentage of bimeongs markers is even smaller —

showing only 6 points difference.
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8.3. DEGREES OF SYNTACTIC POLYFUNCTIONALITY

In the material collected for the purpose of thigsis many examples of
syntactically polyfunctional markers have been tded. As the two figures below
(Fig.8.10. and 8.11.) illustrate, the percentagealyfunctional markers is highest for
purpose and anteriority, slightly lower for causaland considerably lower for
conditionality.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
syntactically 73 | 51.77% | 108 | °870 | 71 | 47.01% | 114 | 71.25%
monofunctional %
syntactically 86 |48.23% | 76 | 30 | g0 |s5200% | 46 |28.75%
polyfunctional %
TOTAL 141 100% 184 100% 151 100% 160 100%

(Fig.8.10.) Comparison of the numbers of syntatilicaonofunctional
and syntactically polyfunctional c-glossemes

100% -

80% -

60% -

40%

20% -

0% ‘ ‘
anteriority causality purpose conditionality

m syntactically monofunctional @ syntactically polyfunctional

(Fig.8.11.) Distribution of syntactically monofuraal
and syntactically polyfunctional c-glossemes

Within the group of syntactically polyfunctional rkars | have introduced a
distinction between degrees of polyfunctionali: the number of additional syntactic
functions served by a given c-glosseme. While disitig the degrees an additional
distinction between monomorphemic and polymorphemackers has also been made.
| shall keep it here and start from the comparativerview of the degree of syntactic
polyfunctionality in monomorphemic c-glossemes.

The numbers presented in (Fig.8.12.) leave no doubat among the
monomorphemic markers it is conditionality and editss that have the highest

225



proportion of monofunctional markers — 61.32% an@.99% respectively.

Interestingly, for both of these relations almo8%®of the monomorphemic markers
are those with up to 1 additional function (red amdlow bars in the diagram in
Fig.8.13). The same holds for about 80% of antegyi@nd purpose linkers. Of the four
relations it is purpose that has the smallest numiit monomorphemic and
syntactically monofunctional markers and, at thmesdime, the only one for which
more than 1 example of a marker with 4 additionactions has been found.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality

count % count % count % count %

fzuzgsghosnal 15 |1485% | 9 | 769% | 16 |1633%| 9 | 8.49%
?uﬁgsg'nosnal 4 | 396% | 4 | 342% | 3 | 306% | 2 | 1.89%
?u?ggghosnal - - - - 3 | 306% | 1 | 094%
TOTAL 101 | 100% | 117 | 100% | 98 | 100% | 106 | 100%

(Fig.8.12.) The degree of syntactic polyfunctiotyaimong monomorphemic c-glossemes

100% - i

80% i

60% i

40% -

20%-+

0% : ; ;
anteriority causality purpose conditionality

B monofunnctional 0O 1 additional function @ 2 additional functions
O 3 additional functions m 4 additional functions

(Fig.8.13.) Distribution of degrees of syntactidydonctionality
among monomorphemic c-glossemes

The situation among polymorphemic markers looksteguiifferent to that
presented for monomorphemic c-glossemes. If we eoenfhe data in (Fig.8.12) with
those in (Fig.8.14) we notice that the only simiiais that in both cases conditionality
is the relation with the highest proportion of mbmational markers. Among
polymorphemic markers it is not anteriority, and parpose but causality, which —
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with its 20 markers that can be used in one additisyntactic functions — has the
smallest number of monofunctional linkers. In faanhteriority, with only 15% of
syntactically polyfunctional markers, stands rigehind conditionality.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
monofunctional 34 | 85.00% | 46 68.66% | 42 79.25% | 49 90.70%
1 additional function 4 10.00% 20 | 29.85% 11 20.75% 5 9.30%
: additional 2 | 500% | 1 | 149% | - - - -
unctions
TOTAL 40 100% 67 100% 53 100% 54 100%

(Fig.8.14.) The degree of syntactic polyfunctiotyaimong polymorphemic c-glossemes

100% -

80%

60%

40% -

20%

0%

anteriority causality purpose conditionality

‘ B monofunctional O 1 additional function @ 2 additional functions ‘

(Fig.8.15.) Distribution of degrees of syntactidyfonctionality
among polymorphemic c-glossemes

The data once again draw our attention to the cexityl > (syntactic)
monfunctionality tendency — the more morphologicalbmplex markers tend to have
lower degree of polyfunctionality. This tendencysHaeen observed for all the four
relations. Nonetheless, when it comes to drawingege conclusions from what has
been presented above, we are entailed to conchateconditionality reveals highest
and purpose lowest proportion of monofunctional kees with anteriority and
causality in the middle of the scale.
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8.4. DEGREES OF SEMANTIC POLYFUNCTIONALITY

The discrepancies between the proportion of sewcahtimonofunctional and
polyfunctional markers in the four analysed (seg.&16. and Fig.8.17.) are much
smaller than for the syntactic polyfunctionalitylateons discussed in the previous
section. In fact, between the relation with the dsw percentage of semantically
polyfunctional linkers (conditionality) and the agbn with the highest score (purpose)
there is only 3% difference.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
;ﬂi%'ﬁg;gm 93 | 65.04% | 121 |65.76% | 101 |67.30% | 111 | 68.10%
semantically 50 |34.96% | 63 |34.24% | 49 |32.67% | 52 |31.90%
polyfunctional
TOTAL 143 100% 184 100% 150 100% 163 100%
(Fig.8.16.) Comparison of the numbers of semanjicabnofunctional
and semantically polyfunctional c-glossemes
100%

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -
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anteriority causality purpose conditionality

O semantically monofunctional m semantically polyfunctional

(Fig.8.17.) Distribution of semantically monofuratal
and semantically polyfunctional c-glossemes

The discrepancies become slightly more salient & exclude from the
summaries the general c-glossemes. Without themnm@rtin@ monomorphemic markers
it is purpose that has the lowest number of sermahti monofunctional linkers
(58.65%). It is followed by causality which has 1086re of monofunctional markers
and then closely also by anteriority and conditiityja As for the degree of
polyfunctionality, it turns out that anteriority $idhe highest and purpose the lowest
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number of linkers with 3 additional semantic funog. The details are presented in
(Fig.8.18.) and (Fig.8.19.).

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
1 additional function 13 | 14.61% | 19 |17.27% | 27 [2596% | 9 |10.23%
fuﬁgggfs”a' 3 | 337% | 6 | 545% | 14 |13.46% | 11 |12.50%
fuﬁgggfs”a' 10 |11.23% | 10 | 910% | 2 | 1.93% | 5 | 5.68%
TOTAL 89 100% 110 100% 104 100% 88 100%

(Fig-8.18.) The degree of syntactic polyfunctiotygimong monomorphemic c-glossemes
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20%
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anteriority causality purpose conditionality

O monofunnctional @ 1 additional function @ 2 additional functions ® 3 additional functions

(Fig-8.19.) Distribution of degrees of semanticyfiohctionality
among monomorphemic c-glossemes

The comparison of degrees of semantic polyfunctignan polymorphemic
markers (again, with exclusion of general c-gloss®nalso reveals that conditionality
is the relation with the lowest percentage of pahgtional markers (see Fig.8.20. and
8.21.). Only 7.4% of the conditionality linkers gerone additional semantic functions
and there are no instances of linkers with highegree of polyfunctionality for this
relation. In the case of causality and purposeeliskon the other hand, over 20% of
them serve 1 additional functions and for both leirexamples of linkers with more
than 2 semantic functions have also been elicitad puts them behind anteriority for
which over 83% of the polymorphemic markers are ofianctional.
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anteriority causality purpose conditionality

count % count % count % count %
monofunctional 30 83.33% 46 74.19% 48 76.19% 50 92.60%
fz additional 2 | 556% | 1 | 161% | - - - .
unctions
3 additional i ) ) i 1 1.59% ) )
functions IO

36 100% 62 100% 63 100% 54 100%

TOTAL

(Fig.8.20.) The degree of syntactic polyfunctiotyaiimong polymorphemic c-glossemes
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(Fig.8.21.) Distribution of degrees of semanticyfiohctionality
among polymorphemic c-glossemes

On the whole, we may conclude from the comparigoesented here that the
clause linkers of conditionality and causality ameore often lexicalized and
semantically and syntactically monofunctional th#re linkers of purpose and
anteriority but all these four groups reveal a Emlevel of morphological complexity.
The usefulness of the parameters compared here lymesver, far beyond such simple
comparison. They are very useful tools in assessidggree of grammaticalization. If
we want to find the most highly grammaticalizedriten a group of clause linkers (or
in any other lexical or grammatical group of itenas should look for the one that is
morphologically most simple and which has the ldwdegree of semantic and
syntactic polyfunctionality. If we want to assebe tlegree of grammaticalization of a
concept in comparison to another concept in a gisaguage we have to find out for
which of the concepts a more highly grammaticalizeghonent is available. And
finally, if we are interested in finding out whiaf two (or more concepts) reveals a
higher degree of grammaticalization in a crosstlistic perspective, for each of these
concepts we have to compare how many of the larguagssess the most highly
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grammaticalized items to encode them. Adding teehiree parameters information
about the morphosyntactic form of the item(s) weynia a similar manner, assess the
degree of lexicalization. It is these very questienof cross-linguistic tendencies to
grammaticalize and lexicalize certain concepts tagher extent than others that are
the most interesting ones. To answer them we reeefdr to additional set of data — a
set which is highly relevant for the problems cdesed in part three of the thesis.
Thus, | postpone the discussion until chapter 9.

8.5. SOURCES OF C-GLOSSEMES

The present study, contributing to other works ihe tdomain of
grammaticalization, has yielded some interestisglte that bear on our understanding
of how clause linkers of anteriority, causality,rpose and conditionality came into
being. In this section of the chapter | endeavauput the results together and refer
them to the more general findings concerning thecas of clause linkers reported in
the linguistic literature which, recall, include paitions, case markers, adverbs,
complementizers, relativizers, verbs and nouns.

8.5.1. Evidence from the observation of patterns of polysemy

The first method of the insight into the origin ofglossemes applied in this
thesis has been the analysis of patterns of polyskmnihe tables presenting the results
in each of the sections polysemes with membersishtivo syntactic categories (i.e.
cases of binary overlaps) have been distinguishiech fthose which have their
members in three and more categories (i.e. casesutliiple overlaps). It has been
assumed (cf. section 3.2.9.) that the first grofipolysemes give us more reliable
evidence for the origin of the markers since itmahates confusion that the
reconstruction of grammaticalization pathways isesaof multiple overlaps brings
about. | intend to keep the binary overlaps sepbrdtere and | start the comparative
overview from discussion on the distribution of tpelysemes in the categories
considered by other researchers to be the most consources of clause linkers.

As (Fig.8.22.) and (Fig.8.23.) below illustratege thange of sources of clause
linkers, reconstructed on the basis of evidenceiged by binary overlaps, confirms
the important role of adpositions and case markethe formation of clause-linking
markers. It does not escape our attention, howewat, there are rather striking
differences between the four relations analysedilé\ddpositions contribute 70% of
the binary overlaps for causality the same hold$y dor just over 20% for
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conditionality. The proportion of case markers,tba other hand is much lower for
causality than for any other relation. Complemesszdo not occur at all in binary
overlaps with anteriority but constitute 11.54% df79% of polysemes of purpose
and conditionality respectively. Adverbs, on thaaesthand, occupy a high position in
the case of anteriority and conditionality but ardy marginal as sources of causality,
and are completely absent in the group of binasrlaps of purpose. It also becomes
obvious that verbs are more likely to be sourcesoflitionality and anteriority than of
purpose and causality. Among the markers of therlatlation we very rarely find
overlaps with nouns and we do not find them ainatlonditionality linkers. Nouns are
not too common as binary polysemes of anterioiiyee but they appear to be more
frequent among polysemes of purpose markers. Fjrfall all of the analysed relations
relativizers acting as (potential) sources of abaliskers are less frequent than any
other syntactic category.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
adpositions 11 |32.35% | 42 |70.00% | 21 |40.38% | 4 |21.05%
case markers 10 |29.41% | 10 |16.67% | 16 |30.76% | 5 |26.32%
complementizers - - 3 | 500% | 6 |1154% | 3 |1579%
nouns 2 | 58% | 1 | 167% | 5 | 962% | - .
verbs 5 |1471% | 1 | 167% | 4 | 7.70% | 4 |21.05%
adverbs 4 [11.77% | 1 | 1.67% | - - 3 | 15.79%
relativizers 2 5.88% 2 3.33% ) ) 3 '
TOTAL 34 100% 60 100% 52 100% 19 100%

(Fig.8.22.) Comparative overview of the distributiof categories viewed as the most common sources
of clause linkers — markers displaying binary oapsl
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(Fig.8.23.) Graphic representation of the distiitnuiof categories
viewed as the most common sources of clause linkenarkers displaying binary overlaps
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Of course, the list of the seven categories givieova does not exhaust the
range of homonyms/polysemes of the four relatidestified in the data collected —
many other relation-specific binary overlaps hagerblisted in the analytical chapters.
Fig.8.24. and Fig.8.25. include these additionaégaries labelling them as ‘other’.
The data indicate that the set of the seven catgogmains in similar proportions as
previously described (Fig.8.22. and 8.23.) only dausality. For anteriority, purpose
and conditionality the bars indicating the propmrtiof categories outside of this
hypothesized core set are significantly higher. Ewsv, as it has been discussed in
section 4.2.1., in the case of anteriority, witlstjone exception, the remaining 13
overlaps are distributed over 12 categories. Onby af the categories — aspect markers
— occurs twice as a polyseme of anteriority linkensd so the other categories are
either language-specific polysemes or homonymdoAthe relation of purpose, the 10
polysemes constituting the category ‘other’ inclilénstances of TAM markers, 2
modality suffixes/particles and 2 conjunctions (seetion 6.2.1.). The 15 members of
the category ‘other’ in conditionality, on the otheand, include 3 topic markers, 3
TAM and modality markers, and 2 demonstratives (begpter 7.2.1.) For both purpose
and conditionality almost all these categories ocealso in multiple overlaps.
Moreover, for conditionality c-glossemes all thrégpic markers, demonstratives and
modality markers have been claimed to be crossHsatigally important sources of this
group of linkers in earlier works by Traugott (198Hd Heine and Kuteva (2007) — see
section 3.2.8. In the light of these facts we canctude from the observations of
binary overlaps that the core set of sources opgae and conditionality markers is
larger than for the other two relations.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
adpositions 11 | 23.92% | 42 |65.62% | 21 |3387% | 4 |11.77%
case markers 10 |21.75% | 10 |15.62% | 16 |2580% | 5 |14.70%
complementizers - - 3 | 469% | 6 | 968% | 3 | 8.82%
nouns 2 | 435% | 1 | 157% | 5 | 8.07% | - .
verbs 5 |1087% | 1 | 157% | 4 | 6.45% | 4 |11.77%
adverbs 4 | 867% | 1 | 157% | - - 3 | 8.82%
relativizers 2 4.35% 2 3.12% ) ) 3 '
others 12 |26.09% | 4 | 6.24% | 10 |16.13% | 15 |44.12%
TOTAL 46 100% 64 100% 62 100% 34 100%

(Fig.8.24.) Comparative overview of the distributiof sources of clause linkers
— markers displaying binary overlaps
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(Fig.8.25.) Graphical representation of the distiifin of sources of clause linkers — markers digpta
binary overlaps

Quite surprisingly, it turns out that if we look thie distribution of categories in both

binary and multiple overlaps (where each categsriysied separately irrespective of

the other categories it overlaps with), the pict(see Fig.8.26. and Fig.8.27.) looks

very similar to that depicted for binary overlapBhis strengthens the earlier

observations.

anteriority causality purpose conditionality
count % count % count % count %
adpositions 26 [ 2857% | 50 |51.55% | 34 |30.08% | 9 |13.24%
case markers 11 |12.09% | 10 [10.31% | 18 |1593% | 5 | 7.35%
complementizers 3 | 330% | 8 | 825% | 19 |16.81% | 9 |13.24%
nouns 7 | 769% | 2 | 206% | 6 | 531% | - -
verbs 5 | 550% | 2 | 206% | 7 | 620% | 4 | 588%
adverbs 12 [1319% | 5 | 515% | 7 | 6.20% | 10 |14.71%
relativizer 4 | 439% | 3 | 309% | 3 | 266% | 1 | 147%
others 23 | 25.27% | 17 |1753% | 19 |16.81% | 30 |44.11%
TOTAL 91 100% 97 100% | 113 | 100% 68 100%

(Fig.8.26.) Comparative overview of the distributiof sources of clause linkers
— all overlaps included
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(Fig.8.27.) Graphical representation of the disttidin of sources of clause linkers
— all overlaps included

8.5.2. Evidence from the analysis of incorporated m  aterial

Apart from reconstructing synchronic patterns aftagtic polyfunctionality in
the quest for the origin of clause linkers the riné structure of polymorphemic
markers has also been analysed. The results hawensthat the categories most
commonly incorporated in the structure of theseymoirphemic markers (ergo their
sources) are, indeed, the 7 categories most conyneonisidered to be the sources of
clause linkers.

In the table below (Fig.8.28.) the categories, togewith numerical data, are
listed for each of the relations. For clarity obpentation only the items belonging to
one category have been listed. Hence, for instafozeanteriority the adpositions
incorporated in the structure of polymorphemic neaskhave been included as have
been adverbs, but if a particular item belongsdth lzategories, it has been omitted.
The number of items excluded in this way is, howgewet significant and so it does
not affect the validity of observations.
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anteriority causality purpose conditionality

count % count % count % count %
15 29.42% 34 43.04% 18 27.27% 9 17.31%

14 | 27.45% 8 10.13% | 12 | 18.18% | 11 | 21.15%
- - 4 5.06% 5 7.58% 3 5.77%
5 9.80% 23 | 29.11% | 13 | 19.69% 8 15.38%

adpositions

case markers

complementizers

nouns
verbs 14 |2745% | 7 | 8.86% | 11 |16.67% | 16 | 30.77%
adverbs 3 5.88% - - 5 7.58% 5 9.62%
relativizers - - 3 3.80% 2 3.03% - -
TOTAL 51 100% 79 100% 66 100% 52 100%

(Fig.8.28.) Comparative overview of the distributiof categories incorporated
in the structure of polymorphemic markers

The diagram illustrates the data graphically:

100% -

80%

60%

40% -

20%

0%
anteriority causality purpose conditionality

‘ W adpositions @ case markers @O complementizers m nouns O verbs W adverbs M relativizers

(Fig.8.29.) Graphical representation of the disttitin of categories incorporated
in the structure of polymorphemic markers

What is probably the most interesting conclusiorehs the fact that the proportion of
nouns as well as verbs has increased significamitpmparison to the results obtained
in the analysis of patterns of polysemy (cf. Fig3.Fig.8.25. and Fig.8.27.). This trend
is noticeable for all of the relations but is espky¢ striking for causality and
conditionality. Among the material incorporated polymorphemic causality linkers
listed in the table above, almost 30% are nounsaémdst 9% are verbs. In the case of
conditionality nouns contribute over 15% and veolhsr 30%. The presence of these
two content categories is self-explanatory. Theymokrphemic markers are often
inflected nouns and verbs, nominal and verbal @was some other structures built
around these two categories. They have not undergbonological erosion and thus
their internal make-up remains transparent. Mon@memic markers which served as
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the main source of data in the previous sectiortherother hand, rarely reveal the full
history of their origin — in majority of cases thsiynchronic structure allows to trace
their origin not further back than to Heine and éua's layer IV of grammatical
development (see section 3.2.3.) i.e. the layenmied by demonstratives, adpositions,
aspect markers and negation markers. The secoacsting observation that we can
make here is that, in both the analysis of pattefrsyntactic overlaps and incorporated
material, the proportion of adpositions appearbdovery similar — with the highest
score among causality linkers and lowest amongitiondlity markers. The proportion
of case markers is also similar in both aspecth@fnalysis.

8.5.3. Other c-glossemes as sources

Apart from the discussion on the development otis#alinkers out of other
syntactic categories the scenario of one claugeiigiving rise to another one has also
been considered. It has been emphasized that @sia bf synchronic observations
only, it is often difficult to reconstruct the pathys of grammaticalization that lead to
the emergence of what has been labedleshantic overlapsFor instance, there is no
convincing evidence for the development of antégidimkers out of some other type
of circumstantial linkers. Although there is a hidégree of semantic affinity between
the relation ofANTE andSIOVER (‘when’) the directionality of the extension canie
easily established. However, a sufficient amountewvidence exist to support the
hypothesis that anteriority linkers give rise tasality linkers. The latter ones seems
also to commonly develop from markers of other teraprelations — includinglOVER
(‘when’) andTAQUO (‘since’). Another important overlap EAUSE-PURPOSE on the
other hand, in the majority of cases seems toratgi from the extension of the causal
meaning over purposive but this does not seem éxodgss. The analysis of further
overlaps of the markers of purpose does not proeaeclusive evidence as for the
possible pathway of development either and | amanadre of any other studies that
have looked into the issue. Conditionality linkeosy the other hand, without any
doubts develop commonly from markers of the refatimf simultaneity overlap
(SIOVER, ‘when’). The data collected suggest also thatdis encoding the relations of
anteriority, simultaneity duratiorsipUR ‘while’) and causality may get reanalysed into
conditionality c-glossemes too.

Some of the pathways presented here have beenteépior other works.
Others, requiring verification on the basis of tiamic evidence, or at least more
detailed historical reconstructions, for the tineeng have to remain merely suspicions
and hypotheses. On the whole we may conclude, henvévat the category of clause
linkers itself should be included to the core af thiscussion on origin of the markers
of circumstantial relations along with other sytiacategories. So far the fact of one

237



type of clause linker giving rise to another tyes libeen treated rather modestly in the
grammaticalization literature.

8.5.4. The emerging picture

The analysis has confirmed, beyond all doubts, theammaticalization of
items, whether lexical or morphological, is conisted by the grammatical function to
be expressed, and by the appropriateness of theeirdes from the source items for the
function in question” (Hopper and Traugott 2003:)L86has also confirmed that on the
whole for the analysed groups of c-glossemes, th& Kommon categories giving rise
to clause linkers are, indeed, adpositions, cas&ars nouns and verbs. However, the
role of other categories often viewed as importaaterial for grammaticalization of
clause linkers — i.e. complementizers, relativizeaslverbs, demonstratives and
interrogatives — has turned out to be far lessifstgmt. Some of these more rare
categories are without any doubts important souoepecific types of clause linkers
(such as complementizers for purpose or adverbscdoditionality) and there are
several more categories that emerge only at typeHsp level (aspect markers in the
case of anteriority or topic markers for condititilyafor instance). This concerns also
clause linkers themselves, which, as has been stmadan the previous section, in
the process of semantic extension may give risendéokers of other circumstantial
relations.

