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ROADMAP

» ntroduction

»Between space and syntax




TYPOLOGICAL PROFILE OF EAST CAUCASIAN MORPHOSYNTAX

» Rich agglutinative morphology, predominantly dependent
marking; ergative alignment (both case and agreement)

» Strikingly unusual patterns of gender agreement,
especially in the clausal domain (but little and mostly
innovative morphosynactic person)

» Rich verb inflection, both synthetic and periphrastic
» Valency increasing (causativizing)

» Rich nominal morphology: no possessive forms, only two
numbers, but otherwise abundant nominal inflection
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INTRODUCTION

Galore or hoax?




INTRODUCTION: NOMINAL INFLECTION GALORE

» Wiki on Tabasaran, Lezgic: “Tabasaran was listed in the
Guinness Book of World Records as having the largest case
system in the world, with 48.”

» Kibrik 1970/2003 Nominal inflection galore
» Comrie & Polinsky 1998 The great Daghestanian case hoax



INTRODUCTION: NOMINAL INFLECTION GALORE

» Archi, Lezgic (Kibrik 1977), inflection of her’ana ‘thing’:

herL ammiq®, heL ammiq‘akona, heL ammasi, heL ammis, heL ammit.is,

her ammitu, herL ammirakona, her ammiL ana, herL ammirasi,
her ammiL’as, her ammiL asi,  her ammi, herL ammiL’, heL amma,
her ammiL ak, herL ammis.i, heL ammiL ayut, herL ammas,

her ammiL akona,  herL ammiras,  heL ammirayut, heL ammiq‘ayut,
herL ammakona, her ammit, herL ammiq‘is, herL ammiq‘as, heL ana,
herL ammirak, heL ammiyur, herL ammayut, heL ammit.ik,
her ammit:ikona, herL ammin, herL ammiq‘di, heL ammit.iyut,
herL ammiq‘asi, herL ammiq‘ak, heL ammit.isi, heL ammak.



INTRODUCTION: TWO SUB-PRADIGMS

000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

> (syntactic) cases » spatial (locative) forms
heL ammi, herL ammiq'‘is, heL ammis:i, her ammiL ‘ak, heL ammiq’*, herL ammirak,
heL ammiyur, heL 'ammin, heL ana, herL ammiL’, herL ammiL ayut, heL amma,
herL ammilL ona, her ammis, heL ammayut, herL ammit:isi, heL ammit.iyut,
her ammiq‘di, herL ammitu. her ammit, herL ammiq‘ayut, her ammak,

heL ammiL asi, heL ammirayut, heL ammit.ik,
heL ammiq‘akana, herL ammiq‘as,
herL ammiq‘ak, herL ammasi, herL ammiL as,
her ammirakona, her ammiL akona,
her ammit.ikona, herL ammit.is, herL ammiras,
herL ammas, herL ammirasi, herL ammiq‘asi,
herL ammakona.
(total of 29)

(total of 10)



INTRODUCTION: BIMORPHISM

» What allows us to separate spatial forms from syntactic cases apart from semantics?
And why does it resolve galore to just a hoax?

> bimorphism of the spatial template (bidimensionality in Creissels 2008)

» Archi (Lezgic) Kibrik et al. 1977: Trajector,
or Figure

#% (‘bee’)

Motion event

¢’eleli-L’i-s
stone-Sub-El
‘“from under the stone’

Landmark,
or Groung
(‘stone’



INTRODUCTION: BIMORPHISM

» What allows us to separate spatial forms from syntactic cases?

» bimorphism of the spatial template

STEM

IN ESS
INTER LAT
EL
SUPER
ALL
CONT TRANS
SUB TERM
localization directionality

spatial domain defined motion of the figure relative to
relative to the landmark the spatial domain

Figure,
or Trajector

N(‘bee’)

Motion event

Landmark,
or Ground
(‘stone’)

¢ eleli-L ’i-$
stone-Sub-FEl
‘“from under the stone’



INTRODUCTION: BIMORPHISM

Archi: syntactic cases Archi: spatial forms
Nom (©)

Erg Ii (etc.) Essive Lative Elative Allative Trans  Term
Gen -n 5 .

In -a -a-$ -a-k -a-$1 -a-yut -kana
Dat -S
Comit -{lu Super  -tI -tu-§  -tli-k -tl-St -tli-yut  -tli-kona
Comp -Yur

Cont — -ra-S  -ra-k -ra-st  -ra-yut  -kona
Subst -L’ana
Causal Sl Inter -0 -ga§ -qak -gasi -qayut -qa-kona
Part -q'i§

Equat q'di Sub -L -1’a-S  -L’a-k -L’a-S1  -L’a-yut -L’a-kana



INTRODUCTION: ARE THEY SO PECULIAR?

