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Due to the sociolinguistic partitioning of Arabic varieties according to Prestige
many grammaticalized forms are often dismissed by most language purists a;
‘corrupted’ or ‘deformed’, since they deviate in form and meaning from the codifieq
and standardized variety, the use of which garners prestige. The various functiong]
elements examined here, such as the preposition f7 ‘in, at’, as an existential particle,
possessive linkers, such as dyal, taba’, that replaced construct state possessives; the)
independent pronouns hu/huwa functioning as interrogatives—are all sociolingujs.
tically marked (i.e. low), despite being natively acquired and used in most informa]
discourses. The consequence is that constraints are being unduly imposed on the
natural evolution of Arabic, which is the official language of more than twen
countries in the Middle East and North African region. Because of the low status
assigned to the spoken Arabic dialects by language purists and most native speakers
the aforementioned function words and expressions continued their natural evolutic)r;
unrestrained, and therefore deviated from the idealized and rigid standard register,
Thus, the interface between grammaticalization and sociolinguistics, particularly the
attitudes preventing or otherwise promoting change, should be considered in the
study of language evolution,
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Grammaticalization and
inflectionalization in Iranian

GEOFFREY HAIG

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The Iranian languages constitute a branch of Indo-European, within which their closest
relatives are the Indo-Aryan languages. The earliest uncontroversially dated attestation
of Iranian is Old Persian, preserved in a series of cuneiform inscriptions located in
today’s southwestern Iran (the best-known in Behistun), which stem from the 6th to the
4th centuries Bce, In addition to Old Persian, a body of texts known as Avestan (Old and
Young) also provide evidence for the oldest layers of Iranian. Avestan texts are ritual
and didactic in character, rooted in the belief system of the Zoroastrians. They were
‘transmitted orally over centuries and even millennia before being committed to writing
some time after 6oo CE’ (Skjeerve 2009: 45). Thus although the texts clearly represent an
ancient form of Iranian (and are very similar to the oldest parts of the Rigveda), the
Zoroastrian priests who ultimately committed the Avestan texts to writing spoke much
later (Middle Iranian) languages, a fact which has evidently led to some mixing of the
linguistic systems that ultimately crystallized in the written form of Avestan, and which
makes dating and interpretation of the texts a delicate issue.

Traditionally, Iranian philologists split Iranian into two groups, west Iranian and
cast Iranian. Although this assumption faces serious (and possibly insoluble) empir-
ical problems, as already pointed out by Sims-Williams (1996), I continue to main-
tain it here as a pre-theoretical taxonomy. Most of this chapter will deal with what are
traditionally termed west Iranian languages. Among the west Iranian languages,
Persian has the longest time-depth of attestation, going back to Old Persian of the
preceding paragraph, and has enjoyed the greatest cultural and political prestige as
the language associated with successive dynasties of Persian empires, and spreading
as a language of administration, science, and literature across Asia to the Indian
subcontinent. Unsurprisingly, research on grammaticalization, and indeed on his-
torical Iranian morphosyntax in general, has concentrated on Persian. However, the
pre-eminence of Persian in the linguistic literature is an artefact of the political and
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cultural domination associated with Persian-speakers, rather than reflecting o,
intrinsically central or salient feature of the Persian language within Iranian, On
the contrary, in many respects Persian is an unusual, or even atypical, representatjye
of Iranian (quite comparable to English as a lingua franca associated with Curreng
€conomic and political prestige, yet an atypical representative of Germanic). Hoy,.
ever, the vast majority of other contemporary Iranian languages lack any Writtey
attestation beyond a couple of centuries, rendering their historical reconstructiop
particularly challenging.

The developments in Iranian morphosyntax over the past two millennia exhibj;
many parallels to the better-known branches of Indo-European, Romance and
Germanic. Old Iranian preserved much of the rich (though irregular) inflectiong]
morphology of Proto-Indo-European, including nominal gender, declensiong)
classes, inflectional expressions of aspect, and so on. But the transition from QOld ¢,
Middle Iranian (around the beginning of the Christian Era) witnessed the collapge
and levelling of much of the inherited morphology. These processes are best docy-
mented for Persian, which lost gender, all case marking, and entire paradigms in the
verbal system (e.g. aorist, old perfect). Morphologically, Middle Persian is thus

between contemporary French and classical Latin, Similar processes of morphologica)
erosion affected most of the other languages, though inherited morphological
categories of case and gender have survived in attenuated form in a number of
contemporary languages.

Since the great levelling of morphology some two thousand years ago, Iranian

languages have been gradually reacquiring morphosyntactic complexity through, for
example, univerbation of erstwhile copulas with lexical verbs, the grammaticalization
of lexical verbs into modal, aspectual, and voice auxiliaries, the grammaticalization of
adpositions to phrasal affixes with case functions, but also in the restructuring and re-
creation of person agreement systems on the verbs. Iranian has therefore much to
offer for scholars of grammaticalization. However, dedicated research on grammatical-
ization within Iranian has not yet achieved the same coverage as grammaticalization
research in Romance, Slavic, or Germanic (see Davari and Kohan 2017 for recent
discussion and references, and Jiigel 2015: ch. 2 for the grammaticalization of auxiliary
verbs). Given the scale of the issues, the time-depth of attestation, and the number of
languages involved, the present chapter is of necessity selective, and will almost exclu-
sively deal with west Iranian. T will begin with a discussion of the grammaticalization—
more precisely, the inflectionalization—of person and number agreement from erst-
while pronouns (section 4.2), because this is a topos of grammaticalization research, and
the Iranian languages offer an unusually long-term perspective on some of the main
issues involved. One of the main findings of this brief survey is that the assumed final
stage of grammaticalization, namely into fully-fledged inflection, is an exceedingly slow
process, taking millennia before all traces of the lexical, or at least non-inflectional,
origins of grammatical formatives are lost. Section 4.3 will take up a variety of other
issues in the existing literature, in particular the grammaticalization of auxiliary verbs,
and the grammaticalization of case marking. Section 4.4 offers some more general
considerations and a summary of the main points,
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2 THE GRAMMATICALIZATION OF PERSON
9 INDEXING IN IRANIAN: SUBJECTS
VERSUS OBJECTS

4.2.1 FROM PRONOUN TO AGREEMENT AFFIX:
THE TYPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

mber of genetically diverse languages (e.g. Turkic, Bantu), thc?re are lizlh:f
o al similarities between free pronouns and the corresponding verbal p 1
e t affixes. Explanations for these similarities are generally framed in
e agrie’em:mmatica.dization process: the originally free pronouns l‘lnve gradually
o g'th verbal hosts, yielding phonologically dependent (clitic or affixal)
el zvzhe ronouns. These bound forms lose their pronominal status, hen.ce
e sug'ect to Binding Conditions, and may co-occur with a co-referentlal
= S e I(J)cal syntactiz domain. Ultimately, they become obligatory 1terns of
£ t}’le 'Safllﬁr1 ctional morphology: agreement markers. The original pronouns either
i V.el‘bsin fcnnction as free pronouns or are replaced by innovated pronouns.
C?ntl‘nuia(zzom- 251) refers to this cycle as ‘a continuous process on-going in all
i in all ti.mes’. According to Culbertson (2010), it can currently be observed
%anguafes ;I:'ench and the unstressed French subject pronouns je, tu, etc. can now be
e :lnas a eer’nent clitics (see Kibrik 2011 for similar claims, and De (?at 2005 for
:Ezlﬂseernativegr analysis). The process is often modelled in the form of a cline of form

types, as in (1), from Fuss (2005: 4):

(1) independent pronoun — weak pronoun — clitic pronoun — affixal
(agglutinative) agreement marker — fused agreement marker — o

Despite different theoretical assumptign;, tne gr:?:lmliztc;z::iuii g?lcigztcl:t t}ci(f) Jg;z
f agreement has remained dominan !
ill:;;r%:irflfceiezt e%nphases and terminologies.’l.ndeed, 'Fuss (2005: 4)tref:;15( e’;z' ':};Z
recognition of ‘a universal histort:lal pathway’ in the rise of agreement m H
appear) for critical evaluation, . ‘