The overall conclusion that we may draw from thebeervations is that we
should be careful when making general claims altoetorigin and sources of the
clause linkers — it is far too easy to oversimplibcusing only on the core set of
circumstantial relations. In reality, the deepergueinto the cross-linguistic analysis of
markers of a particular circumstantial relation éory other group of items, for that
matter), the more the grammaticalization pathwatgst 90 resemble a multi-node
rhizome rather than a neat diagram. This become®wudy as this study shows, even
from studying the fossilized evidence of grammadizedion processes preserved in
synchronic material.

The study has looked into the issue of origin okdirs of the four relations in
more details than any other previously, resortimghieoretical discussion, qualitative
and quantitative analyses. Many of the observatinade here support the hypothesis
put forward by linguists studying grammaticalizati@ome other findings cast doubts
on certain earlier claims and yet others presenwitls new evidence which will be
worth looking at in more details in future researth all cases, | emphasize once
again, the results this study yields should be ew the context of its purpose — to
discover cross-linguistic tendencies rather thaarsals.

238



8.6. SEMANTIC AFFINITIES BETWEEN THE RELATIONS

It has been already said in chapter 4 that it istidann’s study (1997) that
inspired me to look at the problem of semanticnitis between the circumstantial
relations. My aim was not to reconstruct a compfateure of such a network — an
impossible task in a study that looks at four ainstantial relations only — but to verify
whether a language sample completely differentdatdbase consisting of a variety of
clause linkers and not just ‘ideal adverbial subwtbrs’ would yield similar results.
The null hypotheses was that it would as it hachbessumed that human perception
and cognitive organization (at least when it corteeshe circumstantial relations) is
universal and does not depend on the language eak sy the type of clause linkers
we use. The results confirmed the hypothesis. Al major and strongest semantic
affinities involving the four relations identifiedy Kortmann have been confirmed.
This includes ANTE-SIOVER, ANTE-CAUSE, ANTE-SIDUR, CAUSE-SIOVER,CAUSE-
PURPOSE, PURPOSE-RESULT, COND-SIOVERIACOND-CAUSE The small differences in
the strength of particular semantic affinities bedw mine and Kortmann’s study
cannot be explained by conceptual differences lmtvepeakers of different languages.
| would attribute them rather to the differenceshia designs of these two studies.

Apart from the positive verification of the valigibf Kortmann’s findings in a
larger and more diverse sample of both languagek stiructures, this study has
proposed a more detailed insight into the arrangéroé particular overlaps in the
network of semantic affinities. While Kortmann depid only the most salient
affinities (cf. Fig.3.8.), | — taking the advantagkthe smaller number of relations in
my study — have presented the full picture emerd@iogm my analysis. This kind of
presentation has two main advantages: it allow® Ugok not only at the core but also
at the margins of the conceptual space of eaclmeofahalysed relations and depicts
clearly not just binary but also multiple overlagdthough these overlaps are often
limited when it comes to the number of languages thave been identified for, the
reconstructed networks nonetheless offer us veogecland direct insight into the
impressive cognitive organization of circumstantiahcepts. It is unlikely that any tool
other than analysis of cross-linguistic patternsseimantic overlaps will be ever better
in revealing the truth about the way these concapgselated in our minds.
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PART THREE

CROSS-LINGUISTIC VARIATION
AND ITS SOCIO-CULTURAL CORRELATES
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If we take grammaticalisation seriously, that isf we understand that all
aspects of grammar are the result of grammaticélisa and we understand
that grammaticalisation (and lexicalisation) is theconventionalisation of
repeated patterns of use (using the same form tostcmin the addressee’s
interpretation of the speaker's communicative ititem in the same way over
and over again), then there must by logical netgssbe a connection
between all conventionalised aspects of languaged ate culture/cognition
of the speakers, otherwise the speakers would rete hused those particular
forms in those particular ways over and over agaito constrain the
interpretation of that particular semantic domaim ithat particular way, to
the extent that the forms became conventionalizédat is, constraining the
interpretation of that particular semantic domaim ithat way must have been
important for them, important enough for them tot pthe extra effort into
constraining the interpretation in that way.

Randy LaPolla

In the previous part of the thesis our attentios been devoted predominantly
to the analysis of semantic and syntactic polyfionetities in particular groups of
circumstantial glossemes. Having presented theinfgsdconcerning the origins and
synchronic ambiguity of the markers we may now tirriwo more general, yet very
interesting problems.

The first one concerns the issue of cross-linguigiriation in the range and types
of c-glossemes. To approach the topic three pammate to be considered in chapter
9:

a) degree of grammaticalization — the extent to wtacparticular circumstantial

relation is grammaticalized in the languages insti@ple;

b) degree of lexicalization — availability of (fullygxicalized c-glossemes in the

languages;

c) degree of explicitness — availability of unambigsiaueans for expressing a

particular relation.

The chapter discusses also some possible motigatmnthe emergence of particular
types of marking. This is where the second problemuises/explanations for linguistic
change and reasons for the cross-linguistic vanah the availability of c-glossemes is
presented.

The development of clause linkers, or any otheatatyy of clause linking for
that matter, is to be viewed as a part of lingoisthange at the highest level of
grammar — complex sentence formation. As in ang typlinguistic change, also here
we should accept that there are both internal amefreal causes, or explanations, for
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changes. The internal ones include physical and cognitixgl&nations: limitations
and potentials of human speech production and peoce processing, and learning.
The external causes, on the other hand, as HardsCampbell (1995:316) explain,
“‘involve factors that are largely outside of langegoer se (outside the human
organism); they include, for example, expressivesusf language, positive and
negative social evaluations (prestige, stigma), éffects of literacy, prescriptive
grammar, and educational policies, political dectarguage planning, and language
contact”. Furthermore, as the authors aptly nottbe, factors naturally interact in
complex ways — overlapping and, sometimes, comgetith each other, complicating
the task of trying to understand linguistic change.

In a work of limited length, such as this onesitpt possible to consider all the
factors and scenarios. | shall therefore focushmsé elements which, in my opinion,
are the most important for the emergence and fomictyy of c-glossemes: pragmatic,
cognitive and socio-cultural. Among those threecsd attention is devoted to the last
group which, with the development of linguistic typgy and cross-linguistic research,
is gaining more and more interest in the discussmidifferences in structures of the
world’s languages. Aiming to contribute to thesscdssions, and still addressing the
problem of origin and functioning of clause linkeirs chapter 10 | present an analysis
of correlations between the three parameters listadove: degree of
grammaticalization, lexicalization and explicitneasd a range of socio-cultural factors
such as: presence and length of written traditmopulation size, type of society in
which the language is spoken, presence of the &ggin school teaching and in TV
and radio broadcasting. Finally, in chapter 11, tterapt to propose a unified
explanation of the reasons behind the cross-litiguisariation in the domain of c-
glossemes and clause-linking strategies in general.

! For some discussion and examples, see for inst@arepbell and Ringen 1981; Jahr 1989; Hawkins
1983; Campbell, Bubenik, and Saxon 1988.
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CHAPTER 9

Degrees of grammaticalization, lexicalization
and explicitness

The world’s languages differ as to the range apegyof circumstantial clause
linkers they have at their disposal. While some gleges possess fully
grammaticalized or lexicalized markers of particulgpe of circumstantial relation,
others have at their disposal only ambiguous ofié& aim of this chapter is to
investigate this variation. In section 9.1. | focos the analysis of degree of
grammaticalization and in section 9.2. on the degsé lexicalization of particular
groups of c-glossemes. In section 9.3., devotedrtoinquiry into the degree of
explicitness of expressing circumstantial relatjidngke into account not only clause
linkers but also other strategies that languaggsi@mwvhen they do not have at their
disposal any c-glossemes. It is also in that seatibere borrowing of clause linkers is
considered in more detail.

9.1. DEGREE OF GRAMMATICALIZATION

The notion of grammaticalization was the subjectistussion in chapter 3. The
analytical chapters that follow it have revealeattimext to monomorphemic and
unambiguous clause linkers many of the c-glosseanesnot only morphologically
complex but also used in a variety of other sytaftinctions and as exponents of
more than one circumstantial relation. The questiansh to address here is to what
extent the languages in the sample have gramma&dathe analysed concepts of
anteriority, causality, purpose and conditionadityd what is the geographic distribution
of the degrees of grammaticalization of these ilat
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9.1.1. Data coding and analysis

Degree of grammaticalizatioms understood here as an extent to which a
particular item can be viewed as specialized tgesar particular function in the most
unambiguous and compact way possible. Hence, amtis¢ highly grammaticalized
items are viewed those which are monomorphemic t(ncosnpact), syntactically
monofunctional (most specialized) and semantigalbnofunctional (unambiguous). In
order to assess the degree of grammaticalizatianparticular relation in a particular
language, as already mentioned at the end of se8tib, we have to take into account
morphological complexity, degree of semantic anatastic polyfunctionality of its c-
glossemes and pick the one which reveals the higlegsee.

These three parameters are encoded in a schenastimthe following order:

(1) (2) (%)

morphological complexity — degree of semantic pol ctiotiality — degree of syhtactic polb rtiotialit;
i = B W (= 2 sl (=i Wi P s

It goes without saying that the number of valugseiach of these parameters is too big
for all of them to be included in the discussiomehdnstead | focus on the following
values:
- for morphological complexity: monomorphemic marie);
- for semantic polyfunctionality: monofunctional mark (M); marker with one
additional circumstantial meaning (1); marker witlo additional
circumstantial meanings (2);
- for syntactic polyfunctionality: monofunctional nkars (M); marker with one
additional function (1) ; marker with two additidrianctions (2);
Following the schematic way of encoding and the syl of values presented above,
two groups of markers are distinguished and thHeviaghg abbreviations are used:
a)Group 1 — MM (monomorphemic and semantically monofunctionalasgemes):
MMM — monomorphemic, semantically monofunctibaad syntactically
monofunctional c-glosseme;
MM1 — monomorphemic, semanticatignofunctional c-glosseme,
homonymous/polysesaith an item in one other syntactic
category;
MM2 — monomorphemic, semantically monofuoicél c-glosseme,
homonymous/polysesaith items in two other syntactic
categories.
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b) Group 2 — M1 (monomorphemic c-glossemes encoding up to oneiaddit
circumstantial meay)m

M1M — monomorphemic c-glosseme encoding up to citéianal
circumstantial meaning and syntadycalonofunctional;

M11 — monomorphemic, c-glosseme encoding up toadid@ional

circumstantial meaning and homonymous/polysemotls avi item
in one other syntactic category;

M12 — monomorphemic, c-glosseme encoding up toadidgional
circumstantial meaning and homonymualgsemous with items in
two other syntactic categories.

Importantly, the categories of the second group )(BiE inclusive of the first group
(MM) but not the other way round. Moreover, catggeiM?2 is inclusive of MM1 (and
so is M11 of M12) but MMM is not inclusive of MMIaQd neither is M1M of M11).
Although the set of values is limited it, nonetlssle allows us to make strong
conclusions about the degree to which the four uonstantial relations are
grammaticalized in the languages in this samfilee most important indicator of the
degree of grammaticalization is, of course, thesence of MMM marking.

For comparative purposes | have excluded from theansary below the
languages for which data on one or more relatiennaissing. The summary concerns
67 of the languages with full set of data availallisce grammaticalization, although
externally motivated in some cases (cf. sect®R.7.), is in principle a language
internal process, the summaries do not includeolongs.

The results of the analysis (see Fig.9.1.) show plgoose reveals the lowest
degree of grammaticalization with just 9 languagessessing MMM linkers. The
score for anteriority is not much higher — onlydf3he languages have at their disposal
a fully grammaticalized marker of this relation.uSality, which scored highest, is fully
grammaticalized in as many as 26 languages andtmoradity is not far away from it
with the score of 24. The differences between pggpend anteriority on the one hand
and conditionality and causality on the other ao#egstriking. The same ranking:
purpose < anteriority < conditionality < causalitholds also if we take into account
markers which being monomorphemic and monofunctiG@mantically serve one

2 When categorizing the c-glosseme into group MY dinbse markers which have semantic scope over
relations recognized as cognitively close to tHatiens analysed have been included (see secti@s 4
5.3, 6.3, and 7.3. respectively). This was dictaby the goal of treating semantic affinity as an
additional indicator of tightness between varioaBfs in grammaticalization pathways.

% The reason why, for instance, c-glossemes withentban two additional syntactic functions are
omitted from the analysis is that they contributdya small amount of items (from 3% to 6% depegdin
on the relation as shown in Fig.8.13. in chapter 8)
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(columns MM1) or two (columns MM2) additional syatie function, despite the fact
that the discrepancies between the relations setlbases are much smaller than for the
MMM group.*

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY PURPOSE CONDITIONALITY

MMM MM1 | MM2 | MMM | MM1 | MM2 | MMM | MM1 | MM2 | MMM | MM1 | MM2
13 26 29 26 35 36 9 22 27 24 33 36

(Fig.9.1.) Degrees of grammaticalization — MM maiskgs7 languages includéd)

Since among the markers of purpose there is agtmss-linguistic tendency
for specialization of marking of same- and diffdreabject clauses, a separate analysis
has been performed in order to find whether thedist e difference in degrees of
grammaticalization of these two groups of markéisthe 70 languages for which the
information necessary for encoding the values at@lable have been taken into
account. The data have not revealed any differetmmeggh. For both same-subject and
different-subject clauses MMM markers are availabl® languages (see Fig.9.2.).

PURPOSE PURPOSE
SAME-SUBJECT DIFFERENT-SUBJECT

MMM MM1 MM2 MMM MM1 MM2

9 27 34 9 26 32

(Fig9.2.) Degrees of grammaticalization of MM posp markers in same- and different-subject clduses

The results obtained after extending the analgsmdrkers of the second group
— M1 (monomorphemic c-glossemes encoding up to ashditional circumstantial
meaning) — are quite similar to those from the fiioup. As we read from (Fig.9.3.) it
is, again, purpose that reveals the lowest dedgrggamnmaticalization (9 occurrences
of M1M markers). It is followed quite closely bytanority (14 occurrences). Causality
has a M1M marking in almost twice as many languaggesanteriority (27) but is
slightly overtaken by conditionality (30 occurresieThe difference between causality
and conditionality, similarly as in the MM group lsowever, very insignificant and so
no strong conclusions can be made from these fysdiWhat is obvious, however, is
that these two relations stay in direct opposittonanteriority and purpose. The
discrepancies in the degrees of grammaticalizaairensmaller for the M11 and M12

* If we go back to the summaries presented in chdjtere can conclude that the increase in columns
MM1 and MM2 for purpose and anteriority is due lte high number of binary overlaps of exponents of
these two relations with adpositions and case msufsee especially Fig.8.22.).

® For full list of degrees of grammaticalizationpafrticular languages in the MM group see Appendix

\2

® For full list of degrees of grammaticalizationsaime- and different-subject purpose markers in
particular languages in the MM group see Appeidix
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markers but causality and conditionality still axade the other two relations. There are
no implicational hierarchies emerging from the gs@l of the relations in either the
first (MM) or the second group (M1).

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY PURPOSE CONDITIONALITY

M1M | M11 | M12 | MIM | M11 | M12 | MIM | M11 | M12 M1M M1l | M12
14 27 31 27 43 44 9 28 33 30 45 48

(Fig.9.3.) Degrees of grammaticalization — M1 maske

Before we move on to conclusions that we may dmamfthese observations, let us
first look at the geographic distribution of thegdees of grammaticalization in the
analysed sample.

9.1.2. Geographic distribution

Although it would be very interesting to look mootosely at the genetic
distribution of the degrees of grammaticalizatipe. (distribution in particular language
families), the size of the sample used for the psepof this thesis does not allow for
such analyses. Hence, the discussion in this se(@® well as in the parallel sections
devoted to discussion of degrees of lexicalizataord explicitness) is limited to
geographic distribution with only occasional rensarkn language families. For
comparative purposes the languages marked on tphe mahis section are limited to
the 67 included in analysis in the previous sectMarkers which are monomorphemic
and semantically monofunctional (MM) have beenjagseated separately from those
which are monomorphemic and semantically polyfuoral (M1).

Let us begin with the comparison of the distribntiof degrees of
grammaticalization in the two relations that turmed to be the least grammaticalized —
purpose and anteriority. For both of them, as wes=e from (Fig.9.4.) and (Fig.9.5.)
there are virtually no fully grammaticalized (MMMurpose and anteriority markers in
the languages of Africa and a majority of languaigethis region do not have at their
disposal MM1 or MM2 markers either. A similar picgus revealed in the languages of
Oceania and Southeast Asia as well as Australia Taidan. There are only four
examples of MMM marking of purpose clauses and éixamples of MMM marking of
anteriority clauses in this group. As for the Igtfeur of the 5 markers come from the
languages of New Guinea. Anteriority appears tddtter grammaticalized also in the
languages of Europe and the languages of centthlEast Asia. Both purpose and
anteriority are poorly grammaticalized in the Ancad — there is just one case of
MMM marker of anteriority (in Cubeo) and three afrpose (in Yupk, Nez Perce and

" For full list of degrees of grammaticalizationpafrticular languages in the M1 group see Appendix V
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Ika). In total 10 of the 14 languages of Americapidted on the maps do not have any
MM c-glossemes of purpose and 11 do not have anydvibsseme of anteriority.

ele¢e

eC¢e

- MMM c-glosseme
- ML c-glosseme
- M2 c-glosseme
- 10 MM c-glosseme

= fw%‘%/ D
- - o / ~

pe
)
- MMM c-glosseme
- MM c-glosseme
- M2 c-glosseme by
- no MM c-glosseme ;”‘
I
e
- - el \L_k_‘_____’_(,—

(Fig.9.4.) Geographic distributiohMM purpose markers

(Fig.9.5.) Geographic disttibn of MM anteriority markers
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The picture looks quite different for the MM margim causality and conditionality as
depicted in (Fig.9.6.) and (Fig.9.7.) respectiveMthough still over a half of the
African languages analysed do not have MM markihthese two relations, causality
and conditionality are far better grammaticalizedthis area than anteriority and
purpose. Lango, M@ and Didinga — the three Nilo-Saharan languageglin a close
proximity from each other — all have MMM marking obnditionality. Madi has a
MMM marker for causality as well, while Didinga oets to a MM1 marker. Among
the four languages of Europe (English, Polish, lato and Basque) discussed here all
have MMM marking of causality but the same hold$ydor two of them when it
comes to marking of conditionality (Polish and Basyg The latter relation, on the
other hand, has more MMM marking in the languadeseatral and Southeast Asia. In
Oceanic and Australian as well as American langsidgeh the relations are on the
whole rather modestly grammaticalized but in theefisan languages the degree of
their grammaticalization is much higher than foteaiority and purpose.

- MM c-glossetme
- M1 c-glosseme
- M2 c-glosseme
- no MM c-glosseme

el¢e

(Fig 9.6.) Geographic distribution of MM causgliharkers
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- MMM c-glosseme
- ML c-glosseme
- M2 c-glosseme
- 10 MM c-glosseme

el¢e

(Fig.9.7.) Geographic distribution of MM conditiality markers

The picture emerging from the analysis of patt&ingeographic distribution of
M1 linkers (Fig.9.8.-9.11.) is very similar to thptesented above. When comparing
MMM markers with M1M markers there is no differenoe grammaticalization of
purpose c-glossemes and only one additional c-ghossappears on the map of
anteriority (contributed by Chukchi). For anterigrithe picture from (Fig.9.5.) is
enriched also by two further examples of M1 c-gbosss (contributed by Ndyuka and
Lepcha). For purpose the map in (Fig.9.8.) is démacin comparison to (Fig.9.4.) by 6
M11 c-glossemes: from Eipo, Galo, Hausa, Konso,bisraand Yami. This alters
slightly the picture of grammaticalization of c-gk@mes in Africa but does not change
the other conclusions made on the basis of obsenvat MM marking for the two
relations. The same applies to the maps concerdiagibution of causality and
conditionality M11 markers (Fig.9.10. and Fig.9.1dspectively). On the whole it is
the picture of conditionality that has changed mhest — in comparison to (Fig.9.7.)
(Fig.9.11.) has been enriched by contribution ofMMinarkers from Boko, Gola,
Hausa, Jingulu, Lillooet and Y and of M11 markers from Chukchi, Krongo,
Lavakuleve, Rama, Taba and Tamil. The observatigpatierns of M1 marking may
give us an impression that conditionality is, oa whole, better grammaticalized in the
languages of Africa and Americas than causality.n\&ed to remember, however, that
the quantitative differences are quite small here that the languages depicted on the
map represent merely 1% of the languages beingespoéwadays.
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@ - MIM c-glosseme
@ - M11 c-glosseme
O - M12 e-glosseme
@ - no M1 c-glosseme

@ - MIM c-glosseme
@ - 11 c-glosseme
O - MIZ e-glosseme
@ - no M1 c-glosseme

(Fig.9.8.) Geographic distribution of Mirpose markers

(Fig.9.9.) Geographic distribution of M1 antertgrmarkers
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- MM c-glosseme
- W11 c-glosseme
- M2 e-glosseme
-no Ml c-glosseme

edli¢eo

- MM c-glosseme
- W11 c-glosseme
- M2 e-glosseme
-no Ml c-glosseme

edli¢eo

(Fig.9.11.) Geographic distribution of M1 conditadity markers

The most important trends emerging from the obsmens of geographic distribution
can be summarized as follows:
- Oceanic languages tend to not have highly gramaietéx] markers of purpose
and conditionality but do have grammaticalized aotigy and causality;
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- in African and American languages the encodinganisality and conditionality
is much more grammaticalized than encoding of therawo relations;

- in Asian languages purpose is the least and condiity the most
grammaticalized relation with causality and antétyon the middle, although
all the major Asian languages: Hindi, Tamil, Thigiandarin, Japanese have
grammaticalized, almost without exceptions, all blations using the range of
markers considered hetdn those languages it is conditionality that issmo
highly grammaticalized with purpose marking reveglthe lowest degree of
specialization;

- in the four languages of Europe (English, PolisstpBian and Basque) purpose
is the least grammaticalized relation; anterioréyeal slightly higher degree of
grammaticalization and is closely followed by cdmality; all the four
languages have at their disposal a MMM marker atahty.

Finally, it should be mentioned also that certa@inguages reveal much lower overall
degree of grammaticalization of the analysed cistamtial relations than others. The
table below (Fig.9.12.) presents the data fortal 27 languages which did not have
any positive values in 4 or more of the 6 typesnafkers considered here (i.e. MMM,
MM1, MM2, M1M, M11, M12). As can be read from thabte, the languages with the
lowest degree of grammaticalization of the foucwmstantial relations in the analysed
sample are Arabanas&ka, Jahai, Sango and Sapuan. All the languagjed lin table
(Fig.9.12.) are also depicted on the map in (FIg9.from which it is clear that they
come exclusively from Americas (especially from tloand Central America), Africa
and the Indo-Pacific region (including SoutheasiaAsTaiwan, New Guinea and
Australia). There are no European or central andt weian languages among this
group. On the contrary, all the European langudgeth the exclusion of Estonian)
have MM markersavailable for all four relations. The other langesgevealing the
same overall degree of grammaticalization are Mand&hai, Hindi Nivkh and Rukai.
This set is without any doubts strongly biased tolwahe (Indo-)European languages
on the one hand and the worlds’ major languageb®wnther. Japanese as the only one
of the major languages does not have a MM markfrngugpose but this concerns only
marking of different-subject purpose clauses. lneto these observations in chapters
11 and 12.