» What allows us to separate spatial forms from syntactic cases apart from
semantics? And why does it resolve galore to just a hoax?

» Archi (Lezgic) Kibrik et al. 1977: bimorphism of the spatial template

(bidimensionality in Creissels 2008) Figure,
or Trajector

#% (‘bee’)

Motion event

¢’eleli-L ’i-s G
stone-Sub-El I

or Groung
‘from under the stone’ ‘ :
(‘stone



INTRODUCTION: ARE THEY SO PECULIAR?

landmark localization direction order;

¢eleli LT -§ Archi
U3- noo KAMHA Russian
from under the stone English

direction localization landmark order;

Direction(Localization (landmark))



INTRODUCTION: ARE THEY SO PECULIAR?

What, then, makes East Caucasian difterent from the European
examples?

» morphological boundedness: affixes rather than function
words

»regular meaning-form mapping: no cumulation, same
affixes are responsible for the same components of spatial
meaning



INTRODUCTION: COMPARISON OF ARCHI AND ENGLISH

spatial forms of Archi spatial forms of English

Essive  Lative  Elative  Allative Essive Lative Elative
In -a -a-S -a-k -a-S1 In in in(to) out (of), from
Super -t -t1i-S -tii-k -t11-51 Super/Cont on on(to) off (of), from
Cont — -ra-§ -ra-k -ra-si Inter between  between  (?from between)
Inter -q' -q'a-§ -q'a-k -q'a-5i Sub under under (?from under)

Sub -L -L’a-§ -L’a-k -L’a-S1 Apud at to from



INTRODUCTION: ARE THEY SO PECULIAR?

» Do all East Caucasian show the same regularity in meaning-form
mapping? No. Cf. Rutul (Lezgic):

Essive (unmarked) Elative
In -a (D) a1
Super D) (D) -la
Apud -da (D) -daz:
Sub -yda (D) —la/ -qla

Inter -k (D) -kla



INTRODUCTION: BLACK SHEEP

» Some languages do not show the morphological bimorphism in spatial forms:
all Nakh and Udi (Lezgic)

Tsova-Tush Chechen
(Holisky&Gagua) (Nichols 2011) (Yakovlev 1960) (Ganenkov 2008)
Nom Nom Nom Nom
Erg Erg Erg Erg
Gen Gen Gen Gen
Dat Dat Dat Dat
(Instr) Instr Instr Ben
Comit Abl (Comit)
All All Lat (> Ess, All, El, Trans) All
Lat Ad
Cont Inter (“BeliecTBeHHBIN”) Super

Adv Comp Comp



INTRODUCTION: BLACK SHEEP

» Some languages do not show the morphological bimorphism in spatial forms:
all Nakh and Udi (Lezgic)

Tsova-Tush Chechen
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Nom Nom Nom Nom
Erg Erg Erg Erg
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INTRODUCTION: CRAZY FOXES

» Languages of the Dargwa L. _sos dubur
2. ADV dubur-le
branch add more to the 3._io dubur-
4. GEN dubur-la
complexity: stem-suffix- B
48. ANTE-EL-UP dubur-li-sa-r-ha(le)
SUﬁX_anOther o Suﬁix 49. ANTE-EL-HITHER dubur-li-sa-r-se(le), dubur-li-sa-r-sa.le
. 50. ANTE-EL-THITHER dubur-li-sa-r-de(le), dubur-li-sa-r-da.le
» Tanti Dargwa (Sumbatova & |5t s dubur lese
Lander 20 1 4) . inﬂeCtiOn Of 89. IN-EL-DOWN dubur-le-he-r-ka(le)
dub ur ‘mountain, 3(1) i::z:E;HER Zzz:;z:::?:((ll;), dubur-le-he-r-sa.le
92. IN-EL-THITHER dubur-le-he-r-de(le), dubur-le-he-r-da.le




INTRODUCTION: CRAZY FOXES

» Languages of the Dargwa branch add more to the complexity:
Dargwa trimorphism

LOC

DOWN
SUPER £S5
SUB UP
STEM.- ANIE LAT
AD HITHER
APUD
IN
localization directionality  deictic/gravitational

(*ESS, [LAT], *[EL])



INTRODUCTION: CRAZY FOXES

» Some Tsezic languages also do a perfect job:
Tsezic trimorphism; e.g. Comrie 2007 on Dido (Tsez):

LOC AL
SUPER

SUB (unmarked )m— ) ESS

STEM-OBL ANTE LAT

AD
APUD EL
INTER DISTAL/

N POST

localization deictic directionality
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INTRODUCTION: TAKEAWAY