SC}ﬁzlslt (lz(sevli?us rZ:search has focused on the grnlnmaticahzatmn of ;unjei; Erseri:\l,:i;
However, object agreement is also cros_s-lmgmstlcaﬂy a.ttes.ted, a;l blnct i
literature it is generally assumed that the grammaticalization cf) ob :]ect :geement
from object pronouns basically follows the same path as that o subject agr S ir;
Thus Bresnan and Mchombo (1987: 177) claim that the bound objecE pr:llluiutn o
Bantu are in the process of grammaticalization into agreement markel'rs, pa; e 0iﬁ o
earlier evolution of the SM [Subject Marker—GH]’. The assumption of a uni ed
grammaticalization pathway for subject and objec':t pronouns has largelysr.em.e:;;le(a
unchallenged (see van Gelderen 2011 for recent dlscussw.n). How;ver, as ﬁvzlnt s
(1999) points out, cross-linguistically, examples of trnly obligatory object aﬁree.mlS are
vastly less frequent than of subject agreement. If both. involve the same mechanisms,

not readily obvious why this imbalance should obtain.
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As it turns out, historical data from Iranian is particularly relevant for thig
question. In a number of west Iranian languages, an identical paradigm of clitic
pronouns came to be used for both subjects, and direct objects, albeit in mutually
exclusive domains (with predicates based on past stems and present stems respect-
ively). The roots of this system can be traced back for more than two millennia, so
that Iranian provides a natural historical laboratory for tracing the respective devel-
opments of subject and object pronouns, each carried by a paradigm of phonologic-
ally identical forms. The lesson to be learned from Iranian is that the fates of the two
sets of pronouns have been very different: while the subject pronouns have, as
predicted by Siewierska’s cyclical view, in some languages at least reached the stage
of obligatory agreement markers, the object pronouns have basically plateaued at the
same stage that obtained more than 2,000 years ago. In what follows I will briefly
summarize these developments; see Haig (2018) for more details.

4.2.2 THE CLITIC PRONOUNS OF MIDDLE IRANIAN

The dlitic pronouns at the centre of this discussion emerged through syncretism
across various non-nominative forms of clitic pronouns, for which cognates are
identifiable in Old Iranian and Old Indic (Korn 2009). By the Middle Iranian period
some two thousand years ago, these forms had merged to yield a single paradigm of
non-nominative clitic pronouns, often referred to in Iranian philology as ‘oblique’
pronouns. The Middle Iranian forms are provided in Table 4.1, based on Parthian
and Middle Persian;' the remainder of this section takes up the fate of the cognates of
this paradigm in two different functions: transitive subject (A) and direct object (P).

Many west Iranian languages have retained a paradigm of pronominal clitics
recognizably cognate with those of Table 4.1. A selection of contemporary West
Iranian languages and their pronominal clitics are provided in Table 4.2.

Despite certain minor differences (some involve superficial phonetic processes
such as deletion of final -n, while others stem from deeper historical origins; see Korn
2009), the overarching similarities across the paradigms are evident, as are the
similarities to the Middle Iranian forms of Table 4.1. Not all west Iranian languages
have preserved these clitics; some languages of the nothwestern peripheries of west

TABLE 4.1. Pronominal clitics in Parthian and

Middle Persian

Singular Plural
First person =m =man
Second person =t/=d =tan / =dan
Third person =§ =$an/ =

(Jiagel 2015: 222)

! Table 4.1 ignores some complications, see Skjzrve (2009: 208) for a slightly different version, and
Korn (2009) for more detailed presentation.
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TABLE 4.2. Pronominal clitics in selected west Iranian languages

Persian ~ Mukri (Central Kurdish)* Hawrami*  Sivand*

156~ =am =(i)m =()m =em
256 =at =(i)t =()t =et
3¢ =a$ =i / =y (after vowels) =(1)§ =es
1PL =man =man / =in =ma =ema
2PL =tan =tan =ta =etd
3pL  =$dn =yan =$d =e$a

* Sources for the languages other than Persian: Mukri Kurdish: Opengin (2016: 92);
Hawrami: MacKenzie (1966: 25); Sivand dialect: Lecoq (1979: 40). Apparent differences in
the qualities of the vowels are in part due to differences in the transcription practices of
the sources; they are irrelevant for the present purposes.

Iranian lack them (e.g. Zazaki, Kurmanji Kurdish, Mazanderani), but it is probably
reasonable to assume that the-earliest stages of these languages also had them. From
their earliest attestations, the clitics were used to express adnominal possessors,
experiencers, benefactives, and external possessors (see Haig 2008: 105-16), and
following the syncretisms among the various non-subject cases, one and the same
set was also used for direct objects.

Having dealt with the forms, we turn now to their distribution and functions. In
the Old Iranian period, the inherited finite past and perfective verb forms gradually
disappeared, echoing similar changes across much of Indo-European, where finite
past tense and perfective aspect forms were disappearing. In Iranian, the sole form
that remained to effect past tense reference were participles, basically verbal adjec-
tives with resultative semantics (Haig 2008: 41), that had long been in existence in
Old Iranian and beyond. In tandem with this change, a fundamental reorganization
of the morphosyntax of past-tense clauses occurred, yielding ergative (or non-
accusative) alignments in these tenses. These changes have been dealt with in detail
elsewhere (Haig 2008: ch. 2; Jiigel 2015; Haig 2017) and need not concern us here; for
the present purposes it is sufficient to note that in the past tenses of transitive verbs,
the paradigm of clitic pronouns introduced in the last section (Table 4.1) also served
as transitive subject (A) pronouns (in what follows I will refer to ‘subject’ pronouns,
but in fact only transitive subjects are involved) with all past-tense transitive verbs.
Thus the typologically unusual situation arose in which one and the same paradigm
of person forms indexed® the direct object (P) in present tenses and the A in past
tenses (see Arkadiev 2008 for the theoretical implications of this kind of system). The
import of this situation for our purposes is that it created a natural laboratory for
observing the respective developments of the grammaticalization of subject and

a5 adopt the term ‘indexing’ from Haspelmath (2013), as a neutral term for both anaphoric and
agreement relations obtaining between a target and controller; the term ‘agreement’ is reserved for those
types of indexing where the presence of the index is obligatory, regardless of presence or absence of the
controller in the same clause, and regardless of the information configuration of the entire clause.
Agreement is thus a syntactic relation, definable without reference to pragmatics.
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object indexing, because both began with phonologically identical input material, It
important to bear in mind that in Old and Middle Iranian, these clitics were specia]
clitics (in the sense of Anderson 2005), whose position was basically after the firg
constituent of their clause (Wackernagel position).

4.2.3 CLITIC PRONOUNS AS SUBJECTS (A)

In Old Iranian, and well into Middle Iranian, the clitic pronouns used for the A were
largely restricted to occurrence in clauses otherwise lacking an overt subject NP. The
following examples are from Middle Iranian; (2) shows a clitic pronoun A, while (3)
has a NP in the A role, and no dlitic pronoun:

(2) ce=t dtaxs i man pus G6zad
because=2s6:A fire  of my  son extinguish.psT.35G
‘because you extinguished the fire of my son [...J" (Middle Persian, Haig 2008: 124)

(3) pas  osbam oy az pidar  boxt [...] -
then 68bam:A 356 from father resCUe.PST.35G
then O%bam rescued her from (her) father [...] (Zoroastrian Middle Persian,
Jugel 2015: 410, glosses added)

The pronominal nature of these clitics was maintained into the Middle Iranian
period. This is evident from the fact that they may be omitted under the condition
that their reference is recoverable from the context (see Jiigel 2015: 400 for details).
The following example shows an overt clitic pronoun for the A of the first clause, and
zero for the co-referential A of the subsequent clause:

(4) a u=s$ ardawan ozad [...]
and=3sa:A Ardawan kill.pst.356
b. ud  duxt i ardawan pad zanih kard

and daughter of Ardawan to  wife make.psT.35G
‘And he, killed Ardawan [...] and (he;) took his daughter as wife’
(Zoroastrian Middle Persian, Jugel 2015: 411, glosses added)

From Jiigel (2015), two facts emerge that support the interpretation of the Middle
Iranian clitic A-pronouns as pronouns, rather than agreement: first, the incompati-
bility of the pronoun with a free expression of the A,* and second, the ability to
be omitted under pragmatically felicitous conditions, in a manner comparable to the
omission of a free pronoun. We will follow this analysis for the time being, but in
the following discussion I will suggest that this is probably not the whole story.
The system of indexing the A through a pronominal clitic has disappeared in some
west Iranian languages, notably Persian, but elsewhere it has survived remarkably

® Jugel (2015: 396-9) discusses the few examples from Middle Persian where the A-clitic is doubled by
an overt A in the clause (94 attested in a corpus of 6,815 clauses). Most of these involve some form of
dislocation, e.g. an afterthought or a preposed constituent, with unclear clausal loyalties, or are scribal
errors. Otherwise, clitic pronoun and overt subject NP are mutually exclusive.
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1. In Central Kurdish, the system is still recognizably that of Middle IlTanian, but
1 ne very crucial difference: the pronominal clitics that index an A in the past
P have become fully obligatory: ‘every single past transitive construction
tense'ses an A-past ditic’, regardless of the presence or absence of an overt
requLrstituent in the same clause (Haig 2008: 288), or any other pragmatic condition.s.
?hC: following examples illustrate the co-occurrence of subject NP and clitic in

Central Kurdish, and in two other Iranian languages with a similar system:

(5) eme to=man nard bo sar-i
1A 2s:P=1P:A send:pST  to city-0BL o .
‘We sent you to the city’ (Central Kurdish, Mukri dialect, Ergin Opengin p.c.)

(6) me ketaw=em  xeri
156 book=1sG.A  buy.psT.35G
‘I bought the book’ (Laki, Dabir-Moghaddam 2008: 96)

(7) me=m ketav -ese_
15G=1s6.A  book  buy.ps1.356
‘I bought the book’ (Davani, Dabir-Moghaddam 2008: 93)

In Central Kurdish, Laki, and Davani, we have a typologically 'unusual kind of s-ubje'ct
agreement, in which the subject index itself is a mobile clitic, clear.l).f reflecting its
pronominal origins. But unlike a typical subject pronoun, the clitics of Central
Kurdish are not omissible, even in environments where prongun§ are normfﬂly
dispreferred or even disallowed (e.g. same-subject clause coordmatlor-l, or subject
relativization). Conditions of space preclude illustration of thes.e properties; I refer to
the ample documentation of Central Kurdish subject clitics in Ma:cKenme (1961,
1962) and Opengin (2016); all recent research converges on Fhe verdict that. they are
exponents of an agreement relationship (Samvelian 2007; H?ug 2008; C)pengn 2016).

A further stage in the assumed grammaticalization of subject agreeme-l}t.ls attested
in other west Iranian languages, for example the dialect of Semnan (Majidi 1980). In
the past tenses, we find two distinct paradigms of person agreemenjt .sufﬁ).ces on the
verb, one for transitive verbs (in bold type) and the other for intransitives, illustrated
in Table 4.3 (from Majidi 1980: 119, transcription and segmentation ad'ftpted;'t.he
initial prefix is an indicative marker). For ease of comparison, the pronominal clitics
of Middle Iranian from Table 4.1 have been added to Table 4.3.

It is evident that in Semnan, the paradigm of person suffixes for transitive verbs is
distinct from that of intransitive verbs. Furthermore, we can assume that the paradigm
found with transitives is an innovation, and its source is the clitic _pronoun paradigm of
Middle Iranian, as shown in the right-hand column. Presumably the Semnan sys.tem
arose when the erstwhile clitic pronouns lost their syntactic mobility, and grarmnauc.al-
ized to the verb, becoming effectively inflectional agreement morphology.* Systems like

3 My account of Semnan is based on Majidi (1980). However, Masoud Mohammadirad (p.c.) reports
that the subject-indexing clitics on the past transitive verb are not obligatory (based on recent f.ieldwork
with speakers) in Semnani, and are sometimes omitted. If this is confirmed, then the account provided here
Deeds to be modified accordingly. Such a state of affairs would actually provide further support for the fact
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TABLE 4.3. Intransitive and transitive person indexing (past indicative), Semngy
dialect

— .
Intransitive “die’ Transitive ‘do, make’ Middle Iranian clitic pronoung
-
18G ba-mard-un ha-kard-an =m
25G ba-mard-e ha-kard-at =t/ =d
35G ba-mard-e ha-kard-es =5
1PL ba-mard-in ha-kar-mun =mdn
2PL ba-mard-in hé-kar-tun =tdn / =dan
3PL ba-mard-an ha-kar-3un =$an / =§
T —

the Semnan one are also noted in other Iranian languages (Jiigel 2015: 463-4). Tt should
also be noted that even in those languages like Central Kurdish, or Gorani, where the
subject index retains its syntactic mobility, the verb itselfis a frequent host option for the
clitic; cf. Gorani kamtar ward=is? (vulture ate.pst=3s6.A) ‘did a vulture eat (them)?,
where the third singular subject index attaches to the verb ward ‘ate’ (Mahmoudveysj,
Bailey, Paul, and Haig 2012: text 2:5 5)- Thus the development in Semnan, where the
erstwhile dlitic is now exclusively found on the verb itself, represents the grammatica].
ization of an already available positional variant, rather than a completely novel
development.

Schematically, the development of subject agreement from clitic pronouns in
Iranian can be sketched as in Table 4.4. Here I distinguish the dimensions of
‘obligatoriness’, or ‘inflectionalization’, from the degree of phonological bondedness
(Kibrik 2011; Norde 2009). The latter subsumes two criteria: morphological integra-
tion into the host and degree of freedom of host selection.

The sequence of stages set out in Table 4-4 presupposes that the predecessors of
Central Kurdish and Semnan dialect had a clitic system similar to that of the attested
Middle Iranian languages Parthian, Middle Persian, and Bactrian.® As we have no
records of the immediate predecessors of Kurdish and Semnan, this is obviously
hypothetical, but it nevertheless appears to be plausible in the light of what is known
about the pronominal clitic system across west Iranian. Note also that Table 4.4
represents but one possible line of development. Others are attested, most notably for
Modern Persian, where the pronominal clitics simply disappeared from the subject
function, and Persian past-transitive verbs came to carry subject agreement

* It is important to note that we lack direct records for the predecessors of these contemporary
languages. In fact they cannot be direct descendants of either Middle Persian or Parthian, because we
assume that common Kurdish must have preserved the inherited Iranian case distinctions, and Semnani
does so to this day. In Parthian and Middle Persian, however, case had already been largely lost. Central
Kurdish, Semnan, etc. must therefore g0 back to some contemporary of Parthian etc., which had retained
case (and gender), but for which no historical records exist,
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/,:—gch_ematic summary of the inflectionalization of person indexing in
LE 4-4-

e Syntactic mobility Degree of inflectionalization
:“S_tage/Languag (‘bondedness’)
S i ile, hi Not obligatory, clearly still
ol o/ Middle Tranian ?1?;2?::1‘1:2]?;1:;? ks);llf»,cgfi pronomi%xal; absolute 1
._ut':ransitioﬂ iciples) Wackernagel position. numbers of relevant examples
Verb forms (particlp &5 in the extant corpus is too
iqaéking Qb jcct indexing limited to draw firm

‘morphology becomfe .the
aﬁbrm for past transitive -
constructions; use of genitive/
:,aative clitic pronouns as
“subjects’ begins, Pr(.)bably
inherited from existing

conclusions.

non-canonical subject ) B
- uctions (Haig 2008). |

..cm;s;; Tranian Syntactically mobile, Not obligatory, but already
Middle

Wackernagel position. High  significantly more frequenft
freedom of host selection than would'be expected of a
(including subject NP itself, or corresponding free pronoun
(see below in this section).