8 The only exception is the lack of purpose markieas could fit any of the 6 categories (MMM, MM1,
MM2, M1M, M11, M12) in Japanese and lack of caugatiarker in Tamil.
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Language

Number of relations
for which no
MMM, MM1 or MM2
marker is available

Number of relations
for which no
M1M, M11 or M12
marker is available

Total number of
entries with 0 value
(maximum = 8)

Arabana

Baure

Eipo

Gola

Hatam

Hausa

Hualapai

I'saka

Jahai

Jingulu

Kanuri

Kayah Li

Khwe

Lango

Lillooet

Nisga'a

a|Vo|o|o|o|a|®|®|o|m|n|~|>|e|®

Quechua Huallaga

Rama

SE Tepehuan

Sango

Sapuan

Seri

Swabhili

Taba

Wambaya

Yami

Ohhmmmmm

Yimas

oo°°NwWwhpwwwwhwwwwwhhwpw#wwh

wHNNwwhthwNwwwwthhwl—\Nw'—‘w-b

(Fig.9.12.) Languages with the lowest degree ofngnaticalization
of the four circumstantial relations

(Fig.9.13.) Geographic distribution of the langemagvith the lowest degree of grammaticalization

of the analysed groups of c-glossemes
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9.1.3. Summary

The analysis presented in this section has reveh&dhe relations of purpose
and anteriority are less often grammaticalized thiaa relations of causality and
conditionality. The interesting question that asis&e what do these discrepancies in the
degrees of grammaticalization tell us about theuonstantial relations themselves?
Hopper and Traugott have remarked that:

Clause linkage markers are in their origins presuyneotivated by speakers’ desire to

be clear and informative, particularly to give diiens to hearers for interpreting clauses

in terms of their linguistic environment. (2003:185
Aikhenvald has also expressed an interesting tiorejated to this topic: “marginal
semantic types of clause linking may not be exmessith clause linking devices at
all” (2009:384). These claims draw our attentioriite issues of pragmatics and, more
precisely, communicative salience as a motivation development of isomorphic
marking. As Harris and Campbell notice:

A tension between the speaker’s need for concipeesgions and the hearer's need for
redundancy and more elaborated expressions is aftedited with causing change.
(1995:53)

If this is the right track we could infer from thimdings presented here that overall
there is more pragmatic pressure on specializatforthe marking of causality and
conditionality than of the other two relations. Téawalysis of geographic distribution,
however, give us some clues to consider the idaethle pragmatic pressure may differ
in various geographic locations — some of thesaticgls are better grammaticalized in
certain areas than others. Are these geographstectuaccidental or are there some
other factors that motivate this interesting vaoi® | go back to this question in
chapters 10 and 11.

9.2. DEGREE OF LEXICALIZATION

9.2.1. The notion of lexicalization

The termlexicalizationis broadly understood as “the adoption of a waortd i
the lexicon of a language as a usual formation ithatored in the lexicon and can be
recalled from there for use” (Bussmann 1996:27#6xuch sense the term “refers to the
extent to which there are links between concepe@lesentation and syntax, and how
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the nature of such links may be formalized” (Brintand Traugott: 2006:18-28)A
great majority of linguists perceive a lexicalizedncept as expressible by a single
word-sized unit (see, for instance, Levinson 20@&sau 1994, Moreno Cabrera 1998,
Traugott 1994, Wischer 2000, Blank 2001), As stiigyward as the basic definition
may appear, there are two problems emerging froffhi¢ first one is a definition of
word. As Anderson aptly notices “there really is noigattory resolution to the
problem of defining the term “word,” since it invels several mutually independent
and sometimes conflicting criteria” (1985*4).The second problem concerns the
definition oflexicon(or inventory as it is sometimes called) which is seen as rapgs
of content (lexical) information by some linguisesxd as repository of stored
information (both grammatical and lexical) by oshtr This, of course, makes the
situation even more difficult since it requires toiguishing between lexical/content
and non-lexical/grammatical/functional categories.

In order to overcome these problems, in this thiesigalization is understood
as an adoption into the inventory of linguisticrfiar in a particular language of a form
which, on the basis of criteria specified for theguage, has been recognized as a
single word regardless of whether it encodes aepunecognized as belonging to the
traditionally understood content categories or fiomal/grammatical categories. In
other words, any of the clause linking devices yndatabase that has been reported in
the literature to be a single word is to be treated lexicalized item.

9.2.2. Data coding and analysis

The problem of the degree of lexicalization ofusla linkers has gained some
attention in the discussion on the motivations tfee emergence of clause linkers of
particular types. In his work on adverbial suboatians Kortmann (1997 and 1999) has
put forward a hypothesis that, at least in the peam languages, the more cognitively
central a circumstantial relation is the more Wkilis to be expressed in a variety of
languages by a free-word (and more specificallyalmne-word) subordinator. In other
words, the degree of lexicalization is, accordimg Kortmann, motivated by the
cognitive salience of the relation of which theiéak item is an exponent. However, the
fact that there are certain genetic/geographicaeaciés for using lexicalized linkers in
the world’s languages cast some doubt on the usavapplicability of this assumption.

° There is also a diachronic understanding of |didation as a process of semantic change where the
original meaning can no longer be deduced frormd&/idual elements (this includes various procafss
word formation, fusion and separation as discusseBrinton and Traugott 2006:32-61). However, this
understanding is not of relevance for our discushiere.

1 See also the remarks on the definition of worsdation 3.1. and the references there.

™ For Brinton and Traugott, for instance, “The outpfilexicalization is a “lexical,” i.e., contentfitem

that is stored in the inventory and must be leaimgdpeakers. The output is new or modified forms
which are semantically contentful/ “lexical”, natrfctional/indexical/’"grammatical™ (2006:98).
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In section 8.1. it has been reported, for instarieat in Amerind, Indo-Pacific and
Australian languages affixal c-glossemes are vemraon, while their frequency and
significance is far smaller in African or Austrianiguages and they are completely
absent from the two creole languages in the sanidguka and Kryiol. It has also
been said that the preferences differ across oegaups of languages in a rather
random way. For instance, the number of words dngoithe relation of anteriority in
India and along the Indian border is lower thandoy other of the three relations. In
North America, on the other hand it is not onlyeaarity but also purpose that in
many languages is encoded exclusively by affixegchviputs these two relations in
direct contrast with the forms of linkers of caiutyaland conditionality in those
languages. These and similar observations posigtiestion whether, if we were to
apply Kortmann’s assumption, such differences ssiget in various languages (or
various areas) the four circumstantial relatiorfeedias to their cognitive salience. In
order to address these problems, | propose todbdlke cross-linguistic differences in
the degrees of lexicalization and the geograplstridution of the degrees in a manner
very similar to that presented in section 9.1. Bef@e move on to the analysis let me,
however, first quote the entire passage in whichtridann explains his approach:

The following three parameters will be made theida®r suggesting a layered
representation of the internal structure of the dionof interclausal relations:

(i) the degree to which the individual interclausalations are lexicalized in the languages
investigated, i. e. the extent to which there efastlexicalized adverbial subordinators at
all, (b) one-word adverbial subordinators (incluginthe possibility of optional
complementizers), or (c) monomorphemic adverbibbsdinators which express the given
interclausal relation as their exclusive of primarganing;

(i) the degree to which the individual interclauselations are coded, if at all, by means of
adverbial subordinators across the languages inptbgect sample, irrespective of the
distinction between primary and secondary readings;

(i) the degree to which the individual interclaligelations are lexicalized as what has
loosely been called “primary adverbial subordingidr..), i. e. as one-word subordinators
lacking membership in any other syntactic category.

Of these three, the first parameter, i. e. the labdity of lexicalized adverbial
subordinators for different degrees of morphololggzemplexity in the European languages,
is taken to be the most important one for judginigetier a given interclausal relation
belongs to the core or to the periphery of thisasin domain. The assumption underlying
this parameter is that the more readily availablgiven interclausal relation is, i. e. the
smaller the number of languages is in which it @ signaled by means of an adverbial
subordinator, the closer to the core it needs tpdsitioned. (1997:139)

In this description parameter (i) refers then te tbrm of the linker, while parameters
(i) and (iii) concern what has been called by b#&ibrtmann and me syntactic and
semantic polyfunctionality respectively. Since thare only four relations in my
sample, there is no need to consider all the thriéeria of parameter (i) in order to
reveal cross-linguistic differences in the degreelexicalization. | shall then focus on
the third one — presence of a monomorphemic, Mresel adverbial subordinator
(which is, according to the author himself, the tmagportant parameter), taking into
account also the degree of semantic and syntachdunctionality of the items. The
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data presented here are, therefore, a subset afathepresented in section $°IThe
difference lies in the fact that here the first nedmt refers to a free-word
monomorphemic marker and so the abbreviations dimilinderstood as follows:

- M(w)MM — monomorphemic, free word, semantically and syntatiyi
monofunctional c-glosseme;

- M(w)M1 — monomorphemic, free word, semantically monofunctian
glosseme, homonymous/polysemous with an item inotimer syntactic
category;

- M(w)M2 — monomorphemic, free word, semantically monofunslia-
glosseme, homonymous/polysemous with items in tiwercsyntactic
categories;

- M(w)1M — monomorphemic, free word, c-glosseme encoding uméo
additional circumstantial meaning and syntacticallgnofunctional.

- M(w)11 —monomorphemic, free word, c-glosseme encodingume
additional
circumstantial meaning and homonymous/polysemotlts avi item in one other
syntactic category;

- M(w)12 — monomorphemic, free word, c-glosseme encodin ume
additional
circumstantial meaning and homonymous/polysemotts aitems in two other
syntactic categories.

The analysis takes into account the same set glusges as in the investigation of
degrees of grammaticalization and since lexicabratsimilarly to grammaticalization,
is viewed as a language internal process, loanwarésexcluded from the analysed
material.

The summaries reveal that the ranking of categaesrding to their degree of
lexicalization in the sample is very similar to thdiscovered for degree of
grammaticalization. Anteriority and purpose haveeay similar level of degree of
lexicalization, while conditionality is significagtmore lexicalized than those two and
is followed quite closely by causality. This ordssncerns all of the three sets of
values: M(w)MM, M(w)M1 and M(w)M2 (see Fig.9.14.)sAve might expect, there are
no significant changes in the picture even if welude the items that are not only
monofunctional semantically, monomorphemic free dgobut also those lexical and
morphologically simple items which have been clasi as covering two

12 The additional, minor, criteria for distinguishimglverbial subordinators from other types of clause
linkers which have been introduced in Kortmannisdgt (cf. section 3.2.8.) are omitted here. | have
performed additional analysis considering that oftkhann’s criteria which seems to be the one which
might influence the results quite significantlyhetoccurrence of the subordinators in finite clau3de
results obtained have not changed the picture entefigpm the analyses presented in this section.
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circumstantial relations (cf. Fig.9.15.). In theogp of M(w)1M columns, in
comparison to M(w)MM columns, we notice an inceeas the number of items for
conditionality which makes the distance in the degof lexicalization between
causality and conditionality smaller but still ragtable. The numbers for anteriority
have not changed at all in comparison to the M(wgiMup while for causality and
purpose a noticeable increase has been observed feaniIM(w)11l and M(w)12
markers.

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY PURPOSE CONDITIONALITY

Mw) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w)
MM | M1 M2 | MM | M1 M2 | MM | M1 M2 | MM | M1 M2

3 10 13 22 29 30 5 13 17 16 23 25

(Fig.9.14.) Degrees of lexicalization — M(w)M marg@

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY PURPOSE CONDITIONALITY

M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w) | M(w)
M 11 12 M 11 12 M 11 12 M 11 12

3 10 13 23 37 38 5 19 23 20 29 31

(Fig.9.15.) Degrees of lexicalization — M(w)1 marke

9.2.3. Geographic distribution

On the maps depicting the distribution of degrefdsxacalization of anteriority
and purpose (Fig.9.16. and Fig.9.17. respectivelg) notice that the presence of
M(w)M markers is highly restricted geographicallgterestingly, for anteriority it is
the major languages in the sample (English, Polishdi, Japanese, Thai, Mandarin )
that contribute almost half of the free-word linkelepicted. All of these languages are
classified traditionally as either isolating ordlimnal and for all of them, as Bisang has
noticed (1998, see section 8.1.), richness ofvirerl adverbial subordinators is one of
their defining features.

13 For full list of degrees of lexicalization of patlar languages in the M(w)M group see Appendik VI
14 For full list of degrees of lexicalization of piatlar languages in the M(w)1 group see Appendil.VI
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Free-word monomorphemic purpose markers have asremar distribution —
with some more occurrences in Oceania and two ebemmp Australia. This clearly
indicates a geographic phenomenon which have netged from the observation of
degrees of grammaticalization presented in theipuevsection, where, recall, MM
marking of anteriority and purpose was quite scatt®n the map.

As for causality (Fig.9.18.), we notice that in tilé European languages in the
sample the relation reveals the highest degreexatdlization and the aforementioned
major languages also contribute either M(w)MM oni11 values. Apart from them
there are four cases of M(w)MM causality markerdAinca, three in the Americas,
two in Taiwan and single examples in other regions.

For the M(w)M marking of conditionality (Fig.9.1%Wo clusters are noticeable
— in West Africa and central and SE Asia (includimgain, the major languages of
Asia: Hindi, Thai, Mandarin). Among the four langes of Europe only English and
Polish reveal lexicalization of conditionality atWM level.

Interestingly, the only languages that have M(w)Mrkmng available for all
four relations are, with the exception of MantauRarkai, all major languages: English,
Hindi, Polish, Thai and Mandarin.

- Mw)MM c-glosseme
- Miw)l1 c-glosseme
- M2 e-glosseme
- fio MOwiM c-glosseme

eCl¢e

(Fig.9.16.) Geographic distribution of M(w)M antatty markers
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@ - Miw)ML c-glosseme
@ - MWl c-glosseme
O - Mol c-glosseme
@ - oo MM c-glosseme

\“\ - ‘5" P o N

-+
" e —
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(Fig.9.17.) Geographic distition of M(w)M purpose markers

@ - M{w)MM c-glosseme
@ - Mowil1 c-glosseme
O - M2 c-glosseme
® - oo MM c-glosseme

\\\ - 7

24
R
o = k\x_h_/./”

~ —

(Fig.9.18.) Geographic distribution of M(w)dAusality markers

262



- Miw) MM c-glosseme
- MM c-glosseme

- Mw)M2 e-gloseeme

- no M(w)M c-glosseme

el¢e

(Fig.9.19.) Geographic distribution of M(w)M cotidnality markers

Comparing the maps in (Fig.9.16.-Fig.9.19.) witke thaps presenting the datapoints
for the monomorphemic free-word clause linkers \whgover up to two circumstantial
meanings (Fig.9.20.-Fig.9.22.) we still notice tleattain geographic areas are more
prone to the introduction of lexicalized exponenfsthe relations than others. As
already said, the picture of distribution of M(w)farkers of anteriority is exactly the
same as for the M(w)M markers and so no furtherments are required here. In the
case of purpose, the picture is changed slightlyg.9F20.) by contributions from 6
languages — including two from Africa (Hausa, Kenand three from Asia (Arabic,
Yami, Galo). The datapoints for M(w)1 marking areattered more for causality
(Fig.9.21.) than for any other relation and, asady mentioned, the new contributions
come almost exclusively from the M(w)11 and M(w)d@up. For M(w)1 markers of
conditionality (Fig.9.22.) we observe an increaseamparison to the M(w)M marking
of that relation (Fig.9.19.) especially in the laages of Africa which contribute 3 of
the 6 new datapoints for M(w)11 markers (these uaggs are Swahili, Hausa and
Gola).

263



eC¢e

eCé¢e

- MM c-glosseme
- Miwill c-glosseme
- M(w)12 e-glosseme
- no Miw)l o-glosseme

- MM c-glosseme
- Miwill c-glosseme
- M(w)12 e-glosseme
- o Miw) 1 c-glosseme

(Fig.9.20.) Geographic distribution of M(w)1 purgamarkers

(Fig.9.21.) Geographic distribution of M(w)1 sality markers
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- Miw)1M c-glosseme
- Miwill c-glosseme
- (w12 e-glosseme
-no Mw)l o-glosseme

el¢e

(Fig .9.22.) Geographic distribution of M(w)1 cotidnality markers

9.2.4. Summary

We can conclude from the analysis and observapoesented here that overall
there are strong geographic patterns of lexicatinabf clause linkers. Despite the fact
that among the four relations it is causality thppears to be the most independent of
geographic bias, it cannot escape our attentidrthieadatapoints for the highest degree
of lexicalization have been contributed in the mé#joof cases by analytic or
moderately synthetic languages which mark functicagegories by words rather than
affixes. This supports my initial reservations abapplying Kortmann’s approach of
treating the degree of lexicalization of clausekdirs of particular relations as the
indicator of cognitive salience of these relatibmsn investigation involving a world’s
sample of languages. If we were to apply his assompwe would have to make a
somewhat problematic and controversial conclusidtmough overall it appears that in
the internal structure of the domain of interclduskations causality and conditionality
occupy much more central position than purpose ameriority, it seems that the
cognitive salience of these relations differs asrie globe. In other words, we would
hypothesize that there are quite significant défexes in the architecture of human
cognition in various parts of the world when it ceso such basic concepts as those
analysed here. Since such a scenario is very Uylikevould not treat the degree of
lexicalization as a universal parameter in the gfgrscognitive salience of a particular
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relations. | believe that it is the observationsdefjrees of grammaticalization that
would suit this function better since it is freerfr genetic and/or geographic biases.

9.3. DEGREE OF EXPLICITNESS

9.3.1. The notion of explicitness

The common sense definition afxplicit is “distinctly, unambiguously
expressing all that is meant; leaving nothing menalplied or suggested; expressed”.
When it comes to linguistics, the term and its agto —implicit — seem to be most
frequently used in the field of pragmatic theoryic® (1975) used them in the sense of
“what is said” and “what is meant” respectively. Wt is said” for Grice is what is
“closely related to the conventional meaning of {he) sentence (...) uttered” and
corresponds “to the elements of the sentence, thhéer and their syntactic character”
(1989:87). “What is meant” relates both to whatmsant by a speaker and what is
inferred by the hearer. Explicitness is a notiompownly used also in syntax (cf.
explicit subject, verbs, objects, relative pronquasd morphology (cf. explicit case
marking, tense marking, gender marking etc.) inows branches of linguistics (from
historical linguistic through descriptive studied tanguages, psycholinguistics,
neurolinguistics, syntactic theories to computatlolinguistics). What is meant by
explicitnesdgn such cases is simply the surface presenceradrker which is contrasted
with non-overt marking (absence of a marker).

However, since language is not a black-and-whitevamsum where every
element fits either one or the other category omymaccasion the binary distinction
explicit/expressed vs implicit/not-expressed is sofficient and linguistic theorizing
has to take into account the gradual, hierarchieure of the phenomenon in
language. This results in proposals of hierarcloiesxplicitness, some examples of
which are: explicitness hierarchy of homophonem(i and Wiese 2002), hierarchy of
explicitness of reference forms in sign and orafjleage (Marschark et al. 2005) and
hierarchy of explicitness in the paradigm (CysoW®@3. In approaching the topic of
explicitness of clause linkers and the broader phema of clause linking, a hierarchy
is needed too.

5| do not ignore the fact that both the analysis defgree of lexicalization and degree of
grammaticalization reveal almost in all the elersenit analysis presented so far the same ranking of
relations (with purpose and anteriority clearly wasted with conditionality and causality) but |
postpone the discussion on this issue until chdter
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9.3.2. Data coding and analysis

The hierarchy | propose to use in order to fulii task | have set — assessment
of the degrees of explicitness of encoding of emstantial relations — is depicted in
(Fig.9.23.) below’.

most explicit

'y
1 semantically monofunctional c-glosseme

c-glosseme with scope over two circumstantial meanings
c-glosseme with scope over three citcumstantial meanings
c-glosseme with scope over four circumstantial meanings
c-glosseme with scope over five and more circumstantial meanings
convertionalized strate gy

cootdination of clauses

Lo R = T O L R

jurtaposition of clavses

L J

least explicit

(Fig.9.23.) Hierarchy of explicitness of encodingamstantial relations

While preparing the hierarchy, | was focused fastl foremost on the question “what
is said” and not “how is it said”. The forms of tharks on levels 1-5 do not play any
role in assessing the degree of explicitness sindees not make a difference in a
communicative situation whether a particular megniexpressed by a free word, an
affix, a clitic, a combination of free and bound mpizemes or by a discontinuous
marker. Similarly, it is not relevant whether a tmadar c-glosseme has
polysemes/homonyms in other syntactic categoriesesihese other functions do not
influence the communicative power of its linkingnédion in any way. What is relevant
is the semantic scope of the c-glosseme, or inratleeds, its degree of semantic
polyfunctionality in the space of circumstantiallateons. Since a semantically
monofunctional c-glosseme by definition expressegaaticular meaning in an
unambiguous way, it is placed at the top of theadnay. The lower down we go, the
more ambiguous the c-glossemes are. Those capéldepoessing five and more
circumstantial meanings (labelled “general c-gloss®’ in earlier chapters) occupy the
last place in this group. Since the range of sfiiateof linking clauses is not limited to
the use of clause linkers, as discussed in chaptée hierarchy takes into account also

1% It needs to be stated here that the hierarchyopgse is concerned with phenomena only partially
related to those considered in the well known cantin of explicitness of linking clauses by Lehmann
(1988). The author was concerned first and forematst properties which indicate not explicitness of
expressing interclausal relations but the tightrefsthe link between two clauses in an asymmetrical
relation (hence the importance of anaphors, coiveeadverbs and non-finite verb forms in his
proposal).
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those alternative means. Following the classificaf strategies | have proposed in
section 1.5.4., | include in the hierarchy alsovemntionalized strategies, coordination
and juxtaposition of clauses. Conventionalizedtstias are put at level 6, below c-
glossemes and above coordination and juxtaposi8orce the reading they dictate is
usually clear for the hearer, conventionalized tegi@s are more explicit than

coordination but as the meanings are encoded bystilueture itself and not by a

dedicated linker, | view these conventionalized nseas less explicit than c-glossemes.
Group 7 of the hierarchy comprises coordinatimgcstires which express the relations
between SoAs in a very loose way nonetheless itidg;aby the presence of the

coordinating ‘and’ marker, certain degree of tmeutual relevance. Finally, the bottom

of the hierarchy is occupied by juxtaposition odugdes where neither lexical nor
morphological or structural elements indicate tlpet of relation meant by the

speaker’

In order to asses the degree of explicitness ofoding for the four
circumstantial relations this study deals with, éach of the languages for which the
required data were collected, it has been estaulisthat is the highest level that its
strategies occupy in the hierarchy. Importantlyg &iterations have been introduced to
the initial hierarchy presented in (Fig.9.23.) tapt it fully to the purpose of this study.