» East Caucasian nominal ‘case’ forms are split into two subparadigmes:
(syntactic) cases and spatial forms

» Morphological cointegration: these are not two fully independent
inflectional paradigms, because all forms (except the nominative) are (most
often) derived from an oblique stem

» The ‘galore’ is due to bimorphism of the spatial forms: carving out of
spatial domains is elaborate and combines with the category of
directionality in a regular way, resulting in an agglutinative spatial
template

» Few languages go even further and sophisticate the spatial template by
including a slot for deictic (and gravitational) meaning



PART Il
FORM AND
MEANING

between space and syntax




FORM AND MEANING: BETWEEN SPACE AND SYNTAX

» Some languages have markers with spatial semantics or uses
that do not form a series:

Language Category

some Andic Aftective (residual Goal uses)
Archi Comparative (residual Apud uses)
Lak Ablative
Lezgian, Aghul, Tabasaran, Udi (Lezgic) Dative (Goal) (to different extents)

Dative with contact verbs

Various branches ,
(‘hit’, ‘throw at’ etc.)



FORM AND MEANING: BETWEEN SPACE AND SYNTAX

» A few markers are used both as case suffixes and as
directionality markers:

Language Marker Syntactic function Spatial function

Avar (?) -e dative lative (Goal)
Lak -n dative lative (Goal)
Khwarshi (Tsezic) -l dative lative (Goal)

Mehweb (Dargwa) -la genitive elative (Source)



FORM AND MEANING: BETWEEN SPACE AND SYNTAX

» Some case forms look suspiciously similar to spatial forms, or as
combinations of affixes used in the spatial domain; cf. Archi:

Archi: spatial form

Archi: syntactic cases

Nom (D)
Erg i (etc.) Essive Lative Elative Allative Trans Term
Gen -n .
In -a -a-§ -a-k -a-$1 -a-yut -k(-)ana
Dat -S
Comit 41U Super -t -tu-S  -tu-k -t1-S1 -tl-yut  -tli-k(-)ana
Comp -Yur |
bt L(9)ana Cont — -ra-§  -ra-R -ra-st  -ra-yut  ra-k(-)ana
Causal -S4 Inter -0 -qa§ -qak -qgasi -qayut -qa-k(-)ona
Part -q'i(-)$
Equat ' ()di Sub -L -’a-S  -L’a-k -L’a-st  -L’a-yut -L’a-k(-)ana



FORM AND MEANING: EXTENSIONS OF SPACE

Extended uses of spatial forms

» Adverbial

» temporal meanings, Cause (El)

» Oblique arguments:

» Instrument, Standard of Comparison (often Super-El)

» True arguments:
» Experiencer (Lat), Unintentional As and modal subjects (as in ‘X is capable to P’) (EI)

» Addressee of Speech (Lat), certain types of Recipients (Lat) and Possessors (Ess)

» Should such forms be viewed as morphologically complex?

» How synactic they are?



FORM AND MEANING: EXTENSIONS OF SPACE

Extended uses of spatial forms

» Adverbial

» temporal meanings, Cause (El)

» Oblique arguments:

» Instrument, Standard of Comparison (often Super-El)

» True arguments:
» Experiencer (Lat), Unintentional As and modal subjects (as in ‘X is capable to P’) (EI)

» Addressee of Speech (Lat), certain types of Recipients (Lat) and Possessors (Ess)

» Should such forms be viewed as morphologically complex?

» How synactic they are?



FORM AND MEANING: POSSESSORS

Sometimes, these forms are presented as forming a spatial series:

Language possessor  recipients possessors.
Aghul (Lezgic) Apud(Ess) Apud-Lat Apud-El
Hinuq (Tsezic) Cont(Ess) Cont|[-Lat] Cont-El

Mehweb (Dargwa) Inter-Ess Inter-(Lat) Inter-El

Khinalug Poss Poss-El



FORM AND MEANING: POSSESSORS

Most East Caucasian languages feature spatial forms in
‘temporary possessive’ predication:

Tukita (Andic):

du-b farct  di-C’t  egu
you.sg-N(Gen) money I[-Cont cop
I have your/no money on me.

Je n’ai pas d’argent sur mot.


http://you.sg

FORM AND MEANING: POSSESSORS

‘temporary possessive’ predication?

Tsirkhe Aghul (Lezgic):

qg'u-d ata-f tufang ha-ti.ri-w iri.
two-A let.Ipf-A gun  ha-Dem-Apud Cop:Pst
‘He had a gun that could fire two bullets.’

Probably, not a possessive but a spatial perspective on the
possessive relation.