\(Middle Persian, Parthian,
Bactrian, Jiigel 2015)
Participles now the norm for
past-tense transitive,s,
‘_generalized ‘oblique’ pronoun
is normal expression of

complementizer).*

o} | p yntaCt y i ) . g 1 Iy g ement IIlarker
Contemporar Cenlml S iCan Inoblle VP Obh ato agre
K 1di5h y based POSitiOn, some freedcm (but see 1. 4).

U

of host selection, but subject

NP and complementizers are

no longer possible hosts.

Morphological integration

into predicate is possible.

Contemporary Semnan Positionally fixed (bonded to  Obligatory agreement marker.

dialect verb stem).

o for the Middle
* Jigel (2015: 249) finds ‘no restrictiox?s. [keine Einschrinkungen, GH] on the host category for

[ranian clitic pronouns, except for prepositions.

(eg. Opengin 2016)

morphology from a different source (identical to that used ff)l:ﬂfntljar:tslﬁ\;i ;ﬁﬂ;s.’
suggesting that the latter is the source candidate). Th.e other po‘ss}x1 ity 1Sst0 it themor-
obligatory nature of the Middle Iranian system contlr}ued, whlcb. seem Pt
n Taleshi (Paul 2011). However, a system wit.h obhgatory su ]erlc;tl in etxo lﬁe IIg1 o
ment), still carried by mobile clitic pronouns, is certainly a possible outc e i (e
west Iranian context. The Semnan dialect shows how these pronm;ns H;g i c)t'ion

their syntactic mobility and become in effect verbal affixes, part of verbal in .
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A questi, that needs to be addressed is the nature of the mechanisms involyeq
the shift fro,- diic pronoun t0 3greement, and the chrqnology of tl}e events, Thank's'-}
to Jiigel’s (2015) rich documentation of the Middle Iranian facts, it is now possipq to
advance 54 least some tentative hypotheses in this direction. As already mentioneg.

Jiige] himself analyses the mobile subject dlitics of Middle Iranian as Pronoyp,

Mainly que to the lack of at.tesjted cases of clitic doubling, which appears to be hl;
Main djagnostic for dis?ing}uShlng pronoun from agreement mark‘e v (ct. Jigel 20158
267-8, 1, 638). On this View, the litic subject pronouns of Middle Iljanian are
basically ProsodiCaHY deficient versions of normal pronouns. However, Jiigel’s own
Material actually SUggests that this is not the whole story. The most striking piece of
evidence is the sheer frequency of occurrence of the clitic pronouns, which can be
inferred from Jiigel (2015: 326, table 5.4): in the largest corpus, Middle Persjap,

around 44 per cent of all past transitive clauses contained 2 clitic pronoun €Xponent
of the subject (N=6,815). The full significance of this figure emerges when e

spoken Persian (Adibifar 2016), Cypriot Greek (Hadjidas and Vollmer 2016), and
Northern Kurdish (Haig and Thiele 2016) are: Persian: § per cent (N=603), Cypriot
Greek: 4 per cent (N=494); Northern Kurdish: 29 per cent (N=422).% For these
languages, and indeed most others that allow null referential subjects, the favoured
form of expression for subjects is zero, not pronominal. The figures from Middje
Persian are thus distinctly odd, and require explanation. I would tentatively

appear, for critical discussion).
Jiigel cautiously relates the development towards the agreement system of Central
urdish to the presence of ‘topic agreement’ (Juigel 2015: 463-4), i.e. the use of a
resumptive clitic pronoun following a stage-setting, left-dislocated new topic, which

reanalysed as subject-verb agreement in Central Kurdish, and other languages with
this kind of agreement (basically in line with Givén’s 1 976 account of the emergence
of agreement via topicalization of pronouns). But while these structures may have
played some role in the process, they cannot account for the overall jump in

® The comparatively high figure for Northern Kurdish is noteworthy; it is probably related to the fact
that in the Northern Kurdish corpus, many of the verbs are past-tense transitives, which lack overt
agreement morphology. It is likely that in these contexts, more overt pronouns are used as compensation
for the lack of overt subject indexing, as proposed by Kibrik (2011) with reference to Russian past-tense

-
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in the Middle Iranian data. In the light of cross-linguistic researchfgﬁ
quency mission in transitive clauses, the figure of 44 per cent pronoun :ﬁ’:e? ! |
oo ificant, and indicates that these clitic pronouns were qu 11 atively
highly SIgI;ree pronouns; if this is on the right track, then the grammatica 1zatf[(})1n
ot f;rorfn pronoun to agreement marker was already well under way at the
ess 1o
ian stage. ) . D o1sse
Middle PerSIa'd f(gions underscore the necessity to look beyond the issue of cytlc
fbese Consihera tic for the degree of grammaticalization, and to take comparative-
] N, iagnostic . . -
e a:is atla intgcl)1 account. What makes a pronoun a pronoun is not Juft 1t,s inability t(;
1y local domain as its antecedent (lack of ‘clitic doubling’). Pronoun
car in the same i d ditions of pragmatic identifia-
pal o characteristically prone to be omitted under con les illustrate clitic
are als . 5 . . am
bility of the referent. Indeed, many of the Jiigel’s Middle Iranian examp

E s in contexts where pronouns would not normally be expected, for example the
_ pronoun

{followmg

(8) ¢k ke=% ~man  bréhénid

that=3s6.A  1sG create.PST.38G ’ . '
‘orxlfe’ which created me’ (lit. ‘one that he created me’, Zoroastrian Middle
0
Persian, Jiigel 2015: 378)

bject pronoun =§ attaches to the complementizer/rela}tivizer, ’al.thO}lgh
e uns are generally not required in Iranian subject relatmz.atlon.
e 'prmImam making is that the grammaticalization process begins with an
e Sl%gges‘[fl?cﬁe clitic pronouns into syntactic environments where pronoun omis-
. ? would generally be the norm. Note that such an extension w1]1 not
i (Ze;lo ield instances of clitic doubling; it will simply yield an ove'rall sta'ustlcalf
;:f:es::; il?lr tylle frequency of overt pronouns, and a corresponding drop in the rates o
Z.erZ::;?aliatll: rca:lr.oss-corpus research indicates that in the case of transitive cllau'se:i
somewhere between 75 per cent Zild 95 pzar c;;l:igoin Zugi;i[:ulivles)n?ﬁr;?gch_
expressions, i.e. are either pronominal or zero (see e 200 Taroust
out its attested history, Persian is known to be'a langue}get ?r picenses referential null
subjects and, concomitantly, avoi.ds Pronomlnal SUbJe_Cti,' . u ot
form for transitive subjects in Persian is zero, and there is little reaA e
this has changed significantly over the histor): of the language. ga1 ¢ bace
) is extremely revealing
ground, the frequency data extractz%.ble from Jiigel (2015 i i
ing the grammaticalization process. For the time being, . ‘
?lied;:its Islgtl)l)legc: prognouns of Middle Iranian, whil§ n9t agreement rnfarkers bu:: :t stl;l:)::c
sense, nevertheless differed in their distribution significantly from free siibje ‘ S}Znt_
nouns in other Iranian languages (and, 1 suspect, frqm free pronouns 1ir)l };(rlf;) e
tense transitives in Middle Iranian, though this aw‘alts further fezﬁar; . brles
(2011) notion of ‘bound tenacious pronoun’, implying a prosodic ul):i o;Eaps »
that is approaching (to different degrees) agreemen.t'status, wo o Vfrbal D
appropriate. Having outlined the development from clitic pronoun ol agree
ment affix, we now turn to consider the fate of the cognate clitic pronoun. j
functions.
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4.2.4 PRONOMINAL CLITICS AS OBJECTS