The first of the alterations results from the fdwt the relation of anteriority is
commonly expressed cross-linguistically by the ofsgo calledconnective adverb&r
discourse markejsglossed usually as ‘then’ (sometimes in combamatwith a
coordinating conjunction: ‘and then’), ‘afterwarddater’ etc. Such a marker, without
any doubt, conveys in an explicit way the tempoeddtion between the two SoAs it
links. However, since it is always attached to ¢faise encoding the temporally later
SOA it does not qualify as a c-glosseme of antiyiarlause (cf. section 1.4.1. and
examples 9.1. and 9.2. below).

(9.1.)He talked to JackThen he called his office.
(9.2.) After he talked to Jack he called his office.

On the other hand, the presence of an ‘(and) thearker surely results in a higher
degree of explicitness than the use of simple aoatwn. Hence, for anteriority | have

17 As with every theoretical proposal, the hierarchppmsed here is an idealization. It omits, for
instance, the issue of intonation as a possible fdu inferring about the type of relation betweabna
SoA meant by the speaker as well as the probleigpafcity (cf. sections 1.5.2.) and possibly alsbes
elements of non-linguistic knowledge about prinegpboverning the world as well as possible syriacti
or contextual disambiguation of semantically pohdtional markers.
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placed the ‘then’ and alike markers together widhventionalized structures at level 6
of the hierarchy?®
The second alteration is the exclusion of coordmatrom the initial hierarchy.

The rationale behind it is that in the analysedeamalt none of the languages used
coordination as the most explicit strategy for egsing the circumstantial relations —
when no c-glosseme was available the languageseitben juxtaposition or one of the
conventionalized strategies. Thus, the hierarchkgred for the purpose of this thesis
looks as follows:

most explicit
&
1 semantically monofunctional c-glossemes

c-glosseme with scope over two circumstantial meanings
c-glosseme with scope over three circumstantial meanings
c-glossetme with scope over four circumstantial meanings
c-glossetme with scope ovet five and more circumstantial meanings

cotrvertionalized strategy (and “and) then® strategy for anteriority)

h I = LA T O e R s )

jurtaposition of clavses

L 4

least e xplicit

(Fig.9.24.) Customized hierarchy of explicitnesen€oding circumstantial relations

In the table below (Fig.9.25) the degrees of expléss are listed for each of the
84 languages in the sample. Values 1-7 refer tovdhees listed in (Fig.9.24.). Marking
of purpose has been analysed separately for sabjecssand different-subject clauses
and cells for missing values have been left empty.

What is of primary interest for us is the mean namif degree of explicitness
for each of the relations: given at the end of thige: 2.42 for anteriority, 1.44 for
causality, 1.59 for conditionality, 1.76. for sasbject purpose clauses and 1.77 for
different subject purpose clauses. The relatiorn hie lowest score — causality — is
then the relation revealing the highest degreexpfi@tness. Conditionality follows it
closely and purpose is not far away from the twotedority, in turn, appears to be far
less explicitly encoded. We need to remember, hewdhat the data for c-glossemes
cover encoding on the semantically dependent ctausee were to treat the 14 cases
of ‘then’ strategy of expressing anteriority listedthe table (cf. value 6 in Fig.9.25) as
equally explicit to monofunctional semanticallytef linker, the mean for the relation
would be much lower — 1.53. This would put antetyonot only before purpose but
also before conditionality. | return to this obsaren later on in this part of the thesis.

18 For the other three relations no strategies sirtilahe ‘(and) then’ strategy are available.
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PURPOSE PURPOSE

ANTERIORITY | CAUSALITY | CONDITIONALITY SAME-SUBJECT | DIFEERENT-SUBJECT MEAN
Achagua 4 4 4 1 1 2.8
Akan 1 1 1
Ama 3 3
Apache 6 3 3 3
Apurina 7
Arabana 6 6 7 1 1 4.2
Arabic 1 2 1 2 2 1.6
Au 1 1 4 4
Basque 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Batak Karo 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Baure 7 1 1 1 1 2.2
Boko 1 1 2 2 2 1.6
Burushaski 1 1 2 1
Chukchi 1 1 2
Cubeo 1 1 1 6 1 2.0
Dagur 1 3 1
Didinga 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Eipo 1 2 3 2 2 2.0
English 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Estonian 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Fur 2 1 2 1 1 1.4
Galo 1 2 1 2 2 1.6
Gola 4 1 2 1
Hatam 6 1 1 1 1 2.0
Hausa 1 2 2 2 2 1.8
Hindi 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Hualapai 5 5 1 5 5 4.2
Ika 6 1 1 1 1 2.0
llokano 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
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I'saka 6 7 7 7 7 6.8
Jahai 7 7

Japanese 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Jingulu 7 6 2 1 1

Kanuri 2 1 1 4 4

Kayah Li 5 5 1 5 5 4.2
Ket 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Khwe 1 1 1 1

Konso 1 2 1 1 1 1.2
Krongo 1 1 1 1 2 1.2
Kryiol 1 1 1 1

Lango 3 1 1 1

Lavukaleve 1 1 3 1 1 1.4
Lepcha 1 2 1 1 1 1.2
Leti 1 1 1

Lezgian 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Lillooet 2 2 2 1 1 1.6
Maale 1 1 1

Macushi 2

Ma'di 6 1 1 1

Mandarin 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Mantauran Rukai 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Meyah 6 1 2 1 1 2.2
Mayogo 1 1 1 1

Mocovi 6 1 1

Ndyuka 1 1 2 2 2 1.6
Nez Perce 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Nisga'a 1 2 1 3 3 2.0
Nivkh 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Paiwan 3 3 3

Pitjatjantjara 2 2 5 1 1 2.2
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Polish 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Quechua Huallaga 4 4 5 1 1 3.0
Rama 2 1 2 1 1 14
Retuard 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
SE Tepehuan 5 1 1 1 1 1.8
Sango 6 2 3 2 2 3.0
Santali 2 1 1 1

Sapuan 7

Seediq 6 1 1 1 1 2.0
Seri 5 1 5 6

Shelha 1 1

Supyire 6 1 2 1 1 2.2
Swalhili 0 1 1

Taba 6 2 1 1

Tamil 1 1 3 1 1 1.4
Thai 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Vitu 6 1 1 1 1 2.0
Wambaya 1 2 7 1 1 2.4
Warlpiri 1 2 1 1 1 1.2
Yami 6 1 1 1 1 2.0
Yanyuwa 3 1 1

Yimas 1 5 5 6 6 4.6
Yindjibarndi 7 1 1 7 6 4.4
Yup'ik 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
TOTAL 191 111 124 123 115

Number of

languages with 79 77 78 70 65

values present

Mean 2.42 1.44 1.59 1.76 1.77

(Fig.9.25.)Degree of explicitness of the project languages
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The table presents also information on the mearredegf explicitness for each
language for which information on the degree ofliekpess of all four relations
(including both types of purpose marking) was aldé. | wish to point out here one
especially interesting fact — among the 17 langaaghich received the highest score
of 1.0 in this ranking (put in bold in the table):

- 4 are European languages: English, Polish, BasgdeEatonian (the first two
being major languages);

- 5 are major Asian languages (Hindi, Japanese, Mamddai and llokano);

- the remaining 8 are languages which are underfgignt influence of world’s
major languages: Ket, Lezgian and Nivkh (influentgdRussian), Nez Perce
and Yupk (under influence of English), Mantauran Rukanflaenced by
Mandarin and Japanese) and Barak Karo (under imtrief Malay).

| elaborate on the significance of these findingshapter 11.

On the whole, as illustrated by the data in (FRS9 and the graph in
(Fig.9.27), only over 55% of the languages encadersority in the most explicit way
— by using a dedicated, unambiguous c-glosseme sdime is true about 60% of the
languages when it comes to conditionality markimgl @aver 70% for causality and
purpose. This, of course, includes c-glossemesaabws forms, internal complexity
and various degree of syntactic polyfunctionalithe proportion of strategies other
than c-glosseme is highest for anteriority and kivier causality.
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PURPOSE

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY CONDITIONALITY (SAl\Ijllé-RSPU?;]IIEECT) (DIFFERENT-
SUBJECT)
Valid Cumulative Valid Cumulative Valid Cumulative Valid Cumulative Valid Cumulative
% % % % % % % % % %
monofunctional
c-glosseme 55.7 55.7 71.1 71.1 60.3 60.3 74.3 74.3 72.3 72.3
two
circumstantial 7.6 63.3 15.8 86.8 17.9 78.2 10 84.3 12.3 84.6
functions
three
circumstantial 3.8 67.1 2.6 89.5 10.3 88.5 2.9 87.1 3.1 87.7
functions
four
circumstantial 3.8 70.9 2.6 92.1 2.6 91.0 2.9 90.0 1.5 89.2
functions
five and more
circumstantial 5.1 75.9 3.9 96.1 5.1 96.2 2.9 92.9 3.1 92.3
functions
conventionalized
strategy 17.7 93.7 2.6 98.7 0.0 96.2 2.9 95.7 4.6 96.9
Juxtaposition 6.3 100.0 13 100.0 38 100.0 4.3 100.0 3.1 100.0

(Fig.9.26.) Cross-linguistic summary of the degreesxplicitness
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100% -
80%
60%
40% -
20%
O% T T 1
anteriority causality conditionality purpose (same- purpose (different-
subject) subject)
m monofunctional c-glosseme @ two circumstantial functions O three circumstantial functions
m four circumstantial functions o five and more circumstantial functions @ conventionalized strategy

O juxtaposition

(Fig.9.27.) Graphic summary of the degrees of ekpkss
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9.3.3. Geographic distribution

On the following pages a set of maps (Fig.9.28-Pdpicting the distribution
of the degrees of explicitness in the analyseduaggs is presented separately for each
of the four relations.

As we can see from (Fig.9.28.) the regions whicreaé the lowest degree of
explicitness of anteriority are New Guinea, Ocearfiaiwan, South America and
Australia. Quite low scores are to be found alsNanth America, where SE Tepehuan,
Seri and Hulapai have at their disposal merely ggreeglossemes and Apache Jicarilla
uses a connective adverb. The adverb is also theegy of highest explicitness for
three African languges: M#, Supyire and Sango (cf. Fig.9.25.).

For both same- and different-subject purpose mgriiig.9.29. and Fig.9.30.)
the regions with the lowest degrees of explicitreegsnot so well defined but we can
say, again, that the proportion of semantically afonctional linkers (i.e. those
occupying level 1. in the hierarchy of explicitnesssmallest for New Guinea, Africa
and North America. South America and Taiwan, byt@st to the relation of
anteriority, reveal quite high degrees of expliegs of same-subject purpose marking.

Causality, as already said, is overall very exficmarked (see Fig.9.31.).
There is just one example of juxtaposition (isaka), two of conventionalized
strategies (Jingulu and Arabana) and three casegmdral c-glossemes (in Yimas,
Kayah Li and Hualapai). The regions with the lowesbportion of semantically
monofunctional markers are North America, New Gajnéustralia and Africa
although it has to be emphasized that in all thegeons the mixture of semantically
monofunctional c-glossemes and c-glossemes withaglgtional function dominates
over other strategies.

For conditionality (Fig.9.32.) we observe a vertenesting mixture of degrees
of explicitness in New Guinea and Australia — frgmtaposition in 'saka, Arabana
and Wambaya, through general c-glossemes in YimdsPétjantjatjara, quadri- and
trifunctional markers in Au, Ama, Eipo and Yanyuas well as Lavukaleve) to
bifunctional markers in Meyah and Jingulu and mancfional c-glossemes in Hatam,
Vitu, Yindjibarndi and Warlpiri. These two regiongveal the lowest degree of
explicitness. In the Americas and Africa, with ordgme exceptions, the picture is
dominated by a mixture of languages of level 1 2nd explicitness.
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“{ A - conventionalized strategy

- semanticalty monofunctional c-glosseme
- c-glosseme with scope over

- c-glosseme with scope over
- t-glosseme with scope over

- c-glosseme with scope over

- semanticalty monofunctional c-glosseme
- c-glosseme with scope over
two citcumstantial meanings
- c-glosseme with scope over
three circumstantial meanings
- t-glosseme with scope over
four circumstantial meanings
- c-glosseme with scope over
five and more citcumstantial meanings

% and ‘(and) then’ strategy
! - jutaposition of clauses

~ el \ T g APSrr,

e —el =

(Fig.9.28.) Geographic distribution of degreésxplicitness
in encoding of anteriority

two citcumstantial meanings
three circumstantial meanings
four circumstantial meanings

five and more citcumstantial meanings
A - conventionalized strategy
S - Jutaposition of clavges
b,

~ e

(Fig.9.29.) Geographic distribution @gilees of explicitness
in encoding of purpose in same-subj&aises
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@ - semantically monofunctional c-glosseme e g N |
@ - c-glosseme with scope over o W9

two citcumstantial meanings
O - c-glosseme with scope over

three circumstantial meanings
@ - c-glosseme with scope over

four circumstantial meanings
@ - o-glosseme with scope over

five and more citcumstantial meanings
“{ A - conventionalized strategy
S M- pustapostion of clauses
b,

=
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L -9 4
S e o =

(Fig.9.30.) Geographic distribution of degreesxpblicitness
in encoding of purpose in different-subjeletuses

@ - semantically monofunctional c-glosseme e g N |
@ - c-glosseme with scope over :
two citcumstantial meanings
O - c-glosseme with scope over
three circumstantial meanings
@ - c-glosseme with scope over
four circumstantial meanings
@ - o-glosseme with scope over
+ five and more citcumstantial meanings
\“; A - conventionalized strategy
S M- pustapostion of clauses
b,

(Fig.9.31.) Geographic distribution of degreé explicitness
in encoding of causality
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@ - semantically monofunctional c-glosseme
@ - c-glosseme with scope over bt

two citcumstantial meanings
O - c-glosseme with scope over

three circumstantial meanings
@ - c-glosseme with scope over

four circumstantial meanings
@ - o-glosseme with scope over

five and more citcumstantial meanings

. A - conventionalized strategy
[ B Jutaposition of clavges

(Fig.9.32.) Geographic distribution of degred explicitness
in encoding of conditionality

9.3.4. Explicitness and borrowing

One additional element that has not been discuseeslin more detail so far
and which is surely worth our attention, especiaflythe light of discussion on
explicitness of encoding of circumstantial relatipis the issue of borrowing.

The presence of borrowed items among the c-glosseimethe sample
(including borrowed c-glossemes incorporated in #teicture of polymorphemic
markers) has been mentioned on several occasiookaipters of part Il. It has also
been said (see section 3.2.7.) that a recent shydyatras (2007) showed that
coordinating and subordinating conjunctions arddrymost susceptible to borrowing
among the variety of grammatical categories loo&tdh his study and are, in fact,
overtaken when it comes to loanwords only by nouns.

As for the motivations behind borrowing there ateleast three important
hypotheses. Hock argues that

The motivation for borrowing which perhaps mostdiba comes to mind isneed
[emphasis — AM.]: if the speakers of a given laage take over new technical,
religious, etc., concepts, or references to fordigrations, fauna, flora, etc., there
obviously is a need for vocabulary to ‘house’ thesecepts or references. (1986:408).

He adds also that the spheres of vocabulary olttzer nouns referring to technology,
names, artifacts are less commonly borrowed and
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(...) seem to require more special motivations ineortb be adopted from another
language. The most important special motivationttiis kind of borrowing is the notion
of prestige[emphasis— A.M.]. (1986:384-5)
Harris and Campbell draw our attention to anothgretof motivation, referring
specifically to clause linkersgap-filling:
Some languages borrow precisely because they thekwise useful syntactic categories or
constructions which they encounter in other langsagith which they come into contact.
More precisely, it has been claimed for severafjlemges that they borrowed conjunctions
and/or various subordinating devices only after hrdause they came into contact with
other languages already possessing these things, & “gaps” in the grammars of the
borrowers, thus explaining why they set upon adagithe new material so rapidly when
the notions became familiar to them from contaciglaages. (...) Needless to say, the

notion of filling structural gaps is controversiahd not supported by all scholars.
(1995:129)°

In my sample, the highest number of borrowings bagn recorded for
conditionality — in 11 languages, and causality 20 languages. Purpose markers have
been borrowed in 7 languages and linkers of anmtirie only in 3 (interestingly, the
order of the relations listed here is the sameuss$ (liscussed for the degree of
explicitness). In total 17 languages have beenddorborrow c-glossemes from other
languages: Basque, Burushaski, Gola, Hindi, Ja&wedi, Khwe, Leti, Lezgian, Mocovi,
Sango, Sapuan, SE Tepehuan, Shelha, Supyire, $veatil Taba. These several
scenarios of borrowing that emerge from this gratgbriefly discussed below.

The borrowed items are often introduced to langsaigewhich no native
marker for a particular type of relation was avaldéa One of such examples is an
Indonesian language Jahai which did not have aenatnditionality marker and so
acquired it from Malay (see example 9.3.) togetivégh markers for other types of
clauses — all three motivations listed above maydesl as very likely explanations for
borrowing in this and similar cases.

(9.3.) Jaha{Burenhult 2005: 136)

Kalow j& cro? jarej
{COND} 1SG be.hungry IRR.eat

‘I will eat if I'm hungry.’

In the African language Sango, the Freschf’ became to be used on its own
or together with the semantically polyfunctional rkea tongana (expressing the
meanings of simultaneity duration, comparison aweddionality) resulting in a

9 For some examples illustrating such scenario anteron gap-filling see, for instance: Hale 1971;
Heath 1978:115-16; Mithun 1980; Campbell and Mitti880; Hill and Hill 1981; Harris, Campbell
1995:129; Thompson, Longacre and Hwang 2007:207-209
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semantically monofunctionai tonganamarker which is understood unambiguously as
a marker of conditionality (Christina Thornell, penal communication).

Cases where borrowed items are used along withn#tere unambiguous
markers have also been reported in the analysexhtlire. An example comes, for
instance, from SE Tepehuan where the Spamisigue accompanies the native
semantically monofunctional markea guf3apparently to add prestige:

(9.4.) SE Tepehuagwillett 1987:51)

porque nhagu’ gu ja'oc vafdyaguia’, vafjuguia’
{CAUSE} {CAUSE} the devil FUT.grahme FUT.eatme

‘(...) because the devil will grab me ard me.’

Finally, in some languages the loanwords can bd asean alternative to the native,
equally explicit markers — such a situation hasnbeleserved by Carlson for Supyire
where the younger generation often uses a Frenolovibog in place of the native

complex, yet unambiguous, causality mark@ha na y (9.5.). Also here prestige

seems to be the most likely explanation for theoshiiction of the French linker.

(9.5.) SupyirgCarlson 1994:581)

pasige pwohoyi ba g
{CAUSE} fables it.is.not NEG

‘(...) because they are not (just) fables

As is already evident from some of the examplewvabpthe introduction of a borrowed
item does not always lead to the increase in expéiss of encoding of a particular
relation. In fact, the presence of borrowed itettesrsithe degree of explicitness of the
analysed relations only in 9 languages: Burushashai, Khwe, Leti, Sango, Santali,
Sapuan, Swahili and Taba. Hence the overall restiltse inclusion of these loanwords
to the summary of degrees of explicitness are moy significant. As depicted in
(Fig.9.31.) the mean degrees of explicitness afidusion of borrowings are 2.37 for
anteriority, 1.74 for purpose in same-subject ad 1n different-subject clauses, 1.41
for causality and 1.54 for conditionality. The iease is then, in comparison to the data
excluding borrowings presented in the previousisectat 0.05 level for anteriority,
conditionality and purpose in different-subjectudas, 0.03 for causality and 0.02 for
purpose in same-subject clauses. More importatitly borrowings do not change the
explicitness of the relations strong enough torattee anteriority < purpose <
conditionality < causality order reconstructed frim data earlier. They add, however,
4 languages (Burushaski, Khwe, Leti and Swabhiliji® group of the languages with
the highest degree of explicitness listed in thevimus section.
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It seems that, at least in the analysed sampleintheduction of borrowed c-

glossemes is as often motivated by prestige (offilaqg) as by the need of adding to
the inventory items which would express a giveatreh in an unambiguous way.

PURPOSE PURPOSE
ANTERIORITY | CAUSALITY | CONDITIONALITY SAME- DIFFERENT-
SUBJECT SUBJECT
TOTAL
SCORE 194 113 125 125 119
Number of
languages 82 80 81 72 72
with values
present
Mean 2.37 1.41 1.54 1.74 1.74

(Fig.9.31.)Degree of explicitness of the languages in the $amjth borrowings included

9.3.5. Summary

The analysis of degrees of explicitness presemtehdis section has shown that
among the four circumstantial relations it is cditisdhat is cross-linguistically most
explicitly encoded. The relation of conditionaliywd purpose display slightly lower
degrees of explicitness and it leaves no doubt$ #méeriority is the one least
commonly explicitly marked on the semantically degent clause.

Summarizing the observations of geographic distidiou of the degrees of
explicitness, as far as we may conclude from ayslindted to the analysis of less than
2% of the world’s languages and only 4 circumstm#lations, the languages with the
lowest degree of explicitness are spoken in Newn€aiand Australia. They are
followed by the native languages of South and Nauterica. African languages, are —
on the whole — far more explicit but they are nowmhelose the high level of
explicitness displayed by languages of Europe arainléind Asia. In the last two
regions the languages depicted on the maps onpsauwally show explicitness below
the highest level. Finally, of all the four relat® the distribution of the degrees of
explicitness is most random for causality, whil@@@phic clustering is most evident
for anteriority and conditionality.

The presence of loanwords has also been considesed factor that may
influence the picture of explicitness. It has bémmd that, indeed, for some languages
the introduction of borrowed clause linkers sigraftly increases the level of
explicitness but at the same time inclusion of bleerowings to the analysis did not
alter the overall picture of levels of explicithedshe analysed relations.

20 A detailed list including all the languages is®found in Appendix IX.
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9.4. CONCLUSIONS

The overview of the three parameters presentechim ¢hapter: degree of
grammaticalization, degree of lexicalization andrée of explicitness has revealed an
interesting picture. Causality has turned out tothe one cross-linguistically most
highly grammaticalized, lexicalized and explicibgether with conditionality it has to
be placed in direct opposition to purpose and amigr. The two latter relations only
on some occasions reveal more significant diffeesrimetween each other and in such
cases it is usually purpose that overtakes aniri@f. levels of lexicalization for the
M(w)1 group and levels of explicitness). It hasb® remembered, however, that for
encoding of anteriority languages often employ henthighly explicit strategy — use
of connective adverb ‘(and) then’ (or alike) whiatts in an anaphoric way — encoding
the relation of anteriority being a part of theuda expressing the temporally later
event. This type of encoding is not a subject ¢f thesis but, nonetheless, cannot be
ignored.