FORM AND MEANING: POSSESSORS

possessor grammaticalization scheme



FORM AND MEANING: POSSESSORS

In fact, these forms may seem to be morphologically segmentable; Aghul (Lezgic):

ha-me rus$ mexeleasbuw.a-f-as faT.u-na fas.u-na-a.

ha-DemM pesywka *** matb-Apud-El Apud-El:nyckate.Pf-Conv yHocuts.Pf-Res-Prs

3Ty AEBYIIKY, *** y MaTepu 0TOOpaB, YBE3J/IU.

q’|u-d at.a-f tufang ha-ti.ri-w iri.
nBa-A nyckatb.Ipf-A pyxbe ha-DemT-Apud Cop:Pst

Y Hero 6bUIO Py>Kbe, KOTOPOE CTPEJISIIO ABYMS (IIyISIMU).

ha-gu-ga-1 <Wan-ar awac’.an-di  Xx.i-naw, zun wa-w-di, wun wa-w-di, wun
wa-w-di w.a |- ha tap ha-li  Dufa  TpI-Apud-Lat??

ha-DemG-Loc-Super  kamenn-Pl  ???.Ipf-Conv ctath.Pf-Pft 4 Thl-Apud-Lat?? TbI

THI Tel-Apud-Lat?? crate??.Ipf-Conv Ptcl P7 ha-DemL [I>xyda k’il.i-1-di.  rosmoma-Super-Lat

Tyna xkamHU ApyT APYTY nepefilaBaiu: s Tede, Thl MHe, Thl Tebe(??), ???U CTPOMJIU LIETIOUYKY HauUHasl C TOU PEeUKHU
no rops! Ixxydy-aar.



FORM AND MEANING: POSSESSORS

Sometimes, these forms are presented as forming a spatial series:

Language possessor  recipients possessors.
Aghul (Lezgic) Apud(Ess) Apud-Lat Apud-El
Hinuq (Tsezic) Cont(Ess) Cont|[-Lat] Cont-El

Mehweb (Dargwa) Inter-Ess Inter-(Lat) Inter-El

Khinalug Poss Poss-El



FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS

All East Caucasian languages except Udi distinguish between
the so called permanent (true) and temporary recipients:

» dative strategy: change of ownership involved

» lative strategy: change of ownership not involved

(drawings courtesy Violetta Ivanova)



FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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RECIPIENTS

FORM AND MEANING
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RECIPIENTS

FORM AND MEANING
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS
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FORM AND MEANING: RECIPIENTS

All East Caucasian languages except Udi distinguish between
the so called temporary and permanent recipients:

» dative strategy: change of ownership involved

> lative strategy: change-of-ownership-notinvelved spatial

perspective on the giving event (and the only one available
when no change of ownership is involved)

(all drawings courtesy Violetta Ivanova)



FORM AND MEANING: ADDRESSEE OF SPEECH

Most East Caucasian languages express Addressee of Speech by
one of the lative forms:

Language Strategy

Udi, Lezgian, Aghul, Tabassaran dative
Avar Super-essive
Botlikh, Lak Apud-essive
Tsakhur, Budukh, Kryz unclassified

lative

all the rest e .
(or locative in bipartite 1gs)



FORM AND MEANING: ADDRESSEE OF SPEECH

Most East Caucasian languages express Addressee of Speech by
one of the lative forms:

» syntactic use of a spatial form or spatial conceptualization of
speech events? Addressee as Goal (or Direction) of speech?

» are we prepared to talk about syntactic use of onto in contexts
like And Jesus said unto them, I am the bread of life.

» dative is used in those languages which have a relatively
extensive use of the dative for Goal



FORM AND MEANING: BETWEEN SPACE AND SYNTAX (FAST BACKWARD)

» Some languages have markers with spatial semantics or uses
that do not form a series:

Language Category

some Andic Aftective (residual Goal uses)
Archi Comparative (residual Apud uses)
Lak Ablative
Lezgian, Aghul, Tabasaran, Udi (Lezgic) Dative (Goal) (to different extents)

Dative with contact verbs

Various branches ,
(‘hit’, ‘throw at’ etc.)



FORM AND MEANING: TAKEAWAY

Notwithstanding the peculiar formal design, in East Caucasian as in
other languages there is no clear-cut separation between the spatial
and syntactic sub-paradigms:

» Some material is shared, probably as a result of various
fossilizations of non-spatial uses

» Many bimorphemic forms convey non-spatial meanings; yet, some
of the non-spatial meanings are more spatial than they may seem

» While the evolution from space to syntax is a common knowledge,
some patterns of East Caucasian - like dative and lative recipients -
shed light on paths of this evolution
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T0 BE CONTINUED
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