The development of clitic pronouns in the object role is simpler than that just
sketched for the subject role, and this section is correspondingly brief (see Haig,
2018, a for a more detailed discussion). Clitic pronouns in the direct object functiop
are attested in earliest records of Iranian, so we may assume that this was a Syntactic
possibility available perhaps for as long as 3,000 years. In Old Iranian, there was still 5
dedicated paradigm of accusative clitic pronouns, which later syncretized with the
other non-nominative clitic pronouns to yield the paradigm provided in Table 4.1,
Examples from Old Persian, with the still-distinct form of the accusative pronoun,
are the following (note again the Wackernagel position of the clitic):

(9)  pasava=dim . mana frabara
after.that=3sG.AcC  15G.GEN/DAT bestow.psT.35G6
‘After that he bestowed it on me’ (Old Persian, Haig 2008: 47)

(10) kdara  hya aburiy hau=dim abay yata Babirauy
people which Assyrian, pEm=3s6.acC bring.pst to Babylon
‘The Assyrian people - they brought it to Babylon’ (Old Persian, Haig 2008: 47)

Examples of Middle Iranian clitic pronouns in object function are given below (from
Haig 2008: 115):

(11) &id=man payed
always=1PL:P protect.prs.35G
‘(It) always protects us’

(12) [...] u=¢ haméw bozénd
[...] and=3sG:P always save.PREs.3pL
‘(the Gods) always save him’

Throughout Old and Middle Iranian, pronominal clitics could only express the
object in the absence of an overt object NP. Thus the object clitics were, despite
their clitic status, fairly obviously pronouns, rather than any kind of agreement: they
were in complementary distribution to a free NP (or full-form pronoun) object (Jiigel
2015: 399). Some 1,500 years later, the reflexes of the Middle Iranian clitic pronouns
remain widely attested as clitic object pronouns in numerous contemporary west
Iranian languages. The main change has been what Haig (2008) refers to as ‘right-
ward drift’ with regard to clitic placement: the Old and Middle Iranian Wackernagel
position has given way to a VP-based clitic placement system, with the finite verb
itself as a very common host (Wackernagel position is retained in a small number of

languages). Typical examples of clitic pronouns attaching to the finite verb are the
following:

(13) hald ne-mi-bin-am=a$
NOW  NEG-IND-Se€.PRS-15=3SG:P
‘now I don’t see i’ (Modern Persian, Roberts 2009: 256)
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m-war-im=san
IND-eat.PRS-15G=3PL:P .
‘] will eat them’ (Gorani, Mahmoudveysi et al. 2012: 67)

(14)

5) sob mo-gor-im=es
y morning  IND-take.PRs-1PL=35G:P
‘In the morning we will take it'(dialect of Sivand, Lecoq 1979: 91)

he clitics also occur as what are arguably ‘endoclitics’, ie.
P S(l)mzdl ?ﬁﬁ?g eii;ﬂtac?cional verbal morphology, most notably in Central Kurdish
enve[—cl) prris 2002 on endoclisis, and Opengin 2016 for analysis of the relevant facts for
Seediseil) The following examples illustrate the position of the object clitics in the
ﬁfkﬂ di;llect of Central Kurdish (Northwest Iranian, West Iran, Opengin 2016):

(3 - — — v —?7
a. kut=i segbab  bo de—m—guz-z..
g say.psT=3sG.A dogson why mD=1s6.P=kill.prs-256
‘He said: ‘Son of a dog, why are you killing me?

b. kut=im ‘bab=im nd=t=gué—im"
say.psT=35G.A  brother=poss1sG NEG=25G.P=kill.PRS-15G
1 said: ‘O brother, I am not killing you” (Opengin 2016, ZB 183-4)

i ‘clitics’ here resemble affixes, because they are morphologically integrated
i‘?j ‘:lrul;l };;rt:;icate. Functionally, however, the object clitic of Central Kurdish contlnue;
to be in complementary distribution with a NP object. In other word‘s, the 'presen;.e 0
the clitic pronoun is only licensed in the absence of the coreferential object. T is 11;
demonstrated in (17), where both direct objects are expressed as free pronouns (in bo
type), and no corresponding clitic pronoun is allowed on the verb:

i 7] iri 1.rdsti Sa febas-i w
17) emin  de-kite weziri desti.fasti sa
P 156(P) ND-make.Prs.3sG Vizier-of righthand.of Shah Abbas-oBL and
eto de-kate katek-firo$

2sg(P) mND-make.prs.356  melon-seller N
‘(C?od) is appointing (lit. making) me the right-hand vizier of Shah Abbas and
making you a melon-seller.” (Opengin 2016, KF.118-19)

In sum, the history of clitic object pronouns in Iranian can be reliably traced back'for
over 2,500 years. In terms of the formal properties of the exponents, from Fhe earl.u.ast
attestation they exhibit typical properties of special clitics, such as syntactic 'moblhty
(clause-second in Old and Middle Iranian, VP-second in much of Kurc.fhsh) and
freedom of host selection, though in some languages they may also be close_ly .1ntegrated
into the predicate, as in Central Kurdish. Yet despite their lack of prosodic 1.nd(.3per.1d-
ence, they have generally failed to advance down the postulated gramma‘tlcallzatlon
cline beyond the stage of pronouns. In other words, through(')ut the entire attes.ted
history of west Iranian, the object clitics have not evolved into obhgat(_).rY object
agreement in the category of person in any language known to me (see I.ugel 2015:
463, 1. 1032). Instead, the clitic pronouns have remained pronominal exmessmns of the
object, in complementary distribution with co-referent-free NP objects, and also
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omissible if the object is pragmatically recoverable. With regard to the Proposeq
grammaticalization cline from pronoun to agreement (1), they have basically remaineq
stuck at the same stage for 2,500 years, namely as as clitic pronouns.”

4.2.5 SUMMARY: THE (NON-)GRAMMATICALIZATION
OF IRANIAN CLITIC PRONOUNS

The developments of the Iranian clitic pronouns provide us with a natural laboratq
for investigating the differences between subject and object grammaticalizatiop,
processes, because the initial phonological material was identical for both (cf
Table 4.1), and both began their careers as Wackernagel clitics. In their later devel-
opments, however, they have diverged remarkably. The object clitic pronouns have
basically remained just that: prosodically dependent object pronouns, in comple-
mentary distribution with free-form objects. Nowhere can we find a convincing cage
that they have shifted closer towards an agreement system, bar sporadic cases of dlitic
doubling mentioned in n. 7. Note however that this statement applies to object
agreement expressed by the descendants of the clitic pronouns. Object agreement
is possible in the category of gender (e.g. in Tati: see Stilo, to appear). But the
exponents of gender agreement do not originate in pronominal clitics, and thus are
the outcome of a different process from the one discussed here. As for the clitic
pronouns used for transitive subjects, there was indeed a shift from alternating to
obligatory, precisely in line with the predictions of grammaticalization theory.

4.3 FURTHER TOPICS IN IRANIAN
GRAMMATICALIZATION

In this section I will survey some current topics in grammaticalization within Iranian,
with particular emphasis on findings of high typological relevance. Section 4.3.1
revisits a classic of Iranian grammaticalization, the object marker =r4, while 4.3.2
looks at a less well-known instance of the grammaticalization of an auxiliary.