It is worthwhile emphasizing that the markers of thwo most highly
grammaticalized, lexicalized and most explicit tielas — causality and conditionality —
are also more often borrowed than markers of therdivo relations. A precise answer
to the question whether and when the borrowinchesé¢ items is motivated by need,
gap-filling or prestige would, however, requiresiare detailed study.

While discussing the findings two important motieas for the introduction
(development) of c-glossemes to language systews Ib@en mentioned — pragmatic
pressure for the degree of grammaticalization €éctisn 9.1.) and cognitive salience
for the degree of lexicalization (in section 9.2r).both cases | have expressed my
reservations about drawing strong conclusions meval the basis of the numerical
results. The major reason for that being the fiaat for both these parameters (as well
as for the degree of explicitness) quite strondepas in geographic distribution of
particular levels of these parameters have beendfoAlmost in every aspect of the
analysis the regions with the lowest scores haea li¥eania, Australia and Indonesia.
The Americas have revealed slightly higher scorgsaere left behind Africa. Europe
and Mainland Asia turned out to be the regions wilita highest levels for all three
parameters. The geographic patterns have surfacsd strongly for the degree of
lexicalization which has not came as a surpriseesias it was already discussed in
chapter 8, there are clear genetic/geographic y@mées as for forms of encoding
grammatical/functional concepts, including clausedrs. This has cast doubts on
using the parameter of degree of lexicalizationctduse linkers as a universal
measurement of cognitive salience of the relattbey encode. If this was the case, we
would expect much more random distribution patteffise link between degree of
grammaticalization (and possibly also explicitnem®) pragmatic pressure seems to be
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a more convincing scenario to me since | am lesgdre to accept that the specifics of
communicative situations may differ in various meg of the world than to accept that
there are significant differences in cognitive aetture of human minds in various

parts of the world. In order to extend the investiign of the differences in pragmatic

pressure, it is necessary to move away from theudgon on the internal motivations

for language change and to look at some exterctbrim If nothing else would argue

for such direction of analysis, the fact that firthe parameters considered here it is
the languages of the culturally quite similar Ewand Mainland Asia that obtained

the highest scores, would be a good enough reasmvdstigate that territory. This is

what | endeavour to do in the next chapter.

The final, brief, remark | wish to add here coneethe significance of the
reported findings for the theory of semantic anxical universals as presented in
Wierzbicka's works (cf. especially 1996). Two okthoncepts analysed in this thesis:
causality (‘because’) and conditionality (‘if') akeewed by Wierzbicka, Goddard and
the adherents of the theory of semantic univefsalfie element of the theory which |
am interested in here is the so called “strongchkiation hypothesis”. It states that
“‘every semantic primitive meaning can be exprestiemugh a distinct word,
morpheme or fixed phrase in every language” (Gaitld&94:13). However, as shown
in (Fig.9.25.), there are languages in my sampé¢ tiave been reported to express
conditionality and causality exclusively by juxtatomn of clauses. Since | do not have
any reasons to not trust those who provided thergii®ns of those languages and my
language consultants, | believe these findings umpohe the lexicalization hypothesis

2L While discussing the concept of conditionality thethor treats both real conditionals (‘if') and
hypothetical/counterfactual conditionals (‘if’...’wtil) as two separate semantic and lexical universal
My definition of conditionality (cf. section 1.4Mfalls under the first type. The concept of ‘after
considered by Wierzbicka in its general temporaamieg, including also adpositional use and so lisha
not refer to it here. The concept of purpose isvimved as semantically primitive at all.
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CHAPTER 10

Influence of socio-cultural factors

It does not seem likely . . . that there is anedir
relation between the culture of a tribe and the
language they speak, except in so far as the férm o
the language will be moulded by the state of the
culture, but not in so far as a certain state o th
culture is conditioned by the morphological traits
of the language.

Frans Boas

The connection between culture and grammar, unabbidrelated also to
cognition, has been a subject of interest for neefinguists and anthropologists. The
majority of the research in this field can be viewas a part of Ethnolinguistics — a
field of linguistic anthropology studying the retaiship between language and culture
and perception of the world in particular ethnioups.

Ethnolinguistics encompasses the so called SapwfMypothesis according
to which the language of a specific group reflebts group’s perception of the world:
“users of markedly different grammars are pointgdh® grammars toward different
types of observations’ arriving at ‘somewhat diéfier views of the world” (Whorf
1956:221). It also encompasses Ethnosemantics rogrgm outlined by Frake in
1960’s (see Frake 1969 and Mathiot 1979) whichascerned with the referential
meanings of linguistic expressions across cultaed languages, and Ethnosyntax,
which, in the understanding coined by Wierzbick@7@) and adapted and extended by
Enfield (2002), is a study of relations betweemrgliage’s morphosyntactic resources
and the -cultural knowledge, attitudes and practicds its speakers. Finally
Ethnolinguistics embraces Ethnogrammar in the sadepted recently by Everett who
aims to investigate the potential impact that geltoias on grammar i.e. the constraints
that the first one puts on the second one (in @l domains: syntax, morphology,
phonology, phonetics, and semantics).

In this chapter it is, however, not the link betwedbe cultural traits of a specific
ethnographic group and its language that is ofr@éste but a possible influence that
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more general socio-cultural facts, such as pomrasize, presence of written form,
contact between groups of speakers and alike, tratiee structure of language.

| begin in section 10.1. with a brief overview @lexted theoretical and empirical
works relevant to the topic of influence of genaxalra-linguistic factors on language
structure. In section 10.2. | discuss the sociddcal parameters of analysis used in this
study. Section 10.3. reports on the correlations/éen the extra-linguistic parameters
and the three parameters presented in chapter Bgaita answer the following
guestions:
a) to what extent do socio-cultural factors influengeammaticalization and
lexicalization processes of clause linkers in @jleage?
b) how do they affect explicitness of a language ie thomain of clause
combining?
a) is the impact of these factors the same on alhefcircumstantial relations in a
given language?
In the final section (10.4.) | discuss the resuwtdlectively drawing some general
conclusions.

10.1. Hypotheses and previous studies

The most extensive work discussing the issue dfientce of cultural traits on
grammar is Perkins’ monograph on deixis (1992). &néhor divided the analysed
domain into a set of categories including: persdual, inclusive/exclusive (of the
addressee), demonstratives (signalling spatialdioates relative to the speaker), and
tense (specifying the relation between utteranad @rent time). He correlated the
complexity of these systems in 49 languages (wartte choice) with complexity of
culture which, in turn, he assessed on the bas® wdriables such as: the type and
intensity of agriculture, regional organizationsraft specializations, class
stratifications, size of the cities, inheritancenodveable property, population size etc.
Perkins has found that in the investigated langsiatgctic markings on nouns and
verbs are inversely correlated with the culturahptexity of the societies which they
are spoken in. In other words — the less complex ¢hlture, the more deictic
distinctions are grammaticalized.

Since the publication of Perkins’ work many otheth@rs looked into the issue
of correlation between culture and grammar. Manthefm have aimed to analyse the
relation from the point of view of linguistic congxity which, after decades of being
absent in the mainstream discussion, has recemdlyrished in a number of
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publications (see, for instance, Dahl 2004, Karnsddiestamo, and Sinnemé&ki 2008,
Sampson, Gil, and Trudgill 2009 and referencesedher

This section provides an overview of the works dindings related to the
investigation of correlations between extra-lingjaidactors and language structure
which are most relevant for this study.

10.1.1. Society structure

In his work from 1976, focusing on deixis systeiay suggested that

In small, homogeneous speech communities therenisoamum of shared background
between speakers, which is the stuff on which deiepends. As society evolves toward
complexity and the speech community becomes lessofeneous, speakers share less
background information, and so one would need it bmore of the message into what
was actually said. (1976:119)

Extending the hypothesis over language in gendmaiglgill in his numerous works
(1989, 1996, 2004a,b) proposed three potentiabfadhat may influence linguistic
complexity: language contact, community size a@vork structure. According to the
author:
Small, isolated, low-contact communities with tiglatcial network structures are more likely
to be able to maintain linguistic norms and engheetransmission of linguistic complexity
from one generation to another. Such communitiestlaus likely to be more linguistically
conservative, i.e., to show a slower rate of lisgoichange, and more likely to demonstrate
complexities and irregularities. (...) Small, isothtdow-contact communities with tight
social network structures will have large amouritst@red information in common and will

therefore be able to tolerate lower degrees ofulsty redundancy of certain types.
(20044a:306)

Similar claims have been repeated by Nettle (199@) by Wray and Grace (2007).
As the latter authors have hypothesized:
Languages that are used predominantly for esdfieti@-group) communication tend to have
features that are semantically and grammaticaliynglex’, while those used also (or even

exclusively) for exoteric (intergroup) communicatibecome ‘simplified’ towards rule-based
regularity and semantic transparency. (2007:543)

Wray and Grace (2007) have also argued, importdotlyhis study, that the content of
messages in languages spoken by coherent sociapgr@ue to the fact that the
contexts of communication is shared in such grotgrg}s to be implicitly expressed.
So far all the cross-linguistic studies that haiterapted to verify the correlation
between language structure and society structuve Facused on just one element:

! The main reason for the absence of the topicngjulistic complexity has been the alleged implicatio
of subordinate status of the less complex langudg®sn from the discussions. This has been linkeal i
straight line with racism and political incorrectse It was repeated by numerous researchers s$iane t
that neither an investigation into the correlatibe$ween culture, cognition and grammar nor thalies
obtained in studies presuppose or imply any inetigmbetween the speakers of various languages.
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population size. Pericliev (2004) was the firstest Trudgill's (2004a) hypothesis on
the influence of society structure on phoneme itwgnin a sample of 417 languages.
He has concluded that “there is no correlation lef kind [i.e. negative — A.M.]
suggested by Trudgill between the size of a comtywspeaking a language and the
size of the consonantal inventory of that langua@€04:382). Hay and Bauer (2007)
have also investigated the same relationship ialanbed sample of 216 languages and
found that there is, in fact, a positive correlation a statistically significant level.
Defending his claims in response to Pericliev’'sguaprudgill (2004b) has argued that
in his opinion effects of population size, netwaskucture and language-contact
situation need to be considered together and lieae tis no reason to expect a simple
correlation between number of speakers and the eaumbphonemes in a language
(2004b:386). However, as Sinnemaki (2009) aptlyicest it will not be easy to
approach the proposal methodologically as speechnumities consist of smaller
groups and there are no methods of determining toowlassify thenf. In his own
study, having tested a sample of 50 languages fooreelation between number of
speakers and core argument marking complexity,epndiki has obtained negative and
statistically significant results for a number d@felrent threshold sizedNichols (2009)
also mentioned that in her cross-linguistic study wariation in grammatical
complexity she correlated her results with popatasize and discovered, indeed, that a
smaller population size favours higher complexitpwever, as she has added, this can
be a purely geographical phenomerdn.fact, the geographic effects, as well as the
choice of thresholds for population sizes may lspaasible for the lack of consistency
in the correlations found by various researcherst Mdentioning the possibility that
population size may be (accidentally or not) datexl with only some of the
phenomena the researchers have looked at.

No study, to my knowledge, has looked at other @spef influence of society
structure on language structure. This concertes alia the phenomena of explicitness
hypothesized by Kay, Trudgill and Wray and Grace.

10.1.2. Written form and other modes of displaced ¢ = ommunication

The issue of influence of literacy on language ctrre has received a
considerable amount of linguists’ attention duethie easily noticeable differences
between spoken and written (as well as formal aridrmal) varieties of particular

2 C.f. the language situation in Russia where Rusisighe official language but there are also dezxn
other languages spoken in the country, with spsakdéen knowing more than one of them and
therefore, being potential candidates for membgvsudous speech communities.

% Nichols adds also that although population sizesymeted in the Americas and Australia on European
contact and consequent smallpox epidemics, preacbmirotolanguages, as the comparative method
shows., had similar grammars and lexicons to thibae we find in these languages nowadays. This
allows her to conclude that today’s levels of coawjily do not depend on today’s population sizes and
have in fact been stable despite drastic populaimafluctuations.
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languages. Miller and Weinert (1998) have evennwta that the terms “spoken
language” and “written language” do not refer mgtel different media but to partially
different systems of morphology, syntax, vocabylayd the organization of texts.
Chafe (1994:49) has gone even further, proposingivide the uses of language into
three physically distinct types: language in thimkispeaking, and writing. One of the
foremost researchers who indicated such discrepaneas, however, Kloss (1967)
who argued that spoken language undergoes a protesshaping in order to become
a standardized tool of literary expression. Thaceable differences between natural
and re-shaped forms lead him to the distinctionwbeh Abstrandspracheand
AusbauspracheThe termAusbausprachevas defined as “language by development”
since it has been shaped or reshaped, molded aldedout ofAbstrandsprache
(“distance language”). A number of similar clainggpaared in the linguistic literature
since then — Hirsch (1977) has argued that wrigsigblishes what he called “context-
free language” and what Olson (1977) called “autooos discourse”. A similar idea
emerged also in sociology where Bernstein (1974dirdjuished between “restricted
linguistic code” and the “elaborated linguistic ede&xamining the middle and upper-
class dialects in Britain. The restricted linguwstode, according to the author, can be
at least as expressive and precise as the elabaade in contexts which are familiar
to and shared by the speaker and hearer but & fasula-like quality and puts strings
of thoughts together not in careful subordinatioat Blike beads on a frame”
(1974:134). Importantly, the elaborated code, imfed with a necessary aid of writing,
and, for full elaboration, of print. Hence Bernatsi “restricted” and “elaborated
linguistic codes” have been often relabelled “drated” and “text-based codes”
respectively.

Among all the domains of language structure in Whilse remodelling and
elaboration on the way from spoken to written fohas been most visible, is the
domain of clause-combining. There is, for instanaesignificant body of works
investigating the influence writing has on the prese and frequency of
dependent/independent clauses. This includes thetwtal distinction between finite
and non-finite clauses with the former ones beirgyved as much more typical for
written form and sometimes even as conditioned H®y presence of writing. For
English much higher percentages of subordinateseun written texts have been
reportedinter alia by Poole and Field (1976), Chafe (1982) and Mided Weinert
(1998). Interestingly, Kroll (1977) has found natlypthat written narratives contained
more subordinate constructions that spoken oneé% @&d 14% respectively) but also
that the opposite holds for coordinate construsti(@b% in written and 40% in spoken
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narrative)? In response to the question of whether languagesiy develop syntactic
subordination as a result of the introduction ofitmg, Kalmar (1985) gives the
example of Inuktitut where grammatical subordinatemerges, apparently, as a result
of literacy and translation from English. In a damifashion, Givon (1979), too, has
concluded that “certain types of languages — thabk&h have only coordination
(‘clause chaining’) but no subordination — are féwnly in preliterate ‘societies of
intimates™(1979:3067.

A subject closely related to the question of rdlevating in the development
and spread of clausal subordination is, of coulsd,of presence of clause linkers. The
first one who pointed a relation between preserfcerding and presence of clause
linkers was Lichtenberk:

The development from implicit to explicit clausenoections is...due to extralinguistic

factors. Especially important in this respect is thtroduction of writing — since writing

is typically used for communication at a distannd aince it lacks all the extra-linguistic

clues, it requires high degree of explicitness ane way to achieve this is by means of

specialized conjunctions. (1979:84)

Chafe (1987) has also pointed out that since writtem is devoid of the degrees of
bond between clauses which can be easily conveyedal narrative by rhythm and

intonation, modulation of volume, pitch and spe#ftg writing system is forced to

introduce some other means which may reflect th@seéings such as clause-linking
connectors. These claims keep with Olson’s eardieservations that “there is a
transition from utterance to [written — A.M.] telibth culturally and developmentally
and that this transition can be described as oinecogasing explicitness with language
increasingly able to stand as an unambiguous andnamnous representation of
meaning” (1977:258).

The fact that the transition is, as Olson has rdtialso developmental has been
confirmed by numerous studies in first languageusition which we cannot overview
in detail heré. What many of these works have pointed at, and wieashould also
emphasize, is that the especially important faictdhe acquisition of structures typical
for written form is the amount of exposure to texipst often in the form of formal
schooling. The exposure is also important in brogmispective of stabilization of
certain new patterns in speech. As Miller has eaoti¢Speakers with long exposure to
written text produce complex language in unplansgeech. And the more experience

* Similar differences have been reported for some-Baropean languages. See, for instance, Maw
(1974) for a study on Swahili and Mithun (1984) &or overview of proportions of dependent clauses in
three native American languages: Mohawk, Gunwingod Kathlamet.

®> For more extensive discussion on writing motivatifeyelopment of subordination see also Harris and
Campbell 1995:308-312.

® To name just some of them: Johnson and Chapma0)(18loom et al. (1980), Wing and Kofsky
Scholnic (1981), Ansfield (1984), Bloom and Capesli{1987), McShane (1991), Golinkoff and Hirsh-
Pasek (1995), Bloom (2006).
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speakers have of unplanned speaking in formal t&tuathe more likely they are to
produce complex language” (2006:481).

The more elaborated forms, typical of written fommy, of course, spread also
through other media of displaced communicationehsas radio or TV. Their presence
seems to be important not only for stabilizatiorceftain patterns but also for the very
process of remodelling spoken language. What | mieanthat is that withthe
introduction of new media of communication in geder including writing,
telephones, radio and TV — the content of the nges&ano longer supported by visual
contact between speaker and hearer (cf. Greerd®487). This can be linked with
Miller and Weinert's (1998) finding concerning tipeoportions of adverbial clauses
vary within a spoken form depending on whetherdhsror there is no eye contact.
Since the authors have found that lack of eye cbmésults in a higher proportion of
adverbial clauses it is not groundless to condiderpossibility that forms of displaced
communication other than writing, may also haveerdirect effect on the reshaping of
language structure.

Despite the impressive amount of research in thle bf differences between
written and spoken language, so far the only cliagstistic study known to me that
has remarked (very briefly) on the influence oftten form on language structure is
Kortmann (1997) where we find one paragraph commegrmn the correlation between
the diversity of adverbial subordinators and narewritten, but literary tradition:

The languages with a long literary tradition arsoathose with the most elaborate,

semantically most differentiated inventories of edval subordinators, while those

largely lacking a literary tradition, even when vimclude bound subordinators of

subordinators operating exclusively over nonfingenstructions, have considerably
smaller sets of subordinators for the specificatibmterclausal relations. (1997:256)

10.1.3. Contact

The final extra-linguistic factor (or, actually,factor from the border of extra-
and intra-linguistic factors) which is very ofteansidered to be the ultimate reason for
alterations in a language’s lexicon and its gramimdanguage contact. The effects of
contact situations may be of triple nature: lossfe#Htures, addition of features or
replacement of features.

The first and most important contact-derived me@ranleading to change in
language structure inguistic borrowing understood as the incorporation of foreign
features into a group’s native language by speaskthat language (Thompson and
Kaufmann 1988:37). In recent years a lot has baahand written on this topic. The
findings most important for the subject of thisdisehave already been mentioned in
section 3.2.7. It would be beyond the limits ofstioverview to summarize the entire

’ For a similar point see also Chafe 1984.

291



body of literature on borrowing. Instead, | refeitthe work by Curnow (2001) in which
the author offers a comprehensive overview of aurent state of knowledge on
borrowing and its effects. Curnow classifies theegaries that may be borrowed into:
phonetic, phonological, lexical, grammatical, maniglgical, syntactic and discursive.
The lexical group includes loanwords (i.e. lexif@im-and-meaning borrowings),
borrowing of lexical forms only, borrowing of elents of structure of the lexicon —
(c.f. loan homonyms and synonyms) as well as iatégns and discourse markers and
expressive word forms (sucks and so on The grammatical forms that may be
borrowed are both free and bound grammatical fonoHaeaning units (such as
pronouns, complementizers, case affixes, classifidc.) as well as grammatical
categories themselves (without lexical items — bgnalysis of existing forms or
reorganization of the systef he remaining categories include borrowed positiion
morphology, syntactic frames, order of constitugdiuse linkage-strategies as well as
genre types and organization of presentation afdise. This, according to the author,
gives us a full picture of the incredible impacttthborrowing may have on the
structures of languages.

While a typical borrowing is created by native dgra who import an element
from another language, the n&lements(including structural characteristics) may be
also imposed on a languageThe latter happens when non-native speakers ef th
receiving language have learned it imperfectly arabrporate their learners’ errors
into their own version of it. McWhorter (2001b a@@08) claims that in the cases of
large-scale adult second language acquisitionvéimg mechanism significantly affects
language complexity. The scholar puts the ideaiexyl

| propose that heavy non-native acquisition ismetely one factor that can make a grammar
drift into radical simplification, but that it ishé sole factor ... Wherever complexity is
radically abbreviated overall rather than in seatle local fashion, this is not just sometimes,
but always caused by a sociohistorical situationwimich non-native acquisition of the
language was widespread enough that grammar wasmiitied to new generations in a
significantly simplified form. (2008: 169)

This scenario is, of course, related to the claatsut influence of population structure
on linguistic forms discussed in 10.1.1. Trudgilmkelf (2004a), although not as
strongly as McWhorter, argues that communities Ivea in large amounts of language
contact (especially between those who are beyoecttitical threshold for language
acquisition) are likely to demonstrate simplificatias a result of imperfect learning. A
similar opinion has been expressed by DeGraff (2@0H Dahl (2004). The scale of
contact, difficult to measure as it is (see nexitisa), seems to be, indeed, a very

8 Similar distinction has been proposed in Matrag Sakel (2008) where the terms matter (MAT) and
pattern (PAT) borrowing have been introduced. Tdrenkr one refers to the borrowing of morphological
material and its shape, the latter to cases whelye patterns (organization, distribution) are reated
while the form itself is not borrowed. Borrowing gfammatical patterns is also called “diffusion’f(c
Aikhenvald and Dixon 2001a).
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important phenomena here. A small-scale seconduayegacquisition is not expected
to cause simplification. A good example of thisas, McWhorter (2008) has noticed,
the contact between agglutinative Altaic languaged isolating Mandarin which did
not lead to an analytic form of Altaic languages b highly agglutinative hybrid
dialects of Mandarin and Altaic. The author makiss an interesting point concerning
the effects of literacy in cases where featuresngf language are imposed on another
language due to imperfect second language acquisitie argues that simplification
by contact refers to those languages only whicle ot been standardized yet and in
which literacy is not widespread. Those which hbgen taught in school through the
medium of writing are not expected to simplify iontact situations:

Prescriptive tendencies exert a conservative inftaeon the written language regardless of

how the language is actually spoken casually. Thusexample, Russian’s widespread

usage across the former Soviet Union has had nglificatory effect on the written

language and very well may never do so. (2008:169)
It seems plausible, indeed, that literacy, standatidn and prescriptivism may prevent
languages from changes they would undergo hadekisyed in spoken form only (for
this point see also McWhorter 2001a). Nevertheldss,idea would require proper
examination. Importantly, the issue of speakersituales seems to be not without
significance since, as we know, they can be eitizgriers to change or promoters of
change. Although in the majority of cases the mad@minant (economically,
politically, culturally) group exerts pressure ¢ tmore vulnerable community and its
language, it is the case sometimes that the speakeply refuse to acquire the new
tongue and/or its elements (c.f. resistance of MioatSalish to English or Piraha to
Portuguesey.