4.3.1 THE GRAMMATICALIZATION OF DIRECT
OBJECT CASE MARKERS

A well-known example of grammaticalization in Iranian is that of object case markers.
As mentioned, already by Middle Iranian, some west Iranian languages had lost the

7 In fact, ‘colloquial registers’ of Persian do permit sporadic instances of object clitic doubling (Samve-
lian and Tseng 2010), and this has been argued to represent an instance of agreement. However, the cited
examples are pragmatically quite marked. Such clitic doubling is not possible with e.g. indefinite or focal
controllers (Rasekh 2014). I am not aware of any pragmatically neutral syntactic configuration in Persian
where object clitic doubling is obligatory. This would seem to prectude an analysis as agreement in the
narrower sense. Of course, different researchers delineate ‘agreement’ in different ways (see Corbett 2006),
and the differing viewpoints are in part terminological in nature,

—_—
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i morphology, meaning that with the exception of some minimal
Uld, Iralil;n th(;a;iongl?;l systgeym and in gkinship terms, Middle Persian and Parthian
e er marked direct objects (Jugel 2015: 192). Modern Persian, however, has
" lontg d its case system, and now regularly marks specific® direct objects via a clitic
reno.vacfften realized as [=ro:}, or just [=0:]. Different sources use different conventions
[:rv-]e; resenting this clitic; I render it orthographically with =rd, regardless of the
A rf or degree of phonetic attrition, Non-specific direct objects remain unmarked
iio :I fn:)dern Persian has DOM). A simple example is the following:

(18) Saré=ra  did-am
Sara=ACC  See.PST-1SG
‘I saw Sara’ (Bohnacker and Mohammadi 2012: 62)

S4rd, as an inherently definite proper noun, requires overt object marking. The
deveiopment of the Persian object marker was identified by Hopper.and Traugott
(1993: 157-60) as an example of the development of the cline shown in (19):

(19) lexical word > postpgsifion > suffix

Note, however, that contemporary =rd is at best a phrasal affix, rather than a
component of nominal morphology; it attaches to the final element of its NP,
which might, for example, be an adjective:

(20) lebas-e sefid=ra xarid-am
dress-of white=acc buy.psT-15G6
‘T bought the white dress’

In terms of stress placement, Kahnemuyipour (2003) notes that =r4 is n<?n-stress
bearing, and is ‘outside the phonological word’ (p. 339). Th}1§ we need to interpret
the ‘affix’ stage of the cline in (19) fairly loosely, to include clitics and }?hrasal affixes;
even after a millennium of attestation as an object marker, =rd is not. a fully
morphologically integrated affixal case marker of the kind that characterized the
Old Iranian case system. .

The roots of this accusative clitic can be traced back ultimately to a nominal
element radiy, meaning something like ‘because, on account of’, already use.d. in Old
Persian as a postposition in this sense (Kent 1953: 205; Paul 2017), requiring t_he
genitive case of its complement. From this, a postposition rdy developed,_ with
benefactive, possessive, and recipient semantics in Middle Iranian, which .cont‘lnued
into Early New Persian (approx. 900-1100 cE). But already in Middle Persian, it had
become extended to use as a marker of definite direct objects, though the exact
pathway of the development remains obscure. A Middle Persian example with a
direct object is the following:

* ‘Specific’ is to be understood here as shorthand for ‘related to a complex bundle of factors. involv?ng
Pragmatic identifiability, topicality, and specificity’. In fact, the factors determining DOM in Persian
Femain disputed; see Paul (2008) for discussion and references.
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(21) ka an Sagran rdy zindag 6 ama dawaréd
that those lions-pL acc living to ipL  bring.2pL
‘That you bring those lions to us alive’ (Jiigel 2015: 214)

The semantic pathway transcribed by radiy is thus one of lexical to grammaticy],
from a more concrete lexical meaning ‘because, on account of’, to marking 5
particular grammatical relation, that of direct object (in fact, with no clear semantic
core). Traces of its origins remain, however, for example in the interrogative pronoyy
cerd (what=rd), lit. ‘for what, why’. The benefactive/possessive meaning of =4
survived as late as the 19th century cg, as in the following:

(22) ahdli-ye  oripa=ra  ‘agide in ast ke
people-of Europ=rd opinion this is that
‘The people of Europe are of the opinion that [...J
(lit. ‘to/for the people of Europe the opinion is...’, Paul 2008: 335)

Similarly, =rd continues to mark left-dislocated, frame-setting topics:

(23) in dar=ra,  qofl=as=ra diruz Sekast-am
this door=rd, lock=poss.3sc=r4 yesterday break.psT=15G
“This door, 1 broke the (lit. its) lock yesterday’ (p.c. Mohammad Rasekh-Mahand)

Remnant semantic content is also visible in the restriction on marking only specific
direct objects, possibly an inheritance of its origin as a marker of recipients, which in
discourse tend to be overwhelmingly definite. However, one would, on this view, also
expect the feature of +/— human to be relevant in modern Persian DOM, but this
does not appear to be the case, Hopper and Traugott (1993: 159-60) consider the
shift towards direct object marking to involve a ‘contraction of range with respect to
thematic roles’, but this view is based on the assumption that the direct object role is
restricted to Patients and Themes in Persian, which is not the case (the object in (18),
for example, is not a Patient). In fact, the semantic development fits well with the
most basic assumption of grammaticalization as involving a loss of lexical meaning;
the direct object role is defined syntactically, not semantically, and the association
of =rd with this role (though the match is not perfect, as shown above) can indeed be
interpreted as a clear case of a shift from semantic to grammatical function.

It is worth pointing out that there is nothing inevitable in the Persian develop-
ments just sketched. Other west Iranian languages likewise lost inherited case
morphology, but have not to this day replaced it (e.g. Central Kurdish, Southern
Kurdish), leaving subjects and objects equally unmarked. Notably, there has been no
shift towards (S)VO in these languages, which remain, as does the totality of Iranian,
(S)OV. Elsewhere, innovated object markers have been recruited, though from sources
etymologically distinct from the radiy postposition discussed above (see Windfuhr
1992; Haig 2008: ch. 4; Stilo 2009; Paul 2017 for discussion of Iranian case systems),
while in other contemporary languages, a particle cognate with r4 is attested, but it
has not become an accusative marker. Thus the grammaticalization of radiy>rd in
Persian emerged through a contingent combination of factors that together yielded
this specific development. The larger pan-Iranian framework, however, is the renewal

Grammaticalization in Iranian 73

.—""-—--.-__
f trategies for object marking which has led to several distinct solutions in the
$
iiJn dividual languages.

4.3.2 THE GRAMMATICALIZATION OF AUXILIARIES

haps the most fertile area of grammaticalization in I.ranian involves the renewal of
¥ ] TAM categories from erstwhile full verbs, a topic that has also been central to
b aticalization research since its inception (see Hopper and Traugott 1993: 42-5
glramml discussion, Hengeveld 2011 and Narrog 2012 for recent developments).
3 S_al:rz,own cases include the development of future tense markers from verbs of
;vstion (English gonna < going to, Spanish ir ‘go’+ a +.inﬁ.nitive), or from ‘have’ in
Romance. A particularly well-documented case ix} Iranian is 'the ‘devel?pn}ent of an
analytical future tense with an auxiliary verb origmally meaning wa'nt , xdstan. The
development of a future marker from ‘want’ has obvious parallels in, f01j ex?thle,
Germanic, and I will not discuss the Persian case here. For the grammat}calfzat}on
and univerbation of ‘be’, see Jidgel (2015: 123-49). Other -case.s of grammatmahzatpn
involve the modern Persian modal particle bdyad (.obllgatl.o.n), from an erst’whlle
finite verb construction, the develogment of a pass.we auxiliary fror‘n come’ (e.g.
hatin ‘come’) in Kurmanji Kurdish (Opengin and Haig 2914), or from beFom? f asin
Persian Sodan, which itself goes back to a verb of motion, cf. Old Persian $(i)yav-
‘to set, go forth’ (Cheung 2007: 40). A development that can b.e related t9 t_:he
grammaticalization of auxiliaries is the emergence of complex pre'dlcates, c0n51s.t1ng
of a non-verbal element plus a light verb, to express numerous basic verb'al meanings
(basically, this is the main strategy for creating new Vel:bal lex?me§ in n}uch of
Iranian, where productive derivational morphology for th.ls function is lacklng; see
e.g. Haig 2002 and Samvelian and Faghiri 2013, for discussion of complex predlc.ates
in Iranian). Finally, I should point to a typologically very rare type of grammatical-
ization that has recently been discussed in Iranian linguistics, namely the develop-'
ment of definiteness suffixes (e.g. in Central Kurdish) from diminutives; see Jahani
(2015) and Haig (to appear) for discussion. ‘

A less well-described and cross-linguistically more unusual development is t’he
grammaticalization of a continuous marker from a lexical ‘have’ verb. A verb ‘have’ is
not mentioned as a lexical source of continuous aspect in Heine and Kuteva (2002),
s0 we can assume that the development is fairly unusual. In this section I will briefly
outline the facts, while referring to Davari and Kohan (2017) for a more detailed
exposition.

b
4.3.3 CONTINUOUS ASPECT FROM ‘HAVE’:
COLLOQUIAL PERSIAN DASTAN

Persian verbs have two stems, called here a past and a present stem, respectively
associated (approximately) with past and present temporal reference. Both stems
form the base for a number of distinct TAM formations. The present tense is broad}y
characterized by an opposition between forms prefixed with a stressed prefix mi-,
used for all forms of the indicative, and forms that lack this prefix. The latter may be
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TABLE 4.5. Preliminaries for the Persian tense and modality system

Gloss Past stem Present stem ind.prs.1sg sbj.prs.1sg
do, make kard kon- mi-kon-am be-kon-am
hit zad zan- mi-zan-am be-zan-am
go raft rav- mi-rav-am be-rav-am

prefixed with be- (with variant bo-), generally referred to as a subjunctive prefix, or
may lack a prefix entirely (as in certain imperatives). The basics of this system are
illustrated in Table 4.5 for three common verbs.

Within this system (largely adhered to in the standard written language), there j
no grammaticalized distinction of aspect in the present tense. In other words, the:
same indicative present verb form with mi- may be used for habitual, for punctual, o
for ongoing and continuous events; aspectual nuances are supplied contextually, or
must be inferred from the lexical verb semantics (Aktionsart), as illustrated in the
following (mi- with a present tense verb is glossed with mprc(aTive):® '

(24) dar_bareye mosabeg-e futbol  sohbat mi-kon-im

about game-ez  football conversation mD-do.prs-1pr
‘We are talking about the football game.’

(process, interpretable as referring to the current time of speech)

(25) ma  dar kelgs ingilisi  sohbat mi-kon-im

IPLin  class English conversation mND-do.pRs-1pL

‘We (generally) talk English in the classroom.’

(process, interpretable as referring to a habitual event, rather than the time of

speech) '
(26) vaqti suzan=rdé  dar badkonak Joru o-kon-i,

when needle=acc in  balloon  downward $BJ-d0.PRS-25G

mi-tark-ad

IND-burst.prs-3sG

‘If you push a needle into a balloon, it bursts’

(punctual, appropriate for referring to a general truth holding at all times)
(27) man  esm=ai=rd mi-ddn-am

1SG  name=POSS.35G=ACC IND-KnOw.PRS-15G

‘T know his name’
(state, obtains for an unbounded period, including the time of speech)

The west Iranian verbal system underwent a transition from the aspect-based system
of Old Iranian to a tense-based system, built on the fundamental opposition between

® 1 am grateful to Shirin Adibifar for native-speaker intuitions on these examples. My analysis differs
from many others in that I do not ascribe any aspectual value to mi- when it occurs with a present stem.

from vario
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r’:; In the wake of this major restructuring, a number of contemporary
two )

i anguages have since developed secondary aspectual distinctions, recruited
us sources. The mi- prefix just discussed is ‘the reS}ﬂt of such a gran%mat)-
_tization, going back to an erstwhile adverb, hameé alw'ays (Wu}dfuhr 20;9. :rtt S
. are nUMerous functionally parallel (though etymologically distinct) counterpa
- nian, yielding a particularly compelling case of parallel grammat'lcahzatu?n
S5 :;]aated ianguages (or “drift’, to usczl S(api)r’s term); an example is the di- prefix in
L ish, i in (36) and (37). .
b orthem Kurld::w:'em ;‘Sgtf:sdhere(sfo)r an aspect-neutral analysis of the modern mi-
y !-&%l;h‘:i;gl;)resent stems, its origins as an aspectual markc?r are sEi}I evi‘dent ’from tvsr/:;
- First, it does not occur with the inherently state p‘rec’hcate ddstan have' (gres;ve
' dar-), or with the defective copular verb hastan ‘be’. T.hus to express indica
- 1 l;ave‘ the expected form *mi-ddr-am is not possible, and instead we find
' —an‘tl This is presumably due to an incompatibility of‘the origin.al cgntlnuzlus
i : of the source of mi- with the stative meaning of dfzstan, or .wnh f e_ coI;l a,
e 1::3gmparable to the ungrammaticality of present continuous with English 1ave
T y i] am having to express a state of possession). Otherwise, however, mi- s
- tible, and indeed obligatory, with indicative present forms for all Persian
R a;'dless of their aspectual semantics, and irrespective of whether they are
;:gst;ﬁr interrogative. Second, the aspectual comppnent of mi- i's preser\{)eci V;Illzl(f)l
stems, where it optionally expresses imperfec.tlve (past continuous, 'u :

certain modal nuances), and forms an opposition with an unma%’l?ed p'erfe'ctlvle pas’;
In combination with the present stem, however, th}s .opposmon is simp Yo got
%‘mﬂnble (in the morphology at least); hence I gloss mi- in the present as IND,"® bu
; v,
E ::J;E:: ttlii:s:djrstwhile aspect markers have become bleached of aspectuai’ cor(xi';e:é
(as I have argued above for Persian mi-), additional éspectual markers may (cle 1 aed
to the system. In spoken Persian, an innovated continuous form has emerged, e
on a finite form of the verb ddstan ‘have’. In this construction, 'Fhe main ve; A
likewise finite; it must take the same tense as ddstan, carry the mi- prefix, al‘rll t et:
appropriate person and number agreement. The first two examples 1}1}1strate the i)saesc1
tense, while (30) and (31) illustrate the present tense (the forms of ddstan are glo
(PROG)RESSIVE).
(28) dast az  dnjg  rad mi-Sod

PROG.PST(35G) from there passing IMPV-become.psT(35G)

‘He was passing by there’ (Adibifar 2016, g2_{ 02)

(20) fagat dast-am komak mi-kard-am
just  ProG.psT-15G help  1MPV-do.PST-15G .
T was just helping’ (Davari and Kohan 2017, glosses modified)

10 Presumably for these two reasons, much of the relevant literature on E.’ersian does ?.ssurrg ar;
aspectual contribution of mi- in the present tense, and glosses it as e.g. durative (Taleghani 2008), o
: ctive; see Davari and Kohan (2017) for discussion.
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(30) dar-i ¢i kir  mi-kon-i?
PROG.PRS-25G what work IND-do.prs-25G?
‘What are you doing?

(31) dah sdl=e dér-e piano mi-zan-e
ten year=COP.35G PROG.PRS-3SG piano IND-hit.PRs-35G
‘He has been playing piano for ten years’

The last example makes it clear that this is not merely objective marking of ‘continuoygy

progressive aspect’, but involves more subtle aspects of speaker’s stance towards the
assertion being made. Obviously the subject in (31) has not been playing the piang

continuously (without interruption) for ten years. Rather, the speaker has chosen g
portray an activity undertaken at regular intervals in terms of a continuous process,

Davari and Kohan (2017) point to further semantic nuances expressed by pro.
gressive ddstan, which are not immediately derivable from a purely aspectual sense,
With inherently non-progressive verbs, such as ‘fall’, or ‘die’, the use of the dastan.
auxiliary expresses prospective aspect ‘is about to’ (examples from Davari and Kohap
2017, glosses adapted).

(32) dar-e mi-mir-e
PROG.PRS-35G IND-die.PRS-35G
‘He is about to die’

(33) Dbegir=es dir-e mi-oft-e
hold.prs.;MP=35G.P  PROG.PRS-35G IND-fall.pRS-35G
‘Hold it! It is about to fall’

In the past, the dastan-progressive may express a prospective state as the temporal
framework within which a punctual action occurs:

(34) dast-am mi-raft-am ke u zang zad
PROG.PST-1SG IMPV-GO.PST-1SG CPL 3G ring strike.PsT.3sG
Twas about to go when he called’ (Shirin Adibifar, p.c.)