Finally, we may also recall the phenomenon @ftternally-motivated
grammaticalization discussed in section 3.2.7. as the third mecharbgnwhich
contact between languages affects their structures.

Having discussed the most important views and figsliconcerning influence
of general elements of socio-cultural reality anduage structure we may now re-
focus on the domain of clause linkers and claugadg addressing the research
guestions set in the introduction to this chapter.

° In addition to borrowing characterized as an immbmew elements to the recipient’s language by it
native-speakers and linguistic-shift where outsidempose new features on their second languages the
exists a borderline case where the very distindtietween imported and imposed vanishes. It is known
in linguistic literature adbilingual first language acquisition It is reasonable to suspect, knowing the
mechanisms of L1 acquisition, that in bilingualuations it may have a significant effect on
complexification of languages. There has been, hewevirtually no systematic research done in this
area.
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10.2. Parameters and design of the analysis

Having considered the difficulties of analyzing tlpetential correlations
between the variety of cultural traits (such aséhtaken into account by Perkins) and
likelihood of finding direct links between those aits and degrees of
grammaticalization, lexicalization and explicitnedsclause linkers, | have decided to
restrict the scope of the study to the followingmreet of factors:

- level of written form development;

- presence and characteristics of the language mostdaching;

- presence and characteristics of radio broadcasting;

- presence and characteristics of TV broadcasting;

- number of speakers.
Since the factors are more often than not autcetaied (e.g. languages with highest
number of speakers are those with longest writtaditton and vivid radio and TV
broadcasting, as well as formal schooling), on maore occasions more than one of
them turns out to be correlated with the analyss@upeters. Thus, in order to reveal
more general tendencies | introduced also thredtiadal parameters (discussed in
detail below) which | label:

- type of society

- indicator of cultural complexity 1

- indicator of cultural complexity 2

The socio-cultural information necessary for enngdhe differences between the
analysed languages have been elicited form a yasfetources, the most important of
which have been the introductions to grammars araimmar sketches and the
guestionnaires sent to the consultants. The othpoitant resources | have consulted
include the recent edition &thnologue(Lewis 2009), thédictionary of Languageby
Dalby (2006[1998]),The World’s Major Languagely Comrie (1987) and the series
The Major LanguagegComrie 1990). In addition to these, a varietywsdb pages
dedicated to particular languages and speech coitiesuhave been consulted (see
references for the list of these electronic reses)icThe type and quality of the
information collected has allowed me to introduoé/@ limited amount of distinctions
within each of the parameters. More detailed clasgions would require far more
detailed anthropological surveying — a task thaild¢aot be undertaken within the
limits of this study. The types and characteristi€slistinctions made for each of the
proposed parameters are discussed b&low.

9 For full list of values filled in for each of thenguages see Appendix X.
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Level of written form development

The (hypothesized) importance of written traditfonthe development and elaboration
of explicit clause linking strategies has beenulsed in section 10.1.2. above.
For the purpose of this study | have classified shmple languages with respect to
their level of written form development into sixaskes controlling for both the length
and vitality of the written tradition since theseotfactors seem to be the most likely
determinants of the potential influence of thisgmaeter on language structure. The six
classes are specified as follows:

1. no or negligible written tradition;

2. modest use of writing;
written language fully developed only afte™2@entury;
written language fully developed after™i€entury;
rich written tradition before I®century, fully developed after Y&entury;

6. written language fully developed before 19th centur
According to this scale, a language for which ogtlaphy has been developed and for
which primers and other reading materials have Ipedtished but which is not used in
personal correspondence between speakers quakfiadanguage of level 1. When the
native speakers produce a limited amount of printaterials which are made available
to be read by other speakers, such a languagdigsiati group 2.
The four following groups (3-6) involve written comunication qualified as “fully
developed”. What is meant by that is the preseriagobonly books but, first of all,
newspapers since it is newspapers that, being meadily accessible (both when it
comes to amount and price), have more immediateadcinpn the dissemination of
certain patterns of use and language structuresa Fanguage to be classified as fully
developed after 9 century it had to have its own newspaper printetbie 1901.
Group 5. applies to languages for which a newspapsravailable before that time and
in which written form was used commonly for all -erponal and formal —
communicative purposes by 1901. In the last groegdind languages for which there
were newspapers available prior to 1801 and whido, used writing for all
communicative purposes by that time.

o bk w

Presence and characteristics of the language imgtteaching

Presence of a particular language in school tegcHias been included in the analysis
due to its potentially significant role in the deymment and spread of new syntactic
patterns including those which involve clause liskéVithout any doubt schooling in

native languages is directly linked with the expesio written form of those languages
and with unplanned speaking in formal situationthBilnese factors have been said to
be important for the increase in production of pter language (see section 10.1.2). It
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seems reasonable to assume then that the moreea lginguage is used in school
teaching and the more elaborate subjects it is ts@mmunicate about, the greater
the effect on complex sentence formation. Takiregs¢hassumptions into account for
coding of this parameter four values have been:used

1. no school teaching in the language;

2. language taught only as a foreign language orlasguage of instruction only
in some schools (c.f. Nivkh);

3. language present as a language of instructiorrsh fand possibly also other)
grade;

4. language fully present at all stages of educatrartuding higher education.

Presence and characteristics of radio and TV br@atiag:

| use the presence and amount of radio and TV bestithg, along with the level of
written form development as indicators of the amafrdisplaced communication that
a speaker of a given language is exposed to. Thethgsized importance of such
exposure comes from the aforementioned finding dfeMand Weinert (1998) who
discovered a correlation between lack of eye-cdrdad increase in the frequency of
use of explicit adverbial subordinators in Engligkgain, considering the type of
information on the characteristics of radio and Dxbadcasting available for the
analysed languages for the two parameters thesfwifpset of values has been used:

1. no broadcasts;

2. modest amount of broadcasting (occasional programs)

3. broadcasting fully present (stations broadcastajonity of the time in the

native language).

Number of speakers (population size)

Aiming at verifying the hypotheses on the influeésociety structure on the structure
and explicitness of the language the society spsdksection 10.1.1.), | propose to use
the parameter of the number of speakers as giviggoa estimation of the profile of

society also when it comes to the other importdetments that Trudgill and others

pointed at: amount of contact and tightness ofadawtwork. | believe it is sound to

assume that the higher the number of speakeredtser the network structure and the
more contact with speakers of other languages. ddfse, a practical issue of the
problems in encoding the information required hisraot without importance either.

As mentioned before, the number of speakers is measher to determine than either
the amount of contact or the specifics of socidlvoek structure and so the former
parameter is a natural candidate for being taknaocount in the first place.
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In order to limit the risk of the results being $@a by a choice of a particular
set of values for the coding of the number of speakwo threshold sizes have been
applied and so two different parameters have bestimguished and labelled NoS(9)
and NoS(5) respectively:

NoS(9) — designed using an logarithmic order of mitage with 10 as a base
1. 1-10 speakers;
2. 11-100 speakers;

101-1,000 speakers;

1,001-10,000 speakers;

10,001 — 100,000 speakers;

100,001 - 1,000,000 speakers;

1,000,001 — 10,000,000 speakers;

10,000,001 — 100,000,000 speakers;

over 100,000,001 speakers.

© ©® N O~

NoS(5) — designed using an logarithmic order of mitage with 100 as a base
1. 1-100 speakers;
2. 101-10,000 speakers;

10,001-1,000,000 speakers;

1,000,001-100,000,000 speakers;

over 100,000,001 speakers.

a s w

The values used in the analyses refer to the nwgribethe total number of population
of all countries in which the language is spokémolinformation has been provided by
the grammars or consultants the numbers have la&en in the first place from the
Ethnologue (2009) and in such cases the numbers referringheo population of
speakers and not to the ethnic population size haga adapted.

Type of society

In anthropological studies, researchers use a nuoifbiaits that help to distinguish
between various types of societies. Perkins (189p)ied in his investigation a variety
of variables adapted from Hays (1978) but in mykyalue to the lack of up-to-date
information on a number of speech communities whiasguages constitute this
sample, | have decided to use three very generalevafor this very complex
parameter:

1. predominantly non-urban society;

2. mixed society;

3. predominantly urban society.
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By “mixed society” | understand the speech commesiivhere a significant number of
speakers do not have access to media and modestylié (this applies, for instance to
speakers of Hindi and speakers of various nativeerigan, Australian and African
languagesy. Importantly, however, each of these three vagsmishay be viewed as a
good estimations of the general level of cultu@nplexity. For instance, a language
spoken in a predominantly non-urban society islyike be used by a relatively small
number of speakers, not taught in schools or taoglytto a limited extent, with rather
poor literary tradition and hardly used in othernfie of displaced communication.
Since all these factors have been assumed to loave mfluence on the development
of c-glossemes and since, as said before, it igpossible to separate these factors as
they are autocorrelated, the set of values cormideere may be viewed as referring to
more general socio-cultural profile. It is hopedttlusing the parameter of ‘type of
society’ in the correlation analysis allows us &t gloser to answering the question
whether extra-linguistic factors in general haveneampact on language structure. Of
course, one has to remember that the set of valogmsed for this parameter is very
coarse-grained. This is why two other parametessdiacussed below, are used to
support the more general observations.

Indicator of cultural complexity {or shortly: Indicator 1)

This parameter (as well as the next one describti has been designed specifically
to give an estimation of the significance of socuttural factors influencing a
particular language. It is a combined measuremeatl dhe 6 traits described above:
level of written form development, number of speak@NoS9), presence of the
language in school teaching, presence in radioTAhdroadcast and type of society.
For each language the numbers for the values fdr ehthese traits have been added
and the score has been divided by the maximum shatecan be obtained from these
values: 28. The highest value that may be obtaingtlis classification is 1 — for a
language which displays highest values for eachthd components of this
measurement. The parameter can be then treatedpasameter normalizing, to a
certain degree, the encoding of the socio-cultprafiles. There are two aspects of this
normalization. Firstly, by considering a group argmeters rather than just one of
them we obtain a general picture of the influenfcextra-linguistic factors on language
structure. Secondly, the risk of the results oflyses being biased by the set of values
chosen for encoding of the component-parametaedisced since it is the mean score
that is taken into account.

M The phrase “significant number of speakers” i$,agmin, a very general one.
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Indicator of cultural complexity gor shortly: Indicator 2)

Designed with a similar aim in mind and followingetsame principles as Indicator 1,
but with a smaller set of components including:elesf written form development,
number of speakers NoS(9) and type of society. Aghae reason behind the choice of
the component-parameters is the reduction of thesiple bias resulting from the
choice of the set of parameters and their valuesohtrast to Indicator 1, for Indicator
2 | have only considered those parameters whiclkprding to the hypotheses
presented in section 10.1., are most likely to dfliyeinfluence the structure of
languages.

One of the factors that did not make it to thecdgiarameters discussed here is
language contact (recall, however, that the infbeenf borrowing on explicitness of
clause-linking has been discussed in section 1).3.He main reason for its absence is
the difficulty in proposing a classification of isvels. Thomason and Kaufman (1988),
for instance, have proposed a five-point scalenténisity of contact: casual contact,
slightly more intense contact, more intense contstcong cultural pressure and very
strong cultural pressure. It is however, not ctsawhat basis one assesses the intensity
and from where to source the necessary informdtan. Initially, | have attempted to
introduce a set of values which would take intooact the types of languages in
contact. | assumed that the effects of the infleesicworld’s major languages, due to
their elaborateness in clause-combining, may beerserere than those of the other
languages and | distinguished therefore betweaetbontact situations:

a) monoglossic situations without severe influencetber languages;

b) polyglossic situations involving neighbouring laages which are not the

major world’s languages;

c) polyglossic situations involving major world’s lamges.
After categorizing the languages according to tliesnctions it turned out, however,
that the sample was so skewed towards languaggsup c) that no reliable effects of
the factors on the analysed parameters could kenalot and so language contact has
been excluded from the analysis.
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10.3. Results of the analysis

In this section of the chapter results of the sta@l analysis of correlations
between the variables listed in the previous sediod the three parameters described
in chapter 9: degree of grammaticalization (sectiOd.1.), degree of lexicalization
(section 10.4.2.) and degree of explicitness (B0.4re presented.

The correlations have been measured using non-ptiamSpearman's
correlation coefficient (Spearman’s rho). It goegheut saying that the results
obtained, as with any statistical results, shoudd viiewed as giving clues about
causation but should not be overinterpreted asahatwidence for cause-effect
scenarios in the analysed cake3he tables included in the following sections show
for clarity of presentation, only the significamreelations.

10.3.1. Correlations with degree of grammaticalizat  ion

In the table below (Fig.10.1.) results of cornelatanalyses for the sample of
67 languages described in section 9.1. have bestedlifor three groups of
monomorphemic markers: MM, M1 and M2The abbreviations MM and M1 have
been explained in section 10.1.1. The third oneachvis included here to broaden the
analysis even further, refers to monomorphemicossgmes encoding up to two
additional circumstantial meanings and within thrsup, again, three subgroups are
distinguished:
M2M — monomorphemic c-glossemes encoding up toauditional circumstantial
meaning and syntactically monofunctional;
M21 — monomorphemic c-glossemes encoding up ecaiditional circumstantial
meaning, homonymous/polysemous with igm in one other syntactic
category;
M22 — monomorphemic c-glossemes encoding up ecaditional circumstantial
meaning, homonymous/polysemous with igm in one other syntactic
category.

It has been found that in the 9x9 matrix of comreles (9 socio-cultural factors
and 9 grammaticalization groups) only six of thec@lls are filled in for causality and
only three for purpose. With one exception all éhesrrelations concern the type of
society.

2 Full lists of correlations for each of the aspasftanalysis are presented in Appendices XI —XIII

13 The smaller sample has been used for the samensa$ normalization as explained in section 9.1.
The results of analyses for all the relations idoilg all languages without missing data have not
showed, however, any significant differences fromdata presented here.
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For anteriority, by contrast, numerous correlatibage been found — including
correlations with all three modes of displaced camitation: written form, radio and
TV as well as with schooling. No correlations h#een found, however, at the MMM
level (and neither at the M1M or M2M level). As fibile number of speakers — only one
case has emerged but at a low level of significafte the same time several
correlations with type of society and indicatorrid&® suggest strongly that the socio-
cultural factors have an effect on the degree afmgnaticalization of anteriority.

The degree of grammaticalization of conditionah¢yeals, unequivocally, the
strongest correlations with the 9 factors — thidudes even the MMM level. Especially
highly significant results have been obtained fa level of written form development
and number of speakers (both parameters) whiclsasraflected in the scores for type
of society and both indicators of cultural comptexi
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Degree

Socio-cultural factors

Relation of aram Level of Presence | Presence Presence Tvbe of
9 " | written form | in school of radio of TV NoS(9) | NoS(5) P Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
) society
development | teaching | broadcasts | broadcasts
ANTERIORITY MMM
MM1 .313 .285
.010 .019
MM2 .346 .267 .355 .313 241 .279 .303 .266
.004 .029 .003 .010 .049 .022 .013 .029
M1M
M11 .323 .269 .282 .25
.008 .028 .021 .037
M12 .336 .299 .374 .257 .327 .336 .275
.005 .014 .002 .036 .007 .005 .024
M2M
M21 .302 241 .304 .268
.013 .050 .012 .028
M22 .336 .299 .374 .257 327 .336 275
.005 .014 .002 .036 .007 .005 .024
CAUSALITY MMM .325 .266
.007 .030
MM .265
.030
MM2 245
.046
M1M .302
.013
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Degree Level of Presence | Presence Presence Tvpe of
9 written form | in school of radio of TV NoS(9) | NoS(3) P Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
of gram. . society
development | teaching | broadcasts | broadcasts

M11

M12
M2M .302
.013

M21

M22
PURPOSE MMM 241
.050

MM1

MM2
M1M .241
.050

M11

M12
M2M 241
.050

M21

M22
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Level of

Presence

Presence

Presence

(?fzgr;ene]' written form | in schpol of radio of TV NoS(9) | NoS(3) ?cl)?:ﬁegf Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
development | teaching | broadcasts | broadcasts

CONDITIONALITY MMM .352 .334 .267 .263 412 .339 .352 446 441
.003 .006 .029 .031 .001 .005 .003 .000 .000

MM1 .293 .304 .301 .276 .390 373 341 416 403
.016 .012 .013 .024 .001 .002 .005 .000 .001

MM2 .301 .280 .276 .279 .346 .336 .281 .364 .357
.013 .022 .024 .022 .004 .005 .021 .002 .003

M1M .339 .332 .256 .276 410 .326 .384 .459 452
.005 .006 .037 .024 .001 .007 .001 .000 .000

M11 277 .273 .260 .366 .333 .317 410 .403
.023 .025 .034 .002 .006 .009 .001 .001

M12 .294 .256 .242 .246 .329 .304 .261 .367 .366
.016 .037 .049 .045 .006 .013 .033 .002 .002

M2M .319 .304 .257 .375 .298 .363 420 413
.009 .012 .036 .002 .014 .003 .000 .001

M21 .320 .282 291 .281 .384 .353 .340 422 417
.008 .021 .017 .021 .001 .003 .005 .000 .000

M22 .326 .307 .306 .280 .361 .346 .267 426 .408
.007 .012 .012 .022 .003 .004 .029 .000 .001

(Fig.10.1.) Correlations between socio-culturatdes and degree of grammaticalization

For each of the degrees of grammaticalization (MMM etc.) the higher number refers to the valu&péarman’s rho and the lower one to
the statistical significance. The correlations whére statistically significant at 0.01 level hdaen put in bold. Those which are significant at
0.05 level have been left in regular font. Wheneveprrelation is repeated and the reason forisHatk of change in the number of languages
between certain groups of grammaticalization (s@eirfstance the correlations for purpose and thaebar of MMM and M1M markers of

purpose in Fig.9.1. and 9.3.) the results are ginetalics.
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10.3.2. Correlations with degree of lexicalization

In the analysis of correlations between socio-caltfiactors and degrees of
lexicalization conducted on the same sample of@guages (see Fig.10.2.) anteriority
turned out to be the relation with the highest nambf significant results in the
M(w)M group* Since there has been no quantitative differentgden the number of
items in the subgroups of M(w)M markers and M(w)grbup (cf. section 10.2.) the
results are mirrored also in the summaries preddrges. The lexicalization of purpose
too, although to a smaller degree, has been foartgetcorrelated with a number of
factors the strongest of which is the number oBkpes.

For causality some correlations have been found@(9), the type of society
and the two indicators — the majority of them &l0evel. The picture of conditionality
is akin to it — with a number of significant resufor both NoS(9) and NoS(5) as well
as for both the indicators of cultural complexity.

We could have expected that high degree of lexiaabn of clause linkers, in
principle, is an effect of a long written traditievhich contributes to the development
of new means of expression, but the results preddmere imply that the influence of
writing is, in fact, quite modest in this domain.id interesting, however, to see that
displaced communication in general influences temain degree the encoding of the
two relations which display the lowest overall dsgiof lexicalization — purpose and
anteriority. Yet, at the same time the three patarseconsidered here as indicators of
displaced communication do not seem to have amctedin lexicalization of causality
and conditionality.

4 For explanations of the abbreviations see se&idr®.
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Degree

Socio-cultural factors

Relation of lexical Level of Presence | Presence Presence Tvbe of
" | written form | in school of radio of TV NoS(9) | NoS(5) P Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
) society
development | teaching | broadcasts | broadcasts
ANTERIORITY
M(W)MM
M(w)M1 .247 .265 .265 .281 .303 .270 .288 .265
.044 .030 .030 .021 .013 .027 .018 .030
M(w)M2 .345 .378 .360 427 414 438 429 412 .390
.004 .002 .003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .001
M(w)1M
M(w)11 247 .265 .265 .281 .303 .270 .288 .265
.044 .030 .030 .021 .013 .027 .018 .030
M(w)12 .345 .378 .360 427 414 438 429 412 .390
.004 .002 .003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .001
CAUSALITY 279 .365 .283 .249
M(w)MM
.022 .002 .020 .042
M(w)M1 311 .260 .335 .303 .283
.010 .034 .006 .013 .020
M(w)M2 .314 271 .313 .291 .276
.010 .027 .010 .017 .024
M(w)1M .340 .254
.005 .038
M(w)11 .268 .281 .250
.028 .021 .042
M(w)12 274 .262
.025 .032
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Dearee Level of Presence | Presence Presence
g : . . Type of . .
i written form | in school of radio of TV NoS(9) | NoS(5) societ Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
oflexical. | gevelopment | teaching | broadcasts | broadcasts y
PURPOSE
M(W)MM
MW)ML 241
.049
M(w)M2 .255 .242 .285 .301 .325 272 .266 .270
.037 .048 .019 .013 .007 .026 .030 .027
M(w)1M
M(w)11 241
.049
.296
M(W)12 .296 .285 .350
.015 .020 .015 .004
CONDITIONALITY .364 .329 .304 .304
M(w)MM
.003 .007 .013 .013
M(wW)M1 .379 .346 314 321
.002 .004 .010 .008
M(W)M2 .360 .329 .293 .306
.003 .007 .016 .012
M(w)1M 371 .306 .268 .282
.002 .012 .028 .021
M(w)11 .396 .331 .305 .328
.001 .006 .012 .007
M(w)12 .382 .318 .289 317
.001 .009 .018 .009

(Fig.10.2.) Correlations between socio-culturatdes and degree of lexicalization

The conventions of data presentation are the samdescribed for (Fig.10.1).
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10.3.3. Correlations with degree of explicitness

The analyses of correlation between socio-cultdeaitors and degree of
explicitness presented here have been, similarig asction 9.3., conducted for all the
languages for which the data were available aradegjies of encoding of same-subject
purpose have been distinguished from differentextttpurpose marking.

The interpretation of the obtained results (see .1Bi@.) is rather
straightforward’®> The outcomes clearly suggest that the two relatiovost highly
affected by socio-cultural factors when it comesthe level of explicitness are
anteriority and conditionality. For causality thigrsficance of the influence is lower
but still evident from the collective measuremenisdicator 1 and indicator 2. For all
these three relations very significant correlatioase been found with the number of
speakers. This would support, to a certain degnekeira the domain looked at in this
study, Wray and Grace’s (2007) hypothesis on therdependency between population
size and explicitness of a language (see sectioh.)1Although the authors have
considered the inter-group communication an esjedm@portant factor increasing
language explicitness, we are justified in extegdhe observation taking into account
the data for the number of speakers of a partioglaup. The rationale behind this is
the fact that the higher number of native speakeparticular language has the more
prestige it gets from the neighbouring languagekthe more likely it is to be learned
by outsiders. In other words, more often than & humber of second-language
speakers of a language is directly correlated Wighnumber of native speakers of that
language.