Davari and Kohan (2017) interpret these non-progressive uses of the ddstan pro-
gressive as evidence of increasing ‘subjectification’ of the aspectual marker, drawing

on Narrog’s (2012) account of an increase in ‘speaker orientation’. The origin of the

déstan progressive are obscure. Jiigel (2015: 155) finds no evidence for early gram-
maticalization of *have/hold’ as an auxiliary in his Middle Persian corpus. Davari and

Kohan (2017) cite Dehghan (1972), who mentions written examples from the

beginning of the 20th century as the earliest attestations. It is of course likely that
these constructions had been available in the spoken language for centuries, but have
only relatively recently been committed to writing,

Davari and Kohan (2017) see the point of origin for this construction in the
reanalysis of a construction involving a centre-embedded relative clause containing
the verb dastan, which is reanalysed as a single clause, though this remains to be
confirmed in a more comprehensive survey. As an example for this kind of bridging
context, they cite among others the following:
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arde=i ke dast-and baz  mi-kard-and
6 curtain=INDF  that have.psT-3pL  open  1MPV-d0.PST-3PL ,
“The curtain that they had, they were opening’ > ‘They were opening the curtain

It should be noted that the ddstan progressive is not fully integrated into the TAM
stem of Persian, because it lacks a negated form. o
5Y$ A functionally similar renewal of aspect has also occurred in the Behdini dialect of
‘Northern Kurdish (the dialect spoken in the northernmost parts of Iraq b'orc.ieri‘ng on
:‘:'fhe Syrian and Turkish borders). In Behdini, an additional a'spectuzf.l .dlstmctlon is
i ailable in the present tenses to indicate ongoing and immediate a.tc.twllt?f.' Thus (36)
atains the particle y&, and indicates immediate and ongoing activity,” in cor.lt?ast
\with (37), lacking the particle, which stresses habitual, rather than current, activity:

(36) Azad yé I=Duhok-¢é Sul  di-ke-t
' Azad proGMsG in=Dohuk-oBLF work IND-do.PRS-35G
‘Azad is working (now) in Duhok’

(37) Azad 1=Duhok-¢ =~ ~ $ul  di-ke-t
3 Azad in=Dohuk-oBLF work mND-do.PRS-35G
‘Azad works (regularly) in Duhok’

The etymological source of the progressive particle in (36) is quite differel.lt fron? the
_source of the Persian dastan progressive (unlike Persian, Northern Kurdish entirely
acks a lexical HAVE-verb). The particle y¢ originates in a linking particle (kno.wn as
the ezafe in Iranian linguistics), used among other things to link adnominal attributes
' to nouns. The main evidence for associating the aspectual particle of (36) with the
ezafe is that both inflect for number and gender in a very similar manner. Thus if Fhe
‘subject in (36) were female, the particle would have the form ya, and if th.e §ub)ect
‘were plural, yét. Originally the ezafe was of pronominal or demonstrative origin, a}nd
this appears to be the source of its function here; presumably it grew from some kind
,;{g)f cleft construction (‘Azad—the one working in Dohuk’) though this remains
‘speculative (see Haig 2011 for discussion). Whatever the source, the result is that
the present tense an additional aspectual distinction has been added to the verb
tem, achieving a similar result to the dastan progressive in Persian. The parallels to
Persian developments also extend to the constraint against negation: the inno-
wvated progressive of Behdini is likewise ungrammatical with a negated main verb.

4.4 SUMMARY

This chapter has surveyed some of the grammaticalization processes that can be
‘traced back across two and a half millennia of Iranian languages, focusing on the
‘contrast between the grammaticalization of person indexing for subjects from

' Tt is notable that in colloquial Behdint, the ‘progressive’ form is exceedingly frequent, probably more
than the simple form in (37). Its claimed aspectual force is thus weak, and only really emerges when
kers wish to make a contrast. However, the subtle nuances of usage remain largely unresearched.
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erstwhile clitic pronouns and the non-grammaticalization of the cognate set of
pronouns in object function. Despite identical input material, the trajectories of

these two processes have been very different. I argue that in the case of object clitiCS,
for well over two thousand years the object clitic pronouns have remained just that.
clitic pronouns, with little further development towards object agreement. From their
earliest Old Iranian origins the clitic object pronouns were prosodically deficient,
bound elements. In the course of their subsequent development they have undergone
changes in placement principles, and formally may superficially resemble affixes, but
there has been no evident shift towards becoming obligatory indexes (agreement)
rather than alternating indexes. The subject pronouns, on the other hand, have
demonstrably developed into agreement markers in some languages. Although we
lack evidence for the precise pathway of development, I have suggested that the
process was inaugurated through an increase in frequency of these pronouns already
in Middle Iranian, in which the clitic pronouns began to occur in contexts where
previously pronouns would have been dispreferred (in same-subject coordination,
for example).

As mentioned, much of the inherited inflectional morphology (case, gender, and
TAM categories) eroded in a relatively short transition between the Old and Middle
Iranian periods, and the history of grammaticalization can to some extent be seen as
the gradual reacquisition of lost morphological categories, for example case, modal-
ity, and aspect (though the restitution of gender appears to be rare). Notably, across
different Iranian languages, these processes do not necessarily draw on cognate
source material, and may in fact be absent altogether. Thus some languages lack
grammaticalized aspect in the present tenses; others have not restituted structural
case marking (e.g. still lack an accusative or genitive case). Where these inflectional
categories have been reinstated, the process has been slow, and most examples still
bear obvious traces of the source construction, e.g. through stress patterns (Persian
=rd), or traces of syntactic mobility of the marker (e.g. subject agreement in Central
Kurdish), or a failure to cover all the relevant slots in a paradigm (e.g. the failure of
Persian ddstan-progressive to occur with negated main verbs). There are thus quite
discernible structural differences between the ‘inherited’ morphology (where it has
survived at all) and the ‘innovated” inflectional morphology of Iranian (Haig 2008:
96; to appear, b). To reach that state, then, the inherited morphology itself must have
gelled over an exceedingly long developmental period—far longer than the two
thousand years of attested history of Iranian languages available for our perusal. It
is thus scarcely surprising that the origins of (for example) inherited verbal person
agreement morphology lie far beyond the limits of historical records, and are likely to
remain unknown to historical linguists. Inflectionalization is evidently a process that
requires millennia, not centuries, to achieve, though paradoxically, its loss can be
quite rapid, even catastrophic.

Grammaticalization in the languages
of Europe

OSTEN DAHL

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Is it possible to give a characterization of grammaticalization processes in European
._ianguages? To make any sense, such a characterization must tell us not f)nl?f w'hat
grammaticalization in Europe is like, but also how it differs from grammaticalization
in other parts of the world.

 The problem that arises is not primarily that we know too little about grammat-
jcalization in Furope; it is rather that we know so little about it elsewhere. For many
"European languages, we can follow their history back for more than two millennia,
with abundant written documentation. Outside of Europe, this is the case only for a
-';\Ifery limited number of languages. It is also the case that the scientific study of
language has been very much focused on the major languages of Europe, and most
linguists have been native speakers of European languages. The study of grammat-
icalization has been no exception, with the standard examples tending to be taken
from the history of ‘Standard Average European’ (SAE) languages. So it is unlikely
that we will find anything which deviates radically from conventional wisdom by just
trying to see what is found in European languages.

Excluding chance as an explanation, similarities in developments between lan-
guages could be explained either (i) through similarities in preconditions—either
internal, i.e. shared structural properties, or external—shared ecologies, or'universal
cognitive properties, or (ii) through influence due to language contact. The first type
of explanation, which is generally favoured in typology, allows for generalizations
over a set of languages—but it demands that we treat the members of the set as
independent cases, in order to exclude influence through contact. By contrast, in
areal linguistics, scholars normally want to exclude parallel independent developments.
There are stumbling blocks of different kinds here. Someone who is looking for
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