On the other hand, it should not escape our atterliat not a single significant
correlation has been found for the degree of eixpéss of either same- or different-
subject purpose clause marking. It has been coefirtny the results presented in
section 9.3. that purpose, overall, has the meazai td explicit marking comparable to
that of conditionality and causality and so thetf#tat only for this relation no
correlations with socio-cultural factors have bémmd is important and calls for more
detailed consideration — | investigate this issus the next chapter.

5 1n order to prevent confusion, the signs of theelations have been changed from —to + in thietab
The levels of explicitness have been encoded amwangrading scale (1 marking the highest level) ghil
the socio-cultural factors on an upgrading scabe (anguage with the highest level of written form
development encoded as 6) and so the negativetgesiicorrelations between the two had to be
converted to positive ones to give correct picture.
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SOCIO-CULTURAL FACTORS

; Level of Presence Presence of Presence of
Relation - " . Type . .
written form in school radio TV NoS(9) | NoS(5) of societ Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
development teaching broadcasts broadcasts Y
ANTERIORITY .354 239 .366 .362 294 318 364 356 312
(79 languages) .001 037 .001 .001 .009 004 .001 .001 .005
CAUSALITY 333 277 294 292
(77 languages) .003 015 010 011
CONDITIONALITY 297 296 .306 .370 372 295 361 336
(78 languages) .008 .009 .007 .001 .001 .009 .001 .003
PURPOSE

same-subject

(70 languages)

PURPOSE
different-subject

(65 languages)

(Fig.10.3.) Correlations between socio-culturatdes and degree of explicitness

The conventions of data presentation are the samdescribed for (Fig.10.1).
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10.4. Summary

In this chapter, following a summary of the mospartant works focused on
the influence of general elements of socio-culturgdlity on language structure
presented in section 10.1., the overview of paramaethosen for this study has been
presented in section 10.2. and the results arratedave been discussed in sections
10.3.1. — 10.3.3. In the table below (Fig.10.4l.xtee findings have been gathered to
illustrate the prominence of influence of the asalyfactors on particular relations.

The analyses have revealed that the encoding shtgu— the relation that in
the previous chapter has been found to be the mwehgly grammaticalized,
lexicalized and most often explicitly encoded, iaslked by the socio-cultural factors to
a lesser degree than the other three relations. iShmnost visible for the correlations
with degree of grammaticalization and lexicalizatioBy contrast, the evidence
gathered for anteriority and conditionality suggistt encoding of these two relations
is very prone to the influence of socio-culturatttas. For anteriority especially
significant correlations have been found for thegrde of lexicalization and for
conditionality — for the degree of grammaticalinati

It is, however, the results for purpose that turnatdto be the most intriguing
ones — with a couple of significant correlationscdvered only for degree of
lexicalization and one (repeated) correlation fa degree of grammaticalization — the
encoding of the relation seems to be very simdathe encoding of causality in terms
of susceptibility to the influence of extra-lingticsfactors. It has to be remembered,
however, that purpose has been found to be signilic less grammaticalized and
lexicalized cross-linguistically than causality anddus, the motivations for the state
that | have reconstructed in this and previous wrdpave to be quite different for the
two relations. | elaborate on this issue in thetrehapter gathering all the findings
reported in this part of the thesis.

It has been emphasized that in the search forrexdtenotivations which may
influence language structure it is not possibleséparate the particular factors since
culture (and society) is, by definition, a netwoifiinterrelated traits. And hence, it was
not expected that the results would reveal a prenga of one particular factor on the
encoding of the analysed relations. Nonetheles$iatild be noted that the three factors
that concern displaced communication — written falevelopment, presence of radio
and TV broadcasts — are, as far as determinedthgtiapplied set of categories, clearly
an important group of correlates. This concernsragrity in particular and, to a lesser
degree, also conditionality. Number of speakers Iffath threshold sizes) is clearly a
more important correlate for degree of lexicali@aatand explicitness than for degree of
grammaticalization. Finally, the results of cortelas with the two indicators of

310



cultural complexity (as well as with the paramdgdrelled “type of society”) strongly
support the claim that overall the presence, foneh explicitness of c-glossemes is not
immune to the influence of factors external to laage and mind. And hence, adding a
footnote to Newmeyer’s claim that “there is no h@beorrelating a language’s gross
grammatical properties with socio-cultural fact®atbits speakers” (2002:361) | dare
to claim that after the deictic systems analyse®énkins, the domain of clause linking
has been cross-linguistically proven to be inflleshby socio-cultural traits.
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SOCIO-CULTURAL FACTORS

Level of Presence Presence of Presence of

Relation written form in school radio TV NoS(9) | NoS(5) Typg Indicator 1 | Indicator 2
) of society

development teaching broadcasts broadcasts
G L E G | L E G L E G L E |[G|L|E|G|L|E|G|L|E|G]|L E |G |L |E
ANTERIORITY + | + + |+ |+ |+ | @ ° + || - |+ | +|+|-|+|+ O |+ |+ 0|+ |+ | 0|+ |+
CAUSALITY - - -l - -] -] - - e I I e S I S N B O B S B e I S R R
CONDITIONALITY | + - + |+ -] - + - S IR e O I S R B 8 B R I B Y S S A S T S A S I S R I
PURPOSE - ° - -l - - - + - -+ -|-|®|-|-|®|-|@o|@|-| - |@|-|-|@]-

(Fig.10.4.) Influence of socio-cultural factors @mcoding of circumstantial relations

The letters G, L and E in the headings refer tao@egf grammaticalization, lexicalization and egipfiess respectively. The + symbol refers to
the presence of statistically significant correla and — to their lack. For the degree of granualitiation and explicitness (where 9 and 6
subgroups of c-glossemes were correlated respbgtihe e symbol refers to cases where modest number offiignt correlations have been
discovered.
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CHAPTER 11

Conclusions

The findings presented in this part of thesis th@ehshown that there is a
significant degree of variation between languagé®erwit comes to the degree of
grammaticalization, lexicalization and explicitnesfsc-glossemes they have at their
disposal. The question that has been accompanigesg tfindings from the beginning
is: what are the reasons for this variation, on-ether words — what are the general
motivations that lead to the development of paléicsemantic types of linkers. As in
any type of linguistic change, it is clear that thetivations may be of various kinds
(cf. the opening word for this part of the thessg)metimes even competing with each
other. In the course of the discussion here thavatoins have been sought in three
main types of factors: cognitive, pragmatic andicealtural and in addition to them
certain geographic/areal tendencies have also bemsidered. The current chapter
aims to complement the discussion by putting theeolations together. However,
before we do that, we need to add some more baskdron the cognitive and
pragmatic characteristics of the analysed relations

11.1. Cognitive salience of the four relations

Three components of mind are traditionally distisped in cognitive
psychology:cognition, affect, and conation (see, for instaridiggard 1980, Huitt 1996,
Tallon 1997). In this trio, as Huitt and Cain expla

Cognition referdo the process of coming to know and understanénobding, perceiving,
storing, processing, and retrieving informationisligenerally associated with the question
of “what” (e.g., what happened, what is going onwnavhat is the meaning of that
information.)

Affect refers to the emotional interpretation ofgeptions, information, or knowledge. It is
generally associated with one’s attachment (pasitiv negative) to people, objects, ideas,
etc. and is associated with the question “How ddedl about this knowledge or
information?”

Conation refers to the connection of knowledge affdct to behavior and is associated
with the issue of “why.” It is the personal, intemtal, planful, deliberate, goal-oriented, or
striving component of motivation, the proactive ¢ggposed to reactive or habitual) aspect
of behavior.(2005:1)
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Three of the four relations that are the subjecthd thesis: anteriority, causality
and conditionality could be then classified as paft the cognitive component. Among
them anteriority is purely perceptual — based ia ghysical reality. Causality is more
complex in that it involves not only perception §ebvation of regularities in the physical
world the most important of which is the temporader of SoAs) but also computation
(inferring about cause-effect relation between dhserved SoAs.) The third concept —
conditionality involves a significant amount ofopessing, too. In the case of real
conditions it may be based on perception \(¢hen/If it rains the grass gets wéut more
often than not conditionality involves a more osdehigh degree of hypothesizing,
transferring the cognitive operations to an utteahstract domain (this concerns many
cases of real conditions such ksyou go | will go with youand all the instances of
hypothetical and counterfactual conditionals). Tdi#éference in complexity between
causality and conditionality boils down to the fdabat causality presupposes that the
propositions in both linked clauses are true whiaditionality presupposes most often
either disbelief or doubt about the propositionghat the speaker is uncertain about the
truth of both clauses.

On the cognitive hierarchy the most basic of thedlrelation is then anteriority,
followed by causality and conditionality. This ordends confirmation in developmental
studies on utterance production — a child chainsitearance to a nonlinguistic event that
was either something that she did or saw in theéestrbefore she use it in more abstract
way.! Hence, the order of acquisition of the three cptseonsidered here is anteriority >
causality > conditionality (cf. for instance Bloogh al. 1980, Wing and Kofsky Scholnic
1981, Diessel and Tomasello 2001)

Purpose (in the psychological literature often ligloesimply volition), unlike the
other three concepts, comes from the domain ohtomm — it does not refer to perception
or intelligence in the first place but to actiorssed on them. In broader perspective, it
defines goals, choices, action plans, needs, éigpisavisions and dreams. It is also one of
the main elements of self-reflection and accordmgome researchers (e.g. Bandura 1997;
Donagan 1987; Hershberger 1988) human behaviourotde explained fully without it.
For all these reasons, despite the fact that isigmificantly different to the other
circumstantial concepts considered here, it is béyany doubt central to human life. Since
it was observed that people are much more inclined tobkstacausal connections
between events and construct intentional relatioeisveen actions within reasoning
than to draw truth-functionally related conclusidram premises (Cummings 2005:91)
we may assume that on the ladder of cognitive Bigmce not only causality but also

! Note also that this phenomenon is parallel with phinciple observed in grammaticalization studies
where less abstract meanings develop into moreaaibsmnes.

2 Some other psychological studies have proved spgsthe concept of cause in children as your@y as
months (Schlottmann and Surian 1999).
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purpose is more important than conditionafiffhis claim is, however, at variance with
some of the conclusions that have been drawn fiegermwation of languages.

According to Kortmann (1997), of the four concepts considerede héwo:
causality and conditionality belong to the coretltd semantic space of interclausal
relations, and — ultimately — are the most cogalti\basic of the concepts. Purpose and
anteriority are listed by the author as belongmthe extended core with the first of the
concepts lying closer to the core than the other dbelieve that what lead Kortmann
astray is the assumption that cognitive centrasitdirectly mirrored by the degree of
lexicalization. As described in section 9.2., Kaatm hasargued that, at least for the
European languages, it is a rule that the bettgivan circumstantial relation is
lexicalized the closer to the cognitive core itAs my analysis has shown, however,
lexicalization of clause linkers is more often thraot a geographic/genetic phenomenon
correlating, additionally, with a variety of soaodtural factors. For this reason | do not
consider lexicalization to be a valid clue and aersal tool in the quest for cognitive
salience of circumstantial relations.

The relation of clause linkers to cognition is atbe subject of investigation
within the already mentioned theory of semantiad(&xical) primitives proposed by
Wierzbicka in early 70’s and developed by herselfl &soddard in the next three
decades. In the centre of this theory is the cldmat there exists a finite set of
undecomposable meanings which can be used tocatelall the other meanings and
which, therefore, can be viewed as cognitively @ntAs for the items being of
interest to my research Wierzbicka (1996) listsyotiiree interclausal linkers as
semantic primitiveSBECAUSE, IFandIF...WOULD. AFTER — as an exponent of a general
temporal concept — is not treated aseasu strictaclause linker (cf. also section 9.4.).
The concept of purpose is not considered a semantative but, commenting on
BECAUSE being a semantic primitive armURPOSEbeing not Wierzbicka admits that
there is a specially interesting fact about theetaine:

A purposive clause can be seen as a special typeBECAUSE-clause, and a relatively
complex one. From an abstract logical point of viewe might expect that simpler, non-
purposive, types of BECAUSE-clauses will be mordespread in languages of the world
than purposive clauses. Empirical evidence, howestgrgests that this is not the case, and
that purposive clauses are much more widespreadsthepler types of BECAUSE-clauses.
(...) Generally speaking, one could expect that sfmpbnfigurations of semantic primes
have a greater chance of being grammatically entademany languages than more
complex ones, but of course this is not the onlgvant factor. Some relatively complex
configurations, such as the prototypical transitseenario, appear to be grammatically
encoded in most, if not all, languages of the weftesumably, because of the important
role they play in human life (...) The purposive smém may be another case in point.
(1998:184-185)

% The works in developmental linguistics mentionetbbe also place markers of purpose before markers
of conditionality in the hierarchy of acquisition.
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Hence, although the author does not treat purp®sebasic concept, she emphasizes its
importance. Needless to say, the discussion pregdre does not answer the question
whetherPURPOSEIS a semantic primitive or not. However, Wierzlatk observation
that the concept is quite special in comparisootteer similar concepts is consistent
with the conclusions drawn from psychological di&sian. Interestingly, the special
character of purpose has also been noticed regarsibme other semantic and
structural characteristics of the relations betw&aA\ involving that concept. Most
recently in her typological study of purpose clausechmidtke-Bode (2009) has
emphasized that

Purpose clauses constitute a very distinctive coason type that deviates in important

ways from the archetypal characteristics shared ntany adverbial clauses. The

conceptual structure of purpose predetermines abaumof important semantic

ingredients of purpose, and is crucially definedebynental-state relation between the

purposive event and the agent of the main clausspie the high conceptual integration

of the purposive situation into the matrix everanfie, however, purpose clauses have

their own information-structural value and resishet typical figure-ground
conceptualization characteristic for a number ofeaidial relations. (2009:202)

A similar observation concerning the non-typicasition of purpose in relation to the
other circumstantial relations which fit the Figueound distinction has been made
also by Croft (2001:326) and Kazenin (1994:93).

Although we do not have a direct insight into tlogmitive architecture of our
minds the observations discussed here, despit@tbasistencies between them, prove
that the four concepts: anteriority, causality, dibonality and purpose are very
important to us — be it on a purely cognitive ogmitive/behavioral level. We may then
expect that there will be a natural tendency fanihto have specialized encoding in
languages across the world. This brings our disonssto the domain of pragmatics.

11.2. Pragmatic factors

The role of pragmatic factors (i.e. factors that based in usage and speaker-
hearer purposes or, in other words, in the relahgnbetween language and context)
has been considered in discussion on language ehamger many labels, the most
frequent of which are: economy, efficiency, clarixpressivity, and routinization. The
factors are, understandably, most commonly consttein the context of
grammaticalization (see, for instance, Langacker71®Birnbaum 1984, Harris and
Campbell 1995, Hopper and Traugott 2003). Geurtansarizes the vast body of
research in this domain depicting grammaticalizatie
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resulting from the interaction between two oppositeces: effectiveness and efficiency
(also known as clarity vs. economy, force of ditfaration vs. force of unification, hearer’s
economy vs. speaker’s economy, Q-principle vs.irgiple, and so on; this is a
terminological free-for-all, apparently). On theedmand, speakers seek to make themselves
understood and therefore strive for maximally effec messages, but on the other hand,
there is a general tendency not to expend moreggniran is strictly necessary and
therefore to prefer economical forms to more elat®ones. (2000:783)

Such view is, clearly, closely related to the Ratlwe Theory and Darwinian
orientation in functionalist literature where laage structures are viewed as
adaptations to complex environment with commumneatipressures influencing
language use by hearers motivating speakers’ itbdoe informative and clear (cf. also
the functional explanations for language changeugised in section 2.1.).

The same communicative desire — to be clear amarmdtive — has been
considered by Hopper and Traugott (2003:185) to the motivation for the
development of clause linkers (see also sectioh.J1J0Ne may expect that in the case
of the four relations analysed here that are, gaeatl in the previous section, clearly
very important concepts for humans, the communiegbressure is even higher than
for other, less relevant relations. On the otherndhave have to remember that, as
discussed in section 1.5.2. and remarked in seéti®n apart from the broad category
of c-glossemes there are other, less specializédeas explicit strategies of expressing
the relations. We may assume, therefore, that sexavhere the communicative
pressure is especially high, the development afisgdinkers is especially favoured.
The increase of communicative pressure, in tum,beadirectly linked with the type of
communicative situations that both speaker andeneame across — this boils down to
the extra-linguistic characteristic of the envire@mhthat the language is spoken in. |
assume, in line with many of the researchers medfeto in chapter 10, that the
communicative pressure is lowest in small groupspeakers that share background
knowledge about their day-to-day activities and palg on context in their everyday
communication. Once the number of speakers incseasee new topics arise and once
new media of communication are introduced, the qunes changes. To confirm this
tendency we may refer to the fact that in infornesleryday communication the least
explicit strategies such as coordination and juss#on are still used even in
languages with elaborated sets of clause linkerdu@ing English). As remarked in
chapter 1, many of the languages spoken by snaatbeps have been, in fact, reported
to favour juxtaposition over explicit marking.
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11.3. Towards an explanation of variation

| believe that it is in the complex interactionweéen humans equipped with an
incredible cognitive apparatus and the environntiesit they live in, in the coexistence
of cognitive, pragmatic and socio-cultural factarsthe ultimate function of language
— communication, that we may find an answer todghestion why languages differ.
This concerns also the domain of clause linkers.

Of the four relations analysed in this thesaisality has been found to be the
one most highly grammaticalized, lexicalized andhaf highest level of explicitness. |
believe that the main reason for that is the sinfigpde that the concept of causality, as
psychologists and philosophers have argued, iseoy $pecial importance in our
cognitive architecture. It is the cognitive chaeaistics that translate directly onto the
pressure to encode the concept in an unambigualgxlicit way using specialized
marking. Being encoded in such a specialized wagandless of the extra-linguistic
factors operating over languages, it does not casngurprise that causality does reveal
only occasional correlations with the general eletsieof socio-cultural reality
discussed in chapter 11. This explains also thdamngeographic distribution of the
languages with the highest degrees of grammatatadiz and explicitness described in
chapter 9.

Anteriority, too, has been viewed as cognitively important athek to its
perceptual nature, even more basic than the o#iatians. In contrast to causality,
however, it has not only been found to be much ¢gasmmaticalized, lexicalized and
explicit but also most strongly influenced by secidtural factors in all three aspects
investigated in this thesis. Does this undermire ékplanation proposed above for
causality? | believe not.

The low scores for degree of grammaticalizatiorickdization and explicitness
recorded for anteriority are a result of the faetttmarking of the relation on the clause
encoding the temporally earlier SoA is just one whyexpressing it. As depicted in
(Fig.9.26.) 17.7% of languages in the sample en@wderiority using not linkers that
are counterparts of English ‘after’ but conventiored narrative strategies — i.e.
connective adverbs which are equivalents of ‘(ahdp’ (or ‘afterwards’, ‘later’ etc.).
If we add these alternative markers to the semahticnonofunctional anteriority c-
glossemes, the level of explicitness of anteriomtguld be even higher than for
causality, conditionality and different-subject pase?

* Interestingly, studies in first language acquisithave revealed that when English-speaking chrildre
start producing utterances involving the conceraériority they employ ‘and then’ and ‘then’ rath
than ‘after’ to encode it (see Bloom et al. 1980).
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The three parameters investigated in this part leé thesis: degree of
grammaticalization, lexicalization and explicitnessuld be thus viewed as referring
to one particular way of encoding anteriority. Thiges us also a clue why such a high
number of correlations with socio-cultural facttiss been found for the relation. The
encoding by using an ‘after’ element is clearlyesmichment of a language system and
more elaborated way than expression by connectiwerh (discourse marker). |
assume that the development of marking of ant¢yi@m the semantically dependent
clause is more often than not motivated by the geality of expression brought about
by written form and since, as mentioned in sectifr?., the socio-cultural factors are
autocorrelated (e.g. languages with longer writteadition are usually spoken by
higher number of speakers and in technically adedrsocieties with easier access to
other media of communication, schooling etc.) #sults show overall high correlation
with extra-linguistic factors. This explains alsdwwthe distribution of the languages
with the highest levels of grammaticalization, tmatization and explicitness of
anteriority is geographically limited almost excuedy to languages of Europe and
Asia — it is these regions that the languages Wiéhhighest scores for socio-cultural
parameters are spoken in. Finally, the high resoftgorrelations between extra-
linguistic factors and degree of explicitness rés@dor this relation are partially to be
accounted for by the high number of languages wjuetaposition is used as a primary
method of expressing the relation. The strategyutfing clauses together without any
marker of linkage between them is especially sietédy expressing a temporal relation
of this kind since it is relatively straightforwafor the hearer to infer about the type of
relation meant by speaker on the basis of icordemnof the SoAs encoded in each of
the clauses (cf. section 1.5.2. and 2.1.2. forudision of the iconicity principle).

The encoding opurposeis an even more complex topic. The analyses preden
in chapter 9 have revealed that although crossHstigally the relation is
grammaticalized and lexicalized to a lesser detirae causality and conditionality it is
highly explicitly expressed throughout the world/ed 70% of languages have at their
disposal a monofunctional purpose c-glosseme amdostl 85% a c-glosseme
expressing purpose and one more circumstantialioeldthe most common overlap
being, as we know from chapter 6., causality). Tihdings concerning the degree of
explicitness is in line with the claims about tingpbrtance of purpose in human life
referred to in section 11.1. As it is such a vitahceptit is likely that in order to
express it speakers will seek to make themsehesrlg| unambiguously understood.
Apparently this translates into explicit encoding this relation in a number of
languages but not into high levels of specializatio the sense of high degree of
grammaticalization. There seems to be no easy exptm for this fact. Maybe it
would be worth looking for an answer in the frequef expressions of purpose in
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relation to the other circumstantial concepts eradll it is well known (cf. Zipf's law)
that frequent linguistic items are more prone toneenical codinglt seems reasonable
to assume that, regardless of the cognitive cetytirah the exponents of the concepts
that are less frequently expressed, the degre®lgfupctionality (both semantic and
syntactic) may be negotiated more strongly thatases of exponents of the concepts
that are more frequent in communicative situation.

In any case, the lower level of grammaticalizaticanslates immediately also
onto a lower level of lexicalization. Again, as hhsen noticed in chapter 9,
lexicalization patterns of purpose reveal an irdtng correlation — the highly
lexicalized linkers occur almost without exceptiarthe languages which are either the
major ones (and where lexical clause linkers agegptiototypical linking strategy) or are
under the influence of the major ones. This exglam a straightforward way why
among the 9 significant correlations with extraglirstic factors discovered for purpose
(see Fig.10.4.) 8 concern lexicalization.

Conditionality has been found to be similar to causality whesomes to the
degree of lexicalization and grammaticalization isuess explicit (recall from chapter
8 that it has the lowest number of semantically ofionctional markers among the
analysed relations). From the cognitive and devakatal point of view, as explained
in section 11.1., it is more complex than antetyoaind causality. | argue that the cross-
linguistically high degree of grammaticalization this relation is explainable by its
relatively high cognitive salience on the one hand the influence of socio-cultural
factors on the other (cf. 6 out of 9 parametersFig.10.4. are in the case of
conditionality correlated with degree of grammadtrzaion). | believe that, as in the
case of anteriority, the major factor is that odgence and length of written tradition
although technical and social development too, bdyamy doubt, leads to the increase
in the level of abstraction employed in communmatiHypothesizing, which is the
ultimate incarnation of abstraction, is, after &k core of conditionality.

As for the degree of lexicalization, again, | bedidhat it is the extra-linguistic
factors that explain the distribution of the moghlhy lexicalized conditionality linkers
in the analysed sample. If we go back to the maF-ig.9.19.) we will see that all the
languages which have highly lexicalized M(w)M maikiof conditionality are, once
again, either the major languages of Europe and Asiare under strong influence of
those languages.

Interestingly, the third parameter — degree of iekpkess of encoding of
conditionality — has been found to be correlatethvall the socio-cultural factors

® This concerns also Vitu — a language spoken neshwf the coast of West New Britain in Papua New
Guinea. The speakers of Vitu use Tok Pisin as thgjua francaand schooling is provided exclusively
in English.

320



considered except for the presence of the langugehool teaching. Nonetheless, the
number of semantically monofunctional markers @f tielation is clearly smaller than
for both purpose and causality (see Fig.9.26). & eonsider the monofunctional
conditionality markers together with cases of Wten’ polyfunctionality, the number
rises significantly but is still smaller than fdl e other relations in the same category
(see cumulative values for c-glossemes covering tivoumstantial meanings in
Fig.9.26). One more finding supporting the clainatticonditionality marking is
strongly culture-centered is the fact that, aswdised in section 9.3.4., the relation has
the highest record of borrowings among the fourcepts investigated (and the effects
of borrowing are more significant for the overalogs-linguistic explicitness of
conditionality than for the other three relations).

It is often very difficult to see what the motivatis for grammaticalization or
lexicalization were once the processes occur. kven more difficult to put these
observations into a cross-linguistic perspectivairag to explain certain aspects of
variations in language systems. Nonetheless, ewelthat | have managed to prove
here that, by taking into account a variety of epmtial explanations including
cognitive, pragmatic and socio-cultural factorswadl as areal/genetic patterning we
are able to propose a quite coherent picture ofeéhsons behind the cross-linguistic
variation in the encoding of circumstantial relago

There are two more general conclusions that we dnay from the discussion
presented here. The first one is that one hasmemeer that certain factors (including
both extra and intra-linguistic) are autocorrelataad this should be taken into
consideration while analyzing the influence of théasctors on language structure. The
second one is that one has to be careful not to tha far-reaching conclusions from
phenomena that may be geographically/geneticallysttained such as degree of
lexicalization of particular relations.
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FINAL WORDS

“Unfortunately, or luckily, no language is tyranaily consistent. All
grammars leak” wrote Edward Sapir in 1921. The piaacal leaking has been used
in this thesis to gain an insight into the origimddunctioning of clause linkers that in
the languages of the world mark the relations derority, causality, purpose and
conditionality. Each of the languages analysedld®en read through as a palimpsest
which reveals, unintentionally, the work of earlggmerations of scribes and allows us
to answer the questions about historical origin famdtioning of the linkers. Moreover,
when interpreted in the broader context which také&s account cognitive, pragmatic
and language-external functions, it allows us &bsget an insight into the motivations
for the development of the fascinating group ofjliistic items and the reasons behind
cross-linguistic variation in the encoding of tHeramentioned relations.

In the first part of the thesis | scrutinized 8wpe of the research as well as
its theoretical foundations and the methodologyliadp In the first four sections of
chapter 1 | discussed the concept of state of raffalause and symmetrical and
asymmetrical relations they may form as well asidiea of circumstantial relations. |
then moved to the discussion on a variety of gfrageof encoding of the relations
(such as adverbial subordinators, converbs, clas@ning, special verb forms,
coordination and juxtaposition) and proposed tHaiction-based classification. |
argued for the usefulness of introduction of a fiomal definition of clause linkers
since, considering the structural differences ia #malysed languages and problems
with universal application of existing terms suchaaverbial subordinator, converb (or
even subordination and non-finiteness), only sudefaition allow us to cover the full
range of items designated to act as clause-linidegices. Hence, the proposed
category ofcircumstantial-glossemesas well as the four circumstantial relations
looked at in this study, has been defined in stimgsindependent terms.

In chapter 2 the functional approach to the ingestd issues was elaborated
on and the inspirations drawn from functional-tyggptal framework were emphasized.
Language sample and data collection strategies alsoediscussed within that chapter
with emphasis on the practical problems that eveyworking on a research project
involving a world choice of languages has to fd&&g.applying a statistical method of
language sampling | have ensured the represemntaggeof my sample and so | am
confident that the results obtained are reliablataDcollection and data collection
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strategies (with an emphasis on the role of languamnsultants in verification and
supplementation of the data) were also presentddnachapter 2.

Part Il has been devoted mainly to the problengm@mmaticalization of
clause linkers and analysis of semantic affinioéghe four circumstantial relations
revealed by semantic polyfunctionalities of c-gkrees. Some attention has been
devoted to the analysis of forms of the linkers taahe introductory chapter to part I,
theory of grammaticalization and its main composemtere discussed. It was
emphasized that the present study relies on exelyssynchronic material to reveal
the pathways of development of clause linkers -approach which is by no means
new to grammaticalization studies:

Much what we have learned about grammaticalizatiotine last 30 years, let along much
of the pioneering work of the T'&entury linguistics, rests on our ability, or Wwiiness, to
interpret synchronic structural distortions ascrédissils of prior diachronic change. (Givén
2002:39)

No other study, according to my knowledge, has ubkedsynchronic evidence in a
systematic study as extensively as | have donehis work. Following a set of
grammaticalization heuristicbuilt on our knowledge on grammaticalization psms
and analyses of frequencies of occurrences ofqodati patterns of polysemy a number
of analyses were performed and reported in chagt@rsThe results were used in the
reconstruction of the most common sources of pdaicsemantic types of clause
linkers. The internal structure of polymorphemiglossemes was also scrutinized and
the outcomes of the analysis were used to supportcamplement the data obtained
from the analysis of patterns of polysemy. On theM, the synchronic method has
proved to be very successful — it has not only icovefd what has been known from
other studies but provided us with new material foypothesizing about
grammaticalization pathways which have been prekonot reported in the literature.
The results have revealed an interesting pictutheimain sources of the four groups
of markers, two of which — anteriority and caugatitglossemes — have been so far
very poorly discussed in grammaticalization litarat One of the many interesting
findings of this part of the thesis, which was plolesto obtain only through a
guantitative analysis of data, has been the rattréding difference between the four
relations in the proportion of the categories thahe linguistic literature are viewed as
the most common sources of clause linkers: adpasiticase markers, nouns and
verbs. For instance, case markers were found tdapvéwice more frequently with
purpose linkers than with causality linkers, anghaaitions to be three times more
frequent sources of causality than of conditiogaMoreover, the existence of certain
groups of relation-specific sources was also cordd — this includes, for instance,
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complementizers for purpose linkers and adverbsdoditionality and anteriority. On
the pages of chapters 4-7 | argued also for a numbedevelopment pathways
involving either extension of certain clause lirdkkewer other clause linkers or separate
pathways of grammaticalization where a given cggose overlaps with another one as
an epiphenomena of the fact that they both hava dedved from a common source.
The important conclusion | have drawn from theseseolations is that in the
discussions on grammaticalization of clause linkersre attention should be devoted
to the fact that grammaticalization processes, daseprinciples of iconicity, operate
also within the group of c-glossemes.

The second major component of the analyses in paltas been the
reconstruction of the semantic affinities in themdon of circumstantial relations by
looking at the types and frequencies of most commm@mantic overlaps of the c-
glossemes. The analyses verified positively thbaehave been observed by Kortmann
(1997) for European languages. The advantage ef dtudy in this domain is the
reconstruction of detailed semantic maps allowiagaugain an insight into the core as
well as the margins of the conceptual space ofatieysed relations and to observe
complex-multiple overlaps. Again, interesting deszncies have been found in the
density of the maps reconstructed for anterionitgt eausality on the one hand and for
conditionality and purpose on the other.

The four groups of linkers have been analysed fatso the point of view of
their degree of syntactic and semantic polyfunctites and the ratio of
monomorphemic-to-polymorphemic items. For all theups a tendency for more
morphologically complex markers to be semanticatig syntactically monofunctional
has been recorded. Moreover, all the four group® hhavealed a similar picture of
semantic polyfunctionality and similar proportionsf monomorphemic and
polymorphemic items. As for syntactic polyfunctitiia conditionality markers have
been found to posses lower number of polysemestiigatinkers of the other three
relations.

Finally, regarding the morphosyntactic forms oé tmarkers, causality c-
glossemes have been found to display the highegiopgion of words among the
analysed relations. The proportion of affixestum, has been discovered to be highest
for anteriority linkers. Certain geographic preferes concerning the forms of the
markers have been found but their distribution| have shown, is quite inconsistent
casting doubts on significance of the parametetericalization for discussion on
cognitive centrality of certain relations as Kortma(1997) proposed for European
languages.

In part 1l of the dissertation attention has feed on the cross-linguistic
variation in degrees of grammaticalization, lexation and explicitness of particular
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linkers and the motivations for both — the origirttee markers and their variation have
been considered. In chapter 9 the results of thatijative analyses were discussed. Of
the four groups of circumstantial linkers causatitglossemes have been found to be
cross-linguistically most strongly grammaticalizelésplaying the highest proportion of
monomorphemic, monofunctional semantically and agtntally markers), most
strongly lexicalized and most explicit. Markers adnditionality have been found to
reveal similarly high levels of grammaticalizatidexicalization and explicitness which
contrast directly with the low levels revealed bytesiority and purpose markers.
Moreover, the markers of causality and conditidgaturned out also to be more
frequently borrowed than the markers of purposeawnteriority. Interestingly, the
analysis has revealed quite strong geographic rpatt& the variation of the three
parameters — the regions with lowest scores foosirall of the investigated domains
are Oceania, New Guinea, Australia and IndonedmleviEurope and Mainland Asia
revel the highest scores.

In chapter 10, the data reported in chapter 9 wereelated with a number of
socio-cultural traits. The goal of the correlatianalyses was to verify the potential
influence that language external factors may haveéhe availability of clause linkers
and the degree of their grammaticalization, lexzedion and explicitness in particular
languages. The analyses were set against a grdwadyg of hypotheses and works
which suggest that extra-linguistic factors magetflanguage structure to a significant
degree. For the group of clause linkers hypothesfeshis kind has been most
commonly proposed in relation to the level of verttform development but in the
statistical tests performed on the data | have idensd also other factors such as
population size, presence and characteristicsefahguage in school teaching, radio
and TV broadcasting, type of society etc. Somaguing results emerged from the
analysis — encoding of causality and, quite suirpglg, purpose, seem to be much less
susceptible to the influence of socio-cultural éastthan encoding of the other two
relations. On the whole, however, none of the i@igtseems to be completely immune
to the influence of extra-linguistic factors. To rkygowledge, apart from the study on
the influence of cultural traits on the richnessleictic systems by Perkins (1992), my
work is the only one that has looked at the isdueftuence of a variety of language-
external factors on language systems from a cingsistic point of view.

Finally, gathering all the information presenteatlier, in chapter 11 | have
attempted to explain the cross-linguistic variattambining, in the spirit of functional
approach to language change, the cognitive, pragmwad socio-cultural clues.

Although the work has yielded many interesting stlasguistic generalizations
and shed empirical light on issues which have Ipeeviously under-researched or only
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hypothesized about, a number of issues have nat beestigated here and some
others have been treated only very generally. Tiseige number of directions and a
number of ways in which this study can be developed

The first prospect that comes to mind is the weation of many of the
pathways of grammaticalization hypothesized heriehvhave not been reported earlier
in the literature. Such an endeavour would, of seurequire diachronic studies on a
number of languages. Given the fact that histomcaterials are not readily available
(and for many languages will never be) in many saseh investigation would have to
involve extensive data collection process includirggorical reconstructions.

Due to the size of the sample, nothing has beeth Isare about the areal
patterns of grammaticalization or external motwatifor grammaticalization. This,
without any doubt very interesting subject, woulel worth pursuing, too. The same
concerns in-depth analyses of patterns of borrowahg-glossemes and motivation
behind the process of borrowing — a topic thatthesen only very briefly treated in this
thesis.

Certainly, it would also be interesting to enridhe tanalyses of semantic
polyfunctionality of clause linkers by considerittge methods of disambiguation that
languages employ to distinguish between the vanmeanings. This would, naturally,
require analyses of entire constructions with &eit formal features (such as
configurations of TAM markers, for instance) on tiree hand and in-depth analyses of
context on the other. Taking into account that sstaldy would have to face the reality
of working with a number of very diverse languageg of these tasks are a challenge
in their own right.

The interesting topic or richness and diversitysgstems of clause linkers
would be a good candidate for a research topicvighray one has access to detailed
grammatical descriptions of comparable depth aralityufor a variety of genetically
and geographically diverse languages. One of tleetibns in which the research could
go is the influence of literature and writing dretsystems. Kortmann (1997:256) has
argued, the languages with a long literary traditere also those with the most
elaborate sets of clause linkersvould propose to extend the investigation beytired
languages of Europe and control not only for thegle of literary but also written
tradition in general and, ideally, to consider Niyeof oral literature too.

Finally, the natural direction of extending the g#et work would be to look at
a much larger set of markers of circumstantial ti@s in a much larger set of
languages. Such additional analyses would suretyriboite to our understanding of
human language and human cognition, although, enatole, they would certainly
retain the picture of language as emerging from dhalyses presented here — a
constantly changing structure where diachrony patext synchrony, where cognition
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and pragmatics dictate certain solutions and wh#re fascinating tool of
communication gets reshaped by the socio-cultumakenment in which it is used.
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INTERNET RESOURCES

The following websites and/or their sub-sites (lastessed: 09/07/2010) have been
consulted in the process of collecting informatimm socio-cultural profiles of the
sample languages:

Major websites

AFLANG DIRECTORY
http://www.humnet.ucla.edu/humnet/aflang

ALASKA NATIVE LANGUAGE CENTRE
http://www.uaf.edu/anlc/index.html

COUNTRIES AND THEIR CULTURES
http://www.everyculture.com

DOCUMENTING ENDANGERED LANGUAGES OF THEPACIFIC (DELP) PROJECT
http://www.arts.usyd.edu.au/research_projects/delp

ENDANGERED LANGUAGES OFSIBERIA
http://lingsib.unesco.ru/en/languages

ETHNOLOGUE, LANGUAGES OF THEWORLD
http://www.ethnologue.com

NATIVE AMERICAN LANGUAGE NET
http://www.native-languages.org

OMNIGLOT — THE GUIDE TO LANGUAGES ALPHABETS AND OTHER WRITING SYSTEMS
http://www.omniglot.com

PaPUA NEW GUINEA LANGUAGE RESOURCES
http://www.sil.org/pacific/png/index.asp

THE RED BOOK OF THEPEOPLE OFRUSSIAN EMPIRE
http://www.eki.ee/books/redbook/index1.shtml

UCLA LANGUAGE MATERIALS PROJECT
http://www.Imp.ucla.edu

Websites dedicated to particular communities, theitanguages and cultures

APACHEJICARILLA
http://www.jicarilla.net

BASQUE

http://www.cd.sc.ehu.es/DOCS/book.SS-G/v2/Euskard.h
http://www.buber.net/Basque/Euskara/langl.html
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CHUKCHI
http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/~spena/Chukchee/ CHHEE HOMEPAGE.htm|

ESTONIAN
http://www.einst.ee/publications/language/langulaimel.

LEPCHA
http://www.lepcha.info

Y AMI
http://yamiproject.cs.pu.edu.tw

Y ANYUWA
http://www.deakin.edu.au/arts-ed/diwurruwurru/yawglindex.htm
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APPENDIX Il Questionnaire/list of recurrent questions

As explained in section 2.3.3., the lists of quewisent to the consultants were tailored
for each of the languages individually. The settltd questions depended on the
information missing from the database after pulelishmaterials and manuscripts
available for a given language have been analyBeed.following presents the list of
the recurrent questions. If there was uncertaigpgcific follow-up questions were
asked.

PART A: QUESTIONS CONCERNING CLAUSE LINKERS
PART Al

(for clause linkers described in the published male/manuscripts for which some
information needed for the database was missing)

General information
Is the X clause-linker:
a) original to the language o borrowed o
What is the source language?......................
b) synchronically monomorphemic o synchronically polymorphemic o

¢) a word o a clitic o an affix o a combination of word(s) and affix(es) o
distributed marker o

d) if it's an affix please specify
prefix o
suffix o
circumfix o
other o please explain more ............cooeiiiiiiiiii i,

e) (for synchronically polymorphemic markers only)

give morpheme-by-morpheme glosses and mark all the borrowed morphemes
incorporated

f) are there any restrictions of usage of the marker (e.g. only in same- or
different subject clauses, only with verbs of motion etc.)?

Other syntactic functions

Is the X clausal marker used in any other syntactic function (cf. English after serving
the function of adposition, adverb and clause linker)?

yes o noo
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If yes explain what these other functions are and provide an example for each of them.

Other clause-linking functions

Is the X clausal marker used to convey any other circumstantial meanings between
clauses (cf. English since used as a clause linker in temporal and causal clauses)?

yeso noo

If yes explain what these meanings are and provide an example for each of them.

PART A2
On numerous occasions the following queskiaa also been asked:

Apart from the X, Y, and Z clause linkers are there any other morphemes (or
polymorphemic  structures) used for encoding of the relation of
anteriority/causality/purpose/conditionality?

yes o noo

For each of the new clause linkers the consultastiieen asked to provide an example
of use and answer the standard list of question® fPART Al

PART B: QUESTIONS CONCERNING SOCIO-CULTURAL ISSUES
Level of written form development

Mark all the options that apply to language XXX.

the language has never had a written form or it is not used by the speakers
orthography and primers have been developed for the language
the written form is used for personal communication between the speakers
there are printed materials being published in the language
0 the printed materials were published already before 1801
0 the printed materials were published before 1901
0 the printed materials have been published only since1901
o there are newspapers published in the language
0 the newspapers were published already before 1801
0 the newspapers were published before 1901
0 the newspapers have been published only since 1901
o there are literary works being published in the language
0 the literary works were published already before 1801
0 the literary works were published before 1901
0 the literary works have been published only since 1901
o the language in its written form is used by the state authorities in their official
letters/acts/directives etc.
0 the language in its written form was used by the state authorities
already before 1801

O O oo
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0 the language in its written form was used by the state authorities before
1901

0 the language in its written form has been used by the state authorities
only since1901

Remarks: ....oovvei

Presence of the language in school teaching

Mark the option that best describes the presence of the XXX language in school
teaching

0 no school teaching in the language;

o language taught only as a foreign language or as a language of instruction only
in some schools;

o language present as a language of instruction in first (and possibly also other)
grade;

o language fully present at all stages of education, including higher education.

Remarks: ...ooovveiii e

Radio broadcasting in the language

Mark the option that best describes the presence of the XXX language in radio
broadcasting

0 no broadcasts;
0 modest amount of broadcasting (occasional programs);
0 broadcasting fully present (most of the time stations broadcast in the native
language).
Remarks: ......cooviiiiiii

TV broadcasting in the language

Mark the option that best describes the presence of the XXX language in TV
broadcasting

0 no broadcasts;

0 modest amount of broadcasting (occasional programs);

o0 broadcasting fully present (most of the time stations broadcast in the native
language).

Remarks: ....oovvri
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APPENDIX |V Degrees of grammaticalization (1)

Summary for the MM group (monomorphemic and semantically monofunctional c-
glossemes).

Sample size: 67
1 = presence of the marker, 0 = absence of theanark

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY PURPOSE CONDITIONALITY
Language MM [ MM | MM | MM [ MM | MM | MM | MM | MM | MM | MM | MM

M 1 2 M 1 2 M 1 2 M 1 2
Akan 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1
Arabana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arabic 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Au 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Basque 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1
Baure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Boko 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Burushaski 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chukchi 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cubeo 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Dagur 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Didinga 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Eipo 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
English 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1
Estonian 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Galo 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Gola 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hattam 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
Hausa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hindi 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hualapai 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
lka 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
llokano 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
I'saka 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jahai 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Japanese 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Jingulu 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
Kanuri 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Kayah Li 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Ket 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
Khwe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
Konso 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Krongo 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
Lango 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
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APPENDIX V Degrees of grammaticalization (2)

Summary for the MM group (monomorphemic and semantically monofunctional c-
glossemes) in same- and different-subject purplaseses.

Sample size: 70
1 = presence of the marker, 0 = absence of theanark

PURPOSE PURPOSE
SAME-SUBJECT DIFFERENT-SUBJECT
Language
MMM | MM1 | MM2 MMM MM1 MM2

Achagua 0 1 1 0 1 1
Akan 0 0 1 0 0 1
Arabana 0 0 0 0 1 1
Arabic 0 0 0 0 0 0
Au 0 0 0 0 0 0
Basque 0 0 1 0 0 1
Baure 0 0 0 0 0 0
Boko 0 0 0 0 0 0
Burushaski 0 1 1 0 0 0
Chukchi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cubeo 0 0 0 0 1 1
Dagur 0 0 0 0 0 0
Didinga 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eipo 0 0 0 0 0 0
English 0 0 1 0 0 1
Estonian 0 0 0 0 0 0
Galo 0 0 0 0 0 0
Gola 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hattam 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hausa 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hindi 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hualapai 0 0 0 0 0 0
lka 1 1 1 1 1 1
llokano 1 1 1 1 1 1
I'saka 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jahai 0 0 0 0 0 0
Japanese 0 0 1 0 0 0
Jingulu 1 1 1 1 1 1
Kanuri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kayah Li 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ket 0 1 1 0 1 1
Khwe 0 1 1 0 1 1
Konso 0 0 0 0 0 0
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APPENDIX VI Degrees of grammaticalization (3)

Summary for the M1 group (monomorphemic c-glossemes encoding up to one
additional circumstantial meaning).

Sample size: 67
1 = presence of the marker, 0 = absence of theanark

ANTERIORITY CAUSALITY PURPOSE CONDITIONALITY
Language
M1IM | M11 | M12 | MIM | M11 | M12 | MIM | M11 | M12 M1M M11 | M12

Akan 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1
Arabana 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arabic 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
Au 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Basque 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1
Baure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Boko 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Burushaski 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chukchi 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
Cubeo 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Dagur 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Didinga 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Eipo 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
English 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1
Estonian 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Galo 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
Gola 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Hattam 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
Hausa 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
Hindi 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hualapai 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
lka 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
llokano 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
I'saka 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jahai 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Japanese 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Jingulu 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Kanuri 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Kayah Li 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Ket 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
Khwe 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
Konso 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
Krongo 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1
Lango 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
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APPENDIX [X Degrees of explicitness with borrowed c-glosseméscluded
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APPENDIX X Socio-cultural profiles of the sample languages
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Correlations between socio-cultural factors and dage of
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